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13-23 October 1998), The USACHPPM report (1958) identified
surface so0il and sediments as the media potentially impacted by
contaminant migration due to the lack of any physical barriers
around the site.’ The USACHPPM collected three shallow metal
s0i1l samples and one metal sediment sample. The USACHPPM report
indicates that this limited sampling identified axsenlic as
exceeding RRSE screening values for sediments. The report also
indicates the potential migration of arsenic from the site to
Sand Creek. The Sand Creek provides habitat for state
endangered species {the Mountain Brook Lamprey and the river
otter). Therefore, the site’s RRSE rating is high. A high
rating reguires further investigation and/or removal under the
CERCLA process.

b. Site evaluations follewing the USACHPEM sampling event
determined that the Paris-Windam dumpsite was mucn larger than
O”lglﬂally defined. In addition, site observations identified

ultiple potential sources of chemical contamination, such as
solvent drums, gas cylinders, open canisters, broken lab

:“I
bottles, and constructicn debris.
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d. Sample results indicate that contaminants have migrated
to the sediments of Sand Cresk. Additioconal contamination may
exist in the sub-sediment soils; however, unexpleded crdnance
concerns prevent additional sampling before debris remcval.
Therefcre, debris removal is the required action at this time.
Once removal is completed, sub-sediment soil samples will
indicate if additional action is reguiréed toc be protective of
human heaith and the environment.

3. REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES Remedial alternatives for the
dumpsite are as follows:
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whether additional remedizl actions are reqguired for the site.
The estimated cost for this option is $198,000,

4. SELECTED ALTER NAT VE:

a. The alternative selected for remediation of the site is
Alternative #4: Removal/Disposal of Solvent Drums, Gas
Cylinders, Lab Bottles, and Miscellaneous Debris with
Confirmation Sampling.. Upon completion cf the removal. action,
cornfirmation samples will indicate if additional remedial
actions are reqguired for the site. The RVAAP will negotiate
cleznup levels in soils with the Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency (OEPA}.

o

. The Army selected this remedial action alternative under
CERCLA with support frem the North East District 0ffice,

ivision cf Emergency Response of the OEFA. The action is
proctaective of the environment and demonstrates environmental
stewardship by the installation. This action avoids potential
Notices of Violation under Chio Revised Code 6111 -~ Waters of
the 3State.

3. PUBLIC/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT: Thsa RVAAP has a Community
Relat1ons Pian. During & Restoration Advisory Board {(RAB)
meeting on 14 February 2001, RVAAP ln;ormed the RAB and the
public about the proposed remedial activities at the site. The
RVAAP activated discussion and public comment during the
meeting. The Army received no comments during the 30-day period
following notification. In additien, the documents assoclated
with the Paris-Windam Dumpsite Removal Action are in local
public iibraries for review.

6. DECLARATION: The selected remedy is protective of human
health and the envirzonment, attains Ffederal and state
requirements that are applicable/relevant/appropriate to this
removal action, and is cost effective. This remedy satisfies
the statutory prefersnce for remedies that employ tresatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element and
utilizes oermanent solutions and alternative treatment (or
resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.

7. APPROVAL AND SIGNATURE: The selected alternative for the
Paris-Windam Dumpsite (RVAAP-51) is the Removal/Dispcsal of
Solvent Drums, Gas Cylinders, lab Bottles, and Miscellansous
Debris with confizmation sampling. The cost estimate for the

s



provosed action is $198,000. The appropriate approval authority
for the proposed action is the installation commandér,
Headquarters, US Army COperations Support Command's Chief cf
Staff.

Y/ r
Approved . T GENE E. KING

_ Colonel, GS
Disapproved Chief of Staff




Figure 1 - Paris-Windam Dump Site
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