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After experiencing significant delays, due to a dispute with the contractor, in order to 
expedite the site remediation. the Citv has reauested the De~artment to allow the use of an 
al tkate  technology (low teiperaturk thermai desorption) h lieu of the ROD specified 
technology (enhanced volatilization) for treatment of south disposal area soils. The City's 
request is also based, in part, on its need to accommodate the scheduling requirements for the 
planned Public Safety Training FacilityIAircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting Facility (letter 
attached). Therefore, we have prepared the attached "Explanation of Significant Differences 
(ESD)" as required by the NCP. The document provides additional background information 
regarding the decision. 

If you require additional information, please contact Amar Nagi to schedule a briefing. 

Our counterparts at New York State Department of Health have reviewed and approved 
(letter attached) the ESD. We recommend that you approve the attached notice for release. 

Division of ~nvironmental Remediation ~~~ 
DISAPPROVED 

Attachments 
cc: T. Quinn, w/attachment 



m u New York State Department of Environmental Conservation - 
Explanation of Significant Difference 
Regarding the Selected Remedy for 

Rochester Fire Academy Site (No.828015) 
OCTOBER 1996 

Introduction: 

The New York State Department of Environmental conservation (NYSDEC) is announcing a 
significant difference in the scope of the remedy selected to clean up the Rochester Fire 
Academy Site (the "Site") in the City of Rochester, Monroe County, New York. The difference 
in the remedy consists of treating the soils in the South Disposal Area of the Site (SDA) using 
low temperature thermal desorption instead of enhanced volatilization with rototilling. All other 
aspects of the remedy for the Site, including cleanup levels and excavation of SDA soils under an 
enclosure, remain the same. A public notice is being provided in accordance with Section 117(c) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), as amended, and the National Contingency Plan (NCP, 40 CFR Section 
300.435(~)(2)(i)). 

The soils in the South Disposal Area will be excavated within an enclosure and placed in the 
thermal desorption unit where the soil will be agitated and the temperature will be raised to 
release the volatile organic contaminants from the soil within the treatment vessel. The soil will 
be cooled and placed back into the excavated area or segregated for additional treatment or 
disposal depending on the concentrations of other contaminants, as called for in the Site's 
original remedy. The volatile organic contaminants will be destroyed in a thermal oxidizer 
before releasing the air stream to the environment. 

Summary of Site History, Contamination Problems, and Selected Remedy: 

The Site is located at 1190 Scottsville Road in the City of Rochester, Monroe County. Since 
1954, the area has been owned and operated by the City as a training facility used by the City's 
Fire and Police Departments. From 1954 to 1980, the Fire Academy accepted flammable liquids 
from local industries and other sources for training activities. On-site personnel indicated that 
solvents, paint thinners, other organic chemicals and petroleum fuels in addition to metallic 
residue material were burned and/or disposed of at the Training Grounds, North Disposal and 
South Disposal areas. The City completed a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIFS) 



in 1992. The RI was performed to determine the nature and extent (the type and distribution) of 
contamination at the Site. The contaminants of concern are volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead, and cadmium. Some of these substances have been 
detected in groundwater and soil on the Site. 

Information gathered in the RI was used in the FS to develop a list of possible alternatives to 
clean up the Site which are protective of public health and the environment. The NYSDEC and 
NYS Department of Health proposed a remedial action plan and solicited public comments in 
February 1993. The selected remedy was then finalized in a Record of Decision (ROD), a 
document that outlines the chosen remedy and responds to the public's concerns. The ROD was 
signed by the NYSDEC on March 26, 1993. Under a legal agreement (order on consent) 
between the NYSDEC and the City of Rochester, the City has agreed to design and construct the 
remedy selected in the ROD. The selected remedy required the City to: 

Treat the VOC contaminated soils in the South Disposal Area using enhanced 
volatilization through rototilling within the confines of a tempormy enclosure with the air 
stream treated with a catalytic oxidation unit. Soils containing PCBs greater than 50 pprn 
will be disposed off-site at a permitted facility. Soils with lead contamination greater 
than 250 pprn and PCB contamination below 50 pprn will be treated by on-site 
stabilization. 
Excavate soils in the Training Grounds Area with PCB contamination over 50 pprn and 
dispose of them off-site, stabilize soils with PCB contamination between 10 pprn and 50 
pprn and lead contamination over 250 pprn on-site, and place an asphalt cover over the 
remaining Training Grounds Area. 
Cover the entire North Disposal Area with a composite syntheticlsoil cap. 
Excavate all contaminated soils in the Genesee Valley Park and place them under the cap 
in the North Disposal Area. 
Pump and treat contaminated groundwater in the South Disposal Area. 

The ROD also calls for deed restrictions to be placed on the property and for implementation of 
a long-term operations, maintenance and monitoring program for the site. The design of the 
remedy was completed and approved in December 1994. Construction began in April 1995 with 
a planned completion date of November 1996. 

Description of the Significant Differences and the Basis for those Differences: 

During the summer of 1995 through the winter of 199511 996, the City's contractor began 
construction of various parts of the remedy including equipment performance testing and 
treatment of the soils in the South Disposal Area. Due to equipment procurement delays, the 
City's contractor was unable to begin full-scale treatment of these soils during the warm, dry part 
of the year which complicated the treatment process. As a result, the contractor claims he is 
unable to meet the cleanup levels using the treatment described in the ROD. The City of 
Rochester has requested that the Department consider a modification of the treatment method to 
be used to treat the VOCs in the South Disposal Area in order to resolve their dispute with the 



contractor. The City has requested the Department to consider the use of low-temperature 
thermal desorption in place of enhanced volatilization to treat the VOCs in soils. While the 
Department is not convinced that the ROD treatment method would not work, it does recognize 
the fact that the proposed modification in technology will accomplish the desired cleanup and 
will be equally protective of public health and the environment. Therefore, in an effort to move 
the cleanup forward, the Department has agreed to issue this Explanation of Significant 
Difference to the public to document this change in the treatment technology. 

The remainder of the Site remedy remains unchanged and the cleanup levels for VOCs and all 
other contaminants in the South Disposal Area also remain unchanged. The destruction of VOCs 
with low-temperature thermal desorption and thermal oxidation will be as effective as the 
destruction with enhanced volatilization and catalytic oxidation. The same air discharge limits 
will be required for the thermal oxidizer discharge. The Department approved the concept of this 
technology change on September 3, 1996 and the City is proceeding with the implementation of 
this technology with the project completion scheduled for October 1997. 

Affirmation of the Statutory Determinations: 

After evaluating the concept of the proposed treatment method using a low temperature thermal 
desorber, the NYSDEC believes and NYSDOH concurs that the selected remedy remains 
protective of human health and the environment, complies with federal and state requirements 
that are applicable, or relevant and appropriate to this remedial action. In addition, the selected 
remedy continues to utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable for the Site. 

Public Participation Activities: 

Information regarding the change in technology for the South Disposal Area is available in the 
Administrative Record that documents the decisions made regarding the cleanup of the Site. 
These documents are available for public inspection at the information repositories listed below: 

Leroy V. Good Library City of Rochester 
Monroe Community College Department of Environmental Services 
East Henrietta Road (Route 15A) 30 Church Street, Room 300B 
Rochester, New York 14620 Rochester, New York 14614-1278 
Call for hours: 292-23 12 Contract: Judy Farrell(716) 428-601 1 

Hours: By appointment only 

NYSDEC 
6274 East Avon-Lima Road 
Avon, New York 14414 
Contact: Joe Hamm (71 6) 226-2466 
Hours: By appointment only 



Amarinde rjit S. Nagi Joseph Hamm 
NYSDEC Citizen Participation Specialist 
50 Wolf Road NYSDEC 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 6274 East Avon-Lima Road 
(518) 457-7878 Avon, New York 14414 

(716) 226-2466 

For more information regarding this project please contact: 

Mark Gregor David Napier 
City of Rochester NYS Dept. of Health 
30 Church St., Room 300B Rochester Field Office 
Rochester, New York 14614-1278 42 South Washington Street 
(716) 428-5978 Rochester, New York 14608 

(716)423-8071 



RECORD OF DECISION 

Roc5smR FIRE ACADBn 

ICO*ROE Com'm, lam YOUK 

ID 828015 

PREPARED BY 

NEW YORK SZA'l'E Dm- OF a*9l- COtiSEWA!CION 

DIVISION OF EAXARDOUS WASTE REMEDIATION 

HARCB 1993 



PECLARATION OP TBII RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAnE AWD z,ocmIon 

Rochester Fire Academy 
City of Rochester 
Monroe County, New York 
Site Code: 828015 
Funding Source! 1986 Environmental Quality Bond Act 

ST- OF MSIS AWD PIJRPOS~ 

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the 
Rochester Fire Academy hazardous wamte mite which was chosen in accordance 
with the New York State Envirotnuantal Conmervation Law (ECL), and consistent 
with the Comprehensive Environmental Remponme, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USC Section 9601, et., meq., as amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). Exhibit B identifies the 
documents that comprise the Administrative Record for the site and includes 
the final Remedial Invemtigation and Peamibility Study (RI/FS) reports. The 
documents in the Administrative Record are the basis for the selected remedial 
action. 

&SSESSl4ENl' OF TKE S w  

Actual or threatened release of hazardous substances from this site, if 
not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record of 
Decision (ROD), may present a current or potential threat to public health, 
and the environment. 

Sm4UuIY OF OOvERlsWNT PROPOI?& 

The State's selected remedial action is: alternative SD-1 on-mite soil 
enhanced volatilization with VOC destruction by catalytic oxidation; 
alternative 'IS-3 excavation and off-mite disposal of PCB soils above 50 ppn, 
soil stabilization between 10 and 50 ppn, excavation and on-site treatment of 
VOC contaminated soils and an asphalt cwer of the remaining area in the 
Training Grounds area; alternative m - 3  synthetic/soil cover of the entire 
North Disposal area; alternative GVP-2 excavation of soils from the Genesee 
Valley Park and on-site placement under the cover in the North Disposal area; 
and alternative OW-2 gfoundwater pump and treatment by a 210 ft trench and air: 
stripping. Extracting and treating the area of highest contamination will 
provide short-term effectiveness in extracting contaminants, and, in 
combination with natural attenuation processes, will reduce pollutant levels 
to SCGs in the long term. The effectiveness of this approach will be 
evaluated throughout the operation of the mymtem to determine whether any 
modification to the my*tau is necessary to achieve the rawdial goal. 
Periodic monitoring will also be used to reammess the tinuframe and technical 
practicality of achieving clean-up standards. The site will be fenced and 
will have deed restrictions to prevent future uses of the site that would 
interfere with the remedial measures. 



DECLARATION 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, 
complies with State and Federal requirements that are legally applicable or 
relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to the extent practicable, and 
is cost-effective: Waivers are iustified for auulicable or relevant and * -  - 

appropriate requirements that wiil not be met. This remedy utilizes permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment or resource recoverv technoloaies. to the <- - .  
maximum extent practicable. Since treatment of all priiary threats of the 
site was found to be practicable, this remedy satisfies the statutory 
preference for treatment as a principal element. 

Because this remedy will not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure a five year review will be conducted. This evaluation will be 
conducted within five years after the completion of remedial action to ensure 
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and 
the environment. 

f l ~ ~ c k  d b , / f $3 
Date 

&& 
Ann Hill DeBarbieri 
Deputy Commissioner 
Office of Environmental Remediation 
New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
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I. Site Location and Descri~tiog 

The Rochester Fire Academy is located at 1190 scottsville Road in 
the City of Rochester, nonroe County, New York (Figure 1). The property 
is 18 acres in'size. It is bounded by Scottsville Road to the west, 
publicly owned properties to the north and south, Genesee River to the 
east. A number of buildings are located on-site including a five story 
fire training tower. The Fire Academy is situated on alluvium river 
deposits. The site has three distinct areas of contaminationt North 
Disposal area (ND-2.5 acres), Training Grounds area (TO-5.4 acres), and 
South Dispoeal area (SD-0.8 acres). These areas are shown on Figure 2. 
The remaining acreage does not appear to have received any potential 
hazardous waste. The area between the river and the site is called the 
Genesee Valley park and has a bicycle path. 

11. kite nistorp 

The Rochester Fire Academy has been owned and operated by the City 
of Rochester as a training facility used by the City's Fire and Police 
Departments since its inception in 1954. Prior to 1954, the area was 
undeveloped park land. During the period from 1954 to 1980, the Fire 
Academv accented flammable liauids from local industries and other 
source; for :raining activitiis. No records were kept on materials 
accepted by the pire Department for burnina practices. On-site personnel 
indicated chat solvents; paint thinners, och& organic chemicals-and 
petroleum fuels in addition to metallic residue material were burned 
and/or disposed of at the Training Grounds and North and South Disposal 
areas. 

Aerial photographs taken during the period from 1961 to 1970 
indicate disposal activities were occurring in the North and South 
Disposal areas. 1976 aerial photographs indicate disposal in the North 
Disposal area had ceased, while the South Disposal area remained 
disturbed. In 1980, the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (WSDEC) began investigating the facility's disposal 
practices and subsequently directed the removal of more than 200 drums 
and numerous chemical reagent bottles from the three areas of concern. 
Late in 1981, soil sampling was performed and inorganic and organic 
chemicals were found in the Training Grounds area. The Fire Academy was 
placed on the NYSDEC's Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Sites (Site No. 828015). 

Preliminary investigations in 1983 and 1985 concluded that the Fire 
Academy was a significant threat to Buman Health and/or the environment. 
In 1986, the site was designated a "Clasm 2" inactive hazardous waste 
site, and the City of Rochester was directed to begin to remediate the 
site. Crushed stones were placed in the Training Grounds area to 
eliminate direct contact with contaminated soils. 

The City of Rochester contracted with Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. to 
perform the required Remedial Invemtigation/Feaeibility Study (RIIFS). 
During the period of November 1989 through August 1990, 13alcolm Pirnie 
conducted field investigation activities required by the NYSDEC approved 
work plan. The findings of this investigation led to more field 
investigations during the period from Decomber 1991 to July 1992. The 
result of these studies are sunmarized below and can be obtained in 
greater detail from the actual RI and FS reports. 



An Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) was put to bid in November 1992. 
This IRM called for the decommissioning of fuel storage tanks with 
disposal of the residue sludge and fuel. The IRM also will remove 
sludge in the South Disposal Area with a concentration of 4 percent (4%) 
PCBs. This will be completed in March 1993. 

111. status 

Qrders on Consent 

Q#B u & L K &  Subiect of Ordw 

August 14,1989 B8-0205-87-09 Implementation of Remedial 
Program 

The 1986 Environmntal Quality Bond Act is being used to reimburse 
the City for up to 75 percent (75%) of the costs for the remedial 
program. 

The following paragraphs sunmurize the components and conclusions of 
the field investigations performed at the site. The Ramdial 
Investigation was-conducted in accordance with plans formally 
approved by the WSDEC in June 1988. The initial investigation 
included historical research; geophysical investigation; 43 eoil 
samples (21 surficial soil sunplea, 11 test pits soil samples, 11 
shallow borino soil sam~lesb: drillina and construction of 21 
groundwater &itking kll;.and 1 piezometerr in-situ hydraulic 
conductivitv testina of the cmleted wells; determination of 
groundwater- flow veiocitiesi t h k e  rounds of sampling for chemical 
analysis of groundwater; two rounds of surface water and sediments 
of the Genesee River. For more detailed information regarding the 
Remedial Investigation or for additional regional information, refer 
to the Remedial Investigation Report, dated December 1991 and 
Supplemental Remedial Investiqation Report dated May 1992. 

A supplemental investigation was conducted to further define the 
extent of contamination and to prwidm information of treatment 
technology applications for this site. This supplemental Remedial 
Investigation included: installing a pump well and conducting a pump 
test with a groundwater treatability study; determining the extent 
of free product in the training ground. area; determining the depth 
of fill in the ~orth and south Disposal Areas; determining the 
extent of PCB and Lead contamination in the Training Grounds Area; 
and installing another werburden well downgradient of the South 
Disposal Area to characterize the vertical gradient of contamination 
in this aquifer. 

B. &mnarv of Site C o n ~ & a & W & w & ~ ~  : 

The Remedial Investigation (RI) was conducted by the consulting firm 
of Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. (-1). Site investigation activities were 
used to characterize the surface and subsurface conditions at the 
site, including the extent of eoil contamination, groundwater 
contamination and flow patterns, and any impacts that the Fire 
Academy might be having on human health and the environment. 



The Fire Academy has three areas where past activities have caused 
distinctly different contamination patterns. These areas are 
called: North Dimposal area (ND), Training Grounds area (TG), South 
Disposal area(SD). While no hazardous waste disposal occurred in 
the Genesee Valley Park, the park has been impacted by the Fire 
Academy wastes. 

The Remedial Investigation found soil contamination of 
Poly Chlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), Lead, Cadmium and Volatile 
Organic CaPpounds (VOCs). The North Disposal area (ND) is mainly 
construction and demolition debris and the contaminants of concern 
are Lead, Cadmium, and PCBs. The Training Grounds area (TO) 
contamination appears to have been caused mainly by spills and leaks 
during fire training exercises. The contaminants of concern in this 
area are m e ,  Lead, Cadmium and PCBs. The south Disposal area (SD) 
was used to dispose of organic chemicals which were not used for 
fire training activities and also the residue of the fire training 
exercises. The contaminants of concern in this area are VOCs, PCBs, 
Lead and Cadmium. The Genesee Valley Park (GVP) is a wooded area 
adjacent to the Ganesee River. A bicycle path, which runs from Lake 
Ontario to Letchworth State Park 30 miles south of Rochester, is 
part of the Park. The contaminants of concern in this area are 
Cadmium and PCBs. Contaminant levels in the soils of each area are 
outlined below. 

The findings of the initial and supplemental Remedial Investigations 
are separated into the four distinct areas (ND, TO, SD, GVP) am 
described above. The contaminant levels listed below are the 
highest concentrations of the contaminant found in each area. 

The North Disposal area soils concentrations are: PCB. 10 ppm, 
Lead 7860 ppm, Cadmium 20 ppm. The Training Grounds area soils 
concentrations are: VOCs 570 ppm, SVOCs 1355 ppm, PCBs 85 ppn, Lead 
4380 ppm, Cadmium 12 ppm. The South Disposal area soils 
concentrations are: VOCs 5810 ppm, svocs 85 ppm, PCBs 330 ppm, Lead 
4880 ppm, Cadmium 151 ppm. Atarry sludge (44,000 ppm PCBs) was 
removed and disposed as part of an IRM. The Genesee Valley Park 
area surficial soils concentrations are: VOCa 1 ppm, SVOCs 3 ppm, . PCBs 14 ppn, Lead 84 ppn, Cadmium 17 ppm. 

Up to ninety percent of all groundwater contamination may be in the 
shallow overburden of the South Disposal area. Contamination was 
detected in the bedrock acruifer downaradient of all areas of the 
site. The upgradient be&ock mlls &stected low concentrations of 
VOCs. Contaminant levels are outlined below. The overburden 
aquifer yields low volumes of water due to the fine-grained nature 
of the alluvium deposits. The upper ten feet of the bedrock aquifer 
can yield large volumes of water due to large fractures in the rock. 
Both the overburden and shallow bedrock aquifer discharge to the 
Genesee River. 

Groundwater exhibited widespread low levels of contamination. First 
round groundwater samples showed groundwater samples higher in 
contamination than subsequent rounds. During the first round 
sampling, there was significant rainfall. The rainfall after a 
drought of one year may have altered the concentrations. There were 
also laboratory protocol compliance problems which made discerning 
discrepancies of contaminant levels from one round to the next 



difficult. The overburden aquifer downgradient of the South 
Disposal area has significantly higher contamination than the 
aquifer for the other areas of the site. This area has been listed 
below separately. 

Groundwater upgradient: 
Bedrock: ' VOCs ND to 47 ppb SVOCs ND to 5 ppb 

PCBs ND Lead ND to 60 m b  ---- - -  
Overburden: VOCs ND to 3 ppb SVOCs ND to 13 iib 

PCBs ND Lead ND 

Groundwater downgradient of Training Grounds/North Disposal areas: 
Bedrock: VOCs ND to 555 ppb sVOCs ND to 10 ppb 

PCBs ND Load ND 
Overburden: VOCs ND to 6378 ppb SVOCs ND to 14 ppb 

PCBs ND to 5 ppb Lead ND to 40 pph 
* Floating oil was found in one overburden well 

Groundwater downgradient of South Disposal area: 
Bedrock: VOCm 21 to 13300 ppb SVOCs ND to 26 ppb 

PCBs ND to 3 ppb Lead ND 
Overburden: VOCs 20930 to 42710 ppb SWCs 100 to 159 ppb 

PCBs ND to 5 ppb Lead ND to 59 ppb 

ND - Not Detected; ppll - parts per million 
ppb - parts per billion 

Surface Water and Sediment Res- 

o he surface water of tho Genosee River mhowm no impact from this 
site basod upon the sampling rosults. Although aoveral parameterm 
exceeded surfaco water standards down gradient of the site, those 
mtandards were also exceeded upgradient of tho site as well and at 
the same concentration*. The River is, as stated above, the 
discharge point for the contaminated groundwater. The sediments of 
the Geneeeo River show no impact from the site. 

a t e  Risk  assessment^ 

The Risk Assessment for the Rochemtor Fire Academy, shows slight 
risks to individuals onsite from inadvertent ingestion of, or direct 
contact with contaminated soils. Semi Volatile Organic Compounds 
(SVOCs) polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), Cadmium and Lead are the 
contaminants of concern. The selected remodial alternative would 
eliminate human exposures to contaminants at the 
site and would mitigate environmental impact. from the site. 

V. 90a1s for tho ~ a o d i a l  actions 

The remedial alternative selected for the site by the Department 
was dovelopod in accordance with the New York state ~nvironmental 
Conservation Law (Em) and is consistent with the Colaprehensivo 
Environmental Response, Cornpenmation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), 
42 USC Section 9601, et., seq., as amnded by tho Suporfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). The criteria used in evaluating 
the potential remedial alternatives can be summarized as follows: 

specific (e.g., design 03 a landfill), and location-mpocific (e.g., 
protection of wetlands). 



Protection of Human the ---This criterion is an 
overall and final evaluation of the health and environmental impacts to 
assess whether each alternative is protective. This ie based upon a 
composite of factors assessed under other criteria, especially short/ 
long-term effectiveness and compliance with SCDs. 

short - term --The potential mhort-term adverse 
impacts of the remedial action upon the comrmnity, the workers, and the 
environment im evaluated. The length of tima needed to achieve the 
remedial objectives is estimated and canpared with other alternatives. 

tono - term ~ffecti veness and P---If wastes or residuals will 
remain at the site after the selected remedy has been implemented, the 
following items are evaluated: 1) the magnitude and nature of the risk 
presented by the remaining wastes; 2) the adequacy of the controlm 
intended to limit the risk to protective levels; and 3) the reliability 
of these controls. 

citv. Mobilitv. and Vo1um~--Department policy im to give 
Droference to alternatives that w-ontlv and sionificantlv roduco the 
Goxicity, mobility, and volume oi the wast;s at thi mite. ~ b i m  includes 
asmemming the fate of the residues generated from treating the wamtes at 
the site. 

Ilsp1Rmnta~--The technical and administrative feasibility of 
implementing the alternative is evaluated. Technically, this includes 
the difficulties associated with the construction and operation of the 
alternative, the reliability of the technology, and the ability to 
effectively monitor the effectiveness of the remody. Administratively, 
the availabilitv of the nocemsarv wrsonnel and material is evaluated 
along with difficultiei in obtaining special permits, rights- 
of-way for construction, etc. 

&&--Capital and operation and maintenance costs are estimated for the 
alternatives and compared on a present worth basis. Although cost is the 
last criterion evaluated, where two or more alternatives have met the 
requirements of the remaining'criteria, lower cost can be used as the 
basis for final selection. 

The overall objective of the remediation is to reduce the 
concentrations of contminantm and the routes of exposure to levels which 
are protectivo of human health and the environment. The mite-specific 
goals for remediating the site can be mummarited in general as follows: 

o Reduce, control, or eliminate the contamination present within the 
soils on-site. 

o Eliminate the threat to lrurface waters by eliminating any future 
contaminated surface runoff from the contaminated soils on-site. 

o Eliminate the potential for direct human or animal contact with the 
contaminated soils on-site. 

o Mitigate the impacts of contminatod groundwater to the environment. 

Clean-up goalm for this mite are: PCBs 1 ppn murficial soil, 10 ppn 
subsurface moil; Vocs 10 ppm; Load 250 ppn; cadmium 10 ppn, SVOC levels 
are compound specific and protectivo of groundwater. Groundwater clean- 
up goals are NYSDEC groundwator standards. The following section 
addresses the alternatives that have been evaluated to achieve these 
goalm. 



YI. rn Slur of a e ves 

A. of the Alternatives: 

The Rochester Fire Academy has been evaluated as a single "operable 
unit." That is, the site remedial alternatives evaluation would not 
benefit from dividing the site into separate units. 

The FS screened different alternatives for technical 
implementability in achieving the remidial goals. The following 
section describes the alternatives considered in the detailed 
analysis. More complete descriptions of the alternatives can be 
found in the RIIFS Report. 

The FS Report presents a number of conceivable alternatives based on 
the specific aream of the site. As required by CERCLA, alternative 
one is a No Action alternative evaluated for the oneire site as a 
basis for comparison to the other alternatives. Alternative two is 
a Limited Action alternative utilizing institutional controls to 
eliminate human exposure to contaminants for the entire site. The 
remaining alternatives are divided by area ( 8 .  North Disposal 
Area, South Disposal Area, Training Grounds Area, Geneeee Valley 
Park) because each area has spocific environmental and Health risks. 

The llorth Dimposal Area alternatives wore: ND-1) Asphalt Cover; 
ND-2) Topsoil Cover; ND-3) Syntheticlsoil Cover; ND-4) 6NYCRR Part 
360 Cap. 

The South DiSp0S.l Area alternatives were: SD-1) On-site soil 
enhanced volatilization with VOC d~SJttucti0n through catalytic 
oxidation and on-site ~olidification/stabilization of Lead, Cadmium, 
and PCB contaminated residue soil; SD-2) On-site incineration of 
VOCs and PCBs soils, and on-site solidification/stabilization Of 
Lead and Cadmium residue soil; SD-3) a RCRA Cap with an active VOCS 
removal system. 

The Training Oiounds Area alternatives were: TO-1) Excavation and 
disposal of all PCB and MC contaminated soils; TO-2) Limited 
excavation of VOC contaminated soils and an asphalt cover of PCB 
contaminated soils; TO-3) Excavation and off-site disposal of PCB 
contaminated soils greater than 50 ppm, excavation and onsite VOC 
destruction by catalytic oxidation of MC contaminated soils greater 
than 10 ppm, soil stabilization of PCB contaminated soils between 10 
and 50 ppm and Lead contaminated soils greater than 250 ppn, and an 
asphalt cover of the entire Training Ground8 area which has reeidue 
PCB, PAIi and VOC contamination. 

The OIILesee Valler Park alternative, in addition to No Action, was 
the excavation of contaminated soils and placing the soils beneath 
the cap in the North Disposal Area. 

The Oroundwater alternatives were limited by the conditions of the 
site. By concentrating on the overburden aquifer downgradient of 
the South Disposal Area, it is conceivable to remove 90 percent of 
the contaminants caused by tho site . Therefore, the alternatives 
discumsed are exclusively targeted for this aquifer. Tho 
alternatives are: OW-1) No Action; OW-2) Collection of groundwater 
and air stripping; OW-3) Collection of groundwater and treatment by 
advanced oxidation process (AOP). 

B. C ~liance with standards. a.and--sms are 
&dad into the categories=ical-spcific (e.g., groundwater 



standards), action-specific (e.g., designs of a landfill), and 
location-specific (e-g., protection of wetlands). Certain policies 
and guidance that do not have the status of Sffis that are considered 
to be important to the remedy selection process are identified as 
To-Be-Considered (TBC) criteria. If the implementation of a remedy 
results in one or more SCGs not being met, a waiver of the SCG must 
be justifiable based upon one of the four reasons specified in 
6NYCRR Part 375. 

The key S W s  associated with this site are the requirements for PCB 
soil remediation under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCFtA) Regulations including 
land disposal restrictions, ambient air standards, surface water 
quality standards, and groundwater standards. 

Groundwater standards were exceeded damgradient of each area of the 
site. However, up to 90 percent (go&) of the contaminant loading is 
downgradient of the South Disposal Area. By treating groundwater 
damgradient of the South Disposal Area, over time and through 
natural attenuation, groundwater should improve downgradient of the 
entire site. Therefore, S W s  will be achieved, if proven 
technically practical, by treating water damgradient of the South 
Disposal Area. 

In order to substantially reduce impacts to fish and wildlife from 
PCB contaminated runoff, the Department has selected a cleanup goal 
of 1 ppm PCB for surface soils (top 12 inches of soil). For PCBs 
below the surface, 10 ppm is the clean-up goal. Lead clean-up goal 
is 250 ppm. Cadmium has a clean-up goal of 10 ppm. VOCs have a 
clean-up goal of 10 ppm. PAHs are considered on a compound Specific 
basis which are protective of groundwater. 

C. on of Alternativag 

Altmr~tire 1 involves No Action at the site. This alternative 
would require groundwater to be monitored, and workers informed of 
the contamination . Fences and signs limiting access to areas that 
remain contaminated will be left in place. In addition, storage 
tanks on-site will need to be deconrmissioned. Alternative No. 1 
would not w m t  all Standards, Criteria, and Guidances (SCGs). There 
is no justification for waiving all Sffis. 

Present Worth:$ 884,900.00 Annual Cost: $ 78,600.00 
Capital Cost: $0.00 Time to Implement: 4 weeks 

t e e  2, Institutional Controls, addresses the risk of 
exposure pathways by restricting site access with the reparation of 
the perimeter fence and additional fencing and signs. The Bicycle 
path would need to be rerouted. Alternative 2 includes restrictions 
on the use of the facility so that training does not disturb or 
allow contact with the contaminants left on-site. For this 
alternative, fire training personnel will be informed of the 
presence and location of'contaminants on-site. Personnel will be 
informed of the procedures to minimize contaminant contact and 
maintain the integrity of institutional controls. The final 
component of Alternative 2 is to place deed restrictions on the 
site. Alternative 2 will also include a long-term monitoring 
program for groundwater. 

Although Alternative 2 reduces risks associated with direct exposure 
by fencing, and institutional control will help protect human 



health, Alternative 2 is not fully protective of human health and 
the environment. Contaminant levels in the surface soils will 
continue to pose a risk to fire training personnel and wildlife that 
trespass on-site as well as provide a continuing source of 
contamination run-off to the Genesee River. Alternative 2 will not 
satisfy SCDs, and there is no justification for waiving all SCDe. 

Present Worth: $ 987,400.00 Annual Cost: $ 83,600.00 
Capital Costa $ 46,200.00 Time to Implement: 6 weeks 

The remaining alternatives will be separated by the areas outlined 
above, to ensure the most appropiate and protective Remedial Action 
is taken at this mite. 

South Disposal Area: 

Alternative SD-1 is on-site soil enhanced volatilization with VOC 
destruction by catalytic oxidation and on-site soil stabilization of 
Lead, Cadmium and PCBs. This alternative would require the 
excavation and enhanced volatilization through rototilling of 
incineration residue and VOc contaminated soils within the confines 
of a temporary enclosure with the air stream being treated for VOC 
destruction through a catalytic oxidation unit fueled by natural 
gas. Soils containing only M C s  will be treated to TCLP levale for 
VOCs. Soils containing PCBs greater than 50 ppm will be disposed 
off-site at a permitted facility. Soils with Lead contamination 
greater thean 250 ppa and PCB contamination below 50 ppn will be 
treated by on-site stabitation. a his alternative would destroy a 
majority of site contamination, decrease or eliminate migration of 
contaminants, and in conjuction with a groundwater treatment, would 
meet sas. 

Present Worth: $3,140,100.00 Annual Cost: $ 30,300.00 
Capital Coat: $2,802,000.00 Time to Implement: 2 years 

Alternative SD-2 is on-site incineration of VOC and PCB contaminated 
soils and on-site soil stabilization of Lead and Cadmium 
contaminated soils. This alternative would require the excavation 
of VOc. PCB. Cadmium and Lead contaminated incineration residue and 
VOC and ~cB.contaminated soils. The contaminated incineration 
residue and contaminated soils would be incinerated on-site. The 
incineration residue would then be stabilized to treat Lead and 
Cadmium. This would be placed in the South Disposal Area. Topsoil 
would be placed on the stabilized material to promote runoff and 
seeded to urevent erosion. This alternative would destroy a 
majority oi mite contaminants, decrease or eliminate migrition of 
contaminants. and in conjunction with aroundwater treatment. would 

Present Worth:$ 7,046,000.00 Annual Cost: $ 30,300.00 
Capital Costr $ 6,705,000.00 Time to Implement: 2 years 

Alternative SD-3 is a 6 N Y m  Part 373 RCRA cap with active venting 
for MC removal. This alternative would place a 12 inch sand gas 
venting layer, 24 inch recompacted soil, 30 mil synthetic liner, 
6 inch drainage layer, 24 inch barrier protection layer, and 6 
inches of topsoil. Shere would be no disturbance of the 
contaminated material. However, all contamination would remain in 
place. If groundwater collection is used in conjunction with this 
remedy, the collection mystem would require soma disturbance of 
contaminated soils. This alternative would not reduce the volume of 



contamination. It would reduce the mobility of the contamination by 
reducing the infiltration of water through the waste. This 
alternative, in conjunction with groundwater collection, would meet 
SCGS. 

Present Worth:$ 4,597,300.00 Annual Cost: $ 274,440.00 
Capital.Cost: $ 1,507,700.00 Time to Implement: 8 months 

Training Qrounds Area: 

Alternative TO-1 is the excavation and off-site disposal of all VOC 
and PCB contaminated soils. This alternative would require the 
excavation of soils with PCB concentrations greater than 1 ppm at 
the surface and 10 ppm mubsurface. The excavation would also remove 
soils contaminated with VOCs greater than 10 pp. The soils would 
be disposed of in an approved, permitted facility. This alternative 
would reduce the volume of soils on-site. It would also comply with 
SCG.. 

Present Worth:$ 4,181,300.00 Annual Cost: $ 00.00 
Capital Cost: $ 4,181,300.00 Time to Implement: 4 month 

Alternative TO-2 is the excavation of VOC contaminated soils with an 
asphalt cover of PCB contaminated soils. VOC contaminated soilm 
would be excavated and volatilized with enhanced volatilization of 
the soils of the South Disposal area. The remaining areas in the 
training grounds area would be covered with an engineered asphalt 
cover to reduce infiltration through the remaining contaminated 
soils. This alternative would slightly reduce the volume of waste 
in this area, but would leave a significant amount of waste in 
place. The mobility and direct contact with the waste would be 
substantially reduced. This alternative would require institutional 
controls including, but not limited to deed restrictions. This 
alternative would meet all SCGs. Clean-up objectives for PCBs (1 
pp surface, 10 pp subsurface) would not be achieved. 

Present worth:$ 955,100.00 Annual Cost: $ 27,720.00 
Capital Cost: $ 643,000.00 Time to Implement: 4 months 

Alternative TO-3 is the excavation and off-site disposal of PCB 
contaminated soils over 50 pp, on-site stabilization of PCB 
contaminated soilm betwoen 10 ppm and 50 pp and Lead contaminated 
soils greater than 250 pp, excavation of VOC contaminated soils 
above 10 pp with on-site treatment and an asphalt cover of the 
remining Training Grounds area. This alternative would 
significantly reduce the volume, mobility and direct contact with 
hazardous wastes in this area of the site. This alternative would 
require institutional controls including, but not limited to deed 
restrictions. This alternative would m e t  all SCGs. 

Present Worth:$ 3,112,500.00 Annual Cost: $ 27,720.00 
Capital Cost: $ 2,800,400.00 Time to Implement: 2 years 

north Dispomal Aru: 

Alternative RID-1 is an asphalt cover of the entire area. This would 
require clearing the area of trees, placement of fill to achieve a 2 
percent grade, the asphalt cover and fencing. Institutional 
controls, including but not limited to, deed restrictions would be 
required. The mobility and direct contact with the waste would be 
greatly reduced. The 8CGs in this area would be met. 



Present Worth:$1,130,100.00 Annual Coat:$ 55,700.00 
Capital Cost: $ 312,700.00 Time t o  Implement: 4 months 

Alternative ls0-2 is a topsoi l  cover of the  e n t i r e  area. T h i s  would 
require clearing t h e  area of t r ees ,  placement of f i l l  t o  achieve a 2 
parcent gtade, the  topsoi l  cover and fencing. In s t i t u t iona l  
controls including, but not limited to ,  deed r e s t r i c t ions  would be 
required. Direct contact with the  waste would be great ly  reduced. 
The mobility and volume of waste would not be affected. SCGs would 
not be m e t  with t h i s  alternative.  

Present Worth:$ 455,800.00 Annual Cost:$ 30,300.00 
Capital Cost: $ 114,700.00 Time t o  implement: 4 months 

Alternative WD-3 is a composite synthet ic /soi l  c w e r  of t h e  e n t i r e  
area. This would require clearing t h e  area of trees, placanent of 
f i l l  t o  achieve 2 percent grade, a minimum 40 m i l  synthetic l i ne r ,  6 
inches of s o i l ,  6 inches of topsoi l  and fencing. In s t i t u t iona l  
controls including, but not limited t o ,  deed r e s t r i c t ions  would be 
required. The mobility and d i rec t  contact with t h e  waste would be 
great ly  reduced. The volume of waste would not be affected. SCGs 
fo r  t h i s  area would be m e t .  

Present Worth:$ 655,600.00 Annual Cost:$ 30,300.00 
Capital Cost: $ 314,500.00 ~ i m e  t o  Implement: 4 months 

Alternative BID-4 is a 6NYCRR Part  360 cap of the e n t i r e  area. This 
a l te rna t ive  would require clearing the  area of trees, placcm~.nt of 
f i l l  t o  achieve a 4 mrcent  arade. a low m m e a b i l i t y  bar r ie r  layer,  
tho-barrier layer; a venting layer,  topsoi l  and - 
fencina. Ins t i tu t iona l  controls including, but not limited t o ,  deed 
restr i&ions would be required. The mobiiity and d i r ec t  contact 
with t h e  waste is great ly  reduced. The volume of waste would not be 
affected. SCGs i n  t h i s  area would be met. 

Present Worth:$ 687,000.00 Annual Cost: $ 30,300.00 
Capital Cost: $ 345,900.00 ~ i m e  t o  implement:6 months 

Genesem Valley Pmrkr 

Alternative QVO-1 is t h e  No Action a l te rna t ive  which was included i n  
a l te rna t ive  1 on page 7 of t h i s  document. 

Alternative QVO-1 is urcavation of a l l  contaminated s o i l s  and 
placement of these s o i l s  i n  t h e  North Disposal area. This would be 
done pr ior  t o  the  selected remedy i s  performed i n  t h e  North Disposal 
area. 

During t h e  supplemental investigation, a pumg test was used t o  
determine the  hydraulic character is t ics  of t h e  geologic formation i n  
t h e  South Disposal Area. From t h i s  data,  it was determined t h a t  a 
210 foot long trench would be the  best  col lect ion system fo r  t h i s  
formation and t h a t  the  trench, i f  s i tuated d i r ec t ly  below t h e  South 
Disposal Area, would co l lec t  a l l  water passing through t h i s  area 
without col lect ing large quant i t ies  of Oenesee River Water. The 
groundwater a l ternat ives  uses t h i s  210 foot trench a s  a common bas is  
fo r  a l l  treatment alternatives.  

Alternative OW-1 is the  No Action alternative.  This haa been 
described i n  the  Alternative 1 section on page 7 of t h i s  document. 



Alternative OW-2 is collection of overburden groundwater and 
treatment by air stripping. A 210 foot trench would be installed to 
a depth 22 feet below grade. The collected groundwater would be 
10,000 gallons per day. The groundwater would enter a treatment 
train which would include filtration and iron removal pretreatment, 
the shallow tray air stripper and poet-treatment activated carbon 
for PCB rdmoval and discharge to a POW. This alternative would 
reduce the volume and mobility of contaminants on-site. This 
alternative would meet all SCGs for this area. 

Present Worth:$ 1,468,000.00 Annual Cost:$ 83,000.00 
Capital Cost: $ 534,000.00 Time to Implomont: 6 monthm 

Alternative On-3 is collection of overburden groundwater and 
treatment by advanced oxidation process. A 210 foot long trench 
would be installed to a depth of 22 feet below grade. The collected 
groundwater would be 10,000 gallonm per day. The groundwater would 
enter a treatment stream which would include filtration and iron 
removal pretreatment, advanced oxidation process and discharge to a 
POTW. This alternative would reduce the volume and mobility of 
contaminants on-site. This alternative would meet all SCGs for this , 
area of the site. 

Present Worth:$ 1,863,000.00 Annual Cost: $ 106,000.00 
Capital Cost: $ 670,000.00 Time to implement: 6 months 

D. Selection of the P r e f e r r e d :  

The selected alternative must result in a romedy which is both 
protective of health and the environment and feasible, recogniaing 
the unique conditions associated with the Fire Academy. 

The Remedial Alternative costs are based on the melected soil 
cleanup levels (PCBm-1 ppin surface, 10 ppm subsurface, VOCs 10 p p ,  
lead-250 pp, and Cadmium-10 ppin). Based on routes of exposure and 
associated risks these cleanup levels have been determined to be 
protective of human health and the environment for this site. 

Alternatives one and two presented in the ROD do not comply with 
SCGs and are not protective of human health and the environment. 
Caabinations of area spcific alternatives will be used to compose a 
final alternative which is protective of human health and the 
environment, attains SCOs and provides the best overall balance 
between long-term effectivenes8; short-term effectiveness; reduction 
of toxicity,mobility and volume; implomentability; and cost. 

The QrOUILdwater Remedial Alternative evaluation was between OW-1: no 
action alternative or OW-2 C OW-3: pump and treat alternative. The 
no action alternative would not m e t  SCGs nor would it be protective 
of human health and the environment. The pump and treat alternative 
evaluated the costs between GW-2: shallow tray air stripper and GW- 
3: advanced oxidation process. Both treatment systems would provide 
similar protection of groundwater at this site. Therefore, based on 
cost analysis, a pump and treat alternative employing a 210 foot 
trench and using a shallow tray air stripper is the preferred 
alternative and is the most cost effective and protective of human 
health and the environment. Thim alternative, if demonstrated to be 
effective, would meet all SCOs. 

The South Disposal Aroa presented an unique situation because of the 
high levels of VOCm in the loose granular incineration residue and 
in the tight soils below the incineration residue. For any action 
involving the disturbance of the residue, the site primoter 



concentration for TCA would exceed the NYSDEC Clean-up Quidance 
Documant criteria of 1/50 of the OSHA limit. This would trigger a 
shutdown of remedial activities. However, destruction of the 
contaminants in this area would effectively reduce the volume, 
mobility and direct exposure to the wastes associated with this 
site. This area also shows high levels of PCBs, Lead and Cadmium. 

The alternatives evaluated were: SD-lx soil preconditioning and on- 
site stabilization; SD-2: on-site incineration and stabilization; 
SD-3: 6NYCRR Part 373 RCRA cap. SD-1 and SD-2 would require 
erecting a temporary enclosure with a catalytic oxidizer to ensure 
the capture and demtruction of fugitive VOC omissions. SD-3 would 
not require thim enclosure. Each alternative for thin area would 
moot a11 Sam. SD-3 would not r.move.the contamination and would 
leave PCBs greater than 50 ppn. The coet of SD-2 is prohibitive in 
comparison to SD-1 and SD-3. SD-3 doee not reduce the volunu of 
contaminants. SD-1 has a higher cost than SD-3 but would reduce the 
volume and toxicity of the contaminants and provide better long-term 
effectiveness. SD-1 would meet a11 Sc0s. SD-1 is the selected 
alternative in the South Disposal Area. 

The %raining Orouads m a  evaluation of alternatives were: TG-1: the 
excavation of PCB above 1 ppn at the eurface and 10 ppn subsurface 
and VOC contaminated soils above 10 ppm; TO-2: excavation of VOC 
aoila and an amhalt cap; and TO-3: excavation and off-site disposal 
of PCB eoils above 50 ppn, soil stabilization between 10 and 50 ppm, 
excavation of MC contaminated moils and an amphalt cover of the 
remaining area in the Training Grounds area. Alternativem TG-1 and 
TG-3 would reduce the volumo, mobility and toxicity of the 
contamination on-site. TG-2 would reduce the mobility and direct 
contact with wastes on-site. Alternatives TG-1 and TG-3 would mRet 
all SCOm. Alternative T O 4  ie more cost effective and would provide 
the same reduction of environmental and health threats posed by the 
site. The PCB soil contamination will be more accurately defined in 
design and the coat of remediation in this area may be significantly 
reduced. 

The H o r t h  Disposal Aroa evaluation of alternatives were: ND-1: an 
asphalt cover of the entire area; ND-2: a topsoil cover over the 
entire area; ND-3: a cmposite synthetic/soil cover over the entire 
area; ND-4s a 6NYCRR Part 360 cap over the entire area. A11 
alternatives would reduce the direct contact with the wastes on- 
site. The mobility of wastes would be reduced for all alternatives 
but to varying degrees. ND-1, ND-3, ND-4 would place an impemaeable 
cwer above the waste allowing very little water to infiltrate the 
waste. ND-2 would place a cover which would still allow 
infiltration of water but would eliminate mobility through run-off 
of waste. The 6NYCRR Part 360 cap is not necessary because the 
waste is non-putresible. An asphalt cover would require replacement 
every 15 years. The synthetic/soil cover is expected to laet a 
minimum of 30 years and therefore ND-3 would be the moet cost 
effective and provide the best protection for this area of the site. 

The O.nmseo Valley Park would require the romoval of a11 
contaminated eoils & w e  the clean-up levels. The clean-up levels 
in this area arer PCBs 1 ppm, VOCa 10 ppm, Lead 250 ppm, Cadmium 10 
ppm. The moils will be placed underneath the cap in the North 
Disposal Area am described in alternative GVP-2. 

VII. pIQHLIOBTS OF m I T I  PARTICIP- 

The Firoman's Union and adjacent landowners has shown interest in 
this project during the romedial proceas. Public meeting and other 



events have been held to update the the community and firemen on remedial 
activities, as summarized in the following chronolgy: 

November 29, 1989: Public meeting concerning the RI/FS work plan. 

February 10 to March 12, 1993: Public coament period on the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP). 

February 23, 1993: Public meeting to present the PRAP. 

A Citizen Participation (CP) Plan was developd and implemented by, 
the City of Rochester with oversight and participation by the NYSDEC. 
All major reports were placod in the document repositories in the 
vicinity of the site and made available to the public for review. A 
public contact list was developed and used to distribute meeting 
annoucements. 

Inquiries and cwrments (written and verbal) were received and 
responded to throughout the course of the project. cements received 
regarding the PRAP have been addressed and are documented in the 
Responsiveness Summary (Exhibit B) 

The State's selected remedial action is: alternative SD-1 on-site 
eoil enhancod volatilization with WK: destruction by catalytic oxidation; 
alternative TO-3 excavation and off-site disposal of PCB soils above 50 
ppm, soil stabilization between 10 and 50 ppm, excavation and on-site 
treatment of VOC contaminated soils and an as~halt cover of the remaining 
area in the Training Qrounds area; alternativi, ND-3 synthetic/soil cover- 
of the entire North Diswsal arear alternative GVP-2 excavation of soils 
from the Deneaee valley-park and on-site placement under the cover in the 
North Diswsal area: and alternative OW-? aroundwater DWID and treatment 
by a 210 k trench and air atripping. ~xt;actin~ and k i t i n g  the area 
of highest contamination will urovi.de short-term effectiveness in 
extracting contaminants, and, in combination with natural attenuation 
proceeses, will reduce pollutant levels to SCGs in the long term. The 
effectiveness of this approach will be evaluated throughout the operation 
of the system to determine whether any modification to the system is 
necessary to achieve the remedial goal. Periodic monitoring will also be 
used to reassess tho thfrauno and technical practicality of achieving 
clean-up standards. This alternative would require deed restrictions. 

The coats of the selected alternative is: 

Area of Capital Present worth Annual 
Foncern JQEkL Costs i&&L 

OW-? $ 534;000. $ 1,468;000. $ 83,000. 
GVP S 77.000. S 77.000. S 0. 

Mob/Demob 5 168;000. $ 168;000. $ 0. 
Healthlsafety $ 468,000, 468.000, 
Total: $ 7,163,900. : 9,089,200. - $171,320. 

The total present worth for this remedial action is $ 9,089,200. 

The selected alternative would uso institutional controls, 
including, but not limited to, filing of this Record of Decision (ROD) 
with the Monroe County Clerk, and notification to, and approval by, the 
Department of any physical alteration or construction constituting a 



substantial change of the use of the site. This notification must meet 
the requiremnts set forth is 6 NYCRR Part 375-1.6. These measures will 
be maintained and operated for a minimum period of 30 years. 

This Alternative, when implemented, will prevent human exposure to 
contaminated soils, will protect the environment from migration of 
contaminants and will be iffective in the long term.  he action. can be 
implemented with available technologiem and costn are appropriate based 
up& the costs associated with simiiar soil remediation-hnd capping 
remedial actions. Other alternatives or combinations may meet the 
criteria set-forth, but the recolpmanded alternative is thought to be the 
most effective and economical. 

Recent information indicates that a clean-up level of 5 parts per 
million ( p p )  for Cadmium in soils may be necessary to be fully 
protective of all species of terrentrial wildlife . Review of all 
sampling results show that by cleaning up remediation areas to 10 ppn, 
the renndial action will effectively achieve a clean up level for Cadmium 
to 5 ppm for this particular site. Therefore, the 10 ppm clean-up level 
will remain as the targeted clean-up goal. 

Record of Decision ........................ March, 1993 
Design Submission .................... September, 1993 
~onstruction Start ...................... .~jcember, 1993 
Construction Completion ................. December, 1995 
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I NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVRXIQN 
DIVISION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE REMEDIATION 
INACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REPORT 

SSIFICATION CODE: 2 REGION: 8 SITE CODE: 828015 
EPA ID: NYD980535 116 

OF SITE : Rochester Fire Academy 
ET ADDRESS: 1190 Scortsville Road 

COUNTY : ZIP: 
Monroe 14624 

TE 1 W E :  Open Dump-X Structure- Lagoon- Landfill- Treatment Pond- 
ISTIMATED SIZE: 3 P Acres 

I SITE OWNER/OPERATOR INFORMATION: CURRENT OWNER NAME. . . . : City of Rochester 
eURRENT OWNER ADDRESS.: c/o-city Hall, 30 Church St 
W R ( S )  DURING USE. ..: City of Rochester 
OPERATOR DURING USE. . . : I 
OPERATOR ADDRESS.. . . . . : 
PERIOD ASSOCIATED WITH HAZARDOUS WASTE: From 1955 

. , Rochester, N 

To 1980 

SITE DESCRIPTION: 
tat 43 06'58"N Long. 77 39"15.9"W 
Flat topography: Commercial area 
Nearest waterbody: The Genessee river is approx. 50 ft. away. 
This site is used as a training area for the Fire Academy. Various 
chemicals were burned in the training procedures. These chemicals were 
mpplied by many local hazardous waste generators. The City signed a 
DEC Consent Order (CO) to conduct an RI/FS at the rite: They received 
approval to get a 75% reimbursement for their costs under an EQBA grant. 
The fieldwork for the RI/FS was completed in 1990. A draft R I P S  report 
18 expected in the spring o f  1991. 

FAZAW3US WASZE DIS?OSE3: Conf~med-X Suspected- 
TYPE QUAhlT:TV (units) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK; a.k.a. 2-Butanone) unknown 
Toluene unknown 
Other organic solvents unknown 
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SITE CODE: 6Z8015 
ANALYTICAL DATA AVAILABLE: 
Air- Surface Water-X Groundwater-X Soil-X Sediment- 

CONTRAVENTION OF STANDARDS: 
Groundwater-X Drinking Water- Surf ace +rater- Air- 

LEGAL ACTION: 

TYPE..: Consent Order State- X Federal- 
STATUS : Negotiation in Progress- Order Signed- X 

REMEDIAL ACTION: 

Proposed- Under design- In Progress-X Completed- 
NATURE OF ACTION: RI-FS 

GEOTECHNICAL INFORMATION: 
SOIL TYPE: Niagara silt loam, Schoharie silt loam, 
GROUNDWATER DEPTH: Approx. 2 ft. (seasonal) 

ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS: 

Soils and groundwater have been impacted by the hazardous waste disposed 
at this site. 

ASSESSMENT OF HEALTH PROBLEMS: 

Sampling has indicated the presence of volatile organics, PCBs and 
.metals in on-site surface soils, surface water and groundwater. The 
principal exposure pathway is "the potential for direct contact with 
contaminants at the site surface or adjacent bicycle path areas used by 
the public. The NYSDOH/MCHD conducted a site assessment in April 1987 
in response to the firefighter's concerns. Measures have been taken by 
the City of Rochester to limit potential exposure including placement 
of crushe? stone over the fire training areas, fencing the north 
disposal area and northern part of the training grounds and restrlctlng 
access to the blke path area. DOH sampled the onry private well 
southwest of the site in February 1988. Results were negatlve for 
organic analyses. 
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EXBIBIT B 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
ROCHESTER FIRE ACADEXY 

INACTIVE HAZZiRDOUS WMTE BITE NO. 828015 

llProposed Remedial Action Plan; Rochester Fire Academy; Monroe 
County, New York ID No. 828015," prepared by the New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation, dated February 
1993. 

"Feasibility Study; Rochester Fire Academy; Rochester, New 
YorkIN with appendices, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., 
dated October 1992, revised January 1993. 

HSuppl&mental Remedial Investigation Report; Rochester Fire 
Academy; Rochester, New York," prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, 
Inc., dated May, 1992. 

l8Remedial Investigation Report; Rochester Fire Academy; 
Rochester, New YorkfU with Appendices, prepared by 
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., dated May 1991, revised December 1991. 

loRochester Fire Fire Academy; Supplemental Remedial 
Investigation W~rkplan,~ prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., 
dated October 1991 

"Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan; Rochester 
Fire Academy; Rochester, New York; Site No. 828015" prepared 
by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., dated June, 1988, with December 1988 
Addendum. 

Court Orders; 

Order on Consent between the New ~ o r i  Stae Department of 
Environmental Conservation and the City of Rochester, Index 
No. B8-0205-87-09, dated June 21, 1989. 

Letter dated January 26, 1989 from J. Swanson (NYSDEC) to E. 
Doherty (City of Rochester) Re: Approval of Work Plan. 

Letter datad September 5, 1989 from M. Gregor (City of 
Rochester) to G. Burke (NYSDEC) Re: Citizen Participation 
Plan. 

Letter dated October 23, 1991 from G. Burke (NYSDEC) to M. 
Gregor (City of Rochester) Re: Approval of Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation Work Plan. 



4. Letter dated March 4, 1992 from G. Burke (NYSDEC) to M. Gregor 
(City of Rochester) Re: Approval of Remedial Investigation 
Report. 

6. Letter dated March 18, 1993 from G. Burke (NYSDEC) to M. 
Gregor (City of Rochester) Re: Approval of the Supplemental 
Remedial investigation Report and the Feasibility Study. 

7. Transcript of the February 23, 1993 Public Meeting at 
Rochester City Hall. 



Rochester Fire Adademy Site (828015) 

INTRODUCTION: 

The issues and questions addressed in the following 
Responsiveness Summary were raised during a public meeting held by 
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) on February 23, 1993 at the Rochester City Hall and 
letters received during a 30 day comment period. The purpose of 
the meetina was to discuss the results of the Remedial 
1nvestigati&/~easibi1ity Study (RI/FS) of t h e  .Rochester Fire 
Academy Inactive Hazardous Waste Site (1828015) and receive 
comments on NYSDEC1s Proposed Remadial Action Plan (PRAP) for the 
site. Representatives of the NYSDEC, The New York State Department 
of Health (NYSDOH), and the City of Rochester and the City's 
consultants were present at the meeting. 

The following individuals submittedwritten comments regarding 
the proposed remedy: 

Daniel J. Cavuoto, Rochester, New York. 
Ronald Di Chario, Rochester, New York. 
Allen D. Friedman, Rochester, New York. 

QUESTION8 AND RESPONSES: 

Q: Our (Rochester Firefighter's Association) concern is for our 
membership's wellbeing. We expect that they will not be 
exposed to any contaminants during the remedial stages. 
Excavations, especially in the south corridors of the Fire 
Academy, will raise dusts, etc., and our members would be 
exposed to ingestions ( of Contaminants). We will expect that 
the health of our members, especially those who are assigned 
as instructors and those who work in the repair shop, will not 
be exposed to any health risks. 

Q: My concern is that you will create a greater problem through 
excavat'on. I think you're opening a major exposure pathway 
to anyone in the area by doing the excavation. 

Q: What is the risk to the safety of personnel being trained 
going to be during excavation? 

A: For all remedial activities at this site, there will be a 
Health and Safety Plan which will protect the workers doing 
the remedial activities and will provide safeguards to protect 
the surrounding community's health including police and 
firefighter personnel working at the academy. The Health and 
Safety plan typically has several types of monitoring for 
specific chemical compounds, groups of compounds and dusts, 
both at the working area and at the perimeter of the working 
area and at the site boundary. Safeguards will be in place to 
stop all remedial activity if contaminants above acceptable 



levels (action levels) are detected in the area where work is 
being performed. All activity will have full-time real-time 
monitoring to ensure that no contamination above action levels 
will leave the remedial action working area which is called 
the exclusion zone. 

I am requesting that I receive documentation from the City of 
Rochester and the Department of Environmental Conservation and 
Malcolm Pirnie Environmental Engineers, Scientists and 
Planners recognizing that our properties have not been 
contaminated on any portion by the Rochester Fire Academy 
Hazardous Waste Disposal site. I am also requesting that 
testing be done on our properties indicating that there has 
been no contamination by the Rochester Fire Academy Hazardous 
Waste Site. 
How far has contamination gone? What is the outermost limits - 
of contamination? 

The contamination of the hazardous waste disposal on the Fire 
Academy property has been sufficiently delineated to ensure 
all contamination has remained on-site. Testing of soil and 
waste media delineated sources of contamination east of the 
Conrail right-of-way to the Genesee River. Testing of the 
groundwater and surface water identified groundwater' 
contamination east of the Conrail right-of-way moving 
northeast towards the river. The river. and old canal surface 
water showed no measureable impacts on sbrface water quality. 
Therefore, there is no justification for testing media further 
upgradient of the site in the vicinity of the properties in 
question. 

Once the asphalt cap (a portion of the remedial action) has 
been placed in the training grounds area, can the cap be 
breached for future building or is the cap required to stay 
intact? 

Prior to construction of the asphalt cap, improvements to 
utilities will be made to ensure that training will continue 
in this area after the cap has been installed. Future 
disturbances to the integrity of the cap will need prior 
approval of the New York State Departments of Environmental 
Conservation and Health in accordance to the deed restrictions 
required in the Record of Decision. 

How long is the excavation going to take? 

The anticipated duration of excavation is six months. 
Complete remedial activities will take two calender years. 

How is the excavation going to affect the academy personnel, 
the training of Police and firefighters, and should you be 
warning people in the parking lots to the north? 

Excavation in the South Disposal area will be completed in an 



exclusion zone and will be performed in an enclosure. If 
action levels are exceeded in the exclusion zone, remedial 
activities will be stopped. The remedial activity in the 
South Disposal area should not interfere with training 
activities. During remediation in the Training Grounds area, 
there will be no training allowed at the facility. 
Remediation of the North Disposal area and Genesee Valley Park 
will not affect training activities. There will be 
notification of the public prior to initiation of remedial 
construction. However, it is not necessary to nwarn" the 
people in this area since the health and safety plan will 
incorporate safeguards to protect the general public. 

Can you delineate the extent of groundwater contamination as 
you defined it? If I asked you to draw a single line that 
represents drinking water quality on the map, where would it 
be? 

Groudwater contamination is defined as contaminant 
concentrations above drinking water standards or background 
conditions. There is significant groundwater contamination in 
the bedrock and overburden groundwater downgradient (toward 
the Genesee River) of the South Disposal area. There is 
lesser concentrations of contamination downgradient of the 
Training Grounds and North Disposal area. Groundwater 
upgradient of the site has no contamination in the overburden 
groundwater across,the site and very low contamination above 
drinking water standards in the bedrock upgradient of the 
Training Grounds. 

Are the structures and fire tower on-site going to have to be 
removed as part of the remediation? Will they be rebuilt? 

The firetower will stay. Other structures may need to be 
demolished. This will be evaluated in the Remedial Design. 

How will excavated material be removed from the site? 

Material excavated for off-site disposal will be removed by 
the access road that passes alongside the Fire Academy 
classroom and office building. Trucks would proceed on 
Scottsville Road east to Interstate 390. 

How many trucks are anticipated? 

The anticipated truck traffic is one per week during the 
excavation and off-site disposal activities. 
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