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DECLARATI ON FOR RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON
York Q1 Site, Mira, New York
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunments the U S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA s) selection of a
remedy for the second operable unit or Contam nation Pathways portion of the York G| Superfund site (the
"Site") in accordance with the requirements of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. °9601-9675, and to the extent practicable, the National
Q| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This decision docunent explains the
factual and | egal basis for selecting the remedy for the Contam nation Pathways portion of the Site.

The attached index (Appendix IIl) identifies the itens that conprise the Adm nistrative Record upon which the
sel ection of the remedial action is based.

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consul ted on the proposed renedi al
action in accordance with CERCLA °121(f), 42 U S. C. °9621(f), and it concurs with the selected renedy (see

Appendi x V).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmnent and substantial endangernment to public
health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED- REMEDY
The nmaj or conponents of the selected renedy include the follow ng:

. Excavation and/ or dredging the | ead- and PCB-contam nated sediments fromthe Wstern Wtl and | ocat ed
imrediately to the west and northwest of the Site Proper Wstern Drai nage Area and in the drai nage
channel leading to North Law ence Road, followed by solidification/stabilization and on-Site disposal.
Excavati on and/ or dredgi ng of sediments in the "remaining areas" of the Western Wetland will be
contingent upon the results of design-phase sediment sanpling to nore accurately define the extent of
contamination and the existence of any "channelized" contam nants, and desi gn-phase studies to
det erm ne whether |ead and/or PCBs in these sedi nents pose an ecol ogi cal threat;

. Excavati on and/ or dredgi ng the contami nated sedinents fromthe Northwestern Wtland, followed by
solidification/stabilization and on-Site disposal, contingent upon the results of design-phase
studi es to deternine whether these sedi ments pose an ecol ogi cal threat;

. Nat ural attenuation of the groundwater contamni nation;

. I mpl erentation of institutional controls to prevent the installation and use of groundwater wells in
the Southern Wetland; and

. Long-t erm groundwat er nonitoring.

The selected alternative will provide the best bal ance of trade offs anong alternatives with respect to the
evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC believe that the selected alternative will be protective of human health
and the environnent, will comply with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents, wll be

cost-effective, and will utilize permanent solutions to the maxi num extent practicabl e.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS



The sel ected remedy neets the requirenents for renedial actions set forth in CERCLA ©121, 42 U . S.C. °9621 in
that it: (1) is protective of human health and the environment; (2) attains a |evel or standard of

control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at |east attains the legally

appl i cabl e or relevant and appropriate requirements under federal and state laws; (3) is cost effective; (4)
utilizes alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable; and (5)
satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment to reduce the toxicity, nobility, or
vol ume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at a Site.

<I MG SRC 98140A>



DECI SI ON SUMVARY

York Ol Site
Moi ra, New York

U S. Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |
New Yor k, New York

TABLE OF CONTENTS

page
SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRIPTION . ... e e e e 1
SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES . ... . .. i 2
H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNITY PARTICIPATION ... e e 5
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION ... ..o 5
SUWARY OF SITE CHARACTERI STICS . ... e 6
SUMVARY OF SITE RI SKS . ... e e e e 9
REMEDI AL ACTION OBJIECTIVES .. .. e e 14
SUWARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATIVES . ... e e 15
COVPARATI VE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES . ... .. . e 20
DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY . .. .. ...t e e 30
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS . .. .. e e e e e 34
DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES ... ..o e e e e 41

ATTACHMVENTS

APPENDI X | FI GURES

APPENDI X |1 TABLES

APPENDI X Il  ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX
APPENDI X |V~ STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
APPENDI X V RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY



SI TE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The former York Q1 facility, |ocated approxi mately one mle northwest of the Hamet of Mira in Franklin
County, New York, is situated to the southwest of North Lawence Road. (See Figure 1.)

For investigation and remedi ati on purposes, the Site has been divided into two areas--the "Site Proper"” and
t he "Contam nation Pat hways."

The 17-acre Site Proper includes a fenced-in portion of |land previously owed and used by the York G|
Conmpany and a 1, 000-foot by 200-foot strip of Iand west of the fenced area and north of an abandoned railroad
grade, known as the "Wstern Drainage Area."

The Cont am nation Pat hways, which is the subject of this second operable unit Record of Decision (ROD),
includes areas inpacted by the mgration of contam nants fromthe Site Proper--uplands, wetlands, streans,
and part of Law ence Brook. The Contam nation Pat hways study area is divided into several areas--the "Wstern
Wt | and” and the "Southern Wetland," |ocated i mediately to the west and south of the Site Proper,
respectively, and the "Northwestern Wetland," located to the northwest of the Western Wetl and, al ong the

drai nage paths fromthe Site Proper.

The Western Wetl and, bounded by the abandoned railroad grade to the south and North Lawence Road to the
north, consists of 17.2 acres of intermttent ponds, cattails, shrubs, seedlings, and a variety of |arger
trees connected by a west-northwesterly flow ng, poorly-defined drai nage channel .

The 82. 4-acre Southern Wetland, |ocated south of the abandoned railroad grade, consists of m xed forest and
ponded surface water resulting frombeaver dans. The Southern Wtland drains both to the east toward Law ence
Brook and to the northwest through a culvert bel ow the abandoned railroad bed, which allows water to flow
fromthe Southern Wtlands to the Western Wetl ands.

The 50-acre Northwestern Wetland includes the entire | ength of the drai nage channel between North Law ence
and Savage Roads. The hydraulic regime O this area is controlled by a well-established beaver damthat has
caused the fornmation of a 5-6 acre pond. An energent narsh comunity with seasonally saturated soil extends
fromthis large, standing water area. The eastern edge of the Northwestern Wtland consists of a m xed-forest
upl and of evergreen and deci duous har dwoods.

The York Ol site (the "Site") is located within the Lawmence Brook watershed, which drains portions of
nort hwestern Franklin County and northeastern St. Lawence County. Two nmjor tributaries, A burg Brook
and Joy Brook, flow north and nmerge to form Law ence Brook. Law ence Brook flows north, turning northwest
near the Site Proper and then flows into the Deer River approximately 6.0 niles downstream The Deer
River flows into the St. Regis River, which then enters the St. Lawence waterway at a total distance of
approximately 20.5 miles fromthe Site.

Wet | ands and woodl ands conprise much of the area in the vicinity of the Site. Residences are present al ong
the nmain roads interspersed with active/inactive agriculture and pasture |and.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The York Ol facility was constructed in the 1950s by the York Q| Conpany, which processed used oils
collected fromservice stations, car dealers, and industrial facilities. The oils, some of which contained
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs), were processed to renove inpurities and resold to other businesses. The oil
recycling operation was discontinued in the mid-1960s; the property was then used by Pierce Brothers GOl
Services, Inc. for used oil storage. The collected oils were stored or processed in ei ght aboveground storage
tanks, three earthen-damed settling | agoons, and at |east one underground storage tank. The recycled oil
either was sold as No. 2 fuel oil or was used in dust control for the unpaved roads in the vicinity of the
Site.

During heavy rains and spring thaws, the oil-water mxture fromthe | agoons would often overfl ow onto
surroundi ng | ands and into adjacent wetl ands, which Pierce Brothers G| Services, Inc. purchased in 1964.



Contamination at the Site first was reported by a state road crew in 1979. In 1982, the County assuned title
because of unpaid property taxes.

I'n 1980, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) began energency cleanup activities at the Site. It secured
the property to limt access and to reduce the threat of direct contact wi th hazardous substances,

and it removed oil and contam nated water fromthe | agoons, which then were filled with a concrete by-product
and sand. The top 3 feet of the oil-soaked soil were excavated fromthe nei ghboring wetl ands.

Contami nated oil was transferred to aboveground storage tanks, and contam nated soil was contained on-Site.
Contami nated water fromone of the | agoons was treated and di scharged into the wetlands. An

interceptor trench was dug to alter the flow of surface water and groundwater. |In 1983, EPA conducted

addi ti onal energency actions including the collection of oil seeping into drainage ditches, the installation
of a new filter fence system and the posting of warning signs. EPA devel oped a schedule for collecting oily
| eachat e and repl aci ng sorbent pads and began nonitoring the Site.

A remedi al investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) associated with the Site Proper was conpleted in
Novenber 1987 by Erdman, Anthony, Associates on behalf of the New York State Department of Environnental
Conservation (NYSDEC). In February 1988, EPA signed a first operable unit ROD, selecting a renedy for
controlling the source of the contamination at the Site Proper. The source control renmedy includes the

foll owi ng conponents: (1) excavating approxi mately 30,000 cubic yards of contam nated soils and sedi nents and
solidifying this naterial on-Site; (2) installing deep groundwater extraction wells at the downgradi ent
boundary of the Site Proper to collect contami nated groundwater; (3) installing shallow dewatering wells to
col | ect contami nated groundwater and oil that is encountered during the excavati on of the, contam nated
soils; (4) treating these |iquids and discharging the clean groundwater in accordance with state

environnental requirenents; (5) renoving about 25,000 gallons of contam nated tank oil, as well as other oils
collected at the Site, to an EPA-approved facility to be incinerated; (6) cleaning and denolishing the enpty
storage tanks; (7) backfilling the solidified soil and sedinents into the excavated areas; (8) constructing a

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cover over the solidified soils and sedinents; and (9)
inspecting the Site every five years to assure that human health and the environment continue to be
protected. In addition, the 1988 ROD called for the performance of treatability studies to determne the
effectiveness of the solidification process for the Site's contam nated soils and sedi nents. Should the
treatability study determne that solidification would not provide the desired degree of treatment, a
treatability study would be perfornmed to determine the effectiveness of thermally treating the soils at the
Site 1.

1 The treatability study, which was conpleted in April 1997, determ ned that solidification
woul d provide the desired degree of treatnent.

Due to protracted negotiations with the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPS) 2, there was a delay in
initiating the first operable unit remedial design and renedial action. As such, in Septenber 1994, EPA
issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO to one of the PRPs, the Al um num Corporation of Anerica
(ALC™A), to performseveral conponents of the selected remedy, including removing the contaminated tank oils
and incinerating themat an EPA-approved facility and cl eaning and denolishing the enpty storage tanks. Under
the UAQ 9,654 gallons of PCB-contaminated oil and 230 druns of PCB-contani nated debris were

removed fromthe Site.

In Decenber 1995, EPA issued a second UAOto ALCOA, requiring themto install another interceptor trench to
collect oil seeping into the wetl ands.

A settlenent with a nunber of PRPs in the formof a Consent Decree was entered in August 1996, which provided
for, anmong other things, the design and inplenmentation of the remedy selected in the 1988 ROD. It

is anticipated that the design will be conpleted by Decenber 1998 and that construction will start in the
summer of 1999.

The first stage of the long-termcleanup, as set forth in the 1988 ROD, deals with source control. The second
phase, which is the subject of this ROD, involves the Contam nation Pathways, particularly the



contam nat ed sedi nents i n downgradi ent wetlands and aquatic areas and the contam nated downgradi ent
groundwat er. New York State began an intensive investigation of the Contam nated Pat hways in 1986, which

was continued by the PRPs pursuant to a 1992 Adninistrative Order on Consent with EPA. The studies cul m nated
in the conpletion of the Contam nation Pathways RI/FS in the summer of 1998.

2 A Consent Decree was signed by EPA and several PRPs in 1990, in which they agreed
to performthe design and the inplenmentation of the source control renedy. The Consent
Decree was |l odged in federal district court in June 1991. In response to substantive
coments that were received fromnon-settling PRPs during the public comment period
a revised Consent Decree was | odged on May 15, 1992. In 1993, it was decided to
wi t hdraw this Consent Decree and attenpt a global settlement with all of the PRPs. In
Decenber 1994, a revised Consent Decree was signed by EPA and an expanded group
of PRPs. This Consent Decree was entered by the court on August 10, 1996.

Rl and pre-renedi al design study field work, conducted by the PRPs from 1993 to 1996, included the
characterizati on of groundwater, subsurface soil, surface soil, sedinent, and surface water in the
Cont ami nati on Pat hways. An ecol ogi cal investigation, consisting of wetlands identification and delineation
detailed flora and fauna surveys, and collection and anal ysis of biota sanples, was perfornmnmed

in the Western Wetl and and the Southern Wetland. Based upon the results fromsurface water, sedinment, surface
soil, and biota sanpling in these areas, it was concluded that additional ecol ogical investigations were not
requi red beyond these areas.

H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The March 1998 Contam nation Pathways RI/FS report (which describes the nature and extent of the

contami nation enmanating fromthe Site, evaluates the associated risks, and identifies and eval uates various
renmedi al alternatives) and the June 1998 Proposed Pl an, were nade available to the public in both the

Adm ni strative Record and infornmation repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Roomin the Region Il New
York Gty office and at the Mdira Town Hall |ocated at North Lawence Road, Mdira, New York. The notice of
avail ability for these docunents was published in the Ml one Tel egraph on June 24, 1998. A public coment
period was held fromJune 24, through July 23, 1998. A public neeting was held on July 13, 1998 at the Mira
Town Hall in Mdira, New York. At this meeting, representatives from EPA presented the findings of the
Cont ami nati on Pat hways R /FS and answered questions fromthe public about the Site and the renedi a

al ternatives under consideration

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in witing during the public comment period are
included in the Responsiveness Summary attached hereto as Appendi x V.

SCCPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

The first operable unit for the Site addressed the source of contam nation and the bedrock aquifer in the
Site Proper. The action described in this ROD represents the second and final operable unit for the Site. The
primary objectives of this action are to prevent human exposure to contam nated groundwater and to mnim ze
potential ecol ogical inpacts related to exposure to contam nated sedinments in the wetlands and aquatic areas
located in the vicinity of the Site Proper

SUMVARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

During the R, groundwater, surface water, sedinents, surface and subsurface soils, and biota were sanpl ed.
The results fromthese sanples are summari zed bel ow.

G oundwat er

A 400-f oot wi de and 500-foot |ong contam nant plune in the overburden (located above the bedrock) and bedrock
aqui fers emanates fromthe Site Proper, extending southward to the Southern Wetland. (Figure 2

illustrates the horizontal and vertical extent of the contam nant plune.) The concentrations of volatile
organi ¢ conmpounds (VQCs) in the plune--benzene, trichloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-



DCE), and tol uene--decrease with increasing distance fromthe Site Proper. The naxi num concentration of TCE
in the plume was 9 mcrograns per liter (Ig/l) in a well located on the Site Proper. G s-1,2-DCE, a breakdown
product of TCE (which indicates that degradation is occurring), toluene, and PCBs were found at maxi num
concentrations of 1,400 Ig/l, 340 1g/l, and 770 lg/l, respectively, in a well screened in the overburden in a
nmounded area on the Site Proper. A sanple froma well screened within the overburden on the railroad bed (the
sout hern boundary of the Site Proper), about 200 feet south of the nmounded area

reveal ed 350 Ig/l of cis-1,2-DCE, 10 1g/l of benzene, and 2 Ig/l of toluene. A groundwater sanple froma
bedrock nonitoring well |ocated 200 feet further south in the Southern Wtland contai ned 210 pg/l cis-1, 2-DCE
and 5 Ig/l benzene. Figures 3 and 4 summarize the volatile organic contami nation present in the overburden
and bedrock aquifers, respectively. PCBs were not detected in the groundwater in the

Cont am nati on Pat hways study area

Sur face Water

In conparison to background sanples, elevated concentrations of inorganic constituents (154 Ig/l of barium
111,000 Ig/l of calcium 854 Ig/l of iron, 26,500 Ig/l of magnesium 183 Ig/l of nanganese, 5,720

Ig/1 of potassium 973,000 pl/l of sodium and 346 Ig/l of zinc) were detected in surface water sanples
collected fromthe drainage ditch in the Wstern Drainage Area of the Site Proper. PCBs/pesticides, VCOCs,
and seni-vol atile organic conpounds (SVOCs) were not detected in any surface water sanples. El evated levels
of mercury and total phenols were detected in sanples collected in Lawence Brook at 0.22 Ig/

(collected approximately 1.5 miles downstreamof the Site Proper) and 21 1g/l (collected approxi mately 2.7
m |l es downstreamof the Site Proper), respectively 3. Tables 1 and 2 sunmmarize the surface water sanple
results. Figure 5 shows the sanple |ocations.

Sedi nent s

PCBs were detected at concentrations up to 212 nmilligrans per kilogram (ng/kg) in sedinent sanples collected
in the Western Wetl and near the Site Proper Wstern Drainage Area. Wth the exception of one

detection of 4.0 ng/kg PCBs in a sanple collected at the southern edge of the Northwestern Wtland, all PCB
detections that were above 1.0 ng/kg were in sanples collected fromthe Western Wtland near the Site

Pr oper

I norgani cs were detected in sedi nent sanpl es above background | evel s across the Contam nati on Pat hways st udy
area. Lead was found wel| above background at concentrations up to 2,430 ng/kg in sanples from

the Western Wetl and and 423 ng/ kg in the Northwestern Wetl and (|l ead concentrations in a reference
(background) wetland were 20-40 ng/ kg).Arsenic, copper, nickel, and zinc were found approxi nately 2,000 feet
east of the Site Proper at concentrations up to 16.8 ng/ kg, 104 ng/ kg, 24.6 ng/ kg, and 393 nmy/ kg
respectively. The hi ghest concentration of chrom umwas detected at 100 ng/kg in the Southern Wetland and the
hi ghest concentration of mercury, 2.5 ng/kg, was detected in the Wstern Wtl and

Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9 summarize the results of |lead and PCBs in Wstern and Northwestern Wtl and sedi nents.
Tables 3 and 4 sunmmarize the results of the sediment inorganics sanpling

Several pesticide conpounds were detected at low levels in sedinent sanples collected fromthe Wstern

Wet| and and the Northwestern Wetland. A limted nunber of VOCs were detected, with the highest concentration
of 13 ng/kg (toluene) being found in the Wstern Wtland near the Site Proper. Table 5 summari zes the VOC
concentrations that were detected

3 NYSDEC s gui dance value for nercury in surface water is 0.2 Ig/l NYSDEC s anbi ent
water quality standard for total phenols is 1 Ig/l (6 NYCRR Parts 700-705). Since el evated
| evel s of nercury and phenols were not detected in upstream surface water sanples, and
al t hough nercury was detected in sedi nent sanples collected fromupstream| ocations
on-Site disposal activities are a possible source of these two constituents in the
downstream surface water sanples, because el evated concentrati ons were observed in
Site Proper and Contami nation Pat hways sedi nents.



The hi ghest concentrations of polycyclic aromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHS) were found at the railroad bed, with
concentrations ranging fromb5.7 ng/kg for benzo(a)pyrene to 15 ng/kg for pyrene. Lower concentrations

were detected in sanples fromthe Western Wetl and near North Law ence Road (concentrations ranged from1l
ng/ kg for chrysene to 2.1 ng/kg for pyrene). Phenolic conpounds were detected in sedinents throughout the
Site, with the highest concentration being found in the Northwestern Wetland at 83.4 ng/kg. (See Table 6.)

Surface and Subsurface Soil

PCBs were detected in only one surface soil sanple at 0.38 ng/ kg, Southern Wetland (see Figure 9). Qher
constituents detected in surface soil sanples were generally found at or |ower than background
concentrations. Phenolic conpounds and PAHs were detected in subsurface soil sanples collected near the
former railroad bed at nmaxi num concentrations of 7.8 ng/kg and 18 ng/ kg (benzo(b)fl uorant hene), respectively.
PCBs, pesticides, and VOCs were detected in subsurface soils in areas near the drainage area in the Site
Proper at maxi mum concentrations of 4.8 mg/kg, 0.55 ngl kg, and 0.037 nmg/ kg, respectively. Tables 7, 8, and 9
summari ze the results of the subsurface soil sanpling. Figure 5 shows the sanple |ocations.

Bi ot a

Bi ota sanpl es were collected in areas which exhibited the highest |evels of soil/sedinent contam nation
(i.e., near the former railroad bed, drainage ditch, within or adjacent to the Site Proper), representing the
maxi mum potential for exposure and bi oaccurul ation. The results indicate | ow concentrations (0.039 - 1.19

ng/ kg) of PCBs. Pesticide concentrations were nondetectable to very | ow.

El evated |l evels of Iead and arsenic were detected in frog and earthworm sanpl es coll ected fromthe Southern
and Western Wetlands. The results of flora and fauna surveys in these areas indicate that these
contami nants do not currently appear to be causing any acute ecol ogi cal effects.

PCBs, al pha-chl ordane, 4,4'-DDD, al pha and gamma-BHC, arsenic, |lead, and nmercury were all detected in
terrestrial biota sanples. PCBs, 4,4'-DDD, gamma-BHC, arsenic, |lead, and mercury were detected in darter
sanpl es

Tabl es 10, 11, 12, and 13 summarize the results of the biota tissue sanples.
SUWARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the supplenental R, a baseline risk assessnment was conducted to estinate the risks
associated with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessnment estimates the

human health and ecol ogi cal risk which could result fromthe contamnation at the Site, if no remedial action
wer e taken.

Human Health R sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi mum
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 Assessment --estinmates
t he magni tude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and
t he pat hways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-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 ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characteri zati on--sunmmari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative assessnment of site risks

The baseline risk assessnent began with selecting chem cals of concern. The eval uation identified nunerous
chem cal s of concern in the various nedia (sedinment, surface soil, groundwater, surface soil) (see Table 14).
For exanpl e, chenicals of concern selected for groundwater included four VOCs (1, 1-dichl oroethane
cis-1,2-DCE, benzene, and ethyl benzene) and four inorganics (antinony, arsenic, cadm um and zinc).



In the exposure assessnent, the potential for hunman exposure to the chemcals of concern, in terns of the
type, magnitude, frequency, and duration of exposure, is estinmated. This assessnent is made for potentially
exposed popul ations at or near the Site considering both the current situation and potential future
conditions. Since the wetlands in the Contanination Pathways study area are federal - and New York
State-regul ated wetl ands, it was assunmed that devel opnent woul d be unlikely and that these areas woul d remain
wetl ands in the future. However, exposure to groundwater during potable use was considered as a potenti al
future scenario. Other potential receptors included recreational users of the wetland and upl and areas and
utility/ mai ntenance workers that mght access the areas north and east of the Site Proper. Adults and
children are included in residential and recreational popul ations. Depending on the potentially exposed
popul ation, chenical intakes (doses) were estimated. Various exposure pathways were identified, including
ingestion of sedinent, dernal contact with sedi ment, ingestion of surface soil, dernmal contact with soil
dermal contact with surface water, ingestion of groundwater, dermal contact with groundwater, and inhal ation
of volatile chenicals released fromgroundwater. Tables 15 and 16 show the potentia

exposur e pat hways.

Current federal guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual lifetime excess carcinogenic risk in
the range of 10 -4 to 10 -6 (corresponding to a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-mllion excess cancer risk)
and a naxi mum heal th Hazard | ndex (which reflects non-carcinogenic effects for a hunman receptor) equal to
1.0. (A Hazard Index greater than 1.0 indicates a potential of noncarcinogenic health effects.)

Al t hough there are sone exceedences of groundwater standards (i.e., Mximum Contam nant Levels (MCLs)), the
carci nogeni c risks associated with the current exposure scenario (4 x 10 -6) are within the acceptabl e cancer
risk range. The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that the ingestion of drinking water in the
future use scenario is also within the acceptable cancer risk range (total cancer risk of 8 x 10 -5 for
adults and 3 x 10 -5 for children).

Concer ni ng the noncarci nogenic risks, the risk characterization showed that there were no current risks to
human health fromdermal contact or ingestion of groundwater, surface water, sedinment, or surface soil. The
only scenario resulting in unacceptabl e human health risks would be for the future use of groundwater in the
vicinity of the Southern Wtland

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate a Hazard Index greater than 1.0 for resident adult and
resident child exposure to the chemicals of concern in groundwater fromingestion, dermal contact, and
inhal ation of volatilized chem cals under the future-use scenario (a Hazard Index of 3.0 and 6.0 for adults
and children, respectively). Ingestion of cis-1,2-DCE (at the maxi num detected concentration) and

antinony are the predom nant contributors to the total Hazard I ndex.

A summary of the carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risks are provided in Table 17.
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecological risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenari o: Problem Formul ation--a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, migration, and fate;
identification of contanminants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contam nants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessment--a quantitative eval uati on of
contaminant rel ease, mgration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and
nmeasurenent or estimation of exposure point concentrations. Ecol ogical Effects

Assessnent--literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant concentrations to
effects on ecol ogical receptors. Ri sk Characterizati on--nmeasurenent or estimation of both current and future
adverse effects.

The Cont am nation Pat hways study area, which provides a variety of upland and wetland habitats, is located in
a rural area and has a high potential for utilization by wildlife. Habitats which presently exist in the
vicinity of the Site include palustrine forested wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands, energent narsh, open water
and forested uplands. Surface soils may provide a source of exposure to wildlife through direct contact and
ingestion of vegetation. Surface water runoff may transport contam nation into the drainage ditch bordering
the southern edge of the Site Proper and then into the various streanms and wetl ands, potentially



contam nating surface water and sedinent in these areas. |If contam nants are discharged into the wetl and
areas, direct contact and ingestion of water and sedinents can occur. Terrestrial wildlife nmay
al so be exposed through ingestion of water, sediment, or other organisns.

The risk assessnment evaluated the potential risks to several indicator species through exposure to the
contami nants of concern. For assessnent of direct exposure to surface water, fish were chosen as indicators.
For assessnent of direct exposure to sediments, benthic organi sms, nuskrat, and mnallards were chosen. For
assessnent of direct exposure to surface soils, the short-tailed shrew and the Anerican woodcock were

sel ected as indicator species. Several higher level bird and nammal consumers were utilized in assessing
potential food chain exposure to contamnants in the biota. The red-tailed hawk and red fox represent
consuners of snall mammals (shrews and vol es) and the great blue heron and m nk represent consuners of
aquatic species (green frogs and darters). Ingestion of surface water was al so considered for bird and mamral
receptors

Based on exposure cal cul ations for sedinent and vegetation ingestion, it appears that sem -aquatic species
whi ch have small hone ranges (such as the nuskrat) and spend nost or all of their lives within the areas of
concern are potentially at risk fromingestion of 4,4'-DDD, PCBs, alum num antinony, arsenic, barium

cadm um | ead, manganese, selenium and vanadium Sem -aquatic species with |arge home ranges (such as
mal | ards), which spend only a portion of their lives in the areas of concern, may be affected by the presence
of alum num |ead, and nercury in sedinent and vegetation

Plant toxicity val ues suggested that alum num chrom um copper, vanadium and zinc are present in various
locations at |levels that nay be toxic to vegetation in the Western Wetl and. Shrews and woodcock exposed to
PAHs, 4,4'-DDD, dieldrin, PCBs, alum num arsenic, barium copper, |lead, selenium vanadium and zinc through
ingestion of surface soil and earthworns may be at risk. Potential risk from4,4'-DDD, PCBs, al um num

barium copper, lead, mercury, selenium and zinc exist for earthwormconsumng birds in the areas of

concern

Arsenic, al pha and ganma- BHC, al pha-chl ordane, 4,4'-DDD, |ead, nmercury, and PCBs were detected in terrestria
bi ota sanples in the Southern and Western Wtlands. Arsenic, 4,4'-DDD, ganma-BHC, |ead, mercury, and PCBs
were detected in darter sanples in these areas. Based on an exposure assessnent for the red fox and
red-tailed hawk through consunption of small mammals and soil, it appears that there is a potential risk to
wildlife consuners of small nmammal s through exposure to PCBs in the Southern and Western Wetl ands. Bird
species are at potential risk through indirect consunption of nmercury by ingesting contam nated vertebrates
and invertebrates. Mammal s whi ch consunme aquatic organisnms in the Western Wetland are at potential risk from
the indirect ingestion of PCBs by consum ng contam nated vertebrates and invertebrates

Al t hough phenol s are present in surface water, sedinments, and soil throughout the Site, the concentrati ons do
not appear to pose an ecol ogical risk

Wi le floral and faunal surveys in the Southern and Western Wetl ands indicate that there are functioning
communities in these wetlands, elevated |levels of arsenic and | ead were detected in frog and earthworm
sanpl es, indicating sone ecol ogical inpact is potentially occurring in these areas. Al though a contam nant
source area has been identified in the Wstern Wtland, such a source area could not be |located in the
Sout hern Wt | and

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 ysi s
. envi ronnent al paramet er measurement

. fate and transport nodeling

. exposure parameter estimation

. t oxi col ogi cal data



Uncertainty in environnental 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 chenistry anal ysis uncertainty can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in
the anal ytical methods and characteristics of the nmatrix being sanpl ed

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estimates of how often an individual will actually
come in contact with the chemcals of concern, the period of tine over which such exposure will occur, and
in the nodels used to estinmate the concentrations of the chemcals 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
These uncertainties are addressed by meki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the risk assessnment provi des upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underestinmate actual risks related to the Site.

Summary of Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sks

It has been concluded that: (1) the levels of |ead and PCBs in the Western Wt | and sedi nents pose the
greatest ecological threat in that wetland; (2) the levels of |ead present in Northwestern Wtl and

sedi ments exceed NYSDECs sedi ment screening values 4 and, therefore, may pose an ecol ogical risk; (3) the
groundwater in the vicinity of the Southern Wtl and presents an unacceptabl e human heal th ri sk under

the future-use scenario; (4) the levels of contam nants present in sedinents in the depositional areas of the
Sout hern Wetl and do not pose a significant human heal th or ecol ogical risk; (5) the levels of contam nants
that are present in the sedinents in the Western Wtland and the Northwestern Wtland do not pose a
significant hunman health risk; and (6) the levels of contami nants that are present in the surface

waters do not pose a significant human health or ecol ogical risk

Based upon the hunman health and ecol ogi cal risk assessnents, EPA has deternined that actual or threatened

rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, if not addressed by the selected alternative or one of the

ot her active measures considered, nmay present a current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or the
envi ronnent .

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 requirements (ARARs) and risk-based |levels established in the risk assessment.

4 D vision of Fish and Wldlife, Division of Marine Resources, Technical Quidance for
Screeni ng Contam nated Sedi ments, November 1993.

The followi ng renedi al action objectives have been established

. mtigate the mgration of contam nated groundwater

. restore groundwater quality underlying the Southern Wtland to | evel s which neet state and federal
standards (See Tables 18 and 19);

. prevent future human contact w th contam nated groundwater underlying the outhern Wtl and; and
. mni m ze exposure of fish and wildlife to contam nated sedinments in the Wstern and Northwestern
Wt | ands.

SUMVARY COF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The Conprehensi ve Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as anended, 42 U S. C. °9601 et



seq. (CERCLA) requires that each selected site renedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be
cost-effective, conply with other statutory laws, and utilize pernmanent sollutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives to the maxi numextent practicable. In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity,

mobi lity, or volune of the hazardous substances

This ROD eval uates, in detail, three renedial alternatives for addressing the contam nated sedi nents and
three renedial alternatives for addressing the contam nated groundwater associated with the York Gl site
(Since the levels of contamnants that are present in the surface waters do not pose a significant hunman
heal th or ecol ogical risk, surface water renedial alternatives were not eval uated.)

The remedy set forth in the RCD for the Site Proper, which is presently being designed, involves, anong ot her
things, the excavation and on Site solidification/stabilization of contam nated soils and sedi nents,

foll owed by backfilling of the treated soils and sedi nents and construction of a RCRA cover over the
solidified soils and sediments. Wile EPA considered various other treatnent and di sposal options for the
Cont ami nati on Pat hways contam nated sedi nents, these alternatives were elimnated fromfurther consideration
since solidification/stabilization can nmeet the renedial action objectives set forth above at substantially

| ess cost.

The present-worth costs for the alternatives discussed bel ow are cal cul ated using a discount rate of 7
percent and a 30-year tine interval. The construction time reflects only the time required to construct or
inmpl enent the renedy and does not include the time required to design the remedy, negotiate the perfornance
of the remedy with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and construction
The al ternatives are:
Sedi ment Al ternatives
Alternative SED-1: No Action with Long- Term Mnitoring

Capital Cost: $0

Annual Monitoring Cost: $18, 000

Present-Wrth Cost: $220, 000

Construction Tine: 0 nmont hs
The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison
with the other alternatives. The no-action renedial alternative does not include any physical renedia
neasures that address the contam nated sedinents. This alternative would, however, include annual, |ong-term
noni toring of contamnant levels in the surface water, sedinents, and biota.
Because this alternative would result in contamnants remaining in Wstern and Northwestern Wtl and

sedi ments, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed every five years. If justified by the review,
remedi al actions may be inplenmented to renove or treat the sedinents.

Al ternative SED-2: Excavation and/or Dredgi ng of Western Wetl and Cont ani nated Sedi nents,
Stabilization/Solidification, and Di sposal on the Site Proper; Long-Term Monitoring of Northwestern Wtl and
Sedi nent s

Capi tal Cost: $3, 140, 000

Annual Monitoring Cost: $12, 000

Present-Wrth Cost: $3, 290, 000



Construction Tine: 9 nont hs
This alternative includes excavating and/or dredgi ng approxi nately 11,000 cubi ¢ yards of |ead- and
PCB- cont am nat ed sedi ments across approxi mately 8 acres in the Wstern Wtland. The exact vol une of sedinents
that woul d be removed woul d be determ ned during the design stage. Restoration with clean fill and
revegetation would follow the renmoval of the contam nated sedinents. Al of the sedinents that are
renmoved woul d be dewatered, treated as part of the Site Proper solidification/stabilization remedy, and
di sposed of at the Site Proper with the solidified and stabilized wastes fromthe first operable unit
remedi al action under a cap neeting the requirenents of New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360

I mpl erentation of this alternative would require clearing and grubbing activities, construction of tenporary
access roads and staging areas, and inplenmentation of soil erosion and sedi ment controls.

Al renmedial work in the wetlands would conmply with New York State Environnental Conservation Law Article 24
and 6 NYCRR Part 663. Any wetlands inpacted by renmedial activities would be fully restored. The restored
wet | ands woul d require routine inspection for several years to ensure adequate survival of the planted
vegetati on. Replanting would be perforned, if necessary.

Under this alternative, post-renediation nonitoring of Western Wetland surface water, sedinments, and biota
woul d be conducted to assess the effectiveness of the renedy.

Because this alternative would result in contanminants renmaining in Northwestern Wtland sedi nents, CERCLA

requires that the Site be reviewed every five years. If justified by the review, renedial actions may be
inplenented to renove or treat the sedi nents

Al ternative SED- 3: Excavation and/or Dredgi ng of Western Wetl and and Northwestern Wetl and Cont ani nat ed
Sedi nents, Stabilization/Solidification, and Disposal on the Site Proper

Capital Cost: $3, 850, 000

Annual Monitoring Cost: $12, 000

Present-Wrth Cost: $4, 000, 000

Construction Tine: 10 nont hs
This alternative is identical to Alternative SED 2, except that it would al so include excavating and/ or
dredgi ng approximately 1,100 cubic yards of |ead- and PCB-contani nated sedi ments across approxi mately

5 acres in the Northwestern Wtl and.

Under this alternative, post-renediation nonitoring of Western Wetland and Northwestern Wetl and surface
wat er, sediments, and biota woul d be conducted to assess the effectiveness of the renedy.

G oundwat er Renedi al Al ternatives

Alternative GM1: No Action with Long-Term Monitoring
Capital Cost: $0
Annual Monitoring Cost: $12, 000
Present-Wrth Cost: $150, 000
Construction Tine: 0 nont hs

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison



with the other alternatives. The no-action renedial alternative does not include any physical renedial
neasures that address the probl em of groundwater contami nation at the Site. This alternative would, however,
include a | ong-term groundwater nonitoring program Under this nonitoring program groundwater sanples woul d
be coll ected and anal yzed annually.

Because this alternative would result in contanminants renaining on-Site, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed every five years. If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be inplenented to renove or treat
t he wastes.

Alternative GM2: Natural Attenuation, Institutional Controls, and Long-Term Mnitoring
Capital Cost: $30, 000
Annual Monitoring Cost: $45, 600
Present-Wrth Cost: $600, 000
Construction Tine: 0 nont hs

Under this alternative, the groundwater contanination woul d be addressed through natural attenuation. As part
of a long-term groundwater nonitoring program groundwater sanples would be collected and anal yzed
semiannually in order to verify that the | evel and extent of groundwater contaninants (e.g., VOCs) are
declining. In addition, biodegradation paraneters (e.g., oxygen, nitrate, sulfate, nethane, ethane, ethene,
alkalinity, redox potential, pH tenperature, conductivity, chloride, and total organic carbon) woul d be used
to assess the progress of the degradati on process.

This alternative would al so include the inplenentation of institutional controls, such as deed restrictions,
contractual agreements, or |local |aw or ordinances, or other governnental action, for the purpose of
restricting the installation and use of groundwater wells in the vicinity of the Southern Wtland until clean
up standards are net in the groundwater.

Through prelimnary groundwater nodeling, it has been estimated that the contani nated groundwater in the
over burden and bedrock aquifers underlying the Southern Wetland woul d natural ly attenuate to groundwater
standards in 10 years, once the source of groundwater contami nation is addressed through excavating and
treating the contam nated soils on the Site Proper, in conbination with the installation of extraction wells
at the downgradi ent boundary of the Site Proper (as called for in the 1988 ROD).

Because this alternative would result in contaninants renmaining on-Site, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed every five years. If justified by the review, remedial actions nay be inplenented, in the future, to
renove or treat the wastes.

Alternative GNM3: Goundwater Extraction and Treat ment

Capi tal Cost: $440, 000

Annual Operation and $105, 000
Mai nt enance Cost:

Present-Wrth Cost: $1, 740, 000
Construction Ti ne: 6 nont hs
Under this alternative, extraction wells would be installed in the plume in the Southern Wtl and.
Cont am nat ed groundwat er woul d be punped to a treatnment plant |ocated on the Site Proper and discharged to

surface water. Mich of the cost associated with the inplenmentation of this alternative would be shared with
the treatment systemcurrently under design for the Site Proper remedy.



I mpl erentation of this alternative would require clearing and grubbing activities, construction of access
roads and staging areas, and inplenentation of soil erosion and sedi ment controls.

As part of a |long-termgroundwater nonitoring programto evaluate the effectiveness of the groundwater
extraction and treatment renmedy, groundwater sanples would be collected and anal yzed sem annual |y

Any wetl ands i nmpacted by renedial activities would be fully restored. The restored wetl ands would require
routine inspection for several years to ensure adequate survival of the planted vegetation

This alternative would al so include taking steps to secure institutional controls, such as the placenent of
restrictions on the installation and use of groundwater wells in the vicinity of the Southern Wtland unti
clean up standards are met in the groundwater

It has been estimated that the extraction and treatment of the contam nated groundwater in the overburden and
bedr ock aquifers underlying the Southern Wtland woul d achi eve groundwater standards in 7 years, once the
source of groundwater contam nation is addressed by the renedy called for in the 1988 ROD.

COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst nine eval uation
criteria, namely short-termeffectiveness, long-termeffectiveness and permanence, reduction of

toxicity, mobility or volume through treatnent, inplenmentability, cost, conpliance with applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirements, overall protection of human health and the environment, and state and
community acceptance. The evaluation criteria are described bel ow

. Overal |l protection of human health and the environnment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and descri bes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on a
reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent,
engi neering controls, or institutional controls.

. Conpl i ance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would neet all of the applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenments of other federal and state environnental statutes and requirenments
or provide grounds for invoking a waiver

. Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence refer to the ability of a renedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environnent over tine, once cleanup goals have been net. It also
addresses the nagnitude and effectiveness of the measures that may be required to manage 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 ogies, with respect to these paraneters, a remedy may enpl oy.

. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of tinme needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i npacts on hunman health and the environnent that nmay be posed during the construction and
i npl enentation period until cleanup goals are achieved

. Inplenentability is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

. Cost includes estimted capital and operati on and mai nt enance costs, and net present-worth costs.
. State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the Contam nation Pathways R /FS and
Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the selected renedy at the

present tine.

. Communi ty acceptance will be assessed in the ROD, and refers to the public's general response to the
alternatives described in the Contam nati on Pat hways R /FS report and Proposed Pl an



A conparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above, follows.
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative SED-1 (no action and |ong-term nmonitoring) would not actively address the potential ecol ogica

ri sks posed by the contaninated sedinents. Al though Alternatives SED-2 (renedi ati on of Western Wtl and
sedinents) and SED-3 (renedi ati on of Western Wetland and Northwestern Wetl and sedi ments) woul d provi de | ower
residual risks to the environnent relative to the no-action alternative, they would, however, involve

di sturbance of approximately 8 and 13 acres, respectively, of wetland habitats. Mreover, additional areas of
upl and habitats for staging areas, access roads, and other support facilities would be disturbed. Wile the
levels of lead and PCBs in the Western Wtl and sedi ments pose an ecol ogical threat, the levels of PCBs in the
Nort hwestern Wetl and sediments are significantly lower. Elevated |evels of |ead are present in Northwestern
Wet | and sedinents, but it has not been concl usively deternined whether these

concentrations pose an ecol ogi cal threat.

Since the majority of the areas of the Western Wetland that require renediation are open water, its
restoration should be readily achievable. Wiile Alternative SED-3 would result in a slight increase in
contam nant renoval relative to Alternative SED-2, the nagnitude of the physical inpacts associated with
remedi ati ng the contam nated sedinents in the Northwestern Wtland, which is a forested wetland, would be
substantial and its restoration would be difficult (it has been estinmated that it woul d take 50-60 years for
the forested habitats in the Northwestern Wtland to be restored).

Sanpl e and prelimnary nodeling results indicate that Alternative G¥1 (no action and | ong-term nonitoring)
and Alternative GM2 (natural attenuation, institutional controls, and long-termnonitoring) would neet state
and federal groundwater standards through natural attenuation in reasonable tine franes (estinmated to be 10
years followi ng inplenentation of the source control renedy at the Site Proper). Wile

no current risk is associated with the groundwater underlying the Southern Wtland and, for the foreseeabl e
future, residential or commercial/industrial devel opnent of groundwater within this regul ated

wetland is unlikely, Alternative G¥2 is nore protective of human health than Alternative GM1, since
institutional controls would be inplemented to prevent the installation and use of groundwater wells in

the event that devel opnent occurs in this area. Alternative GV¥3 (groundwater extraction and treatnent) woul d
actively collect and treat groundwater until concentrations of contam nants are reduced to federa

and state groundwater standards (estinmated to be seven years follow ng inplenentation of the source control
remedy at the Site Proper). Athough Alternative G#3 would be the nost protective of human

heal th and woul d minimze the nigration of contam nated groundwater, there is no current risk associated with
t he groundwat er underlying the Southern Wetland and inpl ementation of this alternative would adversely affect
the Southern Wetl and through constructi on and mai nt enance of access roads, and possibly change the wetland' s
hydr ol ogy.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

There are currently no promul gated standards for contaminant levels in sedinments. EPAis, instead, using the
PCB sedi nent screening val ues devel oped by NYSDEC as a "To- Be- Consi dered" cl eanup obj ective. NYSDEC s

sedi nent cl eanup objectives for PCBs is specified inits Dvision of Fish and Wldlife, Division of Marine
Resour ces, Techni cal Quidance for Screening Contam nated Sedi ments, Novenber 1993

Since Alternatives SED-2 (remedi ati on of Western Wetl and sedi ments) and SED-3 (renedi ati on of Western Wtl and
and Northwestern Wtl and sedi nents) would i nvol ve the excavati on of PCB-contam nated sedinments, their

di sposition would be governed by the requirenents of Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). Specifically, under
TSCA' s PCB di sposal requirenents, soils and sedinments contam nated with PCBs in excess of 50 ng/ kg may be

di sposed of in a chemical waste landfill neeting the requirements of 40 CFR 761.75(b) or destroyed in an
incinerator, or by an alternate nethod whi ch achi eves an equival ent |evel of performance to incineration (40
CFR 761.60(a)(4) and (e)) or the requirenents may be waived in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 75(c)(4). Since
Alternatives SED-2 and SED- 3 invol ve the disposal of soils and sedinents contamnated with PCBs in excess of
50 mg/ kg on the Site Proper, these disposal requirements are applicable. The PCB-contamn nated soils and
sedinents on the Site Proper are also subject to these sane requirenments. However, on Septenber 13, 1989, EPA



i ssued a wai ver of these TSCA requirenents because the remedy called for in the 1988 ROD
(solidification/stabilization of soils and sedi ments and redeposition of these soils and sedinents within a
final cover meeting the requirements of 6 NYCRR Part 360 and RCRA 40 CFR 264.310 in the same area from whence
they originated) satisfied the prerequisites for granting a waiver under 40 CFR 761.75(c)(4). Since the

cont am nat ed sedinents that woul d be excavated under Alternatives SED-2 and SED-3 originated fromthe Site
Proper and woul d be di sposed of at the Site Proper along with the Site Proper contaninated soils and

sedi nents, and since the PCB concentrations in the

cont am nat ed sedi ments that woul d be excavated under Alternatives SED-2 and SED-3 are |l ower than the PCB
levels in the soils and sedi ments which were the subject of the 1989 waiver, their treatnent and di sposal at
the Site Proper with the Site Proper nmaterials would be consistent with the 1989 wai ver. Therefore, an

addi ti onal wai ver woul d not be required.

Alternatives SED-2 and SED-3 would result in significant short- and long-terminpacts to existing wetland
habi tats. Therefore, adverse inpacts to the wetlands and aquati c resources woul d need to be avoi ded and any
unavoi dabl e i npacts would be mitigated in conformance with Executive O der 11990.

Al though Alternative SED-1 (no action and |long-termnonitoring) would not inpact the wetlands, it woul d not
comply with the sedi nent cleanup objectives devel oped by NYSDEC

Since the groundwater in the Southern Wetland is a future potential source of drinking water, federal and New
York State drinking water standards and New York State groundwater quality standards are ARARs (See Tables 18
and 19). Alternatives G¥1 (no action and long-termnonitoring) and G¥#2 (natural attenuation, institutional
controls, and long-termnonitoring) do not include any active groundwater remnediation; groundwater ARARs

woul d be achi eved through natural attenuation. Prelimnary groundwater nodeling indicates that ARARs will be
achi eved by natural attenuation within 10 years after the source control/groundwater extraction and treatnent
remedy selected in the 1988 ROD is inplenmented. For Alternative GM3 (groundwater extraction and treatnent),
ARARs woul d be achi eved through the renoval and treatnent of contam nants in the groundwater underlying the
Southern Wetland in an estimated 7 years follow ng inplementation of the source control renedy at the Site
Proper. Under Alternative GM3, the treated groundwater woul d have to conply with surface water discharge
requirenents and the disposition of treatment residuals would have to be consistent with RCRA. Any air

em ssions associated with the treatnent systemwoul d have to conply with air em ssion standards.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Since the contaninated sedi nents do not pose a significant human health risk, Alternative SED-1 (no action
and long-termnonitoring) would provide reliable protection of human health over time. This alternative woul d
not, however, include any neasures for addressing the ecol ogical risk posed by the contam nated sedi nents.
Wil e the downstreamtransport of contaninated sediments night |essen the exposure of ecol ogical receptors at
currently inpacted |l ocations over tine, it would likely result in increased exposure downstream Therefore,
Alternative SED-1 woul d not be protective of ecol ogical receptors over tinme.

Al though Alternatives SED-2 (renedi ati on of Western Wetl and sedi ments) and SED-3 (renediati on of Wstern

Wet | and and Northwestern Wetl and sedi nents) woul d provide |ower residual risks to the environment relative to
the no-action alternative, the inplenentation of these activities would result in adverse inpacts to the

wet| ands' habitats and biota. Further, it would take a considerable time before a diverse and fully
functioning plant community woul d be reestablished. Alternative SED-2 woul d address the areas which present
the highest |evel of potential ecological risk, while resulting in |ess wetland disturbance than Alternative
SED- 3. Renopval of the additional contam nated sedi ments under Alternative SED-3 woul d provide the greatest
protection frompotential risk, but with an increased tenporary |loss of wetland val ue.

Since there is no treatnent involved, Alternative SED-1 woul d not generate treatnent residues. Al though
Alternatives SED-2 and SED-3 involve the treatnment of contam nated sedi ments, the solidification/
stabilization process woul d not generate treatnment residues.

Once the source control renedy at the Site Proper is inplemented, it is anticipated that all three
groundwat er alternatives--Alternative G¥1 (no action and long-termnonitoring), Aternative GM2 (natural
attenuation, institutional controls, and long-termmonitoring), and Alternative G¥3 (groundwater extraction



and treatnment)-- woul d achi eve groundwater ARARs within a reasonable tine frane. Wthout a continuous source
of groundwater contam nation, it is anticipated that all three alternatives would naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine, once the source control renedy's cleanup goals have
been net.

Alternative GM3 woul d generate treatnent residues which would have to be appropriately handl ed; Alternatives
GM1 and G¥2 woul d not.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nent

Alternative SED-1(no action and long-termnonitoring) would not actively reduce the toxicity, nobility, or

vol ume of contaminants through treatment. This alternative would rely on the downstream nigration of

contani nated sedinents to reduce the |evels of contanminants. Alternatives SED-2 (renedi ati on of Western

Wt | and sedi nments) and SED-3 (remedi ati on of Western Wetland and Northwestern Wetl and sedi ments) woul d reduce
the toxicity of the contam nated sedi nents and prevent further mgration of and potential exposure to them

t hrough excavation and treatnent.

Alternatives G¥1 (no action and long-termnonitoring) and GM2 (natural attenuation, institutional controls,
and long-termnnonitoring) would not use active treatnent to reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the
groundwat er contam nants. Alternative GM¥3 (groundwater extraction and treatment) would provide a reduction
of toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contam nated groundwater underlying the Southern

Wet | and through the extraction and treatnent of contam nated groundwater.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternative SED-1 (no action and |ong-term nonitoring) does not include any physical construction neasures in
any areas of contam nation. Therefore, the inplementation of this alternative would not present any
short-term adverse ecol ogi cal or human health risks. Wile Aternatives SED-2 (renediation of Wstern

Wt | and sedi ments) and SED-3 (renedi ation of Western Wtland and Northwestern Wetl and sedi ments) woul d
present some risk to on-Site workers through dermal contact and inhal ation, these exposures could be
mnimzed by utilizing proper protective equi pnent. Excavation would also likely result in sone rel eases of
cont ami nat ed sedi nents, which mght increase ecol ogi cal exposures in the short term Disturbance of the |and
during construction could affect surface water flow at the Site. In addition, there would be a potential for
increased stormwater runoff and erosion during construction activities that nust be properly nanaged.

Al though Alternatives SED-2 and SED-3 woul d provide |ower residual risks to the environment relative to the
no-action alternative, they would disturb wetland habitats. In addition, under these alternatives,

addi tional areas of upland habitats for staging areas, access roads, and other support facilities would be
di st ur bed.

Under Alternatives SED-2, the potential inpacts of excavating approxi mately 8 acres of contam nated sedinents
fromthe predom nantly open water Western Wetl and woul d not be significant and the ability to restore the
Western Wetland habitats woul d be readily achi evabl e. However, excavating approximately 5 acres of

contam nated sediments fromthe Northwestern Wetland (under Alternative SED 3) woul d damage the productive
and di verse ecol ogi cal community that currently exists in this area, resulting in a tenporary

loss of habitats. In addition, it is expected that it would be considerably nmore difficult to appropriately
restore the forested habitats in the Northwestern Wtl and.

Alternatives G¥1 (no action and long-termnonitoring) and GM2 (natural attenuation, institutional controls,
and long-termnonitoring) do not include any active renediation, therefore, they would not present an
additional risk to the conmunity or workers resulting fromactivities at the Site. Alternatives G¥1 and GV 2
woul d present some risk to on Site workers through dernal contact and inhalation from groundwater sanpling
activities, which could be mnimzed by utilizing proper protective equipnent. Aternative GN¥3 (groundwater
extraction and treatnment), which would require the installation of extraction wells and piping, would present
sone risk to on-Site workers through dernmal contact and inhal ation fromconstruction and groundwat er sanpling
activities, which could be mnimzed with proper protective equipnent.



Based upon prelimnary groundwater nodeling, it has been estinmated that the contam nated groundwater in the
over burden and bedrock aquifers underlying the Southern Wtland woul d natural ly attenuate to groundwater
standards in 10 years, once the source of groundwater contam nation is addressed through excavating and
treating the contaninated soils on the Site Proper, in conbination with the installation of extraction wells
at the downgradi ent boundary of the Site Proper (which will prevent further mgration of contam nated
groundwater fromthe Site Proper). By conparison, extraction of the contam nated groundwater in the

over burden and bedrock aquifers, under Alternative G¥3, woul d achi eve groundwater standards in an

estimated 7 years, following the inplenmentation of the source control renedy at the Site Proper

The precise tine required for the groundwater to be renedi ated under all of the alternatives would have to be
determ ned based on the results of groundwater nonitoring and nore substantial groundwater nodeling.

Inpl ementability

Excavati ng cont ani nated sedinents and transporting themto the Site Proper for treatnent, although

i npl enentabl e, would be nore difficult to inplement than the no-action alternative. Alternatives SED 2
(renedi ation of Western Wetl and sedinents) and SED-3 (renedi ati on of Western Wetland and Northwestern Wtl and
sedi nents) can be acconplished using technol ogi es known to be reliable. The equi pnent, services, and
materials for this work would be readily available. These actions would al so be adm nistratively feasible.

Alternative GM1 (no action and long-termmonitoring) would be the easiest alternative to inplenent, since it
woul d require no activities other than long-termnonitoring. Wth the inplenentation of Institutiona
controls, Alternative G¥2 (natural attenuation, institutional controls, and |ong-term nonitoring) would be
slightly nore difficult to inplenent than Alternative G¥1. Alternative GM3 (groundwater extraction and
treatnent) would be the nost difficult to inplement in that it would require the construction of a
groundwat er extracti on system and pi pelines. The services and naterials that would be required for the
inplenentation of all of the groundwater renedial alternatives are readily avail able.

Al treatnment equipnent that would be used in Alternative GN¥3 is proven and commercial |y avail abl e.
Transportati on and di sposal of treatment residues could be easily inplenented using comercially avail able
equi pnent. Under this alternative, sanpling for treatnent effectiveness and groundwater rnonitoring would be
necessary, but could be easily inplenented.

Cost

The estimated capital, annual (operation, naintenance, and nonitoring), and present-worth costs for each of
the alternatives are presented bel ow

Alternative Capi t al Annual Present Wrth
SED- 1 $0 $18, 000 $220, 000
SED- 2 $3, 140, 000 $12, 000 $3, 290, 000
SED- 3 $3, 850, 000 $12, 000 $4, 000, 000
GW 1 $0 $12, 000 $150, 000
GW 2 $30, 000 $45, 600 $600, 000
GW3 $440, 000 $105, 000 $1, 740, 000

Under the sedinment no-action alternative, no renedial activities would be conducted; thus, no capital costs
woul d be expected to be incurred. Annual nonitoring of contam nant |evels in sedinments would be

conducted to ensure that concentrations are not increasing. The cost of the nmonitoring is expected to be
approxi mately $18, 000 per year; the present-worth cost of this alternative is estimated to be approxinately
$220, 000, significantly bel ow the $3,290,000 and $4, 000, 000 present-worth cost estimates for the excavation
al ternatives, respectively.

Under the groundwater no-action alternative, annual nonitoring of contam nant |evels in groundwater woul d be
conducted. The cost of the monitoring is expected to be approxi mately $12, 000 per year; the present-worth
cost of this alternative is estimated to be approxi mately $150, 000. Under the natural attenuation
alternative, seniannual nonitoring of contaminant |evels in groundwater would be conducted.



The cost of the nonitoring is expected to be approxi mately $45, 600 per year; the present-worth cost of this
alternative is estimated to be approxi mately $600, 000, significantly bel ow the $1, 740, 000 present -
worth cost estimate for the extraction and treatnent alternative

St at e Accept ance
NYSDEC concurs with the sel ected remnedy.
Communi ty Accept ance

Comrent s recei ved during the public comrent period indicate that the public generally supports the sel ected
remedy; however, concerns were expressed related to utilizing NYSDEC sedi nent gui dance val ues to

establ i sh sedinent clean up objectives. Comments received during the public comrent period are summarized and
addressed in the Responsiveness Sunmary, which is attached as Appendix V to this documnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon an eval uation of the various alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC sel ect Alternative SED-2, excavation
and/ or dredgi ng of |ead- and PCB-contam nated sedinments fromthe Western Wtl and, solidification/
stabilization, and di sposal above the water table (with an adequate safety factor) and under a cap neeting
the requirenments of New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360 on the Site Proper, as the sedinment alternative, with
Alternative SED- 3, excavation and/or dredgi ng of |ead-and PCB-contani nated sedinents fromthe Wstern Wtl and
and the Northwestern Wtland, solidification/stabilization, and disposal above the water table (with an
adequat e safety factor) and under a cap neeting the requirenments of New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360 on the
Site Proper, as a contingent sedinent alternative.

In the Western Wetland, the nost significant potential ecological risk is associated with the elevated | ead
and PCB concentrations in the sedinents |located imediately to the west and northwest of the Site

Proper Western Drainage Area (approxinmately defined by the polygon in Figure 7) and in the drai nage channe
leading to North Law ence Road. These sedi nents, which contain approxinmately 96% of the PCBs in the Wstern
Wetl and, will be conpletely renoved. Excavati on and/or dredgi ng of sedinments in the "remaining areas" of the
Western Wetland will be contingent upon the results of design-phase sedinment sanpling to nmore accurately
define the extent of contami nation and the existence of any "channelized" contam nants, and desi gn-phase
studies to determ ne whether | ead and/or PCBs in these sedinents pose an ecol ogical threat. Those sedi nents
whi ch exceed 1 ng/ kg PCBs woul d be renoved; those sediments which are otherw se deternmined to pose a
significant ecol ogical threat would al so be renoved.

Wiile the levels of Iead and PCBs in portions of the Wstern Wetl and sedi ments clearly pose an ecol ogi ca
threat, the levels of these contamnants in the Northwestern Wtland sediments are lower and it has not yet
been det erm ned whet her these contami nants pose an ecol ogical threat in the Northwestern Wetland. In
addition, the inpacts associated with excavating 5 or nore acres of contam nated sedi ments fromthe

Nort hwest ern Wetl and woul d danage the wetl ands and associ ated ecol ogi cal comunity that currently exist in
this area, resulting in a loss of habitats for an undeterm nable period of tine. Wile the wetlands woul d be
restored, it is expected that the habitat | oss would be relatively long termdue to the tinme required to
recreate the forested habitats of the Northwestern Wt and.

In order to appropriately balance the mnimzation of renedial inpacts with the reduction of ecol ogical risk
renmoval of contam nated sediments in the Northwestern Wetland will be contingent upon the results of
desi gn- phase studies to determ ne whether these sedi nents pose an ecol ogi cal threat.

The studi es noted above woul d be designed to assess the ecol ogical threat posed by lead and PCBs in the
Nort hwestern Wetland and in the "remaining areas" of the Western Wtland and, if appropriate, would
del i neate the sedinments requiring renediati on. These studies would include, but would not necessarily be
limted to, the follow ng

Measurenent of |lead toxicity would be based on | aboratory sediment toxicity tests using sedinents collected
inthe field. It is anticipated that two test organi sns woul d be run side-by-side for each sanple |ocation



foll owi ng standard EPA or ASTM sedi ment toxicity testing nethods. The tests would be for survival and grow h.
Anal ysis of the sedinent would include full Target Conpound List/Target Anal yte List,

pesticides/PCB, total organic carbon, pH grain size, and oil and grease. Sedinents froma |ocal reference
wet | and uni npacted by the Site would be collected with Site sedinments to assist in interpreting any potentia
confoundi ng regional sedinent or water quality factors

Measur enent of | ead and PCB bi oaccumul ati on woul d be based on tissue residue analysis using biota collected
inthe field. The tissue residue concentrations woul d be used as the assuned food source for
nodeling risk to both aquatic foraging avian and manmal i an receptors to address food chain threats.

Based on the nodeling of the I ead and PCB tissue residue concentrations, the prediction of a significant
reduction in survival or growth, or a significant inpact to higher trophic |evel receptors would indicate the
need to renedi ate the sedi ments

EPA and NYSDEC wil |l review the results of the ecol ogical studies. Based upon the results of these studies,
EPA, in consultation with NYSDEC, will determ ne whether there is a need to renove any sedinents in the
Nort hwestern Wetland and/or in the "renaining areas" of the Western Wetland. If it is determ ned that

| ead- cont ami nat ed sedi nents need to be renedi ated, based on the results of the nodeling and the sedi ment
anal yses, sedinent cleanup values would be calculated. If it is deternined that PCB-contam nated sedinents
need to be renedi ated, those sedinents which exceed 1 ng/kg PCBs woul d be renoved

Al areas disturbed during the remedi ation of sedinments will be restored and all renedial work in wetlands
will conmply with New York State Environnental Conservation Law Article 24 and 6 NYCRR Part 663

Short-term post-remedi ation nonitoring of Western Wetland sedinents, surface water, and biota will be
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedy. If Aternative SED-3, the contingent alternative, is
i mpl enent ed, short-term post-renediation nonitoring of Northwestern Wtland sedi ments, surface water, and
bi ota woul d be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy in this area. If Aternative

SED-3, the contingent alternative, is not inplemented, since contam nants would be left in place in the
Nort hwest Wetland, long-termnonitoring in this area would be perforned. This nonitoring woul d include

sedi nent sanpling to determine if the residual contam nant concentrations are decreasing and studies to
assess the risk to receptors.

The selected alternative to address the groundwater contam nation is Alternative GM2 (natural attenuation
institutional controls, and nonitoring).

Wi | e groundwat er extraction and treatnent woul d actively address the contani nated groundwater underlying the
Sout hern Wetland, no current risk is associated with this groundwater, and, for the foreseeable future
residential or commrercial/industrial devel opnent of groundwater within this regulated wetland is unlikely.
Further, the presence of TCE breakdown products in the groundwater indicates that degradation is

occurring. Based upon prelimnary groundwater nodeling, it has been estimated that the contam nated
groundwat er in the overburden and bedrock aquifers underlying the Southern Wetland will naturally

attenuate to groundwater standards in 10 years, once the source of groundwater contam nation is addressed

t hrough excavating and treating the contaninated soils on the Site Proper, in conbination with the
installation of extraction wells at the downgradi ent boundary of the Site Proper (which will prevent further
m gration of contam nated groundwater fromthe Site Proper), as set forth in the 1988 ROD. By conpari son,
extraction of the contaninated groundwater in the overburden and bedrock aquifers woul d achi eve groundwater
standards in an estimated 7 years following the inplementation of the source control renedy at the Site
Proper. The precise tine required for the groundwater to be renedi ated under both scenarios will have to be
det erm ned based on the results of groundwater nonitoring and additional groundwater nodeling

EPA anticipates that natural attenuation will result in the remediation of the groundwater underlying the
Southern Wetland in a reasonable tine frame and at a significantly | ower cost than groundwater extraction and
treatment. Furthernore, the inplementation of institutional controls to prevent the installation and use of
groundwater wells within the Southern Wetland will reduce the risk to human health which will occur

in the unlikely event that the wetland is devel oped.



As part of a |ong-termgroundwater nonitoring program groundwater sanples will be collected and anal yzed
semannually in order to verify that the level and extent of contam nants are declining from baseline
conditions and that conditions are protective of human health and the environnment. In addition,

bi odegradati on parameters will be used to assess the progress of the degradati on process. Statistical

anal ysis of the groundwater sanpling results will be enployed to discern trends.

The specific details of the nonitoring progranms will be devel oped during the design phase. The results of the
nonitoring and site conditions will be assessed at | east once every five years to determ ne whether

addi tional renedial actions are necessary, whether the nonitoring should continue, and/or whether the
paraneters and/or frequency of the nonitoring shoul d be adjusted.

EPA and NYSDEC bel i eve that the sel ected sedi nent and groundwater renedy for the Contami nation Pat hways will
provi de the best bal ance of tradeoffs anobng alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria, be
protective of human health and the environnent, conmply with ARARs, and be cost-effective.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

As was previously noted, CERCLA °121(b)(1), 42 U S.C °9621(b)(1), nandates that a renedial action nust be
protective of human health and the environnent, cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable.
Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy treatnment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contam nants at a site. CERCLA °121(d), 42 U S.C °9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action

nmust attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and state |aws, unless a waiver can be
justified pursuant to CERCLA °121(d)(4), 42 U S.C. °9621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed bel ow, EPA has determined that the selected renmedy nmeets the requirenents of CERCLA
0121, 42 U S.C °9621.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The sel ected remedy protects hunan health and the environment by reducing | evels of contaminants in the
groundwat er through natural attenuation and the inplenentation of institutional controls. The sel ected renedy
al so protects hunan health and the environnent by reducing the levels of contam nants in the sedi ments by
excavation and solidification/stabilization. The selected remedy will provide overall protection by reducing
the toxicity, nobility, and volume of contam nation and by meeting federal and state MCLs.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Since the selected renmedy will involve the excavati on of PCB-contam nated sediments, their disposition will
be governed by the requirenents of TSCA Specifically, under TSCA's PCB di sposal requirenents, soils and
sedinents contam nated with PCBs in excess of 50 ng/kg nmay be disposed of in a chemcal waste |landfill
neeting the requirenents of 40 CFR 761. 75(b) or destroyed in an incinerator, or by an alternate nethod which
achi eves an equival ent |evel of performance to incineration (40 CFR 761.60(a)(4) and (e)) or the requirenents
may be waived in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 75(c)(4). Since the selected renedy invol ves the disposal of
sedinents contam nated with PCBs in excess of 50 ng/kg on the Site Proper, these disposal requirenents are
appl i cabl e. The PCB-contaninated soils and sediments on the Site Proper are al so subject to these sane

requi renents. However, since the contam nated sedinments that will be excavated originated fromthe Site
Proper and will be disposed of at the Site Proper along with the Site Proper contam nated soils and

sedi ments, and since the PCB concentrations in the contam nated sediments that will be excavated are | ower
than the PCB levels in the Site Proper soils and sedinents, their treatnent and disposal at the Site Proper
with the Site Proper materials is consistent with EPA's 1989 TSCA wai ver. Therefore, an additional waiver
will not be required.

The selected remedy will be effective in reduci ng groundwat er contam nant concentrations bel ow MCLs
(chenmni cal -specific ARARS) through natural attenuation.



A summary of action-specific, chemcal-specific, and | ocation-specific ARARs which will be conplied with
during inplenentation is presented below A listing of the individual chenical-specific ARARs is presented
in Tables 11 and 12.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs:

. Cl ean Water Act, Discharge to Publicly-Omed Treatnment Wrks (40 CFR 403)

. Clean Water Act, NPDES Pernmitting Requirements for D scharge of Treatnent System Effluent (40 CFR
122- 125)

. DOT Rul es for Hazardous Materials Transport (49 CFR 107, 171.1-171.500)

. Ef fl uent Quidelines for Organic Chenicals, Plastics and Resins (40 CFR 414)

. Farm and Protection Policy Act (7 CFR 658)

. Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61)

. New York State Air Em ssion Requirenents (6 NYCRR 200-212)

. New York State Pol lution D scharge Elimnation System Requirenments (6 NYCRR 750- 757)

. New York State RCRA Cosure and Post-d osure Standards (6 NYCRR 372)

. New York State RCRA Standards for the Design and Operation of Hazardous Waste Treatnent Facilities

M ni mum Technol ogy Requirenents (6 NYCRR 370-372)

. New York State RCRA Generator and Transporter Requirenents for Manifesting Waste for OFf-Site D sposal
(6 NYCRR 364 and 372)

. New York State Solid Waste Managenment Requirements and Siting Restrictions (6 NYCRR 360-361)

. Qccupational Safety Health Standards for Hazardous Responses and General Construction Activities (29
CFR 1904, 1910, 1926)

. RCRA CGenerator Requirenments for Manifesting Waste for OFf-Site D sposal (40 CFR 263)

. RCRA Ground Water Mnitoring and Protection Standards (40 CFR 264, Subpart F)

. RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR 268)

. RCRA Subtitle D Nonhazardous Waste Managerment Standards (40 CFR 257)

. RCRA Subtitle C, Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility Design and Operating Standards for Treatnent and

Di sposal Systens (40 CFR 264 and 265)

. RCRA Subtitle C, dosure and Post-C osure Standards (40 CFR 264, Subpart Q
. RCRA Transporter Requirenents for Of-Site D sposal (40 CFR 257)

. Regul ati on Affecting the D sposal of PCB-Contaninated Materials (40 CFR 761)
. Resear ch Devel oprment and Denonstration Permits (40 CFR 270.65, 50 FR 28728)

. Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act, 15 U S.C. Sections 2601 to 2692 (Regul ations found at 40 CFR 700 to 799)



Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs:

. Clean Air Act, National Anbient Air Quality Standards (40 CFR 50)

. Clean Air Act, National Enission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61)

. Clean Water Act, Water Quality Criteria (Section 304) (May 1, 1987 - Cold Book)

. New York State Anbient Air Quality Standards (6 NYCRR 256 and 257)

. New York State O assifications of Standards of Quality of Quality and Purity (6 NYCRR 701)

. New York Safe Drinking Water Act, Maxi num Contaninant Levels (10 NYCRR 5)

. New York G oundwater Quality Standards (6 NYCRR 703)

. New York State Raw Water Quality Standards (10 NYCRR 170. 4)

. New York State RCRA Groundwater Protection Standards (6 NYCRR 373-2.6(e))

. New York State Regulations for the Identification of Hazardous Waste (6 NYCRR 371)

. New York State Surface Water Quality Standards (6 NYCRR 703)

. RCRA Groundwat er Protection Standards and Maxi num Concentrations Limts (40 CFR 264, Subpart F)
. RCRA Regul ations for the ldentification of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 261)

. Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum Cont anmi nant Level s, Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels Goals (40 CFR 141)

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs:

. Arny Corps of Engineers Regulations for Construction and D scharge of Dredged or Fill materials in
Navi gabl e Wat erways (33 CFR 320- 330)

. Clean Water Act Section 404 (40 CFR 230)

. Endangered and Threat ened Species of Fish and WIldlife Requirements (6 NYCRR 182)

. Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531)

. Executive Order #11988 on Flood Pl ai n Managenent

. Executive Order #11990 on Protection of Wetlands

. Farm and Protection Policy Act

. Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.)

. Freshwat er Wetl ands Act Law (ECL Article 24, 71 in Title 23)

. Nati onal H storic Preservation Act (16 USC 470 ) Section 106, et. seq. (36 CFR 800)
. New York State Flood Hazard Area Construction Standards

. New York State Flood Plain Managenment Act and Regul ations (ECL Article 36 and 6 NYCRR 500)



. New York State Freshwater Wetlands Permt Requirements and Classification (6 NYCRR 663 and 664)

. New York State Water Pollution Control Regul ations, Use and Protection of Waters (6 NYCRR 608)
. RCRA Location Requirements for 100-Year Flood Plains (40 CFR 264.18 (b))

. USEPA St atement of Policy on Flood Plains and Wtl ands Assessnent for CERCLA Actions

. Wet | ands Constructi on and Managenment Procedures (40 CFR 6, Appendi x A)

OQher Criteria, Advisories, or Quidance To Be Consi dered:

. Cancer Assessnent Group (National Acadeny of Science) Guidance

. Federal Cuidelines for Specification of Disposal Site for Dredged or Fill Material

. Fish and WIdlife Coordination Act Advisories

. G oundwat er d assification Cuidelines

. G oundwat er Protection Strategy

. New York State Air Guidelines for the Control of Toxic Anbient Air Contam nants (Air Cuide 1)

. New York State Anbient Water Quality Standards and Qui dance Val ues (TGOG 1.1.1)

. New York State Analytical Detectability for Toxic Pollutants (85 W40 TOGQ

. New York State Proposed Safe Drinking Water Standards Maxi mum Contam nant Level s for VOCs
(10 NYCRR 5)

. New York State Regional Authorization for Tenporary D scharges (TOG 1.6.1)

. New York State Toxicity Testing for the SPDES Permt Program (TOG 1. 3. 2)

. New York State Underground Injection/Recirculation at G oundwater Renedi ation Sites (Techni cal

Qperating Cuidance Series (TOGS) 7.1.2)

. Policy for the Devel opment of Water-Quality-Based Permit Limtations for Toxic Pollutants (49 FR 9016)

. Proposed Federal Air Emssion Standards for Volatile Oganic Control Equi pnent (52 FR 3748)

. Proposed Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Goals (50 FR 46936-47022, Novenber 13, 1985)

. Proposed Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s (50 FR 46936-47022, Novenber 13, 1985)

. Proposed Requirenents for Hybrid O osures (52 FR 8711)

. Safe Drinking Water Act National Primary Drinking Water Regul ations, Maxi num Contam nant Level Goal s

. Sel ection of Renedial Actions at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites (Technical and Admi nistrative Qui dance
( TAGM 4030)

. Techni cal Cuidance for Screening Contam nated Sedi nents (Novenber 1993, NYSDEC, Division of Fish and

Wildlife, Division of Marine Resources)

. Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act Health Data



. Toxi col ogi cal Profiles, Agency for Toxi c Substances and D sease Registry, U S. Public Health Service

. U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Drinking Water Health Advisories
. U S. Environmental Protection Agency Health Effects Assessnment Sunmary Tabl e
. Waste Load Al l ocation Procedures

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The sel ected renedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to its cost and in mtigating the
principal risks posed by contam nated sedi nents and groundwater. The estinmated cost for the selected remedy
has a capital cost of $3,170,000, annual operation and mai ntenance of $57,600, and a present-worth cost of
$3, 890, 000.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num extent
practicabl e by the excavation and solidification/stabilization of contaninated sedi nents.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elenent

The sel ected renedy's excavati on and solidification/stabilization of contam nated sedi nents satisfies the
statutory preference for renedies enploying treatnment that pernmanently and significantly reduces the
toxicity, mobility, or volune of hazardous substances

DOCUMENTATI ON CF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan called for excavating and/or dredgi ng sedi nents exceedi ng NYSDEC s sedi nent gui dance val ues
for lead and PCBs (31 mg/ kg and 1 ng/ kg, respectively) 5 in the Wstern Wetland, and in the Northwestern
Wet | and shoul d desi gn- phase studies determine that there is an ecol ogical threat in the Northwestern Wtl and.

In response to comments that were expressed by the PRPs related to utilizing sedi nent gui dance values to
establ i sh cl eanup objectives, the renedy in the ROD has been nodified as follows 6

In the Western Wetland, the sedinents located i mediately to the west and northwest of the Site Proper
Western Drainage Area and in the drai nage channel leading to North Lawrence Road will be conpletely
excavat ed and/or dredged. Excavation and/or dredging of sediments in the "remaining areas" of the Wstern
Wetl and will be contingent upon the results of design-phase sedinment sanpling to nmore accurately define

the extent of contam nation and the existence of any "channelized" contam nants, and design-phase studies to
det erm ne whether |ead and/or PCBs in these sedi nents pose an ecol ogi cal threat.

5 NYSDEC s sedi ment cl eanup objectives for |lead and PCBs that were called for in the
Proposed Plan are specified in its Division of Fish and Wldlife, D vision of Marine
Resour ces, Techni cal Quidance for Screeni ng Contam nated Sedi ments, Novenber 1993
(NYSDEC s | ead sedinent cl eanup objective is adopted fromthe val ue presented in the
Ontario Mnistry of Environment and Energy Cuidelines for the Protection and
Managenent of Aquatic Sedinent Quality in Ontario, August 1993.)

6 Wil e EPA agrees that using a 31 ng/kg | ead sedi nent screening value as a cl eanup
objective for the York Ol site is inappropriate, EPA believes that the 1 nmg/kg cl eanup
objective for PCBs is justified. At New York State Superfund sites, EPA has consistently
used 1 ng/ kg PCBs as a cl eanup objective for sedinents



Excavati on and/ or dredgi ng of contam nated sedinents in the Northwestern Wtland will be contingent upon the
results of studies which will be conducted during the design phase to determ ne whet her these sedi ments pose
an ecol ogi cal threat.

In addition, the Proposed Pl an recommended | ong-term sedi nent, surface water, and biota nmonitoring in the
Sout hern Wetl and and the wetl ands to the northwest of the Northwest Wtland. However, since the |evels of
contami nants present in these areas do not pose a significant human health or ecol ogical risk, this long-term
nmonitoring will not be conducted
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Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory ID

Al um num
Bari um
Cal ci um
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese

Mer cury
Pot assi um
Sodi um

Zi nc

Fi el d Sanpl e No.

Form1 ID
Laboratory ID

Al um num
Bari um
Cal ci um
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury
Pot assi um
Sodi um

Zi nc

7/ 24/ 98

APPENDI X |
TABLES

Table 1
York G| Superfund Site Contanination Pat hways

Sunmmary of Surface Water Inorganics Date (ug/L)

Y2- SW1-01 Y2- SW2- 01 Y2- SW3- 01
17292 17217 16903
1729. 2 1721. 7 1690. 3
201 U 314 U 321 U
22.2 23.2 ] 18.1 J
13, 700 15, 000 11, 900
4.0 U 4.0 U 4.0 U
375 509 494
1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
4,310 4,510 3, 690
32.4 ] 39.3 7 33.0J
0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U
1, 440 1,510 1, 250
2,910 3,070 2,370
20 U 20 U 20 U
Y2- SW7-01 Y2- SW8- 01 Y2- SWD1- 1+
17152 17284 17144
1715.2 1728. 4 1714. 4
259 U 400 U 35.5 7
16.3 J 154 J 1.0 U
14,700 111, 000 5,000 U
501 8.0 U 4.0 U
690 854 28.7 J
1.0 U 1.0J 1.0 U
4,810 26, 500 5,000 U
173 J 183 J 1.0 U
0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U
1, 060 5,720 88.0 U
27, 200 973, 000 5,000 U
24.8 U 346 20 U

Y2- SW4- 01
16890
1689.0
268 U
17.9 J
12, 000
4.0 U
456
1.0U
3, 750
33.8J

0.20 U

1, 240

2,320
20 U

Y2- SW1A-
02
32178
3217.8
200 U
25.0
20, 100
511
252
1.0 U
6, 140
33.4 3
0.10 W
1090 J
3,020
20.1

Y2- SW5- 01
17241
1724. 1
200 U
17.2 3
17, 300
4.0 U
448
1.0 U
5,670
19.6 J
0.20 U
707
6, 900
20 U

Y2- SW2- 02

32119
3211.9
200 U
35.0
24,000
25 U
424
1.0 U
7,390
56.1J
0.10 W
1,400 J
4,010
15.1

Y2- SWD1*
17209
1720.9
200 U
16.3 J
16, 600
4.0 U
436
1.0 U
5, 440
9.4 J

1

0.20 U
648
6, 450
20 U

Y2- SW3-02

32208
3220. 8
200 U

33.1
25,900
3.0
339 J
1.0 U
7,980
36.2 J
0.22 J
1,250 J
4,010
21.3

Y2- SW6- 01
17250
1725.0
200 U
14.8 J
9, 300
4.0 U
505
1.0 U
2,940
14.7 J
0.20 U
816
2,710
20 U

Y2- SWD2*

32186
3218.6
200 U
35.1
24,900
6.7 J
2,450 J
1.0 U
7, 660
41.1 3
0.10 W
1,360 J
3,980
14.0 J



0196999C
Table 1

(Cont " d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways
Summary of Surface Water |norganics Data (ug/L)

Fi el d Sanmpl e No. Y2- SW4- 02
Form1 ID 32194

Laboratory ID 3219. 4
Al um num 200 U
Bari um 31.6
Cal ci um 24, 900
Copper 2.4 ]
I ron 428
Lead 1.0 U
Magnesi um 7,670
Manganese 75.3 7
Mer cury 0.10 W
Pot assi um 1,400 J
Sodi um 3, 850
Zi nc 15.2

Not es:

1. Sanples collected by Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. in April, 1993 (-01 field sanple no. suffix) and
August 1993 (-02 field sanple suffix).

Only detected anal ytes are |isted.

U = anal yte was not detected.

J = concentration of analyte is approxinate.

Concentrations are in ug/L.

+ = rinse bl ank.

* = Field duplicates as foll ows:

Noohkwd

Y2-SWD1 is a field duplicate for Y2-SW5-01
Y2-SW2 is a field duplicate for Y2-SW3-02
8. Detectable concentrations of analytes are highlighted.

7/ 24/ 98
0196999C



TABLE 2
York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Chemi cal s of Concern in Surface Water
Lawr ence Brook - Wagnum Road Site

Maxi mum
Maxi mum Det ect ed Det ect ed
Det ect ed Backgr ound In QU1
Frequency of Concentration Concentration Sanpl es?
Chemi cal Det ecti on (ug/L) (ug/L) (Y N NA)

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Potential volatile orgam c conpound chem cal s of concern were not
detected in any of the sanples.

Sem vol ati |l e Organi ¢ Conmpounds
Total Phenol s 1/2 21 ND Y

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Potential pesticides/PCB chenicals of concern were not detected in
any of the sanples.

I nor gani cs
* Barium 2/ 2 33.1 25 NA
Cal ci um 2/ 2 25900 20100 NA
Copper 1/2 3 5.1 Y
Iron 2/ 2 494 375 NA
Magnesi um 2/ 2 7980 6140 NA
* Manganeses 2/2 36.2 33.4 NA
* Mercury 1/2 0.22 ND Y
Pot assi um 2/ 2 1250 1440 NA
Sodi um 2/ 2 4010 3020 NA
* Zinc 1/2 21.3 20.1 Y
Not es:

* Potential QUL site-related chem cals of concern.

1. Potential chenicals of concern are those chem cals (excluding essential nutrients
such as cal cium iron, magnesium potassium and sodiunm) previously identified in QU1
or not previously tested for in sanples from QUl, where the naxi mum det ect ed
concentrati on exceeds the maxi mum det ect ed background concentrati on.

2. Wagnum Road Site analysis includes the results of sanples SW3-01 & SW3-02.

Background anal ysis includes the results of sanmples SW1-01 & SW1-02.

4. Total phenols is not included as a potential QUl-rel ated chem cal of concern as total

phenol s is an indicator parameter which is not appropriate for use in quantifying risks

(USEPA, 1989).

ND = Not det ect ed.

6. Y = Yes.

N = No.
NA = Not Anal yzed.

w

¢,



TABLE 2 (con't)
York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Chemicals of Concern in Surface Water
Lawr ence Brook - Wetland Boundary Site

Maxi mum
Maxi mum Det ect ed Det ect ed
Det ect ed Backgr ound In QU1
Frequency of Concentration Concentration Sanpl es?
Chemi cal Det ecti on (ug/L) (ug/L) (Y/' N NA)

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Potential volatile organic conpound chem cal s of concern were not
detected in any of the sanples.

Sem vol ati |l e Organi ¢ Conmpounds
Potential semvolatile organic conpound chemi cals of concern were
not detected in any of the sanples.

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Potential pesticides/PCB chenicals of concern were not detected in
any of the sanpl es.

AR R E:

I nor gani cs

Bari um 2/ 2 31.6 25
Cal ci um 2/ 2 24900 20100
Copper 1/2 2.4 5.1
Iron 2/ 2 456 375
Magnesi um 2/ 2 7670 6140
Manganese 2/ 2 75.3 33.4
Pot assi um 2/ 2 1400 1440
Sodi um 2/ 2 3850 3020
Zinc 1/2 15.2 20.1

Not es:

* Potential QU1 site-related chenicals of concern.

1. Potential chenicals of concern are those chenmicals (excluding essential nutrients
such as calcium iron, magnesium potassiumand sodiun) previously identified in QU1
or not previously tested for in sanples from QUl, where the naxi mum det ect ed
concentrati on exceeds the maxi mum det ect ed background concentrati on.

2. Wtland Boundary Site analysis includes the results of sanples SW4-01 & SW4-02.
3. Background anal ysis includes the results of sanples SW1-01 & SW1-02.
4. ND = Not detected.
5 Y = Yes.
N = No

NA = Not Anal yzed.



TABLE 2 (con't)
York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Chenmicals of Concern in Surface Water
Primary Wetland Areas - Western Wetland Site

Maxi mum
Maxi mum Det ect ed
Det ect ed Backgr ound
Frequency of Concentration Concentration
Chemi cal Det ecti on (ug/L) (ug/L)

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Potential volatile organic conpound chem cal s of concern were not
detected in any of the sanples.

Sem vol ati |l e Organi ¢ Conmpounds
Potential semvolatile organic conpound chemi cals of concern were
not detected in any of the sanples.

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Potential pesticides/PCB chenicals of concern were not detected in
any of the sanpl es.

Det ect ed
In QU1
Sanpl es?
(Y N NA)

££5%% £5

I nor gani cs
Bari um 1/1 16. 3 25
Cal ci um 1/1 14700 20100
Copper 1/1 5 5.1
Iron 1/1 690 375
Magnesi um 1/1 4810 6140
* Manganese 1/1 173 33.4
Pot assi um 1/1 1060 1440
Sodi um 1/1 27200 3020

Not es:

* Potential QUL site-related chenicals of concern.

1. Potential chenmicals of concern are those chem cals (excluding essential nutrients
such as cal cium iron, magnesium potassium and sodiunm) previously identified in QU
or not previously tested for in sanples from QUL, where the maxi mum det ect ed
concentrati on exceeds the maxi mum det ect ed background concentrati on.

2. Western Wetland Site analysis includes the results of sanple SW7-01.

3. Background analysis includes the results of sanples SW1-01 & SW1-02.

4. Y = Yes.

N = No.
NA = Not Anal yzed.



TABLE 2 (con't)
York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Chenmicals of Concern in Surface Water
Primary Wetland Area - Southern Wetland Site

Maxi mum
Maxi mum Det ect ed Det ect ed
Det ect ed Backgr ound In QU1
Frequency of Concentration Concentration Sanpl es?
Chemi cal Det ecti on (ug/L) (ug/L) (Y/ N NA)

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Potential volatile organic conpound chem cal s of concern were not
detected in any of the sanples.

Sem vol ati |l e Organi ¢ Conmpounds
Potential semvolatile organic conpound chemi cals of concern were
not detected in any of the sanples.

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Potential pesticides/PCB chenicals of concern were not detected in
any of the sanpl es.

I nor gani cs

Bari um 2/2 17.2 25
Cal ci um 2/2 17300 20100
Iron 2/2 505 375
Magnesi um 2/ 2 5670 6140
Manganese 2/ 2 19.6 33.4
Pot assi um 2/ 2 816 1440
Sodi um 2/2 6900 3020

Not es:

* Potential QUL site-related chenicals of concern.

1. Potential chemicals of concern are those chem cals (excluding essential nutrients
such as calcium iron, magnesium potassiumand sodium previously identified in QU
or not previously tested for in sanples from QUL, where the maxi mum det ect ed
concentration exceeds the maxi mum det ected background concentrati on.

2. Southern Wtland Site analysis includes the results of sanples SW5-01 & SW6-01.

3. Background analysis includes the results of sanples SWIL-01 & SWOL- 02.

4. Y = Yes.

N = No.
NA = Not Anal yzed.

£%%%%2%%¢



TABLE 3
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD01- 01 Y2- SD01- 02 Y2- SD02- 01 Y2- SD03- 01 Y2- SD04- 01 Y2- SD04- 02 Y2- SD05- 01
Form!| ID 19015 19023 19007 18973 17969 17977 18345
Lab I D 1901.5 1902. 3 1900. 7 1897.3 1796. 9 1797.7 1834.5
Al um num 2360 J 3310 J 6800 J 3430 J 1300 355 10400 J
Arsenic 2.3 J 1.8 W 3.4 W 1.9 W 0.47 J 0.23 W 2 W
Bari um 228 J 211 J 272 83.9 J 40 V) 40 U 73.2 J
Beryll'ium 1.1 W 0.86 W 1.7 W 0.94 W 0.36 U 0.23 U 0.40 W
Cadm um 1.9 W 2.4 W 51 W 1.7 W 0.36 U 0.23 U 1 W
Cal ci um 35400 J 36400 J 42900 J 2620 J 786 J 205 J 1570 J
Chr om um 6.5 J 7.1 J 9.9 J 59 J 1.9 J 1.2 U 12.9 J
Cobal t 3.3 W 2.6 W 52 W 2.8 W 1.1 U 0.70 U 3.8 J
Copper 16.3 J 35.4 J 38.9 J 21.0 J 1.5 U 0.94 U 56 W
Iron 6260 J 3770 J 9240.0 J 1370 J 656 370 7570 J
Lead 25.9 J 1.5 J 22.4 ] 37.1 J 6.2 U 0. 89 U 15.0 J
Magnesi um 1930 J 2080 J 2450 J 225.0 J 1000 U 1000.0 U 1120 J
Manganese 168 J 121 J 240.0 J 24.6 J 3.9 U 3 U 49.7 J
Mer cury 0.57 W 0.43 W 0.90 W 0.47 W 0.62 J 0.12 U 0.51 J
N ckel 4.4 W 8.9 J 15.9 J 4.7 J 2.1 J 1.5 J 7.6 J
Pot assi um 105 J 87.7 J 233 J 339.0 J 1000 U 1000 U 649 J
Sel eni um 1.0 W 3.10 J 1.7 W 0.95 W 0.33 U 0.23 U 1 W
Si | ver 3.3 W 2.6 W 52 W 2.8 W 1.1 U 0.70 U 1.2 W
Sodi um 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 U 1000 U 1000 W
Vanadi um 10.0 W 17.4 W 21.9 W 10 W 10 U 10 U 15.2 J
Zinc 50.2 W 33.1 W+ 50.4 W* 30.7 J* 4 U 4 U 28.4 W



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD06- 01 Y2- SD07- 01 Y2- SD08- 01 Y2- SD09- 01 Y2- SD09- 02 Y2- SD10- 01 Y2-SD11- 01 Y2- SD11- 02
Form!| ID 18337 18485 18078 18086 18094 18108 18116 18124
Lab I D 1833. 7 1848.5 1807. 8 1808. 6 1809. 4 1810. 8 1811.6 1812. 4
Al um num 14700 J 13400 J 11500 J 1830 5160 3910 J 4660 J 4150 J
Arsenic 2 W 2.9 W 3.5 J 1.7 J 2.40 J 7.40 J 5 7 2]
Bari um 168 J 197 J 222 J 1340.0 297 933 J 138 J 58.8 J
Beryl l'ium 0.61 W 0.53 W 0.9 W 0.30 U 1.00 U 1.10 W 1.40 W 0.5 W
Cadm um 1.2 W 0.5 W 0.9 W 1.7 0.30 U 1.10 W 1 W 1.3 J
Cal ci um 11100 J 4880 J 44100 J 2510 J 3550 J 16200 J 12400 J 6620 J
Chr om um 27.1 J 20.0 J 27.9 J 10.0 J 13.9 9.4 J 8.6 J 10.8 J
Cobal t 51 3J 7.7 9.5 J 1.2 J 3.3 J 3.40 W 4.2 W 1.5 W
Copper 12.2 W 8.1 J 18.9 W 49.2 W 7.8 U 21.30 W 22.8 W 33.7 W
Iron 10100 J 19100 J 25200.0 J 4180 9440 14200 J 4230 J 1800 J
Lead 11.4 J 25.4 7 94.0 J 3580.0 367 1340 J 138.0 J 5.8 J
Magnesi um 2830 J 3020 J 24800 J 364.0 2850 1250.0 J 1270 J 805 J
Manganese 162 J 373 J 266.0 J 38.8 84.4 627 J 236 J 63.7 J
Mer cury 160 J 0.27 W 0.38 W 1.40 J 0.15 U 1.70 J 0.78 W 2.50 J
N ckel 10.6 J 11.7 J 21.2 J 53 J 8.9 9.8 J 7.6 J 5.6 J
Pot assi um 1000 W 729 1560 J 1000.0 U 646 1000 W 123 W 1000 W
Sel eni um 0.6 W 0.53 W 1.0 W 1.00 W 0.29 W 1.60 W 1 W 1 W
Si | ver 1.8 W 1.6 W 2.6 W 0.9 U 0.9 U 3.40 W 4.2 W 1.5 W
Sodi um 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1300 J 77 J 4280 J 3230 J 1190 J
Vanadi um 19.7 J 27.4 41.8 J 10 U 15 10 W 11.2 W 10.0 W
Zinc 98.5 J 87 J 53.1 W 211 36.8 112 W 82.8 W 29 W



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD12- 01 Y2- SD12- 02 Y2- SD12- 03 Y2- SD13- 01 Y2- SD13- 02 Y2- SD14- 01 Y2- SD14- 02 Y2- SD15- 01
Form!| ID 18582 18590 18604 18515 18523 18310 18329 18035
Lab I D 1858. 2 1859.0 1860. 4 1851.5 1852. 3 1831.0 1832.9 1803. 5
Al um num 4390 J 6780 J 6030 J 4960 J 3400 6120 J 9790 J 2640 J
Arsenic 4.8 W 3.4 W 2.0 W 3.4 J 3.70 J 2.10 W 2 W 5 7
Bari um 164 J 97 J 73 J 330.0 J 145 92 J 118 J 66.8 J
Beryl l'ium 1 W 0.87 W 0.8 W 0.54 W 0.35 U 0.89 W 0.53 J 1.2 W
Cadm um 2.4 W 1.4 W 1.9 W 1.6 W 1.50 U 0.89 W 1 W 1.2 W
Cal ci um 8740 J 10200 J 10000 J 12300 J 8050 17100 J 11600 J 20600 J
Chr om um 9.9 J 13.1 J 11.5 J 11.4 J 6.7 J 14.7 J 17.0 J 5.8 W
Cobal t 3.1 W 2.6 W 3.3 J 4.3 1J 2.5 J 2.70 W 1.9 J 3.5 W
Copper 17.9 J 21.3 J 21.1 J 15.5 J 9.2 21.90 W 23.5 J 8.7 W
Iron 5310 J 6380 J 5960.0 J 15200 J 4660 4000 J 3500 J 3580 J
Lead 149 J 19.3 J 10.3 J 295.0 J 73.8 15.2 J 6.6 J 25.8 J
Magnesi um 1610 J 1930 J 1470 J 1720.0 J 1070 2210.0 J 1920 J 2140 J
Manganese 142 J 148 J 155.0 J 574 J 335 137 J 64.4 J 383 J
Mer cury 0.51 W 0.45 W 0.39 W 0.39 J 0.19 1.30 J 1.10 J 1.10 J
N ckel 6.1 J 7.7 57 J 9.9 J 5.3 J 9.2 J 6.3 J 4.7 W
Pot assi um 486 J 383 J 308 J 1000.0 W 1000 U 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W
Sel eni um 1.0 W 0.85 W 1.0 J 0.55 W 0.97 J 1.10 J 1 3J 1.2 W
Si | ver 3.1 W 2.6 W 2.4 W 1.6 W 1.0 U 2.70 W 1.2 W 3.5 W
Sodi um 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 U 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W
Vanadi um 11.1 W 14.6 W 10.0 J 20 J 13 8 J 6.5 J 10.0 W
Zinc 110 J 76.4 ] 64.2 J 101 J 70.7 86.5 J 26.6 W 56.3 W



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD15- 02 Y2- SD16- 01 Y2- SD16- 02 Y2- SD17- 01 Y2- SD17-02 Y2- SD18- 01 Y2- SD19- 01 Y2- SD19- 02
Form!| ID 18043 18230 18264 18299 18302 17985 17993 18051
Lab I D 1804. 3 1823.0 1826. 4 1829. 9 1830. 2 1798.5 1799. 3 1805.1
Al um num 2430 J 4710 J 5900 J 4210 J 4680 1450 1450 J 1630 J
Arsenic 1.8 J 4.0 J 3.4 ] 2.0 W 2.00 W 0.49 J 6 J 3 J
Bari um 39 J 77 J 73 68.3 J 52 63 1160 J 424 )
Beryl l'ium 0.49 W 0.67 W 0.6 W 0.42 W 0.38 U 0.28 U 0.63 W 0.39 W
Cadm um 0.49 W 0.7 W 0.6 W 1.0 W 1.00 U 0.28 U 1 3J 0.39 W
Cal ci um 9830 J 13300 J 9620 J 15100 J 9960 1350 J 5390 J 2660 J
Chr om um 53 J 11.6 J 11.6 J 7.2 J 7.6 J 2.5 J 7.3 J 4.9 J
Cobal t 1.5 W 10 W 1.6 W 1.6 J 2.0 J 0.84 U 1.9 W 1.2 W
Copper 5 W 11.2 W 11.2 W 53 W 10.4 U 4.80 J 28.9 J 9.3 W
Iron 2540 J 7040 J 6490.0 J 4040 J 4020 4280 20900 J 3220 J
Lead 6.2 J 20.2 J 11.8 J 9.6 J 7.2 94.3 2270.0 J 387 J
Magnesi um 1250 J 1780 J 1450 J 1680.0 J 1370 431.0 615 J 365 J
Manganese 207 J 384 J 314.0 J 282 J 101 31.9 131 J 28 J
Mer cury R 0.36 W 0.51 J 0.36 J 0.20 U 0.13 U 0.34 W R

N ckel 3.6 J 9 J 6.5 J 3.7 J 3.9 J 3.2 J 9.4 J 4.3 J
Pot assi um 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000.0 W 1000 U 1000 U 1000 W 1000 W
Sel eni um 0.5 W 1.00 W 0.9 J 0.44 W 0.38 U 0.29 W 1 W 1 W
Si | ver 1.5 W 2 W 1.6 W 1.3 W 1.1 U 0.84 U 1.9 W 1.2 W
Sodi um 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 U 1000 U 2250 J 1000 W
Vanadi um 10.0 W 14.7 W 15.4 W 7 J 9 10 U 10.0 W 10.0 W
Zinc 20 W 42.8 W 48.5 W 25.4 W 27.5 U 17.1 U 219 J 27.4 W



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD19- 03 Y2- SD20- 01 Y2- SD20- 02 Y2- SD21- 01 Y2- SD21- 02 Y2-SD2 3 Y2- SD22- 01 Y2- SD22- 02
Form!| ID 18060 18930 18949 18000 18272 18280 18493 18507
Lab I D 1806. 0 1893.0 1894. 9 1800. 0 1827.2 1828.0 1849. 3 1850. 7
Al um num 1960 4750 J 6840 J 1510 J 6480 J 4780 3490 J 4260
Arsenic 0.99 J 2.2 ] 0.9 W 1.8 J 6.20 J 2.00 W 3 Ww 1 3J
Bari um 55 106 J 105 J 52.6 J 70 J 49 319 J 81.6
Beryl l'ium 0.23 U 0.73 W 0.42 W 0.74 W 0.43 W 0.39 U 0.44 W 0.31 U
Cadm um 0.23 U 1.8 W 1.0 W 0.7 W 0.43 W 1.00 U 2 W 1 U
Cal ci um 7890 J 28600 J 14200 J 5070 J 6690 J 4480 9800 1 11300
Chr om um 4.4 J 9.5 J 12.9 J 6.0 J 14.1 J 9.3 J 9.1 J 9.2 J
Cobal t 1.5 J 2.2 W 1.5 J 2.2 W 4.0 J 3.20 J 2.9 J 3.1 J
Copper 5 U 22.1 26.0 J 6.1 J 57 W 6.50 U 15.8 J 11.9
Iron 4510 4650 J 3740.0 J 1700 J 24000 J 4400 6720 J 5440
Lead 26.1 21.4 J 7.8 J 1800.0 J 62.4 J 9.5 2430.0 J 16. 7
Magnesi um 4210 3050 J 2370 J 595.0 J 1260 J 2040.0 1320 J 1640
Manganese 58 221 J 44.8 J 142 J 277 J 88. 2 581 J 403

Mer cury 0.10 U 0.40 W 0.21 W 0.47 J 0.22 W 0.20 U 0.23 W 0.18

N ckel 3.7 J 7.8 J 6.6 J 4.6 J 4.5 J 4.4 J 4.9 J 6.2 J
Pot assi um 1000 U 366 J 351 J 1000.0 W 1000 W 1000 U 1000 W 1000 U
Sel eni um 0.2 W 1.80 J 0.9 J 0.73 W 0.57 J 0.36 U 1 3J 0.47 J
Si | ver 0.68 U 2.2 W 1.3 W 2.2 W 1.9 J 1.20 U 1.3 W 0.93 U
Sodi um 1000 U 1000 W 1000 W 1000 W 1000 U 1000 U 1000 W 1000 U
Vanadi um 10.0 U 10.0 W 10.0 W 10 W 42 J 9 11.5 J 18.5
Zinc 10.3 U 58.6 J* 12.6 J* 28.6 W 36.9 W 36.7 U 90.3 J 75.1



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD23- 01 Y2- SD23- 02 Y2- SD24- 01 Y2- SD25- 01 Y2- SD26- 01 Y2- SD26- 02 Y2-SD27- 01 Y2- SDD4+
Form!| ID 18710 18728 18680 18019 18868 18876 18957 18965
Lab I D 1871.0 1872.8 1868. 0 1801.9 1886. 8 1887.6 1895. 7 1896. 5
Al um num 3780 J 4250 J 1950 J 2790 J 7240 J 8330 1680 J 1830 J
Arsenic 59 W 2.0 W 11.9 W 2.5 J 3.30 W 3. 40 3 Ww 4 W
Bari um 325 J 234 J 449 J 59.9 J 118 J 118 103 J 123 J
Beryl l'ium 1.1 W 0.98 W 1.9 W 0.63 W 0.45 W 0.28 U 1.40 W 1.6 W
Cadm um 54 W 3.7 W 2.0 W 0.6 W 1.10 W 1.00 U 1 W 1.6 W
Cal ci um 35000 J 48600 J 27900 J 5140 J 6760 J 6930 27900 J 34800 J
Chr om um 11.3 J 10.6 J 9.7 W 57 J 11.7 J 13.2 11.5 W 8.0 W
Cobal t 7.7 3.5 J 9.6 J 1.9 W 4.2 5.60 42 U 4.8 W
Copper 55.4 J 48.6 J 23.9 J 4.1 J 11.3 J 12.70 21.8 J 23.9 J
Iron 11700 J 8750 J 29500.0 J 11300 J 10200 J 12600 7800 J 8120 J
Lead 408 J 30.1 J 142.0 J 19.0 J 18.7 J 15.2 J 11.5 J 152 J
Magnesi um 4040 J 4910 J 2490 J 958.0 J 1920 J 2110.0 2820 J 3600 J
Manganese 1760 J 775 6950.0 J 574 J 643 J 493 289 J 340 J
Mer cury 0.51 W 0.52 W 1.00 W 0.35 W 0.23 W 0.15 W 0.72 W 0.75 W
N ckel 14.3 J 14.3 J 7.8 W 3.5 J 5.8 J 7.1 14.4 J 8.4 J
Pot assi um 816 J 470 J 423 J 1000.0 W 511 J 581 201 J 153 J
Sel eni um 1.7 J 0.94 W 1.9 W 0.65 W 0.44 W 0.28 W 2 J 1.7 J
Si | ver 3.2 W 2.9 W 5.8 W 1.9 W 1.3 W 0.85 U 4.2 W 4.8 W
Sodi um 1190 J 1300 J 1290 W 1000 W 1000 W 265 1000 W 1000 W
Vanadi um 21.0 J 18.7 J 14.8 W 12 W 16 J 18 13.7 W 13.2 W
Zinc 233 J 139 J 211 J 53.5 W 83.6 J 84.1 J 279 J* R



Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber

Forml ID
Lab I D

Al um num
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Y2- SD28- 01
18477
1847.0

11000
2
144
0.5
0.5
5890
17.5
7.3
10.4
17000
16.9
2900
810
0.31
11. 4
958
0.5
1.5
1000
21.6 J
83.7 J

TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Y2- SD29- 01 Y2- SD30- 01 Y2- SD31- 01 Y2- SD32- 01 Y2- SD33- 01
18027 18736 18531 18850 18841
1802. 7 1873.6 1853.1 1885.0 1884.1

3130 9850 4860 6800 3050
1.1 J 0.3 U 0.4 J 2.00 W 2.00 U
37 123 64.1 76 37
0.29 U 0.3 U 0.26 U 0.33 U 0.28 U
0.3 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
1380 J 6850 4260 8090 5530
6.4 J 17. 4 9.3 J 12.8 J 57 J
1.8 J 7.2 4.5 4.9 J 2.70 J
2.9 1J 11.1 5.5 7.5 4.10 J
5120 14700.0 7630 10700 6540
7.1 9.8 J 4.9 11.2 J 4.3 J
836 4030 2130.0 5000 2930.0
170 341.0 197 270 207
0.25 J 0.17 W 0.13 U 0.16 W 0.15 W
4.4 J 12.2 6.6 8.8 4.1 J
1000 J 1140 543.0 953 425
0.30 W 0.3 W 0.26 U 0.34 W 0.28 W
0.86 U 1.0 U 0.8 U 1.0 U 0.85 U
1000 U 1000 U 1000 U 1000 U 1000 U
10.0 U 20.7 11 16 8
26 U 74.9 41.1 49.3 J 54.5 J

Y2- SD34- 01
18744
1874. 4

7600

2
91.5
0. 37

1
3530
14.5
5.8
8.5

12200

6.8

2630
414
0. 20
9.5
775
0
1.3
1000
18.5 J
54.5 J

Y2- SD35- 01
18752
1875. 2

8090
2 W
112
0.37 J
1 U
5420
15.2
6.5
8.9

13300

4.7

3520
355
0.17
9.9
973
0.35
1
1000
18.0
69

CCE‘—' o «

(&



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SD36- 01 Y2- SDD3+ Y2- SDD - 02 Y2- SDDI - 03 Y2- SDDI - 04 Y2- SDDI - 05 Y2- SDDI - 06 Y2- SDDI - 07
Form!| ID 18540 18574 17942** 17950* * 18132** 18363** 18612** 18760**
Lab I D 1854.0 1857. 4 1794. 2 1795.0 1813. 2 1836. 3 1861. 2 1876.0
Al um num 6180 J 13300 J 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U 200 U
Arsenic 9.9 J 16.8 J 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1 U 10 U
Bari um 172 J 336 J 1 U 1.0 U 200 U 1 U 1 U 1 U
Beryl l'ium 0.52 W 1 W 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1 U
Cadm um 1.6 W 2.4 W 1.0 U 2.1 1.00 U 1.00 U 1 U 1 U
Cal ci um 9950 J 19600 J 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U
Chr om um 11.1 J 22.2 J 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U 50 U
Cobal t 16.6 J 29.9 J 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.00 U 3.0 U 3.0 U
Copper 51.6 J 104 J 4.0 U 4.0 U 22.7 U 5.10 U 4 U 4 U
Iron 29100 J 51800 J 61.3 86. 2 59.9 165 250 43.1 J
Lead 158 J 268 J 1.9 J 1.3 J 2.5 13 1.0 U 1 U
Magnesi um 1080 J 2280 J 43.3 J 44.6 J 45.2 J 57.2 J 48 J 44.4 U
Manganese 4450 J 7840 J 14.8 7.2 5.6 4.1 J 3.8 J 3.3 J
Mer cury 0.26 W 0.34 W 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U 0.20 U
N ckel 13.4 J 24.6 J 4.0 U 4.0 U 40.0 U 4.0 U 4 U 4 U
Pot assi um 1000 W 1230 J 88 U 96.8 U 136 J 129 J 88 U 88 U
Sel eni um 1.1 3J 0.91 J 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.30 J 1.00 U 1 W 1 W
Si | ver 2.1 J 51 3J 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.00 U 3 U 3 U
Sodi um 1000 W 1000 W 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U 5000 U
Vanadi um 19.7 J 38.9 J 1.0 U 1 U 1 U 1 U 1.0 U 1.0 U
Zinc 213 J 393 J 23.9 U 26.5 U 25 U 30.3 U 22.3 U 21.8 U



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contanination Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e Nunber Y2- SDDI - 08 Y2- SDDI - 09 Y2- SDDI - 13 Y2- SDDI - 14 Y2- SDDI - 15
Forml ID 18884** 19031** SDDI 13** SDDI 14** SDDI 15**
Lab ID 1888. 4 1903. 1 38068- 015 38097- 016 38111- 006
Al um num 200 U 14.2 J NR NR NR
Arsenic 10 U 2.0 U NR NR NR
Bari um 200 U 1 U NR NR NR
Beryllium 1 U 1 U NR NR NR
Cadm um 1 U 1.0 U NR NR NR
Cal ci um 5000 U 112 J NR NR NR
Chrom um 5.0 U 5.0 U NR NR NR
Cobal t 3 U 3 U NR NR NR
Copper 4 U 4 U NR NR NR
Iron 208 44.9 NR NR NR
Lead 1 U 1 U NR NR NR
Magnesi um 94.1 J 21 U NR NR NR
Manganese 4.8 J 1.7 J NR NR NR
Mer cury 0.20 U 0.20 W NR NR NR
N ckel 4 U 4 U NR NR NR
Pot assi um 100 J 88 U NR NR NR
Sel eni um 1.0 U 1.00 U NR NR NR
Silver 3 U 3 U NR NR NR
Sodi um 5000 U 179 J NR NR NR
Vanadi um 1.0 U 1.0 U NR NR NR
Zi nc 29 U 20 U 20 W 1.8 W 1.8 W



TABLE 3(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedi nent | norgani cs Data(ng/kg)

Not es:

1. Sanples collected by Blasland, Bouck, and Lee in April and Cctober 1993
2. Only detected anal ytes are |isted.

3. Detectable concentrations of anal ytes are highlighted.

4. U = anal yte was undet ect ed.

5. J = concentration of analyte is approxinate.

6. R = data was rejected.

7. N=identification of analyte is tentative.

8. Concentrations reported in ng/ kg except as otherw se noted.

9. ** Ri nse bl ank (concentration reported in ug/L).

*

A
©

Resanpl e for zinc in Cctober 1993 to address previous discrepancies.
Field duplicates as follows :

11. +

Y2-SDD2 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD05-01
Y2-SDD3 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD36-01
Y2-SDD4 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD27-01



Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1l |.D.
Lab I.D.

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

York QI

Summary O Suppl erent al

Y2- SD24A- 01

SD24A1
41402- 023

13,700 J
168 J
1,660 J
3,250 J
0.26 W
10.3 W
796 J
2.6 W

2.7 37
260 J
15.9 J
98.6 J

Table 4

Sedi e

Y2-
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nt | norgani cs Data (ng/kg)
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Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways
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Table 4
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary O Suppl emental Sedi ment | norganics Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD24B- 02 Y2- SD24B- 03 Y2- SD24C- 01 Y2- SD24C- 02
Form1 I.D. SD24B2 SD24B3 SD24C1 SD24C2
Lab |I.D. 41402- 027 41402- 028 41402- 029 41402- 030
Al um num 2,880 J 4,440 J 2,910 J 2,730 J
Ant i nony 14.4 W 17.7 W 16.6 W 12.5 W
Arseni c 5.3J 2.8 W 3.9 2.0 W
Bari um 167 J 141 J 203 J 109 J
Beryl i um 0.33J 0.40 W 0.38 W 0.29 W
Cadmi um 1.8 W 3.1 2.8 17 1.5 W
Cal ci um 31,100 J 36, 700 J 28,200 J 24,600 J
Chrom um 3.3 10.9 J 4.2 ] 2.4 ]
Cobal t 3.1 W 3.8 W 3.5 W 2.7 W
Copper 8.31J 33.2 ] 15.3 J 10.7 J
Cyani de 0.34 W 0.44 W 0.38 W 0.37 W
Iron 4,810 J 2,850 J 3,920 J 2,070 J
Lead 115 J 21.3 W 176 J 30.0 J
Magnesi um 3,190 J 3,770 J 3,100 J 2,600 J
Manganese 841 J 549 J 1,440 J 620 J
Mer cury 0.26 W 0.311J 0.20 J 0.18 J
N ckel 10.0 J 12.5 1] 8.9 1J 9.2 1]
Pot assi um 542 W 665 W 624 W 472 W
Sel eni um 3.4 W 4.2 W 3.9 W 3.0 W
Silver 3.0 W 3.6 W 3.4 W 2.6 W
Sodi um 858 J 836 J 815 J 681 J
Vanadi um 8.1 13.5 J 11.1 J 9.6 J
Zi nc 80.8 J 78.5 W 107 J 83.6 J



Table 4
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary O Suppl emental Sedi ment | norganics Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD24D- 01 Y2- SD24D- 02 Y2- SD24D- 03 Y2- SD24E- 01

Form1 I.D. SD24D1 SD24D2 SD24D3 SD24E1

Lab |I.D. 41402- 031 41402- 032 41402- 033 42389- 024
Al um num 4,270 J 2,820 J 1,740 J 4,510
Ant i nony 15.1 W 14.2 W 3.3 W 3.2 W
Arseni c 11.4 J 8.2 W 1.3 W 2.3
Bari um 296 J 158 J 40.2 J 29.0
Beryl i um 0.35 W 0.33 W 0.08 W 0.16 J
Cadmi um 2.3 1.7 W 0.41 W 0.39 U
Cal ci um 20,600 J 19,700 J 4,150 J 2,470
Chrom um 5.0 4.3 1] 5.0 6.8 J
Cobal t 3.2 W 3.0 W 1.4 2.4 ]
Copper 10.3 J 6.1J 511 0.63 W
Cyani de 0.46 W 0.40 W 0.11 W 0.08 U
Iron 17,800 J 8,890 J 3,150 J 12,100
Lead 162 J 53.7 J 4.2 W 11. 4
Magnesi um 1,820 J 1,830 J 900 J 575
Manganese 1,920 J 1,170 J 148 J 207
Mer cury 0.35 ] 0.18 J 0.04 W 0.03 U
N ckel 10.4 J 7.5 W 4.7 1 2.1 U
Pot assi um 569 W 535 W 125 W 260 J
Sel eni um 3.6 W 3.4 W 0.79 W 0.75 W
Silver 3.1 W 2.9 W 0.69 W 0.65 U
Sodi um 547 J 297 W 56.8 W 26.8 U
Vanadi um 22.3 1] 15.3 J 7.7 1 20.6
Zi nc 146 J 105 J 21.7 J 20.4 U



Table 4
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary O Suppl emental Sedi ment | norganics Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD24E- 02 Y2- SD24E- 03 Y2- SD24F- 01 Y2- SD24F- 02
Form1 I.D. SD24E2 SD24E3 SD24F1 SD24F2
Lab |I.D. 42389- 025 42389- 026 41389- 021 41389-022
Al um num 2,140 3, 880 1, 300 5,100
Ant i nony 2.5 W 2.8 W 2.2 W 2.9 W
Arseni c 1.3 U 1.9 U 3.0 4.3
Bari um 13. 4 20. 4 560 117
Beryllium 0.14 J 0.16 J 0.17 J 0.29 J
Cadmi um 0.31 U 0.35 U 0.27 U 0.35 U
Cal ci um 840 1, 600 1, 730 2,150
Chrom um 4.8 ] 5.7 13 3.1 8.5 1]
Cobal t 1.2 2.5 6.5 634
Copper 0.50 W 0.56 W 0.44 W 0.57 W
Cyani de 0.07 U 0.06 U 0.12 J 0.06 U
Iron 6, 800 10, 500 31, 400 32, 400
Lead 3.7 6.8 8.7 6.5
Magnesi um 516 438 312 1, 930
Manganese 181 172 3, 840 780
Mer cury 0.02 U 0.03 J 0.02 U 0.03 U
N ckel 2.5 U 2.0 U 1.2 8.0 U
Pot assi um 155 J 106 U 84.1 U 772
Sel eni um 0.60 W 0.67 W 0.16 W 0.68 W
Silver 0.52 U 0.58 U 0.46 U 0.59 U
Sodi um 19.3 U 27.3 U 36.0 U 58.4 U
Vanadi um 10.0 16.5 27. 4 32.0

Zinc 60.0 U 13.4 U 52.9J 54.5 ]



Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SDD11+
Form1 I.D. ZSDD11
Lab |I.D. 41389- 027

Al um num 5380
Ant i nony 2.0 W
Arseni c 4.4
Bari um 100
Beryllium 0.31
Cadm um 024 U
Cal ci um 2,190
Chr om um 8.9 J
Cobal t 5.9
Copper 50 W
Cyani de 0.05 U
Iron 38, 300
Lead 6.5
Magnesi um 1, 920
Manganese 589
Mer cury 0.02 U
N ckel 6.1 U
Pot assi um 721
Sel eni um 0.16 W
Silver 0.41 U
Sodi um 1,000 U
Vanadi um 45.0
Zi nc 66.9 J

Table 4
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary O Suppl erent al

Sedi ment

Y2- SD24F- 03

SD24F3

41389- 023

I norgani cs Data (ng/kg)

Y2- SD37- 01
SD3701
41375- 043

3, 060
3.6 W
1.1
29.2
0.12 J
0.44 U
1,030 U

5.7
1.5
0.71 W
0.08 U
8, 310

11.9
464
115
0.04
4.5
159
0. 85
0.74
23.1
19.3
19.1

c«cccewCc«w

Y2- SD37- 02
SD3702
41375- 044

5, 460
2.6 W
2.3
30.3
0.27 J
0.32 U
838 U
10. 2
4.5
0.52 W
0.06 U
15, 600
8.7
952
282
0. 04
7.1
210 J
0.62 U
0.54 U
20.2 U
J
U

[SFp &N

23.0
15.5



Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD37- 03
Form1 I.D. SD3703
Lab |I.D. 41375- 045

Al um num 4,760
Ant i nony 1.6 W
Arseni c 2.5
Bari um 30.6
Beryl i um 0.29 J
Cadm um 0.20 U
Cal ci um 1, 220
Chr om um 100
Cobal t 3.5
Copper 1.0J
Cyani de 0.09 U
Iron 12, 700
Lead 5.5
Magnesi um 1, 380
Manganese 165 J
Mer cury 0.02 U
N ckel 6.9 J
Pot assi um 320 J
Sel eni um 0.38 U
Silver 0.33 U
Sodi um 28.6 U
Vanadi um 17.5 J
Zi nc 12.6 J

York QI

Summary O Suppl erent al

Table 4
(Cont ' d)

Sedi ment

Y2- SD38- 01

I norgani cs Data (ng/kg)

SD3801

41375- 031

c«ecccewCcw

Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Y2- SD38- 02

SD3802

41375-032
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Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1l |.D.
Lab I.D.

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

York QI

Summary O Suppl erent al

Y2- SD39- 01
SD3901
41375- 037

COCOP®P OO WEREN-

Table 4
(Cont ' d)

Sedi ment

Y2- SDD1
ZSDD10

41375- 040

0
uj
J

Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

I norgani cs Data (ng/kg)

0

“CLuCCCouCw

Y2- SD39- 02
SD3902
41375-038

4,030
1.6 W
0.71J

21.0
0.17 J
0.20 U

0.39
0.34
18.7
13.0
31.5

Y2- SD39- 03
SD3903
41375- 039

3, 560

o
w
w
e CCC«wC



Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1l |.D.
Lab I.D.

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

York QI

Summary O Suppl enent al

Y2- SD40- 01

SD4001

41375- 041

4, 600
3.7 W
2.0J
40.7
0.18 J
0.46 U
3,140
6.7
2.9
0.74 W
0.10 U
8, 900

11.0
717
556
0.04
2.9
189
0. 88
0.77
22.9
14. 2
50.8

(NN el el all T T

Table 4
(Cont ' d)

Sedi ment | norgani cs Data (ng/kg)

Y2- SD40- 02

SD4002

41375-042

Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Y2- SD41-01
SH4101
41389- 028

Y2- SD41- 02
SD4102
41389- 029

3,080
2.9
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Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1l |.D.
Lab I.D.

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

York G 1 Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary OF Suppl enent al

Y2- SD42-01
SD4201
41375-034
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Table 4
(Cont ' d)

Y2- SD42- 02
SD4202
41375- 035

2,840
1.4 W
0.82J

17.7

©
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N
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Sedi ment

I norgani cs Data (ng/kg)

Y2- SD42- 03

SD4203

41375- 036

Y2- SDDI - 16*

SDDI 16

41375- 049

65. 4
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Table 4
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways
Summary O Suppl emental Sedi ment | norganics Data (ng/kg)
Not es:

Sanpl es col |l ected by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc. in August and Septenber 1994.

Only detected analytes are listed. Concentrations above detection limts are shaded.
U = Anal yte was not detected.

J = Concentration is approxi mate.

Concentrations reported in nmg/ kg unl ess ot herw se noted.

* = Rinse blank (concentration reported in (lg/l).

+ = Field duplicates as follows:

Y2-SDD11 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD24F-02
Y2-SDD10 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD39-01



Fi el d Sanpl e No.

Form1 ID

Laboratory 1D

Acet one
2- But an
Tol uene

one

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Acet one
2- But anone

Tol

uene

York Q|

Table 5

Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sediment Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Y2- SD01- 01
19015
1901.5

0.056 W
0.056 W
0.056 W

Y2- SDD2+
18353
1835.3

0.021 W
0.021 W
0.021 W

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Acet one

2- But anone

Tol uene

Y2- SD01- 02

19023
1902. 3

0.048 W
0.048 W
0.048 W

Y2- SD06- 01
18337
1833.7

0.031 W
0.031 W
0.031 W

Y2- SD10- 01
18108
1810. 8

0.51 W
0.12 J
0.059 W

Y2- SD02- 01

19007
1900. 7

0.091 W
0.091 W
0.091 W

Y2- SDO7- 01
18485
1848.5

0.029 W
0.029 W
0.029 W

Y2- SD11-01
18116
1811.6

0.077 W
0. 056 JN
0.077 W

Y2- SD03-01

18973
1897. 3

0.050 W
0.050 W
0.050 W

Y2- SD08- 01
18078
1807. 8

0.043 W
0.043 W
0.043 W

QU1 SAMPLE

Y2- SD11- 02
18124
1812. 4

0.33 W
0.026 W
0.026 W

Y2- SD04- 01

17969
1796. 9

0.020 W
0.015 JN
0.020 W

Y2- SD09- 01
18086DL
1808. 6

0.082 W
0.082 W
0.082 W

QU1 SAMPLE

V2- SD04- 02
1797.7
1797. 7

Y2- SD09- 02
18094
1809. 4

0.13 J
0.033 J
0.015 W

QUl SAMPLE

Y2- SD05- 01
18345
1834.5

0.021 W
0.021 W
0.021 W



Table 5
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD12- 01 Y2- SD12- 02 Y2- SD12- 03 Y2- SD13- 01 Y2- SD13- 02 \2- SD14- 01 Y2- SD14- 02
Form1l ID 18582 18590 18604 18515 18523 18310 18329
Laboratory ID 1858. 2 1859. 0 1860. 4 1851.5 1852. 3 1831.0 1832.9
Acet one 0.053 W 0.048 W 0.042 W 0.030 W 0.019 U 0.15 W 0.021 W
2- But anone 0.053 W 0.048 W 0.042 W 0.030 W 0.019 U 0. 043 JN 0.017 JN
Tol uene 0.053 W 0.048 W 0.042 W 0.030 W 0.019 U 0.048 W 0.038 J
Fiel d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD15- 01 Y2- SD15- 02 Y2- SD16- 01 Y2- SD16- 02
Form1 ID 18035 18043 18230 18264RE
Laboratory ID 1803.5 1804. 3 1823.0 1826. 4
Acet one 0.51 W 0.20 W 0.047 W 0.030 W
2- But anone 0.12 J 0.028 W 0.037 W 0.030 W
Tol uene 13.00 JD 1.30 JD 0.016 J 0.030 W
Fiel d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD17- 01 Y2- SD17- 02 Y2- SD18- 01 Y2- SD19- 01 Y2- SD19- 02
Form1 ID 18299 18302 17985 17993RE 18051
Laboratory ID 1829.9 1830. 2 1798.5 1799. 3 1805. 1
Acet one 0.023 W 0.094 W 0.015 U 0.25J 0.19 J
2- But anone 0.023 W 0.018 JN 0.015 U 0.074 JN 0.10 W
Tol uene 0.020 J 0.020 W 0.015 U 0.24 ) 0.21

QU1 SAMPLE QU1 SAMPLE Qul SAWPLE



Fiel d Sanple No
Form1 ID
Laboratory ID

Acet one
2- But anone
Tol uene

Field Sanple No

Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Acet one
2- But anone
Tol uene

Field Sanple No

Form1 ID
Laboratory ID

Acet one
2- But anone
Tol uene

York Q|

Table 5
(Cont ' d)

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways

Summary of Sedinent Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Y2- SD19- 03 Y2- SD20- 01 Y2- SD20- 02 Y2- SD21- 01 Y2- SD21- 02 Y2- SD21- 03
18060 18930 18949 18000 18272 18280
1806. 0 1893.0 1894. 9 1800. 0 1827. 2 1828. 0
0.012 U 0.12 J 0.022 W 0.046 J 0.085 W 0.020 W
0.012 U 0. 048 JN 0.022 W 0.038 W 0.023 W 0.020 W
0.012 W 0.017 J 0.022 W 0.038 W 0.023 W 0.020 W
QU1 SAMPLE
Y2- SD22- 01 Y2- SD22- 02 Y2- SD23- 01 Y2- SD23- 02 Y2- SD24- 01 Y2- SD25- 01 Y2- SD26- 01
18493 18507 18710 18728 18680 18019 18868
1849. 3 1850. 7 1871.0 1872.8 1868. 0 1801. 9 1886. 8
0.024 W 0.017 U 0.045 W 0.053 W 0.010 W 0.036 W 0.023 W
0.024 W 0.017 U 0.045 W 0.053 W 0.010 W 0.017 JN 0.023 W
0.024 W 0.017 U 0.045 W 0.053 W 0.010 W 0.036 W 0.023 W
Y2- SD26- 02 Y2- SD27- 01 Y2- SDD4+ Y2- SD28- 01 Y2- SD29- 01 Y2- SD30- 01 Y2- SD31- 01
18876 18957 18965 18477 18027 18736 18531
1887.6 1895. 7 1896. 5 1847.7 1802. 7 1873.6 1853.1
0.046 J 0.077 W 0.083 W 0.027 W 0.015 U 0.018 U 0.014 U
0.015 U 0.077 W 0.083 W 0.027 W 0.015 U 0.018 U 0.014 U
0.015 U 0.077 W 0.083 W 0.027 W 0.015 U 0.018 U 0.014 U



York Q|

Table 5
(Cont ' d)

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways

Summary of Sedinent Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD32- 01 Y2- SD33- 01 Y2- SD34- 01
Form1 ID 18850 18841 18744
Laboratory ID 1885.0 1884. 1 1874. 4
Acet one 0.004 J 0.015 U 0.020 W
2- But anone 0.018 U 0.015 U 0.020 W
Tol uene 0.018 U 0.015 U 0.020 W
Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SDDI - 03* Y2- SDDI - 04* Y2- SDD! -
05*
Form1l ID 17950 18132 18361
Laboratory ID 1795.0 1813.2 1836.1
Acet one 10 U 10 U 91
2- But anone 10 U 10 U 10 U
Tol uene 10 U 10 U 10 U
Not es:
1. Sanmpl es coll ected by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc. during April
2. Concentrations reported in nmg/ kg, unless otherw se noted.
3. U = anal yte was undet ect ed.
4. J = concentration of analyte is estimated.
5. N = identification of analyte is tentative.
6. R = data is rejected.
7. * = rinse blank (concentration reported in 1g/l).
8. Det ect abl e concentrations of analytes are highlighted.
9. + Field duplicates as foll ows:

Y2-SDD2 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD05-01
Y2-SDD3 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD36-01
Y2-SDDM4 is a field duplicate for Y2-SD27-01
10. D = reported concentration is the result of a dilution.
11. RE = sanple was reanal yzed.

Y2- SD35- 01
18752
1875. 2

0.019 U
0.019 U
0.019 U

Y2- SDDI -
06*

18612

18612

10 U

10 U
10 U

and May 1993.

Y2- SD36- 01

18540
1854. 0

0. 027
0. 027
0. 027

EEE

Y2- SDD) -
o7*
18760

1876.0

10 U
10 U
10 U

Y2- SDD3+
18574
1857. 4

0.034 W
0.034 W
0.034 W

Y2- SDDI -
08*
18884

1888. 4

10 U
4]
10 U

Y2- SDDI - 02*
17942
1794. 2

Y2- SDDI - 09*

19031
1903. 1

10 U
10 U
10 U



York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Table 6

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound data (mg/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- D net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Y2- SD01- 01
SD0101
38097-2

34.7
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
. 00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
. 00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
1. 40

NDNDNNNDNNNNNNDNDNDNNNNNDNNDNNDNDNDNDDN

EEEEELEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

NN DD
oo o0oo
SO0 So

Y2- SD01- 02

SD0102
38097-3

PREPRPPPRPPEPPEPPPRPRERPERPEPRPRPRPPRPPRPRERERRRPRRERRR

25.1

40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
.40

EEECEEEEEECEEEEEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Y2- SD02- 01
SD0201
38097-4

32.5
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEC



Table 6
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedi ment Sem -Vol atile O ganic Conpound data (my/kg)

67
67
67
67
67
67
67

42
42
42
42
42
42
42

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD03- 01 Y2- SD04- 01 Y2- SD04- 02 Y2- SD05- 01
Form1l ID SD0301 17969 17977 18345RE
Laboratory ID 38097-1 1796. 9 1797.7 1834.5

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 42.3 J 7.0 0.62 U 2.8
Phenol 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
2- Met hyl phenol 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
4- Met hyl phenol 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
N t robenzene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
2- 4- Di net hyl phenol 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Napht hal ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Acenapht hyl ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Acenapht hene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Di benzof uran 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Di et hyl pht hal at e 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Fl uor ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Phenant hr ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.082 J
Ant hr acene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Car bazol e 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.69 W
Fl uor ant hene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.091 J
Pyr ene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.097 J
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.
Chrysene 1.30 W 0.67 W 0.42 U 0.

1. w 0. w 0. U 0.

0. 0. w 0. U 0.

1. 0. w 0. U 0.

1. 0. w 0. U 0.

1. 0. w 0. U 0.

1. 0. w 0. U 0.

1. 0. w 0. U 0.

EEEEEEEEEE
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Summary of Sedi ment Sem -Vol atile O ganic Conpound data (my/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- D net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Table 6
(Cont'd

)

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways

Y2- SDD2+

18353

1835. 3

COOO0O0LO0O00000000

COLLLeO0O000 0

51
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69

[e2JN oMo e e e Mo e N e) N e) N
© © © © ©O© O OO OO

Comooo
O RCRCRCR)
NS N
cuEEEC

J

EEEEEEEEEEEES

EEEEEEEEEE

Y2- SD06- 01
18337

1833.7

PREPRPPPRPPEPPEPPPRPRERPERPEPRPRPRPPRPPRPRERERRRPRRERRR

7.0 J

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
.00

EEECEEEEEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Y2- SDO7- 01
18485
1848.5

OCOOO0000000000000000000000
& &
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEELEET

Y2- SD08- 01
18078
1807. 8

8.51J
.40
.40
.40
. 40
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40
. 40
.40
.40
40
40
40
.330 J
.40 W
.40 W
0.31J
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40
.40

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

PRORRPRPRPRPRPRPRPPPPRPRPRPRERPR

EEEEEEE

QUl SAMPLE



Table 6
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organic Conpound data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD09- 01 Y2- SDD8+ Y2- SD09- 02 Y2- SD10- 01 Y2- SD11- 01 Y2- SD11- 02
Form1l ID SD0901 SDD8 SD0902 18108 18116 18124
Laboratory ID 36068- 6 38038- 11 36068- 7 1810. 8 1811.6 18124. 4

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 16.4 J NR 15.8 J 28.1J 21.1 9.2

Phenol 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
2- Met hyl phenol 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
4- Met hyl phenol 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
N trobenzene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
2- 4- D net hyl phenol 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Napht hal ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Acenapht hyl ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Acenapht hene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Di benzof uran 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Di et hyl pht hal ate 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Fl uor ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 0.17 J 0.88 W
Phenant hr ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Ant hr acene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Car bazol e 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Di - n- butyl pht hal ate 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Fl uor ant hene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Pyrene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Chrysene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Benzo( a) pyrene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 620.0 W 640.0 W 12.0 W 20.0 W 2.60 W 0.88 W

Qul SAWPLE QU1 SAMPLE CQULSAMPLE



York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Table 6
(Cont ' d)

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organic Conpound data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- Di net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal at e

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

FI uor ant hene

Pyr ene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

Y2- SD12- 01

18582DL
1858. 2DL

21.7
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
.50
0. 48

W0 LW W LW W WRWWNWwWwwww

EEEEELEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEC

U1 U1 U1 U1 Ul
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Y2- SD13- 02
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8523

1852. 3

OO0 000000000000000000
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10.8
63
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63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
. 63
0. 42
63
63
63
63
63
63

EEEECEELEEEEEEEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Y2- SD13- 01

SD1301
38068-3
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.70
.70
.70
.70
.70
.70
.70
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Y2- SD14- 01
18310RE
1831.0
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Table 6
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organic Conpound data (ng/kg)

71
71

10
10

20
20

52
52

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD14- 02 Y2- SD15- 01 Y2- SD15- 02 Y2- SD16- 01 Y2- SD16- 02 Y2- SD17-01
Form1 ID 18329 18035RE 18043 18230 18264 18299
Laboratory ID 1832.9 1803.5 1804. 3 1823.0 1826. 4 1829.9
Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 3.2 28.8 J 8.9 8.51J 3.6 J 4.5 ]
Phenol 0.71 W 1.10 J 0.16 J 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
2- Met hyl phenol 0.71 W 0.18 J 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
4- Met hyl phenol 0.71 W 30.00 JD 3.50 J 1.20 W 0.070 J 0.071 J
N trobenzene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
2- 4- Di net hyl phenol 0.71 W 5.00 J 1.90 J 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Napht hal ene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Acenapht hyl ene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Acenapht hene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Di benzof uran 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Di et hyl pht hal ate 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Fl uor ene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Phenant hr ene 0.71 W 0.12 J 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Ant hr acene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Car bazol e 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Fl uor ant hene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Pyrene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Chrysene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.71 W 2.10 W 0.92 W 1.20 W 1.00 W 0.52 W
0. w 2. w 0 w 1. w 1. uJ 0. w
0. w 2. w 0 w 1. w 1. uJ 0. w
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York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (mg/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- D net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Y2- SD17- 02
18302
830.

1

CO0OO0000000C0000000000000000O0O

5.6
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65

2

cCcccccccccccccccccccccccccccvyw

Y2- SD18-01
17985RE
1798. 5

6.0
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.073
0.50
0.50
.50 W
.50 W
.50 W
.50 W
.50 W
.057 J
.50 W
.50 W
.50 W
.50 W
.047 J
.50 W
.50 W
. 078
0.50
0.50
0. 044
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50

cc«Ccccc«v

[eNeoNeNeoNoNoNoNoNoNoNolNolNo ol

cccc«cCccv«

Qul SAWPLE

Y2- SD19- 01
SD1901
38068- 8

42.7 J
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W
450.0 W

QUl SAWPLE



York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Table 6
(Cont ' d)

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organi c Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- Di net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal at e

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

FI uor ant hene

Pyr ene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

Y2- SD19- 02
SD1902
38068-9

13.6
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.

[eNeoleoolololoNoNoNoNoloNolololoNoloNoNoNoloNoNoNo oo o]
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE L

Qul SAWPLE

Y2- SD19- 03
SD1903
38068- 10

4.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.

9.6
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.
120.

OCO0O0000O000000O0O0O0O0O0000O0O0OOOOOO A
EEEEEE"ECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE”

Qul SAWPLE

Y2- SD20- 01
SD2001
38068- 4

MNP DPDRONNDNNDRONNDRODNDDNONNDNDNDD DD B

o
a

EEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEETEE”

Y2- SD20- 02

SD2002
38038-5

[eNeoNoNoNoNoNoNoNoNolNoloNoNoNooNoNoNoNoNololoNoNoNoNoNe]

4.9
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60
. 60

EEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE”

Y2- SD21-01
18000RE

1800. 0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1.
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0.7
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30

EEECEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEET

Y2- SD21- 02

18

1827. 2

COOOLOOLOOLOLOLLOLOOLOOLOC0OO00

272

5.2
76
76
29
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEETEET
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York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (mg/kg)

Field Sanpl e No. Y2- SD21- 03 Y2- SD22- 01 Y2- SD22- 02 Y2- SD23- 01

Form1l ID 18280 18493 18507 SD2301

Laboratory ID 1828.0 1849. 3 1850. 7 38097-8

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 3.0 16.5 J 4.0 36.9 J
Phenol 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
2- Met hyl phenol 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
4- Met hyl phenol 0.090 J 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
N t robenzene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
2- 4- Di net hyl phenol 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Napht hal ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Acenapht hyl ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Acenapht hene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Di benzof uran 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
D et hyl pht hal at e 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Fl uor ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Phenant hr ene 0.67 W 0.12 J 0.56 U 2.20 W
Ant hr acene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Car bazol e 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Fl uor ant hene 0.67 W 0.38 J 0.56 U 2.20 W
Pyr ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Chrysene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 U 2.20 W
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene 0.67 W 0.81 W 0.56 W 2.20 W
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York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (mg/kg)

80
94
80
80
80
80
. 80

.20
.90
.20
.20
.20
.20
.20

20
20
20
20
20
20
20

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SD23- 02 Y2- SD24- 01 Y2- SD25- 01
Form1l ID SD2302 SD2401 18019
Laboratory ID 38097-9 38097-7 1801.9
Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 25.1 7 83.4 J 4.5 ]
Phenol 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
2- Met hyl phenol 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
4- Met hyl phenol 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
N t robenzene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
2- 4- D net hyl phenol 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Napht hal ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Acenapht hyl ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Acenapht hene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Di benzof uran 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Di et hyl pht hal ate 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Fl uor ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Phenant hr ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Ant hr acene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Car bazol e 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Fl uor ant hene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Pyr ene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
Chrysene 1.80 W 2.20 W 1.20 W
1. w 2 w 1. w
0. J 1 J 1. w
1. w 2 w 1. w
1. w 2 w 1. w
1. w 2 w 1. w
1. uJ 2 uJ 1. uJ
1 w 2 w 1. w



York QI

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (mg/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phenol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- D net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
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SD2601

38111-1
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York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile O ganic Conpound Data (mg/kg)

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 51 .80 46 63

Field Sanpl e No. Y2- SD29- 01 Y2- SD30- 01 Y2- SD31- 01 Y2- SD32- 01
Form1l ID 18027RE SD3001 18531 SD3201
Laboratory ID 1802. 7 38050- 15 1853.1 38097-6
Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg) 1.81J 3.5 0.9 2.6 J
Phenol 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
2- Met hyl phenol 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
4- Met hyl phenol 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
N t robenzene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
2- 4- Di net hyl phenol 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Napht hal ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Acenapht hyl ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Acenapht hene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Di benzof uran 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
D et hyl pht hal at e 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Fl uor ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Phenant hr ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Ant hr acene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Car bazol e 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Fl uor ant hene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Pyr ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 0.51 W 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Chrysene 0.51 W 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
0. w 0 w 0. U 0. U
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.54
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.061 U 0.48 U

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 0.51 U 0.80 W 0.46 U 0.48 U



Y2- SDD3+
18754RE
1875. 4

Y2- SD36- 01
18540
1854. 0

38068- 2

Y2- SD35- 02
SD3501

Y2- SD34- 01
SD3401
38068-1

Table 6
(Cont ' d)
SDD9

38097- 10

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways
Y2- SDD9+

Y2- SD33- 01
SD3301
38097-5

York Q|
Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organi c Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
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Table 6
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sedinent Sem -Volatile Organi c Conpound Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No. Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI Y2- SDDI - 08*
02* 03* 04* 05* 06* o7*
Form1 ID 17942 17950 18132 18361 18612 18760 18884
Laboratory ID 1794. 2 1795.0 1813.2 1836.1 1861. 2 1876.0 1888. 4
Total Phenol s(nmy/ kg) 10 U 10 10 U 10 10 10 137
Phenol 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
2- Met hyl phenol 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
4- Met hyl phenol 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Ni t robenzene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
2- 4- Di net hyl phenol 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Napht hal ene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Acenapht hyl ene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Acenapht hene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
D benzof uran 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Di et hyl pht hal ate 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Fl uor ene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Phenant hr ene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Ant hr acene 10 U 10 NP 10 10 10 10
Car bazol e 10 u 10 NP 10 10 10 10

©
o
o
(&

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10
NP 10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

Di - n- butyl pht hal at e

Fl uor ant hene

Pyr ene

But yl benzyl pht hal ate
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

cCcCcCcCcCcCccccccccccccccccccccccc
cCcCcccgCcCcCcCcccccccccccccccccccc
cCcCccCccccccccccccccccccccccccc
cCcCccCccCcccccccccccccccccccccccc
ccCcCccCcCcccccccccccccccccccccccc

PRRPREPREPRERER
[eReNoRoRoNoNcRoRoNoRoNa)
cCccccccccccc



Summary of Sediment Sem -Volatile O ganic Conmpound Data (ng/kg)

Fi el d Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID
Laboratory 1D

Total Phenol s(ngy/ kg)
Phenol

2- Met hyl phnol

4- Met hyl phenol

N trobenzene

2- 4- D net hyl phenol
Napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napt hal ene
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

But yl benzyl pht hal at e
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

York G|

Y2- SDDI - 09* Y2- SDDI - 13*
19031 SDDI 13
1903.1 38068- 12

16 J NR
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U
10 U 10 U

U U

10
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SDDI 12
38050- 14
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SDDI 14
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Table 6
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York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Sediment Sem -Volatile O ganic Conmpound Data (ng/kg)

Not es:

1. Sanpl es col |l ected by Bl asLand, Bouck & Lee, Inc. in April and Cctober 1993.
2. Concentrations reported in nmy/ kg unl ess ot herw se noted.

3. U = anal yte was undet ect ed.

4. J = concentration of analyte is approxinate.

5. R = data was rejected.

6. RE = reanal ysi s.

7. + =field duplicate as foll ows:

Y2-SDD2 is a field duplicate of Y2-SD05-01
Y2-SDD3RE is a field duplicate of Y2-SD36-01
Y2-SDD8 is a field duplicate of Y2-SD09-01
Y2-SDD9 is a field duplicate of Y2-SD33-01.

8. * = rinse blank (concentration reported in ug/l).

9. NP = anal ysis not performed because the sanple bottle was broken at the | aboratory before the
extraction was performed.

10. NR = anal ysis was not requested.

11. Det ect abl e concentrations of analytes are highlighted.

12. DL = dilution.

13. D = reported concentration is the result of a dilution.



Table 7
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Subsurface Soil Pesticide/ PCB Data (ng/kg)

Fiel d SBY0101R- 01 SBY0101R- 01 SBY0101R- 01 SBY0102R- 01 SBY0102R- 01 SBY0102R- 01
Sanpl e No. (0-0.5) (2-4) (35- 36) (0-0.5) (2-4) (38- 40)
Form1 ID 1R00. 5 1R24 1R3536 2R00. 5 2R24 2R3840

Laboratory 1D 1279. 7 1280. 0 1305. 0 1335. 1 1334. 3 1333.5

Hept achl or 0.0032 W 0.0022 W 0.0019 W 0.0024 U 0.0020 U 0.0019 U

Dieldrin 0.0062 W 0.0042 W 0.0037 W 0.0046 U 0. 0040 U 0.0038 U

4, 4 - DDE 0.0062 W 0.0042 WJ 0.0037 W 0.0046 U 0.0040 U 0.0038 U

Endrin 0.0062 W 0.0042 W 0.0037 W 0.0046 U 0.0040 U 0.0038 U

Endosul fan 11 0.0062 W 0.0042 W 0.0037 W 0.0046 U 0.0040 U 0.0038 U

Met hyoxychl or 0.55 J 0.022 W 0.019 W 0.024 U 0.020 U 0.019 U

Endrin Ketone 0.0062 W 0.0042 WJ 0.0037 W 0.0046 U 0.0040 U 0.0038 U

Gamma Chl or dane 0.0032 W 0.0022 W 0.0019 W 0.0024 U 0.0020 U 0.0019 U

Aroclor 1248 0.062 W 0.042 W 0.037 W 0.046 U 0.040 U 0.038 U

Arocl or 1260 0.062 W 0.042 W 0.037 W 0.046 U 0.040 U 0.038 U

Field SBY0103R- 01 SBY0103R- 01 SBY0103R- 01 SBY0104S- 01 SBY0104S- 01 SBY0104S- 01
Sanpl e No. (0-0.5) (8-10) (50- 52) (0-0.5) (2-4) (12- 14)
Form1 ID 3R00. 5 3R810 3R5052 4500. 5 4524 481214

Laboratory 1D 1281.9 1342. 4 1315. 7 1316. 5 1318. 1 1317. 3

Hept achl or 0.0025 W 0.0019 U 0.0020 U 0.0027 U 0.0019 U 0.0023 U

Dieldrin 0.0049 W 0.0037 U 0.0038 U 0.0052 U 0.0038 U 0.0045 U

4, 4' - DDE 0.0049 W 0.0037 U 0.0038 U 0.0052 U 0.0038 U 0.0045 U

Endrin 0.0049 W 0.0037 U 0.0038 U 0.0052 U 0.0038 U 0.0045 U

Endosul fan 11 0.0049 W 0.0037 U 0.0038 U 0.0052 U 0.0038 U 0. 0045 U

Met hyoxychl or 0.037 NJ 0.019 U 0.020 U 0.027 U 0.019 U 0.023 U

Endrin Ketone 0.0049 W 0.0037 U 0.0038 U 0.0052 U 0.0038 U 0.0045 U

Gamma Chl or dane 0.0025 W 0.0019 U 0.0020 U 0.0027 U 0.0019 U 0.0023 U

Arocl or 1248 0.049 W 0.037 U 0.033 U 0.052 U 0.038 U 0.045 U

Arocl or 1260 0.049 W 0.037 U 0.038 U 0.052 U 0.038 U 0.045 U



Field
Sanpl e No.
Form1 ID

Laboratory 1D

Hept achl or
Dieldrin
4,4' - DDE
Endrin

Endosul fan |1
Met hyoxychl or
Endri n Ketone
Gamma Chl or dane
Arocl or 1248
Arocl or 1260

Field
Sanpl e No.
Form1l ID

Laboratory ID

Hept achl or
Deldrin

4, 4" - DDE

Endrin

Endosul fan |1
Met hyoxychl or
Endri n Ketone
Gamma Chl or dane
Arocl or 1248
Arocl or 1260

SBY0105S- 01

Summrary of Subsurface Soil

(0-0.5)

5800. 5
1311. 4

0. 0028
0. 0054
0. 0054
0. 0054
0. 0054
0. 028
0. 0054
0. 0028
0. 054
0. 054

SBY0106B- 01

(4-6)
6B46
1341.6

0. 0020
0. 0039
0. 0039
0. 0039
0. 0039
0. 020
0. 0039
0. 0020
0. 039
0. 039

cccccccccc

cccccccccc

York G|

SBY0105S- 01

(2-4)
5524
1312. 2

0. 0021
0. 0041
0. 0041
0.0041
0.0041
0. 021
0. 0041
0. 0021
0.041
0. 041

SBY0107B- 01

(0-0.5)
7B00. 5
1343. 2

0. 0022
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 022
0. 0043
0. 0022
0. 043
0. 043

cccccccccc

cccccccccc

Table 7
(Cont ' d)

SBY0105S-
(14- 16)
551416
1313.0

0. 0022
0. 0042
0. 0042
0. 0042
0. 0042
0. 022
0. 0642
0. 0022
0. 042
0. 042

SBY0107B-
(2-4)
7B24

1334.0

0. 0021
0. 0040
0. 0040
0. 0040
0. 0040
0. 021
0. 0040
0. 0021
0. 040
0. 040

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways

01 SBY0105S- 01

(DUP) *
5SDUP
1314.9

0. 0025
0. 0048
0. 0048
0. 0048
0. 0048
0. 025
0. 0048
0. 0025
0. 048
0. 048

cccccccccc

01 SBY0107B- 01

(14- 16)

7B1416
1345.9

0. 0019
0. 0037
0. 0037
0. 0037
0. 0037
0. 019
0. 0037
0. 0019
0. 037
0. 037

cccccccccc

cccccccccc

Pesti ci de/ PCB Data ( g/ kg)

cccccccccc

SBY0106B- 01

(0-0.5)

6B00

5

1339. 4

0. 0022
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 0043
0. 022
0. 0043
0. 0022
0. 043
0. 043

SBY0107B- 01

(DUP) *

7BDUP
1346

. 0019
0037
. 0037
. 0037
. 0037

0.019
0. 0037
0. 0019

0. 037

0. 037

coooo

7

cccccccccc

cccccccccc

SBY0106B- 01
(2-4)
6B24DL
1340. 8

0.020 U
0.043 NJ
0.038 U
0.038 U
0.067 NJ
0.025 NJ
0.038 U
0.17 NJ
4.80 NJ
4.60 NJ

SBY0108B- 01
(0-0. 5)
8B00. 5
1347.5

0. 00071 NJ
0.017 NJ
0.0047 U
0.0047 U
0.0047 U

0.024 U
0.28 NJ
0.0024 U
0.047 U
0.047 U



Table 7
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Subsurface Soil Pesticide/ PCB Data (nmg/kg)

Field SBY0108B- 01 SBY0108B- 01 Ri nse Bl ank* Ri nse Bl ank* R nse Bl ank* R nse Bl ank*
Sanpl e No. (2-4) (14-16) (3/3/93) (3/4/93) (3/5/93) (3/6/93)
Form1 ID 8B24 8B1416 RB33 RB34 RB35 RB36

Laboratory ID 1348. 3 1349.1 1282.7 1306. 8 1319.0 1320.3
Hept achl or 0.0019 U 0.0019 U 0.05 U 0.05 U 0.05 U 0.05 U
Dieldrin 0.0038 U 0.0036 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U
4,4' - DDE 0.0039 U 0.0036 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U
Endrin 0.0038 U 0.0036 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U
Endosul fan |1 0.0038 U 0.0036 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U
Met hyoxychl or 0.019 U 0.018 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Endri n Ket one 0.0038 U 0.0036 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U
Gamma Chl or dane 0.0019 U 0.0018 U 0.05 U 0.05 U 0.05 U 0.05 U
Arocl or 1248 0.038 U 0.036 U 1.0U 1.0 U 1.0U 1.0U
Aroclor 1260 0.038 U 0.036 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U 1.0 U

Field R nse Bl ank* R nse Bl ank*
Sanpl e No. (2-4) (14- 16)
Form1 ID 8B24 8B1416
Laboratory ID 1348. 3 1349.1
Hept achl or 0.05 U 0.051 U
Dieldrin 0.10 U 0.099 U
4, 4" - DDE 0.10 U 0.099 U
Endrin 0.10 U 0.099 U
Endosul fan |1 0.10 U 0.099 U
Met hyoxychl or 0.50 U 0.51 U
Endrin Ketone 0.10 U 0.099 U
Gamma Chl or dane 0.05 U 0.051 U
Arocl or 1248 1.0 U 0.99 U
Aroclor 1260 1.0U 0.99 U



Table 7
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Subsurface Soil Pesticide/ PCB Data (nmg/kg)

Not es

ONoO~wNE

Sanpl es coll ected by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc. in March 1993.

Concentrations reported in nmg/ kg except where otherw se noted.

U = anal yte was not detected

J = concentration of analyte is estimated

N = identification of analyte is tentative

* = rinse blank(concentration reported in 1g/l).

Det ect abl e concentrations of analytes are highlighted.
+ = field duplicates as follows:

SBY0105S-01(DUP)is a field duplicate of SBY0105S-01(14- 16)

SBY0107B-01(DUP)is a field duplicate of SBY0107B-01(14- 16)
The subsurface soil sanpling depth interval (feet bel ow ground
nunber .

surface) is identified inside the parenthesis for each field sanple



Table 8
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways

Summary of Subsurface Soil Pesticide/ PCB Data (ng/kg)

Fiel d SBY0101R- 01 SBY0101R- 01 SBY0101R- 01 SBY0102R- 01 SBY0102R- 01 SBY0102R- 01 SBY0103R- 01
Sanpl e No. (0-0.5) (2-4) (35- 36) (0-0.5) (2-4) (38- 40) (0-0.5)
Form1 ID 101R10. 5 101R124 101R3536 102R10 102R12 1023840 103R10. 5RE

Laboratory 1D 1279. 7 1280. 0 1305. 0 1335. 1 1334. 3 1333.5 1281. 9

Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.014 U 0.012 U 0.006 J 15 U

Acet one 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.014 U 0.011 J 0. 052 15 U

Tet rachl or et hene 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.014 U 0.012 U 0.011 U 15 U

Tol uene 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.003 J 0.003 J 0.019 15 U

Et hyl benzene 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.014 U 0.012 U 0.011 U 15 U

Total Xyl enes 0.19 W 0.13 W 0.11 W 0.014 U 0.012 U 0.011 U 15 U

Field SBY0103R- 01 SBY0103R- 01 SBY0104S- 01 SBY0104S- 01 SBY0104S- 01 SBY0105S- 01 SBY105S- 01
Sanpl e No. (8-10) (50- 52) (0-0.5) (2-4) (12- 14) (0-0.5) (2-4)
Form1 ID 103R810 1055052 104510. 5 104512 1041224 105510. 5 1055124

Laboratory 1D 1342. 4 1315. 7 1316. 5 1318. 1 1317. 3 1311. 4 1312. 2

Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0.11 U 0.11 U 0.016 W 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W

Acet one 0.11 U 0.11 U 0.016 W 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W

Tet rachl or et hene 0.11 U 0.11 U 0.016 W 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W

Tol uene 0.11 U 0.005 J 0.016 W 0.021 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W

Et hyl benzene 0.11 U 0.11 U 0.016 W 0.006 J 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W

Total Xyl enes 0.11 U 0.11 U 0.016 W 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.016 W 0.012 W



Table 8
(Cont' d)
York G| Superfund Site Contamnination Pathways
Summary of Subsurface Soil Pesticide/ PCB Data (ng/kg)

Field SBY0105S- 01 SBY0105S- 01 SBY0106B- 01 SBY0106B- 01 SBY0106B- 01 SBY0107B- 01 SBY0107B- 01
Sanpl e No. (14- 16) (DUP) * (0-0.5) (2-4) (4-6) (0-0.5) (2-4)
Form1 ID 1041416RE 1041416DRE 106B10. 5 106B12 106B1 107B10.5 310- 003
Laboratory ID 1313.0 1314.9 1339.4 1340. 8 1341.6 1343.2 1344.0
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0.019 U 0.003 J 0.013 U 0.012 U
Acet one 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0.014 J 0.014 J 0.013 U 0.012 U
Tetrachl or et hene 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0. 020 0.004 J 0.013 U 0.012 U
Tol uene 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0. 036 0. 037 0.013 U 0.012 U
Et hyl benzene 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0.008 J 0.020 U 0.013 U 0.012 U
Total Xyl enes 0.013 W 0.014 W 0.013 U 0.004 J 0.020 U 0.013 U 0.012 U
Field SBY0107B- SBY0107B- SBY0108B- SBY0108 SBY0108 Ri nse Ri nse Ri nse Ri nse Ri nse
Sanpl e No. 01(14-16) 01 01(0-0.5) B-01 B-01 Bl ank* Bl ank* Bl ank* Bl ank* Bl ank*
(DUP) * (2-4) (14-16) 3/ 3/ 93 3/ 4/ 93 3/ 5/ 93 3/ 6/93 3/ 7/ 93
Form1l ID 310- 103 310- 203 310- 303 310-403 310-503 RB33 RB34 RB35 RB36 RB37
Laboratory ID 1345.9 1346.7 1347.5 1348. 3 1349.1 1282.7 1306. 8 1319.0 1320. 3 1321.0
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Acet one 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Tet rachl or et hene 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Tol uene 0.010 J 0.007 J 0.009 J 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Et hyl benzene 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Total Xyl enes 0.011 U 0.011 U 0.014 U 0.011 U 0.011 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U 10 U
Not es:
1. Sanpl es coll ected by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc. in March 1993.
2. Concentrations reported in ng/kg except where ot herw se noted.
3. Only detected conpounds are |isted.
4. U = anal yte was not detected.
5. J = concentration of analyte is approxinate.
6. Det ect abl e concentrations of anal ytes are highlighted.
7. D = duplicate.
8. RE = reanal ysis.
9. * = rinse blank(concentration reported in 1g/l).
10. + = Field duplicates as foll ows:

SBY0105S-01(DUP)is a field duplicate of SBY0105S-01(14- 16)
SBY0107B-01(DUP)is a field duplicate of SBY0107B-01(14-16)
11. The subsurface soil sanpling depth interval (feet below ground surface) is identified inside the parenthesis for each field sanple nunber.
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Table 9
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1R3536

Sem - Vol atile Organi c Conpound data (ng/kg)
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Superfund Site Contami nation Pathways
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York G|
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(2-4)
1R24
1280.0
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SBY0105S- 01
(2-4)
5524

1312. 2
1.3
0.41 U
0.41 U

SBY0105S- 01
1311. 4
1.7
0.55 U
0.55 U

SBY0104S- 01
(12-14)
451214
1317. 3
0.68 W
0.46 U
0.46 U

SBY0104S- 01
(2-4)
4524

1318.1
0.57 W
0.38 U
0.38 U

Table 9
(Cont' d)
Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpound data (mg/kg)
1316.5
4.9
0.53 U
0.53 U

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways
SBY0104S- 01

York G|
SBY0103R- 01
(50-52)
3R5052
1315.7
0.57 W
0.38 U
0.38 U

Summrary of Subsurface Soil

SBY0103R- 01
(8- 10)
3R810
1342. 4
0.56 U
0.37 U
0.37 U

Field

Sanmpl e No.
Form1 ID

Laboratory 1D
Phenol s( g/ kg)

1, 4- D chl or obenzene

4- Met hyl phenol

Tot al
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SBY0107B- 01
(2-4)
7824

1334.0

SBY0107B- 01
(0-0.5)
7B00. 5
1343. 2

SBY0106B- 01
(4-6)
6B46

1341. 6

SBY0106B- 01
(2-4)
6824

1340. 8

Table 9
(Cont' d)
Sem - Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpound data (mg/kg)
(0-0.5)
6B00. 5RE
1339.4

Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways
SBY0106B- 01

1314.9

York G|
SBY0105S- 01
(DUP) *
5SDUP

Summary of Subsurface Soi

SBY0105S- 01
(14- 16)
5S1416
1313.0

Field
Sanpl e No
Form1 ID

Laboratory 1D

20DODODD

O A v
TS

cocococo

2D DOD

NI
A RN

cococo

3.7
0.44 U

2D DOD

[N NerNe))
MmMmmMmm

cocoo

0.7
0.39 U

2O DD

00 00 00 ©0
MmMmMmm

cococo

2.8
0.38 U

Dm» ™D

0 © N
0 N M

cococo

1
0.88 U

20D DOD

0 00 0O
A RN

cococo

0.72 W
0.48 U

S3oo5>5>53>

TOOHM®
R R

coococoo

0.88 U
0.040 J

0.18 J
0.88 U

~—
o O
x C [¢]
-~ @ [ ()]
WJZ O =
c — ®©
- O — © —
noo <£®
—_oc o<
O OO O w
CcCoOLCc c Lo
O - Q0L CcCc
N o o PR,
0OO0>0®>>
. c Cc cCc o
\
S 2528
- 1 |
o M ~ a

Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapht hene
Di benzof uran

Fl uor ene

2D DOD

B
T T

cococo

2D DOD

NI
A RN

cococo

2D DOD

[N NerNe))
MmMmmMmm

cococo

2O DD

00 00 00 ©0
MmMmmm

cococo

2~>2DD

0 O 0
00 © 0

cococo

20D DOD

0 00 0O
A RN

cococo

2O DD

O MMM
A RN

cococo

Di et hyl pht hal at e
Phenant hr ene
Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

0.39 U
0.025 J
0.39 U
0.39 U

Benzo(a) ant hr acene

Fl uor ant hene
Chrysene

Pyrene

20D DODDODODOD

o
TS

coococoocoo

53333>5o5>

S I TS

SR
cococo

2D DOD

[N NerNe))
MmMmmMmm

cococo

~333

00 00 00 ©0
nMmmm

cococo

33nn5

0 0 O O
00 0 MM

com-

>ooo"”

00 00 0 ©
< T O

cococo

>o>o"”

MMM
<O

cococo

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

333

0 0
MMM

coo

m DD

o oM
o Mm

—“ oo

]

u

2D D

M oMmm
< S <

coo

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene



Table 9
(Cont ' d)

York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Summary of Subsurface Soil Sem-Volatile O ganic Compound data (ng/kg)

Field SBY0107B- 01 SBY0107B- 01 SBY0108B- 01 SBY0108B- 01 SBY0108B- 01
Sanpl e No. (14-16) (DUP) * (0-0.5) (2-4) (14-16)
Form1l ID 7B1416 7BDUP 8B00. 5 8B24 8B1416
Laboratory ID 1345.9 1346. 7 1347.5 1348. 3 1349.1
Total Phenol s(nmy/ kg) 0.56 U 0.55 U 7.8 0.57 U 1.1
1, 4- D chl or obenzene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 U 0.38 U 0.050 J
4- Met hyl phenol 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 U 0.38 U 0.36 U
Napht hal ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.11 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
2- Met hyl napt hal ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.11 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Di net hyl pht hal at e 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 W 0.38 U 0.36 U
Acenapht hyl ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.065 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Acenapht hene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 W 0.38 U 0.36 U
D benzof uran 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.072 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Fl uor ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.077 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Di et hyl pht hal ate 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 W 0.38 U 0.36 U
Phenant hr ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 2.00 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Ant hr acene 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.80 J 0.38 U 0.36 U
Car bazol e 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 W 0.38 U 0.36 U
Fl uor ant hene 0.37 U 0.37 U 11.00 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
Pyrene 0.37 U 0.37 U 8.50 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 0.37 U 0.37 U 8.10 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
Chrysene 0.37 U 0.37 U 8.60 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 U 0.38 U 0.36 U
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 0.37 U 0.37 U 0.48 U 0.38 U 0.36 U
Benzo(b) f| uor ant hene 0.37 U 0.37 U 18.00 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 6.80 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.37 U 0.37 U 4.20 D 0.38 U 0.36 U
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 0.37 U 0.37 U 1. 40 0.38 U 0.36 U
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene 0.37 U 0.37 U 3.90 JD 0.38 U 0.36 U

<I M5 SRC 98140J1>
<I M5 SRC 87140J2>



York G|

Sanpl e Description u2

Ref erence Wt and

Masked Shrew
Short-tail Shrew
Red- backed vol e
Ear t hwor m

Ear t hwor m

Eart hwor m

G een Frog

G een Frog

G een Frog

Western Wt | and

Masked Shrew
Short-tail Shrew
Red- backed vol e
Eart hwor m

Eart hwor m

Eart hworm

G een Frog

G een Frog

G een Frog

Sout hern Wetl and

Not es:

Masked Shrew
Short-tail Shrew
Red- backed vol e
Ear t hwor m

Ear t hwor m

Eart hwor m

G een Frog

G een Frog

G een Frog

Y2- BS053- M5
Y2- BS033- SS
Y2- BS032- RV
Y2- BS020- EW
Y2- BS040- EW
Y2- BS042- EW
Y2- BSO017- GF
Y2- BS018- G-
Y2- BS019- G-

Y2- BS051- M5
Y2- BS014- SS
Y2- BS052- RV
Y2- BS027- EW
Y2- BS047- EW
Y2- BS048- EW
Y2- BS004- G-
Y2- BS006- G-
Y2- BS026- GF

Y2- BS050- M5
Y2- BS025- SS
Y2- BS024- RV
Y2- BS002- EW
Y2- BS015- EW
Y2- BS016- EW
Y2- BS022- GF
Y2- BS023- GF
Y2- BS043- G-

ul Only detected chemcals are presented.

u2  Sanpl es represent whol e-body conposite sanpl es.

TABLE 10

Li pi ds
(%

3.52
3.56

3.7
64
57
53
94
48
.97

P WR PP
w A

OO ~NO~NO N D

PENRPRPPRO®
N
©

Tot al
PCBs

(mo/ kg)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

superfund Site Contani nation Pat hways
Summary of PCB/ Pestici de Species Analysis ul
Terrestrial Species

Al pha-
Chl orda
(my/ kg)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

0. 007
0. 041
ND
ND
ND
ND
0.01
ND
0.01

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

Results reported on wet-wei ght basis.

ND = Not detected (Detection limts are 0.01 ng/kg to 0.03 nmg/ kg for PCB Aroclors,

Al pha- Chl or dane,

0.0026 my/ kg for 4,4'-DDE, and 0.001 ng/kg for Al pha-BHC).

0. 0036 my/ kg for

4,4 -DD
(ol ko)

ND
0. 0052
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

0. 0045
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
0. 0077
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

Al pha-
BHC
(ng/ ko)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
0. 002
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

Gamma-
BHC
(ng/ kg)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
0. 0017

ND
ND
0. 0027
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND



TABLE 11
York G| superfund Site Contam nation Pathways
Summary of |norganic Anal ysis
Terrestrial Species

Li pi ds Arsenic Lead Mer cury
Sanpl e Description u2 (% (my/ kg) (my/ kg) (mg/ kg)
Ref erence Wetl and
Masked Shrew Y2- BS053- M5 3.52 ND 0.25J 0.16
Short-tail Shrew Y2-BS033-SS 3.56 0.21 ND 0.13
Red- backed vol e Y2- BS032- RV 3.7 ND 2.2 0.03
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS020- EW 1.64 0.19 J 0.73 J 0. 15
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS040- EW 1.57 0.43 J 2.31J 0. 07
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS042- EW 1.53 0.21 1.1 0.1
G een Frog Y2- BS017- GF 1.94 ND ND 0.03
G een Frog Y2- BS018- G- 3.48 ND ND 0.03
G een Frog Y2- BS019- GF 1.97 ND 0.14 J 0.03
Western Wetl and
Masked Shrew Y2- BS051- M5 4.4 0.17 J 0.39J 0. 15
Short-tail Shrew Y2-BS014-SS 3.7 ND 0.37 J 0.11
Red- backed vol e Y2- BS052- RV 3.16 0.11 J ND 0.02
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS027- EW 1. 67 0.31J 13.7 0. 06
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS047- EW 1.6 0.89 J 0.69 J 0. 15
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS048- EW 1.7 0.39 J 1.9 0.24
G een Frog Y2- BS004- GF 1.45 ND 10.5 J 0.02
G een Frog Y2- BS006- GF 1.15 ND 0.31J 0.02
G een Frog Y2- BS026- G- 1.76 0.12 J 0.62 J 0.04
Sout hern Wet | and
Masked Shrew Y2- BS050- M5 4.4 0.11 J 1.5 0.05
Short-tail Shrew Y2-BS025-SS 3.54 0.11 J 0.29 J 0.12
Red- backed vol e Y2- BS024- RV 3.82 ND 0.27 J 0.02
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS002- EW 1.68 3.1 11.4 ) 0.11
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS015- EW 1.29 0.35 3.31J 0.13
Ear t hwor m Y2- BS016- EW 1.45 0.41 J 2.2 0.09
G een Frog Y2- BS022- G- 1.76 ND 0.13 J 0.03
G een Frog Y2- BS023- GF 2.52 ND 0.12 J 0.02
G een Frog Y2- BS043- GF 1.86 0.13 J ND 0.02

Not es:

Results reported on wet-wei ght basis.
u Sanpl es represent whol e-body conposite sanpl es.

ND = Not detected (Detection limts range from0.09 ng/kg to 0.1 ng/kg).
Esti mat ed val ue.

J



TABLE 12
York G| superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Sunmmary of PCBs/ Pesticide Analysis ul
Aquati c Speci es

Tot al
Li pi ds PCBs 4,4 -DD
Sanpl e Description u2 (% (my/ kg) (my/ kg)
Ref erence Aquatic Site
Wi t e Sucker Y2- BS044- W6 1.34 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS045- W5 1.49 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS046- W5 1.0 ND ND
Fantail Darter Y2- BS010- FD 4.11 0. 067 0. 007
Fantail Darter Y2- BS011- FD 4. 47 0. 068 0. 0066
Fantail Darter Y2- BS012- FD 5.43 0. 054 0. 0046
Adj acent Aquatic Site
Wi t e Sucker Y2- BS034- W6 1.03 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS035- W5 0.77 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS036- W5 0.78 ND ND
Fantail Darter Y2- BS037- FD 4.26 0. 062 0. 0065
Fantail Darter Y2- BS038- FD 3.97 ND 0. 0068
Fantail Darter Y2- BS039- FD 3.54 0. 037 0. 0056
Wet | and Boundary Aquatic Site
Wi t e Sucker Y2- BS104- W6 0.98 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS105- W5 1.25 ND ND
Wi te Sucker Y2- BS106- W5 1.12 ND ND
Johnny Darter Y2- BS010- TD 3.69 0. 086 0. 0049
Johnny Darter Y2- BS102- TD 2.89 0.074 0. 0046
Johnny Darter Y2- BS103- TD 2.81 0. 066 0. 0041

Not es:

ul Only detected chemicals are presented. Results are reported on a wet-wei ght basis.
u2  Sanpl es represent whol e-body conposite sanples for darters,

for white suckers.

ND = Not detected (Detection limts are 0.01 ng/kg to 0.03 ng/kg for PCB Aroclors,
4, 4' DDE and gamma- BHC) .

and i ndi vi dual

skin-on fillets

and 0.0026 ng/ kg for

Gama-
BHC
(mg/ kg)

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
0. 0026
ND
ND
ND
ND



Sanpl e Description

Ref erence Aquatic Site
Wit e Sucker
Wi te Sucker
Wi te Sucker
Fantail Darter
Fantail Darter
Fantail Darter

Adj acent Aquatic Site
Wi t e Sucker
Wi te Sucker
Wi te Sucker
Fantail Darter
Fantail Darter
Fantail Darter

Wet | and Boundary Aquatic Site
Wi t e Sucker
Wi te Sucker
Whi te Sucker
Johnny Darter
Johnny Darter
Johnny Darter

Not es:

u Sanpl es represent whol e-body conposite sanples for darters,

York G|

ul

Y2- BS044- W6
Y2- BS045- W5
Y2- BS046- W5
Y2- BS010- FD
Y2-BS011- FD
Y2- BS012- FD

Y2- BS034- W6
Y2- BS035- W5
Y2- BS036- W5
Y2- BS037- FD
Y2- BS038- FD
Y2- BS039- FD

Y2- BS104- W6
Y2- BS105- W5
Y2- BS106- W5
Y2- BS101- TD
Y2-BS102- TD
Y2- BS103- TD

TABLE 13

superfund Site Contam nation Pathways

Sunmary of

| norgani ¢ Anal ysi s

Aquati c Species

Li pi ds
(%

1.34
1.49

1.0
4.11
4.47
5.43

03
77
78
26
97
54

wwkrkoor

98
25
12
69
89
81

MNWR RO

for white suckers. Results are reported on a wet-weight basis.

ND = Not detected (Detection limts range from0.09 ng/kg to 0.1 ng/kg).

J = Estinmated val ue.

and i ndi vi dual

Arsenic
(mo/ kg)

ND
ND
0.19 J
ND
ND
ND

0.16 J
ND
ND
ND
0.1
ND

ND
0.11 J
ND
ND
ND
ND

skin-on fille

eeooeo

Lead

(my/ kg)

ND
ND
ND

L1213

ND
ND

.37 J
.12

ND
ND
ND
ND

12
25
20
21
17

[ SR SR SR SR SFRN V)

Mer cury
(my/ kg)

15
18
19
14
12
14

COCO0000o

29
26
17
14
16
12

COCO0000o



TABLE 14

CHEM CALS COF POTENTI AL CONCERN
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAY

CHEM CAL SURFACE SHALLOW SEDI MENT SURFACE SO L GROUND
WATER WATER
North of East of
Sout hern West ern Nor t hwest ern Sout hern West ern Site Site
Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Pr oper Pr oper
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
Acet one ND X X X X ND ND ND ND
Benzene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X
Br ononet hane ND X ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2- But anone ND X X X ND ND ND ND ND
Chl or onet hane ND X ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
1, 1- D chl or oet hane ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X
ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X
Et hyl benzene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X
Met hyl ene chl ori de ND ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND
Tol uene ND X X ND X ND ND X D
SEM - VOLATI LE
CRGANI CS
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl) ND ND ND X ND ND ND X ND
pht hal at e
Butyl benzyl pht hal at e ND ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND
Car bazol e ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Di benzof uran ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Di - n-butyl pht hal ate ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
D -n-octyl phthal ate ND ND X X ND ND ND ND ND
Di et hyl phthal ate ND ND ND ND X ND ND ND ND
2, 4- D net hyl phenol ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND X
2- Met hyl phenol ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND ND
4- Met hyl phenol ND X X ND X ND ND ND ND
2- Met hyl napht hal ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Napt hal ene ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Phenol ND ND X X ND ND ND ND ND
t PAHs ND X X ND ND X X X ND
cPAHs ND ND ND ND ND ND X X ND



TABLE 14

CHEM CALS COF POTENTI AL CONCERN cont i nued
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAY

CHEM CAL SURFACE SHALLOW SEDI MENT SURFACE SO L GROUND
WATER WATER
Nort h of East of
Sout hern West ern Nor t hwest ern Sout hern West ern Site Site
Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Wt | and Pr oper Pr oper
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
Al drin ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND ND
al pha- BHC ND ND ND ND ND X ND ND ND
del t a- BHC ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND ND
ganmma- BHC ND ND ND ND X ND ND ND ND
4,4' - DDD ND ND ND X ND ND ND X ND
4,4' - DDE ND X ND X X ND ND X ND
4,4 -DDT ND ND X X ND ND ND X ND
Dieldrin ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Endosul fan sul fate ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND ND
Endrin ND ND X ND ND ND ND ND ND
Endrin ketone ND ND X X ND ND ND X ND
Hept achl or ND ND ND ND ND ND ND X ND
Hept achl or epoxi de ND ND ND ND ND X ND ND ND
Met hoxychl or ND ND X ND X X ND ND X
PCBs ND ND X X ND ND ND ND ND



I NORGANI CS

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Lead
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Sel eni um
Silver
Vanadi um
Zi nc

ND -Not Detected
D -Detected but not chosen as a chem cal
X -Sel ected as a chem cal

of potenti al

ND
ND
ND
D

ND
ND
ND
ND
X

ND
ND
X

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

of potenti al

concern

concern

Z O
O

OXXZUXX0O XU XU XXU o

X X % XU XXXZ0U X0

XXXXITXXXXT XTI xxPOx0O

&) &)

Uooxxxox%oxxzxxozx

@) @)

UXUxXxXx%xxxzxxsz

D

Ogoo = O 50O < o © X x ©

ND
ND



Potential |y Exposed Popul ation

Current Use Scenario

Recreationalists

Recreationalists

Recreationalists

Recreationalists

Utility/ Maintenance Workers

Utility/ Maintenance Workers

I ngestion of
surface soil.

I ngestion of

TABLE 15

SUMVARY OF COWPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAYS

Exposure Route, Medium Pat hway
and Exposure Point Sel ected for
Eval uati on?

and dernmal contact with chemicals in Yes

and dermal contact with chemicals in Yes

shal | ow sedi nent.

Dermal contact with chemicals in surface water. Yes

I ngestion of

I ngestion of
surface soil.

I ngestion of
surface soil,
wat er .

chemicals in fish. No
and dermal contact with chemicals in Yes
and dermal contact with chemicals in No
subsurface soil, sedinment and surface

Reason for Sel ection
or Exclusion

Contami nated surface soil in the wetland
areas south and west of the site may be
encount ered by Recreationalists.

Recreationalists nay encounter

contam nated shal | ow sedinent in the

wet| and areas south, west and northwest of
the site.

Recreationalists nmay encounter

contam nated surface water in the wetland
area west of the site. Although surface water
in Lawr ence Brook and the wetland area

south of the site may be encountered by
recreationalists, limted, |owlevel

contam nation indistinguishable fromthe
reference aquatic site was detected.

Al though fish from Lawence Brook may be
consumed by fisherman, limted, |owlevel
contam nation indistinguishable fromthat in
fish in the reference aquatic site was

det ect ed.

Cont ami nated surface soil north and east of
the site may be encountered by workers.

Land uses allowi ng such contact in the
wet | and areas south, west and northwest of
the site are unlikely.



Potential |y Exposed Popul ation

Current Use Scenario
Recreationalists,

Utility/ Maintenance Workers, O f-
Site Residents

Future Use Scenario

On-Site Workers and Residents

O f-Site Residents

TABLE 15

SUMVARY OF COWPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAYS

Exposure Route, Medium
and Exposure Point

I nhal ati on of chemicals fromvolatilization or fugitive

dust generation.

I ngestion of and dermal contact with chenicals in soil,
sedi nent and surface water. Inhalation of chenicals
fromvolatilization or fugitive dust generation.

I ngestion of, dermal contact with and inhalation of
chemicals in groundwater.

Pat hway
Sel ected for

No

No

Yes

Reason for Sel ection
or Exclusion

Limted | ow|evel VOC contanination,
intermttent rel ease and | ow exposure

potential are such that inhalation of

vol atilized chemicals is unlikely. Fugitive
dust is unlikely to be generated in the wetland
areas throughout much of the year by either
natural or mechanical neans.

Commerci al /industrial or residential
devel opnent in federal and New York State
regul ated wetlands is unlikely.

Residents in the vicinity of OU2 with private
wat er supplies may be exposed to
cont am nated groundwater.



TABLE 16

MATRI X OF POTENTI AL EXPOCSURE PATHWAYS
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAYS

Exposure Medi um Exposure Route Recreationalists Utility/ Maintenance Resi dent s
Wor ker

Sur face Soi l

I ngesti on T A --
Der mal Cont act T A --

Shal | ow Sedi nent

I ngesti on T -- --
Der mal Cont act T -- --

Sur face Water

Der mal Cont act T -- --
G oundwat er

I ngesti on -- -- L,

Der mal Cont act -- -- L,
I nhal ati on -- -- L,

OO0

Not es:

= Lifetime exposure for adults

Exposure to adults in a non-residential scenario
Teenaged Adol escents

Chil dren

oO-—>»r
I



TABLE 17
SUMVARY OF NON- CARCI NOGENI C AND CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS
YORK O L SI TE CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAYS

EXPOSURE PCPULATI ON AND PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX 1 CANCER RI SK 2

Current Use Scenario
ADCOLESCENT RECREATI ONALI STS

I ngestion of Sediment fromthe Southern Wt and 3E-03 4E- 08
Dermal Contact with Sedi ment fromthe Southern Wt and 8E- 04

I ngestion of Surface Soil fromthe Southern Wtland 4E- 03 4E- 08
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 8E-03 8E- 08
ADOLESCENT RECREATI ONALI STS

I ngestion of Sediment fromthe Western Wt and 1E-01 2E- 06
Dermal Contact with Sedinment fromthe Western Wetl and 2E-01 2E- 06
Dermal Contact with Surface Water fromthe Western Wetl and 6E- 03

I ngestion of Surface Soil fromthe Wstern Wtl and 1E- 03 2E-10
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 3E-01 4E- 06
ADCLESCENT RECREATI ONALI STS

I ngestion of Sediment fromthe Northwestern Wtl and 7E- 02 7E- 07
Dermal Contact with Sedi ment fromthe Northwestern Wtl and 6E- 02 7E- 07
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 1E-01 1E- 06
ADOLESCENT RECREATI ONALI STS

I ngestion of Sediment upgradient of the Northwestern Wetl and 2E- 03

TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 2E-03

UTI LI TY/ MAI NTENANCE WORKER

I ngestion of Surface Soil North of Site Proper 2E- 02 8E- 08
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 2E-02 8E- 08

UTI LI TY/ MAI NTENANCE WORKER
I ngestion of Surface Soil East of Site Proper 5E- 02 8E- 07
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK: 5E-02 8E- 07



Future List Scenario

1 Non- car ci hogeni ¢
2 Carcinogenic ris

RESI DENT/ ADULT

I ngesti on of G oundwat er

Dermal Contact with G oundwat er

I nhal ation of Chemcals Volatilized from G oundwat er
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER RI SK:

RESI DENT CHI LD

I ngestion of G oundwat er

Dermal Contact with G oundwat er

I nhal ation of Chemicals Volatilized from G oundwat er
TOTAL PATHWAY HAZARD | NDEX/ CANCER Rl SK:

ri sks
ks

3E+00
8E-02
1E-02
3E+00

6E+00
1E-01
4E- 02
6E+00

3 Based on 30-year exposure, 6 years of child exposure plus 24 years of adult exposure.

8E-05 3
3E-07 3
4E-07 3
8E- 05

3E-05
9E- 08
2E- 07
3E-05



<I M5 SRC 98140KA>
<I M5 SRC 98140KB>
<I M5 SRC 98140KC
<I M5 SRC 98140KD>
<I M5 SRC 98140KE>
<I M5 SRC 98140KF>
<I M5 SRC 98140KG>
<I M5 SRC 98140KH>
<I M5 SRC 98140KI >
<I M5 SRC 98140KJ>
<I M5 SRC 98140KK>
<I M5 SRC 98140KL>



Tabl e 19
New York State Maxi mum Contam nant Level s conti nued
| nor gani cs
(MIligrans per liter)

MCL
Cont anmi nant s (my/l) 4 Determ nation of MCL violation
Asbest os 7.0 MIlion fibers/liter (ML) If the results of a nonitoring sanple
(Longer than 1.0 microns) anal ysis exceed the MCL, the supplier of
wat er shall collect one nore sanple
fromthe same sanpling point wthin
Arsenic 0.05 2 weeks or as soon as practical
Bari um 2.00 An MCL violation occurs when the average 1
Cadni um 0. 005 of the two results exceeds the
Chr oni um 0.10 MCL.
Mer cury 0. 002
Sel eni um 0.01
Silver 0. 05
Fl uori de 2.2
Chl ori de 250.0
I ron 0.3 2
Manganese 0.3 2
Sodi um No designated limts 3
Sul fate 250.0
Zinc 5.0
Col or 15 Units
Qdor 3 Units

1 Rounded to the same nunber of significant figures as the MCL for the contam nant in question

2 If iron and nanganese are present, the total concentration of both should not exceed 0.5 ng/l. H gher
|l evels may be allowed by the State when justified by the supplier of water
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ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD FI LE
I NDEX OF DOCUMENTS
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Wrk Pl ans
300001- Report: Final Field Operations Plan,
300324 Cont am nati on Pat hways Renedi al
I nvestigation, York G| Superfund Site,
Moira, New York, Volume 1 of 2, prepared by
Bl asl and & Bouck Engineers, P.C, March 1993.
300325- Report: Final Field Operations Plan,
301067 Cont am nati on Pat hways Renedi al
I nvestigation, York G| Superfund Site,
Moi ra, New York, Volume 2 of 2, prepared by
Bl asl and & Bouck Engi neers, P.C, March 1993.
301068- Report: Final Field Operations Plan for
301353 Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study,
York G| Company Site, Town of Mira,
Franklin County, New York, prepared by Ebasco
Services | ncorporated, ARCS Program ||, Cctober 1991.
301354- Report: Final Renedial |nvestigation/
301549 Feasibility Study Wrk Plan, York Ol Site,
Operable Unit Two, prepared by Ebasco,
Services I ncorporated, ARCS Il Program Cctober 1991.
301550- Report: Site-Specific Health and Safety Pl an
301648 for ARCS || Hazardous Waste Site
activities. York Gl Sites prepared by Ebasco
Services Incorporated, April 11, 1991.
Remedi al I nvestigation Reports
301649 - Report: InterimEcol ogical Investigation Report
301969 Cont am nat i on- Pat hways Renedi al |nvestigation/
Feasibility Study, York Ol Superfund Site, Mira,
New York, Volume | of 11, prepared by Bl asl and,
Bouck & Lee, Inc., January 1994, Revised August 1994,
301970- Report: Contanination Pat hways Renedi al
302488 I nvestigation Report, Volunme I of Il, York Gl

Superfund Site, Mira, New York, prepared for the
Steering Conmttee of the York Ol Superfund Site,
Cont am nati on Pathways RI/FS Participation
Agreenent, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee,
Inc., April 1996 (Revision Dates: Cctober 1996,
June 1997, Cctober 1997, March 1998).



302489-
302819

302820-
302850

302851-

303107

303108-
303394

Report: Contam nation Pat hways Renedi al

I nvestigation Report, Volune Il of Il -

Appendi ces, York O Superfund Site, Mira, New
York, prepared for the Steering Commttee of the
York G| Superfund Site, Contanination Pathways
RI/FS Participation Agreenment, prepared by

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., April 1996.

Report: Candi date Technol ogi es Menor andum

Cont am nation Pathways R /FS, York G| Superfund
Site, Mira, New York, prepared for the Steering
Committee of the York O Superfund Site,

Cont ami nation Pat hways RI/FS Participation
Agreenent, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee,
Inc., April 1996.

Report: Risk Assessnent Contam nati on Pat hways
RI/FS (OQR), York Q1| Conpany, Franklin County,
New York, prepared by MalcolmPirnie, Inc.,
Decenber 1995.

Report: Contam nation Pat hways Characterization
Summary Report, Contam nation Pathways Rl /FS,
Volune | of 11, York G| Superfund Site, Mira,
New York, prepared for the Steering Commttee of

the York oil Superfund Site, Contam nation

303395-
303741

Pat hways RI/FS Partici pati on Agreenent, prepared
by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., January 1995.

Report: Contam nation Pat hways Characterization
Summary Report, Contam nation Pathways Rl /FS,
Volume Il of 11, York G| Superfund Site, Mira,
New York, prepared for the Steering Commttee of
the York Ol Superfund Site, Contam nation

Pat hways RI/FS Partici pati on Agreenent, prepared
by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., January 1995.

Cor r espondence

303742-
303742

303743-
303744

LAN nessage to M. Joel Singerman, Chief, US.

EPA, Region Il, fromM. Arnold Bernas, U S. EPA
Region I, re: BB&L letter 2/19/98 on York G| QU2
Prediction of Goundwater d eanup Tine, February 20,

Letter to M. Arnold R Bernas, Project Manager,
Western New York Superfund Section |, U S. EPA
Region Il, fromM. Gary R Caneron, Vice

Presi dent, Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., re: York
Ol Site Qperable Unit 2, Prediction of Gound
Water O eanup Tines, February 19, 1998.

1998.



P. 303745- Facsinmle transmttal to M. Arnold Bernas,

303745 Proj ect Manager, Western New York Superfund
Section I, US. EPA RegionIl, fromM. Victor
Cardona, Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, New
York State Department of Environnental
Conservation (NYSDEC), re: enclosed letter to M.
Vi ctor Cardona, Bureau of Eastern Renedial Action,
NYSDEC, from M. Robert E. Giffiths, Public
Health Specialist 11, State of New York Departnent
of Health, re: Contam nation Pat hways, Renedi al
I nvestigation Report, York G| Superfund Site,
Moira, Franklin County, May 22, 1996.

P. 303746- Letter to M. Arnold Bernas, Project Mnager,
303747 Western New York Superfund Section 1, U'S. EPA
Region Il, fromM. Victor Cardona, Bureau of
Eastern Renedi al Action, NYSDEC, re: York Ol
Conpany OU2 Draft Reredial |nvestigation, My 21, 1996.

P. 303748- Menorandumto M. Joel Singernman, Chief, Wstern
303749 New York Superfund Section I, U S. EPA Region IlI,

fromMs. @Glina Tsoukanova, Hydrogeol ogi st,
Techni cal and Pre-Renedi al Support Section, U.S
EPA, Region ||, re: Hydrogeol ogi cal review of the
Draft Contam nation Pathway Renedi al |nvestigation
Report for the York G| Superfund Site, Mira, New
York, My 15, 1996.

P. 303750- Letter to M. Bruce R Nelson, Site Mnager,
303765 MalcolmPirnie, Inc., fromM. Arnold R Bernas,
P.E., Project Manager, Western New York Superfund
Section I, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Comrents on

t he Baseline Ri sk Assessnent of the York Ql
Cont am nant Pat hways RI/FS, May 16, 1995.

P. 303766- Letter to M. Arnold Bernas, Wstern New York/
303766 Cari bbean Section I, U S EPA Region Il, re:
Cont am nati on Pat hways Characterization Pat hways,
York G| Conpany, February 24, 1995. (Note:
M ssi ng page(s).)

P. 303767- Menorandumto M. Victor Cardona, Division of
303775 Hazar dous Waste Renedi ation, NYSDEC, from M.

Ri chard Koeppi cus, Bureau of Environnental
Protection, DFW re: Review of "Contanination
Pat hways Characterizati on Sunmary Report
Cont am nation Pat hways", Vol. 1 & 2 and the
" Candi dat e Technol ogi es Menorandum Cont ami nat i on
Pat hways RI/FS' all dated January 1995, February 21, 1995.

P. 303776- Letter to M. Arnold Bernas, Western New York/
303776 Cari bbean Section I, U S EPA Region Il, fromM.
Victor Cardona, Bureau of Eastern Renedial Action,
D vi si on of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, NYSDEC,
re: York Gl QOUJ2, Interim Ecol ogical
I nvestigation, June 24, 1994.



P.

P.

P.

303777-
303779

303780-
303793

303794-
303798

Mermorandumto M. Victor Cardona, Bureau of
Eastern Renedi al Action, DHWR NYSDEC, from M.

Ri chard Koeppi cus, Hazardous Waste Site Eval uation
Unit, Division of Fish and Wldlife, re: York G|l
Site, review of Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.,

letter of May 25, 1994 to Arnold Bernas of the

U S EPA Region Il, June 21, 1994. (Attachment:
Menmorandumto M. Victor Cardona, Bureau of
Eastern Renedi al Action, DHWR NYSDEC, from M.

Ri chard Koeppi cus, Hazardous Waste Site Eval uation

Unit, DFW re: York Gl Site, Review of "Interim
Ecol ogi cal Investigation Report Contanination

Pat hways RI/FS York G| Superfund Site, Mira, New
York, Volumes | and II" for the Steering Conmttee
of the York G| Superfund Site Contam nation

Pat hways RI/FS Partici pati on Agreenent, dated

January 1994 by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee Inc., March 8, 1994.)

Menorandumto M. Arnold Bernas, ERRD, U S. EPA,
Region Il, fromM. Arthur Block, Senior Regional
Representative, Agency for Toxic Substances and
Di sease Registry (ATSDR), re: Site Review and
Update (SRU) for York G| Conpany, Mira, Franklin
County, New York, Cctober 13, 1993. (Attachnent:
Report: Site Review and Update, York Q|

Conmpany, Mdira, Franklin County, New York,
prepared by the New York State Departnent of

Heal th under a cooperative agreenent with the
Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry,
Sept enber 20, 1993.)

Memorandumto M. Stephen D. Luftig, Director,

ERRD, U. S. EPA Region Il, fromM. WIliam]J.
Muszynski, Acting Regional Adm nistrator, US.
EPA, Region Il, re: York Gl Site Source Control

Remedy Conpliance with the Toxi ¢ Substances

Control Act PCB Disposal Requirenents, Septenber
13, 1989. (Attachnent: (1) Post-Decision

Decl aration for Toxic Substances Control Act

Wi ver, York G| Site, Mdira, Franklin County, New
York, Septenber 19, 1989, and (2) Post-Decision

Decl aration Summary, York Ol Site, Mira, New York,

undat ed.)



4.0 FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

P. 400001-
400157

Report: Contam nation Pathways Feasibility
Study-York Ol Superfund Site, Mira, New York,
prepared for the Steering Conmttee of the York
G| Superfund Site, Contami nation Pat hways R /FS
Partici pation Agreenent, prepared by Bl asl and,
Bouck & Lee, Inc., Novenber 1996 (Revision Dates:
Decenber 1997, March 1998).

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON

10.1 Comment s

P. 10. 00001-
10. 00002
P. 10. 00003-
10. 00005
P. 10. 00006-
10. 00008
P. 10. 00009-
10. 00009

and Responses

Letter to M. Salvatore Ervolina, P.E., Drector,
NYSDEC, from M. John E. LaPadula, P.E., Chief,
New Yor k Remedi ation Branch, U 'S. EPA Region II,
re: Comments on the NYSDEC s comments on the

revi sed version of the Proposed Plan for the York
G| site, undated.

Letter to M. Victor A Cardona, Bureau of Eastern
Remedi al Action, NYSDEC, from M. Arnold Bernas,
P.E., Project Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, re:
Recei pt of letter dated January 15, 1998
transmtting New York State's comments on the York
Ol site Proposed Plan, January 30, 1998.

Letter to M. Arnold Bernas, US. EPA Region II,
fromM. Victor A Cardona, Bureau of Eastern
Remedi al Action, NYSDEC, re: York Ol Site OUJ2,
Proposed Pl an Novenber 1997, January 15, 1998.
(Attachnent: Menorandumto M. Victor Cardona,
DER, NYSDEC, from M. R chard Koeppi cus, D vision
of Fish, WIldlife and Mari ne Resources, re: York
Q1 Operable Unit 2 Site, Addendumto ny comments
on the PRAP dated Decenber 15, 1997, Decenber 22,
1997.)

Menmorandumto M. Victor Cardona, DER, NYSDEC,
from M. R chard Koeppicus, D vision of Fish,
WIldlife and Marine Resources, re: York GOl
Operable Unit 2 Site, Review of Superfund Proposed
Pl an, Decenber 15, 1997.
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3.4 Renedi al
P. 303799-
303812
P. 303813-
304136A
P. 304137-
304884

I nvestigati on Reports

Report: Contam nation Pat hways Renedi al
Investigtation, Field Operations-Plan Addendum
No. 1, York Q1| Superfund Site, Mira, New York,
prepared for U S. EPA Region Il, prepared by

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., August 1994.

Report: Contami nation Pat hways Renedi al

I nvestigation, Field Operations Plan, Volume 1 of

2. Site Managenent Plan, Field Sanpling Plan,

Health & Safety Plan, Wtland

Mtigation/Restoration Plan, York Gl Superfund

Site, Mdira, New York, prepared for the Steering
Committee of the York Q| Superfund Site

Cont am nati on Pathways RI/FS Participation

Agreenment, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, March 1993.

Report: Contam nation Pat hways Renedi al

I nvestigation Field Operations Plan, Volune 2 of
Qual ity Assurance-Project Plan. York Gl
Superfund Site, Mria, New York, prepared for
Steering Committee of the York G| Superfund Site
Cont am nation Pathways RI/FS Participation

Agreenent, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee,lnc., March 1993.



4.0 FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

4.6 Correspondence

P.

400158-
400185

Letter to M. Bruce Thonpson, de maxinus, inc,
fromM. Arnold R Bernas, P.E, Project Mnager
Central New York Renedi ation Section, U S. EPA
Region I, re: Review of the revised June 97
Renedi al Investigation Report and Feasibility
Study Report for the York G| Contami nation

Pat hways OU2, August 11, 1997. (Attachnents: (1)
Letter to M. Arnold Bernas, U 'S EPA Region II,
fromM. Victor Cardona, Bureau of Eastern
Renedi al Action Division of Environnenta

Remedi ation, U S. EPA Region Il, re: York Ol
Conmpany, OU2, Revised Feasibility Study dated June
1997, July 23, 1997; (2) Letter to M. Arnold
Bernas, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Richard
Koeppi cus, Biologist 1 (Ecology), re: York OQl,
QJ2, ID No. 517002, Revised Feasibility Study and
Revi sed Renedi al | nvestigation Report dated June
1997, August 4, 1997; (3) Letter to M. Arnold
Bernas, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Bruce R

Nel son, Site Manager, CP.G, MalcolmPirnie, Inc
re: Response to Comments on the Renedia

I nvestigation and Feasibility Study Report, York
Q1| Superfund Site, Mira, New York, dated March
10, 1997 (Qperable Unit 2) July 22, 1997; (4)
Menmorandumto Ms. Shari Stevens, BTAG Coordi nat or,
U S,. EPA Region Il fromLisa Rosman, NOAA
Associate CRC, re: Contam nation Pat hways
Feasibility Study, York G| Superfund Site, Mira
New Yor k, Novenber 1996, Revised June 1997

Bl asl and, Bouck and Lee, Inc., August 7, 1997; (5)
Menorandumto M. Arnol d Bernas, Renedial Project
Manager, New York Remedi ation Branch, U.S. EPA

Region Il, fromMs. Shari Stevens, Coordi nator
Bi ol ogi cal Technical Assistance Goup, U S EPA
Region |1, re: Biological Technical Assistance

Goup Review, R and FS for York G, August 11
1997; (6) Comments prepared by M. Arnold Bernas
U S. EPA Region Il, undated.)



7.0

7.3

P.

10.0

10.3

10.6

10.9

ENFORCEMENT
Adm ni strative Oders

700001- Adm ni strative Order on Consent for Renedi al

700047 I nvestigation/Feasibility Study Operable Unit No.
2, Inthe Matter O The York G| Superfund Site,
Al um num Conpany of Anerica; Borg-Wgner
Corporation; Bristol Myers Squi bb Conmpany, Inc.;
Chrysl er Corporation; CGeneral Electric Conpany;
Cruci ble Materials Corporation; N agara Mhawk
Power Corporation; Reynolds Metal s Conpany; USAIr,
Inc.; United States Department of the Air Force;
United States Department of the Arnmy, United
States Departnent of Transportation, Respondents,
I ndex No. |l CERCLA-20210, May 20, 1992.

PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON
Public Notices

10. 00010- Notice: "The United States Environnental

10. 00010 Protection Agency Invites Public Conment on the
Proposed Renmedy For The York G| Site Superfund
Site", prepared by the U S EPA Region II, July
13, 1998.

Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

10. 00011- Fact Sheet: York G| Conpany, Mria, New York, EPA
10. 00013 Region Il, March 1998.

Proposed Pl an

10. 00014- Report: Superfund Proposed Plan, York Q1| Site,
10. 00029 Town of Mira, Franklin County, New York, prepared
by U S EPA, Region Il, June 1998.

10. 00030- Mermorandumto Ms. M ndy Pensak, Acting BTAG

10. 00035 Coordi nator, U S. EPA Region Il, fromMs. Lisa
Rosman, NOAA CRC, re: York Gl Site, York Gl Site
Super fund Proposed Plan Town of Mira, Franklin
County, New York, April 1998, May 7, 1998.

10. 00036- Mermorandumto M. Joel Singerman, Section Chief,

10. 00041 New York Remedi ation Branch, U S. EPA, Region II,
fromM. Mndy J. Pensak, Acting Coordi nator,
Bi ol ogi cal Technical Assistance Group, U S. EPA
Region I, re: Biological Technical Assistance
G oup Review Proposed Plan for York G 1, undated.

NOTE: The docunents |listed on the attached index for the York Gl
Unit (QU) are hereby incorporated by reference into this Adm nistrative Record file for QU2.

Adm nistrative Record file for

Oper abl e



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER CF
CONCURRENCE

New York State Department of Environnental Conservation <I MG SRC 98140KM>
Di vi sion of Environnental Renediation

50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233-7010

Phone: (518) 457-5861 FAX: (618) 485-8404

SEP 29 1998

M. R chard L. Caspe, P.E

Director

Emer gency and Renedi al Response Division
U S. Environmental Protection Agency

290 Broadway

New York, N.Y. 10007-1866

Dear M. Caspe:

RE: York G|, Qperable Unit 2
Site No. 517002

I am pleased to informyou that the Department of Environnental Conservation has reviewed your draft
Record O Decision for the referenced site and finds it acceptable.

The sel ected remedy, Alternate SED 2, consists of excavation and/or dredgi ng of | ead and PCB
contam nated sedinents fromthe Wstern Wtland, solidification/stabilization, and disposal under a cap
neeting the requirenents of 6NYCRR Part 360 on the site proper, with Alternative SED-3 as a conti ngent
sedi ment alternative for the Northwest Wetland. Additional sediment sanples will be collected and ecol ogi cal
studies will be designed and conducted to assess the ecol ogical threat posed by |ead and PCBs in the
Nort hwestern Wetland and in the "remaining areas" of the Western Wtland and, if appropriate, would delineate
the sedi ments requiring remedi ation.

If you have any questions, please have your staff contact M. Salvatore Ervolina at 518-457-4349.

<I M5 SRC 98140L>



APPENDI X V

RESPONSI VENESS
SUMVARY

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
FOR THE
CONTAM NATI ON PATHWAYS
CPERABLE UNIT OF THE
YORK O L SUPERFUND SI TE
MO RA, FRANKLI N GOUNTY, NEW YORK

I NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s Responsi veness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns received during the public
comrent period related to the York G| site Contam nation Pathways remedial investigation and feasibility
study (RI/FS) and Proposed Plan and the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC s) responses to those comments and concerns

Al comrents summarized in this docurment have been considered in EPA and NYSDEC s final decision in the
selection of a remedial alternative to address the contam nation that has emanated or is presently emanating
fromthe Site Proper (the source of the contam nation).

SUMVARY OF COWMMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The Contam nation Pathways R /FS report describes the nature and extent of the contami nation at and enmanating
fromthe site, evaluates the risks associated with the site, and identifies and eval uates various remnedi a
alternatives. This docunent and the Proposed Plan were nmade, available to the public in both the

Adm ni strative Record and information repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Roomin the Region Il New
York Gty office and at the Mdira Town Hall |ocated at North Lawence Road, Mdira, New York. The notice of
avail ability for these docunents was published in the Ml one Tel egraph on June 24, 1998. A public comment
period was held fromJune 24, through July 23, 1998. A public neeting was held on July 13, 1998 at the Mdira
Town Hall in Mdira, New York. At this nmeeting, representatives from EPA presented the findings of the
Contami nation Pathways RI/FS, identified the preferred remedy and the basis for the preference, and answered
questions fromthe public about the site and the renmedial alternatives under consideration. Approxinmately 25
peopl e, consisting of residents, representatives of the media, and state and | ocal government officials
attended the public neeting.

OVERVI EW

The public generally supports the preferred renedy, which includes excavation/dredgi ng the contam nated
sedinents fromthe Wstern Wetland, followed by solidification/stabilization and on-site disposal. In
addition, the contam nated sedinents in the Northwestern Wetland would be simlarly remediated if ecol ogi ca
studi es, which woul d be conducted during the design phase, indicate potential ecological inpacts. EPA' s
preferred groundwater alternative is natural attenuation, institutional controls to prevent

the installation and use of groundwater wells in the affected area, and | ong-term nonitoring.

During the public comrent period, concerns that were expressed by the public relate to historical contaninant
concentrations, project cost, and drinking water. The potentially responsible parties (PRPs) expressed
concerns related to utilizing NYSDEC sedi ment gui dance val ues to establish sedi nent cleanup objectives

anal ytical nmethods, long-termnonitoring, surface water contanination, and the risk assessnent, which are
sunmmari zed bel ow.

Summary of Oral Comments and Responses Concerning the York Gl Superfund Site Contam nation Pat hways Proposed
Pl an

The followi ng summari zes the oral comments received by EPA during the public comment period and EPA's
r esponses.



H storical Contam nant Concentrations

Comrent No. 1: A commentor asked whether historical data exist for contanmi nants in the groundwater and
whet her these data indicate that natural attenuation of these contami nants is occurring.

Response No. 1: Goundwater quality data for the site exist back to the early 1980s. Current data show a
400-f oot w de and 500-foot |ong groundwater contami nant plune emanating fromthe source area (the Site
Proper). The concentrations of volatile organic conmpounds (VOCs) in the plune--benzene, trichloroethene
(TCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE), and tol uene--decrease with increasing distance fromthe Site
Proper. The presence of cis-1,2-DCE, a breakdown product of TCE, suggests that degradation is occurring.

Based upon prelinminary groundwater nodeling, it has been estimated that the contam nated groundwater
mgrating fromthe Site Proper will naturally attenuate to groundwater standards in 10 years, once the source
of groundwater contam nation is addressed through excavating and treating the contam nated soils on the Site
Proper, in conbination with the installation of extraction wells at the downgradi ent boundary of the Site
Proper. Once the source of the groundwater contamination is addressed and the extraction wells are operating,
a long-termgroundwater nonitoring programwill be inplemented in order to verify that the | evel and extent
of contaninants are declining.

Comment No.2: A comrentor asked if the rate at which the groundwater contami nation is migrating fromthe site
has changed since it was first identified. The comrentor also asked if there was any indication as to the
rate at which the natural attenuation is occurring.

Response No. 2: To date, VOCs have migrated approxi mately 500 feet south of the Site Proper in the 34 years
since York O | began operations, indicating a slowrate of mgration.

The precise tine required for the groundwater to naturally attenuate will have to be determ ned based on the
results of groundwater nonitoring and additional groundwater nodeling. Based upon prelimnary groundwater
nodel i ng, however, it has been estinated that the contam nated groundwater will naturally attenuate to
groundwat er standards in about 10 years, once the source of the groundwater contami nation is addressed
through the Site Proper remedy. It is anticipated that construction of the source control renedy

on the Site Proper will commence in the spring of 1999.

Proj ect Cost

Commrent No. 3: A commentor asked how much nmoney has been spent on the York G| site so far.

Response No. 3: To date, approximately $6 million dollars has been spent on various investigations and
studies at the site. It is estinated that the design, construction, and operation, maintenance, and
monitoring related to the Site Proper and Contam nation Pathways renedies will be approximately $21 mllion.
The work at the York Ol site is being financed, predom nantly, by the PRPs.

Dri nki ng Water

Comment No. 4: A commentor asked if there are any plans to install a public drinking water systemfor the
residents of the Town of Mira as part of the renedy.

Response No. 4: Drinking water sanples taken fromwells in the vicinity of the site do not show any evi dence
of contamnation. In addition, local groundwater flowis towards the south into the southern wetland, away
fromany residences. Since no private wells are threatened by contami nation fromthe site, there are no plans
for the installation of a public water system

Commrent No. 5: A commentor asked if there are plans to continue nonitoring the residential drinking water,
wel | s.

Response No. 5: Residential wells will be periodically nonitored as part of the |long-term nonitoring program



Summary of Witten Comments and Responses Concerning the York O Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways
Proposed Pl an

The foll owi ng correspondence (see Appendi x V-a) was received during the public comrent peri od:

. Letter to Arnold Bernas, dated July 22, 1998, from Bruce Thonpson, de maxinis, inc., witten on behal f
of the private party signatories of the York G| Superfund Site Contani nation Pathways Renedi al
I nvestigation/Feasibility Study Adm nistrative Order on Consent.

The followi ng summari zes the witten coments received by EPA during the public comment period and EPA's
responses.

Sedi nent Screening Level s

Commrent No. 6: The comment or expressed concern about the Proposed Plan's indication that NYSDEC s Techni cal
Qui dance for Screeni ng Contam nated Sedi nents (Sedi ment Qui dance) woul d be the basis for establishing cleanup
obj ectives for lead and PCBs (31 ng/kg lead and 1 ng/kg PCBs). According to the commentor, the Sedi nment

Qui dance was prepared as screening criteria with the objective of "establishing equilibrium

partitioni ng-based sedinent criteria for identifying areas of sedi ment contam nation and providing an initial
assessnent of potential adverse inpacts." NYSDEC gui dance specifically states that the Sedinent Qui dance does
not identify cleanup objectives.

The Commrentor states that the Sedi ment Cui dance recogni zes that "risk assessment, risk nmanagenent, and the
results of further biological and chem cal tests and analysis are vital tools for nanagi ng sedi nent
contami nati on. Mreover, EPA s National Contingency Plan recommends agai nst using screening criteria as

cl eanup standards under the circunstances present at the York Ol site. There are currently no promnul gated
federal or state standards for contam nant |levels in sedinents. The Sedi nent Quidance is used on a

"To- Be- Consi dered" basi s.

The Commentor states further that the Sedinent Cuidance establishes criteria for nmetals using the

"ef f ect s-based” approach of the Ontario Mnistry of the Environnent "because of the inability to predict
bi ol ogi cal effects fromnetals concentrations in sedinents.” The gui dance discusses limtations to the

ef f ect s-based approach, stating: "Once a site is found to be contam nated with netals, further studies are
necessary to quantify risk and determine if renediation actions are necessary. Renedi ation should not be
based sol ely on exceedences of these criteria."

The comment or suggests that the Record of Decision (ROD) direct the delineation of Western and Northwestern
Wt | and sedi ments exceedi ng Sedi ment Qui dance screening criteria, and further site-specific sedinent testing
as outlined in the Sedi nent Qui dance to determ ne appropriate cleanup levels for |ead and PCBs. |f sedinent
bi ol ogical toxicity testing is to be perforned, that testing should al so be perforned on sedi nent sanpl es
coll ected from background | ocations, so that non-site related inpacts can be di scerned.

This information can then be applied to York Q| Contam nati on Pathways sedi nents to support an appropriate
ri sk managenent deci sion that bal ances actual ecological risk with the unavoi dabl e i npacts of renediation.

Response No. 6: The Proposed Plan called for excavating and/ or dredgi ng sedi nents exceedi ng NYSDEC s Sedi nent
Qui dance values for |lead and PCBs of 31 ng/kg and 1 ng/kg, respectively. After considering the comrent, while
EPA agrees that using a 31 ng/kg | ead sedi ment screening value as a cleanup objective for the York Gl site
is inappropriate, EPA believes that the 1 ng/kg cl eanup objective for PCBs is justified. At New York State
Superfund sites, EPA has consistently used 1 ng/kg PCBS as a cl eanup objective for sedinments. However, in
response to the concerns that were raised, the renmedy in the ROD as it relates to both | ead and PCBs has been
nodi fied as is noted bel ow

In the Western Wetl ands, the nost significant potential ecological risk is associated with the el evated PCB
and | ead concentrations in the sedinents |located to the i medi ate west and northwest of the Site Proper
Western Drainage Area and in the drai nage channel |eading to North Lawence Road. These sedi ments, which
contain approximately 96% of the PCBs in the Western Wtlands, will be renoved. Excavation and/or dredgi ng of
addi tional sedinents in Ithe Western Wetlands will be contingent upon the results of design-phase sedi nent



sanpling to nore accurately define the extent of contam nation and the existence of any "channelized"
contami nants, and desi gn-phase studies to determ ne whether |ead and/or PCBs in these sedinents pose an
ecol ogi cal threat. Those sedi nents which exceed 1 ng/kg PCBs woul d be renoved; those sediments which are
ot herwi se deternined to pose a substantial ecol ogical threat would al so be renoved

Excavati on and/ or dredgi ng of contami nated sedinents in the Northwestern Wtland will be contingent upon the
results of studies which will be conducted during the design phase to determ ne whet her these sedi ments pose
an ecol ogi cal threat.

The studies that are contenplated w |l include the measurenment of |ead and PCB toxicity.

Measurenment of |ead toxicity would be based on | aboratory sedinent toxicity tests using sedinents collected
inthe field. It is anticipated that two test organisns (e.g., Hyalella and Limodrilus or Chironormus) woul d
be run side-by-side for each sanple location follow ng standard EPA or ASTM sedi nent toxicity testing

met hods. The tests would be for survival and growth, with a m ni num 14-day duration. Sedinment sanmpling in the
field would include collection and honogeni zati on of an adequate vol une of sedinent for both the toxicity
tests and the required acconpanying anal ytical testing. Analysis of the

sedi nent woul d include full Target Conpound List/Target Anal yte List, pesticides/PCB, total organic carbon
pH, grain size, and oil and grease. Sedinents froma |ocal reference wetland uninpacted by the Site would be
collected with Site sedinments to assist in interpreting any potential confounding regional sedinent or water
quality factors

Measur enent of | ead and PCB bi oaccumul ati on woul d be based on tissue residue analysis using biota collected
inthe field (such as frogs, crayfish, large nacroinvertebrates, or bottomdwelling or foraging fish). Tissue
anal ysis for lead, PCBs, and |ipids would be conducted. The tissue residue concentrations would be used as
the assuned food source for nodeling risk to both aquatic foraging avian and mamual i an receptors (such as the
gr een- backed heron and mink, respectively) to address food chain threats.

Based on the nodeling of the I ead and PCB tissue residue concentrations, the prediction of a significant
reduction in survival or growh or a significant inpact to higher trophic |evel receptors would indicate the
need to renedi ate the sediments

Anal ytical Methods

Comment No. 7: The Simultaneously Extracted Metal (SEM/Acid Volatile Sulfide (AVS) approach shoul d be used
to assess the significance of netals in Northwestern and Western Wetl ands sedinents, as it has been

recogni zed as the best currently-avail able technique to quantify the actual |evels of nmetals that may be

bi ol ogi cal ly available in sedinments. This approach is appropriate due to the recogni zed variability of
toxicity with respect to sedi ment contanmi nant concentrations and the inpact of remediation on sensitive
wet | and habi tats.

Response No. 7: Since SEM AVS can only quantify the levels of netals that may be biologically available in
the sedi nents, using this approach would require nodeling (estimating) the toxicity of the contaminants in
the sedi ments. The studies that are described in Response No. 6 above, on the other hand, will not only
provi de a neasurerment of the bioavailability of the contamnants in the sedinments, but will quantify their
toxicity.

Long- Term Moni t ori ng

Comment No. 8: The commentor suggested that long-termnonitoring of surface water, sedinent, and biota within
the Southern Wetland and the wetlands to the northwest of the Northwest Wetland are not necessary, since the
l evel s of contaminants present in these areas do not pose a significant hunman health or ecol ogical risk. They
al so questioned why post-renedi ati on nmonitoring of sedinents and biota in the Wstern Wtl ands i s necessary,
proposed that sem -annual long-termnonitoring of groundwater should only be for VOCs, suggested that
statistical analysis of the groundwater sanpling results be enployed to discern trends, and recomended that
the results of the nmonitoring and site conditions be assessed at |east once every five years to determ ne
whet her the long-termmonitoring should continue.



Response No. 8: Since the levels of contaminants present in the Southern Wtland and the wetlands to the
nort hwest of the Northwest Wetland do not pose a significant hunan health or ecological risk, long-term
nonitoring will not be conducted in these areas, as was suggested

Short-term post-remedi ati on monitoring of Western Wtland sedi nents, surface water, and biota will be
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy. If Alternative SED-3, the contingent alternative, is
i mpl enent ed, short-term post-renediation nmonitoring of Northwestern Wetland sedi nents, surface water, and

bi ota woul d be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedy in this area. If Aternative SED-3, the
contingent alternative, is not inplenented, since contam nants would be left in place in the Northwest
Wetland, long-termnonitoring in this area would be perforned. This nonitoring would include sedi nment
sanpling to determne if the residual contam nant concentrations are decreasing and studies to assess the
risk to receptors

The specific details of the groundwater nonitoring program (such as the paraneters and frequency) wll be
devel oped during the design phase

The results of the nmonitoring and site conditions will be assessed at |east once every five years to
determ ne whet her additional renmedial actions are necessary, whether the nonitoring should continue, and/or
whet her the paraneters and/or frequency of the nonitoring shoul d be adjusted.

Source of Mercury and Phenol s

Comrent No. 9: The Proposed Pl an inappropriately characterizes the Site Proper and Contam nation Pathways
sedinents as the "likely source" of downstream detections of nercury and total phenols in Law ence Brook
surface water. Mercury and total phenols were not detected in surface water sanples collected fromthe
drainage ditch within the Site Proper or in surface water sanples collected between the Site Proper and the
downgr adi ent detections. Therefore, no rel ationship between the downgradi ent detections and the site has been
establ i shed. The Proposed Plan creates a specul ative link based on Site Proper and Contam nation Pathways
sedinent data, yet fails to nmention that nercury was al so detected in sedi ment sanples collected from
upstream background | ocations. The Proposed Plan also fails to discuss the inherent inadequacy of the tota
phenol s anal yti cal method. Total phenols colorimetric analysis does not discrimnate between
natural | y-occurring and ant hropogeni ¢ phenol i c conpounds. Phenolic macronol ecul es are naturally forned in
wet | ands as the main conponent of hunus, the organic decay product of plant tissue and ani mal waste.

Response No. 9: Elevated levels of nercury and total phenols were detected in sanples collected in Lawence
Brook at 0.22 Ig/l (collected approximately 1.5 mles downstreamof the Site Proper) and 21 lIg/l (collected
approximately 2.7 mles downstreamof the Site Proper), respectively. On-site disposal activities are a
possi bl e source of these two constituents in the downstream surface water sanples, since el evated
concentrations were observed in Site Proper and Contani nati on Pat hways sedi nents.

EPA acknowl edges that phenolic conpounds are produced naturally under certain conditions and that
colorinetric neasurenent of total phenolics would not differentiate between natural and ant hropogenic
phenolics. Regardl ess of the source of the nercury and phenols, the levels of contami nants that are present
in the surface waters do not pose a significant human health or ecol ogi cal risk

R sk Assessnent

Comrent No. 10: The conservative approach taken in the risk assessment resulted in cal cul ated potentia
ecological risks to a wide variety of bhiota. It should be noted that the ecol ogical risk assessnment procedure
used by EPA is intentionally conservative and tends to overestinmate risk rather than underestimate risk to
receptor species. Notw thstanding the fact that the risk assessnent concluded that the levels of PCBs and
lead in the Wstern Wetl and sedi nents pose an ecological threat in that wetland and that the | evels of |ead
present in Northwestern Wtl and sedi nents exceed NYSDEC s screening val ues and, therefore, nay pose an

ecol ogi cal risk, the R concluded that these two wetlands appear to be heal thy, functioning ecosystens wth
active wildlife popul ations.



Response No. 10: The conclusion in the Rl report that the wetlands appear to be heal thy and functioning and
contain active wildlife populations is based on just that, their appearance. Qutward appearances, nay,
however, be m sleading. The flora and fauna nmay appear healthy, but they or the aninals that prey on them
could very likely be adversely inpacted by the contanination. For exanple, a fish would not necessarily
denonstrate any visible indications that it is accumul ating PCBs, yet there could be a bi oaccumul ati ve i npact
on a predator. This is why EPA intentionally uses conservative assunptions in its risk assessnents which tend
to overestimate the risk to the receptor species.



APPENDI X V-a
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
LETTER SUBM TTED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMMVENT PER OD
<I M5 SRC 980140M>
July 22, 1998

Arnol d Bernas, Renedial Project Manager
Western New York Superfund Section |

Ener gency and Renoval Response Division

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region Il
390 Broadway

New York, NY 10007

Subj ect : Comments on the Proposed Plan for the York G| Site, Operable Unit 2
Dear M. Bernas:

The followi ng comments on the Proposed Plan for the York Gl Site, Qperable Unit 2 (OJR) are subnitted on
behal f of the signatories of the York G| Superfund Site Contam nation Pathways Renedial |nvestigation
(RI)/Feasibility Study (FS) Participation Agreement (the Goup). The Goup generally supports the renedy
proposed for the Site by the U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). However, the G oup has several
concerns relative to the Proposed Plan. The G oup's specific conmments on the Proposed Plan are as foll ows:

1. The Proposed Pl an | nappropriately Uses Now York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) "Techni cal Quidance for Screeni ng Contam nated Sedi nents" (Sedi nent Qui dance), Novenber
1993, to Establish O ean-Up Objectives.

The Proposed Plan inappropriately characterizes the Sedi ment Gui dance "screening | evels" as "NYSDEC s

sedi nent cl eanup objectives." This error is conpounded when the Proposed Plan sel ects those "screening

| evel s" as renediation standards. Footnote 4 (page 9) and the Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and
Appropriate Requirenents (ARARsS) section (page 12) of the Proposed Plan incorrectly state that NYSDEC s
"sedi ment cl ean-up objectives" are specified in the Sedi ment Quidance. The Sedi nent Gui dance was prepared
with the objective of, "establishing EquilibriumPartitioning (EP)-based sedinent criteria for identifying
areas of sedinent contam nation, and providing an initial assessnent of potential adverse inpacts."

Allentown, PAD dinton, NJ D Danville, IND Knoxville, TN D Livonia, M D Palo Alto, CA D Riverside, CA
St. Charles, IL D Sarasota, FL D Seattle, WA D Sinsbury, CT D WAltham MA D Wayne, PA
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NYSDEC gui dance specifically states that the Sedi nent Qui dance does not identify cleanup objectives.

The Sedi ment Cui dance recogni zes that: "R sk assessnent, risk managerment, and the results of further

bi ol ogi cal and chemi cal tests and analysis are vital tools for nanagi ng sedi ment contam nation. To view
sedinent criteria in a one-dimensional, go/no go context is to mss potential opportunities for resource
utilization through appropriately identified and nanaged risk." NYSDEC s April 1997 "Suppl enental Cui dance
for Using Sedinment Oriteria at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites" states: "The sedinment criteria are not cl eanup
standards." This guidance then directs "If sedinent criteria are exceeded, additional site-specific
information may need to be gathered to deternmine the extent to which adverse inpacts, if any, are occurring."

Moreover, EPA's National Contingency Plan (NCP) recomrends agai nst using such screening criteria as cl eanup
standards under the circunmstances present at the York G| Site. There are currently no pronul gated Federal or
State standards for contami nant |evels in sediments. The Sedi nent Qui dance was therefore used in the FS on a
"To- Be- Consi dered"” (TBC) basis. The preanble to the final NCP (55 FR 8744, March 8, 1990) discusses EPA's
expectations regardi ng how TBCs will be used, and describes three types of TBCs: health effects infornation
with a high degree of credibility, technical information on howto performor evaluate site investigations or
remedi al actions, and policy. The Sedi nent Cui dance incorporates both technical guidance and NYSDEC policy.
The NCP preanble states clearly that "TBCs should not be required as cleanup standards in the rule, because
they are, by definition, generally neither promul gated nor enforceable, so they do not have the sane status
under the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act as do ARARs." Accordingly, the
G oup believes that both state and federal guidance oppose the use of the Sedi nment Cui dance screening | evels
as cl eanup standards and that they should not be used as cleanup standards at the York Q1| Site

In any event, the approach used to establish screening criteria is inconsistent with site conditions. The
Sedi nent Qui dance relies on the use of the EP approach to derive criteria for non-polar organi c conmpounds
such as pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs), and outlines several limtations to the EP approach. Sedi nent
Quidance M I V.D.3 notes: "EP-based criteria should only be derived for sedinents with organic carbon

fracti ons between approximately 0.2 - 12% (EPA Sci ence Advisory Board (SAB), 1992)." The R (Bl asl and, Bouck
& Lee, Inc., April 1996, final revision March 1998), docunmented an average Total O ganic Carbon (TOC)
fraction of 19.7% across twenty-ei ght sedi ment sanples, which included four within QUL and two duplicates.
Excl uding the QU1 sanples and duplicates, the average TCC | evel in QU2 sedinent sanples

was 13. 8%
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The Sedi ment Cui dance establishes criteria for nmetals using the "effects-based" approach of the Ontario
Mnistry of the Environment, "because of the inability to predict biological effects fromnetals
concentrations in sediments.” It notes that "The toxicity of netals are dependent on many environmenta
conditions and are difficult at best to predict consistently." The effects-based approach uses field and

| aboratory data on the co-occurrence of benthic animals and contam nants to predict potential adverse
effects. The screening criteria are divided into two |evels of protection, predicting the | owest and severe
effects levels, respectively, based on the total netals concentration in the sedinent. The Sedi nent Qui dance
recogni zes that many of the |lowest effects levels are "lower than nean background | ocations," and suggests
that remediation would likely be required "if severe effects levels are exceeded in significant portions of
the ecosystem of concern.” Severe effects levels for lead of 110 nmy/ kg or 250 ng/kg are listed in the two
references cited in the Sedi ment Cuidance. The Sedi ment Qui dance di scusses |limtations to the effects-based
approach in M VI.C 1, which states: "Once a site is found to be contam nated with netals, further studies are
necessary to quantify risk and determine if renediation actions are necessary. Renedi ation should not be
based sol ely on exceedences of these criteria." The Proposed Plan directs use of the screening criteria

|l onest effects level of 31 ng/kg of total lead as a clean-up standard for Western Wetl and sedinent. This
approach negl ects the inherent uncertainty recogni zed in the Sedi ment Quidance, and does not allow for a
site-specific deternination of actual biologically available netals to set the clean-up |evel

The Proposed Plan directs, w thout any of the additional investigation suggested in the Sedi nent Cui dance
excavation of Wstern Wtlands sedi nents exceedi ng screening criteria. On the other hand, the Proposed Pl an



acknow edges that Northwestern Wetlands sedi nent contam nati on exceedi ng screening criteria should be subject
to additional testing and the risk managenent process contenplated in the Sedi ment Qui dance. The G oup agrees
that additional site-specific data should be collected to support a risk managenent decision for OJ2
sedinent. Additional data needs are discussed bel ow The G oup suggests that the Proposed Pl an recogni ze and
consistently apply the approach directed when the Sedi nent Cui dance states: "Conprehensive sedi ment testing
and risk managenent are necessary to establish when renediation is appropriate and what final contam nant
concentrations the sedinent renediation efforts should achieve.™

<I M5 SRC 98140P>

The G oup suggests that the Record of Decision (ROD) direct the delineation of Western and Northwestern

Wt | and sedi ments exceedi ng Sedi ment Cui dance screening criteria, and further site-specific sediment testing
as outlined in the Sedi ment Qui dance to determine appropriate clean-up levels for lead and PCBs. |f sedinent
bi ol ogical toxicity testing is to be perforned, that testing should al so be perforned on sedi nent sanpl es
col | ected from background | ocations, so that non-site related inpacts can be discerned. This information can
then be applied to York G|l OJR sedinents to support an appropriate ri sk managenent decision that bal ances
actual ecological risk with the unavoi dabl e i npacts of renedi ation.

2. The Simultaneously Extracted Metal (SEM/Acid Volatile Sulfide (AVS) Approach Should be Used to
Assess the Significance of Metals In Northwestern and Western Wetl ands Sedi nents

EPA's SAB stated in its Septenber 1995 "Revi ew of the Agency's Approach for Devel oping Sedinment Criteria for
Five Metal s" that the best technology identified to date for assessing the significance of five nmetals

(cadm um copper, lead, nickel and zinc) in sedinents is the SEM procedure." The SEM approach uses the

di fference between the SEM and AVS (a binding factor for nmetals in sedinents) to quantify the anmount of
netals that nmay be biologically available. The G oup suggests that future sedi nent testing use the SEM AVS
approach, as it has been recogni zed as the best currently avail able technique to quantify the actual levels
of metals that nay be biologically available in sedinments. This approach is appropriate due to the recogni zed
variability of toxicity with respect to sedi ment contani nant concentrations, and the inpact of remediation on
sensitive wetland habitats. Sinilar to the AVS effect for netals, higher TOC | evel s general ly sequester nore
non- pol ar contam nants, reducing bioavailability. The EPA SAB (1992), identified a range of concentrations up
to five times an EP-derived sedinent criterion as a "grey" area, where observable inpacts nay or may not
occur. This is a further indication of why the Sedi ment Qui dance establishes "screening criteria" and not

cl eanup |l evels, and supports the need for additional characterization prior to renediation to determne if
actual adverse inpacts exist due to site-related contamnation in QU2 sedinents.

<I MG SRC 981400
3. Level of Detail and Scope of Future Mnitoring

Predesi gn, renedial, and long-termnonitoring work for York Gl OJ will be directed in the ROD and detail ed
in legal agreenents between the EPA and the Potentially Responsible Parties. The work will then be specified
in predesign investigation work plans, renedial design reports and | ong-term operations and mai nt enance

pl ans, which will be subject to Agency review and approval. The rational e behind some of the itens discussed
in the Proposed Plan is not apparent, and the costs would be significant, particularly for long-term

nmoni toring over 30 years or nore. These itens include the follow ng:

a. Annual post-remedi ation |ong-termmonitoring of surface water, sedinent and biota within the Southern
Wetl and and the wetl ands northwest of the Northwest Wetland shoul d not be required, as the Proposed
Pl an notes: "the levels of contam nants present in sedinents in the depositional areas of the
Sout hern Wetl and do not pose a significant human health or ecological risk." The distant northwest
wet | ands are not even discussed in the risk summary, as the levels of contam nants were, near or at
background. Accordingly, no remediation is needed within the Southern Wtland or the wetlands
nort hwest of the Northwest Wetland, and | ong-termnonitoring should al so not be needed in these
ar eas.

b. No |l ong-termnonitoring of surface water should be specified, as the Proposed Plan notes that: "the



| evel s of contami nants that are present in surface water do not pose a significant hunman heal th or
ecol ogi cal risk."

C The need for annual post-renediation nonitoring of sedinments and biota in the Western Wtlands is
unclear. The only nonitoring in this area since the 1980 closure of York G| occurred during the QU2
R, and reveal ed no significant inpacts to biota due to pre-remedy sedi ment contam nation. The need
for annual post-renediation nmonitoring is unclear, as remediation will renmove current sources of
cont am nati on.

d. Wiile the Group agrees that characterization of natural attenuation paranmeters in groundwater is
appropriate, sem -annual long-termnonitoring of groundwater should only be for VOCs. The Q2 Rl
reported a mean value of 3.2 x 10 4 cnisec for overburden hydraulic conductivity and a high val ue of
0.018 (unitless) for hydraulic gradient. Using an effective porosity value of 25% a representative
groundwat er velocity would be 24 feet/year. This suggests that contam nant concentrations are
unlikely to change rapidly, even after renediation of the Site Proper (QUL) source areas. Future
revi ew of groundwater data should incorporate statistical analysis to discern trends.

<I M5 SRC 98140R>

The Group recommends that the RCD outline the general scope of the predesign investigation and indicate such
procedures will be detailed followi ng i ssuance of the ROD. Sinmilarly, the ROD should indicate |ong-term
nmonitoring will be conducted periodically follow ng renediati on, based on a long-termnonitoring plan to be
prepared as part of the renedial effort and that site conditions and the |evel of nonitoring will be
reassessed no less frequently than every five years until a decision is nmade that no further nonitoring or
ot her action is warranted

4. Q her issues
a. The Proposed Pl an inappropriately characterizes the QUL and Contani nati on Pat hways (OJ2) sedinents as
the "likely source" of downstream detections of nercury and total phenols in Law ence Brook surface

water. Mercury and total phenols were not detected in surface water sanples collected fromthe
drainage ditch within QUL. Mercury and total phenols were also not detected in QU2 surface water
sanpl es col |l ected between QU1 and t he downgradi ent detections, therefore no relationshi p between the
downgradi ent detections and the site was established in the RI. The Proposed Plan creates a

specul ative link based on QU1 and OJ2 sedinent data, yet fails to nention that nercury was al so
detected in sedinent sanples collected from upstream background | ocati ons. The Proposed Pl an al so
fails to discuss the inherent inadequacy of the total phenols analytical method. As stated in the R,
total phenols colorinetric anal ysis does not discrimnate between naturally-occurring and

ant hr opogeni ¢ phenol i ¢ conpounds. Phenolic conpounds are defined as any conmpound possessi hg an
aromatic ring with an -OH functional group. Phenolic nmacronol ecul es are naturally formed in wetl ands
as the mai n conponent of humus, the organic decay product of plant tissue and ani nal waste. Humic and
fulvic acids are the soluble forns of this organic natter. Total phenols were detected in Law ence
Brook where wetlands drain into Lawence Brook. The unsupported link to York Gl of the only
detections of nercury and total phenols in surface water should be renmoved from Footnote 3 (page 5)
of the Proposed Pl an.

b. The Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment summary section of the Proposed Plan shoul d incorporate a discussion
of the uncertainty anal ysis conducted as part of that assessment. The conservative approach taken in
the assessnent resulted in calculated potential ecological risks to a wide variety of biota and
pl ants. The discussion in the Proposed Pl an should nention that the ecol ogical risk assessnent
procedure used by EPA is intentionally conservative, and tends to overestinmate risk rather than
underestinmate risk to receptor species. This statenment was nmade in the risk assessnent, and is
supported by the R conclusion the O wetlands appear to be healthy, functioning ecosystens with
active wildlife popul ati ons.
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Pl ease call me at (860) 651-1196 if you have any questions.
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Presentation

MR SI NGERMAN: | guess we'll get started.
First, | welconme you to the York Gl Site
public neeting.

First of all, 1'mJoel Singerman with EPA,
the removal program This is Arnold Bernas.
He's the project nanager for the site. And
also fromthe EPA, we have Lou D Cuardia and
Curtis difford fromthe renmoval program W
al so have John Sheehan fromthe Departnent of
heal th and Dan Steenberge fromthe DEC regional
of fice.

Before we start the neeting, first of all
let me call your attention to the handouts in
the back. If you haven't picked one up, they
are the blue things. They look like this.
There's also a sign-in sheet. W would ask you
to signit, this way you can nake sure that
you're on our mailing list.

The purpose of tonight's neeting is to
di scuss the results of the contam nation
pat hways remedi al investigation and feasibility
study, and our preferred remedy for the site.

The renedi al investigation and feasibility

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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study, proposed plan, and other supporting
docunents, are available in the repositories
identified on page two of the proposed plan,
this document here. And | believe the
repository is in this building.

If after tonight's neeting, you think of
sone questions or have some coments that were
not di scussed tonight, you can either call
Arnie. H's phone nunber is on here, or you can
fax, wite or e-mail the comrents directly to
him Al his addresses and whatever are al so
in here. But we ask that you submt comments
or contact himby July 23rd, the end of the
public comment period.

Toni ght we intend to nake several very
short presentations, and then we'll spend the
rest of the tinme answering any questions you
m ght have. Therefore, we ask that you hold
your questions to the end of the presentations.

Several well-publicized toxic waste
di sposal disasters in the late 1970's, anong
t hem Love Canal, shocked the nation and

hi ghli ghted the fact that past waste di sposal

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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practi ces were not safe.

In 1980, congress responded with the
creation of the conprehensive environnental
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act, nore
commonl y known as Superfund.

The Superfund | aw provided a federal fund
to be used in the cleanup of uncontrolled and
abandoned hazardous waste sites, and for
respondi ng to energenci es invol ving hazardous
subst ance.

In addition, EPA was enpowered to conpel
those parties that are responsible for these
sites to pay for or to conduct the necessary
response actions.

The work to renediate a site is very
conpl ex and takes place in many stages.

Once a site is discovered, an inspection
further identifies the hazards and
cont am nant s.

A determination is then nade whether to
include the site on the Superfund national

priorities list, alist of the nation's worst

hazar dous waste sites.
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Sites are placed on the national
priorities list prinmarily on the basis of their
scores obtained fromthe hazard ranki ng system
whi ch eval uates the risk -- the relative risks
posed by a site.

Only sites on the national priorities |ist
are eligible for remedial work financed by
Super f und.

The sel ection of a renedy for a Superfund
site is based on two studies: a renedial
investigation and a feasibility study.

The purpose of the renedial investigation
is to determine the nature and extent of the
contam nation at and enanating fromthe site
and the associated risk to public health and
t he environment .

The purpose of the feasibility study is to
identify and evaluate renedial alternatives to
address contani nati on probl ens.

Public participation is a key feature of
t he Superfund process.

The public is invited to participate in

all of the decisions that will be nade at a

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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site through the community rel ations program

Town neetings, such as this one, are held
as necessary, to keep the public informed about
what has happened and what is planned for a
site.

The public is also given the opportunity
to comment on the results of the investigations
and the studies conducted at the site and the
proposed remedy.

After considering public comments on the
proposed remedy, a Record of Decisionis
si gned

A Record of Decision docunents why a
particul ar renedy was chosen

The site then enters the design phase,
where the plans and specifications associated
with the selected renedy are prepared.

The renedy action, which followis the
actual hands-on work that cleans up the site.

Fol | owi ng the conpletion of the renedia
action, the site is nonitored, if necessary.

Once the site no longer poses a threat to

public health or the environnent, it nay be
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del eted fromthe Superfund national priorities
list.

Now Arnie will talk about sone of the
background about the site

MR BERNAS: Ckay, York Gl Site is
conposed of a two parts. The site proper
which is the area just outside here
(indicating) is also referred to O U. One
Operable Unit Nunber One. And I'I|| speak a
little bit about that during this presentation
The rest of this area surrounding the site is
really the main subject of tonight's neeting.
It's called the contam nation pat hway. And
it's also referred to as Qperabl e Unit Nunber
Two.

Alittle bit about the background and
status of the whole site. Now, just to review
the history of York QI briefly from 1964 to
1977 York G| Conpany collected waste oil from
surroundi ng areas and processed it to resel
it. Also during that period of time, when that

operation stopped, oil was just collected and

sold as is for dusting the roads.
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Now, during the tinme of operation
unfortunately the contam nants in the oil got
into the sediment, soil, ground and surface
water on the site proper. The nature of the
contam nants were P.C. B.s, lead, also organic
conmpounds, arsenic, and nany ot hers conpounds,
but the najor ones are the ones that | just
nment i oned

Now, when this probl emwas discovered by
the State in 1979 the EPA was called into
action and we started a series of renpva
actions.

And as you nay recall fromJoel's
presentation, the Superfund works in two parts
one part is renoval, and that's short-term
action to protect the health and safety of the
public and the environment. And the other
activity is renediation, which is nore conpl ex
because it involves coming up with the fina
remedy and trying to get the responsible
parties to pay for the clean up. So while this

second activity goes on, the renoval actions

qui ckly nove in to take care of the problens.
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Now as you can see, in 1980, the first
nmaj or renoval action took place and the
contam nated soil was excavated and mi xed with
fly ash (phonetic spelling) and that nountain
is the result of that back there. G| was
collected and stored in tanks and trenches were
put in to help prevent the oil fromspilling
into the surrounding area.

In 1983, further actions -- further
renoval actions took place, nore oil was
collected. Afilter fence systemwas installed
and oil boons were put in to soak up the oil
that was seeping out of the ground.

In 1992, sone of the tanks were found to
be | eaking, so the oil was transferred into
ot her tanks and drums.

In 1994, the oil and P.C B. was renoved
fromthe tanks and taken off site for
treatnment. There are special incinerators in
Texas that burn sone of these P.C.B. oil
m xtures, and that was done. And al so many of

the druns containing contam nated material were

al so renoved fromthe site at that tine.
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And in 1995, an interceptor trench was
install ed near the southern wetland in hopes of
intercepting any oil that mght flowin that
direction when the water table was high

A renmedi al investigation and feasibility
study for the source area, the O U One area
was conpl eted by New York State and EPA in
1987. A Record of Decision, which outlines the
remedy for the first operable unit, the source
was conpl eted in 1988.

Now t he Record of Decision for the source
basi cal |y had the renmedy bei ng excavation of
all the contami nated soils and mxing it with
cement. That process is call solidification
The solidified naterial was then to be reburied
under the site and on top of that we would put
a special kind of cap conformng to New York
State standards. So, the cenenting of the
excavated soils woul d nmake it al nbst inpossible
for the contamnants to mgrate. And as an
extra step, putting this special cap would al so

prevent water from having any effect on

| eachi ng out the contam nants.
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Also in its Record of Decision sonme of the
things that were done in the renoval were al so
nentioned, |ike taking away the oil and the
tanks and the druns that were on the site.

That part of the renedial effort action was
done in the renoval action.

However, one of the objectives of the
Superfund programis to identify responsible
parties and get themto pay for the clean up.
Now when that's done the EPA, the Departnent of
Justice, and the responsible parties entered
into an agreenment, which is legally called a
consent decree. Wien this consent decree
finished it's given to the federal judge, and
then it's sent out for comment, and then it's
entered into the Record. And that's when the
desi gn and construction of the remedy can
start.

Now, |'m sure you can see that 1989 to
1996 is seven years. That's a long tine. The
seven years resulted fromthe fact that in the

York G| situation we had seventy-five

responsi bl e parties, many of which agreed on
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their responsibility and share, but sone did
not agree, as is their right. They did not
agree with the share or they did not feel they
were -- had any responsibility.

So, in an effort to be fair, we entered
negoti ations. On two occasions we cane very
close to conpleting the consent decree, but at
the last m nute something happened and the
consent decree had to be withdrawn. This is
the way the process works.

Finally, in August 1996, we finally got it
done. The consent decree was conpleted. Al
the parties agreed on their share. And
incidentally, since we could not recover the
total cost. W agreed that the Superfund woul d
pay fifteen percent of the cost and that the
responsi bl e parties would pay eighty-five
percent. So we gave a little to get this thing
done.

Now, at this time as soon as the consent
decree was entered, we began the renedi al

design for the first operable unit. That's in

progress right now And we expect it to be
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conpl eted at the end of this year.

Now whil e we're discussing the first
operable unit, | would like to present David
Babcock from Parsons Engi neering, who was hired
by the responsible parties to do the design and
the construction for the first operable unit.
And Dave has few illustrations of hopefully
what the York Gl site will look |ike after we
conpl ete the renedy. Dave

MR BABCOCK: Thank you. | want to bring
these out here so you can see thema little
bit.

This is cross section -- how shall
explain it easily? The site, thisis like if
you're up in an airplane or a helicopter
| ooki ng down on the site. After the design is
conpl ete and the remedial action is conplete
there will be a larger nound, if you will, or a
hill cut there where it is now And this the
footprint of the area all within the existing
fence that's out there right now.

And this is a cross section cutting

through that hill or that mound. And feel free

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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to come up and ook at it after the neeting if
you'd like. There are various parts of the
cross-section. And all of the contam nated
materials will be up above the water table.

So, it won't be in contact with the groundwater
at all.

And then just to give you a sense for what
the site will look like, this is a rendition,
and I know it |ooks like kind of pretty, but we
wanted to try to give a sense for what the site
woul d | ook like. This is North Law ence Road
here, if you' re driving up, okay toward Savage
Road, for exanple. And if you're just driving
by, this is pretty nuch what it would | ook
like. This is called the ground view rendition
into the site. And, again, feel free to cone
up after the neeting and have a | ook at these.

And this is the type of view, but it's a
little bit -- it's up at about a ten degree
angle, if you will, fromthe ground. So if
you're up in a low flying helicopter, this is
what you woul d see. It kind of gives you a

sense for the breadth of the site.
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One itemthat's not shown here that Arnold
asked ne to nention is there will be a small
bui I ding for groundwater treatnent, which is
part of the remedy. That will be behind the
capped area here.

So again feel free to cone |ook at these
after the neeting, but this is just to give you
a sense for what the site will look like after
the construction.

MR BERNAS: Ckay, thank you, Dave.

Ckay, now we start to nove on to the main
subj ect of tonight, the contami nation pathway.
Agai n, as Joel explained the procedure, on the
admi ni strative order on consent to do the
remedi al investigation and feasibility study
for the second unit contam nati on pat hway was
agreed to in 1992. And from 1992 until now,
the process of the renedial investigation and
feasibility study for the second operable unit
has been in progress and it culmnates in
tonight's meeting where we present the public

with the proposed plan.

Now at this time, | would like to
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

York Gl Site, QU2 Contamination Pathways
Public Meeting, 7/13/98
Presentati on
i ntroduce Bruce Thonpson who works for a
consul tant enpl oyed by the responsible parties.
Bruce and his contractors perfornmed the field
work to do the renedial investigation and
feasibility study. And |'ve asked Bruce this
evening to quickly review the nmgjor findings of
the remedial investigation and the feasibility
st udy.

MR THOWPSON: Good evening. My goal here
is to sunmari ze in about fifteen or twenty
m nutes six years of work and about one point
eight mllion dollars of investment in what
went on. And while the blue fact sheet
summari zes all the work and basically the
hi ghli ghts, when we tal k about what's in your
public record here's the -- these are the two
sides of reports with all the various figures
and text and everything else that one went in
to what we did.

MR BERNAS: | might nention, those
reports are in the repository here.

MR THOWSON: |If you want to get in the

nitty-gritty details, the hydrogeol ogy, and
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everything el se, please do. Wat ny goal here
is to just sunmarize and give you an overvi ew.
If you have questions as we go through it,

pl ease go ahead and ask them

So the goal that -- we started with as has
been described Qperable Unit One, the site
proper, which on this scale is this little
slice down here. And the investigation
objectives for us was to | ook at where
typically waste oil fromthis site could have
gone to, and to assess whether that that waste
oil or the contaninants that were contai ned
into it inposed any threat to human heal th and
t he environnent.

And just to give you a view of how far out
we went, if this is the site, this areais
called the southern wetland and we will talk
about it little bit nore. There's a western
wet | and. Then we kept going right down the
drai nage pathway all the way until they hit
Law ence Brook. And then as far as down as to

where Law ence Brook goes into the Deer River

The total area that we | ooked at is
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somewhere around five hundred acres. Ve
started out by taking aerial photographs,

nmaki ng base maps, picking out where we were
going investigate. And this woul d be descri bed
here as surface feature survey, basically
trying to set up nmaps to figure out where we
needed to go to | ook further.

W | ooked at just basically howis the
area used. And we'll have to apol ogi ze. W
don't live here. W have to go in and | ook at
records and figure out what areas around here
are farm ng, where do people live, where are
peopl e using groundwater for drinking. And
that's what the population | and we survey.

W do a cultural resources eval uation,
which at this site what we identified as, you
know, it's basically |ooking for archeol ogi cal
interest. At this site there is an old mlk
production barn basically right next to
Qperable Unit One, but -- that's a typical part
of your investigation to see if there is

anyt hing that you m ght end up disturbing

through renedial efforts.
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Surface water, just by indication, we
| ooked at eight different locations, cane inin
the spring and back again in the fall so we
coul d see what kind of contam nants m ght be in
surface water, you know, right after snow nelt
and then again in the fall when it's at |ow
wat er .

W -- in the vast -- as |'msure you
understand living here, that nost of the area
surrounding the site is wetland. So, we took a
grand total of alnost ninety-five different
sanpl es of sedinment. And then we | ooked at it
for basically every kind of chem cal that we
can find in analysis, that's volatile
conmpounds; which are solvents, P.C B.s,
pesticides, nmetals basically the hold gamut.

W also, in the sane area, we | ooked at surface
soil, basically what sonebody might cone in to
contact with if they're walking out in the
area, if sonebody is out hunting. Certainly
when we were up here doing our investigation we

saw a | ot of people out on A T.V.s,

snownohbi ling. So, surface soil we |ooked at a
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total of twenty-nine different |ocations spread
around this area

W did a groundwater investigation. And
here's a closeup view. Here is the site
itself. There's a total of thirty-one
different nonitoring wells, which is basically
just, you know, think of it as a pipe that's
stuck down in the ground. Sometines it's going
to be drilled in down -- all the way down into
the bedrock. Sone of themare in the shall ow
area. W went out into the southern wetl ands.
This area here. And there's groundwater from
here -- fromthe site that flows down the
sout hern wetland. W went out during the
winter, basically so we wouldn't disrupt the
wet| and by having to put in roads. W
install ed ei ght of our nonitoring wells. And
then we cane back in August of '93 we sanpled a
grand total of thirty-one wells to try to
del i neat e what was happening to the
groundwat er .

The final portion of our investigation was

an ecol ogi cal investigation. For us that
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started with doi ng wetland del i neati on using
the New York State and the Corps of Engineers
criteria. We did what we call flora and fauna
surveys. Basically we went out wal ki ng t hrough
the wetlands | ooking at both kind of trees,
groundcover, what kind of habit essentially
that are forned. W al so did fauna surveys.

W did those in the Lawence Brook near the
site. And basically, trying to figure out what
kind of fish and other things live there. W
didit in the wetlands in the nearby area. And
then we canme back in after we had basically
assessed what kind of creatures lived in the
envi ronnent and sanpl ed sone of themto see if
any of themwere carrying contam nation in
their body.

And we based where we sanpled the critters
based on where we had done sedi ment sanpling.
And we focused on the areas that had the
hi ghest amount of contam nation. For exanple,
fromthe site and al ong the draining pathway

here and then right out here in what's called

western wetlands, we sanpled frogs. W sanpl ed
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shrews. And we sanpl ed earthworns | ooking for
the levels of contam nation that they would
have in their body because it's a way that you
can | ook at ecol ogical risk. As other aninmals
hi gher up the food chain eat those, you want to
nmake sure that they don't have a risk from
consum ng any kind of contam nated ani nmal. So,
that was the overall scope of the work we've
done.

The results: In surface water, we didn't
find anything. W found some el evated
concentrations in this drainage ditch
imredi ately within the site. Drainage pat hways
out through here and out through Law ence
Brook, we didn't have any constituents of
concern

In sediment, we focused -- back up. In
sedi nent, we sanpled the southern wetland, the
western wetland, and all through the drai nage
pat hways. W ended up really initializing on
two areas. In the western wetl and, we found

predom nately P.C.B.s and lead in the highest

concentrations right at the end of the OU One
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area right in the western wetl and, and then

t hrough the drai nage pat hway through the
western wetlands. And then if you continue up
north of Lawence Road in an area that's termed
in the docunent here as the northwestern
wet | ands, in dimnishing | evels. However, we
still have concentrations up in here that
exceed New York State screening criteria. So
there's a potential for ecological risk there

Surface soil, as we said, we found sone
low levels of PP.CB.s in the areas i medi ately
adj acent to the site. Subsurface soil, we did
some soil borings in the areas inmrediately
adj acent to the site. A couple of those we
al so found P.C B.s.

Goundwater, 1'd like to talk about a
little bit nore and drop back to ny site. As
nmentioned earlier, groundwater as we found by
| ooki ng at how hi gh the groundwater el evations
are and nonitoring well and also by sanpling
and -- sanpling the groundwater for chem cal
constituents. W defined a plunme of solvents

in the groundwater. It extends about three
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hundred, four hundred feet out into this area
called the southern wetlands. There's
currently -- it's a New York State regul at ed
wetland. It's not -- to our know edge, it
isn't really able to go and devel op that.
There's currently no houses there. So there's
no current use of groundwater. However, the
concentrations exceed both New York State and
federal standards and, therefore, they would be
a potential human health risk. If sonebody was
to go out here and put a well and punp on that
and use that water, that woul d exceed drinking
water criteria.

The last thing | want to talk about is the
bi ol ogi cal tissue residues. As | said, both
frogs, earthworns, and shrews that we sanpl ed
in this area and al ong the edge of the western
wet | and, we found P.C. B.s and |ead in those
that we can definitely say are associated with
the site. It wasn't at |evels that woul d cause
an acute -- nmeaning that the animals are still
runni ng around out there. They have part per
milion of P.C.B. in their tissue, but nothing

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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Presentati on
that's nmaking themdrop dead in their tracks.
But that derives the ecol ogical risk and,
therefore, says that this area needs to be
| ooked at for remediation.

Any questions so far?

MR BERNAS: W'll take our questions at
the end.

MR THOWPSON: Ckay.

So concl usions, for groundwater, as |
nmenti oned, we exceed both federal and state
standards and the objective then becones to
prevent human contact with that groundwater
until such a tine that it's renedi ated.

The other nedia of concern is sedinent.
We found no current human health risk from
contact with it. However, there's an
ecol ogi cal risk associated with the area of
hi ghest contam nation, and that needs to be
renedi at ed.

So our -- | won't define all the fine
terns that cone out of Superfund. RA QO is
the remedial action objective, but the point is

that if you have sedinent contam nation that
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| eaves an ecol ogical risk you need to do
sonet hi ng about it.

The next piece of the process that we
did -- and what | just went through is
basically | ooking at the renedi a
investigation. That's trying to define where
the problemand the nature and extent of it.

The second piece is called feasibility
study. The feasibility study is used to assess
what we do about it, how much will it cost, and
how long will it take, and what will its

ef fecti veness be.

And for sedinment we | ooked at really three

different alternatives. The |aw that drives
this entire process, National Contingency Plan
it says we have to | ook no action as a point of
conparison. So, we |ooked at no action and we
said, you know, that's not going to cost
anything. It's going to drive us to nonitor

for the long term And when we tal k about
monitoring for the long term we're talking
about going out and assessing this on a

periodic basis for thirty years. And that's

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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how you can cone up with two hundred and twenty
thousand dollars for |ong term nonitoring.

The second alternative was to go in to
this area of the western wetland, and here is
North Lawence Road. We're sitting over here
at the site. G into this area and up in the
drai nage channel that goes up to the North
Lawr ence Road and dig that nmaterial out, add it
into what's about to be done for Qperable Unit
One and go in and then revegetate and restore
the area after we're done.

The second conponent of that alternative
was then to go -- actually you can put those on
top of each other. That's the Northwest
wetlands. It had -- in this yellow area had
much | ower |evels of contam nati on, however,
they're still sufficient that they exceeded
ecol ogical health screening criteria. So, the
second piece is to go in and nonitor that |ong

term
Alternative three is basically just to go
in and presunptively renediate that area right

off the bat as well.
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The groundwater, we al so | ooked at three
options. One is no action, which basically
just neans don't do anything further

Alternative two is | abeled as natural
attenuation. And in the last, really since we
started this project the science of being able
to figure out what happens underground has
increased tremendously. And what we realize
now i s that these solvents that are in the
ground are degraded biologically over tine.

W' ve cone up with a whol e bunch of new

| aboratory techniques to be able to track
what's going on. So, alternative two says
natural attenuation, institutional controls,
and | ong-term nonitoring.

So, with the natural attenuation it's a
matter of going out to the nonitoring wells and
coll ecting various kinds of sanples so you can
track the natural attenuation process

Institutional controls nmeans basically
putting a deed restriction on that property so
you can't go into that property in the future

and build on it or put in a drinking water
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well. That will protect people over the tine
period span for that to occur
And the last is to actually go and in put
in extraction wells, punp the water out, and
put it through a treatment systemand put it
back into the ground.
Now | "Il just overview the costs. For the

natural attenuation approach we're dealing with
a -- when we say present worth cost that's how
much dollars we need in hand in the bank today
to fund it for thirty years. And that cost

woul d be six hundred thousand dol |l ars.

29

For goi ng out and doing active punpi ng and

treatnment -- treating that water it would be

about one point seven nillion dollars.

One of the things we | ooked at is how | ong

will it take under either scenario. W did
sone -- sone conputer nodeling or basically
trying to look at it and say how long it will
take. It's about ten years once the Cperable
Unit One basically cuts off the source of the
sol vents, about ten years for it to renediate

under natural attenuation. Because groundwater
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flows very slowy through this area and you can
only punp so nuch out of the ground, it would

t ake about seven years to do it under active
punpi ng and treatnment. So, the tine scale is
very simlar.

I let nme back up. | know I just skipped
over the cost for the sediment. On the
sedinent the no action alternative doing
not hi ng except nonitoring for the next thirty
year is about two hundred and twenty thousand
dol | ars.

To go in, as | mentioned, and dig out this
western wetland all of it and incorporate it in
to the remedy is -- | have to look at it
because | don't have nenorized, three point two
nine nillion dollars. And then to add in this
area up here up in the northwestern wetl ands
you can add about another mllion dollars to
that total. Gve you a total of about four
mllion dollars to nake that happen

Arnold is going to tal k about how EPA
mekes that sel ection.

When you do a feasibility study you use
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nine different criteria to try to evaluate and
come up with what solution makes sense for any
particul ar problem Every remedy that we | ook
at that is potentially kept has to neet the
first two. They have to conply or they have to
protect both human health and the environnent.
They al so have to conply with what is called
ARARS. ARARs are state and federal |aws. And
for exanple, for groundwater it's -- both state
and federal |aw say that we have to be bel ow a
certain level of solvents for it to be drinking
water quality. So, if a remedy is going to be
selected, it's going to have to neet state and
federal |aws.

The next five are what we went through in
the feasibility study trying to bal ance. And
that's | ooking at how does this remedy work in
the long term Is it effective over the long
ternf

The best exanple of that is |ooking up at
the northwestern wetland. That's a forested
area. If we goin and dig it out, we're not

going to have fifty-year old trees in there any

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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nore. \W're going to have an open area. And
we're going to have to plant saplings. And
those are going to take a long tinme to recover

You | ook at how does this approach reduce
the toxicity or the nmobility or the vol une of
contami nation at any particular part of the
site.

Short termeffectiveness |ooks prinarily
at things like, does this remedy have a risk to
the population. If you're digging or
di sturbing sonething that's contam nated how -
what inpact m ght that have on anybody t hat
lives in the nearby area. That's one of the
things we weighed there. Inplenentability is
sinply are you able to actually do sonet hing
effective or make this renedy work.

And cost is the final factor. You have to
assess, the ideas is you're going to be cost
effective, but it's not going to be at a risk
to human health and the environnment. Cost is a
secondary factor after protection

The last two factors are basically one of

the reasons we're here tonight. Public
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acceptance is very inportant. And your
comrents on the approach that's been proposed
here for this site is sonmething that EPA will
wei gh when they make their final decision.

And then state acceptance, we have
representatives of New York State. The State
has to concur with where the renedy is going.
So, these nine factors are what are weighed in
trying to the select the right decisions for
this site and that's what Arnold is going to
present now.

MR BERNAS: Ckay, thank you, Bruce.

As you can tell fromwhat Bruce had to
say, these nine factors take a |lot of iteration
to conme up with the final decision, and that's
between the EPA and the State. And after a | ot
of analysis on the pros and cons of each of the
three renedi es that were suggested for
sedi ment, we decided to reconmend as our
preferred alternative two remedy,
which is excavating the sedinent in the western
wet |l and solidifying them Solidification,

again, is the process of mixing the sedi nent

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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wi th cement so the contam nants are i mmobilized
and di sposi ng of those under the cap that's
going to be placed on the site proper. This
way we woul d consolidate all the contaninants
under the QU One cap.

Now to make sure -- as Bruce nentioned,
there is sone contanination in the northwestern
wetland, but it's on a low | evel. However, it
exceeds certain standards for ecol ogical
purposes. And what we are going to do there is
we're going to do nore sanpling in that area
while we're designing the renedy for dredgi ng
of the western wetland. And when that later is
eval uated by the State and the EPA, we will
then decide whether it is safe to bypass the
remedy -- this kind of renedy for the
northwestern wetland. If we decide that the
data suggests there's too nuch risk to the
ecol ogy, then we will excavate the contam nated
sediment in the northwestern wetland. But the
decision nowis to do these studies and see if
it has to be done.

As was mentioned, if we just go ahead and

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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doit, we're going to be tearing up that
wetland. And it's hard to restore a wetland to
its natural source. So, we think that it's not
that -- the levels are in a gray area and we
want to study it sone nore in that northwestern
wet | and.

The remedy that we selected for the
groundwat er was the natural attenuation,
institutional control, and nonitoring.

Now natural attenuation is a fancy word
for breakdown. In other words, the volatile
organi ¢ conmpounds that are the contam nants in
the water nature breaks themdown in to
harm ess materials over tine. However, it's
not a hundred percent guarantee. W have to
nmonitor to make sure that this process is
happening. And that's what we're going to do.
It is areal thing. It does happen, but unless
you monitor you're never sure that it is going
to happen to an extent where after the ten
years or so that the levels of contam nant will
neet the State -- New York State requirenent

for drinking water standards. That will be
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noni t or ed

Institutional controls, as previously
nmentioned, involve getting deed restrictions to
make sure nobody is going to be putting any
drinking water wells in the southern wetl and.
And that's going to be done al so

Monitoring is what we've just explained
that a schedule will be made to sanpl e these
well's periodically and evaluate the data to
nake sure that this breakdown process of the
contam nants is occurring

Now finally to review the cost of our
preferred renmedy, basically sedinment two and
groundwat er two add up to the three point eight
nine mllion dollars. And that's really the
final selection at this time subject to any
input that we get fromyou fol ks or anything
el se that comes up during the coment period.

We're hoping to -- that we could
coordinate the effort with the first operable
unit, but that's going to be something we're
going to try. In either event, this pretty

much cl oses out our formal presentation on the
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York G 1 Proposed Plan. And at this tine --
okay, Joel Singerman would |like to nake a few
nore  renarks.

MR SI NGERMAN: Ckay, just as a rem nder
the remedy that Arnie described as the
preferred renedy EPA and the State won't nake a
deci sion until we've heard all public
comments. You know, all the docunents rel ated
in the proposed plan, the renedial
investigation and feasibility study, | believe,
are available for your view in this building.
And if you have any conments follow ng this
meeting, we will accept themup until July
23rd. You can fax them You can e-mail them
You can tel ephone them You can nail them
however you prefer.

The last point, we have a court
st enogr apher here tonight to make a transcri pt
of the neeting. That if you do speak, in order
for us to have a conplete record, we would ask
that you identify yourself before asking a
question. So at this point, if there are any

questions, we'd be happy to answer them

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205
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MR BERNAS: Yes.
V5. MARTI N Christine Martin, fromthe
Couri er - Cbserver. Throughout the entire

what |'ve read and the presentation, the term
current levels was used and we tal ked about
natural attenuation. Do we have any idea what
they -- those levels were for those P.C B.s,
arsenic, mercury and lead twenty or thirty
years ago?

MR BERNAS: W have sone data fromthe

'80S. W don't know what they were like thirty

years ago, but | would say the nmost -- the data

that we have that's worth anything is nostly
not before the '80s.

And the P.C.B.s and the | ead don't
attenuate. The only thing that could possible
attenuate is the V.Q C's. And we have sone
evidence that the V.OC. levels and the types
of V.OC s that existed ten years ago have
changed enough to give us hope that natural
attenuation wll work.

So the answer is yes, we have those

levels. And | think in the Proposed Plan it
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nmentions sone of the levels that existed. And
the current levels are |ower and al so have
changed conposition, which is an indication
that this attenuati on process is occurring.

V5. MARTIN. But do we have any idea of
how toxic the area was twenty years ago?
nmean was it far beyond the federal guidelines
that --?

MR BERNAS: Well, certainly the first
operable unit was. That's why we did all those
renoval actions to stabilize the area. The
path -- the contam nati on pat hways were
possibly a little higher, but we don't think so
interns of P.C B. and | ead, because they don't
change nuch over time. But in terns of the
V.0 C s, they might have been a little higher
ten years ago, but | wouldn't say
significantly.

Yes, ma' am

M5. HUTCHNS: Rta Hutchins, Mira
supervisor. Since the first well -- the
nonitoring wells were put in and the

contam nation identified, do you have a rate
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that you can say what the rate of mtigation
has been of the contam nants or is that
identifiable?

MR BERNAS: Well, again, the only
contam nants that mght decrease are the
mainly the volatile conpounds. And there is
some evi dence of a change in the nature of
these vol atil e conmpounds, which indicates
degradation. But, for exanple, in the southern
wet | ands, we don't have any data from-- when
we did the O U One renedial investigation we
do have that data. W did -- that's why we did
the contam nation pat hways, because we knew
that it was a good probability that the
contam nants were noving off site. And that
was really the purpose of doing this study to
get the nunmbers, and that's what we got now.
So, | can only speculate that the V.OC.
nunbers mght have been a little higher ten or
twenty years ago.

Does that answer your questions?

M5. HUTCHINS: Yeah. | just wonder if it

was identifiable that it was noving anynore so
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then what was first

MR BERNAS: In terns of the migration,
the groundwater is nmoving very slowy towards
the south. And York G| has been around for, |
guess, from'64, that's thirty-four years, and
the extent of the V.O C. contaminants were only
about five hundred feet south of the O U One
site. So, that they are moving very slowy.
But they -- right now, whatever they were
before, | can't say for sure, but they only
exi st about five hundred feet out. Beyond that
there's nothing. There's no contam nation in
t he groundwater beyond that point.

And we fully believe that once we
remedi ate the source that's like it's going to
cut the supply of contanmination off. So,
what's ever left in the southern wetland wll,
you mght say, dry up over tine or as we call
it, attenuate to drinking water standards.

But that's what we'll find out in the
nmoni toring program

Anyone el se?

Vel |, again, as Joel said, sonetinmes

(315) 379- 0205



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

York Gl Site, QU2 Contam nati on Pat hways 42

Public Meeting, 7/13/98

Publ i ¢ Comrent
people feel a little bashful about asking
questions in a public neeting, but don't
hesitate to just wite to ne a little note or
fax or e-nmil anything that night come to you
later on. Hopefully, doing it before July
23rd, because we have certain |legal obligations
to nmove on with our selection process. It's
not that we're trying to rush anybody, but it's
just a legal requirenment that we have to nove
on. And we certainly would i ke to hear from
you if you think of anything nore to ask us.

M5. HUTCHI NS: How nuch noney did you say
has been spent to this point?

MR BERNAS: On York G?

V5. H TCHINS: Uh- huh.

MR BERNAS: Probably five or six mllion
dollars. Wen it's all done it will be twenty
or twenty-five nmillion dollars.

MR THOWPSON: This study to date is just
under two mllion for potential work that we've
done for the P.R P.

MR BERNAS: Well, that's just the study,

but, you know, we all spent -- had noney spent
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in other areas, but that has to be done.

MR SINGERVAN: But this is all being
financed by the potential responsible parties.
It's not being -- the federal governnent is not
paying for this.

V5. MARTIN: Do you happen to have a list
of the seventy-five responsible parties?

MR BERNAS: Yes, we do. | don't have it
with ne, but we do have a list.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: |s Franklin County
one of thenP Is Franklin County one of then?

MR BERNAS: |s Franklin County?

MR D GUARDI A: No.

MR BERNAS: | don't think so. The mgjor
responsi bl e parties are ALCOA and Uncl e Sam

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: The United States
Air Force, isn't it? The Departnent of
Def ense?

MR BERNAS: As | said, Uncle Sam Those
three are |like seventy-five percent -- have
agreed to pay about seventy-five percent. And
the other seventy-two are going are going to

put up the ten percent and the Superfund wll
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pay fifteen percent. As | said, it took a |ong
tine to get this agreenent, but we're there.
W' re nmovi ng on now.

Anyone el se?

M5. HUTCHINS: | have one silly
question -

MR BERNAS: Sure. That's okay.

M5. HUTCHINS: -- or comment. As the
noney is being spent to renedi ate and over the
years, what woul d be the chance of a water
system being put in the town of Mira for the
resi dents?

MR BERNAS: | haven't heard any -- |
haven't heard that before. | don't think the
situation of contanination at York G,
frankly, | don't think it would warrant -

M5. HUTCHI NS: Ckay.

MR BERNAS: -- a public water system
because we've taken -- Lou, am| right? W've
taken sanpl es fromthe surrounding hormes and to
this date we have no evi dence of contam nation
Fortunately because of the geography, the

groundwater is noving south in to the southern
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wet |l and and away from any residential hones.
So, | think that would be a tough one.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Are you still going
to monitor wells? | nean--.
MR BERNAS: Yeah, what do have them
schedul ed, every couple of years -- every two
or three years?
MR D GUARDIA: | think so.
MR SI NGERVAN: Anynor e questions?
MR BERNAS: Ckay, well if there are no
nore questions, thank you all very nuch for
com ng and participating in this denocratic
process. And hopefully, we'll see sone
progress next year in finalizing the York Ol
site. Thanks again.
(The public meeting concluded at 8:00

P.M)

Mary Beth Burnham Court Reporter (315) 379-0205



York Gl Site, QJ2 Contam nati on Pat hways 46
Public Meeting, 7/13/98
Publ i ¢ Conmment

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF ST. LAWRENCE )

I, Mary Elizabeth Burnham a Notary Public in the
state of New York, do hereby certify that the foregoing
public neeting was taken before ne, in the cause, at the
tine and place, as stated in the caption hereto, at Page
1 hereof; that the foregoing typewitten transcription,
consi sting of pages number 1 to 45, inclusive, is a true
record of ny stenographic notes of all proceedings had at

the public neeting.
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON FACT SHEET
EPA REG ON 11

Site

Site nane: York Q|

Site | ocation: Moira, New York

HRS score: 47.70 (Listed on the NPL: 9/11/83)
EPA | D Nunber: NYD000511733

Record of Decision

Dat e si gned: 9/ 29/ 98

Sel ected renedy: Excavation and/or dredging the contami nated sedinents, followed by solidification/
stabilization/and on-Site disposal. Natural attenuation of the groundwater contam nation, institutional
controls to prevent the installation and use of groundwater wells in the affected area, and |ong-term
noni t ori ng.

Operable Unit Nunber: QU2

Capital cost: $3, 170, 000

Moni tori ng cost: $57, 600

Present-worth cost: $3, 890, 000

Lead Project is PRP lead; EPA is the | ead agency

Primary Contact: Arnol d Bernas, Renedial Project Manager,
(212) 637-3964

Secondary Contact: Joel Singerman, Chief, Central New York Renediation Section, (212)
637- 4258
Mai n PRPs

Al um num Co. of America, U S. Dept. of the Air Force, U S. Dept. of the Arnmy, and U S. Dept. of
Transportation

Wast e
Waste type: Metals, phenolics, and PCBs
Waste origin: Al recycling

Cont am nat ed nedi um G oundwat er and sedi nents



