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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

Carrol |l and Dubies Sewage Disposal, Inc., Superfund Site Town of Deerpark, O ange County, New York
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renedial action for the contam nated groundwater at the Carrol
and Dubi es Superfund Site (the Site), which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnenta
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as anended, and to the extent practicable, the
National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision docunent explains the
factual and | egal bases for selecting the remedy for the contam nated groundwater at this Site. The
information supporting this renedial action decision is contained in the admnistrative record for this Site.
The administrative record index is attached (Pl ease see Appendix I11).

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) concurs with the selected renedy as per
the attached letter (Appendix |V).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE
Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmmnent and substantia

endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit represents the second of two operable units planned for the Site. |t addresses the
cont am nat ed groundwat er underlyi ng and downgradi ent of the Carroll and Dubies site. The renedy for the
first operable unit (QULl), involving the cleanup of |agoon sludges and contanmination in the soil in and

around the | agoons, was selected in a ROD, signed March 31, 1995, and is presently in the design phase.
The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1 Nat ural attenuation of organic contaminants in the groundwater to bel ow federal drinking water and
State groundwat er standards through naturally occurring renmoval processes. The renediation of the
I agoons, which will be inplemented under QUL, will mnimze any additional contam nant contribution to
the groundwater. G oundwater nodeling estimated that contaninants would attenuate to these standards
within five years of conpletion of the remedy selected for the |agoons

I mpl erentation of institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, contractual agreenents, |ocal |aw
or ordinances or other governnental action for the purpose of restricting installation and use of
groundwat er wel I s throughout the contam nated groundwater plune.

Moni toring of the groundwater to eval uate inprovenment in groundwater quality and ensure the
ef fectiveness of the renedy.

Sanpling in Gold Ceek to ensure that site related contam nants do not inpact the creek
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and state
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action and is
cost-effective. The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to
the maxi mum extent practicable for this Site. However, the renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference
for treatnent as a principal element of the renedy; naturally occurring processes will be relied upon to
reduce the nobility, toxicity and volume of the contanminants in the groundwater. G oundwater nodeling has



predicted that the natural attenuation processes of the selected renmedy will achieve drinking water and
groundwat er standards in approximately the sane tinme frame as active treatnent alternatives.

Since contanminants will remain at the Site above | evels which allow for unrestricted use and unlinited
exposure, this renmedy will require five-year reviews to ensure that the renedial action is protective of

human health and the environnent.
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON DECI SI ON SUMVARY
Carroll and Dubi es Superfund Site Town of Deerpark O ange County, New York
UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY Region |l New York, New York
SI TE NAVE, LCCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Carroll and Dubies site (the Site) is located just northeast of the Gty of Port Jervis, on Canal Street
in the Town of Deerpark, Orange County, New York. The Site is approximately 5.5 acres in size (see Figure
1). The Site is occupied by an office building and a garage. The waste disposal areas at the Site include
seven | agoons, several autonobiles from previous sal vage operations that have been abandoned, and nunerous
portable toilets that are stored on-Site

The northwest boundary of the Site is forned by the valley wall, which consists of exposed bedrock with talus
conprising the base. The sout heast boundary and a portion of the northeast boundary of the Site is forned by
remmants of the fornmer Del aware and Hudson Canal and towpath. Adjacent to the southern boundary of the

Carrol |l and Dubies property is the Gty of Port Jervis Landfill and gravel and cenent bl ock nanufacturing
operations. The landfill is no |onger active; however, Orange County currently operates a solid waste
transfer station on a portion of the landfill property. Approxi mately 1,500-feet to the east of the Site is

Gold Creek and its associated wetlands. The Neversink River is |ocated approxi mately 2,000-feet beyond Gold
Creek. CGold Creek and the Neversink River drain into the Del aware River. The nearest resident |ocated
downgradi ent of the Site is about a quarter of a mle fromthe Site on the opposite side of Gold Creek (see
Figure 2).

The Site ranges from approxi mately 440 to 520 feet above nmean sea level. The naterials encountered

underlying the Site consist of glacially derived unconsolidated naterials underlain by consolidated bedrock
The thi ckness of the unconsolidated overburden nmaterials ranges fromzero feet at the exposed bedrock sl ope
form ng the northwestern Site boundary, to over 60 feet along the towpath. The glacially derived naterials

consist of two distinct units, including a glacial till unit overlain by glacial outwash deposits. The
outwash deposit was observed to vary in thickness from31 feet to 52 feet al ong the downgradi ent edge of the
Site. The outwash deposits typically consist of sand with sone clay, silt and gravel. The glacial til
deposits are characterized as dense to very dense dark grey silt with sand and gravel. The glacial till is

not continuous beneath the Site, and appears to pinch out toward the northwestern edge of the Site, adjacent
to the exposed bedrock slope. The depth to groundwater from ground surface ranges from approximately 30 to
40 feet along the southeastern boundary of the Site. Goundwater novenent is generally towards the

sout heast .

The maj or aquifer systemused for potable water supply in Orange County is conprised of the bedrock and the
sand and gravel deposits in the valley. No residential wells have been found to exist between the Site and
Gold Creek. However, approximately 90 residential wells exist downgradient of the Site between Gold O eek
and the Neversink River. The nearest residence and residential well is |ocated approximately a quarter of a
m | e downgradi ent of the Site

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

From approxi mately 1970 to 1979, the Site was used for the disposal of septic and nunicipal sewage sludge and
industrial wastes, primarily fromthe cosmetic industry. The industrial waste was deposited in seven | agoons
located at the Site (lagoons 1 through 4 and 6 through 8 are depicted in Figure 2). No industrial wastes
were found in lagoon 5. The dinensions of lagoons 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8 are approxinmately 100 feet by 60
feet, 200 feet by 60 feet, 100 feet by 35 feet, 100 feet by 40 feet, 60 feet by 20 feet, 100 feet by 45 feet,
and 150 feet by 40 feet, respectively.

In 1978, lagoon 3 was ignited by the Port Jervis Fire Departnment in order to practice suppression of chem ca
fires. After this incident, lagoons 3 and 4 were filled in with soil and the area was revegetated. Wth the
exception of lagoons 1 and 2, all of the |agoons have been covered with soil. Lagoons 1 and 2 were |eft
uncovered and are surrounded by a wooden fence. |In June 1979, NYSDEC prohi bited the disposal of industria



wastes at the Site. The Site continued to be used for the disposal of septic and nunicipal sewage waste
until 1989.

In February 1987, NYSDEC i ssued a Phase Il Investigation Report which summarized past investigations and
included a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score for the Site. Based on the HRS score, the Site was proposed for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988 and was placed on the NPL in February 1990.

On Septenber 25, 1989, EPA sent "special notice" letters to four potentially responsible parties (PRPs),
affording themthe opportunity to conduct the RI/FS for the Site. PRPs are conpanies or individuals who are
potentially responsible for contributing to the contanmination at the Site and/or are past or present owners
of the property. The four PRPs were Carroll and Dubi es Sewage Disposal, Inc. (C&D), Kol mar Laboratories,
Inc. (Kol mar), Wckhen Products, Inc. (Wckhen) and Reynolds Metals Co., Inc. (Reynolds). The PRPs were
given 60 days in which to submit a good faith offer to undertake or finance the RI/FS for the Site.

On Novenber 30, 1989, two PRPs, Kol mar and Wckhen, submitted a good faith offer to performthe RI/FS. An
Adm ni strative Order on Consent was signed by the two PRPs and by EPA in February 1990. Kol nar and W ckhen
conducted all R /FS work (addressing both the groundwater and | agoons), pursuant to the RI/FS Order with
oversight by EPA. During the R, EPA learned fromthe Gty of Port Jervis that it owned a najor portion of
the Site property where the lagoons are located. In an April 22, 1993 letter, EPA notified the Gty that it
was also a PRP for the Site.

In March 1995, EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the first operable unit (QUL) which called for the
excavation of approximately 20,000 cubic yards (cy) of contam nated material fromthe | agoons and soils in
the vicinity of the |agoons. Materials exceeding treatnment |levels will undergo treatnent via
solidification/stabilization (for inorganic contam nants) and bioslurry (for organic contam nants) or a
conbi nation of the two treatnment processes. Al treated and untreated naterials will be placed on-site in a
lined and capped cell with | eachate collection.

On May 19, 1995, EPA issued "special notice" letters to the PRPs requesting that they submt a good faith
offer to performthe Renedi al Design/Renedial Action (RODYRA) for QUL. The PRPs and EPA were unable to reach
an agreenent and thus, on Septenber 19, 1995, EPA issued a Unilateral Adnministrative Oder to C&, Kol nar and
W ckhen ordering themto inplenent the first operable unit remedy.

On Septenber 19, 1995, EPA entered into a de minims Settlement in the formof an Order on Consent with
Reynol ds regardi ng EPA' s past response costs for the Site, and Reynold's share of the QUL RDYRA Costs. This
settl ement becane effective on July 18, 1996.

After issuance of the ROD for OQJ2, all non-de nminims PRPs will be offered the opportunity to design and
inmplenent the selected QU2 remedy. EPA will offer Reynolds a de mininms settlenment for OJR costs.

H GHLI GHTS CF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The Second Qperable Unit RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan for the contam nated groundwater beneath the
site were released for public comment on August 28, 1996; a notice announcing the availability of these
docunents was nailed to the Site mailing list. These documents were nade available to the public in the
adm nistrative record file at the EPA-Region Il Docunent Control Center, 290 Broadway, 18th floor, New York,
New Yor k 10007-1866 and at the Deerpark Town Hall, Drawer A, Huguenot, New York. A public newspaper notice
announcing the availability of these docunments was placed in The Times Heral d Record on Septenber 10, 1996.
The public comment period was held from August 28, 1996 through Septenber 27, 1996.

During the public comrent period, EPA held a public neeting to present the RI/FS reports and the Proposed

Pl an, answer questions, and to accept both oral and witten coments. The public neeting was held in the
audi toriumof the Port Jervis H gh School, Port Jervis, New York on Septenber 11, 1996. Responses to
comments received at the public nmeeting and to witten comrents received during the public comment period are
included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendi x V).

SCCPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT



Site renediation activities are sonetimes segregated into different phases or operable units, so that

remedi ation of different environmental nedia or areas of a site can proceed separately. This phased approach
results in an expeditious remediation of the entire site. EPA has designated two operable units for the
Carroll and Dubies site as described bel ow

aThe first operable unit (QOUl) addresses the | agoon sludges and contami nated soils fromlagoons 1, 2, 3, 4,
6, 7, and 8, which are contamnated primarily with heavy metals and vol atile organic conmpounds (VOCs). The
ROD for QUL was issued in March 1995 and calls for the excavati on of approxi mately 20,000 cubic yards (cy) of
contam nated naterial fromthe |l agoons and soils in the vicinity of the |agoons. Materials exceeding
treatnent levels will undergo treatnment via solidification/stabilization (for inorganic contam nants) and

bi oslurry (for organic contam nants) or a conbination of the two treatnent processes. Al treated and
untreated naterials will be placed on-site in a lined and capped cell with | eachate collection. This
operable unit is currently in the remedi al design phase

a(perable Unit 2 (QJ2) addresses the contam nated groundwat er beneath and downgradi ent of the Carroll and
Dubies site. This is the final operable unit and is the subject of this ROD.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The nature and extent of groundwater contam nation found at the Carroll and Dubies site was assessed through
sanpling of groundwater, sediment in Gold Creek, residential wells and through groundwater mnodeling and
geophysi cal surveys. A total of 34 nonitoring wells was installed and four groundwater sanpling events were
conducted during the investigation

The geol ogy under the Site consists of unconsolidated overburden nmaterials of glacial and gl aciofluvia
origin, which overlie shale bedrock. The thickness of the unconsolidated overburden materials ranges from
zero foot at the exposed bedrock slope formng the northwestern Site boundary, to over 60 feet along the
towpath. The glacially derived naterials consist of two distinct units, including a glacial till unit
overlain by glacial outwash deposits. The outwash deposit, which constitutes an aquifer, ranges in thickness
from31l feet to 52 feet al ong the downgradi ent edge of the Site. The glacial till is not continuous beneath
the Site, and appears to pinch out toward the northwestern edge of the Site, adjacent to the exposed bedrock
slope. The till formation is defined as an aquitard, because it consists of silt and clay, which typically
have | ow perneability.

The till formation is underlain by shale bedrock. Goundwater found in the bedrock can be devel oped and
therefore the bedrock is defined as an aquifer. The depth to groundwater from ground surface ranged from
approximately 30 to 40 feet along the southeastern boundary of the Site. G oundwater novenent beneath the
Site is generally to the southeast, towards Gold Creek, which is |ocated approximately 1,500 feet southeast
of the Carroll and Dubies property line (see Figure 2).

G oundwat er sanpl es were col | ected downgradi ent of the | agoons and anal yzed for organi ¢ and i norganic
conpounds. The nonitoring wells nonitor either the bedrock (well depths ranging from39 feet to 86 feet

bel ow I and surface), the glacial till (well depth at 60 feet below |l and surface), the glacial outwash (well
depths ranging from 16 feet to 58 feet bel ow and surface) or both the glacial till and outwash units (well
depths ranging from35 feet to 51 feet below | and surface). The analytical results for the groundwater
sanples for the 1991, 1993, 1994, and 1995 sanpling events did not indicate the presence of organic

contami nants above federal drinking water or State drinking water or groundwater standards in any of the
bedrock or glacial till nonitoring wells. No pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the groundwater

sanpl es collected fromthe site. The sanpling events did show VOCs, semvol atile organi c conpounds (SVQQO),
and chlorinated organi ¢ conpounds at concentrations exceedi ng federal drinking water and State groundwater
and drinking water standards in nonitoring wells that are screened in the outwash and across the outwash and
till interface (see Table 1). As a result two plunes of total organi c conpounds exceedi ng 100 m crograns per
liter (ng/L) or parts per billion (ppb) were defined (see Figure 3). One plume originates at |agoons 1 and
2, the other at lagoons 7 and 8. The concentration of organics in the groundwater decreases dramatically
further downgradi ent of the |agoons, which suggests that significant attenuation of contam nants has
occurred. This has been simulated through groundwater nodeling conducted at the site. The plumes are of
limted extent and have not extended far enough to inpact Cold Creek, or to affect groundwater or the



residential wells south of Gold Creek.

The di scussion below is intended to summarize groundwater results for organic constituents by plume (i.e.
results of sanples collected fromnonitoring wells in the plune downgradi ent fromlagoons 1-4 and results of
sanples collected fromnonitoring wells in the plune downgradi ent of |agoons 6-8). The discussion focuses on
the 1994 and 1995 sanpling results, as these results indicate the highest concentrations of organic

contami nants and during these sanpling events all wells in the nonitoring network had been installed (the

wel I's had been installed in phases).

G oundwat er Downgr adi ent of Lagoons 1-4

During the 1994 sanpling event, four organic conpounds, benzene, 1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachl oroethene and
trichl oroethene were detected above the federal drinking water and/or State drinking water and groundwater
standards in the nmonitoring wells |ocated downgradi ent of |agoons 1 through 4. The highest concentrations of
the chl orinated organi c compounds were observed in shall ow outwash well OWNM2, |ocated downgradi ent of |agoon
2. Qoundwater sanples fromnonitoring well OM2 detected 1, 2-dichl oroethene at 130 ppb, tetrachl oroethene
at 100 ppb, and trichloroethene at 24 ppb. The federal drinking water and State drinking water standards for
tetrachl oroethene and trichloroethene are 5 ppb; the State drinking water standard for 1,2-dichloroethene is
5 ppb, which is nore stringent than the federal standard. Benzene was observed in shall ow outwash well MWNM4
at 15 ppb. The State groundwater standard for benzene is 0.7 ppb. The 1995 groundwater results detected
organic constituents at simlar concentrations as those detected during the 1994 sanpling event.

G oundwat er Downgr adi ent of Lagoons 6-8

G oundwat er data collected in the 1995 sanmpling event, in the vicinity of Iagoons 7 and 8, indicates that
benzene is the primary organic contamnant in the plune originating fromthese | agoons. during the 1995
sanpling of nonitoring wells |ocated downgradi ent of |agoons 6, 7 and 8 (ONM9, OWN¥10, ON11l, ON12, ON13),
benzene (State groundwater standard of 0.7 ppb) was detected in nonitoring well ONM9 at 900 ppb. Monitoring
well ON 10, which is located i medi ately downgradi ent of |agoon 8, had concentrations of benzene at 2,600
ppb, xylene at 30 ppb (State drinking water standard of 5 ppb), and isophorone at 440 ppb (State drinking
wat er standard of 10 ppb). Mnitoring well ON11 had concentrati ons of benzene at 970 ppb, ethyl benzene at
30 ppb (State drinking water standard of 5 ppb), xylene at 51 ppb, and naphthal ene at 17 ppb (State drinking
wat er standard of 10 ppb).

Benzene and phenol (State drinking water standard of 1 ppb) were detected at 2,400 ppb and 55 ppb
respectively, in nonitoring well OM12. Monitoring well ON13 had concentrations of 1,2- dichloroethene at
20 ppb, benzene at 350 ppb, and vinyl chloride at 34 ppb (State drinking water standard of 2 ppb). The 1994
groundwat er results detected organic constituents at simlar concentrations as those detected during the 1995
sanpl i ng event.

As previously stated, the concentrati ons of organics in groundwater in the outwash aquifer decreased
dramatical |y downgradi ent fromthe lagoons in the 1994 and 1995 sanpling rounds. In 1995, sanpling data from
the furthest downgradient wells fromthe | agoons (OM17, OWN18, ON19, and ON23) only indicated three
organi ¢ conpounds above the State drinking water standards. Benzene was detected at 12 ppb, chl orobenzene
at 10 ppb and xylene at 29 ppb in nonitoring well ON18. Benzene and chl orobenzene were detected at 6 ppb
and 8 ppb, respectively in nmonitoring well ON#19. No organic conpounds were detected in nmonitoring wells

ONM 17 and OW 23.

The di scussion belowis intended to summari ze groundwater results for inorganic constituents. The discussion
focuses on the 1994, 1995 and 1996 sanpling results.

I norganic sanpling results for the Septenber 1994 and April 1995 sanpling events were contradictory, |eading
EPA to conduct another round of groundwater sanples in July 1996. G oundwater sanples collected in the 1994
sanpling event were non-filtered inorganic sanples. Although the results of the 1994 anal yses indicated the
presence of inorgani c conpounds, very few sanpl es indicated concentrations above federal drinking water and
State drinking water and groundwater standards. Mnitoring well ONM19 detected arsenic at 28.9 ppb (State
groundwat er standard of 25 ppb), chromiumwas found in nonitoring well OWNM9 at 123 ppb (State groundwater



standard of 50 ppb), antinmony was found at 65 ppb (State groundwater standard of 3 ppb) in nonitoring well
OW 23. For each of the inorganic conpounds that exceeded their respective criteria (arsenic, chrom um and
anti nony) exceedances occurred in only one sanple out of the 32 sanples collected

G oundwat er sanples collected in the 1995 sanpling event were highly turbid. These sanples were filtered in
the field. The results of the 1995 inorganic anal yses indicated the presence of various inorganic
constituents in the groundwater downgradi ent of the |agoons above background concentrations. Several
inorgani c constituents were detected at concentrations that exceeded the federal drinking water and/or State
drinking water and groundwater standards. Mnitoring well ON10 detected antinony at 15 ppb (State
groundwat er standard of 3 ppb) and nickel at 425 ppb (there is no drinking water standard for nickel at this
tine), arsenic was detected at 105 ppb (State groundwater standard 25 ppb) in nonitoring well OWN20, chrom um
was detected at 669 ppb (State groundwater standard of 50 ppb) in nonitoring well ON13, and | ead was
detected at 283 ppb (federal drinking water action |level of 15 ppb) in nonitoring well OWNO9.

Due to the inconsistency between the 1994 and 1995 sanpling results for inorganic constituents, EPA conducted
anot her sanpling event for inorganic constituents in July 996. It was suspected that the high concentrations
of inorganics detected in 1995 may have been an artifact of highly turbid sanples resulting fromthe sanpling
protocols used at that tine. Because of this, the July 1996 groundwater sanples were collected via a

| owfl ow punp, and these sanples were not filtered. Al so, during sanple collection, the presence of high
turbidity in sone of the sanples was observed, an indication that the filter pack around the screen zone had
becone filled with fine particles fromthe geologic formation. Therefore some nonitoring wells were

re-devel oped prior to collecting the groundwater sanples. The results of this sanpling event only indicated
the presence of inorganic conmpounds in three sanples. Chronmiumwas detected in nonitoring well ON9 at 70
ppb (State groundwater standard of 50 ppb), arsenic was detected at 43 ppb and 37 ppb (State groundwater
standard of 25 ppb) in nonitoring wells ON¥19 and ON 18, respectively.

The level s of inorganics detected in the 1995 sanples tend to directly depend on the amount of suspended
sedinent (turbidity) in the sanples. Since the excessive turbidity present in the 1995 groundwater sanples
is believed to be both an artifact of sanpling and clogging of the filter pack in the wells, these higher
level s are not representative of true Site conditions in the aquifer. Therefore, the results of the
groundwat er data suggests that the inorganic conmpounds found in the groundwater beneath the Site are likely
present at naturally occurring levels. As the potential for inorganic conpounds to be present in groundwater
at concentrati ons above naturally occurring levels due to | eaching fromthe | agoon sedinents is low, the
potential for these inorganic conpounds to subsequently discharge with groundwater to Gold OGreek is also | ow
It should be noted that the results fromthe 1994 sanpling event for inorganic constituents were included in
the risk assessnment (see Summary of Site Risks bel ow).

Sedi nent sanples were collected fromtwo |locations in Gold Creek south of the site. These sanples were
collected in Septenmber 1994 and anal yzed for organic and inorganic conpounds. The analytical results of the
sanpling indicate that Site related contaninants have not inpacted Cold O eek

As part of the R, groundwater nodeling was conducted to deterni ne whether the organi c contam nant patterns
found in the groundwater beneath the Site have stabilized due to intrinsic biodegradation and to estimate
future concentrations of contaninants at potential off-site |ocations. The results of the groundwater
nodel i ng indicate that the organic contam nants in the groundwater are not migrating to Gold Creek and that
the concentration patterns observed at the Site have stabilized or are not expected to change in the future.
Thus, contanminants in the groundwater beneath the Site are not expected to reach Gold Creek or off-site
residences in the future

Al so, as part of the R, limted data was collected to evaluate the extent of biodegradation at the Site

This limted eval uation included the collection of dissolved oxygen and the presence of mnicroorganisns in the
groundwat er capabl e of degradi ng vol atile organi ¢ conpounds under expected Site conditions. The dissolved
oxygen levels in the benzene plune indicated the potential for biodegradation to be occurring; the degradi ng
m croorgani sms popul ation was in the range of 105 to 106, indicating a healthy and robust comunity of
degraders present in the aquifer. Therefore, the linited field data conbined with the groundwater nodeling
proj ections denonstrate the potential for biodegradation of organic contaninants at the Site. The
groundwat er nodeling results estinmated that contam nants will attenuate to |evels bel ow State and Feder al



drinking water standards within five years after conpletion of the QU1 renedy.

The Gty of Port Jervis is served by a nunicipal water supply that relies on three hydraulically-upgradi ent
reservoirs as water sources. Qutside of the Gty limts, private supply wells provide drinking water. It
shoul d be noted that the New York State Departnment of Health (NYSDCOH) sanpl ed several wells |ocated
downgr adi ent of the site while the RI/FS was bei ng conducted. Several private wells were sanpled in 1991 and
again in 1993 for organic and inorganic constituents. Oganic constituents were not detected in the
groundwater fromthese wells, and inorganic constituents were detected bel ow drinking water standards
Subsequently, in Septenber 1994 and March 1995, NYSDOH sanpl ed and anal yzed a total of ten private wells in
the area for volatile organic conpounds. The wells were | ocated along Andrew Drive, Evergreen Lane, Mark
Drive, Mchael Drive, Van Avenue, and NY Route 209. The results indicate that no vol atile organic conmpounds
were detected in any of the wells sanpled

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessnent to evaluate the potential risks to human heal th and the environnent
associated with the Site groundwater under current and future conditions. The R sk Assessment focused on
contam nants in the groundwater at the Site, which are likely to pose significant risks to human heal th and
the environnent, if no remedial action were taken

Human Health ri sk Assessnent

As part of the baseline risk assessnment, the follow ng four-step process is utilized for assessing
site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification--identifies the contam nants of concern at the site based on several factors such as toxicity,
frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent--estimates the nmagni tude of actual and/or
potential hunman exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathway (e.g., ingesting
contami nated wel | -water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessnent--determ nes the types
of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the rel ationship between nagnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). R sk Characterization-- summarizes and conbi nes
outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-nmllion excess
cancer risk) assessment of site-related risks

The baseline risk assessnent began with the sel ection of contam nants of concern. A sumary of the

contam nants of concern detected in the groundwater is provided in Table 2. These contami nants included the
organi ¢ contani nants benzene, chloroform 1, 2-dichl orobenzene, tetrachl oroethene, toluene, vinyl chloride

xyl ene, phenol, and the inorganic contam nants arsenic, antinony, barium chronium |ead, and zinc. The
organi c contam nants were present in nonitoring wells close to the | agoons at |evels which exceeded State and
Federal drinking water standards and State groundwater standards.

EPA' s baseline risk assessnent addressed the potential risks to human health by identifying several potentia
exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to contami nant rel eases at the Site under current and
future |l and-use conditions. Table 3 provides the potential exposure pathways for current and future |and-use
scenarios evaluated in the risk assessment.

There are no current on-site groundwater users at the Site, therefore there are no potential current
receptors at the Site. Potential off-site receptors included residents to the east and southeast of Cold
Creek who use groundwater as drinking water and recreational users of Gold Creek. G oundwater nodeling, in
conjunction with neasured groundwater concentrations, sedinent data from Gold Creek and groundwat er
concentrations fromoff-site residential wells, indicates that the plunes have stabilized and that

contami nants have not migrated either to Gold Creek or to off-site residences on the other side of Gold
Creek, nor are they expected to migrate to or beyond Gold Creek in the future. Thus, current exposures to
either off-site residents or recreational users of Gold Creek are not occurring and are not expected to occur
in the future. These exposure pathways therefore, were not quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessnent.

The Site and land imredi ately adjacent to the Site are currently zoned exclusively for industrial |and use;
the Site is surrounded by a sheer rock cliff, the Gty of Port Jervis Landfill and gravel and cement bl ock



manuf acturing operations. Therefore, future residential or comercial use of the Site is not expected to
occur and industrial use of the Site was the only use evaluated in the risk assessnent.

EPA was concerned that industrial workers at the Site could be exposed to contam nants in the groundwater and
eval uated these potential exposures in the risk assessnent. The baseline risk assessnment considered the
potential health effects for industrial workers that could result fromincidental ingestion of contam nated
groundwater fromthe on-site aquifer.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic health
effects due to exposure to Site chenmicals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects
of the Site-related chem cals woul d be additive. Thus, carcinogenic risks and non-carcinogenic health
effects associated with exposures to individual compounds of concern were sumred to indicate the potential
ri sks associated with mxtures of potential carcinogens and non-carci nogens, respectively.

Pot enti al carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer slope factors devel oped by EPA for the

contam nants of concern. Cancer slope factors (Sfs) have been devel oped by EPA s Carci nogenic R sk Assessnent
Verification Endeavor (an Inter- agency workgroup of scientists with expertise in carcinogens) for estimating
excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemcals. SFs, which are
expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are multiplied by the estinated intake of a potential carcinogen, in

ng/ kg-day, to generate an upper- bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure
to the conmpound at that intake |level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks
calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF
for the conpounds of concern are presented in Table 4 (see colum identified as cancer slope factor).

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper- bound individual lifetine cancer risks in the
range of 10-4 to 10-6 to be acceptable. This level indicated that an individual has not greater than a one
in ten thousand to one in a mllion chance of devel oping cancer as a result of Site-related chemcals to a
carci nogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions at the Site. As noted above, under the
current Site conditions, there are no current on-site groundwater users at the Site, therefore there are no
potential current receptors at the Site. Evaluation of risks to potential future industrial workers was 1.4
X 10-4 (approxi mately one-in-ten thousand) which is considered to be within the U S. EPA target risk range of
10-4 to 10-6. The main contributors to the total cancer risk were arsenic, vinyl chloride, and benzene

t hrough ingestion of groundwater. A summary of the carcinogenic risks associated with the chemicals for a
potential future industrial worker drinking contam nated groundwater is found in Table 5.

Non- car ci nogeni ¢ health effects were assessed using a hazard index (H) approach, based on a conparison of
expected contani nant intakes and safe |evels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (RfDs) have been
devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of mlligrans/kilogramday (my/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure |evels for humans which are thought
to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from
environnental nedia (the anount of a chemical ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) are conpared to the
RfD to derive the hazard quotient for the contamnant in the particular medium The H is obtained by addi ng
the hazard quotients for all conpounds across all nedia that inpact a particular receptor popul ation

An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for non-carcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of site- related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potentia
significance of multiple contaninant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. The reference doses
for the conpounds of concern at the Site are presented in Table 4.

The cal cul ated H val ue, which reflects non-carcinogenic effects, was estimated to be 0.55 which is bel ow the
acceptable level of 1.0 indicating no adverse health effects to future industrial workers. The main
contributor to the total noncancer risk was arsenic through ingestion of drinking water. A summary of the
non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks associated with the chenicals for a potential future industrial worker drinking

contam nated groundwater is found in Table 5.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent



There are no inpacts to ecological receptors in Gold Creek, since contam nants in groundwater have not
mgrated to Gold CGreek and are not anticipated to migrate there in the future.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessnents, are subject to
a wde variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include

environnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
envi ronnent al paraneter neasurenent

fate and transport nodeling
exposure parameter estimation

t oxi col ogi cal dat a.

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially uneven distribution of chemcals in
the nedi a sanpl ed. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronnental chemi stry-analysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the
anal ytical nmethods and characteristics of the matri x bei ng sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estinates of how often an individual would actually
come in contact with the chem cals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure would occur, and
in the nodels used to estinmate the concentrations of the chem cals of concern at the point of exposure

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chemcals and
the availability of toxicity data for all chemcals of concern. These uncertainties are addressed by naki ng
conservative assunpti ons concerning risk and exposure paraneters throughout the assessment. As a result, the
Ri sk Assessnent provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to populations near the site, and is highly
unlikely to underestimate actual risks related to the Site.

More specific informati on concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluati on of the degree
of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnent Report. Actual or
threat ened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response
action selected in the ROD, may present an i mmnent and substantial endangernment to the public health,

wel fare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available informati on and standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs) and risk-based |l evels established in the risk assessnent.

The remedi al action objective for the groundwater beneath the Site is to reduce or elimnate potential health
ri sks associated with ingestion of Site contam nated groundwater by potential future industrial workers and
to reduce the concentration of contamnants in the groundwater to drinking water standards.

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected site renedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be cost
effective, conply with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative technol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives
to the maxi numextent practicable. |In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of treatnent
as a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazardous substances

This ROD eval uates in detail four remedial alternatives for addressing the contaninated groundwat er beneath
the Carroll and Dubi es Sewage D sposal Inc., Site. Since each alternative would still result in contam nants
remai ning at the Site above | evels which allow for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure, each alternative



woul d require five-year reviews to ensure that the renedial action is protective of hunman health and the
environnent. Five-year reviews are currently required as part of QUl. As used in the following text, the
tine to inplenent a renedial alternative reflects only the tine required to construct or inplenent the renedy
and does not include the time required to design the renedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or
procure contracts for design and construction, or conduct operation and nai ntenance at the Site.

Alternative 1. No Action

Capi tal Cost: $
O & Myr cost: $
Present Worth: $
Time to | npl enent: 0

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison
with other alternatives. As denonstrated through the results of the groundwater nodeling study, naturally
occurring processes for reduci ng the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater are at work at the
Site. Under this alternative, no action would be taken to address the contam nated groundwater. There woul d
be no nonitoring of these naturally occurring processes in the groundwater to evaluate the rate and extent of
the reduction and nobilization of contamnants in the groundwater beneath the Site. The period for the
groundwat er to reach federal drinking water and State drinking and groundwater standards was projected

t hrough the groundwater nodeling to be approximately five years after the inplenentation of the QUL remedy.
The remedi ati on of the | agoons, which will be inplenented under QU1, would mninize any additional

contami nant contribution to the groundwater.

Alternative 2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls and Mnitoring

Capital Cost: $0
O & Myr cost: $ 58,000
Present Worth: $ 284, 000

Tine to Inplenent: 6 nonths

Simlar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would also rely on natural attenuation, with intrinsic bi odegradation
as a principal nechanism to reduce contaminants in the groundwater to drinking water standards. The

remedi ati on of the |agoons and the contam nated soils, which will be inplenented under OQU1, would mnimze
any additional contam nant contribution to the groundwater. This alternative includes the inplenentation of
institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, contractual agreenments, |local |aw or ordinances or other
governnental action for the purpose of restricting installation and use of groundwater wells throughout the
cont anmi nat ed groundwat er plume. These restrictions would conpl enent any restrictions inplenented as part of
the QUL remedy. Institutional controls restricting the use of Site groundwater would be required until the
groundwat er has been denonstrated to meet federal drinking water and State groundwater and drinking water
standards. G oundwater nodeling projected that intrinsic biodegradation and fl ushi ng nmechani sns woul d reduce
the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater to |evels below drinking water standards within five
years of the conpletion of the QUL renediation. Once these |evels have been denonstrated to be net, the
restrictions on groundwater use would no |onger be required. Goundwater nonitoring at the Site and sanpling
in Gold Geek woul d al so be conduct ed.

This alternative includes a conponent of initial assessment of the groundwater parameters which favor natural
attenuation and a groundwater nonitoring requirement to evaluate the rate and extent of reduction of the
organic contaminants in the groundwater. The initial assessnment would include an evaluation for the presence
of constituent-degradi ng m croorgani sns, pH, oxygen or other electron acceptors, elenental nitrogen,
phosphorus and ot her paraneters necesary to evaluate the progress of natural attenuation. G oundwater

noni tori ng woul d be conducted on a seni annual basis.

Alternative 3: Goundwater Punp and Treat via Precipitation, Filtration and Carbon Adsorption

Capital Cost: $ 1,070, 000
O & Myr Cost: $ 287, 200



Present Wrth: $ 2,105, 000
Time to Inplenent: 9 nonths

This alternative would consist of a series of recovery wells used to capture contam nated groundwat er

i mredi at el y downgradi ent of the source areas or the |agoons. The recovery wells would capture the nost
concentrated portion of the contaninant plune emanating fromthe source areas. Any inpacted groundwater that
woul d not be captured by the recovery wells would be naturally attenuated. This alternative would eliminate
the potential for mgration of organic contam nants off site. The recovery wells would be located in that
portion of the outwash aquifer |ocated downgradi ent of the towpath. Beneath the | agoons, a saturated outwash
unit does not exist.

The prelimnary configuration of the treatnment system assumes that approximately six wells would be used to
punp groundwater at controlled rates to capture the inpacted groundwater. Two sets of three punping wells,
each punping at a rate of 5 gallons per mnute (gpm), would be used. The total punping rate of the six wells
is 30 gpm One set of wells would be | ocated between 100 feet to 150 feet downgradient of |agoon 8. This
set of three wells would be designed to capture inpacted groundwater passing beneath | agoons 6, 7, and 8.

One set of wells would be | ocated between 100 feet to 125 feet downgradi ent of |lagoons 1 and 2. This set of
three wells woul d be designed to capture inpacted groundwater passing beneath |agoons 1 and 2. The recovered
groundwat er woul d be treated on-site through a series of treatnent processes. Conceptually, the treatnent
system woul d consi st of iron and suspended solids renoval via precipitation followed by filtration and carbon
adsorption. Follow ng treatment, the groundwater woul d be di scharged to Gold Creek in accordance with the
State Pollutant Discharge Eimnation System (SPEDES) requirenents. Residuals generated fromthe treatnent
processes woul d be managed in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regul ations.

This alternative would al so include groundwater nonitoring to neasure the effectiveness of the punp-and-treat
system as well as the institutional controls specified in Alternative 2. The treatnent systemwould be
operated until contam nant |evels in the groundwater reach federal drinking water and State drinking water
and groundwat er standards, which has been estinmated to be approxinmately five years after inplenentati on of
the remedy for the |agoons.

Alternative 4. |In Situ Goundwater Treatnment
Capital Cost: $ 1,017, 000
O & Myr Cost: $ 248, 000
Present Wrt h: $ 1,912, 787

Time to Inplenent: 12 nonths

This alternative involves the injection of air into the saturated zone (i.e., below the water table), via a
series of wells, to reduce the volatile constituents dissolved in groundwater. These wells would be | ocated
in the same general vicinity as the punping wells outlined in Alternative 3, thus allow ng treatment of the
nost concentrated portion of the groundwater plunes. Any inpacted groundwater that woul d not be captured by
the in situ groundwater treatnment systemwould be naturally attenuated. The levels of organic constituents
woul d be decreased in the saturated zone during aquifer aeration via mass transfer of the chenmicals fromthe
wat er phase to the gaseous phase. |If the | evels of organic conpounds exceed air quality guidelines, then a
soil venting systemwould be installed in the subsurface to collect the air em ssions. The exhaust air from
t he vapor extraction systemwould be discharged to a treatment system The gaseous treatnent systemfor this
alternative would be an activated carbon filter. Goundwater nonitoring would al so be conducted as part of
this alternative to evaluate the effectiveness of the air sparging system A reduction in the |evels of
organics may al so take place in the saturated zone through the enhancenent of bi odegradati on due to the
increase in oxygen. Wth this alternative, air sparging may be used in conjunction wi th vacuum extraction
and/ or enhanced bi orenediation with the addition of nutrients.

A prelimnary configuration of the aquifer aeration systemwould consist of approximately 30 air sparging
wells. This alternative would include the same nonitoring programand institutional controls described in
Alternative 3. Treatnent of the groundwater would continue until contam nant |evels in the groundwater
achi eve federal drinking water and State drinking water and groundwater standards. This alternative would
achi eve groundwater remnediation goals within about five years after inplenentation of the renedy for the



| agoons.
SUWMARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detail ed eval uation of renedial alternatives, each alternative was assessed utilizing nine
evaluation criteria as set forth in the National Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R 8300.430(e)(9)(iii) and the
Ofice of solid Waste and Enmergency Response (OCSWER) Directive 9355.3-01. These criteria were devel oped to
address the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 89621 to ensure all inportant considerations are
factored into renmedy sel ecti on deci sions.

The following "threshold" criteria are the nost inportant, and must be satisfied by any alternative in order
to be eligible for selection

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on a reasonabl e

maxi mum exposure scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents addresses whether or not a remedy
woul d neet all of the applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirenments of federal and state statutes and
requirenents or provi de grounds for invoking a waiver

The follow ng "primary bal ancing” criteria are used to make conparisons and to
identify the major trade-offs between alternatives:

3. Long-term effectiveness and pernanence refers to the ability of a remedy to naintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup goals have been net. It also addresses the
magni t ude and effectiveness of the neasures that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatnment

resi dual s and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent is the anticipated perfornmance of a
remedi al technol ogy, with respect to these paraneters, that a renedy nmay enpl oy.

5. Short-term ef fecti veness addresses the period of tinme needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i npacts on human health and the environnment that nmay be posed during the construction and inplenmentation
periods until cleanup goals are achi eved

6. I npl ementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed

7. Cost includes estinmated capital and operation and nami ntenance costs, and the present worth costs

Th follow ng "nodi fying" criteria are considered fully after the formal public comment period on the Proposed
Plan is conplete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State
supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred alternative

9. Communi ty acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. Factors of comunity acceptance to be discussed include support,
reservation, and opposition by the comunity.

A conparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the above evaluation criteria foll ows.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

For No Action (Alternative 1) and Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls and Mnitoring (Al ternative



2), the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater woul d be reduced due to natural attenuation of
contam nants until federal drinking water and State drinking and groundwater standards are net. This period
has been estinmated to be approxi mately five years frominplenmentation of the QUL renedy. The No Action
alternative would present a slightly greater risk to human health and the environment than Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 in the short-term because the potential would exist that an on-site worker could cone in contact with
the contam nated groundwater. Under Alternative 2, protection of human health woul d be enhanced with the
inmpl enentation of institutional controls, preventing the use of the contami nated groundwater.

For the Punp-and-Treat (Alternative 3) and In Situ Goundwater Treatnment (Alternative 4) scenarios, the
potential risks to human health from potential exposure to inpacted groundwater woul d be reduced by renoval
and treatment of contaminants in the groundwater captured by the renmedi al systems. These alternatives woul d
achi eve groundwater renedial goals within about five years of the inplenentation of QUL. Institutional
controls preventing the use of Site groundwater would elimnate the potential exposure to contam nated
groundwat er while the groundwater is being renediated. The contam nants would continue to nmigrate until
attenuated under Alternatives 1 and 2. However, inpacts are expected to be mnimal since, as noted in the
ri sk assessnent section, the levels of contaminants in the groundwater present no significant hunman health
ri sk under current or future uses. Furthernore, inpacts to ecological receptors in Gold Creek fromthe

inpl enentation of all the remedial alternatives would be unlikely since contam nants in groundwater have not
mgrated to Gold CGreek and are not anticipated to migrate there in the future.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Actions taken at any Superfund site nmust nmeet all ARARs of federal and state |aw or provide ground for
wai vi ng these requirenents. Al of the alternatives have been designed to achieve or conply with the ARARs.

Since the groundwater at the Site is a future potential source of drinking water, federal drinking water

st andards (Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels [MCLs]) and New York State Drinking Water Standards and New York State
G oundwater Quality Standards are ARARs. For No Action (Alternative 1) and Natural Attenuation with
Institutional Controls and Monitoring (Alternative 2), federal drinking water and State drinking water and
groundwat er standards woul d be achi eved over time through natural biodegradati on of organic contam nants in
the groundwater. The period for the groundwater to reach federal drinking water and State drinking and
groundwat er standards was projected through groundwater nodeling to be approximately five years from
inplenentation of the QUL remedy. For the Punp-and-Treat (Alternative 3) and In Situ G oundwater Treatnent
(Alternative 4) scenarios, groundwater standards would be net by renobval and treatnent of contaminants in the
groundwat er. The di scharge of treated groundwater to Gold Creek during inplenmentation of Alternative 3 would
conply with the Federal C ean Water Act and State Pollutant discharge Elim nation System (SPDES) regul ations.
The residual sludges fromthe treatment systemunder Alternative 3 would be treated or disposed of off-site
in accordance with RCRA regul ations. The spent carbon generated fromthe groundwater treatnent system under
Alternative 3 and the gas treatment systemunder Alternative 4 would either be regenerated off-site or sent
off-site for treatment and di sposal in accordance with RCRA regulations. As with Alternatives 1 and 2,
federal drinking water and State drinking water and groundwat er standards are expected to be achieved with
Alternatives 3 and 4 within slightly less than five years after inplenentation of the QUL renedy.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Wth all four alternatives, within approximately five years of the inplenmentation of QUL remedy, the
concentrations of contanminants in the groundwater are expected to be pernanently reduced to | evels bel ow
ARARs. Inplementation of Alternatives 3 and 4 nmight result in a slightly reduced time frame to achi eve ARARs
downgr adi ent of the lagoons. Therefore, all alternatives are relatively simlar in terns of this criterion.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol une through Treatnent

Alternatives 1 and 2 rely solely on naturally occurring nechanisnms to reduce the toxicity and vol ume of
contaminants in the groundwater, and therefore do not satisfy the CERCLA preference for treatnent to reduce
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contami nants. Under Alternatives 3 and 4, treatnent to reduce contam nants
in the groundwater woul d be achi eved by extraction of the contam nants and subsequent treatnent.

Alternatives 3 and 4 are similar in their abilities to reduce toxicity, nobility and vol ume and woul d provide



reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol unme sonewhat nore rapidly than Alternatives 1 and 2
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternatives 1 and 2 woul d have no adverse effects at all on the comunity, site workers, or the environnent
since there would be no potential exposure to any of the contam nants because no construction activities
woul d occur. Alternative 2 includes Institutional controls preventing the use of Site groundwater, which
woul d m nimzed inpacts during inplenmentation until cleanup goals are achi eved. However, Alternatives 3 and 4
woul d present greater inpacts than Alternatives 1 and 2, due to construction activities. For exanple, the
construction of extraction wells and piping to transport the treated groundwater to Gold Creek woul d have

m nor negative inpacts on residents and workers in the area. These inpacts would be associated with the

di sruption of traffic, excavation on public and private |and, and noise and fugitive dust em ssions.

Appropri ate neasures, however, would be inplenmented to mninmze these inpacts

I npl emrentability

Alternative 1 - No Action is clearly the nost inplenmentable. Alternative 2 would require groundwater-use
restrictions to prevent the use of groundwater wells throughout the contam nated aquifer; although sonetines
difficult to obtain, these restrictions are being used at nunmerous sites. Alternative 2 would also require
addi ti onal geochem cal and intrinsic biodegradati on studies and nonitoring. These studies and nonitoring
requirenents are being inplemented at numerous sites. Alternatives 3 and 4 would be nmore difficult to

i mpl enent due to construction requirements. Additionally, Aternative 3 would require that access be
obtained to construct the piping to transport the treated groundwater to Gold Creek; authorization to

di scharge treated water to Gold Creek would add to the conplexity of inplenenting this remedy. Nonethel ess,
these are successfully proven technologies at the field scale and considered to be readily inplenentable.

Cost

There is no cost associated with the No Action alternative. Alternative 2, Natural Attenuation with
Institutional Controls and Monitoring, is the next |owest cost alternative with a present worth of $284, 000;
there is no capital cost associated with this alternative. Aternative 3, Goundwater Punp and Treat, has
the highest cost with a present worth and capital cost of $2,105,000 and $1, 070, 000, respectively.
Alternative 4, In Situ Goundwater Treatnent, with a present worth and capital cost of $1,912,787 and

$1, 017, 000, respectively, is slightly less than Alternative 3

St at e Accept ance

The State of New York, through the NYSDEC, concurs with EPA's selected remedy. The NYSDEC s |letter of
concurrence is attached as Appendix |V

Communi ty Accept ance

Community acceptance of the preferred renmedy has been assessed in the Responsiveness sunmary portion of this
ROD fol |l owi ng review of all public comrents received on the RI/FS report and the Proposed Plan. Al comrents
submitted during the public comment period were evaluated and are addressed in the attached Responsiveness
Summary (Appendix V). |In general, the public is supportive of EPA's preferred renedy.

SELECTED REMEDY

EPA has determned, after reviewing the alternatives and public coments, that Alternative 2 is the
appropriate renedy for the groundwater beneath and downgradi ent of the site, because it best satisfies the
requi renents of CERCLA and the NCP's nine evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives.

The nmaj or conponents of the selected remedy are as foll ows:

1 Natural attenuation of organic contaminants in the groundwater to bel ow federal drinking water and
State groundwater standards through naturally occurring removal processes. The renediation of the



| agoons, which will be inplenmented under QUL, will mnimze any additional contam nant contribution to
the groundwater. G oundwater nodeling estinmated that contam nants would attenuate to these standards
within five years of conpletion of the remedy selected for QUL

I npl erentation of institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, contractual agreenents, |ocal |aw
or ordinances or other governmental action for the purpose of restricting installation and use of
groundwat er wel I s throughout the contamni nated groundwater plune.

Moni toring of the groundwater to eval uate inprovenment in groundwater quality and ensure the
ef fectiveness of the renedy.

Sampling in Gold Creek to ensure that site related contam nants do not inpact the creek.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under Section 121 of CERCLA, EPA' s prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi al actions
that are protective of human health and the environnent, and conplies with federal and State requirenents
that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected
remedy al so nmust be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies or
resource-recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference
for remedies that enploy treatnent that permanently and significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or

nmobi l ity of hazardous substances. The follow ng sections di scuss whether and how the sel ected remedy neets
there statutory requirenents.

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environnment. The concentration of contami nants in
the groundwater will be reduced to federal drinking water and State drinki ng and groundwat er standards via
natural attenuation. |t has been estinated that these levels will be met approxi mately five years after
inplenentation of the QUL remedy. Under this remedy, protection of human health woul d be enhanced with the
inmpl enentation of institutional controls, preventing the use of the contami nated groundwater.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Alternative 2 remedy will conply with all ARARs for the groundwater. These ARARs include the Federal Safe
Drinki ng Water Act Maxi mum Cont ani nant Levels (MCLs) (40 CFR Part 141.11-141.16 and Part 141.60-141.63), the
New York Public Water Supply dassifications and Quality Standards for Cass GA Gound Water Regul ations
(NYCRR Title 10, Part 5-1), and New York State Water (NYCRR, Title 6, Parts 701-703). It has been estinated
that these |levels would be nmet approximately five years after inplenmentation of the QU1 renedy.

Cost - Ef fecti veness

The selected renedy is cost-effective because it has been denonstrated to provide overall effectiveness
proportional to its costs. The selected renedy is technically and adm nistratively inplenentable and
represents the | owest cost of the alternatives considered while achieving cl eanup objectives in approximately
the same tinme-frane. The present worth of the selected alternative is $284,000. There are no capital costs

associated with this renedial action.

Utilization of Permanent solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e
The sel ected renedy addresses all of the nedia of concern and utilizes permanent sol utions and treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. In addition, the selected remedy provi des the best bal ance
of trade-offs anong the alternatives evaluated with respect to the evaluation criteria.

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Element

Alternative 2 relies solely on naturally occurring mechanisns to reduce the toxicity, nobility and vol une of



contaminants in the groundwater. G oundwater nodeling has predicted that Alternative 2 will attain ARARs in

approximately the sane tine franme, five years after the inplenmentation of the QU1 renedy, as the other
alternatives. This remedy is the nost practical choice to address the contam nation of the groundwater
under | yi ng and downgradi ent of the Carroll and Dubies site, even though it does not satisfy the CERCLA
preference for treatnment

DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT  CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative, as presented in the Proposed Pl an.
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Table 1 - Primary Constituents of Concern Detected in G oundwater
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Table 4 - Risk Assessnent: Non-carcinogenic and Carci nogenic Toxicity Val ues
Table 5 - Risk Assessnent: Non-carcinogenic and Carcinogenic R sk Estimates

Tabl e 6 Detail ed Cost Estimate for Alternative 2



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FQUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND Sl TE PORT
JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber oW 2 ON 3 OM4  OW5 ONM 6 oOM7 OWN8 OWn9
Feder al

NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 9/ 94 4/ 95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94 4/ 95  9/94 4/ 95
4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 MCL

SGV VOLATI LES (ug/L) Chl oronet hane NA NA Br ormonet hane NA 5(G Vinyl Chloride 4
5 2 2(S) Chl oroet hane NA

5(S) Methylene Chloride 5 5(S) Acetone NA 50(GQ Carbon Disulfide

NA NA 1, 1- Di chl oroet hene 7 5(S) 1, 1-Di chloroethane NA 5(9)

1, 2-Dichl oroet hene (total) 130 85 19 7 70 5(S) Chl orof orm 100

7(S) 1,2-Dichloroethane 5 5(S) 2-Butanone NA 50(Q

1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane 200 5(S) Carbon Tetrachloride 5 5(G9

Br onodi chl or onret hane 100 50(GQ 1, 2-Dichl oropropane 5 5(9)

ci s-1, 3-Di chl oropropene NA 5(S) Trichl oroet hene 24 22 6

5 5(S) Di bronochl or oret hane NA 50(G 1,1, 2-Trichl oroethane 5

5(S) Benzene 15 8 530 900

780 5 0.7(S) Trans-1, 3-D chl oropropene NA 5(S) Bronoform 100

50( G 4-Met hyl - 2- Pent anone NA NA 2- Hexanone NA 50(Q

Tet rachl or oet hene 100 76 17 19 5 5(S) Tol uene 1, 000

5(S) 1,1, 2,2-Tetrachl oroet hane NA 5(S) Chl orobenzene NA 5(9)

Et hyl benzene 700 5(S) Styrene 100 5(S) Total Xyl enes 10, 000

5(9)

Not es: Anal ysis performed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation linmt. Data for wells OM12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimated based on data

val i dation. MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Anbi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicabl e/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.

oW 9

9/ 94



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FOUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND S| TE PORT
JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber OW 10 OW 10 ON¥ 11 ON 14

OW 13 OW 13 oW 12 ON 15 OV 16 Feder al
NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95
9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94

4/ 95 9/94 4/95 MCL SGV VOLATI LES (ug/L)

Chl or onet hane NA NA Br ononet hane NA 5(G Vinyl Chloride 9 34
4 2 2(S) Chl oroethane NA 5(S) Methylene Chloride 5 5(9)
Acet one 68 51 NA 50(G Carbon Disulfide NA NA
1, 1-Di chl oroet hene 7 5(S) 1, 1-Dichl oroet hane NA 5(9)

1, 2-Dichl oroethene (total) 8 6 20 70 5(9)

Chl or of orm 100 7(S) 1,2-Dichloroethane 8 5 5(S) 2-Butanone NA
50(G 1,1, 1-Trichl oroethane 200 5(S) Carbon Tetrachloride 5 5(06
Br onmodi chl or oret hane 100 50(G 1, 2-Dichl oropropane 5 5(9)

ci s-1, 3-Di chl oropropene NA 5(S) Trichloroethene 5 5(9)

Di br orrochl or onet hane NA 50(G 1,1, 2-Trichloroethane 5 5(9)
Benzene 1100 2600 2900 550 970

40 390 350 1100 2400 5 0.7(S)

Trans- 1, 3- D chl or opr opene NA 5(S) Bronof orm 100 50(Q

4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone NA NA 2- Hexanone NA 50(Q Tetrachl oroethene 5
5(S) Tol uene 8 18 1, 000

5(9) 1,1, 2,2-Tetrachl oroet hane NA 5(S) Chl orobenzene 9

NA 5(S) Ethyl benzene 9 20 30 12

700 5(S) Styrene 100 5(S) Total Xyl enes 53 30 62
51 50 10, 000 5(9)

Notes: Anal ysis perfornmed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation linit. Data for wells OM12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimted based on data
validation. MCL - Federal Maxi num Contam nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Ambi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicable/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FOUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND S| TE PORT
JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber OW 10 OW 10 ON¥ 11 ON 14

OW 13 OW 13 oW 12 ON 15 OV 16 Feder al
NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95
9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94

4/ 95 9/94 4/95 MCL SGV VOLATI LES (ug/L)

Chl or onet hane NA NA Br ononet hane NA 5(G Vinyl Chloride 9 34
4 2 2(S) Chl oroethane NA 5(S) Methylene Chloride 5 5(9)
Acet one 68 51 NA 50(G Carbon Disulfide NA NA
1, 1-Di chl oroet hene 7 5(S) 1, 1-Dichl oroet hane NA 5(9)

1, 2-Dichl oroethene (total) 8 6 20 70 5(9)

Chl or of orm 100 7(S) 1,2-Dichloroethane 8 5 5(S) 2-Butanone NA
50(G 1,1, 1-Trichl oroethane 200 5(S) Carbon Tetrachloride 5 5(06
Br onmodi chl or oret hane 100 50(G 1, 2-Dichl oropropane 5 5(9)

ci s-1, 3-Di chl oropropene NA 5(S) Trichloroethene 5 5(9)

Di br orrochl or onet hane NA 50(Q 1,2, 2-Trichloroethane 5 5(9)
Benzene 1100 2600 2900 550 970

40 390 350 1100 2400 5 0.7(S)

Trans- 1, 3- D chl or opr opene NA 5(S) Bronof orm 100 50(Q

4- Met hyl - 2- Pent anone NA NA 2- Hexanone NA 50(Q Tetrachl oroethene 5
5(S) Tol uene 8 18 1, 000

5(9) 1,1, 2,2-Tetrachl oroet hane NA 5(S) Chl orobenzene 9

NA 5(S) Ethyl benzene 9 20 30 12

700 5(S) Styrene 100 5(S) Total Xyl enes 53 30 62
51 50 10, 000 5(9)

Notes: Anal ysis perfornmed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation linit. Data for wells OM12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimted based on data
validation. MCL - Federal Maxi num Contam nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Ambi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicable/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FOUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND S| TE PORT
JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber oW 2 ON 3 OM4 ON5 ONM 6 Oowm 7

oW 8 ONM9 ON10 Feder al NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e:

9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94

4/ 95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95

MCL SGV SEM - VOLATI LES (ug/ L) Phenol 4 71
48 27 NA 1(S) Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether NA 1(9)

2- Chl or ophenol NA NA 1, 3- Di chl or obenzene 600 5(9)

1, 4- D chl or obenzene 75 4.7(S) 1, 2-Dichl orobenzene 600 4.7(9)

2- Met hyl phenol NA 50(Q 2, 2- Oxybi s(1- Chl oropropane) NA NA

1- Met hyl phenol NA 50(G NN trosodi-N Propyl am ne NA NA

Hexachl or oet hane NA NA Ni trobenzene NA 5(S) |sophorone 440

NA 50(G 2-N trophenol NA NA 2, 4- Di net hyl phenol NA NA

Bi s(2- Chl or oet hoxy) Met hane NA NA 2, 4- Di chl or ophenol NA NA

1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene NA 1(S) Napht hal ene 70 5(S) 1-Chloroaniline
NA 10(S) Hexachl or obut adi ene NA NA 4- Chl or o- 3- Met hyl phenol NA

5(S) 2- Met hyl napht hal ene NA NA Hexachl or ocycl opent adi ene NA NA
2,4,6-Trichl orophenol NA NA 2,4, 5-Trichl orophenol NA NA

2- Chl or onapht hal ene NA 10(S) 2-Nitroaniline NA NA

Di net hyl pht hal ate NA 50(G Acenapht hyl ene NA NA 2, 6-D ni trotol uene
NA 5(S) 3-Nitroaniline NA NA

Not es: Anal ysis performed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation limt. Data for wells O¥12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimated based on data
validation. MCL - Federal WMaxi num Contam nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Anmbi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicabl e/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FOUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND S| TE PORT
JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber oW 11 oW 14 OM13 OV 12

OW 15 OW 16 oW 17 ONM18 OWM 19 Feder al
NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95
9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94
4/ 95 9/94 4/95 MCL SGV SEM - VOLATI LES (ug/ L)
Phenol 24 2 11 55 NA 1(9)

Bi s(2- Chl oroet hyl ) Et her NA 1(S) 2-Chl orophenol NA NA

1, 3-Di chl or obenzene 600 5(S) 1, 4-D chl orobenzene 75 4.7(9)

1, 2-Di chl or obenzene 600 4.7(S) 2-Methyl phenol NA 50(Q

2, 2- xybi s(1- Chl or opr opane) NA NA 4- Met hyl phenol NA 50( G

NN trosodi - N-Propyl am ne NA NA Hexachl or oet hane NA NA

N t robenzene NA 5(S) |sophorone NA 50(G 2-N trophenol NA

NA 2, 4- Di net hyl phenol NA NA Bi s(2- Chl or oet hoxy) Met hane NA NA
2, 4-Di chl or ophenol NA NA 1, 2, 4-Tri chl orobenzene NA 1(9)

Napht hal ene 21 17 70 5(S) 4-Chloroaniline NA

10(S) Hexachl or obut adi ene NA NA 4- Chl or o- 3- Met hyl phenol NA 5(9)
2- Met hyl napht hal ene NA NA Hexachl or ocycl opent adi ene NA NA
2,4,6-Trichl orophenol NA NA 2,4, 5-Trichl orophenol NA NA

2- Chl or onapht hal ene NA 10(S) 2-Nitroaniline NA NA

Di et hyl pht hal ate NA 50(G Acenapht hyl ene NA NA 2, 6-D nitrotol uene
NA 5(S) 3-Nitroaniline NA NA

Notes: Anal ysis perfornmed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation linmt. Data for wells OM12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimted based on data
validation. MCL - Federal Maxi num Contam nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Anmbi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicabl e/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.



TABLE 1 (Conti nued)

SEM - VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPOUNDS
EXCEEDANCES FOUND | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND S| TE PORT
JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber oW 11 oW 14 OM13 OV 12

OW 15 OW 16 oW 17 ONM18 OWM 19 Feder al
NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95
9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94

4/ 95 9/94 4/95 MCL SGV SEM - VOLATI LES (ug/ L)
Acenapht hene NA 20(S) 2,4-Dinitrophenol NA NA 4- N trophenol NA
NA D benzofuran NA NA 2,4-D nitrotol uene NA 5(S) Diethyl phthal ate
57 NA 50( G 4-Chl orophenyl - Phenyl Ether NA NA Fl uorene NA

50(G 4-Ntroaniline NA NA 4, 6- D ni tro-2- Met hyl phenol NA NA

NN trosodi phenyl am ne NA 50( G 4-Bronophenyl - Phenyl et her NA NA
Hexachl or obenzene 1 0. 35(S) Pentachl orophenol 1 1(9)

Phenant hr ene NA 50(G Anthracene NA 50(Q Carbazole NA NA
Di - N-Butyl pht hal ate NA NA Fl uor ant hene NA 50(G Pyrene NA

50( G Butyl benzyl phthal ate NA 50(GQ 3, 3'-dichlorobenzidine NA NA
Benzo( A) Ant hracene NA 0.002(S) Chrysene NA 0. 002(9)

Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) Pht hal ate 6 50(S) D -NCctyl phthal ate NA NA
Benzo( B) Fl uor ant hene NA 0. 002(S) Benzo(K)Fl uorant hene NA 0. 002(9)
Benzo(A) Pyrene 2 ND | ndeno(1, 2, 3- Cd) Pyrene NA 0. 002(9)

Di benz(A, H) Ant hracene NA NA Benzo(G H, | ) Peryl ene NA NA

Not es: Anal ysis performed by nethod 8240. U Conpound not detected above the
sanple quantitation linmt. Data for wells OM12 and OM 14 have been corrected

for this table. J Reported value is estimated based on data

val i dation. MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level . E
Concentration exceeded calibration range of instrument. SGV - NYSDEC Anbi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. D Diluted sanple. NA

- Not applicabl e/no value available. B Conmpound was found in bl ank.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal NYSDEC MV 1 MV 3 MV4 M¥5 MN 10
Sanpling Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/ 94 4/95

7/96 4/95 7/96

METALS (1g/L) Al um num 200 100(S) 160 1980

172 1400 2850 Anti nony 6 3(G Arsenic 50 25(9)
180 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadnium

5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(S) Copper 1, 000 200(9)
935 Iron NA  300(S) 304 3250 51900 17700

18200 12500 6710 26600 Lead NA  25(S) 54.3
Magnesi um NA 35, 000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 6060 5640 5850 3360
4230 4520 7850 6380 5880 355 4640 Mercury 2 2(9)

Sel eni um 50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodi um NA

20, 000(S) 38600 33100 28000 257000 264000 205000 Thal I'i um

2 4G 4.2 Zinc NA  300(S) 620 Cyanide 200 100(9)
Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC ONM 6 ONM7 ONM8 Sanpling
Dat e: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/ 95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 METALS (jg/L)
Al um num 200 100(S) 924 28200 601 43200 1170
12100 Antinony 6 3(Q 3.3 Arsenic 50 25(S) 28.8
31.2 26.8 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4

3(O 3.4 Cadnmium 5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(S) 455
Copper 1, 000 200(S) Iron NA 300(S) 3930
61700 715 66800 12100 31800 9740 Lead NA  25(9)
58.9 79.9 35.3 Magnesi um NA  35,000(G 3780 Manganese 50
300( S) 5940 4260 3850 4560 4790

Mer cury 2 2(S) Sel eni um 50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodium
NA  20,000(S) Thallium?2 4(Q Zinc NA  300(S) Cyanide 200 100(S)
Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC ONM9 ONM 10 Oonv 11
Sanpl i ng Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/ 94 4/95 7/ 96
METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(9S) 10300 14700

4310 137000 677 2000 37100 Anti rmony 6 3(G 8.1

15 4.4 Arsenic 50 25(S) 69
41.2 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(Q

7.2 3.5 Cadmi um 5 10(S) Chrom um 100
50(S) 123 155 70 555 275 Copper 1, 000
200( S) 333 265 Iron NA  300(S)
90400 72400 53800 20900 346000 41400 47000 140000
26800 Lead NA 25(S) 283 127
58.1 Magnesi um NA  35,000(G 64700 Manganese 50 300(9S)

6030 5240 8600 4180 10600 6180 6190 7980 5660
Mer cury 2 2(S) Sel enium 50 10(S) Silver 100
50(S) Sodi um NA 20, 000(S) 30500 37900

30500 Thal I'i um 2 4(Q 6.2 Zinc NA  300(S) 742

557 Cyani de 200 100(S)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi num Contani nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC ONM12 ONM13

OW 14 Sanpling Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/ 95
METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(S) 1750 8440 931
54200 7540 19800 Anti nony 6 3(G 4.2 3.2
Arsenic 50 25(S) 39 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium
4 3(Q 3.3 Cadmium5 10(S) Chrom um 100
50(S) 669 Copper 1, 000 200(S) 236 Iron NA  300(9)
53200 68100 69800 2320 73300 19200 17700 35800 Lead

NA  25(S) 61 Magnesium NA  35,000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 5420
6780 8690 1680 6010 7960 1990 2580 Mercury 2 2(9)
Sel eni um 50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodium NA
20, 000(S) 22500 Thal l'ium 2 4(Q Zinc NA  300(S) 1010 Cyani de
200 100(S)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC OWN 15 ONM16 OWN 16D
OWM 16S OWM 17 Sanpling Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 7/96
7/96 9/94 4/ 95 7/96 METALS (ng/L) Al uni num 200 100(9S) 671
353 2610 26700 2290 20300 Anti nony 6 3(G 3.3 Arsenic

50 25(S) Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadm um
5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(9) 81.1 Copper

1, 000 200(S) Iron NA  300(S) 28800 25700 2720

65500 978 4920 39100 Lead NA  25(9) 49.5
29. 4 Magnesi um NA  35,000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 6980 5750

2430 2130 2640 2650 8890 7860 8440 Mercury 2 2(S) Sel enium
50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodium NA 20, 000(S)

25200 22100 31000 Thal I'i um 2 4(Q 6.8 5.8 Zinc

NA  300(S) Cyanide 200 100(9)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC ONM18 OWM 19

OW 20 Sanpling Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/ 95
7/ 96 METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(S) 7250 19900

1220 22700 38000 Anti nony 6 3(G 5.7 3.5
4.5 Arsenic 50 25(9) 70.9 37.7 28.9 78.6

43.1 105 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadmium
5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(S) 375 Copper 1, 000

200(S) Iron NA 300(S) 24300 98600 54000 58800
92800 67200 51800 121000 29000 Lead NA  25(S) 46.9
78. 6 Magnesi um NA  35,000(G Manganese 50 300(9S) 7570
5090 1480 3190 3640 5060 3520 6560 2440 Mercury

2 2(S) Selenium 50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodi um

NA 20, 000(S) 21900 31000 25700 24000 Thal I'i um 2 4(Q
Zinc NA 300(S) 364

Cyani de 200 100(S)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC ONM21 OWM22

OW 23 Sanpling Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/95 7/96 9/94 4/ 95
7/ 96 METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(9S) 6370 453

926 142 669 Anti nony 6 3(G 3.4 Arsenic 50 25(9)
35 Barium 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadmium

5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(S) Copper 1, 000 200(9)
Iron NA  300(S) 40900 30100 27000 62900 58000
52000 15700 11000 26300 Lead NA  25(S) Magnesi um NA

35, 000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 4960 4720 4700 3000
2720 2450 2180 1080 1830 Mercury 2 2(S) Sel enium
50 10(S) Silver 100 50(S) Sodium NA 20, 000(S) 25400
24400 24600 23500 42000 44100 31600 57000 Thal lium

2 4(Q Zinc NA  300(S) Cyanide 200 100(9)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nurber Federal NYSDEC BW 1 BW?2 BW3 BW 4
Sanpl i ng Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/ 95 9/94 4/ 95 9/ 94 4/95
METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(S) 1470 336 231 643 201
3640 237 Anti nmony 6 3(G Arsenic 50 25(S) Barium
2,000 1, 000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadmium 5 10(S)

Chr omi um 100 50(S) Copper 1,000 200(S) Iron NA
300( ) 1170 344 451 5570 399 Lead NA
25(S) 39.2 Magnesi um NA  35,000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 399 308
Mer cury 2 2(S) Sel enium 50 10(S) Silver 100
50(S) Sodi um NA 20, 000( S) 38900 32300
30400 34700 Thal I'ium 2 4(Q 6.9 4.7 5.1 Zinc

NA  300(S) Cyanide 200 100(S)
Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

ANALYTE LI ST METALS H TS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber Federal  NYSDEC BW 5 TW2 TW3 XW2 XW14
Sanpl i ng Date: MCLs SGVs 9/94 4/95 9/94 4/95 9/ 94 4/95 4/ 94 4/ 95
METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 100(S) 558 2100 989 1890 123

554 11900 18900 Anti nony 6 3(Q Arsenic 50 25(9)

Bari um 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 4 3(G Cadm um

5 10(S) Chrom um 100 50(S) Copper 1,000 200(S) Iron

NA  300(S) 4640 7830 1410 5190 935 20300 36200 Lead
NA 25(S) Magnesi um NA  35,000(G Manganese 50 300(S) 3440 3390
6910 2610 2540 Mercury 2 2(S) Sel enium 50 10(S) Silver

100 50(S) Sodium NA 20, 000(S) 22100 28600 25100 Thal I'i um

2 4Q 5 4.7 4.7 Zinc NA  300(S) Cyanide
200 100(S)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality
Standards (S) and Quidance (G Values. NA - Not Applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

TARGET ANALYTE LI ST METALS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nurber MM 1 MM 3 MN 4 MAM 10 MW 20 MN 30

oW 2 Feder al NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Date: 07/ 23/ 96 07/ 24/ 96
07/ 18/ 96 07/ 17/ 96 07/ 18/ 96 07/ 24/ 96 07/ 18/ 96 MCLs
SGvs METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U
200 U 200 U 200 100(S) Antinony 60 U 60 U 60 U

60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 6 3(G Arsenic 10 U
10 U 10 U 10.7 10 U 10 U 10 U 50 25(S) Barium

200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U200 U 200 U 2 000
1,000(S) Beryllium5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 U5 U 5

U 4 3(G Cadmumb5 U 5 ) 5 U 5 U 5 Uus

U 5 U 5 10(S) Cal ci um 23000 19000 108000
76000 112000 19000 56000 NA NA Chrom um

12 J 10 ] 10 U 10 U 18 10 J 10 J 100

50(S) Cobal t 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
50 U NA NA Copper 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U 25
U 25 U 25 U 1, 000 200(S) Iron 100 U 300
12500 26600 12500 338 100 U NA 300(S) Lead
3 U3 ) 4,1 U 3 U 3 U 3 U3 ) NA 25(9)
Magnesi um 8000 5000 14000 7000 15000 5000
7000 NA 35, 000(G Manganese 5850 4520 5880 4640 5890
4470 171 50 300(S) Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U

0.2 U2 2(S) N ckel 40 U 40 U 40 U 40 U

40 U 40 U 40 U NA NA Pot assi um 5000 U 5000 U

6000 5000 U 6000 5000 U 5 U NA NA Sel eni um

7 56.3 5 U 50 10(S) Silver 10 U 10

U 10 U 10 ) 10 U 10 U 10 U 100 50(S) Sodi um 28000
6000 205000 18000 204000 6000 10000 NA

20, 000(S) Thal l'ium 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 u?2 4(Q
Vanadi um 50 U 50 ] 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 ]
NA NA Zinc 20 U 20 ] 20 U 20 U 20 U 20 U
20 U NA 300( S)

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contami nant Level U Not detected SGV - NYSDEC Ambi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Cui dance (G Val ues. J Value is
estimated. NA - Not applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

TARGET ANALYTE LI ST METALS FCOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI S, NEW YORK

Vel |l Nunber ONM5 Oon 7 oW 8 ONM9 ONM 10 onv 11

ow 12 Feder al NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e: 07/ 22/ 96

07/ 22/ 96 07/ 18/ 96 07/ 16/ 96 07/ 23/ 96 07/ 24/ 96 07/ 16/ 96
MCLs SGVs METALS (nug/L) Al um num 200 U 200 U 200 U 200
U 677 200 U 200 U 200 100(S) Antinony 60 U 60 U
60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 6 3(G Arsenic

10 U 10 U 17.5 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 50

25(S) Barium 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200
U 200 U 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 5 U 5 U 5 U
5 U 5 u 5 U 5 U 4 3(G Cadmium 5 u
5 U 5 U 5U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5 10(S) Cal cium
31000 119000 12000 95000 128000 163000

134000 NA NA Chr oni um 10 U 14 14 70 24
10 U 29 100 50(S) Cobalt 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
50 U 50 U 50 U NA NA Copper 25 U 25 U 25 U 25
U 25 U 25 U 25 U 1, 000 200(S) Iron 5710 100 U
9740 53800 41400 26800 69800 NA 300( S)
Lead 3 U 3 U 3 U 4.6 U 3 U3 U 3 U NA

25(S) Magnesi um 5000 6000 5000 U 9000 9000 9000 10000
NA 35,000(G Manganese 3440 38 4790 8600 6180

5660 8690 50 300(S) Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U

0.2 U2 2(S) N ckel 40 U 40 U40 U 48

40 U 40 U 40 U NA NA Pot assi um 5000 U 5000 U

5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U NA NA Sel eni um

5 U 5U 5 U 50 10(S) Silver

10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 100

50(S) Sodi um 75000 7000 13000 11000 12000
9000 17000 NA 20, 000(S) Thal l'ium

10 U 10 U 10 U 2 4(Q Vanadi um 50
U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U NA NA Zi nc
20 U 20 U 20 U 25 20 U 20 U 20 U NA

300( )

Not es:

MCL - Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level U Not detected SGV - NYSDEC Anbi ent
Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. J Value is
estimated. NA - Not applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

TARGET ANALYTE LI ST METALS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nurber oW 21 oW 22 oW 23 EQB #1 EB #3
EQB #2 Feder al NYSDEC Sanpling Date: 07/17/96 07/ 17/ 96

07/ 24/ 96 07/ 19/ 96 07/ 24/ 96 07/ 19/ 96 MCLs SGVs
METALS (ug/L) Al umi num 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U

200 100(S) Anti nony 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U
60 U 6 3(G Arsenic 10 U 35 12.3 10 U 10 U
10 U 50 25(S) Barium200 U 200 U 381 200 U 200 U
200 U 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 5 Us u 5 u 5

U 5 U 5 U4 3(Q Cadmi um 5 U 5 us U
5 U 5 u 5 U 5 10(S) Cal ci um 78000 73000
155000 5000 5000 U 5000 U NA NA Chromum 10 U 10 U

10 U 10 U 10 U 29 100 50(S) Cobalt 50 U
50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U NA NA Copper 25
U 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U 1,000 200(S) Iron

27000 52000 26300 100 U 100 U 130 U NA

300(S) Lead 3 U 3 U 3 U 3 u 3 U3 u NA

25(S) Magnesi um 8000 16000 15000 5000 U 5000 U 5000
U NA 5, 000(G Manganese 4700 2450 1830 15 U 15 U 15
u 50 300(S) Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 UO0.2 U 2
2(S) N ckel 40 U40 U 40 U 40 U 40 U 40 U
NA NA Pot assi um 5000 U 27000 9000 5000 U 5000 U
5000 U NA NA Sel enium 5 8 5 uUb U

50 10(S) Silver 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
10 U 100 50(S) Sodi um 18000 42000 57000

5000 U 5000 U 5000 U NA 20, 000(S) Thal l'i um 10 U 10 U 10

U 10 U 2 4(GQ Vanadi um 50 U 50 U 50 U

50 U 50 U550 U NA NA Zi nc 20 U 20 U 20

U 20 U 20 U 20 U NA 300(S)
Not es:
MCL - Federal WMaxi mum Contam nant Level U Not detected SGV - NYSDEC Anbi ent

Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G Val ues. J Value is
estimated. NA - Not applicabl e/ no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 1

TARGET ANALYTE LI ST METALS FOUND | N GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES

CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Vel | Nunber OW 13 OW 16D OW 16S OWN 17 ON18
oW 19 oW 20 Feder al NYSDEC Sanpl i ng Dat e:

07/ 22/ 96 07/ 22/ 96 07/ 22/ 96 07/ 27/ 96 07/ 24/ 96 07/ 24/ 96
07/ 17/ 96 MCLs SGVs METALS (ug/L) Al um num 200 U 200

U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 100(S) Antinony
60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 60 U 6

3(G Arsenic 0 U 10 U 10 U 10U 37.7 43.1
10 U 50 25(S) Barium 200 U 200 U 200 U 200
U 200 U 261 200 U 2,000 1,000(S) Beryllium 5 U
5 U 5 U 5U 5 U 5 U 5 U 4 3(G Cadmium
5 U 5 U 5 U 5U 5 U 5 U 5 U 5

10(S) Cal ci um 148000 18000 36000 52000
62000 85000 58000 NA NA Chromium10 U 10
U 23 J 10 U 10 U110 U 10 U 100 50(S) Cobalt 50
U 5 U 50 U 50 U 5 US0 U 5 U NA NA
Copper 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U 25 U25 U 25 U 1,000
200(S) Iron 19200 978 194 100 U 54000 67200

29000 NA 300(S) Lead 3 5.1 4.1 3 U 3
U3 U 3 U M 25(S) Magnesi um 10000 5000 U 6000
6000 8000 12000 5000 NA 35,000(G Manganese 7960 2640
2650 8440 1480 5060 2440 50 300(S) Mercury 0.2 U

2 2(S) Nickel 40 U40 U 40 U 40 U 40 U
40 U40 U NA NA Pot assi um 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U

5000 U 25000 18000 5000 U  NA NA Sel eni um 5

50 10(S) Silver 10 U110 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
10 U110 U 100 50(S) Sodi um 17000 7000 31000

15000 17000 24000 8000 NA 20,000(S) Thal | ium 10

u 2 4(G Vanadi um 50 U 50U 5 U 50 U 50 U
50 U 50U NA NA Zi nc 20 U 20 U20 U 20

U 20 U 20 U 20 UNA 300( S)

Notes: OW 16S-Represents readings taken at a depth of 26.0 OM16S- Represents
readi ngs taken at a depth of 43.5 MCL - Federal Maxi mum Cont anmi nant Level

U Not detected SGV - NYSDEC Anbient Water Quality Standards (S) and Qui dance (G
Val ues. J Value is estimated. NA - Not applicabl e/no val ue avail abl e.



TABLE 2 EXPOSURE PO NT CONCENTRATI ONS
GROUNDWATER I N QUTWASH, TILL, AND
BEDROCK AQUI FERS CARROLL & DUBI ES
SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVIS, NEW
YORK

Maxi mum

Geonetric Qpe
Tal | Upper 95%
Exposure Number of
Nunber of Nunber of
Det ected Geonetric

St andar d H Statistic
Confi dence Poi nt
Chemi cal s- of - Concern
Sanmpl es Det ects
Nondet ect s Concentrati on
Mean Devi ati on

at 95% Limt

Concentration Vol atile
O gani ¢ Conpounds (g/ L)
Vi nyl Chloride

61 6 55
34 5.78 1.71
1.867 7.60

7.60 Chl oroet hane

61 1 60
15 5.64 1. 63
1. 806 7.13

7.13

1, 2-Di chl oroet hene(total)
61 10 51
130 6.4 2.11
2.012 10.3

10. 3 Chl orof orm

61 1 60
10 J 5.6 1.62
1. 806 7.03

7.03 Trichl oroet hene

61 4 57
24 5.84 1.71
1.867 7.68

7. 68 Benzene

61 23 38
2,600 14.7

6.74 3.355

207 207

Tet rachl or oet hene

61 4 57
100 6.34 2.04
2.012 9.82

9. 82 Tol uene

61 5 56

18 5.38 1.8



1.867 7.39
7.39 Chl or obenzene

61 10 51
10 J 5.74 1.65
1.867 7.34

7. 34 Et hyl benzene

61 5 56
30 J 5.73 1.72
1.867 7.55

7.55 Total Xyl enes

61 8 53
62 6.48 2.12
2.012 10. 4

10.4 Seni-Vol atile
O gani ¢ Conpounds (g/ L)
Phenol

59 11 48
71 6. 15 2.04
2.015 9. 56

9.56 1, 4-Di chl or obenzene
59 2 57
2] 5.04 1.49
1. 757 5. 98

2.00 1, 2-Dichl orobenzene
59 2 57
2] 5.04 1.49
1. 757 5.98

2.00 2- Met hyl phenol

59 2 57
17 4.98 1.54
1. 807 6. 07

1. 00 4- Met hyl phenol

59 5 54
4] 4.79 1. 63
1.807 6. 05

4.00 | sophorone

59 1 58
440 5.46 1.8
1. 869 7.5

7.5 Napht hal ene

59 4 55
21 5.57 1.48
1. 757 6. 58

6. 58 2- Met hyl napht hal ene
59 6 53
27 5. 69 1.58
1. 807 7.03

7.03 Diethyl pht hal ate

59 24 35
57 4.69 2.24
2.100 8.13

8.13 Di-n-butyl phthal ate
59 11 48
10 J 4.57 1.66
1. 869 5. 87

5.87 Di-n-octyl pht hal ate
59 5 54



One half the detection Iimt used in statistics

3J 4.9 1.49

1. 807 5.87

3.00 Metal (ng/L)

Al um num

30 30 0
10, 300 1,180
3.60 2.756

5,170 5,170
Arseni c

30 19 11
29 3.16 3.26
2.565 11.2

11.2 Barium

30 30 0
284 69. 3 2.24
2.213 134

134 Beryl i um

30 23 7
1B 0. 145

2.07 2.111

0. 25 0.25 Chrom um
30 23 7
123 6. 35 2.94
2.437 18.5

18.5 Copper

30 26 4

51 5.75 3.20
2.565 19.7

19.7 Lead

30 25 5
39.2 1.64 3.21
2.565 5. 64

5. 64 Sel eni um

30 2 28
1.5 B 0.574
1.31 1.7449

0. 65 0.65 Silver

30 3 27
7.9 B 2.44

1.38 1.797

2.85 2. 85 Vanadi um
30 27 3
26.7 B 5.38

2.09 2.111

9.41 9.41 Zinc

30 30 0
170 36.2 2.45
2.213 78. 4

78. 4

Exposure point concentration is the 95% UCL assuming a | ognormal distribution of

t he maxi mum concentrati on, is smaller



TABLE 3 POTENTI AL
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE
SCENARI G5 CARRCLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT
JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Re
For Exposure Sour ce Exposure |Intake
Eval uati on? Setting Recept or Medi a Medi um
Rout e (Yes/ No) Rationale for Elimnation
Qurrent O f-site Residential G oundwater User G oundwat er G oundwat er
I ngesti on No I nconpl ete exposure pat hways. Dermal
Cont act No G oundwat er plune has not reached Shower
Ar I nhal ati on Wil e Showeri ng No donestic wells.
O f-site Recreational User of Gold Creek G oundwat er Surf ace
Water | ngestion
No I nconpl ete
exposur e pat hways.
Der mal Cont act
No
G oundwat er pl une
has not reached
surface water.
Future On-site Industrial Wrker G oundwat er G oundwat er
I ngestion Yes Shower Air Der mal Cont act No
Dernmal contact and inhal ation of Inhalation Wile Showering No
vol atil es during showering seens unlikely at the site. On-site
Resi dential G oundwater User G oundwat er G oundwat er
I ngesti on No I npl ausi bl e scenario Derrmal Cont act
No Site is expected to renain industrial Shower Air
I nhal ati on Wi | e Showeri ng No in the future.
Of-site Residential Goundwater User G oundwat er
G oundwat er
I ngesti on
No I nconpl et e

exposur e pat hways.
Dermal Cont act

No

G oundwater plune is
not expected Shower

Ar I nhal ati on
Wi | e Showering
No to mgrate
to offsite donestic
wel | s.

O f-site Recreational User of Gold O eek G oundwat er Sur f ace
Water | ngestion
No I nconpl ete

exposur e pat hways
Der mal Cont act

No

G oundwat er plune is
not expected to
mgrate to surface
wat er .



TABLE 4 CANCER SLOPE FACTCORS AND
REFERENCE DCSES FOR CHEM CALS- OF- CONCERN CARROLL &
DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT JERVI S, NEW YCORK

Chroni c Cancer Reference Sl ope Dose
Fact or Wi ght COral O al
of Chem cal s- of - Concern (mg/ Kg/ day)
(my/ Kg/ day) - 1 Evi dence Vol atile Organic
Conpounds Vi nyl Chloride --

1.9 H A Chl or oet hane

0.4 N 0.0029 N G- B2 1, 2-Di chl or oet hene
0.009 H -- -- Chloroform

0.01 1 0.0061 I B2 Tri chl or oet hene

0.006 N 0.011 N C- B2 Benzene

-- 0. 029 | A Tetrachl or oet hene
0.01 1 0.052 N C- B2 Tol uene

0.2 1 -- D Chl or obenzene

0.02 | -- D Et hyl benzene

0.11 -- D Total Xyl enes

21 -- D Sem -Vol atiles Organic
Conmpounds Phenol 0.6 1

o
o
©

D 1, 2-Di chl or obenzene

-- D 1, 4- D chl or obenzene
-- 0.024 H C 2- Met hyl phenol
0.05 1 -- C 4- Met hyl phenol
0.005 H -- C | sophorone
0.2 1 0. 00095 | C Napht hal ene
0.04 N -- D 2- Met hyl napht hal ene
-- -- -- D -n-butyl pht hal ate
0.11 -- D D et hyl pht hal at e
0.8 1 -- D D - n-octyl pht hal ate
0.02 H -- -- Metals A uninum
1N -- -- Arsenic
0. 0003 | 1.5 1 A Barium
0.07 1 -- -- Beryllium
0. 005 1| 4.3 1 B2 Chrom um (1)
0.005 1 -- A Copper
0.037 H -- D Lead
-- -- B2 Sel eni um
0. 005 1 -- D Silver
0.005 | -- D Vanadi um
0.007 H -- -- Zinc
0.3 1 -- D
Notes: -- Indicates that no criteria is available. | - Integrated R sk

Information System (IR'S), January 1996. H - Health Effects Assessnent Sumary
Tabl es (HEAST), FY-1995, Annual and Supplenent No. 1. N - National Center for
Envi ronnent al Assessnent (NCEA). (1)- Values presented are for ChromiumWV.



TABLE 5

SUMVARY OF CANCER RI SKS AND HAZARD | NDI CES FOR | NDUSTRI AL
WORKERS EXPOSED TO GROUNDWATER FROM QUTWASH, TILL, AND
BEDROCK AQUI FERS CARROLL & DUBI ES SUPERFUND SI TE PORT
JERVI'S, NEW YORK

Per cent Percent

Chronic Chroni ¢ Chem cal s-of - Concern
Cancer Risk Cancer Risk Hazard | ndex
Hazard I ndex VOCs Vinyl Chloride
5. 0E- 05 37. 00% NA NA
Chl or oet hane 7.2E-08
0. 05% 1. 7E-04 0. 03%
1, 2-Di chl or oet hene(total) NA NA
1.1E-02 2.01% Chl orof orm
1. 5E-07 0.11% 6. 9E- 03 1.24%
Tri chl or oet hene 3. 0E- 07
0.22% 1.3E-02 2. 25% Benzene
2. 1E-05 15. 38% NA NA
Tet rachl or oet hene 1. 8E-06 1.31%
9. 6E- 03 1. 73% Tol uene
NA NA 3. 6E-04 0. 06%
Chl or obenzene NA
NA 3. 6E-03 0. 65% Et hyl benzene
NA NA 7. 4E- 04 0.13%
Total Xyl enes NA

5. 1E-05 0.01% Total VQOCs
7. 4E- 05 54. 06% 4. 5E-02
8. 11% Semi - VOCs Phenol
NA NA 1. 6E-04 0. 03%
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene NA NA
2.2E-04 0. 04% 1, 4- Di chl or obenzene
1. 7E-07 0.12% NA NA
2- Met hyl phenol NA NA
2. 0E- 04 0. 04% 4- Met hyl phenol
NA NA 7. 8E-03 1.41%
| sophor one 2. 5E-08
0.02% 3. 7E-04 0. 07% Napht hal ene
NA NA 1. 6E-03 0.29%
2- Met hyl napht hal ene NA NA
NA NA D - n-butyl phthal ate NA
NA 5. 7E- 04 0. 10% Di et hyl pht hal ate
NA NA 9. 9E- 05 0.02%
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate NA NA
1.5E-03 0.26% Total Sem - VOCs
1. 9E- 07 0. 14% 1. 3E-02
2.25% Metal s Al um num NA NA
5.1E-02 9. 09% Ar seni ¢
5. 9E- 05 43. 04% 3. 7E-01 65. 62%
Bari um NA NA
1.9E-02 3.36% Beryl i um 3. 8E- 06
2. 75% 4. 9E- 04 0. 09% Chr om um
NA NA 3. 6E-02 6. 50% Copper
NA NA 5. 2E-03 0. 94% Lead
NA NA NA NA Sel eni um
NA NA 1.3E-03 0.23% Si | ver



NA NA 5. 6E-03 1. 00% Vanadi um
NA NA 1.3E-02 2.36% Zi nc

NA NA 2. 6E-03 0. 46% Tot al

Met al s 6. 2E- 05 45, 80%
5.0E-01 89. 65% TOTAL

1.4E-04 100% 0. 56 100% Not es:

NA - Not applicable, no toxicity indices are
avai |l abl e for chem cal - of - concern.



TABLE 6 CAPI TAL AND O&M COST ESTI MATE FOR ALTERNATI VE 2 | NTRI NSI C Bl ODEGRADATI ON W TH | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS

Task Quantity Units Unit Cost Total Cost

Not es
1. Initial Laboratory Study Sanple Collection 1 LS
$5, 000 $5, 000 One tine event for the collection of groundwater
sanpl es St udy 1 LS  $35, 000 $35, 000
Laboratory eval uati on Report 1 LS $10, 000
$10, 000 Subt ot al $50, 000

2. Legal costs for Land- and G oundwater-Use Restrictions Legal and Filing Fees

1 LS  $25, 000 $25, 000 Establ i shing restrictions beyond

necessary for QU 1 Subt ot al $25, 000

Subtotal - One-Tinme Expenditure $75, 000
3. Environnental Sanpling G oundwater Sanpling and Anal ysis 28 wells
$1, 000 $28, 000 Organic anal ysis of 2 upgradi ent and 12
downgr adi ent wel | s Subt ot al $28, 000
3. Reporting Annual Summary Reports 1 LS  $30, 000
$30, 000 Annual cost for annual reporting to sunmmarize above anal yti cal
resul ts Subt ot al $30, 000

Subt ot al (Annual Q&M $58, 000

Total Net Present Value (@ 12% ROR) $284, 077



APPENDI X |1l
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX

CARRCLL AND DUBI ES OPERABLE UNI T TWD ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE
I NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

3.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
3.4 Renedial Investigation Reports

P. 300001 - Report: Addendumto Suppl ermental Hydrogeol ogi c 300245 Renedi al Investigation: Results of
Field Investigation, at the Carroll and Dubies Site, During April, 1995, prepared by Remedi ation

Technol ogi es, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A Mirphy, Lester, Schwab, Katz, Dwer, and M. Robert J.
d asser, Gould and WIkie, August 4, 1995, revised Novenber 1, 1995.

P. 300246 - Report: Suppl enental Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Renedi al 300579 Investigation, Carroll and Dubies Superfund
Site, Port Jervis, New York, prepared by Renediation Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A. Mirphy,
Lester, Schwab, Katz, Dwer, and M. Robert J. dasser, Gould and Wlkie; April 7, 1995.

P. 300580 - Report: Exposure Pathway Analysis Report, Carroll 300604 and Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New
York, prepared by Renediation Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A Mirphy, Lester, Schwab, Katz,
Dwer, and M. Robert J. dasser, Gould and WIlkie; March 3, 1995.

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4.2 Feasibility Study Wrk Pl ans

P. 400001 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, U S. EPA Region Il, 400090 from M. Robert Bl ock, Principal,
RETEC, and M. David Mrgan, Associate, RETEC, re: Revisions to G oundwater Mdeling Wrkplan, Cctober 9,
1995. (Attached: 1. "Response to Conments from EPA Dated Septenber 18, 1995," Septenber 18, 1995. 2.
"Response to Conments from EPA Dated Cctober 2, 1995," Cctober 2, 1995. 3. Plan: G oundwater Mdeling
Workpl an, Carroll and Dubi es Superfund Site, undated.)

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

P. 400091 - Report: Goundwater Mdeling Report, Carroll and 400349 Dubies Superfund Site, Port Jervis,
New York, prepared by Renediation Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A Mirphy, Lester, Schwab,
Katz, Dwyer, and M. Robert J. dassner, Gould and WIkie, January 1996.

P. 400350 - Report: Feasibility Study for the G oundwater 400507 Qperable Unit, Carroll and Dubies Site,
prepared by Renedi ati on Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A Mirphy, Lester, Schwab, Katz, Dwer,
and M. Robert J. dassner, Gould and WIlkie, My 1996.

7.0 ENFORCEMENT

7.2 Endangerment Assessnents

P. 700001 - Report: Baseline Risk Assessnent, Carroll and 700534 Dubies Superfund Site, Port Jervis, New
York, prepared by Renediation Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Jonathan A Mirphy, Lester, Schwab, Katz,
Dwer, and M. Robert J. dassner, Gould and Wlkie, April 3, 1996.

7.8 Correspondence

P. 700535 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, U S. EPA Region 700838 Il, fromJonathan A. Mirphy, Esqg.,
Lester, Schwab, Katz & Dwyer, re: New York (Carroll & Dubies) v. Kol mar Laboratories, Inc., Novenber 9,



1995. (Attached: 1. Zoning Map; 2. Report: Zoning Laws, prepared by Town of Deerpark, New York, adopted
January 8, 1990, anended Septenber 17, 1990, Decenber 7, 1992, August 2, 1993, and Cctober 4, 1993; 3. Plan:
Master Plan (O Conprehensive Devel opnent Plan), Town of Deerpark, O ange County, New York, June, 1989,
prepared by Garling Associates, Consulting Planners, prepared fromthe Town of Deerpark, O ange County, New
York, adopted by the Town Board, Septenber 11, 1989; 4.

Report: Subdivision Regul ations of the Town of Deerpark, County of Orange, State of New York, prepared by
Ms. Shirley Zeller, Town derk, Town of Deerpark, Orange County, adopted by the Town of Deerpark, Town Board,
Decenber 20, 1993.

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON

10.9 Proposed Pl an

P. 10. 00001- Pl an: Superfund Proposed Plan, Carroll and 10.00020 Dubies Sewage D sposal Inc., Town of
Deer park, Orange County, New York, prepared by U S. EPA Region Il, August 28, 1996.

CARRCLL & DUBI ES SEWACGE DI SPCSAL SI TE OPERABLE UNI T TWO ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE UPDATE | NDEX OF DOCUMENTS
3.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

3.1 Sanpling and Anal ysis Pl ans

P. 300605- Report: Summary of Laboratory Data Sanpling 300610 Event, Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal
Site, Port Jervis, New York, July 15-26, 1996.

5.0 RECORD OF DECI SION

5.1 Record of Decision

P. 500001- Record of Decision - Carroll & Dubies Sewage 500250 D sposal, Inc., Superfund Site, Town of
Deer park, Orange County, New York, Septenber 30, 1996.

6.0 STATE COORDI NATI ON

6.3 Correspondence

P. 600001- Letter to M. R chard Caspe, Director, Emergency & 600001 Remedi al Response Division, US
EPA, Region Il, to M. Mchael J. O Toole, Jr., Director, Dvision of Environnental Renediation, N Y.S.
Departnment of Environmental Conservation, re: Carroll & Dubies OJ Proposed Renmedial Action Plan, August 22,
1996.

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI C PATI ON

10.2 Community Rel ations Pl an

P. 10. 00021- List of interested parties, Carroll & Dubies 10.00032 Sewage D sposal Superfund Site, Port
Jervis, New York. (Note: This docunent is CONFIDENTIAL. It can be |located at the Superfund Records Center,
290 Broadway, 18t floor, New York, New York, 10007-1866.)

10. 3 Public Notices

P. 10. 00033- Public Notice: "The U S. Environmental Protection 10.00033 Agency (EPA) Invites Public

Comrent on its Proposed Plan for renediati ng contam nated groundwater at the Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal
Superfund site, Port Jervis, New York," prepared by U S. EPA Region II.



Note: The docurents |listed on the attached index for the Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal Site
Adm ni strative Record file for Operable Unit 1 (QUl) are hereby incorporated into this Adm nistrative Record
file Qperable Unit 2 (QU2) by reference.

CARROLL & DUBIES SI TE OPERABLE UNI T ONE ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE | NDEX OF DOCUMENTS
1.0 SITE | DENTI FI CATI ON
1.4 Site Investigation Reports

P. 100001 - Report: Engineering Investigations at |nactive 100322 Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of
New York, Phase Il Investigations, Carroll and Dubies Site, Town of Deerpark, O ange County, New York,
prepared by Wehran Engi neering, P.C, prepared for Project Sponsors for Subm ssion to Division of Solid and
Hazardous Waste, New York State Departnent of Environnmental Conservation, February 1987.

P. 100323 - Report: Prelimnary Investigation of the Carroll 100429 and Dubies Site, Gty of Port Jervis,
Orange County, New York, Phase | Summary Report, prepared by Ecol ogi cal Analysts, Inc., prepared for New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation, Novenber 1983.

3.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
3.3 Wirk Plans

P. 300001 - Report: Health & Safety Plan, Renedial 300053 Investigation/Feasibility Study, Carroll &
Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, prepared by Bl asland & Bouck Engineers, P.C, January 1991 (Revi sed June
1991).

P. 300054 - Report: Quality Assurance Project Plan, Renedial 300250 |nvestigation/Feasibility Study,
Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, prepared by Bl asland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., January 1991
(Revi sed June 1991).

P. 300251 - Report: Work Plan, Renedial |nvestigations/ 300325 Feasibility Study, Carroll & Dubies Site,
Port Jervis, New York, prepared by Bl asl and & Bouck Engi neers, P.C., Novenber 1990.

4.6 Correspondence

P. 400676 - Letter to M. Doug Garbarini, Carroll and Dubies 400681 Site Contact, U S. EPA from M.
Brenda B. McDevitt, Environnental Scientist, Renediation Technologies, Inc., and M. Kevin R Jones,
Associ ate, Remedi ati on Technol ogies, Inc., re: ARARS Summary, Decenber 21, 1994. (Attached: Table 2-1,
Carrol|l and Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, Action-Specific ARARs, undated.)

P. 400682 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Carroll and Dubi es 400684 Site Project Manager, U S. EPA from
Ms. Brenda B. McDevitt, Environmental Scientist, Remediation Technologies, Inc., re: Cost Estimate for Of-
Site Incineration of Lagoon 7 Material, Decenber 9, 1994. (Attached: 1. Table 2-1A Carroll & Dubies Site,
Port Jervis, New York, Detailed Cost Estimate, Slurry Treatment for Lagoon 7 Soil, undated; 2. Table 2-1B,
Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, Detailed Cost Estimate, Incineration for Lagoon 7 Soil,

undat ed. )

10.0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON
10.4 Public Meeting Transcripts

P. 1000060 - Transcript: "Public Meeting for the Carroll and 1000157 Dubi es Superfund Site, Port Jervis,
New York," transcribed by Rockl and and Orange Reporting, transcribed on August 23, 1994.

10.9 Proposed Pl an



P. 1000158 - Report: Superfund Proposed Plan, Carroll and 1000169 Dubi es Sewage D sposal Inc., Town of
Deer park, Orange County, New York, prepared by U S. EPA - Region Il, August 1994.

P. 301366 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301368 York/ Cari bbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler EE Gass, C P.G, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:
response to the January 5, 1993 letter from Doug Garbarini and subsequent tel ephone conversations which have
nmodi fied some of the itens addressed in that particular letter, January 8, 1993.

P. 301369 - Letter to M. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Vice 301372 Presi dent, Bl asl and & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., fromM. Doug Garbarini, Chief, Eastern New York/Caribbean Superfund Section |, Region Il, U S EPA
re: the New York State Department of Environnental Conservation's and the U S. Environmental Protection
Agency's comments on the Decenber 16, 1992 scope of work for the four tentatively identified forner |agoons
(TIFLs) located adjacent to the Carroll and Dubies property, January 5, 1993. (Attached: Figure 1, New
Potential Source Area, Site Map and Proposed Sanpling Locations, prepared by Bl asland & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., Cctober 19, 1992.)

P. 301373 - Letter to M. Doug Garbarini, Eastern New 301378 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:
submi ssion of various documents to Ms. Sharon Trocher regarding the tentatively identified former |agoons
(TIFLs), and a response to Attachnent 1 of M. Garbarini's Novenber 20, 1992 |etter entitled, "Additional
Issues to be Included in the Suppl enental Wrk Proposed on Cctober 13, 1992", Decenber 29, 1992. (Attached:
Figure 1, prepared by Bl asl and & Bouck Engineers, P.C., (undated).)

P. 301379 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301383 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E. Gass, C P.G, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:
potential investigation of possible adjacent |agoon area, Carroll and Dubies Site, Decenber 16, 1992.
(Attached: Figure 1, New Potential Source Area, Site Map and Proposed Sanpling Locations, prepared by

Bl asl and & Bouck Engineers, P.C., Cctober 19, 1992.)

P. 301384 - Letter to M. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Vice 301392 Presi dent, Bl asland & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., fromM. Doug Garbarini, Chief, Eastern New York/ Caribbean Superfund Section I, Region Il, U S EPA

re: response to the Cctober 13, 1992 letter which transmtted the proposed schedule for conpleting the
Renmedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and the proposed scope of supplenental work for the
Carrol|l and Dubies Superfund Site, Novenber 20, 1992. (Attached: 1. Enclosure 1, Report: Additional |ssues
to be Included in the Suppl emental Work Proposed on Cctober 13, 1992; 2. Figure 1, prepared by Blasland &
Bouck Engineers, P.C., (undated); 3. Figure 2, rock Aquifer Mnitoring Wll, (undated).)

P. 301393 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301398 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E Gass, C P.G, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:
Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, Supplenental |nvestigation, Scope of Wrk, Cctober 13, 1992.
(Attached: Site Map and Proposed Suppl enental Sanpling Locations, prepared by Bl asl and & Bouck, Engi neers,
P.C., Cctober 6, 1992.)

P. 301399 - Letter to Ms. Vita DeMarchi, Senior Project 301400 Hydrogeol ogi st, Bl asland & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., from M. Sharon Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, Eastern New York & Caribbean Section |, Region |1,
US EPA re: response to Ms. DeMarchi's Decenber 6, 1991 letter proposing the anal ytical paraneters for the
second round of groundwater sanples to be obtained fromthe Carroll and Dubies Site, Decenber 13, 1991.

P. 301401 - Letter to M. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Project 301403 Director, Blasland & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., fromMs. Sharon L. Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, Eastern New York and Cari bbean Section |, Region
I, US EPA re: sumary of the agreenent reached between M. WIIliam McCQune and Ms. Sharon L. Trocher
duri ng tel ephone conversations occurring on Septenber 17 and 18, 1991, Septenber 18, 1991.

P. 301404 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301408 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E Gass, CP.G, Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engi neers, P.C., re: proposed
nmet hods of resolving the outstanding concerns raised in Ms. Trocher's letter dated August 21, 1991 and the
subsequent neeting of Septenber 5, 1991, Septenber 16, 1991.



P. 301409 - Menmorandumto M. Tyler E. Gass, C P.G, Project 301410 Director, Blasland & Bouck Engi neers,
P.C., and Ms. Debra L. Rothenberg, Esq., Wnston & Strawn, from Ms. Sharon Trocher, Renedial Project Manager,

Region Il, US EPA re: Carroll and Dubies Site - sumary of 9/5/91 neeting, Septenber 9, 1991.
P. 301411 - Letter to M. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Project 301413 Director, Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C., fromMs. Sharon L. Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, Region Il, U S. EPA re: concerns of the US.

EPA and the New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation regarding the sanpling depth of the
sl udge sanpl es obtained fromlagoons 1 and 2, and the limted recharge rate of nonitoring well OW4, August
21, 1991.

P. 301414 - Letter to M. Tyler EE Gass, C.P.G, Project 301415 Director, Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C., from M. Sharon Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, Eastern New York and Caribbean Section |, Region |1,
U S EPA re: summary of discussion between M. Robert Patchett of Bl asland & Bouck Engi neers and M. Robert
Cunni ngham an Environmental Protection Agency representative, concerning the devel opment of nmonitoring wells
for the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site, August 9, 1991. (Attached: Transnission Confirmation Report,
August 12, 1991.)

P. 301416 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301417 York/ Cari bbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re: an
addendumto the Wrk Plan and Sanpling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site in
Port Jervis, New York, August 7, 1991.

P. 301418 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301419 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler EE Gass, CP.G, Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:

acknow edgnent of U S. EPA's letter dated July 29, 1991 granting approval for use of mud rotary drilling

net hod during advancenent of the boreholes for the till nonitoring wells, July 30, 1991.

P. 301420 - Letter to M. Tyler EE Gass, C.P.G, Project 301421 Director, Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C., fromMs. Sharon L. Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, Eastern New York and Cari bbean Section |, Region
Il US. EPA re: approval of the use of mud rotary drilling techniques for the construction of the till
nmonitoring wells, July 29, 1991.

P. 301418 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 301419 York/Caribbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. WIliamT. MCune, Senior Project Geologist Il, Blasland & Bouck Engi neers, P.C., re:
drilling nethods considered for use in drilling three glacial till boreholes at the Carroll and Dubies Site
in Port Jervis, New York, July 26, 1991.

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

P. 400001 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Kivowitz, O fice of Regional 400096 Counsel, U S. EPA from M. Debra L.
Rot hberg, Attorney at Law, and M. Robert J. dasser, Gould & WIlKkie, re: submssion of the Techni cal

Menor andum on behal f of Respondents, Kol mar Laboratories, Inc. and Wckhen Products, Inc., July 18, 1994.
(Attached Report: Technical Menorandum Al ternative Remedial technol ogy Eval uation, Carroll and Dubies site,
Port Jervis, New York, prepared by Renediation Technol ogies, Inc., prepared for M. Robert J. dasser, Gould
and Wlkie, and Ms. Debra L. Rothberg, July 15, 1994.)

P. 400097 - Report: Technical Menorandum Carroll & Dubies 400113 Site, Port Jervis, New York, prepared by
Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., February 1994 (Revised March 1994).

P. 400114 - Report: Source Area Feasibility Study, Carroll & 400438 Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York,
prepared by Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., January 1994 (Revised May 1994; Revised July 1994).

4.6 Correspondence

P. 400439 - Letter to Ms. Sharon L. Trocher, Remedial Project 400440 Manager, Eastern New York and



Cari bbean Section I, Region Il, US EPA fromM. Tyler E Gass, CP.G, Ph.G, Executive Vice President,
Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., re: Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, Source Area Feasibility
Study, June 17, 1994.

P. 400441 - Letter to Ms. Sharon L. Trocher, Remedial Project 400446 Manager, Eastern New York and

Cari bbean Section I, Region Il, US. EPA fromM. Tyler E Gass, CP.GS., Executive Vice President,

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., re: Source area feasibility study, Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New
York, March 23, 1994. (The followi ng are attached: 1. Table 1, Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New
York, Conparison of volune of Source Area Materials Above O eanup Levels Proposed in Source Area Feasibility
Study vs. U S. EPA Proposed Alternative Approaches, (undated); 2. Table 2, Carroll & Dubies Site, Port

Jervis, New York, Soil Sanple Data Above the Source Area Feasibility Study Inorganic O eanup Levels but not
Above U.S. EPA Alternative Inorganic O eanup Levels, (undated); 3. Figure 1, Carroll and Dubies Site, Port
Jervis, New York, Horizontal and Vertical Extent of Source Area Materials Above O eanup Levels Using U S. EPA
Alternative 1, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., March 1994; 4. Figure 2, Carroll & Dubies Site, Port
Jervis, New York, Horizontal and Vertical Extent of Source Area Materials Above O eanup Levels Using U S EPA
Alternative 2, prepared by Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., March 1994.)

P. 400447 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 400450 York/ Cari bbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E. Gass, C.P.G, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C., re:
proposed soil cleanup values for priority pollutant inorganics for the Carroll & Dubies site, Novenber 30,
1993. (Attached: 1. Table 1, Carroll & Dubies Site, Port Jervis New York, Proposed Priority Poll utant

I norgani c deanup Levels, (undated); 2. Table 2, Carroll & Dubies site, Port Jervis, New York, Risk-Based
Prelimnary Renediation Goals (PRGs) for Inorganics in Soils, (undated).)

P. 400451 - Letter to Ms. Sharon L. Trocher, Renedial Project 400454 Manager, Eastern New York/ Cari bbean
Section 1, Region Il, US. EPA fromM. Tyler EE Gass, C P.G, PHg, Executive vice President, Blasland &
Bouck Engineers, P.C., re: addendumto correspondence dated Septenber 24, 1993 pertaining to remedial action
obj ectives, Carroll & Dubies Site, Cctober 1, 1993.

P. 400455 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Eastern New 400466 York/ Cari bbean Remedi al Action Branch, Region
I, US EPA fromM. Tyler E. Gass, C P.G, PHg, Executive Vice President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C., re: proposed approach for establishing cleanup criteria to deternmine the extent of source area
materials that need to be addressed as part of the Carroll & Dubies Site renedy, Septenber 24, 1993.
(Attached: 1. Menorandumto Regi onal Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on Engi neers, Bureau Directors, and Section
Chiefs, fromM. Mchael J. O Toole, Jr., Drector, Dvision of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation, re: division technical and adm nistrative gui dance menmorandum
determination of soil cleanup objectives and cleanup | evels, Novenber 16, 1992; 2. Appendix A Table 4,
Recomrended Soil d eanup hjectives (ng/kg or ppm) for Heavy Metals, (undated); 3. Conventional Sedinment
Vari abl es, Total Organic Carbon (TOC), March 1986.)

P. 400467 - Letter to M. Tyler E Gass, C.P.G, Vice 400468 President, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C.,
fromMs. Sharon L. Trocher, Renedial Project Manager Eastern New York/Cari bbean Section |, Region Il, US.
EPA, re: the devel opment of soil cleanup nunbers for the Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal Site, My 21,
1993.

7.0 ENFORCEMENT

7.3 Administrative Orders

P. 700001 - Adnministrative Oder on Consent, in the matter of 700030 Kol mar Laboratories, Inc., and Wckhen
Products, Inc., Respondents, Index No. Il CERCLA - 00202, February 8, 1990. (Attached: 1. Figure 1, Map:
Site Location Map, Carroll and Dubies Site, (undated); 2. Appendix Il, Qutline of Mdifications to EPA R/FS
Wrk Plan, Carroll and Dubies Site, (undated); 3. Map: Field Investigation Location Map, prepared by

Bl asl and & Bouck Engineers, P.C., (undated).)

7.7 Notice Letters and Responses - 104e's



P. 700031 - Notice letter to Honorable R M chael Wrden, 700032 Mayor, Cty of Port Jervis, fromM.
WIliam MCabe, signing for M. George Pavlou, Acting Drector, Emergency and Remedi al Response Divi sion,
Region Il, US EPA re: notification that the Gty of Port Jervis may be a potentially responsible party of
the Carroll & Dubies Superfund Site, April 22, 1993.

P. 700033 - Notice letter to Messrs Joseph Carroll and CQustave 700037 Dubies, Carroll and Dubi es Sewage

Di sposal Facility, Inc., M. Adolf A Maruszewski, President, Kol nar Laboratories, Inc., M. Richard G

Hol der, President, Reynolds Metal Conpany, M. Jere D. Marciniak, President, Wckhen Products, Inc., fromM.
Stephen D. Luftig, Director Emergency and Renedi al Response Division, Region Il, US. EPA re: offer to
conduct a renedial investigation and feasibility study at the Carroll & Dubies Superfund Site, Septenber 25,
1989.

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
8.1 ATSDR Health Assessnents

P. 800001 - Report: Prelimnary Health Assessnent for Carroll 800025 & Dubies, Port Jervis, O ange
County, New York prepared by New York State Department of Health Under Cooperative Agreement with the Agency
for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry, July 31, 1991.

10.0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON
10.2 Community Rel ations Pl ans

P. 10. 00001- Report: Community Relations Plan, Carroll and 10.00027 Dubi es Sewage D sposal Site,
Deer park, Orange County, New York, prepared by Alliance Technol ogi es Corporation, prepared for U S. EPA June
14, 1991.

10. 6 Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

P. 10. 00028- Fact Sheet: Superfund Update, Carroll and Dubies 10.00033 Site, Town of Deerpark, O ange
County, New York, Fact Sheet #2, Status of Current EPA Remedial Activities, at the Carroll and Dubies Site,
January 1993.

P. 10. 00034- Fact Sheet: Superfund Update, Carroll and Dubies 10.00039 Site, Town of Deerpark, O ange
County, New York, Fact Sheet #1, EPA to Conduct Investigation of Carroll and Dubies Site, My 1991.

10. 10 Correspondence (FA A)

P. 10. 00040- Letter to Ms. Frances Hodson, from Ms. Sharon 10.00042 Trocher, Renedial Project Manager,
Eastern New York, Caribbean Section, Region II, US. EPA re: response to Ms. Hodson's March 28, 1994 letter
requesting information on the status of the Carroll and Dubies Site, April 22, 1994. (Attached: Letter to
Ms. Sharon Trocher, Renedial Project Manager, U S. EPA, from Ms. Frances Hodson, re: request for infornation
regarding the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site, March 28, 1994.)

P. 10. 00043- Letter to Ms. Frances Hodson, from M. Doug 10.00045 Garbarini, Chief, Eastern New

Yor k/ Cari bbean Section I, Region Il, US. EPA re: response to Ms. Hodson's Septenber 23, 1992 letter
requesting an update on the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site, Novenber 16, 1992. (Attached: 1. Update for
the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site, Novenber 1992; 2. Letter to M. WIIliam MCabe, Chief, New

Yor k/ Cari bbean Renedi al Action Branch, Region Il, US. EPA fromMs. Frances Hodson, re: request for
information regarding the Carroll and Dubi es Superfund Site, Septenber 23, 1992.)

P. 10. 00046- Letter to Ms. Frances J. Hodson, from Ms. Sharon 10.00047 Trocher, Eastern New York/ Cari bbean

Section |, Region Il, US. EPA re: response to Ms. Hodson's Novenmber 12, 1991 letter concerning the status
of the Carroll and Dubies Superfund site, Novenmber 17, 1991. (Attached: Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher,
Remedi al Project Manager, Eastern New York/ Cari bbean Section |, Region I, US. EPA re: request for

information regarding the Carroll and Dubies Superfund Site, Novenber 12, 1991.)



CARROLL & DUBI ES SI TE CPERABLE UNI T ONE UPDATE
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE | NDEX CF DOCUMENTS

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY
4.6 Feasibility Correspondence

P. 400469 - Fax transnmittal to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Renedial 400474
Proj ect Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, fromK Jones, Renediation
Technol ogi es Incorporated, re: Cost Estinates for Mdified Renedi al
Alternatives, plus LTTD, August 3, 1994. (Attached: Cost Estimates for
Modi fied Remedi al Alternatives, (undated).

10.0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON

10. 9 Proposed Pl an

P. 10. 00048- Plan: Superfund Proposed Plan, Carroll and Dubies 10. 00059
Sewage Disposal Inc., Town of Deerpark, Oange County, New York, prepared
by U S. EPA Region Il, August 4, 1994.

CARRCLL & DUBIES SI TE OPERABLE UNI T ONE UPDATE ADM NI STRATI VE
RECORD FI LE | NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY
4.2 Feasibility Study Wrk Pl ans

P. 400475 - Plan: Vapor Extraction and Bioslurry Treatability 400495 |nvestigation Wrkplan, Carroll and
Dubies Site, Port Jervis, New York, prepared for M. Robert J. dasser, Gould and Wl kie, and Ms. Debra L.
Rot hberg, Periconi & Rothberg, P.C., prepared by Remedi ati on Technol ogi es, Inc., July 25, 1994.

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports

P. 400496 - Letter to Ms. Sharon Trocher, Carroll and Dubi es 400513 Site Project Manager, U S. EPA from
Ms. Brenda B. McDevitt, Environmental Scientist, Renmediation Technologies, Inc., and Ms. Barbara H. Jones,
Proj ect Engi neer, Remedi ation Technol ogies, Inc., re: Addendumto Treatability Study Report, Novenber 8,
1994. (Attached report: Addendumto: Technol ogy Eval uation Laboratory Treatability Study, Carroll and

Dubi es Superfund Site, Final Report (Cctober 10, 1994.), Novenber 8, 1994.

P. 400514 - Report: Cost Estimates for Modified Renedial 400539 Alternatives, prepared for M. Robert J.
d asser, Gould and Wlkie, and Ms. Debra L. Rothberg, Periconi & Rothberg, P.C. , prepared by Renedi ation
Technol ogi es, Inc., Cctober 13, 1994.

P. 400540 - Report: Technol ogy Eval uation Laboratory 400675 Treatability Study, Carroll and Dubies
Superfund Site, Final Report, prepared for M. Robert J. dasser, Gould and Wlkie, and Ms. Debra L.

Rot hberg, Periconi & Rothberg, P.C., prepared by Renedi ation Technol ogies, Inc., Cctober 10, 1994.
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7.0 ENFORCEMENT
7.3 Admnistrative Oders

P. 700038- Letter to M. Brian D. Bertonneau, Reynolds Metals 700067 Conpany, from Ms. Sharon E
Ki vowi t z, Assistant Regional Counsel, Ofice of Regional Counsel, US EPA Region Il, re: attached



Adm ni strative Order on Consent, |I-CERCLA-95-0217, in the Matter of the Carroll & Dubies Superfund Site,
Reynol ds Metal s Conpany, Respondent, July 18, 1996.

P. 700068- Adm ni strative Order for Remedial Design and 700111 Renedial Action, U 'S. EPA Index No.
Il - CERCLA-95- 0221, inthe Matter of the Carroll & Dubies Superfund Site, Reynolds Metal s Conpany,
Respondent, Septenber 29, 1995.

P. 700112- Adm ni strative Order on Consent, II-CERCLA-95- 700131 0217, in the Matter of the Carroll &
Dubi es Superfund Site, Reynolds Metals Conpany, Respondent, Septenber 17, 1995.

7.8 Correspondence

P. 700132- Letter to M. Brian D. Bertonneau, Reynolds Metals 700132 Conpany, from Ms. Sharon E
Kivowi tz, Assistant Regional Counsel, Ofice of Regional Counsel, US. EPA Region II, re: Carroll & Dubies
Superfund Site, Admnistrative Oder on Consent, |I-CERCLA- 95-0217, July 18, 1996.

P. 700133- Letter to M. Robert J. dasser, Could & 700135 WIkie, and M. Jonathan Mirphy, Lester,
Schwab, Katz, & Dwyer, from Ms. Sharon E. Kivowi tz, Assistant Regional Counsel, Ofice of Regional counsel,
US EPA RegionIl, re: Carroll & Dubies Superfund Site Response to Coments on Administrative Order on
Consent |- CERCLA-95-0217, July 16, 1996.

P. 700136- Letter to Ms. Sharon E. Kivowitz, Esq., Assistant 700140 Regi onal Counsel, U S. EPA, Region |1,
fromM. Robert J. dasser, Gould & WIlkie and M. Jonathan Mirphy, Lester Schwab Katz & Dwyer, re: Carroll
& Dubi es Superfund Site; U 'S EPA Index No. |Il-CERCLA-95-0221, March 19, 1996.



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

New York State Department of Environnental Conservation 50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233
<I M5 SRC 0296286D>

M. Richard Caspe Director Energency & Renedi al Response Division US.
Envi ronmental Protection Agency Region Il 290 Broadway New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear M. Caspe:
Re: Carroll & Dubies, OJ2, ID No. 336015 Record of Decision (RCD)

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation has review the ROD for the above-referenced site

and finds it acceptable. It is understood to include the follow ng provisions:

1. Natural attenuation of the groundwater to bel ow NYS groundwat er standards for organics.

2. Institutional controls restricting the use of groundwater in the area of the groundwater plumne.
3. Moni toring of the groundwater to ensure inprovenent in groundwater quality.

4. Sedi nent sanpling to ensure contam nants do not reach Gold Creek.

Pl ease contact Sal Ervolina at (518)457-7924 if you have any questi ons.
<I M5 SRC 0296286DA>

cc: D. Garbarini/M Jon, USEPA-Region II



APPENDI X V
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

CARRCLL AND DUBI ES SEWACGE DI SPCSAL, | NC., SUPERFUND SI TE
GROUNDWATER CPERABLE UNI T

| NTRODUCTI ON

A responsi veness summary is required by the National Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR 8300.430(f)(3)(F). It
provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns received during the public comment period, and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA' s) and the New York State Departnent of Environnental
conservation's (NYSDEC s) responses to those comrents and concerns. Al comrents summarized in this document
have been considered in EPA's and NYSDEC s final decision for the selected renedy for the Carroll and Dubies
Sewage Di sposal Site groundwater operable unit (OUR2).

SUMVARY OF COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

Community involvenent at the Site has been relatively strong. EPA has served as the | ead Agency for comunity
relations and renedial activities at the Site.

The Proposed Plan for the groundwater contam nati on beneath and downgradi ent of the Carroll and Dubies Site
was released to the public for comrent on August 28, 1996. This docunent, together with the Renedi al
Investigation report, the Baseline R sk Assessnent and other reports, were nade available to the public in
the Administrative Record file at the EPA Docket roomin Region Il, New York, and in the infornmation
repository at the Deerpark Town Hall, Drawer A, Huguenot, New York and the Port Jervis Public Library, 138
Pi ke Street, Port Jervis, New York. The notice of availability for the above referenced docurments was
published in the Times Herald Record on Septenber 10, 1996. A simlar notice was sent to the site mailing
list on August 28, 1996. The public comrent period on these documents was open from August 28, 1996 to
Sept enber 27, 1996.

On Septenber 11, 1996, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Port Jervis H gh School, Port Jervis, New York
to discuss the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit Two and to provide an opportunity for the interested parties
to present oral comments and questions to EPA

Attached to the Responsiveness sumrary are the follow ng Appendi ces:

Appendi x A - Proposed Pl an

Appendi x B - Public Notice

Appendi x C - Sept enber 11, 1996 Public Meeting Attendance Sheets

Appendi x D - Sept enber 11, 1996 Public Meeting Transcript

Appendi x E - Letters Submitted During the Public conment Period

SUMVARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment s expressed at the Septenber 11, 1996 public neeting and witten comments received during the public
comment period have been categorized as foll ows:

A, OQperable Unit Two (QU-2) Renedy Sel ection |ssues
B. Qperable Unit One (QU -1) Renedy

C. Extent of G oundwater Contam nation



D. Residential Wlls

E. Risk and Health Assessnent

F. Oher/ m scel | aneous

A summary of the comments and EPA' s responses to the comments is provided bel ow
A Operable Unit Two Renedy Sel ection |ssues

Comrent #1: Sone commenters inquired about the use of natural attenuation for the renedi ati on of
contam nat ed groundwater at other Superfund sites and whether there are any documented successes.

EPA' s Response

Wthin the Superfund program natural attenuati on has been selected as the renedy to address groundwater
contami nation at 73 sites. Sone of these sites include municipal and industrial landfills, refineries, and
recyclers. Natural attenuation is also being used to remedi ate nany petrol eum cont am nated under gr ound
storage tank sites across the country.

At the Allied Signal Brake systems Superfund Site in St. Joseph, M chigan, nicroorganismare effectively
renmovi ng TCE and ot her chlorinated solvents fromgroundwater. Scientists studied the underground novenent of
TCE- cont am nated groundwater fromits origin at the Superfund site to where it entered Lake M chi gan about
half a mle anay. At the site itself, they neasured TCE concentrations greater than 200,000 parts per
billion (ppb), but by the time the plunme reached the shore of Lake M chigan, the TCE was one thousand tines

| ess-only 200 ppb. About 300 feet offshore in Lake M chigan concentrati ons were bel ow EPA' s al | onabl e
levels. In fact, mcroorgani sns were destroying about 600 pounds of TCE a year at no cost to taxpayers. EPA
determ ned that nature adequately renediated the TCE plume in St. Joseph while avoiding significant costs

whi ch m ght have been spent on conventional treatment without additional significant hunan health or

envi ronnental benefit.

Comrent #2: One commenter was concerned that the time frames to inplenment Alternatives 3 (G oundwater Punp
and Treat) and 4 (In situ Goundwater Treatnent) were shorter periods than the estimated tine frame for the
groundwat er to reach drinking water standards through natural attenuation

EPA' s Response

The time frane to inplenent a renedial alternative as provided in the Proposed Plan, reflects only the tine
needed to construct the conponents of the remedial system This tine frame excludes the tinme required for
the design of the remedy, negotiations with the responsible parties, or award of contracts, and the time
needed to operate the renedial systemto achieve the renedial goals. The estinated time franes to inpl enent
Alternatives 3 and 4 are 9 nonths and 12 nonths, respectively.

The estimated time frane for the contam nants in the groundwater to nmeet drinking water standards is
approximately five years after inplenentation of the |agoon renedy is conpleted. This tinme was estinated

t hrough a groundwat er nodeling study. In order to restore the aquifer to drinking water standards, the

| agoons, which are the sources of groundwater contam nants at the Site, would have to be renoved. Therefore,
all the alternatives that were considered to address the contani nated groundwater beneath the Site rely on
the inplenmentation of the |agoon remedy before contam nant levels in the groundwater could reach drinking

wat er standards. For all of the alternatives that were evaluated, the concentrations of organic contam nants
in the groundwater are expected to neet drinking water standards approxinmately five years after

i mpl enentation of the |agoon remedy. Therefore, all the alternatives are relatively simlar in terns of the
tine frame to achi eve drinking water standards

Comrent #3: One commenter inquired about the timetable for inplenentation of Cperable Units 1 and 2
remedi es.



EPA' s Response

Qperable unit one is currently in the renedial design phase. Excavation and treatment of the wastes have not
yet begun. Construction of the remedy is expected to begin in 1998, and it is anticipated that it woul d take
anot her year to cleanup the sludges and soils in and around the | agoons utilizing ex-situ vapor extraction
bioslurry, and solidification/stabilization

After the ROD for QU2 is signed, EPA will send out special notice letters to the PRPs (with the exception of
Reynol ds, which is considered a de-minims PRP) providing themw th an opportunity to inplenent the selected
remedy under EPA supervision or to fund the renediation. Fromthe tine notice letters are delivered to the

PRPs it usually takes approxinmately four to six nonths to initiate and conplete negotiations with PRPs. |If
the PRPs decide not to fund the cleanup of the site, EPA can either order themto do it or pay for the
cleanup itself and |later seek to recover the cost fromthe PRPs. In either case, the design of the renedy

woul d be initiated shortly after the conclusion of negotiations. The period fromsigning the ROD to
conpl eting the renedi al design, which would entail devel opment of a nonitoring plan and sel ecting the
appropriate institutional control(s) to be inplenented, would be | ess than one year

Comment #4: (One commenter expressed concern about the ability of the preferred renedy (natural attenuation
with institutional controls and nonitoring) to neet drinking water standards at the Site. Another comenter
asked whet her the groundwater nodeling conducted at the Site is reliable to estinate concentration patterns
in the groundwater.

EPA' s Response

As part of the renmedial investigation, limted data was collected to evaluate the extent of biodegradation at
the Site. This limted evaluation included the collection of data on dissol ved oxygen | evels and the
presence of mcroorgani sns in the groundwater capabl e of degrading volatile organic conpounds under expected
Site conditions. The dissolved oxygen levels in the benzene plune indicated that potential for

bi odegradation to be occurring. The degrading m croorgani sms popul ation was in the range of 105 to 106
indicating the presence of a healthy and robust comunity of degraders present in the aquifer

G oundwat er nodel i ng was conducted at the Site to determ ne whether the organic contam nant patterns found in
the groundwater beneath the Site have stabilized due to intrinsic biodegradation and to estinmate future
concentrations of contam nants at potential off-site |ocations. The results of the groundwater nodeling
indicate that the organic contam nants in the groundwater are not mgrating to Gold Oreek and residences
south of Gold Creek, and that the concentration patterns observed at the Site have stabilized or are not
expected to change in the future

Therefore, groundwater data conbined with the limted bi odegradation field data and with the groundwater
nmodel i ng projections denonstrate the potential for biodegradation of organic contaminants at the Site

Both the potential for biodegradati on and the groundwater nodeling studies conducted at the Site were

eval uated by scientists and experts in the field of conputer nodeling and bi odegradati on of EPA's Ofice of
Research and Devel opnment in Ada, Okl ahoma. Based on their review and approval of the nodeling efforts, and
the fact that nonitoring will be conducted to verify the nodeling predictions, EPAis confident that the
selected renedy will be protective of human health and the environment. |If the nonitoring indicates that the
nodel predictions are not reasonabl e accurate, EPA will evaluate the need to nodify the remedy.

Commrent #5: (One commenter suggested that the No Action renmedy, with no cost, should be selected for the
groundwat er operable unit, since the wastes were placed in the |agoons 17 years ago and the nobst downgradi ent
nonitoring wells have not detected any | evels of concern in the groundwater. The commenter suggested that
sel ection of Alternative 2 would be a waste of $284, 000

EPA' s Response

EPA eval uates the renmedial alternatives against nine criteria, only one of which is cost. Based on a
detail ed eval uation, EPA selects a remedy based on all nine criteria, which are: 1) Overall protection of



human health and the environnent, 2) Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents, 3)
Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence, 4) Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnment 5)
Short-termeffectiveness, 6) Inplenentability, 7) Cost, 8) State acceptance, and 9) Conmunity acceptance.

Alternative 2 includes groundwater monitoring to evaluate the rate of reduction of contam nants in the
groundwater, institutional controls to prevent the future use of the contam nated groundwater, and sedi nent
sanpling in Gold Creek to ensure that Site-related contam nants do not inpact Gold Creek. These neasures are
necessary to ensure that the renedy is protective of the public and the environment. A detailed cost
estimate of Alternative 2 is presented in Table 6 of the Record of Decision. Al though $284,000 is a
significant anount of noney, it is a reasonable anount to fulfill EPA s responsibility to ensure that the
remedy continues to be protective of hunan health and the environnent, while alleviating community concerns
about the effectiveness of the renedy to protect the drinking water. Sone comrenters indicated that they
want ed additional nonitoring due to concerns about their drinking water wells. Please see comrent nunber 9.

B. Operable Unit One (OUJ 1) Remedy

Comment #6: (One Commenter inquired about the treatnment technologies that will be used to treat the organic
and i norgani ¢ contam nant in the | agoons and what type of materials would be used to stabilize the inorganic
contami nants. Another commenter inquired if any excavation and treatnent of the wastes had begun.

EPA' s Response:

In March 1995, EPA signed a Record of Decision for the | agoons. The remedy requires the excavation of
approxi mately 20,000 cubic yards of contam nated nmaterial fromthe | agoons and soils in the vicinity of the
| agoons. Materials exceeding treatnent levels will undergo stabilization via solidification/stabilization
(for inorganic contam nants) and bioslurry (for organic contam nants) or a conbi nation of the two treatnent
processes. Al materials will be placed on-site in a |lined and capped cell with | eachate collection.

Solidification/stabilization has been effectively used at several Superfund sites to bind inorganic

contam nants into an inert, nonleaching nmass that can be di sposed of as a nonhazardous waste. Different
stabilization agents, such as cenent-based, pozzol ai c- based, asphalt-based, and organic-pol ymer-based, are
commercially available. The specific stabilizing agent or agents that will be used at the Carroll and Dubies
site have not been selected at this tinme, they will be selected during the renedial action phase of the

r ermredy.

Bi oslurry has al so been used effectively at Superfund sites to treat organic contam nants, specifically
seni-vol atile organi c conpounds. In bioslurry treatnent, the contam nated soil/sludges is mxed with water
to forma slurry which is fed to a bioreactor. A r and nutrients are added to the bioreactor to pronote
aerobic mcrobial activity. Mcroorganisns digest organic substances for nutrients and energy thereby

br eaki ng down hazardous substances into | ess toxic or nontoxic substances. Residual contaminants in the
treated soil and sludge will be contained in the capped cell to provide an extra nmargin of safety against the
continued mgration of contam nants in the soil to the groundwater.

Al though the use of the bioslurry process to treat |agoon 7 materials appears to be a prom sing neans of
treating the senmi- volatile organics, further treatability studies are necessary to denonstrate that this
process can reduce the conplex mx of constituents in lagoon 7 to remedi ation goals. Because of the existing
uncertainty, a contingency renmedy will be inplemented if treatability study results indicate that bioslurry
will not be effective in reducing the |evels of contam nants in |lagoon 7 materials, particularly

sem -vol atile contami nants, to renedi ation goals. The nmjor conponents of the contingency renedy are
identical to those of the selected remedy with the foll ow ng exception:

Excavation and off-Site treatnent (as necessary) and di sposal of |lagoon 7 naterials at a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permtted hazardous waste treatnent, storage and disposal facility; it
is assuned that thermal treatment, i.e., incineration or |low tenperature thermal treatment, will be necessary
to reduce the contam nants to appropriate Land D sposal Restriction (LDR) |evels.

This operable unit is currently in the renedi al design phase. Excavation and treatment of the wastes have not



yet begun. Excavation and treatnent of the |agoons is expected to begin in 1998.

Comment #7: One comrenter inquired about the design of the containnent cell and cover for the treated
materials fromthe | agoons.

EPA' s Response:

The treated and untreated soils/sludges will be placed in a lined and capped cell consistent with nodified
requi renents of New York Code of Rules and Regul ations Part 360 (NYCRR Part 360 Solid Waste Managenent
Facilities regulations). The regulations require that the base and cover of the disposal facility neet the
m ni num permeabi l ity requirenents. Al though the final design of the cover has not been conpleted, it is

envi sioned that the base of the cell will consist of a high density polyethyl ene (HDPE) |liner and a sand

drai nage layer; that the cell will be sloped to a | eachate collection system and that the cover will consist
of a |lowperneability clay |ayer, an HDPE nenbrane, a sand drai nage | ayer and a topsoil |ayer.

C. Extent of G oundwater Contam nation

Commrent #8: (One commenter inquired when the nost recent sanpling of the furthest downgradi ent wells was
conducted. Another commenter inquired about the concentrations of organic contaminants in these wells and
their correspondi ng drinking waters standards.

EPA' s Response:

G oundwat er sanples were col |l ected fromthese downgradient wells in Septenber 1994 and April 1995 and
anal yzed for both organic and inorgani c conpounds. In July 1996, groundwater sanples were also collected
fromthese wells and anal yzed for inorgani c conpounds only.

G oundwat er data collected in the 1995 sanpling event, in the vicinity of lagoons 7 and 8, indicates that
benzene is the primary organic contaminant in the plume originating fromthese |agoons. The 1995 sanpling
data of nmonitoring wells | ocated downgradi ent and cl osest to |lagoons 7 and 8 (OW#9, OM10, OM 11, OWN12,
OWN13), indicated various concentrations of organic conpounds. For exanple, monitoring well OM10, which is
| ocated i mredi atel y downgradi ent of |agoon 8, had the highest concentrations of organi c conpounds, wth
concentrations of benzene at 2,600 ppb (State groundwater standard of 0.7 parts per billion or ppb), xylene
at 30 ppb (State drinking water standard of 5 ppb), and isophorone at 440 ppb (State drinking water standard
of 10 ppb).

However, the concentrations of organics in groundwater in the aquifer decreased dramatically downgradi ent
fromthe | agoons (this was al so the case for the 1994 sanpling event). |In 1995, sanpling data fromthe
furthest downgradient wells fromthe | agoons (O¥ 17, ON 18, OM19 and ONM3) only indicated three site-rel ated
organi ¢ compounds above the State drinking water and groundwater standards. Benzene was detected at 12 ppb
(State groundwater standard of 0.7 ppb), chlorobenzene at 10 ppb (State drinking water standard of 5 ppb),
and xylene at 29 ppb (State drinking water standard of 5 ppb) in nonitoring well OWM18. Benzene and

chl orobenzene were detected at 6 ppb and 8 ppb, respectively, in nmonitoring well OM19. No organi ¢ conpounds
were detected in monitoring well ON17. A conparison of the 1994 and 1995 sanpling data for organic
conpounds indicates that only 2 of the 4 furthest downgradient nonitoring wells had any organic contani nants
(benzene, chl orobenzene and xyl ene); the contam nants were present at low levels in both sanpling events. The
concentrations detected were low |l evels. No trends from 1994 to 1995 coul d be established.

D. Residential Wlls

Comment #9: Sone conmenters asked about the residential well sanpling results, the dates that the sanpling
was conducted, whether they could have their wells sanpled, and the date of sedinent sanpling in Cold Creek.
One commenter requested that the New York State Departnent of Health (NYSDOH) sanple the private wells and
that the results of that sanpling be considered in EPA's deternination of the final remedy for the Site.

EPA' s Response:



The NYSDCH sanpl ed several private wells |ocated downgradient of the Site in 1991 and 1993 for organic and
inorganic constituents. Organic constituents were not detected in the groundwater fromthese wells; inorganic
constituents were detected bel ow drinking water standards, indicating their presence are at naturally
occurring levels. In Septenmber 1994 and March 1995, NYSDOH sanpl ed and anal yzed a total of ten private wells
in the area for volatile organic conpounds. The wells were |ocated al ong Andrew Drive, Evergreen Lane, Mark
Drive, Mchael Drive, Van Avenue, and NY Route 209. The results indicate that no vol atile organic conpounds
were detected in any of the wells sanpled. M. TimVickerson at the NYSDCH i ndicated at the public meeting
that any concerned citizen who wants their private wells to be tested for contam nants nmay contact him at
1-800 458-1158 ext. 305

Al though the results of wells to be sanpled by NYSDOH woul d provi de additional infornmation to be utilized in
EPA's determ nation of the renedy for the Site, there is no reason to believe that these results will be any
different fromprevious residential well sanpling results. Additionally, EPA believes that the results of
groundwat er nonitoring, sediment sanpling, and groundwater nodeling al one provide nore than adequate support
for the selection of Alternative 2. In any case, EPA and NYSDCH wi || evaluate the results of the future
residential well sanpling, as well as results fromthe groundwater nonitoring programto ensure that the
remedy remains protective of human health and the environnent.

In Septenber 1994, sediment sanples were collected in Gold Creek. Analytical results indicate that Site
rel ated contani nants have not inpacted the sedinments in Gold Creek.

E. Risk and Health Assessnent

Comment #10: One commenter inquired about the risk posed by the contam nated groundwater and EPA' s
acceptabl e risk range. Another commenter questioned if EPA took into account all contaminants in the
groundwater in the risk assessnment cal cul ation

EPA' s Response

The baseline risk assessnent addressed the potential risk to human health by identifying potential exposure
pat hways by which the public mght be exposed to contami nant rel eases at the Site under current and future

| and-use conditions. There are no current on-site groundwater users at the Site, therefore there are no
potential current receptors at the Site. EPA evaluated whether residents to the east and sout heast of Gold
Creek that use groundwater as drinking water and recreational users of Gold Creek should be included as
off-site receptors. Goundwater nodeling, in conjunction with neasured groundwater concentrations, sedinent
data from Gol d Oreek and groundwater concentrations fromoff-site residential wells, indicates that the

pl unes have stabilized and that contaninants have not migrated either to Gold Creek or to off-site residences
on the other side of Gold Greek. G oundwater nodeling results indicate that contaninants are not expected to
mgrate to or beyond Gold Creek. Thus, current exposures to either off-site residents or recreational users
of Gold Creek are not occurring and are not expected to occur in the future. These exposure pat hways
therefore, were not quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessnent.

The exposure pat hway eval uated under the potential future land- use scenario included the exposure of
industrial workers to the on-site contam nated groundwater through i ngestion. Because the Site and | and

i medi ately adjacent to the Site are currently zoned and used exclusively for industrial |and use, future
residential or comrercial use of the Site is not expected to occur and therefore, only industrial use of the
Site was evaluated in the risk assessment. For purposes of conducting the risk assessnment it was assuned
that a future industrial worker would drink 1 liter of water per day froman on-site well for 5 days a week
for 50 weeks a year (250 days/year w th about 2 weeks vacation) for 25 years out of a 70 year lifetine

G oundwat er data were evaluated to identify chem cal s-of-concern for the risk assessnent analysis. A
organic chemcals that were detected in at | east one sanple were retained for evaluation in the risk
assessnent with the exception of acetone and bis(2- ethyl hexyl) phthal ate, which were deternined to be

| aborat ory contam nants based on | aboratory bl ank data. Since inorganic contam nants are naturally occurring
in groundwater, they were evaluated to deternine if they were present at the Site above background
concentrations. As a result of this valuation eleven (11) inorganic conpounds were retai ned for eval uation
in the risk assessment. A list of all the contam nants of concern detected in the groundwater that were used



for the risk assessnent analysis is provided in Table 2 of the ROD. These contam nants included benzene,
chloroform 1, 2-dichl orobenzene, tetrachl oroethene, toluene, vinyl chloride, xylene, phenol, arsenic,
anti nony, barium chromium |ead, and zinc.

EPA' s acceptabl e cancer risk range is 10-4 to 10-6 which can be interpreted to mean that an individual may
have a one in ten thousand to a one in a mllion increased chance of devel oping cancer as a result of a
site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetinme under the specific exposure conditions at a
site.

Eval uation of risks to potential future industrial workers was 1.4 x 10-4 (approxi mately one-in-ten
thousand). For this scenario, the risk was deternmined to be within EPA's acceptable risk range

To assess the overall potential for carcinogenic effects posed by the groundwater contam nants at the Site,
EPA has devel oped the hazard index (H). An H value of greater than 1 is considered to pose a potenti al
noncar ci nogeni ¢ risk. The calculated H value was 0.55 which is bel ow the acceptable | evel of 1.0 indicating
no adverse health effects to future industrial workers

F. Oher/ m scel | aneous
Comrent #11: A commenter asked for the nmeaning of natural attenuation
EPA' s Response

Natural attenuation is an approach for treating underground pollutants that nakes use of natural processes to
contain the spread of contam nation and reduce the concentration of contaminants in order to restore soil or
groundwater quality at contami nated sites. Exanples of these natural processes are intrinsic biodegradation
di lution, dispersion, and adsorption

Comrent #12: A commenter asked what institutional controls are and how t hey woul d be i npl ement ed?
EPA' s Response

Institutional controls are non-engi neering neasures that prevent or |imt exposure to hazardous substances,
pollutants or contami nants. They usually take the formof |and and/or water use restrictions. There are
primarily two general categories of institutional controls and several types w thin each category.
Governnental Controls are generally inplenented through State or local authorities that restrict activities
or property, such as zoning |aws which control |and use, and |aws regarding well drilling or water usage
including licensing or permtting authorities. Proprietary controls are controls placed upon real property
that restrict the use of that property. Exanple include covenants, easenents, agreements or notices
prohibiting a specific |land use or preventing activities that nay negatively inpact specific remedial
nmeasures. Proprietary controls in the formof deed restrictions (e.g. easenments or covenants) are property
interests that an owner conveys to another. These deed restriction can "run with the |Iand" which nmeans they
are binding on future title hol ders.

Institutional controls will be inplenented at the Carroll and Dubies Site to restrict installation and use of
groundwat er wel | s throughout the contam nated groundwater plume. The institutional controls will be required
until the groundwater has been denonstrated to meet federal; drinking water and State groundwater and
drinking water standards. To date, EPA has not determnmi ned which type or types of institutional controls wll
be the nost effective and the easiest to inplenent for this Site. This decision will, in all Iikelihood, be
nmade during negotiations with the PRPs regarding performance of the renedy, or during the renedial design
phase of this operable unit.

Comment #13: One comrenter questioned whether EPA would inplenment and pay for the remedy in the event the
PRPs do not agree to do so.

EPA' s Response



Fol Il owi ng the selection of a remedy, EPA issues special notice letters to the potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) requesting that they inplenent and fund the design and renediation of the site. |f the PRPs are not
willing to pay for or inplenent the cleanup of the site, then EPA can order themto performthe remedi a
action, or EPA can use Superfund noney to performthe work. Wen the Agency uses its noney for a response
action at a site where there are financially viable PRPs, it is authorized to take an enforcenent action

agai nst those PRPs to recover its costs. EPA can ultimately recover these costs through admnistrative
settlements, judicial settlenments or litigation

Comment #14: One conmenter inquired about whether the Superfund programis an after the fact agency. This
comrenter was concerned that efforts were not being nade to prevent Superfund sites from being created

EPA' s Response

Years ago, people did not understand how certain wastes mght affect people's health and the environnent.
Many wastes were dunped on the ground, in rivers or left out in the open. As a result, thousands of
uncontrol l ed or abandoned hazardous wastes sites were created. Sone common hazardous waste sites include
abandoned war ehouses, manufacturing facilities, processing plants and landfills. In response to grow ng
concern over health and environmental risks posed by hazardous waste sites, Congress established the
Superfund programin Decenber 1980 to provide EPA with a powerful nmeans of responding to cases of
environnental contam nation. The Superfund remedial programis generally retroactive in nature, addressing
previ ously-contam nated sites, as well as chem cal energency situations. Superfund personnel are on call to
respond at a nonent's notice to chemical emergencies, accidents or releases. Typical chem cal emergencies
may include train derailnents, truck accidents, and incidents at chemical plants where there is a chenica
rel ease or threat of a release to the environnent. On the other hand, the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act ("RCRA"), enacted in 1976, (inplenenting regulations effective Novenber 1980) regul ates hazardous waste
fromcradle (generation) to grave (disposal/treatnent) thereby mnimzing the potential for future Superfund
sites. RCRA regulations also require owners and operators of RCRA regulated facilities to properly "cl ose"
facilities and to naintain financial assurance in amounts sufficient to cover the cost of "closing" the
facility and thus avoiding the need for a Superfund clean up.

Comrent #15: One commenter inquired about the potentially responsible parties to the Consent O der.
EPA' s Response

There are four categories of PRPs: (1) Parties who conducted operations at the site, which caused the site
to becone contam nated, known as "operators"; (2) parties that transported wastes to the site, known as
"transporters"; (3) parties that generated wastes that were di sposed of at the site, known as "generators";
and (4) past or present owners of the site, known as "owners"

The five PRPs at this Site are Carroll and Dubi es Sewage D sposal, Inc. (C&), which is considered to be
owner, operator and transporter; Kol mar Laboratories, Inc. (Kolnmar), Wckhen Products, Inc. (Wckhen) and
Reynol ds Metals Co., Inc. (Reynolds), all considered to be generators; and the Gty of Port Jervis, also
consi dered to be an owner.

Two PRPs, Kol mar and Wckhen, signed an Administrative Order on Consent in February 1990 for the perfornmance
of the remedial investigation and feasibility studies (RI/FSs). during the QU1 RI, EPA learned fromthe Gty
of Port Jervis that it owned a major portion of the Site property where the |agoons are located. In an Apri
22, 1993 letter, EPA notified the Gty that it was also a PRP for the Site.

On May 19, 1995, EPA issued "special notice" letters to the PRPs requesting that they submt a good faith
offer to performthe Renedial Design/Renedial Action (RODYRA) for QUL. The PRPs and EPA were unable to reach
an agreenent and thus, on Septenber 29, 1995, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Oder to Carroll &

Dubi es, Kol mar and Wckhen ordering themto inplement the first operable unit remedy.

On Septenber 29, 1995, EPA entered into a de nminims Settlement with Reynol ds regardi ng EPA' s past response
costs for the Site and renedi al design/remedial action costs for QUL. Reynolds was considered de minims
party because it contributed a very small percentage of the waste to the Site, approxi mately 0.32 percent,



and this waste was neither nore toxic nor of greater hazardous effect than the other hazardous substances at
the Site. This settlenent becane effective on July 18, 1996.

After issuance of the ROD for OQJ2, all non de ninims PRPs will be offered the opportunity to design and
inplenent the selected QU2 remedy. EPA will offer Reynolds a de nminims settlenment for OR costs.

Comment #16: One commenter expressed concern that the Port Jervis landfill property, in which several of the
Carrol |l and Dubies |agoons are located, is the major contributor to the overall contamnation at the Site.
The commenter believes that in addition to the wastes disposed of in the |agoons, a great deal of other
Carroll & Dubies wastes were al so disposed of in the Port Jervis Landfill. The commenter indicated that the
cost to clean up the landfill will be much greater than the cost to clean up the Carroll and Dubies Site, and
t hat EPA shoul d be addressing the Port Jervis landfill.

EPA' s Response:

This ROD addresses only the groundwater beneath and downgradient of the Carroll and Dubies Site. The

landfill is not being considered part of the Site, and therefore, is not being investigated at this tine.
However, if specific infornmation regarding the location, nethods and types of Carroll & Dubies Sewage
Di sposal waste disposed of in the Port Jervis landfill is provided to EPA, EPA will performfurther

investigation as appropriate.

It should be noted that landfills are subject to New York State regul ations for the management of solid waste
facilities (Part 360 of the New York Code of Rules and Regul ations). These regulations include |andfill

closure requirenents which include installing a landfill cover. To date, the Cty of Port Jervis landfill
has not yet been properly capped. Since the landfill is not part of the Superfund investigati on conducted to
date, there are no costs available for renediating the landfill. Typically, landfills are addressed by
installing a nulti-layered cover over the landfill to prevent the percol ation of snow nelt and rai nwater
through the landfill waste, thereby reducing the nmigration of contamnants fromthe landfill to the
groundwater. G ven the size of landfills, it is not practical to excavate and treat the landfill waste. It
is probable that the proper closure of the landfill would be a multi-mllion dollar effort. The Port Jervis

landfill will be closed (including capping) as required by the New York Code of Rules and Regul ations (6
NYCRR Part 360) requirenents for Solid Waste Managenent Facilities. The NYSDEC has not yet devel oped a
schedul e for the closure of the landfill. However, NYSDEC has requested that any questions regarding the
closure of the landfill be directed to:

M. Victor Cardona Federal Projects Section Bureau of Eastern Renedi al
Action Division of Hazardous Waste Renediation

New York State Department of Environnental Conservation 50 Wl f Road
Al bany, New York, 12233-7010 Tel ephone # (518) 457-3976

Comment # 17: Several Commenters requested that the water and sediments of Gold Oreek be sanpled i mediately
and at frequent intervals during the renedi ation of the | agoons. The Creek is adjacent to the Port Jervis

H gh School and El enentary School and their playing fields. The commenters indicated that students have had
to enter the Greek to retrieve balls on nore than one occasion and that this nay present a possible human
exposure to Site contani nants.

EPA' s Response:

Sedi nent sanples were collected fromtwo locations in Gold Creek south of the Site. These sanples were
collected in Septenber 1994 and anal yzed for organic and i norgani c conmpounds. The analytical results of the
sanpling indicate that Site related contam nants have not inpacted Gold Creek. This is further supported by
the groundwater sanpling results which show that contam nants were detected at low levels in nmonitoring wells
located close to the Creek. |In addition, EPA's risk assessnment indicates that there is no risk associated
with the sediments. The contaminants in the groundwater at the site have not migrated to Cold Creek and are
not anticipated to mgrate there in the future.

The sel ected remedy requires sedinent sanpling in Gold Creek to ensure that Site related contamnmi nants do not



inmpact the Creek water during the first year of the nonitoring programto support the results of the sedi nent
sanpl i ng.

Comment #18: One commenter indicated that the responsibility for establishing the institutional controls
shoul d be placed on the Gty of Port Jervis.

EPA' s Response

EPA wil|l determne the appropriate institutional control or controls to be inplenmented during negotiations
with the PRPs regarding perfornmance of the remedy, or during the renedi al design phase of this operable unit.
After issuance of this ROD, EPAwill send "special notice letters" to all non-de mninms PRPs; this includes
the City of Port Jervis. The special notice letter will invite the PRPs, including the Gty, to subnit a
good faith offer to either inplement the renedy thenselves or fund EPA' s inplenmentation of the remedy. |If
EPA determines that the Gty is the nost appropriate entity to inplenent the required institutional controls,
and the Gty does not agree to do so, EPA could issue a unilateral order to the Gty, ordering themto
performthe renedy.

Comrent #19: One conmenter stated that no additional nonitoring, beyond what is required for QU1, is
necessary.

EPA' s Response

The sel ected remedy for QU2 includes a groundwater nonitoring program This nonitoring programw || include
an initial study of the groundwater paraneters which favor natural attenuation and periodic groundwater
sanpling to evaluate the rate and extent of reduction of the organic contam nants in the groundwater.

The initial study will include an evaluation for the presence of constituent-degradi ng nicroorganisns, pH
oxygen or other paraneters that are necessary to evaluate the progress of natural attenuation. The results
of the groundwater sanpling and analysis will be sunmarized to establish trends and/or reassess further
remedi al actions that may be required

The QUL renedy includes groundwater nonitoring only to ensure that the containnent cell for the treated

| agoon sl udges and soil is functioning appropriately. The purpose of this nonitoring is to detect any
potential releases to the groundwater that may occur in the future. The QUL groundwater nonitoring program
was to be coordinated with nonitoring expected to be conducted pursuant to the QU2 renedy.

Comment #20: One commenter expressed concern that the time period presented in the Proposed Plan, for the
groundwat er to reach drinking water standards, was of greater tine duration than that indicated by the
groundwat er nodel . The commenter indicated that the groundwater nodeling results predict that the

contami nant plunes will attenuate over a rmuch shorter time than the five year tinme period specified by EPA

EPA' s Response

The groundwat er nodel was used to predict concentration in the future for the follow ng three different
scenarios: (1) the renedy for QUL is not inplemented. Under scenario 1 the extent of the benzene and

per chl or oet hyl ene (PCE) contam nant plunmes would renmain constant for the foreseeable future. (2) The QU1
remedy is inplenented and no residual contaminants renain in soil beneath the |agoons. Under scenario 2 the
benzene contami nant plume would retract to the | agoons within approximately five years, while the PCE pl unme
woul d retract to the I agoons within approxi nately one year. (3) The QU1 renedy is inplenmented and residua
contaminants renmain in soil beneath the |agoons. Under scenario 3 the benzene and PCE plunes woul d retract
to the lagoons within approximately five years. The five year tinme period specified by EPA assunes that al
contam nants in the groundwater at the Site will attenuate to drinking water standards follow ng
inplenentation of the QUL remedy. EPA believes that this is an accurate and appropriate representati on of

t he groundwat er nodeling results.

Comrent #21: The Town Board of Deerpark requested that Alternative 3 (Goundwater Punmp and Treat via
Precipitation, Filtration and Carbon Adsorption) be the selected renedy to address the groundwater



contamination at the Site. The Town Board believes that this alternative provides a better contai nnent and
control of the contam nated groundwater than Alternative 2. Another commenter requested that Alternative 4
(I'n Situ Goundwater Treatnent) be the sel ected renedy.

EPA' s Response:

EPA and NYSDEC bel i eve that Alternative 2 provides the best bal ance and trade offs with respect to the
eval uation criteria

There are no current users of groundwater at the Site, therefore no one is exposed to the contam nants
present in the groundwater. Sanpling of the groundwater indicates that the |levels of contanmination in the
groundwat er decrease dramatically fromthe wells nearest the | agoons to those wells furthest downgradi ent of
the | agoons and closest to Cold Creek; sedinent sanpling indicates that the Creek has not been inpacted by
contaminants fromthe Site. This data and other data generated during the Rl were input into a groundwater
nmodel which predicted that contam nants would not reach Gold Creek in the future. The groundwater nodeling
also predicted that Alternative 2 will attain drinking water standards in approximately the same tine frane,
five years after the inplementation of the QU1 renedy, as Alternatives 3 and 4. Natural attenuation in
conbi nation with institutional controls and groundwater nonitoring will ensure that the remedy is fully
protective of human health and the environnent.

Gven the fact that the remedy will be fully protective of human health and the environment, and that it wll
achi eve drinking water standards in approxinmately the same time frame as nore costly alternatives, EPA and
NYSDEC believe that Alternative 2 is the nmost practical choice to address the groundwater contam nation at
the Carroll and Dubies site.



Appendi x A

Proposed Pl an

Super fund Proposed Pl an

Carrol | and Dubi es Sewage Di sposal Inc.

<I MG SRC 0296286E> Town of Deerpark O ange County, New York
EPA Region 2 August 28, 1996 NYSDEC
PURPOSE OF PRCPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pl an describes the remedial alternatives considered for the contani nated groundwater at the
Carrol |l and Dubi es Sewage Disposal (C&D) Superfund site (the Site) and identifies the preferred renedial
alternative for the contam nated groundwater with the rational for this preference. The Proposed Pl an was
devel oped by the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA), as |ead agency, with support fromthe New York
State Department of Environnmental Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as part of its
public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 42 U S.C. 89617(a), and the National Contingency Plan
(NCP), 40 C.F.R 8300.430(f). The alternatives summarized here are described in the Remedi al |nvestigation
and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports which should be consulted for a nore detail ed description of all the
alternatives. As part of the Admnistrative Record for the Site, the RI/FS can be found in the public
repositories |listed on page 2.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplenment to the RI/FS reports to informthe public of EPA' s and
NYSDEC s preferred remedy and to solicit public comrents pertaining to all of the renedial alternatives
eval uated, as well as the preferred alternative.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the preferred remedy for the second operable unit (OQJ2) at the
Site, involving the contami nated groundwater at the Site. (The selected renedy for the first operable unit
(0QJ1), involving the clean-up of sludges and contam nation in the soil in and around the | agoons, was
announced in a Record of Decision (ROD) dated March 31, 1995, and is presently in the design phase.) Changes
to the preferred remedy or a change fromthe preferred remedy to another renedy nay be made, if public
comment or additional data indicate that such a change will result in a nore appropriate renedial action.
The final decision regarding the selected renedy will be made after EPA has taken into consideration all
public comrents. W are soliciting public conmment on all of the alternatives considered in the detail ed
anal ysis of the RI/FS because EPA and NYSDEC nay sel ect a renmedy other than the preferred renedy.

COVMMIUNI TY RCLE I'N SELECTI ON PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the concerns of the comunity are considered in selecting
an effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end, the RI/FS reports, Proposed Plan, and supporting
docunent ati on have been nmade available to the public for a public comment period, which begins on August 28,
1996 and concl udes on Septenber 27, 1996.

A public neeting will be held during the public comrent period at the auditoriumof the Port Jervis H gh
School, Route 209, Port Jervis, New York on Wdnesday, Septenber 11, 1996 at 7:00 p.m to present the
conclusions of the RI/FS, to elaborate further on the reasons for recomendi ng the preferred renedi al
alternative, and to receive public comments.

Commrent s received at the public nmeeting, as well as witten comments, will be docunented in the
Responsi veness Summary Section of the Record of Decision (ROD), the document which formalizes the selection

of the remedy.

MARK YOUR CALENDAR



August 28, 1996 to Septenber 27, 1996 Public coment period on RI/FS report, Proposed Plan, and renedy
consi der ed.

Wednesday, Septenber 11, 1996 Public neeting to be held at 7:00 p.m in the auditoriumof the Port Jervis
H gh

Witten comments should be addressed to Maria Jon Project Manager U.S. Environnental Protection Agency 290
Broadway, 20th floor New York, New York 10007-1866 (212) 637-3967

Copi es of the RI/FS reports, Proposed Plan and supporting docunentation are available at the follow ng
| ocati ons:

Town Hall Drawer A Huguenot, New York 12746 Tel. (914) 856-2210 Hours: 8:00 a.m - 4:00 p.m (Mn. - Fri.)
EPA Docunent Control Center 290 Broadway, 18th floor New York, New York 10007-1866
S| TE BACKGROUND

The Carroll & Dubies site is located just northeast of the Gty of Port Jervis, on Canal Street in the Town
of Deerpark, Orange County, New York. The Site is approximately 5.5 acres in size (see Figure 1). The

nort hwest boundary of the Site is forned by the valley wall, which consists of exposed bedrock with talus
conprising the base. The southeast boundary and a portion of the northeast boundary of the Site is forned by
remmants of the former Del aware and Hudson Canal and towpath. Adjacent to the southern boundary of the Site
is the Gty of Port Jervis Landfill. The landfill is no |longer active; however, Orange County currently
operates a solid waste transfer station on a portion of the landfill property. Approxinmately 1,500-feet to
the east of the Site is Gold Creek. The nearest resident |ocated downgradient of the Site is about a quarter
of amle fromthe Site.

From approxi mately 1970 to 1979, the Site was used for the disposal of septic and nunicipal sewage sl udge and
industrial wastes, primarily fromthe cosnmetic industry. The industrial waste was deposited in one or nore
of the seven | agoons |ocated at the Site (lagoons 1 through 4 and 6 through 8 are depicted in Figure 2).
Lagoon 5 contains tires; no industrial waste was found.

In 1978, lagoon 3 was ignited by the Port Jervis Fire Departnent in order to practice suppression of chem cal
fires. After this incident, lagoons 3 and 4 were filled in with soil and the area was revegetated. Wth the
exception of lagoons 1 and 2, all of the |agoons have been covered with soils. Lagoons 1 and 2 were |eft
uncovered and are surrounded by a wooden fence. In June 1979, NYSDEC prohibited the disposal of industrial
wastes at the Site. The Site continued to be used for the disposal of septic and mnunicipal sewage wastes
until 1989.

In February 1987, NYSDEC i ssued a Phase Il Investigation Report which summari zed past investigations and
included a Hazard Ranki ng system (HRS) score for the Site. Based on the HRS score, the Site was proposed for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988 and was placed on the NPL in February 1990.

On Septenber 25, 1989, EPA sent "special notice" letters to four potentially responsible parties (PRPs),
affording themthe opportunity to conduct the RI/FS for the Site. PRPs are conpanies or individuals who are
potentially responsible for contributing to the contanination at the Site and/or are past or present owners
of the property. The four PRPs were Carroll and Dubi es Sewage Disposal, Inc. (C&D), Kol mar Laboratori es,
Inc. (Kolnmar), Wckhen Products, Inc. (Wckhen) and Reynolds Metals Co., Inc. (Reynolds). The PRPs were
given 60 days in which to submt a good faith offer to undertake or finance the RI/FS for the Site.

On Novenber 30, 1989, two PRPs, Kol mar and Wckhen, submitted a good faith offer to performthe RI/FS. An
Adm ni strative Order on Consent was signed by the two PRPs and by EPA in February 1990. Kol mar and W ckhen
conducted all RI/FS work, pursuant to the RI/FS Order with oversight by EPA. During the R, EPA | earned from
the Gty of Port Jervis that it owned a najor portion of the Site property where the | agoons are located. In
an April 22, 1993 letter, EPA notified the Gty that it was also a PRP for the Site.



In March 1995, EPA signed a ROD for the first operable unit which called for the excavation of approximately
20, 000 cubic yards (CY) of contaminated nmaterial fromthe |agoons and soils in the vicinity of the |agoons.
Materials exceeding treatnent levels will undergo treatnent via solidification/stabilization (for inorganic
contami nants) and bioslurry (for Organic contam nants) or a conbination of the two treatnment processes. Al
materials will be placed on-site in a lined and capped cell with | eachate collection

On May 19, 1995, EPA issued "special notice" letters to the PRPs requesting that they subnmit a good faith
offer to performthe Renedial Design/Renedial Action (RODYRA) for QUL. The PRPs and EPA were unable to reach
an agreenent and thus, on Septenber 29, 1995, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Oder to C&, Kol mar and
W ckhen ordering themto inplenent the first operable unit renedy.

On Septenber 29, 1995, EPA entered into a De Mnims Settlement with Reynol ds regardi ng past costs for QUL.
This settl enent becane effective on July 18, 1996

After issuance of the ROD for OQJ2, all the PRPs will be offered the opportunity to design and inplement the
sel ected O renedial alternative

SCOPE AND RCLE OF ACTI ON

Site renediation activities are sonetines segregated into different phases or operable units, so that

remedi ation of different environmental media or areas of a site can proceed separately. This phased approach
results in an expeditious remediation of the entire site. EPA has designated two operable units for the
Carroll and Dubies site as described bel ow.

aThe first operable unit (QUL) includes the naterials and contam nated soils fromlagoons 1,2,3,4,6,7 and 8,
which are contam nated primarily with heavy netals and volatile organi c compounds (VOCs). This operable unit
is currently in the renedial design phase

Operable Unit 2 (OU2) addresses the contam nated groundwat er beneath and downgradi ent of the Carroll and
Dubi es property. This is the final operable unit and is the subject of this Proposed Pl an

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY

The nature and extent of groundwater contamination found at the Carroll and Dubies site was assessed through
sanpling of groundwater, sedinment in Gold Oreek, residential wells and through groundwater nodeling and
geophysi cal surveys. A total of 34 nonitoring wells was installed and four groundwater sanpling events were
conduct ed during the investigation

The geol ogy under the Site consists of unconsolidated overburden materials of glacial and gl aciofluvia
origin, which overlie shale bedrock. The thickness of the unconsolidated overburden materials ranges from
zero foot at the exposed bedrock slope formng the northwestern Site boundary, to over 60 feet along the
towpath. The glacially derived materials consist of two distinct units, including a glacial till unit
overlain by glacial outwash deposits. The outwash deposit, which constitutes an aquifer, ranges in thickness
from31l feet to 52 feet along the downgradi ent edge of the Site. The glacial till is not continuous beneath
the Site, and appears to pinch out toward the northwestern edge of the Site, adjacent to the exposed bedrock
slope. The till formation is defined as a aquitard, because it consists of silt and clay, which typically
have | ow permeability. The till formation is underlain by shal e bedrock. G oundwater found in the bedrock
can be devel oped and therefore the bedrock is defined as an aquifer. The depth to groundwater from ground
surface ranged from approxi mately 30 to 40 feet along the southeastern boundary of the Site. G oundwater
novenent beneath the Site is generally to the southeast, towards Gold Creek, which is | ocated approxinately
1,500 feet southeast of the Carroll and Dubi es property line.

G oundwat er sanpl es were col | ected downgradi ent of the |agoons and anal yzed for organic and inorganic
conpounds. The nonitoring wells nonitor either the bedrock (well depths ranging from39 feet to 86 feet
bel ow | and surface), the glacial till (well depth at 60 feet below | and surface), the glacial outwash (well
depths ranging from 16 feet to 58 feet bel ow | and surface) or both the glacial till and outwash units (well
depths ranging from35 feet to 51 feet below | and surface). The analytical results for the groundwater



sanpl es for the 1991, 1993, 1994, and 1995 sanpling events did not indicate the presence of organic

contam nants above federal drinking water or State drinking water or groundwater standards in any of the
bedrock or glacial till nonitoring wells. The sanpling events did show VOCs, semivolatile organi ¢ conpounds
(SVQQ), and chlorinated organi ¢c conpounds at concentrations exceedi ng federal drinking water and State
groundwat er and drinking water standards in nonitoring wells that are screened in the outwash and across the
outwash and till interface. As a result two plumes of total organic conmpounds exceedi ng 100 ug/L
(mcrograms per liter) or parts per billion (ppb) were defined. One plune originates at |lagoons 1 and 2, the
other at lagoons 7 and 8. The concentration of organics in the groundwater decreases dramatically further
downgr adi ent of the | agoons, which suggests that significant attenuati on of contami nants has occurred. This
has been denonstrated through groundwater nodeling conducted at the Site. The plunmes are of limted extent
and have not extended far enough to inpact Gold Creek, or to affect groundwater or the residential wells
south of Gold Creek.

The di scussion belowis intended to summarize groundwater results for organic constituents by plune (i.e.,
results of sanples collected fromnonitoring wells in the plume downgradient fromlagoons 1-4 and results of
sanpl es collected fromnonitoring wells in the plune downgradi ent of |agoons 6-8). The discussion focuses on
the 1994 and 1995 sanpling results, as these results indicate the highest concentrations of organic

contam nant and during these sanpling events all wells in the nonitoring network had been installed (the

wel I's had been installed in phases).

G oundwat er Downgr adi ent of Lagoons 1-4

During the 1994 sanpling event, four organi c conpounds, benzene, 1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachl oroethene and
trichl oroethene were detected above the federal drinking water and/or State drinking water and groundwat er
standards in the nonitoring wells |ocated downgradi ent of |agoons 1 through 4. The hi ghest concentrations of
the chl orinated organi c conpounds were observed in shall ow outwash well OWM2, |ocated downgradi ent of |agoon
2. Goundwater sanmples fromnonitoring well ON2 detected 1, 2-dichloroethene at 130 ppb, tetrachl oroet hene
at 100 ppb, and trichloroethene at 24 ppb. The federal drinking water and State drinking water standards for
tetrachl oroethene and trichl oroethene are 5 ppb; the State drinking water standard for 1, 2-dichloroethene is
5 ppb, which is nore stringent than the federal standard. Benzene was observed in shall ow outwash well MN4
at 15 ppb. The State drinking water standard for benzene is 0.7 ppb. The 1995 groundwater results detected
organi c constituents at simlar concentration as those detected during the 1994 sanpling event.

G oundwat er Downgr adi ent of Lagoons 6-8

G oundwat er data collected in the 1995 sanpling event, in the vicinity of lagoons 7 and 8, indicates that
benzene is the primary organic contaminant in the plume originating fromthese |agoons. During the 1995
sanpling of nonitoring wells |ocated downgradi ent of |agoons 6, 7 and 8 (ON9, ON10, ON11l, ON12, ON13),
benzene (State drinking water standard of 0.7 ppb) was detected in monitoring well ONM9 at 900 ppb
Monitoring well OWN10, which is |ocated i mredi ately downgradi ent of |agoon 8, had concentrations of benzene
at 2,600 ppb, xylene at 30 ppb (drinking water standard of 5 ppb), and isophorone at 440 ppb (drinking water
standard of 10 ppb). Monitoring well ON11 had concentrati ons of benzene at 970 ppb, ethyl benzene at 30 ppb
(drinking water standard of 5 ppb), xylene at 51 ppb, and naphthal ene at 17 ppb (drinki ng water standard of
10 ppb).

Benzene and phenol (drinking water standard of 1 ppb) were detected at 2,400 ppb and 55 ppb, respectively, in
nmonitoring well OM12. NMbnitoring well OM13 had concentration of 1,2-dichloroethene at 20 ppb, benzene at
350 ppb, and vinyl chloride at 34 ppb (drinking water standard of 2 ppb). The 1994 groundwater results
detected organic constituents at simlar concentrations as those detected during the 1995 sanpling event.

A previously stated, the concentrations of organics in groundwater in the outwash aquifer decreased
dramatical ly downgradi ent fromthe |agoons in the 1994 and 1995 sanpling rounds. |In 1995, sanpling data from
the furthest downgradient wells fromthe | agoons (ON¥17, ON18, and OM19) only indicated three organic
conmpounds above the State drinking water standards. Benzene was detected at 12 ppb, chl orobenzene at 10 ppb
and xylene at 29 ppb in nonitoring well ON18. Benzene and chl orobenzene were detected at 6 ppb and 8 ppb
respectively in nonitoring well ON#19. No organic conpounds were detected in nonitoring well OM17.



In Septenber 1994, April 1995 and July 1996, groundwater sanples were collected and anal yzed for inorganic
conmpounds. G oundwat er sanples collected in the 1994 sanpling event were non-filtered i norganic sanpl es.

Al though the results of the 1994 anal yses indicated the presence of inorganic conpounds, very few sanples

i ndi cated concentration above federal drinking water and State drinking water and groundwater standards
Arsenic was detected at 28.9 ppb (drinking water standard of 25 ppb), chromiumwas found in one sanple at 123
ppb (drinking water standard of 50 ppb), antinony was found at 65 ppb (drinking water standard of 3 ppb) and
| ead was found in one sanple at 39.2 ppb (drinking water action level of 15 ppb). For each of the inorganic
conpounds that exceeded their respective criteria (arsenic, chromum |ead and antinony) exceedances occurred
in only one sanple out of the 32 sanples collected.

G oundwat er sanples collected in the 1995 sanpling were also filtered in the field. The results of the 1995
i norgani ¢ anal yses indicated the presence of various inorganic constituents in the groundwater downgradi ent
of the | agoons above background concentrations. Several inorganic constituents were detected at
concentrations that exceeded the federal drinking water and/or State drinking water and groundwater
standards. Antinmony was detected at 15 ppb (drinking water Standard of 3 ppb), arsenic was detected at 105
ppb (drinking water standard of 25 ppb), berylliumwas detected at 7.2 ppb (drinking water standard of 3
ppb), chrom umwas detected at 669 ppb (drinking water standard of 50 ppb), |ead was detected at 283 ppb
(drinking water action |level of 15 ppb), and nickel was detected at 425 ppb (there is no drinking water
standard for nickel at this tine).

Due to the inconsistency between the 1994 and 1995 sanpling results for inorganic constituents, EPA conducted
anot her sanpling event for inorganic constituents in July 1996. It was suspected that the high
concentrations of inorganics detected in 1995 may have been an artifact of highly turbid sanples resulting
fromthe sanpling protocols used at that time. Because of this, the July 1996 groundwater sanples were

collected via a lowflow punp, and these sanples were not filtered. Al so, during sanple collection, the
presence of high turbidity in some of the sanples was observed, therefore some nonitoring wells were
re-devel oped prior to collecting the groundwater sanples. The results of this sanpling event indicated the
presence of inorganic conmpounds. Only three sanples indicated concentrations above State groundwater
standards. Chrom umwas detected in nmonitoring well ONM9 at 70 ppb, arsenic was detected at 43 ppb and 37
ppb in nonitoring wells ONM19 and OWN 18, respectively.

The level s of inorganics detected in the 1995 sanples tend to directly depend on the amount of suspended
sedinent (turbidity) in the sanples. Since the excessive turbidity present in the 1995 groundwater sanples
is believed to be an artifact of sanpling, these higher levels are not representative of true site conditions
in the aquifer. So, the results of the groundwater data suggests that the inorganic conpounds found in the
groundwat er beneath the Site are nost likely present at naturally occurring |levels. Thus, the potential for
i norgani ¢ conmpounds to be present in groundwater at concentrations above naturally occurring levels due to

| eaching fromthe | agoon sedinments is |low and the potential for these inorganic conpounds to subsequently

di scharge with groundwater to Gold Oreek is also low It should be noted that the results fromthe 1994
sanpling event for inorganic constituents were included in the risk assessnent (see Summary of Site Risks
below). No pesticides or PCBs were detected in any of the groundwater sanples collected fromthis Site

Sedi nent sanpl es were collected in Gold Creek. Analytical results indicate that Site related contani nants
have not inpacted the sedinents in CGold Creek.

As part of the R, groundwater nodeling was conducted to determ ne whether the organi c contam nant patterns
found in the groundwater beneath the Site have stabilized due to intrinsic biodegradation and to estimate
future concentrations of contamnants at potential off-site |ocations. The results of the groundwater

nodel ing indicate that the organic contam nants in the groundwater are not migrating off-site and that the
concentration patterns observed at the Site have stabilized or are not expected to change in the future
Thus, contaminants in the groundwater beneath the Site are not expected to reach Gold Creek or off-site
residences in the future

Al so, as part of the RI, limted data was collected to evaluate the extent of biodegradation at the Site.
This limted evaluation included the collection of dissolved oxygen and the presence of nicroorganisns in the
groundwat er capabl e of degradi ng vol atile organi c conpounds under expected Site conditions. The results of



this evaluation indicated that at the Carroll and Dubies site the dissolved oxygen levels in the benzene
plune indicated the potential for biodegradation to be occurring, and the degradi ng m croorgani sns popul ati on
was in the range of 105 to 106, indicating a healthy and robust comunity of degraders present in the

aqui fer. Therefore, the limted field data conbined with the groundwater nodeling projections denonstrate the
potential for biodegradation of organic contaminants at the Site. The groundwater nodeling results estinated
that contaminants will attenuate in five years after conpletion of the remedy selected for the | agoons

Since the groundwater nodeling results indicated the potential for intrinsic biodegradation to be occurring
in the aquifer, this potential is evaluated in the analysis of remedial alternatives.

The Gty of Port Jervis is served by a nunicipal water supply that relies on three hydraulically-upgradi ent
reservoirs as water sources. Qutside of the Gty limts, private supply wells provide drinking water. It
shoul d be noted that the New York State Departnent of Health (NYSDOH) sanpled several wells |ocated
downgradi ent of the Site while the RI/FS was bei ng conducted. Several private wells were sanpled in 1991 and
again in 1993 for organic and inorganic constituents. Oganic constituents were not detected in the
groundwat er fromthese wells, and inorganic constituents were detected bel ow drinki ng water standards
Subsequently, in Septenber 1994 and March 1995, NYSDOH sanpl ed and anal yzed a total of ten private wells in
the area for volatile organic conpounds. The wells were |ocated al ong Andrew Drive, Evergreen Lane, Mark
Drive, Mchael Drive, Van Avenue, and NY Route 209. The results indicate that no vol atile organic conpounds
were detected in any of the wells sanpled

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R for the groundwater operable unit, a baseline risk assessment was conducted
to estimate the risks associated with current and future Site conditions. The baseline risk assessnent
estimates the hunman heal th and ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe contamnation at the Site, if no
renmedi al action were taken

As part of the baseline risk assessnment, the followi ng four-step process is utilized for assessing
Site-related hunman health risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure scenario: Hazard ldentification--identifies
the contam nants of concern at the site based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence,
and concentration. Exposure Assessnent--estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures,
the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathway (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by
whi ch humans are potentially exposes. Toxicity Assessnment--determ nes the types of adverse health effects
associ ated with chem cal exposures, and the rel ati onship between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of
adverse effects (response). Ri sk Characterization--sumarizes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and
toxicity assessnents to provide a quantitative (e.g., one-in-a-mllion excess cancer risk) assessnment of
site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern which woul d be representative of
the risks posed by the groundwater underlying the Site. These contam nants included benzene, 1, 2-

di chl orobenzene, chloroform tetrachl oroethene, toluene, vinyl chloride, xylene, phenol, arsenic, antinony,
barium chromum lead, and zinc

The baseline risk assessnent addressed the potential risk to human health by identifying potential exposure
pat hways by which the public mght be exposed to contaninant

rel eases at the Site under current and future | and-use conditions. There are no current on-site groundwater
users at the Site, therefore there are no potential current receptors at the Site. Potential off-site
receptors included residents to the east and southeast of CGold Greek that use groundwater as drinking water
and recreational users of Gold Creek. Groundwater nodeling, in conjunction with nmeasured groundwater
concentrations, sedinent data from Gold Creek and groundwater concentrations fromoff-site residential wells,
indi cates that the plunmes have stabilized and that contam nants have not nigrated either to Gold Oreek or to
off- site residences on the other side of Gold Creek. Goundwater nodeling results indicate that

contami nants are not expected to nigrate to or beyond Gold Creek. Thus, current exposures to either off-site
residents or recreational users of Gold Creek are not occurring and are not expected to occur in the future.
These exposure pathways therefore, were not quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessnent.



The exposure pat hway eval uated under the potential future |and-use scenario included the exposure of
industrial workers to the on- site contam nated groundwater through ingestion. Because the Site and |and
imredi ately adjacent to the Site are currently zoned exclusively for industrial land use, future residentia
or commercial use of the Site is not expected to occur and therefore, only industrial use of the Site was
evaluated in the risk assessment. For purposes of conducting the risk assessment it was assuned that a
future industrial worker would drink 1 liter of water per day froman on-site well for 5 days a week for 50
weeks a year (250 days/year with about 2 weeks vacation) for 25 years out of a 70 year lifetime

EPA' s acceptabl e cancer risk rate is 10-4 to 10-6 which can be interpreted to nmean that an individual nay
have a one in ten thousand to a one in a mllion increased chance of devel oping cancer as a result of a
site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetine under the specific exposure conditions at a
site.

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicated that the groundwater underlying the Site poses no
unaccept abl e carcinogenic risk to industrial worker exposed to the groundwater at the Site. The sum of the
current cancer risks for industrial workers was 1.4 x 10-4 (approxi mately one-in-ten thousand) which is
considered to be within the U S EPA target risk range of 10-4 to 10-6. The main contributors to the tota
cancer risk were arsenic, vinyl chloride, and benzene

To assess the overall potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by the groundwater contam nants at the
Site, EPA has devel oped the hazard index (H). An H value of greater than 1 is considered to pose a
potential noncarcinogenic risk. The calculated H value was 0.55 which is bel ow the acceptable level of 1.0
indicating no adverse health effects to future industrial workers. The nain contributor to the total
noncancer risk was arsenic.

There are no inpacts to ecological receptors in Gold Creek, since contam nants in groundwater have not
mgrated to Gold CGreek and are not anticipated to migrate there in the future.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. These objectives
are based on available informati on and standards such as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs) and risk-based | evels established in the risk assessnent.

The remedi al action objective for the groundwater beneath the Site is to reduce or elimnate potential health
ri sks associated with ingestion of Site contam nated groundwater by potential future industrial workers and
to reduce the concentration of contamnants in the groundwater to drinking water standards.

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA at Section 121, 42 U S.C. 89621 required that each selected site remedy be protective of hunman heal th
and the environnent, be cost effective, conmply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative technol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives to the nmaxi numextent practicable. |n addition
the statute includes a preference for the use of treatnment as a principal element for the reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances.

This Proposed Plan evaluates in detail four remedial alternatives for addressing the contami nated groundwat er
beneath the Carroll and Dubies Sewage Disposal Inc., Site. Since contanminants will remain at the Site above
level s which allow for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure, each alternative would require five-year
reviews to ensure that the renmedial action is protective of hunman health and the environnent. Five-year
reviews are currently required as part of QUL. As used in the following text, the time to inplenent a
remedial alternative reflects only the time required to construct or inplenment the remedy and does not
include the tine required to design the renmedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or procure contracts
for design and construction, or conduct operation and mai ntenance at the Site

Alternative 1. No Action



Capital Cost: $0
O & Myr Cost: $0
Present Worth: $0
Time to Inplenent: O nonth

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison
with other alternatives. As denonstrated through the results of the groundwater nodeling study, naturally
occurring processes for reduci ng the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater are at work at the
Site. Under this alternative, no action would be taken to address the contam nated groundwater. There woul d
be no nonitoring of these naturally occurring processes in the groundwater to evaluate the rate and extent of
the reduction and nobilization of contam nants in the groundwater beneath the Site The period for the
groundwater to reach federal drinking water and State drinking and groundwater standards was projected

t hrough the groundwater nodeling to be approximately five years. The renedi ation of the |agoons, which wll
be inpl emented under QU1, would minimze any addti onal contam nant contribution to the groundwater.

Alternative 2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls and Monitoring

Capital Cost: $0
O & Myr Cost: $ 58, 000
Present Wort h: $ 284, 000

Tine to Inplenent: 6 nonths

Simlar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would also rely on natural attenuation, with intrinsic biodegradation
as the principal nechanism to reduce contaminants in the groundwater to drinking water standards. The
renmedi ati on of the | agoons, which will be inplenmented under QU1L, would mnimze any additional contam nant
contribution to the groundwater. This alternative includes the inplenentation of institutional controls,
such as deed restrictions, contractual agreenents, |ocal |aw or ordinances or other governnmental action for
the purpose of restricting installation and use of groundwater wells throughout the contam nated groundwat er
plunme. Goundwater nmonitoring at the Site and sedinment sanpling in Gold Ceek would al so be conduct ed.
These restrictions would conpl enent any restrictions inplemented as part of the QUL remedy. Institutional
controls restricting the use of Site groundwater would be required until the groundwater has been
denonstrated to neet federal drinking water and State groundwater and drinking water standards. This period
was projected through the groundwater nodeling to be a five year period necessary for the intrinsic

bi odegradati on and fl ushing mechani sns to reduce the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater to

| evel s bel ow drinki ng water standards. Once these |evels have been denonstrated to be met, the restrictions
on groundwat er use woul d no | onger be required

As predicted by the groundwater nodeling results, the organic contanminants in the groundwater woul d meet
drinki ng and groundwat er standards within a period of approximately five years after the inplenentati on of
the QUL remedy. This alternative includes a conponent of initial assessnment of the groundwater paraneters
whi ch favor natural attenuation and a groundwater nonitoring requirenent to evaluate the rate and extent of
reduction of the organic contamnants in the groundwater. The initial assessnment woul d include an eval uation
for the presence of constituent-degrading m croorgani sns, pH, oxygen or other electron acceptors, elenental

ni trogen, phosphorous and ot her paraneters necessary to evaluate the progress of natural attenuation.

G oundwat er nonitoring woul d be conducted on a sem annual basis.

Alternative 3: Goundwater Punp and Treat via Precipitation, Filtration and Carbon Adsorption

Capital Cost: $ 1,070, 000
O & Myr Cost: $ 287,200
Present Wrt h: $ 2,105, 000

Time to Inplenent: 9 nonths

This alternative would consist of a series of recovery wells used to capture contam nated groundwat er
i mredi at el y downgradi ent of the source areas or the |agoons. The recovery wells would capture the nost
concentrated portion of the contaninant plune emanating fromthe source areas.



Any i npacted groundwater that would not be captured by the recovery wells would be naturally attenuated.
This alternative would elimnate the potential for nigration of organic contanminants off site. The recovery
wells would be located in that portion of the outwash aquifer |ocated downgradi ent of the towpath. Beneath
the | agoons, a saturated outwash unit does not exist.

The prelimnary configuration of the treatnent system assumes that approximately six wells would be used to
punp groundwater at controlled rates to capture the inpacted groundwater. Two sets of three punping wells,
each punping at a rate of 5 gallons per mnute (gpm, would be used. The total punping rate of the six wells
is 30 gpm (ne set of wells would be | ocated between 100 feet to 150 feet downgradient of |agoon 8. This
set of three wells would be designed to capture inpacted groundwater passing beneath |agoons 6,7, and 8. One
set of wells would be | ocated between 100 feet to 125 feet downgradi ent of lagoons 1 and 2. This set of
three wells woul d be designed to capture inpacted groundwater passing beneath |agoons 1 and 2. The recovered
groundwat er woul d be treated on-site through a series of treatnent processes. Conceptually, the treatnent
system woul d consi st of iron and suspended solids renoval via precipitation followed by filtration and carbon
adsorption. Follow ng treatment, the groundwater woul d be discharged to Gold Creek in accordance with the
State Pollutant discharge Elimnation System (SPDES) requirenments. Residuals generated fromthe treatnent
processes woul d be nmanaged in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regul ations.

This alternative would al so include groundwater nonitoring to nmeasure the effectiveness of the punp-and-treat
system as well as the institutional controls specified in Alternative 2. The treatnment system woul d be
operated until contam nant levels in the groundwater reach federal drinking water and State drinking water
and groundwat er standards, which has been estimated to be approximtely five years.

Alternative 4. In Situ Goundwater Treatnent
Capital Cost: $ 1,017, 000
O & Myr Cost: $ 248,000
Present Wort h: $ 1,912, 787

Time to Inplenent: 12 nonths

This alternative involves the injection of air into the saturated zone (i.e., below the water table), via a
series of wells, to reduce the volatile constituents dissolved in groundwater. These wells would be | ocated
in the same general vicinity as the punping wells outlined in Alternative 3, thus allow ng treatment of the
nost concentrated groundwater plunme. Any inpacted groundwater that would not be captured by the in situ
groundwat er treatment systemwould be naturally attenuated. The levels of organic constituents would be
decreased in the saturated zone during aquifer aeration via mass transfer of the chemcals fromthe water
phase to the gaseous phase. |f the levels of organic conpounds exceed air quality guidelines, then a soil
venting systemwould be installed in the subsurface to collect the air em ssions. The exhaust air fromthe
vapor extraction systemwould be discharged to a treatment system The gaseous treatnent systemfor this
alternative would be an activated carbon filter.

G oundwat er nmonitoring woul d al so be conducted as part of this alternative to evaluate the effectiveness of
the air sparing system A reduction in the levels of organics may al so take place in the saturated zone

t hrough the enhancenment of bi odegradati on due to the increase in oxygen. Wth this alternative, air sparging
may be used in conjunction with vacuum extraction and/ or enhanced biorenedi ation with the addition of
nutrients.

A prelimnary configuration of the aquifer aeration systemwould consist of approximately 30 air sparging
wells. This alternative would include the same nonitoring programand institutional controls described in
Alternative 3. Treatnent of the groundwater would continue until contam nant |evels in the groundwater
achi eve federal drinking water and State drinking water and groundwater standards. This alternative would
achi eve groundwat er renediation goals w thin about five years.

EVALUATI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

During the detail ed eval uation of renedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst nine eval uation
criteria, nanmely, overall protection of human health and the environment; conpliance with applicable and



rel evant and appropriate requirements (ARARs); long-termeffectiveness and pernanence; reduction of toxicity,
nobi lity, or volune through treatnment; short-termeffectiveness; inplenmentability; cost; and comunity and
state acceptance. For a nore detailed explanation, see the conparative analysis contained in the FS.

d ossary of Evaluation Criteria
L Overal | protection of human health and the environnment addresses whether or not a renedy provides

adequat e protection and describes how risks are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent,
engi neering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will neet all of the applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenents and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver

Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup goals have been nmet. It also
addresses the nagnitude and effectiveness of the neasures that may be required to nmanage the risk
posed by treatnent residuals and/or untreated wastes.

Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatnent is the anticipated performance of the
treatment technol ogi es a remedy nay enpl oy.

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achi eve protection fromany adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that nmay be posed during the construction and
i npl enentation period until cleanup goals are achi eved

Inpl ementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplement a particular option

Cost includes both estinmated capital and operation and nmai nt enance costs, and net present worth costs

State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS report and Proposed Pl an, the
State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

Community acceptance will be assessed in the ROD and refers to the public's general response to the
alternatives described in the RI/FS report and the Proposed Pl an.

A conparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above foll ows.
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

For No Action (alternative 1) and Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls and Mnitoring (A ternative
2), the concentration of contamnants in the groundwater woul d be reduced due to natural attenuation of
contam nants until federal drinking water and State drinking and groundwater standards are net. This period
has been estimated to be approxi mately five years frominplementation of the QU1 renedy. The No Action
alternative would present a slightly greater risk to human health and the environnent than Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 in the short-term because the potential would exist that an on-site worker could cone in contact with
the contam nated groundwater. Under Alternative 2, protection of human health woul d be enhanced with the

inpl enentation of institutional controls, preventing the use of the contam nated groundwater.

For the Punp-and-Treat (Alternative 3) and In Situ Goundwater Treatnment (Alternative 4) scenarios, the
potential risks to human health frompotential exposure to inpacted groundwater would be reduced by renova
and treatment of contaminants in the groundwater captured by the renmedi al systems. These alternatives woul d
achi eve groundwater renedial goals within about five years. Institutional controls preventing the use of
Site groundwater would elimnate the potential exposure to contam nated groundwater while the groundwater is
bei ng remedi ated. The contam nants would continue to migrate until attenuated under Alternatives 1 and 2.
However, inpacts are expected to be nminimal since, as noted in the risk assessment section, the |evels of



contami nants in the groundwater present no significant human health risk under current or future uses.
Furthernore, inpacts to ecological receptors in Gold Creek formthe inplementation of Alternatives 1 and 2
woul d be unlikely since contam nants in groundwater have not migrated to CGold CGreek and are not antici pated
to migrate there in the future.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Action taken at any Superfund site nust neet all ARARs of federal and state |aw or provide grounds for
wai vi ng these requirenents. Al of the alternatives have been designed to achieve or conply with the ARARs.

Since the groundwater at the Site is a future potential source of drinking water, federal drinking waters
standards (Maxi num Cont am nant |evels [MCLs]) and New York

State Drinking Water Standards and New York State Goundwater Quality Standards are ARARs. For No Action
(Alternative 1) and Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls and Monitoring (Alternative 2), federal
drinking water and State drinking water and groundwater standards woul d be achi eved over tine through natural
bi odegradati on of organic contaminants in the groundwater. The period for the groundwater to reach federal
drinking water and State drinking and groundwat er standards was projected through groundwater nodeling to be
approximately five years. For the Punp-and-Treat (Alternative 3) and In Situ G oundwater Treatnent
(Alternative 4) scenarios, groundwater standards woul d be met by renoval and treatnent of contaminants in the
groundwat er. The di scharge of treated groundwater to Gold Creek during inplementation of Alternative 3 would
conply with the Federal O ean Water Act and State Pol |l utant D scharge Elimnation System (SPDES) regul ations.
The residual sludges fromthe treatment systemunder Alternative 3 would be treated or disposed of off-site
in accordance with RCRA regul ations. The spent carbon generated fromthe groundwater treatnent system under
Alternative 3 and the gas treatnent systemunder Alternative 4 would either be regenerated off-site or sent
off-site for treatnment and disposal in accordance with RCRA regul ati ons.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Wth all four alternatives, after approximately five years, the concentrations of contaninants in the
groundwat er are expected to be pernmanently reduced to | evels bel ow ARARs. I nplenmentation of Alternatives 3
and 4 might result in a slightly reduced tine frame to achi eve ARAR s downgradi ent of the |agoons. Therefore,
all alternatives are relatively simlar in terns of this criterion.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol une through Treatnent

Alternatives 1 and 2 rely solely on naturally occurring nechanisms to reduce the toxicity and vol ume of
contanminants in the groundwater. Although CERCLA has a preference for treatment to reduce contam nants,
Alternative 1 and 2 woul d reduce the contam nants in the groundwater by natural attenuation process.
Alternatives 3 and 4 are similar in their abilities to reduce toxicity, nobility and vol ume and woul d provide
reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol ume sonewhat nore rapidly than Alternatives 1 and 2. Under
Alternatives 3 and 4, treatnment to reduce contam nants and the groundwater woul d be acheived by extraction of
the contam nants and subsequent treatment.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternatives 1 and 2 woul d have no adverse effects at all on the comunity, site workers, or the environnent
since there would be no potential exposure to any of the contam nants because no construction activities
woul d occur. Alternatives 3 and 4, with potentially shorter tinme periods to neet ARARs, rank highest in
terns of this criterion to neet the response objectives. However, Aternatives 3 and 4 woul d present greater
inmpacts than Alternatives 1 and 2, due to construction activities. For exanple, the construction of
extraction wells and piping to transport the treated groundwater to Cold Oreek woul d have m nor negative
inmpacts on residents in the area. These inpacts would be associated with the disruption of traffic,
excavation on public and private |and, and noise and fugitive dust em ssions. Appropriate neasures, however,
woul d be inplenmented to mninize these inpacts.

Inpl emrentability



Alternative 1 - No Action is clearly the nost inplenmentable. Alternative 2 would require groundwater-use
restrictions to prevent the use of groundwater wells throughout the contam nated aquifer; although sonetines
difficult to obtain, these restriction are being used at nunmerous sites. Alternative 2 would also require
addi ti onal geochem cal and intrinsic biodegradati on studies and nonitoring. These studies and nonitoring
requirenents are being inplemented at nurmerous sites. Alternatives 3 and 4 would be nore difficult to

i mpl enent due to construction requirements. Additionally, Aternative 3 would require that access be
obtained to construct the piping to transport the treated groundwater to Gold Creek; authorization to

di scharge treated water to Gold Creek would add to the conplexity of inplenenting this remedy. Nonethel ess,
these are successfully proven technologies at the field scale and considered to be readily inplenentable.

Cost

There is no cost associated with the No Action alternative. Alternative 2, Natural Attenuation with
Institutional Control and Monitoring, is the lowest cost alternative with a present worth of $284, 000.

Alternative 3, Goundwater Punp and Treat, has the highest cost with a present worth of $2, 105, 000.
Alternative 4, In Situ Goundwater Treatnent, with a present worth of $1,912,787, is slightly less than
Alternative 3.

Communi ty Accept ance

Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be assessed in the ROD followi ng a review of the
public comrents received on the RI/FS report and the Proposed Plan. A response to comrents will be included
in a Responsiveness Summary, which will be attached to the ROD.

St at e Accept ance
The State of New York concurs with the preferred alternative
PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

Based upon an eval uation of the various alternative, EPA and NYSDEC recomend Alternative 2, Natural
Attenuation with Institutional Controls. Long-termprotection under this alternative would be afforded by the
reduction in the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater bel ow the ARARs through naturally occurring
renmoval processes. This alternative includes the inplenentation of institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions, contractual agreenents, local |aw or ordinances or other governnmental action for the purpose of
restricting installation and use of groundwater wells throughout the contam nated groundwater plune,

nmoni toring of the groundwater to measure inprovenent in groundwater

quality and sedinent sanpling in Gold Creek to ensure that contam nants have not reached CGold Creek.

Since contaminants will remain on Site, EPAwill reviewthe Site at | east once every five years to ensure
that the renedy sel ected continues to be protective of human health and the environment. |f the natural
attenuation of contaminants in the groundwater at the Site has not inproved groundwater quality to federal
drinking water and State drinking water and groundwater standards, EPA and NYSDEC wi || determine the need for
a programto evaluate and inplement contingency alternatives for groundwater renediation at the Site.

Alternative 2 addresses all of the nmedia of concern and provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. EPA and NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative
will be protective of human health and the environnent, conply with ARARs, be cost-effective, and utilize
permanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable.
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V5. LONEY: We're going
to get started.

W're going to start by way of
introducing all of the participants who
are here. M nane is Natalie Loney, |I'm
with the Public Qutreach Branch i n EPA,
and starting fromny left is Maria Jon,
who is the RPN for the Carroll and Dubies

Site, next to her is Doug Garbarini, who
is the Chief of the Eastern, New York
Remedi ati on Section, and next to Doug is
Li nda Ross, who is an EPA Hydrogeol ogi st,
and she is specializing in groundwater.

I'"d like to thank all of you for
coming out this evening. W're here to
di scuss and to present to you the results
of the renedial investigation and to
present our proposed plan for remediating
the Carroll and Dubies Site.

After ny brief introduction, Doug
Garbarini will be com ng before you. He
will give you a brief overview of the
Superfund Program followed by Maria Jon,

who will give the results of the renedial
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investigation, in addition to our proposed
pl an and an expl anation of the plan. That

will be foll owed by questions and

answers. | will then come back to the
podi um and open the floor for questions

and we will hopefully provide the

answers.

Many of you have received in the nail

a copy of the proposed plan and we al so
had a brief one page flier that was al so
enclosed in the mailer, which gives a
little bit of the detail in terns of what
the proposed plan is, in addition, it
gives the dates for the opening and
closing of the comrent period. W're
going to present the plan to you and open
the floor not only for questions tonight,
but we are requesting that you submt
coments to us. The person that you woul d
be submtting the cooments to is Maria
Jon, and her address is on the bottom of
the sheet. |f you don't have one, there
are sone of the handouts at the end. The

closing date for the comment period is in
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fact Septenber 27, 1996, so we're
requesting that all formal witten
coments be subnmitted to our office by
that date.
I'n addition, we have Ti m Vickerson
fromthe New York State Departnent of
Heal th, here who can answer sone questions
for you as well.
So without further adieu, let ne
bring up Doug Garbarini and we're going to
open the neeting. Thank you

MR GARBARI NI : Thank you, Natalie.

First of all, I'd like to thank al
of you for conming out tonight. | see a
lot of famliar faces. |'ve been out for

a coupl e of other public neetings over the
|ast few years. The last tinme | was out
here was about two years ago when we cane
out to discuss the renediation of the
source areas for the |agoons at the
Carroll and Dubies Site.

And as you're all probably very well
aware, we did select a renedy, a rather

conpl ex renedy, which called for treating
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the lagoons, materials in the |agoons, and
the soils around those | agoons, and that
remedy was sel ected | ast year.

Tonight we're here to discuss the
remedy for the groundwater at the Site.
So we've basically partitioned the Site
off into two separate, well, as we call
them operable units that allowed us to
nmove forward with the project in a nore
expedited fashion. W are already in the
mddle - - but not in the mddle, but
underway with the renmedi al design for the
treatment of the lagoons. So tonight,
since we had to collect additional data
before we make the decision on the
groundwater, we're here tonight to discuss
our groundwater investigation and the
proposed plan for the groundwater.

What 1'mgoing to do is just give you
a brief overview of the Superfund process,
in about ten mnutes or so, give you an
i dea how t he program canme about and where
it's headed.

Super fund was passed in 1980.
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Superfund Law is also nore formally known
as Conprehensi ve Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act, or
CERCLA. It was passed in 1980 by
Congress. Basically it was passed in
response to a nunber of natura
envi ronnment al di sasters that were
occurring in ternms - - when | say natural
environnental disasters |'mreally talking
about hazardous - - the uncovering of
hazardous waste sites, nost notably, 1'm
sure you all have heard about Love Cana
in the past.

At that point in tine the Federa
Covernnent really didn't have a mechani sm
for dealing with such sites, with
hazardous waste sites, it was really
crisis managenent. There were a nunber of
them springing up across the Country.
Peopl e were pointing fingers, saying
wel |, how are we going to get the work
done? Who's responsible? Were is the
nmoney going to cone fron? How can we get

those that were responsible for the
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contam nation to take part in the
cleanup? And it was a very conpl ex issue
that Congress first passed CERCLA or
Superfund in 1980, and the idea was to
provi de a Superfund or pot of noney that
could be used to address abandoned
hazar dous waste sites.

Congress at the tine we were | ooking
at a two-pronged program W were | ooking
at those sites that could be studied
rather extensively before a decision was
made so that we could nmove forward with an
appropriate renedi al action, and we were
al so looking at sites that presented a key
health risk, that were real, rea
problens. Just to give you an exanple, if
you can imagi ne having a whol e | oad of
druns uncovered on a school yard or
somepl ace where children woul d be playi ng
perhaps they were | eaking or they were
exposed to conditions that were hazardous
when these drums were reveal ed. Those
sorts of situations would present a key

health threat, and EPA has nechani sns
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whereby we can go out and take inmedi ate,
rather rapid renoval actions. And we've
conducted nore than 3,000 of these across
the Country, it's been a very successfu
portion of our program
The other side of the programis the
remedi al side of the program which we're
di scussi ng here tonight, includes sites
like the Carroll and Dubies Site, which
are on the National Priorities List.
The ot her thing that CERCLA or

Super fund gave was nechani sns to force
those parties that were responsible for
the contami nation to cleanup the

contam nation. By responsible parties we
refer to themas PRP's or potentially
responsi ble parties. And they are those
parties that generate waste that was

di sposed of at a Superfund site,
transported waste that was di sposed of at
a Superfund site, that operated a waste
di sposal processes at the site or that are
current or were formerly owners of the

site during tines of waste disposal. And
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it gave us sone real, real clout which we
did not have before, which all owed us
basically to request that the PRP' s do
work on consent, and it also gave us the
ability to order themto do the work. And
successful, it gave us an approach whereby
we coul d go back after the responsible
parties, once we had conpl eted the cl eanup
at the site, and try and recover costs
fromthemat that point in tinme.

You might ask, well, how does a site
like the Carroll and Dubies Site or any
other sites in New York become a Nationa
Priorities List Site? It's a rather
conpl i cated process, but the first step of
the process is for the site to be listed
on a Prelimnary List, or what we call our
Surplus List, and there are nore than
30,000 of these types of sites that have
been eval uated across the Country. There
are nore than 1,700 of these that were
located in New York State

And we go through a process where we
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do prelimnary assessnents and site
i nspections, if necessary, to try and
determ ne whet her the sites should be
i ncluded on the National Priorities List.
As you can see here, we've really
done a pretty thorough job of |ooking at
alnmost all the sites. There are about 130
that have not been evaluated to date, but
nost of them have either been dealt with
and are being deleted, they no | onger need
to be on the National Priorities List, or
there's a big bunch here that we're stil
trying to decide whet her they should be
put on the list or not.

As you can see, there are 89 sites
that are on the National Priorities List
in the State of New York. 1'd say
approxi mately a quarter of those are
located in Long Island, if you want to get
a feel for the density of sites across the
St at e.

So nmost of those 89 sites have had
remedi es selected for themand are - - you

know, we've conpl eted our investigation
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we' ve deci ded what sort of remedi es need
to take place at these sites.
Ckay. Once we've gotten through the
prerenedi al phase, as we call it, we've
di scovered the site, we've ranked it,
placed it the National Priorities List, as
| discussed before, we are also able to
conduct i medi ate renoval actions at these
sites or other sites requiring i mediate
response
W then get into the remedial studies
phase, and we start off with a renedia
investigation. W go out and we sanpl e
the soils, the groundwater, the air,
what ever streans nearby, whatever mght be
necessary to try and determi ne, you know,
how ext ensive the contam nation is, what
type of contam nation you have; do you
have vol atil e organi c conpounds, solvents
do you have heavy netals. W then nove
forward and utilize this information and
try and discern what sort of risk these
contam nants pose to people or to the

environnment, ecol ogical receptors. |If
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these risks are deened to be unacceptabl e
we then have to | ook at means for reducing
the risk to acceptable |evels, and we do
that in what's call a feasibility study.
A feasibility study |ays out different
alternatives for reducing the risks to
acceptable levels. Wen we're doing the
feasibility study we eval uate each of

these alternatives against nine criteria
And the two nost inportant of those are
overal |l protection of human health and the
environnent, and conpliance with al

envi ronnmental regul ations

I'n doing this conparison we then cone

out with what we feel is the best
alternative using these nine criteria, and
we put that alternative forward in what's
call ed a proposed plan, which is what
we're here to discuss tonight, and we open
up a public coment period, we take
comrents at the public nmeeting, we'll

also, as Natalie said, take coments in
witing. W'Ill go back to our offices and

review all these comments and make
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nmodi fications to the remedy, if necessary,
but these responses are all put forward in
a docunent cal |l ed the Responsiveness
Summary, which becones part of a larger
docurent, which is called the Record of
Decision. This Record of Decision is
signed by the highest ranking official in
our regional office, the Regional

Adm ni strator.

This remedy is - - this Record of

Deci sion | ays out a conceptual renedy for
cleaning up the site. W then go into the
construction phase. The first step there
is the renedial design. As | nentioned
before, we are currently in the renedia
desi gn phase for treating the | agoon

sedi ments, but a remedy has al ready been
selected there, as | mentioned. The
remedi al design phase is the nuts and
bolts. If you're going to have to build
the groundwater treatnent system you
deci de where you want to place the wells
what sort of pipe you' re going to have, if

it's going to be housed in a building, you
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deci de how the building is going to be
built, howlarge it's going to be, where
the doors are going to be, the typica
design type issues like if you're just
bui | di ng your own hone.

Then we go out and do the renedi a
action. This is where we actually get in
and nove the earth, if earth needs to be

nmoved, build our treatnment system if
they need to be built, and start the
actual cleanup of the site. Subsequently
we nove then to nonitoring, if necessary,
and we start closeout procedures for the
site, and then we go through a deletion
process, whereby the site is deleted from
the National Priorities List.

As | nentioned earlier, there are
approximately 89 - - well, there are 89
sites on the NPL, National Priorities
List, in New York State. There are about
1,200 that have been included on the Iist
across the Country.

There really isn't any typica

Superfund site per se. As | think I've
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probably nentioned to sonme of you in the
past, we've got all sorts of sites with
different types of contam nation. W have
hal f acre - - sites as small as a half acre
down in Long Island. W' ve got, you know,
landfills that approach 100 acres or
nmore. W've got sites out West that are
old mine sites that mght even be as |arge
as 200 square niles.

The cost for cleaning up a site al so
ranges, you know, very widely. On
average, a Superfund site costs about 25
to 30 million dollars to cl eanup
Obvi ously, sone of those may run into the
hundreds of mllions of dollars, others
maybe not, mnust be in the hundreds of
thousands or not cost the State anything
at all in terns of the renedial action at
the site.

In terms of tine frane, it is a very
I ong and conpl ex process. It takes, on
average, about ten years to nmove fromthe
i nvestigation phase to the cl eanup phase

So it's not a quick process. It's not
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i ke our renmoval program but it is a very
t hor ough process, to say the | east.

Just to give you an idea of the sort
of expenditures we've nmade in New York
State. As you can see here, this is a
chart that shows expenditures and
settlements in New York State through
1995. The total is approxinately 1.3

billion dollars. Remedial expenditures,
i.e., the funds, noney that came out of

the funds of Superfund that has not been
replaced is 400 nmllion. W've had
settlements in the anount of over 800
mllion dollars. So the enforcenent
program has been quite successful and

we' ve been able to get a lot of noney in
for the State - - for cleanups in the State
of New York.

As | stated before, the programis a
very conplex one. | think when Congress
originally passed the Law in 1980 there
was a feeling that we needed to put
somet hi ng toget her quickly, that this was

not going to be a long-1lived program



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pr oceedi ngs

mght last in the order of a decade. |
think they felt the cleanups were going to
be a little bit easier, nmaybe they'd be
nore contai ned and we mght just go in and
put sone soil over or cap over sites and
you m ght be removing a bunch of drums and
things like that, but the program has
become much nore conplex. W're really
just getting a better feel for it these
days. | think in 19 - - the Law was first
passed 1980 in the amount of 1.6
billion dollars for a five year period.
It was reauthorized in 1986 at a run of
about 8.6 billion. So you' re |ooking at
close to 1.6 billion a year. So Congress
real i zed how conpl ex the programwas, and
we're trying to work out the kinks of the
program now. W have a bunch of
adm nistrative reforns that are hel ping us
nove along in the process at this point.

And | think that's pretty nuch all |
had to say. I'Il turn it over to Maria
now, she'll discuss the second operable

unit, the groundwater renedy wth you, get
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into the details of the sanpling analysis
any various alternatives that we eval uated
at the Site

M. JON.  Thank you, Doug.

I''mgoing to begin by giving you a
presentation on the background of the
Site, the findings of the renedial
investigation, the result of the risk

assessnent, the feasibility study, and
then | wll discuss and describe all the
alternatives that we eval uated and the
preferred alternative.

Site background. The Carroll and
Dubi es Superfund Site is |ocated on Cana
Street in the Gty of Port Jervis

This is a map of the Site and the
surrounding land. So the shaded area
right here represents the Carroll and
Dubi es Sewage Di sposal Site. The Site, as
wel | as the land surrounding the property,
is being used for industrial purposes.
It's currently being used for that
purpose. The Gty of Port Jervis Landfil

is located on the southern portion of the
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Carroll and Dubies Site. The landfill is
currently inactive; however, it's been
used for the - - as a solid waste transfer
station. W also have a gravel operation
right here. Cold Creek is located 1,500
feet downgradient fromthe Site. The
cl osest groundwater treatnment wells
downgradi ent fromthe Site are | ocated
south of Cold Creek. These dots here
represent the drinking water wells that we
have identified during the investigation
The Neversink River is right here
The Carroll and Dubies Site was used
for the disposal of septic and nunicipal
and industrial waste from 1970 to 1979.
The waste was di sposed of into severa
unlined | agoons on the Site. The waste
whi ch cont ai ned hazardous substances were
pl aced on these | agoons on the property.
Lagoon one is |located here, two,
three, four. Five was never used for the
di sposal of industrial waste. Six and
seven and eight are located here. This is

a close-up of the Site. And to locate
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you, this is the Cty of Port Jervis
Landfill, this is Gold Creek, and the
Sewage Disposal Site is up here.

EPA pl aced the Carroll and Dubies
Sewage Di sposal Superfund Site on the
Superfund National Priorities List in
February 1990 because hazardous substances
were released fromthe facility. A

Consent Order was signed by EPA and the
potentially responsible parties in
February 1990. The Consent Order required
the responsible parties to conplete a
remedi al investigation to determ ne the
nature and the extent of the contanination
at the site and to conplete the
feasibility study to eval uate cl eanup
alternatives. Both the renedia
i nvestigation and the feasibility study
have been conpl eted by the responsible
parties.

Site renediation activities at
Superfund sites are sonetines segregated
into different phases or operable units so

that renedi ation of different
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envi ronnment al nedi a can proceed
separately. So at this Site EPA has
desi gnated two operable units. Operable
Unit One, or QU1, addresses the
contam nated naterials and surroundi ng
soil fromlLagoons 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8.

perable Unit Two, or OUJ2, addresses
t he cont am nat ed groundwat er beneath and
downgr adi ent of the Carroll and Dubies
Property.

Qperable Unit 1, which represents the
| agoons, are contam nated with heavy
netal s and organi c conpounds. A Record of
Deci si on was issued by EPA on March 31,
1995. The Record of Decision requires
excavation and on-site treatment of
approxi mately 20,000 cubic yards of
contam nated naterials and soils. The
treated materials is going to be placed in
a lined cell which is going to be built
on-site and then it woul d be capped. The
di sposal cell will have a | eachate
col l ection system as well as groundwater

noni tori ng.
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The remedy for the |agoon is
currently in the design phase. W expect
i mpl ementation of the remedy in 1998

Operable Unit Nunber 2, which
addresses the contam nated groundwat er
beneat h and downgradi ent of the Carrol
and Dubies Site, is going to be the
subj ect of ny presentation

The nature and the extent of the
groundwat er cont ami nati on found beneath
the Site was assessed through sanpling of
the groundwater, sedinents in Gold Creek,
residential wells nearby and through
groundwat er nodel i ng

The groundwater modeling is like a
conputer nonitor that was used to
determne the fate and transport of the
groundwat er contam nants found at the
Site.

The groundwat er investigation
conducted at the Site have identified two
aqui fers, the shallow and the bedrock
aqui fer or a deep aquifer

G oundwat er beneath the Site flows to
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the southeast, in this direction, to Gold
Cr eek.

The shal | ow aquifer is contam nated
wi th organi c conpounds, mainly volatile
organi ¢ conpounds, chlorinated
hydr ocarbons. The contam nants that were
found i nclude benzene, dichl oroet hene and
tetrachl oroet hene. These conmpounds are

known to degrade in the environment or in
t he groundwat er under certain conditions
they deconpose fromtoxic to less toxic
conpounds due to natural occurring

m croorgani sns in the groundwater. The
deep aquifer is not contam nated. The

hi ghest concentrations in the groundwater
were found near the | agoons. These are

t he | agoons.

Two plumes of organi c conpounds were
identified in the groundwater. One plune
is emanating fromLagoons 1 and 2, and the
other plune is enmanating from Lagoon
Nunber 8

The groundwat er investigation

conducted at the Site have identified at
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the highest |evels found near the |agoons
and that the concentrations further
downgr adi ent fromthe | agoons have
significantly decreased. So the levels
found down here are very | ow conpared to
the levels that were found near the
| agoons, which would give you an
indication that there is some attenuation
or bi odegradation of contam nants in the
groundwat er .

The sedi ment sanpling conducted in
Col d Oreek, the analysis indicates that
the sedinments in CGold Creek have not been
i mpacted by contanminants fromthe Carrol
and Dubies Site.

The private and residential wells
that are |ocated south of Gold Creek were
al so anal yzed by the New York State
Departnent of Health, and the results show
that those wells have not been inpacted by
the Site contam nants.

The groundwat er nodel i ng conducted as
part of the investigation was to determ ne

whet her the organic contam nants in the
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groundwat er have stabilized due to
bi odegradati on and al so was conducted to
estimate the future mgration of those
contam nants and al so the future
concentration of those contamnants in the
groundwater. The results of the
groundwat er nodel i ng i ndicates that there
is potential - - there is a potential for
the organi c contanmi nants to bi odegrade in
the groundwater, that the contam nants
have not reached Gold Creek, and they are
not expected to reach Gold CGreek. And
al so, the nodeling results indicate that
contam nants in the groundwater would
reach drinking water standards five years
after the renediation of the |agoons.
The risks posed by the Site
groundwat er. Based upon the groundwat er
i nvestigation conducted at the Site, a
ri sk assessnent was conducted by EPA to
estimate the risks associated with current
and future Site conditions. The risk
assessnent estinmates the human heal th and

ecol ogi cal risk posed or that could pose
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by the contam nants in the groundwater if
no renedi ati on were taken. So because
this Site and the land i mredi ately
adj acent to this Site has been zoned
exclusively for industrial use, and future
residential and conmercial use of the
property is not expected to occur, we in
the risk assessnent, we only assune
i ndustrial use of the property. So on the
current industrial use there is no --
there are no current groundwater users at
this Site, therefore, no current human
health risks associated with the
contam nated groundwater at the Site
However, there is a future risk for an
on-site industrial worker who could drink
contamnated at the Site if the
groundwat er drinking water well would be
installed on the property and the risk was
estimated to be one in 10,000. Wich is
within EPA' s acceptable risk range. There
are sone assunptions that were used to
estimate the future risk for an industrial

wor ker drinki ng contam nated groundwat er
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were the following: That a future
i ndustrial worker would drink one liter a
day of contami nated water for five days a
week, for 50 weeks a year, for 25 years
out of a 70 year lifetine.

The risk assessnent al so concl uded
that there is no risk to ecol ogi ca
receptors in Cold Creek, because the

cont am nants have not reached Gold C eek
and they're not expected to reach Gold
Cr eek.

Renmedi al Action ojectives. Renedia
action objectives are goals to protect
human health and the environnent. The
goals for cleaning up the Site are to
mnimze or elimnate potential health
ri sks posed by drinki ng contam nated
groundwat er by a potential future
industrial worker, and to reduce the
concentration of contam nants in the
groundwat er to drinking water standards.

Four cl eanup alternatives were
evaluated in the feasibility study to meet

the renedi al objectives that have been
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previously described. These alternatives
are Alternative 1, which is no action;
Alternative 2, which is natural
attenuation; Alternative 3, which is
groundwat er punp and treat; Alternative 4,
which is in situ groundwater treatment. |
will briefly discuss each one of these.

For Alternatives 2, 3 and 4
institutional controls and groundwat er
monitoring will be required for these
three alternatives. For all the
alternatives a review every five years
woul d be required by EPA so that that
woul d assure that the remedy that woul d be
selected for the Site continues to be
protective.

So under the Alternative 1, no
action, the Superfund Program requires
that the no action alternative be
consi dered as a baseline for conparison
with other alternatives. Under this
alternative no action will be taken to
address the contam nated groundwat er.

Al t hough groundwat er nonitoring as
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i ndicated the contam nants in the

groundwater will reach drinking water

standards due to natural biodegradation of

the contami nants in the groundwater, there

woul d be no nonitoring of the groundwater

to neasure the rate of reduction of these

organi c contaninants in the groundwater

and there would be no institutional

controls to prevent the use of the

contam nated groundwater. There is no

cost associated with Alternative

Nunmber 1.

Al ternative Nunber 2 is natural

at t enuati on.

Al ternative Nunmber 2 would

rely solely on natural attenuation to

reduce the organic contam nants in the

groundwat er to drinking water standards.

The groundwater nonitoring results

indicate that after renediation of the

| agoons, the levels in the groundwater

woul d reach drinking water standards in

approximately five years after renediation

of the | agoons. The renediation of the

| agoons wi |

renove the sources of the
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groundwat er contami nation and will
elimnate any additional contribution of
contam nants in the groundwater.
Groundwat er nonitoring will be conducted
under this alternative to nmeasure

i mprovenents in groundwater quality.
Institutional controls to prevent the
installation of groundwater wells and the
use of contam nated groundwater throughout
the entire Site would be required, as well
as sedinment sanpling in Gold Creek. The
estimated cost associated under -- with
Alternative 2 is approxi mately $284, 000,
and it will take about six months to

i mpl ement

Al ternative Nunber 3, which is

groundwat er punp and treat. This
alternative consists of using recovery
wells to extract contam nated

groundwat er. Approximately six recovery
wells will be placed on the Site, they
will be placed i mredi atel y downgradi ent of
the | agoons. These are the approxi mate

| ocations. Three under Lagoons 1 and 2
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and 3 downgradi ent of Lagoon Nunmber 8. At
this location the recovery wells wll
capture the nost contam nated portion of
the groundwater. The portion of the
contam nated groundwater that's not going
to be captured by these recovery wells
will be left to attenuate naturally. This
alternative includes groundwat er

nonitoring to nmeasure or to eval uate

ef fectiveness of the groundwater system

and al so institutional controls simlar to

those that | have di scussed under

Al ternative Nunber 2. The groundwater

punmp and treat systemwould continue to

operate until the levels of organic

contam nants in the groundwater reached

drinking water standards, and fromthe

groundwat er nmodel i ng that was conducted at

the Site that to reach drinking water

standards was estimated to be

approxi mately five years

Under Alternative 3, the estinated
cost is 2.1 mllion dollars and it would

take nine nonths to inplenent.
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Al ternative Nunmber 4, which is in
situ or in place groundwater treatnent.
This alternative consists of injecting air
into the contam nated groundwat er through
a series of injection wells
Approxi mately 30 injection wells would be
used to treat the contam nants in the
groundwat er, they woul d be placed
i mredi at el y downgradi ent of the | agoons.
These circles represent clusters of air
injection wells. These wells would treat
the nost contam nated portion of the
pl ume, and the portion of the plunme that's
not going to be captured or treated by the
air treatment systemwould be left --
woul d be attenuated naturally. The
organi ¢ contaninants in the groundwater
woul d be reduced by transferring
contam nants fromthe groundwater to the
air. A soil air venting systemwould be
installed in the subsurface to capture any
air emssions and the air em ssions would
be treated on-site. G oundwater

nonitoring would be required in order to
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nmeasure the effectiveness of the air
treatment system Institutional controls
simlar to those |I have discussed on the
Alternatives 2 and 3, as well as the
groundwat er nmonitoring, would be required
under Alternative 4. The estinmated cost
for Alternative Nunber 4 would be 1.9
mllion dollars, and it would take about
12 nonths to inplenent.

Regarding Alternative Nunber 3, the
groundwat er punp and treat system renedy,
the extracted groundwater that would be
collected fromthe recovery wells would be
treated on-site and then woul d be
di scharged to Gold Creek in accordance
with the State and Federal Requirenents,
which | forget to nention before.

There are nine criteria that we use
to evaluate renedial alternatives. These
criteria are divided into three different
sets, and they are the threshold criteria,
whi ch includes the overall protection of
human health and t he envi ronnent, and

conpl i ance with environnental



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pr oceedi ngs
regul ati ons.

The second set, which are the primary

bal ancing criteria, are long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence, reduction of
toxicity, nobility or vol ume through
treatnent, short-termeffectiveness

i mpl ementability, and cost.

And the last set is the nodifying
criteria; State acceptance and comunity
accept ance

Based upon these evaluation criteria
EPA' s preferred alternative is Alternative
Nunber 2, which is natural attenuation
with institutional controls and
groundwat er nonitoring.

Al ternative 2 consists of severa
actions to address the groundwater
contam nation beneath and downgradi ent of
the Carroll and Dubi es Sewage D sposa
Site. This renedy relies on natura
attenuation of the organic contam nants to
reduce the contaminants in the groundwater
to level s bel ow drinking water standards

The length of time that was estinated
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that the groundwater woul d reach drinking
wat er standards, it's about -- it was to
be about five years, follow ng
i mpl ement ation of the |Iagoon renmedy. The
| agoon renedy woul d renove the source of
the groundwater contamination at the Site,
therefore, they would -- there's not going
to be any contam nant contribution from
the | agoons to the groundwater.

So as far as this renmedy, groundwater
nmoni toring woul d be required to nmeasure
i nprovenent in groundwater quality,
institutional controls to prevent the
installation of groundwater wells, and the
use of the contaninated groundwater
t hroughout the entire plume would be
required, sedinment sanpling in CGold O eek
to ensure that contanmi nants have not
reached Gold Creek woul d be inpl erment ed.
Al so, since the contanminants woul d remain
on the Site, EPA would review the renmedy
within five years to ensure that the
remedy continues to be protected. |If the

nonitoring data shows that there is not
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i nprovenent in groundwater quality within
the five year period, EPA will determ ne
the need to inplenment or eval uate cleanup
alternatives for groundwater renediation
at the Site.

The rational e for proposing
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative
are it reduces risk to human health and

environnent, it mnimzes inpact of
remedi al activities on comunity, uses
permanent solutions, and it is
cost-effective.

Thi s concludes ny presentation. Wat
| have just discussed is just an overview
of the results of the renedia
investigation, the feasibility study, EPA
preferred alternative, and the rational e
for selecting the preferred alternative

The proposed plan, which we provided
here, provides a nore detailed description
of the preferred alternative

The Deerpark Town Hall has copies of
the Feasibility Study and the Renedia

I nvestigating Reports for your reviewif
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you would like to see -- to find out nore
i nformation about the findings of all the
studi es and investigation that have been
conducted at the Site
The commrent period extends through
Septenber 27th, all witten comrents
shoul d be provided to EPA to the address
that's presented in the proposed plan.
W are open for questions and any
coment s
M5. LONEY: 1'mgoing to request that
you step forward so you can speak in the
m crophone clearly and that the
st enographer can get it clear and can hear
your question clearly. 1'malso going to
ask that you state your name prior to
aski ng your question, so the stenographer
can al so keep a record of who asked what.
Yes?
MS. HODSON:  |'m Frances Hodson
Wien | first read this report,
there's language in it that | thought was
difficult if this is for the genera

public. Say the word attenuation, would



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pr oceedi ngs
you pl ease descri be what attenuation
neans.

M5. RCSS: Natural attenuation --
there's a glossary on the back of the
handout that you have. |'mjust going to
read it first and then I'll describe it.
Natural attenuation is a process where
groundwater is cleaned up by relying on

natural processes. Exanples of these
natural processes are; intrinsic

bi odegradation, dilution (dispersion), and
adsorption. There are several other
processes, but they're real mnor in this
case.

So intrinsic biodegradation is one
that was discussed in this instance, and
I'I'l read again nmy glossary. It's soi
and groundwat er contain many naturally
occurring mcroorgani sms, such as
bacteria, which can use the contani nants
as a food source, naturally decreasing the
contam nation and form ng sinpler
conmpounds, eventual ly | eading to carbon

di oxi de and wat er.
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MB. HODSON:  Thank you

M5. LONEY: Does it answer your
question?

MS. HODSON:  Yes, it does. | |ooked
it upinthe dictionary, but you don't get
as good a description, and I'ma very
ordinary citizen, I'mnot a scientist, so
| needed that.

Now, institutional controls. What
institution is going to be doing the
controlling?

MR GARBARI NI : Wen you get into
institutional controls, it's a very
difficult thing to try and expl ain, but
there are a nunber of different nmechani sns
that you can use. And as far as who would
be inplenenting those institutional
controls, typically what we try and do is
get the responsible parties, as
nmentioned earlier, potentially responsible
parties, responsible for the contamni nation
at the Site to inplenment those
institutional controls. And typically

what we try and do is lay that out with a
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consent order with themand ask themto
foll owup, often it requires -- if you go
off the property and the responsible
parties no |longer own the property, it
requires sonme coordination with town
officials and with the property owners.

So, for instance, in this case we're
not saying exactly how we woul d i npl enent
the institutional controls, but we would
probably restrict use of groundwater at
the Site perhaps with sone sort of deed
restrictions, and EPA al so has mechani sms
whereby we can -- it's very, very legal,

you get into real estate |aw and ot her
t hi ngs whereby we can actually try and
enforce some of these institutional
controls. Wat we do, we can give you a
nore detail ed answer in your
Responsi veness Sunmary. W have an
attorney actually wite up a nore detail ed
response to your question.
MB. HUDSON: Al right. Thank you.
MR GARBARINI: You're wel cone.

M5. LONEY: |1'mgoing to ask that
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anyone and everyone who has any questions
you can just lineup here, that way you can
ki nd of expedite it rather quickly.
MR MAYFIELD: H. M/ nane is
Ri chard Mayfield from Congressnan G| man's
of fice.
I'd like to thank the EPA for this
opportunity for this public coment period
and recogni zing the relative infancy of
envi ronnment al science and every site being
uni que of course
Can you point to sone sites for us or
sonme past history that this proposal that
you're doing will be successful, so five
years down the road we don't have to cone
back and revisit this and say, gee
fellows, we spent "X' amount of dollars
and we're no better off than we were five
years ago? Thank you
MR GARBARINI: Thank you. | guess a
maj or portion of this remedy really relies
on the renedy that we selected for the
| agoons | ast year and the effectiveness of

that renedy, but there are a nunber of
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other sites out there where we have
actual |y gone out and cl eaned up sources
and sources of contam nation. So as soon
as you renove that source of contam nation
to the groundwater, you will see some
i mprovenents in the groundwater.
And the other alternative really is
to try and aggressively cleanup the
groundwater, go out there with a punp and
treat system which is not necessarily a
very efficient system
At this Site here we are seeing that
the | evel of contam nation dropped
dramatically fromjust bel ow the | agoons
further downgradient of the Site just
before Gold Creek. So we are very
confident that once we get the source out
of there, we'll start to see some
significant inprovenments in groundwater
quality. W had our -- our experts out
in lahoma, folks that actually are very
good with groundwater nodeling and | ooki ng
at bi odegradation and things |ike that,

they reviewed all the nodeling here and
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data that we had for the Site and they
also felt confident that sone
bi odegradati on was goi ng on and that the
nodel ing results, as predicted -- there's
al ways -- when you're dealing with
nmodel i ng, you never know exactly how
things are going to turn out, but they
were pretty confident with the effort that
was conduct ed here
MR DECKER  Wayne Decker.
you mentioned that the contaninants
are significantly decreasing in the
monitoring wells as the wells are further
fromthe | agoon sites. On those wells
that are furthest fromthe | agoon sites,
are the | evel s approaching safe | evel s?
Are they still considered hazardous |evels
that are found there now? Do you have any
nunmbers on that? And besides just giving
me nunbers, | don't know what the nunbers
nmean unl ess | know what the ranges are,
unl ess you can sort of indicate.
M5. RCSS: Just in general, right

near the | agoons our chief contamnant is
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benzene, and benzene is in the thousands
of ppb right adjacent to the |agoon, and
at our furthest downgradient wells, which
are just north of Gold Creek, the benzene
is either non-detect or about
approximately 10 ppb. So we're seeing two
orders of magnitude decrease in that 1,500
feet. So they're either at or below ntl's
or just above ntl's in that area.
MB. LONEY: Wat's ppb?
M5. RCSS: Ch, ppb is parts per
billion.
MR DECKER What's allowable in
drinki ng water?
M. ROSS: 0.7 is the State
standard. Federal standard is 5
MR DECKER Five what was that?
MB. RCSS: Five ppb's bel ow standard.
MR GARBARINI: Just to add to that,
so if people were actually drinking that
water, | mean no one is currently drinking
the water and we don't anticipate that
people will be drinking it in the near

future, but as an added neasure of safety
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you woul d have the institutional controls
also just to nake sure it didn't happen
MR DECKER Wile I"'mtrying to

figure out nunbers, we've got this
nyt hi cal industrial worker who's drinking
water five days a week, and | believe you
said the risk is 1 in 10,000 and that is
within the acceptable range if it's 1in

10,001 I'mnot too happy about that, if

it's 1 and not much nore than 10, 000, is

it significant?

MR GARBARI NI : Yeah, the acceptable
risk range -- there was a little bit of
di scussion of what is acceptable in the
proposed pl an, but for carcinogens it is
1in 10,000 to 1 in 10,000,000. That's
our acceptable risk range. So what we saw
here was 1 in 10,000, so we were right at
the acceptable risk range. Again, the
assunptions are that soneone woul d be
exposed to the water for twenty-five
years, five days a week, drinking a liter

a day, which are some pretty conservative
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assunpti ons.

MR DECKER | guess ny comment woul d
be that it seens like this approach is
conservative along with the rest of your
thinking there. And what concerns nme is
that since it is related to the success of
the | agoons being cleaned up in a tinely
manner, that if in fact we see any del ays

in that process, this five year w ndow,
whi ch begi ns upon the conpl etion of the
| agoons, is going to be stretching out
further and further, and a couple of the
other alternatives that were mentioned
seemed to have nuch shorter periods of
time for effectiveness, unless | wasn't
under st andi ng those nunbers right.

MR GARBARINI: That's a little
confusing actually. [If | could respond.

MR DECKER  Sure

MR GARBARINI: | think you might be
tal king about the tine to inplement, Maria
had mentioned some tinme frames before;
ni ne nont hs, twel ve nonths.

MR DECKER Right. Right.
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MR GARBARINI: That doesn't include
such things as negotiating with
potentially responsible parties to do the
work, the design phase of the process,
actual |y going out and bidding or trying
to get a contractor on board to do the
construction work. That really |ooks at,
okay, we've got a contractor on board, now
you need to go back out and construct the
unit. So in one instance, say the
groundwat er punp and treat woul d take us
12 nonths to go out there and lay all the
pi pe work, construct the unit, start
operating it, shake is down, make sure
it's operating effectively, and then after
that, the nodel projects that it can still
be about five years before -- after the
cleanup, until you achi eve the sane
| evel s, but obviously if you're taking an
aggr essi ve approach, you'll probably going
toclean it up alittle bit quicker, but
the nodeling is showing that it wouldn't
be that nuch quicker.

MR DECKER  Thank you. These people
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have all gotten nad at nme before, so...
Just ny last one is that you

mentioned that there were no site-rel ated
contam nants found in any of the test
wel I's and any of the nei ghboring water
wells and the stream And |'mjust
wondering if there were any
non-site-rel ated contam nants that we
ought to be aware of.

MR GARBARINI: Actually, | think I'm
going to pass that question along to Tim
Vi ckerson of the Departnent of Health.
DOH actual |y conducted the sanpling of
those wel | s.

MR VI CKERSON:  Yeah, ny nane is Tim
Vi ckerson, New York State Heal th
Depart nent .

M/ agency has been involved in
sanpling a few of those residential wells
in that area as of a couple years ago.
Bottomline is | don't recall seeing any
non-site related contam nants, as well as
any site-related contam nants in those

wells. | don't have the results with e
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tonight, but as far as | recall, | don't
remenber seeing anything else in there.

MR DECKER  Thank you

MR PINES: Larry Pines.

I was wondering why no mention was
made of EPA's own invention by John WI son
of bi odegradation, what you cal
co-netabolism the use of oxygen in a foam
medi um nade of surfactant and purified
wat er punped into the ground to increase
the activity of the bio-organisns.

And 1'mal so wonderi ng, on anot her
i ssue, that the | agoon, as you tal k about
in your information here, that you got
20, 000 cubic yards got to be contained,
guess that neans it's gonna be --

MR GARBARINI: Treated

MR PINES: Treated?

MR GARBARINI: Treated and
cont ai ned.

MR PINES: Treated as in how
wat er ?

MR GARBARINI: | guess |I'll take

your second question and respond to that,
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since it's fresh in nmy mnd and before |
forget.

The Operable Unit 1 renedy that was
sel ected last march called for basically
the handling of 20,000 cubic yards of
materi al, sone of those are contam nated
wi th inorganic conpounds, they would have
to be stabilized prior to being placed in

a Part 360 or cell, the cell that was
Maria was tal ki ng about, others have or
organic contanmination. W think we're
gong to be treating those via a
bi oslurry, using bugs basically. And
other materials will be bel ow our
treatment |evels that were specified so
they woul d not have to be treated via
ei ther nechanism but they're hi gh enough
that they would have to go into the cell.
MR PINES: Wat about the heavy
netal s you tal ked about ?
MR GARBARI NI : The heavy netal s
woul d be stabilized if they exceed
the --

MR PINES: How?
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MR GARBARINI: The actual types of
materials that would be used for the
stabilization process? Those have not
been sel ected yet, but there are a nunber
of different types that are out there.

MR PINES: Yeah, | know.

MR GARBARINI: If you're interested,
when we start approaching the phase where
we're going to be -- a lot of those are
proprietary too, so it gets touchy, but we
can keep you up-to-date on where we think
we' re headed on that.

MR PINES: It's just that | know of
a person at Chio State or Penn State who
devel oped a system by taking phosphates to
so call stabilize lead in the soil to nake
it say non-hazardous if consunmed, that the
body -- won't be absorbed into the bl ood
stream and al so work done by sonebody, |
don't know if it's EPA or whose it is, but
there's sone work down at Liberty State
Park in New Jersey where they use
sunfl owers and actual nustard plant to

absorb chrom um and | ead out of the soil
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and it stays inside the root system which
can be di sposed whi chever way you want,
but it |eaves the soil clean apparently.

MR GARBARINI: Yes, |'ve heard of
the latter. | knowit's been used in sone
of the Eastern block countries too, it's
been quite effective. | think typically,
like you said, to use a foammediumto try
and absorb the contaninants, but we'll
take note of your comments here and Maria
wi Il be handling the design, so |'msure
she'll keep it in mnd.

MR PINES: Ckay. Thanks.

M5. ROSS: About the co-netabolism
you had said --

MR PINES: Yes.

MB. ROSS: -- why we're using the
intrinsic biorenediation, just using the
nat ural bi ol ogi cal popul ation, and not
adding to it, not adding surgots or any
addi tional things, but that is another
technique that's used. But John WIson of
the U S. EPA Lab Ada endorses intrinsic

bi or enedi ati on.
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And I"'mjust going to add this, do
you feel that you need that to achieve
your goal ? Right now we believe the Site
conditions are such that we can do this
wi t hout adding anything at this tine.

MR PINES: Are these the sane people
at Ada that told ne when | was in Ckl ahona
Cty that the high levels of chemcals in

the water systemat Norman were not a
danger ?

M5. ROSS:  Probably not.

MR PINES: | ended up in the
hospital and | lost ny job with the posta
service because of it. |'mjust wondering
if those were the same people that say
it's relatively safe.

MB. ROSS: Probably not.

MR PINES: | hope not.

MR STEIN  Thank you for your
presentation so far. M nane is Eric
Stein. | represent the Deerpark Planning
Boar d.

And 1'd like to get alittle bit

clearer line on your tine line, basically
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for the public. You' ve got the QU1
system which is the contai nment and the
treatment of the tanks for the |agoons,
and you' ve got the O, which is the
groundwat er section. Now, you keep
referring to five years of QU2 before it's
drinkable and that's, I'massum ng, after
the | agoons have been conpletely treated
and contai ned; right?

And 1'd like to know approxi mately
how | ong or what kind of an estimate you
expect that it would take from you know,
working it out with the PRP's, finding out
the resolutions, determning the chemcals
you expect to use for treating the heavy
netal s, containing the | agoons and the
adding five years? Can you give ne a tine
line, effective tine |line? Saying that we
started working it out with the PRP's
t oday.

MR GARBARINI: Ckay. Actually,
we're a little bit ahead of that because
we signed the Record of Decision for the

source control |ast March.
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MR STEIN Right.

MR GARBARINI: And we had
negoti ations with the responsible parti es,
with a couple of the responsible parties,
last year. W were not able to cone to
ternms on consent and we did issue them an
O der at the end of Septenber of |ast year
and they conplied with the Order and they
have submtted a work plan to us for the
remedi al design, which Maria has al ready
taken a | ook at and commented on, as has
the State of New York and other entities
within EPA.  So --

MR STEIN So we have a year or so
into it already?

MR GARBARINI: Yeah. W're already
into the process.

MR STEIN. But we haven't started
any treatnment or buil di ng?

MR GARBARINI: That's correct. So
basical |y what we have is we have a work
plan that will allow us to now start to
proceed with the design and the renedy,

and there probably will be sone testing
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that goes on before we actually figure out
exactly what types of naterials we're
going to be using, what kind of slurry is
going to work. But the long and short of
it is, is that we should have that design
conmplete by the end of 1997, begi nning
part of '98.

MR STEIN  Ckay.

MR GARBARINI: And then |'d say it
woul d probably take a year.

MR STEIN Ckay. So at the end of
'98 you sai d?

MR GARBARINI: Beginning of 19 --
yes, end of '98 say for the --

MR STEIN The end of '98 you'd be
ready to inplenment the actual treatnent
and construction activities?

MR GARBARI NI : The begi nning of '98
we probably will be ready to inplenent,
and it would take a year fromthere |
woul d say.

MR STEIN A year after that QU1
woul d be conpl et e?

MR GARBARINI: Yes. In the
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nmeanti ne, what we'd probably -- we'd
probabl y be excavating and staging
material as they're being treated and
whatnot. So taking them-- hopefully
we'll be taking themout as we're building
the cells. Sonme of the naterials are
going to have to go because we have to
build a new cell for them so they're
going to have to be staged in certain
areas and things like that. So hopefully
the impacts to the groundwater will be
elevated to a certain extent before we
actually finish all the treatnment and
pl ace the materials in the cell and
cappi ng the cell

MR STEIN So we've got 98, 99 for
the finish of the | agoon section?

MR GARBARINI: | would say
hopefully -- hopefully we get the work
done in the construction season of 1998
and be done by the end of 1998. That
woul d be ny hope

MR STEIN  Optimum scenario

MR GARBARINI: Yes, if we don't have
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any problens, that's right.

MR STEIN.  And then anot her
additional five years after that. So
we're tal king 2004, 2005 for --

MR GARBARI NI : 2004, 2005, yes. But
you have to remenber that the nodeling
shows that you really need to get in there
and renove the source before any of the
remedi es that we | ooked at are going to do
much good.

MR STEIN. Yes, of course. |It's
very under standabl e why QU1 and QU2 are
connected and correl at ed.

I had anot her question about the
actual retai nnent, the actual treatnent
and the containnent for the materials from
the lagoons. Could you briefly explain
what that's going to be.

M. GARBARINI: Ckay. It's going to
be consistent with New York State Part
360, the 360 Landfill Requirements, which
i nclude clay and probably sone synthetic
liner, |eachate collection. And | don't

know, Maria, do you have anynore details
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that you can add to that?

It would be consistent with the
current landfill requirenents for the
State of New York Part 360.

M5. JONN Right, it's going to be a
conposite |layer of clay, soil, conpacted
soil at the bottomand then a high density
pol yethylene liner will be placed beneat h,
before the true naterial gets placed on
the cell, and it's going to have a
| eachate coll ective systemand w |
collect any liquid that m ght possibly be
generated overtinme and then a cap is going
to be placed, also made of conposite |ayer
of clay and soil and gravel. This is
going to be about three feet -- thickness
of three feet the cover's going to be, so
that woul d be consistent with the State
Regul at i ons.

MR STEIN And these are the
gui delines of the Landfill State Law 3607?

MB. JON.  That's correct, for solid
waste |andfills.

MR GARBARINI: Yes. And the Law
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also allows for some variation in terns of
the materials that you use, but it would
be consistent. You know, typically the
materials that Maria was describing are
the types of material that are typically
used.

MR STEIN. Landfills are a favorite
subj ect around here.

MR GARBARINI: | can imagine.

MR STEIN.  Thank you very nuch.

MR GARBARINI: You're wel cone.

Thank you.

MR BERKMAN: |'m Jeffery Berknman.
I''mhere representing Assenbl yman Jake
@Qunt her, and thank you for the
present ation.

I have a question of process. |If
there's a disagreement by the possible
responsi bl e parties, does EPA go ahead and
do the work and then discuss howit's
going to be paid for later or do you wait
to have all that lined up first before you
do the work?

MR GARBARINI: Typically what we do,
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the process that we use in nost cases, at
| east when we get to the design phase, is
we'll issue letters to the responsible
parties requesting that they performthe
cl eanup or pay for the cleanup. W then
ask themto give us a good faith offer, if
they're willing to do that, if they want
to do that, they'll give us a good faith
offer and we'll sit down and negotiate
terns of the agreenment with us and then
they woul d inpl ement the renedy.

If they decide that they don't want
to negotiate with us or if they negotiate
with us and then say, listen, we don't
have a deal here, what we can do is issue
an Order to them order themto tinely do
the work. They can choose to conply with
the Order or not conmply with the O der.
If they don't conply with the Order, we
woul d actually fund the additional work
and then go after themlater on for the
cost of the cl eanup.

In the case of the first, the

operable unit with the | agoon renedy, the
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PRP' s are inplenenting that renedy.

MR BERKMAN: They agreed?

MR GARBARINI: They sat down and
negotiated with us and we were unable to
reach an agreenment on consent, but we did
i ssue theman Order and they choose to
comply with it, and they have been
conducting the work in good faith. They
also did the renedial investigation under
Adnini strative Order on Consent. So they
consented to do all this study work.

MR BERKMAN: |'mnot sure how many
docunents you dropped of f at Town Hall
Deerpark Town Hall. 1Is it like one of
those | arge books there?

AVOCE It's one of these

MR BERKMAN: It is just one of these
documents that | have?

MR GARBARINI: This should al so be
in the repository, but that provides a
summary of everything that's been done.

MR BECKMAN: | was going to suggest
at least this, | don't know about those,

but sone of these copies you m ght
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consi der dropping themoff in the Port
Jervis Free Library, which also is part of
Deerpark, part of their library district,
and it mght be convenient for people that
live in Deerpark, if they work in Port
Jervis, they m ght have the opportunity to
review the docurments in Port Jervis and
also mght be interested for people in
Port Jervis and M ddl etown and ot her
peopl e who might be interested as well, so
if you have two sites for information, it
m ght be hel pful

MR GARBARINI: Ckay. VYes, we'll do
t hat .

MR BECKMAN: Thank you. And lastly,
I was hoping the State Oficial, after you
revi ew t he docunents, | was hopi ng you
could wite a letter to Senator Gunther
stating that it's your belief that none of
the wells in the vicinity have any
contamnants. | think that's what you
said. | don't want to put words in your
mouth. But could you please wite a

letter on that, so that when we get
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constituents asking about that, we can
always refer to your letter.

MR VMICKERSON: | will.

M5. LONEY: | just want to neke sure
| understand, you're requesting that there
be an additional repository? W have two
existing repositories; one at Deerpark
Town Hall and the other at the Port Jervis
Public Library.

MR BECKMAN:  You do have the Public
Li brary?

MS. LONEY: Yes, there are two.

MR BECKVMAN: | didn't hear himstate
that in the beginning.

M5. LONEY: There's a copy of it
there, if you need copies of this
docurment. This was handed out and mail ed
out. It should, in fact, | believe, in
that document it may in fact list the
repositories where they' re | ocated.

MR BECKMAN: |f you have it at the
Port Jervis Library, that's great.

MB. LONEY: Yes.

MR BECKMAN: Thank you.
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MB. LATINI: |'m Louise Latini. |
live at Vans Beach in the Town of
Deerpark, Port Jervis, New York.

I was here two years ago for this
nmeeting. Wat is the condition of the
situation up there now since two years
ago? Has there been testing at those
points to see if anything has decreased
natural [ 'y?

MB. LONEY: Wen you say points,
what do you nean?

M5. LATINI: Up there at the -- at
the dunp.

MB. LONEY: Ckay, you nean the
specific wells that they were testing?

MB. LATINI: Yes, were they tested
since two years ago, and | want to know
what the results are.

MR GARBARINI: Ckay. |'ll respond

to that, and Linda can correct nme or Maria

can correct me if I'mnot accurate with
what |' m saying.
As | mentioned before, we really

aren't going to see any real significant
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results until we renove the source, but in
terns of what we have seen, the
groundwat er testing that was done up there
was sort of done in phases; we went out
with one streamof wells, then we went out
further with another streamof wells, and
then further with another streamof wells
and so the first couple of runs of
sanpling didn't include the furthest
wells, so we can't really conpare or say
the first round of sanpling -- we can't
conpare four rounds of sanpling to wells
that are further off. But the wells from
the lagoon, the results were pretty
simlar fromround to round. Wen we
start to nove away fromthe | agoons we see
a very big decrease in the |evel of
contam nation and we don't think that the
contam nants are really nigrating all that
far before they're naturally attenuating
bei ng eaten by the bugs that are out
there, so to speak. So we haven't really
been able to docunent a real decrease say

in one given well of contami nation, but we
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expect to see that once we renove the

source.

M5. LATINI: Ckay. | have another

questi on.

Two years ago when | was here |

requested to have ny well checked by the

State.

They did cone down on

Septenber 12th, 1994. | received the

report on Novenber 22, 1994. There was a nman

here asking if the wells are

contamnated. | do have sonme in mne.

They say it's under the New York State

Regul ations, but it is in ny water. Says

it's okay to drink, but it's there. You

can't say that they're free. This

gentl eman here signed this letter that |

got. Everything is witten here, the

amounts and what they are, in three pages

that |

have. | do not understand it. Al

I knowis that they're telling me, is that

it's below the standards. Wat |' m asking

for tonight, | already spoke to him |

want anot her test done. | cannot afford

to do to Orange County Department of

Heal t h.

have ny water checked for



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pr oceedi ngs

several things once a year, but not all
these chemcal s because |I couldn't afford
it. So | feel that what | want to ask tonight
again to have this test done, and | will
mat ch themup what | had two years ago to
see if there's any changes, then | will
know nyself if the natural way is the best
way to go. As far as | was told years
ago, the sand does not take out these
chenical s, you have to use something to
get rid of "em they're just not going to
go naturally. That's why | asked you what
the difference was in two year's tine,
what was found two years ago and now two
years |later or one year, however you test
them there should be a change. And I'm
very much interested in getting this done
again on ny water so that | can see for
nyself how the tests are coming. |If it's
decreasing, fine. |If it's increasing then
it's not too good.

MR VI CKERSON: Yeah, 1'd just like
to say that nost of those sanples, nearly

all of themwere netals, we tested for
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netals, and there were -- can't call them
contam nants, but they're naturally
occurring elenents, that if you go test
the gravel you're going to find naturally
occurring netals. You know, in sone areas
of New York State you find them at higher
| evel s than others, but they're not really
contam nants, they're naturally occurring
in the ground.

I'd like to elaborate a little bit on
what Doug sai d about the outer stream of
nmonitoring wells that you have com ng out
of the Site. Those wells will be acting
as a sort of a sentinel or guard, if you
will, for contam nants that have the
potential to mgrate in the direction of
residential wells which are even further
so if we start to see any trends or if we
even start to see any detection at all on
those wells , that would be an indication
to ne to get out there and get some nore
private well sanples.

And | encourage anybody else, if you

live out in that area, Maria had a map up
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that showed all those tiny little
triangles, there's quite a few of them out
there, if you're really concerned about it
and you're really lost, get us out there
and get a sanple, so let ne know | guess
this is a good opportunity, I'll give you
ny 800 nunber: 1-800-458-1158,
Extension 305. And I'll give that again,
it's 1-800-458-1158, Extension 305. Thank
you.

MR GARBARINI: Yes, I'd just like to
reiterate what Timhad said, | have public
water fromny town and | have a | ot of
iron magnesiumin mne, it stains the
bathtub and it's a pain to scrub off, but
those are naturally occurring. Metals are
natural ly occurring, so you woul d expect
to see some of those in your water.

MB. LATINI: Wat's in mne is netals
pl us these contami nants. You can | ook at
this.

MR GARBARINI: |'msure Timwll.

MS. LATINI: Not natural.

MR VI CKERSON: See ne after.
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MR GARBARINI: Sounds like he's
willing to get another sanple for you.
Maybe you can see Timafter.

MB. SADANI ANl :  Kat hy Sadani ani .

M/ question is very simlar to
Louise's. | was just wondering what was
the date of the last sanpling of the
sedi nent sanpling of Gold Creek or of the
last -- this |ast band of contingency
wel I s? |f anybody knows, what was your
| ast date. Are you the one who does --

MR VICKERSON: | guess | could
answer part of that. The last sanple |

got was March of ~95.

As far as the groundwater wells, I'm
not sure, so |l'll leave it to Doug.

MR GARBARINI: | think, if you do
not nmind, we'll take a little bit of time

and | ook through our docunent and get back
to you later on in the neeting about when
things were | ast sanpled. EPA actually
went out there with our own staff in July
to sanpl e sone of the nonitoring wells.

MS. SADANIANI :  This July?
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MR GARBARINI: This July, this year
to take a | ook at sone of the inorganic
contam nants there. Before that, in terns
of groundwater, | think our |ast sanpling
that was done was spring of "95.

MB. JON  Septenber " 95.

MR GARBARINI: WAs it Septenber?
That m ght be when we had the results cone
in.

M5. JON  Yes, you're right

MR GARBARINI: Sonetine between the
spring and Septenber of 1995. So spring
or sunmer.

The creek sedinent sanpling, we're
going to take a | ook at docurents and
see if we can get that information for
you. That was probably done | think in
94, I1'mnot sure, but we'll try and
figure it out for you.

M5. SADANFANI: And if it doesn't get
to the Creek, then the people on the south
of that are clear; is that correct? So
the Creek would be your way of saying, and

that has not been done since 94,
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supposed!| y?

MR GARBARINI: Well, the Creek, as
well -- we're really nore concerned about
what's showing up in the nonitoring wells
then the Creek. | think the Creek
provides us with the indication that it's
a good sign that nothing has shown up in
the Creek and it's worthwhile to continue
to nonitor that, but what we're really
concerned about is the nonitoring wells
t hensel ves.

MB. SADANIANI: Ckay. But it's over
a year since they were done, the |ast
band, but that was negligi bl e?

MR GARBARINI: That's right.

V5. SADANI ANl : A year ago.

MR GARBARINI: That's right.

M5. SADANI ANl :  Over a year ago.

MR GARBARI NI : Yeah, sonetine
bet ween spring and summer of |ast year,
aside fromthe wells we sanpled this
summer for inorganic chenicals.

M5. SADANIANI:  So you have no idea

of what the situation is in that |ast band
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of wells right now?

MR GARBARINI: No, | think --

MS. SADANIANI :  You know, |'m
bringing this up because we live south of
the Creek. There's three cancer cases in
ten houses. That to ne is a hell of a |lot
of cancer in ten houses, that |'m shocked
to see the map to see where we live. [|I'm
shocked.

MR GARBARINI: Have you had your
wel |l tested by the Departnent of Health?

MB. SADANIANI: No, we were not, none
of us were tested.

MR GARBARINI: | can understand your
concern. It's hard not to be concerned
about it.

MB. SADANIANI: |t blew our mnd
t oni ght .

MR GARBARINI: R ght. But yet you
have to understand, we | ook at the history
of the disposal at the site, we | ook at
the wells, howit's confined in the wells
| nean, the sort of nasty stuff, if you

recall, that was disposed of a nunber of
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years ago, probably in the “70's so you
woul d expect if that was mgrating
off-site, you woul d expect probably to see
something in that last string of wells.

MS. SADANIANI: Right.

MR GARBARINI: And we haven't seen
anything over the last few years in those
wells, so we really believe that these
natural processes are taking care of
t hi ngs.

V5. SADANI ANl :  Taking care of
t hi ngs.

MR GARBARINI: But we will continue
to nonitor. W have seniannual nonitoring
in the renmedy. But in the neantinme, just
to put yourself alittle bit nore ease,
| suggest that you call Timand try and
get your well sanpl ed.

M5. JON:  Just to give you an idea
the nost -- the nost furthest nonitoring
wells are located here. This is the Site
and CGold Creek is right here. So the
levels that we found in the nonitoring

wel | s around here were either at the
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drinking water standards or slightly,
slightly, above the drinking water
st andar ds.

MR PEILL: Arthur Peill.

I'"d just be grateful if sonmebody on
the panel here could rem nd us of who the
responsi bl e parties to the Consent O der
are.

MR GARBARINI: Ckay. W have a
series of PRP"s at the Site. Some of them
had signed on to do work or given us
notice of intent to conply and others were
noticed and are not performng the work.
I'mjust going to read fromthe list right
here. W have, first of all, Carroll and
Dubi es Sewage D sposal, the owners of the
property, and we have Kol mar Laboratories
and Wckhen Products. They were both
conpani es that had waste that were
provi ded to disposers or transporters that
were eventual ly dunped at the Site. W
al so had Reynolds Metals. EPA signed a
settlenent, what's called a De Mnims

Settlenent, with Reynolds last year and it
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was finalized this year. Basically what
that says is that they were a snall contributor
to the contamnation at the Site and
because of that they played, so to speak,
a nuch nore -- a much smaller role, a
mnor role than the other PRP's, therefore
we signed a De Mninus Settlenent with
them So they basically signed off, paid
us sorme noney and they're out of the
pi cture unless we find sone additional
contam nation or evidence in the future
that said they were a larger player in the
contam nation of the Site. And we have
one other party, that is the Gty of Port
Jervis. Now, Kol mar and W ckhens, they
both signed an Administrative Oder on
Consent to conduct the renedial
i nvestigation, and they were also the
responsi bl e parties that gave us notice of
intent to conply with our order to perform
the renedi al action.

MR PEILL: Thank you.

MR GARBARINI: You're wel cone.

MR CARROLL: M/ nane is Carroll,
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Carrol | and Dubies

In the paper this norning | read
where you're concerned about two
and-a-hal f acres of |and adjoining the
landfill, the Port Jervis Landfill. Wo
owns those two and-a-half acres?

MR GARBARINI: What was the
reference again? |'mnot sure of the
reference you' re speaking of.

MR CARRCLL: In the paper today it
was stated that you're concerned about two
and-a-hal f acres of |and adjoining the
Port Jervis Landfill, two and-a-half acres
joining the Port Jervis landfill. Wo
owns those two and-a-half acres?

MR GARBARINI: |s the question
you're trying to get out is who owns the
| and under which the |agoons --

MR CARRCLL: W0 owns -- you're
concerned with two and-a-hal f acres.

MR GARBARINI: |'mnot sure of the
reference that you're tal king about that
we're concerned with two and-a-half acres

but we are concerned about the property
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that you own, the property that the Gty
of Port Jervis owns.

MR CARRCLL: | want to clarify.

MR GARBARINI: 1'd have to see the
article before | can respond to your
question. |'mnot sure what context that
two and-a-half acres was placed in.

MR CARROLL: Look, | say that the
land you're referring to is
contam nated ground is the City of Port
Jervis Landfill, not Carrol and Dubi es.
W paid the Gty of Port Jervis to dunmp in
the Port Jervis Landfill. And sonething
that's not used anynore, common sense, we
have 32 acres and we have stuff to dunp,
where woul d you dunp it? Wuld you dunp
it on your own |and or would you dunp it
inthe Port Jervis Landfill? You're
tal king about five to ten percent of
contam nated ground. | know where the

other 90 is, right in the center of the

Port Jervis Landfill, and | know because |
was there.
MR GARBARINI: Well, all | can tell
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you right nowis that the center of our
attention, as we described over the | ast
years, is the lagoons, that's what we're
focusi ng on cl eani ng up.

MR CARRCLL: Yeah, | know, but --

MR GARBARINI: Sone of those | agoons
are located on the Gty of Port Jervis
property, | agree with you.

MR CARRCOLL: Those that you are
really concerned with are a part of Port
Jervis Landfill, in fact the whole thing
is. Qur land hasn't been touched. Cur
land is pristine.

MR GARBARINI: | guess that's
debat eabl e, but | don't want to debate you
about it right at this point in tine.

MR CARRCLL: You know why, 1'IIl tell
you what you woul d do, you know, clarify
the ownership. Wwo owns it?

MR GARBARINI: The Gty of Port
Jervis owns sone of the property in which
the |l agoons are |ocated and you own some
of the property also.

MR CARROLL: No, no. The Gty of
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Port Jervis owns it all.

MR GARBARI NI

I"I'l go back and

check with our attorneys

MR CARRCLL:

Check it out.

MR GARBARI NI

nmentioned earlier

Al right. Al right.

But regardl ess, as

n ny discussion, we had

four different types of potentially

responsi bl e parties, and one of those are

operators of a faci

di sposed, anot her

lity where waste was

s a transporter of

waste, so in either instance you are

still --
MR CARROLL:
MR GARBARI NI
responsi bl e party.

MR CARRCLL:

Absol utel y.

-- considered to be a

You know what, |'m

willing to come here and tell you that

you' re concerned about ten percent, we

dunped 90 percent on the Gty of Port

Jervis Landfill, ri

MR GARBARI NI

ght in the mddle

W' re not responsible

for the Gty of Port Jervis Landfill.

MR CARRCLL:

If you can get the
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price up to six or seven mllion on two

and- a-hal f acres

what are you going to do

with the Gty of Port Jervis Landfill.

That wi

Il runinto billions.

MR GARBARI N : From what

under st and

that needs to be cl osed

properly under the New York State

Muni ci pal Landfill dosure, --

MR CARRCLL:

What you should do --

MR GARBARINI: -- and that's where

it's being handl ed

MR CARRCLL:

first is find out who owns what.

Carroll

that you' re concerned about.

What you shoul d do

And

and Dubi es does not own the |and

check that out.

MR GARBARINI: Thank you.

MR JARVIES: M nane is Jack
Jarvies. | live in Huguenot. | have a
coupl e questi ons.

First of all, the last of the
material that was dunped in there was in

°79, it's now 17 years old

hasn' t

reached your test wells,

You can

The nateri al

your
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farthest wells.

You al so state here if no action is
taken here, within five nore years the
groundwat er shoul d neet the State drinking
standards. | don't understand why you
pi cked option two if after 17 years that
material hasn't reached the wells, and if
it's not there nowwith the materia
natural ly degrading, the logic is that
it's never going to reach there. So now
we're going to spend taxpayer dollars for
$284, 000 for what purpose? Wiy do you
recommend nunber two? What's the
difference or what is your projection,
because even under number two you'll say
it takes five years to neet the
groundwat er standards. It doesn't -- your
whol e presentation here doesn't make
sense, whether it's no action
Alternative 2 or 3, and four | don't see a
nunber on. Thank you

MR GARBARINI: | have to agree with
your description, the very reason why we

did go with Alternative 2, the
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waste has been there for at least 17
years. W aren't seeing it in that |ast
string of wells in any significant
gquantities, that is a good sign, it's
telling us that in fact the material that
has gotten into the groundwater is
probably natural |y degradi ng, but we've
got a nunber of other people in the
audi ence that are concerned that the
contam nation night somehow spread. So
what we need to do, to be responsible
public officials, is to actually sanple
the wells to make sure this isn't in fact
happeni ng and not hi ng unusual happens in
the next few years. |It's not necessarily
going to be taxpayer dollars, we're
hopi ng that the responsible parties will
pi ckup the tab. And providing people with
the level of confort is something we need
to give them

MR JARVIES: | don't care what
conpany pays for it, the insurance conpany
pays for it. |It's eventually com ng out

of our pocket, increased cost.
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The other itemis your logic doesn't
follow If you already have those wells
if you continue to nonitor them and
not hi ng happens, why spend noney? | know
you're just paying for your existence.
This is one of ny problens with DEC. For
exanple, if you go to Alternative 2, it
m ght be two years before you even start
any action, by the time you draw up al
your plans, that's two of the five years
it's going to take to happen naturally.
do not understand your reasoni ng. Thank
you.

MR GARBARINI: Part of what you're
nmentioning there, in fact we do have these
nmonitor wells in place, we're going to be
noni tori ng them anyway, the $284, 000
i ncl udes those costs in nonitoring

MR JARVIES: But not in Qption 2

MR GARBARINI: In Option 2 it does
i ncl ude those costs, it also includes somne
other costs that probably are not quite as
significant as those nmonitoring costs, and

those are costs related to other types of
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nmonitoring that we may not typically do
I'i ke 1 ooking at the number of bugs, so to
speak, or bacteria that are in the
groundwater, things like that we woul dn't
typically do in a nonitoring program And
the only other thing that mght be rel ated
to it would be sone snall costs associated
with institutional controls.

Just to reiterate, it is a
significant anount of noney, but it's not
significant when it brings the | evel of
confort that's going to be required here

MB. HODSON:  And |'mjust asking
these questions because | only have a
little know edge of things.

| see these three organi ¢ conpounds
and is this whole thing just about these
three organi ¢ conpounds, all this, because
there's pages and pages of chenicals that
were in this dunp and there's so nmany
parts per billion of this, so many parts
per billion of that, but don't they al
add up to something harnful to the

peopl e? | do not understand why you're
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just tal king about these three organic
conmpounds al one.

MR GARBARINI: You're right, there
were a whole lot of different types of
chem cal s that were found in the | agoons
Basi cal | y when we go through our process
we ook at all those different conpounds
and we pick the ones out that are the nost
significant, either in terns of
concentration or risk or the two put
together, in comng up --

MS. HODSON:  You know, add them all
up

MR GARBARINI: Those are all added
up when we do the risk assessment. What
we're trying to say is that in the
proposed plan, this little plan that we
have here, we're really just focused on
three or four contani nants because those
are the big factors, in this case they're
the nost toxic and also found in the
hi ghest levels. |f we want to include
everything, we'd have to go back to this

| arge docunment that we were pointing out
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before. So we simer the information
down. It doesn't nean that it isn't all

factored into our risk assessnment in all

this.

MB. HODSON:  Thank you.

MB. SOVARELLI: M nane is Viola
Somarelli. | have just one question.

Does the -- is the EPA an after the
fact agency with the Superfund and so
forth? | nmean, do you nonitor these
pl aces, all these polluters, any tine at
all or just after the fact? Thank you.

MR GARBARINI: Thank you. That's a
good question.

Back around the time when a ot of
these different hazardous waste sites were
poppi ng up, obviously it became known that
there is a greater need to control what
was bei ng di sposed of out in the
environnent, and there is another |aw,
which isn't the Superfund Law, but it's
closely associated with it, which is
call ed the Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act. And basically what this Act
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was intended to do was to basically trap
waste fromthe time they were generated to
the time they were ultimately disposed,
treated, whatnot, basically the term
that's used is fromcradle to grave. So
there's a whole |l ot of manifesting that
goes on when someone wants to
manuf acture. Qperating under this Lawif
he wants to di spose of sone waste, he
needs to have a transporter that manifests
the waste being taken fromhis site and
then brought ultinmately to a licensed or
permtted facility that's able to handl e
these types of wastes. That manufacturer
then signs when the wastes are dropped of f
and these facilities are inspected and
what not .

MB. SOVARELLI: Well, one note to
that is that there's a hazardous -- well,
hazardous material, benzene, was in the
soil, and it's adjacent to our hone, the
plant. They have been now -- we were
told, by the people who owned it at that

tine, big business, of course, that in six
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nonths -- they were running this big
vacuum rmachi ne taki ng the benzene out of
the soil, running it on their property.
They said in six nonthes we'll have it all
cl eaned up, that's five years ago and
they're still running it, so howlong is
this going to take.

MR GARBARINI: |'mnot sure whether
they actually renoved the source of
contam nation there, but if they didn't,
that could be why it's taking so |ong.

M5. SOVARELLI: It's taking so |ong.

MR GARBARINI: Were is this
| ocat ed?

MB. SOVARELLI: Pardon?

MR GARBARINI: Wiere was this? This
is in another town.

MB. SOVARELLI: No, it's right in
Deer par k.

MR GARBARINI: Ch, it's in Deerpark.

MB. SOVARELLI: And right now -- it
was the Dow Chem cal Conpany, before that
it was the Wckhen Company. Nowit's

Sunmt Research, which I'msure is a
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branch of Dow Cor ni ng.

MR GARBARINI: Rght. Well, when it
comes to groundwater renediation it's a
very conplex field, and | think the key
here for us is to get the naterials out of
the ground and treat them

M5. SOVARELLI: | hope it doesn't

take as long as they did with that snall

spill or whatever it was.
MR GARBARINI: | hope not either.
M. JON: | just wanted to add that

the regul ations that Doug just discussed
about that all generators have to nanifest
the waste fromwhere they originate to
where they're di sposed of, that regul ation
came up to prevent sites like the
Superfund sites to be created again. So
those regulations are there to prevent
sites like this to occur.

MR LATINI: M nane is Louis M
Latini. | live in Vans Beach, Port
Jervis, New York.

You coul d alnost hit a golf ball

close to where | live to the Port Jervis
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School District. You put up a map or an
overlay before of the |ocal wetlands,
peopl es’ wells. Could you put that up and
then overlay this map over the map of it,
pl ease.

M5. LONEY: It won't work. They're
two different --

MR LATINI: Put the local nmap up
also. Now, the Site is on this side right
here; correct?

M5. JON.  The imedi ate area, right,
that's where the | agoons are.

MR LATINI: Ckay. So you basically
tested all the wells fromlike Evergreen
Lane, Orchard Lane, just north of us, by
the Illet School ?

M5. LONEY: This is where they were.
Here's Cold Creek.

MR LATINI: Al right.

MB. LONEY: Ckay.

MR LATIN: Here, Gold Creek goes
through there. That's there. That's Cold
Cr eek.

MB. LONEY: They're two different --
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you can see they're two different scal es,
it won't work.

And this is Gold Creek.

MR LATIN: And basically, the Iast
time these wells were tested is basically
1995 or 1994?

MR VICKERSON: That's correct.

MR LATIN: 1994

MR VI CKERSON:  1994. Saw themin
1995.

MR LATINI: And the last tine these
well's were tested was when?

MS. JON.  April "95.

MR LATINI: And that was it?

MB. JON April 95 for the organic
conpounds. For the netals, the last tine
they were tested was July, July " 96.

MR LATIN: July "96.

M5. JON:  For netals.

MR LATINI: Is there any way | can
get a photocopy of this?

MB. LONEY: It will be in the
repository.

M5. JON. Let ne see if | have it.
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MR LATIN: | would appreciate it,
if possible. Thank you

M5. LONEY: Wat we'll do is the
handouts that were given out this evening
will be -- photocopies will be made
avai l able and they will be placed in both
repositories, so you can take a | ook at
not only the handouts that were given, but
the presentation as well.

Are there any ot her questions?

MB. HODSON:  You referred to
institutional controls, all these very
interesting words. The perpetrators of
the crime, like Carroll and Dubies
W ckhen, Dow Corning and all the others,
maybe not Carroll and Dubies, but
certainly the big firms knew what they
were doi ng and what chenicals they were
letting go and into the ground. Now,
this whole area, | have a list of 25
conpani es, all along 209 for about five
mles, that are all polluting conpanies.
They're all gasoline, netals, all kinds of

contam nations. There's |agoons where
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only septic waste is to be put, but of
course the local gossip is that the
sani tation conpany has stock pills of
sludge, so they'll nake a little
cocktail. | called DEC and | cannot
get themto check one of the trucks going
t hr ough.

Now, the DEC al so gave a permt to
the Sky Dime Corporation. They' re |ocated
right on the Del aware River. They are
permtted to put out | believe it's either
chromumor cadmum-- | believe it's
chromium-- into the sewage system but
the al | omance they received wasn't enough
for them so they created a little and put
plenty nore, and they were setup for a
$250, 000 fine. Do you think they paid
it? Can | find out? Because as that
gentl eman says, it all ends up in the end
with the consurer, the local resident,
footing the bills for these things, and
not only that, that chrom umwas goi ng
into the Port Jervis Sewage Treat ment

Plant. The |ocal people here, we have our
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own systens, they're on-site, our wells
and our septics. The Port Jervis Sewage
Systemis owned by the Gty of New York.
Now, they're pernitting people to dunp
that stuff into the sewer system it's not
cleaned as tox -- it's not athird -- a
tertiary sewage treatnent plant, it goes
right into the Delaware, their drinking
water. That they don't bother with, but
they just made a | ovely agreenent that
they're going to pull nore water out of
this area to satisfy the needs of New York
Cty.

I live on the Neversink River. | can
wal k across that river and not get ny
knees wet, and that was once a fanous
trout streamuntil they put the damup in
1955. It's ruined as a food source. It's
being ruined as a recreation source. Wat
are we being left with?

And institutional controls do not
exist, even the DECis guilty of giving
anyone a license to put that kind of stuff

into a sewage treatnent plant.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Pr oceedi ngs

MB. LONEY: |'mnot sure what exactly
your question is for the panel na'am

M5. HCDSON: Wl |, when you descri be
renmovi ng toxi ¢ chem cals and heavy netal s
wi th bi odegradabl e bacteria, considering
how old the earth is, | wonder how cone
there's any lead left. How cone there's
any nercury left. Wuldn't they have
gobbled it up in all these ages, in the
ions of the earth's existence? | don't
know. | can't -- | can't accept that.

MR GARBARINI: Now, just to put it
simply in terns of the bugs, so to speak
bacteria and all that, what it comes to
what the bugs like to eat, they're just
like the rest of it, you know, if you're
growi ng plants or whatever, you have to
have the right conditions in order for the
pl ants to consunme the food correctly and
for us to consune the food correctly, so
it really does depend upon the conditions
that the bacteria face.

You have raised a nunber of other

i ssues that are concerns you have there
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regardi ng things that were sort of outside
the scope of this nmeeting, but if you have
some additional concerns and you' d like
the EPA to take a look into them feel
free to put themin witing and we'll
respond to themin the appropriate
division, if they're able to.

MS. LATIN: | have one final
questi on.

This plan that you' re going to put
into inplement here in this Site, has this
been used any place in the United States?

MR GARBARINI: Yes.

MB. LATINI: Wen and how and did it
cl eanup what it was supposed to do and how
long did it take?

MR GARBARINI: |'mnot sure whether
you're referring to the Operable Unit 1 or
Cperable Unit 2.

MB. LATINI: The one that you have
al ready planned to put into effect.

MR GARBARINI: For the treatnent of
the soils and | agoon naterial s?

MB. LATIN: The nunber two plan.
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MR GARBARINI: The one that we're
di scussi ng tonight about the groundwater?

M5. LATIN: Yes.

MR GARBARIN: Yes, that has been
chosen at a nunber of different Superfund
sites as a renedy, and we can give you
details as to the names of those sites and
things |like that when we put our
Responsi veness Sunmary toget her.

M5. LATINI: It has been inpl emented
and it's proven that it cleared these
chemicals up out of the Site?

MR GARBARINI: Yes. Again, it
depends on the level of contam nation
that you' re looking at, but it has been
proven effective in different sites around
the Country.

MB. LATINI: And they've checked t hem
now after a couple years to see if there's
anything left there? That's what | want
to know. Wien they did it, if they did it
ten years ago, and if they're doing checks
now and it's still there, then it didn't

do its jobh.
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MR GARBARINI: Yes, there are a | ot
of -- when you're tal king about these
things, everything is a very, very site
speci fi c when your talking about
bi odegradation, but if you want, we can
give you a list of all the other sites where it's
been i npl emented, both Superfund sites and
sites that aren't Superfund sites that
have had other simlar contam nants.

MB. LATIN: Because if it doesn't
work, it's just a waste of noney and tine

MR GARBARINI: That's right. Let ne
pass this over to Linda who has got a | ot
nmore background in this area

M5. RCSS: (One of the previous
speakers tal ked about John WIson, and
John W/lson's an expert in this particular
field of bacteria, of degrading conpounds
and cleaning up sites. And when this
first started there was a lot of jet fue
spilled on actual nmilitary bases, and he
focused his study on that, and it really
does cl eanup benzene quite remarkably

under the right conditions and it's proven
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and is very well docurmented. W will
provi de nore references on that with the
Responsi veness Sunmary.

MB. LATIN: Thank you.

MB. LONEY: Are there any further
guestions?

(No response given).

M5. LONEY: Al right then. | just
want to encourage all of you who nmay have
addi tional questions, you can contact
Maria Jon, she's the Renedial Project
Manager, and we al so are encouragi ng you
to submt witten cooments to us.

The closing date, again, for
submni ssi on of your coments is
Sept enber 27th. So you get your witten
coments in to us. They are taken quite
seriously and read and taken into
consideration. So |'mgoing to thank all
of you once again for comng out, and |
wish you all a safe trip hone. Thank you
so nuch.

000
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origi nal stenographic mnutes to the best
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APPENDI X E

Letters Submitted During the Public Comrent Period

Frances J. Hodson HCR 60B Ave. B Codeffroy, New York 12739
Sept enber 25, 1996

Maria Jon, Project Manager U.S. Environnental Protection Agency 200 Broadway, 20th Fl oor New York, New York
10007- 1866 Re: Carroll & Dubies Dear Ms. Jon

I noved to Codeffroy from Nassau County in 1983. | have lived in Nassau over 30 years and contam nated water
fupplies necessitated the closing of 33 wells on Long Island. Naturally the public be- came very consci ous
of the inportance of a clean water supply. Wen | read about the Carroll and Dubies Site | recognized it as
a big problem

Wien | read the announcenent about the Public Meeting on Septenber 11lth, and read the report | took out of ny
file to review the past public hearings. M first shock was EPA's Alternative #1, which was to do not hi ng.
How coul d you as professionals, even suggest |eaving a coommunity with no renedial action to protect us, your
fell ow Arericans? Only a few thousand feet downgrade if the Port Jervis School Conplex which has over 1,000
students, as well as a bus garage, custodial, maintenance, cafeterias workers Plus the professional staff -
probably 600 people. The school was built in 1968. In 1994 lead was in the drinking water and it was bl amed
on pipes. Adjacent to the school are junkyards, retail auto sal esroons with repair shops on the southside.
On the upriver side is a mlk farmand the snell of cow manure drifted over to the bus garage.. This is just
alittle description of the school site and environs.

As for the people of our area. W are a |low inconme area. Wages go frommnimumto about $8.00 at the acid
battery plant. You can check with the Departnent of Health for cancer and res- peritory illnesses. You
shoul d check on birth defects too. You, as a federal agency can also get the figures on the nentally
deficient and physically handi capped children in the schools and medical facilities in Orange County.

I was shocked that the mayor of Port Jervis was absent and that there was no representative present with a
statenent. | was al so shocked that our Supervisor, M. Robert Cunni ngham was absent but a councilman, M.
Robert Zeller, was present as an observer to report back to the Town Board.

Qur very beautiful valley has rmany hidden dangers in addition to the toxics released i nto the Neversink
streanms and ground.

W have a heavy inversion each norning which rises and then is dispersed. Naturally, the toxins in the air
rise up and are part of the air we breathe. Respiratory problens are conmon. A foul environnent produces a
si ck popul ation

I love this valley for its beauty. | am78 years old and will be content to end ny days here. However, |
was | ucky and enjoyed good health. | | was very concerned with a healthy lifestyle and ny two daughters, ny
seven grandchildren and two great grand- children are fine healthy people who can enjoy living a full life. A

foul environnment will preclude raising healthy children

Pl ease take all these considerations into your decision naking process. The Town of Deerpark and the Gty of
Port Jervis need the best possible renediation. The burden our residents carry nust be |ightened

You are trained as environnentalists and | urge you to do the right thing and select #4 as the alternative
remedy for the sad state of affairs this areais in

<I M5 SRC 0296286M>



New York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation
<I MG SRC 0296286N>

50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York, 12233-0001

Henry G WIIians Conm ssioner

August 8, 1984

Ms. Francis Hodson HCR Box 60B Godeffroy, New York 12739
Dear Ms. Hodson:
Governor Cuono has requested that this Departnent reply to your letter of July 9, 1984.

The State of New York does have a | ong standing active programfor controlling the injection of contam nants
into our groundwaters. The State Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System (SPDES has regul ated di scharges to
ground and surface waters of New York State since the system becane | aw on Septenber 1, 1973.

Under the SPDES systemall discharges of industrial type waste to groundwaters are required to have a SPDES
permt. Standards for such discharges are provided by Part 703 of New York State's official conpilation of
codes, rules and regul ations. The water quality standards and di scharge standards contained in Part 703
(attached) are quite restrictive in controlling a wide variety of toxic pollutants.

Currently, about 300 industries that discharge to groundwater are regul ated under SPDES pernits. For nost of
these facilities, pollution abatenent systens have |ong since been in place. Thus, much has been done to
prevent further contam nation of our groundwater resources by industrial discharges.

However, despite the successful inplenentation of the SPDES programas it relates to groundwater dischargers,
the protection of our groundwater supplies fromtoxic chemcals still presents a najor challenge for the
foll owi ng reasons:

1. An effective surveillance and enforcement program for such discharges requires a great deal of tine and
manpower and resources:

a. The overwhelming nmajority of industrial groundwater discharges are in Nassau and Suffol k Counties
and the majority of these consist of small operations. Qur experience has been that the list of

i ndustrial groundwater dischargers changes by an astoni shing 25% per year due to new industries

comi ng into existence, existing industries noving or going out of business, and facilities which
change owner shi p.

Thus, adm nistrative tracking of these dischargers alone is a conplicated and denmandi ng task.

b. A subsurface discharge by its very nature is invisible. Thus, spills, whether accidental or
ot herwi se, may go unnoticed or unreported. Only frequent inspections and sanpling by the Departnent
can serve as an effective check on the data which industries are required to report by their permts.

2. The SPDES permit program does not apply to toxics |eaching out of old landfills and other abandoned
wast e di sposal sites. These sites nust be investigated and cl eaned up through appropriate enforcenent
action.

From the foregoing one can see that the protection of groundwater fromtoxic industrial chemcals is a
difficult and denmandi ng task. However, this Departnment has provided strong and effective controls for
industrial discharges to the extent possible with the resources avail abl e.

Thank you for your interest in this matter, if there are any further questions or information needed pl ease
contact this office directly at (518) 457-1067.

Very truly yours, <IMs5 SRC 02962860>
cc: Conmm ssioner WIIians



Ctizen's Oearinghouse for Hazardous Wastes Center for Environnental Justice
Sewage Sl udge...A Dangerous Fertilizer
By Stephen Lester, CCHW Sci ence Director

The | and application of municipal waste- water sludge is fast becom ng a major toxics issue. Hundreds of
nostly rural communities are suddenly being targeted for "land farm ng" of sludge. In some comunities |ike
Wse County, Virginia, authorities want to reclaimstrip nmined land by filling it with sludge. Qher com
muni ti es such as those in the Texas pan- handle, those in Prowers and Ki owa counties in Col orado, and those
in eastern Penn- sylvania have becone targeted for sludge generated in New York Gty.

What is spurring this latest craze? Its sinple. A ban on ocean dunping went into effect on July 1, 1992
sendi ng many coastal cities |like New York scranbling to find a way to get rid of their sludge. But sludge is
al so generated by every community that operates a wastewater treatment plant. Sludge is the end product of
"clean- ing" waste water and disposal of this sludge is extrenely conplicated and difficult.

The theory behind the land farmng of sludge is to spread the sludge over farmland to allow the chemicals in
the sludge to either dilute into |l ocal groundwaters and/ or evaporate into the air. This nethod does little
nore than transfer the chenmicals in the sludge to groundwater and into the air and, therefore, is an
appropriate and poor nethod of "disposal" for sludge that contains toxic and hazardous chenical s.

Twenty years ago, when EPA first consid- ered the idea of |land farm ng sludge, there was sonme nerit to the
concept prinmarily because the constituents in sludge were nostly heavy netals. One coul d nake the argunent
that some of these substances could serve as "nutrients" or fertilizer in sone instances. |n sonme circles,
support for this idea has grown to the point where sone believe that |land farmng is the ideal solution, "an
environnental i st's dream cone true-waste becones a resource.”" Unfortunately, this viewis naive and unre-
alistic. Wile in theory, if there were few or no toxic substances present in sludge, it would be possible
to land farmsafely. But as a practical natter this situation sinply does not exist. Al sludge contains

| arge anounts of organic chem cals, heavy netal s and pat hogens

This toxicity is the result of nmany small (and sone | arge) businesses that dunp their toxic waste into
nmuni ci pal sewage lines. Every study that has tested for organic chemcals in sludge has found them |ots of
them One | andmark study by the American Society of Cvil Engineers clearly identified a significant nunber
of toxic organic chemcals that are typically found in sewagel sludge including PCBs, pesticides and many
chlorinated com pounds (see Wat's in Sludge, p. 9).

Dr. Donald Lisk fromCornell University's College of Agricultural and Life Sciences estimates that typically
100- 200 conpa- nies will flush their waste into a single treatment plant and that literally thousands of
chem cals may be present in a single sludge sanple. In addition, newWy formed toxic substances are created
as waste prod- ucts break down in sl udge.

Dr. Stanford Tackett of |ndiana Univer- sity of Pennsylvani a describes sludge as being "closer to the
definition of a toxic waste than it is to fertilizer." |In testinony before the Pennsylvani a House of Repre-
sentatives, Dr. Tackett, who has studied the effects of lead on soil and groundwater for 25 years, warned
that "one application of sludge adds nore lead to the soil than did 50 years of using | eaded gasoline" and
that once sludge is applied, the soil can never be recovered.

Land farm ng sludge poses a nunber of threats. The nost promnent risk is to groundwater that passes through
the sludge. As rain falls on sludge, nmany organic chemcals are pulled into the groundwater as are heavy
netals. According to Dr. Tackett, "Al |ead does not stay immobilized in soil as clained.”" Sone of it always
noves fromthe soil to groundwater "relatively quickly." People depending on this groundwater for drinking
or for livestock use and to water crops are at increased risk of exposure to toxic chem cals.

Another threat is air emssions. Air pollut- ants are generated when volatile chem cals evaporate from
sl udge and when sludge-treated soil dries out and is carried away as dust. These pollutants pose health
risks to people living downw nd



The nost common concern rai sed about the land farm ng of sludge is the inpact on crops grown on the

sl udge-treated soil. EPA has set standards that lint the anount of heavy metals and PCBs that can be applied
to soil. These standards address the ability of crops to absorb chemicals when sludge is used as a nutrient
or fertilizer. They do not address sludge as a disposal alternative and the potential health and

envi ronnental inpacts on groundwater contam nation, air emssions or the ingestion of contaninated soil by
cattle or other grazing animals. The absorption of chemicals by crops is inportant but it is not the only

i ssues needing attention and regul ation

A critical issue that has received little attention is the presence of organic chemcals in sludge. Few
studi es address the health risks these conponents pose and there is little test data on the extent of these
contaminants in the sludge. Federal regu- lations also fail to address their inpact. Unless sludge is tested
for these substances, the health and environmental risks will remain unknown. Make sure any sludge coming
into your community is tested for organi c chemnicals.

Anot her concern that cannot be ignored is the track record of |land farmng sludge. There is little |long-term
experience. There are success stories and horror stories. For exanple, EPA originally allowed sludge with
over 100 ng cadmium per kg soil to be given to farmers and gardeners. These sludges had zinc to cadm um
rati os causing high crop uptake of cadm um EPA was unaware of this factor until it was too late. Now crops
grown in these areas cannot be used and the soil needs to be cleaned up

In Gl ahoma, nine horses died and 113 ot hers devel oped |iver problens eating hay grown on land fertilized
with sewage sludge and in Bl oom ngton, Indiana, PCB-rich sludge was mistakenly given to gar- deners and
farmers. Problens |ike these prompted the Del Monte and Heinz corporations to ban the use of sludge on any
land used for growing their food crops. EPA has been very slow to address this issue and is reluctant to even
identify sludge treated sites that need to be cl eaned up

Despite these realities, sone environnental groups, including the Environnental Defense Fund, believe there
can be "ben- eficial" uses of sludge. They argue that if toxic substances are minimzed or, better still,
elimnated fromthe waste stream then sludge would be "clean" and could be used as nutrient or fertilizer

Theoretically, its possible to create "cl eaner” sludge by passing toxic use reduction laws to limt chemcals
di scharged into sewage lines and to pretreat sludge to reduce contam nants. Sone day this may be achieved,
and we should strive towards this, but at this tine, let's be clear, there is no such thing as "cl ean

sl udge. "

Dr. Lisk agrees. He commented, "The concept of “well engineered sludge is a nyth. There is no sound
scientific basis for limting |levels of potential toxicants in sludge since we do not know the identity of
nost of them Even if both of these problens didn't exist, it is extrenmely unlikely that any feasible

noni tori ng and enforcenment program could ensure that application regulations are met." In the end, whether a
community wants to land farmsludge is a | ocal decision that should be nade by the people who will be
directly affected. No one has the right to say that land farm ng sludge is good for another community. The
i npacted com nunity nust be given both sides of the story, so they can decide for thenselves what risks they
are willing to accept. How can comunity people be expected to accept |land farmng sludge if the expert's
can't agree if sludge is safe?

Resources: "Land Farm ng Sludge: A Fact Pack," CCHW 1992. A conpilation of news clips, articles and
scientific papers on what's in sludge and how communities have been dealing with this issue. Available from
CCHW f or $5. 95.

"Land Application of Wastewater," A Report of the Land Application Conmittee of the American Society of Gvi
Engi neers, 1987, (ASCE, 1987).

"National Survey of Elements and Gt her Constituents in Minicipal Sewage Sludges." Ralph O Mma et al
Archives of Environmental Contamination and Toxicol ogy, Vol 13, 75-83, 1984, (Mumma, 1984).

"Organi c Toxi cants and Pat hogens in Sewage Sl udge and Their Environmental Effects,” JG Babish, DJ Lisk, GS
St oewsand and C WI ki nson, A Special Report of the Subcommttee on O ganics in Sl udge, Cornell University,



Coll ege of Agricultural and Life Sciences, Decenber, 1981 (Lisk, 1981).

<I M5 SRC 0296286P>

What's In Sludge According to researchers at Cornell University and a report of the Anerican Society of G vi
Engi neers, the follow ng substances are typically found in sludge

1 Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl s (PCBs)

Chl orinated pesticides DDT, dieldrin, aldrin, endrin, chlordane, heptachlor, |indane, mrex, kepone,
2,4,5-T, 2,4-D.

Chl ori nat ed conpounds )) dioxin (TCDD) dichl orobenzene, trichl orobenzene, tetrachl orobenzene,
chl oroani |l i ne, dichloroaniline, dichlornaphthal ene, tetrachl oronaphthal ene, trichl orophenol
pent achl or ophenol , chl or obi phenyl .

Pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocarbons - chrysene, benzo(b)fl uoranthene, benzo(k)fl uoranthene, benzo(a)
pyrene, perylene, dibenzo(a,j)anthracene, indo(1,2,3,c,d) pryrene

Heavy nmetal s )) antinony, arsenic, cadm um chrom um copper, |ead, nercury, nickel, selenium
t hori um uranium vanadi um and zi nc.

Bacteria, Viruses, Protozoa, Parasitic worns, Fungi

M scel | aneous )) flame retardants (asbestos), petrol eum products, industrial solvents, iron, gold,
ni trogen, phosphorus, potassium cal ci um

Sources: ASCE, 1987; Lisk, 1981; and Mumma, 1984. Cctober 1992



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT COF ENVI RONMENTAL CONSERVATI ON

<I MG SRC 0296286Q>

21 South Putt Corners Road, New Paltz, New York 12561 914-255-5453 Thomas C. Jorling Conm ssi oner

Decenber 21, 1987

Frances Hodson HCR 60B Godeffray New York 12739

Dear M. Hodson:

In response to your letter of Cctober 15, 1987, a study of the Carroll and Dubies waste disposal plant in
Port Jervis, New York, has just recently been conpleted and it has been determined that this operation has

caused contam nation of the groundwater.

The Department is currently pursuing neasures to further study and define the extent of the contam nation, as
wel | as control and renediate this situation.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to call ne.

<I M5 SRC 0296286R>



<I M5 SRC 0296286S>
UNI TED ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY REG ON | |
26 FEDERAL PLAZA NEW YCORK, NEW YORK 10278 NOV 21 1988

Ms. Frances Hodson P.O Box 60B Godeffroy, New York 12739
Dear Ms. Hodson:

Your Cctober 18, 1988 letter to M. R chard T. Dewing, forner Regional Admnistrator of Region II,
concerning the Carroll & Dubies landfill has been referred to ne for response. The Carroll & Dubies site,
now referred to as Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal, was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities
List (NPL) in the June 24, 1988 Federal Register. This neans that it is now eligible for funding under EPA's
Super fund program

I must advise you, however, that prior to the expenditure of Federal Funds, EPA nust attenpt to |ocate those
parties potentially responsible for the contamnation at the site in an effort to have those parties fund the
response action (cleanup). | can assure you that the enforcenent process, i.e. the search for and
negotiation with potentially responsible parties will begin by the end of this calendar year. Based on the
results of the enforcement process for this site and several others in the same situation, we will make a
deternmination as to which sites will be funded by EPA for further action under the Superfund program
Thereafter, the process to study the extent of contamnation at a site like the Carroll & Dubies Sewage

Di sposal site typically takes about 18 nonthes. The study process would then be followed by a period of tine
to devel op and engi neering design for the site renedy and, after conpleting the design, the renediation

(cl eanup) of the site.

I hope that | have addressed your concerns satisfactorily. For continued site updates please contact M.
George Pavlou of ny staff at (212) 264-0106. M. Pavlou can keep you apprised of our enforcenent efforts and
and our future funding plans.

<I M5 SRC 0296286T>

cc: Mchael O Toole, Drector Dvision of Solid and Hazardous Waste
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4. Provide for the care, custody, and control of the forest pre- serve

5. Provide for the protection and nmanagerment of marine and coastal resources and of wetlands, estuaries and
shorel i nes.

6. Foster and pronote sound practices for the use of agricultural land, river valleys, open | and, and other
areas of uni que val ue

7. Encourage industrial, comercial, residential and community devel opnment whi ch provi des the best usage of
| and areas, maxim zes environmental benefits and mnimzes the effects of |ess desirable environmenta
condi ti ons.

8. Assure the preservation and enhancenent of natural beauty and man-made scenic qualities.

9. Provide for prevention and abatenent of all water, land and air pollution including but not limted to
that related to particul ates, gases, dust, vapors, noise, radiation, odor, nutrients, and heated |iquids. 10.
Pronote control of pests and regul ate the use, storage and di sposal of pesticides and other chem cals which
may be harnful to nman, aninals, plant life, or natural resources.

11. Pronote control of weeds and aquatic growth, devel op nethods of prevention and eradication, and regul ate
her bi ci des.

12. Provide and recomend net hods for disposal of solid wastes, including domestic and industrial refuse

junk cars, litter, and debris consistent with sound health, scenic, environnental quality, and | and use
practi ces.
13. Prevent pollution through the regul ation of the storage, handling and transport of solids, liquids and

gases which may cause or contribute to pollution

14. Pronote restoration and reclamation of degraded or despoil ed areas and natural resources

15. Encourage recycling and reuse of products to conserve resources and reduce waste products

16. Adninister properties having unique natural beauty, wilderness character, or geol ogical, ecological and
hi storical significance dedicated by |lawto the state nature and historical preserve.

17. Fornul ate guides for neasuring presently unquantified environnental values and rel ationships so they may
be gi ven appropriate consideration along with social, economc, and technical considerations in

deci si on- maki ng.

18. Encourage and undertake scientific investigation and research on the ecol ogi cal process, pollution
prevention and abatenent, recycling and reuse of resources, and other areas essential to understandi ng and
achi evenent of the environmental policy.

19. Assess new and changi ng technol ogy and devel opment patterns to identify long-range inplications for the
envi ronnent and encourage alternatives which mnimze adverse inpact.

20. Monitor the environnent to afford nore effective and efficient control practices, to identify changes
and conditions in ecol ogical systens and to warn of energency conditions.

<I M5 SRC 0296286Y>
<I MG SRC 02962867>
<I M5 SRC 0296286AA>



Codef froy, N Y. 12739
| NDUSTRY ALONG RQUTE 209 <I MG SRC 0296286AB> DEERPARK, N.Y.

Marcy South Power Line

M & S | agoons for septic waste. hauling it to this site.

Pete's Auto Service Westbrookville

Lafarage-Sullivan - next to Basha Kill

Bri m Recycling - auto crushing, batteries, etc. Basha Kill

West brookvi | | e Aut o Body

Tenke's - Auto repair and junkyard

Lewi s' s Conveni ence store - gas punps

Fi rehouse

10. C & D Battery

11. Town Hall and Maintenance Sheds for Road Equi prent

12. Deerpark Auto Sales - repairs and painting

13 Deer park Equestrian Farm - Han Corp.

14. Peenpack Sand and G avel and Cenent Plant off Peenpack Trail about 1/2 mle from 209
15. Summit Laboratories (fornerly Dow Chem cal, and before that Wckhen. Tons of contam nated soil

CoNOOR~LDNE

probl ens to neighbors, |ow pressure fromwells and flooding of their soil.
16. Port Jervis School District. Transportation garage and sewer system

17. Monk and Tony and Del aware Val |l ey Sand and Cement Bl ock. Recently rezoned Rural Residential Area.

and Tony had 6 acres "Industrial”. Industrial zone is now 350 acres.

18. Port Jervis Landfill

19. Carroll & Dubies toxic landfill

20. Trovei Junkyard

21. S & K Vehicle - Battery repair and tire yard with 30,000 tires.

22. Colunbia Gas - gas line and station on 209. Line crosses fromwest to east

removed
by Dow and furnace to burn off toxic fumes fromunder-ground. Devel opment on this site has caused water

Monk

In addition we have many gravel pits scattered along 209. There are several power |ines crossing over the

river. Numerous auto nechanics operating on their honesite.

<I M5 SRC 0296286AC>



TOM OF DEERPARK TOM CLERK

OFFI CE DRAVER A,

RQUTE 209 N. HUGUENOT, N Y. 12746
SH RLEY ZELLER,

TOM CLERK TELE. NO. (914) 856-5705

Sept enber 23, 1996
PRQIECT; CARRCLL AND DUBI ES SEWAGE DI SPCSAL | NC. TOMN OF DEERPARK, ORANGE CO. NEW YORK

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Attention:
Maria Jon, Project Manager 290 Broadway, 20th Floor New York, New York 10007- 1866

Counci | man Robert Zeller, attended your public hearing representing the Town Board and reported the
information that was presented to the public by your agency, with the board taking the follow ng action,
regarding the several plans submitted for the clean up of the area.

The Town Board requests the Agency be inforned they wi shed the Alternative proposal 3-Goundwater Punp and
Treat via Precipitation, Filtration and Carbon Adsorption, be the plan used in handling the clean up of this
area.

It is felt this is a better control plan and contai nment of any contam nated ground water that nay be on the
location of the site.

<I MG SRC 0296286AD>
<I MG SRC 0296286AE>



<| MG SRC 0296286AF>
PJHS Parent Teacher Student Association Route 209 Port Jervis, New York 12771

Sept enber 13, 1996

Maria Jon, Project Manager
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear Ms. Jon:

Because of a prior commtnent to a mandatory neeting, the najority of our menbership were unable to attend
your public hearing in Port Jervis on September 11. W do not wish this to be m sconstrued as disinterest in
the problemof a Superfund Site in such proximty to our H gh School/El enentary School Conplex. Rather, we,
the Port Jervis H gh School PTSA, would like to go on public record encouragi ng the pronpt and conplete
clean-up of the Carroll and Dubies Sewage D sposal Site, Canal Street, Port Jervis/Deerpark, New York. W
strongly urge you to proceed quickly with the conpletion of your recommended action on Qperable Unit 1. It
was upsetting to hear that may be as far away as 1999. W currently have nore than 1000 students in our high
school, close to 900 in the contiguous elenentary school, and the nunmber is continually rising. Since the
school district is using Port Jervis City water, contam nation of ground water used for drinking is not a
concern for our student population. W do have a major concern with the possible contam nation of Cold Brook
(given the name Gold Creek on your maps). This streamruns within 1,500 feet of the contani nated | agoons on
the Carroll and Dubies property and is downgradient of them It is adjacent to our playing fields and our
students have had to enter it to retrieve balls on nore than one occasion. Qut of concern for the health of
our students and possible exposure to deleterious material, we urge that you do repeat testing of the waters
of Cold Brook (Gold Creek) and its sedinent imediately and at frequent intervals until conpletion of your

pl anned excavation, onsite treatnment of contami nated materials, and contai nment and cappi ng of the |agoons.
W had a lot of snow |ast winter and heavy rains since which have nost |ikely caused flooding of the |agoons
on site and escape of probable contam nated naterial through the wooden fence surroundi ng Lagoons 1 and 2, as
wel | as seepage through groundwater fromthe other soil-covered | agoons. W have approached our
Superintendent to ask the School Board's pernission to conduct independent studies which can be conpared with
your results.

Qur children are too precious to us. W, as parents, and you as agents of our government nust do all in our
power to protect themfromharm W trust you will do your part, as we will do ours.

<I M5 SRC 0296286AG>

jl/hf cc: Patrick Hami ||, Superintendent of Schools



Sept enber 19, 1996

Maria Jon, Project Manager

<I M5 SRC 0296286AH>

M ss El eanor Back U. S

Envi ronnent al Protection Agency

5 Mark Dr 290 Broadway, 20th fl oor

Port Jervis, NY 12771 New York, New York 10007- 1866

Dear Ms. Jon:

Encl osed is a copy of ny letter to the Editor of the Tri- State Gazette

I have struggl ed through the EPA report presented at the Public Hearing on the Carroll and Dubi es Toxi c Dunp.
1. Because of the inconsistency between 1994 and 1995 sanpling results, you did another test in 1996. The
report stated turbidity caused the high concentrations of inorganics. The cause was the punp used and that
the sanples were not filtered. The report stated that some nonitoring wells were re-devel oped and sone
nonitoring wells now have |lower levels in the sanples. | can's help but wonder if turbidity is not a norna
condi ti on underground during heavy rainfalls or flooding. |If filtering removes harnful chem cals, can an

ordinary sink filter do the sane?

2. | refer to the statenent that ground water nodeling is an indication that concentrati on patterns have
been stabilized. Is this water nodeling a fool proof systen?

I have no confidence in the plans 1 and 2 and do not under- stand the mechanics/engi neering of the other
systens. | believe the public should have a clearer explanation of this whole situation

I will appreciate your considering these questions and will appreciate hearing fromyou before the end of the
comrent period, Septenber 27th.

Thank you for your kind attention

<I MG SRC 0296286Al >



Letter to the Editor - Septenber 19, 1990

Dear Editor: | ama newcomrer to this area - only three years. It is lovely here and | enjoy it greatly, but
it is so sad to hear of the careless selfish acts of those who have dunped their toxic wastes on poor, pretty
Deer par k.

The E.P. A held a public hearing on Septenber 11th, 1996 to informus of their plans to clean up "sone of the
| agoons and surroundi ng soil" polluted by Reynolds Metals, Wckhen and Kol nmer

This particular site opened in 1970 and closed in 1979. It is now alnost 1997. This site was on the
“"National Priority List."

The E.P. A has four alternative plans for clean-up and each takes five years: Alternative one is to do
not hing and the second is simlar except that it requires nonitoring. The third and fourth require great
effort and nore expense. The E.P.A prefers Plan #2.

The original polluters are required to help pay for or take care of the problens with E P. A supervision by
renmovi ng 20, 000 cubic yards yards of contam nated soil fromthe area. The remaining contam nation would be
treated, placed on-site in a lined capped cell with | eachate collection. This |eachate should be nonitored.
The whol e area should be nmonitored. This seens unlikely since no elected official was at this nmeeting in an
official capacity to show concern for the citizens of Deerpark

The final result in five years would be the area could be used as an industrial site. Wo knows how that
woul d turn out.

The E. P. A Federal, State or Local governnents have failed to protect our environnent and our health. | have
a very cynical feeling that they will continue to fail to protect our environment and our health.
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Sept enber 26, 1996

By- Hand

Ms. Maria Jon Project Manager U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region Il 290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor New
Yor k, New York 10007-1866

Re: Carroll & Dubies Sewage D sposal Superfund Site Port Jervis, New York
Dear Ms. Jon:

This letter presents the comrents of Kol mar Laboratories, Inc. and Wckhen Products, Inc. concerning the
proposed Renedi al Action Plan dated August 28, 1996 for the Second Operable Unit (QU2) at the
above-referenced site. Kol mar and Wckhen believe that the proposed Plan generally presents an appropriate
recom nendation for adoption of alternative 2, natural attenuation with institutional controls and

moni toring, subject to the follow ng qualifications.

First, the responsibility for establishing institutional controls should be placed in the Gty of Port
Jervis. The land on which a majority of the site exists is owed by the Gty of Port Jervis and it is
appropriate that the Agency establish any required institutional controls with the | andowner. The Gty of
Port Jervis has been the owner of this site for many years and it clearly knew of the activities being
carried out on its property. Furthernore, the Gty controlled access to the site through controlling access
to the general area of the Site's Minicipal Landfill/County Transfer Station.

Second, with regard to nonitoring the Proposed Plan is unclear. The Agency will require nmonitoring as part
of the resolu- tion of the First Qperable Unit (QUl) and it renmins unclear as to whether any additi onal
nonitoring is contenplated for Q2. Kol mar and Wckhen believe that no additional nonitoring should be re-
qui red based upon the indications previously provided to them concerning nonitoring requirenents in
connection with QUL

The presentation made by the Agency at the Public Meet- ing held on September 11, 1996 at the Port Jervis
H gh School Auditoriumgenerally described the attenuation of the plumes that will occur upon renoval of the
source area.

It should be noted, however, that the existing plumes are static and are not expanding. The existence of a
steady state condition at this time is significant because it shows that the source areas do not presently
threaten any off-site receptors, and upon renmoval of the source areas, the plune will contract over a very
short period of time. The time periods presented by the Agency at the Public Meeting were the nore

conservative values (i.e., of greater time duration) indicated by the groundwater nodelling. In fact, the
groundwat er nodel ling results suggest that the plumes will attenuate over a much shorter time than the five
year period suggested by the Agency at the Public Meeting. It appears that a nunber of the comments



presented at the Public Meeting are traceable to the fact that the full extent of the groundwater nodelling
results were not described by the Agency in its presentation at the Public Meeting. |In reality, the concerns
of many of those at the Public Meeting that a significant tinme period will be required for renedi ati on have
al ready been addressed by the groundwater nodelling studies indicating that natural attenuation will be
acconpl i shed rapidly upon source renoval .

The presentation made by the Agency at the Public Meeting did indicated the relative costs for the various
alternatives. How ever, in fact, froma tine |line standpoint alone, alternative 2 will acconplish the
desired results over a tine period as short or shorter than could be acconplished by alternatives 3 or 4.
Wien the nmuch greater costs of alternatives 3 or 4 are considered, the Agency's proposal to adopt alternative
2 clearly becones the only reasonabl e choice, subject to the concerns noted at the beginning of this letter.
W hope that these comments will be of assistance to the Agency in the presentation of the record of decision
and request that they be included in the public record of this natter.

Respectful ly subnitted,
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