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STATEMENT OF PURPGCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent represents the selected renedial action for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site in
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut, devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response
Conmpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act of 1986, and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300 et seq., as anended. The region | Director of the Ofice of Site
Renmedi ati on and Restorati on has been del egated the authority to approve this Record of Decision

STATEMENT COF BASI S

This decision is based upon the Admi nistrative Record which has been devel oped in accordance with Section
113 (k) of CERCLA and which is available for public review at the Plainfield Public Library and at the
region | Ofice of Remediation and Restoration Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The

Adm ni strative Record Index (Appendix E to the ROD) identifies each of the itens conprising the

Adm ni strative Record upon which the selection of the remedial action is based

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inm nent and substantial endangernent to the
public health or welfare or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, which addresses both the
source control and managenent of migration of contamnation at the Site

The sel ected renedy consists of natural attenuation of contami nants of concern in soil and groundwater
i npl enentation of institutional controls, long-termnonitoring of groundwater and soil and Five-Year Site
revi ews.

The maj or conponents of the selected source control remedy include:

. Institutional controls including |and use restrictions to limt the use and di sturbance of
contam nated soils at the Site

. posting of warning signs;
. peri odi ¢ mai ntenance of warning signs and entry gate;
. peri odi c sanpling and anal ysis of contam nated unsaturated soils for contam nants of

concern; and

The maj or conponents of the sel ected managenent of mgration renmedy include:

. institutional controls, including land use restrictions to prevent future use of inpacted
groundwat er until Interim G oundwater C eanup Levels are net;
. long-term moni toring of groundwater and surface water quality to assess conpliance with

groundwat er cl eanup levels and to ensure the surface water has not been adversely inpacted;
and



DECLARATI ON

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains Federal and State
requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate for this renedial action and is
cost-effective. This remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that utilize
treatnment as a principal element to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances.
The sel ected remedy was equal |y protective and nore cost effective and inplenentable than the treatnent
alternatives evaluated. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies
to the nmaxi mum extent practicable.

As this remedy will result in hazardous substances renaining on-site above health based |evels, a review
wi Il be conducted every five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the renedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human heal th and the environnent.

EPA has determined that its future response at this site does not require physical construction.
Therefore, the site now qualifies for inclusion on the Construction Conpletion List.

The State of Connecticut has concurred with the selected renedy for this site.

<I M5 SRC 97161A>
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RCD DECI SI ON SUMVARY
Sept enber 30, 1997

l. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site (hereafter referred to as the "Site") is |located at 86 Tarbox Road, in
the Town of Plainfield, Wndham County, Connecticut. The Site is bounded by MII Brook and its

associ ated wetlands to the north, single famly residences and Route 12 to the east, an active railroad
(Providence and Wircester Railroad) and woodl ands to the west, and single fam |y residences and Tar box
Road to the south. The Site enconpasses approximately 29 acres and is | ocated one nile southwest of
Plainfield Center and approximately 1,800 feet southeast of Plainfield s sewage treatnent plant, which is
situated at the confluence of MII Brook and Fry Brook (see Figure 1). Approximately 700 feet north of
the Site, on the opposite side of MII Brook is an industrial park which contains the Internark Fabric
Corporation facility and the Safety Kl een Corporati on.

The Site is currently vacant and rmuch of it is heavily vegetated. There are nunerous overgrown nounds
and excavations throughout the Site which were the result of forner quarry activities. There are no
structures on-Site. The nearest water supply wells to the Site are private wells located al ong Route 12

and Tarbox Road. 1In addition there are four nearby community water supply wells, including: the Gllup
Water Service (4,000 feet northwest); Brookside Acres (0.9 nmiles northeast); Hillsdale Water Conpany (2.8
mles north); and the Gallup Water Service/Lillibridge Division (0.7 mles southwest). G oundwater at

the Site is classified by the State of Connecticut as GA, which nmeans that the groundwater is presuned to
be suitable for direct human consunption wi thout treatnment. The State's goal is to restore the
groundwat er to drinking water quality.

Surface water bodies |located within, or near the Site, include MII Brook, Fry Brook and Packers Pond.
M11 Brook flows fromeast to west-southwest along the northern and western edges of the Site. MII
Brook and Fry Brook ultimately discharges to Packers Pond. The State of Connecticut has classified the
section of MII Brook that is north of the Site as B/A which indicates that these water bodi es may not
be nmeeting Cass A water quality criteria. The lower portion of MII Brook, belowits confluence with
Fry Brook is classified as BC, indicating that the water neets ass B and it is suitable for cold water
fisheries.

A nore detailed description of the Site history can be found in the Renmedial |nvestigation Report on
pages 1-3 and 1-4.

1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
A Land Use and Response History

Limted information is available regarding the early operational history of the Site. H storical aerial
phot ographs and records at the Town of Plainfieid Assessor's office indicate that from 1951 to 1964 the
Site was operated as a sand and gravel quarry. In 1964, M. C Stanton Gallup purchased the property.
Wil e detailed usage of the Site from 1964 to 1977 is poorly docurmented, records indicate that M.

Gal lup's al so operated a gravel mining operation and | eased a portion of the property to the Connecti cut
Department of Transportation (DOT) to operate an asphalt batching plant.

As a result of conplaints fromneighboring residents, the Connecticut Departnent of Environnental
Protection (DEP) and the Connecticut State Police initiated an investigation of the Site in January of
1978. The DEP investigation concluded that the Site was used fromthe summer of 1977 until Decenber 1977
for unlicensed waste disposal. Evidence collected by DEP indicates that Chenical Waste Renmoval, Inc.
(CWR) of Bridgeport, Connecticut transported drumred and bulk liquid waste material to the Site. These
materials included a variety of industrial wastes.

Enmergency clean up efforts were perforned during the sutmmer of 1978 under the direction of the DEP and
the Connecticut State Police. This involved the renoval and off-site disposal of 1,584 druns, 5,000
gallons of free liquid, and 2,277 cubic yards of contam nated soil fromthree distinct |ocations on the
Site (see Figure 2). These disposal sites are known as the former prinary disposal area (FPDA), the
former secondary di sposal area (FSDA) and the forner Seepage Bed (Seepage Bed). The druns, as well as
liquid waste and contami nated soil, were renoved fromthe Prinary and Secondary Di sposal Areas, |ocated
in the northern portion of the Site. Renedial measures perforned at the Seepage Bed, |ocated in the
central portion of the Site, included the excavation of contami nated soil and in-situ treatnent of the
remai ning soils through the addition of 20 tons of line. A buried inverted dunp truck body was al so
renoved fromthe Site. In addition to these remedial activities, mne detectors were utilized to search
for additional buried druns. There was no evidence of additional buried druns, and it was believed that
all druns were recovered during the cleanup operations.



Since the 1978 cl eanup operations, periodic nonitoring of soil and groundwater by the DEP, the
Connecticut Department of Health and EPA were perforned. |In May of 1988, EPA initiated a linmted Site
Investigation to evaluate the Gallup's Quarry Site with respect to conditions for additional renova
actions under the National Contingency Plan (NCP). Soil sanples collected by EPA confirmed the presence
of volatile organic conmpounds (VOCs), sem -VOCs and metals. Based on the results of the 1988 Site

I nvestigation, on June 24, 1988 the Site was proposed to be added to EPA's National Priorities List
(NPL). On Cctober 4, 1989 the Site was listed on the NPL

Wil e the Site has been vacant since 1978 it has been utilized by trespassers for recreational purposes.
In 1994, a fence was erected at the entrance to the Site, and other foot/vehicle paths were bl ocked with
boul ders, to linit Site usage by trespassers. Additionally, warning signs were posted around the

property.

A nore detailed description of the Site history can be found in the Renedial Investigation Report at
pages 1-3 to 1-7.

B. Enforcenent History

On April 1, 1993, June 2, 1993 and June 17, 1993, EPA notified forty parties, as either an owner/operator
of the facility or as generators of wastes that were disposed of at the Site, of their potentia
liability with respect to the Site. Thereafter, negotiations coomenced with these potentially
responsi bl e parties (PRPs) regarding the settlement of the PRPs liability at the Site

On Septenber 7, 1993, EPA and the twenty-three PRPs, entered into an Adninistrative O der by Consent,
U S. EPA Region | CERCLA Docket No. 1-93-1080 for the performance of a renedial investigation and
feasibility study (RI/FS). EPA also recovered past costs fromthe sane parties under a separate

Adm ni strative Order by Consent, U S. EPA Region | CERCLA Docket No. 1-93-1079

The PRPs have been active in the remedy selection process for this Site. The PRPs representatives and/or
contractors attended the public neeting at the Site and the PRPs contractor prepared the RI/FS Reports

[N COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and invol venent has been relatively low Prior to EPA' s
involvenent with the Site, residents and town officials have kept up with Site activities by follow ng
the local papers. There were no organi zed citizens groups during the energency renoval effort by the DEP
or at any other time in the Site's history. The DEP kept citizens inforned of Site activities through
the media, the First Selectman, the Fire Marshall and the police. EPA has kept the comrunity and ot her
interested parties apprized of Site activities through fact sheets, press releases and a public neeting

Duri ng Novenmber 1993, EPA conducted interviews of various Plainfield town officials, business owners, and
residents. These interviews were conducted to identify community concerns for preparation of EPA' s
Community Relations Plan (CRP). In June of 1994, EPA rel eased the CRP which outlined a programto
address community concerns and to keep citizens inforned of and involved in activities during renedia
activities. Notice of the release of this document was sent to |ocal residents, town officials and to
the nedia on August 3, 1994.

I'n August of 1994, EPA issued a fact sheet rel ease announcing the start of the remedial investigation at
the Site which summarized Site history; the Superfund process and the field activities to be perforned at
the Site. In March of 1996 EPA notified the public and nmedia of the availability of the Initial Site
Characterizati on Report which detailed the results of the first phase of the field investigation. In
Novenber of 1996 EPA issued a fact sheet announcing the conpletion of the Renedial |nvestigation report
(RI) and detailing the results of this investigation

On June 17, 1997, EPA issued the Proposed Plan for addressing residual soil and groundwater contam nation
at the Site. The Proposed Plan was nade available to |ocal residents and town officials by mailing
copi es of this document to the mailing list and placing a copy in the Plainfield public library. On June
25, 1997, EPA nade the RI/FS and Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (RA) reports avail able for
public review at EPA's offices in Boston and at the Plainfield Town Library.

On June 25, 1997 EPA held an informational public neeting at the Plainfield Town Hall to discuss the
results of the Rl report and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study Report (FS) and
to present the Agency's Proposed Plan. FromJune 25 to July 25, 1997, the Agency held a 30 day public
comrent period to accept public comment on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the
Proposed Pl an and on any other docunents previously released to the public. Also on June 25, 1997, the
Agency held a public hearing at the Plainfield Town Hall to accept any oral comments. A transcript of
these comrents and the Agency's response to comrents are included in the responsiveness summary (Appendi x



D).
V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

The sel ected remedy was devel oped by conbi ni ng conponents of different source control and nmanagenent of
mgration alternatives to obtain a conprehensive approach for addressing Site contam nation. In summary
the remedy calls for natural attenuation of contaminants in soil and groundwater, a |ong-term sanpling
and analysis program and institutional controls to restrict Site use. Concentrations of contam nants in
the soil and groundwater will be reduced to target cleanup |evels through natural processes in the
environnent within an anticipated tine period of approxi mately 27 years. Conpliance with renedial action
obj ectives will be tracked through inplenentation of a long-termnonitoring program of soil, groundwater
and surface water. The primary institutional control is to establish |and use restrictions to prevent
the use of contam nated groundwater and to limt the use and disturbance of residual soil contamn nation
at the Site. This renedial response action was selected to address the primary potential risks to hunan
health and the environment, which has been identified as the future potential ingestion of contam nated
groundwat er by a industrial or commercial worker at the Site.

V. SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Executive Summary in the renedial investigation report (R) contains an overview of this
investigation. The significant findings of the Rl are sunmmarized bel ow.

A Cener al

The field investigation of the Rl was conducted between 1994 and 1996. The R assessed the type and
extent of contaninants present at the Site. The field programincluded primarily: geophysical surveys;
installation of tenmporary groundwater well points; installation of monitoring wells and pi ezoneters (see
Figure 2); a soil gas survey; soil borings; groundwater, soil, surface water/sedi ment sanpling and

anal yses and a residential well sanpling and anal yses program The Hurman Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk
Assessnent (RA) eval uated the potential inpacts of Site contam nants posed to human health and the
environnent. The R provided baseline data required to eval uate potential cleanup actions. Principal R
field activities included the collection and anal ysis of sanples of groundwater, soil, sedinent, surface
water, and air. These anal yses show that the primary contaninants detected in Site groundwater, soils
surface water and sedinents are VOCs. Qher contaninants identified include metals, polychlorinated

bi phenyl s (PCBs), pesticides and sem - VCCs.

The followi ng sections sumari ze the findings of the field investigations.
B. Geol ogy and Hydrogeol ogy

The overburden deposits in the area consist of materials deposited as a result of glacial processes
during the Pleistocene epoch. A range of glacially-derived materials, including till, meltwater or
stratified drift deposits, and post-glacial deposits of floodplain alluvium conprise the major surficial
geologic units in the vicinity of the Site. The nost significant surficial deposits encountered w thin
the Study Area during the R are till and stratified drift (the overburden soils). Overburden soils can
be further classified as coarser-grained or finer-grained conponents. The Site is dom nated by
coarser-grai ned deposits which are representative of the retreat of the ice-nmass. Finer-grained
conponents also exist to alimted extent, primarily in the lowlying areas of the Site

The thickness of the overburden deposits range fromnon-existent in the vicinity of bedrock outcrops in
the eastern portion of the Site, to approximately 70 feet. The overburden thickness increases with a

decrease in the elevation of the bedrock surface. Till was encountered just above the bedrock surface at
nearly every location. The till horizon ranges in thickness fromapproximately 10 to 20 feet, with the
t hi ckest accunul ati ons | ocated al ong bedrock highs. The till is relatively dense and is conprised of a

fine sandy matri x with abundant gravel, cobbles and boul ders.

Bedrock in the vicinity of the Site consists of hornbl ende gneiss, biotite gneiss and anphibolite, and is
strongly faulted and folded. Based on the drilling program depths to bedrock range fromzero to 83 feet
bel ow ground surface at the Site. Bedrock elevations are greatest in the eastern central portion of the
Site, and decrease to the north and west, and to a | esser degree to the south

Hydraul i ¢ conductivity neasurenments indicate that coarse-grained stratified drift deposits in the |ower
portion of the aquifer are the nost perneabl e subsurface materials at the Site. The highest hydraulic
conductivities were found in the |ower portion of the overburden aquifer northwest of the FPDA. The till
appears to be hydrogeol ogically distinct fromthe other overburden deposits, and on the average, provides
i ncreased resistance to groundwater flow This added resistance is not considered to be significant,



however, because the consistency of the till and overburden deposits are highly variable and the
hydraul i ¢ conductivity contrast is relatively snall. The bedrock has the | owest average hydraulic
conductivity.

Over burden groundwater flow south of the Seepage Bed is primarily east to west. In the vicinity of the
FPDA and FSDA groundwater flowis in a northwesterly direction. The hydraulic gradient in these areas is
steep and is strongly influenced by the dip of the bedrock surface. Northwest of the railroad tracks,
groundwater flowin the mddle to |ower portions of the aquifer converges fromthe northeast and

sout hwest toward a centerline area generally defined in the downgradlent direction. The flow direction
near these wells is fromthe fornmer disposal areas to the northwest. Northeast of this centerline
groundwater flows in a southwesterly direction fromthe vicinity of MII| Brook and the industrial park.
North of MII Brook and west of the railroad tracks the predom nant groundwater flow direction becones
nore westerly (see Figure 3).

G oundwat er in bedrock noves primarily in a northwesterly direction in the northern Study Area and

exhi bits no apparent influence fromthe locally identified fracture zones. Goundwater is discharging
frombedrock into the overburden at nost well locations. In the overburden aquifer, the downward
vertical flow conponent is significant within shallow deposits near the FPDA and the upward flow is
inmportant in the upper portion of the aquifer near MII Brook. The downward groundwater flow within the
FPDA appears to be primarily associated with infiltration of precipitation and collection of surface

wat er runoff fromupland areas. This causes VOC concentrations to be highest in the nmniddle to | ower
portions of the aquifer. Stream piezometer data and groundwater flow nodeling indicate that MI| Brook
generally gains water fromthe overburden aquifer within the Study Area.

C G oundwater Quality

G oundwater quality data collected during the Renedial Investigation indicate the follow ng:

. No significant groundwater contam nation was detected within the overburden or bedrock units
in either the southern portion of the Site or in the vicinity of the Seepage Bed.

. In the northern portion of the Site, a narrow, |ow to noderate-concentrati on VOC pl unme was
detected in the overburden aquifer, extending fromthe FPDA northwest towards M || Brook.
VOC conpounds including 1,1, 1-trichloroethane (TCA) and 1, 2-di chl oroet hene (DCE) were
consistently detected at all locations along the plune centerline at concentrations as high
as 240 ppb and 1,300 ppb, respectively.

. Conpari son of present concentrations with historical data indicate that VOC | evel s are
significantly decreasing with tine. From 1978 through 1995, TCA, trichl oroethyl ene (TCE),
and tetrachl oroet hyl ene (PCE) concentrations have decreased on the average by nore than a
factor of two, every two years.

. Avail abl e information indicates that the | eading edge of the VOC plune associated with the
FPDA is located in the vicinity of nonitoring well clusters M¥102 and MM 101 (see Figure
2). Concentrations of TCA and DCE are bel ow safe drinking water standards at MV 101.

. Resul ts of surface water/sedi nent sanpling and anal yses, stream pi ezonmeter neasurenents, and
groundwat er fl ow nodeling indicate that sone di scharge of the shallow portion of the plune
into MII Brook is occurring. However, the concentrations of Site contam nants detected in
the brook are well bel ow those reported to cause adverse effects in fish or wildlife.

. Bedrock is not considered a preferred pathway for contaminant mgration due to its
characteristically |Iow hydraulic conductivity and the predom nantly upward conponent of
groundwat er flow from bedrock to overburden which exists throughout the Study Area.

D. Soi |

Results of the soil gas survey and soil boring programindicate that the previous renoval activities
taken by the State of Connecticut have renoved all drums of waste and the bulk |iquid waste fromthe
Site. Studies indicate that trace levels of VOCs, sem -VOCs, pesticides, PCBs and cyani de exist at the
Seepage Bed and FSDA on Site. |In general, netal concentrations in soil are conparable to background

I evel s neasured at upgradient |ocations at the Site, although |ow | evels of cyanide were al so detected at
various depths within the FPDA and FSDA. Qher than the three known di sposal areas at the Site, no other
di sposal areas were found to exist.



The FPDA is the only area with notable | evels of residual contamination, primarily VOCs, including ethy
benzene, toluene, xylene, TCE, TCA, and PCE. In general, the highest VOC concentrations are |ocated at
or just below the groundwater table, in native materials immediately beneath the fill materials. These
concentrations dimnish quickly with depth. Toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene, and in one case a |low | eve
of PCE were al so detected at or near the ground surface, within the fill nmaterial (the source of these
contam nants could be related to recreational uses of this parcel since disposal occurred). Total VOC
concentrations were either bel ow the sanple nethod detection limts, or were less than 1 parts per
mllion (ppm) for the majority of sanples. Trace to lowlevels of PCBs were al so detected in both near
surface sanples, and (at one |location) at a depth of 32 feet bel ow the ground surface. The hi ghest
concentration of any single PCB conpound was 6.4 ppmin the 1-3.5 foot interval at the FPDA. Mst ot her
PCB detections at the Site were below 1 ppm There does not seemto be any spatial trend or relationship
anmong the detections of PCBs at the FPDA

E. Surface water, Sedinent, and Wetland Soils

Surface water, sedinment, and wetland soils upstream adjacent to, and downstreamof the Site were sanpled
and anal yzed during the Rl and long-termnonitoring programto assess the potential for transport of
contam nants fromthe Site. The sanples were analyzed for VOCs, sem -VCCs,

net al s/ cyani de, and pesti ci de/ PCBs.

In the surface water, VOCs were not detected in the upstreamportions of MII Brook. Six VOCs were
detected at |l east once in the five rounds of surface water sanples that were collected fromthe 11

| ocations sanpled. The nost consistent detections were DCE and PCE in one upstreamlocation in Fry
Brook. This location is approxi mately 1,500 feet upstream of the confluence of Fry Brook and MII Brook
and therefore these detections are considered not to be Site-related (believed to be the result of nearby
industrial activities). The other detections of PCE and DCE were at trace concentrations at |ocations
bel ow t he confluence of Fry and MII Brooks. 1In addition, TCA was detected once at trace levels at a

| ocation adjacent to the Site along MII Brook. TCE was detected twice at the upgradient Fry Brook

Il ocation and once at a |location adjacent to the Site in MII| Brook. Toluene was detected twice at
upgradient MI| Brook |locations at trace levels. Al of the VOC concentrations detected are well bel ow
those expected to cause adverse effects in fish or wildlife.

Only | ow | evel s of one sem -VOC conpound, 4-nethyl phenol, were detected in surface water sanples. The

| ocations where this contam nant was detected are far upstreamalong MII| Brook and downstreamin Packers
Pond, which are |ocations not expected to have been inpacted by the Site. Wile bis(2-ethy
hexyl ) pht hal ate was detected in the surface water at low levels, it was detected at upgradient MII Brook
I ocations and in downgradi ent |ocations along |ower M|l Brook and Packers Pond and is not believed to be
Site-related. No pesticides or PCB conpounds were detected in any surface water sanples. Wile netals
(al umi num barium calcium iron, |ead, magnesi um manganese, potassium sodiumand zinc) were detected
in the surface water, they were not detected at concentrations that are unexpected in non-contam nated
wat er s

In the sedinments, netals were detected infrequently and, when detected, had concentrations close to the
respective detection linmt and/or were detected at renote upstreamor downstream |l ocations. Wth the
exception of maxi mum concentrati ons detected in Packers Pond (which receives stormwater runoff from
Lill'ibridge Road) general netal concentrations in sedinents were at concentrations within the ranges
expected in naturally occurring soils or sedinents. VOCs were generally detected infrequently and at
relatively |l ow concentrations. Only toluene was detected at trace levels in a sanple collected adjacent
tothe Site in MIIl Brook near the downgradi ent edge of the Gallup's plume. This occurrence is believed
to be Site related. The primary sem -VCOC constituents detected were pol yaromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs).
The detections of PAH likely reflect non-point contributions fromlocal sources, such as stormater
runof f fromthe railroad tracks and nearby roads. El evated concentrations of bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate
were nmeasured in Fry Brook (1,300 ppm) and lower MII Brook (64 ppm), below the confluence of these two
streans. The source appears to originate in Fry Brook. O ganochlorine pesticide conpounds were detected
infrequently, with no apparent trend with regard to location or source. Their occurrence likely reflects
resi dues of persistent conpounds that were routinely used for insect control before being banned from
commrer ci al production

Wth respect to wetland soil sanpling, a total of 10 wetland soil sanples were collected during the field
survey, nost of which were close to the water table at the tine of collection. Simlar to sedinents,
netals analysis indicate no levels in excess of what woul d be expected in naturally occurring wetl and
soils. VOCs including acetone, 2-butanone, TCE, and carbon disulfide, were detected infrequently and at

I ow concentrations. Wile acetone was detected in two renmote | ocations and are considered to be non-Site
rel ated detections, it was al so detected at noderate concentrations at one | ocation approximately 200
feet southeast of the FPDA, along with | ow concentrations of 2-butanone. A trace |level of TCE was
detected in a wetlands soil sanple collected approximately 50 feet east of the FPDA. This detection nay



be related to the FPDA, since TCE has been detected in this area. Based on the topography, however,
surface water runoff fromthe forner disposal area is unlikely to inpact the wetland. No other wetland
soi|l sanples had concentrations detected above the instrument detection limt.

PAHs were detected infrequently at generally below 0.1 ppm Phthalate esters were al so detected
infrequently, ranging fromnon-detect to 2.2 ppm The presence of these conpounds is likely to be
associ ated with periodic or seasonal flooding of wetlands as the wetland sanpling |ocations are renote
and general ly inaccessible. Since these conpounds are relatively i mobile except in surface water or as
airborne particul ates, these conpounds nay have origi nated from non-poi nt sources such as the railroad
line or runoff fromnearby highways. Trace |evels of PCB conpounds in wetland soil sanples that were
detected adjacent to the Site nmay be Site-related. Qher sources of contam nant input into the |ocal
envi ronnent night include atnospheric deposition, transport from upstream sources and deposition
follow ng flood events. O ganochlorine pesticide conmpounds were al so detected infrequently, with no
apparent trend with regard to | ocation or source, and their occurrence likely reflects residues of
persi stent conpounds that were routinely used for insect control before being banned from conmercial
producti on.

F. Ar Qality

Anbient air quality was deternmined prior to the start of the field studies to establish a baseline for
air quality. For the baseline survey, air quality in the breathing zone (between approxi mately three and
six feet above the ground surface) was determ ned based on measurenents of total VOC and respirabl e dust
at eight locations across the Site. These eight stations were |ocated at each of the three known forner
di sposal areas and at upwi nd and downwi nd | ocations along the perimeter of the Site. During the baseline
survey, no VOCs were detected above the EPA approved action level of 1 ppmat any of the eight nonitoring
locations. Al so, no respirable dust readings greater than the EPA-approved action | evel were recorded
during the baseline survey at any of the nmonitoring stations.

Based on the baseline and periodic air nonitoring perforned during the investigation, undisturbed anbi ent
air quality in the vicinity of the Site does not appear to have been inpacted by forner disposa
practices at the Site. To confirmthis, conpound specific air nonitoring was perforned during the |ater
stages of the field investigation. Quantitative air nonitoring was performed in the vicinity of the
Former Primary D sposal Area. Toluene, ethyl benzene, total xylenes, PCE, and PCBs were anal yzed for
Data indicate that none of these conpounds were detected at any of the air sanpling |ocations for the
duration (approximately eight hours) of the sanpling event.

A conpl ete discussion of Site characteristics can be found in the R report in Sections 3 and 4.
G Ecol ogy

An ecol ogi cal study was perforned to delineate wetlands and to nmake | ocal observations of the types and
abundance of plants and animals in the area. Wetlands delineations were performed to the extreme
northern and western boundaries of the Site, up to the MIIl Brook channel, using both the State of
Connecticut's accepted criteria and the Federal criteria using U.S. Arny Corps of Engi neer nethods. The
wet| and bordering the southwestern portion of the Site is a white cedar swanp supporting a varying
density of trees. Additional hydrophytic plant species identified within this wetland include red naple
common reed, duckweed, jewelweed, cattail, and coast pepper-bush. The swanp is hydraulically connected
to the M1l Brook systemby a narrow stream The swanp remai ns i nundated during nost years with the
possi bl e exception of drought years, and receives water through seepage from surroundi ng upl ands and from
surface water runoff.

Adj acent to the cedar swanp is an upland systemthat supports a sub-climax to near clinmax hardwood
forest. Topography of the upland area includes steep slopes to gently undulating |and. Canopy
vegetation (trees) are dom nated by red, white and chestnut oaks, with white oaks nearer to the wetl and
area and the red and chestnut oaks occurring on the higher portions of the uplands. Qher canopy species
i nclude white ash, quaking aspen, hickories and dogwoods. Common understory vegetation included sheep
laurel, black cherry, and green briar. North of this upland area is the broad fl oodplain of MII| Brook
whi ch coincides with the northern boundary of the Site. The floodplain is generally flat with many smal |
rai sed hummocks. This area reflects nore seasonal water fluctuations than the cedar swanp and has a nore
efficient drainage system As a result, this systemsupports a higher diversity of hardwood canopy,
under story and herbaceous species. Wtlands also occur in the area northeast (upgradient) of the FPDA
and FSDA and al ong the northern border of the Site, east of the railroad bed.

H storical use of the property for quarrying activities are responsible for the character of the plant
communi ties found throughout the study area. The Site has nunerous excavated depressional areas, and
areas of mounded earth material. The features significantly distinguish the quarried area fromthe area



off Site to the west, which is undevel oped and rel atively undi sturbed. The quarry consists of many
excavat ed zones which are devoid of vegetation, with adjacent areas which support a m x of successiona
pi oneer species. Density of vegetation ranges frombare soil to dense brush and sapling sized trees.
Areas of highest vegetation density are associated with both | ow el evation (greatest soil noisture
regi ne) and age (length of time since disturbance).

Trees throughout the quarry are young and small, in conparison with those found in the forested areas
west of the railroad. Vegetation on Site is characterized as early successional species. The nore
common speci es include black willow, northern bayberry, eastern cotton-wood, quaking aspen, gol denrod
and bl ack cherry.

Few wi | dl i fe species were observed or noted during wetland delineation activities. WIdlife activity at
the Site was limted during the survey period but should be expected to support a much greater diversity
of wildlife during the spring and sunmer seasons when birds (especially nmigratory) conduct nesting and
rearing activities. Mst of the species observed during the survey are expected to overwinter at the
study area. Bird species recorded include nourning dove, eastern peewee, tufted titnouse, black-capped
chi ckadee, blue jay, white-breasted nuthatch, gray catbird, Anerican robin and northern cardinal. No
endanger ed species were observed nor are reported to reside at the Site

V. SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

A Human Health and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (RA) was performed to estimate the probability and
magni t ude of potential adverse human health and environnental effects from exposure to contam nants
associated with the Site. The RA followed a four step process: 1) contami nant identification, which
identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the Site were of significant concern
; 2) exposure assessnent, which identified actual or potential exposure pathways, characterized the
potentially exposed popul ations, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure; 3) toxicity assessnent,
whi ch consi dered the types and nagni tude of adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous
substances, and 4) risk characterization, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the
potential and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic and

non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks. The results of the human health RA for the Gallup's Quarry Site are di scussed
bel ow fol | owed by the conclusions of the ecol ogi cal RA

Fifty-two contam nants of concern (COC), listed on Table 1 in Appendix A were selected for evaluation in
the risk assessnment. These contam nants constitute a representative subset of the 95 contam nants
identified at the Site during the Rl. The fifty-two COCs were selected to represent potential Site

rel ated hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and persistence in
the environnent. A summary of the health effects of each of the COCs can be found in Appendi x C of the
RA report.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the COCs were estimated quantitatively or
qualitatively through the devel opnent of several current or future hypothetical exposure pathways. These
pat hways were devel oped to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous substances based on the
present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site. Future residential devel opnent of the
Site is considered unlikely because the Site is currently zoned for industrial use by the Town of
Plainfield, a large portion of the Site is wetlands, and an active railway runs al ong the property.
However, the Site is known to be utilized by residential trespassers for recreational purposes and
therefore current exposures to those individuals were assessed

Limted future devel opment for conmercial/industrial use may occur at the Site. Future Site excavation
workers or Site enployees may be exposed if the Site is devel oped or operations at the quarry are
resuned. Five potential exposure pathways were quantitatively assessed for the Site. A nore thorough
description can be found in Chapter 4 of the RA. The following is a brief summary of the exposure

pat hways eval uat ed.

Current and future potential exposure to a trespasser fromingestion of and derrmal contact with

contanmi nated surface soils was evaluated. This pathway assumes that the trespasser is a youth, aged 9 to
18 years old, and that trespassing occurred over a period of 10 years. The exposure period is 39 days
per year (assunes contact for 1 day per week for Spring, Sunmmer, and Autumm). It was al so assumed that
the trespasser would cone into contact with contam nated Site sedinents 13 days per year (one day each
week during the Summer nonths), with exposure to the hands, arns, |egs and feet during wading activities.
Inci dental ingestions and dernal contact with surface soils represents the only current exposure pathway
evaluated in the baseline risk assessnent.

Assuming the Site were devel oped for commercial /industrial use, a future potential exposure from
incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with contaninated surface and subsurface soils by an



excavation worker was evaluated. This pathway assunes that over a period of one year that the excavation
wor ker woul d be exposed to Site soils for 5 days a week for a total of 3 nonths.

Future potential exposure to surface soils by a Site enployee through ingestion and dermal contact was
eval uated. This pathway assumes that the Site enpl oyee is exposed to contam nated surface soil 250 days
per year for 25 years

Wil e contam nated ground water at the Site is not currently being ingested, future potential exposure to
enpl oyees of a hypothetical business fromingestion of groundwater as a drinking water supply was
eval uat ed.

Thi s pathway assunes that a future user of Site groundwater would drink 1 [iter of contam nated water for
250 days per year for 25 years

For exposures to soils and sedi ments, an average and a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RME) estinmate was
generated corresponding to exposure to the arithnmetic average and the 95 percent upper confidence limt
on the arithmetic average concentration detected in that particular nmedium For exposure to groundwater,
an average and a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure estimate was generated corresponding to exposure to the
arithnetic average and the maxi mum concentration detected in groundwater. Excess lifetime cancer risks
were determned for each exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure level with the chenical specific
cancer potency factor. Cancer potency factors have been devel oped by EPA from epi dem ol ogi cal or ani na
studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by potentially carcinogenic compounds.
That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted. The resulting risk estinates
are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g., 1 x 10 -6 or 1/1,000,000) and indicate
(using this exanple), that an average individual is not likely to have greater than a one in a mllion
chance of devel opi ng cancer over 70 years as a result of site-rel ated exposure of the compound at the
stated concentration. CQurrent EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing
exposure to a nixture of hazardous substances

The hazard index (H') was also calculated for each pathway as EPA s neasure of the potential for

non- car ci nogeni ¢ health effects. To calculate the H for each individual conpound the exposure level is
di vided by the reference dose (RfFD) or other suitable benchmark for non-carcinogenic health effects.

Ref erence doses have been devel oped by EPA to protect sensitive individuals over the course of a lifetine
and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of an adverse
health effect. RfDs are derived from epi dem ol ogi cal or ani mal studies and incorporate uncertainty
factors to hel p ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. The HQis often expressed as a single
value (e.g., 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure as defined to the reference dose value (in
this exanple, the exposure as characterized is approximately one third of an acceptabl e exposure | eve

for the given conpound). The HQis only considered additive for conpounds that have the same or simlar
toxic endpoint and the sumis referred to as the H. (For exanple: the HQ for a conpound known to
produce |iver danage should not be added to a HQ of another conpound whi ch has ki dney damage as a toxic
endpoi nt).

The results of the Human Health RA indicate that the only risks exceeding EPA's threshold for renedia
action (i.e., 1 x 10 -4, OSWER Directive 9355.0.30) are those potentially posed to a future enpl oyee.
t he exposure pat hways eval uated for a future Site enpl oyee, the future potential ingestion of groundwater
represents the only pathway exceeding EPA's goals for remedial actions (10 -4 to 10 -6 target cancer risk
range). Vinyl chloride in groundwater is the predom nant contributor to the unacceptabl e groundwat er
cancer risk estimates. This is a future use scenario since no individuals are currently ingesting
contam nated groundwater at the Site. For non-carcinogenic hazards, the total Hazard |ndex for
groundwat er was estinmated at 10 and 4, for the nmaxi num and average detected concentrations, respectively.
The primary risk driver is silver, which was detected infrequently and at concentrati ons above dri nking
wat er standards 1. Al other pathways evaluated in the human health risk assessment were within the 10
-4 to 10 -6 target risk range, which is the range consi dered acceptabl e by EPA pursuant to the Nationa
Contingency Plan (NCP). Table 2 is a summary of the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks for al

pat hways eval uat ed.

1 There were anonal ously high detections of a range of netals, including Silver, in select
groundwat er sanpl es which is believed to be the result of turbid sanples (despite the use
of low flow sanpling procedures). Wile this is recognized, the data with the high
detection of netals were conservatively utilized



TABLE 2

Rl SK SUMVARY
Non- Car ci nogeni ¢ Car ci nogeni c
Hazard | ndex Total Ri sk

Exposur e Pat hway Avg. RVE Avg. RMVE
G ound Water Future |ngestion 4 10 5.0x10 -4 2.0x10 -3
by an enpl oyee
Surface Soils Current/Future 0. 06 0.3 1.0x10 -6 6.0x10 -6
I ngestion and Dermal Contact
by a Youth Trespasser
Future I ngestion and Der mal 0.3 1 6. 0x10 -6 7.0x10 -5
Contact by a Site Enpl oyee
Surface and Subsurface Soi l 0.6 0.8 4.0x10 -7 1.0x10 -6
Future Ingestion and Der nal
Cont act by Excavation \Wrker
Sedi nents Future Ingestion and 0. 002 0. 004 4.0x10 -8 9.0x10 -8

Dermal Contact by a Youth
Tr espasser

RVE = Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure

An Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment was al so prepared for the Site. The Ecol ogical RA evaluated the potenti al
ecol ogi cal inmpacts fromthe rel ease of hazardous substances to the environnent. The Site is |ocated

adj acent to and upgradi ent of wetlands and a small perennial stream (M|l Brook). These habitats support
a variety of ecological receptors which may be exposed to Site-related contam nants. R sk to aquatic
receptors was eval uated by conparing nmean and maxi num surface water and sedi ment concentrations with
appropriate criteria (Anbient Water Quality Oriteria (AW for surface water inpacts and National

Qceani ¢ and Atnospheric Administration (NOAA) effects range | ow and nedi um sedi nent quality criteria for
sedinent inpacts). R sks to receptors inhabiting the Site wetlands were assessed by nodeling food chain
transfer to selected indicator species (deer nmouse, short-tailed shrew, woodcock).

Concentrations (total and dissolved) of alum numand | ead detected in surface water sanples collected
adj acent to or downgradient of the Site exceeded their respective chronic ANX indicating that potential
adverse effects are possible within MI| Brook. However, upstream concentrations of alum numand | ead
exceed |l evel s detected adjacent to and/or downgradi ent of the Site, indicating an upstream source or
regionally elevated | evels of these constituents.

Concentrations of various inorganics (particularly chrom um copper and nickel), PAHs and PCBs/ pesti ci des
detected in adj acent/downgradient MII Brook sedi ment sanples exceeded sediment quality guidelines
associated with adverse affects to sensitive benthic biota. However, upgradi ent concentrations of these
contanmi nants are generally simlar and al so exceed sedinment quality guidelines, indicating these
constituents are not believed to be Site-rel ated.

Impacts to birds and manmmal s (herbivores and insectivores) foraging within the adjacent wetlands are not
anti ci pated based on the | ow concentrations of Site-related contam nants.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an imminent and substantial endangernent to public
health, welfare or the environment. In particular, the future potential ingestion of contam nated
groundwat er as a drinking water supply would represent an unacceptable risk to hunman heal t h.

For a conpl ete explanation of risks posed by contam nation at the Gallup's Quarry Site please refer to
the RA report dated June 1997.



VII. DEVELOPMVENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES
A Statutory Requirenents/Response bjectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi a
actions that are protective of human health and the environment. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA
establ i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences, including: a requirenment that EPA

sel ect remnedi al action, when conplete, nust conply with all federal and nmore stringent state
environnental standards, requirements, criteria or linmtations, unless a waiver is invoked; a requirenent
that EPA select a renedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable
and a preference for renedies in which treatnent which pernmanently and significantly reduces the vol ung,
toxicity or nobility of the hazardous substances is a principal element over renedies not involving such
treatment. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressi onal nmandat es.

Based on prelimnary information relating to types of contam nants, environnental media of concern, and
potential exposure pathways, renedial response objectives (RROs) were developed to aid in the

devel opnent and screening of alternatives. These RROs were developed to nitigate existing and future
potential threats to public health and the environnent.

As di scussed above in the summary of potential risks at the Site, surface soils, subsurface soils,

sedi ments and surface water did not pose a hunan health risk above EPA s acceptable risk range. The only
unacceptabl e risk posed by the Site is the future potential ingestion of contam nated groundwater by a
hypot hetical Site worker.

Al t hough soils do not pose an exposure risk, contam nants may have the potential to leach fromsoils into
groundwat er at |evels which may cause exceedences of groundwater renediation goals. To this end, the
State of Connecticut has enacted soil Renediation Standard Regul ati ons (RSRs) that consider |eaching to
groundwater. A review of the Site data shows that sone soil concentrations within the FPDA and the
Seepage Bed exceed the RSRs. Further discussion of these standards is provided in Section 2.2.3 of the
Feasibility Study. Therefore, two response nmedia have been identified for further evaluation: soil and
groundwater. Soil refers to soils within the FPDA, and within the Seepage Bed. The follow ng specific
Remedi al Response (bjectives have been identified for each response nedi a:

Source Control (Soil)
. Prevent and/or minimze, to the extent practicable, the potential for |eaching of hazardous
substances, fromthe soil or waste into the groundwater, at concentrations that will cause

groundwat er concentrations greater than the cl eanup |evels;

. Conmply with Federal and state "applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents," or
(ARARS) .

Managenent of M gration (G oundwater)

. Prevent ingestion of contaninated groundwater in excess of applicable or relevant and
appropriate drinking water standards or posing a potential total cancer risk greater than 10
-4 to 10 -6.

. Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing contam nants at concentrations in excess of

applicable or relevant and appropriate drinking water standards for each noncarci nogenic
conmpound and a total Hazard |Index greater than unity (1) for non-carcinogeni c conpounds
havi ng the sane target endpoint of toxicity.

. Conmply with Federal and state ARARs.
B. Technol ogy and Alternative Devel opment and Screeni ng
CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which renedial actions are evaluated and selected. In

accordance with these requirenments, a range of alternatives were devel oped for the site

Wth respect to source control, the RI/FS developed a limted range of alternatives in which treatnent
that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volune of the hazardous substances is a principal element. This
range included an alternative that renoves or destroys hazardous substances to the maxi mum extent
feasible, elimnating or nmininizing to the degree possible the need for potential |ong term managenent.
This range included a limted action alternative that involves no treatnent but provides linmted



protection through engineering or institutional controls. This range also included a no action
alternative.

Wth respect to groundwater response action, the RI/FS devel oped a |inited nunber of renedial
alternatives that seek to attain site specific cleanup levels using different technol ogies; and a no
action alternative.

As discussed in Section 2 of the Feasibility Study, the RI/FS identified, assessed and screened

t echnol ogi es based on inplenentability, effectiveness, and cost. These technol ogies were conbi ned into
source control (SC and nanagenent of mgration (M) alternatives. Chapter 3 of the Feasibility Study
presented the renedial alternatives devel oped by conbining the technol ogies identified in the previous
screeni ng process with the categories identified in Section 300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. The purpose of the
initial screening was to narrow the nunber of potential remedial actions for further detail ed anal ysis
whil e preserving a range of options. Each alternative was then eval uated and screened in Chapter 3 of
the Feasibility Study.

In summary, of the nine source control and six nanagenent of migration renedial alternatives screened,
seven of the SC alternatives and four of the MMalternatives were retained for detail ed analysis. Table
3 in Appendi x B of this docunment identify the alternatives that were retained through the screening
process, as well as those that were elimnated fromfurther consideration.

VI 11. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This Section provides a narrative summary of each alternative retained for detailed analysis. A detailed
assessnent of each alternative can be found in Table 4-1 of the Feasibility Study.

A Source Control (SC) Alternatives Anal yzed
The Source Control alternatives that underwent detail ed analysis for the Site include:

Alternative SC-1: No Action

Alternative SC-2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls
Alternative SC 3: Capping of FPDA Soil

Alternative SCG4: On-Site Treatnment Via Soil Vapor Extraction

Alternative SC-5: Excavation, Of-Site Treatnent/Di sposal of FPDA Soils
Alternative SCG-5a: Of-Site Treatnent Via Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption
Alternative SC-5b: Of-Site Treatnment Via Asphalt Batching

Alternative SC-5c: Of-Site Disposal at a Landfill

1. Aternative SC1: No-Action

This alternative was evaluated in detail in the Feasibility Study to serve as a baseline for conparison
with the other remedial alternatives under consideration. Under this alternative, no renedial neasures
beyond the renoval effort perforned in 1978 woul d be conducted to address residual contam nation
remaining in the fornmer disposal areas. Residual contami nation would renain on-Site and no contam nants
woul d be renoved, treated or destroyed. However, the risk assessment showed that there are no
unaccept abl e heath or environmental risks associated with potential exposure to soils. Future use of the
inmpacted area is not expected to include residential devel opment primarily because the area is
industrially zoned. |In addition, the property is not conducive to residential devel opnment due to the
presence of a shallow water table, wetlands, and active railway.

Under this alternative, COC in the unsaturated soil would mgrate to groundwater via rainwater
infiltration, and concentrations of COC exceeding the soil renediation standards would remain in the
soil. However, natural attenuation processes would continue to reduce the volune, toxicity and nmobility
of the contam nants, and groundwater effects, at a significant rate. Average concentrations of COCs in
soil are expected to be reduced to cleanup levels in approximately 15 years (see Appendix D of the
Feasibility Study). The presence of COC in soil does not inpact groundwater remediation time franes, as
denonstrated by the three-di mensi onal groundwat er nodel devel oped for the Site (see Appendix B of the
Feasibility Study).

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: NA
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: NA
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $0
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $0

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $0



2. Aternative SCG2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls

Alternative SC-2 builds on Alternative SC-1 by adding institutional controls and access restrictions to
control future activities in the vicinity of the FPDA and Seepage Bed, periodic nonitoring of unsaturated
soils in both these areas to track natural attenuation, and Five-Year Site Reviews to eval uate the

ef fectiveness and adequacy of renedial nmeasures. Under Alternative SC 2, concentrations of COCin the
soil would not be addressed through active remedi al neasures, but would continue to be reduced at a
significant rate through natural attenuation processes. The presence of COC in FPDA soils has been
denonstrated by the three-di mensi onal groundwater nodel not to inpact overall groundwater renediation
time frames (see Appendix B in the Feasibility Study).

Under this alternative a State environnental |and use restriction would be placed on the FPDA and Seepage
Bed portions of the Gallup's property to limt use and disturbance of the soils, warning signs would be
posted and mnai ntai ned and periodic sanpling and anal ysis of soils for those constituents that exceed the
cleanup | evels woul d be perforned. Additionally, Five-Year Site Reviews woul d be conducted to eval uate
the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial neasures and to ensure the continued protection of human

heal th and the environment.

As with Alternative SG1, COC in soil wuld be allowed to naturally attenuate via rainfall infiltration
and groundwater flushing. Simlar to SC1, under this alternative average concentrations of COCin the
unsaturated soil are anticipated to be achieved in approxi mtely 15 years.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 4 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: Approxi mately 15 years
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $53, 500
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $75, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $129, 000

3. Aternative SCG3: Capping of Former D sposal Area Soils

Under this alternative, all soils contam nated above cl eanup | evels would be covered with a

| ow perneability cap conform ng to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C standards
Contami nated soil would remain on Site, and no contami nants would be renoved, treated, or destroyed. The
construction of the inperneable cap would limt rainwater infiltration and | eaching of COC fromthe
unsaturated zone to groundwater, and therefore slow contamnant mgration in the groundwater. COCin the
saturated zone woul d continue to inpact groundwater, although natural attenuation processes woul d
continue to reduce the volume, toxicity, and nmobility of the COC in the saturated zone. Results of a

t hr ee- di mensi onal groundwat er nodel (see Appendix B of the Feasibility Study) have denonstrated that the
presence of VOC COC in FPDA soils (either unsaturated or saturated) will not inpact groundwater

remedi ation tine frames. Wile there are no unacceptable direct contact risks to residual contam nation
in the soil, a cap would prevent direct contact with residual soils to | ower the existing exposure risks.
Alternative SC 3 would contain the foll owi ng conponents:

. consolidating soil fromthe former Seepage Bed that exceed cl eanup goals with soil within
t he FPDA;

. filling of the FPDA depression with clean fill naterial froman on-Site borrow pit;

. installation of an inperneable cap over the FPDA

. seedi ng and mul ching of the regraded and capped area;

. construction of drainage swal e/ stormnater controls to channel surface water around the new
capped area;

. institutional controls including deed restrictions would be placed on the FPDA portion of
the Gallup's property to limt use and disturbance of the soils;

. construction of a fence around the FPDA and posting of warning signs;

. peri odi ¢ mai nt enance, includi ng mai ntenance and repair of the fence and cap system and
access road; and

. Fi ve-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial measures

Institutional controls, along with fencing and warni ng signs, would be used to prevent devel opnent over
the FPDA and damage to the cap. A State environnmental |and use restriction including deed restrictions
woul d be placed on the land to limt use. A 12-foot high chain-linked fence would be installed around
the cap, just outside the perineter drainage. The fence would include a gate to allow access for

mai nt enance. Warning signs would be posted every 100 feet along the fence. Five-Year Site Reviews would
al so be perforned to confirmthe effectiveness and adequacy of neasures inplenmented under Alternative

SG- 3.

Installation of a cap woul d reduce the transfer of constituents fromsoil to the groundwater by reducing
the volune of rainwater that infiltrates through the soils. Therefore, COC would renmain in the soil for



a longer tinme period. Al though soils containing residual COC beneath the groundwater table would
continue to inpact groundwater, contam nant reduction rates throughout nost of the groundwater plune
woul d not be accel erated beyond natural attenuation rates, as denonstrated by results of

t hr ee- di mensi onal groundwater nodeling. |In fact, the reduction of flushing through the FPDA saturated
zone soils may | engthen the renediation tine

frame for groundwater.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 18 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: 30 years
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $726, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Worth): $150, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $876, 000

4, Aternative SC4a: Excavation, On-Site Treatnent of FPDA Soils with Ex-Situ Soil Vapor Extraction
(SVE)

This alternative involves excavation of Site soils exceeding cleanup | evels and ex-situ treatnent using
soi | vapor extraction (SVE) to renove VOCs. Following the renediation of soil to cleanup |levels, as
confirmed by sanpling and analysis, treated soil would be replaced on Site. This alternative would be
effective in treating soil for VOCs only, and woul d not reduce concentrations of sem-VOCs (i.e.,

bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate). Seni-VOCs would continue to degrade via natural attenuation as di scussed
under alternatives SC-1 and SC-2. The following el ements woul d be included under Alternative SC 4a:

. excavation and stockpiling of clean soils overlying the FPDA soils;

. excavation of FPDA soils which exceed renediation standards for VOCs, above the historical
average, seasonal |ow water table;

. excavation of saturated soils bel ow the contam nated zone in the FPDA to an el evation of two
feet below the historical average, seasonal |ow water table;

. sanpling and analysis for VOCs of the excavation side walls;

. repl acenent of the stockpiled clean excavated soils into the excavated area;

. sanpling and anal ysis of excavated contaninated materials for baseline characterization;

. ex-situ SVE treatnent of Site soils;

. institutional controls including deed restrictions would be placed on the FPDA portion of
the Gallup's property to limt use and disturbance of soils;

. construction of a security fence with posted warning signs around the FPDA and treat ment
ar ea,;

. peri odi ¢ mai ntenance, includi ng maintenance and repair of the fence and treatnent area, SVE
systemoptinization, and periodic soil and vapor sanpling;

. confirmatory sanpling and anal ysis of FPDA soils after treatnent;

. returning the treated soils to the FPDA, w th regrading;

. Site restoration, including disassenbly of the treatnent area and fence;

. Five-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial neasures.

Soil's which require treatment woul d be excavated to two feet bel ow the surveyed el evation of the

hi storical average, seasonal |ow groundwater table. An estimated 3,750 cubic yards of clean soil,
currently |l ocated above the areas of soil exceeding Renedi ati on Standards, woul d be stockpiled during
excavation activities. Cdean soils would be segregated fromsoils requiring renediation. Follow ng
excavation, the clean, stockpiled soils would be returned to the FPDA in sections as soon as confirnatory
sanpling were conducted, thereby mnimzing the resulting depression during soil treatnment activities.
The clean soils account for approxi mately 75 percent of the excavated soils.

The vol une of soil requiring excavation for treatnment is estinmated to be approxinately 1,300 cubic yards.
Assum ng a 10% expansi on during renoval, approxinmately 1,430 cubic yards would require treatnment. Soils
to be treated, including contaninated soils and saturated soils, would be placed within a bermed area
that woul d be underlain by an inpermeable liner. Via a sunp, water draining fromthe soils woul d be

coll ected and disposed off site. A chain link fence with a gate and warning signs woul d be placed around
the soil pile and treatnent area.

SVE is a technology that uses air as the carrier to renove VOCs fromsoil. SVE involves inducing airflow
in soil with an applied vacuum thereby flushing the air in the soil pore spaces, renoving contam nants
entrained in the air stream The effluent vapor streamis passed through granul ar activated carbon (GAC
where the contamnants are transferred fromthe vapor streamto the carbon. The clean air is then

di scharged to the atnosphere.

Vacuum extraction woul d be performed ex-situ in an above-ground soil pile |located in a contai nnent area.
The soil would be covered with an inperneable plastic liner to prevent air emssions fromthe soil and to
enhance the effectiveness of the treatnment. Treatnment will be conpl eted when sanpling and anal ysis



indicate that VOC COCs are at or below the cleanup levels. Treated soil would be returned to the FPDA,
whi ch woul d then be regraded.

Wiile the RA indicates that there are no unacceptable hunman health or environmental risks associated with
potential exposure to FPDA soils, excavation and treatnent of unsaturated zone soils fromthe FPDA under
Alternative SC-4a would eliminate the potential for direct contact with unsaturated zone soil. Under
this alternative VOC COCs woul d be renoved fromthe FPDA soil, and the migration of VOC COC from the FPDA
unsaturated zone soil to groundwater via rainwater infiltration would be essentially elimnated once the
remedi ation is conplete. Although the unsaturated zone soils would no | onger be a significant source of
VOC CCOC for groundwater once the SVE soil treatnent is conplete, groundwater nodeling has denonstrated
that the estimated groundwater remediation tine frane woul d not be inpacted by inplenmentation of this
alternative and woul d be the same as that for Alternatives SC1 and SC 2 (see Appendix B in the
Feasibility Study).

Because contaminated materials would remain on Site (i.e., bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate), long-term
nmonitoring and Five-Year Site reviews would be inplenented. Additionally, a State environnental |and use
Restriction woul d be placed on the FPDA portion of the Site to linit use and disturbance of soils. Data
obtained in the nonitoring programwoul d be eval uated during Five-Year Reviews, and the need for further
remedi al actions woul d be assessed.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 5 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: 9 nont hs
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 358, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $205, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $1, 600, 000

5. Alternative SC5: Excavation, Of-Site Treatnent/D sposal of Soils

Alternative SC5 involves excavation of Site soils exceeding cleanup levels and transportation off-site
for treatnent and/or disposal. Treatnent/disposal methods include |ow tenperature thernmal desorption
(LTTD), asphalt batching, or disposal at a |icensed waste managenent facility. The foll ow ng common

el ements woul d be included under Al ternative SC 5:

. tenporary dewatering and subsequent treatnent of extracted groundwater during soils
excavation in the FPDA;

. excavation and stockpiling of clean soils currently above the FPDA soils which exceed
remedi ati on standards;

. excavation of FPDA inpacted soil to two feet below the historical average, seasonal |ow
wat er tabl e;

. excavation of inpacted soil in the FPDA

. sanpling and anal ysis of excavated soil for RCRA characteristics;

. sanpling and analysis for VOC and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate of the excavation side walls;

. repl acenent of excavated soils with clean fill materials, wth regrading;

. transportation of inmpacted soils for off-Site treatnent via Low Tenperature Thernal

Desorption (SC-5a), or Asphalt Batching (SC-5b), or disposal at a landfill (SC 5c), as
descri bed bel ow,
. Fi ve- Year Site Reviews.

Soils requiring treatnment in the FPDA will be excavated to two feet bel ow the surveyed el evation of the
hi storical average, seasonal |low water table. The soil would need to be dewatered prior to excavation,
using a well point systemwith extracted groundwater treated on-site using GAC. Excavated soils woul d be
| oaded into trucks, and transported for treatnent and/or disposal. Sanpling of excavated soils woul d be
required for treatment/disposal facility acceptance and to determ ne whether they are RCRA characteristic
hazardous wastes. |f soils are designated RCRA characteristic hazardous wastes, facilities which accept
soils for treatnment via asphalt batching woul d not have the appropriate permts to accept this material.
Facilities which accept soils for treatnent via LTTD may require special conditions for RCRA
characteristic hazardous wastes. Land di sposal ban restrictions for hazardous materials would al so become
pertinent, and may require additional testing or processing prior to disposal.

The vol une of soil containing COC above cleanup levels is estinated to be approximately 1,850 cubic
yards. Wth an assuned 10% expansi on during renoval, the total soil volume requiring treatnment woul d be
approxi mately 2,030 cubic yards (or 3,150 tons). Cean soils will be segregated fromthe dirty soils
using field screening methods and confirmatory sanpling and analyses. dean soils that would need to be
excavated are estimated at approximately 3,750 cubic yards. Replacement of the 3,750 cubic yards of clean
soil removed from above and between the contam nated soil areas, would be perforned utilizing traditional
construction equipnment. Additional Site restoration would be performed as necessary.



Excavation and treatnent of soils under Alternative SC5 would elimnate the potential for direct contact
with unsaturated zone soil. However, according to the R sk Assessnent, there are no unacceptable health
or environmental risks associated with potential exposure to soils.

The | eaching of COC fromthe unsaturated zone to groundwater through rainwater infiltration would be
elimnated under this alternative. COCin the saturated zone would continue to inpact groundwater;
however, natural attenuation processes would continue to reduce the volume, toxicity, and nobility of the
COC, and therefore groundwater effects, at a significant rate. The three-di nensional groundwater nodel
has denonstrated that renoval of FPDA soils would not inpact groundwater renediation tine franes. The
need for erosion and sediment controls or other neasures to protect wetlands during excavation activities
woul d be assessed during pre-design studies.

Alternative SC5a: Of-Site Treatnent via Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption (LTTD)

Under Alternative SC 5a, follow ng excavation of soil exceeding the cleanup |evels, the soil would be
transported off-Site to a licensed facility for treatnment using LTTD. LTTDis a process simlar to
incineration, except that nuch | ower tenperatures are used. Contaminants are stripped or driven off
heated soils. The treatment process begins with material sizing via crushing or screening to produce a
uni form material which can flow through the treatnment mechani sm M scel | aneous debris, unsuitable for
treatnment via thermal desorption, is separated fromthe recyclable soil. Tenperatures usually range from
2005F to 6005F, which allows contaminants to be volatilized off of the soils without reaching their flash
point. Air is blown through the soil as a carrier for the desorbed organic contaninants, then captured
and treated. Concentrated streans are then further treated in an afterburner. Renediated soils would be
di sposed of by the treatnent facility. Decontamnated soil retains its physical properties and ability
to support biological activity.

ESTI MATED TI ME FCR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 6 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: 3 nont hs
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $2, 559, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $13, 500
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $2, 572, 000

Alternative SC5b: Of-Site Treatnent via Asphalt Batching

Under alternative SC 5b, excavated soil would be transported off Site and treated using Asphalt batching
The treatment process begins with material sizing via crushing or screening to produce a naxi mum 3-1nch
size material. Mscellaneous debris, unsuitable for inclusion in the final paving product, is separated
fromthe recyclable soil. Contamnated soils are then blended with aggregate (if used) and chenical ly
engi neered asphalt emul sion. Fixatives are added via a cement silo for heavy netals stabilization and
structural integrity, as needed. As soil passes through a series of counter rotating blades in a mll,
the emulsion is applied and the asphalt enul sion coated m xture exits the mll and is stockpiled for 72
hours to cure. After curing, the stabilized asphalt material can be used i mediately or naintained for
later use. Contam nants are chemcally and physically bound in the cured asphalt nmatrix where they are
rendered environnental |y unavail able. The stabilized asphalt is then available for use as a pavi ng base

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 6 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: 3 nont hs
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $2, 573, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $13, 500
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $2, 586, 000

SC5c: Of-Site D sposal

Under alternative SC 5c, excavated soil would be transported off Site and disposed of in a

licensed waste disposal facility. The excavated soils woul d be handl ed as appropriate based on
their analysis for RCRA characteristics. |f determined to be hazardous, conpliance with federal

| and di sposal restrictions would be required, and soils may require additional testing or processing
prior to disposal.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOCR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 6 Mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: 3 nont hs
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $2, 493, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $13, 500

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $2, 507, 000



B. Managenent of Mgration (MM Alternatives Anal yzed

Managenent of M gration (MM alternatives address contanminants that have mgrated fromthe original
source of contam nation. At the Gallup's Site, contam nants have mgrated fromthe forner di sposal areas
into groundwater primarily northwest toward M1l Brook. According to the risk assessment, groundwater is
the only response nmedia that presents an unacceptable risk to human health. This risk is associated with
one scenario; a potential future on-site worker ingesting one liter of groundwater per day, 250 days per
year, for 25 years. Vinyl chloride is responsible for the majority of the carcinogenic risk. The MM
alternatives evaluated for the Site include the foll ow ng:

Al ternative MV 1: No Action

Al ternative M 2: Natural Attenuation and Institutional Controls
Alternative M\ 3: Cont ai nment: G oundwater Extraction, Treatnent, and Di scharge
Al ternati ve M 4: Renedi ati on: G oundwat er Extraction, Treatment, and D scharge

Significant reductions in COC concentrations over tinme have been observed in the northern portion of the
Site fromthe late 1970's through the 1996 sanpling rounds. Evaluation of reductions in COC
concentrations with tinme indicate that natural degradation and dilution by rainwater infiltration are
reduci ng nmost VOC concentrations (with the exception of vinyl chloride) by about a factor of two every
two years. This rapid rate of reduction is also attributable to the success of the source renoval
actions which took place in 1978. As confirned by the soil concentration data collected during the R,
only residual VOC soil contamination remains in a relatively thin zone in the FPDA. The levels of VOC
contami nation in this zone continue to be reduced at a rapid rate due primarily to rainwater infiltration
(f1ushing).

In addition to VOCs, which are responsible for nost of the potential risk associated with the potenti al

i ngestion of groundwater, bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate and netal COC (| ead, chrom um and vanadi un) have
been detected at concentrations which exceed the InterimGoundwater O eanup Levels (i.e., cleanup |evels
as described in Section X A of the ROD). These exceedences have been sporadic, and there is no

di scernabl e spatial pattern associated with these four COCs.

1. Aternative M1: No Action

This alternative was evaluated in detail in the FS to serve as a baseline for conparison with the other
renmedi al alternatives under consideration. Under this alternative, no renedial nmeasures woul d be
conducted to address residual contamination remaining in the Site groundwater. No institutiona
controls, beyond the industrial zoning currently in place, would be used to restrict groundwater use and
groundwat er quality would not be nonitored. However, groundwater within and downgradi ent of the present
pl ume boundaries is not currently used as a drinking water supply. Residual contam nation would renain
on-Site and no contam nants woul d be actively renmoved, treated or destroyed. However, concentrations of
COC in the groundwater would continue to be reduced at a significant rate through natural attenuation
processes. Natural attenuation is the reduction of contamination levels in the groundwater through

di spersion, dilution, transfornmation (natural chem cal breakdown), sorption (bonding of the contam nants
to the particles in the soil), and bi odegradation (the action of naturally occurring m croorgani sms that
break down the contami nant).

Based on the neasured reduction rates in the aquifer since 1980, and three-di nmensi onal groundwater

nodel i ng (see Appendix D of the Feasibility Study), vinyl chloride and DCE, the two COC whi ch woul d take
the longest tine to renediate, would neet cleanup levels in approximately 27 years. As discussed in
Section 5.2.3 of the Rl Report, groundwater VOC concentrations i medi ately downgradi ent fromthe forner
di sposal areas reduced by a factor of two or nore every two years during the period from 1980 to present.
Since 1993, these reduction rates have been higher, with the exception of vinyl chloride, which is being
formed by the breakdown of its parent conpounds (PCE and TCE). Analyses of these reduction rates
indicate that flushing by rainwater infiltration and other degradati on processes |isted above are likely
primarily responsible for the declines in groundwater VOC |l evel s. These high natural reduction rates in
VOC concentrations would continue under Alternative MM1. There would be linited further mgration of
the plume, since the plune is naturally contained by M1l Brook, as denonstrated by three-di mensi onal
groundwat er nodel i ng.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: NA
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: NA
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $0
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $0

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $0



2. Aternative MM2: Managenent Controls with Natural Attenuation

Alternative MM 2 builds upon Alternative MM1 by including institutional controls to limt the use of
Site groundwater, long-termmonitoring and Five-Year Site Reviews to ascertain the performance of natural
attenuation. Under Alternative MM2, the follow ng measures woul d be inpl enent ed:

. institutional controls, including deed restrictions and a State environnental |and use
restriction to prevent future use of inpacted groundwater until cleanup |evels are net;

. long-termnonitoring of groundwater and surface water quality to confirmthat |evels of COC
are continuing to decline and ensure the surface water has not been adversely inpacted, and

. Five-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial measures.

Treat ment processes would not be enpl oyed under Alternative MM2 to reduce the toxicity, nobility, and
volume (TWV) of COC. However, significant reductions in COC concentrations in groundwater woul d occur

t hrough natural degradation processes described above under alternative MM 1. Since source materials
were renoved in 1978, considerable reduction in concentrations of VOC COC in groundwater due to flushing
and natural degradati on have been observed. In addition, COC concentrations in soil within the FPDA are
al so significantly decreasing, as is their potential to inpact groundwater. There would be limted
further migration of the plune because the plune is naturally contained by MII Brook.

Three di mensi onal groundwater fate and transport nodeling devel oped for the Site (see Appendi x B of the
FS) estinmate that cleanup levels for VOCs will be attained in approxi mately 27 years. Concentrations of
Bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate and metal COC woul d al so be reduced through Natural Attenuation processes.
However, it is difficult to estimate reduction rates for these constituents because of their sporadic
occurrence and | ack of defined plune. Concentration reductions of Bis(2 ethyl hexyl)phthal ate and netal
COC downgradi ent of the Site would be tracked as part of a |ong-term groundwater nonitoring program
devel oped for the Site.

Institutional controls including deed restrictions would be placed on all parcels of land inpacted by the
plume to restrict the use of contam nated groundwater. There are five properties potentially inpacted by
the groundwater plume. One of these is the Gallup's property. O the other four, three are independent
I and owners and one is the Town of Plainfield. Deed restrictions would be maintained until all cleanup

| evel s have been attained for a period of three consecutive years.

A long-termnonitoring programwoul d be devel oped to evaluate the migration of and concentration of the
COC at the Site and to ensure conpliance with the cleanup levels identified in Section X of the ROD. The
long-termnonitoring programfor this alternative would use the existing nonitoring well network and
additional wells to be installed downgradi ent of the current groundwater plume. G oundwater woul d be
sanpl ed fromeach of the existing and new wells and anal yzed for COCs. Surface water would al so be

sanpl ed and anal yzed for COCs at |ocations along MII Brook and Fry Brook.

EPA woul d review the Site every five years after initiation of the remedial action to assure that the
remedi al action continues to protect hunman health and the environnent.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 3 nont hs

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: Approxi mately 27 years
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL CCST: $272, 000

ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $1, 751, 000

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $2, 023, 000

3. Aternative MM3: Containnent via Goundwater Extraction, Treatnent and D scharge

Alternative MM3 builds on Alternatives M1 and MM 2 by providing contai nment of the groundwater VOC
pl une by extraction of groundwater, with subsequent treatment and discharge to M1l Brook or the | ocal
sewage treatnent facility. Aternative MM3 would include the follow ng nmeasures:

. installation of two well clusters, each cluster consisting of three groundwater extraction
wel I's and punps, extracting groundwater at approxi mately 100 gall ons per mnute (gpm;
. installation of a groundwater treatnent system consisting of: air stripping, |iquid phase

granul ar activated carbon (GAC) or WV oxidation, or an equival ent treatment process as
determ ned during the design phase, and pretreatnment for netals;

. sanpling and anal ysis of groundwater at the treatnent system
. di scharge of groundwater treatnent effluent to MIIl Brook or to a sewage treatnent facility;
. off-Site disposal and/or further treatment or destruction of treatment residuals, if

required;



. institutional controls, including deed restrictions placed on inpacted properties to prevent
use of inpacted groundwater until cleanup |evels are achieved;

. operation and naintenance of the groundwater treatnment system
. l ong-term nmoni toring of groundwater and surface water quality; and
. Fi ve-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial measures.

A t hree-di nensi onal groundwater nodel was used to determine the nunber, |ocation, and punping rate of
extraction wells necessary to prevent further mgration of the groundwater plune. To optimze the
containnent of the plunme, it was determned that three wells would be required at each of two punping
locations. To create a sufficient capture zone to intercept upgradi ent groundwater, the two well
clusters woul d punp at a conbined rate of 100 gallons per mnute (gpm. A final punping rate and capture
zone woul d be verified during a punping test that would be conpleted as part of the renedial design

Above-ground treatnent of extracted groundwater woul d involve flow equalization, followed by one of three
treatment processes (air stripping, GAC, or UV/ oxidation) with discharge to M|l Brook or the | ocal
sewage treatnent facility (POTW |ocated adjacent to Fry Brook. The treatnent systemwould be | ocated
west of the railroad tracks. A road would be constructed to allow vehicles and utilities to access the
facility. Goundwater woul d be punped fromthe wells to the plant for treatnent, then discharged from
the plant to MI1 Brook.

G oundwat er woul d be conveyed fromthe wells to a flow equalization tank within the plant. The

equal i zation tank serves to provi de adequate storage and attenuate fluctuations in flow rates.

G oundwat er woul d be punped fromthe equalization tanks through two filters which woul d renove

particul ates that may cl og downstream processes. After flowi ng through the bag filters, water woul d be
treated by one of the follow ng three options:

Air Stripping

Wi le there are different air stripping nethods available, including packed tower air strippers and
lowprofile tray aerators, a horizontal aerator was evaluated for this Site in the FS. Wth this system
groundwat er enters the horizontal aerator unit where the groundwater travels through a pipe and is
exposed to turbulent air throughout its length. The treated water falls through the bottom of the pipe
where the air and groundwater nake contact, and the VOCs are transferred fromthe water to an air stream
(or vapor phase). The vapors flow out of the pipe through the top where they are collected for further
treatnent (i.e., vapor phase carbon adsorption). A vapor phase carbon treatnment system consisting of
three 1, 500-pound units woul d be installed to renove organi ¢ vapors.

G anul ar Activated Carbon

Activated carbon consists of granular carbon that adsorbs organi c conpounds fromthe groundwater. The
carbon has a |l arge surface area which provides many sites for the adsorption process. GACis typically
contained within a plastic or netal vessel. GAC units are usually arranged in series. Wen the first
unit depletes its adsorptive capacity (i.e., breakthrough occurs), it is renoved fromservice and
regenerated to renove the contam nants for further treatnment off Site. The last unit is rearranged to
becone the first unit and is used until it has reached its capacity.

For this alternative, with a flow rate of 100 gpm two 24, 000- pound GAC units woul d be needed to reduce
VOC to di scharge standards. The actual design nmay vary based on influent concentrati ons and punping rate
as determ ned during the design phase.

W/ Oxi dati on

UV/ oxidation is a destruction technology that utilizes ultraviolet |ight and an oxidizer (usually
hydrogen peroxi de) to break the chenical bonds of organic conpounds. The W |ight breaks down the
hydrogen peroxide to formfree hydroxyl radicals. These radicals, coupled with the energy fromthe W
light, break down organi c compounds. The end products fromthe reaction are CO 2 and water.

A typical UV oxidation unit consists of a nmetering punp for the hydrogen peroxide, an in-line mxer, and
a W reactor. The hydrogen peroxide is mxed with the contam nated water prior to entering the W
reactor. The WV reactor operates at a high voltage (typically between 1,000 and 3,000 volts) to produce
the energy necessary to break the chem cal bonds. Depending on the flow rate and influent
concentrations, multiple units mght be needed. The actual design nay vary based on influent
concentrations and punping rate as determ ned during the design phase.

After treatnent by either of the three processes described above, water would now to an effluent hol ding
tank. The tank would act as a reservoir for clean water that nay be needed for numintenance of the
treatnment system (e.g., backwashing, cleaning).



From each of the three renedial technol ogi es di scussed above treated water would be punped to MII Brook
through a di scharge pipe. The treated water would neet the substantive requirenents of all state and
federal discharge limts. Initial and long-termsanpling of the treatment systemwould be required to
ascertain efficiency of the systemand to ensure that discharge requirenents were net.

The majority of the VOC groundwater plune lies on property west of the railroad tracks, which is not
owned by the Gallup's estate. To reduce adninistrative difficulties with the railroad, the treatnment

bui | di ng and access road woul d be | ocated west of the tracks. This elimnates crossing the tracks either
for access or utilities. Access agreenents with property owners, however, would be required. The
treatment buil ding woul d consist of a concrete slab with a prefabricated shell.

Institutional controls would be used on properties within the plume boundary to linmt access to or use of
i npacted groundwater. Land use restrictions would be placed on each parcel of land to limt use. There
are five properties inpacted by the plume. One of these is the Gallup's property. O the other four,
three are independent |and owners and one is the Town of Plainfield. Several other properties my
require institutional controls to prohibit installation of a production well to prevent potential

contam nation if operation of a production well were to cause the plume to mgrate toward the well.

Monitoring at the treatnment plant would include influent and effluent water quality analysis to deternine
efficiency of the treatnment systemand attai nment of discharge requirenents as well as conpliance with
the state discharge permt. Sanples would be analyzed for Site COC. Additionally, groundwater sanples
woul d be collected fromthe existing nonitoring well network that was installed during the Rl field
investigation, as well as fromnew wells that would be installed during the renedi al design phase.

Sanpl es woul d be anal yzed for each of the COC. Sanples would be collected quarterly for the first two
years, semi-annually for the next three years, and annually thereafter. The frequency of nonitoring

woul d be determ ned during the remedi al desi gn phase.

Fi ve-Year Site Reviews would al so be perfornmed to confirmthe effectiveness and adequacy of neasures
i mpl enent ed under Alternative M 3.

Three di mensi onal nodeling estinates that concentrations of Site COC would nmeet the cleanup levels in
approxi mately 22 years. The levels of COC would continue to be reduced at a rapid rate through natural
attenuation processes that woul d be augnented by extraction of the groundwater. Further mgration of the
VOC pl ume woul d be prevented under MM3. As with Alternatives MM2 and MH 4, potential human health

ri sks associated with ingestion of inpacted groundwater woul d be addressed through the use of
institutional controls until remediation goals were net. Pre-treatnment woul d reduce nmetal COC
concentrations in the extracted groundwater.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 24 nont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: Approxi mately 22 years

Air Stripping

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 751, 000
ESTI MVATED O & M (Present Wrth): $7, 201, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $8, 952, 000

G anul ated Activated Carbon

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 742, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $19, 474, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $21, 216, 000
UV/ Oxi dat i on

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 941, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $8, 296, 500
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $10, 238, 000

4. Aternative MM4: Renediation via Goundwater Extraction, Treatnent and D scharge

Alternative MM4 builds on Alternative MM 3 by providing active renedi ati on of the groundwater plune by
extraction of groundwater, with subsequent treatment and di scharge to M|l Brook or the POTW

Alternative MM4 is the nost aggressive MM alternative developed for the FS. The only difference between
this and the previous alternative (MM 3) is the addition of nore extraction wells. Qher conponents of
the groundwater treatnent systemare simlar to Alternative MM 3 except that the system woul d be desi gned



to treat a higher groundwater flowrate. Alternative MA4 would include the follow ng neasures:

. installation of three well clusters, each cluster consisting of three groundwater extraction
wel |'s and punps, extracting groundwater at conmbined flow rate of approxi mately 150 gpm
. installation of a groundwater treatnent systemconsisting of air stripping, |iquid phase GAC

or W/ oxidation, or an equivalent treatment process as determ ned during the design phase,
and pre-treatnment for netals;

. sanpling and anal ysis of groundwater at the treatnent system

. di scharge of groundwater treatnent effluent to MII| Brook or the POTW

. off-site disposal and/or further treatnent or destruction of treatnent residuals;

. institutional controls, including deed restrictions placed on inpacted properties to prevent
use of inpacted groundwater until cleanup |evels are achieved;

. operation and nai ntenance of the groundwater treatment system

. | ong-term noni toring of groundwater and surface water quality; and

. Fi ve-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial measures.

For a detailed description of the conponents |isted above please refer to the description of Mv3.

I npl erent ati on of a groundwater extraction and treatnment systemunder this alternative woul d prevent
potential further mgration of the Site-related VOC plunme and reduce the remediation time franme for
groundwater relative to the other alternatives. The estimated groundwater remediation time frame for
Site VOC COC is approximately 17 years, based on three-di mensi onal groundwater nodeling.

Under Alternative MM4 (and Alternatives M2 and MM 3), potential human health risks associated with
i ngestion of inpacted groundwater woul d be addressed through the use of institutional controls until
cleanup levels are met. Pre-treatnent woul d reduce netal COC concentrations in extracted groundwater.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON: 24 mont hs
ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: Approxi mately 17 years

Air Stripping

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 932, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $7, 772,000
ESTI MATED TOTAL OOST (Present Wrth): $9, 704, 000

G anul ated Activated Carbon

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $1, 968, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $22, 328, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Wrth): $24, 296, 000
W/ Oxi dati on

ESTI MATED CAPI TAL COST: $2, 147, 000
ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $8, 921, 000
ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $11, 068, 000

I X SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a mninmum EPA is required to consider in
its assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory nandates, the Nati onal
Contingency Plan (NCP) articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual
remedi al alternatives.

A detail ed analysis was perforned on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria in order to
select a site remedy. The following is a summary of the conparison of each alternative's strength and
weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are sunmarized as foll ows:

A. Evaluation Criteria

Threshold Oiteria

The two threshold criteria described bel ow must be net in order for the alternatives to be eligible for
sel ection in accordance with the NCP.



Overall protection of human health and the environnent: addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl iance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARS) addresses whether or not
arenedy will neet all of the ARARs of other Federal and State environnental |aws and/or provides
grounds for invoking a waiver.

Prinmary Balancing Oiteria

The following five criteria are utilized to conpare and evaluate the el enents of one alternative to
anot her that neet the threshold criteria.
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Long-term ef fecti veness and permanence addresses the criteria that are utilized to assess
alternatives for the long-termeffectiveness and pernanence they afford, along with the degree of
certainty that they will prove successful

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune through treatnent addresses the degree to which
alternatives enploy recycling or treatnment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume, including how
treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site

Short term effectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
i mpl enentation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

I npl enentability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenment a particular option

Cost includes estimated capital and Operation Maintenance (& costs, as well as present worth
costs.

Mdifying Oiteria

The nodifying criteria are used on the final evaluation of renedial alternatives generally after EPA has
recei ved public comrent on the RI/FS and Proposed Pl an
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State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concerns related to the preferred alternative
and other alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARs or the proposed use of waivers.

Communi ty acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described in the
Proposed Plan and RI/FS report.

A detail ed assessnment of each alternative according to the nine criteria can be found in Chapter 5 of the
Feasi bility Study.

Fol | owi ng the detailed anal ysis of each individual alternative, a conparative analysis, focusing on the
rel ative perfornmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. This conparative
anal ysis can be found in Chapter 5 and Plate 5-1 of the Feasibility Study.

The section bel ow presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative surmary of the alternatives and the
strengt hs and weaknesses according to the detailed and conparative anal ysis.

B

1.

Sumary of Conparative Anal ysis

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent addresses how an alternative as a whole will

protect human health and the environnent. This includes an assessnment of how public health and
environnental risks are properly elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering
controls, or institutional controls.

All

of the alternatives except for the No Action Alternatives provide a simlar |level of human health

protection. According to the RA there are no unacceptable risks associated with direct contact with
soils under current conditions. Al of the alternatives except for No Action would rely primarily on
institutional controls to prevent ingestion of groundwater until renediation goals are nmet. Interim

G oundwat er O eanup Levels would be attained in approximately 17 to 27 years, with MM 4 being the nost
aggressive alternative evaluated. Soil cleanup levels would be attained in approximately 9 nonths to 15
years, with Alternative SC5 being the nost aggressive



There are currently no unacceptable inpacts to wetlands, according to the R sk Assessnment. Under
alternatives involving excavati on and/or construction (Alternatives SC3, SC4a and SC-5), there would be
potential short-terminpacts to wetlands that would need to be controlled through the use of drainage and
siltation controls or other wetlands protection procedures. Al ternatives including extraction and
treatment of groundwater (MM 3 and MM 4) woul d invol ve construction and operation of a treatment plant,
extraction wells, piping and access roads near wetlands areas. This would require wetlands protection
procedures and nay require mtigation of wetlands damage. Short-termrisks to workers during
construction activities under SC3, SC4a, SC5 M3 and MH4 woul d need to be addressed through
appropriate health and safety procedures.

Al though some alternatives would involve renmoval, treatnent or isolation of unsaturated zone soils,
inmpacts to groundwater in the vicinity of the FPDA would be sinilar for all of the alternatives, since
COC in the saturated zone would continue to inpact groundwater. However, the three-di nmensional
groundwat er nodel indicates that even renoval of all source material would not shorten overall estimated
groundwat er cleanup times. Capping may actually result in extending groundwater renediation times.

Al ternatives including groundwater extraction and treatment (M3 and MM 4) woul d prevent further
mgration of the VOC plunme. However, even with no extraction and treatnent only limted further

m grati on beyond the present plune boundaries would occur. The three-di mensional groundwater nodel
estimates that the plume is naturally contained by MII Brook and Fry Brook. COC concentrations woul d
continue to decrease further and groundwater between the present plunme boundaries and the furthest

proj ected extent of the plume is not currently, and is not expected to be, used as a drinking water
supply. Institutional controls would be inplenmented to prevent exposure to contam nated groundwater.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS) addresses whether or not
a renedy conplies with all state and federal environnental and public health |aws and requirenents that
apply or are relevant and appropriate to the conditions and cleanup alternatives at a specific Site. |If
an Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenment (ARAR) cannot be net, the analysis of the
alternative nmust provide the grounds for invoking a statutory waiver (see Table 2-1, 2-2, & 2-3 in the
Feasibility Study).

Al alternatives, except for the No Action alternative, that include institutional controls which would
limt Site use to industrial would be protective of human heal th and the environnent.

According to the risk assessnent, there are no unacceptable risks associated with direct contact with
soils. Only alternatives including the renoval and treatnent/di sposal of unsaturated zone soils (SC 4a
and SC-5) would include treatnment to nmeet nost soil cleanup |levels associated with inpacts to
groundwater. Alternative SC 4a woul d have sone effect on the renoval of bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate, but
the cleanup level for this constituent is unlikely to be achieved through this treatnment (it would be
achi eved through natural attenuation). Al though alternatives including SC4a and SC-5 would renove VOC
COC fromthe unsaturated zone, groundwater renediation time franes would not be reduced by taking these
actions. Alternative SC5 is the only source control alternative that would neet all soil cleanup |evels
in the short-term

G oundwat er cl eanup levels for VOC COC (as described in Section 10. A of this docunent) would be nmet under
all alternatives, including Natural Attenuation, within approximately 27 years. Aternatives involving
extraction and treatnment of groundwater (M3 and MM 4) woul d neet VOC COC in a sonewhat shorter tine
period (22 years and 17 years, respectively) than with alternatives MM1 and MA2. The period to reduce
concentrations of metals and bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate under any of the alternatives has not been
calcul ated due to the difficulties of nodeling accurate estimates for these constituents. However, like
VOCs, these constituents are affected by natural attenuation processes and are expected to attain cleanup
level s over tine and woul d be eval uated during the | ong-term groundwater nonitoring program Under
alternatives MM3 and Mt 4, netals and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate would be treated in extracted
groundwater with pretreatment. Goundwater at the Site is not currently used, and institutional controls
woul d effectively prevent devel opment of the aquifer as a drinking water supply.

3. Long-termEffectiveness and Pernanence refers to the ability of an alternative to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine once the renedial action objectives and cl eanup
| evel s have been net.

Al of the alternatives considered, except for No Action, would result in a simlar |evel of residual

risk, since there is no unacceptable risk associated with soil contact. Institutional controls,
including deed restrictions to prohibit the use of the contam nated groundwater as a drinking water
supply, would prevent the ingestion of inpacted groundwater. Institutional controls should perform

reliably, since they are consistent with current use and zoning of the Site, and a nunicipal water supply
i s avail abl e.



Wth respect to this criterion, the alternatives vary prinarily in the degree of groundwater control
(other than institutional controls) that they provide. The cap under SC 3, excavation/treatnent under
SC-4a, and treatnent/di sposal under SC-5 would prevent rainwater infiltration and | eaching of COC from
the unsaturated zone soils in the FPDA to groundwater. However, this would not reduce the groundwater
remedi ation tine frames as evi denced by nodeling. Aternative SC 4a woul d not address bis(2-ethyl

hexyl ) phthal ate in the Seepage Bed. The cap may in fact extend the time period for groundwater treatnment
or containment alternatives by reducing rainwater infiltration and groundwater fl ushing.

Alternatives MM3 and M4 woul d prevent the mgration of the plunme beyond its present boundaries.
However, only limted mgration woul d occur even without this active control, since the plune is
naturally contained by MII Brook. G oundwater Extraction and Treatment under MM 3 and MM 4 woul d reduce
the groundwater renediation tinme frames for VOC COC rel ative to Natural Attenuation (from 27 years to 22
years and 17 years, respectively), but not significantly. Under Natural Attenuation, three-dinensional
groundwat er nodel i ng indicates that VOC COC | evel s within the plume would continue to decrease, and woul d
meet cleanup levels in approximately 27 years.

The technol ogi es/ neasures that woul d be inpl enmented under any of the alternatives consi dered have been
impl enented effectively at other hazardous waste sites, and would therefore performreliably, although
the long-termeffectiveness of asphalt batching is unproven.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune (TW) through Treatnent are three principal measures of
the overall performance of an alternative. The 1986 amendments to the Superfund statute enphasize that,
whenever possi ble, EPA should select a renmedy that uses a treatnment process to permanently reduce the
level of toxicity of contaminants at the Site, the spread of contam nants away fromthe source of
contam nation, and the volume, or amount, of contamination at the Site.

Al ternatives including excavation and treatnent via on-site Soil Vapor Extraction (SC4a) and Of-Site
treatnment of the FPDA soil (SC5), and/or extraction and treatnment of groundwater (M3 and M\ 4) woul d
reduce TMWV through treatnment. However, with certain groundwater treatnent technol ogies (air stripping
and activated carbon), the toxicity would be transferred to spent carbon treatnent residuals which would
then require appropriate treatnent/di sposal. The treatnment technologies primarily target removal of VOCs
and woul d be |l ess effective for treating bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate.

If asphalt batching is enployed for FPDA soils, the nobility of OCOC woul d be reduced through treatnent.
However, the toxicity would not be reduced, and the volune of soil would be increased by the asphalt
additive. The nobility of COC in the unsaturated zone woul d be reduced through cappi ng under SGC 3.

The | ow tenperature thermal desorption process, under SC 5c, would renove approximately 200 pounds of COC
fromSite soils. Goundwater treatnment, under MM 3 (Containnment) woul d renove approxi mately 303 | bs/year
total VOC and generate approxi mately 37,000 | bs/yr spent carbon with air stripping and 864, 000 | bs/yr
spent carbon with granul ar activated carbon (GAC). Under MM 4, groundwater treatnent woul d renove

approxi mately 304 | bs/year total VOC and generate approximately 73,000 | bs/yr spent carbon with air
stripping and 1,450,000 | bs/yr spent carbon with GAC. These treatnment processes woul d be irreversible.
The large volune of GAC treatment residuals woul d require special handling procedures and would likely
cause significant inplenentability concerns related to the |ogistics associated with handling such | arge
quantities of carbon.

5. Short-termEffectiveness refers to the likelihood of adverse inpacts on human health or the
environnent that may be posed during the construction and inplenentation of an alternative until renedial
action objectives and cl eanup | evel s are achi eved.

Alternatives SC1, SCG2, MM1 and MM 2 woul d pose the |owest short-termrisk to coomunity and workers
during inplenmentation, since they would involve mninal activities. Short-termrisks to workers during
i npl enentati on of excavation or construction activities (under SC-3, SC4a and SC-5) woul d be m nimzed
by ensuring that workers enploy appropriate safety precautions. Short-termrisks to the comunity woul d
be control |l ed through special precautions, such as dust control neasures.

A stormmat er/ erosi on control nanagenent study would need to be performed to ensure that inpacts to MII
Brook or associ ated wetl ands are avoi ded or minimzed during excavation/construction activities and/or
construction of the groundwater treatnment facility, extraction wells, piping, and access roads under MV 3
and Mvt 4.

None of the alternatives would meet renedial response objectives in the short-term since groundwater
cleanup | evel s woul d not be met under the nost aggressive renmediation (MW4) until approxinmately 17
years.



6. Inplenentability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of an alternative, including
the availability of materials and services needed to i nplenent the alternative. Gther than No Action,
Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls (SC-2 and MM 2) would be the easiest alternative to
inplenent, since it would only involve institutional controls, nonitoring, and Five-Year Site Reviews.
Moni toring of the soils, groundwater and surface water could be easily inplenented, since a |long-term
nmonitoring plan is already in place and can be easily adapted. Institutional controls could be

i mpl enented, and woul d be readily enforceable, since they would be consistent with current use of the
Site.

The remaining alternatives, in addition to the above neasures, would al so i nclude engi neering neasures to
address soils and/or groundwater. For the nost part, they enploy standard, proven technol ogi es, although
the long-termeffectiveness of asphalt batching (SC5b) is unproven.

Alternatives SC-4a, SC 5a and SC 5b would require sanpling and | aboratory testing of soils to determ ne
the effectiveness of the soil vapor extraction (SVE), |ow tenperature thermal desorption (LTTD) or
asphalt batch m x process and to devel op design and operational paraneters. |f analytical results show
the soils are a RCRA characteristic hazardous waste, the nunber of LTTD facilities which are permtted to
accept hazardous waste are limted. Asphalt batching would al so be precluded, since asphalt batching
facilities are not permtted to accept RCRA hazardous waste. Likew se, nmany asphalt batching facilities
are limted in the concentration of hal ogenated VOCs and sem -VOCs which they are able to accept, or wll
not accept soils with any hal ogenated VOCs that originated at a Superfund site, even if they are

nonhazar dous.

7. Cost includes the capital (up-front) cost of inplenenting an alternative as well as the cost of
operating and naintaining the alternative over the long term and net present worth of both capital and
operation and nai ntenance costs.

G her than No Action (which would have no cost), Natural Attenuation with Institutional controls for both
soil (SC2) and groundwater (Mw2) woul d be the | east expensive to inplenment. The present worth cost
estimates for SCG2 and MM 2 conbi ned woul d cost $2,152,000. Costs would be primarily associated with the
inmpl enentation of institutional controls and | ong-termnonitoring prograns, and could vary according to
the nunmber of wells sanpled, paraneters anal yzed for, and reporting requirenents.

The addition of active source control measures for soils (SC3, SC4a or SC-5) to Natural Attenuation
with Institutional Controls for groundwater (Mw2) woul d increase the costs, with cost estinmates ranging
fromapproximately $2.9 nmillion to $4.6 mllion, depending on the type of source control measure

i ncl uded, and the extent to which sanpling and analysis is perforned under SC5. O the source control
alternatives eval uated, capping would be the I east costly, and excavation and off-site treatnent via
asphalt batching or |ow tenperature thermal desorption would be the nost costly to inplement, depending
on waste characteri zation.

The addition of active groundwater extraction and treatnent neasures (MM3 or MM4) to Natural
Attenuation with Institutional Controls (SC2) would increase the present worth cost estinmates to a range
of approximately $10.4 mllion to $24.4 mllion, depending on the nunber of wells and flow rate, and the
net hod of groundwater treatnent enployed. The present worth cost of groundwater containnment (M 3),
conbined with SC-2, is estimated to cost approxinmately $10.4 nillion. The present worth cost of
groundwat er renedi ati on (MM 4) conbined with SC2 is expected to range from$9.8 mllion to $24.4
mllion. The nedian estinmate presented in the FS for MM4 is |ess than the MM 3 nedi an esti nate because
groundwat er renedi ati on woul d be conpleted in | ess tine than groundwater contai nnent.

The nost costly alternative to inplenent at the Site would be Excavation and Of-Site Treatnent/D sposal
of soils (SC-5) conmbined with groundwater renediation: Goundwater Extraction, Treatnent, and D scharge
(M 4). The nedian present worth cost associated with this alternative is estimated to range from $12. 2
mllion to $26.9 mllion.

8. State Acceptance addresses whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State
concurs with, opposes, or has no conment on the alternative EPA has selected as the remedy for the Site.

The Connecticut Departnent of Environnental Protection (DEP) has been involved in all Site activities to
date. The Commi ssioner of the DEP has provided EPA with a letter of concurrence with the selected
remedy. This letter is attached as Appendi x C

9. GCommunity Acceptance addresses whether the public concurs with EPA's Preferred Alternative.
Community acceptance of this cleanup proposal will be eval uated based on comments received at the
upconi ng public neetings and during the public conmrent period.




As presented in the Responsiveness Summary, attached as Appendix D, the public did not strongly oppose
the selected remedy. Three nmenbers of the public opposed the selected remedy and were in favor of

sel ecting the nost aggressive alternatives considered (i.e., SC5 and MM4) as they both had shorter
remedi ation tine frames.

EPA considered all of the public comments received and a response to all comments received is presented
in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy selected to address contam nation at the Gallup's Quarry Site is Alternative's SC2 and MV 2.
The sel ected renmedy conbines natural attenuation processes to reduce contam nant concentrations at the
Site to protective levels with institutional controls to prevent exposure to Site contam nants for both
source control and managenment of migration. This conbination of source control and managenent of
mgration actions will result in the restoration of the groundwater to drinking water standards within
approxi mately 27 years.

A, Interim G oundwater C eanup Level

Interimcleanup | evel s have been established in groundwater for Contam nants of Concern (COC) identified
in the RA found to pose an unacceptable risk to either human health or the environnent. Interim

G oundwat er O eanup Level s have been set based on the ARARs (e, g., as shown on Table 5, Maxinum

Cont am nant Levels (MCLs), and Connecticut G oundwater Protection Oiteria). Because the aquifer
beneath the Site is classified by the State of Connecticut as a class GA aquifer, which is considered
suitable for drinking or other donestic uses without treatnent, State G oundwater Renedi ation Standards
(22a-133k-3) are ARARs. The standards include four types of renediation |evels. They conprise of
surface water protection criteria; volatilization criteria; groundwater protection criteria (GAPC), and
background concentrati ons (see Section 2 of the FS for nore detail. Additionally, federal MCLs and
non-zero MCLGs established under the Safe Drinking Water Act are ARARs based on the State of
Connecticut's determ nation that the Site groundwater is of "nediun Use and Value 2 (see DEP' s August
1997 G oundwater Use and Val ue Deternination).

Wiile these interimcleanup | evels are consistent with ARARs or suitable TBC criteria for groundwater, a
curmul ative risk that could be posed by these conmpounds nay exceed EPA's goals for renedial action due to
the risk posed by vinyl chloride at the MCL and Connecticut G oundwater Protection Criteria of 2 parts
per billion (see Table 5). Consequently, these |levels are considered interimcleanup |levels and periodic
assessnents of the protection afforded by renedial actions will be nade as the renedy is being

inpl enented and at the conpletion of the renedial action. At the tinme that Interim G oundwater O eanup
Levels identified in the ROD, and newy pronul gated ARARs and nodifi ed ARARs which call into question the
protectiveness of the renedy, have been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, a risk assessment shall be performed on the residual groundwater contam nation to

det ernmi ne whether the renedial action is protective. This risk assessnment of the residual groundwater
contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cunmul ative carci nogeni c and

non- car ci nogeni c risks posed by an individual ingesting groundwater.

The residual risk assessnent will include sanpling of a sufficient nunber of Site nonitoring wells for
VOCs, Sem -VOCs, PCBs/pesticides and netals to determne if constituents not previously identified as

cl eanup |l evel s represent an unacceptabl e carci nogeni ¢ or non-carcinogenic risk, or exceed federal or
state drinking water standards. |f, after review of the risk assessnment, the renedial action is not
deternmined to be protective by EPA, the renedial action shall continue until either protective levels are
achi eved, and are not exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, or until the remedy is otherw se
deered protective. These protective residual |evels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this
Record of Decision and shall be considered performance standards for this renedial action.

Al InterimGoundwater C eanup Levels identified in the ROD, and newl y pronul gated ARARs and nodifi ed
ARARs which call into question the protectiveness of the renedy, and the protective | evels determ ned as
a consequence of the risk assessment of residual contamnation, nust be net at the conpletion of the
remedi al action at every point in the Site groundwater. EPA has estimated that these levels will be

obt ai ned wi thin approxi mately 27 years.

2 Pursuant to EPA Region I's 1995 Beneficial Reuse Superfund Initiative and the G oundwater Use and Val ue
Det ermi nati on Gui dance (4/96), the responsibility for determning the use and val ue of groundwater at
Region | Superfund Sites is delegated to the State. Their determ nation, upon agreenent by EPA,
establ i shes the Renedial Action (bjectives (RAO. Wiere either a "nmediunm! or "high" determination is
made for a site, the groundwater RAO s will include the restoration of contam nated groundwater to
drinking water standards and trigger ARARs.



B. Unsaturated Soil O eanup Level

Based on the RA, no unacceptabl e human health risk is present fromSite soils. The only ARARs for
remedi ation of soils are the newy enacted Connecticut Remedi ation Standard Regul ati ons
(22a-133k-2)(RSRs). For contaminants in soil, the CT RSR has Direct Exposure Criteria (DEC) and

Pol lutant Mobility Oriteria (PMC). DEC were established to be protective of individuals who nay be
directly exposed to contaminants in site soils via ingestion or dermal contact. PMC are standards
established by the State to prevent the | eaching of contam nants in the soil to groundwater at levels in
excess of groundwater protection criteria. The PMC vary depending on the groundwater classification for
the area where the soils reside. Goundwater beneath the Site has been designated as O ass GA and,
therefore, GA PMC apply to this Site. Based on the anticipated future use of the Site, the FS has
presuned that industrial DEC are applicable. None of the contaninants detected at the Site exceed the
industrial DEC. Using the standards and fornulas provided in the State's regul ations, and the data
collected during the Rl field investigation it was determned that 6 contamnants at the Site exceed the
State PMC. The vol ume of soil containing VOC COC in excess of the PMC is approximately 770 cubic yards.
In addition to the 770 cubic yards containi ng VOC COC above the PMC, approxinately 425 cubic yards of
soil may contain bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate in excess of the PMC, approxi mately 355 cubic yards in the
FPDA and 70 cubic yards in the Seepage Bed. In summary, approximately 1,200 cubic yards of soil are
estimated to contain COCs in excess of the Soil O eanup Levels (see Section 2 and Appendi x E of the FS).

The Soil deanup Levels |isted bel ow nust be attained at every point throughout the contam nated
unsaturated zone in the FPDA and the Seepage Bed. Periodic sanpling and analysis for the COC nmust be
perforned during the renmedial action to deternmine conpliance with the Soil d eanup Levels. It is
estimated that average concentrations of Soil Ceanup Levels will be attained in approximately 15 years.



TABLE 5: | NTERI M GROUNDWATER CLEANUP LEVELS

Car ci nogeni c

Cont am nant s d eanup
of Concern Level (1g/l) Basi s Level of Risk
benzene 1 CT GAPC 4E- 07
1, 2- di chl or oet hane 1 CT GAPC 8E- 07
1, 1-di chl or oet hene 6 CT Vol. Criteria 4E- 05
net hyl ene chl ori de 5 CT GAPC & EPA MCL 9E- 07
t etrachl or oet hene (PCE) 5 CT GAPC & EPA MCL 5E- 06
trichl oroet hene 5 CT GAPC & EPA MCL 2E- 06
vinyl chloride 2 CT GAPC & EPA MCL 2E-03
bi s(2-et hyl hexyl)
pht hal at e 2 CT GAPC 2E- 06
| ead 15 CT GAPC/ EPA ACTI ON LEVEL NA 1
Sum 2E- 03
Non- Car ci nogeni ¢
Cont am nant s C eanup
of Concern Level (1g/1) Basi s Level of Risk
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane 200 CT GAPC & EPA MCL NA 2
xyl ene (total) 530 CT GWPC 3E- 03
1, 2-di chl or oet hene 70 CT GAPC 8E-01 3
chrom um 50 CT GAPC NA 2
vanadi um 50 CT GAPC NA 2

1- Wile lead is a potential carcinogen, an individual cancer risk was not cal cul ated because an ora
sl ope factor is not available. However, concentrations detected in Site groundwater exceed both State
and Federal ARARs

2 - These contaninants were not determned to be a contam nants of concern pursuant to EPA Region | risk
assessnent policy, therefore no individual non-carcinogenic risks were cal cul ated. However,
concentrations detected in Site groundwater exceed both State and Federal ARARs.

3 - The individual risk level provided is for the total of cis-1,2-DCE and trans-1,2-DCE. However, the
specific cleanup levels listed above are 70 ppb for cis-1,2-DCE and 100 ppb for trans-1, 2- DCE



TABLE 6: UNSATURATED SO L CLEANUP LEVELS

Cont am nant s

of Concern Cl eanup Level (1g/kg) Basi s

et hyl benzene 10.1 CT PMC
t etrachl or oet hane ( PCE) 0.1 CT PMC
trichl oroet hene 0.1 CT PMC
chl or onet hane 0.01 CT PMC

bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)

pht hal at e 10 CT PMC ( FPDA)
1 CT PMC (SEEPACGE BED) 1
total xylenes 19.5 CT PMC
1 - Pursuant to the CT RS for PMC's, a non-VOC contaminant in a soil located in a GA area may be

remediated to the PMC multiplied by 10 provided that it neets certain conditions. One of the conditions
is that the water table is at |east 15 feet above the surface of bedrock. The water table at the Seepage
bed is less than 15 feet fromthe surface of bedrock and therefore the PMC for bis(2-ethyl

hexyl ) phthal ate at this |ocation cannot be multiplied by 10.

C. Description of Renedial Conponents
i. Source Control
The sel ected remedy, SC 2, consists of natural attenuation of contam nants in the FPDA and the Seepage

Bed to Soil O eanup Levels, periodic sanpling and analysis of soil, and institutional controls to
restrict Site use. The selected source control alternative includes the follow ng naj or conponents:

. Institutional controls including a State environnental |and use restriction to limt the use
and di sturbance of the affected portions of the Site (i.e., the FPDA and Forner Seepage
Bed) ;

. posting of warning signs;

. peri odi ¢ mai ntenance of warning signs and entry gate;

. peri odi c sanpling and anal ysis of the FPDA unsaturated soils for COCs (VOCs, and bis(2-ethyl

hexyl ) pht hal ate) and the Forner Seepage Bed unsaturated soils for bis(2-ethyl
hexyl ) pht hal ate; and
. Five-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial neasures.

Under the selected SC alternative, COCin the unsaturated soils would mgrate to groundwater via
rainwater infiltration, and concentrations of COC exceeding the Connecticut soil renediation standards
would remain in the soil. Wile no renedial measures would be taken beyond the renoval action perforned
by the State in 1978, natural attenuation processes will continue to reduce the volume and toxicity of
the COC, and groundwater effects, at a significant rate. VOC COC levels in soil are expected to be
reduced to Soil deanup Levels in less than 11 years, and average concentrations of bis(2-ethyl

hexyl )phthal ate is anticipated to be reduced to Soil O eanup Levels in approxi mately 15 years (see
Appendi x D of the FS). The presence of COCs in soil does not inpact groundwater renediation tine franes,
as estinmated by the three-di mensi onal groundwater nodel (see Appendi x B of the FS).

During each Five-Year Site Review, soil at the FPDA and Seepage Bed woul d be sanpl ed and anal yzed to

eval uate reductions in contam nant concentrations and conpliance with Soil C eanup Levels. Sanples of
FPDA unsaturated soils would be anal yzed for COCs (VOCs and bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate) and the Seepage
Bed unsaturated soils would be anal yzed for bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate until all Soil O eanup Levels are
attained. A nore conprehensive sanpling event and statistical analyses will be performed once the
limted sanpling programindi cates that the cleanup | evel s have been net to ensure adequate conpliance
with ARARS (see Table 7).

Wi | e residual concentrations of COCwill remain on Site, the RA shows that there are no unacceptabl e
heath or environnental risks associated with potential exposure to soils by current/future trespassers
and future enpl oyees/ excavation workers. The Site is currently zoned for industrial/comrercial use and
is unlikely to be devel oped for residential use due to the shallow groundwater table, active railway and



presence of wetlands. |Institutional controls, including a deed restriction and State environnental |and
use restriction, will be inplemented to linit the use of the affected portions of the Site (i.e., forner
di sposal areas) to commercial/industrial purposes and to prevent disturbance of the soil.

Additional warning signs will be installed at the Site to alert the public of the existence of residual
contani nation, and periodic maintenance will be perforned to ensure the integrity of the signs and of the
entrance gate.

Because residual |evels of contam nated material will remain on Site, Five year Site Reviews will be
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedi al neasures and to ensure the continued
protection of human health and the environnent. The 1986 CERCLA anendnents require that Site conditions
be reviewed every five years at NPL sites where wastes remain on site. Al data collected during the
long-termsoil nonitoring programwill be evaluated in the Five-Year reviews. These reviews will
consider all relevant data and determine if additional remedial neasures are necessary.

ii. Managenent of Mgration

The sel ected MM renedy, MM 2, consists of natural attenuation of contaminants in Site groundwater to
InterimGoundwat er O eanup Levels, |ong-term groundwater and surface water nonitoring, and institutional
controls to prevent the ingestion of contaninated groundwater. The selected MM alternative includes the
foll owi ng nmaj or conponents:

. institutional controls, including deed restrictions and a State environnental |and use
restriction to prevent future use of inpacted groundwater until Interim G oundwater d eanup
Level s are met;

. long-termnonitoring of groundwater and surface water quality to confirmthat |evels of COC
are continuing to decline and to ensure the surface water has not been adversely inpacted;
and

. Five-Year Site Reviews to evaluate the effectiveness and adequacy of renedial measures.

Under this alternative, the levels of COC in groundwater woul d reduce through natural attenuation
processes. Natural attenuation is the reduction of contam nation |levels in the groundwater through

di spersion, dilution, transformation (natural chem cal breakdown), sorption (bonding of the contam nants
to the particles in the soil), and bi odegradati on (the action of naturally occurring m croorgani sms that
break down the contaminant). There would be limted further novenent of the plume since the plune is
naturally contained by MII Brook. Natural attenuation has been occurring at the Site, and is
denonstrated by the significant reductions in groundwater VOC concentration over tine that have been
observed at the Site fromthe late 1970's through the recent 1996 sanpling rounds. Mst VOCs (with the
exception of vinyl chloride) concentrations are reducing by approxi mately a factor of two every two
years. Vinyl chloride is expected to take the |ongest to reach the cleanup levels in the aquifer under
natural attenuation because it is the final breakdown product of other chlorinated COC within the plung,
and because its biodegradation rate is nmuch slower than that of parent VCOCs.

A three dinensional groundwater fate and transport nmode has estimated that Interim Goundwater d eanup
Levels for VOCs will be attained in approximately 27 years (see Appendix B of the FS). The renedi al
times calculated in this nmodel conservatively assunes that there will be no bi odegradati on of vinyl
chloride (concentration reducti ons would be due to groundwater flushing only). Initial concentrations of
vinyl chloride in the plunme were devel oped based on the existing concentration of vinyl chloride plus the
addi tional vinyl chloride which could be forned based on degradation of the DCE present. G aphical

simul ati ons of the groundwater VOC plunme under natural attenuation showing the extent of the plune for
various tines frompresent until the cleanup |l evels would be achieved are presented in Figures 4-2
through 4-4 of the Feasibility Study.

Concentrations of bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate and nmetal COC woul d al so be reduced through natural
attenuation processes. However, it is difficult to estimate reduction rates for these constituents
because of their sporadic occurrence and | ack of defined plume. Concentration reductions of Bis(2-ethyl
hexyl ) pht hal ate and nmetal COC downgradient of the Site will be tracked as part of a |ong-term groundwater
noni toring program devel oped for the Site.

Institutional controls including deed restrictions and a State environmental |and use restriction will be
placed on all parcels of land inpacted by the plume (currently and in the future) to restrict the use of
contami nated groundwater. There are five properties potentially inpacted by the groundwater plunme (see
Figure 4-1 in the FS). One of these is the Gallup's property. O the other four, three are independent
I and owners and one is the Town of Plainfield. Al deed restrictions will be inplenented and naint ai ned
until the groundwater cleanup levels are met and the renedy is deemed protective of human health and the
envi ronnent .



A long-termnonitoring programw ll be instituted to evaluate the mgration of and concentrations of
VOCs, Sem -VOCs, and netals, to ensure conpliance with the InterimGoundwater O eanup Levels and to
ensure the renedy remains protective of human health and the environnent. During the R/FS, groundwater
was sanpl ed quarterly and surface water was sanpl ed seni-annually. The |ong-term nonitoring program for
this alternative will use the existing nonitoring well network, with the addition of new nonitoring wells
| ocat ed downgradi ent of the current groundwater plume in areas where the plume is expected to migrate

G oundwater will be sanpled fromeach of the existing and new wells and anal yzed for VOCs, Sem -VCCs, and
netals. Surface water will also be sanpled and anal yzed for COCs at |ocations along M1l Brook and Fry
Brook. This sanpling programwill be inplenmented until all InterimC eanup Levels are attained for a
period of three consecutive years to ensure conpliance with cleanup |evels.

Again, to the extent required by law, EPAw Il reviewthe Site at |east once every five years after
initiation of the remedial action to assure that the renedial action continues to protect human heal th
and t he environnent.

The time required to inplement MM2 is estinmated to be six nonths. This is attributed to devel opment of
a long-term groundwat er nonitoring programand negotiating deed restrictions with five property owners

XI.  STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplementation at the Gallup's Quarry Site is consistent with CERCLA and
the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, will attain ARARs and is
cost effective. The selected remedy will return contam nated groundwater to beneficial uses within a
tinme frame that is considered reasonabl e conpared to the other alternatives. The selected remedy does
not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent which permanently and significantly reduces the

nobi lity, toxicity or volune of hazardous substances as a principal elenent. Treatnent alternatives for
the groundwater were not considered cost effective given the simlar extended tine periods for attaining
cleanup levels for both natural attenuation and the nost aggressive groundwater extraction and treatnent
alternative (i.e., 27 years vs. 17 years for MM4). Additionally, treatnent alternatives for soil were
not consi dered cost effective in the absence of an unacceptable human health and environnental risk from
the residual |evels of contam nants and because renoval of the source would not increase the cleanup
times for groundwater under any of the MMalternatives. Both the selected alternatives and those
involving treatnent would require institutional controls which woul d equally ensure the necessary
protection of human health and the environnent until cleanup |evels are attained

A.  The Selected Renedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environnent

The remedy at the Gallup's Quarry Site will permanently reduce the risks posed to human health and the
environnent by elimnating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors

t hrough natural attenuation and institutional controls; nmore specifically the selected renedy wll
provide for the restoration of groundwater in approxinmately 27 years and of soil in approximately 15
years and prevent unacceptabl e exposures to human health and the environment through the inplenmentation
of institutional controls.

Moreover, the selected renedy will achieve potential human health risk levels that attain the 10 -4 to
10 -6 incremental cancer risk range and a |l evel protective of noncarcinogenic endpoints, and will conply
with ARARs and to-be-considered criteria. At the time that InterimGound Water C eanup Level s
identified in the Record of Decision, and newy promul gated ARARs and nodified ARARs which call into
question the protectiveness of the remedy, have been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period of
three consecutive years, a risk assessment shall be perforned on the residual groundwater contam nation
to determ ne whether the renedial action is protective. This risk assessnent of the residual groundwater
contami nation shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cunul ative carci nogeni c and
non- car ci nogeni ¢ ri sks posed by occupational ingestion of groundwater. |[If, after review of the risk
assessnent, the remedial action is not deternmined to be protective by EPA, the renedial action shal
continue until protective |levels are achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, or until the renedy is otherw se deened protective. These protective residual |evels
shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this Record of Decision and shall be considered perfornance
standards for any renedial action.

B. The Sel ected Renedy Attains ARARs

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirenents that
apply to the Site. Substantive portions of environnental |laws identified as ARARs and those
t o- be-consi dered for the selected remedi al action include



. Clean Water Act (COWY)

. Saf e Drinking Water Act (MCLs/non-zero MCLGs)

. Federal Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wtl ands)

. Connecticut Goundwater Quality Standards

. Connecticut Standards for Public Drinking Water Quality

. Connecti cut Renedi ati on Standard Regul ati ons

. Connecticut Surface Water and Wetl ands Regul ati ons

. Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

. Cl osure/ Post O osure Requirenments for Hazardous Waste Facilities
. Connecti cut Hazardous Waste Managenent requirenents

. Connecticut Control of Noise Regul ations

. Connecticut Regulations for the Wll Drilling Industry

. Federal O ean Water Regul ations governing activities in Wtlands

A nore detail ed discussion of why these requirenents are applicable or relevant and appropriate nay be
found in Section 4 of the FS Report. The RCRA Land Ban requirenents do not apply to the sel ected renedy
as no excavation, placenent, or disposal of Land Ban waste will occur as a result of the renedial action.

The following policies, criteria, and guidances will also be considered (TBCs) during the inplenmentation
of the remedial action:

. Federal Drinking Water Heal th Advisories
. Federal G oundwater Protection Strategy
. Federal G oundwater Use and Val ue Determ nation

Below is a brief narrative summary of the ARARs and TBCs for the sel ected renedial action.
CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARS

Chemi cal -specific ARARs identified for Alternative M2 include federal and state Drinking \Water

St andards, Connecticut Goundwater Quality Standards, Connecticut Goundwater Criteria, and Connecti cut
G oundwat er Renedi ati on Standard Regul ati ons, all of which prescribe nunerical standards for the COC. In
nost cases, the nost stringent of these are the Connecticut Groundwater CGriteria and site-specific
background concentrations for class GA groundwater. Because no renedi al action would be enpl oyed under
this alternative, COC concentrations wuld exceed State Standards. However, concentrations would
continue to decline under natural conditions. Three-dinensional groundwater nodeling estinates that
groundwat er quality standards for vinyl chloride (the VOC COC requiring the | ongest renediation tine
frame) would be met in approximately 27 years under this alternative. Institutional controls would
effectively prevent devel opment of the aquifer as a drinking water supply. Bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate
and netal COC reduction rates are difficult to estimate, but are al so expected to naturally attenuate to
cleanup levels and will be tracked through long-termnonitoring. Connecticut groundwater renediation
regul ati ons (RCSA Section 22a-133k-3(d)) provide that groundwater in a GA area may be renediated to

chem cal specific Goundwater Protection Criteria provided certain conditions exist. EPA and the
Connecticut Department of Environnmental Protection concur that one of these provisions was not identified
by the state in a tinmely manner and therefore RCSA Section 22a-133k-3(d)(1) is not applicable to this
Site and will not be required.

Whi | e Maxi num Cont ami nant Level s (MCLs) and Maxi num Cont ani nant Level Goals (MCLGs) pronul gated under the
federal Safe Drinking Water Act are not applicable to groundwater, they are relevant and appropriate to
groundwat er cl eanup whenever groundwater may be used as a drinking water source. In addition, the NCP
requires that usable groundwater be restored to its beneficial uses whenever practicable. See 40 CFR
300.430(a) (iii)(F).

Chemi cal specific ARARs for SC 2 include Connecticut Soil Remediation Standards. These standards are
based on the risk fromdirect contact and pollutant nobility, and depend on | and use or groundwater
classification. Alternative SC-2 would not pronote i mmedi ate conpliance with chenical specific ARARs,
but woul d depend on natural attenuation to achieve concentrati on reductions necessary to neet the
Connecticut Renediation Standards over time. Natural attenuation has been denonstrated to effect a
significant reduction in contam nant concentrations. It is estimated that VOC COCs will be reduced to
bel ow Soil O eanup Standards in 11 years and that average concentrati ons of bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate
will be nmet in approxinmately 15 years.

ACTI ON SPECI FI C ARARS
Action-specific ARARs identified for Alternative MM 2 include federal and state requirenents for

groundwat er nmonitoring associated with disposal facilities. These requirenents are relevant and
appropriate and woul d be considered in the devel opment of a | ong-term groundwater nonitoring program



whi ch woul d address the nunber of wells, their location and depth, as well as the analytical paraneters
to be anal yzed and frequency of nonitoring. These include federal RCRA closure/post-closure requirenents
at hazardous waste facilities, Connecticut Hazardous Waste Managenent regul ati ons, Connecticut Surface
Water Protection Criteria, and Connecticut Regulations for the Wll Drilling Industry. Connecticut's
Control of Noise Regulation is applicable with respect to installation of additional groundwater
nmonitoring wells at the Site. These regul ations establish allowable noise |evels. Additionally, while
federal Water Quality Criteria establishes specific pollutant concentrations which are considered to be
adequate to protect surface water quality, they have been identified as a relevant and appropriate action
speci fi c ARAR because exceedences of these criteria may cause an additional action to be taken at the
Site.

Because the sel ected source control action does not include active treatnment involving extraction and
treatnment of soils, there are no action specific ARARs for source control.

LOCATI ON SPECI FI C ARARS

The only federal |ocation specific ARARs identified for M2 are the Federal O ean Water Regul ati ons,
Federal Executive Order 11990 and Federal Executive Oder 11988 which govern activities in wetlands and
floodpl ai ns. These regulations are applicable at the Site because additional groundwater nonitoring
wells will be installed in wetlands and potential adverse inpacts fromthis activity nmust be mtigated by
utilizing the appropriate procedures. The Federal G oundwater Protection Strategy was identified as a

t o- be- consi dered requirenent, which identifies groundwater as ecologically vital if the aquifer supports
a particularly sensitive ecosystemwhich, if polluted, would destroy a unique habitat. Another

t o- be- consi dered gui dance identified for MM2 is the Federal G oundwater Use and Val ue Determ nation.
This regi onal guidance was utilized to evaluate the reasonable use of groundwater at the Site and to
identify state and federal Safe Drinking Water standards. Applicable State requirenents identified for
MM 2 include the Connecticut Aquifer Protection Areas standard, the Connecticut Public Health Code, and
the Connecticut Surface Water and Wetl ands-1nl and Wetl ands and Wat ercourses Regul ations. The first two
listed above were identified to regulate activities that mght occur within a protected aquifer,
including restrictions on the installation of water supply wells. The third regulation |isted above
regul ates any operation within a wetland, including the installation of nonitoring wells which is a
conponent of the selected remedial action.

Because the sel ected source control action does not include active treatnment involving extraction and
treatment of soils, there are no |ocation specific ARARs.

C. The Selected Renedial Action is Cost-Effective

In the Agency's judgnent, the selected remedy is cost effective, in that it affords overall effectiveness
proportional to its costs. In selecting this remedy, once EPA identified alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environnment and that attain ARARs, it evaluated the overall
effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the next three balancing criteria: long term

ef fectiveness and pernmanence, reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volune through treatnent, and: short
termeffectiveness. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this renedial alternative was
deternmined to be proportional to its costs.

The costs of this renmedial alternative are:

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR OPERATI ON: Approxi mately 27 years
ESTI MATED CAPI TAL CCST: $325, 500

ESTI MATED O & M (Present Wrth): $1, 826, 999

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $2, 152, 000

The selected alternative provides the sane | evel of protection and achi eves groundwater restoration in a
conparable tine frame to SC3, SG4, SCG5 M3 and M4, which costs would range froman esti nated

$8, 952, 000 (SC-3 and MM 3) to $26,882,000 ((SC-5b and Mt 4). Wile the selected source control

remedi ation will take significantly nore tine to nmeet the Soil deanup Levels (e.g., 15 years) than
excavation and off-site treatment or disposal (e.g., 9 nonths), there is no unacceptable direct contact
risk fromthe residual |levels and calculations indicate that residual contam nation will not inpact the
groundwat er cleanup time frames. The Soil O eanup Levels identified for this Site are Connecti cut

Pol lutant Mobility Oriteria, which are requirenents devel oped to protect the groundwater from further
degr adati on.



D. The Selected Renedy Wilizes Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and that are
protective of human health and the environnent, EPA identified which alternative utilizes pernanent
solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent
practicable. This deternination was made by deci ding which one of the identified alternatives provides
the best bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives in terns of: 1) long-termeffectiveness and
permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune through treatment; 3) short-term effectiveness;
4) inplenentability; and 5) cost. The bal ancing test enphasized | ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence
and the reduction of toxicity, nmobility and vol une through treatnent; and considered the preference for
treatment as a principal element, the bias against off-site |and disposal of untreated waste, and
community and state acceptance

The sel ected remedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives. The sel ected renedy
provi des | ong-term effectiveness and permanence by inplenmenting institutional controls to prevent future
exposures to contam nated nedia. Through natural attenuation of Site contam nants of concern, there will
be a permanent reduction in the toxicity and vol une of hazardous constituents. Wile there will be sone
additional nobility of COC at the Site until O eanup Levels are attained, calculations indicate that
there will be only linmted further nmovenent of the Site plune as it is naturally contained by MI| Brook
Additionally, calculations showthat further |eaching of Site COC fromthe forner disposal areas will not
i mpact groundwater cleanup times. The selected remedy will achieve the restoration of groundwater in
approxi mately 27 years and will achieve the restoration of soil in approximately 15 years. The sel ected
remedy conplies with all identified ARARs.

As described above, the selected renedy achi eves long-termeffectiveness through natural attenuation
processes known to be occurring at the Site and with the inplenentation of institutional controls to
prevent unacceptabl e exposures to hunman heal th and the environnent. The sel ected renedy does not include
treatment of the groundwater or soil. However, the selected remedy for groundwater will achieve the
restoration of the groundwater in a time period conparable with the alternative that included treatnment
(27 years vs. 17 years for MM4). Wile the selected remedy for soil will take a significantly |onger
tinme period to attain the cleanup levels, as stated above, there is no unacceptabl e human exposure to the
resi dual contanination and cal cul ati ons show that renoval of the source area will not inpact cleanup time
frames for groundwater. The selected renmedy provides protection until the renedial response objectives
are achi eved through natural attenuation and inplenentation of institutional controls to prevent
groundwat er use, and long-termnonitoring to detect any changes in groundwater flow paths or contam nant
distribution. The selected renedy is readily inplenmentable and was the nost cost effective of the

al ternatives eval uated

The State of Connecticut supports the selected remedy. Public comrents were carefully considered in
devel opi ng the sel ected renedy and EPA' s response is provided in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x D).

E. The Sel ected Renedy does not Satisfy the Preference for Treatnent Wiich Pernmanently and Significantly
reduces the Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume of the Hazardous Substances as a Principal El enent

The sel ected renmedy does not include treatnent which Pernmanently and significantly reduces the toxicity,
nobi lity or volune of the hazardous substances as a principal elenent. However, pernanent and
significant reductions in toxicity and volune will be achieved through natural attenuation processes and
contam nated groundwater will be returned to its beneficial uses. Wile further mgration of
contanminants are anticipated, data and cal cul ati ons show that the plume is being naturally contained by
M 11 Brook and natural attenuation.

X DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA presented a Proposed Plan (preferred alternative) for remediation of the Site on June 25, 1997. The
preferred alternative includes natural attenuation of contam nants of concern in soil and groundwater
impl enentation of Institutional controls and | ong-term nonitoring of groundwater and soil

No significant changes fromthe Proposed Plan have been nade to the selected remedy as detailed in this
Record of Deci sion.



X1, STATE ROLE

The Connecticut Departnent of Environnental Protection has reviewed the various alternatives and has
indicated its support for the selected renedy. The State has al so reviewed the Renedi al investigation,
Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, and Feasibility Study to deternmine if the selected remedy is
in conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate State Environnental |aws and regul ations. The
State of Connecticut concurs with the selected remedy for the Gallup's Quarry Site. A copy of the

decl aration of concurrence is attached as Appendi x C



APPENDI X A
TABLES
TABLE 1 CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN - HUVAN HEALTH EVALUATI ON

VCCs G ound Surf ace Sur f ace/ Site-Rel ated
Wt er Soil s Subsurface Soils Sedi nment s

1, 2- D chl or oet hane

1, 1- D chl or oet hene

1, 2-Di chl oroet hene (total)
1, 2-Di chl or opr opane
Benzene

Carbon tetrachl ori de

Chl or of orm

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene

Tri chl or oet hene

Vinyl Chloride

Xyl enes (total)

BNAs

Acenapht hene
Acenapht hyl ene
Benzo(a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene X X
Chrysene

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e X X
FI uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

Di - n- butyl pht hal ate
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate
1, 4- D chl or obenzene
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3cd) - pyrene X

XXX XXX XXXXXX

XX X X X X X X

X X

X X X

Met hyl napht hal ene, 2- X X



TABLE 1 CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN -

VCCs

Napht hal ene
Phenant hr ene
PCBs/ PEST
Aroclor 1242
Aroclor 1248
Arocl or 1254
Aroclor 1260
al pha- Chl or dane
Dieldrin
4,4' - DDD
4,4' - DDE

4, 4" - DDT
Endosul fan sul fate
Endrin ket one
I nor gani cs

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c

Beryl |ium
Cyani de

Iron

Lead
Manganese
Silver
Thal I'i um

Zi nc

G ound
VWt er

X X

X X X X

x

Sur f ace
Soils

X X X X X

HUVAN HEALTH EVALUATI ON

Sur f ace/
Subsurface Soils

X X X X x

x

X X X X X

Site-Rel ated
Sedi nent s

X
X

X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X



TABLE 3
PRELI M NARY SCREENI NG OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

Al ternative Description
Ef fectiveness I mpl ementability Cost St at us
Sour ce Control
SC1 No Action There woul d be no reduction in Readi ly inplemented; no permts $0 Ret ai ned:
COCs t hrough treatnent, although woul d be required. Requi red by NCP; COCs
COCs woul d continue to decrease via woul d decrease under
soi |l flushing. natural attenuation.
sc2 Managerment Controls with Same as SCl, with institutional Readi |y inpl emented; periodic $ 120,000 to Ret ai ned:

Nat ural Attenuation controls to restrict current and nmai nt enance and 5-year site reviews $ 140, 000 Readi |y i npl enented and
future site use and periodic soil woul d be conduct ed. effectively limts potential
sanpling and anal ysi s. exposure to CCCs.

SC3 Cappi ng Sane as SC2, installation of a cap Large volunme of clean fill and $ 810,000 to Ret ai ned:
woul d reduce rainwater infiltration regradi ng of FPDA woul d be $ 940, 000 Effective in mnimzing
t hrough residual COCs in FPDA required prior to installation of cap; impact of COCin the
only. construction permts for fence and FPDA unsaturated soils
cappi ng woul d be required; periodic on groundwat er.
mai nt enance and 5-year site reviews
woul d be conduct ed.
SC4a On-Site, Ex-situ Treatnent VOCs woul d be reduced but Shal | ow wat er table woul d necessitate $ 1,400,000 to Ret ai ned:

via Soil Vapor Extraction treatnent residuals would require excavation of soils prior to on-site $ 2,700, 000 Effective in renmedi ating
di sposal. Wuld be less effective in treatment. Pernmitting would be VOC COC i n unsaturated
treating DEHP. required for construction activities, soil s.

air em ssions and wast ewat er

di scharges; periodic maintenance and
5-year site reviews would be

conduct ed.

Note: Alternatives retained for detailed analysis are highlighted in bold.



Al ternative

SC4b

SC4c

SC5a

SC5b

Not e:

Descri ption

On-site, Ex-situ Treatnent
via Low Tenperature
Thernal Desorption

On-site, Ex-situ Treatnent

TABLE 3

PRELI M NARY SCREENI NG OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

Ef fectiveness
Source Control
VOC COCs woul d be destroyed by
LTTD. Volune requiring treatnent is

normal |y the volune required for pilot
testing.

Mobility of COCs woul d be reduced,

via Asphalt Batching but would not be rendered |ess toxic or

O f-site Treatnent via Low
Tenperature Ther mal

Desorption

O f-site Treatnent via

Asphal t Batching

Alternatives retained for

reduced in vol une.

COCs woul d be renpved and
ultimately destroyed by LTTD.

Dewat ering activities would require
treatnent of wastewater.

COCs woul d be renpved fromSite,

but would not be rendered |ess toxic
or reduced in volune; long-term
effectiveness of asphalt batching is
unproven. Dewatering activities
woul d require treatnment of

wast ewat er .

detail ed analysis are highlighted in bold.

I npl ementability Cost

Permitting would be required for $ 3,500, 000
construction activities, air emssions

and wast ewat er di scharges; periodic

mai nt enance and 5-year site reviews

woul d be conduct ed.

Permitting would be required for $ 2,300, 000

construction activities, air emssions

and wastewat er di scharges; stabilized
material would renmin on-site as road

base, significantly restricting future site
use; periodic maintenance and 5-year

site reviews would be conducted.

$ 2,100,000 to
$ 3,400, 000

Sanpling and | aboratory testing
woul d be required to determne the
ef fectiveness of LTTD. Excavati on,
material s handling, and dewatering
activities could be readily

inpl emented; 5-year site reviews
woul d be conduct ed.

$ 2,000,000 to
$ 3,500, 000

Sanpling and | aboratory testing

woul d be required to determine the
effectiveness of asphalt-batching.
Excavation, materials handling, and
dewatering activities could be readily
inpl emented; 5-year site reviews

woul d be conduct ed.

conduct ed.

St at us

Not Ret ai ned:

Smal | volune of soils
requiring treatment would
neke equi prent

nobi | i zation and associ at ed
permtting costs
prohibitive.

Not Ret ai ned:
Does not reduce the

toxicity or volume of

COCs on-site. Small

volume of soils requiring
treatnent woul d make

equi pment nobilization and
associ ated permitting costs
prohibitive.

Ret ai ned:
Effectively treats VOC by
reduci ng TW.

Ret ai ned:
Effective in renoving
COC fromthe site.



PRELI M NARY SCREENI NG OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Al ternative Description
Sc5c O f-site Disposal
MVL No Action
MR Managenment Controls with

Nat ural Attenuation

MVB Cont ai nnent: Groundwat er
Extraction, Treatnent and
Di schar ge

TABLE 3

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecti cut

Ef f ecti veness

I npl emrentability

Source Control

CCCs woul d be renoved fromthe

Site, but would not be would not be
rendered | ess toxic or reduced in
volume. Dewatering activities would
require treatnment of wastewater.

Sanpling and | aboratory testing
woul d be required to determine if it
is a hazardous wage prior to

di sposal . Excavation, materials
handl i ng, and dewatering activities
could be readily Inplenented; 5-year
site reviews woul d be conduct ed.

Managenent of M gration

There woul d be no reduction in

COCs through treatnent, although
CCOCs woul d continue to decrease via
natural degradati on processes and
di | ution.

Sane as MML.

COCs woul d continue to decrease via
natural degradati on processes;

cont ai nment woul d prevent potential
further migration of Site-related
CCCS.

Note: Alternatives retained for detailed analysis are highlighted in bold.

Readily | npl enented; no pernits
woul d be required.

Readi ly inplenented; institutional
controls would prevent use of

i mpacted groundwater, |long-term
nmonitoring would confirmthat |evels
of COCs are continuing to decline,
and 5-year site reviews woul d be
conduct ed.

Mbderately difficult to Inplenent;
permtting and exenption from

wet | and regul ati ons woul d be
required; access roads and treatnent
bui | di ng woul d need to be
constructed; discharge permts would
be required; institutional controls,
long-termnonitoring and 5-year site
revi ews woul d be conduct ed.

Cost

$2, 000, 000 to
$3, 400, 000

$0

$1, 900, 000 to
$2, 100, 000

$8, 300, 000 to
$28, 800, 000

St at us

Ret ai ned:
Ef fective in renoving
CCC fromthe site.

Ret ai ned:

Requi red by NCP; COCs
woul d decrease under

natural attenuation.

Ret ai ned:

CCCs woul d continue to
decrease under natural
attenuation.

Ret ai ned:
Effective in renoving
Vocs.



PRELI M NARY SCREENI NG OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Al ternative Description

Mvé Renedi ati on: G oundwat er
Extraction, Treatnent and
Di schar ge

MVB G oundwat er Cont ai nment
Usi ng a Perneabl e Reaction
wal |

MVB Enhanced In-Situ
Bi odegr adati on

TABLE 3

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecti cut

Ef f ecti veness

I npl enentability

Source Control

COCs woul d be extracted from
groundwat er and potential further
m gration of COCs would be
prevented; COCs woul d only be
destroyed i f UV-oxdation were used,
air stripping and activated carbon
woul d transfer COCs to treatnent
residual requiring disposal.
Pretreatment woul d reduce netals in
extracted groundwater.

COCs woul d continue to decrease via
natural degradati on processes;
contai nnent woul d prevent potential

further migration of Site-related CCOCs.

Organic COCs woul d be effectively
tested, although it would be difficult
to ensure that an adequate supply of
nutrients would reach nicroorgani sns
because of preferential flow paths in
het er ogeneous aquifers.

Note: Alternatives retained for detailed analysis are highlighted in bold.

Moderately difficult to inplenent;
permtting and exenption from

wet | and regul ati ons woul d be
required; access roads and treatnent
bui | di ng woul d need to be
constructed; discharge permts would
be required; institutional controls,
long-termnonitoring and 5-year site
reviews woul d be conduct ed.

Difficult to inplement; deeper walls
are nore expensive to excavate and fill
with reactive material; potentially
significant inpacts to wetlands during
construction; permitting and exenption
fromwetland regul ati ons woul d be
required; access roads would need to
be constructed; institutional controls,
long-termnonitoring and 5-year site
reviews woul d be conduct ed.

Mbderately difficult to inplenent;
permtting and exenption from wetl and
regul ati ons woul d be required; access
roads and treatnent unit would need to
be constructed; institutional controls,
long-termnonitoring and 5-year site
reviews woul d be conduct ed.

Cost

$8, 100, 000 to
$34, 400, 000

$8, 100, 000

$10, 600, 000

St at us

Ret ai ned:
Ef fective in Renobving
Vocs.

Not Ret ai ned:

Difficult to inplement in
wet | and area; potential
construction problens with
installing walls deeper than
30-40 feet below the
surface; woul d not
significantly reduce
groundwat er renedi ation

time franes.

Not Ret ai ned:

Technol ogy is still being
devel oped; difficult to
regul ate in a heterogeneous
aqui fer.



Assessnent
Fact or

Maj or
Conponent s

SC1: No Action

No remedi al neasures
woul d be taken.

SC2: Managenent Controls
with Natural Attenuation

State environnental |and use
restriction would be placed on
affected portion of the property
to limt use and disturbance of
soils.

Posting of warning signs.
Periodi ¢ mai ntenance.

Periodic sanpling and anal ysis
of unsaturated soils in FPDA
for VOC and DEHP, and in

Former Seepage Bed for DEHP,

Five year site reviews.

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAILED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

SC3: Cappi ng

State environnental |and use
restriction would be placed on
affected portion of the property
to limt use and disturbance of
soils.

Filling of FPDA depression
with clean fill.

Installation of inperneable cap
over the FPDA.

Seedi ng and mul ching of the
regraded and capped area.

Construction fo drainage
controls around capped area.

Construction of a fence and
posting of warning signs around
FPDA.

Peri odi ¢ mai ntenance.

Five year site reviews.

SC4a: On-site Treatment via

Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction

State environnental |and use
restriction would be placed on
affected portion of the property
to limt use and disturbance of
soils.

Installation of security fence and

war ni ng si gns around FPDA.

Anmbi ent air nonitoring around
excavation area.

Excavation of FPDA soils.

Si dewal | sanpling to confirm
COC Extent.

Repl acenent of excavated soils or
new fill into depression.

Col | ection and

treatnment/di sposal of
groundwat er drai nage from soil
pile.

Ex-situ treatnent of FPDA soils
via soil vapor extraction.

Sanpling and anal ysis of treated
soil for CCCs.

Repl acenent of treated soils to
FPDA.

Site restoration and regrading.

Five year site reviews.

SC5: Excavation, Offsite Treatnent/Di sposal

SC5a: Low- Tenperature
Ther mal Desorption

Tenporary dewatering and
subsequent treatnment of
extracted groundwater during
soi |l s excavation.

Anbi ent air nonitoring around
excavation area.

Excavation and stockpiling of
clean soils currently above the
FPDA soi |l s which exceed

renedi ati on standards.

Sanpling and analysis for
RCRA characteristics.

Repl acement of excavated soils
with clean fill materials, with
regardi ng.

Transportation of FPDA soils
for off-site treatment via |l ow

tenperature thermal desorption.

Sidewal | sanpling to confirm
COC Extent.

Five year site reviews.

SC5b:  Asphalt Batching

Tenporary dewatering and
subsequent treatnment of
extracted groundwater

during soils excavation.

Anbi ent air nonitoring around
around excavation area.

Excavation and stockpiling of
of clean soils currently
above the FPDA soils

whi ch exceed renediation

st andards.

Sanpling ana analysis for
RCRA characteristics.

Repl acement of excavated
soils with clean fill
materials, wth regarding.

Transportati on of FPDA soils
soils for off-site treatnent

via asphalt batching.

Sidewal | sanpling to
confirm COC Extent.

Five year site reviews.

SC5c¢:  Disposal

Tenporary dewatering and
and subsequent treatnent
of extracted groundwater
during soils excavation.

Anbi ent air nonitoring
around excavation area.

Excavation and

stockpili

ng of clean soils

currently above the

FPDA soi |
remedi at i

Sanpl i ng
RCRA char

s which exceed
on standards.

and anal ysis for
acteristics.

Repl acement of excavated

soils wit

h clean fill

materials, with regarding.

Transportati on of FPDA
soils for off-site disposal
at a landfill.

Si dewal | sanpling to

confirm COC Extent.

Five year

site reviews.



Assessnent
Fact or

Di sposal

Overal |
Protection of
Human Heal th
and the

Envi r onment

SC1: No Action

No unaccept abl e human
health risk associated with
soi |l contact.

Future use is not expected
to include residential
devel opment .

COCs in unsaturated zone
would migrate to
groundwat er; but natural
attenuation process would
continue to reduce the
vol une, toxicity and

mobi lity of COC.

Presence of COCs in soil
has no inpact on
groundwat er remnedi ation
time frames.

There woul d be no
i npacts on wetl ands.

SC2: Managenent Control s
with Natural Attenuation

Same as SCl, except that
institutional controls would
effectively prevent contact with
FPDA soil until renediation
goals are net. Soil quality
woul d be nonitored.

TABLE 4
SUMVARY OF DETAILED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

SC3: Cappi ng SC4a: On-site Treatnment via SC5: Excavation, Ofsite Treatnent/Di sposal
Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction
SC5a: Low- Tenperature SC5b:  Asphal t Batching

Thermal Desorption

Potential for direct contact with Potential direct contact with Sane as SC4a. Sane as SC4a.

soil would be restricted but soil would be elimnated, for
there are no unacceptable risks VOCs, but there are no
associ ated with exposure to unaccept abl e ri sks associ at ed

soils. with exposure to soils.

St or mvat er / er osi on control M gration of COC in

study woul d hel p mninze unsaturated soils to groundwater

inmpacts to MI| Brook and woul d be elimnated but residual

wet | ands during and after cap contami nation in saturated soils

construction. woul d continue to inpact
groundwat er .

Leaching of COC to

groundwat er woul d be reduced

by cap but COC in saturated woul d have little overall

zone woul d continue to inpact groundwat er renedi ation time

groundwat er . frame.

| npl ement ation of renedy

SCh¢:

Sane as SC4a.



TABLE 4
SUMVARY OF DETAILED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

Assessnent
Fact or

Di sposal

Conpliance with
ARARs

SC1: No Action SC2: Managenent Control s

with Natural Attenuation

Woul d not achi eve

i medi ate conpliance
with chem cal -specific
ARARs, but woul d
depend on natural
attenuation to achieve
COC reductions to neet
CT Renedi ation

St andar ds.

Sane as SCI.

Woul d neet nost soil
ARARs in approxi mately
11 years. DEHP woul d

be expected to require a
longer tine to neet
ARARs (2-20 years on
aver age) .

No action-specific or
| ocati on-specific ARARs
were identified.

SC3: Cappi ng

Woul d not neet chem cal
speci fic ARARs because COCs
above CT standards woul d
remain in soils.

Woul d increase time required to
achi eve ARARs by reducing
infiltration and resul tant

fl ushi ng.

Federal RCRA and State Solid
Waste requirenments woul d
apply, as would Control of
Noi se Regul ati ons.

No applicable |ocation-specific
ARARs unl ess inpacted area is
located within 100 feet of

wet | ands.

SC4a: On-site Treatment via
Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction

Conpliance with nost chem cal -
specific ARARs woul d be met
for all COCs except DEHP.

Action-specific ARARs include
RCRA | and ban restrictions,
State Control of Noise

Regul ations, Air Pollution
Regul ations and Gudelines for
Soi | Erosion and Sedi ment
Control .

No | ocation-specific ARARS
have been identified.

Federal and State Hazardous
Wast e Regul ations would apply
if soils are determined to be
RCRA characteristic.

SC5:  Excavation,

SC5a: Low- Tenperature
Thermal Desorption

Woul d neet all chemical -
specific soil ARARs in short
term

Action-specific ARARs include
Federal NPDES Regs., Federal
RCRA standards, State Control
of Noise Regs., Air Pollution
Regs., Water Pollution Control
Regs., Well Drilling and Well
Perm tting Regs., Water

Di version Policy and Guidelines
for Soil Erosion and Sedi ment
Control, Federal and State
transportation regs.

Treatment/Di sposal facility
woul d need to have appropriate
permts.

Federal and State Hazardous
Waste Regul ations and
transportation would apply if
soils are determned to be
RCRA characteristic.

No | ocation-specific ARARs
were identified.

O fsite Treatnment/Di sposal



Assessnent
Fact or

Reduction of

Toxicity,
Mobi lity, or
Vol une
Short-Term

Ef fectiveness

SC1: No Action

No reduction in TW
through treatment, since
no treatment woul d be
enpl oyed.

No treatment residuals
woul d be generated.

No short termrisk to
comunity and workers

or environnental inpacts
during renedial actions
associated with

i npl ement ati on.

Woul d not achieve

remedi al response
objectives in the short-
term since CT

Renedi ati on Standards
woul d not be net.

SC2: Managenent Control s

with Natural

Sanme as SCI.

Sane as SCI.

Attenuation

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAILED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

SC3:  Cappi ng

Sane as SCI.

Potential short-termrisks during
construction ninimzed through
adherence to health and safety

pl an and sedi nentation and
erosion controls.

Infiltration of precipitation into
soil would be elinnated

i mmedi atel y upon construction

of cap, but this alternative

woul d not achi eve renedial
response objectives in short-
term since CT Renediation

St andards woul d not be net.

SC4: On-site Treatnment via
Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction

TMV of VOCs in excavated
soils would be reduced;
however toxicity may be
transferred to treatnent

resi duals, which would require
di sposal .

Reduction in concentrations of
COC in unexcavated soil would
occur through infiltration,

bi oactivity, and groundwater
fl ushing.

Potential short-termrisks during
installation and operati on woul d
be minimzed through adherence

to health and safety plan,

nmoni toring, use of dust control
procedures, and erosion control
procedures.

Soi | renedial response

obj ectives for VOCs woul d be
achi eved upon conpl etion of
remedy. DEHP woul d continue
to decline via natural
attenuation.

SC5:  Excavati on,

SC5a: Low- Tenperature
Ther mal Desorption

Woul d be reduction in TW
through excavation and soil
treatment, total mamss of COCs
destroyed woul d be

approxi mately 50 |bs.

85-95% reduction of COCs is
typical .

COC in unexcavated soils would
reduce through infiltration,

bi oactivity and groundwater

fl ushi ng.

Soi | renedial response
obj ectiveness woul d be achi eved
upon conpl etion of renedy.

O fsite Treatnent/Di sposal

SC5b:  Asphalt Batching SC5c: Disposal

No reduction in TW
through treatnent,
toxicity in soil
transported off-site to
secure facility.

Reduction in nobility, but
not toxicity; toxicity
transported off-site.

I ncrease in volune through

treatnent of COCs in

excavated soil. COC in excavated soils
woul d reduce through

infiltration, bioactivity
and groundwat er
flushing.

Treatnent shoul d be
permanent, but long-term
effectiveness data are not
yet avail able.

COC in unexcavated soils
woul d reduce through
infiltration, bioactivity and
groundwat er flushing.

Sane as SCba. Sane as SCba.



Assessnent
Fact or

Long- Term
Ef fectiveness and
per manence

SC1: No Action

No direct engineering or
institutional controls
woul d be inpl enented,
but there are no
unaccept abl e health or
environnental risks.

COCs in soils would
continue to decline via
natural attenuation.

Groundwat er plume woul d
Continue to mgrate,
regardl ess of the presence
of COC in soils.

SC2: Managenent Controls
wi th Natural Attenuation

Sane as SCl, except that
institutional controls would be
effective in the long-termin
preventing contact w th FPDA
soil.

Ef fecti veness woul d be assessed
through periodic sanpling and
anal ysi s.

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

SC3:  Cappi ng

COC woul d remain in FPDA
soils for |onger period than
with other alternatives

Reduction in flushing may
| engt hen groundwat er
remedi ation tine frane.

Long-term ef fectiveness woul d
depend upon potenti al
penetration of cover system

Ef fecti veness of remedy woul d
be assessed during Five Year
Site Reviews.

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

SC4a: On-site Treatment via
Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction

TWV of VOCs in soils would

be reduced; however toxicity
may be transferred to treatnent
residuals, which would require
di sposal .

Long-term effectiveness in
treating VOC with SVE is
proven; SVE is EPA's
presunptive renedy for VOC-
contami nated soils; would be
consi derably |ess effective for
DEHP.

VOC migration from

unsaturated soils

elimnated. DEHP woul d
continue to decline via natural
al tenuati on.

Overal |l groundwater
remediation time frame woul d
not be reduced.

SC5:

SC5a: Low- Tenperature
Thernmal Desorption

M gration of COC from
unsaturated zone soil would be
elimnated.

Long-term effectiveness is
proven, wastes are pernmnently
destroyed.

Overal | groundwater
renedi ation tine frame
not be reduced.

Excavation, O fsite Treatnent/Di sposal

SC5b:  Asphalt Batching

M gration of COC from
unsaturated zone soil would be
be elim nated.

Degree of stabilization
success i s dependent on
site-specific conditions.

Rel atively new recycling
process, long-term
effectiveness is unproven.

Overal | groundwater
remediation time frame
woul d not be reduced.

SC5c: Di sposal

M gration of COC from
unsaturated zone soil
woul d be eliminated.

Landfill disposal will
pernenently renove
COCs from Site but will
not destroy them COC
transported to another
| ocation.

Overal | groundwater
renedi ation tine frame
woul d not be reduced.



TABLE 4
SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

Assessment SC1: No Action SC2: Managenent Controls SC3:  Cappi ng SC4a: On-site Treatnment via SC5: Excavation, Ofsite Treatnent/Di sposal
Fact or with Natural Attenuation Ex-situ Soil Vapor Extraction
SC5a: Low- Tenperature SC5b:  Asphalt Batching SC5c: Di sposal
Thernmal Desorption

I npl ement ability Easily inpl ement ed. Readi |l y i npl enent ed. Uses standard and proven Uses standard equi pment and Uses standard equi pment, and Uses standard equi pnent, Uses standard equi pnent,
technol ogi es. proven technol ogi es. proven technol ogi es. but not a proven and proven technol ogi es.
Ef fectiveness of natural effective in the long-termin technol ogy.
attenuation processes inmplemented and are readily Physi cal hazard risks for on-site Physical hazard risks for on-site Physi cal hazard risks for on-site Physi cal hazard risks for
woul d not be nonitored. enf or ceabl e. wor kers woul d be m nimzed by wor kers woul d be m ni m zed by wor kers woul d be m nimzed by Not i npl ementabl e for on-site workers woul d be
enpl oyi ng appropriate safety enpl oyi ng appropriate safety enpl oyi ng appropriate safety RCRA characteristic soils. m nim zed by enploying
Woul d not obstruct Periodi ¢ mai ntenance and repair precautions. precautions. precautions. Vendor availability appropriate safety
addi tional renedial of warning signs would be precautions.
actions, if necessary, easily acconplished. Increase in truck traffic and Increase in truck traffic and Increase in truck traffic and Physi cal hazard risks for
al t hough unrestricted noi se during construction noi se during excavation. associ ated noi se during on-site workers would be Increase in truck traffic
future devel opnent coul d Ef fecti veness and adequacy of excavation and renoval . m nim zed by enploying and associ ated noi se
make sone renedial neasures woul d be assessed Large volune of clean fill Vapor extraction and treatnent appropriate safety during excavation and
neasures nore difficult to during periodic nonitoring and woul d be required to filled system are readily avail able. precautions. renmoval .
i npl ement . five-year site reviews. exi sting depression.
Excavated soils would need to Increase in truck traffic and
Periodi c inspections and conply with RCRA | and- ban associ at ed noi se during
nei nt enance woul d be necessary restrictions. excavation and renoval .

to ensure integrity of cap.

Ef fectiveness of system woul d
Ef fectiveness woul d be assessed be assessed through sanpling
during periodic nonitoring and and anal ysi s.
five-year site reviews.

Cost $0 $120, 000 - $140, 000 $810, 000 - $940, 000 $1, 400, 000 - $2, 700, 000 $2, 100, 000 - $3, 400, 000 $2, 000, 000 - $3,500, 000 $2, 000, 000 - $3, 400, 000
(present worth)



Maj or

Assessnent

Conponent s

Fact or

No renedi al

MML:  No Action

actions woul d be taken.

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project

MW2:  Managenent Controls with Natural

Attenuation

Institutional controls,

environnental |and use restriction to prevent use

of inpacted groundwater

including a State

during future

devel opnent until remediation goals are net.

Long term nonitoring of
wat er quality.

Five year site reviews.

groundwat er and surface

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

MVB: Contai nment, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatnent, and Di scharge

Same as MR, with:
Installation of two well clusters, each cluster

consisting of 3 extraction wells and punps,
extracting groundwater at approximtely 100

gpm

Installation of groundwater treatnent system
consisting of air stripping, liquid phase granul ar
activated carbon (GAC) or UV/oxidation, and
pretreatnent for netals.

Sanpling and anal ysis of treatnment effluent.

Di scharge of treatment effluent to MII| Brook or
the POTW

O f-site disposal and/or further treatnent or
destruction of treatment residuals, if required;

Operation and mai ntenance of groundwater
treatment system

MW:  Renedi ation, G oundwater Extraction,
Treatnent, and Discharge

Same as M\, with:

Installation of three well clusters, each cluster
consisting of 3 extraction wells and punps,
extracting groundwater at approxi mately 150

gpm

Installation of groundwater treatnent system
consisting of air stripping, liquid phase granul ar
activated carbon (GAC) or UV/oxidation, and
pretreatnent for netals.

Di scharge of treatment effluent to MII Brook or
the POTW

O f-site disposal and/or further treatnent or
destruction of treatment residuals, if required.

Sanpling and anal ysis of groundwater at the
treatment system

Operation and mai ntenance of groundwater
treatment system



Assessnent Factor
Groundwat er Extraction,

and Di scharge

Overal |l protection of Human Heal th and
the Environnent

MML:  No Action

COC in groundwater would continue to
reduce at a significant rate (metal COC
and DEHP may be sl ower) through natural
attenuation, but would remain in
groundwat er for approxinately 27 years.

Sone potential of ingestion of groundwater
by industrial worker, since zoning does not
prohibit use.

Source Control measures, if inplenented,
woul d not inpact groundwater renediation

time frame.

Wet | ands woul d not be inpacted.

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

MW2: Managenent Controls with Natural

Attenuation

COC in groundwater would continue to reduce at
a significant rate (metal COC and DEHP may be
slower) through natural attenuation, but would
remain in groundwater would be approximately 27
years.

I ngestion, of groundwater would be prevented by
institutional controls until rendiation goals are

met .

Source Control neasures, if inplenented, would
not inpact groundwater remediation tinme frane.

Wet | ands woul d not be inpacted.

Groundwat er and surface water quality would be
noni t or ed.

MMB:  Contai nnent, Groundwater Extraction,

Treatment, and Di scharge

VOC COC woul d neet ARARs in approximtely

22 years, nmetal COC and DEHP may take |onger

but are difficult to predict; further mgration of
the plume would be prevented.

I ngestion of groundwater would be prevented by
institutional controls until renediation goals are
met .

Source Control neasures, if inplenmented, would
not inpact groundwater renediation tinme frane.

Wet | ands study woul d hel p mininize potential
impacts from groundwater extraction.

Groundwat er | and surface water would be
noni t or ed.

MW:  Renedi ation,

Tr eat nent,

Sanes as MMB.



Assessnent Factor

Conpl i ance with ARARs

MML:  No Action

Woul d not achieve i medi ate conpliance
with chem cal -specific ARARs, but woul d
depend on natural attenuation to achieve
COC reductions to meet Remediation

St andar ds.

Action-specific ARARS for groundwater
nmoni toring would not be achieved.

No | ocation-specific ARARs were
identified.

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project
Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

MV2:  Managenent Controls with Natural
Attenuation

Woul d not achieve i mediate conpliance with
chemical -specific ARARs, but would depend on
natural attenuation to achieve COC reductions to
neet Renedi ation Standards.

Institutional controls would effectively prevent
devel opnent of the aquifer as a drinking water
supply.

Federal and State requirements for groundwater
noni toring associated with disposal facilities
woul d apply, as would State requirenents for
wel | installation.

No | ocation-specific ARARs were identified.

MVB:  Cont ai

Treatnent, and Di scharge

Woul d not achieve i medi ate conpliance with
chemical -specific ARARs, but chenical -specific

ARARs woul d
years (netal
to predict)

nnent, Groundwater Extraction, Mwa:

Sane as MVB,
groundwat er

Renedi ati on, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatnent, and Di scharge

except that it would neet
ARARs in approximately 17 years

be achi eved in approxi mtely 22 (metal COC and DEHP times are difficult to

COC and DEHP times are difficult predict).

Institutional controls would effectively prevent
devel opnment of the aquifer as a drinking water
suppl y.

Action-specific ARARs include Federal and State

requirenments for discharge of treated groundwater

to surface water or POTWs, groundwater
di version, groundwater nonitoring associated

with disposal facilities, well installations, inpacts
to wetlands, noise and air pollution permtting
and/or controls, and Federal, State and |ocal
standards for construction of treatment facilities.

Locati on-specific ARARs identified include

Federal and State wetlands protection regulations,
Federal floodplain regulations and State surface
wat er/ stream encroachnent regul ations.

Federal and State hazardous waste regul ations,
and transportation requirenents would apply if
treatnent residuals are determned to be RCRA
characteristic.



Assessnent

Fact or

Short-Term Effectiveness

I mpl ementability

Cost (present

wor t h)

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - MANAGEMENT OF M GRATI ON (M) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut
MML:  No Action MV2:  Managenent Controls w th Natural
Attenuation

No short termrisk to community and Sane as MML, except that institutional controls
wor kers or environnental inpacts, since woul d work effectively to prevent groundwater
no remedi al neasures would be use.

per f or ned.

Woul d not achieve renedial response
objectives in the short-term since

Renedi ati on Standards woul d not be net.

Easily | npl ement ed. Readi ly I npl enent ed.

Ef fectiveness of natural attenuation
processes woul d not nonitored.

Institutional controls could be inplenented, and
are readily enforceable.

Woul d not obstruct additional remedial
actions, if necessary.

Periodic nonitoring of groundwater and surface
wat er woul d be easily inplenentable.

I mpl ement ation would not obstruct additional
renedi al actions, if necessary.

Ef fecti veness woul d be assessed through | ong-

termnonitoring programand five-year site
reviews.

$0 $1, 900, 000 - $2, 100, 000

MMB:  Contai nnent, Groundwater Extraction, MW4:  Renedi ati on, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatnent, and Di scharge Treatnment, and Di scharge

Potential short termrisks during construction Sane as MMVB.
m nimzed through adherence to health and safety

pl an and sedinmentation and erosion controls.

Air enissions fromtreatnent operations nmay

require controls

Wetl ands inpacts would be assessed during

predesi gn study.

Renedi al response objectives would not be

achieved in the short-term but institutional

controls would effectively prevent groundwater

use.

Same as MM2, except that groundwater treatnent Same as MMB.

woul d be conducted in accordance with applicable
permt requirenments and periodic repair of punps
and treatnent equi pment woul d be required.

Access agreenent and permits woul d be required
to construct access road, treatnent facility, etc.

Potential adverse wetlands inpacts would be
determ ned during predesign phase, and may
result in off-site replacenment of wetlands.

Uses standard equi pment and proven
technol ogi es.

Air Stripping ($8,1000 - $12,500, 000)
GAC ($21, 100, 000 - $34, 400, 000)
UV/ Oxi dation ($9, 500,000 - $14, 600, 000)

Air Stripping ($8,3000,000 - $10, 900, 000)
GAC ($15, 200, 000 - $28, 800, 000)
UV/ Oxi dation ($9,100,000 - $12, 800, 000)



Assessnent Factor

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or
Vol unme

MML:  No Action

COC in groundwater woul d not be
addressed through active renedial
neasures, but would continue to reduce
due to natural attenuation processes.

Groundwat er plume woul d continue to
mgrate, but would be naturally contained
by M Il Brook.

Groundwat er use within the plune would
not be controlled, and groundwater and
surface water quality would not be
noni t or ed.

TW woul d not be reduced through
treatnment, since no treatnment would be
enpl oyed; however, significant reductions
in COC (VOC nay reduce greater than

netal COC and DEHP) woul d occur

through natural degradation processes.

No treatment residuals would be
gener at ed,

TABLE 4

SUMVARY OF DETAI LED ANALYSI S - MANAGEMENT OF M GRATI ON (M) REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

MW2: Managenent Controls with Natural
Attenuation

COC in groundwater woul d not be addressed
through active renedial neasures, but would
continue to reduce due to natural attenuation
processes.

Groundwat er plune would continue to migrate,
but would be naturally contained by MI| Brook.

Institutional controls would effectively restrict

groundwat er use until remedial action objectives
are achi eved.

Sane as M\R

MMB:  Contai nnent, Groundwater Extraction,

Treatnent, and Di scharge

Sane as MM2, except that renediation of plune
woul d be augnmented by extraction of
groundwat er .

Extraction system should reliably prevent the
novenent of groundwater plume beyond the
capture zone of the system

TW of COC in groundwater would be reduced;
however, air stripping and GAC treatnent woul d
transfer toxicity and volune be treatment residual,
whi ch woul d require disposal. Wuld be reduction
in TW through groundwater treatnment

Pretreatment would address netal COC in
extracted groundwater, but would result in
significant treatnent residuals.

Treatnent residual generated: Air stripping
(37,000 | bs/year); GAC (86,000 |bs/year).

MW4:  Renedi ati on, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatnment, and Di scharge

Sane as MMVB.

Same as MVB except for:

Treatnent residual generated: Air stripping
(73,000 | bs/year); GAC 1,440,000 | bs/year).



Aut hority

Feder al
Regul atory
Requi renent s

State Regul atory
Requi renent s

Medi um

Groundwat er

Groundwat er

Requi renments

Federal Safe Drinking Water
Maxi mum Cont ami nant's

Level s (MCLs) for organic
and inorganic chemicals (40
CFR 141 Subparts B, G and
1).

Federal Safe Drinking Water
Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level
Goal s (MCLGs) for organic
and inorganic chemicals (40
CFR 141 Subpart F).

Federal Drinking Water
Heal th Advi sories.

Connecti cut Groundwat er
Standard (Water Quality
Standards V).

TABLE 4

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs: CRI TERI A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project

FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecticut

St at us Requi rement Synopsi s

Rel evant and
Appropriate

McLs have been pronul gated for a nunber of
common organic and inorganic contam nants.

These levels regul ate the concentrations of
contam nants in public drinking water supplies,
and are considered rel evant and appropriate for

groundwat er
drinking wat

Rel evant and

Appropriate
no known or

aqui fers potentially used for
er.

MCLGs are heal t h-based goals for public water
supplies. MCLGs are |evels considered to have

antici pated adverse health effects

which includes a margin of safety. These goals

are avail abl

e for a nunber of organic and

inorganic contam nants. MCLGs greater than

zero are relevant and appropriate for this site.

To Be Considered

EPA publ i shes contani nant-specific health

advi sories that indicate the non-carcinogenic

ri sks associ

ated with consuning contam nated

drinking water.

Applicable

St andards have been pronul gated in accordance

with Section 22a-425 of Connecticut General

Statutes to
state water.

preserve and enhance the quality of

The aquifer under the Study Site is

classified as GA. Class Ga groundwater is

suitable for

existing private supplies and

potential public and private supplies and is
suitable for drinking or other donestic uses
wi t hout treatnent.

Action Taken to Attain
Requi r ement

These standards will be met

through natural attenuation
processes. Institutional controls
will present the aquifer from being
used as a water supply until MCL's
are attained.

These standards will be met

through natural attenuation
processes. Institutional controls
will prevent the aquifer from being
used as a water supply until these
standards are attained.

These advisories will be considered
as necessary.

These standards will be met

through natural attenuation
processes. Institutional controls
will prevent the aquifer from being
used as a water supply until these
standards are attained.



Aut hority

State Regul atory
Requi renent s
(Cont i nued)

Medi um

G oundwat er

Soi |

TABLE 7

FS

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs: CRITERI A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE

FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

Requi renent s St at us

Connecticut Standards for Rel evant and

Public Drinking Water Quality Appropriate
(RCSA °©19-13-B102(e) (1 -

6)).

Connecticut Renediation Applicable
Standard Regul ati ons (RCSA

©22a-133k 1 to 3)

(Establ i shed pursuant to CGS

°22a-133k)

Connecticut Soil Remediation Applicabl e

St andards (RCSA 22a-133k 1
to 3)

Revi si on:

1

Date: 06/97

Requi rement Synopsi s

State MCLs have been pronulgated for a

nunber of inorganic contam nants, and

maxi mum perm ssi bl e heal th-based linmts have
been set for a nunber of pesticides and organic
chemicals. Action levels are also established
under this act. These |levels regulate the
concentrations of contaminants in public
drinking water supplies, but may also be

consi dered appropriate for groundwater aquifers
potentially used for drinking water.

Establ i shes remedi ati on standards for

contam nated groundwater. Standards are based
on surface water protection, volatilization, and
groundwat er protection. The regulations include
a procedure for establishing criteria where none
exist for a particular pollutant, and for
establishing alternative criteria where those
specified in the regul ations are not appropriate.

Est abl i shes renedi ati on standards for

contam nated soils. Standards are based on risk
fromdirect contact and pollutant nobility and
depend on | and use or groundwater
classification. These regulations provide
specific nuneric cleanup criteria for a wde
variety of contami nants in soil. They provide
separate criteria for threats to human heal th and
environnental receptors posed by direct contact
with contam nants, and for risks to
environnmental receptors posed by migration of
contam nants via groundwater or soil vapor.

Action Taken to Attain
Requi r ement

These standards will eventually be
net through natural attenuation
processes. Institutional controls
will prevent the aquifer from being
used as a water supply until these
standards are attained.

Natural attenuation processes will
eventual |y reduce concentrations of
COCs to neet renediation

st andards.

Natural attenuation processes,
rainfall infiltration, and
groundwat er flushing wll

eventual |y reduce concentrations of
COCs in soil. VOC COC |evels

are anticipated to be reduced to
bel ow renedi ati on standards in
approxi mately 15 years.



Aut hority

Feder al
Regul atory
Requi r ement

State
Regul atory
Requi renent s

TABLE 7

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs:

FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site
Plainfield, Connecticut

Requi renent s

Federal RCRA cl osure/post-closure
requirements for hazardous waste
landfills (40 CFR 264 Subpart Q.

Federal RCRA groundwater limts for
hazardous constituents (40 CFR 264
Subpart F)

Federal Water Quality Criteria (40 CFR
131)

Hazar dous Waste Managenent:

Generat or & Handl er Requirenents-
General Standards, Listing &
Identification (RCSA °22a-449(c)100-
101)

Hazar dous Waste Managenent:
Generator Standards (RCSA °22a-
449(c) 102)

St at us

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Rel evant and

Appropriate

To be
Consi der ed

Applicabl e

Applicabl e

CRI TERI' A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE

Requi renent Synopsi s

Requi res hazardous waste disposal facility
operators to develop a plan for closure and post-
closure care and nonitoring of the facility,
including groundwater and soil nonitoring.

General requirenents for groundwater nonitoring
for releases of hazardous constituents from RCRA
solid waste managenment facilities.

Non- enf or ceabl e gui del i nes establishing pollutant
concentrations which are considered to be
adequate to protect surface water quality.

These sections establish standards for listing and
identification of hazardous waste. The standards
of 40 CFR °°260-261 are incorporated by

reference. Chromiumis not exenpted fromlisting
as a hazardous waste. These standards are
applicable to investigation derived waste.

This section establishes standards for various
classes of generators. The standards of 40 CFR
©262 are incorporated by reference. Storage
requirements given at 40 CFR °265.15 are al so
included. These standards are applicable to
investigation derived waste.

FS

Revision: 1
Date: 06/97

Action Taken to Attain
Requi r enent

Cl osure and post-closure
nmonitoring requirements will be
i mpl emented through the Long-
Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP).

Requi renents for groundwater
nonitoring will be performed

with the LTMP.

Long-term groundwat er

monitoring will be perfornmed to
ensure standards are not
exceeded.

Per 40 CFR °°260-261, any
derived waste identified as
hazardous waste will be managed
as listed.

Managenent of investigation
derived waste will conply with
the standards of 40 CFR °°262
and 40 CFR °°265. 15.



TABLE 7 FS
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS: CRI TERI A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE
FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE Revision: 1
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site Date: 06/97
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

Aut hority Requi rement s St at us Requi rement Synopsi s Action Taken to Attain
Requi r enent

State Hazar dous Waste Managenent: TSDF Applicabl e This section establishes standards for treatnent, Standards for treatnment, storage

Regul atory St andards (RCSA °©22a-449(c) 104) storage, and di sposal of hazardous waste, and and di sposal of hazardous waste

Requi renment s establi shes standards for closure, post closure, and and cl osure, post-closure and

Cont ' d. groundwat er nmonitoring. The standards of 40 groundwat er nonitoring will be
CFR °264 are incorporated by reference. conplied with. Groundwater

nonitoring will be performed
with inplementation of the |ong-
term nonitoring of groundwater

plan (LTMP).
Hazar dous Waste Managenent: Interim Applicabl e This section establishes interimstatus standards Requi rements for ground water
Status Facilities and G oundwater for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous noni toring, closure, and post-
Moni toring requirenents, Cl osure and waste, and establishes standards for closure, past closure will be conpiled with.
Post Cl osure Requirenments (RCSA closure, and groundwater nonitoring. The Ground water monitoring will be
©22a-449(c) 105) standards of 40 CFR °265 are incorporated by performed with the LTMP.
reference.
Connecticut Control of Noise Applicable These regul ations establish allowabl e noise |evels. Adequate controls will be utilized
Regul ati ons (RCSA 22a-69-1 to 69-7.4) They woul d apply to construction activities on the to neet these requirenents.
site, including installation of groundwater
noni toring wells.
Connecticut Regul ations for the Well Applicable These rules apply nainly to any new water supply Non-wat er supply wells wll not
Drilling Industry (RCSA 25-128-33 or withdrawal wells. The rules specify that non- be constructed on the site unless it
through 64). wat er supply wells nust be constructed so that can be shown that they will not be
they are not a source or cause of groundwater a source or cause of groundwater
contami nation. Procedures for abandonnment of cont am nati on.
wells apply to both water wells and other types of
wells.
State Public Health Code Well Permt Applicabl e Prohibits issuance of a permt for drilling of a Institutional controls will ensure
Regul atory Requi rements (RCSA °19-13-B51) water supply well for any property where the that water supply wells are not
Requi renent s boundary is within 200 feet of an approved water constructed at the Gallup's
Cont ' d. supply. Specifies separation distances between Quarry site and on downgradi ent
wel I's and pol lution sources. G ves construction properties.

standards for water supply wells.



Aut hority

Federal Regul atory
Requi renent s

TABLE 7
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS: CRI TERI A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE
FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

Medi a Requi renent s St at us
Vet | ands Federal Clean Water Regul ations Rel evant
governing dredge and fill activities in and
wet | ands (33 CFR 320-328). Appropriate
Federal Executive Order 11990, Applicabl e

St at ement of Proceedings for Wetland
Protection (40 CFR 6, Appendix A).

Federal Executive Order 11988, Applicable
Fl oodpl ai ns Protection (40 CFR,
Appendi x A)

Groundwat er Federal Groundwater Protection To Be
Strategy (EPA, August 1984). Consi der ed

Requi rement Synopsi s

No discharge of dredged or fill materials to
wet | ands or other waters or the US is allowed
if there is a practicable alternative to the
di scharge which would have a | ess adverse
impact to the aquatic ecosystem so long as

FS

Revision: 1
Date: 06/97

the alternative does not have other significant

adverse inpacts. Appropriate and
practicable steps nust be taken to mnim ze
adverse inpacts, during construction
activities in wetlands.

Requi renents to avoid adversely inpacting
wet | ands, minimze destruction and mtigate
impacts to wetlands.

Requirements to avoid adverse effects,
m nim ze potential harm and preserve
beneficial values of floodplains.

EPA's GPS includes a conponent which

states that groundwater is ecologically vital
the aquifer provides the base flow for a
particularly sensitive ecosystem which, if
pol luted, would destroy a uni que habitat.

if

Action to be Taken to Attain
Requi r enent

Appropriate and practicable
steps will be taken in
accordance with these

regul ations to mnimze adverse
inmpacts to wetlands from well
drilling efforts.

Appropriate and practicable
steps will be taken in
accordance with these

regul ations to mnimze adverse
inmpacts to wetlands from well
drilling efforts.

Appropriate and practicable
steps will be taken in
accordance with these

regul ations to mninmze adverse
inmpacts to wetlands from well
drilling efforts.

Adequate controls will be
utilized to prevent danmge to
any particularly sensitive
ecosystem whi ch, if polluted,
woul d destroy a uni que habitat.



TABLE 7 FS
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS: CRI TERI A, ADVI SORI ES AND GUI DANCE
FOR THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE Revision: 1
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site Date: 06/97
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut

Aut hority Medi a Requi renent s St at us Requi renent Synopsi s Action to be Taken to Attain
Requi r enent

Federal Regul atory Federal Groundwater Use and Val ue To Be Combines two regional initiatives, the These regional initiatives will

Requi renent s Determ nation (EPA Region 1, 1995). Consi der ed Superfund Beneficial Reuse Initiative and the be applied while inplenmenting

(Cont "' d) Conpr ehensi ve Groundwat er Protection the groundwater control
Strategy. The guidance is intended to result neasures.

in more cost-effective groundwater cleanups
and facilitate beneficial reuse of contam nated

parcels.
State Regul atory Groundwat er Connecticut Aquifer Protection Areas Applicable These statutes provide for the municipal Al'l nunicipal regulations will
Requi renent s (CGS 22a-354 through 354bb). regul ation of various activities in aquifer be conplied with.

protection areas.

Connecticut Public Health Code Appl i cabl e Requires that water wells be |ocated away Institutional controls wll

(RCSA °19-13-B51(m)). from groundwater flow froma source of ensure that water supply wells
pol lution. Installation of water wells is are not constructed at the site
prohibited within 200 feet of a conmunity and in downgradi ent areas.

wat er system

Surface Water Connecticut Surface Water and Applicable Regul ates any operation within or use of a During nonitoring well
Wetl ands - | nland Wetlands and wet | and or watercourse involving renoval of construction adequate controls
Wat er cour ses Regul ations (RCSA ° material, or any construction, alteration, or will be utilized to mnimze
22A-39-1 through 15). pollution of such wetlands or watercourses. adverse inpact to wetlands,
Groundwat er and Connecticut Environmental Land Use Appl i cabl e Requirenments to prevent disturbance of | mpl ement ati on of
Soi | Restriction Regul ations (RCSA °22A- contami nated soil and to ensure that environmental |and use
133¢g-1) contam nated groundwater is not used for restrictions including deed

human consunpti on. restrictions.
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Pref ace

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 30-day public comment period from June 25, 1997 to
July 25, 1997 to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Renedial |nvestigation (R),
Feasibility Study (FS), the Proposed Plan, and other docunents devel oped for the Gallup's Quarry
Superfund site in Plainfield, Connecticut (the Site). The FS exam ned and eval uated various options,
called remedial alternatives, to address contamination at the Site. EPA nade a prelimnary
recommendation of its Preferred Alternative for Site renediation in the Proposed Plan i ssued on June 25,
1997 at the start of the comment period. Al docunents on which the preferred alternative was based have
been placed in the Adm nistrative Record for public review. The Administrative Record is a collection of
all the docurments considered by EPA to select the renedy for the Site. It is available at the EPA
Records Center at 90 Canal Street in Boston, Mssachusetts and at the Plainfield Public Library on

Rai | road Avenue in Plainfield, Connecticut.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to docunment EPA responses to the questions and comrents
rai sed during the public comrent period. EPA has considered all of the comments in this docunent before
selecting a final renedial alternative to address contam nation at the Site.

The Responsi veness Sunmary is organi zed into the foll owi ng sections:

I. Overview of Remedial Alternatives Considered in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, including the
Preferred Alternative - This section briefly outlines the renedial alternatives evaluated in the FS
and the Proposed Plan, including EPA's Preferred A ternative.

Il. Site Hstory and Background on Community Invol venent and Concerns - This section provides a bri ef
Site history and a general overview of comunity interests and concerns regarding the Site.

I1l. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and EPA Responses - This section
sumari zes and provi des EPA's responses to the oral and witten comrents received fromthe public
during the public comrent period. In Part | of this Section, the comrents received fromcitizens
are presented. Part |l summarizes comrents received by State officials. Part Il summarizes
coments fromthe Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPsS).

In addition, two attachnents are included in this Responsiveness Sunmary. Attachnent A provides a
chronol ogy of comunity relations activities at the Site. Attachnent B contains a copy of the transcript
fromthe informal public hearing held on June 25, 1997 in Plainfield, Connecticut. The comrents
submitted during the public comment period are available in the Admnistrative Record for the Gallup's
Quarry Site.

I.  OVERVI EW COF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES CONSI DERED | N THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY AND PRCPOSED PLAN

Using the information gathered during the R, EPA identified several objectives for the cleanup of the
Gallup's Quarry Site. The prinmary cleanup objective is to reduce the risks to hunan health and the
envi ronnent posed by potential future exposure to groundwater contam nation that has already or may in
the future mgrate off site. Cdeanup levels for groundwater and soil are set at |evels that EPA
considers to be protective of human health and the environnent.

After identifying the cleanup objectives, EPA devel oped and eval uated potential cleanup alternatives,
called remedial alternatives. The FS describes the renedial alternatives considered to address the
contami nants of concern and the pathways in which they pose a threat. The FS al so describes the criteria
EPA used to narrow the range of alternatives to five potential source control (SC) renedial alternatives
and four potential managenent of migration (MM renedial alternatives.

The five source control renedial alternatives considered are:

SC 1: No Action

SC 2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls

SC 3: RCRA Cap

SC- 4: Excavation, On-site Treatnment of soils with Ex-Situ Soil Vapor Extraction

SC-5: Excavation, Of-site Treatment/Di sposal of Soils



The four managenent of migration remedial alternatives are:

MW 1: No Action

Mt 2: Natural Attenuation with Institutional Controls

MVt 3: Cont ai nment via G oundwater Extraction, Treatnent, and Di scharge
MVt 4: Renedi ati on via G oundwater Extraction, Treatnment, and D scharge

The preferred alternative selected by EPA to address Site contam nation includes natural attenuation of
contam nation in soil and groundwater, inplenentation of institutional controls, |ong-termnonitoring of
groundwat er and soil and Five-Year Site Reviews (SC-2 and M\ 2).

The cleanup plan will rely on natural processes known to be occurring at the site to reduce the
concentrations of contanminants in soil and groundwater to protective levels, and institutional controls
to prevent unnecessary use and disturbance of Site soil and any use of groundwater until target cleanup
levels are attained. A long-termnonitoring programwill also be inplenented and will continue until the
target cleanup | evels have been attai ned and EPA determines that the renedy is protective of human heal th
and the environment.

After a careful review of the comments nade during the public comrent period, EPA docunented the sel ected
remedy in the Record of Decision. The selected remedy shows no significant changes fromthe preferred
alternative. Al of the remedial alternatives considered for inplementation at this Site can be found in
the Record of Decision Summary, the Proposed Plan, and the FS

I1.  SITE H STORY AND BACKGROUND ON COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The Gallup's Quarry site was used as a forner gravel mning operation in the 1950's and 1960's. In 1977
conpl aints from nei ghboring residents led to an investigation by the Connecticut Departnent of
Environnmental Protection (DEP) and the Connecticut State Police. The DEP investigation concluded that
the Site was used fromthe sumrer of 1977 until Decenber 1977 for unlicensed waste disposal. Evidence
coll ected by DEP indicates that Chenmical Waste Renoval, Inc. (CAR) of Bridgeport, Connecticut transported
drumred and bulk liquid waste material to the Site. These materials included a variety of industrial

wast es.

Enmergency clean up efforts were perforned during the summer of 1978 under the direction of the DEP and
the Connecticut State Police. This involved the renoval and off-site disposal of druns of |iquid wastes,
free liquids, and contam nated soil fromthree disposal |ocations on the site. A buried inverted dunp
truck was al so renoved fromthe Site.

Since the 1978 cl eanup operations, periodic nonitoring of soil and groundwater was performed by the DEP
the Connecticut Departnent of Health and EPA. |In May of 1988, EPA initiated a limted Site |Investigation
to evaluate the Gallup's Quarry Site with respect to conditions for additional renoval actions under the
Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP). Soil sanples collected by EPA confirned the presence of volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs), sem -VQCs, and netals. Based on the results of the 1988 Site Investigation, on
June 24, 1988 the Site was proposed to be added to EPA's National Priorities List (NPL). On Cctober 4,
1989 the Site was finally listed on the NPL.

Wi le the Site has been vacant since 1978 it has been utilized by trespassers for recreational purposes
In 1994, a fence was erected at the entrance to the Site, and other foot/vehicle paths were bl ocked with
boul ders, to linit Site usage by trespassers. Additionally, warning signs were posted around the

property.

In 1993 EPA notified forty parties, who were either an owner/operator of the facility, transporter, or a
generator of wastes that were disposed of at the Site, of their potential liability with respect to the
Site. Thereafter, negotiations commenced with these potentially responsible parties (PRPs) regarding the
settlement of the PRPs liability at the Site. On Septenber 7, 1993, EPA and twenty-three of the forty
PRPs, entered into an Admi nistrative Order by Consent for the performance of the RI/FS

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and invol venent has been relatively low Prior to EPA s
involvenent with the Site, residents and town officials have kept up with Site activities by follow ng
the local papers. There were no organi zed citizens groups during the energency renoval effort by the
DEP. The DEP kept citizens inforned of Site activities through the media, the First Selectnman, the Fire
Marshal | and the police. EPA has kept the community and other interested parties apprized of Site
activities through fact sheets, press releases, and a public neeting.

Duri ng Novenmber 1993, EPA conducted interviews of various Plainfield town officials, business owners, and
residents. These interviews were conducted to identify comrunity concerns for preparation of EPA' s



Community Relations Plan (CRP). In June of 1994, EPA rel eased the CRP which outlined a programto
address community concerns and to keep citizens inforned of and involved in activities during renedia
activities. Notice of the release of this docunment was sent to local residents, tow officials, and to
the nedia on August 3, 1994.

I'n August of 1994, EPA issued a fact sheet announcing the start of the Rl at the Site. The fact sheet
al so sunmari zed site history, the Superfund process, and the field activities to be performed at the
Site. In March of 1996 EPA notified the public and nedia of the availability of the Initial Site
Characterizati on Report which detailed the results of the first phase of the field investigation. In
Novenber of 1996, EPA issued a fact sheet announcing the conpletion of the Rl and detailing the results
of this investigation.

On June 17, 1997, EPA issued the Proposed Plan for addressing residual soil and groundwater contam nation
at the Site. The Proposed Plan was nade available to local residents and town officials by mailing
copi es of this document to the mailing list and placing a copy in the Plainfield Public Library. On June
25, 1997, EPA nade the RI/FS and Hunman Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (RA) reports avail able for
public review at EPA's offices in Boston and at the Plainfield Town Library.

On June 25, 1997, EPA held an infornmational public neeting at the Plainfield Town Hall to discuss the
results of the Rl report and the cleanup alternatives presented in the FS and to present the Agency's
Proposed Plan. FromJune 25 to July 25, 1997, the Agency held a 30 day public comrent period to accept
public comrent on the alternatives presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan and on any other docunents
previously released to the public. Al so on June 25, 1997, the Agency held a public hearing at the
Plainfield Town Hall to accept any oral conments.

111,  SUMVARY OF COMVENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD AND EPA RESPONSES

Thi s Responsi veness Summary addresses comments received by EPA during the public comment period. Wile a
nunber of concerns were raised to EPA during the June 25, 1997 public neeting, only one citizen of

Pl ainfield comrented on EPA's Preferred Alternative during the public hearing on June 25, 1997. Three
sets of witten comrents were received by EPA during the public comrent period including: |oca
residents, the Connecticut Departnent of Environmental Protection and the Gallup's Quarry PRP G oup.

Part | - Otizens

Commrent 1: One citizen, representing the "honeowners of Tarbox Road", requested that the equipnent,
trailers, and fencing |ocated at 86 Tarbox Road (the Gallup's Site) be renmoved as quickly as possible, as
they believe it to be visually unattractive.

EPA Response: Al equiprment and trailers that were utilized to conduct the Rl of the site will be
renmoved in 1997. The fence erected at the entrance to 86 Tarbox Road was installed to 1) protect the
equi prent and trailers during the field investigation and to 2) limt the use of the site by trespassers
for recreational purposes. Wile EPA has determined that the presence of hazardous substances renaini ng
at the site does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health, low | evels of contam nants do exist at
the site and potential exposures to those contam nants by trespassers should be limted to the extent
practicable. Wile nodifications to the fence will be sought to reduce the obtrusive nature of this
fence, a nodified fence will remain to restrict use of the site by users of recreational vehicles.

Comrent 2: A former resident adjacent to the Site stated their preference for alternatives SGC4 or SGC5
and MM 4, which include active treatnent of Site contamnants. This resident feels that these
alternatives are the only feasible options to ensure the safety of Plainfield residents. This former
resident stated that additional unidentified areas of disposal nmay exist at the site and that incidences
of cancer and other illnesses in the famly nay be attributable to contanm nation at the Site.

EPA Response: EPA has deternmined that neither alternatives SCG4 or SC5 and MM4 would yield results
that are proportionate to the selected renedy in terns of their overall protectiveness, inplenmentability,
effectiveness and cost. Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that EPAis required to
consider at a minimumin its assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory
nmandat es, the National Contingency Plan articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the
individual renedial alternatives. A detailed analysis is perforned on the alternatives using the nine
evaluation criteria in order to select a site remedy. [A summary of the conparison of each alternative's
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria is found in Section | X of the attached
Record of Decision].

Wil e alternatives SG4/SC-5 and MA4 woul d pernanently reduce the concentrations of contam nants to
acceptabl e levels, the selected renedy (SCG2 and MA2) will also achieve the target cleanup levels. EPA



recogni zes that the estinmated tine period to achieve the cleanup goals is considerably |onger for the
sel ected renedy (15 years/SC-2 and 27 years/MW2) than for the nost conservative alternatives (9
nont hs/ SC-5 and 17 years/ Mt 4). However, each of these alternatives would provide the sanme | evel of
protection to human health and the environnent through the inplenentation of institutional controls to
prevent unacceptable potential future exposure to site contam nants for significantly | ess noney. The
total cost of inplenenting SC5 and MM4 is estimated to range between $12.2 nillion and $26.9 mllion
Wiereas, the total cost of inplementing SC-2 and MM 2 are expected to cost approxinately $2,152, 000.

Wth respect to the citizen's concern that there nay be additional unidentified disposal areas at the
Gallup's Quarry Site, the results of the conprehensive Site investigation (docurmented in the June 1997 R
Report) indicate that no additional sources of contam nation are known to be present at the Site. dven
the illegal nature of the former disposal activities at the Site, one of the prinmary objectives of the
Site investigation was to identify a potential disposal areas. This investigation included a thorough
mul ti - phased approach designed to neet this objective, as well as to characterize the nature and extent
of all sources of contam nation identified. These studies included: a visual Site reconnai ssance;
geophysi cal surveys to identify potential buried druns/waste |ocations with followup test pits; a soi
gas survey to analyze Site soil gas for VOC contam nation at 106 | ocations; soil sanpling and anal ysis at
identified disposal areas; installation of 50 tenporary groundwater well points and 39 nulti-Ileve
nonitoring wells for sanpling and anal ysis; and sanpling and anal ysis of adjacent residential water
supplies. This investigation docunents that there were only three disposal areas at the Site and that
all adjacent residential water supplies have not been inpacted by the Site contani nants

Wi | e past exposures to site contam nants by |ocal residents are not known and cannot be eval uated by
EPA, the human health and ecol ogi cal risk assessnent prepared for the Gallup's Quarry Site indicate that
there are no current unacceptabl e adverse inpacts to the public. The only unacceptable potential risk to
the public would be fromthe ingestion of groundwater by a future hypothetical worker if the Site were
devel oped for comrercial/industrial uses and the contam nated groundwater were utilized. Site data
provided to the Agency for Toxi ¢ Substances and D sease Registry (ATSDR) for the purpose of performng a
heal th consul tation, indicate that exposures to residual concentrations of contamnants in soils at the
former disposal areas do not constitute a public health threat. Additionally, an investigation of cancer
occurrences in Plainfield and its surrounding comunities, prepared by the State of Connecti cut

Department of Health Services (March 24, 1993), reported no increase of cancer incidences in Plainfield

Part 1| - State Oficials

Witten comments were received fromthe Connecticut DEP. The DEP agrees that the environmental |and use
restrictions described in its regulations (i.e., RCSA Section 22a-133g-1) could be used to prevent both
t he di sturbance of contam nated soil and the ingestion of contam nated groundwater. However, the DEP
subnmits that an easier and nore cost effective alternative to prevent the ingestion of groundwater is to
extend public water to properties affected by groundwater contanination. It has been DEP s experience
that the public health code, which prohibits the installation of a drinking water well if a commnity
water systemis located within 200 feet of the property, effectively prevents the installation of
drinking water wells where public water is avail able.

EPA Response: There are no current human health risks fromexposure to groundwater at the site as the
contami nated groundwater is not currently being used as a public or private water supply. Under
controlling state and federal law, EPAis required to prevent future ingestion of groundwater until safe
drinking water standards are met. EPA did not propose an extension of the public water supply as part of
the sel ected remedy because the nbst conservative neans to prevent the ingestion of groundwater is to
require deed restrictions. Although EPA is not opposed to an extension of the public water supply to
serve future growth, such an extension is not required for this site as deed restrictions will
effectively prevent the ingestion of groundwater.

Part IIl - Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs)

Witten comments were received fromthe Gallup's Quarry PRP G oup, conprised of 23 PRPs at the Site.

This group expressed their support of the June 1997 Proposed Plan as a technically sound renedy, that
reflects the significant prior renediation conducted by the DEP and is consistent with the scientific
investigations conducted at the Site. The group further states that the proposed renedy will ensure
cl eanup of the groundwater within a reasonable tinme frane and will be protective of human health and
natural resources while allowing for beneficial use of the Site for future industrial devel opnent.

EPA Response: EPA concurs with the statements nade by the Gallup's Quarry PRP G oup.
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Re: @Gllup's Quarry Superfund Site
I nformati on Session
and Fornmal Comment Session

Leslie MVickar,

Renedi al Proj ect Manager

U S. Environmental Protection Agency
JFK Federal Building, HBT

Boston, MA 02203
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| NFORVAL SESSI ON

(Portions of which were recorded and audi bl e
by court reporter.)

(Begi nning at approxi mately 9:05 p.m)

PAUL SWEET: For the record, Paul Sweet, First

Sel ectman for the Town of Plainfield. Just another
question: Are the owners of the property al so
responsible in part for contam nati on?

LESLI E McVI CKAR:  Right now on our list the
owners of the Gallup's Quarry site is one of those
parties that we have found to be |legally responsible.
And in terns of their successors, it's a tricky issue
of which | can't answer. |'mnot an attorney.

PAUL SWEET: | understand that. | guess if
the property is in a probate situation--(Inaudible by
court reporter)--1 guess in the best interest of the
Town of Plainfield is what |'mtrying to protect here
| understand the deed restrictions. And | know what
you're saying. |'mjust saying if there's an
opportunity here for the future of Plainfield for that
site. No one's ever going to buy that site. No one's
ever going to buy that site without water. Wuat I'm
saying to you, if the minimal |ayout here | understand
is $129,000 to let nature take its course, it will be
well into the next century before anything can possibly

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CI 06385-3208
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happen without the influence of water and possibly
sewer |lines being out there

LESLI E McVI CKAR: | do understand what your
point is and do synpathize with that. But
unfortunately, the way Superfund's set up, we're not in
the business to extend water lines to make it easier
for the property to be devel oped.

PAUL SWEET: | guess what |I'msaying is if
there is sonebody in position that has the liability
and responsibility--1 don't knowif it's--sure it's a
big nunber. But | don't know if it's that big a nunber
to deal with the issue now somehow in order--1 don't
want to say penalty--is that what I'mcalling it, is
it? And | guess what |'msaying to you is the parties
that were responsibility for it, let themnediate the
probl em now by getting water out to the site so the
site can be usable. ['mnot disputing the way you want
to do that.

LESLIE MVICKAR  Yes. It's an interesting
prospective. |It's just a different prospective than
what EPA has. W can't do that within our authority.
W're trying to take an action here to, you know,
ensure that no one is drinking the water. That's our
goal .

PAUL SWEET: | appreciate that. | really do.

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CI 06385-3208
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LESLI E McVICKAR:  One of the things devel opers
do look at is they because the property wll have
been--is degraded, because there will be deed
restrictions on it, a developer is going to get a
possibly, a better price better, price on that parcel
And running a water line, it's just an operational cost
that it would be factored into the plan. It mght not
make or break whether that site gets devel oped or not
because there is, as far as | know, there's water |ine
to inner mark just across the river

MARY JANE McDONALD:  In terms of this
over head, one of the two threshold criteriais
protecting the health of the environnent and neeting
the state and federal requirenents. Those are the
threshold criteria. Not included in that criteriais
any sort of econom cal devel opment which is really what
you're alluding to in terns of extending a water |ine

PAUL SWEET: No ma'am Wat |I'mtelling
you- - (I naudi bl e by court reporter)--deed restrictions
wi Il acconplish that. Wuat |'msaying to you is and
I'"masking you to foll owup on sonehow on
that--(lnaudible by court reporter)--1 trust you at
your word. But is it in your authority--don't tell ne
EPA can't order cleanup. | don't want your noney. |'m
not asking--Plainfield s not asking for EPA noney. [|'m

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CI 06385-3208
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basically saying | understand there's a group of people
that are part of this problem [|'msure there's
i nsurance involved. Sure there's other things
involved. |'mjust saying to you: |Is there an avenue
to deal with the problemnow to show that the site is
not barren or whatever else in the future

MARY JANE McDONALD: Wat |I'mtrying to say
is that in terms of our threshold criteria--

PAUL SWEET: Twenty-seven years is a long
time.

MARY JANE McDONALD:  Just let ne finish
There's two criteria: protecting human health and the
environnment and the state and federal requirenents
Those are the threshold criteria that we have to neet.
Not included in those criteria is econonic devel opnent.
In answer to your question, the answer to your question
is no, you don't have the authority to order sonebody
to do sonmething unless it's in violation of those
criteria. Unfortunately---

PAUL SWEET: So basically, what you're saying
is that the deed restrictions are appropriate--

MARY JANE McDONALD:  |'msorry. | didn't
hear the question

PAUL SWEET: You're saying that the deed
restrictions are appropriate; and that's as far as your

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CI 06385-3208
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taking it?

MARY JANE MCDONALD:  In terms of this
situation, we think that that is an appropriate vehicle
to deal with it.

RI CHARD MERCIER.  Am | correct in assum ng
that the responsible parties are far nore nunerous than
just the person who owns the | and?

LESLIE MVICKAR  Yes. There are--EPA
identified 40 parties.

PAUL SWEET: How nmany?

LESLI E McVI CKAR:  Forty.

PAUL SWEET: Do you have a | egal attorney
here?

LESLIE McVICKAR:  No. Qur attorney is not
here.

PAUL SWEET: | guess ny question is: Can the
town take a |l egal action against those 40 parties?

LESLI E VI CKAR:  You know, | can't answer
that. |'mnot an attorney. | apol ogize.

PAUL SWEET: | understand. |'mjust trying to
protect the area. (Ilnaudible by court reporter).

LESLIE McVICKAR. W really don't have
authority to extend a water line just to aid in trying
to develop this parcel. And | don't disagree with you
It's a wonderful idea. But naybe to attract

Shea & Sullivan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CT 06385-3208
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devel opers, the owner might want to do that and expend
the noney.

PAUL SWEET: It's the only way it's ever
goi ng to happen.

LESLI E VI CKAR:  Yeah. Yeah.

TRI SHA HAUGHT: (I naudi bl e by court reporter.)

LESLI E McVICKAR:  Trisha, could you speak up?

TRI SHA HAUGHT: If | could just add
sonet hi ng-- (I naudi ble by court reporter)--if there was
sone | aw that they have violated and that | aw provi ded
cause of action if ny client contam nated ground water
knowi ng he did sonething bad, you would be able to say,
You broke the law. [|'mgoing to sue you for breaking
the | aw, perhaps, hypothetically, of course. Wuat you
have to understand Superfund | aw and how parti es become
so-called potentially responsible party--(Inaudible by
court reporter).

MARSAL MARTIN.  Who do you represent?

TRI SHA HAUGHT: | represent Pitney Bowes.

MARSAL MARTIN  So they're one of the
contributors to the chemcals on the front end.

TRI SHA HAUGHT: Well, let me
expl ai n-- (1 naudi bl e by court reporter)--is that a
conpany can |legally dispose of its waste, everything' s
legal. (lnaudible by court reporter)--they transfer

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CI 06385-3208
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this waste to in fact a site that someone tells themto
di spose of that. The state can say you di sposed of the
waste at this site, the conpany does that dots every
"lI", crosses every "T", absolutely by the book

|l egal ly.

If that site is later to be called a
Superfund site, the law allows themto go after those
conpani es that did everything legally and go after
t hose conpanies to recover the cost of cleaning up that
site.

LESLI E McVICKAR:  Trisha, | just want to add
one thing to this. Wen | nmentioned that we found
these parties to be legally responsible for the site in
sonme way, it's--you know, this is a very debatable
i ssue of who's responsible for this. There are
elenents of liability and whether it's an owner
operator, generator, transporter EPA--or Congress
deci ded when it passed this law to take a--(Inaudible
by court reporter)--even if these parties, you know,
didn't know that their waste was ending up in this
spot, it did. And we've got evidence to tie theminto
it. And it's just the way the | aw was enacted.

(I naudi bl e by court reporter).

PAUL SWEET: So ny point is, Counselor, is

that there's lot of big outfits out there that revol ve
Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Vaterford, CI 06385-3208
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inthis. I'mnot calling thempolluters. [|'mnot
trying to label them |'mtrying to say--(lnaudible by
court reporter)--if you want to settle the issue, and
if it's two hundred thousand-- (I naudi ble by court
reporter)--then I'mgoing to do what | can to do what's
best for the town

TRI SHA HAUGHT: Absol utel y.

PAUL SWEET: (I naudi bl e by court
reporter)--the nunber nmay be insignificant in the life
of 40 people involved. [|'mnot accusing anyone.

TRI SHA HAUGHT: | understand that. (I naudible
by court reporter.)--the people that owned the site
In fact, we have documents that told us that our stuff
was goi ng el sewhere but |anded at this site. So that's
why | said you--it's very difficult to unless you have
a law that allows you to pursue soneone you can't
just--(Inaudible by court reporter.)

MARSAL MARTIN:  You're trying to say your

client did everything right. 1Is that it.
TRI SHA HAUGHT: |'mnot here to defend ny
client or support anything. |'msinply responding to

t he question.
LESLIE McVICKAR: | think we're-
MARSAL MARTI N (I naudi bl e by court
reporter)--two hundred thousand dol | ar water nain going
Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
Vaterford, CI 06385-3208
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to the property, the EPA is recommendi ng nat ural
attenuation at the cost of two mllion dollars. Wy
shoul d the nei ghborhood accept that? Wy wouldn't we
want to go after the twelve million dollars to get it
cleaned up as fast as we could. Wy should we accept
the natural attenuation? (Ilnaudible by the court
reporter.)

LESLIE MVICKAR: | think there's no real good
answer for this. You know, we're dealing with the
government. What you have to remenber is the state DEP
did do an initial renoval. And they did a very good
removal . But 1978 is not 1997. And things changed
drastically over in the--in the '80's and '90's. And
residual levels were tracked. And you know, we--we
wanted--it's a very long process. There's not a good
answer few you. It's a very slow process. Wat we
were nost concerned about is nmitigating any imediate
threat to the public. And we knew that there wasn't an
i medi ate threat to the public during those years
Peopl e were not drinking the contam nated ground water.
And what was left in the soil were residually | ow
| evel s.

(I'naudi bl e by the court reporter.)

LESLIE McVICKAR: W had wells out there. W
had col l ected soil sanples. So we did actually have a

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
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study out there that--(lnaudible by court reporter)--so
it wasn't until it ran to the Superfund side that we
had to get into the very nitty-gritty of it, which is
what you saw tonight to | ook at future, you know, what
future actions really need to be done

PAUL SWEET: Does the EPA fee
confortabl e--(lnaudi bl e by court reporter)--

LESLI E McVICKAR:  Very nmuch. | feel two years
worth of confortabl e about--(Inaudi ble by court
reporter).

LESLI E McVI CKAR: - -you can have your well
wat er tested. Sure. The answer to nunber one,
dependi ng on where you live, you can have your well
water tested privately. Most people do that when they
have their own--have drilled their own well.

(I naudi bl e by court reporter).

LESLI E MVI CKAR:  Sure. You can hire someone
to test for whatever chemcals you want if that's what
you' re concerned about. But before you do that, you
have to | ook at where you live. | don't know where you
live. But | can certainly sit down and tell you
whet her there's a potential inpact fromus onto your
side. And | can tell you right now there isn't because
the plume is not inpacting any of the nearest wells
around it.

Shea & Sul livan

10 Lanyard Lane
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If you' re concerned about other sources, you

know, | nean--individual wells are contam nated by

often times so many things. You can dunp sone waste

soi|l on your--when you're changing the oil in your car
or you spill sone paint thinner and it can sonehow
mgrate into your owmn well. So it's really tricky in

terns of what mght be the source of contam nation

But yes, you can have it tested, you know,
i ndependent consultants.

(I naudi bl e by court reporter).

by

LESLIE McVICKAR: | think that was just

bought. | think |I just spoke with the gentlenan a

coupl e weeks ago. He's a developer. But you're

question is?

(I naudi bl e by court reporter.)

LESLI E McVI CKAR:  No. The condemnation of the

house has nothing to do with the site

(I naudi bl e by court reporter).

LESLI E McVI CKAR  Okay. Any nore questions?

Al right. Well, we have a court stenographer here

And what we'd |ike you to do is come up and speak so

she can hear you possibly in the mcrophone and state

your conment or concern. And your concerns are again

something we will address in our response and summary

along with the final record and deci sion

Shea & Sullivan
10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CT 06385-3208
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really do wel cone--

MARSAL MARTIN. Can | do the sane thing in
witing?

LESLIE McVICKAR:  Yes. You can do the sane
thing in witing or E-mail to ne.

MARSAL MARTIN  Well, | think at this point |
woul d prefer to wite.

LESLI E McVI CKAR:  Ckay. Does anybody have any

statenents they would like to make?

FORVAL COMMVENT SESSI ON:

LAURI E LAVALLEE: M nane is Laurie Lavallee.
I live on Norwich Road in Plainfield. And | just fee
as with that gentlenman that they should go the
aggressive route with the cleanup and make the parties,
whoever they are responsible--may not be that wonan's
conpany she's representing--but whoever is ultinmately
responsi bl e shoul d be responsi bl e for aggressive
cleanup of the site. | think it's been put off way too
I ong now. Thank you.

LESLI E McVI CKAR.  Thank you all for com ng
I f you have any additional questions, feel free to
contact ne.

(Wher eupon the hearing was adjourned at 9:45

Shea & Sullivan
10 Lanyard Lane
Waterford, CT 06385-3208
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SI TE ASSESSMENT - PRELI M NARY ASSESSMVENT

Title: Prelimnary Assessnent Package for Gallup's Quarry, Plainfield, Connecticut.
Addressee: DON SM TH - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KENNETH JONES - NUS CORPORATI ON FI ELD | NVESTI GATI ON TEAM

Dat e: July 24, 1986

For mat : MVEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 12

AR No. 01.02.1 Docunent No. 000001

Title: Trip Report: @Gllup's Quarry, Plainfield, Connecticut.

Addressee: DON SM TH - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KENNETH JONES - NUS CORPORATI ON FI ELD | NVESTI GATI ON TEAM

Dat e: January 9, 1987

For mat : VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 01.02.2 Docunment No. 000002

Title: Summary of Tel ephone Conversation between EPA Contractor and Plainfield Crystal Water

Conpany Regarding Water Services in Plainfield, Connecticut.
Addressee: RANDY KEMPAI GN - PLAI NFI ELDY CRYSTAL WATER CO

Aut hor s: JANE CONNET - NUS CORPCORATI OV FI ELD | NVESTI GATI ON TEAM

Dat e: June 17, 1987

For mat : TELEPHONE MEMO No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 01.02.3 Docunent No. 000003

Title: Summary of a Tel ephone Conversati on between EPA Contractor and Gall up Water Conpany

Regarding Their service Area in Plainfield.
Addressee: GALLUP WATER CO

Aut hor s: JANE CONNET - NUS CORPCORATI OV FI ELD | NVESTI GATI ON TEAM
Dat e: June 18, 1987
For mat : TELEPHONE MEMO No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 01.02.4 Docunent No. 000004
Title: Renmoval Program Prelimnary Assessnent/Site Investigation for Gallup's Quarry Site,

Pl ai nfi el d, Connecti cut.
Addr essee: ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ROY F. WESTON TECHNI CAL ASS|I STANCE TEAM

Dat e: August 1991

For mat : REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 27

AR No. 01.02.5 Docunent No. 000005

02.02 REMOVAL RESPONSE - REMOVAL RESPONSE REPORTS

Title: Gl lup's Quarry Site, Drinking Water Sanpling Survey, Plainfield, Connecticut.
Addressee: US EPA REGA ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: ROY F. WESTON TECHNI CAL ASS|I STANCE TEAM

Dat e: 1993

For mat : REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 78

AR No. 02.02.1 Docunent No. 000006



02.03 REMOVAL RESPONSE - SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA

Title: Eval uation of Soil Sanple Taken from Gallup's Quarry Site Using Soil pH Method 9045.
Addressee: DOROTHY d RTEN - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KATHLEEN M POLGAR - US EPA REQ ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Dat e: January 14, 1993

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 02.03.1 Docunent No. 000007

Title: Eval uation of Soil Sanples Taken from Gallup's Quarry Site Using Test Method 335. 2.
Addressee: DOROTHY d RTEN - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KATHLEEN M POLGAR - US EPA REA ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Dat e: January 28, 1993

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 02.03.2 Docunent No. 000008

03.01 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Addendum to Ground Water Monitoring Report, Forner Pervel Industries Flocking
Pl ant, August and Decenber 1992 Sanpling Events.
Addr essee: ROBI NSON & COLE

Aut hor s: HRP ASSOCI ATES, | NC.

Dat e: April 20, 1993

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 117

AR No. 03.01.1 Docunment No. 000009

Title: Addendum to Ground Water Monitoring Report, Forner Pervel Industries Flocking

Pl ant, March and June 1993 Sanpling Events.
Addr essee: FRANK WLSON - CT YANKEE COVWUNI TY AVENUE PARTNERSHI P

Aut hor s: HRP ASSCCI ATES, | NC.

Dat e: Cct ober 25, 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 28

AR No. 03.01.2 Docunent No. 000010

Title: Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site, Approval of Arended RI/FS Wrk Pl an.
Addr essee: THOVAS HARRI SON - DAY, BERRY AND HOMRD

Aut hor s: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Dat e: August 19, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.01.3 Docunent No. 000011

Title: Gl lup's Quarry Superfund Project, CT DEP File Review.

Addr essee: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: JI M BANNON, RUTH KRUVHANSL - ENVI RONMVENTAL SCI ENCE & ENG NEERI NG | NC
Dat e: March 28, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 03.01.4 Docunent No. 000012

Title: Gl lup's Quarry Superfund Site: Third Draft Phase 1B Wrk Pl an.
Addressee: THOMAS HARRI SON - DAY, BERRY AND HOMRD

Aut hor s: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Dat e: Cctober 6, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.01.5 Docurment No. 000013

3.02 REMVEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA

Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23076, SDG AJH43.
Addressee: CHRI STINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMVENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 53

AR No. 03.02.1 Docunent No. 000014



Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23076.
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Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 31

AR No. 03.02.2 Docunent No. 000015
Title: Data Validati on Report, Case No. 0008T SDG DATO070.
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. MACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONVENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 33

AR No. 03.02.3 Docunent No. 000016
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDG MAC249.
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 36

AR No. 03.02.4 Document No. 000017
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDG MAC238.
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REGQ ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMVENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 33

AR No. 03.02.5 Docurment No. 000018
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDG AJHM
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPCORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 58

AR No. 03.02.6 Docunent No. 000019
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDG AJH49 [Confidential].
Addressee: CHRI STINE CLARK - US EPA REGQ ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMVENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 57

AR No. 03.02.7 Docunent No. 000020
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDAVAC238 [ Confidential].
Addressee: CHRI STINE CLARK - US EPA REGQ ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 33

AR No. 03.02.8 Docunent No. 000021
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23076 SDG MAEP53 [ Confidential].
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 31

AR No. 03.02.9 Docurment No. 000022
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23127 SDG MAC249 [Confidential].
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON

Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMVENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 36

AR No. 03.02. 10 Docunent No. 000023



Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 0008T SDG DATO70 [Confidential].
Addressee: CHRI STINE CLARK - US EPA REQ ON |/ LEXI NGTON
Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 34
AR No. 03.02.11 Docunent No. 000024
Title: Data Validation Report, Case No. 23076 SDG AJH43 [Confidential].
Addressee: CHRISTINE CLARK - US EPA REG ON |/ LEXI NGTON
Aut hor s: EDWARD J. NMACKI NNON - TRC ENVI RONMVENTAL CORPCRATI ON
Dat e: April 17, 1995
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 53
AR No. 03.02. 12 Docunent No. 000025
3.03 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - SCOPES OF WORK
Title: Statenent of Work, Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study, Gallup's Quarry
Superfund Site.
Aut hor s: ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Dat e: Sept enber 7, 1993
For mat : WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 55
AR No. 03.03.1 Docurment No. 000026
3.04 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - | NTERI M DELI VERABLES
Title: Wel | Survey Perforned at the Gallup's Quarry Site on January 21, 1993

Addr essee: M KE JASI NSKI - ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KRI STI NE CAMPBELL - METCALF & EDDY

Dat e: January 27, 1993

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 03.04.1 Docurent No. 000027

Title: Final Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Wrk Plan - Phase 1A, Volune 1 -
Work Pl an.

Addr essee: ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ENVI RONMENTAL SCI ENCE & ENGA NEERI NG | NC

Dat e: August 29, 1994

For mat : REPORT; STUDY No. Pgs: 185

AR No. 03.04.2 Docurent No. 000028

Title: Final Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Wrk Plan - Phase 1A, Volune 2 -

Appendi ces A and B.

Addr essee: ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ENVI RONMENTAL SCl ENCE & ENG NEERI NG, | NC
Dat e: August 29, 1994
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 232
AR No. 03.04.3 Docurent No. 000029
Title: Final Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Wrk Plan - Phase 1A, Volune 3 -
Appendices C, D and E.
Addressee: GALLUP' S QUARRY PRP GROUP TECH COW TTEE
Aut hor s: HALEY & ALDRI CH
Dat e: August 29, 1994
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 582
AR No. 03.04.4 Docunent No. 000030
Title: Laborat ory Conprehensive Quality Assurance Plan for Environmental Science & Engineering,
Inc. Peoria Laboratory.
Addr essee: ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: BARBARA BEARD, KI M JOHNSQN, BARBARA RAYA- HASH, LETTIE SCHM TT - ESE/ PEORI A, | L LABORATORY
Dat e: Cct ober 1994
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 288
AR No. 03.04.5 Docunent No. 000031
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Phase 1

B Wrk Plan, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Project, Revision 3.
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
ENVI RONVENTAL SCI ENCE & ENG NEERI NG | NC

Novenber 1995

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 46

03.04.6 Docunent No. 000032

Review of Initial Site Characterization Report--Phase |A Draft Cctober 6, 1995.
LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

MARK LEW S - CT DEP/ BUREAU OF WATER MANAGEMENT

Novenber 17, 1995

LETTER No. Pgs: 3

03.04.7 Docunent No. 000033

03.06 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPCRTS

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:

Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Project, Remedial Investigation Report, Volunes |I-VII.

ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REA ON 1

QST ENVI RONVENTAL

June 1997

REPORT, STUDY

03.06.1 Docunent No. 000034

3.09 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

Title: Heal th Consultation: Evaluation of Wll Water Sanpling,
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut.
Addr essee: ALEX SHERRI N - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: LQU SE HOUSE - US EPA/ ATSDR
Dat e: May 29, 1989
For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 03.09.1 Docurment No. 000035
Title: Heal th Assessnent for Gallup's Quarry Site, Plainfield, Connecticut. CERCLIS No.
CTD108960972.
Aut hor s: US DEPT. OF HEALTH & HUMAN SVCS/ ATSDR
Dat e: January 30, 1991
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 15
AR No. 03.09.2 Docurent No. 000036
Title: Request for Health Consultation, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield, CT.
Addr essee: LQU SE HOUSE - US EPA/ ATSDR
Aut hor s: M KE JASI NSKI - ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Dat e: February 19, 1993
For mat : VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 03.09.3 Docurment No. 000037
Title: ATSDR Record of Activity: Review of Private Wll Water Sanpling Results for Eight
Private Wlls in the Vicinity of the Gallup's Quarry Site.
Addressee: M KE JASI NSKI - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: LYNN C. WALDEN - AGENCY FOR TOX SUBS. & DI SEASE REG STRY
Dat e: February 25, 1993
For mat : PRI NTQUT No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 03.09.4 Docunent No. 000038
Title: I nvestigation of Cancer CQccurrence in Canterbury, Giswold,
Connecticut, 1971-1990.
Aut hor s: DI ANE D. AYE - CT DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVI CES
Dat e: March 24, 1993
For mat : VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 10
AR No. 03.09.5 Docunent No. 000039

Li sbon,

Gl lup's Qarry,

and Plainfield,
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ATSDR Record of Activity: Health Consultation for Additional Data Col |l ected During
Fol lowup Site Visits, with Attached Anal ytical Data.

EDWARD BAZENAS - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

March 31, 1993

PRI NTQUT No. Pgs: 11

03.09.6 Docunent No. 000040

ATSDR Record of Activity: Explanation of Soil Sanpling Results for the Gallup's Quarry
Site.

LYNN C. WALDEN - ACENCY FOR TOX SUBS. & DI SEASE REA STRY

March 31, 1993

PRI NTQUT No. Pgs: 2

03.09.7 Docunent No. 000041

Health Consultation, Gallup's Qarry, Plainfield, Connecticut, CERCLIS No. CTD10896072.
June 2, 1994

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 4

03.09.8 Docunment No. 000042

Gl lup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield, CI, Request for Health Consultation.
LOUI SE HOUSE - US EPA/ ATSDR
LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON  AGENCY/ REG ON 1

May 3, 1995
VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
03.09. 9 Document No. 000043

ATSDR Record of Activity: Review of Results of Soil Sanple Analysis for PCBs.
ROBERT WLLIAVS - AGENCY FOR TOX SUBS. & DI SEASE REG STRY

May 30, 1995
PRI NTQUT No. Pgs: 3
03.09. 10 Docunment No. 000044

ATSDR Record of Activity: Comments on PCB Levels Analyzed in Soil Sanples Taken fromthe
Gallup's Quarry site.

ROBERT W LLI AMS - AGENCY FOR TOX SUBS. & DI SEASE REAQ STRY

July 12, 1995

PRI NTQUT No. Pgs: 2

03.09. 11 Docunent No. 000045

I NVESTI GATI ON - ENDANGERVENT/ BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENTS

Ri sk Assessnents, Gallup's Quarry Project.

LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON  AGENCY/ REG ON 1
W GARY WLSON - ENVI RONMENTAL SCI ENCE & ENG NEERI NG | NC
April 12, 1995

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

03.10.1 Docunent No. 000046

Ri sk Assessnment, Gllup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield, Connecticut, Pathway
Anal ysis Report, Revision 1.0.

ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Novenber 1995

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 88

03.10.2 Docunment No. 000047

Comrents on a February 2, 1996 Letter from TRC Corporati on.
LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
February 22, 1996

MVEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

03.10.3 Docurment No. 000048



Title: Gl lup's Quarry Ri sk Assessnent, Draft Ri sk Assessment, Contract No. 68-\V-0033, WA No.

23-1LB7.
Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: PAUL HUGHES - TRC ENVI RONVENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: May 10, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 03.10.4 Docunent No. 000049
Title: Review of Gallup's Quarry Draft Human Health R sk Assessnent.
Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: SARAH LEVI NSON - ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON
ACGENCY/ REG ON 1

Dat e: June 25, 1996
For mat : VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 03.10.5 Docunent No. 000050
Title: Gl lup's Quarry Ri sk Assessnent, Draft Ri sk Assessnent (Revision 1).
Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: PAUL HUGHES - TRC ENVI RONVENTAL CORPORATI ON
Dat e: July 19, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 03.10.6 Docunment No. 000051

Title: Comments on Draft Ri sk Assessment, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Project, ESE Project

No. 7194138.

Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: W GARY WLSON - ENVI RONMENTAL SCI ENCE & ENA NEERI NG | NC

Dat e: February 4, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 03.10.7 Docunent No. 000052

Title: Human Health R sk Assessment Addendum Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield,

Connecti cut.
Addressee: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: TRC COWPAN ES

Dat e: May 1997

For mat : REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 416

AR No. 03.10.8 Docunent No. 000053

04.06 FEASIBILITY STUDY - FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS

Title: Gl lup's Quarry Superfund Project Devel opnent and Initial Screening of
Al ternatives Report.
Addr essee: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: MARK LEW S - CT DEP/ BUREAU OF WATER NMANAGEMENT

Dat e: August 1, 1986

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 18
AR No. 04.06.1 Docurent No. 000054
Title: Gl lup's Quarry Superfund Project, Draft Feasibility Study.
Addr essee: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARK LEW S - CT DEP/ BUREAU OF WATER MANAGEMENT

Dat e: March 10, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 13

AR No. 04.06. 2 Docunent No. 000055

Title: Feasibility Study, Volume 1 - Text, Figures, Tables & Pl ates.
Addr essee:  ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ST ENVI RONVENTAL

Dat e: June 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 353

AR No. 04.06.3 Docurment No. 000056



Title: Feasibility Study, Volune 2 - Appendices A, B, C D & E.
Addressee: ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: QST ENVI RONVENTAL

Dat e: June 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 219

AR No. 04.06. 4 Docurment No. 000057

04.09 FEASIBILITY STUDY - PROPOCSED PLANS FCR SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON

Title: Proposed Plan for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site.
Aut hor s: ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Dat e: June 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 14

AR No. 04.09.1 Docunent No. 000058

5.03 RECORDS COF DECI SI ON - RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARI ES

Title: Comrent s on Proposed Plan for Gallup's Quarry Site.
Addr essee: LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
Aut hor s: CARCL LYNN SHAGZDA

Dat e: 1997

For mat : FCRM No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05.03.1 Docurment No. 000059

Title: Comrent on the Equi pnent, Trailers and Fencing Left Behind at the Gallup's Qarry

Site.

Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: JOHN BLAKNEY, RUTH BLAKNEY

Dat e: June 27, 1997

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03. 2 Docurent No. 000060

Title: Commrents on the Proposed Plan for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site.
Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: W GARY W LSON

Dat e: July 15, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03.3 Docurment No. 000061

Title: State Comments Regardi ng Proposed Plan for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site.
Addressee: LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: MARK LEW S - CT DEP/ BUREAU OF WATER MANAGEMENT

Dat e: July 22, 1997

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03.4 Docurment No. 000062

9.10  STATE COORDI NATI ON - STATE TECHNI CAL AND HI STORI CAL RECORDS

Title: Gl lup's Quarry Federal National Priorities List Superfund Site, Plainfield,
Connecticut, Prelimnary Gound Water Use and Val ue Determ nation.

Aut hor s: S| DNEY HOLBROOK - CT DEPT. OF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON

Dat e: March 18, 1996

For mat : MVEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 15

AR No. 09.10.1 Docunent No. 000063

Title: Draft Prelimnary Gound Water Use & Value Determnation, Gallup's Quarry

Super fund Proj ect.
Addressee: MARK LEWS - CT DEP/ BUREAU OF WATER NMANAGEMENT

Aut hor s: W GARY WLSON - ENVI RONMENTAL SCI ENCE & ENG NEERI NG, | NC
Dat e: Cct ober 28, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 09.10.2 Docurment No. 000064



10. 07

13.02

13.03

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nat :
AR No.

Final Gound Water Use & Value Determination for the Gallup's Quarry Superfund
Site.

ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

SI DNEY HOLBROK - CT DEPT. OF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON

August 11, 1997

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 16

09.10.3 Docurment No. 000065

ENFORCEMENT/ NEGOT! ATI ON - EPA ADM NI STRATI VE ORDERS

Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Consent Order, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield, Connecticut, CERCLA
Docket No. 1-93-1080.
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
August 1993
No. Pgs: 129
10.07.1 Docunent No. 000066

Fi nal Acceptance of Cost Recovery Settlement, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site,
Pl ai nfield, Connecticut.

JOHN DEVI LLARS - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

MARGERY ADAMS, LESLIE MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1
February 16, 1994

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 147

10.07.2 Docunent No. 000067

COMWUNI TY RELATI ONS - COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLANS

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Community Relations Plan, Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, Plainfield, Connecticut.
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

June 1994
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 15
13.02.1 Docunent No. 000068

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS - NEWS CLI PPl NGS/ PRESS RELEASES

Title:
Aut hor s:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Now What Do W Do Wth It?!.

MARK KESHGA AN

NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.1 Docunent No. 000069

Pl ai nfi el d Executive Charged in Chemi cal Wastes Burial.
CERALD DEMEUSY

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03. 2 Docunment No. 000070

EPA Targets Two Sites for Superfund d eanup.

DON BOND
NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1
13.083.3 Docurment No. 000071

Gal | up Denmands Respect - Commands G eat Power.
NORW CH BULLETI N

1978
NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 2
13.03. 4 Docunent No. 000072

Trailer Truck Photograph May Identify Source of Gravel Pit Chem cal Dunping.
VARl ON PROKOP - NORW CH BULLETI N

January 17, 1978

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.5 Docunent No. 000073

Pol i ce Raid Five Businesses in Toxic Chemical COinme sweep.
ED MAHONY, MARI ON PROKOP - NORW CH BULLETI N

March 11, 1978

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 2

13.03.6 Docunent No. 000074



Title: Barrel s | npounded in Case Involving Toxic Chem cals.

Aut hor s: THEODORE DRI SCOLL - HARTFORD COURANT

Dat e: March 11, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.7 Docunent No. 000075
Title: Chemicals in Plainfield Pit Part of Illegal Interstate Venture.
Aut hor s: MARI ON PROKCP - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: March 11, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.8 Docunent No. 000076
Title: Toxi ¢ Chem cal s Under CGuard.

Aut hor s: THEODORE DRI SCOLL - HARTFORD COURANT

Dat e: March 12, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.9 Docunent No. 000077
Title: State Police Continue to Probe D sposal of Flammabl e Chem cal s.
Aut hor s: BRI DGEPCRT POST

Dat e: March 16, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 10 Docunent No. 000078
Title: Latest Formof Recognition Taints Gallup's Reputation.
Aut hor s: PAUL FRI SVAN

Dat e: April 8, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.03. 11 Docunment No. 000079
Title: Court Tells Gallup to Pay $790, 000.

Aut hor s: ED MAHONY - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: May 13, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.03. 12 Docurment No. 000080
Title: Region May Be Littered with Hazardous Dunp Sites.
Aut hor s: DENIS MORIN - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: Decenber 2, 1978

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 13 Docunent No. 000081
Title: Hazar dous Waste Disposal Plan Needed to Retain Industries.
Aut hor s: ANSON SM TH - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: February 1, 1979

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 14 Docunent No. 000082
Title: A Case of Too Little Action Too Late - Toxic Waste Dunping Has Taken Its Toll.
Aut hor s: MARK KESTI G AN

Dat e: March 21, 1980

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 15 Docunent No. 000083
Title: EPA Wants Comments On Potential Superfund Sites.
Aut hor s: CLAI RE BESSETTE - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: Sept enber 9, 1988

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 16 Docunent No. 000084
Title: Gal lup Quarry on d eanup List.

Aut hor s: DON BOND - NORW CH BULLETI N

Dat e: Sept enber 29, 1989

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13. 03. 17 Docunent No. 000085



13. 04

13.05

16.01

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Firnms Agree to Pay for Toxic Waste Study at Gallup's Quarry.
CLAI RE BESSETTE - NORW CH BULLETI N

Sept enber 15, 1993

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.18 Docurment No. 000086

COWLUNI TY RELATI ONS - PUBLI C MEETI NGS/ HEARI NGS

Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site - Plainfield, Connecticut - Cormunity Meeting and
Public Hearing on the Proposed Pl an.
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

June 5, 1997
PUBLI C MEETI NG RECCRDS No. Pgs: 1
13.04.1 Docunent No. 000087

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS - FACT SHEETS/ | NFORVATI ON UPDATES

Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

23 Parties Sign Adm nistrative Agreenent with the EPA to Undertake Studies at the
Gal lup's Quarry Superfund Site.
US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COVWUNI TY RELATI ONS

August 1994
FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 3
13.05.1 Docurent No. 000088

EPA Announces the Start of the Renmedial Investigation at the Gallup's Quarry Site.
US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COVWUNI TY RELATI ONS

August 1994
FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 9
13.05.2 Docurent No. 000089

Announcenent of Availability of the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site Community
Rel ati ons Pl an.

US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS

August 3, 1994

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

13.05.3 Docunent No. 000090

Site Investigations Conplete at Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site.
US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS

Novenber 1996

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 4

13.05.4 Docunent No. 000091

Renedi al Investigation Activities Conpleted at the Gallup's Quarry Site.
US EPA/ OFFI CE OF COVWUNI TY RELATI ONS

Novenber 1996

REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 7

13.05.5 Docunment No. 000092

NATURAL RESQURCE TRUSTEE - CORRESPONDENCE

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Anal ysis of Potential Offsite Mgration of Hazardous Substances in the Watershed.
LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

KENNETH FI NKELSTEI N - NATI ONAL OCEANI C AND ATMOSPHERI C ADM N.

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

16.01.1 Docurment No. 000093

Notification of Inpending RI/FS Negotiations with Gallup's Quarry Potentially
Responsi bl e Parti es.

W LLI AM PATTERSON - US DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR

LESLI E MCVI CKAR - ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

March 3, 1993

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

16.01. 2 Docurment No. 000094



16. 05 NATURAL RESQURCE TRUSTEE - TECHN CAL | SSUE PAPERS

Title: Finalized Habitat Characterization Report for the Gallup's Quarry National
Priorities List Site, Plainfield, Connecticut.
Addr essee: ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY/ REG ON 1

Aut hor s: US FI SH AND W LDLI FE SERVI CE/ NEW ENGLAND

Dat e: Mar ch 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 18

AR No. 16.05.1 Docunent No. 000095

17.08 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - FEDERAL AND LOCAL TECHNI CAL AND H STCORI CAL

Title: Geohydrol ogy of the Gallup's Quarry Area, Plainfield, Connecticut.
Aut hor s: US GECLCA CAL SURVEY

Dat e: 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 62

AR No. 17.08.1 Docunent No. 000096



Qui dance Docunents

The EPA gui dance docunents |isted bel ow were considered during the process of selecting the response
action for the Gallup's Quarry site. These EPA gui dance docunments may be revi ewed at the EPA Region |
Ofice of Site Renedi ati on and Restoration Records Center, 90 Canal Street, Boston, MA 02114.

1. Additional Interim Quidance for Fiscal Year 1987 Records of Decision, J. Wnston Porter, U.S.
Envi ronmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. (OSWER Directive No.
9355. 0- 21) .. July 24, 1987.

2. Aternate Concentration Limt Quidance Part 1 - ACL Policy and Infornmation Requirenents, US.
Envi ronmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste/ Waste Managenent D vision. (OSWER 9481. 00-6c).

July 1, 1987.

3. ARARs Qa & A's. Ceneral Policy: RCRA CM & SWWA. U.S. Environnental Protection Agency, Ofice of
Energency and Renedi al Response. (CERR 9234.2-01FS). May 1, 1989.

4. CERCLA Conpliance Wth O her Laws Manual - CERCLA Conpliance with the CWA and SDWA [ Qui ck Reference
Fact Sheet]. U 'S. Environnental Protection Agency, O fice of Solid Waste and Energency Response.
(OSVER 9234. 2-06FS). February 1, 1990.

5. CERCLA Conpliance Wth QG her Laws Manual - Overvi ew of ARARs- Focus on ARAR Wi vers [Qui ck Reference
Fact Sheet]. U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response.
(OSVER 9234. 2-03FS). Decenber 1, 1989.

6. CERCLA Conpliance Wth G her Laws Manual Part II: dean Air Act and Gther Environnental Statutes and
State Requirenents [Quick Reference Fact Sheet]. U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Ofice of
Solid Waste and Enmergency Response. (OSWER 9234.1-02). August 1, 1989.

7. Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook (InterimVersion). U S. Environnmental Protection
Agency, O fice of Emergency and Remedi al Response. (OERR 9230.0-038). June 1, 1988.

8. Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980. U.S. Environmental
Protecti on Agency. Cctober 17, 1980.

9. Considerations in Goundwater Renediation at Superfund Sites. U S. Environmental Protection Agency.
(9355.3-11). Cctober 18, 1989.

10. Determining Soil Response Action Levels Based on Potential Contam nant Myaration to G ound Water: A
Conpendi um of Exanples. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, O fice of Emergency and Renedi al
Response. (EPA/540/2-89/057). Cctober 1989.

11. Drinking Water Regul ati ons Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Goals and National Prinmary Drinking Water
Regul ati ons for Lead and Copper Proposed Rule. U S. Environmental Protection Agency. (Federal
Regi ster, Volunme 53, No. 160). August 18, 1988.

12. EPA Guide for Mnimzing Adverse Environmental Effects of O eanup of Uncontroll ed Hazardous Waste
Sites. U 'S Environmental Protection Agency, Environnental Research Laboratory. (EPA/ 600/8-85/008).
June 1, 1985.

13. Estinmated Soil Ingestion Rates for Use in Ri sk Assessnent. Peter K Lagoy. Taken from R sk Anal ysis,
Vol. 7, No. 3. January 8, 1987.

14. Estimating Potential for Cccurrence of DNAPL at Superfund Sites. U S Environnmental Protection
Agency, O fice of Solid Waste and Energency Response. (OSWER 9355.4-07FS). January 1, 1992.

15. Eval uating Cover Systens for Solid and Hazardous Waste. R J. Lutton, US. Arny Corps of Engineers.
(9476.00-1). Septenber 1, 1982.

16. Eval uation of Gound-Water Extraction Renedies-Volune 1 Summary Report. U.S. Environnental
Protecti on Agency. (EPA/540/2-89/054). Septenber 1, 1989.

17. Federal Manual for ldentifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wtlands. U'S. Departnment of Arny,
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service, and U. S. Soil Conservation
Service. January 10, 1989.



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Fi nal CQui dance on Oversight of Potentially Responsible Party Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility
Studies. Volunes 1 & 2. U S Environnental Protection Agency, Ofice of Research and Devel opnent.
July 1, 1991.

Final Ground Water Use and Val ue Deternination Quidance. U S. Environmental Protection Agency.
April 3, 1996.

Ground Water Protection Strategy. U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Ofice of G ound-Water
Protection. (EPA 440/6-84/002). August 1, 1984.

Cui dance on Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation. U S. Environnental
Protecti on Agency. (9355.4-01). August 1, 1990.

Cuide to Sel ecting Superfund Remedial Actions. U S. Environmental Protection Agency. (9355.02FS-4).
April 1, 1990.

InterimFinal Quidance for Conducting Renedial Investigations and Feasibility Studi es Under CERCLA
U S. Environnental Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response/ Office of
Energency and Renedi al Response. (COSWER/ CERR 9355.3-01). Cctober 1, 1988.

InterimFinal Quidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Docunents: Proposed Plan, Record of
Deci si on, ESDs, Record of Decision Anendment. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, O fice of
Emer gency and Renedi al Response. (CERR 9355.3-02). June 1, 1989.

I nteri m Quiidance on Superfund Sel ection of Remedy. J.W Porter, U S. Environnental Protection
Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response (OSWER 9355. 0-19). Decenber 24, 1986.

National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Continency Plan. U S. Environmental Protection
Agency. (CFR Title 40, Part 300). Novenber 20, 1985.

National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regulations. U S. Environmental Protection Agency.
(Federal Register, Vol. 54, No. 97). My 22, 1989.

National Prinmary Drinking Water. Regul ations Volatile Synthetic Organic Chem cals. U S Environnental
Protection Agency. (Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 219). Novenber 13, 1985.

Protection of Wtlands: Executive Order 11990. President Jimmy Carter. (Federal Register Vol. 42,
No. 26961. May 24, 1977.

Ri sk Assessment Cuidance for Superfund. Volune |, Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual. U. S
Environnmental Protection Agency. (9285.7-01a). Septenber 29, 1989.

R sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund. Volune Il, Environnmental Evaluation Manual. U S
Environnental Protection Agency. (EPA/540/1-89/001). March 1, 1989.

Ri sk Assessment CQuidance for Superfund. Volune 1. Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual Suppl enent al
Cui dance: Standard Default Exposure Factors. InterimFinal. US. Environmental Protection Agency,
Ofice of Emergency and Renmedi al Response. (COERR 9285.6-03). March 25, 1991.

Ri sk-Based Concentration Table, Third Quarter 1994. Roy L. Smith, U S. Environnental Protection
Agency, Region IIIl. July 11, 1994.

Rol e of the Baseline R sk Assessnent in Superfund Renmedy Sel ection Decisions. U S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response (OSVER 9355.0-30). April 22,1991.

Superfund LDR Cuide #5: Determ ning Wien Land Di sposal Restrictions (LDRs) are Applicable to CERCLA
Response Actions. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. (OSWER 9347.3-05FS). July 1, 1989.



