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Army's Response to Comments from the US Environmental Protection Agency 

Subject: Final Proposed Plan for the Abandoned Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-16) 
and the Active Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-17) 

Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: November 13 , 2003 (received by email) 

Date of Comment Response: December 4, 2003 

Army's Response to Comments 

Comment 1: Table 1: Cleanup goal for Arsenic should be 8.25 mg/kg, not 22. 

Response 1: As discussed in the BCT Meeting on November 18, 2003 , the cleanup goal for Arsenic will be 

modified. The value of 22 mg/kg is the maximum background value of Arsenic, which the Arn1y agrees will 

not be used. However, the 95 th percentile of the background data set (8 .25 mg/kg) will not be used as the clean 

up goal either. A risk-based value of 20.3 mg/kg will be used for Arsenic. This value is based on protection 

of the most conservative receptor under an industrial use scenario, a future construction worker. Table 1 wi ll 

be modified accordingly. 

Comment 2: Response to Conunent 9 to the NYSDEC letter states that delineation is not necessary. 

Please note that a residential perimeter needs to be delineated as per CERCLA (e.g., 400 mg/kg lead or 

other crite1ia). 

Response 2: In response to NYSDEC's comment 9, the PRAP has been revised on pages 1 and 26 to state 

that as part of the remedy "additional sampling as part of the pre-design sampling program to further delineate 

thv areas of excavation" will be conducted. The Army is not aware of a requirement per CERCLA that 

requires delineation of a residential perimeter. Furthermore, the area immediately surrounding SEAD-16/17 is 

in the PID Area that will have similar industrial !Cs. Therefore, no additional sampling is planned to delineate 

the residential perimeter. 
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Army's Response to Comments from the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Division of Environmental Remediation 

Subject: Final Proposed Plan for the Abandoned Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-16) 
and the Active Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-17) 

Seneca A1my Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: May 23 , 2003 

Date of Comment Response: August 6, 2003 

Army's Response to Comments 

Comment 1: Army's Response #1: The Army states that "(I)t is impractical and it would seem unbalanced to 

move the 9-page discussion on Alternative 4P found in Appendix A into the body of the document." On the 

contrary, the NYSDEC feels that the most appropriate location for this alternative discussion would be in the 

body of the document. The Department finds it a quandary that the Almy is so reluctant to place the discussion 

and description of an alternative in the Proposed Plan, that was developed/refined after the completion of the 

Feasibility Study (FS), when it has been perfo1med at several other SEDA sites as Alternative #MC-3A for the 

Ash Landfill and Alternative #RA26-2 at SEADs 25 and 26. Therefore, the Department finds the Army' s 

response unacceptable. 

Response 1: The Army will maintain the same organization of the document. Like all other alternatives, a 

summary of Alternative 4P is included in the main text of the Proposed Plan. However, the Anny contends it 

is most appropriate to place the expanded description of Alternative 4P, which ordinarily would have been 

presented in the FS, in an appendix. This ensures that the discussion of the remedial alternatives in the 

Proposed Plan gives equal treatment to all alternatives. 

It is noted that the full descriptions of the revised Alternative #MC-3A for the Ash Landfill and the revised 

Alternative #RA26-2 at SEAD-26 were included in the main text of their respective documents. However, in 

the case of the Ash Landfill and SEAD-25/26, these revised alternatives were the selected alternatives; hence it 

seemed appropriate to dedicate a significant portion of the text to describe these alternatives. Since Alternative 

4P is not the prefened alternative, it would be unbalanced to present this alternative in more detail than the 

other alternatives that were not selected. 

Comment 2: Army's Response #4: The state does not agree that the proposed Cleanup Goals (CUGs) for 

P AHs include individual CU Gs only for benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, anq 

dibenz(a,h)anthracene. Based on the RI data , in particular Figures 4-1 and 4-9, areas of elevated cPAH 

contamination includes all seven of the EPA ' s list of carcinogenic PAHs. The addition of CU Gs for 

indeno(l ,2,3 cd)pyrene, benzo(b )fluoranthene, and chrysene is required. 
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Almy's Response to NYSDEC Comments on 
Final Proposed Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 
Comments Dated May 23, 2003 
Page 2 of5 

Response 2: New risk based CUGS for the three PAHs have been developed and added to a revised Table 1. 

The cleanup goals for benzo(b )fluoranthene, chrysene, and indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene are 20,417 µg/kg, 

50,000 µg/kg, and 20 ,417 µg/kg, respectively. The addition of CU Gs for these three P AHs does not impact the 

remediation area. 

Comment 3: Army's Response #6: The Army's response is unacceptable. The statement that "the SEAD-16 

and SEAD-17 area is oflittle value to the ecological community, and would not serve as a desirable habitat for 

this community," is inappropriate. The prope1iy is currently undeveloped, and may remain so for a significant 

period of time, maintaining a potential for unacceptable wildlife exposure for species occupying that 

undeveloped property. The Department cannot supp01i the assumption that wildlife will only inhabit 

"unaffected areas adjacent to the impacted areas." 

Response 3: As previously stated, the area encompassing SEAD-16/17 is designated for future industrial use, 

and, therefore , will be remediated to industrial standards. It is inappropriate to remediate a site designated for 

future industrial use to strict ecological standards. This would be more appropriate for the 

conservation/recreation areas. Since the area is not a likely habitat for ecological receptors, it is inappropriate 

to establish ecological standards. In addition, site conditions are not conducive for use as an animal habitat; 

thus, there is not a significant ecological risk. 

Comment 4: Army's Responses to #19 and #20: The Army's statement that "any issues that remain relating 

to risk at SEAD-17 will be dealt with during the RCRA closure process" is inappropriate. As described in our 

November 14, 2002 letter, the CERCLA closure process is intended to incorporate the RCRA closure process, 

therefore this Record of Decision should incorporate the RCRA issues via a RCRA closure work plan. The 

Army acknowledges this in their response to our comment #7, but then defers the RCRA requirements in the 

responses to comment # 19 and 20. The Anny needs to submit a draft RCRA closure plan so that it may be 

referenced and recognized in the ROD. All RCRA issues will be addressed at the ROD stage, therefore the 

Army should acknowledge this their responses. 

Response 4: A RCRA closure plan will be submitted with the ROD. The closure plan will demonsh·ate that 

the building and equipment were previously clean closed in accordance with RCRA guidelines. The plan will 

also state that the grounds surrotmding SEAD-17 will be remediated through the ongoing CERCLA process. 

The text has been revised and a replacement page is being issued. 
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Atmy's Response to NYSDEC Conunents on 
Final Proposed Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 
Conm1ents Dated May 23, 2003 
Page 3 of 5 

Comments on the Proposed Plan 

Comment 5: Please explain how a groundwater use restriction would result in an unrestricted use scenario. 

Response 5: The Army assumes that this comment refers to the temporary groundwater use restriction 

discussed in reference to Alternative 4P. The groundwater restriction is temporary, and once the groundwater 

restriction is removed, the site would be suitable for unrestricted use. All other remedial alternatives include 

long-tenn I Cs as part of the remedy, which limits the site to restricted use of the site. 

Comment 6: Table 6 values for Alternative 4, the A1my' s prefened alternative is $3,109,404, while the 

unrestricted use alternative, Alternative 4P is $4,303,450. Therefore, it appears that Alternative 4P, the 

reportedly unrestricted use alternative, appears to be a feasible option that should be pursued by the Anny to 

avoid the effects of placing and enforcing institutional controls and deed restrictions on this site for an 

indeterminate amount of time. 

Response 6: As stated in the Proposed Plan (Section 10), the present worth cost difference between 

Alternative 4 and 4P is approximately $1 million. "Since human health risk for the intended future use, 

industrial, is acceptable under Alternative 4, the additional health risk reductions achieved by the unrestricted 

use alternative, Alternative 4P, does not wanant an additional $1 million ." The Anny also believes that 

although the difference is presented as $1 million, there is a high likelihood that this cost difference could 

increase significantly since sunounding areas may have anthropogenic concentrations of metals and P AHs that 

would exceed unrestricted use standards. Placing and enforcing institutional controls (ICs) at SEAD-16/17 is 

not a burden, since all the areas immediately sunounding SEAD-16/17 in the PID Area will have similar 

industrial I Cs, according to the ROD for Sites Requiring Institutional Controls in the Planned Industrial/Office 

Development or Warehousing Areas (Parsons, 2003). 

Comment 7: Please include a clause compelling the property owner to annually certify to the New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation that the deed restriction is in place, and that the use of the property 

is consistent with that restriction. 

Response 7: Details on the implementation and enforcement of the I Cs will be specified in the Remedial 

Design (RD) Plan. The SEAD-16/17 RD Plan will include: a Site Description; the IC Land Use Reshictions; 

the IC Mechanism to ensure that the land use restrictions are not violated in the future; and, 

Reporting/Notification requirements. 
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Anny's Response to NYSDEC Comments on 
Final Proposed Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 
Comments Dated May 23, 2003 
Page 4 of 5 

Comment 8: Regarding the Army's proposed cleanup goals for the industrial use scenario, the Anny has not 

proven that the proposed cleanup goals are protective of site groundwater. Given that site groundwater is 

contaminated and monit01ing is an element of the proposed remedy, the Anny should address how their 

proposed cleanup goals provide for the protection of site groundwater/drinking water quality. 

Response 8: Groundwater is not considered a media of concern. A recent round of groundwater sampling 

. conducted in October 1999 showed that thallium, the major COC, was not present in the groundwater; 

previous detections had been a result of sampling methods and high turbidity. However, as a precaution, 

groundwater is being monitored, the site is subject to five-year reviews, and ICs will be in place preventing use 

of the groundwater. A public drinking water source is available, so a groundwater use restriction should not 

have a negative impact on use of the site. ICs (i.e. , a groundwater use restriction) are considered a means of 

protecting receptors from contact with the groundwater. 

Comment 9: Although the Army has addressed the DEC comment #40(a) in the Response to Comments 

section and incorporated a similar response in the text of the Proposed Plan, NYSDOH does not agree with the 

way it may be interpreted. On the first page of the Proposed Plan, the prefen-ed remedy for SEAD-16 and 

SEAD-17 first bullet states: "Conducting additional sampling as part of the pre-design sampling program to 

further delineate the areas of excavation and to delineate the area that would be subject to land use controls." It 

is NYSDOH's understanding from the statements made on page 12 of the Proposed Plan that "All alternatives 

for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 include land use controls as part of the remedy" and "To that end, land use 

controls would aim to prevent further use of the site as a daycare facility or residential use and to prevent 

ingestion of groundwater." It is not understood how the delineation of the area that is subject to land use 

controls is the same as the presumption that the overall site is subject to land use controls as stated on page 12. 

Will certain areas not be subject to land use controls? This is contrary to document statements. Further 

clarification is needed p1ior to our concunence on the preferred selection since institutional controls are a 

major component of the remedy. 

Response 9: The sampling will be completed in order to further delineate the areas of excavation and the 

boundaiy of the site. The entire extent of SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 will be subject to industrial institutional 

controls. Delineation of the area requiring institutional controls is no longer necessary. The ROD for Sites 

Requiring Institutional Conh·ols in the Planned Industrial/Office Development or Warehousing Areas 

(Parsons, 2003) established an industrial land use control, preventing future residential use, land use for a 

daycare facility, and groundwater use, over the Planned Indushial/Office Development or Warehousing Areas 

(PID Area), which borders all sides of SEAD-16 and SEAD-17. The first bullet on page 1 and page 26 has 
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Army's Response to NYSDEC Comments on 
Final Proposed Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 
Comments Dated May 23, 2003 
Page 5 of5 

been revised to state that "conducting additional sampling as part of the pre-design sampling program to further 

delineate the areas of excavation." 

Comment 10: Appendix P 19 of 21 : The Army states that it is its understanding that" ... EPA and DoD have 

reached an understanding that requirements for implementation and enforcement of land use controls will be 

detailed in the Remedial Design. The discussion on land use controls in the Proposed Plan and ROD will be 

limited to the objectives and goals of the land use controls. The text has been revised to reflect this change." 

The following must be added to the objectives and goals of the land use controls in the Proposed Plan. 

"IfSEAD-16 and SEAD-17 are not industrially developed within 3 years from the signing of the ROD 

the SEADs will be cleaned by the Almy to levels protective of wildlife. At a minimum, for lead, soils 

will be cleaned to a level of 60 ppm similar to the remedy for the open burning grounds. Should the 

SEADs become tenestrial habitat after having been indush·ial, for any reason, to include but not 

limited to abandonment from indush·ial usage, it will be the Army's responsibility to clean the SEADs 

to levels protective of wildlife." 

Response 10: Remedial actions will be based on the designated future land use, which cmrently is industrial. 

If the land use should change, the current property owner will re-evaluate the remedial action and determine if 

it is protective of the site under the revised land use scenario and be responsible for any additional remedial 

activities which are determined to be necessary. Future clean up goals for a scenario other than industrial will 

be determined at the time the future use is revised. 

Comment 11: Table 1: Based on the above comment regarding the need ofCUGs for the missing cPAHs, the 

information in Table 1 is inadequate for NYSDOH evaluation. Revisions to this table are requested. 

Response 11: Table 1 has been revised to include cleanup goals for benzo(b )fluoranthene, chrysene, and 

indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene. 

Comment 12: References to Tables 7 and 8 are made on page 24. The copy of the Proposed Plan that was 

provided does not include Tables 7 and 8. Please submit copies of each for the state's review. 

Response 12: Agreed. Tables 7 and 8 will be provided for review. 
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Response to Comme1its from the New York State Departments of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health (NYSDOH) 

Subject: Draft Final Proposed Plan for the Abandoned Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-16) 
and the Active Deactivation Furnace (SEAD-17) 

Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: November 14, 2002 

Date of Comment Response: April 4, 2003 

The New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health 

(NYSDOH) have reviewed the above referenced document as well as the Army's re sponses to the 

NYSDEC's comments on the previous draft. Our comments follow: 

Army's Response to NYSDEC Comments: 

Comment 1: In the Arn1y ' s response to General Comment # 1, the Arn1y states that "(R)esidential 

land use was only cons idered to compare the cost of remediating the s ites for this land use versus the 

cost to implement restricted use on the sites." As requested in our January 4, 200 1, February 2 1, 

2001, and November 13 , 2001 letters regarding this site, the descr iption and comparison of the 

residential scenario should be brought into the main body of the Proposed Plan so a comparative 

analysis of the pros and cons can be performed for this alternative versus the other remedial 

alternatives presented in this Proposed Plan. 

Although it is s tated in the response that Figure 2 has been added to show areas of proposed 

remediation including the previous "hotspot" areas , the area around SS 16-3 1 st ill is not inc luded in 

Figure 2 . Revision of Figure 2 is needed. 

Response 1: Alternative 4P, was considered and evaluated aga inst al l of the nine cr iteria, not just 

cost, in order to sat is fy the New York State requirement to evaluate the site at pre-disposal conditions. 

Future residential use was also considered in order to comply with Army gu idance, which states that 

alternatives cons istent with property use without restriction should be cons idered to compare life­

cycle institutional contro l costs with more conservative cleanup alternatives (DAIM-8O, "Anny 

Guidance for Using In s titutional Controls in the CERCLA Process"). 

Alternat ive 4P is incorporated into the discussion of Section 8 (Summary of Remedial A lternatives) 

and Section 9 (Comparative Evaluation of Alternatives) of the Proposed Plan. The description of 

A lternat ive 4P and the di scussion on the full evaluation of the nine criteria for that a lternative, which 

is comparab le to the comparison performed for a ll other alternatives in Section 6 of the FS; remains in 

Append ix A. It is impractical and it would seem unbalanced to move the 9-page discuss ion on 
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Response to NYSDEC and NYSDOH Comments on 
Draft Final Proposa l P lan for SEAD- 16 and SEAD- 17 
Comments Dated November 14, 2002 
Page 2 of21 

A lternative 4P found in Appendix A into the body of the document. However, ana lys is of Alternative 

4P has bee n incorporated in the comparative ana lysis of all remedial alternatives . 

T he excavation area has been modified . The "hotspot" area around SS 16--3 1 has been included in the 

revised excavation area based on the following rationale: Since the FS, risk-based c leanup goals 

(CUGs) for certain carc inogen ic PAHs and metals (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, mercury, 

thallium, and zinc) have been es tabli shed . CUGs for PAHs were derived by following the same 

approach used at SEAD-59/7 1. PAH CUGs were derived using the NYSDEC Technical and 

Admini strative Guidance Memorand um (TAGM) #4046: Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives 

and Cleanup Levels method for establi shing CUGs for carcinogens based on a future construction 

worker receptor (daycare fac ili ty use w ill be restricted) , the most conservative receptor under the 

intended future use scenario (industrial). CUGs for metals were derived by back calcul ating 

concentrations of metal s that, combined, would yie ld a non-carcinogenic risk less than 1. In order to . 

account for the fact that each metal contaminant of concern (COC) is only a partial contributor to total 

risk, the post-remediation hazard index (HI) for each COC at SEAD- 17 was no1111alized to reflect the 

magnitude of risk of one metal in comparison to the total risk from all the metals of concern. It 

should be noted that post-remediation assumes that all surface soil samples located within the 

boundary of the area de lineated by concentrations of lead greater than 1250 mg/kg have been 

removed. The normalized HI was subsequently used as the acceptable risk va lue in the calcul ation to 

determine the CUGs for metals. T he risk-based CUGs for PAHs and metals are presented in Table 1. 

T he CUG scenario of 1250 ppm for lead has been revised to include the derived CUGs for the other 

metals and P AHs. Al I locations that inc lude concentrations that exceed these c leanup goa ls are 

included in the remedial area, and the remedial action is driven by compliance with the establi shed 

cleanup goa ls. Consequent ly, the remedial area has expanded since the FS to inc lude the comer area 

northwest of Bui lding S-3 1 1, sun-ounding sample locations SB 16-4 and SS 16-3 1. T he areas around 

SS 16-35 and SS 16- 11 w il I also be remediated due to exceedances of P AH and metal CU Gs. Based 

on avai lab le site data , the so il would be excavated to a depth of one foot, w ith the exception of the 

areas around SB 16-2 , SB 16-4, and SB 16-5 , which would require excavation to a depth of 2-3 feet due 

to subsurface exceedances of cleanup goa ls. Avai lab le data at SEAD-17 indicates that there is no 

subsurface contamination. These excavations wi ll be completed to the grea test extent possible 

without damaging or di sturbin g the ra il road tracks. The Army requires that the future land user must 

have access to working ra i I road tracks in thi s area. The concept of "hotspots" no longer exists and 

has been removed from the text. Figures 2 and 3 have been revised to illustrate the extent of the 

remedia l area. 

Comment 2: A mendments to Excavation Areas: The Army ' s response to the s tate ' s request of 

remed iating the sur face soils contaminated with PAHs is unsat isfactory . The Army does not exp lain 
• 
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Response to NYSDEC and NYSDOH Comments on 
Draft Final Proposal Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 
Comments Dated November 14, 2002 
Page 3 of2 l 

why the requested areas of PAH contamination is only proposed to be "excavated to a depth of 

12 inches and backfilled with clean soil. " The proposal that "no confinnatory sampl ing will be 

conducted;" at these hot spot removals is unsupported. As discussed in our January 4, 200 I and 

February 21, 200 1 letters, PAH contamination needs to be thoroughly addressed as contaminants of 

concern with remedial clean-up levels detennined and confirmed by sampling. We requested in our 

February 2 1, 2002 letter, that the spatial configuration be expanded to include "surface soi 1 areas 

containing elevated levels of carcinogen ic P AHs." As the P AH contamination is an expansion of the 

proposed areas of remediation. the extent of remediation should be expanded to include the areas 

represented by these soi l samples, not merely the so il sample locations themselves. 

Response 2: The Army has revised the areas of excavation at these sites based on risk based CU Gs. 

The extent of contamination wil l be confinned with post-remediation sampling. Based on avai lable 

site data , the soil would be excavated to a depth of one foot, with the exception of the areas around 

SB 16-2, SB 16-4, and SB 16~5 , which would require excavation to a depth of 2-3 feet due to 

subsurface exceedances of cleanup goals. The excavation wi ll be completed to the greatest extent 

possible without disturbing the rai lroad tracks. Available data at SEAD- 17 indicates that there is no 

subsurface contamination. Tables A- 1 and A-2 in Attachment A show the distribution of metal COCs 

in soi l at depth at SEAD- 16 and SEAD- 17, respectively. As mentioned in the response to Genera l 

Comment #1 , risk-based CU Gs for carcinogenic P AHs and metals (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, 

copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc) have been developed and are presented in Table 1. All locations 

that include concentrations that exceed the cleanup goals are included in the remedial area , and the 

remedial action is driven by comp liance with the establi shed cleanup goals. Consequently, the 

remedia l area ha s expanded. Figures 2 and 3 have been revised to illustrate the extent of th e remedial 

area. Confirmatory sampling will be conducted to ensure that the extent of contamination has been 

properly delineated . 

Comment 3: Response to Specific Comment 1: Contrary to what is stated in the text, the title of thi s 

document has not been revi sed. Please remove " Superfund" from the title , as the term is not 

applicable to this site . 

Response 3: Agreed. The title has been revised. 

Comment 4: Response to Specific Comment 5: The Anny's statement that " the goa l of the remedial 

action is to have no residual contamination in so il s above the clean up goa ls developed for the future 

industrial use scenario (lead concentration of 1250 mg/kg) ," implies incon-ectly that lead is the only 

contaminant of concern to be addressed by the proposed cleanup goal. 
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Response to NYSDEC and NYSDOH Comments on 
Draft Final Proposal Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD- 17 
Comments Dated November 14, 2002 
Page 4 of21 

Response 4: The intent of the response was to express that the goal of the remedial action is to have 

no residual contamination in soils at a level that could pose a threat to human health or the 

environment under the future land use scenario. Risk-based cleanup goals have been developed for 

seven additional metals (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc) and for 

carcmogenic P AHs whose NYSDEC T AGM 4046 values are human health based 

(benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, and dibenz(a,h)anthracene), presented in 

Table 1. As a result of the new CU Gs for several COCs, the remedial area has expanded. The goal of 

the remedial action is to meet the cleanup goals; hence, residual contamination above the established 

cleanup goals is not expected at the sites, as shown in Tables 7 and 8. 

Comment 5: Response to Specific Comment #6: The Anny's response to State ' s comments is 

disconcerting. The Anny states that "(A)fter remediation is completed at SEAD-16, the maximum 

concentrations ·of antimony, copper, lead , mercury , and thallium, are expected to be below the 

calculated concentrations determined to be protective of human health under an industrial scenario . 

Although the maximum concenh·ation of zinc exceeds the clean up goal , the EPC for zinc is less than 

the clean up goal." For SEAD-1 7, the Arn1y, for the most part, repeats the same explanation for 

cadmium in that the "post remediation EPC for cadmium is expected to be 2.45 mg/kg, which slightly 

exceeds the TAGM value." It appears that the Arn1y does not plan on remediating to their proposed 

cleanup goals but rather to achieve an average contaminant concentration that is less than the 

proposed cleanup goal. If the Anny does not plan on achieving their proposed cleanup goals, then the 

Anny should revise their cleanup goals so that no res idual contamination in soils exceeds the cleanup 

goals, not the 95% upper confidence limit of the arithmetic mean of on-site soil samples . 

As stated in the past, we are concerned with the Army 's back-calculating PRGs of a site with multiple 

contaminants because those levels that are left behind could potentially lead to an unacceptable ri sk. 

Please include an additional column to Tables 7 and 8 indicating the maximum level of each 

contaminant of concern expected to be left onsite under each remedial alternative. 

Response 5: As previously stated in response to Comment # 1, cleanup goa ls have been developed for 

other metal s (antimony, arsenic , cadmium, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc) , shown in Table I. 

Each individual sampling location 's concentration (not a site average) will be compared to the 

cleanup goal for that constituent. In order to account for the fact that each metal COC is only a part ial 

contributor to total risk, the post-remediation hazard index (HI) for each COC at SEAD-17 was 

normalized to reflect the magnitude of ri sk of one metal in comparison to the total risk from all the 

metal s of concern. It should be noted that post-re!llediation assumes that all surface soil samples 

located within the boundary of the area delineated by concentrations of lead greater than 1250 mg/kg 

have been removed. The normalized HI was subsequently used as the acceptable risk value in the 

calculati Jn to determine the CU Gs for metal s. The Anny 's se lected remed ial action will compl y with 
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Response to NYSDEC and NYSDOH Comments on 
Draft Final Proposal Plan for SEAD-16 and SEAD-1 7 
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the c leanup goals for all COCs. No residual contamination above cleanup goals wi ll be left onsi te, as 

shown in Tables 7 and 8. 

Comment 6: Response to Spec ific Comment 7: The Army states that it ' s their intention " to clean up 

soi l to be protective of the environment in an industria l scenario. After completion of the remedial 

action at both sites, a Completion Report that will demonstrate that the remedial action is protective 

of human health and the environment, will be submitted. " Please clarify what is meant by protective 

of the environment by an industrial scenario. Although the property may be deed restricted, but 

undeveloped for a significant period of time, there remains a potential for unacceptable wild li fe 

exposure for species occupying that undeveloped property. Please include measurable remed ial 

objectives to be discussed in the Completion Report that wou ld ensure protection of the environment 

under an industrial scenario . If necessary, the Army should provide for temporary remedial measures 

until the property is developed. 

Response 6: The planned future use of SEAD-16 and SEAD-17 is for industrial use. Therefore, the 

SEAD- 16 and SEAD-17 area is of little value to the eco logical community, and would not serve as a 

des irable habitat for this community. Risk from exposure to sediment/ditch soi l assumes that the 

ditches are supporting aquatic life and that the receptor is continuously exposed. Site conditions at 

SEAD- 16/17 suggest that usually there is no water in the ditches and that they do not support aquatic 

li fe. Due to the fact that it is not believed that the sediment/ditch soil s pose a threat to the 

environment, ecological risk is not of concern at these sites. Most likely, ecological recep tors wi ll 

inhabit unaffected areas adjacent to the impacted areas of SEAD- 16/ 17, thereby avoiding areas where 

minimal ecological risk exists. 

General Comments: 

Comment 7: The FFA states that "any remedial acti on se lected, implemented and completed under 

this agreement will be protective of human health and the environment such that remediation of 

re leases covered by this Agreement shall obviate the need fo r further corrective action under RCRA." 

Therefore , under the FFA, RCRA shall be considered an ARAR under CERCLA. At the June 12, 

2002 BCT meeting, we agreed that RCRA closure of the SEAD-1 7 facility wil l be assumed under 

CERCLA, and RCRA closure wou ld be accomp lished by including the RCRA c losure requirements, 

as outlined in a RCRA closure plan, to be referenced in the Proposed Plan and consequently the 

Record of Deci sion . The RCRA closure plan should be submitted to the RCRA closure staff for 

review and approval prior to issuance of the Record of Dec ision. 
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Response 7: Agreed . A RCRA closure plan may be submitted as part of the Record of Decision 

submittal. The closure plan will defer the cleanup to the CERCLA process and demonstrate how each 

RCRA closure requirement will be met during the CERCLA closure process . 

. Comment 8: As discussed in our July 16, 2002 teleconference regarding the typographical errors 

found in the SEAD-25 and SEAD-26 Draft Final Proposed Plan, several of those comments apply to 

this document as well. Please incorporate those corrections as necessary . 

Response 8: Agreed. The text has been revised to eliminate typographical errors. 

Comment 9: Thi s document is rather difficult to read/comment on without section numbering. For 

instance, under "Summary of Remedial Alternat ives" there are several subsections that refer to the 

beginning of the section, however, it is difficult to discern the location of the beginning of the section. 

It would be helpful for the Arn1y to include section numbering to help differentiate the subsections 

from the sections. 

Response 9: Agreed. The sections have been numbered. 

Comment 10: The term "PRAP" appears many times throughout the document, and in each instance, 

it should be replaced with "Proposed Plan." 

Response 10: Agreed. The text has been revised . 

Comment 11: The capita l cost range for Alternative 4 , which ran ges from $2,257 ,850 to $7 ,305,090, 

needs to be revised . One of the Army 's main assumpt ions in the preliminary detail cost estimates, 

whic h is Append ix E of the FS, is that " it has been assumed that all material wi ll fail the TCLP test 

and wi ll require stabili za tion prior to off-site disposal. " The assumption is poor because it assumes 

that the Army would leave hazardous waste (by definition) on-site under the industrial re-use 

alternative. The Army would not leave hazardous waste on-site and consequently would not propose 

an alternative (cleanup goa l of 125 0 ppm lead) that wou ld leave hazardou s waste on-site. Therefore 

the vo lume estimates should be revised to reflect that only the so il s above 1250 ppm would fa il 

TCLP. Given the di sposa l costs for $ 11 7/ton for that which fails TCLP and $3 1.50/ton for that which 

passes, the difference for remediating only material above 1250 ppm lead versus remediating all 

material above 400 ppm lead and other metals above TAGM (an es timated 15,537 tons) reduces the 

remedia l cost estimate by $ 1,328,414. Consequ ently, the difference between the Army ' s preferred 

alternati ve of $2 ,960 ,000 and the unrestricted use scenario of $5,980,000 wou ld be $3,020,000 . 

Please revi se the cap ital cost ranges appropriately . 
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Response 11 : Agreed. The cost es timates have been revised. It is assumed that 100% of building 

material would require hazardous di_sposal , and that 15% of soi ls (surface soi l, subsurface soil , and 

ditch soil) excavated under the 1250 mg/kg for lead and cleanup goars for metal s and P AHs scenario, 

approximately 704 cubic yards , would require hazardous disposal. The remaining so il could be 

disposed in a non-hazardous Subtitle D facility. It is assumed that any additional so il excavated under 

a more conservative scenario would require non-hazardous disposal (i.e ., under all. cleanup goal 

scenarios, on ly 704 cubic yards of so il s would require hazardous disposa l). It should be noted that 

based on other sites at SEDA where tota l lead concentrations in soil s were c lose to 125 0 ppm and 

TCLP data were avai lab le, an assumption that 15% of the soils wou ld be hazardous is a conservative 

estimate. 

Costs for the following c leanup goal scenanos have been revised and are presented in Table 6: 

1250 ppm lea<l + metals and PAH CUGs; 1000 ppm lead; 400 mg/kg lead ; and 400 ppm lead 

+ TAGMS (unrestricted use scenario) . The revised capital costs of the Army's preferred alternative 

and the unrestric ted use scenario are approximately$ I ,699,930 and $3 ,604,160 , respective ly. 

Specific Comments: 

Comment 12: Page I, Purpose of Proposed P lan: A brief description of the Army ' s preferred 

remedy for this s ite should be included in thi s section . 

Response 12: Agreed. The e lements of the remedy have been more c learly out lined in the "Purpose 

of the Proposed Plan" sect ion. 

Comment 13: Page 2, Site Background : The statement that the SEAD-17 deac tivation furnace "has 

been in the process of being permitted as a hazardous waste inc inerator, under the provis ion of 

RCRA, but the RCRA pem1it was withdrawn by the Army when the Depot was li sted for base c losure 

in 1995 ," is mi s leading. The document should clarify that the SEAD- 17 RCRA faci li ty was operated 

under interim sta tus and still needs to be c losed out under RCRA. See genera l comments above. 

Response 13: Agreed . The text has been revised accordingly. 

Comment 14: Page 2, Remedial Investi gation Summary: The first sentence seems to indi cate that 

SEAD- 16 and SEAD- 17 are described in on ly 4 of the previous reports , and not the RI or the FS . 

Also , it is indicated from the text that the RI and FS are not part of the document repository. Please 

correct. 
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Response 14: Agreed. SEAD-16 and 17 have been described in four reports previous to the 

Remedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibi li ty Study (FS), which are avai lable to the public at the 

repository at SEDA. T he text has been revised accordingly. 

Comment 15 : Page 3, SEAD-16, So il : The first sentence introduces New York State Technica l and 

Administrative Guidance Memorandum (T AGM) values without presenting appropriate definitions or 

perspective. Please expand . 

Response 15: Agreed. NYSDEC provides Technical Administrative Guidance Memorandums 

(T AGMs), which are technical guidance publications that describe various processes and procedures 

recommended by NYSDEC for the investigation and remediation of hazardous waste sites . One 

TAGM, No. 4046: Deter111ination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels (Janumy 1994) , 

provides guideline va lues for soil cleanup limits at waste sites. This infom1ation has been added to 

the text. 

Comment 16: Page 3, SEAD-16, Sediment: The last two sentences in this sub-section are irrelevant 

and should be removed from the text. 

Response 16: Agreed. The two sentences have been removed from the text. 

Comment 17: Page 4, SEAD- 17, Soil: The Statement that "(L)ead was detected in all of the 

subsurface soil samples at concentrations that exceed its TAGM value," indicates that the Almy 

hasn ' t delineated the extent of subsurface soi l contamination . Also, the last sentence is irrelevant and 

should be removed from the text. 

Response 17: The subsurface contamination has been defined and delineated. Availab le sub surface 

data at SEAD-17 indicated no subsurface contamination , as shown in Table A-2 in Attachment A. 

The excavation area has been delineated by the risk-based derived cleanup goa ls. The fina l 

delineation wi ll occur with confim1atory sa mpling fo llowing the completion of the remediation 

action. Additiona ll y, the Am1y recognizes that additiona l sampling for further delineation may be 

required in the ROD in the fom1 of a Pre-Des ign Sampling At1alysis Program. This work could 

further define excavation areas in support of the remedial design. 

The last sentence has been removed. 

Comment 18: Page 5, SEAD- 17, Groundwater: The first sentence in this sect ion stating that " the 

groundwater at SEAD- 17 has not been sign ificantl y impacted by any chemi ca l constituents," is 

contrad icted by latter sentences, which reveal that two inorga nic elements exceeded MCLs while two 
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other inorganics exceeded the _NYSDEC A WQS Class GA Standard. Please reconcile. Also, this • 

section should .recognize that the best use for site groundwater now and in the future is as drinking 

water and that those standards app ly. 

Response 18: Agreed. The section has been revised to reflect that whi le there were a few 

groundwater exceedences of standards, these concentrations were only slightly greater that the 1ction 

level. A groundwater use restriction wil l be imposed as a land use control, so the site water wou ld be 

prohibited as a source of drinking water. 

Comment 19: Page 5, Human Health Risk Assessment: Further exp lanation is needed why 

inhalation of dust in ambient air and dem1al contact to on-site soils was evaluated for future industrial 

workers at SEAD-17 only, and inhalation of indoor air and dust and dermal contact to indoor dust 

was evaluated' a:t SEAD-16 only. T he baseline risk assessment should also include a residentia l land 

use scenario, although the antic ipated reuse of the SEADs as industrial only, to sati sfy the 

requirement to evaluate the site at base line conditions. 

Response 19: The pathways of ambient air and dermal contact to on-site so il were not eval ua ted for 

SEAD-16 since the future industrial worker wou ld essentially be an office worker with neg ligible 

exposure to these pathways. It should be noted that the ambient air and dermal contact to on-site soi l 

pathways did not cause unacceptable risk to more sensitive receptors like the day care child (as 

presented in the table below); hence , the li ke lihood of these exposure pathways causing ri sk for an 

office worker is minute. Inhalation of indoor dust and dermal contact to indoor dust were not 

evaluated at SEAD-17 since the struc ture at SEAD- 17, Building 367, is not considered a standard 

building. Building 367 consists of the deactivation furnace , surrounded by a cinder block ba1Tier, 10 

to 12 feet tall , with openings in the barrier to a ll ow for entrance and egress. There is no cover over 

the furnace. The furnace had been operated under an interim RCRA pern1it. The Army does not 

believe that there is contamination in the structure at SEAD-17; however, any issues that remain 

relating to ri sk at SEAD-17 wi ll be dealt with during the RCRA closure process. 

Pre-Remediation Risk at SEAD-16.· 
Inhalation of Ambient Air Dern1al Contact to On-Site So il 

HI I Cancer Risk HI I Cancer Risk 
Daycare Center Child SE- I I lE-10 4E-2 I I E-7 

The Army believes that it has sufficientl y eva luated baseline conditions by assess ing a pre-d isposa l 

scenario for unrestricted use, A lternati ve 4P. Residential cleanup goals of 400 ppm for lead and 

TAGMs for other metals were establi shed in the FS and were evaluated under the pre-di sposal 

alterna tive , Alternat ive 4P. The purpose of perfom1ing a ri sk assessment for a future re s-: dent wou ld 

be to determine leve ls that wou ld be protective of that receptor. Since c leanup goa ls protective of a 
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future resident have previously been developed and eva luated, the addition ·of a future resident to the 

risk asse~sment is not deemed necessary. Therefore, a baseline risk assessment for a future resident 

wi II not be added to the risk assessment. 

Comment 20: Page 6, Human Health Risk Assessment. There should be an explanation as to why 

the "SEAD-16 industrial worker is assumed to work only indoors" while the "SEAD-17 worker is 

assumed to work only outdoors." The statement that "(L)ead was considered by comparing site data 

to levels established by USEPA and NYSDEC as protective ," needs further clarification as to what 

the protection is being applied to and under which conditions. 

Response 20 : At SEAD-16, the industrial worker will only work inside as an office worker; the future 

worker is not expected to be exposed to risk through most outdoors pathways. At SEAD- 1 7, 

exposure to indoor pathways was not assessed since Building 367 is not a fully enclosed structure . . 

The Army does not believe that there is contamination in the structure at SEAD-17; however, any 

issues that remain regarding risk at SEAD- 17 will be dealt with during the RCRA closure process. 

Risk caused by lead was considered by comparing site data to the levels established by EPA based on 

"Recommendations of the Technical Review Workgroup for Lead for an Interim Approach to 

Assess ing Risks Associated with Adult Exposures to Lead in Soi l" (EPA, December 1996) and 

"Guidance Manual for the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in Children" (EPA, 

February 1994), which reference levels that are protective of adults and children, respectively. These 

statements have been added to the text. 

Comment 21: Page 7, Ecological Risk Assessment: As stated in the Department ' s February 2 1, 

200 1 letter to the Army regarding the Final FS, the "proposition that an eco logical hazard quotient of 

less than 10 should be considered acceptable (protective of ecological receptor) , " is not adequate ly 

supported" and "screening is performed at a hazard quotient level of 1; raising the screening leve l to 

10 appears arbitrary. " Therefore, the NYSDEC continues to di sagree with the Army's concl usion 

regarding their ecological risk assessment. 

Response 21: Acknowledged. The text wil l be revi sed to remove references that a HQ of less than 10 

represents an acceptable leve l of risk. However, the Army does be lieve that there is negligible 

eco logical risk at SEAD- 16 or SEAD-17 . It should be noted that a hazard quotient of 1 is not 

considered a measure of risk but a measure of the leve l of concern. At both sites, most COCs with 

HQs greater than one were due to exposure to sediment/ditch soil. Risk from exposure to 

sediment/ditch so il assumes that the d itches are supporting aquatic life and that the receptor is 

continuously exposed. Si te conditions at SEAD- 16/ 17 suggest that usually there is no water in the 

ditches and that they do not support aquatic life . Due to the fact that it is not be li eved that the 
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sediment/ditch so ils pose a threat to the environment , ecological ri sk is not of concern at the sites. In 

addition , the assumptions and many of the toxicity va lues used in the ecological risk assessment were 

overl y conservative and over represent site risk. 

Comment 22 : Page 7, Remedial Action Objectives: Under this section the Army states that 

"(A)nother reason for the consideration of a residentia l use is to comply with Army guidance, which 

states that a lternatives consistent with property use without restriction should be considered to 

compare li fe-cycle institutional control costs with more conservative clean-up alternatives." 

However, the Army never performs a comparison of I ife-cycle inst itutional control costs in the 

eva luation of alternatives. Because the document is so ambiguous as to which institutional contro ls 

would be required for each specific alternative , it inhibits any possible comparison of life-cycle 

inst itutional control costs. T he Army should clearly spe ll out the insti tutional controls that would be 

required for each alternative, and then compare the li fe-cyc le costs for institutional controls with more 

conservative cleanup alterna tives (i.e. , unrestricted scenario). 

Response 22: Agreed. Possible land use contro ls that would be required as a part of each remedial 

a lternat ive have been added to the text. For the purpose of cost estimation, costs for these contro ls, 

such as signage, development of a deed restric tion, and attorney ' s fees , have been incorporated into 

the cost estimates and are presented in the text. The revised annual O&M cost for restricted use 

scenari os is $8 1,510 (formerly $40,440) . T he unresh·icted use scenario would not require any 

long-tem1 land use controls, hence, the annual O&M costs are unchanged, estimated at $40,440. 

Comment 23: Page 8, Remedial Action Objectives: T he statement that "(L)ead was selected as the 

indi cator metal for soil since the presence of lead is the most geograph ically dispersed over the site 

and by remediating lead contaminated soil , other compounds that contribute risk will a lso be 

remediated," is not adequate ly supported . Please provide a table/figure indicating the specific lead 

contamination leve ls comparative to the other contaminated levels proposed to be remediated by 

reaching the cleanup goa l of 1250 ppm lead. The last sentence of thi s paragraph, stating that " (M)ost 

exceedances of these five metals are co-located with the lead exceedances," indicates that there would 

be meta ls contamination left on-site outside of the area that would be subject to the proposed clean up 

goa l of 1250 ppm lead. Please explain. Also, the Army does not present any remediation goals of the 

P AH or groundwater contamination as described on pages 3 through 5, respectively. Please 

reconcile. 

Response 23 : Acknowledged. The approach to defining the excavation area has been revi sed, as 

di scussed in response to comment # 1. To delineate the remedial area, ini tia lly the location of lead 

was mapped since it is the most geographi ca ll y di spersed COC over the site . The extent of the 

remedia l area was expanded by including any areas with sa mpl es th :1 t exceeded the meta l and PAH 
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clean up goa ls presented in Table 1. The Army will remediate to the cleanup goa l scenario of soils 

conta ining lead greater than 1250 ppm or exceedances of P AH and metal c leanup goals that have 

been establi shed. 

Long-tem1 monitoring for groundwater is proposed for SEAD- 16 and SEAD- 17. T he text has been 

revised. 

Comment 24: Page 8, Soil with Lead Concentration Exceeding 1250 mg/kg: The discussion on the 

proposed hot spot removal is not only lacking but also inappropriate. Not only does the Army not 

define what contaminants of concern would be addressed by the proposed hot spot removal , but they 

also do riot state the cleanup goals to be achieved, or whether this hot spot removal is proposed for 

each alternative. The Am1y should define, in the description of alternatives, what contaminants are to 

be addressed and their respective cleanup goals. It is inappropriate for the Am1y to propose a hot spot 

removal in lieu of fully addressing the remediation of this area. The Army also needs to define the 

nature and extent of contamination that is being proposed for remediation of this area, instead of 

simply declaring a "hotspot removal." Also, is the Anny proposing to perform a detailed risk 

assessment as part of the completion report? The definition of a co mpletion report shou ld be 

provided in the text. 

Response 24: As stated in response to Comment # 1, c leanup goa ls for P AHs and metals have been 

developed and, consequently, the remedial area has expanded. Therefore, the concept of "hotspots" 

no longer ex ists. A ll locations that include concentrations that exceed the cleanup goa ls are included 

in the remed ial area, and the remedial action is driven by comp liance with the established cleanup 

goa ls. It should be noted that all areas formerly referred to as " hot spots" are inc luded in the revised 

re media l area based on exceedences of cleanup goals. Figures 2 and 3 have been revised to illustrate 

the extent of the remedial area. 

A ri sk assess ment wi ll not be included as part of the completion report, since it is not a normal 

component of a completion report. Post remedial action samplin g will confitm that there is no 

re sidual contamination remaining on-site. 

Comment 25: Page 9, Soil with Lead Concentrations Exceed ing 1000 mg/kg: The statement that 

"costs assoc iated with the remediation of lead to a concentration of 1000 mg/kg was also estimated. 

Thi s concentration level is associated with the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) 

guid elines for industrial use," should be revised to read that "(T)hi s concenb·a tion level was derived 

from past comm unications and agreement between the NYSDOH and th e Ann y." 

Respon<;e 25: Agreed. The text has been revi sed. 
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Comment 26: Page 9, Soil with Lead Concentration Exceeding 400 mg/kg + TAGM: The last 

sentence in this section is inappropriate and should be removed from the text. 

Response 26: Agreed. The sentence has been removed from the text. 

Comment 27: Page 10, SEAD- 16 and SEAD-17 Remedial A lternatives: There are seven 

alternatives not six as stated. Alternative 4P is considered the seventh alternative. 

Response 27: Agreed. The text has been revised. 

Comment 28: Page 10, Alternative 2 - On-site Containment: Please expand on and explain how 

"(T)his alternative may al so limit future land use. " 

Response 28: Agreed. Thi s a lternative may also limit future land use due to the inclus ion of land use 

restrictions as an e lement of this remedy. Land use restrictions could include prohibiting di sturbance 

of cover, excavation, etc. The text has been revised. 

Comment 29 : Page 11, Alternative 4P - Off-site Disposal : It is unclear whether the hot spot re moval 

as outlined on page 8 would need to be performed for this alternative. Please c larify. Also, the last 

part of the fir st sentence, beginning with "even though" should be removed. Also, it is assumed that 

the inst itutional controls required for the residential scenario would be different from those that would 

be required under the industrial scenario, however this document does not c learly state the difference. 

The statement that ""(I)nstitutional controls, which are an element of thi s a lternative , are discussed in 

the beginning of this sect ion," should be removed and replaced w ith a di sc ussion of the specific 

institutional contro ls proposed for this scenario. 

Response 29: As stated in response to Comment # 1, c leanup goals for PAHs and meta ls have been 

developed and , consequentl y, the remedial area has expanded. Therefore, the concept of " hotspots" 

no longer exi sts . All locations that include concentrations that exceed the c leanup goa ls are included 

in the remedial area , and the remedia l action is driven by compliance with the es tabli shed c leanup 

goal s. Figures 2 and 3 have been revised to illustrate the extent of the remedial area. 

The last part of the fir st sentence has been deleted, and the first sentence cunentl y reads, "Alternative 

4P addresses future unrestricted use of SEAD- 16 and SEAD-17, which would restore the sites to the 

pre-di sposa l condition." 
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A discussion on common objectives of land use controls for all a lternatives is presented upfront. 

E lements that are unique to each alternative are included as part of the detailed description of each 

alternative. 

Comment 30: Page 11, Alternative 4, Off-site Disposa l: The document should c lari fy if the 

"common fi ll" wou ld be considered "clean" fi ll , and tested prior to backfilling. A lso, the Proposed 

P lan should clarify that a ll so il s failing TCLP will be handled as hazardous wastes for di sposal 

purposes. 

Response 30: Agreed. C lean backfill wou ld be used and tested prior to backfillin g. The text has 

been revised. 

The Proposed -Plan clarifi es that so il s failing TCLP will be handles as haza rdous was te for di sposa l 

purposes. 

Comment 31: Page 13, Detai led Analys is of Alternatives: The phrase "commercial use" is stated 

here and not anywhere else in the text. It is understood that the proposed future use o f these sites is to 

be industrial use on ly, therefore please replace the plu·ase with more appropriate word ing. 

Response 31: The word "commercial" has been rep laced with " industri al". 

Comment 32: Page 14, A lternative 2: On-site Conta inment: It should be made c lear in thi s section, 

and throughout the document , that additional sampling (i.e ., pre-design sampling to defi ne the extent 

of remediation) wou ld be required , as stated in the Army's response to comments and in the li st of 

elements of the prefe1Ted remedy. 

Response 32: Agreed. Throughout the text, language is included to indica te that additional sa mpling 

(i .e., pre-design sampling to define the extent of remediation) would be required. 

Comment 33: Page 15. A lterna ti ve 2: On-s ite Conta inment: T he di scuss ion on admi ni s trative 

feasi bili ty of thi s a lternatives, as with a ll of the alternatives presented in thi s Proposed Plan, does not 

di scuss the implementability of institutional controls . It is the Department 's understanding that the 

admini stra ti ve feas ibili ty of the implementation and enforcement of ins titutiona l control s a t DOD 

fac ilities on the NPL is not favora ble at this point. Please include a discussion . A lso, communi ty and 

state acceptance should be di scussed under thi s alternative , and each of the other alternat ives. 

Response 33: It is the Army 's understanding that EPA and the Department of Defense (DoD) have 

reached an unde rstanding that req uirements for implementation and enforcement of land use control s 
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will be detailed in the Remedial Design Plan. The discussion on land use controls in the Proposed 

Plan and ROD will be limited to the objectives and goa ls of the land use controls. The text has been 

revised to reflect this change . 

State acceptance addresses technical and administrative concerns of the State with regard to 

remediation. ·NYSDEC is providing input during the preparation of this Proposed Plan, and their 

concurrence w ith the se lected remedy will be included in the ROD. Community acceptance of the 

selected remedy will be evaluated following the public comment period and wi ll be discussed in the 

Responsiveness Summary of the ROD. A discussion of communi ty and state acceptance has been 

added under each alternative. 

Comment 34: Page 16, Alternative 4, Off-site Disposal: The document states that "(A)t this time, it 

is anticipated that this remedial action wi ll preclude the necessity of any additional remedial efforts at 

SEAD- 16 and SEAD- 17. However, if additional work is required in the future, this remedial action 

should not interfere in any way." If the Anny is proposing Alternative 4 in that it will be protective 

of human health and the environment under an industrial scenario, these statements should be 

clarified. These statements are repeated on pages 17 and 18, and should be addressed in each instance 

as well. 

Response 34: The Army find that this text leads to confusion and is not necessary. Therefore, the 

statements have been removed from the text. 

Comment 35: Page I 9, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: This section does 

not address groundwater contamination with respect to protection of human health. P lease address. 

This section should also discuss institutional controls and their relevance to protection of human 

health and the environment. 

Response 35: Although the baseline risk assessment indicated that ingestion of groundwater did pose 

a risk to some receptors , which was caused by thallium, it is not believed that groundwater at the site 

poses a risk to human health. The Army questioned the thallium results used in the baseline risk 

assessment since thallium was not hi storically used in the vic inity of the site. The Army authori zed 

an additional round of groundwater sampling in order to verify the presence of thal lium. At 

SEAD-16, an additional samp ling round for thallium was analyzed using furnace atomic absorption 

techniques , which has a lower detect ion limit for thallium (1 .5 ~Lg/L) and is not susceptible to 

aluminum interference. The original ana lytical method had a detection limit of 5 ~tg/L. The results 

demonstrated that thallium was not present in the groundwater, and prior results were likely due to 

laboratory errors from aluminum interference (the presence of aluminum in a sample can fa lsel y 

elevate the reported concentration of thallium). In addition , the second round of sampling was 
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conducted using low flow techniques, which lowered reduced the turbidity of the samples. At othe~ · 

sites at SEDA, such as SEAD-13 , low flow sampling has resulted in lower turbidity levels, which has 

corresponded to lower concentrations of metals. Turbidi ty data for the first round of sampling at 

SEAD-16/17 are not available. Since low flow sampling methods were not used during the first 

round, the turbidity levels of those sampl es were most likely high, which contributed to the reported 

elevated thallium concentrations. Accordingly, the Army believes that the thallium detections were 

attributed to the sample hirbidity leve ls and analytica l method . Therefore, groundwater does not pose 

a risk at SEAD-16. The only risk at SEAD- 17 was for a day care center child (HI= l ), which was also 

caused by ingestion of groundwater containing thallium. The additional round of groundwater 

sampling was not performed at SEAD- 17. However, similar results to those at SEAD- 16 would be 

expected. The elevated thallium may have been caused by high turbidi ty in the samples . 

Land use controls aid in the protection of human health and the environment by limiting access to the 

site and preventing the use of groundwater as drinking water. The previous sentence has been added 

to the text. 

Comment 36: Page 19, Compli ance with ARARs : The document should point out that although 

there are no chemical specific ARARs for soil in New York State, NYSDEC TAGM 4046 are To Be 

Considered (TBCs). Also, although the Army does not expect there to be exceedances of ARARs for 

groundwater in the future , the Army should perform groundwater monitoring to confirm this notion . 

Response 36: Agreed. NYSDEC TAGM 4046 are TBCs. The Army will perfom1 groundwater 

monitoring to confirm compliance with ARARs. The text has been revised. 

Comment 37: Page 20, Long-Tem1 Effec tiveness and Pem1anence: The NYSDEC disagrees with 

the Army 's opinion that "(A)ltemative 6 is the most effective in eliminating the long-term threats 

because soil washing segregates the coarse and fin e fac tions of the soil. " Alternative 4P should be the 

most effecti ve in eliminating long-term threats because it involves excavating and removing the 

greatest amount of contamination fo rm the site to a leve l that is protecti ve fo r unrestricted use . Also, 

this section should include a discussion on instituti onal control s, and their ro le in re lation to long-tem1 

effectiveness and permanence. Also, the tem1 "EPC" is introduced without introduction and it is not 

located in the glossary. 

Response 37: Agreed. Alternati ves 2, 4, 4P, and 6 all demonstrate long-tenn effectiveness because 

they re ly on disposal, containment, and treatment to reduce the hazardous constituents in the soils and 

ditch so ils. Alterna tive 4P is the most effective in eliminat ing long-term threats since it woul d 

invo lve excavation and remova l of contaminants, which is required in order to allow unres tri cted use . 
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A ll alternatives would require temporary groundwater use restrictions until ARARs are achieved . . 

. Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 would require permanent land use controls restricting the site to industrial use 

only, with no daycare facility. 

A discussion on the long-term effectiveness and permanence of land use contro ls has been added. 

The Army believes that land use controls are effective and pennanent if monitored and enforced until 

such restrictions can be removed. 

The term EPC, exposure point concentration, has been added to the glossary and defined in the text at 

its first reference on page 8. 

Comment 38: Page 21, Implementability: This section should include a discussion of institutional 

controls and the _ease, or lack thereof, of implementing all the a lternatives that include this remedia l 

e lement. 

Response 38: It is the Army 's understanding that EPA and DoD have reached an understanding that 

requirements for implementation and enforcement of land use controls will be detailed in the 

Remedial Design. The discussion on land use controls in the Proposed Plan and ROD wi ll be limited 

to the objectives and goals of the land use contro ls . The text has been revised to reflect this change. 

Comment 39: Page 21, Cost: This section states that "(A)dministrative costs include the costs for 

restricting future land use to non-residential." Does the Army intend on restricting this site for use as 

a daycare facility , or a conservation/ recreation area? The term "non-residential" is too broad and 

should be clarified. 

Response 39: The selected remedy will include lan guage that on ly a ll ows industrial use of the site. 

Additionally, use of the site as a daycare center wi ll be restricted. The text has been revi sed to c larify 

thi s point. 

Comment 40: Page 22, Prefened Alternative: 

a) The first bullet of the remedia l elements cal ls for "conducting additional sa mpling as part of 

the pre-design sampling program to further delineate the areas of excavation. " This bullet 

should also call for the delineation of the area subject to institutional controls that is not 

suitable for unres tricted use due to residual contam111ation. 

b) The third bullet should not specify a maximum excavation depth of ditch soi l when there is a 

proposed cleanup goal of 125 0 ppm lead. 

c) The fifth bull et proposes excavating sur face soi ls grea ter than 125 0 ppm lead but does not 

address the subsurface soils. Please address. 
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d) As stated in Specific Comment 18, the text needs to indicate what contaminants the hotspot 

1emediation is addressing. 

e) The Army stated on Page 8 that a Completion Report would be submitted after the remedial 

actions have been completed, therefore the army should include this in the bulletized list. 

f) The statement that Alternative 4 " is a cost effective, readily available alternative that does not 

require any long-term maintenance" should include a discussion of institutional controls, and 

the maintenance of such. 

g) The statement that "(U)nti l the groundwater at the site meets MCL and GA standards, land 

use controls will be a part of the remedy," is false. Inst itutional controls, such as deed 

restrictions for industrial use only, etc. will be part of the remedy even after groundwater 

achieves ARARs. Please correct. 

h) The last paragraph references a deed, but does not state that deed restrictions would be 

implemented as an institutional control. Please correct. Please note that for any deed_ 

restriction which may be instituted to ensure that this remedy is adequately protective of 

human health and the environment, a clause should be included compelling the property 

owner to annua lly certify to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

that the deed restriction is in place, and that the use of the property is consistent with that 

restriction. 

i) Also, under the bulleted items, please revise the statement " (C)onducting annual soi l 

sampling in Kendaia Creek at four locations," to read (C)onducting annual sediment sampling 

in Kendaia Creek." 

Response 40: 

a) Agreed. The Army will also use the pre-design sampling and analysis information to 

delineate the area where land use restrictions will be required 

b) Agreed . Excavation wi ll continue until cleanup goals are achieved. 

c) At SEAD-16, there are three locations (the area around SB 16-2 , SB 16-4, and SB16-5) that 

wou ld required subsurface excavation. This information has been added to the text. At 

SEAD-17 there is no identifiable so il exceeding the proposed cleanup goa ls in the subsurface. 

Table 3B indicates that 2 out of 10 samples exceeded the TAGM, however those samples 

were collected from the surface (0-2 feet) . 

d) As described in detail in previous responses , c leanup goa ls have been establi shed for 

antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, mercury, thallium, zinc, and PAHs (benzo(a)anthracene, 

benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, and dibenz(a,h)anthracene). All excavation wi ll 

continue until these CUGs have been achieved. The text has been revised . 

e) Agreed. A bullet has been added that includes the submi ss ion of a Completion Report as an 

element of the remedy. 
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f) The text has been revised to reflect that Alternative 4 would also require maintenance of land 

use contro ls, such as fences and signs. 

g) Agreed. There will be a temporary groundwater use restriction until groundwater 

concentration leve ls meet MCL and GA standards. Land use controls will be a permanent 

part of the remedy to restrict the site for industrial use only and to prevent site use for a 

daycare facility. The text has been revised. 

h) It is the Army ' s understanding that EPA and DoD have reached an understanding that 

requirements for implementation and enforcement of land use controls will be detailed in the 

Remedial Design. The discussion on land use controls in the Proposed Plan and ROD will be 

limited to the objectives and goals of the land use controls. The text has been revised to 

reflect this change. 

i) Agreed. The text has been revised. 

Comment 41: Glossary: Under the BRAC definition it states that "(B)ase closure is in the process of 

being perfom1ed. " It is the Department ' s understanding that the base has already been closed. If this 

is the case, then the definition should be corrected. NYSDEC is inco1Tectly defined as the "New 

York State Department of Environmental Protection ." Under T AGM, the last sentence should be 

removed from the text. 

Response 41: Agreed. The glossary has been revised. 

Comment 42: Tab le IA, lB, ID , and 2A: No footnote is provided for "n-nitrosodiphenylamine 1
". 

Response 42: Agreed. The footnote has been deleted from all tables. It should be noted that the 

tables have been renumbered as Table 2A, 2B, 2D, and 3A. 

Comment 43: Tab le 1 D and 4D: These tables should define "action level. " 

Response 43: Agreed. The action level was NYSDEC sediment criteria, based on site spec ific total 

organic carbon (TOC) data. This information has been added to the tab les . It shou ld be noted that 

these tables have been ren umbered Table 2D and 3D. 

Comment 44: Tab le IE: The values in the "average" and "frequency of detection" co lumns are the 

same. Please revise the "average" co lumn to reflect a number not a percentage . 

Response 44: Agreed. The table has been revi sed. It should be noted that the table has been 

renumbered Table 2E. 
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Comment 45: Table 3: This table should include P AH contamination (See Comment 2). 

Response 45: Agreed. CU Gs for carcinogenic P AHs whos~ NYSDEC T AGM 4046 values are 

human health based (benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, and 

dibenz(a,h)anthracene) have been developed and are presented in the table. It should be noted that 

this table has been renumbered as Table 1. 

Comment 46: Tables 4 and 5: To be consistent with the text, all alternatives presented on these 

tab les should indicate whether institutional control s would be required for each alternative. 

Response 46: Agreed. The tables have been revised . 

Comment 47::. Table 6: Thi s table should indica te the maintenance costs for institutional con tro ls in 

the Annual O&M Costs co lumn. 

Response 47: Agreed. The maintenance costs for institutional control s wi ll be included in the annua l 

O&M costs (refer to comment #22). A note will be added to Table 6 to reflect thi s revision. 

Comment 48: Tables 7 and 8: EPCs should be removed from these tables . 

Response 48: Agreed. The remedial action will comply with the stated cleanup goa ls; therefore , no 

residual contamination exceed ing cleanup goals is expected. Tables 7 and 8 have been revi sed and 

the EPCs have been removed from the tabl es. 

Comment 49: As a sugges tion , revising the tables by reducing the number of sign ificant fi gures 

would make the tabl es more user-friendly. 

Response 49: Agreed. The tables have been revi sed. 

Comment 50: Appendi x A: On page 2 it sta tes that drainage ditch so il s "would be removed to an 

approximate depth of 12 inches." In the Preferred alte rnatives section of the Proposed Plan it ca ll s for 

removing ditch so ils to a one foo t depth. Please explain how the cleanup goals of 1250 ppm lead and 

400 ppm lead and other metal s to T AGM wou ld result in the same depth of ditch so il to be 

remediated when clearl y in the cost ca lculations it is estimated that the 400 ppm cleanup goa l requi res 

3 times the amount of ditch soil to be remediated compared to the 1250 ppm cleanup goa l. Please 

reconcile. 
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The last statement under Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence should include a di scussion of 

groundwater use restrictions. 

Under Implementabili ty, the statement " interac tion with NYSDEC and EPA" should be removed 

from the text. Coordination with the regulatory agencies should not be included in the administrati ve 

feas ibility discussion. 

Response 50: a) Disagree. Although the depth of excavation of ditch soil is identical for bo th 

alternatives, the area of excava tion is significantly larger fo r Alternative 4P. The area of ditch soil to 

be excavated under a cleanup goa l of 1250 ppm lead was estimated at 7420 SF, which results in a 

vo lume 6f 275 CY. In Alternati ve 4P under a cleanup goal of 400 ppm lead and TAGM fo r other 

metals, the area of ditch soil to be excavated was approximated at 14,370 SF, which resul ts in a 

vo lume of 532 CY. Therefore, Alternative 4P would require that approximatei'y 2 times grea ter 

volume of ditch so il be excavated than under Alternative 4. 

b) Agreed. All alternatives would require temporary groundwater use restrictions until ARARs are 

achieved. Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 would requi re permanent land use contro ls restricting res identi al 

use and land use as a daycare fac ili ty. Once groundwater ARARs are achieved, Alternative 4P would 

be permanent. 

c) Agreed. The text has been revised. 
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S816- 1 Arseni c 
Cadmium 
Copper 

Lead 
Mercury 
Thallium 
Zinc 

S8 16-2* Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 

Lead · 
Merc ury 
Thallium 
Zinc 

SB I 6-3 Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 

Lead 
Mercury 
Thallium 
Zinc 

S8 16-4* Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 

lead 
Mercury 
Tha ll ium 
Zinc 

SBl6-5 * Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 

lead 
Mercury 
Thall ium 
Zinc 

TABLE A- I 
Distribution of Metals in Soil at SEAD- 16 

SEAD- 16/ 17 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Proposed CUGs for Fin al 

Proposed Plan (mg/kg) 1 0-.2 0-.2 (DUP) 
22 5 J 
14 0.36 

33 1 19 J 

1250 J 2 1.9 J 
0.5 0. 1 J 
2. 6 1.8 
773 99.8 
22 *SSl6-3 is 
14 nearby 

33 1 

1250 -' 
0.5 
2.6 
773 
22 4 J 3.8 J 
14 0.06 u 0.06 u 

33 1 35.6 J 33 J 

1250 J 65.9 J 5 1.7 J 
0.5 0.05 u 0.04 J 
2.6 0.82 u 0.79 u 
773 84.5 79.8 
22 3 J 
14 0.1 8 

33 1 39.7 J 

1250 J 193 J 
0 54 0.5 1 J 
2.6 0.72 
773 90.4 
22 
14 

33 1 

1250 ' 
0.5 
2.6 
773 

DEPTHS 

I '-2' 2'-4' 6'- 12' 
3.3 J 6.3 

0.07 u 0 19 
23.6 J 664 

12.6 J 309 
0.4 u 0.48 

0.94 u 0.85 
54.8 119 

6.9 J 
045 
206 J 

79 1 J 
1.9 J 

0.9 1 
183 

5.2 J 
0.06 
164 J 

2 14 J 
0.04 J 
0.87 u 
89.2 

6.9 J 5 J 
0.09 0.09 
736 J 26.6 J 

35400 J 6 1.6 J 
0. 54 J 0.03 u 
88.2 0.85 u 
165 70.9 

* Location i1wluded in area to be 1-cmcdiated to a depth of I ft (except SB 16-4 and SB 16-5 whi ch are being excavated to 3 ft. and 
SB 16-2 whi ch is being exc:1vated to 2 ft.) . 

\bold \ Indicates that the concentration exceeds the ri sk-based CUGs 
I. Soil criteria are human hea lth based clea nup goa ls deri ved und er th e industri al scenario fo r the day-care child receptor. The CUG 

va lue is no1111a lized acco rding to the post-remediati on HQ di stribution for a day-care chi ld receptor. 

J 

2. The cleanup goal value is based on th e NYS DEC TAG M 4046. which is site background co ll ec ted for SEDA , and was adopted since 
the ri sk-based value 0.7 was below backgro und . 

3. Thi s va lue was selec ted as th e c lea n up goal for lead in accordance with the pub lication "Recommendation s oflhe Technica l Review 
Workgroup for Lead fo r an Interim Approac h lo Assessing Ri sks Associated with Adult Exposures lo Lead in So il" 
(USEPA. December 1996). Refer to the Remedia l Ac ti on Objec ti ves section in the PRAP fo r a more de tai led disc uss ion. 
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TABLE A-2 
Distribution of Metals in Soil at SEAD-17 

SEAD-16/17 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Proposed CUGs for Final DEPTHS 

Proposed Plan (mg/kg) 1 0-.2 2'-4' 2'-4' (DUP) 
SB 17- 1 Arsenic 2 1.5 4 .6 5.2 

Cadmium 14.4 0.73 u 0.74 u 
Copper 33 1 46.4 26.9 

Lead 1250 3 266 11.4 J 
Mercu1y 0.54 0.05 J 0.06 J 
Zinc 773 93.4 80 .2 

SB 17-2* Arsenic 2 1.5 5.2 6.9 6.3 
Cadmium 14.4 2.8 0 .74 u 0.6 
Copper 33 1 85. 1 18.5 2 1.5 

Lead 1250 3 686 13 11.2 
Mercury 0.54 0.04 u · 0 .04 J 0.04 
Zinc 773 172 63 76.7 

SB 17-3 Arsenic 21.5 4. 1 5.4 
Cadmium 14.4 0.43 u 0 .74 u 
Copper 33 1 25.9 26.9 

Lead 1250 3 24.6 J 2 1.2 J 
Mercury 0.54 0.06 J 0.04 J 
Zinc 773 69.7 69 

SB 17-4* Arsenic 2 1. 5 4.9 5.7 
Cadmium 14.4 0.43 0. 38 u 
Copper 33 1 . 24 22.7 

Lead 1250 3 12 J 11.7 J 
Mercury 0 .54 0.04 u 0.03 J 
Zinc 773 64.2 85 .1 

* Location included in area to be remediated to a dep th of I ft. 
I bold I Indicates that the concentration exceeds the risk-based CU Gs 

4'-6' 

3.4 
0.56 
20 

7.5 
0.03 
57. 1 

u 

J 

1. Soil criteria are human hea lth based cleanup goals deri ved under the industrial scenario for the da y-care 

J 
UJ 

child receptor. The CUG va lue is normalized according to the post-remediation HQ distribution fo r a day-ca re 
child receptor. 

2. T he cleanup goa l value is based on the NYSDEC TAGM 4046, which is site background co ll ected fo r SEDA, 
and was adopted since the risk-based va lue 0.7 was below background. 

3. This va lue was se lected as the clean up goa l for lead in accordance with the publication "Recommendations 
of the Technica l Review Workgro up fo r Lead for an Inte rim Approac h to Assessing Risks Assoc iated with Adult 
Exposures to Lead in Soil" (USEPA, December 1996). Refer to the Remedia l Action Objectives sec tion in the 
PRAP for a more deta iled disc uss ion. 
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Response to Comments from the U.S. Environmenta l Protection Agency 

General Comments: 

Subj ect: Draft Fi nal PRAP for SEAD- 16 & 17 
Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus , New York 

Comments Dated: Octqber 29, 2002 

Date of Comment Response: Apri l 4, 2003 

Comment 1: Page I, 2"d Co lumn , last 'I]: Please update the address to rece ive comments and include your 

e-mail address. 

Response 1: The'' mailing address has been updated. The Am1y requests that all comments be formally 

submitted to the Army in writing. 

Comment 2: Page 4, 1 Sl Column, 1st 'I] , 211
d Sentence: Reference is made to groundwater background 

concentrations. Please provide a table with groundwater background concentrat ion va lues. 

Response 2: In the past the Army has not included this information in a Proposed P lan and does not see the 

relevance in including this information . Please refer to Table 6-2E in the R1 for the groundwater background 

data. 

Comment 3: Page 5, 1st Co lumn, 2"ct 'I], last Sentence: Confirm that thallium was also not detected at 

SEAD-1 7 by the additional groundwater sampling as di scussed under SEAD-1 6 on page 4 . Repeat last 

paragraph of the referenced groundwater discussion (regarding additional round of sa mpling) for SEAD-16 

(page 4) as a new paragraph at the end of the Groundwater section under S EAD- 17. 

Response 3: The additiona l round of groundwater sampling was not perfonned at SEAD- 17. However, 

s imilar results to those at SEAD-1 6 would be ex pected. For SEAD-16, the addi tional sampling round was 

analyzed using graphite furnace atomic absorption techniques, which has a lower detection limit for thallium 

(1.5 pg/L) and is not susceptible to aluminum interference. The original ana lyt ical method had a detection limit 

of5 ~tg/L. The ana lytical results indicated that thallium was not detected in any o f the on-site monitoring we lls 

at SEAD- 16, and it was concluded that thallium is not a COC in groundwater at SEAD- 16. The additional 

groundwater sampling was conducted us ing low flow sampling techniques. At other sites, such as SEAD- 13 

(see at tached), low fl ow sampling has resulted in lower turbidity levels, which has con esponded to lower 

concent rati ons of metals. Turbidity data for the first round of samplin g at SEAD- 16/17 are not available. 

S ince low flo w sampling methods were not used during the first round of sampling, the turbidity levels of those 
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samples were most likely high, which contrjbuted to the reported elevated thallium concentrations. 

Accordingly, the Army beli eves that the thallium detections at SEAD-17 were attributed to the sample 

turbidity levels and analytica l method. Thallium is not considered a parameter that is present in the 

groundwater. The tex t has been revised. 

Comment 4: Page 8, I st Co lumn, 1st
~, last 2 Bullets : Please delete the last two bullet items (RA Os) as, few if 

any, of the alternatives seem to address migration or restoration of media as bu lleted. Add a new bullet 

describing the prevention of future exposure by institutional controls and groundwater monitoring until MCLs 

are met. 

Response 4: Agreed. The tex t has been revised. 

Comment 5: Page 8, 2nd Column, 3rd
~, 2nd Sentence: Please provide the background HQ calculations or 

reference document with the calculations. 

Response 5: Agreed. The tex t has been revised to inc lude reference to the Remedial Investigation for 

SEAD-1 2, Table M.111 in Appendix M, which presents the background HQs for the short-tailed shrew, which 

is a similar receptor to a deer mouse. 

Comment 6: Page 9, Summaiy of Remedia l A lternatives: Please include language for instituti onal controls 

and Five-Year Reviews to each of the applicable remedies. Institutional controls should inc lude rest,iction of 

land use to non-residentia l and groundwater use until MCLs are met. 

Response 6: Agreed. S ince all alternatives (except A lternative 4P) would result in contaminants remaining at 

the site that are above leve ls that a llow unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, land use controls and five-year 

reviews would be required in order to attain remedial action objectives. A ll sites, inc ludin g A lternative 4P, 

would require a groundwater use restriction until groundwater ARARs are achieved. Five-year reviews would 

be required to evaluate whether the response actions remain protective of public hea lth and the environment. 

The text has been revised. 

Comment 7: Page 15, Alternative 4 & 6, Cost Range: Please provide an explanation as to why there is a cost 

range under the Capital Cost and the Present Worth Cost fo r A lternatives 4 and 6. 

Response 7: The range in costs is due to a range of cleanup goals evaluated for cost under each alternative 

( 1250 mg/kg lead , I 000 mg/kg lead, 400 mg/kg lead, and 400 mg/kg lead + TAG Ms). 
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Comment 8: Page 20, 1"1 Column, last i): Please provide _an explanation as to why there may be 

post-remediation exceedances of T AGM values ( e.g. , wi ll still be protective with restriction to industri al use). 

Response 8: It should be noted that s ince the FS , risk-based cleanup goals (CUGs) for ce1iain carcinogenic 

PAHs and metals (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc) have been established. 

CU Gs for PAHs were derived by following the same approach used at SEAD-59/71. P AH CU Gs were derived 

using the NYSDEC Technical and Admini strative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) #4046: Determ ination of 

Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup l evels method for es tablishing CU Gs for carcinogens based on a future 

construction worker receptor ( daycare faci lity use wi II be restricted) , the most conservative receptor under the 

intended future use scenario (industri a l). CU Gs for metals were derived by back calculating concentrations of 

metals that, combined, would yield a non-carcinogenic risk less than 1. In order to account for the fact that 

each metal constituent of concern (COC) is only a partial contributor to total ri sk, the post-remediation hazard 

index (HI) for each COC at SEAD-1 7 was nonnalized to reflect the magnitude of ri sk of one metal in 

comparison to the total ri sk from all the metals of concern . It should be noted that post-remediation assumes 

that all surface soil samples located within the boundary of the area delineated by concentrations oflead greater 

than 1250 mg/kg have been removed. The normalized HI was subsequently used as the acceptab le risk value 

in the calculation to determine the CU Gs for meta ls. The ri sk-based CU Gs for PAHs and metals are presented 

in Table 1. 

The remedial action wi ll comp ly with the cleanup goals, shown in the revised Table I . Tables 7 and 8 present 

the maximum level of each COC that is expected to remain on-site once the remedial action is complete. The 

text has been revised to refl ect that there wi ll be no post-remediation exceedances of the cleanup goa ls. 



Response to Comments From New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

Subject: Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD-16 and 17 
Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus , New York 

Comments Dated: November 13 , 2001 

Date of Comment Response: May 14, 2002 

General Comments: 

It is not clear if the proposed remedy will leave the site for unrestricted use or not. The Proposed Plan 

should be specific in defining all the components of a proposed remedy. This includes institutional 

controls. · If the Am1y is intending on leaving residual contamination above acceptable levels for 

unrestricted use, institutional controls will be necessary to prevent unacceptable human exposures. 

This Proposed Plan must include the definition and description of the specific institutional controls 

envisioned. The geographic extent and the specific restrictions (i.e. , residential , childcare facility, 

etc.) of the institutional controls must be included in the Proposed Plan and the subsequent Record of 

Decision. In addition , institutional controls should be compared to the evaluation criteria just as any 

other component of a remedial alternative. At least one unrestricted use alternative should be brought 

forth into the detailed analysis of alternatives to present a full comparison of the advantages and 

disadvantages of a range of alternatives, from unrestr icted use to a restricted use scenario that requires 

institutional controls and long-term monitoring. The comparative analysis of institutional controls, 

including cost, implementability, and administrative feasibility needs to be addressed in this Proposed 

Plan. 

Since groundwater contamination is not addressed by this remedy, some type of institutional control 

limiting groundwater usage must be included in addition to the proposed long-term groundwater 

monitoring. 

The State requests the following spatial amendments be made to excavation areas for Alternative 4 

(Off- Site disposal): 

1. SEAD 16: The present spatial configuration of the excavation area does not include surface 

soil areas containing elevated levels of carcinogenic PAHs (up to 1, 159 mg/kg). The 

inclus ion of the following soi 1 sampling areas in the final excavation are is requested : SS 

16- 1; SS 16-3 1; SS16-35; and SB16-4. 

2. SEAD 17: As stated on page 8 of the draft Proposed Plan for concenh·ations of metals in soil , 

" . .. results indicate that metal concentrations of 18 mg/kg, 359 mg/kg, 539 mg/kg, 2.69 mg/kg 
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Response to NYSDEC Comments on Draft Proposed 
Remedial Ac tion Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- 16 and 17 
Comments Dated November 13, 2001 
Page 2 of2 

for antimony, copper, z inc, mercury and thallium respective ly , will not pose unacceptable 

risks for the future industrial use scenario ... Therefore, the delineated area for lead 

cleanup ... has been examined to include areas with concentrations exceeding the above­

mentioned leve ls for the future industrial use scenario ." These va lues were calculated based 

upon the maximum metal concentrations that would be protective of a day-care/residential 

chi ld in an industri al and residential use scenario. However, when comparing the metals 

concentration pattern to the proposed de lineated area to be excavated, the delineated area 

does not include all areas which metal concentrations exceed the above va lues . The so il 

sample from area SS 17- 10 contains 52 mg/kg antimony and 546 mg/kg copper and therefore 

must be included in the area of excavation. 

This draft lacks data tables identify ing contaminants of concern, con-esponding concentrations, 

proposed cleanup standards and concentrations of contaminants proposed to be left on-site . Th is 

information need to be clearly presented in the revised Proposed Plan . 

Response: Severa l changes have been made to the document in response to th is comment. Data 

tables identifying the con taminants of concern and their concentrations and cleanup goals have been 

added to the report. In add iti on, the elements of the remedy have been more c lea rl y outlined in the 

"Prefen-ed Alternative" section. Figures 2 and 3 have been added to show the areas of remediation 

for the remedial action at both sites . Responses to additional points made above follow: 

Future Use 

The remed ial action object ives for SEADs- 16 and 17 were based upon the in tended future land use, 

which is industri al use for both s ites. Residential land use was only considered to compare the cost of 

remediating the sites fo r this land use versus the cost to implement restricted use on the sites. T he 

goal of the remedia l ac ti on is to prevent ingestion of and dermal contact with so il s and ditch so il s 

with lead concentrat ions above 1,250 mg/kg, which is based on the future industria l use scenar io. 

The text has been revi sed to clearly state that the proposed remedy is for future industrial land use. 

The e lements of the remedy have been more clearly outlined in the Preferred Alternat ive section. 

Institutional Controls 

Text expla ining the use of institutional controls has been added to the sections entitled Summary of 

Remedial Alternati ves and Preferred Alternative. The use of institutiona l contro ls may include access 

control, land use res trict ions, and the restriction of groundwate r use. The land use controls are 

intended to prevent the use of groundwater as drinking water as long as the concentrations in the 

water are grea ter than GA or MCL standards. T he report considers c lea n up for industrial use and 

makes reference to the future use of the property being industrial, whi ch. by defi nition , will 
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Response to NYSDEC Comments on Dra ft Proposed 
Remedia l Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- 16 and 17 
Comments Dated November 13, 200 I 
Page 3 of3 

necessitate the imposition of a land use restriction . Institutional controls will be part of the overa ll 

remedia l strategy to restrict exposure to those activities involving industrial use. Upon land transfer, 

language will be included in the deed that would require the continued use and maintenance of the 

land use control s. 

Institutional controls have been addressed in the cost estimates for all a lte rnatives to cover semi­

annual groundwater monitoring. 

Detailed Analysis 

The evaluation of an unrestri cted land use alternative under the Alternative 4, Off-S ite D isposal, has 

been conducted and will be added to the PRAP as Appendix A. For unrestricted land use, lead 

concentrations of 400 mg/kg + T AGM have been evaluated. T he 400 mg/kg level of lead in so il is 

the EPA recol11illended leve l for res idential use. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater use restrict ions wi ll be required until the gro undwater monitoring shows that the 

concentrations of contaminants of concern have decreased to below the GA or MCL criteria. T his 

statement has been added to the text in the institutional controls discussion . 

Groundwater is not considered to be a media of concern because the results of the ri sk assessment 

showed no risk to future receptors. In addition, fo ur of the metals that were detected at co ncentrations 

exceeding the groundwater criteria were also detected in background groundwater samp les. 

Amendments to Excavation Areas 

Additional locations for remova l wi ll on ly be incorporated to the extent that the ra ilroad trac ks are not 

disrupted. The area between the northwest comer of Building S-3 11 and the rai lroad tracks has been 

added as an area of hotspot remova l. Thi s area includes the soil sampling locations SS I 6- 1 and 

SB 16-4. The so il sa mplin g locat ions, SS 16-35 and SS16-3 1, wi ll be removed as hotspots at loca ti ons 

adjacent to the rai lroad tracks. The areas will be excavated to a depth of 12 inches and backfilled 

with clean soil. No confirmatory sampling w ill be conducted. 

The area around soil samp lin g location SS 17- 10 has been added as a hot spot removal loca ti on . T he 

area wi ll be excavated to a dep th of 12 inches and backfi lled with clean so il. No confirmatory 

samp ling will be conducted. 
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Response to NYSDEC Comments on Draft Proposed 
. Remedia l Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- 16 and 17 

Comments Dated November 13, 200 I 
Page 4 of4 

Specific Comments: 

Comment 1: Please remove "Superfund" from the title . The Army is a respons ible party as defi ned 

in Section 107 of CERCLA therefore the term "Superfund" is not applicable to this site . 

Response: Agreed. The title has been revised. 

Comment 2: Page 1, Purpose of Proposed Plan: In the third sentence, please remove the phrase 

"with support from" and replace it with more appropriate wording such as "in cooperation with." The 

USEPA and NYSDEC entered into the Federa l Fac iliti es Agreement as equal entities therefore the 

regulatory agenci es are not "support" agencies as otherwise indicated. 

Response: Agreed. The text has been revised. 

Comment 3: Page 2, Site Background: T he last sentence of the third paragraph states that "access to 

the site is restricted because the site is located in the ammunition storage area. " It is the Department's 

understanding that there is no ammunition being stored on-site. If that is the case, then the Army 

should denote that the site is located in the "forn1er" ammunition storage area . 

Response 3: Agreed. The word "former" has been added to the text. 

Comment 4: Page 5, Additional ln forn1ation on SEAD-25 and SEAD-26 Human Health Ri sk 

Assessment: The sta tement "the decision to perfonn a remed ial action will be based upon the 

intended land use scenario" should be removed from the text. The dec ision to perform a remedi al 

action should be based upon a remedia l inves ti gation/feas ibility study that includes a detailed analysis 

ofremedial alternatives, not simply on the basis of the intended land use scenario. 

Response: T hi s comment does not app ly to the SEAD- 16 and 17 PRAP, but the SEAD-25 and 26 

PRAP. The referenced statement is not found in the SEAD-16 and 17 PRAP. 

Comment 5: Page 7, Remedial Action Ob jectives: The statement that "the selection of lead as a 

cleanup goal is a resu lt of discuss ion between the Anny, USEPA, and NYSDEC," is inappropriate , 

incorrect and should be removed from the text. P lease refer to the general comments section of the 

NYSDEC's February 2 1, 200 1 letter which s tates that "the FS does not clearly demonstra te if or ho w 

using a cleanup goa l for lead wi ll affect the other contaminants. T he level of contaminants to be 

remediated or left untreated onsite should be eva luated and discussed for each a lternative to provide a 

better perspective during the comparative analys is for each c leanup goal. Without such a discuss ion 
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Response to NYSDEC Conm1ents on Draft Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- 16 and 17 
Comments Dated November 13, 200 1 
Page 5 of 5 

it is difficult to support the Army's conc lusion that the remedies evaluated are protective of human 

health ." 

Response 5: Aclmowledged. The phrase has been removed from the text. 

Lead was used as the indicator compound for detennining the volume of soil to be remediated 

because lead· was the most widespread metal of concern in soil. Four levels of protection for lead 

have been considered. These levels include 1250 mg/kg, I 000 _mg/kg, 400 mg/kg, and 400 mg/kg + 
t AGM. In addition to lead, cleanup goa ls were calculated for antimony, copper, mercury thallium, 

and zinc for the indush·ial and residential scenarios. T hese cleanup goals were included in the four 

clean-up scenarios. 

Results of the calculation indicate that metal concentrations of 18 mg/kg, 359 mg/kg, 539 mg/kg, 2.69 

mg/kg, and 3.59 mg/kg for antimony, copper, zinc, mercury, and thallium, respectively, will not pose 

unacceptable risks for the future industrial use scenario. Therefore, the areas of soil to be remediated 

for lead cleanup concentrations of 1,250 and 1,000 mg/kg a lso include areas w ith concentrations 

exceeding the above-mentioned levels for the future industrial use scenario. 

Results of the calculation indicate that metal concentrations of 12.8 mg/kg, 256 mg/kg, 385 mg/kg, 

1.92 mg/kg, and 2.56 mg/kg for antimony, copper, z inc, mercury, and thallium, respectively, will not 

pose unacceptable risks for the future residential use scenario. Therefore, the areas of soi l to be 

remediated for a lead cleanup <?Oncentration of 400 mg/kg also include areas with concentrations 

exceeding the above-mentioned levels for the future residential use scenario. 

A discussion on residual contamination has been added to the text under the Long-Term Effectiveness 

and Permanence sect ion under Evaluation of A lte1i1atives . The goal of the remedial action is to have 

no residual contamination in soils above the clean up goa ls developed for the future industrial use 

scenario (lead concentration of 1250 mg/kg). The limits of excavation were established with the aim 

of ach ieving this objective. A table has been added to the PRAP presenting the c lean up goals for soil 

for the future indusb·ial use scenario . 

After remediation is completed· at SEAD-16, the maximum concentrations of antimony, copper, lead, 

mercury, and thallium, are expected to be be low the calculated concentrations determined to be 

protective of human health under an industria l scenario. Although the maximum concentration of 

zinc exceeds the clean up goal , the EPC for z inc is be low the clean up goal. 

After remediation is completed at SEAD-17, the maximum concentrations of lead and the five metal s, 

antimony, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc , are expected to be below the calculated concentrations 

determined to be protective of human health under an industrial scenario . 
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Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD-16 and 17 
Conm1ents Dated November 13, 2001 
Page 6 of6 

Comment 6: Page 8, Soil with Lead Coneentration Exceeding 1250 mg/kg: It states that the cleanup 

goa l of 1250 mg/kg of lead "is likely to be result in residual levels of lead at the si te that are 

protective of all receptors in a residential scenario ." However, other metals "such as arsenic and 

cadmium, exceeded the EPCs outside the proposed lead cleanup areas." The draft needs to clarify 

that lead is not the only contaminant of concern at this site and di scuss the post-remedial action levels 

remaining on-site of other contaminants under various alternatives. 

Response 6: As stated in the response to Comment 5, lead was used as the indicator compound for 

detennining the volume of soil to be remediated because lead was the most widespread metal of 

concern in the soil. However, cleanup goals were also calculated for antimony, copper, mercury, 

thallium, and zinc . The areas of remediation were establi shed based on the values derived for the 

future industrial use scenario. This information was already provided in the section titled Remedial 

Action Objectives. A sentence has been added to that section stating that cleanup goals were also 

derived for the five metals. 

The goa l of each remedial . action alternative is to have no residual contamination in soils above the 

c lean up goals developed for the future industrial use scenario. As presented in the response to 

Comment 5, the cleanup goal is 125 0 mg/kg for lead and the cleanup goal is 18 mg/kg, 359 mg/kg, 

539 mg/kg, 2.69 mg/kg, and 3.59 mg/kg for antimony, copper, zinc, mercury, and thallium, 

respectively. The text of the PRAP states that the alternatives were developed based on the proposed 

cleanup level of 125 0 mg/kg for lead. 

Tables A-1 and A-2, which present the post-remedi ation EPCs and maximum concentrations of 

antimony, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc at each s ite, will be added to the PRAP as Tables 7 and 

8. After the remediation is complete, the EPC values of these metals are expected to be below the 

calculated concentrations determined to be protective of human hea lth under an indush·ial scenario. 

The post-remedial EPCs for arsenic and cadmi um were also calcu lated for SEAD-17. The EPC for 

arsenic is less than the T AGM and the EPC for cadmium slightly exceeds the T AGM value. 

After remediation is completed at SEAD-16, the maximum concentrations of antimony, copper, lead, 

mercury, and thallium, are expected to be below the calculated concentrations determined to be 

protective of human health under an industrial scenario. Although the maximum concentration of 

zinc exceeds the clean up goal, the EPC for zinc is less than the clean up goa l. 

After remediation is completed at SEAD-17, the maximum concentrations of lead and the five metals , 

antimony, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc, are expected to be less than the calculated 

concentrations determined to be protective of human hea lth under an industrial scenario. 
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After remediation at SEAD-16, the on ly expected exceedance of TAGMs for arsenic or cadmium is 

one hit of arsenic at a concentration of 9.9 mg/kg, which only slightly the T AGM value of 8.2 mg/kg. 

The post-remed ial concentrations of arsenic and cadmium were considered at SEAD-17. After 

remediation, only one detection of arsenic , 8.9 mg/kg, slightly exceeds the T AGM value of 8.2 

mg/kg. For cadmium, there are expected to be eight exceedences of the T AGM, but seven of these 

detections are less than twice of the T AGM value. The maximum concentration of cadmium is 

expected to be 5.6 mg/kg. However, the post-remediation EPC for cadmium is expected to be 2.45 

mg/kg, which only s lightly exceeds the T AGM value. 

The information di scussed above has been added to the text in the Long-Term Effectiveness and 

Pennaneilce section under Evaluation of Altematives. It should be noted that only the intended future 

land use , industrial use, will be considered in the PRAP; consequently, di scussion of analysis relating 

to a residentiahcenario has been removed from the document. 

Comment 7: Page 8, with Lead Concentration Exceeding 125 0 mg/kg: The sta tement "and the 

future land use of the site is intended to be industrial , therefore , in genera l, the proposed soil cleanup 

goal of 1250 mg/kg will be protective of the env ironment," needs to be c larifi ed. Is it the Army's 

contention that the so il c leanup obj ec tive is protec tive of the environment in an industrial setting 

only? Also, on page 2- 12 of the FS it states that "a post remediation eco logical risk assessment will 

be conducted to ensure the remediation plan is protective of the environment." However, the 

Proposed Plan does not address this. 

Response 7: It is the Arn1y's intent to clean up soil to be protecti ve of the environment in an 

industrial se tting. A fter completion of the remedial action at both s ites, a Completion Report that will 

demonstrate that the remedial action is protective of human health and the environment, will be 

submitted . A post remediation ecological risk assessment will not be conducted . A statement that 

describes the submittal of a Completion Report has been added to the referenced paragraph. 

Comment 8: Page 8, So il w ith Lead Concentra tion Exceeding 400 mg/kg: The draft states that to 

comp ly wi th NYS regulations to "restore the site to pre-disposal conditions , to the extent feasible and 

authorized by law" the Army calculated the "costs associated with the remediation of lead to pre­

disposa l ( or residentia l) conditions ." As stated by the NYSDEC numerous times over the years, at 

least one unrestricted use alternative should be brought forth into the detailed analysis of alternatives. 

A simp le cost compari son is not sufficient to present a full compari son of the advantages and 

di sadvantages of a range of alternatives, from unrestricted use to a restricted use scenar io tha t requires 

institutional control s and long-term monitoring . 
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The statement that "the decision to accept the residential use scenario c lean-up goal would be 

considered if the cost comparison showed that the cost to achieve lower c,leanup level was affordable, 

in the opinion of the Department of Defense" is not sa tisfactory. 

Response 8: Aclrno~ledged . The evaluation of unrestric ted land use under Alternative 4, Off-Site 

Disposal, will be eva luated against the nine criteria and will be submitted as Appendi x A to the 

PRAP. For unrestricted land use, lead concentrations of 400 mg/kg + TAGM wi ll be the c leanup 

goal s. The 400 mg/kg leve l of lead in soi l is the EPA recommended level for res idential use. 

Comment 9: Page 9, Alternative 2- On-site Containment: It states that "regrading of the s ite and 

installation of institutional controls .. . wi ll be required" for Alternative 2, however there is no mention 

of institutional control s in the detailed analys is of alternatives . See General Comments above. T he 

draft also states "(T)his alternati ve may a lso limit the future land use. " Does this impl y that the land 

use wi ll have to be restricted? The Proposed Plan should clarify this . 

Response 9: As stated above , a discussion of institutional controls has been added to the descript ion 

of the remedial a lternatives. The PRAP considers clean up for the future industrial use scenario, 

which wi ll necessitate the imposition of a land use restriction. 

Comment 10: Page 12, A lternative 2: On-site Containment: The draft states that "Alternative 2 will 

leave contaminated soil in place" and "it may restrict future use of the land," however there is no 

discussion of institutional controls. The Proposed Plan needs to be clear on whether the site wi ll need 

to be restricted or not. See General Comments and Specific Comment # 10 above . 

Response 10: As stated in the response to the General Comment, the use of institutional control s 

including access control , land use restrictions, and the restriction of groundwater use, has been added 

to the section tit led Sum111a1y of Remedial Alternatives. The report considers clean up for industrial 

use and makes reference to the future use of the property being industrial , whi ch, by defin ition , will 

necessitate the imposi tion of a land use restriction . Institutional contro ls will be part of the overall 

remedia l strategy to restrict exposure to those activities involving industrial use . Upon land trans fer , 

language will be included in the deed that would require the continued use and maintenance of the 

land use controls . 

Comment 11: Page 13, Alternati ve 4: Off-s ite Di sposal: The statement that "the remedi at io n areas 

have a lready been initially delineated" needs to be c larified. As stated in the NYSDEC's February 21, 

2001 letter to the Army concern ing the FS , it is our opinion that "the estimate of quantities to be 

remediated cannot justifiabl y be made when the remed iat ion limit is large ly unde fined ." The Anny's 

July 3 1, 200 I response to comments stated that "(A)dditional sampling has bee n pl anned as part of a 
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pre-design sampling program fo further delineate the areas ." The Army needs to add language to the 

Proposed Plan exp laining the extent and purpose of this pre-design sampling. 

Respo~se 11: Agreed. An additional sampling program will be conducted as part of a pre-design 

sampling program to define the perimeter of the area of excavation. This sampling program has been 

added to the bulleted items in the Preferred Altemative section . 

Comment 12: Page 16. Compliance With ARARs: The draft states that "exceedance of ARARs wi ll 

not be expected in the future, even without any action, according to modeling results presented in 

FS ." However, there is no discussion or presentation in the FS regarding modeling results and future 

groundwater conditions . 

Response 12: Agreed. The text has been revi sed to indicate that the Fate and Transport model , 

which was originally run for the RI Report, was rerun for the FS Report. A discussion of the model 

and the results are presented in Section 1.4 (Fate and Transport) of the FS Report. The fate and 

transport model consisted ·of a conceptual site model , water balance calculation, and the VLEACH 

model. A detailed discussion of the numerical models and their applications and assumptions is 

presented in the RI Report. 

The fate and transport model was rerun for the FS Report using site specific information . The results 

suggested that the metals in the on-site soil tend to strongly bind to soil instead of partitioning into the 

water. For SEAD-16, the results of the model indicate that groundwater concentrations of copper, 

arsenic, mercury, and cadmium wi ll not increase or exceed the respective groundwater standard in 

l 00,000 years. 

For SEAD- 17, the results of the model indicate that groundwater concentrations of lead, copper, 

antimony, zinc, si lver, and cadmium wi ll not exceed the respective groundwater standard for I 00 ,000 

years. 

Comment 13: Page 18. State Acceptance: After the phrase "State comments received on" please 

insert the fo llowing: "the RI report , FS report and." 

Response: Agreed. The text ha s been revi sed. 
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Antimony 
Copper 
Mercury 
Thallium 
Zinc 

Notes: 

TABLE A-1 
SEAD-16 RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for SEAD-16/17 
Seneca Army Depot 

Max Concentration 
to be Protective of 

Human Health 1 

(mg/kg) EPCs 2 (mg/kg) Max Hit {mg/kg) 
Industrial Use Post Post 

Day Care Child Remediation Remed iation 
18.0 4.78 17.1 
359 69.8 204 
2.69 0.350 1.2 
3.59 0.920 1.8 
539 133 1270 

TAGM 4046 
(mg/kg) 

5.9 
33 
0.1 
0.7 
110 

1. The maximum concentrations to be protect ive of human health under an industrial 
use scenario were calculated in Table 2-3 in the Final FS, February 2001. 

2. The EPC values were determined by selecting the lower value of either the max 
conce_ntration or the calculated 95% UCL of the mean for the surface soil samples 
that were not located in the area included in the proposed remed ial action. 
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Antimony 
Arsenic 
Cadm ium 
Copper 
Mercury 
Thallium 
Zinc 

Notes : 

TABLE A-2 
SEAD-17 RESIDUAL CONTAM INATION 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for SEAD-16/17 
Seneca Army Depot 

Max Concentration to 
be Protective of 

Human Health 1 

(mg/kg) EPCs 2 (mg/kg) Max Hit (mg/kg) 
Industrial Use Post Post 

Day Care Chi ld Remed iation Remediation 
18.0 -5.00 5.0 
NA 5.90 8.9 
NA 2.5 5.6 
359 83.4 182 
2.69 0.150 1.00 
3.59 0.686 1.50 
539 230 488 

TAGM 4046 
(mg/kg) 

5.9 
8.2 
2.3 
33 
0.1 
0.7 
110 

1. The maximum concentrations to be protective of human health under an industrial 
use scenario were calcu lated in Table 2-3 in the Final FS, February 2001 .' 

2. The EPC va lues were determ ined by selecting the lower value of either the max 
concentration or th e calcu lated 95% UCL of the mean for th e surface soil samples 
that were not located in the area included in the proposed remedial action . 

NA - Not App licable: values were not determ ined for th is constituent. 
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Response to Comments From United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Subject: Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD-16 and 17 
Seneca Anny Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: March 7, 2002 

Date of Comment Response: May 14, 2002 

General Comments: 

Comment 1: Page I: Purpose of Proposed Plan, 1st Column, ,Jl 

Clarify the meaning of the word "Active" within the name of SEAD-17 in light of the closure status 

of Seneca, which is not an active facility anymore. Also, clarify the role of the Corps versus the 

Anny (i.e., who is responsible to sign and implement the Record of Decision [ROD]). 

Response 1: Agreed. A discussion has been added to the Site Background section on page 2 stating 

that the SEAD-17 furnace has been inactive since 1989 due to RCRA permitting issues . The existing 

deactivation furnac e at SEAD-17 had been in the process of being permitted as a hazardous waste 

incinerator, under the provisions of RCRA, but the RCRA permit was withdrawn by the Army when 

the Depot was li sted for base closure in 1995. 

The Anny is responsible for signing and implementing the Record of Decision. Reference to the 

US .Anny Corps of Engineers (USA COE) has been removed from the document. 

Comment 2: Page 1: Purpose of Proposed Plan , 2nd Column, Last ,J 

Please provide an electronic mail address to receive comments via the internet. 

Response 2: Disagree. The An11y requests that all comments be formally submitted to the Anny in 

writing. 

Comment 3: Page 2: Site Background, 1st Column, ,J2 & 3 

Provide a describe how each of these two sites were used (i.e. , what kind of deactivation occutTed , 

processes , etc.). 

Response 3: Agreed. Text has been added describing the process of deactivation of sma ll arms 

munitions at the si tes . 

Comment 4: Page 2: Site Background, 1st Column, il4 

NPL means National Priorities Li st, not National Priority List as usually spelled out by the Am1y. 
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Response to USEPA Comments on Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
for Sead-16 and 17 
Comments Dated March 7, 2002 
Page 2 of2 

Response 4: Agreed. The text has been revised . 

Comment 5: Remedial Investigation Summary, 2nd Column 

Please provide the State's approval date for the Final Closure Report for the Underground Storage 

Tanks Removal of 1994. In addition, please indicate if the four referenced documents are avai lab le to 

the public as part of the Site's Administrative Record. 

Response 5: The tanks were unregistered. During the removal of the tanks, there was no evidence of 

leaks. The repo1i was not submitted to NYSDEC. 

The four referenced documents are avai lable to the public and are located at the Seneca Army Depot 

Activity. · This infom1ation has been added to the first paragraph of the referenced section . 

Comment 6: Page 3: Groundwater for SEAD-16 

This section indicate that the source of inorganics exceedances is not likely to be SEAD-16. 

However, nothing is sa id of what is being done to determine any other possible sources or to 

determine if it is due to natural occurrence. 

Response: Agreed. The text is misleading. The concentrations of aluminum, manganese, iron, and 

sodium in the site groundwater are similar to concentrations found in groundwater from background 

locations and are most likely naturally occurring. The sentence has been reworded to the fo ll owing: 

"The site mean concentrations for aluminum, manganese, iron, and sodium are not statistically 

different from their background concentrations ." 

Comment 7: Page 3 & 4: SEAD- 16 & 17 

Please provide concentration values , ranges and maximums, for all the investigated media. 

Response: Agreed. Tables have been added to the report . 

Comment 8: Page 4: SEAD- 17, Groundwater 

This section on ly li st MCLs as the criteria for contaminants eval uation in this media . Please include 

NYSDEC A WQS Class GA criteria and its respective evaluation. 

Response: Agreed. The text has been revised. 

Comment 9: Page 5 & 6: Summary of Site Risk, Human Health Risk Assessment 
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Response to USEPA Comments on Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
for Sead- 16 and I 7 
Conunents Dated March 7, 2002 
Page3of3 

The reviewer found no discussion of the future land reuse expected for these sites. Is there any 

potential for future residential redevelopment? Furthermore, if future land use was only evaluated for 

industrial scenario, Institutional Control s (ICs) and 5-Year Reviews are required. 

Response: Agreed. Text has been added to the section titled Remedial Action Objectives designating 

the future land use as industrial. A discussion of Institutional Controls has been added to the sect ion 

titled Swnma,y of Remedial Alternatives. A disc uss ion of the 5-Year Review has been added to the 

Preferred Alternative section . 

Comment 10: Page 7: Remedial Action Objectives, 2nd Column, ~ l 

Remedial action objectives need further di scussion, especially the groundwater component seems to 

have been omitted from the document. 

Response: Agreed. A discussion of the remedial ac tion objectives for groundwater, soil in the 

ditches, and building debris has been added to the PRAP. 

Groundwater is not considered to be a media of concern because· the results of the risk assessment 

showed no risk to future receptors. In addition, four of the metals that were detected at concentra tions 

exceeding the groundwater criteria were a lso detected in background groundwater samples. 

Comment 11: Page 7: Remedial Action Objectives, 2nd Column, last il 
The word "residential" should be stricken out of this sentence. 

Response : Agreed. The wording is incorrec t. However, this sentence as well as related text 

discussing residual risk for the future res idential use scenario have been removed from the document. 

Comment 12: Page 8: 1st Column , i12, 2nd sentence 

There seems to be confusion between exposure scenarios and receptor groups . Please clarify whi ch 

scenario and receptor group were used to estimate the levels of inorganics proposed to be remo ved. 

Response 12: Aclmowledged . Two sets of max imum meta ls concentrations were calculated. One 

set was for the future industrial use scenario with the daycare child as the receptor. The second set 

was for the residential scenario using the child as the receptor. The discuss ion of the residential use 

scenario has been removed from the refe renced paragraph, whic h describes the calculated clean up 

goa ls for the industrial scenario. 

Comment 13: Page 8: 1st Co lumn, ii 3, 2nd sentence 
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Response to USEPA Comments on Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) 
for Sead- 16 and 17 
Comments Dated March 7, 2002 
Page 4 of 4 

NYSDEC TAGM values are human hea lth-based values, unsuitable to assess environmental 

conditions for ecological purposes. Please provide accepted ecological-based criteria as presented in 

the FS. 

Response 13: Agreed. The paragraph has been revised to state that site background concentrations 

were also used to calculate ecological hazard quotients . 

Comment 14: Page 9: Summary of Remedi al Alternati ves, !st Column, after i1 1 
Discussion of groundwater impact and remediation (i .e., treatment, monitoring. restrictions, etc .) are 

lacking throughout the entire document, spec iall y under this section and the_ Evaluation of 

Alternatives section. In additiona l, institutional control s (!Cs) and 5-year reviews are required for 

each of the alternatives presented within this document. 

Clarify the type of treatment meant by "off-s ite treatment" throughout this section . 

Response 14: Acknowledged. A di scussion on the remedial action objective for groundwater has 

been added to the section titled Remedial Action Objectives. Groundwater is not considered to be a 

media of concern because the results of the risk assessment showed no risk to future receptors. In 

addition, four of the metals that were detected at concentrations exceeding the groundwater criteria 

were also detected in the background groundwater samples. The groundwater will be monitored on a 

semi-annual basis at both sites and institutional control s may be used to restrict usage of groundwater 

for drinking. 

As stated in the Response to Comment 9, a d iscussion on institutional control s has been added to the 

PRAP . A di scussion of the 5-year review req uirement has been added to the Preferred Alternative 

section . 

Off-site treatment may include soi l stabili za ti on , whi ch invo lves mixing an additive such as cement, 

quick lime, flyash, pozzolans, or a proprietary agent with the soil. This information has been added to 

the text. 

Comment 15: Figure 3 

The copy submitted is not readab le. 

Response: The figure has been revised to be more readable. 
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Response to Comments From U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Subject: Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- 16 and 17 
Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 

Comments Dated: December 26, 200 l 

Date of Comment Response: April 7, 2002 

Comments from Jim Peterson, Cost Engineering: 

Comment 1: Please identify source of applicab le cost information. Cost back up should be furnished 

in order to perform a review. 

Response 1: The cost back up is provided in the Final Feasibili ty Study Report for SEAD- 16 and 1 7 

(Revised July 200 l ). A footnote has been added to Table 3, Detail Cost Estimates . 

Comments from Sandy Frye, Compliance: 

Comment 1: ARAR Issues ? T he brief di scussion on Compliance w ith ARARs on page 16 needs to 

be more spec ific. For example, stating the CW A is an ARAR is far too broad of a statement to make 

regarding ARARs fo r this project. The CW A covers a myriad of areas of comp liance. In thi s 

document, the spec ific requirements of the CW A the contractor/Corps feels are germane need to 

listed. Are CW A requirements regulating storm water discharge at construct ion sites exceeding 

l acre in size the ac tual ARARs? Are substantive portions of the CW A pertain ing to point source 

discharges applicab le or relevant and appropriate? Or, is the contractor referr ing to A WQC 

standards? Past experi ence has shown that poorly identified ARARs in the ROD ca n co me back to 

haunt a facility in the future. It is strongly recommended that the specific sect ions of the CW A the 

contractor fee ls are ARARs should be identi fied and any numeric standards li sted. If thi s 

identification cannot be done, then perhaps the CW A is not an ARAR after a ll . ARARs should have 

been specifica lly identi fied in the FS . If not, it is unclear how the a lterna ti ves could have been 

adequately evaluated and a remed ial action recommendation made. T he ARAR eva luation required 

for the FS should be presented here in the Proposed Plan. 

EPCRA is not an ARAR for thi s proj ect. EPCRA contains no substantive requirements that would 

apply to any of the hazardous substances found on the site . It is an entire ly admin istrative regul ation 

and has no requirements that would be applicab le or re levant and appropriate for thi s projec t. It 

should be deleted as an ARAR. [Note : EPCRA is not legally enforceab le at any Federal faci li ty. 

Compliance with EPCRA at Federa l faci lities is mandated by EO 13 148 and not law. Because it is 
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Response to Comments From U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on 
Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD- I 6 and 17 
Comments Dated December 26, 200 I 
Page 2 of2 

not a legally enforceable standard, it does not meet the definition of an ARAR and should not be 

listed as such.] 

NEPA . is not an ARAR. CERCLA constitutes the functiona l equivalent of NEPA and therefore 

NEPA is not required at sites undergoing CERCLA response actions. DoD Instruction 4715.9, 

Enclosure 2, paragraph E.1. 1.5 specifically states that the procedural requirements for preparation of 

documentation to meet the statutory requirements for remediation and/or restoration projects 

undertaken under CERCLA are substantially the same as prescribed under NEPA. It a lso states that 

components are not required to prepare separate NEPA documents for CERCLA actions . NEPA 

should be deleted as an ARAR. 

Respons~ 1: A revised list of ARARs has been added to the PRAP as Appendix A. The revised list 

refers to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CW A) as a Potential Federal Location-Specific ARAR. 

In addition, the NPDES Permitting Requirements for Discharge of Treatment System Effluent; 

Effluent Guidelines for Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers; and Discharge to POTW 

are referenced as section·s of the CW A that are Potential Federal Action-Specific ARARs. The 

EPCRA has been removed from the ARAR list. 

Comment 2: Page 6 of the Proposed Plan indicates that there was no unacceptable risk posed at 

SEAD 17 except to a future child care center child. As this is NOT a reasonably foreseeable use for 

SEAD 17, it is totally unclear as to why valuable and increasingly rare DOD restoration dollars would 

be spent to remediate the site. In order to avoid giving the appearance of ?we don?t know what we 

are doing? it would be prudent to include the real driving force behind the decision to remediate the 

site . If political pressure is being applied or EPA and/or the State will not accept any other 

alternative, it should be stated clearly in the document. This will ensure that this infom1ation will be 

available for any future evaluations/assessments that might be done at the site regarding the logic 

used in the selection of the remedy. 

Response 2: Evaluation of the day care child in the human health ri sk assessment was requested by 

the EPA based on the fact that other day care centers had been present at SEDA. The human health 

risk assessment indicates that indoor dust, soil , and groundwater at SEAD-16 present a ri sk to the 

future industrial worker, future day care child, and future day care center worker. In addition , the 

human health risk assessment indicates that ingestion of on-site soil presents a risk to the future day 

care child at SEAD-1 7. 

Maximum soil concentrations of antimony, copper, mercury, thallium, and zinc were calculated for 

the two most conservative receptors, a day care child in an industrial scenario and a residential child . 
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Response to Comments From U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on 
Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for SEAD-16 and 17 
Conm1ents Dated December 26, 200 I 
Page 3 of 3 

For the future industrial use scenario, most locations with concentrations of metals exceeding the 

calculated clean up goals are co-located with the areas having lead exceedances of 1250 mg/kg . 

The Army proposed a cleanup level for lead of 1250 mg/kg, which was derived from an EPA 

publication that suggested a range of lead cleanup levels (750 ppm to 1750 ppm) which may result in 

an acceptable residual risk under an industrial scenario. This concentration is protective of receptors 

in an industrial future use scenario, but not for a day care center child . Although a day care scenario 

was evaluated in the human health risk assessment, it is not the Army ' s intent to use the property for a 

day care center. Deed restrictions will be placed on both sites restricting day care centers. 

Comments from Laura L. Tate, Chemical Engineer: · 

Comment 1: EPA 540-F-98-054 Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil Sites 

"The presumptive remedy for principal threat metals-in-soil waste that is targeted for treatment is: 

Reclamation/Recovery (when feasible) -

.... Immobilization - . ... 

The presumptive remedy for low-l eve l threat metals-in-soil waste that is not targeted for h·eatment is: 

Containment - ... " Neither containment nor immobilization was adequately considered in this FS/PP . 

Response 1: Alternative 2 is the on-site containment alternative. Alternative 4, Off-Site Disposal, includes 

stabilization of soils with metal concentrations exceeding the TCLP criteria. Both alternatives underwent 

detailed analysis with respect to overall protection of human health and the environment; ARAR 

compliance; long-term effectiveness and pem1anence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through 

treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementabi lity; and cost. Refer to the Final Feasibility Study Report 

for details of the analysis and description of alternatives. 

Comment 2: Evaluation of excavation and off-site di sposa l vs the presumptive remedies is contained 

in the appendices to the aforementioned document. Soil washing is ranked sufficiently above off-site 

disposal to justify a more detail ed comparison. 

Response 2: Soil washing was one of the alternatives that underwent detailed analysis, however, 

because soil washing was detem1ined to be the most expensive option, it was not selected as the 

preferred option. 
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