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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION
Jones Sanitation Site
Town of Hyde Park

Dutchess County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
Jones Sanitation Jite, which was chosen in accordance with the
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), and o
the extent practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan. This decision document explains the
factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for this site.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
concurs with the selected remedy. A letter of concurrence from the
NYSDEC is attached to this document (Appendix IV).

The information supporting this remedial action decision 1is
contained in the administrative record for this site. The index fcr
the administrative record is attached to this document (Appencix
III).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Jones
Sanitation Site, if not addressed by implcmenting the response
actions selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminer:
and substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare, or ==
the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedial actions described in this document address =:th
conzaminated soil and groundwater at the site and on-site strea-
and wetlands.
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The selected remedy includes capping of the central disposal area
and placement of outlying soils under the cap (Alternative S-3) and
minimal action for groundwater (Alternative G-2). Both of these
alternatives include the implementation of institutional controls.
No remedial action is planned for the on-site streams and wetlands.
The major components of the selected remedy include the following:

Sodl

Construction of a 4.8-acre cap over the central disposal area
in conformance with the major elements described in 6 New York
Code or Rules and Regulations Part 360 for solid waste landfill
caps. Conceptually, the cap will be comprised of: 18 inches of
clay or a suitable material to ensure a permeability of 10 7
cm/sec, 6 inches of porous material serving as a drainage
layer, 18 inches of backfill, and 6 inches of topsoil and grass
cover.

Surface water controls consisting of concrete culverts will be
installed around the perimeter of the cap and at other
locations as necessary to ensure that runoff water does not
erode the topsoil layer.

Long-term maintenance program to ensure cap integrity.

To facilitate the construction of the cap, the existing asphalt
and concrete pads, frame building and shed will be removed and
disposed of off-site. Also, tanks will be cleaned and recycled
off-site.

Contaminated soils above cleanup goals in the outlying areas
(TU-1,6,7, and 8) will be excavated and moved to the cent:i 1
disposal area, where they will be graded with the material

there in preparation for ‘placement of the cap.

Confirmatory samples will be collected from the bottom and
sidewalls of the excavations. Following excavation and
confirmatory sampling, the trench units will be backfilled with
clean fill and overlain with a 6-inch layer of clean topsocil "
and grass cover. '

Implementation of institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions, to limit access and to prohibit interference with
the cap.



Groundwaterx

- Implementation of a long-term groundwater monitoring program.
As part of this effort, a series of monitoring wells will be
installed between the site and the closest residences. During
the first five years of the monitoring program, sampling will
be conducted of both on and off-site wells. Such wells will be
monitored on an annual basis for metals and Volatile organic
compounds. In the event that contaminant levels remain below
groundwater standards in the off-site wells during the five-
year monitoring period, the monitoring program would be
reevaluated. It is expected that once the cap has been
constructed, groundwater quality should improve and, hence, a
reduction in the scope and/or frequency of groundwater
monitoring may be appropriate. This monitoring effort will
include the investigation of possible pockets of contamination
where anomalies 1in the data indicate the potential for
groundwater contamination. If future monitoring indicates that
groundwater contamination is not attenuating and may migrate
off-site, additional groundwater remedial measures may be
considered. '

. Institutional controls, such as deed restrictions and well
permitting restrictions, will be implemented to prevent human
contact with contaminated groundwater. These restrictions will
be applied to both the shallow and bedrock aquifers at the
site due to the detection of contaminants at levels exceeding
New York State Department of Health drinking water standards
and Federal maximum contaminant levels in both aquifers and
will prohibit the installation of new wells at the site
intended for potable use. Nonpotable uses of site groundwater
(e.g., watering) may be allowed.

Streams and Wetlands

No remedial action is presently planned for the streams and wetlands
since no adverse impacts were observed. However, during the
Remedial Design, further ecological risk assessment activities will
be performed, including sampling and analysis of the streams and
sediments to confirm that the surrounding streams and wetlands have
not been impacted.

L Perform a pre-design phase wetlands delineation and assessment
of the delineated area in accordance with the State and Federal
guidance which will include additional surface water anc
sedimernt samples to adequately quantify any chemical impacts on



the streams and wetlands that may exist and, based on sampling
results, perform a supplemental ecological risk analysis.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set
forth in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621. It is protective of human
health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. The selected remedy
- utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies
to the maximum extent practicable, given the scope of the action.
However, the remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume of contaminants as their principal element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on
the site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted
within five years after commencement of the remedial action, and
every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues tc
provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Jones Sanitation site consists of a 57-acre parcel of land
located approximately one-half mile northeast of the intersection
of Crum Elbow Road and Cardinal Road in Hyde Park, New York. The
Maritje Kill flows from northeast to southeast across the eastern
side of the site. Ancther unnamed stream enters the northern side
of the site, flows into wetlands on the northwestern side of the
property, and flows off-site to the west. Freshwater wetlands
surround the northern, southern, and western portions of the site
(see Figure 1i). The Hudson River is located approximately 2.1
miles west of the site.

The majority of the property is heavily wooded, but a large cleared
area exists in the western-central portion of the site and extends
to the northeast. A two-story concrete building is located on the
western side of the clearing and houses a filter press on the first
floor and has office space on the second floor. In addition to the
building, several holding tanks and piping (associated with the
wastewater treatment system) remain on site. A concrete pad and a
bituminous-paved compost area are located to the east of the filter
press building. The remainder of the central cleared area consists
of a gravel access road and several depressions with bermed sides
indicating the former locations of sand filter beds.

The site is zoned residential but the existing commercial use has
been grandfathered in. Adjacent land use consists primarily of
residential and undeveloped land. Single-family homes are located
along Matuk Drive and Thurston Lane to the south, and along
Cardinal Rcad to the west. Val-Kill trailer park, containing
approximately 100 residences, is located to the southwest.
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SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

1he wastes that were treated and disposed of at the site during its
approximately 30 vyears of operation include septage wastes,
primarily liquid, from residential, commercial, institutional, and
industrial facilities. During approximately a 1l7-year period,
industrial wastewater was also disposed of at the site. In the
early years of operation, solids were separated out as liquid
" wastes filtered through the soil media. After 1980, solids were
separated in lined sand filtration pits, mechanically dewatered
using a filter press and then composted with wood chips. The
compost was used for cover and regrading in some areas of the site.



Septage operations began at the site in approximately 1956 by Mr.
"William Jones, Sr., under the name of William Jones Sanitation
Service (Jones Sanitation). Mr. Jones collected domestic septage
from residential properties and disposed of it in trenches on the
property. In 1972, the Dutchess County Health Department (DCHD)
issued a permit to Jones Sanitation to collect and transport
sanitary wastes to the Jones site.

Based on DCHD inspection reports from the 1970s, septage and
industrial wastewater were disposed of together in approximately 30
to 40 shallow, randomly oriented trenches located mostly within the
central area of the site. Trenches were reportedly three to five
feet deep, with lime applied to septage disposed of in the trenches
to reduce odors. After the trenches were full and the ligquids had
leached out into the ground, the trenches were covered with sand
and gravel. '

Mr. Theodore Losee took over operations at the site in 1977 and
reportedly ended random disposal by constructing parallel trenches.
In a 1980 aerial photograph, 10 trenches weré identified in a
central bermed area; however, the presence of several other
trenches in peripheral areas was still noted. During Mr. Losee's
ownership, the facility was operated under the name of Jones Septic
Services. When Mr. Losee took over operations, septage
solidification ponds {(SSPs) were constructed in the central area
and used to separate solids and liquids. In 1987, a filter press
was installed and the use of the SSPs was discontinued.

The DelLaval Separator Company {(DelLaval), which changed its name to
Alfa-Lav=l in 1980, operated a facility in Poughkeepsie frcm 1963
to 1990. Untreated industrial wastewater from Delaval’s operations
was disposed of at the site until approximately 197S5. The sources
of Delaval’s industrial wastewater are described as: the Tin Roor,
which generated acid, alkali, and metals waste from plating; the
Tumbling Area, which generated metal wastes and grit in the form cf
sludge; Customer Service, which generated wastes contaminated with
“Zyglo” chemicals and alkali; the Pilot Plant, which produce:d
wastes contaminated with oil, solvents, organic chemicals, ang
metals; the Rubber Area, which generated wastes contaminated with
hydraulic oil, lube oil, and steam condensate; and Salvage, which
generated wastes contaminated with water-soluble oils, lube oil,
solvents, and pigments. In 1975, Delaval began treating the
industrial wastewater using a centriftuzal separator and sent ths2



treated wastewater to the site. Effluent generated at Delaval'’s
facility that was transported to the site contained hazardous
substances, including, but not 1limited to trichloroethylene,
methylene chloride, chloroform, 1,1,1, -trichloroethane, napthalene,
chromium, copper, lead and zinc. In approximately 1979, DeLaval
. ceased sending the treated wastewater to the site.

Beginning in 1970, the site became the focus of several
investigations by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) and DCHD. The investigations were comprised
of limited sampling of on-site soils, groundwater, surface water,
and sediment from the streams on site. Some off-site private and
public wells were also sampled. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polynucleaf aromatic
hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds, polychlorinated biphenols (PCBs) and
metals were detected at varying concentrations in site media. Based
on the results of these investigations, the site was placed on the
National Priorities List (NPL) in July 1987, at which time EPA
became the lead agency for the site with support from the NYSDEC.
The DCHD and NYSDOH have sampled off-site private and community
drinking water supply wells on seven different occasions since
1988. Contaminants related to the site were not detected in the
drinking water supply wells.

In March 1991, Theodore Losee and Alfa-Laval, Inc., signed an
Administrative Order on Consent with EPA in which they agreed to
perform the RI/FS for the site. The RI Report was completed in
1995; the FS Report in July 1996.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the site were
releasea to the public for comment on February 21, 1997. These
documents, as well as other documents in the administrative record
were made available to the public at two information repositories
maintained at the EPA Docket Room in Region II, New York and the
Hyde Park Free Public Library, located at 2 Main Street, Hyde Park,

New York. A notice of availability for the above-referenced

documents was published in the Poughkeepsie Journal on February 21,
1997 and in the Hyde Park Townsman on February 27, 1997. The

public comment period established in these documents was from
February 21, 1997 to March 22, 1997.



On March 13, 1997, EPA held a public meeting at the Roosevelt
Engine Co.#1 on Cardinal Road, Hyde Park to present the Proposed
Plan to local officials and interested citizens and to answer any
questions concerning the Plan and other details related to the RI
and FS reports. Responses to the comments and gquestions received
at the public meeting, along with other written comments received
during the public comment period, are included in the
Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

This is the first and only planned action for the site. The
primary objectives of this action are to control the source
contamination at the site and to reduce and minimize the migration
of contaminants into the site media thereby minimizing any human
health and ecological impacts. The response actions specified in
this ROD address two contaminated media at the site, namely; soil
(central disposal area and the outlying .areas), and the
groundwater. No remedial action presently planned for on-site
streams and wetlands although a further ecological risk assessment
will be conducted as discussed on page 13 of this decision summary.’

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The RI included a soil investigation consisting of a soil gas
survey, seismic survey, and soil boring program; a hydrogeologic
investigation consisting of aquifer testing, well installation, and
groundwater sampling; a surface water and sediment investigation;
and an ambient air monitoring program. Environmental sampling
activities at the site included collection and analysis of 179 soil
gas samples, 120 subsurface soil samples, 11 surface water ard 1:
sediment samples. Also, groundwater samples were obtained from 13
overburden monitoring wells, 15 bedrock monitoring wells, and 10
off-site potable wells. Results of the soil gas survey were used tc
aid in the selection of soil boring locations.

The DCHD and NYSDOH have sampled off-site private and community
drinking water supply wells on seven different occasions since
1988. Contaminants related to the site were not detected in th
drinking water supply wells. - ‘

Physical Site Conditi



The physical site conditions are characterized by shallow soil
deposits (0 to 15 feet) underlain by bedrock consisting of
sandstone and shale. Several bedrock ridges with numerous surface
outcropping are present at the site. Extensive wetlands are located
among the north and south sides of the site, associated with two
small streams that drain from northeast to southwest. Overburden
groundwater appears to flow from the central disposal area to the
wetlands and surface water streams to the north and east.

o : .

Areas of septage disposal were characterized by the presence of
black to dark brown septic sludge materials mixed with soils as
observed in soil samples from borings drilled through these areas.
Forty trenches (TRs) , many overlapping others, septage
solidificaticn ponds (SSPs), sand filter (SFs) beds, stained areas,
mounded materials, and pits were identified on the aerial
photographs performed by the EPA’'s Environmental Photographic
Interpretation Center. During the remedial investigation, the 40
trenches were grouped into 10 trench units (TUs) based upon their
lateral distribution on the site.

Trench units 2,3,4,5,9, and 10 and the SSP/SF, are located in the
central open area of the site in relative proximity to each other,
whereas trench units 1,6,7 and 8 are in more outlying areas (see
Figure 1).

A description of the physical nature and contamination of these
areas is provided below.

Central Disposal Area

Trench Unit 2 (TRS,TR7,TR9,TR10,TR24-TR34): This trench unit
consists of 15 tormer trenches covering a large portion on the
north side of the central open area. Septic waste material was
observed in the majority of the borings drilled in this area and up
to two feet of black sludge was encountered. Approximately 13,500
cubic yards of septic sludge are estimated to be present in TU-2.
High concentrations of toluene (110,000 parts per billicn or ppb)
and acetone (530 ppb) were detected in this trench unit. Several
semivolatile organics were identified; the highest detection
observed was phenanthrene (510,000 ppb’. Copper (408 parts per
million or ppm), lead (324 ppm), zinc (765 ppm) and manganese



(4,640 ppm) were the highest inorganic concentrations detected i:
this trench unit.

Trench Unit 3 (TR11-TR18, TR36): This trench unit consists of nine
former trenches located in the central open area. This trench unirt,
approximately 20,000 square feet, is now covered in part by the
concrete and bituminous paved driveways. A five-foot thick layer of
undisturbed septic waste was encountered within this area.
Approximately 4,000 cubic yards of septic material are estimated tc
be present in TU-3. High concentrations of toluene (120,000 ppbi
and metals such as cadmium (9.5 ppm), chromium (58.4 ppm), copper
(925 ppm), lead (152 ppm), zinc (1,960 ppm), and manganese (896
ppm) were detected in this trench unit.

Trench Unit 4 (TR1,TR19,TR38,TR39): This trench unit consists of
four former trenches located on the southwest side of the central
open area. It was confirmed as a disposal area by the observation
of septic waste material in most of the borings drilled in the
area. Approximately 1,800 cubic yards of septic was:te are
estimated to be present in TU-4. This trench unit has high volatile
organic contamination as indicated by the presence of toluene
(51,C20 ppb), chlorobenzene (26,070 ppb), and acetone (3,600 ppbi.
A total PCB concentration of 4,900 ppb was also detected. Arsenic
(13.2 ppm), copper (1,480 ppm), lead (677 ppm), zinc (5740 ppmi,
and manganese (1,290 ppm) were some of the highest metals
concentrations detected in this trench unit. Also, cyanide
contamination was detected (14.3 ppm).

Trench Unit S5 (TR20 and TR21): This trench unit consists of two
forr=r trenches located in the southwest side of the central open
area, to the east of TU-4. Septic waste and black stained sand were
observed in the boring soil samples. Approximately 1,100 cubic
yards cf sludge are estimated to be present in TU-5. Manganese (79¢
ppm) and other low concentrations of metals defined the
contamination in this trench unit. -

Trench Unit 9 (TR8): This trench unit consists of one former trench
located on the eastern side of the central open area, to the east
of TU-2. A concrete block settling tank was constructed on the
northern end of this trench. On the southern end, an approximately
2.5-foot-thick sludge layer was observed. Approximately 450 cubic
yards of sludge material are estimated to be present in TU-9.
Contaminants detected in this trench unit are PCBs (2,500 ppb},
cyanide (1.3 ppm), and metals such as arseric (10 ppm), barium {(8C7



ppm), cadmium (9.3 ppm), chromium (53.9 ppm), copper (2190 pgm:,
manganese (1020 ppm), mercury (9.8 ppm), and zinc (4210 ppm).

Trench Unit 10 (TR37): This trench unit consists of one former
trench approximately 70 feet long, locatedAalbng-side a wooded
area, southwest of the central open area. No septic sludge or other
indication of waste disposal was found in the borings drilled in
this trench unit.

Septage Solidification Ponds (SSPs) and Sand Filter (SF) Beds: This
area consists of four SSPs, and the effluent from the SSPs was
discharged to the SFs. The SSP area covered an approximately
400-by-150-foot area in the west central portion of the site. A
septic waste layer was observed from one to seven feet thick.
Approximately 12,800 cubic yards of septic waste are estimated to
be present in this area. Acetone (240 ppb) and chlorobenzene (3,20C
ppb) were the two volatile organics detected in this trench unit :in
addition to heavy metals including cadmium (4.3 ppm), copper (387
ppm), lead (71.2 ppm), mercury (2 ppm), manganese (1,010 ppm), and
zinc (431 ppm). '

Surlving Di 1 2

Trench Unit 1 (TR2, TR3, TR4, TR22): This trench unit consists of
four former trenches that were identified on the northeastern side
of the site. The location of these former trenches is now partly
covered by a large mound of moderately composted septic waste
" material. This waste material mound is probably former trench
material that was regraded and bulldozed intoc the pile after
disposal activities had ceased. The total volume of septic waste
material associated with TU-1 is estimated to be approximately
2,300 cubic yards. The highest detection of PCB (11,000 :.ob) was
detected in this trench unit. There were also high concentrations
of arsenic (22.2 ppm), cqpper (3,220 ppm), mercury (7.4 ppm), ard
manganese (742 ppm). '

Trench Unit 6 (TR40): This trench unit consists of one isolated
trench located in the southwest corner of the property. No evidence
of waste disposal was noted during field sampling. However, levels
of phenols (1,200 ppb), cadmium (4.5 ppm), and manganese (1,03¢C
ppm) were detected in samples collected from this trench unit.

Trench Unit 7 (TR35): This trench unit consists of one isolate:
former trench located at the edge of a wooded area to the east c¢f



the centrai open area. Borings drilled in this trench unit
identified the presence of a four-to-twelve-inch thick, dark brown
organic layer that is believed to be highly weathered septic waste
material lying directly upon a shallow weathered bedrock surface.
Approximately 500 cubic yards of septic waste material are
estimated to be present in TU-7. Acetone (200 ppb), PCBs (2,600
ppb), cyanide (4.4 ppm) and metals including arsenic (22.8 ppm),
barium (668 ppm), cadmium (11.7 ppm), chromium (44.2 ppm), copper
(2,480 ppm), lead (307 ppm), manganese (2,310 ppm), and zinc (2,580
ppm) were detected in samples collected from this trench unit.

Trench Unit 8 (TR-23): This trench unit consists of one trench
located on the eastern side of the site, south of TU-1. A
three-feet-thick layer of r~eptic waste was observed in the northern
end of this trench unit, but no distinct waste layers were observed
in the middle or southern end of this trench unit. It is estimated
that approximately 50 to 100 cubic yards of waste material remain
in TU-8. Contaminants detected were PCBs (800 ppb), cyanide (0.35
ppm), and several metals including arsenic (9.4 ppm), cadmium (1.2
ppm), chromium (25.9 ppm), copper (299 ppm), lead (259 ppm),
mangarese (821 ppm), mercury (1.3 ppm), and zinc (510 ppm).

bs wa v

A total of 13 overburden monitoring wells, 15 bedrock monitoring
wells, and 10 off-site potable wells were sampled for analysis.
Groundwater quality is judged by standards such as those in the New
York Code of Rules and Regulations (NYCRR) Title 6, Chapter X, Part
703, Surface Water, Groundwater, and Groundwater Effluent
Standards, and Federal Primary Drinking Water Standards, Maximum
Contaminants Levels (MCLs).

The primary area where groundwater contamination was detected at
levels exceeding water quality standards is crescent shaped (see
Figure 2) and lies to the north, south, and east of the central
disposal area. The overburden groundwater is bounded by several
hydraulic boundaries, including the wunnamed stream located
northwest and the Maritje Kill to the east and southwest where
overburden groundwater flow most likely discharges. It is believed
that these hydraulic boundaries act to prevent contaminated
groundwater from migrating from this area of the site.

The following VOCs were detected in the overburden aquifer at
concer:rations exceeding regulatory standards: benzene (1-<3



micrograms per liter (ug/l1)), chlorobenzene (5-11ug/l),
1,3-dichlorobenzene (11ug/1), and 1,2- and 1,4-dichlorobenzene
(8-15 ug/l) and (10-12 ug/l), respectively. Total concentrations of
several metals, including iron (90,400-540,000 ug/l), lead
(43.7-395 ug/l) and manganese (5,480-88,300 ug/l), were detected in
a number of overburden monitoring wells at concentrations exceeding
primary and secondary drinking water standards. Most of the
overburden groundwater contamination was detected beneath the
central disposal area.

There are three isolated areas within the facility boundaries but
outside of the central disposal area where overburden groundwater
contamination was identified. The results of the analysis indicate
that there may have been a problem associated with the constructicn
or development or sampling of the monitoring wells in those areas.
There 1is a 1large difference in the values for the total and
dissolved levels for manganese (e.g., Well OB-11 is reported as
having the highest level of total manganese reported at the site,
88,000 ppb, but the dissolved manganese level reported for the well
is 5 ppb).

Contaminant concentrations were typically much lower and in a much
smaller area in the bedrock aquifer as compared with the overburden
agquifer. VOCs 1in bedrock monitoring wells include benzene (24
ug/l), wvinyl chloride (2-5 ug/l), cis-1,2-dichlorocethene (11-37
#g/l), 1,2-dichloroethene (7ug/l), and tetrachloroethylene (7
ug/l). Manganese (6,360 ug/l) was also detected above the
regulatory standard in one bedrock well.

W . i o

Contaminants detected in surface water samples from the site at
concentrations exceeding New York State Surface Water Standards
were cadmium (3 ug/l) and iron (707 ug/l). No VOC or SVOC
contaminants were detected in site surface waters at concentrations
exceeding the regulatory standards.

Sediment standards were based on the 1993 NYSDEC Technical Guidance
for Screening Contaminated Sediments. No VOCs were detected in the
site sediment samples at concentrations exceeding guidance values.
Metals, primary arsenic, cadmium, and lead were detected at
concentrations slightly exceeding the regulatory standards in
several of the sediment samples.



REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) (see Table 2) are specific goails
to protect human health and the environment; they specify the
contaminant (s) of concern, the exposure route({s), receptor(s) and
acceptable contaminants level(s) for each exposure route. These
objectives are based on available information and standards such as
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and
risk-based levels established in the risk assessment.

Based on available information and ARARs, RAOs for soils and
groundwater were developed. RAOs for soil are designed, in part,
to mitigate the health threat posed by ingestion, dermal contact or
inhalation of particulates where these soils are contacted cr
disturbed. Such objectives are also designed to prevent further
leaching of contaminants from the soil to the groundwater.

The RAOs for soil are the NYSDEC recommended soil clearnup
objectives identified in the Technical and Administrative Guidance
Memorandum (TAGM HWR-94-4046). Due to the fact that arsenic and
manganese pose the greatest potential risk at the site, the most
significant RAOs for soil are arsenic at 7.5 ppm and manganese act
the site background (the manganese levels in New York State are
typically in the range of 400-600 ppm) .

Groundwater RAOs were based on NYSDEC Class GA groundwater
standards and/or the EPA primary drinking water standards (MCLs:,
whichever were more stringent. The most significant RAOs £f:cor
groundwater are arsenic at 25 ug/l and manganese at 300 ug/l.

Substantial contaminant concentrations were not detected in surface
water or sediments at the . site. Therefore, remedial acticn
objectives were not developed for site surface waters or sediments.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
Human Health Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human
health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification—identifies the contaminants of concern at the sitz
based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrerncs,
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and concertration. Exposure Assessment—estimates the magnitude of
actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration
of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated
well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessment—determines the types of adverse health effects
associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between
magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects
(response) . Risk Characterization—summarizes and combines outputs
of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative
assessment of site-related risks.

Based upon the results of the RI, human health and ecological
baseline risk assessments were conducted to estimate the risks
associated witl contamination at the site, assuming no remedial
action is taken in the future. '

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting contaminants of
concern (COCs) (See Table 5). COCs were identified for site soils,
groundwater, surface water, and sediments based on the frequency of
detection in RI samples, the magnitude of the concentrations
detected, and the relative toxicity of the contaminants. COCs
included those contaminants that are most representative of risks
at the site.

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health effects that
could result from exposure to contaminated site media through
ingestion, dermal contact or inhalation. The assessment evaluated
risks to potential current trespassers and potential future site
residents. Current trespassers were evaluated for ingestion and
dermal contact with contaminants in soil, and ingestion of
contaminants in sediments and surface water at the site. Potential
future residents were evaluated for ingestion and dermal contact
with contaminants in soil and groundwater, inhalation of
contaminants in groundwater, and ingestio. of chemicals present in
sediment and surface water at the site.

Current regulations under CERCLA establish acceptable individual
cancer risk levels of 10-4 to 10-6 (e.g., an excess cancer risk of
1 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000,000) and a maximum noncancer Hazard Index
(HI) of 1. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates a potential for
noncarcinogenic health effects.

The results of the baseline risk assessment are contained in the
Baseline Risk Assessment, Jones Sanitation Site, Hyde Park, New
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York, dated August 1994, which was prepared by Gradient
Corporation. The risk assessment concluded that current trespassers
were not at risk from contact with contamination in site media.

For trespassers, cancer risks for both adults and children are less
than 1x10-4. For both adults and children, the total risk is
7.7x10-6. The noncancer HIs for both adults and children were well
below 1 (7.0x10-6 for adults and 5.4x10-2 for children).

For potential future residents, the carcinogenic risks are greater
than 1x10-4 for ingestion of groundwater and soil at the site. For
both adults and children, the total risk is 7.3x10-4. For adults,
the greatest single contributor to risk is ingestion of arsenic in
groundwater. For children, ingestion of arsenic in groundwater and
" ingestion of PCBs and PAHs in soil contribute equally to the cancer
risk. The noncarcinogenic HIs for ingestion of groundwater by
potential future child and adult residents are well above the
acceptable level of 1. For adults, the HI is 85 and for children,
the HI is 200. Most of this risk is associated with ingestion of
manganese in groundwater. Noncarcinogenic risks associated with
contact with soils, sediments and surface water by potential future
residents are within acceptable levels at the site.

Based on the results of the baseline risk assessment, the EPA has
determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from the site, if not addressed may present a current or
potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.

Ecological Risk Z

A four-step process' is utilized for assessing site-related
ecological risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario:
Problem Formulation—-a qualitative evaluation- of contaminan:
release, migration, and fate; identification of contaminants of
concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecological effects
of the contaminants; and selection of endpoints for further study.
Exposure Assessment—a quantitative evaluation of contaminant
release, migration, and fate; characterization of exposure. pathways
and receptors; and measurement or estimation of exposure point
concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessment—literature reviews,
field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant
concentrations to effects on ecological receptors. Risk

Characterization—-measurement or est:imation of both current and
future adverse effects.
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The ecclogical risk assessment began with evaluating tkhe
contaminants associated with the site in conjunction with the
site-specific biclogical species/habitat information.

The site contains two intermittent streams (Maritje Kill and an
unnamed stream) and several wetlands. The two streams are capable
. of supporting only limited numbers of transit warmwater fishes.
However, wetlands and wildlife (e.g., birds and mammals) indigenous
to the site are abundant and diverse. Site-related biological
stress has not been reported or observed at or near the site.

Of the contaminants of concern identified, eight metals were found
to present a potential ecological risk to receptors indigenous to
the site based on the risk assessment conducted. Three metals
(cadmium, iron, and manganese) are believed to pose a risk to
benthic receptors inhabiting one or both streams at the site due to
their sediments exceeding the NYSDEC’s sediment quality criteria
for freshwater aquatic 1life. The cadmium, iron, and manganese
concentrations detected in the sediments are, however, within the
range of background concentrations for these metals based on the
levels detected in upstream samples.

Although no distressed vegetation was detected at the site, and no
threatened or endangered species were observed that may be impacted
by the metal contaminant levels pressnt, EPA and NYSDEC protocols
were not strictly followed and the potential ecological risk may
have been underestimated. Therefore, during the Remedial Design
further field investigations are warranted to better assess the
environmental impacts to this area.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be protective of
human health and the environment, be cost-effective, comply with
other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions, alternative
treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, the statute includes a
preference for the use of treatment as a principal element for the
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous
substances.
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Five soil alternatives and three groundwater alternatives, £for
addressing the contamination associated with the Jones Sanitation
Site were evaluated in detail in the proposed Plan and in the
Record of Decision.

Construction time refers to the time required to physically
construct the remedial alternative. This does not include the time
required to negotiate with the responsible parties for the remedial
design and remedial action, or design the remedy or to obtain
institutional controls. :

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each
alternative was assessed against nine evaluation criteria, namely,
ovarall protection of human health and the environment, compliance
with ARARs (See Table 1), long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatmen:,
short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, and State ana
community acceptance.

Alternative S-1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
O & M Cost: $0
Present Worth Cost: $0
Time to Implement: None \§%

CERCLA reguires that the “"No Action” alternative be considered as
a baseline for comparison with other alternatives. The no action
alternative assumes no additional actions would be taken at the
Jones Sanitation site to address the soil and groun.~ater
contamination. This would allow contaminants to contribute to ths
degradation of the groundwa“-er quality by leaching from the soils.
No institutional controls would be implemented to provide controls
for the groundwater use in the area or well restrictions. The no
action alternative would be easily implemented as no effort would
be required.

This alternative, if selected, would result in contaminan:s
remaining on-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
Therefore, under CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewed every
five vears.
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Alternative S-2: Minimal Actibn

Capital Cost: $286,00¢
O&M Cost: $2,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $317,000
Time to Implement: 2 Months

This alternative would:  consist of 1institutional contrcls to
minimize human contact with the contamination, which may include
deed restrictions and fencing. Deed restrictions would limit future
uses of the site as a whole or in specific areas of identified
contamination, as appropriate, both as to the present owner and in
the event of transfer of the property to other ownership. Fencing
of the site would deter unauthorized access and potential contact
aof trespassers with remaining contamination.

This alternative, i1if selected, would result in contaminants
remaining cn-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
Therefore, vunder CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewed
every five years.

Alternative S-3: Capping of Central Disposal Area and Placement of
Outlying Soils Beneath Central Disposal Area

Capital Cost: $1,043,000
O&M: $27,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $1,458,000
Time to Implement: 8 months

This alternative would include the following remedial measures:

* Construction of a 4.8-acre cap over the central disposal area in
conformance with the major elements described in 6 NYCRR Part 360
for solid waste landfill caps. Conceptually, the cap would be
comprised of: 18 inches of clay or a suitable material to ensure a
permeability of 10 7 cm/sec, 6 inches of porous material serving
as a drainage layer, 18 inches of backfill, and 6 inches of topsoil
and grass cover.

* Surface water controls consisting of concrete culverts would be
installed around the perimeter of the cap and at other locations as
necessary to ensure that runoff water does not erode the topsoil
layer. Long-term maintenance of the cap would be regquired to
ensure cap integrity. In addition, th.s alternative would include
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the ‘institutional controls described in Alternative S-2 to prevent
interference with the cap.

* To facilitate the construction of the cap, the existing asphalt
and concrete pads, frame building and shed would be removed and
disposed cf off-site. Tanks remaining on-site would be cleaned and
recycled off-site.

* Contaminated soils in outlying areas (TU-1,6,7, and 8) would be
excavated and moved directly to the central disposal area, where
they would be graded with the material there in preparation for
placement of the cap. : '

* Institutional contreols such as deed restrictions to restrict
‘construction on top of treated areas and fencing of -the central
disposal area (as discussed in Alternative S$-2) would be included
in this alternative, due to the remaining presence of the
contaminants at the site.

This alternative, if selected, would result in contaminants
remaining on-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
Therefore, under CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewed
every five years.

Alternative S-4: In-Situ Treatment of Central Disposal Area and
Outlying Soils

Capital Cost: $4,997,000
O&M Cost: $2,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $5,028,000
Time to Implement: 7 months

This alternative would include in-situ treatment of the central
disposal area and- outlying areas (TU-1,-6,-7,-8) soils using
solidification/stabilization. This treatment . process would
immobilize these contaminants which would remain in the soils.
The outlying areas would be excavated and the soils combined with
the central disposal area soils prior to in-situ treatment.
Following the treatment, the central disposal area would be
regraded as needed.
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Institutional controls such as deed restrictions to restrict
construction on top of treated areas and fencing of the central
disposal area (as discussed in Alternative S-2) would be included
in this alternative due to the remaining  presence of the
contaminants at the site.

This alternative, if selected, would result in contaminants
remaining on-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
Therefore, under CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewed every
five years.

Alternative S-5: Excavate All Areas

Capital Cost : $ 7,142,000
O&M Cost: $ 0
Present Worth Cost: §$ 7,142,000
Time to Implement: 8 to 9 months

This alternative would include excavation of all identified soils
in the central area and outlying areas with contaminant concentra-
tions exceeding RAOs. The excavated soils would be disposed of as
nonhazardous or hazardous waste soils at an off-site disposal
facility, as appropriate, based on characterization of the waste
piles. :

The cost of this alternative was based on off-site disposal of
36,500 cubic yards of contaminated soils. During the remedial
design of this alternative, the cost of treating the contaminatec
soils on-site prior to off-site disposal may be evaluated tc
determine if any cost savings may be realized.

Groundwater Remedial Alternatives
Alternative G-1: No Action

Capital Cost: so
O&M Cost: $0
Present Worth Cost: $C
Time to Implement: None

CERCLA requires that the “No Action” alternative be considered as

a baseline for comparison with other alternatives. The No Action
alternative does not include implementation of any institutiona.
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controls or active remedial measures for on-site contaminated
groundwater.

This 4dlternative does not require any action to be taken for

implementation. However, site RAOs may be achieved over time
through natural attenuation and degradation processes.

Alternative G-2: Minimal Action

Capital Cost: $50,000
O&M Cost: Year 1-5 $52,000/Year

Year 6-30 $15,000/Year
Present Worth Cost: $383,000
Monitoring Time: 30 Years

This alternative would include institutional controls such as use
restrictions to prevent human contact with contaminated groundwater
at the site while the contaminants naturally attenuate. These re-
strictions would be applied to both the shallow and bedrock
aquifers at the site due to the detection of contaminants at levels
exceeding NYSDOH drinking water standards for both aguifers anc
would prohibit the installation of new wells at the site intended
for potable use.

This alternative would also include monitoring of the groundwater
to assess migration and natural attenuation of contaminant levels
over time. The monitoring pregram would include a total of 10 off-
site wells and a total of 15 on-site monitoring wells, which would
be annually sampled and analyzed for Target Analyte List (TAL!:
metals and Target Compound List (TCL) VOC: . In the event that
contaminant levels remain below groundwater standards in the ofi-
site wells during the first five years of monitoring, the
monitoring program would be reevaluated to determine if any
modification of it would be appropriate.

This alternative, if selected, would result in contaminarts
remaining on-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
Therefore, under CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewed every
five years.
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Alternative G-3: Groundwater Collection and Treatment

Capital Cost: $1,678,000
O&M Cost: Year 1 $379,000/year

Year 2-5 $364,000/year

Year 6-30  $323,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $6,607,000
Time to Implement: 4 Months
Monitoring Time: 30 Years

This alternative would include installation of a system of trenches
and wells to collect contaminated groundwater at the site and
construction of a treatment system designed to meet discharge
criteria. Based on the primary contaminants present in grcundwater
at the site, i.e., organics (benzene and vinyl chloride) and metals
(arsenic, beryllium, and manganese), the treatment train would
consist of chemical precipitation with clarification to remove the
metals followed by activated carbon treatment to remove organic
constituents. The treated groundwater effluent would be transported
via a pipeline to a discharge point in the unnamed stream at the
site. The treated groundwater would meet discharge limits based
on the NYSDEC Class B surface water standards. The groundwater
collection and pumping may alter the existing wetlands patterns,
particularly those to the north near the collection drains and to
the south near the pumping well. The exact nature of these impacts
and measures to mitigate them would need to be evaluated as part 'of
the remedial design of this alternative.

A groundwater monitoring program would be needed to assess the
effectiveness of groundwater extraction on contaminant levels in
the ¢ uifer over time. Groundwater monitoring data would be used
to evaluate the continuing operation of the collection and
treatment system. The monitoring program would include a total of
10 off-site wells and a total of 15 on-site monitoring wells, which
would be monitoring sampled and analyzed for TAL metals and TCL
VOCs. In the event that contaminant levels remain below
groundwater standards in the off-site wells during the first five
years of monitoring, the monitoring program would be reevaluated
to determine if any modification of it would be appropriate.

This alternative, if selected, would result in contaminants
remaining on-site with concentrations above health-based levels.
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Therefore, under CERCLA, the site would have to be reviewec
every five years.

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each
alternative was assessed utilizing nine evaluation criteria as se:
forth in the NCP and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. These criteria
were developed to address the requirements of Section 121 of .CERCLA
to ensure all important considerations are factored into remedy
- selection decisions.

TheAfolléwing "threshold" criteria are the most important, and must
be satisfied by any alternative in. order to be eligible for
selection: '

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

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy wcu:l
meet all of the applicable, or relevant and appropriate
requirements of Federal and State environmental statutes anc
reguirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make
comparisons and. to identify the major trade-offs between
alternatives: ‘

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the abiiizy
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human heal:n
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of th
measures that may be required to manage the risk posed Ly
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatmen:

is. the anticipated performance of a remedial technology, with
respect to these parameters, that a remedy may employ.
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Shert-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health
and the environment that may be posed during the construction
and implementation periods-until cleanup goals are achieved.

m

6. Implementability 1s the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of
materials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance
costs, and the present-worth costs.

The followihg "modifying" criteria are considered fully after the
formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan is complete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of th=2
RI/FS and the Proposed Plan, the State supports, oppcses,
and/or has identified any reservations with the preferred

alternative.

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

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above follows. The discussion is divided
in separate sections for comparison of soil (Alternatives §-1
through S-5) -and groundwater (Alternatives G-1 through G-3)
alternatives; however, it is recognized that soil alternatives may
impact grounc.iter remedial options and time frames.

Soil Remedial Alterpatives
s Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative S-1 would not provide any protection of human health
and the environment as no active remedial measures are included in
this alternative. Alternative S$-2, minimal action, would provide
 some degree of protection of human health through the use of
institutional controls that would include deed restrictions and
fencing; however, no protection of the environment is provided as
contaminants. would remain on the site and may continue to migrate
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through the environment. Alternatives S-3 and S-4 would be
protective as they would prevent human contact with wastes and
would reduce migration of contaminants to the groundwater by
containing wastes with a cap in the central disposal area
(Alternative S-3), or in-situ solidification/stabilization
treatment (Alternative S-4). Alternative §-5 would. prevent
environmental degradation and eliminate potential health risks
posed by human contact with disposal area soils through excavation
of contaminated soils and disposal off-site. This excavation
alternative would provide a greater degree of protection of human
health and the environment than Alternatives S-3 and S-4, as the
contaminants would be removed permanently from the site.

= Compliance with ARARS

Action-specific ARARs for the site include Federal and State
regulations for treatment, temporary storage, and disposal of
wastes (40 CFR Part 256-268 and 6 NYCRR Part 360). No action-
specific ARARs are applicable to Alternatives S-1 and S-2 as no
remedial activities would be conducted at the site.  Alternative S-3
would comply with ARARs through capping of the central disposal
area and excavation of the outlying areas and placement of these
soils under the cap. Alternatives S-4 and S-S5 would comply with
ARARs by in-situ treatment and/or excavation of all contaminated
wastes at the site. Excavated soils would be disposed cf
appropriately; hazardous soils would ke treated on site or at a
licensed facility using stabilization followed by disposal as non-
hazardous wastes. Any off-site transportation of hazardous wastes
would be conducted in accordance with all applicable hazardous
waste manifest and transportation requirements.

s Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative S-1 would nc: provide for long-term effectiveness and
permanence as contaminants would remain in site soils with nc
institutional controls to prevent human contact with the wastes.
Alternative S-2 provides marginal long-term effectiveness in that
it deters inadvertent access, but does not eliminate the potential
for trespassers, future residential exposure or preclude further
migration of contaminants. The degree cf long-term effectiveness
of the central disposal area cap (Alternative S-3) is dependent on
its continued integrity and’ maintenance. The in-situ
solidification/stabilization of contaminated soils (Alternative
S-4) would significantly reduce cr eliminate the leaching ci
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contaminants to the groundwater. Long-term monitoring and
maintenance would be required for all remedial alternatives, with
the exception of Alternative S-5, which would provide long-term
effectiveness and permanence by removing the contaminants from the
site. '

u Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Alternatives S-1 and S-2 would not provide reduction in toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminants. Alternative S-3 would reduce
the mobility of the contaminants by placing these soils under the
cap, but would not reduce the toxicity or volume of the
contaminants. In-situ treatment (Alternative S-4) would further
reduce the mobility of contaminants present in treated soils
through solidification/stabilization treatment to prevent
contaminant leaching. Alternative S-5 would result in a reduction
in the toxicity, mobility and volume of contamination present at
the site through excavation and ultimate off-site disposal of the
wastes.

] Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives S-1 and S-2 would not result in any adverse short-term
impacts. Potential short-term impacts would be associated with the
other alternatives due to the direct contact with soils by workers
and/or the generation of vapor and particulate air emissions. Such
impacts would be addressed through worker health and safety
controls, air pollution controls such as water spraying, dust
suppressants, and tarps for covering waste during loading,
transporting and waste feeding preparation. Site and community air
monitoring programs -‘ould be implemented when conducting such
activities, to ensu.e protection of workers and the nearby
community. It is estimated that all the alternatives could be
completed as follows: Alternative S-1 in zero months, Alternative
S-2 in 2 months, Alternative S-3 in 8 months, Alternative S-4 in 7
months and Alternative S-5 in 8 months. These time estimates do
not include the'time needed for remedial design.

] Implementability
All of the alternatives are implementable from an engineering
standpoint. Each alternative would utilize commercially available

products and accessible technology. Alternatives $-3 (capping) and
S-4 (in-situ treatment} would be easier to implement than
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Alternative S-5, which includes more extensive excavation of
contaminated site areas. Excavation of outlying areas is included
in Alternatives S-3, S-4 and S-5, but disposal of these soils would
be most easily handled in Alternative S-3, where they would be
placed under the on-site cap. Capping of the central disposal area
- would present fewer difficulties in implementation than in-situ
treatment (Alternative S-4). Cap construction 1is a common
technology that has been frequently applied at hazardous wastes
sites. Although solidification/stabilization is an established
technology, in-situ application of this process has had only
limited application at hazardous wastes sites and implementation
may also be limited by the heterogenous nature of the soils in the
waste disposal areas and the variety of contaminants present. In
addition, the institutional controls contemplated urder
Alternatives S$-2,5-3 and S-4 are expected to be implementable.

. Cost

The capital, present worth, and operation and maintenance (O&M)
costs for the soil Alternatives S-1 to S-5 are summarized in Table
8. Alternative S-3 has a present worth cost of $1,458,00C that
includes an annual O&M cost associated with maintenance of the cagp.
Alternative S-4 is substantially more expensive with a present
worth cost of $5,028,000 associated with in-situ treatment of the
waste material. Alternative S-5 has a present worth cost of
$7,142,000, due to the high capital cost of excavation and off-site
disposal.

s State Acceptance

After review of all ailable information the NYSDEC has indicated
that it concurs wiun the selected alternative for the scils.
NYSDEC’s letter of concurrence is presented in Appendix IV of this

document.
. Conmmunity Acceptance

Community acceptance of the soil preferred alternative has been
assessed 1in the Responsiveness Summary porticn of this RCC
following review of the public comments received on the RI/FS
report and Proposed Plan. All comments submitted during the public
comment period were evaluated and are addressed in the attached
Responsiveness Summary (Appendix V). In general, the public was
suprortive of EPA’'s proposed remedy for the contaminated soils.
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r water s oy .V
. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative G-1 does not include institutional controls or active
remediation and is not protective of human health in that potential
future residents could be exposed to contaminated groundwater at
the site. Alternative G-2 would provide protection of human health
through the implementation of institutional controls, such as use
restrictions, to prevent potable use of contaminated site
groundwater. Currently, there is no plume of contaminants
migrating from the site; however, Alternative G-3 would provide the
greatest degree of protection of human health and the environment
of the three groundwater alternatives as it includes collection and
treatment of contaminated groundwater to remove the contaminants
present throughout the area of ' groundwater contamination.
Treatment cf the extracted groundwater prior to on-site discharge
to the unnamed stream would ensure that the discharge water does
nct pose an environmental or human health risk.

= Compliance with ARARs

Principal location-specific and chemical-specific ARARs for the
site include the Federal Protection of Wetlands Executive Order
(E.O. 11990), NYCRR Wetland Permit (6 NYCRR Part 633), the SaZle
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) promulgated National Primary Drinking
Water standards including both Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCL) and
the Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs), and the New York State
Groundwater and Surface Water Standards promulgated by NYSDEC.
Current EFA policy states that groundwater remediation levels be
generally attained throughout the contamination plume, or at arc
beyond the waste management a.ea' when wastes are left in place.
At this site, essentially all of the detected groundwater
contamination is located beneath the waste management area. As
discussed earlier, there are three isclated areas outside of the
central disposal area where overburden groundwater contaminaticn
was initially identified; however, EPA believes that further
sampling (to be conducted during the design stage) will likely show
that there is actually no overburden contamination in those areas.
Accordingly, EPA believes that all three groundwater alternatives

IThe waste management area is defined as the area comprising the cap in
addition to an adjacent buffer area necessary o preserve the integrity of the
cap and tc provide access to perform maintenance cn the cap.
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would likely achieve site remedial action objectives at and beyond
the edge of the waste management area, as the area of contamination
does not extend beyond the waste management area. Alternative
G-2 would include institutional controls to prevent use of
contaminated groundwater and long-term monitoring to ensure
migration does not occur and to assess the rate of attenuation.
Alternative G-3 1is intended to achieve compliance with the site
remedial action objectives throughout the area of groundwater
contamination (i.e., including beneath the waste management area)
through collection and treatment of groundwater. Discharge of
treated groundwater to the unnamed stream would be conducted in
accordance with all applicable regulations, including NYSDEC Class
B surface water standards as appropriate for the receiving water
body. In addition, this stream flows into a NYSDFC-regulated
wetland, thereby requiring compliance with NYSDEC wetland permit
reguirements.

L Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

All three groundwater alternatives would 1likely achieve site
remedial action objectives at or beyond the edge of the waste
management area, as the area of groundwater contamination does not
extend beycnd the waste management area. Alternatives G-1 and G-2
would rely only on natural attenuation for the groundwater
contamination beneath the waste management area. Alternative G-3
is intended to achieve site remedial action objectives throughout
the area of groundwater contamination more quickly than
Alternatives G-1 and G-2 through active remediation of the
groundwater. However, under Alternative G-3, while some contaminanct
concentrations are expected to reach cleanup levels in a reasonable
amount of ti-e (approximately 10 years), modeling estimates that
other cecntaminants would take considerably longer to reach cleanup
levels.

®  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

No reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminaticn
present at the site through active remediation would occur for
Alternatives G-1 and G-2; however, natural attenuation and
degradation would reduce toxicity of the contaminants present over
time particularly when soil source control measures are instituted.
Alternative G-3 is intended to reduce the volume of contamination
present at the site through extraCtioﬁ of contaminated groundwater
using combination of pumping wells and collection trenches. In
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addition, the toxicity of the extracted groundwater would be
reduced through treatment (metals precipitation and carbon
adsorption) prior to on-site discharge of the water.

u Short-Term Effectiveness

No significant short-term health or environmental impacts would
result from implementation of the no action and minimal action
alternatives. The long-term groundwater monitoring program included
in Alternative G-2 would pose only minimal health risks to workers
performing the groundwater sampling and would be mitigated through
use of appropriate personal protective equipment. Alternative G-:3
would result in increased noise and traffic at the site during the
four to six months required for installation of the groundwater
collection and treatment systems. The small potential for adverse
health effects to workers during installation of the pumping we:_l
and potential trenches would also be minimized through the use o©i
personal protective eguipment.

L] Implementability

Both Alternatives G-2 and G-3 require ihplementation cs
institutional controls at the site and implementation of a
long-term groundwater monitoring program. The institutional
controls and groundwater monitoring program are implementable.
Alternative G-3, collection and treatment of groundwater, would be

more difficult to implement due to the need to install the
' collection system (pumping well and trenches), piping, ang
treatment system, but it is implementable from an engineering

prospective.
. Cost

The capital, present-worth, and O&M costs for the ground water
alteriatives are summarized in Table 8. The present worth cost ci
$383,000 for Alternative G-2 is associated with the groundwa:ter
monitoring program over 30 years. The significantly greater ccs: cf

of the groundwater collection and treatment system and its
operation, including groundwater monitoring, over 30 years.
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a State Acceptance

After review of all available information, the NYSDEC has indicared
that it concurs with the selected alternative for the groundwater.
NYSDEC’s letter of concurrence is presented in Appendix IV of this
document .

» Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the groundwater preferred alternative has
been assessed in the Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD
following review.of the public comments received on the RI/FS
report and Proposed Plan. All comments submitted during the public
comment period were evaluated and are addressed in the attached
Responsiveness Summary (Appendix V). Many of the public’'s concerns
were related to potential contamination of their private wells. In
general, the public was supportive of EPA’'s proposed remedy for the
contaminated groundwater.

SELECTED REMEDY

The EPA has determined, upon consideration of the requirements cf
CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the various alternatives, and
public comments, that Alternative S$-3 (see Figure 3) for the so:i_
in -combination with Alternative G-2 for the groundwater is the
appropriaté remedy for the site.

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows:
-

® A 4.8-acre cap will be constructed over the central dispcsal
area in conformance with the major elements described in 6 NYCR=X
Part 360 for solid waste landfill caps. Conceptually, the cap wil:i
be comprised of: 18 inches of clay or a suitable material to ensure
a permeability of 10-7 cm/sec, 6 inches of porous material serving
as a drainage layer, 18 inches of backfill, and 6 inches of topsoil
and grass cover.

® Surface water controls consisting of concrete culverts will be
installed around the perimeter of the cap and at other locations as
necessary to ensure that runoff water does not erode the topsoil
layer.
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o Long-term maintenance program for the cap will to ensure cap
integrity.

L To facilitate the construction of the cap, the existing asphalt
and concrete pads, frame building, and shed will be removed and
disposed of off site. Also, tanks will be cleaned and recycled off
site.

] Contaminated soils above the RAOs in outlying areas (TU-1,6,7,
and 8) will be excavated and moved to the central disposal area,
where they will be graded with the material there in preparation
for placement of the cap.

® Confirmatory samples will be collected from the bottom and
sidewalls of the excavation. Following excavation and confirmatory
sampling, the trench units will be backfilled with a clean fill and
overlain with a 6-inch layer of clean topscoil and grass cover.

o Institutional controls such as deed restrictions will be
implemented, to limit access and to prohibit interference with the
cap.

Groundwatex
® Implementation of a long-term groundwater monitoring program.

As part of this effort, a series of monitoring wells will be
installed between the site and the closest residences. During the
first five years of the monitoring program, sampling will be
conducted on both on- and off-site wells, including off-site
private drinking water wells. Such wells will be monitored on an
annual basis for metals and VOCs. In the eveit that contaminant
levels remain below groundwater standards in the off-site wells
during the five-year monitoring period, the monitoring program will
be reevaluated. It is expected that once the cap has been
constructed, groundwater gquality should improve and, hence, a
reduction in the scope and/or frequency of groundwater monitoring
may be appropriate. The monitoring effort will include the
investigation of possible pockets of contamination where anomalies-*
in the data indicate the potential of groundwater contamination.
If future monitoring indicates that groundwater contamination is
not attenuating and may migrate off-site, additional groundwater
remedial measures may be considered.
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L Institutional controls such as deed restrictions, and/or well
permitting restrictions, will be implemented to prevent human
contact with contaminated groundwater at the site. These
restrictions will be applied to both the shallow and bedrock
aquifers at the site due to the detection of contaminants at levels
exceeding NYSDOH drinking water standards and Federal MCLs in both
aquifers and would prohibit the installation of new wells at the
site intended for potable use. Nonpotable uses of site groundwater
(e.g., watering) may be allowed. ‘

Strxeams and Wetlands

No remedial action is presently plinned for the streams and
wetlands as there were no adverse impacts observed. During the
Remedial Design, further ecological risk assessment will be
performed as discussed below to confirm that the surroundings
streams and wetlands have not been impacted.

. Perform a pre-design phase wetlands delineation and assessment
of the delineated area in accordance with the State and
Federal guidance which will include additional surface water
and sediment samples to adequately quantify any chemical
impacts on the streams and wetlands that may exist and, kase=d
on sampling results, perform a supplemental ecological risx
analysis.’

The goal of the remedial action is to contain the source area and

to prevent further migration of contaminants to the groundwater

the extent practicable. Based on information obtained during th
investigation, and the analysis of the alternatives, the selecte
alternatives will provide the best balance of trade-offs amecn
alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. The EPA ani
the NYSDEC believe that the selected alternatives will be
protective of human health and the environment, will comply wi:th

ARARs, will be cost-effective, and will reduce mobility <

contaminants permanently by utilizing permanent solutions and

alternative treatment technologies or resource recover:y
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

¥ ot

tr 0. 0O N
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Capital Cost: Soil - § 1,043,000
Groundwater - $§ 50,000

Annual O&M Costs: Soil - 862,000 ,
Groundwater -Year 1-5: $52,000
Year 6~30: $15,000

Present Worth Cost: Soil - §$ 1,458,000
Groundwater - $440,000

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at
Superfund sites 1s to undertake remedidl actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. In addition,
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory
requirements and preferences. These specify that when complete the
selected remedial action for this site must comply with applicable,
or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established
under Federal and State environmental laws unless a statutory
waiver 1s justified. The selected remedy also must be cost-
effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource-recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for
remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances,
as available. The following sections discuss how the selected
remedy meets these statutory requirements.

" . z vi

The selected remedy is protective of human healin and the
environment. Capping of soils in the central disposal area 1is
expected to be effective in preventing human contact with the
wastes and contaminacion migration in surface water runoff.

Contaminants will remain in soils. However, the cap would
eliminate or reduce infiltration of precipitation, therefore
minimizing the potential for migration of contaminants to
groundwater. " The excavation of the contaminated soils in
outlying areas and placement under the central disposal area cap,
will provide protection of both human and health and the
environment for these areas by preventing leaching of such
contaminants to groundwater. The institutional controls will help

N



protect human health by preventing access to the contamination and
future exposure of individuals to it.

The long-term monitoring of the groundwater will assess the rate of
contamination migration and any natural attenuation of contaminant
levels over time.

:mw. wi ] ARAR

Action-specific ARARs - for the site include Federal and State
regulations for treatment, temporary storage, and disposal of

wastes (40 CFR Part 256-268 and 6 NYCRR Part 360). The selected
remedy will comply with these standards through capping of the
central disposal area. In the outlying areas, remedial action

objectives will be met through excavation and placement of these
soils in the central disposal area. For groundwater, the principal
ARARs include the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) promulgated
National Primary Drinking Water standards, including both the
Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCLs) and the non-zerc Maximum
Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs), and the New York State Groundwater
and Surface Water Standards promulgated by NYSDEC. EPA believes
that the selected groundwater alternative will comply with these
ARARs at or beyond the edge of the waste management area.

+ - 1 v
Each of the alternatives underwent a detailed cost analysis. In
that analysis, capital ccsts and O&M costs have been estimated arc
used to develcp present worth costs. In the present-worth ccsct

analysis, annual costs were calculated for thirty years (estimatecd
life of an alternative) using a five percent discount rate and
based on 19%6 costs. The selected soil alternative has the lcwes:
cost that will achieve the goals of the response actiors.
Alternatives S-1 and S-2 are less expensive but not deemed to ke
protective. Alternative G-1 is also not protective. Alternativs
G-2 through natural attenuation will meet the same goals as
Alternative G-3 but at much lower cost.

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it will provide zh=
best overall effectiveness proportional to its cost.




By excavating the outlying areas and capping the contaminatead
scils in the central disposal area, and by implementing a long-term
groundwater monitoring program, the selected vremedy utilizes
permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable.

Overall, the selected remedy (Alternatives S-3 and G-2) 1is
considered to include the most appropriate sclutions to
contamination at the site because it provides the best balance of
trade-offs among the alternatives with respect to the nine
evaluative criteria.

Pref for T orincioal El

Th> statutory preference for remedies that employ treatmesnt as a
principal element 1s not satisfied by the selected remedy.
However, the selected remedy is nevertheless, protective of public
health and the environment.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan.
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TABLE 1 (Page 1 of 35)

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE

REQUIREMENTS AND OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS,
CRITERIA, AND ADVISORIES FOR COCs EXCEEDING PSALs

Jones Sanntation Site

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS:
Natural Ambient Air Quainty

Standards (mg/m?) NS NS . NS
Federal Drinking Water Standards :
MCUMCLG (wgh) 5.0/0 0.20 0.2/0
NYS Class GA Groundwater

Standargs (up) 0.7 0.002 GV .ND
NYS Class B Surface Water NS NS NS

Standaras (ug/)

OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS, CRITERIA AND ADVISORIES:

NYS Recommended Soil Cleanup .

Objectves (mg/kg) ) 0.06 0;224 or MDL 0.061 or MDL
NYS Sediment Criteria (ug/gOC; 0.5 NA 1.03*'
Federal Ambient Water Quality -

Crtena, Human Health Only (ugh) 0568 0.0028 0.0028
EPA Drinking Water Mealth .
Advisory-DWEL (pgh) NA NA NA
NIOSH IDLH (mg/m?) 500° 80~¢ 80°°
OSHA PEL-TWA (mg/m?) 1 0.2° - 02

NS
0.20
0.002 GV

NS

KR

‘NA
0.0028

NA
80°°

0.2¢

0.3°10.0
NS

NS

0.014

NA
0.002¢

NA
A 80°¢

0.2°

I Ll.

Urc<

»

MOL

© - Proposed

- Total phenols

- Cascinogerne compound

- IDLH based on noncaccinagene sfiects O'W
- Valye lor coal Lar pAch volalues:

- MUMan NEARN DOJCSMIBION sadument cmoru from Techncal Gudance for Screemng Con aminated Seaments (NYSDEC 199))

- Freshwater value

- Guance vaiue

- Not avadabdie

- Not detected

« No standard

- Ste background

- Method de(ection ke,

“Owt ne DAME_ 2 O \OATAUONES W XLS Tatee 2.3 M4/38 4 33 37 AN



Table 1 (Page 2 of 5)

"CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS AND OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS,

CRITERIA. AND ADVISORIES FOR COCs EXCEEDING PSALs
Jones Sanftation Stte

SN

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REOUIREMENT‘SS
Naural Ambient Air Quality

NS NS NS NS NS I

Standaras img/m?) , . ;

- Federal Dnnking Water Standards- 0.2/0 NA 0.5/0 510 2/0 '
MCUMCLG (pg/)

NYS Class GA Grounawater 0.002 GV 1.0° 0.1 s 2

Standards (up) '

NYS Class B Surface Water NS 1.0° 0.001 1.0 NS

Standards (pug/) ) ' . i .

OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS, CRITERIA AND ADVISORIES:
NYS Recommended Soii Cleanup

3.2 0.9 10" _ 14 0.2
Objectives (mg/kg) .
NYS Sediment Criteria (ug/oOC) NA NA 0.0006°* ° 0.8 067
Feoeral Ambient Water Qualiry '0 0628 NA 0.000079 08 :
Cmtena, Human Heal™ Only (pgh). '
E9A Drinking Water Hearn NA NA NA 500 -
Aowisory-DWEL (pgh)
NICSH IDLH (mg/m?) 80°¢ NA 5 1.034° NA

. . 2

OSHA PEL.-TWA (mg/m?) , 02° NA 05 689 25

-~ 3OO

zx~
“r

- Towal phenos :

- Caranogenx compound

- 1OLH based on noncarunogenc efects only

+ Value for coa! Lar pach volaties

+ Total unciuonnated phencts

- Recommended sod cleanup obyective for subsurface sous.
- 8250G on Asocior 1254

- Guigance vawe: Basec on protection of human Healtn trom Tonsumpton of (wh
< NOt avariadie
- NO stancare

*0B1 M DRVE DD \DATAUONESEWe X1S Teom 2.3 MO8 4 32 )T A



Table 1 (Page 3 of 5)

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS AND OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS,
CRITERIA, AND ADVISORIES FOR COCs EXCEEDING PSALs

Jones Sanitation Site

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS:

Natural Anibient Air Qualay NS NS NS NS NS ;
Standaras (mg/m”) .
Federal Dnnking Water Standargs- ais 5,5' 10C:14C
MCUMCLG (ugh) SCINA 2.00012.0C0
NYS Ciass GA Grounadwater &
1 NS 10 B '
Standards (pgh) 25 000
NYS Class B Surface Water ’ _ . ) -
Standarcs (pgh) 190 NS R
OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS, CRITERIA AND ADVISORIES:
NYS Recommended Soil Cleanup - s2
16 0r S8 1 10 or S2
Objectves (mg/kg) 75088 foo or SB 0
NYS Sediment Cmera (pg/gCC) 6 NA NA 08" 25
Federal Ambient Water Quality 5C
0.00638 10
Critena, Human Heafth Only (ugh): 0.0022 1.000
EPA Drinking Water Health 70 '.
NA 18 1 !
Advisory-DWEL (pg) NA NA i
NIOSH IDLH (mg/m?) 5° 50 @ 9 230
OSHA PEL.TWA (mgim?) 0.0% 05 0.002 0.005 k
s  -Ca ompound.
e - Hu:‘\l::on:::nc AStON ¥ criena trom Techncal Gudance lor Screerung Conlaminatea Seaiments «NYSDEC 1983
3 - Assumes a hardness of lees than 78 pom.
) « $1andard based on haraness of surface waler body as determuned by equation exp (0.78. “in (ppm hardness)] - 3.490)
m . Lowsst Effect Level sadiment critena trom Technical Gudance for Screeming Contarminaied Sediments (NYSQEC 199))
n - Slandard based on Rardness ol surface waler BOCy 36 GeEtermunad by #quation exp (O.819]In (ppm nardness)] » {.561)
NA . Not avsdable.
NS . No standard
S8 . Sae background.

CMs ey OANVE IO CATAUONES ™ 1. To0m 13 ¥o08 3 320 Ame



Table 1| (Page 4 of 5)

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS AND OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS,

CRITERIA, AND ADVISORIES FOR COCs EXCEEDING PSALS
Jones Sanntation Site

' Copper  Manganese Mercury “Nickel

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS:
Natural Ambient Air Quality :

N N NS NS
Stangargs (mg/m?) NS S
Federal Dnnking Water Standards- 2 a

3 N 22 1081100
MCLUMCLG (ugh) 71,300 NS , -
NYS Class GA Groundwater . 5 . 2 NS
. Stanaards (pgh) - . 2c0 300 .

NYS Class 8 Surface Water 0

N 0.' GV .
Stancarcs {ugh) S , A2

OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS, CRITERIA AND ADVISORIES:
NYS Recommendged Sol Cleanup

2 0.1 130r S8
Gbjecaves (mg/kg) 2500 S8 .S ?
NYS Sediment Crtena (ug/gOC) 16" " 0.3 R
Federal Ambient Water Quality NA 100 0114 194
Cntena, Human Mealth Only (ugh): i
EPA} Onnking Water Mealth NA NA 10 580
Aavisory-DWEL (ugh) .
NIOSH ICLH (mg/m?) 100 500 10 10°
OSHA PEL-TWA (mg/m?) B 5 0.1 !
. Carcanogent compound . ~em e
-Hu:mmm‘ ABLION % crers iom Technucal Gudance tor Screerung Coramunated Secumenis (NYSTEL 1963

. - Lowwst Effect L evel setwment criana Irom Techrucal Gudance lor Screening Camamunated Sedments {NYSDEC 199))
. STANGIE DAsed ON NA/GNess of surtsca waltr body 38 Getermined Dy equation exd (0 854S (n( ppm Raraness)] - 1 «65)
« Combineq wanaard for won and manganess of S00 woA.

+ Coding vanm-not 10 De excee0ed wnd, :
. STINGAT 000G 0N Aardness of surface waler body 8¢ determmed Oy equation exp (0.76 [In{ pom hardness)) < 1 06)

A - Not svadadis.

NS - No sianang.

SB . Sde bacxground.

TT . Treaument technotogy

Z"PVOO IV
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Table 1 (page 5 of )

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR hELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS AND OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS,
CRITERIA, AND ADVISORIES FOR COCs EXCEEDING PSALs

Jones Sannation Stte

SBvu o Zinc Cyanide

"APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS:
Natural Ameient Air Quality
Standards (mg/m?)

Federal Dnnirg Water Standards- At s 200,200
MCLMCLG (pgh) +0C 3.000 20020
NYS Class GA Groundwater
Standards (pgh)

NYS Class 2 Surface Water
Standaras (p 3

NS NS NS

s¢ 300 10C

X 30 52

OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS, CRITERIA AND ADVISORIES:
NYS Recommended Soil Cleanup

. o SE 20 0r S8
Objecaves (mg/kg)
NYS Sediment Crteria (pg/gOC) : 120 NA
Federal Ambient Water Quality <2 NA <z
Crtena, Human Heatth Onty (ug/h):
EPA Drinking Water Health Adwisory NA NA NA
DWEL (pgN)
NIOSH IDLH (mg/m?) 10 NA NA
CSHA FEL-TWA (mg/m?) 091 NA NA

3 - Secondary Maxsmum Contaminant Level (SMCL). not legally entarceabtee

! . Some 'orma of Cyanide are compiex and slable while other 'orms ase DM gependent and hence are very unslable
Sae-scecific 'orm(s) of Cyanide shouid De LaXen N0 CONOEration wren F413DIsNING sonl Cleanup chjecin.

NA - Not svadable.

NS - No standaru.

SB - Ste dbackground.

Oas o DRAVE DO CATAUCKES v LS “aom I3 WUDE 8 38 )T AN



Table 2

SITE REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES®
Jones Sanitation Site

ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA - " " REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Soil . Organics:
Tetrachloroethylene < 1,400 ug/kg® .
4-Methyiphenol < 900 pg/kg* -
Fluoranthene < 50,000 pug/kg
Pyrene < 50,000 pg/kg -
! Senzo(a)anthracene < 220 pg/kg
Benzo(b)fluoranthene < 1,100 pg/kg
Benzo(a)pyrene < 61 pg/kg*
indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene < 3,200 1:g/kg
Dibenzo(a.h)anthracene < 14 ugrkg*-
PCBs < 10 mg/kg*

Inorganics:
Antimony < 9.6 mg/kg®
Arsenic < 7.5 mg/kg® .
Banum < 300 mg/kg
Beryllium < 1.3 mg/kg>
Cadmium < 1 mg/xg*
Chromium < 25.9 mg/kg
Copper < 35.1 mg/kg" -
Manganese < 2,240 mg/kg
Mercury < 0.1 mg/kg
Nickel < 41.1 mg/kg
Silver < 1.9 mg/kg
Vanadium < 150 mg/kg®
Zinc < 141 mg/kg
Cyanide < 0.06 mg/kg®

Grounawater QOrganics:
Benzene < 0.7 pgn*
. Vinyl chloride < 2 pgn*

Inorganics:
Arsenic < 25 pgh*
Banum < 1,000 mgrkg
Beryllium < 4 pg/t*
Manganese < 300 pg/*

a - Al COCs wenufiod n baseune Nsx 3ssassment Ncced: however, a smaler sudbsel
_ of hese Oenbfied with “3° accounied jor SO% or more of the calculaled msx.

b - These COCs as i0entfiad N baseine nak assessmMenl Gio not exceed PSALS.

¢ - The remedal action odjective for Cysnice is based on the method detection uma.

“Oaa v DRNE PO OATAUONESSIN XLS Tates -t YaDO8 513 12 Ao



Table 3

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVE

EXCEEDANCES IN OVERBURDEN WELLS
Jones Sanitation Site

NUMBER OF
" WELLS RANGE OF
: EXCEEDING CONCENTRATIONS
CONTAMINANT PSAL PSAL® . DETECTED
VOCs (pg/h):.
Benzene 07 5 1-€5
Chiorodenzene 5 4 14-110
1.3-Oichlorobenzene 5 1 11
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 47 2 8-15
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 47 2 10-12
METALS {(ug/h) ™
Aluminum 37.6C0 4 £2.900-134.0CC
Arsenic 25 1 33
Banum 1.000 2 1.370-3.12¢0
Beryllium 4 2 7.5-3.9
Calcium 85,200 6 100.000-215.CC%
chromium 1867 2 197.-351
Coban 49.5 4 60.8-31
Cogper 200 4 295-778
Iron 90,400 4 95.500-548.0C0
Lead 43.7 6 45.3-395
Magnesium 14,000 7 15,000-66.200
Manganese 5,480 3 18.900-88.300
Nickel 132 3 237-399
Potassium 5.490 5 6.520-16.7C0
Selenium 10 . 1 271
Sodium 20,000 5 51.400-90.000
Vanadium 42.2 4 53.7-166
Z:inc 1,350 4 1.390-10.6CC

he 13 overburden weils sampied dunng the RI.

- Totat (unfiered) metals concentations

“Ovaa no DRIVE_ YD CATAUONESFIN XS Tame 1 ! VA8 8 31 13 Ame

- Number of overdurden weils with concentraions of the contarminant exceeaing the PSAL owt of




Table 4

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVE
EXCEEDANCES IN BEDROCK WELLS

Jones Sanitation Site

NUMBER OF
WELLS RANGE

, ' EXCEEDING CONCENTRATIONS

CONTAMINANT PSAL PSAL’ DETECTED
1 VCCs (ugM):
{  Vinyl chioride 2 1 5
i cis-1.2-Dichloroethane 5 2 11-37
z Senzene 0.7 ! 24
| Tetrachioroethylene - 5 1 7
i
| METALS (ugn’: !
| Caewm 85.200 9 96.60C-176.0CC ¢
i Magnesium _ 14,000 9 15.200-36.5C0 i
| Manganese 5480 1 6.360 ;
! Sotassium £.490 2 7.060-26.4CC

Sodium 20.000 i1 22.000-92.8GC
F - Number of DeArock wesils with concentrabons of the contaminant exceecing the PSAL out of

the 15 bedrock wells sampied dunng the Ri.
b - Total {unfitered) metals concentrations.

Ottt DANVE TS CATAUONESS N XLS Tame ! MBZE - ERL TRy



Table S

CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN EVALUATED IN THE
BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

Jones Sanitation Site

1
..osoww I GROUNDWATER }
Antimony® Fluoranthene Arsenic }
Arsenic Indeno(1.2.3-cd)pyrene Banum |
' Zanum Manganese Benzene f
| Benzo(a)anthracene Mercury Seryliium ,
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 4-Methyiphenol Manganese i
Senzo(a)pyrene Nickei Vinyl chionce !
Beryllicm?® . PCBs ;
Cacdmuum Pyrene 5
Chromium Silver |
Tcooper Tetrachioroethylene
Cyanice , Vanadium®
Ditenzc(a.h)anthracene Zinc
I
SURFACE WATER e : SEDIMENT
Manganese . Arsenic
Banum
! Cadmium
! Chromium
‘ Copper
Manganese
vanadium

a - Concentrauons o not exceed PSAL

O 0 DRIVE DT SATALCWESF N ALS Taome 0 I VASS S M Je aMe



Tablet (pape 1ue)

Sunmuy af Potentiaf Receptons and Posaibibe Baposme Pathways

Jones Samtatan Sie

Hyde Pk, New Yok

Potentral Exposure Vype of

Receplar Medimn Exposute Pathway Evaluation Reason for Iaclusion/lixclusion

Cutscnt s Sail fncidental ingestion of . Quantitative Site is not fenced and is accessible 1o nearby
Fulne Recieaten swlace soil residenls

Adute/Ciiid Deonnd contanct with sunbiwe sl Quantitive Site is mot fenced and iy accessibile to nehy

Sushwe Waier

Sedunemt

Pambd b

resufents

Inhakation of vapers volailizing

Nut Evaluated

frons sotl into nbicnt ain

Pathway considered invignificam; only § volatile
arganic COC (eteactdarocthenc); exposure groot |

concemation is fow (1 6 mp/kp)

Fndadatione o) lap.

foon contonited sold

Cdint denved

Naot Lvalnaled

Pathway considercd insignificant due i

vegetative cover, no cxposed suil

Inuudentat wngestiom of

s b waiee

Quanhitative

Twa sinall streams oon through the site; site is

acceasible 1o ncashy seandents

Desonsal comtanc t witls surlace wider

fogeestions of Lish

fin nlental mpestion al

o sedunces

Dreamal cantact wath sediscnt

tugestion of fish

Nt - vabaated

Mot Evalusted

Considered invignilicant duc ta acghigible decinal
absaption of nntgane COCS; o organic

COCs i sinfan e waney

- site pomd o5t shallaw ta sappont fish

OQuantitative

Two small sticims tan theangloshie siie; site i

accessible to nearhy sesidents

Nat Evialuated

Considesed insigmiticant due to acgligible deomad
abaarption of mogganic COCS; no organic

T EOCs 0 sedunent

Mat Evatuated

Ofl-site potnd is oo shallow to suppore lish

Tupe k

Mir



Table 8 (page 20(4)

Suminary of Pateatial Receptons and Possible Exposure Pathiways

Junes Sanitition Site
Hyde Park, New Yok

.

Potential “lizposare Type of .
Heceproe Medium EExposmie Pathway Evatuation Reason (i Inclusion/fixclusion
Fotwe Resident Sail lucklentaf ingesting of sl Quantitative Praperty zoned residential
Adul hihd :
Desimasl contanct with sl . Quantittive Propessy zoned sesidential
Indiabation of vapor. - atilizing Nat Evahusted Pathwiy considercd insignificant; only { vatutile
frann suil-into dndoos ir organic COC (1etrachlimoethenc); exposure point
- concentration is low (1.6 inp/kp) _I
' fuhiabation of fugitive dust devived Not Evaluated Pathway considesed insignificant duc o
fiom contaminated sl . vegetitive caver; an cxposcd il
Groundwater Ingestion of provilwaes Quantitative Propeny roncd sesidential; assumed watcr supply
well intercepts commnipated groundwater
Dermal continct with groumbwiter Quantitative Propetty roned cesideatial; assumed water supply
well intercepts contaminated groundwater
. Intiaktion of vapars volaishizing Quantitative Property roncd tesidential; assumed waier supply i

Swifice Waer

from gaosodwider daning showering

well intescepus contaminled groundwater

fudrabation wd vipors volatdizing
oo pesssnsdavinter intes indisen ik

(hascamens inlilisation)

Nat Evaduated

Pathwiy considercd issigaiticant; unly 2 vabitile
onganic UEXs (l(xn/rne, vinyl chliside); exposuse

@ Jow (7 3l 137 JUURB)

Tncidental ingestion of

stnlace waler

Quintitative

v ,ﬁ;_wgh the site

Dermal comtact with ssface wies

Nut §valuated

Considescd in8

absorption of inorganic COCs; an aeganic
COCs in surface wider

Nat Evaluated

OI-site pond is Lo stiallow 10 suppott lich J

AAE NS

lugestion ol hish

Page 2
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Table 6 (Page Jof4)

Summiny o Patcatial Receptons amd Possible Exposie Pathways

loues Saatation Site
Hyde 1Nk, New Yok

AdiliZChld

Caoundwater

Putented Laposure Type ol
Receptor Medivm Lxposwme Pathway Evaluation Reason lur Inclusion/lixclusion
Fatme Resulent Sediment tnciddental ingesting Quantitative Twor sl strciuns 1un inaugh the site
AdulyClindd ol sedinent - .
Desmal contact wigh sedisment Not Lvaluated Considesed insigniticant due 1 acgligible dermal
absarption of inonganic COCS: ne arganic
COCs in sediment -
Ingestion ol lish Nut Eviluated Off-site pond is tono shallow to support fish
Cunevar Reswdemt Suil tncadeatal ingestom of sond Nt Evahwated Futire sesident wasahd hiave bigher capusute to

site subsurfacg soil

Dcrnnal contint witls sanl Nt Evalaated

Futuee sesident woull lave higher exposure i

site subsui fixe soil

fustiabation o vigpars volatilizing Nt Livaluated

Boonann sond onbor tendinw an

Samie exposuie as futire 1esident

— e e ————

fdoalationy oob bapinve dunt denved Not Lvaluased

fonn contanumated sl

Same capunaire as future residen

Not P valuated

Ingestion ol prommlwaites

Cuture sesident wonld bave bigher eaposue due

assumcd e ol site pronmtwates by futuee sesudem

Dhesial contin £ wath grommhvates

- assumcd use of

Future resident wyws

b h\'c higher caposine duc

wtes by fulwme sesident

Gdeabistion oo vipus volatdizng Mot Bvagluased

Lom grommdwates din iul: slnm-rmq:

rugure sesilent winihid Bdive higher exposure die 1o

assusicd use of site pronmdwater by foture resident

lohakition oof vapens volitilizimg Not Evaluated
Loy grosmdwinter st indons an

thascment suliftsatim)

Samie exposure as futme tesubent
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Table 6 (Page 4of4)

Suatizay of Patential Recegiaons aad Passibile Expasiee Patlivays

Junes Simtation Site
Hyde Pak, New Yok

Potentid

Receporn

fxposure

Medium

Expusute Pathway

Type of
Bvidyation

Reason for Inctusion/Exclusion

!('uncnl Resuben
Aduli/Clald

Sueface Water

Scedument

tacidental ingestion of

sutliwe waler

Nat Evaluated

Sume exposare as futwe sesident

Demud contact with saehne water

N fivaduated

Swme cxposuie as futiie sesident

bgestion ul ish

Nut Evaluated

Sanwe caprasure s figure residen

Incidental ingesion

ol sediinent

Not Fvatuated

Sime exposure as e sesident

Dcrmal contact wath sediment

Not Evatuated

Same expusure as (utire resident

Ingestion of fish

Not Livaluated

Same exposurc as (ute residemt
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Tabte 7

Caciaopenie sl Nonciucmopeme Faxacity Values
fon Chencals of Concern
fones Samtathion Saite
Hyde Pk, New Yok

' —Cacinugemic Chronie Noncarcinogenie
Cheincal Weaght of. Ol tnhalation Oial Tnhalation
Evademee Slope Facnn Slope Factor Relerence Dose Reference Cone.

Classication {ap/hpday)-| (glkp.day)-1 (mplhpday) g/ Y)
Autunony M HTY) -.- 71.000d ()
YR A () 1.75 () 15.1 (v) 0.0003 (a)
Barnun Nl (a) 0.07 (n) (.0005 ()
Hearene A (o) 0.029 (o) 0.029 (n) .
Heazotanthiene 12 () 0.73 ()
Hearala)pyrene B2 () 7.3 ()
Geazothlumanthene H2 () (AN
Berylinun ‘ 026 4.3 () KA () 0.005 (a)
Coadin S B2 6.1 (¢) 0.001 (a)
Chiownnam A (W) e 41 (a) 0.008 ()
Copyrct 1) () . T 0.037 {¢)
P hbenzota b lisptheacene 2 () 7.0 ()
Flacnanthene IDYHY - 0.04 (n)
todenog 2.8 cdlpyrene H2 (1) Q.71 () .-
f\‘.m,'.uu'\r (fonnd) 1) () . Ol (-} Q0001 ()
MLinpanese (waler) 1) () 0.00S8 (n) 0.0004 (a)
Mooy 1) () S - 0.0003 (¢) 00003 (1)
Mehylphienol L : C ) 1,008 (¢)
N kol N (o) - .02 (n)
Palycharited taphenyds (10018 HPXEY 1.7 (a) ..
Pyscoe (PN Y] . A3 ()
Silver 0 () : 0.00S (2)
Petnn lilavocthene Cneiy) 0082 () 0002 (b) 001 (a)
Vanadistim NI: () 0.007 (¢)
Viny) c orsde A () 1Y () 0.3 ()
Jwe i l_) (:e)_‘_-____________‘_ e 0.4 {a;
-

Ca PN Bt e i B RG Bobeaaation Sy st OIS ) TR e cated i Tl o tionn Haodbawd ol 30k Ascessiment Valueo (Tellevue, WA 19914
e A P avsiasne e d e e ol Neccssanc i Obee tHEAE) 1Y G The PVloniane Vhanibook ol [sk Acessinent Values, ellovae, WA 199
vy G aldos (EREAS T 198 vt o T | b oo Tl aof Wik Acacasinonmt Values, Hodlevae, WA, 1994

e e el C8 B s cadtagpepac s b ooty Bauesston p bt 68ED) appen ab bor palyareniatie bydiocabont pranded w1992 108 EPA Region 1V guidaie
Pet venchie win s sanbo s da el

"
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Table &
Cost Comparison of the Soil Remedial Alternatives

Capital Annual Total Present

ALTERNATIVE Cost' 0&M Cost! Worth Cest’
- ;l No Action h 0 0 0
S-2: Minimal Action 286,000 2,000 317,000

$-3: Capping of Central Disposal Area & Placement

of Outlying Soils Bencath Central Disposal Area | 1,043,000 27,000 1,458,000
S-4: In-Situ Treatment of Central Disposal Area 1 4,997,000 2,000 5,028,000
S-5: Excavate All Areas 7,142,000 0 7,142,000

Cost Comparison of the Groundwater Remedial Altematives

Capita! Annual Total Present
ALTERNATIVE Cost' O&M Cost! Worth Cest’

G-1: No Action 0 0 1]

G-2: Minimal Action 0| Year1-§ 52,000 383,000
Year 6-30 15,000

G-3: Groundwater Collection & Treatment 1,678,000 | Year} 379,000 6,607,000
' : Year 2-5 364,000
Year 6-30 323,000

v Capral Cost tncludes costs associated wih equnpment site preparation. and reatment ol the Ceniral Disposal Area

SOOWAY mieans T Opeerations and AMaimtenang e’

Vodotal BPeeseot Wonh Con The amown ot mones that EPA swoudd have to imvest now at 3% interest in arder 1o have the
appropete tundsavadable atthe acnl e the semedol altemanve ioamplemented

Vol ob e ane b e



APPENDIX III

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



1.0

1.1

3.0

3.2

JONES BANITATION BITE
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

8ITE IDENTIFICATION

Background -~ RCRA and other Information

100001~
100176

100177~
100223

100224~
100252

Report:  Engineering Investigations at Inactive
Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York,

Phase I - Preliminary

Sanitation, prepared for NYSDEC, prepared by
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc., September 30,
1983. (Note: Pages 100070 - 100074 of this
document are CONFIDENTIAL. They are located at
U.S. EPA ,Superfund Kecords Center, 290 Broadway,
18th floor, New York, New York, 10007-1866).

Report: Stage IA - SEOR FORM, CQultural Resource
I Cigat : the J Sanitat Dutcl

prepared for Mr. Brian Kilcoyne,
Field Operations Manager, ChemCycle Corporation,
prepared by Collamer & Associates, Inc., April 10,
1992.

Report: Site Analysis, Jones Sanitation, Hyde
Park, New York, prepared by U.S. EPA, July 1991.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

gampling and Analysis Plans

300001~
300179

300180~
300358

Plan: sampling avd Analysis Plan For Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study for the Jones
itat ' -Park, New York, prepared for

Alfa-Laval, Inc., prepared by ChenCycle
corpo:ation, September 1991.

Plan: Revised Sarpling and Analysis Plan for
Remedial Investigaticn/Feasibility Study for the

. | Hvde Park, New York.
prepared for Alfa-laval, Inc., prepared by
ChenmCycle Corporation, June 1952.



Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms

300359~ Data Package: Results of Examination for Samples

300422 taken on June 13, 1995, Final Report, prepared by
New York State Department of Health, Wadsworth
Center, July 13, 1995, (Note: This data package
is CONFIDENTIAL. It is located at U.S. EPA,
Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, 18th
floor, New York, New York, 10007-1866).

Work Plans

300422A- Plan: Final Revised RI/FS Work Plan, Jones

300535 Sanitation Site, Hyde Park, New York, Volume I -
RI/FS Hork Plan, prerared for Alfa-lLaval, Inc.,
prepared by ChemCycle Corporation, September 1991.

300536~ Plan: Health and

300658 Site, Hyde Park, New York, prepared for Alfa-~

: Laval, Inc., prepared by ChemCycle Corporation,

June 1992.

300659~ Plan: Ouality Ass

300755 i i Park, New York, prepared for
Alfa-Laval, Inc., prepared by ChemCycle
Corporation, September 1993. :

Remedial Investigation Reports

300756~  Report: Soil Gas Survey, Jones Sanitation

300989 Site, Hyde Park, New York, prepared for Alfa-
Laval, Inc., prepared by ChemCycle Corporation,
June 1992.

300950- Report: Monthly Prcgress Reporf 142 May 1

301103 through May 231, 1992, i i
Park, New York, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II,
prepared by ChemCycle Corporation, June 12, 1992.
(Note: This document is CONFIDENTIAL. ). is
located at U.S. EPA ,Superfund Records Center, 290
Broadway, 18th floor, New York, New York, 10007-
1866).

301104- Report: Revised Preliminary Site

301361 axy, Jones Sanitation Site.

Hyde Park, New York,
prepared for Alfa-laval, Inc., prepared by
ChemCycle Corporation, May 1993.



301362-  Report:

301458 mﬁmwww_me_
Hyde Park, New York, Volume I - Report, prepared
for Alfa-Laval, Inc., prepared by ChemCycle
Corporation, November 1993,

301459~ Report: [Ecological Risk Assessment for Jones

301588 i i uding NYSDEC Fish and

i 1 sis, prepared for ChemCycle
Corporation, prepared by CDR Environmental ‘
Specialists Incorporated, March 1994.

301589- Report: Baseline Risk Assessment: Jones

301796 Sanitation Site, Hyde Park, New York, prepared for
ChemCycle Corporation, prepared by Gradient
Corporation, August 1994.

301797- Report: Baseline kisk Assessment: Jones

302171 Sanitation Site, Hyde «

IRIS Files and Toxicity Profiles, prepared for
ChemCycle Corporation, prepared by Gradient
Corporation, August 1994.

302172- Report: Remedial Investigation, Jones Sanitation

302361 i York, Volume I - Report,
prepared for Alfa-Laval, Inc., prepared by
ChemCycle Corporation, April 1995.

302362~ Report: Remedial Investigation, Jones Sanitation

302697 York, Volume II - Appendices,
prepared for Alfa-Laval, Inc., prepared by
ChemCycle Corporation, April 1995.

Correspondence

302698~ Letter to Ms. Linda wood, Project Manager, U.S.

302700 EPA, Region II, from Mr. James B. Lister, Bureau
of Remedial Action, Civision of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, NYSDEC, re: Draft Remedial
Investigation, Jones Sanitation ID No. 314012,
October 5, 1994.

302701- Letter to Ms. Linda Wood, Project Manager, U.S.

302702 EPA, Region II, from Mr. James B. Lister, Bureau

of Remedial Action, Livision of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, NYSDEC, re: Remedial Investigation
Report, Jones Sanitation ID No. 314012, May 10,
1995.



302703~
302705

302706~
302708

Letter to Ms. Linda wood, Project Manager, U.S.
EPA, Region 1I, from Mr. James B. Lister, Bureau
of Remedial Action, Civision of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, NYSDEC, re: Ecological Risk
Assessment, Jones Sanitation ID No. 314012, August
15, 1994.

Memorandum to list of addressees, from Mr. Stephen
D. Luftig, Director, Office of Emergency and v
Remedial Response, U.S. EPA, re: Revised Policy on
Performance of Risk Assessments During Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Studies (RI/FS)
Conducted by Potentially Responsible Parties,

- January 26, 1996.

FEASIBILITY BTUDY

Feasibility Study Reports

400001~ Report: Feasibility Study, Jones Sanitatjon

400186 i York, prepared by lawler,
Matusky & Skelly Engineers LLP, March 1996.

Correspondence

400187~ Memorandum to list of addressees, from Mr. Elliot

400197 P. Laws, Assistant Administrator, U.S. EPA, re:
Land Use in the CERCIA Remedy Selection Process,
May 25, 1995.

400198~ Letter to Ms. Linda wWood, Project Manager, U.S.

400199 EPA, Region II, from Mr. James B. Lister, Bureau
of Remedial Action, Livision of Hazardous Waste
Remediation, NYSDEC, re: Draft Feasibility Study,
Jones Sanitation DEC ID No. 314012, August 15,
1995, |

400200~ Letter to Ms. Isabel Rodrigues, Project Manager,

400200 U.S. EPA, Region 1I, from Mr. James B. lister,

Bureau of Remedial Action, Division of Hazardous
Waste Remediation, NYSDEC, re: Draft FPinal
Feasibility Study, Jcnes Sanitation DEC ID No.
314012, April 5, 1996.



8.0
8.1

P.

10.0

20.2

ENFORCEMENT
Consent Decrees

700001~  Administrative Order on Consent for Remedial
700034 Investigation/Feasibility Study In The Matter of
The Jones Sanitation Site, March 26, 1991.

HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

ATEDR Health Assessments

800001- Report: Preliminary Health Assessment for Jones

800005 Sanitation Landfill (Jones Septic site), Hyde
«New York, prepared by

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR), U.S. Puplic Health Service, July 7, 1988.

800006- Report:  Site Review and Update, Jones
800020 Sanitation Site, Towp
: , prepared by New York State

Department of Health under a cooperative agreement
with the ATSDR, August 15, 1996.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Community Relations Plans

1000001~ Plan: Draft community Relations Plan, Jones
1000032  gSanitation, Hyde Park, New York, Community
Relations Support, prepared for U.S. EPA, Region

11, prepared by Alliance Technologies Corporation,
Hay 7, 19%2.
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New York State Department Of Environmental Conservation

" 50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7010 e

Ms. Jeanne Fox

Regional Dircctor

Eci. E:);'lxronmcntal Prolcchon. Agency | Joha . Cab
290 3roadway Actiag Commiasioncr
New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear Ms. Fox:

Re: Draft Record of Decision
Jones Sanitation 1D No. 314012

. In response to the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Jones Sanitation site, ID No. 314012,
submitted by your office, ] wish to concur with the remedial aotion plan as put forth in the ROD. This
remedy includes:

-Construction of a Part 360 cup over the central area, afier the contaminated soils from the
outlying arcas arc cxcavatcd and gradod over the central arca:

-Removal of any tanks, to he cleaned and recycled offsite;

-Removal of concrete and asphalt pads and an existing structure and disposal of all as C&D
waste offsite; :

-Implementation of & groundwater monitoring program that includes annual monitoring of on-
sitc monitoring wells and off-site homeowner wells for VOC's and metals for a minimum of
five (5) years after which a reevaluation of the monitoring program will be conducted;

-Installation of scveral additional monitoring wells:

-Implementation of institutional controls through deed restrictions, to prevent the
devclopment of the capped arca and to prohibit the installation of new wells for potable

use.

If you have any questions picase contact Mr. Lister at (518) 457-3976.

Sincerely,

Dircetor
Division of Enviromnental Remediation

¢ K. Lynch/l. Rodrigucs —
. : Posti*FaxNote 7671 [0 357  [A%» |

[ - - -
- L '...:&_\d&\ﬁu-ﬂp M Chonn
Co/Dept. Co. K

Pnone # Phone 8

TV R EY ik
N I




APPENDIX V

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

JONES SANITATION SITE

1. INTRODUCTION

A responsiveness summary is required by the National 0Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR
300.430(f) (3) (F). It provides a summary of comments and concerns
received during the public comment period, and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation’s (NYSDEC's) responses
“to those comments and concerns. All comments summarized in this
document have been considered in EPA and NYSDEC’s final decisicn
for selecting a remedial alternative for the Jones Sanitation
site.

This Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following
sections:

2.0 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

This section summarizes the involvement of EPA as the
lead agency for community relations at the Site.

3.0 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC MEETING AND
EPA’S RESPONSES ‘

This section summarizes both verbal and written
comments submitted to EPA by local residents at the
public meeting and provides EPA’‘s responses to these
comments.

4.0 SUMMARY OF PRP COMMENTS AND EPA’s RESPONSES

- This section summarizes written comments submitted to
EPA by the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) during
the public comment period and EPA’s response to these
comments.

5.0 APPENDICES

There are four appendices attached to this document.
They are as follows:



APPENDIX A: Proposed Plan

APPENDIX B: Public Notices that were printed in

‘the Poughkeepsie Jourpnal and the
Hyde Park Townsman to announce the

public meeting.

APPENDIX C: Sign-in sheets of attendees at the
March 13, 1997 public meeting.

APPENDIX D: Written comments received by EPA
during the public comment period
which are summarized in Sections 3.0
of the Responsiveness Summary.

2.0 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES.

EPA held a public comment period from February 21 through March
22, 1997 for interested citizens to comment on EPA's Proposed
Plan for the Jones Sanitation Site in the Town of Hyde Park,
Dutchess County, New York.

EPA's Proposed Plan described the remedial alternatives that the
Agency considered to remediate contaminated soil and groundwater
at the Jones Sanitation Site and identified EPA’s preferred
remedial alternatives with the rationale for these preferences..
The Proponsed Plan was developed by EPA in consultation with
NYSDEC. :

EPA held a public meeting on Thursday, March 13, 1997, at the
Roosevelt Engine Co. #1, 9 Cardinal Road, Hyde Park, New York.
During the meeting, representatives from EPA, NYSDEC, and the New
York State Department of Health (NYSDCH) answered gquestions and
received verbal and written comments on the Proposed Plan and the
other remedial alternatives under consideration.

In addition to comments received a: the public meeting, EPA
received written comments during the putliic comment period
regarding its Proposed Plan. EPA's responses to these comments
are included in this Responsiveness Summary which is appended ctc,
and a part of, the Record of Decisicn, the document which
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describes the selected remedy for cleaning up the site. All
comments summarized in this Responsiveness Summary were
considered prior to EPA’s final determination of the selected
remedy.

There was little public interest in the Site prior to the release
of EPA's Proposed Plan in February 1997. The notice of
availability of the final Proposed Plan for the Jones Sanitation
Site was published in the Poughkeepsie Journal on Friday,

February 21, 1997, and in the Hyde Park Townsman on Thursday,
February 27, 1997. A copy of the public notice is attached as

Appendix B.

A transcript of the March 13, 1997 public meeting is available at
the information repository at the Hyde Park Free Public Library.
The sign-in sheets from the public meeting are attached as
Appendix C. '

This Responsiveness Summary and Record of Decision, along with
the Administrative Record for the site, are available at the
information repository referenced above.

3.0 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC MEETING AND
EPA's RESPONSES

Comments and questions expressed at the March 13, 1997 public
meeting are summarized below according to the following topics:

Remedial Alternative Preferences
Surface Water Contamination
Groundwater Contamination
Health Concerns

Remedial Construction

Financial Responsibility

W w W www
Lo ANV B - VS I O I ]

3.1 Remedial Alternative Preferences

3.1.1 Comment: A resident asked how remediation at the Jones
Sanitation Site compares to the remediation taking place at the
Hudson River Psychiatric Center. He commented that $1 million is
being spent at the Psychiatric Center to remove soils containing
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(polychlorinated biphenyls] PCBs. He noted that a similar amount
of money will be spent to remediate the Jones Sanitation Site,
yet the Jones Sanitation Site appears to be more complex because
of the variety of chemicals present in soil and groundwater.
Also, the contamination at the Psychiatric Center does not appear
to be affecting any potable wells, whereas contamination at the
Jones Sanitation Site could potentially affect many potable
wells. He asked whether the sites are comparable.

Response: The contamination associated with the Hudson River
Psychiatric Center was caused by a spill of fluid containing PCBs
from a transformer. The contamination at the Jones Sanitation
Site resulted from operation of a septage :facility over a long
period of time which also received industrial wastes.

After characterizing the nature and extent of contamination of
the Jones Sanitation Site, EPA determined that the most
appropriate and cost-effective remedy is to consolidate the
outlying disposal areas within the central area and cap the site.
Because groundwater contamination was also found primarily under
the central disposal area and was not detected beyond the
facility, long-term groundwater monitoring is also included as
part of the remedy to ensure no adverse impact occurs to off-site
potable wells.

PCBs are contaminants specifically regulated under the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). A typical approach for
remediating PCB-related spills such as occurred at the
Psychiatric Center is to excavate these materials and associated
¢ ntaminated soils for treatment and/or disposal at an off-site
facility in compliance with the requirements of TSCA. While the
~cost to remediate the sites appear to be comparable, because the
contaminants are different, the remedial approaches for the sites
are not similar or equivalent. ‘

Also, while the commentor corfectly notes that the contamination
at the Jones Sanitation Site could potentially affect potable

wells, there is no indication that any potable wells near the

site have been impacted. The creeks provide a natural, hydraulic
barrier between the site and the potable wells.
3.1.2 Comment: A resident recommended that EPA modify its
proposed remedy and extend the sides of the cap down to the
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bedrock. Specifically, he recommended digging a trench around
the central disposal area and filling it with clay to encapsulate
the area. This would prevent movement of contaminants in the
groundwater. He stated that this idea would not require a
significant increase in cost. It would, however, prevent
contaminated groundwater from entering the streams and provide
the community with greater peace of mind.

Response: Installing a vertical barrier (which would function
similarly to a slurry wall) to encapsulate a disposal area is a
technology generally employed to prevent the movement of
groundwater through waste when the waste exists below the
groundwater table. This is not the case at the Jones Sanitation
Site, as the waste does not extend to a depth that the
groundwater would be moving through it.

Capping landfills and other disposal areas is a recognized
effective means of containing wastes and preventing the migration
of contaminants. The cap creates a highly impermeable cover that
will keep precipitation from draining through the contaminated
soils and leaching contaminants into the groundwater. Although
the RI data indicate that the overburden groundwater discharges
to on-site streams, generally no contaminants were detected in
surface waters.

The cost of extending the cap down to the bedrock would be
significantly greater than the cost of capping the surface of the
disposal area because it would require a significant amount of
soil to be excavated and, given the proximity of the nearby
streams to the disposal area, would require dewa*’e«ring of the
soils prior to excavation. The water generated from the
dewatering process would also need to be treated before
discharge. These measures would substantially increase the cost
of the remedy and would not be deemed cost-effective.

3.1.3 Comment: A representative from the Hyde Park
Conservation Advisory Committee stated that the site is located
over a major aquifer which flows generally to the south. EPA’'s
proposed remedy must assure that contaminants do not enter the
aquifer. The trailer park to the south is in the path of any
migrating contamination plume. Alsc, further to the south (less
than a mile) are the emergency wells cf the Hyde Park Fire and
Water District. While the distr:iC: :s nct now using these wells,
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they should be protected for possible emergency use.

Response: No contaminants that are attributable to the Jones
Sanitation Site have been detected in any of the off-site potable
wells that were sampled as part of the Remedial Investigation.
Also, it is believed that the creeks surrounding the disposal
areas provide a hydraulic barrier preventing contaminated
groundwater from moving off-site. The selected remedy calls for
the construction of a cap which will create a highly impermeable
cover that will keep precipitation from draining through the
contaminated soils, and installation of additional monitoring
wells, along the downgradient portion of the site to ensure that
no contaminants migrate from the -‘ite and impact private public
supply wells. ' '

3.1.4 Comment: A representative from the Hyde Park
Conservation Advisory Committee and several residents expressed
concern about the site’s location in a 100-year floodplain and
stated that EPA’'s proposed remedy must consider flooding effects
which would wash away the cap. A resident asked whether the
proposed cap would maintain its integrity during the 100-year
flood cycle. Another resident expressed concern that during a
flood event, the ground could become saturated forc1ng
contaminated materials from beneath the cap.

Response: Most of the area to be capped is outside the 100-year
flood plain and is not expected to be affected by a flood of such
magnitude. A small portion of the cap (less than one percent)
along the southeastern border is ekpected to lie within the 100-
year floodplain of the Maritje Kill. As a result, flood
prevention measures will be incorporated as appropriate during
the Remedial Design. Such measures may include building a levee
around that portion, building up the area to remove it froi~ the
flood plain, or excavating this area and consolidating it within
the central portion of the disposal area. There will also be an
operation and maintenance plan in place to maintain the integrety
of the cap over time. '

3.1.5 Comment: A resident asked whether other factors, such as
road construction, heavy rain, and snow, could affect the
off-flow of groundwater contamination from the site.



Response: Unusual precipitation (unusually high or low annual
precipitation) may have an impact on the surficial aquifer, but
in terms of the contaminants on the site, the impact on the
contaminants would be limited to the site. Further, the impact
to the deeper aquifer would be minimal. The overall direction of
groundwater flow in the deeper aquifer would not change
noticeably, and the rate of groundwater flow might increase, or
decrease, a small amount.

3.1.6 Comment: A resident from Matuk Drive expressed
disappointment with the EPA’'s proposed remedy to leave the soil
contaminants on the site under a cap. He expressed concern about
potential negative effects on real estate values in the area, the
potential for future problems, and the loss of peace-of-mind feor
neighboring residents if the contaminated soil is not disposed of
off-site. He stated that the cost to permanently remove the
contaminated soil would be small compared to the potential
litigation costs that EPA would have to endure if the proposed
capping remedy fails.

Regponse: Once the remedy is implemented, the eventual deletion
of the site from the National Priorities List should alleviate
the stigma that a Superfund site may create in communities with
the resulting negative effect on property values. The results of
EPA‘s investigation with respect to the groundwater should also

- help to alleviate concerns. As mentioned previously, a cap is an
effective means to create a highly impermeable cover that will
keep precipitation from draining through the contaminated soils
and leaching contaminants into the groundwater. The cost of
excavating all of the contamination and disposing of it c7f-site
was estimated to be $7,142,000 and was determined not to pe cost-
effective. Upon completion of construction of the cap, a long-
term maintenance program will be implemented to ensure that the
cap does not fail. 1In addition, EPA will be reviewing the Site
at five-year intervals to ensure that the remedy remains
protective of the public health and the environment.

3.2 Surface Water Contamination

3.2.1 Comment: A resident expressed concern that in the past,
contaminated surface water may have affected other surface waters
in the Hyde Park area, in particular, what used to be Hyde Park’'s
alternative water supply.



Response: EPA is unaware of any data that characterize the
quality of the surface water during the time that Jones
Sanitation was operating as an active septage facility. However,
data collected during the RI indicate that the surface water
quality of the on-site streams generally meets or exceeds federal
and State ambient water quality standards. During the Remedial
Design, additional samples will be taken in the streams and
surrounding wetlands to ensure that these areas have not been
impacted.

3.2.2 Comment: A resident asked about the behavior of volatile
crganic compounds (VOCs) and metals in soil. While it appears
that many of the VOCs would volatilize, he expects that the
metals would remain in place because they are bound tc the soil.
He asked about the behavior of the contaminants over the period
of time the site has been monitored, as well as what would be
expected after the proposed cap is complete. He asked if the
characteristics of metals in soil would enhance the proposed
cap’s effectiveness.

Response: During the period of time that the site has been
monitored, no contamination has been observed migrating off-site.
The metal contaminants detected at the site and which will be
contained beneath the cap have an affinity to attach to the soil
particles. The cap will keep precipitation from potentially
leaching the metals and VOCs into the groundwater.

3.2.3 Comment: A resident on Matuk Drive stated that one of
the on-site streams flows through a man-made pond on his
property. He expressed concern that the stream may have carried
contaminants from the site to his pond. He expressed concern
about potential health risks to children and pets using the pond.
He asked whether the EPA has ever tested the pond.

Response: Limited surface water and sediment sampling was
conducted in the streams surrounding the central disposal area of
the site. While generally no contaminants were detected in the
surface waters, low levels of contaminants were detected in
stream sediments. As a result, a supplemental surface
water/sediment sampling program will be conducted during the
Remedial Design phase and the pond in question will be sampled as



part of this effort.

3.2.4 Comment: . A resident on Cardinal Road expressed concern
that surface water contamination may be affecting shallow wells
(15 to 20 feet deep) of residences in her neighborhood.

Response: The shallow groundwater data collected as part of
the Remedial Investigation indicate that the overburden
groundwater discharges to the shallow streams in the immediate
area. Based on the data collected as part of the Remedial
Investigation, the surface water quality of the on-site streams
generally meets or exceeds federal and State ambient water
quality standards. Also, sampling data indicate no contamination
in nearby downgradient residential wells.

3.3 Groundwater Contamination

3.3.1 Comment: Several residents expressed concern over the
process in which off-site potable wells were selected to be
monitored. A couple of residents living in close proximity to
the site asked when their particular wells had been tested.
Another resident asked what percentage of potentially affected
off-site wells were tested.

Response: In order to identify private drinking water sources
in the site area, a questionnaire was developed and distributed
to residences within a one-mile radius of the site. Based on the
results of this survey, wells located on properties adjacent to
the site were given highest priority and have been sampled by the
NYSDOH since 1988. Approximately 10 wells (10% percent of the
potable wells in the area) were sampled by NYSDOH in November
1996. All residents were given the results of the tests on their
wells as soon as they were available. EPA is aware however that
some residents are new owners and may not be aware of past well
sampling. At the public meeting, the NYSDOH representative
stated that the NYSDOH would discuss and provide well sampling
data upon request by the resident. For information concerning
the sampling of private wells, residents should call Joe Crua, of
the NYSDOH at (518) 458-6305 or Isabel Rodrigues, EPA’'s Project
Manager, at (212)637-4248. '
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3.3.2 Comment: A citizen asked when was the last time the
wells surrounding the site were tested, and were those wells
located in the direction the groundwater was flowing. The Hyde
Park Conservation Advisory Committee stated that since the
aquifers and surface water flow to the south, testing should be
performed downstream to ensure that contaminants have not
migrated outside the present test area. This will also provide a
baseline for later tests.

Response: The last off-site sampling event included a total of
10 potable wells which were located directly downgradient and
sampled in November 1996. Additional monitoring wells will be
installed as part of the Remedial Design along the downgradient
property boundary. These wells will be monitored, along with the
10 off-site residential wells, as part of a long-term groundwater
monitoring program.

3.3.3 Comment: Several residents asked about the depth of
groundwater contamination.

Response: The number of contaminants and concentrations in the
deeper aquifer (bedrock) were considerably less than the shallow

(overburden) aquifer. Eleven of the 15 bedrock monitoring wells

contained no compounds above the Preliminary Site Action Levels.

Conversely, three of the 14 overburden monitoring wells contained
no compounds which exceeded Preliminary Site Action Levels. The

depth of groundwater contamination in the overburden is from S to
30 feet below ground surface.

3.3.4 Comment: Several residents asked how long homeowners’
private wells will be tested after remedial construction is
complete. -

Response: At least ten off-site potable (residential) wells
will be sampled for a minimum of five years after remedial
construction is complete. At the conclusion of this initial
five-year period, after analyzing all of the groundwater data
collected, including on-site groundwater data, a determination
will be made as to the need for continued residential well
monitoring.

3.3.5 Comment: A citizen asked how many wells in Hyde Park



11

have been or potentially could be affected by the site.

Response: Based on all available data collected to date, no
off-site wells have been affected by the site. The
implementation of the remedy will minimize the potential for any
off-site well to become contaminated. In addition, the future
monitoring program will ensure that contamination from the site
would be detected before it could impact off-site wells.

3.3.6 Comment: A resident stated that there is an underground
lake beneath the site. He asked whether EPA surveyed the area
and has information about the site’s underlying structure.

Response: Fifteen monitoring wells were drilled into the
bedrock to a depth of 250 feet below grade, and no underground
lake was found. The geologic nature of the bedrock is that it is
solid except where fractures and joints (i.e., narrow openings,
generally less than 1/4 inch wide running vertically or
horizontally) exist. The groundwater in the bedrock aquifer flows
through these narrow openings.

3.4 Health Concerns

3.4.1 Comment: A resident expressed concern about possible
latent health effects due to odors that occurred near her
residence in 1985 and after.

Response: No air quality data exists for the period that Jones
Sanitation was operating. Therefore, a quantitative evaluation
of the possible health effects cannot be made. However, as the
odor threshold for many chemicals is much lower than the toxicity
threshold, it should not be assumed that since odors were
observed, that there would be an adverse health affect.

3.4.2 Comment: A resident from the nearby trailer park
expressed concern about elevated levels of manganese that have
been found in the common well used by the trailer park.

Response: The NYSDOH has indicated that the manganese detected
in this well resulted from a malfunctioning of the well’s
treatment system which has subsequently been corrected.
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3.4.3 Comment: A resident expressed concern about airborne
chemicals that may be released during remedial construction and
could affect the health of her children. She asked if the
residents will be notified when construction begins and whether
they will need to take precautionary measures, such as keeping
the children inside and closing windows. '

Another resident asked whether the time of year would have any
impact on the potential release of airborne chemicals during
remedial construction.

Response: The remedial design will incorporate construction
methods and monitoring programs that will ensure that no unsafe
levels of chemical emissions reach off-site receptors. Exposure
routes will be assessed early in the design process so that
precautions such as wetting dirt roads (to reduce the amount of
dust generated) and using certain types of foams that cover
exposed excavations (to minimize volatilization of chemical
constituents) can be implemented. The time of year does have an
impact on the potential release of ccntaminants. The greatest
potential for release of contaminants occurs during the hot, dry
summer months. To the extent possible, remedial activities,
particularly excavations, will be scheduled for late spring or
early summer.

As part of its continuing community relations program, EPA will
inform the community about upcoming site-related activities
through periodic mailings and community meetings. EPA
anticipates holding a public meeting or availability session to
present information about the Remedial Design and to inform the
community about planned construction activities. At that time,
EPA will explain the safeguards and monitoring systems that will
be implemented during construction.

3.5 Remedial Construction

3.5.1 Comment: A resident asked when construction on the cap
will be complete.

Response: After the Record of Decision is signed, EPA will
negotiate a consent decree with the PRPs providing for their
design and construction of the selec:2d remedy. This period
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usually takes 4 to 6 months. Subsequently, 12 to 18 months are
required to prepare the Remedial Design. EPA anticipates the
remedial construction period at this Site will take approximately
eight months. 'Based on these time periods, it is estimated that
the remedial construction will be completed in late 1999.

3.5.2 Comment: A resident asked about the composition of the
proposed cap.

Response: The cap will be designed in accordance with the
major elements described in 6 New York Code of Rules and
Regulations Part 360 for landfill caps. Conceptually, the cap
will consist of (from ~ottom to top) 18 inches of clay, six
inches of porous material as a drainage layer, 18 inches of
backfill, and six inches of topsoil. The specifications of the
depth and nature of the materials will be determined as part of
the remedial design.

3.5.3 Comment: A citizen asked how the addition of the cap
will prevent the movement of groundwater.

Response: The cap will not prevent the movement of the
groundwater. The purpose of the cap is to prevent contamination
from entering the groundwater. The 18 inches of clay will divert
precipitation to the edges of the cap so that virtually no
precipitation will flow through the contaminated soils beneath
the cap. It is the precipitation moving through the contaminated
soils which leaches the contaminants from the soil into the
groundwater. If the precipitation which would flow through the
contaminated soil is virtually eliminated, essentially no
contaminated leachate will enter the groundwater.

3.5.4 Comment: A resident expressed concern that the cap will
not prevent lateral leaching of contaminants into a nearby creek.

Response: The movement of precipitation through the
unsaturated soils has very little lateral movement. The cap will
extend sufficiently beyond the contaminated soils so that
virtually no contamination will be leached into the groundwater.
Contaminated groundwater already existing beneath the cap will
slowly discharge into the nearby streams. No remedial action is
presently plarned for the streams and wetlands as there were no
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adverse impacts observed. However, during the remedial design,
further ecological risk assessment will be performed, including
sampling and analysis of the streams and sediments to confirm
that the surrounding streams and wetlands have not been impacted.

3.5.5 Comment: A resident recommended that fencing be
constructed around the proposed cap to prevent access to children
who may walk through or play in the area.

Response: There will be security fencing around the capped
area. The area to be fenced will be finalized as part of the
remedial design.

3.6 Financial Responsibility

3.6.1 Comment: Several residents asked who will pay for the
remediation. ' '

Response: After the Record of Decision is issued, EPA will
negotiate with the PRPs, including Alfa-Laval, to conduct the
design and construction of the selected remedy. Alfa-Laval has
~expressed its intent to enter into an agreement with EPA to
conduct the Remedial Design and Remedial Action. However, if an
agreement cannot be reached, EPA may order the PRPs to perform
the work or EPA may conduct the remedial design and remedial
construction using money from the Superfund Program’s trust fund.
If the latter occurs, EPA would seek reimbursement from the PRPs.
- During the public meeting, a representative from Alfa-Laval
expressed that Alfa-Laval would perform the remedy. All work
performed by the PRPs will be overseen by EPA.

3.6.2 Comment: A resident asked who will pay for an alternate
drinking water source if his potable well becomes contaminated
after the remedial construction is complete.

Response: The NYSDOH representative stated that New York State
has a program that will provide drinking water to people that may
be affected if their potable wells become contaminated. The
counsel for Alfa-Laval also stated that this company would pay
for an alternate drinking water source for anyone whose well
becomes contaminated..
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4.0 SUMMARY OF PRP COMMENTS AND THE EPA’s RESPONSES

These comments summarized below were received from the consultan:
for Alfa-Laval.

4.1.1 Comment: EPA’s Proposed Plan states that “further field
investigations are warranted to better assess the environmental
-impacts to this area.” However, as described in the Proposed
Plan, an ecological risk assessment was conducted to define site
risks and no site-related biological stresses were noted.
Although a potential ecological risk was identified for on-site
receptors, these risks will be addressed by the proposed remedial
action. Further definition of a “no-action” baseline risk also
appears unwarranted assuming that the proposed remedial measures
are undertaken. Additiocnally, since the Feasibility Study [(FS]
showed that construction activities for the proposed remediation
could avoid identified wetlands, further evaluation of
construction impacts to wetlands appears unwarranted (although
additional topographic surveying may need to be conducted to
accurately locate the wetlands for design purposes). Therefore,
we recommend that any further ecological work be limited to
wetlands mapping for design purposes.

Response: Although an ecological risk assessment was

conducted, it did not strictly follow EPA and NYSDEC protocols.
Review of the document has indicated that the potential
ecological risk may have been underestimated. Therefore, EPA
believes that a further ecological risk assessment is necessary.
Further definition of risk will concentrate on the stream and
wetlands areas. If it is determined that they have been
adversely impacted and pose a risk, a focused feasibility study
will be conducted to evaluate appropriate remedial alteinatives.
While the FS stated that construction activities for the selected
remedy could avoid identified wetlands, the Remedial Design must
evaluate the impacts of construction to ensure that the remedy is
constructed in a way to minimize any adverse impacts.

4.1.2 Comment: On page 9 of the EFA's Proposed Plan,
Alternative S-3 is described as requiring long-term cap
maintenance, however, in Table 2 it appears that the maintenance
costs ($8,000 per year) for the cap were omitted in the
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calculation of annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs. By
eliminating these cap O&M costs, the calculated present worth has
been reduced by approximately $123,000. What is EPA’'s position
regarding cap maintenance in light of this discrepancy?

Response: Table 2 of the Proposed Plan shows an O&M of
$27,000/year for Alternative S-3 which includes the cost for cap
maintenance. However, the reviewer may have been referring to
the difference in O&M cost between the FS and the Proposed Plan
 for Alternative S-4 which includes an asphalt cap. Successful
treatment of the central disposal area under Alternative S-4
would eliminate the potential for contamination to leach from
this area. Therefore, there is no need for the installation and
maintenance of an asphalt cap under this alternative. -

4.1.3 Comment: For the selected groundwater alternative, EPA's
Proposed Plan indicates that additional monitoring wells will be
installed. Considering the number and duration of overburden and
bedrock wells already installed on the site, it does not appear
necessary to install new wells.

Response: In considering what has been learned about the
contamination at the site and groundwater flow from the Remedial
Investigation, EPA believes that it is prudent to install
additional monitoring wells along the downgradient property
boundary to help ensure that if contamination is detected
migrating off-site, there is adequate time to implement a
Remedial Action before it can impact off-site receptors.
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Superfund Proposed Plan

Jones Sanitation Superfund Site

<EPA

Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, New York

Region 2
L
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Mark Your Calendar

February 21-March 22, 1997:
Public comment period on the
Proposed Plan for the Jones
Sanitation Superfund Site

Thursday, March 13, 1997
~ 7:00pm: Public Meeting at
Roosevelt Engine Co. #1 on
Cardinal Road in Hyde Park

Community Role in
the Selection Process

he EPA and NYSDEC rely on

public input to ensure that the
concemns of the community are con-
sidered in selecting an effective rem-
edy for each Superfund site. To this
end. the RUFS reports. the Proposed
Plan. and supporting documentation
have been made :.ailable to the pub-
lic for a public comment period that
begins on February 21 and concludes
on March 22, 1997.

A public meeting will be held during
the public comment period at Roose-
velt Engine Co. #1. 9 Cardinal Road.
Hyde Park. on Thursday. March 13,
1997 at 7:00 p.m. to present the con-
clusions of the RUFS. 1o elaborate fur-
ther on the reasons for recommending -
the preferred remedial alternatives. and
to receive public comments.’

Comments received at the public
meeting. as well as written comments.
will be documented in the Responsive-

Februarv 1997

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN

his Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives that the U.S. Environ-

mental Protection Agency (EPA) considered to remediate contaminated
soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediments at the Jones Sanitation
Superfund Site. The Proposed Plan also identifies the EPA’s preferred remedial
alternatives with the rationale for these freferences. This document was devel-
oped by the EPA in consultation with the New York State Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The alternatives summanzed here are
descnbed in greater detail in the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) reports, which are now available at the Hyde Park Free Public Librar.

The EPA’s preferred remedial alternatives would involve installing a cap
over contaminated soil in the center of the site to minimize the infiltration of
rainwater into the soil, which. in tum, would minimize movement of contami-
nants through the soil. Contaminated soil from outlying areas of the site wouid
be moved under the cap. Groundwater at the site would be monitored to assess
movement and natural attenuation of contaminant concentrations over time.
Deed restrictions will be sought to prevent future residential use of the site.

The EPA encourages the public to review and comment on all aliematives
considered by the EPA. and this Proposed Plan. The remedy described in this
Proposed Plan is the EPA’s preferred remedy for the site. Changes to the pre-
ferred remedy or a change from the preferred remedy to another remedy may be
made if public comments or additional data indicate that such a change will
result in a more appropriate remedial action. The remedy will be selected after
the EPA has taken into consideration all public comments. &

ness Summary section of the Record
of Decision (ROD), the document that

formalizes the selection of the remedy.

All wntten comments should be
addressed to:

Isabel R. Rodrigues, Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor

New York. NY 10007-1866

Copies of the RUFS. this Proposed
Plan. and other documents relaung to
the site are available at the following
locations:

Hyde Park Free Public Librar
2 Main Street

Hyde Park. NY 12538 s
Hours:

Mon, Tues 9am-8pm: -
Wed. Thurs, 12-8pm: —
Sat. 9am-2pm: Fn. Sun

closed

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway. 18th Floor

New York. NY 10007-1866

By Appr: 212-637-4215

CONTINLED ON FOLLOW NG PACES



Superiund Proposed Pian

The EPA. after consultation with the NYSDEC. wili
select a remedy for the site only after the public comment
period has ended and the information submitted by the
public during that time has been reviewed and considered.
The EPA is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public
participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation.
and Liability Act (CERCLA). as amended. and Section
300.430(f) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

Site Background

he Jones Sanitation site consists of a 57-acre parcel of

land located approximately one-half mile northeast of
the intersection of Crum Elbow Road and Cardinal Road
in Hvde Park, New York (see Site Location - Figure 1).
The Maritje Kill flows from northeast to southeast across
the eastern side of the site. Another unnamed stream
enters the northern side of the site. flows into wetlands on
the northwestern side of the property. and flows off site
to the west. Freshwater wetlands surround the northern,
southern. and western portions of the site (see Figure I).
The Hudson River is located approximately 2.1 miles
west of the site.

The majonity of the site property is heavily wooded. but a
large cleared area exists in the western-central portion of
the site and extends to the northeast. A two-story concre
building is located on the western side of the cleanng an'
houses a filter press on the first floor and has office space
on the second floor. In addition to the building. several
holding tanks and piping (associated with the wastew ater
treatment system) remain on site. A concrete pad and a
bituminous-paved compost area are located to the east of -
the filter press building. The remainder of the central
cleared area consists of a gravel access road and several
depressions with bermed sides indicating the former loca-
tions of sand filter beds. -

The site is zoned residential but the existing commercial
use has been grandfathered. Adjacent land use consists
pnimanly of residential and undeveloped land. Single-
family homes are located along Matuk Dnive and Thurs-
ton Lane to the south, and along Cardinal Road to the
west. Val-Kill trailer park, containing approximately
100 residences, is located to the southwest.

The wastes that were treated and disposed of at the site
duning its approximately 30 years of operation include
septage wastes, primarily liquid. from residential. com-
mercial, institutional. and industnial facilities. Dunng a
17-year period. industrial wastewater was also disposed
of at the site. In the early years of operation. solids werex
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separated out as liquid wastes filtered through the soil
media. After 1980. solids were separated in lined sand
filtration pits mechanically using a filter press and then
composted with wood chips. The compost was used for
cover and regrading in some areas of the site.

Septage operations began at the site in approximately
1956 by Mr. William Jones. Sr.. under the name of Wil-
liam Jones Sanitation Service (Jones Sanitation). Mr.
Jones collected domestic septage from residential proper-
ties and disposed of it in trenches on the property. In
1972. the Dutchess County Health Department (DCHD)
issued a permit to Jones Sanitation to collect and transport
sanitary wastes to the Jones site.

Based on DCHD inspection reports from the 1970s. sep-
tage and industrial wastewater were disposed of together
in approximately 30 to 40 shallow. randomly oriented
trenches located mostly within the central area of the site.
Trenches were reportedly three to five feet deep. with
lime applied to septage disposed of in the trenches to
reduce odors. After the trenches were full and the liquids
had leached out into the ground. the trenches were cov-
ered with sand and gravel.

Mr. Theodore Losee took over operations at the site in
1977 and repontedlv ended random disposal by con-
structing parallel trenches. In a 1980 aernial photograph.
10 trenches were 1dentified in a central bermed area:
however. the presence of several other trenches in periph-
eral areas was still noted. Under Mr. Losee, the facility
was operated under the name of Jones Septic Services.
When Mr. Losee took over operations of Jones Septic
Services. septage solidification ponds (SSPs) were con-
structed in the central area and used to separate solids and
liquids. In 1987. a filter press was installed and the use of
the SSPs was discontinued.

The DeLaval Separator Company (DeLaval). which
changed its name to Alfa-Laval in 1980. operated a facil-
ity in Poughkeepsie from 1963 to 1990. Untreated indus-
trial wastewater from DelLaval’s operations was disposed
of at the site until 1975. The sources of DeLaval’s indus-
trial wastewater are described as: the Tin Room. which
_generated acid. alkali. and metals waste from plating: the
Tumbling Area. which generated metal wastes and grit in
the form of sludge: Customer Service, which generated
wastes contaminated with “Zyglo™ chemicals and alkali;
the Pilot Plant. which produced wastes contaminated with
oil. solvents. organic chemicals. and metals: the Rubber
Area. which generated wastes contaminated with hydrau-
lic oil. lube oil. and steam condensate: and Salvage..
which generated wastes contaminated with water-soluble
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oils, lube oil. solvents, and pigments. In 1975, DeLaval
began treating the industrial wastewater using a centrifu-
gal separator and sent the treated wastewater to the site.
Effluent generated at DeLaval that was transported to the
site contained hazardous substances. including. but not
limited to tnchloroethylene. methylene chlonde. chloro-
form. 1.1.1.-trichloroethane. napthalene. chromium. cop-
per. lead and zinc. In 1979, DeLaval ceased sending the
treated wastewater to the site.

Beginning in 1970, the site became the focus of several
investigations by the NYSDEC and DCHD. The investi-
gations were comprised of limited sampling of on-site
soils, groundwater, surface water, and sediment from the
streams on site. Some off-site private and public wells
were also sampled. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs).
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC). polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds, polychionnated
biphenols (PCBs) and metals were detected at varying
concentrations in site media. Based on the results of these
investigations, the site was placed on the National Prion-
ties List (NPL) in July 1987. The DCHD and NYSDOH
have sampled off-site private and community drinking
water supply wells on seven different occasions since
1988. Contaminants related to the site were not detected
in the drinking water supply wells.

In March 1991, Theodore Losee and Alfa-Laval. Inc.. signed
an Administrative Order on Consent with the EPA in which
they agreed to perform the RIFS for the site. The RI Repon
was completed in 1995; the FS Report in July 1996.

Remedial Investigation Summary

he RI included a soil investigation consisting of a soil

gas survey, seismic survey, and soil boring program:
a hydrogeologic investigation consisting of aquifer test-
ing. well installation, and groundwater sampling: a sur-
face water and sediment investigation: and an ambient air
monitoring program. Environmental sampling activities
at the site included collection and analysis of 179 soil gas
samples, 120 subsurface soil samples, 11 surface water
and 11 sediment samples. Also, groundwater samples
were obtained from 13 overburden monitoring wells,
15 bedrock monitoring wells, and 10 off-site potable

‘wells. Results of the soil gas survey were used to aid in

the selection of soil boring locations.

The purpose of the RI was to determine the nature and
extent of contamination at the site. The results are sum-
manzed below.
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Findings of the Remedial Investigation

> Physical Site Conditions

The physical site conditions are characterized by shallow
soil deposits (0 to 15 feet) underlain by bedrock consist-
ing of sandstone and shale. Several bedrock ndges with
numerous surface outcropping are present at the site.
Extensive wetlands are located among the north and south
sides of the site. associated with two small streams that
drain from northeast to southwest. Overburden ground
water appears to flow from the central disposal area to the
wetlands and surface water streams to the north and east.

> Soil Contamination

Areas of septage disposal were characterized by the pres-
ence of black to dark brown septic sludge materials mixed -
with soils as observed in soil samples from borings drilled
through these areas. Forty trenches (TRs). many.overlap-
ping others. septage solidification ponds (SSPs), sand filter
(SFs) beds. stained areas. mounded matenials. and pits were
identified on the aerial photographs performed by the
EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center.
The 40 trenches were grouped into 10 trench units (TUs)
based upon their lateral distribution on the site.

As shown on Figure 1. trench units 2.3.4.5,9. and 10 and
the SSP/SF are located in the central open area of the site
in relative proximity to each other. whereas trench units
1.6.7 and 8 are in more outlying areas.

A descniption of the physical nature and contamination of
these areas is provided below: ‘

Central Disposal Area

Trench Unit 2 (TRS,TR7,TR9,TR10,TR24-TR 34):
Thi. trench unit consists of 15 former trenches covering

a large portion on the north side of the central open area.
Septic waste matenial was observed in the majority of the
borings drilled in this area and up to two feet of black
sludge was encountered. Approximately 4,000 cubic yards
of septic sludge are estimated to be present in TU-2. High
concentrations of toluene (110,000 parts per billion or ppb)
and acetone (530 ppb) were detected in this trench unit.
Several semivolatile organics were identified: the highest
detection observed was phenanthrene (510.000 ppb). Cop-
per (408 parts per million or ppm). lead (324 ppm). zinc
(765 ppm) and manganese (4.640 ppm) were the highest
inorganic concentrations detected in this trench unit.

Trench Unit 3 (TR11-TR18, TR36): This trench unit
consists of nine former trenches located in the central
open area. This trench unit. approximately 20.000 square,
feet.-is now covered in part by the concrete and bitumi- |
nous paved dnveways. A five-foot thick layer of undis-
turbed septic waste was encountered within this area.
Approximately 2,500 cubic yards of septic matenal are
estimated to be present in TU-3. High concentrations of
toluene (120.000 ppb) and metals such as cadmium (9.5
ppm), chromium (58.4 ppm), copper (925 ppm). lead
(152 ppm). zinc (1,960 ppm). and manganese (896 ppm)
were detected in this trench unit.

Trench Unit 4 (TR1,TR19,TR38,TR39): This trench
unit consists of four former trenches located on the south-
west side of the central open area. It was confirmed as a

- disposal area by the observation of septic waste material

in most of the borings drilled in the area. Approximately
250 cubic vards of septic waste are estimated to be
present in TU-4. This trench unit has high volatile organic
contamination as indicated by the presence of toluene
(51.000 ppb). chlorobenzene (26.000 ppb). and acetone
(3.600 ppb). A total PCBs concentration of 4.900 ppb was
also detected. Arsenic (13.2 ppm). copper (1.480 ppm).
lead (677 ppm). zinc (5740 ppm), and manganese (1.290
ppm) were some of the highest metals concentrations
detected in this trench unit. Also. cyanide contamimationg
was detected (14.3 ppm).

Trench Unit § (TR20 and TR21): This trench unit con-
sists of two former trenches located in the southwest side
of the central open area, to the east of TU-4. Sepuic waste
and black stained sand were observed in the bonng soil
samples. Approximately 100 cubic yards of sludge are
estimated to be present in TU-5. Manganese (796 ppm)
and other low concentrations of metals defined the con-
taminauon in this trench unit.

Trench Unit 9 (TR8): This trench unit consists of one
former trench located on the eastern side of the central
open area. to the east of TU-2. A concrete block settling
tank was constructed on the northern end of this trench.
On the southern end. an approximately 2.5-foot-thick
sludge layer was observed. Approximately 100 to 150
cubic vards of sludge material are estimated to be present
in TU-9 Contaminants detected in this trench unit are
PCB (2.500 ppb), cyanide (1.3 ppm), and metals such as
arsenic (10 ppm). barium (807 ppm). cadmium (9.2 ppm).

“chromium (53.9 ppm). copper (2190 ppm). manganese

(1020 ppm). mercury (9.8 ppm). and zinc ( 4210 ppm).



Trench Unit 10 (TR37): This wrench unit consists of one
former trench approximately 70 feet long. located along-
side a wooded area. southwest of the central open area.
No septic sludge or other indication of waste disposal was
found in the borings drilled in this trench unit.

Septage Solidification Ponds (SSPs) and Sand Filters
(SF) Beds: This area consists of four SSPs. and the efflu-
ent from the SSPs was discharged to the SFs. The SSP
area covered an approximately 400-by-150-foot area in
the west central portion of the site. A septic waste layer
was observed from one to seven feet thick. Approximately
4.500 cubic vards of septic waste are estimated to be
present in this area. Acetone (240 ppb) and chlorobenzene
(3.200 ppb) were the two volatile organics detected in this
trench unit in addition to several metals including cad-
mium (4.3 ppm). copper (387 ppm). lead (71.2 ppm).

- mercury (2 ppm). manganese (1.010 ppm). and zinc

(431 ppm).

Outlying Disposal Areas

Trench Unit 1 (TR2, TR3, TR4, TR22): This trench unit
consists of four former trenches that were identified on the
northeastern side of the site. The location of these former
trenches is now partly covered by a large mound of mod-
erately composted septic waste material. This waste mate-
nal mound is probably former trench material that was
regraded and bulldozed into the pile after disposal activi-
ties had ceased. The total volume of septic waste material
associated with TU-1 is estimated to be approximately
1.900 cubic yards. The highest detection of PCB (11.000
ppb) was detected in this trench unit. There were also
high concentrations of arsenic (22.2 ppm). copper (3.220
ppm). mercury (7.4 ppmj. and manganese (742 ppm).

Trench Unit 6 (TR40): This trench unit cc _,ists of one
isolated trench located in the southwest comer of the
property. No evidence of waste disposal was noted during
field sampling. However, levels of phenols (1.200 ppb).
cadmium (4.5 ppm). and manganese (1,030 ppm) were
detected in samples collected from this trench unit.

Trench Unit 7 (TR35): This trench unit consists of one
1solated former trench located at the edge of a wooded
area to the east of the central open area. Borings drilled
in this trench unit identified the presence of a four-to
twelve-inch-thick. dark brown organic layer that is
believed to be highly weathered septic waste material
Iving directly upon shallow weathered bedrock surface.
Approximately 50 to 70 cubic vards of septic waste
matenal are estimated to be present in TU-7. Acetone
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(200 ppb). PCBs (2.600 ppb). cvanide (4.4 ppm} and
several metals including arsenic (22.8 ppm). banum
(668 ppm). cadmium (11.7 ppm). chromium (44.2 ppm).
copper (2.480 ppm). lead (307 ppm). manganese (2.310
ppm). and zinc (2.580 ppm) were detected in sampling
collected from this trench unit.

Trench Unit 8 (TR-23): This trench unit consists of
one trench located on the eastern side of the site. south
of TU-1. A three-feet-thick layer of septic waste was
observed in the north end of this trench unit, but no dis-

_tinct waste layers were observed in the middle or southern

end of this trench unit. It is estimated that approximately
50 to 100 cubic yards of waste matenal remain in TU-8.
Contaminants detected were PCBs (800 ppb). cvanide
(0.35 ppm). and several metals including arsenic (9.4
ppm). cadmium (1.2 ppm), chromium (25.9 p; m). copper
(299 ppm). lead (259 ppm). manganese (821 ppm). mer-
cury (1.3 ppm), and zinc (510 ppm).

> Groundwater Contamination

A total of 13 overburden monitoning wells. 15 bedrock
monitoring wells, and 10 off-site potable wells were
sampled for analysis. Groundwater quality is judged by
standards such as those in the New York Code of Rules
and Regulations (NYCRR) Title 6. Chapter X. Part 703.
Surface Water and Groundwater Standards and Ground-
water Effluent Standards and Federal Primary Dnnking
Water Standards Maximum Contaminants Levels (MCLs).

The primary area where groundwater contamination was
detected at levels exceeding water quality standards 1s
crescent shape (see Figure 2) and lies to the north. south.
and east of the central disposal area. The overburden
groundwater is bounded by several hydraulic boundaries.
including the unnamed stream located northwest and the
Mantje Kill to the east and southwest where overburden
groundwater flow most likely discharges. It is believed
that these hvdraulic boundaries act to prevent contamina-
ted groundwater from migrating from this area of the site.

The following VOCs were detected in the overburden
aquifer at concentrations exceeding regulatory standards:
benzene (1-65 micrograms per liter (ug/l)), chlorobenzene
(5-11pg/N). 1.3-dichlorobenzene (11pg/l). and 1.2- and
1.4-dichlorobenzene (8-15 pg/1) and (10-12 pg/). respec-
tively. Total concentrations of several metals. including
iron (90.400-540.000 ug/). lead (43.7-395 pg/h and man-
ganese (5.480-88.300 pg/l) were detected in a number of
overburden monitoning wells at concentrations exceeding:
primary and secondary drinking water standards.
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Contaminant concentrations were typically much lower
and in a much smaller area in the bedrock aquifer as com-
pared with the overburden aquifer. VOCs in bedrock
monitoring wells include benzene (24 pg/l). vinyl chloride
(2-5 pg/l). cis-1.2-dichloroethene (11-37 pg/h). 1.2-
dichloroethene (7ug/l). and tetrachloroethylene (7 ug/).
Manganese (6.360 pg/l) was also detected above the regu-
latory standard in one bedrock well.

> Surface Water and Sediment Contamination

Contaminants detected in surface water samples from the
site at concentrations exceeding New York State Surface
Water Standards were barium (21.3 pg/l), cadmium

(3 ug/M), iron (707 pg/l). manganese (1,760 pg/l), potas-
sium (2.830 pg/l), and sodium (21,800 pg/1). No VOC or
SVOC contaminants were detected in site surface waters
at concentrations exceeding the regulatory standards.

Sediment standards were based on the 1993 NYSDEC
Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sedi-
ments. No VOCs were detected in the site sediment
samples at concentrations exceeding guidance values.
Metals. primary arsenic. cadmium. chromium. and lead
were detected at concentrations slightly exceeding the
_regulatory standards in several of the sediment samples.

Summary of Site Risk

ased upon the results of the R, human health and eco-.

logical baseline risk assessments were conducted to
estimate the nisks associated with contamination at the
site. assuming no remedial action is taken in the future.

> Human Health Risk Asséssment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related
human health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario: Hazard Identification—identifies the contami-
nants of concern at the site based on several factors such
as toxicity, frequency of occurrence. and concentration.
Exposure Assessment—estimates the magnitude of act-
ual and/or potential human exposures. the frecuency

and durationof these exposures. and the pathways (e.g..
ingesting contaminated well-water) by which humans are
potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment—determines the
types of adverse health effects associated with chemical
exposures. and the relationship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response).
Risk Characterization—summarizes and combines out-
puts of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide
a quantitative assessment of site-related nsks.

Figure 2
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The baseline nsk assessment began with selecting con-
taminants of concern (COCs). COCs were identified for
site soils. groundwater. surface water. and sediments
based on the frequency of detection in RI samples, the
magnitude of the concentrations detected. and the relative
toxicity of the contaminants. COCs included those con-
taminants that are most representative of nsks at the site.

The baseline nisk assessment evaluated the health effects
that could resuit from exposure to contaminated site
media through ingestion. dermal contact or inhalation.
The assessment evaluated nsks to potential current tres-
passers and potential future site residents. Current tres-
passers were evaluated for ingestion and dermal contact
with contaminants in soil. and ingestion of contaminants
in sediments and surface water at the site. Potential future
residents were evaluated for ingestion and dermal contact
with contaminants in soil and groundwater, inhalation of
contaminants in groundwater. and ingestion of chemicals
present in sediment and surface water at the site.

Current regulations under CERCLA establish acceptable
individual cancer nisk levels of 10 to 10¢ {e.g.. an excess
cancer risk of 1 in 10.000 to | in 1.000.000) and a maxi-
mum noncancer Hazard Index (HI) of 1. An HI greater
than 1.0 indicates a potential for noncarcinogenic health
effects.

The results of the baseline risk assessment are contained
in the Baseline Risk Assessment. Jones Sanitation Site.
Hyde Park, New York. daied August 1994. which was pre-
pared by Gradient Corporation. The risk assessment con-
cluded that current trespassers were not at risk from con-
tact with contamination in site media. Also, potential
future residents could be at risk at the site. particularly
from ingestion of metals in groundwater. Risks to resi-
dents from contact with soils. sediments. and surface
water at the site are within the upper end of the EPA’s
acceptable nsk range.

For recreaters/trespassers. cancer nisks for both adults and
children are less than 1x10. For both adults and children,
the total nsk is 7.7x10*. The noncancer Hls for both
adults and children were well below 1 (7.0x10¢ for adults
and 5.4x10°~ for children).

For potential future residents, the carcinogenic risks are
greater than 1x10” for ingestion of groundwater and soil
at the site. For both adults and children the total risk is
7.3x10*. For adults. the greatest single contributor to

nisk 1s ingestion of arsenic in groundwater. For children.
ingestion of arsenic in groundwater and ingestion of PCBs
and PAHs in soil contribute equally to the cancer risk.
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The noncarcinogenic HIs for ingestion of groundwater by
potential future child and adult residents are well above
the acceptable level of 1. For adults. the HI 1s 85 and for
children the HI 1s 200. Most of this nisk is associated with
ingestion of manganese in groundwater. Noncarcinogenic
nisks associated with contact with soils. sediments and
surface water by potential future residents are within
acceptable levels at the site.

Based on the results of the baseline risk assessment. the
EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances from the Site. if not addressed by
the preferred alternative or one of the other active mea-
sures considered. may present a current or potential threat
to public health. welfare, or the environment.

> Ecological Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related
ecological nisks for a reasonable maximum exposure sce-
nanio: Problem Formulation—a qualitative evaluation of
contaminant release, migration, and fate: identification of
contamunants of concem, receptors. exposure pathways.
and known ecological effects of the contaminants: and
selection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assess-
meni—a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release,
migration. and fate: characterization of exposure path-
ways and receptors; and measurement or estimation of
exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assess-
menr—literature reviews, field studies. and toxicity tests.
linking contaminant concentrations to effects on ecologi-
cal receptors. Risk Characterization—measurement or
estimation of both current and future adverse effects.

The ecological risk assessment began with evaluating the

contaminants associated with the site in conjunction with .
the site-specific biological species/habitat information

The site contains two intermittent streams (Mantje Kill
and an unnamed stream) and several wetlands. The two
streams are capable of supporting only limited numbers of
transit warmwater fishes. However, wetlands and wildlife
(e.g.. birds and mammals) indigenous to the site are abun-
dant and diverse. Site-related biological stress has not
been reponed or observed at or near the site.

Of the contaminants of concem identified, eight metals
were found to present a potential ecological risk to recep-
tors indigenous to the site based on the risk assessment
conducted Three metals (cadmium, iron. and manganese)
are believed to pose a nisk to benthic receptors inhabiting
one or both streams at the site due to their sediments
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exceeding the NYSDEC s sediment quality critena for
freshwater aquatic life. The cadmium. iron, and manga-
nese concentrations detected in the sediments are. how-
ever. within the range of background concentrations for
these metals based on the levels detected in upstream
samples.

Although no distressed vegetation was detected at the site.
and no threatened or endangered species were observed
that may be impacted by the metal contaminant levels
present. the EPA has determined that during the remedial
design further field investigations are warranted to better
assess the environmental impacts to this area.

Summary of Remedial Alternatives

Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are specific goals

to protect human health and the environment: they
specify the contaminant(s) of concem. the exposure
route(s). receptor(s) and acceptable contaminants level(s)
for each exposure route. These objectives are based on
available information and standards such as applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk-
based levels established in the nisk assessment.

Based on available information and ARARs. remedial
action objectives for soils and groundwater were devel-
oped. Remedial action objectives for soil are designed. in

ERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the environment. be cost-effective, comply with
other statutony laws. and utilize permanent solutions and altemative treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition. the statute includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal element for the reduc-

tion of toxicity. mobility. or volume of the hazardous substances.

This Proposed Plan presents five soil remedial aliernatives and three groundwater remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination
associated with the site. While the Feasibility Swudy evaluated six aliernatives and vanious subalternatives for remediation of site soils.
the EPA has consolidated these and combined aliernatives that included similar elements. Those subalternatives that were identified and
distinguished by a minor variauon that resulted in a significant increase in cost are not presented in this Proposed Plan. The EPA has
screened such subalternatives out on the basis of cost. Also. those subaliernatives that were identified (o distinguish between on-site and
off-site treatment options were consolidated into one treatment alteative. as the EPA believes that the treatment approach should be
detcrmined dunng remedial design. The “Construction Time™ for each altemnative reflects only the time required to construct or imple- ‘
ment the remedy and does not include the time required to design the remedy. negotiate the performance of the remedy with the respon-

sible parties. or procure contracts for design and construction.
SOIL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative S-1: No Action

Capital Cost O&M Cost
SO $0

Present Worth Cost Time to Implement
SO None

CERCLA requires that the “No Action™ altemative be considered
as a baseline for companson with other alternatives. The No Action
alternative does not include implementation of any institutional
controls or active remedial measures for on-site contaminated soils.

This alternauve. if selected. would result in contaminants remaining
on site with concentrations above health-based levels. Therefore, under
CERCLA. the sine will have to be reviewed every five years.

Alternative S-2: Minimal Action

Capital Cost O&M Cost
$286.000 '$2.000/year
Present Worth Cost Time to Implement
$317.000 2 Months

Thus alternative would consist of institutional controls 1o minimize
human contact with the contamination. which mayv inciude deed
restricuions and fencing Deed restnictions would himit future uses of

the site as a whole or in specific areas of identified contamination. as
appropriate. in the event of transfer of the propenty 10 other ownership.
Deed restrictions would be intended to notify prospective owners of
the existence of remaining contamination and the limitanions such
contaminauon has on site uses prior to transfer of the propenty. Fencing
of the site would deter unauthorized access and potenual contact of
trespassers with remaining contaminanon.

This altemnative. if selected. would result in contaminants remaining
on-site with concentrations above health-based levels. Therefore. under

CERCLA. the site would have to be reviewed every five vears

Alternative S-3: Capping of Central Disposal Area and
Placement of Outlying Soils Beneath Central Disposal Area

Capital Cost . O&M
$1.043,000 $27..000/year
Present Worth Cost Time to Implement
$1.458.000 8 months

This alternative would include the following remedial measures:

« Construction of a 4.8-acre cap in conformance with the major

elements described 1n 6 NYCRR Part 360 for solid waste landfill
caps. Conceptually, the cap would be compnsed of: 18 inches of
clay or a suitable matenal (o ensure a permeability of 10 " crvsec.
6 inches of porous material serving as a drainage laver. |8 inches '
of backfill. and 6 inches of 10psoil and grass cover



part. to mitigate the health threat posed by ingestion.
dermal contact or inhalation of particulates where these
. soils are comtacted or disturbed. Such objectives are also
designed to prevent further leaching of contaminants
from the soil to the groundwater.

The RAO: for soil are the NYSDEC recommended soil
cleanup objectives identified in the Technical and Admin-
istrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM 1994). The
most significant RAOs for soil are arsenic at 7.5 ppm

and manganese at the site background (the manganese
levels in New York State are tvpically in the range of
400-600 ppm).

Groundwater RAOs were based on NYSDEC Class GA

. groundwater standards and/or the EPA primary dninking
water standards (MCLs), whichever were more stringent.
The most significant RAOs for groundwater are arsenic at
25 g/l and manganese at 300 pg/l.

Substantial contaminant concentrations were not detected
1n surface water or sediments at the site. therefore. reme-

« Surface water controls consising of concrete culvens would be
mnstalted around the penmeter of the cap and at other locations as
necessary 10 ensure that runoff water does not erode the topsoil
layer. Long-term mantenance of the cap would be required to ensure
cap integnity. In addivon. this alternauve would inciude the
institutional controls descnbe in Alternative S-2 to prevent
interference with the cap.

* Ta facilitate the construction of the cap. the existing asphalt and
concrete pads. frame building. and shed would be removed and
disposed of off site. Tanks remaining on site. will be cleaned and
recicled off site.

* Contaminated soils in outlving areas (TU-1.6.7. and 81 would be
excavaied and moved directly to the central disposal areas. where
they would be graded with the material there in preparation for
placement of the cap.

Thus altemnative if selected. would result in contaminants remaining
on site with concentrations above health-based levels. Therefore. under
CERCLA. the site would have to be reviewed every five vears.

Alternative S-4: In-Situ Treatment of Central Disposal Area

Capital Cost 0O&M Cost
$4.997.000 $2.000/vear
Present Worth Cost Time to Implement
£5.028.000 7 months

This alternauve would include n-situ treatment of the central
disposal area and outlving areas (TU-1.-6.-7.-8) soils using solidhfi-
cation/stabilization. This treatment process would immobilize the
contaminants that would remain in the soils.

may be realized
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dial action objectives were not developed for site surface
waters or sediments.

Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

During the detailed evaluation of remedial altematives.
each altemative is assessed against nine evaluauon
criteria, namely. overall protection of human health and
the environment. compliance with ARARs. long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicrty.
mobility. or volume, shon-term effectiveness. implement-
ability. cost. and state and community acceptance. The
evaluation criteria are described in Table | (see page 1/;.

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon
the nine evaluation criteria follows. The discussion 1s
divided in separate sections for comparnison of soil (Alter-
natives S-1 through S-5) and groundwater (Alternatives
G-1 through G-3) alternatives: however. it is recognized
that soil alternatives may impact groundwater remedial
options and time frames.

The outlving areas would be excavaled and the soils combined wnh
the central disposal area soils prior to in-situ treatment

Foliowing the treatment. the central disposal area would be regraded
as needed.

Institutional controls such as deed restrictions to limuit construction
on top of treated areas and fencing of the central disposal area «as
discussed 1n Aliernative S-2) would be included in this aliemane
due to the remaining presence of the contarminants ai the site

This altemauve. if selected. would result in contaminants remaimng
on site with concentrations above health-based levels. Theretore. under
CERC'.A. the site would have to be reviewed every five vears

Alternative S-5: Excavate All Areas

Capital Cost 0&M

$ 7.142.000 ' $0
Present Worth Cost Time to Implement

$ 7.142.000 8t0 9 months

This aliernative would include excavation of all identified soils 1
the central area and outlying areas with contaminani concentratune
exceeding remedial action objectives.

The excavated soils would be disposed of as nonhazardous of has-
ardous waste soils at an off-site landfill. as appropnate. based on char-
actenzation of the waste piles.

The cost of this alternative was based on off-site disposal of 36,500
cubic vards contaminated soils. Dunng the remedial design ot thye
altemaune. the cost of treating the contaminated so1ls on site pror 1o
off-site disposal mayv be evaluated 10 determine if any cost savinge

S CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGES e
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> Soil Remedial Alternatives

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative S-1 (please see the table on pages 8 and 9 for
a discussion of the soil remedial alternatives) would not
provide any protection of human health and the environ-
ment as no active remedial measures are included in this

alternative. Alternative S-2. minimal action. would pro-

vide some degree of protection of human health through
the use of institutional controls that would include deed
restrictions and fencing: however. no protection of the ‘
environment is provided as contaminants would remain
on site and may continue to migrate through the environ-
ment. Alternatives S-3 and S-4 would be protective as
they would prevent human contact with wastes and would

Summary of Remedial Alternatives, continued

GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative G-1: No Action

Capital Cost O&M Cost
S0 ‘ $0 i
Present Worth Cost Time to Implement
30 None

CERCLA requires that the “No Action” alternative be considered
as a baseline for companson with other alternatives. The No Action
alternauve does not include impliementation of any institutional
controls or active remedial measures for on-site contaminated
groundwater.

. This aliernauve does not require any action to be taken for

implementation: however. site remedial action objectives mayv be
achieved over uime through natural attenuation and degradation
processes.

Alternative G-2: Minimal Action
Capital Cost . O&M Cost

$0 Year 1-5: $52.000/Year
Year 6-30: $15,000/Year
Present Worth Cost Monitoring Time ‘
$383.000 30 Years

This alternative would include institutional controls such as use
restrictions to prv . nt human contact with contaminated groundwater
at the site while the contaminants naturally attenuate. These restrictions
would be applied to both the shallow and bedrock aquifers at the site
due 1o the detection of contaminants at levels exceeding NYSDOH
drinking water standards for both aguifers and would prohibit the
nstallation of new wells at the site intended for potabie use.

This alternative would also include monitoring of the groundwater
10 assess migranon and natural attenuation of contaminant levels
over time. The monitoring program would consjst of an initial
comprehensive five-yvear program. followed by a more limited program

for an additional 25 years. The five-year monitoring program would

include a total of 10 off-site wells and a total of 15 on-site monitonng
wells. which would be monitoring sampled and analyzed for Target
Analyte List (TAL) metals and Target Compound List (TCL) VOCs.
In the event that contaminant levels remain below groundwater
standards in the off-site wells duning the first five vears of monitoring.
the monitonng program would be reevaluated to determine if any
modificauon of it would be appropnate.

This alternative. if selected, would result 1n contaminants remaining
‘on site with concentrations above health-based levels. Therefore. under
CERCLA. the site would have 10 be reviewed every five vears.

Alternative G-3: Groundwater Collectioh and Treatment

Capital Cost 0O&M Cost
$1.678.000 Year 1: $379.000/vear
Year 2-5: $364.000/vear
Year 6-30: $323.000/vear

Time to Implement
4 Months

Present Worth Cost
$6.607.000

Monitoring Time
30 Years

This alternative would include installation of a svstem of trenches
and wells to collect contaminated groundwater at the sie and

‘construction of treatment system design to meet discharge cmena‘

Based on the pnmary contaminants present in groundwater at the site
(e.g...organics (benzene and vinyl chloride) and metals (arsenic.
bervllium. and manganese)). the treatment train would consist of
chemical precipitanion with clarification to remove the metals followed
by activated carbon treatment 10 remove orgamc constituents. The
treated groundwater effluent would be iransported via a pipeline 10 a

.discharge point 1n the unnamed stream at the site. The treated

groundwater would meet discharge limits based on the NYSDEC Class
B surface water standards. The groundwater collection and pumping
may alter the existing wetlands patterns, particularly those to the nonth
near the collection drains and to the south near the pumping weli. The
exact nature of these ympacts and measures to mitigate them would
need to be evaluated as pan of the remedial design of this alternauive.

A Groundwater Monitoring Program would be needed to assess
the effectiveness of groundwater extraction on contaminant levels in
the aguifer over ume. Groundwater monitoring daia would be used to
evaluate the continuing operation of the collection and treatment
svstem. The monntoring program would conasist of an nital
comprehensive five-year program. followed by a more limited program
for an additional 25 years. The five-year monitonng program would
include a total of 10 off-site wells and a total of 15 on-site monitonng

- wells, which would be monitoring sampled and analyged for TAL

metals and TCL VOCs. In the event that contaminant levels remain
below groundwater standards in the off-site wells during the first five
years of monitoring, the monitonng program will be reevaluated o
determine if any modification of it would be appropnate.

This alternative. if selected. would result in contaminants remaining
on site with concentrations above health-based levels. Therefore. unde‘

. CERCLA. the site would have to be reviewed every five vears



reduce migration of contaminants to the groundwater by
containing wastes with a cap in the central disposal area
(Alternative S-3). or in-situ solidification/stabilization
treatment (Alternative S-4). Alternative S-5 would prevent
environmental degradation and eliminate potential health
risks posed by human contact with disposal area soils
through excavation of contaminated disposal off-site. This
excavation alternative would provide a greater degree of
protection of human health and the environment than
Alternatives S-3 and S-4. as the contaminants would be
removed permanently from the site.

Compliance with ARARs

Action-specific ARARs for the site include Federal and
NYCRR for treatment. temporary storage. and disposal of
wastes (40 CFR Pan 256-268 and 6 NYCRR Part 360).
Alternatives S-3. S-4. and S-5. would comply with
ARARSs through capping of the central disposal area,
in-situ treatment and/or excavation of all contaminated
wastes at the site. Excavated soils would be disposed of
appropriately: hazardous soils would be treated on site or
at a hcensed facility using stabilizauon followed by dis-
posal as nonhazardous wastes. Any off-site transportation
of hazardous wastes would be conducted in accordance
with all applicable hazardous waste manifest and trans-
'ponaxion requirements.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative S-1 would not provide for long-term effective-
ness and permanence as contaminants would remain in
site soils with no institutional controls to prevent human
contact with the wastes. Alternative S-2 provides marginal
long-term effectiveness in that it deters inadvertent

Jones Sanuation Superfund Site Hivde Park New York

access. but does not eliminate the potential for trespass-
ers. The degree of long-term effectiveness of the central
disposal area cap (Alternative S-3) is dependent on its
continued integrity and maintenance. The in-situ solidifi-
cation/stabilization of contaminated soils (Alternative S-4)
would significantly reduce or eliminate the leaching of a
contaminant to the groundwater. Long-term monitoring
and maintenance would be required for all remedial alter-
natives. Alternative S-5 would provide long-term effec-
tiveness and permanence by removing the contaminants
from the site.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility,
or Volume Through Treatment

Alternatives S-1 and S-2 would not provide reduction in
toxicity. mobility. or volume of contaminants. Altemative
S-3 would reduce the mobility of the contaminants by
placing these soils under the cap. In-situ treatment (Alter-
native S-4) would reduce the mobility of contaminants
present in treated soils through solidification/stabilization
treatment to prevent contaminant leaching. Altemative
S-5 would result in a reduction in the volume of contami-
nation present at the site through excavation and ultimate
off-site disposal of the wastes.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative S-1 would not result in any adverse shon-term
impacts. Potential shon-term impacts would be associated
with the other alternatives due to the direct contact with
soils by workers and/or the generation of vapor and par-
ticulate air emissions. Such impacts would be addressed
through worker health and safety controls. air pollution

Table | - Evaluation Criteria

* Overall protection of human health and the environment ad-
dresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and
descnibes how risks are eliminated. reduced. or controlled through
treatment. engineenng controls. or institutional controls.

Compliance with ARARSs addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applhicable or relevant and appropnaie requiremems
of other federal and state environmental statutes and requirements
or provide grounds for invoking a warver.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the abilny of
a remedy to maintain protection of human health and the environ-
ment once ¢leanup goals have been met.

Reduction of toxicity. mobility. or volume through treatment s
the anncipated performance of the treatment technologies a rem-
edy may employ.

"« Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of ume needed to

achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health and
the environment that may be posed duning the construction and
implementation period until cleanup goals are achieved

Implementability 1s the technical and administrauve feasibility of
aremedy. inciuding the availability of matenals and services needed
to implement a particular option.

Cost includes esumated capital and operauon and maimenance costs,
and net present worth costs.

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the Ri!
FS repons and Proposed Plan. the state concurs. opposes. or has no
comment on the preterred alternauive.

Community acceptance will be assessed in the ROD following a
review of the public comments received on the RI/FS repons and
the Proposed Plan.
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controls such as water spraving. dust suppressants. and
1arps for covering waste during loading. transporting and
waste feeding preparation. Site and community air moni-
tonng programs would be implemented when conducting
such activities. to ensure protection of workers and the
nearby community. It is estimated that all the alternatives
could be completed as follows: Alternative S-1 in zero
months, Alternative S-2 in 2 months. Alternative S-3 in

8 months, Alternative S-4 in 7 months and Alternative S-5
in 8 months.

Implementability

All of the alternatives are implementable from an engi-

neering standpoint. Each alternative would utilize com-

mercially available products and accessible technology.

* Alternatives S-3 (capping) and S-4 (in-situ treatment)
would be easier to implement than Alternative S-5, which
includes more extensive excavation of contaminated site
areas. Excavation of outlying areas is included in all alter-

“natives but dispe:al of these soils would be most easily
handled in Altemative S-3. where they would be placed
under the on-site cap. Capping of the central disposal area
would present fewer difficulties in implementation than
in-situ treatment (Alternative S-4). Cap construction is a
common technology that has been frequently applied at
hazardous wastes sites. Although solidification/stabiliza-
tion 1s an established technology. in-situ application of
this process has had only limited application at hazardous
wastes sites and implementation may also be limited by
the heterogenous nature of the soils in the waste disposal
areas and the variety of contaminants present.

"Cost

The capital. present worth.-and operation and maintenance
(O&M) costs for the soil Alternatives S-1 1o S-5 are sum-
~ manzed in Table 2. Altemative S-3 has a present worth
cost of $1.458.000 that includes an annual O&M cost
associated with maintenance of the cap. Altenative S-4 is
substantially more expensive with a present worth cost of
$5.028.000 associated with in-situ treatment of the waste
matenal. Altemmative S-5 has a present worth cost of
$7.142,000, due.to the high capital cost of excavation.

State Acceptance

"The State of New York concurs with the preferred remedy.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the sotl preferred altemative
will be assessed in the ROD following review of the pub
lic comments received on the RU/FS reports and the Pro-
posed Plan. '

> Groundwater Remedial Alternatives

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative G-1 (please see the 1able on page 10 for a
description of the groundwatrer remedial aliernati ¢s
does not include institutional controls or active remedia-
tion and is not protective of human health and the envi-
ronmei.i. Alternative G-2 would provide protection of
human health through the implementation of institutional
controls such as use restrictions to prevent potable use of
contaminated or potentially contaminated site ground-
water. Alternative G-2. through natural attenuation of con-
taminants levels present over time. would provide protec-
tion to the environment. Currently. the site does not con-
tain a plume of contaminants migrating from the site:
however, Alternative G-3 would provide the greatest
degree of protection of human health and the environment
of the three groundwater alternatives as it includes vol-
lection and treatment of contaminated groundwater to
remove the contaminants present. Treaiment of the
extracted groundwater pnor to on-site discharge to the
unnamed stream will ensure that the discharge water does
not pose an environmental or human health risk.

Compliance

Principal location-specific ARARSs for the site include
the Federal Protection of Wetlands Executive Order +E O.
11990). NYCRR Wetland Permit (6 NYCRR Pant 633,
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) promulga-=d
National Primary Dnnking Water standards includiny
both the Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCL) and the
Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs). and the
New York State Groundwater and Surface Water Stan-
dards promulgated by NYSDEC. All three groundw ater
alternatives would achieve site remedial action obiectives
over time; Alternatives G-1 and G-2 through natural
attenuation and degradation of the contamination present,
and G-3 through active remediation. Altemative G-2
would include institutional controls to prevent use of
contaminated groundwater and long-term monnenng 1o
assess the rate of attenuation. Alternative G-3 1 intend

to achieve compliance with the site remedial action objec-



tives through collection and treatment of groundwater.
Discharge of treated groundwater to the unnamed stream
would be conducted in accordance with all applicable
regulations. including NYSDEC Class B surface water
standards as appropriate for the receiving water body.

In addition.this stream flows into a NYSDEC-regulated
wetland. thereby requiring compliance with NYSDEC
wetland permit requirements.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Aliernative G-3 is intended to achieve site remedial action
objectives more quickly than Alternatives G-1 and G-2
through active remediation of the groundwater. However,
while some contaminant concentrations are expected to
reach cleanup levels in a reasonable amount of time
(pproximately 10 years). modeling estimates that other
contaminants would take considerably longer to reach
cleanup levels.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility,
or Yolume through Treatment

No reduction in toxicity. mobility. or volume of contami-
nation present at the site through active remediation
(Altemative G- 3) would occur for Altemative G-2: how-
ever. natural attenuation and degradation would reduce
'toxicity of the contaminants present over time particularly
when soil source control measures are instituted. Alterna-
tive G-3 is intended to reduce the volume of contamina-
tion present at the site through extraction of contaminated
groundwater using combination of pumping well and col-
lection trenches. In addition. the toxicity of the extracted
groundwater would be reduced through treatment (metals
precipitation and carbon adsorption) prior to on-site dis-
charge of the water.

Short-Term Effectiveness

No significant short-term health or environmental impacts
would result from implementation of the no action and
minimal action altermatives. The long-term groundwater
monitoring program included in Alternative G-2 would
pose only minimal health risks to workers performing the
groundwater sampling and would be mitigated through
use of appropnate personal protective equipment. Alterna-
tive G-3 would result in increase noise and traffic at the
site during the four to six months required for installation
of the groundwater collection and treatment systems. The
small potenual for adverse health effects to workers dur-
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ing installation of the pumping well and potential trenches
would also be minimized through the use of personal pro-
tective equipment.

Implementability

Both Altematives G-2 and G-3 require implementation of
institutional controls at the site and implementation of a
long-term groundwater monitoring program. Alternative
G-3. collection and treatment of groundwater. would be
more difficult to implement due to the need to install the
collection system (pumping well and trenches). piping.
and treatment system.

Cost

The capital, present-worth.and O&M costs for the ground-
water altematives are summarized in Table 3. The present
worth cost of $383.000 for Alternative G-2 is associated
with the groundwater monitoring program over 30 vears.
The significantly greater cost of $6.607,000 for Alterna-
tive G-3 is associated with the construction of the ground-
water collection and treatment system and its operation.
including groundwater monitoring over 30 years.

State Acceptance

The State of New York concurs with the preferred remedy.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the groundwater preferred
alternative would be assessed in the ROD following
review of the public comments received on the Rl and FS
Repons and on the Proposed Plan.

Preferred Alternatives

Based upon the results of the RI/FS and after careful
consideration on of the various altemnatives. the EPA
recommends Alternative S-3 (Capping of Central Dis-
posal Area and Placement of Outlying Soils under Cap)
and G-2 (Minmimal Action for Groundwater) as the pre-
ferred alternatives for the site remedy (see Figure 3). In
addition. institutional controls, i.e., deed restnctions. for
both Alternatives S-3 and G-2 would be implemented.

Specifically. the preferred alternatives would involve the
following:
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> Soil Remedial Alterﬁdtive

* A 4.8-acre cap would be constructed in conformance
with the major elements described in 6 NYCRR Par
360 for solid waste landfill caps. Conceptually. the
cap would be compnised of: 18 inches of clay or a suit-
able material to ensure a permeability of 10~ cm/sec.

6 inches of porous material serving as a drainage layer,
18 inches of backfill. and 6 inches of topsoil and grass
cover.

« Surface water controls consisting of concrete culverts
would be installed around the perimeter of the cap and
at other locations as necessary to ensure that runoff
water does not erode the topsoil layer. Long-term main-
tenance of the cap would be required to ensure cap
integrity. In addition. this alternative would include
the institutional controls describe in Alternative S-2 to
prevent interference with the cap.

* To facilitate the construction of the cap, the existing
asphalt and concrete pads. frame building. and shed
would be removed and disposed of off site. Also. tanks
will be cleaned and recycled off site.

» Contaminated soils above the RAOs in outlying areas
(TU-1.6.7. and 8) would be excavated and moved to
the central disposal areas. where they would be graded
with the matenal there in preparation for placement o‘
the cap.

+ Confirmatory sampling would be collected from the
bottom and sidewalls of the excavation. Following
excavation and confirmatory sampling. the trench units
will be backfilled with a clean fill and overlain a 6-inch
layer of clean topsoil and grass cover.

* Institutional controls would be implemented. including
new deed restrictions to limit access and to prohibit
interference with the cap.

> Groundwater Remedial Alternative

Because there is no current risk to human health due to
groundwater contamination and. after construction of the
cap. groundwater quality is expected to improve. the EPA
1s proposing Alternative G-2 as its preferred groundwater
remedy. Alternative G-2 would provide for groundwater
monitonng while allowing for natural attenuation of the
contaminants in the groundwater.

O e 7
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Table 2
Cost Comparison of the Soil Remedial Akemnatives
Capital Ansma! Tota! Pressnt
ALTERNATIVE Cest' 0&M Cost’ Worth Cest’
S-1: No Action 0 0 0
S-2: Minimal Action 286,000 2,000 317,000
$-3: Capping of Central Disposal Area & Placement
of Outlying Soils Beneath Central Disposal Area | 1,043,000 27,000 1,458,000
$-4: In-Situ Treatment of Central Disposal Area 1 4,997,000 2,000 5,028,000
S-5: Excavate All Areas ’ 7,142,000 0 7,142,000

Table 3
Cost Comparison of the Groundwater Remedial Alternatives
Capital ' Asasal Total Preseat
ALTEANATIVE Cost' O&M Cost’ Worth Cost’
G-1: No Action 0| 0 0
G-2: Minimal Action 0| Year1-5 52,000 383,000

Year 6~-30 15,000

G-3: Groundwater Collection & Treatment

1,678,000 | Year1 379,000 6,607,000

Year 2-5 364,000
Year 6-30 323,000

: Capial Costr Includes costs assocrated with equipment. sie preparaiion and treatment of the Central Disposal Area

. O&rtmeans "Operations and AMaintenance”

3 Total Present onn Cost The amount 0! monew that EPA would have 10 invest now at 3% interest in order 1o has e the
appropnale tunds avarlacie at the actual ime the remedial alternatin e 1s impiemented

< In sty means an place

* The preferred alternative would involve implementa-

tion of a groundwater monitoring program that would
include an niual intensive five-vear program. followed
by a more limited program for an additional 2§ years.
As part of this effort a series of monitoring wells would
be installed between the site and the closest residences.
Dunng the first five years of the monitoring program.
sampling would be conducted on both on- and off-si:=
wells. including off-site private dnnking wells. and
would be monitored on an annual basis for metals and
VOCs. In the event that contaminant levels remain
below groundwater standards in the off-site wells dur-
ing the five-year monitoring period. the monitoring
program would be reevaluated. It is expected that once
the cap has been constructed, groundwater quality
should improve and, hence, a reduction in the scope
and/or frequency of groundwater monitoring may be
appropnate. If future monitonng indicates that ground-
water contamination is not attenuating and may migrate
off site. additional groundwater remedial measures may
be considered.

‘n

* Institutional controls would be implemented. including
new deed restrictions to prevent human contact with
contaminated groundwater at the site and/or well per-
mitting restnctions. These restrictions would be
applied to both the shallow and bedrock . uifers at the
site due to the detection of contaminants at levels
exceeding NYSDOH drinking water standards in both
aquifers and would prohibit the installation of new wells
at the site intended for potable use. Nonpotable uses of
site groundwater (e.g.. watering) may be allowed.

The preferred altematives would provide the best balance
of trade-offs among alternatives with respect to the evalu-
ating cniteria. The EPA and the NYSDEC believe that the
preferred alternatives would be protective of human
health and the environment. would comply with ARARs.
would be cost-effective, and would reduce toxicity. mobil-
ity. and volume of contaminants permanently by utilizing
permanent solutions and altemative treatment technolo-
gies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable.&
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290 Broadway, 26th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866
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Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway. 26th Floor

New York. NY 10007-1866

Officia) Business
Penaity for Pnvate Use S200



APPENDIX B

PUBLIC NOTICES*

“The public notice announcing the availability of \he Proposed Plan, the opening of the
public comment period, and the public meeting, was published in the Poughkeepsie

Journal on Friday, February 21, 1997, and in the Hyde Park Townsman on Thursday,
February 27,1997,




<EPA

The United States Environmental Protection Agency
invites Public Comment on the

Proposed Cleanup of the Jones Sanitation Superfund Site
Town of Hyde Park, New York

PUBLIC MEETING
Thursday, March 13, 1997 at 7:00 pm
Roosevelt Engine Company #1, Cardinal Road. Town of Hyde Park. NY

The LS Emvironmental Protection Agencs (EPA) invites the public 1o comment on 1ts proposed plan for
remediating contaminated soif and groundwater at the Jones Samtauon Superfund Sitc in the Town of
Hyde Park. New York The EPA will accept public comments dunng a public comment period that begins
on February 21 and ends on March 22. 1997. EPA will consider all comments received at the pubhi:
meeung and dunng the public comument peniod before selecting a final remedy Wniten commenu may be
submitted to the foliowing address

Isabe) Rodrigues. Remedial Project Manager. LS. Environmenta) Protection Agency;
290 Brosdway, 20th Floor, New York. NY' 10007-1866

The EPA and the New York State Depanment of Environmental Conservaton (NYSDEC) evaluated the
following aternauves for addressing sails contamination

S-1==No Action  S-2—Minimal Action
S-3—Capping of Central Disposal Ares & Placement of Osuiying Soils under the Cap
Set—1n-Situ Trestment of Central Disposal Ares  S-S—Excavate All Areas

The EPA and NYSDEC evaluated the foliuwing aliernanves for addressing groundw aier contamination
G-l—NoAction G-2—MinimaJ Action  G-3—Groundwater Collection & Trestment

Based on avaifable information. the EPA and NYSDEC prefer s comiwnauon of Altemanves S-3- Capprng

of Cenural Drsposal Area and Placement of Outlying Sorls under the Cap. and G-2 Mimmal Action for

Groundwater This acion would 1molve containing matenals in the cenral disposa) area with a cap 1o

mimnuze infiliration of rasnwaier which. in tum. would reduce movement of contaminamts thruugh the

so1l Contaminaied soils from outside the central disposal area would be moved under the cap. Concrete
" culvens would be installed asound the cap to control surface waier runoff

The groundwaier monitonng program would include an initial intensive five-vear program. foliowed by a
mare limiied program for an adJitional 25 years Deed resincuons to prevent fuire residential use of the
siic would be implemented to limi exposure 1o comamnants that remain on siie ano n the groundwater

For More Information—Compleie analysis of the aliematives hisied above are presented in the Feasibilny
Study and Proposed Plan These and related documents can be reviewed at the foliowing locauons:

Hyde Park Free Public Library, 2 Main Stree(, Hyde Park. NY 12538
Hours: Mon, Tues 9am-8pm. Wed. Thurs 12-8pm. Sat. 9am-2pm. Fri, Sun closed

US. Emironmental Protection Agenc), 290 Broadwe), 18th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866 By Appr: 212-637411¢
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONME.v fA! gROTECTIbN AGENCY

PUBLIC MEETING

for the

JONES SANITATION SUPERFUND SITE
Hyde Park, New York

March 13, 1997
MEETING ATTENDEES
{Please Print)
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- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY '

PUBLIC MEETING
for the
JONES SANITATION SUPERFUND SITE
Hyde Park, New York

March 13, 1997

MEETING ATTENDEES
{Please Print)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

PUBLIC MEETING

for the

JONES SANITATION SUPERFUND SITE
Hyde Park, New York

March 13, 1997
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

PUBLIC MEETING
for the
JONES SANITATION SUPERFUND SITE
‘ ~ Hyde Park, New York

March 13, 1997
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APPENDIX D

WRITTEN COMMENTS



HYDE PARK _
CONSERVATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
HYDE PARK TOWN HALL RT ¢
Hyde Park. NY 12538

March 12, 1997

Ms. Isabel R. Rodrigues, Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor

New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear Ms. Rodrigues:

Re: Superfund Proposed Plan: Jones Sanitation Superfund Site, Town of Hyde
Park, Dutchess County, New York

The Hyde Park Conservation Advisory Committee (CAC) has reviewed the
referenced plan and offers the following comments and suggestions:

1) Since the Aquifers and the surface water flow to the south, testing should be
performed downstream to ensure that contaminants have not migrated outside
the present test area. This will also provide a base line for later tests.

2) The site 1s over a major Aquifers, which flows to generally to the south. The
"Alternative” must assure that contaminants do not enter the Aquifers. The
trailer park to the south is in path of any migrating plume. Also, further to the
south (less than a mile) are the emergency use wells of the Hyde Park Fire and
Water District. While the district is not now using these wells they should be
protected for possible emergency use.

3) Long term town residents have told us that this site is also in the "100 year
flood plane”. The "Alternative” must consider flooding effects which would
‘wash away the cap.

Thank you for the cizoortunity to review this plan. We will be happy to address
any questions you have.

Sincerely yours,
1 fonTt

P. N. Prentice

Chairman Hyde Park CAC

cc: Robert L. Brown, Hyde Park CAC
Town of Hyde Park Tom Spence Supervisor
Hyde Park Fire and Water District
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Ms. Isabel Rodrigues

U.S. Eaviroruacatal Protection Agexcy
Region 2

290 Broadwa), 20th floor

New York, Now York 10007-1866

Re: Jones Saaitation Superfund Site
Commients to Proposed Remedial Action Plaa (PRAP)

Dear Ms. Rodrigues:

A discussed drisfly with you prio: to the public meeting ca the abave-referenced site (hekd on 13
Masch 1997) we are forwanding to you the following comments oa the proposed remedial actian plan
(PRAP).

1. Page 3. sacond pararraph. left-band colwmpa,

The PRAP states that "further field investigations are warianted 10 better assess the environmental
impacts 10 ¢4 area.' However, as described in the previcus page of the PRAP, an ecological risk
assessment was conducted to defime site risks and no sito-related biological stresses were noed.
Altbough a potential ecological risk was ideatified for an-site receptors these risks will be addressed
by the propased remedial action. Purixs definition of 3 "no-action” baseline risk also appears
un#arrant:d assuming that the propased recodial moasares sre undertaken. Additionally, since the FS
showed that sonstruction activities f.. the proposed remediasion could avoid identified wetlands, further
evaluation of construction impacts 10 wetlands appears unw arranted (although additional topographic
susveying may need to be conducted to accurately locste the wetlarxds for design purposes). Therefore,
we tecomoend that any fusther ecological work be limited to wetlands mapping for design purposes.

2. Page ® Summary of Recoedial Alteenasives) aad pace 1S (Tabde ),

On page 9 Ajernauve S-3 is deseribed as requiring loang-tesm cap maintenance, however, on Tabdle 2,
prge 15, it appears that she teirenance eosts ($8,000/yr) lor the cap were omitted in the calculation
of annua! operation and maimenance (O&NY) costs. By eliminating these cap O&M costs ths calculawed
present worth bas been reduced by spproximately $123,000. What is EPA’s position regarding cap
waintenancs in tht of wils dbscrepancy? _

OIS/ RITI MRAR-Con



Linda Wood 19 March 1997
Bmargency and Remedial Response Division Page ....2

3. Page 1S, ficst pacapcuph, kot hand columa,

For the selocied groundwater alternative, the PRAP indicates 'hat additions! monitoring wells will be
installed. Ccesidoring the number and duration of ovorburden and bedrock wlk already installed on-
fite, 1t doea not appear becessary (0 ipstall new wells.

We would Lice: tn discuss these commeats with yor. &t your esrliesr convenience and at the same time
review the project status and echedule for design and recydiation. Plesse csll if you have any

Very 1uly yours,

-2 .
Lot . o £
Ruth M, Fritsch, Director
Stte Assessment Section

cc Scott H. Fein, Bsg. (WOR)

Carvie Berms, Esg. (USEPA)
James Lister (NYSDEC)

AN eI PIAPCon Lawler, Matusky &’ Skelly Engineers 1tp



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION II
DATE : mAR 21 1091
SUBJECT: Record of Decision for the Jones Sanitation Superfund
Site
FROM: Richard L. Caspe, Director

Emergency and Remedial Response Division

T0: Jeanne M. Fox
Regional Administrator

Attached for your approval is the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Jones Sanitation Site, located in the Town of Hyde Park,
Dutchess County, New York. The selected remedial action
addresses soils and groundwater containing volatile organic,
semi-volatile organic, PCB and incrganic contaminants. NoO
remedial action is presently planned for the on-site streams and
wetlands as no adverse impacts were observed.

The selected remedy calls for the excavation of contaminated
soils above the cleanup goals in the outlying areas and placement
of these soils in the central disposal area, construction of a
cap over the central disposal area and implementation of a
groundwater monitoring program. As part of this monitoring, a
.series of wells will be installed between the site and the
closest residences.

The Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study reports and the
‘Proposed Plan were released to the public for comment on February
21, 1997. A public comment period on these documents was held
from February 21, 1997 through Match 22, 1397, Comments
received during the public commen. period generally supported the
preferred remediai alternative and are addressed in the attached
Responsiveness Summary.

The estimated present worth cost of the selected remedy
Alternatives S-3 and G-2) mentioned above is $1,841,000. The
remedy is the same as the preferred alternatives presented in the
Proposed Plan.

The ROD has been reviewed by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation, and the appropriate program offices
within Region II. Their input and comments are reflected in this
document. The New York State Department of Environmental
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Conservation has concurred with the selected remedy for the Jones
Sanitation Site, as indicated in the attached letter.

If you have questions or comments on this document, I would be
happy to discuss them with you at your convenience.

Attachments

bcc: C. Berns, ORC
S. Clark, EPA-HQ
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Mr. Jim Lister

Division of Environmental Remediation

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233-7010

Re: Record of Decision for Jones Sanitation Site
Dear Mr. Lister:

Enclosed is a copy of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Jones
Sanitation Site in Hyde Park, New York, signed March 31, 1997.
Please note that this ROD is consistent with the approach agreed
upon by the EPA and NYSDEC to address the Jones Sanitation Site
which 1s; the excavation of contaminated soils in the outlying
areas, construction of a Part 360 cap over the central disposal
area, implementation of a groundwater monitoring program and
1mplementatlon of institutional controls.

If you have any questions regarding this document please contact
me at (212) 637-4248.

Sincerely yours,

Isabel Rodrigues, Project Manager
New York Remediation Superfund Branch

Enclosure

cc: M. Chen, NYSDEC - Albany w/out enclasure
G. Anders Carlson, NYSDOH w/out enclosure

Berns - EPA, ORC
Rodrigues- EPA, WNYRS
Moss- EPA-ERRD
Clark-EPA, HQ

bcc:

nmnoHO
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ROD FACT SHEET

SITE

Site name: Jones Sanitation Site

Site location: Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, New York

HRS score: 52.52 (Jan. 1987)

EPA ID #: NYD980534556

ROD

Selected Remedy: ‘

- Soils - Capping of central disposal area and placement of
outlying soils beneath central disposal area. Groundwater -
Monitoring program for 30 years. In addition, institutional
controls to prevent interference with the cap and human

contact with contaminated groundwater.

Capital Cost: Soil - $1,043,000
' Groundwater $50,000

O & M cost: Soil - $2,000/year
Groundwater - Year 1-5: $52,000/Year
Year 6-30: $15,000/Year

Present-Worth Cost: Soil - $1,458,000
Groundwater - $440,000
Total $1,898,000
LEAD

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Primary Contact: Isabel R. Rodrigues, (212) 637 - 4248
Secondary Contact: Kevin M. Lynch (212) 637 - 4287

Main PRPs: Alfa-Laval Separator Company
Jones Septic services

WASTE

Waste type: Various volatiles, semi-volatiles, PCBs, PAHs and
inorganics.

Waste origin: Septage waste and industrial wastewater.

Estimated waste quantity: Soils from central disposal area:
11,450 cubic yds. Soils from outlying areas : 2,070 cubic yds.

Contaminated medium: Groundwater and soils.



