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Town of New L ebanon, Columbia County, New York
Site No. 411014

Statement of Purpose and Basis

TheRecordof Decision (ROD) presentsthesel ected remedy for the Former Bouchard Junkyardsite, a
Class2inactivehazardouswastedisposal site. Theselected remedial programwaschoseninaccordance
withtheNew Y ork State Environmenta Conservation Law andisnotinconsi stent withtheNationa Oil
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300), as amended.

Thisdecisionisbased onthe AdministrativeRecord of theNew Y ork State Department of Environmental
Conservation(NY SDEC) for the Former Bouchard Junkyardinactivehazardouswastedisposal site, and
thepublic’ sinput tothe Proposed Remedial ActionPlan (PRAP) presented by theNY SDEC. Alisting
of thedocumentsincluded asapart of the Administrative Recordisincludedin Appendix B of theROD.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardouswaste constituentsfromthissite, if not addressed by
implementing theresponseaction selectedinthisROD, presentsacurrent or potentia significant threat to
public health and/or the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based ontheresultsof theRemedia Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for theFormer Bouchard
Junkyardsiteandthecriteriaidentifiedfor evaluation of alternatives, theNY SDEC hassel ected soil
washingtocleanup PCBsto 1 ppminsoil from0to 18inchesandto 10 ppmdeeper than 18inches. The
components of the remedy are as follows:

1. Bench-scaletestswill determinethe surfactant or combinati onsof surfactantswhichwill best
remove the contaminants present at the site.

2. Aremedial design programwill beimplemented to providethedetailsnecessary for the
construction, operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program.

3. An estimated 34,500 cubicyardsof soil and sediment will bestockpiled and screenedtoremove
larger cobbles and gravel.



The finer-grained soil fraction will be mixed with water and a surfactant to strip the PCBs
from the soil. Treated soil will be tested and, if clean (below 1 ppm PCBs), used for backfill
on the property.

The water/surfactant mix will be treated to remove some of the contaminants, and the treated
water will be reused in the washing process. Ultimately, the water will be disposed in a
hazardous waste disposal facility.

The site will be restored by grading, placement of topsoil (if necessary), and seeding of
excavated and/or filled areas.

An environmental easement will be imposed that will require compliance with the approved
site management plan. The property owner will complete and submit to the NYSDEC an
annual certification until the NYSDEC notifies the property owner in writing that this
certification is no longer needed.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) concurs that the remedy selected for this site
is protective of human health.

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and
Federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and

alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent practicable, and
 satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

MAR 3 1 2004 [,\ @ |
\

Date

Dale A. Desnoyers,‘ Director U
Division of Environmental Remediation
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RECORD OF DECISION

Former Bouchard Junkyard

Town of New L ebanon, Columbia County, New York
Site No. 411014
March 2004

SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

TheNew Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation(NY SDEC), inconsultationwiththe
New Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH), hassel ected thisremedy for theFormer Bouchard
Junkyard. The presence of hazardouswaste hascreated significant threatsto human health and/or the
environment that areaddressed by thisremedy. Asmorefully describedin Sections3and5 of this
document, general operation of thejunkyard and the presumed spraying of oil for dust/weed control have
resultedinthedisposal of hazardouswastes, including PCBs, semi-vol atileorganic contaminants(SV OCs),
and metals. These wastes have contaminated the soil and sediment at the site, and have resulted in:

. asignificant threat to human health associated with current exposure to soil.

. anenvironmental threat rel ated to theimpactsof contaminantsto the sediment in Wyomanock
Creek and its tributaries.

To eliminate or mitigate these threats, the NY SDEC has sel ected the following remedy:

. Excavateupto 28,000 cubicyardsof surfacesoil contaminated with PCBsgreater than onepart
per million (fromthesurfaceto adepth of eighteeninches), 2,700 cubicyardsof subsurfacesoil
with PCBsgreater thanten partsper million (depth greater than el ghteeninches), and 3,800 cubic
yards of aquatic sediments with PCBs greater than one part per million.

. Largerocksandgravel fromtheexcavated materialswill bephysically separated, sincethe
contaminantsareprimarily associated with thefraction of soil whichcontainsfinesand, silt, and clay
(the “fines”).

. Thefineswill betreated using soil washing, wherewater and asurfactant will stripthecontaminants

fromthefines. A surfactantisasubstance, likedetergent, whichmakesit easier toremovea
contaminant bound to the soil.
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. The cleaned soil, alongwiththepreviousy removedrocksandgravel, will betested and, if clean,
will bebackfilledon-site. If concentrationsof contami nantsabovecleanup goa sremain, thesoil
would be re-treated as necessary.

. Sincesoil washingisarel atively new technol ogy for usewith PCBs, apil ot test will beperformed
todetermineif thesite' scharacteristicsareappropriaefor thistechnol ogy. Additionaly, thisstudy

will determine the surfactant or combination of surfactants which will best remove the PCBs.

. Intheevent that soil washing would not beeffectiveat cleaningthesoil, analternateremedy of
thermal separation/desorption will be selected.

. If thermal separation isused, soil will beexcavated and heated to atemperaturehighenoughto
drive off thecontaminants. Hot gaseswill becollected and processed toremovethecontaminants
and the clean soil will be backfilled on the site.

. Witheither soil washing or thermal separation, therewill beshort-term monitoring of groundwater
and surface water to confirm that the remedy was effective in cleaning up the site.

. Envi ronmental easementswill beplaced ontheproperty tolimitexcavationonthesite,andan
approved sitemanagement planwill bedevel oped to addressresidual contaminated soil sthat may
be excavated fromthesiteduring futuredevelopment. Theproperty owner will completeand
submittotheNY SDECanannual certificationuntil theNY SDEC notifiestheproperty ownerin
writingthat thiscertificationisnolonger needed. Thissubmittal will contain certificationthat the
institutional controlsputinplace, pursuant tothe Record of Decision, arestill inplace, havenot
been altered, and are still effective.

Theselectedremedy, discussedindetail in Section 8, isintended to attaintheremediation goa sidentified
for thissitein Section 6. Theremedy must conformwith officially promul gated standardsand criteriathat
aredirectly applicable, or that arerelevant and appropriate. These ectionof aremedy must a sotakeinto

consideration guidance, as appropriate. Standards, criteria and guidance are hereafter called SCGs.

SECTION 2: SITELOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Theapproximately 17-acreproperty isanirregularly shapedparcedl of landthat isrelatively flatwithagentle
downwarddopetothesoutheast. Topographicrelief acrossthesiteisapproximately 25feet. Thesiteis
locatedinarural community near theintersectionof USRoute20and New Y ork State Route 22 (see
Figurel). Thesiteisbounded onthenorthand east by L oversL ane, onthesouth by USRoute 20, and
onthewest by privateresidential property (seeFigure2). Anabandonedrailroad bedformerly bisected
thesitefromwest to east, but theonly indication of it now existson propertieseast and west of thesite.
Wyomanock Creek,aNew Y ork State ClassC (TS) stream, islocated southwest of thesiteand flows
fromsoutheast to northwest. Tributariesflow from northto south alongtheeasternand western boundaries
of the site.
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Threebuildingsarecurrently located at thesite. At thetimeof theinvestigation, thesebuildingswererented
by threebusinessesand occupi ed by empl oyeesand customersduring businesshours. Thebusinesses
wereatheater group, automobilerepair shop, and engineeringcompany. Theremainder of theproperty
has been utilized asfarmland butisnot currently usedfor agricultural purposes. South of theproperty,
acrossUSRoute 20, areaconstructioncompany andresidential properties. Residential propertiesare
locatedtothenorth, east, andwest of thesite. Agricultural landsaresituatedtothenorthwest. Thisarea
is served by private homeowner wells.

SECTION 3: SITE HISTORY

3.1: Operational/Disposal History

TheFormer Bouchard Junkyard siteisthel ocation of aformer automobilejunkyard operated frombefore
1959through February 1969 by Mr. Henri Bouchard. Mr. Edward Wei sberg purchased theproperty
fromthewidow of Mr. BouchardinFebruary 1969, and continueditsuseasajunkyard. Thejunkyard
wasordered closedin 1971 for operatingwithout alicence. All salvagewasremovedfromthesiteinthe
late 1970s.

InJuly 1998, General Electric (GE) provided NY SDEC withaninternal memorandum dated October 10,
1980, suggesting that drumsof oil and pyranol (polychlorinated bi phenylsor PCBs) had either been
disposedor burnedat thesite. Theproperty waspurchased by thecurrent property owner, Mr. Ralph
Chittenden, in1985. Sincetheremoval of thejunk cars, atheater group, automobilerepair shop, and
engineering company weretenantsinthethreebuildingson-site, however, prior to GE’ snotification, much
of the property not occupied by buildings was utilized as farmland.

Historicaeria photographsindicatethat thejunk carswereplacedinwell-organized rowscoveringthe
majority of thesiteduring theoperation of thejunkyard. Theaerial photographsalsosuggest that thearea
at theeast sideof thesite, behindthecurrent Theater Barn buildingwasfilled sometimebefore 1959.
Apparent burnareasat thesitecan beobservedintheaeria photographs. It hasbeenreported that ametal

fencewasconstructedin 1969 at thesouthernboundary of thejunkyard onthenorth sideof USRoute20.
Theautomobilerepair shopwhich operatesat thesiteislocatedinthebuildingthat formerly served asthe
junkyardbuilding. Thebuildingsfor thetheater group and engineering company wereconstructedin 1989
and 1990, respectively. Somecontaminated soil excavated during construction of thesebuildingswasused
asfill onaresidential property just west of theformer junkyard. Thisareaof contaminationisconsidered
part of the site, even though it is on adifferent tax parcel.

3.2: Remedial History

In2000, theNY SDEC listedthesiteasaClass2 siteintheRegistry of I nactiveHazardousWaste
Disposal SitesinNew Y ork. A Class2 siteisasitewherehazardouswaste presentsasignificant threat
to the public health or the environment and action is required.
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In September 1998, theN'Y SDEC collected surfaceand subsurface soil samplesfromacrossthesiteand
fromtheburnareasidentifiedintheaeria photographs. Water samplesfrom privatewater supply wells
onor near theproperty werea so collected. Thesampling resultsshowed widespread PCB contamination
inthesoil acrossthesite. Followingthissampling program, discussionsensued betweenNY SDEC and
GE regarding continuing studiesat thesite, but thepartiescoul d not reach agreement and thesitewas
referred for State Superfund action on November 30, 2000.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially ResponsibleParties(PRPs) arethosewhomay belegally liablefor contaminationat asite. This
may include past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers.

TheBouchard Junkyard sitewasaformer automobilejunkyard operated frombefore 1959 through
February 1969 by Mr. Bouchard, andthrough 1971 by Mr. Weisberg. Accordingtoal980 internal
"memotofile’ that Generd Electric providedtotheNY SDEC, drumscontainingoil and pyranol fromGE's
Pittsfield facility were burned or disposed at a "dump” in New L ebanon operated by Mr. Bouchard.

No agreement could bereachedwithany PRPto performtheRI/FS. After theremedy isselected, any
PRPswill becontacted to assumeresponsibility for theremedial program. If anagreement cannot be
reachedwiththe PRPs, theNY SDEC will eval uatethesitefor further action under the State Superfund.
ThePRPsaresubjecttolegal actionsby thestatefor recovery of all responsecoststhestatehasincurred.

SECTIONS5: SITE CONTAMINATION

A remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) hasbeen conductedto eval uatethealternativesfor
addressing the significant threat to human health or the environment.

5.1: Summary of the Remedial | nvestigation

Thepurposeof theRI wasto definethenatureand extent of any contamination resulting from previous
activitiesat thesite. TheRI wasconducted between October 2001 and November 2001 with additional
samplescollectedinMay 2002. Thefiedactivitiesandfindingsof theinvestigation aredescribedinthe
RI report.

The following activities were conducted during the RI:

. Research of historical information;

. Geophysical survey to locate buried metallic objects;

. Excavation of thirty-four test pitsto investigate areas identified in the geophysical survey;
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. I nstallationof six soil boringsand monitoringwellsfor analys sof soilsand groundwater aswell as
physical properties of soil and hydrogeologic conditions;

. Collection of tworoundsof water samplesfromthesix new monitoringwel lsandfiveprivatewater
supply wells;

. Collection of soil samplesfrom more than 259 |ocations on and near the site;

. Collection of two rounds of surface water samples from seven locations;

. Collection of thirteen aguatic sediment samples;

Todeterminewhether thesoil, groundwater, surfacewater, and sediment contained contaminationat levels
of concern, data from the investigation were compared to the following SCGs:

. Groundwater, drinkingwater, and surfacewater SCGsarebasedonNY SDEC* Ambient Water
Quality Standards and Guidance Values’” and Part 5 of the New Y ork State Sanitary Code.

. Soil SCGsarebased ontheNY SDEC* Technical and Administrative Guidance M emorandum
(TAGM) 4046; Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels".

. Sediment SCGsarebasedontheNY SDEC* Technical Guidancefor Screening Contaminated
Sediments.”

BasedontheRl results, incomparisontothe SCGsand potentia public hedthand environmenta exposure
routes, certainmediaand areasof thesiterequireremediation. Thesearesummarizedbelow. More

complete information can be found in the RI report.

5.1.1: Site Geology and Hydr ogeology

L ocal natural land surfaceisat ahigh near thenorthend of thesitewith elevation of 713 feet abovemean
sealevel. Thenatural land surfaceof thesitedecreasesgently inelevationtothesoutheast reachingan
elevation of 688 feet abovemean sealevel at thesoutheast end of thesite. This25-foot changeinelevation
occurs over a horizontal distance of about 1,100 feet and defines an overall slope of 2.3 percent.

Surfacewater drainageat thesiteconsi stsof two small unnamed tributariesthat flow from north to south
alongtheeasternand western boundariesof thesite. Theon-sitetributariesflow into Wyomanock Creek,
aNew Y ork StateClassC(TS) stream, located tothe south of the siteacrossUSRoute 20. Shaker
Swampisalsolocated acrossUSRoute 20to the south and southeast of thesite. Shaker Swampisa
NY SDEC designated Class 1 (CA-4) wetland.

Wyomanock Creek flowsfrom southeast to northwest inthevicinity of thesiteand drainsinto Kinderhook
Creek approximately 3.2 miles west of the site. Kinderhook Creek flows west into the Hudson River.
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A north-south oriented ditchlocated at thesouth central portion of thesitecollectsrunoff fromtheparking
| ot and buildingsandisatributary toWyomanock Creek. A secondditchformingtheperimeter of afarm
fieldoriginatesadjacent tothenorthwest corner of thesiteandfollowsthewestern boundary of the
property until it flowssouthward beneath USRoute 20 and offsite. Duringtheperiod of thefield
investigationfrom October through November 2001, no surfacewater wasobservedineither of these
ditches.

Unconsolidateddepositsat thesiteconsist of coarsetofinegravel swithsand. Thesedepositsare
associatedwithproglacial fluvial depositionand aregenerally well rounded and stratified. Basedon6
boringsand 34 test pitsranging from 3.0to 25.5feet deep, overburden onthesiteconsi stspredominantly
of browntogray, poorly sortedfineto coarsesand, fineto coarsegravel, andsilt (Oto 14 feet bel ow
grade). A moreuniformfinetomediumsandwith somesilt layerswasobserved from 14 feet below grade
to 25.5feet below gradeat monitoringwell MW-1, whichwasthedeepest boring advanced at thesite.
Glacially derived cobblesand boul der-sized rock fragmentswereobserved during theexcavation of test
pits.

Littleisknown about thegeol ogy or hydrogeol ogy of thebedrock at thesite. Thedeepest boring advanced
duringthisinvestigationwasterminated at adepth of 25.5feet below grade. Bedrock at thesiteis
approximately 90 feet deep based on the well log of awater supply well at the site.

Thefirst occurrenceof groundwater or saturated conditionsisintheoverburdenlayer. Water level

monitoring of thewel | sindi catesthat thedepth of groundwater inthewell saverages9.3feet bel ow ground
surfacewitharangeof 3.4t020.3feet below ground surface. Precipitationfallingonthesiterunsoff-site
totheperimeter ditchesand streamsor infiltratesdownward throughtheunconsolidated materials. Where
noditchesexist, shallow groundwater dischargescreatewetland areasadjacenttothesite. Onesucharea
islocated south of thesiteacrossUSRoute 20. Shallow groundwater that originatesat thesiteflowsoff

the site in a southwest direction. Figure 3 depicts atypical water table surface for the site.

5.1.2: Nature of Contamination

Asdescribed intheRI report, many soil, groundwater, and sediment sampleswere collected to
characterize thenatureand extent of contamination. Assummarizedin Table1, themain categoriesof
contaminantsthat exceed their SCGsarepolychl orinated bi phenyl s (PCBs) and pesticides, semivolatile
organic compounds (SVOCs), and inorganics (metals).

The PCB of concernisAroclor 1260. Polychlorinated bi phenylsareafamily of chemicalswhichwere
blendedindifferent combinations(called Aroclors) accordingtotheir desired properties. Aroclor 1260
isamixtureof PCBswithahigher chlorinecontent. PCBsshow astrong affinity toorganicmaterial, and
so haveessentially remained bound upintheupper soil layers. PCBsarenot readily dissolvedinwater
and arethusnot expected to befoundingroundwater or surfacewater unlessassociated with fine-grained
material suspended in these media.
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A number of pesticideswerereported asdetectedin soil samplescollected at thesite. However, thereis
astrong correl ation betweenthepesticidedetectionsand the Aroclor 1260 detections, anditisprobable
that theseresultsarefa sepositivesresulting frominterferencewith thechemical pattern of Aroclor 1260
during the chemical analyses.

SV OCspresent at thesiteareprimarily polyaromatic hydrocarbons(PAHS). PAHsarecommonly
associatedwith bituminousmaterial s, such asasphalt pavement, or combustion. PAHsmay occur at
various areasacrossthesiteduetotheformer railroad bed or burning of automotivewastematerials. On
the Bouchard Junkyard site, PAHsdo not occur inareaswherethesoil isnot al so contaminated with
PCBs.

A number of meta sareincludedinthechemical analysesof theenvironmenta samplescollectedfromthe
site. Metalsoccur naturally insoil and water at variousconcentrations. Simply becauseametal isdetected
inanenvironmental sampledoesnot automatically meanthat itisacontaminant. Metal concentrationsin
theanalytical samplesarecomparedtolevel scommonly foundintheregionorinsamplesfromlocations
near thesite, but not affected by it (background samples). Inmany cases, even background samples
collected for this site had metals concentrations above SGCs.

5.1.3: Extent of Contamination

This section describes the findings of the investigation for all environmental media that were investigat

Chemical concentrationsarereportedin partsper billion (ppb) for water, and partsper million (ppm) for
soil and sediment. For comparison purposes, where applicable, SCGs are provided for each medium.

Tablel summarizesthedegreeof contaminationfor thecontaminantsof concernin surfaceand subsurface
soil, sediment, groundwater, and surfacewater and comparesthedatawiththe SCGsfor thesite. The
following are the media which were investigated and a summary of the findings of the investigation.

Surface Soil (0-1.5 feet)

Based ontheresultsof theremedial investigation, thecontaminantsof concernfor thesurfacesoilsat the
BouchardJunkyardsitearePCBsand, toal esser extent, SV OCsand metal s(seeFigure4). Wasteoil
containing PCBswasthought to havebeen spread at thesiteasameansof dust control andweed control.
Sampling of surfacesoilsthroughout thesite showed exceedancesof the SCGfor PCBs(1 ppm) and
indicatedwidespread occurrenceof PCBs(Aroclor 1260) acrosstheentiresite(seeFigure5). A
maximum PCB concentration of 1,200 ppm occurred at thesouthern boundary of thesite, approximately
twenty feet from USRoute20. Other PCB hot spotswith concentrationsgreater than 50 ppm (theNY S
hazar douswastethreshol d concentration) occurredinthecentral portion of thesite. Surfacesoil samples
fromaparcel immediately west of thesite, formerly owned by Mr. Bouchard, exceeded the SCGfor
PCBs. PCBsinconcentrationsof 50 ppm or greater aredefined ashazardouswaste. Thesurfacesoil
cleanupgoal is1ppm, thus, PCB concentrationsinthesurfacesoil at thesiterepresent asignificant threat
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to humanhealth. Itisestimated that upto 28,000 cubicyardsof surfacesoil exceedthe SCG of 1 ppm
PCBs.

Pesticideswerefound above SCGsin surfacesoil samples, but asdescribed previoudy, thesearebelieved
to be false positives.

Individual SV OC exceedancesoccurredat variousareasacrossthesite. Tenoffsitesurfacesoil samples
were analyzed for SVOCs and two slightly exceeded the SCG for one PAH.

A number of metal s(antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, calcium, copper, iron, lead, magnesium,
manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, sodium, thallium, and zinc) weredetected above SCGsinsurface
soil, however, theconcentrationsweregeneraly within published background concentrationsfor theeastern
United States.

Subsurface Soil (1.5-5 feet)

Subsurfacesoil contaminantsinclude PCBsand SV OCsand, toal esser extent, metals(seeFigure6). The
SCGfor PCBsinsubsurfacesoil (10 ppm) wasexceeded at i sol ated portionsof thesite. Six subsurface
soil samplesexhibitedtotal PCB concentrationsgreater than 50 ppm (theNY Shazardouswastethreshold
concentration), withamaximum concentration of 260 ppm. Maost subsurfacesoil samplesexceeding SCGs
for PCBsunderliesurfacesoil swith concentrationsof PCBsgreater than 10 ppmandall underliesurface
soilswith concentrationsof PCBsgreater than 1 ppm. Itisestimatedthat thereare 2,700 cubicyardsof
subsurface soil exceeding the 10 ppm SCG for subsurface PCBs.

Individual SV OCsexceeding SCGsweredetectedinsubsurfacesoil samplesthat werecollected
throughout the site.

A number of metal s(aluminum, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cal cium, chromium, copper, iron, lead,
magnesi um, manganese, mercury, nickel, potassium, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, and zinc) were
detectedabove SCGsinsubsurfacesoil samples, however, theconcentrationsweregenerally within
publishedbackground concentrationsfor theeastern United States. SCGsand published background
concentrations weredlightly exceeded for aluminum, antimony, copper, lead, nickel andsilverinone
subsurface soil samplecollected fromatest pit containing scrap metal and debrisassociatedwiththe
junkyard. Seleniumwasdetectedinonesubsurfacesoil sampleat aconcentrationdightly aboveboththe
SCG and published background concentrationsand appearsto beanisolated occurrence. Pesticides,
believedtobefd sepositives, exceeded compound-specific SCGsin subsurfacesoil samplescollectedfrom
thesite. SCGsweredlightly exceededfor acetonein onesubsurfacesoil sample, but no other VOCswere
identifiedinconcentrationsabove SCGs. Thedetection of acetoneisconsideredisolated and unrel ated to
other site contaminants.

Sediments
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Aquati c sediment contami nantsincluded PCBsand pesticides, and, toal esser extent, SV OCsand metals
(refertoFigure7). PCBsweredetected above SCGsin sediment samplescollectedfromon-siteand
downgradient off-sitelocations. Pesticidesweredetected above SCGsinsamplescollected at anon-site
location (northwest corner), immediately adjacent tothesite (east Side) and downgradient on-sitel ocation
(southcentral). Thesamepesticidecompoundswereal sodetectedinon-sitesurfacesoil samplesandare
likely false positives.

SV OCs, whichwerecomprised entirely of PAHs, weredetected above SCGsin sediment samples
collected fromupgradient and downgradient of f-sitel ocationsand | ocationsimmediatel y adjacent to
roadways. SVOCswereal sopresentinsitesoils, however, several of these SV OCswereal sodetected
in upgradient samples. The occurrence of these SV OCs does not for the most part appear site-related.

M etal sweredetected above SCGsineach of thethirteen sediment samples. Thesemetal sincluded
antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, and zinc. Thesemetalswere
detectedin sediment sampl escoll ected at upgradient and downgradient of f-sitelocations. Althoughsome
of these metal sdid not exceed SCGsfor upgradi ent sedi ment sampl es, they did occur in off-site
background surfacesoil samplesaswell ason-sitesurfacesoil samples. Asaresult, metalsinsediment
may in part beattributabl eto on-sitecontamination. Sediment samplescontained no exceedancesof SCGs
for VOCs or cyanide.

Groundwater/Water Supply

Groundwater samplescontained PCBsandto al esser extent metal s(seeFigure8). Shallow groundwater
(averaging approximately ninefeet bel ow ground surface) collected from six monitoringwel lsat thesitein
November 2001 contained no exceedancesof SCGsfor VOCs, SV OCs, pesticides, PCBs, or cyanide.
A second round of shallow groundwater samplescollected fromthesix monitoringwellsinMay 2002
contai nedonesamplewherethegroundwater standard of 0.09 ppbwasdightly exceededfor PCBs. This
samplewascollectedfromawell locatedinthecentral portion of thesitewheresurfacesoil and subsurface
soil exceedances of PCB SCGs exist.

M etal sweredetected above SCGs, however, theconcentrati onsof these metal sinupgradient and
downgradient samplesweresimilar and did not appear toincreaseinthedirection of groundwater flow and,
therefore, likely represent background conditions.

Water supply well contaminationisnot aconcern at thesitebased ontheresultsof theremedial

investigation. Sampleswerecollected fromfivewater supply wellsat or adjacent tothesitein November
2001. SCGswereexceededfor oneV OC (tetrachl oroetheneat aconcentration of 44 ppb) inonesample
collectedfromthewel | at theautomotiverepair shop. A second round of samplescollectedfromthefive
water supply wellsin May 2002 contained no exceedances of SCGs.

Ironand manganeseweretheonly metal sdetected above SCGsand exhibit similar concentrationsat up-

and downgradient wells. These metals most likely occur naturally in the area.

Surface Water

Former Bouchard Junkyard |nactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site March 29, 2004
RECORD OF DECISION Page 9



Surfacewater contaminationisnotamajor concern at thesitebased ontheresultsof theremedial
investigation. Tworoundsof surfacewater sampleswerecollected fromfivel ocationsinthestream|ocated
totheeast of thesite. Oneround of surfacewater sampleswascollected fromtwolocationsfromthe
stream channel tothewest of thesite(seeFigure9). NoVOCs, SV OCsor PCBsweredetected above
SCGsin any of these surface water samples.

Several metals(aluminum, cobalt, copper,iron, selenium, silver, thallium, and zinc) werefound above
SCGsinanupgradient samplelocation, aswell astwolocationsadjacenttothesite. Itislikely that these
meta swerenaturaly occurringand not site-related. Twometa s, mercury and vanadium, exceeded SCGs
intwo surfacewater samplescollectedin October 2001 from | ocationsadjacent tothesite, however, these
metal sdid not exceed SCGsindowngradient samplesand the SCGsfor mercury and vanadiumwerenot
exceeded in any of the surface water samples collected in May 2002.

SCGsweredightly exceededfor cyanideintwo of thesurfacewater samplescollected. Cyanidedidnot
exceed SCGsinsurfaceor subsurface soil samplescollected fromthesite. Thedetection of cyanidein
surface water is considered isolated and unrelated to other site contaminants.

SCGswereslightly exceededfor heptachl or epoxidein oneof thesurfacewater samplesthat was
collected. Heptachlor epoxidedidnot exceed SCGsinany other mediasampled at thesiteandthe

exceedance for this pesticide was in the sampl e collected from an upgradient off-site location.

5.2: Interim Remedial M easures

Aninterimremedial measure (IRM) isconducted at asitewhen asourceof contamination or exposure
pathway can be effectively addressed before completion of the RI/FS.

There were no IRMs performed at this site during the RI/FS.

5.3: Summary of Human Exposur e Pathways

Thissectiondescribesthetypesof human exposuresthat may present added healthrisksto personsat or
aroundthesite. A moredetailed discussion of thehuman exposure pathwayscanbefoundin Section 6
of the RI report.

Anexposurepathway describesthemeansby which anindividual may beexposedto contaminants
originatingfromasite. Anexposurepathway hasfiveel ements: [ 1] a contaminant source, [ 2] contaminant
rel ease andtransport mechanisms, [ 3] apoint of exposure, [4] arouteof exposure, and[5] areceptor
population.

Thesourceof contaminationisthel ocationwhere contaminantswererel eased to theenvironment (any
wastedisposal areaor point of discharge). Contaminant rel easeand transport mechanismscarry
contaminantsfromthesourceto apoint wherepeoplemay beexposed. Theexposurepointisalocation
whereactual or potential human contact with acontaminated medium may occur. Therouteof exposure
isthemanner inwhichacontaminant actually entersor contactsthebody (e.g., ingestion, inhal ation, or
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direct contact). Thereceptor popul ationisthepeoplewhoare, or may be, exposed to contaminantsat a
point of exposure.

Anexposurepathway iscompletewhenall fiveelementsof anexposurepathway exist. Anexposure

pathway isconsidered apotential pathway when oneor moreof theel ementscurrently doesnot exist, but

could in the future.

Potential Human Exposure Pathways

. Dermal contact, inhalation, andincidental ingestion exposuresto PCBsinsurfacesoil by workers
and patronsof theexisting on-sitebusinesses. Thoseexposuresarethought tobeminimal dueto

the nature of the facilities.

. Dermal contact, inhalation, andincidental ingestion exposuresto PCBsin surfacesoil by residents
of the residential property where contaminated soil from the former junkyard was used for fill.

. Dermal contact, inhal ation, andincidental ingestion exposuresto PCBsinsurfacesoil by future
occupants of the property.

. Direct contact, inhalation, andincidental ingestion exposurestofutureutility workerswhomay
excavate and handle contaminated soil on- or off-site.

5.4: Summary of Environmental | mpacts

Thissection summarizestheexisting and potential futureenvironmental impactspresented by thesite.
Environmenta impactsincludeexisting and potentia futureexposurepathwaystofishandwildlifereceptors,
as well as damage to natural resources such as aquifers and wetlands.

TheFishandWildlifelmpact Analysis, whichisincludedintheRI report, presentsadetail ed discussion
of theexistingand potentia impactsfromthesitetofishandwildlifereceptors. Thefollowing environmenta
exposure pathways and ecological risks have been identified:

. Fishandwildlifecommunitiescould beexposedto site-rel ated contaminantspresentintheshal low
soil sby several mechanisms: directingestion of soil, acuteor chronictoxicity to soil organisms,
vegetativeuptakeof contaminantsfrom soil and related food web effects, and food web effectsof
ingesting soil organisms containing elevated body burden of contaminants.

. Concentrationsof SV OCs, several metals, and PCBs(Aroclor 1260) inaquati c sedimentsexceed
theNY SDEC sediment quality criteria. Fishandwildlifecommunitiescould beexposedtosite-
rel ated contaminantspresent intheaguati c sedimentsby several mechanisms:. acuteor chronic
toxi city tobenthic organisms(macroinvertebrates), and accumulation and concentrationthrough
the food web to fish and fish-eating birds and mammals.
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Wyomanock Creek providesvaluablefishhabitat. Theother surfacewater resourcesonthesiteprovide
only limited habitat value due to their intermittent nature and lack of riparian cover.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE REMEDIATION GOALS

Goalsfortheremedial program havebeen establi shed through theremedy selectionprocessstatedin 6
NY CRRPart 375-1.10. Ataminimum, theremedy sel ected must eliminateor mitigateall significant
threatsto publichealthand/or theenvironment presented by the hazardouswastedisposed at thesite
through the proper application of scientific and engineering principles.

The remediation goals for this site are to eliminate or reduce to the extent practicable:

. direct contact (dermal absorption, inhalation, andincidental ingestion) with surfaceand subsurface
soil, and;
. migration by runoff of contaminants to surface water and sediment, and;
. infiltration of precipitation through contaminated soil and adverse impacts to groundwater, and;
. exposure of biotato contaminated sediment.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Thesdl ected remedy must be protectiveof human health and theenvironment, be cost-effective, comply
with other statutory requirements, and utilize permanent sol utions, a ternativetechnol ogiesor resource
recovery technol ogi esto themaximum extent practicable. Potential remedial alternativesfor theFormer
Bouchard Junkyard Sitewereidentified, screened and evaluated inthe FSreport whichisavail ableat the
document repositories identified in Section 1.

A summary of theremedial aternativesthat wereconsideredfor thissitearediscussed below. Thepresent

worthrepresentstheamount of money investedinthecurrent year that would besufficienttocover all

present and futurecostsassociated withthealternative. Thisenablesthecostsof remedial alternativesto
be comparedonacommonbasis. A discount rateof 5% wasusedfor thissite. Asaconvention, atime
frameof 30yearsisusedtoeval uatepresent worth costsfor alternativeswithanindefiniteduration. This
doesnotimply that operation, maintenance, or monitoringwill ceaseafter 30yearsif remediationgoasare
not achieved.

7.1: Description of Remedial Alter natives

The Feasibility Study identified Bioremedi ation asaviabl edternativeto addresscontaminated soil at this
site, buttheNY SDEC hasremovedit fromfurther cons deration becausebioremediation hasnot proved
to be an effective remedy for PCB-contaminated soil.
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Thefollowing potential remedieswerecons deredto addressthecontaminated soil and sediment at thesite.

Alternative 1: No Action

TheNoActionAlternativeiseval uated asaprocedural requirement and asabasi sfor comparison. It
requirescontinued monitoringonly, for thirty years, allowingthesitetoremaininanunremediated state.
Thisdternativewouldleavethesiteinitspresent conditionand would not provideany additiona protection
to human health or the environment.

Present WOrth: . ... $153,000
Capital COSt: ..ot $0
Annual OME&M (Years 1-5): . ..o oo e e e $22,000
Annual OM&E&M (YEarS6-30): . .. oottt ettt et ettt e et $5,000

Alternative 2: Hot Spot Removal and Permeable Cover with Monitoring

Thisalternativewouldincludeexcavating soil swith PCB concentrationsexceeding 50 ppmfor of f-site
disposal followed by placement of a24-inch permeabl e soil cover over theapproximately 16 acresof
contaminated surfacesoil. Approximately 2,300 cubi cyardsof surfacesoil (toadepth of 1.0foot below
grade) would beremoved. Inaddition, subsurfacesoil requiring removal wouldincludeapproximately 100
cubicyardsfrom1.0to 2.5feet below grade. Thiswouldresultinatotal of about 2,400 cubicyardsof
soil that wouldrequireoff-sitedisposa ashazardouswaste. All excavated areaswouldbebackfilledwith
clean soil toexistinggrade. Thesoil cover over approximately 16 acreswould consi st of 18inchesof
general fill and 6inchesof topsoil to mitigatecontact with and runoff of contaminated soil. Approximately
37,000 cubicyardsof general fill and 12,000 cubicyardsof topsoil would berequiredtoimplement this
aternative. Placement of a24-inch permeablesoil cover would affect thegradeof thesiteand may not
be practical at areas around structures at the site.

Appropriateprecautionswoul d betaken during excavation of contaminated soil to mitigatedust from
migrating off-siteand/or impacting on-siteworkers. Itisanticipated that water woul d beadequateto
control dust. Sediment control measures, suchassi It fencing, would berequiredto minimizetherel ease
of soil and sediment todownstream surfacewaters. Long-termgroundwater and surfacewater monitoring
andindtitutional controls(environmental easements) area soincluded aspart of thisalternativeto evaluate
the effectivenessof thesoil cover andto control useof thesite. Maintenanceof thisalternativewould
include site inspections and cutting of the vegetated cover.

Thisaternativewoul d takesi x monthsfor design and threemonthstoimplement. Because PCBswould
remai non-sitebeneaththepermeablesoil cap, thethird remedia goal of reducinginfiltrationwouldonly
partially be met. Additionally, this alternative would not address the contaminated sediments at the site

Present WOrth: ... $1,962,000
Capital CoSt: . ..o $1,633,000
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ANNUEL OMEM (YERIS 1-5): . . oo ettt $33,000
ANNUEl OMEM (YERISB6-30): . .+ e e e e et e e e e e e e $17,000

Alternative 3. Ex-Situ Soil Washing with Short-term Monitoring

Soil washingwouldinvolveexcavation of all soil and sediment exceeding SCGs(refer toFigureb). Itis
estimat edthat atotal of 34,500 cubicyardsof soil (28,000 cubicyardsof surfacesoil [PCBsgreater than
oneppm] fromgradeto eighteeninchesbel ow grade, 2,700 cubicyardsof subsurfacesoil [PCBsgreater
than 10 ppm] greater than eighteeninchesbel ow grade, and 3,800 cubicyardsof sediment [ PCBsgreater
than 1 ppm - assumes an areaof 100 feet by 500 feet by 2 feet deep]) would require treatment.
Subsequent to excavation, physical separation of soil swould beperformed so that thecontaminants, which
areprimarily associated withthefines zefraction of thesoil, woul d be separated from theuncontaminated
|arger sizefraction. Thewashingfluidwouldbecomposed of water and asurfactant capableof removing
thecontaminantsfromthesoil. A liquid-solid separationwould beperformedwherethefluid couldleach
the contaminants.

Thesoil washing processwouldresultin clean soil, washwater, dissol ved contaminants, and/or preci pitated
solids, andafiner fraction contai ning adsorbed organicsand precipitated soil s. Thecontaminantswould
beconcentratedintoarel atively small volumeof material, whichwoul d bedisposed off-site. Treated soil

andtheprevioudy removed|arger sizefraction of thesoil woul d beana yzed to confirmthat contaminants
havebeenremovedto bel ow SCGsandthismateria would beused to backfill excavated areas. Additional

clean backfill would be brought to the site to return the site to original grades.

Treatment of contaminated soil and sediment at thesitewoul d requireapproximately 700,000 gallonsof
water. Sinceamunicipal water sourcedoesnot exist for thissite, water would needto bedeliveredtothe
siteor on-sitegroundwater resourceswould needto beutilized. Water used during the soil washing
processwould betreated and re-used, then ultimately disposed of f-siteat ahazardouswastedisposal
facility.

Controlswoul d need to beimplemented during theexcavation and physical separation of thesoil and
sediment prior toactually performingthesoil washing processto prevent theairbornerel ease of
contaminants. Thesecontrolswould most likely includewater to control dust. Sediment control measures,
suchassilt fencing, woul d berequired to minimizetherel easeof soil and sediment to downstream surface
waters.

After cleanup, short-term groundwater and surfacewater monitoring wouldincludemonitoring of six
groundwater monitoring wells, three private water supply wells, and three surface water locations.

Thisalternativewouldtakesix monthsfor designand 6 - 12 monthstoimplement. Itwouldattainall
remedial goals when complete, but would require environmental easements and a site management plan

A benchscaleand/or pil ot study woul d berequiredto determinetheeffectivenessof thistechnology for
this site.
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Present WOrth: . ... $5,536,000
Capital CoSt: ..ottt e $5,488,000
Annual OM&M (Years 1-50NlY): .. ..ot e e $11,000

Alternative 4. Ex-Situ Soil Washingto 1 ppm with Short-term Monitoring

ThisalternativewouldbethesameasAlternative 3except that it wouldtreat all contaminated soil with
PCBsgreater than 1 ppm, regardlessof depth. Thiswould meanthat anadditional 4,600 cubicyardsof
subsurface soil with PCB concentrationsbetween 10 ppmand 1 ppmwould betreated. All other
assumptionsfor thisalternativewould bethesameaswith Alternative 3 except that environmental
easements and a site management plan would not be necessary.

Present WOrth: . ... $6,198,000
Capital CoSt: ..ottt e $6,150,000
Annual OM&M (Years 1-50NlY): .. ..ot e e $11,000

Alternative 5: Thermal Separation/ Desor ption with Short-term Monitoring

Therma separationwoul dinvol veexcavationandtreatment of all soil and sediment exceeding SCGs. As
withAlternative3, 34,500 cubicyardsof contaminated soil and sediment wouldrequiretreatment.
Subsequent to excavation, soil and sediment would beplacedinto ahopper that feedsthethermal
processor. Soil wouldbeheated to 400t0 500 °Ftoremovemoisture. A second stageheater wouldbe

capabl eof achievingtemperaturesto 1,000 °Ftoremovethecontaminants. Water would beappliedto

the soil exitingthethermal processor to cool thesoil and minimizedust. Desorbed organicsand stack gases

wouldexit theprocessor through afabricfilter baghouse, air-cooled condenser, refrigerated condenser,
andthen betreated by carbonabsorption. Treated soil would beanayzed to confirmthat thecontaminants
havebeenremovedtolevel sbelow SCGsandthenthismaterial would beused to backfill excavated areas.
Additional clean backfill would be brought to the site to return the site to original grades, as needed.

Appropriateprecautionswoul d betaken during excavation of contaminated soil to mitigatedust from
migrating off-siteand/or impacting on-siteworkers. Itisanticipated that water woul d beadequateto
control dust. Sediment control measures, suchassi It fencing, would berequiredto minimizetherel ease
of soil and sediment to downstream surfacewaters. Groundwater and surfacewater monitoringwould
include monitoring of Six groundwater monitoringwells, threeprivatewater supply wells, andthreesurface
water |ocations.

Thisalternativewould takeninemonthsfor designand 12 - 15 monthstoimplement. Itwouldattain
remedial goals when complete, but would require environmental easements and a site management plan

A benchscaleand/or pil ot study woul d berequiredto determinetheeffectivenessof thistechnology for
this site.

Present Worth: . .. ... $7,162,000
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Capital oSt ..ot $7,114,000
Annual OM&M (Years 1-50NlY): . ..ottt $11,000

Alternative 6: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal

Soil exceeding SCGswould beexcavated fromthesite. Approximately 28,000 cubicyardsof surfacesoil
(to adepth of eighteeninchesbel ow grade) would requireremoval. Inaddition, subsurfacesoil requiring
removal wouldinclude300 cubicyardsfrom 1.5to0 2.5feet bel ow gradeand 2,400 cubicyardsfrom 1.5
to5.0feet below grade. Approximately 3,800 cubicyardsof sediment wouldbeexcavatedaswell. This
would resultinabout 34,500 cubicyardsof soil and sediment that wouldrequireoff-sitedisposal. All
excavated areas would be backfilled with clean soil to existing grade.

Appropriate precautionswoul d betaken during excavation of contaminated soil tomitigatedust from
migrating of f-siteand/or impacting on-siteworkers. Itisanticipated that water would beadequateto
control dust. Sediment control measures, suchassitfencing, would berequiredto minimizetherel ease
of soil and sediment to downstream surfacewaters. Groundwater and surfacewater monitoringwould
includemonitoring of Sx groundwater monitoringwells, threeprivatewater supply wells, andthreesurface
water |ocations.

Thisalternativewould takesix monthsfor designand threemonthstoimplement. Itwouldattainremedia
goals when complete, but would require environmental easements and a site management plan.

Present WOrth: . ... $7,106,000
Capital CoSt: .. ot e $7,058,000
Annual OM&M (Years 1-50NlY): . ..o e $11,000

7.2: Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

Thecriteriatowhich potential remedial alternativesarecompared aredefinedin6 NY CRR Part 375,
which governstheremediation of inactivehazardouswastedisposal sitesinNew Y ork State. A detailed
discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysisisincluded in the FS report.

Thefirsttwoevaluationcriteriaaretermed “ threshold criteria’ and must besatisfiedinorder for an
alternative to be considered for selection.

1. Protectionof HumanHeathandtheEnvironment. Thiscriterionisanoverall eval uation of each
alternative’s ability to protect public health and the environment.

2. CompliancewithNew Y ork State Standards, Criteria, and Guidance(SCGs). Compliancewith SCGs
addresseswhether aremedy will meet environmental laws, regul ations, and other standardsand criteria.
Inaddition, thiscriterionincludesthecons deration of guidancewhichtheNY SDEC hasdeterminedtobe
applicable on a case-specific basis.
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Thenextfive” primary balancingcriteria’ areused to comparethe positiveand negative aspectsof each
of the remedial strategies.

3. Short-term Effectiveness. Thepotential short-term adverseimpactsof theremedial actionuponthe
community, theworkers, and theenvironment during theconstructionand/or implementation areeval uated.
Thelength of timeneededto achievetheremedial objectivesisal so estimated and compared against the
other alternatives.

4. L ong-term Effectivenessand Permanence. Thiscriterioneva uatesthelong-termeffectivenessof the
remedial alternativesafter implementation. If wastesor treated residual sremainon-siteafter theselected
remedy hasbeenimplemented, thefollowingitemsareeva uated: 1) themagnitudeof theremainingrisks,
2) theadequacy of theengineeringand/or ingtitutional controlsintendedtolimit therisk, and 3) therdliability
of these controls.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume. Preferenceisgiventoalternativesthat permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site.

6. Implementability. Thetechnica andadministrativefeasibility of implementing eachaternativeare
evaluated. Technica feasbility includesthedifficultiesassociated with theconstruction of theremedy and
the ability tomonitor itseffectiveness. For administrativefeasibility, theavailability of thenecessary
personnel and material siseval uated alongwith potential difficultiesinobtai ning specificoperating
approvals, access for construction, institutional controls, and so forth.

7. Cost-Effectivness. Capital costsand operation, maintenance, and monitoring costsareestimatedfor
eachaternativeand compared onapresent worthbass. Although cost-effectivenessisthelast balancing
criterionevaluated, wheretwo or morealternativeshave met therequirementsof theother criteria, it can
be used as the basis for the final decision. The costs for each alternative are presented in Table 2.

Thisfina criterionisconsidereda®“ modifyingcriterion” andistakeninto account after eval uatingthose
above. Itisevaluated after publiccommentsontheProposed Remedial ActionPlanhavebeenreceived.

8. Community A cceptance- Concernsof thecommunity regardingtheRI/FSreportsandthePRAPhave
beenevauated. Theresponsivenesssummary (Appendix A) presentsthepubliccommentsreceivedand
the manner in which the NY SDEC addressed the concerns raised.

Ingenerd, thepubliccommentsreceived weresupportiveof thesel ectedremedy. Severa commentswere
received, however, pertai ningto ongoing trespassing at thesite, theeffectivenessof soil washing, soil
volume calculations, and details of the monitoring program.

SECTION 8. SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based onthe AdministrativeRecord (A ppendix B) and thediscuss on presented bel ow, theNY SDEC has
selected Alternative 3, Ex-Situ Soil Washingwith Short-term Monitoring, astheremedy for thissite. As
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abackuptechnology, Alternative5, Thermal Separation/Desorptionwith Short-termMonitoring, will be
implementedif preliminary testing showssiteconditionsarenot conduciveto soil washingor itsuseis
ineffective. The elements of these remedies are described at the end of this section.

Theselected remedy isbased ontheresultsof theRI and theeval uation of alternativespresentedintheFS.

Alternative3isbe ng proposed because, asdescribed bel ow, it satisfiesthethreshol d criteriaand provides
the best balance of the primary balancing criteriadescribedin Section 7.2. It would achievethe
remediationgoal sfor thesiteby treating thesoil sthat present themost significant threat to publicheal thand
theenvironment. Treatment of thesoil toremovethecontaminantswoul d takeaway thedirect contact
threat and eliminatethemigration of contaminantsviarunoff. Sincecontaminantswould beremoved,
infiltrationof precipitationthroughthesoil would nolonger poseathreat to groundwater or water supply
wells.

Alternatives2 (hot spot removal and soil cover), 4 (soil washingto 1 ppm), 5 (thermal separation),and6
(excavationandremoval) would a so comply withthethreshold selectioncriteria. Although Alternative?2
wouldleave PCBsin subsurface soil greater than the 10 ppm guidance value, the soil cover and
environmenta easementswoul d prevent contact with contaminated soil. Alternative 1 (noaction) would
not comply with the criteria.

BecauseAlternatives3, 4,5, and 6 al equally satisfy thethresholdcriteria, thefivebaancingcriteriaare
particularly important in selecting afinal remedy for the site.

Alternatives2 and 6 would haveshort-termimpactsonthecommunity duetotheincreasedtruck traffic
neededtoremovecontaminated soil and bring cap or backfill material tothesite. Alternatives2, 3,4, 5,
and6wouldal involvesomesort of disturbanceof thesoil, which could generatedust or runoff. However,
these aspectscoul dbecontrolled by proper useof dust suppressantsand erosioncontrols. Activities
associated with Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would be largely confined to the site.

Thetimeneededto achievetheremediationgoal swould beshortest for Alternatives2 and 6 and longer
for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.

L ong-term effectivenessisbest accomplished by thoseal ternativesthat addressthecontamination at the
site, either through outright removal (Alternative6) or by treatment (Alternatives3, 4, and’5). Alternative
2wouldremovethemost highly contaminated soils, but would leavel ower concentrationsat thesite
beneath a soil cap.

Alternative2 (hot spot removal and soil cover), would dolittletoreducethetoxicity, mobility, or volume
of hazardouswastethroughtreatment. Removal of 2,400 cubicyardsof soil with PCBsgreater than 50
ppm wouldbetheonly reduction of volumeonthesiteunder that alternative. Alternatives3and4 (soil
washing) and, inpart, Alternative5 (thermal separation) would concentratethecontaminantssothey could
be removed, thusreducing thevolumeof contaminantsat thesite. Alternative5wouldalsoreducethe
toxicity, mobility, and volume in part through physical treatment by destroying the contaminants.
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AswithAlternatives2, 3,4, and 5, excavationandremoval (Alternative6) wouldreducethetoxicity,
mobility, andvolumeof thewasterd ativetothesite, but sincethe soilswould beuntreated beforedisposal,
the toxicity, mobility, and volume of hazardous waste would not be reduced overall.

Alternatives3, 5,and 6wouldnot resultinremoval of all of thecontaminantsat thesite, butlow residual
concentrations remaining after treatment woul d bebel ow the SCGsand woul d be protectiveof human
heal thwith proper environmental easements. Alternative4wouldallow unrestricted useof theproperty
after remediation because all soils would be treated to below 1 ppm PCBs.

Alternatives2, 3,4, 5, and 6 arereadily implementabl e, though bench-scal etesting or other pilot testing
would be required with Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 before they could be fully implemented.

The cost of thealternativesvariessignificantly. Althoughhot spot removal with soil cover (Alternative?2)
i slessexpensivethan soil washing (Alternative3), hot spot removal isnot apermanent remedy. The
increased volumeof soil that would betreated for Alternative4 (soil washingto 1 ppm) increasesthecost
relativeto Alternative 3. Thermal separation (Alternative5) and excavationandremoval (Alternative6)
arethemost costly remedies, though both arereliableand proventechnol ogies. Becausewasteswould
beremovedfromthesitewith Alternatives3, 4, 5, and 6, either through straight removal or by treatment,
thecost for operation, maintenance, and monitoring (OM& M) ismuchlower duetoonly fiveyearsof
OM&M rather than the thirty years with the other alternatives.

Soil washing contaminated soil toadepth of 1.5feetto 1 ppm (Alternative 3) ispreferred over washing
all soil withPCBsgreater than 1 ppm (Alternative4) duetotheincreased cost associated with Alternative
4. Sincethecontamination doesnot appear to beathreat togroundwater, Alternative 3, withinstitutional
controls, would provide the same level of protection as Alternative 4 for alower cost.

Becausesoil washingisareatively untriedtechnol ogy for removal of PCBsfromsoil (thoughit appears
that siteconditionsarefavorablefor it duetothelow silt and clay content of thesoil),theNY SDECis
identifying thermal separation (Alternative5) asabackuptechnology incasesoil washing provesineffective.
Thermal separationwouldinvolveasimilar amount of disturbanceat thesiteandisaproventechnology
for removal of PCBs from soil. Itis, however, amore costly remedy.

Thermal separationwoul d besel ected asasecondary remedy over excavationandremoval (Alternative
6) becauseof similar cost andthepreferencefor treating thesoil to reducethetoxicity, mobility, and
volumeof thecontaminantsover disposingitinasecurelandfill. Itwoulda soallow thesitetobeused,
withintheboundsspelled out intheenvironmental easements, without theneedtotransport and placea
large volume of off-site backfill.

Theestimated present worth cost toimplement theremedy is$5,536,000 ($7,162,000for thebackup
technology). Thecost to construct theremedy isestimated to be $5,488,000 ($7,114,000for thebackup)
andtheestimated averageannual operation, maintenance, and monitoring costsfor 5yearsis$11,000
(both technologies).
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The elements of the selected remedy are as follows:

1.

Samplesof contaminated soil fromthesitewill becollectedfor |aboratory analysistodetermine
the soil andwastecharacteristics. Bench-scal etestswill experiment withanumber of different
surfactantsor combinationsof surfactantsto determinethebest onetousetoremovethe
contaminantspresent at thesite. If itisdeterminedthat soil washing cannot adequately removethe
PCBsfromthesoil, thenthermal separationwill bepursued astheremedia method. (Inthermal
separation, soil will beexcavated and heated to driveoff thecontaminants. Hot gaseswill be
collectedand processedto removethecontaminants, and theclean soil will bebackfilledonthe
site.)

Aremedial design programwill beimplemented to providethe detailsnecessary for the
construction, operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial program.

Equipment will bemobilized onthesite. Excavateand stockpileupto 28,000 cubicyardsof
surfacesoil contaminated with PCBsgreater than onepart per million (fromthesurfacetoadepth
of eighteeninches), 2,700 cubicyardsof subsurface soil with PCBsgreater thanten partsper
million(depth greater than el ghteeninches), and 3,800 cubicyardsof aguatic sedimentswith PCBs
greater than one part per million.

The stockpiled soil will bescreenedtoremovelarger cobblesandgravel. SincethePCBsinthe
soil areassociated with thefine-grainedfraction of thesoil, thisstepwill decreasethevolumeof
soil which will need to be processed further.

Thefiner-grained soil fractionwill bemixed withwater and asurfactant tostripthe PCBsfromthe
soil. Treated soil will betested and, if clean (below 1 ppm PCBSs), used for backfill onthe
property. Cleaned soil will beseparated from soil with PCB concentrationsbetween1and 10
ppm by ademarcationlayer. If concentrationsof contaminantsabovecleanup goalsremain, the
soil will be re-washed as necessary or removed for off-site disposal.

Thewater/surfactant mix will betreated toremovesomeof thecontaminants, and thetreated water
will bereusedinthewashing process. Ultimately, thewater will bedisposedinahazardouswaste
disposal facility.

Theoperation of thecomponentsof theremedy will continueuntil theremedial objectiveshave
beenachieved, or until theNY SDEC determinesthat continued operationistechnically
impracticable or not feasible.

Thesitewill berestored by grading, placement of topsoil (if necessary), and seeding of excavated
and/or filled areas.

Former Bouchard Junkyard |nactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site March 29, 2004
RECORD OF DECISION Page 20



10.

11.

A sitemanagement planwill bedevel opedto addressresidual contaminated soil sthat may be
excavated fromthesiteduring futureredevelopment. Theplanwill requiresoil characterization
and, where applicable, disposal/reuse in accordance with NY SDEC regulations.

Anenvironmental easement will beimposed, insuchformastheNY SDEC may approve, that will
require compliance with the approved site management plan.

Theproperty owner will completeand submittotheNY SDEC anannual certificationuntil the
NY SDEC notifiestheproperty owner inwriting that thiscertificationisnolonger needed. This
submittal will contain certificationthat theingtitutiona controlsputin place, pursuant totheRecord
of Decision, are still in place, have not been altered, and are still effective.

Under amonitoring program, water samplesfrom on-sitemonitoringwells, water supply wells, and
surfacewater will becollectedfor laboratory analysis. Thisprogramwill alow theeffectiveness
of the soil washing processor thermal separati on/desorptiontobemonitoredandwill bea
component of the operation, maintenance, and monitoring for the site.

SECTION 9: HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Aspart of theremedia investigation process, anumber of Citizen Participation activitieswereundertaken
toinformand educatethe publicabout conditionsat thesiteand thepotential remedial alternatives. The
following public participation activities were conducted for the site:

Repositories for documents pertaining to the site were established.

A publiccontact list, whichincluded nearby property owners, e ected officials, local mediaand
other interested parties, was established.

A Fact Sheet wasprepared and sent tothe public contact listin November 2001, duringthe
Remedial Investigation field work.

A Fact Sheet wasprepared and sent to the public contact list in January 2004, announcingthe
public meeting and the availability of the PRAP.

A publicmeetingwasheld on February 19, 2004 to present and recel vecomment onthe PRAP.

A responsivenesssummary (Appendix A) wasprepared to addressthecommentsreceived during
the public comment period for the PRAP.
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TABLE 1
Nature and Extent of Contamination

October 2001 - May 2002

SURFACE SOIL Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
Semivolatile Organic Hexachlorobenzene ND - 0.820 0.410 lof 21
Compounds (SVOCs) Benzo(a)pyrene ND - 0.160 0.061 40of 21
PCB/Pesticides Aroclor 1260 ND - 1,200 1 34 of 52
Aroclor 1248 ND - 28 1 lof 52
Didrin ND - 4.2 0.044 7 of 28
Endosulfan Sulfate ND - 8.7 1 50f 28
4,4-DDT ND - 5.3 21 1of 28
Methoxychlor ND - 24 10 20f 28
gamma-Chlordane ND - 14 054 4 0of 28
Inorganic Antimony ND - 10.1 1.0 40f 21
Compounds Arsenic 49-132 7.9 6 of 21
Barium 37.4-653 300 20f 21
Beryllium 0.23-0.49 0.46 lof 21
Cacium 73.8 - 15,100 2,810 40of 21
Copper 18.2 - 461 38.3 50f 21
Iron 22,300 - 82,100 30,500 9of 21
Lead 189- 1,150 400 20f 21
Magnesium 3,610 - 6,840 5,840 20f 21
Manganese 297 -1,430 1,320 20of 21
Mercury ND - 0.34 0.1 6 of 21
Nickel 155- 136 23.8 70of 21
Sdlenium ND - 2.9 18 6 of 21
Sodium 28.2- 280 69.4 20f 21
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SURFACE SOIL Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
Thdlium 15-51 4.2 3of 21
Zinc 734 -6/470 119 90of 21
SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCG° Frequency of
SOIL Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
Volatile Organic
Acetone ND - 0.240 0.200 lof 31
Compounds (VOCs)
Semivolatile Organic Phenol ND - 0.210 .030 lof 31
Compounds (SVOCs) Benzo(a)anthracene ND - 4.1 0.244 20f 31
Chrysene ND -4.1 0.400 20f 31
bis(2- ND - 180 50 lof 31
Ethylhexyl)phthalate
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND -5.5 11 20f 31
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND - 15 11 lof 31
Benzo(a)pyrene ND - 3.5 0.061 6 of 31
Dibenzo(a h)anthracene ND - 0.270 0.014 20f 31
PCB/Pesticides Aroclor 1260 ND - 260 10 13 of 195
Didldrin ND - 0.550 0.044 9of 173
Endosulfan Sulfate ND - 2.7 1 4.0f 173
gamma-Chlordane ND - 24 0.540 1of 173
Inorganic Aluminum 8,250 - 166,000 16,300 4 of 31
Compounds Antimony ND - 17.0 1.0 4 of 31
Arsenic ND - 12.5 7.9 6 of 31
Beryllium 0.13-0.75 0.46 40f 31
Cadcium ND - 4,100 2,810 lof 31
Chromium 8.7-79.2 50 lof 31
Copper 3.6- 6,950 38.3 9of 31
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SUBSURFACE Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of

SOIL Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
Iron 11,900 - 50,700 30,500 8of 31
Lead 5.7 - 3,460 400 lof 31
Magnesium 1,860 - 8,980 5,840 9of 31
Manganese 180 - 11,400 1,320 3of 31
Mercury ND - 0.28 0.1 lof 31
Nickel 11.4 - 956 23.8 14 of 31
Potassium 237 - 1500 1,220 20f 31
Sdenium ND - 4.5 18 6 of 31
Inorganic Siver ND - 2.9 ND lof 31
Compounds Sodium 22.0-120 69.4 4 of 31
Thalium ND - 5.8 4.2 3of 31
Zinc 38.9-1,650 119 8of 31

SEDIMENTS Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of

Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
Semivolatile Organic Benzo(a)anthracene ND - 0.320 0.208¢ 20f 13
Compounds (SVOCs) Chrysene ND - 0.300 0.0225¢ 50f 13
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND - 0.490 0.0225¢ 50f 13
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND - 0.190 0.0225¢ 30f 13
Benzo(a)pyrene ND - 0.260 0.0225¢ 40f 13
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND - 0.110 0.0225¢ 2of 13
PCB/Pesticides Aroclor 1260 ND - 6.7 1 3of 13
Didldrin ND - 0.023 0.00173¢ lof 13
4,4-DDE ND - 0.019 0.000173¢ lof 13
Endrin ND - 0.045 0.0138 20f 13
4,4-DDT ND - 0.0073 0.000173¢ 1lof 13
Methoxychlor ND - 0.100 0.01038¢ lof 13
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SEDIMENTS Contaminants of Concentration SCe Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppm)? (ppm)? Exceeding SCG
gamma-Chlordane ND - 0.081 0.0000173" lof 13
Inorganic LEL®-2 1lof 13
Antimony ND - 24
Compounds SELC-25 Oof 13
Arsenic 30-111 LEL -6 9o0of 13
Arsenic 30-111 SEL - 33 Oof 13
LEL - 0.6 20f 13
Cadmium ND - 5.1
SEL -9 Oof 13
LEL - 16 11 of 13
Copper 12.8- 39.9
SEL - 110 Oof 13
Iron 16,400 - 37,800 LEL - 12 of 13
20,000
Inorganic Iron 16,400 - 37,800 SEL - Oof 13
40,000
Compounds LEL - 31 40f 13
Lead 7.6-118
SEL - 110 1lof 13
LEL - 460 12 of 13
Manganese 414 - 1,260
SEL - 1100 20f 13
LEL -0.15 30f 13
Mercury ND - 0.39
SEL - 1.3 Oof 13
LEL - 16 130of 13
Nickel 16.6 - 28.6
SEL - 50 O0of 13
LEL - 120 40f 13
Zinc 66.9 - 358
SEL -270 1lof 13
GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCG° Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)?2 (ppb)?2 Exceeding SCG
PCB/Pesticides Aroclor 1260 ND - 0.25 0.09 lof 12
Inorganic Iron 84.4 - 7,000 300 50f 6
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GROUNDWATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)?2 (ppb)2 Exceeding SCG
Compounds Manganese 12 - 2,370 300 50f 6
Sodium 3,410 - 37,400 20,000 1of 6
Thalium ND - 10.2 0.5 1of 6
WATER SUPPLY Contaminants of Concentration SCG° Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)?2 (ppb)2 Exceeding SCG
Volatile Organic
Tetrachloroethene ND - 44 5 lof 10
Compounds (VOCs)
Inorganic Iron 51.6 - 7,820 300 40f 5
Compounds Manganese 2.8- 369 300 40f 5
SURFACE WATER Contaminants of Concentration SCGP Frequency of
Concern Range Detected (ppb)?2 (ppb)2 Exceeding SCG
PCB/Pesticides Heptachlor Epoxide ND - 0.037 0.00003 lof 12
Inorganic Aluminum ND - 21,300 100 6 of 12
Compounds Cobdlt 0.46 - 39.5 5 3of 12
Copper 15-414 12.7 50f 12
Iron 32.1- 47,300 300 8of 12
Mercury ND - 0.38 0.00007 20f 12
Sdenium ND - 6.0 4.6 50f 12
Silver ND - 1.4 0.1 6 of 12
Thalium ND - 23.3 8 3of 12
Vanadium ND - 47.0 14 20f 12
Zinc ND - 296 111¢ 40f 12
Cyanide ND - 19.1 5.2 20f 12

2 ppb = parts per hillion, which is equivaent to micrograms per liter, ug/L, in water;
ppm = parts per million, which is equivaent to milligrams per kilogram, mg/kg, in soil;

b SCG = gandards, criteria, and guidance values;

°LEL = Lowest Effects Level and SEL = Severe EffectsLevel. A sediment is considered to be contaminated if either of these criteria
isexceeded. If both criteriaare exceeded, the sediment is severely impacted. If only the LEL is exceeded, theimpact is considered

to be moderate.
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4 SCGs for these contaminants in sediments are based on the organic carbon content of the samples. An average organic carbon
content of 1.73% was used to illustrate an average sediment standard, but the number of samples exceeding the SCG was based on
the organic carbon content of each individua sample.

¢ SCGsfor theseinorganicsin surface water are dependent on the hardness of the water. An average hardness of 94 ppm was used to
illustrate an average surface water standard, but the number of samples exceeding the SCG was based on the actua hardness of each
individud sample.

ND = Not Detected
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Table 2

Remedial Alternative Costs

Remedial Alternative Capital Cost Annual OM&M Total Present Worth

No Action $0 $22,000 (years 1-5) $153,000
$5,000 (years 6-30)

Hot Spot Removal and $1,633,000 $33,000 (years 1-5) $1,962,000

Permeable Cover $17,000(years6-30)

Soil Washing and Short-Terfn ~ $5,488,000 $11,000 (years 1-5) $5,536,000

Monitoring

Soil Washing to 1 ppm and $6,150,000 $11,000 (years 1-5) $6,198,000

Short-Term Monitoring

Thermal $7,114,000 $11,000 (years 1-5) $7,162,000

Separation/Desorption and

Short-Term Monitoring

Excavation and Off-Site $7,058,000 $11,000 (years 1-5) $7,106,000

Disposal and Short-Term
Monitoring
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Former Bouchard Junkyard
Town of New L ebanon, Columbia County, New Y ork
Site No. 411014

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the Former Bouchard Junkyard site was prepared by
the New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) in consultation with the
New Y ork State Department of Health (NY SDOH) and was issued to the document repositories on
January 27, 2004. The PRAP outlined the remedial measure proposed for the contaminated soil and
sediment at the Former Bouchard Junkyard site.

The release of the PRAP was announced by sending a notice to the public contact list, informing the
public of the opportunity to comment on the proposed remedy.

A public meeting was held on February 19, 2004, which included a presentation of the Remedial
Investigation (RI) and the Feasibility Study (FS) aswell as a discussion of the proposed remedy. The
meeting provided an opportunity for citizens to discuss their concerns, ask questions and comment on
the proposed remedy. These comments have become part of the Administrative Record for this site.
The public comment period for the PRAP ended on February 28, 2004.

This responsiveness summary responds to all questions and comments raised during the public meeting
and the following written comments received during the comment period. All of the following
correspondence isincluded in Attachment No. 1 of this Appendix.

1. L etter dated February 19, 2004 from Ralph Chittenden, site owner;

2. E-mail dated February 20, 2004 from Richard O. Y ork;

3. E-mail dated February 20, 2004 from Richard O. Y ork (second);

4, L etter dated February 25, 2004 from Albert I. Wheeler, Supervisor, Town of New L ebanon;

5. E-mail dated February 27, 2004 from Jeffry and Diane Sheldon;

6. L etter dated February 27, 2004 from Edward K. LaPoint, P.E., GE Corporate Environmental
Programs.

The following are the comments received, with the NY SDEC's responses:
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|. REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Comment 1: How did the Remedial Investigation results compare to the results from the initial
investigation in 19987

Response:  There was very good correlation between the results.

Comment 2: To what depth was the electromagnetic survey effective and how small an object could
it pick up?

Response:  The electromagnetic survey was effective to a depth of about 15 feet. During
excavation of test pits, we found that objects as small as a hubcap near the ground surface showed up
as anomalies on the survey.

Comment 3: How deep did the excavator reach?

Response:  The deepest test pits were excavated to a depth of ten feet below the ground surface.
Generally, there were no signs of disturbance of the soil below a depth of about five feet.

Comment 4: Were soil samples collected from the test pits?

Response:  Yes. Insome cases, more than one sample was collected from atest pit. In other
cases where no soil staining was found and the object that caused the anomaly during the
electromagnetic survey was easily identified (e.g., a car wheel), no sample was collected.

Comment 5: What is the definition of “sediment” ?

Response:  Sediment can be loosely defined as a collection of fine-, medium-, and coarse-grained
minerals and organic particles that are found at the bottom of lakes, rivers, etc.

Comment 6: How do the concentrations of PCBs at this site compare to PCBs in the Hudson River
sediment?

Response:  Of the 246 soil samples collected from the Bouchard Junkyard site for |aboratory
analysis, only two samples had a PCB concentration over 500 ppm (the highest was 1,200 ppm) and
less than 7% had PCBs over 50 ppm. More than 5,000 sediment samples were collected from the
Hudson River from Hudson Falls to the Northumberland Dam in October 2002. Of those samples,
29% had PCB concentrations exceeding 50 ppm, and two samples had PCBs greater than 10,000

ppm.

Former Bouchard Junkyard, ID#411014
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY PAGE A-2



Comment 7: Arethere concerns about an impact to wildlife at the site?

Response:  There might be some impacts to burrowing animals coming in contact with
contaminated soil, but there have been no observations of rare, threatened, or endangered species, or
species of special concern on, or in the immediate vicinity of, the site.

Comment 8: Were any fish tested for this investigation?

Response:  No. Analysis of fish tissue was not in the scope of thisinvestigation. If sediments had
shown significant PCB concentrations, fish tissue would have been tested.

Comment 9: Was any vegetation tested to seeif it took up PCBs?

Response:  No. However, the subject of PCB uptake in corn was researched and it was
determined that corn does not readily bioaccumulate PCBs.

Comment 10Were maps showing soil PCB concentration laid over the aerial photo of the junkyard
to explain the presence of the hot spots?

Response:  No. Theoblique angle of the aerial photo did not allow this comparison to be made.
Additionally, the aerial photo represented only asingle instant in 1969. The junkyard operated at the
site since at least 1959, and the locations of burning or dumping areas likely changed through the years

Comment 11Could hot spots be at the locations of burn areas?

Response:  Itiswell documented that there were fires at the site which were used to burn trash or
other flammable items. It is possible that the PCB hot spots represent these burn areas, but there are
other possible explanations for the hot spots. Some of the test pits showed some dark soil layers,
which may have represented areas where burning took place, but soil samples from those areas did not
exhibit significant PCB concentrations.

Comment 12Will PCB oil burn? What are the breakdown products when there isincomplete
combustion of PCBs?

Response:  Various PCB mixtures were used in electrical equipment for their fire retardant
properties. Thisfact, combined with the pattern of PCBs found on the site, leads us to believe that the
oil was not burned at the site. If it was burned, we would have expected to see PCBs only at the burn
areas, not spread widely across the site in the surface soil. Incomplete combustion of PCB resultsin
the formation of PCDFs (polychlorinated dibenzofurans) and PCDDs (polychlorinated dibenzodioxins
some of which are highly toxic.
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Comment 13i1n the Pittsfield (Massachusetts) area, GE provided a mixture of solvents and PCBsto
local fire departments for practice burns. Could a similar mixture have been disposed here?

Response:  Since the analytical results did not show significant concentrations of solventsin the soi
or groundwater, this particular scenario is unlikely at thissite. Typically, properties used for practice
burns using solvents have associated groundwater contamination.

[I. SELECTION OF THE REMEDY
Comment 14How were the six alternatives selected?

Response:  Theremedial technologiesinitially examined fell under the following categories:
institutional controls, isolation or containment, treatment, solidification or stabilization, and excavatio
and removal. With the exception of Alternative 1 (No Action), the five alternatives examined were
ones that remained after screening out other remediation technologies due to their effectiveness,
implementability, cost, etc. Details of this process can be found in Section 2 of the Feasibility Study
report. The“No Action” alternative serves as a baseline to compare and eval uate the effectiveness of
the other alternatives.

Comment 15MWhat is bioremediation?

Response:  Bioremediation is the breakdown of contaminants through microbial activity. The
NY SDEC removed bioremediation from consideration because it has not proved to be an effective
remedy for PCB-contaminated soil.

Comment 16\Why are there two different PCB cleanup goals, 1 ppm and 10 ppm?

Response: It depends on the depth of the soil. Surface soil (for this site defined as 0 to 18 inches)
has a1 ppm cleanup goal for PCBs. Subsurface soil (soil deeper than 18 inches) has a 10 ppm
cleanup goal for PCBs. The 1 ppm goal isfor protection of human health while the 10 ppm goal isfor
the protection of groundwater.

Comment 17What would short-term monitoring look for?

Response:  The present concept is that monitoring would include the annual sampling of the six
existing groundwater monitoring wells, three water supply wells, and three surface water locations.
Samples would be analyzed for volatiles, semi-volatiles, pesticides/PCBs, metals, and cyanide.
Monitoring would continue for five years after remediation. The number of samples, locations, chemi
analyses, and monitoring period will be evaluated during remedial design. Basically, we would want to
confirm that the remedy was effective in cleaning up the site.
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Comment 18Will the site’ s location in the floodplain affect the cleanup priority for the site?
Response:  The cleanup priority for this site has already taken into account the location of the site.

Comment 19Are there gains for the community by selecting Alternative 4, which would result in a
more thorough cleanup?

Response:  Alternative 4, Soil Washing to 1 ppm, was the only alternative examined that would
clean up all the soil PCBsto a concentration of 1 ppm or less. While it istrue that Alternative 4 woulc
not require easements and a site management plan after remediation, Alternative 3, with the institutione
controls of easements and a site management plan, would provide the same level of protection as
Alternative 4 but at alower cost.

Alternatives 5 and 6 could have also been modified to address soil with PCBs between 1 ppm and 10
ppm at depths greater than 18 inches, but the argument would be the same - cleaning surface and
subsurface soil to 1 and 10 ppm PCBs, respectively, with appropriate institutional controls, would
provide the same level of protection as cleaning all the soil to 1 ppm or less, but at alower cost.

During pre-design, design, and remedial activities, we will be refining the estimates for the volume of ¢
which will need to be treated. Based on that information, the NY SDEC may examine the feasibility of
treating some of the contaminated soil (e.g., from a more sensitive area of the site) to a cleanup goal o
less than 10 ppm.

[I1. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDY
Comment 20How successful will soil washing be?

Response:  Unitil further testing is done, we cannot answer this question. We feel the site conditions
are conducive to thistype of remedy, but if it is determined that soil washing is not feasible at this site
we have already preselected an alternate cleanup method using thermal desorption.

Comment 21 How will soil on adjacent properties be dealt with? Was it tested?

Response:  We are confident that we have identified the limits of the contamination at the site. It
appearsthat the junk cars were stored within the limits of the property lines. The only areawe know of
where there is off-site contamination is the property adjacent to the southwest corner of the site.
Contaminated soil from the former junkyard was placed there at alater time to fill in some low spots.
During the remediation, confirmatory samples will be collected from the edges of the site to make sur
all the contaminated soil has been excavated. Any off-site soil above the cleanup criteriawill be
treated.
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Comment 22Will the selected remedy prevent migration or further migration of PCBs into sediments
surface water, and groundwater?

Response:  Yes. We are confident that remediation of site soil and sediment will prevent migration
of PCBsinto the environment.

Comment 23Will dust generation be a problem during remediation? Will air monitoring be done?

Response:  Intermittent dust can be expected to be generated during excavation activities,

however, appropriate precautions will be taken during excavation of contaminated soil to mitigate dust
from migrating off-site and/or impacting on-site workers. It is anticipated that wetting the soil and wat
misting will be adequate to control dust emissions. Air monitoring will be done during remedial
activities.

Comment 24ATVsand dirt bikes use the site and cause dust to risein the air. Wefeel thisisan
immediate hazard to those individuals and a secondary hazard to residents. Will fencing be constructec
or signs be posted on the site to warn of the hazardous conditions?

Response: At thistime, the New Y ork State Department of Health does not believe limited casual
presence on the site represents a significant health concern, however, any exposure to known
contaminated media should be avoided. We will encourage the site owner to post "No Trespassing"
signs on his property. During implementation of the remedy, the site will be posted and access to the
site will be controlled.

Comment 25Will there be noise during the site remediation?

Response:  Yes. It will be aconstruction project and some noise should be expected. However,
the soil washing process will not operate on a 24-hour schedule. Thermal desorption, the alternate
remedy (if needed), would probably run on a 24-hour, 7 days a week schedule.

Comment 26\Where does the water and surfactant entrained with PCBs end up?

Response:  Thistreatment water would ultimately be disposed off-site in a hazardous waste
disposal facility.

Comment 27What happens if we hit groundwater during excavation of contaminated soil?

Response:  We have not found contaminated soil at the water table depth and do not anticipate we
will encounter those conditions.
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Comment 28How long will cleanup take?

Response:  We estimate the remedy will take six months to design and six to twelve months to
implement.

Comment 291f remediation takes several yearsto implement, will PCBs migrate far in that time?

Response:  No. PCBshave astrong affinity for organic material, such as that found in soil. Once
attached to this organic matter, PCBs are likely to remain there. For example, while we do not know
when PCBs were disposed at this site, it was prior to 1971. In the intervening 33 years, it has not
migrated into the deeper subsurface soil (without human help) or into the groundwater.

Comment 30Will the easements be permanent?
Response:  Yes.
Comment 31Would people be able to build houses on the property after the cleanup?

Response:  Yes. But the requirements for a site management plan and annual certification, and
environmental easements placed on the property would stay with the property, regardless of future
changes in ownership or subdivision. Aslong asthe terms of the site management plan are met (e.g.,
excavated soil istested for the presence of PCBs and handled accordingly), houses could be built on
the property.

Comment 32Who pays for the cleanup?

Response:  Wewill explore all options which may lead to aresponsible party funding the remedial
design and construction. If aresponsible party cannot be identified, the site will be cleaned up using
State Superfund money. If aresponsible party is subsequently identified, we will pursue cost recovery
efforts.

Comment 33How will the site be monitored after five years? Would the community be involved?

Response:  If monitoring confirms that the site was cleaned up to our satisfaction, monitoring woulc
be discontinued after five years. The number of samples, locations, chemical analyses, and monitoring
period will be evaluated during remedial design. We do not anticipate any community involvement in
monitoring process, but we will share our findings with the community. Also, keep in mind that after tt
five-year monitoring period ends, an additional measure of state oversight will be realized through
routine inspections and the annual certification requirements, which will remain in place after routine
monitoring stops.
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V. OTHER ISSUES
Comment 34Did GE have a contract with the owner to dispose of PCBs?
Response:  Not that we know of .

Comment 35Did the NY SDEC discuss this site with the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP)?

Response:  Wewill explore all options which may lead to either having a responsible party fund the
remedial design and construction or obtaining information to strengthen the state’ s cost recovery effor
Thiswill likely include discussions with the Massachusetts DEP and the USEPA.

Thefollowing commentswere provided in aletter from Edward K. LaPoint, P.E., remedial
Project Manager for GE Cor porate Environmental Programs:

Comment 36:GE questions whether soil washing will be effective at the site. At what sites has soil
washing been successfully used to treat PCBsin soil and sediment?

Response:  Soil washing has been used to successfully treat PCBs at the following sites:

Springfield Township Dump - Davisburg, Michigan - Earthtech

US Navy Environmental Leadership Program - Coronado, California- TerraKleen

Saginaw Bay Confined Disposal Facility - Saginaw, Michigan - Bergmann

Kai Tak Approach Channel Reclamation - Kowloon, Hong Kong - Biogenesis (Bench Study)
Port of New Y ork/New Jersey - Biogenesis (Bench and Pilot Studies)

Comment 37What vendors, if any, were contacted to determine if soil washing is appropriate for the
site conditions?

Response:  Vendors that were contacted during the preparation of the Feasibility Study included
Biogenesis and TerraKleen. In addition, Mr. Kevin Adler (USEPA Region 5) was contacted
regarding the use of soil washing at the Springfield Township Dump site in Michigan.

Comment 38Did the NY SDEC consider performing soil washing treatability studies on soil from the
site during the RI/FS?

Response:  No. Since we had not selected a proposed remedy or backup remedy until after the
completion of the RI/FS, treatability studies were not part of the scope of work for thissite. These
studies will be part of the remedial design.
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Comment 39How did the NY SDEC arrive at the 1% figure for residual soil which will require off-
site disposal after soil washing? GE believes that the volume of residual soil which will require off-sit
disposal will be greater than 1%.

Response:  The 1% figure for residual material was obtained from the USEPA Innovative
Technology Evaluation Report, “Biogenesis Soil Washing Technology”, dated September 1993. It
should be clarified that thisisresidual soil that is retained in the washing process following treatment ¢
does not suggest that thereis only 1% fine-grained material at the Bouchard site. The actual figure for
residual material that will require off-site disposal after soil washing will be determined during the
remedial design, however, at thistime the use of afigure other than 1% cannot be substantiated.

Comment 40What surfactants are proposed to be used? How will they be disposed?

Response:  Selection of a specific surfactant or surfactants will be made during remedial design. It
is assumed that the wash water will ultimately be disposed at a hazardous waste disposal facility.

Comment 41What wash water treatment and recycling process will be used?

Response:  The wash water treatment and recycling process will be determined during remedial
design. If the water cannot be treated for reuse, or additional wash cycles are necessary, then the
treatment cost will likely increase, and the NY SDEC would consider using the alternate technology of
thermal desorption.

Comment 42How many wash cycles were assumed for the selected alternative?

Response:  One cycle was assumed for costing purposes. Thisinformation will be fine-tuned after
treatability studies and during the remedial design process.

Comment 43Have vendors provided unit costs for soil washing? What was the basis of their
estimates? GE questions whether the estimated costs in the FS are sufficiently accurate and requests a
explanation of how these estimates were derived.

Response:  Asindicated in the Feasibility Study, costs for site work (e.g., excavation, backfilling,
etc.) were estimated using costs obtained from USEPA publications, Means Environmental
Remediation Cost Data for 2002, experience in construction adjusted for hazardous site remediation,
and discussion with remedial contractors, material suppliers, trucking companies and disposal facilitie:
A range of unit costs for soil washing were provided by Biogenesis which were not broken down to the
lineitem level presented in the Feasibility Study. However, the unit cost that was presented by
Biogenesis did agree with the numbers presented in the Feasibility Study. In addition, personnel from
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Biogenesis reviewed the costs for soil washing that were presented in the Feasibility Study and
concurred that the figures presented were accurate based on the current information available.

Comment 44Given the uncertainties associated with the effectiveness of soil washing, GE feels that
the backup technology, thermal desorption, will be implemented. Thiswill both delay implementation
the remedy and increase the costs.

Response:  Switching to the backup technology would indeed delay cleanup and increase costs.
However, we feel the innovative technology of soil washing shows sufficient promise to pursueit asth
proposed remedy. Treatability studies during remedial design will determine the efficacy of this
technology. If treatability studies show that soil washing isineffective at this site, then we would switc
to the backup technology without having spent a great deal of time and effort.

Comment 45Both the proposed remedy and the contingent remedy would take more time to
implement than Alternative 6 (Excavation and Off-Site Disposal).

Response:  The criteria used to evaluate the remedial alternatives were 1) protection of human
health and the environment, 2) compliance with New Y ork State standards, criteria, and guidance, 3)
short-term effectiveness, 4) long-term effectiveness and permanence, 5) reduction of toxicity, mobilit
or volume, 6) implementability, 7) cost-effectiveness, and 8) community acceptance.

I mplementation times for the various alternatives are rough estimates, however the proposed and
contingent remedies would likely take longer to implement than Alternative 6. Alternatives 3 and 5
were selected over Alternative 6 in part because of a preference for reducing the toxicity or volume of
the contaminants in the soil over disposing the untreated soil in a secure landfill. Also, the estimated
cost of Alternative 6 is amost the same as Alternative 5.

Comment 46Alternative 2 (Hot Spot Removal and Permeable Cover) could meet the 1 part per
million cleanup guidance in the surface soil with a 12-inch cover, as opposed to the 24-inch cover
proposed. Both the proposed remedy and the contingent remedy would take more time to implement
than Alternative 2. Also, Alternative 2 would not require treatability testing.

Response:  Alternative 2 used a 24-inch cover instead of a 12-inch cover to provide adequate
separation between contaminated and clean soil, which would allow the site to be used for agricultural
purposes after remediation. A 12-inch soil cover would meet the 1 ppm surface soil PCB cleanup
guidance, however, the 10 ppm PCB guidance for subsurface soil would not be met under this
alternative, regardless of the depth of the soil cover. Implementation timeisonly one of the criteria
examined in selecting aremedy. Alternatives 3 and 5 were selected over the other remedies for
reasons other than implementation time.

Former Bouchard Junkyard, ID#411014
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY PAGE A-10



Comment 47Alternative 2 could be modified to include excavation and off-site disposal of sediments
that could not be capped.

Response:  True. However, the 10 ppm guidance for subsurface soil would still not be met under
this modified alternative.

Comment 48Alternative 6 (Excavation and Off-Site Disposal) would be a better contingent remedy
than Alternative 5 because it costs less, does not require treatability studies, takes less time to
implement, and does not require an air emission source.

Response:  Alternative 5 was selected as a contingent remedy over Alternative 6 due to itslower
impact on local traffic and a preference for permanently reducing the toxicity or volume of the
contaminants in the soil over disposing the untreated soil in a secure landfill.

Comment 49NY SDEC did not consider in-situ thermal desorption using thermal wells as an
alternative.

Response:  Weinvestigated in-situ thermal desorption and found it to be effective, but more costly
than ex-situ thermal desorption. Thisistrue because in-situ technology would still involve excavation
and stockpiling of contaminated soil for treatment, but the cost of the in-situ treatment outweighs the
cost of the standard ex-situ thermal desorption.

Comment 50:How were soil volume estimates calcul ated?

Response:  Soil volumes were calculated based on scale drawings of the site plotted in AutoCad.
The calculated areas at given depths are multiplied by the thickness of the soil layer to determine the
volume of soil to be removed to meet the remedial goals for the site. For example, if four acres of the
surface soil is contaminated to a depth of 18 inches above a 1 ppm PCB cleanup goal, this equates to
about 9,700 cubic yards of soil. If two acres of soil at a depth of 18 to 30 inches is contaminated
above a 10 ppm PCB cleanup goal, this would equate to an additional 3,300 cubic yards of soil.

Comment 51Additional soil sampling is heeded to more accurately determine the distribution of
PCBs. The estimated volume of 3,800 cubic yards of sediment is too high.

Response:  Thevolumes and limits of excavation will be refined by additional soil and sediment
sampling during remedial design, where necessary.

Comment 52Why is surface soil being defined as the top 18 inches rather than the usual 12 inches?
At what other sites has 18 inches been used?

Former Bouchard Junkyard, ID#411014
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Response:  Based on the past use of the site for agricultural purposes and the stated desire of the
property owner to continue this practice, 18 inches was used to allow for an additional level of
protectiveness. We feel the agricultural use of this site is somewhat unique, and justifies using a differ
definition of “surface” soil. Thisdefinition has not been used at other sitesin New Y ork State. The
difference in soil volume estimates in going from 12 to 18 inchesis 2,200 cubic yards.

Comment 531f the volume estimates of soil and sediment to be treated vary from the assumptions
made during the FS, then the proposed and contingent remedies may be less cost effective.

Response:  Whilethe estimates of soil and sediment which will require treatment may change, we
do not feel they will affect the selection of the remedy and contingent remedy, since the selected
remedies were not based solely on cost considerations.

Comment 54Does the NY SDEC expect to perform additional sampling to refine the volume of soil
which would need to be treated? What analyses would be performed on the additional samples?

Response:  Thevolumes and limits of excavation will be refined by additional soil and sediment
sampling during remedial design, where necessary. These samples will be analyzed for PCBs only.

Comment 55Why does post-remedial monitoring call for analysis of hon-PCB parameters?

Response:  Asevaluated in the FS, the present concept is that samples would be analyzed for
volatiles, semi-volatiles, pesticides/PCBs, metals, and cyanide. The number of samples, locations,
chemical analyses, and monitoring period will be evaluated during remedial design. Though the cost
associated with five years of post-remedial monitoring is quite small when compared to the capital cos
of the selected remedy, the NY SDEC will look to save money where possible.

Comment 56 Based on the data collected during the RI, post remedial monitoring should not include
any sampling for PCBsin drinking water or surface water. If groundwater isincluded samples should
be collected from on-site monitoring wells on one or two occasions for confirmation purposes using
low-flow sampling techniques to minimize sample turbidity. If PCBs are detected in monitoring wells
then a more comprehensive water monitoring program could be implemented.

Response:  Post-remedial sampling will include groundwater from drinking water wells and
monitoring wells, and surface water. Use of low-flow sampling techniquesis agood idea. The number
of samples, locations, chemical analyses, and monitoring period will be evaluated during remedial
design.
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FEB 23 2004

2-19-04
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Dear Lawrence Alden,
Re: In answer to your letter:

As I have already stated my feelings against any easement on the property after
the cleanup . I would like to at least have you consider using alternative # 4 in
your plan so as to minimize the permitting or questions for work on the property
after the cleanup.

Sincerely,

Aol /(DeaTer e

Ralph Chittenden.




Larry Alden - Thursday evening’s hearing

From: "royork" <royork@prodigy.net>
To: <ljalden@gw.dec.state.ny.us>
Date: 2/20/04 9:40AM

Subject: Thursday evening's hearing
Larry,

Thank you for addressing this issue with us last.

The public has to understand that ANY potentialities of THIS remediation, regarding the negative,
short-term impacts of the dynamitic are a small price to pay for the long-term gain on all aspects of human
health and local property values, and overall quality of life in the immediate vicinity of the site and
throughout the Lebanon Valley.

Over coffee this morning my wife and | discussed the PRAP. She looked over the maps in the PRAP as
we chatted about the meeting (she was unable to attend). She grew up a couple houses down from the
junkyard and remembers the junkyard as a "playground" during her youth. She has clear memory of
certain physical characteristics of the junkyard, Bouchard's house (and swimming pool) and remembers
visiting and playing there regularly. She talked of rows of barrels and tires [| believe on the west perimeter]
that they'd play "hop-scotch” on. The consequence of missing-the-mark was landing in the "sludge"! She
also remembers the barrels were stored in the junk cars as well as in piles and doesn't recall them
spraying oil at all, ever. She claims that it wasn't busy enough traffic-wise, at least during the time she
lived and played there. She does remember the piles of barrels and the constant fires.. The "hot spots” are
most likely from stockpiles of barrels, both in the in the back locations and against the fence in front.

I am most curious about the "re-classification" and the easements and restrictions that might follow the
remediation process. Are there gains for this community should a more expensive and thorough
remediation process be used, and | ask directly regarding the restrictions and easements attached to the
property and its long-term value? Would less PPM's lower the classification rating? I'm not suggesting we
spend more money needlessly but wonder if that property has more value over the years if the extra
money is spent now to reduce the PPMs using one of the other alternatives. It is in a prime location in the
community although it's certainly not "prime property” now. Too bad for all of us!

Thanks again.

Richard O. York

76 Pool Hill Rd.

New Lebanon, NY 12125
518.794.0760
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From: "royork” <royork@prodigy.net>

To: <ljalden@gw.dec.state.ny.us>

Date: 2/20/04 6:05PM

Subject: Bouchard Site; PMAP information correct?
Larry,

With regards to the PMAP for the Bouchard site . . .on page 13, under Alternative 4, Ex-Situ Soil Washing
to 1ppm with Short-term Monitoring . . . do | read correctly that with positive results using this method of
remediation that "environmental easements and a soil management plan would not be necessary as
stated in the paragraph just above the "present worth" figure? This, according to the PMAP literature
distributed, is the only means of remediation that would not require easements and a soil management
plan. If it were to be correct the difference is merely $700,000 more than Alternative 3. It's my supposition
that this is a missed-edit. Am | correct? Please clarify this.

Thank you.

Richard O. York
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ECEIVE

FEB 26 2004
February 25, 2004

TN Pt ey

Lawrence J. Alden, PE v S s
NYS DEC Central Office ‘
625 Broadway, 12" Floor

Albany, New York 12233-7013

Dear Mr. Alden,

This letter is with regard to Site #411014, former Bouchard
Junkyard in the Town of New Lebanon.

Upon further review of the Proposed Remedial Action Plan, it
has been brought to our attention that Alternate #4 will be the
best for the property. Without the need for an environmental
easement and soil management plan, the property will become a
primer commercial property that will be more attractive for
development and will also allay the fears of some residents.

Therefore, | as Supervisor and the rest of the Town Board plus
some constituents hereby request that PRAP Alternate #4
become the Remedial Action Plan (RAP).

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Albert 1. Wheeler
Supervisor
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From: <SJeffry@aol.com>

To: <ljalden@gw.dec.state.ny.us>

Date: 2/27/04 2:47PM

Subject: PRAP for Former Bouchard Junkyard

February 27, 2004

Lawrence J. Alden, P.E.
NYSDEC

625 Broadway, 12 th Floor
Albany, NY 122233-7013

Dear Mr. Alden

Thank you for your work and planning regarding the Proposed Remedial Action
Plan of the former Bouchard Junkyard in New Lebanon. We attended the public
meeting on February 19, 2004, and found the presentation very helpful and
professional. We do continue to have a few concerns regarding the remediation of
this site.

1. Individuals continue to ride ATVs on the site which causes dust to rise in

the air. We believe this is an immediate hazard to those individuals and a
secondary hazard to residents of the neighborhood who might inadvertantly

inhale contaminated airborne dust particles. In order to diminish this hazard, we
recommend that the NYSDEC strongly encourage the owner to post warning signs
at a minimum. Fencing and warning signs would be appropriate considering the
hazard involved to human health. While the owner may be reluctant to take

these steps due to personal expense, we believe it would be reasonable for the
State to incur these costs because of the acknowledged hazards of the area.

2. While we support the proposal to wash the soil as specified in

Alternatives 3 and 4, we would like to see the soil washed to the standards in
Alternative 4, despite its somewhat higher cost. The reason we believe the higher
standard is important is that there is no assurance that subsoil will not be
disturbed in the future. We are particularly concerned that the site may be
developed in the future requiring excavation for building foundations and septic
systems. There is also the possibility that the land may be farmed employing
cultivation techniques that disturb the subsoil.

3. The funding for the remediation of the site is likely to be through the

State Superfund, which is limited in its financial scope on an annual basis by

the State Legislature. We believe it would be prudent to begin remediation as

soon as possible in order to assure that funding remains intact.

Furthermore, we believe more research should be persued regarding financial
responsibility for the cleanup. At present there appears to be at least circumstantial

evidence that General Electric was involved. We would encourage NYSDEC attorneys

to contact Mr. Tim Gray of the Housatonic River Initiative at 413-243-3353.
It appears that his organization has a history of successfully locating
evidence required for legal action.

Thank you for your work and concern in facilitating the cleanup of this site.
Jeffry and Diane Sheldon

112 Lovers Lane
New Lebanon, NY 12125



GE Corporate

Environmental Programs

Edward K. LaPoint, P.E. General Electric Company
Great Oaks Office Park, Ste: 323
Albany, NY 12203
Fax: (518) 862-2731
Dial Comm: 8* 232-2734
Telephone: (518) 862-2734

27 February 2004
MAR — | cos
Mr. Larry Alden, Project Manager
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
625 Broadway, 12" Floor
Albany, New York 12233-7013

Re: Comments on Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Former Bouchard Junkyard, Site Number 411014

Dear Mr. Alden:

The General Electric Company (GE) has reviewed the Proposed Remedial
Action Plan (PRAP) for the former Bouchard Junkyard and supporting Remedial
Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) Reports prepared by Dvirka &
Bartilucci Consulting Engineers. The company’s questions and comments

follow." The main points are:

e  We do not believe that the effectiveness of soil washing has been

demonstrated at PCB sites. If soil washing proves to be ineffective at

! GE's interest in submitting these comments stems from references in an Inactive Hazardous Waste
Disposal Report dated April 1, 2003, and the PRAP dated January 2004. These references could be read to
suggest that NYSDEC considers GE a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP). The references from the
aforementioned documents are apparently based on a 1980 memo that GE voluntarily turned over to
NYSDEC in 1998, in which a GE employee noted that he had received hearsay information suggesting that
drums containing oil and Pyranol from GE's Pittsfield facility “may” have been burned or disposed at this
site. GE is aware of no credible information which would provide a basis to suggest that GE is a PRP, not
withstanding an exhaustive search. In addition, GE has confirmed with NYSDEC's Division of
Environmental Enforcement that it has no information conceming GE’s nexus to this site other than the
“internal memo” mentioned above. Accordingly, GE expressly denies any liability for conditions at the site
and the submission of these comments should not be construed to the contrary.
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1. GE

this site, and the contingent remedy is implemented, the result will be
unnecessary delay and higher costs.

Soil washing treatability studies should have been conducted on site
soils during the RI/FS. At a minimum, grain size analyses should have
been performed. It is likely that the FS substantially underestimates
the amount of residual soil that will have to be disposed off-site after
soil washing. This could significantly affect remedial costs.

The FS and PRAP provide insufficient information on the surfactants
that are proposed for use during soil washing. The use of surfactants
can significantly impact water treatment and, therefore, the cost of the
soil washing remedy.

NYSDEC's soil volume estimates are subject to considerable
uncertainty, which may impact the basis of remedy selection.

Many elements of the long-term monitoring program proposed in the
Record of Decision (ROD) are unnecessary and result in unnecessary

costs.

Proposed Soil Washing Remedy

questions whether the proposed soil washing technology will be

effective in meeting the remedial action objectives for the site. The FS
Report references the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s
(USEPA’s) 1993 Innovative Technology Evaluation Report on Soil
Washing Technology. The results of the pilot test conducted under that
program are not applicable to the Bouchard Junkyard site. The study was
conducted on soils impacted by petroleum-based hydrocarbons and oils,
not polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Yet, page 3-13 of the FS Report
states, “Soil washing has been successfully utilized to treat PCBs,
pesticides, and SVOC [semi-volatile organic compounds] contaminated
soils at several sites under the USEPA SITE Program to levels below the

site SCGs [standards, criteria and guidance]’. Please provide the basis



2/27/2004

Page 3
for this statement, including identifying those sites where soil washing has
been successfully used to treat PCBs in soils and sediments. Please
provide any other technical references or other information supporting the
statement in the FS that soil washing has been successfully used to treat
PCBs.

2. Did NYSDEC contact soil washing vendors during the technology
screening process of the FS to determine if this technology is appropriate
for the site conditions? If so, NYSDEC should provide in the
Responsiveness Summary (RS) the name of the vendors, and the

substance of the information provided by those vendors.

3. Did NYSDEC consider performing soil washing treatability studies on site
soils during the RI/FS? If so, why were such studies not performed given
that the PRAP states that soil washing is a “relatively new technology for
use with PCBs"?

4, NYSDEC should identify any Rl data or other information that supports the
FS assumption of 1% residual soil for off-site disposal after soil washing
(i.e., 345 cubic yards of the 34,500 cubic yard excavation estimate). Are
the site soils as coarse as those treated in the USEPA case study
referenced in the FS Report? Please provide specific information on any
grain size analyses conducted to determine the amount of silt and clay in
site soils. RI boring descriptions indicate that many of the stratigraphic
units (especially at the surface) are either silt or sand and silt. Hydraulic
conductivity results from the Rl also appear to indicate the average site
soil was silty sand. Thus, GE is unable to discern the basis for the FS
assumption that the residual soil volume requiring off-site disposal would
be only 1%. Please elaborate on the effect on the remedy costs and the
amount of material that must be disposed off-site if the residual soil

volume is greater than 1%, as GE believes it would be.
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5. NYSDEC should provide more detail on the proposed surfactants to be
used during the soil washing. Information should be provided which
supports the assumption that specific surfactants can effectively be used
to wash PCB contaminated soils. In addition, NYSDEC should specify

how the surfactants will be disposed after use.

6. How will the presence of surfactants impact the stated desire to treat the
wash water for reuse during the soil washing process? The PRAP and/or
underlying FS Report should provide a description of the wash water
treatment and recycling process. If the water cannot be treated for reuse,
how much will the estimated costs of the soil washing remedy change?
The PRAP estimates that 700,000 gallons of wash water will be required,
and states that the wash water will be disposed off-site as a hazardous
waste at the end of the project. The PRAP and/or underlying FS Report
should provide a description of the wash water treatment and recycling

process.

7. The USEPA soil washing study referenced in the FS Report was
conducted on petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soils and required two
washes on each batch to meet treatment goals. If the FS has
underestimated the percentage of fines in the soil, and the ability of the
soil wash to remove the PCBs, several wash cycles will be required. Does
NYSDEC have an estimate on how many wash cycles will be necessary to
achieve the remedial action objectives? If so, please provide such
estimate. Please describe how the need for additional wash cycles would
affect the costs of the remedy. How many wash cycles were assumed in

preparing the cost estimate for the proposed remedy?

8. Have any vendors provided unit costs for soil washing? If so, please

identify the vendors and specify the cost information they provided,
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including the basis of their estimates considering the limited site-specific

geotechnical data that has been collected.

9. GE believes that the cost of soil washing in the FS is underestimated.
Given the uncertainties of the site soil properties and the volume of soil
and sediment to be treated (discussed below), and the limited information
on soil washing technologies, GE questions whether the FS estimated
costs are sufficiently accurate and requests NYSDEC to explain how

these estimates were derived.

B. Contingent Ex-Situ Thermal Remedy

1. Page 1 of the PRAP states that soil washing is a relatively new technology
for PCBs in soils. Consequently, NYSDEC has identified ex-situ thermal
desorption (Alternative 5, the most expensive alternative) as a backup
technology. Given the uncertainties associated with the effectiveness of
soil washing technology, it is likely that the contingent remedy (i.e., ex-situ
thermal desorption) will be implemented. This will both delay the
implementation of the remedy and increase the costs. NYSDEC should
address this comment in the RS and provide additional information that

supports the efficacy of soil washing for treatment of PCBs in soil.

2. The PRAP states that the contingent ex-situ thermal desorption remedy
will require a pilot test to determine its effectiveness. If performed
concurrently with the soil wash testing, and the thermal remedy is not
conducted, unnecessary costs will be incurred. In contrast, if a thermal
pilot is performed subsequently, implementation of the remedy would be
delayed. The PRAP estimates that the contingent remedy would take nine
months to design, and 12 to 15 months to implement. This is longer than
the proposed remedy, which the PRAP estimates will require only six

months to design and only six to 12 months to implement. Both the
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proposed remedy and the contingent remedy are estimated to take
considerably more time to design and implement than other alternatives.
For example, the PRAP estimates that Alternative 6 would require six
months to design and only three months to implement. Thus, the total
amount of time required to implement the contingent remedy would be
considerably more than the proposed remedy, which would, in turn, be

considerably more than Alternative 6.

C. Other Remedial Alternatives

1. Alternative 2 specifies a 24-inch soil cover. Considering that NYSDEC's
guidance and practice for PCBs in surface soil is 1 part per million (ppm)
in the top foot, a 12-inch soil cover would be just as protective. This could
consist of 6 inches of fill and 6 inches of topsoil. Using this realistic soil
cover thickness would significantly reduce the amount of clean fill that
would need to be brought to the site, reducing costs. The PRAP states
that Alternative 2, like the proposed alternative, would comply with
NYSDEC'’s threshold selection criteria. However, the time to implement
Alternative 2 is much shorter than for the proposed remedy or the
contingent remedy. Further, while pre-design sampling is needed for any
remedy, Alternative 2 does not require any treatability testing before
implementation. The non-volume-related uncertainty associated with the
cost estimate for Alternative 2 is also considerably less than for the
proposed and contingent alternatives. Finally, the PRAP suggests that 24
inches of fill and/or topsoil “would affect the grade of the site and may not
be practicable at areas around structures at the site”. This concern

provides additional support for a 12-inch layer of cover.

2. The FS Report states that Alternative 2 would not mitigate the risk
associated with PCBs above 1 ppm in sediment in the drainage ditch

located at the southeast corner of the site. However, Alternative 2 could
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be modified to require excavation and off-site disposal of the sediments in
the drainage ditch. In addition, the soil excavations on the site could be
backfilled with soil removed from near the structures, minimizing any
concern regarding grading, and also reducing the amount of backfill that
would need to be brought in to the site. This alternative, herein referred to
as Alternative 2A, should be developed and compared to other
alternatives before any final remedy decision is reached. In short,
NYSDEC should consider an Alternative 2A, which uses a 12-inch soil
cover and adds excavation and off-site disposal of the drainage ditch
sediments. If this modified alternative is rejected, NYSDEC should

provide its rationale.

3. Based on the information presented in the PRAP and supporting FS
Report, Alternative 6 has more merit than Alternative 5, the contingent
remedy. It accomplishes the same objectives and is somewhat less
expensive, has far less cost uncertainty and is therefore more cost-
effective. While the PRAP estimates the difference in cost at only
$56,000, the cost estimate associated with the contingent remedy is
subject to much greater uncertainty than the excavation and off-site
disposal approach in Alternative 6. According to the PRAP (page 14), the
contingent remedy also requires a bench-scale test and/or pilot study to
determine the effectiveness of ex-situ thermal desorption for this site.
Alternative 6 requires no such testing. The contingent remedy involves an
air emission source, which is often a concern to the public. In addition,
according per the PRAP, the contingent remedy would take 12 to 15
months to implement. Contrastingly, the PRAP states that Alternative 6
would only take three months to implement. For all these reasons,
Alternative 6 appears to be better than Alternative 5 and, at a minimum,

should be the contingent remedy if soil washing proves to be ineffective.
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4.

NYSDEC did not consider using in-situ thermal desorption using thermal
wells as an alternative to ex-situ thermal desorption. This alternative
(referred to herein as Alternative 5A ) would involve the consolidation of
soils and sediment that contain PCBs above NYSDEC's guidance (i.e., 1
ppm for surface soils and 10 ppm for subsurface soils) to create a
treatment cell, which could be located in the area where the PCB-impacts
extend the deepest (i.e., at the former burn pit). In-situ thermal desorption
would then be performed using thermal wells installed into the treatment
cell. The vendor that employs this technology uses a flameless thermal
oxidizer to treat the off-gasses from the desorption. Preliminary
calculations suggest that the capital costs associated with Alternative 5A

could be significantly less than for the contingent remedy.

Volume Estimates and Pre-Design Needs

There are many issues regarding the volume estimates on which the PRAP

is based. These are discussed further below, and are summarized as:

1.

Recreating NYSDEC's volume estimating process is difficult using
existing documents;

There are many vertical and horizontal soil and sediments data gaps;
There are no continuously sampled soil sample locations to determine
the profile of PCBs;

NYSDEC'’s use of the top 18 inches to define surface soil is not
justified;

Volume estimates are key factors in the remedial cost estimates; and

Plans for pre-design sampling have not been presented.

It is very difficult to independently calculate the estimated volume of
surface and subsurface soils (i.e., 28,000 and 2,700 cubic yards,

respectively) based on the information provided in the PRAP and its
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supporting documents. Please describe the method used by NYSDEC to

obtain these estimates and provide back-up information.

2. Based on our review of the Rl Report, additional sampling of surface soils,
subsurface soils and sediments is needed to more accurately determine
the distribution of PCBs and, therefore, the lateral and vertical limits of
excavation associated with the proposed or contingent remedies and
Alternatives 2, 4 and 6 (and also Alternatives 2A and 5A discussed
herein). For example, a review of the available data shows that the
deepest soil sample collected at some locations contained PCBs above 50
ppm, the level used to define the hot-spot removal associated with
Alternative 2 and the level above which additional regulatory requirements
must be considered. Further, at other locations, the deepest soil sample
contained PCBs above 10 ppm, the NYSDEC'’s cleanup goal for
subsurface soils at this site. It appears that additional sampling must be
performed during the remedial design to fill these data gaps. Does
NYSDEC expect additional sampling to be performed during the remedial
design? If not, how will the lateral and vertical limits of the excavation be

determined to avoid over-excavation?

3. On page 7, the PRAP states that “waste oil containing PCBs was thought
to have been spread at the site as a means of dust control and weed
control”. Thus, the depth of PCB-impacted soil is likely to be quite shallow
across much of the site. During the RI, the vertical distribution of PCBs
was not defined by collecting samples from 0 to 3 inches, 6 to 12 inches,
12 to 18 inches and 18 to 24 inches. At several locations, no samples
were collected within the top 2 feet except for a sample from 0 to 2.4
inches. Additional surface and subsurface soil sampling is needed during
remedial design to limit over-excavation and, therefore, avoid unnecessary
expenditures. Does NYSDEC expect additional sampling to be performed
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during the remedial design? If not, how will the lateral and vertical limits of

the excavation be determined to avoid over-excavation?

4, The PRAP estimates that 3800 cubic yards of sediment would be
excavated from the drainage ditch under either the proposed or contingent
remedy or Alternative 6. This appears to be based on overly conservative
assumptions, namely, that the sediment excavation would be 500 feet
long, 100 feet wide and 2 feet deep. Thus, the “footprint” of the
excavation is estimated at 50,000 square feet. Three sediment samples
appear to have been collected during the Rl from within the proposed
excavation area. However, based on Figure 4-8 of the RI Report, PCBs
were reported in one of the three samples (i.e., SD-8) at only 0.077 ppm,
considerably less than the NYSDEC's SCG of 1 ppm for sediment in Table
1 of the PRAP. Eliminating this sample would appear to reduce the
footprint of the excavation by about 12,500 square feet, which, assuming a
2-foot depth, would reduce the volume of excavated sediment by
approximately 925 cubic yards, or almost 25 percent of the original
estimate of 3800 cubic yards. In addition to the above, the three sediment
samples collected during the RI from within the footprint of the proposed
excavation area were all obtained from the centerline of the ditch and
were collected from the 0- to 6-inch depth interval. No information is
presented to justify excavating sediment to a depth of 2 feet. Further, no
information is presented to justify a 100-foot wide excavation. The
distance between the top of the bank on either side of the drainage ditch is
estimated at about 60 feet on average. Using an assumed total width and
depth of 60 feet and 6 inches, respectively, and adjusting the length as
described above, the footprint of the proposed excavation would decrease
from 50,000 square feet to just 22,500 square feet, and the volume of
excavated sediment would decrease from 3800 cubic yards to slightly less

than 420 cubic yards, an 89 percent reduction. Does NYSDEC expect the
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lateral and vertical excavation limits to be refined during the remedial

design? If not, how will over-excavation be avoided?

5. The FS and PRAP select an 18-inch depth to distinguish between surface
and subsurface soils. What is the basis of this decision? Selecting an18-
inch depth rather than 12 inches to distinguish between surface and
subsurface soils significantly increases the estimated volume of
excavation for several alternatives, including the proposed and contingent
remedy, and, therefore, significantly increases the estimated capital costs.
This additional volume could approach 9000 cubic yards, or 25 percent of
the total volume estimated in the PRAP. NYSDEC should revise the
surface soil definition to be the top 12 inches, or, at a minimum, explain
why a depth of 18 inches provides any appreciable extra protectiveness.
If 18 inches is used, please identify other sites where a depth of 18 inches

has been used to define surface soil.

6. The estimates of the volume of excavated soil and sediment may not
simply be a remedial design issue. Because the cost behavior of the
various alternatives differs, changes in the estimated volume have the
potential to impact remedy selection. For example, the “fixed” costs
associated with the proposed and contingent remedies are much higher,
and the “variable” costs much lower, than for the excavation and off-site
disposal approach associated with Alternative 6. Thus, if the volume of
excavated soil and sediment is actually much lower than 34,500 cubic
yards, as we expect based on our review, the proposed and contingent

remedies will appear much less cost effective.

7. It is not clear from the PRAP whether NYSDEC expects additional
sampling to be performed during remedial design to determine the actual
volume of surface and subsurface soils that need to be excavated for

either the proposed or contingent remedies. Therefore, we request that
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NYSDEC clarify its expectations, and, if additional sampling is envisioned,
we ask that NYSDEC state what analyses would be performed on the
additional samples. If NYSDEC envisions additional sampling during the
remedial design for non-PCB parameters, we request that the basis for

those other analyses be provided.

E. Long-Term Monitoring

1. The results of sampling performed during the R, before the
implementation of any remedial action, do not support the need for an
extensive long-term monitoring program after the remedy is implemented.
VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides and cyanide were not detected above SCGs in
groundwater from the monitoring wells. Metals detected in groundwater
from the monitoring wells represent background levels. SVOCs,
pesticides and cyanide were not detected above SCGs in groundwater
from the private water supply wells. SVOCs, pesticides and cyanide were
not detected above SCGs in groundwater from the private water supply
wells. Metals detected in groundwater samples from the private water
supply wells represent background. VOCs and SVOCs were not detected
above SCGs in surface water samples. Pesticides, metals and cyanide
found in surface water samples are not site-related. Why does the long-
term monitoring included in the PRAP and underlying FS Report include
sampling for non-PCB parameters given these pre-remedial conditions?
Eliminating the analysis of non-PCB parameters would reduce operation
and maintenance (O&M) costs and appears to be appropriate given the

results of the RI.

2. PCBs are the only constituent of concern at the site for which NYSDEC
has proposed cleanup objectives, and PCBs were not detected in any of
the drinking water samples collected during the Rl or in any of the surface

water samples collected during the RI. In the monitoring wells, PCBs
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were detected in one monitoring well at 0.25 parts per billion (PPB) during
one of the two sampling rounds; PCBs were not detected in any of the
other monitoring well samples. The single sample that showed PCBs was
from monitoring well MW-2, located near the center of the site. As
discussed in the PRAP on page 6, “PCBs are not readily dissolved in
water and are thus not expected to be found in groundwater or surface
water unless associated with fine-grained material suspended in these
media”, and, given the location of well MW-2, we suspect that the
detection of PCBs in this well during one of the two sampling rounds was
due to sample turbidity. Based on the data collected during the R, the
monitoring included in Alternatives 2 through 6 should not include any
sampling for PCBs in drinking water wells or surface water. |If
groundwater sampling is included, it should consist of collecting samples
from existing on-site monitoring wells on one or two occasions for
confirmation purposes. Low-flow sampling should be employed to help
minimize the likelihood of false positives associated with sample turbidity.
If PCBs are detected in the on-site monitoring wells, then a more
comprehensive water monitoring program, including drinking water wells,

could be implemented.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding GE's

comments.
Sincerely,
Edward K. LaPoint, P.E.
Remedial Project Manager
cc: Michael S. Elder, Esq.
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Administrative Record

Former Bouchard Junkyard
Site No. 411014

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Former Bouchard Junkyard, dated January 2004,
prepared by the NY SDEC.

Referral Memorandum dated November 16, 2000 for the Former Bouchard Junkyard.

RI/FS Work Plan for the Former Bouchard Junkyard, dated November 2001, prepared by
Dvirka & Bartilucci Consulting Engineers.

Citizen Participation Plan for the Former Bouchard Junkyard, dated November 2001, prepared

by the NY SDEC.
Fact Sheet prepared November 2001 by NY SDEC.

Remedial Investigation Report, dated August 2002, prepared by Dvirka & Bartilucci
Consulting Engineers.

Feasibility Study Report, dated April 2003, prepared by Dvirka & Bartilucci Consulting
Engineers.

Fact Sheet prepared January 2004 by NY SDEC.

L etter dated February 19, 2004 from Ralph Chittenden, site owner.

E-mail dated February 20, 2004 from Richard O. Y ork.

E-mail dated February 20, 2004 from Richard O. Y ork (second).

L etter dated February 25, 2004 from Albert |. Wheeler, Supervisor, Town of New L ebanon.
E-mail dated February 27, 2004 from Jeffry and Diane Sheldon.

L etter dated February 27, 2004 from Edward K. LaPoint, P.E., GE Corporate Environmental
Programs.

New Y ork State Department of Health ROD concurrence letter, dated March 29, 2004.
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