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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAME AND =TION 

Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater Contamination 
Town of,North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This Record of Decision presents the selected remedy for the 
first operable unit for the Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater 
Contamination Superfund Site (Site), located in the Town of North 
Hempstead, Nassau County, New York, which was chosen in 
accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 
as amended, (CERCLA) 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601-9675, and, to the extent 
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. The informatlon 
supporting this remedial action decision, is contained in the 
Administrative Record for the Site. The Administrative Record 
index is attached (Appendix 111). 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
concurs with the selected remedy (Appendix IV). 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action 
selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and 
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the 
environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

This operable unit represents the first of two planned operable 
units for the Site. It addresses the principal threats at the 
Site and the fate and transport of the source contamination in 
the groundwater at the Site. 

A second operable unit for the Site will address additional 
potential sources of groundwater contamination. 
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The major components of the selected remedy include: 

Upgrade of the existing groundwater air stripper treatment 
system on the Stanton Cleaners Property to allow for an 
increased pumping rate if groundwater modeling indicates 
that the increased pumping would benefit the comprehensive 
groundwater cleanup at the Site. 

Enhanced groundwater plume capture via pumping of 
contaminated groundwater from extraction wells, to be 
installed off the Stanton Cleaners Property, and treatment 
through the use of air stripping of volatile organic 
compounds. If necessary, this system also includes 
treatment of off-gasses with granular activated carbon and 
pre-treatment of the groundwater with chemical precipitation 
and filtering for metals. The treated groundwater will be 
discharged to a storm sewer unless studies indicate that it 
can be reinjected. 

Continued operation of the soil vapor extraction system on 
the Stanton Cleaners Property for soils contaminated with 
volatile organic compounds, including treatment of 
contaminated vapors using a vapor phase granular activated 
carbon treatment system. 

Indoor air monitoring of affected buildings near the Stanton 
Cleaners Property, with interventions, if necessary. 

Long-term groundwater monitoring. ' 

Groundwater use restrictions. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, in consultation with 
the State of New York, has determined that the above-referenced 
remedy is appropriate for this operable unit of the Site in order 
to protect human health and the environment. 

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

In accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP, it has 
been determined that the selected remedy 1) is protective of 
human health and the environment; 2 )  complies with legally 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements under Federal 
and State statutes; 3) is cost-effective; 4 )  utilizes permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and, 5) satisfies 
the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to 
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reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants at a site. 

Because the remedy will result in hazardous substances remainin? 
on-site above health-based levels that allow for unlimited use 
and unrestricted exposure, a review of the remedial action, 
pursuant to CERCLA §121(c), 42 U.S.C. §9621(c), will be conducted 
within five years after the initiation of the remedial action to 
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection 
to human health and the environment. 
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
.- - . 

The Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater Contamination Site (Site) 
includes an active dry-cleaning business, located at 110 Cutter 
Mill Road in the Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York 
(Figures 1 and 2). The Stanton Cleaners Property (SCP) is 
approximately 1/4 acre in size and includes a one-story building 
in which the dry-cleaning business operates andan adjacent one- 
story boiler/storage building (Figures 3 and 4). Most of the SCP 
has been paved with asphalt except for a narrow strip at the rear 
of the property. Adjoining properties include an indoor tennis 
facility, a synagogue and school facility, a condominium and a 
service station. The surrounding community is zoned commercial/ 

. . '  .residential and is serviced by public sewer and water. Public 
water is supplied by the Water Authority of Great Neck North 
(WAGNN). Three public water supply wells are located 
approximately 1000 feet south of the SCP. 

.- Long Island is situated on bedrock overlain by sediment. Three 
major aquifers comprise most of Long Island's water supply: the 
Upper Glacial, the Magothy and the Lloyd. The Lloyd sand member 
is the deepest aquifer (resting directly on the bedrock). The 
Magothy Aquifer (Magothy) is situated directly below the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer (Upper Glacial) and above the Lloyd Aquifer 
(Lloyd) and consists of layers of fine sands, clays, silts and 
some coarse beds of sand and gravel. The Upper Glacial consists 
of fine to coarse layers of sand and gravel, boulders and clay. 
The Magothy is the principal water supply aquifer in this area. 
Two of the WAGNN wells are located in the Magothy; the third well 
pumps from the Lloyd and is considered a backup well. The Upper 
Glacial deposits in the area of the Site facility range from 
approximately 95 feet thick at the WAGNN production well #9 '(PW- 
09) to approximately 170 feet thick at monitoring well MW-19. 
The Upper Glacial is not typically used for water supply in 
Nassau County due to the greater likelihood of contamination. No 
private wells have been identified in the project area. 

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

According to property ownership records, dry cleaning operations 
have been conducted on the SCP since 1958. These operations 
included Stanton Cleaners, Inc. (Stanton), the dry cleaners 
operating at the SCP when it was first identified-as a source of 
contamination at the Site. The property changed ownership 
several times during its history; the current-owner acquired the 
property in November 1967. Nassau County Department of Health 
(NCDOH) records indicate that in the late 1970's and early 
1980fs, the Citizen's Water Supply Company, previous owner of the 
public supply wells, noted low levels of the volatile organic 
compound (VOC), tetrachloroethene [also known as 



percholoroethyene or PERC] (PCE), a solvent commonly used by dry 
cleaners, in the WAGNN public water supply wells. In 1983, WAGNN 
solicited help from NCDOH to assist them in identifying potential 
sources of PCE. As a result, the SCP was inspected in 1983 by 
NCDOH. The inspection revealed a discharge pipe leading from the 
dry cleaning fluid separator to the grassy, sloped area at the 
rear of the building; elevated levels of PCE contamination in 
soils, up to 8000 parts per million (ppm), were present in soils 
in this area. In 1983, approximately 20 cubic yards of soil were 
removed by the former operator, Stanton, a potentially 
responsible party (PRP), to an off-site disposal facility. 
Because further sampling revealed high levels of PCE still 
present in the soil, NCDOH ordered additional investigations and 
referred the Site to New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) in January 1984. At that time, the PRP's 
consultant conducted additional investigations, including the 

- installation of seven groundwater monitoring wells (Figure 5). 
In 1985, an additional well (MW-2) was installed by the Nassau 
County Department of Public Works (NCDPW). Total VOCs (primarily 
PCE) were found at levels up to 11,700 parts per billion (ppb) in 
the groundwater; the highest levels were found in MW-6, located 
100 feet south of the SCP. 

In April 1985, Stanton entered into a consent order with NYSDEC. 
As part of the agreement, a groundwater extraction and treatment 
system was installed, consisting of a pumping well (IW-1) 
adjacent to MW-6 and an air stripping tower constructed behind 
the operating facility. Since that time, contaminated water has 
been pumped through the air stripper where VOCs are removed. The 
treated water is then discharged to the local public storm drain 
system which, after moving through a series of drainage ditches, 
empties into Little Neck Bay. This treated water has been 
monitored for compliance with NYSDEC discharge standards since 
the system went into operation. Historically, the monitoring has 
shown discharges from the system exceeded permit limitations on 
several occasions. In addition, the system was inoperable much 
of the time since its installation. Since this system was 
ineffective in addressing groundwater contamination and because 
soils behind the SCP remained contaminated, NYSDEC added this 
Site to the NYS Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Sites in 1993 as a Class 2 site. A Class 2 site is a site which 
poses a significant threat to the public or the environment and 
action is required at such sites. 

As a result, in April 1997, NYSDEC approved a work plan to 
perform a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to 
address air, soils and groundwater contamination. Since the 
RIIFS began, additional response actions or interim remedial 
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measures have been conducted. In December 1997, the WAGNN 
informed the NYSDEC that their Watermill Lane air stripper, which 
treats VOC-contaminated water from their two Magothy supply 
wells, was failing. In addition, influent (untreated water) data 
from these supply wells showed levels of PCE up to 170 ppb in the 
summer of 1997, close to the 200 ppb design capacity of the 
previous WAGNN air stripper. In March 1998, NYSDEC agreed to 
fund the construction of a new air stripper to treat these higher 
contaminant concentrations. A new air stripper was constructed 
and put on-line in the summer of 1998. This air stripper was 
designed to be able to treat up to 2,000 gallons per minute of 
water containing VOC concentrations up to 3400 ppb. The RI, as 
well as previous investigations, have identified the SCP as a 
source of the contamination found in two of the supply wells. 

In March 1998, NYSDEC requested the assistance of EPA to conduct 
- an emergency response action to address PCE-contaminated soils at 

the Site, which were a source of groundwater contamination and 
which were impacting indoor air quality in adjacent buildings. 
As a result, in September 1998, EPA utilized its removal 
authorities to fund the design, installation and operation of a 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) system and to mitigate indoor air 
releases. EPA is currently operating an interim SVE system to 
remove PCE from contaminated soils. A permanent SVE system will 
be installed in late Spring 1999. In September 1998, under its 
removal authority, EPA also installed a temporary soil vapor 
interceptor system adjacent to the impacted Plaza Tennis Building 
(Plaza Tennis) in order to mitigate impacts from PCE vapors to 
this facility. 

In May 1998, NYSDEC requested that one of the PRPs repair the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system which had worked only 
intermittently since it began operating in 1989. In July 1998, 
the system was repaired and put back on-line; however, follow-up 
sampling showed that effluent water samples exceeded discharge 
standards. As a result, that PRP was asked to install granular 
activated carbon (GAC) to treat further the elevated PCE levels 
from the air stripper. Subsequent sampling showed that effluent 
samples are now meeting discharge standards. 

The Site was proposed for listing on the Federal National 
Priorities List (NPL) of hazardous waste sites on January 19, 
1999. 

The PRPs for the Site, documented to date, include the current 
owner of the SCP, a former operator of the SCP and a long-term 
lessee of the SCP. The PRPs failed to implement the RI/FS at the 
Site when requested by NYSDEC. EPA intends to contact the PRPs 
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and request that they implement the remedial program. The PRPs 
may be subject to legal actions by EPA and/or the State for 
recovery of all response costs EPA and/or the State have or will 
incur for this program. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

The Proposed Plan for OU-1 was released by NYSDEC (in 
consultation with EPA) to the public for comment on February 12, 
1999. The Proposed Plan and other Site-related documents, 
including the RUFS reports, were made available to the public at 
information repositories located at the Great Neck Library, the 
EPA-Region I1 office in New York, New York and the NYSDEC-Region 
I office in Stony Brook, New York. The notice of availability 
for the above-referenced documents was published in the Great 
Neck News, Nassau County, on February 19, 26 and March 5, 1999. - The public comment period on these documents was held from 
February 12, 1999 to March 15, 1999. 

On February 24, 1999, NYSDOH conducted a series of three 
availability sessions to apprise the Plaza Tennis patrons of the 
results of air sampling conducted at the Plaza T e ~ i s  location. 
Plaza Tennis is one of the establishments affected by the PCE- 
contamination. On March 11, 1999, NYSDEC, NYSDOH and EPA 
conducted a public meeting at the Saddle Rock Elementary School, 
10 Hawthorne Lane, Great Neck, New York to inform local officials 
and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review 
current and planned remedial activities at the Site, and to 
respond to any questions from area residents and other attendees. 

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in 
writing during the public comment period are included in the 
~es~onsiveness Sumnary (see Appendix V) . 
SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

In order to mitigate contamination, the Site has been divided 
into two operable units. Operable Unit One (OU-1) is the subject 
of this Record of Decision (ROD) and addresses VOC-contamination 
in the surface and subsurface soils at or very close to the SCP, 
indoor air and the groundwater, which resulted from disposal 
activities at the SCP. 

Operable Unit Two (OU-2) will address additional potential 
sources of groundwater contamination at the Site. 
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SVMUiRY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature and extent of any 
contamination resulting from previous activities at the Site. 
The RI, performed by Dvirka and Bartilucci for NYSDEC, was 
conducted between September 1997 and October 1998. The RI Report 
was issued in November 1998. The FS, identifying appropriate 
remedial alternatives, was issued in January 1999. 

The field work for the RI included the following activities: 

Site facilities inspection; 
private water well survey; 
public water supply well survey; 
soil gas survey of the SCP; 
soil probe borings and soil sampling; 
groundwater monitoring system installation and sampling: 
groundwater elevation and flow data; 
indoor and outdoor air sampling; 
drainage system sediment sampling; 
steam/vacuum system sampling; 
subsurface soil sampling; and, 
groundwater pump test. 

To determine which media (soil, groundwater, air, etc.) contain 
contamination at levels of concern, the RI analytical data were 
compared to applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) . Groundwater, drinking water and surface water standards 
identified for the Site are based on Federal and State ARARs. 
NYSDEC Technical Assistance Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) No. 4046 
provides soil cleanup objectives for the protection of 
groundwater, background conditions and health-based exposure 
scenarios. NYSDOHrs guideline for PCE in air was used for 
evaluating indoor air quality. 

The primary contaminant-of-concern at the Site is PCE. 

Based upon the results of the RI, certain areas and media of the 
Site require remediation. These are summarized below. More 
complete information can be found in the RI Report. 

Soil Gas Survey 

A soil gas survey was conducted on the SCP to evaluate the 
concentrations of VOCs in the soils. This survey was used to 
locate possible sources of contamination and was performed in the 
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sloped grass area at the rear of the SCP and in the parking area 
northeast of the boiler room building. A total of 34 soil gas 
samples were collected (Figure 6). 

The results of the soil gas survey indicated that VOCs in soils 
are present in the sloped grass area behind the SCP and the 
boiler room building (Figure 7 ) .  Total VOC readings in the 
sloped grass area reached as high as 15,400 ppm. Total VOC 
readings of greater than 1,000 ppm were measured behind the 
affected buildings, and in a 20 feet by 50 feet area adjoining 
Plaza Tennis. 

Total VOC concentrations in the alleyway between the operating 
dry cleaning facility and the boiler room building were as high 
as 47,700 ppm; the VOC concentrations immediately northeast of 
the boiler room building were as high as 32,900 ppm. Total VOC . readings decreased significantly to levels below 100 ppm toward 
the northeast and northwest edges of the SCP. 

Drainaae Svstem and Sums 

Based on the facility inspection, one dry well and two drainage 
sumps were identified on or near the SCP. The locations of the 
dry well and drainage sumps are identified on Figure 8. Sediment 
samples were collected from each of the two drainage sumps (DW-02 
and DW-03) and analyzed for VOCs. The dry well was considered 
too far from the SCP to be impacted and, therefore, was not 
sampled. 

The results of the sediment/sludge samples collected from the 
sump located on the northeast portion of the parking area and the 
sump located at the northeast end of the concrete trough 
indicated trace levels of PCE at DW-02 (21 ppb) and non- 
detectable levels at DW-03, respectively. 

Subsurface Soils 

As part of the source area investigation, 25 shallow soil borings 
(GP-01 through GP-24 and SB-03; see Figure 9) were drilled on the 
grassy slope at the rear of the property and the paved area near 
the boiler room building. The borings were drilled in suspected 
source areas based on the results of the soil gas survey and 
samples were collected to define the horizontal and vertical 
limits of soil contamination on the SCP. A total of 49 
subsurface soil samples were collected for VOC analysis. 
Results, showing the distribution of PCE contamination for three 
depth intervals (0 to 10 feet, 10 to 20 feet and 20 to 30 feet), 
are presented on Figures 10, 11 and 12, respectively. 
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Three compounds were found to exceed NYSDEC soil cleanup 
objectives, which are 1.4 ppm, 0.7 ppm and 0.25 ppm for PCE, 
trichloroethylene (TCE) and 1,2 dichloroethene (DCE), 
respectively. PCE concentrations exceeded the NYSDEC objective 
at 13 of 25 boring locations. The highest PCE concentration 
(6,200 ppm) was detected at GP-04 (11-12 feet below grade). This 
boring is located behind the SCP. Nine ofthe 13 borings with 
PCE concentrations that exceeded the NYSDEC soil cleanup 
objective were located behind the SCP building in the area of 
previous soil remediation activities. At six locations, PCE 
concentrations exceeding the NYSDEC objective were found at 

. .  -.depths exceeding 20 feet below grade. TCE concentrations 
exceeded the NYSDEC objectives at three of the 26 boring 
locations. The highest TCE concentration ( 3 8  ppm) was detected 
at GP-06 (3-4 feet below grade). DCE concentrations (27 ppm and 
91 ppm) exceeded the NYSDEC objective in subsurface soils. 

.. 
Two deep soil borings, identified as SB-01 and SB-02 on Figure 9, 
were drilled in the parking area on the northeast side of the 
boiler room building to determine the vertical extent of soil 
contamination in this area. These deep soil borings were drilled 
to 69 feet, with two sampling intervals each: SB-01 at 47 feet 
and 61 feet and SB-02 at 51 feet and 61 feet for SB-02. None of 
the samples exceeded the soil cleanup objective for PCE or other 
Site-related contaminants. 

Summarv of Soil Contamination 

Soil samples collected during the RI show an area of soil 
contamination, exceeding the NYSDEC soil cleanup objective, of 
approximately 1,500 square feet. Given the depth to groundwater 
at approximately 70 feet below grade, it is estimated that up to 
3,800 cubic yards of soil may require remediation. This estimate 
assumes that contamination above the cleanup criteria extends 
from the ground surface to the water table. It is likely that 
this assumption overestimates the volume of soil requiring 
remediation. 

Indoor and Outdoor Air 

During the course of the RI/FS, several rounds of indoor and 
outdoor air samples were collected. Indoor air samples were 
collected from neighboring buildings, including the indoor Plaza 
Tennis to the southeast and northeast, the synagogue buildings to 
the south and southwest and the parking garage of the condominium 
building north of the indoor Plaza Tennis. Outdoor air samples 
were-collected immediately behind the SCP building. Sampling 
locations for the February 23, May 8, September 17 and 
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October 15, 1998 sampling events are illustrated on Figures 13, 
14, 15 and 16, respectively. Air sampling devices included 
organic vapor diffusion monitors which use a charcoal absorbent 
pad, charcoal sorbent tubes and Summa canisters which are 
evacuated steel canisters with flow regulators that collect and 
store an air sample. All samples were sent to a laboratory for 
chemical analysis. 

PCE concentrations in air collected from indoor locations was 
compared to Federal and State guidance values. The NYSDOH 
guideline value for PCE in indoor air is 100 micrograms of PCE 

..per cubic meter of air (pg/m3). The NYSDOH guidance value is 
based upon a consideration of the effects of long-term exposure 
to PCE in air. It is used to guide decisions about actions to 
reduce human exposure to PCE. NYSDOH recommends, for example, 
that actions to reduce human exposure should be considered when 

- an air level exceeds the guideline value. NYSDOH also recommends 
that immediate action to reduce exposure should be considered 
when an air level is ten-times higher than the guideline, i.e., 
when an air level is 1,000 pg/m3 or higher. 

The Federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR) uses Environmental Media Evaluation Guidance (EMEG) 
values as screening levels to identify potential contaminants and 
media of concern. For PCE, the ATSDR uses a chronic duration 
inhalation EMEG value of 270 pg/m3. ATSDR uses an acute 
inhalation EMEG value of 1,350 pg/m3. Both of these values were 
derived from health effects observed during much higher 
occupational-level exposures. 

Air sampling results from the first two rounds of sampling 
revealed that the neighboring Plaza Tennis and the synagogue had 
PCE concentrations in excess of the NYSDOH guidance value of 100 
pg/m3 (Tables 1 and 2). The highest PCE levels encountered were 
collected from Plaza Tennis, with concentrations ranging from 120 
to 190,000 pg/m3. PCE was found at concentrations between 1,000 
and 2,800 pg/m3 in some areas of the tennis courts where people 
could be exposed. These concentrations exceed NYSDOH's guideline 
value by more than ten times, i.e., greater than 1,000 pg/m3, 
indicating that immediate actions should be considered to reduce 
exposure. The highest levels were encountered in Tennis Court #1 
which is immediately adjacent to the source area behind the SCP. 
Some anomalously high samples were collected behind plastic 
curtains against the outer walls and adjacent to suspected cracks 
in the foundation of Plaza Tennis. These three samples, with PCE 
concentrations ranging from 20,000 to 190,000 pg/m3, most likely 
reflect soil vapors directly infiltrating into Court 1 through 
cracks in the foundation. While these samples are not 
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representative of overall indoor air quality, they do reflect the 
magnitude of contamination directly abutting this corner of Plaza 
Tennis. 

Samples collected from the nearby synagogue contained PCE at 
concentrations ranging from 2.7 to 210 pg/m'. Only one sampling 
location, a classroom on the lower level of the synagogue, had 
concentrations in excess of the NYSDOH guideline of 100 ug/m . 
Two basement parking garages in a nearby condominium were sam~le5 
for PCE during the second round of sampling. While neither 
sample contained PCE above the NYSDOH guideline of 100 pg/m\ the 

. results suggested subsurface migration of PCE into the building 
and the need for additional testing. 

Two additional rounds of sampling, the third and fourth rounds, 
were conducted at the Site in September 1998 by EPA and in 

. October 1998 by NYSDEC/NYSDOH; the results are listed in Tables 3 
and 4. These rounds were conducted to assess the extent of 
contamination at the condominium and to assess the effectiveness 
of a foundation vent system installed at Plaza Tennis by EPA 
during September 1998. The parking garage of the adjacent 
condominium complex was found to have levels of PCE from 12 to 
1,092 pg/m3 in areas of the basement where people could be 
exposed. Samples collected from the floor drains within the 
parking garage contained PCE at levels up to 3,400 pg/m3. Three 
samples collected from the lobby of the ground floor of the 
condominium ranged from 4.5 to 14 pg/m3. The lobby 
concentrations were below the NYSDOH air guideline of 100 pg/m3 
and are very similar to concentrations of PCE which may be found 
in indoor air. 

In December 1998, EPA installed devices in the garage floor 
drains to prevent contaminated vapors from migrating into the 
parking garage. Results from basement garage samples, collected 
in October, suggest that PCE concentrations have decreased to 
levels below 100 pg/m3. The cumulative results indicate that, 
prior to installation of the floor drain backflow devices, PCE 
vapors were migrating into the lower garage through the floor 
drains, resulting in elevated concentrations in both garages but 
not in the ground floor of the condominium. PCE concentrations 
in the lobby remained low during both sampling rounds indicating 
that the ground and upper floors of the building were not 
significantly affected. 

Third round samples were collected from Plaza Tennis before and 
after EPArs installation of a soil vapor interceptor (vent) 
system along the foundation of the structure. A fourth round of 
samples was collected afterward. Results indicated that PCE 
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concentrations on Court 1 dropped from approximately 1,500 pg/m' 
to about 200 pg/m3 after the vent system became operational. 
Results from samples, collected in October, confirmed PCE 
concentrations at about 250 to 300 pg/m3. These concentrations 
are expected to decrease even further as the SVE system continues 
to operate. 

Steam and Vacuum Svstem 

One water/condensate sample was collected from the condensate 
reservoir of the steam/vacuum system, which is part of the 
finishing process, located in the boiler room on the SCP. This 
analysis revealed only trace levels of PCE (3 ppb), indicating 
that an active contaminant source is no longer present (Figure 
17). 

. Groundwater 
Monitoring wells were installed at the Site to provide subsurface 
geologic data, to allow monitoring of groundwater elevations and 
quality, to evaluate the direction of groundwater flow and to 
characterize the extent of the groundwater contaminant plume. A 
total of 10 monitoring wells were installed for this 
investigation (Figure 18). The wells were screened in the Upper 
Glacial and Magothy. These were installed in addition to four of 
the previously existing Site monitoring wells [four of the 
original eight wells were deemed unusable] and eight wells 
adjacent to the SCP which were installed to monitor groundwater 
at nearby service stations. 

The monitoring wells were constructed in the vicinity and 
downgradient of the SCP. The locations for downgradient 
monitoring wells, MW-11, MW-12, MW-13, MW-14 and MW-15, were 
selected based on known groundwater quality and estimated 
groundwater flow direction between the SCP and the WAGNN1s well 
field located south of the SCP. Samples from these wells were 
analyzed for VOCs. The results of the analysis were used to 
locate monitoring wells MW-17, MW-18, MW-19 and MW-20. MW-16 was 
placed hydraulically upgradient of the SCP. 

Groundwater samples were collected between January 19 and January 
29, 1998, from each of the 10 newly installed wells and 12 
existing wells. All wells were sampled for VOCs. Samples 
collected from 13 wells were also analyzed for iron and manganese 
for groundwater treatment system design purposes. 
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Levels of PCE greater than 1,000 ppb (the Federal and State 
maximum contaminant level (MCL) is 5 ppb) were detected in 
shallow groundwater samples collected in the immediate vicinity 
of the SCP. The highest concentration detected was 17,880 ppb at 
monitoring well G-03, located on the service station property 
adjacent to the SCP. 

The data show a groundwater plume moving in a westerly dlrectlon 
from the SCP, consistent with the regional groundwater flow for 
this area. It appears, however, that the WAGNN water supply 
wells have a significant hydraulic influence on the local 
groundwater flow pattern, resulting in groundwater flow becoming 
southeasterly toward the supply wells. A generalized VOC- 
concentration contour map of the SCP area is presented as Figure 
19. Figure 20 provides a hydrogeochemical cross section of the 
Site area. 

The distribution of VOCs in the Upper Glacial indicates that the 
SCP is a likely source of groundwater contamination that impacts 
the WAGNN wells on Watermill Lane. It is believed that the WAGNN 
production wells (PW-02A and PW-09) are drawing contamination 
from the Upper Glacial as a result of high, sustained pumping 
rates of these wells and their close proximity to the 
contaminated groundwater in the Upper Glacial. The 
discontinuities in the silty clay layers found beneath the SCP 
reinforces this likely migration route. 

Levels of total VOCs above groundwater standards were also 
detected upgradient of the SCP at concentrations of 1,760 ppb in 
MW-01 and 600 ppb in MW-16, respectively. The contamination 
found in these wells may be Site-related since a drainage system 
behind the Site may have carried contaminants to a drywell 
located near MW-16 and clay lenses in the subsurface may have 
allowed contaminants to spread in this direction (see Figure 20). 

Results of iron and manganese analyses from the shallow wells 
indicate levels above their respective Federal and State 
standards. MW-01 had the highest levels of iron at 472,000 ppb 
(dissolved) and manganese at 9,450 ppb (dissolved). These data 
are important for the design of remedial systems. 

Historically, VOCs have been detected at the WAGNN Magothy 
production wells #9 (PW-09) and #2A (PW-02A), located 
downgradient of the SCP, at levels up to 170 ppb and 14 ppb, 
respectively. However, the Magothy monitoring wells IMW-14, MW- 
18, MW-20 and AM-03) installed upgradient of these wells did not 
show.any VOC-contamination above Federal and State standards. 
These data conflict with screening data from samples collected 
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from these areas during drilling in the Magothy using the 
Hydropunch method. The Hydropunch method allows for the 
collection of groundwater samples during drilling at specific 
depth intervals to help define specific zones of contamination. 
This is useful when deciding how deep to construct a well. The 
samples collected during this effort indicated some contamination 
in the Magothy above Federal and State standards (from 26 ppb in 
MW-14 to 94 ppb in MW-18). However, under the particular 
contaminant conditions at the Site, i.e., high PCE levels in the 
shallow Upper Glacial, the higher contaminant levels found in 
these samples is suspect. It is likely that, while drilling 

.. ..through the shallower aquifer, cross-contamination of the deeper 
zone samples occurred. The greatest concentrations of 
contaminants reside in the Upper Glacial. 

Two deep monitoring wells (MW-18 and MW-20) were sampled and 
- analyzed for iron and manganese. Neither of the samples 
collected contained iron or manganese above Federal and State 
standards. 

Groundwater Summarv 

Levels of PCE, TCE and DCE at combined concentrations of greater 
than 10,000 ppb were detected in the Upper Glacial in the 
vicinity of the SCP. Initially, the plume of groundwater 
contamination extends from the SCP in a southwesterly direction, 
then it turns south and eventually southeasterly towards the 
WAGNN water supply wells. This is illustrated on Figures 21 and 
22 which show the groundwater flow directions in the Upper 
Glacial and the Magothy, respectively. 

As described above, the clay unit, that was encountered between 
the Upper Glacial and Magothy (see Figure 20), is most likely not 
continuous across the Site and does not act as a significant 
barrier that would prevent contaminants from migrating from the 
Upper Glacial to the Magothy in the vicinity of the SCP. Because 
of this geohydrology and because of the historically poor 
handling and disposal practices of spent PCE at the SCP, a 
pathway does exist which could allow contamination from the SCP 
to impact the WAGNN water supply wells located approximately 1000 
feet downgradient (south) . 
Aauifer Testinq 

An aquifer test was conducted on extraction well IW-1, the 
groundwater extraction well located on the synagogue property. 
The aquifer test was performed in May 1998. The results of the 
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test indicated that IW-1 is capable of sustaining a pumping rate 
of 10 gpm and would be ultimately capable of rates up to 20 or 25 
gpm. The system is currently operating at 10 gpm. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

This section describes the types of human exposures that may 
present added health risks to persons at or around the Site a!; 
describes the risks associated with current and future site 
conditions. A more detailed discussion of the health risks can 
be found in the RI Report. 

The primary contaminant-of-concern at the Site is PCE. EPA's 
Integrated Risk Information System indicates that PCE has 
demonstrated toxicity to a number of organ systems in the body 
including the central nervous system, liver and kidney. 

- Additionally, PCE has demonstrated carcinogenicity in animal 
models. 

Exposure is necessary in order for a toxic substance, such as 
PCE, to cause a health effect. An exposure pathway is how an 
individual may come into contact with a contaminant. The five 
elements of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of 
contamination, 2) the environmental media and transport 
mechanisms, 3 )  the point of exposure, 4) the route of exposure 
and 5) the receptor population. These elements of an exposure 
pathway may be based on past, present or future events. 

Human exposure pathways known to presently exist or that have 
historically existed at the Site include: 

Direct contact with (dermal absorption) contaminated soils 
at or near the SCP. 

Ingestion of contaminated soils at or near the SCP. 

Inhalation of contaminated air, associated with contaminated 
soils, at or near the SCP. 

An additional human exposure pathway which could potentially 
exist at the Site is as follows: 

Direct contact with (dermal absorption), ingestion of and 
inhalation associated with contaminated groundwater. 

A qualitative risk assessment was performed for the Site and 
indicates that potential exposure to the groundwater poses an 
unacceptable risk. The PCE data obtained from groundwater 
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monitoring wells consistently and significantly exceeds the 
Federal and State standard of 5 ppb. 

Additionally, inhalation of volatilized PCE in indoor locations 
is a significant exposure pathway. Samples collected in March 
1998, using passive dosimeter badges, showed significantly 
elevated levels of PCE at Court 1, the portion of Plaza Tennis 
closest to the SCP. An air sample collected at the tennis net 
showed PCE levels ranging from 1,400 to 2,800 pg/m3. Along the 
inside wall of Plaza Tennis, adjacent to the contaminated soil 
area, levels up to 190,000 pg/m3 were noted in what appears to be 
.a crack in the foundation. The NYSDOH guideline value for PCE in 
air is 100 pg/m3. At concentrations 10 times that level (1,000 
pg/m3), NYSDOH recommends that the need to take immediate action 
to reduce exposure be considered. 

- On August 11, 1998, ATSDR issued a health consultation based on 
the April NYSDOH air sampling event. The PCE data were compared 
to ATSDRfs Environmental Media Evaluation Guide (EMEG) values. 
As previously noted, ATSDR uses a value of 1,350 pg/m3 to assess 
short-term exposures and 270 pg/m3 to assess long-term exposures. 
Based upon a comparison of the indoor air quality with these 
values, ATSDR has recommended that efforts be made to mitigate 
the migration of vapor phase PCE from the subsurface soils into 
the indoor air environments in buildings in the vicinity of the 
Site. 

In addition to presenting an unacceptable risk to public health, 
by virtue of the release of vapors into indoor air environments, 
the VOC contamination in the soil at the SCP also presents an 
unacceptable risk by serving as a continuing source of 
contamination to the groundwater. 

Actual or threatened release of PCE from the Site, if not 
addressed by the selected remedy or one of the other active 
measures considered, may present a current or potential threat to 
the public health, welfare or the environment. The exposure 
pathways will be addressed through the remedial actions to be 
implemented at the Site. 

. . 

Ecoloaical Assessment 

Potential exposure routes of Site contamination to terrestrial 
wildlife were considered. Much of the Site is paved or covered 
by structures and there is little, if any, potential for wildlife 
to be exposed to contaminated Site subsurface soils. The only 
potential route of exposure to wildlife in the Site vicinity is 
if contaminants were transported through'groundwater and 
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. . 
discharged via groundwater into surface waters, such as Little 
Neck Bay, located approximately one mile southwest of the Site. 
The Site poses no unacceptable risk to ecological receptors. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human 
health and the environment. Under Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. Section 9621(d), EPA is also required to attain, at CERCLA 
sites where a remedial action is being implemented, legally 
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State 
requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations which are 
collectively referred to as ARARs, unless such ARARs are waived 
under CERCLA section 121(d) 14). EPA also uses "to be considered" 
(TBCs) values, that include nonbinding criteria, advisories, 
guidance and proposed standards. 

Goals for the remedial program have been established through the 
remedy selection process. The overall remedial objective is to 
meet all ARARs and be protective of human health and the 
environment. 

The objectives selected for this Site are as follows: 

Reduce, control or eliminate contaminants in soil and 
groundwater to the maximum extent practicable. 

Restore the aquifer to its best beneficial use, i.e, a 
source of drinking water. 

Eliminate the potential for human exposure to contaminated 
Site groundwater, soil and indoor air. 

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA 5121 (b) (1) , 42 U.S .C. §962l (b) (11, mandates that a remedial 
action must be protective of human health and the environment, 
cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b) (1) also establishes a 
preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal 
element, treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the 
volume, toxicity or mobility of the hazardous substances, 
pollutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA §12l(d), 42 U.S.C. 
§9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action must attain a 
level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, 
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pollutants and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs under 
Federal and State laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant 
to CERCLA S121 (d) ( 4 ) ,  42 U.S.C. S962l (d) (4). 

This ROD evaluates, in detail, three remedial alternatives for 
addressing contaminated groundwater, air and soils associated 
with the Site. The capital costs and operation and maintenance 
(O&M) costs of the alternatives are discussed below. 

Potential remedial alternatives for the Site were identified, 
screened and evaluated in the January 1999 FS. Since 
contamination from the Site consists of VOCs, the FS utilized 
EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) 
Directive 9355.0-48FS: Presum~tive Remedies: Site 
Characterization and Technoloov Selection for CERCLA Sites With 
Volatile Oraanic ComDoLIndS in Soils and OSWER Directive 9283.1- 

- 12: Presum~tive ResDonse Strateav in Ex-Situ Treatment 
Technoloaies for Contaminated Groundwater at CERCLA Sites. 

The time to implement reflects only the time required to 
construct the remedy and does not include the time required to 
design the remedy, to procure contracts for design and 
construction or to negotiate with responsible parties for 
implementation of the remedy. Alternatives #2 and #3, described 
below, assume a long-term groundwater extraction treatment for 20  
years and operation of the SVE system for 2 years. All of the 
alternatives assume a groundwater monitoring program of up to 30 
years. The actual time period of implementation of the 
alternatives may differ from these assumptions. 

The potential remedies are intended to achieve the established 
remedial goals for the contaminated media at the Site, including 
VOC-contaminated groundwater, soils and indoor air. The 
alternatives discussed below may vary in title and description 
from those identified in the FS but are functionally the same. 

The remedial alternatives are as follows: 

A #1: No Further Action. 

A #2: Upgrade of the Existing Groundwater Extraction and 
Treatment System (SCP), Groundwater Plume Enhanced 
Capture and Treatment System (off SCP) and Continued 
Operation of the Source Control SVE System. 

A #3: Upgrade of the Existing (SCP) Groundwater Extraction 
and Treatment System, Continued Operation of the Source 
Control SVE System and Off-site Natural Attenuation. 



Alternative #l: No Further Action 

Present Worth: 
Capital Cost: 
O&M/yr cost: 
Time to Implement: 

$lSO,OOO 
$ 0 
$ 10,350 
0 years 

The no further action alternative is evaluated as a procedural 
requirement and as a basis for comparison. It requires continued 
monitoring only, allowing the Site to remain in an unremediated 
state. This alternative would leave the Site in its.present 
condition and would not provide any additional protection to 
human health or the environment. 

Under the no further action alternative, no measures would be 
taken to remove or contain the groundwater contamination. EPArs 

- SVE system would cease operation in the Fall of 1999. The 10 gpm 
groundwater extraction and treatment system on the SCP is managed 
by one of the PRPs. The system would not be maintained by EPA 
nor NYSDEC if the PRP were no longer able to maintain its 
operation. However, this alternative presumes that long-term 
monitoring of indoor air and groundwater would be implemented and 
access and use restrictions would be maintained. The long-term 
groundwater monitoring program is assumed to remain in effect for 
up to 30 years. 

Alternative #2: Upgrade of  the  Exist ing Groundwater Extraction 
and Treatment System (SCP), Groundwater Plume Enhanced Capture 
and Treatment ( o f f  SCP) and Continued Operation of the Source 
Control SVE System. 

Capital Cost: 
O&M/yr cost: 

Existing ExtractiodTreatment system 
Enhanced ExtractiodTreatment system 
SVE system (2 yrs) 
Discharge Monitoring (20 yrs) 
Groundwater Monitoring (30 yrs) 

Present Worth: 
Time to Implement: 

(20 yrs)$ 9,775 
(20 yrs)$ 69,000 

$ 155,250 
$ 27,600 
$ 10,350 
$2,195,000 

1 year 

Alternative #2 includes three key components. The first 
component is the upgrade of the existing groundwater extraction 
and treatment system on the SCP which includes an increased 
pumping rate, provided that groundwater modeling supports the 
upgrade. Modeling would be performed during the remedial design. 
If the modeling does not support the increased pumping rate, then 
the system will continue to operate at the 10 gpm level. The 
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existing extraction well is ultimately capable of pumping at a 
rate of 20 gpm to 25 gpm; however, the VOC treatment system 1s 
not capable of treating groundwater at this flow rate and would 
have to be upgraded in order to meet discharge standards. 

The second component of Alternative #2 includes an enhanced 
system to capture and treat the contaminated groundwater plume. 
One or two extraction wells would be installed at the 1 ppm PCE 
contaminant contour, approximately 400 feet south and 
downgradient of the SCP. Contaminated groundwater would be 
pumped from the extraction wells at a rate of approximately 50 to 
100 gpm. The extracted contaminated groundwater would then be 
directed to a newly constructed air stripping treatment system, 
located off the SCP, to remove VOCs. If necessary, any off- 
gasses would be treated, using a vapor phase GAC filter, to 
ambient air quality Federal and State standards. If necessary, 
pretreatment may be necessary to prevent fouling of the air 
stripper by metals, which naturally exist in the groundwater. 
The pretreatment process for metals removal would utilize 
chemical precipitation and pH adjustment combined with filtering. 
Pretreatment metals residuals would be disposed of according to 
Federal and State RCRA disposal standards, and the treated 
groundwater would be discharged to either a storm or sanitary 
sewer, in accordance with Federal and State effluent discharge 
limitations. The vapor phase GAC filters would be designed for 
regeneration. The operation time for extraction and treatment is 
expected to be approximately 20 years before drinking water 
standards in the aquifer would be achieved. 

Groundwater use restrictions would be imposed in the Site area to 
prevent the installations of any drinking water wells. It is 
currently anticipated that the long-term groundwater monitoring 
program would remain in effect for up to 30 years. 

The leading edge of the plume is being captured by the WAGNN 
wells where it is treated to meet Federal and State drinking 
water standards. As a result of the strong influence of the 
WAGNN pumping wells on that portion of the aquifer which is in 
close proximity to the extraction wells, it is not feasible to 
capture the leading edge of the groundwater VOC plume before it 
reaches the WAGNN wells. 

The third component of Alternative #2 addresses soil and indoor 
air contamination by providing for the continued operation of the 
SVE system so that VOCs can be removed from the soils to 
protective levels. EPA currently anticipates that the SVE system 
will-need to be operated for approximately two years beyond the 
one year that is authorized under EPA's removal authority. 
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Alternative #2 also includes operation of the passive air venting 
system and the long-term monitoring of indoor air, with 
interventions, if necessary, which may include the use of air 
purifying, ventilation and/or vapor barrier systems. 

Alternative 13: Upgrade of the Existing Groundwater Extraction 
and Treatment System (SCP), Continued Operation of the Source 
Control SVE System and Off-site Natural Attenuation. 

Capital Cost: $ 65,000 
O&M/yr Costs: 

Existing ExtractiodTreatment system (20 yrs) $ 9,775 
SVE system (2  yrs) $ 155,250 
Discharge Monitoring (20 yrs) $ 13,800 
Groundwater Monitoring (30 yrs) $ 10,350 

Present Worth: $ 784,000 
- Time to Implement: 6 months 

The proposed remedial plan for Alternative # 3  is the same as 
Alternative #2, except that it does not include active 
remediation for contaminated groundwater not currently captured 
by the present system but instead would rely on monitored natural 
attenuation to reduce contaminant concentrations in this portion 
of the plume. 

Natural attenuation includes a series of natural subsurface 
processes which reduce contaminant concentrations in the 
groundwater. These processes include dilution, dispersion, 
volatilization, biodegradation, adsorption and chemical 
reactions. 

Further consideration of natural attenuation would require 
groundwater modeling and evaluation of contaminant degradation 
rates to determine feasibility. Alternative #3 would also 
require a long-term, comprehensive groundwater sampling and 
analysis program to confirm that attenuation is proceeding at 
predicted rates and is consistent with the groundwater cleanup 
objectives. 

Groundwater monitorina results for the natural attenuation remedv 
would be reviewed witgin five years after implementation of the - 
remaining portion of the remedy to ensure that the remedy 
continues to provide adequate protection to human health and the 
environment. If the data show that VOC-contamination in the 
groundwater is not being reduced, then the need for an active 
groundwater treatment system would be reevaluated. 
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SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

In selecting a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in 
CERCLA S121, 42 U.S.C. S9621, by conducting a detailed analysis 
of the viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR 
§300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The detailed 
analysis consisted of an assessment of the individual 
alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a 
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of 
each alternative against those criteria. 

.The following "threshold" criteria must be satisfied by any 
alternative in order to be eligible for selection: 

A Qverall wrotection of human health and the environment 
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection 

.. and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced or controlled 
through treatment, engineering controls or institutional 
controls. 

A Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will 
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal 
and State environmental statutes and requirements and/or 
provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

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

A Lona-term effectiveness and Dermanence refer to the ability of 
a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and 
the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. 
It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the 
measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by 
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

A Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv or volume throuah treatment is 
the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies a 
remedy may employ. 

A Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed 
to achieve protection from any adverse impacts on human health 
and the environment that may be posed during the construction 
and implementation period until cleanup goals are achieved. 
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Im~lementability is the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of 
materials and services needed to implement a particular 
option. 

A Cos_t includes both estimated capital and operation and 
maintenance costs and net present worth costs. 

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

State acceDtance indicates whether, based on its review of the 
RI/FS reports and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, 
opposes or has no comment on the selected remedy. 

A Communitv acce~tance will be assessed in the ROD and refers to 
.. the public's general response to the alternatives described in 

the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan. 

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon 
the evaluation criteria, described above, follows: 

A Overall ~rotection of human health and the environment 

The no further action alternative would not be protective of 
human health as the potential for exposure to contaminated 
soil and groundwater would remain. Because Alternative #1 
would not provide for removal or control of contaminated 
groundwater, the contaminant plume would continue its 
migration downgradient where public water wells exist and are 
currently being threatened by contamination from the Site. 
Although a portion of the groundwater contamination is 
currently being addressed by one of the PRPs, this alternative 
would not include a system upgrade or continue its operation 
if the PRP were no longer able to do so. Alternative #1 would 
not address VOCs in soils or in the air at the various 
affected buildings adjacent to the SCP, except during the one 
year operation of the SVE system under EPA1s removal program. 
At the conclusion of the one year operation, the VOCs in soils 
and in the air may continue to present a threat to human 
health and the environment. 

Alternatives #2 and # 3  would be protective of human health 
with respect to groundwater contamination on the SCP through 
upgrade of the existing extraction and treatment system. 
Alternative #2 also includes expanded groundwater extraction 
and treatment for contamination. However, Alternative #3 
includes no such expanded groundwater extraction and treatment 
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and, therefore, would not be effective in actively eliminating 
or minimizing the potential for impacts to human health or the 
environment for this portion of the contaminant plume. As in 
the no further action alternative, the potential for continued 
downgradient migration of the contaminant plume, where public 
water wells are being threatened, would still exist. Because 
of the high level of 'contamination present in the groundwater 
at the Site, and its persistence for close to two decades, it 
is anticipated that without active groundwater remediation, 
the contaminants would not be reduced to health based levels 
in a reasonable time frame. As a result, Alternative # 3  would 

. .  . .  not achieve one of the remedial action objectives. 

Alternatives #2 and #3 would both include the continued 
operation of the SVE system and would, therefore, ensure that 
concentrations of VOCs in soils would not pose a threat to 

.. human health and the environment and would.eliminate cross 
media contaminant impacts from the source to the groundwater. 

All of the alternatives would include monitoring of indoor air 
and groundwater, as well as restricting groundwater use in the 
vicinity of the plume. 

A Comliance with ARARs 

The no further action alternative would not achieve compliance 
with AWLRs for groundwater and would not meet the remedial 
action objectives for the Site. The ARARs for the groundwater 
are the Federal MCLs for drinking water or, if more stringent, 
New York State drinking water standards. Specifically, 
contamination in groundwater would not be removed or 
contained, allowing for continued potential impacts to 
downgradient public water supplies. While a portion of the 
groundwater is currently being partially remediated by a PRP 
through extraction and treatment, this system would not be 
maintained by EPA nor NYSDEC if the PRP were no longer able to 
maintain its operation. 

Alternative #2 would achieve ARARs bv removina contamination 
in the groundwater to the extent practicable fhrough the use 
of proven technologies includina woundwater extraction and 
treatment systems.- Alternative-#: includes natural 
attenuation for groundwater off the SCP. A natural 
attenuation groundwater alternative would likely result in 
continued impact of these wells from Site-related 
contamination. As discussed above, because the groundwater 
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beyond the existing treatment system would not be actively 
remediated under this alternative, compliance with groundwater 
ARARs would not be achieved within a reasonable time frame. 

Alternatives #2 and #3 would remediate soils to levels that 
would no longer result in the cross media impacts 
(contravention of groundwater ARARs) to the groundwater. 

All three alternatives would include long-term monitoring of 
the groundwater contaminant plume and indoor air. Use of 
groundwater in the area of the plume would be restricted. 

. . .  

A Lona-term effectiveness and permanence 

The no further action alternative would not be effective in 
the long tern. The groundwater contamination found beyond the 

.. area of groundwater currently being captured by the present 
system, would not be removed nor contained nor would 
Alternative 11 ensure the continued operation of the existing 
groundwater extraction and treatment system if the PRP were to 
fail to do so. 

Alternatives #2 and #3 rely on removal of PCE from the 
contaminated groundwater at the SCP using the existing 
groundwater extraction and treatment system through air 
stripping along with other conventional treatment 
technologies. Alternative #2 also includes enhanced capture 
and treatment of PCE as described above. As such, this 
alternative would provide an adequate and effective level of 
protection over the long term. As discussed above, because 
Alternative #3 relies on natural attenuation of the 
groundwater plume downgradient of the SCP, it would take much 
longer to achieve remedial goals and would require greater 
reliance on groundwater use restrictions. 

Both Alternatives #2 and # 3  would permanently remove VOCs from 
the soils and would be effective in eliminating the continued 
cross media contaminant impacts to the groundwater and the 
impacts to indoor air. 

A Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv or volume throuah treatment 

The no further action alternative would not reduce the 
toxicity, mobility or volume of the PCE-contamination, except 
during the one year operation of the SVE system under EPA's 
removal program. At the conclusion of the one year operation, 
the VOCs in soils and in the air may continue to present a 
threat to human health and the environment. 
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Alternatives #2 and #3 would effectively remove PCE from 
contaminated groundwater captured by the existing groundwater 
treatment system. The same would apply to groundwater not 
currently captured by the existing system identified above in 
Alternative #2. Alternative #3 would not reduce the toxicity, 
mobility or volume of contamination in the groundwater to the 
same extent as Alternative 112. Because a destruction, 
treatment or immobilization technology is not being employed 
for all Site groundwater under Alternative 83, this 
alternative is not as effective as Alternative #2. 

Alternatives #2 and #3 would be equally effective in reducing 
the toxicity, mobility and volume of contamination in Site 
soils. 

'A Short-term effectiveness 

Since no further action is proposed for Alternative #I, there 
are no short-term effects associated with this alternative. 

Alternatives #2 would require construction of an additional 
groundwater contamination recovery system. Implementation of 
this alternative poses very limited short-term effects or 
disruptions to the community during well drilling and 
construction of a groundwater extraction and treatment system. 
The small amount of contaminated groundwater and soil that are 
generated during construction can be safely handled and 
disposed of off the SCP. Additionally, a program of 
monitoring during remedial activities will ensure that the 
public is not impacted by air-borne contaminants. Lesser 
short-term impacts would be associated with Alternative #3 
which involves operation of the existing system but relies on 
natural attenuation for the remaining groundwater. 

Both Alternatives #2 and #3 would have some short-term lmpacts 
associated with the upgrade of the on-site treatment system if 
implemented; these impacts would also be easily addressed. 
Since the significant construction impacts for the SVE system 
required for Alternatives #2 and #3 have already been 
completed, there would not be any short-term impacts with its 
operation. 

All of the alternatives are implementable. No further action 
is the easiest to implement. Alternatives #2 and #3 would 
utilize common construction equipment and materials. The 
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services and technologies are readily available. Access 
agreements would be necessary to implement construction 
activities. Site zoning is not expected to change. 

The no further action alternative is the least costly 
alternative. This alternative has no capital costs associated 
with it but includes the cost for long-term sampling and 
analysis of monitoring wells and indoor air. 

Alternatives #2 and #3  have a similar cost with respect to the 
existing groundwater extraction and treatment system on the 
SCP and continued operation of the SVE system. However, 
Alternative #2 is considerably higher in cost because it 
addresses the entire groundwater plume. 

. 
A State acceDtance 

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy, Upgrade of the 
Existing Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System (SCP), 
Groundwater Plume Enhanced Capture and Treatment System (off 
SCP) and Continued Operation of the Source Control SVE System 
(Alternative # 2 ) .  A letter of concurrence is attached as' 
Appendix IV. 

A Communitv acce~tance 

Community acceptance of the selected remedy was assessed 
during the public comment period. While the community had 
numerous questions regarding the data presented in the RI and 
the preferred alternative, there was general acceptance of the 
selected remedy. Specific responses to public comments are 
addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as 
Appendix V. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED ReMEDY 

The selected remedy for OU-1 at the Site is Alternative #2, the 
Upgrade of the Existing Groundwater Extraction and Treatment 
System (SCP), Groundwater Plume Enhanced Capture and Treatment 
System (off SCP) and Continued Operation of the Source Control 
SVE System. The selected remedy is protective of human health 
and the environment, complies with Federal and State requirements 
that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the 
remedial action and is cost-effective. 
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In summary, the elements of the selected remedy are as follows: 

Upgrade of the existing groundwater air stripper treatment 
system on the SCP to allow for an increased pumping rate if 
groundwater modeling indicates that the increased pumping 
would benefit the comprehensive groundwater cleanup at the 
Site. 

A Enhanced groundwater plume capture via pumping of contaminated 
groundwater from extraction wells, to be installed off the 
SCP, and treatment through the use of air stripping of VOCs. 
If necessary, this system also includes treatment of off- 
gasses with GAC and pre-treatment of the groundwater wlth 
chemical precipitation and filtering for metals. The 
remediation goal is to reduce the level of VOCs in the aquifer 
to Federal and State drinking water standards, including 5 ppb 
for PCE. The treated groundwater will be discharged to a 
storm sewer unless studies indicate that it can be reinjected. 

A Continued operation of the SVE system on the SCP for soils 
contaminated with VOCs, including treatment of contaminated 
vapors using a vapor phase GAC system. The remediation goal 
for contaminated soils is 1.4 ppm for PCE, which is the NYSDEC 
TAGM 4046 guideline. 

Indoor air monitoring of affected buildings near the SCP, with 
interventions, if necessary, which may include the use of air 
purifying, ventilation and/or vapor barrier systems. 

A Long-term groundwater monitoring. 

A Groundwater use restrictions. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

As previously noted, CERCLA 5121 (b) (I), 42 U.S.C. §962l (b) (11, 
mandates that a remedial action must be protective of human 
health and the environment, cost-effective and utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Section 
121(b) (1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions 
which employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce 
the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. 
§9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action must attain a 
degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under Federal and State 
laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA 
§I21 (d) (41, 42 U.S.C. §962l (d) (4) . 
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For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the 
selected remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA S121, 42 U.S.C. 
S9621: 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment and will achieve the identified remedial action 
objective . 
Com~liance with ARARs 

The selected remedy will comply with ARARs identified for the 
Site and will be demonstrated through monitoring. 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 61 - National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants. 

40 CFR Part 254.25 - ~x'cavation and Fugitive Dust 
Emissions. 

40 CFR Part 261 - Hazardous Waste Identification Rule for 
Contaminated Media. 

40 CFR Part 262.1 - Standards for Generators of Hazardous 
Waste. 

40 CFR Part 263 - Standards Applicable to Transport of 
Hazardous Waste. 

40 CFR Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of 
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal 
Facilities. 

40 CFR Part 268 - Land Disposal Restrictions. 

6 New York Code of Rules and degulatio-ns (NYCRR) Part 
200.6 -Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

6 NYCRR Part 372 - Hazardous Waste Manifest System & 
Related Standards for Generators, Transporters and 
Facilities. 



Location-Specific ARARs: 

6 NYCRR Subpart 373 - Final State Standards for Owners 
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and 
Disposal Facilities. 

Chemical-Specific ARARs: 

A NYSDEC Title 6, Chapter XI Parts 700-706, 1998, Final 
Combined Regulatory Impact and Environmental Impact 
Statement, Division of Water; the cleanup level for PCE 
is 5 ppb. 

A NYSDEC Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance 
Values and Part 5 of NYS Sanitary Code. 

A 40 CFR Part 141, Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs); the cleanup level for PCE is 5 
P P ~  - 

A None applicable 

To-Be-Considered: 

A NYSDEC TAGM 4046 soil cleanup levels. 

A NYSDEC Control of Toxic Ambient Air Contaminants (Air 
Guide I). 

A NYSDOH Guidelines for Tetracholoroethene (PERC) in air. 

A ATSDR EMEG indoor air screening levels. 

Cost-Effectiveness 

The selected remedy is cost-effective in that it provides overall 
effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total present worth 
cost of the selected remedy, including operation and maintenance, 
is $2,195,000. A full cost breakdown is presented in Table 5. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Te olo 'es o E 

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 
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Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

The selected remedy requires that the principal threats posed by 
the Site, PCE-contamination in groundwater, soils and indoor air, 
be treated via the groundwater treatment system and SVE system 
and satisfies the preference for treatment as a principal 
element. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan for the Site groundwater, identifying the 
.selected remedy as Alternative #2, was released to the public on 
February 12, 1999. There are no significant changes from the 
preferred alternative, as presented in the OU-1 Proposed Plan. 
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TABLE 1 

STANTON CLEANERS SITE 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY 

SUMMARY OF AIR SAMPLE RESULTS 
(First Round of Air Sampling) 

, .  . .  

.. 

Notes: All sample types are passive dosimeter badges unless noted. 

Sample 3Sl4 was moved during its exposure period to a location of higher air 
contamination. 

Sampk 7B dropped into a confined space between the court wall and floor. The 
result indicates a concentrated value. 

Sample 8A was run at the lab immediately after sample 7A and may reflect residual 
contamination. 

Samples collected on February 23: and 24, 1998 except for TC-01 and SC-01 which were 
collrcted on Decembm 1. 1997 



TABLE 2 

STANTON CLEANERS SITE 
REMEDIAL INVESTICATlONlFEASIBILlTY STUDY 

. . SUMMARY OF AIR SAMPLE RESULTS 
(Second Round of Air Sampling) 



TABLE 3 
STANTON CLEANERS SITE 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONIFMS~~ILITT sruov 
SUMMARY OF AIR SAMPLE RESULTS 

(Third Round of Air Sampling) 

Court 1, SW Comer 

Court 1, Center Side Court 

Court 1, NW Comer 

I Court 3. Near Door 

Court 2, Center 

Court 2, SW Comer 

Tcnnis Center Lobby 

I I 
- .- 

Court 3, sw Corner I 8 I 122 1 

4 

5 

6 

1512 and 1498 

1301 

I220 

1 

2 

3 

68 

68 

163 

1' Floor, N Comer I 9 
l* Floor. Center of Room 10 

22 and 21 

20 

Cent& of Temple, 2'" Floor 

Library, 3"' Floor 

I Basement, Back Room 1 14 1 14 I 
Daycare Basement, N Coma 

I I 

1' Floor, NE Face of Buildinn I IS I 8 

.I1 

12 

Parking Garage Playroom 1 16 75 1 

- - - -  

12 

12 

I 13 12 

I SW Comer Outside Stanton Clcanm 976 I 

Garage Basement, SW Comer 

Garage Basement, Near Elevator 

Condominium Lobby 

I 
- - - - - - - - - 

Ledge Below Air Strippa 21 216 

Notes: Values presented are micrograms of PCE per cubic meter of air (ug/m3). 

All samples wen collected using a 600 milligram charcoal sorbent tube connected to a personal 
sampling pump. 

Samples collected onSeptember 17, 1998, prior to the installation of the foundation vent system. 

17 

18 

19 

1092 

44 1 

14 



TABLE 4 
STANTON CLEANERS SITE 

REMEDIAL lNVESTlGATlONlFEASlBlLlTY STUDY 
SUMMARY OF AIR SAMPLE RESULTS 

(Fourth Round of Air Sampling) 

Indoor Air Samples 

Common Area 1 30 and 28 

Office 2 19 and 21 
- -  - 

Court #1, on Net 3 I 210 and 190 

.. Outdoor .. Sampks 

Tree Near Street 5 7.5 and 5.5 
- - 

I SE Corner of Facility I 9.1 (Summa) 1 

I Outdoor Air Samdes I I I 
- -  

NW Comer of Building near Exhaust 7 I 10and 11 
I 

Notes: Values presented are micrograms of PCE per cubic meter of air (ug/m3) 

All samples are passive dosimeter badges unless noted. Sampling was conducted 
with duplicate monitoring badges with two results reported. 

Samples collected on October 15, 1998, after installation of the foundation vent 
system. 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany. New York 12233-701 0 

John P. Cahill 
Commissioner 

Mr. Richard Caspe 
Director 
Emergency & Response Division 
USEPA, Region II 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Caspe: 

Re: Stanton Cleanas Site, Operable Unit 1 
Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County 
NYSDEC ID #1-30-072 

I am pleased to inform you that the New York State Deparbnent of Environmental C o m a t i o n  
has reviewed your draft Record of Decision for the referenced site and finds it acceptable. 

The selected remedy, Altmative 2, consists of upgrade of the existing groundwater extraction and 
treatment system, enhanced groundwatez extraction and treatment, continued operation of EPA's soil 
vapor d o n  system andlong-tum monitoring of groundwater and indoor &. In addition. the selected 
remedy includes imphentation of a sccond operable unit to address additional potential SOUICCS of area 
groundwater contamination. 

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Salvatore Ewolina, of my sW,  at (518) 457-4349. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
D i r  
Division of Environmental Remediation 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater Contamination Site 
Operable Unit 1 

Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York 

A responsiveness summary is required by Superfund regulation. It 
provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns received 
during the public comment period. The responsiveness summary 
also provides the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) responses to those comments and concerns. 
All comments summarized in this document have been considered in 
EPA1s final decision for selection of a remedial alternative for 
Operable Unit 1 (OU-1) of the Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater 
Contamination Site (Site). 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

Community involvement at the Site has been high. The key issues 
of concern center around the contamination from volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), primarily tetrachlorethene (PCE), of the Water 
Authority of Great Neck North's (WAGNN1s) Watermill Lane public 
water supply wells, located approximately 1000 feet downgradient 
of the Stanton Cleaners Property (SCP), and indoor air 
contamination in various commercial establishments in the area of 
the Site. NYSDEC has been the lead agency through the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for OU-1. The Site was first referred to NYSDEC 
in 1984. 

As part of the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) 
process, a number of citizen participation activities were 
undertaken in an effort to inform and educate the public about 
conditions at the Site and the remedial alternatives. The 

the following public participation activities were conducted for 
Site: 

Repositories for Site-related documents were established 



A Site mailing list was established which included nearby 
property owners, local political officials, local media and 
other interested community members. 

* In October 1997, NYSDEC issued a fact sheet 

On .October 29, 1997, NYSDEC held a public meeting to 
summarize and present the RI/FS (OU-1) work plan. 

On January 21, 1999, NYSDEC held a meeting with 
comrnunity/environmental leaders to discuss the status of the 
Site RI/FS (OU-1) project. 

On February 24,  1999, the New York State Department of Health 
(NYSDOH) conducted a series of three availability sessions to 
apprise the public, including patrons of Plaza Tennis, of the 
results of indoor air sampling conducted at the Plaza Tennis 
location. Plaza Tennis is one of the establishments affected 
by indoor air contamination by PCE. 

In February 1999, NYSDEC issued a fact sheet. 

In February 1999, EPA issued a fact sheet on the status of 
the removal activities conducted at the Site, including the 
measures taken for the immediate reduction of indoor air 
contamination. 

On February 12, 1999, NYSDEC released the Proposed Remedial 
Action Plan for the Site to the public for comment. The 
Proposed Plan, the RUE'S and all other documents are 
available to the public in the Administrative Record file at 
the EPA Docket Room in Region 11, New York and the 
information repositories at the Great Neck Library and the 
Region I NYSDEC office in Stony Brook. 

On February 19, 26 and March 5, 1999, a notice of 
availability for the above-referenced documents was published 
in the Great Neck New& Nassau County, New York. The public 
comment period on these documents was held from February 12, 
1999 to March 15, 1999. 

On March 11, 1999, NYSDEC conducted a public meeting at the 
Saddle Rock Elementary School to inform local officials and 
interested citizens about the Superfund process, the remedial 
alternatives for the Site, the current EPA removal activities 
being conducted at the Site and the preferred remedial 
.alternative. This meeting also provided an opportunity for 



the interested parties to present oral comments and questions 
on the preferred alternative to NYSDEC and EPA. 

Attached to the Responsiveness Summary are the following 
Appendices: 

Appendix A - Proposed Plan 
Appendix B - Public Notice 
Appendix C - March 11, 1999 Public Meeting Attendance Sheet 
Appendix D - Letters Submitted During the Public Comment Feriod 

. .  . .  

SUMMARY OF CObMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comments were expressed at the public meeting and written 
comments were received during the public comment period. The 

. public is generally supportive of the selected remedy. Major 
issues and concerns expressed by the public relate to remedy 
implementation and groundwater discharge, current/future use of 
the SCP, funding of the remedial action, public health issues 
regarding indoor/outdoor air contamination and impact to the 
public water supply, as well as numerous questions about the 
information and data contained in the RI report. WAGNN also had 
specific concerns and requested ongoing communication as remedy 
implementation proceeds. 

The specific comments have been categorized as follows: 

A. General Site Issues 
B. Selected Remedy Selection Issues 
C. General Enforcement Issues 
D. Public Health Issues 

A summary of the comments and concerns and NYSDEC and EPA 
responses to the comments are provided below: 

A. General S i t e  Issues 

Comment #1: Who is in charge of the Site, EPA or NYSDEC? 

Response #1: NYSDEC is the lead agency for the OU-1 RI/FS. EPA 
will take over as the lead agency for the Site with 
the completion of the OU-1 ROD. This change in 
lead status is occurring because the Site was 
proposed to the Federal Superfund National 
Priorities List (NPL) in January 1999. As a result 
of the proposed listing, EPA is now able to utilize 
funding from Superfund for studying the Site; EPA 



Comment #2: 

Response #2: 

. . 

Comment #3: 

.. 
Response #3: 

Comment #4: 

Response #4: 

Comment #5: 

will be able to commit Federal remedial action 
funds when the proposed listing of the Site is 
finalized (expected by the Summer of 1999). 

Is it possible to quantify the size of the plume? 

The size of the plume, for the purposes of 
evaluating OU-1 groundwater contamination recovery, 
has been delineated and extends approximately 300 
feet east, 600 feet west and 900 feet south of the 
SCP. EPA will further refine the plume delineation 
during the remedial design for the OU-1 selected 
remedy. 

What were the testing results of the groundwater 
wells installed in residential areas? 

MW-19, a shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer well located 
in a residential area, had a PCE level of 12,000 
ppb. MW-19 is one of several monitoring wells, 
located between SCP and the WAGNN public supply 
wells. Sampling data from other Upper Glacial 
Aquifer monitoring wells, located farther from the 
Stanton Cleaners Property (SCP) than MW-19, 
indicate that contaminant levels decrease with 
increasing distance from SCP. The farthest 
downgradient monitoring well from the SCP (MW-181, 
located approximately 800 feet south of the SCP, 
had PCE levels of less than 10 ppb. None of the 
Magothy Aquifer monitoring wells indicated 
contamination above groundwater standards. 

Who is responsible for continued monitoring from 
tonight forward? 

EPA will become the lead agency after the OU-1 ROD 
is issued and will have the primary role in the 
continued monitoring of the Site; however, NYSDEC 
will continue to have an active role and will 
review monitoring results for the Site. 

It has been shown that the two shallow [Magothy] 
WAGNN public water supply wells are equipped with 
an air stripper to remove VOCs, which are 
contaminating the shallow groundwater. If there is 
no evidence of a continuous confining layer at the 
Site and Site conditions have demonstrated the 



Response #5: 

. Comment #6: 

Response #6: 

Comment #7: 

Response #7: 

potential for downward migration of contaminants, 
then why aren't all three public wells equipped 
with an air stripper? 

The third WAGNN well, a Lloyd Aquifer well, is not 
contaminated. This well is drilled to a depth of 
434 feet, nearly 300 feet below the two nearby 
Magothy wells. A significant confining unit, the 
Raritan Clay, exists between the Magothy and Lloyd 
aquifers; this confining unit virtually prohibits 
contamination from moving downward. This Lloyd 
well is monitored along with the Magothy wells. In 
the unlikely event that any contaminant were to be 
detected in this well, appropriate actions would be 
taken immediately. 

The RI identifies the wells at the Site by number. 
Why are some of the well numbers skipped? Have 
wells been installed and then abandoned? 

While none of the older monitoring wells were 
formally abandoned, four wells of the original 
eight wells were paved over or destroyed during 
development of the area (MW-5, MW-7, MW-8 and MW- 
10). 

The RI indicates that on several occasions 
discharges from the extraction and treatment system 
on the SCP exceeded permit limitations. What will 
prevent this from occurring in the future? 

Attempts to have the PRP adequately address 
discharges which exceeded permit limitations were 
unsuccessful. This system was originally designed 
to treat levels of contaminants lower than those 
that were encountered when the system became 
operational. The addition of carbon treatment to 
the treatment process has resulted in effluent 
which meets appropriate discharge standards. The 
overall operation and function of the pump and 
treat system on the SCP, including discharge 
compliance, will be addressed during EPArs remedial 
action; the system will not be operated unless it 
achieves all discharge requirements. The selected 
remedy includes the continued operation of the SCP 
pump and treat system with a proposed upgrade in 
capacity, if the aquifer modeling shows that such 
an upgrade would be beneficial to the comprehensive 



Comment #8: 

.. .. 

Response #8: 

Comment #9: 

Response #9: 

-. 

groundwater remedy for the Site. If pumping rates 
are increased, the existing air stripping tower 
would be upgraded so that it can adequately treat 
the contaminated groundwater. As the system 
continues to operate, EPA will monitor the system's 
discharges to ensure that the discharge meets 
applicable Federal and State discharge standards. 

The purpose of the RI is to define the nature and 
extent of contamination; however, the vertical and 
horizontal extent of contamination has not been 
precisely delineated in the soil nor the 
groundwater in the downgradient direction from the 
source. 

The lateral extent of soil contamination (exceeding 
soil cleanup criteria) was determined. The 
vertical extent was not completely defined in the 
vicinity of the source area because there was 
insufficient room for the appropriate drilling 
equipment to access the necessary boring location 
Further vertical and lateral delineation of the 
source area was carried out bv EPA durina 
installation of the SVE system after ~ ~ ~ - R I / F s  
report was completed. EPA and DEC believe that the 
SVE system, as designed, will remediate 
contamination to its full vertical extent, from the 
ground surface to the water table. The groundwater 
contamination was defined both laterally and 
vertically in sufficient detail to identify the 
most significant area of groundwater contamination 
and to select a remedy for addressing the 
groundwater contamination. However, it is 
understood that the remedial design of the OU-1 
groundwater remedy will require that additional 
sampling and modeling be performed. 

The RI indicated that a soil gas survey was 
conducted and concluded that an area.measuring 20 
feet by 50 feet had been impacted; however, the 
area was undefined to the south, southeast and 
southwest of the investigation and, as such, the 
dimensions of the area are undefined. 

A soil gas survey is used as a reconnaissance tool, 
often an initial investigative approach for 
generally defining a source area. The magnitude of 
the readings may be unreliable under certain 



circumstances and are not necessarily an indicator 
of specific areas of significant contamination, 
particularly in areas that are covered with an 
impermeable cover, such as a parking lot. The 
relative values of the survey are a more important 
indicator of the source area. Follow up soil 
sampling was conducted to complete delineation of 
the source area (see Response #8). 

Comment #lo: The Proposed Plan estimates groundwater occurring 
at 70 feet below grade (bg); however, the geologic 
cross section demonstrates groundwater occurring 
between 25 feet and 55 feet bg. The 
'inconsistencies in the geologic data should be 
addressed. 

. Response #lo: The water table in the immediate vicinity of the 
Site is generally between 65 feet and 70 feet below 
ground surface. In the vicinity of the study area, 
the water table was identified deeper, from 90 feet 
and 95 feet. The numerous geologic complexities in 
the study area make precisely defining the water 
table difficult. The geologic cross section 
identified in the Proposed Plan attempted to 
explain these complexities by noting that the 
discontinuous clay layers resulted in several of 
the monitoring wells showing a "false" water table, 
i.e., where perched groundwater conditions were 
found. These would correspond to the 25 and 55 
foot depths noted by the commenter. The 
groundwater contour maps present only data which 
are representative of the potentiometric surface. 
Further information is presented in the OU-1 RI/FS. 

Comment #11: The RI states that the WAGNN production wells 
influence groundwater contour and flow; however, 
groundwater contour maps provided do not indicate 
that well PW-09 is influencing groundwater flow. 
If it is possible that a public water supply well 
pumping at 1-.3 million galloqs/day (MGD) does not 
influence groundwater flow, could you please 
provide an explanation? Or are the groundwater 
contours incorrect? 

Response #11: The WAGNN Magothy supply wells do influence 
contaminant movement from the SCP. The contours do 

.. reflect this influence in that 1) the water supply 
wells are contaminated with PCE, 2) the trend of 



the contaminant plume has a strong southerly 
component, towards the WAGNN supply wells, which is 
inconsistent with the overall regional, westerly, 
groundwater flow direction and 3) the 
potentiometric surface map for the Magothy, based 
on limited data, clearly shows a severely depressed 
water table in the vicinity of the supply wells. 
The shape and magnitude of the cone of depression 
from the WAGNN wells varies significantly, 
depending on changes in pumping rates, which can, 
in turn, affect the interpretation of 
potentiometric surfaces. 

Comment #12: The Proposed Plan indicates that wells AM-01 
through AM-04 were sampled; however, analytical 
results are not on the accompanying figure. 

Response #12: Since no PCE was detected in these wells, Figure 19 
should have indicated non-detectable concentrations 
for these wells. 

Comment #13: The Proposed Plan indicates that PCE was not 
detected in the deep wells at concentrations above 
NYSDEC Class GA groundwater standard and maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) of 5 parts per billion 
(ppb) during the RI, except when using the 
hydropunch method. MW-20 exhibited 9 ppb in Figure 
20. Is Figure 20 wrong? Or is the text wrong? Or 
is the data evaluation incorrect? If there were 
"hits" in the public water supply and in the 
hydropunch sampling, why assume cross 
contamination? Why not investigate the 
installation of the wells, the sample handling and 
management? 

Response #13: The concentration of PCE in MW-20 was less than 5 
ppb; however, the concentration of total VOCs (as 
indicated in the figure) was 9 ppb. Cross 
contamination may have occurred using the 
hydropunch method; the hydropunch sampling results 
suggests that contamination from the Upper Glacial 
was dragged down to the Magothy during the drilling 
and is most likely not representative of actual 
concentrations. This is particularly evident at 
the MW-17 location where hydropunch data indicated 
high PCE levels (up to 2,900 ppb) in the Magothy. 
The subsequent installation of a monitoring well 
(MW-20) to evaluate the Magothy at this location 



showed only very low levels of PCE (5 ppb). It is 
apparent that, between the source and the receptor, 
elevated levels of PCE are present in the Magothy: 
however, the data may not be representative of 
actual concentrations in those portions of the 
aquifer. The wells were drilled, installed and 
sampled according the approved QA/QC protocols. 
During the OU-1 remedial design, EPA will conduct 
further sampling (including the installation of new 
wells, if necessary) and modeling to ensure that 
theplume is adequately characterized. 

. . 

Comment #14: Figure 3 of the Proposed Plan illustrates discharge 
and feed pipes. Is this where the discharges of 
spent PCE occurred? If so, why so much 
investigative attention to the north, if the 
groundwater flow is to the south/southwest. 

Response #14: The pipes shown in the figure are simply the 
influent and effluent lines for the SCP pump and 
treat system. Investigations to the north were 
conducted to evaluate upgradient or background 
conditions. The presence of limited contamination 
upgradient of the SCP resulted in the need for 
additional investigation in this area. EPA will be 
performing further groundwater investigation in 
this area during OU-2. 

Comment #15: In Figure 6 of the Proposed Plan, why are the 
numbers not consecutive? In addition, the location 
of "DG" does not represent a downgradient location, 
based upon the information provided in the text. 

Response #15: The numbering system generally conforms with the 
grid set up for the soil gas sampling program. Not 
every grid node was sampled. The 'DG" designation, 
is not an appropriate designation; it was 
originally used by the consultant to correspond 
with the location of downgradient groundwater but 
is not appropriate for purposes of presenting soil 
gas data. 

Comment #16: Figure 9 in the Proposed Plan indicates that there 
were no soil samples taken in the downgradient 
location, either shallow or deep. Soil sample 
selection for analysis was supposedly based on PID 
screening; however, that PID screening was 
conducted under ambient conditions and not 



headspace analysis. In addition, if you review the 
bore logs presented in the RI/FS, in some instances 
the sample intervals with the highest PID values 
were not selected for analysis; but, instead, 
sample intervals with lower and even no "hits" were 
found. I don't believe that this is either 
technically correct or what the document's text 
implies (making the text a false statement). 

Response #16: A PID is a screening tool to provide indications of 
whether samples are uncontaminated, moderately 
contaminated or highly contaminated. As with soil 
gas, it is sometimes unreliable, particularly under 
certain weather conditions, i.e., high humidity or 
rainy weather. In many instances, other indicators 
are more reliable than the PID, e.g., the nose; in 
addition, some samples are sometimes collected to 
test certain ideas or hypotheses, e.g., a confining 
unit upon which contamination may be accumulating. 
To rely solely on the PID for sample selection 
would, in many instances, be ignoring other 
indicators which may be more reliable. Headspace 
analysis was unnecessary for these split spoon 
samples since the concentrations were generally 
high and VOCs were easily detected. Under other 
conditions, e.g., lower contaminant concentrations, 
headspace analyses may have been more appropriate. 
The soil gas survey was conducted, including 
sampling and analysis, according the approved QA/QC 
protocols. 

Comment #17: Figure 10 of the Proposed Plan shows that the 1 ppm 
(part per million) contour is dashed; however, it 
is not based on any sample points to the south, 
southwest or west. Contours are also not to scale. 

Figure 12 in the Proposed Plan shows that the 1, 
10, and 100 ppm contours are not based on data to 
the east and southeast. The PCE footprint is 
inaccurate and inconclusive, based on data 
presented for this depth. 

Response #17: The contours reasonable reflect the data they are 
representing. The contours intervals reflect a 
logarithmic scale and are acceptable given the wide 
range of data values. 



The physical access restrictions at the SCP, i.e. 
buildings, underground utilities, etc., prevented 
samples from being collected in various areas 
around the SCP; the resultant data gaps compound 
the problems of developing the 1, 10 and 100 ppm 
contours. The data contouring was intended to 
provide a visual representation of approximate 
levels of contamination emanating from a source 
area. 

Comment #18: The cross section lines in Figure 18 (Geologic 
A-A') of the Proposed Plan should be stralght wlth 
offsets coming in perpendicular to the A-A' lme. 
The Figure 18 cross section line is curved, almost 
a ,%ct, shape; as such, the scale, vertical 
placements and horizontal associations will not be 
accurate. According to this figure and the text, 
is MW-13 considered downgradient and located 
northwest from the SCP? The cross section also 
depicts MW-06 as being screened above the water 
table, which seems to be either technically 
incorrect or a waste of money. 

Response #18: Geologic cross sections can be represented in 
either manner: each method exaggerates the 
relationship between wells differently. The method 
chosen here presents a more accurate relationship 
between any two connected wells within the cross 
section. The vertical relationship between wells 
is not distorted using this method. MW-13 is 
slightly contaminated. When one considers that the 
groundwater flow direction in the northern portion 
of the study area is to the west, consistent with 
the regional flow direction in this area (RI/FS- 
Figure 3-3), MW-13 is downgradient from the Site. 
As stated, the data show groundwater flow to have 
an initial westerly component, under the influence 
of the regional groundwater flow regime. The 
influence of the WAGNN supply wells appears to be 
more pronounced as the contamination moves away 
from the Site, perhaps as it sinks deeper. As 
discussed in Response #13, there are a number of 
other possible mechanisms, i.e., the discontinuous 
clay layers may influence the direction of 
contaminant movement over short or long distances. 
As discussed in Response #lo, a perched water zone 
exists beneath the Site and MW-06 was installed in 
this zone. Even though MW-06 was drilled only 6 



feet away from IW-1, the water level here measures 
12 feet higher. This data further illustrates the 
complexities of this aquifer and is further 
explained in the RI/FS. 

Comment #19: Figure 19 in the Proposed Plan shows the deep and 
shallow data combined in one figure, which may not 
be representative of the plume footprint. There is 
no delineation of the extent of impact to the 
groundwater to the east, southeast, south, 
southwest nor west. The 10 ppb contour is not to 
scale and not based on data points. There are no 
data listed for the AM or the WA wells. 

Response #19: Figure 19 represents only water table, i-e., 

. . 

Comment #20: 

shallow, groundwater contaminant concentrations. 
The placement of the 10 ppb contour is subjective; 
however, it does reflect the data collected. There 
was no PCE found in the AM or WA wells. A value of 
non-detect should have been indicated for these 
wells. (See Response #8 and #17, regarding plume . 
delineation.) 

Figure 20 of the Proposed Plan is inconsistent with 
the text. According to the figure, VOCs were 
demonstrated at wells MW-14 (4ppb), MW-20 (9 ppb), 
and AM-03 (2 ppb), all of which are situated in the 
Magothy Aquifer. According to the laboratory . 
report, MW-20 exhibited 16 ppb total VOCs. These 
inconsistencies warrant additional sampling to 
appropriately evaluate deep aquifer contamination. 

Response #20: PCE was not found in any of these wells above the 
groundwater standard of 5 ppb. Total VOCs in MW-20 
were found to be 16 ppb as noted, not 9 ppb; 
however, the MCL for PCE was not exceeded in this 
well or the other wells in the Magothy. Additional 
sampling will be done in the'future to evaluate 
current conditions in the aquifer. 

Comment #21: The data are summarized to indicate that 
constituent concentrations jumped from 69 ppb to 
570 ppb in MW-1; from 2400 ppb to 11,742 ppb to 
1130 ppb in MW-6, from 90 ppb to 237 ppb in MW-2 
and from ND to 31 ppb in MW-8. This inconsistency 
of data from one sampling round to the next of 
greater than an order of magnitude may strongly 



. . 
suggest flawed data gathering, management, 
evaluation or interpretation. 

Response #21: The RI presents the data that was collected prior 
to the 1997-1998 field investigation conducted by 
NYSDEC and includes data collected by the PRP going 
back as far as 1985 and 1986. The sampling and 
analytical methods used at that time were very 
different from those employed during the RI. While 
1985 and 1986 data may not be of the same qualiz:,. 
as the data from the RI, it is likely to be a 

. . reasonable indicator of groundwater quality at ths  
time of sampling. The data collected during the Hi 
also shows some variability. This variability 
could be attributed to any one of several factors, 
including groundwater elevations, precipitation 
events, variability in analytical methods, etc. 

Comment #22: The RI/FS suggests that the hydraulic conductivity 
(K) value for the Site is approximately 250 ft/day 
and suggests that between 6 and 10 gallons/minute 
(gpm) would be the recommended pumping for a 
treatment system. Given the K value, it would 
appear that the aquifer could sustain, and would 
require, a far greater pumping value in order to 
influence the flow of groundwater in order to 
contain, capture, and remediate the plume. In 
addition, given that K value and the amount of time 
(approximately 16 years) the contaminants have been 
in the subsurface, do you believe that it is 
possible that the plume is only as localized as it 
appears or that perhaps the source(s) 
hasnrt/haven't been completely identified? 
According to this K value and 16 years, most of 
that PCE should have been long gone and flushed 
through the system. 

Response #22: The 6 to 10 gpm referred to in the RI applies to 
the existing pump and treat system on the SCP, not 
the recommended pumping rate for the proposed 
enhanced pump and treat system. The existing 
system is limited by its capacity which was only 
designed for a flow rate of 10 gpm, even though the 
aquifer in the vicinity of IW-1, the pumping well 
for SCP, is capable of yielding about 25 gpm. The 
potential upgrade of this system would be evaluated 
through modeling during the design phase of the 
selected remedy. The pumping rate for the proposed 



enhanced system will be also be evaluated during 
the design phase; it is anticipated that the 
pumping rate would be a minimum of 75 gpm. The 
plume's behavior, i.e., size, shape, rate of 
movement, has been influenced by the WAGNN public 
supply wells, and it is likely that the pumpage of 
these wells has controlled the spreading of the 
plume. The K value describes the ability of 
groundwater to move through an aquifer. Contaminant 
movement is more complex and may be slower than 
groundwater movement depending on various factors, 
including the type of geologic material comprising 
the subsurface. At this Site, clay lenses are 
present in the subsurface, which act to retard or 
slow the movement of the contaminants through the 
aquifer. 

Comment #23: The RI states that approximately three feet of soil 
were removed in August 1983 and that "hits" of 
49,783 ppm still remained; however, no further 
excavation was conducted. Why was this level of 
contamination left in situ? 

Also, in October 1986, the groundwater remediation 
system was approved; however, initially the 
approved remediation also did not address the 
source, i.e. soil remediation. Why was this 
remediation approved without addressing the source 
of contamination? 

Response #23: There is no written documentation of certain 
decisions made in 1983. It may have been 
infeasible to remove much more soil from this area 
because of the nearby foundations it is supporting. 

Even though a limited amount of soils remediation 
was performed in 1983, no further soil remediation 
was ever performed. The SCP pump and treat system 
was installed in 1987 to address the groundwater 
contamination. 

Comment #24: The RI/FS indicated that soil remediation was 
required, and the recommended technology was 
capping; however, only a plastic sheeting was used 
to cover the soil, which has since deteriorated. 
Why was this allowed? 

~esponse #24: See Response #23. 



Comment #25: The SPDES permit included monthly monitoring; 
however, from April 1989 to June 1989, there was no 
evidence of monthly monitoring. Between June 1989 
and October 1996, there were 40 excursions with a 
total of 16 months without any monitoring. Why was 
this tolerated? Who will be held responsible in 
the future to prevent this type of disregard for 
requirements and regulations? 

Response # 2 5 :  NYSDEC notified the PRP of the problems associated 
with the operation of the SCP pump and treat system 
which frequently exceeded discharge criteria ln the 
effluent from this system. Some attempts were made 
to repair the treatment system; however, these 
repairs were generally not successful. The addition 
of carbon to the treatment system as a polishing 
measure has successfully reduced effluent levels to 
within discharge limits. EPA is currently 
evaluating the system to determine whether 
additional modifications need to be made to ensure 
that the system discharges do not contravene 
standards under existing operating conditions. EPA 
will develop a monitoring program for this system, 
as well as any other treatment system required by 
the selected remedy, to ensure future compliance 
with all appropriate Federal and State standards. 

Comment #26: Table 2-1 of the Proposed Plan indicates that there 
were PID hits in the deep soil borings of SB-01 and 
SB-02. Hits of 132 ppm but non-detects in the 
analytical results may suggest improper sample 
handling, i.e., not chilling samples, too much head 
space, missing holding times, etc. 

Response #26: See Response $16. 

Comment #27: VOCs should not be collected with a pump. Region 
I1 EPA may accept this on the local level; however, 
Region 111 EPA is adamant that VOCs, especially at 
RCRA or Superfund sites, be collected with a bailer 
to prevent volatilization as the groundwater is 
pumped. 

Response #27: This is not consistent with current EPA procedures. 
There is overwhelming evidence to show that the use 
of adjustable rate, positive displacement pumps 
under low flow conditions is a superior method of 
groundwater purging and VOCs, compared to the use 



of a bailer. Low-flow purging and sampling 
procedures using the proper pump minimizes aeration 
of groundwater during sample collection. EPA now 
accepts and promotes the use of these low-flow 
procedures for groundwater sample retrieval. 

Comment #28: The RI/FS (Page 2-29) describes a step test that 
was conducted for a total of five hours at six 
different pumping rates. This is substandard. 
Typically each pumping rate must be achieved for 
four to six hours to collect data, regarding 
aquifer delayed response, etc. 

Response #28: Determining the proper length of an aquifer test 
depends on why the test is being performed. In the 
case of the step test for IW-1, NYSDEC was 
primarily concerned about determining why the SCP 
pump and treat system was not capable of operating 
for more than a few minutes before shutting down. 
There were numerous variables to consider including 
the aquifer yield, the well screen, the pump, the 
electrical system, the plumbing, etc. The step 
test was done primarily to troubleshoot the 
problem; however, given the data we feel quite 
confident that the well is capable of yielding more 
than the intended 10 gpm, and probably up to 25 
gpm. The SCP system will be further evaluated 
during the selected remedy design phase. 

Comment #29: Table 3-1 of the RI/FS shows that groundwater 
depths were collected over a period of three hours. 
This may have allowed time for other factors to 
influence the water table, such as tidal 
influences, precipitation, pumping variances, etc. 

Response #29: Best attempts were made to collect groundwater 
elevation data from wells at the same time so that 
the data is comparative. However, it is difficult 
to take simultaneous measurements with the number 
of wells that exist at this site and a period of 
three hours is not considered excessive in this 
case. Additional elevation data will be collected 
as part of the remedial design process, taking into 
consideration that factors listed in the comment, 
.and compared to past data to evaluate any potential 
discrepancies. 



. . . . 
Comment #30: According to the bore log for GP-1 the hole was 

terminated at 10.2 ft bg. According to Table 2-1, 
soil intervals were analyzed from 17-17.5 feet bg 
and from 24-24.2 feet bg. Which is correct? I 
would tend to believe the field log. This would 
make a person think that there were some 
significant data evaluation and management errors 
occurring during and in the RI/FS. 

Response #30: Boring GP-1 met refusal at 10.2 feet. A second 
boring (GP-l(a)) was drilled immediately adjacent 
to GP-1. The first sample was collected from GP-1 
and the last two were collected from GP-l(a). This 
practice is both common and reasonable in areas 
with considerable fill material. The boring logs 
reflect this. All soil borings were conducted, 
including sampling and analysis, according the 
approved QA/QC protocols. 

Comment #31: According to the bore log for GP-8, only two 
samples were selected for analysis; 15-16 feet bg 
(>I000 ppm) and 32-33 feet bg (10 pprn). However, 
Table 2-1 indicates that three intervals were 
analyzed; 3-4 feet bg (>I000 pprn), 15-16 feet bg 
(1,000 ppm), and 32-33 feet bg (>I, 000 ppm) . Once 
again the data is inconsistent. 

Response #31: Acknowledged. The 3-4 foot sampling interval was 
inadvertently left off the boring log and the 32-33 
feet bg concentration on Table 2-1 was an error. 
The data should appear as follows: 3-4 feet bg 
(>I000 pprn), 15-16 feet bg (>1,000 ppm) and 32-33 
feet bg (10 ppm) . 

Comment #32: According to the boring log for GP-22, a strong 
fuel oil odor was observed from 9-21 feet bg. Why 
wasn't this sample also tested for TPH? 

Response #32: This may have been done had there been reason to 
suspect a fuel tank in the vicinity of this sample. 
A GPR and magnetic survey was conducted in this 
area for that purpose and no indication of an 
underground oil tank was found. This location 
served as a parking lot for many years, and it may 
be reasonable to assume that inadvertent oil leaks 
occurred through the years; follow up sampling will 
be conducted at this location. Additionally, the 
focus of the investigation was on chlorinated 



solvent constituents, i.e., PCE, since these were 
the contaminants found in the water supply wells. 

Comment #33: According to the bore log for GP-24 the bore hole 
was terminated at 38 feet bg and two samples were 
collected; 11 feet bg and 19-20 feet bg. Accordina 
to Table 2-1, the bore hole continued to 44 ft bg 
and a sample was selected for analysis from 42-44 
feet bg. 

Response #33: The first page of Table 2-1 covers the 0 to 38 
feet. The second page covers 38 to 44 feet. Two 
samples were collected from this boring, 19-20 feet 
and 42-44 feet, respectively. 

Comment #34: Why were some samples analyzed by Method 8010A, 
some by 8021B, some by 601/602 and some by 95-l? 
Lab sample for GP-24 (42-44 feet bg) exceeded 
holding times. In addition, the surrogate standard 
recovery was very low. 

Response #34: All methods are valid for analyzing samples 
suspected of containing PCE and associated 
compounds. Individual methods are selected for 
various reasons related to data quality objectives. 
A sample requiring dilution (usually a second run) 
is often analyzed outside of the holding times. 
The data is still usable, however the reported 
concentration must be considered an estimated 
value. The surrogate standard recovery was 76%. 
While this may be somewhat low, the data is still 
usable and simply means that the estimated value 
may be biased somewhat low. 

Comment #35: Detection limits for sample GP-23 were 21,000 ppb. 
I think that these are extremely elevated for this 
method. 

Response #35: The detection limit should have been identified as 
10 ppb. 

Comment #36: Did the OU-1 Proposed Plan include a well survey 
and data review conducted for private and 
industrial off-site wells? The survey should 
include a review of water quality results and well 
records from the Nassau County Department of Health 
(NCDOH), Nassau County Department of Public Works 
(NCDPW) and NYSDEC. 



If a survey has been conducted, please advise li 
any of the owners of the private and industrial 
wells including air conditioning wells surveyed 
were notified of the survey and were they provided 
with a copy of the results. 

Response #36: A survey was conducted to identify any private 
water wells (including private industry wells) in 
the vicinity of the SCP. None were identified. 

Comment #37: Where are the contaminants that leave the air 
stripper expelled to? 

Response #37:  The air stripper treats the contaminants in the 
groundwater by volatilizing them. The air leaving 
the air stripper is discharged into the atmosphere. 

, . The air stripper is designed so that air quality 
standards are not exceeded, and air discharges from 
the tower are monitored to ensure that no 
contaminants above regulatory levels are expelled 
into the atmosphere. If necessary, any off-gases 
would be treated with granular activated carbon 
units. 

Comment #38: Does being put on the Federal NPL list have an 
impact on residential or commercial goings on? Can 
you build on a Superfund Site or is building 
limited in any way in any of the areas? Are 
property values impacted? 

Response #38: The fact that a site is put on the NPL does not 
impact the zoning for the site; zoning is 
determined at a local level. However, the zoning 
of a site may impact the degree to which a site is 
cleaned up. According to EPA1s land use guidance, 
a site should be cleaned to levels which allow for 
its most reasonably anticipated use under current 
or future conditions. For instance, an industrial 
site that is surrounded by other industrial 
properties would be expected to continue to be used 
for industrial purposes. Cleanup to levels 
allowing for industrial use would be appropriate 
for such a site; cleanup to levels which would 
allow for residential use (a more stringent 
cleanup) might not be appropriate. 

Regarding building at a Superfund Site, any 
activity which might impact EPA's ability to study 
or clean up a site would be prohibited; activities 



which wouldn't have any impact, for example 
construction on a portion of the site property 
which has been deemed to be uncontaminated and 
which will not need to be used during the cleanup 
effort, can occur with EPA's authorization. After 
EPA has completed its cleanup at a site, 
construction may occur so long as EPA (or parties 
acting under EPArs oversight) has not placed 
specific restrictions on the use of the site or 
portions of the site to maintain the integrity of 
the cleanup, e.g., EPA may prohibit certain 
construction on a capped landfill in order to 
maintain the integrity of the cap. 

While we cannot predict the impact of adding this 
Site to the NPL on the value of neighboring 
properties, we do know that properties located near 
some Superfund sites do not appear to be impacted, 
properties near other Superfund sites are 
negatively impacted; the impacts to those 
properties which are negatively impacted are 
generally no longer evident after the site is 
cleaned up. 

Comment #39: Right now before the Village of Great Neck Plaza 
there is a proposal to build an addition to an 
apartment building. Part of the concern in the 
study done for that was that it would dramatically 
increase run off to the creek because they would be 
paving what 1s now a lot of grassy area. Now the 
Village of Great Neck Plaza has done a study of 
that run off. Has that study, i n  any way, been 
tied into your study because that site is directly 
north of the Site and would push a lot more water 
through the SCP towards the well? Has anyone 
coordinated with the Village of Great Neck Plaza on 
that and, if not, who would be the agency that 
needs to do that? 

Response #39: EPA will contact the Village of Great Neck Plaza 
and request a copy of the study. While it does not 
appear on the surface that such a proposal would 
have a significant impact on the groundwater 
remedy, the potential for any impacts will be 
assessed during the design; and, if necessary, the 
design will be modified to account for any impacts. 

~ o G e n t  #40: Has the discharge from the PCE separator been 
stopped from discharging onto the ground? 



Response #40: Yes. This discharge is no longer occurring. 

Comment #41: If NYSDEC became aware of this problem in 1979, why 
did it take so long to begin acting on it? 

Response #41: NYS funding for the Superfund program did not 
become available until 1986. The potential source 
for the contamination impacting the public water 
supply wells was discovered in 1983; an immediate 
action was taken to address the public water supply 
through the installation of an air stripper. Other 
remedial actions were conducted at the Slte i n  the 
1980's to address soil and groundwater 
contamination. These actions were not complete in 
addressing the full extent of the problem. The 
Site did not become listed on the NYS Registry of 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites until 1993, 
and the Site was not referred to the NYSDEC 
Division of Environmental Remediation until August 
1996. Since this date, NYSDEC has moved promptly 
to get the problems at the Site addressed as 
expeditiously as possible. 

B. Selected Remedv Issues 

Comment #42: What do you do with pumped water after treatment? 

Water recharge, e.g., via recharge basin or 
reinjection, should be considered as a disposal 
alternative for treated groundwater within the 
various preferred alternatives. 

Response #42: Treated groundwater discharge to a storm sewer or 
infiltration basin are frequently used methods of 
discharge for Long Island. The existlng treatment 
system at the SCP discharges the treated water to a 
storm sewer, which ultimately discharges into the 
Little Neck Bay. Other discharge options 
considered in the FS, e.g., discharge to a recharge 
basin, reinjection back to the Upper Glacial 
Aquifer, were screened out. The option of 
discharging to a recharge basin was eliminated, 
since there are no existing recharge basins located 
near the site and no space available to construct a 
basin in the vicinity of the Site. The reinjection 
option was screened out because of potential 
maintenance problems as well as the fact that there 
is limited space available for siting a reinjection 
gallery. As a result, the preferred discharge was 



to be to the storm sewer. Other practical 
considerations must also be taken into account 
including property access, groundwater modeling 
data, potential interferences from water injection 
during groundwater extraction, cost, etc. However, 
concerns associated with the preservaticn cf the 
aquifer and salt water intrusion need to be 
evaluated further; in conjunction with this 
evaluation, EPA will further evaluate the option of 
reinjecting the treated groundwater. 

. .Comment #43: How long will groundwater, soil and air remediation 
take under Alternative 2? 

Response #43: Groundwater remediation is a slow process and can 
often take several years or even decades to 
complete; we anticipate that the groundwater 
remediation system selected for the Site will need 
to operate for approximately 20 years. Soil 
remediation, via the SVE, will continue to operate 
until PCE levels in soil are decreased to a level 
at which they no longer have an impact on 
groundwater quality; this is expected to take from 
one to three years to complete. The remediation of 
indoor air at the Site is directly related to 
remediation of contaminated soils, i.e., by 
remediating the soils, the indoor air quality will 
improve. In fact, the concentrations of PCE in 
indoor air dropped significantly within days of 
starting the SVE system under EPA's removal action. 
It is expected that these levels will drop 
considerably further over the next few months and 
remain low while the SVE system continues to 
operate. The SVE system will remediate the soils 
to a point at which the level of PCE remaining in 
the soil no longer has a significant impact on 
indoor air quality; it should be noted, that the 
PCE concentrations in soil required to prevent 
cross media impacts to groundwater quality are 
lower than those to protect indoor air quality, so 
that the soil cleanup required to prevent cross 
media impacts to indoor air quality will be 
achieved in a shorter period of time than the soil 
cleanup required to prevent cross media impacts to 
groundwater. 

Comment #44: What type of use restrictions will be implemented? 
How long would these restrictions be in effect? 



. - 
Response #44: Restrictions would be placed on the use of 

groundwater in the vicinity of the plume where PCE 
contamination levels exceed groundwater standards; 
these restrictions would remain in place for as 
long as the groundwater contaminant levels remain 
above Federal and State standards. 

Comment #45: How will discharge of treated groundwater impact 
Little Neck Bay? 

Response #45: No impact to Little Neck Bay is expected, since the 
. . treated groundwater would meet applicable surface 

water standards. 

Comment #46: Are the proposed cleanup methods the best available 
technology? Why are the three regulatory agencies 
involved not recommending cutting edge groundwater, 
air and soil remediation that is innovative, more 
effective, less costly and less time-consuming than 
the proposed old methods? 

Response #46: Yes. There are other innovative technologies which 
may apply to these types of hazardous waste sites, 
however, the proposed technologies are proven with 
the longest track record for remediating PCE 
contamination in soil and groundwater. In fact, 
EPA has issued a presumptive remedy directive 
(OSWER 9355.0-48FS) for technology selection for 
CERCLA sites with VOCs in soils. The soil vapor 
extraction technology, which is included in the 
selected remedy, is one of the recommended 
presumptive remedies for VOCs in soils. In 
addition, EPA has issued a presumptive remedy 
strategy (OSWER 9283.1-12) for treatment 
technologies for contaminated groundwater. 

Comment #47: Wouldn't the following technologies warrant 
consideration in the Site groundwater remediation: 
steam sparging, biosparging, bioventing, vacuum- 
assisted VOC recovery, electrokinetic VOC recovery 
and cosolvent flushing? 

Response # 4 7 :  Vacuum-assisted VOC recovery is currently being 
used effectively to remediate soils at the site 
(SVE). The other proposed groundwater technologies 
would not necessarily apply at the Site given: the 
type of contaminants; the depth, concentrations and 
distribution of contaminants; the nature of the 
site soils; and, the groundwater gradient resulting 



from the operation of the WAGNN supply wells. The 
selected remedy, groundwater extraction and 
treatment, is a presumptive remedy for VOC- 
contaminated groundwater which employs proven 
technologies which are readily implementable given 
the conditions at the Site. 

Comment #48: How deep are the SVE wells installed? Do they 
adequately address the full vertical and horizontal 
extent of soil contamination? Are they just a 
barrier or a remediation? If only a barrier, when 
will the source be remediated? 

Response #48: These wells are approximately 60 feet deep and will 
address the full extent of soil contamination, down 
to the water table. The SVE system is an active 
remediation system and not a barrier. The 
remediation period is estimated to be one to three 
years. It will operate until soil cleanup 
objectives are met. 

Comment #49: At the public meeting, discussions took place 
regarding a proposed air stripping tower to be 
constructed on the SCP with the capacity of 
treating 80 gallons per minute. The water 
discharge from the air stripping tower after 
treatment was proposed to be discharged to a storm 
drain system. 

WAGNN has two Magothy wells and one Lloyd well, 
approximately 1,000 feet southwest of the SCP, and 
maintains a constant vigil on the chloride levels 
of these wells. Salt water intrusion is a great 
concern to the Water Authority; and therefore, we 
are requesting that areview of our existing well 
permits be conducted and current chloride levels be 
taken into consideration when developing any type 
of pump and treat system. 

It is the Water Authority's request that 
consideration be given to a recharge system so that 
any water pumped would be recharged back into the . 
aquifer system. 

Response #49: See Responses #42 and #52. 

Comrpent #50: WAGNN is currently developing two new supply wells 
off of the Great Neck peninsula, specifically 



. . - ,  
located within the Whitney Estate property south of 
Northern Boulevard, off Community Drive. 

The Water Authority has a very rigorous well 
operating plan which necessitates continued 
changing of the operation of wells located 
throughout the peninsula. This process allows for 
the resting of wells; thereby, also allowing for 
the natural recharging of these wells, keeping salt 
water intrusion at bay. 

Consideration should be taken when developing any 
type of treatment facility that the WAGNN may elect 
to suspend the operation of its air stripping 
facility located at Water Mill Lane. This will 
have a significant impact, in my opinion, of the 
directional pulling of the contamination plume that 
has migrated from the Site. 

Therefore, it is WAGNNrs desire to have a good, 
clear line of communication and be an active part 
of the process of development of remedial action 
measures for the Site. 

Response #50: It is the intention of NYSDEC and EPA to keep the 
lines of communication open between our agencies 
and the WAGNN. 

Comment #51: Salt-water intrusion from Long Island Sound and the 
surrounding bays has been a historical problem on 
the Great Neck Peninsula. The proposed pump and 
treat remediation with discharge to the storm 
sewers and, then, to the bay would comprise a new 
water consumptive use on the Great Neck peninsula. 
In order to better understand this situation, we 
recommend that EPA utilize Nassau County's 
groundwater model to run a number of remediation 
pumping scenarios with a variety of disposal 
options, to evaluate impact on the salt water 
interface. With regard to disposal of treated 
groundwater, the recharge or reinjection options 
should be retained for further consideration. At a 
minimum, the effects on the salt water interface, 
as a result of the projected pumping rate of the 
remedial wells with discharge to sewers and surface 
waters. must be determined. 



Response #51: See Responses #42. In addition to performing its 
own modeling of the proposed groundwater remedy, 
EPA will evaluate and consider the NCDPW Water 
Management Office modeling data. 

Comment #52: To better understand the vertical extent of VOC 
contamination, a listing of the depths of all 
groundwater monitoring and public supply wells, 
relative to mean sea level, should be added to the 
RI/FS report. Furthermore, maps showing total VOCs 
in the Upper Glacial and in the Magothy (similar to 
figure 4-7) should be provided. If there are 
insufficient data to show contamination at various 
depths, the sampling results from the hydropunch 
groundwater samples should be added at the 
appropriate depths on Figure 4-8. 

In addition, a description of the probable 
contaminant movement in the groundwater and 
significance of contaminant concentrations in the 
soil and at various depths should be provided. For 
example, what is the significance of 18,000 ppb of 
PCB detected in hydropunch 1 in well MW-19? Was 
this detected above or below the clay formation 
depicted on the cross section (figure 4-8)? What 
conclusions can be drawn about contamination 
concentrations in the Upper Glacial Aquifer from 
the hydropunch samples, specifically in MW-19, HP-1 
in relationship to MW-17, HP-4. Is HP-4 or well 
MW-17 located above or below the clay formation 
separating the Upper Glacial from the Magothy 
aquifers? 

The proposed groundwater remediation system will 
include an upgrade of the existing extraction well 
IW-1 and the addition of an off-site extraction 
well located near MW-19. On figure 4-8, MW-19 is 
screened at 10 foot to (-)lo foot mean sea level. 
Will this be the depth of the extraction well? How 

. will it be determined if this well, pumping at 75- 
100 gpm is able to contain and capture the Site 
plume, horizontally as well as vertically. 

Response #52: Figure 4-8 in the RI/FS report depicts the depths 
of groundwater monitoring and public supply wells, 
relative to mean sea level. Figure 4-7 does show 
the total VOC concentrations in the Upper Glacial 
aquifer. VOC concentrations in Magothy wells are 



. . . :  

included on Figure 4-8. This data strongly suggest 
that contamination from the Upper Glacial aquifer 
was dragged down to the Magothy while drilling. As 
a result, the data were not considered to be valid. 
With respect to hydropunch sample HP-1 from MW-19, 
this sample was collected from the shallow Upper 
Glacial, above the clay formation, and is 
consistent with the monitoring well sample 
collected from the same depth, making it a valid 
sample. An aquifer pump test will be conducted on 
the offsite extraction well to determine aquifer 
properties in the area of the test and to determine 
the optimum pumping rate for the remediation. The 
screened interval is likely to encompass a thicker 
interval in the Upper Glacial so that all of the 
significant contamination (above 1 ppm) is 
captured. 

A n  aquifer pumping test will be conducted with an 
extraction well off the SCP to determine aquifer 
properties in the area of the test and to determine 
the optimum pumping rate for the OU-1 remediation 
system. The number of extraction wells and their 
screened intervals will be based on the results of 
the pumping test and the aquifer modeling. The 
capture zone of the proposed remediation system 
will be verified by measuring groundwater drawdowns 
in surrounding wells. 

Comment #53: The RI/FS (Page 5-2) briefly mentions other 
upgradient sources of PCE contamination. There are 
two other inactive hazardous waste sites within one 
mile of the Site. They are Mayflower Cleaners 
(NYS#l-30-068) and Citizens Development Company as 
separate and distinct. The RI/FS should note the 
existence of these sites and any potential impacts 
or implications for design or operation of the 
proposed remedial measures. At a minimum, a 
regional map should show the location of all these 
sites, the location of monitoring wells for each 
site and the delineation of groundwater plumes. A 
determination (utilizing Nassau County regional 
groundwater model to run various pumping scenario) 
should be made whether operation of the various 
remedial groundwater pump and treat systems will 
have any negative impacts on plume migration or 
effectiveness of hydraulic plume containment. 



. . 
Response #53: OU-2, to be initiated after the completion of OU-1 

ROD, will address additional potential sources of 
groundwater contamination at, and, in the vicinity 
of, the Site. The status of any other groundwater 
cleanup operations identified at any other dry 
cleaners or other facilities will be investigated 
during the OU-2 study. Cleanup operations at other 
facilities, as well as the pumping of water supply 
wells, will also be considered during the design of 
the OU1-remedy. 

. C .  wneral Enforcement Issues 

Comment #54: Who will fund the $2.2 million dollar remedy? What 
is the estimated cost to taxpayers for the entire 
remediation as proposed? 

Response #54: It is EPA's policy to have Potentially Responsible 
Parties (PRPs) pay for or perform work at Superfund 
sites whenever possible, so that the Superfund can 
be utilized at those site where there are no viable 
PRPs or where the PRPs refuse to participate. If 
the PRPs do not participate, the Federal and State 
governments would utilize the Superfund and New 
York State (NYS) Environmental Quality Bond Act 
(EQBA) funds to pay for the work and might, 
subsequently, seek to recover these costs from the 
PRPs. Costs associated with the OU-1 RI/FS are 
estimated to be approximately $500,000, making the 
total estimated cost for the project of $2.7 
million. Only a small percentage of the Federal 
Superfund monies come from the general tax revenue; 
the majority of the Superfund is obtained from 
taxes on the petro-chemical industry. NYS is 
required to pay 10% of the remedial action costs at 
NPL sites and also pay for operation and 
maintenance (though, in this case, NYS also paid 
for the entire RI/FS, since the Site was not listed 
on the NPL at the time). NYS's funding is obtained 
from the EQBA which is derived from general State 
tax revenues. 

Comment #55: What would happen if the PRP(s) go bankrupt and the 
Federal and State governments cannot recover their 
costs associated with this project? 

Response #55: The bankruptcy of any PRP is not expected to have 
any effect on EPAts and the State's ability to 



implement the remedy. If a PRP goes bankrupt, i: 
is still possible for the Federal and State 
governments to recover some portion of the costs 
working within the bankruptcy laws. One of the key 
objectives of the Superfund statute is to have 
monies available to cleanup sites where there are 
no viable PRPs, i.e., it was specifically 
established to address such a situation. 

Comment #56: Who would be responsible under a bankruptcy action, 
present owners or previous owners? 

Response #56: Under the Superfund statute, the current owner of a 
site, or any entity which previously owned the site 
during a period of waste disposal at the site, is 
considered to be a PRP. In addition, the statute 
has a provision for joint and several liability, 
which means that, if certain PRPs go bankrupt, any 
remaining PRP could be liable for the full cost of 
the cleanup. See Response #54. 

Comment #57: Are the present owners the individuals who are not 
cooperating or was it the prior owners? 

Response #57: The PRPs documented to date for the Site include 
the current owner of the SCP, a former operator of 
the SCP and a long-term lessee of the SCP. The 
PRPs failed to implement the RI/FS at the Site when 
requested by NYSDEC. EPA has notified the current 
owner and the long-term lessee of their potential 
liability at the Site and gave them an opportunity 
to implement the SVE portion of EPA's removal 
action. Neither party offered to do the work; 
therefore, EPA has been conducting the removal 
action. After selecting a final remedy for OU-1, 
EPA will contact the PRPs again and provide them 
with an opportunity to perform the remedy. 

Comment #58: Is the present owner cooperating to the fullest 
degree possible with you and the others involved in 
this cleanup? I 

Response #58: The present owner has been somewhat cooperative. 1 
EPA is continuing to seek certain information from 
the owner and as stated above will contact the 
owner regarding her possible participation in the 

.- cleanup. I 



D. Public Health Issues 

Comment #59: Contamination from the Stanton Site is 
contaminating the public water supply? 

Response #59: The groundwater is contaminated. The public water 
supplied to the community is water which has been 
treated by the Watermill Lane air stripper to meet 
drinking water standards before being supplied to 
the public. 

. .Comment #60: Is the drinking water being tested for all of the . . 
breakdown products of PCE? 

Response #60: The drinking water is routinely tested for 
approximately 140 organic compounds, including 
breakdown products of PCE. 

.- 

Comment #61: You spoke of the process of the 14-day notification 
in the newspaper and the 45-day letter if 
contamination in the public water supply exceeds 
drinking water standards. That's kind of like 
closing the barn door after everybody has been 
poisoned. What process do you have if you find 
that there is a problem? 

Response #61: Public supply wells are routinely monitored for 
organic contaminants under Part 5 of the New York 
State Sanitary Code. An exceedance occurs when an 
organic contaminant is detected in any sample at a 
concentration greater than the maximum contaminant 
level (MCL) for that contaminant. When this 
occurs, the supplier of water must collect one to 
three more samples within 30 days. An MCL 
violation occurs when at least one of the 
confirming samples is positive and the average of 
the initial and all confirming samples exceeds the 
MCL. When an MCL violation occurs, the State 
initiates an enforcement action against the water 
supplier and the public must be notified. As part 
of the public notification process, within 14 days 
a notification would appear in the newspaper and, 
within 45 days, a letter would be sent by the water 
purveyor to its respective customers. As a matter 
of procedure, WAGNN and other water providers 
immediately remove affected wells from service at 
the first exceedance in a sample. Consequently, 
MCL violations rarely occur. Individual 



exceedances are documented in the annuai opera1:r.G 
reports published by the purveyors. It should be 
noted that the MCLs are based upon potential health 
effects from consuming contaminated water over a 
70-year lifetime. The relatively slight 
exceedances of MCLs which might occur for short 
durations of time under the regulations are not 
considered a public health concern. 

Comment #62: Well, you tell us about a very nice statutory 
system, but how is it implemented? Isn't it a fact 
that the stripper on the SCP was not working 
effectively for eight years? 

Response #62: There are two air strippers presently in operation: 
one to treat heavily-contaminated groundwater on 
the SCP (the point where the contamination 
occurred) and one to treat contamination that has 
migrated to the WAGNN Watermill Lane supply wells. 
The air stripper on the SCP has not effectively 
treated contaminated groundwater there and has only 
worked on and off since its operation began in 
1989. The addition of carbon to the treatment 
system as a polishing measure is expected to have a 
positive impact on the effectiveness of the system. 
EPA is currently evaluating the system to determine 
whether additional modifications need to be made to 
ensure that the system discharges do not contravene 
standards under existing operating conditions. EPA 
will develop a monitoring program for this system, 
as well as any other treatment system required by 
the selected remedy, to ensure future compliance 
with all appropriate Federal and State standards. 
The large air stripping unit at the public water 
plant on Water Mill Lane has worked very 
effectively for many years to remove contaminants 
from the public supply wells. The water supplied 
to the community never exceeded drinking water 
standards. 

Comment #63: Should I be concerned about PCE emissions from the 
air strippers? 

Response #63: Air strippers used on public drinking water 
supplies or in operation at Superfund sites are 
classed as "trivial activities" under New York 

. . State Air Resources regulations (see 6 NYCRR 5201- 
3.3). With respect to the air stripper at the 



Watermill Lane water plant, the January 28, 1998 
Engineering Report for that unit suggests that 
treatment of the off-gas would not be necessary (to 
meet NYSDEC allowable air concentrations for PCE) 
until PCE concentrations in the influent water 
exceed 650 ppb. The maximum concentration detected 
to date is approximately 170 ppb. With respect to 
the much smaller air stripping unit operating on 
the SCP, air sampling and analysis behind and 
around the SCP has not indicated any measurable 
impacts from the unit. 

. . 
Comment #64: Are we exposed to PCE that is expelled to the air 

behind the cleaners? 

Response #64: Extensive air testing has been conducted behind and 
near the SCP. The testing shows that the PCE -. present behind the facility from the cleaning 
operation vents is diluted very rapidly with 
distance ("background" or non-detectable 
concentrations are reached within 50 to 100 feet). 
These tests have shown no measurable impact on 
outdoor air quality from either the small air 
stripping unit there or the foundation vent at the 
roof of Court 1 (Plaza Tennis). The PCE vapors 
collected with the SVE system are captured on 
carbon canisters and are not expelled to the air. 

Comment #65: Why weren't the patrons of Plaza Tennis notified 
once contamination was found in Court l? 

Response #65: In January 1998, one air sample from behind the 
plastic curtain at the perimeter of Court 1 
contained 2,500 micrograms PCE per cubic meter of 
air (pg/m3) . This sample was not from an area 
where people play tennis. The middle of the court 
was subsequently sampled to determine to what 
levels of PCE people might be most exposed. NYSDOH 
received the preliminary results from the Court 1 
air samples in mid-March 1998. The results were 
not verified nor considered releasable by the State 
until mid-April. The owner of Plaza Tennis was 
formally notified of the results by letter dated 
April 29, 1998. The letter instructed him to 
notify players of the elevated concentrations. 
Plaza Tennis closed for the summer on May 1, 1998. 
By the time Plaza Tennis reopened on October 1, 
1998, EPA had installed the footing vent and PCE 



Comment #66: 

Response #66 

concentrations had been reduced nearly ten-fold. 
During the six weeks between the NYSDOH's receipt 
of the March preliminary results and the April 
letter, NYSDOH conferred extensively with NYSDEC 
and EPA about appropriate remedial measures. 
NYSDOH conferred with the U.S. Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), which 
concurred with NYSDOH that there was no immediate 
health threat. NYSDOH also talked with the owner 
and instructed him to take simple steps to reduce 
PCE concentrations on Court 1. 

Why weren't/arenrt the air sample results for Plaza 
Tennis, Century Apartments, the synagogue and 
school published in the newspaper or on the news? 

: When results from NYSDOH air tests become 
available, NYSDOH notifies the owner of the 
building (and residents if a home/apartment is 
tested). The analytical results are provided with 
further explanation and appropriate health-based 
guidance, as necessary. In this case, NYSDOH did 
notify the following establishments: Plaza Tennis 
on April 29, July 17 and December 9, 1998, the 
synagogue/school on April 29 and July 17, 1998 and 
the Century Apartments Management on July 17 and 
December 9, 1998. 

Comment #67: Plaza Tennis didn't tell me of the problem in 
September before I signed this season's contract. 
What legal recourse do I have for a return of my 
fee? 

Response #67: NYSDOH advises building owners to provide the data 
to tenants. Neither NYSDOH nor ATSDR considered 
the situation at Plaza Tennis an imminent health 
hazard. Actions have been taken to reduce 
exposures and the concentrations at Plaza Tennis 
continue to decrease. Legal questions should be 
discussed with the patrons' attorney. 

Comment #68: The NYSDOH guideline.of 100 pg/m3 for PCE in air 
does not consider hazards to children. According 
to NYSDOH, you don't have information about the 
effects of PCE on children. 

Response #68: The NYSDOH recommends that the average indoor air 
level of PCE not exceed 100 pg/m3, considering 



continuous lifetime exposure and sensitive people, 
including children and the elderly. The guideline 
is much lower than the air levels that caused 
either non-cancer or cancer effects. The absence 
of information on possible effects in children was 
considered in the development of the PCE guideline 
of 100 pg/m3. Thus, the possibility of health 
effects in children and adults is low even at air 
levels slightly above the guideline. 

Comment #69: Even if there is less than 100 pg/m3 in the school, 
. .  . you have a moral imperative not to allow the 

children to be exposed to any PCE there. 

Response #69: The NYSDOH guideline of 100 pg/m3 is based on the 
assumption that people are continuously exposed to 
PCE in air all day, every day for as long as a 
lifetime. This is not likely for individuals, 
including children, who will attend or work at the 
school when it opens. Eleven air samples were 
collected at the renovated school in 1998. None of 
these exceeded the NYSDOH guideline value of 100 
pg/m3. When the SVE system on the SCP became 
operational in February 1999, the PCE 
concentrations in the school were approximately 80 
pg/m3. Within a few weeks, the PCE concentrations 
had dropped to nearly half that level. The PCE 
concentrations are expected to continue decreasing 
and will be monitored. NYSDOH and the USEPA are in 
communication with the school owner and contractor 
and with the local building inspector. We have 
agreed to review the monitoring results and provide 
guidance, as necessary, to ensure that health risks 
from indoor air contaminants, if any, are 
minimized. 

Comment #70: My father works on Great Neck Road and the VOCs are. 
spreading. Can anything be done to stop them from 
spreading? 

Response #70: There is little chance for exposure to PCE from the 
SCP for workers on Great Neck Road. Soil and soil 
vapor contamination is limited to the area 
immediately behind or adjacent to the SCP. The SVE 
system currently in place is removing the VOCs from 
the soil and soil vapor there. As this operation 
progresses, Site contamination will decrease. This 
will be verified by testing in the affected 



locations. The proposed groundwater pump and trear: 
system will be used to contain and treat the 
contamination that has spread to the groundwater. 

Comment #71: In preventing pollution, the place to start is at 
the source, not at the end point. 

Response #71: If it's going to take a long time to investigate 
and remediate the source and someone is belng 
exposed to contaminants, either through the publ~c 
water supply or an indoor air setting, then 
immediate efforts should be taken to mitigate the 
exposures. Once the exposures have been addressed, 
i.e., the public health protected, we can take the 
necessary time to ensure that the contaminant 
source is properly remediated. 

" Comment #72: What is being done now to prevent dry cleaning 
violations or pollution at Stanton and in general? 

Response #72: A recent inspection by NYSDEC and the NCDOH found 
the current operation at the SCP in compliance with 
applicable regulations. In general, EPA, NYSDEC, 
NYSDOH and NCDOH expect better pollution prevention 
controls as the recently-promulgated Part 232 air 
regulations are implemented. 
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PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

STANTON CLEANERS AREA 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 

Nassau County, New York 
Site Number 1-30-072 

February 1999 

SECTION 1 SUMMARY AND PURPOSE 
OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
was developed by the New York State 
Department of Environmaaal Conservation 
(NYSDEC), as lead agency, with support from 
the New York State Department of Health 
(NYSDOH) and the US. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). In January 1999, the 
Stanton Cleaners Area Groundwater 
Contamination site (Site) was proposed for 
listing on EPA's National Priorities List (NPL). 
The Site was previously known as the Stantm 
Cleaners Site. 

The New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), in 
consultation with the New York State 
Department of Health (NYSDOH) and EPA, is 
proposing a remedy to address the significant 
threat to human health created by the presence of 
hazardous wastes at the Site. (The Federal 
Superfund law authorizes EPA to respond to 
releases or threatened releases into the 
environment of hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants. Hazardous substances include 
hazardous waste.) 
The NYSDEC has issued this PRAP as a 

component of the citizen participation plan, 
developed pursuant to the New York State 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) and h 
NYCRR Part 375. EPA has similar public 
participation responsibilities under Section 1 17(3) 
of the Federal Superfund La\\ or tlw 
Comprehensive Environmental Response. 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 
1980, 42 U.S.C. #Q 9601-9675 and the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. # 300.430(0. 

This document is a summary of the mformauon 
that can be found in greater detail in the Remedial 
InvestigationPeasibility Study (FS) and other 
relevant reports and documents, which are 
available at the document repositories. 

As described in Sections 3 and 4 of this document, . 
improper handling and disposal of spent dry 
cleaning solvents resulted in the release of 
hazardous wastes (tetrachloroethene, also known as 
perchloroethene, perc or PCE) at the Site. Some of 
this material has migrated from the Site to 
surroundmg areas, including to the underlying 
aquifer. These disposal activities resulted in a 
significant threat (actual or potential) to human 
health associated with contaminated soils. mdoor 
air and groundwater along with impacts to a local 
public water supply as follows: 
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. 
. - 

Direct colaact with (dnmal absorption), 
~ > ,  ingestion of and inhalation associated 

with onsite contaminated soils and 
onsite and offsite contaminated 
groundwater. 

. Inbalationofcontaminatedairatornear 
the stanton Clumers Propnty. 

In order to restore the Site to predqosal 
conditions to the extent feasible and authorized 
by law and, at a minimum, to eliminate or 

. .  . mitigate the sigruficant threats to the public 
health andlor the cnvircmmt that the hazardws 
waste disposed at the Site has caused, the 
following remedy is proposed: 

. 
.- 

Enhanced groundwater plume cam 
and treatment for volatile organic 
cclmpounds (VOCs). 

. Continued operation of EPA's Removal 
Response Action which includes soil 
vapor srhaction (SVE) of VOC- 
Mntaminated soils. 

. Long-term pmdwam monitoring. 

Lomg-tam indoor air monitoring with 
interventions as necessary. 

. G r d w a t e r  use restti&. 

The proposed remedy, discussed in detail in 
Section 7 of this document, is intmded to attain 
the ranedial action objectives selected for the 
Site, in wdonm@ with New York State 
applicable standards, uiteria and guidance 
(SCGs), as identified in Section 6. (Note that 
under Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 9621(d), EPA is requued to attain at 
CERCLA sites where a remedial action is being 
implemented at least legally applicable or 
relevant and appropnatc Federal and State 
requirements, standards, Criteria, and limitation 

which are collectively referred to as "ARARs," 
unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA 
d o n  121(d)(4). EPA also uses "to be 
considered" (TBCs), that include non-binding 
criteria, advisories, guidance, and proposed 
standards. SCGs include all applicable Federal 
ARARs and TBCs.) 

This PRAP idenrifies the preferred remedy, 
summarizes the other alternatives considered and 
discusses the reasons for this preference. 
NYSDEC and EPA will select a final remedy for 
the Site only after careful consideration of all 
comments received during the public conuncnt 
period. Any remedy proposed will include 
performance and environmental monitoring dong 
with periodic reevaluation of the effectivmess of 
the selected remedy and the need for furthw action, 
if any. 

To better understand the Site and the investigations 
conducted, the public is encouraged to review the 
project documents at the following repositories: 

Mr. Thomas Gibbons 
WSDEC Central Office 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12233-7010 

Phone (5 18) 457-7924 
Hours Mon. through Fri., 8:00 to 4:15 

WSDEC Region 1 Office 
Envircmmental Remediation Unit 
Buildmg 40 
Stony Brook, NY 1 1790 

Phone (5 16) 444-0249 
Hours Mon. through Fri., 8:30 to 4:45 

Great Neck Library 
Atin: R. Rosuer, Reference Section 
Bayview Awrmc at Gristrmil Laue 
Great Neck, NY 11014 

Phone: (5 16) 4664055 
Hours: M-F(except W), 9 to 9 

Wed., 10 to 9, Sat., 9 to 6 
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At the meeting, the results of the RVFS will be 
presented along with a summaj of the proposed 
remedy. After the presentation, a question and 
answer period will be held, during which verbal 
or written comments can be submitted on the 

.preferred remedy. 

NYSDEC and EPA may modify the preferred 
alternative or select another of the alternatives 
presented in this PRAP, based on n& 
information or public comments. Therefore, the 
public is encouraged to review and comment on 
all of the alternatives identified here. 

Comments will be summarized and responses 
provided in the Responsiveness Summary 
section of the Record of Decision (ROD), which 
will represent the final decision regardmg the 
selected remedy and will be issued after 
NYSDEC and EPA have taken into consideration 
all public comments. 

Written comments on the PRAP can be 
submitted to Mr. Thomas Gibbons, Project 
Manager, at the above address. 

SECTION 2 SITE LOCATION AND 
DESCRIPTION 

The Site includes an active dry-cleaning 
business, located at 1 10 Cutter Mill Road in the 
Town of Great Neck, Nassau County (Figures 1 
and 2). The Stanton Cleaners Property is 

approximately 1/4 acre in size and includes a one 
story building in which the dry-cleaning business 
operates and an adjacent one-story boilerlstorage 
building (Figures 3 and 4). Most of the Stanton 
Cleaners Properly has been paved with asphalt 
except for a narrow strip at the rear of the property. 
Adjoining properties include an indoor tennis 
facility, a synagogue and school facility, a 
condominium and a service station. The 
surrounding community is zoned commercial/ 
residential and is seniced by public sewer and 
water . The water is supplied by the Water 
Authority of Great Neck North (WAGNN). Three 
public water supply wells are located 
approximately 1000 feet south of the Stanton 
Cleaners Property. Two of these u d s  arc 
approximately 145 feet deep and the third well is 
434 feet deep. The two shallow wells are equipped 
with an air stripper to remove VOCs which are 
contaminating the shallow groundwater. The 
treated water which serves the community is tested 
routinely by the WAGNN and the Nassau County 
Department of Health (NCDOH) to ensure 
compliance with all Federal and State drinking 
water standards. The RI, as well as previous 
investigations, have identified the Stanton Cleaners 
Property as a source of the contamination found in 
these two supply wells. 

SECTION 3 SITE HISTORY 

3.1 OperationaUDisposal History 

According to property ownership records, a dry 
cleaner operated on the Stanton Cleaners Property 
at least as early as 1958. The property changed 
ownership several times during its history; the 
current owner acquired the property in November 
1967. NCDOH records indicate that in the late 
1970's and early 19801s, the Citizen's Water 
Supply Company, previous owner of these supply 
wells, noted low levels of PCE, a solvent 
commonly used by dry cleaners, in the 
aforementionedpublic water supply wells. In 1983, 
WAGNN solicited help from NCDOH to assist 
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them in identifying potential sources of PCE. As 
a result, the Site was inspected in 1983 by 
NCDOH; at that time it was noted that a. 
discharge pipe led Born the dly cleaning fluid. 
separator to the grassy sloped area at the rear of 
the building. Shortly afterward, the discbarge 
was stopped. 

3.2 Remedial HistorylPrevious Investigations 

Prior to the W S ,  response actions or interim 
remedial measures (IRMs) were conducted at 
this Site to address soil contamination and 
groundwater contamination which impacted area 
drinking water supplies. 

In 1983, following discovery of elevated levels 
of PCE contamination in soils Iup to 8000 parts 

.per million @pm)] by NCDOH at the rear of the 
Stanton Cleaners Property, approximately 20 
cubic yards of soil were removed by the 
potentially responsible party (PRF') to an offsite 
disposal facility. Because further sampling 
revealed high levels of PCE still present in the 
soil, NCDOH ordered additional investigations 
and referred the Site to NYSDEC in January 
1984. At that time, the PRP's consultant 
conducted additional investigations, including 
the installation of seven groundwater monitoring 
wells: MW-1, MW-5, MW-6, MW-7, MW-8, 
MW-9 and MW-10 (Figure 5). In 1985, an 
additional well (MW-2) was installed by the 
Nassau County Department of Public Works 
(NCDPW). Total VOCs (primarily PCE) were 
found at levels up to 11,700 parts per billion 
(ppb). At this time, the most highly 
contaminated wells were MW-1, MW-2, MW-5 
and MW-6. The highest levels were found in 
MW-6, located 100 feet south of the Stanton 
Cleaners Property. 

In April 1985, the PRPs entered into a consent 
order with NYSDEC. As part of the contractual 
agreement, a groundwater extraction and 
treatment system was installed, consisting of a 

pumping well (IW-1) adjacent to MW-6 and an air 
stripping tower cons&cted behind the operating 
facility. Contaminated water is pumped through 
the air stripper where VOCs are removed. The 

.treated water is then discharged to the local public 
storm drain system which, after moving through a . 
series of dramage ditches, empties into Little Neck 
Bay. This treated water has been monitored for 
compliance with NYSDEC discharge standards 
since the system went into operation. Historically, 
the monitoring has shown discharges from the 
system exceeded permit limitations on several 
occasions. In addition, the system was inoperable 
much of the time since its installation. Since this 
system was ineffective in addressing groundwater 
contamination and because soils behind the Stanton 
Cleaners Property remain contaminated, the 
NYSDEC added this Site to the NYS Registry of 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in 1993 
as a Class 2 site. A Class 2 site is a site which 
poses a significant threat to the public or the 
environment and action is required. 

Since the present RIFS began, additional response 
actions or Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) 
have been conducted. In December 1997, the 
WAGNN informed the NYSDEC that their 
Watermill Lane air stripper, which treats VOC- 
contaminated water from two Magothy supply 
wells, was failing. In addition, influent (untreated 
water) data from these supply wells showed levels 
of PCE up to 170 ppb in the summer of 1997, close 
to the 200 ppb design capacity of the previous 
WAGNN air stripper. In March 1998, the 
NYSDEC agreed to hnd the construction of a new 
air stripper to treat these higher contaminant 
concentrations. A new air stripper, with a dcsign 
capacity of 3400 ppb @ 2,000 gallons per minute. 
was constructed and put on-line in the summer of 
1998. 

In March 1998, NYSDEC requested the assistance 
of EPA to conduct an emergency response action 
to address contaminated soils at the Site. 
NYSDEC proposed an IRM to address the elevated 
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PCE-contaminated 
. . 

soil which continues to be a 
. . source to groundwater contamination (and 

ultimately the downgrad~ent public water supply 
wells) and impacts indoor air quai@ in adjacent 
buildings. As a result, in September 1998, EPA 
funded a soil remediation response action and is 
currently in the process of constructing a soil 
vapor extraction (SVE) system (further discussed 
below) to remove PCE from contaminated soils. 
This system is expected to begin o p d o n  in 
February 1999. 

In May 1998, NYSDEC requested the PRPs to 
repair the groundwater exhaion  and treatment 
system which had worked only intermittently 
since it began operating in 1989. In July 1998, 
the system was repaired and put back on-line, 
however, follow-up sampling showed that 
efnuent water samples exceeded discharge 
standards. As a result, the PRP was asked to 
install granular activated carbon (GAC) to treat 
the elevated PCE levels from the air stripper. 
Subsequent sampling showed that effluent 
samples were now meeting discharge standards. 

In September 1998, under its removal authority, 
EPA installed a temporary soil vapor interceptor 
system adjacent to the impacted tennis club in 
order to mitigate impacts from PCE vapors to 
this facility. 

The Site was proposed for brig on the Federal 
NPL of hazardous waste sites on January 19, 
1999. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

The Site has been divided into two operable 
units. Operable Unit One (OU-I) is the subject 
of this PRAP .and will address surface and 
subsurface soil .contamination, indoor air 
contamination and colaaminants in the 
groundwater, resultiqg fkm disposalactivities at 
the Stanton Cleaners Property. PCE is the 
primary contaminant of concern. 

Operable Unit Two will address addiiional 
potential sources of the Stanton Cleaners Area 
Groundwater Contamination Site. 

SECTION 4 CURRENT STATUS 

In response to a determination that the presence of 
hazardous waste at the Site presents a significant 
threat to human health a d o r  the environment. 
NYSDEC's engineering consultant has recently 
completed an RVFS. 

4.1 Summary of the Remedial Investigation 

The purpose of the RI was to defme the nature and 
extent of any contamination resulting from 
previous activities at the Site. The RI was 
conducted between December 1996 and October 
1997. A draft Rl was issued in June 1998, a draft 
Focused Feasibility Study (FS) was issued in 
October 1998 and a fmal Rl was issued in 
December 1998. A final FS was ~ssued in January 
1999. 

The RI included the following activities: 

Site facilities inspection; 
private water well survey, 
public water supply well survey; 
soil gas survey of the Stanton Clcancrs 
Property; 
soil probe borings and soil sampling; 
groundwater monitoring system 
installation and sampling; 
groundwatex elevation and flow data; 
adoor and outdoor air sampling, 
drainage system sediment sampling; 
steam/vacuum system sampling; 
subsurface soil &mpling; &d 
groundwater pumping test. 

To determine which media (soil, groundwater. air, 
etc.) contain contamination at levels of concern. 
the Rl analytical data were compared to the SCGs. 
Groundwater, dnnlang water and surface water 
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. . 
standards identijied for the Site are based on 

.;. NYSDEC Ambient Water Quahty Standards and 
Guidance Values and Part 5 of NYS Sanitary 
Code, as well as Federal Safe Drinking Watu 
Act maximum ' t levels (MCLs) for 
drmking water. For soils, NYSDEC TAGM 
4046 provides soil deanup obiectives for the - - 
protection of groundwater, background 
conditions and health-based exoosure scenarios. 
NYSDOHs guideline for P C ~  in ai~ was used 
for evaluating indoor air quality. 

.. . .  As noted above, chemical ccmcentratons for 
water, soil and total VOCs in air are reported in 
ppb andor ppm. Commtntiolls for specific air 
con taminants are reported as micrograms per 
cubic mcta (pg/m3) For comparison purposes, 

.- 
.SCGsaredcfinedforeachmedia. 

4.1.1 Nature and Extent of Contamination 

Based upon the results of the RI, certain arms 
and media of the Site require mediation. These 
are summarid below. More complete 
information can be found in the RI Report. 

4.1.1.1 Soil Gas Survey 

A soil gas survey was conducted on the Stardon 
Cleaners Property to evaluatethe concentratons 
of VOCs in the soils. This survey is used to 
locate possible sources of contaminaricm This 
survey was performed in the sloped grass area at 
the rear of the Stanton Clcanns Property and in 
the parlung area northeast of the boiler room 
building. A total of 34 soil gas samples were 
collected. Figure 6 illustrates the soil gas sample 
locations. 

The results of the soil gas sumy indicate that 
VOCs in soil are preseat in the grassy sloped 
area behind the Stanton Cleaners Property and 
the boiler room buildmg (Figure 7). Total VOC 
readingsinthisareawereashighas 15,400ppm. 
Total VOC readmgs of greater than 1,000 ppm 

were measured behind the buildings, in the area 
adjoining the tennis facility. measuring 
approxhtely 20 feet wide and 50 feet long. 

Total VOC mdmgs were also measured in the 
alleyway between the operating facility and boiler 
room b d b g  at levels as hgb as 47,700 ppm and 
immediately northeast of the boiler room building 
at levels as high as 32,900 ppm. Total VOC 
readings decreased significantly to levels below 
100 ppm toward the northeast and northwest edges 
of the property. 

4.1.1.2 Drainage Systwn/Sump Sampling - 

Based on the facility inspection. one d n  \wll and 
two drainage sumps were identified on or near the 
property. The locations of the dry well and 
drainage sumps am illustrated on Figure 8. 
Sediment samples were collected from each of the 
two drainage sumps (DW-02 and DW-03) and 
analyzed for VOCs. The dry well was considered 
too far from the Stanton Cleaners Property to be 
impacted and therefore was not sampled. 

?he results of the sedimenVsludge samples 
collected from the sump located on the northeast 
p d o n  of the parlung area and the sump located at 
the northeast end of the wnuete trough indicated ' 
trace levels of PCE at DW-02 (21 ppb) and non- 
detectable levels at DW-03, respectively. 

4.1.13 Subsurface Soils 

Shallow Subsurface Soils 

As part of the source area investigation. 25 shallow 
soil borings (GP-01 through GP-24 and SB-03) 
were drilled on the grassy slope at the rear of the 
propcay and the paved area near the boiler room 
buildmg. The bormgs wexe drilled in suspected 
source areas based on the results of the soil vapor 
survey and samples were collected to ddine the 
horkmtal and vertical limits of soil contdnation 
on the Stanton Cleaners Property. A total of 49 



subsurface soil samples were collected for VOC 
analysis. Figure 9 illustrates the soil boring 
locations. Results showing the distribution of 
PCE contammation for three depth intervals (0 to 
10 feet, 10 to 20 feet and 20 to 30 feet) are 
presented on Figures 10,11 and 12, respectively. 

l k e e  compounds were found to exceed 
NYSDEC soil cleanup objectives of 1.4 ppm 
(PCE), 0.7 ppmtrichloroethylme (TCE) and 0.25 
ppm 1,2 dichloroethene (DCE). PCE 
concartrations were found to exceed NYSDEC 

. .  . .  soil cleanup objectives at 13 of 25 boring 
locations. The highest PCE wncentration was 
detected at GP-04 (11-12 feet below grade) at 
6,200 ppm. This boring is located behind the 
Stanton Cleaners Prwexty. Nine of the 13 
borings with PCE concentrations that exceeded 

.- the NYSDEC soil cleanup objective were located 
behind the Site buildmg in the area of previous 
soil mediation activities. At six locations, PCE 
concentmions exceedtng soil cleanup objdves  
were found at depths exceedmg 20 feet below 
grade. 

TCE concentrations exceeded the NYSDEC soil 
cleanup objectives at three of the 26 boring 
locations. The highest TCE concentration was 
detected at GP-06 (3-4 feet below grade) at 38 
ppm. DCE was also detected at elevated 
concentrations in subsurface soils (91 ppm and 
27 P P ~ )  

Deep Subsurface Soils 

Two deep soil borings were drilled in the par& 
area on the northeast side of the boiler room 
building to determine the vertical extent of soil 
contamhation in tbis area. The deep soil 
borings, both 69 feet, are identified as SB-01 and 
SB-02 and are illustrated on Figure 9. None of 
the samples collected from these deep borings 
exceeded the soil cleanup objective for PCE or 
other Site-related contaminants. 

Summary of Soil Contamination 

Soil samples collected during the Rl show an area 
of soil contamination, exceeding the NYSDEC soil 
cleanup objective, of approximately 1.500 square 
feet. Given the depth to groundwater at 
approximately 70 feet below grade. it is estimated 
that up to 3.800 cubic yards of soil \\.ill rcqulrc 
remediation. This estimate assumes that 
contamination above the cleanup criteria crtcnds 
from the ground surface to the water tablc. It IS 

likely that this assumption significantly 
overestimates the volume of soil needing 
ranediatim 

4.1.1.4 indoor and Outdoor Air Sampling 

Air samples were collected outside, at the rear of 
the Stanton Cleaners Property and inside 
neighboring buildings. Contaminants from the Site 
have impacted indoor air as a result of elevated 
levels of VOCs in the subsurface soils. During the 
course of the W S ,  several rounds of samples 
were collected. Air sampling devices included 
organic vapor diffusion monitors which use a 
charwal absorbent pad, charcoal sorbent tubes and 
Summa canisters which are evacuated steel 
canisters with flow regulators which collect and 
store an air sample. All samples were sent to a 
laboratory for chemical analysis. 

Sampling was conducted outside, immediately 
behind the Stanton building and inside neighboring 
buildings includmg the indoor tennis building to 
the southeast and northeast, the synagogue 
buildings to the south and southwest and the 
parlung garage of the condominium buildmg north 
of the indoor tennis buildmg. Sampling locations 
are illustrated on Figures 13, 14, I5 and 16 based' 
on four sampling rounds which were collected on 
February 23, 1998, May 8, 1998, September 17, 
1998 and October IS, 1998, respectively. 

Air data collected from some indoor locations 
showed PCE levels exceeded the NYSDOH 



. . 
guideline value of 100 micrograms of PCE per 

. . . .. cubic meter of air (&m3). The NYSDOH 
guidance value is based upon a considuation of 
all effects of long-term exposureto PCE in air. 
It is used to guide decisions about actions to 
reduce human exposures to PCE. NYSDOH 
recommends, for example, that actions to reduce 
human exposure should be co~lsidered when an 
air level is above the guideline value. NYSDOH 
alsorecommardsthatthencedtotakeimmciliate 
action to reduce exposure should be considwed 
when an air level is tcn-times h@er than the 

.. . . .  guideline (that is, when an air level is 1,000 
d m 3  or higher). 

The Federal Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) uses Environmental 
Media Evaluation Guidance (EMEG) values as 

- screening levels to identify potential 
contamiaants and media of concan. For PCE, 
the ATSDR uses a chmic duration inhalsution 
value of 270 pg/m3. The ATSDR uses an acute 
inhalation level of 1,350 pg/m3. Both of these 
values were derived from health effects observed 
during much higher occupational-level 
exposures. 

Air sampling results frmn the first two rounds of 
sampling rmaled that the neighboring ten& 
club and synagogue had PCE umcatratiom; in 
excess of the NYSDOH guidance value of 1100 
pghn3 (Tables 1 and 2). The highest PCE In& 
encountered were collected frmn the tamis dub, 
withconcenfrations rauging from 120 to 190,000 
pp/m3. PCE was found at concentrati~ms 
between 1,000 and 2,800 @ n 3  in some ams; of 
the tennis courts where people could be exposed. 
h e  concentrations exceed NYSDOll's 
guideline value by more than ten times (i.e. 
greater than 1,000 pg/m3) indicatiug tbat 
rmm#liate actions should be cansidered to 
reduce expome. 'Ihc highest levels wcre 
e n c o d  in T d  Court #1 which is 
immediately adjacent to the source area betulnd 
the Stanton Cleaners Property. Some 

d o u s i y  high samples were collected behind 
plastic curtains against the outer walls and adjacent 
to suspected cmcks in the foundation of the tennis 
buddmg. These three samples, with PCE 
concentrations ranging Itom 20,000 to 190.000 
pghn), most M y  reflect soil vapors directly 
infiltrating into Court 1 through cmks in the 
foundation. While these samples do not represent 
indoor air quality, they do reflect the magnitude of 
contaminaton dircctly abutting this comer of the 
tenaisfacility. 

Samples collected from the nearby synagogue 
ccnaained PCE at concmtrations ranging from 2.7 
to 210 pg/m3. Only one sampling location, a 
classroom on the lower level of the synagogue, had 

5ons in excess of the NYSDOH guideline 
of 100 pg/m3. Two basement parking garages in a 
nearby fondominium werc sampled for PCE during 
the second mund of sampling. While ne-itlux 
sample contained PCE above the NYSDOH 
guideline of 100 p H ,  the results suggested 
sub& migration of PCE into the building and 
the need for additional testing. 

Two additional munds of sampling, the third and 
fourth rounds, were conducted at the Site in 
September 1998 by the EPA and in October 1998 
by NYSDEC/NYSDOH, respectively. Sampling 
1ocationsaredepictedinFigures 15 and 16andthe 
results are listed in Tables 3 and 4. These rounds 
w m  conducted to assess the extent of 
colltamioation at the condominium and to assess 
the effectiveness of a foundation vent system 
installed at the tennis club by EPA during 
September 

The parlang garage of the adjacent condominium 
complex was found to have levels of PCE from 12 
to 1,092 pg/m3 in areas of the basement whm 
people could be exposed. Samples collected from 
the floor drains within the parking garage 
contained PCE at levels up to 3,400 pg/m3. Three 
samples collected from the lobby of the ground 
floor of the condominium ranged from 4.5 to 14 



. . 
p@m3. The lobby concentrations are below the 

. . .. . NYSDOH air guideline of 100 pghnJ and are 
very similar to concentrations of PCE normally 
found in indoor air. In Decanber 1998, the EPA 
installed devices in the garage floor drains to 
prevent contaminated vapors from migrating into 
the parlslg garage. PrehmaTy resolts from 
samples recently collected in the basement 
garage suggest that PCE conc~lmations have 
decreased to levels below 100 pg/m3. The 
cumulative results indicate that, prior to 
installation of the floor drain backflow devices, 

. .  . .  
PCE vapors were migrating into the lower garage 
through the floor drains, resultmg in elevated 
concentrations in botb garages but not in the 
ground flm of the condominium. PCE 
concentrations in the lobby ranained low dunng 
both samphg rounds indicating that the ground 

' -  and upper floors of the buildmg were not 
significantly affected. 

Third and fourth round samples were collected 
from the tennis club before and &r, 
respectively, EPA's installation of a soil vapor 
interceptor (vent) system along the foundation of 
the structure. These samples indicate that PCE 
concentrations on Court 1 dropped from 
approximately 1,500 pg/m3 to about 200 d m 3  
after the vent systan became operational. 
Preliminary results from samples collected in 
November confirmed PCE concentrations of 
about 250 to 300 pg/m3. These concentrations 
are expected to decrease even further in February 
1999 after a mmtiy installed soil vapor 
extraction system next to the facility becomes 
operational. 

4.1.1.5 SteunlVacuum System Sampling 

A waterlcondensate sample was collected from 
the condensate reservoir of the steadvacuum 
system located in the boiler room at the Stanton 
Cleaners Property. This analysis revealed only 
trace levels of PCE (3 ppb), indicating that an 
active contaminant source is no longer present. 

Figure 17 identifies the sample location. 

4.1.1.6 General Geology and Hydrology 

Long Island is situated on bedrock overlain by 
sediment. Three major aquifers comprise most of 
Long Island's water supply. The Lloyd sand 
member is the deepest aquifer (resting directly on 
the bedrock). The Magothy formation is above the 
Lloyd and consists of layers of fine sands. clays. 
silts and some coarse beds of sand and gravel. 
Above the Magothy aquifer is the Upper Glacial 
aquifer, consisting of fme to come layers of sand 
and gravel, boulders and clay. The Magothy is the 
principal water supply aquifer in t h ~ s  area. The 
Upper Glacial aquifer is not typically used for 
water supply m Nassau County due to the greater 
liilihood of contamination. No private wells have 
been identified in the project area. 

The Upper Glacial deposits in the area of the Slte . 
range from approximately 170 feet thick at 

monitoring well MW-19 to approximately 95 feet 
thick at the WAGNN production well # 9 (PW-09). 
The Magothy is situated directly below the Upper 
Glacial and is the aquifer from which the 
contaminated WAGNN production wells pump. 

The high pumping rates and sustained usage of the 
WAGNN production wells enable hydraul~c 
control of the shallow and deep aquifers between 
the Stanton Cleaners Property and the WAGNN 
well field as evidenced by the groundwater contour 
maps illustrated on Figure 1 9. 

Figure 20 illustrates the geologic strata ofthe study 
area and incorporates deep geologic data from 
borings MW-14, MW-17, MW-19, AM-03 and 
PW-09 

4.1.1.7 Groundwater 

Monitoring wells were installed at the Site to 
provide subsurface geologic data and to allow 
monitoring of groundwater elevations and quality. 
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. . 
This infonnation was necessary to evaluate the 

. - . ~. direction of groundwater flow and to charactmize 
the extent of the groundwater cataminant 
plume. A total of 10 monitoring wells were 
installed for this investigation (Figwe 18). This 
is in addition to the previously existing 
monitoriag wells installed for the Site (4 wells) 
and adjacent service stations (8 wells). 

Mombring wells were amhuckd in the vicinity 
and downgradid of the Stanton Clertuers 
Propaty. The locaiioms for downgraciiab 
monitoring wells, MW-11, MW-12, MW-13, 
MW-14 and MW-15, wen selected based on 
known groundwater quality and estimlated 
groundwater Bow direction between the Stanton 
Cleaners Property and the WAGNN's well field 
located south of the Stanton Cleaners Propl*. - S;rmples from these wells were analyzed for 
VOCs. The results of the analysis were used to 
locate monitoring wells MW-17, MW-18, MW- 
19 and MW-20. MW-16 was placed 
hydraulically upgradient of the Stanton Cleaners 
property. 

Groundwater samples were collected betureen 
January 19 and January 29, 1998, fron eaclh of 
the 10 newly installed wells and 12 sdsting 
wells. The wells which were sampled include 
MW-01, MW-02, MW-06, MW-09, MW-11, 
MW-12, MW-13, MW-14, MW-15, MW-16, 
MW-17,MW-18, MW-19, MW-20, GS-01, (3s- 
02, GS-03, IW-01, AM-01, AM-02, AM-03 and 
AM*. 

All wells were sampled for VOCs. Samples 
collected from 13 wells were also analyzed for 
iron and manganese for groundwater treatment 
system design purposes. 

The followiug sections discuss groundwim 
samplesoollectedfianwdlssneenedinthe 
Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers. Contours 

of the monitoring well data are presented on Figure 
19. 

Upper Glacial Aquifer 

LGvcls of PCE greater than 1,000 ppb were 
detected in shallow groundwattr samples collected 
in the immediate vicinity'of the Stanton Cleaners 
Property. Thehgtlestconcentrationddectedwas 
17,880 ppb at monitoring well G-03, located on the 
service station property adjacent to the Stanton 
cltanefi Property. 

The data show a groundwater plume moving in a 
westerly direction from the Stanton Cleaners 
Property, consistent with the regional groundwater 
flow for this a m .  It appears, howmr, that the 
water supply wells have a significant hydraulic 
influence on the local groundwater flow pattern, 
resulting in groundwater flow becoming 
southeasterly toward the supply wells. 

A generalized VOC-concentration contour map of 
the Stanton Cleaners Property area is presented as 
Figure 19. Figure 20 illustrates a 
hydrogeochemical cross section of the Site area. 

Thc distribution of VOCs in the Upper Glacial 
aquifer points to the Stanton Cleaners Property as 
a source of groundwater contamination that 
impacts the WAGNN wells on Watermill Lane. It 
is believed that the WAGNN production wells. 
(PW-02A and PW-09) are drawing catamm& 

. . 
on 

from the Upper Glacial aquifer due to the high, 
sustained pumping rates of these wells and their 
close proximity to the contaminated groundwater 
in the Uppw Glacial. The discontinuities in the 
silty clay layers found in the vicinay of the Stanton 
Cleaners property reinforces this likely migration 
route. 

Lmek of PCE above groundwater standards were 
also detected upgradient of the Stanton Cleaners 
property at concentrations of 1,760 ppb in MW-01 
and 600 ppb in MW-16, respectively. 



Results of iron and manganese analyses ffom the 
shallow wells indicate that MW-Ol had the - 

lughest levels of iron at 472,000 ppb (dissolved) 
and maxgamse at 9,450 ppb (dissolved). This 
data is &ortaut for the design of remedial 
systems. 

Upper Magothy Aquifer 

PCE was not detected in any of the deep 
monitoring wells (MW-14, MW-18, MW-20 and 
AM-03) at concentrations above the NYSDEC 
Class GA groundwater standard and Federal 
MCL of 5 ppb dunng the remedial investigation, 
except from samples collected during drilling in 
the Magothy using the Hydropunch methcd. 
This method allows collection of groundwater 
samples during drilling at specific depth intervats - to help define specific umes of wntammb 

. . 
on. 

This is useful when decidmg how deep to 
construct a well. However, under the particular 
contanunant conditions at the Site (high PCE 
levels in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer), the 
high contamination levels found in these samples 
is suspect. It is likely that, while drilling through 
the shallower aquifer, cmss-contamination of the 
deeper zone samples occurred. 

Historically, VOCs have been detected at the 
WAGNN Magothy production wells # 9 (PW- 
09) and 2A (PW-OZA), located downgradient of 
the Stanton Cleaners Property, at levels up to 170 
ppb and 14 ppb, respectively. However, the 
Magothy monitoring wells installed did not show 
any v0c-c- . . 

on above groundwater 
standards. As such, it was decided not to direct 
additional efforts to search for contamination in 
the Magothy. The greatest cOILcentfations of 
contaminants reside in the Upper Glacial 
formation. 

Two deep monitoring wells (MW-18 and MW- 
20) were sampled and analyzed for iron and 
manganese. Neither of the samples collected 
contained iron or manganese above SCGs. 

Groundwater Summary 

Levels of PCE, TCE and DCE at combined 
concentrations of greater than 10.000 ppb were 
detected in the Upper Glacial aquifer in the viciniw 
of the Site. The plume of groundwater 
contamination exqends from the Sitc initially in a 
southwesterly direction. then turns south and 
eventually southeasterly to\vards tlic \4:.AGhh 
water supply wells located on Watermill Lane. 
This is illustrated on Figures 2 1 and 22 which show 
the groundwater elevation contours for the water 
table (Upper Glacial) and Magothy aquifers. 
respectively. 

NO sigrufcant barrier is known to exist that would 
prevent contaminants from migrating from the 
Upper Glacial aquifer to the Magothy aquifer in the 
vicinity of the Stanton Cleaners Property Because 
of this, and the historically poor handling practices 
of spent PCE at the Stanton Cleaners Property, a 
pathway exists which would allow contamination ' 
from Stanton to impact the WAGNN water supply 
wells located approximately 1000 feet 
downgradient (south). 

4.1.1.8 Aquifer Testing 

An aquifer test was conducted on extraction well 
IW-I, the groundwater exmction well located on 
the synagogue property (refer to Section 3.2). 
NYSDEC performed this test to determine why this 
extraction system was no longer capable of 
operating. 

The aquifer test was performed in May 1998. The 
results of the test indicated that the well is capable 
of sustaining a pumping rate of 10 gpm and would 
be capable of rates up to 20 or 25 gpm. The failure 
of.the system was determined to be an electrical 
problem which was subsequently repaired and the 
system was put back on-line. 
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4.2 Interim Remedial Measures 
. . - 8 

Interim Remedial Measures (EMS) are 
conducted at sites when a source of . . 
-on or exposwe pathway can be 
e&ctively addressed before completion of the 
R m s .  

As discussed in Section 3.2 of this document, 
several IRM's were performed to address various 
contaminant problems at this Site. 

In 1983, apprmrimarely 20 cubic yards of PCE- 
contaminated soil was removed from behind the 
stanton Cleantrs property. 

In 1989, a groundwater exhaction and trummnt 
system was installed to address ground- 
contamination which resulted ftom improper 
chsposal of spent PCE behind the Stanton 
Cleaners Property buildmg. This system worked 
only intermittently since its construction. The 
P W  repaired and upgraded the system in 1998 
so that it is currently fully operational and 
compiies with all discbarge requirrments. 

In 1998, NYSDEC hded the construction of a 
new air stripper treatment system for the 
WAGNN water supply wells which are impacted 
by contamination h n  the Site. This new 
aeatment system went into operation in the 
summer of 1998. 

In September 1998, under its removal authority, 
EPA installed a temporary soil vapor interceptor 
system adjacent to the termis club to mitigate 
impacts from PCE vapors to this facihty. 

Also under its removal authority, EPA is 
constructing a soil vapor exhaction (SVE) 
system to remcdiate the ranaining soil 
contamination which was not addressed by the 
1983 soil removal action. This response action 
will address surface and subsurface soil 
colLtaminatim on the Site using SVE technolc~gy. 

Through the implementation of this soil 
remediation technology, the problems associatcd 
with indoor air quality in adjacent buildings will be 
addressed. In addition, the SVE system would 
reduce the mass of contanunants in the SOIIS. 
thereby reducing the cross media impacts to 
groundwater. This system is expected to be 
operational by February 1999. 

Within the umtami~ted soils, a series of SVE 
wells have been installed whe-re significant 
cOllcentrati01ls of PCE have been detected. Soil 
vapors containing VOCs will be extracted from the 
soil by an above ground vacuum system. The 
d t e d  vapors will be treated by a GAC 
system. A low permeabihty cover has been placed 
over the a&cted soils to enhance the system's 
efficiency by controlling short-ckdng with 
atmospheric air. This cover will also l i d  possible 
exposure to VOCs via direct contact or inhalation 
during construction. 

The equipment required for SVE includes 
extraction wells, a vacuum unitlblower, 
liquidhapor separator, vapor treatment unit 
wnsisting of GAC canisters and the system 
controls and -on. The number of wells 
required are a function of the subsurface geologic 
conditions and extent of contamination. The spent 
GAC canisters will be shipped offsite to a facility 
which would regenerate the carbon for reuse. The 
performance of the SVE systan will be momitored 
using soil vapor probes. Soil cleanup objectives are 
expeckd to take up to several years to be met. 
EPA, under its Removal authorities, is only 
c m e d y  a u t h d  to operate the SVE system 
through the Fall of 1999; the continued operation 
of this system is bang addressed in this PRAP. 

4.3 Summary of Site Risks 

This section describes the types of human 
exposures that may present added health risks ta 
persons at or around the Site. This section 
describes the risks associated with current and 
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future site conditions. A more detailed 
:: . , . discussion of the health nsks can be found in the 

Rl Report. 

The primary contaminant+f-concem at the 
Stantnn Cleaners site is tetrachloroethene (PCE). 
This substance has demonstrated toxicity to a 
number of organ systems in the body including 
the central nervous system, liver and kidney. 
Additionally, PCE has demonstrated 
carcinogenicity in animal models. 

Exposure is necessary in order for a toxic 
substance such as PCE to cause a health effect. 

An exposure pathway is how an individual may 
come into wntact with a contaminant. The five 
elements of an exposure pathway are 1) the - source of wntami~tion; 2) the environmattal 
media and transport mechanisms; 3) the point of 
exposure; 4) the route of exposure; and, 5) the 
receptor population. These elements of an 
exposure pathway may be based on past, present, 
or future events. 

Human exposure pathways known to presently 
exist or that have historically existed at the Site 
include: 

. Direct contact with (dermal absorption), 
ingestion of and inhalation associated 
with contaminated onsite soils on the 
Stanton Cleaners Property. 

. Inhalation of contaminated air at or near 
the Stanton Cleaners Property. 

An additional human exposure pathway wh~ch 
could potentially exist at the Site is as follows: 

. Direct contact with (dermal absorption), 
ingestion of and inhalation associated 
withcontaminatedgroundwater. 

These pathways would be addressed through the 
remedial actions to be implemented at the Site. 

The risk assessment performed for this Site 
indicates that potential exposure to the 
groundwater poses an unacceptable risk. As 
discussed in Section 4.1.1.7, the measured 
concentrations of PCE obtained from groundwater 
monitoring w e b  consistently and significantly 
exceeds the NYSDEC Class GA groundwater 
standard and the federal MCL of 5 ppb. 

Additionally, inhalation of volatilized PCE In 
indoor locations is a significant exposure pathway. 
Samples collected in March 1998, using passive 
dosimeter badges, showed significantly elevated 
levels of PCE in Court 1, the portion of the Tennis 
Club closest to the Stanton Property. An air 
sample collected at the tennis net showed PCE 
levels ranging from 1,400 to 2,800 pg/m3. Along 
the inside wall of the Tennis Club, adjacent to the 
contaminated soil area, levels up to 190,000 pg/m3 
were noted in what appears to be a crack in the 
foundation. The NYSDOH guideline value for 
PCE in air is 100 pg/m3. At concentratons 10 
times that level (1,000 pg/m3), NYSDOH 
recommends that the need to take immediate action 
to reduce exposure be considered. 

On August 11, 1998, ATSDR issued a health 
consultation based on the April NYSDOH air 
sampling event. The PCE data were compared to 
ATSDR's Environmental Media Evaluation Guide 
(EMEG) values. As previously noted. ATSDR uses 
a value of 1,350 pg/m3 to assess shon-tcmi 
exposures and 270 pg/m3 to assess long-term 
exposures. Based upon a comparison of the indoor 
air quality with these values, ATSDR has 
recommended that efforts be made to mitigate the 
migration of vapor phase PCE from the subsurface 
soils into the indoor air environments in buildings 
in the view of the Site. 

Actual or threatened release of PCE from this site, 
if not addressed by the preferred alternative or one 
of the other active measures considered, may 
present a current or potential threat to the public 
health, welfare or the environment. 

Stanton Cleaners Site 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan 



4.4 Summary of Environmental Exposure 
.. 

%Z, . Pathways 

No pathways for sigruficant expowe to fish or 
wildlife have been identified for this Site. 

SECTION 5 ENFORCEMENT STATUS 

PRPs are those who may be. legally liable for 
Contamination at a site. This may include past or 
present owners and operatofi, waste gmcrators, 
and haulers. 

.- ..The PRPs for the Site, donunaded to date, 
include the current owner of the Staoton 
Cleaners Proprrty, the estate of the former 
operator of the Stamton Clarnefi Property and a 
long-term lessee of the Stauton Cleaners 

.- Property. 

The PRPs failed to implement the RUFS at the 
Site when requested by theNYSDEC. EPA has 
noticed the current ownex and the long-term 
lessee of their potmtial liabllay at the Site. After 
the remedy is selected, the PRPs will again be 
cordacted to assume responsibility for the 
ranedial program. The PRPs are subject to legal 
actions by the State andlor EPA for recovery of 
all response costs the State andlor EPA have 
incurred. 

SECTION 6 REMEDIAL ACTION 
OBJECTIVES 

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to 
protect human health and the cmhmmmt. 
These objectives are based on available 
informaton and standards, such as SCGs and 
risk-based levck. 

Goals hr the runedial program have been 
established through the remedy selection 
process. The werall remedd objective is to 
meet all SCGs, as well as Federal ARARs as 
described above, and be protective of human 
health and the environment. 

At a minimum, the remedy selected should 
eliminate or mitigate all significant threats to the 
public health and to the environment through the 
proper application of scientific and engineering 
principles. The objectives selected for this Site arc 
as follows: 

. Reduce, control, or eliminate contaminated 
soil and groundwater to the extent 
practicable. 

. Rwtoration of the aquifer to its best 
beneticial use. 

. Eliminate the potential for human 
exposure to contaminated soil and indoor 
air. 

. Eliminate to the extent practicable, 
ingestion of gr0Mdwate.x at the Site that 
does not meet SCGs. 

. Provide for attainment of NYSDOH 
guidelines for indoor air to the rstent 
practicable. 

SECTION 7 SUMMARY O F  THE 
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The selected remedy should be protective of 
human health, be wst effective, umply with other 
statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, 
altgnatve technologies or resource recovery 
techoologies to the maximum extent practicable. 
Potential runedial alternatives for the Site were 
identified, screened and evaluated in a Focused. 
Feasibility Study (FS), dated January 1999. Since 
c m t m i d o n  from the Site consists of VOCs, the 
FS utilized EPKs WCC of Solid Waste and 
Emcrgarcy Response Dinctive 9355.0-48FS - 
Presumptive Remedies: Site Charactnization and 
Tdmology Selection for CERCLA Si Wah 
Volatile Organic Compounds in Soiis. 

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As 
used in the following text, the time to implement 
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reflects only the time requued to implement the 
. . .:. remedy and does not include the time required to 

design the remedy, to procure contracts for 
design and construction or to negotiate with 
responsible parties for implementation of the 
remedy. AU of the a h m t i w s  assume a long- 
term groundwater monitoring pmgram of up to 
30 years. 

7.1 Description of Alternatives 

The potential remedies are intended to achieve 
the established remedial goals for the 
contaminated media at the Site, iucludq VOC- 
contaminated groundwater, soils and indoor air. 
Each alternative., includmg the No Further 
Action ahnative, incorporate aspects from 
some of the IRMs, as discussed above. The - alternatives discussed below may vary in title 
and description fmn those identified in the FS. 

Alternative 1 No Further Action 

Present Worth: $ 150,000 
Capital Cost: $ 0  
Total Present Worth O&M: $150,000 
Time to Implement: 0 years 

The no further action alternative is evaluated as 
a procedural requirement and as a basis for 
comparison. It requires continued monitoring 
only, allowing the Site to remain in an 
unnmediated state. This alternative would leave 
the Site in its present condition and would not 
provide any additional protection to human 
health or the environment. 

Under the no further action alternative, no 
measures would be taken to remove or contain 
the groundwater contamination. EPA's SVE 
system would cease operation in the Fall 1999. 
The 10 gpm groundwater extraction and 
t r e a w  system on the Stanton Cleaners 
Property is managed by the PRP. The system 
would not be maintained by NYSDEC ifthe PRP 
was no longer able to maintain its operation. 

However, this alternative presumes that long-tern1 
monitoring of indoor air and groundwater would be 
implemented and access and use restrictions would 
be maintained. The long-term groundwater 
monitoring program is assumed to remain in effect 
for 30 years. 

Alternative 2 Uverade of the Existing 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment 
Svstem. Enhanced Groundwater Plume Caoture 
and Continued Overation of the Source Control 
SVE Svstem 

Present Wodr  $2,195,000 
Capital Cost: $445.000 
Total Present Worth O&M: S 1.750.000 
Time to Implement: 1 Year 

Alternative 2 includes an upgrade of the esisting 
groundwater extraction and treatment system on 
the Stanton Cleaners Property provided that 
proposed groundwater mcdeling supports this 
upgrade. If not, the system will operate at the 10 
gpm level. The existing extraction well is capable 
of pumping at a rate of 20 gpm to 25 gpm. 
However, the treatment system, which removes the 
PCE, is not capable of treating groundwater at this . 
flow rate and would have to be upgraded in order 
to meet discharge standards. 

Alternative 2 also includes an enhanced system to 
capture the contaminated groundwater plume. 
Under this alternative, contaminated groundwater 
from a downgradient extraction and treaunent 
system would be pumped from one or two 
extraction wells, which would be installed at the 1 
ppm PCE contaminant contow, approximately 400 
feet south of the Stanton Cleaners Property. These 
wells would be pumped at a rate of approximately 
50 to 100 gpm. As a result of the strong influence 
of the WAGNN pumping wells on that portion of 
the aquifer which is in close proxinuty to these 
wells, it is not feasible to capture the leading edge 
of the plume. However, the l e a  edge of 
groundwater plume is being captured by the 
WAGNN wells where it is treated to meet dnnlung 
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water standards. 

Contaminated groundwater would be pumped 
from the aquifer and directed through an air 
stripping treatment system to remove VOCs. 
Off-gasses would be treated, if required, using a 
vapor phase GAC filter. may be 
necessary to prevent fouling of the air stripper by 
metals,whichMtulallyexistinthegroundwater. 
The pretreatment process for metals removal 
would utilize chemical precipitation and pH 
adjushnent combined with filtering. Pre- 
treatment metals residuals would be dsposed of 
offsite, and thetreated groundwater would be 
discharged to either a storm sewer or sanitary 
sewer. The vapor phase GAC libn would be 
designed for regeneraiion. The operation time 
for extradon and tmtment is expected to be 20 

- years. The long-term grmmdwater monitoring 
program is assumed to remain m effect for up to 
30 years. 

Alternative 2 presumes that 1) long-term 
monitoring of indoor air and groundwater would 
be implemented, with interventions as necessary 
(for example, ventilating systems, vapor barriers 
or b d o w  prevention devices in indwr 
sumps), 2) the SVE system, installed as an EPA 
response action, continues to operate for two 
additional years and 3) groundwater use 
restrictions would be maintained. 

Alternative 3 Unmade of the Existing 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatmmt 
Svstem. Continued Overation of the Source 
Control SVE Svstem. and Offsite Natural 
Attenuation and Lone-Term Monitoring 

Present Wolth: $ 784,000 
Capital Cost: $65,000 
Total Present Worth O&M: $719,000 
Time to Implement 6 months 

The proposed ranedial plan for Ahnative 3 is 
the same as Alternative 2 except that it does not 
include active remediation for contamimated 

groundwater not currently capaued by the present 
system, and would rely on natural attenuation to 
reduce contaminant concentrations. 

Natural attenuation includes a series of natural 
subsurface processes which reduce contanunant 
concatrations mthe groundwater. These processes 
include dilution, dispersion, volatilization, 
biodegradation, adsorption and chemical reactions. 
Consideration of this option requires groundwater 
modeling and evaluation of contaminant 
degradation rates to detennhe feasibility. This 
alternative would also require a long-term, 
comprehensive groundwater sampling and analysis 
program to confirm that attenuation is proceeding 
at predicted rates and is consistent with the 
groundwater cleanup objectives. Impacts to 
potamal reccptom are of primary wncern. In '  
particular, the WAGNN wells located on 
W t e n i l l  Lane currently supply large m e s  of 
drinking water to the residents of Great Neck. 
These wells are currently impacted by 
Contamination from the Site. A natural attenuation 
groundwater alternative would likely result in 
continued impact of these wells from Site related 
contamination. 

Alternative 3 presumes that 1) long-term 
monitoring of indoor air and groundwater would be 
implanented, with interventions if necessary, 2) 
the SVE system, installed as an EPA response 
action, would continue to operate and 3) 
growhatex use restrictions would be mahabed. 
The long-term groundwater monitoring program is 
assumed to remain in effect for up to 30 years. 

7.2 Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives 

The eight criteria used to cornpan the potential 
remedial altcmatives are defined in the regulation 
that directsthenmcdiationofinactivehaPlrdous 
waste sites in New York State (6NYCRR Part 
375). For each ofthe criteria, a brief description is 
provided followed by an evaluation of the 
alternatives against that criterion. A detailed 
discussion of the evaluation criteria and 



comparative analysis is contained in the 
Feasibility Study. 

1. Comoliance with SCGs Compliance with 
SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will 
meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, 
standards and guidance. 

The no further action alternative would not 
achieve compliance with soil or groundwater 
SCGs in the environment and, as such, does not 
meet the ranedial action objectives for this Site. 
Specifically, contamination in offsite 
groundwater would not be removed or contained, 
allowing continued impacts to -ent 
public water supplies. While onsite groundwater 
is currently being partially remediated by the 
PRes through d o n  and treatment, this 

, system would not be maintained by NYSDEC if 
the PRP was no longer able to maintain its 
operation. 

Alternative 2 would remove omtamination in the 
groundwater to the extent practicable through the 
use of proven technologies including 
groundwater extraction and treatment systems. 
Alternative 3 includes natural attenuation for 
offsite groundwater. Since offsite groundwater 
would not be addressed under this alternative, 
compliance with groundwater SCGs would not 
be achieved within a reasonable time frame. 

All three alternatives would mclude long-term 
manitoring of the groundwater wntamk& 
plume and indoor air. Use of groundwater in the 
area of the plume would be restricted. 

2. Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment This criterion is an overall 
evaluation of the health and environmental 
impacts to assess whether each alternative is 
protective. 

The no fiLther action alternative would not be 
protective of human health as the potential for 
exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater 

would remain. Because Altemative 1 xould not 
pmvide for removal or control of contanunated 
groundwater, the confaminant plume would 
continue its migration downgradient where public 
water wells exist and are currently being impacted 
by contamination from the Site. Although a portion 
of the groundwater contamination is currently 
being addressed by the PRF', this alternative would 
not include a system upgrade or continue its 
operation if the PRF' was no longer able to do so. 
Alternative 1 would not address VOCs in the 
various buildings, which may continue to present 
a threat to human health and the environment. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would be protective of human 
health with respect to groundwater contamination 
on the Stanton Cleaners Property through upgrade 
of the existing extraction and treatment system. 
Alternative 2 also includes groundwater emaction 
and treatment for offsite contamination. However. 
Alternative 3 includes no offsite groundwater 
extraction and treatment and, therefore, would not 
be effective in eliminating or minimizing the 
potential for impacts to human health or the 
envirmunent for this portion of the contaminant 
plume. As in the no further action alternative, the 
potential for continued downgradient migration of 
the contaminant plume, where public water wells 
have been impacted, would still exist. As a result, 
Alternative 3 would not achieve one of the 
remedial action objectives, i.e., restoration of the 
aquifer to its best beneficial use. within a 
reasonable time frame. 

Altematives 2 and 3 would include the continued 
operation of the SVE system and would, therefore, 
ensure that concentrations of VOCs in the 
impacted buildings would not pose a threat to 
human health and the environment and would 
e l i n a t e  cross media contaminant impacts from 
the source to the groundwater. 

All of the alternatives would include monitoring of 
indoor air and groundwater as well as restricting 
groundwater use in the vicinity of the plume. 

-- 
Stantan Cleaners Site 
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3. Short-term Effectiveness The potentd 
short-term adverse impacts of the ranedial 
aaionuponthecanmu&y,theworkas,andthe 
environment during the construction and/or 
implementafion are duated. The length of 
time needed to achieve the ranedial objectives is 
also estimated and compared against the other 
alternatives. 

Since there are no further actions proposed for 
Alternative 1, there are no short-term effects 
associated with this alternative. 

Altcmativa 2 and 3 include design and 
construction of groundwater amamination 
recovery systems. Implementation of these 
alternatives pose very limited short-term cfFects 
or d i s ~ ~ t i o n s  to the c o d  during well 

. drilling and construction of a groundwater 
extraction and aeatmmt system. The small 
amount of cmtdnated groundwater and soil 
that are generated during conshuction can be 
safely handled and w e d  of offsite. 
Additionally, a program of monitoring during 
remedial activities will ensure that the public is 
not impacted by air-borne col.ltamintes. 

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 
This criterion evaluates the long-term 
effectiveness of the remedial alternatives after 
implementation. If wastes or treated residuals 
remain on the Stanton Cleaners Property aftex the 
selected remedy has been implemented, the 
following ite.ins are evaluated: 1) the magnitude 
of the remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the 
controls iutded to limit the risk, and 3) the 
reliabilay of these controls. 

The no fwtk action alternative would not be 
effective in the long term The offsite 
groundwater contamination would not be 
removed or contained nor would Ahnative 1 
ensun the Cxmtinued o p d o n  ofthe misting 
groundwater extraction and tnatment system if 
the PRP fails to do so. 

A l t e m a h  2 and 3 rely on removal of PCE from 
the Contaminated groundwater at the Stanton 
Cleaners Property using the existing groundwater 
extradon and treatment system through air 
stripping dong with other conventional treatment 
technologies. AltCrnative 2 also includes enhanced 
capture and treatment of PCE in the offsite 
emhmmt, as described above. As such, this 
alternative would provide an adequate and 
e&ctive level of protection over the long term. 
Alternative 3 would provide no such level of 
protection for ofkite groundwater. 

Both Attematives 2 and 3 permanently remove 
VOCs f b m  the soils and eliminate the cross media 
w&mbnt impacts to the groundwater. 

All of the attemativcs would include monitoring of 
indm air and poundwater as well as restricting 
groundwater use in the vicinity of the plume. 

5. Reduction of Toricitv. Mohilitv or Volume 
Preference is given to alternatives that permanently 
and significantly reduce the toxicity. mobility or 
volume of the wastes at the Site. 

The no further action alternative \vould not rcducc 
the toxicity, mobility or volume of the PCE 
contamination. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would effRctively remove PCE 
from onsite contaminated groundwater using the 
existing groundwater treatment system. The same 
would apply to groundwater not currently captured 
by the existkg system identified above in 
Alternative 2. Alternative 3 would not reduce the 
toxicity, mobility or volume of contamination in 
the groundwater to the same extent as Alternative 
2. Because a destruction, treatment or 
immobilization technology is not being employed 
for offsitc groundwater under Alteudvc 3, this 
~ve i snotas t&ct ive for th i s scrccn ing  
critaia relative to Alternative 2. 

6. Imolementrbilitv The technical and . . 
admuwtntive feasibility of implementing each 

stsnto~-c*poerp Site 
Proposed Remedtl Action Plan 
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alternative are evaluated. Technical feasibdxty 
. . includes the difficulties associated with the 

construction of the remedy and the a b ' i  to 
monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For 
administrative feasibility, the availablldy of the 
necessary petsonuel and matnial is evaluated 
along with potential difficulties in obtainurg 
specific operating approvals, access for 
construction, etc. 

All of the alternatives are implementable. The 
material and personnel for each alternative 
should be readily available at a reasonable cost 
in this region. 

7. Capital and operation and maintenance 
costs are estimared for each alternative and 
compared on a present worth basis. Although 

. cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, 
where two or more alternatives have met the 
requirements of the remaining criteria, cost 
effectrveness can be used as the basis for the 
iinal decision. 

The no further action alternative is the least 
costly alternative. This alternative has no capital 
costs associated with it but includes the cost for 
long-term sampling and analysis of monitoring 
wells and indoor air. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 have a similar cost with 
respect to the existing groundwater extradon 
and treatment system on the Stanton Cleaners 
property. However, Alternative 2 is considerably 
higher in cost because it addresses groundwater 
off the stanton Cleaners property. 

This final criterion is considered a modifying 
criterion and is taken into account after 
evaluating those above. It is focused upon 
after public comments on the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan have been received. 

8. Communitv Accevtance Concerns of the 
community regarding the RVFS reports and the 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan are waluated. 

A " Responsiveness Summary" will be prepared 
that describes public comments received and hou 
the Department will address the concerns raised. 
If the fural remedy selected differs significantly 
from the proposed remedy, notices to the public 
will be issued describing the differences and 
reasons for the changes. 

SECTION 8 SUMMARY OF T H E  
PREFERRED REMEDY 

Based upon the results of the RI/FS. and the 
evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC is 
proposing Alternative 2: Upgrade of the Existing 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment System. 
Offsite Groundwater Ex?raction and Treatment and 
Continued Operation of EPA's SVE System as the 
prefemd remedy for the Site. 

Alternative 2 is being proposed because it 
addresses the remedial objectives for thc S~tc  
Specifically, this alternative would ensure 
compliance with New York State and Federal 
ARARs, as defined above, would be protective of 
human health and the environment, would ensure 
long-term effectiveness, would utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable, would be cost effective, and 
would reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of 
hazardous waste.. The preferred remedy would use 
treatment as a principal element. Specifically, PCE 
would be removed from groundwater to the extent 
practicable through the use of well proven 
technologies. The source of this groundwater and 
air Contamination within the various buildings 
would dso be permanently eliminated. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement h e  
remedy is $2,195,000. The cost to construct the 
remedy is estimated to be $445,000 and the 
operation and maintenance and long-term 
monitoring costs for 30 years is $1,750,000. 

The elements of the selected remedy are as 
folllows: 

Stantom Cleanas Site 
Proposed Remedial Action PLao 
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A ranedial design program to vcnfy the 
components of the mceptual deslp 
andprovidethedctailsnecessaryforthe 
construction, operation and 
mainteamme, and monitoring of the . . 
ranedial program. Any uucahmtm 
identified duriqg the RVFS would be 
resolved. 

Continued operation of the SVE System 
for PCE- soils and cnsite 
t I w m e n t o f ~ ~ p o r s u s i n g  
a vapor phase GAC treatmurt system. 

Pump& - w- 
fmm extradon wells installed near the 
Site and d o w n g d h t  of the Site for an 
estimated 20 ycm and treatmad of 
water through the use of chemical 
precipitation and filtering of metals, air 
stripping of VOCs along with GAC 
treatment of off gasses, if necessary. 

Offsite treatment of all spent carbon at a 
TSCA and RCRA-permitted incinerator. 

Long-term groundwater monitoring. 

Long-term indoor air monitoring with 
intenrentions as necesm. 

Groundwater use restrictions. 

Implementation of a second operable 
unit to address potential sources of area 
groundwater - . . 

ae 



APPENDIX B 

PUBLIC NOTICE 



PAID ADVERTISEMENT 

The New York State .Department of Environmental conservation and 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Announce the 
Preferred Remedy for the 

STANTON CLEANERS AREA GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE 
Town of Great Neck 

Nassau County, New York 

The New York State De~artment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), as lead aaencv for - - 
the site, has completed the investigation for the First operable Unit (0ij-I) for the Stanton 
Cleaners Area Groundwater Contamination Su~erfund site (Site) in Great Neck. New York. The 
Site was recently proposed for listing on the list of federal 'Superfund sites. N ~ D E C  and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are proposing a remedy to address the source 
contamination for the on-site&ou&wateratthe ~' i te. '~hereis also an soil vapor extraction system 
being installed underthe EPA's removal authorities to remove the volatile organiccompound (VOC) 
contamination in the soils. The site specific VOC-contaminant of concern-for the groundwater is 
Tetrachloroethene or PCE. 

Before selecting afinal remedy, NYSDEC and EPAwill considerwritten and oral co'mments on this 
preferred remedy. All comments must be received on or before March 15, 1999. The final 
decision document will include a summary of public comments and NYSDEC's and EPA's 
responses. 

NYSDEC and EPA will hold an informational public meeting on March I I, 1999 at 7:30 P.M. at the 
Great Neck Library, located at Bayview Avenue @ Gristmill Lane, Great Neck, New York, to 
discuss the findings of the groundwater investigation and the preferred remedy. 

The OU-I Proposed Plan, the Remedial InvestigationlFeasibility Study reports and other 
site-related documents can be reviewed at the information repositories listed below: 

NYSDEC Region 1 Office 
Building 40 

Stony Brook, NY 11790 

Great Neck Library 
Bayview Avenue at Gristmill Lane 

Great Neck, NY 11014 

Written comments on the preferred remedy should be sent to: 

Mr. Thomas Gibbons 
Project Manager 

Division of Environmental Remediation 
NYSDEC 

50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233-7010 

Written comments must be received at the above address on or before March 15, 1999. 



PAID ADVERTISEMENT [CORRECTED 2/26/99] 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Announce the 
Preferred Remedy for the 

STANTON CLEANERS AREA GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE 
Town of North Hempstead 
Nassau County, New York 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), as lead agency for 
the site. has com~leted the investiaation.. for the First O~erable Unit IOU-ll for the Stanton 
cleaners Area ~roundwater contamination Superfund &(site) in c re at ~ e c k ,  New York. The 
Site was recentlv proposed for listing on the list of federal Superfund sites. NYSDEC and the 
Environmental biotection Agency {EPA) are proposing a remedy to address the source 
contamination forthe on-site groundwateratthe Site. There is also an soil vapor extraction system 
being installed underthe EPA's removal authorities to remove the volatile organic compound (VOC) 
contamination in the soils. The site specific VOC-contaminant of concern for the groundwater is 

ietrachloroethene or PCE. 

Before selecting a final remedy, NYSDEC and EPA will considerwritten and oral comments on this 
preferred remedy. All comments must be received on or before March 15, 1999. The final 
decision document will include a summary of public comments and NYSDEC's and EPA's 
responses. 

NYSDEC and EPA will hold an informational public meeting on March I I, 1999 at 7:3O P.M. at the 
Saddle Rock Elementary School, Auditorium Room, 10 Hawthorne Lane, Great Neck, New York 
to discuss the findings of the groundwater investigation and the preferred remedy. 

The OU-I Proposed Plan, the Remedial lnvestigationlFeasibility Study reports and other 
site-related documents can be reviewed at the information repositories listed below: 

NYSDEC Region 1 Office 
Building 40 

Stony Brook, NY 11790 

Great Neck Library 
Bayview Avenue at Gristmill Lane 

Great Neck, NY 11014 

Written comments on the preferred remedy should be sent to: 

Mr. Thomas Gibbons 
Project Manager 

Division of ~niironmenti l  Remediation 
NYSDEC 

50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233-7010 

Written comments must be received at the above address on or before March 15, 1999 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTERS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 



Frorm 1 "Michael L. Bickerstaff" cearthexpo@erols.com> 
. . . . To: NYSDECO.Remediat(tlgibbon) 

Date: 3/15/99 12:2Oam 
Subject: PRAP and RI/FS comments regarding Stanton Superfund project 
GN, NY 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

It was a pleasure meeting you after the public meeting on March 11 
regarding the Stanton Cleaner Superfund site located in Great Neck N . Y .  
While I am confident that the stanton site will get the attention and 
remediation that it requires to eliminate the potential of human and 
environmental risk under the current regulatory team, I am sure you can 
appreciate the level of concern the community shares, particularly in 
light of the 16 years of neglect that the site has suffered. I 
appreciate the opportunity you have afforded to the public to have their 

comments and suggestions considered. I have reviewed the PRAP and most 
of the RI/FS, unfortunately I was unable to obtain a copy of the RI/FS 
with which to thoroughly review. Please consider that my comments are 

. -  based on over 9 years of consulting experience as an environmental 
geologist. Below are my comments on both documents. After you complete 

your review of this correspondence, I am requesting and would appreciate 

your response/acknowledgement of your review. 

THE FOLLOWING PRESENTS COMMENTS/QUESTIONS BASED ON MY REVIEW OF THE 
PRAP: 

Page 3 - Two shallow wells [public water supply1 are equipped with an 
air stripper to remove VOCs which are contaminating the shallow 
groundwater. If there is no evidence of a continuous confining layer at 

the site and site conditions have demonstrated the potential for 
downward migration of contaminants, then why aren't all three public 
wells equipped with an air stripper? 

Page 4 - Section 3.2 lists wells at the site, why are some of the well 
numbers skipped? Have wells been installed and then abandoned? Section 
3.2 indicates that on "several occasions discharges from the system 
exceeded permit limitations" What will prevent this from occurring in 
the future? 

Page 5 - Section 4.1 indicates that the purpose of the RI is to define 
the nature and' extent of contamination, however, according to data 
presented in the P W ,  i.e. groundwater flow and plume to 
south/southwest [page 111, location of discharge/source, and location of 

invasive investigations, the vertical and horizontal extent of 
contamination has not been delineated in the soil or groundwater in the 
downgradient direction from the source. 

-. 
Page 6 - Section 4.1.1.1 indicated that a soil gas survey was conducted 
and concluded that an area measuring 20 by 50 ft had been impacted, 



however, the area was undefined to the south of the investigation and as 

such the dimensions of the area are undefined. 

Page 7 - Deep subsurface soils - no deep subsurface soil sampling or 
analysis was conducted in the source area or downgradient of the 
source. This section also indicates that none of the samples collected 
from these deep borings exceeded soil clean up objectives for PCE or 
other site related contaminants. .... however the soils obtained from 
these locations did demonstrate "hitsn on the the PID AND analytical 
results suggesting that the impact of contamination has reached these 
depths, in addition, the presence of constituents of concern in the 
groundwater at the site implies that the contamination has reached and 
is impacting the site as deep as the water table. 

Under summary of soil contamination the PRAP estimates groundwater to 
occur at 70 ft below grade, however geologic cross section demonstrates 
groundwater to occur at between 25 and 55 ft below grade. The 
inconsistencies in the geologic data should be addressed prior to 
finalization of the report. 

Page 9 - Section 4.1.1.6 states that the WAGNN production wells 
influence groundwater contour and flow, however groundwater contour maps 

provided do not indicate that PW09 is influencing groundwater flow. If 
it is possible that a public water supply well pumping 1.3 mgd does not 
influence groundwater flow, could you please provide an explanation, or 
are the groundwater contours incorrect? 

Page 10- The groundwater section indicates that wells AM-01 - AM04 were 
sampled, however, analytical results are not on the accompanying figure. 

Page 11- Upper Magothy Aquifer section indicates that PCE was not 
detected in the deep wells at concentrations above NYSDEC Class GA 
groundwater standard and MCLs of 5 ppb during the remedial investigation 

except from using hydropunch. MW20 exhibited 9 ppb (Figure 20). If 
Figure 20 wrong, or is the text wrong? Or is the data evaluation 
incorrect? If there were "hits" in the PW, and hydropunch, why assume 
cross contamination? why not investigate the installation of wells, 
sample handling, and management????? 

Page 12 - how deep are the sves wells installed? do they adequately 
address the full vertical and horizontal extent of soil contamination? 
are they just a barrier or a remediation? if only a barrier, when will 
the source be remediated? 

Figure 3 illustrates discharge and feed pipes, is this where the 
discharges of spent PCE occurred? if so, why so much investigative 
attention to the north? If the groundwater flow is to the 
south/southwest, why so much investigative attention to the north? 

In Figure 6 ,  why aren't numbers consecutive? In addition, the location 
of "DG" does not represent a down gradient location, based upon the 
information provided in the text. 



I . .  , . 

. . 
- ;  Figure 7 does not demonstrate delineation towards the southeast at the 

tennis court, or to the south and southwest. Why were samples not taken 

south, southeast, and southwest of DG-Ol? 

Figure 9 - there are no soil samples in the downgradient location either 
shallow or deep. Soil sample selection for analysis was supposedly 
based on PID screening .... however, that PID screening was conducted 
under ambient conditions and not headspace analysis. In addition, if 
you review the bore logs presented in che RI/FS, in some instances the 
sample intervals with the highest PID values were NOT selected for 
analysis and instead sample intervals with lower and even no "hits" 
were. I don't believe that this is either technically correct OR what 
the document's text implies (making the text a false statement). 

Figure 10 - The 1 ppm contour is dashed however it is not based on any 
sample points to thesouth, southwest, or west! Contours are not to 
scale. 

.. 

Figure 12 - the 1, lo, and 100 ppm contours are not based on data to the 
east and southeast. PCE footprint is inaccurate and inconclusive based 
on data presented for this depth. 

. 

Figure 18 - geologic A-A' cross section lines should be straight with 
offsets coming in perpendicular to the A-A' line. The cross section 
line in Figure 18 is curved, almost a "c" shape, as such the scale, 
vertical placements, and horizontal associations will not be accurate. 
According to this figure and the text MW13 is considered downgradient 
and is located northwest from cleaners? 
The geologic cross section also depicts MW06 as being screened above the 

water table which seems to be either technically incorrect or a waste of 

money. 

Figure 19- Deep and shallow data are combined in one figure, and as such 

may not be representative of the plume footprint. there is no 
delineation of the extent of impact to the groundwater to the east, 
southeast, south, southwest and west. The 10 ppb contour is not to 
scale and not based on data points. There are no data listed for AM or 
WA wells. 

Figure 20 - This figure is inconsistent with the text. According to the 

figure, VOCs were demonstrated at wells MWl4 (rlppb), MW20 ( 9  ppb), and 
AM03 (2 ppb), all of which are situated in the Magothy Aquifer. 
According to the laboratory report, mW2O exhibited 16 ppb total VOCs. 
These inconsistencies warrant additional sampling to appropriately 
evaluate deep aquifer contamination. 

Figure 22 - does not demonstrate PW09 as having any influence in 



- 
groundwater flow direction, can this be true? 

. - 
The data is sununarized to indicated that constituent concentrations 
jumped in MW1 from 69 to 570; in MW6 from 2400 to 11,742 to 1130, in MW2 

from 90 to 237 and in MW8 from non-detect to 31; these kind of 
inconsistent data from one sampling round to the next of greater than an 

order ot magnitude may strongly suggest flawed data gathering, 
management, or evaluation/interpretation. 

THE FOLLOWING PRESENTS m COMMENTS/QUE~TION~ BASED ON m REVIEW OF THE 
RI/FS; as previously stated, these comments may not be as thorough as 
the PRAP, given my limited time with the document. 

The RI/FS suggests that the hydraulic conductivity for the site is 
approximately 250 ft/day and suggests that between 6 and 10 gpm would be 

the recommended pumping for a treatment system. Given that K value, it 
would appear that the aquifer could sustain, and would require, a far 

.- greater pumping value in order to influence the flow of groundwater in 
order to contain, capture, and remediate the plume. In addition, given 
that K value and the amount of time (approximately 16 years) the 
contaminants have been in the subsurface, do you believe that it is 
possible that the plume is only as localized as it appears or that 
perhaps the source(s) hasn't/haven4t been completely identified? 
According to this K value and 16 years, most of that PCE should have 
been long gone and flushed through the system. 

Page 1-11 states that approximately 3 feet of soil was removed in Aug. 
1983 and that "hits" of 49,783 ppm still remained, however no further 
excavation was conducted. Why was this level of contamination left in 
situ? 

In Oct. 1986 the groundwater remediation system was approved, however , 

initially it had not been approved because it failed to address the 
source. The approved remediation also did not address the source ...Why 
was this remediation approved without addressing the source of 
contamination? 

Page 1-14 - Soils remediation was required and the recommended 
technology was capping, however only a plastic sheeting was used to 
cover the soil, which as described on page 1-3 was deteriorated. Why 
was this allowed? 

The SPDES permit included monthly monitoring. however from 4/88 to 6/89 
there was no evidence of monthly monitoring and between 6/89 and 10/96 
there were 40 excursions with a total of 16 months without any 
monitoring. Why was this tolerated, and who will be held reqonsible in 

the future to prevent this type of disregard for requirements and 
regulations? 

~abl;  2-1 indicates that there were PID hits in. the deep soil borings of 



SBOl and SBO2. Hits of 132 ppm but no detects in the analytical results 
. - . > 

may suggest improper sample handling (i.e. not chilling samples, too 
much head space, missing holding times, etc.). 

Page 2-22 - VOCs should not be collected with a pump. Region I1 EPA may 

accept this on the local level, however Region I11 EPA is adamant that 
VOCs, especially at RCRA or Superfund sites, be collected with a bailer 
to prevent volatilization as the groundwater is pumped. 

Page 2-29 describes a step test that was conducted for five hours at 6 
different pumping rates. This is substandard. Typically a pumping rate 

.must be achieved for 4 to 6 hours to collect data regarding aquifer 
delayed response etc. 

Table 3-1 Groundwater depths were collected over a period of 3 hours. 
This may have allowed time for other factors to influence the water 
table, such as tidal influences, precipitation, pumping variances, etc. 

According to the bore log for GP-1 the hole was terminated at 10.2 ft 
below grade. According to Table 2-1 soil intervals were analyzed from 
17-17.5, and from 24-24.2 ft below grade. Which is correct? I would 
tend to believe the field log .... this would make a person think that 
there were some significant data evaluation and management errors 
occurring during and in the RI/FS. 

According to the bore log for GP-8, only two samples were selected for 
analysis; 15-16 ft bg (21000 ppm) and 32-33 ft bg (10 ppm) . However 
Table 2-1 indicates that three intervals were analyzed; 3-4 ft bg (21000 

ppm), 15-16 ft bg (1.000 ppm), and 32-33 ft bg .(>1,000 ppm). Once again 

the data is inconsistent. 

According to the bore log for GP-22 a strong fuel oil odor was observed 
from 0-27 ft below grade. Why wasn't this sample also tested for TPH? 

According to the bore log for GP-24 the bore hole was terminated at 38 
ft bg and two samples were collected; 11 ft bg and 19-20 ft bg. 
According to Table 2-1 the bore hole continued to 44 ft bg and a sample 
was selected for analysis from 42-44 ft bg. 

Why were some samples analyzed by Method 8010A, some by 80218, some by 
601/602, and some by 95-l? Lab sample for GP-24 (42-44 ft bg) exceeded 
holding times. In addition the surrogate standard recovery was very 
low. 

Detection limits for sample GP-23 were 21,000 ppb. I think that these 
are extremely elevated for this method. 

Once-again I thank you for the opportunity to comment and participate in 

this process. Would you please inform me via e-mail when the final 



report and ROD has been completed. I will not forget to bring back a 
specimen from England for you and your kind consideration. Thank you 
and I look forward to seeing you at Herkimer this Labor Day! 

very truly yours, 
Tina Bickerstaff 
earthurpo-aerols. c m  
410-451-6751 
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Thomas Gibbons, Project Manager 
Div. of Environmental Remediation 
NYS DEC 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, N.Y. 12233-7010 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

RICHARD D. MORSE 
Executive Director 

JOHN TURNER 
Legslative Dneclor 

The following comments and questions regarding the RllFS for Stanton Cleaners site 
are being submitted on behalf of the New York State Legislative Commission on 
Water Resource Needs of N.Y.S. and Long Island. 

1. POTENTIAL IMPACTS FROM REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES ON LOCAL SALT WATER 
INTRUSION 

Salt-water intrusion from Long Island Sound and the surrounding bays has been a 
historical problem on the Great Neck peninsula. Nassau County Department of Public 
Works' Water Management Office has extensively studied, modeled and analyzed this 
situation and has issued a report. The County's groundwater model has predicted the 
salt-water interface moving inland to the vicinity of the Watermill well field by 2090 if 
current pumping patterns remain unchanged. 

In response to this situation, the Water Authority of Great Neck North has planned or . 
undertaken a number of actions to address this problem, including a water 
conservation program and relocation of supply wells off the peninsula and outside the 
Authority's service area. 

The proposed pump and treat remediation with discharge to the storm sewers and 
then to the bay, would comprise a new water consumptive use on the Great Neck 
peninsula. While it is essential that the groundwater contamination plume be 
remediated and the public supply wells protected to the greatest extent possible from 
any additional impacts from the Stanton site, it is also essential that any potential 
adverse impacts to the groundwater resource be analyzed and all steps to eliminate or 
minimize such impacts be taken. 
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In order to better understand this situation, we recommend that EPA utilize Nassau 
County's groundwater model to run a number of remediation pumping scenarios with 
a variety of disposal options, to evaluate impact on the salt water interface. 

With regard to disposal of treated groundwater, the recharge or reinjection options 
should be retained for further consideration. Each of these options has a variety.of 
technical and practical issues that require careful evaluation and resolhion. But 
disposal of treated water to the storm drainage system to eventually discharge into 
Little Neck Bay also has a number of related issues and problems which have not 
been adequately analyzed; nor have these problems been compared and weighed 
against the problems associated with recharge or reinjection. 

At  a minimum, the effects on the salt water interface as a results of the projected 
pumping rate of the remedial wells with discharge to sewers and surface waters, 
must be determined. Discharge to sewers and surface waters, in effect, makes the 
pump and treat system a consumptive use of the groundwater. The Water Authority 

' 
of Great Neck North is implementing a conservation program as part of its response 
to the salt-water intrusion situation. The annual amount of water to be withdrawn 
for the pump and treat system must be calculated and compared to amounts saved 
through conservation efforts. It is possible that the former may cancel the effect of 
the latter. This is an important factor in evaluating all disposal options. 

II. DELINEATING VOC PLUME 

To better understand the vertical extent of VOC contamination, a listing of the depths 
of all groundwater monitoring and public supply wells, relative to  mean sea level, 
should be added to the RIIFS report. Furthermore, maps showing total VOC's in the 
Upper Glacial and in the Magothy (similar to figure 4-7) should be provided. If there 
is insufficient data to show contamination at various depths, the sampling results 
from the hydropunch groundwater samples should be added at the appropriate depths 
on figure 4-8. 

In addition, a description of the probable contaminant movement in the groundwater 
and significance of contaminant concentrations in the soil and at various depths' 
should be provided. For example, what is the significance of 18,000 ppb of PCB 
detected in hydropunch 1 in well MW-19? Was this detected above or below the 
clay formationdepicted on the cross section (figure 4-81? What conclusions can be 
drawn about contamination concentrations in the Upper Glacial aquifer from the 
hydropunch samples, specifically in MW-19, HP-1 in relationship to MW-17, HP4. Is 
HP-4 for well MW-17 located above or below the clay formation separating the Upper 
Glacial from the Magothy aquifers? 

The proposed groundwater remediation system will include an upgrade of the existing 
extraction well 1 W-1 and the addition of an off site extraction well located near MW- 



19. On figure 4-8, MW-19 is screened at 10' to - 10' mean sea level. Will this be 
the depth of the extraction well? How will it be determined if this well, pumping at 
75-1 00 gpm is able to contain and capture the off site plume, horizontally as well as 
vertically. 

II. OTHER CONTAMINANT SOURCES IN THE AREA 

The RIIFS briefly mentions other upgradient sources of PCB contamination (p. 5-2). 
There are two other inactive hazardous waste sites within one mile of the site. They 
are Mayflower Cleaners (NYS#1-30-068) and Citizens Development Company 
(NYS#l-30-070). While it is standard USEPA and NYS DEC policy to treat each site 
as separate and distinct, the RllFS should note the existence of these sites and any 
potential impacts or implications for design or operation of the proposed remedial 
measures. At a minimum, a regional map, showing the location of all these sites, 
location of monitoring wells for each site and delineation of groundwater plumes. A 
determination (utilizing Nassau County regional groundwater model to run various 

. pumping scenarios) should be made whether operation of the various remedial 
groundwater pump and treat systems will have any negative impacts on plume 
migration or effectiveness of hydraulic plume containment. 

Thank you for providing the Legislative Commission with a copy of the RllFS report 
and for the opportunity to submit these comments. Please call Rosemary Konatich, 
Senior Environmental Analyst on the Commission staff at (5161829 3368 with any 
questions regarding these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Member of ~ s s $ m b l ~  

TDN: 1 rk 



March 12, 1999 

Thomas Gibbons, Project Mgr. 
N.Y.S. Dept. of Environmental 

Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233-7010 

.. RE: Stanton Cleaners 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site 
Site ID #I30072 
Great Neck, Nassau CO., New York 

Dear Mr. Gibbons: 

The Water Authority of Great Neck North is an interested party 
in the above referenced remedial action plan for the Stanton 
Cleaners Site. 

Representatives of the Water Authority personally attended the 
D.E.C. Public Information Meeting on March 11, 1999. In the 
spirit of open communication on this subject, the Water 
Authority is very interested in obtaining additional 
information with regard to this site so that we may be as 
informed as possible on the status of the Stanton Cleaners 
property. 

Below I have listed a number of items which are of concern to 
the Water Authority. These concerns were developed as a 
result of the public meeting on March 11, 1999, and the 
project fact sheets prepared by the D.E.C. in February 1999. 
These should also be considered as formal written comments for 
the preparation of the Record of Decision. 

I. STATEMENT: As part of the Operable Unit I Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan, was a well survey and data review 
conducted for private and industrial off-site wells? The 
survey should include a review of water quality results and 
well records from the Nassau County Department of Health 
(NCDOH), Nassau County Department of Public Works (NCDPW), and 
the NYSDEC. 



- . , 
WATER AUTHORlTl OF f REAT NECK NORTH 

Thomas Gibbons 
March 12, 1999 
Page 2 

CONCERNED RESPONSE: If a survey has been conducted, please 
advise if any of the owners of the private and industrial 
wells including air conditioning wells surveyed were notified 
of the survey and were they provided with a copy of the 
results . 
11. STATEMENT: At the public meeting, discussions took place 
regarding a proposed air stripping tower to be constructed on 
the Stanton Cleaners site with the capacity of treating 80 
gallons per minute. The discharge from the air stripping 
tower after treatment was proposed to be discharged to a storm 
drain system. - 
CONCERNED RESPONSE: The Water Authority of Great Neck North 
has two Magothy wells and one Lloyd well approximately 1,000 
feet southwest of the Stanton Cleaners site, and maintains a 
constant vigil on the chloride levels of these wells. Salt 
water intrusion is a great concern to the Water Authority, and 
therefore, we are requesting that a review of our existing 
well permits be conducted and current chloride levels be taken 
into consideration when developing any type of pump and treat 
system. 

It is the Water Authority's request that consideration be 
given to a recharge system so that any water pumped would be 
recharged back into the aquifer system. 

111. STATEMENT: The Water Authority of Great Neck North is 
currently developing two new supply wells off of the Great 
Neck peninsula, specifically located within the Whitney Estate 
property south of Northern Boulevard, off of Community Drive. 

CONCERNED RESPONSE: The Water Authority has a very riaorous 
well operating plan which necessitates continued changing of 
the operation of wells located throughout the peninsula. This 
process allows for the resting of wells, thereby also allowing 
for the natural recharging of these wells, and keeping salt 
water intrusion at bay. 

Consideration should be taken when developing any type of 
treatment facility that the Water Authority may elect to 
suspend the operation of its air stripping facility located at 
Water Mill Lane. This will have a significant impact in my 
opinion, of the directional pulling of the contamination plume 
that has migrated from the Stanton site. 



Thomas Gibbons 
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Therefore, it is the Authority's desire to have a good, clear 
line of communication and be an active part of the process of 
development of remedial action measures for the Stanton site. 

IV. STATEMENT: The Water Authority of Great Neck North is 
currently developing two new supply wells off of the Great 
Neck peninsula, specifically located within the Whitney Estate 
property. In addition, the Authority has three supply wells 
southwest of the Stanton property. 

CONCERNED RESPONSE: Therefore, the Authority is requesting 
assistance to develop and protect our supply. The Water 
Authority is concerned with both on-site and off-site 
remediation. Please advise what assistance is available to 
offset the costs associated with our investigative process, in 
addition to operational and maintenance expenses. 

On behalf of the Water Authority of Great Neck North, I thank 
you in advance for your cooperation in this regard and ask 
that the preceding comments be incorporated as a part of the 
Public Comment Period for this site. 

Sincerely, 

Robert J. ~ r a z G n o  
Superintendent 

RJG:mlk 
cc: Board of Directors 

Water Authority of Great Neck North 
Mayor Robert Rosegarten, Chair, GNVOA 

312STM.YPS 



by NLUN KANB, Adjunct S d x  Pmfamr at Hofstm University, and Emrirommeneal Consultant. 

2. What is theesrirnated totalcost tolocal, seateaad fedaal taxpayas forthe entire !umdWm 
. . as 

Pnw=d? 

5. Are the pposai cleanup mdods the best available technology? 

7. Wouldn't the following innovating ttchnologiea (recommmded by the National Research Council) 
wanaat coddcmion in tbe Stanton ground-- rcmediation? 



- Bbw#iw: injecting oxygeo into the contaminated auatcd zone to stimulate aerobic microbial 
bdrhvnof-. 

In 1983. I had at a NYS Public %mice Commwslon 
. . Rate Hearing concerning unsafe 

paactices being committed by the f6mm C i W  Wata Company (which for dtcedes until 1990 was the 
watnsupplierformostofthe&mtN&pmiosula). Mycviden~~docllmeatcdackPrtmdofPCB 
i n c n a s ~ w ~ t i m e i n t h e w o l a ~ l r v h i c h w y b e m g ~ . ~ ( t h e c o m p ~ n y .  ~ a h o c l c t d t h e  
Hearing Judge mugh to Qmsnd that tb company stop pmembhg. ~IU? he o d c d  it to caanmmct 
a search for the source immdiatdy ((the next day!). Tkis prompted Citizens Water to amtau the Nassau 
H c a l t h ~ - w l a i c h l e d t o t h e c v c n t s t h a t ~ S t a a t c m w a s ( t h e s o u r c e , - e n d t o t b e f u r t h e r  
delays and stumblings and bumblhgs by Stanton and NYS DHC that brings us up to the pesem discussion. 

C o a ~ ~ ~ t i o n a l ~ ~  . . for grolmd-water VOCs, and convatid vqor-extraction 
for sail contaminantsmay tabedamk, andstinnot Pchievcadequabdmupofwater, air, or mil. 
SuitabIcinnovativetccbndogyisaMilsbleandshouldbeutiliztd, tospeedupand(inthebmg~n)tocart 
les~thanine&crivedra~~~-outamvattioaalranediation~ (WhichIhaveapposed byears) t h i s  
ustdatmorrthazardouswastesites~ofinatia,ignoarmr,cKmonecw#~~~~,micCOIIEtlQBtions. 
EPA, DEC, and the &alth Dqamlult should nmdmc effective, inexpensive, innoMtive mmmmamn 0 .  - 
cleanup to protc43 the public. 

JuliPn Kane- 1 0  Hicks Lane, Oaeot Neck, NY 11024, (516) 4664797. ... 
A*, 
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