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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunments the U S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA s) selection of the
remedi al action for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area site (the Site) in accordance with the requirements of the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), 42 U. S. C
89601 et seq. and to the extent practicable the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution

Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. An administrative record for the Site, established pursuant to the
NCP, 40 CFR 300.800, contains the documents that formthe basis for EPA's selection of the renedial action
(see Appendix I11).

The New York State Department of Environnental Conservation has been consulted on the planned renedial action
in accordance with CERCLA 8§121(f), 42 U S.C. 8§9621(f), and it concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendi x

V).
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

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

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Site consists of one (1) operable unit and this ROD addresses the entire site. The renedy addresses the
principal threats to human health and the environnent that are posed by conditions at the Site. Exposure to
soil contamination at the Malta Test Station will be addressed by excavation and off-site disposal of the
contam nated soil. |Ingestion of contam nated ground water by on-site enployees will be addressed by punping
the Test Station water supply wells and treating the water to acceptabl e drinking water standards using an
air stripper. Monitoring of surface water and ground water, such as that

currently perforned for the Early Warning Mnitoring System (EWMB), will continue to ensure that off-site
ground water users are not inpacted by contami nation emanating fromthe Site. Gound water not captured by
the air stripper will be remediated to cl eanup standards through natural attenuation and degradati on
processes, which will require nonitoring of this long-termproject. The selected remedy is consistent with
several other EPA-approved response actions taken during the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility
study, including decomm ssioning and renoval of two (2) conpressed gas cylinders; excavation and recycling of
560 enpty, buried crushed druns; cleanouts of several septic tanks, catch basins, and dry wells; cleanout of
a sunp; cleanup of surface debris; and disposal of waste generated during the Rl .

The maj or conponents of the sel ected remedy include the follow ng:

1) Continued punping of the Test Station water supply well(s) and treatnent of the water by air stripping to
provi de an acceptable drinking water supply for the Test Station enpl oyees, which nay be acconplished using
the existing air stripper. Continued nonitoring of the influent and effluent of the air stripper in
accordance with New York State requirenments to ensure that it effectively treats the on-site water supply to
Federal MCLs, or if more stringent, New York State drinking water standards.

2) Natural attenuation and degradation of VOCs in ground water that are not captured by the punping well (s)
until the ground water attains Federal MCLs, or if nore stringent, New York State ground water standards.

3) Monitoring of surface water and ground water to ensure that off-site ground water users are not inpacted
by contam nation fromthe Site, that contam nated ground water does not migrate into uncontam nated areas



(i.e., that the ground water plune is contained), and that the natural attenuati on and degradation processes
are restoring the ground water to the cleanup standards. The existing surface water and ground water sanple
| ocations of the EWVS may be nodified as necessary to nmeet the first objective of this monitoring program

4) Excavation of contam nated soil at the Building 23P area at a depth of 1 foot or |ess having a
concentration of nore than 10 ppm of PCBs, soil at a depth below 1 foot having a concentration of nore than
25 ppm of PCBs, and soil at any depth with a concentration of |ead of nore than 1000 ppm

5) Excavation of contam nated soil at the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection at any depth with a
concentration of nore than 2 ppm of nercury.

6) Backfilling of excavations in the Building 23P area and at Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection with
clean fill material, grading to blend with the surroundi ng areas, and revegetation.

7) Transportation of the excavated soil fromthe Building 23P area and Muggett's Pond Drai nage Ditch
Intersection and disposal off-site at an appropriate EPA-approved facility, consistent with RCRA regul ations
and all other ARARs.

8) Inplenmentation of institutional controls, which may include new deed restrictions, to prevent ingestion of
contam nated ground water, to restrict withdrawal of ground water within the vicinity of the plune that coul d
adversely inpact ground water remediation, and to restrict the Test Station to its current

comrerci al /industrial |and use.

9) Evaluation of Site conditions at |east once every 5 years to ensure that the renedy is protective of human
health and the environnment. |If justified by the review, EPA nay require that additional renedial actions be
i npl enent ed.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected remedy neets the requirenments for renedial actions set forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U S.C. §9621:
(1) it is protective of human health and the environment; (2) it attains a level or standard of control of

t he hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at |east attains the |legally applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requi rements (ARARs) under federal and state laws; (3) it is cost-effective; (4) it
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery) technologies to the

maxi mum extent practicable; and (5) it satisfies the statutory preference for renedi es that enpl oy treatnent
to reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at a site
to the extent that it requires treatment of the Test Station water supply.

A review of the remedial action pursuant to CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U.S.C. 8§9621(c), will be conducted five years
after the commencenent of the renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate
protection to human heal th and the environnent, because this renedy will result in hazardous substances
remai ni ng on-site above heal t h-based | evel s.

<I M5 SRC 0296274>
Jeanne M Fox Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strat or



RECORD CF DECI SI ON
DECI SI ON SUMVARY

Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund Site
Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |
New Yor k, New York

TABLE OF CONTENTS

page
SITE NAVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTION . ..ot e e e e 1
SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES . ... . e e 2
H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNITY PARTI CLPATION . .o e e e e 4
SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON ..ot e e et e e 5
SUMMARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS . ... e e 5
SUMVARY OF SITE RISKS ... e e e e e e e e 9
REVEDI AL ACTI ON OBJIECTI VES . ... e e e e e e e 14
DESCRI PTION OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATIVES . . ... e e e e e 15
SUMMARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES ... ... .. i 20
SELECTED REMEDY . ... e e e e e e e e e e 27
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS . . ... e e e e e e e e e 28
DOCUMENTATI ON OF SIGNIFI CANT CHANGES . . ..o e e e 31

ATTACHVENTS

APPENDI X | . FI QURES

APPENDI X I'I. TABLES

APPENDI X I'I'1. ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
APPENDI X | V. STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

APPENDI X V. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY



SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Malta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund Site (the Site), also known as the Saratoga Research and Devel opnent
Center, is located on Plains Road in the Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York,
approximately 1.5 mles south of Saratoga Lake and 2 niles northeast of Round Lake (see Figure 1). The Site
includes a square parcel of approxinmately 165 acres of devel oped | and, known as the Malta Test Station (the
Test Station), which has been used as a research and devel opnent facility for rocket and

weapons testing for nore than fifty (50) years. The Test Station has thirty-three (33) buildings, numerous
rocket test stands, concrete quench pits, leach fields/septic tanks, dry wells, storage areas, disposal
areas, and a snall artificial pond known as Miggett's Pond. A fence surrounds the najority of the Test
Station.

In addition to the Test Station, the Site includes portions of the predom nantly undevel oped woodl ands t hat
surround the Test Station, including a) the former G E./Exxon Nucl ear building; b) Area D3; c¢) the

Triangul ar Parcel; and d) areas adjacent to the Test Station that have been inpacted by Site-rel ated
constituents in ground water. The former G E./Exxon Nucl ear building was built between 1968 and 1970 by the
New York State Atom c and Space Devel opnent Authority, the predecessor agency of the New York State

Ener gy Research and Devel opnent Authority (NYSERDA). It was used for experinents on |owlevel radiation of
nedi cal equi pnrent and food preservation and for a gas centrifuge urani umenrichnment research project
conducted by the General Electric Conpany (G E.) and the Exxon Nucl ear Conpany (now Advanced Nucl ear Fuel s,
Inc.). NYSERDA currently |eases the former G E./Exxon Nuclear building to Optimum Air Corporation, which
manuf act ures equi pnent to dry industrial coatings. Area D3, also owned by NYSERDA, consists of a ravine
(Ravine Ib) partially filled with debris and covered with vegetated soil, which reportedly was used by the
New York State Department of Transportation for disposal of construction and denolition debris during the
construction of Interstate 87. The Triangul ar Parcel, owned by Wight-Malta Corporation, is an area of forest
adj acent to the southeast corner of the Test Station that was eval uated, but never used, for research and
devel opnent testing. The portion of the Site beyond the Test Station boundary that has

been i npacted by contam nated ground water is owned by the Luther Forest Corporation and forns part of a
safety easenent of approximately 1,500 acres of pine forest surrounding the Test Station. The Luther Forest
Cor poration, which built the Luther Forest housing devel opnment to the northwest of the Site, operates a

| oggi ng business within the safety easement (see Figure 1). The land outside the safety easenent is zoned
for residential use. Approxinately 12,000 people live within a two-nile radius of the Site.

There are two public water supply systens that serve the Luther Forest residential conmmunity, the Luther
Forest Wll Field and the Cold Springs Wll. The Luther Forest Wll Field is |ocated approxinately 1 mile
sout hwest of the Site. These wells tap the Knapp Road sand and gravel aquifer to provide water for the

Lut her Forest residential devel opnment. The Cold Springs Wll is |located approximately 1 mle northeast of the
Site. The Cold Springs Well and two (2) others |ocated nearby, the Saratoga Hol |l ow Wl | and the Saratoga

Ri dge Wl |, tap unnaned sand and gravel aquifers near Saratoga Lake.

G ound water and surface water sanpling conducted as part of an Early Warning Mnitoring System (EWEB) has
been perforned since June 1987 to verify that these public water supplies are not inpacted by the Site.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The U. S. CGovernnent (throught the Departnent of War, which |ater becane the Departnent of Defense [DOD])
established the Test Station in 1945. Since then, all or part of the Test Station has been leased to GE.,
Wi ght-Mlta Corporation, Exxon Nucl ear Conpany, din Corporation, |Iso-Nuclear Corporation, Mechanical
Technol ogy, Inc. (Mrl), and Power Technol ogies, Inc. (PTlI) and used for a wi de range of rocket and weapons
testing prograns and for space and other research. Major research efforts conducted included Project Hernmes,
reportedly the first U S. rocket engine program (Arny and Navy), and Projects Vanguard (Navy) and Vega
(National Aeronautics and Space Administration, or NASA), which were designed to launch satellites into
space. Another NASA project at the Site involved sinulating conditions for nose cone re-entry from space
into the earth's atnosphere. These activities involved, anong other things, the use of carbon tetrachloride
(carbon tet) and trichloroethyl ene (TCE) as solvents and degreasers. Detailed information regarding the
history of the Site can be found in the Literature Search Report, which is

avail able in the informational repositories and is part of the Admnistrative Record File for the Site (see



Appendi x 111).

In 1955, the U S. Government established a perpetual restrictive safety easenent surroundi ng the Test
Station. The easement covered approxinately 1,800 acres in a circular area of one-nile radius fromthe

appr oxi mat e geographic center of the Test Station, not including the Test Station itself. The holder of the
easenent has the right to prohibit hunting and human habitati on, remove buil di ngs being used for human

habi tati on, post signs, and enter the easenent area to exercise these rights. |In 1964, NYSERDA s predecessor
purchased the 165-acre Test Station and the easenent interest, and in 1968 it purchased an additional 280
acres within the easenent area. Because a single entity (NYSERDA' s predecessor) then held both the easenent
interest and owned a portion of the property that was subject to the easenent restrictions, the easenent
restrictions on that 280-acre parcel were extinguished. |In 1984, NYSERDA sold 81 acres of the original Test
Station property and its interest in the easement (now affecting approximately 1,500 acres) to Wight-Mlta
Cor poration, which continues to own this portion of the Test Station and hold the easenent.

On July 23, 1979, approximately 8 grams of urani um hexafluoride gas were released in a portion of the former
GE/ Exxon Nucl ear building, depositing a thin filmon the floor of the room The area was cleaned and the
contam nated naterial was sent to licensed disposal facilities. A radiation survey of the building was
conduct ed on Decenber 20, 1979 and all beta and gamma readi ngs taken were within the limts of unrestricted
use.

I'n 1980, NYSERDA found druns containing 200 pounds of the amne nitrate CAVEA-B and 10 rusting 55-gallon
drums of hydrazine fuels and rainwater on a concrete storage pad, called Area S 4. Hydrazine and CAVEA-B, a
ni trogen-based ni xture, were experinental |iquid rocket propellants used at the Site. On July 16, 1980,
NYSERDA obtai ned a permt fromthe New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) for
restricted burning of sone of the waste. FromJuly 18-21, 1980, conbustible waste was burned in accordance
with the permt requirements and the non-conbustible drumcontents were transferred to new poly-lined druns
and staged until they were disposed of off-site in July 1981.

In June 1985, transformers |located on a portion of the Test Station |leased to PTI (Areas S-8 and S-9) were
tested and found to contain pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs). NYSERDA and PTI conducted a cl eanup and
decontam nati on of the transformers in 1987. In Cctober 1985, a buried container of triethyl alumnum

expl oded when it was punctured by earth-noving activities.

In 1985 and 1986, ground water at the Site was sanpled and found to contain carbon tet, TCE, and chl oroform
along with several netals. |In January 1987, an air stripper was permtted by NYSDEC and installed on the
Test Station water supply wells by Wight-Malta Corporation to treat ground water prior to its use by

enpl oyees at the Test Station. As purveyor of water, Wight-Malta Corporation is responsible for ensuring
that the on-site water supply is in conpliance with Part 5 of the New York State Sanitary Code. The New York
State Departrment of Health reviews the nonitoring data collected fromthe on-site water supply. As noted
above, in June 1987, the EWMB was established between the Test Station and the Luther Forest Well Field to
detect any contami nation enmanating fromthe Site before it inpacted the water supply for the Luther Forest
resi dential devel opnent. To date, the EWVB results have indicated that the Site has not inpacted the water
quality of the Luther Forest residential devel opnent.

I'n 1987, NYSERDA sanpled liquid and sludge fromseptic tanks at Buildings 20, 25, and the former G E./Exxon
Nucl ear buil ding. Based on detections of VOCs in these sanples, including toluene at the forner G E./Exxon
Nucl ear buil di ng, NYSERDA had the septic tanks punped out and rinsed in May 1988.

In 1988, a drumwas discovered in storage Area S-2 and sanpled. Analysis of the drumcontents indicated the
liquid contained 4,270 parts per mllion (ppn) of lead, 235 ppmof zinc, and 93 ppm of copper. NYSERDA

di sposed of the drumoff-site in April 1989 in accordance with Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act (RCRA)
regul ations.

On June 10, 1986, EPA proposed the Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL). Final listing
on the NPL occurred on July 22,1987. Subsequently, at NYSDEC s request, EPA took the enforcenent |ead for
the Site. EPA identified the follow ng potentially responsible parties (PRPs): Advanced Nucl ear Fuels, Inc.
(the successor of Exxon Nuclear Fuels, Inc.; Curtiss-Wight Corporation; GE. ; MI, NYSERDA; din



Corporation; PTI; the U S Governnent (DOD [Arny, Navy, Air Force], Departnment of Energy, NASA), and
Wi ght-Mal ta Corporation.

In Septenber 1989, EPA unilaterally issued an Administrative Order to eight of the PRPs for performance of
the RI/FS. The Respondents to the Order are Advanced Nucl ear Fuels, Inc.; Curtiss-Wight Corporation; GE;
MT1; NYSERDA;, din Corporation; PTlI; and Wight-Malta Corporation. |In March 1990, G E., NYSERDA, and DCOD
entered into a participation agreenent anong thensel ves and undert ook performance of the RI/FS.

H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

In October 1991, EPA held a public neeting and issued a fact sheet to announce the start of the Rl field
work. Followi ng the neeting, EPA finalized its Coomunity Relations Plan, which included information EPA had
gathered frominterviews with local residents and comunity |eaders. During the R, EPA issued three fact
sheets (January 1992, February 1993, and Septenber 1994) to report the progress of the investigation and sent
themto all persons on EPA's mailing list for the Site. |In addition, in Cctober 1991, EPA established | ocal
informational repositories at the Malta Town Hall and the Round Lake Library and an

Adm nistrative Record File at the EPA Docket Roomin Region Il, New York, New York. Throughout the R /FS, EPA
added site-rel ated docunents to the local informational repositories and nade themavailable for public

i nspection.

As part of the Superfund program EPA provides communities with the opportunity to apply for Techni cal
Assistant Grants (TAG Gants) of up to $50,000 per site. |In Septenber 1993, EPA awarded a three-year TAG
Grant to the Ernine Lair Neighborhood Association, one of the three homeowner associations of the Luther
Forest residential devel opnent. The Ermine Lair Nei ghborhood Association chose not to utilize its TAG G ant
during the RI/FS.

On April 16, 1996, EPA nmil ed out copies of the Proposed Plan to all persons on EPA's nmailing list. On April
17, 1996, EPA published a notice in a local newspaper, the Saratogian, announcing the availability of the Rl
report, the FS report, and the Proposed Plan for public inspection at the informational repositories and
inviting public comrent on these docunents fromApril 17 to May 16, 1996.

On April 24, 1996, EPA conducted a public meeting at the Malta Town Hall to informlocal officials and
interested citizens about the Superfund process, to sunmarize the results of the RI/FS, to review current and
pl anned remedi al activities at the Site, and to respond to any questions from area residents and ot her
attendees. Responses to the comments received at the public neeting and in witing during the public coment
period are included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendi x V).

SCOPE AND RCOLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

The overall cleanup plan for the Site includes treatnent of the on-site water supply systemby air stripping,
remedi ati on of the ground water plune by natural attenuation and degradation processes, and renediati on of

contani nated soil by excavation and off-site disposal. The renedy is consistent with several response
actions that have al ready been performed in accordance with EPA-approved work plans submtted as part of the
RI/FS and which are described in detail in the Summary of Site Characteristics section of this ROD, including

1) decommissioning and renoval of two conpressed gas cylinders, 2) excavation and recycling of 560 enpty,

buri ed crushed drums; 3) cleanouts of several septic tanks, catch basins, and dry wells; 4) cleanout of a
sunp; and 5) disposal of waste generated during the R, called investigation-derived waste or |DW By having
t hese response actions performed during the RI/FS rather than at a | ater date, EPA substantially reduced the
scope of work required for this final cleanup renedy.

In addition, the renedy utilizes ongoing renedi al actions where possible to neet the cleanup goals for the
Site. For exanple, acceptable drinking water for the Test Station enpl oyees is achieved by continued use of
the existing air stripper installed at the Test Station in 1987 and nonitoring to ensure that off-site ground
wat er users are not inpacted by Site contam nation is provided by the ongoing EWVB. Institutional controls
to restrict ground water withdrawal within the vicinity of the plume and to restrict the Test Station to a
commercial/industrial |and use are consistent with the current |and use, the existing

fencing, and restrictions of the safety easenent.



SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Site characteristics were determ ned through performance of a conprehensive RI. The purpose of the R was
to determine the nature and extent of contamination at the Site and to obtain sufficient information to
conduct a risk assessment and to evaluate cleanup alternatives. Field work began in Cctober 1991 and was
conmpleted in May 1994. A total of 48 distinct areas of concern and the Site-w de ground water were

i nvesti gated.

The Site is situated on a topographic drainage divide. Streans in Ravines 6a, 6b, 7, and 8 north of the Site
flow northward toward Saratoga Lake. Streans in Ravines la, 1b, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4, and 5 south of the Site
fl ow southward toward Round Lake (see Figure 1).

The Site is underlain by the unconsolidated aeolian sand, Lake Al bany sand, and Lake A bany silty sand units,
whi ch have a conbi ned thi ckness of up to 250 feet (see Figure 2). The depth to ground water is approxi mately
15 to 55 feet below |l and surface. Below these sand |ayers is an approxi mately 100-foot |ayer of clay and
silt that hydraulically separates the Lake Al bany sand/silty sand aquifer above fromthe bedrock bel ow.
Muggett's Pond at the Test Station was created by excavating a small area (0.07 acre) down to the ground
water table of the Lake Al bany aquifer. Gound water at the Site is influenced by the

t opogr aphi ¢ divide and by the geologic layering. In general, ground water flows fromthe Triangul ar Parce
across the Test Station and di scharges both northward to Ravines 6a, 6b, 7, and 8 and southward to Ravi nes
la, 1b, 2a, 2b, 2c, and 3. The water supply systemfor the Site consists of 2 active production wells
located at the Test Station. As noted above, an air stripper is currently treating the Test Station water

suppl y.

Anal ytical results fromthe R sanples of surface water, sedinent, ground water, surface soil, subsurface
soil, and septic tank liquid were conpared to screening |levels established for the Site, al so known as the
conparative criteria. The conparative criteria for ground water, surface water, and sediment were a

conbi nation of their respective maxi num neasured background concentrati ons and avail abl e federal and state
regul atory standards, guidance values, and criteria. The conparative criteria for surface and subsurface
soil were a conbination of the nmaxi mum statistical background concentrations; available federal and state
regul atory standards, guidance values, and criteria; and heal th-based conparative criteria (for 25 inorganic
anatytes including essential nutrients). Septic tank |liquid sanples were conpared to the ground water
effuent standards for discharge to dass GA (drinking water) aquifers set forth in the NYSDEC Quality
Standards for Groundwater. |In general, detections below the conparative criteria indicated no concern and
were not investigated further, while detections above the conparative criteria indicated a potential for
concern and were investigated further. Al of the Rl sanple results were evaluated in the risk assessnent.
Tables 1 through 9 show the conparative criteria and the analytical results for all R sanples that exceeded
the conmparative criteria for surface water, sedinment, surface soil, subsurface soil, ground water, dry wells,
and septic tanks. Key activities conducted during the R and their results are as foll ows:

Radi ati on Survey: A radiation survey was conducted with a geiger counter to assess the potential presence of
residual radiation in the anbient air at the former G E. /Exxon Nucl ear building, where radi oactive materials
reportedly had been used in the past. The survey reveal ed no radi ati on above background | evel s.

Geophysi cal Surveys: Ceophysical surveys were conducted at 19 areas to identify |ocations of possible buried
netal. A total of 82 anomalies in 13 areas were interpreted as areas of possible buried netal. Subsurface
investigations (81 test pits and 9 soil borings) revealed that nost of the buried netal at the Site is
construction-related scrap nmetal debris or scrap artillery projectiles. Two areas of enpty, buried crushed
drums and an unl abel ed conpressed gas cylinder were found in Area S 1, a burn pit structure and a third area
of enpty, buried crushed druns were found at Area D-1, and a conpressed gas cylinder

| abel ed pentaborane was found at Area D4. At Area D5, 4 five-gallon pails of sodi um hydroxide and 3
thirty-five gallon stainless steel drums, 1 approximately half-full with an unidentified black, oily caustic
liquid (pH>13) were found. During the R, the conpressed gas cylinders were deconm ssioned and di sposed of
off-site. In Cctober 1995, the stainless steel druns and 560 enpty, crushed druns were excavated and taken
off-site for recycling. The chemicals (the sodi um hydroxi de and the black caustic liquid) were stored in
overpack drums and renoved fromthe Site in February 1996. Al these response

actions were performed in accordance with EPA-approved work plans.



Soil Gas Surveys: Soil gas surveys were performed at 46 areas of the Site, with a total of 844 soil gas
points installed and sanpl ed. These surveys were used as a screening-level tool to provide a

sem -quantitative evaluation of the extent of volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) in shallow soil. The soi
gas analytical results were used to select |ocations for soil borings and nonitoring wells.

G ound Water Investigation: Thirty (30) wells were installed at the Site to suppl enent the existing network
of 18 nonitoring wells and water supply wells. Gound water sanples were collected and anal yzed i n June
1992, Novenber 1992, and March 1994. These sanple results confirmthe presence of VOCs in ground water above
Federal drinking water standards (Maxi num Contam nant Levels, or MCLs) and were used to prepare a map of the
ground water plune (see Figure 1). The 5-parts per billion (ppb) Iimt of ground water plune is well within
the easement area. Carbon tet and TCE were detected near the center of the Test Station at maxi mum
concentrations of 220 ppb and 280 ppb, respectively, conpared to their MCLs of 5 ppb. The EWVB and R ground
wat er and surface water sanples show that VOC concentrations are general ly steady or decreasing, suggesting
that the plune is not nigrating in the subsurface into uncontam nated areas under current ground water flow
conditions. Three additional ground water sanples taken fromwthin the plume in January 1996 were
consistent with the Rl results

Surface Water Investigation: Fourteen (14) surface water sanples were collected from6 surface water bodies
(quench pits at Buildings 3, 4, and 25; Muggett's Pond; and Ravines 1b and 6a). EWS and surface water data
fromother sanpling events were used to eval uate Ravines la, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4, 5 6b, 7, and 8. Analytica
results fromsanples collected in Ravine 6a were interpreted to be representative of background conditions.
Sanpl es from Ravine 1b at Area D3 showed concentrations of several inorganics (alumnum calcium iron
manganese, potassium and sodi um) above the conparative criteria. The 3 quench pits showed iron, manganese,
and antinony above the conparative criteria and the Building 3 quench pit also showed two (2) pesticides
(aldrin and heptachl or epoxi de) above the conparative criteria. Surface water sanples from Miggett's Pond
showed only iron and nanganese above the conparative criteria. The data fromthe EWVS and ot her historical
sanpling events indicate that |ow |l evels of carbon tet and TCE are present in the headwaters of Ravine 2b
where the ground water plunme discharges to surface water, and that they volatilize before reaching m dstream
or downstream sanpling |ocations (see Appendix F of risk assessnent report).

Sedi nent | nvestigation: Sediment sanples were collected from Mggett's Pond and the ravines at the sane

| ocations where the RI surface water sanples were taken. Because the Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch rarely
contains water, the results fromsanples taken there are reported in the follow ng section on surface soi
investigation. Sedinent sanples from Ravine 6a were interpreted as representati ve of background conditions.
Sanmpl es from Ravine 1b showed only inorganic anal ytes above the conparative criteria, such as

al umi num barium manganese, and potassium Sedi nment sanples fromthe 3 quench pits and Miuggett's Pond
showed det ections above the conparative criteria for organic and inorgani c anal ytes, including PCBs, |ead
manganese, nercury, nickel, and zinc. Additional sanpling indicated that the exceedences were |ocalized

Surface Soil Investigation: Twenty-one (21) surface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed for a
background soil quality investigation, which was used in devel oping the conparative criteria for surface
soil. In addition, 67 surface soil sanples were analyzed from60 |locations at the Site. The results showed

| ocal i zed exceedences of semvolatile organic conpounds (SVQCs) at Buildings 6, 24, and 27 that are likely
attributable to nearby asphalt paving. PCBs were found at concentrati ons from 720 ppb to 20.3 ppmand | ead
from 102 to 1090 ppm at Building 23P, and mercury was found at concentrations of 0.02 to 124 ppm at Miggett's
Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection, where a spur joins the main drainage ditch (see Figures 1 and 3).

Subsurface Soil Investigation: Thirty-three (33) subsurface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed as part
of the background soil quality investigation. 1In addition, 254 shallow subsurface soil sanples and 3 deep
subsurface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed from 172 shal | ow borings, 3 deep borings (now nonitoring
wells), and 23 test pit locations at the Test Station, Area D3, and the forner G E /Exxon Nucl ear building.
The soil sanpl es showed detections of inorganics and vari ous VOCs and SVOCs above the

conparative criteria in snall areas at several |ocations on the Test Station

Dry Wll Investigation: Thirty-one (31) soil and sedi ment sanples were collected and anal yzed from 23 dry
well features (dry wells, catch basins, floor drains, a swale, and an open sunp) at the Site. Thirteen (13)
of the dry wells (12 on the Test Station and 1 at the former G E./Exxon Nucl ear buil ding) showed detections



of inorgani ¢ and organi c anal ytes above the conparative criteria. Additional sanpling bel ow and adjacent to
these dry wells confirned that the exceedences were |ocalized. The sunp at Building 1A was cleaned out in
Cctober 1992 and 4 catch basins and 1 dry well were cleaned out in Qctober and Novenber 1995 in accordance
wi th an EPA-approved work plan

Septic Tank Investigation: Seven (7) liquid sanples and 2 sludge sanples were collected fromseptic tanks on
the Site. The analytical results showed detecti ons above the conparative criteria, including inorganics,
VOCs and PCBs. These septic tanks were cleaned out from Cctober 1995 to February 1996 in accordance with an
EPA- approved work plan. Additional soil sanpling confirned that these constituents had not contam nated soi
outside the septic tanks or beneath the cesspool s.

SUMVARY COF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the risks associ ated
with current and future site conditions. The baseline risk assessnent estinmates the hunman health and
ecol ogical risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the Site if no renedial action were taken

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e maxi mum
exposure scenario: Hazard ldentification--identifies the contaninants of concern at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessment--estimates
t he magni tude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and
the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessnent -determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between nagni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characteri zati on--sunmari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative assessment of site-related risks

The human health risk assessment began with sel ection of contam nants of concern that would be representative
of Site risks. These contam nants included VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and inorganics in surface water, sedinent,
ground water, soil, and dry well sedinment. Several of the contam nants, including carbon tet and TCE, are
known to cause cancer in laboratory aninals and are suspected to be human carcinogens. The sunmary of the
contami nants of concern for human receptors in sanpled nedia is listed in Table 10.

EPA' s baseline risk assessnent addressed the potential risks to hunman health by identifying several potentia
exposure pathways by which the public may be exposed to contaminant rel eases at the Site under current and
future |l and-use conditions. The current | and use of the Test Station and forner G E. /Exxon Nucl ear buil ding
area is industrial and much of the land surrounding the Site is subject to easenent restrictions that

prohi bit human habitation and hunting. Therefore, the potential current receptors identified were an on-site
enpl oyee, a utility worker, and a youth trespasser. Qther potential receptors

identified were future on-site residents (adult and child), who could be present at the Site if the current
land use of the Test Station was changed to residential or if the easenent restrictions were discontinued

and a future excavation worker

The baseline risk assessnent evaluated the health effects that could result fromexposure to contanination as
a result of ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact with ground water; ingestion and dermal contact with
surface and subsurface soils; and ingestion and dermal contact with surface water and sedinments, for both
potential present and future |and use scenarios. A total of 21 exposure pathways were quantitatively or
qualitatively eval uated under possible on-site current and future | and-use conditions (see Table 11). For
each pat hway eval uated quantitatively, the reasonabl e naxi num exposure was assessed.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarci nogenic effects due
to exposure to site chemicals are considered separately. It was assuned that the toxic effects of the
site-related chem cals would be additive. Thus, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with
exposures to individual conpounds of concern were summed to indicate the potential risks associated with

m xtures of potential carcinogens and noncarci nogens, respectively.



Noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks were assessed using a hazard index (H') approach, based on a conparison of expected
contam nant intakes and safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (RfDs) have been devel oped
by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of
mlligrams/kilogramday (no/kg-day), are estimates of daily exposure |evels for humans which are thought to
be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estinmated intakes of chem cals from

environnental nedia (e.g., the amount of a chem cal ingested from contaninated drinking water) are conpared
to the RFD to derive the hazard quotient for the contamnant in the particular nedium The H is obtained by
addi ng the hazard quotients for all conpounds across all nedia that inpact a particular receptor popul ation

An H greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a
result of site-related exposures. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential
significance of nultiple contami nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. The reference doses
for the conpounds of concern at the site are presented in Table 12. A summary of the noncarci nogenic risks
associ ated with these chenmicals across various exposure pathways is found in Table 13

As can be seen from Table 14, the H for noncarcinogenic risk, based on a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario, is less than 1.0 for a current on-site worker, a current utility worker, a current youth
trespasser, and a future excavation worker. The H is approximately 2.0 for a future on-site adult or child
resident, assunming no renediation of contaninated soil at Building 23P. However, as shown in Table 14, the
H was calculated to be less than 1.0 for each receptor and 0.8 for the child resident, a sensitive
subpopul ati on, when renediation of PCBs in soil at Building 23P was consi der ed

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

contam nants of concern. Cancer slope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA s Carci nogenic Ri sk
Assessnent Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetinme cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemcals. Sfs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are nultiplied by
the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estinmate of the
excess lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure to the conpound at that intake |level. The term "upper
bound" reflects the conservative estinate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach nakes the
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for the conpounds of concern are presented in Table 12

For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound individual lifetime cancer risks of
between 10-4 to 10-6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not greater than a 1 in
10,000 to a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carci nogen
over a 70-year period under specific exposure conditions at the Site.

The cumul ati ve upper-bound cancer risk at the Site for a current on-site enployee, a current utility worker,
a current youth trespasser, and a future excavation worker were all within the acceptable risk range of 10-4
to 10-6 or |lower (see Table 15). For exanple, the excess cancer risk to an on-site worker under current
conditions is approximately 7 x 10-5 (7 in 100,000), which is within the acceptable risk range. The risk
assessnent indicated that the carcinogenic risk may be unacceptable under a future resident scenario due to
the concentration of PCBs in soil at the Building 23P area. For exanple, the carcinogenic risk with the
contam nated soil is 2 x 10-4 (2 in 10,000) for a future child resident, a sensitive subpopul ation. Assum ng
the top foot of contanminated soil is cleaned up to 10 ppmof PCBs and contam nated soil bel ow a depth of one
foot is cleaned up to 25 ppmof PCBs, based on EPA policy, the risk is reduced by half to 1 x 10-4 (see Table
15).

The baseline risk assessnent indicated that the carcinogenic risk associated with ground water at the Site is
acceptable for all current and future human receptors (see Table 16). For exanple, the carcinogenic risk for
current Test Station enpl oyees who ingest ground water treated by the existing air stripper is 9 x 10-7 (9 in

10 million), which is negligible. |If the existing air stripper were discontinued, the carcinogenic risk for
Test Station enpl oyees drinking untreated ground water would be 4 x 10-5 (4 in 100,000), which is higher but
still within the acceptable risk range. The carcinogenic risk calculated for exposure of a future child

resident, a sensitive subpopulation, is 1 x 10-5 (1 in 100, 000), which is also within the acceptable risk
range. Although the risk due to ground water contami nation falls within the acceptable risk range, the

remedy requires treatnment of the Test Station water supply to provide potable drinking water for the Test
Stati on enpl oyees, and nonitoring of natural attenuation and degradati on processes until the ground water



plume attains ground water cleanup standards, consistent with the NCP. Al calculations in the risk
assessnent are conservatively protective of human health; therefore, any actual risk posed by exposure is
unlikely to be underestimated

The baseline risk assessnent did not include a calculation of the risk associated with lead in soil because
appropriate toxicity factors do not exist, and therefore the cal cul ati on could not be perforned. However,
the maxi mum detection of lead in soil (1090 ppm at Building 23P) was determ ned to be unacceptabl e because it
is slightly above 1000 ppm which is a generally accepted cleanup | evel used by EPA for lead in soil for a
comrercial /industrial |land use. For conparison, EPA's cleanup level for residential |and use is 400 ppm

O her detections of lead in soil at the Site were | ess than 1000 ppm and determ ned to be acceptabl e under
the Site's current commercial/industrial |and use

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessmnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario: ProblemFornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant release, mgration, and fate
identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contam nants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessnent--a quantitative eval uation
of contam nant release, nigration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and
neasurenent or estinmation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessnent--literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, linking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi ca
receptors. R sk Characterization-neasurenment or estimation of both current and future adverse effects

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnment began with sel ection of contam nants of concern that woul d be representative
of Site risks and identification of the Site-specific biological species and their habitats. The summary of
the contam nants of concern for environnental receptors in sanpled nmedia is provided in Tables 17, 18, and 19
for surface water, sedinent, and surface soil, respectively. Potential ecological receptors identified were
benthic invertebrates and aquatic plants, terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates such as the earthworm and
terrestrial vertebrates such as the nmeadow vole, the short-tailed shrew, the red-tailed hawk, the barn
swal l ow, and the red fox.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment indicated that the soil contam nated with mercury at the Miuggett's Pond

Drai nage Ditch Intersection nay pose an ecological risk to terrestrial species. A cleanup goal of 2 ppm of
nercury was established for these soils based on ecol ogical risk calculations. The potential risk posed to
Miuggett's Pond itself was determned to be mninal based on its snall size (0.07 acre) and linited habitat
for aquatic receptors

Uncertainties

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

environnmental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
envi ronnent al par anet er measur ement

fate and transport nodeling

exposure paraneter estination

t oxi col ogi cal data

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

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

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



Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromaninmals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mxture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by naki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the R sk Assessment provides upper-bound estimates of the risks to
popul ations near the site, and is unlikely to underestinmate actual risks related to the site.

Site-specific uncertainties associated with the risk assessnment for the Site include the fact that seven (7)
tentatively identified conpounds (TICs) were not included in the quantitative risk assessnent due to the
uncertainties associated with the identification and quantities of these conpounds. Each of the TICs |ack
both a cancer slope factor and a reference dose. The lack of current toxicity criteria for these TICs does
not allow quantitative estinmation of risk. Thus, elimnation of the TICs could lead to a slight
underestimation of the risks. Another site-specific uncertainty is associated with the future resident
scenari o, which assumed ground water would not be filtered prior to consunption. Turbidity sanpling of the
Malta Test Station water supply wells and several monitoring wells, as well as the current practice of using
a settling tank at the Test Station to reduce the solids content before ground water consunption, suggest
that a future resident water supply would al so require sone types of solids renoval (e.g., settling or
filtration) before consunption. Therefore, the use of unfiltered water in the risk assessnent has likely |ead
to a slight overestinmation of risk with respect to that scenario. Mre specific information concerning
public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk

associ ated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the R sk Assessnent Report.

Based on the results of the risk assessnent, EPA has determ ned that actual or threatened rel eases of
hazar dous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in the
ROD, may present an i mmnent and substantial endangernment to the public health, welfare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Remedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. They specify the
contami nants of concern, the receptors, and acceptabl e contam nant |evels for each exposure route. These

obj ectives are based on avail able informati on and standards such as applicable or rel evant and appropriate
requi renents (ARARsS) and risk-based levels established in the risk assessnent. The follow ng remedial action
obj ectives were established for the Site:

G ound Water

! Prevent ingestion of ground water with concentrations of Site-related constituents (primarily the VQOCs
carbon tet and TCE) above current Federal drinking water standards or, if nore stringent, New York State
drinking water standards. Specifically, prevent the ingestion of ground water containing concentrations of
carbon tet above 5 ppb; TCE above 5 ppb, tetrachl oroethyl ene (PCE) above 5 ppb; chl oromet hane above 5 ppb;
1,1,1,-trichl oroethane above 5 ppb, and total trihal oret hanes (which includes chloroforn) above

100 ppb.

! Prevent ingestion of ground water with concentrations of Site-related VOCs that pose an unacceptable risk
to human health (total carcinogenic risk greater than 1 in 10,000 or a noncarci hogeni ¢ Hazard | ndex greater
than 1).

I Prevent further migration of the ground water plune containing Site-related VOCs above current Federal
drinking water standards or, if nmore stringent, New York State ground water standards, into areas with
concentrations of contaminants in ground water bel ow such standards. Specifically, prevent further mgration
of ground water containing nore than 5 ppb of carbon tet, 5 ppb of TCE, 5 ppb of PCE, 5 ppb of chloronethane,
5 ppb of 1,1,1,-trichloroethane, and 7 ppb of chloroform

! Restore ground water so that concentrations of VOCs in the aquifer at the Site are reduced to current
Federal drinking water standards or, if nmore stringent, New York State ground water standards. Specifically,
restore the ground water to concentrations that do not exceed 5 ppb for carbon tet, 5 ppb for TCE, 5 ppb for
PCE, 5 ppb for chloromethane, 5 ppb for 1,1,1,-trichloroethane, and 7 ppb for chloroform



Soi |

! Prevent human exposure to soil at the Building 23P area containing concentrations of PCBs that pose an
unacceptabl e risk to human health (i.e., an excess cancer risk greater than 1 in 10,000) and concentrations
of lead in excess of generally accepted cleanup levels for lead in soil for comrercial/industrial |and use.
Specifically, prevent human exposure to PCBs in soil at concentrations greater than 10 ppmfromthe surface
to a depth of 1 foot and in soil at concentrations greater than 25 ppmfor soil below a depth of 1 foot, and
prevent hunman exposure to lead in soil at the Building 23P area at concentrations greater than 1000 ppm

! Prevent unacceptable ecological risk attributable to mercury in soil at the Miggett's Pond Drai nage Ditch
Intersection. Specifically, prevent ecol ogical exposure to nmercury in soil at concentrations greater than 2

ppm

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA 8121(b)(1), 42 U S. C. 89621(b)(1), nandates that a remedial action nust be protective of human heal th
and the environnent, cost effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) al so establishes a
preference for renedi al actions which enploy, as a principal elenent, treatnment to pernanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or nmobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants and
contaminants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renmedial action nust
attain a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contam nants, which at

| east attains ARARs under federal and state |aws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA
8§121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. 8§9621(d)(4).

This ROD evaluates in detail, five (5) renedial alternatives that address ground water contam nation
associated with the Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site and four (4) renedial alternatives that address the soil
contamination. The time to inplenent a renedial alternative reflects only the tine required to construct or
i npl enent the renedy and does not include the tinme required to design the renmedy, negotiate with the PRPs, or
procure contracts for design and construction, or conduct operation and nai ntenance at the Site.

The present worth cost for each alternative is calculated for 30 years at a 5% di scount rate. The renedi al
alternatives for ground water are:

Alternative GL: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Operation and Mai nt enance Cost: $0/ yr
Present-Wrth Cost: $0
I npl enent ati on Ti me: None

CERCLA requires that the "no action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison with other
alternatives. Under Alternative GL, no action would be taken to renedi ate, control or nonitor the
contam nated ground water. The existing air stripper woul d be di sconnected and woul d no | onger treat the
Test Station water supply to acceptable drinking water levels. The EWVB woul d be di scontinued and there
woul d be no nonitoring of contami nants in surface water or ground water. There would be no institutional
controls to restrict human habitation at the Test Station or the withdrawal of ground water within the
vicinity of the plune. The concentrations of VOCs in ground water would be reduced to acceptable levels in
an estimated 110 years by natural attenuation and degradati on processes such as dilution, dispersion,
adsorption, and possibly biological and chenical degradation. G ound water would continue to di scharge
naturally to the ravines, where concentrati ons of VOCs are reduced to acceptable |levels in surface water
through vol atilization. Because this alternative would result in contam nants renmai ning on-site, CERCLA
woul d require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years.

Alternative &b: Punp Test Station Water Supply Wl l (s), Treat using the Existing
Air Stripper, Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls

Capi tal Cost: $7, 000

O & M Cost : $17, 100/ yr

Present Wrth Cost: $269, 900



Construction Tine: None

Under Alternative &b, the Test Station water supply well(s) would continue to punp contam nated ground water
and the existing air stripper would continue to treat the Test Station water supply systemto acceptable
drinking water levels. The punping rate for the Test Station water supply wells woul d be determ ned by
dermand, which is currently estimated to be 0.6 gallons per mnute (gpm. The concentrations of VOCs in
ground water would be reduced to acceptable | evels by natural attenuation and degradation

processes, and to a |l esser extent by the punping and treating, in an estimated 110 years. G ound water and
surface water would continue to be nonitored to ensure that off-site ground water users are not inpacted by
contam nation fromthe Site, that the ground water plune does not migrate into uncontam nated areas, and that
natural attenuation and degradati on processes are restoring the ground water to cl eanup standards. G ound
wat er woul d continue to discharge naturally to the ravines, where concentrations of VOCs are currently
reduced to acceptable levels through volatilization. The air stripper influent and

effluent would continue to be nmonitored. Institutional controls, such as new deed restrictions, would be
inmpl enented to prevent ingestion of contam nated ground water and to restrict the withdrawal of ground water
within the vicinity of the plune that could adversely inpact restoration of the contam nated ground water.
Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaini ng on-site above heal t h-based | evel s, CERCLA
8§121(c), 42 U.S.C. 89621(c) would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years to
ensure that the remedy is protective of hunan health and the environnent. |If justified by the review, EPA
may require inplenentation of additional renedial actions.

Alternative G3: Punp Test Station Water Supply Well(s), Treat at Maxi mum Capacity
of Existing Air Stripper, Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $247, 000

O & M Cost: $46, 200/ yr
Present Wrth Cost: $957, 400
Construction Tine: 1to 2 nonths

Alternative G3 incorporates the provisions of Alternative &b (punping Test Station water supply wells,
treatnment of the water using the existing air stripper, natural attenuation and degradation of ground water,
surface water and ground water nonitoring, and institutional controls), except that the Test Station water
supply system woul d be operated to maximze the capacity of the air stripper (approxi mately 25 gpm. Vater
punped and treated i n excess of the water supply demand of the Site would be discharged on-site in a nanner
that enhances the ground water renediation and in conpliance with applicable regulations. Various discharge
options, such as an outfall discharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a,

reinjection wells, or a surface infiltration trench or bed, would be eval uated during remedi al design
(reinjection wells were assumed for cost estimating purposes). Under this alternative, the concentrations of
VOCs in ground water would be reduced to acceptable levels within an estimated 90 years. Because this
alternative would result in contanminants renaining on-site above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA 8121(c), 42

U S.C 89621(c)would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years. |If justified by
the review, EPA may require inplenentati on of additional renedial actions.

Alternative Gla: Punp Test Station Water Supply Wl | (s), Treat using New A r
Stripper, Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $348, 700

O & M Cost : $47, 600/ yr
Present Worth Cost: $1, 080, 400
Construction Tine: 4 to 6 nonths

Alternative Gla incorporates nmany of the provisions of Alternative G3 (punping the Test Station water supply
wells, treatment by air stripping, discharge of water in excess of on-site demand, natural attenuation and
degradation of ground water, surface water and ground water nonitoring, and institutional controls).

However, Alternative Gia would require that the 2 on-site water supply wells be punped at a conbi ned punping
rate of approxinmately 75 gpmto capture nost of the ground water with concentrations of individual VOCs
greater than 50 ppb. A new air stripper would be required to treat this volunme of punped water. As with
Alternative G3, treated water in excess of the water supply demand of the Site would be discharged on-site in



a manner that enhances ground water renedi ation and in conpliance with applicable regulations. Various

di scharge options, such as a discharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a, reinjection wells, or a surface
infiltration trench or bed, woul d be evaluated during remedi al design (reinjection wells were assunmed for
cost estimating purposes). Under this alternative, the concentrations of VOCs in ground water woul d be
reduced to acceptable levels within an estinmated 80 years. Because this alternative would result in
contam nants remnai ni ng on-site above heal t h-based | evel s, CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U.S.C. 8§9621(c) would require
that Site conditions be reviewed at |east once every 5 years. |If justified by the review, EPA may require
inpl enentation of additional renedial actions.

Alternative Gib: Punp Existing Test Station Water Supply Wl ls and Two New Wl s,
Treat using New Air Stripper, Natural Attenuation, and Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $649, 600

O & M Cost : $51, 800/ yr
Present Wrth Cost: $1, 445, 900
Const ruction Tine: 4 to 6 nonths

Alternative Gib incorporates nany of the provisions of Alternative Gia (punping of the existing water supply
wells, treatnent by a new air stripper, discharge of water in excess of on-site denmand, natural attenuation
and degradati on of ground water, surface water and ground water nonitoring, and institutional controls). In
Alternative G4b, however, water woul d be punped from4 wells (2 new wells and 2 existing water supply wells)
at a conbi ned punping rate of approxinately 140 gpm to capture all of the ground water with concentrations
of individual VOCs greater than 50 ppb. A new air stripper would be required to treat the increased vol unme
of punped water. Treated water in excess of the water supply demand of the Site would be discharged on-site
in a manner that enhances ground water renediation and in conpliance with applicable regulations. As in
Alternatives G3 and G4a, various discharge options, such as a discharge structure at the head of Ravi ne 2a,
reinjection wells, or a surface infiltration trench or bed, would be eval uated during renedi al design
(reinjection wells were assumed for cost estinating purposes). Under this alternative, the concentrations of
VQCs in ground water would be reduced to acceptable levels within an estimated 60 years. Because this
alternative would result in contam nants renaining on-site above healt h-based | evel s, CERCLA 8§121(c), 42

U S.C. 89621(c) would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years. |If justified by
the review, EPA may require inplenentati on of additional renedial actions.

SA L ALTERNATI VES
Alternative S1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
O & M Cost: $ O/yr
Present Worth Cost: $0
Const ruction Tine: None

CERCLA requires that the "no action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison wth other
alternatives. Under Aternative S1, no action would be taken to renediate or control the contam nated soil.
The contam nated soil at the Building 23P area and at the Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection would be
left in place. No action would be taken to control access to the contaninated soil, such as maintaining the
exi sting fence around the Test Station or enforcing the easement restrictions. Because this alternative

woul d result in contam nants remai ning on-site above heal th-based | evel s, CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U S.C
89621(c)woul d require that Site conditions be reviewd at |east once every 5 years.

Alternative S2: Institutional Controls
Capital Cost: $16, 800
O & M Cost : $0/ yr
Present Wrth Cost: $16, 800
Construction Tine: None

Under Alternative S2, human exposure to contaminated soil at the Building 23P area would be reduced through
institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, that would restrict the Test Station property to its
current commercial/industrial |and use and thereby elimnate a future residential scenario. Ecological
exposure to contam nated soil at Building 23P and the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection would be



reduced through nai ntenance of the existing fencing around the Test Station, which would restrict access for
some species but not others. Because this alternative would result in contam nants remai ning on-site above
heal t h-based | evel s, CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U S.C. 89621(c) would require

that Site conditions be reviewed at |east once every 5 years. |If justified by the review, EPA may require
inmpl enentation of additional renedial actions.

Alternative S3b: Asphalt Caps and Institutional Controls
Capital Cost: $ 27,000

O & MCost: $1, 000/ yr

Present Worth Cost: $ 42,400

Construction Tine: 1 week

Under Alternative S3b, asphalt caps would be placed over the contam nated soil at the Building 23P area
(estinmated area 15 ftx 5 ft) and the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection (estimated area 3 ff x 30
ft), in addition to institutional controls to limt the Test Station to comercial/industrial |and use (e.g.,
deed restrictions). Placenent of the cap in the drainage ditch would require altering the ditch to naintain
fl ow and prevent erosion. Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaining on-site above

heal t h-based | evel s, CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U S. C. 89621(c) would require that Site conditions be reviewed at

| east once every 5 years. |If justified by the review, EPA may require inplementation of additional renedial
actions.

Alternative S4: Excavation and Of-Site Disposal and Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $25, 100
O & M Cost : $0/ yr
Present Wrth Cost: $25, 100
Construction Tine: 1 week

Alternative $4 involves excavation of the contaninated soil at Building 23P (estimated volume 3 to 5 cubic
yards [yd3]) and at the Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection (estimted volume 3 yd3). Excavated areas
woul d be backfilled with clean fill material, graded to blend with the surroundi ng areas, and reveget at ed.
The excavated soil would be transported to an appropriate off-site facility for final disposal. Institutional
controls, such as deed restrictions, would be inplenmented to restrict the Test Station to its current
conmercial /industrial |and use.

SUMVARY OF COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In selecting a renedy, EPA considered the factors set out in CERCLA 8121, 42 U.S. C. 89621, by conducting a
detail ed anal ysis of the viable renedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9) and OSVER
Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consisted of an assessnent of the individual alternatives against
each of nine evaluation criteria and a conparative analysis focusing upon the relative perfornmance of each
alternative against those criteria.

The followi ng "threshold" criteria must be satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for
sel ection:

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

2. Conpl i ance wi th ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would neet all of the applicable (legally
enforceabl e), or relevant and appropriate (requirements that pertain to situations sufficiently
simlar to those encountered at a Superfund site such that their use is well suited to the site)
requirenents of federal and state environmental statutes and requirenments or provide grounds for



i nvoki ng a wai ver.

The following "prinmary bal ancing" criteria are used to make conparisons and to identify the
maj or trade-offs anong alternatives:

3. Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environnent over tine, once cleanup goal s have been net. It
al so addresses the magni tude and effectiveness of the neasures that nay be required to nanage the
ri sk posed by treatnment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volunme via treatnment refers to a renedial technol ogy's
expected ability to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances, pollutants
or contam nants at the site.

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

6. Inpl ementability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renmedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimted capital and operati on and mai nt enance costs, and the present-worth costs.

The following "nodifying" criteria are considered fully after the formal public comment period on the
Proposed Plan is conplete:

8. State acceptance indi cates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and the Proposed Pl an, the
State supports, opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with respect to the preferred
alternative.

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

A conparative analysis of the renedial alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted above foll ows.
L Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL: No Action is not protective of human health and the environnent, because it does not prevent
i ngestion of contam nated ground water or require ground water restoration or nonitoring to ensure that the
ground water plune does not migrate into uncontam nated areas. Alternatives &b, G3, Gia, and Gib woul d be
protective of hunman health and the environnment, because ingestion of contam nated ground water and pl une

m grati on woul d be prevented through on-site ground water punping and treatnent, institutional controls, and
surface water and ground water rnonitoring. Al though Alternative 4b woul d be the nost protective of the
envi ronnent because it would restore the ground water in the shortest period of tine, all the ground water
alternatives are expected to restore the contam nated ground water to acceptable levels within simlar
relative tinmefranes (i.e, from60 to 110 years). Aternative &b woul d be somewhat nore protective of the
ravine habitat than Alternatives G3, 4a, and (Ab because there woul d

be no potential inpact to the streans due to discharge of large volunes of treated water in excess of the
Test Station water supply dermand; this inpact could be reduced by using reinjection wells or infiltration
trenches upgradi ent of the streans rather than through a di scharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a.

Soil Alternatives

Alternative S1: No Action is not protective of human health and the environnent because it does not prevent
human exposure to contam nated soil at Building 23P or reduce ecol ogical risks associated w th contam nated
soil at Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection. O the remaining alternatives, S2 is the |east



protective of hunman health and the environnent because it relies on institutional controls. Alternative S3b
is nore protective of human health and the environment, because exposure to contam nated soil would be
reduced through capping and institutional controls. Aternative S4 is the nost protective of human health
and the environnment because exposure to contaminated soil would be reduced through excavation and off-site
di sposal and institutional controls.

1 Conpl i ance with ARARs

G ound Water Alternatives

Al of the ground water alternatives except the no action alternative would attain the chem cal -specific
ARARs identified for the Site. The ARARs for the treatnent of the Test Station water supply are the Federal
MCLs for drinking water or, if nore stringent, New York State drinking water standards. Exanples of these
levels are 5 ppb for carbon tet and 5 ppb for TCE. These standards woul d be met for each ground water
alternative utilizing an air stripper (i.e., all but Alternative GL: No Action).

Al of the ground water alternatives are expected to attain the chemcal -specific ARARs identified for
restoration of the ground water plune within estinmated restoration tine periods ranging from60 to 110 years.
The ARARs for ground water restoration are the Federal MCLs or, if nmore stringent, New York State ground

wat er standards. The estinmated time to attain MCLs is 110 years for Alternatives Gl and &b, 90 years for
Alternative G3, 80 years for Alternative G4a, and 60 years for Alternative G4b. As noted above, actual
timeframes for ground water restoration nmay be shorter or |onger than these tinme periods, which are estimated
based on ground water fate and transport nodeling.

There are no location-specific or action-specific ARARs associated with Alternative GL, which requires no
action. The renmining alternatives would be expected to nmeet all of their |ocation-specific or
action-specific ARARs. Alternative &b and G3 utilize the existing air stripper, which was permtted by
NYSDEC and has met the New York State Air Em ssions Requirements (VOC Emi ssions for Air Strippers and Process
Vents, General Air Quality). Alternatives GAa and (b require new air strippers, which also could be designed
to meet these requirenents. Alternatives G3, 4a, and G4b, which involve discharge of treated

water in excess of the on-site demand, woul d have additional ARARs dependi ng on the method of discharge
selected in renedial design. For exanple, discharge to Ravine 2a through an outfall structure would be
designed to conply with the Federal and New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System Prograns (NPDES
and SPDES, respectively), the Federal Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act, and the Federal O ean Water Act
(Part 404(b) Arny Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permt Programj. Discharge through reinjection wells or
infiltration trenches would be designed to conply with the Federal Underground Injection Control (U C
Program of the Safe Drinking Water Act and SPDES.

Soil Alternatives

Al the ARARs associated with the soil alternatives would be attained. There are no |ocation-specific or
action-specific ARARs associated with Alternatives S1 or S2. Aternative S3b would conply with RCRA
requirenents for detection nonitoring. Alternative S4 would conply with RCRA requirenents for transport of
the excavated soil and disposal at an EPA-approved landfill. There are no chenical -specific ARARs that
establish the cleanup level for the PCB-contam nated soil at Building 23P, since the concentrations are bel ow
50 ppm and therefore are not regul ated by the Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA). Simlarly, there are no
ARARs for the cleanup level of nercury in soil at the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection or the |ead
in soil at Building 23P. However, Alternative S4 would conply with EPA' s "Qui dance on Renedi al Actions for
Superfund Sites with PCB Contami nation," OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-01, dated August 1990, which utilizes the
TSCA PCB spill policy to establish cleanup levels for PCBs at restricted access (industrial) sites.
Alternative S4 would al so neet the Site-specific cleanup level for nercury (2 ppn) and the generally accepted
cleanup level for lead in soil for a comrercial/industrial |and use (1000 ppnj.

L Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per nanence

Gound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL is neither effective nor permanent because it would not prevent ingestion of contam nated
ground water and does not provide a neans for restoring or nonitoring the ground water plune. Alternatives
&b, G3, HAa, and G4b all would be effective and permanent in the |ong-term because each prevents ingestion



of contam nated ground water, eventually restores ground water to acceptable |evels, and includes provisions
for monitoring the ground water over tinmne.

Soil Alternatives

Alternative S1 is neither effective nor permanent because it would not address the long-termrisks due to
exposure to contam nated soils at Building 23P and Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection. O the

remai ning alternatives, S2 is the |east effective means of reducing long-termrisk because it relies solely
on institutional controls. Alternative S3b uses capping, which is somewhat nore effective in the long-term
Alternative S4 would have the greatest long-termeffectiveness and pernanence, because the risks woul d be
reduced t hrough excavation and proper off-site disposal to an approved facility.

L Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume via Treat ment

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL: No Action would not enploy treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility or volume of VOCs in
ground water. O the remaining alternatives, &b assunes the | owest punping rate and woul d offer the | east
reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volume through treatment by air stripping. Aternative G3 would require
a hi gher punping rate than Alternative &b and therefore would offer greater reduction through treatnent.
Alternative Gib would require the highest punping rate and would utilize treatnment to the greatest extent to
reduce toxicity, nobility, and volune of contam nants. Alternatives &b, G3, and

G4b woul d rely upon natural attenuation and degradati on processes in addition to treatment to reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume of VOCs in the ground water.

Soil Alternatives

Alternatives S1 and S2 require no action and institutional controls, respectively, and therefore would not
reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volume of contam nated soil at Building 23P or at the Muggett's Pond

Drai nage Ditch Intersection. The asphalt caps required by Alternative S3b would reduce the nobility of the
contam nated soil fromw nd and water erosion, but would not reduce its toxicity or volume. Alternative $4
provides the greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volune by excavation of the contam nated soil and
off-site disposal in an EPA-approved facility. Because of the small volune of soil involved (6-8 yd3), none
of the soil alternatives utilizes an on-site treatnment technol ogy to reduce the

toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants in soil.

1 Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Gound Water Alternatives

Alternatives Gl, &b, and G3 do not pose any short-termrisk during construction because they rely on either
no action or utilize existing systens. Alternatives Aa and (Ab require installation of a new air stripper
and di sassenbly of the existing one, which nay pose short-termsafety risks to construction workers.
Alternatives (4a and G4b are equivalent with respect to this potential risk, which is expected to be easily
controll ed through proper construction and standard health and safety practices. Alternative Gib is the nost
effective during inplenmentation, because cl eanup goals woul d be expected to be nmet in the shortest period of
tine conpared to the other alternatives.

Soil Alternatives

Alternative S1 and S2 do not pose any short-termrisk because they rely on either no action or institutional
controls. Alternative S3b woul d pose minimal short-termrisk to workers and the environment during asphalt
cappi ng of the contam nated soil. Alternative S4 would pose mnimal short-termrisk for a short period of
time when the contam nated soil is excavated and di sposed of off-site. However, this risk is expected to be
easily controlled through standard health and safety practices.

L I mpl enent abi lity

Gound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL would not require any construction, operation, or nonitoring; therefore it is easily
inmplenentable. Alternatives &b, G3, and Aa woul d use the existing wells, and Alternatives &b and G3 woul d
al so use the existing air stripper treatnment system naking these alternatives easy to inplenent.



Install ation of new punping wells (4b), installation of a new air stripper (Gla and Gib) and construction of
a discharge systemfor excess treated water (G3, (4a, and G4b) woul d require no specialty equipnent or
contractors and coul d be inpl enented usi ng common construction practices.

Soil Alternatives

Alternatives S1 and S2 require no action and institutional controls, respectively, and are readily

inmpl enentabl e. The routine asphalt caps of Alternative S3b and the excavation and off-site disposal required
of Alternative S4 could be easily inplenented using readily available materials, equipnment, and construction
practices.

G ound Water Alternatives
Costs for the ground water alternatives GL to G4b are as foll ows:

Capi t al &M yr Present Wrth
Gl $0 $0 $0
&b 7,000 17,100 269, 900
G32 47,200 46, 200 957, 400
G4a 348, 700 47, 600 1, 080, 400
G4b 649, 600 51, 800 1, 445, 900

The capital and present worth costs for Alternatives GL and &b are relatively |low or zero. Alternatives &3
and Gda are intermediate with present worth costs of approximately $1 nmillion, and Alternative G4b is the
nost expensive at approximately $1.5 mllion.

Soil Alternatives
Costs for the soil alternatives S1 to $4 are as foll ows:

Capi t al _&M yr Present Wrth
Sl $0 $0 $0
S21 16, 800 0 16, 800
S3b 27,000 1, 000 42, 400
4 25,100 0 25,100

The present worth cost for Alternative Sl is zero. O the renmaining alternatives, S2 is the | east expensive
at $16,800, S4 is internediate at $25,100, and S3b is the nobst expensive at $42, 400.

L St at e Accept ance

The State of New York concurs with the selected renedy. A letter of concurrence is attached as Appendi x |V.
1 Communi ty Accept ance

Community acceptance of the selected renedy was assessed at the public neeting and during the public coment
period. At the April 24, 1996 public meeting, the Town Supervisor read a prepared statenent signed by

hi msel f and menbers of the Town Board in support of EPA's remedy. During the public conment period, EPA
received one letter, which was subnitted by two of the PRPs (G E. and NYSERDA) and supported EPA's renedy. A
responsi veness summary i s attached as Appendi x V.

SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and the State of New York have determned, after reviewi ng the alternatives and public coments, that
Alternative &Qb: Punp Water Supply Well(s), Treat using the Existing Air Stripper, Natural Attenuation, and
Institutional Controls and Alternative S4: Excavation and Of-Site Disposal and Institutional Controls, is
the appropriate renmedy for the Site, because it best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA 8121, 42 U. S.C
89621, and offers the best trade-offs anong the alternatives with respect to the NCP' s nine eval uation
criteria for renedial alternatives, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9).



The naj or conponents of the selected renedy are as foll ows:

1) Continued punping of the Test Station water supply well(s) and treatnment of the water by air stripping to
provi de an acceptabl e drinking water supply for the Test Station enpl oyees, which nmay be acconplished using
the existing air stripper. Continued nonitoring of the influent and effluent of the air stripper in
accordance with New York State requirements to ensure that it effectively treats the on-site water supply to
Federal MCLs, or if nore stringent, New York State drinking water standards.

2) Natural attenuation and degradation of VOCs in ground water that are not captured by the punping well (s)
until the ground water attains Federal MCLs, or if nore stringent, New York State ground water standards.

3) Monitoring of surface water and ground water to ensure that off-site ground water users are not inpacted
by contam nation fromthe Site, that contam nated ground water does not nigrate into uncontam nated areas
(i.e., that the ground water plume is contained), and that the natural attenuati on and degradation processes
are restoring the ground water to the cleanup standards. The existing surface water and ground water sanple
| ocations of the EWWS may be nodified as necessary to neet the first objective of this nonitoring program

4) Excavation of contami nated soil at the Building 23P area at a depth of 1 foot or |ess having a
concentration of nore than 10 ppmof PCBs, soil at a depth below 1 foot having a concentration of nore than
25 ppm of PCBs, and soil at any depth with a concentration of |ead of nore than 1000 ppm

5) Excavation of contami nated soil at the Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection at any depth with a
concentration of nore than 2 ppm of mercury.

6) Backfilling of excavations in the Building 23P area and at Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection with
clean fill material, grading to blend with the surroundi ng areas, and revegetation.

7) Transportation of the excavated soil fromthe Building 23P area and Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch
Intersection and disposal off-site at an appropriate EPA-approved facility, consistent with RCRA regul ations
and all other ARARs.

8) Inplenmentation of institutional controls, which may include new deed restrictions, to prevent ingestion of
contam nated ground water, to restrict withdrawal of ground water within the vicinity of the plume that could
adversely inpact ground water renediation, and to restrict the Test Station to its current

commerci al /industrial |and use.

9) Evaluation of Site conditions at |east once every 5 years to ensure that the renedy is protective of human
health and the environment. |If justified by the review, EPA may require that additional renedial actions be
i mpl enent ed.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

As previously noted, CERCLA 8§121(b)(1), 42 U S.C. 8§9621(b)(1), mandates that a remedial action nust be
protective of human health and the environnent, cost effective, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable.
Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions that enploy treatment to pernmanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or

contam nants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C. 8§9621(d), further specifies that a renedial action nust
attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARsS under federal and state |aws, unless a waiver can be
justified pursuant to CERCLA 8121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. 89621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed bel ow, EPA has determined that the selected renmedy neets the requirenents of CERCLA
8121, 42 U S.C. 89621 and provi des the best bal ance of trade-offs anbng alternatives with respect to the

eval uation criteria:

Protection of Human Health and the Environnent



The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environnent. Soil at Building 23P and the
Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection with concentrations of contam nants above acceptable levels will
be excavated and di sposed of off-site. The Test Station water supply will be treated by air stripping to
provide a safe drinking water supply for Test Station enployees, and the surface water and ground water will
be monitored to ensure that off-site ground water users are not adversely inpacted by the Site. The ground
water plune will be restored by natural attenuation and degradati on processes to

cl eanup standards that are protective of human health and the environnent.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The selected remedy will conply with all ARARs identified for the Site. Chemcal-specific ARARs for the air

stripper at the Test Station are the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs (40 CFR 8141.11-141.16) or, if nore
stringent, the New York State Department of Health Public Water Systems MCLs (10 NYCRR Part 5, Subpart 5-1).

Specifically, these ARARs are as foll ows:

Federal MCLs: NYSDOH MCLs:

carbon tet 5 ppb chl or onet hane 5 ppb
TCE 5 ppb 1,1,1,-trichloroethane 5 ppb
PCE 5 ppb total trihal onethanes 100 ppb

Chemi cal -specific ARARs for restoration of the ground water are the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs (40
CFR 8141.11-141.16) or, if more stringent, the NYSDEC Quality Standards for G oundwater for O ass GA ground
water (6 NYCRR Part 703). Specifically, these ARARs are as foll ows:

Federal MCLs NYSDEC St andar ds:

carbon tet 5 ppb chl or onet hane 5 ppb
TCE 5 ppb 1,1,1,-trichloroethane 5 ppb
PCE 5 ppb chl orof orm 7 ppb

There are no chenical -specific ARARs for the soil cleanup. However, the renedy will conply with cleanup
levels for PCBs set forth in EPA policy (Quidance on Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB

Cont ami nation, OSVER Directive No. 9355.4-01, dated August 1990) and will neet a generally accepted cl eanup
level for lead in soil for comrercial/industrial land use. |In addition, the soil cleanup will meet a cleanup
level for nmercury obtained from Site-specific ecological risk assessnment cal culations. Specifically, the
remedy will nmeet the following cleanup levels in soil:

Miuggett's Pond Drai nage Bul di ng 23P

Ditch Intersection PCBs, top foot: 10 ppm

mer cury 2 ppm PCBs, bel ow top foot: 25 ppm
| ead 1000 ppm

Action-specific ARARs for operation of the air stripper are the New York State Air Em ssion Requirenents [VOC
Em ssions for Air Strippers and Process Vents, General Air Quality], (6 NYCRR Part 200-212). The existing
air stripper is subject to the terns and conditions of the permt issued by NYSDEC. Action-specific ARARs
for handling, transporting, and disposing of the Site soils are the Cccupational Safety and Heal th Standards
for Hazardous Responses and CGeneral Construction Activities (29 CFR §81904, 1910, and 1926); the Depart ment
of Transportation Rules for Hazardous Materials Transport (49 CFR Parts 107 and 171-177), and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act standards for transporters and hazardous waste facilities (40 CFR Parts 263 and
264), respectively.

There are no location-specific ARARs for the selected renmedy. However, the renedy will conply with EPA s
policy regarding | and use (Land Use in the CERCLA Renedy Sel ection Process, OSWER Directive No. 9355. 7-04,
dated May 25, 1995).

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The remedy is cost-effective because it provides overall effectiveness that is proportional to its cost. The
ground water conponent of the remedy is the | east expensive alternative that meets the ground water renedi al



obj ectives, and the soil conponent provides the greatest reduction in risk at an internediate cost. In
addition, the renedy uses existing renmedi al actions where possible. The present worth cost of the renedy is
$295, 000.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

The sel ected renmedy addresses all of the nedia of concern and utilizes permanent sol utions and treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. In addition, the selected renmedy provi des the best bal ance
of trade-offs anong the alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.

The selected renmedy will reduce the toxicity and, to a |l esser extent, the mobility and vol une of contam nants
in the ground water through treatnent by air stripping. Natural attenuation and degradation of VOCs will
eventually result in pernmanent restoration of the ground water plume. Excavation and off-site disposal of
the contam nated soil willsignificantly reduce the toxicity and volume of PCBs, |ead, and nercury at the Site
and will offer a permanent solution to the risks posed by these wastes.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

The sel ected remedy requires natural attenuation rather than treatnment to restore the ground water. This is
consi stent with the ground water policy set forth in the NCP, because ground water restoration by active
punpi ng and treatnment is not warranted when the restoration tine periods to reach MCLs and the costs of all
alternatives are conmpared. Mreover, the selected renedy is consistent with EPA policy (A Quide to Principal
Threat and Low Level Threat Waste, OSWER Directive No. 9380. 3-06FS, dated Novenber 1991), because ground
water at the Site is a lowlevel threat rather than a principal threat. The selected renedy does, however,
require treatnment of the Test Station water supply by air stripping to prevent ingestion of contam nated
ground water. The renedy does not require on-site treatnment of the contam nated soil because of the snall
vol ume i nvol ved (6-8 yd3).

DOCUMENTATI ON CF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan. The ROD
clarifies one of the three goals of the institutional controls (to restrict the Test Station to its current
comercial /industrial land use rather than to restrict access), and clarifies that the punping rate of the
Test Station wells is determned by the demand for water, which may result in a higher or |ower punping rate
than the current estinated rate of 0.6 gpm
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Area

Bl dg. 3

Bl dg. 4
Bl dg. 25
Miggett's
Pond

D3
(Ravi ne 1b)

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Not es:
Al results and entena are in ug/l (ppb).
1 = Q@i dance val ue.
J = Sem -quantitive value due to Q¥ QC data validation requirenents.

1.
2.
3.

TABLE 1

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
SURFACE WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Sanpl e
No.

SWB3- 2

SW B4- 02

SWPTI - 01
SW B25- 02

SWWUAD1

SW301
headwat er

SW1B-01
headwat er

SW 1B- 02
m dst ream

SW 1B- 03
downst r eam

Anal yte
lron

Manganese
Al drin
Hept achl or Expoxi de
Ant i mony

I ron

I ron

Ant i mony
Iron

Iron
Manganese
Al um num
Cal ci um

I ron
Manganese
Pot assi um
Al um num
Cal ci um
Iron
Manganese
Pot assi um
Sodi um

Al um num
Pot assi um
Sodi um

Al um num
Iron

Sodi um

Conc.

10700

569
0.041J
0. 087

28J
2550J

1890

22]

9310

1340

0101J

307

98000

31500

4080J

3490

171

116000
8340J
2120
3910
5740
71.5
932
5530
113
3443
4930

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

300

300
. 001
0. 001

31
300
300

31!
300
300
300

47.0

57900
300
300
845

47.0

57900
300
300
845

4840

47.0

845
4840
47.0
300
4840

o



Area

Bl dg. 3

TABLE 2

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
SEDI MENT SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Sanmpl e No.

SD- PTI

Anal yte

Cadm um
Copper
Lead

Zi nc
Archl or-1260

Arsenic
Cadm um
Chrom um
Copper

I ron

Lead
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Zi nc

Met hoxychl or
Arocl or - 1254
Arocl or-1260

Conc.

2.8BJ
2947
46. 2J

1430J
1200

20.3J
38. 4J
101J
642J
307000J
5701J
987J
0.27BJ
1413
6490J
85J
7400
13000

MRFA
Conpar ati ve

Citeria
0.8

19
27



Muggett's Pond

Muggett's Pond

Muggett's Pond

Drai nage Ditch

SD- MP1

SD- MP2

SD- DD1

Cadm um
Copper
Lead

Mer cury

N ckel
Zinc
Benzo (b)
Benzo (k)
Benzo (a)
I ndeno (1.

Phenol (total

gamma- Chl

Fl our ant hene

Fl our ant hene
Pyrene

2.3.-cd) Pyrene

or dane

Arocl or-1260

Cadni um
Copper
Lead

Mer cury
N ckel

Zi nc
Benzo (a)
Benzo (b)
Benzo (k)
Benzo (a)
Chrysene
I ndeno (1.

Ant hr acene
Fl our ant hene
Fl our ant hene

Pyrene

2.3.-cd) Pyrene

Arocl or-1260

Mer cury

PCBs (Aroclor-1254, 1260)

unchl ori nat ed)

1.2
61.0
71.7
1.1
32.8

219

64J

51J
70J

753
210J
1.9

280
1.4B
56.1
57.7
4.0J
26.5

261
700J
740J
390J
560J
480J
320J
1300

124

1280

0.8
19
27

0.11

22

85

13

13

13

13

5
8x10E-7
0. 08

0.8
19
27

0.11
22
85
13
13
13
13
13
13

0.08

8.11

10001!



TABLE 2 (Cont' d)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA S| TE
SEDI MENT SAVPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COMPARATI VE CRI TER A

MFRA
Conpar ati ve
Area Sanpl e No. Anal yte Conc. Citeria
D3 SD- D3 Bari um 51.7J 35.6
Ravi ne 1b Lead 50. 1J 27
Manganese 2410 428
Ravi ne 1b SD- 1B01 Al um num 4960 2890
Bari um 85.70 35.6
Beryl lium 0.22B 0.14
Cobal t 3.4B 2.8
Copper 31.7J 19
Magnesi um 1720 1550
Manganese 3210 428
Pot assi um 528B 297
Vanadi um 14.5] 13.2
Ravi ne 1b SD- 1B03 Al um num 3120 2890
Pot assi um 4378B 297
Ravi ne 6a SD- 6A01 Arsenic 5.5 5.0

Not es:

1. Inorganics are in mg/ kg (ppn), organics are in ug/ kg (ppb).

2. 1 = Surface soil M-RA Conparative Criteria.

3. J = Sem-quantitive value due to QA-QC data validation requirenents.

4. B = Value is above the Instrunent Detection Limt (I1DL) but bel ow the Contract Required
Detection Limt (CRDL).



Area

S-1
Bl dg.
Bl dg.
Bl dg.

Bl dg.

Bl dg.
Bl dg.

Bl dg.

Bdl g.

Bl dg.
Bl dg.
Bl dg.

Muggett's Pond
Dr ai nage Ditch

Not es:

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

20
21

23P

23P
23P

24

25

25S
27B
27C

reported.

TABLE 3

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLE LOCATIONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

Sanmpl e No.

SS-S1

SS-6
SS-20/1

SS-21

SS- 23P
SS-23P/ 03
SS-23P/ 04

SS-24

SS- 25

SS- 258
SS-27B
SS-27C

SS- DTI NT

I norganics are in ng/kg (ppm,
J = Sem -quantative value due to Q¥ QC data viol ation requirenents.
P = >25% di fference for detected concentrates between the two GC col ums.

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Arocl or-1260

Benzo (a) Pyrene

Mer cury

Mer cury

Arocl or-1260

Arocl or-1260

Arocl or-1262

Lead

Arocl or-1262

Arocl or-1268

Benzo (a) Anthracene
Benzo (a) Pyrene

Benzo (b) Fl ourant hene
Chrysene

Di benzo (a.h) Anthracene
Ant i mony

Copper

Lead

Lead

Di benzo (a.h) Anthracene
Benzo (a) Anthracene
Benzo (a) Pyrene

Di benzo (a.h) Anthracene
Mer cury

organics are in ug/ kg (pph).

C = Conpound indentification was confirned by GC M.
D = Analysis performed at a higher dilution factor.

Conc.

1200P
91J
24.4]
45.5J
1600PDCJ
4100PDCJ
2600
1090
16000
4300
2100
1800
2800
1900
400
11. 4
1000
897J
764
45]
380J
330
93J
13

MFRA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

1000
61
8.1
8.1

1000

1000

1000
500

1000

1000
220

61
1100
400
14
10.8
999
500
500
14
220
61
14
3.1

The | ower value is



Area

S 2
Bl dg. 6
Bl dg. 11
Bl dg. 14

Bl dg. 24
Bl dg. 25
Bl dg. 26

Not es

Resul t

ook whE
mozw o

TABLE 4

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SITE

SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MFRA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

Sanmpl e No.

S-84 0-2
S19 2'-4
S-85 4'-6
S-39 0-2

S-81 2' -4
S 75 2' -4
S-80 0-2

Inorganics are in ng/kg (ppm,

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Acet one

Tet rachl or oet hene
Acet one

Total VOCS
Dodecane

Ei cosane

Hept adecane
Hexadecane
Nonadecane

Cct adecane

Pent adecane
Pent adecane, 2, 6, 10,
14- Tet r anet hyl
Tet r adecane

Tri decane
Undecane
Unknown Al kanes
Total SVQOCs
Acet one

Phenol

Phenol

organics are in ug/ kg (ppb).

Sem -quantitative value due to QA-QC data validation requirenents.
Conmpound was detected in associ ated nethod bl ank.

Compound was identified with a Cheni cal

is froma secondary dilution anal ysis.

Val ue reported is higher than the linear calibration range.

Conc.

300BJ
1400E]
580BJD
12680J
8700JN
6100JN
13000JN
13000JN
85000JN
110000JN
130000JN

66000JN

140000JN

96000JN

80000JN

172000J

1287000

710BJDE
1403
46J

Abstract Services (CAS) nunber.

MFRA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

200
1400

200
10000
50000
50000
50000
50000
50000
50000
50000

50000
50000
50000
50000
50000
500000

200

30

30



I norganics are in ng/ kg (ppn,

Not es
1.

2. J
3. E
4, D

Ar ea

D1

D2

D-5
D-6

Resul t
Resul t

TABLE 5

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

TEST PI T SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

Anal yt e/
Sanpl e No. Conpound
p-78 2' -4 Tet r echl or oet hene
Di phenyl Et her
Total VOCs
P.19 2' -4 Vanadi um
Benzo (a) Pyrene
pP.20 2' -4 Cadm um
p.11 2' -4 Arseni c

is above instrunent calibration range.
is fromsecondary dilution analysis.

organics are used in ug/kg (ppb).
Sem -quantitive val ue due to QA-QC data validation requirenents.

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Conc. Criteria
2200EDJ 1400
96000J 50000
15962J 10000
914 189
160J 61
60. 8 13.5
9.1 8.1



Moni t ori ng
Vel

MM 1

14D
MWV 2

MWV 3

Anal yt e/

Conpound

Al um num
Ant i mony
Cal ci um
Cobal t
Iron

Lead
Manganese
Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Iron

Al um num
Ant i mony
Cal ci um
Cobal t

I ron

Lead
Manganese
Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Ant i mony
Iron
Manganese

TABLE 6
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

MFRA
Conpar ati ve
Oiteria

5900
3
66200
7
300
15
300
2280
13
300
5900
3
66200
7
300
15
300
5850
13
3
300
300

June
1992
Conc.

11300
19. 0B
175000
24.9
35000
24.6
2770
ND
27.9
2370
10200
ND
143000
17. 0B
30700
20.5
1600
ND
26.0B
18.2B
6120
365

Novenber
1992
Conc.

19200
ND
140000
21.1B
38600
20. 23
2090
5850
43. 3B
2420
12800
45. 6BJ
88200
9.7B
23500
1
765
4110B
27.5b
ND
12500
509

Mar ch
1994
Conc.



MM 4

1D

Al um num

Ant i mony

Beryl |ium

Cal ci um

Chr om um

Cobal t

Iron

Lead

Manganese

Pot assi um

Vanadi um

Iron

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Tri chl or oet hene

bis (2-Ethyl hexyl) Phthal ate

5900

66200
50

300
15
300
2280
13
300
300

42900
22.6B
3.2B
465000
53.7
50. 2
86900
56.5
6220
12800
97.5
1340

1

11

11
89B

18700
ND
1

235000
I
21.2B
39800
22.61
2590
5910
47. 9B
4130
342
16
7
ND



Moni t ori ng
Vel

M 23

2S

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA S| TE
GROUND WATER SAVPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

MFRA June
Anal yt e/ Conpar ati ve 1992

Conpound Criteria Conc.
Al um num 5900 36300
Cal ci um 66200 241000
Chr om um 50 81.0
Cobal t 7 27.1B
Copper 200 972
Iron 300 60800
Lead 15 273
Magnesi um 35000 67700
Manganese 300 1930
Pot assi um 2280 11100
Vanadi um 13 67.1
Zi nc 300 647
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 5 16
Al um num 5900 43000
Cal ci um 66200 364000
Chr om um 50 62.0
Cobal t 7 37.1B
Iron 300 87500
Lead 15 47.9
Magnesi um 35000 35500
Manganese 300 3320
Pot assi um 2280 11100
Vanadi um 13 93.1
Car bon Tetrachl ori de 5 140
Chl orof orm 7 ND

Tri chl or oet hene 5 21

Novenber
1992
Conc.

22700
166000
1

12. 1B
1

35100
1
39700
1130
7450
42. 6B

1

14
39500
355000
58.3
29.5B
76200
37.3
35200
2980
11200
84.0
67

8

18



2D

3S

3D

Iron

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Chl oroform

Tri chl or oet hene

Al um num

Cal ci um

Cobal t

Iron

Manganese

Pot assi um

Vanadi um

Car bon Tetrachl ori de
Trichl or oet hene

Cal ci um

Iron

Lead

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Tri chl or oet hene

300
300

5900
66200

300
300
2280
13

66200
300
15
300

4020
596
90J

ND
68J
13400
180000
13.3B
26200
1130
3960B
28.0B
22
44
71400
19700
61
1560
7.01
16

2040

1

44

7

49

1
176000
8. 5B
9710

1080
1

24

59
69200
20000
17.2
815
10

24



Moni t ori ng
Vel |

4S

4D

10S

10D
11S

11D

13S

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Al um num

Cal ci um

Chr om um

Cobal t

I ron

Lead

Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

Al um num

Chr om um

I ron

Lead

Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

Zi nc

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) Pht hal at e
Al um num

Cal ci um

Cobal t

I ron

Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

I ron

Al um num

Cal ci um

Cobal t

I ron

Lead

Manganese
Vanadi um

Trichl or oet hene
Cal ci um

I ron

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Tri chl or oet hene
Al um num

Ant i mony

Cal ci um

Chr om um

Cobal t

I ron

Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Carbon Tetrachl ori de

MRFA
Conparati ve
Criteria

5900
66200
50

7
300
15
300
2280
13
5900
50
300
15
300
2280
13
300

5900
66200

300

300

2280

13

300
5900
66200

300
15
300
13

66200
300
300

5900

66200
50

300
300
2280
13

June
1992
Conc.

40700
323000
60. 2
38.9B
86300
44.5
3480
10100

87.1
1

51500
1
1240

2520B
1

884
ND
6320
109000
ND
11700
450
2670B
13.4B
521
8320
205000
17.3B
28000
31.6
2070
20. 6B
14

1

1980
1

ND

9J
7040
25.0BJ
111000
504
7.2B
14300
495
7530
16. 0B
6J

Novenber
1992
Conc.

45800
285000
63.9
34. 2B
77100
33.1
2870
14100
94.7
8390
153.0
135000
17.8
2780
3270B
18.0B
11303
320B
14600
147000
12.5B
28700
974
5760
34. 9B
953
7200
252000
19. 8B
25300
27.9
2560
21.1B
17
76500
1350
3223

6

7
10100
ND
133000
748J
7.3B
19800
598
5640
21.7B
18



Moni t ori ng
Vel
M 18

M 19

M 20

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yte
Conpound
Al um num
Cal ci um
I ron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Pot assi um
Tet rachl or oet hene
Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl |ium
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
I ron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Ni cke
Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc
Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Chl orof orm
Trichl or oet hene
Al um num
Ant i nony
Beryl I'i um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
I ron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N cke
Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

MRFA
Conparati ve
Criteria

5900
66200
300
15
35000
300
2280
5
5900
3

25
1000
3
66200
50

7

200
300
15
35000
300
100
2280

June
1992
Conc.
14000
151000
38300
34.1
37700

7440
1

9J
227000
64.7

1

3440
20.7
1150000
263
243
942
416000
187
114000
48100
506
37200
400
1350
140

ND

140
93800
ND

6.3
656000
273.0
98. 6J
715J
213000
123
81500
8440
303J
16700
208.0
638

Novenber
1992
Conc.

1
67400

4220
1

2530
2940B
6
92100
40. 9B
27.1
1

6.5
216000
199
83
311J
167000
94.2
41000
13700
237
21900
182
538
220
32
280
21700
59. 8
1

298000
1

44.0B
1
50200
57.9
1

4330
1

3410B

41. 8B
1



Moni t ori ng
Vel

M 21

M 22

M 24S

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yt e/
Compound

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Beryl |'i um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper

I ron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Al um num
Beryllium
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper

I ron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Ni ckel

Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Al um num
Beryl | ium
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper

I ron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
N ckel

Pot assi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

MRFA

Conpar ati ve
Criteria

5900
3

25

3
66200
50

7

200
300
15
35000
300
100
2280
20000
13
300
5900

66200
50

200
300
15
35000
300
100
2280
13
300
5900

66200
50

200
300
15
35000
300
100
2280
13
300

June

1992
Conc.

87200
31.2B
27. 43
5.6
550000
330.0
89. 2J
331J
193000
89.1
94000
8220
322J
15500
22600
185
590
61800
4.6B
547000
94.9
72.1J
266J
138000
84.4
50900
6480
1473
12100
139
402
88100
54
348000
121
68.7
278
181000
92.4
68900
6170
156
19300
186
468

Novenber

1992
Conc.

36000

ND
1

185000
120J
33.1B
1
73400
32.5J
1
2560
126J
8770
1
74.8
402J
35100
1
280000
156J
36. 1B
L
79100
41.9J
1
3080
1119
9030
78.2
379.J
23300
1
124000
1373
19. 8B
L
45500
23.15
1
1460
1149
5970

52.9
1

88100



Moni t ori ng
Vel |

M 24D

M 25S

M 25D

M 26S

M 26D

M 27S

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COMPARATI VE CRI TER A

MRFA June

Anal yt e/ Conpar at i ve 1992

Compound Criteria Conc.
I ron 300 662
Pot assi um 2280 2320B
Zi nc 300 724
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 5 10
Al um num 5900 28100
Ant i mony 3 35.0B
Cal ci um 66200 176000
Chr om um 50 1
Cobal t 7 23.0B
I ron 300 60300
Lead 15 34
Manganese 300 2050
Pot assi um 2280 7250
Sodi um 20000 21700
Vanadi um 13 59.2
Car bon Tetrachl ori de 5 ND
Trichl or oet hene 5 6J
Sodi um 20000 1
Zi nc 300 568
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 5 48
Al um num 5900 80300
Beryl |'i um 3 5.8
Cal ci um 66200 665000
Chrom um 50 121
Cobal t 7 91.3
Copper 200 308
I ron 300 170000
Lead 15 82.6
Magnesi um 35000 47200
Manganese 300 9430
N ckel 100 178
Pot assi um 2280 20900
Vanadi um 13 181
Zi nc 300 472
I ron 300 342
Zi nc 300 518
Al uni num 5900 1
Ant i nony 3 ND
Cal ci um 66200 87800
Chr omi um 50 1
Cobal t 7 28.7B
I ron 300 13700
Lead 15 1
Manganese 300 1220
Pot assi um 2280 ND
Vanadi um 13 1

Chl or onet hane 5 40

Novenber
1992
Conc.

423
1

795J
1
25900
ND
165000
55.7
17. 4B
48900
23.6
1660
8000
L
55.1
22]
13J
20800
536

R
6410
1

397000
1

30. 8B
1
21400
63

1

3870

939J
38000
37.4B
156000
57.4
28.7B
72100
31.2
2920
10100
83.4
ND



Moni t ori ng
Vel

M 27D

M 28S

M 28D

M 29S

M 29D

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yt e/
Conpound

I ron

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Chl or onet hane

Al um num

Ant i mony

Cadm um

Cal ci um

Cobal t

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um

Manganese

Pot assi um

Vanadi um

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Trichl or oet hene

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachori de
1,1, 1-Tri chl or onet hane
Al um num

Ant i mony

Beryl I'i um

Cal ci um

Chr om um

Cobal t

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um

Manganese

N cke

Pot assi um

Vanadi um

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Tri chl or oet hene
Ant i mony

I ron

Zi nc

Car bon Tetrachl ori de
Chl orof orm
Trichl or oet hene

MRFA
Conparati ve
Criteria

300
300

35000
300
100

2280
13
300

300
300

June
1992
Conc.

1

544
75

28
20600
16.7B
127
181000
21.7B
44400
30.1
1
2110
6170

46. 2B
1

46

47

625

31

37
49600
19. 8BJ
3.2B
284000
169
47. 5B
114000
49. 8
51900
4730
166
12500
111
306

32

24

17. 5BJ
388
831

79

ND

19

Novenber
1992
Conc.

461
913
23
ND
12800
ND
211
392000
38. 8B
53200
1340
36300
5050
2690B
33.9B
534J
33

49
456J
42

51
11100
ND

1

195000
1
22.0B
22900
27.6

1

2630

1430J
84
14
24



Moni t ori ng
Vel

M 30

M 315

M 31D

M 32

TABLE 6 (Cont' d)

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE

GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Al um num

Beryl |ium
Cal ci um

Chrom um

Cobal t

Copper

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um
Manganese

Ni cke

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

Zi nc

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Trichl or oet hene
Al um num
Beryl | ium

Cadmi um
Cal ci um

Chrom um

Cobal t

Copper

I ron

Lead

Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

I ron

Zi nc

Al um num
Ant i mony
Cal ci um

Cobal t

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um
Manganese

Pot assi um
Vanadi um

Car bon Tetrachl ori de
Tet rachl or oet hene
Trichl or onet hene

MRFA
Conparati ve
Criteria

5900
3
66200
50

7

200
300
15
35000
300
100
2280
13
300

June
1992

Conc.

77400
5
261000
111
61.8J
256J
128000
73.6
67400
6080
1449
17900
143
316
12J
8J
49500
4.0B
ND
142000
78.6
29. 8B
240
81000
60. 2
1780
9450
170
2190
L
32200
17.7B
200000
23.1B
52900
21.6
45000
1950
9340
60

56

8J

76

Novenber
1992
Conc.

28500
96800
17. 8B

38200
17.2

1610

9240
49. 1B

22100

©

®
(o)
1w O 1m0 1w 1w O im

3550

739
7420
69. 3

607
446J
6850

ND
102000
ND

9490
1

349

2560
1

63
18
95



TABLE 6 (Cont' d)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA S| TE
GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH UNFI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COMPARATI VE CRI TER A

MRFA Mar ch
Moni t ori ng Anal yt e/ Conpar ati ve 1994
wells Conpound Criteria Conc.
M 33S Iron 300 909
M 331 Cal ci um 66200 93600
Iron 300 1730
Pot assi um 2280 12900
Sodi um 20000 27400
M 34 Al um num 5900 16300
Cal ci um 66200 132000
Chr omi um 50 76. 4
Cobal t 7 9.7B
Iron 300 27000
Lead 15 18.1
Manganese 300 876
Pot assi um 2280 6030
Vanadi um 13 33.2B
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 5 8J
M 35S Cal ci um 66200 94800
Iron 300 3760J
Manganese 300 531
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 5 44
Chl or of orm 7 8J
Tet rachl or oet hene 5 57
Tri chl or oet hene 5 58
M 35D I ron 300 1920
Not es:
1. Al concentrations are in ug/l (ppb).
2. ND = anal yte/ conmpound was not detected.
3. 1 = anal yte/ conpound was detected bel ow the MRFA conparative Oriteria.
4. R = anal yte/ conpound was detected above the MRFA conparative criteria but was rejected.
5. J = Sem-quantitative value due to Q¥ QC data validation requirenents.
6. B (inorganics) = Value is above the Instrument Detection Linmt (IDL) but bel ow the Contract

Required Detection Limt (CRDL).
7. B(organics) = Conpound was detected in associated nethod bl ank.



Moni t ori ng
Vel

2S
3S
3D
10S
13S

M 16
M 17

M 19
M 21

M 22
M 24D
M 25
M 25D

M 26S
M 26D
M 27D
M 28S

M 28D
M 29S
M 29D
M 31S
M 31D

M 32
M 331

M 35S
M 35D

Not es:

o0 hrwNE

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Cal ci um
Cal ci um
Cal ci um
Cal ci um
Ant i nony
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Pot assi um
Cal ci um
Cal ci um
Zi nc

Cal ci um

I ron

Cal ci um
Sodi um
Cal ci um
Zi nc

Sodi um
Sodi um

Zi nc

Cal ci um
Zi nc

Zi nc

Ant i mony
Cal ci um

I ron

Zi nc

Ant i mony
Cal ci um
Pot assi um
Zi nc

I ron
Manganese
Zi nc

Cal ci um
Pot assi um

12400

Sodi um
Cal ci um
Pot assi um
Sodi um

Al concentrations are in ug/l
ND = anal yt e/ conpound was not det ect ed.
1 = anal yte/ conpound was det ected bel ow the MRFA Conparative riteria.
R = anal yt e/ conpound was detected above the MRFA Conparative criteria but was rejected
J = Sem -quantitative value due to Q¥ QC data validation requirenents.

B = Value is above the Instrunent Detection Limt (I1DL) but bel ow the Contract
Required Detection Limt (CDRL).

TABLE 7

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

66200
66200
66200
66200
3
66200
50
2280
66200
66200
300
66200
300
66200
20000
66200
300
20000
20000
300
66200
300
300

3

5

300
300

3
66200
2280
300
300
300
300
66200
2280

20000
66200

2280
20000

(ppb).

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH FI LTERED
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TER A

June
1992
Conc.

70800
79500
69700
69100
22.4B
70700
512
44408
99800
95700
1
67600
546
99000
20900
103000
5373
21400
1
589
74400
365J
531J
17.7
19
379
549
ND
70500
2610B
727J
1480
313
1

70500

Novenber
1992
Conc.

82900
68200

66600
I

R
80800
834J
3660B
98900
88600

355
I

75800
1
101000
731J
1
20100
492

!
7783
817
ND
ND

1
608J
48. 5BJ
73000
ND
1660J
4170
394
393J
75700

Mar ch
1994
Conc.

12400

27500
74000

2840
20900



Area

Bldg. 1

Bldg. 1

Bl dg. 2

Bl dg.
Bl dg.

Bl dg.
Bl dg.

Bl dg.

Sanmpl e No.

DW 1A- 1*

DW 1A- 2**

DW 2- 3*

DW 3- 1%**
SS- B3DW **

DW 3- 2% **
DW 4- 2+

DW 5- 1**

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
DRY WELL SAMPLE LOCATIONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Mer cury

Benzo( a) Ant hr acene
Benzo(a) Pyrene
Benzo( b) Fl uor ant hene

Chrysene
Di benzo(a, h) Ant hr acene

Arocl ors-1254, 1260
Cadm um

Chr om um

Copper

Iron

Lead

Mer cury

Zi nc

Arocl or-1260

Arseni c

Mer cury

Benzo( a) Ant hr acene
Benzo(a) Pyrene
Benzo( b) Fl uor ant hene
Chrysene

Di benzo( a, h) Ant hr acene
4,4' - DDE

4,4' - DDD

4,4 -DDT

Arseni c

Arocl or-1260

Arocl or-1262

Arocl or-1268

Arocl or-1260

Total VQOCs

Unknown C13- Al kane
Unknown Cl14- Al kanes
Unknown C15- Al kanes
Unknown C16- Al kane
SVQCs

Arseni c

Cadm um

Copper

Lead

Mer cury

Zi nc

4, 4" - DDE

4, 4" - DDT

Arocl or-1254

Arocl or-1260

TABLE 8

Conc.

40.7J
1100
550
1300

660
160J

23400
2.3
26.6J
131J
28200
2547
0.99J
719J
430

9.8
207J
8105
890J
1200J
1100J
350J
5700C

25000BCD
48000BCD

13

15000JNCD
9200J
9300J
10000J
12830J
96000J
176000J
115000J
73000J
772000J
5.1J
2.2J
41.0J
56. 6J
3.0J
1713

7
7.5
110
170J

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

8.1

220
61

1100

400
14

10000
0.8
26
19
24000
27
0.11
85
0. 08

8.1
8.1
61
61
1100
400
14
2100
2900
2100
8.1
1000
1000
1000
1000
10000
50000
50000
50000
50000
500000
5.0
0.8
19



Area

Bldg. 5

Bl dg. 15

Bl dg. 20

Bl dg. 24

Sanmpl e No.

DW 5- 2% *

DW 15**

DW 20H**

DW 24- 1%*

TABLE 8
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
DRY WELL SAMPLE LOCATIONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

(Cont " d)

Anal yt e/

Conpound Conc.
Cadm um 12.6J
Copper 85.2J
Lead 85.9J
Mer cury 5.2J
N ckel 27.1
Zi nc 95.9J
4, 4" - DDE 23J
4, 4" - DDT 70J
Arocl or-1260 2103
Arsenic 22.3J
Cadm um 10.1J
Chr om um 38.0J
Copper 540J
Iron 91900
Lead 938J
Manganese 679J
Mer cury 1130J
N ckel 39.1
Zinc 14103
4, 4" - DDE 5.4J
4,4 -DDT 99
Arochl or-1254 350J
Arochl or-1260 1700
Lead 34.5J
Mer cury 0. 16J
Benzo( a) Ant hr acene 38J
Benzo( b) Fl uor ant hene 29J
Benzo( k) Fl uor ant hene 41)
Benzo(a) Pyrene 32]
Chrysene 38J
Arsenic 8.3
Copper 38.7
Lead 44. 4
Manganese 554
Mer cury 0. 11J
Zinc 288
Benzo( a) Ant hr acene 79J
Benzo( b) Fl uor ant hene 97J
Benzo( k) Fl uor ant hene 45J
Benzo(a) Pyrene 54J
Chrysene 64J
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) Pyrene 36J
Phenol (total unchlorinated) 1103
4,4 -DDT 4.3

Arochl or-1260

110

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Criteria

0.8
19

428
0.11
85
13
13
13
13
13
13

0.1
0.08



Area

Bl dg. 24

former GE/ Exxon
Bui | di ng
Not es:
1.
2. * = Subsurface soil
3. ** = Sedinent
4, *** = Surface soil
5.
6.
reported.
7.
8. B (organics)
9.
10.

Inorganics are in ng/kg (ppm,

Sanpl e No.

DW 24- 2**

DW CGE/ EX- 2*

TABLE 8 (Con't)
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA S| TE
DRY WELL SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH
ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COMPARATI VE CRI TER A

Anal yt e/
Conpound

Arsenic

Cadm um

Copper

Lead

Manganese

Mer cury

N ckel

Zinc

Benzo(a) Ant hr acene
Chrysene

Phenol (total unchlorinated)
Arochl or-1260

Benzo( a) Ant hr acene
Benzo(a) Pyrene
Chrysene

Di benzo(a, h) Ant hr acene

organics are in ug/ kg (ppb).
MRFA Conparative Criteria used.

MRFA Conparative criteria used.

MRFA Conparative Criteria used.

Conc.

9.1
0.97B
38.9
43.2

570
0.11J
23.1

375

84J

80J
550J

160

900
1000

980
180J

J = Sem -quantitive value due to QN QC data validation requirenents.

N = >50% di fference for detected concentrations between the two GC col ums.

MRFA
Conpar ati ve
Oiteria

5.0
0.8
19
27
0.11
22
22
85
13
13

5
0.08
220
61
400
14

The | ower value is

B (inorganics) = Value is above the Instrument Detection Limt (IDL) but bel owthe Contract
Required Detection Limt (CDRL).
= Conpound was detected in associ ated nmethod bl ank.
C = Conpound identification was confirmed by GJ NS,
D = Analysis performed at a higher dilution factor.



TABLE 9
MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SI TE
DRY WELL SAMPLE LOCATI ONS W TH

ANALYTES ABOVE MRFA COVPARATI VE CRI TERI A

VRFA
Anal yt e/ Conparati ve
Area Sanpl e No. Conpound Conc. Criteria
Bl dg. 13 SL1301 Al um num 6010 2000
Cadmi um 60. 1 20
Chr om um 174 100
Copper 2250 1000
Iron 36400 600
Lead 327J 50
Mer cury 5.9 4
Zinc 7330 5000
Iron + Manganese 36642 1000
Acet one 90 50
1, 2- Di cl or oet hene 160 5
1, 4-Di chl or obenzene 35 4.7
Total Phenol s 20 2
Tol uene 5J 5
Total PCBs 0. 7PJ 0.1
Bl dg. 17 SL1701 Sodi um 81200 40000 (9)
Acet one 89 50
Total Phenol s 610D 2
Bl dg. 20 SL20- N-01 Iron 1250 600
Iron + Manganese 1291.4 1000
Tol uene 37 5
Total Phenol s 30J 2
Bl dg. 20 SL-20- 001 Al um num 2130 2000
Iron 4460 600
Sodi um 76300 40000 (9g)
Iron + Manganese 4591 1000
Bl dg. 25 SL2501 Al um num 2610 2000
Cadmi um 45.7 20
Iron 27200J 600
Lead 257] 50
Silver 212J 100
Iron + Manganese 27345] 1000
1, 2- Di chl or et hene 4000 5
Tol uene 417 5
1, 4- D chl or obenzene 44) 4.7
Total PCBs 1.71JP 0.1
former GE/ Exxon SLCGEX01 Sodi um 53300 40000 (9)
Bl dg Acet one 150 50
Tol uene 90 5
Xyl ene 36 5
Tot al Phenol s 850 2
Not es:

Al results and criteria are in ug/l (ppb).
(g) = Quidance val ue from NYSGAB.

J = Sem -quantitive value due to Q¥ QC data validation requirenents.
D = Reported values are fromsecondary dilution analysis
P =>25%di fference for detected concentrations between the two GC colums. The | ower value is reported.

abrwbhE



VOC S

Acet one

Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Chl or of orm

Chl or onet hane

Tet rachl or oet hene

Tol uene

Tri chl or oet hene

SVCCs

Acenapht hene

Ant hr acene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f| uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hr ene
But yl benzl pht hal at e
Car bazol e

Chrysene

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene

Dry
Wl l's

X X X X X X X X X X X

G ound Wt er
For mer GE/ Exxon Bui | di ng

TABLE 10

Constituents of Concern for Each Mediumat the MRFA Site

G ound Water
Malta Test Station

X X X X

Sedi ment
Muggett's Pond

X X X X X X X X X X

Sedi nent
Ravi ne 1b

Sur f ace
Soi

Sur f ace
and
Subsur f ace
Soi

x

Surface Water
Miggett's Pond

Surface Water
Ravi ne 1b



Di et hyl pht hal at e

Di - n-Butyl pht hal ate
Di ni trol ouene 2, 4-
Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

Hexachl or obut adi ene
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Met hyl naphal ene 2-
Met hyl phenol 4-
Napht hal ene

Phenant hr ene

Pyr ene

Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1254

Arochl or-1260

Arocl or-1262

Arocl or-1268

Chl ordane Al pha-

Chl or dane Gama-
DDD, 4, 4' -

Dry
Vel ls

X

x

X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X X X

G ound Wt er
For mer GE Exxon Bui |l di ng

TABLE 10

Constituents of Concern for Each Mediumat the MRFA Site

G ound Water
Malta Test Station

X
X

Sedi nent
Miuggett's Pond

Sedi nent
Ravi ne 1b

Sur f ace
Soi |

and
Subsur f ace
Soi |

x

Surface Water
Muggett's Pond

Surface Water
Ravi ne 1b



DDE, 4,4' -
DDT, 4,4'-
I nor gani cs
Al um num
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryllium
Bor on
Cadm um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de (Total)
Iron
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Sel eni um
Silver

Dry
Wl l's

X
X

X X X X X X X X X

X X X X

G ound Wt er
For mer GE/ Exxon Bui | di ng

TABLE 10

Constituents of Concern for Each Mediumat the MRFA Site

G ound Water
Malta Test Station

Sedi ment
Muggett's Pond

X
X

X

x

X X X X

Sedi nent
Ravi ne 1b

Sur f ace
Soi |

X
X

Sur f ace
and
Subsur f ace
Soi |

X
X

x

Surface Water
Miggett's Pond

Surface Water
Ravi ne 1b

x



TABLE 10
Constituents of Concern for Each Mediumat the MRFA Site

and
Dry G ound Wt er G ound Water Sedi ment Sedi ment Surface  Subsurface Sur face Water Sur face Water
Wl ls Fornmer GE Exxon Buil ding Malta Test Station Muggett's Pond Ravi ne 1b Soi | Soi | Miggett's Pond Ravi ne 1b

Vanadi um X
Zi nc X X X X



Pat hway
G ound Water

I ngestion of Gound Vater

I nhal ation of Ground Water
Constituents During
Shower s

TABLE 11

MRFA Site: Summary of Exposure Pat hways
Ti me-frane Degree of
Eval uat ed Assessment

Present Future Quant. Qual .

Recept or Rational e for Sel ection or Exclusion

On-site Yes NA X
Enpl oyee

Two on-site production wells currently
supply potable water to the Malta Site.
However, ground water is treated via a
settling tank and air stripper prior to
distribution to the facility.

On-site Resident No Yes X Future residential devel openent of Malta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Future residents may elect to install a
private well on this property. Existing
public water supply is not hydraulically
connected to the water-bearing

unconsol i dated naterials beneath the
Malta Site.

On-Site No No
Enpl oyee

Shower facilities do not exist at the Malta
Site so enpl oyees cannot becone exposed
via this pathway.

On-Site Resident No Yes X Future residential devel openent of Malta
Site is unlikely, but may theoretically
occur. Future residents nay elect to install
a private well on this property. Future
residents nmay therefore be exposed during
showers. Sone of the detected ground

wat er constituents exhibit Henry's Law
Constants that are greater than 1 x 105

al m nB/ nol e and nol ecul ar wei ghts of |ess
than 200 g/nole. These constituents could
easily volatize fromground water, so

future residents may be exposed during
shower s.

Dat a G oupi ng

Al post-treatmnment ground water
results fromon-site production wells

Al filtered and unfiltered ground
water results fromR and results from
the past two years of nonitoring of
Early Warning Monitoring System and
untreated production well data.

Sanpl es to be divided into two groups
based on a ground water divide which
separates the former GE Exxon

building fromthe Test Station. The
use of untreated water will be assessed in
the uncertainty section.

Al filtered and unfiltered ground

water results fromR and results from
the past two years of nonitoring of
Early Warning Monitoring System

Sanpl es to be divided into two groups
based on a ground water divide which
separates the former GE Exxon

buil ding fromthe Test Station. The

use of treated water will be assessed in
the uncertainty section.



TABLE 11
MRFA Site: Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Ti me-frane Degree of
Eval uat ed Assessment
Pat hway Recept or Present Future Quant. Qual . Rational e for Sel ection or Exclusion Dat a G oupi ng
Dermal Contact with O-site No No Shower facilities do not exist at the Malta Al filtered and unfiltered ground
G ound Water Constituents Enpl oyee site so enpl oyees cannot becone exposed water results fromR, untreated
Duri ng Showers via this pathway. production well data and results from
the past two years of nonitoring of
No Yes X Future residential devel opnent of Malta Early Warning Monitoring System
On-site Resident Site is unlikely, but may theoretically Sanpl es divided into two groups based
occur. Future residents nay elect to install on a ground water divide which
a private well on this property. Future separates the fornmer CGE Exxon
residents may therefore be exposed during buil ding fromthe Test Station. The

shower s. use of treated water will be assessed in



Pat hway

Surface Soils

I nci dent al

site Surface Soils

Der nal

Contact with On-

site surface soils

I ngestion of On-

Recept or

Tr espasser

On-site
Enpl oyee

On-site Resident

Excavati on
Wor ker

Tr espassor

On-site
Enpl oyee

On-Site Resident

Excavati on

MRFA Site:
Ti me-frane
Eval uat ed
Present Future

No No
Yes NA

No Yes
No Yes
No No
Yes NA

No Yes
No Yes

TABLE 11
Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Degree of
Assessnent

Quant .

Qual .

Rati onal e for Selection or Exclusion

Trespassing is not expected due to strict
Site security and perineter fence.

Current enpl oyees may be exposed during

outdoor activities (e.g., lunch,
mai nt enance) .

Future residential devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Future Residential Devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Workers may be exposed to surface soils
duri ng excavati on.

Trespassing is not expected due to strict
Site security and perinmeter fence.

Future residential devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Future residential devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Dat a G oupi ng

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al surface soils (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.



Pat hway
Surface Soils
I nhal ation of On-site Surface

Soi |l s Rel eased as Fugitive
Dust s

Subsurface Soils

Inci dental |ngestion of On-
site Subsurface Soils

Dermal Contact with On-
site Subsurface Soils(a)

I nhal ati on of Subsurface
Soi |

MRFA Site:
Ti me-frane
Eval uat ed
Recept or Present Future
On-Site No NA
Enpl oyee
On-site Resident No No
Excavati on No Yes
Wor ker
Excavati on No Yes
Wor ker
Excavati on No Yes
Wor ker
Excavati on No Yes
Wor ker

TABLE 11

Degree of
Assessnent

Qual .

Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Rati onal e for Selection or Exclusion

No i nhal ati on exposures to particul ate
em ssions are |ikely because vegetati on,
pavenent and prevailing wind patterns in
the area will linit releases to air.

Future residential devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Wrkers may be exposed to volatile or
particul ate emissions during excavation
activities.

Future residential devel opment of Malta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Wrkers may be exposed to subsurface
soi |l s during excavati on.

Future residential devel opnent of Malta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Wrkers may be exposed to subsurface
soi |l s during excavati on.

Future residential devel opment of Mlta

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.

Wirkers may be exposed to volatile or
particul ate enissions during excavation
activities.

Dat a G oupi ng

Al surface soil sanples (0-2') from
RI. Possibility for separate specific
area anal ysi s.

Al soil sanples between 2 and 16 feet
bel ow ground surface.

Al soil sanples between 2 and 16 feet
bel ow ground surface.

Al soil sanples between 2 and 16 feet
bel ow ground surface.



Pat hway
Sedi nent s

I nci dental Ingestion of
Sedi nents from

Quench Pits

Dry Wlls

Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

Recept or

Uility Wrker or
On-site

Enpl oyee

Uility Wrker
On-site

Enpl oyee

On-site Resident

Tr espassor

On-site Resident

MRFA Site:

Ti me-frane

Eval uat ed

Present Future

No No

Yes Yes

No No

No Yes

Yes Yes

No Yes

TABLE 11

Degree of
Assessnent

Qual .

Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Rati onal e for Selection or Exclusion

The quench pits are no |onger in use, and
are |located 30 to 35 feet bel ow ground
surf ace.

Peri odi c nai ntenance is required to
mai nt ai n adequate fl ow

Facility operations do not involve activities
at the pond.

Wadi ng may occur during warmer seasons

if Malts Site is devel oped for residential.
use.

Wadi ng may occur during warmer seasons
since access to easenent is not restricted.
Wadi ng may occur during warmer seasons

if Malta Site is devel oped for residential
use.

Dat a G oupi ng

Al dry wall sedinment sanples from
Rl .

Al sedinment sanples collected from
Muggett's Pond during RI.

Ravi ne 1b sedi nent samples fromRl.

Ravi ne 1b sedi ment sanples fromR .



TABLE 11
MRFA Site: Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Ti me-frane Degree of
Eval uat ed Assessment
Pat hway Recept or Present Future Quant. Qual . Rational e for Sel ection or Exclusion Dat a G oupi ng
Sedi nent s
Dermal Contact with
Sedi nents from
Quench Pits Uility Wrker or No No The quench pits are no longer in use, and
On-site are |located 30 to 35 feet bel ow ground
Enpl oyee sur f ace.
Dry Wells Uility Wrker Yes Yes X Peri odi c nai ntenance is required to Al dry wi sedinment sanples from
mai nt ai n adequate fl ow Rl .
Muggett's Pond O-site No No Facility operations do not involve activities
Enpl oyee at the pond.
On-site Resident No Yes X Future residential devel openent of Malta Al sedinment sanples collected from
Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur. Muggett's Pond during RI.
Wadi ng may occur during warner seasons
if site is devel oped for residential use.
Ravi ne 1b Tr espassor Yes Yes X Wadi ng may occur during warnmer seasons Ravi ne 1b sedi ment sanples fromRl.
since access to easement is not restricted.
On-site Resident No Yes X Future residential devel openent of Malta Ravi ne 1b sedi nrent sanples fromRl.

Site is unlikely but may theoretically occur.
WAdi ng may occur during warmer seasons
if site is devel oped for residential use.



Pat hway
Surface Water

I nci dental Ingestion of
Surface Water from

Quench Pits

Dry Wlls

Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

Recept or

Uility Wrker or
On-site
Enpl oyee

Uility Wrker

On-site
Enpl oyee

On-site Resident

Tr espasser

On-site Resident

MRFA Site:
Ti me-frane
Eval uat ed
Present Future

No No
No No
No No
No No
No No
No No

TABLE 11

Degree of
Assessnent

Quant .

Qual .

Summary of Exposure Pat hways

Rati onal e for Selection or Exclusion

The quench pits are no |onger in use, and
are |located 30 to 35 feet bel ow ground
surf ace.

It is assuned that water is not typically
present in these structures.

Facility operations do not involve activities
at the pond.

Miggett's Pond is to shallow to support
swiming (less than two feet deep).

Al t hough wadi ng i s possible, incidental
ingestion is unlikely during wadi ng.

Ravine 1b is too shallow to support
swimmng (|l ess than one foot deep).

Al t hough wadi ng i s possible, incidental
ingestion is unlikely during wadi ng.

Dat a G oupi ng



TABLE 11

MRFA Site: Summary of Exposure Pat hways
Ti me-frane Degree of
Eval uat ed Assessment
Pat hway Recept or Present Future Quant. Qual . Rational e for Sel ection or Exclusion

Surface Water
Dernmal Contact with
Surface Water from
Quench Pits Uility Wrker or No No The quench pits are no longer in use, and

On-site are |located 30 to 35 feet bel ow ground

Enpl oyee sur f ace.

Dry Wlls Uility Wrker No No It is assuned that water is not typically
present in these structures.
Muggett's Pond On-site No No Facility operations do not involve activities

Enpl oyee at the pond.

On-site Resident No Yes X Wading is possible if site is devel oped for
residential use. However, Miggett's Pond
is too shallow to support sw mmng (Iless
than two feet deep).

Ravi ne 1b Tr espasser Yes Yes X WAdi ng may occur since access to the
ravine is not restricted.

On-site Resident No Yes X Wadi ng may occur if site is devel oped for
residential use.

Ar

Al'l inhal ation pathways are

addressed in ground water

or surface soil discussions.

NA = Not applicable; future site conditions are assumed to be identical to current site conditions for this specific pathway.

Dat a G oupi ng

Al surface water sanples collected
from Muggett's Pond during RI.

Surface water sanple collected from
Ravi ne 1b.

Surface water sanple collected from
Ravi ne 1b.



Consi t uent

VOLATI LES
Acet one
Carbon Tetrachl ori de
Chl orof orm
Chl or onet hane
Tet r achl or oet hene
Tol uene
Trichl or oet hane

SVQCs
Acenapht hene
Ant hr acene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
But yl benzl pht hal at e
Car bazol e
Chrysene

Di benzo( a, b) ant hracene

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Di - n- butyl pht hal at e
D ni trotol uene 2, 4-
Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene
Hexachl or obut adi ene

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

Met hyl napht hal ene 2-
Met hyl phenol 4-(*)
Napht hal ene
Phenant hr ene

Pyr ene

Wi ght of
Evi dence
A assification

B2
B2

C B2

C B2

B2
B2
B2

B2
B2

B2
B2

O O

UUUOU%OUU

Car ci nogeni ¢

Sl ope factor
(no/ kg-day) - 1

A

N~

~

~N ~

O al

. 30e-01
. 10e- 03

. 20e-02

. 10e- 02

. 30e-01
. 30+00
. 30e-01

. 30e- 02

. 00e- 02
. 30e- 03
. 30e+00

. 80e- 02
. 8e-02
. 30e-01

Ref

(A
(A

(Q
(Q

(S
(A
(S

(S
(A

(S
(S

TABLE 12
Toxicity values for Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

I nhal ati on
Sl ope Fact or
(my/ kg-day) -1

o o1

(o2} (o)l o)l e)]

~

. 20e-02
. 10e- 02

. 03e-03

. 00e- 03

. 10e+00
. 10e+00
. 10e+00

. 10e+00

. 10e+00
. 10e+00

. 70e- 02
. 10e+00

Ref

o >>
oo

(Q

(S
(B)
(S

(S

Chronic Oral

(mg/ kg- day)

w o

N

WD

onNE AR NP

Rf d

00e-01

. 00e- 04

00e-02
00e- 03
00e-02

. 00e-01
. 00e- 03

. 00e- 02
. 00e-01

. 00e- 02

. 00e-01

. 00e-01
. 00e-01

00e- 03
00e- 02
00e-02

. 00e- 04
. 00e- 02
. 00e- 02

. 00e- 02
. 00e- 02

Noncar ci nogeni ¢

Ref

(A
(A
(A
(1)
(A
(A
(R

(W
(A

(A
(A
(A
(A
(A
(B)

Chroni c
I nhal | ati on
Rf d

(mg/ kg- day)

5.71e-04

1. 14e-01

Ref

(F.D

(A



PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
Arocl or-1254
Arocl or-1260
Arocl or-1262
Arocl or-1268
al pha- Chl or dane

B2
B2
B2
B2
B2

7. 70e+00
7. 70e+00
7. 70e+00
7. 70e+00
1. 30e+00

(A
(A
(A
(A
(A

1. 29e+00

(A

2. 00e-05
2. 00e-05
2. 00e- 05
2. 00e- 05
6. 00e- 05

32z



Consti t uent

ganmma- Chl or dane
4, 4' - DDD
4,4' - DDE
4,4' -DDT

I NORGANI CS
Al um num
Ant i mony
Arsenic
Beri um
Beryllium
Bor on
Cadm um (di et)
Cadmi um (wat er)
Chromum 111
Chrom um VI
Cobal t
Copper
Cyanide (total)
Iron
Manganese
Mer cury
N ckel
Sel eni um
Silver
Vanadi um
Zinc

Wi ght of
Evi dence
A assification

B2
B2
B2
B2

B2

Bl
Bl

Toxicity values for Constituents of Concern

Car ci nogeni ¢

Sl ope factor
(no/ kg-day) - 1

WWN -

O al

. 30e+00
.40e-01
. 40e-01
. 40e-01

. 75e+00

. 30e+00

Ref

(A
(A
(A
(A

(A
(A

TABLE 12

I nhal ati on
Sl ope Fact or
(my/ kg-day) -1

1. 29e+00

3. 40e-01

1.51e+01
8. 40e+00

6. 30e+00
6. 30e+00

4. 20e+01

8. 40e-01

at the MRFA Site

Chronic Oral

Rf d

Ref ( g/ kg- day)

(A 6. 00e- 05

[

(A . 00e- 04
. 00e+00
. 00e- 04
. 00e- 04
00e- 02
00e- 03
00e- 02
00e- 03
00e- 04
. 00e+00
. 00e- 03

(A
(A

(A Q
(A Q

(A

UROROON®AR

. 00e- 02
. 00e- 02
. 00e-01
40e-01
00e- 04
00e-02
00e- 03
. 00e- 03
. 00e- 03
. 00e-01

(B.V)

WNTUNWERE ®WNN

Noncar ci nogeni ¢

Ref

(A

(A

(L)
(A
(A
(A
(A
(A
(A
(A
(A
(A

(B
(A
(P)
(AY)
(B
(A
(A
(A
(B
(A

Chroni c
I nhal | ati on
Rf d

(my/ kg- day)

1. 43e-03

1.43e-06

2. 00e-02

5. 71e- 06
8.57e-04

1.43e-05
8.57e-05

Ref

(MD)

(B,.D

(B

(G D
(AD

(A D
(B)



TABLE 12
Toxicity Values for Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Not es:

(A USEPA. 1995. Integrated Ri sk Information System (IR'S).

(B) USEPA. 1994. Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEAST). Supplement No. 1 to the March Annual Update. EPA 540/ R-94/059. July
(O ENVI RON derived fromunit risk val ue.

(D) ENVI RON deri ved from Rf C.

(B ENVI RON derived fromchronic toxicity val ue.

(F) USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional Inhalation RfC for Carbon Tetrachl ori de (CASRN 56-23-5). February 3.

(G USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional Subchronic RFC for Carbon Tetrachl ori de (CASRN 56-23-5). February 3.

(H USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Privisional Subchronic Inhalation RIC for O oroform (CASRN 67-66-3). February 3.

(1) USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional RfD for Chloronethane (CASRN 74-87-3). February 3.

(J) USEPA. ECAO 1995. Provisional Oal RfD for Naphthal ene (CASRN 91-20-3). February 3.

(K) Based on Arochl or-1254

(L) USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional Oal RFD for A um num (CASRN 7429-90-5). February 3.

(M USEPA. ECAQ 1995. Provisional Inhalation RFC for Al um num (CASRN) 7429-90-5). February 3.

(N USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Subchronic RFC for Chromi um (various CASRN). February 3.

(O USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional RfFC for Cobalt (CASRN 7440-48-4). February 3.

(P) USEPA. ECAO 1995. Derivation of a Provisional RfD for Iron (CASRN 7439-89-6). February 3.

(Q USEPA. ECAO 1993. InterimOiteria for PCE and TCE (facsinile). Novenber.

(R USEPA. ECAO 1994. Risk-based Concentration Table. Fourth Quarter (Roy Smith).

(S USEPA. 1993. Provisional Cuidance for Quantitative R sk Assessnent of Pol ycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons. EPA/ 600/2-93/089. July.
(T USEPA. ECAO 1994. Derivation of a Provisional Subchronic Oral RfFD for Hexachl orobut adi ene (CASRN 87-68-3). January 24.

QY] USEPA. ECAQ  1995. Derivation of a Provisional Subchronic Inhalation RFC for Chloronethane (CASRN 74-87-3). February 3.

(V) I nhal ati on Sl ope Factor for N ckel Refinery Dust.

w Based on pyrene.

(X) Mased on napht hal ene.

() Personal comruni cation with Susan Vel azquez (I RS contact for nanganese) indicated that the diet RFD for manganese shoul d be used for both soil and water exposures.

—~
*
~

No toxicity values availiable fromIR S, HEAST or ECAQ



Recept or

Current On-Site Enpl oyee

Qurrent/Future Wility Wrker

Current/ Future Trespasser

Fut ure Excavati on Wrker

Table 13

Esti mat ed Noncarci nogeni ¢ Health R sks from
Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Medi a

G ound Wat er

Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Buil di ng 23P)

Dry Wall Sedi ment

Sedi nent

Sur face Water

Surface & Subsurface Soil
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Surface & Subsurface Soil
(I'ncl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Scenari o

I ngesti on

I nci dental |ngestion
Dermal Cont act
Inci dental |ngestion

Der mal Cont act

I nci dental |ngestion

Dermal Cont act

I nci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act

Der mal Cont act

I nci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
I nci dental |ngestion

Dermal Cont act

Mal ta Test
Mal ta Test
Tot al

Mal ta Test

Mal ta Test
Tot al

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Locati on

Station (effluent)

Station (filtered inorganics)

Station (effluent)

Station (unfiltered inorganics)

Esti mated R sk
6. 7e-02
0. OE+00
6. 7E- 02
6. 7E- 02
0. OE+00
6. 7E- 02
4. 7TE- 03
3. 5E-03
1.9E-01

2.3E-01

1. 5E-03

1.1E-03

1.1E-03

3. 2E-04

4. 1E- 07

1. 5E-03

1.1E-03

1. 9E-02

2. 4E-03



Recept or

Future Adult Resident

Medi a

G ound Wat er

Table 13

Esti mat ed Noncarci nogeni ¢ Health R sks from
Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Scenari o

I ngesti on

I nhal ati on of Vol atiles while showering

Dermal Cont act

Locati on

GE/ Exxon (total organics)
GE/ Exxon (unfiltered inorganics)
Tot al

GE/ Exxon (total organics)
GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics)
Tot al

Malta Test Station (total organics)
Malta Test Station (unfiltered inorganics)
Tot al

Malta Test Station (total organics)
Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics)
Tot al

GE/ Exxon

Malta Test Station

GE/ Exxon (total organics)

GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics)

Tot al

Malta Test Station (total organics)

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics)
Tot al

Esti mated R sk

U1 o Ol

NON

wow

.1E-03
. OE+00
.1E-03

.1E-03
. OE+00

.8E-01
. OE+00
.8E-10

.8E-01
. OE+00
.8E-01

.9E-04
. 8E-02
. 8E-04
. OE+00
. 8E-04
.0E-02

. OE+00
. OE-02

5. 1E-03



Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sedi nent

Surface Water

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

. 6E-02

. 9E-03

.3E-01

.8E-01

. 2E-02

.2E-04

. 8E-03

.5E-04

. 3E-05

. 3E-07



Tabl e 13
Esti mat ed Noncarci nogeni ¢ Health R sks from
Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Recept or Medi a Scenario Locati on Esti mat ed Ri sk

Future Child Resident (1-6 yr) Gound Vater I ngesti on GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 8E-03
GE/ Exxon (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 8E-03

GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 8E-03

GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 8E-03

Malta Test Station (total organics) 5.4E-01

Malta Test Station (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 5.4E-01

Malta Test Station (total organics) 5.4E-01

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 5.4E-01

I nhal ati on of Vol atiles while Showering GE Exxon 1. 7E- 04
Malta Test Station 1. 7E-02

Der mal Cont act GE/ Exxon (total organics) 9. 4E- 05
GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics) 0. 00E+00

Tot al 9. 4E-05

Malta Test Station (total organics) 1. 0E- 02

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 1. OE-02



Future Child Resident (6-15yr)

Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sedi nent

Surface Water

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

. OE-02

. 2E-03

. 2E+00

.5E-01

. 3E-02

. 6E-03

. 9E-03

.9E-04

.1E-05

. 0E-07



TABLE 14
Summary of Noncarci nogeni ¢ Ri sks (Hazard | ndices)
to Hypot hetical Receptors

For mer CE Exxon Mal ta Test
Facility(1) Stations(2) Site-wide(1)
Recept or Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng
Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng
23P 23P 23P 23P 23P 23P

Current On-Site Enpl oyee 8 x 10-2 5 x 10-3
Current/Future Wility Wrker 3 x 10-3
Current/ Future Trespasser 2 x 10-3
Fut ure Excavation Wrker 3 x 10-3 2 x 10-2
Future Adult Resident 5 x 10-2 2 x 10° 7 x 10-1 2 x 10°
Future Child Resident 4 x 10-2 1 x 10° 8 x 10-1 2 x 10°
(1-6 years ol d)
Future Child Resident 7 x 10-2
(6-15 years ol d)
Not es:
(1) Assumes the adult/child resides on property |located at the former GE/ Exxon facility.
(2) Assumes on-site worker is exposed to effluent fromthe on-site air stripper-treated Malta Test Station

ground water or the adult/child resides on property |located at the Malta Test Station.

(3) No exposure to ground water for the receptors indicated.



TABLE 15

Summary of Excess Lifetine Cancer Risks

to Hypot hetical Receptors

For mer CE Exxon Mal ta Test
Facility(1) Stations(2) Site-wide(1)
Recept or Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng Excl udi ng I ncl udi ng
Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng Bui | di ng
23P 23P 23P 23P 23P 23P

Current On-Site Enpl oyee 4.5 x 10-6 6.8 x 10-5
Current/Future Wility Wrker 2.7 x 10-7
Current/ Future Trespasser 1.5 x 10-11
Fut ure Excavation Wrker 1.6 x 10-8 3.2 x 10-6
Future Adult Resident 1.0 x 10-5 1.7 x 10-4 6.6 x 10-5 2.2 x 10-4
Future Child Resident 1.2 x 10-5 2.1 x 10-4 1.3 x 10-4 2.7 x 10-4
(1-6 years ol d)
Future Child Resident 3.8 x 10-6
(6-15 years ol d)
Not es:
(1) Assumes the adult/child resides on property |located at the former GE/ Exxon Facility.
(2) Assumes on-site worker is exposed to effluent fromthe on-site air stripper-treated Malta Test

Station ground water or the adult/child resides on property |located at the Malta Test Station.

(3) No exposure to ground water for the receptors indicated.



Recept or

Current On-Site Enpl oyee

Current/Future Wility Wrker

Current/Future Trespasser

Fut ure Excavation \Wrker

Tabl e 16
Esti mat ed Excess Lifetine Cancer Ri sks from

Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Medi a

G ound Wat er

Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Buil di ng 23P)

Dry Wall Sedi nment

Sedi nent

Surface Water
Surface & Subsurface Soil
(Excl udi ng Bui |l di ng 23P)

Surface & Subsurface Soil
(I'ncl udi ng Bui |l di ng 23P)

Scenari o

I ngesti on

I nci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
Inci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
Inci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
I nci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
Der mal Cont act
I nci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
I nci dental |ngestion

Der mal Cont act

Mal ta Test
Mal ta Test
Tot al

Mal ta Test

Mal ta Test
Tot al

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Ravi ne 1b

Locati on
Station (effluent)

Station (filtered inorganics)

Station (effluent)
Station (unfiltered inorganics)

Esti mated R sk

. 9E- 07
. OE+00
. 9E-07

o0 O

8. 9E- 07

0. OE+00

8. 9E- 07

1. 6E-06

2. OE- 06

3. 0E-05

3. 7E-05

1. 3E-07

1. 4E- 07

0. OE+00

0. OE+00

1.5E-11

1. 4E-08

1. 8E-09

2. 8E-06

3. 6E- 07



Tabl e 16
Esti mat ed Excess Lifetime Cancer R sks from
Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Recept or Medi a Scenario Locati on Esti mat ed Ri sk

Future Adult Resident G ound Water I ngesti on GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 6E- 07
GE/ Exxon (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 6E- 07

GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 6E- 07

GE/ Exxon (filtered organics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 6E- 07

Malta Test Station (total organics) 5. 2E-05

Malta Test Station (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 5. 2E- 05

Malta Test Station (total organics) 5. 2E-05

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 5. 2E- 05

I ngestion of Volatiles while Showering GE Exxon 5. 5E-09
Malta Test Station 7. 6E-07

Der mal Cont act GE/ Exxon (total organics) 2. 5E-08
GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 2. 5E-08

Malta Test Station (total organics) 3. 0E- 06

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 3. OE- 06



Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sedi nent

Surface Water

Inci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act
Inci dental |ngestion
Der mal Cont act

Inci dental |ngestion

Dermal Cont act

Der mal Cont act

Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

. 3E-06

. 3E-06

. 0E-04

. 2E-05

. 2E-07

. OE+00

. 9E-07

. 0E-00

. 2E-08

.2E-11



Tabl e 16
Esti mat ed Excess Lifetime Cancer R sks from
Exposure to Constituents of Concern at the MRFA Site

Recept or Medi a Scenario Locati on Esti mat ed Ri sk

Future Child Resident(1-6 yr) G ound Water I ngesti on GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 6E- 07
GE/ Exxon (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 3E- 07

GE/ Exxon (total organics) 4. 3E- 07

GE/ Exxon (filtered organics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 3E- 07

Malta Test Station (total organics) 4. 9E- 05

Malta Test Station (unfiltered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 9E- 05

Malta Test Station (total organics) 4. 9E- 05

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 4. 9E- 05

I ngestion of Volatiles while Showering GE Exxon 5. 1E-09
Malta Test Station 7. 6E-07

Der mal Cont act GE/ Exxon (total organics) 8. 6E- 09
GE/ Exxon (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 8. 6E- 09

Malta Test Station (total organics) 1. 1E-05

Malta Test Station (filtered inorganics) 0. OE+00

Tot al 1.1E-05



Future Child Resistant(1-6 yr)

Sur face Soi l
(Excl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sur face Soi l
(I'ncl udi ng Bui | di ng 23P)

Sedi nent

Surface Water

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

I nci dent al

Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond
Ravi ne 1b
Muggett's Pond

Ravi ne 1b

. OE-05

. 3E-06

. 9E-04

.4E-05

. 7TE-06

. OE+00

. OE-06

. OE+00

.4E-08

.8E-11



TABLE 17
Surface Water Concentrations

Muggett's Pond ( Zg/L) Ravine 1b (:zg/L) Background ( Zg/L)a
Frequency Fr equency
of of

Constituent Detection Maxi mum Mean Detection Maxi mum  Mean Maxi mum Mean

Al um num 1/1 71.8 -- 4/ 4 307 156 47 30.6
Arsenic 0/1 -- -- 34 3.5 2.2 1.9 1.8
Bari um 1/1 16.5 -- 4/ 4 113 52 21.3 19.3
Beryl i um 1/1 1.9 -- 1/ 4 1.9 0.6 NDb (0.3) --
Cadm um 1/1 3.7 -- 1/ 4 5.7 2.7 ND (3.3) --
Cal ci um 1/1 25, 150 -- 4/ 4 116,000 81,350 57,900 56, 633
Copper 0/1 -- -- 2/ 4 4.8 4.1 4.4 2.7
Iron 1/1 1, 320 -- 4/ 4 31, 500 9,513 231 138
Lead 0/1 -- -- 2/3 0.9 0.7 0. 66 0.53
Magnesi um 1/1 3,705 -- 4/ 4 14, 800 12,175 12,100 11, 700
Manganese 1/1 992 -- 4/ 4 4,080 1, 543 260 106
Mer cury 0/1 -- -- 1/ 4 0. 03 0.03 ND (0.07) --
Pot assi um 1/1 564 -- 3/4 3,520 2,076 845 644
Sel eni um 0/1 -- -- 1/ 4 2.1 0.95 1.3 1.0
Silver 0/1 -- -- 1/ 4 5.9 4.0 ND (6.7) --
Sodi um 1/1 663 -- 3/3 5,700 5, 387 4,840 3, 857
Zinc 1/1 21.9 -- 4/ 4 68 25 150 66

a Ravi ne 6a

b ND - Not Detected (Detection Limt).



Const i t uent

TABLE 18
Sedi nent Concentrations

Muggett's Pond ( Zg/L) Ravine 1b (:zg/L) Background ( Zg/L)a
Frequency Fr equency
of of

Det ecti on Maxi mum Mean Detection Maxi mum  Mean Maxi mum Mean

I norgani cs (ng/ kg)

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Bor on
Cadmi um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

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

2/ 2 14,850 14,075 4/ 4 4,375 3,054 2,890 2,567
1/2 4.4 3.4 0/ 4 -- -~ NDb (9.5) --

2/ 2 3.1 2.7 a/ 4 3.9 2.2 5.5 2.9

2/ 2 67 64 4/ 4 74 38 36 24

2/ 2 0.77 0.73 4/ 4 0.2 0.13 0.14 0.11
0/ 2 -- -- 1/ 4 17.9 11.8  ND (20) --

2/ 2 1.4 1.2 0/ 4 -- -~ ND (0.6) --

2/ 2 2,150 1,985 4/ 4 2,590 1,715 5,510 2,498
2/ 2 22 20 a/ 4 7 5 8.3 5.6

2/ 2 9.3 8.5 a4/ 4 3.4 2.2 2.8 2.2

2/ 2 56 55 a/ 4 28 11 5.2 3.7

0/ 2 -- -- 2/ 4 1.4 0.4 ND(0.1) --

2/ 2 20,600 18,800  4/4 14,350 9,803 9,520 8,647
2/ 2 61 59 4/ 4 5.9 3.1 1.8 1.5

2/ 2 3,565 3,565 4/ 4 1,565 1,154 1,550 1,106
2/ 2 206 198 4/ 4 2,605 1,299 249 212
2/ 2 4.0 2.5 2/ 4 0.07  0.04 ND (0.04) --
2/ 2 26. 6 26. 6 a/ 4 7.5 5.0 5.4 4.3
2/ 2 1,140 1,079 3/4 447 369 297 278
2/ 2 0.6 0.5 2/4 0.45 0.25 0.55 0.34
2/ 2 2.1 1.7 0/ 4 -- -- ND (1.2)

1/ 2 35 25 0/ 4 -- -~ ND(11.9) --
2/ 2 47 40 4/ 4 12.4 8.2 13.2 12.2
2/ 2 261 230 4/ 4 34 18 19 13.5



TABLE 18
Sedi mrent Concentrations

Muggett's Pond Ravi ne 1b Backgr ounda
Frequency Fr equency
of of
Consti t uent Det ecti on Maxi mum  Mean Detection Maxi mum  Mean Maxi mum Mean

Organics (-g/kg)

Ant hr acene 1/ 2 120 **c 0/1 -- -- NAd -
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 1/2 700 ** 0/1 -- -- NA .-
Bezon(a) pyrene 2/ 2 560 315 0/1 -- -- NA --
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 1/ 2 740 402 0/1 -- -- NA --
Benzo (g, h,i)perylene 2/2 240 163 0/1 -- -- NA --
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 2/ 2 390 221 0/1 -- -- NA --
Car bazol e 1/2 89 *x 0/1 -- -- NA .-
Chrysene 1/2 480 * % 0/1 -- -- NA .-
Di - n- but ypht hal at e 1/2 120 *x 0/1 -- -- NA .-
Di benz(a, h)ant hracene 2/2 140 100 0/1 -- -- NA --
Fl uor ant hene 2/ 2 1, 100 578 0/1 -- -- NA --
Gamma- chl or dane 1/ 2 1.7 ** 0/1 -- -- NA -
I ndeno (1,2, 3- 2/2 320 198 0/1 -- -- NA .
cd) pyrene

4- net hyl phenol 1/ 2 210 * % 0/1 -- -- NA -
Phenant hr ene 2/ 2 440 *x 0/1 -- -- NA .-
PCB (Arochl or-1260) 2/ 2 1, 300 780 0/1 -- -- NA .-
Pyr ene 2/ 2 870 484 0/1 -- -- NA .-

Ravi ne 6a.

ND - Not Detected (Detection Limt).

Cal cul ated nean is greater than the naxi num val ue.
NA - Not Avail abl e.

o0 oW



Consti t uent
I nor gani cs

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl i um
Bor on
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

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

Surface Soil

Fr equency

of

Det ecti on

50/ 50
4/ 50

50/ 50
50/ 50
50/ 50
1/ 50

49/ 50
50/ 50
50/ 50
21/ 50
50/ 50
1/ 48

50/ 50
55/ 56
50/ 50
50/ 50
44/ 59
50/ 50
47/ 50
18/ 50
11/ 50
7/ 50

49/ 50
50/ 50

TABLE 19

Maxi mum
(mo/ kg)

12, 100
11. 4
7.3
78.7
0. 64
192
10.6
67, 600
91.5
10.7
1, 000
0.72
41, 500
1, 090
29, 000
608
124
54.1
1, 260
0.91
3.2
50
23.3
2,390

Concentrations

Mean

(m/ kg)

12, 595
96. 3
3,561
27.1
4.0
12.3
465
0.19
0.54
23.8
13.2
169

Backgr ound

Maxi mum

9, 000
13.2

3.1

49

0.38

NDa (19)
ND (0. 63)
622

(my/ kg)

Mean

6, 919



TABLE 19
Surface Soil Concentrations

Frequency Backgr ound ( g/ kg)
of Maxi mum Mean

Consti t uent Det ecti on (my/ kg) (nog/ kg) Maxi mum Mean
O gani cs
Acenapt hene 1/ 50 0. 096 **h ND (0. 370) --
Ant hr acene 1/ 50 0.09 ** ND (0. 370) --
Axocl or- 1242 2/ 53 0.03 0. 03 NAc --
Arocl or-1254 2/ 53 0. 370 0.04 NA --
Arocl or- 1260 28/ 53 4.1 0.222 NA --
Arocl or-1262 3/3 16 6.2 NA --
Arocl or-1268 2/3 4.3 1.7 NA --
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 8/ 50 2.1 0.29 ND (0. 370) --
Benozpyr ene 7/ 50 1.8 0.28 ND (0. 370) --
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 9/ 50 2.8 0.30 ND (0. 370) --
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 4/ 50 0. 44 0. 26 ND (0. 370) --
Benzo(k) f | uor ant hene 9/ 50 1 0. 26 ND (0.370) --
Bi s(2- 2/ 50 0.95 0. 32 1.4 0. 39
et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
But yl benzyl phthal ate 1/ 50 0. 054 *x ND (0. 370) --
Car bazol e 1/ 50 0. 088 ** ND (0. 370) --
Chl or of orm 3/ 47 0. 006 0. 006 NA --
Chrysene 10/ 50 1.9 0.27 0.019 0.15
4,4 -DDD 1/ 50 0. 0042 ** NA --
4, 4" - DDE 10/ 50 0. 022 0. 003 NA --
4, 4" -DDT 12/ 50 0.28 0.012 NA --
Del t a- BHC 1/ 50 0. 0063 * NA --
Di - n- butyl pht hal ate 7/ 50 0.4 0. 258 0. 021 0.18
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 3/ 47 0.4 0. 26 ND (0. 370) --
Di et hyl pht hal at e 2/ 50 0.2 *x ND (0. 370) --



TABLE 19
Surface Soil Concentrations

Frequency Background (ng/ kg)
of Maxi mum Mean

Consti t uent Det ecti on (ng/ kg) (mo/ kg) Maxi mum Mean
2,4-D nitrotol uene 3/ 50 0.57 0. 26 ND (0. 370) --
Endosul fan I1 1/ 50 0. 0031 ** NA --
Endosul fan sul fate 1/ 50 0. 0035 * NA --
Endri n al dehyde 1/ 50 0. 046 *x NA --
Endrin ket one 1/ 50 0.013 ** NA --
Fl uor ant hene 14/ 50 1.9 0.28 0.034 0. 055
Ganmma- chl or dane 1/ 50 0. 0031 *x NA --
Hept achl or epoxi de 1/ 50 0. 0011 *x NA --
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 5/ 50 0.74 0. 26 ND (0. 370) --
Met hoxychl or 1/ 50 0. 0088 *x NA --
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 1/ 50 0. 038 *x ND (0. 370) --
N- N t r osodi phenyl am ne 3/51 0.10 *x ND (0. 370) --
Phenant hr ene 5/ 50 0.52 0. 26 0. 022 0. 150
Pyrene 15/ 50 2.3 0.23 0. 032 0.061
Tet rachl or oet hene 2/ 50 0. 002 *x NA --
Tol uene 1/ 50 0. 002 ** NA --
Tri chl or oet hene 1/ 50 0. 006 ** NA --
a ND - Not Detected (Detection Limt).
b Cal cul ated nean is greater than the naxi num val ue.

c NA - Not Avail abl e.



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

MALTA ROCKET FUEL AREA SUPERFUND SI TE
ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD FI LE
I NDEX CF DOCUMENTS

SI TE | DENTI FI CATI ON
Background - RCRA and O her Information

100001- Qui tclai mDeed, the indenture nade between the
100011 Peopl e of the State of New York and the Wi ght-
Mal ta Corporation, Decenber 20, 1984.

Notification/Site Inspection Reports

100012- Report: Potential Hazardous Waste Site. Site
100025 I nspection Report, prepared by Chief Inspector M.
Ray Cowen, Senior San. Eng., NYSDEC, June 18, 1985.

100026- Hazar dous Waste Site Ranking System Revi ew Form
100044 for Rocket Fuel Site, Malta, Saratoga County, NY,
Reviewer M. WIIliam Schneider, July 12, 1985.

Cor r espondence

100045- Notice included in the Hazard Ranki ng System
100045 Package for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site,
NYD980535124, prepared by U S. EPA, Region Il, July 31, 1995.

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
Sanpl i ng and Analysis Pl an

300001- Standard Operating Procedure Summary Form

300017 Sel ection of Well Construction Material, July 30,
1990. (Attached: (1) Standard Operating Procedure
for Selecting Gound Water Wl | Construction
Material at CERCLA Sites, SOP No. HW®6, prepared
by M. WIliam A Coakl ey, Superfund QA
Coor di nat or, Mbnitoring Managenment Branch, U. S.
EPA Region |1, Decenber 5, 1986, approved by M.
Vi ncent Pitruzzello, Chief, Program Support
Branch, ERRD, U S. EPA Region Il, Decenber 15,
1986 and M. Gerard F. MKenna, Chief, Mnitoring
Managerment Branch, ESD, U S. EPA Region |1,
Decenber 5, 1986; (2) Summary Tabl e for Comparing
Feat ures of Various G ound Water Wel| Construction
Materials; (3) Bibliography for Well Construction
Material in Gound Water Monitoring.)

300018- Plan: Project Qperations Plan, Malta Rocket Fuel
300241 Area Superfund Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune I,
prepared by CGeraghty & M1l er Environnental
Servi ces, August 1991.



300242- Plan: Project Qperations Plan, Malta Rocket Fuel
300440 Area Superfund Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune |1,
prepared by CGeraghty & M1l er Environnental
Servi ces, August 1991.

300441- Pl an: Proposed Sanpling Programto Establish the
300581 Extent of Contami nation, Malta Rocket Fuel Area
Site, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., January 13,

300582- Plan: Sanpling and Analysis Plan, Early Warning
300655 Moni toring System Towns of Malta and Stillwater,
Sar at oga County, New York, prepared by ERM
Nort heast, Inc., February 24, 1995.

Sanpl i ng and Anal ysi s Data/ Chain of Custody Forns

300656- Report: Early Warning G oundwater Monitoring

300993 System Report, Luther Forest Well Field, Mlta,
New York, CERCLA I1-90219, prepared for General
El ectric Conpany, prepared by Dunn Geosci ence
Cor poration, August 1991.

300994- Letter to Ms. Jill Siebels, Facility Coordinator,
301018 General Electric Conpany, fromM. WIIliamJ.
Mller, Ill, re: Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site.
Report for Additional Environnental Sanpling, ERM
Nort heast Project No. 380.174.05, March 8, 1996.
(Attachnents: (1) Maps 8; Tables 3, (2) Attachnent
1, Summary of Cesspool Soil Analytical Results,
(3) Attachment 2, Summary of G ound Vater
Anal ytical Results, (4) Attachnent 3, Data
Val i dati on Report.)

Wbrk Pl ans

301019- Plan: Revised Renedial Investigation Wrk Plan for
301167 the Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta
and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Vol une
I, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc.,
Envi ronnmental Services, February 1991.

301168- Pl an: Revised Renedial Investigation Wrk Plan for
301490 the Malta Rocket Fue] Area Site. Towns of Malta
and Stillwater. Saratoga County. New York, Vol ume
I'l, Appendices, prepared by Geraghty & Ml ler,
Inc., Environmental Services, February 1991.

301491- Pl an: Envirocl ean- Northeast Malta Rocket Fuel Area

301729 Site, Wrk, Safety, Health and Emergency Response
Pl an, prepared for Envirocl ean-Northeast, prepared
by Earth Resources Corporation, Cctober 1994.

301730- Plan: Work Plan, Septic Tank, Catch Basin, and Dry
301806 Vll dean Quts, Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site,
prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., June 30, 1995.

1994.



P.

3.4

301807-
301839

301840-
301846

301847-
301851

Renedi al

301852-
301869

301870-
301879

301880-
301970

301971-
301987

Plan: Wrk Plan, Excavati on and Renoval of
Crushed, Buried Druns, Malta Rocket Fuel Area
Site, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., June 1995.

Letter to Ms. Alison Hess, Project Manager, U. S.
EPA Region Il, Ms. Virginia Capon, Esquire, U S.
EPA Region I, M. Victor Cardona, Project
Manager, Bureau of Eastern Renedial Action,

Di vi si on of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation, from M.
Jill Siebels, GE Facility Coordinator, re: Milta
Rocket Fuel Area Site, Wrk Plan for Additional
Envi ronnent al Sanpling, January 17, 1996.
(Attachnent: Letter to Ms. Jill Siebels, GE
Facility Coordinator, fromM. WlliamJ. Mller,
I1l, ERMNortheast, re: Malta Rocket Fuel Area
Site, Wirk Plan for Additional Environnental

Sanpl i ng, January 17, 1996.)

Letter to Ms. Alison Hess, Project Manager, U. S.
EPA Region Il, Ms. Virginia Capon, Esquire, U S.
EPA Region I, M. Victor Cardona, Project

Manager, Bureau of Eastern Renedial Action,

Di vi sion of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation, from M.
Jill Siebels, GE, Facility Coordinator, re: Milta
Rocket Fuel Area Site, Addendumto the 17 January
1996 Work Plan for Additional Environnental
Sanpl i ng, January 24, 1996. (Attachnent: Letter to
Ms. Jill Siebels, GE Facility Coordinator, from
M. WiliamJ. Mller, Ill, ERM Northeast, re:
Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Addendumto the 17
January 1996 Work Plan for Additional

Envi ronnental Sanpling, January 24, 1996.)

nvestigation Reports

Report: Site Analysis Mlta Rocket Fuel, Mlta,
New York, Volume 1, prepared by Environment al
Moni tori ng System Laboratory, Ofice of Research
and Devel opnent, U S. EPA, March 1989.

Report: Site Analysis Malta Rocket Fuel, Mlta,
New York, Volume 2, prepared by Environnental
Moni toring System Laboratory, O fice of Research
and Devel opment, U S. EPA, March 1989.

Report: Tank | nspection Report Wight-Mlta
Corporation Property, Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site,
Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County,
New York, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc.,
Environmental Services, May 1991. (Appendix: A-E)

Report: Site Security Survey for the Milta Rocket
Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and Still water,

Sar at oga County, New York, prepared by ERM

Nor t heast, Inc., Cctober 14, 1991.



301988- Report: Literature Search for the Malta Rocket

302227 Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and Stillwater,
Sarat oga County, New York, Volume |, prepared by
CGeraghty & MIller Inc., Environnmental Services, My 1992.

302228- Report: Literature Search for the Malta Rocket

302435 Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and Stillwater,
Sar at oga County, New York, Volune ||, prepared by
Geraghty & Mller Inc., Environnental Services, My 1992.

302436- Report: General Electric, Report for the O eanup

302490 of the Building 1 Sunp at the Malta Rocket Fuel
Area Site, Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga
County, New York, prepared by ERM Nort heast, Inc.,
January 4, 1993.

302491- Report: Final Renedial |nvestigation Report,

302902 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune I,
Sections 1-5, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

302903- Report: Final Renedial |nvestigation Report,

303334 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune |1,
Sections 6-10, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

303335- Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report,

303347 Mal t a Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volume |11,
Plates 1-8, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

303348- Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report,

303703 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune 1V,
Appendi ces A-C, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

303704- Report: Final Renedial |nvestigation Report,

304035 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune V,
Appendi x D, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

304036- Report: Final Remedial |nvestigation Report,

304458 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volune VI,
Appendi x E, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.

304459- Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report,

304665 Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Volume VII,
Appendi x F, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc.,
February 14, 1995.



304666-
304962

304963-
305487

305488-
305526

305527-
306221

306222-
306329

306330-
306462

306463-
306482

306483-
306586

Report: Final Renedial |nvestigation Report,

Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Vol une
VI, Appendices GM prepared by ERM Nort heast,
Inc., February 14, 1995.

Report: Correspondence Docunenting Changes in
Scope or Field Protocol, Renedial Investigation
Report, Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of
Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York,
prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., February 14, 1995.

Report: Revised Pathway Analysis Report Mlta
Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and
Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Risk

Assessnent, prepared by ENVI RON Corporation, March, 1995.

Report: Final Revised R sk Assessment Malta

Rocket Fuel Area Site, Towns of Malta and

Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York, Risk

Assessment, prepared by ENVI RON Corporation, June 1995.

Report: Final Report, Cylinder Deconmi ssioning,
Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Malta, New York,
prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., October 1995.

Report: Final Report, Excavation and Renoval of
Crushed, Buried Druns, Malta Rocket Fuel Area
Site, Malta, New York, prepared by ERM Nort heast,
I nc., Decenber 1995.

Letter to Ms. Jill Siebels, Facility Coordinator,
General Electric Conpany, fromM. WIIliamJ.
MIler, Ill, Project Director, ERM Northeast, re:
Final Investigation Derived-Wste Report, Malta ~
Rocket Area Fuel Site, Malta, New York, April 17,
1996. (Attached: Table 1-6, Attachments A-C)

Report: Final Report, Septic Tank, Catch Basin and
Dry Wll dean Quts, Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site,
Mal ta, New York, prepared by ERM Northeast, Inc., April

1996.



3.5

Cor r espondence

306587- Menmorandumto Director, Waste Managenent Division

306600 Regions I, 1V, V, VIl; Drector, Emergency and
Remedi al Response Division Region |Il; Director,
Hazar dous Waste Management Division, Regions III,
VI, VI, | X Drector, Hazardous Waste Di vi sion,

Region X; Director, Environnental Services

Division, Regions I, VI, VII, fromM. Stephen D.
Luftig, Acting Director, O fice of Emergency and
Renedi al Response, U S. EPA Region IIl, re:
Distribution of the Land Use Directive, June 30,
1995. (Attachment: Menorandum OSWER Directive No.
9355.7-04, to Director, Waste Management Division

Regions I, 1V, V, VII; Drector, Emergency and
Renedi al Response Division Region Il; Drector,
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Division, Regions III,
VI, VI, IX, Drector, Hazardous Waste Division,

Region X; Director, Environnental Services
Division, Regions I, VI, VII, fromM. Hliott P.
Laws, Assistant Admnistrator, Ofice of Solid
Wast e and Energency Response, U S. EPA Region II,
re: Land Use in the CERCLA Renedy Sel ection
Process, May 25, 1995.)

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)
Det er mi nati ons

400001- Fact Sheet: A Quide on Renedial Actions at
400006 Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation, U S. EPA
Region I, August 1990.

400007- Fact Sheet: A Quide to Principal Threat and Low
400009 Level Threat Wastes, U S. EPA Region Il, Novenber 1991.

Feasibility Study Reports

400010- Report: Feasibility Study, Malta Rocket Fuel
400230 Area Site, Saratoga County, New York, prepared for
Malta Participating Parties, A bany, New York,
prepared by Rust Environnent & Infrastructure, Cctober 1995.

RECORD COF DECI SI ON
Record of Decision
500001- Record of Decision, Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site,

500133 Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County,
New York, prepared by U S. EPA Region I, July 18, 1996.



7.0

7.3

8.0

8.1

8.3

ENFORCEMENT
Adm nistrative Oders

700001- Letter to various PRPs, from M. Virginia Capon,

700022 Assi stant Regi onal Counsel, New York/ Cari bbean
Superfund Branch, U S. EPA Region Il, re: Milta
Rocket Fuel Area Superfund Site, Cctober 15, 1989.
(Attachnent: Administrative Oder, In the Mtter
of : Advanced Nucl ear Fuels, Inc., Curtiss-Wight
Cor poration, Ceneral Electric Conpany, Mechani cal
Technol ogy Inc., New York State Energy Research
and Devel opment Authority, din Corporation, Power
Technol ogies, Inc., Wight Malta Corporation,
Index No. Il CERCLA-90219, Septenber 28, 1989.)

HEALTH ASSESSMVENTS
ATSDR Heal th Assessnents

800001- Report: Site Review and Update, Malta Rocket Fuel

800033 Area, Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga
County, New York, CERCLIS NO NYD980535124,
prepared by New York State Departnent of Health,
Under Cooperative Agreenent Wth U S. Departnent
of Health & Human Services, Public Health Service,
Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Registry,
April 26, 1995, revised Cctober 30, 1995.

Cor r espondence

800034- Menor andum OSWER Directive No. 9835. 15b, to

800043 Regi onal Administrators, U S. EPA Regions |-X,
fromM. R chard J. Quinond, Assistant Surgeon
General, USPHS, Acting Assistant Administrator,
re: New Policy on Performance of Ri sk Assessnents
During Reredial |nvestigation Feasibility Studies
(RI/FS), Conducted by Potentially Responsible
Parties (PRPs), September 1, 1993. (Attached:
Notice of Availability of the New R sk Assessnent
Policy for R sk Assessnment During PRP-lead RI/FSs
and Responses to Public Comments.)

800044- Letter to M. Henry L. Longest II, D rector,

800048 of fice of Emergency and Remedi al Response, U. S
EPA Region 11, from M. Kathleen C Call ahan,
Director, Emergency and Renedi al Response
Division, US EPA Region Il, re: PRP Perfornance

of Risk Assessnent During Renedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study at Malta Rocket Fuel Area

Superfund Site, Saratoga County, New York, Cctober

27, 1994. (Attached: Malta Rocket Fuel Area

Superfund Site, Saratoga County, New York, Site Background.)



10.0

10.2

10.4

10.6

800049-
800049

Menmor andumto Ms. Kathleen C. Callahan, Director,
Energency and Renedi al Response Division, U S EPA

Region Il, fromM. Henry L. Longest Il, D rector,
O fice of Emergency and Remedi al Response, U. S
EPA Region 11, re: Acknow edgnent of Regi onal

Docunent ation for Request to Allow PRP to Perform
t he Baseline R sk Assessnent, Novenber 8, 1994.

PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON

Community Rel ations Pl ans

1000001-
1000021

Report: Conmmunity Rel ations Plan, Malta Rocket
Fuel Area Site, Malta Site, prepared for U S
EPA Region 11, prepared by Al liance Technol ogi es
Cor poration, Decenber 9, 1991.

Public Meeting Transcripts

1000022-
1000057

1000058-
1000112

Public Meeting Summary, Malta Rocket Fuel Area,
prepared for U S. EPA Region ||, prepared by
Al l'i ance Technol ogi es Cor poration, Decenber 9, 1991.

The Stenographic Record in the Matter of a Public
Meeting to Consider the Proposed Plan for the

Mal ta Rocket Fuel Superfund Site in the Towns of
Malta and Stillwater, New York, held by the U S
EPA Region |1, April 24, 1996.

Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

1000113~
1000120

1000121-
1000126

1000127-
1000130

1000131-
1000136

Fact Sheet: Malta Rocket Fuel Area Site, Malta
and Stillwater, New York, U S EPA Region II,
Cct ober 1991.

Fact Sheet No.2: Malta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund
Site, Malta/Stillwater, New York, U S. EPA Region
I'l, January 1992.

Fact Sheet No.3 : Ml ta Rocket Fuel Area Site,
Malta and Stillwater, New York, U S. EPA Region
I, February 1993.

Fact Sheet No.4 : Malta Rocket Fuel Area, Towns of
Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New YorKk,
U S. EPA Region I, Septenber 1994.
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STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

New York State Department of Environnental Conservation
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233

<I M5 SRC 0296274D>
M chael O Zagata
JUL -9 1996 Conmi ssi oner

Ms. Kat hl een Cal | ahan

Director

Energency & Renedi al Response Division
U S. Environnmental Protection Agency

Regi on |1

290 Broadway
New Yor k, NY 10007- 1866

Dear Ms. Cal | ahan:

Re: Record of Decision
Mal t a Rocket Fuel Area

The New York State: Department of Environnental Conservation concurs with the proposed
record of decision for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area. W understand that the major conponents of the
remedy for the site will involve the foll ow ng:

1.

5.

6.

Conti nued punp and treat of the groundwater via a water supply well;
Natural attenuation of volatile organic conpounds in groundwater;
Conti nued nonitoring of groundwater and surface water;

Excavati on of PCB-contarni nated soil;

I mpl emrentation of institutional controls on the use of groundwater

Eval uation of site conditions every five years.

Pl ease contact Sal Ervolina, of ny staff, at (518) 457-4349 if you have any questions.

bcc:

<Z=wgxL

Si ncerely,

<| MG SRC 0296274E>
M chael J. O Toole, Jr.

Zagat a Director

O Toole (2) Di vi sion of Environnental Renediation
Ervol i na

Chen/File

Car dona



APPENDI X
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund Site
| NTRODUCTI ON

A responsi veness summary is required by Superfund policy. It provides a summary of citizens' comments and
concerns received during the public comrent period, and EPA' s responses to those comments and concerns. All
comments sunmarized in this docunent have been considered in EPA's and NYSDEC s final decision for selection
of arenedy for the Site.

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY OVERVI EW

The comments recei ved were supportive of EPA's preferred remedy and, in particular, supported the continued
use of the Early Warning Mnitoring System (EWVB) to ensure that off-site ground water users are not inpacted
by the Site. A summary of the witten and oral comrents, as well as EPA s responses, appears bel ow

BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The maj or community concerns identified during preparation of the community relations plan were potenti al
inmpacts of Site-related contamination on the residential water supply systemand on the honeowners' property
val ues. EPA addressed the water supply concern by requiring sanpling and anal ysis of surface water and
ground water between the Site and the public water supplies (i.e., the EWB). |n addition, in each of the
four (4) fact sheets issued during the RI/FS, EPA informed residents of the |atest EWVB sanpling results,

whi ch indicated no adverse inpact to off-site ground water users. Wth regard to a possible negative effect
on property val ues, EPA believed that the best course of action was to allow current and future residents to
make i nformed deci sions based on Site data and i nfornation obtained during a conprehensive RI/FS and ri sk
assessnent. To that end, EPA nmiled out the fact sheets descri bed above to report on the progress of the R,
placed Site-rel ated docunents in the local informational repositories as they becane avail able and, in 1993,
EPA awar ded a $50, 000 Techni cal Assistance Grant to a | ocal honeowners' association to provide funds for an
i ndependent eval uation of the Site docunents. The TAG grant was not utilized during the RI/FS

SUMVARY OF COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The Rl report, FS report, and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for comrent on April
17, 1996. These documents were nmade available to the public in the Admnistrative Record File at the EPA
Docket Roomin Region Il, New York and the informational repositories at the Malta Town Hall and the Round
Lake Library. The notice of availability for the above-referenced docunents was published in the Saratogian
on April 17, 1996. The public coment period on these docunments was held fromApril 17, 1996 to May 16

1996.

On April 24, 1996, EPA conducted a public neeting at the Malta Town Hall to informlocal officials and
interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review current and planned renedial activities at the
Site, and to respond to any questions fromarea residents and ot her attendees

SUMVARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

EPA received one (1) comrent letter during the public comment period, which was submtted by two of the PRPs
for the Site (see Attachnent A). The following is a summary of the comments contained in the letter and
EPA' s response

Letter dated May 15, 1996 from G E. and NYSERDA: In their letter, GE and NYSERDA supported EPA' s preferred
alternative reconmended in the Proposed Plan, for both the ground water and the soil conponents. In
addition, GE. and NYSERDA stated their support for the continued use of the EWVB to ensure that off-site



ground water users are not inpacted by contamination fromthe Site. A specific request was nade to refer to
the G E./Exxon Nuclear building as the former G E./Exxon Nucl ear building, because G E. has
not used the building since 1974 and Exxon has not used it since 1979.

EPA' s Response: EPA agrees that the building is properly referred to as the former G E./Exxon Nucl ear
buil ding and uses that termin the ROD

Three (3) comments were nmade at the April 24, 1996 public neeting. The following is a summary of these
comrents and EPA' s responses.

1) Statenent from Malta Town Supervisor: The Malta Town Supervisor, David Meager, read a prepared statenent
submitted on behal f of himself and four of the five menbers of the Town Board (the fifth menber was out of
town). In the statement, M. Meager stated that he and the Town Board nenbers were grateful to learn that
the level of risk posed by the Site is acceptable and that they endorsed EPA's preferred cleanup alternative.
In particular, they supported continued use of the EWVS nonitoring to ensure that users of the Luther Forest
public water supply wells are not inpacted. M Meager concluded by stating that EPA s reassuring concl usions
are wel come news to present and future Malta citizens.

2) Question fromPeter Renders: M. Renders asked about the difference between the no action ground water
alternative (Gl) and the preferred alternative (&b), since both would renedi ate contam nated ground water in
the same tinme period, but the preferred alternative woul d cost $290,000 nore than the no action alternative.

EPA' s Response: There are two differences between the no action renmedy for ground water and EPA's sel ected
remedy. The first is that EPA's renedy requires air stripping to provide the on-site enployees with
acceptabl e drinking water. The second is that EPA's renedy requires continued nonitoring of the EWVB to
protect off-site ground water users. The 30-year present cost of these differences between the two
alternatives is approxi mately $270,000. G ound water nodeling predictions show no difference in the

cleanup tinme franes for the two alternatives because, with EPA's renmedy, the Test Station wells are expected
to be punped at an estimated rate of only 0.6 gallons per mnute. Therefore, for both the no action renedy
and EPA's remedy, ground water restoration is expected to be achieved prinmarily by natural attenuation and
degradati on processes in approxi mately 110 years.

3) Question from Stephen Wllians, Daily Gazette: M. WIlians asked about the tinetable for EPA' s next
st eps.

EPA Response: After the close of the public comment period on May 16, 1996, EPA will carefully consider all
comrent s recei ved before preparing a responsiveness sunmary and issuing a ROD for the Site. Follow ng

i ssuance of the ROD, EPA will negotiate with the PRPs for performance of the remedy. W hope to concl ude
these negotiations and start the remedy sonetine |later this year.



APPENDI X V

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
ATTACHVENT V-1

PROPCSED PLAN
Super fund Proposed Pl an
Mal t a Rocket Fuel Area

<I MG SRC 0296274F> Towns of Malta and Stillwater
Sar at oga County, New York

EPA
Regi on 2 April 1996

PURPCSE COF PROPCSED PLAN

This Proposed Pl an describes the remedial alternatives considered for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund
Site (Site), and identifies the preferred renedial alternative with the rationale for this preference. The
Proposed Pl an was devel oped by the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) as |ead agency, with

support fromthe New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the
Proposed Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as anended, and Section 300.430(f)
of the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The alternatives summarized here are described in the Feasibility
Study (FS) report, which should be consulted for a nore detail ed description of all the alternatives.

This Proposed Plan is being provided following conpletion of the renmedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS) for the Site to informthe public of EPA's and NYSDEC s preferred renmedy and to solicit public
commrents pertaining to all the renedial alternatives evaluated, as well as the preferred alternative.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the preferred renedy for the Site. Changes to the preferred
remedy, or a change fromthe preferred remedy to another remedy, may be nade if public coments or additional
data indicate that such a change will result in a nore appropriate renmedial action. The final

deci sion regarding the selected renedy will be made after EPA has taken into consideration all public
comrents. W are soliciting public comrent on all of the alternatives considered in the detail ed anal ysis of
the FS because EPA and NYSDEC nay sel ect a remedy other than the preferred renedy.

COVMMUNI TY RCLE I'N SELECTI ON PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the concerns of the comunity are considered in selecting
an effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end, the R and FS reports, this Proposed Plan, and
supporting documentati on have been made available to the public for a public conmment period,

whi ch begins on April 17, 1996 and concludes on May 16, 1996. A public meeting will be held during the public
comrent period at the Malta Town Hall on April 24, 1996 at 7:00 p.m to present the conclusions of the RI/FS,
to el aborate further on the reasons for recommending the preferred renedial alternative, and to

recei ve public coments.

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

Al witten comments shoul d be addressed to:

Alison A Hess



Proj ect Manager

U.S. EPA (2ERRD- NYCSBI |)
290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New York, NY 10007-1866

Dates to renenber:
MARK YOUR CALENDAR

April 17 to May 16, 1996
Public comment period on RIFFS report, Proposed Plan, and renedi es consi dered

April 24, 1996
Public neeting at the Malta Town Hall, Route 9 in Malta, 7:00 p.m

Copies of the RI/FS report, the Proposed Plan, and supporting docunmentation are available at the followi ng
information repositories:

Malta Town Hal l

2540 Route 9

Bal | ston Spa, NY 12020

(515) 899-2552

Contact: Flo E. Sickels, Town derk

Round Lake Library

Round Lake, NY 12151

(518) 899-2285

Contact: Jo-Ann Paternaude, Head Librarian

U S. Environmental Protection Agency
Super fund Records Center

290 Broadway, 18th Fl oor

New Yor k, NY 10007-1866

(212) 637-3959

Contact: Alison A Hess, Project Manager

SCOPE AND RCOLE OF ACTION

This Proposed Pl an describes the overall cleanup plan for the Site, including treatment of the on-site water
supply systemby air stripping, remediation of the ground water plume by natural attenuation and degradati on
processes, and renedi ati on of contam nated soil by excavation and off-site disposal. The

preferred renmedy described in this plan is consistent with several response actions that have al ready been
perforned i n accordance with EPA-approved work plans submtted as part of the RI/FS and which are descri bed
in detail in the Rl Summary section of this Proposed Plan, including 1) deconmm ssioning and renoval of two
conpressed gas cylinders, 2) excavation and recycling of 560 enpty, buried crushed druns; 3) cleanouts of
several septic tanks, catch basins, and dry wells; 4) cleanout of a sunp; and 5) disposal of waste generated
during the R I, called investigation-derived waste or IDW By having these response actions performed during
the RI/FS rather than at a later date, EPA substantially reduced the remaining scope of work for the final

cl eanup remedy. The preferred remedy utilizes the existing air stripper installed at the Test Station water
supply systemto provide acceptable drinking water for the Test Station enpl oyees, the ongoi ng nonitoring
systemto protect users of the downgradient public water supply wells, and the existing fencing and
restrictive easenent to control access and ground water withdrawal. As part of the final cleanup plan, the
preferred renedy requires that the selected remedy be reviewed at |east once every 5 years to ensure that it
remai ns protective of human health and the environnent.

S| TE BACKGRCUND



The Malta Rocket Fuel Area Superfund Site, also known as the Saratoga Research and Devel opnent Center, is
located on Plains Road in the Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County, New York. The Site consists of
a square parcel of approxinmately 165 areas of devel oped | and, known as the Malta Test Station (the Test
Station), and additional acreage in the predom nantly undevel oped woodl ands surrounding the Test Station (see
Figure 1). The Test Station has thirty-three (33) buildings, nunerous concrete quench pits, |each
fields/septic tanks, dry wells, storage areas, disposal areas, and a small artificial pond known as Miggen's
Pond. A fence surrounds the majority of the Test Station.

The U. S. CGovernnent established the Test Station in 1945. Since then, all or parts of the Test Station have
been | eased to GE., Wight-Mlta Corporation, Exxon Nuclear Conpany, din Corporation, |so-Nuclear

Cor por ati on, Mechani cal Technol ogy, Inc., and Power Technol ogies, Inc. and used for a wi de range of rocket
and weapons testing prograns and for space and other research. Detailed information regarding the history of
the Site can be found in the Literature Search Report which is available in the information repositories
identified above.

In 1955, the U S. Government established a perpetual restrictive easenent area surrounding the Test Station.
The easenent area covered approxinately 1,800 acres in a circular area of one-mile radius fromthe

approxi nat e geographi c center of the Test Station (see Figure 1). The holder of the interest in the easenent
has the right to prohibit hunting and human habitation, renmove buil di ngs being used for human habitation,
post signs, and enter the easenent area to exercise these rights.

In 1964, the New York State Atom c and Space Devel opment Authority (now the Energy Research and Devel opnent
Aut hority, NYSERDA) purchased the 165-acre Test Station and the interest in the surrounding easenent. In
1968, NYSERDA purchased an additional 280 acres within the easenent area. Because NYSERDA then held both the
easenent interest and a parcel of property located within the easenent area, the restrictions on that parcel
wer e extingui shed by nerger. In 1984, NYSERDA sold 81 acres of the original Test Station property, and its
interest in the remai ni ng easenent area (approxi mately 1,500 acres) to Wight-Malta Corporation. The
easenent interest held by Wight-Malta Corporation provides the right to restrict activity on the 1,500 acres
of the remaining easenent, but not on the Site itself.

In addition to the Test Station, the Site includes portions of the predom nantly undevel oped woodl ands t hat
surround the Test Station, including a) the G E. /Exxon Nuclear Building area; b) Area D-3; c) the Triangul ar
Parcel ; and d) areas adjacent to the Test Station that have been inpacted by Site-related constituents in
ground water. The G E./Exxon Nucl ear Building was built between 1968 and 1970 by NYSERDA and used for
experinents on |owlevel radiation of medical equiprment and food preservation and for a gas centrifuge

urani um enrichnent research project conducted by GE and the Exxon Nucl ear Conpany (now

Advanced Nucl ear Fuels, Inc.). NYSERDA currently |eases the G E./Exxon Nuclear Building to Optimm Air

Cor poration, which manufactures equipment to dry industrial coatings. Area D 3, also owned by NYSERDA,
consists of a ravine (Ravine 1b) partially filled with debris and covered with vegetated soil, which
reportedly was used by the New York State Department of Transportation for disposal of construction and
denolition debris during the construction of Interstate 87. The Triangul ar Parcel, owned by Wight-Mlta
Corporation, is an area of forest adjacent to the southeast corner of the Test Station that was eval uated,
but never used, for research and devel opnent testing. The portion of the Site beyond the Test Station
boundary that has been inpacted by contam nated ground water is owned by the Luther Forest Corporation, which
built the Luther Forest residential devel opnent to the northwest of the Site (see Figure 1).

<I M5 SRC 0296274G>

In 1985 and 1986, ground water at the Site was sanpled and found to contain carbon tetrachl oride (carbon
tet), trichloroethylene (TCE), and chloroform along with several netals. |n January 1987, an air stripper
was permtted by NYSDEC and installed on the Test Station water supply wells by Wight-Malta Corporation to
treat ground water prior to its use by enployees at the Test Station. The purveyor of water is responsible
for ensuring that the on-site water supply is in conpliance with Part 5 of the New York State Sanitary Code.
The New York State Department of Health reviews nonitoring data collected fromthe on-site water supply. In
June 1987, the Early Warning Monitoring System (EWB) of ground water nonitoring wells and surface water
sanpling | ocations was established between the Test Station and the Luther Forest Well Field to detect any
contamination emanating fromthe Site before it inpacted the water supply for the Luther Forest residential



devel opnent. To date, the EWMS results have indicated that the Site has not inpacted the water quality of
the Luther Forest residential devel opnent.

The Site was placed on the National Priorities List in July 1987. In Septenber 1989, EPA unilaterally issued
an Adnministrative Order to 8 potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for performance of the RI/FS. These
parties are Advanced Nucl ear Fuels, Inc.; Curtiss-Wight Corporation; GE.; Mechanical Technol ogy, Inc.
NYSERDA; din Corporation; Power Technol ogies, Inc.; and Wight-Malta Corporation. In March 1990, G E.
NYSERDA, and the U. S. Departnent of Defense entered into a participation agreenment anong thensel ves and
undert ook perfornance of the RI/FS

HYDROGEQLOG C SETTI NG

The Site is situated on a topographic drainage divide. Streans in Ravines 6a, 6b, 7, and 8 north of the Site
flow northward toward Saratoga Lake. Screans in Ravines la, 1b, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4, and 5 fl ow sout hward
toward Round Lake (see Figure 1).

The Site is underlain by the unconsolidated aeolian sand, Lake Al bany sand, and Lake Al bany silty sand units,
whi ch have a conbi ned thickness of up to 250 feet. The depth to ground water is approxinmately 15 to 55 feet
bel ow | and surface. Below these sand |ayers is an approxi mately 100-foot layer of clay and silt that
hydraul i cal |y separates the Lake Al bany sand/silty, sand aquifer above fromthe bedrock, below Mggett's
Pond was created on the Test Station by excavating a snall area (0.07 acre) down to the ground water table.

Gound water at the Site is influenced by the topographic divide and by the geol ogic | ayering. |In general
ground water flows fromthe Triangular Parcel across the Test Station and di scharges northward to Ravi nes 6a,
6b, .7, and 8 and southward to Ravines 1la, 1lb, 2a, 2b, 2c, and 3. The water supply systemfor the Site
consists of 2 active production wells |located at the Test Station

The Luther Forest Well Field is located approximately 1 mle southwest of the Site. These wells tap the
Knapp Road sand and gravel aquifer to provide water for the Luther Forest residential devel opnent. The Cold
Springs Well is located approximately 1 mle northeast of the Site and al so provides water to the Luther
Forest residential developnent. The Cold Springs Well and 2 others | ocated nearby (the Saratoga Hol | ow Wl |
and the Saratoga Ridge Wll) tap unnamed sand and gravel aquifer near Saratoga Lake. The Luther Forest Wl
Field and the Cold Springs Wll are not likely to be affected by Site contam nati on because these wells tap
different aquifers than the Lake Al bany aquifer at the Site and the contami nants in the ravine streans

vol atilize before recharging the aquifers that serve the public water supply. Nevertheless, the EWS
sanpling is performed to verify that these public water supplies are not inpacted by contam nati on enmanati ng
fromthe Site

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON SUMVARY

The purpose of the Rl was to determne the nature and extent of contanmination at the Site and to obtain
sufficient information to conduct a risk assessnment and eval uate cleanup alternatives. Field work began in
Cctober 1991 and was conpleted in May 1994. A total of 48 distinct areas of the Site were investigated

Anal ytical results fromthe R sanples of surface water, sedinment, ground water, surface soil, subsurface
soil, and septic tank liquid were conpared to screening |l evels established for the Site, al so known as the
conparative criteria. The conparative criteria for ground water, surface water, and sediment were a

conbi nation of their respective maxi mum measured background concentrati ons and avail abl e federal and state
regul atory standards, guidance values, and criteria. The conparative criteria for surface and subsurface
soil were a conbination of the maxi mum statistical background concentrations; available federal and state
regul atory standards, guidance values, and criteria; and heal th-based conparative criteria (for 25 inorganic
anal ytes including essential nutrients). Septic tank liquid sanples were conpared to the ground water
effluent standards for discharge to class GA (drinking) waters established in the NYSDEC Water Quality

Regul ations for Surface Waters and Ground Waters. |n general, detections below the conparative criteria
indi cated no concern and were not investigated further, while detections above the conparative criteria
indicated a potential for concern and were investigated further. Al of the Rl sanple results were eval uated
in the risk assessment. Key activities conducted during the Rl and their results are as foll ows:



Radi ati on Survey: A radiation survey was conducted with a geiger counter to assess the potential presence of
residual radiation in the ambient air at the G E./Exxon Nucl ear building, where radioactive materials
reportedly had been used in the past. The survey reveal ed no radiati on above background | evel s

Geophysi cal Surveys: CGeophysical surveys were conducted at 19 areas to identify |ocations of possible buried
netal. A total of 82 anomalies in 13 areas were interpreted as areas of possible buried netal. Subsurface
investigations (81 test pits and 9 soil borings) revealed that nost of the buried netal at the Site is
construction-related scrap netal debris or scrap artillery projectiles. Two areas of enpty, buried crushed
drums and an unl abel ed conpressed gas cylinder were found in Area S 1, a burn pit structure and a third area
of enpty, buried crushed drunms were found at Area D-1, and a conpressed gas cylinder |abel ed pentaborane was
found at Area D4. At Area D5, 4 five-gallon pails of sodium hydroxide and 3 thirty-five gallon stainless
steel drums, 1 approxinmately half-full with a black, oily caustic liquid (pH>13) were found. During the R,
t he conpressed gas cylinders were decommi ssioned and di sposed off-site. |In Cctober 1995, the stainless stee
drums and 560 enpty, crushed drunms were excavated and taken off-site for recycling. The chem cals (the

sodi um hydr oxi de and the black caustic |liquid) were stored in overpack druns and renoved fromthe Site in
February 1996. Al these response actions were

perforned i n accordance with EPA-approved work plans.

Soil Gas Surveys: Soil gas surveys were performed at 46 areas of the Site, with a total of 844 soil gas
points installed and sanpl ed. These surveys were used as a screening-level tool to provide a
seni-quantitative eval uation of the extent of volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) in shallow soil. The soi
gas analytical results were used to select |locations for soil borings and nonitoring wells.

G ound Water Investigation: Thirty (30) wells were installed at the Site to supplenent the existing network
of 18 nonitoring wells and water supply wells. Gound water sanples were collected and anal yzed i n June
1992, Novenber 1992, and March 1994. These sanple results confirmthe presence of VOCs in ground water above
Federal drinking water standards (Mximum Contam nant Levels, or MCLs) and were used to prepare a map of the
ground water plune (see Figure 1). As can be seen in Figure 1, the 5-ppb Iimt of ground water plune is well
within the easement area. Carbon tet and TCE were detected near the center of the Test Station at maxi mum
concentrations of 220 parts per billion (ppb) and 280 ppb, respectively, conpared to their McLs of 5 ppb. The
EWS and R ground water and surface water sanples show that VOC concentrations are generally steady or
decreasing, suggesting that the plune is not migrating in the subsurface into uncontam nated areas under
current ground water flow conditions. Three additional ground water sanples taken fromw thin the plune in
January 1996 were consistent with the Rl results.

Surface Water Investigation: Fourteen (14) surface water sanples were collected from6 surface water bodies
(quench pits at Buildings 3, 4, and 25; Miggett's Pond; and Ravines 1b and 6a). EWVB and surface water data
fromother sanpling events were used to evaluate Ravines la, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4, 5, 6b, 7, and 8. Analytica
results fromsanples collected in Ravine 6a were interpreted to be representative of background conditions.
Sanpl es from Ravine 1b at Area D3 showed concentrations of several inorganics (alumnum calcium iron
nmanganese, potassium and sodi um) above the conparative criteria. The 3 quench pits showed iron, manganese,
and antinony above the conparative criteria and the Building 3 quench pit al so showed

two (2) pesticides (aldrin and heptachl or epoxi de) above the conparative criteria. Surface water sanples
from Muggett's Pond showed only iron and manganese above the conparative criteria. The data fromthe EWS and
other historical sanpling events indicate that |ow |l evels of carbon tet and TCE are present in the

headwat ers of Ravine 2b where the ground water plume discharges to surface water, and that they volatilize
bef ore reachi ng m dstream or downstream sanpling |ocations (see Appendi x F of risk assessment report).

Sedi nent Investigation: Sedinent sanples were collected fromMiggett's Pond and the ravines at the sane

|l ocations where the Rl surface water sanples were taken. Because Miggen's Pond Drainage Ditch rarely
contains water, the results fromsanples taken there are reported in the follow ng section on surface soi
investigation. Sedinent sanples from Ravine 6a were interpreted as representati ve of background conditions.
Sanmpl es from Ravine 1b showed only inorgani c anal ytes above the conparative criteria, such as al um num

bari um manganese, and potassium Sedi nent sanples fromthe 3 quench pits and Muggett's Pond showed

det ections above the conparative criteria for organic and inorgani c anal ytes, including pol ychl orinated

bi phenyis (PCBs), cadm um |ead, manganese, nercury, nickel, and zinc. Additional sanpling indicated that

t he exceedences were | ocalized



Surface Soil Investigation: Twenty-one (21) surface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed for a
background soil quality, investigation, which was used in devel oping the conparative criteria for surface
soil. In addition, 67 surface soil sanples were analyzed from60 |locations at the Site. The results showed
| ocal i zed exceedences of semivolatile organic conmpounds (SVOCs) at Buildings 6, 24, and 27 that are likely
attributable to nearby asphalt paving. PCBs were found at concentrations from 720 ppb to 20.3 parts per
mllion (ppnm) and lead from 102 to 1090 ppm at Buil ding 23P, and nercury was found at concentrations of 0.02
to 124 ppmat Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection, where a spur joins the main ditch (see Figure 2).

Subsurface Soil Investigation: Thirty-three (33) subsurface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed as part
of the background soil quality investigation. in addition, 254 shallow subsurface soil sanples and 3 deep
subsurface soil sanples were collected and anal yzed from 172 shal | ow borings, 3 deep borings (now

nonitoring wells), and 23 test pit |locations at the Test Station, Area D-3, and the G E./Exxon Nucl ear
Bui | ding. The soil sanples showed detections of inorganics and various VOCs and SVOCs above the conparative
criteria in small areas at several locations on the Test Station

<I M5 SRC 0296274H>

Dry Wll Investigation: Thirty-one (31) soil and sedinent sanples were collected and anal yzed from 23 dry
well features (dry wells, catch basins, floor drains, a swale, and an open sunp) at the Site. Thirteen (13)
of the dry wells (12 on the Test Station and 1 at G E./Exxon Nucl ear) showed detections of inorganic and
organi ¢ anal ytes above the conparative criteria. Additional sanpling bel ow and adjacent to these dry wells
confirned that the exceedences were localized. The sunp at Building 1A was cl eaned out in Cctober 1992 and 4
catch basins and 1 dry well were cleaned out in Cctober and Novenber 1995 in accordance with an EPA-approved
wor k pl an.

Septic Tank Investigation: Seven (7) liquid sanples and 2 sludge sanples were collected fromseptic tanks on
the Site. The analytical results showed detecti ons above the conparative criteria, including inorganics,
VOCs and PCBs. These septic tanks were cleaned out from Qctober 1995 to February 1996 in

accordance with an EPA-approved work plan. Additional soil sanpling confirmed that these constituents do not
contaninate soil outside the septic tanks or beneath the cesspool s.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SK

The R, EWMS, and historical Site data were evaluated in a baseline risk assessnment to estimte the risks
associated with current and future Site conditions. The baseline risk assessnent estinmates the human heal th
and ecol ogical risk that could result fromthe contam nation at the Site if no remedial action were

t aken

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health risks for a reasonabl e naxi mum
exposure scenario: Hazard ldentification--identifies the contam nants of concern at the site based on
several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration. Exposure Assessnent--estinates
t he nmagni tude of actual and/or potential hunan exposures, the frequency and

duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contam nated well-water) by which humans are
potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessment--determ nes the types of adverse health effects associated with
chem cal exposures, and the rel ationshi p between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects
(response). R sk Characterization--sumrmari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents
to provide a quantitative assessnent of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of concern which woul d be representative of
Site risks. These contam nants included VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and inorganics. Several of the contam nants,
including carbon tet and TCE, are known to cause cancer in |aboratory aninals and are suspected to be hunan
car ci nogens.

The baseline risk assessnent evaluated the health effects that could result fromexposure to contanination as
a result of ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact with ground water; ingestion and dermal contact with



surface and subsurface soils; and ingestion and dernal contact with surface water and sedinments. The current
land use of the Test Station and G E./Exxon Nuclear Building area is industrial and nuch of the

land surrounding the Site is subject to easenent restrictions that prohibit human habitati on and hunting
Therefore, the potential current receptors identified were an on-site enployee, a utility

worker, and a youth trespasser. Qher potential receptors identified were future on-site residents (adult
and child), who could be present at the Site if the current Test Station | and use was changed to residentia
or if the easenment restrictions were discontinued, and a future excavati on worker.

Current regul ations under CERCLA establish acceptabl e exposures that equate to an excess carcinogenic risk
for an individual lifetinme in the range of 10-4 to 10-6 (i.e., an excess cancer risk of 1 in 10,000 to 1 in
1, 000, 000) or less and a maxi num heal th Hazard | ndex, which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a human
receptor, equal to 1.0. A Hazard Index greater than 1.0 indicates a potential for noncarcinogenic health
ef fects.

The baseline risk assessnent indicated that the carcinogenic risk and the Hazard Index for noncarci nogenic
effects associated with ground water at the Site are acceptable for all current and future human receptors.
For exanple, the carcinogenic risk for current Test Station enpl oyees who ingest ground water treated by the
existing air stripper is 9 x 10-7; (9 in 10 nillion), which is acceptable. |If the existing air stripper were
di scontinued, the carcinogenic risk for Test Station enpl oyees drinking untreated ground water would be 4 x
10-5 (4 in 100,000), which is higher but still within the acceptable risk range. The carcinogenic risk

cal cul ated for exposure of a future child resident, a sensitive subpopulation, is 1 x 10-5 (1 in 100, 000),
which is also within the acceptable risk range. Although the risk due to ground water contam nation falls
within the acceptable risk range, EPA's preferred remedy requires treatnment of the Test Station water supply
to MCLs and nonitoring of natural attenuation and degradati on processes until the ground water plune attains
MCLs, consistent with the NCP

The risk assessnent indicated that the carcinogenic risk and the Hazard Index for noncarcinogenic effects may
be unacceptabl e under a future resident scenario due to the concentration of PCBs in soil at the Building 23P
area. For exanple, the carcinogenic risk with the contamnated soil is 2 x 10-4 (2 in 10,000) for a future
child resident, a sensitive subpopulation. Assumng the top foot of contam nated soil is cleaned up to 10
ppm of PCBs and contam nated soil below a depth of one foot is cleaned up to 25

ppm of PCBs, based on EPA policy, the risk is reduced by half to 1 x 10-4 (1 in 10,000), which is within
EPA' s acceptable risk range. Assumng the sane cleanup levels, the Hazard Index is reduced from1l.2 to 0.8,
indicating that health effects from noncarci nogeni c constituents woul d not be expected follow ng

remediation. Al calculations in the risk assessment are conservatively protective of human health;
therefore, any actual risk posed by exposure is likely to be overesti nated.

The risks cal cul ated for exposure to Site soil for the other receptors (utility worker, excavation worker,
and trespasser) were within EPA's acceptable risk range. The risk assessnent also indicated that risks posed
by exposure to sedi ment and surface water at the Site were acceptable for all current and future

receptors

The baseline risk assessment did not include a calculation of the risk associated with lead in soil because
appropriate toxicity factors do not exist, and therefore the calculation could nor be perforned. However

the maxi mum detection of lead in soil (1090 ppm at Building 23P) was determ ned to be unaccept abl e because it
is slightly above 1000 ppm which is a generally accepted cleanup | evel used by EPA for commercial/industria
land use. For conparison, EPA s cleanup level for residential |and use is 400 ppm Qher detections of |ead
in soil at the Site were less than 1000 ppm and deternined to be acceptable.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecological risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario: ProblemFornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, mgration, and fate
identification of contaninants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contaminants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessment--a quantitative eval uation of
contaminant rel ease, mgration, and fate; characterization of exposure pathways

and receptors; and measurenent or estimation of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects



Assessnent--literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant concentrations
to effects on ecological receptors. R sk Characterization--neasurenent or estination of both current and
future adverse effects.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment began with eval uating the contam nants associated with the Site in conjunction
with the Site-specific biological species and habitat information. The contaninants of concern and their
respective ecol ogi cal receptors (plant or animal species or habitat) are: PCBs in Miggen's Pond sedinent for
benthic invertebrates and aquatic plants; and | ead, nercury, zinc, and PCBs for terrestrial plants, soil
invertebrates such as the earth-worm and terrestrial vertebrates such as the meadow vol e, short-tailed
shrew, red-tailed hawk, barn swallow, and red fox.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment indicated that the soil contaminated with nercury at the Muggett's Pond

Drai nage Ditch Intersection nay pose an ecological risk to terrestrial species. A cleanup goal of 2 ppm of
nmercury was established for these soils based on ecol ogical risk calculations. The potential risk posed to
Muggett's Pond itself was determined to be mninmal based on its snall size (0.07 acre) and linited habitat
for aquatic receptors.

Based on the results of the Rl and the conclusions of the risk assessnent discussed above, EPA has determ ned
that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active neasures considered, may present a current or potential threat to
public health, welfare or the environment.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON GBJECTI VES

Renmedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environnent. They specify the
contam nants of concern, the receptors, and acceptable contam nant |evels for each exposure route. These
obj ectives are based on avail able informati on and standards such as applicable or rel evant and

appropriate requirenments (ARARs) and risk-based |levels established in the risk assessnment. The foll owi ng
remedi al action objectives were established for the Site:

G ound Wt er

TPrevent ingestion of ground water with concentrations of Site-related constituents (primarily the VOCs
carbon tet and TCE) above current Federal drinking water standards or, if nore stringent, New York State
drinki ng water standards.

! Prevent ingestion of ground water with concentrations of Site-related VOCs that pose an unacceptable risk
to human health (total carcinogenic risk greater than 1 in 10,000 or a noncarci nhogeni ¢ Hazard | ndex greater
than 1).

TPrevent further migration of the ground water plune containing Site-related VOCs above current Federal
drinking water standards or, if nmore stringent, New York State ground water standards, into areas with
concentrations of contaminants in ground water bel ow such standards.

! Restore ground water so that concentrations of Site-related
VOCs in the water bearing zone are reduced to current Federal
drinking water standards or, if nmore stringent, New York State
ground wat er standards.

Soi

I Prevent human exposure to soil at the Building 23P area contai ning concentrations of PCBs that pose an
unacceptabl e risk to human health (i.e., an excess cancer risk greater than 1 in 10,000) and concentrations
of lead in excess of generally accepted cleanup levels for comercial/industrial |and use. Specifically,
prevent human exposure to PCBs in soil at concentrations greater than 10 ppmfromthe surface to a depth of 1
foot and in soil at concentrations greater than 25 ppmfor soil below a depth of 1

foot, and prevent human exposure to lead in soil at the Building 23P area at concentrations greater than 1000
ppm



IPrevent unacceptabl e ecological risk attributable to mercury in soil at the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch
Intersection. The cleanup | evel established is 2 ppmof nercury.

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the environnent, be cost
effective, conply with other statutory |laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnment

t echnol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives to the maxi numextent practicable. |In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity,

nobi lity, or volune of the hazardous substances.

The FS report evaluates in detail 5 renedial alternatives that address ground water contanination and 4
remedi al alternativesthat address soil contamination at the Site. The construction time |listed for each
alternative includes only the time to actually construct or inplement the remedy and does not include any
tinme required for design of the remedy, or for negotiating with the PRPs or procuring contracts for design
and construction of the renmedy. The estimated ground water restoration time for each ground water
alternative is based on contam nant fate and transport nodeling perforned during the FS. These tinme periods
are provided for conparative purposes only and shoul d not be construed as representing actual cleanup tinme
frames, which may be shorter or |onger than estimated. The alternatives are described bel ow

GROUND WATER ALTERNATI VES

Alternative GL: No Action

CERCLA requires that the "no action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison with other
alternatives. Under Alternative GL, no action would be taken to renedi ate, control or nonitor the

contam nated ground water. The existing air stripper would be di sconnected and would no | onger treat the
Test Station water supply to acceptable drinking water levels. The EWVB woul d be di scontinued and there
woul d be no nonitoring of contamnants in surface water or ground water. The easenent restrictions woul d not
be enforced to restrict human habitation within the vicinity of the plune. The concentrations of VOCs in
ground water woul d be reduced to acceptable levels in an estinated 110 years by natural attenuation and
degradati on processes such as dilution, dispersion, adsorption, and possibly biol ogi cal and chemn cal
degradation. Gound water woul d continue to discharge naturally to the ravines, where concentrati ons of VOCs
are reduced to acceptable levels in surface water through volatilization. Because this alternative would
result in contanminants renaining on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once
every 5 years

Capital Cost: $0
O & M Cost: $ O/yr
Present Wrth Cost: $0
Const ruction Ti ne: None

Alternative &b: Continue Existing System (Punp Water Supply Well(s) and Treat by Air Stripper) and
Institutional Controls

Under Alternative &b, the Test Station water supply well(s) would continue to punp contam nated ground water
and the existing air stripper would continue to treat the Test Station water supply systemto acceptable
drinking water |evels. The concentrations of VOCs in ground water woul d be reduced to

acceptabl e | evel s by natural attenuation and degradation processes, and to a | esser extent by the punping and
treating, in an estimated 110 years. Gound water and surface water would continue to be nonitored to ensure
t hat downgradi ent water supply wells are not inpacted, that the ground water plune does not migrate into
uncontam nated areas, and that natural attenuation and degradation processes are restoring the ground water
to cleanup standards. The m ni num average punping rate would be the estimated current demand, which is 0.6
gallons per mnute (gpm. Gound water would continue to discharge naturally to the ravines, where
concentrations of VOCs are currently reduced to acceptable levels through volatilization. The air stripper
influent and effluent would continue to be nonitored. New deed restrictions and continued mai nt enance of the
easenent restrictions would be used to restrict withdrawal of ground water that coul d adversely inpact the
restoration of the ground water, and the existing fencing would continue to control access to the Test
Station. Because this alternative would result in contam nants remaining on-site



CERCLA woul d require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years to ensure that the remedy
is protective of human health and the environnent. |f justified by the review, EPA may require
i npl enent ati on of additional remedial actions.

Capital Cost: $ 7,000

O & M Cost: $ 17,100/ yr
Present Worth Cost: $ 269, 900
Construction Tine: None

Alternative G3: Punp Water Supply Well(s), Treat at Maxi num Capacity of Existing Air Stripper, and
Institutional Controls

Alternative G3 incorporates the provisions of Alternative &b (punping Test Station water supply wells,
treatnment of the water using the existing air stripper, natural attenuation and degradation of ground water,
surface water and ground water nonitoring, and institutional controls), except that the Test Station water
supply system woul d be operated to maximze the capacity of the air stripper (approxi mately 25 gpm. Vater
punped and treated i n excess of the water supply needs of the Site woul d be di scharged

on-site in a manner that enhances the ground water renediation and in conpliance with applicable regul ations.
Various discharge options, such as an outfall discharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a, reinjection
wells, or a surface infiltration trench or bed, would be eval uated during remedi al design (reinjection wells
were assuned for cost estimating purposes). Under this alternative, the concentrations of VOCs in ground
wat er woul d be reduced to acceptable levels within an estinmated 90 years. Because this

alternative would result in contanminants renaining on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be
reviewed at | east once every 5 years. |If justified by the review, EPA nay require inplenmentation of

addi tional renedial actions.

Capital Cost: $ 247,000

O & M Cost: $ 46, 200/ yr
Present Worth Cost: $ 957, 400
Construction Tine: 1to 2 nonths

Alternative Gda: Punp Existing Water Supply Wlls, New Air Stripper, and Institutional Controls

Alternative G4a incorporates nmany of the provisions of Alternative G3 (punping the Test Station water supply
well's, treatnment by air stripping, discharge of water in excess of on-site demand, natural attenuation and
degradation of ground water, surface water and ground water nonitoring, and institutiona

controls). However, Alternative Aa would require that the 2 on-site water supply wells be punped at a
conbi ned punping rate of approximately 75 gpmto capture nost of the ground water with concentrations of

i ndi vidual VOCs greater than 50 ppb. A new air stripper would be required to treat this volunme of punped
water. As with Alternative G3, treated water in excess of the water supply needs of the Site would be

di scharged on-site in a nanner that enhances ground water remediation and in conpliance with applicable
regul ations. Various discharge options, such as a discharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a, reinjection
wells, or a surface infiltration trench or bed, would be eval uated during renedial design (reinjection wells
were assuned for cost estimating purposes). Under this alternative, the concentrations of VOCs in ground
wat er woul d be reduced to acceptable levels within an estinmated 80 years. Because this alternative woul d
result in contaninants renaining on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once
every 5 years. Justified by the review, EPA nay require inplementation of

addi tional renedial actions.

Capi tal Cost: $ 348, 700

O & M Cost : $ 47, 600/ yr
Present Wrth Cost: $1, 080, 400
Construction Tine: 4 to 6 nonths

Al ternative G4b: Punp Two Existing Water Supply Wells and Two New Wells, New Air Stripper, and Institutional
Controls Alternative G4b incorporates nany of the provisions of Alternative Aa (punping of the existing

wat er supply wells, treatnment by a new air shipper, discharge of water in excess of on-site demand, natural
attenuation and degradation of ground water, surface water and ground water mnonitoring, and institutional
controls). In Alternative G4b, however, water woul d be punped from4 wells (2 new wells and 2 existing water



supply wells) at a conbined punping rate of approximately 140 gpm to capture all

of the ground water with concentrations of individual VOCs greater than 50 ppb. A new air stripper would be
required to treat the increased volune of punped water. Treated water in excess of the water supply needs of
the Site woul d be discharged on-site in a nmanner that enhances ground water renediation and in

conpl i ance with applicable regul ations.

As in Alternatives G3 and (Aa, various discharge options, such as a

di scharge structure at the head of Ravine 2a, reinjection wells, or a surface infiltration trench or bed,

woul d be eval uated during renedi al

design (reinjection wells were assumed for cost estimating purposes).

Under this alternative, the concentrations of VOCs in ground water woul d be reduced to acceptable |evels

within an estimated 60 years.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants

remai ning on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at | east once every 5 years. |If
justified by the review, CERCLA nmay require inplementation of additional renedial actions.

Capital Cost:

O & M Cost:

Present Wrth Cost:
Construction Tine:

SO L ALTERNATI VES

Alternative S1: No Action

$ 649, 600

$ 51, 800/ yr

$ 1, 445, 900

4 to 6 nonths

CERCLA requires that the "no action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison with other

alternatives. Under Alternative S1,

no action would be taken to renediate or control the contam nated soil.

The contam nated soil at the Building 23P area and at the Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection would be
left in place. No action would be taken to control access to the contaninated soil, such as maintaining the
exi sting fence around the Test Station or enforcing the easenment restrictions. Because this alternative
woul d result in contam nants renmai ning on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at

| east once every 5 years.

Capital Cost:

O & M Cost :

Present Wrth Cost:
Construction Tine:

Alternative S2: Institutional

geeeem
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Under Alternative S2, deed restrictions such as prohibiting all property use except for comercial/
industrial use or prohibiting future devel opnent of selected areas would be inplenented to

m ni m ze exposure to contani nated soil

and to elimnate a future resi dent exposure scenario. These

restrictions woul d be specific to and would be incorporated into the property deeds for the Building 23P area
and the Miggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection, which are currently owned by Wight-Mlta Corporation.
The existing fence would continue to restrict access and the existing easement restrictions would continue to
prohi bit human habitation within the easement area. Because this alternative would result in contam nants
remai ning on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at |east once every 5 years. |If
justified by the review, EPA may require inplenentati on of additional renedial actions.

Capital Cost:

O & M Cost :

Present Wrth Cost:
Construction Tine:

$ 16, 800
$ 0/yr

$ 16, 800
None

Alternative S3b: Asphalt Caps and Institutional Controls
Under Alternative S3b, asphalt caps would be placed over the contam nated soil at the Building 23P area
(estimated area 15 ft x 5 ft) and the Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection (estinmated area 3 ft x 30

ft), in addition to the institutional

restrictions, and fencing).

mai ntain fl ow and prevent erosion.

controls outlined in Alternative S2 (deed restrictions, easenent
Pl acement of the cap in the drainage ditch would require altering the ditch to
Because this alternative would result in contam nants renaini ng

on-site, CERCLA would require that Site conditions be reviewed at |east once every 5 years. |If justified by
the review, EPA may require inplenentati on of additional renedial actions.



Capital Cost: $ 27,000

O & M Cost: $ 1,000/ yr
Present Worth Cost: $ 42, 400
Const ruction Tine: 1 week

Alternative S4: Excavation and Of-Site D sposa

Alternative S4 invol ves excavation of the contaninated soil at Building 23P (estimted volunme 3 to 5 cubic
yards [yd3]) and at the Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection (estinmted volune 3 yd3). Excavated areas
woul d be backfilled with clean fill material, graded to blend with the surroundi ng areas, and

revegetated. The excavated soil would be transported to an appropriate off-site facility for final disposal

Capital Cost: $ 25, 100
O & M Cost: $ 0/yr
Present Wrth Cost: $ 25, 100
Construction Tine: 1 week

EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst nine eval uation
criteria, narmely, overall protection of human health and the environnment, conpliance with applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirements, |long-termeffectiveness and permanence, reduction

of toxicity, nmobility, or volunme, short termeffectiveness, inplementability, cost, and state and community
acceptance. The evaluation criteria are described bel ow.

. Overal |l protection of human health and the environnment addresses whether or not a renedy provides
adequat e protection and descri bes how ri sks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls

. Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not a
remedy will neet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents of other federal and
state environnental statutes and requirenents or will provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

. Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a renedy to naintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over tine, once cleanup goals have been net.

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

. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period or time 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 enentati on period until cleanup goals are achi eved

. Inmpl emrentability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplement a particular option

. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and mai nt enance costs, and net present worth costs.

. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Pl an
the State concurs, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative at the present tine

. Community acceptance is assessed in the Record of Decision (ROD) following a review of the public
comrents received on the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Pl an

The following is a conparative analysis of the alternatives for the Site based upon the eval uation
criteria noted above.

. Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent



Gound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL: No Action is not protective of human heal th and the environnment, because it does not prevent
i ngestion of contam nated ground water or require nonitoring to ensure that the ground water plune does not
mgrate into uncontam nated areas. Alternatives &b, G, (4a, and G4b woul d be protective of human heal th
and the environnent, because ingestion of contam nated ground water and plunme mgration would be prevented

t hrough on-site ground water punping and treatnent, institutional controls, and surface water and ground
water nonitoring. Al though Alternative Gib would be the nost protective of the environnent because it would
restore the ground water in the shortest period of tine, all the ground water alternatives are expected to
restore the contam nated ground water to acceptable levels within simlar relative time franes (i.e, from60
to 110 years). Alternative &b would be sonewhat nore protective of the ravine habitat than Al ternatives G3,
(4a, and Ab because there woul d be no potential inpact to the streans due to discharge of large vol umes of
treated water in excess of the Test Station demand; this inpact could be reduced by using reinjection wells
or infiltration trenches upgradi ent of the streans rather than through a discharge structure at the head of
Ravi ne 2a.

Soil Alternatives

Alterative S1: No Action is not protective of human health and the environment because it does not prevent
human exposure to contam nated soil at Building 23P or reduce ecol ogical risks associated with contam nated
soil at Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection. O the remaining alternatives, S2 is |least protective of
human health and the environnent because it relies on institutional controls. Alternative S3b is nore
protective of human health and the environment, because exposure to contaninated soil woul d be reduced

t hrough capping and institutional controls. Alternative S4 is the nost protective of hunan health and the
envi ronnent because exposure to contam nated soil would be elimnated through excavation and off-site

di sposal .

. Conpl i ance with ARARs

Gound Water Alternatives

Chemi cal -specific ARARs identified for ground water are the Federal MCLs for drinking water or, if nore
stringent, New York State ground water standards. Exanples of these |levels are 5 ppb for carbon tet and 5
ppb for TCE. Al the ground water alternatives are expected to attain these standards, with esti mated
restoration tine periods ranging from60 to 110 years. The estinmated tine to attain MCLs is 110 years for
Alternatives GL and &b, 90 years for Alternative G3, 80 years for Alternative Gla, and 60 years for
Alternative G4b. As noted above, actual time frames for ground water restoration nmay be shorter or |onger
than these tine periods, which are estimated based on ground water fate and transport nodeling.

Chemi cal -specific ARARs for the air stripper effluent are the Federal MCLs or, if nore stringent, New York
State drinking water standards, which would include the 5 ppb for carbon tet and 5 ppb for TCE. These
standards woul d be met for each ground water alternative utilizing an air stripper (i.e., all but Alternative
Gl: No Action).

There are no location-specific or action-specific ARARs associated with Alternative Gl, which requires no
action. Alternative &b and G utilize the existing air stripper, which was permtted by NYSDEC and has net
the New York State Air Em ssions Requirenents (VOC Emissions for Air Strippers and Process Vents, General Air
Quality). Aternatives Aa and Ab require new air strippers, which also could be designed to neet these
requirenents. Alternatives G3, HAa, and b, which invol ve discharge of treated water in excess of on-site
dermand, woul d have additional ARARs depending on the nethod of discharge selected in renedial design. For
exanpl e, discharge to Ravine 2a through an outfall structure would require conpliance with the Federal and
New York State Pollutant D scharge Elimnati on System Prograns (NPDES and SPDES, respectively), the Federal
Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act, and the Federal C ean Water Act (Part 404(b) Arnmy Corps of Engineers
Nati onwi de Permt Program. Discharge through reinjection wells

or infiltration trenches would require conpliance with the Federal Underground |njection Control (FU C
Program of the Safe Drinking Water Act and SPDES.

Soil Alternatives
The ARARs associated with the soil alternatives would be attained. There are no |ocation-specific or
action-specific ARARs associated with Alternatives S1 or S2. Alternative S3b would conmply with Resource



Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirenents for detection nonitoring. Alternative S4 would conply with
RCRA requirenments for transport of the excavated soil and disposal at an EPA-approved landfill. There are no
chem cal -specific ARARs that establish the cleanup |level for the PCB-contam nated soil at Building 23P, since
the concentrations are bel ow 50 ppmand therefore are not regulated by the Toxic

Substances Control Act (TSCA). Sinilarly, there are no ARARs for the cleanup |level of mercury in soil at the
Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection or the lead in soil at Building 23P. However, Alternative S4 woul d
conply with EPA's "Qui dance on Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contanination,"”

OCSWER Directive No. 9355.4-01, dated August 1990, which utilizes the TSCA PCB spill policy to establish
cleanup levels for PCBs at restricted access (industrial) sites. Alternative S4 would also neet the
Site-specific cleanup levels for lead and nercury, which are 1000 ppm and 2 ppm respectively.

. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL is neither effective nor permanent because it woul d not prevent ingestion of contam nated
ground water and does nor provide a neans for nonitoring the ground water plunme. Aternatives &b, &G, Ha,
and b all would be effective and permanent in the |long-term because each prevents ingestion of

contam nated ground water, eventually restores ground water to acceptable | evels, and includes provisions for
nonitoring the ground water over tine.

Soil Alternatives

Alternative Sl is neither effective nor permanent because it would not address the long-termrisks due to
exposure to contam nated soils at Building 23P and Muggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection. O the
remaining alternatives, S2 is the least effective nmeans of reducing long-termrisk because it relies on
institutional controls. Alternative S3b uses capping, which is somewhat nore effective in the long-term
Alternative S4 would have the greatest long-termeffectiveness and pernanence, because the risks woul d be
el imnated through excavation and off-site disposal.

. Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol une

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL: No Action would not enploy treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility or volume of VOCs in
ground water. O the remamining alternatives, &b has the | owest punping rate and woul d offer the |east
reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volume through treatnment. Alternative G3 would require a higher

punping rate than Alternative &b and woul d therefore offer greater reduction through treatnent. Alternative
G4b woul d require the highest punping rate and woul d utilize treatment to the greatest extent to reduce
toxicity, mobility, and volunme of contami nants. Alternatives &b, G3, and G4b woul d rely upon

natural attenuation and degradati on processes in addition to treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility, and
vol ume of VOCs in the ground water.

Soil Alternatives

Alternatives S1 and S2 require no action and institutional controls, respectively, and therefore would not
reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of contam nated soil at Building 23P or Miggett's Pond Drai nage
Ditch Intersection. The asphalt caps required by Alternative S3b woul d reduce the nobility of the

contam nated soil fromw nd and wal er erosion, but would not reduce its toxicity or volume. Alternative $4
provides the greatest reduction in toxicity, nobility, and vol une by excavation of the contam nated soil and
off-site disposal in an EPA-approved landfill. None of the soil alternatives utilizes a treatnent technol ogy
to reduce the toxicity, nmobility or volune of contam nants in soil.

. Short-Term Ef fecti veness

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternatives Gl, &b, and G3 do not pose any short-termrisk during construction because they rely on either
no action or existing systens. Alternatives G4a and G4b include installation of a new air stripper and

di sassenbly of the existing one, which may pose short-termrisks if workers come into direct contact with
contanminated ground water. Alternatives Aa and (Ab are equivalent with respect to this potential risk,
which is expected to be easily controlled through proper construction and health and safety practices.



Alternative Gib is the nost effective during inplenentation, because cleanup goals woul d be expected to be
net in the shortest period of tinme conpared to the other alternatives.

Soil Alternatives

Alternatives S1 and S2 do not pose any short-termrisk because they rely on either no action or institutional
controls. Alternative S3b woul d pose minimal short-termrisk to workers and the environment during asphalt
cappi ng of the contam nated soil. Alternative S4 would pose mnimal short-termrisk for a short period of
time when the contam nated soil is excavated and di sposed off-site. However, this risk is expected to be
easily controlled through standard health and safety practices.

. I npl enentability

G ound Water Alternatives

Alternative GL would not require any construction, operation, or nonitoring; therefore it is easily
inmplenentable. Alternatives &b, G3, and 4a woul d nake use of the existing wells, and Aternatives &b and
& woul d al so use the existing air stripper treatnent system naking these alternatives easy to inplenent.
Installation of new punping wells (4b), installation of a new air stripper (Gla and Gib) and construction of
a discharge systemfor excess treated water (G3, (4a, and G4b) woul d require no specialty equipnent or
contractors and coul d be inpl enented usi ng conmon construction practices.

Soil Alternatives

Alternatives S1 and S2 require no action and institutional controls, respectively, and are readily

inmpl enentabl e. The routine asphalt caps of Alternative S3b and the excavation and off-site disposal
required of Alternative S4 could be easily inplenented using readily available materials, equipnment, and
construction practices.

. Cost

Gound Water Alternatives
Costs for the ground water alternatives GL to G4b are as foll ows:

Capi t al &M yr Present Wrth
Gl $0 $0 $0
&b 7,000 17,100 269, 900
&3 247, 200 46, 200 957, 400
Gha 348, 700 47, 600 1, 080, 400
G4b 649, 600 51, 800 1, 445, 900

The capital and present worth costs for Alternatives GL and &b are relatively low or zero. Aternatives G3
and G4a are intermediate with present worth costs of approximately $1 nillion, and Alternative G4b is the
nost expensive at approxinmately $1.5 mllion.

Soil Alternatives
Costs for the soil alternatives S1 to S4 are as fol |l ows:

Capi t al Q&M yr Present Wrth
S1 $0 $0 $0
S2 16, 800 0 16, 800
S3b 27,000 1, 000 42, 400
S4 25,100 0 25,100

The present worth cost for Alternative Sl is zero. O the remaining alternatives, S2 is the | east expensive
at $16,800, S4 is internediate at $25,100, and S3b is the nobst expensive at $42, 400.

. St at e Accept ance

The State of New York concurs with the preferred alternative.



. Communi ty Accept ance

Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be assessed in the ROD following review of the public
comments received on the RI/FS report and the Proposed Pl an.

PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

Based upon the results of the RI/FS and after careful consideration of the alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC
recommend Alternative Qb: Existing System (Punp Water Supply Well(s) and Treat by Air Stripper) and
Institutional Controls for ground water and A ternative S4: Excavation and Of-Site Disposal for soil, as
the prelimnary choice for the Site remedy. The capital cost of the preferred renedy is $32,100 and the
present worth cost is $295, 000.

Specifically, the preferred alternative involves the foll ow ng:

1) Continued punping of the on-site water supply well(s) and treatnent of the water using the existing air
stripper. Continued nonitoring of the influent and effluent of the air stripper in accordance with NYS
requirenents to ensure that it effectively treats the on-site water supply to acceptable drinking water

l evel s. The average punping rate of the systemshall be at least 0.6 gpm which is the estinated punping rate
for the current demand at the Site.

2) Natural attenuation and degradation of VOCs in ground water that are not captured by the punping well (s)
to Federal MCLs, or if nore stringent, New York State ground water standards.

3) Monitoring of surface water and ground water to ensure that downgradi ent water supplies are not inpacted,
that contam nated ground water does not migrate into uncontam nated areas (i.e., plunme containment), and that
the natural attenuati on and degradati on processes are restoring the ground water to the cleanup standards.
The existing surface water and ground water sanple |ocations of the EWVB may be nodified as necessary to neet
the objectives of this monitoring program

4) Inplenmentation of institutional controls, which may include new deed restrictions and nai ntenance of the
exi sting easement restrictions and fencing, to prevent ingestion of contaninated ground water, to restrict
wi t hdrawal of ground water that coul d adversely inpact the remedi ation of the ground water, and to control
access.

5) Excavation of contam nated soil at the Building 23P area at a depth of 1 foot or |less having a
concentration of nore than 10 ppmof PCBs, soil at a depth below 1 foot having a concentration of nore than
25 ppm of PCBs, and soil at any depth with a concentration of |ead of nore than 1000 ppm

6) Excavation of contam nated soil at the Miugget's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection with a concentration of
nmore than 2 ppm of mercury.

7) Backfilling of excavations in the Building 25P area and at Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch Intersection with
clean fill nmaterial, grading to blend with the surrounding areas, and revegetation.

8) Transportation of the excavated soil fromthe Building 23P area and Miggett's Pond Drai nage Ditch
Intersection and disposal off-site at an appropriate EPA-approved landfill, consistent with RCRA and all
ot her ARARs.

9) Evaluation of Site conditions at |east once every 5 years to ensure that the renedy is protective of human
health and the environnment. |If justified by the review, additional renmedial actions nay be inplenented.

The preferred alternative, &b and S4, will provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives with
respect to the evaluation criteria. Aternative Qb is the nost cost-effective ground water renedy that
neets all the remedial action objectives, and Alternative S4 provides the greatest reduction in risk at an
internediate cost. EPA and the NYSDEC believe that the preferred alternative will be protective of human
health and the environment, conply with ARARs, be cost effective, and utilize permanent solutions and



alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi num extent practicable.

Wth regard to the statutory preference for the use of treatment as a principal elenment of the renedy, the
preferred alternative requires treatnent by air stripping to prevent ingestion of contam nated ground water.
The preferred alternative requires natural attenuation rather than treatnent as a principal element for
ground water restoration, which is consistent with the ground water policy set forth in the NCP, because
ground water restoration through punping and treatnment is not cost-effective or warranted based on the
estimated time periods to reach MLs.

SUMVARY COF SI TE- RELATED COVWUN TY ACTI VI TI ES

In Cctober 1991, EPA held a public neeting and issued a fact sheet to announce the beginning of the Rl field
work. Follow ng that neeting, EPA issued fact sheets in January 1992, February 1993, and Septenber 1994 to
report progress on the Rl and nailed themto all persons on EPA's mailing list for the Site. This

Proposed Pl an announces a public neeting and the opportunity to submit comrents during the public comrent
period on the R and FS reports, the Proposed Plan, and the renedi es considered.

If you have any questions about the Site or would |ike nore information, please contact Alison A Hess,
Proj ect Manager, at the address and tel ephone nunber |isted above or:

Cecilia Echol s

Community Rel ations Coordi nat or

U S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 26th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007-1866

(212) 637-3678

NEXT STEPS

After EPA has presented the preferred alternative at the public neeting and has received coments and
questions during the public comrent period, EPA will summarize and respond to these questions and coments in
a Responsi veness Summary. The Responsiveness Summary will then becone part of the ROD.

In addition to the Responsiveness Summary, the ROD will include a description of the final alternative
sel ected by EPA, the rationale for selecting it, a discussion of the alternatives that were considered but
rejected, and the reasons for rejecting those alternatives.

EPA will place the ROD in the Adninistrative Record file, which will be located at EPA's offices and at the
local information repositories. The Admnistrative Record file includes all Site findings and reports that
were instrunental in the Agency's decision regarding a renedy. |If the selected remedy differs
significantly frompreferred alternative presented in this Proposed Plan, EPA will informthe public of the
change. Upon issuance of the ROD, EPA will give the PRPs an opportunity to inplenent the sel ected renedy.



GLCOSSARY
O Terns Used In the Proposed Pl an

This gl ossary defines the technical ternms used in this Proposed Plan. The terns and abbreviations contai ned
in this glossary are often defined in the context of hazardous waste managenent, and apply specifically to
wor k performed under the Superfund program Therefore, these ternms may have ot her neani ngs when used in a
different context.

Adm nistrative Oder: A legally binding docunent issued by EPA directing the potentially responsible parties
to performsite cleanups or studies.

Air stripping: A process whereby volatile organic chenicals are renoved from contani nated material by
forcing a streamof air through it in a pressurized vessel. The contaninants are evaporated into the air
stream The air nmay be further treated before it is released into the atnosphere.

Backfill: To refill an excavated area with renoved earth; or the material itself that is used to refill an
excavat ed area.

Cap: A layer of material, such as clay or a synthetic material, used to prevent rainwater from penetrating
and spreadi ng contam nated materials. The surface of the cap is generally nmounded or sloped so water will
drain of f.

Deconmm ssion: To render inoperable and/or take out of service.

Downgr adi ent / downsl ope: A downward hydrol ogi ¢ sl ope that causes groundwater to nmove toward | ower el evations.
Therefore, wells downgradi ent of a contami nated groundwater source are prone to receiving pollutants.

Effluent: Wastewater, treated or untreated, that flows out of a treatnent system

Infiltration trench or bed: A crushed rock drain systemconstructed of perforated pipes, which is used to
drain and di sperse wast ewat er.

Influent: Water or other liquid flowing into a treatnment system

Landfill: A disposal facility, where waste is placed in or on |and.

M gration: The novenent of contam nants, water, or other |iquids through porous and perneabl e rock.
Qutfall: The place where wastewater is discharged into receiving waters.

Over packi ng: Process used for isolating volunes of waste by jacketing or encapsul ati ng waste to prevent
further spread or | eakage of contam nating materials. Leaking druns may be contained within oversized
barrels as an interi mnmeasure prior to renoval and final disposal.

Plume: A body of contam nated ground water flowing froma specific source. The nmovenent of the ground water
is influenced by such factors as |ocal ground water flow patterns, the character of the aquifer in which
ground water is contained, and |ocal punping wells.

Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCBs): A group of toxic chemicals used for a variety of purposes including

el ectrical applications, carbonless copy paper, adhesives, hydraulic fluids, mcroscope enersion oils, and
caul ki ng conpounds. PCBs are al so produced in certain conbustion processes. PCBs are extrenely persistent
in the environnent because they are very stable, non-reactive, and highly heat resistant. Burning them
produces even nore toxins. Chronic exposure to PCBs is believed to cause liver danage. It is

al so known to bioaccurrulate in fatty tissues. PCB use and sale was banned in 1979 with the passage of the
Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act.

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs): Parties, including owers or operators, who nay have contributed to



the contam nation at a Superfund site and nay be liable for costs of response actions. Parties are
considered PRPs until they admt liability or a court nakes a determination of liability. A PRP nay
participate in site investigation and cleanup activity without admtting liability.

Remedial : A course of study conbined with actions to correct site contam nation problens through identifying
the nature and extent of cleanup strategies under the Superfund program

Sedinent: The layer of soil, and minerals at the bottomof surface waters, such as streans, |akes, and
rivers that absorb contam nants.

Sludge: Sem-solid residue fromindustrial or water treatnment processes that nay be contam nated with
hazardous nateri al s.

Stripping: A process used to renove vol atile organi c conpounds froma substance (see Air Stripping).
Sunp: A pit or tank that catches liquid runoff for drainage or disposal.

Trichloroethylene (TCE): A stable, colorless liquid with a low boiling point. TCE has nany industri al
applications, including use as a solvent and as a netal degreasing agent. TCE may be toxic to peopl e when
i nhal ed, ingested, or through skin contact and can danage vital organs, especially the liver (see also

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds).

Unilateral Oder: A legally binding document issued by EPA directing the potentially responsible parties to
performsite cl eanups or studies.

Upgr adi ent/ Upsl ope:  Upstream an upward slope. Denarks areas that are higher than contam nated areas and,
therefore, are not prone to contam nati on by the nmovenent of polluted groundwater.

Vol atil e Organi c Conpounds (VCCs): VOCs are nade as secondary petrochem cals. They include |ight alcohols,
acetone, trichl oroethyl ene, perchloroethyl ene, dichloroethyl ene, benzene, vinyl chloride, toluene, and

nmet hyl ene chloride. These potentially toxic chemcals are used as sol vents, degreasers, paints, thinners,
and fuels. Because of their volatile nature, they readily evaporate into the air. Due to their |ow water
solubility, environmental persistence, and wi de-spread industrial use, they are conmon

contam nants found in soil and ground water.



APPENDI X V

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
ATTACHVENT V-2

PUBLI C NOTI CE PUBLI SHED | N THE SARATOd AN ON APRIL 17, 1996

PUBLI C NOTI CE
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
Announces Public Meeting and Conment Period on the Proposed Plan for the
MALTA ROCKET FUEL SUPERFUND Sl TE
Towns of Malta and Stillwater, New York

The U.S. EPA recently conpleted a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) which determ ned the
nature and extent of contamnination and eval uated cleanup alternatives for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area
Superfund Site, Towns of Malta and Stillwater, Saratoga County; New York. Based on the R and FS Reports,
EPA has prepared a Proposed Plan for the Site that summarizes various cleanup alternatives and identifies
EPA's preferred alternative. Before selecting a final renedy, EPA will hold an infornational public neeting
and will consider witten and oral comrents on all the alternatives.

The public comment period will be from Wdnesday, April 17 to May 16, 1996. During the comment period, the
public is invited to review the Proposed Plan and the Rl and FS Reports, which are available at the
information repositories |listed below, and to offer witten or oral comments on these docunents. EPA's
public neeting will be held on Wdnesday, April 24, 1996 at 7:00 p.m at the Malta Town Hall. The neeting
will be transcribed and a copy of the transcript will be available at the information repositories listed
bel ow.

EPA eval uated the following alternatives for the Site:

G ound Water Renedial Al ternatives:

GlL: No Action

&b: Conti nue Existing System (Punp Water Supply Wl l(s) and Treat by Air Stripper) and Institutional
Control s

&3: Purmp Existing Water Supply Well(s), Treat at Maxi mum Capacity of Existing Air Stripper, and

Institutional Controls

Ha: Purmp Existing Water Supply Wells, New Air Stripper, and Institutional Controls

Gib: Pump Two Existing Water Supply Wells and Two New Wlls, New Air Stripper, and Institutional
Control s

Soil Alternatives

S1: No Action

S2: Institutional Controls

S3b:  Asphalt Caps and Institutional Controls
S4: Excavation and O f-Site D sposal

EPA's preferred alternative is &b for ground water and S4 for soil. This alternative involves: 1) con-
tinued punping of the on-site water supply wells for the Malta Test Station and treatnment of the water using
the existing air stripper; 2) natural attenuation and degradation of contami nants in ground water that is not
captured by the punmping wells; 3) nonitoring of surface water and ground water; 4) inplenmentation of
institutional controls; 5) excavation and off-site disposal of contam nated soil at the Test Station; 6)

backfilling of the excavated soil locations with clean fill material, grading to blend with the surroundi ng
areas, and revegetation; 7) evaluation of site conditions at |east once every five (5) years to ensure that
the remedy is protective of human health and the environnment. |If justified by the review, additional

remedi al actions nay be inpl enent ed.

The Proposed Plan, the Rl and FS Reports, and other docunments used by EPA in the decision-naking process for
the Site are available for public review during the public comrent period at the follow ng | ocations:



Malta Town Hall Round Lake Library

2540 Route 9 Round Lake, NY 12151

Bal | ston Spa, NY 12020 W Th, F 10-8, Sat 10-2
Contact: Flo E. Sickels, Town derk Contact: Jo-Ann Pat enaude
(518) 899-2552 (518) 899-2285

If you would like to comrent in witing on the RI/FS or Proposed Plan, please mail your conments
(postmarked no later than Thursday, May 16, 1996) to:
Alison A.  Hess, Project Manager
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New Yor k, NY 10007- 1866
(212) 637-3959
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SI G\-IN SHEET FROM APRI L 24, 1996 PUBLI C MEETI NG

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |1
PUBLI C MEETI NG
FOR
Mal t a Rocket Fuel Superfund Site
Mal ta, NY

Wednesday, April 24, 1996
ATTENDEES

(Please Print dearly)
<I MG SRC 0296274l >

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON | |
PUBLI C MEETI NG
FOR
Mal t a Rocket Fuel Superfund Site
Mal ta, NY

Wednesday, April 24, 1996
ATTENDEES

(Please Print dearly)

<I M5 SRC 02967274J3>
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LETTER SUBM TTED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD

<I M5 SRC 0296274L>

Jill Siebels Cor por at e Environmental Progranms
Corporate En vl ronm'n tt~ ! Pro~ rusn.~
Remedi al Project Manager CGeneral Electric Company

1 Conputer Drive South, A bany NY 12205
518 458-6623 Dial Conm S'920-9623

Fax: 518 458-9247 Dial Conm S1920-9200

May 15, 1996

Ms. Alison A Hess

Proj ect Manager

U S. EPA (2ERRD- NYCSBI |)

290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007-1866

Subj ect : Comrent s on Superfund Proposed Pl an
Mal ta Rocket Fuel Area
Mal ta, New York

Dear Ms. Hess:

The General Electric Conpany (GE) and New York State Energy and Research Devel opnent Authority (NYSERDA) have
reviewed the recently issued Superfund Proposed Plan for the Malta Rocket Fuel Area (MRFA) Site. CE and
NYSERDA appreci ate the opportunity to submt these coments to the United States Environmental

Prot ecti on Agency (USEPA) for consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

In general, we believe the preferred alternative recormended in the Superfund Proposed Plan nore than

adequat el y addresses conditions of concern at the MRFA Site. As you are aware, based on the results of the
Ri sk Assessment (RA) two areas were identified as contributing to an overall unacceptable risk at the site.
These two areas were the soil adjacent to Building 23P due to slightly elevated | evels of PCBs and a portion
of the Miuggett's Pond Drainage Ditch due to concentrations of nmercury. Assumng that these

two areas are renedi ated, the remaining soil at the Site does not pose an unacceptable ask. Therefore, it is
both appropriate and effective to renove the soil at the above areas Al though the specific renedy sel ected
for this soil is slightly nore costly than some of the other alternatives, it does provide the nost benefit
under EPA's evaluation criteria.

The proposed groundwater remedy is consistent with the Rermedial Action (bjectives devel oped in the
Feasibility Study. Specifically, although the groundwater does not pose an unacceptable risk, the continued
treatment of potable water for the existing on-site users would prevent any ingestion of groundwater wth
constituents above the Federal MCLs or, New York State drinking water standards. In addition, the continued
use of the Early Warning Monitoring Systemwill ensure that off-site groundwater users continue to be

uni npact ed.



SPECI FI C COWENTS

CGE and NYSERDA of fer the follow ng specific comrents on the Superfund Proposed Plan. These comments are
intended to clarify portions of the Plan, prior to issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD). However, none of
our comments necessitate any fundanental changes to the preferred alternative.

The former GE/ Exxon Nucl ear Buil ding

The former GE/Exxon Nuclear Building is sinply referred to as the GE Exxon Nucl ear Buil ding throughout the

Proposed Plan. In light of the references utilized in previous docurments, including the Renedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study Reports, the citations regarding this building should be proceeded by the
word "forner". This is also consistent with the fact that the building has not been utilized by either CGE or

Exxon since 1974 and 1979, respectively.
Pl ease feel free to contact ne if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Respectful |y,
<I M5 SRC 0296274M>
Jill Siebels, GE
Facility Coordi nator
cc: Leslie Hul se, Esq., GE
Hal Brodie, Esq, NYSERDA
Phil Gtlen, Esqg., Witeman, Osterman and Hanna
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