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SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

November 7, 1996 

Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Kamal Gupta 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Gupta: 

In accordance with Section 17 . 7 of the Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(SEDA), SEDA acknowledges EPA' s letter, dated November 1, 
1996, that states formal consultation concerning the Ash 
Landfill is not warranted . 

EPA's letter is considered to close comments on 
both the revised Groundwater Modeling Report and the 
revised Feasibi lity Study for the site. Accordingly, 
these two documents will be combined as one finalized 
document incorporating comments received. In accordance 
with the provisions of the FFA, this document will be 
submitted not later than December 16, 1996, 45 days from 
closure of comments. 

Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator, at (607) 869-1309. 

?••r 1ea on @ Recycled Paper 

cer l~M 
te hen W. Brooks 

LTC, U.S. Army 
Commanding Officer 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWA Y 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

EXPRESS MAIL 

Stephen Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Dhectmate 01 Engineermg and Housmg 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

Re: Revised Groundwater Modeling Report at the Ash Landfill Site 
Revised Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report at the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This letter is in response to SEDA's submittals of the revised documents referenced above. 
After reviewing the updated groundwarer modeling report, results of the quarterly monitoring 
performed at the Ash Landfill and SEDA's responses to our comments on the FS report, EPA 
has determined that we cannot support natural attenuation as the preferred alternative to 
remediate the contaminant plume at the Ash Landfill. The Army's new modeling still 
indicates significant off-base migration, with the plume eventually reaehing the farmhouse 
wells. Results included in the June 1996 groundwater monitoring report for the Ash Landfill 
indicated that an increase in VOC concentrations has been demonstrated in two of the off-site 
wells. Natural attenuation can remain as an alternative in the FS, but another groundwater 
cleanup alternative should be selected to present to the public as the proposed remedy. 

Three scenarios were run with data collected after the soil removal action was completed. 
These most recent scenarios were run with 3 different degradation constants. Scenario 3A 
predicts after 50 years, the maximum concentration off-site at the SEDA fence line would be 
176 ppb total VOCs, with the plume reaching the farmhouse wells in approximately 60 years, 
achieving maximum concentration of 10 ppb total VOCs in 140 years. Scenario 3C predicts 
the maximum concentration of 87 ppb total VOCs off-site at the SEDA fence line in 46 years, 
with the plume reaching the farmhouse wells in approximately 60 years achieving a maximum 
concentration of 1.4ppb total VOCs in approximately 130 years. Scenario 3B predicts the 
concentrations will be reduced to 5 ppb total VOCs in 12 years, with the plume fully 
degrading before it reaches the farmhouse wells. 
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Results included in the June 1996 groundwater monitoring report for the Ash Landfill 
indicated that VOCs were detected in two of the off-site wells , for the first time in March of 
1996. Cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethene and Toluene were found in MW56 which is approximately 225 
feet off SEDA property . Toluene was detected in MW47, about 375 feet off-site. 
Unfortunately, the Army's proposed contingency plan of buying out property and providing 
alternate water supplies as they become contaminated is not an adequate contingency plan. 
There are no off-site wells situated between MW56 and the SEDA fence line. However, on­
site wells PT24 and MW29 (nearest the fence line) will be sampled with the September 1996 
round of quarterly monitoring to give us an indication of how the plume is progressing near 
the SEDA fence line. 

During our April conference calls , EPA discussed that three debris piles at the Ash Landfill 
showed feau at maxmmm Cortcentranons of 1630 ppm, 2890 ppm and 1750 ppm. The Army 
agreed that these soils should be excavated to meet the 500 ppm cleanup level for lead already 
agreed to at the Open Burning Grounds . The Ash Landfill FS should be revised to include this 
soil remedy . 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES PERTAINING TO SEDA'S RESPONSES TO EPA'S MARCH 22, 
1996 ASH LANDFILL FS COMMENTS 

Response to General Comment # 1 : 
The response makes the reasonable conclusion that a decrease in turbidity in ground water 
samples is associated with a decrease in the concentration of inorganic constituents. However, 
the conclusion that if turbidities were further reduced that concentrations of inorganic constituents 
would all be below ARARs is conjecture. The available information indicates that in some ground 
water samples certain ARARs for inorganic constituents are exceeded. For example, the turbidity 
in MW-53 was 40 NTUs, which is below the New York State Department ofFmrironmental 
Conservation guidance of 50 NTUs for ground water samples, and ARARs for chromium, lead, 
and nickel were still exceeded. 

The contention that the lead concentration in ground water samples from MW-44 would be lower 
due to the dewatering of soils during excavation for the thermal treatment seems to be 

· inconsistent with the argument that turbidity causes elevated lead values. If the ground water 
itself did not contain the lead then how did removing ground water help to reduce future lead 
concentrations? Is the text implying that dewatering removed a sufficient amount of fine-grained 
sediment from the soil? In two places in the response to comment, it appears that the 
identification of the referenced tables is incorrect. In the second paragraph, the reference to Table 
A should to be Table B. In the third paragraph, the second reference to Table B should be Table 
A. 

The text states that manganese is a commonly occurring element that is considerably less toxic 
than other metals . Manganese , while an essential nutrient, can cause a Parkinson's-like 
syndrome in doses not far removed from the Recommended Daily Allowance (RDA), and 
should therefore not be dismissed as relatively non-toxic. 
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Treatment of groundwater for dissolved metals will be coincident with its treatment for VOCs. 
The collection of groundwater which contains VOCs will also collect groundwater which contains 
dissolved metals. Due to the concentrations of dissolved metals in the groundwater, pretreatment 
by precipitation/flocculation will likely be necessary to minimize maintenance requirements of 
VOC removal equipment. Treatment of groundwater containing dissolved metals will need to 
meet applicable requirements prior to discharge. 

Response to General Comment# 2: 
The response to comment indicates that a contingency plan will be initiated if ground water 
monitoring indicates a statistically significant upward trend in the constituents of concern. The 

· se or easmg o o -site and which has 
been affected. Other elements of the contingency plan are not specified in this response so that it 
is not possible to fully evaluate its effectiveness. It should be noted that in discussing the Natural 
Attenuation alternative, the Draft Ash Landfill Feasibility Study (Section 5 .3 .1.2, page 5-19) 
states that "there is some uncertainty associated with long term protectiveness since off-site land 
use cannot be controlled." If this statement is accurate then it is unclear how the contingency plan 
can rely on the ability to purchase or lease off-site property in the future. As SEDA is a base 
closure site, the objective of which should be to transfer property from government ownership, a 
contingency which requires the purchase of more property is inappropriate. · 

Response to Specific Comment# 6: 
The response indicates that the dewatering during the excavation of soils for thermal treatment is 
believed to have reduced contaminant concentrations in the vicinity ofMW-44. If there are recent 
analytical results which support this belief they should be cited. 

Response to Specific Comment# 12: 
In its response, Parsons E-S md1cated that they could not find specific comment # 10 which was 
cross-referenced in specific comment# 12. However, comment # 12 which cross-referenced 
comment # 10 was included in the March 22, 1996 letter. 

PROGRAMSIWPORTBRANCH 
Response to Specific Comment #4 
It appears that in calculating summary risk statistics the total receptor risk from current on site 
hunters and future on site construction workers was added together. It is inappropriate to sum 
the risk from current and future exposure scenarios. Additionally, the risk summaries for both 
the current on site hunter and the future on site construction worker do riot agree between the 
RI report (Table 6-48) and the FS report (Table 1-1). 
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Response to Specific Comment #5 
The text includes the following incorrect statements: 

"The second factor (determining the lead clean-up level of 500 mg/kg) was the result of 
an EPA transport model study, which determined that a lead soil level in the range of 
16 mg/kg, 88 mg/kg and 483 mg/kg would be protective of groundwater." 

and 

"Therefore, the range of concentrations between 88 mg/kg and 483 mg/kg is the 
allowable concentration of lead in soil that will not produce a concentration of lead in 
groundwater above the Federal action level of 15 /L." 

The clean-up goal of 500 mg/kg for lead in soil was not based on the results of EPA' s 
modeling study. The clean-up goal was based on the results of conference calls between the 
Army, EPA nad NYSDEC, summarized in Steve Absolom's June 30, 1995 letter to Kamal 
Gupta and Carla Struble, regarding the May 31, 1995 conference call. 

Since September 1994, EPA has been requesting that the Army perform extnesive fate and 
trasport modleing of lead in soils to determine what specific concentration of residual lead 
remaining in soil would still be protective of groundwater and ensure ARARs would not be 
exceeded in the future as a result of lead leaching from soil to groundwater. The Army has 
not performed this modeling. EPA utilized the VLEACH model along with broad assumptions 
concerning existing site information in order to develop a screening level. In order to protect 
groundwater, the simulated soil cleanup level range was 16 mg/kg to 483 mg/kg for lead in 
soil. The reason EPA is requiring the Army to perform appropriate post-remediation 
groundwater monitoring at the OB Grounds is because there is currently no guarantee that 500 
mg/kg of lead remaining in soil will be protective of groundv1ater. 

As required by the Federal Facilities Agreement between our agencies, EPA anticipates that 
the Army will respond to and revise the Draft FS for the Ash Landfill to address the concerns 
expressed in this comment letter. In an effort to save time, the revised pages to the Ash 
Landfill FS and the Draft Proposed Plan for the Ash Landfill can be submitted simultaneously. 
If you have any questions, please call me at (212) 637-4322. 

clyyou, 
Carl M. Struble, P.E. 
F eral Facilities Section 
I 

I 

Attachment 
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cc: K. Gupta, NYSDEC (w/attach) 
R. Battaglia, USACE-NY (w/attach) 
K. Healy, USACE-HD (w/attach) 
M. Duchesneau, Parsons ES (w/attach) 
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ATTACHMENT 

The following comments on the Groundwater Modeling Report are provided for information 
and discussion only. Further revisions to the document are not necessary. The 
approporiateness or inappropriateness of natural attenuation as a remedy for the Ash Landfill 
has been judged from the report in its present form. 

GENERAI. COMMENTS 

• 

• 

• 

The justification of why the groundwater flow model is calibrated to a recharge value 
of 0.07 in/yr (p. 4-17) is still very dubious. The water balance analysis presented 
estimated a recharge value of 7.1 in/yr (p. 4-13). This analysis incorporated the 
eva otrans iration calculated b the Thornthwa · 
1 yr (p. 4-11). This value of recharge corresponds, in general to the seasonal water 
level fluctuations measured at the site. The report explains that the discrepancy 
between the water balance recharge value and the model calibrated value (i.e., 7 in/yr -
0.07 in/yr = 6.93 in/yr) is due to ET from the water table surface since the T&M 
method does not take this phenomenon into account. After extensive research into the 
T &M method, it appears that the assumption that excess water evapotranspirated 
beyond what is already calculated by the T&M method is unreasonable. This is 
because the T &M method assumes that all of the water needs of the plant are satisfied 
and does not delineate where the source of water is derived (i.e., groundwater or 
percolating rainfall). Perhaps, an alternative explanation is that the excess is removed 
from the subsurface directly by evaporation from the soil. However, the report states 
that this mechanism is relatively unimportant (p. 3-26). Therefore, it is still uncertain 
what is a reasonable explanation for why the model needs to be calibrated with such a 
low value for recharge. It is our position that adequate explanation of the extremely 
reduced recharge estimates has not been provide. 

This final report included three new modeling scenarios (i.e., 3A, 3B, 3C) which were 
not included in the draft report. The methodology and usefulness of these scenarios are 
not clear. For example, why were these scenarios conducted using initial 
concentrations from the February 1996 sampling event while the model was 
"calibrated" to the July 1995 sampling event? Our recommendation would have been to 
use the July 1995 calibrated model to reproduce the February 1996 concentrations in an 
attempt to verify the adequacy of the calibration and evaluate how well the model 
predicts contaminant migration. Once this had been accomplished then the model could 
have been used for future predictive scenarios with greater confidence. ,, 

The Army provided a table of biodegradation indicators which was incomplete and in 
some cases did not support that biodegradation was occurring. For example, ethane 
and ethene were generally not detected, and there was no trend of increasing chloride 
concentration with distance from the source, which would be expected if complete 
dehalogenation was occurring. Also, oxygen levels provided in a previous submittal 
indicate that conditions may not be sufficiently anoxic to support complete reductive 
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dehalogenation. Again , The Army does not seem to be following their own guidance 
in terms of documenting natural attenuation. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Section 6 3 1 Basic Transport Package Parameters (p. 6-5): The report states that for Scenario 
3, July 1995 water quality data was supplemented with February 1996 data. However, in the 
Summary and Conclusions (Section 7) the report states that this new data was not included in 
the scenario. Actually, it appears that the data were not combined, but rather different 
scenarios were conducted using each independent data set as initial conditions (e.g. , Scenario 3 
with July 1995 data and Scenario's 3A, 3B, & 3C with February 1996 data). 

Secfmn 6 4 1 simulation at Plume from Origin with voe Source - Scenario 1 (p . 6-18): This 
scenario was used for calibration purposes by varying the degradation rate constant (k) 
between 0.0005/day and 0.00005/day. The results of these two simulations were compared 
using two different sets of wells. For example, the simulation where k = 0.0005/day was 
compared with wells PT-12, PT-23, and MW-45 and the simulation where k = 0 .00005/day 
was compared with wells PT-12, PT-29 and PT-24. Both of these degradation rates provided 
simulation results that are "within the range of measured values regardless of the source term 
used." It is unclear which of the degradation rates, if either, are representative of site 
conditions and why two different sets of wells were used to evaluate the simulation. 

Section 6 5 2 Future Plume Migration without voe Source - Scenario 3 (p. 6-32) 
The value of the degradation rate for the fourth simulation under Scenario 3C should have 
been changed from 0.000009/day to 0 .00009/day. 

The second paragraph states that the maximum concentration measured in July 1995 in PT-18 
was 23 ,0001-1g/L and that no data was available from MVl 44 becam;e this well was destroyed 
during the source area removal. However, on page 6-36 (Scenario 3-A) the report states that 
February 1996 data indicate the maximum concentration at the source area wells PT-18 and 
MW-44 was 1, 132,ug/L. Some explanation should have been included regarding whether the 
well MW-44 was reconstructed prior to the February 1996 sampling event and, if so, whether 

_ it has similar construction characteristics (e .g., screened interval). 

Section 6 5 2 Future Plume Migration without voe Source - Scenario 3-C' (p. 6-41) 
The sentence in the fourth paragraph "Analysis of Scenario 3-C results (a moderately 
conservative run compared to Scenarios 3-A and 3B) ... " is not valid. This simulation is 
conservative only with respect to Scenario 3-R 

Section 6 6 Sensitivity Analysis (p . 6-44) 
It is unclear why the sensitivity analysis was conducted on the model simulations using the 
February 1996 data as initial conditions while the model calibration was conducted using the 
July 1995 data. Also, a sensitivity analysis is typically conducted on the calibrated model 
prior to conducting future predictive scenarios. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR 
U.S. EPA 

DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
AT THE ASH LANDFILL 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
ROr.-IULUS, NY 

MARCH 22, 1996 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment#! 

Response#l 

Response to comments Presented in the letter, Comment #2, pages 4-6: 

The NYSDEC classification for grouruj,,,.,ater at SEDA is Class GA - protection for a 
so:nrce of drinking_watek----CE&CL tJ 's imp)emMfi-ng---regtt):Qas, Zl1s t Jaeioffifl 0il tnd 
Ha.7..ardous Substanc.e Contingency Plan ('NCP'), state thar groundwarer Ihat is not 
currently a drinking water source, bur is a potential drinking water source in the future, 
should be protected to levels appropriate ro its use as a drinking water source. The 
intended use of SEDA and the Ash Landfill have yet to be defin.itcly determined. 

Contrary to what ·was stated in Parson's response to EPA' s comrnent.s, the NY State 
groundwater standard GA is not more applicable to the site than Federal MCLs. Section 
12l(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. & 962l(d), and the NCP (see 40 CFR Pan 300.430(f)) 
establish as threshold criteria for remedy sclection the protection of human health and 
the environment and the attainment of cleanup levels consiStent v..ith legally applicable 
or relevant and appropriate standards (~A.R.AR.s') . The NCP also states that Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), which are enforceable drinking water standards 
promulgated under Ihe Safe Drinking Water Act, and Maximum Contaminant Lcvcl 
Goals (MCLGs) above zero, are indeed relevant in considering cleanup levels for v.--ater 

that is or may be used for drinking. unless more stringent promulgated State standards 
exist. 

Metals in groundwater are not effectively addressed by Ihe groundwater alternatives. 
There seems to be an implicit assumption that elevated metals are an artifact of 
sampling and acidifying turbid samples. However, this cannot be assumed. Parsons ES 
states that turbidity is the cause for many of the exceedances. Turbidity measurements 
for a majority of the groundv,:ater samples were not included in the RI ReJx>rt and 
therefore could not be related to mctal concentrations. If turbidity is the cause of the 
e.xccedances, low turbidity samples (filtered or low•flow purging) should be directly 
compared to turbid samples. In addition, low flov., sampling merhcxis should be used 10 

obtain representative and complete metals levels in the aquifer as soon as possible. 

Agreed. We acknowledge EPA's argument that :!\TY State Class GA groundwater 
standards are not more applicable than the Federal MCLs, and MCLs are relevant in 
considering cleanup levels for water Ihat may be used for drinking. In response, further 
consideration of chemical ARARs for groundwater "ill include both Federal MCLs and 
NY State Class GA groundwater standards, the lowest of which -..-.'ill be the cleanup level 
for groundwater at the Ash Landfill. 

With regard to metals in groundwater, we still maintain Ihat turbidity is Ihe cause of the 
exceed.enc.es of metals standards in groundwater at the .A.sh Landfill. In order to 
demonstrate that turbidity is the cause of these cxceedences, high turbidity samples were 
compared to low turbidity samples (Table A) . Turbidity data for many of the 
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groundwater samples collected in January 1992 (which wete not previously included on 
Table 2-7 of the Ash RI) has been included in Ihe current metals data set. Table A 
presents all of the available turbidity and metals data for each \.Vell at the Ash Land.fill . 
For each well, the sample with the highe.:."1 turbidity was compared to the sample with 
the lowest turbidity and the percent reduction in the metals concentration when the high 
and low turbidity samples were compared is shov.'Il in the far right hand column of 
Table A. 

The analysis indicates that the metals concentrations are significantly reduced in the low 
turbidity samples, often·below the MCL or GA standards. However, in some instances 
the turbidity in the least turbid sample was still relatively high and the concentration 
still exceeded the standard; the metals that exceed MCL or GA standards are 
highlighted in Table A. In all, metals concentrations in 10 wells exceed their respective 
MCL or GA standards. The metals that exceeded their standards in the l O wells arc as 
shown i-a-.~llap"Q ~.mn en +&l,l=e<!r.='.fhe rne00$ iton, manganeSe, and ~tum were not 
included in this tally of IO wells because these metals are very common (i.e., naturally 
occurring) in soil and groundwater and, more imponantly, they are generally considered 
to be significantly less toxic man many of the other metals. Thus, exceedcnces by these 
metals are not believed to justify their consideration in remedial alternatives for 
groundwater, especially when Iurbidity is believed 10 be the cause of these and other 
cxceedences at the site. 

This discussion focuses on the more toxic metals cired. in the Table B. For many of 
theSe metals, the concentration is significantly reduced from the higher rurbidity sample 
to the lower turbidity sample, and often the concentration was reduced to below the 
standard (e.g., PT-18, PT-19, M\V.28, MW-31, and MW•32) (Table A). For many of 
the latter wells in Table B, only one sample was available so no turbidity comparison 
could be made, however, the turbidities in the samples from these wells were relatively 
high (MW-43 through MW58D). 

Lead exceeded the standards in 8 wells (Table B). Lead exceedences generally ranged 
from li.3 µ¢, to 28.8 µg;L , which is only slightly above the MCL and NYS Class GA 
standard values of 15 µg,,1, and 25 µg!L, respectively. Also. the sample .from MW-56 
contained a concentration of 44 µg/L and a turbidity of l&,000 NTUs. Considering the 
relatively high turbidity in these samples, and the relationship between turbidity and 
lead concentration demonstrated from other on•site samples, less turbid samples from 
these wclls would likely have lov.er concentrations of lead. Because these: 
concentrations are already only slightly above the standards, low turbidity samples 
would in all likelihood be below the MCL and Class GA standards. At MW-44, the lead 
concentrations was 147 µg/L (NTU = 100), which is the highest exceedence at the site. 
Currently, the lead concentration in groundwater at MW-44 is believed to be 
significantly lower since the removal action was ~ormed and approximately 921,136 
gallons of ground·water 'w-as removed from this area ohhe site. 

Chromium exc.eeded the standards in 7 wells (Table B). Chromium exceedences 
generally ranged from 59 µg/L to 88.4 µg/L in 6 of the samples, and they are below the 
Federal MCL of 100 µg/L but above the NYS Qass GA standard of 50 µg/L. One 
sample from MW-56 contained a chromium concentration of 35lµg/L, but this 
concentration was associated ·with an e:-..--uemely high turbidity value (18,000 Nfl.Js). 
Again, all of these exceedences are related to high turbidity samples, and less turbid 
samples would result in lower chromium values, presumably below the Class GA 
standard. 

z 
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Comment#2 

Nickel exceeded the standards in 6 wells (fable B). Nickcl exceedenccs generally 
ranged from 101 µg/L to 122 µg/L, only slightly above the Federal MCL of 100. The 
highest nickel concentration (533 µg/L) ·was associated with a nnbidity value of 18,000 
NTUs in MW-56. Again. less turbid samples would likely resuh in nickel 
concentrations below the MCI.. standard. 

The remaining metals (zinc. antimony. barium. beryllium, and copper) exceeded. their 
standards in one 10 three wells, and like the metals cited above, their excccdences are 
believed to be caused by the high turbidities in the samples (fable B). 

Lastly, the filtered samples demonstrate rh.at at even lower turbidities, the mctals 
concentrations in these samples are reduced such that only one c:xceedence occurred; 
antimony was found in PT-26 at a concentration of 53. l µg/L. It is noteworthy that PT -
26 is located approximarcly 2,500 feet sourn .. ,..est of the Ash Landfill and is not in close 
m;oximit¥-ro w of rh&et-ber ,,,ens AO -;1 °. 31 tt e : ;eelli@B€l~ fe1 chromium, lead, mCkef, 
and antimony were measured in this well. The high turbidity in this well is likely 
responsible for the many of the excecdences. 

On the basis of the data presented in the attached tables, metals arc not a believed to be a 
constiruen1 of concern at me site and, therefore, metals in groundv.cater should not be 
considered in the migration control alternatives in the Ash Landfill FS. 

Additionally, we have aln::ady implemented a low-flow sampling method for the RIJFS 
investigations that are currently being conducted at other sites at SEDA. The sampling 
method involves a low-flow purge -.;.-ith a submersible pump (i.e .. bladder pump or 
centrifugal pump) followed by low-flow sampling using the same pump; aquifer 
stabilization criteria (such as temperalurc, pH, conductiviry, Eh, DO, and turbidity) are 
measured with an in-line flow cell during the w·ell purging process. This method has 
been effective in obtaining low turbidity samples from the wells at several SEADs. 

Response to General Comment #1, beginning on page 6: 

a) The response to Comment #I states that alternative MC-2, Natural Anenuation, 
wmplies with all oftlie A.RA.Rs. This contradicts the Draft FS which was quoted in the 
original comment. The reasoning given is that ''with rhe passing of time, the 
concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater would ultimately be reduced to levels below 
the NY State GA standards for groundwater" (italics added). It is difficult to sec how 
this complies with ARARs. lf this type of reasoning is 10 be used, the FS should state at 
time period after which ARARs would be achieved and should provide adequate 
technical suppo11 for the statement. 

b) Also, it is acknowledged in the description of MC-1 (FS p. 3-17), the no-action 
alternative, that it '~ill not meet the Remedial Action Objectives due to exceedance of 
the GA groundwater ARAR." The description of MC•2 indicates th.at there is no 
substantial difference between this altemati\'c and MC• 1. The only additional actions to 
be ta.ken in MC-2 are that institutional controls are to be added, and of these, deecl 
restrictions are the only control which is not already in place. Note also that in Section 
3.6.2.9 (p. 3-35) where the alternatives are being screened for ARAR compliance, it is 
stated that MC-2 "scores low " It is unclear how an alternative can "score low" in 
AR.AR compliance. Either an alternative complies v..ith ARARs or it does not. Even if 
there is a basis for a ranking (such as the number of ARARs complied ·with), MC-I and 
MC-2 should be ranked equally which they are not. Additionally, in reference to the 
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Response #2 

AR.AR compliance des.::ription in Section 3.6.2.9 on p. 3-35, on going monitoring does 
not affect compliance v,ith A.RAR.s. 

There are circumstances under which ARARs may be ·waived and these are given in the 
USEPA guidance. If there is a reason to waive the ARAR.s, it can be done in accordance 
with Section 12l(d)(4) ofCEReLA. 

a) MC-2, the Natural Anenuation Alternative, will comply with all of the ARARs 
including the Federal MCLs or NY State GA standards for groundwater. Section 5.4 
which presents a detailed description of Alternative MC-2, has been revised and 
currently presents technical suppon for the natural anenuation hypothesis including the 
results of the Groundwater Modeling Study, which is presented in its entirety in 
Appendix F of the FS Report, and historical groundwater data from the site. Three 
scenarios were modeled in the groundwater modeling study. Scenario 3 -B models the 

.:ectS:.Obth~7f!eva-kAfttittete~ring ef 1995. Scemmo 5 D ases post­
remediation starting concentrations at the source area and uses a degradation constant 
(k) of 0.0005/day, which is considered representative of the site conditions. Based on 
the results of the groundwater modeling study for this scenario, the concentrations of 
voes at points on--site will be reduced to below 5 ug!L after approximately 15 years. At 
a point approximately 200 feet west of the SEDA boundary, the maximum 
concentrations of voes is 3.3 ug/L after approximately 10 years. For this scenario, the 
models predict rhat the plume \\-ill not move a great distance from the Ash Landfill, and 
\\"ill be completely degraded before it reaches the farmhouse . 

Historical groundwater data collecte.d from monitoring wells at the Ash Landfill indicate 
that degradation of the existing groundwater plume is likely occurring based upon 
measured concentrations of the breakdown products in do~ngradient wells. This data 
supports the proposal that removal of the sourre material combined with lhe microbial 
community at the site would eliminate the plume prior to the plume reaching the off-site 
receptors (i.e., the farmhouse). These supponing historical data as well as the results of 
the groundwater modeling study are presented in the discussion of Alternative MC-2 in 
Section 5 of the FS report. 

b) All the ]..,figradon Control alternatives including the No-Action Alternative, MC-I, 
"-111 comply with the ARAR.s. Therefore, all the migration control alternatives have 
been equally ranked in regard to compliance \\-ith ARARs in Section 3.6.2.9. The 
difference bet,.,,,cen the alternatives is in the time-to-compliance when concentrations of 
voes in the growidwater would be reduced to levels below the criteria. As discussed 
above, MC-2 will comply with the Federal or NY State GA standards for ground-water 
on-site after approximately 15 years. 

Additional remedial actions have been added to MC-2 in order to control exposure to the 
voe plume by receptors off-site. The remedial actions include an ex1ensive 
groundwater monitoring program involving monitoring wells located along the 
boundary t)(::t\~.:een the Ash Landfill and the off-site farm, and 'within lhe plume area. A 
contingency plan for off-site receptors will be initiated if the groundv.-ater monitoring 
data indicates a statistically significant upward trend in the constituents of concern. 
The c.ontingcncy plan includes purchasing or leasing the off-site land which has been 
impacted by the groundwater plume, deed restrictions of the off-site prop::rty, and 
providing an alternative water supply. The text in Section 3 and 5 of the FS has been 
revised to describe the additional institutional controls for MC-2. 
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Comment#J Response to General Comment #3, beginning on page 9: 

a) In the response to comment #3, regarding the fact that the merhodology used for 
screening the remedial technologies and developing the remedial alternatives does not 
correspond with the methods outlined in the CERCLA RI/FS guidance d.ocumem, 
Parsons ES bas taken exception to this comment as "non-productive". They also note 
that the guidance states (p. 1-3) !.hat the approach outlined is not a 'hgid step-by-step 
approach that must be followed identically at every site." In Section 1.1, p. 1-3 of the 
FS it was Parsons ES that indicated that they would follow the guidance v.ith the 
statement that 'This report is organized in accordance with "Guidance fer Conducting 
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility studies Under CERCLA," EPA/540/G-89/004, 
October 1988." Substantive deviations from the method in the guidance.. such as 
combining the technology and process screening effort into one effort, should be noted 
clearly in the texi:. Also in the guidance, Section 1.2 Purpose of the Guidance, it states 
that 'This gnidan~escrili%--th@gencral pmeedttr-es fur :;nd.w;ting a:n FJ,'p.8."--=fhere b 
really no other guidance by which FSs are conducted - this guidance document does, in 
fact, represent the logic and organization tha.t EPA e.xi,ects to see in an FS. The 
guidance presents a uniform method of conducting and presenting FSs which assists 
both writers, readers, and reviewers in following a comple.x process. Significant 
variations from this should be logical and easily understandable by the reader, 

The major concern in the original comment was not that the draft FS did not follow the 
guidance line by line_ but tha.t the FS deviated sufficiently such !hat it would not be able 
to fulfill the purpose for which it was intended, which is to provide a logical process for 
evaluating technologies and alternatives, and to pro~ide a sound basis for the selection 
of the preferred alternative and preparation of the proposed plan. 

Much of this has been remedie.d. in the Draft-final FS, but a fundamental problem 
remains in Sections 3 and 5 regarding the development and screening, and detailed 
analysis of the alternatives. The final objective of an FS is to present alternatives which 
can address the site as a whole. This FS presents alternatives for either "source control" 
or 'hligration control", but none cf the alternatives ad.dresses the site as a whole. While 
the guidance make allowances for fonnulating media-specific actions and evaluating 
them separately in caSes whe1e tltc interactions between media are not s1gruficant, 11 1s 
clear !hat these actions are to be combined into site-side alternatives which address all 
media (Guidance, Sect.ion 4.2.6 Assemble Alternatives). Implicit in this is !hat if the 
interactions between the media are determined to be insignificant, the backup for this 
should be presented in the FS. This was not done. The latest point at which these 
media-specific actions are to be combined into site-wide remedial alternatives is prior to 
the comparative analysis of the alternatives Regarding the part of the response which 
says that 'following guidance ... would have required a discussion of forty-two (42) 
different remedial alternatives", note Section 4.3. 3. I of the guidance, entitled Guidelines 
for Screening. which indicates that such a large number of remedial alternatives is not 
required. 

The FS as it now stands presents two separate and parallel groups of "alternatives" each 
of which addresses a particular medium. The groups are separated to the exi:ent that 
each has its ov.--n 'ho-action" alternative; n.vo separate 'ho-action" alternatives are 
presented for the site. These are establishe.d. at the beginning of the alternative 
development and are carried all of the way through the detailed analysis. The rationale 
for this should be clearly presented and supported as part of rhe detailed analysis of the 
alternatives. At the conclusion of the FS it is unclear whether the preferred alternative 
should be one of all of the alternatives given, or one each of the source and migration 
control alternatives. 

6/17 



MAY - 21-96 16 , 40 FROM , PARSONS ENG. SCIENCE ID,617 859 2045 PAGE 

Response #3 

Parsons ES is advocating another method for choosing the preferred site-wide 
alternative by implying in the comment r~--ponse, 'The best time to combine the source 
control or migration control alternatives is during the ROD ... ". This is not acceptable. 

A table summarizing the results of the detailed analysis for each alternative with respect 
to each of the nine criteria should also be prepared as indicated by the guidance in 
Section 6.2.4, Presentation of Individual Analyses. 

b) Additional alternative evaluation and modeling 

In light of the non.ideal predictions ma.de by the current modeling scenarios, one of the 
most significant deficiencies of the FS and supporting modeling is that the Army failed 
to evaluate a range of alternatives which ,,,.-ould anain cleanup levels v.-ithin varying time 
frames Instead naturaL:tuenuatio:g urith,-somce rcmo• :al uras COJllf)8-fCa tlil nat.w:al 
attenuation v.-ithout source rernoYal. The value of this comparison is minimal since the 
source term has already been removed. 

In accordance ·with Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at 
Superfund Sites (EPA/540/G-88/003), the FS should be revised to compare the cleanup 
efficiencies of a number of different alternatives. The cutoff drain described in 
alternatives MC-4•7 should be one modeled scenario. Another modeling scenario 
should include a trench or well point system to capture contamination \\-ilhin the 1000 
ppb VOC isocontour another scenario would involved pumping in both the near source 
and edge of plume locations. The off-site impacts of these scenarios as well as 
calculated times to attain cleanup levels should be provided for each alternative. Only 
~ith this comparative information can a considered, protective, cost-effective decision be 
made on site groundwater. 

c) Table 2·11, it is not clear why dcwatcring and SVE were not considered in light of 
the volatility of the contaminants and thin, shallow contaminated zone. Please ex-plain. 

a) Sections 3 and S of this FS devclop and screen alternatives and provide a detailed 
analysis of the SCTeel'l:ed alternatives in terms of two 5(.-patate med:ia-specil1c groups, 
Source Control and Migration Control. According the Section 4.2.6 of the Guidance, 
the alternatives may be formulated into media-specific actions and may be evaluated 
separately if the interactions between media arc not significant. Since the Removal 
Action has been conducted for source soils for the VOC plume at me 'Bend-in-the­
Road", the source of the volatiles in the groundwater plume has been eliminated. The 
RAO for the groundwater plume now includes management of the migration of the 
plume. The remedial actions for the soils at the site involve removing the landfills and 
debris piles in order to prevent dermal contact and ingestion of soils contaminated with 
metals and P AHs. Therefore., \\-1th the removal action complete, any interaction bet\\·cc:n 
the two media are not considered to be significant and the RAOs and remedial actions 
for me two media have become independent of each other. Furthermore, the separation 
of the alternatives into Source Control and Migration Control provides a more efficient 
means to achieve the RAOs as evidenced by the Removal Action conducted by the Army 
to remove the SOUICC of the VQCs in the groundwater. 

The rationale discussed above for separation of alternatives into Source Control for soils 
and ~1igration Control for groundwater has been added to the introduction of Sections 3 
ands. 
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Comment#! 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

A discussion has been added to the conclusion of Section 5 which states that a preferred 
alternative must be selected for each media-specific group, i.e., Migration Control and 
Source Control. 

We agree that a table summanzi.ng the results of the detailed analysis for each 
alternative with respect to the nine criteria is necessary. Th.is table helps summarize the 
detailed analy-sis. 

b) The modeling of natural attenuation ·with and without source removal -was conducted 
to supply technical support for the natwal attenuation hypothesis. With regard to 
additional alternative evaluation and modeling, modeling of the various scenarios 
presented in the comment would involve an extensive effon. Titis modeling may not be 
necessary since these Migration Control alternatives may oc screened out based on the 
nine criteria and not on the time to attain clean-up levels. 

c) While high vacuum well points are used for construction dewatering, dewatcring 
well points would not be an effficent technology in the tight soils at the Ash Landfill. 
Because of the limited radius of influence, well points would have to be spaced at close 
intervals which would not be cost effective. The trench system which has been 
proposed in the FS is a more efficient technology because it works as a system of infinite 
well points. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Response to Specific Comment #6, p. 12-13: 

Semi-volatile organic concentrations were detected above applicable standards in MVJ-
44, and should not be considered insignificant. As for met.als., see the discuss.ion 
concerning "Response to Commenis Presented in the letter, Comment #2". 

\Ve acknowledge that three SVOCs were detected above their respective standards in 
MW-44 during the RI investigation; this is the only well where standards for SVOCs 
v.·ere ~ceeded. Phenol at 5 µg/L exceeded it 1'.--YSDEC Class GA standard of lµ 
i e was oun at µa an ex e ns A SUndard of 50 J.LgfL. Lastly, 
pentachlorophenol v.:as detected at 54 µg/L and exceeded the Federal MCL and GA 
standard of 1 µg/L. In light of these small cxcccdences, we believe that the current 
groundwater chemistry conditions at MWM are drastically different than when this 
well \J;aS sampled for the RI. The reason for this is that during the course of the 
excavating the soil source areas A and Bat the Ash Landfill (which encompassed M'V• 
44), 921,136 gallons of groundwater were removed and treated. The removal and 
treatment of this groundwater would have rcmcdiated the groundwater in the area of 
MW-44 such that the concentrations of these three SVOCs are in all likelihood below 
their respective s:tandards today. 

Metals • see response for comment above. 

Response to Specific Comment #9, p.13: 

It was agreed that this comment was appropriate but no response w-as made. The 
response to this comment is important because in Section 2.2.2, p. 2-11 the tex't states 
that 'fo all instances of risk calculation and AR.A.R/rBC comparison, the 95th UCL or 
maximum detected concentration, whichever is lower, is used as either the value of 
comparison or the ex-posurc dose calculation of the risk (i.e., the E>..1)0SU.re Point 
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Response #2 

Comment#3 

Response#3 

mment/;tl 

Response #4 

Comment#:5 

Response #5 

Comment #6 

Response #o 

Commeut#7 

Concentration [EPC])." It should be verified that the appropriate concentration was 
used for the ex-posure Point Concentration. 

Verify the 95th UCL or max detected concentration used in table what is mean by verify 
in terms of a response 

Response to Specific Comment #11, p. 13: 

The text on page 2-20 should sratc what statistic r.he 95th UCL is of. Presumably, it is of 
the mean. 

Agreed. The 95 UCL is of the mean as stated in the comment. This clarification has 
been added to the tex"t on page 2-20 of the Ash Landfill FS . 

Response.t&Speeifie Comment #i2,-f1 .l·h 

See Response to Specific Comment #IO, above. 

Acknowledged. However, it is unclear to us what comment is being referred to (1.ue do 
not see a specific comment #10 above) and ,therefore, we can not address the comment. 

Response to Specific Comment #13, p.14: 

There are still some inconsistencies in r.he t.able regarding whether technologies are 
screened or retained, e.g. in Table 2-10, ex-situ treatment/chemical e,,,.tractiontaqucous 
solvent, and disposal/RCRA Landfill. 

Agreed. The inconsistmcies in Table 2-20 were corrected. Under the Process column 
heading in Table 2-20, aqueous solvent and RCRA landfill were screened out. 

Response to Specific Comment #14, p.15: 

Tilis comment was acknowledged and an ex-planation given, but not responded to in the 
document. The e.x-planation and the ex1.sung tc:,.,_'t in the document explain in a generic 
sense why the alternatives were develop::d. separately, but do not e."\.-plain on a site 
specific basis why this was appropriate. The rationale for taking this approach in the 
alternatives development should address the Specific situation at the site and support the 
implicit assertion that the source and migration options are independent. See also the 
Response to General Comment #3 . 

Agreed. The e:,.,-planation for the separate development and detailed analysis of the 
Migration Control and So-w-ce Control alternatives has been added 10 Section 3. I of the 
FS report. Please refer to the Response to General Comments #3 for the explanation of 
the development of alternatives by media. 

Response to Specific Comment #18, p.16: 

Based on a tekphone conference call on October 6, 1995 bet\.-een the USEPA, SEDA, 
Army Corps, Parsons ES and Malcolm Pirnie, it was recognized that the uench would 
not intercept contaminant flow in the competent bo:l.rock, if present. There arc no 
monitoring wells installed in the competent bedrock in the areas where the highest 
concentrations of chlorinated organics were detected in the groundwater (tvfW-44 and 
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~ponse#7 

Comment~ 

Respoose#8 

PT-18). If groundwater contamination in the bedrock is detected in the furure, the 
inclusion of deeper (competent rock) extraction wells or a similar collection system may 
be necessary. 

Agreed. We acknowledge that the-re are not bedrock wells in the areas where t.hc 
highest concentrations of VOCs were detected in the groundwater (MW-44 and PT-18). 
And, if groundv;ater contamination in the bedrock is detected in the future, the inclusion 
of deeper e)..1.raetion wells or a similar collection system may be necessary. 

Response to Specific Comment #20, p.16: 

Parsons ES references its response to Comment # 1, which only addresses ARAR.s, not 
all nine criteria. 

Disag,ree I k --wfer®BOO----St'€1:iAft::iS=J1ewvea.t18 t; Ii"'', id@ a detailed d:i:3CtlSSIUIZ uI h@ 
each altc:mative meets the nine criteria, but is the comparative analysis of the various 
alternatives. The detailed discussion for Alternative MC-2 is provided in Section 5 .3. 

ROBERTS. KERR ENVIRON.MENTAL RESEARCH CENTER 

GENERAL COMMENT 

Comment#} 

Response #l 

The FS report did not provide any conclusions or recommendations regarding which of 
the proposed remediation alternatives would be the most appropriate at containing the 
groundwater contamination at the Ash Landfill. In particular, there are some questions 
concerning the various Source Control and Migration Control alternatives and their link 
with the f.ate and transport modeling discussed in the Groundwater Modeling Repon. It 
is un.ckar which, if any, of the modeling scenarios represents any of the FS alternatives. 
More discussion needs to be included regarding the simulation of the effectiveness of the 
various remediation alternatives. 

Acknowledged First. the draft version of the Ash FS did include a 'Conclusions and 
Recommendations" section thaI included a recommended remedial alternative for the 
site, howevct , "'c were a.Skec1 oy the NY SDEC m the last round of comments to remove 
this section, and we did so. NYSDEC felt that is was premature Io recommend an 
alternative in the FS. Ra.Ihcr, NYSDEC recornmenckd that upon finalization of the FS 
report, the Army should propose their recommended alternative through a draft 
proposed remedial action plan (see section 3 of EPA Guidance for Conducting Rl/FS 
under CERCLA, EPA/540/G-89--004, OSWER Directive 9355.3--0.1, October 1988 and 
IAG Section 12 and Anachment 2). 

Second, modeling was performed to provide an indication as to the effectiveness of a 
narural attenuation alternative at Ihe Ash Landfill site; this is alternative MC-2 in the 
Ash Landfill FS. In Ihe mod.cling report this was equivalent to Scenario 3, which 
simulated the plume migration after the VOC source materials were removed during the 
removal action. No other FS alternatives were modeled. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment#l Section 2.4.1 Estimate of Quantities to be Remediated: Page 2.37 discusses thaL "" the 
ecological risk assessment does suggest that metals, albeit small, may be a source of 
increased chronic risk." However, an in-depth analysis of the fate and transpOrt of 
metals in the subsurface has not bee:n adequately presented in the report . Further 
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Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response#2 

Comment#J 

Response #3 

Comment#4 

Response #4 

discussion should be included if the migration of metals in the subsurface is considered 
potentially important 

Acknowledged. RESOLUTION IS NEEDED FOR THIS COMMENT. 

For reasons giv~n in the re:,--ponsc to General Comment # 1 above, we do not feel that the 
migration of metals in groundwater is considered important at the Ash Landfill site. 
Metals - response given above. - is migration of metals in the subsurface considered to 
be potentially important. 

Section 3.2 Assembly of Alternatives: Page 3-5 states that alternative MC-2 'i.ises 
natural anenuation for reduction of contaminant levels in the plume ... ". Hov.·ever, it is 
unclear how th.is alternative would be applicable to heavy metals in the subsurface. Also 
$1,a-tccI oa this page is rbat---tA-Jthough N¥ ~P&G groand .. >ater ~ds ate extfuf&l in 
on-site wells, the concentrations are being reduced by narural processes and will reach 
an allowable level in the furure ." This statement is vague, requires more proof and 
should mention the length of time for contaminant concentrations to reduce to below 
groundv.,ater standards. 

First, we oclieve the metals of concern that exeeed standards in 10 groundwater wells 
are caused by elevated turbidity in these samples, and it is not necessary to include 
remedies for the potential migration of metals in groundwater in the FS. Thus, the 
natural attenuation alternative, which clearly does not address impacts from metals, 
would be used for voes found in the groundwater at the Ash Landfill. 

A more detailed discussion on the natural attenuation process including technical data 
has been added to Section 5, which describes Alternative l'v!C-2. 

Section 3.3 .5 SC-4; Page 3-14 states that for Somce Control Alternative 4 will use 
hydrochloric acid (HCL) to e>.."tra.Ct metals from the soil. Table 2-1 presents the various 
types of heavy metal detected in soil samples. However, we are not aware that HCL will 
effectively exrract any lead (Pb) species from soil. A commonly used acid to ex1ract lead 
from Soils is nitric acid (USEPA. 1992). 

Ag:rccd A combination of flurosilcic acid, nitric acid, and hydrochloric acid have been 
used to ~tract metal contaminants from the soil. The te;,,.1: on page 3-14 was changed to 

reflect this. 

Section 5. 3 .1.2 Migration Control - Protectiveness: Page 5.19 states that ' there is some 
uncertainty associated with the long-term protectiveness since off-site land use cannot be 
controlled". This appears to be the major limitation or weakness of this alternative since 
on-she instirutional control and monitoring will not reduce the risk of off-sire 
contaminant movement. Scenario 3 of the contaminant transport modeling predicts the 
"natural attenuation~ alone v.ill not reduce off-si~ concentrations to below drinking 
water standards -..i.thin the next~ 150 years (Figure 6-16, Parsons, 1996). 

Agreed. Please refer to the Response 10 General Comment #2. 
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PROGRAM SUPPORT BRANCH PRE-REMEDIAL AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT SECTION 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment#! 

Response #1 

1. Natural Attenuation 

The;; Interim Army Policy on Natural Attenuation for Em-ironmcntal Restoration states: 

"Narura/ Attenuation Typically requires extensive monitoring ro ensure char the 
predicted natural processes are taking place .. Addirionally, there should be a readily 
available contingent remedy for the site. It will take credible scientific data, site 
characterization data and predictive modeling to prove that natural processes are 
sufficient to reduce risk in the timeframe required. The army will need that proof 
(emphasis added) to ensure the acceplability of the actual attenuarion remedy." 

In vi~- of this policy, the discussion of the anticipated dficacy of the natural anenuation 
alternative is inadequate. Although anaerobic reduction of TCE to breakdown products 
is occurring to some degree at the site, there is insufficient data to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of this approach. As researchers from the Kerr Lab pointed out in previous 
comments, it is not clear th.at there is sufficient oxidizable carbon and anaerobic or 
methanogenic conditions throughout the plume. For example, the FS assumes that there 
is little vinyl chloride present in the plume because it has volatilized into the 
atmosphere. However, the absence of vinyl chloride may also be explained by 
insufficient carbon to produce vinyl chloride from DCE. 

In addition, overall site loss of contaminants must be documented using statistically 
significant trends in contaminant levels to show that a reduction in the total mass of 
contaminants is (X;C'\lffing at the site. Also a complete mass balance should be 
completed to show that decreases in contaminant and electron accq,tor concentrations 
can be correlated to increases in metabolic byprcxiuct concentrations. 

Currently, the A.rmy·s own modeling (noting that the modeling still needs numerous 
revisions outlined in RSKERL's comments) illustrates that natural attenuation alone 
,,,<ill not oontain the pltnTte ore-site or reduce off-site concentrations to acceptable levels 
for over 100 years. In fact, the mcxieling predicts that in 100 years after source removal, 
cleanup levels will be exceeded up to 1200 feet off-base and within 600 fcct of an 
existing well. 

Agreed. As stated in the Comment, the Natural Attenuation alternative, MC-2, is 
required by Interim Arney Policy to have ( l) an ex"tensive monitoring program to ensure 
that the natural processes are taking place and (2) a contingent remedy for the site. 
Therefore, as part ofMC-2, ground..,..'ater monitoring wells \\-ill be installed along to the 
Ash Landfill boundary which is adjacent to the farm and on the down.gradient portion of 
the VOC groundwater plume. The groundwater monitoring wells ·will be sampled for 
approximately 30 years and the data will be use.d to detennine any statisti~ly 
significant trends in contaminant k:vels. If the concentrations of the contaminants in 
the groundwater from these wells indicate an upward trend, a contingency plan .....,ill be 
initiated. This plan, which is described in derail in the Section 5 description of 
Alternative MC-2, includes purchasing off-site property which has been impacted by the 
plume, applying deed r~trictions on the off-site property, and pro,iding an alternative 
water supply to off-site receptors. 
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Comment#2 

Response #2 

In addition, while we acknowledge the Kerr comments, we feel that the available data 
suggests that reductive dechlorination of TCE is a plausible mechanism for reducing the 
mass of chlorinated voes at the Ash Landfill site. The effectiveness of the natural 
attenuation mechanism V;-as documented in the groundwater model, which sho\\'ed that 
the plume would eventually degrade to below ARARS. 

To provide a 'big picture"viev.-· of the historical trends in the concentration ofTCE, I,2-
DCE and vinyl chloride in selected monitoring wells at the Ash Land.fill were generated. 
These plots document the overall loss of VOCs at the site both due to natural and 
Uililatllral mechanisms. 

We do not feel that it is appropriate or practical to perform a complete mass balance 
sho\\'ing decreases in contaminant and electron acceptor concentrations, and e-0rrelation 
to increases in metabolic byproduct concentrations. This would require a lengthy 
sampling and analysis oroge~ --E;-:::,Ibe .., trn'§<· r;loei; iAt:aa te GeEHHffie to 
implement the quarterly sampling for VOCs at the Ash Landfill and document the 
overall loss of mass ofTCE, 1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride from the ·wells on-site. 

Cleanup Times and the Range of Alternatives 

a) The discussion of the long-term protectiveness of migration control alternatives 
alludes to cleanup times for the different alternatives. These cleanup time estimates are 
not referenced properly in the text, and as subsequent comments state are inadequate 
since they do not consider partitioning from the solid phase. The only alternative that 
was modeled was natural attenuation and the time to achieve cle.anup levels was not 
provided. It is not clear why these rough calculations were presented when the site has 
already been modeled using the much more sophisticated MT3D mod.cl. It is not clear 
why MT3D was not used to predict cleanup time frames. Please e.xplain. 

A range of alternatives must be developed and the estimated cleanup time frames for all 
alternatives provided. As ·written. the FS does not provide for an alternative that calls 
for source control of the concentrated portions of the plume and natural attenuation plus 
instirutional controls for the remainder of the plume. This approach is a hybrid between 
natural attenuation and the doable bench approaches described in the fS . Also 1t 1s not 
clear wlry none of the alternativ~ addre.ss the off-site contamination. Modeling and 
additional information on institutional controls should be used to support not 
remcdiating th.is potentially vulnerable area. Discussion regarding the uncertainties of 
these modeled estimates should also be included. For example, how uncertainties of key 
modeling parameters affect cleanup time frames should be discussed. 

b) In order to represent a range of Source Control Altcrnatives, SC-2: Excavation of 
both landjills/Disposal in an off-sire non-hazardous Sub title D landfill should not be 
eliminated and should be carried through the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Section 
5 of the FS. Although Table 3-3, Screening of Source Control Alternatives shows SC-2 
as the lowest scoring alternative, it's only 3, 5 and 6 points lower than the retained 
alternatives. Hardly a significant difference. SC-2 represents the only off-site remedial 
alternative and a midpoint for cost at $17.5 million, as opposed to the retained 
altema.tives, SC-3: Consolidation and Capping at $1.86 million and SC-4: Soil 
Washing and Solidificarion at $32 million. 

a) Ag.recd. Alternative MC·2 has been revised as described in the Response to General 
Comment #2. Alternative MC-2 includes natural attenuation combined with 
institutional controls for both on-site and off-site receptors. 

12 
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b) Agreed. The Source Control alternative, SC-2, has been retained and carried 
through the Detailed Analysis of alternatives. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

Comment#3 

Response#3 

Comment#4 

Respons.e#4 

Table 2-10 - The institutional controls described he:re (deed restrictions) are only 
relevant to those contaminated areas on base. Please describe in detail what institutional 
c.ontrols may be implemented in the off-site groundwater plume area. 

Agreed. A detailed discussion of the institutional controls that may by implemented off­
site is presented in Section 5 in the description of Migration Control alternative, MC-2. 
A ground.,,.-ater monitoring program will be conducted and v.-ill include monitoring 
wells along the Ash Landfill boundary along the downgradient portion of the plume. If 
the groundwaterAta jndirate------aB:=dlpward t-mnd iA t-l:ie wauE£nuaeieas of==V-0€ 
contaminants, a contingency plan will be initiated. Tilis plan includes purchasing or 
leasing the off-site property adjacent to the Ash Landfill, a deed restriction for this 
property, and supplying drinking water for impacted off-site residences. 

Page 3-5, natural attenuation - In light of the uncertainty of many key parameters such 
as biodegradation rate, rerardation rate and hydraulic conductivity, it is not possible to 
absolutely conclude the plume is at steady state and will not spread off-site. 

Agreed. We can not absolutely conclude that the plume v.ill not migrate off-site_ 
However, in re-viewing the te:-..i. on page 3-5, we can not identify any statements that 
claim this_ Therefore, we are not sure what change, if any, EPA would like us to make 
on this page. As a note, the natural anenu.ation alternative does include institutional 
c.ontrols as a contingency if continued monitoring indicates that the voe plume is 
migrating off-site and ARARS for VOCs are e.xceedcd. 

Page 3-&: The tex-r in the FS st.ates that approximately 23,000 cubic yards of soil was 
removed and treated_ HoweYer, the Final Report on the Ash Landfill Immediate 
Response dated July 1995 and prepared by IT Corporation for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Enginec:1s, Omaha District state:s on page ix that 455,000 cubic yards of s011 material 
was excavated and treated. This discrepancy should be explained and corrected. 

Agreed_ The number of cubic yards of soil removed at treated v.'3.S approximately 
23,000, as was stated in the FS report. The value of 455,000 cubic yards cited in the 
Final Report on the Ash Land.fill Immediate Response (IT Corporation, 1995) is 
believed to be in error. The Project Narrative of the IT report states that "approximately 
35,000 tons (455,000 cubic yards) of soil material was excavated and treated ... ", and it 
is apparent that there ·was an error when converting tons to cubic yards. Considering 
that 1 cubic yard equals approximately 1.5 tons, 35,000 tons is roughly 23,000 cubic 
yards. No change was made the to the te:,.,'t in the Ash Landfill FS. 

Section 3.3.2 Page 3-9: The te:,.,'t states, 'Under these exposure scenarios, the total site 
risks totaled 1.0 x 10-' for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks, and the Hazard 
Index (HI) was 0 .24_" From where in the Risk Assessment for me Ash Landfill were 
these values obtained? 

These values were obtained from Table 1.1 of Section 1 of the Ash FS Report. The Risk 
Assessment tables for the Baseline Case are provided in Appendix B of the FS Report. 

13 
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Comment #5 

Response#S 

Comment#() 

Response#6 

Comment #7 

Response #7 

Section 3.3.2 Page 3-9: The conclusions stated in the text reads, 'These two criteria, 
risk and ARAR compliance, are the only tv,•o criteria used to determine if a remedial 
action is rt.quired, therefore, no action is required for source soils." EPA cannot agree 
with this statement. The risk issues have not been entirely addressed. Risk assessment 
for lead is not performed by the conventional cancer (slope factor) and/or non-cancer 
(reference dose) methodologies. Soil and sedimem sampling points at the Ash Landfill 
exceed lead cleanup levels the Army, NYSDEC and EPA agreed to for soils and 
sediments at the Open Burning Grounds at SEDA. 

Agreed Lead is not considered as pan of the risk assessment because the EPA has 
withdra\\n the allowable Reference Dose (RID) value for lead. The site-specific clean­
up goal for soil and on-site sediment at the OB Grounds was established at 500 mg/kg 
for lead. This concentration ·was based on the results of two studies. The first was the 
output of the UBK model, which indic:ared that 500 mg/kg would be protective of 
human residenrial expe$1J:te +he s~1ceml faeM .. as Ehe refult vi an EPA: ttaiiSpon 
model study, which determined that a lead soil level in the range of 16 mg/kg, 88 
mg/kg, and 483 mg/kg would be protective of groundwater. That is, the range of 
concentrations between 16 mg/kg and 483 mg/kg is the allowable concentration of lead 
in soil that will not produce a concentration of lead in groundwater above the Federal 
action level of 15 ug/L. The background concentration of lead in soil ·was determined to 
be 30 mg/kg, and therefore the lowest value, 16 mg/kg was eliminated. 

Post-Prove-Out soil samples were collected and analyzed for the TCLP (metals) from the 
treated soils representative of Areas A and B. The TCLP metal analytical data presented 
in the IT repon and in Appendix E of this FS Repon indicates that the maximum 
concentrations of lead was 814 mg/kg in one sample. The remaining concentrations of 
lead ranged from 4.4 mg/kg to 401 mg/kg, which are below the remediation goal of 500 
mg/kg. According to Table 2-8 in the FS Report, removal of Case I through Case 4 
soils will result in a maximwn lead concentration of 40.20 mg/kg and a 95th UCL of the 
mean of24.96 mg/kg, which are both below the 500 mg/kg goal established for the OB 
Grounds. 

The sentence in Section 3.3.2 which is referenced in the comment has been removed. 
Fm tlre111101e, die site spa.tfk clean-up goal of remediatmg soil v.'lth lead concentrations 
greater than 500 mg/kg has been added to the RAOs for soil. A discussion of this goal, 
which was adopted from the OB Grounds FS, has been added to Section 2.2.6. 

Page 3-11 , para. 2 - In light of the elevated metals found in site groundwater it is not 
possible 10 conclude that migration into groundwater is not occurring as is stated here. 
Please re\'ise accordingly. 

See the response for comment a1xYve that address metals in ground·water. 

Page 3-17, institutional controls - The description of institutional controls described for 
alternative MC-2 is insufficient. \'Vill the 24-hour guard be posred around the facility 75 
years from now? How will deed restrictions be implemented? Are there plans to buy up 
the off-base property that is currently contaminated or expected to become 
contaminated? 

Refer to the Response to General Comment # l of the Program Support Branch Pre­
Remedial and Technical Support Section. The response describes the institutional 
controls which v.ill be included in this alternative. Der.ails concerning the 
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Comment#S 

Response #8 

Comment#9 

Response #9 

APPENDIX A 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

Commeot#2 

Response#2 

implementation of deed restrictions and plans for purchasing off-site prOJX!ties will be 
developed if Alternative MC-2 is selected as the appropriate remedial action. 

The reference to a 24-hour guard has been removed because closure of SEDA under 
BRAC95 would terminate this institutional control. 

Page 5-38, last sentence - This sentence seems to c.onflict with the previous sentence 
stating that the treatment system would be dismantled after the groundwater reaches 
cleanup levels. Please clarify. 

Agreed. The sentences have been clarified. The last sentence now reads, "Providing 
proper O&M is petfonned, the treatment system v.-ill be permanent for the duration of 
the remedial action. 

Pape 5-42_ pa:ca 3 - The c;a-l£iH.lali-easuod i;T;J A.ppeAdi;, A s-hat:i:lel: 'ee referenced hue. 

Agreed. Appendix A has been cited in the third paragraph on page 5-42 as 
recommended. 

The calculations to determine cleanup times arc in error because they do not account for 
partitioning of contaminants from the solid to liquid phases. Cleanup time frames can 
be calatlated using the simple models presented in the appendix of the Guidance on 
Remedial Actions for Contaminated Groundwater at Superfund Sites (EP N540/G-
88/003). However, since MT3D modeling has already been conducted for the site, we 
recommend use of this model to determine cleanup times (or ranges) for all alternatives. 

The reason for including the no-removal option when the v.'Ork has already been 
cornpletro is also not clear. 

RESOLUTION IS NEEDED FOR THIS COMMENT. 

The rem0".1tl option was 1ent0ved from considmtion m the FS as an alternative, 
however, it was included in the text to document that the removal action was performed. 

Page 2-9 - The last line of the calculations should add the mass in the soil to the mass in 
the groundwater, not subtract the mass in the groundwater from the mass in the soil as is 
done here. 

Agree. The total mass of VOCs in soil and groundwater at the site would be calculated 
by adding the total in the soil (1,228 pounds) and the total in the water (583 pounds). 
This change ·was made to page 2 of 9. If the removal action had not taken place, the 
total mass that would have to be treated by the groundwater pump and treat system 
would be the total in the water (583 pounds). After the removal action, the total mass 
that would require treatment would be 36 pounds, which is the amount of mass outside 
the area ueated in the removal action; according to these calculations the removal action 
treated 1,228 pounds in soil and 547 pounds in water (583 pounds - 36 pounds = 547 
pounds). A value of 583 pounds should have been used for the starting mass in 
groundwater not 691. By using 583 pounds i.fu""tead of 691 pounds for the treatment 
scenario without the removal action, the other calculations that use this value are not 
significantly affected considering that a safety factor has been added in. In the end, less 
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~ mass in the groundwater means that the system reaches its goal sooner than 
ongi.n.ally calculated.. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

MAR 2 2 1996 

EXPRESS MAIL 

Stephen M. Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 

Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

Re: Revised Draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report at the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This is regarding the above referenced document dated December 1995 prepared by Parsons 
Engineering Science (ES), Inc. for the Seneca Army Depot Activity through the U.S. Army 
Corps ofEngineers. EPA received this document January 11, 1996. We have reviewed the 
Army responses to EPA comments on the Draft FS and find them to be acceptable with the 
exceptions noted below. We have included additional comments in order that this document 
provides the appropriate basis for selection of the preferred remedial alternative at the Ash 
Landfill. 

GENERAL COl\tIMENTS 

Response to Comments Presented in the letter, Comment #2, pages 4-6: 
The NYSDEC classification for groundwater at SEDA is Class GA - protection for a source 

_-_of drinking water. CERCLA's implementing regulations, flfe-National Oil and Hazardous 
- ~ubstance Contingency Plan ("NCP"), si~te that groundwater-that is not currently a drinking 

-: -1 -· water source, but is a potential drinking water source in the future, should be protected to 
· ')~ -- levels appropriate to its use as a drinking water source. The intended use of SEDA and the 

Ash Landfill have yet to be definitely determined. 

Contrary to what was stated in Parson's response to EPA's comments, the NY State 
groundwater standard GA is not more applicable to the site than Federal MCLs. Section 
12l(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 962l(d), and the NCP (see 40 CFR Part 300.430(t)) 
establish as threshold criteria for remedy selection the protection of human health and the 
environment and the attainment of cleanup levels consistent with legally applicable or relevant 
and appropriate standards ("ARARs"). The NCP also states that Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCLs),which are enforceable drinking water standards promulgated under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, and Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) above zero, are 
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indeed relevant in considering cleanup levels for water that is or may be used for drinking, 
unless more stringent promulgated State standards exist. 

~~ ./ Metals in ground water are not effectively addressed by the ground-water alternatives. There 
f ~ / seems to be an implicit assumption that elevated metals are an artifact of sampling and 
\ 1/ " ~cidi.fying turbid samples. However, this cannot be assumed. Parsons ES states that turbidi 

_ ~ - - - - - - - - - -- -=--- - - men s or a maJonty o t e 
· -~ · groundwater samples were not included in the RI Report and therefore could not be related 

/4)·; \ to metal concentrations. If turbidity is the cause of the exceedances, low turbidity samples 

@ 
(filtered or low-flow purging) should be directly compared to turbid samples. In aqdition, low 
flow sampling methods should be used to obtain representative and complete metals levels 

\.-'! in the aquifer as soon as possible,. ~ 

Response to General Comment #1, beginning on page 6: The response to Comment #1 
states that alternative MC-2, Natural Attenuation, complies with all of the ARARs. This 
contradicts the Draft FS which was quoted in the original comment. The reasoning given is 
that "with the passing of time, the concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater would 
ultimately be reduced to levels below the NY State GA standards for groundwater'' (italics 
added) . It is difficult to see how this complies with ARARs. If this type of reasoning is to 
be used, the FS should state a time period after which ARARs would be achieved and should 
provide adequate technical support for the statement. 

Also, it IS acknowledged m the description ofMC-1 (FS p. 3-17), the no::-action alternative, 
- -_ - t hat it ~'will not meet the Remedial Action Objectives due to - exceedance of the GA 

fv\oPevi"'t 

~ J"<S~"' \-,r~~ 

- -groundwater ARAR." The description of MC-2 indicates that the_re is no -substantial , ~ 0 L~\( 
difference between this alternative and MC-1. The only additional actions to be taken in MC- ... Vo a_,1 l\n 

< 2:-are that_~sti~tional contr~ls are to be added, -and ~fthes~, deed restrictions are the only if 't>t>tS ,.,..r-
~- G~:mtrol whi~h IS not already m place. Note also that m SectJ.on 3.6._2.9 -(P:} :35) where the ~'I-

=- -~ alternatives are being screened for ARAR compliance, it is stated that MC-2 "scores low." • · 
)f It is-unclear how an alternative can "score low" in ARAR compliance. Either an alternative 1-,"'f (e 
i_L complies with ·ARARs or it does not. Even if there-is a basis for a ranking (such as the ~ f (. _ / 

number of ARARs complied with), MC-1 and MC-2 should be ranked equally which they are " IV 
~ not. Additionally, in reference to the ARAR compliance description in Section 3.6.2.9 on p. 
~ 3-35, on going monitoring does not affect compliance with ARARs. 

I ~ . 

~o-1 There are circumstances under which ARARs may be waived and these are given in the 
USEP A guidance. If there is a reason to waive the ARARs, it can be done in accordance with 
Section 12l(d)(4) ofCERCLA. 

Response to General Comment #3, beginning on page 9: In the response to comment #3, 
regarding the fact that the methodology used for screening the remedial technologies and 



:. 

Page 3 

developing the remedial alternatives does not correspond with the methods outlined in the 
CERCLA Rl/FS guidance document, Parsons ES has taken exception to this comment as 
"non-productive". They also note that the guidance states (p. 1-3) that the approach outlined _ 
is not a "rigid step-by-step approach that must be followed identically at every site." In 
Section 1.1, p 1-3 of the FS it was Parsons ES that indicated that they would follow the 
guidance with the statement that "This re ort is or ani · an _ · · 

mg eme 1a nvest1gat1ons and Feasibility studies Under CERCLA,' EP N540/G-
89/004, October 1988." Substantive deviations from the method in the guidance, such as 
combining the technology and process screening effort into one effort, should be noted clearly 
in the text. Also in the guidance, Section 1.2 Purpose of the Guidance, it states that "This 
guidance describes the general procedures for conducting an RI/FS." There is really no other 
guidance by which FSs are conducted - this guidance document does, in fact, represent the 
logic and organization that EPA expects to see in an FS. The guidance presents a uniform 
method of conducting and presenting FSs which assists both writers, readers, and reviewers 
in following a complex process. Significant variations from this should be logical and easily 
understandable by the reader. 

The major concern in the original comment was not that the draft FS did not follow the 
guidance line by line, but that the FS deviated sufficiently such that it would not be able to 
fulfill the purpose for which it was intended, which is to provide a logical process for 
evaluating technologies and alternatives, and to provide a sound basis for the selection of the 
preferred alternative and preparation afthe proposed plan. 

-- -- - - -

Much of this has been remedied in the Draft-final FS, but ·a- fundamental problem remains in 
Sections 3 and 5 regarding the development ~d screening, and detailed analysis of the 
alternatives. The final objective of an FS is to present alt~rna~i.v~~ i,yhich_ can address the site 
as a whole. This FS presents alternatives for either "source c_ontrol" or_ ·''migration control", 
but none of the alternatives addresses the site ~as a wh.ol~--:-~-=-While- the guidance makes 
allowances for formulating media-specific actions and evaluating-them separately in cases 
where the interactions between media are not significant, it is clear that these actions are to 
be combined into site-wide alternatives which address all media (Guidance, Section 4.2.6 
Assemble Alternatives). Implicit in this is that if the-interactions between the media are 
determined to be insignificant, the backup for this should be presented in the FS. This was 
not done. The latest point at which these media-specific actions are to be combined into site­
wide remedial alternatives is prior to the comparative analysis of the alternatives. Regarding 
the part of the response which says that "following guidance ... would have required a 
discussion of forty-two (42) different remedial alternatives.", note Section 4.3.3 .1 of the 
·guidance, entitled Guidelines for Screening, which indicates that such a large number of 
remedial alternatives is not required. 
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The FS as it now stands presents two separate and parallel groups of "alternatives" each of 
which addresses a particular medium. The groups are separated to the extent that each has 
its own "no-action" alternative; two separate "no-action"alternatives are presented for the 
site. These are established at the beginning of the alternative development and are carried all 
of the way through the detailed analysis. The rationale for this should be clearly presented 
and supported as part of the detailed analysis of the alternatives. At the conclusion of the FS 

u e one o 
or one each of the source and migration control alternatives. 

Parsons ES is advocating another method for choosing the preferred site-wide alternative by 
implying in the comment response, "The best time to combine the source control or migration 
control alternatives is during the ROD ... ". This is not acceptable. 

~\\~Y 

< 
A table summarizing the results of the detailed analysis for each alternative with respect to 
each of the nine criteria should also be prepared as indicated by the guidance in section 6.2.4, 
Presentation of Individual Analyses. 

Additional alternative evaluation and modellin° 
In light of the non-ideal predictions made by the current modelling · scenarios, one of the most 
significant deficiencies of the FS and supporting modelling is that the Army failed to evaluate 
a range of alternatives which would attain cleanup levels within varying time frames. Instead, 
natural attenuation with source removal was com ared to natural attenuati n · 
emoval. The value of this comparison is minimaj since the source term has already_ been 
emoved. 

In accordance with Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contarrunated Ground · Water at 
Superfund Sites (EP A/540/G-88/003), the FS should be revised-to~compaie- the cleanup 
efficiencies of a number of different alternatives. The· cutoff drain .describec.tfa alternatives 

- MC-4 : 7 should be one modelled scenario. Another modelling scen~o sho1:1ld include a 
trench or well point system to capture contamination within the 1000 ppb VOC isocontour. 
Another scenario would involved pumping in both the near sou~ce. and edge of plume 
locations. The off-site impacts of these scenarios as well as calculated times to att~n cleanup 
levels should be provided for each alternative. Only with this comparative information can 
a considered, protective, cost-effective decision be made on site ground water. 

Table 2-11, it is not clear why dewatering and SVE were not considered in light of the 
volatility of the contaminants and thin, shallow contaminated zone. Please explain. 

lfo!JIS k, -1-,f'()U e-Jfl~ ~ 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Response to Specific Comment #6, p.12-13: Semi-volatile organic concentrations were 
detected above applicable standards in MW-44, and should not be considered insignificant. 
As for metals, see the discussion concerning "Response to Comments Presented in the letter, 
Comment #2". 

Response to Specific Comment #9, p. 13: It was agreed that this comment was appropriate 
but no response was made. The response to this comment is important because in section 
2.2.2, p. 2-11 the text states that "In all instances of risk calculation and ARAR/IBC 
comparison, the 95th UCL or maximum detected concentration, whichever is lower, is used 
as either the value of comparison or the exposure dose calculation of the risk (i.e., the 
Exposure Point Concentration [EPC])." It should be verified that the appropriate concen­
tration was used for the Exposure Point Concentration. 

Response to Specific Comment #11, p. 13: The text on page 2-20 should state what statistic 
the 95th UCL is of Presumably, it is of the mean. 

Response to Specific Comment #12, p.14: See Response to Specific Comment #10, above. 

Response to Specific Comment #13, p. 14: There are still some inconsistencies in the table 
regarding whether technologies are screened or retained, e. . in Table 2-10 Ex-situ 

-
- Response to Specific Comment #14, p. 15: This comment was acknowledged and an 

. explanation given, but not responded to in the document. Tlie explanation and the existing 
- -r--__ -..1' text in the document explain in a gene.ri~ sense why the- alternatives were developed 
: • /~ ~ =- separately, but do not explain on a site-sp~cific:basis why this was ~ppropriate. The rationale 
~- ~ · for taking this approach in the alternc!tives-development should ·adaress the specific situation 

- at the site and support the implicit assertion that the source and migration options are 
independent. See also the Response to Gen~ral Comment #3. 

Response to Specific Comment #18, p.16: Based on a telephone conference call on 
October 6, 1995 between the USEP A, SEDA, Army Corps, Parsons ES and Malcolm Pirnie, 
it was recognized that the trench would not intercept contaminant flow in the competent 
bedrock, if present. There are no monitoring wells installed in the competent bedrock in the 
areas where the highest concentrations of chlorinated organics were detected .in the 
groundwater (MW-44 and PT-18). If groundwater contamination in the bedrock is detected 
in the future, the inclusion of deeper (competent rock) extraction wells or a similar collection 
system may be necessary. 
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Response to Specific Comment #20, p.16: Parsons ES references its response to Comment 
# 1, which only addresses ARARs, not all nine criteria. -> 5" (flfdf) 

ROBERTS. KERR ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH CENTER 

The FS report did not provide any conclusions or recommendations regarding which of the 
proposed remediation alternatives would be the most appropriate at containing the 
groundwater contamination at the Ash Landfill. In particular, there are some questions 
concerning the various Source Control and Migration Control alternatives and their link with 
the fate and transport modeling discussed in the Groundwater Modeling Report. It is unclear 
which, if any, of the modeling scenarios represents any of the ·ps alternatives. More 
discussion needs to be included regarding the simulation of the effectiveness of the various 
remediation alternatives. 

SPECIFIC CON!MENTS 

Section 2.4.1 Estimate of Quantities to be Remediated: Page 2-37 discusses that "the 
ecological risk assessment does suggest that metals, albeit small, may be a source of increased 
chronic iisk". However, an in-depth analysis of the fate and transport of metals in the 

__ subsurface.has not been adequately presented in the report. Further discussions- should be 
· included if the migration of metals in the subsurface is considered potentially important. 

_- -~ S e_Gtio!_!_ 3 .2 ~sembly of Alternatives: Page 3-5 -states th9-t alternativ~ MG-2 _ "uses natural 
~ -~ attenuation foireduction of contaminant levels in the plum~ .. II. However, it is unclear how 
-. ~his alternative·would be applicable to heavy me!als in the subsurface. - Also stated on this 

--page is that-''Although NYSDEC groundwater standards are exceeded in on-site wells, the 
concentrations are being reduced by natural processes and ~11 reach an allowable level in the 

- future. 11 This statement is vague, requires more proof and should mention the length of time 
for contaminant concentrations to reduce to below groundwater standards. 

Section 3 .3 .5 SC-4: Page 3-14 states that for Sou~ce Control Alternative 4 will use 
hydrochloric acid (HCL) to extract metals from the soil. Table 2-1 presents the various types 
of heavy metal detected in soil samples. However, we are not aware that HCL will effectively 
extract any lead (Pb) species from soil. A commonly used acid to extract lead from soils is 
nitric acid (USEP A, 1992). 
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Section 5.3.1.2 Migration Control - Protectiveness: Page 5-19 states that "there is some 
uncertainty associated with the long-term protectiveness since off-site land use cannot be 
controlled". This appears to be the major limitation or weakness of this alternative since 
on-site institutional control and monitoring will not reduce the risk of off-site contaminant 
movement. Scenario 3 of the contaminant transport modeling predicts that "natural 
attenuation" alone will not reduce off-site concentrations to below drinking water standards 
witbi-m tbe i::i.er~ is~s E¥i~me 6vle,=Parsons, 1996). 

PROGRAM SUPPORT BRANCH 
PRE-REMEDIAL AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT SECTION 

General Comments 

1. Natural Attenuation 

The Interim Army Policy on Natural Attenuation for Environmental Restoration states: 

"Natural Attenuation typically requires extensive monitoring to ensure that the predicted 
natural processes are taking place .... Additionally, there should be a readily available 
contingent remedy for the site. It will take credible scientific data, site characterization data 
and predictive modelling to prove that natural processes are su cient to reduce risk in the 
zme rame require e army wi need that proof (emphasis added) to ensure the 

- acceptability of the actual attenuation remedy." -- -- - -- - -

• 

In view_ of :hi_s policy, the discussion of the_ anticipa~ed efficacy of the natural attenuatio_ri / ,A~ 
-=- alternative is madequate. Although anaerobic reduction of 1".CE t:o-br..eakd9wn products 1s / J 

occurring to some degree at the site, thex:_e is insufficient d~ta tq de~~str~te the _effectiveness ' \ 
- '-- - of this approach. As researchers from the Kerr Lab pointed om in previous comments, it is ~ 

not clear that there is sufficient oxidizable carbon and anaerob°fc or methanogenic conditions .,~ 
~oughout the plume .. For examp~~, the_ FS assumes that th~re_is little vinyl chloride pre~ent ~ P..> ~ 
m the plume because it has volatilized mto the atmosphere. However, the absence of vmyl ~ ~ .J 
chloride may also be explained by insufficient carbon to produce vinyl chloride from DCE. / ~ .,~ 

~ In addition, overall site loss of contaminants must be documented using statistically significant 
trends in contaminant levels to show that a reduction in the total mass of contaminants is ..--1-\--::z::;.;:::Z:::~ 
occurring at the · site. Also a complete mass balance should be completed to show that ' 
decreases in contaminant and electron acceptor concentrations can be correlated to increases 
in metabolic byproduct concentrations. 



Page 8 

Currently, the Army's own modelling (noting that the modelling still needs numerous revisions 
outlined in RSKERL's comments) illustrates that natural attenuation alone will not contain 
the plume on-site or reduce off-site concentrations to acceptable levels for over 100 years. 
In fact, the modelling predicts that in 100 years after source removal, cleanup levels will be 
exceeded up to 1200 feet off-base and within 600 feet of an existing well. 

2. Cleanup Times and the Range of Alternatives 

The discussion of the long-term protectiveness of migration control alternatives alludes to 
cleanup times for the different alternatives. These cleanup time estimates are not referenced 
properly in the text, and as subsequent comments state are inadequate since they do not 
consider partitioning from the solid phase. The only alternative that was even modelled was 
natural attenuation and the time to achieve cleanup levels was not provided. It is not clear 
why these rough calculations were presented when the site has already been modelled using 
the much more sophisticated MT3D model. It is not clear why MT3D was not used to 
predict cleanup time frames. Please explain. 

A range of alternatives must be developed and the estimated cleanup time frames for all 
alternatives provided. As written, the FS does not provide for an alternative that calls for 
source control of the concentrated portions of the plume and natural attenuation plus 
institutional controls for the remainder of the plume. This approach is a hybrid between 
natmal attenuation and the double trench approaches described in the FS. Also it is not clear 
why none of the alternatives address the off-site contamination. Modeling--·an§ additional 
information on institutional controls should be used to support not remediating this potentially 
vulnerable area. Discussion regarding the uncertainties of these modelled estimates should 
also be ~eluded. For example, how uncertainties o£key modellir1g paraine-rers-affect ·c1e~up 
time frames should be discussed. _ · =. - ~ _ -

- ·-
In order to represent a range of Source Control Alternatives, SC-2: Excavation of both 
landfills/Disposal in an off-site non-hazardous Subtitle D landfill should _p.ot be eliminated 
and should be carried through the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Section 5 of the FS. 
Although Table 3-3, Screening of Source Control Alternatives shows SC-2 as the lowest· 
scoring alternative, it's only 3, 5 and 6 points lower than the retained alternatives. Hardly 
a significant difference. SC-2 represents the only off-site remedial alternative and a midpoint 
for cost at $17.5 million, as opposed to the retained alternatives, SC-3: Consolidation and 
Capping at $1.86 million and SC-4: Soil Washing and Solidification at $32 million . 



Page 9 

Specific Comments 

Table 2-10 - The institutional controls described here (deed restrictions) are only relevant to 
those contaminated areas on base. Please describe in detail what institutional controls may 
be implemented in the off-site ground-water plume area. 

- n 1g o - e uncertamty of many key parameters such a's" .. 
biodegradation rate, retardation rate and hydraulic conductivity, it is not possible to absolutely 
conclude that the plume is at steady state and will not spread off-site. 

Page 3-8: The text in the FS states that approximately 23,000 cubic yards of soil was removed 
and treated. However, the Final Report on the Ash Landfill Immediate Response dated July ·. 
1995 and prepared by IT Corporation for the US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District 
states on page ix that 455,000 cubic yards of soil material was excavated and treated. This 
discrepancy should be explained and corrected. 

y,4 :<section 3.3.2 Page 3-9: The text states, "Under these exposure scenarios, the total site risks ~-­·\ J~- totaled 1. 0 x 10 4 for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks, and the Hazard Index (HI) 
1 

-}-..... was O. 24." From where in the Risk Assessment for the Ash Landfill were these values 
\lJ ~ obtained? 

Section 3.3.2 Page 3-9: The conclusion stated· 
compliance, are the only two criteria used to determine if a r emedial action is 

- required, therefore, no action is required for source soils." · EPA-cannot agree with this 
statement. The risk issues have not been entirely addressed. Risk assessment for lead is not 
performed by the conventional cancer (slope factor) and/or non-canc~r (reference dose) 

-~ _- --methodologies. Soil and sediment samp-ling points at the Ash Landfill exceed lead cleanup 
·-=-- -_- -levels th~ Army, NYSDEC and EPA agreed to --for soils and sedimeri1s at .the Open Burning 

Grounds at SEDA. 

Page 3-11, para 2 - In light of the elevated metals found in site ground water it is not possible 
to conclude that migration into ground-water is not occurring as is stated here. Please revise 
accordingly. 

Page 3-17, institutional controls - The description ofinstitututional controls described for 
alternative MC-2 is insufficient. Will the 24-hour guard be posted around the facility 75 years 
from now? How will deed restrictions be implemented? Are there plans to buy up the off­
base property that is currently contaminated or expected to become contaminated? 

tj( V-"--~ - \I" C 7 -

• 
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Page 5-38, last sentence - This sentence seems to conflict with the previous sentence stating.\) 
that the treatment system would be dismantled after the ground-water reaches 'cleanup levels. 
Please clarify. _ , _ _____ '\ 

Page 5-4f, para. 3 - The calculations found in Appendix A should be referenced here. 

The calculations to determine cleanup times are in error because·they don't account for 
partitioning of contaminants from the solid to liquid phases. Cleanup time frames can be 
calculated using the simple models presented in the appendix of the Guidance on Remedial 
Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites (EPA/540/G-88/003). 
However, since MT3D modelling has already been conducted for the site, we recommend use 
of this model to determine cleanup times (or ranges) for all alternatives. 

The reason for including the no-removal option when the work has already been completed 
is also not clear. 

• Page 2-9 - The last line of the calculations should add the mass i.ri the soil to the mass in the 
ground-water, not subtract the mass in the ground-water from the mass in the soil as is done 
here. 

It would be premamre to submit a proposed plan before EPA has had an opportunity to see 
the revised- Draft Groundwater Modeling Report at the Ash Landfill Site -an9 the: next 
submittal~ of the FS Report at the Ash Landfill Site. EPA provided comments on these -

- documents on March 1, 1996 and in today's letter. For scheduling purposes, please inform 
us as ¥J whent.9-expect the next submittal of the Ground-Water.Modeling Repgrt,- - _::. _ 

·- -. -- .,_ - - - . 

- - -
As required· by tl!e Federal Facilities Agreement between Qur agencies, EPA antfoipafes ; hat 
the A.rmy will responci and revise the Draft FS for the Ash Landfill dated December 1995 to 
address the conc_erns expressed in this comment letter. In order to avoid any 
misunderstandings, we would like to schedule a conference call to discuss these comments 
with you and your staff. I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience and 
can be reached at 212-637-4322. 

Sincerely yo 

C 
Carla . Struble, P.E. 
Fedyral Facilities Section 

.1) 



cc: 

.:: 

K. Gupta, NYSDEC 
R. Battaglia, USACOE-NY 
K. Healy, USACOE-HD 
M. Duchesneau, Parsons ES 
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PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

Prudential Center • Boston. Massachusetts 02199-7697 • (617) 859-2000 • Fax: (617) 859-2043 

May 28, 1996 

Commando, / ~ 
U.S . Army Coptfs of Engineers 
Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville 
Attn: Ms. Richards CEHND-PM 
4820 University Square 
Huotiwille ~ I 358J6;;1822 

SUBJECT: Seneca Army Depot Activity, Ash Landfill 
Response to Comments for the Draft Final Feasibility Study Report 
and the revised Groundwater Modeling Report 

Dear Ms. Richards: 

Parsons Engineering Science is pleased to submit for your review the reponse to comments for the Draft 
Final Feasiblity Study Report and the revised Groundwater Modeling Report for the Ash Landfill. The 
Army has requested that the submittal of these response to comments to the USEP A be extended to May 
30, 1996. The date for submittal of the revised Feasibility Study Report has been extended to June 21, 
1996. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (617) 859-2492 to discuss them. 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

~
1 
-~ c41cU --4-, 

~;l Duchesneau, P.E. ?' 
ProJect Manager 

MD/cmf/D#l5 

~ 
~PARSONS 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FOR 
U.S. EPA 

DRAFT FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
AT THE ASH LANDFILL 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTMTY 
ROMULUS,NY 

MARCH 22, 1996 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

Response to comments Presented in the letter, Comment #2, pages 4-6: 

The NYSDEC classification for groundwater at SEDA is Class GA - protection for a 
source of drinking water CEHCT ,A's implementin,l!"~foos :Cb&-:Nat-ioual Qi! and 
Hazardous Substance Contingency Plan ('NCP'), state that groundwater that is not 
currently a drinking water source, but is a potential drinking water source in the future, 
should be protected to levels appropriate to its use as a drinking water source. The 
intended use of SEDA and the Ash Landfill have yet to be definitely determined. 

Contrary to what was stated in Parson's response to EPA's comments, the NY State 
groundwater standard GA is not more applicable to the site than Federal MCLs. Section 
12l(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. B 962l(d), and the NCP (see 40 CFR Part 300.430(f)) 
establish as threshold criteria for remedy selection the protection of human health and 
the environment and the attainment of cleanup levels consistent with legally applicable 
or relevant and appropriate standards ("ARARs') . The NCP also states that Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), which are enforceable drinking water standards 
promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act, and Maximum Contaminant Level 
Goals (MCLGs) above zero, are indeed relevant in considering cleanup levels for water 
that is or may be used for drinking, unless more stringent promulgated State standards 
exist. 

Metals in groundwater are not effectively addressed by the groundwater alternatives. 
Ibere seems to be aB implicit assumption that ele.ated metals rue a:tt attifact of 
sampling and acidifying turbid samples. However, this cannot be assumed. Parsons ES 
states that turbidity is the cause for many of the exceedances. Turbidity measurements 
for a majority of the groundwater samples were not included in the Rl Report and 
therefore could not be related to metal concentrations. If turbidity is the cause of the 
exceedances, low turbidity samples (filtered or low-flow purging) should be directly 
compared to turbid samples. In addition, low flow sampling methods should be used to 
obtain representative and complete metals levels in the aquifer as soon as possible. 

Agreed. We acknowledge EPA's argument that NY State Class GA groundwater 
standards are not more applicable than the Federal MCLs, and MCLs are relevant in 
considering cleanup levels for water that may be used for drinking. In response, further 
consideration of chemical ARARs for groundwater will include both Federal MCLs and 
NY State Class GA groundwater standards, the lowest of which will be the cleanup level 
for groundwater at the Ash Landfill . 

With regard to metals in groundwater, we still maintain that turbidity is the cause of the 
exceedences of metals standards in groundwater at the Ash Landfill. In order to 
demonstrate that turbidity is the cause of these exceedences, high turbidity samples were 
compared to low turbidity samples (Table A). Turbidity data for many of the 



groundwater samples collected in January 1992 (which were not previously included on 
Table 2-7 of the Ash RI) has been included in the current metals data set. Table B 
presents all of the available turbidity and metals data for each well at the Ash Landfill. 
For each well, the sample with the highest turbidity was compared to the sample with 
the lowest turbidity and the percent reduction in the metals concentration when the high 
and low turbidity samples were compared is shown in the far right hand column of 
Table B. 

The analysis indicates that the metals concentrations are significantly reduced in the low 
turbidity samples, often below the MCL or GA standards. However, in some instances 
the turbidity in the least turbid sample was still relatively high and the concentration 
still exceeded the standard; the metals that exceed MCL or GA standards are 
highlighted in Table B. In all, metals concentrations in 10 wells exceed their respective 
MCL or GA standards. The metals that exceeded their standards in the 10 wells are as 
shown in co))apsed farm on Iable B Ihe .metal&iroH:,dlliillg~ediuro were oat 
included in this tally of 10 wells because these metals are very common (i.e., naturally 
occurring) in soil and groundwater and, more importantly, they are generally considered 
to be significantly less toxic than many of the other metals. Thus, exceedences by these 
metals are not believed to justify their consideration in remedial alternatives for 
groundwater, especially when turbidity is believed to be the cause of these and other 
exceedences at the site. 

This discussion focuses on the more toxic metals cited in the Table A For many of 
these metals, the concentration is significantly reduced from the higher turbidity sample 
to the lower turbidity sample, and often the concentration was reduced to below the 
standard (e.g. , PT-18, PT-19, MW-28, MW-31, and MW-32) (Table B). For many of 
the latter wells in Table B, only one sample was available so no turbidity comparison 
could be made, however, the turbidities in the samples from these wells were relatively 
high (MW-43 through MW58D). 

Lead exceeded the standards in 8 wells (Table A) . Lead exceedences generally ranged 
from 17.3 µg/L to 28.8 µg/L, which is only slightly above the MCL and NYS Class GA 
standard values of 15 µg/L and 25 µg/L, respectively. Also, the sample from MW-56 
contained a coneetttratiott of 44 µgfL and a twbidity of 18,000 NTUs. Considering tlte 
relatively high turbidity in these samples, and the relationship between turbidity and 
lead concentration demonstrated from other on-site samples, less turbid samples from 
these wells would likely have lower concentrations of lead. Because these 
concentrations are already only slightly above the standards, low turbidity samples 
would in all likelihood be below the MCL and Class GA standards. At MW-44, the lead 
concentrations was 147 µg/L (NTU = 100), which is the highest exceedence at the site. 
Currently, the lead concentration in groundwater at MW-44 is believed to be 
significantly lower since the removal action was performed and approximately 921 ,136 
gallons of groundwater was removed from this area of the site. 

Chromium exceeded the standards in 7 wells (Table A). Chromium exceedences 
generally ranged from 59 µg/L to 88.4 µg/L in 6 of the samples, and they are below the 
Federal MCL of 100 µg/L but above the NYS Class GA standard of 50 µg/L . One 
sample from MW-56 contained a chromium concentration of 35lµg/L, but this 
concentration was associated with an extremely high turbidity value (18,000 NTUs). 
Again, all of these exceedences are related to high turbidity samples, and less turbid 
samples would result in lower chromium values, presumably below the Class GA 
standard. 
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Comment#2 

Nickel exceeded the standards in 6 wells (Table A). Nickel exceedences generally 
ranged from 101 µg/L to 122 µg/L , only slightly above the Federal MCL of 100. The 
highest nickel concentration (53 3 µg/L) was associated with a turbidity value of 18,000 
NTUs in MW-56. Again, less turbid samples would likely result in nickel 
concentrations below the MCL standard. 

The remaining metals (zinc, antimony, barium, beryllium, and copper) exceeded their 
standards in one to three wells, and like the metals cited above, their exceedences are 
believed to be caused by the high turbidities in the samples (Table A). 

Lastly, the filtered samples demonstrate that at even lower turbidities, the metals 
concentrations in these samples are reduced such that only one exceedence occurred; 
antimony was found in PT-26 at a concentration of 53 .1 µg/L . It is noteworthy that PT-
26 is located approximately 2,500 feet southwest of the Ash Landfill and is not in close 
p::::w-i-IH:i:ty-te--ao~e--oth~~-oa.- sitq --yet.-e~edeDGe~1-0t11ie111, leaei, 1tieleel, 
and antimony were measured in this well . The high turbidity in this well is likely 
responsible for the many of the exceedences. 

On the basis of the data presented in the attached tables, metals are not a believed to be a 
constituent of concern at the site and, therefore, metals in groundwater should not be 
considered in the migration control alternatives in the Ash Landfill FS. 

Additionally, we have already implemented a low-flow sampling method for the Rl/FS 
investigations that are currently being conducted at other sites at SEDA. The sampling 
method involves a low-flow purge with a submersible pump (i.e., bladder pump or 
centrifugal pump) followed by low-flow sampling using the same pump; aquifer 
stabilization criteria (such as temperature, pH, conductivity, Eh, DO, and turbidity) are 
measured with an in-line flow cell during the well purging process. This method has 
been effective in obtaining low turbidity samples from the wells at several SEADs. 

Response to General Comment #1, beginning on page 6: 

a) The response to Comment #1 states that alternative MC-2, Natural Attenuation, 
complies with ail of the ARA.Rs. This contradicts the Draft FS which was quoted m the 
original comment. The reasoning given is that "with the passing of time, the 
concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater would ultimately be reduced to levels below 
the NY State GA standards for groundwater" (italics added). It is difficult to see how 
this complies with ARARs. If this type of reasoning is to be used, the FS should state at 
time period after which ARARs would be achieved and should provide adequate 
technical support for the statement. 

b) Also, it is acknowledged in the description of MC-1 (FS p. 3-17), the no-action 
alternative, that it '\vill not meet the Remedial Action Objectives due to exceedance of 
the GA groundwater ARAR." The description of MC-2 indicates that there is no 
substantial difference between this alternative and MC-1. The only additional actions to 
be taken in MC-2 are that institutional controls are to be added, and of these, deed 
restrictions are the only control which is not already in place. Note also that in Section 
3.6.2.9 (p. 3-35) where the alternatives are being screened for ARAR compliance, it is 
stated that MC-2 "scores low." It is unclear how an alternative can "score low" in 
ARAR compliance. Either an alternative complies with ARARs or it does not. Even if 
there is a basis for a ranking (such as the number of ARARs complied with), MC-1 and 
MC-2 should be ranked equally which they are not. Additionally, in reference to the 
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Response #2 

ARAR compliance description in Section 3.6.2 .9 on p. 3-35, on going monitoring does 
not affect compliance with ARARs. 

There are circumstances under which ARARs may be waived and these are given in the 
USEP A guidance. If there is a reason to waive the ARARs, it can be done in accordance 
with Section 12l(d)(4) ofCERCLA. 

a) Me-2, the Natural Attenuation Alternative, will comply with all of the ARARs 
including the Federal MeLs or NY State GA standards for groundwater. Section 5.4 
which presents a detailed description of Alternative Me-2, has been revised and 
currently presents technical support for the natural attenuation hypothesis including (1) 
the results of the Groundwater Modeling Study, which is presented in its entirety in 
Appendix F of the FS Report, and (2) historical groundwater data from the site. Three 
scenarios were modeled in the groundwater modeling study. Scenario 3 -B models the 
effects of the source removal conducted in the spring of 1995 Scenario 3-R.J isP.sd lO£ -
remediation starting concentrations at the source area and uses a degradation constant 
(k) of 0.0005/day, which is considered representative of the site conditions. Based on 
the results of the groundwater modeling study for this scenario, the concentrations of 
voes at points on-site will be reduced to below 5 ug/L after approximately 15 years. At 
a point approximately 200 feet west of the SEDA boundary, the maximum 
concentrations ofVOes is 3.3 ug/L after approximately 10 years. For this scenario, the 
models predict that the plume will not move a great distance from the Ash Landfill, and 
will be completely degraded before it reaches the farmhouse. 

Historical groundwater data collected from monitoring wells at the Ash Landfill indicate 
that degradation of the existing groundwater plume is likely occurring based upon 
measured concentrations of the breakdown products in downgradient wells . This data 
supports the proposal that removal of the source material combined with the microbial 
community at the site would eliminate the plume prior to the plume reaching the off-site 
receptors (i.e., the farmhouse) . These supporting historical data as well as the results of 
the groundwater modeling study are presented in the discussion of Alternative Me-2 in 
Section 5 of the FS report. 

h) Agreed Al] the Migration Control alternatives including the No 4.ction Alternative, 
Me-1 , will comply with the ARARs. Therefore, all the migration control alternatives 
have been equally ranked in regard to compliance with ARARs in Section 3.6.2.9. The 
difference between the alternatives is in the time-to-compliance when concentrations of 
voes in the groundwater would be reduced to levels below the criteria. As discussed 
above, the groundwater modeling study predicts that natural attenuation alternatives will 
comply with the Federal or NY State GA standards for groundwater on-site after 
approximately 15 years. 

Additional remedial actions have been added to Me-2 in order to control exposure to the 
voe plume by off-site receptors. The remedial actions include an extensive 
groundwater monitoring program involving monitoring wells located along the 
boundary between the Ash Landfill and the off-site farm, and within the plume area. A 
contingency plan for off-site receptors will be initiated if the groundwater monitoring 
data indicates a statistically significant upward trend in the constituents of concern. 
The contingency plan includes purchasing or leasing the off-site land which has been 
impacted by the groundwater plume, deed restrictions of the off-site property, and 
providing an alternative water supply. The text in Section 3 and 5 of the FS has been 
revised to describe the additional institutional controls for Me-2. 
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Comment #3 Response to General Comment #3, beginning on page 9: 

a) In the response to comment #3 , regarding the fact that the methodology used for 
screening the remedial technologies and developing the remedial alternatives does not 
correspond with the methods outlined in the CERCLA RI/FS guidance document, 
Parsons ES has taken exception to this comment as 'hon-productive". They also note 
that the guidance states (p. 1-3) that the approach outlined is not a 'rigid step-by-step 
approach that must be followed identically at every site. " In Section 1. 1, p. 1-3 of the 
FS it was Parsons ES that indicated that they would follow the guidance with the 
statement that 'This report is organized in accordance with 'Guidance for Conducting 
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility studies Under CERCLA," EPN540/G-89/004, 
October 1988." Substantive deviations from the method in the guidance, such as 
combining the technology and process screening effort into one effort, should be noted 
clear! in the text. Also in the 'dance Section 1.2 Pu ose of the G id 
t at 'This gu1 ance describes the general procedures for conducting an RI/FS." There is 
really no other guidance by which FSs are conducted - this guidance document does, in 
fact, represent the logic and organization that EPA expects to see in an FS. The 
guidance presents a uniform method of conducting and presenting FSs which assists 
both writers, readers, and reviewers in following a complex process. Significant 
variations from this should be logical and easily understandable by the reader. 

The major concern in the original comment was not that the draft FS did not follow the 
guidance line by line, but that the FS deviated sufficiently such that it would not be able 
to fulfill the purpose for which it was intended, which is to provide a logical process for 
evaluating technologies and alternatives, and to provide a sound basis for the selection 
of the preferred alternative and preparation of the proposed plan. 

Much of this has been remedied in the Draft-final FS, but a fundamental problem 
remains in Sections 3 and 5 regarding the development and screening, and detailed 
analysis of the alternatives. The final objective of an FS is to present alternatives which 
can address the site as a whole. This FS presents alternatives for either ''source control" 
or 'hligration control", but none of the alternatives addresses the site as a whole. While 
the guidance make allowances for formulating media-specific actions and evaluating 
them separately in cases where the interactions between media are not significant, it is 
clear that these actions are to be combined into site-side alternatives which address all 
media (Guidance, Section 4.2.6 Assemble Alternatives). Implicit in this is that if the 
interactions between the media are determined to be insignificant, the backup for this 
should be presented in the FS. This was not done. The latest point at which these 
media-specific actions are to be combined into site-wide remedial alternatives is prior to 
the comparative analysis of the alternatives. Regarding the part of the response which 
says that 'following guidance ... would have required a discussion of forty-two (42) 
different remedial alternatives", note Section 4. 3. 3 .1 of the guidance, entitled Guidelines 
for Screening, which indicates that such a large number of remedial alternatives is not 
required. 

The FS as it now stands presents two separate and parallel groups of 'hlternatives" each 
of which addresses a particular medium. The groups are separated to the extent that 
each has its own 'ho-action" alternative; two separate 'ho-action" alternatives are 
presented for the site. These are established at the beginning of the alternative 
development and are carried all of the way through the detailed analysis. The rationale 
for this should be clearly presented and supported as part of the detailed analysis of the 
alternatives. At the conclusion of the FS it is unclear whether the preferred alternative 
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Response #3 

should be one of all of the alternatives given, or one each of the source and migration 
control alternatives. 

Parsons ES is advocating another method for choosing the preferred site-wide 
alternative by implying in the comment response, 'The best time to combine the source 
control or migration control alternatives is during the ROD ... " . This is not acceptable. 

A table summarizing the results of the detailed analysis for each alternative with respect 
to each of the nine criteria should also be prepared as indicated by the guidance in 
Section 6.2.4, Presentation of Individual Analyses. 

b) Additional alternative evaluation and modeling 

In light of the non-ideal predictions made by the current modeling scenarios, one of the 
most significant deficiencies of the ES and sunnactiug mo_deli.µ.g_is,_that,.the-.Armr failed 
to evaluate a range of alternatives which would attain cleanup levels within varying time 
frames. Instead, natural attenuation with source removal was compared to natural 
attenuation without source removal. The value of this comparison is minimal since the 
source term has already been removed. 

In accordance with Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at 
Superfund Sites (EPA/540/G-88/003), the FS should be revised to compare the cleanup 
efficiencies of a number of different alternatives. The cutoff drain described in 
alternatives MC-4-7 should be one modeled scenario. Another modeling scenario 
should include a trench or well point system to capture contamination within the 1000 
ppb VOC isocontour. another scenario would involved pumping in both the near source 
and edge of plume locations. The off-site impacts of these scenarios as well as 
calculated times to attain cleanup levels should be provided for each alternative. Only 
with this comparative information can a considered, protective, cost-effective decision be 
made on site groundwater. 

c) Table 2-11 , it is not clear why dewatering and SVE were not considered in light of 
the volatility of the contaminants and thin, shallow contaminated zone. Please explain. 

a) Sections 3 and 5 of this FS develop and screen alternatives and provide a detailed 
analysis of the screened alternatives in terms of two separate media-specific groups, 
Source Control and Migration Control. According the Section 4.2.6 of the Guidance, 
the alternatives may be formulated into media-specific actions and may be evaluated 
separately if the interactions between media are not significant. Since the Removal 
Action has been conducted for source soils for the VOC plume at the 'Bend-in-the­
Road", the source of the volatiles in the groundwater plume has been eliminated. The 
RAO for the groundwater plume now includes management of the migration of the 
plume. The remedial actions for the soils at the site involve removing the landfills and 
debris piles in order to prevent dermal contact and ingestion of soils contaminated with 
metals and P AHs. Therefore, with the removal action complete, any interaction between 
the two media are not considered to be significant and the RAOs and remedial actions 
for the two media have become independent of each other. Furthermore, the separation 
of the alternatives into Source Control and Migration Control provides a more efficient 
means to achieve the RAOs as evidenced by the Removal Action conducted by the Army 
to remove the source of the VOCs in the groundwater. 
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Comment#l 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

The rationale discussed above for separation of alternatives into Source Control for soils 
and Migration Control for groundwater has been added to the introduction of Sections 3 
and 5. 

A discussion has been added to the conclusion of Section 5 which states that a preferred 
alternative must be selected for each media-specific group, i.e., Migration Control and 
Source Control. 

Tables summarizing the results of the detailed analysis for each alternative with respect 
to the nine criteria have been added to Section 5. 

b) The modeling of natural attenuation with and without source removal was conducted 
to supply technical support for the natural attenuation hypothesis. With regard to 
additional alternative evaluation and modeling, modeling of the various scenarios 
presented in the comment would involve an extensive effort. This modeling may not be 
necessary since these Migration Control alternatives may be screened out based on the 
nine criteria and not on the time to attain clean-up levels. 

c) While high vacuum well points are effectively used for construction dewatering, 
dewatering well points would not be an effficent technology in the tight soils at the Ash 
Landfill. Because only a limited radius of influence could be developed under site 
conditions, well points would have to be spaced at close intervals which would not be 
cost effective. The trench system which has been proposed in the FS is a more efficient 
technology because it works as a system of infinite well points. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Response to Specific Comment #6, p. 12-13: 

Semi-volatile organic concentrations were detected above applicable standards in MW-
44, and should not be considered insignificant. As for metals, see the discussion 
concerning "Response to Comments Presented in the letter, Comment #2". 

We acknowledge that three SVOCs were detected above their respective sta.Ddat:ds ia 
MW-44 during the RI investigation; this is the only well where standards for SVOCs 
were exceeded. Phenol at 5 µg/L exceeded it NYSDEC Class GA standard of lµg/L. 
Naphthalane was found at 66 µg/L and exceeded its GA standard of 50 µg/L. Lastly, 
pentachlorophenol was detected at 54 µg/L and exceeded the Federal MCL and GA 
standard of 1 µg/L. In light of these small exceedences, we believe that the current 
groundwater chemistry conditions at MW-44 are drastically different than when this 
well was sampled for the RI . The reason for this is that during the course of the 
excavating the soil source areas A and Bat the Ash Landfill (which encompassed MW-
44), 921,136 gallons of groundwater were removed and treated. The removal and 
treatment of this groundwater would have remediated the groundwater in the area of 
MW-44 such that the concentrations of these three SVOCs are in all likelihood below 
their respective standards today. 

Metals - see response for comment above. 

Response to Specific Comment #9, p.13: 

It was agreed that this comment was appropriate but no response was made. The 
response to this comment is important because in Section 2.2.2, p. 2-11 the text states 
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Response #2 

Comment#3 

Response #3 

Comment#4 

Response #4 

Commeot#S 

Response #5 

Comment#6 

that 'In all instances of risk calculation and ARAR/IBC comparison, the 95th UCL or 
maximum detected concentration, whichever is lower, is used as either the value of 
comparison or the exposure dose calculation of the risk (i.e. , the Exposure Point 
Concentration [EPC]). " It should be verified that the appropriate concentration was 
used for the exposure Point Concentration. 

The Exposure Point Concentrations presented in Table 2-1 have been verified to be the 
lower of the two values, the 95th UCL of the mean or the maximum detected 
concentration. 

In response to the original comment #9, the 95th UCL of the mean may be lower than 
the arithmetic mean depending on the data set. For example, the arithmetic mean may 
be skewed by high data values. Also, for those data sets which are not normally 
distributed, the 95th UCL of the mean is calculated using the log transformed data. The 
arithmetic mean of the log transfonned data is referred to as the geomet-Iicdnean Ihe 
geometric mean of the log transformed data may be sufficiently lower than the 
arithmetic mean, and therefore the use of the geometric mean could yield a 95th UCL of 
the mean which is lower than the arithmetic mean. 

Response to Specific Comment #11, p. 13: 

The text on page 2-20 should state what statistic the 95th UCL is of. Presumably, it is of 
the mean. 

Agreed. The 95 UCL is of the mean as stated in the comment. This clarification has 
been added to the text on page 2-20 of the Ash Landfill FS. 

Response to Specific Comment #12, p.14: 

See Response to Specific Comment #10, above. 

Acknowledged. However, it is unclear to us what comment is being referred to (we do 
not see a specific comment #10 above) and ,therefore, we can not address the comment. 

Response to Specific Comment #13, p.14: 

There are still some inconsistencies in the table regarding whether technologies are 
screened or retained, e.g. in Table 2-10, ex-situ treatment/chemical extraction/aqueous 
solvent, and disposal/RCRA Landfill. 

Agreed. The inconsistencies in Table 2-20 were corrected. Under the Process column 
heading in Table 2-20, aqueous solvent and RCRA landfill were screened out. 

Response to Specific Comment #14, p.15: 

This comment was acknowledged and an explanation given, but not responded to in the 
document. The explanation and the existing text in the document explain in a generic 
sense why the alternatives were developed separately, but do not explain on a site 
specific basis why this was appropriate. The rationale for taking this approach in the 
alternatives development should address the specific situation at the site and support the 
implicit assertion that the source and migration options are independent. See also the 
Response to General Comment #3. 
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Response #6 

Comment#7 

Response #7 

Comment#8 

Response #8 

Agreed. The explanation for the separate development and detailed analysis of the 
Migration Control and Source Control alternatives has been added to Section 3 .1 of the 
FS report. Please refer to the Response to General Comments #3 for the explanation of 
the development of alternatives by media. 

Response to Specific Comment #18, p.16: 

Based on a telephone conference call on October 6, 1995 between the USEPA, SEDA, 
Army Corps, Parsons ES and Malcolm Pirnie, it was recognized that the trench would 
not intercept contaminant flow in the competent bedrock, if present. There are no 
monitoring wells installed in the competent bedrock in the areas where the highest 
concentrations of chlorinated organics were detected in the groundwater (MW-44 and 
PT-18). If groundwater contamination in the bedrock is detected in the future, the 
inclusion of deeper <competent rock} extraction wPJl~i.milabCO-llection 5J1stem may 
be necessary. 

Agreed. We acknowledge that there are not bedrock wells in the areas where the 
highest concentrations of VOCs were detected in the groundwater (MW-44 and PT-18) . 
And, if groundwater contamination in the bedrock is detected in the future, the inclusion 
of deeper extraction wells or a similar collection system may be necessary. 

Response to Specific Comment #20, p.16: 

Parsons ES references its response to Comment #1, which only addresses ARARs, not 
all nine criteria. 

Disagree. The referenced section is not meant to provide a detailed discussion of how 
each alternative meets the nine criteria, but is the comparative analysis of the various 
alternatives. The detailed discussion for Alternative MC-2 in Section 5.3 provides the 
rationale for Alternative MC-2 achieving the criteria. 

ROBERTS. KERR ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH CENTER 

GENERAL COMMENT 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

The FS report did not provide any conclusions or recommendations regarding which of 
the proposed remediation alternatives would be the most appropriate at containing the 
groundwater contamination at the Ash Landfill. In particular, there are some questions 
concerning the various Source Control and Migration Control alternatives and their link 
with the fate and transport modeling discussed in the Groundwater Modeling Report. It 
is unclear which, if any, of the modeling scenarios represents any of the FS alternatives. 
More discussion needs to be included regarding the simulation of the effectiveness of the 
various remediation alternatives. 

Acknowledged. First, the draft version of the Ash FS did include a 'Conclusions and 
Recommendations" section that included a recommended remedial alternative for the 
site, however, we were asked by the NYSDEC in the last round of comments to remove 
this section, and we did so. NYSDEC felt that is was premature to recommend an 
alternative in the FS. Rather, NYSDEC recommended that upon finalization of the FS 
report, the Army should propose their recommended alternative through a draft 
proposed remedial action plan (see section 3 of EPA Guidance for Conducting RI/FS 
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under CERCLA, EPN540/G-89-004, OSWER Directive 9355.3-0.1 , October 1988 and 
JAG Section 12 and Attachment 2). 

Second, modeling was performed to provide an indication as to the effectiveness of a 
natural attenuation alternative at the Ash Landfill site; this is alternative MC-2 in the 
Ash Landfill FS. In the modeling report this was equivalent to Scenario 3, which 
simulated the plume migration after the VOC source materials were removed during the 
removal action. No other FS alternatives were modeled. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

Comment#3 

Response #3 

Section 2.4.1 Estimate of Quantities to be Remediated: Page 2-37 discusses that" the 
ecological risk assessment does suggest that metals, albeit small, may be a source of 
increased chronic risk." However, an in-depth analysis of the fate and transport of 
roetals_jn th~subs1u:face=1las not been adeqyate1Jw1resented in the report Further 
discussion should be included if the migration of metals in the subsurface is considered 
potentially important · 

Acknowledged. For reasons given in the response to General Comment# 1 on page 1, 
we do not feel that the migration of metals in groundwater is considered important at the 
Ash Landfill site. 

Section 3.2 Assembly of Alternatives: Page 3-5 states that alternative MC-2 '\Jses 
natural attenuation for reduction of contaminant levels in the plume ... ". However, it is 
unclear how this alternative would be applicable to heavy metals in the subsurface. Also 
stated on this page is that "Although NYSDEC groundwater standards are exceeded in 
on-site wells, the concentrations are being reduced by natural processes and will reach 
an allowable level in the future." This statement is vague, requires more proof and 
should mention the length of time for contaminant concentrations to reduce to below 
groundwater standards. 

First, we believe the metals of concern that exceed standards in 10 groundwater wells 
are caused by elevated turbidity in these samples, and it is not necessary to include 
femedies fof the poteftt.ial mign1tion of metals in groundwater in the FS. Thus, the 
natural attenuation alternative, which clearly does not address impacts from metals, 
would be used for VOCs found in the groundwater at the Ash Landfill. 

A more detailed discussion about the natural attenuation process including supporting 
technical data has been added to Section 5.4.1, which describes Alternative MC-2, the 
Natural Attenuation Alternative. This discussion includes an estimate of the length of 
time for contaminants of concern to be reduced to below groundwater standards based 
on the results of the groundwater modeling study. 

Section 3.3.5 SC-4: Page 3-14 states that for Source Control Alternative 4 will use 
hydrochloric acid (HCL) to extract metals from the soil. Table 2-1 presents the various 
types of heavy metal detected in soil samples. However, we are not aware that HCL will 
effectively extract any lead (Pb) species from soil. A commonly used acid to extract lead 
from soils is nitric acid (USEPA, 1992). 

Agreed. A combination of flurosilcic acid, nitric acid, and hydrochloric acid have been 
used to extract metal contaminants from the soil. The text on page 3-14 was changed to 
reflect this. 
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Comment#4 

Response #4 

Section 5.3 .1.2 Migration Control - Protectiveness: Page 5-19 states that "there is some 
uncertainty associated with the long-term protectiveness since off-site land use cannot be 
controlled". This appears to be the major limitation or weakness of this alternative since 
on-site institutional control and monitoring will not reduce the risk of off-site 
contaminant movement. Scenario 3 of the contaminant transport modeling predicts the 
'natural attenuation" alone will not reduce off-site concentrations to below drinking 
water standards within the next~ 150 years (Figure 6-16, Parsons, 1996). 

Agreed. Please refer to the Response to General Comment #2 (b). 

PROGRAM SUPPORT BRANCH PRE-REMEDIAL AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT SECTION 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

1. Natural Attenuation 

The Interim Army Policy on Natural Attenuation for Environmental Restoration states: 

"Natural Attenuation typically requires extensive monitoring to ensure that the 
predicted natural processes are taking place ... Additionally, there should be a readily 
available contingent remedy for the site. It will take credible scientific data, site 
characterization data and predictive modeling to prove that natural processes are 
sufficient to reduce risk in the timeframe required. The army will need that proof 
(emphasis added) to ensure the acceptability of the actual attenuation remedy." 

In view of this policy, the discussion of the anticipated efficacy of the natural attenuation 
alternative is inadequate. Although anaerobic reduction of TCE to breakdown products 
is occurring to some degree at the site, there is insufficient data to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of this approach. As researchers from the Kerr Lab pointed out in previous 
comments, it is not clear that there is sufficient oxidizable carbon and anaerobic or 
methanogenic conditions throughout the plume. For example, the FS assumes that there 
is little vinyl chloride present in the plume because it has volatilized into the 
atmosphere However, the absence of vinyl chloride may also be explained by 
insufficient carbon to produce vinyl chloride from DCE. 

In addition, overall site loss of contaminants must be documented using statistically 
significant trends in contaminant levels to show that a reduction in the total mass of 
contaminants is occurring at the site. Also a complete mass balance should be 
completed to show that decreases in contaminant and electron acceptor concentrations 
can be.correlated to increases in metabolic byproduct concentrations. 

Currently, the Army's own modeling (noting that the modeling still needs numerous 
revisions outlined in RSKERL's comments) illustrates that natural attenuation alone 
will not contain the plume on-site or reduce off-site concentrations to acceptable levels 
for over 100 years. In fact, the modeling predicts that in 100 years after source removal, 
cleanup levels will be exceeded up to 1200 feet off-base and within 600 feet of an 
existing well. 

Agreed. As stated in the Comment, the Natural Attenuation alternative, MC-2, is 
required by Interim Army Policy to have (I) an extensive monitoring program to ensure 
that the natural processes are taking place and (2) a contingent remedy for the site. 
Therefore, as part of MC-2, a groundwater monitoring program will be conducted and 
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Comment#2 

will consist of sampling new and existing monitoring wells. Groundwater monitoring 
wells will be installed along the Ash Landfill boundary which is adjacent to the farm 
and on the downgradient portion of the VOC groundwater plume. The groundwater 
monitoring wells will be sampled for approximately 30 years and the data will be used to 
determine any statistically significant trends in contaminant levels. If the 
concentrations of the contaminants in the groundwater from these wells indicate an 
upward trend, a contingency plan will be initiated. This plan, which is described in 
detail in Section 5.4.1.l, Definition of Alternative MC-2, includes purchasing off-site 
property which has been impacted by the plume, applying deed restrictions on the off­
site property, and providing an alternative water supply to off-site residences. 

In addition, while we acknowledge the Kerr comments, we feel that the available data 
suggests that reductive dechlorination of TCE is a plausible mechanism for reducing the 
mass of chlorinated VOCs at the Ash Landfill site. The effectiveness of the natural 
attenuation mechanism was documented in the grmmdwater model which showecLth . 
the plume would eventually degrade to below ARARS. 

To provide a "big picture" view, plots of the historical trends in the concentration of 
TCE, 1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride in selected monitoring wells at the Ash Landfill were 
generated. These plots document the overall loss of VOCs at the site both due to natural 
and unnatural mechanisms. 

We do not feel that it is appropriate or practical to perform a complete mass balance 
showing decreases in contaminant and electron acceptor concentrations, and correlation 
to increases in metabolic byproduct concentrations. This would require a lengthy 
sampling and analysis program. However, the Army does intend to continue to 
implement the sampling for VOCs at the Ash Landfill and document the overall loss of 
mass of TCE, 1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride from the wells on-site. 

Cleanup Times and the Range of Alternatives 

a) The discussion of the long-term protectiveness of migration control alternatives 
alludes to cleanup times for the different alternatives. These cleanup time estimates are 
not referenced properly in the text, and as subsequent comn:umts state are inadequate 
since they do not consider partitioning from the solid phase. The only alternative that 
was modeled was natural attenuation and the time to achieve cleanup levels was not 
provided. It is not clear why these rough calculations were presented when the site has 
already been modeled using the much more sophisticated MT3D model. It is not clear 
why MT3D was not used to predict cleanup time frames. Please explain. 

A range of alternatives must be developed and the estimated cleanup time frames for all 
alternatives provided. As written, the FS does not provide for an alternative that calls 
for source control of the concentrated portions of the plume and natural attenuation plus 
institutional controls for the remainder of the plume. This approach is a hybrid between 
natural attenuation and the double trench approaches described in the FS. Also it is not 
clear why none of the alternatives address the off-site contamination. Modeling and 
additional information on institutional controls should be used to support not 
remediating this potentially vulnerable area. Discussion regarding the uncertainties of 
these modeled estimates should also be included. For example, how uncertainties of key 
modeling parameters affect cleanup time frames should be discussed. 

b) In order to represent a range of Source Control Alternatives, SC-2: Excavation of 
both landfills/Disposal in an off-site non-hazardous Subtitle D landfill should not be 
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Response #2 

eliminated and should be carried through the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Section 
5 of the FS. Although Table 3-3, Screening of Source Control Alternatives shows SC-2 
as the lowest scoring alternative, it's only 3, 5 and 6 points lower than the retained 
alternatives. Hardly a significant difference. SC-2 represents the only off-site remedial 
alternative and a midpoint for cost at $17. 5 million, as opposed to the retained 
alternatives, SC-3: Consolidation and Capping at $1.86 million and SC-4: Soil 
Washing and Solidification at $32 million. 

a) Response is currently being resolved. 

b) Agreed. The Source Control alternative, SC-2, has been retained and carried 
through the Detailed Analysis of alternatives. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

Comment#3 

Response #3 

Table 2-10 - The institutional controls described here (deed restrictions) are only 
relevant to those contaminated areas on base. Please describe in detail what institutional 
controls may be implemented in the off-site groundwater plume area. 

Agreed. A detailed discussion of the institutional controls that may by implemented off­
site is presented in Section 5.4.1, which is in the description of Migration Control 
alternative, MC-2. A groundwater monitoring program will be conducted and will 
include monitoring wells along the Ash Landfill boundary along the downgradient 
portion of the plume. If the groundwater data indicate an upward trend in the 
concentrations of VOC contaminants, a contingency plan will be initiated. This plan 
includes purchasing or leasing the off-site property adjacent to the Ash Landfill, a deed 
restriction for this property, and supplying drinking water for impacted off-site 
residences. 

Page 3-5, natural attenuation - In light of the uncertainty of many key parameters such 
as biodegradation rate, retardation rate and hydraulic conductivity, it is not possible to 
absolutely conclude the plume is at steady state a.Hd will not spread off site. 

Agreed. We can not absolutely conclude that the plume will not migrate off-site. 
However, in reviewing the text on page 3-5, we can not identify any statements that 
claim this. Therefore, we are not sure what change, if any, EPA would like us to make 
on this page. As a note, the natural attenuation alternative does include institutional 
controls as a contingency if continued monitoring indicates that the VOC plume is 
migrating off-site and ARARS for VOCs are exceeded. 

Page 3-8: The text in the FS states that approximately 23,000 cubic yards of soil was 
removed and treated. However, the Final Report on the Ash Landfill Immediate 
Response dated July 1995 and prepared by IT Corporation for the U.S . Army Corps of 
Engineers, Omaha District states on page ix that 455,000 cubic yards of soil material 
was excavated and treated. This discrepancy should be explained and corrected. 

Agreed. The number of cubic yards of soil removed and treated was approximately 
23,000, as was stated in the FS report. The value of 455,000 cubic yards cited in the 
Final Report on the Ash Landfill Immediate Response (IT Corporation, 1995) is 
believed to be in error. The Project Narrative of the IT report states that "approximately 
35,000 tons (455,000 cubic yards) of soil material was excavated and treated ... ", and it 
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is apparent that there was an error when converting tons to cubic yards. Considering 
that 1 cubic yard equals approximately 1.5 tons, 35,000 tons is roughly 23 ,000 cubic 
yards. No change was made the to the text in the Ash Landfill FS. 

Comment #4 Section 3.3.2 Page 3-9: The text states, 'Under these exposure scenarios, the total site 
risks totaled 1.0 x 10-4 for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks, and the Hazard 
Index (HI) was 0.24." From where in the Risk Assessment for the Ash Landfill were 
these values obtained? 

Response #4 These values were obtained from Table 1-1 of Section 1 of the Ash FS Report. The Risk 
Assessment tables for the Baseline Case are provided in Appendix B of the FS Report. 

Comment #5 Section 3.3 .2 Page 3-9: The conclusions stated in the text reads, 'These two criteria, 
risk and ARAR compliance, are the only two criteria used to determine if a remedial 
. ct.ioll--is,,requiI;,ed.=eref01:,edlQ=ilc,tiolld,Lrec;nliredJor so.\Wz€=6ails " EE~ caooe1=agree 
with this statement. The risk issues have not been entirely addressed. Risk assessment 
for lead is not performed by the conventional cancer (slope factor) and/or non-cancer 
(reference dose) methodologies. Soil and sediment sampling points at the Ash Landfill 
exceed lead cleanup levels the Army, NYSDEC and EPA agreed to for soils and 
sediments at the Open Burning Grounds at SEDA. 

Response #5 Agreed. Lead is not considered as part of the risk assessment because the EPA has 
withdrawn the allowable Reference Dose (RID) value for lead. The site-specific clean­
up goal for soil and on-site sediment at the OB Grounds was established at 500 mg/kg 
for lead. This concentration was based on the results of two studies. The first was the 
output of the UBK model, which indicated that 500 mg/kg would be protective of 
human, residential exposure. The second factor was the result of an EPA transport 
model study, which determined that a lead soil level in the range of 16 mg/kg, 88 
mg/kg, and 483 mg/kg would be protective of groundwater. The background 
concentration of lead in soil was determined to be 30 mg/kg, and therefore the lowest 
value, 16 mg/kg was eliminated. Therefore, the range of concentrations between 88 
mg/kg and 483 mg/kg is the allowable concentration of lead in soil that will not produce 
a concentration of lead in groundwater above the Federal action level of 15 ug/L. 

Although the future land use for the Ash Landfill is not certain and is currently 
considered to be as a meadow, the clean-up goal for lead in soil of 500 mg/kg will be 
used for the Ash Landfill also. The site specific clean-up goal of remediating soil with 
lead concentrations greater than 500 mg/kg has been added to the RAOs for soil. A 
discussion of this goal, which was adopted from the OB Grounds FS, has been added to 
Section 2.2.6. 

The removal of the proposed volumes of soil (Case 1 through Case 4) at the Ash 
Landfill will result in lead concentrations below the clean-up goal of 500 mg/kg. The 
Removal Action at the Bend-in-the Road has already lowered the concentrations of lead 
as evidenced by the post-prove out soil sampling. Post-prove-out soil samples were 
collected and analyzed for the TCLP (metals) from the treated soils representative of 
Areas A and B at the Bend-in-the-Road. The TCLP metal analytical data presented in 
the IT report and in Table 3-3 of Appendix E of this FS Report indicate that the 
maximum concentrations of lead was 814 mg/kg in one sample. The remaining 
concentrations of lead ranged from 4.4 mg/kg to 401 mg/kg, which are below the 
remediation goal of 500 mg/kg. According to Table 2-8 in the FS Report, removal of 
the remaining Case 2 through Case 4 soils will result in a maximum lead concentration 
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Comment#6 

Response #6 

Comment#7 

Response #7 

Comment#8 

Response #8 

Comment#9 

Response #9 

APPENDIX A 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

of 40.20 mg/kg and a 95th UCL of the mean of 24 .96 mg/kg, which are both below the 
500 mg/kg goal established for the OB Grounds. 

The sentence in Section 3.3.2, which states that only risk and ARAR compliance are 
used to determine if a remedial action is required, has been removed. 

Page 3-11, para. 2 - In light of the elevated metals found in site groundwater it is not 
possible to conclude that migration into groundwater is not occurring as is stated here. 
Please revise accordingly. 

See the response for comment above that address metals in groundwater. 

Page 3-17, institutional controls - The description of institutional controls described for 
alternative MC-2 is insufficient. Will the 24-hour guard be posted around the facility 75 
years from now? How will deed restrictions be imnlement~'.2 Are there plans to bH¥=J:IP 
the off-base property that is currently contaminated or expected to become 
contaminated? 

Refer to the Response to General Comment # 1 of the Program Support Branch Pre­
Remedial and Technical Support Section. The response describes the institutional 
controls which will be included in this alternative. Details concerning the 
implementation of deed restrictions and plans for purchasing off-site properties will be 
developed if Alternative MC-2 is selected as the appropriate remedial action. 

The reference to a 24-hour guard has been removed because closure of SEDA under 
BRAC95 would terminate this institutional control. 

Page 5-38, last sentence - This sentence seems to conflict with the previous sentence 
stating that the treatment system would be dismantled after the groundwater reaches 
cleanup levels. Please clarify. 

Agreed. The sentences have been clarified. The last sentence now reads, "Providing 
proper O&M is performed, the treatment system will be permanent for the duration of 
the remedial actioe. 

Page 5-42, para. 3 - The calculations found in Appendix A should be referenced here. 

Agreed. Appendix A has been cited in the third paragraph on page 5-42 as 
recommended. 

The calculations to determine cleanup times are in error because they do not account for 
partitioning of contaminants from the solid to liquid phases. Cleanup time frames can 
be calculated using the simple models presented in the appendix of the Guidance on 
Remedial Actions for Contaminated Groundwater at Superfund Sites (EP N540/G-
88/003). However, since MT3D modeling has already been conducted for the site, we 
recommend use of this model to determine cleanup times (or ranges) for all alternatives. 

The reason for including the no-removal option when the work has already been 
completed is also not clear. 

Comment is currently being resolved. 
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Comment#2 

Response #2 

The removal option was removed from consideration in the FS as an alternative, 
however, it was included in the text to document that the removal action was performed. 

Page 2-9 - The last line of the calculations should add the mass in the soil to the mass in 
the groundwater, not subtract the mass in the groundwater from the mass in the soil as is 
done here. 

Agree. The total mass of VOCs in soil and groundwater at the site would be calculated 
by adding the total in the soil (1,228 pounds) and the total in the water (583 pounds). 
This change was made to page 2 of 9. If the removal action had not taken place, the 
total mass that would have to be treated by the groundwater pump and treat system 
would be the total in the water (583 pounds). After the removal action, the total mass 
that would require treatment would be 36 pounds which iuhe,,amount of mass outside 
the area treated in the removal action; according to these calculations the removal action 
treated 1,228 pounds in soil and 547 pounds in water (583 pounds - 36 pounds = 547 
pounds). A value of 583 pounds should have been used for the starting mass in 
groundwater not 691. By using 583 pounds instead of 691 pounds for the treatment 
scenario without the removal action, the other calculations that use this value are not 
significantly affected considering that a safety factor has been added in. In the end, less 
starting mass in the groundwater means that the system reaches its goal sooner than 
originally calculated. 
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COMMENTS FOR 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY (USEPA) 
DRAFT GROUNDWATER 

MODELING REPORT 
MARCH 1996 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

It is obvious that a significant amount of work was conducted regarding the 
subsurface modeling for the Ash Landfill. The modeling approach appears to 
be sound. However, there are two fundamental concerns that need to be 
addressed prior ta the model being ap_proptiately vsed to evaruate aruu:emewal 
alternative. Also, it is unclear why the first two modeling scenarios were 
conducted if the source has already been removed. As previously stated, it 
would be more appropriate to use the numerical model to simulate effectiveness 
of each proposed remedial alternative discussed in the FS report. 

The two fundamental concerns of the fate and transport modeling are discussed 
below. First, the MODFLOW model does not adequately simulate the 
conceptual model presented. Specifically, the model was calibrated using a 
value of recharge from precipitation of 0.058 inches/year from a total reported 
of 34.3 inches/year. This value is only - 0.2% of the total precipitation and is 
probably not reasonable give the climatic and hydrologic conditions of upstate 
New York and the hydrogeologic conceptual model presented. Another 
indication is the overall volumetric water balance calculated by the model. The 
conceptual estimate of total inflow (Qin) into the model was presented as 243 , 
949 ft3 /day, however, the model simulated the total inflow at 2,003 ft3/day. 
The model under simulates the conceptual estimate of total inflow by over 
100% which is probably not reasonable given the 5.4 mi2 size of the active 

We acknowledge the EPA's comment regarding the comparison of the 
conceptual and numerical models. However, we feel that the MODFLOW 
model does accurately simulate the conceptual model represented for the site, 
but further explanation of the conceptual model is required based on the issues 
raised in the comment; the further explanation was added to Section 4.3 of the 
modeling report. Generally, we feel that the wrong comparisons were made in 
the comment, which lead to conclusions that were not completely accurate, 
given the information that was presented in the Ash Landfill remedial 
investigation report and the conceptual model portion of the modeling report. 
We agree with the intent of the comment, which is that the conceptual model 
must match the numerical model, and we a have provided additional evidence 
and explanation to support the conceptual model presented in the section 4 of 
the report. 

Clearly, when Qin (243 ,958.65 ft3/day) from precipitation is compared to Q0 u1 

(2,257.4 ft3/day) at Seneca Lake there is an obvious discrepancy. However, 



there is another component of the conceptual model that has not been 

considered by EPA, but must be considered to explain the apparent discrepancy 

- that is evapotranspiration from groundwater. Conceptual model assumptions, 

such as boundary conditions, groundwater flow parameters, etc., are believed to 

represent the flow system accurately and they are not believed to be responsible 

for the disagreement in the two flows. On the basis of the calculation presented 

earlier in this section, the groundwater flow system can only transport a finite 

amount of groundwater, and clearly not the amount of water that would result 

from 7 inches of percolation per year. Instead, the discrepancy is believed to be 

caused by the lack of the Thornthwaite and Mather (1957) water balance 

method to account for evapotranspiration from groundwater after percolation 

has occurred. a phenomena that we believe is significant at the Ash I aodfiU 

site. Their method accounts for most of the water balance considerations for 

the Ash Landfill site (such as precipitation, runoff, evapotranspiration of 

precipitation, and infiltration) but, it does not have a method to account for 

further loss of water, after infiltration has occurred, caused by capillary upward 

movement of groundwater in the shallow, fine-grained till aquifer, which 

eventually transpires and/or evaporates into the atmosphere. This is an 

important consideration in the Ash Landfill conceptual model. 

To evaluate whether the evaporative loss of groundwater is a valid concept at 

the Ash Landfill, we analyzed historical groundwater data and evaluated 

possible mechanisms by which water could be lost from the aquifer system. 

First, we argue that historical groundwater observations in monitoring wells 

provide support for the percolation value derived from the Thornthwaite and 

Mather (1957) method. Then, we argue that ET from groundwater is a 

reasonable and likely, mechanism by which water is last from the aquifer, 

when compared to alternative me~hanisms. 

To determine if the percolation number calculated using the Thomthwaite and 

Mather (1957) method was reasonable, we compared seasonal increases in the 

saturated thickness of the till/weathered shale aquifer (Figure 3-8 and Table 3-

1) to the total annual percolation value of 7 inches. First, we determined how 

much water was added to the system from a period when the water table was 

low (late summer early fall) to a period when the water table was high (late 

winter and spring). On the basis of the data shown in Table 3-1, the average 

change in the water table was 5.4 feet. The amount of percolation that would 

be required to cause the water table to rise 5.4 feet would be obtained by 

multiplying the total rise in feet of water in the wells for a season by the 

effective porosity of the till (0.15) [The effective porosity was used because it 

represents the available space through which water can move, assuming some 

water would be bound up in the interstices of the till]. Therefore, an 5-foot rise 

in the water table would require an infiltration of approximately 9 inches of 
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water. Following the same line of reasoning, 7 inches of infiltration (which 

was calculated in the water balance) would result in a water level rise of 3.9 

feet (7 inches+ 0.15 = 46.7 inches or 3.9 feet) or approximately 4 feet, which is 

close the average change observed calculated from the well observations of 

approximately 5 feet. Therefore, the infiltration value of 7 inches is in line 

with the observed changes in the saturated thickness of the till/weathered shale 

aquifer and this amount of infiltration is a necessity in order to be able to 

account for the seasonal rise in the water table observed in the wells on-site. 

This also means that the Qin (i .e., percolation) from precipitation is reasonable 

and was calculated based on annual percolation of 0.59 feet (approximately 7 

inches) taken from the water balance determined using the method of 

Thomthwaite and Mather f 1957) Thus based on a caroparisao oLQ;o:=¥S.Oou, 
significantly more water would have to be removed from the groundwater flow 

system in order for the two flows to balance. 

Several mechanisms for the loss of water from the aquifer were considered for 

the conceptual model; horizontal, downward and upward movement were 

considered. First, the Kh values in the till are not believed to be high enough to 

transport the water horizontally and cause the observed decrease in the water 

table. Second, the poor vertical connection between the till and the competent 

shale aquifers, as wells as the low Kh value in the competent shale, suggests 

that downward movement of groundwater into the bedrock as a means of 

getting rid of the water is not reasonable. Therefore, the third concept, upward 

movement groundwater via evapotranspiration, was considered to be the most 

reasonable alternative, given the site conditions (i.e., the fine-grained nature of 

the till, shallowness of the till/weathered shale aquifer, the shallow depth of the 

water table, the open, vegetated land surface at the site, etc ) 

The concept of evapotranspirative loss of groundwater from unconfined, fine­

grained till aquifers to explain large fluctuations in the water table (especially 

where the water table is close to a vegetated land surface) is not uncommon and 

has been documented by many researchers (i.e., Jones et al., 1992; Cravens and 

Ruedisili, 1987; Hendry, 1988; and Keller et al., 1988) - these papers were 

forwarded to EPA on April 16, 1996. Section 3.5.7.2 presents a detailed 

discussion of their findings. We believe that the characteristics and behavior of 

the aquifer flow system at the Ash Landfill suggest that this phenomenon is 

occurring at the Ash Landfill and in the surrounding area. 

Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that a significant amount of the water that 

percolates into the groundwater flow system at the Ash Landfill is later lost to 

evapotranspiration and is never discharged to Seneca Lake. Although it would 

be difficult to calculate the actual net recharge value (Qin) [perc -
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Comment #2 

Response #2 

evapotranspiration] based on the conceptual model information, this value 

would be approximately 1.6 x 10-5 ft/day (or 0.07 in/yr) , considering the fact 

that the aquifer system can only transport a finite amount of groundwater to 

Seneca Lake. 

We believe that the aquifer conditions on the Ash Landfill site are not typical 
(e.g., equivalent to a sandy aquifer conditions that are commonly modeled), and 
atypical conditions, such as significant loss of groundwater from ET, need to be 
part of the conceptual model. believe the site date indicates that and that the 
conceptual model but instead deserves consideration for circumstances that are 
not typically found in deep sandy aquifers. ET loss from groundwater is the 
only reasonable method by which the loss of groundwater from the till aquifer 
can be explained given the physical site conditions and the hydrogeologic 

Also, this analysis precludes consideration of increasing the runoff coefficient 
to alleviate the concerns over the apparent discrepancy between the amount of 
infiltration (Qin) in the conceptual model and the net recharge value used in 
the numerical model. Because increasing the runoff coefficient would result in 
less infiltration into the groundwater flow system and an obvious discrepancy 
between the observed changes in the water levels in the monitoring wells and 
the ability of the hydrologic system to account for these changes via infiltration. 

Secondly, there is a question of whether it is reasonable to assume that the 
hydraulic conditions at the landfill are in steady-state. Measured water levels 
fluctuate seasonally up to a maximum of 8.72 feet within the till/weathered 
shale aquifer that is reported to be at most 11.6 fee thick. This large seasonal 
fluctuation (~75% of a total aquifer thickness) may influence the fate and 
transport of contaminants within the groundwater. A numerical model 
calibrated to annually averaged water levels while neglecting this seasonal 
variation may lead to significant errors when used to predict the fate and 
transport of contammants mto the future. 

Agreed. We agree that additional information would be helpful to assess 
whether it is reasonable to assume that the hydraulic conditions at the Ash 
Landfill are in steady-state. Much of this information was included in Ash RI 
and was not repeated in the modeling document. To provide more complete 
support for the use of an annually-averaged water table, additional data was 
added to the modeling report (sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.7.2). The analysis below 
demonstrates that the groundwater flow directions and gradients are not 
affected by the seasonal water level changes and simulating an annually 
averaged steady-state flow system does not compromise the contaminant 
transport modeling results. First, groundwater topography maps from two 
different seasons show generally the same flow direction. Also, the hydraulic 
gradients were also generally the same for these two periods. Lastly, we believe 
that it is reasonable to use an average water table to simulate long-term net 
transport of a contaminants at the Ash Landfill in a steady-state groundwater 
flow system. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment#l 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

Comment#3 

Section 3.5.4, Groundwater Velocity. 

Estimates of groundwater velocity presented on page 3-14 are incorrect. It 
appears that a wrong conversion factor must have been used. For example, the 
average linear velocity for the till/weathered shale aquifer was calculated as 
27.4 feet/year assuming a hydraulic conductivity of 4.5 x 10-4 cm/sec, a 
hydraulic gradient of 1.95 x 10-2, and an effective porosity of 20%. However, 
this value should be 45.4 feet/year . The same discrepancy occurs where the 
effective porosity was assumed to be 15%, the groundwater velocity was 
presented as 36.5 feet/year, but it should actually be 60.5 feet/year. 

The average linear velocity for the competent shale aquifer was calculated as 
7 3 feet(yea.L,Jl~yning a,Jn;wulic couductirjty of 3 73 ¥ I 0-5 cmLsec a 
hydraulic gradient of 2.5 x 10-2 and an effective porosity of 6.75%. However, 
this value should be approximately 15 feet/year. 

Agreed. The wrong conversion factor was used to calculate the groundwater 
velocities presented on page 3-14. These velocities have been recalculated and 
the correct numbers have been included in the report. For the till the average 
linear velocities for the 20 percent and 15 percent effective porosities are 45.4 
feet/year and 60.5 feet/year, respectively. For the shale, the average linear 
velocity is approximately 15 feet/year. The text changes were made to Section 
3.5.4. 

Figure 3-5. 

The groundwater flow model was calibrated under steady state conditions, 
however this figure illustrates that there are extensive seasonal waster level 
changes. For example, water levels fluctuate up to a maximum of 8. 72 feet 
within the till/weathered shale aquifer that is a maximum of 12 feet thick (p. 3-
16). This rather large seasonal fluctuation is hardly an indication that the flow 
system is in steady-state conditions throughout the year. 

There needs to be some analysis provided that groundwater flow directions and 
velocities are not affected by these water level changes and that simulating an 
annually averaged '~teady-state" flow system does not compromise the 
contaminant transport modeling results. 

Agreed. See the response for General Comment number 2 above. 

Section 5.2.2.1, Basic Package. 

This section discusses that the uppermost layer (model layer 1) is considered to 
be an unconfined aquifer, but it was simulated as a confined aquifer within 
MODFLOW. The justification presented was that the model was not stable 
since the layer was only 12 feet thick and the instability was due to simulating a 
thin aquifer unit (p. 5-8). According to Appendix C, all layers within the 
model were assigned a LA YCON equal to zero in MODFLOW. This layer-type 
designation sets transmissivity to a constant value (McDonald and Harbaugh, 
1988), thereby ignoring water level fluctuations . However, this is a violation of 
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Response #3 

Comment#4 

Response #4 

Comment#5 

the conceptual model presented and simply stating that the model's instability 
was due to simulating a thin aquifer unit is not adequate. MODFLOW is used 
in many applications with model layers less than 12 feet thick without any 
difficulties. The numerical instability problem is most likely due a to poor 
representation of the conceptual model and not MODFLOW's inability to 
simulate stead-state conditions in a thin aquifer. 

Agreed. We acknowledge that the modeling report is inconsistent in the 
instance that was pointed out in the comment; this has been clarified in the 
text. Having just shown that the conceptual model is representative of the flow 
system at the site, we believe that the by simulating Layer 1 as confined does 
not significantly affect the flow model results. We are aware that by setting 
LA YCON equal to zero in MOD FLOW that the transmissivity is set to a 
constant,Yahrn However, we am not tq,ing to simulate seasonal "'BlGt Jeni 
fluctuations in this model. While we are aware that MODFLOW can simulate 
thin layers (much less than one-foot thick), the solution package was much 
more stable using the confined setting for layer 1. The solution used was 
PCG2, several others were tried in the course of getting the model to run, but 
none were successful when layer one was set to unconfined. As stated in the 
modeling report, by setting the layer one to confined, the transmissivity is a 
constant value for this layer. We are not simulating seasonal effects with this 
model. The heads calculated by the model are not affected by this model 
representation. 

We do not feet that the reason is because of a poor representation of the 
conceptual model. 

Table 5-1. 

This table presents that the aquifer type for model layer one was simulated as 
an unconfined aquifer. However, the report on page 5-8 states that the 
uppermost model layer was simulated as a confined aquifer. 

The uncertainty attributed to the vertical hydraulic conductivity for both layers 
I & 2 was determined to be 'hledium to high", however, neither of these 
parameters were calibrated. 

Agreed. A note has been added to Table 5-1 to explain the model type for layer 
I. 

Acknowledged. Vertical hydraulic conductivities (K.,)s for layers 1 and 2 was 
not used in the model calibration phase because these were not considered to be 
significant the model was found to be relatively insensitive to Kv. 

Section 5.3, Model Calibration. 

Page 5-14 states that the model was 't:alibrated" using a recharge from 
precipitation value of0.00001332 ft/day or 0.058 inches/year. This means that 
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Response #5 

Comment#6 

Response #6 

Comment#? 

Response #7 

Comment#8 

Response #8 

Comment#9 

the model is calibrated to only 0.2% of the annual prec1p1tation which is 
unrealistically low and is contrary to the conceptual model presented. Page 4-
15 states that the average annual precipitation is 34.3 inches/year while 20.4 
inches/year (59%) is evapotranspirated, 6.8 inches/year (20%) is surface runoff, 
and 7 .1 inches/year (21 % ) is available for recharge to the groundwater system. 
The "calibrated"value of0.058 inches/year is only a small fraction of the initial 
conceptual estimate of 7.1 inches/year. The need for this low 'talibrated" 
recharge is an indication that the model does not appropriately simulate the 
conceptual model presented. 

Acknowledged. See the response for General Comment 1, above. 

Section 5.3.1, Hydraulic Heads. 

Ibis section discusses the me_th®=Use,cbfo~1al.uati.ng-dhe,=1RodeLcaljbratjon 
against a calculated seasonal arithmetic mean of water level elevations. This 
elaborate method to derive the seasonal arithmetic mean was determined to be 
'reasonably acceptable" as representative of steady-state water levels from 
which to calibrate the model against (p. 5-14 ). In relation to our previous 
comments, more analysis needs to be presented since this may not be true. 

Agreed. See the response for General Comment 2, above and changes to the 
text in Sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.7.2. 

5.3.3, Groundwater Velocity and Advective Travel Time. 

The values used for groundwater flow velocities are incorrect as previously 
mentioned. According to the assumptions on page 3-14, the values should 
ranged between 45.4 feet/year and 60.5 feet/year and not the reported 27.4 
feet/year and 36.5 feet/year, respectively. 

Agreed. See the response for specific comment 1. Also, the velocity values 
have been 1ecalculated and tlle correct numbers were mcluded m Section 5.3 .3. 

Section 5.5, Groundwater Flow Model Results. 

Another indication that the model does not adequately simulate the conceptual 
model is the comparison of the volumetric water budget presented on page 5-
31. The total calibrated recharge over the 5. 4 mi2 model domain was 
simulated to be 2,003.9 ft3/day (page 5-31). However, the total conceptual 
estimate of recharge (i .e. , Qin) over the model domain was presented as 
243,949 ft3/day (page 4-13). Therefore the water balance indicates that the 
model is under simulating recharge into the groundwater system by over 100%. 
This discrepancy could have a significant impact on the results of the 
contaminant transport modeling and certainly does not indicate that the model 
is sufficiently calibrated. 

Acknowledged. See the General Response I, above. 

Section 6.3.5, Chemical Reaction Package Parameters. 
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Response #9 

Comment#lO 

Response #10 

The method for determining the biodegradation rate for the VOC plume 
discussed on pages 6-8 and 6-9 needs more clarification. 

The paper written by Wiedemeir et.al. (1995) uses trimethylbenzene and its 
isomers as tracers for estimating the biodegradation rate for BTEX. These 
tracers have similar Henry 's Law constants and soil sorption coefficients as 
those of BTEX. However, in this application sodium (Na) is used as a 
conservative tracer for estimating the degradation rates for TCE and DEC. 
However, since this tracer has markedly different Henry's Law and sorption 
characteristics and errors may result in the biodegradation rate estimates. 

The reference 'Wilson et. al. (1994)" on page 6-9 is not cited in the references 
section. 

A nnotatieu needs to he GfilfCffl:Gd for 1-btse~uatii:m p;esented 011 f)age e 9. Fu 
example, "Ana and nab" should be "Naa and Nab", respectively. 

Agreed. More explanation has been provide for the method for determining the 
biodegradation rate for the VOC plume in Section 6.3 .5. Again, we 
acknowledge that in an ideal world we would have like to have used a better 
tracer compound than Na at the Ash Landfill, but none was available. We used 
Na because it was believed to provide a reasonable estimate of k, and it was 
only tracer available at the site. HOWEVER, WE SUGGEST THAT BY 
USING NA WE ARE BEING MORE CONSERVATIVE BECAUSE NA 
DOES NOT BREAK DOWN IN THE GROUNDWATER FLOW 
SYSTEM, IT TENDS TO NOT SORB ONTO SOIL PARTICLES IN THE 
AQUIFER, AND IT DOES NOT VOLATILIZE. THUS, WE DERIVED A 
MORE CONSERVATIVE BIODEGRADATION RATE THAN WE 
WOULD HAVE IF WE USED A VOLATILE COMPOUND WITH 
NEARLY IDENTICAL CHARACTERISTICS. 

Agreed. The reference to Wilson et al (I 994) on page 6-9 bas beeu added to 
Section 7.0, the references. 

Agreed. The annotations were corrected for the equation presented on page 6-
9. 

Section 6.4.1, Simulation of Plume from Origin with VOC Source - Scenario 1: 

Page 6-16 states that the transport model was calibrated by varying the 
degradation constant and dispersivity (longitudinal and transverse) to obtain 
the best plume configuration. However, there was no explanation of why the 
adsorption constant (Kd) was not calibrated. This value was obtained from the 

literature (Table 6-1) and not from site-specific soil sampling. 

Acknowledged. We agree that Ki is a parameter that affects the transport of 
constituents in the VOC plume at the Ash Landfill, however, we believe the 
model was best calibrated by varying the biodegradation constant (k) and 
dispersivity. The biodegradation constant was considered to be the most 
unknown variable of those that control the plume configuration. Consequently, 
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Comment #11 

Response #11 

Comment#12 

we believed that calibration of the plume was best performed by varying 
predominantly this parameter. Although a Ki value for TCE (0.013 ml/g) was 
obtained from literature, we believe that this value was reasonable considering 
that most of the mass that comprised the VOC plume was represented by TCE. 
For these reasons, Ki was not varied during the calibration process. Also, 
sensitivity analysis shows that within the range of Kds considered to represent 
the constituents in the plume on-site (0.013 ml/g for TCE and 0.006 ml/g for 
1,2-DCE), the concentrations calculated by the numerical model were not 
significantly different; they were only slightly higher when the Ki for 1,2-DCE 
was used. Given the trial and error nature of the calibration method, the 
sources from which the parameters that affect the movement of the plume were 
obtained, and the relative degree of sensitivity of the model to these parameters, 
we believe it was reasonable to vary the degradation constant and dispersivity to 
obtain the calibrated plume configuration. The information in this response 
was added to tbe dis_cm;sion of,nlume calihration_in.Scenario 1 GSection 6 ,tJ~ 

Section 6.6, Sensitivity Analysis Page 6-31. 

States that 'The purpose of the sensitivity analysis was to determine how 
sensitive the model is to variations or uncertainty in the degradation constant 
rate (k) parameter". The sensitivity analysis should include other model input 
parameters such as dispersivity and adsorption constant. Since the transport 
model was constructed using input parameter values primarily from the 
literature (Table 6-1), it is imperative to test the model's sensitivity to each of 
them. 

Agreed. A sensitivity analysis was performed on other parameters suggested in 
the comment, such as dispersivity and Kd. The results of this analysis have 
been added to Section 6.6, Sensitivity Analysis. 

Section 7.0, Summary and Conclusions. 

The statement at the bottom of page 7-1 is very confusing and appears to be 
contradictory: 'Parsons ES was able to provide supporting information that the 
conditions at the site are favorable for biotic reductive dechlorination, although 
the conditions are not strongly favorable". This statement needs to be 
explained further. 

Give the number of apparent errors, EPA cannot concur with the summary and 
conclusions presented. The Army should make the necessary corrections and 
reevaluate the results providing us with a revised document. 
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Response #12 Agreed. The statement at the bottom of page 7-1 has been clarified so that it is 
not confusing and contradictory. 

We believe that the information provided in these responses and in the revised 
modeling report addresses the EPA concerns and provides support for the 
summary and conclusions in Section 7.0 of the modeling report. 

D# 15/Comments/ Ashland/USEPADOC 
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REPLY T O 
A TTE NT\ON OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CENTER FOR HEAL TH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

5151}'BLACKHAWK ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 21010-5403 

MCHB-TS-REH (40) 2 OCT 2001 \ 

MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, US Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville (CEHNC-PM-ED/MAJ Sheets), 4820 University Square, Huntsville, AL 35816-
1822 

SUBJECT: Response to Comments, Draft Final Proposed Remediation Action Plan, Ash 
Landfill , Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, New York, 24 September 2001 

1. The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM) 
reviewed this document on beh?Jf of the Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to review this 
document. It does not have to be resubmitted to USACHPPM for further review prior to 
finalization. We agree with the changes the contractor has made in response to the concerns of 
the State of New York Department of Health. 

2. This document was reviewed by Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
USAMEDCOM (MCHO-CL-W) 
AMC (AMCEN-A) 
USACE (CENWO-HX-H) 

i.---sENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 

[ n,J)A VID L. DAUGHDRILL 
U Program Manager, Environmental Health 

Risk Assessment 

USACE (Resident Office/CENAN-PP-M) 
USAEC (SFIM-AEC-ERO) 

Readiness tlzru Health 
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MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer , US Army Engineering and Support 
Center -Huntsville (CEHNC-PM-ED/MAJ Sheets), 4820 University 
Square, Huntsvil le, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Response to Comments, Draft Feasibility Memorandum for 
Zero Valence Iron Continuous Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill, 
Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, New York, 24 September 2001 

l_ The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive 
Medicine (USACHPPM) reviewed this document on behalf of the 
Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 (Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to 
review this document. It does not have to be resubmitted to 
USACHPPM for further review prior to finalization. We agree with 
the changes the contractor has made in response to the concerns 
of the USEPA and the State of New York. 

2. This document was reviewed by Mr. Keith Hoddinott, 
Environmental Health Risk Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or 
commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
USAMEDCOM (MCHO-CL-W) 
AMC (AMCIS-A) 
USACE (CENWO-HX-H) 

v:3ENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 
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Program Manager, Environmental 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEWYORK, NY 10007-1866 

NOV O 2 2001 

Stephen M. Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 

Re: Draft Feasibility Memorandum for the Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill 
Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, NY 

Dear Steve: 

On September 26, 2001 we received your response to our November 2, 2000 comment letter 
regarding the continuous permeable reactive barrier (PRB) Treatability Study for the Ash 
Landfill Operable Unit (SEAD-03, 06, 08, 14 & 15). 

After review of your response, EPA finds that the .Army has addressed our comments adequately, 
and recommends moving forward with the Proposed Plan that includes this remediation 
alternative. EPA is currently reviewing the Draft Final Proposed Plan and will be providing 
comments on that document separately. 

With regard to the Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) groundwater remediation alternative, EPA 
is deferring discussion of additional concerns until the Remedial Design (RD) stage for this 
project is reached, provided that the PRB is formally selected as the chosen remedy for the site, 
after public comment on the Final Proposed Plan and finalization of the Record of Decision 
(ROD). 

A facsimile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323 . 

Sincerely yours, 

/9n--
azquez, RPM 

ederal Facilities Section 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable• Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 50% Postconsumer content) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REG ION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEWYORK. NY 10007-1866 

NOV O 2 20 01 

Stephen M. Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Seneca Ann De ot Activi SEDA 
Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

Re: Draft Feasibility Memorandum for the Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill 
Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, NY 

Dear Steve: 

On September 26, 2001 we received your response to our November 2> 2000 comment letter 
re~arding the continuous permeable reactive barrier (PRB) Treatability Study for the Ash 
Landfill Operable Unit (SFAD-03, 06, 08, 14 & 15). 

After review of your response, EPA finds that the Anny has addressed our comments adequately, 
and recommends moving forward with the Proposed Plan that includes this remediation 
alternative. EPA is currently reviewing the Draft Final Proposed Plan and will be providing 
comments on that document separately. 

With regard to the Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) groundwater remediation alternative, EPA 
is deferring discussion of additional concerns until the Remedial Design (RD) stage for this 
project is reached, provided that the PRB is fonnally selected as the chosen remedy for the site, 
after public comment on the Final Proposed Plan and finalization of the Record of Decision 
(ROD). 

A facsimile ofthis letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323. 

smcerely~? ~ 
10 F. Vazquez, RPM 

ederal Facilities Section 

Internet Address (URL)• http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Reeycl;it>te • Printed with Vegetable OIi Based Inks on Recycled Piipet (Minimum 50% Postconsumer content) 
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NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

NOV 0 2 2001 

Stephen M. Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

Re: Draft Feasibility Memorandum/or the Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill 
Seneca Army Depor, Romulus, NY 

Dear Steve: 

On September 26, 2001 we received your response to our November 2, 2000 comment letter 
regarding the continuous permeable reactive barrier (PRB) Treatability Study for the Ash 
Landfill Operable Unit (SEAD-03, 06, 08, 14 & 15). 

After review of your response, EPA finds that the .Army has addressed our comments adequately, 
and recommends moving forward with the Proposed Plan that includes this remediation 
alternative. EPA is currently reviewing the Draft Final Proposed Plan and 'Will be providing 
comments on that document separately. 

With regard to the Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) groundwater remediation alternative, EPA 
is deferring discussion of additional concerns until the Remedial Design (RD) stage for this 
project is reached, provided that the PRB is formally selected as the chosen remedy for the site, 
after public comment on the Final Proposed Plan and finalization of the Record of Decision 
(ROD). 

A facsimile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323. 

S~rerelyy/ ~ 
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To: 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (MEETING DISCUSSION) 

Steve Absolom, David Sheets, Kevin Healy , R.mdy Banaglia 

October 23, 2001 

FR.OM: Todd Heino, Paul Feshbach-Meriney, and Steve Brauner 

SUBJECT: Bench-Scale Treatability Report for Permeable Reactive Barrier lnstaJI ation at the 
Ash Landfill, Seneca Army DepoT Activity , Romulus, New York 

Gentlemen: 

The purpose of this memorandum is to present a list of conclusions that Parsons has i: ,awn from 
the recently completed Treatability Report. We have also summarized the Treatabili1 , Report to 
aid in your review of the document (attached). Parsons pr~viously forwarded a copy if the 
report to your attention. The following items 5ummarize our technical conclusions n, ~arding 
PRB design at the Ash Landfill. 

1. P~rmeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) wall thickness, calculated using reported grou · d water 
vdocities and NYSDEC GA Standards, is expected to vary from 1.3 to 3 .5 feet fo · Conndly 
iron (a likely d~sign scenario) and 1 .4 to 6.4 teet for Peerless iron (6.4 feet is an u 1likely 
design sct!nJrio) for the Ash Landfill site (Sec ET! Table 6, shown below); 

2. Ba:;ed on a water corrosion rate of between 0.1 and 1.0 mmol/kg Fe/day, the mas:; of iron in 
the wall is predicted to last at least 49 years; 

3. Basc:!d on comparison with site waters and the corresponding performance of PRE ; at other 
siies, cations and anions in the site g1ound wacer are not expected to reduce the ac ivity of the 
wall due to mineral precipitate clogging. 

4. Based on the lack of observed biofouling during the beuch-scale test for this site, : nd results 
from field studies at other sites, biofouling is not expec1ed to adversdy affect PRJ 
performance. 

5. Based on the observation that DOC concentrations wert: essentially unchanged du ing the 
column-study, the presence of relatively high DOC con~entrations in the site grou 1d water is 
not expected to adversely affect PRB performance. 

6. Based on experience with reactive walls at other sites, the proposed PRB:; are ~xp, cted to 
perform as specified for a minimum of l O years with no operation and maintenanc ~ 
requirements . ~ ~ ~ ... ~-=--~,;::::.-------

7. The factor of safety forthe reactive walls lies m the sp~cificatian of design grourn: water 
velocity a:; a m~imum (rather than an averag~) and in the specification of VOC ii fluent 
concentrations that are the maximum concentrations ob:.erved upgradient of each , ~all. 
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~- Middle PRB Wall, the proposed design could allow low concentrations to break · u-ough 
either ofth~se walls. Breakrhrough under these circumstances would be temporc. y, and may 
not happen at all. The design of the Compliance Wall is believed to be sufficient to prevent 
voe concentration breakthrough. 

WIATT ACHMENT 
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SUMMARY OF tiSNC:H !>CALE TREAT,, BlLlTY KEt'Ok.T 
ASH 1.ANOflLL • •PERABLE UNIT 

Bench-Scale Treatability Report in Support of a Granular 
Iron Permeable Rellctive Barrier lnstallalion at the Ash Landfill, 

Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, 
New York 

Purpose: The purpose of this bench-scale treatability report i:s to suppon the design ,: f granular 
iron permeable reactive barriers (PRB:S) for trt!annent of dissolved chlorinated volatil : organic 
compounds (VOCs) pres~nt in ground water at the Ash Landfill site. 

Content: This report presents the procedures, results, and data inte 

using two rypes of granular iron. 

Rationale: The primary VOC5 present at the Ash Landfill site, TCE and cisl,2-DCE. hav~ bt!t!n 
sL1i.:cessfully treated at other sites using reactive iron PRBs. Thi5 bench-scale test wa, initiated to 
provide site-specific design parameters for the three PRBs proposed a:S the Selected t ernedy for 
migration control at the Ash Landfill :Site. 

Objectives: The following factors were investigated to assist in design of PRBs at th. field 
scale: · 

l . Degradation rates of chlorinated VOCs found in site ground water (i.e., TCE :: nd 1,2cis­
DCE) for two commercially-available types of granular iron; 

2. Production and :Subs~uem degradation rates of chlorinated VOCs that occur, uring the 
reductive dechlorination process (i.e., 1,2cis-DCE and VC from TCE); 

3. Effects of dissolved organic carbon (DOC) found in site groundwater on VOC 
degraclatio,a raws; 

4. Effects of inorganic c..:hemical precipitation on the lung-term operation and m2. ntcnance 
of the PRBs; and 

5. Estimation of the volume of iron material required, based on specified intluen1 and 
eftluent concentrations, ground water velocity, and VOC degradation rates. 

Bench-Scale Test Methods: 

l. Site ground water was pumped through two columns packed with 100 percent \µanular 
iron. One c..:olumn contained granular iron obtained from Connelly GPM; th~ , econd 
contained granular iron obtained from Peerless Met.il Powders and Abrasives, Inc. Each 
column had 9 monitoring points - one for influent, one for eftluent, and seven along the 
flow path; and 

, Two rotating batch tests (one for each iron source) using effluent from the col \ rnn studies 
were conducted in glass vials. Samples were collected at six t.ime:S, ranging fw n 1 to 195 
hours, from the initiation of the test. 

11ROSF$-02\l'ROJ£C"J'S\PIT1P1o;ccts\SEN.CC A\ASHDl::SIG1PRB_Dts,1:n_E'f !\P:tT'>ons_ 'i11m111ary_of_313 l 7 J:3:sT _Report '1oc l or 5 
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'H!NfCA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
Uctot>or 2UO I 

SUMMARY OF ll£NCH SCALE lRP.AT,1 B!Llf'\' REPORT 
ASH LANL)f'ILL I r!'ERABLE IJNIT 

Bench-Scale Results: 

Summary ofCoh,mn Study Resulls (See also Table 1. below) 

l. Concentrations of TC£ and trans-DC£ were reduced bdow <letec.."tion within the 1 ~sidence 
time afforded by the design ofthi:: column study. 

2. Concentrations of l ,2cis-DCE and VC were reduced significantly by borh types ,: f iron, but 
insufficient residence time was afforded by the column study method to reduce 
concentrations of these compounds to below detection. 

3. The re:sid~l.:t: times for VOCs were consistently shortt.-r for the column containir, $ Connelly 
iron, relative to the column containing Pt?erless iron. 

'Calllc J. ~Ji.mR -Build; ~e3~f13 
Connell)' iron Pc:c:rlu~~ Iron 

lnth1e11t Effluent Re,idence £ffluc:Rl' Re~i.Jcncc 
Con<'enmmon Concc:ntntion Tim~ Concentration Time, 

\'OC (µgtL) (µg/LJ {huur)) (J.lg/L) (hoursJ 
TC£ 2,066 bJ 9 .9 bd 11.2 

l,2c1s-DCE 6170 676 24.61 S73 27.9'/. 
trans-DC£ 36 bd 75 bd 8.5 

vc 106 41 24.6' 31 27.92 

Rc,1\lcncc nmc to1 1,2 c1s-DCE am.I VC 1) cguaJ to rhc cnnrc rcs1acJlC(? time 01 the Connell)' <:0l11mr 
:i1111:c: 1:oni:c:ntr.1uons vf thc:.-c wmpuunas were not r~aucca below c.lctcciion . 

~ Rc;iacncl." t1n1e !'or 1,2 c,s-DCE aml VC 1:, equal to tn, cm11c rcs1aence t,mc ufthc Pc1;rlcss culumn 
sin.:c .:un,cnrrations ortncse co1npounus wc:rc not rcduccJ below dl?'tc:ction 

Summary of Burch Study Resuirs (See also Table 2. bt:iow) 

-

. 

-

l. Effluent from the column studies was used as influent for the batch study. Conct: 1trations of 
1,2cis-DCE and VC were reduced to less than 15 µg/L and below detet:tion, resp,. ctively. 

Table 2 Butch ~,w1v 11PM ''" 

voe 
1,2m-DCE 

vc 

Connell)' Iron 
loi1ial Final 

Concentration Concenttationl 
(f.ltlL) (f,lg/l)) 
791 14 
39 bd 

Ps:urle>> iron 
Initial Fin.ti 

Cunc"niration Con<'entrationl 
(µglLJ (~glL)) 

353 8 
14 bd 

' fmll i:onccntrativn:, w.:rc rncas11rca 195 nours after the: sr..irt of c:1ach barch tc:;t. 

Summary of G~ocht!mic-al Results. 

l . Measurements of DOC in the inffoent and effluent showed the DOC concenrratio 1s were 
virtually unchanged in the column study; 

2. The effect of the presence of elevated DOC in the site ground water is accounted 'or in rhe 
degradation rates observed in the column studies; 

3. Chang~s in inorganic species were consistent with obst:rvations during other colu nn PRB 
studies with similar influent ground water characteristics; and 

4. R~dox potential and pH trends were cons.i!.'tent with bench-scale tc:m for other si1 :s with 
relatively high total VOC concentrations. 
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l . Required residence times were calculatt!d U$ing the= column study data and a first· ordc=r :static 
kinetics model. 

2. Field degradation rates were decreased (and the corresponcling VOC half-lives irl ;reased) to 
account for temperature. The temperature in the bench-scale study was 25uC, wli !teas the 
minimum ground water temperature has been recorded as 5°C. 

3. Intluent concentrations for PRB design were specified using the maximum value:. measured 
upgradient of each proposed wall. 

4. Effluent concentrations for PRB d~sign wt'!re specified as 5 1-4-g/L for TCE and D( :E, and 2 
µi/Lf-w---J/¾,=Whw-b-.:Eepr-eset1:HbH-J-¥S-Q5 0 Ol~~~a.ler smtiaarels fe the !rt: 
VOC:s. 

5. Ground water velocities for each PRB were specified as follows: 

• Source and Middle Walls. Design groundwater velocity was calculated using 11e 
maximum value for hydraulic conductivity measured out:; Lde the 
Boundary (Existing) wall. 

• Compliance Wall: The maximum groundwater velocity expected at the Ash L; ndfill site is 
expected to be either l~s:; than or within the range given ( .2-1.6 
ft/day) 

I 

Oc:~ign Uesign Concentranons t'or Rtacm·e Appto:.:imatc (PI :m--
Groundwater lnfluc:nt Chlurinated Ethenes Iron Dimensions 

Wall Vclucit)' TC£ cl,2-DC£ vc Composnion Len2rh A"'g.O,i'thM"" 
J.ocation (t'cld) (µg/L) (µg/L) {µetL) (%) (ft) (ft1 -
Source' 0 43 9,100 1,100 270 100 700 IC 

·-
M1ddk2 0.43 530 . ., ~- 16 100 700 8 

. 
1.,;omp11ance l.:Z l.6 52 150 4 100 645 7 

-De~i.gn concemrauon~ for the soutce wall are the m:u:1m1Jins concc:11t.ra1 ,011s rneasurc:d in the: ~ourc.:c: an::it b: tween 
April 1999 :1nd J.::mtud)' 2000 (Well ?T-18.A, Occobet 1999) 

2 Design c:onc:emr~1om for the middle wall arc concenuations mcas\Jr~a at well MWT-7 (Jun<! I 9YYJ, I0C;lt,: J 111 
SOU ri::c:t clowngri.du:nt ufUJe prupu~ed wall luc~tion. The concamacion,, measun:d at MW'f-7 were usi?a ~. cause: 
thc:Se value::. were: not1cc:ahly l;.argc:r than the: c.:um:c:ntr.it,ons mc:isurcd ,n welb neurest the propo~ea wall lo . itio11 
ti .c. ?T-12A,MW•44A, ana PT-18A) 

• Dc::;,gn com.:c:nlr:.itiun) fvr the ~umpli:111ce wall i.re com:cmrations mei1s1.1red at well MWT-9 (June l!,199) ' .11:se 
va1111::. arc enc 11i.ghcsr conccnuar1ons measurea on me dow11graa1em ->lO~ of the Bound:iry (Ex1st1ng) wall 

'Una~r the current prc:l,minary design, the trench for PRB:; will be fillc:<.1 with JOO% iron 1ill,nss frum bc:.JJ . :k to 
app,oxi111atcly 1 toot bl?low 1ana Sllt1ace ro11ow1ng p1aceme11t of a g~o111~inbrane l,ner on top oithc: iron I lhngs, 
upprvx.imatcly I foot of clea.i1 sand will be used to backtill th<! trench 10 lana su,face 

Summary of' Field-Scale Design: 

l. PRB wall thickness, calculared using reported ground water vdocities and N YSI EC GA 
Standards, is expected vary by wall from 1.3 to 3.5 feet for Connelly iron and l .t. to 6.4 fl!et 
for Peerless iron (See ETI Table! 6, shown below); 
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2. Based on a water corrosion rate of between 0.1 and 1.0 mmol/kg Fe/day, the mas .: of iron in 
th~ wall is predicted to last between 49 and 490 years; 

3. Based on comparison with site waters and the corresponding perfonnance of PR!. .s at other 
sites, cations and anions in the sit~ ground water arc not expected ro reduce the a: tivity of the 
wall due to mineral precipitate clogging. 

4. B~ed on the lack of observed biofouling during the bench-scale test for this site. and re:Sulrs 
from field studies at other sites, biofouling is not expected to adversely affect PR ~ 
performance. 

5. Basc:d on th~ observation rhat DOC concenuation:S were essentially unchanged d, ring the 
column-study, the presence of relatively high DOC couccntration:S in the sir~ gro, nd water is 
not expected to adversdy affect PRB performance. 

6. Based on experience with other wall, the proposed PRBs are ex:pe(..'"ted to perfom, as spcdfied 
for a minimum of 10 years with no operation and maintenance requirements. 
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Table 6: Jron Requiremen ls for the Proposed Jro ~ PRBs at the A~h Landfill. (From ETl Rfporl} 

100% Connelly iron 11 

PRB PRB Resh.Jene~ 
Required Total 

Residence 
loca1ion Parameter a iron amount time 

1hickness" of iron' 
time 

(days) 
(ft) (tons) 

(days) 

Source wall 
Length (fl) 700 
Saluiated deplh (ft) 11 7 3 ],5'75 7.5 
GW velotily (fl/d) 0.43 

Middle wall 
Leng1h (fl) 700 
Satu, aled deplh (ft) 9 3 1.3 546 3.2 
GW veloc.ity (ft/d) 0.43 

Compliance H'llll 

Length (fl) 645 

Saturated deptJ1 (fl) 8 2.2 2.6- 3 5 880- I, 185 4 

GW velocity (ft/d) I 2- 1.6 

• P,ovided by Parsons ES 

bResidenu: time>< gioundwateJ vefoc1ty 
'Iron wall length >< salwaled deplh >< wall thickness >< n-on bu 1k dem,ity (0.075 1onttr3) 

I\DUSfSIJ2\PROJ[C1SIPlnProJte1~\S[NrCA\/\SHDESIG\PRR_Dc..-1g11_f n\PllfllOJ1~_Summary_of_31317_DST_Repor1 de>;. 

RV OF DENCH SCAI..I lRfATABllllY Rl'POR1 
ASH LANDI" ILL OP[RADU: UNIT 

0% Peerless iron 
I 

Required Total 
iron amount 

fhiclrness" of iron' 
(ft) (1oos) 

3.2 1,680 

14 588 

-
4.8- 6.4 1,625 - 2,167 

5o0 
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February 22, 2001 

Michael Duchesneau 

Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 

30 Dan Road 

Canton, MA 02021 

Reference: Proposed PRB I eshng at the Ash Landfill- 31317.30 

Dear Mike: 

Further to our recent communication, we have prepared the attached three-part work plan for 

evaluating the performance of the PRB at the Ash Landfill. Completion of these activities would 

be extremely useful in interpretation of existing PRB performance and refining designs for 
• further applications at the site. As described herein, ETI, the University of Waterloo and the 

University of Toronto are all willing to contribute financially to the project. 

We are unsure of the timing of these efforts with respect to further work at the site: The column 

tests could be started immediately should you wish to pursue them, as could the isotope sampling 

program. The in-situ reactivity testing is more dependent upon Dr. Gillham's research schedule, 

but could also he initiated later this spring Please call us to di:i,CU:i,:i, the proposal at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 

EnviroMetal Technologies Inc. 

Andrzej Przepiora, M.Sc. 

Hydrogeologist 

cc: Steve White, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

745 Bridge St. W., Suite 7 
Waterloo, Ontario 
Canada N2V 2G6 
Tel: (519) 746-2204 
Fax: (519) 746-2209 

.• 

I 

John Vogan, M.Sc. 

President 

, I 
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PROPOSED TESTING TO EVALUATE PERMEABLE REACTIVE 
• 

BARRIER PERFORMANCE AT THE ASH LANDFILL, SENEC:A ARMY' 
• DEPOT ACTIVITY (SEDA), NEW YORK . 

Prepared For: 

Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 
30 Dan Road 

Canton, Massachusetts 

USA 02021 

Prepared By: 

EnviroMetal Technologies Inc. 
745 Bridge Street West, Suite 7 

Waterloo, Ontario 

Canada N2V 2G6 

ETI Reference: 31317.30 

22 February 2000 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This proposal, prepared for Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. (Parsons), presents a scope of 

work for testing a granular iron permeable reactive barrier (PRB) at the Ash Landfill site, Seneca 
Army Depot Activity (SEDA), NY (the site). A three-part testing program is proposed: ·a bench­

scale column tests using iron and groundwater form the site (Section 2.0), an in-situ field test to 

measure iron reactivity (Section 3.0) and a stable isotope sampling program (Section 4.0). The 

purpose of this work is to provide data needed to evaluate performance of the iron permeable 

barrier (PRB) installed at the facility in December 1998, and to provide data that can be used in 

the--ag,sig&e-f,=e1dmti-ooakR-RBs propose@Ja.r-----th~~~~g~~ps 

from the University of Waterloo and the University of Toronto. In addition to the interpretation 

of data from theses studies, ETI' s role will be to coordinate these efforts with Parsons in a 

timely, efficient manner. 

1.1 PRB Performance at Ash Landfill 

An iron PRB was installed at the site in December 1998. The PRB, configured as a continuous · 

wall, contains a 1-ft thick zone of a 50% iron, 50% sand mixture with a total length of 640 ft and 

an average saturated thickness of 8 ft. Treatability testing with site water was not performed 
prior to PRB installation. The residence time required in the PRB to degrade the voes present · 

at the site to the remediation criteria was determined using degradation parameters from pre~ious 

design studies and applications involving groundwater of similar voe concentrations and 

geoehemieal eomposition.. 

After two years of the PRB operation at the site, monitoring data indicates that the 

trichloroethene (TeE) concentrations within the PRB are below the target value, while. the cis 

1,2-dichloroethene ( cDeE) concentrations detected inside the PRB exceed the cleanup target 

value. Based on the current data interpretation, the occurrence of cDeE inside the PRB has been 

attributed to an insufficient residence time in the PRB, sampling artifacts and/or lower than 

anticipated reactivity of the iron material. 

31317.30 1 
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2.0 BENCH-SCALE COLUMN TEST 

2.1 Background and Objectives 

In December 2000, a batch screening test was undertaken by ETI to determine the relative TCE 

and cDCE degradation rates of the raw reactive material collected during PRB emplacement 

(1998) and the in-situ reactive material obtained by coring the existing PRB (2000). The results 

of the screening test, summarized in the ETI memorandum of 22 January 2001, did not provide a 

definitive explanation for the VOC concentration trends, especially for cDCE, in · the 

groamlwatet tteattm 1'5y tfie PRB. Smee the screenmg test provided only a static evaluat10~ of the 

process chemistry, ETI proposes that the testing be expanded to include a bench-scale column 

test under flowing conditions as a continuation of the initial screening test. 

The bench-scale column tests establish the site-specific degradation rates of the volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) present in the site groundwater and their breakdown products under flowing 

conditions. Experience has shown that these tests are more appropriate that batch (static) test for 

simulating field conditions. The tests are performed at the University of Waterloo, Waterloo, 

Ontario under contract to EnviroMetal Technologies Inc. (ETI). 

During the test, VOC concentrations are measured along the column length. Using the flow 

velocity, the distance along the column is converted to time and the degradation rate constants 

are calculated for each VOC in the influent solution groundwater, using the first-order kinetic . 

model. The production and subsequent degradation af breakdown products (e g ; cDCE from 

TCE) is also measured. The production and degradation of cDCE is of particular relevance to 

this study. 

2.2 Materials 

Two types of granular iron materials from the PRB will be tested in individual columns_:··the 

100% iron collected during PRB emplacement in December 1998 and the iron/sand material 

obtained from the existing PRB in November 2000. The site water collected at the site from well 

MW-7 in November 2000 will be used as the influent water for both columns. If sample voiume 

permits, we may set up a third column with the Connelly iron source to provide comparative data 

which would be used to select the iron most suitable for future applications at the site. Due to 

the relatively long storage time, the collected site groundwater will be spiked with additional 

laboratory grade TCE and cDCE before it is used in the test. 
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2.3 Bench-Scale Apparatus 

The standard laboratory protocols and measurement methods used to test the site groundwater 

are designed to provide high quality data at minimal cost. A typical column is constructed of 

Plexiglas® with a length of 1.6 ft (50 cm) and an internal diameter of 1.5 in (3.8 cm). Due to the 

limitation in the available volume of the site water, shorter columns with a length of 0.66 ft (20 

cm) and an internal diameter of 1.5 in (3.8 cm) will be used in the test. Four sampling ports are 

positioned along the column length at distances of 0.08, 0.16, 0.33 and 0.50 ft from the inlet end. 

The column also allows for the collection of samples from the influent and effluent solutions. 

Each samplmg port consists of a nylon Swagelok fitting (1/16 in) tapped into the side of the 

column, with a syringe needle (16G) secured by the fitting. To prevent column-packing 

materials from entering the needle, glass wool is placed in the needle. The sampling ports allow 

samples to be collected along the central axis of the column. Each sample port is fitted with a 

Luer-Lo_k™ fitting, such that a glass syringe can be attached to the port to collect a sample. 

When not in operation the ports are sealed by Luer-Lok™ plugs. 

To assure a homogeneous mixture of reactive material while filling the columns, aliquots of.iron 

material are packed vertically in lift sections. Values of bulk density, porosity, and pore volume 

are determined gravimetrically. All column experiments are performed at room temperature 

(about 25 °e). Degradation rates determined in the laboratory are later adjusted for field 

temperature. 

Grornrdwater obtained from the site is supplied to the influent end of the column at a constant 

flow velocity of 2 ft/day using a laboratory pump. This flow velocity is based on · the 

groundwater velocity proposed by Parsons (Parsons ES, 2000) for the design of additional PRBs 

at the site. 

2.4 Sampling and Analysis 

voe concentrations are monitored at the inlet, outlet and sampling ports of the column (i.e;. "a 

profile" of the column) to determine when steady state has been reached. In these tests, st,e'ady 
' . 

state is defined as the time when voe concentration versus distance profiles do not change 

significantly between sampling events, typically achieved between 30 to 40 pore volume~ .. · After 

removing a flush volume from the sampling port needle, 2.0 mL or 3.0 mL samples are co\lected 

for analyses for voes from each port using a glass on glass syringe and transferred to glass 

sample bottles and analyzed immediately (no holding time). Eh and pH profiles are measured · 

periodically during the test period. Inorganic parameters (major cations, anions, and alkalinity) 

are monitored to help predict possible mineral precipitation. 
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The VOC samples are analyzed on gas chromatographs equipped with either an electron capture 

or photo ionization detectors. Eh is determined using a combination Ag/ AgCl reference electrode 

with a platinum button and a Markson™ Model 90 meter. Inorganic analyses are conducted in a 

commercial laboratory for cation and anion analyses. Cation analyses are performed using 

inductively coupled plasma atomic emission spectroscopy, while anion analyses are performed 

on 60 mL unfiltered samples using ion chromatography and/or colorimetry. 

2.5 Cost and Schedule 

Ifie testmg of two columns will cost $14,000. This 1s the cost for performing the test at the 

University of Waterloo. ETI's labour cost in test co-ordination and reporting will be absorbed by 

the company. At a flow velocity of 2 ft/day, the test should take about 1 month to complete, with 
a report available about two weeks thereafter. 
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3.0 IN-SITU DETERMINATION OF voe DEGRADATION RATES 

3.1 Background and Objectives 

The degradation rates by granular iron in groundwater environments are typically determined in 

bench-scale testing with site water, as described in Section 2.0. This type of testing has provided 

representative degradation parameters for design of numerous efficiently performing PRBs. For 

the evaluation of performance of existing PRBs, however, an exact duplication of field 

conditions in the laboratory is often not feasible and therefore an in-situ de radation tests ma 

Given the above, ETI proposes that an in-situ test be included as a part of the iron maJerial 

evaluation in the existing PRB. Apart from obtaining representative field voe degradation r.ates 

for use in design, the in-situ test will provide additional information as to the factors influencing 

the observed voe degradation behaviour in the PRB (i.e. , iron material reactivity -vs. 

environmental factors). Results of this test would provide information useful not only at Seneca 

Army Depot but also to support the use of this PRB evaluation "tool" for other DoD facilities. 

3.2 In-Situ Reaction Device 

The rates of voe degradation will be measured using an in-situ remediation monitor (ISM) 

(Gillham et al. , 1990a; Gillham et al. , 1990b). The device consists of a pipe with screens that 

allov,r water to be pumped into or out of the interior. The device includes a test chamber, an 

equipment chamber, and two screens. The test chamber isolates a cylindrical (61 cm long and 

8.3 cm in diameter) region of the PRB to be tested. The test chamber is open at the bottom and 

bounded at the top by the main screen. The main screen is used to withdraw groundwater from 

or pump groundwater into the test chamber. A smaller tube, located in the center of the test 

chamber and screened at 10 cm below the main screen, is used to collect samples for analyses· 

over the course of the test. 

3.3 Test Procedures 

The ISM will be installed in the PRB through the center of a hollow-stem auger as described by 

Gillham et al. (1990a). As the result of this procedure, the test chamber will contain a relati:vely 

undisturbed portion of the PRB material (about 2,000 cm3
) at a predetermined depth interval. To 

conduct the degradation test, groundwater will be pumped from the test chamber and 

surrounding material through the main screen to a container on the ground surface in a manner 

that avoids atmospheric contamination. The volume of water collected will be 4 L, which is 
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about 4 times greater than the pore volume of the PRB material enclosed in the test chamber (1 

L). The pumped water will be spiked with representative concentrations of TeE and cDeE as 

well as bromide used as conservative tracer. The spiked water will be re-injected through the 

main screen with the intention that a spiked slug is obtained in both the test chamber and in a 

PRB zone below the test chamber. The smaller diameter tube located inside the test chamber 

will be used to collect samples for analyses at predetermined times. The samples will be· . 

collected twice a day for several days; the sampling period will be specified after initial results 

from the column test are known. During sampling, the removed volume is replaced by .. 
groundwater from the spiked slug below the test chamber and is not diluted b "clean" · 

groun water. A ditional two ISM devices may be installed in the aquifer material on the 

upgradient and downgradient side of the PRB to evaluate the extent on natural attenuation at the 

site. 

The bromide concentration trend over time will be used as an indicator of a potential dilution of 

the injection slug by untreated groundwater flowing from the bottom of the chamber. Using the 

obtained voe concentration versus time trends, a first-order kinetic model will be employed to 

determine the in-situ degradation rates. 

3.4 Sampling and Analysis 

• 
Samples will be collected using a peristaltic pump. The procedure will initially involve 

removing a stagnant water volume from the sampling tubing, followed by a collection of about 

50 mL of water for the voe and bromide unal)'Ses . 

voe concentrations will be determined at the University of Waterloo using methods described 

in Section 2.3. Bromide concentration will be detected on-site using a bromide selective 

electrode and a pH meter. 

3.4 Test Plan and Cost 

This will be the first time that the ISM device has been used to evaluate the performante of an 

iron PRB. The work will therefore be undertaken as part of the research program of Dr. Robert · 

Gillham of the University of Waterloo. Dr. Gillham will cover all costs of ISM equipment, 

labour and analyses (the ISM devices themselves are worth about $7,500). We would hope -that 

a hollow stem augering rig could be provided with a Parsons staff member for one to two days. 

If feasible, n-site Parsons staff could also be called upon to collect a small number of ISM 

samples, depending on the duration of the test. 
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The in-situ test can be initiated in May 2001 with data available at the end of June 2001 . Since 

this research is being funded using Dr. Gillham' s research monies, the University of Waterloo 

would require that the test data could be published in a student dissertation and a potential 

scientific paper. If required, the identity of the site will not be revealed in these publications, 
which would be provided to Parsons and the DoD for review prior to their submittal. 
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4.0 ST ABLE ISOTOPE ANALYSES 

4.1 Background and Objectives 

Stable isotopic analysis is being evaluated as a quantitative tool for assessing biodegradation and 

abiotic degradation of chlorinated ethenes. Recent research led by Dr. Barbara Sherwood 

Lollar's research group at the University of Toronto has shown that for chlorinated . 

hydrocarbons, degradation involves large reproducible kinetic isotope effects, resulting in stable: · 

isotope (e.g.; 13e) fractionation in residual compounds. For example, systematic changes in TeE· 

and cDeE exhibit a shift in o e values during abiotic degradation on zero valent iron (Slater et 
al., in review). Similar shifts are noted during biodegradation (Slater et al., 2001 in press). 

Since it is possible that the cDeE observed upgradient from the wall is a product of 

biodegradation of the TeE plume, the objective of the proposed isotope sampling and analyses 

program is two-fold: to determine whether the o13e values for the cDeE are indicative of the 

effects of degradation and to determine whether o13e values for the cDeE within the wall_ and/or 

for cDeE downgradient of the wall exhibit a resolvable difference in o 13e values with respect to 

the up gradient wells. Ultimately these results may provide direct evidence whether the cDeE, 
detected in the PRB originated from the groundwater treated by granular iron. 

Although we are optimistic that this program will provide useful results, it is prudent to note that 

this is the first PRB field site where such detailed isotope sampling and analyses would be 

4.1 Sampling and Analysis 

Samples will be taken in 9 wells around the iron wall (3 each in north, middle and south transect) 

and in 4-5 wells upgradient from the wall towards the landfill. To address the potential effect of 

the sampling method on voe composition and isotopic signature, the samples will be collected 

in two ways. One sample will be collected using a minimum purging volume and another 

sample will be collected using the method utilized by Parsons for PRB monitoring at the site 

(wells were purged until the field indicator parameters stabilized). For each sample, 6 vials ( 40-
mL each) will be collected. 

The collected samples will be initially analyzed for voes concentration as described in s~ction 

2.3 at the University of Waterloo. The samples with TeE and cDeE concentrations above the . 

minimum concentration for isotope determination (about 50 µg/L) would be sent ·to the 

31317.30 8 
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University of Toronto for compound specific 813C analyses. These analyses will be carried out 

by gas chromatograph/combustion/ isotope ratio spectrometer (GC/C/IRMS). 

4.2 Test Plan and Cost 

The cost of isotope analyses will by partially covered by ETI and the University of Toronto as 

part of an ongoing collaborative research program. An additional funding of $6,000 is requested 

to cover field sampling and the remainder of analytical cots. 

I he analysis and reportmg can be completed w1thm 4 weeks of sample collect10n. Similar to the 

University of Waterloo work, the University of Toronto would require that the test data be 

released in student dissertation( s) and a potential scientific paper. If required, the identity of the 

site will not be revealed in these publications. Any publication would be submitted to Parsons 

and the DoD for review prior to their submittal. 

• 

31317.30 9 
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5.0 SUMMARY 

Table 1 provides a summary of the project time frames and costs requested for the three phases 

for the work program described herein. We feel these projects, which are benefiting from 

significant financial support from ETI, the University of Waterloo and the University of Toronto, 

will greatly assist in interpretation of existing PRB performance at the site, and also provide data 

and techniques which may have broad applicability at other DoD facilities . 

31317.30 
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Table 1: Summary of Proposed Project Costs. 

Project Duration Funds Requested (US$) 

Bench-scale 
6 weeks 1 $14,000 

column test 

• Provision of hollow stern auger 

In-situ reactivity 
1 month 2 • $2,500 (travel expenses) 

t,c,ct - 1 ,., ,..1-.. - .£" - 1- 11 
- - -- .. - , 

(Parsons on-site staff) 

Stable isotope 

sampling and 1 month 1 $6,000 

analyses 
I ... 

Project could be m1tiated 1mmediately 
2 Project could be conducted in May- June 2001 

31317.30 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, Room 242 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7010 
Phone: (518) 457-4349 • FAX: (518) 457-4198 
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us 

February 5, 2001 

Mr. Stephen Absolom 
Chief, Engineering and Environmental Division 
Senecag._n11¥ Depot A ctn®' ,SEDAJ 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

Re : Seneca Army Depot 
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 8-50-006 

~ 
~ 
John P. Cahill 
Commissioner 

(t9 "' to 

K~ 
'M,, ttt 
~/ 

August 2000 Draft Feasibility Memorandum for Groundwater Remediation Alternatives Using 
Zero Valent Iron Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom, 

On January 16, 2001, at the January 2001 BCT Meeting, the Army stated that they were not going to 
revise the above referenced document. Therefore the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) and Department of Health (NYSDOH) have no comments at this time. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (518) 457-3976 or by email at 
ajthorne@ gw.dec.state.ny.us. 

Sincerely, 

Qt2~~~ 
Alicia Thorne 
Bureau of Eastern Remediation Action 
Division of Environmental Remediation 

cc: B. Wing, USEPA 
J. Vazquez, USEPA 
D. Geraghty, NYSDOH 
M. Peachey, NYSDEC 
R. Scott, NYSDEC 
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Mr. Stephen Absolom 

Chief, Engineering and Environmental Division 
Seneca Anny Depot Activity (SEDA) 
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5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-500 1 

Re. Seneca Army Depot 

NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 8-50-006 

August 2000 Draft Feasibility Memorandum for Groundwater Remediation Alternatives Using 
Zero Valent Iron Reactive Wall at the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom, 

On Jat1t1tt1')' 16, 200 l , at the tanuary 200 I BCT Meeting, the Army stated that they were not going to 
revise the above referenced document. Therefore the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) and Department of Health (NYSDOH) have no comments at this time. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (518) 457-3976 or by email at 
a jthorne@gw.dec.state.nv.us . 

Sincerely, 

/"), _(! . · .'--f I . 
~ ~ ~, 
Alicia Thome 

Bureau of Eastern Remediation Action 
Division of Environmental Remedi~tion 

cc: B. Wing, USEPA 
J. Vazquez, USEPA 
D. Geraghty, NYSDOH 
M. Peachey, NYSDEC 
R. Scott, NYSDEC 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CENTER FOR HEAL TH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

5158 BLACKHAWK ROAD 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

MCHB-TS-REH (40) 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND MD 21010-5403 

2 2 SEP 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, US Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville (CEHNC-FS-IS/Mr. Greene), 4820 University Square, Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Final Record of Decision, Ash Landfill Including SEADs 3, 6, 8, 14 and 15, Seneca 
Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, July 2004 

1. The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine reviewed the subject 
document on behalf of the Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 (Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to review the document. We 
concur with the debris removal, installation of a vegetative cover, and use of permeable reactive 
barriers as protective of human health and the environment. 

2. This document was reviewed by Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
IMA, NERO (SFIM-NE-PW-ER) 
USACE (CENWO-HX-H) 

'-SENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 

Program Manager, Environmental 
Health Risk Assessment 

USACE (Resident Office/CENAN-PP-E) 
USAEC (SFIM-AEC-CD) 

Readiness thru Health 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CENTER FOR HEAL TH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

5158 BLACKHAWK ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND MD 21010-5403 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

MCHB-TS-REH (40) 

MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, US Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville (CEHNC-FS-IS/Mr. Greene), 4820 University Square, Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Final Record of Decision (ROD), Ash Landfill (Including Sites SEAD-3 , SEAD-6, 
SEAD-8 , SEAD-14 and SEAD-15), Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, March 
2004 

1. The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine reviewed the subject 
document on behalf of the Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 (Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. We 
concur with the debris removal, capping and use of permeable reactive barriers as protective of 
human health and the environment. We would also like to note that the ROD text does not 
include a trigger enacting the contingency plan called for in the document. 

2. This document was reviewed by Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
USAMEDCOM (MCHO-CL-W) 
IMA NERO(SFIM-NE-PW-ER) 
USACE (CENWO-HX-H) 

'-SENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 

DA YID A. REED 
Program Manager, Environmental 

Health Risk Assessment 

USACE (Resident Office/CENAN-PP-E) 
USAEC (SFIM-AEC-ERO) 

Readiness thru Health 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



SFIM-AEC-CDN (200-1 F) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER 

5179 HOADLEY ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD 21010-5401 

29 SEPTEMBER 2003 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION FIELD OFFICE/MR. 
JAMES R. DAVIDSON, ARMY MATERIAL COMMAND NCRFO - ROOM 4S18 5001, 
EISENHOWER AVENUE, 
ALEXANDRIA VA 22333 

SUBJECT: Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD) Ash Landfill, Seneca Army Depot, 
Romulus, NY 

1. The US Army Environmental Center has reviewed the subject document. We concur 
with the subject ROD and the selected remedy of no further action. 

2. The Restoration Manager and our point of contact for this review is Mr. Chris Boes at 
(410) 436-1513. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

2 Encls 

CF (wo/encls ): 
HODA 

RANDALL J. CERAR 
CHIEF 
CLEANUP DIVISION 

(DAIM-ZA/MG LARRY J. LUST), ACSIM, 600 ARMY PENTAGON, WASH DC 20310-
0600 
(SAIE-ESOH/MR. FATZ), 110 ARMY PENTAGON, WASH DC 20310-0110 
(DAIM-BO/COL BAKER), ACSIM, 600 ARMY PENTAGON, WASH DC 
20310-0600 

CF (w/encls) 
(SDSSE-HE), SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY, ROMULUS, NY 14541-5001 

Printed on@Recycled Paper 



Name: Susan Offley 
Organization: US Army Environ~ental Center Office of Counsel 
Date: 16 September 2003 

No 

2 

Reference 
General 

Sect 1, pg 1-2 
and Sect 11, 
pg 11-1 

Comment ii 
Since this RO ' will use Land Use Control (LUC)(although not 
the primary re I edy) and the Remedial Design is a primary 
document, a 7 : how- review may be required. 
The ROD sho id not classify the 5-year review as a LUC, 
although they : ill would be necessary to ensw-e the integrity of 
the cover. Th efore, mention of the 5-year reviews should be 
deleted from t referenced pages. 

i Name: Jim Daniel Branch Chief leanup Division South 
Organization: US Army Environ ental Center Office of Counsel 
Date: 23 September 2003 

No Reference 
1 Sec 9.2 .3, pg 

9-12 
2 I Sec 9.2.4, pg 

9-13 
3 I Sec 11, pg 11-

2 

Comment I] 
Last paragrap~l f subsection. Does discussion of LU Cs belong 
in this sectio~Is not LUCs part of Alternative MC-2? 
Second paragr4l:>h of subsection. Does discussion of LU Cs 
belong in this ~iction? Is not LUCs part of Alternative MC-2? 
Last paragraphf f section. Alternative MC-2 seems to provide 
the same result . with lower cost, albeit within a longer time 
frame. j 

Re$onse to Comment 

µ~ 
~~ 

Response to Comment 

l. V C.. i $ p «--vi-rf S vlt:, ~"Cf-,,, ~J 

L "~ ~ ' f.)( ~' s.,_g_ /\I(_, 

qte-2-
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Name: Chris Boes Restoration MJnager 
Organization: US Army Environliental Center 
Date: 12 September 2003 

Comment Sheet 

Document Title: Draft Final Rectd of Decision - Ash Landfill, Seneca Army\Depot 

No 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Reference 
Sec 1, pg 1-6 

I Sec5,pg5- l 

I Sec 6.1, pg 6-1 

I Sec 6.2, pg 6-3 

1c Division should sign document since total cost 

f
d$6M. 
gest changing "attain" to "maintain" since LUC 
y remedy for the site but rather an additional 

measure. 1I 

In the 1st sentef;e, suggest replacing "were" with "are" since 
contaminants alfe still present at the site. 
2nd paragraph,lst sentence. Suggest rewording by removing 
"Although." hile soil excavation removed VOCs in the soil 
(which is a pos ive) the use of"although" would suggest that 
the end of the I ntence indicates a negative. 

Sec 7 .1, pg 7-3 \ 4 m paragraph, Esentence, "monitoring wells" should be 
changed to "fa ! ouse wells" since previous sentence refers to 
the farmhouse ells. 

Sec 7 .1, pg 7-4 \ Last sentence }' section, if the land use were to change 
( especially aft transfer) would the Army be responsible to 
cleanup to resi ntial standards? I'm not sure we would want to 
commit oursel I s to this, especially after the land use has 
already been d I ermined. 

Sec 9.2.3, pg 
9-12 

Figure 2-3 

2nd paragraph, , • m sentence, installing a trench to a depth of 30 
feet appears in I rrect. Elsewhere in the report, trenches were 
excavated to a ! ut 12 feet. 
Leader indicati· ' g extent of ash landfill appears incorrect by 
pointing to lar I area requiring LUCs. Should this leader point 
to the smaller . shed circle? 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S . ARMY CENTER FOR HEAL TH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

5158 BLACKHAWK ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 21010-5403 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

MCHB-TS-REH (40) 28 August 2003 

MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, US Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville, CEHNC-FS-IS/Mr. Greene, 4820 University Square, Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Draft Final Record of Decision, Ash Landfill including Sites SEAD-3, SEAD-6, 
SEAD-8, SEAD-14 and SEAD-15, Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York, 

1. The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine reviewed the subject 
document on behalf of the Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 (Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to review the document. We 
concur with the debris removal, capping and use of permeable reactive barriers as protective of 
human health and the environment. 

2. Our reviewer and point of contact is Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
IMA NERO(SFIM-NE-PW-ER) 
1,JSACE (CENWO-HX-H) 
✓SENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 

USACE (Resident Office/CENAN-PP-E) 
USAEC (SFIM-AEC-ERO) 

BONNIE J. ABOREK 
Acting Program Manager, 
Environmental Health Risk Assessment 

Readiness thru Health 
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Subject: 
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SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION2 

FEB l 9 2004 

BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
Attn: Stephen Absolom 
PO Box 9 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-0009 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Draft Final Ash Landfill Record of Decision (ROD) 
Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

Dear Steve: 

Please find our comments below on the subject document dated August 2003. 

Section 1.0, paee 1-1: The first sentence of the second and third paragraphs needs to 
include EPA after the word "Army's" as the selecting agency. The Army is not statutorily 
empowered to select remedies without EPA concurrence. 

Section 1.0, paee 1-2: 
1) On the first paragraph after "Description of the Selected Remedy," there should be a dash 
between "residually" and "contaminated" within the second sentence. 

2) The fourth bullet, please add a capital A before "Contingency, and start "plan" with a capital 
letter as well. This same correction should also be done on Section 11.0. 

Section L0..pa.2e 1-2, 5tti bullet: 
(1) We suggest ending the sentence after "Land Use Controls (LUCs) to attain the remedial 
action objectives,"and include a new subsection titled "Land Use Controls," which would 
include more clearly specified objectives. 

New LUC subsection: 

lntomet Address (URL} • http://www.epa.gov 
Racyclod/Rocycl11ble • PT1nted wfth Vogotablo 011 Based Inks on Rocyd&d Paper (Minimum 30"/4 Postconsumer) 
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Land Use Controls 
The objectives of the land use restrictions are as follows and will also be 
incorporated into deeds and/or leases for this property: 

• 

• 

Prevent access or use of the groundwater until cleanup 
levels are met. 
Maintain the integrity of any current or future remedial or 
monitoring system such as monitoring wells, impermeable 
reactive barriers. 
Maintain the 12 inch vegetative soil layer to limit 
ecological contact. 
Prohibit the development and use of property for residential 
housing, elementary and secondary schools, child care 
facilities and playgrounds (Do we need this objective? ) 
Do we need an objective to prevent unauthorized excavation? 

2) Delete the 3rd paragraph on p. 1-2, and substitute: 
"The LU Cs will be continued until the concentration of hazardous substances in 
the soil and the groundwater beneath have been reduced to levels that allow for 
unlimited exposure and unrestricted use. A LUC Remedial Design will be 
prepared as the land use component of the Remedial Design. Within 90 days of 
ROD signature, the Army shall prepare and submit to EPA for review and 
approval a LUC remedial design that shall contain implementation and 
maintenance actions, including periodic inspections. The Anny shall be 
responsible for implementing, inspecting, reporting on and enforcing the LUCs 
described in this ROD in accordance with the approved LUC remedial design. 
Although the Army may later transfer these procedural responsibilities to another 
party to by contract, property transfer agreement, or through other means, the 
Army shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity." 

3) Include a figure showing the boundaries of the LUCs. 

4) Note that the above LUC modifications are also applicable to Section 5.0, page 5-1 and 
Section 11. 0, page 11-1. 

Section 1.0, paee 1-8: Please change the EPA signatory name and title as follows: Mr. 
George Pavlou, Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 2. 

Section 11.0, page 11-2, 3rd
~: Please delete the comma after "Alternative" and after "MC-3a." 

Page 2 of 3 

P.03/04 



FEB-19-2004 17=18 P.04/04 

A facsimile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323. 

Sincerely yours, 

Julio F. Vazquez, RPM 
Federal Facilities Section 

cc: J. White, NYSDEC 
C. BeOIOUey, N i'~5t)(jrf 
K. Healy, USACE-HD 
T. Heino, Parsons ES 
E. Kashdan, GF 

Page 3 of 3 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

FEB 1 9 ?.004 

BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
Attn: Stephen Absolom 
PO Box 9 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-0009 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Draft Final Ash Landfill Record of Decision (ROD) 
Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

Dear Steve: 

Please find our comments below on the subject document dated August 2003. 

Section 1.0, page 1-1: The first sentence of the second and third paragraphs needs to 
include EPA after the word "Army's" as the selecting agency. The Army is not statutorily 
empowered to select remedies without EPA concurrence. 

Section 1.0, page 1-2: 
1) On the first paragraph after "Description of the Selected Remedy," there should be a dash 
between "residually' ' and "contaminated" within the second sentence. 

2) The fourth bullet, please add a capital A before "Contingency, and start "plan" with a capital 
letter as well. This same correction should also be done on Section 11.0. 

Section 1.0, page 1-2, 5th bullet: 
(1) We suggest ending the sentence after "Land Use Controls (LUCs) to attain the remedial 
action objectives,"and include a new subsection titled "Land Use Controls," which would 
include more clearly specified objectives. 

New LUC subsection: 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed wtth Vegetable OIi Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30¾ Postconsumer) 



Land Use Controls 
The objectives of the land use restrictions are as follows and will also be 
incorporated into deeds and/or leases for this property: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Prevent access or use of the groundwater until cleanup 
levels are met. 
Maintain the integrity of any current or future remedial or 
monitoring system such as monitoring wells, impermeable 
reactive barriers. 
Maintain the 12 inch vegetative soil layer to limit 
ecological contact. 
Prohibit the development and use of property for residential 
housing, elementary and secondary schools, child care 
facilities and playgrounds (Do we need this objective? ) 
Do we need an objective to prevent unauthorized excavation? 

2) Delete the 3rd paragraph on p. 1-2, and substitute: 
"The LU Cs will be continued until the concentration of hazardous substances in 
the soil and the groundwater beneath have been reduced to levels that allow for 
unlimited exposure and unrestricted use. A LUC Remedial Design will be 
prepared as the land use component of the Remedial Design. Within 90 days of 
ROD signature, the Almy shall prepare and submit to EPA for review and 
approval a LUC remedial design that shall contain implementation and 
maintenance actions, including periodic inspections. The Almy shall be 
responsible for implementing, inspecting, reporting on and enforcing the LUCs 
described in this ROD in accordance with the approved LUC remedial design. 
Although the Almy may later transfer these procedural responsibilities to another 
party to by contract, property transfer agreement, or through other means, the 
Army shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity." 

3) Include a figure showing the boundaries of the LU Cs. 

4) Note that the above LUC modifications are also applicable to Section 5.0, page 5-1 and 
Section 11 .0, page 11-1. 

Section 1.0, page 1-8: Please change the EPA signatory name and title as follows: Mr. 
George Pavlou, Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 2. 

Section 11.0, page 11-2, 3rd 1: Please delete the comma after "Alternative" and after "MC-3a." 

Page 2 of 3 



A facsimile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323. 

Sincerely yours, 

Julio F. Vazquez, RPM 
Federal Facilities Section 

cc: J. White, NYSDEC 
C. Bethoney, NY SDOH 
K. Healy, USACE-HD 
T. Heino, Parsons ES 
E. Kashdan, GF 

Page 3 of 3 
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TO: Steve Absolom, George Momberger 

OFFICE: Seneca Army Depot, NYSDEC 

PHONE: 607-869-1309, 518-402-9622 

FAX: 607-869-1362, 518-402-9627 

FROM: Julio F. Vazquez 

OFFICE: US EPA - Region 2 

PHONE: 212-637-4323 

FAX: 212-637-4360 

DATE: June 26 1 2003 

SUBJECT: Draft ROD for the Ash Landfill 

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): 4 

Message: 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007•1866 

JUN 2 6 2003 

BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
Attn: Stephen Absolom 
P.O. Box 9 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY J 4541-0009 

Re: Draft Record of Dec;sion (ROD) for the Ash Landfill (OU-1) 
Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

Tius is in reference to the subject document received by EPA on April 8, 2003. Pleac;;e find our 
comments below. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

2. 

Based on our last iteration regarding this Operable Unit (OU-01), an agreement was 
reached between the Army and EPA to re-grade the depression area called the Cooling 
Pond (SEAD-3). This agreement was mainly due to a gap of sampling data within the 
depression area. Please add the agreed action mentioned above within the ROD 
document. 

There is a lack of substantiation regarding the ecological risk assessment. The conclusion 
of the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) suggests that the site condition!> may 
pose a slightly elevated ecological risk due to the presence of heavy metals. However, no 
additional information had been presented within the ROD document to rule out the need 
for remedial action at this site. The Army made reference to field observation and 
monitoring data within the RI Report, however no further information has been fun1ishccl 
to substantiate its position. 

Internet AddroS& (URL)• http://www.epa.gov 
R•eycl&d/Recyclable • Printed wHh Vtgetable OIi Based lnb on Recyciod Paper (Minimum 30% PO!llconsumer, 
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SPECIFIC COM.MENTS: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Page 6-1, last~: The description of the Debris Piles (SEAD-14) a<; small surface 
features within this context is confusing. Please delete the third to last sentence. 

Page 6-2, 2nd ~: Quarterly groundwater monitoring in 1996, 1997, and 1998 seems 
co have had a much lower detection limit· (<0.2,µg/L) than the most recent January 2000 
sampling effort(> 1 µg/L) . Consequently, the comparison is inconsistent. Please modify 
your base reference point of sampling results to 1 µg/L. 

Page 6-2, last sentence: EPA has no record of the Bench Scale Trcatability Report 
Envirometal Technologies, Inc., September 25, 2001). Please furnish a copy to EPA . 

Page 6-4, last~: This paragraph documents the impact to sediment found at the 
different investigations. However, the reviewer could not find how the documented 
impact to sediment is or will be addressed. This is!iue seems to be related to General 
Comment 2 above. 

Pq.ge 7-1, 1 ~r ,: Although EPA agreed to the language included at the second to last 
sentence, there are certain actions needed to be included as part of the a.greed language. 
See General Comment l above. 

Page 8-1, 3'J 1 and page 9-2, 2nd 1: Remedial Action Objectives and Remedial 
Alternatives include mitigation of soil/sediment. . Please identify sediments to be 
remediated. 

7. Page 9-7, Secti.on 9.1.5: Please add the re-grade of SEAD-3 for this alternative. See 
General Comment 1 above. 

8. Appendix A & C: These sections were referenced within the document but were 
missing from the document. Please add the referenced document. 

A facs imile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questioris, please call mt: ar 
(212) 637-4323. 

Sincer,dy yours. 

Julio F. Vazquez, RPM 
Federal Facilities Section 
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cc: G. Momberger, NYSDEC 
C. Bethoney, NYSDOH 
T. Heino, Parsons ES 
E. Kashdan, GF 
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************************************ - - ***** -

TO: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 

290 Broadway 
New tork, New torR 1000, 

Steve Absolom, George Momberger 

OFFICE: Seneca Army Depot, NYSDEC 

PHONE: 607-869-1309, 518-402-9622 

FAX: 607-869-1362, 518-402-9627 

FROM: Julio F. Vazquez 

OFFICE: US EPA - Region 2 

PHONE: 212-637-4323 

FAX: 212-637-4360 

DATE: June 26, 2003 

SUBJECT: Draft ROD for the Ash Landfill 

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): 4 

Message: 

16078691362- ********* 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

JUN 2 6 2003 

BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
Attn: Stephen Absolom 
P.O. Box 9 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-0009 

Re: Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill (OU-1) 
Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This is in reference to the subject document received by EPA on April 8, 2003. Please find our 
conunents below. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. 

2. 

Based on our last iteration regarding this Operable Unit (OU-01), an agreement was 
reached between the Anny and EPA to re-grade the depression area called the Cooling 
Pond (SEAD-3). This agreement was mainly due to a gap of sampling data within the 
depression area. Please add the agreed action mentioned above within the ROD 
document. 

There is a lack of substantiation regarding the ecological risk assessment. The conclusion 
of the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) suggests that the site conditions may 
pose a slightly elevated ecological risk due to the presence of heavy metals. However, no 
additional information had been presented within the ROD document to rule out the need 
for remedial action at this site. The Army made reference to field observation and 
monitoring data within the RI Report, however no fmiher information has been furnished 
to substantiate its position. 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

1. 

2. 

,., 
.) . 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Page 6-1 , last ,r: The description of the Debris Piles (SEAD-14) as small surface 
features within this context is confusing. Please delete the third to last sentence. 

Page 6-2, 2
nd ,r: Quarterly grotmdwater monitoring in 1996, 1997, and 1998 seems 

to have had a much lower detection limit(<0.2 µg/L) than the most recent January 2000 
sampling effmi (> 1 ~Lg/L). Consequently, the comparison is inconsistent. Please modify 
your base reference point of sampling results to 1 µg/L. 

Page 6-2, last sentence: EPA has no record of the Bench Scale Treatability Report 
Envirometal Technologies, Inc., September 25, 2001). Please furnish a copy to EPA. 

Page 6-4, last ,r: This paragraph documents the impact to sediment found at the 
different investigations. However, the reviewer could not find how the documented 
impact to sediment is or will be addressed. This issue seems to be related to General 
Comment 2 above. 

Page 7-1, 1
st ,r: Although EPA agreed to the language included at the second to last 

sentence, there are certain actions needed to be included as paii of the agreed language. 
See General Comment 1 above. 

Page 8-1 , 3
rd ,rand page 9-2, 2'"1 ,r: Remedial Action Objectives and Remedial 

Alternatives include mitigation of soil/sediment. Please identify sediments to be 
remediated. 

7. Page 9-7, Section 9.1.5: Please add the re-grade of SEAD-3 for this alternative. See 
General Comment 1 above. 

8. Appendix A & C: These sections were referenced within the document but were 
missing from the document. Please add the referenced docun1ent. 

A facsimile of this letter will be sent to you today. If you have any questions, please call me at 
(212) 637-4323. 

Sincerely yours, 

Julio F. Vazquez, RPM 
Federal Facilities Section 
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C. Bethoney, NYSDOH 
T. Heino, Parsons ES 
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I 
I 

Main Identity 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Sent: 
Subject: 

Julio, 

"Steve Absolom" <absoloms@seneca-hp.army.mil> 
"Vazquez, Julio" <vazquez.julio@epamail.epa.gov> 
"Greene, Marshall" <Marsha1I.J.Greene@hnd01 .usace.army.mil>; "Healy, Kevin" 
<Kevin. W. Healy@usace. army. mil>; "Todd Heino" <Todd . Heino@parsons.com>; 
<gfmomber@gw.dec.state.ny.us>; "Battaglia, Randy" 
<Randy.W.Battaglia@nan02.usace.army.mil>; "Boes, Christopher D" 
<Christopher.Boes@aec.apgea.army.mil>; "Adams, Jeff" <Jeff.Adams@parsons.com> 
Tuesday, July 08, 2003 3:42 PM 
Ash Landfill Comments 

Page 1 of 1 

I would like to confirm that with your general comment #2 of your comment letter on the Draft ROD for 
OUJ As,hJandfilLda.ted 26 Inn 03, ¥@&0lle a~king t® !.trn1:lgth@H the .11i~e tfJ9 Off ecelogiettl tisk 
assessment in the ROD and that you are not looking to go back to the June 1994 RI and do more eco­
risk assessment activity. 
Thanks 
SMAbsolom 
SEAD Installation Manager 

7/8/2003 



PARSONS 
100 Summer Street• Boston, Massachusetts 02110 • (617) 457-7900 • Fax: (617) 457-7979 • www.parsons.com 

April 7, 2003 

Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville 
A1TN: CEHNC-FS-1S (Mr. Marshall Greene) 
4820 University Square 
Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

fl< 

SUBJECT: Seneca Army Depot Activity; Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill 
6pe1 able truit lncfodntg Sites (8EAfJ-3), (SEXD-6J, {SEAD-8), (SEAD-14) and 
(SEAD-15) 

Dear Mr. Greene: 

Parsons is pleased to submit the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill Operable Unit. 
This operable unit includes sites designated as SEAD-3, SEAD-6, SEAD-8, SEAD-14 and SEAD-15 at 
the Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) located in Romulus, New York. 

This work was performed in accordance with the Scope of Work (SOW) for Delivery Order 0010 to 
Parsons Contract DACA87-92-0022. Parsons appreciates the opportunity to provide you with this ROD. 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (617) 457-7905 to discuss them. 

Sincerely, 

~----
Todd Heino, P.E. 
Program Manager 

cc: S. Absolom, SMASE-BEC 
R. Battaglia, USA CE, New York District 
K. Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
C. Boes, ABC 
T. Matthews, OSC 

® rojects\SENECA\Ash Landlill\AS HROD\CvrLtr040703.DOC 



PARSONS 
100 Summer Street• Boston, Massachusetts 02110 • (617) 457-7900 • Fax: (617) 457-7979 • www.parsons.com 

April 7, 2003 

Mr. Julio Vazquez, Project Manager 
USEP A Region II 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 18 th Floor, E-3 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Ms. Alicia Thorne, Senior Engineer 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
D1VIs10n of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
625 Broadway 11 th Floor 
Albany,NY 12233-7015 

SUBJECT: Seneca Army Depot Activity; Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the for the Ash 
Landfill Operable Unit Including Sites (SEAD-3), (SEAD-6), (SEAD-8), (SEAD-14) 
and (SEAD-15) 

Dear Mr. Vazquez/Ms. Thome: 

Parsons is pleased to submit the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill Operable Unit. 
This operable unit includes sites designated as SEAD-3 , SEAD-6, SEAD-8, SEAD-14 and SEAD-15 at 
the Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) located in Romulus, New York. 

Parsons appreciates the opportunity to provide you with this ROD. Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to call me at (617) 457 7905 to discuss them 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS 

Todd Heino, P.E. 
Program Manager 

cc: S. Absolom, SEDA 
M. Greene, CEHNC 
R. Battaglia, USACE, NY District 
K. Hoddinott, USACHPPM 

®Projec ts\SENECA\Ash Landfill\AS HROD\CvrLlr040703.DOC 

C. Boes, ABC 
T. Matthews, OSC 
E. Kashdan, Gannett Fleming 



PARSONS 
100 Summer Street• Boston, Massachusetts 02110 • (617) 457-7900 • Fax: (617) 457-7979 • www.parsons.com 

April 7, 2003 

Commander 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
Engineering and Support Center, Huntsville 
ATTN: CEHNC-FS-IS (Mr. Marshall Greene) 
4820 University Square 
Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Seneca Army Depot Activity; Draft Record of Decision OD for the Ash Landfill 
Operable Umt lncludmg Sites (SEAD-3), (SEAD-6), (SEAD-8), (SEAD-14) and 
(SEAD-15) 

Dear Mr. Greene: 

Parsons is pleased to submit the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill Operable Unit. 
This operable unit includes sites designated as SEAD-3, SEAD-6, SEAD-8, SEAD-14 and SEAD-15 at 
the Seneca Anny Depot Activity (SEDA) located in Romulus, New York. 

This work was performed in accordance with the Scope of Work (SOW) for Delivery Order 0010 to 
Parsons Contract DACA87-92-0022. Parsons appreciates the opportunity to provide you with this ROD. 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (617) 457-7905 to discuss them. 

Sincerely, 

PARSDNS--1 

~/-IJ-'-----
Todd Heino, P.E. 
Program Manager 

cc: S. Absolom, SMASE-BEC 
R. Battaglia, USA CE, New York District 
K. Hoddinott, USACHPPM 
C. Boes, AEC 
T. Matthews, OSC 

®rojects\SENECA \Ash Land fi l I\ASH RO D\CvrLtr040703 .DOC 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, 11th Floor 
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7015 
Phone: (518) 402-9623 • FAX: (518) 402-9627 
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us 

May 9, 2003 

Mr. Stephen Absolom 
Chief, Engineering and Environmental Division 
S@n@i.:.2 A.nA; I.le13 0t A.1i-ti, it5 ~EQ,•,, 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

Re: Seneca Army Depot Activity 
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 8-50-006 
Draft Record of Decision for the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

... 
~ 
Erin M. Crotty 
Commissioner 

The New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health (NYSDOH) 
have reviewed the above referenced document dated April 2002. Comments are as follow: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The dates of the public participation activities should be included in the document. 

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 . 

Were any public comments received during the public comment period for the Ash Landfill 
Proposed Plan? If so, they should be included along with the Army 's responses. If not, then the 
document should indicate such. 

Page 1-2: Please spell out i\R .. ARS . 

Page 1-3: Include New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) with NYSDEC in the State 
Concurrence statement. 

Page 1-3, Declaration: Are both remedies stated considered "permanent"? Clarification is 
needed. 

Page 1-6, Section 1.0, Declaration: The names of all signatories should be provided. 

Page 2-1: Paragraph 1 and 2 definitions of the Ash Landfill site (Operable Unit/ Ash Landfill) are 
very confusing. The terms of "site", "operable unit", and the physical landfill itself are used 
interchangeably for the same areas. Further clarification is needed. 

Page 2-1: The groundwater plume still emanates from the site, it is not past tense. 



10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Page 2-2: Groundwater is classified as "Class Fresh Groundwater GA (GA). The Department is 
not familiar with this classification. Is "Class Fresh" a correct term? 

Page 3-1 : How was the trash that was burned in the incinerator determined to be 
"uncontaminated"? Additional information is needed. 

Page 3-2: Please spell out RCRA. 

Page 3-3, last bullet: It is a Proposed Plan, not a Proposed Remedial Action Plan as stated. In 
addition, please include the date of the Final Proposed Plan. 

Page 3-4: Please remove the statement "(T)he non-time critical removal action was conducted ... 
grna11~lame e-fa,'@€s*a-s-'ihneatinmmtto a previous statement m lire pmagraph. 

Page 3-4, last sentence: Insert "in groundwater" after "VOCs". Shouldn't the treatability study 
that was conducted be included in this section as well? 

Page 4-1, Community Participation: RAB meetings are, at best, held bimonthly, not monthly as 
stated. 

Page 6-1, Section 6.0 Site Characteristics: Contrary to the statement "(T)his section provides an 
overview of. .. the actual and potential routes of exposure posed by the conditions at the site", the 
section does not identify the actual and potential routes of exposure. Revisions are necessary. 

Page 6-1, Section 6.1, Impacts to Soil, 2nd Paragraph: Insert "chlorinated" before "VOCs" in the 
first sentence and change "aromatic COCs" to "aromatic VOCs" in the second sentence. In 
addition, please change the 2nd to the last sentence on the page to "(T)he extent of the aromatic 
voes in ... . " 

Page 6-2, Section 6.2 Impacts to Groundwater: The "Bend in the Road" area is described as near 
the western edge of the landfill, yet on page 2-1, it is described as the northern side of the 
landfill. Please correct this discrepancy. 

Page 6-4: Please check the spelling in the first sentence. 

Page 7-1, Section 7 .0 Summary of Site Risks: Revise the following statement to include the 
underlined word in " .. . SEAD-15 (Abandoned Incinerator Building) are not of health or 
environmental concern". 

Page 8-1, last bullet: Change "through" to "to". 

Page 9-8: Change the sentence "(S)ince this alternative would result in ... " to "(S)ince these 
alternatives would result in ... " . 

Page 9-13: It is stated in the 2nd paragraph that the water line would be extended to the off-site 
farmhouse , yet this proposed water line extension is not discussed in the earlier description of 
Alternative MC-3A. Page 10-9 contains a reference that Alternative MC-3A would include this 
water line extension also. Further clarification is needed. 



25 . Page 11-2, Section 11.0, Selected Remedy: In several instances, "would" should be replaced with 
"will". 

26. Figure 11-1: This figure did not reproduce well and there is a typographical error in the title. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (518) 402-9623 or by email at 
aithome@gw.dec.state .ny.us 

Sincerely, 

Alicia Thome 
Remedial Bureau A 
I.ii~ -ii;-i@n .i:t-Eu,-i1-0u1u@if1~al R@m@ehatien 

ec: J. Vazquez, USEPA 
P. Jones, SCIDA 
C. Boes, USAEC 
T. Matthews, USAOSC 
R. Battaglia, USACE 
D. Brouwer, USACE 
B. Muhly, USAEC 
J. Fallo, USACE 
T. Enroth, USACE 
C. Bethoney, NYSDOH 
B. Putzig, NYSDEC Region 8 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation ~ 
Division of Environmental Remediation ~ 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, 11th Floor ·•I!!...======== 
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Website: www.dec.state.ny.us Commissioner 

May 9, 2003 

Mr. Stephen Absolom 
Chief, Engineering and Environmental Division 
Seneca Arm.y Depot Activity (SEDA) 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

Fttx P 

Re: Seneca Army Depot Activity 
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 8-50-006 
Draft Record of Decision for the Ash Landfill 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

GENfRAL SERVJCES AOMINIStRATIQN 

The New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health (NYSDOH) 
have reviewed the above referenced document dated April 200.2. CommeHt:, are as follow . 

I. The dates of the public participation activities should be included in the document. 

2. 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. 

3. Were any public comments received during the public comment period for the Ash Landfill 
Proposed Plan? If so, they should be included along with the Army's responses. If not, then the 
document should indicate such. 

4. Page 1-2: Please spell out ARARS . 

S. Page 1-3: Include New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) with NYSDEC in the State 
Concurrence statement. 

6. Page 1-3, Declaration: Are both remedies stated considered "permanent"? Clarification is 
needed. 

7. Page 1-6. Section 1.0, Declaration: The names of all signatories should be provided. 

8. Page 2-1: Paragraph I and 2 definitions of the Ash I,andfill site (Operable Unit/ Ash Landfill) are 
very confusing. The terms of "site", "operable unit", and the physical landfill itself are used 
interchangeably for the same areas. Further clarification is needed. 

9. Page 2- J: The groundwater plume still emanates from the site, it is not past tense. 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, 11th Floor 
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7015 --­~ 
Phone: (518) 402-9623 • FAX: (518) 402-9627 Erin M. Crotty 

Commissioner Website: www .dec.state.ny.us 

May 9, 2003 

Mr. Stephen Absolom 

5786 State Roule 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

Re: Seneoa Anny Depot Activity 
NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site No. 8-50-006 
Draft Record of Decision for the Ash Landfill 

Dear !vfr. Absolom: 

The New York State Departments of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Health (NYSDOH) 
have reviewed the above referenced document dated April 2002. Comments are as follow: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The dates of the public participation activities should be included in the document. 

Please include a clause compelling the property owner to am1ually certify to the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation that the deed restriction i 
of the pro · on. 

Were any public comments received during the public comment period for the Ash Landfill 
Proposed Plan? If so, they should be n1cluded along with the Army's responses. If not, then the 
document shou1d indicate such. 

Page 1-2: Please spell out ARARS. 

Page 1-3: Include New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) with NYSDEC in the State 
Concurrence statement. 

Pa!!C 1-3, Declaration: Are both remedies slated considered "pennanent"? Clarification is 
needed. 

Page 1-6, Section 1.0, Declaration: TI1e names of all signatories should be provided. 

Page 2-1: Paragraph 1 and 2 definitions of the Ash I.and.fill site (Operable Unit'Ash Landfill) are 
very confusing. The tcnns of "site", "operable unit", and the physical landfill itself are used 
interchangeably for the same areas. Further clarification is needed. 

Page 2-1: The groundwater plume stil 1 emanates from the site, it is not past tense. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Page 2-2: Groundwater is classified as "Class Fresh Groundwater GA (GA). The Department is 
not familiar with this classification. Is "Class Fresh" a co1Tect term? 

Page 3-1: How was the trash that was burned in the incinerator detennined to be 
"uncontaminated"? Additional information is needed. 

Page 3-2: Please spell out RCRA. 

Page 3-3, last bullet: It is a Proposed Plan, not a Proposed Remedial Action Plan as stated. In 
addition, please inoludc the date of the Final Proposed Plan. 

Page 3-4 · Please&,&JJN'@ tbeast-a-temr:Ft~ "€'¥.)he :r'JOn=time Ci rrical removal action was conducted . . . 
groundwater plume ofVOCs" as it is redundant to a previous statement in the paragraph. 

Page 3-4, last sentence: Insert "in groundwater" after "VOCs". Shouldn't the treatability study 
that was conducted be included in this section as well? 

Page 4-1, Community Participation: RAB meetings are, at best, held bimonthly, not monthly as 
stated. 

Page 6-1, Section 6.0 Site Characteristics: Contrary to the statement "(T)his section provides an 
overview of. . . the actual and potential routes of exposw-e posed by the condHions at the site", the 
section does not identify U1e actual and potential routes of exposure. Revisions are necessary. 

Pau:e 6-·l, Section 6.1, Impacts to Soil. 2nd Paragraph: Insert "chlorinated" before "VOCs" in the 
first sentence and change "aromatic COCs" to "aromatic VOCs" in the second sentence. In 
addition, please change the 2nd to the last sentence on the page to "(T)he extent of the aromatic 
voes in ... . " 

the western edge of the landfill, yet on page 2-1, it is described as the northern side of the 
landfill. Please correct this discrepancy: 

Page 6-4: Please check the spelling in the first sentence. 

Page 7-1, Section 7.0 Summary of Site Risks: Revise the following statement to include the 
underlined word in" ... SEAD-15 (Abandoned h1cinerator Building) are not of health or 
enviroDmental concern". 

Page 8-1, last bullet: Change "through" to "to". 

Page 9-8: Change the sentence "(S)ince this alternative would result in ... " to "(S)ince these 
alternatives would result in .. . '' . 

Page 9-13 : It is stated in the 2'1d para~rraph that the water line would be extended to the off-site 
farmhouse, yet this proposed water line extension is not discussed in the earlier description of 
Alternative MC-3A. Page 10-9 contains a reference that Alternative MC-3A would include this 
water line extension also. Further clarification is needed. 

14)003 
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25. 

26. 

Page l l-2, Section 11.0, Selected Remedy: In several instances, "would" should be replaced with 
"will". 

Figure 11-1: This figure did not reproduce well and there is a typographical en-or in the title. 

Ifyou have s.ny questions, please contact me at (518) 402-9623 or by email at 
ajthome@gw. dee .state.ny. us 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Alicia Thorne 
Remedial Bureau A 
Division of Environmental Remediation 

ec: J. Vazquez, USEPA 
P. Jones, SCIDA 
C. Boes, USA.EC 
T. Matthews, USAOSC 
R. Battaglia, USACE 
D. Brouwer, USACE 
B. Muhly, USAEC 
J. Fallo, USACE 
T. Enroth, USACE 
C. Bethoney, NYSDOH 
B. Putzig, NYSDEC Region 8 



REPLY TO 
ATTEN TION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CENTER FOR HEAL TH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

5158 BLACKHAWK ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 21010-5403 

MCHB-TS-REH (40) 14 AUG 2002 V 
MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, US Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville (CEHNC-FS-IS/Mr. Greene), 4820 University Square, Huntsville, AL 35816-1822 

SUBJECT: Pre-Draft Record of Decision, Ash Landfill, Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, 
New York, July 2002 

1. The US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine reviewed the subject 
document on behalf of the Office of The Surgeon General pursuant to AR 200-1 (Environmeqtal · 
Protection and Enhancement). Thank you for the opportunity to review the document. We 
concur with the debris removal, capping and use of permeable reactive barriers as protective of 
human health and the environment. 

2. This document was reviewed by Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment Program, DSN 584-5209 or commercial (410) 436-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) 
USAMEDCOM (MCHO-CL-W) 
AMC (AMCIS-A) 
USACE (CENWO-HX-H) 

'--SENECA AD (SDSSE-HE) 
USACE (Resident Office/CENAN-PP-E) 
USAEC (SFIM-AEC-ERO) 

Program Manager, Environmental 
Health Risk Assessment 

Readiness tliru Health 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541 -5001 

November 5, 1997 

Engineer ing and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agencv 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
1s th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Faci lity 
Agre ement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Record of 
Decision (ROD) at the Ash Landfill (ASH). This document is 
currently due on November 6, 1997. 

On October 11, 1997, we received the EPA comments on 
the Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the ASH. 
The comments were extensive and will require significant 
changes in the PRAP. We would like to resolve the issues 
presented by the EPA on the PRAP before submitting a Draft 
ROD. Although this is an unusual request, we ask for an 
additional 60 days to submit the Draft ROD. The new due 
date would be January 5, 1998. 

Also, we asked for additional time to respond to the 
EPA comments on the SEAD-46 work plan. It is our 
unde rstanding that NYSDEC intends to comment on that work 
plan . As such, we did not consider the comment period to 
be closed yet. 

=· ,·:ec _ ·• @ i'iecyc ec Pacer 
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Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC 
Environmental Coordinator , at (607) 869-1309. 

Enclosure 

Copies Furnished: 

Sincerely, 

Donald C. Olson 
LTC, U.S. Army 
Commanding Officer 

Michael Duchesneau, Parson Engineering Sc ience, Inc., 
Prudential Center, 101 Huntington Avenue, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Division, ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O. 
Box 1600, Huntsville, Alabama 35807 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E (Randy Battaglia) 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5001 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through completion of all 
restoration work at SEDA is as follows: 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1)(2) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015) OUl 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

OPEN BURNING GROUNDS (SEAD-023) OU2 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS/FEASIBILITY STUDIES (3)(4) 
FIRE TRAINING AREAS (SEAD-025, 026) OU3 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

DEACTIVATION FURNACES (SEAD-016, 017) OU4 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

1 

(04 Dec 90) 
(20 Oct 93) 
(!' ~p !!Jifj 
(07 Mar 97) 
(05 Jan 98) 

(29 Aug 91) 
(28 Jan 94) 
(09 Mar 94) 
(04 Jul 96) 
(07 Oct 97) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(28 Jun 96) 
(21 Nov 97) 
(09 Jan 98) 
(23 May 98) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(18 Jan 97) 
(29 Nov 97) 
(08 Jan 98) 
(02 Jul 98) 



RAO-SITES (SEAD-012, 063) OU5 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-059, 071 Fill Area/Paint Disposal 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
'='raft: ~ ~obi I ri'ssim 1 

Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-004 Munitions Washout Facility 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-011. 64A, 64D Old Construction Debris Landfills (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-013 IRFNA Disposal Site 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

2 

(19 Dec 95) 
(22 Nov 97) 
(18 Mar 98) 
(06 Jul 98) 
(27 Jan 99) 

(30 Jan 96) 
(Uo '.'.Jan 9ffJ 
(31 May 98) 
(19 Sep 98) 
(30 Mar 99) 

(25 Oct 95) 
(06 Mar 98) 
(31 Jul 98) 
(19 Nov 98) 
(30 May 99) 

(15 Jun 95) 
(06 Nov 98) 
(31 Mar 99) 
(19 Jul 99) 
(30 Jan 00) 

(14 Nov 95) 
(06 Jan 99) 
(31 May 99) 
(19 Sep 99) 
(30 Mar 00) 



SEAD-052, 060 Bldg 612 Complex 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-045, and 057 Demo Area/EOD (6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

SEAD-046 Small Arms Range (6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

SEAD-045, 046, and 057 Demo Area/EOD/Small Arms Range (6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-048 Pitch Blend Storage 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-066 Pesticide Storage Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

3 

(19 Jan 96) 
(06 Mar 99) 
(31 Jul 99) 
(19 Nov 99) 
(30 May 00) 

(26 Feb 96) 

(09 May 96) 

(See above) 
(06 Nov 99) 
(30 Mar 00) 
(18 Jul 00) 
(29 Jan 01) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(05 Nov 00) 
(30 Mar 01) 
(18 Jul 01) 
(29 Jan 02) 

(02 Dec 96) 
(05 Jan 01) 
(30 May 01) 
(18 Sep 01) 
(29 Mar 02) 



COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN (Oct 92) 

FOOTNOTES: 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the InterAgency Agreement 
(IAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. 
Final dates are based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Draft-Final submission if no comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering the amount of work 
required and the tight schedules for performance. All schedules assume that regulatory 
1 evievvs vvill-be eondt1cted eonet1rrentl9, if reqt1ired, as is assmned in the fA6. 

(3) All schedules for Ris to be performed assume that two phases of fieldwork 
will be required. If Phase II RI fieldwork is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26, SEADs 
16 and 17, SEAD 4, SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable units 
shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the deadlines in Attachment 
5: Facility Master Schedule. The Army shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the 
USEPA and NYSDEC to reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the above-mentioned 
SEADs. 

( 4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project has been funded and 
consistent with definition, Section 2, paragraph 14. 

(5) Years will continue to be designated by their last two digits in the year 2000, 
e.g. "00", "01", "02", etc. 

(6) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined with SEAD-046 
(Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dated 11/05/97 
4 
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REPLY TO 
ATTEN~Of! 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

November 5, 1997 

OPTIONAL FORM 99 (7-90) 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

FAX TRANSMITTAL ••10•9•,~ {p 

Ooc»./Agency 

Fax1 

Ms- Carla Struble, P.E. 
u.s_ Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
18 th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

GENERAL SERVICES AOMINISTRAT}QN 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (S EDA ) , SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Record of 
Decision (ROD) at the Ash Landfill (ASH). This document is 
currently due on November 6, 1997. 

On October 11, 1997, we received the EPA comments on 
the Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAPJ for the ASH. 
The comments were extensive and will require significant 
changes in the PRAP. We would like to resolve the issues 
presented by the EPA on the PRAP before submitting a Draf t 
ROD. Although this is an unusual request, we ask for an 
additional 60 days to submit the Draft ROD. The new d ue 
date would be January 5, 1998. 

Also, we asked for additional time to respond to the 
EPA comments on the SEAD-46 work plan. It is our 
understanding that NYSDEC intends to comment on that work 
plan. As such, we did not consider the comment period to 
be closed yet. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

REPlY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Engineering and 
Environmental Division 

Mr. Julio Vazquez 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

January 13, 2000 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
18th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. James A. Quinn 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
50 Wolfe Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Mr. Vazquez/Mr. Quinn: 

On July 26, 1999, we forwarded a letter proposing a resolution of the remaining issues 
pertammg to the Ash Landfill site. Io date we have not had a response to that letter. 
Subsequently, the EPA OSWER Directive No. 9285.7-28P, Issuance of Final Guidance: 
Ecological Risk Assessment and Risk Management Principles for Superfund Sites has been 
issued and is believed to be relevant and should help guide the decisions being made at the Ash 
Landfill site. Further, I believe that implementation of this directive has installation wide 
impacts for a number of sites on Seneca Army Depot. 

It is our intention to finalize the Ash Landfill Proposed Remedial Action Plan and Record 
of Decision by April 1, 2000. This time frame will not jeopardize the funding available for the 
Remedial Action at this site. The time frame will also allow us to be in a position to implement 
the Remedial Action later in the summer. There are also a number of operable units that are in 
the Remedial Investigation stage. A mutual understanding of how risk management decisions 
are expected to be made under this new directive is essential to help bring these RI reports to 
completion. 

I would like to propose a meeting in mid-January to discuss the implementation of the 
OSWER directive and the concept of establishing a parcel wide strategy for the entire 
Conservation/Recreation land use parcel. This meeting should address the assessment end points 
of the ecological risk assessment, establishing valued ecological resources, levels of 

Printed on ® Recycled Paper 
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organizations to be considered, and when the measurement of exposure concentration versus 
endpoint effects will be used in the risk management decisions made. A meaningful discussion 
and mutual agreement of the ecological risk management decison process will greatly enhance 
and accelerate the overall process and allow us to get to the Record of Decision quicker. 

Mr. Stephen M. Absolom will contact you to discuss a mutually agreeable meeting time 
and location. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Absolom at 
(607) 869-1309. 

Sincerely yours, 

~/{JJ 
LTC, U.S. Army 
Commanding Officer 



PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

Pruden tial Center • Boston. Massachusetts 02199-7697 • (6 17) 859-2000 • Fax: (61 7) 859-2043 

April 15 , 1997 

Ms. Dorothy Richards 
CEHNC-PM- EO 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
4820 University Square 
Huntsville, AL 35816 

SUBJECT: Submittal of the Pre-Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill 

Dear Ms. Richards : 

Parsons Engi neering Science (Parsons ES) is pleased to submit the Pre-Draft Record of Deci sion 
(ROD) for the Ash Landfill Site at the Seneca Army Depot Activity located in Romulus , New 
York. This work was performed in accordance with the Scope of Work (SOW) for Delivery 
Order 00 IO to the Parsons ES Contract DACA87-92-D0022. We would great ly apprec iate 
comments on the document prior to May 5 so that they may be reflected in the Draft ROD for the 
Ash Landfill Site, which is due to the regulators May 21 , 1997. 

Parsons ES appreciates the opportunity to provide you with document. Should yo u have any 
questions, please do not hes itate to call me at (617) 859-2492. 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

-tf!~r-

~ 

Project Manager 

cc : Mr. Randall Battaglia, CENAN 
Mr. Keith Hoddinott, USACHPPM (Prov.) 
Mr. Jeff Waugh , USA EC 
Mr. Don Williams, CEMRD 
Mr. Stephen Abso lom, SEDA 
Mr. Randa ll N ida, HQUSAIOC 

~ PAASONS 
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PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. • 30 DAN ROAD • CANTON, MA 02021-2809 

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 

To: 
Company: 

Phone: 
Fax: 

Company: 
Phone: 

Fax: 
Job No.: 

Stephen Absolom 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(607) 869-1281 
(607) 869-1362 

Parsons Engineering Science 
(781) 401-2492 
(781) 401-2043 
55057 

Date: April 29, 1 998 
Pages including this 

cover page: 

Comments: Steve, 

This is the hard copy of the quarterly data that we have received for metals. They look good. 
l'I lhave the data validated and review further. I think that this will end the discussion. 
Call with any comments or questions. 

Mike D. 

OZ2J 10/1/94 

3!:l'o'd 
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·· APR-28-98 TUE 06: 15 PH ITS ENVIRONMENT.AL LAB FAK NO. 8026551319 P. 03 

U.S. EPA - CL.I? 

l 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Jab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL ___ _ Contract: 98011 __ _ 

:: jab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 SAS No.: 

PT- Ii (,.~s- Nru) , 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

AL135 

SDG No.: 68755 

· : •latrix ( soil/water) : WATER Lab Sample ID: 355007 

, ,cvel (low/med) : LOW ·· ·nat:e Received: . 03/31/98 

k Sal j d.s · 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L_ 

CAS No. Analy~e concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 31.2 B p 
.Antimony: 

. 
7440-36-0 10.7 u P_ 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 5.0 u p -7440-39-3 Barium - 39.6 B p 

Beryllium -7440-cn-7 0.30 u l?_ 
' 7440-43-9 cadmium 0.70 u p 
I 7440-70-2 Calcium- 161000 l? i : 
j 7440-47-3 Chromium 2-4 B p-

74.40-48-4 Cobalt - 3.7 u l? 
7440-50-8 Copper_ 8.3 B 'P--7439-89-6 Iron 186 p 
7439-92-1 Lead 2.6 u p 

. ' 743Q_Q~-.4 M-.t"Tno.,..;nm ?,-oAn 0--' 7439-96-5 Manganese . ' '• " "' ... 7, 7., B p .. .. . •, 

7439-97-6 Mercury_ 0.10 u CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 3.5 u p 
7440~09-7 Potassium 4120 -

B p -
I '7'782-49-2 Selenium_ 3.1 u N* l? - - -I 7440-22-4 Silver 2.6 u p 

7440-23-5 Sodium- 20300 l? 
7440-28-0 Thallium 6.7 u N l?= vanadium- ---7440-62-2 5.2 u p 

Zinc - -7440-66-6 741 l? -Cyanide_ 5_0 '(] AS 
' - -

, Color Before: 8OLORLESS Clarity Before: CLEAR. 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

Texture: 

'. : · Color After: 

i :··._Comments : 
\ ... 
I . 
I , • 

COLORLESS Arr.if acts: 

FORM. I . ::- .. IN . . ,•· · ··, 

8t>0C::t0t>t8L ' 01 
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APR-28-98 TUE 06:15 PM ITS ENVIRONMENTAL L,.AB FAK NO. 8026551319 

• ' II • • • •, " II , • , , • , •• " ,, • .~, ' • 

U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

P. 02 

'fJT-~1/t- ('f.O Nru) 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

AL133 
, •:: :.,ab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL ___ _ Contract: 98011 ---

I 

I 

··-
-'ab Code, INCHVT Case No.: 98011 SAS No.: SDG No.: 68755 

Lab Sample ID: 355002 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

~atrix (soil/water): · WATER 

; .. evel (low/med) : 

· l;- Solids: 

LOW_ 

0.0 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry·weight): UG/L_ 

CAS No . Analyte · Conce:nt:r:ati·on c- -~ ·Q· M 

- -7429-90-5 Aluminum 131 B p 
7440-36-0 Antimony: -10.7 u p 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 5 . 0 u p-

Barium -: 7440-39-3 65.1 B p 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.31 -B l? 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.70 u p 
7440-70-2 Calcium- 176000 p-

Chromium B -
7440-47-3 7.8 p 
'7440-48-4 Cobalt 3.7 u p --7440-50-8 Copper_ 7.7 B p 
7439-89-6 Iron 582 p 
7439-92-1 Lead 2.6 u p-
7439-95-4 Magnesium 39900 p-
- - - - -
1-:,;3;;,-;;,o-:> l"lan9c111e::,e 317 p 
7439-97-6 Mercury_ 0.10 u CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 3.5 u p 
7440-09-7 Por.assium 12600 p-- p-7782-49-2 Selenium 3.1 u N* - - -7440-22-4 Silver 3.2 B p 
7440-23-5 Sodium- 39500 p-

i1 Thallium - N 7440-28-0 7.0 B p 
Vanadium: 

, ... . . . ·· s.t --- p-7440-62-2 -u .... 

?440-66-6 Zinc 9.5 B p -Cyanide_ 5.0 u AS 

-~ - -
'color Before: COLORLESS Texture: 

1 
• Color After; COLORLESS 

Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts: ., 
. } 
~-.. Comments : 
, . . '• 

FORM I • IN ILM03.0 
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U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

PT-~~ (N.o 1n-v) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

AL137 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0 . 0 

SAS No.: SDG No.: 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354881 

Date Received: 03/27/98 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
74:40-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After : COLORLESS 

Comments : 

Analyte Concentration C 

-
Aluminum 452 -
Antimony_ 11. 6 B 
Arsenic 6.7 B -Barium 80 . 7 B 
Beryllium 0.30 1J 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 110000 
Chromium 

-
9.9 B -Cobalc 3.7 u 

Copper __ 9.2 B 
Iron 786 -Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 42500 -Manoanese 5.8 B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3 . 5 u 
Potassium 1960 B 
Selenium 4.1 B 
Silver 5.6 B 
Sodium-- 28200 -
Thallium 7.5 B 
Vanadium- 8 . 1 B 
Zinc 4.8 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Claricy After : CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 
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·· APR-28-98 TUE 06: 16 PM ITS ENVIRONMENTAL LAB FAK NO. 8026551319 

U.S . B.PA - CLl? 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

. • ' • ·• •• , . , ' 1' • ... .. . .. •, 

Lab N~me: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL ---- Contract: 98011 ---
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No. : 98011 SAS No.: 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

P. 04 

f'tV-7.'f (~.s- Nru) 

EPA SAMPLB NO. 

AL139 

. Level (low/med) : 

%- Solids: 

LOW 

0,0 

SDG No. : 68755 

Lab Sample ID: 35S013 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L~ 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-J 
7440-48-4 
74.40-50-8 
7439~89-6 
7439-92-1 

' 
7439-95-4 
,.-t.:>:>-:,o-:> 

7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
?440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7410-62-2 
7440-66-6 

·color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: 

:.: Comments: 

COLORLESS 

Analyte Concentration C Q 

-Aluminum 362 
Antimony: 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u 
Barium - 52.2 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 138000 -Chromium_ ... ,. . ' ., , .. ., , · 2·.0· ·U' . ,. 
Cobalt 3.7 u 

· Copper= 3.4 u 
Iron 378 
Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 16800 
i'J.d.Il9d.ll~::Se J.U. o 1:S 

Mercury 0.10 u 
Nickel - 3.5 u 
Potassium 802 B 
Selenium_ 3.1 u N* -Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium- -16600 
Thallium 6.7 0 N 
Vanadium- ~--

5.2 u -Zinc 5.8 B 
cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

' • • • •• , . . • ,, • 1 ' • ... ' • • ~" 

M 

p -p -p -p 
p 
p -p 
l? -p -p 
p -p -p 

k' 

cv 
p -p -p -p -p -p 
-p -p 

AS 
-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

___________________________ ,.,_ 

FORM I - IN ILM03.0 

81/5 c:v0c::10v1el.=a1 



. -~ 
· •,1 
. ; ,, 

i 

flt't<-~~- ~ts rut uo; l ( rn ll::i tNVlK.UNfltl'ilHL LJ-W r Ni\ l'tU, OUC::0001..:> 1-:l 

U.S. :ePA - CLP 

l 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL ___ _ Contract: 98011 ---
Lab Code: INCHVT 

C, UI 

M,-1,J- a~ 1)uP t-s f.JTI/) 11 

EPA SAMPLE NO . 

ALl60 

, Matrix (soil/water) : WATER 

SDG No.: 68755 

Lab Sample ID: 355015 

Date Received: 03/31/98 Level (low/m~d): 

%' Solids: 

LOW 

Concentration units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight}; UG/L_ 

CAS No. 

742.9-90-5 
7440-36-0 

' 7'140-38-2 
' 7440-39-3 
: 7440-41 - 7 

7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 

: 7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 I 

I 7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7-0.39-.97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 

' 7782-49 - 2 
7440-22-4 

' 7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
74.-40-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COI,ORLESS 

: Color After : COLORLESS 
...... 
5~ ·Comment:s : 

'l 

Analyte Concentration C Q 

-Aluminum 224 
Antimony= 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u -Barium 53.3 B 
Beryllium 0 . 30 u 
Cadmium 0 . 70 u 
Calcium- 147000 
Chromium_ 4 . 1 B 
Cobalt 3.7 u 
Copper= 5 . 6 B 
Iron 3°6i . •. " 

Lead 2.6 u -Maonesium 1~400 
Manganese 2.1 B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.S u 
Potassium 871 B -
Selenium 3.1 u N* 
Silver -2.6 u 
Sodium- 19600 
Thallium -6 . 7 u N 
Vanadium- --5.2 u 
Zinc l. 9 u 
cyanide_ 

-- 5.0 u 
---

Clarity Before: CLEAR_ 

Clarity After: CLEAR_ 

FORM I - IN 

S t/ S 30't/d E:f70?;t0f7tSl. =aI 

M 

-p 
p 
p-
p-
p 
l? 
p--p 
-p 

p-
p -p 
p--p 
cv 
p -p -p 
P __ 
p -p 
p-
-p 

AS 

-
Texturei 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



APR-28-98 TUE 06:18 Ptt ITS ENVIRONMENTAL LAB FAX NO. 8026551319 P. 08 

U'.S. EPA - CLP 

• I 
I •, : 

l 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

EPASll.MPLE NO. 

;· . Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 
AL16l 

---- ---
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WA~ER 

Level (low/med): 

% Solids~ 

LOW 

SAS No.: SDG No.: 68755 

Lab Sample ID: 355006 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

a a 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L_ 

•' 
:" . .. ,· . 
.. . :,. 
., 
I 

i 

; 

.. 
i 

I ., .. 

: 
I 
; .•· 

.. 

,. 

: Color Before: 

> color After: 
I • • 

~ ~Cornments : 
''· , ... 
,r t .,. ·~ ;.:: . · .. . 
·" 

I• ,, ,._, 
C .., . 

. f ,. ,:,: ., 

Bt/L 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 52.1 B p 
Antimony- p-7440-36-0 14.6 B 

7440-38-2 Arsenic - -
7.3 B p 

7440-39-3 Barium · • ... . . ', ·· · •.• . .. ,- • S· U·" p-
-

7440-41-7 Beryllium 0 . 30 u l? 
7440-43-9 Cadmium l . 2 B p-

Calcium- -?440-70-2 190 u p 
7440-47-3 Chromium -4.1 B p - -7440-48-4 Cobalt 3.7 u p -7440-50-8 Copper 6.6 B p 
7439-89 - 6 Iron 84.4 B p -7439-92-1 Lead 2.6 u p 
7439-95-4 Maonesium 1Q7 TT '0-

7439-~6-5 Manganese 1.4 B p 
7439-97-6 Mercury_ 0.10 u CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 4.5 B p 
7440-09-7 Potassium 239 B p 

-
7782-49-2 Selenium u 3.1 _N* p - - -7440-22-4 Silver 6.5 B p 
7440-23-5 Sodium- 1920 B ' P_ 
7440-28-0 ThalliUlll 6.7 u N p 

Vanadium- --· -
7440-62-2 6.6 B p - -7440-66-6 Zinc 42.6 p -Cyanide_ s.o u AS 

- -
COLORLESS c1a·rity" 'Before":· ··ctB~~.,. Texture: 

COLORLESS Clarity After: CLEAR A.i:t:ifacts: -

FORM I - IN 

8f70?;t0t,t8L'0I 

ILM0~ . O 

.ft 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

Mw- '-13 (~.JS Nru) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

AL144 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No. : 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDGNo.: 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354934 

Date Received: 03/28/98 

c.~s No. 

7429-90-5 
7440 - 36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After : COLORLESS 

Comments: 

St/8 

Analyte Concentration C 

-Aluminum 47 . 7 B 
Antimony 10.7 u 
Arsenic - 5.0 u -Barium 28.5 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 98500 
Chromium 2.0 u 
Cobalt 3.7 u --Copper __ 3.4 u 
Iron 115 
Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 9310 -Manganese 2.6 B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.5 u 
Potassium 393 B 
Selenium 3.4 B 
Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium-- 9430 -Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium- 5.2 u -Zinc 2 . 6 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-

Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

Q M 

p 
-p 
-p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p 

CV 
p -p -p -p 

-p -p -p -p 
AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts : 

ILM03.0 



APR-28-98 TUE 06:16 PM ITS ENVIRONMENTAL LAB FAX NO. 8026551319 P. 05 

U.S. EPA - CLP 

l 

11 v - 't"/A 6-,., NT v) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

INORGANIC .ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

. Lab Name : :i:TS ENVIRONMENTAL ---- Contract: 98011 ---
AL145 

, Lab Cnde: INCHVT Case No.: 98011_ SAS No.: 

;JJatrix (soil/water) : WATER 

: Level (low/med) : 

\- Solids: 

LOW_ 

SDG No.: 68755 

Lab Sample ID: 355011 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

., 
Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weighc): UG/L_ 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M ----~----- --,,..-,--- -----------,- - ---7429-90-5 Aluminum .. .. . ., . ... ..51 .. 8 ~ l?_ 
7440-36-0 Antimony: ____ 10.7 ur·--- P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 5.8 B P-
7140-39-3 Barium - 58.B B P-
?440-41-7 Beryllium 0.3? B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.70 U P= 
7440-70-2 Calcium- 449000 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 11.5 - --- P_ ----7 4 4 0 - 4 8 - 4 Cabal t: 3 • 7 U I? 

· 7440-50-8 Copper 11. 3 B P-
7439-89-6 Iron_-=== 462 I? 
7439-92-1 Lead 2.6 U P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 104000 P-
/4_j9-96-S Manganese 491 l? 
7439-9?-6 Mercury 0.10 U CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel - 3.5 u P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 32800 P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 4.9 B -~* P_ 
7~40-22-4 Silver - 3.6 a P 
7440-23-5 Sodium- 89200 P-
7440-28-0 ThalliUlll 6.7 U --N---== P-
7440-62-2 Vanadium- 7.6 B P-
7440-66-6 Zinc 7. 2 B ___ P 

Cyanide_· · - ·· · ·· ...... · 5. 0 U ~ AS 

Color Before: COLORLESS Clarity Before: CLBAR 

Claricy After: CLEAR 

TC?xture: 

~: Colo1.· After: COLORLESS Artifacts: . .. 
·.!.Comments: 

. ·ti· ,, 

---·-----------------------------

:FORM I - IN ILM03.0 

Bt / 6 E:t,0<::t0t,t8l. ' 01 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

HIP- 'i.S- {::-'i<:t N,u) 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

AL146 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No. : 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No.: 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354979 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

CAS No . 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62 - 2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments: 

Analyte Concentration C 

-Aluminum 81. 2 B 
Antimony_ 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u -Barium 42.9 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 104000 
Chromium -

2.0 u -
Cobalt 3.7 u 
Copper __ 3.4 u 
Iron 166 -
Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 12300 -Manqanese 0.80 u 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.5 u 
Potassium 721 B 
Selenium 3.1 u -Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium-- 10400 
Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium- 5.2 u -Zinc 6.1 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

Bt/0t 3:Jl;fd e::v0?;t0vteL=ar 

Q M 

-p 
-p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p 
-p 
-p 

CV 
p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -
AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



l 

' 

' 

.APR-28-98 TUE OB: 17 PM ITS ENVIRONMENTAL LAB FAX NO. 8026551319 

U. S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTJ\.L ___ _ Contract: 98011 ---

P. 06 

H V-'i ~ (1. i'O /I) ,o) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

Aft147 

L~b Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

:1atrix (soil/water) : WATER 

!.ievel {low/med) : LOW 

SAS No.: SDG NO. : 68755_ 

Lab Sample ID: 355009 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L_ 

CAS No. Analyt.e Concentration C Q M 

-7429-90-5 Aluminum 104 B p 
7440-36-0 Antimony- 10.7 u p 

Arsenic - -7440-38-2 5.0 u p -7440-39-3 Barium 57.0 B p 
7440-41-7 Beryllium -0.30 u p 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.70 u p 
7440-70-2 Calcium- 155000 p-

Chromium_ B -7440-47-3 3.3 p 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 3.7 u p 
7440-50-8 Copper_ 4.7 B l?_ 
7439-89-6 Iron 2B4 p 
7439-92-1 Lead 2.6 u p 
7439-95-4 M;::in.,pc;:1um ,cinnn 'C-

7439-96-5 Manganese 2.3. 2 p -7439-97-6 Mercu:ry_ 0.10 'CJ CV 
7440-02~0 Nickel 3.5 u p - -7440-09-7 Potassium " • , . • . .. ,, .. .lOO .. O. B p 

'·· p: 7782-49,2 Selenium 3 . l u N ... - - -7440-22-4 Silver 2.6 u p 
7440-23-5 Sodium-- 13800 p 

Thallium - -7440-28-0 6.7 u N p 
Vanadium- --- -7440-62-2 5.2 u p 

4.6 -7440-66-6 Zinc B p 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u AS ---

- - -
Color Before: COLORLESS Texture: 

Colol· After: 

,.,, Comments: 

COLORLESS 

Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR_ Artifacts: 

.. 
' 

----···----·-----------------------------

FORM I - IN ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

M w- tt 7 (7. q q JJrv) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

ALl48 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level ( low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No. : 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354883 

Dace Received: 03/27/98 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments : 

Analyte Concentration C 

-Aluminum 244 -
Antimony_ 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u -Barium 38.4 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 101000 
Chromium -5.2 B 
Cobalt 3.7 u 
Copper __ 6.8 B 
Iron 527 
Lead 2 . 6 u 
Magnesium 11600 -Manqanese 14.7 B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.5 u 
Potassium 940 B 
Selenium 5 . 4 - -Silver 3.1 B 
Sodium-- 12800 -
Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium- 5.5 B 
Zinc 4.2 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-

Claricy Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

8t,0~t0t,t8l. =OI 

Q M 

-p 
-p -p -p 
-p -p -p -p -p 
-p 
-p -p -p -p 

CV 
p -p -p 

-p 
-p 
-p -p -p -AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

f1w'-'1~ 0·0 AJ0 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

AL149 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level ( low/med) : LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No . : 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354981 

Date Received: 03/31/98 

% Solids: 

@once-ntratien 'efnits ( ag/f:j &r'""fflg,
1kg el:rji -weight4 . 'cfS/E_ 

CAS No . 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments : 

St/E:t 3~'o'd 

Analyte Concentration C 

Aluminum 113 B 
Antimony= 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u -Barium 27.2 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u -Calcium 80000 
Chromium -2.0 u -Cobalt 3 . 7 u --Copper __ 3.4 u 
Iron 205 -Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 10000 -Manqanese 0 .8 0 u 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.5 u 
Potassium 1120 B 
Selenium 3.1 u -
Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium-- 7680 -Thallium 5.7 u -Vanadium 5.2 u 
Zinc 1.9 u 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR_ 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

Q M 

-p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p 
p -p 
CV 
p 
-p -p 
-p -p -p -p -p -

AS 

-

Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

f'-1w-S-a:JJ (~ ()O N ,0 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

AL157 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No. : 68675_ 

Lab Sample ID: 354930 

Date Received: 03/28/98 

e'or.te-ent·ratron tJxd'ts rag/L at 11197ttg dry weight) : OGJL_ 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
744:0-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: YELLOW 

Comments: 

Analyte Concentration C 

-
Aluminum 13400 
Antimony- -13.6 B 
Arsenic 6.6 B -
Barium 176 B 
Beryllium 0.78 B 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 12600 
Chromium -13.0 
Cobalt 5.2 B --Copper __ 10.3 B 
Iron 9880 -Lead 6.1 -Magnesium 5450 -
M;:iT'lN~n~S-2 1 ~ () 

Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 13.3 B 
Potassium 4010 B 
Selenium 3.1 u 
Silver 3.8 B 
Sodium-- 101000 -Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium- 16.1 B 
Zinc 29.0 -Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLOUDY 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

.··;,. - · ·- --Q M · ---
-p 

-p -p -p -p -p -p -p -. ;z, ;:- ' .- . 
-p -p -p -p - . ..... 
-p -p - -· ·-.. , . 

CV 
p - .. , .. , .. 

' -p 
-p -p -p -p -p -p 

AS 
-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

l 

Mw-s3 . (!-.o Nrv) 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 
AL150 

---- ---
Lab Code : INCHVT Case No.: 98011 SAS No.: - SDG No.: 68675 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER Lab Sample ID: 354933 

Level (low/med) : LOW Date Received: 03/28/98 -
% Solids: 0.0 

Concentration 

CAS No_ 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70 - 2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50 - 8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
"71'1 -:i o_ o,.. _ r:: 

7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28 - 0 
74~0-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments : 

Bl/St 30'Q'c;:I 

On:i. t s (Ug7L or mg?kg dry 

Analyte Concentration C 

Aluminum 101 B 
Antimony= 10.7 u 
Arsenic 5.0 u -Barium 50.8 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0 . 70 u 
Calcium- 131000 
Chromium -3.1 B -Cobalt 3.7 u 
Copper_ 4.4 B 
Iron 248 -Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 17000 ""~--~---- " ,.,,... ;-; 

..., - - - ......... "" -Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.7 B 
Potassium 1110 B 
Selenium 3 . 1 u -Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium 22300 
Thallium 5.7 -u 
Vanadium- 5 . 2 u -Zinc 2.1 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

weight) : UG/L -

Q M 

-p 
-p 

p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -""' -
CV 
p -p 
p -p 
-p 
-p -p -p -AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

M i.1-s, (n.o 11/Tv) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

AL151 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No. : 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

%- Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No.: 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354925 

Dace Received: 03/28/98 

€m1c-cntia-e-i7en en±t1; (a:g/fl or mg 1kg dty weight:J: OG/L_ 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43 - 9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments: 

Analyte Concentration C 

-
Aluminum 794 -Antimony 10.7 u 
Arsenic - 5.0 u -Barium 38.9 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium 102000 -Chromium_ 6.5 B 
Cobalt 3.7 u --Copper __ 6.1 B 
Iron 1100 -
Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 12300 
Manaanese 14?, B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 3.5 u 
Potassium 1050 B 
Selenium_ 3.1 u 
Silver 2.6 u 
Sodium-- 12900 -Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium- 6.8 B -Zinc 6.8 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-

Clarity Before: CLEAR_ 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

81/91 3~'a'd 8t,0~10t>18l.'0I 

Q M 

-p -p -p -p -p 
-p -p -

l? -p -p -p -p -p 
-p 

CV 
p -p 
-p 
-p -

!? -p -p -p 
AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

Mw-S-7::J> 61s ,-,-rv) 
EPA SAMPLE NO. 

AL143 

Lab Code: INCHVT case No. : 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med): LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No . : 68675 

Lab Sample ID : 354924 

Date Received: 03/28/98 

% Solids: 

@snsen~£ab:ion @nits (eg/E er mg•f~9 dIJ wei'gh t"): t1G7L_ 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Commenc.s: 

Analyte Concentration C 

-Aluminum 698 -Antimony_ 17.9 B 
Arsenic 6.6 B -
Barium 59.1 B 
Beryllium 0.30 u 
Cadmium 0 . 70 u 
Calcium 2540 B 
Chromium 5.3 B -Cobalt 3.7 u 
Copper __ 6.5 B 
Iron 799 -Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 670 B 
Manqanese 14.S B 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 4.8 B 
Potassium 1550 B 
Selenium_ 3.1 u 
Silver 6.0 B --Sodium 137000 -Thallium 6.1 B 
vanadium- 8.6 B 
Zinc 5.9 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLEAR_ 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

St/l..t 3!J'ltd E:t>0~t0t>t8l.. ' Gl 

Q M 

-p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p -p 

CV 
p 
-p -p -p -p -p -p 
-p 

AS 

-

Texture : 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



U.S. EPA - CLP 

1 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET 

Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL Contract: 98011 ---- ---

M w-SS.V (::;?s-it WTV) 
EPA SAMPLE NO . 

AL152 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No. : 98011 

Matrix (soil/water): WATER 

Level (low/med) : 

% Solids: 

LOW 

0.0 

SAS No.: SDG No.: 68675 

Lab Sample ID: 354926 

Date Received: 03/28/98 

CAS No. 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 
7440-39-3 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 
7440-70-2 
7440-47-3 
7440-48-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 
7439-92-1 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-~n-6 
7440-02-0 
7440-09-7 
7782-49-2 
7440-22-4 
7440-23-5 
7440-28-0 
7440-62-2 
7440-66-6 

Color Before: COLORLESS 

Color After: COLORLESS 

Comments: 

St /8 t 3!)'dd 

Analyte Concentration C 

-Aluminum 3800 -Antimony_ 13.2 B 
Arsenic 6.9 B -Barium 74.2 B 
Beryllium 0.33 B 
Cadmium 0.70 u 
Calcium- 6250 
Chromium -

8.5 B 
Cobalt: 4.4 B 
Copper __ 6.6 B 
Iron 5300 -Lead 2.6 u 
Magnesium 2040 B 
Manganese 83.1 
Mercury_ 0.10 u 
Nickel 9.6 B 
Potassium 2030 B 
Selenium 3.1 u 
Silver 4.5 B 
Sodium-- 126000 -Thallium 5.7 u 
Vanadium= 10.3 B 
Zinc 16.9 B 
Cyanide_ 5.0 u 

-
Clarity Before: CLOUDY 

Clarity After: CLEAR 

FORM I - IN 

Q M 

p -p -p -p 
-p -p -p 
-p -p -p -p -p -p -p 

CV 
p 

-p -p -p -p -p -p 
-p -AS 

-
Texture: 

Artifacts: 

ILM03.0 



JU~-30-98 07 , 45 FROM,PARSONS ENG. SCI. ID,7814012043 PAGE 4/S 

Description: 

SEDA ASH LANDFILL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 

Alternative: SC-3 Modified 

Excavation and Consolidation of Debris Piles at N CFL 
Excavation and Consolidation of Ash Landfill at NCFL 
CoverNCFL 

Project Duration: 2 months 

Cost Descriotion Caoital Cost Annual Cost 
General Costs: $31.762 $0 

2 Site Prenaration/General Site Construction $11.762 
Removal of Debris Piles: $17 .648 $0 

3 ....;;;;Ha=ul~R-o-ads-(5_0_0_feet-:)---------!--___;;"""$..;...3.=7....;;.;55"-+------'::....:;_ 

4 Excavation & Consolidation (170 CY) $3.850 
5 Loadi:o2 (assume densitv of 1.5 ton/CY) $L502 
6 Backfill and Reve2:etate $8.541 

Removal of Ash Landfill: $223.804 $0 -----'----------------------+--__,;;;.;........,;.=-...:;....;;..+----....:=:....:... 
7 Excavation & Consolidation 02400 CY) $65.776 

________ 8 Disoosal <assume densitv of 1.5 ton/CY) $24.180 
~ 9 Backfill and Reveget:ate $133.848 

CoverNCFL: 
10 Ve~etative Liner (145.900SF+l0%x0.75FT) 
11 Revel2"etation (145 .900+ I 0¾SF) 
12 GW Monitorin° Wells (4 samoled biannuallv) 

Subtotal 
Contingency (20%) 
Engineering/Oversight (20%) 
Total 
Uniform Series Present Worth Factor: (P/A, i,n) 
Present Worth. O&M, Cost: (P/AJ'1,)x Annual Cost 
Interest (i) = 
Years of Operation 

Total Present Worth Cost 

H:\eni:t\seneca\ashfs\123data\SC-SREV.WK4 

$87.805 
$66.871 

$7.030 
$13.904 

$361,019 
$72,204 

·$72,204 
$505,426 

7% 

$19.949 
$7.905 

$12.044 

$19,949 
$3,990 
$3,990 

$27,928 
12.41 

$346,561 

30 years 

$851,987 



! 

JUN-30-98 07:48 FROM:PARSONS ENG. SCI. ID : 7814012043 

SEDA ASH LANDFILL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 

Alternative: SC-5 Modified 

Description: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal of Debris Piles 
Excavation and Off-Site Disposal of Ash Landfill 
CoverNCFL 

Project Duration: 2 months 

st cnotxon eones· · 
General Costs: 

• .._ I W ••• - ...... 
" -
2 Site Prenaration/General Site Constniction 

Removal of Debris Piles: 
3 Haul Roads (500 feet) 
4 Excavation & Consolidation (770 CY) 
5 Dt<;nosal ( assume densitv of 1.5 ton/CY) 
6 Backfill and Revegetate 

RemovsJ of Ash Landfill: 

CoverNCFL: 

7 Excavation & Consolidation 02400 CY) 
8 Disposal ( assume d.ensitv of 1.5 ton/CY) 
9 Backftll and Reve2et.ate 

IO General Fill for Final Grade (Add 25% volw:ne ofNCFL) 
11 Veeetative Liner (145.900 SFx0.75FT) 
12 Reve2:etation 045 900SF) 
13 GW Monitorine Wells (4 sampled biannuallv) 

Subtotal 
Contingency (20%) 
Engineering/Oversight (20%) 
Total 
Uniform Series Present Worth Factor: (PIA, i,n) 
Present Worth. O&M. Cost: (P/A,i.n)x Annual Cost 
Interest (i) = 
Years of Operation 

Total Present Worth Cost 

H:\eng\seneca\ashfs\123data\SC-5REV.WK4 

C . Co aorta! st 
$31,762 
..,,,.v.vvv 

$11.762 
$65.943 

$3.755 
$4.084 

$49.563 
$8.541 

$991.997 
$65.776 

$792.373 
$133 848 
$106.580 
$25.500 
$60.792 
$6384 

$13 904 

$1 ,196,281 
$239,256 
$239,256 

$1,674,794 

7% 

PAGE 5/8 

Annual Cost 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$19.911 
$7 867 

$12.044 

$19,911 
$3,982 
$3,982 

$27,876 
12.41 

$345,915 

30 years 

$2,020,708 



JU~-30-98 07:45 FROM:PARSONS ENG. SCI. ID:7814012043 

SEDA ASH LANDFILL FEASIBILITY STUDY 
PRELIMINARY COST ESTlMA TES 

Alternative: MC-3a 
Funnel and Gate/Iron ~ 

Desaiption: Three funnel and gate systems ~g of a So= trench, 
which is located nearest tbc source area, 

a Middle trench. which is located approx. 250' downgradient of1ho 
sonree trencll, and a Toe trench, which is located at the toe: of the 
plwne. 

Install OM trench (800 ft x 2 ft x 15 ft) at 1he toe of the plume.. 

PAGE 

Option I: Prevent any off-site Migration 
Option 2: Eliminate the Source plus Option 1 Install two trenches., the Source (900 ft x 2ft x lS ft) snd the toe treiiches. 
Opti01'1 3: Reduce Trea1ment time tnm.11 three trench~ !he third (700 ft x 2 ft x 15 ft) between the Source 3nd lhe Toe. 

Oction l: One T=ch ('),,tion 2: Two TrCDCbes l"'>nTion 3: Three Trench.es 

Unit Capital Annual Capital Annual Capital Amroal 
n,._,,,tion Cost b&.MCost Cost IO&.MCost Cost O&MCost 

I Mobiliz..ttion/Dcmobil.ization (Vendor Quote) $45,000 S4S,OOO $4S,OOO 
2 Tmiching for Toe trench $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 
3 Trenching for Source ll'ench S13,500 $13,500 
A -: .. r_ \. .-~ ... 

5 Provide sand backfill to site (900 CY @S15/CY) $13,500 527,000 $40,500 
6 Bscldi11 ssnd snd comp.set ( 900 CY @ $4/CY) $3,600 $7,200 SI0,800 
7 Regrade and seed on top oftrencb (1600 sf@ S.OS/sf) $SO Sl60 $240 

8 Iron filiD,gs-Toe trench gates (Replace in 10 ynX2) SS0,000 SS,000 $.50,000 SS,000 S.50,000 $.5,000 
9 lrOQ filings - SQurce trench 8ll%CS $50,000 $5,000 S.50,000 $5,000 

l O l.roo filings - Middle trench giites $50,000 $5,000 
11 Mi.~ iron with ssnd snd place in the gate SS,600 $17,200 $2.5,800 
12 Grout sesl for Toe trench with HDPE shcc:t piling $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 
13 Grout seal for Source trench with HDPE ~ piling $4,500 $4,500 
14 Grout seal for Middle trench HDPE sheet piling $3,500 
15 HDPE Sheet piling for Toe trench (S7/sfx 12,000) $84,000 $84,000 $&4,000 
16 HDPE Shel?! piling for SoUICC trench.($7/sfx 13,500) $94,500 ~4.500 
17 HDPE Sheet piling for Middle ll'ench(S7/sfx 10,500) S73,500 
18 Gates (4- 40' x15'x $25/sf): for Toe (Vendor Quote) S60.000 $60.000 $60,000 
19 Gates ( 4x40'XS'xl .5'):for Source trench (installed) $60,000 $60,000 
20 031es (4x40'x5'xl5'): for Middle trench (instsllec!) $60.000 
21 Groundwaier monizorin"' (3) $22.294 $15 556 $44 sss $31 112 $66 8S2 $46.668 

Subtotal $303,074 $20,S56 $573,647 $41,112 S319,~l 561,668 
Contingency (20%) $60,615 $4,111 $114,729 $&,222 $163,844 $12,334 
~Oversight (20%) S60 615 $4111 $114729 $$.222 $163,844 $) 2,334 
EnviroMeta.l Tech. License fee (lS¾ ofCa.pi131 Cost) $4S.Mil S$6,047 SI22,8S3 
Totru S469,764 ~778 $S89, 153 $57,5.57 Sl,269,793 $&6.,33.5 
Uniform Series Present Wor1h Fae1or : (P/ A.i.n) 12.409 10.594 7.024 
Preunt Worlh. 0&M. Cost. (P/A.i.11) X Annual Cost $357,112 $609.757 $606.381 

Interesr (i) = 7% 7% 7% 
Years of()pentiC111 (n) = 30 years 20yean 10 yetn. 

To!a.l present worth cost S&26,S76 Sl,498.,910 Sl,S76,174 

(l) E.acb. trench includ.cs 4 zero val= iroa gates to provide tre.ltmart llDd reduce the b.ydraulic helld build-up upgrsdient of the finmel and g.atc trcDCh. 
(2) Volume of iron (1,350d) provida minimum of ld.ly=idcnC(; time .1!.: pa Envi.rorAcul. 
(3) Includc.s insul~tion ~ ckv~lopm.cnt of 7 MW$ (~pit.ti Co:tts) a.nd umpliJle for 7 M'Ws fOf V◊As only, bi;,Mu.:r.lly (O&M Costs) for ~ch tmteh. 

3/6 

h:\eng\seneca\ashfs\123data\mc--3f&ga.wk3 revised on 06/29/98 



JUN-30-98 07,46 FROM,PARSONS ENG. SCI. ID,7814012043 

SEDA ASH LANDFILL FEASIBil,ITY STUDY 
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE 

Alternative: SC-SA 

Description: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal of Debris Piles 
Cover Ash Landfill 
CoverNCFL 

Project Duration: 2 months 

Cost Descri tion 
General Costs: 

ation/General Site Construction $11 762 

PAGE 6/6 

Annual Cost 
$0 

Remo-val of Debris Piles: $6S 43 $0 ....;;._;_;......;_"--------------------....._--+---------'-
3 Haul 500 feet $3.755 
4 .=.;::===-=======...;>.:..:...=--=..=...,_ ______ -+-_--=$4~.:,.!;.0.:;..84.;.+-_____ _ 
5 D $49,563 

Cover Ash Land(i""ill==-----------------+-____:;;c$S=2=9..:...9+------=$:....:.7=-'-7 
7 Fill for Final Grade $0 

b 9 etation 83.400SF=l.92 Acre $3 645 
.~~ _. ' 10 GW Monitorin~ Wells 4 sam led biann:uall $13 904 inclu in Item 14 

r.[ ~ Cover NCFL: ----·--------------+-...;;$-=-106;:...;;.z.:58=0+--___ $=2=3~,4=23~ 
., 

1 
(I_ 11 General Fill . ade Add 25% volume ofNCFL $25.500 

'\Vt V-. 12 V etative L. Fx0.75FT $60 792 $7.867 
13 Reve2etation $6 84 
14 GW Monito · ed biannual! a $13 904 $15.556 

Subtotal 
Contingency (20%) 
Engineering/Oversight (20%) 
Total 
Uniform Series Present Worth Factor: (PIA, i,.n) 
Present Worth, O&M, Cost: (P/~,n)x Annual Cost 
Interest (i) = 
Years of Operation 

Total Present Worth Cost 

$51,317 
$51,317 

$359,216 

7% 
30 yean 

$902,822 

$31,291 
$6,258 
$6,258 

$43,807 
12.41 

$543,606 

(a) - Annual cost is to sample 8 wells (4 at the Ash Landfill and 4 at the NCFL) biannually. 

H:\eng\seneca\ashfs\ 123data\SC--5REV .WK4 
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MODE= MEMORY TRANSM ISSION 

FILE NO.= 044 

START=JUL-09 10:00 END=JUL-09 10=02 

NO. 

001 

COM ABBR/NTWK STATION NAME/ 
TELEPHONE NO. 

OK s 664106711548 

PAGES PRG . NO. PROGRAM NAME 

005/005 

-SENECA ENG/ ENIJ 

************************************ - - ***** -

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

30 oan Fioad • Camon. Massachu.set!S 0Z021•2809 • (7$1) 401·3200 • Fax: (781) 401 -2575 

June 30, 1998 

Mr. Steve Absolom 
SIOS~BEC 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Ai:rny Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Building 123 
Romulus, NY 14541 

FAX TRANSMITT 

16078691362- ********* 

P"o"°• <,.o') 

GEN~RAI. SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: PreJirninary Cost Estunates for SEDA Ash Landfill Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Absolorn: 

Attached are four prelimiDary cost estimates for remedial altemati.ves for the SEDA Ash Landfill 
Feasibility Study. Toe four alternatives include: 

• M0-3A (inst.allation of I, 2; or 3 fwmel aad gate ~!l.Gh8s)~ 

• sc.3 Modified ( excavation and relocation of Debris Piles and Ash Landfill to the NCFL and 
protective cover on the NCFL); 

• SCS Modified (excavation and off.,site disposal of the Debris Piles and Ash Land.fill and 
protective cover on the NCFL); and 

• SC-SA (excavation and off-site disposal of the Debris Piles and protective covers on the Ash 
Laadfill and NCFL). 

Please review the costs for these alternatives at your convenience. If you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesit.at.e to call me at 781-401 -2492. 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

i:tt:±:~J:~J tn 
Project Manager 



JUN-30-98 07:45 FROM,PARSONS ENG. SCI. ID,7814012043 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

30 Dan Road• Canton. Massachusens 02021-2809 • (7S 1) 401-3200 • Fax: (781) 401 •2575 

June 30, 1998 

Mr. Steve Absolom 
SIOSE-BEC 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Anny Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Building 123 
Romulus, NY 14541 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Cost Estimates for SEDA Ash Landfill Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

PAGE 

Attached are four preliminary cost estimates for remedial alternatives for the SEDA Ash Landfill 
Feasibility Study. The four alternatives include: 

• MC-3A (installation of 1, 2, or 3 funnel and gate trenches); 

• SC-3 Modified ( excavation and relocation of Debris Piles and Ash Landfill to the NCFL and 
protective cover on the NCFL); 

• SC-5 Modified (excavation and off-site disposal of the Debris Piles and Ash Landfill and 
prote,ctive cover on the NCFL); and 

• SC-SA (excavation and off-site disposal of the Debris Piles and protective covers on the Ash 
Landfill and NCFL). 

Please review the costs for these alternatives at your convenience. If you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to call me at 781-401-2492. 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

ia:ro!i:::~f!:1Xh/to1-
Project Manager 

~ 
~PARSONS 

2/S 
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NO. COM ABBR/NTWK STATION NAME/ 
TELEPHONE NO. 

PAGES PRG . NO . PROGRAM NAME 
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PARSONS ENGINEE~ING SCIENCE, INC. 

30 Oan Road• ~mon, Massachuse~ 02021·2809 • (781) 401-~ • F'a~: (781) 401-i575 

OPTIONAL FORM 99 (7-90) 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 
June 30, 1998 

Mr. Steve Absolom 
SIOSE-BEC 

BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Building 123 
Romulus, NY 1454 I 

From 5, 
Ph0n9 • I,. O ') t G, (, -~ 

NSN 7540-01-317'-1369 GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: P.telimin.ary Cost Estimates for SEDA Ash Landfill Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

Attached are four preliminary cost estimates for reme.dial alternatives for the SEDA Ash Landfill 
Feasibility Study. The four alternatives include: 

• MC-3A (installation of I, 2. or 3 furmel and gate trenches); 

• SC 3 Moclified (excavation and relocation of Dobris Piles and Ash Land.fill t0 the NCFL and 
protective cover on the NCFL); 

• SC.5 Modified (excavation and off..site disposal of the Debris Piles and Ash Landfill and 
protective cover on the NCFL); and 

• SC.SA (excavation and off-site disposal of the Debris Piles and proteotive covers on the Ash 
Landfill and NCFL). 

Please review the costs for these alternatives at your convenience.. If you have any questions or 
comments, please do not hesitate to call me at 781-40 l •2492. 

Sincerely, 

PARSONS ENGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

i~I~ 
Project Manager 

~ 
~PARSONS 

... , 0 



Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 

April 22, 1998 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
18th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. James A. Quinn 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
50 Wolf Road, Room 237 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Quinn: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for Seneca 
Army Depot Activity (SEDA), SEDA requests extension for submission of the Draft 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill, SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015. 

Request a 30-day extension for submission of the Draft ROD until 30 May 1998. 
The extension allows for your initial review of the Draft Final PRAP that is due on 
3 0 April 1998 and after the peer review efforts. 



-2-

The attachment 5 schedule for the operable unit would now be: 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
DraftPRAP 
Draft ROD 

04Dec 90 
20 Oct 93 
19 Sep 94 
30 Apr 98 
30 May 98 

Questtons may be atrected to Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator, at (607) 869-1309. 

Copies Furnished: 

Sincerely, 

Donald C. Olson 
LTC, U.S. Army 
Commanding Officer 

Michael Duchesneau, Parson Engineering Science, Inc., 
Prudential Center, 30 Dan Road, Canton, Massachusetts 
02021-2809 

Commander, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Division, ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O. 
Box 1600, Huntsville, Alabama 35807 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E (Randy Battaglia) 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5001 



_ HEPLYTO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5786 STATE RTE 96 
ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

November 5, 199-7 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
(L,,,S frud rn_nmant.., J Rw~t@-st ~ is Fa1: AIJ·EHre-1 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
1g th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facilit y 
Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Record of 
Decision (ROD) at the Ash Landfill (ASH). This document is 
currently due on November 6, 1997. 

On October 11, 1997, we received the EPA comments on 
the Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the ASH. 
The comments were extensive and will require significant 
changes in the PRAP. We would like to resolve the issues 
presented by the EPA on the PRAP before submitting a Draft 
ROD. Although this is an unusual request, we ask for an 
additional 60 days to submit the Draft ROD. The new due 
date would be January 5, 1998. 

Also, we asked for additional time to respond to the 
EPA comments on the SEAD-46 work plan. It is our 
understanding that NYSDEC intends to comment on that work 
plan. As such, we did not consider the comment period to 
be closed yet. 



COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN (Oct 92) 

FOOTNOTES: 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the InterAgency Agreement 
(IAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. 
Final dates are based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Draft-Final submission if no comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering the amount of work 
required and the tight schedules for performance. All schedules assume that regulatory 
reviews will be co,iuacted co11c□ r1e11tly, n reqmretf, as is assm11etf 111 t11e IP:G. 

(3) All schedules for Ris to be performed assume that two phases of fieldwork 
will be required. If Phase II RI fieldwork is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26, SEADs 
16 and 17, SEAD 4, SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable units 
shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the deadlines in Attachment 
5: Facility Master Schedule. The Army shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the 
USEPA and NYSDEC to reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the above-mentioned 
SEADs. 

( 4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project has been funded and 
consistent with definition, Section 2, paragraph 14. 

(5) Years will continue to be designated by their last two digits in the year 2000, 
e.g. "00", "01", "02", etc. 

(6) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined with SEAD-046 
(Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dated 11/05/97 
4 



REPLY TO 
ATTarnoNOF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5786 STATE RTE 96 
ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

July 31, 1997 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P .E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response b±v1si0r1 
290 Broadway 
18th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr . Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(SEDA), SEDA requests extensions for the submission of 
the response to comments for the Open Burning Grounds 
(OBG) Feasibility Study (FS), initial submission of tlre 
Draft Record of Decision (ROD) at the OBG, and initial 
submission of the Draft ROD at the Ash Landfill (ASH) . 

Pending agreement on the language for the Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan at the OBG, we would like to extend 
the initial submission of the Draft ROD to August 15, 
1997. Also, the response to comments for the FS will be 
provided no later than August 15. 

Pending review of comments on the PRAP at the ASH, 
we request an additional 30 days to prepare the Draft ROD 
for submission. Currently, the document is due August 8, 
1997. The revised due date would be September 7, 1997. 

The updated Schedule 5 changes the due date for the 
Records of Decision at the OBG and ASH, as well as the 
Fire Training Areas referenced in the EPA correspondence 
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dated July 25, 1997. Questions may be directed to Stephen 
M. Absolom, BRAC Environmental Coordinator, at (607) 869-
1309. 

Copies Furnished: 

Sincerely, 

'\.. ~'--Q)~ 
Donald C. Olson 
LTC, U.S. Army 
Cotttmand!ng Oifrcer 

Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., 
Prudential Center, 101 Huntington Avenue, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Division, ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O. Box 
1600, Huntsville, Alabama 35807 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E (Randy Battaglia), 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5001 



~~~, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5786 STATE RTE 96 
ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

__ ., -·~ , ', 
·., .J r . 

~ - ... ;.j September 5, 1997 
, . 

REPlY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Engineering and 
Engineering Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 

th 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Draft 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill (ASH). This 
document is currently due Sept@mber 7, 1997. 

No comments have been received for the Draft Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for this site. We realize that 
peer review comments on this document were voluminous. We 
would prefer to prepare the Draft ROD for the site once we 
have received the comments on the PRAP and have an 
opportunity to review the document anew. Request initial 
submission of the Draft ROD for the ASH to October 7, 199 7 . 

Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC 
Environmental Coordinator, at (607) 869-1309 . 

' Sincerely, d 
r.?~ \.( c~ .{,(........_ 

t c::Jo:ld . lson 
LTC, U .. Army 
Commanding Officer 
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Copies Furnished: 

Michael Duchesneau , Parson Engineering Science, Inc., 
Prudential Center, 101 Huntington Avenue , Boston, 
Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U.S. Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Division, ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O. 
Box 1600, Huntsville, Alabama 35807 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E (Randy Battaglia ) 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5001 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through completion of all restoration 
work at SEDA is as follows: 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1)(2) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015) OUI 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

OPEN BURNING GROUNDS (SEAD-23) OU2 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
DraftPRAP 
Draft ROD 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS/FEASIBILITY STUDIES (3)(4) 
FIRE TRAINING AREAS (SEAD-025, 026) OU3 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

DEACTIVATION FURNACES (SEAD-016, 017) OU4 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

(04 Dec 90) 
.., 

(19 Sep 94) 
(07 Mar 97) 
(07 Oct 97) 

(29 Aug 91) 
(28 Jan 94) 
(09 Mar 94) 
(04 Jul 96) 
(29 Aug 97) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(28 Jun 96) 
(22 Sep 97) 
(09 Jan 98) 
(23 May 98) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(18 Jan 97) 
(30 Sep 97) 
(08 Jan 98) 
(02 Jul 98) 



: SEAD-052, 060 Bldg 612 Complex 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-045, and 057 Demo Area/EOD (6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

SEAD-046 Small Arms Range ( 6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

SEAD-045, 046, and 057 Demo Area/EOD/Small Arms Range (6) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-048 Pitch Blend Storage 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-066 Pesticide Storage Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN 
3 

(19 Jan 96) 
(06 Mar 99) 
(31 Jul 99) 
(19 Nov 99) 
(30 May 00) 

(26 Feb 96) 

(09 May 96) 

(See above) 
(06 Nov 99) 
(30 Mar 00) 
(18 Jul 00) 
(29 Jan 01) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(05 Nov 00) 
(30Mar01) 
(18 Jul 01) 
(29 Jan 02) 

(02 Dec 96) 
(05 Jan 01) 
(30May01) 
(18 Sep 01) 
(29 Mar 02) 

(Oct 92) 



FOOTNOTES : 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the InterAgency Agreement (IAG) 
stipulation of 45 days for Army preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. Final dates are 
based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final automatically within 30 days of 
the Draft-Final submission if no comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering the amount of work required 
and the tight schedules for performance. All schedules assume that regulatory reviews will be 
conducted concurrently, if required, as is assumed in the IAG. 

(3) All schedules for Ris to be performed assume that two phases of fieldwork will be · 
required. If Phase II RI fieldwork is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26, SEADs 16 and 17, 
SEAD 4, SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable units shall be submitted 
to the USEP A and NYSDEC earlier than the deadlines in Attachment 5: Facility Master 
Schedule. The Army shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the USEPA and NYSDEC to 
reflect the new deadlines within 30 days ofNYSDEC and USEPA indicating that Phase II RI 
fieldwork would not be needed for the above-mentioned SEADs. 

( 4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project has been funded and 
consistent with definition, Section 2, paragraph 14. 

(5) Years will continue to be designated by their last two digits in the year 2000, e.g. 
"00", "01", "02", etc. 

(6) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined with SEAD-046 (Small 
Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dated 9/5/97 
4 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

AEPI.YTO 
•TTt.NTIONOf 

Engineering and 
Engineering Office 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

September 5, 1997 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S . Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 
18 th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Depart ment of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA ), SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Draft 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill (ASH) . This 
document is currently due September 7, 1997. 

No comments have been received for the Draft Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan (PAAP) for this site . We realize that 
peer review comments on this document were voluminous . We 
would prefer to prepare the Draft ROD for t he site once we 
have received the comments on the PRAP and have an 
opportunity to review the doc ument ane w. Request initial 
submission of the Draft ROD fo r the ASH to Octobe r 7, 1997. 

Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, BRAC 
Environmental Coordinator , at (607 ) 8 69-1309 . 

Sincerel y , 

~d . lson 
LTC, U. . Army 
Co!Mlanding Officer 



Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Mr . Marsden Chen 

October 31, 1997 

H~ liilefiiiiU,tme :r;a.t ®lf Eii:uz;.l.a:;@~me:fttaJ. G.@lsli@e:t;JtMW~ 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany , New York 1223 3-7010 

Dear Mr. Chen: 

As requested in your letter dated September 23, 1997, 
attached are the proposed schedules for the Recnr ds of Decisions 
at the Open Burning Grounds and Ash Landfill . These dates are 
contingent upon Regulator timely review of the document . 

Please note that the dates identified are IAW the Federal 
Facilities Agreement Attachment 7 schedule . The Ash Landfill 
timeline is contingent upon resolving the e x tensive number of 
changes requested to the PRAP by the EPA . 

Should you have any questions or recommendations to this 
proposed schedule, please contact Mr. Stephen Absolom, 
(607) 869-1309 . 

Enclosure 
·q;4J 7fZ. fi)i~d 4-

61; Donald C. Olson 
LTC, U. S . Army 
Commanding Officer 
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Copies Furnished: 

Mrs. Carla Struble, P.E., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division, 290 Broadway 
18 th Floor, E-3, New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Dan Geraghty, New York State Department of Health Bureau of 
Environmental Exposure Investigation, 2 University Place, 
Room 205, Albany, New York 12~03 

Inc., Prudential Center, 101 Huntington Avenue, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville Division, 
ATTN: CEHDN-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O . Box 1600, 
Huntsville, AL 35807 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army Depot 
Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E, SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, 
New York 14541-5001 

Commander, U.S . Army Industrial Operations Command, 
ATTN: AMSIO-EQE (Ed Agy), Rock Island, IL 61299-6000 

Commander, U. S . Army Environmental Center, 
ATTN: SFIM-AEC-IRP (Jeff Waugh), Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 
21010-5410 



PROPOSED RECORD OF DECISIONS SCHEDULES 

Open Burning Grounds 

Issue PRAP 30 Day Public Comment 

Close Public Comment Period 

Draft ROD Submitted 

Comments Receivea 

Final ROD Submitted 

Final ROD Signed 

Ash Landfill 

Receive Comment on DRAFT PRAP 

Submit Draft Final PRAP 

Open Public Comment 

Close Public Comment 

Submit Draft ROD 

Comments Received from Regulators 

Draft Final ROD Submitted 

Final ROD 

10 Nov 97 

10 Dec 97 

17 Oct 97 

17 r<Jov 91 

9 Jan 98 

8 Feb 98 

17 Oct 97 

16 Nov 97 

16 Dec 97 

15 Jan 97 

14 Feb 98 

16 Mar 98 

15 Apr 98 

15 May 98 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7010 

September 23, 1997 

Mr. Stephen Absolom 
Chief, Engineering and Environmental Division 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEADA) 
5786 State Route 96 
Romulus, NY 14541-5001 

Dear Mr. Absolom : 

Re: Seneca Army Depot Activity ID No. 850006 
Potential RODS 

John P. Cahill 
Commissioner 

We have discussed the possibilities for completing the records of decision for the OB Ground, 

Ash Landfill and possibly two other sites at your depot before March 31 , 1998. Because of the required 

review by many levels of management within each of our organizations, a schedule for deliverables 

might be a suitable prompt to ensure our meeting the March deadline. 

I am attaching a schedule which was initiated by the Griffiss AFB and for the same deadline. 

This is being offered as a model, and it would certainly be helpful if you would arrange and commit to a 

similar timetable. 

Please contact me at (518) 457-3976 if you need the State ' s input. 

c: C. Struble, USEPA-Region II 

SEAD.922 

Sincerely, 

Marsden Chen 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Environmental Remediation 



GIi~ 
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SUB~CT: Schedules for Proposed Plans 

Date: 18 Sep 97 

PROPOSED PLANS for 6 Rl Sites 

Receive Final DEC/EPA Comments 
Revise/Resubmit Final Proposed Plans 

(possible meeting at mid-point) 
Approval Complete by DECIEP A 
Advertise Public Comment Period 

(By FP?-vf) 
Public Comment Period Complete; 
Submit Responsiveness Summary/Draft RODS 

22 Sep 97 
24 Oct 97 

07Nov97 
IO Nov 97 

12 Jan 98 

- Public Meeting to be held during Public Comment Period - date TBD 
- Distn'bution of Approved Proposed Plans to be made at beginning of public 

comment period · 

- Draft of Advertisement to be submitted to regulators with final proposed plans 
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SUBJECT: Schedule3 for Proposed Plans 

Date: 18 Sep 97 

fllOf~ltD PU.NS for 

ReA::eive Final DEC/EPA Comments 
llevisel.R.esubmit Final Proposed Plans 

(possible meeting at mitt.point) 
_Approval Complete by DEC/BP A 
Advcrti3e Publie Comment l'erlod 

(ByFPM) 
Public Comment Period Complete 
Submit Responsiveness Summary/Draft RODS 

22Sep 97 
24 Oct 97 

07Nov97 
lONov 91 

12Dec97 
12 Jan 98 

- Public. Meeting to be held dwing Public Comment Period - date TBD 
- Distn"bution of Approved Propos~ Plans to be made at beginning o~ public 

comment period 
- Draft of Advertisement to be submitted to regulators with final proposed plans 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through completion of all 
restoration work at SEDA is as follows: 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1)(2) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015) OUl 

Dr;ift Work Pinn 
Draft RI 
0¥att~ 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

OPEN BURNING GROUNDS (SEAD-23) OU2 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS/FEASIBIUTY STUDIES (3)(4) 
FIRE TRAINING AREAS (SEAD-025, 026) OU3 

Draft RI/ES Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

DEAffiVATION FURNACES (SEAD-016, 017) OU4 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft: PRAP 
Draft: ROD 

1 

(04 f)pr. 90) 
(20 Oct 93) 
Ei+9 5@f) 94➔ 
(07 Mar 97) 
(07 Oct 97) 

(29 Aug 91) 
(28 Jan 94) 
(09 Mar 94) 
(04 Jul 96) 
(17 Oct 97) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(28 Jun 96) 
(22 Oct 97) 
(09 Jan 98) 
(23 May 98) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(18 Jan 97) 
(30 Sep 97) 
(08 Jan 98) 
(02 Jul 98) 



RAD SITES (SEAD-012. 063) OUS 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-059, 071 Fill Area/Paint Disposal 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft"~ Strbi I li'ssiu1 I 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-004 Munitions Washout Facility 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-011, 064A. 064D Old Construction Debris I andfills (S) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-013 IRFNA Disposal Site 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

2 

(19 Dec 95) 
(23 Oct 97) 
(18 Mar 98) 
(06 Jul 98) 
(27 Jan 99) 

(30 Jan 96) 
('eG :le 1 , ,e, 
(31 May 98) 
(19 Sep 98) 
(30 Mar 99) 

(25 Oct 95) 
(06 Mar 98) 
(31 Jul 98) 
(19 Nov 98) 
(30 May 99) 

(15 Jun 95) 
(06 Nov 98) 
(31 Mar 99) 
(19 Jul 99) 
(30 Jan 00) 

(14 Nov 95) 
(06 Jan 99) 
(31 May 99) 
(19 Sep 99) 
(30 Mar 00) 



s0 · d lt:Jl□l 

COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN (Oct 92) 

RJOTNOTES: 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the InterAgency Agreement 
(JAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. 
Final dates are based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Dralt-Flnal submission if no comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering the amount of work 
reg11ired a□d tbe tig_bt schedules for performance. All schedules assume that regu!ato('f 
reviews will be conducted concurrently, if required, as is assumed in the IAG. 

(3) All schedules for Rls to be performed assume that two phases of fieldwork 
will be required. If Phase II RI fieldwork is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26, SEADs 
16 and 17, SEAD 4, SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable units 
shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the deadlines in Attachment 
5: Facility Master Schedule. The Army shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the 
USEPA and NYSDEC to reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the above-mentioned 
SEADs. 

( 4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project has been funded and 
consistent with definition, Section 2, paragraph 14. 

(5) Years will continue to be designated by their last t:vvo digits In the year 2000, 
e.g. 1100", "01", "0211

, etc. 

(6) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined with SEAD-046 
(Small Arms Range) for Draft R1 Submission. 

Dated 9/24/97 
4 

' -un C \,J':J(Tt., Jl-ll ,II ,Jn, (Tl-l:::JC 



DEPARTMENT OF TME ARMY -
. _. --

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 ! ,Q, ) 
June 19, 1997 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 

w 
18th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Marsden Chen 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Chen: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(SEDA), SEDA requests an extension for the submission of 
the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill. 
This document is currently due on June 20, 1997. 

Since we have not received comments for the Draft 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP), we would like an 
additional extension to submit the Draft ROD. EPA has 
requested an extension to June 24, 1997, to comment on 
the Ash Landfill Draft PRAP. Without the benefit of 
these comments, it would futile to draft a ROD for the 
site. Request an additional 45 days from June 24, 1997, 
to respond to comments on the PRAP and issue a Draft ROD. 
This new submission date would be August 8, 1997. 

Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator , at (607) 869-1309. 

~:erei~,f 
M qt;p,~n ~ ir~---
/ LTC, U. S. Army 

Commanding Officer 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 

IUIIII I 
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Copies Furnished: 

Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., 
Prudential Center, 101 Huntington Avenue, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville 
Division, ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy), P.O . Box 
1600, Huntsville, Alabama 35807 

Commander , U.S . Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, Al IN: CENJm-PP-E (Randy Ba n::ag±Ia ) , 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541 - 5001 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through 
completion of all restoration work at SEDA is as follows: 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1) (2) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015) OVl 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

(04 Dec 90) 
(20 Oct 93) 
(19 Sep 94) 
(@¥ M;;::ie Q ¥) 

(08 Aug 97) 

OPEN BURNING GROUNDS (SEAD-23) OV2 

Draft Work Plan (29 Aug 91) 

Draft RI (28 Jan 94) 

Draft FS ( 09 Mar 94) 

Draft PRAP (04 Jul 96) 

Draft ROD (16 Jul 97) 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONSLFEASIBILITY STUDIES ( 3) (4) OV3 

SEAD-025, 026 Fire Training Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-016, 017 Deactivation 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-012, 063 RAD Sites 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

Furnaces 

*Pending Approval of Revised Proposed Schedule 5, 

(29 Mar 95) 
(28 Jun 96) 
(23 Jun 97) 
(04 Sep 97) 
(18 Mar 98) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(18 Jan 97) 
(30 Sep 97) 
(08 Jan 98) 
(02 Jul 98) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(23 Oct 97)* 
(07 Dec 97) 
(21 May 98) 
(02 Nov 98) 
dtd 6/03/97 

Dtd 6/19 / 97 



SEAD-059, 071 Fill Area/Paint Disposal 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-004 Munitions Washout Facility 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Pllliia :it PRA.>P 

( 3 O Jan 96) 
(25 Jan 98) 
(08 Aug 98) 
(20 Jan 99) 
(04 Jul 99) 

(25 Oct 95) 
(06 Mar 98)* 
(08 Oct 97) 
(22 Mar 98) 

Draft ROD 
*Pending Approval 

(03 Sep 98) 
of Revised Proposed Schedule 5, dtd 6/03/97 

SEAD-011, 064 Old Construction Debris Landfills 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

*Pending Approval of Revised Proposed Schedule 5, 

SEAD-013 IRFNA Disposal Site 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

*Pending Approval of Revised Proposed Schedule 5, 

SEAD-052, 060 608/612/609 Spill 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-045, and 057 Demo Area/EOD (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

2 

( 15 Jun 95) 
(06 Mar 98)* 
(06 Feb 98) 
( 21 Jul 98) 
( 02 Jan 99) 
dtd 6/03/97 

(14 Nov 95) 
(06 Jan 99)* 
(08 Apr 98) 
(20 Sep 98) 
(04 Mar 99) 
dtd 6/03/97 

(19 Jan 96) 
(25 Nov 97) 
( 08 Jun 98) 
(20 Nov 98) 
( 04 May 99) 

( 2 6 Feb 96) 

Dtd 6/19/97 



SEAD-046 Small Arms Range (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan (09 May 96 ) 

SEAD-045, 046, and 057 Demo Area / EOD / Small Arms Range (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEfflJ-0i18 Pi Lclr"'B:E end S LOI age 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

(See above) 
(28 Mar 98) 
( 09 Oct 98) 
(23 Mar 99) 
(04 Sep 99 ) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(27 Mar 99) 
(28 Oct 99) 
( 2 7 Mar 2 O O O ) 
(03 Sep 2000) 

SEAD-066 Pesticide Storage Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN 

FOOTNOTES: 

(02 Dec 
(05 Nov 
( 3 0 Mar 
(18 Jul 
(29 Jan 

(Oct 92) 

96) 
2000) 
2001) 
2001) 
2002) 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the 
InterAgency Agreement (IAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army 
preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. Final dates are 
based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Draft-Final submission if no 
comments are received . 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering 
the amount of work required and the tight schedules for 
performance. All schedules assume that regulatory reviews will 
be conducted concurrently, if required, as is assumed in the IAG . 

(3) All schedules for Risto be performed assume that two 
phases of fieldwork will be required . If Phase II RI fieldwork 
is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26, SEADs 16 and 17, SEAD 4, 
SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable 

Dtd 6 / 1 9 / 97 
3 



units shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the 
deadlines in Attachment 5 : Facility Master Schedule . The Army 
shall submit a r evised Attachment 5 to the USEPA and NYSDEC to 
reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the 
above - mentioned SEADs. 

(4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project 
has been funded and consistent with definition, Section 2 , 
paragraph 14. 

(5) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined 
with SEAD - 046 (Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission . 

Dtd 6 / 1 9/9 7 
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AEPLY TO 
ATTENT ION o, 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CENTER FOR HEALTH PROMOTION AND PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

6168 BLACKHAWK ROAD 
ABERDEEN PROVINO GROUND. MARYLAND 21010-6422 

MCHB-DC-EHR (40) 

MEMORANDUM FOR Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineering and Support Center -
Huntsville, ATTN: CEHND-ED-PM (Ms. Richards), 
P.O. Box 1600, Huntsville, AL 35807-4301 

SUBJECT: Pre-Draft Record of Decision, Ash Landfill, Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, New 
York A ril 1997 

1. The U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM) 
reviewed the subject document on behalf of the Office of The Surgeon General. Thank you for 
the opportunity to review this document. We concur with the planned cleanup levels of this 
site as protective of human health and the environment. Comments and recommendations are 
enclosed for your consideration. 

2. This document was reviewed by: Ms. Jennifer Ferguson, Health Effects Research 
Program; Mr. Loren Phillips, Surface Water and Wastewater Supply Program; Ms. Mary 
Grez, Ground Water and Solid Waste Program; Dr. Coleen Weese, Occupational and 
Environmental Medicine Program; and Mr. Keith Hoddinott, Health Risk Assessment and Risk 
Communication Program. Our point of contact is Mr. Hoddinott, he can be reached at DSN 
584-5209 or commercial (410) 671-5209. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

Encl 

CF: 
HQDA(DASG-HS-PE) (wo/encl) 

DENNIS E. DRUCK 
Acting Program Manager, Environmental Health 

Risk Assessment and Risk Communication 

CDR, USAMEDCOM, ATTN: MCHO-CL-W (w/encl) 
CDR, AMC, ATTN: AMCEN-A/Pete Cunanan (w/encl) 
CDR, CEMRD, ATTN: CEMRD-ED-EH (w/encl) 
CDR, USAEC, ATTN: SFIM-AEC-RPO (w/encl) 

L..---eDR, SENECA AD, ATTN: SDSSE-HE (w/encl) 
CDR, USACE, SEDA Resident Office, ATTN : CENAN-PP-E (w/encl) 

Readiness thru Health 



Comments And Recommendations 
U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine 

Pre-Draft Record of Decision, Ash Landfill, Seneca Army Depot, Romulus, New York, 
April 1997 

1. Page 6-2, Section 6.2, M. Grez 
Impacts to Ground Water 
Comment: A quarterly ground-water monitoring program has been conducted at the site 

since 1987. Are there any recognizable trends in levels of VOCs detected in ground water at 
the site? The summary describes the maximum detected concentrations of compounds, but 
does not indicate whether levels of VOCs are increasing, decreasing, or remaining the same in 
ffie wells. Ibis informauon 1s unportant when comparing alternatives. 

Recommendation: Briefly describe applicable trends over time with respect to levels of 
VOCs in the wells. 

2. Page 5-1 and 6-2, Section 5.0 and 6.1, M. Grez 
Comment: Change this paragraph to indicate where a number, indicating gallons of ground 

water pumped from the aquifer during the removal action, was to be placed. The marker, 
"how many", was not replaced, and it remains in both sections in lieu of the actual number. 

Recommendation: Replace the marker with the actual number for the amount of ground 
water removed from the aquifer. 

3. Figure 7-2, C. Weese 
Exposure Pathway Summary 
Comment: Although it is discussed in the test that the land-reuse plans were not yet 

established at the time of the BRA, there is currently no reasonable chance of an on-site future 
resident. Figure 7-2 shows a completed pathway for this receptor to groundwater. 

Recommendation: Remove this from the figure. 

4. Page 7-10, Section 7-2, C. Weese 
Human Health Risks 
Comment: The discussion of the BRA and the exposure scenarios used does not mention 

that some of these scenarios are no longer under consideration for the site. The reviewer does 
not consider them "potential risks to human health" in the sense that they are compatible with 
the future use plans. 

Recommendation: Modify the text (and Table 7-1) to discuss that the future on-site 
residential scenario is no longer reasonable. 

5. Page 7-11, Section 7-2, C. Weese 
Human Health Risks 
Comment: Under the "results" heading, the third line should read "several compounds 

including the PAH compounds, xylene and toluene ....... " 
Recommendation: Xylene and toluene are not PAH compounds, thus, the comma is 

needed. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

REPLY TO 
,t,TTENTION OF 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms. Carla Struble, P.E. 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
5786 STATE RTE 96 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

April 15, 1997 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
~elf-f±JPl§l A-) h-A Re,medjaJ Response Dj v j sion 
290 Broadway 
18th Floor, E-3 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr. Kamal Gupta 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble / Mr. Gupta: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA), SEDA 
requests an extension for the submission of the Draft Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill . This document is due April 
21 1997. 

Pending receipt of your comments on the Draft Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP), we will be sending a pre-draft ROD to 
the Army contingent for review. We would like a 30-day extension 
to allow time for Army comments on the pre-draft ROD before issuing 
the draft document . The due date for the document would be May 21, 
1997. 

Questions may be directed t o Stephen M. Abso l om, BRAC 
Environmental Coordinator, at (607 ) 869-1309. 

Enc losure 

Sincerely, 

LTC, U.S. Army 
Commanding Offic e r 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 
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Copies Furnished : 

Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science , Inc., Prudential 
Center, 101 Huntington Avenue , Boston , Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander , U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville Division, ATTN: 
CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy) , P.O. Box 1600, Huntsville , Alabama 
35807 

Commander , U. S. Army Corps of Engineers , Seneca Army Depot 
Activity, ATTN: CENAN-PP-E (Randy Battaglia), SEDA Resident 
Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through 
completion of all restoration work at SEDA is as follows : 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1) (2) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003, 006, 008, 014, and 015) OVl 

OPEN 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 

Draft ROD 

BURNING GROUNDS 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI 
Draft FS 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

(SEAD-23) OV2 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONSiFEASIBILITY STUDIES 
SEAD-025, 026 Fire Training Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft F.8 Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-016, 017 Deactivation Furnaces 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-012, 063 RAD Sites 

Draft RI / FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

( 3) (4) 

(04 Dec 90) 
(20 Oct 93) 
(19 Sep 94) 

(21 May 97) 

(29 Aug 91) 
(28 Jan 94) 
( 0 9 Mar 94) 
(04 Jul 96) 
(03 May 97) 

OV3 

(29 Mar 95) 
(28 Jun 96) 
( 17 llllsiy 97) 
(04 Sep 97) 
(18 Mar 98) 

(29 Mar 95) 
(18 Jan 97) 
(02 Jun 97) 
(14 Nov 97) 
(28 Apr 98) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(26 May 97) 
( 0 7 Dec 97) 
(21 May 98 ) 
(02 Nov 98) 

Dtd 4 / 15 / 97 



SEAD-059, 071 Fill Area/Paint Disposal 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan ( 3 0 Jan 96) 
Draft RI Submission (25 Jan 98) 
Draft FS Submission (08 Aug 98) 
Draft PRAP ( 2 0 Jan 99) 
Draft ROD (04 Jul 9 9) 

SEAD-004 Munitions Washout Facility 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan (25 Oct 95) 
Draft RI Submission ( 06 Nov 97)* 
Draft FS Submission (OB Oct 97) 
Draft PRAP (22 Mar 98) 
Draft ROD (03 Sep 98) 

*Pending Approval of Proposed Schedule 5, dtd 1/27/97 

SEAD-011, 064 Old Construction Debris Landfills 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-013 IRFNA Disposal Site 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

*Pending Approval of Proposed Schedule 

SEAD-052, 060 608/612/609 Spill 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-045, and 057 Demo Area/EOD (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

2 

5, dtd 

(15 Jun 95) 
(26 Jul 97) 
( 0 6 Feb 98) 
(21 Jul 98) 
(02 Jan 99) 

(14 Nov 95) 
(06 Nov 98)* 
(08 Apr 98) 
(20 Sep 98) 
(04 Mar 9 9) 

1/27/97 

(19 Jan 96) 
(25 Nov 97) 
( 08 Jun 98) 
(20 Nov 98) 
(04 May 99) 

( 26 Feb 96) 

Dtd 04/15 / 97 



SEAD-046 Small Arms Range (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan ( 0 9 May 96) 

SEAD-045, 046, and 057 Demo Area/EOD/Small Arms Range (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-048 Pitc 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

torage 

(See above) 
(28 Mar 98) 
( 09 Oct 98) 
(23 Mar 99) 
(04 Sep 99) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(27 Mar 99) 
(28 Oct 99) 
( 2 7 Mar 2 O O O ) 
(03 Sep 2000) 

SEAD-066 Pesticide Storage Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN 

FOOTNOTES: 

(02 Dec 96) 
(05 Nov 2000) 
( 3 0 Mar 2 001) 
(18 Jul 2001) 
( 2 9 Jan 2002) 

(Oct 92) 

(1) Draft and Draft-Final submissions are based on the 
InterAgency Agreement (IAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army 
preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. Final dates are 
based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Draft-Final submission if no 
comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering 
the amount of work required and the tight schedules for 
performance. All schedules assume that regulatory reviews will 
be conducted concurrently, if required, as is assumed in the IAG. 

(3) All schedules for Risto be performed assume that two 
phases of fieldwork will be required. If Phase II ·RI fieldwork 
is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26 , SEADs 16 and 17, SEAD 4, 
SEADs 12, 48, and 63; all draft documents for these operable 

Dtd 4/15 / 97 
3 



units shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the 
deadlines in Attachment 5 : Facility Master Schedule. The Army 
shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the USEPA and NYSDEC to 
reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the 
above-mentioned SEADs. 

(4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project 
has been funded and consistent with definition , Section 2 , 
paragraph 14. 

(5) SEAD-045, and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined 
with SEAD-046 (Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dtd 04 / 15 /97 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5786 STATE RTE 96 
ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Engineering and 
Environmental 

March 5, 1997 

Office 

Ms. Carla Struble , P.E . 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

Mr . Kamal Gupta 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road , Room 208 
Albany , New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr. Gupta : 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA) for Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(SEDA) , SEDA requests an extension for the submission of 
the Draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill 
(ASH). This document is due on March 7, 1997. 

The Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP ) will 
be submitted as scheduled on March 7, 1997. We would 
like the benefit of your comments on the PRAP prior to 
submission of the Draft ROD at this site . The Army 
requests an additional 45 days to allow time for you to 
review and comment on the PRAP before issuing a Draft 
ROD. This document will be submitted on April 21, 1997 . 

Questions may be directed to Stephen M. Absolom, 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator, at (607) 869-1309. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~~oks 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 

LTC, U. S. Army 
Commanding Officer 
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Copies Furnished: 

Michael Duchesneau, Parsons Engineering Science, Inc., 
Prudential Center , 101 Huntington Avenue, Boston , 
Massachusetts 02199-7697 

Commander, U. S . Army Corps of Engineers , Huntsville 
Division , ATTN: CEHND-ED-CS (Kevin Healy) , P.O. Box 
1600 , Huntsville , Alabama 35807 

Commander , U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seneca Army 
Bepo-t Aac-t:i:" ¥tsf , fittH . eBU}1.cN PP B (Ra:n&y Ba:ccw_3 ~:i:a:l , 
SEDA Resident Office, Romulus, New York 14541-5001 



ATTACHMENT 5 
SCHEDULES 

The schedule of IRP work completed to date and planned through 
completion of all restoration work at SEDA is as follows: 

RELEVANT MILESTONES (1 ) (2 ) 

ASH LANDFILL (SEAD-003 , 006, 008 , 014 , and 015) OVl 

Draft Work Plan (04 Dec 90 ) 
Draft RI ( 20 Oct 93 ) 
Draft FS (19 Sep 94 ) 
Draft PPJll? ! 07 Mar 97 l 
Draft ROD (21 Apr 97) 

OPEN BURNING GROUNDS (SEAD-23) OV2 

Draft Work Plan ( 29 Aug 91) 
Draft RI (28 Jan 94) 
Draft FS ( 0 9 Mar 94) 
Draft PRAP (04 Jul 96) 
Draft ROD (03 Apr 97) 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONSiFEASIBILITY STUDIES (3) (4) OV3 
SEAD-025, 026 Fire Training Areas 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan (29 Mar 95) 
Draft RI Submission (28 Jun 96) 
Draft FS Submission (23 Mar 97) 
Draft PRAP (22 Apr 9 7) 

Draft ROD ( 30 Aug 97) 

SEAD-016, 017 Deactivation Furnaces 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan ( 29 Mar 95) 
Draft RI Submission (18 Jan 97) 
Draft FS Submission (02 Jun 97) 
Draft PRAP (14 Nov 97) 
Draft ROD (28 Apr 98) 

SEAD-012, 063 RAD Sites 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan (19 Dec 95) 
Draft RI Submission (26 May 97) 
Draft FS Submission ( 07 Dec 97) 
Draft PRAP (21 May 98) 
Draft ROD (02 Nov 98) 

Dtd 03 / 05 / 97 



SEAD-059, 071 Fill Area / Paint Disposal 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-004 Munitions Washout Facility 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-011, 064 Old Construction Debris Landfills 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-013 IRFNA Disposal Site 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-052 , 060 608/612/609 Spill 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAD-045, and 057 Demo Area / EOD (5 ) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 

2 

( 30 Jan 96) 
(25 Jan 98) 
( 08 Aug 98) 
(20 Jan 99) 
(04 Jul 99) 

(25 Oct 95) 
(27 Mar 97) 
( 08 Oct 97) 
\zz ll'rr'l" '"81 
( 03 Sep 98) 

( 15 Jun 95) 
(26 Jul 97) 
( 06 Feb 98) 
(21 Jul 98) 
(02 Jan 99) 

(14 Nov 95) 
(29 Mar 97) 
( 08 Apr 98) 
(20 Sep 9Sl 
(04 Mar 99) 

(19 Jan 96) 
(25 Nov 97) 
(08 Jun 98) 
(20 Nov 98) 
(04 May 99) 

(26 Feb 96) 

Dtd 03 / 05 / 97 



SEAD-046 Small Arms Range (5 ) 

Draft RI / FS Work Plan (09 May 96 ) 

SEAD-045, 046 , and 057 Demo Area / EOD / Small Arms Range (5) 

Draft RI/FS Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

SEAIJ 021:8 Pitch Elena Storage 

Draft Work Plan 
Draft RI Submission 
Draft FS Submission 
Draft PRAP 
Draft ROD 

COMMUNITY RELATION PLAN 

FOOTNOTES: 

(See above) 
(28 Mar 98 ) 
( 0 9 Oct 9 8 ) 
(23 Mar 99 ) 
(04 Sep 99) 

(19 Dec 95) 
(27 Mar 99) 
(28 Oct 99) 
(27 Mar 2000) 
(03 Sep 2000) 

(Oct 92) 

(1 ) Draft and Draft Fin.ill. submi ssi ans are based on the 
InterAgency Agreement ( IAG) stipulation of 45 days for Army 
preparation and 30 days for regulatory review. Final dates are 
based upon the IAG stipulation that all documents become final 
automatically within 30 days of the Draft-Final submission if no 
comments are received. 

(2) Multiple document submittals will be likely considering 
the amount of work required and the tight schedules for 
performance. All schedules assume that regulatory reviews will 
be conducted concurrently , if required, as is assumed in the IAG. 

(3) All schedules for Risto be performed aisume that two 
phases of fieldwork will be required. If Phase II RI fieldwork 
is unnecessary for SEADs 25 and 26 , SEADs 16 and 17, SEAD 4, 
SEADs 12, 48 , and 63; all draft documents for these operable 
units shall be submitted to the USEPA and NYSDEC earlier than the 
deadlines in Attachment 5 : Facility Master Schedule. The Army 
shall submit a revised Attachment 5 to the USEPA and NYSDEC to 

Dtd 03 / 05 /9 7 
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reflect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indicating that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the 
above-mentioned SEADs. 

(4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project 
has been funded and consistent with definition , Section 2, 
paragraph 14. 

(5 ) SEAD-045 , and 057 (Demo Area/EOD) have been combined 
with SEAD-046 (Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dtd 03/05/97 
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REPI.Y TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

5786 STATE RTE 96 
ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541-5001 

February 5, 1997 

Engineering and 
Environmental Office 

Ms , Carla Struble, P.E. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency & Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadwa 
j_ 

New York 10007 -18 66 

Mr, Kamal Gupta 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action 
Divi sion of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
50 Wolf Road, Room 208 
Albany, New York 12233-7010 

Dear Ms. Struble/Mr, Gupta: 

In accordance with Section 18 of the Federal 
Facility Agreement (FFA ) for Seneca Army Depot Activity 
(SEDA), SEDA requests an extension for the submission of 
the Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) and Record 
of Decision (ROD) for the Ash Landfill (ASH) . These 
documents are due on February 5, 1997. 

The Army has not completed its technical and legal 
review of the pre-draft document for the PRAP, Based on 
the discussions at the January BRAC Cleanup Team meeting , 
we are reevaluating the preferred alternative because of 
the relatively slight cost difference between Options 2 
and 3/3a. We request a 15-day extension for submission 
of this document to February 20, 1997. 

For the Draft ROD, we would expect to receive 
comments and have some informal discussions regarding the 
selected preferred alternative at this Site. As you 
know, we would like to have the opportunity to address 
any comments that we solicited from the Restoration 
Advisory Board (RAB) at their January meeting. Request 
a 30-day extension for submission of the Draft ROD to 
March 7, 1997, 
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r e fl ect the new deadlines within 30 days of NYSDEC and USEPA 
indica ting that Phase II RI fieldwork would not be needed for the 
above-mentioned SEADs. 

(4) Operable unit designation will be assigned after project 
has been funded and consistent with definition, Section 2, 
paragraph 14. 

(5 ) SEAD-045 , and 057 (Demo Area / EOD) have been combined 
wi th SEAD-046 (Small Arms Range) for Draft RI Submission. 

Dtd 02 / 05 / 97 
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