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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Little Valley Site

Town of Little Valley, Cattaraugus County, New York
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunments the U S. Environmental Protection Agency's selection of a renedia
action for the provision of an alternate water supply to the residents affected by groundwater contam nation
at the Little Valley site, in accordance with the requirements of the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA), 42 U S.C. § 9601-9675, and to the extent
practicable the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This
deci si on docunent explains the factual and | egal basis for selecting the remedy for the site. The attached
index (Appendix I11) identifies the itens that conprise the Adninistrative Record upon which the sel ection of
the remedial action is based.

The New York State Departnment of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) has been consulted on the pl anned
remedi al action in accordance with CERCLA § 121(f), 42 U S. C. 8§ 9621(f), and it concurs with the sel ected
remedy (see Appendi x V)

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE
Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmnent and substantial endangernent to public health

wel fare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected renedy incl udes:

1 Installation of air stripper treatment units on the affected private water supply wells until
through the identification and control of the source of contam nation, drinking water Maximm
Cont anmi nant Levels (MCLs) are nmet. Air stripping units will be installed on approxinately 65

private wells that are affected by groundwater contami nation. The wells will be periodically
monitored and the treatment systens will be naintained to ensure their effectiveness

An evaluation, within 5 years of the inplenentation of this interimremedy, to determine its
efficacy. This evaluation will consider the data collected during the source identification

i nvestigating and any subsequent renediation, which will indicate whether the groundwater

contam nation persists (and a nore permanent alternate water supply systemis required), or

whet her the contam nation is being mtigated by any source control neasures that are inplenented
and by natural attenuation.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy neets the requirenents for renedial actions set forth in CERCLA § 121, 42 U S.C. § 9621
inthat it: (1) is protective of hunan health and the environnent; (2) attains a |level or standard of
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants, which at |east attains the legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) under federal and state laws; (3) is
cost-effective; (4) utilizes alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the nmaxi mum extent
practicable; and (5) satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatment to

reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants at a site.

<I MG SRC 0296275>



RECORD OF DECI SI ON

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

Little Valley Site

Town of Little Valley, Cattaraugus County, New York

United States Environmental Protection Agency Region Il New York, New York Septenber 1996
SI TE NAVE, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The area of overlying plume of contam nated groundwater, which stretches for a distance of approxinmately 7 to
8 mles between the Village of Little Valley and the northern portion of the Gty of Sal amanca al ong Route
353, constitutes the Little Valley Superfund site. Wile the site is located in a rural, agriculture area, a
nunmber of active and inactive small industrial facilities are located within a mle of the site.

(See figure 1.)

There are over one hundred residential properties situated along Route 353, the nain transportati on route
between the Village of Little Valley and the Gty of Salamanca, in the imediate vicinity of the site.
Private wells constitute the only source of drinking water for these properties. Approxi mately 3,000 people
live within one mle of the contaninated plune.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

In 1982, the Cattaraugus County Heal th Departnment (CCHD) and NYSDEC, while investigating trichloroethene
(TCE) contami nation around Luminite, a small manufacturing facility along Route 353, detected TCE i n nearby
private wells. 1In 1989, the CCHD and the New York State Departnent of Health (NYSDOH) docunented that the
TCE contam nation plune extended approxinmately 7 to 8 mles fromthe Village of Little Valley to the northern
edge of the Gty of Salamanca. Al though several investigations were conducted in the area by NYSDEC and
NYSDCH to | ocate the source(s) of the contam nation, including investigations at a forner drum storage area,
a private disposal site next to the former drumstorage area, an inactive municipal |andfill which accepted
industrial wastes, and several industrial facilities, to date, the source of the groundwater contam nation
has not been determined. The site was listed on the Superfund National Priorities List on June 17, 1996.

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) intends to send information request letters to identify potentially
responsi bl e parties (PRPs) and, if appropriate, notice letters to PRPs, offering themthe opportunity to
carry out, anong other things, the source identification and control renedial investigation and feasibility
study (a work plan is currently under devel opnent by EPA).

H GHLI GHTS CF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

An alternate water supply focused feasibility study (FFS) report and a Proposed Plan were rel eased to the
public for coment on August 16, 1996. These documents were rmade available to the public in the

adm nistrative record file at the Docket Roomin EPA Region I, 290 Broadway, New York, New York, and the
information repository at the Town of Little Valley Minicipal Building, 103 Rock Gty Street, Little Valley,
New York. The notice of availability for the above-referenced docunents was published in the dean Tines
Heral d on August 16, 1996. The public coment period which related to these docunents was hel d from August
16, 1996 to Septenber 14, 1996.

On Septenber 11, 1996, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public nmeeting at the Little Valley Fire Hall in Little
Val l ey, New York. The purpose of this neeting was to informlocal officials and interested citizens about
t he Superfund process, to review planned renedial activities at the site, to discuss the Proposed Pl an and
recei ve comrents on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions fromarea residents and other interested
parties.

Responses to the comments received at the public nmeeting and in witing during the public comment period are



included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendi x V)
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T ONE

This is the first action taken at this site by EPA. The objective of this first operable unit (QUl) is to
prevent exposure of area residents to contani nated groundwater. A second operable unit (QU2) will be
undertaken to identify and remedi ate the source(s) of the groundwater contam nation, to reduce and m nim ze
t he downgradi ent mgration of contam nants in the groundwater, and to minimze any potential future health
and environnental impacts.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The presence of TCE has been docunented in private drinking water wells at |evels above the New York State
drinking water standards for public water supplies since 1989. Wile the levels of the contam nant nay not
pose an imredi ate threat to public health, nmany of these wells have been contam nated since at |east the
early 1980s, presenting the residents with a potential |ong-termexposure risk

Al t hough the CCHD i ssued health advisories to the exposed residents in 1989, affected well owners were not
provided with alternate water sources. About six well owners have i ndependently installed granul ar
activated carbon filter systens and several are purchasing bottled water.

Bet ween 1989 and Septenber 1995, the CCHD and the NYSDCH have sanpl ed a nunber of private water supplies in
the area. O the 74 wells that were sanpled, 55 had TCE contamnation with levels ranging from1 g/l to 50
Zg/l; 42 of those sanpled results were equal to or greater than the NYSDCH drinking water standard of 5
Zg/l. Additional sanpling conducted during Decenmber 1995 by the CCHD indicated that 51 private wells had
been concentrations of TCE exceeding the federal and state standards. A conplete list of all sanpling
results to date is provided in Table 1. The sanpling locations are shown in Figure 2.

Since 1990, the CCHD and NYSDCH have sanpled 14 private wells on a regul ar basis (approximately three tines
per year) for the purpose of determ ning whether the TCE contam nation in the affected area tends to
increase or decrease with time. A prelimnary review of the data indicates a decreasing pattern for certain
wells and no significant trend for others particularly for those with the lower initial concentrations).
This data is presented in Table 2.

The groundwater at a nearby industrial facility has TCE concentrations as high as 280 mcrograns per liter
(zg/1) and cis-1, 2-dichloroethene at concentrations exceedi ng federal and New York State drinking water
st andar ds.

SUMVARY COF SI TE RI SKS

On the basis of existing site information and anal ytical results, a prelimnary public health risk assessnent
was perforned for the site. The objective of this assessnent was to characterize the health risks that would
prevail in the absence of providing an alternate supply of safe drinking water to the affected residents.

The net hodol ogy supporting this prelimnary assessnent is described below. TCE was

chosen for evaluation, since it represents the principal contam nant detected in the residential wells. The
private well sanpling, in Septenber and Decenber 1995, indicates TCE concentrations ranging from1

to 23 Ig/l. TCE, which has been denonstrated to be nutagenic (capabl e of causing biological nmutation) and
car ci nogeni ¢ (capabl e of causing cancer) in several strains of mice by the inhalation and oral routes, is
classified by EPA as a probabl e hunman carci nogen

Since the purpose of this actions is to address the need for provision of an alternative water supply to the
affected residents, this prelimnary public health risk assessnent addressed only those pathways related to
the existing groundwater contam nation. These pathways include ingestion of groundwater and inhal ation

vol atilized contam nants during showering

EPA has promul gated heal th-protecti ve MCLs, which are enforceabl e standards established pursuant to the Safe
Drinking Water Act for various drinking water contam nants. For these contam nants, target reference risk



range associated with these standards is one in ten thousand (10-4) to one in one nmillion (10-6) (i.e., a
one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-mllion excess cancer risk).

EPA and NYSDOH have established a drinking water standard of 5 g/l for TCE in public water supplies. As
di scussed above, the private well sanpling results indicate the continued presence of TCE in several wells at
concentrations which exceed the drinking water standard of 5 Ig/l.

Usi ng a maxi mum TCE concentration of 25 g/l in private wells, in conjunction with the carcinogenic potency
factor developed for this contam nant, a worst-case scenario carcinogenic risk estinmate was

calculated for the residents affected by groundwater contamnation in the area. Carcinogenic potency factors
represent the upper 95%confidence limt of the probability of adverse response per unit intake

of a chenmical over a lifetime. Using these values, and assuming a daily water ingestion of two liters over a
30-year period, the resultant risk estinmate associated with the ingestion of TCE contam nated groundwater was
3.2 x 10-5. In addition to groundwater ingestion, the potential exists for residents to be exposed to
contami nants through bathing. Evidence suggests that this pathway of exposure presents significantly |ess
health risk than ingestion. The risk associated with the bathing (shower) pathway of exposure was estinated
to be 1.6 x 10-6. The resulting total risk due to exposure to the contam nated groundwater is 3.4 x 10-5, or
approxi mately three in one hundred thousand.

As is illustrated above, the estimated carcinogenic risk associated with TCE contaninated water in private
wells at the siteis within the target reference risk range of 10-4 to 10-6 referred to previously.

In summary, releases of hazardous substances fromcurrently unidentified sources have affected private wells.
Al t hough the carcinogenic risk associated with existence of TCE in private wells at the site is within EPA's
target reference risk range, the concentration of TCE in several wells exceeds the concentration of 5 g/l
deened to be protective of human health, and if not addressed by the active nmeasures considered, it wll
continue to present a threat to public health

Uncertainties

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

environnmental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
environnment al paraneter neasurenment

fate and transport nodeling

exposure paraneter estination

t oxi col ogy data

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

Envi ronnent chemi stry analysis error can stemfrom several sources including the errors inherent in the

anal ytical nmethods and characteristics of the matri x bei ng sanpl ed.

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

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both fromanimals to humans and fromhigh to | ow
doses of exposure, as well as fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a m xture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by neki ng conservative assunptions concerning risk and exposure paraneters
t hroughout the assessnent. As a result, the baseline risk assessment provides upper

bound estimates of the risks to populations near the site, and it is highly unlikely to underesti mate those
actual risks related to the site.

More specific informati on concerning public health risks, including a quantitative evaluati on of the degree
of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the FFS report.



REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

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

The remedi al objective that has been established for this operable unit is to prevent exposure of the public
to contam nated groundwater.

DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES

CERLCA 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 pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. Section 121(b)(1l) also establishes a
preference for renedi al actions which enploy, as a principal elenent, treatmnment which permanently and
significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants and

contam nants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renedial 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 89621(d)(4).

This ROD eval uates, in detail, five remedial alternatives for addressing the threat to the private water
supplies located in the vicinity of the site until a source control neasures can be inplenented to remedi ate
the contam nated groundwater to MCLs, and/or until a permanent alternate water supply can be provided (if
necessary). Cost and construction time, anong other criteria, were evaluated for each renedial alternative.
The time to inplenent a renedial alternative reflects the estinmated tine required to construct or inplenent
the remedy including the tinme required to design the renmedy and to procure contracts for its design and
construction

The renedi al alternatives are

Alternative 1. No Action

Capital Cost: $0 Operation and Mai ntenance Cost:
$104, 000/ yr

Present-Wrth Cost: $731, 000

Construction Tine: 0

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison
with the other alternatives. The no-action renedial alternative does not include any physical renedia
nmeasures to protect the public fromthe contam nated groundwater.

Under this alternative, the affected private wells would be periodically nonitored.
This alternative would al so include the devel opnment and inpl enentati on of a public awareness and education
programfor the residents in the area surrounding the site. This programwoul d include the preparation and
distribution of informational press releases and circulars and convening public neetings. These activities
woul d serve to enhance the public's know edge of the existing site conditions. This alternative would al so
require the invol venent of the local governnent, various health departnments, and environnental agencies.
Alternative 2A: Connection to the Public Water Supply of the Cty of Sal ananca

Capital Cost: $4, 399, 000

Qperation and Mi ntenance Cost: $138, 000/ yr



Present-Wrth Cost (30 yrs): $6, 111, 500
Construction Tine: 3 years

This alternative consists of constructing a waterline to the Gty of Salamanca and purchasing water fromthe
Sal amanca Board of Public Uilities, which supplies water to the Gty of Salamanca. This proposed

wat er supply system woul d connect to the existing waterline near the intersection of Forest Avenue and Center
Street at the Gty of Salamanca's northern corporate limt. A 8-inch dianeter waterline would be installed
al ong New York State H ghway 353 (with branches to New York State H ghway 242 and Baker Road) as the nain
transm ssion pipe for a total length of approxinmately 8 mles. Construction of the water nain would entail
at least three creek crossings (by subnerged installation) and one railway bed crossing

A booster punping station would be required to provide adequate flow and pressure for donestic use conditions
in the northern portion of the site. 1In addition, a snall storage reservoir may be required in the Wig
Street/El kdal e area in order to satisfy peak flow conditions.

Approxi mately 20,000 feet of 2-inch dianeter branch and service piping would be installed along the streets
and private properties along New York State H ghways 353 and 242 to supply each affected residence. At this
time, it is estinmated that 65 residences woul d be connected to the water distribution system

Alternative 2B: Connection to the Public Water Supply of the Village of Little Valley

Capital Cost: $4, 269, 000
Qperation and M ntenance Cost: $133, 000/ yr
Present-Wrth Cost (30 yrs): $5, 919, 000
Construction Tine: 3 years

This alternative consists of constructing a waterline to the Village of Little Valley and purchasi ng water
fromthe Public Water Supply of the Village of Little Valley, which supplies water to residents approxi mately
one- quarter mle south of the Village's corporate limts along New York State H ghway 353. The construction
outline for the proposed water supply systemfor this alternative would be simlar to

the Alternative 2, above. However, due to the high elevation of the Village's water storage reservoir, a
booster punp station would not be required for servicing the affected area. The Village of Little Valley,

t hough, may require redevel opment of its auxiliary well or devel opment of a new well in order to nmeet the
dermands of an extended service area.

Alternative 3A: Installation of Activated Carbon Treatnent Units at Individual Wlls

Capital Cost: $729, 625
Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $117, 000/ yr
Present-Wrth Cost (10 yrs): $1, 552, 135
Construction Tine: 6 nont hs

Under this alternative, activated carbon units would be installed on an estinated 65 private wells affected
by groundwater contam nation. (Utraviolet light units would also be installed to disinfect the water.) To
ensure the effectiveness of the treatnent systems, the treated water woul d need to be periodically nonitored
and the treatnent systens would need to be properly maintained

Granul ar activated carbon (GAC) adsorption can be used to renove organi c conpounds from groundwater. GAC has
an exceptionally high surface area to volune ration. This nmethod causes organi c conpounds to preferentially
adsorb to the surface of the GAC and thereby be renmoved fromthe water. In this process, contani nated



groundwat er i s passed through canisters or druns containing GAC, which adsorb the
organics until the breakthrough capacity (the point at which no nore contam nants can be adsorbed by the
carbon) of the unit is reached.

Various types of GAC are avail able to renove various groundwater contam nants. The level of affinity of the
speci fic conpounds of concern to the GAC determ nes which type of GAC systemis best suited for use in a
particular application. Periodically, the GAC media will becone saturated with contam nants and will require
repl acenent. Used GAC has to be disposed of off-site at a hazardous waste treatnent facility. GAC
adsorption systens nust be protected fromfreezing with an enclosure or a heat source. Qher than periodic
nedi a repl acenent, GAC systens are relatively naintenance free, as long as proper pretreatment is provided.
Ful I -time operator attention is normally not required. A GAC adsorption system may be placed in operation
with commonly avail abl e construction techni ques and equi pnent.

Alternative 3B: Installation of Air Stripper Treatment Units at Individual Wlls

Capital Cost: $567, 125
Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $52, 000/ yr
Present-Wrth Cost (10 yrs): $932, 685
Construction Tine: 6 nont hs

Under this alternative, air stripping units would be installed on an estinated 65 private wells affected by
groundwat er contamnation. (Utraviolet light units would also be installed to disinfect the water.) To
ensure the effectiveness of the treatnent systems, the treated water woul d need to be periodically nonitored
and the treatnent systens would need to be properly maintained.

Air stripping is a process through which volatile contam nants may be transferred fromthe agueous phase to
an air stream Air stripping has been effectively used to renove over 99 percent of volatile organic
conpounds from groundwat er at numerous hazardous waste and spill sites. The process, in general, involves
blowing | arge quantities of air through a stream of extracted groundwater to volatilize the contam nants.
Nozzl es, dispersive nedia, and turbul ence are commonly enpl oyed to naxi m ze the surface area of the water,
thus pronoting t hemaxi num mass transfer of contanminants to the air. A nunber of types of air strippers are
commercial ly avail abl e, including:

1 Shal l ow Tray Strippers
1 Bubbl e Diffusion Strippers

Al can renove vol atile organic conpounds such as TCE. Each type of air stripper transfers contam nants from
water to the vapor phase. The resultant discharges are subject to the State and Federal guidance criteria
for air enissions.

Air strippers are often protected from physical danage and the accumnul ati on of oxidized netals by
pre-filtering the water stream The bl owers, conpressors, or punps used in conjunction with air strippers
require power to operate. The stripper nust be protected fromfreezing with an enclosure or heat source.
Shal l ow tray strippers and bubble diffusers are nmodul ar and thus may be readily nodified to attain the
requisite level of treatnent. Mintenance requirements for air strippers include periodic cleaning of

di spersive nedia and the renoval of scale to preclude clogging and fouling. Full-tine operator attention is
not required. The units may be assenbled and placed in operation with commonly avail abl e construction

t echni ques and equi pnent.

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 anal ysis 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 are nost inmportant and nust be satisfied by any alternative in order to be
eligible for selection

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a renedy
provi des adequate protection and descri bes how risks posed through each exposure pat hway
(based on a reasonabl e naxi mum exposure scenario) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled
through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpl i ance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would neet all of the applicable
(legally enforceable), or relevant and appropriate (pertaining 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 requirenents or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver

The following "primary bal ancing" criteria are used to make conparisons and to identify the major trade-offs
bet ween al ternatives:

3. Long-term effecti veness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once cl eanup goal s have
been nmet. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the neasures that may be
required to nmanage the risk posed by treatnent residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent refers to a renedial
technol ogy' s expected ability to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volune of hazardous
subst ances, pollutants or contaninants at the site

5. Short-term ef fectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protecti on and any
adverse inmpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and inpl ementation periods until cleanup goals are achi eved

6. I mpl ementability refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renedy,
including the availability of naterials and services needed.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and mai nt enance costs, and present-worth
cost s.

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

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

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general responses to the alternatives described
in the Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports. Factors of community acceptance to be di scussed
i ncl ude support, reservation, and opposition by the comunity.

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

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1, no action, would be the | east protective of human health, because private well users woul d
conti nue to be exposed to contam nated groundwater. Consequently, this alternative would not address the



remedi al action objective established for this operable unit.

Alternatives 2A and 2B, which entail the installation of water distribution systems connected to nearby

exi sting nunicipal water supplies, would be protective of human health, since the use of an alternative
drinking water source would prevent the use of contaninated groundwater, thereby elimnating the existing
exposure pathways of ingestion, inhalation and direct contact. The public health protection provided by this
alternative is, therefore, high and long-term

Alternatives 3A and 3B, installation of individual treatment units, would protect the affected residents from
exposure to contamnants in the groundwater by directly treating the contam nated water fromtheir
wel | s.

Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A, and 3B woul d address the renedi al action objective for this operable unit.
Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Since private well users would still be exposed to contam nated groundwater, Alternative 1, no action, would
not neet MCLs and woul d, therefore, not conply with chenical -specific ARARs. The water provided

by a public water supply under Al ternatives 2A and 2B would conply with MCLs, and the treatnent provided by
the individual treatment units under Alternatives 3A and 3B would be effective in reduci ng groundwat er
contami nant concentrati ons bel ow MCLs. Therefore, Aternatives 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B would conply with

chem cal - speci fic ARARs.

It is expected that the trench excavation and stream crossings associated with Alternatives 2A and 2B woul d
comply with location-specific ARARs related to fish and wildlife, historic preservation, floodplains, and
wet |l ands. Location-specific ARARs do not apply to Alternatives 1, 3A and 3B.

It is expected that the trench excavation associated with Alternatives 2A and 2B woul d conply with
action-specific ARARs related to fugitive dust em ssions. Action-specific ARARs do not apply to Alternatives
1, 3A, and 3B.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Since Alternative 1, no action, would provide no treatnent of the contami nated groundwater, it woul d be
ineffectual in providing any protection to the public. Alternatives 2A and 2B, connection to an existing
public water supply system would be required to conply with established drinking water criteria, thereby
providing reliable, long-termprotection to the users of the affected individual water supply wells. Under
Alternatives 2A and 2B, the new water distribution systemwould becone part of the existing public water
supply districts. Wth proper operati on and mai ntenance (Q&%, the new system woul d be effective and
permanent. However, additional major work might be required in the future for both alternatives in order to
ensure long-termeffectiveness and pernanence. Specifically, since |ow |levels of TCE have been detected in
the past in the water supply systemof the Gty of Salanmanca, nonitoring and future treatnent of the water
prior to distribution mght be required under Alternative 2A. Finally, under Aternative 2B, the Village of
Little Valley water supply systemnay require redevel opment of its auxiliary well or devel opnent of a new
well in order to meet the denmands of an extended service area.

As long as the individual treatnment units are properly maintained, Alternative 3A and 3B woul d effectively
reduce the potential risks associated with the contaminants in the groundwater by treating it to McLs. The
&M of the treatnent units consists prinmarily of periodic sanpling to nonitor the working effectiveness of
the units and replacenent of the activated carbon filters once they have reached saturation for Aternative
3A, and cleaning of the air stripping units frompotential scaling and bio-fouling, for Alternatives 3B. It
is estinmated that at the present |levels of contamnation in the affected wells, under Alternative 3A

noni toring of the carbon treatnent units would be required twice a year, while replacenent of the carbon
filters would be required once every three years. For Alternatives 3B, it is estimated that nonitoring and
cleaning, if necessary, of the air stripper units would be required once a year.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent



Alternative 1 would not include any active treatnent or contam nated groundwater. Therefore, it would not
effect any reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volune of the groundwater contami nation

Alternatives 2A and 2B, connection to a public water supply, would reduce the private well users' exposure to
contaminants in the groundwater. It would not, however, reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the
contaminants present in the groundwater, since the alternative does not entail any treatment of the
cont anmi nat ed groundwat er.

Alternatives 3A and 3B, installation of individual treatnent units, would reduce the toxicity, nobility, and
vol ume of contaminants in the groundwater by extraction fromthe individual wells and treatnent. Under
Alternative 3A the chemcal residuals that woul d be adsorbed on the carbon woul d have to be di sposed of at a
hazardous waste treatment facility.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 1, no action, and Alternatives 3A and 3B, installation of individual treatnent units, m ght
present sone risk to on-site workers through dernmal contact and inhalation related to exposure to
cont am nat ed groundwat er through groundwater sanpling activities conducted during the installation of water
treatnment systenms, and during the replacenent of the carbon filters and the cleaning of the air

stripping units. These risks, however, could be nininized by utilizing proper protective equiprment. Wile
Alternatives 2A and 2B might include activities that could result in potential exposure of residents and
workers to contam nated soils or groundwater during the installation of the waterline system nitigative
measures to reduce the probability of such exposure would be inplemented. Finally, construction of the

wat erl i ne support trench under the creek crossings mght involve conplex and potentially dangerous worKking
condi ti ons.

Construction activities associated with the installation of the water distribution pipeline in Alternatives
2A and 2B might result in noderate short-termenvironnental inpacts. Those inpacts would include the
potential for contam nated surface water runoff during the trench excavation, particulate (dust) dispersion
and high noise | evels fromoperating heavy construction equi pment. Portions of the waterline installation

m ght encounter shall ow groundwater and require dewatering and treatnent of the contani nated groundwater
collected in the trench. The potential of shallow groundwater contami nation within the construction area can

not be determned at this time. In addition, the construction of subnerged trenches during at |east three
creek crossings would require the short-termdiversion of the creek flow at the crossing locations. This
diversion would tenporarily alter the existing flow patterns. In the long term after construction is

conplete, the installation of subnmerged trenches in the creek woul d not change the flow patterns, raise the
water level, or increase the possibility of flooding, and woul d not have any adverse effects on aquatic flora
or fauna

Since only long-termnonitoring woul d be performed under Alternative 1, no action, there would be no
inplenentation tinme. Alternatives 2A and 2B, connection to a public water supply, would require
approximately 3 years to inplenent. It is estimated that it would take approximately 6 nonths to instal
treatnment units on the estinmated 65 contam nated private water supplies under Alternatives 3A and 3B

I npl enentability

Alternative 1, no action, would be the easiest alternative to inplenent, in that it would only require the
conti nuation of the on-going nmonitoring of the affected wells. Alternatives 2A and 2B, connection to a
public water supply, would require the excavation of at |east 3-foot w de and 5-foot deep trench for the
installation of approximately 8 mles of transm ssion and 20,000 feet of branch piping along New York State
H ghways 353 and 242. This operation nmay be noderately difficult to inplement considering severa

creek crossings. A so, given the historical background of the area, parts of the construction could be

del ayed or diverted as a result of possible archeol ogi cal concerns. However, these concerns would be
mnimzed by the fact that the water lines would likely be installed within the highway right-of-way, which
constitutes an area previously distributed. Finally, these alternatives would require the establishnent of
two new water districts, one in the Town of Little Valley and one in the Town of

Sal amanca, would require nunmerous permts, and m ght require several easenents and rights-of-way. Services



and naterials required for the inplenentation of Alternatives 2A and 2B are readily avail able

The carbon adsorption and air stripping technol ogies that mght be used for treatnent of individual private
wel I's under Alternatives 3A and 3B are proven and reliable technol ogies to achi eve the specified perfornance
goals. Al equipnent is readily available and easily installed

Cost

The present-worth costs are cal cul ated using a discount rate of 7 percent. The estimated capital, annual Q&M
and present-worth costs for each of the alternatives are sunmari zed bel ow.

Al ternative Capi tal Cost Operation and Present-Wrth Cost
Mai nt enance Cost

1 No Action $0 $104, 000 $731, 120

2A Connection to $4, 399, 000 $138, 000 $6, 111, 500
Sal amanca's Water Supply

2B Connection to $4, 269, 000 $133, 000 $5, 919,000 Little
Val l ey's Water Supply

3A  Activated $729, 625 $117, 000 $1, 552,135 Carbon

3B Air Stripper $567, 125 $52, 000 $932, 685

For purposes of this analysis, calculations were based upon the assunption that the public water systemwill
have a 30-year useful life before replacenment is required. Further, the water distribution systenms are
expected to operate throughout their entire useful lives once installed, regardl ess of the status of the
groundwat er contam nati on. For the foregoing reasons, the present-worth cost for these alternatives is
based on a 30-year tinme interval. The individual treatnent units, though, would be intended as an interim
neasure, pending further nonitoring and eval uation of the trends in the groundwater contam nation, the
identification and treatnent of the source(s) of the groundwater contam nation and, if necessary, the

provi sion of a permanent water supply. As a result, the present-worth costs for the treatnent alternatives
(Alternatives 3A and 3B) have been based on a 10-year tinme interval

As is indicated fromthe cost estimates, there is a significant cost increase between the costs associ ated
with the installation and mai ntenance of the individual treatment units (Alternatives 3A and 3B) and the cost
of connecting to the existing nunicipal water supply systens in the area (Alternatives 2A and 2B). Costs for
the waterline alternatives do not include the users' annual costs related to purchasing the water

St at e Accept ance

NYSDEC concurs with the selected alternate water supply interimrenmedy

Communi ty Accept ance

Comment s recei ved during the public comrent period indicate that the public generally supports the sel ected
remedy. Conmments received during the public comment period are summari zed and addressed in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this docunent.

SELECTED REMEDY
Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives, and public

comrent s, EPA and NYSDEC have deternmined that Alternative 3Bis the appropriate renedy for the site
because it best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA 8121, 42 U. S.C. 89621, and the NCP' s nine eval uation



criteria for renedial alternatives, 40 CFR 8300.430(e)(9).

Alternative 3B includes the installation of air stripper treatment units on the affected private water supply
wells until, through the identification and control of the source of contam nation, drinking water MCLs are
nmet. This interimrenedy will be re-evaluated within 5 years of its inplementation to determne its efficacy.
This evaluation will consider the data collected during the source identification investigation and any
subsequent renediation, which will indicate whether the groundwater contam nation persists (and a nore
permanent alternate water supply systemis required), or whether it is being mtigated by any source control
neasures that are inplenented and by natural attenuation.

Wil e the construction of a waterline would provide permanent protection to the public from exposure to
contam nated groundwater, at this tine, an interimprotective nmeasure is deemed nore appropriate that the
construction of a permanent water |ine based upon the following: 1) the contam nant levels in the private
wells are not significantly above MCLs; 2) there appears to be a downward trend of contam nants in certain
private wells; and 3) EPA believes that by identifying and renediating thesource(s) of the groundwater
contamination within a relatively short period of tine (10 years or less), the levels of contamnants in the
private wells woul d neet MCLs.

The sel ected water supply treatnent alternative is believed to be able to achieve the ARARs nore quickly and
at less cost than the other alternatives. A so, when conpared to Alternative 3A (carbon filters),

the selected alternative presents the additional advantage of reduced requirements for maintenance and

handl i ng hazardous residuals (spent carbon). Therefore, the selected alternative will provide the best

bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC bel i eve that
the selected alternative will be protective of human health, conply with ARARs, be cost-effective, and
utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technologies to the
maxi mum extent practicable. The selected alternative also will neet the statutory preference for the use of
treatment as a principal elenent.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

As was previously noted, CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U. S C 8§9621(b)(1), mandates that a renedial action nust be
protective of human health and the environment, cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatnment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable.
Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for renedial actions which enploy treatnent to permanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42 U S.C 89621(d), further specifies that a renmedial action

nust attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and state | aws, unless a waiver can be
justified pursuant to CERCLA 8121(d)(4), 42 U S.C. 8§9621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed bel ow, EPA has deternined that the selected remedy meets the requirenents of CERCLA
8121, 42 U.S. C 8§9621.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The sel ected renmedy, Alternative 3B, would be equally protective of human health and the environment as the
other treatnment alternative and connection to a public water supply alternatives because it would

protect the affected residents fromexposure to contanminants in the groundwater by directly treating the
contanmi nated water fromthe wells.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The sel ected renedy woul d be effective in achieving ARARs, since it ensures that groundwater contam nant
concentrations woul d be reduced to | evel s bel ow MCLs.

A summary of the chemical -specific ARARs is presented below. Action-, and | ocation-specific ARARs do not
apply to the sel ected renedy.



Chemi cal -speci fic ARARs:

1 Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level s and Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level Coals (MCLs and
MCLGs, respectively, 40 CFR Part 141)

40 CFR 50, Air Quality Standards

6 NYCRR Part 257, Air Quality Standards

6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water Quality Regul ations
1 10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code
Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The sel ected renedy provides effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total capital and present-worth
costs for the selected remedy are estinated to be $567, 125 and $932, 685, respectively.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternate Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicable
The selected interimrenedy is intended to provide i nmedi ate protection to the residents affected by
groundwat er contam nation at the site. A permanent solution to the groundwater contam nation will be sought
follow ng the source identification and control RI/FS. This interimremedy, though, utilizes alternative
treatnment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable. The extraction and subsequent treatnent of
groundwater will pernmanently reduce the toxicity, mobility, and vol une of contaminants in the groundwater.

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

The statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatment as a principal elenent is satisfied by treating
the contam nated groundwater fromthe private wells in the vicinity of the site.

DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT  CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe selected alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
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TABLE 1

TRI CHLORCETHENE SAMPLI NG RESULTS LI TTLE VALLEY CREEK
AREA TOMNS OF LI TTLE VALLEY &
SALAMANCA 1/27/89 TO 12/13/95

SAMPLE NAMVE SAMPLE RESULT COLLECTED ANALYZED COMMENTS | D DATE (MCG L) BY BY
01/ 27/ 89 12 NYSDEC NUS 1. 02 06/ 15/ 89 <2 PEC PEC POST- FI LTER 1. 03
02/22/90 9 NYSDEC NYSDCH 1. 04 07/01/91 1.01 AES AES 1. 05 12/14/93 1.6
LUM N TE AES 1. 06 06/ 16/ 94 ND LUM N TE
FREE-COL  PRE-FILTER 1. 07 06/ 16/ 94 1 LUMNTE FREE-COL
POST- FI LTER 2. 00 02/ 22/ 90 ND
NYSDEC NYSDCH 2. 01 01/ 27/ 89 12 NYSDEC
NUS 2. 02 03/24/89 9 NYSDOT LZI ER 2. 03
02/ 22/ 90 10 NYSDEC NYSDCH 2. 04 09/ 10/ 91
22 NYSDOT ALFRED 2. 05 05/13/94 1.4
NYSDOT M CROBAC  PRE-FILTER 2. 06 05/ 13/94 2.6
NYSDOT M CROBAC  PCST-FILTER 3.01 08/ 22/ 89
4 CCHD NYSDCH 3. 02 12/ 11/ 95 9.6
CCHD NYSDCOH 4. 01 03/ 22/ 89 5 ccHD
NYSDCH 5. 01 02/ 22/ 90 5 CCHD NYSDCH
5.02 09/ 23/ 91 7 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 03
01/ 06/ 92 11 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 04
06/ 23/ 92 14 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 05
09/ 28/ 92 10 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 06
12/ 18/ 92 15 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 07
03/ 09/ 93 10 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 08
07/ 20/ 93 13 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 09
09/ 21/ 93 12 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 10
12/ 28/ 93 10 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 11
07/ 14/ 94 8.8 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 12
12/ 20/ 94 9.9 CCHD NYSDOH 5. 13
06/ 19/ 95 8.9 CCHD NYSDCH 5. 14
12/ 11/ 95 8.8 CCHD NYSDCH 6. 01
02/ 22/ 90 4 CCHD NYSDCH 7. 01

02/ 22/ 90 8 CCHD NYSDOH 8. 01

02/ 22/ 90 11 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 02
05/ 09/ 90 9 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 03
09/ 23/ 91 3 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 04
01/ 06/ 92 7 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 05
06/ 23/ 92 11 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 06
09/ 28/ 92 6 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 07



12/ 12/ 92 11 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 08
03/ 09/ 93 7 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 09
07/ 20/ 93 9.4 CCHD NYSDCOH 8. 10
09/ 21/ 93 7 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 11
12/ 28/ 93 7.6 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 12
06/ 14/ 94 5.4 CCHD NYSDOH 8. 13
06/ 19/ 95 4.1 CCHD NYSDCH 8. 14
12/ 11/ 95 6.9 CCHD NYSDCH PRE- FI LTER

8.15 12/ 11/ 95 ND CCHD NYSDCH
POST- FI LTER 9. 01 03/30/90 11.5 JUSKO AES 9. 02
05/09/90 12 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 03 09/23/91 8
CCHD NYSDCH 9. 04 01/06/92 9 CCHD NYSDCH
9.05 06/ 23/92 16 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 06
09/ 28/ 92 8 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 07 12/ 18/ 92 16
CCHD NYSDCH 9. 08 03/09/93 13 CCHD NYSDCOH
9.09 07/20/93 14 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 10
09/21/93 11 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 11 12/ 28/ 93 10
CCHD NYSDCOH 9. 12 06/ 14/ 94 16 CCHD NYSDCOH
9.13 12/ 20/ 94 11 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 14
06/19/95 7.2 CCHD NYSDCH 9. 15 12/11/95 9
CCHD NYSDCOH 10. 01 05/08/90 3 CCHD NYSDCOH
11.01 05/08/90 9 CCHD NYSDCH 12. 01
05/09/90 14 CCHD NYSDCH 13. 01 05/09/90 8
CCHD NYSDCH 14. 01 05/ 09/ 90 ND CCHD NYSDCH
14.02 12/11/95 7.7 CCHD NYSDCH 15. 01
05/09/90 11 CCHD NYSDCH 16. 01 05/09/90 ND
CCHD NYSDCH 17.01 05/09/90 12 CCHD NYSDCH
18.01 07/09/90 20 CCHD NYSDCH 18. 02
09/23/91 7 CCHD NYSDCH 18. 03 01/06/92 19
CCHD NYSDOH 18. 04 06/ 23/92 ND CCHD NYSDCOH
FI LTERED SAMPLE, METH CHLOR = 2 18.05 09/ 28/ 92
13 CCHD NYSDCH 18. 06 12/ 18/ 92 20
CCHD NYSDCOH 18. 07 03/ 09/ 93 13 ccHD
NYSDCH 18. 08 07/ 20/ 93 16 CCHD NYSDCH
18. 09 09/ 21/ 93 12 CCHD NYSDCH 18. 10
12/ 28/ 93 13 CCHD NYSDCOH CS1,2-DCE = 0.5 18.11

06/13/94 10 CCHD NYSDCH 18. 12

12/19/94 11

CCHD NYSDOH 18. 13 06/19/95 7.6 CCHD NYSDCOH
18. 14 09/05/95 7.1 CCHD NYSDCH PRE- FI LTER
18. 15 09/ 05/ 95 8 CCHD NYSDCH POST- FI LTER 18. 16

12/ 11/ 95 10 CCHD NYSDCH PRE- FI LTER 18. 17

12/ 11/ 95 ND CCHD NYSDCH PCST- FI LTER 19. 01 07/09/ 90

9 CCHD NYSDOH 19. 02 09/23/91

12

CCHD NYSDCH 19. 03



01/ 06/ 92 13 CCHD NYSDOH 19. 04 06/ 23/92 10
CCHD NYSDCH 19. 05 09/28/92 5 CCHD NYSDCH 19. 06 12/18/92
7 CCHD NYSDCH 19. 07 03/09/93 5 CCHD NYSDCH 19. 08
07/ 20/ 93 7.6 CCHD NYSDOH 19. 09 09/ 21/ 93 8
CCHD NYSDOH 19.10 12/28/93 6.2 CCHD NYSDCH 19. 11
06/ 13/ 94 5.2 CCHD NYSDCH 19. 12 12/ 20/ 94 4.3
CCHD NYSDCH 19. 13 06/19/95 4.5 CCHD NYSDCOH 19. 14
12/ 11/ 95 5.1 CCHD NYSDCOH 20. 01 07/09/90 ND
CCHD NYSDOH 21.01 07/09/90 45 CCHD NYSDCH
21.02 09/ 23/91 31 CCHD NYSDCH 21. 03
01/ 06/ 92 41 CCHD NYSDCH 21. 04
06/ 23/ 92 50 CCHD NYSDCOH 21. 05
09/ 28/ 92 45 CCHD NYSDCOH CS1,2-DCE = 0.5 21.06
12/17/92 8 CCHD NYSDCH 21. 07 03/09/93 30
CCHD NYSDCH TCA = 0.5 AS1,2-DCE = 0.5 PCE = 0.5 21.08
07/ 20/ 93 32 CCHD NYSDCOH CS1,2-DCE = 3.5 21.09
09/ 21/ 93 22 CCHD NYSDCH 22. 01 07/ 09/ 90 ND
CCHD NYSDOH 23. 01 07/09/90 ND CCHD NYSDCOH
23. 02 12/11/95 0.5 CCHD NYSDCH PRESENT
LESS THAN 24.01 07/09/90 ND CCHD NYSDOH 25.01 07/09/90
2 CCHD NYSDOH 26. 01 07/16/90 1 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 02
09/ 23/ 91 1 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 03 01/06/92 3
CCHD NYSDCH 26. 04 06/ 23/92 2 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 05 09/ 28/ 92
2 CCHD NYSDOH 26. 06 12/18/92 SL CCHD NYSDCH
SAMPLE LOST IN TRANSI T 26. 07 03/ 09/ 93
2 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 08 07/ 20/ 93 2.3 CCHD
NYSDCH 26. 09 09/ 21/ 93 2 CCHD NYSDCH
26.10 12/ 28/ 93 2 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 11
06/ 14/ 94 1.3 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 12 12/ 20/ 94
2.1 CCHD NYSDCH 26. 13 06/ 19/ 95 1.5 CGD
NYSDCH 27. 01 07/ 16/ 90 25 CCHD NYSDCH
27.02 09/ 23/ 91 13 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 03
01/ 06/ 92 21 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 04 06/ 23/ 92
24 CCHD NYSDCH 27.05 09/ 28/ 92 16 CCHD
NYSDCH 27. 06 12/ 18/ 92 24 CCHD NYSDCH
27. 07 03/ 09/ 93 16 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 08
07/ 20/ 93 20 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 09 09/ 21/ 93
18 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 10 12/ 28/ 93 16 CCHD
NYSDCH 27. 11 06/ 14/ 94 10 CCHD NYSDCH
27.12 12/ 20/ 94 15 CCHD NYSDCH 27.13
06/ 19/ 95 12 CCHD NYSDCH 27. 14 12/ 11/ 95
13 CCHD NYSDCH 28. 01 07/ 16/ 90 18 CCHD
NYSDCH 29. 01 07/ 16/ 90 18 CCHD NYSDCH
29.02 09/ 05/ 95 9.7 CCHD NYSDCH 30. 01



32.

07/ 16/ 90 8 CCHD NYSDCH 31.01 07/16/ 90

ND CCHD NYSDCH 32.01 07/ 16/ 90 5 CCHD
NYSDCH 32. 02 09/ 23/ 91 3 CCHD NYSDCH
32.03 01/ 06/ 92 6 CCHD NYSDCH 32. 04

06/ 23/ 92 8 CCHD NYSDCH 32. 05 09/ 28/ 92

3 CCHD NYSDCH 32. 06 12/ 18/ 92 SL CCHD
NYSDCH SAMPLE LOST IN TRANSI T 32.07 03/09/93 5 CccHD
NYSDCH 32. 08 07/ 20/ 93 7 CCHD NYSDOH 32.09 09/21/93

7 CCHD NYSDOH 32.10 12/28/93 5.6 CCHD NYSDCH
32.11 06/ 14/ 94 5.7 CCHD NYSDCH 32. 12 12/ 20/ 94

5.8 CCHD NYSDCOH 32. 13 06/ 19/ 95 4.4 CCHD
NYSDCH

14 12/ 11/ 95 5 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 01

07/ 16/ 90 8 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 02

09/ 23/ 91 4 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 03

01/ 06/ 92 7 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 04

06/ 23/ 92 11 CCHD NYSDCOH 33. 05

09/ 28/ 92 6 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 06

12/ 18/ 92 SL CCHD NYSDCH SAMPLE LGST IN TRANSI T 33. 07
03/ 09/ 93 7 CCHD NYSDOH 33.08 07/20/93 9.8

CCHD NYSDOH 33.09 09/21/93 9 CCHD NYSDCH 33.10 12/28/93
7.2 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 11 06/ 14/ 94 7.8 CCcHD
NYSDCH 33. 12 12/ 20/ 94 7.6 CCHD NYSDCOH 33. 13 06/ 19/ 95
6.7 CCHD NYSDCH 33. 14 12/11/95 6.3 CCHD
NYSDCOH 34. 01 08/ 07/ 90 ND CCHD NYSDOH 35. 01 08/07/90

31 CCHD NYSDCH 35. 02 09/11/95 23 CCHD NYSDCH
as1,2-DCE = 0.5 36.01 08/ 07/ 90 21

CCHD NYSDCH 36. 02 09/ 05/ 95 12 CCHD
NYSDCH PRE- FI LTER 36. 03 09/ 05/ 95 15 CCHD
NYSDCH POST- FI LTER 36. 04 12/12/95 15 CCHD NYSDCH
37.01 08/07/90 ND CCHD NYSDCH 38. 01 08/07/90 3
CCHD NYSDCH 39. 01 08/07/90 8 CCHD NYSDCH 39. 02

09/ 05/ 95 9.4 CCHD NYSDOH 40. 01 08/ 07/ 90 19
CCHD NYSDCH 41. 01 08/07/90 16 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 02 09/23/91
20 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 03 01/06/92 12 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 04
06/ 23/ 92 19 CCHD NYSDOH 41.05 12/17/92 18

CCHD NYSDOH 41. 06 03/09/93 15 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 07 07/20/93
16 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 08 09/21/93 8 CCHD NYSDCH 41. 09
12/ 28/ 93 13 CCHD NYSDCH 41.10 06/13/94 13

CCHD NYSDOH 41.11 12/ 20/ 94 13 CCHD NYSDCH 42. 01 10/ 09/ 90
ND CCHD NYSDCH TCE I N FI ELD BLANK 43. 01

10/ 09/ 90 ND CCHD NYSDCH " ' 44.01
10/ 09/ 90 16 CCHD NYSDCH " ' 44.02 12/11/95

ND CCHD NYSDCH PRE- FI LTER 44. 03 12/ 11/ 95



56.

ND CCHD NYSDCOH POST- FI LTER 45. 01 10/ 09/ 90 20

CCHD NYSDCH ' 46.01 10/09/90 32
CCHD NYSDCH " " "t ., 2 MGL AdS1,2-DCE 47.01

10/ 09/ 90 19 CCHD NYSDCH " " " ' 48.01 10/09/90
3 CCHD NYSDCH " " " " 49.01 10/ 23/ 90
ND CCHD NYSDOH 50. 01 10/ 23/ 90 ND
CCHD NYSDCOH 51. 01 10/ 24/ 90 7 CccHD
NYSDCH 52. 01 10/ 24/ 90 ND CCHD NYSDCH
53.01 10/ 24/ 90 33 CCHD NYSDCH 54. 01
10/ 24/ 90 10 CCHD NYSDCH 54. 02

06/ 19/ 95 5.2 CCHD NYSDCOH THVS = 2.5 MOG L 54. 03
09/05/95 6.1 CCHD NYSDCH THVS = 3.5 55.01 10/ 24/90

2 CCHD NYSDOH 55. 02 12/ 20/ 94 2.8 CCHD NYSDCH
56. 01 10/ 24/ 90 ND CCHD NYSDCH

02 12/ 12/ 95 0.5 CCHD NYSDCOH
PRESENT LESS THAN 57.01 01/29/91 19 CCHD
NYSDCH 57. 02 09/23/91 10 CCHD NYSDCOH 57. 03
01/06/92 15 CCHD NYSDCH 57. 04 06/ 23/92 18
CCHD NYSDOH 57. 05 09/28/92 11 CCHD NYSDCOH
57. 06 12/18/92 15 CCHD NYSDCH 57. 07
03/09/93 10 CCHD NYSDCOH 57. 08 07/20/93 13
CCHD NYSDOH 57. 09 09/21/93 9 CCHD NYSDCOH
57.10 06/14/94 11 CCHD NYSDCH 57. 11
06/19/95 7.9 CCHD NYSDCH 58. 01 03/ 11/91 ND
CCHD NYSDCH 58. 02 12/11/95 0.5 CCHD NYSDCH
59.01 03/11/91 1 CCHD NYSDCH 60. 01
03/11/91 ND CCHD NYSDCH 61. 01 03/11/91 ND
CCHD NYSDCH 62. 01 03/11/91 7 CCHD NYSDCH
63. 01 03/11/91 21 CCHD NYSDCH 63. 02
06/19/95 18 CCHD NYSDCH CS1,2-DCE = 0.5 MCG L 63.03
12/ 11/ 95 21 CCHD NYSDCH 64. 01 03/11/91 15

CCHD NYSDOH 64. 02 09/ 23/91 11 CCHD NYSDCH 64. 03 01/ 06/ 92
21 CCHD NYSDOH 64. 04 06/ 23/ 92 30 CCHD NYSDCH

METH CHLOR = 2 64.05 09/ 28/ 92 18

CCHD NYSDOH 64. 06 12/ 17/ 92 23 CccHD
NYSDCH 64. 07 03/ 09/ 93 17 CCHD NYSDCOH
64. 08 07/ 20/ 93 20 CCHD NYSDCH 64. 09
09/ 21/ 93 17 CCHD NYSDCH 64. 10

12/ 28/ 93 15 CCHD NYSDCH aS1,2-DCE = 0.5 64.11

06/ 13/ 94 16 CCHD NYSDCH 64. 12 12/ 19/ 94 12
CCHD NYSDCH 64. 13 06/ 19/ 95 14 CCHD NYSDCH
64. 14 12/ 11/95 13 CCHD NYSDCH 65. 01
03/11/91 33 CCHD NYSDCH 66. 01 03/11/91 ND

CCHD NYSDCH 67. 01 03/11/91 ND CCHD NYSDOH



68. 01 03/ 11/91 ND CCHD NYSDCH 69. 01

03/18/91 2 CCHD NYSDCH 70. 01 03/18/91 ND
CCHD NYSDOH 71. 01 03/18/91 2 CCHD NYSDCOH
72.01 03/18/91 1 CCHD NYSDCH 73. 01

03/19/91 ND CCHD NYSDCH 74. 01 03/ 19/91 ND
CCHD NYSDOH 75. 01 05/29/91 ND D&M

RECRA 75. 02 07/13/92 ND NYSDCH NYSDCOH 75. 03
12/ 07/ 92 ND NYSDEC NYSDCH 76. 01 05/ 29/ 91
ND D&M RECRA 77.01 05/29/91 49

D&M RECRA TOTAL 1,2-DCE = 17 MCE L 77.02 07/13/92

45 NYSDCH NYSDCH 77. 03 12/ 07/ 92 186 NYSDEC

NYSDCH 1,1-DCE = 3.7, AS1,2-DCE = 78 78.01

05/ 29/ 91 280 D&M RECRA TOTAL 1, 2-DCE = 110 MG L
78.02 07/ 12/ 92 81 NYSDCH NYSDCH 2 OTHER DETECTS,
TOTAL = 54 MOG L 78.03 12/ 07/ 92 27 NYSDEC
NYSDCH CSsS1,2-DCE = 7.2 MOE L 79.01 09/23/91 10

CCHD NYSDOH 79. 02 01/ 06/ 92 15 CCHD NYSDCH 79. 03 06/ 23/ 92

13 CCHD NYSDCH TCA = 0.6 MG L



TABLE 2 Residenti a

Vel

Trichl oroet hyl ene Data Conpari son

Sanpl ing Date

February, March),
respectively.

2nd quarter (April

May,

June),

Location 1990 1991 1992 1993 1995
1Q 2Q 3Q 1Q 3Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 401Q  3Q
4Q 4Q
19 - - - 12 13 10 5 75
8 6 5 57 - - - 19 10 15 18 11
15 10 11 - 8 21 - - 45 - 31 41
50 45 8 30 27 - -
64 - - - 15 11 21 30 18 23 17
19 15 13
18 - - 20 - 7 19 ND 13 20 13
14 10 10
26 - - 1 - 1 3 2 2 -2
2 2 1
27 - - 25 - 13 21 24 16 24 16
19 16 13
79 - - - - 10 15 18 9 18 13
13 11 9
41 - - 16 - 20 12 19 - 18 15
12 13 1
09 12 12 - - 8 9 16 8 16 13
13 10 9
08 11 9 - - 3 7 11 6 11 7
8 8 7
05 5 - - - 7 11 14 10 15 10
13 10 9
32 - - 5 0 3 6 8 3 -5
7 6 5
33 - - 8 - 4 7 11 6 -7
10 7 6
Key:
ND = Non detect - = Sanple not collected 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q = 1st quarter (January,
(July, August, Septenber), and 4th quarter (Cctober, Novenber, Decenber),
Al samples were collected by the Cattaraugus County Health Department and anal yzed by the New York State Departnent of Health.

3rd quarter
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ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX
LI TTLE VALLEY SI TE OPERABLE UNI T ONE ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD
| NDEX OF DOCUMENTS
REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
Renedi al I nvestigation Reports
300001- Report: Geotechnical Investigation Little Valley, 300049
Towns of Little Valley and Sal ananca, Cattaraugus County, New York, prepared by the New
York State Department of Environnental Conservation Division of Water, My 1994.
FEASI BI LI TY STUDY
Feasibility Study Reports
400001- Report: Focused Feasibility Study for the 400054
Alternate Water Supply for the Little Valley Superfund Site, Cattaraugus County, New York,
prepared by the U. S. Environmental

Prot ecti on Agency, August 1996.

Cor r espondence

400055- Letter to M. Gregory P. Sutton, Project Engineer, 400056
Di vi si on of Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on, New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation, fromM. Christos Tsiam's, Project Manager, U S. EPA Region Il, re: request

for an updated definitive list of contaminated private wells that exceed the groundwater
standard for TCE, May 13, 1996.

400057- Letter to M. Christos Tsiam s, U S. EPA Region 400067
I, fromM. Gegory P. Sutton, Project Engineer, Division of Hazardous WAste Renedi ati on,
New York State Department of Environnental Conservation, re: response to the May 13, 1996
| etter concerning the TCE contam nation of groundwater in the Little Valley area, June 3,
1996. (Attachnments: A Letter to M. Gregory Sutton, New York State Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation, Division of Hazardous Waste Renedi ation, formM. Eric W
Whlers, P.E, Director, Cattaraugus County Health Departnent, re: Little Valley Oeek
Area - Trichloroethene Study | HAB# - 905813 N, Towns of Little Valley and Sal ananca,
Cattaraugus County, N Y., May 30, 1996. B: Table 1, Trichloroethene Sanpling Results,
Little Valley Creek Area, Towns of Little Valley and Sal amanca. 1/28/89 to 12/13/95. C
Village of Little Valley, Water Rates, effective July 1, 1993. D Gty of Salamanca Board
of Public Wilities, Water Rate Schedule, effective with the billing period ending Mrch
of 1995.)

400068- Facsimle to M. Bill MCabe, US EPA fromM. 400068
M chael J. O Toole, Jr., Drector, D vision of Environnental Renediation, New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation, re: letter to M. Richard Caspe, Director,
Emergency and Renedi al Response Division, U S. EPA Region Il, fromM. Mchael J.
O Toole, Jr., Director, Dvision of Environnental Renediation, re: Little Valley Route
353 Site #9-05-026, August 9, 1996.



8.0 HEALTH ASSESSVENT
8.1 Health Assessnent

P. 800001- Memorandumto M. Christos Tsiam's, Project 800036
Manager, U S. EPA, Region I, fromM. Arthur Bl ock, Senior Regional Representative,
Department of Health and Human Services, re: Final Health Consultation for the Little
Valley Site, Towns of Little Valley and Sal amanca, Cattaraugus County, NY, June 6, 1996.
(Attached report: Health Consultation, Little Valley Site, Towns of Little Valley and
Sal amanca, Cattaraugus County, New York, CERCLIS # NY0001233634, prepared by the New York
State Departrment of Health under cooperative agreement with the Agency for Toxic
Subst ances and D sease Registry, May 21, 1996.

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI Cl PATI ON
10. 6 Fact Sheets and Press Rel eases

P. 1000001- News article: "Contam nation Ceanup: Little 1000001-
Valley area to get filters", Buffalo News June 28, 1996.

1000002- Fact Sheet: "Little Valley Site makes EPA' s 1000003
Superfund National Priority List", July 1996.

10. 9 Proposed Pl an

P. 1000004- Superfund Proposed Plan, Little Valley Site, 1000012 Little
Val | ey, Cattaraugus County, New York, prepared by U S. EPA Region Il, August 1996.



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT COF ENVI RONMVENTAL CONSERVATI ON Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233-7010

<I MG SRC 0296275C> M. Richard L. Caspe SEP 27 1996
M chael D. Zagata Director Conm ssioner Emergency & Renedi al Response
Division U S Environmental Protection Agency Region Il 290 Broadway -

19t h Fl oor New York, New York 10007
Dear M. Caspe:
Re: Little Valley Route 353, Site No. 9-05-026

The Operable Unit 1 (QUl) Record of Decision (RCD) for the Little Valley Site has been reviewed by the New
York State Department of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New York State Departnent of Health
(NYSDOH). The QUL ROD identifies an interimrenmedial neasure (IRVM to be inplenmented by the U. S

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (USEPA) to provide potable water, neeting New York State drinking water
standards, to those residents currently having contam nated water supplies. The selected remedy consists of
installing individual air stripper treatnent units at the affected private wells.

Since we are anxious to see the contamnated wells at the Little Valley Site addressed as rapidly as
possi bl e, the NYSDEC and NYSDCH concur with the Little Valley QUL ROD. It is understood that USEPA will
provi de operation and mai ntenance (O%) for all the air strippers for five years. During this time, the
USEPA wi | | undertake a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to attenpt to identify and
control the source(s) of contam nation. At the end of five years, this interimrenedy will be reval uated
based on the results of the R/FS.

If you have any questions, please contact M. Martin Doster at (716) 851-7220.
Si ncerely,
<I M5 SRC 0296275D>

cc: Conm ssioner Zagata J. LaPadul a (USEPA) J. Singernman (USEPA) C.
Tsiarris (USEPA) A. Carlson ( NYSDCH)



APPENDI X V
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Little Valley Superfund Site

I NTRODUCTI ON

A responsi veness summary is required by Superfund regulation. |t provides a summary of citizens' commrents
and concerns received during the public coment period, and the United States Environnental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) and the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC s) responses to
those comments and concerns. Al coments sunmarized in this document have been considered in EPA's and
NYSDEC s final decision for selection of a remedial alternative to address the contanmination at the Little
Valley Site.

OVERVI EW

The public generally supports the preferred remedy, which conprises the installation of air stripper
treatment units on the affected private water supply wells until, through the identification and control of
the source of contam nation, Mxinmm Contam nant Levels (MCLs) are met; the periodic nonitoring of the
treatnment systens so as to ensure their effectiveness; and the evaluation, within five years of the
inplenentation of this interimrenedy, to determne its efficacy. This evaluation will consider the data
coll ected during the ongoing source identification investigation and any subsequent renediation, which will
i ndi cate whether the groundwater contam nation persists (and a nore permanent alternate water supply system
is required), or whether it is being nitigated by any source control neasures that are inplenented and by
natural attenuation.

The public's concerns relate, primarily, to issues regarding the responsibility for the naintenance of the
air stripper units, the responsibility for any property danage due to a nalfunction of the treatnent unit,

the eligibility for air stripper unit installation and nonitoring of private wells (including private wells
installed in the future), and the accuracy of the estinmate of the nunber of contami nated private wells

These concerns, which are addressed in this responsiveness sunmmary, are sunmmarized as follows: EPA and/or the
State New York will maintain the treatnent units until the groundwater neets the federal and state
groundwat er standards or until a permanent public water supply has been installed and operated, if a
permanent public water supply is ultimately determ ned to be necessary. In addition, EPA and/or the State of
New York will be responsible for repairing any damages to the homeowner's property caused by any mal function
or mechanical failure of the treatment units, unless the mal function or nmechanical failure resulted from
unaut hori zed tanpering in the unit by the honeowner. Al of the private wells in the affected area,
including any new wells, will be nonitored on an annual basis until the groundwater standards have been net
or a permanent solution for the protection of the public fromthe contani nated groundwater has been
inmplenented. Al of the private wells in the affected area, including any new wells, which exceed drinking
wat er standards and any private wells which exceed drinking water standards in the future, will be eligible
for protection. EPA s estimate of the nunmber of contam nated private wells is based on information provided
by the Cattaraugus County Department of Health and will by updated after all of the private wells in the
affected area are sanpled, following the signing of the Record of Decision for the alternate water supply

r ermredy.

SUMVARY OF COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

An alternate water supply Focused Feasibility Study report and a Proposed Plan were rel eased to the public
for comrent on August 16, 1996. These documents were rmade available to the public in the admnistrative
record file at the EPA Docket Roomin Region Il, New York and the information repository at the Town of
Little Vall ey Minicipal Building. The notice of availability for the above- referenced docunments was
published in the dean Tines Herald on August 16, 1996 to Septenber 14, 1996.

On Septenber 11, 1996, EPA and NYSDEC conducted a public neeting at the Little Valley Fire Hall in Little



Vall ey, New York to informlocal officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to revi ew

pl anned renedi al activities at the site, to discuss and receive comments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond
to questions fromarea residents and other interested parties

SUMVARY OF COWMENTS AND RESPONSES

The fol |l owi ng correspondence (see Appendi x V-a) was received during the public comment period

1 Letter to Christos Tsiams, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Ann M Heidrick, Town of Sal amanca
resi dent .

Letter to Christos Tsiam s, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Ti nothy L.Jackson, Town of Sal amanca
resi dent.

Letter to Christos Tsiams, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Patrick W Luther, representative of
The Whol e You Conpany.

Letter to Christos Tsiam s, dated Septenber 13, 1996, from Robert W Pease, Town of Sal amanca
resi dent.

Letter to Christos Tsiam s, dated Septenmber 12, 1996, from Sylvia J. Schultz on behal f of
Stanl ey and Matilda Gongol, Town of Sal amanca residents.

A summary of the comments contained in the above letters and the comments provided by the public at the
Sept enber 11, 1996 public neeting, as well as EPA's and NYSDEC s response to those comments, follows.

Letters

Letter to Christos Tsiams, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Ann M Heidrick, Town of Sal amanca resident.

Comrent #1: WII there be annual sanpling performed on all private wells at the site? Are wells
that are currently below the drinking water standard for trichl oroethene (TCE) goi ng
to be sanpled on a regular basis to nonitor the |evel of TCE?

Response #1: Al private wells in the affected area, including any new wells, will be nonitored on
an annual basis until the groundwater standards have been met or a pernanent sol ution
for the protection of the public fromthe contam nated groundwater has been
i mpl enent ed.

Commrent  #2: I f, based upon the sanpling, contam nation in a private well is found to be above the
drinking water standards, will an air stripper treatnent unit be imediately installed
at no cost to the property owner?

If a new horme is built on property in the Little Valley site, will EPA test the new
wel I upon request of the property owner? |If the sanple results are above the drinking
wat er standards, will an air stripper treatment unit be installed by EPA at no cost to
the property owner?

Response #2: Any existing private wells where contam nation is found to be above the drinking water
standards, either initially or during the nonitoring program wll be eligible for the
installation of an air stripper treatnent unit at no cost to the property owner. The
installation of treatnment units on any new hones' wells where contam nation is found
to be above the drinking water standards in a new hone's well after occupancy, it
woul d be eligible for the installation of an air stripper treatnment unit at no cost to
the property owner.



Comment #3:

Response #3:

Comment #4:

Response #4:

Comment #5:

Response #5:

If the source(s) of the groundwater contamination is located, will the responsible
party be required to conpensate property owners in the Little Valley Site for the
deval ue of their property due to the contanmi nation of the groundwater? |f the source
of the contamination cannot be determ ned, who will be held accountable to the
property owners in the Little Valley Site for the deval ue of their property?

If parties responsible for the contamnination can be found, then they may be required
under the Superfund law to investigate and clean up the contam nation. The Superfund
| aw does not provide for conpensation of private property owners for any deval uati on
of their property as a result of contam nation which is being addressed under the
provisions of that law. It is, however, anticipated that the identification and
remedi ati on of the source(s) of the groundwater contam nation, and the provision of
air stripping units in the interim mght have a positive influence on the homeowners
property val ues.

If air stripper treatnent units are installed at this tine and it is later determ ned
that a public water supply system is necessary, will EPA see to it that Little Valley
site is included in the appropriate water district(s)?

If, upon re-evaluating the interimrenmedy, it is decided that the affected area has to
be connected to a public water supply system EPA will nake every effort to negotiate
with the owner of that public water supply for equitable water usage rates for the
residents in the new water district(s). However, EPA does not have the authority to
regul ate water usage rates for public water supply systens.

WIIl additional public neetings be held to keep the residents infornmed of the progress
at this site?

Fact sheets, press releases, public meetings, and public availability sessions will be
utilized, as necessary or as appropriate, to keep the public inforned as to the
progress at the site

Letter to Christos Tsiams, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Tinothy L. Jackson, Town of Sal amanca resident.

Coment #1:

Response #1:

Conment  #2:

Response #2:

Rat her than there being 65 contam nated private wells as was estinated by EPA, there
m ght be as many as 110 to 120. EPA shoul d have conpiled its own data, and checked
every hone, farm and business in the affected area in order to have a nore accurate
estinate.

EPA's estinmate of the nunber of private wells that mght be contaninated is based on
information provided by the Cattaraugus County Departnent of Heal th, which has been
sanpling private wells in the area since the late 1980's. EPA intends to update and
suppl ement these data with an all-inclusive sanpling of the private wells in the
affected area, as soon as an alternate water supply renedy is sel ected.

Since the groundwat er contam nation coul d take decades to dimnish, it nmight be nore
econom cal to begin work on the installation of a pernanent water line at the tine of
the installation of the air stripper interimrenedy.

EPA will be conducting a renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) to identify
the source(s) of the contami nation and to evaluate renedial alternatives to address
the contam nation. Gven the fact that the contanminant levels in the private wells
are not significantly above the groundwater standards and that the |evels appear to be
decreasing in certain wells, EPA believes that by identifying and treating the source
(by actively punping and treating the groundwater, for exanple), it is possible that
the contaminant levels in private wells would neet the standards within a reasonabl e
tine frame (i.e., a permanent waterline nmay not be necessary). EPA intends to



re-eval uate the technical and econonic viability of the interimrenedy within five
years, in the light of the results of the RI/FS. In the interimperiod, the cost of
maintaining the air stripper units would be | ess than 10% of the cost of constructing
a pernmanent public water supply system

Letter to Christos Tsiam s, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Patrick W Luther, representative of The Wole You
Conpany, a vendor of water filtration systens.

Conmment  #1: The Whole You filtration systemw |l nmeet or exceed the criteria to which the air
strippers were evaluated. In other words, we feel that our process, when tested, will
not only neet the criteria of the preferred nethod, but will also show advant ages
above and beyond the current sol ution.

Response #1: EPA has eval uated several individual treatnment systens, including The Wl e You
filtration systemand still considers the proposed air stripping units as the nost
appropriate for this application.

Letter to Christos Tsiam s, dated Septenber 13, 1996, from Robert W Pease, Town of Sal amanca resident.

Comrent  #1: Wio will own the air stripping treatment units after they are installed in a
resident's home? Who will naintain the aforenentioned units after installation?

Response # 1: The air stripping treatment units will be the property of EPA. EPA and/or NYSDEC wi ||
maintain the treatnent units until the groundwater neets federal and state standards,
or until a permanent public water supply has been installed in the area affected by
t he groundwat er contani nation.

Comrent #2: In the event of a nechanical failure of the air stripping treatment unit or in the
event of a mechanical failure of the air stripping treatment unit which cause danage
of the property in which it is installed, who is responsible for repairing the air
stripping unit and repairing any damage caused to the homeowner's property?

Shoul d there be a nmechanical failure of the air stripping treatnent unit which cause
health problens for the residents of the hone in which the failure has occurred, who
wi Il be responsible for the nedical expenses involved as well as any long-termhealth
effects?

Response #2: EPA will be responsible for repairing a malfunctioning air stripping unit and for
repairi ng any danages to the honmeowner's property caused by mechanical failure of the
treatment unit at no cost to the resident (as long as the failure was not the result
of unauthorized tanpering with the unit by the homeowner). Any nechanical failure of
the air stripping treatnment units, should be brought to EPA's attention i nmediately so
that the unit could be repaired or replaced by EPA

G ven the | ow concentrations of contam nants detected in the groundwater in the
private wells in the area, no adverse health effects are expected fromshort-term
exposures to the contani nated groundwater.

Letter to Christos Tsiams, dated Septenber 12, 1996, from Sylvia J. Schultz on behalf of Stanley and Matil da
Gongol, Town of Sal ananca residents.

Comment  #1: Wiy are only those private wells with contam nants above EPA standards to be protected
with air stripper units? Al homes in the affected area shoul d be protected.

Response #1: EPA has pronul gated heal th-protective MCLs, which are enforceabl e standards
establ i shed pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act for various drinking water
contam nants. For TCE, the MCL is 5 mcrogranms/liter (Zg/l). Under EPA s National



Comment #2:

Response #2:

O | and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, in order to qualify for action under
EPA's renedial program (i.e., be eligible for the installation of treatment units),
MCLs have to be exceeded. Therefore, only those private wells that exhibit
concentrations of TCE above 5 g/l would be eligible for the installation of treatnment
units. However, in certain cases where the MCLs are not currently exceeded, the
installation of treatment units may be justified based on other considerations, such
as contam nation in the past, or the threat of future contam nation based on the

anal ysis of groundwater flow patterns. Annual sanpling will be perforned on al
private wells in the affected area, including those that register belowthe 5 g/l TCE
action level, until the groundwater standards have been met or a pernmanent sol ution
for the protection of the public fromthe contam nated groundwater has been

impl emented. Any private wells that are found to be above the drinking water
standards, either initially or during the nonitoring program will be eligible for
the installation of an air stripper treatnent unit.

It would be nore effective and nore econonical for every home to receive an air
stripper unit now, than to install a new water systemfive years in the future.

The installation of the air stripper treatnent units woul d be the nost effective and
econom cal way of inmediately preventing exposure of the public to the contam nated
groundwater in the short term An evaluation of the remedy within five years of its
i mpl ementation will be undertaken to determine its efficacy. This evaluation wll
consider the data collected during the source identification investigation and any
subsequent renediation, which will indicate whether the groundwater contam nation
persists (and nore permanent alternate water supply systemis required), or whether it
is being mtigated by any source control neasures that are inplenented and by natura
attenuation. A pernmanent water supply would only be installed if it is deened
necessary based upon this evaluation. For the long term the Superfund regul ati ons
denote a preference for a permanent solution. Under this criterion, only the
connection of the private homes to a public water supply or the remediation of the
contam nat ed groundwat er woul d qualify as permanent sol utions.

Comments fromthe Public Meeting

At the public neeting, which was hel d on Wednesday, Septenber 11, 1996, at the Little Valley Fire Hall, 103

Third Street,

Little Valley, New York, the major issues discussed and concerns expressed by the comunity

regarding the site were as follows (comments which were addressed at the public neeting and were provided in
letters are only addressed in the responses to the letters):

Comment  #1.:

Response #1:

Comment  #2:

Response #2:

Comment  #3:

A resident expressed concern regarding the mai ntenance of the air strippers and the
possi bl e build-up of iron deposits in the trays.

Experi ence has shown that the tray openings on the proposed air strippers are |arge
enough to prevent iron deposits fromoccurring. |f naintenance is necessary to renove
deposits, the air stripper unit that is proposed can easily be flushed out with water

A resident questioned the disparity in the costs for the installation of a water |ine
bet ween the governnent's estimate in the Proposed Plan and an estinmate that has been
provided to this resident by the Gty of Sal ananca

In general, EPA' s contractors and subcontractors, who would be responsible for the
construction of a waterline are bound by various federal procurenent, wage
requirenents, and regulations related to actions taken at Superfund sites. EPA' s cost
estimate reflects those considerations, as well as contingencies.

A conment er conpl ai ned about the length of time this process has taken and the fact
that she had never received a notification |letter regarding the probl em



Response #3:

Comment #4:

Response #4:

Comment #5:

Response #5:

Comment #6:

Response #6:

Comment #7:

Response #7:

Under New York State's original groundwater standard for TCE of 50 Ig/l, the private
wells in the area were not deened a public health problem Froma regulatory point of
view, the problemarose after the groundwater standards for TCE and ot her volatile
organics were lowered to 5 g/l in 1990. Since the levels of contanination are |ess
than 300 -g/l, EPA could not use its emergency authorities to protect the public.
Therefore, the only nechanismfor action to be undertaken to protect the public was
for the site to be listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites
Once the site was listed on the NPL in June 1996, EPA prepared a Focused Feasibility
Study and a Proposed Pl an, which were released to the public in August 1996

It is EPA's understanding that the State of New York held a public neeting in 1992 to
di scuss the problens at the site. |In addition, New York State sent letters to those
resi dents whose wells had been sanpl ed and had TCE concentrations in their wells
exceeding 5 Ig/l.

A comment er questioned how the cancer risk figure in the Proposed Pl an was derived

Usi ng a maxi mum TCE concentration of 25 Zg/l in private wells, in conjunction with the
carci nogeni c potency factor developed for this contam nant, a worst-case scenario
carcinogenic risk estimate was calculated for the residents affected by groundwater
contamnation in the area, Carcinogenic potency factors represent the upper 95%
confidence linit of the probability of adverse response per unit intake of a chenical
over a lifetine, Using these values, and assumng a daily water ingestion of two
liters over a 30-year period, the resultant risk estimate associated with the

i ngestion of TCE contam nated groundwater was 3.2 x 10-5. In addition to groundwater
i ngestion, the potential exists for residents to be exposed to contam nants through
bat hi ng. Evidence suggests that this pathway of exposure presents significantly |ess
health risk than ingestion. The risk associated with the bathing (shower) pathway of
exposure was estinmated to be 1.6 x10-6. The resulting total risk due to exposure

to the contam nated groundwater is 3.4 x 10-5, which nmeans that 3.4 people out of one
hundred thousand will have an increased cancer risk

A comment er asked whet her the contam nation has decreased in the last 14 years, and if
it has, why has EPA decided to wait an additional five years.

Avail abl e data show that, in some wells with Iow | evels of contam nation, such as 7 or
8 Ig/l TCE, l|evels have not decreased, but sone wells with levels of 20 to 40 Ig/

have shown some trends of decreasing concentrations. EPA will not be "waiting" five
nmore years. |mediate relief will be provided through proposed remedy, the
installation of air strippers at private wells, while further investigation related to
the identification and cl eanup of the source(s) of the contam nation is undertaken

A commenter conplained that it was not nade clear to people that they could get their
wel I's sanpl ed upon request, and as a result some paid to have them sanpl ed privately.

In 1992, several requests for sanpling were received by the County and the State.
However, the County and State agencies only had funds available to sample 10 wells at
atineintrying to establish a trend for the contanination in the area. As part of
the renmedy, EPA will test all of the private wells in the affected area.

Several comrenters wanted to know whether initial sanple results registering bel owthe
5 g/l TCE action |level would exclude themfromfurther sanpling during the five-year
peri od.

Yearly sanpling will be performed on all private wells, including those that register
below the 5 Zg/l TCE action level, in the affected area until the groundwater
standards have been nmet or a pernmanent solution for the protection of the public from



Comment  #8:

Response #8:

Comment #9:

Response #9:

Comment  #10:

Response #10

the contam nation has been inpl enent ed.

A commrent er asked whet her EPA would commit funds to help establish a water district so
that water lines could be put in place.

The Superfund program cannot pay for |ocal admnistrative costs related to the
creation of water districts.

Sone residents asked whether the air strippers will provide results consistently bel ow
the 5 Zg/l TCE I evel and whether there was a need to be concerned about the |evels of
contam nation that would be emtted into the atnmosphere fromthe air stripper

Based upon EPA' s experience with these units, the air strippers will consistently
provide water that is belowthe 5 Zg/l groundwater standard for TCE. The vol ume of
contam nants that woul d be released into the atnmosphere by the air stripper woul d be
so low that they woul d be probably not detectable

A citizen asked whether, after the air strippers are installed and, subsequently, a
decision is nade to connect the private wells to a public water supply system if the
air strippers would be abandoned. Also, could an owner choose to keep their air

stri pper?

In the event that a public water supply is installed in the future (after the
installation of air stripping units), citizens who choose not to connect to a public
wat er supply would be allowed to keep their air strippers but, fromthat tinme on, they
woul d be responsible for their upkeep and mai nt enance



APPENDI X V-a

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

LETTERS SUBM TTED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMMENT PERI CD
Ann M Heidrick 4766 Route 353 Sal ananca, New York 14779
Sept enber 12, 1996

Christos Tsiams Renedial Project Manager USEPA Regi on 2 290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New York, New York 10007-1866

Re: Proposed Plan for the Little Valley Site
Dear M. Tsiams:

After attending the public neeting held on Septenber 11, 1996 relative to the above-referenced topic, | have
the follow ng questions which | would |like you to address:

1) WII there be an annual sanpling performed on all wells in the Little Valley Site during the
interimperiod (3-5 years)?

2) Are wells currently bel ow the NYSDOH drinki ng water standard going to be sanpled on a regul ar
basis to nonitor the |evel of TCE?

3) If the wells referred to in Question 2 are found to be above the standard level, will an air
stripper treatnent unit be inmrediately installed at no cost to the property owner?

4) |If a new hone is built on property in the Little Valley Site, will the EPA test the new well dug
upon request of the property owner? If the well results are above the standard level, will an air
stripper treatnent unit be installed by the EPA at no cost to the property owner?

5) If the source of contamination is |ocated and the business responsible is fined by the EPA and/ or
NYSDEC and required to assist in the cost of clean-up, will this business also be required to
conpensate property owners in the Little Valley Site for the de-value of their property due to
the contam nation of the groundwater?

6) |If the source of contam nation cannot be pinpointed, what party or agency will be held
accountable to the property owners in the Little Valley Site for the de-value of their property?

If air stripper treatment units are installed at this tine and it is later determned that a public water
supply systemis necessary, it is nmy opinion that it is the EPA's responsibility to see that the Little
Valley Site is included in the appropriate water district/districts at the sane usage cost as those residents
currently in the district/districts. This should be negotiated at the sane tine the EPA negoti ates to
connect to the public water system

I woul d al so recomrend a public hearing be held on an annual basis to keep the residents in the Little Valley
Site informed of the progress in this matter.

I look forward to a response fromthe EPA to the questions above. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Si ncerely,
<I MG SRC 0296275E>

anmh



<I MG SRC 0296275F>
Sept enber 12, 1996
Christos Tsianmis Remedi al Project Manager USEPA Regi on 2 290 Broadway, 20th Floor New York, NY 10007-1866
Dear M. Tsiams:
This letter is in response to the public neeting that was held in Little Valley, NY, on Septenber 11, 1996
I was one of the residents who spoke at the neeting, and you have ny comrents on the record.

I would like to remind you, partner, (your phrase) that there are two goals here. The first, is to get the
peopl e of f the contam nated water as soon as possible and your alternative 3B assures that will be
acconpl i shed. The second, relies on cost- effectiveness fromthe federal point of view At the neeting you
stated that you had to rely on the docunentation provided you by the State and County and you weren't sure of
the nunber of residences that were affected by the contam nation. Your gray bound Superfund Proposa
literature stated that you were | ooking at 65 homes. That is not the case. A lot of people didn't show up
at the neeting for one reason or another; work, another meeting or appointment, or the old if | don't

acknowl edge the problem it will go away syndrome. W both know this isn't the case. My 2 hones and ny

busi ness have never been tested by the state or county officials, and | know of a |ot nore residents that
have never been tested. M estimate is in the area of 110 to 120 private water systens are affected by the
contam nation. This neans that your estinmated figure could easily double, that would put it in the $1.2
mllion area very quickly.

In ny estinmation the-federal government and the EPA, attenpting to nove quickly and cost-effectively, didn't
take the time to do a thorough investigation of their own, an now are attenpting to soft sell the quick and
easy (cheap) idea of the air stripper to solve our water problens.

Here is where you nade an errant turn in your | ogic:

1. You shoul d have conpil ed your own data, and checked every home, farm and business in the affected
area. You woul d have had accurate nunbers when neking your estimate of cost. Showi ng you that the
stripper nethod would cost you nore than first estimated. You didn't even nmention the residents al ong
county route 94 (N. State St.) in the town of Sal amanca. Have you included themin your estinate?
Are they affected?

2. You indicated that if you don't see a reduction in the TCE content in 3 to 5 years, you will put in a
permanent water |line system Wy wait? Al of the data collected by the County and by the State over
the last 10 years show very little if any drop in the TCE |l evels. FEric Wwolers of the Cattaraugus
County Health Dept. told us at a town neeting that the TCE would take a lifetinme, decades and decades
to dimnish. Everyone seens to know that the problemisn't going away very soon but you. Do you know
sonet hing that we don't?

3. Your financial estimtes of the pipeline from Sal ananca was $4.399 mllion and that was today's cost.
If you wait until the year 2001 to make a decision about the pipeline, the costs will be double, if
not more, and it will take, by your estimate 3 years to install. That means, if you act in the year
2001, we will have the pipeline in the year 2004 or 2005.



4, Let's take a look at the costs fromthe taxpayers' point of view You could act now Put in the
strippers at a cost of $1 mllion (ny figures, higher than yours) and inplenment the start of the
pi peline that would be conpleted in the year 1999. A permanent installation, over and done with. The
total cost to the taxpayer would be $5.399 million. This figure is based on your estimate of $4.399
mllion for the pipeline and $1 mllion ny guess ($567,125 your guess). Let's see how much it woul d
cost the taxpayer in the future, in the year 2001, this is the date in which you woul d presunmably
start the pipeline. If we start with the air stripper at a cost of $1 nmllion, we can add $10.8
mllion in 2001 dollars, plus the additional cost of nmintenance of the air stripper, for an
additional 3 years. Your estimate in 1996 was $52,000 per year, that's another $156,000 if costs
don't go up and cows can fly. That brings our grand total to $11.956 million, if you wait.

5. W are tal king about a savings of $ 6.557 million. No wonder this country is in termnal debt.
Don't you think that it is tinme you took another |ook at your figures, statistics and guesses and conme to an
appropriate solution that not only hel ps the people now, but also in the future? Solving the problemis the
goal. A goal that we can all agree upon. But we need to do it with calm intelligent contenplation with the
people in mnd. |If solving one probl em causes another, are we any better off? The citizens of this county
know the value of a dollar. W also know how hard it is to cone by. Please don't waste our dollars. Be
brave, take the first step in ending our trillion dollar national debt, with a sensible outcone.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 0296275G>

cc: Mchael J. Basile Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or USEPA Public
Information Office 345 Third St., Suite 14303 N agara Falls, Ny 14303

Al Residents in Affected Area



THE WHOLE YQU <I MG SRC 0296275H>
“returning to purity"”

12 Sep 96

Proj ect Manager Christos Tsiam s US EPA Region 2 290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor 10007-1866

Dear M. Tsiams,

This letter is a follow up to our correspondence subnmitted to you on 2 Septenber 1996. After attending the
town neeting last night in Little Valley we hope to ensure active comuni cation with the EPA occurs.

Since we did not receive any response fromour first letter we will gladly resubmt it, and well assune it

wi Il be considered even though it will be past the public coment period. The intent of the information is
to ensure the citizens and the EPA have all of their options for the |east intrusive, nmost economcal, and

nost efficient renedy for the problemat hand.

We understand many private parties will submt "superior quality methods" etc., our intent is to help the EPA
utilize better, high quality technology as well as to use tax dollars nore efficiently. W wish to

work to this end any way the EPA deens appropriate. M. DeCGuardia nentioned a programwe may pursue (C TE)
to determne and/or to prove the effectiveness of the alternative filtration nethod. W would

greatly appreciate any informati on you have to get the ball rolling in that area. Please understand we feel
our filtration alternative neets or exceeds the criteria to which the air strippers were evaluated. In other
words, we feel this nethod when tested will not only neet the criterias of the preferred nethod, but wll

al so show advant ages above and beyond the current sol ution.

W would like to answer all of the questions you and your organi zation may have concerning this information
with specific, docunented literature. W also wish to follow all of the prescribed procedures for possibly
inmplenenting new filtration methods for the EPAin the future; if indeed we have a better alternative. Thank
you sincerely for your tine,

Patrick W Luther (716) 372-7017



Robert W Pease 4768 Route 353 Sal ananca, New York 14779
Sept enber 13, 1996
Christos Tsiamis Remedi al Project Manager USEPA Regi on 2 290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New York, New York 10007-1866
Re: Proposed Plan for the Little Valley Site

Dear M. Tsiams:

After attending the public neeting held on Septenber 11, 1966 relative to the above-referenced topic, | have
the follow ng questions which | would |like you to address:

1) Wwo will own the air stripping treatnment units after they are installed in a resident's hone.

2) Wwo will naintain the aforenentioned units after they installation?

3) In the event of a nechanical failure of the air stripping treatment unit causing heal th probl ens
for the residents of the home in which the failure has occurred, who will be responsible for the

medi cal expenses involved as well as any long-termhealth effects?

5) In the event of nmechanical failure of the air stripping treatnent unit causing damage to the
property in which it is installed, who is responsible for the danage caused and cost of repair?

I 1ook forward to a response fromthe EPA to ny questions. Thank you for your tinme and consi deration.
Si ncerely,
<I MG SRC 029625l >

anmh



Stanl ey and Matilda CGongol 4522 NYS Route 353
Sal ananca, New York 14779
Sept enber 12, 1996

M. Christos Tsianis Renedial Project Manager USEPA Regi on 2 290 Broadway, 20th Fl oor
New York, NY 10007-1866

Dear M. Tsiams:

I amwiting on behalf of ny parents, M. and Ms. Stanley Gongol, who reside on NYS Route 353 in the Town of
Little Valley. This area has been cited by the EPA for TCE clean up within the guidelines of your
Super Fund Project.

W attended your public neeting which was hel d Wdnesday, Septenber 11, 1996, in Little Valley, New York. W
wer e di sappointed to learn that only those honmes with high | evels (above EPA standards) were to be

benefitted with air stripper units as a renedial remedy. M/ parents' hone is | ocated between two hones with
very high levels (Felts and Halls). These hormeowners installed their own systens to protect their

water supply. M parents' level is below the EPA standard but any presence of TCE should not be acceptable
in any water supply. M parents are not financially able to afford to install a unit in their

home as they are both living on Social Security incorme.

M/ mother retired in 1980 to take care of ny four year old son, when | returned to work in the work force.

M/ parents fed ny son, bathed himand took care of himfor at |east eight hours each day. M son, therefore,
has been exposed to at |east 8 years of TCE contamination fromtheir water supply.

I disagree with your recomendation that only hones with high levels should be treated. M/ parents and |
feel that all homes in the affected area should have the government's protection i mediately. You may never
find the source of the contamination which probably originated over one hundred years ago.

Al homes receiving an air stripper unit would nore effective now and nore economical than installing a new
wat er systemfive years down the road. W ask that you consider this alternative now.

Very truly yours

<I M5 SRC 0296275J>



