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DECLARATION STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECISION
=

Sheridan Waste Oil Inactive Hazardous Waste Site
Medford, Suffolk County, New York
Site No. 152024

Statement of Purpose and Basis

The Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected remedial action for the Sheridan Waste Oit
inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in accordance with the New York State
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected is not inconsistent with the
National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan of March 8, 1990 (40CFR300).

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

Assessment of the Site

There is no actual or threatened release of hazardous waste constituents from this site, and
therefore there is no current or potential threat to public health and the environment.

Description of Selected Remedy

Based upon the resuits of the Remedial Investigation (RI) for the Sheridan Waste Qil Site and the
criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives the NYSDEC has selected the No-Action alternative.

New York State Department of Health Acceptance

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



Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with State and
federal requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to the
extent practicable, and is cost effective.

_Decem tucsdd (924 (oo oy DBatics

Date 7 Ann Hill DeBarbieri
Deputy Commissioner
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RECORD OF DECISION

SHERIDAN WASTE OIL

TOWN OF MEDFORD, SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
Site No. 152024
December 1994

SECTION 1: SITE LOCATION AND
DESCRIPTION

The Sheridan Waste Oil site is approximately
2.7 acres and is located on the south side of
Peconic Avenue in Medford, Suffolk County,
New York, (Hazardous Waste Site [.D. No.
152024). The ground surface at the site,
approximately 80 feect above mean sea level, is
mostly level and slopes gradually toward the
south. Peconic Avenue is less than a mile south
of, and roughly parallel to, the east-west Long
Island Railroad tracks and the Long Island
Expressway, and is commercially developed.
The commercial development on Peconic
Avenue east and west of the Sheridan site
consists of several extensive metal and motor
vehicle recycling yards, some light industry, and
a large multimedia recycling facility.

The north side of Peconic Avenue is not
residentially developed near the Sheridan site;
however, a few residences abut the west side of
the site on the south side of Peconic Avenue,
and a large residentially developed area
consisting of several subdivisions abuts the south
side of the site. The closest public schools are
located on Buffalo and Oregon Avenues, within
1 mile of the site. See Figure [.

SECTION 2: SITE HISTORY

2.1:  Operational/Disposal History

Mr. William Sheridan operated the Sheridan
Waste Oil Co. at 114 Peconic Avenue in
Medford, New York, as a waste oil recycling
facility from 1977 to 1983. During this time,
unknown quantities of waste oil, solvents, and
acids were reported to have been reprocessed
and resold at the site.

The facility collected and stored waste oil and
separator water in above ground and subsurface
tanks, and operated an oil/water separator.
Letters and affidavits state that Sheridan handled
solvents and acid products in addition to waste
oil at the site. Sheridan operated for several
years without a permit, although he had initiated
the application process.

2.2: Remedial History

In April 1982, an employee of the Vulcan Fuel
Corporation contacted the Suffoclk County
Department of Health Services (SCDHS),
claiming that he was overcome by fumes from a
shipment of waste oil that Vulcan had received
from Sheridan. As a follow up to this
preliminary involvement, SCDHS conducted a
hydrogeologic investigation at the Sheridan site
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to establish the impact of site operations on
groundwater quality.

The SCDHS study included sampling and
analysis of groundwater in temporary profile
wells to depths of 80 feet below ground surface.
The study did not detect organic compounds in
groundwater upgradient of the site, or in
drinking water from residential wells directly
downgradient of the site on Eileen Court.
However, concentrations of organic chemicals
above drinking water guidelines were detected at
several SCDHS profile well locations
downgradient of the site. Up to 1,100 parts per
billion {ppb) total volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) were found in the groundwater on the
property. (1 ug/L equals 1 ppb). Off-site VOC
concentrations in the groundwater ranged from
non-detectable to 1014 ug/L.

An on-site inspection, conducted in May 1983 as
part of the investigation, revealed many areas of
surface spillage and discoloration of soil, and
soil samples reportedly exhibited organic solvent
and petroleum product contamination. On the
basis of the 1983 SCDHS hydrogeologic
investigation report, the Suffolk County
Attorney obtained a court order to close down
the Sheridan operations. All above ground and
underground tanks and other types of equipment
and structures were removed from the site in
1984. The former Sheridan Waste Oil Co.
office and garage building were converted to a
multiple-unit residence.

2.3: Citizen Participation

in April of 1990 the NYSDEC distributed a fact
sheet and used additional means, including a
public meeting, to present the RI/FS work plan
for the Sheridan site to the public. Between
April 1990 and mid-1992 the Department
repeatedly attempted to gain permission to access
the site. Site access was finally gained and the
field work for the RI/FS was performed from
July 1992 through November 1992.

A second fact sheet was sent in August 1992 to
up-date the public. A third fact sheet was sent
in October, 1993. In September 1994 a fourth
up-dated fact sheet was sent and notified the
public about the September 27, 1994 public
meeting to present the Proposed Remedial
Action Plan.

SECTION 3: CURRENT STATUS

The NYSDEC, under the State Superfund
Program, initiated a Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) in 1990 to address the
contamination at the site. Access was denied to
the site by the property owner. The Department
worked in conjunction with the Attorney
General’s office to finally obtain access to the
site in July 1992.

3.1: Summary of the Remedial

Investigation

The purpose of the RI was to define the nature
and extent of any contamination resulting from
previous activities at the site.

The RI was conducted from July through
November 1992. A report entitled Remedial
Investigation Report, Volumes 1 (April 1994)
and Il (May 1993) has been prepared describing
the field activities and findings of the RI in
detail. A summary of the RI follows:

The RI activities consisted of the following:

. A door-to-door residential well survey in
the study area to identify groundwater
users.

" A geophysical survey to locate any

underground tanks and structures.

n A soil gas survey.
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- Soil borings and monitoring well borings
with collection of soil and groundwater
samples.

n Installation and sampling of shallow and
deep groundwater monitoring welis.

. Risk assessments, including
identification and evaluation of site-
specific contaminants of potential
concern that may affect public health
and ecological receptors.

The analytical data obtained from the RI was
compared to applicable Standards, Criteria, and
Guidance values (SCGs) in determining remedial
alternatives. Groundwater, drinking water, and
surface water SCGs identified for the Sheridan
Waste Oil Site were based on NYSDEC
Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance
Values and Part V of the New York State (NYS)
Sanitary Code. For the evaluation and
interpretation of soil analytical results, NYSDEC
soil cleanup guidelines for the protection of
groundwater, background levels, and risk-based
remediation criteria were used to develop
remediation goals for soil.

Groundwater

Sheridan Waste Oil is above the Upper Glacial
Aguifer, an unconfined, sandy layer that is 150-
200 feet thick. The depth to groundwater at the
site is approximately 30 feet from the surface.
Below the Upper Glacial Aquifer is the Magothy
Aquifer, a thicker unit (anywhere from 400-900
feet thick). The Magothy is the most widely
used aquifer for public water supply in Suffolk
County.

The SCDHS study conducted in 1983 included
sampling and analysis of groundwater in the
Upper Glacial Aguifer downgradient of the
Sheridan Site. The analytical parameters
included: freon 113; methylene chloride; 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA); trichloroethylene

(TCE); perchloroethylene (PCE); cis 1.2-
dichloroethylene (cis 1,2-DCE); 1,1-
dichloroethane (1,1-DCA); 1,2-dichloroethane
(1,2-DCA); 1,2-dichloroethylene (1,2-DCE);
methyl ethyl ketone; methyl isobutyl ketone; and
chloroform.  All of these compounds were
detected in groundwater from on-site and off-site
wells. Trace amounts of TCE and PCE (<5
ug/L) were detected in shallow groundwater
from one background exploration upgradient of
the site. The level of data quality for these
samples was not evaluated, therefore, these data
are viewed as qualitative indicators of
groundwater quality in 1983.

During the 1992 NYSDEC Remedial
Investigation, on-site analytical instruments were
used to analytically screen 167 groundwater
samples collected from 17 borings in the field.
The samples were analyzed for twelve volatile
organic compounds. Of those twelve
compounds, seven were detected at some level
in the groundwater: toluene, xylene, PCE,
TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, 1,1,1-TCA, and 1,1-DCA.
Only two compounds were detected above NYS
Groundwater Standards of 5 ug/L; toluene was
found in one boring at 64 ug/L and cis-1,2-DCE
was found in a different boring at 7.5 ug/L.

The above screening data was used to decide at
what depth to set the wells. At four boring
locations, monitoring well pairs (one deep, one
shallow) were installed. At eleven boring sites,
single monitoring wells were installed and at the
remaining two boring locations, no wells were
installed. Two rounds of samples were taken
from each of the 19 new monitoring wells. The
results are shown on Table 1. Groundwater
standards are also shown in Table 1 for
comparison. Six samples from each round were
tested for pesticides and inorganics. One round
of samples was taken from four homeowner
wells and was analyzed for volatile and
semivolatile organic compounds. See Figure 5
and Table 3.
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Seven of the monitoring wells are on site. Of
these seven wells, only one organic compound
was found above drinking water standards: One
round of sampling in MW-7B had PCE at a
concentration of 7.6 ug/L. The groundwater
standard is 5 ug/L. No semivolatile compounds,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), or pesticides
were detected in any of the other samples. See
Figure 3.

Eight of the wells were placed to reflect
conditions downgradient of the site (the other
four wells are upgradient of the site). No
volatile  organics, semivolatile  organics,
pesticides, or PCBs were detected above
drinking water standards in any of these wells.
See Figure 4.

Antimony, iron, manganese, sodium, thallium,
and zinc were found on and off site at levels
higher than groundwater standards. However,
these metals were also found upgradient to the
site at comparable levels to those on and
downgradient to the site and therefore are not
attributable to the site.

Based on historical data from the SCDHS 1983
investigation, the Department expected to
find much higher levels of groundwater
contamination during this investigation than were
found. However, although some contaminants
are found in the groundwater at the site and
downgradient, the levels are very low. Only
one well contained an organic compound above
the drinking water standard: PCE was found at
7.6 ug/L. (The standard is 5 ug/L.) None of
the homeowners’ wells showed organic
contamination above standards. Homeowners’
well data is shown in Figure 5 and Table 3.

The hazardous constituents that were present
during the operations of the waste oil facility
have dispersed in the environment with time.
The fact that the contaminants at the site are
volatile by nature and the geology of the region
consists of sandy soils has encouraged natural

attenuation. The present contaminant levels are
now below those levels that would cause the
Department to initiate any remedial action.

Nine active public water supply well fields are
located within three miles of the Sheridan site.
See Figure 6. The downgradient well field
nearest the site is on Maple Avenue, located
approximately 6,000 feet to the southwest.
There are two wells at the Maple Avenue
location (Suffolk County Water Authority
(SCWA) wells Nos. S-71785 and 5-82422).
SCWA well §-71785 is screened from 294 to
358 feet below ground surface in the Magothy
aquifer. The bottom of the well screen in
SCWA well S-82422 is also in the Magothy
Aquifer, at a depth of 372 feet. The latter was
temporarily shut down due to detection of
chlorobenzene above drinking water standards.
A carbon filtration system was installed and
operated on this well until late 1992, when the
detection of chlorobenzene ceased. In 1988,
well #S-71785 (Maple Ave. #1) also had a
detection of chlorobenzene. To date, this was
the only detection of this compound from this
well. Chlorobenzene is not associated with the
Sheridan Waste Oil Site.

Surface and Subsurface Soil

Six soil samples were taken at depths less than
two feet to characterize the possible surface
contamination at the site. Thirty subsurface soil

"samples were taken from 2 to 38 feet deep

within the confines of the site to characterize the
s0il below the surface.

Organics were found by both the on-site
analytical equipment and off-site laboratory
analyses. Among those compounds found are
polyaromatic hydrocarbons, petroleum
hydrocarbons, pesticides, and PCBs.

For all contaminants in the surface soil the
contamination is well below (several orders of
magnitude) the soil clean-up objectives
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established by the Department for remedial
projects. A summary of surface soil data can be
found in Table 2. The complete data set is in
the RI Report. Of the thirty subsurface soil
samples taken, two exceeded the soil clean-up
objectives. One sample had toluene at 13000
ug/kg and xylenes at 14000 ug/kg, exceeding the
objectives of 1500 ug/kg and 1200 ug/kg,
respectively. The second sample had 1300
ug/kg xylenes.

3.2 Interim Remedial Measures:

An Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) was
initially considered by the Department to remove
contaminated soil in the northeast corner of the
property. This was discussed in the October
1993 Fact Sheet sent out by the Department.
Upon further consideration of the data, the
Department has decided that an IRM is not
necessary. This decision is based on the fact
that concentrations of contaminants in the soil do
not indicate that there is an unacceptable risk to
human receptors.

33 Summary of Human Exposure
Pathways:

In the RI report, possible contaminant migration
pathways were investigated and evaluated.

The site is currently divided between a
commercially used lot and a smaller lot with an
occupied multi-family  residence. The
commercial portion is used for tractor trailer
storage. The area surrounding the site is mixed
residential and commercial. Probable future
uses of the entire site include both commercial
and residential. To provide a conservative
estimate of exposure, both future commercial
and residential land use scenarios ~were
evaluated. Groundwater beneath the site flows
south toward residential areas where some
private drinking water wells are in use. The
following exposure scenarios were developed to

evaluate those receptors most likely to be exposed.

The receptors evaluated were: adult resident,
child resident, off-site resident, site trespasser,
site worker, utility worker, and construction
worker. Pathways for migration of contaminants
are ingestion of drinking water and soil, dermal
contact with soil and water, inhalation of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) while showering,
inhalation of VOCs while handling soil, and
ingestion of homegrown vegetables.

Exposure to site-related contaminants in surface
soils and groundwater result in risk estimates
within or below the USEPA target risk range of
1x10° to 1x10*. These scenarios are based on
long-term repetitive exposure to the maximum
detected or 95 per cent upper confidence limit
contarninant concentration. These risk estimates
are based on numerous conservative assumptions
and the actual risks posed by this site are
expected to be lower than those estimated in the
RI Report.

A qualitative comparison of detected
concentrations to applicable, relevant, and
appropriate requirements indicate contamination
to be below NYSDEC Recommended Clean-up
Levels. Tetrachloroethene (PCE) and thallium
were detected in groundwater at concentrations
in excess of their respective state and federal
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). PCE
was found at 7.6 ug/LL with a groundwater
standard of 5 ug/L and thallium was found at
5.4 ug/L with a groundwater guidance value of
4 ug/L. However, PCE and thallium were
detected in only one of 14 and one of 20
samples, respectively, in excess of their
standards. Actual exposure concentrations are
likely to be lower than assumed in this
evaluation.

Surface soil contaminant concentrations at
Sheridan were screened against the NYSDEC
Recommended Soil Clean-up Levels. These data
are presented in Table 2.  Average and
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maximum contaminant concentrations were
below the NYSDEC recommended clean-up
levels for all contaminants. Therefore, based on
NYSDEC guidance, exposure to surface soils at
the Sheridan site is not considered to present an
unacceptable health risk to human receptors, and
no further action for surface soil contamination
is required.

The results of the quantitative and qualitative
risk evaluation do not indicate a significant risk
to human health. Therefore, remedial actions to
reduce potential health risks are not warranted at
the Sheridan site for any potential use, including
residential.

34 Summaryv of Environmental Exposure
Pathways:

There is no significant habitat for fish or wildlife
on or in the vicinity of the site. Based on this
fact, the potential exposure of wildlife to site
contamination was assumed negligible.

SECTION 4: ENFORCEMENT STATUS

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for the
remediation of this hazardous waste site include:
William Sheridan, former owner and operator of
Sheridan Waste Qil and Adam Flood, current
owner of the property.

The PRPs did not agree to implement the RI/FS
at the site when requested by the NYSDEC.
Therefore, New York State Superfund monies
were used to conduct the Remedial Investigation.
The PRPs are subject to legal actions by the
State for recovery of all costs the State has
incurred.

SECTION &: SUMMARY OF THE
REMEDIATION GOALS

Goals for the remedial program have been
established through the remedy selection process

stated in 6 NYCRR 375-1.10. These goals are
established under the guideline of meeting all
Standards, Criteria, and Guidance values (SCGs})
and protecting human health and the
environment.

At a minimum, the remedy selected should
eliminate or mitigate all significant threats to the
public health and to the environment presented
by the hazardous waste disposed at the site
through the proper application of scientific and
engineering principles.

Typical goals selected for the remediation of a
hazardous waste site are:

u Reduce, control, or eliminate the
contamination present within the sotls on
site.

n Eliminate the potential for direct human

or animal contact with the contaminated
soils on site.

= Mitigate the impacts of contaminated
groundwater to the environment.

] Prevent, to the extent practicable,
migration  of  contaminants to
groundwater.

The remedy should also consider the following
factors: short-term and long-term effectiveness,
reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of
hazardous waste, implementability, and
coImmunity acceptance.

In this instance, the current condition of the site
is such that no action is necessary to achieve the
aforementioned goals. The goals have been met.

SECTION 6: SUMMARY OF THE
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Due to the lack of significant contamination of
the soils at the site and the lack of contaminated
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groundwater, there is no need to evaluate further
potential remedial alternatives for the Sheridan
Waste Qil site at this time.  Although a
Feasibility Study (FS), a study to evaluate and
compare remedial technologies, was originally
included in the budget, the Department has
determined that the FS is no longer necessary.

SECTION 7: SUMMARY OF THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Upon completion of the RI, it was found that:

= Groundwater quality standards are not
exceeded for site contaminants, except
in one sample.

= Soil clean-up objectives were not
exceeded for site contaminants, except
for two compounds.

= The risk assessment demonstrates that
there is no significant risk to human
health or the environment from exposure
to site contaminants.

Based upon the results of the RI, the NYSDEC
is selecting the no-action alternative as the
preferred remedy for this site. The Department
also intends to delist the site from the New York
State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Sites. This selection complies with federal and
State requirements that are legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
and is cost effective. The selection is protective
of public health and the environment and is in
compliance with NYS Standards, Criteria, and
Guidance values (SCGs). As discussed
previously, groundwater and soil were not
significantly impacted above standards from site
related contamination.
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TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF SURFACE SOIL CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN (CPCs) CONCENTRATIONS TO
RECOMMENDED SOIL CLEANUP OBJECTIVES [a)

SHERIDAN WASTE OIL CO. SITE

MEDFCRD, NY
RECOMMENDED
cPC CONCENTRATION SOIL CLEANUP
MEAN MAXIMUM OBJECTIVE [a]
VOLATILE ORGANICS (ug/kg)
Terachloroethene 49 2 1400
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS (ug/kg}
2—-Methylnaphthaiene 223 180 36,400
Acenaphthene 140 140 §0,000
Benzo (a) anttvacens 160 79 220
Benzo (k) fluoranthene ] €8 1,100
Butylbenzyiphthalate 182 a 50,000
Carbazole 188 4 NA
Chrysene 184 200 400
Diethylphthalate 198 54 7,100
Di-n—-butyiphthalate 708 2.600 8,100
Di-n—cctylphthalate 119 41 £0,000
Fluoranthena 163 97 50,000
Naphthalena 193 28 13,000
N-nirosodiphenylamine 192 26 NA
Phenanthrene 94 53 50.000
Pyrene ' 111 130 50.000
PESTICIDES/PCBs {ug/kg) )
4.4'-DDD s 1 2,900
4,4'-D0E 54 11 2,100
4.4'-0DT 6.8 13 2.100
alpha-Chiordane ¢ 36 540
Arocior — 1260 85 360 1,000
gamma—~Chlordane 73 28 540
Heptachior epoxide 1.7 5 20

NOTES.
fa] From NYSDEC, 1992. "Recommanded Soil Cleanup Objectives”: Division of Tachnical and Administrative
Guidance Memorandum: Determination of Soil Claanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels: Nov. 16, 1992.

NA = no recommended objectiva available, no HQ calculated.

mg/kg — milligrams per kilogram
HR/kg — micrograms per kilogram



TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS
GROUNDWATER - DOMESTIC WELLS

SHERIDAN WASTE OIL CO. SITE
MEDFORD, NEW YORK

I— DW-1D DwW-1 DW-2 DwW-3 DW-4
i {1 {1) (2) (2 {4}
* COMPOUND 75 -90" bgs 75 —-90' bgs 90' bgs BC' bgs not known
VOLATILE ORGANICS (ug/l) 3
' Tetrachlaroethene 4.0 32 _ — L g
Trichicroethena - - 0.6 - . - |
I
| SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS L |
| 2.4~ Dinitrotoluene - -- -- 13 -—
. 4-Chloro—3—Methylphenol - - - 10 - |
: 4= Nitrophano! - - - 24 -
Acenaphthene - - __ 19d __ ;
! Pertachlotophenol - - e 2 _—
! Pyrene - - - 10 -
 PESTICIDES/PCBs (ug/L)
| ‘ NA NA NA NA NA
!METALS L
lBurium 104 [) 103 18.8 [ 17.7 1 40.7 {]
I Calcium 7670 7560 6930 2770 |} 15300
5Coppor 168 [ 168 [| 534 28.2 79.4
Iron 1730 1530 221 61.9 [} 536 {]
| Lead - - - - 3.2
;Magnesmm 2820 [ 2740 [] 3740 [] 1800 () 6840
| Potassium 3720 [§ 4290 [j - 1240 ] 1910 [
| Sodium 14000 13900 13600 17700 23200
 Zine 1440 J 1320 J -— 712 J -
NOTES:
wg/L - micrograms per litar bgs - Below Ground Surface
—= — Not detected.

J - Estimatad value

JJ — Estimated value beiow the Contract Required Quantiation Limit
[} - Estmated value below the Contract Required Detection Limit

NA — Not analyzed
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

SHERIDAN WASTE OIL SITE
SITE 1.D. NO. 152024

' This appendix summarizes the comments and questions received by the New York State Department of
E_nv1r0nmental Conservation (NYSDEC) regarding the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for the subject
site. A public comment period was held between October 19, 1994 and November 18, 1994 to receive
comments on the proposal.

A public meeting was held on September 27, 1994 at the Bethpage-Medford High School to present the
results of the investigations performed at the site and to describe the PRAP. During the meeting, the public
asked many questions about the project. The information below summarizes the comments and questions asked
during the public meeting and the Department’s responses to those comments and questions. The Department
did not receive any written comments during the comment period.

Q. Why were both magnetometry and ground-penetrating radar used for the geophysical survey?

A. Before any invasive (drilling) activities took place at the site, a magnetometer survey was done to
"sweep" the shallow surface area. Magnetometers measure the intensity of the earth’s magnetic field
and buried metal objects can cause variation in the magnetic field which can be detected. The purpose
was to locate any buried tanks that may have been left there. Ground penetrating radar was used to
supplement the magnetometry survey where slight magnetic anomalies were detected and in areas where
large metal trailers interfered with the magnetometry. The use of the two methods in conjunction
verified that no buried tanks were in the survey area.

Why were soil samples on site only taken to the water table?

Ten soil borings were drilled on site to characterize the depth of cover fill (if any) and the nature and
distribution of contamination of soils beneath the site to the water table {(approx. 35 feet). Nineteen
borings were made off site that were deeper, up to 170 below ground surface. Because of the number
of borings taken, all of them did not need to be so deep. The deep borings were taken in locations
where contamination would be expected to travel.

> RO

Did you test for other sources of contamination in the area?
No. The investigation was conducted to determine the public health and environmental impact of
Sheridan Waste Oil. Testing was done to see if contamination was coming from sources upgradient of

the site onto the Sheridan property.

> O

Q. Why were the wells placed where they were? Did the DEC use the same locations when looking for
contamination as SCDHS did in 1983?

A. The groundwater velocity and direction were calculated and that information was used to predict where
contamination would most likely have migrated from the site. These areas were tested as well as some
of the same locations tested by SCDHS in 1983. As wells were drilled, the water was tested at 5 foot
intervals and the screen was placed at the most contaminated depth.

Q. Do you know what was removed and what happened to the material that was removed from the
property after it was shut down in 1983? Who removed all the material? -

A. The Department does not know what happened to material from the site. The materials were removed
without State or county supervision. The materials were removed by the owner at the time, Mr.

William Sheridan.



> Q

> R

>

>

>

Is the soil on the site ok? Is it all below clean-up objectives?

Nore of the surface soil samples exceeded clean-up objectives. Out of the 31 supsurface s0il samples,
two samples exceeded the State clean-up objectives; one sample exceedec-l the Obje.Ctl\"ES for toluene and
xylene, the other sample exceeded for xylene, phenol, and zinc. The §01l at thet site is not a threat to
human health or the environment, as clearly demonstrated during the investigation.

Were water and soil sampled for benzene and xylene? They are not in the tables in the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan (PRAP)? ‘

Water and soil were tested for benzene and xylene but were not found. The tables in the PRAP show
only the chemicals that were detected, and therefore, benzene and xylene were not included in the
tables. Complete analytical results are in the tables of the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report.

The DEC actually surveyed homeowner’s to see if they had private wells? Which private wells were
tested? _

The Department did an extensive survey of the area to find all homes with private wells. 5 Eileen Ct.,
6 Eileen Ct., 7 Eileen Ct., 8 Hanover Place, 213 Oak St., and 185 Qak Street were.sa.mpled as part of
this investigation. The public survey area covered is shown as the shaded area in Figure 2.

The standards for clean up in 1983 were much more relaxed than they are now in 1994, yet in 1983 the
site was considered a problem and in 1994, it's ok. How can that be? Where did the contamination
go?

As precipitation and groundwater flow through the site, the contamination is slowly being dissolved and
carried away from the site with the groundwater. As the groundwater moves, there are a number of
processes that cause the attenuation of the compounds including volatilization, dispersion, absorption,

and biodegradation. The combination of all of these processes reduces the concentration of chemicals
in the ground and groundwater over time.

Did the investigation include PCB testing?

Yes. The groundwater and soil were tested for polychlorinated byhepyls (PCBs) and were detected in
the soil in several samples. The highest concentration found was 360 ug/kg (ppb) which is below the
State soil clean-up objective of 1,000 ug/kg. PCBs were not detected in the groundwater.

Is the State bearing all costs? Will the State be paid back?

The State has paid for this entire investigation. The State originally tried to get Mr. William Sheridan
(the previous owner of the property and owner of the waste oil business) and Mr, Adam Flood (the
current owner of the property) to pay for the investigation, but they refused to participate. The State
will be pursuing cost recovery in the future from the responsible parties.

Was enough work done to ensure this site won’t be a future problem?

Yes. The investigation was designed to thoroughly search for contamination on site and off site. Only
minimal levels of contamination were detected.

There is a public supply well on Maple Avenue. Wasn't there some contamination in that?

Well #5-82422 (Maple Ave. #2) was temporarily shut down due to the detection of chlorobenzene
above drinking water standards. A carbon filtration system was installed on the well to remove the
contaminate. The detection of chlorobenzene has since disappeared and the filter was taken off-line in
late 1992. In 1988, well #S-71785 (Maple Ave. #1) also had a detection of chlorobenzene. To date,

this was the only detection of this compound from this well. Chlorobenzene is not associated with the
Sheridan Waste Oil Site.
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Do New York State soil objectives take into account cost?

No. Soil clean-up objectives are guidance values established by the Division of Hazardous Waste
Remediation based on groundwater protection. Attainment of these clean-up objectives will at a
minimum, eliminate all significant threats to human health and/or the environment posed by an inactive
hazardous waste site. Although costs do play a role in the selection of the final remedy. costs were not
a factor in establishing the soil clean-up objectives. Costs are one of the factors that are used to
evaluate the final remedy.

Would you clean up a site no matter what it cost?

The DEC recognizes that clean-up objectives cannot always be attained. Costs are one of the factors
that are used to select the final remedy as well as engineering restraints (feasibility) and/or community
acceptance.

Does the DEC or anyone menitor all hazardous sites (especially on Peconic Ave.)? Does the DEC
only monitor sites where there are complaints? Does the EPA or DEC monitor tanks containing
hazardous materials?

The DEC regulates many different types of facilities that handle hazardous wastes and materials. The
Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation remediates facilities where disposal of hazardous waste is
known to have occurred. The DEC monitors all sites where it has jurisdiction. Complaints are
normally addressed through the appropriate Division in the Regional Office. The DEC regulates almost
all commercial tanks in the State through various regulations.

Is the DEC’s attitude that if city water is available, the DEC is not concerned about whether or not
local groundwater is contaminated?

No. Groundwater is one the State’s natural resources and the Department has a duty to protect it. If
groundwater was contaminated (in Sheridan’s case it is not), the decision whether or not to clean up
groundwater would be based en the following criteria: protection of human health and the environment,
and the reduction, control, or elimination of contamination.

Does the EPA have more stringent clean-up standards and guidance than NYS?
No. By law, New York State must be as stringent or more stringent than EPA. In some cases, NYS is

more stringent than the EPA.

It seems that the DEC is slow to clean up a site if the DEC has to pay for it.
Actually, when the State is paying for clean up, it usually progresses faster. Less time is spent in legal
negotiation with the responsible party regarding scope of work and costs.

What does delisting the site do for the community and for the property owner?

Property that is delisted (removed from the NYS Hazardous Waste Site Registry) becomes more
valuable because it can be used in any way without restriction. Delisting a site also helps the
community by eliminating the negative impacts associated with being next to a hazardous waste site.

Why does the DEC and DOH say the groundwater is clean, but we (the neighbors) shouldn’t drink it?
The State and County Health Departments make the general recommendation that Long Island
residents do not drink groundwater from private wells, if public water is available. There are no
guarantees that if the water is clean today, it will be clean in the future.

How could Mr. Sheridan operate with no permits and not be shut down until there was an employee
complaint? Is there a method today to stop a hazardous operation (such as Sheridan Waste Oil) quickly
without having to wait for years because of legal requirements?

The laws regarding waste oil during the time of operation of this site were less stringent than they are
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now. Today regulations would prohibit the operation of a facility in such a sloppy manner.

If someone runs a hazardous business and gets shut down, can he/she go out and just open up a new
one?

In order to own and/or operate a hazardous waste operation, two major criteria must be met (among
others): the facility must operate in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations and the
owner/operator must not be a "bad actor.” A "bad actor” is a person who is determined by the
Department to have a substantial history of violation of Environmental Conservation Laws and
therefore cannot be expected to operate a facility within the law.

Does the DEC have continuity of staff?
Some staff have been on this project since its inception in 1990, other staff have changed.

What do we do if we think we see a spill or hazard?
Call the Regional Spill Unit in Stony Brook at (516) 444-0320 or call the Statewide DEC Spills Hotline
at 1-800-457-7362.

What is the status of the inactive hazardous waste sites program in New York? (How many are there,
How many are cleaned up, How many are being investigated now?)

As of April 1, 1994, 910 sites were on the NYS Inactive Hazardous Waste Site Registry. 754
hazardous waste sites have been deemed to require remediation. DEC has physically reduce the threat
to public health or the environment at 60% of these sites. This includes 167 sites that have been fully
remediated (87 of those 167 are no longer on the registry), 86 sites at which remedial construction is
under way, and an additional 199 sites where an Interim Remedial Measure is underway or complete.
145 sites are currently in the RI/FS or Design Stage. At 58 sites, enforcement actions are underway (a
prelude to remedial investigation) and 99 sites are pending action.
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