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Circuitron Corporation, East Farmingdale, Suffolk cOunty,
New York

TEMENT O ASIS AND POS

This decision document presents the selected remedial action
for the Circuitron Corporation site, located in East Farmingdale,
New York, chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980,
as amended (CERCLA), and, to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document explains the .
factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for the site.
The attached index (Appendix C) identifies the items that
comprise the administrative record upon which the selectlon of
the remedial action is based.

The State of New York concurs with the uselected remedy. (See
Appendix D).

~ ASSESS T OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from
this site, if not addressed by implementing the remedial action
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), nay present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare,
or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit represents the first of two planned
actions for the site. The remedy presented in this document
addresses the treatment of the contaminated soils at the
Circuitron Corporation site.

The second operable unit will address area-wide groundwater
contamlnatlon.

. This remedial action complements a removal action initiated
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1989. The
removal action included the removal of 20 waste drums from inside
the building, the emptying of two underground tanks containing
various volatile organic and inorganic compounds, the cleaning
and removal of three above-ground tanks from the rear of the
building, and the general clean-up of the suspected contaminated
debris from inside the bulldlng




The major components of the selected remedy include:

¢ In-situ vacuum extraction of the contaminated soil in
the southwest corner of the property in the area of
high velatile organic compound (VOC) contamination.

+ Excavation of contaminated sediments from leaching
pits, cesspools, and storm -drains outside and inside
the building. \

+ Off-site treatment and disposal of contamlnateh
sedlments.
+ Building decontamination via vacuuming of dust

containing elevated concentrations of inorganic
elements and replacement of the concrete floor in the
building.

+ Paving of the entire site.

The remediation of site soils and sediments, which are
considered the principle threat to the site,. will eliminate
crossmedia impacts of these contaminants on the site groundwater,
while the building decontamination will allow the building to be
restored to its intended use.

STATUTOR TE N ONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with federal and state requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost effective. The selected remedy
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable and satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, .or volume as a principal element.

The need for conducting a five-year review will be evaluated
at the time of the second operable unit.

/'?A—cm-/dé / H/’?r

Sonstantine Sidamon-Eristoff ' Datke
Regional Administrator ' :
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Circuitron Corporation site is located at 82 Milbar Boule-
vard, East Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New York. The site is
situated near the Nassau County-Suffolk County border in central
Long Island. The site encompasses approximately 1 acre in an
industrial/commercial area just east of Route 110 and the State
University of New York, Agricultural and Technical College campus
in Farmingdale (Figure 1). The site is generally flat and has a
slight slope up to the southeast of less than 1 percent. The’
site elevation is approximately 85 to 90 feet above mean sea
level.

The Circuitron Corporation site consists of an abandoned 23,500
square foot building that was used between 1961 and 1986 for the
manufacture of electronic circuit boards. Aside from the build-
ing, the site is primarily asphalt paved, with the exception of a
small area in the rear of the building. The paved area in front
of the building was used in the past as a parking lot for the
employees of Circuitron Corporation and is presently used for
parking by employees of nearby companies. Approximately 95% of
‘the site is paved or covered by the building. Figure 2 shows the
site plan and the location of above and below ground structures.

At least two unauthorized leaching pools (LP-5 and LP-6) exist
below the concrete floor in the plating room inside the building.
A circular depression in the concrete floor towards the front of
this room indicates the presence of other unauthorized leaching
pools. These are identified on Figure 2 as LP-3 and LP-4. A
series of leaching pools lies beneath the parking lot in the
front of the building. These leaching pools include an autho-
rized wastewater discharge pool (authorized via a New York State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit) below a
manhole located on the north side of the property in front of the
laboratory, and two old abandoned leaching pools located in the
northeast corner of the site. These structures are identified as
LP-1, which is the SPDES pool, LP-2 and LP-7.

At least two sanitary cesspools, CP-1 and CP-2, have been docu-
mented to exist below the parking lot in front of the northwest
corner of the building. The sanitary cesspools were authorized:
to accept sanitary wastes only. However, Suffolk County Depart-
ment of Health Services (SCDHS) analyses indicated that the
cesspools were used for disposal of hazardous materials. A line
of interconnected storm drains SD-1 through SD-3 exists on the
western portion of the site. The storm drains range from 10 feet
to approximately 13 feet in depth. The three catch basins
(identified as CB in Figure 2) did not show any evidence.of
sediments and liquids and were not analyzed They will be




tested, however, during the remedial design phase to determine
the extent, if any, of contamination.

Circuitron Corporation is located in an industrial area sur-
rounded by similar small manufacturers and is several miles away
from any residential area. There are no schools or any recre-
ational facilities in the immediate vicinity.

Approximately 15 municipal wells serving over 215,000 people are
within 3 miles of the site, the nearest being approximately 1500
feet to the southeast of the site in the direction of groundwater -
flow. One shallow well in this field has been closed since 1978
due to organic chemical contamination from an unknown source.

BITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Circuitron Corporation was incorporated in New York State in 1961
and operated a manufacturing facility at the site between 1961
and 1986. Circuitron Corporation ceased operations and vacated
the site some time between May and June 1986. During this time

- .period, Circuitron Corporation removed all equipment of value and
left the facility in its present condition. The current owner of
the site is 82 Milbar Blvd., Inc., a New York corporation incor-
porated in 1968. Circuitron Corporation filed for bankruptcy in
1286. 82 Milbar Blvd., Inc. filed for bankruptcy in 1987. Both
of these bankruptcy proceedings were dismissed or closed in 1988.

At the request of the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC), an emergency response action was performed
by the EPA at the site in mid-1989, prior to the RI/FS investiga-
tion. This action included removal of 20 waste drums from inside
the building, the emptying of 2 underground tanks containing
various volatile organic and inorganic compounds, cleaning and
removing of 3 aboveground tanks from the rear of the building and

general clean-up of the suspected contaminated debris from inside
the building.

The facility had an approved SPDES permit, No. NY-007 5655, to
discharge industrial wastewater to a leaching pool located below
the parking lot in front of the building. This SPDES permit
expired on September 12, 1986, based on a July 1, 1986 inspection
by NYSDEC, indicating that the discharge had ceased.

. Circuitron COrporation had received numerous warnings from
boththe SCDHS and NYSDEC concerning SPDES permit violations and
unauthorized discharges. An Order of Consent and the Stipulated
Agreement, issued by the SCDHS in 1984 and 1985, respectively,




required that all leaching pools and storm drains be remediated;
all toxic and hazardous materials be removed from the site
including ‘drums, tanks, and piping; and a groundwater guality
study be performed. Circuitron Corporation installed 5 monitor-
ing wells at the site; however, there are no engineering or well
installation reports available concerning the construction of
these wells. In addition, the analytical results from the
Circuitron Corporation and the SCDHS groundwater sampling of
these wells are in conflict with each other. To date, only the
unauthorized leaching pool in the southern part of the plating
room has bheen cleaned out and backfilled. This work was per-
formed by Circuitron Corporation. There are no records available
regarding the amount of waste removed from the unauthorized
leachlng pool or the existence and the extent of contaminated
soil in and around the leachlng pool.

In 1984, a former owner of Circuitron Corporation, Mario
Lombardo, was charged for discharging organic solvents to unau-
thorized "hidden" leaching pools between March 1, 1982 and March
22, 1984. He was indicted on 6 felony counts of unlawful dumping
of hazardous wastes, under New York State (NYS) Environmental

- Conservation Law (ECL) Section 27, Subsection 09-14; 19 felony
counts of offering a false instrument for filing, under Suffolk
County Penal Law Section 175, Subsection 135; and 20 misdemeanor
counts of violating NYS ECL Section 17, Subsection 03-01 and
05-01. On May 9, 1985, Mario Lombardo pleaded guilty to unlawful .
dumping of hazardous wastes, NYS ECL Section 27, Subsection
09-14. He was fined $50,000 and sentenced to 700 hours of
community service.

When Circuitron Corporation informed SCDHS that it would be
vacating the facility, SCDHS informed Circuitron Corporation that
a cleanup of toxic and hazardous materials and a groundwater
study would be required. SCDHS also required further off-site
groundwater monitoring. Circuitron Corporation refused to comply
with the off-site groundwater monitoring requirement.

EPA sent a general notice letter and a request for information to
the identified potentially responsible parties (PRPs) on July 24,
1987. EPA sent another general notice letter to the PRPs on :
August 15, 1988 inviting them to conduct a Remedial Investigation
and Feasibllity Study (RI/FS). The site was proposed for the
National Priorities List (NPL) in June, 1988 and finalized in
March, 1989. The RI/FS was initiated in September, 1988 and the
field work started in May, 1989.




HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI/FS report and Proposed Plan for the Circuitron Corporation
site were released to the public on January 31, 1991. These

two documents are made available to the public in both the admin- -
istrative record, maintained by EPA, and an information reposito-
ry maintained at the Farmingdale Public Library, located at Main
and Conklin Streets in Farmingdale, New York. A second informa-
tion repository is maintained at the Town of Babylon, Department
of Environmental Control, Town of Babylon Annex, 281 Phelps Lane,
North Babylon, New York. A press release was issued on February
4, 1991. The notice of availability for these two documents was
published in the Suffolk County edition of Newsday on February
11, 1991, and in the Farmingdale edition of Suffolk Live, a
weekly newspaper, on February 13, 1991. A public comment period
was held from January 31, 1991 to March 2, 1991. In addition a
public meeting was held on February 19, 1991 to discuss the RI/FS
and Proposed Plan and to respond to questions and concerns raised
by the cbmmunlty. Responses to the comments received during the
comment period is 1nc1uded in the Responsiveness Summary (see
Appendix E).

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Circuitron Corporation in East Farmingdale, New York, chosen
in accordance with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the
National Contingency Plan. The decision for the site is based on
the administrative record.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNITS WITHIN SITE BTRATEGY

EPA has divided the remedial work being conducted at the cir-
cuitron Corporation site into two operable units. This first
operable unit addresses the contamination within the soils and
sediments from the leaching pools, cesspools, and storm drains.
Based upon data generated during the RI, it has been determined
that groundwater contamination should bée addressed as part of a
larger area-wide study to be conducted under a separate operable.
unit. The reason for addressing the groundwater contamination
under a separate operable unit is due to the nature of the
contamination, which appears upgradient at approximately the same
order of magnitude as on the site, and would be treated more
effectively in a regional rather than site specific fashion.

A removal action was initiated by EPA in mid-1989. This action
included the removal of 20 waste drums from inside the building,
the emptylng of two underground tanks containing various volatile
organic and inorganic compounds, the cleaning and removal of




three aboveground tanks from the rear of the building, and the
general clean-up of the suspected contaminated debris from inside
the building.

‘The overall objective of this operable unit is to address the
principal threats associated with the site by reducing the
concentrations of contaminants in the soils and sediments to
levels which are protective of human health and the environment
and to prevent further deterioration of the area groundwater.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The results of the remedial investigation are discussed in detail
in the RI/FS documents. Those describe the nature and extent of
contaminants in on-site surface soils, subsurface soils, in on-
site and off-site groundwater, sediments in the underground
structures, and also within the abandoned building.

Previous investigations and the RI (Ebasco, 1990) have shown that
there were discharges of untreated process wastewater to the
identified underground ligquid handling structures at the site.
These include the known leaching pools both inside and outside
the building, the sanitary cesspools in the front of the building
and the storm drains along the western edge of the property '
(Figure 2). The construction of these structures was such that
the untreated process wastewater and other 11qu1ds were allowed
to percolate into the surrounding soil.

The media sampled during the RI were the groundwater, subsur-
face/surface soil, and sediments present in various leaching
pools, storm drains, and sanitary cesspools. :

Groundwater

Monltorlng wells were installed and screened in both deep and
shallow portions of the upper glacial aguifer, at upgradient,
on-site and downgradient locations. The deep wells were screened
at 90-100 feet, whereas the shallow wells were screened at depths
of 34 to 38.feet. The locations of these monitoring wells are
shown on Figure 3. Seven volatile organic compounds were
identified, from both a concentration and a frequency of occur-
rence basis. These include: 1,1-dichloro-ethene, 1,l-dichlo-
roethane, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, chloroform, 1,1,1l-trichloro-
ethane, trichloroethene, and tetrachloroethene. 1,1,l1-trichloro-
ethane (1,1,1-TCA) was present at the greatest concentrations in
the groundwater, both upgradient and on-site (4.8 parts per
million (ppm)), relative to the other volatile organics analyzed.
‘Inorganics such as copper, chromium, nickel and lead were also




detected, but to a much lesser extent (i.e., highest concentra-
tion on-site = 538 ppb for copper). Phthalates were present at
fairly high levels, upgradient and downgradient as well as on
site. Tables 1 and 2 show contaminant concentrations found in
the on-site shallow and deep wells respectively. Tables 3 and 4
present contaminant concentrations in off-site shallow and deep
wells respectively, and Table 5 shows contaminant concentrations -
in wells installed by the Circuitron Corporation prlor to EPA's

RI.

Surface/Subsurface Soils

Many of the contaminants found in the surface/subsurface soil
contaminants were the same as those found in the groundwater, the .
prevalent volatile organic compound being TCA at a maximum level
of 100 parts per million (ppm). Copper was found at a maximum
level of 1,950 ppm at a location inside the building which might
have been the location of an unauthorized leaching pool. Phthal-
ates were present at fairly high levels in all three media and
were found upgradient and downgradient as well as on site.

The surface/subsurface contaminants are shown in Table 6. Sampl-
. ing locations are shown in Figure 3 and are identified as SS and
SB for subsurface and surface 1ocat10ns, respectively.

Sediments

Sediments exhibited high amounts of inorganics, mostly copper at
a maximum level of 23,000 ppm. Some VOCs were also present of
which 1,1,1-TCA was the most prevalent at a maximum level of 19
pPpm. Phthalates were present at fairly high levels in all three
media and were found upgradient and downgradient as well as on
site. These contaminants are presented in Table 7. Figure 4
shows the location of the sediments toc be excavated.

Building Dust

As part of the EPA removal action, it was established that dust
within the on-site building contained metal contamination,
including aluminum, copper, lead and zinc.

SUMMARY OF BITE RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was conducted as part of the remedial
investigation for the site. The baseline risk assessment evalu-~
ates potential impacts on human health and the environment if
existing site conditions are not remediated. The assessment also
anticipates potential future risks associated with the site.

Both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks were evaluated.




Based on the evaluations performed for the risk assessment,
contaminants of concern were identified for the soil, groundwater
and sediment. Several volatile organic compounds, including 1,1
dichloroethene and tetrachloroethene and 1,1,1-TCA were identi-
fied as contaminants of concern. A detailed description of the
procedures and methodologies employed in the risk assessment for
the Circuitron Corporation Site is presented in Section 8.0 of
the RI report.

Current conditions indicate that there is no complete exposure
pathway. The facility is not in operation. The site is located
in an industrial/commercial area and the Upper Glacial Aquifer is
not used for potable water supplies. EPA's risk assessment,
however, did identify the following two potential exposure
pathways by which the public may be potentially exposed to
cintaminant releases from the Site under future land-use condi-
ticns: ‘

~ the groundwater exposure from the Upper Glacial
Aquifer

- sediment exposure during remediation activities.
The potentially exposed populations assessed included:

- on- and off-site adult and child residents

- on-site industrial workers

- on-site-remediation workers.

Ingestion and dermal contact with contaminated soil by residents
was not evaluated because of the limited possibility of this
sgenario occurring due to the fact that approximately 95% of the
site is paved. The potential contamination of groundwater by the
migration of chemicals of concern in the soil was considered.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic
(cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic effects due to exposure to
site chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that
the toxic effects of the Site-related chemicals would be addi- .
tive. Thus, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated
with exposures to individual compounds were summed to indicate
the potential risks associated with mixtures of potential carcin-
ogens and non-carcinogens, respectively. The reasonable maximum
exposure case was assessed for potential carcinogens and non-
carcinogens. The average exposure case was also assessed for
certain pathways. :




Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the slope
factors developed by the EPA for the chemicals of concern. Slope
factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic Risk
Assessnment Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime
cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcino?enic
chemicals. SFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)”,
are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen,
in mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess
lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure to the compound at
the intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conserva-
tive estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. Use of this
approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly unlikely

A summary of the cancer risks associated with the s;te is found
on Table 8.

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper
bound individual lifetime cancer risks of between 10* to 10° to
be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not
greater than a one-in-ten-thousand to one-in-one-million chance
of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a
carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure condi-
tions at the Site. Overall, the potential carcinogenic risks
assoc1ated with the groundwater spanned two orders of magnitude
(10" to 10° ). Two volatile compounds, 1,l-dichloroethene and
tetracholoroethene, were responsible for approximately 85-95% of
the cancer risk in the groundwater ingestlon pathway. Hence, the
risks for carc1nogens at the Site are in the acceptable EPA risk
range of 10* to 10°.

Non-carcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes
and safe levels of intake (reference doses). Reference doses
(RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential
for adverse health effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of milligram per kilogram per day (mg/kg-day), are estimates of
daily exposure levels for humans which are thought to be safe
over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimated
intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount
of a chemical ingested from contaminated soil) are compared with
the RID to derive the hazard guotient for the contaminant in the
particular media. The HI is obtained by adding the hazard
quotients for all compounds across all media.

A HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for
_non-carcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-
related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for -
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant




exposures within a single medium or across media. A summary of
the non-carcinogenic risks associated with the site is found in
Table 9.

It can be seen from Table 9 that the HI for non-carcinogenic
effects from the ingestion of water is greater that 1 and,
therefore, non-carcinogenic effects may occur from the exposure
routes evaluated in the risk assessment. Organic compounds
(1,1,1-TCA) contributed to the potential non-cancer risk.

The risk assessment contains the conclusion that direct exposure -
to the site soils and sediments does not represent a significant
risk to human health and the environment. However, the soils and
sediments do pose a significant indirect risk as a continuing
source of groundwater contamination. Contaminants in excess of
federal and state standards were detected in the site groundwater
plume. EPA policies and regulations allow remedial actions to be
taken whenever crossmedia impacts result in exceeding one or more
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) which are enforceable, health-

‘based standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Conse-

quently, soil and sediment remediation is warranted to remove

‘this continuous source of contamination into the groundwater and

expedite compliance with federal and state groundwater standards.

Based on the risk assessment, the only major potential exposure
for concern is the development of the Upper Glacial Aquifer as a
public water supply in the future. The New York State classifi-~
cation for the groundwater is "GA" which means that the aquifer
is a source of potable drinking water supply.- Although the Upper
Glacial Aquifer is not presently used for drinking water supply
in this region of Long Island, the risks posed by the site are
due to the possibility of the use of this aquifer as a potable
water source and the concentrations of inorganic elements and

volatile organic compounds detected in the groundwater of this
aquifer.

The risk assessment suggests that potential human health risks
are associated with the use of upgradient groundwater. Both
shallow and deep well results show the possibility that use of
groundwater. in the area of the upgradient monitoring well group
could result in unacceptable risks. Although the on-site risk
levels are slightly higher, there is definitely evidence that
upgradient sources, in addition to the contaminated soils and
sediments at the Circuitron Corporation facility, are also
responsible for contaminating the on-site groundwater.

The contaminated building dust, which is above Occupational
Safety and Health Act (OSHA) workplace standards, will also be
removed to allow for a future use of the abandoned building.
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Uncertainties

The proéedureS'and inputs used to assess risks in this evalua-

tion, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide variety
of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty

include: :

environmental chemistry sampling and ana1y51s
environmental parameter measurement

fate and transport modeling

exposure parameter estimation

toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sam-
pled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the
actual levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis error
can stem from several sources including the errors inherent in .
the analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being
sampled. Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to
estimates of how often an individual would actually come in

. .contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time over
which such exposure would occur, and in the models used to
estimate the concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the
point of exposure. Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in .
extrapolating both from animals to humans and from high to low
doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing
the toxicity of a mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are
addressed by making conservative assumptions concerning risk and
exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the
risk assessment provides upper bound estimates of the risks to
populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underesti-
mate actual risks related to the Site.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by the preferred alternative or one of the
other alternatives considered, may present a potential threat to
public health, welfare or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The remedial alternatives address the contamination within the
building, soil, leaching pools, storm drains, and cesspools. As
stated previously, the contamination in the groundwater will be
addressed under a separate area-wide investigation.

The alternatives were screened based on implementability, effec-
tiveness and cost. The screening resulted.in remedial alterna-
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tives upon which a detailed analysis was performed. Those
alternatives considered in detail are discussed below. "Time to
implement"” is defined as the period of time needed for the
alternative to be implemented and, with the exception of the no-
action and limited-action alternatives, includes the time re-
quired for remedial design activities which is assumed to take
approximately 2 years.

Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0

Operation & Maintenance (0 & M) Cost: $22,920 per year
Present Worth cost: $380,160

Time to implement: 6 months

The Superfund Program requires that the "no action" alternative
be considered at every site. The no action remedial alternative .
consists of a long-term groundwater monitoring program in order
to provide data for the assessment of the impact on the underly-
ing groundwater of leaving contaminated materials on-site. The
groundwater monitoring program would utilize wells installed .
during the remedial investigation at this site.. Groundwater
samples would be taken on a semi-annual basis from upgradient,
on-site and downgradient shallow monitoring wells.

The no action response also includes the development and mainte-
nance of a public awareness and education program for the resi-
dents and workers in the area surrounding the Circuitron Corpora-
tion Site. This program would include the preparation and
distribution of informational press releases and circulars and
the convening of public meetings. These activities will serve to

enhance the public's knowledge of the conditions existing at the
site.

Because this alternative does not include contaminant removal,
the site would have to be reviewed at least every five years
pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(c). These reviews would include
the reassessment of human health and environmental risks due to
the contaminated material left on~site, using data obtained from
the groundwater sampling program. If justified by the review,
remedial actions might be implemented to remove or treat wastes.

Alternative 2: Limited Action

Capital cost: $32,000

O & M Cost: $22,920 per year
Present Worth Cost: $412,150
Time to Implement: 6 months
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The Limited Action alternative combines a program of groundwater
menitoring and public awareness outlined in Alternatlve 1 with
site access and use restrictions.

The site access restriction portion of this alternative consists
of,surrounding the entire site with approximately 820 feet of
conventional chainlink fenc1ng. At appropriate intervals along
the fence, various warning signs would caution the public as to
the Superfund status of the site. 1In addition to access restric-
tions, institutional controls would have to be implemented by

- state or local governments to restrict the use of the land and
building because of the threat of contamination.

Also, as stated previously in Alternative 1, a review of the site
status would have to be conducted at least every five years. The
five year reviews would include evaluation of sampling analytical
data, reassessment of human health and environmental risks. 1If
justified by the review, remedial actions mlght be implemented to
remove or treat wastes.

~Alternative 3: Containment and Building Decontamination

Capital Cost: $221,120

O & M Cost: $26,525 per year
Present Worth Cost: $656,695
Time to Implement: 3 years

This alternative includes repaving the site and decontaminating
the building. The purpose of this alternative would be to
prevent further infiltration of precipitation/run-off through the
contaminated site soil, thereby reducing further site-related
groundwater contamination. This would be accomplished by elimi-
- nating the current pathways for infiltration; namely, the storm
drains and any gaps/cracks in the existing asphalt pavement. The
building would alsoc be decontaminated to allow for its future
reuse by removing the metals-contaminated dust and pouring a new

concrete floor, over the current damaged floor, in the plating
room. .

Under this alternative the storm drains would be filled with
clean fill material. The entire site area, outside the building,
would be repaved with asphalt using conventional construction
methods. The filled storm drains would also be paved. Approxi-
mately 1740 square yards of asphalt would be required.

Precipitation run-off from the building would be diverted into
the street for collection in existing municipal storm drains.

The site area would also be repaved in such a way so as to direct
surface run-off to the street/municipal storm drains.




13

The metals-contaminated dust inside the building would be removed
by vacuuming the walls and floors using conventional industrial
equipment adapted for use at a hazardous waste site. The contam-
inated dust would be removed to that extent necessary to comply
with OSHA reguirements. Approximately 5 cubic yards of dust
would be collected and transported to an off-site Resource
Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) facility for treatment and
disposal. The plating room floor in the building, which shows
evidence of deterioration, would be covered with a new poured
concrete floor. The néew floor would be approximately 4200 square
feet in area and 2-inches thick.

This alternative also includes a long-term groundwater monitoring
and five-year review program. One purpose of this program would
be to evaluate the effectiveness of the containment remedy at
eliminating the current source of site-related groundwater
contamination; that is, infiltration of precipitation through
contaminated site soils. The new pavement would also reqguire
regular inspection and maintenance to prevent and/or repair
cracks/gaps in the pavement. ‘ '

Alternative 4: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction. Excavation of
Sediments. On-S8ite stabilization and Disposal.
Building Decontamination.

Capital Cost: $514,760

O & M Cost: $3,850
Present Worth Cost: $573,945
Time to Implement: 4 vears

This alternative consists of the use of in-situ vacuum extraction
(SVE) in the southwest corner area of 8D-3, the excavation and
removal of the contaminated sediments within all of the under-
ground structures inside and outside the building, treatment of
the excavated sediments via stabilization and disposal on-site,
and building decontamination.

The SVE system will be used to reduce the soil levels of VOCs,
including 1,1,1-TCA, in the southwest corner of the site. The
concentration of this contaminant was found to be of the order of
100 ppm. The SVE system would be applied to an area of approxi-
mately 400 square feet. During the remedial action samples will
be taken to delineate more accurately the area to be treated. It
is expected that the SVE system would be able to reduce volatile
organic compounds, including 1,1,1-TCA and tetrachloroethene
which are the most prevalent voc contaminants on-site, to accept-
able clean-up levels. A technical evaluation of contaminant-
leaching indicates that reduction of soil contaminant levels of
1,1,1-TCA and tetrachloroethene to 1.0 ppi and 1.5 ppm, respec-
tlvely, would insure protection of groundwater from cross media
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impacts. Other VOCs will also be reduced to by the operation of
the SVE but such reduction is not required by the remedy. The
exact configuration of the SVE system will be determined during
the remedial design phase of the project.

The excavation of the sediments from within the underground
structures, inside and outside the building, is intended to

remove organic and inorganic contaminants. There are several
buried perforated drums, tanks and other structures beneath the
plating room floor inside the building that were used for leach-
ing ligquid wastes into the ground. 1In order to locate these
underground structures and then access the sediment, the concrete
floor in the plating room would be demolished durlng the imple-
mentation of the remedial action.

The remedial investigation shows that the contaminated sediments
are not expected to extend below 2 feet from the surface. As a
result, the sediments will initially be excavated to the approx1~
mate two~foot depth. However, if, during excavation work,
contaminated sediments are shown to extend below the two-foot
level, then further excavation will take place until no visible
signs of contamination are found in the underlying soils. An on-

' ‘gsite geologist will evaluate the undisturbed,; clean, sandy,
native soils to confirm that the sediments have been removed. ]
Confirmatory soil samples will be taken at the excavated depth to
ensure that the contaminated sediments and soils have been
removed and that VOC contamination .in the remaining soils meets
the soil cleanup levels of 1.0 ppm for 1,1,1~TCA and 1.5 ppnm for
tetrachloroethene. If not, additional soil will be excavated . _
until such levels are achieved. It is anticipated that reducing .
the more mobile VOC contaminants in the sediments and soils to
those cleanup levels will also result in the removal of the less
mobile inorganic contaminants. The same procedure would be
applied to all underground structures outside the building.

The contaminated sediments that have been removed would be
subjected to treatment via stabilization to reduce the leachabil-
ity of the contaminants. This stabilization process would take
place at the site due to the relatively small quantity of materi-
al involved (approximately 53 cubic yards). Once stabilized, the
sediments would be tested via the Toxicity Characteristic Leach-
ing Procedure (TCLP), to determine if they may be suitable for
use as fill and buried on-site within the now hollow underground
structures.

. Building dust would also be stabilized and disposed of on-site.
If sediments and building dust do not pass TCLP, then these

materials would be disposed of at an off-site facility according
to RCRA regulations, including land disposal restrictions.
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Spent carbon from the in-situ vacuum extraction system will
either be regenerated by the vendor or stabilized and disposed
on-site. .

All non-hazardous debrls, e.g., broken concrete, asphalt, etc.,
resulting from the remedial action, will be removed from the site
and disposed in a sanitary landfill.

All site areas would be repaved and the replacement of the
plating room concrete floor would also be performed.

Alternative 5: In-8itu Vacuum Extraction. Excavation of
Contaminated Sediments. Off-site Treatment
and Disposal. Building Pecontamination.

Capital Cost: $643,690

O & M Cost: $3,850

Present Worth Cost: $685,675
Time to Implement: 4 years

Under this alternative, the application of in-situ vacuum extrac-
tion for soil in the area of SD-3, building decontamination, and
sediment excavation from the various leaching pits and storm
drains would be performed as in Alternative 4. This alternative
differs from Alternative 4 in that the approximately 53 cubic
yards of excavated contaminated sediments, building dust and
concrete would be transported to an approved RCRA treatment and
disposal facility. For the purpose of developing a conservative
cost estimate, incineration has been selected as the method of
treatment. The excavated material would be packed into appro-
priate containers and transported off-site for treatment in
accordance with applicable regulations for handling and transport
of hazardous materials. The treatment facility would be respon-
sible for all the necessary pretreatment and post-treatment of
the contaminated material, including ash stabilization, if

ngcgssary, to insure that land disposal restrictions are satis-
fied.

Spent carbon or any other treatment residual from the in-situ
vacuum extraction unit will be disposed off-~site under with

applicable RCRA regulations, including land dispoeal restric-
tions.

Non-hazardous debris resulting from the remedial action will be
removed and disposed of as in Alternative 4. The repaving of the
site and the replacement of the plating room concrete floor will
also be performed as in Alternative 4. .
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SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

EPA has developed nine criteria (set forth in OSWER Directive
9355.3~01; and the NCP §300.430(e) and (f)) to evaluate potential
alternatives to ensure all important considerations are factored
into remedy selection decisions. The major objective of this
section is to evaluate the relative performance of the alterna-
tives with respect to the criteria so that the advantages and
disadvantages associated w1th each clean-up optlon are clearly
understocod.

The evaluation criteria are noted and explained below.
overa i e . Envi men

Address whethér or not a remedy provides adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway, based on
a reasonable maximum exposure scenario, are eliminated, reduced
or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or insti-
tutional controls.

Complianc i i vant equire-

ments (ARARS)

Addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of the ARARs of
other Federal and State environmental statutes and requlrements
or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

ort-t ctiveness

Addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection from
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may
be posed during the construction and implementatlon period of
this alternative.

ng-te ctive d

Refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup goals
have been met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness
cf the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

Begggtioﬁ of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Refers to the anticipated performance of the treatment technolo-
gies, with respect to these parameters, &.remedy may employ.
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Impl tabilit

Addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services
needed to implement the chosen solution.

Cogt

Includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs, . ..
and net worth costs.

community Acceptance |

Refers to the public's general response to the alternatives
described in the Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports.

ta cc e

Indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS report and
Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment
on the selected alternative.

Comparison Among Alternatives
vera o) io uma ‘ e nme

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not respond to the remedial objectives
developed for the site. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 provide source
control measures that would prevent further migration of contami-
nants from soil/sediment into groundwater. Alternative 3 would
not provide a permanent solution, since the contaminated source
(soil and sediment) would remain on-site and cracking of the
pavement would allow infiltration of precipitation and

subsequent migration of contaminants into the groundwater. _Both
of the excavation and treatment alternatives (Alternatives 4 .
and 5) would result in permanent and effective solutions to the
contamination problem at the site in that they both involve
reduction of contaminants and thus the source for on-site ground-
water contamination from the site. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5

provide for. building decontamination to allow for its future
reuse,

om Ice

Alternatives 4 and 5 would reduce the contaminants load to the
agquifer and expedite any future groundwater cleanup. The ARARs
for groundwater will be addressed under a-separate operable unit
involving the remediation of the contaminated agquifer. There are
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no chemical-specific ARARs for soils or sediments. Alternatives
4 and 5 would meet action-specific ARARs. All sediments which
are to be removed from leaching pits and storm drains (Alterna-
tives 4 and 5) are either to be treated on-site or transported to
a RCRA treatment and disposal site. Wastes sent off-site under
Alternative 5 would be treated using specific technologies or
treated to specific treatment levels, as appropriate, to comply
with land disposal restrictions. Federal and state regulations
- dealing with the handling and transport of hazardous materials
would be followed. The off-site treatment facility would be a
fully EPA-approved facility.

ong-Te fectiveness and .Pe ce -

Alternatives 4 and 5 would provide for permanent removal of the
contaminated sediment from the site and for treatment to either
destroy or immobilize the VOCs and inorganic contaminants in the
soils. This would effectively eliminate the on-site contribution
to the groundwater contamination. The No Action and Limited
Action alternatives do not provide for a long term solution to
the groundwater, soil/sediment or building contamination prob-
*-lems. Alternative 3 may mitigate the leaching of contaminants
from on-site soil/sediment into groundwater but would require
long-term maintenance and monitoring to ensure its

effectiveness since the contaminated soil/sediment is left
on-site and the asphalt paving may not be a permanent barrier to
precipitation infiltration. Also, fluctuations in the water
table elevation may cause some additional leaching of contami-
‘nants from soil directly above the average water table level.

Reducti f Toxicity, Mobility or Vol

The No Action and Limited Action alternatives do not include any
additional measures other than natural long-term flushing of the
soil to reduce the level of contamination in the soil. 1In the No
Action and Limited Action Alternatives, groundwater concentra-
tions could actually increase due to migration of contaminants
from soil and sediment into the groundwater. Alternative 3 would
reduce the mobility of soil contaminants by providing a barrier
to precipitation infiltration which is the primary cause of
contaminant leaching from soil/sediment into groundwater.
Alternatives 4 and 5 would reduce the toxicity and mobility of
the contaminants in the soil and sediment by the application of
in-situ vacuum extraction for VOCs removal, the excavation of
on-site contaminated material, and the treatment and subsequent
disposal of the waste materials either on-site or in a RCRA-
permitted facility.
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Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 1 and 2 would require no major construction activi-
ties to be performed at the Circuitron Corporation site and,
therefore, would not present any risks to the community or
workers resulting from work at the site. Alternative 3 involves
standard on-site construction (asphalt paving), which would
present minimal risk to workers and the public. The excavation
and treatment alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) would require
handling of contaminated sediments. . Risks to the public and
on-site workers from volatile emissions during sediment excava-
tion would be minimal due to the low levels of VOCs in these
sediments. Furthermore, proper dust control techniques would be
implemented to further minimize this risk. Potential vapor leaks
from the in-situ vacuum extraction system would be reduced by
proper design and operation. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 also
involve the removal of contaminated building dust and its
treatment and disposal. Proper procedures and construction.
techniques would be utilized both at the Circuitron Corporation
site and at the off-site treatment and disposal facilities

to minimize the short-term risks to the nearby public and workers
from fugitive dust and any treatment process emissions.

m t t

Alternatives 1 and 2 involve minimal on-site activities. Fence
installation and groundwater monitoring in Alternative 2 would be
easily implemented. Alternative 3 includes more on-site activity
in order to repave the site and decontaminate the building but
this involves standard construction methods which are easily
implementable. Alternatives 4 and 5 involve on-site excavation
and removal activities which are readily implementable.
Alternative 5 also involves off-site transportation, treatment
and disposal at commercially available treatment storage and
disposal facilities. 1In Alternative 4, a TCLP analysis would be
conducted on the treated and stabilized material to insure
immobilization of the contaminants.

The TCLP analysis is easily implementable.

The technologies proposed for use in all alternatives are proven
and reliable in achieving the specified clean-up goals. The SVE
for Alternatives 4 and 5 is a very effective way for soil remedi-
ation and suited ideally for the sandy soil present at the
Circuitron Corporation site.
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Cost

Cost estimates were calculated for each'of the five alternatives.
Present worth estimated costs for each of the alternatives, based
on an interest rate of 5%, and 30 year time interval, are as
follows: '

Capital . O&M Present
alternative cost ($) : Cost (8) Worth ($)
1 ' 0 22,920 380,160
2 - 38,745 22,920 412,150
3 221,120 : 26,525 656,695
4 514,760 3,850 573,945
5 643,690 ' 3,850 685,675
Community Acceptance

The community supports the preferred alternative (Alternative 5)
Community comments can be reviewed in the public meeting tran-
script which is included in the administrative record. A Respon-
siveness Summary which summarizes all comments received during
the public comment period is attached as Appendix E to this
document.

State Acceptance

The State of New York concurs with the selected remedy.

THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the
detailed analysis of the alternatives, and public comments, EPA
and NYSDEC have determined that Alternative 5 is the appropriate
remedy for the remediation of contaminated soils and sediments at
the site. This alternative consists of in-situ vacuum extraction
(SVE) in the southwest corner area of the site, near SD-3 (Figure
2, Appendix A); excavation of the sediments from leaching pools
and storm drains inside and outside the building, followed by the
off-gsite treatment and disposal of soils, sediments and residues;
builging decontamination; and, off-site disposal of non-hazardous
debris. :

. The decontamination of the building will allow for its unre-
stricted use in the future.




In-situ vacuum extraction (see Figure 5) will reduce the soil
levels of 1,1,1-TCA and tetrachloroethene in the southwest corner
of the site, which were the most prevalent contaminants. The in-
situ vacuum extraction would be applied to an area of approxi-
mately 400 square feet. A technical evaluation of contaminant-
leaching indicates that reduction of soil contaminant levels of
1,1,1-TCA and tetrachloroethene to 1.0 ppm and 1.5 ppm, respec-
tively,-would insure protection of groundwater from cross media
impacts. These are not risk-determined values but relate direct-
ly to the effect of the source contribution to the potential
groundwater contamination resulting from leaching VOC-
contaminated soils. '

The sediments, containing oréanlc and inorganic compounds, from
within the underground structures, 1n51de and outside the build-
ing, will be removed.

Metals-contaminated dust from within the building will also be
removed to the extent necessary to comply with OSHA requirements.
It is estimated that the excavated sediments and the building
dust amount to approximately 53 cubic yards.

The excavated contaminated materials, e.g., scils, sediments,
etc., would be packed into appropriate containers and transported
by truck to an off-site treatment and disposal facility, in
accordance with applicable regulations for handling and transport
of hazardous materials. The off-site facility would be respon-
sible for all the necessary treatment of the contaminated materi-
als, to insure that all requirements, including RCRA land dispos-
al restrictions are satisfied. Similarly, spent-carbon or any
octher treatment residual from the in~situ vacuum extraction unit
will also be disposed off-site, in accordance with applicable
RCRA regulations, including land disposal restrictions.

Spent carbon or any other treatment residual from the in-situ
vacuum extraction unit will be disposed off-site under with

applicable RCRA regulations, including land disposal restric-
tions.

All non-hazardous debrzs, e.d., broken concrete, asphalt, etec.,
resulting from the remedial action, will be removed from the site
and disposed in a sanitary landfill. The repaving of the site

and the replacement of the plating room concrete floor will also
be performed.

The treatment and off-site disposal of the VOC-contaminated soil
in the southwest corner of the site and the removal and off-site
treatment and disposal of all contaminated sediments will elimi-
nate the principal threat at the site by reducing a major source
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of groundwater degradation in the area. Groundwater contamina-
tion will be addressed in a subseguent ROD.

The selected alternative is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with federal and state reguirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedi-
al action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent:
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for- _
remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobllity or
volume as a principal element. E

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
Overa otection of an He the Envj ent

The selected alternative is considered fully protective of human
health and the environment. The treatment of on-site contami-
nated soil in the southwest corner of the site via scil in-situ
soil vacuum extraction and the removal of on-site contaminated
- .sediments will eliminate the source of groundwater contamination.
The contaminated building dust which is currently considered to
be above OSHA standards will also be removed to allow for future
use of the building. Any short-term risks associated with the
remedy would be mitigated by proper engineering controls and
~health and safety procedures. This alternative involves treat-
ment which would significantly reduce the toxicity, moblllty and
volume of hazardous contaminants.

C ia wit s

At the completion of the response action, the selected remedy
will have complied with the following ARARs:

Action-specific ARARs:

The selected remedy calls for the transport of contaminated
sediments and treatment residuals to a RCRA facility for disposal
and will comply with the following ARARs: '

RCRA 40 CFR Part 263 - Standard applicable to the |
transport of hazardous wastes.

RCRA 40 CFR Part 264 - Standard for Owners and Opera-
tors of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Dispos-
al Facilities. -
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RCRA 40 CFR Part 268 - Contaminated sediments and
building dust, spent carbon from the in-situ vacuum
extraction treatment system as well as any other
treatment residuals will be treated and disposed of
off-site, consistent with applicable land disposal
restrictions.

6 NYCRR Part 372 - Hazardous Waste Manifest System &
Related Standards for Generators, Transporters and
Facilities.

6 NYCRR Subpart 373-2 Final State Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and
Disposal Facilities.

During the implementation of the in-situ vacuum extrac-
tion, all resulting air emissions will be in compliance
with 6 NYCRR Parts 200, 201, 212 and 231. :

29 CFR Part 1910.1000 -~ OSHA standards for building
dust.

Chemical-specific ARARs:

None applicable.
Ltcation—specific ARARS:

Ncne applicable.

t ectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective in that it provides overall
effectiveness proportional to its cost. The total capital and
present worth costs are estimated to be $643,690 and $685,675,.
respectively. Although Alternative 5 is slightly more expensive
than Alternative 4, the difference is not significant, especially

in light of the fact that remedial design costs for Alternative 4
are expected to be higher than those for Alternative 5.

A detailed cost estimate of the selected remedy is shown on Table.
10 in Appendix B.

The selected remedy utilizes permanent .solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected
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remedy represents the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria, especially
in regards to short and long term effectiveness, permanence and
implementability. The state and the community also support the
selected remedy.

The selected remedy employs permanent treatment of the VOC
contaminated soil in the southwest corner of the site via SVE and
excavation and off-site treatment of all contaminated sediments '
from the underground structures. The potential for future
releases of contaminants to the environment will be eliminated.
The indirect and direct risks posed by the soils and sediments as
a continued source of groundwater contamination will be removed.

Nc short-term adverse impacts and treats toc human health and the
environment are foreseen as the result of implementing the
selected remedy. However, to minimize and/or prevent worker
exposure to contaminants, personal protection equipment will be.
used. '

_ The selected remedy will require construction of on-site scoil
‘treatment facilities. No technological problems should arise as
the treatment technology is well established, readily available
and has a proven track record.

The selected remedy fully satisfies this criterion for the
treatment of the soil and sediment contamination which are
considered the principal threats at the site. Therefore, the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a
principal element is satisfied.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Circuitron Corporation Site was re-
leased to the public on January 31, 1991. The Proposed Plan
identifies Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative.

EPA has reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during
the public comment period. Upon review of these comments, EPA
determined that no significant changes to the selected remedy, as
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.
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Vanndfua — — 7.0008 —— — —
Iino 0. 4004 53,000 ———— .20 18,0000 .o
jlanava) ant Chrombum —_— 20.000K — 20.0001 —are 20.000R
DXRRINATION CODES:

'DETCCYED AT COMCINIRATION INDLCATED

J ESTIMATED VALUE

U CONPOUND FOUND IN BLANK
== UNOETCCTEG AU GIVEN FHSTRUMENT OLICCTION LIMIT (IF lll.l.}UlR[l))

Xk REICYED VALUL

A219K
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SAHPLE |

TAULE 2

CONTAMINANT COHCENTRATIONS 1N ON-GLTE D_ll':P WELLS

MEASUREMENTS IN UG/L

: CC-20 CC-d30 Ct-man

DESIN INTERVAL (H) 90.0 ~ 100.0 90.0 ~ 100.0 90.0 - 100.0
HOUND | RO 2 ROUND 1 [l

VOLATTLE PARARCTERS:
1,B-dchloroethene 5.000 7.500 6.0003 11.000 0.9003 4.200
), B-dichlsrosthans 2.000 1.800 1.00UR 0.900J 1,000 2,000
1, I.I-Trlchlorulhom 13.4000 35.000 30.0003 61.000 8.000 .000
Trg cMorosthene 10.000 8. 00 3.000) 2,300 12.000 27.000
Jet.richlorosthene 25.000 24.000 7.0003 9.306 H,000 20.008
Acelone — 1.000R —_— 1.000R —  1.000R
Trans-1,2-0ichloroethena 4.040 —_— 1.0o0R —_ " 6.000 —
ChBoroform — — 1.0b0R _— 5.000 —
2-Butanone —— —_— 1.0008 — — ——
Bamane — — - 10008 — — —_—
RASE/NEVIIAL
PANAMETERS: ™
ot—~N-Butylphthalate 2,000) — — i R -
INORAHIC FAILAMETERS:

- Alastinun 200.0000 246.000) - 425.000 146.,0008 — 126 .000B3
Argeilc 2.1008 - —— e — 1. 4008
Barlum 1480000 144G..0000 116.0000 118.6000 89.4008 92 . 4000
Calolum 11,660,004 10,200,000 21,100,080 20.500.000 12.708.000 13,400 .000
Chaonius — 21.300) 14,0000 11.300 —_— $.9000

Colbsal t —— — — 8.2000 —— ——
Copper 14.7080 8. 60ou 9.300B %6000 9.3000 7.0000
Iron 246.,000) 583,040 815.000 326.000 317.000 318.000
Laad G.800 12,700 5,200 14,400} 5.000R 19.600
Hagnes) um 2,060.000 2,010,000u 4,400.0008 4,140.0008) 3,0800.0008 3,840.0008
Hangeoesa ADS. D00 305.000 1,640.000 1,510,000 32, 32.900
Hewcu —— ., 00 —— 0,200 — 0,200
Potansium 3,230.0000 4,)21.0000) 2,620.0000 3,440 ..0000 3,250.0004 5,010,000
SeVoniun . 3.0000) — —— —— ———
Sodlvu . 900 8009 16, 60(! 000 24,200,000 24,700,000 18,600,000 18,900 .000
oo 41.2::0.1 "20.0000 £1.500 76,100 110.000 20000k
Cyantda 10,000 17.500 o b ——
Haxavaleal Chiromiom - ——— 2o.ou|m e 0. 0000 e 20,0008
CRPOUAT TG DI CO6EST

"UETRCTLD AT CONCOHTRATION INOICATED

3 EST1MATED VALUK

48 COrOuiD rouMo IN ILANK

mee UNOETECTEN AT GIVCH INSTRUMCHT OEFECTION LIHET {L¥ RLPURTLU)
R REMETIYD VALUE

219
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TAULE 3

CONTAMINANT CCNCENTRATIONS IN OFF<§) & SHALLOM WELLS
MUASURLMENTS IN UG/L

SAMPLE LOCAFTON

CC-dail S

CC-t5% CC-iS CC-4n1S
DEPTII NIERVAL {FT) 25.0 - 35.0 24.0 - 34,0 24.0 ~ 34.8 21.0 -~ 37.0
’ ROUHD ) ROUND 2 ROUND 1 ROUNO 2 RouL 1 ROUMLY 2 K00 1 koUW 2

VOUATIME PARARETERS: ™

DichlsaodiFluoromethane — 20,000 _— — — — — ——

), 1=D| sl oroothane — 8.0 0.600J 0.800) - 1L.000R 1.200 — ——

1, 1=0{ ahl groathone — . 600 G.000 4,200 1.0001 1.0800 —_— —

1,1, 1=-Srichlareolhane 268,000 < 1,181,000) 91.400) 115,000 95.0000 o9r.09" — —
1,2-0isblorcathana — —— 1.0802 — 7.0004 — — —
Trichleroatlhons — e 1.000 0.904J) 3. Wi — m—
Tetracl oroethane e — 1n.000 0.904 1.8000 5.700) — o—
1,2,3-Wrichlorspropans — — — —_— — —_— —— " —
Mttu‘ —n 1.000R — 1.640R — 1.000R — 1.000:
Trans-1,2-01 chl ovoolhyne — — — o 1.0000 e— ——— ———
Chlore Sorn — R o — ).000R —  — _—
2-Outamone — — — — 1.000R — — S
Canzena — — -— —— 1.000R — — S
BASE/NERUTRAL PARAMUVENS:

DlN-Datylphthalote | e — — —_— — — 1.0003 -
" INORGABNLC PARAHETERS

Alyninan 064,000 34,2000 2z9.000 503. 000 1,680.000 731.000 — 14,800
Arsenic 5,2008 5,400 ——e 2.0008 2.2008 — —— ——
rius 121.000D 117.0080 44.,0800) 43,1000 .208 231.1400 55,3000 55.000

B.I'yll Sun —— S—na 2.0008 — — — —— —
Lalclvm 59,700.004 £9,900.004 28,904 .008 29,880.000 16,704.4800 14,100.004 16.500.000 18,800.000
Chromlam 17.6003 — 18.000J 16,200 10.000R 14.500 — —
Coppar et e 44.000 76,608 — e —
Lrun 19, 300.4000 14,900 , 000 V), 000 203,008 3,000,000 1,110,800 wn.ooo 44,8500
Lend 1.2800 — — — Z.6008 —— — — .
Hagnas fm 5,030,000 4,960, 0008 3,8%.0000 4,290.0080) 2,000,0008 1,610.0000) 3,150.0008 3,100.000
Hanganaia 414,000 JND. 400 358,000 215.400 103.004 44.200 114,000 34.800
Hercury e 0. 2008 ———— a.2000 — 0.200R — 0.200
Nickel - — — 36,7000 16.4000 — t— e
Potasstun 3,350.0000 4,710,000 2,090.0000 2,530.000D 1,220.0000 2,45D.0000 4,160,0000) B5,6580.000
Salenium ——— J— — —— 1.3600 — — ——
Silver — 10,0008 B e e .

Sodfum 4,670.000 9.780.000 12,404,000 16,000,008 8,160,000 5,368,000 16,000,000 17, m .000
Vanadiua e 3.90un 2.0000 T I - s 2.0
Ilne J8.600 9.4000 — 29.000 20,0008 I1.200 19.60003 l-.'t(l'll
Cranide —— — e - 18.000 — —

Ihexavalsnt Chronium —are 206 . 000R — 20.000R —— 20.0000 e 30.000

EAPLANATIOH DT COUES:

. DETECTED AT CONCENTRATION 1MDICATLD

J ESTIMATCD VALUL
U+ COMPOUND FOUND IN BLANK

“ome  UMIETECTED AT GIVEN IMSYRUHERN DEYECTION LIMLT {XF REPORTED)

XA Ill‘Jl:can VALUE
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o
TABLL &

CONTAHINANT CONCENTHATIONS IN DFF-SITE DECP WELLS
HEASUREMENIS IN UG/L

, CC-Hwii) CC-wsd . : CC-d0D CC~Mdl0
B EPIH INTERVAL {FTr) 90.0 - 0.0 9.0 ~ W0.0 4.0 - 100.0 90.0 - 100.0
: ROUND | ROUND 2 HKOUMD ) ROUND 2 ROUNDG T ; ROUND 2 ROUND ¥ ROUND 2
OLATILL PARAMLETLRS: .
O-BichBroethona 3.0002 300 - 1.000 2.000 5. b00 7.000) 5.500
« 1-DichBorocthano 1.000} 1 .00 - 1.000 1.000 }.600 1.000J 0.9003
f . . i-Triicthloroethane 28.0003 23.080 - 6.600 12.000 19.000 37.000) " 19.000
*lchlaronthene 15.000) 10,000 4.900) 9.100 18.000 27.008 17.000J 13.000
J 'trachlorgethens 29.000) 20,000 - 13.000 31.000 38.008 31.000) 18.000
:otona - 1.0008 - 1.000R N 1.000R - 1 .000R
B “ang-| .2 -Dichl orocthene 5.000J - - - 9.000 - 5.000) -
J \lorofors ) 24 .000J - 31 .000 - - - 2.000) -
SE/NQUY AL PARAMLTERS
~n-buly Iphthalate - - - Lo - - 2.000) -
ORGAMLC FARAMEILRS : _
il s 42.500D 171.00003 52.000 520.000) 148. 0008 367.000 - 185.0008)
‘senic 2.6900 - - - 1.0008 . - -
irfum 98,3008 9430008 OR.50008 . n-... LS008 - 91.6000 96.7000 125.8008 120.0008
Uchum 12,260 .000 12,504 000 10,5006 .400 _c 100 .000 13,900.000 12,100.000 16,000.000 15,600.000
IO - - - 3. 008 10.000R 6.2008 22.7100) 4.2008
balt - 1. 1000 - ) - - 6.1000 - : -
pper 15,3008 © 10,2008 312.000 287.000 29.800 - - 3.5008
‘on 100 .0004 J03.00) 256..0000 215,000 100.0008 u: .80 204.000 239,000
wd 5.000R 11.100 5.0008 13,000 26.600 3.500 14.600
yneslum 3,970.0008 3,940.0000 2,680 .0000 2,560 .0008 3,620.0008 3, uuo ouas 5,570.000 5.240.000
nganoss 37.800 41.800 93.100 82.660 125.000 125.000 34.900 30.100
reury - 0.200R i -  0.20aR - G.2000 - 0.2000
ckel - - - ) - 24.5008 18.7300 17.5000 -
taEs am 2,320.0000 4,140.00000 2,500 . 6000 4,440 .0000) 3,930.00069 Z, wu-_ 008 2,670.0008  3,658.0000)
Tonlum 1.3080 - £. 3000 To- , 1.3000 1,300 -
dive 10,100 .000 19.700.000 19,600. 000 19,200 .000 24,000 .000 ~....§ L00 14, nee U0 14,400,000
nadi ve - 3. 00080 - 3000 - - 2.4000
ne 20 ..0008 20,004 56000 20 . 000K M), OUR : L200J 21.600) 20,0008
anide 25, 04K - 15000 - 10,000 - - .
naval st Chromiun - 20,0008 - 20.0000 3 oo - 2¢.000R

PLANAY 1OM OF € 0DUS

ESTIMAICY v

R REJECTLL VALUE

COMPOLND TOUND 1N BLANK
UNUETICTLD AT GIVEN INSIRUMENI DEFCCIION LIMIT {IF RECELVED)

- UEFCCTEU AY CONCCNYRAYION INDLCAILD




TABLE b

CONTAMINANY COMGENTRATION IN / .LLS
INSTALLED BY TUE CJRCUITRON CORPUHATION
HEASUIGHENIS TN UG/,

AMPLE LOATION CC-ruin Clt CC-ii10 Y tC-mY CC-mi12 CC-0N CC-in2
DLATELE PARAMETERS:

i chlarodil fluoromsthans . 6.000 - - - - - 1.000R
o 1=Di chBroethone 6.000 - 1.000 2.0004 231.000) - 1.000
=Dl chPrcathane 11.000) - - 1.000 0,000 - -

1, )=Tr8:thlorcathane 110,000 2.000 20,000 n.ouua 360.000) - 1.000
,2=-DichPirosthang - - - 1.000 - -
richlaromithens - - - 4,000 . 0.0600) 21.000
strachlamroethane - - - - 2.000 33.000) - 4.000
+2,3-Trh thloreprapane 0.50DR 0.500R 4.0803 05008 0 .500R - -
cetona - - - £.000] 13,0003 1.000R 1.000R
ASE/NEUE AL PARAMETERS:'

I~n=butyriphtinlate - - - - - 95.0000 -
NORGANIC PARAMETERS: N

Jumlarm 4,300.000 3,99 .000 2,040.000 8,450.000 2,060,000 - 130.0008)
atimony - - - - - - 16.7008 -
rsenlc 4.0000 l1.4008 - 6.600B 2,700B 5.000R -
url;-;‘ 05.6000 35.0000) 49,3000 89.2000 46.5008 25.6000 33,5008
aryll e - - - - - - "
alefum 22,500.000 7,340,000 35,900.000 35,700 .0002 20,300,000 2,730.0006 5,200.800
hrombum 8J0.000 71.200 12,0600 18.100) - - -

opper 107.000 54,200 538.000 25 ,0O0R 5. 0008 86,400 701.008
roi 17,300.000 12,300 .000 6,004,000 13, 100.004 4, ZJD 000 293,000 87.808R)
oad 61.400J 5. 0001 %.000R $.000K 20,5000 12,9000 2.100M)
wgnas e 4,580,000 2,210.0001 5,540 .000 7,200,000 3,600.0000 £30.0000 2.290.0000 -
unglaosm 1640000 168.0002 ¥20.0000 576.000) 628.0009 - 10.200
larcury - - 0.300) - - - -

fckel - - 43 .700 32,6000 10.200 - -
otassiom | 3,000, 0400 1,900.0000 2,300, 0000 2,700,0000 - - 1,320,0000
olanlum . - - - - - - 1.20003
ilver - - - - - - 13,400 -

ol by 23,900,000 5,000, 0008 20, 100000 10,200,000 5,000, 000K 2,060.0008 6.,780.000
e 20 ,.0n08 20.0008 200001 20.0001t 26,000K 42.000 22,600

KPCARTEMN OF Cobls

UETECHI AT CONCLEIRATLON 1MICALLED

ESTIMATRD VALUL

UMLEECCIEO AT GLVER INSTRUMLNT ULILCTIM LINIT (1F RECLIVCD)

)
) COMBOUNY TIUND TN DLANK
K

o R REDECYLD VALUL
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SAHPLE LOCATIDM

DEPYIN JNTERVAL (fL)

Feeguengy

TABLE &

SURFACE/SUBSURFACE COMTAMINANT |EVELS

CC-mi20 CC-3D - CC-MD €C-SBO\
0-97 . 0-97 0-97 0-42

Page+) of 4

1]
’

CC-5802
0-32

VOLATIME PARAMETERS: (V)

Acetonn

Choroferm

Tstuann
Ch'ioreBenigns
1,1=0ighlorosthenn
1,1=-pishloroethana

1,1, I=Trichigroethane

1 105 arpethene

1,1,2="irichloreethans

Tetrachoroethens

SASE/NEUTRAL PARAMCTLRS:

Dis{2-athylhexyl)
phthalate

Phanol

Benzole Acid
PentacBlorophencl
Acenasphthy lene

Di=n=batyphthalale

Outylbeacyliphthalate

Uenzy). Alcobe)

PESTICIDES/™CUs: (1)

4,4-007

V1 420.000)
77 3000
2/1 2.0000

W7 2,0000

(\)

2/7 ND-42.000

INORGANIC PARAMETERS: (2)

Aluninun
Antlmeny
Arsenic
-Bariuve
Beryllivn
Cadn| ume
Caleim
Chromium
Coball
Copper
irom .

144 awu.cg.._aoo.eg

Eramupncy..  Range Frequency  Range  Feeguency  Ranae Freguency _Range

.-\h uﬂ-gog b - - - - - -
3/8 HO-Z.B003 1/8 ~12.0000 - - - - _
6/8 NO-34.000] 1/8 =5.000) 3/8 W-36.000 © 9/9 2.000-13.000
- - - = A8 B0O-5,D00) - -
- - - 378 ND-2.000) - -
- - - - 078 #0-100,000.000 - -
- = - - 378 #0-9,000 - -
- - - - 278 wo-2,000) - «
- - - - ‘428 NO=100.000 - -
6/8 NO-450.000J 4/8 ND-160.0000 . 7/8 ND-20,000.0003  7/9 ND-690.0000
1/8 340.000R - - - - .
1/8 1600,000R - - -2 - -
178 1600.000R - - - - - -
- - - - 178 160,0002 - -
- - - - ©2/8 WD-120,0083 - -
- - - - 178 5.0003 - -
1/8 40.000 e - - - . -

.:._— 350. o_x_luwuc 000 8/8 200.000R-1060.000 $/8 200.000R~1150.000 8/8 99. ueeu....ms 000J

- - - - 178 13.8008

/7 0,34080-1.20000  5/7 W0-2.200) 8/8 0.3108-0.7708  7/3 0.3908-0,9308  8/8 0.9808-2.4008

/7 200.0008 7/72.0000-8.4008  1/8 2.4000-6.0008  7/8 2.2000-4.8008  8/B 0.470B-5.1008
177 5.0008 2/7 NO~0.2208 - - 9000 .

- - - - “ - ).

7/1 1540.000-5000.000 7/7 133.0008-20500.00 7/6 M-5000,0008 878 33.2000-13800.000 8/8 44.508-12,200.000

5/1 ND-3.300J 77 1.9008-6 .900 8/8 1.2008-5.2000 778 1.9008-4.4003  6/8 1.1008-5,0000

1/1 NO-1.2000 2/1 ND~1.4008 178 1.0008 178 0.5108 178 1.0008

8/7 W0-9.D00 /7 2,0000-53,900  5/8 1.5000-14.7000  7/8 20.5003-435.000) 8/8 8.3003-60.5000

3/7 NB-1200.000)
177 1.0003
&/1 W-6.000

2/7 ¥D-31.000
T 2.600)

1T 24.000

i E
.S.
g

2/7 Wo-25,000,000
/7 700.0000

1/1 416.800-57060.000

S/7 1.3008-6.660

§/7 2.9008-31.4008

177 0.82¢8

671 140.0008-89200.0000
M7 1.9008-33.6003

T 4.1008-2.5008

/7 7.600)~50.700

freavescy Ringe .

18,2777

R

NT BT T

7/7 878.000-5840.000 1/7 1560.000-4440.000 8/6 1530.000-2920.000 8/8 1120.000-3310.000 8/8 ..NS 000-4560.000 7/7 1350.000-10800.000 m



1
H

-
- - - - - - y -

Papg 2 of 4
TMDLE 6 (Cont'd) e e
SURFACE/SUBSURFACE COMTANINANT LEVELS )
SANPLE LOCATION cC-mi1D CcC-nizn CC—HBD’ CC-wid o CC-SD01 l CcC-S802
DEPII NHTERVAL (ft) 0-97 0-97 0-57 . 0-42 0-32
frequency  Range fmx_hm___&w Freoueacy Range _Frequency _Range __Frecusocy Raage
Lead v /7 0.42083-3.4003 T/7 0.5500)-8,.8003 8/8 0.44083-5.0008 878 0.68083-38.300 8/8 71.000-56.300 /7 0.6600)-41.400
Hapnessiom /7 82.0008-6.6008 777 93,2000-12600.000 7/8 267.0008-5000.00R 7/8 1110.000-7070,000 7/8 13.2008-6970.000 7/7 139.0008-3710. 000
Hertmy 77 3,5000-103.0000 777 15.600-93.6000  &/8 5.9000-GR. 10 - 8/8 15.0008-61.700 848 6.2000-65.4000 17 1. C00-110.0009
o - - - - - .
Nicke® 477 1.3008-4,7008 6/7 ND-=3.3008 3/8 1,400B-2,5008 4/‘8 l.m-z.m 2[8 31.5008 /7 11.500
Potasssium /71 50.7008-121.0008 7/]’ 68.1000-196.0008 7/8 79.300-159.0008 8/8 64.6008-5000.000R 6/8 31.0008-133.0008 7/7 223. m-m oona
Selenlm - T - - - - ‘ - - 6/8 0.4308J-0.6508)
SHivesr - - - - - - 1/8 9.500 248 2.700-3.000 1” 7.100
Sod o - - - ~ - 178 201.0008 8/8 16.0000-40.0008 . 177 5000.000R
VasadBan 5/7 1.,3008-3.5000, 6/7 ND-6. 0008 6/8 1.4008-2.3000 /8 1,5008-6.2008 5/8 1.2008-7.4000 4/7 5.0008-17.000
,Ehci‘h T/ 20.000R /7 20.000R ~8/8 20.000R 878 20.000R ?,I: ;.mma-a.soo.l 477 4.,3%008-20.0000
an - - - - - - - -

iravalant Chromive 177 0.00703

EXPLABWIION OF CODES:

. fatected at Concentration Indicated .
J Estimated Value
Conpound found 1n bLlsak
Shdgtectad at given lnstrunnt lmoct'lon Limit (1F reported)
ND fot Detected
uth'm :;}:c
llll n g
12‘ Values 0 wp/kg
frequency = # Iits/¥ Samples Analynd

4219K



TABLE 6 (Cont'd)

‘SURFACE/SUBSURFACE CONTAMINANT LEVELS

SAFPLE LOCATION CC-5803 CC-5804 €C-5805 CCSp-06 : C€C-5501 | £C-5s02

OEPTH INTERVAL (ft) 0-42 : 0-42 0-42 0-42 0-0.5 0-0.5
Frequency Range  Freougngy  Range Frequency  Ringe  Freauency Range  Freguency Renge  Frequency Range
VDLATILE PARAMEIERS: (1) . ‘
Chlwdfom 3/8 w-z 11 AN ] 810  M}-1.000J 3/9 ND-2.000) - I/! 2.0003 w }.0002
Tolvne 0/  W-7.000 279 NU-2.0009 5/8 NB-H 000 - in S7. WOE
},9.1-Trichloroethane lm 6 000 /N 6.000 - - 1A 5.0000 Ul 3.0009 -
Tekrachloroethene 178 2.0000 - - . 1/9 7.0 ) ZIII ID-IO 006 w4 OWJ T4 i ONJ
Tokil Kylenas - - W  20.0002 - - - . -~ -
OASUMEUTRAL PARAMETERS: (1)
Bi;ﬁ;:{h:lbeuyll ¥/8  188.0000 6710 NO-2100.000 3/9 N0-1300.000 /8 120.000J /1 8006.000 1/} 1300.000
14 3 . : .
Phesol - - 1710 17,000.000 - = - - - - - -
Bersioic Acid w8 1700.000R 3/10  ND-2900.0003 -~ - - - - - - -
Pentachlorophienol - - VAT I X im.l - - - - - - - -
0i ——butylphthalate - - - - - - - - - . 174 41.000J
Butyl Benzyl - - ‘ - - /9  168.000) - - 171 83.0000 Wi 0003
"athalate .
Di—t~octylphthalate - - - - 179 239.000] - = - - - -
Phesanthreme - - - - - - - - - - - 1 .000
Flusranthowe - - - -~ - - - - - - /1 119.000J
Pyree . - - - - - - - - - - 173 91.000)
Benro{b)flvoranthene - - - - - - - - - - mn 168.000J
Benzo(a)pyrene - - - - -~ - - - - - 14 L0009
PESTICIDES/PCBs: (1) ’
4-4-001 - - 10 24.000 - - - - - - - -
De® la~BK - - 1710 29.000 - - - - - - - -
Heplachlor - - /10 20,000 -~ - - - - - - -
Aldrin’ - - A0 7.9009 - - - - - - - -
Heptachloe Epoxide - - 1710 24.000 . - - - - - - -
4-4-DOE - - 1710 25.0000 - - - - - - - -
Endosulfan Sulfate - - /10 97.004 “ - - - - - - -
ArgcTor 1260 - - /16 170.080 -~ - - - /1 280.000 - -
IMORGANIC PARAMETERS: (2)
AlvaS num a/8 92..400-3250.000 W0 207.008-2510.600 - 99 176.000-961 000 777 1380.0003-1250.0003 /1 1620.000 (Vi - 3280.000
Arsenic 8/8 0.3500-5.400 W10 0.3108)-3.300) 5/9 0.4008-0.6208 7/7 0.7808-3.000 1.1 1.9008 "1 3.900
Bariem 8/8 0.9300-200.000R 10730 1.5008-200.000R 9/9 2 ?00!—200 OOUR 'H? 0.4808-8.500K% |74 B m W 20 .6000
Bery: Tiun 2/8 5.00R - - - - - - -
Cadmi Ll 278  1.0000-1,100) - - 1/9 0.7808 - - - - - -

A215K



Page 4 of ¢,
TABLE G (Cunt*d}
SURFACE /SUBSURFACE CONTAMINANT LEVELS ‘.
J .
IPLE LOCA 1oM €C~5803 CC-S004 CC-S005 £C-~$806 €C~3501 0C-$502
TH IMTEPWAL (ft) ¢-~a2 0-42 V-2 0-42 0-0.5 0-0.5
roauency  Raoge . freuuency fanes . Frequsocy  Raoge . Frequency . Rague. Frequency

clum 876  5090.000% 10/30  5000.000R-41600.0000 979 500.0808 7/7  25.9008-975.0008  1/1 16,000.000) 1/} £2500.000)
‘omb um 070 1.3000-22.600 10710 1.6000-10, 100 9/9 1.8008-4.900 4/1 2.6003-3.500J 171 4.3000 114 3400
alt 2/0 1. 4000-3.5000 2710 2.3008-3.9008 179 0.8508 /1 1.2008 - - - -
per 6/6 14.700J-1950.000 10718 13.508-71200.000 9/9 20.409-173.000) /7 2.4008-37.600) /8 67.700 171 5064.080
" ~8/8  100.000R-16600.00 10/10  913.90-5410.000 9/9 1190.800-2960.000 7/7 916.000-6670.060 1/l 6260.008  1/1 10208 . 900
d 878 4.5003-278.000) 10/10 1.100J-1450.000 979 1.100)-10.2080 1/7 0.730R-4.600 /) 20,000 1Al 44.108
pesium 878 59.9008-5008.000R 10710 S0.)D0D-870.0008 9/9 54,0000-270.9008 7/7 68, 1080-877.0000 1/} 7730.000 /1 790.000
\ganese 8/8 18.300)-128.000 10/10 9.600J-47.2003 979 4.700-48.700 T 8.100J-86.9003 /1 96.500) i 94. 1080
cury - - 110 1.5008 1/9 0.100-9.600) - - 1 0,158 171 0.260
kel 3/8  1.6906-44,.000 6/10  ).800B-68.200 9/9 2.0000-4.8008. 1/7 2.2008 - - i1 119.000]
Lassium 8/8 44,0008-472.0008 10/10 64.100B-5000.000R 8/9 40.2008-209.0008 6/7 32.7008-192.0608 1/7 S76.9008 i/} 336.0088
lenivm - - - - .. - - - A7F 0.55082-0.6608) - - - -
tver /8 3.0608 - - - - - - - - 111 $.500J
diue - - 1710 11300.0008 - - /T 13.4008-24.2008 /1 246.0008 - /1 245.0808
nadium /0 4.3008-26, 100 6/10  T1.4008-6.5008 779 1.400-2.6008 6/7  1.)1D08-5.8008 171 5.3008 V1 8.8008
e 8/3 20.DW0R 10/10  20.800R~181.000 9/9 2.1000-20.000R  7/7 1,990R~11.400) /1 A1.500 /1 17,080

)
!

PLANATIO® OF CODELS:

Detected at Concentratiun [ndicated

Esztimmated Value

Compoand found in biank
Undetected at given Instrument Detaction Limit {if reported)

Mot Dvtocted
R Rajection Value
Values Vo uy/hkg
¥Valmes in mg/hy
Frequency =

219K

# Hits/# Samples Analyzed

R

—— . —



AHPLE X0

TAULE 7

CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN Th SEDIMENTS

CC-LP1-SEDY

CC-Cp 1-SEOF ~ CC-CP2-SEDI CC-LP1-SED) CC~-Sn~-SE01) CC-Su2-SE0t CC-503-SEDy
ODLATELE PARMIETERS: (1) '
i, 1=Dichlorpethang . 65.000 5.060R — e 5.000R 6.0000 —
hlerofom — 5.000R — — 5.000¢ — 3.000)
l, 1, V=T civl oreethane 1,500,000 5.0008 —— 9.000 5.0008 24.000 19,000 .00
lenzene —_— S . Do —— —_—— 6. 000K e 8.000
‘strachBeroathona 21,0000 B.000R — — 5.000K — 0.000
MSE/NELNRA. MIME'I'EHS: 1)
*hanol —— 330.000R —~— — — 110.000J —
' chh\orobmuu 62,0000 330000k —_— — _ e— — ——
lony‘l Alcohol ' 4& (11D 330.000R — —_— — —— -
tHethy§)henol 70.0000 330, 000R — 216.0000 S — b —
Senzelc leld 300.0002 1, m oooR 250.0000 290,000 A70.000) 3,100,000 76.0009
{aphthalme — 30. 0000 20,0000 —— 120.0003 45.000) —
I-Clllono-:i-litlh‘plamol : e 33..000! —— 19.008) a——— 22.000) —
t-faihy) sne ——— 338,000k — : — 120.000) 3.000J - o——
Mmethyd Phthalate - —— 338.000R 36.0009 160, 900J 100.409) — —
\cenaphthyl ens : —— 339, 0008 — —_ 150.000) 59,0002 —
\canaphthano 2.0003 339, 0008 39.0000 20.8002 624.000) 210.080) 160.0003
Mbeazofaran 11.0000 330,000 22.0000 14.000 390.000) 144.000) 129.000)
Fluotens — 330, 0008 — e — 3800000 160.000)
'cntuh\trophmol —e ¥, 6040 . D00R ——— — e — 110.000)
PhenaniLhrane 420.000) 000K 730.000 540,000 7.604.000 4,500.000 3,500.000
\nthracess 65.000) 334.000x 79.0000 55,0003 ,300.000 630.000 3!0.!!00
M-n=-Butylphthalale C— 330.000% — e 630, 8008 — 180.0003
Fluornt{rﬂ\! 590,000 330.0008 1,200.000 910.000 4, 400,000 4,400,000 4,000,000
Pyrene 3, 100.000) 330, 0008 1,200.000 1,200,000 £7,000.000) 11,000.0000 3,100,000
Buty) Besayl lhuuhu 2,000 .000) 330,000R G60.000 940 0‘03 5,200.000) 3,000,000 220.0002
Denzola nthracene - 350.000) 330.000R 430,0003 200 $,100.0002 1.008,000) 1,408,004
Ms(2-Ethylhasy)IPhthalate 2,700.000) 3130.0008 5,4580.000 5, 700.000.“! 39,000, 00028 17,000.0000) 9,908.000
Chyriene : 460.00Q) 330.000r 310.0002 210.00..1 9,500,0002 2,300,000) 2,200.000
DY -n-0c tyl Phthalate 910.000) 330.000R 790.000) 1.3“0 L1 3 $,400.000) 1,100.000) 85.000)
Benzel(b)Fluoranthene - 710.000) 330.000R 810.0680) 50.008) 9, 100.0002 3.400.000) 1,408,006
Genzalk IFluoranthene 480.000) 330,000 15.000) _ 350.00" 6,000.0003) ———r 1,600,000
Benaol & )Pyrens 420.,0000 310, 000R 400.0002 270.600) 4, 100.000] 2,200.000) 1, 300 00
Indeno( 1, ]-Clnfyrom — 330, 000k — —— 5,000.0009 1,600.0000 ' 620.004
DibenaefA,iilAnthracena — 330.000% — — e e 280.0042
Imnlﬁ.ll,lll’sronl — 330.000R — —— 3,400.000) 1,300.008 680.008)
pestICIoE/ece PARANETERS: (1) _ -
Endosolfan 1 —_— 8.000% . — — —— 11.000 —_—
TNORGANIC PARAHETERS: (2) ’
Aluni nus 2.540.000 3. ™ 000 z. -30.000 %0!000 ‘0;‘“-0“ m-mm lgazulm

4219




CTABLE' 7 (Cont'd)

CONTAMINANT COMCEMTRATIONS- IN THE SEDIMENTS

LE Ip cC-CPi-5e0) CC-Cr2-5E0T - CC-LP1-5801  CC-LPI-=SEDY CC-5p1-5E01 - CC-5D2-SED) CC-503~-SENT
GANEC PARAMETERS: {2) (Cont'd)
nlo 5.900 1.9008 3.760 6.300 - 2.9008 4.000 }.5000
L 28.2008 80.6008 Z8.4008 40,3008 045.0000 22.0000 7.2000
.-i b L ) W——— ”-’su Uoﬂsu — —
fum 1,680.000 6,130,000 13,100,000 16,500,000 20,900,000 6,860,000 5,300.000)
wlvm 31.200) 28.708 3). 7000 §6.100) 58.300) 22,2000 8.600 .
or : 648.000 12,900,000 23,900.0000  5,300.0003 4,230.080 650.000 802.000
11,400.000 - 4,190,000 12,000,660 16,200.000 9,900.000 8,170.000 7,030.008
210.000 1,300.000 ~ 5.000R 2,650.000 1,130.000 ——— 2).200
estum . 931.0000 957 .0000 7,250.000 8,340.008 11,900.000 3,660,000 3,0%.008
aese 15.800 3z. 1 ~ 54.000 75.400 75.700 50.600 49.400)
ury 1.400 6.600 3.500 5.300 2.0 0.330° —
1] . 12.500] 49,2000 71,4003 . 109.0002 55.0000 17.200) 9.400
stium 5,000.0008 5,000.0060 6,000. $DOR 5,000.0008 5,000.000R 5,000.000R —
o 117.0000 2540000 144, 9000 201.0000 3nz.o0000 125.0008 218.0008
dium 11.6008 — 16,7008 11,1000 71.400 25. 200 - 5.3008
: 20.000R 20.0008 20,9008 20.0008 20.000% 20.000R 66.800
11ds 69.200 24.704 54,500 63.300 435.100 69.300 90.900
ARATION 0F COUES:

DETECTED AT OONCENTRATION INGCICAIED
ESTIMATED VALUE
COMPOUND FOUND TN BLANK

UNOETECTED AT GIVEN INSTRUMENT GETECTION LIMIT :m REPORTED)

REJECTED VALUE
HEASURENENTS TN UG/KG
MEASUREEHENTS 1N MG/KG



Max

.4 N rr ] [}
R TIAL AND STTE WOR
MM - UPGRADIENT ON=SITE ON-3ITE DOWNGRADLENT
SAMPLES CASE ADULT-RES ADULT-RES  ADULT-MWORKER  _AQULT-3ES
Round I:
Shallow wells Ave — 7.87 E-5  2.70 E-5 5.43 E-6
Max — 2.62 E-4  8.98 E-5 1.81 E-5
Deep wells Ave 1.36 £-5 2.06 E-5  1.41 E-5 2.45 E-5
Max 4.55 E-5 6.86 E-5  4.70 E-5 8.17 -5
Round II:
Shallow walls Ave 2.01 E-5 7.06 E-5 4,84 E-5 5.98 E-6
Max 6.69 E-5 2.35 B4  1.61 E-2 1.89 E-§
Deep wells Ave 1.26 E-5 3.13 -5  2.14 £-5 2,15 E-5 °
Max 4.21 E-§ - 1.04 E-4 *  7.13 E-5 7.18 E-5 °
' CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS
oM ‘ UPGRADIENT ON-SITE DOWNGRADIENT
SAMPLES : CASE ADYLT ADULT —ADULT
Reund 1:
ShaiTow wells Ave — 1.34 -4 7.42 E-6
Max — 4,46 E4 2.48 E-3-
Deep wells Ave 4.66 E=5 7.25 E-5 g.13 £-3
Max 1.55 E-4 2.42 -4 3.05 E-4
Round 2: .
Shallow Wells  Ave 7.13 E<5 2.05 E—4 - 1.09 E-5
Max 2.38 B4 .84 E-4 3.62 E-5
Deep Wells Ave 3.41 E-5 1.00 E-4 5.48 E-5 7
Max 1.14 E-4 3.34 -4 1.83 E-4
. ; ACT_PATHWA
CARCINOGENIC EFFECYS
REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES/SITE WORKERS
MATRIX ' CASE CARCINQGENIC EFFECT-
Round 1: '
Sediments Ave 5.24E-09
Max 1.85€-07
Water Ave i




Table 9

GROUNDWATER THGESTION PATHWAY
HON-CARCTHOGENIC EFFECTS
o UPGRADLENT, OM-S1TE o DOWNGRADIENT
AUPLES CHILD-RES " ADULT-RES CHILD-RES — ADULT-RES  ADULT-WORKER CHILD-RES ADULI-RES |
lound 1:- ' ' o '
hallow wells 0.963 - 0.482 28.2 4.83 1.23 ¢ 0.614
teep Hells 0.198 0.099 2.80 0.958 1.5 - 5.74 °
dpund II: .
thallow wells 0.750 0.375 25.2 - 0.651 0.269 0,138
. Beep wells 4,50 2.28 5.88 2.01 - 6.38 <L B
JHUACATION OF COMTAHINANTS WHMILE SHOWERING
HUH-CARCINUGENIC EFFECTS
MW ____UPGRADIENT oo ON=SITE . DOWHGRADIENT ___
SAMPLES b ADULT giilin ADULT - - CliiLp ADULT
Round 1:
Shallow wells 7.65 E-4  3.82 £-4 6.66 E-1  3.33 E-] 6.99 E~-2  3.49 E-2
Deep wells 5.33 E-2 2.67 E-2 2.50 E~1 1.25 E~1 3.42 E-1 1.71 E-1
Round 2:
Shallow Wells 4.03 E-1  2.01 E~} 1.30 E-}  G.91 E-2 4,69 E-2  2.34 E-2
" Deep Wells 8.00 E-3  4.40 E-3 2.26 B2 1.13 E-2 8.1) E-3  4.06 E-]
UERMAL_COHTACT _PATHHAY
EHIC A - .
REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES/SITE WORKERS
HAIRIX . CASE HON-CARCINOGEHIC EFFECT
Round 1
Sediments Ave 1.20€-03
Hax 6.79E-03
Water Ave 2.92E-06
Hax 1.55%E-05



-

1.  SUPPORT FACILITIES
1. 0ffice Trailer (and uti!itlos)
2. pqcon Trailer {aml utilitios}
3. Equipwent Hobilizatian
IT. BUILDING DECONTAMINATION
1. Vacuum Interlor
2. Demolish and Remave Concrete
3. Concrete Olsposal
IEI. IN-SITU VACUUM EXTRACTION
1. Parform In-sltu
vacuum exLraction {a
avoes of SU-3/Hh-4
IV, SCIMMENT EXCAVATION
1. Area bolow plating room flour
*2. Araa of 5D-1, SD-2 and SD-]
*3. Araa of CP-1, CP-Z
*4, Arsas of LP=1, -2, and =7

V. VRANSPORTATION FOR OFF-SIIC
INCINCRALLON 10 SAUGEL, (L

Catlmate | HHN wmilas
Lowd n &2 tynt.
5 ooy o 14 teadey = LGS Lok

79.5 tonnf22 Lowsi por buad a 4 lyads

Vi, O1F=SUTE IHCIRCRAT AN
1. Incineration

2. Olspossl (Inc). with Inclu.)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

TABLE 10

ESTIMAICD ___ MALERIAL. §
UNIL FRICE ~ _COST
1 25,000 25,000
1 108, boo 100,000
L.S. Incl.
80 hrs Inc),
00 cy Incl.
80 cy Incl,
J70 ¢y Incl.
7 ¢y Incl.
3 cy Iac).
10 cy Incl.
18 cy Inc).
4 luady
VLU0 wih Ve fasl.
19.5 tons(1) Lacl,

——JNSTALLAVION §
UNIT PRICE LOsT
Incl.

Incl).

25,000
35.00 2,800
190 15,200
80.00 6,100
2k.00 7,710
60,00 560
80.00 240
60.00 800
00,00 1,440
4.00/wit/1vad 16,000
1,500 14,760

QLRECT

25,000
100,000
25,000

2,800
15,200
6,400

1.710

560
240
800

1,440

16,000

19,25



PTABLE 10 (CONT'D)

viI. BACKFILL -

1.. Backfi11/Compaction 254 cy 15.00 ©1,810 - 10.00 2,540 6,350

VIIL . REPLACE CONCRETE FLOOR IN
PLATING ROOH

1. Replace Concrate Floor 80 cy 125 10,000 190 15,200 25,200
1. SITE CONTAINMENT , '
1. Repava entiro site 1740 sy Incl. . 20.00 34,000 34,000
X NRUM DISPOSAL | . 300 Drums : Incl. o T o300 90,000 }Jﬂ.non
Tota) Direct Cost (TDC) . A76.,. 810
Contingency & 20% of TIC 99,360
Emqlaeeriag & 10X of TOC. : 47,600
Legal and Adsinistrative @ 5% of 10UC 23.090
Totad Construction Cost {§) 643,690
Kay
sf = square feet
cy = cubic yards
3y 3 square yards

Note (1) 53 ¢y x 1.5 ton/cy a 79.5 tons
Includes 5 cy of zuildlng dust.
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04704791 Index Document Number Order , Page: 1
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents

Document Number: CIR-001-000% To 0005 Date: 06/01/87
Title: Potential Hazardous Waste Site, Site Inspection Report - Executive Summary (Circuitron Corporation)

Type: REPORT
Author: Grupp, David: NUS Corporstion
Recipient: none: US EPA

Document Number: CIR-001-0006 To 0072 Date: 056/18/87
Title: Potential Mazardous Waste Site, Preliminary Assessment - Circuitron Corporation

Type: PLAN
Author: Rice, Randy: WUS Corporation
Recipient: none: none

Document Number; CIR-001-0073 To 0074 _ Date: 09/08/88

Titie: Action Memorandum: Authorizstion to Initiate Remedial Planning Activities at the Circuitron
Corporation, Town of Babylon, Suffolk County, NY

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Luftig, Stephen D.: US EPA
Recipient: Muszynski, William J.: US EPA

Document Number: CIR-001-0075 To 0074 . Date: 02/24/89

Title: (Letter submitting Final.Field Operations Plan for the Circuitron Corporation site Remedial
Investigation anc Feasibility Study)

Type: CORRESPONDEMNCE
Condition: MISSING ATTACHMENT
Author: Sachdev, Dev R.: Ebasco Services
Recipient: Fayon, Abram Miko: US EPA
Attached: CIR-001-0077
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04/04/91 Index Document Number Order Page: 2
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents ‘

Document Kumber: CIR-001-0077 To D274 ' parent: CIR-001-0075 Date: 02/01/89

Title: Final Field Operations Plan (FOP) for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Circuitron
Corporation Site

Type: PLAN
Author: Zarandona, Richard: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

Document Number: CIR-001-0275 To 0276 Date: 02/17/89

Title: (Letter submitting Final Work Plan for the Circuitron Corporation site Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study)

Type: - CORRESPONDENCE
Condition: MISSING ATTACHMENT
Author: Sachdev, Dev R.: Ebasco Services
Recipient: Fayon, Abram Miko: US EPA
Attached: CIR-001-0277

P L L L T LT LT N PETELEE LT R RSETY T Y P P L T L L L L L L B L R A Y L LT Ceeramm -, LR TR

Document Number: CIR-001-0277 To 0383 parent: CIR-001-0275 Date: 02/0j/89

Title: Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan Circuitron Corporation Site. Suffolk
County, New York

Type: PLAN -
Author: Zarsndona, Richard: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

Document Number: CIR-001-038% To 0390 Date: 08/09/90
Title: (Letter submitting Final Remedial Investigation Report for the Circuitron Corporation site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Sachdev, Dev R.: Ebasco Services

Recipient: McGahren, John: US EPA
Attached: CIR-001-0391 CIR-001-0794




E
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04/04/91 Index Document Number Crder . Page: 3
CIRCZITRON CORPORATION Documents -

Document Number: CIR-001-03%1 To 0793 Parent: CIR-001-0389 Date: 08/01/%0

Title: Final Remedial tnvestigation Report, Circuitron Corporation Site, Suffolk County, New York,
Volume I of Il

Type: REPORT
Author: Zarandona, Richard: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

----------------------------------------------------------- R L L T Y T Y e Ry e P R LR L e ]

Pocument Number: CIR-001-0794 To 1418 Parent: CIR-D01-0389 ‘Date: 08/01/90

Title: Finsl Remedial Investigation Report, Circuitron Corporation Site, Suffolk County, New York,
Volume II of [1

Type: REPGRT
Author: Zarandona, Richard: Ebasca Services
Recipient: none: US EPA

------------ L L L L L L L L e R L L

bocument Number: CIR-001-1419 To 1421 Date: 04/27/90

Title: (Letter containing New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s comments on the
Draft Remedial Investigation Report for the Circuit Cerporation site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Bologna, James J.: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Fayon, Abram Mike: US EPA

P L L T P rrammm. e L P A L L L L L L L T L TP D e T L Y R P L Y Yy Y]

Document Number: CIR-001-1422 To 1423 ' Date: 07/01/89

Title: Superfund Update, Circuitron Corporation Site, Village of East Farmingdale, Suffolk Lounty,
New York

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: mohe: US EPA
Recipient: none: none




04/04/91 Index Document Humber Order Page: 4
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents

Document Number: CIR-001-1424 To 1424 Date: 06/09/89

Title: (Memo containing information on Circuitron Corporation site R1/FS - Field Operations Plan
and giving consent to begin sampling activities)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Scalise, Laura: US EPA
Recipient: Fayon, Abram Miko: US EPA

rammw sansenanmrnsene Emmm-- dAeveewasvnanaven T Y T R T T T YT T Y P P T T P T T

Document Number: CIR-001-1425 To 1425 Date: 10/25/88
Title: {Letter submitting 8 site visit trip report)

Type: LORRESPONDENCE
Author: Zarandena, Richard: Ebasce Services
Recipient: Fayon, Abram Miko: US EPA
Attached: CIR-001-1426

smamew semcssmmww P T Y T N e T A L L L] deaswwamewaa D L L T e L L LT LY T LR T

Document Number: CIR-001-1426 To 1427 Parent: CIiR-001-1425 Date: 10/14/88
Title: ARCS 1! Contract Circuitron Corporation site visit 10/14/88 - Trip Report
Type: REPORT
Author: none: Ebasco Services

Recipient: none: US EPA

--------------------------- P L T L L L L L L L T L L L T T e A L L T Ly L L L L L

Document Number: CIR-001-1428 To 1428 ‘ Date: 10/14/88
Title: Site Inspection Report, Circuitron Corporation
Type: REPORT
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: mone: none

----- L R e e L L L R L T R P Y E Y T

Document Number: CIR-001-1429 To 1429 Date: 03/01/88
Title: Procedure for Acidification of Aqueous Volatile Organic Samples
Type: PLAN

Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
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04704791 Index Document Number Order Page: 5
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents

Document Number: CIR-001-1430 To 1430 | pate: 03/01/88
Title: Blank Water QA/QC: Field quality Control Samples

Type: PLAN
- Condition: MARGINALIA
Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none

T T L. T e L L e N L L L L PP e E T L AsEERsReTIFEARSes R seT e R Tunm LRI T

Document Number: CIR-001-1431 To 1431 Date: 03/01/88
Title: Procedure for Filtration of Aqueous Metals Samples

Type: PLAN
Condition: MARGINALIA
Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none

..... e e L L L L e e L L e e AL L LA i

Document Number: CIR-001-1432 To 1439 Date: 09/01/87

Title: DBSWDC Aquifer Test for E£valuating Hydraulic Control of Leachate Impacted Ground Uater.' otd
Bethpage, Long Isiand, New York

Type: REPORT
Condition: MARGINALIA
Author: Barber, Andrew J.: Geraghty & Miller
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: CIR-001-1440 To 1441 : Date: 01/16/91
Title: (Letter submitting a Final Feasibility Study Report for the Circuitron Corporation site)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Verdibello, Mario S.: Ebasco Services

Recipient: Fayon, Abram Miko: US EPA
Attached: CIR-001-1442




04704791 Index Doctment Number Order
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents

‘Page: 6

Document Number: CIR-001-1442 To 1609 Parent: CIR-001-1440 Date: 01/01/91
Title: Final Feasibility Stucly Report Circuitron Corporation Site, Suffolk County, New York
Type: REPORT
Author: Zarandona, Richard: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA
Document Number: CIR-001-1610 To 1619 Date: 01/01/91

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Circuitron Corporation Site, Town of East Farmingdale, Suffolk County,
New York

Type: PLAN
Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: CIR-001-1620 To 1622 Date: 06/29/90

Title: (Memo containing the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s comments on
the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the Circuitron Corporation site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Bologna, James J.: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Feyon, Abram Mike: US EPA

Document Number: CIR-001-1623 To 1625 Date: 08/15/88

Title: (Letter notifying New York State Clearinghouse of Lircuitron Corporation as a preposed Superfund
project, which is subject to the State Intergovernmental Review process)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Luftig, Stephen D.: US EPA
Recipient: Cowan, James: NY State Clearinghouse




04704/ Index Document Number Order Page: 7
CIRCUITRON CORPCRATION Documents

EEEEIRISSRE
Document Number: CIR-001-1626 To 1629 ' Date: 08/15/88
Title: 107(a) Notice Letter

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Condition: MARGINALIA
Author: Luftig, Stephen D.: US EPA
Recipient: various: various PRPs

Document Kumber: CIR-001-1830 To 1637 Date: 08/10/87
Title: Responses to EPA Request for Information

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: D/Amato, Julius J.: Circuitron Corporation
Recipient: none: US EPA

----------------------------------------------- [P L L L L L T T T R o T Y L L L

Document Number: CIR-001-1438 To 1641 Date: 07/24/87
Title: (107(a) Notice Letter)
Type: CORRESPCNDENCE

Author: tuftig, Stephen D.: US EPA
Recipient: various: various PRPs

Document Number: CIR-001-1642 To 1854 ' Date: 01/28/91
Title: Preliminary Health Assessment, Circuitron Corporation, Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New York

Type: PLAN
Author: none: Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry (ATSDR)
Recipient: none: none

B L T [y — [ L C T T T Y L T srsrmsccnne P e e L L T LI P T L] tesmveans

Document Number: CIR-001-1655 To 1656 ' Date: 046/22/89
Tit{e: (Letter submitting the Fimal Community Relations Plan for the Circuitren Corporation site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Sachdev, Dev R.: Ebasco Services
Recipient: Alvi, M. Shaheer: US$ EPA
Attached: CIR-001-1657




04/04/91‘ Index Document Number Order Page: 8
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION Documents

Document Number: CIR-001-1657 To 1681 Parent: CIR-001-1455 Date: 06/01/89

Title: Final Community Relations Plan, Cireuitron Corporation Site, Village of East Farmingdale,
Toun of Babylon, New York

Type: PLAN .
Author: Lotstein, Enid L.: Ebasco Services
Recipient: none: US EPA
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Document Number: CIR-001-1682 To 1762 bate: 02/19/91

Title: The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Superfund Proposad Plan, Town of East Farmingdale,
Suffolk County, Mew York - Public -Meeting - Circuitron Corporation Superfund Site

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Author: Adams, Catherine: Elite Reporting Service
Recipient: various: US EPA

_Document Number: CIR-001-1763 To 1765 Date: 02/04/91

Title: News - EPA Announces Proposed Plan to Clean Up Contamination at Superfund Site in East Farmingdale,
New York

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Rychlenski, Ann: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
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Document Number: CIR-001-1804 To 1804 Date: 10/28/88
Title: (Letter forwarding ARCS Community Reiations - on site intervieus)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Lotstein, Enid L.t Ebasco Services
Recipient: Johnson, Litlien: US EPA
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Document Number: CIR-001-1809 To 1917 Date: 02/02/90

Title: On-Scene Coordinator’s Report: Removel Action - Circuitron, East Fermingdale, New York, Suffolk
County

Type: REPORT
Author: Megriples, Nick: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
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bocument Kumber: CIR-001-1918 To 1990 ‘ Date: 03/29/91
Title: (Record of Decision for the Circuitron Corporation site)
Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT

Auther: Sidamon-Eristoff, C.: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 -70'C

/4
o
v

£

Thomas C. Jorling

Commissioner

Ms. Kathleen C. Cailzhan * A LT
Director : ot s m
Emergency & Remeciai Response Division

U.S. Environmenizl Frotection Agency

Region 11

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Dezr Ms. Callahzarn:
ke: Circuitren Cerp., Site ID No. 152082 - Draft Racord o? Necision

The New York State Lepartment of Environmental Conservation

(NYSDEC) has reviewed the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Circuitron Corp. site. The NYSDEZ concurs with the document pending
resolution of the fcilcwing concerns. These comments have already been
conveyed to the U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency (USEPA) via a .
telephone conversation between Dr. Abram Mike Fayon, of your staff, and
Mr. James Bologra, of my staff, on March 1, 1981.

1. Page 10: It is s:tated that in-situ vacuum extraction will be
applied to an area of approximately 400 square feet. As discussed
in Mr. Chen's letter of January 10, 1991 deaiing with the Proposed
Remedial Acticn Plan, it is unclear how the area and volume of
s0il requiring treatment was determined. If the intention is to
establish the 1imits of remediation through additional sampling
during the in-situ treatment process, this should be clearly
stated in the ROD.

2. Page 11: Plezse elaborate upon the method of building
decontaminaticn. _ '

3. Page 12, secornd full paragraph: The discussion related to
asphalt, concrete and leach pool structure decontamination,
removal and cisposal is confusing. Please clarify how it will be
determined if this material will require decontamination, and if

" necessary, hcw it is to be performed. Also, will the underground
structures (i.e., leach pools) be excavated and removed .or left
in place? ' '

4. The acceptable soil clean-up level for 1,1,1-trichloroethane at
the Circuitrecn site, as proposed by NYSDEC, is 1.0 ppm:




-%

Ms.

T
51

i
(

cc:

Kathleen Callahan ' : Page 2

Table 1-53: The concentirations of inorganic parameters should rzzd
1a/1. '

you have any questions, piease contact Mr. James Bologﬁa it
8) 457-3¢976.

Sincerely, .

fn.::;..-.“ @ S.IQ

Edward 0. Sullivan
Deputy Commissioner

D. Garbarini, USEPA, Regicn Il
A. Fayon, USEPA, Region II _
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS
RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
AND EPA RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments raised during the public comment period for the
Circuitron Corporation site are summarized below and are
organized into the following categories:

A. Nature and Extent of Contamination
B. Technical Concerns

C. Project Time Frame -

D. Other Concerns

A. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

1. COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding
potential contamination of drinking water resulting

from site-related contaminants.

EPA RESPONSE: Throughout our investigations, EPA has
not detected any contamination in the deeper aquifer
which is where the drlnklng water is taken from.
addition, the water is monitored on a quarterly basis
by local health authorities to ensure that the water
quality meets all established federal and state stan-
dards for drinking water. Since our investigation
revealed the presence of drums on the property, EPA
conducted a removal action to eliminate any immediate
threat to the community. By removing the source of
contaminants, we are trying to prevent contamination
from the site from progressing any further than has
already occurred. EPA will conduct an additional
investigation to develop a better understanding of what

contaminants may be present in the groundwater.

completion of that investigation, EPA will then develop
a preferred remedy for cleanup of the groundwater if

the investigations 1nd1cate that one is needed.

2. COMMENT: A resident expressed concern that contamina-
tion from the site along with contaminants that may
exist from other similar industrial uses in the area

could eventually reach drinking water wells.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA shares this concern, however, based
on our 1nvest1gat10ns coupled with the data on deep
groundwater flow in the area, it is very doubtful that
contaminants from the Circuitron site will reach the
deeper portions of the Magothy aquifer. Since all
mun1c1pal wells are screened to a depth of at least 300
feet, it is unlikely that contamlnants will reach that

depth.



3 COMMENT: A‘r351dent asked about the concentration of
trichloroethane detected on the site and the acceptable
amount allowable.

EPA RESPONSE: On-site samples were taken immediately
adjacent to a storm drain where solvents are known to
have been dumped that indicated a level of 4,600 parts
per billion (ppb) of trichloroethane. The maximum
state-established standard for this compound is 5 ppb.
EPA is concentrating on the on-site soils to eliminate
the sources of contamination to prevent these compounds
from migrating off the site any further than may have
already occurred.

4. COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the
potential level of mercury in the groundwater.

EPA RESPONSE: Reéults of the remedial investigation
indicate that mercury was not detected at levels
exceeding standards established by the State of New
York.

5. COMMENT: A resident asked how to get their drinking
water tested.

EPA RESPONSE: The testing of drinking water is typi-
cally done by local water suppliers and county health
officials.

SCDHS RESPONSE: The County Department of Health
regularly tests all public water supply wells, at least
on a quarterly basis. The results of the testing are a
matter of public record and can be obtained by contact-
ing the department. If a resident is connected to the
municipal water supply, the supplier of that water is
responsible for testing. If the resident has a private
water supply well, the SCDHS would sample the water for
a fee of $50. However, if the sampling of the well is
done in connection with a cleanup action such as the
one here at Circuitron, the fee would most likely be

waived.
" B. TECHNICAL CONCERNS

1. COMMENT: A resident asked when the groundwater was
last tested in the site vicinity.



EPA RESPONSE: EPA finished RI field work in late 1989

~and tested the groundwater at that time.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern that emissions
from the proposed vacuum extraction system may add to
contaminants being released into the atmosphere.

EPA RESPONSE: The vacuun extraction system that EPA is
proposing to implement at the site primarily addresses
volatile organic compound (VOC) contamination in the
soils. This system will contain a system of filters
through which contaminants will be drawn and filtered
out of the air prior to release to the atmosphere. All
emissions will comply with applicable or relevant and
appropriate state and federal regulatory requirements.
These requirements will ensure that human health and
the environment will be protected.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the
potential threat to workers on the site.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA is concerned about the health and
safety of those working on the site as well as that of
the surrounding community. Therefore, precautionary
measures will be taken (e.g., use of protective cloth-
ing, site security, use of suppressants to minimize the
generation of dust, etc.) to minimize any potential
impacts. These measures will ensure that the short
term impacts to human health and the environment are
not significant.

C. PROJECT TIME FRAME

1.

COMMENT: Several residents expressed concern that
cleanup of the site appears to encompass an extreme
amount of time.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA understands this concern, however,
the remediation of any site can be extremely lengthy.
In general, the average time for site remediation
approximately eight years. Significant cleanup action
has already taken place at the site. There was a
removal action at the site in 1989 to remove contami-
nants that may have posed an immediate threat. 1In
general, EPA is trying to speed up remedial actions by
implementing interim actions and splitting some clean-
ups into separate units but these efforts do, in fact,
take time to implement.



COMMENT: A resident expressed concern that as addi-

‘tional investigations are initiated, new developments

could potentially delay remedial activities that may
have already been implemented.

EPA RESPONSE: As mentioned earlier, the investigation
is being split into separate units at the site. This
methodology allows EPA to begin cleanup of, in this-
case, sources of contamination while at the same time
conducting additional investigations to determine the
extent to which contaminants may have migrated off the
site in the groundwater. The area-wide ground water
investigation will enable EPA to implement a more
effective remedy for treating the area ground water, if
necessary. However, the schedule for completing the
remediation of the sources of contamination at the site
should not be impacted by the ground water investiga-
tion.

D. OTHER CONCERNS

1-

COMMENT: A resident asked if EPA had completed the
design of the vacuum extraction system proposed for the
site.

EPA RESPONSE: Design specifications will be developed
during the next stage of the investigation. This
cannot be started until we have final acceptance of our
preferred remedy. Your input is a major factor in
selecting the ultimate remedy and. that is why EPA is
here tonight.

COMMENT: Several residents inquired as to who is-
financially responsible for cleanup of the site.

EPA RESPONSE: At this point the cleanup is being
funded through the Superfund Program. The Circuitron
Corporation has filed for bankruptcy and our investiga-
tions indicate that they had little or no assets. If,
in the future a PRP assumes financial responsibility
for site-cleanup, all work would be supervised by EPA
to ensure that the remediation is conducted as called
for in the Record of Decision and design documents.

COMMENT: A resident requested that a copy of EPA's
Proposed Plan be made available for area residents.



EPA RESPONSE: All site-related documents, including
EPA's Proposed Plan are available in the information
repositories established for the site.

COMMENT: A resident asked if EPA is attempting to make
on-site structures safe for future use and if it would
not be easier to just remove the building.

EPA RESPONSE: Since we are conducting a remedial
action that encompasses the entire site area, cleaning’
up the on-site structures is an integral part of the
process. The Superfund Program encourages the selec-
tion of remedial actions which assure the protection of
human health and the environment.

COMMENT: A resident and a local official asked if EPA
coordinated its activities with local government
agencies, emergency service providers, and water
suppliers.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA establishes a mailing list for each
remedial action undertaken and, as part of that mailing
list, most local government agencies are included. In
addition, EPA publishes press releases in local newspa-
pers at various points in the cleanup. EPA is also in
contact with local emergency service providers, local
health departments, NYSDEC, civic groups, and town
boards concerning EPA activities in their community.

COMMENT: A resident asked how the locations of the
information repositories are chosen.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA chooses locations that are as close
to the site as possible and provide relatively easy
access to residents who ask for documents. Typically,
EPA tries to use local or state municipal facilities -
and public libraries as repositories, however, they
accept the documents as a courtesy to EPA. They are
not required to accept the information and some facili-
ties choose not to.

COMMENT: A local official asked if the site building
remained under private ownership.

EPA RESPONSE: The building, as well as the real
estate, remains privately owned. EPA has filed a
notice of lien on the property <o recover its past and
future costs.



10.

11-

COMMENT: A resident asked if ADI Electronics is still
the owner of the site.

EPA RESPONSE: ADI Electronics was never an owner of
the site, only an operator at the site. ADI has been
in and out of bankruptcy but still remains an active
company but operating in another location. 82 Milbar
Blvd., Inc. is the current owner of the Site, which has
been abandoned since 1986.

COMMENT: A resident inquired as to the amount of money
EPA has spent at the site in conducting the RI/FS.

EPA RESPONSE: To date, EPA has spent approximately
$750,000 to conduct the RI/FS.

COMMENT: A resident asked what agency is responsible
for monitoring sites such as Circuitron in an effort to
prevent contamination.

SCDHS RESPONSE: The County Department of Health )
Services routinely inspects firms such as Circuitron to
ensure compliance with local sanitary codes. However,
in this case, the dumping of contaminants was done
covertly and was not discovered until it was reported
to the department.

EPA RESPONSE: Additionally, depending upon the quanti-
ty of waste generated, beginning in 1978, the federal
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) provides
for the tracking of wastes from similar facilities from
the point of generation to the point of disposal. The
RCRA provisions are overseen by EPA and state environ-
mental agencies.

COMMENT: A resident asked who was responsible for.
selecting a final remedy for the site cleanup.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA's Regional Administrator has the
ultimate responsibility of selecting EPA's remedy for
cleaning up the site. The preferred remedial alterna-
tive is described in greater detail in EPA's Proposed
Plan, which is in the administrative record. The
Regional Administrator relies on his staff, and input
from the community to provide him with information
regarding the best remedy for cleaning up the site.



12.

13.

14.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern that EPA could
potentially modify its selection of a remedy for the
site.

EPA RESPONSE: Once a final remedy is selected, any
significant change in that remedy would have to be
presented to the public once again and EPA would have
to provide definitive documentation to justify that
change.

COMMENT: A resident asked if EPA had conducted a
pPhased cleanup action similar to Circuitron.

EPA RESPONSE: By splitting the cleanup into separate
phases, EPA can take action quicker than if the cleanup
is to encompass the site as a whole. This procedure is
being implemented successfully at a number of sites.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern that the pre-
ferred remedy could be downgraded or delayed based on a
cost analysis. '

EPA RESPONSE: Funding is not currently anticipated to
be a problem. Cost analysis is included throughout
evaluation of remedial alternatives. A significant
change to the site remedy would require public notifi-
cation and input. If a PRP does not assume financial

‘responsibility for the work, delay in funding the

remedy could potentially result. EPA must also consid-
er the potential risks posed by this site in compari-
son to other Superfund sites. If, for example, a site
in the same or other state poses a much greater risk to
public health and the environment than Circuitron, that
site would likely receive a higher priority for funding
than Circuitron. This prioritization might be a more
significant concern at a site which requires a costly
cleanup. The amount of funds required at Circuitron is
relatively small and would likely be easier to obtain.
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