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Statement of Pumose and Bas i s 

The Record of Decision (ROD) p r e ~ ~ l t s  the selected remedial action for the Maestri 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site which wa9 chosen in accordance with the New York 
State Environmental c o d o n  Law (ECL). The program selected is not inconsistent 
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8,1990 
(40CFR300). 

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record of the New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) for the Maestri Inactive Hazardous Waste Site and 
upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presented by the NYSDEC. A 
bibliography of the documents included as a part of the Administrative Record is included in 
Appendix B of the ROD. 

A s  s essment of the SI& 

Actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site, if not 
addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, presents a current or 
potential threat to public health and the environment. 

Pescri~tion of Selected Remedy 

Based upon the results of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RVFS) for the 
Maestri Site, and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives, the NYSDEC has selected 
excavation of soil co ntaminated with Xylene in excess of site cleanup levels foUowed by on-site 
treatment u W g  vacuum atraction supplemeateti by biological treatment. The components of 
the remedy are as follows: 

1. A remedial design program to verify the conclusions of the conceptual design, and provide 
the details necessary for construction, operation, maintenance and monitoring of the 
remedial program. 

2. Excavation and preparation for treatment of soils that contain contaminants in excess of 
soil cleanup objectives. This will involve an estimated 8,000 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil. 



3. Treatment of the soil utilizing ex-situ piles that combines vapor wctraction and biological 
degradation of organic contamination, and collection and treatment of air discharges from 
the soil treatment process. 

4. Redeposition of treated soils on-site. Placement of 6 inches of dean top soil over the soil 
redeposition areas, site regrading, and restoration. 

5. Continued operation of the on-site groundwater collection and treatment system with an 
evaluation annually until concentrations of site contaminants can no longer be effectively 
removed or cleanup objectives are met. Treatment is by carbon adsorption with discharge 
to a nearby storm sewer. 

6. Monitoring of the soil treatment, water treatment, air discharges and groundwater to 
ensure compliance with dean up objectives. 

.. New York State De~artment of Health Acceotanc~ 

The New York State Department of Health concurs with the remedy selected for this site 
as being protective of human health. 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with 
State and F e d 4  requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the 
remedial action to the extent practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies, to the maximum extent 
practicable, and satisfies the preference for remedies that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a 
principal element. 

C AL 
Date 

Director, Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

"MAESTRI smn 
Town of Geddes, Onondaga County, New York 

Site No. 7-34-02 
MARCH 1994 

SECTION 1: 

'IbeMaesPiSite,bcatedat904SlsteFPirBouleM1.dinbTownofGeddes. OnondagPCounty, NewYork, 
i 4 - p m h k 9 3 ~ ~ o f S y 1 a c m , N c w Y o r k .  AsitelocrhonmapisindudedasFil. The 
site, depided in Agurc 2, is appmaimately 7 ncns in ana. Onondaga Lake, located 1500 R mtheast ofthe 
site, is tbe I .  mrface water body to tbe site. Topography of the site is cbara*eriEed by gently sloping 
grPQswhichfal l tothe~ats lopesupto5peram.  Ibesiteisbor&rcdbyStateFairBadcvmlto 
lkBaulawhst~lkresiaaursslosgAthanParkwaytothemrtheast. Vacantlotsthatborderthesiteonthe 
nortbwcstandsourftustanheavilywooded. 

1970's - Drums containing indusaial waste materials allegedly generated by Stauffer Chemical 
Company wen buried at the site. 

1987-Thesiteow~z.Mr.Bat~nparlsdly excavatedsoilnnddnnnsfrommanaoftbesite 
indicated on Figure 3. Following characterization by the New York Slate Dcpamat  of Health 
(NysDOH), tbe material wrs diqomd of at an off site searre IdtU. 

1987 - Samples coUe*ed by NYSDOH from a residentipl basunent sump revePled the prrsuur of 
c m t d m m  ffom lk site. Additional samples colleoted by NYSDOH from neighboring nsidtntiPl 
sumps indicated that only tbe origippl bsgemcnf wunp was impacted by the site.. 

1987 - Maladm Pimie. Iac. conducted a limited site investigation on behalf of the Ormdaga County 
Health Departmnt (OCIID) to evaluate the emironmcntal effects of the former waste dkpd orea. 



* 1987 - NYSDEC listed the site on the NYS Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste D i  Sites 
as site # 7-34-025. 

a October 1988 - NYSDEC and Stauffer Management Company (SMC) executed an Order on 
Consent for development and implementation of site Interim Remedial Messuns 0. 

a June 1989 - Site investigations began, whicb included: soil vapor survey, geophysical survey, 
monitoring well instaUation, mil boriag completion, air sampling, and sampling of wafnct soil, 
subsur$ce soil, and ground water. A magnetic d y  discowed during the iwestiption was 
identified as buried dnuns. 

* December 1990 - SMC completed the tirst drum excavati01~ Appioximately 100 drums are 
removed from the site 

* February 1991 - An indoor air monitoring program required by NYSDOH for selected residences 
l o c a t e d o n A l h a n P a r k w a y , ~ o f t h e s i t e . ,  wasimplementcdbyO'Bcien&GereEngiaeers . 
on behalf of SMC 

* January 1992-SMCsubmiaedBasisofDesignReporttoNYSDECforaground waterrecovgr 

and treatmmt System. 

* May 1992 - Operation of the ground water recovery and treatment system began. 

t September 1992 - SMC submitted a final rsport on the dts of the field .mestigations and 
development of the site IRMs. 

* December 1992 - NYSDEC and SMC executed an Order on Consent for perbmmx of a 
Focused Remedial IwestiptionlFeasibiity Study (RVPS). 

* Deamba19m-~dnrmnmavsloeans. r@proximately200drUmSfoundduringthefoaLsed 
RI, and containing iodustrial waste wen excavated and diqod off site by SMC. 

* February 1994 - SMC bubmittcd the Focused Remedial Investigation Report to NYSDEC. 

* September 1994 - SMC submitted (he Maestri Site Feasibiity Study to NYSDEC. 

Under terms of an Administrative Order on Consent with the NYSDEC, SMC initiated a Remedial 
Investigation/ Feasibility Study 0 in December 1992 to Pddnss the residual contamination at the site. 
Field work for the RI was completed in May 1993. The Focused RI Report was submitted by SMC in 
February 1994 and the repat was approved in July 1994. A public meeting to present the dts ofthe RI 
was held at the Geddes Town Offices on September 22, 1994. The site FS was submitted on September 24 
1994. Ibe Proposed Remedial Action Plan was subject to a public meeting on January 19, 1995. 

HABSTlll Sllg 03/16/95 
RECORD OF DECISION PAOE 2 



The purpose ofthe RI was to define the nature and extent ofany residual CDmtaminStion~ting from 
previous drum disposal activities at the site. 

The focused RI was conducted in a single phase. The field work was conducted between January 1993 and 
May 1993. A report entitled Maestri Site Focused Remedial imrcstgation has been prepared describing the 
MdactivitksandfindingsoftheRIindetpil. AsummaryoftheRIfollows. 

Ihe RI activities d s t e d  of the following tasks completed in accordance with the approved RI WorkpInn: 

1 )  An M-ofte passivo s o i l  vapor 8urwy  t o  dotoct potential uuu of aub8urface 
s o i l  contamination wan conducted. 

2 )  Two geophysical surveys were conducted, o r i g i n a l l y  one in t h e  area o f  t h e  
s o i l  vapor survey and a second confinacltory survey over the  IYPktndu of the s i te  
a f t e r  the detec t ion  o f  an a n d y  in t h e  80il  vapor -6. 

3 )  12 on-site t e s t  p i t s ,  looatod based on the  s o i l  vapor and geophysical murvey 
r e s u l t s  

5 )  On-site and o f f - s i t e  groundwater q u a l i t y  8creonfng, con8is t ing  o f  8ampling 
po in t s  m - 1  through m-16, was performed t o  evaluate t h e  h o r i ~ o n t a l  e x t e n t  o f  
groundwater contamination downgradient o f  t h e  site. 

6 )  I n s t a l l a t i o n  and hydraulic  conduct iv i ty  t e s t i n g  o f  2 addi t ional  o f f - s i t e  
ground water monitoring we l l s .  

7 Collection and chemical u u l y a i s  of 18 groundwater namplos f o r  s i t e  s p e c f f i c  
paramotern. 

8 )  Completion o f  a hupur hea l th  risk aS8esEnlWlt. 

9 )  Summary o f  a l l  RI r e a u l t s ,  previous i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  and r a m d i a l  work 
perfomred during the IN'S, including the p e r f 0 1 ~ 1 ) c o  of t h e  groundwatu recovery 
and treatment s y s t a ,  in d Focu8ed RI Roport. 

10) A F i s h  and Wi ld l i f e  Survey wa8 conducted a t  the s i te  and docupentod in t h o  
F i a h  and W i l d l i f e  Impact k l a l y 8 i s  Report dated J u l y  1994. 

The analytical data o b W  from the RI was compared m applicable Standards, Criteria, and Guidance 
(SCGs) in dehmihg remediat d m  Qamdwatl, d s W q  water 4 surfpce water SCGs identified 
~lheMaesrriSi~wenbasedonNYSDECAmb'1entWa~QualityStandardsandOuidanceVII~e8 ondon 
PartvOfkNYSsanitaryCade. Porlhe~tionlodinMpntatimofPoil~aedimeat.llahrtidrrsul$, 
~ECsaildeaarpguidelinesfwtheprotecti~ofgmudwter,andbaclrgroundoonditionswereusedto 
develop remediation goals for soil. 

Based upon the comparison of &IS of the remedial investigation to the SCGs and evaluation of potential 
public health and environmental exparurrs, ccrmin areas and media of the site require remediation. 



During the counre ofthe site imnstigation conducted under the initial IRM (1988) Order with SMC, 6ufEcient 
data was collected m establish that then are no remaining significant imvacts to the site surface mils, surface - - 
water, ambient air, or residential indoor air quality mulling from the kmmx drum disposal activi& at the 
site. As a d t  the RI was faxrsed to delineate the extent of the off site groundwater plume and to determine - 
he  vertical and horizontal extent of subsurface soils containing site Contamirmnts in &CCSS of cleanup goals. 

Soil sample analytical results indicate the presence of site related ' ' i n d m u f a c c m i l s m t h e  
former drum disposal areas (F~gure 4). Organic con ' xylm,wecedetectedinthe 
n h . h o ~ ~ t ) t h e w a a . b l i ( ~ .  l l n ~ 7 ~ ~ % c a m t i W I s ~ t o a b i ~  
of7000par6pErmillion~IVr)insitebubsurfacemils. O t h e r ~ d e t e u e d o n s i t e i n c l u d e t o l u e n e ,  
ethlybemzae, tekachlorathene, 2-methylphenol 2,4dimethylpheml, and bwuoic acid. ConccntrPti~ of 
these ccntamioants are substantially lower than that of xylem (Table #I). 

R d t s  of the groundwater iwestigatiom indicate the presence of site related ' intheshallow - 
overburden grouadwater. Movunent ofthe shallow gr&iwater is in a Dorthepstuly dirrctim placing the 
homC3onUbanPsrkwayintheDathoftheofFsitdum. Wowever,allloalrrsidenccPaceonDublicwatcr. 
~ m a a r e n t o r m t i c i ~ ~ f u n ; n u s e s ~ ~ e x i s t i n t h e h c i n i t y ~ t h e s i t e .  ~hepridcipalorgsnii 

' ddeaeaedintheshallowpundwaterwasxy1~1l~.Concentntionsinexcug:of30ppmbvebeea 
detected in monitoring wells on site immediately down gradient of the former drum disposal areas. No site 
. related contaminam were detected in the bedrock groundwater. Pigure 5 delineates the lateral extent of the 
volatile or@c compolmd grcdwaw plum. Based on the results of the groundwater scmening the wistiqg 
gmcmdwaW remvery and tnatment system installed as an IRM and in opuation since May 1992 appears to 
have controlled the migration of the plume. 

Interim Remedial Measures (IRMs) wen conducted at the site based on findings as the Rl progrenred. An 
IRM is implement& wbm a sarrce of contamiastion or exposure pathway can be efkctively rddnssed before 
completion of the RIIFS. 

kspeeviarslymentidpnPdditionalcscheofburieddnrmswas~duriagtheeourseofthefocused 
RI. To expedite the runoval ofthis additional source of site wntPminaats an IRM workplan was prepared fop 
d o f t h e b u r i e d d r u m s .  ThewuvationwasconductedinNovembuandDecember1993anddted 
in removal of UX)+ additional drums. S i  to the 1990 removal, most of the 1993 drums were emplied 
and crushed but a few of the nmaining drums did contain liquid waste. The drums were cut, cleaned and 
stacked on a retaining platform on-site before being disposed off-site. The liquid waste was combid pad 

~off -s i teatacommrcia l trearmentfac i l i ty .Conf irmatory~1t8weretPkenfromthe~and 
' sidewallsoftbeexcavationpriormba~withdeansoil. Excavatedsoilsweresmgedonsitein~~~ered 

roll* prior to off-site disposal. 

'Ihegrarndwa~ncwerysysteminstalledin 1992consistofsix(6)punp~wells,five~teandonc&- 
site (Fii.3). The wells pump contaminated groundwater to the on-site treatment system. This system eeats 
t h e ~ ~ a c t i ~ t e d c s r b o l l p r i o r m d i s c h a r g e m a m ~ s t o r m ~ w e r .  ~monitoriqneh;opkofover 
twenty (20) monitoring wells and piemmeters is also in place. Water level data and groundwater quality 
~ l i o g i s ~ w e e k l y .  ~tssiace~systemwasptinp~iadiutethattheorganicproundwater 
plume has been controlled by the operation of the recovery system. 



A ham l d t h  risk p s 5 8 s ~ n t  was conducted during the focused RI to evaluate current and potential futun 
health xisks associated with the site. Under current conditions with nshicted site access and with tbe 
g~~~~Iwalt?r rewvefy and treptrrmt system operating, there an? m complete exposure pathways, and the site 
QesnotposcanmcccpmblerislrmhamMth. TWonceptorgroupawueidenCfieduuderthefDtPreon- 
site unceshicted residential use scenario. Adult and child residents ulder tbis scenario would have complete 
exposUte pathways for soil mtact, soil hgdon,  iodoor vapor inhalation, and hgdon of fruits and 
vesetpblesfromon-sitegardeniog. The USEPAguidelinesforhazardirdi~~~andorexcurscaaccrridran? 
both sxcaded for lhe cornbilled impacts ofthe fna d t e  uqx#we pathways. 

As part of lhe focused RI a Fi and Wildlife Impact Analysis (FWU) was conducted for lhe We&i Site. 
TheFWIAwrseanductedinaccordaacewilblbNYSDEc DiionofFia~d~dlife's documementitled 
Fish and- Wildlife Impact Analysis for Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites (1991). Specifidy, Step I - Site 
Description and Step IIA - ComaminantSpecific Impact Analysis, Pathway Analysis of tbe NYSDEC 
hxunintareaddressedinthereport. 

TheFWIAcadudedbtthemaprityoflhetarrstrialportionoftbestudy sreaihighly developed, nsulting 
in limited biological ccrmmunity compositioa AI&KRI$I wqkte expome pathways were idmtified on-site 
for smell mammals, such as UIG woodchuck, and seedlfruit eating birds, b s e  species are expedal to use the 
site minimally because of the poop habitat in adjacent arcns. TheretWe any impacts from site relate3 
contaminants to wildlife d t e  are wpe*ed to also be minimal. 

~ s u r f a c t w a t u s ( ~ ~ ) a n d w e d a n d s p n s e a t i n t h e F W U s t u d y s r e a a r e m t ~  
by sik related ' bccausemigralionofhecontaminantsispnventedby thcgmundwatarecovery 

treatment system and no aher migration pathways have been identified. Thaefors, off-site impat% to 
fish, wildlife and resources are not expected. 

The fo11owing is the chromlogical enforcement history of this site. 

8/31/88 A7-0139-88-01 IRM Order 

12/16/92 A7-0226-90-03 Remedial Program 

ll/l5/93 A7-0226-90-03 Mod.@nun Removal) 



SECTION 5: 

G o a l s f o r t h e n m d i a l ~ h a w b e e n e s t a b l i s h e d ~ t h e t u n e d y  selectionprocessstatedin6NYCRR 
375-1.10. k goals are established uader the guideline of meeting aU Standards, Criteria, and Guidance 
(SCGs) and protecting human health and the environment. 

At a minimup, the remedy seleded should eliminate or mitigate all significant threats to the public health and 
to the environment presented by the hazardous waste disposed at the site tbmagh the proper application of 
scientific a d  engin& principles. 

I RCmCce, control, or eliminate the contamination pmmf w i t h  the soils on site. 

I Eliminate the potential fir direct hwMn or rmfmal contact with thc aONMjMted soils on s k .  

I Prevent, to the extent possible, migmtion of umtMli.lmrrs in on-s&e soils to g w e r .  

Potential remedial altexnatives for the Maestri Site were identified, and evaluated in the npoa entitled 
"Feasibility Study - MPcrtri Site; Geddcs, N.Y." prepared by O'Brien & Gere Eagineue for SMC. The 
piocess for developmnt of alternatives indudes the development of nmedinl action objectives, development 
of general respoll~e actions, identification of volumes or area of contaminated media, identification ad 
screeningofremedialtechnologiesandprocessoptions,andtherssunblyofrcmdialalternatives. Seven 
remedial alternatives were developed to address the remedial action objectives. The pnliminary screening 
of alternatives step was not perfwmed in the PS because the number of identified alternatives was a 
manageable number for detailed analysis. Tbe number of alternatives given consideration and evaluated in 
thePRAehasbecnfurthunducedbyNYSDECto~(3)1spnstntedhuein. 

FenCiqg, gmdwatex r#.nvay ad treatment, and &roundwater monitoring arc commcm compollen$ of each 
remedialalternativeforthesite. Thecumntgroundwatersysttmwillcontirmetooperateaspsrtofeacb 
nmdial alternative. lbere is annntly a fence a& the site to restrict human access to the site. The fence 
will be maintained until completion of the site remediation. Monitoring mils that haw previously been 
installed will continue to be used to track contaminant umcdmtions in site grou~~I water. 

lkrehce, the assembly of process options and remedial alternatives has focused on the approximately 8,000 
c u b i c y p r d s o f c o n t a m i n a t e d ~ 1 b s u r f a a s o i l s ~ t h e f a m e r d r u m ~ a n d e x c a ~ ~ C o n o r u t s o n  

mnms 
PAGE 6 



The potential remedies areintended to address the contaminated soils at the site. Approximately 8000 cubic 
yards of mil from an estimated area of 100 R x 200 R on-site require remediation. The predominant soil 
contaminant is xylene, detected in on-site soils at a concentration of up to approximately 7,000 parts per 
million (ppm). 

Xylm omamitions have driven the selection of remedial technologies and alternatives. The NYSDEC has 
established a cleanup god of 1.2 ppm for xy lm in site soils. The cleanup god is based on a pnrticular 
aummimds ability to partition off soils into groundwater. For xylene the 1.2 ppm soil level would m d t  in 
cmceahtions ingrcundwater less thao the 5 parts per biion @pb) growd water stnrdnrd. Due to xyWs 
p m b m h m  each remedial techaology and alternative was initially evaluated for its ability to treat xylem 
to dearmp levels. The teehaologies evaluated for xylene may also be applicable to other site anmmba&, 
aadgiventhedisproportionoflowwncentrationsofother contaminantsinsoiltothehighlevelsofxy1~~t, 
t h u e i s a s t r o s g .  l ke l hcd  that the other volatile Contaminants would be rmdered mndetectable aftex 
trealme.nt. lhiswouldbevaifiedby~h.IIsiteanmmba&utheMtsofthePoilexca~tionpnd 
prior to redepcsilion of aeated soil. 

PnsentWorth: S 1,590,000 
C@tal Cost: S m.000 
A m d O B M :  S 100,000 
Time to Implement 30- 

IbeSdlVaporExtracton(~~anrm~~mitwoulddrawair~thesoil.~airinturnwouldstripthe 
VOCshtheso~andtrarrrporttheconlaminantstotheSVE~ctionwells. TheoffgasfromtheSVE 
extraction wells would be directed mtougb a treatment unit sucb as a carbon adswption unit 'Ibe SVE 



vacuum unit would Plso suve to promote bi0nnt;lg in the soil. As air is pulled through the coil, oxygen 
availability to microorganisms would incnase, thus enhaneiog the eftectiveness of biodegradation of semi- 
volatile organics (those site commb& whose vapor pressure would mt be aawable to vapor extraction). 

~ n s e n t  worth: sr,no,ooO 
Capitol Cost. $ 710,000 
Annual OQM: $ 150,000 
Est. T i  To Implement 10 ycars 

' I h i s a l ~ ~ C X C B V B t i 0 1 1 o f a l l d t e a d l s w i t h  . tamcentntiomsinarassofsitedePnup 
goals, on-site ex sibr biologidlvapor extrPCti011 treatment, .nd replacemenS of tbe treated soils. The soil 
vapor exuaction component would ad- the volatile (VOC) fraction of the silc oontaminaa$ and the 
biological enharrement would treat the semi-volatile organic oontamirrpst (SVOC) ftaction. Excavated SOUS 
would Likely require blending and screening inside a controlled process enclosure prior to placement in 
winrtrowpiks llppmximately 20 ft. wide and 8 R high. 'Ibe soil piles would be undwlioed a d  covered with 
a flexible m e m b m  to promote proper drainage. 

hIntotothe~biOrCBCtiveewirrmmsnt,lhrreadditivestothedpilesdbe~: 
oxygen, water, and nutrients. Perforated piping would be placed horizontrlly within the piles to allow hr 
circulation of oxygen. Provisioo6 would be made to add moisture and rmtriems to the pile as netded. A 
vacuum would be used to actively extract organic vapors from ihe pile. Drawing air through tbe soil and 
controlling m o b  content and nulrients would pmmote bi$radation activity of site amtambm. OE 
gases both the soil hading enclosure and the vapor extraction process would require treatment prior to 
discharge. 

Treated soil would be tedeposited on site and mvered with a minimum of six (6) inches of clun soil. The site 
will then be regraded and restored, and the site fena removed. 

Prestnt worth: Sl.no,oao 
Capital Cost: $1,200,000 
AmruPl w: $ 150,000 
Est. T i  To Implement 5 Years 

TbecrieriPusedtocompanthepotentialrrmedial~tCmtivesarcdefinedinthe~tionthatdirerrstbc 
remediation of inactive hezardous waste sites in New York State (6NYCRR Part 375). For each of the 
uihlia, a brief desaiption is provided followed by an evaluation of the dtanatiw8 a p h t  that ait.rio11. A 
detailed discussion of the evaIuation criteria and comparative analysis is containtd in the Feasibility Sludy. 

MABSPRIsm 
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. . 
1. New Ynrk p. Cntena.mpliance with SCGs 
addresses whether or not a remedy will meet applicable environmental laws, regulations, staadatds, and 
guidance. 

Alternative #l, through natural attenuation and operating the wristing ground w a ~ u  system 
over many years, may provide for aaainment of NYS Class GA p o d  water aandards for the off site 
gromdwater plume. The alternative would not comply with NYSDEC recommended mil cleanup levels for 
organic ts. 

Al~RwouldpPovideforattsinmentdgroundwrturtaadardsandisexpedsdtomsetcleermplevels 
for Volatile Organic (lummbm (VOC) in over a 7-10 year puiod. la sihl biodegradation ofsemi- 
Volatile Organic Contaminants (SVOC) to levels meeting mil cleanup levels is unanrin for this site due to 
difficulties m providing sufficient oxygen and nutrients to the heteropmu soils. 

2.- . -d lbis criterion is an overall evaluation of the health and 
enviromnental impacts to ssass whethu each alternative is pmtective. 

Alternative R may reduce c~nmmatiom to levels which do not pnsent unacqmbk risk to human health. 
However,~~toat$iD,deanuplevelsisunarEainandsomnsidualcontaminationwouldrermin. 
Site~wwldbemaintainedthroughouttberemediation. AlternativeRdasmtposeunacceptPbIerisl: 
totheenvinnmenl. 

the target dean up levels for groundwater is estimsted as 3-5 a& soil cleanup. Site fendag would be . . 
mmhmed throughout the remediation. Following mediation the fence could be removed because acaas 

3. S b o r t T e n n ~ I b e - t e r m s d v e r s e i m p c t s o f t h e r e m e d i a l a c t i ~ ~ t h c  
COmrmmity, the woplas, d the he duliQgtbc construction and implementation are evaluated. Ihe 
length of time needed to achieve UIG remedial objectives is also estimated and wmpared with the o k r  
alternatives. 

Alternative #I involves no further nmedial action other than (OBrM) and monitoring, Workers p f o d q  
08M an required to wear personal protective equipment to minimin potential hazards during semplisg and 
maintenanceactivities. T h e r e r r e m a d d i t i d s b o r t a n n ~ t o t h e l l o c a l ~ t y o r t h e ~  

Alternative #2 iwolva a small amamt of soil dhrbance. As such &ere is a limited potedal for short-term 
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to minimim pole&d hezards. A D%WX~ of air monitoring would be act up to ensun community protection. 
It is urpected that the cleanup of both soils and ground water would take 7-10 years. 

Alternative f3 involves excavation and handling of contaminated soils. As such, the potential for worker 
exposun is high. Workers would be requind to wear personal prote*ive equipment and adhere to safe 
ammuion practices to minimize potential hazards. Potential community exposun to vapors would nsed to 
be carefully addressed. An air monitoring network would be set up to ensure community protection from 
relesse ofbolh particulate (dust) and VOC's. During design an evaluation would be made as to the feasibiity 
t o h r b e e x c a v a t i o n n n d / o r t b e d l ~ a n d p p i l e s .  Itisesthatedthatthedeanupofsoilswouldtake 
1-2 years and groundwater would take 3-5 yuus thereakr. 

Alternative f 1  provides fa deed restrictions and site a c e s  nstrictiom h t  minimkc the magnitude of the 
residual risks to site contamham. Risks sssociated with &-site migration of contaminated ground water .- 
woulacontimretobemitigated. Theexistinggroundwatersystemisa~teandreliablefa&ectingad 
remediating grad water with site contaminants. Potential risks to on-site usus would remain. 

Alternative 42 bas memhties whethu the in situ mil vapor extraction could minimhe risks associated with 
potmtial residential use scenario, due to dense tight soils limiting the trealment capability fw d-volatiles. 
The site conditions create e&ctivuress and reliab'ity uncvtainties. The aristing h c h g  is adequate and 
reliablefadcfingsiteaarss,~thearistingwStingwatersystemisa~teandrel*Mefwcollecting 
and remediating ground water with site contaminanls. 

AltmaCve #3 would effectively minimk. risks associated wim the poantial future residential ooenario. Risks 
associated witb the off-site migration of ground water continuc to be mitigated. Excavation and ex situ 
biologicallvapor extraction treatment of site soils are expected to be adequate and reliable. Existiog fencing 
isreliaMeinnstrictiagaccessduringrwnediation. TheexiSting&roundwatersystemisadcquateadnliable 
for collecting and mediating groundwater containing site related 

5. -nf or vvalymc . . . . . Referurce is given to alternatives thot pumPaently and 
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the wastes at the site. 

Alternative f 1. The aarcntgrolmd water system would continue to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume 
of site related co ' 's in ground water. Reduction of contamhmts in site soils above the water table 
through nalatural attenuation would be minimal. 

Alternative PZ. In situ vapor extraction treatment would Likely reduce toxicity and mobility of organic 
wntaminants in mils. Both the timeframe and overall abiity to reduce toxicity and mob'ity of VOCE and 
SV~toc l emuplmls i suOmta indueto~atesu i l s .  Thecumntgroundwatersystemwouldcontirme 
to reduce the toxicity, mob'ity and volume of site related contamhmts in grouad water. The mil vapor 
extr8ction and groundwater treatment systems would be irreversible. 
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Altmmliw #3. R gitu vapor sxtractiodbiological treatment within a soil pile would reduce toxicity, mobility 
and volume of VOC and SVOC commination in site soils to target clean up levels. The current groundwarn 
system will contirme to &ce the toxicity, mobiity, and volume of site related contamination in grouodwater. 
The ex situ vapor extcactionlbiological soil, and ground- water treatment systems would both be irreversible. 

6. -. The technical and administrative feasibility of h@medng each alternative is 
evaluated. Technically, this includes the difficultiu associated with the c o m t i o n ,  the reliabiity of the 
tdmology, and the ability to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. Administratively, the adb i l i t y  of 
h necss~ry pasamrel ad material is 'evaluated along with potential difficulties in obtaining specific operating 
approvals, access for conshuction, etc. 

Alternative X1 continues the nannt ground wate~ remedial system and is easily implemented. The existiag 
discbarge limits remain in effect Exisling m & w  wells would continue to be used to evaluate the 

of the system. Long term site nshictions and access apemats are nquired between the site 
owner and Rqonsible Party. 

Alternative R, the in-situ vapor extraction system is readily available technology and easily installed. The 
rJiability dh achnology is limited by the nature of the contaminants and by the site's low pameob'ility and 
h e t e r y m m  nature of the soils. The efbtiveness of the remedy could be easily monitored by 
~ m o f a ~ s i t e ~ p r o g n u n a s p r e s e n t e d i n t h e P S .  Intluentmdeffluentmonitoring 
of the vapor extraction and ground water systems would be required. Substadve compliance with air and 
water discharge limits would also be rquired. Coordination and accurs a,pcmcm with the 8ite owoer may 
be necessary to allow opuation and maintenance of the treatment systems. 

Alternative #3 would include excavaCon of soils to an appmximate depth of 15 feet, wbicb is wel) within 
limib of standard practice and consi~~ction equipment. Soii would be excavated, treated in piles, md 
bsclrrmea into the acavation areas. ~ppropria& ~uwres would be taken to ensure &at the backhed soils 
would mt come in amtact with coe$mioated soil or gmwlwater. Gmmhwater intitrating into the excavation 
would be coUected and treated. The e&ctiveness of the remedy is easily monitored bybyimplentenlation ofa 
ger~ralsikmonitoci~g~lanaspnsentedinthe~. Confirmatorym~1esfromthesideWandbottomof 
the excavation wouldddetenni&: the limits of the excavation. Ianueimd e m  monitoring of the grou~d 
water and soil treatment systems would be nquired. Substantive compliance with air md water discharge 
bilswouldalsobersquired. ~ t i o n m d a c c e s s a ~ w i t h t h e s i t e o w m m a y b e n e c e s s a r y t o  
allow operation and maintenance of the treatment systems. 

7. &st. Capital and operation ad maintenrna wsts are sstimsted for each altcrmtivc and coanpnnd on a 
psent wor(h M s .  Although cost is the last balanciog criterion evaluated, wlm two or more alternatives 
have met the requirements of the remaining criteria, cost effectiveness can be used as the basis foc the finsl 
decision. The corn for each alternative are presented in Table 2. 

8. ~ - ~ o f o f t h e c o m m u n i t y r e ~ t h e R I l F S r e p o r t s a n d t h e P r o p o s e d  
Remedial Action Plan have baen evaluated. The NYSDEC and NYSDOH conduccsd a public meeting 
r e @ d h g l b e ~ o n J a n ~ a r y  19,1995. lberewenwpublicobjsctionstothepmposedremedymedeat 
the meeting. In general the public was in stromg support of the permamnt treatment aspect of the remedy. 
Conams raised during the meeting fonrsed on the implementation details of the excadon maponent and 
how hat may a&et adjacent homeowms. The NYSDEC accepted written comments on the PRAP thou& 
Mruary 11,1995. Oae set of written comments was received from the homeowners on Alhan Parkway tbat 



abut the site. A " ResponsivenSS Summary" was prepared that addresses the public comments d v e d  a d  
briefly describe what messurcs could be taken during remediation to address the concerns raised. 'IZle 
Responsiveness Summary is included herein as Appendix A. The final remedy selected does not differ 
significantly from the proposed remedy. 

Based upon the results of the Rim, and the evaluation presented in Section 6, the NYSDEC has selected 
Alternative #3 as the remedy for this site. 

Thisselectionis~uponaneval~tionofhtwothnsboldaiteriaandfive~cri~~sp~ted 
in Section 6. Alternatives #I & R are not fully protective of human health and the ewironmcnt uadu the 
umestricted use scenario. Alternative X2 has difficulties in meeting soil dean up objectives perticularly for 
SVOC contamination, and tfie timeframe for operating the system is uncutain due to site soil conditiosls. 
Alternative #3 is e&ve in meeting site CI& objectives: and protective in the long term. Short term 
immct~ would be a m t d a l  conam but could nadily be mitigated through propu controls on excadon, 
ai;monitoring, and-the use of pusonal protective d P m e n t  for site w(akers. Alternative usts nadily 
implementable techaology that miaimizes the timeframe for remedial action objectives. Alternalive #3 will 

.result in greater than 9596 reduction of all site contamination contained in both grolmd water and mils. 
~hi~ininitialCapital~Al~tive1Y3iscoste&ctiveinthattbebnquiredtoopente 
and~monitor~siteissubglsntiallylesshnforAltemtives#1&#2. Alternative#3providestheadded 
benefit of allowing future site use with minimal restriction once all remedial activities ace completed. 

The estimated present worth cost to implement the proposed remedy is $1.57 million. The cost to construct 
lhis remedy is $1.20 million and the annual operation and maintenance cost for the 3-5 year operaling period 
is $l50,000/yr. 

A nmedial design program to verify the conclusions of the conceplual design, and provide tfie 
details necessary for consl~ction, operation, maintenana and monitoring of the nmedial program. 

Excavation and preparation for treatment of soils that contain contaminants in excess of mil 
cleanup objectives. This would involve an estimated 8,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil. 

Treatment of tbe sail utilizing ex-& piles that combi i  vapor extnction and biologiepl degradation 
of organic contsmiaation, and coIIection and treatment of air discharges from the soil treatment 
process. 

Redepodtionoftceatedsoilsonsite. Placumntof6inchesofdeantopsoilovuthesoilredeposition 
areas, site regrading, and restoration. 

Continued operation of the on-site groundwater collection and treatment system with an evaluation 
annually until concentrations of site contaminants can no longer be effectively removed or cleanup 
objectives are met. Treatment will be by carbon adsorption with discharge to a nearby storm sewer. 

Monitoring of the mil treatment, water treatment, air discharges and $roundwater to ensure 
compliance with dean up objectives. 
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7.2 

There are no significant dmges from the Proposed Remedial Action Plan. 

SECTION 8: 8 

Docznnent repositories were e s $ W  at h e  MIowing locations for public m view of project relr 

* Geddes Town Hall *NYSDEC *NYSDEC Region 7 OtXce 
Woods Road SO Wolf Road 615 Erie Boulevard West 
Solvay, N.Y. Albany, N.Y. 12233-7010 Syracuse. N.Y. 13204 

Am: Mr. Gary Kline, P.E. Atb: Mr. Charles Branagh, P.E. 

The following citizens participation activities were conducted: 

- Fact Sheet, September 1994, Described results from RI activities and identified document repositories. 

- Public meeting held SePte;nber 22, 1994, Presented d t s  ofthe RI and accepted public inqujr. 

- Fact Sheet, December 1994, summarized PRAP and amomced public meeting on same. 

- Public Meeting held January 19, 1995; Pnsented results of the FS and PRAP for public comment. 

- Public Comment period open from Deoember 29, 1994 through February 11. 1995 to dvewmments 
on tbe PRAP. 
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Table 1 

SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS IN SOIL 

Focused Remedial lnvestlgation 
Maestri Site 

904 State Fair Bhrd. 
Town of Geddes, NY 

I Average Soil Upper Bound Soil 
Concentration Concentration 

Compound (mglkg) (mglkg) 
PCE 28.4 156 
Toluene 7.7 45.3 
Et hylbenzene 2.2 11.7 
Xylene 1360 , 7070 
2-Methylphenol 1 3.7 

'2,4-Dimef~ylphenol 2.3 14.7 
Benzoic Acid 12.8 71.5 



COST EBTI-TEE FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 
mESTRI SITE 

PLTERNATIVE #1-NO FURTHER ACTION 

CAPITAL (construction) COST - $ 20,000 
EST. O&M COST - $ 100,000jyr 
TIME TO IMPLEMENT - 3 Oyrs 
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH - $1,590,000 

ERNATIVE 52 - INSITU S OIL VAPOR E m C T I O N  
CAPITAL (contruction) COST - $ 710,000 
EST. O&M COST - $ 150,OOO/yr 
TIME TO IMPLEMENT - lOyrs 
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH - $1,770,000 

BLTERNATIVE 23 - EX SITU S OILVAPOR EXTRACTION W/ BIOREMEDIATION 

CAPITAL (construction) COST - $1,200,000 
EST. O&M COST - $ 150,00O/yr 
TIME TO IMPLEMENT - 5yrs 
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH - $1,570,000 



FEASIBILIPI. STUDY 
MAESTRI SITE 

904 STATE FAIR BLVD. 
TOWN OF GEODES, NEW YORK 

SITE LOCATION MAP 

0 2000 4000 

ILLCL 
APPROX. SCALE IN FEET i 
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FIGURE 5 
FE*SIElUW SNDY 

VOIATILE ORGANIC COMPOUN; 
GROUND WATER PLUME 

(JUNE 28. 1993) 
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APPENDIX A 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Attachment number one to this summary is a list of questions submitted by 
the homeownem on Alhan Parkway during the January 19,1995 public 
meeting. The questions and issues raised by the letter a n  similar to those 
raised verbally during the public meeting's question and answer mion .  

Questions from the letter and meeting have been paraphrased and answered 
by the following Responsiveness Summary. 

Was off-site disposal of contaminated soil evaluated in the Feasibility Study? 

Disposal of excavated soil off site in a h d W  was evalnated in the Feasibility 
Study. The o~tion was rejected due to the volume of contaminated soiL 
app&ximatd; 8,000 cubic The cost for off-site disposal would ' 

approximately double the cost of remediation. 

What is the proposed location and nature of the procesa enclosures? 

Process endosuns are temporary structures that could house the soil 
conditioning equipment Details of this construction is a design 
consideration, currently there are two additional onaite structures planned 
that will be equipped with air control systems to prevent migration of 
airborne contaminants, They will be constructed west of the current 
groundwater treatment building. The procesa enclosnrer are not intended to 
house the roil piler. The piles will be covered with a heavy plastic sheeting. 

How long win excavation hat? 

The actual excavation will be short duration approximately 3-4 weeks per 
campaign. The rite soil win be excavated and treated in two campaigns, uch 
lasting for up to six (6) months. Plans call for one half the site to be 
remediated in 1996 followed by the second half in 1997. 

How win the excavated areas be controlled? 

Excavated areas during treatment may require stabiition. The use of off- 
site andlor on-site badbin will be considered during design. More likely the 
side slopes will be graded back to allow the hole to remain open and be used 
as a sump to collect precipitation and contaminated groundwater which 



would be periodiully pumped out for treatment at the existing on-site 
groundwater treatment system. 

What is the schedule for site remediation and will the neighborhood be 
notified? 

The current schedule calls for the first soil campaign to start in the Spring of 
1996. The local neighborhood will be provided early notice of an anticipated 
start of remedial activities. 

What is the reputation and history of ex-sib bioremediition? 

Ex-sitn bioremediation (soil piles) has b a n  used extensively throughout the 
environmental industry. In particular, the oil and gasoline refinery industry 
has had much sueeesc remedimtine roil contaminated with s i m i i  
compounds. Typical problems w b  bioremediation are usually associated 
with the slow down of biological activity during the cold winter months thua 
prolonging the remedial program. 

Wi there be contingency plans for the soil treatment system? What if 
problems arise with odors? 

Contingency plans wiIl be developed for both the excavation and treatment 
processes during the design stage. Aiu monitorlng at the perimeter of the site 
will h u m  protection of the adjoining homes. Some nuisance odors during 
remedial activities are likely to occur. An efforts will be made to minimize 
problems by tight controb on the excavation through the use of plastic covers 
and foam, weather m d  wind awareness and odor control systems on the soil 
handling facility. 

Is t h m  a potential for the back embankment to be undermined during the 
excavation? How un the homeownen be assured that there will be no 
property damage as a result of the remedial activities? 

Based on our current knowledge from past expviences excavating drums on 
site the embankment is believed to be suficiently stable. A geotechnid 
review will be made during design to determine if the embankment andlor 
excavation require additional support. 
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If the excavation is left open, wouldn't the hole be come saturated with 
runoff? 

m he excavation areas if left open will be bermed to pnvent runoff from 
entering and will be continually pumped out Water will be directed to the 
existing water treatment system. 

Win the remediation and f d  site regrading affect runoff and drainage? 

Site regrading will restore the site to approximately its existing conditions. It 
is not anticipated that drainage or runoff problems will occur. 

Does soil "cleaned" to 13 ppm xylene exhibit any odors? 

In aceordance with NYSDEC TAGM 4046 soil e x h i b i g  nuhanee odor, 
even if it mats target numerical cleanup levels, will not be considered 
"clean" and therefore in the case of Maestri will be I& on the mil piles for 
fnrther treatment 

HOW will local homes be protected from odon and contaminants? 

A Health and SIfdy plan has been dewloped for the site which addresses 
precautions neeersay to control chemical releases during remedii activities. 
This plan will be updated to meet the requirements for the proposed 
construction work Potential exposure to airborne contaminants will be 
addmod  by real time air monitoring of the remedid activities and by the 
installation of a site perimeter monitoring network The monitoring 
will provide early wuning of possible off-site migration of airborne - - 
contaminants. f i ih t  engineering controls on thtsoil excavation and roil 
handling will reduce the chance of ofl-site migration. Should ere4edeaeer 
occur, the activities will be either modifred or halted and evaluation of the 
cause be undertaken. 

It  should be understood that odor threshold, which is one's ability to detect a 
volatile organic, may occur at concentrations below that which can be 
routinely monitored. We agree, that these " nuisances1 odon are a concern 
for the neighborhood and efforts will be made to control them. Limiting the 
exposed excavation, use of vlastic cwaa, foam, andlor water, and weather 
pattern awarencu (temp, And direction, etc.) i r e  dl practicb which can be 
used effectively to limit odors. Furthermore, excavation is expected to occur 
daring the spring and work can be done when children are id rchwl and 
adults are at work. Adequate notice will be provided before the excavation 
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begins. 

13. Q. When remediation is complete, what will happen to the site? 

A. Plans call for completion of both the soil and groundwater cleanup in 5-6 
Post remedial monitoring of the groundwater to ensure effectiveness 

of the program may continue for some time at a select number of wells. 
Pending the outcome of the remediation and monitoring the site will be 
either delisted, or reclassified as properly dosed Wdlz not used for long 
term monitoring will be decommissioned by polling the w i n g  and grouting 
the boreholes. It is expected that the site will be available for use with 
minimal or no restrictions should the cleanup prove sueeeosful. 

14. Q. Has Mr. Maestri cooperated in tl& program? 

A. Mr. Maestri has not been involved during the WPS process. 
.- 

15. Q. What guarantees are there that there arc no other barrels? 

A. The investigation has used the best methods avalable to ascertain the 
location and subsequent removal of drums. Magnetometer surveys, 
numerous test pits and test borings have been completed over the entire site 
during the RVPS. 
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Was d i s p o s a l  of  t h e  excavated s o i l  t o  a l a n d f i l l  considered? 
If it was, why wasn't it chosen? 
What would be t h e  cost o f  o f f - s i t e  d i sposa l ?  

Describe t h e  ' con t ro l led  process  enc losures ' .  
What materials are they  made of?  
Are t h e y  temporary s t r u c t u r e s ?  
Where w i l l  they be? 
How many w i l l  t h e r e  be? 
These w i l l  hold 8000 cubic  yards  of soil? 
W i l l  a l l  t h e  s o i l  be excavated a t  once? 
How long  w i l l  t h e  excavat ion take? 
How w i l l  odors  be c o n t r o l l e d  d u r i n g  t h e  excavat ion process? 
What w i l l  happen t o  t h e  excavated a r e a s  du r ing  t reatment?  
W i l l  t h e y  be b a c k f i l l e d  wi th  o t h e r  s o i l ?  
What s o i l  w i l l  be used t o  b a c k f i l l  excavated areas? 

'- Where is t h e  b a c k f i l l  from? 
Was t h e  b a c k f i l l  t e s t e d  f o r  contamination? 

What t i m e  of year  w i l l  t h e  excava t ion  happen? 
Odors are worse when t h e  weather is warm. 
How much no t i ce  w i l l  t h e  neighborhood have? 
If it is planned dur ing  t h e  c o l d  w i n t e r  months. are t h e r e  
a l t e r n a t e  d a t e s  i f  t h e  weather is warm? 

What is t h e  r e p u t a t i o n  of t h e  ex-s i tu  t rea tment?  
Where h a s  it been used? 
What problems were encountered? 
What contingency p l ans  a r e  i n  p l a c e  i f  problems do a r i s e ?  

( e s p e c i a l l y  with odors )  

H a s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  been given t o  t h e  fact  t h a t  when s e v e r e  w e t  
weather  o c c u r s  t h e  b a c k f i l l e d  a r e a  may become ove r sa tu ra t ed  and 
s l i d e  down t h e  h i l l  on to  homeowner p r o p e r t y  p o s s i b l y  causing 
heavy p r o p e r t y  damage? 

The excava t ion  area is close t o  t h e  embankment d i r e c t l y  
behind 147,  149 & 151 Alhan Pkwy. 
Does t h i s  bank have t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y  t o  r e t a i n  
s a t u r a t e d  loose  s o i l  behind it? 
Should t h e  e n t i r e  h i l l  be regraded ,  i nc lud ing  t h e  
embankment, with a t e r r a c e d  s t e p - l i  k e  grade? 
What p r o t e c t i o n  is going t o  be provided t o  homeowners t o  - 
p r o t e c t  u s  from mud s l i d e s ?  
W e  would l i k e  t o  be assured .  i n  w r i t i n g ,  t h a t  any proper ty  
damage r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  t rea tment  p roces s  w i l l  be r e s t o r e d  
t o  its o r i g i n a l  form. 
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When t h e  t r e a t m e n t  process is done, t h e  s o i l  w i l l  be r edepos i t ed  
and  regraded .  There has been a h i s t o r y  of s torm run-off and 
spr ing-mel t  d r a inage  problems i n  t h e  a r e a .  The Town has  been 
approached o n  s e v e r a l  occasions  t o  remedy d r a i n a g e  problems. The 
Town h a s  responded wi th  regrading and t h e  a d d i t i o n  of s e v e r a l  
c a t c h  b a s i n s .  

How w i l l  t h e  regrading e f f e c t  what t h e  Town has  done t o  h e l p  . 
t h e  run-off problem? . 
W i l l  t h e  regrad ing  cause  new run-of f problems? 
Are a d d i t i o n a l  c a t c h  bas ins  planned? 
How w i l l  t h e r u n - o f f  be d i r e c t e d  t o  t h e  bas ins?  

The c lean-up l e v e l  f o r  xylenes is 1.2 ppm i n  t h e  s o i l .  
W i l l  t h e  c leaned  s o i l  con ta in  t h i s  concent ra t ion?  
Does 1.2 ppm of xylene have a n  odor? 

.. Is t h e r e  any c r i t e r i a  f o r  accep tab le  odor l e v e l s ?  
A s  a homeowner, any odor i s ' u n a c c e p t a b l e .  
How w i l l  exposure t o  odors be  addressed? 

What happens 5 y e a r s  from now when t h e  s o i l  and groundwater 
treatment is done? 

Does everyone pack-UP and go home and close t h e  book? 
What happens t o  t h e  monitoring wells? 

What g u a r a n t e e s  a r e  t h e r e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no o t h e r  b a r r e l s ?  
What ev idence  do you have t h a t  leads you t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  
are no  o t h e r  b a r r e l s ?  
Has Mr. Maestri cooperated i n  t h i s  eva lua t ion?  
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APPENDIX B 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
Maestri Site 

Site No. 7-34-025 

. Maestri Site Investigation and D~dopment of Interim Remedial Measures Fiaal Report including 

Appendices A-H; O'Brien and Gere, September - 1992. 

. Administrative Order on Conrent No. A7-0226-90-03, Site.No. 3-34-025: Sta& Management 

Company Respondent; Development of Remedial P r o m  

Work Plan induding Addendum No. 1 for Remedial Inve~tigation/Feasibility Study: Maestri Site; 

O'BriG and Gere, April - 1992. 

Hulth and Safety Plan for Runedial InvestigationlFeasiblity Study: Maestri Site; O'Brien and 

Gere, revised November - 1992. 

Qnalii  AssuranerlQuality Control Plan for Remedial InvstigationlFeasibility Study: Maestri 

Site; O'Brien and Gere, revised November - 1992. 

Administrative Order on Consent No. A7-0226-90-3 Modification No. 1, Site No. 7-34-02s: 

Stauffer Management Company Respondent. Implementation of Interim Remedial Measure. 

Interim Remedid Measnre Work Plan Anomaly Excavation and Removal: Maestri Site; O'Brien 

and Gere, October - 1993. 

Hulth and Safety Plan Anomaly l?,scavation and Removak Maestri Site; O'Brien and Gere, 

November - 1993. 

Anomaly Excavation and Removal Final Report: Maestri Site; O'Brien and Gere, Novemba - 1994. 
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Focused Remedial Investigation Report: Maestri Site; O'Brien and Gere, Fehnry - 19!4. 

Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysir: Maestri Sie; O'Bria Md Gere, July - 1994. 

Groundwater Reeovvy System Performance Test: Maestri Site; O'Brien and Gere, August - 1994. 

Feasibility Stndy: Maestri Site; O'Bria and Gere, September - 1994. 

Proposed Remedii Action P h  Maestri Site; NYSDEC, December - 1994. 

Transcript of January 19,1995 Public Meeting and Responsiveness Summary to Public Meeting: 

NYSDEC, March - 1995; included as Appendix A to the Record of Decision. 
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