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DECLARATI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Nepera Chemical Company Superfund Site
Hamptonburgh, Orange County, New York
Superfund Identification Number: NY000511451

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the Selected Remedy
Nepera Superfund Site (hereinafter the Site) locate
Hamptonburgh, Orange County, New York. The Selecte
chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environ
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthoriza
1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the Na

and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan

This decision is based on the Administrative Record

Site, which has been developed in accordance with S

of CERCLA, 42 United States Code Section 9613(k).
Administrative Record file is available for review
Hamptonburgh Town Hall in Campbell Hall, New York a
United States Environmental Protection Agency Regio
Records Center at 290 Broadway, New York, NY.
Administrative Record Index (Appendix ) identifi

the items comprising the Administrative Record upon
selection of the Remedial Action is based. The Sta

York (State) concurs with the Selected Remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

The response action selected in this Record of Deci
necessary to protect public health or welfare or th
from actual or threatened releases of hazardous sub
the Site into the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The EPA will address the Site contamination as one
unit. The selected remedy involves remediation of
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specific media, namely, soil and groundwater. The

remediation

of contaminated soil involves excavating the soils within the
former lagoons and treatment of these soils utilizi ng soil vapor
extraction and biological degradation within an eng ineered,
below-grade biocell (e.g., bioremedial reactor). T he
remediation of groundwater involves introducing an oxygenating
compound to create aerobic conditions and, thereby, enhance
biodegradation  within the excavation below the natu ral
overburden water table.

The selected remedy includes the following componen ts:

e Excavation of Contaminated Soils: Site soils, whic h exceed
New York State Department of Environmental Conserva tion
(NYSDEC) soil cleanup objectives, within the former lagoons
will be excavated and placed into a biocell;

e Treatment of Soils in the Biocell:  Soils within th e
biocell will be treated using soil vapor extraction and
biological degradation technologies to reach target cleanup
levels. The biocell will operate as a dual-technol ogy
system utilizing SVE and biological degradation wit hin an
engineered below-grade biocell. Excavated soils wi Il be
treated to reach target cleanup levels;

e Backfilling of Excavated Areas: The excavated area s of the
Site, which are not utilized in the construction of the
biocell will be backfilled to grade, using clean fi I
meeting NYSDEC soil cleanup objectives;

e Bioremediation of Contaminants of Concern (COCSs) in Site
Groundwater: Bioremediation will be accomplished b y
enhancement of the indigenous microbial population through
the introduction of oxygenating compounds into targ eted
areas of the groundwater aquifer. Bioremediation
(oxygenating compounds) technology would be applied as an
initial enhancement within the excavated area of th e former
lagoons;

e Long-term Groundwater Monitoring Program: A long-te rm
groundwater monitoring program will be implemented to
verify that the concentrations and the extent of th e
groundwater contaminants are declining. Results of the
long-term groundwater monitoring will be used to ev aluate
the effectiveness of the remedy and to assess the n eed for
additional injections/applications of oxygenating
compounds. This program will also include the conti nued
sampling of those private wells in the vicinity of the Site

which are currently monitored,;



Institutional Controls: To protect human health fro
exposure to the existing contamination while cleanu
ongoing, this alternative includes institutional co

which  include an environmental easement/restrictive
covenant, which will be filed in the property recor
Orange County. The environmental easement/restrict
covenant will, at a minimum require: (@) restrictin
excavation or other activities that would interfere
constructed remedies (with the exception of Alterna

— Excavation and Off-Site Disposal), unless the exc

or other activities are in compliance with an EPA-a

site management plan; (b) restricting new construc

the Site unless an evaluation of the potential for
intrusion is conducted and mitigation, if necessary
performed in compliance with an EPA-approved SMP an
restricting the use of groundwater as a source of p

or process water unless groundwater quality standar

met;

Site Management Plan: A SMP will be developed to a
soil and groundwater at the Site and would provide

proper management of all Site remedy components pos
construction, including the institutional controls
discussed above, and will also include: (a) monitor

Site groundwater to ensure that, following remedy
implementation, the groundwater quality improves; (
provision for any operation and maintenance require
components of the remedy; and (c) periodic certific

by the owner/operator or other person implementing
remedy that any institutional and engineering contr

in place;

Engineering Controls: Engineering controls consisti
fencing and posting signs will be implemented to pr
inadvertent exposure to Site contaminants by the lo
populace;

Contingency Plan: In the event that monitoring sho
indicate that the Village of Maybrook public water

wells have been impacted by the Site-related contam
above health-based levels, a contingency plan would
necessary to provide for a wellhead treatment for t
Village of Maybrook wells on an interim basis pendi
further consideration of groundwater treatment alte

to meet groundwater treatment standards; and

Five-Year Review: Hazardous substances will remain
Site above levels that would not allow for unlimite
and unrestricted exposure for at least five years.
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Pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, EPA will revi
remedies no less often than every five years. The
five-year review is due within five years of the da
construction is initiated for the remedial action.
current expectation is that construction will be in
during the year 2010 and the first five-year review
due in the year 2015.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS
Statutory Requirenents

The Selected Remedy attains the mandates of CERCLA
and the regulatory requirements of the NCP. The Se

is protective of human health and the environment,

Federal and State requirements that are applicable

and appropriate to the remedial action, is cost-eff

utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatm
resource recovery technologies to the maximum
practicable.

Statutory Preference for Treatnent

The Selected Remedy satisfies the statutory prefere
treatment as a principal element of the remedy (i.e

toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substanc
treatment). Remedial actions at the source area a
water table are expected to remove site-related con
eliminate the threat of further migration of the co

the groundwater.

Fi ve- Year Revi ew Requi renents

Hazardous substances will remain at this Site above
would allow for unlimited use and unrestricted expo
least five years. Pursuant to Section 121(c) of CE
will review site remedies no less often than every

RCD DATA CERTI FI CATI ON CHECKLI ST

The following information is included in the Decisi
section of this Record of Decision. Additional inf
be found in the Administrative Record file for the
index of which can be found in Appendix Il of this
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* Contaminants of concern and their respective concentrations
(See ROD, pages 6,7,8 and Appendix II Table A)

" Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern (see
ROD page 10 and Appendix II Tables A - F)

" Remediation goals (e.g., Cleanup levels) established for
chemicals of concern and the basis for these levels (see
ROD, page 19)

* A discussion of source materials constituting principal
threats may be found in the “Principal Threat Waste”
section. (see ROD, page 39)

e Current and reasonably-anticipated future land use
assumptions and current and potential future beneficial
uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment
and ROD (see ROD, page 9)

®* Expected land and groundwater use that will be available at
the Site as a result of the selected remedy (see ROD, page
41)

* EHstimated capital, annual operation and maintenance, and
total present-worth costs, and the number of yvears over
which the remedy cost estimates are projected (see ROD,
pages 35 and 39, and Appendix VI)

* Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., how the
Selected Remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with
respect to the balancing and modifying Criteria,
emphasizing criteria key to the decision) may be found in
the “Comparative Analysis of Alternatives” and “Statutory
Determinations” sections. (see ROD, pages 31 through 39,
and page 45)

Q}V\Xm\ éfg‘ZZZo 7
George Pavlou Date

Director,

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
USEPA Region 2
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RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET
EPA REGION 2
Site

Site name: Nepera Chemical Company Site
Site location: Hamptonburgh, Orange County, New Yor k
Listed on the NPL: June 1, 1986

Record of Deci sion

Date signed: September 28, 2007
Selected remedy:

Soil: Excavation and treatment of the soils in a b elow-grade
biocell utilizing soil vapor extraction and biodegr adation.

Groundwater: Groundwater in the overburden will be treated
through application of an oxygenating compound, whi ch will flow
radially outward from the former lagoon area and al so downward
to enhance biodegradation of groundwater in both th e overburden
aquifer and the bedrock aquifer.

Capital cost: $2,570,000

Operation and Maintenance
and Monitoring costs: $512,700

Total Present-worth cost: $3,815,000

Lead: EPA

Primary Contact: Mark Dannenberg, Remedial Project Manager,
(212) 637-4251

Secondary Contact: Angela Carpenter, Chief, Eastern New York
Remediation Section, (212) 637-4263

Mai n PRPs: Nepera, Inc., Cambrex Corp., Warner Lambert
Company, Pfizer, Inc.

vii



Wast e

Waste type:

Waste origin:

Volatile organic and semi-volatile orga
compounds, including pyridine-related
compounds

Chemical processing wastewater from t
Nepera, Inc. facility in Harriman, New York

Contaminated media: Soil, groundwater
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SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Nepera Chemical Company Site (Site) includes a
property located on County Highway 4 in Hamptonburg
County, New York (hereinafter, the Nepera Property)
contamination emanating from the Nepera Property (s

|, Figure 1). The Site property is bounded on the
Orange County Highway 4, Beaverdam Brook to the wes
Kill to the south, and an undeveloped tract of land

Three residences exist in the immediate vicinity of

one just west of the southwest marsh area, and two

and northeast of the Site on the opposite side of O
Highway 4.

The Nepera Property is owned by Nepera, Inc. Waste
chemical production processes conducted at the Nepe
facility located in Harriman, New York, were trucke

and discharged into lagoons on the Nepera Property.
lagoons, comprising an area of approximately five (
were constructed within the Nepera Property.

Approximately 6,500 people live within three miles
Property. The closest residences are located appro
feet, 175 feet and 450 feet to the west, north and
respectively. These residences rely on private sup
their drinking water. The vicinity near the Nepera
residential and agricultural in nature. The public
wells for the Village of Maybrook are located appro
feet to the east-northeast of the Nepera Property.

The Site is situated in the Valley and Ridge provin
Appalachian Region in Orange County, New York. In
topography of the area is typified by relatively lo
ridges and valleys. The Site is located within a 4

mile  watershed consisting of Beaverdam Brook
tributaries, which discharge to the Otter Kill loca
approximately 500 feet to the south of the Nepera P
geologic units at the site are divided into two pri

the overburden (comprised of topsoil, fill, and gra
bedrock (comprised predominantly of shale). Ground
topography is generally bedrock controlled in that
surface generally follows the bedrock surface topog
overburden thickness at the site is also related to
topography in that it is generally thinner (or abse
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bedrock ridges, while greater overburden thicknesse
deposited in bedrock depressions and valleys. The
ranges in thickness from 0 to 20 feet.

Most of the Site is forested. The former lagoon ar

stripped of vegetation while in use, is now covered
grasses, wild flowers, and mixed brush. There are

that exist beneath the Site, the overburden aquifer
bedrock aquifer. The overburden aquifer is the sur
which overlies the bedrock aquifer. The bedrock aq
primary source for public water in the area. No si
layers of impeding clays were observed between the
within the study area. An east to west trending gr
divide is present in the bedrock aquifer underlying
transecting) the lagoon area. As such, groundwater
northerly and a southerly component radiating from

Both aquifers have been impacted by Site-related co

The unconsolidated deposits that form the overburde
generally thin (e.g., 5 to 20 feet). The overburde

the harder and denser bedrock, which is comprised o

shale and sandstone. The shale bedrock has a high
fracturing and the bedrock aquifer provides a signi
portion of the groundwater for domestic uses in the

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Nepera Chemical Company was a
pharmaceutical chemicals, hydrogels, and
industrial chemical intermediate compounds at its f
located in Harriman, New York, approximately 25 mil
the Site.

The Nepera Property was purchased by the Nepera Che
in 1952
Warner Lambert Corporation in 1956 and reincorporat

Inc. From 1953 through 1967, Nepera used the lagoo
Site for the discharge of industrial wastewater gen

plant in Harriman (see Appendix I, Figure 3). No w
disposal has taken place at the Site since December

of the lagoons were back-filled with clean soil by

Beginning in 1967, numerous investigations were con
various consultants to Nepera to determine the exte
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contamination at the Site. Based on the results of
investigations, NYSDEC placed the Site on the New Y

of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites. On Aug

the State of New York entered into a Consent Decree

to conduct a remedial investigation to determine th
extent of contamination at the Site.

On June 1, 1986, EPA placed the Site on the Nationa

List (NPL) of sites under CERCLA. EPA subsequently

the New York State Department of Environmental Cons
(NYSDEC) as the lead regulatory agency for overseei
implementation of a Remedial Investigation and Feas

(RI/FS) at the Site.

Beginning in 1988, under an NYSDEC-issued order, Ne
hired a contractor to conduct an investigation to d

nature and extent of the contamination at and emana

Site. The investigation of groundwater was expande
and, again, in 2001 with the installation of additi
groundwater monitoring wells. Subsequent groundwat

was conducted in 2001 and 2002. Extensive addition
sampling activities were conducted in 2002 and a we
delineation survey was conducted in 2003. The phas

to the RI was iterative in nature, where the result

task were used to focus the scope of each subsequen

During the several phases of the RI, a total of 38

wells were installed in the study area (see Appendi

2).  The first draft Rl Report was submitted in M

NYSDEC and EPA determined that further work was nec
define the type and extent of soil contamination at

to determine the downgradient extent of the groundw
contamination plume which emanated from the Site.

2005, an updated draft Rl Report was submitted to N

EPA. This document was further revised and an appr

Report was submitted on June 16, 2006.

NYSDEC and EPA agreed that EPA would be designated
agency for the Nepera Site at the conclusion of the
process.
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COMVUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The Proposed Plan and supporting documentation for the Nepera
Site were made available to the public on July 31, 2007 at the
EPA Region 2 Administrative Record File Room in New York, NY,
and at the Hamptonburgh Town Office in Campbell Hal I, New York.
EPA issued a public notice in the Times Herald-Reco rd on July
31, 2007, which contained information relevant to t he duration
of the public comment period, the date of the publi Cc meeting,
and the availability of the Proposed Plan and the A dministrative
Record. The public comment period was held from Ju ly 31, 2007
through August 29, 2007. This notice was sent to a [l addresses
on the mailing list. In addition, a public meeting was held on
August 16, 2007, at the Hamptonburgh Town Office, 1 8 Bull Road,
Campbell Hall, NY. The purpose of the meeting was to inform

interested citizens and local officials about the S uperfund
process, to discuss the Proposed Plan, to receive c omments on
the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from area
residents and other interested parties. The commen ts and
guestions received at the public meeting and in wri ting
throughout the public comment period, as well as EP A’s responses
to those comments and questions, are included as pa rt of this
Record of Decision in the Responsiveness Summary (A ppendix V).
SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This Record of Decision addresses the remediation o f the
contaminated soil and contaminated groundwater rela ted to the
Site. The entire Site is addressed as one operable unit. The
Site-specific media impacted at the Site are soils (in the
former lagoon area) and groundwater. The two main objectives
for response action at this Site are to remediate ¢ ontaminated
soil, which continues to act as a source of groundw ater
contamination, and to treat groundwater so that the Contaminants
of Concern (COCs) are below Maximum Contaminant Lev els (MCLs),
established pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act , 42 U.S.C.
8300f et.seq., thereby making the Site suitable for residential
use. The planned Remedial Action is a final action for the Site
and is expected to successfully achieve the Remedia | Action
Objectives (RAOs). The EPA has selected a combinat ion of

technologies to address the contamination in the tw

4
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using a combination of different treatment technolo
response will permanently reduce the toxicity, mobi
volume of source materials at the Site and restore

to meet ARARS/MCLs.

SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

This section of the ROD provides an overview of the
geology and hydrogeology; the sampling strategy use
Site; the conceptual Site model (CSM); and the natu

of contamination at the Site. Further detailed inf
about the Site’s characteristics can be found in th

Overview of the Site

The Town of Hamptonburgh is located in the northern
Orange County, New York, in the
metropolitan area. Its population was 4,686, based
census. The latitude of the Town of Hamptonburgh i
the longitude is 74.253W.

The Nepera Site is in an area of rolling hill topog
hills, and a portion of a third, occupy the Site wi
local relief of approximately 40 feet. Most of the
forested. The Site is bordered on the west by Beav
and on the south and southeast by Otter Kill and we

The area where the Site is located
residential/agricultural. Residences in the immedi

of the Site are located to the west, north, and nor
Nepera Property.

Ceol ogy/ Hydr ogeol ogy

The Site is situated in the valley and ridge provin
Appalachian Region in Orange County, New York. In
topography of the area is typified by relatively lo
ridges and valleys. There are two aquifers that ex
the Site, the overburden aquifer and the bedrock aq
aquifers have been impacted by Site-related contami
unconsolidated deposits that form the overburden ar
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thin (e.g., 5 to 20 feet). The overburden overlies

denser bedrock consisting of compressed shale and s
The shale bedrock has a high degree of fracturing a
bedrock aquifer provides a significant portion of t
groundwater for domestic uses in the area.

Ecol ogy

The Nepera Site is in an area of rolling hill topog

hills, and a portion of a third, occupy the Site wi

local relief of approximately 40 feet. Most of the
forested. @ The former lagoon area, which was stripp
vegetation while in use, is now covered with grasse
flowers, and mixed brush. The Site is bordered on
Beaverdam Brook, and on the south and southeast by
and wetlands.

Cul tural Resources

A Cultural Resources Survey was performed for the S
indicated that there were neither any significant N
Register of Historic Places or National Register of
Places-eligible properties nor any likely prehistor

within the project boundaries. As such, the regula
requirements relating to the identification and pro

historic properties/places have been addressed and
archaeological investigations are considered necess

Site.

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation

Activities performed as part of the RI included: o

borings, soil sampling, monitoring well drilling an
installation, groundwater sampling, and residential
sampling. These activities were performed by the p

responsible parties (PRPs) with EPA and NYSDEC over
related contamination was found in soil and groundw
results of the Rl are summarized below.

Soi | :  RI soil sampling activities were conducted in pha
Sampling performed in 1991 and 1996 identified cont
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the lagoon area and determined the lagoon area to b

source of the contaminants in the groundwater plume
primary contaminants identified during soil samplin

include benzene (maximum concentration of 13 millig
kilogram (mg/kg)), chlorobenzene (maximum concentra

mg/kg), ethylbenzene (maximum concentration of 22 m

toluene (maximum concentration of 52 mg/kg), xylene
concentration of 300 mg/kg) and pyridine-related co
(maximum concentration of 74 mg/kg of 2-amino pyrid

these contaminants are deemed to be COCs for the Si
addition, several samples detected elevated levels
including mercury and manganese. An additional 120

were collected from the lagoon area in 2003 to eval

of metals. Soil samples were also collected from |
impacted by the Site to determine Site-specific bac
levels for metals. Analytical data from the 2003 s
activities indicated that the concentration levels

the lagoon area were comparable to background conce
and, as such, metals are not considered to be COCs.
presence of mercury in earlier samples (from 1991 a

of additional concern as the form of mercury (e.g.,
mercury or inorganic mercury) can significantly cha
toxicity. As such, additional analyses were perfor
selected samples collected in 2003 to determine the
species) of mercury present in Site soils. These a
determined that over 99% of the mercury present in

in the form of inorganic mercury, which is signific

toxic than organo-mercury.

As stated earlier, the former lagoons are within an
approximately 5 acres in size, but the total area o
lagoons is estimated to be 128,850 square feet (app
acres). The volume of contaminated soil was calcul

the actual surface area of each lagoon, the average
overburden within each lagoon (down to bedrock), th

of a distinct black-stained layer observed during t

of test pits, and the clean fill that was put in th

when they were closed. The average overburden thic
estimated to range from 3.4 (for Lagoon 6) to 13.3
Lagoon 3). The total volume of contaminated soil i

to be 30,086 cubic yards. Furthermore, it is estim
(approximately 6,000 cubic yards) of this is compri

and cobble which will be sorted out prior to implem

soil remedy. Therefore, the remedial alternatives
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the Proposed Plan were based on a total volume of c
soil of 24,086 cubic yards, which is equivalent to
38,700 tons.

G oundwat er : The groundwater monitoring program
sampling of groundwater monitoring wells located at
bordering) the Site and analyses of these samples f

and inorganic compounds. These efforts were compri
several separate field mobilizations conducted betw

2003. The investigation was conducted in an iterat

where the results of each task were used to develop

each subsequent task. The RI included:

e Installing permanent groundwater monitoring wells t
fixed monitoring and/or compliance points within bo
overburden aquifer and the bedrock aquifer. A tota
groundwater monitoring wells were installed in the

e Collecting a series of groundwater samples from the
monitoring network;

e Identifying the Contaminants of Potential Concern i
aquifers; and

e Characterizing the horizontal and vertical extent o
related contaminants in the overburden and bedrock
and determining the extent of the groundwater conta
plume.

As with the contaminated soil, the primary contamin
identified in  groundwater include benzene, chlorobe
ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes and pyridine-related

These contaminants were detected above MCLs in the

within the property boundary.

Residences in the vicinity of the Site rely on priv

their potable water supply. As a precautionary mea
ensure that these wells are not impacted by the Sit
wells in the immediate vicinity of the Site have ro
sampled for Site-related contaminants. With the ex
minor levels of Site-related contaminants detected
drinking water standards (e.g., MCLs) in May 2002 a
2003, sampling data indicate non-detectable levels
related contaminants in private wells. Also, beca

close proximity to the Site (approximately 800 feet
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wells located on County Highway 4, which are used t
drinking water to customers served by the Village o

are monitored on a quarterly basis for Site-related

and must comply with the New York State Department
drinking water standards. Site-related contaminant
been detected in the Village of Maybrook Public Wel

Sedi nent: As stated earlier, the Site is bounded by Beaverd
Brook to the west and the Otter Kill to the south.
hydrogeological link between groundwater and these

was not clear, sediment samples were collected in 1

and 1995 from Beaverdam Brook and the Otter Kill.

The EPA performed additional sediment sampling from
Beaverdam Brook in 2003. Groundwater flow directio
considered in determining sampling location points.

were collected from a total of 27 sampling location
downstream, and adjacent to the Site, and were anal
volatile organic compounds and semi-volatile organi
(including Site-related COCSs). Site-related COCs w
detected in these samples.

Cont am nant Fate and Transport

Migration of contaminants at the Nepera Site occurs
contaminated soils to the groundwater. Migration o
contaminants also occurs within the groundwater aqu
site-related Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and
Organic Compounds (SVOCs) emanate from the former |
which, itself, still acts as an ongoing source of g
contamination and migration to both the overburden
aquifers. Groundwater contamination has generally

within the site property boundary.

CURRENT AND POTENTI AL FUTURE SI TE AND RESOURCE
The Site is in an area used for residential and/or
purposes. The zoning of the Site (residential/agri

not expected to change in the near future.

The groundwater at the Site is classified by NYSDEC
is groundwater suitable as a source of drinking wat
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a future potential beneficial use of groundwater at

a drinking water source. Residences in the vicinit

rely on private wells for their potable water suppl
addition, public water supply wells of the Village

are located approximately 800 feet east-northeast
property boundary.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

As part of the RI/FS, EPA conducted a baseline risk
to estimate the current and future effects of conta
human health and the environment. A baseline risk
an analysis of the potential adverse human health a
effects of releases of hazardous substances from a
absence of any actions or controls to mitigate such
under current and future land uses.
assessment includes a human health
ecological risk assessment. It provides the basis
action and identifies the contaminants and exposure
that need to be addressed by the remedial action.

of the ROD summarizes the results of
assessments for this Site.

Human Heal th R sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-

health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scen
Identification — uses the analytical data collected

the contaminants of potential concern at the Site f
medium, with consideration of a number of factors e
below; Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitud
and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and
these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting
well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed
Assessment - determines the types of adverse health
associated with chemical exposures, and the relatio
magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of advers
(response); and Risk Characterization - summarizes
outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to
guantitative assessment of Site-related risks. The
characterization also identifies contamination
concentrations which exceed acceptable levels, defi
National Contingency Plan (NCP) as an excess lifeti
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risk greater than 1 x 10
than 1.0; contaminants at these concentrations are
chemical of concern (COCs) and are typically those
require remedial action at the Site. This section

a discussion of the uncertainties associated with t

Hazard Identification: In this step, the chemicals

concern (COPCs) at the Site in each medium were ide

on such factors as toxicity, frequency of occurrenc

transport of the contaminants in the environment, ¢

mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation. Analyt
information that was collected to determine the nat
extent of contamination revealed the presence of a
constituents, such as benzene, xylenes, aniline, an
aminopyridine in groundwater and benzene,
chlorobenzene, xylenes, and 2-aminopyridine in soll
concentrations of potential concern. Based on this

the risk assessment focused on groundwater and soil
contaminants which may pose significant risk to hum
comprehensive list of all COPCs can be found in the
human health risk assessment (BHHRA) in the adminis
record. Only the COCs, or those chemicals requirin

at the Site, are listed in Appendix Il, Table A. T
groundwater at the Site are benzene, xylenes, anili
aminopyridine, and the COCs for soils at the Site a

toluene, chlorobenzene, xylenes, and 2-aminopyridin

Exposure Assessment: Consistent with Superfund pol
guidance, the BHHRA is a baseline human health risk
and therefore assumes no remediation or institution

to mitigate or remove hazardous substance releases.
risks and noncancer hazard indices were calculated
estimate of the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) e
occur under current and future conditions at the Si

is defined as the highest exposure that is reasonab

to occur at a site. For those contaminants for whi

or hazard exceeded acceptable levels, the central t
estimate (CTE), or the average exposure, was also e

Current Site land use is zoned agricultural/residen
neighboring properties are primarily residential in
Future land use is expected to remain the same, or
as a recreational area. Groundwater is designated
as a potable water supply, meaning it could be used
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in the future. Therefore, potential exposure to gr

a drinking water source was evaluated. The BHHRA e valuated
potential risks to populations associated with both current and
potential future land uses. Exposure pathways were identified
for each potentially exposed population and each po tential
exposure scenario for the groundwater and soils at the Site.
Exposure pathways assessed in the BHHRA for the gro undwater
included ingestion of and dermal contact with tap w ater.
Inhalation of volatile contaminants while showering and bathing
was also evaluated for the hypothetical future resi dent.
Exposure pathways evaluated for the soils included construction
workers exposed to soils from excavation or other c onstruction
activities that might disturb soil. Based on curre nt and
anticipated future use of the Site, the BHHRA consi dered a
variety of possible receptors, including the future Site
construction worker and the potential future on-sit e resident
(adult and child). A summary of the exposure pathw ays included
in the baseline human health risk assessments can b e found in
Appendix Il, Table B.

Typically, exposures are evaluated using a statisti cal estimate
of the exposure point concentration (EPC), which is usually an
upperbound estimate of the average concentration fo r each
contaminant, but in some cases may be the maximum d etected
concentration. A summary of the exposure point con centrations
for the COCs in groundwater can be found in Appendi x Il, Table

A, while a comprehensive list of the exposure point

concentrations for all COPCs can be found in the BH HRA.

Toxicity Assessment: Under current EPA guidelines, the
likelihood of carcinogenic risks and noncancer haza rds due to
exposure to Site chemicals are considered separatel y.
Consistent with current EPA policy, it was assumed that the
toxic effects of the Site-related chemicals would b e additive.
Thus, cancer and noncancer risks associated with ex posures to
individual COPCs were summed to indicate the potent ial risks and
hazards associated with mixtures of potential carci nogens and

noncarcinogens, respectively.

Toxicity data for the human health risk assessment

by the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) da
other sources that are identified as appropriate re
toxicity values consistent with EPA’s directive on
values. This information is presented in Appendix
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(noncancer toxicity data summary) and Appendix I,
(cancer toxicity data summary).

Risk Characterization: Noncarcinogenic (systemic)

assessed using a hazard index (HI) approach, based
comparison of expected contaminant intakes and benc
comparison levels of intake (reference doses [RfDs]
concentrations [RfCs]). RfDs and RfCs are estimate
exposure levels for humans (including sensitive ind
which are thought to be safe over a lifetime of exp
estimated intake of chemicals identified in environ
(e.g., the amount of a chemical in soil incidentall

is compared to the RfD or the RfC to derive the haz
(HQ) for the contaminant in the particular medium.
obtained by adding the hazard quotients for all com

a particular medium that impact a particular
population.

recept

The HQs for oral and dermal exposures are calculate
The HQ for inhalation exposures is calculated using
model that incorporates the RfC rather than the RfD

HQ = Intake/RfD
Where: HQ = hazard quotient

Intake = estimated intake for a chemical (mg/kg-d
RfD = reference dose (mg/kg-day)

The intake and the RfD represent the same exposure
chronic, subchronic, or acute).

As previously stated, the HI is calculated by summi
for all chemicals for likely exposure scenarios for
population. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates that

exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur

of Site-related exposures, with the potential for h
increasing as the HI increases. When the HI calcul
chemicals for a specific population exceeds 1.0, se
values are then calculated for those chemicals whic
to act on the same target organ. These discrete HI
then compared to the acceptable limit of 1.0 to eva
potential for noncancer health effects on a specifi
organ. The HI provides a useful reference point fo
potential significance of multiple contaminant expo
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a single medium or across media. A summary of the

noncarcinogenic risks associated with these chemica Is for each
exposure pathway is contained in Appendix Il, Table E.

As seen in Appendix IlI, Table E, noncancer hazard f or the
potential future site resident (child and adult) wh o0 may be
exposed to groundwater as a drinking water is 620, and the
noncancer hazard for the potential future construct ion worker
who may be exposed to soils is 120. Therefore, non carcinogenic
hazards may occur from exposure routes evaluated in the risk
assessment. The noncarcinogenic hazards were attri butable
primarily to exposure to benzene, xylenes, aniline, and 2-
aminopyridine in  groundwater and to benzene, toluen e,
chlorobenzene, xylenes, and 2-aminopyridine in soil S.

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as t he
incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over

a lifetime as a result of exposure to a carcinogen, using the
cancer slope factor (SF) for oral and dermal exposu res and the
inhalation unit risk (IUR) for inhalation exposures . Excess
lifetime cancer risk for oral and dermal exposures is calculated
from the following equation, while the equation for inhalation

exposures uses the IUR, rather than the SF:

Risk = LADD x SF

Where: Risk = excess lifetime cancer risk, a unitl ess
probability (1 x 10 %) of an individual developing
cancer

LADD = lifetime average daily dose averaged over 70
years (mg/kg-day)

SF = cancer slope factor, expressed as [1/(mg/kg- day)]
These risks are probabilities that are usually expr essed in
scientific notation (such as 1 x 10 “).  An excess lifetime
cancer risk of 1 x 10 “ indicates that one additional incidence
of cancer may occur in a population of 10,000 peopl e who are
exposed under the conditions identified in the asse ssment. As
stated in the NCP, the acceptable risk range for Si te-related
exposureis 10  ®to10 .
As shown in BHHRA and summarized in Appendix II, Ta ble F, in the
event that untreated Site groundwater were to be us ed as
drinking water, exposure to groundwater contaminate d with

14



benzene would be associated with an excess lifetime cancer risk

of 1 x 10 = for the potential future on-site resident (child a nd
adult). Exposure to soils by potential future cons truction
workers would be associated with an excess lifetime cancer risk
of1x10 .

These cancer risks and noncancer health hazards ind icate that
there is significant potential risk from direct exp osure to
soils and groundwater to potentially exposed popula tions. For
these receptors, exposure to benzene in soils and g roundwater
results in both an excess lifetime cancer risk that exceeds
EPA’s target risk range of 10 “ to 10 °, while exposure to
benzene, xylenes, aniline, toluene, chlorobenzene, and 2-
aminopyridine results in an HI above the threshold of 1. The
concentration of benzene is also in excess of the F ederal and

State MCL of 5 ug/L.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) was pr epared to
identify the potential environmental risks associat ed with
surface water, groundwater, sediment, and soil. Th e results of
the BERA suggested that there are contaminants in g roundwater,
soils, and sediment, but they are not present at le vels posing
significant risks to ecological receptors. The pot ential for
risk to ecological receptors exposed to @ site-relate d
contaminants was limited to isolated locations, pri marily in
Lagoon 6, and the risk associated with this area us ed the
conservative assumption that the ecological recepto rs (e.g.,
soil invertebrates, mammalian insectivores, and car nivores)
spend 100% of their lives in the area of Lagoon 6. The
contaminants that were identified in the BERA (outs ide of Lagoon

6) were determined not to pose a potential for adve rse
ecological effects because they were common element s of soll
that were not related to Site operations, they were detected at
concentrations lower than background levels, they w ere
infrequently detected, or they were detected at con centrations
indicating that the HQs were only slightly above 1 with no
adverse impacts to exposed receptors expected. A d etailed
presentation of these data can be found in the RI R eport.
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Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in t his
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide
variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sou rces of

uncertainty include:

e Environmental chemistry sampling and analysis;
e environmental parameter measurement;

e fate and transport modeling;

e exposure parameter estimation; and

e toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in par t from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncert ainty as to
the actual levels present. Environmental chemistry -analysis
error can stem from several sources including the e rrors
inherent in the analytical methods and characterist ics of the

matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are relate d to
estimates of how often an individual would actually come in
contact with the chemicals of concern, the period o f time over
which such exposure would occur, and the characteri stics of the
models used to estimate the concentrations of the c hemicals of

concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrap olating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses o f exposure,

as well as from the difficulties in assessing the t oxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addr essed by
making conservative assumptions concerning risk and exposure
parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the risk
assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the ri sks to
populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely t o]

underestimate actual risks related to the Site.

More specific information concerning public health risks,
including a quantitative evaluation of the degree o f risk
associated with various exposure pathways, is prese nted in the

BHHRA report.
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Basis for Renedi al Action

The response actions selected in this ROD are neces sary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environ ment from
actual releases of hazardous substances in the envi ronment. The
response actions are warranted because:
1. Exposure to contaminated soil poses risks to human
health;
2. The contaminated soil continues to be a source of
groundwater contamination. As such, a remedial act ion
is warranted to reduce contamination in the soil to
levels below cleanup objectives;
3. Groundwater COCs are present in concentrations both
above MCLs and that pose a significant potential ri sk
from  direct exposure to potentially exposed
populations. As such, a remedial action is warrant ed
to restore the contaminated groundwater for future
use.
REMVEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) provide general d escriptions
of what the Superfund cleanup is designed to accomp lish. The
RAOs are established on the basis of the nature and extent of
the contamination, the resources that are currently and
potentially threatened, and the potential for human and
environmental exposure. Remedial action goals are media-
specific goals to protect human health and the envi ronment and
are based on available information and standards su ch as
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS), to-
be-considered (TBC) guidance, and risk-based levels established
in the risk assessment. Section 121(d) of CERCLA r equires that,
at a minimum, any remedial action implemented at a site achieve
overall protection of human health and the environm ent and
comply with all ARARs. ARARs at a site may include other

federal and state environmental statutes and regula tions.
The general RAOs identified for the Site are to:

1. prevent exposure of human receptors to contaminated
soils and contaminated groundwater;
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2. minimize migration of contaminants from soils to
groundwater;

3. restore the aquifer(s) to beneficial use;
4. ensure that hazardous constituents within the soil and
groundwater meet acceptable levels consistent with

reasonably anticipated future use; and

5. minimize  potential human  contact with  waste

constituents.
Implementing active remedies in the source area and in the
groundwater aquifers will address the risks associa ted with the
site-related contaminants. Specifically, implement ation of the
remedies is expected to reduce the concentration of contaminants
in soils below soil cleanup objectives and reduce t he
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater to dr inking water
standards. To meet these remedial action objectives the
following cleanup objectives have been selected bas ed on federal
and state promulgated ARARSs, risk-based levels, bac kground

concentrations, and guidance values.
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Cleanup Objectives

Contaminant

Groundwater (ug/L) *

Soils (ug/kg)

Benzene 1 60 ***
Chlorobenzene 5 1,100 ***
Ethylbenzene 5 1,000 ***
Toluene 5 700 ***
Xylenes 5 1,600 ***
2-amino 1 400 ****
pyridine

Pyridine 50 400 *x**
Alpha 50 575 ****
picoline

Acetone 50 50 ***
Aniline 5 1,510 ****
Pyridine- 50 400 ****
related

tentatively

identified

compounds

based on the more
els (MCLs) and the New
ues (NYSDEC TOGs 1.1.1,

*  Groundwater cleanup levels for organic COCs are
conservative of the Federal Maximum Contaminant Lev
York Ambient Groundwater Standards and Guidance Val
June 1998).

*** The values shown are from
Cl eanup nj ecti ves.

**** The values shown were derived by NYSDEC based onthe Division Technical
and Adnministrative Quidance Menorandum Determi nation of Soil d eanup
njectives and Cdeanup Levels, Division of Hazardous Wiste Renediation,
January 24, 1994.

NYSDEC Subpart 375: Renedial Program Soil

DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA 8§ 121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(b)(1), require s that each
selected site remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, be cost-effective, comply with other s tatutory

laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternati
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to
extent practicable. In addition, the statute inclu
preference for the use of treatment as a principal

the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of t
substances.

ve treatment
the maximum
des a

element for

he hazardous
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A number of alternatives were evaluated to address soil and
groundwater contamination. These alternatives are described
below.

Common El enent for Al Alternatives

All  alternatives  would include institutional contro Is.
Specifically, an environmental easement/restrictive covenant
would be filed in the property records of Orange Co unty. The
easement/covenant would, at a minimum, require: (a ) restricting
excavation or other activities that would interfere with
constructed remedies (with the exception of Alterna tive S6 —
Excavation and Off-Site Disposal), unless the excav ation or
other activities are in compliance with an EPA-appr oved site
management plan; (b) restricting new construction a t the Site
unless an evaluation of the potential for vapor int rusion is
conducted and mitigation, if necessary, is performe d in
compliance with an EPA-approved site management pla n; and (c)
restricting the use of groundwater as a source of p otable or
process water unless groundwater quality standards are met.

A Site Management Plan would also be developed to a ddress soll
and groundwater at the Site and would provide for t he proper
management of all Site remedy components post-const ruction,
including the institutional controls discussed abov e, and will
also include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that,
following remedy implementation, the groundwater qu ality
improves; (b) provision for any operation and maint enance
required of the components of the remedy; and (c) p eriodic
certifications by the owner/operator or other perso n
implementing the remedy that any institutional and engineering

controls are in place.

In addition, physical controls, such as regular mai ntenance of
the perimeter fence, would be implemented to restri ct Site
access and thereby prevent potential exposure to ch emicals
present in the soils in the vicinity of the former lagoons.

All  groundwater remedial alternatives would include the
requirement that those private wells, in the vicini ty of the
Site currently being monitored in relation to this Site, will
continue to be monitored on an ongoing basis. The frequency of
the residential well sampling will be determined du ring Remedial
Design.
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In addition, in the event that monitoring should in dicate that

the Village of Maybrook public water supply wells h ave been
impacted by the Site-related contaminants above hea Ith-based
levels, a contingency plan is necessary to provide for a
wellhead treatment for the Village of Maybrook well S on an
interim basis pending further consideration of grou ndwater
treatment alternatives to meet groundwater treatmen t standards.

Soil Alternatives:

The following alternatives were evaluated for the r emediation of
soils:

S1: No Further Action

The "No Action" alternative is considered in accord ance with NCP
requirements and provides a baseline for comparison with other
alternatives. If this alternative were implemented , the current
status of the sjuite would remain unchanged. Insti tutional
controls would not be implemented to restrict futur e site
development or use. Engineering controls would not be
implemented to prevent site access or exposure to s ite
contaminants. Although existing security fencing a t the site
would remain, it would not be monitored or maintain ed under this
alternative.
$0
Capital Cost
$0
O & M Cost
$0
Present Worth
Cost
N/A
Construction
Time
S2: Institutional Controls with Limted Actions
This alternative is comprised of the institutional controls
mentioned previously. Physical controls would also be used to
eliminate the future potential for on-Site exposure S. A
perimeter security fence (with appropriate warning signs) has
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been constructed to restrict Site access and thereb y prevents

the potential exposure to chemicals present in the surface soils
in the vicinity of the former lagoons. The Site se curity
fencing and warning signs would be routinely inspec ted and
maintained at the Site to restrict access to the Si te.
This Alternative would not achieve the Remedial Act ion
Objectives. Institutional controls, as described i n this
alternative, will be retained as components of othe r remedial
alternatives.
Capital Cost $12,600
O & M Cost $13,550
Present Worth $217,000
Cost
Construction
Time 3 months
S3: Installation of a Cap over the Contam nated Soil s
Under this alternative, a cap would be constructed over the area
where contaminated soils exceed the NYSDEC Soil Cle anup
Objectives. This area corresponds to that of the f ormer
lagoons.

The objectives of this alternative are to:

e minimize infiltration and thereby reduce leaching o f
chemicals from the soils to the groundwater. This
would result in a reduction of chemical concentrati ons

in the overburden and bedrock aquifers;

e eliminate the potential for dermal contact by
chemicals associated with surface and subsurface
soils;

e minimize volatilization of chemicals in the near
surface soils to the atmosphere; and

e minimize the potential transport of chemicals in
surface water runoff by eliminating surface water
runoff contact with chemicals in the surface soils.
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Two capping options were considered in the Feasibil ity Study for

this Site, namely, a Resource Conservation and Reco very Act
(RCRA) cap and a clay cap meeting NYSDEC standards for a
sanitary landfill. Both of these options would ach ieve the
objectives, but the RCRA cap would be more effectiv e in reducing

leachate generation. As such, the RCRA cap is the option

considered here.

Chemicals in the soils above the water table would be contained
by a cap. The cap would serve to inhibit infiltrat ion of
precipitation and thereby reduce leaching of chemic als from the
soils to groundwater, resulting in  reduced chemical

concentrations in the overburden and bedrock ground water over
time. Furthermore, the decreased infiltration over the former
lagoon area would result in a lowering of the water table in the
overburden aquifer directly beneath the Site result ing in
further reductions of the chemical migration from t his area via

groundwater transport.

Capital Cost $2,290,000
O & M Cost $24,000
Present Worth $2,647,000
Cost
Construction 8 months
Time

S4: Excavation and On-Site Soil Vapor Extraction and Biocell

This alternative would involve the excavation of th e soils
within the former lagoons, placement of the soils i nto a
biocell, and treatment of these soils with concentr ations of
COCs exceeding the NYSDEC  Sail Cleanup  Objectives.
Specifically, the biocell will operate as a dual-te chnology
system utilizing soil vapor extraction (SVE) and bi ological
degradation within an engineered below-grade biocel |. Excavated
soils would be treated to reach target cleanup leve Is.

The soils would be treated within the biocell by in stalling
perforated pipes within multiple layers of the bioc ell. The
perforated pipes would be connected to a blower uni t to draw air
through the piles; contaminants would be volatilize d into this
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air.

The air would be treated, if necessary, using

adsorption, prior to being recirculated or exhauste

atmosphere.

In addition,

treatment layers as required to enhance biological

In general, the biocell would be operated in two pr

nutrients would be added

SVE mode (high air flow rate); and bioremediation m

flow rate).

During the SVE mode, the system would be operated a
flow rates which would be selected to optimize the

the VOCs constituents using SVE. After the removal
VOCs decreases to an asymptotic or nominal rate, th
would be switched over to the bioremediation mode.

bioremediation mode,

the system would be operated a

optimized air flow rate selected to sustain the aer
biodegradation of the remaining VOCs and SVOCs.
Capital Cost $2,388,000
O & M Cost $406,000
Present Worth $3,119,000
Cost
Construction 2 years
Time
S5: In-Situ Soil Vapor Extraction
This alternative involves the installation of an in
vapor extraction system (ISVE) in the area identifi
potential soil remediation. A drainage swale would

constructed along the edge of the treatment area to
surface water flow from entering the treatment area

The soil vapor extraction wells would be strategica
within the area of soil to be treated to ensure tha

The extraction wells
consist of a screened section of pipe (or pipes) pl
permeable packing with the top few feet of the well

within the area

prevent the short circuiting of airflow from the su

iS maximized.

impermeable temporary cap would be placed over the
area to minimize infiltration of precipitation, low
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table and increase the volume of the unsaturated zo
prevent short circuiting of airflow directly from t

The extraction wells would be installed with vacuum
pressures being applied at alternating well locatio

an induced pressure gradient to move the vapors thr
soil. Extracted vapors would be treated utilizing
filters, if required, prior to being reinjected or

the atmosphere. Vapor-phase nutrients would also b

into the soils, if needed, to enhance biodegradatio
Capital Cost $1,211,000
O & M Cost $460,900
Present Worth $2,302,000
Cost
Construction 4 years
Time

S6: Excavation and O f-Site Di sposal
Alternative S6 involves the excavation of soils wit

former lagoons containing COCs at concentrations ex

NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives. The excavated soil
disposed of off-Site at an appropriate landfill.

The capital cost associated with Alternative S6, as

the FS Report, has a significant range because it i
exactly how much of the contaminated soil would be
hazardous waste which is more expensive to handle a
than conventional solid waste. The capital cost ci
table below represents the high end of the range.

cost associated with the low end of the range is $5

Alternative S6 would include the following major co
» pre-design investigation;

» excavation of on-site soils exceeding soil cleanup
objectives for the COCs;

» post excavation sampling to verify achievement of s
cleanup objectives;
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» disposal of excavated soils at appropriate off-site
facility (or facilities); and

» backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill.

Capital Cost $11,208,000
O & M Cost $22,000
Present Worth $11,228,000
Cost
Construction 1 year
Time

G oundwat er Alternatives

The following alternatives were evaluated for the r
groundwater.

GWM1: No Further Action

The Superfund program requires that a "No Action" a

considered as a baseline for comparison with the ot
alternatives.

Under this alternative (alternative GW-1 in the FS)

take no further action at the Site to prevent expos
groundwater contamination. The No Action alternati
retained for comparison purposes as required by the
alternative would only be considered in this evalua
baseline to compare other alternatives. No remedia
would be implemented as part of this alternative.

would continue to migrate and contamination would ¢
attenuate through dilution. This alternative does
institutional controls or long-term groundwater mon

Because this alternative would result in contaminan
on-Site above levels that would allow for unlimited
unrestricted exposure, CERCLA requires that the Sit
at least once every five years.
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Capital Cost $0
O & M Cost $0
Present Worth
Cost $0
Constrl_Jctlon N/A
Time

GW 2: Enhanced Bi orenediation wth Long- Term G oundwat er
Moni t ori ng

This alternative involves the manipulation of Site groundwater
conditions to enhance in-situ bioremediation of the COCs by the
indigenous microbial population. The design detall s for
enhanced bioremediation would be established follow ing the
removal of the source area soils. The site-related COCs are
susceptible to degradation in aerobic conditions. The excavated
area will be treated with oxygenating compounds to create an
aerobic environment and, thereby, stimulate biodegr adation
within the area of elevated groundwater contaminati on. Multiple
applications of the oxygenating compounds may be ne cessary.
This will be followed by a long-term groundwater mo nitoring
program where groundwater samples would be collecte d and
analyzed regularly in order to verify that the conc entrations
and the extent of groundwater contaminants are decl ining. The
exact frequency and parameters of sampling and loca tion of any
additional monitoring wells would be determined dur ing the
design phase. To enhance aerobic biodegradation ou tside of the
source area, the remedial design would consider the controlled,
location-specific injection(s) of oxygenating compo unds into the
groundwater contamination plume(s) at various locat ions to
stimulate biodegradation of COCs. Multiple injecti ons over time
may also be necessary for this action to be fully e ffective.

The groundwater monitoring program would be conduct

that this remedy was protective, that the concentra

were attenuating, and to evaluate the rates
biodegradation/bioremediation  (in  both  the  bedrock
overburden aquifers).

The oxygen additive would be applied into the areas
contaminant plume where the contamination is highes
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Capital Cost $182,000

O & M Cost $106,700

Present Worth $696,000
Cost

Construction 6 months
Time

GWM3: G oundwater Extraction and Treat nent
Under this alternative, an overburden and bedrock g
collection system would be installed downgradient o
with identified soil and groundwater concentrations
potential cleanup levels. The components of this a
include the installation of several strategically |
bedrock groundwater extraction wells and a water ta
collection system installed in two areas of the ove
(downgradient of the source area to capture both th
south components of the groundwater flow from the s
The collection systems would be designed to minimiz
migration of contaminants in groundwater and to res
aquifer(s) to beneficial use. The bedrock extracti
would pipe contaminated groundwater to a groundwate
system for treatment; the tile collection system wo
contaminated groundwater in the overburden to the g
treatment system for treatment. This alternative w

the potential migration of chemicals off Site via g
transport. The collected groundwater would be trea
carbon adsorption system located along the western
Site to meet discharge standards as well as water q
requirements for discharge to Beaverdam Brook.

An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be
ensure that this remedy was protective.
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GW 4: Enhanced Bi orenedi ati on

This alternative involves the manipulation of Site
conditions to enhance in-situ bioremediation of the
indigenous microbial

Capital Cost $1,656,000

O & M Cost $229,000

Present Worth $3,339,000
cost

Construction 10 months
Time

population.

The design detalil

enhanced bioremediation would be established follow

treatment/removal of the source area soils.
involve either the controlled injection of oxygenat
(e.g., Oxygen

Releasing

Compounds

Treatm

(ORCs)) to

biodegradation of the COCs or the controlled inject
chemical oxidizer (e.g., hydrogen peroxide) and nut
the groundwater contamination plumes to chemically

organic

contamination into

nonhazardous

compounds.

preliminary design assumes that 440 injection point

required for

injection  of

the overburd

groundwater. The area would encompass both the sou
locations downgradient of the source area, includin

north and south components of the groundwater flow.
injections over time may be necessary for this acti

fully effective.

An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be

ensure that this remedy was protective, that the co
of COCs were attenuating,

biodegradation/bioremediation  (in

overburden aquifers).

and

to evaluate
both
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Capital Cost $332,000
O & M Cost $106,700
Present Worth $846,000
Cost
Construction 10 months
Time
GW 5: Bi osparging
Under this alternative, pressurized gas (i.e., oxyg
injected into the groundwater at very low flowrates
bioremediation.  Specifically, the biosparging techn

considered here is “in-situ Submerged Oxygen Curtai
This technology injects supersaturated oxygen into
groundwater such that oxygen is infused into ground

the formation of bubbles. This prevents vapors (e.
bubbles) from entering the vadose zone. The vadose

portion of the soil between the land surface and th
saturation (the water table).

An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be
ensure that this remedy was protective.

Capital Cost $191,000

O & M Cost $106,700

Present Worth $738,000
Cost

Construction 10 months
Time
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COMPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In selecting a remedy for a site, EPA considers the factors set
forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U.S.C. 889621, by conducti ng a detailed
analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursua nt to the
NCP, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9) and EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-01.
The detailed analysis consists of an assessment of the
individual alternatives against each of nine evalua tion criteria

and a comparative analysis focusing upon the relati ve
performance of each alternative against those crite ria.

- Overall protection of human health and the enviro nment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection
and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway
(based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) a re
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatmen t,

engineering controls, or institutional controls.

- Compliance with applicable or relevant and approp riate
requirements  addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all o f
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirem ents of other
federal and state environmental statutes and regula tions or

provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

- Long-Term effectiveness and permanence refer to the ability of

a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human h ealth and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It
also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of t he measures
that may be required to manage the risk posed by tr eatment

residuals and/or untreated wastes.

- Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume throug h treatment
is the anticipated performance of the treatment tec hnologies,
with respect to these parameters, a remedy may empl oy.

- Short-Term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed

to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on hu man health
and the environment that may be posed during the co nstruction
and implementation period until cleanup goals are a chieved.

- Implementability is the technical and administrative

feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of materials
and services needed to implement a particular optio n.
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- Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maint enance
costs, and net present-worth costs.

- State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, the State conc urs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the preferred remedy at the

present time.

- Community acceptance will be assessed in the ROD, and refers
to the public's general response to the alternative s described
in the Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports.

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above, follows.

Conparative Analysis for Soil Alternatives

1. Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

Alternatives S1 and S2 would not be protective of h uman health
and the environment, since they would not actively address the
contaminated soils which present unacceptable risks of exposure
and are a source of groundwater contamination. Alt ernative S3
would be protective of human health and the environ ment in that
the cap would prevent exposure to contaminated soil and would
also serve to minimize infiltration of precipitatio n and thereby
reduce leaching of chemicals from the soils to grou ndwater,
hence, reducing contamination of the groundwater; h owever,
Alternative S3 would not actively remediate contami nated soil.
Alternatives S4, S5, and S6 would be protective of human health
and the environment, since each alternative relies upon a
remedial strategy or treatment technology capable o f eliminating
human exposure and removing the source of groundwat er

contamination.

2. Conpliance with ARARs

The soil cleanup objectives used for the Site are b ased on

NYSDEC values ( NYSDEC Subpart 375: Renedi al Program Soil C eanup
(bj ecti ves - and/or- NYSDEC's Di vi si on Techni cal and
Adm ni strative Quidance Menorandum Determ nation of Soil

Cl eanup bjectives and Ceanup Levels, D vision of Hazardous
Wast e Renedi ation, January 24, 1994.) These NYSDEC soil cleanup
objectives were utilized as Preliminary Remediation Goals for
the site-related contaminants.
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Since the contamination in the soils would not be a
under Alternatives S1 and S2, they would not achiev
cleanup objectives. While the cap installed under
Alternative S3 would comply with RCRA design standa
alternative would not actively remediate contaminat

as such, would not achieve the soil cleanup obijecti
Alternatives S4 and S5 would each attain the soil ¢
objectives specified through treatment. Alternativ
involve the excavation and removal of the contamina

the site, and, thereby, achieve soil cleanup object

Site.

Alternatives S4 and S6 both involve the excavation
contaminated soils and would, therefore, require co

fugitive dust and VOC emission regulations. In add
Alternative S6 would be subject to New York State a
regulations related to the transportation and off-s
treatment/disposal of wastes. In the case of Alter

and S5, compliance with air emission standards woul

for the SVE or ISVE system. Specifically, treatmen
gases would have to meet the substantive requiremen
York State Regulations for Prevention and Control o
Contamination and Air Pollution (6 NYCRR Part 200,

comply with the substantive requirements of other s
federal air emission standards.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Per manence
Alternatives S1 and S2 would not involve any active
measures, and, as such, not be effective in elimina
potential exposure to contaminants in soil and woul

the continued migration of contaminants from the so
groundwater. Alternative 3 involves installation o

cover which would eliminate the potential exposure
contaminants in the soil and also reduce leaching
contaminants from the soil to groundwater. Alterna

and S6 would each be effective in the long term by
removing the contaminated soils from the Site or tr

in place.
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4. Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility or Volunme through Treatnent

Alternatives S1 and S2 would provide no reduction i
mobility, or volume of contaminants. Alternative S
reduce the migration of contaminants from soil to g
but would not provide a reduction in toxicity or vo
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contaminants in the soil. Alternatives S4 and S5 w
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants thro
treatment. Under Alternative S6, the toxicity, mob
volume of the contaminants would be eliminated by r
contaminated soil from the Site property.

5. Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative S1 and S2 do not include any physical c
measures in any areas of contamination and, therefo
present any potential adverse impacts to on-propert

the community as a result of their implementation.

S3, S4, S5, and S6 could result in some adverse imp
property workers through dermal contact and inhalat

to the installation of the remedial systems associa

of these alternatives. Alternatives S4 and S6 invo
significant excavation activities that would need t

managed to prevent or minimize adverse impacts. Fo
excavation activities would need to be properly man
prevent transport of fugitive dust and exposure of
through dermal contact and by inhalation of VOCs in
Noise from the treatment unit and the excavation wo

with Alternatives S3, S4, S5, and S6 could present
adverse impacts to on-property workers, while truck
related to Alternative S6 could provide nuisance im

noise and traffic) to nearby residents. In addition
post-remediation soil sampling activities would pos

to on-property workers. The risks to on-property w
nearby residents under all of the alternatives coul

be mitigated by following appropriate health and sa
protocols, by exercising sound engineering practice
using proper protective equipment.

Since no actions would be performed under Alternati
would be no implementation time. Since only limite
would be performed under Alternative S2, there woul
little implementation time. It is estimated that A

would require a few months to complete the Ilandfill
Alternative S4 would require 2 years to complete, A

would require at least 4 years to complete, and Alt

would require approximately one year to complete.

While efforts would be made to minimize the impacts
disturbances would result from disruption of traffi
activities on public and private land, noise, and f
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emissions for Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4.
proper health and safety precautions and fugitive
mitigation measures would minimize these impacts.

6. Inplenmentability

The technologies presented in Alternatives GW-2, GW
have been used at other Superfund sites and have be
effective.

Alternatives S1 and S2 would be the easiest soil al
implement in that there are no field activities to

Alternatives S3, S4, S5, and S6 would all employ te
known to be reliable (though the biocell proposed a

of Alternative S4 is a lesser known technology rela
site-related COCs) and that can be readily implemen
addition, equipment, services, and materials needed
alternatives are readily available, and the actions
alternatives would be administratively feasible. F
sufficient facilities are available for the treatme

of the excavated materials under Alternative S6.

Monitoring the effectiveness of the SVE system (in

S4), and the ISVE system (in Alternative S5) would
accomplished through soil and soil-vapor sampling a

Under Alternatives S4, S5, and S6, determining the

soil cleanup would be easily accomplished through
excavation soil sampling and analysis.

7. Cost

The estimated capital, annual operation and mainten
(including monitoring), and present-worth costs for

soil alternatives are presented in the table below.

are presented in U.S. Dollars.
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Soil
Alternative Capital Annual Present Worth
Cost O&M

Sl $0 $950 515,000
S2 $12,600 $13,550 $217,000

S3 $2,290,000 $24,000 $2,647,000
S4 $2,388,000 $406,000 $3,119,000
S5 $1,211,000 $460,000 $2,302,000
S6 $11,208,000 $22,000 $11,228,000

According to the capital cost, O&M cost and present worth cost

estimates, Alternative S1 has the
Alternative S2, S3, S4, S5 and S6.

lowest cost compa

Conparative Analysis for G oundwater

1. Overall
All alternatives except GW1 would provide adequate
human health and the environment. As noted above i
assessment section, there are unacceptable human he
risks or noncancer health hazards
groundwater contamination at the site. Though no p

exist on the Site property, the future use of groun

drinking water source is consistent with the State
designation of the aquifer and such
unacceptable present and future carcinogenic and no

risks at the Site. These calculated risks to human
require EPA to implement remedial measures to reduc
associated with the observed contamination and rest
groundwater to beneficial use. EPA believes that A
GW2, GW4 and GW5 would ultimately provide full prot
human health by reducing contaminant concentrations
objectives.  Alternative GW3 would also reduce cont
concentrations through treatment, would prevent mig
chemicals off-Site via groundwater transport, and,

restore the aquifer(s) to best use.
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2. Conpliance with ARARs

EPA and the New York State Department of Health (NY
promulgated health-based protective MCLs (40 CFR Pa
10NYCRR, Chapter 1 and Part 5), which are enforceab
for various drinking water contaminants (chemical s
ARARs). The aquifer at the Site is classified as C
NYCRR 701.18), meaning that it is designated as a p

supply.

Alternative GW1 does not include any active groundw
remediation; contamination in the groundwater would
attenuate naturally, to some degree, particularly a

remedy is implemented. Alternatives GW2, GW4, and

the manipulation of Site groundwater conditions to

situ bioremediation of the COCs by the indigenous m
population, and, thereby, break-down the COCs into
compounds.  Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GWS5, each fo
treatment of the most contaminated regions of the b
overburden aquifers (e.g., under and immediately do

the source area) and, as such, would decrease the a

needed to achieve cleanup objectives. Following im

of Alternatives GW2, GW4 or GWS5, it is estimated th
would be achieved throughout the Site in comparable
durations, within ten years, after the soil remedy
implemented. Under Alternative GW3, groundwater wo
extracted from both the bedrock and the overburden

treated by a carbon adsorption system, and discharg
Beaverdam Brook. The discharge to Beaverdam Brook

with surface water discharge requirements and the d

treatment residuals would have to be consistent wit
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Alte

would prevent the potential migration of chemicals

groundwater transport and, as such, ARARs would be
downgradient of the groundwater containment system

the site property); ultimately, treatment of the co
groundwater would achieve ARARs within the site pro
would restore the aquifer(s) to best use.

For Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GW5, compliance
would be demonstrated through a long-term groundwat
program.
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3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Per manence

Once the source control remedy is implemented, it i S anticipated
that all of the groundwater alternatives would achi eve
groundwater ARARSs, although Alternative GW1 would b e expected to
take the longest. The time to achieve groundwater standards
would vary for the other alternatives due to the co mplex nature

of the subsurface environment.

Alternative GW3 would prevent the potential migrati on of
chemicals off Site via groundwater transport, but w ould take

longer to achieve cleanup objectives than Alternati ves GW2, GW4,
or GW5. As Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5 focus on the most
contaminated regions of the bedrock and overburden aquifers,

these alternatives would be expected to achieve aqu ifer
restoration more quickly than the other alternative S.

4. Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility or Volume through Treatnent

Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5 would each reduce th e volume and
toxicity of the contaminants through treatment by c hemically
breaking down the bulk of the dissolved VOC and SVO C
contamination as it migrates through the aquifer. The VOC and
SVOC contaminants would be changed into degradation products.
Alternative GW3 would reduce the toxicity, mobility , and volume
of contaminated groundwater through removal and tre atment with
the goal of restoring the aquifers to their benefic ial uses.

GW1 provides no further reduction in toxicity, mobi lity or
volume of contaminants of any media through treatme nt.
Following implementation of the source area remedy, natural
attenuation processes would likely occur to some de gree even

under this alternative.

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative GW1 presents virtually no change to the short-term
impacts to human health and the environment since n o]
construction or active remediation is involved. Al ternatives
GW2, GW3, GW4, and GW5 each present some risk to on -property
workers through dermal contact and inhalation from activities
associated with  groundwater remediation. Specifica Iy,
construction and remedial activities required to im plement
Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5 would potentially po se a risk of
worker exposure to the oxygenating compound(s) when injected
into the aquifer. The possibility of having to rea dminister
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oxygenating compound(s) in future injections is lik
Alternative GW3 would potentially result in greater

exposure to contaminants to workers who install ext

and the groundwater tile collection system, as well

contact with the treatment system. In addition, un
Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GW5, some adverse i
result from disruption of traffic, excavation activ

and fugitive dust emissions. However, proper healt
precautions would minimize short-term exposure risk
disturbances.

6. Inplementability

Alternative GW-1 would be the easiest groundwater a
implement, since it would require no activities. A
GW3 would be the most difficult alternative to impl

it would require the construction of a groundwater
system including piping and a tile water collection
Alternative GW-2 would be easier to implement than
GW-4 and GW-5. The services and materials necessar
the groundwater alternatives are readily available.
Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5, groundwate
would be necessary to monitor treatment effectivene
the alternatives have been proven effective for mos
all, of the COCs in groundwater.

7. Cost

The estimated capital, annual operation and mainten
(including monitoring), and present-worth costs for
groundwater alternatives are presented in the table
costs are presented in U.S. Dollars.
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Groundwater
Alternative Capital Annual O&M Present
Cost Worth

GW-1 $0 $950 $15,000
GW-2 $182,00 $106,700 $696,000
GW-3 $1,656,000 $229,000 $3,339,000
Gw-4 $332,000 $106,700 $846,000
GW-5 $191,000 $106,700 $738,000

Alternative GW-1 has the lowest cost compared to Al
2, GW-3, and GW-4; Alternative GW-3 has the highest

8. St at e Accept ance
NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.

9. Communi ty Accept ance

During the public comment period, the community exp
concerns about the Selected Remedy. The attached R
Summary summarizes all of the community comments on
Plan and EPA’s responses to those comments.

PRI NCI PAL THREAT WASTE

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will us

to address the principal threats posed by a site wh
practicable (NCP Section 300.430 (a)(1)(iii)(A)).
“principal threat” concept is applied to the charac
“source materials” at a Superfund site. A source m
material that includes or contains hazardous
pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir
migration of contamination to groundwater, surface
air, or act as a source for direct exposure. Princ
wastes are those source materials considered to be
or highly mobile that generally cannot be reliably
would present a significant risk to human health or
environment should exposure occur. The decision to
wastes is made on a site-specific basis through a d
analysis of alternatives, using the remedy selectio

substa
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which are described below. The manner in which pri
threats are addressed provides a basis for making a
finding that the remedy employs treatment as a prin
element.

Although treatment will be applied to the VOC conta

and groundwater, there are no principal threats at

Site. The identified contamination is in the groun

on-site soils; no evidence was found during the rem
investigation that nonaqueous phase liquids are pre

the aquifers. Soil sample results indicate that wh
materials are present they are not considered to be

or highly mobile and could be contained. Therefore,

threat wastes are present at the Site.

SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternative
recommends a combination of Alternatives S4 and GW-
excavation and treatment in a biocell combined with

of oxygenating compounds into the more contaminated

water table aquifer), as the preferred alternative.
combination of alternatives would substantially red
amount of time needed to achieve cleanup objectives

soil and groundwater.

Summary of the Rationale for the Sel ected Renedy

The EPA chose the soil remedy (excavation of contam
placement of the soil into a biocell which uses soi
extraction and bioremediation technologies) because
alternative best meets the cleanup objectives by tr
contaminated soils at the Site. The alternative re
mobility and toxicity of the contaminated soils at

removing the source materials.

The EPA chose the groundwater remedy (bioremediatio
term groundwater monitoring) because this alternati

the cleanup objectives by treating groundwater cont
exceeding remedial goals at the Site. Based on inf

in evaluating the alternatives, the EPA and NYSDEC

the Preferred Alternative would be protective of hu
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and the environment, would comply with ARARs, would be cost-

effective, and would utilize permanent solutions to the maximum
extent practicable. Because it would treat the sou rce
materials, the remedy would also meet the statutory preference
for the selection of a remedy that involves treatme nt as a

principal element.

Description of Sel ected Renedy

The selected remedy includes the following componen ts:

Excavation of Contaminated Soils : Site soils, which exceed New

York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
soil cleanup objectives, within the former lagoons will be

excavated and placed into a biocell

Treatment of Soils in the Biocell . Specifically, the biocell

will operate as a dual-technology system utilizing SVE and
biological degradation within an engineered below-g rade biocell.
The soils would be treated within the biocell by in stalling
perforated pipes within multiple layers of the bioc ell. The
perforated pipes would be connected to a blower uni t to draw air
through the piles; contaminants would be volatilize d into this
air. The air would be treated, if necessary, using carbon
adsorption, prior to being recirculated or exhauste d to the
atmosphere. In addition, nutrients would be added to the
treatment layers as required to enhance biological degradation.
In general, the biocell would be operated in two pr imary modes:
SVE mode (high air flow rate); and bioremediation m ode (low air
flow rate). During the SVE mode, the system would be operated
at higher air flow rates which would be selected to optimize the
removal of the VOCs constituents using SVE. After the removal
rate of the VOCs decreases to an asymptotic or nomi nal rate, the
system would be switched over to the bioremediation mode.
During the bioremediation mode, the system would be operated at
an optimized air flow rate selected to sustain the aerobic
biodegradation of the remaining VOCs and SVOCs. Ex cavated solils

would be treated to reach target cleanup levels.

Backfilling of Excavated Areas . The excavated areas of the
Site, which are not utilized in the construction of the biocell
will be backfilled to grade, using clean fill meeti ng NYSDEC

soil cleanup objectives.
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Bioremediation of Contaminants of Concern (COCs) in Site

Groundwater : Bioremediation will be accomplished by enhanceme nt
of the indigenous microbial population through the introduction

of oxygenating compounds into targeted areas of the groundwater
aquifer.  Bioremediation technology would be applie d as an
initial enhancement within the excavated area of th e former
lagoons (see Appendix I, Figure 2). The groundwate r treatment
systems would consist of application of oxygenating compounds
into the excavated area of the former lagoons to cr eate aerobic
conditions in the aquifers conducive to biodegradat ion of the
Site-related contaminants. This would allow the ox ygenating
compounds to flow radially outward from the lagoon area within
the overburden aquifer and flow downward to also en hance
biodegradation of contaminants in the bedrock aquif er. Multiple
applications of the oxygenating compounds may be ne cessary. The
remedial design will also consider the need for add itional
enhancements or injection points for the applicatio n of
oxygenating compounds directly into the overburden aquifer
and/or the bedrock aquifer. The actual method of a pplication,
number of applications or injections, the chemical usage, and
the well spacing will be assessed and determined du ring the
remedial design and remedial action. A treatabilit y study may
be required prior to design or implementation of re mediation.
Operational parameters will be determined during th e remedial

design and remedial action.

Long-term  Groundwater  Monitoring Program A long-term
groundwater monitoring program will be implemented to verify
that the concentrations and the extent of the groun dwater
contaminants are declining. Results of the long-te rm
groundwater monitoring will be used to evaluate the

effectiveness of the remedy and to assess the need for
additional injections/applications of oxygenating ¢ ompounds.
This program would also include the continued sampl ing of those
private wells in the vicinity of the Site which are currently
monitored. The frequency of the residential well s ampling will

be determined during Remedial Design.

Institutional Controls . To protect human health from exposure
to the existing contamination while cleanup is ongo ing,
institutional ~ controls, which  include an  environmen tal
easement/restrictive covenant, will be filed in the property
records of Orange County. The environmental
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easement/restrictive covenant will, at a minimum re quire: (a)

restricting excavation or other activities that wou Id interfere
with constructed remedies (with the exception of Al ternative S6
— Excavation and Off-Site Disposal), unless the exc avation or
other activities are in compliance with an EPA-appr oved site
management plan; (b) restricting new construction at the Site
unless an evaluation of the potential for vapor int rusion is
conducted and mitigation, if necessary, is performe d in
compliance with an EPA-approved SMP and (c) restric ting the use
of groundwater as a source of potable or process wa ter unless

groundwater quality standards are met.

Site Management Plan . A SMP will be developed to address soil

and groundwater at the Site and will provide for th e proper
management of all Site remedy components post-const ruction,
including the institutional controls discussed abov e, and will
also include: (a) monitoring of Site groundwater to ensure that,
following remedy implementation, the groundwater qu ality
improves; (b) provision for any operation and maint enance
required of the components of the remedy; and (c) p eriodic
certifications by the owner/operator or other perso n
implementing the remedy that any institutional and engineering

controls are in place.

Engineering Controls : Engineering controls consisting of fencing
and posting signs would be implemented to prevent i nadvertent
exposure to Site contaminants by the local populace

Contingency Plan . In the event that monitoring should indicate

that the Village of Maybrook public water supply we lIs have been
impacted by the Site-related contaminants above hea Ith-based
levels, a contingency plan would be necessary to pr ovide for a
wellhead treatment for the Village of Maybrook well S on an
interim basis pending further consideration of grou ndwater
treatment alternatives to meet groundwater treatmen t standards;
and.

Five-Year Review : Hazardous substances remain at this Site

above levels that would not allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure for at least five years. Pur suant to
Section 121(c) of CERCLA, EPA will review site reme dies no less
often than every five years. The first five-year r eview is due
within five years of the date that construction is initiated for

the remedial action. The current expectation is th at
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construction will be initiated during the year 2010 and the
first five-year review will be due in the year 2015

Summary of the Estimted Renedy Costs: Detailed cost estimates

for the Selected Remedy can be found in Appendix VI : The
information in the cost estimate summary tables is based on the
best available information regarding the anticipate d scope of
the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elem ents are
likely to occur as a result of new information and data
collected during the engineering design of the reme dial
alternative. Major changes may be documented in th e form of a
memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an Ex planation of
Significant Difference, or a ROD amendment. This i S an order-
of-magnitude engineering cost estimate that is expe cted to be

within +50% to -30% of the actual project cost.

Expected Qutconmes of the Selected Renedy: The results of the

human health risk assessment indicated that: there are
unacceptable hazards from potential exposure to gro undwater
through ingestion and inhalation and to soils throu gh contact

and ingestion.

All groundwater at the Site is classified as GA, wh ich is
groundwater suitable as a source of drinking water. There is a
future potential beneficial use of groundwater at t he Site as a

drinking water source.
The selected groundwater remedy will:

* Prevent or minimize potential, current, and future human
exposures including inhalation of vapors and ingest ion of
groundwater contaminated with VOCs and SVOCs;

» Ultimately restore groundwater to levels which meet NYS
Groundwater and Drinking Water Quality Standards on ce the
entire Site remediation is accomplished.

The selected soil remedy will:

e Prevent exposure of human receptors to contaminated soils;
e Remediate contaminated soils and achieve soil clean up
objectives;
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e Minimize migration of
groundwater.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

As previously noted, Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA ma
remedial action must be protective of human health
environment, be cost effective, and utilize permane

and alternative treatment or resource recovery tech

the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1)
establishes a preference for remedial actions which
treatment to permanently and significantly reduce t
toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances,

or contaminants at the Site. Section 121(d) of CER
specifies that a remedial action must attain a degr

that satisfies ARARs under federal and state laws,
waiver can be justified pursuant to section 121(d)(

As discussed below, EPA has determined that the Sel
meets the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA.

Protecti on of Human Heal th and t he Environnent

The Selected Remedy will adequately protect human h
environment through removal of contaminants from bo
via excavation and treatment and Site groundwater v
treatment through bioremediation.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

At the completion of the response action, the remed
complied with appropriate ARARs (see Appendix II, T

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

EPA has determined that the selected remedy is cost
mitigating the principal risks posed by contaminate
groundwater. Section 300.430(f)ii))(D) of the NCP re
evaluation of cost effectiveness. Overall effectiv
determined by the following three balancing criteri
effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity

and volume through treatment; and short-term effect
Overall effectiveness is then compared to cost to e

the remedy is cost effective. The selected remedy

46

contaminants from soils

to

ndates that a
and the
nt solutions
nologies to
also
employ
he volume,
pollutants,
CLA further
ee of cleanup
unless a
4) of CERCLA.
ected Remedy

ealth and the
th Site soil
ia in-situ

y will have
able G)

effective in
d soil and
quires
eness is
a: long-term
, mobility,
iveness.
nsure that
meets the



criteria and provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to
its cost. The estimated present worth of the Selec ted Remedy is
$3,815,000.

Uilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent
Technol ogies to the Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e

EPA has determined that the selected remedy utilize S permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable, and provides the best balance o f trade-offs

in terms of the five balancing criteria, while also considering
the statutory preference for treatment as a princip al element

and considering State and community acceptance.

Of those alternatives considered to address the gro undwater
contamination at the Site, the selected remedy is a permanent
remedy that treats the soil and the groundwater. T he ex-situ
component of the remedy (Soil Alternative S4) will reduce the
mass of contaminants in the subsurface, thereby red ucing the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contamination. T he in-situ
component of the remedy (Groundwater Alternative GW -2) will also
reduce the mass of contaminants in the subsurface a nd holds the

advantage of accelerating the cleanup at the Site.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

By using a combination of ex-situ treatment processes, as well
as in-situ treatment, the Selected Remedy satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treat ment as a

principal element.

Fi ve- Year Revi ew Requi renents

Hazardous substances remain at this Site above leve Is that would
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Pursuant to
Section 121(c) of CERCLA, EPA will review site reme dies no less
often than every five years. The first five-year r eview is due
within five years of the date that construction is initiated.
The current expectation is that construction will b e initiated
by the year 2010 and the first five-year review wil | be due
before the year 2015.
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DOCUMENTATI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Nepera Chemical Company S
was released for public comment on July 31, 2007 an
comment period ran from that date through August 29
Proposed Plan identified Soil Alternative S4 and Gr
Alternative GW-2 as the Preferred Alternatives.

All written and verbal comments submitted during th
comment period were reviewed by EPA. Though two co
been added to the selected remedy (namely, a contin
provide for a wellhead treatment for the Village of
wells on an interim basis, if the wells are ever im

site-related contaminants,

and continuation of an o

monitoring program which monitors private wells in
of the Site) EPA has determined that no significant
the remedy, as it was originally identified in the

Plan, are necessary.
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FIGURE 1

SITE LOCATION MAP
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FIGURE 2

SITE ILLUSTRATION
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FIGURE 3

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OF SITE (1963)
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TABLE A

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future

Medium: Groundwater

Exposure Medium:  Groundwater

Exposure Chemical of Concentration Concentration Frequency Exposure Point EPC Statistical

Point Concern Detected Units of Detection Concentration Units Measure
(EPC)
Min Max

Tap Benzene 0.60 1100 ug/L 18/32 330 pa/l 95% UCL-NP

Watert
Xylenes 1.0 520 ug/L 9/32 270 po/l 95% UCL-NFP
Aniline 9 16 pa/L 2/2 16 o/l Max
2-Aminopyridine 1.0 520 ua/L 12/32 189 pg/Ll 95% UdIP

95% UCL-NP: 95% Upper Confidence Limit for Nongaretric Data

Max: Maximum Detected Concentration

Scenario Timeframe:Future

Medium: Soil

Exposure Medium:  Soll

Exposure Chemical of Concentration Concentration Frequency Exposure Point EPC Statistical

Point Concern Detected Units of Detection Concentration Units Measure
(EPC)
Min Max

Soil Benzene 2 13000 Ha/Kg 15/55 4440 Hg/Kg  95% UCL-NP
Toluene 1 52000 pg/Kg 25/55 10000 ug/Hg  95% UCL-NIP
Chlorobenzene 2 12004 na/Kg 20/55 1000 na/Kg 95% e
Xylenes 2 300000 pg/Kg 24/55 69000 ug/Hg  95% UCL-NIP
2-Aminopyridine 150 99000 pg/Kg 24/55 23400 ug/Kg 59%®UCL-NP

95% UCL-NP: 95% Upper Confidence Limit for Nongaretric Data

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-SpecifiExposure Point Concentrations

This table presents the chemicals of concern (C@@)exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for efittie COCs detected in soil and groundwater
(i.e., the concentration that will be used to eaterthe exposure and risk from each COC in soilgrndndwater). The table includes the rangg of
concentrations detected for each COC, as well adréguency of detection (i.e., the number of tirtes chemical was detected in the samples

collected at the site), the EPC and how it wasvedri




TABLE B

SELECTION OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Scenario Medium Exposure Exposure Receptor | Receptor | Exposure | On/Off- Type of Rationale for Selection or Exclusion
Timeframe Medium Point Population Age Route Site Analysis Of Exposure Pathway
Current Groundwater| Groundwate| Tap Water Residents | Child & Dermal/ Off-Site Quant Potential exposure to groundwater by offsite resisle
r Adult Ingestion
Air Water Vapors| Residents | Child & Inhalation | Off-Site Quant Potential exposure to groundwater by offsite resisle
at Adult
Showerhead
Site Surface | Surface Soil| Surface Soil | Trespassery Adoles. Dermal/ On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by tresgas
Soil Ingestion
Lagoon 6 Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Trespassery Adoles. Dermal/ On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by tresgas
Surface Soil Ingestion
Beaverdam Surface Surface Trespassery Adoles. Dermal On-Site Quant Potential exposure to surface water in BeaverdamolBand/or
Brook/ Water Water Otter Kill by trespassers.
Otter Kill
Surface
Water
Southwest Sediment Sediment Trespassery Adoles. Dermal/ On-Site Quant Potential exposure to sediments in the SouthwessiMArea by
Marsh Ingestion trespassers.
Sediment
Current/ Northeast Sediment Sediment Occasional | Adoles. Dermal/ Off-Site Quant Potential exposure to sediments in the NortheassMAarea by
Future Marsh Visitors/ Ingestion hikers.
Sediment Hikers
Northeast Surface Surface Occasional | Adoles. Dermal/ Off-Site Quant Potential exposure to surface water in the Northglassh Area by
Marsh Water Water Visitors/ Ingestion hikers.
Surface Hikers
Water
Otter Kill Fish Fish Recreat. Child & Ingestion Oon/ Quant Potential exposure to fish in Otter Kill Creek lcreational
Creek Anglers Adult Off-Site anglers.
Surface
Water
Future Groundwater| Groundwate| Tap Water Residents | Child & Dermal/ On-Site Quant Potential exposure to groundwater by future on+sisadents.
r Adult Ingestion
Air Water Vapors| Residents | Child & Inhalation | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to groundwater by offsite resisle
at Adult
Showerhead
Groundwate | Groundwater | Construct. Adult Dermal/ On-Site Quant Potential exposure to groundwater by constructiorkers during
r Workers Ingestion ground intrusive activities.
Ambient Air | Ambient Air Construct. Adult Inhalation | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to ambient air by constructiankers during
Workers ground intrusion activities.




TABLE B — SELECTION OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS (Cont.)
Scenario Medium Exposure Exposure Receptor | Receptor | Exposure | On/Off Type of Rationale for Selection or Exclusion
Timeframe Medium Point Population Age Route Site Analysis Of Exposure Pathway
Future Site Surface | Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Park Users| Child & Dermal/ | On-site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by pagksus
(Cont.) Soil Adult Ingestion
Lagoon 6 Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Park Users| Child & Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by pagksus
Surface Soil Adult Ingestion
Site Surface | Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Residents | Child & Dermal/ | On-site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by resgden
Soil Adult Ingestion
Lagoon 6 Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Residents | Child & Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by resgden
Surface Soil Adult Ingestion
Site Surface | Surface Soil | Surface Soil Park Adult Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by parintenance
Soil Mainten. Ingestion workers.
Workers
Lagoon 6 Surface Soil | Surface Soil Park Adult Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site surface soils by parintenance
Surface Soil Mainten. Ingestion workers.
Workers
Site Soils Soil Soil Construct. Adult Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site soils by constructiomnkens during
Workers Ingestion ground intrusive activities.
Ambient Air | Ambient Air Construct. Adult Inhalation | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to ambient air by constructiankers during
Workers ground intrusive activities.
Lagoon 6 Soil Soil Construct. Adult Dermal/ | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to site soils by constructiomnkens during
Soils Workers Ingestion ground intrusive activities.
Ambient Air | Ambient Air Construct. Adult Inhalation | On-Site Quant Potential exposure to ambient air by constructiankers during
Workers ground intrusive activities.
Southwest Sediment Sediment Recreat. Child & Dermal On-Site Quant Potential exposure to sediment in the SouthwessMArea by
Marsh Area Users Adult recreational users.
Sediment
Beaverdam Surface Surface Recreat. Child & Dermal On-Site Quant Potential exposure to surface water in the BeaverBeook by
Brook Water Water Users Adult recreational users.
Surface
Water
Otter Kill Surface Surface Recreat. Child & Dermal On-Site Quant Potential exposure to surface water in the Ottértiirecreational
Surface Water Water Users Adult users.
Water
Quant = Quantitative risk analysis performed.
Summary of Selection of Exposure Pathways
The table describes the exposure pathways assbeiétethe groundwater that were evaluated forrtfleassessment, and the rationale for the indlusfeach pathway. Exposure media, exposufe
points, and characteristics of receptor populatamesncluded.




TABLE C

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Oral/Dermal

Chemical of Chronic/ Oral Oral RfD Absorp. Adjusted Adj. Primary Combined Sources | Dates
Concemn Subchronic RfD Units Efficiency RfD Dermal Target Uncertainty of RfD: of
Value (Dermal) ( Dermal) RfD Organ /Modifying Target RfD:
Units Factors Organ
Benzene Chronic 4.0E-3 mg/kg-day 100% 4.0E-3 mg/Hg- Blood 300 IRIS 11/10/
day 04
Toluene Chronic 2.0E-01 mg/kg-da 100% 2.0E-0 /K Liver 1000 IRIS 11/10/
day 04
Xylenes Chronic 2.0E-01 mg/kg-day 100% 2.0E-0] g/l Body 1000 IRIS 11/10/
day Weight 04
Aniline Chronic 7.0E-03 mg/kg-day NA 7.0E-03 mg/kgr  Spleen 3000 R3 RB(Q 10/08
day 04
Chlorobenzene Chronic 2.0E-0p mg/kg-day 100% 2PE-Q mg/kg- Liver 1000 IRIS 11/10/
day 04
2-Aminopyridine Chronic 2.0E-05 mg/kg-day 100% 205 mg/kg- Liver 10000 HEAST 07/01/
day 97
Pathway: Inhalation
Chemical of Chronic/ Inhalation Inhalation Inhalation Inhalation Primary Combined Sources of | Dates:
Concemn Subchronic RfC RfC Units RfD RfD Units Target Uncertainty RfD:
Organ /Modifying Target
Factors Organ
Benzene Chronic 3.0E-02 mg/m3 8.6E-03 mg/kg-dpy o@lo 1000 IRIS 11/10/
04
Toluene Chronic 4.0E-01 mg/m3 1.14E-01 mg/kg-day veti 300 IRIS 11/10/
04
Xylenes Chronic 1.0E-01 mg/m3 3.0E-02 mg/kg-day CNS 300 IRIS 11/10/
04
Aniline Chronic NA mg/m3 2.86E-04 mg/kg-da Spleen NA R3 RBC 10/08/
04
Chlorobenzene Chronic 6.0E-02 mg/m3 1.7E-0 mgkkg-d Liver NA R3 RBC 10/08/
04
2-Aminopyridine Chronic NA mg/m3 NA mg/kg-day NA 11/10/
04

Key

NA: No information available
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA
NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment
HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
R3 RBC: EPA Region 3 Risk-Based Concentration &abl

CNS: Central Nervous System

This table provides non-carcinogenic risk inforraatvhich is relevant to the contaminants of conéersoil and groundwater. When availabl¢

Summary of Toxicity Assessment

the chronic toxicity data have been used to devetapreference doses (RfDs) and inhalation refezetoses (RfDi).




Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

TABLE D

Pathway: Oral/Dermal

Chemical of Concern Oral Units Adjusted Slope Factor Weight of Source Date
Cancer Cancer Slope Units Evidence/
Slope Factor Cancer
Factor (for Dermal) Guideline
Description
Benzene 5.5E-02| (mglkg/day) 5.5E-02 (mg/kg/day) A IRIS 11/10/04
Toluene NA (mg/kg/day) NA (mg/kg/day) D IRIS 11/10/04
Xylenes NA (mg/kg/day) NA (mg/kg/day) D IRIS 11/10/04
Aniline 5.7E-03 | (mg/kg/day) 5.7E-03 (mg/kg/day) B2 IRIS 11/10/04
Chlorobenzene NA (mg/kg/day) NA (mg/kg/day) D IRIS 11/10/04
2-Aminopyridine NA (mg/kg/day) NA (mg/kg/day) D IRIS 11/10/04
Pathway: Inhalation
Chemical of Concern Unit Units Inhalation Slope Factor | Weight of Evidence/ | Source Date
Risk Slope Factor Units Cancer Guideline
Description
Benzene 7.8E-06 | (mg/m* 2.7E-02 (mg/kg-day) A IRIS 11/10/04
Toluene NA (mg/nt)* NA (mg/kg-day)* D IRIS 11/10/04
Xylenes NA (mg/nt)* NA (mg/kg-day)* D IRIS 11/10/04
Aniline NA (mg/nt)* NA (mg/kg-day)* D IRIS 11/10/04
Chlorobenzene NA (mg/nt)* NA (mg/kg-day)* D IRIS 11/10/04
2-Aminopyridine NA (mg/nt)* NA (mg/kg-day)* D IRIS 11/10/04

Key:

IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System. U.S. EPA

NA: No information available

EPA Weight of Evidence

A - Human ciaogen

B1 - Probable Humaar&@nogen-Indicates that limited human

data are available

B2 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates sufficeandence
in animals associated with the site and inadeqorat® evidence

in humans
C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E- Evidence of noncarcinogenicity

Summary of Toxicity Assessment

This table provides carcinogenic risk informatiohieh is relevant to the contaminants of concersoihand groundwater. Toxicity data arg
provided for both the oral and inhalation routegxposure.




TABLE E

Risk Characterization Summary - Noncarcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child & Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion | Inhalation | Dermal | Exposure Routes
Total
Ground- Ground- Tap Water | Benzene Blood 5 16 0.8 21
water water
Xylenes CNS 0.08 4 0.05 4
Aniline Spleen 0.1 23 0.003 23
2-Aminopyridine Liver 570 -- 6 570
Groundwater Hazard Index Total * = 620
Total Liver HI = 570
Total Spleen HI = 23
Total Blood HI = 21
Total Central Nervous System HI = 4
Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population:

Construction Worker

Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Soils Soils Soils Benzene Blood 0.001 42 - 42
Toluene Liver - 7 - 7
Chlorobenzene Liver - 5 - 5
Xylenes Body -- 61 - 61
Weight
2-Aminopyridine Liver 1.3 -- 0.2 2
Soils Hazard Index Total* = 120
Total Liver HI = 14
Total Body Weight HI = 61
Total Blood HI = 42

The HI represents the summed HQs for all chemizfmtential concern at the site, not just thosenaicals requiring remedial action whiclj

are shown here.

The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for eade of exposure and the hazard index (sum ofrdaqaotients) for all routes of exposu
The Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund stat¢sdenerally, a hazard index (HI) greater thamdicates the potential for adverse no

cancer effects.

Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens

©




TABLE F
Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child & Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point Concern
Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Groundwater| Groundwater Tap Water Benzene 3E-04 04 E- 1E-05 1E-03
Total Risk = 1E-03
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical of Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Point Concern
Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Soils Soils Soils Benzene 4E-09 1E-04 - 1E-04
Total Risk = 1E-04

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens

The table presents cancer risks for each routemdire and for all routes of exposure combined.stated in the National Contingency

Plan, the acceptable risk range for site-relatgubsure is 16 to 10,




Table G

ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc Site

Hamptonburgh, New York

ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance

Regulatory
Level Requirement Synopsis

Federal National Primary Drinking Water Establishes health-based standards for public drinking water systems. Also
Standards (40 CFR Part 141) Maximum | establishes drinking water quality goals set at levels at which no adverse health
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and effects are anticipated, with an adequate margin of safety.
Maximum Contaminant Level Goals
(MCLGS). Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) [42 U.S.C.8 300F et. Seq.)

State New York Surface Water and Establish numerical standards for groundwater and surface water cleanups.
Groundwater Quality Standards and
Groundwater Effluent Limitations
(6NYCRR Part 703)

State New York State Ambient Water Quality Provides ambient water quality guidance values and groundwater effluent limitations
Standards and Guidance Values and for use where there are no standards.
Groundwater Effluent Limitations
(Technical and Operational Guidance
Series 1.1.1)

State New York State Department of Health Sets maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for public drinking water supplies.

Drinking Water Standards (1ONYCRR
Part 5)




Table G
ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc Site
Hamptonburgh, New York

Regulatory ARARs, Criteria, and Guidance
Level Requirement Synopsis

Environmental Remediation Programs,
6 NYCRR Part 375,

Remedial Program Soil Cleanup
Objectives, Subpart 375-6,
Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup
Objectives, Table 375-6.8(a) and
Restricted Use Soil Cleanup
Objectives, Table 375-6.8(b)

State Establish numerical and procedural standards for soil cleanups.




Regulatory ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance Requirement Synopsis
Level

Federal Statement on Procedures on This Statement of Procedures sets forth Agency policy and guidance for carrying out
Floodplain Management and the provisions of Executive Orders 11988 and 11990.
Wetlands protection (40 CFR 6
Appendix A)

Federal Policy on Floodplains and Wetland | Superfund actions must meet the substantive requirements of E.O. 11988, E.O.
Assessments for CERCLA Actions | 11990, and 40 CFR part 6, Appendix A.
(OSWER Directive 9280.0-12,
1985)

Federal National Environmental Policy Act | This requirement sets forth EPA policy for carrying out the provisions of the Wetlands
(NEPA) (42 USC 4321; 40 CFR Executive Order (EO 11990) and Floodplain Executive Order (EO 11988).
1500 to 1508)

General National Historic Preservation Act | This requirement establishes procedures to provide for preservation of historical and
(40 CFR 6.301) archeological data that might be destroyed through alteration of terrain as a result of a

federal construction project or a federally licensed activity or program.
State Endangered and Threatened Standards for the protection of threatened and endangered species

Species of Fish and Wildlife (Part
182)




ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance

Requirement Synopsis

RCRA Identification and Listing of Hazardous
Wastes (40 CFR 261)

Describes methods for identifying hazardous wastes and lists known hazardous wastes.

RCRA Standards Applicable to Generators of
Hazardous Wastes (40 CFR 262)

Describes standards applicable to generators of hazardous wastes.

RCRA—Standards for Owners/Operators of
Permitted Hazardous Waste Facilities (40 CFR
264.10-164.18)

This regulation lists general facility requirements including general waste analysis, security
measures, inspections, and training requirements.

RCRA—Preparedness and Prevention (40
CFR 264.30-264.31)

This regulation outlines the requirements for safety equipment and spill control.

RCRA—Contingency Plan and Emergency
Procedures (40 CFR 264.50—264.56)

This regulation outlines the requirements for emergency procedures to be used following
explosions, fires, etc.

New York Hazardous Waste Management
System — General (6 NYCRR Part 370)

This regulation provides definition of terms and general standards applicable to hazardous
wastes management system.

New York Solid Waste Management
Regulations (6 NYCRR 360)

Sets standards and criteria for all solid waste management facilities, including design,
construction, operation, and closure requirements for the municipal solid waste landfills.

New York Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste (6 NYCRR Part 371)

Describes methods for identifying hazardous wastes and lists known hazardous wastes.

Department of Transportation (DOT) Rules for
Transportation of Hazardous Materials (49 CFR
Parts 107, 171, 172, 177 to 179)

This regulation outlines procedures for the packaging, labeling, manifesting, and
transporting hazardous materials.

RCRA Standards Applicable to Transporters of
Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 263)

Establishes standards for hazardous waste transporters.

New York Hazardous Waste Manifest System
and Related Standards for Generators,
Transporters and Facilities (6 NYCRR Part 372)

Establishes record keeping requirements and standards related to the manifest system for
hazardous wastes.

New York Waste Transporter Permit Program
(6 NYCRR Part 364)

Establishes permit requirements for transportations of regulated waste.




ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance

Requirement Synopsis

New York Standards for Universal Waste (6
NYCRR Part 374-3) and Land Disposal
Restrictions (6 NYCRR Part 376)

These regulations establish standards for treatment and disposal of hazardous wastes.

Safe Drinking Water Act — Underground
Injection Control Program (40 CFR 144, 146)

Establish performance standards, well requirements, and permitting requirements for
groundwater re-injection wells

New York Regulations on State Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) (6
NYCRR parts 750-757)

This permit governs the discharge of any wastes into or adjacent to State waters that may
alter the physical, chemical, or biological properties of State waters, except as authorized
pursuant to a NPDES or State permit.

New York Surface Water and Groundwater
Quality Standards and Groundwater Effluent
Limitations (6NYCRR Part 703)

Establish numerical criteria for groundwater treatment before discharge.

New York State Ambient Water Quality
Standards and Guidance Values and
Groundwater Effluent Limitations (TOGS 1.1.1)

Provides groundwater effluent limitations for use where there are no standards.

Clean Air Act (CAA)—National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQSs) (40 CFR 50)

These provide air quality standards for particulate matter and volatile organic matter.

Federal Directive — Control of Air Emissions
from Superfund Air Strippers (OSWER
Directive 9355.0-28)

These provide guidance on the use of controls for superfund site air strippers as well as
other vapor extraction techniques in attainment and non-attainment areas for ozone.

New York General Prohibitions (6 NYCRR Part
211)

Prohibition applies to any particulate, fume, gas, mist, odor, smoke, vapor, pollen, toxic or
deleterious emissions.

New York Air Quality Standards (6 NYCRR Part
257)

This regulation requires that maximum 24-hour concentrations for particulate matter not be
exceeded more than once per year. Fugitive dust emissions from site excavation activities
must be maintained below 250 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/ms).




ARARSs, Criteria, and Guidance Requirement Synopsis

New York Division of Air Resources DAR-1 (Air | The tables provide guideline concentrations for toxic ambient air contaminants.
Guide-1) AGC/SGC Tables
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NEPERA CHEMICAL CO., INC.
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS*

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
3.4 Remedial Investigation Reports

P. 300001 - Report: Remedial Investigation Report , Maybrook
300600 Lagoon Site, Town of Hamptonburgh, Orange Co unty,

New York, Volume | of IV - Text, Figures and

Tables , prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates
(CRA) on behalf of the Maybrook and Harriman
Environmental Trust, June 2006.

P. 300601 - Report: Remedial Investigation Report , Maybrook
301339 Lagoon Site, Town of Hamptonburgh, Orange Co unty,

New York, Volume Il of IV - Appendices A to K :
prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA)

on behalf of the Maybrook and Harriman

Environmental Trust, June 2006.

P. 301340 - Report: Remedial Investigation Report , Maybrook
302907 Lagoon Site, Town of Hamptonburgh, Orange Co unty,
New York, Volume Il of IV - Appendix L , prepared

by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) on behalf
of the Maybrook and Harriman Environmental Trust,

June 2006.
* Data are summarized in several of these documents. The actual data, QA/QC,
chain of custody, etc. are compiled at various EPA offices and can be made
available at the record repository upon request. B ibliographies in the
documents and in the references cited in the Record of Decision are
incorporated by reference in the Administrative Rec ord. Many of these
documents referenced in the bibliographies are publ icly available and readily
accessible. Most of the guidance documents referen ced in the bibliographies
are available on the EPA website (www.epa.gov). If copies of the documents
cannot be located, contact the EPA Project Manager (Mark Dannenberg at (212)
637-4251). Copies of the administrative record doc uments that are not
available in the administrative record repository a t the Hamptonburgh Town

Hall can be made available at that location upon re guest.



P. 302908 - Report: Remedial Investigation Report , Maybrook
303784 Lagoon Site, Town of Hamptonburgh, Orange Co unty,
New York, Volume IV of IV - Appendices Mto T :
prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA)
on behalf of the Maybrook and Harriman
Environmental Trust, June 2006.

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

P. 400001 - Report: Feasibility Study Report, May brook Lagoon
400362 Site, Town of Hamptonburgh, Orange Coun ty, New York
prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) on behalf
of the Maybrook and Harriman Environmental Trust, J une
2007.

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

3.1 Sampling and Analysis Plans

P. 303785 - Report: Quality Assurance Project Pla n, Additional
303840 Investigation, Former Lagoon Site, Hamptonbu rgh , New York ,
prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) on behalf
of the Maybrook and Harriman Environmental Trust, M arch
2001.
P. 303841 - Report: Additional Soil Sampling Work Plan |,
303977 Maybrook Lagoon Site, Hamptonburgh, New York , prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) on behalf of th e
Maybrook and Harriman Environmental Trust, March 20 03.
3.2 Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody For ms
P. 303978 - Report: Sampling Report and Data Pres entation
304614 Nepera Chemical, Hamptonburgh, New York, Sam pling of the
Sediment in Beaverdam Brook , prepared by Mr. Michael A.
Mercado, Environmental Scientist, Hazardous Waste S upport

Branch (DESA/HWSB), U.S. Environmental Protection A gency,



May 12-16, 2003.

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4.6 Correspondence

P. 400363 - Letter to Mr. George H. Hollerbach, J r., P.E.,
400366 Project Manager, Quantum Management Group In c., c/o Pfizer
Inc., from Mr. Mark Dannenberg, Remedial Project Ma nager,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2, re:
Feasibility Study Report, Nepera (Maybrook) Site, T own of
Hamptonburgh, New York , May 4, 2007.
P. 400367 - Letter to Mr. Mark Dannenberg, Remedi al Project
400378 Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agenc y, Region 2,

from Mr. Randy Moore, P.Eng., Conestoga-Rovers &

Associates, re: Final Feasibility Study Transmittal :
Comments on Feasibility Study Cover Letter - May 4, 2007,
Former Lagoon Site (Site) - Town of Hamptonburgh, N ew York ,

June 26, 2007.

7.0 ENFORCEMENT

7.4 Consent Decrees

P. 700001 - Stipulation Agreement between the New York State
700023 Department of Environmental Conservation and the
Respondents (Nepera, Inc., Warner-Lambert Company , Estate
of William S. Lasdon) , March 21, 1988.
P. 700024 - Consent Decree Between State of New Y ork and
700130 Estate of William S. Lasdon, Nepera, Inc., a nd Warner-
Lambert Company and Order of Dismissal , _(Attachments:
Escrow Agreement, the Private Party Settlement Agre ement,
and the Stipulation of Dismissal with Prejudice), M ay 1,
1998.
7.6 Documentation of Technical Discussions with PR P’s
P. 700131 - Letter to Mr. Maurice Leduc, Director , Regulatory
700135 Affairs, Nepera, Inc., from Mr. John E. LaPadula,

P.E., Chief, New York Remediation Branch, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, re: Concerns
Related to the Nepera Chemical Site , July 1,1998.

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

8.1 ATSDR Health Assessments



P. 800001 - Report: Preliminary Health Assessment, Nepera

800008 Chemical Inc., Maybrook, New York , prepared by New York
State Department of Health Under Cooperative Agreem ent with
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registr y, June
30, 1989.

P. 800009 - Report: Site Review and Update, Neper a Chemical

800019 Company, Inc., Maybrook, Orange County, New York ,
prepared by New York State Department of Health Und era
Cooperative Agreement with U.S. Department of Healt h &
Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for T oxic
Substances and Disease Registry, revised January 5, 1994.

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

10.9 Proposed Plan

P. 10.00001- Report: Superfund Proposed Plan, Nep era Chemical
10.00016 Company, Inc. Superfund Site, Hamptonburgh , Orange County,

New York , prepared by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
July 2007.

P. 10.00017- Letter to Mr. George Pavlou, P.E., D irector,

10.00017 Emergency Remedial Response Division, U.S. EPA, Region 2,

from Mr. Dale A. Desnoyers, Director, Division of
Environmental Remediation, New York State Departmen t of
Environmental Conservation, re: Proposed Remedial A ction
Plan, Nepera Chemical Company, Inc. Superfund NYSDE C Site

No. 130073, Hamptonburgh, Orange County, July 2007.
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625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7011
Phone: (518) 402-9706 « FAX: (518) 402-9020
Website: www.dec.ny.gov

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Remediation, 12 Floor

Alexander B. Grannis
Commissioner

September 28, 2007

Mr. George Pavlou

Director, Emergency & Remedial Response Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Floor 19

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Re:  Nepera Maybrook, NYSDEC Site No. 336010
Federal Superfund Identification Number: NY000511451
Record of Decision

Dear Mr. Pavlou:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and the New York State
Department of Health have reviewed the above referenced Record of Decision (ROD). The State
concurs with the selected remedy as stated in the September 2007 ROD, and as summarized below

. The soil remedy will consist of the excavation of the soil from the six former wastewater
lagoons and the treatment of the contaminated soil with soil vapor extraction (SVE) and
biological degradation within an engineered below-grade biocell. If necessary, the air
removed from the biocell via the SVE will be treated using carbon adsorption prior to being
recirculated or exhausted to the atmosphere. It is expected that this remedy will achieve
TAGM 4046 and Part 375 soil cleanup objectives as stated in the ROD.

. The groundwater remedy will remediate site groundwater conditions through enhanced
in-situ bioremediation of the groundwater contaminants by the indigenous microbial
population. The excavated lagoon areas will be treated with oxygenating compounds to
create an acrobic environment and stimulate biodegradation of groundwater within the
areas of elevated contamination.

. The application of the oxygenating compounds will be followed by a long-term
groundwater monitoring program to evaluate the rates of biodegradation and contaminant
attenuation and will ensure that this remedy is protective of human health and the
environment. It is expected that the groundwater remedy will achieve New York State
groundwater standards.

. To enhance aerobic biodegradation outside of the source area, the remedial design will
consider location-specific injections of oxygenating compounds at various locations in the
groundwater contamination plumes.



cCl

The private supply wells in the vicinity of the site, currently being monitored for site related
contaminants, will continue to be sampled periodically as deemed necessary by the
NYSDOH.

The remedy will include institutional controls in the form of an environmental
casement/restrictive covenant to be filed in the property records of Orange County to
restrict any excavation below the soil surface layer in those areas undergoing remediation,
restrict new construction at the site, restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable or
process water, and require that the owner/operator complete and submit periodic
certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in place.

A Site Management Plan (SMP) will be developed to provide for the proper management
of all post-construction site-remedy components, including institutional controls and
engineering controls (such as the perimeter fence), identification of site use restrictions,
enforcement of the requirements of the easement/covenant, operation and maintenance of
the remedy components, and implementation the groundwater monitoring program.

The institutional controls will continue to apply to the site and the SMP will continue to be
implemented until such time as both the site soil cleanup objectives and the groundwater
standards arc met and discontinuation of the ICs and the SMP is approved by all agencies
involved with this project.

If you have any questions, please contact Ropert Cozzy at 518-402-9767.

/

%)\
Dale A. Desnoyers
Director

Division of Environmental Remediaiton

M. MacCabe
M. Dannenberg, USEPA

S. Ervolina

R. Cozzy

J. Aversa

R. Schick

R. Pergadia, Region 3
A. Perretta, NYSDOH
M. Rivara, NYSDOH
S. Bates, NYSDOH
G. Litwin, NYSDOH

J. LaPadula, USEPA
A (Tamenter TIQAEPA
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Nepera Chemical Company, Inc, Superfund Site

INTRODUCTION

A responsiveness summary is required by regulations promulgated under the
Superfund statute. It provides a summary of citize ns’ comments and
concerns received during the public comment period, as well as the
responses of the United States Environmental Protec tion Agency (EPA) and
the New York State Department of Environmental Cons ervation (NYSDEC) to
those comments and concerns. All comments summariz ed in this document
have been considered in EPA and NYSDEC's final deci sion involving
selection of a remedy for the Nepera Chemical Compa ny, Inc. Superfund Site
(Site).

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITES

As lead agency for the Site, EPA has ensured that S ite reports have been
made available for public review at information rep ositories at the USEPA
Region Il Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, N ew York, NY, and the
Hamptonburgh Town Hall, 18 Bull Road, Campbell Hall , New York.
The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (or Proposed Plan ) was prepared by EPA,
with consultation by NYSDEC, and finalized on July 31, 2007. A notice of
the Proposed Plan and public comment period was pub lished in the Times
Herald-Record on July 31, 2007 consistent with the requirements of the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Con tingency Plan (NCP)
8300.430(f)(3)(1)(A), and a summary of the Proposed Plan was mailed to all
persons on the Site mailing list. On July 31, 2007 , the EPA released for
public comment the Proposed Plan for the Nepera Che mical Company, Inc.
Superfund Site (Site). The Proposed Plan was made available for review at
the information repositories for the Site. The pub lic comment period
began July 31 and ended on August 29, 2007. During the public comment
period, EPA held a public meeting on August 16, 200 7 to discuss the
Proposed Plan and received comments on it. In addi tion, EPA received
written comments on the Proposed Plan during the pu blic comment period.
This document summarizes the comments submitted by the public and EPA’s
responses.
The comments are grouped into the following categor ies:
u General questions and comments raised by the public (local residents)

u Past site history

u Characterization of contamination

u Remedy Selection and implementation

u General Issues

u Comments submitted by the Potentially Responsible P arties



PUBLIC COMMENTS AND EPA’S RESPONSES

General questions and comments raised by the public

(local residents)

Past Site History

Comment 1.
anything regarding environmental issues at this Sit

Response 1:
1997. The Harriman plant stopped all operations in

time, the owner of the facility has performed a Res
Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation and subm
NYSDEC. NYSDEC reviewed the report and, on July 10
additional information be included in the report an

Facility Investigation be conducted to fully deline
mercury contamination at this location. Questions
Harriman Site may be addressed to Mr. Paul Patel at
reached at (518)402-8602.

Regarding Nepera’s plant in Harriman, NY, has anyon

NYSDEC issued a Record of Decision for the Harriman

e done
e?

Site in

May 2005. Since that

ource Conservation and
itted a report to

, 2007, requested that

d that a Phase Il RCRA

ate the extent of the

related to the Nepera—
NYSDEC. He can be

Comment 2: How was the wastewater brought to the lagoons?

Response 2: The wastewater was trucked to the Site from the Nep era plant
in Harriman, NY from 1953 through 1967.

Comment 3: Wasn’t more than one leak detected in the former la goons?
Response 3: Yes. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, NY State

inspectors detected multiple leaks from the lagoons

Comment 4. On May 11, 1967, New York State found Nepera was operating

curtain drains taking surface water out of their la
it in surrounding areas.

Response 4: Yes, the curtain drain is discussed in
Investigation (RI) Report (which is in the Administ

curtain drain is a perforated trench or conduit tha

ground water and diverts it elsewhere. As stated i

11, 1967, a contractor to Nepera, Inc. was observed
installing a curtain drain in the vicinity of a pre

wastewater breakout north of the lagoons. As part
evaluation of this Site, NYSDEC requested that Nepe
investigation of the curtain drain. This investiga

June 29, 1995. Several test pits were excavated to
alignment and extent of the curtain drain. In addi

collected from the test pits. Analytical results fr

showed little evidence of contamination; the concen
contaminants (metals) are similar to background con
concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
organic compounds (SVOCs) were detected. None of t
pyridine compounds were detected in any of the samp

goons and disposing of

the Remedial
rative Record). A
t intercepts surface or
n the RI Report, on May
in the process of
viously identified
of the initial
ra, Inc. perform an
tion was performed on
determine the
tion, soil samples were
om the investigation
tration of inorganic
centrations. Only low
and semivolatile
he Site-related
les from the test pits.



Comment 5: A resident indicated he observed the Site for years and saw

individuals in white suits at the Site at 2 o’clock in the morning.
Response 5: Sampling crews have gone onto this Site in white ty vek suits
during the daytime. Since the onset of the RI, EPA is not aware of anyone

going onto the Site during the night.
Characterization of Contamination

Comment 6: How sure are you that the assessment of the contami nants has
been fully investigated?

Response 6: As part of the RI, hundreds of soil and groundwater samples
have been taken at the Site. The analytical data f rom these samples have
been evaluated to determine what contaminants are p resent, and the areal
extent of contamination. These sampling activities and analyses were
conducted in an iterative fashion whereby the data from one sampling phase
were utilized to determine the sampling and analyti cal requirements for

the next phase. Based on a review of the volume of data obtained during

the RI, EPA and NYSDEC determined that the investig ation had sufficiently
characterized the nature and extent of contaminatio n to select a remedy to

address this contamination.

Comment 7: Has the range of possible contaminants investigated by EPA or
NYSDEC confirmed the range of contaminants that res ulted in the property’s
designation as a Superfund Site?

Response 7: Yes. The data from the initial investigations have been
confirmed by data collected during the RI.

Comment 8: One resident claimed the chemicals from the Site ar e in his
private water well and as a result, is not used for drinking water.

Response 8: Nepera, Inc. and the New York State Department of H ealth
(NYSDOH) have been collecting samples from private wells for several
years. Analytical data from the samples taken from your well indicate

that contaminants associated with the Site have nev er been detected in

your private well.

Comment 9: When was the last groundwater testing of private we lls done?
Response 9: The last round of groundwater testing was performed in June
2007.

Comment 10: How far away from the Site are the private wells th at you are

monitoring for Site-related contaminants?

Response 10: The private wells that are being sampled are approx imately
175 feet and 200 feet from the northern property bo undary and 250 feet
from the west-southwest property boundary.

Comment 11: This area where the Site is located sits on some of the
largest water reserves in the county. Has the gro undwater contamination
been detected in the overburden or is it farther do wn?



Response 11:
and the underlying bedrock aquifer.  Groundwater co
health-based standards has largely remained within
boundary. An ongoing groundwater monitoring progra
performed to evaluate the effectiveness of the sele
ensure that no private wells are impacted by Site-r

Comment 12: Where have the 255 million gallons of highly toxic
which were disposed of in the former lagoons gone?

Response 12:
evaporation lagoons. As such, much of the estimate
of waste liquids disposed of in the lagoons likely
while the lagoons were still in operation. Some of
seeped through the soil into the aquifer.

Comment 13: What area of soil contamination has occurred?
Response 13:
original area of the constructed lagoons, which is
Comment 14: What effect has this Site had over the years on wil
Response 14:
were impacted over the years. However, an Ecologic
conducted based on current Site conditions and conc

are found in groundwater and soils, but are not pre
significant risks to ecological receptors. As disc

Plan, the potential for risk to ecological receptor

related contaminants was limited to isolated locati
lagoon 6, and the risk associated with this area us
assumption that the ecological receptors (animals)

lives in this very limited area of Lagoon 6. The c

Lagoon 6 were determined not to pose a potential fo
effects because they were common elements of soil t

Site operations. The detected concentrations were
background levels and the frequency of detections w
adverse impacts to wildlife are expected.

Comment 15:
the Site?

Has there been a survey of the tributaries in the v

Response 15:
were collected from Beaverdam Brook from locations

and downstream of the Site. Furthermore, surface w

from Otter Kill which is downstream of the Site and

Brook flows. In general, the surface water quality

Site has no measurable impact on contaminant concen

and Beaverdam Brook. Comparable concentrations of

were reported at both upstream and downstream sampl
Sediment samples were also collected from Beaverdam
adjacent to, and downstream from the Site) in 1991,
Numerous semi-volatile organic compounds  (primarily

Contamination has been detected in the overburden a

The lagoons were lined and were meant to function a

The soil contamination is predominantly restricted
less than 5 acres.

No specific study was performed to determine what w

Yes. Surface water was sampled in 1991 and 1995.

quifer
ntamination above
the Site-property
m will continue to be
cted remedy and to

elated contaminants.

wastewater

d 255 million gallons
would have evaporated
the wastewater likely

to the

dlife?

ildlife
al Risk Assessment was
luded that contaminants
sent at levels posing
ussed in EPA’s Proposed
s exposed to Site-
ons, primarily in
ed the conservative
spend 100% of their
ontaminants outside of
r adverse ecological
hat were not related to
comparable to
as low. Therefore, no

icinity of

Samples
upstream, adjacent to,
ater was also collected
into which Beaverdam
data indicate that the
trations in Otter Kill
organics and inorganics
ing locations.
Brook (upstream,
1995, and 2003.
polyaromatic



hydrocarbons, which are not considered Site-related ) and several
pesticides (also, not considered Site-related) were detected at levels
exceeding criteria values.

Comment 16: There was significant flooding in May of 2007. Is there any
concern about the surface water runoff from the Sit e?

Response 16: Soil sampling activities have indicated that the su rface
soil is not contaminated. The contamination is fou nd at depth, in the

subsurface soil.
Remedy Selection and Implementation

Comment 17: Is there a program that will test my well system fo r the
contaminants known to exist at the Site?

Response 17: There is an ongoing program performed by the potent ially
responsible parties (PRPs), under the direction of the NYSDOH, to monitor
private wells in the immediate vicinity of the Site . A review of the
monitoring program will be conducted during the Rem edial Design.

Comment 18: Under the proposed soil remedy (Alternative S4), you can’t
guarantee the air quality.

Response 18: A community health and safety plan will be prepared to
ensure that the construction activities do not caus e the spread of
contamination. Precautions will be taken to preven t contaminants from
becoming airborne. These precautions may include w etting down the saoill,
putting up curtains to prevent contaminants from sp reading, and use of air
monitoring devices at the perimeters of the work si te to ensure that

contaminants are not leaving the work area.

Comment 19: The groundwater remedy Alternative GW3 would guaran tee the
integrity of the aquifers, but the alternative prop osed by EPA
(Alternative GW2) would not. It would not guarante e that the contaminants

in the future would not move off-Site.

Response 19: While there are no absolute guarantees with respect to any
remedy, all of the remedial alternatives for ground water were assessed for
their ability to restore the groundwater to drinkin g water quality.
Groundwater Alternative GW-3 involves a groundwater pump-and-treat system
which would contain the migration of contamination in the groundwater
within the Site property but the Agency believed th is alternative did not
provide the best balance of tradeoffs among all the alternatives with
respect to the evaluation criteria. The effectiven ess of the selected
remedy will be assessed in Five-Year reviews (the f irst review will be due

five years after the initiation of construction of the remedy) to ensure
that the remedy is protective of human health and t he environment and

aquifer restoration is occurring.

Comment 20: Even though the soil remedy referred to as Alternat ive S6,
which involves excavating all contaminated soils an d removing them for
disposal elsewhere, is the most expensive, it guara ntees that the Site is

a hundred percent clean.



Response 20: The Superfund Act requires EPA to consider nine cri teria

including cost when selecting a remedy. EPA did no t select Alternative

S6, which was the most costly alternative to addres S contaminated soils,
because the Agency believed this alternative did no t provide the best
balance of tradeoffs among all the alternatives wit h respect to the

evaluation criteria.

Comment 21: Who will monitor the Site? Where will the samples be
shipped? Who will handle the samples? Who will pr epare the monitoring
reports?

Response 21: It is anticipated that the PRPs will be responsible for
monitoring, under EPA’s direction and oversight, pu rsuant to either a
judicial Consent Decree or an EPA administrative or der to implement the
selected remedy. A comprehensive monitoring plan ( which will include soil

and groundwater monitoring) will be developed durin g the Remedial Design.
The PRPs will hire a contractor to perform the moni toring. The samples
collected will be properly packaged (e.g., put onto ice in a cooler) and
shipped off to a certified laboratory for analysis. Chain-of-Custody will

be maintained for each sample, from the time the sa mple is collected
through analysis of the sample by the laboratory. EPA will review and
approve the sampling and analytical protocol. In a ddition, EPA will take
split-samples (duplicate samples) to verify the ana lytical data. Reports

which will include monitoring data will be compiled by the PRPs and
submitted to EPA and will be available for public r eview.

Comment 22: A resident recommended installing a 360 cap over th e area,
grading the area to promote runoff, and operating a groundwater pump and

treat system.

Response 22: These measures were evaluated in the Feasibility St udy and
the Proposed Plan. EPA did not select the capping alternative because
under this alternative, the contaminated soils woul d remain on-Site
untreated and the Superfund statute has a preferenc e for treatment. The
pump-and-treat system was not selected as explained in the response to
Comment 19.

Comment 23: A concern was expressed regarding the high volume o f traffic
that would be created if the remedy called for exca vation of contaminated

soils with off-Site disposal.
Response 23: EPA did not select this alternative.

Comment 24: What assurances are there that whatever treatment a lternative
is selected, the water on my property will be okay?

Response 24: Groundwater samples will continue to be collected a t
monitoring wells on the Site and from private wells in the immediate
vicinity of the Site to ensure that no private well s are impacted by Site-

related contaminants.

Comment 25: In order to protect the health of the community, Si te
contamination should be removed.



Response 25: The groundwater will be treated with oxygenating co mpounds

(e.g., oxygen-releasing compounds) to facilitate bi oremediation. The soill
contamination will be treated to levels that are pr otective of human
health and the environment. EPA did not select the alternative which
included excavation and off-site disposal of contam inated soils as

explained in the response to Comment 20.

Comment 26: How far down are you planning to excavate the soi [?
Response 26: Under the proposed soil remedy, all of the contamin ated soill
in the lagoon area will be excavated down to the be drock, which is located

about 14 feet below the ground surface.

Comment 27: Is there any guarantee that the municipal wells ow ned by
the Village of Maybrook or private wells in the Tow n of Hamptonburgh will
not be affected by contamination at the Site?

Response 27: The Village of Maybrook has public supply wells lo cated
near the Site. These wells are analyzed on a quart erly basis for Site-
related contaminants, none of which have ever been detected. In the event

that monitoring should indicate that the Village of Maybrook public water
supply wells have been impacted by the Site-related contaminants above
health-based levels, a contingency plan would be ne cessary to provide for

a wellhead treatment for the Village of Maybrook we lIs on an interim basis
pending further consideration of groundwater treatm ent alternatives to

meet groundwater treatment standards . In addition, a groundwater monitoring

program will continue to be performed to evaluate t he effectiveness of the
selected remedy and to ensure that no private wells are impacted by Site-
related contaminants. Also see response to Comment 24, above.

Comment 28: What effects will the cleanup have on the deeply imbedded
toxic soils?

Response 28: The proposed remedy involves the excavation of all the soil
in the area of the former lagoons down to bedrock. As such, any “deeply

imbedded” soils will be excavated and treated.

Comment 29: One resident was concerned with how the remediation will
affect the aquifer in the long term.

Response 29: The objective of the remediation is to restore the aquifer
to drinking water quality. The contamination has e xisted at this Site for

several decades. Both the overburden and bedrock a quifers have been
impacted. Implementation of the soil remedy will r emove the source of
ongoing groundwater contamination. Implementation of the groundwater
remedy will further reduce the levels of contaminan ts in both aquifers.

Comment 30: If Nepera is producing the groundwater monitoring reports,
how can you be sure that the reports do not hide th e most contentious

information?

Response 30: Concealing or falsifying data would be a criminal a ct.
Groundwater monitoring has been conducted with EPA and/or New York State



oversight in accordance with standard chain-of-cust ody procedures,

beginning with the collection of samples and carryi ng through to receipt
and analysisby the laboratory. In addition, EPA re serves the right to
analyze split samples for a certain percentage of t he environmental
samples taken by the PRPs for independent verificat ion of the PRPS’

sampling and analytical programs.

Comment 31: If the remedy involves excavating contaminated so il, what is
the likelihood that the contaminants will become ai rborne? My house is
located about 500 feet from the Site.

Response 31: Implementation of the remedy would involve using ce rtain
protocols to ensure that contaminants would not spr ead. The protocols may
involve wetting-down the soils and/or installing cu rtains around the
excavation area. Also, air monitoring would be per formed at the perimeter

to ensure contaminants do not migrate beyond the pr operty.

Comment 32: For how long will monitoring be performed after the remedies

are implemented?

Response 32: Monitoring (of air, groundwater, and soil) would be

performed as appropriate throughout the remedy impl ementation process.
Soil sampling would be performed periodically until cleanup objectives are
achieved. Once soil cleanup objectives are achieve d no further sampling
would be required. Groundwater monitoring would be performed until the
aquifers were returned to drinking water quality. Several rounds of
groundwater sampling would be conducted over a peri od of time (e.g., one
year) to ensure that drinking water standards conti nue to be met.

Comment 33: What if the remedy doesn’t work?

Response 33: The soil and groundwater remedies are expected to b e
effective in addressing Site contamination. If the y are not, other
remedial alternatives would be evaluated.

Comment 34: Are the Site-related chemical contaminants biodegra dable?
Response 34: Yes, the Site-related contaminants are, under suita ble
conditions, biodegradable. EPA personnel performed an extensive literature

search to assess the potential effectiveness of the use of oxygenating
compounds for bioremediation of compounds found in groundwater at the Site,
especially the BTEX compounds (benzene, toluene, et hylbenzene, and
xylenes). This literature search included reviewin g federal documents
(including EPA, DOD, and Federal Remedial Technolog ies Roundtable
literature), scientific studies, case studies, and proprietary information
dealing with the topic of the use of oxygenating co mpounds on sites with

groundwater contaminated with BTEX compounds.

Often, groundwater contamination is difficult to ad dress because of the
heterogeneity of the subsurface, often due to diver se types of materials
(e.g., sand, silt, rocks, gravel, etc.) as well as fractures and fissures
through which groundwater flows. This heterogeneit y can impact how
groundwater flows through a contaminated site as we I as how the

contaminants themselves are dispersed. Furthermore , more traditional



methods of treating groundwater (e.g., pump-and-tre
often very costly because of long cleanup times ass
operations, and inefficiencies in removing the cont
subsurface. As such, many alternative technologies
and employed in recent years to remediate sites con
contaminants, including BTEX. These alternative te
variety of chemical, biological, and physical proce

In Situ bioremediation relies on microorganisms liv
biologically degrade groundwater contaminants.
biodegradation. Biodegradation of organic compound
and anaerobic conditions. The majority of bioremed
designed to treat contaminants aerobically.
oxidation to degrade organic compounds to less toxi
carbon dioxide and water. A typical aerobic biorem
stimulating native microorganisms by adding nutrien
of oxygenating compounds has been used
bioremediation in contaminated groundwater (and soi

Oxygenating compounds (such as Oxygen Releasing Com

been used at thousands of contaminated sites, inclu

with petroleum-based fuels and fuel constituents in
chemicals. The purpose of using an oxygenating com
supply a controlled release of oxygen to accelerate
contaminants in contaminated groundwater or soil.
creating aerobic conditions
naturally occurring bacteria/microorganisms to prol
contamination. The microorganisms use the contamin
food.

A large advantage of bioremediation is that it is a
contaminated groundwater can be treated in place, u
microorganisms, without the need to bring the conta
the surface. Bioremediation technologies have been
organic contaminants in groundwater (as well as soi
sites. The use of oxygenating compounds has been u
biodegradation at a number of other
contaminated by spilled fuel and leaking Undergroun

Based on this review, EPA determined that bioremedi
effective alternative treatment technology to treat
compounds, including BTEX, present
Pyridine biodegrades naturally in water or soil. E
bioremediation was appropriate and would likely sti
biodegradation of BTEX compounds and reduce the per
be necessary for groundwater standards to be attain
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General Issues

Comment 35: Was there any responsibility by the sellers or the realty
company to inform me of the proximity of the reside nce to the Superfund
Site when | purchased the house a year ago?

Response 35: There are no federal disclosure laws pertaining to the sale
of residential property. New York State, however, does have a property
disclosure law . This law requires that the seller disclose conditio ns
concerning conditions regarding the residential rea | property itself.

Comment 36: My concern is that even after you address the conta mination,

how am | going to be able to sell my property?

Response 36: EPA’s authority pursuant to the Comprehensive Envir onmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA” or commonly referred

to as “Superfund”) does not extend to private claim s for personal injury

or property damage. EPA cannot give legal advice w ith respect to private

claims which can only be addressed with private leg al counsel.

Comment 37: On what census was the population of 6,500 based?

Response 37: The Proposed Plan noted that approximately 7,000 pe ople live
within three miles of the Site. According to the U .S. Census Bureau’s
Census 2000 Summary, there were 4,686 people and 1, 532 households residing

in the Town of Hamptonburgh. Furthermore, accordin g to the Census 2000
Summary, there were 3,084 people and 1,077 househol ds residing in the
Village of Maybrook. This information is posted on the U.S. Census
Bureau’'s website at http://www.census.gov/census2000/states/ny.html

Comment 38: What are the long-term plans for this property?

Response 38: EPA does not determine land-use or zoning requireme nts for
Site properties, that is a local governmental funct ion. The property is
currently zoned as residential/agricultural. As a result, EPA determined



that a residential use was a reasonably anticipated
Site property. The cleanup objectives were develop
residential use of the property, which typically re
stringent cleanup levels. If there were no restric
property owner, Nepera, Inc., ultimately would dete
property usage consistent with local land-use and z

Comments Submitted by the Potentially Responsible P

future use for the
ed on the basis of a
sults in the most
tion on usage, the
rmine the long-term

oning requirements.

arties

Comment 39:
Remediation Goals) are developed from the list of C
(COC) identified in the RI. Section 10.2 of the fi

of soil clean-up objectives and groundwater cleanup

“...Final remedial goals for the Site will be based o

and the future land use of the Site. Following the

related COC and their PRGs by the USEPA and NYSDEC,
used to evaluate each remedial alternative during t
organic COC and their respective PRGs will then be

of the Preliminary Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) and
(ROD)....”

The RI discussed applicable or relevant and appropr
(ARARs) to be used which resulted in soil cleanup o
protective of ground water based on NYSDEC TAGM #40
evaluations. This is the basis for the evaluation

the PRAP, the USEPA departed from this previously a
developed under the RIFS and used criteria based on
regulations. Under the Brownfields criteria, soil

those used in the FS and an additional cleanup stan
Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) has been in
However, the PRPs and the regulatory authorities ha

soil standards to be used in the RIFS process and s
address TICs as a soil standard protective of groun

PRGs after completion of the approved RIFS process

the Superfund process. Therefore, we respectfully

correct the PRAP to accurately reflect the approved

PRGs that were used in the RIFS process.

Response 39:
were used during the RI/FS process based on informa
standards that were applicable at that time. Prior

the Proposed Plan, the State of New York enacted it

Remediation Programs Regulation 6NYCRR Part 375 (ef
2006). The NCP requires that the Applicable or Rel
Requirements (ARARs) or To Be Considered values (TB
time of the issuance of the ROD be used. Furthermo
objectives are unaffected by this change and the i
PRGs have no impact to the implementation of the ov

Comment 40:
Brownfields requirements under NYSDEC Subpart 375 a
the PRAP. However, this potential ARAR was never e

As stated in the PRAP (the Proposed Plan), PRGs (Pr

This was, indeed, an example of a long RI/FS proces

eliminary
hemicals of Concern
nal RI provides a list

levels and states:

n the remedy selected
approval of the Site-
the PRGs will then be
he FS. The retained
used in the development
the Record of Decision
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bjectives that are
46 and other NYSDEC
in the FS. However, in
pproved basis as
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standards vary from
dard for groundwater
corporated in the PRAP.

d already agreed to the
pecifically agreed to
dwater. Changing the

is inconsistent with
request that the USEPA
cleanup criteria and

s. PRGs

tion, guidance, and

to EPA’s issuance of

s Environmental

fective on December 14,

evant and Appropriate

C) in effect at the
re, the remedial action

mited changes in the

erall remedy.

As mentioned above, the USEPA has introduced the us e of

s part of the PRGs in
valuated during the FS



and should not be applied to the Site. The ARARS a dopted in the RIFS,

which do not include this new potential ARAR under Brownfields, are
conservatively protective of Human, Health and the Environment.
Therefore, the Brownfields ARAR should not be inclu ded in the ROD.

If the USEPA desires to apply Brownfields requireme nts to the Site then an
accurate assessment of the past, current, and futur e use of the Site needs

to be discussed in the context of Brownfields devel opment. The Site is an
inactive hazardous waste Site that was utilized for industrial purposes.

It is the intent of the land owner to create open s pace and park land for
the Site. We request that USEPA include in the ROD the necessary
provisions according to Superfund guidance to allow the cleanup to proceed
for the Site beneficial use as open space and park land.

Response 40: EPA uses the PRGs in the PRAP appropriately as expl ained in
the response to Comment 39 . The Site is not a Brownfields Site; it is a

Superfund Site on the National Priorities List. Th e Site property is
currently zoned for residential/agricultural use, a nd, as such,
residential use is a reasonably anticipated future use of the Site.

Comment 41: The referenced remedy is incorrectly described in t he PRAP.
Within the GW2 remedy detailed in the FS and furthe r clarified in
Attachment A of the cover letter transmitting the f inal FS to USEPA, the
enhancement of monitored natural attenuation (MNA) by application of
oxygen releasing compound (ORC®) is further detaile d and states:

“...the need and design details of ORC injection is b est addressed in the RD

if groundwater Alternative #2 is selected in the RO D. Integral to the RD

will be the (performance monitoring program) PMP th at will specify
monitoring of groundwater conditions immediately du ring and after the
implementation of a SVE/biocell. A PMP would be im plemented to permit
further evaluation of COC and oxidation-reduction p otential (ORP)
indicator trends after remediation of the lagoon ar ea soils. The details

will also include the monitoring well network, anal ytical parameters, the
frequency of sampling, and the need for ORC® applic ations. Depending on
the results of ground water sampling, ORC® applicat ions may not be
required...”

We believe the reference to GW2 as enhanced bioreme diation is incorrect
and more accurately reflects a hybrid remedy simila r to GW4 which is based
on ORC® treatments. Therefore, we request that USEP A correct the PRAP with
respect to the foregoing to more accurately depict the selected remedy of
GW2-Enhanced Monitored Natural Attenuation as speci fied in the FS and our

clarifications to the FS.

Response 41: Alternative GW-2, as expressed in the Proposed PI an, is
depicted somewhat differently than Alternative GW2 was expressed in the
Feasibility Study Report. The primary distinction is that Alternative 2

as presented in the Proposed Plan would apply oxyge nating compounds into
the excavated areas of the former lagoons to immedi ately influence the
biodegradation in the aquifers. The Feasibility Stu dy Report, though
considering the exact same action, determined that the need and design
details of application of oxygenating compounds is best addressed in the

Remedial Design.



Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) can be a valid
managing risks from contaminated groundwater where
conditions indicate that the contaminants are condu

EPA’s guidance indicates that for MNA to be selecte

must include clear evidence demonstrating that degr

is occurring, groundwater conditions are amenable (
amenable) for MNA to occur, and that remedial goals

met in an adequate time frame. There is currently
degradation of contaminants is occurring or that gr

are currently amenable for MNA to occur. As such,
appropriate remedy for the Site. EPA expects that
current groundwater conditions beneficially so that

of oxygenating compounds (for example, ORCs®), grou
would be amenable to biodegradation of contaminants
will be verified through long-term groundwater moni

to GW-2 as “Enhanced Bioremediation with
Monitoring,” therefore, more accurately depicts the
groundwater emanating from the former lagoon area.

Comment 42:
groundwater being at the edge of the waste manageme
As noted by USEPA, this is consistent with federal
believe the PRAP incorrectly implies that all of th

the Site must meet the PRGs. We respectfully reque
the PRAP to indicate that the point of compliance f
edge of the biocell consistent with the FS and Supe

Response 42:
the Site must meet the PRGs. The implication that
management unit, as defined in EPA literature, is i

is a temporary treatment unit. As such, final clean
contaminated groundwater should be attained through
contaminant plume, as the goal of the remedy is to

drinking water standards. The expectation is that

area of the former lagoons will be treated with oxy

prior to backfilling and construction of the biocel

Comment 43:
potable water supplies. While there are no current
implementation of the remedial actions will further

impacts in the future, we expected the PRAP to disc

the event that potable water wells are impacted abo
standards. We would expect a contingency to be inc

well head treatment in the event of this highly unl

Response 43:
Village of Maybrook public water supply wells have
Site-related contaminants above health-based levels
necessary to provide for a wellhead treatment for t
wells on an interim basis pending further considera
treatment alternatives to meet groundwater treatmen

Long-Term
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d, a proposal for MNA
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valuated
costs from the FS,
resented in the PRAP.
flect both the cost

Comment 44: In discussing the costs for remedial alternatives e
in the FS, the USEPA did not reference the range of

rather the maximum costs for each alternative was p

We believe this is misleading as the cost ranges re

uncertainty and options within the design of those
respectfully request that USEPA correct the PRAP to

reflect the range of costs used in the FS evaluatio ns.

remedies. We
more accurately

udy

Response 44: Cost information was provided in the Feasibility St
Report for the remedial alternatives presented in t he PRAP. As noted in
this comment, the FS Report provided a range of cos ts for each
alternative. The EPA presented the maximum cost in the range as a
conservative estimate of remedy costs For further information on these
ranges of costs, we direct attention to the FS Repo rt which is in the
Administrative Record.
Comment 45: Warner Lambert respectfully requests confirmation of the
following:
1. The PRG for pyridine-related TICs was developed usi ng the guidance
from 6NYCRR §702.15.
2. The PRG is a guidance value that applies to each in dividual
pyridine-related TIC.
3. The application of the “general organic guidance va lue” is
consistent with the guidance provided in the Techni cal and

Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 1.1.1 — Ambient
Standards and Guidance Values and Groundwater Efflu

Response 45: The PRG for pyridine-related TICs (tentatively id
compounds) were developed by NYSDEC, using the meth
described in NYSDEC's letter, dated August 14, 1996
Administrative Record.

Comment 46: Regarding the perimeter fence, it should be noted
fence may be removed after remediation of soils and
vegetative cover is established within the lagoon a rea.
Response 46: The perimeter fence may be removed once soll

objectives are achieved at the Site.

Comment 47: Besides cost, other issues related to off-Site di
presented in the FS. For example, off-Site disposa
landfill does not reduce the toxicity of contaminan

future contingent liability to the PRPs. Consisten
Contingency Plan (NCP), the national goal of remedy

a remedy that is protective of human health and the

protection over time, and minimizes untreated waste
Alternative S4 fulfills all three goals, whereas of

Alternative S6) leaves the waste material untreated

the goals of the NCP.

Response 47:
alternatives against nine evaluation criteria and a
focusing upon the relative performance of each alte
criteria. The nine criteria are: overall protectio

The EPA conducts a detailed analysis of the remed

comparative analysis
rnative against those
n of human health and

Water Quality
ent Limitations.

entified
odology which is
which is in the
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the environment; compliance with applicable or rele vant and appropriate

requirements; long-term effectiveness and permanenc e; reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; sh ort-term effectiveness;
implementability; cost; state acceptance; and commu nity acceptance. In
consideration of these nine criteria, Alternative S 4 represented the best
balance for these criteria among the alternatives c onsidered and was

selected as the preferred remedy.

Comment 48: There is increasing support for the inclusion of sustainable
development principles when selecting a remediation technology. We
believe Soil Alternative S4 will result in much low er energy consumption
and greenhouse gases than Soil Alternative S6, i.e. , lower carbon dioxide
footprint. The lower carbon dioxide footprint is a direct result from the
elimination of transportation vehicles and landfill equipment.

Response 48: Sustainable development principles are not one of t he nine
evaluation criteria assessed when selecting a remed ial alternative. That

being said, it seems correct that Soil Alternative S4 would result in
lower energy consumption and greenhouse gases than Soil Alternative S6.

Comment  49: Regarding  Groundwater Alternative GW-2 (Enhanced
Bioremediation), we question whether USEPA’s reluct ance to call the
alternative MNA is driven by OSWER Directive Number 9200.4-17P (USEPA
1999). We respectfully request that the USEPA conf irm that the monitoring

goal of Groundwater Alternative GW-2 is consistent with the overall

objectives of MNA.

Response 49: The goal of the Groundwater Alternative GW-2 is to Create
aerobic conditions in the groundwater to stimulate biodegradation of the
contaminants.  Alternative GW-2 also includes a lon g-term groundwater
monitoring program which would monitor the levels o f certain natural
parameters and the contaminants in the groundwater and determine whether
the contaminants are naturally attenuating. In  thi S respect, the
monitoring goal of Groundwater Alternative GW-2 is consistent with the

overall objectives of MNA.

Comment 50: USEPA also mentions that ORC may need to be applied on
multiple occasions. This comment presumes the need , injection location,

and frequency of ORC® injection without taking into account the exact
groundwater conditions outside the source area of s oil contamination.... The

need and design details of ORC® injection are best addressed in the RD as

suggested in the (Proposed) Plan.

Response 50: Oxygenating compounds (for example, ORCs®) will b e applied
in the areas of the excavated former lagoons. The need and design details
of additional ORC® injection (or the injection of a ny oxygenating

compound) will be addressed in the Remedial Design.

Comment 51: “The main assumption using ORC® after excavation is that
dissolved oxygen is the limiting groundwater compon ent in the aerobic
bioremediation equation. However, the results from the Performance
Monitoring Program will indicate the need for ORC® after lagoon soils are
excavated from the base and sidewalls of the lagoon area to meet the PRGs

for soil. During construction of the biocell, the excavation area will be



dewatered. It is anticipated that the aerobic envir onment may be restored

to localized groundwater, hence, negating the need for ORC®.”

Response 51: As explained in the response to Comment 50, oxygen ating
compounds will be applied in the excavated areas of the former lagoons.
Currently, conditions in the subsurface and groundw ater beneath the former
lagoon area are largely anaerobic. Aerobic conditi ons would be more
conducive than anaerobic conditions for significant biodegradation of the
Site-related contaminants to occur. As such, the R OD calls for the
application of oxygenating compounds (such as ORC®) into the excavated
area to create the necessary aerobic conditions for this biodegradation to
occur. The oxygenating compound(s) would be applie d and would
subsequently spread downward, further into the bedr ock aquifer, and spread
radially outward in both aquifers, spreading in bot h directions of
groundwater flow. Finally, the need for injection of oxygenating
compounds into strategically placed injection wells to supplement the

application in the excavated area will be assessed in the Remedial Design.
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PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives
considered for the contaminated soil and groundwater at
the Nepera Chemical Company Superfund Site, and
identifies the preferred remedy with the rationale for this
preference. This Proposed Plan was developed by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in
consultation with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).

EPA is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public
participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended
(commonly known as the federal “Superfund” law), and
Sections 300.430(f) and 300.435(c) of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).
The nature and extent of the contamination at the site and
the alternatives summarized in this Proposed Plan are
further described in the June 16, 2006 Remedial
Investigation (RI) Report and the June 26, 2007 Feasibility
Study (FS) Report, respectively. EPA and NYSDEC
encourage the public to review these documents to gain a
more comprehensive understanding of the site and
Superfund activities that have been conducted at the site.

This Proposed Plan is being provided to inform the public
of EPA’s preferred remedy and to solicit public comments
pertaining to the remedial alternatives evaluated, including
the preferred alternatives. EPA’'s preferred remedy
consists of the following components:

Excavation of the soil in the source area (former
lagoon area), the design and construction of a
biocell to contain the excavated soil, the
installation of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system
within the biocell, and operation of the SVE and
biocell to remediate contaminated soil. This soil
remedial alternative is referred to as Soil
Alternative 4 (S4). In addition, the excavated area
will be treated with oxygenating compounds (e.g.,
Oxygen Releasing Compounds) to create an
aerobic environment and, thereby, stimulate
biodegradation within the area of elevated
groundwater contamination. This groundwater
remedial alternative is referred to as Groundwater
Alternative 2 (GW2). The injection of oxygenating
compounds directly into the groundwater at
location-specific injection points to further enhance
biodegradation of groundwater contamination will
be evaluated during the remedial design. This will
be followed by a long-term groundwater
monitoring program where groundwater samples
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Mark Your Calendar

July 31, 2007 — August 29, 2007:
Period on the Proposed Plan.

August 16, 2007 at 7:00 p.m.: The U

Public Comment

.S. EPA will hold a

Public Meeting to explain the Proposed Plan. The

meeting will be held at Campbell Hall
New York.

in Hamptonburgh,

For more information, see the Administrative Record
file (which will include the Proposed Plan and
supporting documents), which is available at the

following locations:

Hamptonburgh Town Hall

18 Bull Road

Campbell Hall, New York 10916
Tel. 845-427-2424

Hours: Monday - Friday 9:00am - 3:30pm

and

USEPA-Region I
Superfund Records Center
290 Broadway, 18th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866
(212) 637-4308

Hours: Monday-Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Written comments on this Proposed Plan should be

addressed to:

Mark Dannenberg
Remedial Project Manager

Eastern New York Remediation Section

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20" Floor

New York, New York 10007-1866
Telephone: (212) 637-4251

Telefax: (212) 637-3966

Email address: Dannenberg.mark@epa.gov

The EPA has a web page for the Nepera Chemical

Company Site at

www.epa.qgov/region2/superfund/npl/neperachemical .
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would be collected and analyzed regularly in order
to verify that the concentrations and the extent of
groundwater contaminants are declining. The
exact frequency and parameters of sampling and
location of any additional monitoring wells would
be determined during the design phase.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the
preferred remedy for the site. Changes to the preferred
remedy or a change from the preferred remedy to another
remedy may be made if public comments or additional
data indicate that such a change will result in a more
appropriate remedial action. The final decision regarding
the selected remedy will be made after EPA has taken into
consideration all public comments. EPA is soliciting public
comment on all of the alternatives considered in this
Proposed Plan.

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the
concerns of the community are considered in selecting an
effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end, this
Proposed Plan, along with the supporting Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study Reports, have been
made available to the public for a public comment period
which begins on July 31, 2007 and concludes on August
29, 2007.

A public meeting will be held during the public comment
period at Campbell Hall in Hamptonburgh, New York on
August 16, 2007 at 7:00 P.M. to elaborate on the reasons
for the proposed remedy and to receive public comments.

Comments received at the public meeting, as well as
written comments, will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of
Decision (ROD), the document which formalizes the
selection of the remedy.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

This Proposed Plan presents the preferred alternatives to
remediate the site. The objectives of the proposed remedy
are to remediate contaminated soil, reduce and minimize
the migration of contaminants in the groundwater, restore
groundwater quality, and minimize any potential future
health and environmental impacts.

SITE BACKGROUND

Site Description

The property is located on the south side of Orange
County Highway 4 in Hamptonburgh, Orange County, New
York, approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the Village of
Maybrook (see Figure 1). The site is owned by Nepera
Chemical Company, Inc. (Nepera). The site is 29.3 acres
in area; approximately 5 acres of the site were used for the
historical lagoon operations (see Figure 2). The site is
located in a rural residential/agricultural area, bounded by
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Orange County Highway 4 to the north, Beaverdam
Brook to the west, the Otter Kill to the south, and an
undeveloped tract of land to the east. Three residences
exist in the immediate vicinity of the site, one to the
southwest, one to the north and one to the northeast (on
the other side of Orange County Highway 4).

Approximately 7,000 people live within three miles of the
site, with the closest residences located approximately
250 feet to the west-southwest and 175 feet to the
northeast. The public water supply wells for the Village
of Maybrook are located approximately 800 feet to the
northeast of the site property. All residences in the
vicinity of the site rely on private wells for the potable
water supply.

Site Geology/Hydrogeology

The site is in an area of rolling hill topography and is
located within a 4.5 square mile watershed consisting of
Beaverdam Brook and its tributaries, which discharge to
the Otter Kill, located approximately 500 feet to the south
of the property. The geologic units at the site are divided
into two primary units, the overburden (comprised of
topsoil, fill, and gravel) and the bedrock (comprised of
shale). Ground surface topography is generally bedrock
controlled in that the ground surface generally follows
the bedrock surface topography. The overburden
thickness at the site is also related to bedrock
topography in that it is generally thinner (or absent) over
bedrock ridges, while greater overburden thicknesses
have been deposited in bedrock depressions and
valleys. The overburden ranges in thickness from 0 to
20 feet.

Most of the site is forested. The former lagoon area,
which was stripped of vegetation while in use, is now
covered with grasses, wild flowers, and mixed brush.
There are two aquifers that exist beneath the site, the
overburden aquifer and the bedrock aquifer. The
overburden aquifer is the surficial unit which overlies the
bedrock aquifer. The bedrock aquifer is the primary
source for public water in the area. No significant layers
of impeding clays were observed between the two
aquifers within the study area. An east to west trending
groundwater divide is present in the bedrock aquifer
underlying (and transecting) the lagoon area. As such,
groundwater flow has a northerly and a southerly
component radiating from this divide.

Site History
The site was used for the disposal of industrial

wastewater generated at the Nepera Chemical Company
facility in Harriman, New York, located approximately 25
miles from the site. Wastewater was trucked to the site
and disposed of in six constructed lagoons from 1953
through December 1967. Approximately 5 acres of the
site were used for the historical lagoon operations, six
lagoons in all. No wastewater disposal has occurred at
the Site since December 1967. Three of the lagoons
were backfilled with clean soil in 1968 and the remaining
three lagoons were backfilled with clean soil in 1974.
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Beginning in 1967, numerous investigations were
conducted by various consultants to Nepera to determine
the extent of contamination at the site. Based on the
results of these investigations, NYSDEC placed the site on
the New York Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal Sites. On August 17, 1984, the State of New
York entered into a Consent Decree with Nepera Chemical
Company, Inc. to conduct a remedial investigation to
determine the type and extent of contamination at the site.

On June 1, 1986, the EPA placed the Nepera site on the
National Priorities List (NPL) of sites wunder the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act 1980 (CERCLA), as amended. NYSDEC
continued as the lead regulatory agency overseeing the
implementation of the RI/FS.

Under an Administrative Order with NYSDEC, signed on
March 21, 1988, the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP),
namely Nepera Chemical Company, Inc., hired a
contractor to conduct a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) of the site in 1988. The first draft Rl was
submitted in March 1996. EPA determined that further
work was necessary to define the type and extent of soil
contamination at the site and to determine the
downgradient extent of the contaminant plume which
emanated from the site. In March 2005, an updated draft
Rl was submitted to NYSDEC and USEPA. This
document was revised and a Final RI Report was
submitted on June 16 2006.

The lead agency for the Nepera site was recently re-
designated, at the conclusion of the RI/FS process, from
NYSDEC to USEPA.

SUMMARY OF SOIL AND GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

Major RI activities performed during field data collection
activities included: on-site soil borings, soil sampling,
monitoring well drilling and installation, groundwater
sampling, and residential well sampling. The results of the
RI are summarized below.

Soll

The PRP performed the RI in several phases. Saoll
sampling activities were conducted in 1991 and 1996.
Focused soil sampling identified contamination in the
lagoon area and determined the lagoon area to be the
primary source of the contaminants in the groundwater
plume. The primary contaminants identified during soil
sampling  activities include  benzene  (maximum
concentration of 13 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)),
chlorobenzene (maximum concentration of 12 mg/kg),
ethylbenzene (maximum concentration of 22 mg/kg),
toluene (maximum concentration of 52 mg/kg), xylenes
(maximum concentration of 300 mg/kg) and pyridine-
related compounds (maximum concentration of 74 mg/kg
of 2-amino pyridine). Each of these contaminants are
considered as Contaminants of Concern (COCs) for the
Site. In addition, several samples detected elevated levels
of metals, including mercury and manganese. An
additional 120 soil samples were collected from the lagoon
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area in 2003 to evaluate concentration levels of metals.
Soil samples were also collected from locations not
impacted by the site to determine Site-specific
background levels for metals. Analytical data from the
2003 sampling activities indicated that the metals in the
lagoon area were analogous to background
concentrations and, as such, metals are not considered
to be COCs. The presence of mercury in earlier
samples (from 1991 and 1995) was of additional concern
as the form of mercury (e.g., organo-mercury or
inorganic mercury) can significantly change its toxicity.
As such, additional analyses were performed on
selected samples from the 2003 activities to determine
form (or species) of mercury present in Site soils. These
analyses determined that over 99% of the mercury
present in Site soils is in the form of inorganic mercury,
which is significantly less toxic than organo-mercury.

As stated earlier, the former lagoons are within an area
approximately 5 acres in size, but the total area of the
actual six lagoons is smaller. The total area of
contaminated soils (i.e., the six lagoons) is estimated to
be 128,850 square feet (approximately 3 acres). The
volume calculations for contaminated soil are based on
the actual surface area of each lagoon, the average
depth of the overburden within each lagoon (down to
bedrock), the thickness of a distinct black-stained layer
observed during the completion of test pits, and the
clean fill put on the lagoons. The average overburden
thickness was estimated to range from 3.4 (for lagoon 6)
to 13.3 feet (for Lagoon 3). The total volume of
contaminated soil is estimated to be 30,086 cubic yards.
Furthermore, it is estimated that 20% (approximately
6,000 cubic yards) of this is comprised of shale and
cobble which will be sorted-out prior to implementing a
soil remedy. Therefore, the remedial alternatives
assessed in this Proposed Plan are based on the total
volume of contaminated soil being 24,086 cubic yards,
which is equivalent to approximately 38,700 tons of
contaminated soil.

Groundwater

The groundwater monitoring program included sampling
of groundwater monitoring wells located at (and
bordering) the site and analyses of these samples for
organic and inorganic compounds. These efforts were
comprised of several separate field mobilizations
conducted between 1995 and 2003. The investigation
was conducted in an iterative manner, where the results
of each task were used to develop the scope of each
subsequent task. The Rl included:

e Installing permanent groundwater monitoring wells
to act as fixed monitoring and/or compliance points
within both the overburden aquifer and the bedrock
aquifer. A total of 38 groundwater monitoring wells
were installed in the study area.

e Collecting a series of groundwater samples from the
assembled monitoring network;

e ldentifying the Contaminants of Potential Concern in
both aquifers;
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e Characterizing the horizontal and vertical extent of
site-related contaminants in the overburden and
bedrock aquifers and determining the extent of the
groundwater contaminant plume;

As with the contaminated soil, the primary contaminants
identified in groundwater include benzene, chlorobenzene,
ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes and pyridine-related
compounds. These contaminants were detected above
MCLs in the wells located within the property boundary.

Residences in the vicinity of the site rely on private wells
for their potable water supply. As a precautionary
measure, to ensure that these wells are not impacted by
the Site, private wells in the immediate vicinity of the Site
have routinely been sampled for Site-related
contaminants. With the exception of minor levels of Site-
related contaminants detected below drinking water
standards (e.g., MCLs) in May 2002 and September 2003,
sampling data indicates nondetectable levels of Site-
related contaminants in private wells. Also, because of
their close proximity to the Site (approximately 800 feet),
the public wells located on County Highway 4, which are
used to supply drinking water to customers served by the
Village of Maybrook, are monitored on a quarterly basis for
Site-related contaminants and must comply with the New
York State Department of Health drinking water standards.
Site-related contaminants have not been detected in the
Village of Maybrook Public Wells.

Sediment

As stated earlier, the Site is bounded by Beaverdam Brook
to the west and the Otter Kill to the south. Since the
hydrogeological link between groundwater and these water
bodies was not clear, sediment samples were collected in
1985, 1991, and 1995 from Beaverdam Brook and the
Otter Kill.

The EPA performed additional sediment sampling from the
floor of Beaverdam Brook in 2003. Groundwater flow
direction was considered to determine sampling location
points. Samples were collected from a total of 27
sampling locations, upstream, downstream, and adjacent
to the Site, and were analyzed for volatile organic
compounds and semi-volatiie organic compounds
(including Site-related COCs). Site-related COCs were not
detected in these samples.

RISK SUMMARY

The purpose of the risk assessment is to identify potential
cancer risks and noncancer health hazards at the site
assuming that no further remedial action is taken. A
baseline human health risk assessment was performed to
evaluate current and future cancer risks and noncancer
health hazards based on the results of the Remedial
Investigation.

EPA Region Il - July 2007

WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS IT CALCULATED?

A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an
analysis of the potential adverse health effects caused by
hazardous substance releases from a site in the absence of
any actions to control or mitigate these under current- and
future-land uses. A four-step process is utilized for assessing
site-related human health risks for reasonable maximum
exposure scenarios.

Hazard Identification: In this step, the contaminants of concern
(COC) at a site in various media (i.e., soil, groundwater,
surface water, and air) are identified based on such factors as
toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and fate and transport of the
contaminants in the environment, concentrations of the
contaminants in specific media, mobility, persistence, and
bioaccumulation.

Exposure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure
pathways through which people might be exposed to the
contaminants identified in the previous step are evaluated.
Examples of exposure pathways include incidental ingestion
of and dermal contact with contaminated soil. Factors relating
to the exposure assessment include, but are not limited to, the
concentrations that people might be exposed to and the
potential frequency and duration of exposure. Using these
factors, a “reasonable maximum exposure” scenario, which
portrays the highest level of human exposure that could
reasonably be expected to occur, is calculated.

Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types of adverse health
effects associated with chemical exposures and the
relationship between magnitude of exposure and severity of
adverse effects are determined. Potential health effects are
chemical-specific and may include the risk of developing
cancer over a lifetime or other noncancer health effects, such
as changes in the normal functions of organs within the body
(e.g., changes in the effectiveness of the immune system).
Some chemicals are capable of causing both cancer and
noncancer health effects.

Risk Characterization: This step summarizes and combines
outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a
guantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are
evaluated based on the potential risk of developing cancer
and the potential for non-cancer health hazards. The
likelihood of an individual developing cancer is expressed as a
probability.  For example, a 10* cancer risk means a
“one-in-ten-thousand excess cancer risk”; or one additional
cancer may be seen in a population of 10,000 people as a
result of exposure to site contaminants under the conditions
explained in the Exposure Assessment. Current Superfund
guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual lifetime
excess cancer risk in the range of 10“ to 10° (corresponding
to a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess cancer
risk) with 10 being the point of departure. For noncancer
health effects, a “hazard index’ (HI) is calculated. An HI
represents the sum of the individual exposure levels
compared to their corresponding reference doses. The key
concept for a non-cancer HI is that a “threshold level”’
(measured as an HI of less than 1) exists below which non-
cancer health effects are not expected to occur.
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A baseline ecological risk assessment was also conducted
to assess the risk posed to ecological receptors due to
site-related contamination.

Human Health Risk Assessment

As part of the RI/FS, a baseline human health risk
assessment was conducted to estimate the risks
associated with the current and future effects of
contaminants on human health and the environment. A
baseline human health risk assessment is an analysis of
the potential adverse human health effects caused by
hazardous-substance exposure in the absence of any
actions to control or mitigate these under current and
future land uses. A four-step human health risk
assessment process was used for assessing site-related
cancer risks and noncancer health hazards. The four-step
process is comprised of: Hazard Identification of
Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs), Exposure
Assessment, Toxicity Assessment, and Risk
Characterization (see adjoining box “What is Risk and How
is it Calculated”).

The human health risk estimates summarized below are
based on reasonable maximum exposure scenarios and
were developed by taking into account various
conservative estimates about the frequency and duration
of an individual’s exposure to the site-related contaminants
both for adults and children, as well as the toxicity of these
contaminants.

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting
COPCs in the various media (e.g., soil and groundwater)
that would be representative of site risks. The property is
currently zoned as agricultural/residential. Though the
land is currently undeveloped, the reasonably anticipated
future land use, based on its current zoning, is residential.
As such, the risk assessment was based on a future
anticipated residential land-use scenario (the most
conservative scenario), though, an open-space, park
setting was also considered in the baseline risk
assessment. In addition, the potential future use of
groundwater as a drinking water source is consistent with
the State use designation of the aquifer. The baseline risk
assessment considered health effects for
trespassers/hikers, maintenance workers, and residents
who may be exposed to contaminants in the soils by
ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact, and ingestion
and inhalation of groundwater used as a potable water
supply. In this assessment, exposure point concentrations
were estimated using either the maximum detected
concentration of a contaminant or the 95 percent upper
confidence limit of the average concentration. Chronic
daily intakes were calculated based on the reasonable
maximum exposure (RME), which is the highest exposure
reasonably anticipated to occur at the site. The RME is
intended to estimate a conservative exposure scenario
that is still within the range of possible exposures. Central
tendency exposure (CTE) assumptions, which represent
typical average exposures, were also developed. A
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complete summary of all exposure scenarios can be
found in the baseline human health risk assessment.

Human Health Risks

In the Human Health Risk Assessment, chemical data
were used to calculate cancer risks and noncancer
health hazards expressed as individual Hazard
Quotients (HQ). These cancer and noncancer risks, for
the most conservative scenario (namely, future
residential use of the Site) are expressed below.

EPA's statistical analysis of the groundwater sampling
data indicates that the probable exposure concentrations
of benzene (330 wug/l), xylenes (270 ug/l), 2-
aminopyridine (189 ug/l), and aniline (16 ug/l), when
evaluated under future residential exposure scenarios,
are associated with noncancer hazard quotients of 21, 4,
570, and 23, respectively. In addition, the concentration
of benzene is associated with an excess lifetime cancer

risk of 1 x 10°3. All of these values exceed EPA's
acceptable levels of noncancer hazard or excess lifetime
cancer risk.

Similarly, EPA's evaluation of the soils indicates that
direct exposure to the probable exposure concentrations
of benzene (4,440 ug/kg), toluene (10,000 ug/kg),
chlorobenzene (1,000 ug/kg), xylenes (69,000 ug/kg),
and 2-aminopyridine (23,400 ug/kg) are associated with
hazard quotients of 42, 7, 5, 61, and 2, respectively. All
of these values exceed EPA's acceptable levels of
noncancer hazard. In addition, the concentration of
benzene is associated with an excess lifetime cancer

risk of 1 x 1074,

These risk and hazard levels indicate that there is
significant potential risk to receptors from direct
exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater. The
risk estimates are based on current reasonable
maximum exposure scenarios and were developed by
taking into account conservative assumptions about the
frequency and duration of an individuals' exposure to the
soil and groundwater, as well as the toxicity of these
chemicals.

These calculated risks to human health indicate that
action is necessary by EPA to undertake remedial
measures to reduce the risks associated with the
observed contamination in soil and groundwater and
restore the groundwater to beneficial use.

Ecological Risk Assessment

A baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) was
prepared to identify the potential environmental risks
associated with surface water, groundwater, sediment,
and soil. The results of the BERA suggested that there
are contaminants in groundwater, soils, and sediment,
but they are not present at levels posing significant risks
to ecological receptors. The potential for risk to
ecological receptors exposed to  site-related
contaminants was limited to isolated locations, primarily
in Lagoon 6, and the risk associated with this area used
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the conservative assumption that the ecological receptors
(e.g., soil invertebrates, mammalian insectivores, and
carnivores) spend 100% of their lives in the area of
Lagoon 6. The contaminants that were identified in the
BERA (outside of Lagoon 6) were determined not to pose
a potential for adverse ecological effects because they
were common elements of soil that were not related to Site
operations, the detected concentrations were lower than
background levels, the frequency of detections was low, or
the HQs were only slightly above 1 with no adverse
impacts to populations expected. A detailed presentation
of these data can be found in the RI Report.

Risk Summary Conclusion

Exposure to contaminated soil poses risks to human
health. Furthermore, the contaminated soil continues to
be a source of groundwater contamination. As such, it
was decided that a remedial action should be taken to
reduce contamination in the soil to levels below cleanup
objectives. In addition, exposure to contaminated
groundwater poses risks to human health. As such, it was
decided that a remedial action should be taken to restore
the contaminated groundwater for future use.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are media-specific
goals to protect human health and the environment. These
objectives are based on available information and
standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARS), to-be-considered (TBC) guidance,
and risk-based levels established in the risk assessment.

The overall remedial action objective is to ensure the
protection of human health and the environment. The
general remedial objectives identified for the Site are to:

1. prevent exposure, to contaminated soils
and contaminated groundwater, to human
and ecological receptors;

2. minimize migration of contaminants from
soils to groundwater;

3. restore the aquifer(s) to beneficial use;

4. ensure that hazardous constituents within
the soil and groundwater meet acceptable
levels consistent  with  reasonably
anticipated future use; and

5. minimize potential human contact with
waste constituents.

Preliminary Remediation Goals

Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) were selected
based on federal and state promulgated ARARS, risk-
based levels, background concentrations, and guidance
values. These PRGs were then used as a benchmark in
the technology screening, alternative development and
screening, and detailed evaluation of alternatives
presented in the subsequent sections of the FS Report.
The PRGs for groundwater and soil are shown in Table 1
below.
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Table 1: Preliminary Remediation Goals

Contaminant PRG for | PRG for Soils
Groundwater (ug/kg)
(ug/L) *
Benzene 1 60 ***
Chlorobenzene 5 1,100 ***
Ethylbenzene 5 1,000 ***
Toluene 5 700 ***
Xylenes 5 1,600 ***
2-amino pyridine 1 400 ****
Pyridine 50 400 *rrx
Alpha picoline 50 575 ****
Acetone 50 50 ***
Aniline 5 1,510 ****
Pyridine-related 50 400 ****
tentatively
identified
compounds

* Groundwater cleanup levels for organic COCs are
based on the more conservative of the Federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and the New
York Ambient Groundwater Standards and Guidance
Values (NYSDEC TOGs 1.1.1, June 1998).

*** The values shown are from NYSDEC Subpart 375:
Remedial Program Soil Cleanup Objectives.

**** The values shown were derived by NYSDEC based
on the Division Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum: Determination of Soil Cleanup
Objectives and Cleanup Levels, Division of Hazardous
Waste Remediation, January 24, 1994.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA Section 121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. Section
9621(b)(1), mandates that remedial actions must be
protective of human health and the environment, cost-
effective, comply with other statutory laws (ARARS), and
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the
maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also
establishes a preference for remedial actions which
employ, as a principal element, treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants at a site. CERCLA Section 121(d), 42
U.S.C. Section 9621(d) further specifies that a remedial
action must attain a level or standard of control of the
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants,
which at least attains ARARs under federal and state
laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to
CERCLA Section 121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. Section
9621(d)(4).

The objective of the feasibility study (FS) was to identify
and evaluate cost-effective remedial action alternatives
which would minimize the risk to public health and the
environment resulting from soil and groundwater
contamination at the site.

Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for
addressing the contamination associated with the site
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can be found in the FS report. This document presents a
summary of the six soil remediation alternatives and five
groundwater remediation alternatives that were evaluated.

The remedial alternatives are described below.
Common Elements for All Alternatives

All alternatives would include institutional controls.
Specifically, an environmental easement/restrictive
covenant would be filed in the property records of Orange
County. The easement/covenant would, at a minimum,
require:  (a) with the exception of Alternative S6 -
Excavation and Off-Site Disposal, restricting any
excavation below the soil surface layer in those areas
undergoing remediation, unless the excavation activities
are in compliance with an EPA approved site management
plan; (b) restricting new construction at the Site unless an
evaluation of the potential for vapor intrusion is conducted
and mitigation, if necessary, is performed in compliance
with an EPA approved site management plan; (c)
restricting the use of groundwater as a source of potable
or process water unless groundwater quality standards are
met; and (d) the owner/operator to complete and submit
periodic certifications that the institutional and engineering
controls are in place.

A Site Management Plan (SMP) would be developed to
address soils and groundwater at the Site. The SMP
would provide for the proper management of all Site
remedy components post-construction, such as
institutional controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring
of Site groundwater to ensure that, following the soil
excavation, the contamination is attenuating and
groundwater quality continues to improve; (b) identification
of any use restricions on the Site; (c) necessary
provisions for implementation of the requirements of the
above easement/covenant; and (d) provision for any
operation and maintenance required of the components of
the remedy.

In addition, physical controls, such as regular maintenance
of the perimeter fence, would be implemented to restrict
Site access and thereby prevent the potential exposure to
chemicals present in the soils in the vicinity of the former
lagoons.

Finally, all groundwater remedial alternatives would
include the requirement that those private wells, in the
vicinity of the Site, currently being monitored in relation to
this Site will continue to be monitored on an ongoing basis.
The frequency of the residential well sampling will be
determined during Remedial Design.
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Soil Remedial Alternatives

Alternative S1 - No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Cost: $0
Present-Worth Cost: $0

Construction Time: Not Applicable

The "No Action" alternative is considered in accordance
with NCP requirements and provides a baseline for
comparison with other alternatives. If this alternative
were implemented, the current status of the site would
remain unchanged. Institutional controls would not be
implemented to restrict future site development or use.
Engineering controls would not be implemented to
prevent site access or exposure to site contaminants.
Although existing security fencing at the site would
remain, it would not be monitored or maintained under
this alternative.

Alternative S2 - Institutional Controls with Limited
Actions

Capital Cost: $12,600

Annual Cost: $13,550

Present-Worth Cost: $217,000

Construction Time: 3 months

This alternative is comprised of the institutional controls
mentioned previously. Physical controls would also be
used to eliminate the future potential for on-Site
exposures. A perimeter security fence (with appropriate
warning signs) has been constructed to restrict Site
access and thereby prevent the potential exposure to
chemicals present in the surface soils in the vicinity of
the former lagoons. The Site security fencing and
warning signs would be routinely inspected and
maintained at the Site to restrict access to the Site.

Institutional controls as the sole remedy would not be an
adequate substitute for engineering controls at this Site.
This Alternative would not achieve the Remedial Action
Objectives.  Accordingly, this alternative will not be
retained for further consideration. Institutional controls,
however, as described in this alternative, will be retained
as components of other remedial alternatives.
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Alternative  S3  — Installation of a Cap Over the
Contaminated Soils

Capital Cost: $2,290,000
Annual Cost: $24,000
Present-Worth Cost: $2,647,000
Construction Time: 8 months

Under this alternative, a cap would be constructed over the
area with contaminated soils. This area has soils above
the water table with concentrations exceeding the
NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives.

Chemicals in the soils above the water table would be
contained by a cap. The cap would serve to inhibit
infiltration of precipitation and thereby reduce leaching of
chemicals from the soils to groundwater, and, therefore,
reduce chemical concentrations in the overburden and
bedrock groundwater over time. The decreased infiltration
over the former lagoon area would result in a lowering of
the water table in the overburden aquifer directly beneath
the Site and, hence, further reduce the chemical migration
from this area via groundwater transport.

Alternative S4 — Excavation and On-Site SVE and Biocell

Capital Cost: $2,388,000
Annual Cost: $406,000
Present-Worth Cost: $3,119,000
Construction Time: 2 years

This alternative would involve the excavation of the soils
within the former lagoons and treatment of the soils with
concentrations of Contaminants of Concern (COCS)
exceeding the NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives on-Site
utiizing SVE and biological degradation within an
engineered below-grade biocell. Excavated soils would be
treated to reach target cleanup levels.

The soils would be treated within the biocell by installing
perforated pipes within multiple layers of the biocell. The
perforated pipes would be connected to a blower unit to
draw air through the piles; contaminants would be
volatilized into this air. The air would be treated, if
necessary, using carbon adsorption, prior to being
recirculated or exhausted to the atmosphere. Nutrients
would be added to the treatment layers as required to
enhance biological degradation.

In general, the biocell would be operated in two primary
modes: SVE mode (high air flow rate); and bioremediation
mode (low air flow rate).

During the SVE mode, the system would be operated at
higher air flow rates which would be selected to optimize
the removal of the volatile organic compounds (VOCSs)
constituents using SVE. After the removal rate of the
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VOCs decreases to an asymptotic or nominal rate, the
system would be switched over to the bioremediation
mode. During the bioremediation mode, the system
would be operated at an optimized air flow rate selected
to sustain the aerobic biodegradation of the remaining
VOCs and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCSs).

Alternative S5 — In-Situ Soil Vacuum Extraction

Capital Cost: $1,211,000
Annual Cost: $460,900
Present-Worth Cost: $2,302,000
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative involves the installation of an in situ soil
vacuum extraction system (ISVE) in the area identified
for potential soil remediation. A drainage swale would
be constructed along the edge of the treatment area to
prevent surface water run-on to the treatment area.

The soil vapor extraction wells would be strategically
placed within the area of soil to be treated to ensure that
airflow within the area is maximized. The extraction
wells would consist of a screened section of pipe (or
pipes) placed in a permeable packing with the top few
feet of the well grouted to prevent the short circuit of
airflow from the surface. Animpermeable temporary cap
would be placed over the treatment area to minimize
infiltration of precipitation, lower the water table and
increase the volume of the unsaturated zone, and
prevent short circuiting of airflow directly from the
surface.

The extraction wells would be installed with vacuum and
positive pressures being applied at alternating well
locations to create an induced pressure gradient to move
the vapors through the soil. Extracted vapors would be
treated utilizing carbon filters, if required, prior to being
reinjected or exhausted to the atmosphere.
Vapor-phase nutrients would also be injected into the
soils, if needed, to enhance biodegradation.

Alternative S6 — Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

Capital Cost: $11,208,000
Annual Cost: $22,000
Present-Worth Cost: $11,228,000
Construction Time: 1 year

Alternative S6 involves the excavation of soils within the
former lagoons containing COCs at concentrations
exceeding NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives. The
excavated soils would be disposed of off Site at an
appropriate landfill.
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The Capital Cost associated with Alternative S6, as
reported in the FS Report, has a significant range because
it is not exactly known how much of the contaminated soil
would be classified as hazardous waste and would,
therefore, be more expensive to handle and dispose. The
Capital Cost cited above represents the high end of the
range. The Capital Cost associated with the low end of
the range is $5,736,000.

Alternative S6 would include the following major
components:
= pre-design investigation;
= excavation of on-site soils exceeding soil cleanup
objectives for the COCs;
= post excavation sampling to verify achievement of
soil cleanup objectives;
= disposal of excavated soils at appropriate off-site
facility (or facilities);
= backfilling of excavated areas with clean fill.

Groundwater Remedial Alternatives

Alternative GW1 — No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Cost: $0
Present-Worth Cost: $0

Duration Time: 0 months

The No Action alternative was retained for comparison
purposes as required by the NCP. No remedial actions
would be implemented as part of this alternative.
Groundwater would continue to migrate and contamination
would continue to attenuate through dilution.  This
alternative does not include institutional controls or long-
term groundwater monitoring.

Alternative GW2 — Enhanced Bioremediation with Long-
Term Groundwater Monitoring

Capital Cost: $13,200
Annual Cost: $106,700
Present-Worth Cost: $528,000
Duration Time: 8 years

This alternative involves the manipulation of Site
groundwater conditions to enhance in situ bioremediation
of the COCs by the indigenous microbial population. The
design details for enhanced bioremediation would be
established following the removal of the source area soils.
The excavated area will be treated with oxygenating
compounds to create an aerobic environment and,
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thereby, stimulate biodegradation within the area of
elevated groundwater contamination. Multiple
applications of the oxygenating compounds may be
necessary. This will be followed by a long-term
groundwater monitoring program where groundwater
samples would be collected and analyzed regularly in
order to verify that the concentrations and the extent of
groundwater contaminants are declining. The exact
frequency and parameters of sampling and location of
any additional monitoring wells would be determined
during the design phase. The site-related COCs are
susceptible to degradation in aerobic conditions. To
enhance aerobic biodegradation outside of the source
area, the remedial design will consider the controlled,
location-specific injection(s) of oxygenating compounds
into the groundwater contamination plume(s) at various
locations to stimulate biodegradation of COCs. Multiple
injections over time may also be necessary for this
action to be fully effective.

The groundwater monitoring program would be
conducted to ensure that this remedy was protective,
that the concentrations of COCs were attenuating, and
to evaluate the rates of biodegradation/bioremediation
(in both the bedrock and overburden aquifers).

Alternative  GW3 — Groundwater Extraction and
Treatment (Pump And Treat)

Capital Cost: $1,656,000
Annual Cost: $229,000
Present-Worth Cost: $3,339,000
Duration Time: 13 years

Under this alternative, an overburden and bedrock
groundwater collection system would be installed
downgradient of each area with identified soil and
groundwater concentrations above the potential cleanup
levels. The components of this alternative include the
installation of several strategically located bedrock
groundwater extraction wells and a water table tile
collection system installed in two areas of the
overburden (downgradient of the source area to capture
both the north and south components of the groundwater
flow from the source area). The collection systems
would be designed to minimize the migration of
contaminants in groundwater and to restore the
aquifer(s) to beneficial use. The bedrock extraction
wells would pipe contaminated groundwater to a
groundwater treatment system for treatment; the tile
collection system would route contaminated groundwater
in the overburden to the groundwater treatment system
for treatment. This alternative would prevent the
potential migration of chemicals off Site via groundwater
transport. The collected groundwater would be treated
via a carbon adsorption system located along the
western edge of the Site to meet discharge standards as
well as water quality requirements for discharge to
Beaverdam Brook.
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An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be
conducted to ensure that this remedy was protective.

Alternative GW4 — Enhanced Bioremediation

Capital Cost: $332,000
Annual Cost: $106,700
Present-Worth Cost: $846,000
Duration Time: 8 years

This alternative involves the manipulation of Site
groundwater conditions to enhance in situ bioremediation
of the COCs by the indigenous microbial population. The
design details for enhanced bioremediation would be
established following the treatment/removal of the source
area soils. Treatment would involve either the controlled
injection of oxygenating compounds (e.g., Oxygen
Releasing Compounds (ORCs)) to enhance
biodegradation of the COCs or the controlled injection of a
chemical oxidizer (e.g., hydrogen peroxide) and nutrients
into the groundwater contamination plumes to chemically
convert the organic contamination into nonhazardous
compounds. The preliminary design assumes that 440
injection points would be required for the injection of ORC
into the overburden groundwater. The area would
encompass both the source area and locations
downgradient of the source area, including both the north
and south components of the groundwater flow. Multiple
injections over time may be necessary for this action to be
fully effective.

An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be
conducted to ensure that this remedy was protective, that
the concentrations of COCs were attenuating, and to
evaluate the rates of biodegradation/bioremediation (in
both the bedrock and overburden aquifers).

Alternative GW5 — Biosparging

Capital Cost: $191,000
Annual Cost: $106,700
Present-Worth Cost: $738,000
Duration Time: 8 years

Under this alternative, pressurized gas (i.e., oxygen) would
be injected into the groundwater at very low flowrates to
enhance bioremediation. Specifically, the biosparging
technology considered here is “in situ Submerged Oxygen
Curtain” (iISOC). This technology injects supersaturated
oxygen into the groundwater such that oxygen is infused
into groundwater without the formation of bubbles. This
prevents vapors (e.g., the bubbles) from entering the
vadose zone. The vadose zone is that portion of the soil
between the land surface and the zone of saturation, or, in
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other words, the vadose zone extends from the ground
surface to the water table.

An ongoing groundwater monitoring program would be
conducted to ensure that this remedy was protective.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

In selecting a remedy for a site, EPA considers the
factors set forth in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, by
conducting a detailed analysis of the viable remedial
alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR
§300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The
detailed analysis consists of an assessment of the
individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation
criteria and a comparative analysis focusing upon the
relative performance of each alternative against those
criteria.

. Overall protection of human health and the
environment addresses whether or not a remedy
provides adequate protection and describes how
risks posed through each exposure pathway
(based on a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

. Compliance with applicable or_relevant and
appropriate requirements addresses whether or
not a remedy would meet all of the applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements of other
federal and state environmental statutes and
regulations or provide grounds for invoking a
waiver.

. Long-Term effectiveness and permanence refer
to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment
over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It
also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness
of the measures that may be required to
manage the risk posed by treatment residuals
and/or untreated wastes.

. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment is the anticipated performance of the
treatment technologies, with respect to these
parameters, a remedy may employ.

. Short-Term effectiveness addresses the period
of time needed to achieve protection and any
adverse impacts on human health and the
environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until
cleanup goals are achieved.

. Implementability is the technical and
administrative feasibility of a remedy, including
the availability of materials and services needed
to implement a particular option.
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. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
maintenance costs, and net present-worth costs.

. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its
review of the RI/FS reports and the Proposed
Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no
comment on the preferred remedy at the present
time.

. Community acceptance will be assessed in the
ROD, and refers to the public's general response
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan
and the RI/FS reports.

A comparative analysis (one for soils and one for
groundwater) of these alternatives, based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above, follows.

Comparative Analysis for Soils

. Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

Alternatives S1 and S2 would not be protective of
human health and the environment, since they
would not actively address the contaminated soils,
which present unacceptable risks of exposure and
are a source of groundwater contamination.
Alternative S3 would be protective of human
health and the environment in that the cap would
prevent exposure to contaminated soil and would
also serve to minimize infiltration of precipitation
and thereby reduce leaching of chemicals from the
soils to  groundwater, hence, reducing
contamination of the groundwater; however,
Alternative S3 would not actively remediate
contaminated soil. Alternatives S4, S5, and S6
would be protective of human health and the
environment, since each alternative relies upon a
remedial strategy or treatment technology capable
of eliminating human exposure and removing the
source of groundwater contamination.

. Compliance with ARARs

The soil cleanup objectives used for the Site are
based on NYSDEC values (NYSDEC Subpart
375: Remedial Program Soil Cleanup Objectives -
and/or- NYSDEC's Division Technical and
Administrative Guidance Memorandum:
Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and
Cleanup Levels, Division of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, January 24, 1994.) These NYSDEC
soil cleanup objectives were utilized as PRGs for
the site-related contaminants.

Since the contamination in the soils would not be
addressed under Alternatives S1 and S2, they
would not achieve the soil cleanup objectives.
While the cap installed under Soil Alternative S3
would comply with RCRA design standards, this

EPA Region Il - July 2007

alternative would not actively remediate
contaminated soil and, as such, would not
achieve the soil cleanup objectives. Alternatives
S4 and S5 would each attain the soil cleanup
objectives specified.  Alternative S6 would
involve the excavation and removal of the
contaminated soil from the site, and thereby
achieve soil cleanup objectives for the Site

property.

Alternatives S4 and S6 both involve the
excavation of contaminated soils and would,
therefore, require compliance with fugitive dust
and VOC emission regulations. In addition,
Alternative S6 would be subject to New York
State and federal regulations related to the
transportation and off-site treatment/disposal of
wastes. In the case of Alternatives S4 and S5,
compliance with air emission standards would
be required for the SVE or ISVE system.
Specifically, treatment of off-gases would have
to meet the substantive requirements of New
York State Regulations for Prevention and
Control of Air Contamination and Air Pollution (6
NYCRR Part 200, et seq.) and comply with the
substantive requirements of other state and
federal air emission standards.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives S1 and S2 would not involve any
active remedial measures, and, as such, not be
effective in eliminating the potential exposure to
contaminants in soil and would result in the
continued migration of contaminants from the
soil to the groundwater. Alternative 3 involves
installation of a landfill cover which would
eliminate the potential exposure to contaminants
in the soil and also reduce Ileaching of
contaminants from the soil to groundwater.
Alternatives S4, S5, and S6 would each be
effective in the long term by either removing the
contaminated soils from the Site or treating them
in place.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Alternatives S1 and S2 would provide no
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of
contaminants. Alternative S3 would reduce the
migration of contaminants from soil to
groundwater but would not provide a reduction
in toxicity or volume of contaminants.
Alternatives S4 and S5 would reduce toxicity,
mobility, and volume of contaminants through
on-site treatment. Under Alternative S6, the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
contaminants would be eliminated by removing
contaminated soil from the Site property.
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Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative S1 and S2 do not include any physical
construction measures in any areas of
contamination and, therefore, would not present
any potential adverse impacts to on-property
workers or the community as a result of their
implementation. Alternatives S3, S4, S5, and S6
could result in some adverse impacts to on-
property workers through dermal contact and
inhalation related to the installation of the remedial
systems associated with each of these
alternatives.  Alternatives S4 and S6 involve
significant excavation activities that would need to
be properly managed to prevent or minimize
adverse impacts. For instance, excavation
activities would need to be properly managed to
prevent transport of fugitive dust and exposure of
workers through dermal contact and by inhalation
of volatile organic compounds in the air. Noise
from the treatment unit and the excavation work
associated with Alternatives S3, S4, S5, and S6
could present some limited adverse impacts to on-
property workers, while truck traffic related to
Alternative S6 could provide nuisance impacts
(e.g., noise and traffic) to nearby residents. In
addition, interim and post-remediation soil
sampling activities would pose some risk to on-
property workers. The risks to on-property
workers and nearby residents under all of the
alternatives could, however, be mitigated by
following appropriate health and safety protocols,
by exercising sound engineering practices, and by
using proper protective equipment.

Alternatives S4 and S6 involve significant
excavation activities that would need to be
properly managed to prevent or minimize adverse
impacts. For instance, excavation activities would
need to be properly managed to prevent transport
of fugitive dust and exposure of workers to volatile
organic compounds in the air.

Since no actions would be performed under
Alternative S1, there would be no implementation
time. Since only limited actions would be
performed under Alternative S2, there would be
very little implementation time. It is estimated that
Alternative S3 would require 3 months to complete
the landfill cap, Alternative S4 would require 2
years to complete, Alternative S5 would require 4
years to complete, and Alternative S6 would
require approximately one year to complete.

Implementability

Alternatives S1 and S2 would be the easiest soil
alternatives to implement in that there are no field
activities to undertake.

Alternatives S3, S4, S5, and S6 would all employ
technologies known to be reliable (though the
biocell proposed as a component of Alternative S4
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is a lesser known technology relative to the site-

related COCs)
implemented.

and

that
In addition, equipment, services,

can be

readily

and materials needed for these alternatives are
readily available, and the actions under these
alternatives would be administratively feasible.
Furthermore, sufficient facilities are available for
treatment/disposal
materials under Alternative S6.

the

the

excavated

Monitoring the effectiveness of the SVE system
(in Alternative S4), and the ISVE system (in
Alternative S5) would be easily accomplished

through soil
analysis.

and soil-vapor
Under Alternatives S4, S5, and S6,

sampling and

determining the extent of soil cleanup would be
easily accomplished through post-excavation
soil sampling and analysis.

. Cost

The estimated capital, annual operation and
maintenance (O&M) (including monitoring), and
present-worth costs for
remediation alternatives are presented in Table
2. All costs are presented in U.S. Dollars.

each of

the soil

Table 2: Cost Analysis for Soil Remediation Alternatives

Remedial | Capital Annual Present Construction
Alternative | Cost O&M Worth Time
Cost Cost

S1 0 950 15,000 | No time
S2 12,600 13,550 217,000 | Months
S3 2,290,000 24,000 | 2,647,00 | Several

0 | months to

install cap

S4 2,388,000 | 406,000 | 3,119,00 | 2 years

0
S5 1,211,000 | 460,900 | 2,302,00 | 4 years

0
S6 5,736,000 22,000 | 5,756,00 | 1 year

0

According to the capital cost, O&M cost and
present worth cost estimates, Alternative S1 has
the lowest cost and Alternative S6 has the
highest cost when comparing all Alternatives.

Comparative Analysis for Groundwater

. Overall Protection of Human Health and the

Environment

All

alternatives except GW21 would provide

adequate protection of human health and the
environment.
assessment section, there are unacceptable
human health cancer risks or non-cancer health

As noted above
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hazards associated with the groundwater
contamination at the site. Though no private wells
exist on the Site property, the future use of
groundwater as a drinking water source is
consistent with the State use designation of the
aquifer and such use would present unacceptable
present and future carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic risks at the Site. These
calculated risks to human health require EPA to
enact remedial measures to reduce the risks
associated with the observed contamination and
restore the groundwater to beneficial use. EPA
believes that Alternatives GW2, GW4 and GW5
would ultimately provide full protection of human
health by reducing contaminant concentrations to
cleanup objectives. Alternative GW3 would also
reduce contaminant concentrations through
treatment, would prevent migration of chemicals
off-Site via groundwater transport, and, ultimately,
restore the aquifer(s) to best use.

Compliance with ARARSs

EPA and the New York State Department of
Health (NYSDOH) have promulgated health-based
protectve MCLs (40 CFR Part 141, and
10NYCRR, Chapter 1 and Part 5), which are
enforceable standards for various drinking water
contaminants (chemical specific ARARS). The
aquifer at the Site is classified as Class GA (6
NYCRR 701.18), meaning that it is designated as
a potable water supply.

Alternative GW1 does not include any active
groundwater remediation; contamination in the
groundwater would likely attenuate naturally, to
some degree, particularly after a soil remedy is
implemented. Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5
involve the manipulation of Site groundwater
conditions to enhance in situ bioremediation of the
COCs by the indigenous microbial population,
and, thereby, break-down the COCs into non-
hazardous compounds. Alternatives GW2, GW4,
and GWS5, each focus on the most contaminated
regions of the bedrock and overburden aquifers
(e.g., under and immediately downgradient of the
source area) and, as such, would decrease the
amount of time needed to achieve cleanup
objectives. Following implementation  of
Alternatives GW2, GW4 or GWS5, it is estimated
that ARARs would be achieved throughout the
Site within ten years after the soil remedy is
implemented. Under  Alternative  GWS3,
groundwater would be extracted from both the
bedrock and the overburden aquifers, treated by a
carbon adsorption system, and discharged to
Beaverdam Brook. The discharge to Beaverdam
Brook would comply with surface water discharge
requirements and the disposition of treatment
residuals would have to be consistent with the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Alternative GW3 would prevent the
potential migration of chemicals off Site via
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groundwater transport and, as such, ARARs
would be met downgradient of the groundwater
containment system (e.g., off the site property);
ultimately, treatment of the contaminated
groundwater would achieve ARARs within the
site property and would restore the aquifer(s) to
best use.

For Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GWS5,
compliance with ARARs would be demonstrated
through a long-term groundwater monitoring
program.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Once the source control remedy is implemented,
it is anticipated that all of the groundwater
alternatives would achieve groundwater ARARS,
although Alternative GW1 would be expected to
take the longest. The time to achieve
groundwater standards would vary for the other
alternatives due to the complex nature of the
subsurface environment.

Alternative GW3 would prevent the potential
migration of chemicals off Site via groundwater
transport, but would take longer to achieve
cleanup objectives than Alternatives GW2,
GW4, or GW5. As Alternatives GW2, GW4, and
GWS5 focus on the most contaminated regions of
the bedrock and overburden aquifers, these
alternatives would be expected to achieve
aquifer restoration more quickly than the other
alternatives.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5 would each
reduce the volume and toxicity of the
contaminants through treatment by chemically
breaking down the bulk of the dissolved VOC
and SVOC contamination as it migrates through
the aquifer. The VOC and SVOC contaminants
would be changed into degradation products.

Alternative GW3 would reduce the toxicity,
mobility, and volume of contaminated
groundwater through removal and treatment with
the goal of restoring the aquifers to their
beneficial uses.

GW1 provides no further reduction in toxicity,
mobility or volume of contaminants of any media
through treatment. Following implementation of
the source area remedy, natural attenuation
processes would likely occur to some degree
even under this alternative. Future risks posed
by the site will depend on future site usage.

Page 59



Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative GW1 presents virtually no change to
the short-term impacts to human health and the
environment since no construction or active
remediation is involved. Alternatives GW2, GW3,
GW4, and GW5 each present some risk to on-
property workers through dermal contact and
inhalation from activities associated with
groundwater remediation. Specifically,
construction and remedial activities required to
implement Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5
would potentially pose a risk of worker exposure to
the oxygenating compound(s) when injected into
the aquifer. The possibility of having to
readminister oxygenating compound(s) in future
injections is likely. Alternative GW3 would
potentially result in greater short-term exposure to
contaminants to workers who install extraction
wells and the groundwater tile collection system,
as well as come into contact with the treatment
system. In addition, under Alternatives GW2,
GW3, GW4, and GWS5, some adverse impacts
would result from disruption of traffic, excavation
activities, noise, and fugitive dust emissions.
However, proper health and safety precautions
would minimize short-term exposure risks as well
as disturbances.

Implementability

Alternative GW1 would be the easiest
groundwater alternative to implement, since it
would require no activities. Alternative GW3
would be the most difficult alternative to implement
in that it would require the construction of a
groundwater extraction system including piping
and a tile water collection system. Alternative
GW2 would be easier to implement than
Alternatives GW4 and GW5. The services and
materials necessary for each of the groundwater
alternatives are readily available. Under
Alternatives GW2, GW3, GW4, and GWS5,
groundwater sampling would be necessary to
monitor treatment effectiveness. Each of the
alternatives have been proven effective for most, if
not all, of the COCs in groundwater.

Cost

The estimated capital, annual operation and
maintenance (O&M) (including monitoring), and
present-worth costs for each of the soil
remediation alternatives are presented in Table 3.
All costs are presented in U.S. Dollars.
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Table 3: Cost Comparison for Groundwater Remediation
Alternatives

Remedial | Capital Annual | Present Duration

Alternativ | Cost Cost Worth of

e Operatio

n

Gw1 0 950 15,000 | N/A

GwW2 13,200 | 106,70 | 528,000 | 8 years
0

GW3 1,656,00 | 229,00 | 3,339,00 | 13 years

0 0 0

Gw4 332,000 | 106,70 | 846,000 | 8 years
0

GWS5 191,000 | 106,70 | 738,000 | 8years
0

According to the capital cost, O&M cost and
present worth cost estimates, Alternative GW1
has the lowest cost and GW3 has the highest
cost when comparing all alternatives.

. State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred remedy.

. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred remedy
will be assessed in the ROD following review of
the public comments received on the Post
Decision Proposed Plan.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives,
EPA recommends employing Alternative S4 (Excavation
and On-Site SVE and Biocell) to remediate the source
area and Alternative GW2 (Enhanced Bioremediation
with Long-Term Groundwater Monitoring) to remediate
the groundwater. Implementation of these alternatives
would include institutional controls to restrict
groundwater use and prevent disturbance of the soils in
the biocell until groundwater ARARs and/or soil cleanup
objectives are met.

Specifically, an environmental easement/restrictive
covenant would be filed in the property records of
Orange County. The easement/covenant would, at a
minimum, require: (a) restricting any excavation below
the soil surface layer in the area of the biocell, unless the
excavation activities are in compliance with an EPA-
approved site management plan; (b) restricting new
construction at the Site unless an evaluation of the
potential for vapor intrusion is conducted and mitigation,
if necessary, is performed in compliance with an EPA
approved site management plan; (c) restricting the use
of groundwater as a source of potable or process water
unless groundwater quality standards are met; and (d)
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the owner/operator to complete and submit periodic
certifications that the institutional and engineering controls
are in place.

A Site Management Plan (SMP) would be developed to
address soils and groundwater at the Site. The SMP
would provide for the proper management of all Site
remedy components post-construction, such as
institutional controls, and shall also include: (a) monitoring
of Site groundwater to ensure that, following the soil
excavation, the contamination is attenuating and
groundwater quality continues to improve; (b) identification
of any use restricions on the Site; (c) necessary
provisions for implementation of the requirements of the
above easement/covenant; and (d) provision for any
operation and maintenance required of the components of
the remedy.

Upon completion of remediation, no hazardous substances
would remain above levels that would prevent unlimited
use or unrestricted exposure. Under the preferred
remedy, EPA would conduct reviews of the site at least
once every five years until groundwater remediation has
restored the aquifer(s) to drinking water quality standards
and soil cleanup objectives are met.

EPA Region Il - July 2007

Basis for the Remedy Preference

EPA believes that Alternative S4 is the most cost-
effective option for the contaminated soils given the
evaluation criteria and reasonably anticipated future land
use. While Alternative S4 may involve potential short-
term community impacts in the form of nuisances
associated with construction (e.g., noise and truck
traffic), Alternative S4 would be protective of human
health and the environment. Furthermore, Alternative
S4 would provide a permanent solution, and would
achieve soil cleanup objectives for the site-related COCs
in the shortest amount of time and in the most cost-
effective manner. Therefore, EPA and NYSDEC believe
that Alternative S4 would effectuate the soil cleanup
while providing the best balance of tradeoffs with respect
to the evaluating criteria.

Alternative S1 was not identified as the preferred
alternative because it calls for no action and would not
be protective of human health and the environment.
Similarly, Alternative 2 would only provide limited action
by imposing institutional controls and site fencing and
warning maintenance signs. Alternative 3 was not
proposed because, while it is slightly less expensive
than Alternative 4, it calls for containment of the waste
constituents and provides no treatment of the
contamination. Alternative 5 was not proposed because,
while it includes the soil vapor extraction technology of
Alternative 4, it does not include the biological treatment
component, which EPA believes will be effective in
addressing the pyridine-related compounds. Alternative
6 was not proposed because it would not appear to be
cost-effective compared to the other alternatives.

EPA is proposing Alternative GW2 to address the
contaminated groundwater because the Agency believes
it would be protective of human health and the
environment and would achieve the ARARSs in the most
cost-effective manner.  Alternative GW1 would rely
solely on natural processes to restore groundwater
quality to beneficial use, and, as such, would take
significantly longer than the preferred alternative. While
Alternative GW3 would prevent the potential migration of
chemicals off Site via groundwater transport, it would
take longer to achieve cleanup objectives and would
cost significantly more than Alternatives GW2, GW4, and
GWS5. While Alternatives GW2, GW4, and GW5 are
similar in that they each involve the addition of oxygen
into the groundwater environment to enhance
biodegradation of the contaminants, Alternative GW?2
would be easier to implement then the other alternatives,
and is expected to cost significantly less.

Therefore, EPA and NYSDEC believe that the
combination of Alternatives S4 and GW2 would
successfully remediate the contaminated soils and
expedite the remediation of contaminated groundwater
at the Site, while providing the best balance of tradeoffs
among the alternatives with respect to the evaluation
criteria.  Furthermore, the preferred remedies would
utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies
to the maximum extent practicable.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
APPENDIX V-al

New York State Concurrence with
the Selected Remedy in the July 2007 Proposed Plan



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Environmental Remediation, 12" Floor
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7011

‘Phone: (518) 402-9706 + FAX: (518) 402-9020

Website: www.dec.ny.gov

JUL 26 2000
Mr. George Pavliou

Director, Emergency & Remedial Response Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Floor 19

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Re: Nepera Maybrook
Site No. 336010

Proposed Remedial Action Plan

Dear Mr. Pavlou:

Alexander B. Granni:
Commissioner

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and the New York State

Department of Health have reviewed the above referenced Proposed Remedial Action Plan

(PRAP). The State concurs w1th the selected remedy as stated in the July 2007 PRAP, and as

summarized below

. The soil remedy will consist of the excavation of the soil from the six former wastewater
lagoons and the treatment of the contaminated soil with soil vapor extraction (SVE) and
biological degradation within an engineered below-grade biocell. If necessary, the air
removed from the biocell via the SVE will be treated using carbon adsorption prior to being
recirculated or exhausted to the atmosphere. It is expected that this remedy will achieve

TAGM 4046 and Part 375 soil cleanup objectives as stated in the PRAP.

. The groundwater remedy will remediate site groundwater conditions through enhanced
in-situ bioremediation of the groundwater contaminants by the indigenous microbial
population. The excavated lagoon areas will be treated with oxygenating compounds to
create an aerobic environment and stimulate biodegradation of groundwater within the

areas of elevated contamination.

. The application of the oxygenating compounds will be followed by a long-term

groundwater monitoring program to evaluate the rates of biodegradation and contaminant

attenuation and will ensure that this remedy is protective of human health and the

environment. It is expected that the groundwater remedy will achieve New York State

groundwater standards.

B To enhance aerobic biodegradation outside of the source area, the remedial design will
consider location-specific injections of oxygenating compounds at various locatlons in the

groundwater contamination plumes.



ec:

The private supply wells in the vicinity of the site, currently being monitored for site relat:

contaminants, will continue to be sampled periodically as deemed necessary by the
NYSDOH. |

The remedy will include institutional controls in the form of an environmental
easement/restrictive covenant to be filed in the property records of Orange County to
restrict any excavation below the soil surface layer in those areas undergoing remediation,
restrict new construction at the site, restrict the use of groundwater as a source of potable
process water, and require that the owner/operator complete and submit periodic
certifications that the institutional and engineering controls are in place.

A Site Management Plan (SMP) will be developed to provide for the proper management
of all post-construction site-remedy components, such as institutional controls and
engineering controls (such as the perimeter fence), identification of site use restrictions,
enforcement of the requirements of the easement/covenant, operation and maintenance of
the remedy components, and implementation the groundwater monitoring program.

The institutional controls will continue to apply to the site and the SMP will continue to b
implemented until such time as both the site soil cleanup objectives and the groundwater
standards are met and discontinuation of the ICs and the SMP is approved by all agencies
involved with this project,

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Cozzy at 402-9767.

Division of Environmental Remediaiton

M. MacCabe
M. Dannenberg, USEPA

S. Ervolina

R. Cozzy

J. Aversa

R. Schick

R. Pergadia, Region 3
A. Perretta, NYSDOH
M. Rivara, NYSDOH
S. Bates, NYSDOH
G. Litwin, NYSDOH
J. LaPadula, USEPA
A. Carnenter. 1ISEPA



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

APPENDIX V-b

TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC MEETING
AUGUST 16, 2007
HAMPTONBURGH TOWN HALL
CAMPBELL HALL, NEW YORK



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECDN AGENCY

STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF ORANGE

IN THE MATTER REGARDING NEPERA CHEMIAL COMPANY,
INC., SUPERFUND SITE

PUBLIC MEETING
DATE: THURSDAXUGUST 16, 2007
LOCATION: HAMPTNBURGH TOWN HALL
18 Brbad
Camibbtall, New York

TIME:  7:1ap
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APPEARANCES:

U. S. EnvironrtedrProtection
Agency

Intergovernmé&Community
Affairs

Branch

290 Broadwaytl2Eloor

New York, New rko10007

CECILIA ECHOLSpmmunity

Involvement
Coordinator

ALSO PRESENT:
JOHN LaPADULA
MARK DANNENBERG

MICHAEL CYVAK
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PROCEEDING

CECEILIA ECHOLS300d
evening. Thank yousallmuch for
coming out tonight tahéow EPA
plans on cleaning up Kepera
Chemical Superfund Siten Cecilia
Echols, and | am the @Gamity
Involving Coordinator filnis site.

At this siteeth is
contaminated soil ashasl
groundwater, and thatsit we're
here to express to yibh@w we plan
on cleaning up this sitel hearing
your comments, and léamny of you
have had an opportutatyeview the
proposed plan. We &lad handouts
on the table in the habk proposed
plan as well as the pr¢ation

tonight, and the pulbiatice that
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was placed in the neyspa

As | said, I'neclia Echols,
and we have other EPApte here to
give the presentatidve have
John LaPadula. Hetheoleft of

me. He'll give the Sdped remedial
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process. Mark Dannegbie's
project manager. H#8lcuss the
site background, preddrresponse
action. And then wellen up for
all your questions andwers.
Please holdyallir questions
until after the preseta You can

also, on the presentatiandouts,

write your little quests, if you'd

like, and have them added after
the presentation.

Community Redais is a
program that wants tbenmunity
involved in the decisioraking
process, which direetfects you
where a Superfund $te$o that is
why we come out hereguoblic
comment. The public coemt period

started July 31st, drehds on
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August 29th.

As | said, pled®ld your
gquestions to the entkage state
your name loudly as $stenographer
requested shortly agbere is an

information repositoryhere is one
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here. There is also mnglanhattan.
You can also go onlirikyou look
at the proposed planfenbottom,
there is a web pagealbdocuments
related to this siteouvcan always
go online to review thakcuments at
your leasure.

There is also3@0 number.
800 number comes intoaffice. If
you have any questiagarding this
site, it would be diregtto me. The
800 number is 1-800-5069.

Once we recaillof the
public comment, we tlogen -- we go
through a process ofceme -- I'm
sorry. We develop aapasis of all
of the concerns and cemts from you
all written, or e-maijed from

tonight; there will beéranscript,
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and then they -- we cdenp Record
of Decision, which igised by the
regional administratdihat will be
explained a little bibra in John's
presentation.

| would like tecognize a
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couple of other peopdeehtonight.
We have Anthony Perettie's a
Project Manager with N¥ark State
DOH. Joel Crua? HeSupervisor in
the New York State DO8usan Speatr,
she's with Congressn@mJdPaul's
office. Rich Mayfiel@ounty
Executive for Ed Diaaad Supervisor
Jankowski. Thank you.

And now, we wiilbve on to
the next agenda itemicWlis the
Superfund Remedial Pssce

JOHN LaPADULAhank you,
Cecllia, and thank ydita coming
tonight.

I'm just goirgyliriefly go
over a little bit of tbackground of
Superfund and what #n@aedial

process includes totpaight's
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meeting kind of in a gEctive.
Congress ena&egerfund in
1980, as a result oksalvnotorious
sites that we becamerawéin the
late 1970's. The Valtdyhe Drums

in Kentucky was onelodmn, and the
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other one was Love Cawdiich is a
little closer to home.

And at that gdinis was
a -- the beginning, luidbsay, the
environmental movemeR&achel
Carson, Silent Springswathe early
'60's and through tlsénto the
"70's we became awarletsfof
sites, lots of propestibat were
heavily contaminatedrove
manufacturing and dispas improper
disposal that occurredniuch of the
Twentieth Century.

The Superfund laas called
Comprehensive EnvirontakResponse
Compensation LiabilitgtA It was
passed and enacted &,18nd it was
amended in 1986 witleaes of

amendments.
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The law basiggtovides
money for the Federal&oament to
spend on the clean upazfardous
waste sites. Most @rthare what we
would describe as unoulled

hazardous waste sited,they could
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present immediate protdeor they
could present long-tgnmablems. It
also -- the law also gélve EPA the
authority to have comparthat are
deemed responsible @ntebuting to
the contamination of #ites the
authority to get the qgamies to
actually do the work.

So the concepsuhat for
sites, where there were&ompanies
that could be identifitloe Federal
Government would provile funding
to conduct the invediigmand the
clean-ups. For othezssiwe were
able to identify the gatially
responsible partiesyauld allow us
to give us the authdi@ato enter
into legal contractshwibem, so

that they could do thedges and
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conduct the clean-upsd, for those
sites, EPA has an ogétsiole.

The State of N€ark also has
an oversight role. Fhém sorry.
Go back. | was goingytoback to

the site discovery.
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This is a ligttbe
different component sivee'll
actually go through. d®mwe become
aware of a site, it @bbé from
State, it could be frtm county or
local government, alsani private
citizens, if they're awaf property
that might have sometaamnation, we
would be notified, and go though a
site discovery and ragkprocess.
It's actually a formabpess.

We collect datal analyze
the data; putting toragess that's
been laid out by Congresd we rank
the site, and the dited are on
the Superfund list, théhe Federal
list, were the sitestthvare ranked.
All of these sites weaeked across

the country. New Yorshabout 110
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of them originally. Maaf them are
deleted now. ThesethesFederal
sites.

Once the sitplaced on the
National Priority's Liste can spend

money to start an inigggion to
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10

characterize the extd#nt
contamination at thepadies. The
study is called Remedial
Investigation, and watves a plan
to sample soil wasteemat,
groundwater wetlandssuarface
waters, if they're adjacto the
site; sediments in thetlands in the
surface waters in thie.siOn a lake
it could be the laketbats as well.
All of that dasathen
reviewed and analyzedde if, in
fact, the site does enés risk to
public health and thgieanment.
Many of the sites dod after we
have made that detertionahen we
identify through the déality site
process different alegives that

would address the coimtabon.
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For examplehi soil were
contaminated, there miggdifferent
types of approaches gould take to
clean the soil or renagelithe soll.
You might incinerate ¥ou might

try to detoxify it. Yauight dig it
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up and take it away.efd's
different types of ot

Similarly forglgroundwater

there will be differeagpproaches as
to how the groundwateuld be
cleaned. So remediaéstigation
and the feasibility spuate what
we're going to presenyau this
evening; the findingbafth of those
efforts.

We have prepagqdoposed
plan, and that's a sunyro&the two
studies and the altevestthat were
looked at, and it aldernitifies what
we in the State belies/the
preferred alternativeatitlress the
contaminated media atgie. We
will -- Mark will, yourlow, describe

all the alternatives axglain, you
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know, what we decidegbtopose.
We're most ietged in your

comments on what theppeal is. We

will, as Cecilia saide will

consider all the commsdmgre, that

are submitted in writinigat are
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submitted by e-mail, aadpond to

all the comments, arehtbased on
public comment, will ade whether or
not to proceed and sigRecord of
Decision. That's thetretep that

we would authorize thean up of the
site.

So for this ewey) much of
the talk will be from k& and he
will describe the stutigt has been
done.

EPA did not a@hd State did
not do the study themsgl As Mark
will explain, how theaidy was done
essentially by the raspble
parties. EPA and the&t&tvere to
all to -- to direct andersee that
the work was being daneording to

the processes and poi¢abat we
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would normally use.

Once the Recoofr®ecision is
signed, after we recditlee comments
at the end of the pubbenment
period, the next phasiethe

Superfund process, whaiahthe next
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two major phases, wdwdddesigning
the remedies, which aetailed
engineering design viathe prints,
and plans, and speasesigand sealed
by engineers of the &tatNew York,
and the last phase tgalty the
implementation of thexstyuction
phase, where the renvedyld be
constructed, and eartlul move, and
wells might be put im firoundwater
treatment, and that tgpéhing.

Once the sitastouction
activities are doneréhmay be a
period of time, depemgdan the site
and what's being remediathat the
treatment systems maxeha operate.
Sometimes groundwateatiment
systems can operatdiferyears,

ten years, until thelgrdwater is
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restored to drinking erastandards.
Sometimes soil remeeiesild take
also several years uhsl
contaminants are remaweceduced in
soil.

So the constinucis really
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the physical construetaf getting
the remedy set up ferabntinued,
let's say, removal & tontaminants
or detoxification of theoundwater
or for the soil.

That's all | viadh really to
say, and then to turomér to Mark,
who will go through therk that EPA,
and the State, and dsponsible
parties have been ddéamghe last
number of years.

MARK DANNENBERGThank you,
John.

Thank you alt tmming too
and showing your intéiaghis
site.

The proposededial copies
were mailed out to pialganost of

you. There are addaiocopies
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here.

In short, theposed
remedial action was ¢tarded for
remedial alternativedéoconsidered
for clean up of soilglagroundwater

at the site. It alsendfies
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aquifer remedies andatibnal
plans.

The proposedeadral action
plan also solicits paldbmment on
all alternatives evatdtexpressed
concerns of the commytotbe
considered, also expoesament
period, and, as indidagarlier, the
EPA will take into codsration all
public comments.

Also, as Johdidated
before, the Record otiBen is our
final decision documémntthe site,
and it will include tlesesponses to
public comments.

This is a faildyge
depiction of the genexada of the
site. It's a regionater level

location map. Rightéerthe site
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(indicating); this dakea right
here, and you can seeetis
waterway, Beaver Damd¥ionraps
around on the left sidehe site
and down here to Otlerki

GERTRUDE HODGEBow do we
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know exactly where itnghout
having any road desigmet or
whatever?

MARK DANNENBERGwell, I'll
have another illustratio

GERTRUDE HODGEBut what do
you mean?

MARK DANNENBER@o0 you know
were Highway 4 is?

GERTRUDE HODGERSo.

MARK DANNENBERGCounty 4 is?
How County 4 -- you ddamow? Okay.
You know where Maybrde#ad is?

GERTRUDE HODGESh-huh.

MARK DANNENBERGVaybrook
Road is County Highway 4

GERTRUDE HODGE®ere is it
on the map?

MARK DANNENBERGQt fronts



20

21

22

23

24

25

the property on the,sie the north
side.

CECEILIA ECHOLour name,
ma'am?

GERTRUDE HODGEMy name is

Gertrude Hodges. Angl phoperty I'm
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concerned about is 4de3d_ane off
of Neelytown Road.

MARK DANNENBERG:want to
start just a little bitthe history
of the site. From 19631967 the
site was used by the é&apgChemical
Company. They truckeaste water
from their facility indriman to
this site. It was diaadped in the
lagoons constructechm Earth. So
there were six lagooosstructed in
all.

GERTRUDE HODGE®hat does
that mean?

CECILIA ECHOLZ ould you
hold your questions Lifte end?

GERTRUDE HODGERBe's not
explaining it clear egbuor me to

follow along with hinWhat's he
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talking about a ravinéd/as it a
pond --

MARK DANNENBERCA lagoon is
somewhat like a pondsteavater is
placed in there.

GERTRUDE HODGEBolding
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place?
MARK DANNENBERGYeah.
GERTRUDE HODGERSN sorry.
MARK DANNENBERAII right.
This is a little bit eler
(indicating). Right bas Maybrook
Road, County Highway™his is an
access road comingHiere are the
six constructed lagoonghe site.
The site is abd@ acres in
size. Out of the 2%sacthese
lagoons comprised up fand a half
acres of the site. i@ west side,
I've indicated this ohigger map.
You can see a littletbehere
(indicating). This ie®/er Dam
Brook; has a little pdmere, and all
of this drains into Qki# on the

south side of the sitdere are
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three residences riggarby. There
Is one right here. TEhmsranother
one right across from #tcess road
in the site. This agaithe access
road and there is anotime down

here on the far sidehef pond.
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The U.S. EPAqad this site
on the National Prie#iList in
1986. DEC was the priyrlaad at
that point. It wentardn agreement
with the responsibletpdmere,
Nepera Chemical Compangy,, to
conduct and review arestigation
and a feasibility studyepera
Chemical Company shoatherward
contracted with a cotesotl to do the
actual work, the actnakestigation.

| just want tibdeto that.
Over the last few yeding, EPA
really has been the priyroversight
lead on the site, andO& also the
oversight.

Okay. The reméd
investigation was cortéddn several

phases. First phasedwae from
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1988 to 1992. A lotsoil samples
were taken from the lag@rea to
identify contaminatio@roundwater
monitoring wells weratialled at the
site, and groundwatenitaying

program began. Theee-anote
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also, actually, | sayephere
groundwater monitoringlis were
installed in both theedwrden
aquifer and the bedragkifer.
There are two groundwatedies at
this site. The overlamadvhich is --
it's much more of a gtipal. It's

a water table aquifer] anderlining
that is the bedrock.eTiedrock also
contains an aquifer, trel're
interconnected.

The next phatthe remedial
investigation report veamiducted in
1995, '96, and '97.oArhore soll
samples were collecteanfthe
lagoons to better idigrtthe
contaminants of the.sitde
groundwater monitoringsacontinued

again to ensure thaugdwater was
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not migrating from thees

And in the thptase,
additional monitoring sMastalled in
2001 to ascertain theetxof the
contaminates. Agairéhwas

concern as to whether th
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contamination was spiegd So we
had the responsibleperstall
additional wells. Grauwvater
monitoring continued.wias
installed in 2001, 2af#ing this
phase, and we also wentand
collected 120 additiosall samples
that were analyzed fmrganics;
metals in particularhigwas
directed specificallydetermine
whether or not there was
contamination on the.sit

After the --aftcollecting
all this data -- we hdwedreds of
points of data from sampling as
well as groundwater skmgp-- we

evaluated the data, émbét it,

determined the followitgntaminants

were present in on-sibsurface
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soils as well as theuya; the
contaminants, specificedluene,
xylene, benzene, chleratene,
ethylbenzene and pyadiompounds.
There were a coupleitiecent

compounds found. Tt tevolved



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

22

soil and groundwater.

Other findingsrh the
remedial investigatioare the
organics were foundlavated levels
in subsurface soils tighout the
whole lagoon area. Tihveye also
found in elevated levieldoth
aquifers. From all bétsamples we
took, in particular witte extra
amount of sampling we, dve
determined that thereen® elevated
levels of inorganicgla site.
They were analogousijlaimnto
background samples flocations
uncontaminated by tlgotans, and,
therefore, metals ararganics are
not contaminants or acawn at the
site.

Furthermoreyds determined
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also that the formerlags are not
only contaminated, ey are acting
as a source of grounéwat
contamination, and basedhese
results the remediaksivgation --

of the remedial inveatign, based
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on risk assessment, ezaslucted to
actually estimate theksi

To summarize tis&s, EPA
bases its remedial acta
minimizing threats tonhan health and
the environment. Tlsidairly
typical, and since thaimconcern
for soil contaminatiademss really
from health risks, béribm direct
contact to contaminated and from
secondary contaminatibwater
supplies, this is, yowot, a primary
concern.

We determinedréhare no
current unacceptablesri® human
health, current. Setated
contaminates have beend in
groundwater above drigkivater

standards. Now, here tad like to
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point out, these arevabdrinking
water standards. Thesome
groundwater on the sitéere are no
drinking water wells &ed on the
site, but the concemreg of

contaminants in the kiing water are
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higher than drinking emstandards.
There are -+8®a

potential for unaccepeatisk to

human health for futuses; such as,

if a drinking water welbs installed

at the site, that woldga risk.

And there is potentlat additional

drinking waters couldibgacted, if

the groundwater contation was

spread.

Okay. Remedietion
objectives; these aralgto protect
human health and therenment.
These objectives werseldaon
available informatiordaon
standards. Specificedral action
objectives for the site to prevent
exposure to contaminateits, to

minimize migration ofrdaminate in
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soils to groundwaterd &m ensure
that contaminates aeauckd up to
acceptable levels.

For groundwatbg objective
would be to restore gheundwater to

beneficial use, whicldigking
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water quality. Thishiscause New
York State has desigdaoundwater
in the area as sourdelioking
water and to preventHar migration
of contaminated grountkra

The next stepha process
is the feasibility studyohn talked
about this a little barlier. It
was conducted to deteenwhat
remedial actions mayappropriate at
the site, and then taleate these
options, and determirf@tactually
would be the best choice

Through this gees, it began
really with many altetimas, many
possible alternativéfiere
alternatives were scrwaugh, to
really hone down theétissa focused

list. This focused isteported
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in the feasibility studgport as

well as in the propopdah. It
presents six remediedrabtives for
contaminated groundwatet five
remedial alternativesdontaminated

groundwater -- it's &x soil, five
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for groundwater. I'mso

These are thecHic
alternatives for soilhe first
alternative is no actiokctually
I'll list these up fromind I'll be
describing each of thakkernatives
more specifically in tfedlowing

slides.

The second alive is
institutional controlgthvlimited
physical controls.

Third is instdlbn of a cap
over the contaminatezhar

Fourth is excawa of
contaminated soil anacpment of
that soil into an oreditiocell and
soil vapor extractiorstgm.

The fifth altative is

In-situ soil vapor exdtian, and the
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final alternative, numisg, is
excavation of all contaated soil
and remove it for offesdisposal.
The first remaddiction is
literally no action. i$hs required

actually under law sattive have a
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baseline to comparetad other
alternatives to. Takesaction, and
the contaminants wowchain on site.

The second altive,
institution of controtze
mechanisms that camisétuted to
control the use of thepgerty. An
example might be to Ham
installation of drinkingater wells.
So here institutionahtols, such
as deed restrictionsmrironmental
easements, would be idensd,;
physical controls suslrestricting
site access, and maintgithe
perimeter fence at tie. sAgain,
contaminates can renoaithe site
for this alternative.

The third altatine is to

place a cap over allchataminated
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soil. This would bottepent people
from contact with thentaminated
soil underneath the @y it would
eliminate the possilitif
precipitation really ggithrough

that contaminated sarild
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percolating down, andglying the
contaminants with itarthe
groundwater. On to@y:s
Installation of a capdéill cover.
It's not a landfill &et site, but
it is a landfill-type er. It would
be a cap.

The fourth attative is
excavation of all contaated soil.
Placement of that conteated soll
into a lined cell, callbiocell, and
placement of a soil vaprtraction
system also within tled.cSo
really would have -- vebgive dual
system. It would hawe t
technologies built inh@ system.
One would be biocellheTother would
be soil vapor extractid®oil vapor

extraction is a techmgylo It's used
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to reduce concentratiofhgiolative
organics. All of thewell, five

out of the six contanmtgathat |

listed earlier are vidla organics.
The other one, pyridasenpounds, is

a semi-volatile, andtttan also be
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influenced by the sapor
extraction unit. Ancetoil vapor
extraction unit basigaithat you do
is you hook up a coupfievells, and
you hook up a vacuumerdlly a
vacuum, and you suckwvéueor out of
the back, and then yall the
contaminants out.

The fifth altative is
in-situ soil vapor extian. Soil
vapor extraction systesne would
operate much the samewsuld in
the fourth alternativéhe
difference is that tefin;situ,"
which basically meanadtuld be
below the ground in tizgural
environment. Installadhe
property as it is --rexted vapors.

I'm sorry. If you coldding back
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that for a second.

Extracted vaparsuld be
treated, if necessasg af carbon
prior to discharge. BaBy the
carbon you would pass\thpors

through a granulatedoarunit. The
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contaminants would abson top
through granulated carlend there
would be a solid pha¥®&u would
still have to dispose atfthat
point, the carbon contants. It
would be a much smadjeantity. The
air passing through wibloé cleaned.
Okay. The sigtternative
would be excavation affigsite
disposal. This woulsaive
excavating all contan@uhsoil on a
site and taking it tbhcansed
landfill, a licensed ifag. The --
after the excavatiodasie, post
excavation confirmateampling
program would be inggtl and this
would just be really eteal to make
sure that things wermppelone

right. The post excamatsampling
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would be done just tckengure you're
on clean soil.

The alternatives
groundwater are agairacion,
enhanced bioremediationg-term

groundwater monitoriggound water
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extraction and treatmenihanced
bioremediation; biospagy Now,
here with the exceptadrihe no
action alternative,lthe other
alternatives | only iodied here on
the groundwater alteneatwo, but
all of them would neatsse or
involve some type ofdeterm
monitoring program.

Okay. This sapneture |
showed earlier, but supposed on it
Is kind of a curved lioeer here, a
purple line. | don'tdm if you can
make that out thatptsple from
back here, but this balby
indicates all our growader
contamination. It'dlstontained
on site, but this wobkl a

groundwater we wouldcbacerned
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with.

Again, a no antalternative
Is required as a basejlirst to
compare our alternatiscesNo
groundwater would adiubk treated

in any way.
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For alterativeotis enhanced
bioremediation. It ifves
manipulating the sitegndwater
conditions to enhancad@mediation.
Oxygen and nutrients lddae put into
the groundwater to bakychelp the
microbes for bacteriattare there
to biodegrade the coritamts.

The third altiva we refer
to pretty much a pump &neat. You
would extract the waten would

pump the water out friva ground
water, and you wouldatng, and

here would be extracteder from
both aquifers, the oweden and the
bedrock, and here t@dloundwater
would be treated usiagoon
absorption system. thts same

thing | explained beforith the
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carbon and you havela seaste to
dispose of. The -- $arry go
ahead.

The fourth aftative also
involves manipulatintesgroundwater

conditions to enhanceddmediation
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of contaminants. An gepated
compound would be ingetinto the
groundwater at multiptaints to
induce biodegradation.

And the fifthdafinal
groundwater alternatse
biosparging. Whichglitwo of these
other alternatives, wbmanipulate
the site groundwaterdibons. The
difference really is htve -- how
the conditions are bammgnipulated.

In this alternative, gey gas would
be injected in very sltow rates,
very low flow rates,arthe
groundwater. The otheosild be a
little more of a quickejection.

Okay. We ageatlected

hundreds and hundredsaaiples. We

evaluated it. We looktaur
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alternatives on our fedat, and we
compared those altevestio these
criteria. These crietasically
the first one, "Overibtection of
Human Health and theiEemment,”

answers: Does the renmdvide
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adequate protection, arelrisks
eliminated and reduaethie long
term.

The second, "@diance with
Applicable or Relevandappropriate
Requirements" that gopliaable or
relevant and appropriaguirements
are basically standar8s.the clean
up standards for sod &or
groundwater and thisidzly
answers: Does the rgnaaghieve all
clean up standards.

The next bullétong-term
Effectiveness and Perenap," does
the remedy maintainaielie
protection of human kiealer time
even after the remedynglemented.
Is human health -- dreré any risks

to human health.
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The fourth btll&Reduction
of Toxicity, Mobility @nVolume," is
basically straight fordiaand it
basically asks or itvaess: Does
the remedy reduce thactty of the

contaminants; doesduee actually
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the volume of the conitzants at the
site, whether it be nogndwater or
in soil.

The next bull&ghort-term
Effectiveness," basigalhswers: Is
this protective in thed term; all
the remedies being immated or
precautions taken, anduman health
at risks at all, or #nere other --
other concerns too. elam, could it
be, you know, in the hierm; could
be a whole bunch of you did an
excavation and remowadn off-site
landfill, you'd have aale bunch of
trucks moving in on thosd that
leads into it. That webbe an
impact. It wouldn't esesarily
jeopardize human hedith,it would

affect and impacted¢benmunity.
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The next bullet,
"Implementability,” beally answers:
Is the measure techhidehsible;
are there problems segurertain
equipment; is it veryfidult to

perform certain of thet -might be
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difficult in a certainea. It might
be difficult to accebattarea
getting trucks in witguepment.

The next onep8C" is
pretty straight forwar@hat's
literally the cost ofcka
alternative.

Then we haveatst
Acceptance." Does tteg&concur or
disagree with the prefdrremedy,
and finally "Communitgéeptance,”
refers to the publiengral
response to the alteveat and this
criteria will also besassed in the
Record of Decision.

So after evailogiall the
data, and after evahgatll of the
alternatives througit tist of

criteria | just went oyvthe EPA
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with the State's conenoe recommend
appointing a combinatadriwo of the
alternatives that ldigt We
recommend both soil rdyelt's a
remedy of soil contantioia as well

as a groundwater, aretgigally



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

37

these two alternativest twe
recommend are the extanaf all
contaminated on-sitd, ggacement
in the biocell, and usea soil
vapor extraction systithin that
biocell, and groundweadternative
two, which is enhancedab
remediation followed lbyg-term
groundwater monitorimpgram to make
sure the remedy is aéffec This
combination of altermat would
remove and treat context@d soils
and contaminated grousigwy and we
believe it's the bestref remedies,
and we believe it is or@ant to
combine two alternatives

| just listecetbosts of the
selected remedial akiéives here

for your perspectiveut Blternative
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S4, which is biocellls@por
extraction, this woulnst
$3,119,000. For theumawater
alternative it would d&dittle over
a half a million dollaf528,000,

for a total combined ezty cost of
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$3.6 million to remedhetsite.

CECILIA ECHOL$efore we
open up for question®ryot to
mention that Michael @ky he is the
Risk Assessor for the,sind we
also have Richard P. M@ack, the
Legislative Aide with &ony G.
Ravid, and Michael Mc@amith the New
York State DEC.

So we'll staithwquestions
from -- since there ar@ny people,
we'll start from thislej and go to
the other side, and gokband forth.
Please state your nasnglear as
possible, and if you \blike to
indicate your address'n®
representing, that waalksb help.
Sir.

MILES AXTON: Mg Axton, I'm
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representing the Tomahaake
Association. How sure gou that
the assessment of tmacninants has
been fully investigated®@u
mentioned that the ovadi

designation of the sits based on
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assessment contractetthdyoncerned
company, the Nepera Camyp Has the
range of possible contemts
investigated by EPA aviNYork DEC
confirmed the range oht@aminants
that made the site atiyi labeled

as a Superfund Site?

MARK DANNENBERGYes.
Initially, actually, wasn't really
Nepera Chemical Compiduay came
forward and said; Oh, veee a
contamination issue.WN\¥ork State
DEC years earlier weut to the
site, had noted thdeast one of
the fields was leakingpithe
groundwater; contamilsamere going
down into the groundwat€&his site
has been investigated/éars. So

you have several of ¢heasil
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sampling results showting same
thing. Like | said, Wad hundreds
of samples from thesepbe, and
yeah, | think it's acataly

depicted. We've beels &b rule out

by collecting to ruletather
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directives, and compisimnd get
down to this list.
CECILIA ECHOL®Name, please?
JOY DECKER: Jogcker,
"D-E-C-K-E-R, Route 2Gampbell Hall.
I've been in contacthvilr. McCane
over the years. I'vetén contact
with EPA over the yeal'se been
fighting the site for §8ars now,
since | became awarit. of
After reviewiggur remedial
plan, | have to say,spaally, |
cannot worry about thstc
effectiveness about ihave to
worry about the futufeeetiveness
of it, and my understagds that
under your proposedy®d, can't
guarantee the air qualitder that

proposal. You're goiogietermine
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whether or not it's resaey to treat
the air once you sthat tremedy,
but S6, even thougltbst the most,
it's a hundred percardrgnteed, but
that ground, that ssimoved out of

here and brought somerelelse, and
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that it's a hundred petcclean, and
it ensures the futurehef site for
me, and for my kids, &dmy
grandchildren.

| also feel thiae
groundwater proposalnee again
you're looking at thesto
effectiveness of it, anany opinion
the GW3 proposal wilbgantee the
integrity of the aqugerBut the
one you're proposinggoet
guarantee that. It doesguarantee
the contaminants infitere will
not move somewhere . sl want a
hundred percent guarathat that
soil is clean, it's gone

We've lived witHor 40
years. | want to beestimat that

water is clean, and doat
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tributaries that it camtinates will
not have a future repsston from
it. 1 cannot worry fidre cost. If
Nepera is responsiblepiaying that
cost, there's a Supeatfinset up to

handle that cost. I'caorry about
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cost. | have to worbpat the
future.

JOHN LaPADULA:can respond
to that. You know, venhilknow you
want the guaranteesreedly cannot
provide any guaranteearty of the
alternatives. That'stjthe way it
is. There are no gutgas. And for
the groundwater, all gneundwater

remedies are developeprdduce the
same end result, and ithie

restore the groundwétedrinking
water quality.

Now, it's donedifferent
mechanisms; extractiod &eatment,
you know, enhancemerthef
microorganisms that doevn there.
To begin with, with aof/these,

there is no guarant€ke pump and
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treat system can hatcdities.
Some of the other tedbigies could
have difficulties as WeBut we are
required, you know, untie
Superfund Act directgddongress

that we do need to cieiscost,
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while there are a tathihine
different criteria, casone of
them, and cost is a ihailag
criteria. Can you gebasically
the same end point amddasonably
concern that you arengdb have a
safe site. And thatlsywe
recommended what we did.

JOY DECKER: Rig And
you're asking for pubhiput too,
because --

JOHN LaPADULAVe are.

JOY DECKER:the law also
says that the publierast will
outweigh the cost effemtess. So
what the majority of fablic --
what is best for the ondy of the
public will outweigh wieaer that

cost is, and you dedhwhat cost,
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if the public interestteveighs it.
Now, your altatives that
are highly costly arscaproviding
more of a guarantee tuay of the
other alternatives, ahglou look

at other cities and tewhroughout
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the country who havedigeese
different methods, threedhat costs
the most are the mofgative, and
have been monitored dong-term
basis, and have showgh hi
effectiveness.

MARK DANNENBERGQ:-- and
just to add --

JOY DECKER: Awdho is going
to monitor this site’hdwhere are
these samples going? who is
handling these samplés@ who's
putting these reportg?ouwatched
this site for years, aedrs, and
years. I've seen guwyis@in there
with white suits at 2lotk in the
morning. Who was pagdhmose
samples then?

MARK DANNENBERQ:don't know
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about going in at 2 @iy --

JOY DECKER: drcguarantee
you --

MARK DANNENBERG: | have
been --

JOY DECKER:we took photos
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of it.

MARK DANNENBERG+ | have
been to that site inlatey suite, in
my Tyvak suit, when wd dediment
sample --

JOY DECKER: the dark.

MARK DANNENBERGYo. | was
there in full daylighit was a hot
day in a Tyvak suitwas pretty
uncomfortable. But jtsanswer
your guestions, as fathe
effectiveness, it's agsertion from
our investigation thiag¢ groundwater
enhanced by our reméatiatechnology
would be more effectilian the pump
and treat. The pump t&adt would
contain the migration of
contamination, but ituatake years

longer to actually renagd all the
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groundwater.

JOY DECKER:slbeen there
40 years.

MARK DANNENBERGThat's
right, and still no pte wells have

been impacted abovefadgeral or
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State --

JOY DECKER: Aadn | say to
you personally we've taghthat land,
and we've taken deethgpe with
tumors the size of gfape So
your water might not gho
contaminants, but treeogher signs
of that contaminatiofeating
things.

CECEILIA ECHOLSIr, in the
back there.

JOE VOLNER: Mame is Joe
Volner. 1 live acro$etstreet from
the site; okay. | afsve some
expertise in the lingstem, and |
fitted them. Now, | kel at your
recommendations; okHyou want to
take everything out fudrte, | would

recommend bringing d barner in.
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If not doing this, d@@0 cap over
the area, modify theaaiteat drains
off, put a 360 cap qraitd then do
a pump and treat. Yeuot getting
your infiltration goirtpwn; okay.

And you're saying abb8tyears.
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Well, you keep up with You watch
how the groundwater goes

Like | said,d&dh-- | do
have expertise in thisaa So |
worked with DEC many é&syand |
think that would workitgufine
without disturbing a.lotVe don't
need the high traffichafuling
everything out of therEhat'll only
make things worse. I&d's my
recommendation.

JOHN LaPADULAVell, as far
as the traffic, that Jwbreally
apply to a dig and haul

JOE VOLNER: Rig

JOHN LaPADULA: taking it
out to another landfillhat would
be the most expensivallodoil

remedies, and it's natreferred
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remedy, or recommenddeady. The
cap, you're right, wopletvent
infiltration from comirtgrough. The
contaminants would -y &md of
percolating contaminahteugh to

the groundwater wouldsigmificantly
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reduced. | don't thinkvould
necessarily be eliminateut the
contaminated soil wosidl remain
under the cap.

JOE VOLNER: Buyou pump
and treat that and talet of that
away you dry the sectign

JOHN LaPADULA:hrough the
groundwater, yeah. Weuld be

pumping, and treatingg aleaning
the groundwater, andould take
years. This type of egiywould cut
the time --

JOE VOLNER:wibuld only
take about eight years.

MARK DANNENBERQt would
take, you know, a yeas@to design

JOE VOLNER: @®ni're saying
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eight years to takdlipat. Look
at all the danger to thedways and
all that; all the acaite
MARK DANNENBERQ@'m not sure
I'm following. Eight aes to take it

all out?
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JOE VOLNER: Thavhat |
read. Eight years --

MARK DANNENBERCEight years
until the remedy is cdeted.

JOE VOLNER: Rig

MARK DANNENBERG&Right. So
this basically we'd lesigining the
remedy, excavating tbi putting
it into the biocell, &terg the soil
within the groundwateathithe dual
technology the excavgiwmith the
biocell --

JOE VOLNER: Thahe way
you want to do it.

MARK DANNENBERGTEhat's the
way we want to do it.

JOE VOLNER: Rig

MARK DANNENBERCANd treating

the groundwater.
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JOE VOLNER: Rig

MARK DANNENBER®@BY the time
the remedial design eerdedial phase
IS over, we are projegtabout eight
years until the sitelsaned up.

Two clean up objectivie®)
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standards.

JOHN LaPADULAne of the
benefits, the advantagfehe
biocell, is that the tamination
would be biodegradedavithdrawn
through the vapor systand that the
soil would no longer basontaminant
levels about the New F8tate clean
up objectives. If yoapcthe site,
then basically you haveapped site,
and you can never buitalj know, on
top of the cap or dotaimg with the
cap. So --

UNIDENTIFIED SREER: Good.
We don't want to buildthat anyway.

UNIDENTIFIED SRKER: No one
IS going to build onttha

MARK DANNENBERGANe could

be --
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JOHN LaPADULA:echnically --
MARK DANNENBERG: putting
restrictions on any loége, as far
as building in any certarea. We
would not be lookingoailding on

top of the biocell eithe
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JOHN LaPADULAut once the
biocell -- once the aatin the cell
is completed, the shibsld meet New
York State objectivelgam up
objectives, as any & sloil do now,
and technically you abbuild on the
site. Perhaps you wawd want do,
but you could, and yoouldn't need a
further restriction. Ywouldn't
need a long-term cafs d more
permanent type of remewes.

PATRICIA TANNERPatricia
Tanner. I'm the litheuse down on
the corner, down near lilook; the
only one you have orr¢heAll
right. Now, you saiduy@ere going
to release water intone of the
things that you releade that

brook.
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MARK DANNENBERGnNto Beaver
Dam Brook, right.

PATRICIA TANNERAIl right.
That goes into my pond.

MARK DANNENBERGYes, it

would go right through -
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PATRICIA TANNERANd my well
is only 15 feet from pgnd --

MARK DANNENBERGRight.

PATRICIA TANNER:= and
what's going to happesrée?

MARK DANNENBERGYow, your
well, we do go out --

PATRICIA TANNERYeah, they
test my water.

MARK DANNENBERGCGANd you're
right. That's not oueferred
remedy --

PATRICIA TANNERYeah.

MARK DANNENBER@ut that
pumping the water upj &neating it,
and discharging it, whis obviously
favored by some, but thauld be
discharged into BeavanD

PATRICIA TANNERS all the
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chemicals --
MARK DANNENBER®Right.
PATRICIA TANNER: listed
there?
MARK DANNENBER®\o, | have

referred -- | don't kndwou
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recall, I've referredibat as
Tanner's pond.

PATRICIA TANNERYeah,

well --

MARK DANNENBERGSo0 because |
know your house is on it

PATRICIA TANNERThey -- what
do you call -- all thagd®emical are
in our water, but theg @ a
minute --

MARK DANNENBERGyYes.

PATRICIA TANNER: degree.
They are there. We ddnhk it;
not for drinking water.

MARK DANNENBERQ:haven't
seen data showing théypaompounds
in the --

PATRICIA TANNER!ve got a

stack of letters refegrthat high
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(indicating) Canada, andav they're
coming out of --

MARK DANNENBER@\ew York
State DOH; right.

PATRICIA TANNERANd what do

you call it -- if you'g®wing to burn
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it, what am | going tavie?

MARK DANNENBERGWNe're not
recommending burninglim sorry.

This is Joe Crua frora Btate Health
Department.

JOE CRUA: Wilaaldress is
that?

PATRICIA TANNER26 Brie
Lane.

MICHAEL CYVAKOne thing that
everyone should knowieen we do
this remedial designgehthat we
talked about in onehd earlier
slides, that once wesebur
remedy, and we decide lae're going
to implement that remgaiyrt of that
process will involve cognup with
what we call sort ofarenunity

safety plan, so thatmake sure
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anything that we dedigesn't spread
contamination anywhdeee | mean,
that certainly is not goal.

When we talkvhen we've
been hearing some contsner've been

talking about: What paps if when
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we implement this remédy
contamination is dislmgdrsomehow,
and as part of diggihgp, or
pumping it out, or ciegta biocell
and venting, or someghike that,
clearly that is not almective to
take a contaminatiomiravhere it is
and spread it somewle¢se. So part
of our remedial desigre're going to
ensure that we buildhe safeguard
to allow us to make siin& doesn't
happen.
PATRICIA TANNEREhey have a
well right on the eddele --
MICHAEL CYVAKOKay.
PATRICIA TANNER:= and they
put it there, becausgyttound --
finding chemicals at gdge of the

brook --
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MICHAEL CYVAKOKay.

PATRICIA TANNER: at the
head of my pond --

MICHAEL CYVAKOKay.

PATRICIA TANNER: and they

have one there, and tiexe one on
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the other side of thegan the

back, and it's monitotedugh?

MICHAEL CYVAKADbsolutely we

monitor those.
JOE CRUA: Yowmell was
sampled in June, Jurth24

PATRICIA TANNERRIght.

JOE CRUA: Rigfkhis
indicates that nothingsndetected in
the well. | can go otle® results
with you --

ROBERT TANNERthink you
better. We'll bring quapers with
us.

JOE CRUA: Wevda copy of
what was sent, andéfrénhis some
confusion we'll be gtaddiscuss it
with you --

ROBERT TANNERkay.
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JOE CRUA: -tlwhat we have
indicates that nothingsvdetected.
Now, you may be confuasdo the way
it's presented. It pdeg a number
of less than, and thegivies the

number after that. Battndicates
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essentially that the lempentation
that was used, which igry
sensitive implementatinathing was
detected at that vemy level, which
is very well below thelic drinking
water standards. |kHor all of
these compounds it's frarts per
billion, and they dids&e anything
to what amounts to Ipafts per
billion. So what wedgeing --

ROBERT TANNERarts per
billion, I ain't drinkgnit.

JOE CRUA: Weliere is
nothing there. It'sslésan. It's
almost not detected.

JOHN LaPADULAthink the
point of that is --

JOE CRUA: Wenazrtainly --

ROBERT TANNERive hundred
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feet in my backyardn Hot going to
drink it. Since 197Bdd haven't
drank it.

JOE CRUA: Ifu/d like to
discuss the resultsrjate can do

it.
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GERTRUDE HODGEKhave great
concern --

CECEILIA ECHOLSstate your
name.

GERTRUDE HODGERly name is
Gertrude Hodges, andaituperty at
41 Jones Lane, andtiéeas over
to -- Jones Lane, tlnfrside
extends over to closentobrook. My
concern is that eveeraybu treat
those many particlesyt@on | going
to be able to sell thaiperty at
the level and then pelbple that
this is pure? The gmbunthe
property has been ligtedvetland.
The water under thatesy shallow.
| mean, the depth tadgavn and get
water is very shalloM/hat assurance

are you going to give tinat whatever
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treatment you pick thetey on my
property is going toddeay?

Now, | don't mehis small
mini parts, because diae, and I'm
agreeing with this gemén, over

time that accumulatiarthe body can
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cause problems. It maycause any
right now, because yay sght now |
see no problems, bukleago back
and look at what youdtpkople at
Love Canal over the gesnd look at
what happened to it.

So I'm stayilmgybu that in
order to protect the commity and the
health of the communjiou need to
take that trash outeféh The
repair was down in Hawain, and he
has some houses initidsf that
people had built on, dmely're now
coming back and sayiige can't grow

anything on this land.

MARK DANNENBERGWNell, the

Harriman facility is eogluction
facility. They make chieal

companies at the fagilitt's a
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completely differentt's a

completely differentesit
GERTRUDE HODGERSGot if the

trash -- it's a differeite, but

the same thing is gamgthere --

MARK DANNENBERG\o.
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GERTRUDE HODGESthat's
going on here.

MARK DANNENBERGNo. It's
not there. It's a pratihn. It's a
production site. Thegmafacture
organic chemicals thefdey have
concentrated chemicals @ompounds
that they use in thebgess --

GERTRUDE HODGESo what
you're saying, what tkeynped up
here --

MARK DANNENBERGA/hat they
dumped up here was wasiier. It
was waste water front thaility --

GERTRUDE HODGEByproduct.

MARK DANNENBERG: but
again, it was waste wate

ROBERT TANNERVhat my

property --
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MARK DANNENBERGYeah, a
byproduct. Right. Blt's not --
that's not necessahf/$ame thing
as concentrated chemittadt they're
using, baths that theey'sing, or

whatever other constitsdhey are
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using to manufacturer themicals.
It's really a separati's a
separate type of --

ROBERT TANNER!s poison.
It's poison. It's paiso

GERTRUDE HODGEBut you're
going to tell me thatawkhey were
producing was poisort, ke waste

water from it is not?

JOHN LaPADULAIo, I didn't
say that at all. I'flibg you it's
a different facility:m not telling
you it's --

GERTRUDE HODGESN not
arguing with you thas the same
facility --

JOHN LaPADULA: I'm saying
it's --

GERTRUDE HODGESthe
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Nepera Chemical Compaviyatever they
were doing there, thiesbbot of the
waste product of it vdasnped in our
backyard. Those peopley are down

in Harriman are now cdenping.

Those big homes thay thailt they
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can't grow anything ardut. It's a
problem with that nowmdanow you're
going to tell us that sfeuld pick
something that is ldsst, because
it would be cost effeeti

MARK DANNENBERGYO, no. I'm
not saying --

JOHN LaPADULA:ccould also
tell you that what we evhat we call
background sampling, kehee took
samples outside the dagarea. We
took samples of BeavanDBrook --

GERTRUDE HODGEBefore you
go on --

JOHN LaPADULA: and the
wetlands -- we did -- did -- no,
please don't interrujgt m

GERTRUDE HODGEBow did

that --
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JOHN LaPADULA: | didn't
interrupt --

GERTRUDE HODGES:how did
that --

JOHN LaPADULAdIidN't

interrupt you. | didimterrupt
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you. Please let mestni

We did take séaspmany
samples in terms of lgaokind
samples, and we diddeiect any of
the chemicals we foumdhie ponds or
the lagoons.

GERTRUDE HODGERly question
is, how did that getdalthat
whatever it is get te tagoon?

JOHN LaPADULAY truck.

GERTRUDE HODGEBuh?

JOHN LaPADULAYy truck.

GERTRUDE HODGEB it cost
20 million to take iette?

JOHN LaPADULAhhave no
idea.

GERTRUDE HODGESowever,
tell them to truck itdieout.

JOHN LaPADULAZomment noted.
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Yes. Actually, the dentan behind
you. He didn't havehamce yet.
WILLIAM J. SHIETMr.
Dannenberg?
MARK DANNENBERGYes.

WILLIAM J. SHIFTMy name is
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William Jay Shift. Ithe former
Mayor of Village of Mandwk. I'm
representing the Villagén not
representing the Towm
representing my famaynd the health
of my family, and theglite of the
residents of the VillagfeMaybrook,
and the good people afriptonburgh.

| had sent yoletser, and
may ask why you chooseta respond
to it? 1did. Copy gerSent you a
letter, and one of thegs that |
asked in the letter waplease tell
me where 255 millionlgas of highly
toxic waste has gone.

In the past ®&ns this case
has been worked on,warcked on, and
reworked on. We've sten

scenarios. We've séerstide.
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We've heard the showd, ten the
presentation, and evenyg.
Disturbing thal®ut there,
for one thing, how farwh are you
planning on taking awhg soil?

MARK DANNENBERAIl the way
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down to bedrock --
WILLIAM J. SHIETOkay. And
then what?
MARK DANNENBERG:= as far as
we can dig.
WILLIAM J. SHIETANd then
what happens to the 2ion
gallons of highly toxiaste? Where
has it gone? Wheréesploom for
all of this?
MARK DANNENBERQ'm not sure
we're talking about 2b#lion --
WILLIAM J. SHIETWEell, if
you dump -- if you duip gallons a
day for fourteen yedrmdon't have
to take my shoes offs 255
million gallons of toxigel.
MARK DANNENBERGTFhese were

open lagoons. It wasteavater, not
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toxic fuel.

WILLIAM J. SHIETIt wasn't
documented --

MARK DANNENBERGTIhese were
open lagoons. They wirened to

evaporation.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

66

WILLIAM J. SHIETIf you tell
me if barium, cadmium,
polychlorinated, PCEX$nonide,
lead, zinc, arsinic, beme,
polynuclear automaticltgcarbons,
and many other thingst tre listed
in your report are naXic?
MARK DANNENBERGThey have
toxicity to them. | widdike to
know when -- | don'tatceeing a
letter from you at all.
WILLIAM J. SHIETThe letter
was sent out. And isvsant --
MARK DANNENBERGNhen it --
WILLIAM J. SHIET-- and it
was sent August the 5th.
MARK DANNENBERGNhen?
WILLIAM J. SHIETIt was the

day immediately aftéedrned that
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page 29, way in the batthat

record was a one quarnigr summary
or story that this Hegrivas going

to take place. | ree€ino

invitation to the heayinl don't

know how many peoplehis room
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have.

MARK DANNENBERGS0 you
mailed this out to meAwrgust --

WILLIAM J. SHIETI mailed it
out to you on August.5th

MARK DANNENBERQ®Dkay. Well,
that was 11 days ago.

WILLIAM J. SHIETYes.

MARK DANNENBER@Dkay. I'm
sorry | haven't seenlte been --

WILLIAM J. SHIFTOkay. I'll
anxiously await a reply.

MARK DANNENBERQ:would
be --

WILLIAM J. SHIETBut | would
like you --

MARK DANNENBERGQ:will look
for your letter --

WILLIAM J. SHIET-- to tell
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me or someone hereltorte that
since DEC permit credtad
situation back in 19&®ere these
255 million gallons ofkic waste
have disseminated?

MARK DANNENBERGWVell, water
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in an open lagoon wilhporate.
WILLIAM J. SHIETEvaporate.
MARK DANNENBERGYou're not
left off -- you're netfl with 255
million gallons, becauke drums
couldn't contain alltb&t. Okay.
The water would evaperat
WILLIAM J. SHIETHow much is
evaporation, and how matit is --
MARK DANNENBERGZontaminants
would be left on.
WILLIAM J. SHIETPardon me?
MARK DANNENBERGZontaminants
would be left on.
WILLIAM J. SHIETOf course.
MARK DANNENBER®Right.
WILLIAM J. SHIETOf course.
| don't dispute that.

MARK DANNENBERGThis is why
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we went out and colléelctiee several

rounds, hundreds of damp
WILLIAM J. SHIFTRIight.
MARK DANNENBERG: what

determined what contanis were --

WILLIAM J. SHIEFTANnd you
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found contaminants.

MARK DANNENBERGANd we found

contaminants, and we twartake care
of that. There are agiou
contaminants there thatwant to
move forward with thenedial action.
WILLIAM J. SHIETAgain, when
you reach bedrock, whan?
MARK DANNENBERGALt the point
of bedrock, that's hé t
contaminated solil thases. That's
it. There is no moretzmminated
soil once you get dowrbédrock.
Okay. At bedrock thera
difference how much @minated
groundwater is underhehat. What
we would be proposingréat all the
contaminated soil. \\dvatr is left

over after if the wasesaporated
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dozens of years ago weld/be
treating those contamtsdhat had
been absorbed and stagédhd in the
soil; all of it.

WILLIAM J. SHIFTWhat

guarantee does my familpny family
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in the Village of Maylmoor the Town
of Hamptonburgh have thair wells
and my drinking water tloeir

drinking water is notezted in
perpetuity?

MARK DANNENBERGWell, you
know, as John indicagedlier too,
there are no guarantdag | would
like to say we have éallg thought
out a monitoring plaie have

installed a series oflsvboth at

the site, at the perinetf the

site, and off the siteectly across
the street. We alsoehayprogram
where we go out, as dhd

Mrs. Tanner had mentéhrie sample
private wells in the imdmiate

facility --

WILLIAM J. SHIETObviously
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there's some problem.

MARK DANNENBERGQGDbviously
there is. Now, the mmf@tion | have
received from the Newrk'&tate DOH
letters also say thatythre

nondetected. The way tts
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written that they arendetect down
to the detection levidl.other
words, the equipmentthee using
can only detect anythaimpve a
certain amount; one et
billion --

WILLIAM J. SHIETRIght.

MARK DANNENBERG+ about
half a part per billicand it can
only detect them at tbael. It
shows it's non deteetiblt doesn't
guarantee that nothingts below
that, because the egaitnsan't
guarantee a solid qualgsured
detection below that.

MICHAEL CYVAKSometimes
those reports that diedenerates
that's sent out in #elethat you

folks got and anyoneseldiose wells
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are routinely samplduhse were --
the reports are kincd¢ohfusing.
There are lots of nunsbem them and
columns, and, you knorazy
mathematical symbolg] dryou're

not used to those, ti@y are a
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little difficult to readSo Joe?
JOE CRUA: Joe.
MICHAEL CYVAKFrom the New
York State Health Depaht has
offered to meet withgbeguys to go
over that, so that thay understand
that perhaps a littleld®tter, but
maybe one thing thatoaa work on
from that is how to makat
information more undarstable to not
only read that, but amyohat's
getting that kind ofanmation back.
So as far as lyowr drinking
water -- | believe yaurestion was:
What's going on with dniynking
water? How can we b&ugsd that our
drinking water has neeb affected
by what is going onla site? Mark

just said, we collectgdundwater
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samples. We have wallaround the
property.
WILLIAM J. SHIETWho has
collected the groundwsisamples?
MARK DANNENBERGVostly the

responsible party, thener of the
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property. There haverbe there
have been several irganwhere we

take split samples --

MICHAEL CYVAKWhich means we

collect samples alongwthe
responsible parties.

WILLIAM J. SHIETSo this has
been an impartial obserif you
will, and there has beechain of
custody for all --

MARK DANNENBERGChain of
custody, yes, which vaed yes.

WILLIAM J. SHIETOkay. So
if you cannot furnisig@arantee,
then if something doapgen and is
directly related to thiuation, |
just want to know whére papers
should be filed?

(Interruption bgllphone.
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Time noted 8:17 p.m.)

JOE CRUA: Mayku mentioned
earlier that no new eonination was
detected by off-site --

MICHAEL CYVAKGroundwater,

correct, above drinkwgter
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standards.
JOE CRUA: S@lementation
of the remedy furtheduees that?
MICHAEL CYVAKCorrect.
JOE CRUA: | mea
understand your conadyaut what was
going on with the dungiras -- was
happening, certainly somas
evaporating, some wasodhing in the
groundwater, some wergrating.
Right now --
(Interruption bgllphone.
Time noted 8:18 p.m.)
But, | meantlas point in
time, based on analyticrmation
you're not getting tHiesite
migration. So you'rd able to --
as we're seeking theigdwater

samples, it's goingeduce
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certainly within implemation of the
remedy. So basically --

WILLIAM J. SHIETSo, again,
to repeat my questiong this will
be the last for nowsaimething

occurs from a healtmdfmoint to my
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family or any family, ak as a

result of the situatmout there

caused by Nepera issnethe DEC,
which agency or whichmggany are we
going to direct our fedn?

JOHN LaPADULAE you have a
concern, you can wrdgeus, and we
will answer you.

WILLIAM J. SHIETI will,
you --

JOHN LaPADULAt will

happen.

WILLIAM J. SHIET-- work on

CECEILIA ECHOL®0 you have
another copy of thatde?

WILLIAM J. SHIETOnly one.

MARK DANNENBERQDkay. |

respect that, and I'mestiyou sent
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it to me -- do you hdkie address
you sent it to; 290 Bloay.
WILLIAM J. SHIETIt says,
"Mr. Mark Dannenberg,ARegion Two,
290 Broadway --

MARK DANNENBERGThat's my
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address.

WILLIAM J. SHIET-- 18th
Floor --

MARK DANNENBERGAh.

JOHN LaPADULAh.

WILLIAM J. SHIET-- New
York, New York 100 --

MARK DANNENBERG'm on the
20th floor. It will fthme. So |
have not seen it.

WILLIAM J. SHIETGet Buffalo
Bill back. Thank you.

JOE CRUA: Chewakh the Town
Clerk, and we'll makeuya copy.

WILLIAM J. SHIETIs there a
charge?

(Laughter.)

I'm the MayorMéybrook, you

know.
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(Laughter.)

DAN McGUIRE: b#McQuire, 618
Homestead Avenue, MaghrdNew York.
When was the last tgstione that
you compiled --

MARK DANNENBERGThe last
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testing of the privatells in the
area has been condudtedsure,
within the last six mbsat
JOE CRUA: Iméu
MARK DANNENBERGnN June.
DAN McGUIRE: dyou realize
in May this whole areasaflooded
out?
MARK DANNENBERG\o0. | know,
you know, | know we have
DAN McGUIRE: affe they were
taking people out ofith®mes in
boats.
MARK DANNENBER@\o, | didn't
know that.
DAN McGUIRE: dhit in the
area where the dumpisite
ROBERT TANNERIight where

the dump was.
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DAN McGUIRE: Arnn the
letter that | got offical think
it's put out by Nepeatayasn't a
leak. It was leaksat8tinspectors
detected leaks froml#g®ons in

1958 through 1960.
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MARK DANNENBERGRIght.

DAN McGUIRE: $wee years
of leaks.

MARK DANNENBERGRIight.

DAN McGUIRE: Wasn't a
leak. It was leaksddesn't say
how many. Or, how mdayoons were
leaking.

CECEILIA ECHOL.es.

RICHARD CATERAIchard
Catera, Councilman fomwnh of
Hamptonburgh. If yowkoon that
wall there, you'll seplaque we're
under groundwater --rev@nder --
you indicated that thewas -- there
was -- chemicals deteate
groundwater of the aguifWe sit on
some of the largest wedgerves in

the county. That agugees all the
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way down to New Jers&p my
question to you is thisou have a
charge in there of comteation of

the groundwater. |4 dp@undwater
detected in overburdarhow far was

the aquifer affectedtbig and your
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correct remediation pismit a
guarantee that that f@qus not
going to be affectedha future.
MARK DANNENBERGWVell, again,
guarantees are diffichlit our
remedial selection witipact and
will clean up in bothusfgrs. So it
will impact both the elbarden and
the bedrock.

RICHARD CATERAdow far to
contaminate right nowl®dw far to
contaminate the aquiterd affect
the overburden?

MARK DANNENBER@\o, it
includes the bedrock tdde bedrock
too is contained on.sit®e have not
detected contaminatiegdnd the site
in bedrock wells. We-dave do

sample every time weogt sample
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wells. So there arepdeells in the
bedrock. There arelsiaabedrock
wells. The bedrock tstar it's not
that deep. Based orsitee we're
looking at it startingsmmewhere

between eight and 20, faed that's
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the depth of bedrocklom site.
RICHARD CATERAhat aquifer
is quite large, and thater can
travel.
MARK DANNENBERGYes.
RICHARD CATERASo that's why
| was concerned aboutryemediation
going to affect the lolegm.
MARK DANNENBERGWVell, we're
hoping, | mean, to s@e@xtent this
has gone on for a whilge have seen
contaminants spread snlyar. |
believe to some extéete is
already some biodegriadagoing on.
What we would do is stlate that
significantly to elimiega you know,
eliminate the problethwould take
a couple of years.

RICHARD CATERAWith all due
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respect, | can't hopee got to
know. That's what l'ayisg. |
think that --
MARK DANNENBERGANell, we
know, you know, ther@ds magic

bullet on this. So #é nothing
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that we can do that wicog
instantaneous. So wite done
is -- is, | think ourdigob, is

taking data that we h&reen a site,
where we have -- we ha@e
groundwater monitoringlis at that
site plus we monitorvate wells off

site --

RICHARD CATERAdow far away?

MARK DANNENBERG:ow far away

on the private wells?

RICHARD CATERA(eah.

MARK DANNENBERGNe sample

Tanner's well. We sagdpWWalter
Shaves well across thees. We
sampled the private w@ictly
across from the accessl iinto to
the site, which is nextValter

Shaves' house. Theseaagouple of
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additional wells. | doknow the
families’ names. Edgbat there
were also samples.

RICHARD CATERA(ou have
haven't really moved sifé to prove

that --
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MARK DANNENBERGWell, all
the residences are iodt sAnd
these are the immedigbe, know,
these would be of imnageliconcern.
So we feel if it hadmttthat or
anywhere else on gro usiew
monitoring on the outikiit's not
impacted beyond thatesit

CECILIA ECHOLSIr.

MIKE SCOTSCO:ikil Scotsco.
I'm at 80 Maybrook Road.

Question, thet teells; |
was reviewing your voksrof the
test. You don't detebere the test
was placed. | don'tdhavmap to see
where the test wellsevpositioned
on the ground.

MARK DANNENBERGTIhe

groundwater monitoringlis?
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MIKE SCOTSCOhergroundwater
monitoring wells.

MARK DANNENBERGTEhere are
figures in the documehassume you
looked at the remedmieistigation?

MIKE SCOTSCOditl. You
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mentioned the 32 teslisna the --
you also talked about227 test
wells on site. | gudss other five
test wells are --

MARK DANNENBERGNe have
another off site too.

MIKE SCOTSCOigR.

Mr. Schaffer broughttbe point on
custody, chain of custodf Nepera
Is producing the repoittbehooves
them to hide the mositagious
reports.

MARK DANNENBERGWNell, it's
true. There would benanality
involved in that too.

MIKE SCOTSCOutBou have to
catch them. If you ddnalve a chain
of custody, you canticbahem.

MARK DANNENBERGWVe do have
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chain of custody.

MIKE SCOTSCOwntYhave chain
of custody, but the peqgerforming
the testing, taking steapff the
ground, is there a lodicating on

this test well how maamples were
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taken, a controlledentrol of that
number of samples thiofigal report
showing that nothing vief$ out in
between? That impaietisility.

MARK DANNENBERGWell, I'm
sure --

JOHN LaPADULAhat you --
you described the clafioustody.
It starts with the saenpbllection
and it travels with gs@mples to the
laboratory to show that

MIKE SCOTSCOut®n the
collection, what I'mng at is --

JOHN LaPADULRIght.

MIKE SCOTSCO:if-during
the collection they nttere is a
anomaly a high anom#igy don't put
that into their finapaat, the

reason -- well, that® @uestion.
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The second question --

JOHN LaPADULA®et me just
respond to that quicklie have
oversight of the samqudection.

In other words, whenytheethere

sampling, we are theyevall or we
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have contractors theravell

splitting samples or etying, so

that one doesn't gebwhr in the
woods; it goes into ite chest, and
it goes off to the ladtary, if that
helps answer your questiWe do
have oversight of thenplng. Any
activity on the propevtg would have
a presence --

MIKE SCOTSCOnYfeel
confident that you hadequate
oversight and that ia gvent we
have reason to go dftepera for
criminal liability in & due to
their malfeasance myifgromes down
with cancer or my neighig family
comes down with caneexd CDC can
show an epidemic surotthe area of

cancer, plus in closexmmity to
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this dump, which | knofwfour cases
within 500 feet of thenap right now,
four cases of canced, km not sure
anywhere else in thisaanow many
cancers, and out of gieknesses,

which are direct resuoltshe
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material that was dumped the
ground, | think Nepesagbing to be
forced to effective waysvays to
protect the pond onftitere
liability, but one ofetlguestions |
was -- | wanted to persicurtain
drains. Are you fammliaith curtain
drains?
MARK DANNENBERGSomewhat.
MIKE SCOTSCOur€in drains.
On May 11th, 1967, Neark State
found Nepera was perfogrturtain
drains taking surfacdevaut of
their lagoons, disposiriigt in
surrounding areas. itt'gour
report, page 31.

MARK DANNENBERQ:ve seen

MIKE SCOTSCOpolWme one.
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MARK DANNENBERQ:ve seen
it. It was long befony time, but,
yes, | have seen it.

DAN McGUIRE: Vi not
holding you responsitole--

MIKE SCOTSCOutBvhat I'm
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saying is: You're doadgjyour
testing on site. Thesgain drains
were not on site. Tivgre disposing
the water off site.

MARK DANNENBERGThey did
investigate the curtdinins. New
York State was out & $iite with
the consultant to thepansible
party to Nepera. Theydig up and

locate about the curtaain. |
imagine that this stukgt was
written about that yeu’eferring to
right now, and they thite samples.
They did take samplesglthe
curtain drain, and tleynd levels
low in pretty similar background
levels.

By "backgroueddls,” | mean

some that you would findybe take,
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you know, on a quartea anile away
on a similar piece odjperty. So
they did investigatid tcurtain
drain. | know -- agaas, far as the
curtain drain, | knowath read

about it too. That's tinly reason
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| said it was long be&fany time. |
have never seen anythingut that.
MIKE SCOTSCOmInot trying
to prosecute --
MARK DANNENBERQG:know
you're not. | just waatto --
UNIDENTIFIED SRKER: Your
comments on populatiés,600, what
census was that takéd01 1950,
19607 I'm sure it was 2000.
MARK DANNENBERGQ:think it
says -- | think it sa4900, and |
don't know whether itsthe 2000
census or the previoos. ol'm not

positive.

UNIDENTIFIED SREER: | would

recommend strongly teasus is much

higher now?

MARK DANNENBERG:ow high do
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you think it is?

UNIDENTIFIED SREER: Basical
ly, | guess that's it fow.

MARK DANNENBERQ@:m curious.
Do you know what you Wbastimate

the current census at?
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UNIDENTIFIED SREER: | know
that Maybrook has gra@#percent in
the last three years.

MARK DANNENBERGANd
Hamptonburgh? | meathjink,
basically, what we tallabout --

WILLIAM J. SHIET6,000.

UNIDENTIFIED SRKER: 10,000
all together.

ROBERT TANNERgave

permission two yearski@cdig well
on my property. Whytisever tell
me what they are getong?

MARK DANNENBERQ:would be

happy to rectify thatknow that
they are copying youyonr private
well. That well is assted with
the site, but it's pabfiformation.

I'll be happy to ensthiat you get a
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copied on that also.
CECEILIA ECHOLSVhat's your
name again, sir?
ROBERT TANNERobert Tanner.
CECEILIA ECHOLS4a'am. Oh,

I'm sorry.
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ROBERT TANNER:you're
going to dig this sofl, what's the
chances of this goindpaine and my
house 500 feet away?

MARK DANNENBERGWVell,
precautions would beetak Again,
during the remedial desive would
set up --

ROBERT TANNERYear a mask
everyday?

MARK DANNENBERGThese are --

JOHN LaPADULAMo. We
actually wet down thd,s@et down
the soil so it wouldo# blowing
around, or there wouddchirtains put
up, or something. YaowWw, it
wouldn't be done in adgtorm.

MARK DANNENBERGCAIr
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monitoring --

JOHN LaPADULA:eah, there'd
be air monitoring at freximeter to
make sure nothing ivieg the
property.

JOE CRUA: Thestland
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volatiles; correct?

JOHN LaPADULAes.

CECEILIA ECHOLSstate your
name, again, please.

JOY DECKER: Jogcker. |
just -- | think it's elant that the
predominant feeling hsrdistrust;
okay. And we all hav@od reason for
that. | mean, envirombae issues
through history will shgou that
there's a lot -- theeelst of
reason for distrust. a@k
Manipulation.

The EPA is suggmd to
advocate for us in oesthinterest.
We are surrounded ndy by your
site, but there's also empty BE
sites listed on thisitaxap here;

one on Neelytown Road ane on the
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corner of 207 and Mayik&oad. So |
think the EPA needsaketinto
consideration that we'o just

sitting on a hot bedt'thbeen
classified as Superftorda reason,

a Superfund site. & hkmmeet
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certain levels of poidorbe on the
Superfund Site, but veedto be
insured, and you want @pinion on
how to take care of thi¥e need to
be insured that the ffatof our kids
and our grand kids aseng to be
guarantees no mattertwhmacost is.
Now, we're hewdell you
what our opinions aMou need to
find out from everyboelge what
remedial plan do thesl i@more
favorable towards. An@nd where
it says that it's gotogoe based on
the community's opinibow much
percentage of the comitgudo you
need in order to issud whe
remedial plan that yeujoing to go

with?

JOHN LaPADULAt depends on
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how many people comnzed write in.
| mean, if a million gHe said: We
want Alternative Z, tat that's a
lot of people with a &dtopinion.

JOY DECKER: W¢hey can

express right now whianhghey
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feel --

JOHN LaPADULAVell, that was
one of the purposeshefmeeting --

CECILIA ECHOLS0ou know they
can go --

UNIDENTIFIED SREER: You
just said they can wiite Are you
saying --

MARK DANNENBERGYour
comments right here --

MICHAEL CYVAKThey count.

JOHN LaPADULAhey count.

MARK DANNENBERG: wish to
write or e-malil somethin after the

meeting.

GERTRUDE HODGERBhInk -- |
think you ought to trutkut and do

plan six for this soithat's would

be a --
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MARK DANNENBERGTIhat's been
noted already.

MICHAEL CYVAKYou only get
one vote. | see what'y®doing.
You only get one vote.

(Laughter.)
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GERTRUDE HODGE®ell, can |
speak for my sister? 8iwns half
the land.

JOY DECKER: @kaAnd then |
hope the rest of yoke li said, I'm
in favor of GW3 and S6.

JOHN LaPADULAhat's Joy
Decker.

CECEILIA ECHOLSMa'am.

ELLEN McGUIRBMY name is
Ellen McGuire. | jusicha question.
Saying that everythiraeg okay, and
that you put everythinglace, how
long do you monitor afteecause
obviously the lagoongevsupposed to
be safe, and now, forsdéhe years
later, we're stuck with

MARK DANNENBERGAe would

monitor, I'm sure, foellw- we're
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required to monitor awla five-year
review every five yeak&e would
continue that processrevive years

at a minimum. We'd benitoring the
groundwater much mogovously than

every five years, butdiee
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reviewing all the progeseviewing
all the data, until wancsay
categorically: We'vdnimwed all
clean-up objectives bimthsoil and
groundwater; we're themd there is
no need anymore.

We'd actuallyiw#o take the
site off the list first.here would
be no need to contindieexyear
review process.

JOHN LaPADULAWNhile the
groundwater and soil \ddoe
biodegrading, we wouldmtor that to
see the effectivenesthef
treatment. Before wdome with the
site, we have to achievmat we call
remedial action objeesiv That
would be drinking wastandards.

The ground water wouddidnto return



20

21

22

23

24

25

to drinking water qualitAt some
point, it would. Hownlg after that
would we monitor? Prolyaseveral
quarters or years.

UNIDENTIFIED SREER: Well,

if they keep it in thaocell --
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JOHN LaPADULRIght.
UNIDENTIFIED SREER: --it
would still be on sit8o in any --
JOHN LaPADULAeah, it
would, but the notiorthst it --
the levels of the conitzamts will
dissipate until --
GERTRUDE HODGESupposedly.
JOHN LaPADULASupposedly.
And then the soil cojuldt be, you
know, it would be justsically gone
out of the soil. Youwdb put the
soil back and gradedite, and
restore it to, you knamith the type
of land that it was prio
JOY DECKER: Wifehat
don't work?
JOHN LaPADULAhen we'd have

to do something else.
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JOY DECKER: Qie could have
gone back to the plaat ttost the
most, but was 100 perediective?
JOHN LaPADULAVYe could have.
CECEILIA ECHOLSIr.

BOB JANKOWSKBob Jankowski,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

97

Town Supervisor. Jushted to put
some perspective witlparel to when
the site is listed &Superfund
Site. We, we communigadily
accepted sampling infation as
provided by EPA, sampbdsen by the
private companies thathe EPA
monitoring, and we caumpewith
this -- you came up wiis big
volume of deadly matlsriknat were
there, and everybodyeated that
that's what's there, smahow, over
the years there has Iseggestions
on how to remediatestte.

| remember a timgeback in
the beginning, where ésimate was
like 140 million to, yéamow, the
site originally, and tmest

effective way back thvess considered
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trucking everything dfe site to
some other sites, bugnirup,
whatever, and so nowj gave new
technology over the gea20 years
later you have other svehat have

been proven effectigeslippose in
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some parts.

The questioral/é relating
to that and all thesggmstions it
seems like common semseld dictate
that if you took everniytdp off of the
site that you possibbyld, put it
someplace else, thatitildn't be
here anymore. Now, neglchemist
would jump up somewhand say that
may not necessarilyhee most
effective way. Seerke lcommon
sense.

But my questrefating to
that is, regardless bawthe
remediation plan is ¥gbing into
effect, how long, ananeiody may
have asked this eadienot, how
long is the site test@ma] how does

the testing -- and hithMike
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Scotsco was addresdag+ who
does the testing? Homgldoes it go
into the future, and wderforms the
remediation? It's reg EPA? It's

a private company?

MARK DANNENBER®rivate
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company would pay foe tlemediation
with the EPA and withW&ork State
oversight.

BOB JANKOWSKIs there a
difference in how long tested;
whether you truck it awa whether

you do a plan for?

MARK DANNENBERGQG:mean, yes.

Excluding the groundwatke
groundwater might requesting for
about the same amouninad. If you
excavate it away, ydketgour post
confirmed -- your postavation
sample. As soon asstteavation is
done, you sample aratinededges; you
sample in a little lmttside the
excavated area, andsemiif you did

it right. If there i8lls

contamination --
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BOB JANKOWSKIs there a
timeframe then where {eep going

back and testing evexynsonths or

MARK DANNENBERG: For

groundwater --
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BOB JANKOWSK}: and then if

the tests are continuatiming back

clear, and there isahs point at

which there is no maesting?

MARK DANNENBERGRight.
Soils, if it was excaaaf it would
be a single shot. lWds excavated
and carted away, you @o out. It
might take several deydo all of
your sampling. It cobleldone in a
couple of days perhdys,you would
go around the edgesidaitsf the
excavated area to make gou get it
all.

BOB JANKOWSKWhat kind of
trucks do you use tollitat

MARK DANNENBER®@Ig trucks.

BOB JANKOWSKI: containers?

MARK DANNENBERGA lot.



20

21

22

23

24

25

BOB JANKOWSKHow many
thousands of truck loads

MARK DANNENBERGYeah.
You're talking aboutatile
organics. So the comtamts so --

they volilatize. Theyaporate. So
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you'd have to take puicans to make
sure that that didnpan, while
you're trucking it out.could be a
totally incapsulateddku It could
have a cover, a pernmeabler on
top.

BOB JANKOWSKANd is the
trust fund or wherevee tmoney is
coming from is there oppion from

people controlling thest fund for
the spending more moieys there a
limit to the amount obney coming
out of the trust funds?

JOHN LaPADULAdonN't know
if we can really answleait question,
but it's kind of outsidEthe
Superfund process i tha process
is done based on, yoovkravailable

technologies, proverhtedogies, and
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looking at all this enia; one of
which is cost. And @'balancing
of all the criterias, iafinwe think
would get the best ezglit, you
know, based on all tisingll the

considerations.
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So we don't pibke remedy
based on the availableding either,
in the case where tt@eeno
responsible parties anabuld be
the Federal Governmeaytipg store it
with some State sharenhe case
of there is a resporesimrty, who
would be liable, and weuld imagine
would be spending itheTcost is a
balancing criteria, bug remedy
selection isn't basedymu know,
the most expensive erléast
expensive, becausegiadit’
available.

BOB JANKOWSKIsn't it true
that the reason whytdlang so
long to come to a hesabacause of
the initial cost factord the fact

that there wasn't angvam
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contaminants, any movetneo
movement shown on tlstirig?

MARK DANNENBERGA/Nell, there
wasn't the urgency. édhsn the
testing we did, certgitilere wasn't

the urgency. Nobodysité was
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being impacted. No ptesrwells were
located on the site. pBesently,
currently there is noegdt risk to
human health.

The EPA has alerheen
concerned with the ptisdrior
future impact, futureess There are
a number of reasons Weadid the
remedial investigatiorphases.
Early data did show tthesre were
some metals presenhénlagoon
area, and | know eariggentleman
had gotten up and atgudr. Pim had
listened to me and seata letter 11
days ago, and he satid,cadmium,
barium."

Barium is barelgrt, but it
Is a metal, and | devant to take

away from it on thatt be listed.
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There's all these thimgthere.

EPA looked at earlietad®o, and we
had some concern thaseéhmetals
could impact human Headind we were
concerned about thae Weént back

out. We took a wholenbl of
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additional samples taide what to
do about that. Certaihie remedy
that we are recommendavagild not be
effective on metals. iBmetals
were of a concern, weigte to select
a different remedy. &gain, one of
the reasons that this ¢erried on
is that we've had toadialitional
testing to verify whatigpacting the
groundwater. What'sthehat the
soil really is contanted with. So
| don't know if that Hganswers
your guestion.
CECEILIA ECHOL34a'am.
KAREN BREW: IKar Brew,
Orange County Land Tarsd Rentals.
| have two questionse aregarding
surface water. Did yoention if

there has been a suofesyrface
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water going through thieutaries?

MARK DANNENBERGYes. Years
ago there was samplivgr eaver Dam
Brook upgrading it alasige as well
as down grading it ie @tterkill.

There were sediment dmg@one in
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the early '90's alsoe Went back
out to ensure that theasn't
something different thasd should be
concerned about thisradeveral
years later.

We went back ouf002 or
2003, and performed addal
sediment sampling, amat wvas the
occasion that | was iouhat white
suit out near Tannede@ the Tyvak
suit. And really thaasvbecause the
bugs were brutal. | wadressed up
in Tyvak because of tbataminants.
The bugs were bad. &lveere tics
out there. So | wastpcang myself
from nature, but we wsaepling. We
weren't sampling forurat

We were sampliogitaminants,

and the contaminantseant clean.
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They were similar botfgtades, both
downgrades, as welldaeent to the
property, and all thenpées were
pretty similar.

KAREN BREW: Wduhere be

any concern to, as MkeGuire
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mentioned about evahére are
flooding in that aremthere any
concern with surface oif?

MARK DANNENBERGWVell, the
surface soil is not @ninated. The
contamination is at depThere has
been -- you mentioneel flboding in
May, Mr. McGuire, andriagine every
year you've got floodiggu know,
even periodically --

DAN McGUIRE: Neo

MARK DANNENBERG: maybe not
every year. This waallye-- this
was like the one oub0for one out
of a hundred year-tyloed?

DAN McGUIRE: ¢¢ to spread

it out.
MARK DANNENBERGTEhe surface

soil, again, not contaated. All
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subsurface.

KAREN BREW: Mgcond
guestion: What areplans for the
piece of property beyaine time of
testing?

MARK DANNENBERGANell --
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KAREN BREW: ifyou, after
eight years, deemed be clean and
safe, do you have plamnst?

MARK DANNENBERGFhe EPA
doesn't own the propei®p we
really can't predicttth@he Town
has zoned this propagyesidential
or agricultural. TheA®Ras
concerned that if tlighe way the
Town wanted the propesed, we
should clean up to astereach that
level. Residentialaesity the in
general the most strimigéhe most
conservative clean upg #hat's what
these remedies, aquédenedy, is
aimed at achieving. ©lean up
objectives are basedesential
pattern of the property.

Whether or nwmt bwners of
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the property would weamteave it as
residential propertyuJe it as open
space, or park landom'tknow. We
would be tying alongihe Record
of Decision certain deestrictions

saying that there shatilde any
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private wells, any drimd water
wells installed on theperty.

The biocell, venactive,
should not be disturb&thu know,
short sampling of thesdug up,
security coming and gpanm to the
site property.

CECEILIA ECHOLSIr.

JIM LORD: Hiim Lord, also
Councilman for the Towamn
Hamptonburgh. Just mlqquestion,
but it seems to me, araybe I'm
wrong, in the privatetse, do you,
as EPA and DEC, favanoeal? It
just seems like you aegas station
IS being taking --

JOHN LaPADULAWVell, yes and
no. We favor permarsoitition. In

other words, we don‘hoee
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landfills, because tvaiuld be
creating more of a pesbithan |
think we'd want. Sodélts are
generally contained.

Love Canal wasemntially

contained, which mangle, all of
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the people up there wengy
aggravated about. Windiclean it
up. We just containgdut we
really couldn't, becaon$all the
chemicals that were, koow, in the
bedrock canal.

If it's a smadintamination
area, it can easily bmoved and
taken away. We wouldhably opt to
do that. But it readlgpends on the
type of contaminationgdane of the
criterion is short-teeffiectiveness,
which really includesattype of
adverse impacts mightdadized in
the community during the
implementation of a reiye

For example, dorexcavation
remedy, you know, diggup

chemicals, or, you knogleasing



20

21

22

23

24

25

vapors in the air, osdin the air
that type of thing, thaine of
the -- one of the cider So, you
know, it really deperudsthe size
and type of problenis Ktetter to

detoxify, and removeg @aeduce the
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comtaminants, where, ikoaw, you're
done with them that waagn
necessarily pick them tafxe them
away, and bring them suo#ere else;
probably be burying theomewhere
else. We do do thatat) know,
other sites for the gimstances.
That's what we do, yowWw, recommend
or propose.

KAREN BREW: Omere
guestion. On page $ithes list
of -- list of chemica#sd then you
were talking about oxyggon
biodegradable. Are yaying that
the chemicals are bioddgble?

MARK DANNENBERGyYes.

KAREN BREW: Whgven't they
gone away in 50 years?

MARK DANNENBERGAell, there
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likely has been biodegtzon that
has been going on. gkhe point the
conditions, the nutnitad value of
the soil, the conditmiithe soll,
itself, was not condecte that

anymore. Yeah, it ge¢diup. Yeah,
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it's a good way to reallink about
it. It's in the soihcawith the
proper things providbahdegradation
did occur; it got useqal u

So what we wobéldoing in
our preferred remedgdsling things
to stimulate biodegraoiat We'd
probably be adding muadre than
would be there naturdliyt we would
be simulating biodegtamlg and
these compounds, youkno
particularly the benzetoduene,
xylene, these are useduently for
petroleum masses unaen storage
tanks that leaked armd know, some
of these contaminanésaralogous to

that.

CECEILIA ECHOL&nymore more

questions?
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Okay. We'rergpto close.
| would like to thankezyone for
coming out this evenirjease also
remember the public camtrperiod
ends on August 29thydd have any

questions, you can abvegll the 800
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number. It's 1-800-3FBE19.

Many documergkating to the
site are on the web paBkase
remember on the propqsad on the
bottom you can visit theb page.
You can always send youmments to
Mark Dannenberg. Higli@ss is here
on the front of the pospd plan.
Thank you very much éoming out.

(Time noted 8pbin.)
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CERTIFICATE

STATE OF NEW YORK )

) SS.

COUNTY OF DUTCHESS)

I, ROSEMARIE CBMNGS, a Court
Reporter and Notary Rubf the
State of New York, dodigy certify
that the foregoing Haegrtaken at
the time and place adaié, is a
true and correct traipg@n of my
shorthand notes.

| further ceytthat | am

neither counsel for nelated to any
party to said actionr moany way
interested in the resulbutcome
thereof.

IN WITNESS WHERE, | have

hereunto set my hand #7th day of

August, 2007.
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ROSERKE CUMMINGS
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
AL pRoTe INVITES PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE
PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE
NEPERA CHEMICAL COMPANY SITE
TOWN OF HAMPTONBURGH, ORANGE COUNTY, NEW YORK

NOHIAN s

9
7
(0)
W agenct

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) amues the opening of 30-day comment periodon the
Proposed Plan and preferred alternative to addrestamination at the Nepera Chemical Company isite
Hamptonburgh, New York. The comment perb@gins on July 31, 2007 and ends on August 29, Z00As part
of the public comment period, EPA will hold a pubiheeting onThursday, August 16, 2007at 7:00 PM at the
Hamptonburgh Town Hall , 18 Bull Road, CampbellwN¢éork. To learn more about the meeting you camtact
Ms. Cecilia Echols, EPA’'s Community Involvement Eipdéist, at 212-637-3678 or 1-800-346-5009 or vigir
website atvww.epa.gov/region2/superfund/npl/neperachemical.

The site is listed on the Superfund National Priesi List. EPA recently concluded a remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for theesito assess the nature and extent of contaminatigsite media and
to evaluate alternatives to cleanup the site. @agen the results of the RI/FS, EPA has preparemposed Plan
which describes the findings of the remedial inigedion and potential remedy evaluations detaitetthé feasibility
study and provides the rationale for recommendiegoreferred alternative.

The preferred alternative for cleanup of the site:
Excavation of site soils in the contaminant sownes,;
Design and construction of a biocell to contaia éxcavated soil;
Installation of a soil vapor extraction system; and
Operation of the biocell and the soil vapor eximacsystem to remediate contaminated soil.

In addition, the excavated area will be treatedhwitygenating compounds to create an aerobic emvieat and,
thereby, stimulate biodegradation within the aré&levated groundwater contamination. Institutioocantrols,
monitoring, and periodic reviews would also be pdirthe remedy to ensure that the remedy remaintegtive of
public health and the environment. During feyust 16 public meeting,EPA representatives will be available to
further elaborate on the reasons for recommendiagteferred remedy and public comments will beixed.

The RI Report, FS Report, Risk Assessment, Prop@sedand other site-related documents are avaifablpublic
review at the information repositories establisfadhe site at the following locations:

Hamptonburgh Town Hall: 18 Bull Road, Campbell Hall, New York 10916 (84%)7-2424
Hours: Mon. - Fri., 9 AM - 3:30PM

USEPA Region Il Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadwa$/, Al&or, New York, NY 10007-1866,
(212) 637-4308
Hours: Mon. - Fri.,, 9 AM - 5 PM

EPA relies on public input to ensure that the setbcemedy for each Superfund site meets the reg@tisoncerns
of the local community. It is important to notatlalthough EPA has identified a preferred altémador the site,
no final decision will be made until EPA has comsetl all public comments received during the pubtimment
period. EPA will summarize these comments aloniy BPA’s responses in a Responsiveness Summarghwhi
will be included in the Administrative Record fikess part of the Record of Decisioniritten comments and
guestions regarding the Nepera Chemical Company tsi, postmarked no later than August 29, 2007, mayeb
sent to:



Mark Dannenberg, Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, New York 10007-1866
Telefax: (212) 637-4251
email: dannenberg.mark@epa.gov
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APPENDIX VI

COST DETAILS



Cost Comparison of All Soil Alternatives
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc. Site

Hamtponburgh, New York
Saoll
Alternative Capital Annual O&M Present Worth
Cost
S1 $0 $P50 $15,000
S2 $12,600 $13,550 $217,000
S3 $2,290,000 $24,000 $2,647,000
S4 $2,388,000 $406,000 $3,119,000
S5 $1,211,000 $460,000 $2,302,000
S6 $11,208,000 $22,000 $11,228,000
Cost Comparison of All Groundwater Alternatives
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc. Site
Hamtponburgh, New York
Groundwater
Alternative Capital Annual O&M Present Worth
Cost
GW-1 $0 $950 $15,000
q

GW-2 $182,153 $106,700 $696,000
GW-3 $1,656,000 $229,000 $3,339,000
Gw-4 $332,000 $106,700 $846,000
GW-5 $191,000 $106,700 $738,000




Selected Remedy - Alternative S4 — Excavation/Qa-Biocell with Soil
Vapor Extraction and Bioremediation
Cost Estimate Summary
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc. Site
Hamptonburgh, New York

Capital Costs

Biocell System With Soil Vapor Extraction and Biorenediation

Site Preparation $120,000
Biocell System (with SVE and Bioremediation) $TEW
Material Handling (activities include excavati@orting, $1,444,963

stockpiling, amending and condition of soil, plaesmof soil in
biocell, and backfilling excavated area with cleai)

Soil Sampling $129,000
Subtotal for Estimated Capital Cqst  $1,973,963

Engineering (10% $197,396

Subtotal $2,171,359

Contingency (10% $217,136

U

Total Estimated Capital Cost  $2,388,495

Operations and Maintenance

Soil Treatment Plant Operation $130,000
Biocell Treatment System Monitoring $150,000
Verification Sampling $57,000
Remedy Completion Report $20,000
Site Maintenance $12,000
Subtotal Estimated Annual Operatiod Braintenance Cost $369,000
Contingency for O&M activities (10%) 36900

Total Estimated Annual O&M Cost $406,000

Total Projected Present Worth Cost  $3,119,000




Selected Remedy - Alternative GW-2 — Enhanced Bieaiation with
Long-Term Groundwater Monitoring
Cost Estimate Summary
Nepera Chemical Company, Inc. Site
Hamptonburgh, New York

Capital Costs

Groundwater Bioremediation System

Institutional Controls $12,000
Preliminary Work (design, workplan, mobilizatiademobilization) $23,540
Initial Oxygenating Compound Treatment $115,000
Sub Total for Remedial System Capital Caosts  $150,540
Engineering (10% $15,054
Subtotal 165,594
Contingency (10% 16,559
Total for Groundwater Bioremediation System Cdfitasts $182,153
Operations and Maintenance
Groundwater Monitoring* $80,000
Annual Monitoring Report $8,000
Site Evaluation $7,000
Site Maintenance $2,000
Estimated Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost* 97,800
Contingency for O&M activities (10%) $9,700
Total Estimated Annual O&M Cost $106,700
Total Projected Present Worth Costs ~ $696,356

* Groundwater Monitoring Costs, and Annual O&M Cxysdre expected to decrease over time.



	Nepera Chemical Company Superfund Site
	Final Record of Decision
	Final ROD Appendices



