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February 26, 1991
Mr. Edward Belmore, Director
Bureau of Western Remedial Action
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233
Re; ^Endicott~Werrfierd’-; Endicott, NY 

Proposed Plan
Dear Mr. Belmore:
Enclosed please find several copies of the Final Proposed Plan 
prepared by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, dated 
February 1991, for the proposed interim remedial action at the 
Endicott Wellfield Superfund Site. EPA will hold a public 
meeting at 7:00 p.m. on March 6, 1991 at the Village of
Endicott Municipal Building, Endicott, New York. The public 
comment period started February 22, 1991 and will end on March 
23, 1991.
If you have any immediate comments or questions, please 
contact me at (212) 264-1858.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Enclosures

Carole Petersen, Chief
New York/Caribbean Superfund Branch II

Sincerely yours

cc: Steve Scharf, NYSDEC w/enclosure
rRobert--Schi-ck^— NYSDEG-LW/foizenciosure-*



Superfund Proposed Plan--------------------------------------------
Endicott Wellfield Super fund Site

^ Endicott, New YorkmbrA
Region 2 __________________  February 1991

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROPOSED PLAN
This Proposed Plan identifies the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
proposed interim  remedial action to restrict 
and reduce the volume of groundwater 
contamination a t the Endicott Wellfield Site, 
located in Broome County, Endicott, New York 
(the Site). EPA developed this proposed plan 
in consultation with the New York State 
Departm ent of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC).

COMMUNITY ROLE IN THE SELECTION 
PROCESS
This Proposed Plan is being distributed to 
solicit public comments regarding EPA’s 
proposed interim  remedial action. The public 
comment period will begin on February 22, 
1991 and continue until March 23, 1991. As 
the lead agency, EPA, with the support of 
NYSDEC, will select the proposed remedy for 
the Site only after the public comment period 
has ended and the information received during 
this time has been reviewed and considered. 
Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 
requires publication of a  notice and brief 
analysis of proposed plans for site remediation. 
The information in  this Proposed Plan is based 
on two key documents: the Interim  Remedial 
Investigation (Phase IR I) Report dated August 
1990, which is the first part of an on-going 
investigation to determine the nature and 
extent of contamination in  suspected source 
area(s); and the Technical Memorandum for 
the Implementation of Interim  Remedial 
Measures, dated January , 1991, which 
describes how the two alternatives were 
developed and evaluated.

Copies of the RI and other Site-related 
documents for the Endicott Wellfield Site are 
available a t the following public information 
repositories:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II Office 

26 Federal Plaza, Room 747 
New York, New York 10278

Endicott Village Clerk’s Office 
Municipal Building 

Endicott, New York 13760

The public is encouraged to review and 
comment on the proposed alternatives 
identified herein.
W ritten comments can be sent to:

Sherrel D. Henry Project M anager 
U.S. Environm ental P rotection Agency 

26 Federal Plaza, Room 747 New York, New York 10278
\EPA will hold a  public m eeting a t  7:00 p.m. on 

March 6, 1991 a t  the Village of Endicott 
Municipal Building, Endicott, New York. All 
interested persons are encouraged to attend to 
ask  questions and provide comments.

SITE BACKGROUND
The Site is located in the Village of Endicott, 
Broome County, New York. The Site consists
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of the  Ranney Well and its  zone of influence on 
area  groundw ater. The boundaries of th is  area 
have been generally delineated by M ain Street 
to the  north, the eastern  boundary of the En- 
joie Golf Course to the east, the  Susquehanna 
River to the south and  the Tri-Cities Airport 
and  A irport Road to the  west. The southerly 
flowing Nanticoke Creek generally bisects the 
area.
As illu stra ted  in  the m ap, the project study 
a rea  is comprised prim arily of open land 
associated w ith  the En-Joie Golf Course and 
the  facilities of the Village of Endicott Sewage 
T reatm ent P lan t (STP) and  the Endicott 
Landfill. There a re  two inactive landfills and 
a few industria l tracts in  the northern  portion 
of th e  study  area. P rivate homes are  not 
located w ithin  the study area. The Site is 
underlain  by more th an  100 feet of 
unconsolidated glacial and alluvial deposits on 
top of m antle  shale and sandstone bedrock.
The Ranney Well was designed over 30 years 
ago and  provides w ater for the Village of 
Endicott M unicipal System. I t  operated 
w ithout m ajor problems until May 1981, when 
th e  EPA detected vinyl chloride and  trace 
am ounts of o ther volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) in  the Well’s discharge. VOCs are

compounds th a t tend to vaporize easily a t low 
tem peratures. Subsequent sampling by the 
EPA and the New York S tate Departm ent of 
H ealth confirmed EPA’s initial findings and, as 
a result, four of the lateral supply lines to the 
well were closed and a ir stripping equipment 
was installed to reduce the levels of VOCs.
Additional studies were undertaken by the 
NYSDEC Division of W ater, beginning in  April 
1983. The first study included the installation 
of nine monitoring wells, and the sampling and 
analytical testing of groundwater from selected 
wells. A pump te s t was also performed in 
September 1983 by turning off the Ranney well 
for a period of 24 hours and m easuring 
recovery ra tes in nearby monitoring wells. The 
results of th is study indicated th a t the source 
of contamination was located either west or 
northwest of the Ranney well.
Based on the  results of these investigations, in 
July, 1984,' a Purge Well designed to pump 
approximately 600 gallons per m inute and 
three additional monitoring wells were 
installed on the En-joie Golf Course to 
in te r c e p t  an d  m o n ito r  g ro u n d w a te r  
contam ination before i t  reached the Ranney 
Well. W ater from the Purge Well is pumped to 
the  Golf Course pond system where i t  is

Site Location Map
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aerated before i t  is ultimately discharged to 
Nanticoke Creek. The discharge from the 
Purge Well is perm itted by the New York S tate 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NYSPDES) which requires sampling of the 
Purge Well, pond discharge, and the three 
monitoring wells on a monthly basis.
In July, 1987, a Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was completed a t the 
Site which investigated the nature  and extent 
of contamination in  the Ranney Well. On 
September 25, 1987, the EPA issued a Record 
of Decision (ROD) which selected air stripping 
a t the Ranney Well and the continued used of 
the existing Purge Well system.
Presently, the preferred remedial alternative of 
a ir stripping to trea t the w ater from the 
Ranney Well is scheduled to begin operation in 
the Spring of 1991. The work is being 
performed by the Village of Endicott, pursuant 
to a Consent Decree entered into by the EPA, 
the Town of Union, and the Village of Endicott.
The RI/FS also concluded th a t the information 
obtained then was inadequate to confirm the 
source(s) of the VOCs in the groundwater 
reaching the Ranney Well. Therefore, the 1987 
ROD required th a t a  supplemental RI/FS be 
initiated to fu rther investigate the nature and 
extent of contamination in suspected source 
areas and to evaluate possible source control 
measures.
On September 19, 1988, EPA, International 
Business Machines (IBM), the Village of 
Endicott, and the Town of Union entered into 
an Administrative Order on Consent for 
implementation of the supplemental RI/FS 
aimed a t identifying the sourcefs) of 
contamination in  the Ranney Well. The RI/FS 
activities are being undertaken by IBM, 
through its consultants, Lozier/Groundwater 
Associates. Field work for Phase 1 of the 
RI/FS was initiated in  October, 1989.
The RI Report for the Phase I study was 
approved by EPA in November, 1990. A second 
phase to further delineate groundwater 
contam inant plumes is on-going and is

expected to be completed by the sum m er of 
1991.
PHASE IRI FINDINGS
The Phase I RI dem onstrated the  following:
• Groundwater in the aquifer from which 

the  Ranney Well obtains w ater is 
impacted by VOCs a t  above Maximum 
C o n ta m in a n t  L e v e ls  (M C L s), 
promulgated under the Safe Drinking 
W ater Act, prim arily chloroethane, 
vinyl chloride, and 1,2-dichloroethene. 
The risks to hum an health  and the 
e n v iro n m e n t  p o sed  by  th e s e  
contam inants is discussed in  a  , 
subsequent section.

• The Endicott Landfill appears to be the 
m ost significant source of the VOCs 
detected a t  the site.

• U n d er non-pum ping  conditions, 
groundwater flow in  the  aquifer is 
reported to be from northeast to ,3 
southwest. However, the Ranney Well 
and the existing Purge Well combined 
pumping influence of 4,300 gallons per 
m in u te  h av e  loca lly  re v e rse d  
groundwater flow. Groundwater in the 
vicinity of these wells now flows 
generally from the northwest to the 
southeast.

• The combined cone of influence 
developed by the  Ranney and the 
Purge Wells extends beyond the lim its 
of the Endicott Landfill; therefore, 
c o n t a m i n a n t s  e n t e r i n g  t h e  
groundwater system from the Landfill 
will generally be draw n to the wells.

• Some of the groundwater monitoring 
wells sampled had total m etal 
concentrations for certain m etals above 
MCLs. Among the m etals were lead a t 
75.5 parts per billion (ppb), chromium 
a t  195 ppb and barium  a t  5,410 ppb.
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SCOPE AND ROLE 
OF INTERIM REMEDY
This Proposed P lan focuses on EPA’s selection 
of an  interim  rem edial action to  restrict 
m igration of the groundw ater contam inant 
plum e em anating  from the Endicott Landfill. 
EPA is proposing to im plem ent an  interim  
rem edial action, to increase the e ff ic ie n t  of the 
existing Purge Well system  and to aid in 
aquifer cleanup by reduction of the 
contam inant plume. Based upon available 
data , the  majority of the contam inated 
groundw ater is being intercepted by the 
existing Purge Well located east of Nanticoke 
Creek. However, i t  appears th a t  the  existing 
Purge Well is not fully effective in  capturing 
the  VOC contam inated groundw ater plume 
em anating  from the Endicott Landfill and tha t 
m igration of the plum e is m ore controlled by 
th e  Ranney Well influence.
Additionally, low levels of VOCs were detected 
dow ngradient of the Purge Well. Therefore, it 
is also possible th a t VOCs m ay potentially be 
m igrating  around, and  under the catchment 
a rea  of the  existing Purge Well system  under 
th e  pum ping influences of the Ranney Well. 
The existing Purge Well system  appears to be 
inadequate  in  fully controlling the  m igration of 
VOCs from the  Endicott Landfill.
EPA’s decision to address the  groundwater 
contam ination problem as an  in terim  remedial 
action will serve to fu rth er reduce m igration of 
contam inated groundw ater and  the  potential 
th re a t to the  Ranney Well.
To the ex ten t possible, th is interim  remedial 
action will be consistent w ith any planned 
fu tu re  actions.
The overall supplem ental RI which is ongoing 
will address source control and  aquifer 
restoration . EPA will solicit public comment 
on the  selection of a  source control/aquifer 
resto ration  rem edial action a t  a  la te r date.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
An analysis of the results of the Phase I RI 
report was conducted by EPA to determine 
health  impacts which could potentially result 
from the contamination detected a t  the 
Endicott Well Field Site.
The data revealed th a t numerous VOCs and 
several metals were detected in  groundwater 
samples above MCLs. Some of these chemicals 
a re  suspected carcinogens (cancer causing) in 
hum ans or are known carcinogens in animals 
(1 ,2-d ich lo roethane, te trach lo ro e th y lene , 
trichloroethylene). O ther chemicals detected in 
the  samples are  known hum an carcinogens 
(vinyl chloride and benzene). All of these 
compounds are  hazardous substances within 
the  m eaning of CERCLA
A quantitative Risk Assessment (RA) was not 
performed for this interim  remedial action. 
However, one was performed for the first 
operable un it for the site. That Risk 
Assessm ent determined th a t ingestion of 
contam inated Ranney Well w ater posed the 
greatest hum an health  risk  a t the Site. The 
Ranney Well draws w ater prim arily from the 
Susquehanna River, w ith the balance derived 
from area groundwater. The start-up  of the 
air-stripper will significantly reduce the risk.
However, the  results of the Phase I RI 
indicated th a t the existing remedial measures 
m ay not be effective in curtailing the source of 
the  contam ination to the Ranney Well.
A detailed RA will be performed as part of the 
overall investigation for the site.
Actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances from this site, if  not addressed by 
the  preferred alternative, may present a 
current or potential th reat to public health, 
welfare, or the environment through the 
groundw ater exposure pathway.



5

S U M M A R Y
ALTERNATIVES

O F  R E M E D I A L

The objective of the present proposed action is 
to enhance groundwater cleanup while an 
additional investigation to curtail the source(s) 
of groundwater contamination and to evaluate 
aquifer restoration is undertaken. While the 
purpose of this interim  remedial action is to 
work toward the goal of restoration, it does not 
constitute a final action for the Site.

ALTERNATIVE 1: No Action
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
requires th a t the "No-Action" alternative be 
considered a t every site. Under this 
alternative, the site would rem ain in  its 
present condition with continued operation of 
the existing systems, i.e. purge well and 
aeration system and the a ir stripper, and 
associated monitoring. No remediation 
measures would be implemented a t this time.

Capital cost:
Annual Operation 
& Maintenance: 
Estim ated Present 
Worth:
Time to Implement:

$0

$22,000

$207,000
Im mediate

ALTERNATIVE 2: Supplem ental Purge 
Well
This alternative consists of upgrading the 
existing Purge Well system with the 
installation of an additional Purge Well, to be 
installed west of Nanticoke Creek essentially 
between the suspected source of the VOCs to 
the aquifer (Endicott Landfill) and the receptor 
(the Ranney Well). The proposed location of 
the Purge Well is chosen to intercept the plume 
near its suspected source and to begin 
remediation of the aquifer.

The proposed well is estim ated to be 110 feet 
deep and would be screened across the majority 
of the aquifer between the depths of 
approximately 50 and 110 feet. This design 
would intercept the majority of the flow within 
the contaminated portion of the aquifer, and 
prevent contam inated groundwater from 
continuing to move under the purge well 
system, as may be happening w ith the existing 
purge well. However, the actual design will be 
based upon a pilot hole drilled a t  the proposed 
location during the Phase II RI. Operation and 
M aintance cost for this alternative only applies 
to the additional Purge Well.
Capital cost: 
Annual Operation 
& Maintenance: 
Estim ated P resent 
Worth:

$150,000
$24,000
$376,000

Time to Implement: 24 months

C O M P A R A T I V E  A N A L Y S I S  OF  
ALTERNATIVES
EPA evaluated the  remedial alternatives 
according to nine criteria. The first two 
criteria, protection of hum an health  and the 
environment and compliance with applicable or 
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs) a re  considered by EPA to be threshold 
criteria which each alternative m ust meet. 
The nine remedial evaluation criteria are as 
follows:
• Overall protection of hum an health  and 

the  environm ent addresses whether or 
not a remedial alternative provides 
adequate protection and describes how 
risks posed through each exposure 
pathway (based on a  reasonable 
maximum exposure scenario) are 
eliminated, reduced, or controlled 
th rou gh  tre a tm e n t, eng ineering  
controls, or institutional controls.

• Compliance with ARARs addresses 
w hether or not a rem edial alternative 
would m eet all of the Federal or S tate 
ARARs and/or satisfy the criteria for
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invoking a  w aiver as set forth in 
Section 121(dX4) of CERCLA. State 
drinking w ater standards or wetlands 
protection law s are examples of 
ARARs.
L o n g - te rm  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  a n d  
perm anence refers to the ability of a \  
rem edial alternative to m aintain 
reliable protection of hum an health 
and  the  environm ent over time, once 
cleanup goals have been met.
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume evaluates the anticipated 
p erfo rm an ce  o f th e  tre a tm e n t 
technologies a  rem edial alternative 
m ay employ, or how successfully 
particular trea tm en t m ethods could 
re d u c e '*  t h e  h a r m f u l n e s s -  o f 
contam inants, or th e ir potential to 
move in  the  environm ent.
Short-term  effectiveness addresses the 
level of protectiveness of hum an health 
and  the environm ent achieved during 
the  construction and im plem entation ofv 
a  remedy, before clean up goals are 
reached.
Im p le m e n ta b ility  e v a lu a te s  the  
technical and  adm inistrative feasibility 
of a  rem edial alternative, including the 
availability of m ateria ls and  services 
needed to im plem ent the  chosen 
solution.
Cost considers estim ated capital and 
operation and m aintenance costs, and 
n e t p resent w orth cost of the 
alternatives.
S ta te  acceptance indicates whether, 
based on its  review of the RI/FS and 
the  Proposed P lan, the  S ta te  concurs 
w ith, opposes, or has no comment on 
the  selected rem edial alternative a t the 
p resen t time.
Community acceptance will be assessed 
in  the ROD and  refers to the  public’s 
general response to the alternatives

described in  the Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS reports.

The last two criteria are assessed primarily 
after the close of the public comment period on 
the  Proposed Plan and are evaluated in the 
Record Of Decision.

ANALYSIS O F ALTERNATIVES
The following is a summary of the comparison 
o f . t h e . two alternatives* • strengths and 
weaknesses w ith respect to the nine evaluation 
criteria.
1. O v e ra ll P ro te c tio n  o f H u m an  

H e a lth  a n d  th e  E n v iro n m e n t
The no-action alternative would not ensure 
th a t the Ranney Well will not be impacted by 
VOCs em anating f ro m th e  -Endicott Landfill.' 
However, the operation of the air-stripper is 
designed to. remove VOCs to below MCLs.
Upgrading the existing Purge .Well .system 
would be beneficial in ' m aintaining the 
protection * of public health  and the 
environment.
Although the existing Purge well appears to be 
capturing a m ajority of the VOCs emanating 
from the Landfill, results from the Phase I RI 
indicates th a t the potential exists for VOCs to 
m igrate under, and around, the purge well to 
the Ranney Well. The additional purge Well 
will be located and designed to be more 
effective in  intercepting and removing the 
contam inant plume closer to its  suspected 
source. This should reduce the potential for 
VOCs to m igrate to the Ranney Well, thus 
fu rther protecting public health  and the 
Environment. This interim  system may be 
incorporated into the design of the source 
control remedy for the Site.
2. C o m p liance  W ith  ARARs
N either action may, by itself, achieve final 
cleanup levels for the groundwater a t the site. 
MCLs will not be ARARs for this action
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because they are beyond the scope of the 
interim  remedial action.
However, an additional purge well will aid in 
the ability to comply with chemical-specific 
ARARs by reducing the potential for a primary 
drinking w ater supply (the Ranney Well) from 
being fu rther impacted by VOCs.
Treatm ent options for the additional Purge 
Well discharge will be dependent upon VOC 
concentrations in the Purge Well water. At 
this time it  is assumed th a t the Purge Well 
w ater can be routed through the STP.
3. Long-term E ffectiveness
Uncertainties still exist in the no-action 
alternative’s effectiveness to remediate the 
aquifer. Upgrading the Purge Well system 
with the additional Purge Well will be effective 
in controlling plume migration as long as it  is 
operational.
4. R eduction of Toxicity, M obility, or 

Volume
The no-action alternative will not further 
reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the 
contaminated groundwater. Installation of an 
additional Purge Well will in itiate  reduction in  
the volume of groundwater contaminated by 
VOCs through its  removal from the aquifer and 
subsequent treatm ent. In  addition the Purge 
Well will also reduce the mobility of the 
contam inants by capturing contaminated 
groundwater w ithin its cone of influence.
D ata to support the extent to which the 
mobility, and volume are reduced will be 
fu rther evaluated following installation and 
testing of the additional Purge Well.

5. Short-term  E ffectiveness
Short-term  effectiveness is not a mayor concern 
for either alternative. Since there is a  large 
am ount of open, publicly-owned land available, 
and there are no residences in  the immediate 
area.

6. Im plem entability
Installation of the additional Purge Well can be 
achieved using standard  and readily available 
technology. The technology to monitor the 
performance and adequacy of the Purge Well is 
reliable and proven. Subsequent testing of the 
additional Purge Well would provide the d ata  
necessary to evaluate the technical feasibility 
of the Purge Well system as a control for the 
m igration of the contam inant plume.

7. Cost
The costs for the two alternatives are  listed on 
the previous pages. Capital cost is the present 
value for implementing the rem edial action. 
Annual operation and m aintenance (O&M) 
costs are used to quantify the yearly expense of 
O&M. The 30 year annual cost is then  
calculated and expressed in  current value 
terms.
The capital cost for the additional Purge Well 
include the drilling and installation of the 
Purge Well and pump, well pit, electric 
installation, m eter and controls, and a direct 
discharge line to Nanticoke Creek. The 
estim ated capital costs for these items is 
$160,000.
The O&M of the alternative include energy cost 
for the pump, two samples analyses per month, 
and well maintenance. These costs are 
estim ated to be $24,000. The n et present 
worth of the additional Purge Well is estim ated 
to be $376,000.

8. State A cceptance
The S tate of New York concurs with the 
proposed alternative.

9. Community Acceptance
This criterion will be addressed following 
review of the  public comments received on the 
Proposed Plan.



EPA’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Based on the  resu lts of the  Phase I RI Report 
and  th e  Technical M em orandum  for 
im plem entation of the  Interim  Remedial 
M easures, EPA has selected Alternative 2, 
Supplem ental Purge Well, as the preferred 
choice for the interim  rem edy a t the  Endicott 
Wellfield site. The cost of this remedy is 
estim ated to be $376,000.
This alternative calls for the design and 
im plem entation of a  supplem ental Purge Well 
to protect hum an health  and  the environment.
The supplem ental Purge Well is estim ated to 
be 110 feet deep and would be screened across 
the  m ajority of the aquifer between the depths 
of approxim ately 50 and 110 feet. However, 
the  actual design will be based upon a pilot 
hole drilled a t  the proposed location during the 
Phase II RI.
Following installation  of the  Purge Well, a 
detailed aquifer pum p tes t will be conducted 
using the  Purge Well as the pum ping well. It 
is envisioned th a t the  discharge from the test 
can be routed through the STP. Based upon 
th e  quality  resu lt from the aquifer test, the 
trea tm en t requirem ents for the Purge Well 
discharge will be determ ined.
A Purge Well m onitoring plan will be 
im plem ented concurrently w ith  the  Purge Well 
operation. This will m onitor the effects of the 
Purge Well on contam inant m igration in  the 
aquifer of concern. This plan will include 
provisions for taking chemical analysis and 
groundw ater elevations of the  Purge Well and 
surrounding m onitoring wells.
The goals of th is in terim  rem edial action are to 
increase the  efficiency of the  existing Purge 
Well and  to aid  in  aquifer cleanup by reduction 
of the  contam inant plume.
This in terim  rem edial action is not intended to 
replace the  existing Remedial M easures, but is 
designed to increase th e ir ability to protect 
public h ea lth  and the  environm ent. The

ultim ate goal of remediation will be determined 
in a final remedial action for the Site. Upon 
completion of the Phase II RI/FS, this interim 
system may be incorporated into the design of 
the source control remedy for the Site.

NEXT STEPS
After EPA has presented the interim  remedy at 
the March 6, 1991 public meeting and has 
received comments and questions during the 
public comment period, the Agency will 
consider and evaluate these questions and 
comments. In  addition, EPA will respond to 
th e  question s and  com m ents in  a 
Responsiveness Summary, which becomes part 
of the official decision document for the Site, 
the  Record of Decision.
In  addition to the Responsiveness, Summary, 
the ROD includes a  description of the final 
alternative selected by EPA and the rationale 
for selecting it.
EPA will place the ROD in the agency’s 
Administrative Record, which will be located at 
EPA and a t the local information repository. 
The Administrative Record includes all site 
findings and reports th a t were instrum ental in 
the  Agency’s decision regarding the interim 
remedy.
Upon acceptance and final approval of the 
remedy, EPA will negotiate w ith the 
responsible parties to prepare the interim  
remedy design. At tha t time, EPA will prepare 
a  fact sheet for public distribution which 
describes the design.
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