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ADDENDUM I

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT
AND REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS

INTRODUCTION

A report entitled, "Wastewater Management and Remedial In-
vestigations at the USCI Division of C.R. Bard Facility,
Glens Falls, New York"™, was prepareld and submitted by TAMS
Consultants, Inc. in April 1986, Additional sampling was
conducted on May 13, 1986 by ERCO, under the supervision
of TAMS. The samples were analyzed by ERCO and received
by TAMS on June 10, 1986. Thes sources sampled were seven
leaching pits and tanks, and one underground storage tank.
This addendum presants the sampling and analytical Adata
and field observations from the effort, as well. as short
and long-range investigative, waste management, and reme-
dial plans at the Glens Falls facility.

This addendum consists of four major sections:

O DpDescription of the sampling program and locations;

O Summary and interpretation of analytical results;

C Proposed cleanup activities based on the results of
this sampling and analysis; and

O Long-range plans for investigation and remedliation
at the facility.

SAMPLING PROGRAM AND LOCATIONS

Summary and Rationale

Sanitary wastewater as well as certain process ani othar
wastewaters have been discharged to a number of different
leaching pits throughout the site. As a vesult of a



"cease discharge" order from the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issued in November
1985 and TAMS' recommendations, contact process wastewater
is no longer discharged. In order to prevent possible
future problems (such as groundwater contamination) and to
begin decommissioning of the leaching system, a number of
these leaching pits were sampled. These pits incluied
those that were either no longer in use or could be
decommissioned without significant disruotions to the
facility or its operations. The goal of the analytical
program was to characterize the contents of these pits for
the purpose of removal and disposal, followed by final
closure of these pits.

In addition to the seven leaching pits, one underground
tank was sampled and analyzed in order to obtain Jata
necessary for disposal of its contents and removal of the
tank.

Sampling Locations

The technical scope of work developed for the sampling of
an underground storage tank and leaching systems orovides
for a determination of the appropriate hazardous or non-
hazardous classification of the wastzwater and sludges.

U3SCTI facility engineering staff provided the sampling team
with access to the sampling locations and removed surface
soil or debris to allow access to the sampling locations.
A total of eight systems were sampled. Locations arte

shown on Figure 1 and described as follows:

Station 101 - This is a square cinder block pit, approxi-
mately 3.75 ft by 3.75 ft located at the southeast corner
of Building 7. The eastern side of this pit is just a few
feet inside the 1limits of the USCI property line. Prior
to 1967, this pit had been used for the disposal of waste



0oil from vehicle maintenance, and ths sample taken had the
appearance of a thick, brown, oil/water emulsion.

Station 102 - This is a rectangular cinder block pit, ap-
proximately 2 ft by 3 ft, located inside the shed housing
the air emission collection and control system. One wall
of this pit is a common wall with the foundation of Build-
ing 1. The pit contained approximately 2 ft of water
(which was not sampled) and a thin layer of sludge (which
was sampled). The thickness of the sludge layer could not
be determined; however, it is estimated to be 3 inches.
This pit had been tied into one sink in Building 1. Plant
personnel reported that this pit was not in usz2, and that
the water in the pit was groundwater; however, this could
not be confirmed.

Station 103 - This is a cylindrical concrete leach tank,
that is 4 ft in diameter, about 4 ft deep (open at the
bottom), and near the southeast corner of Building 4.
According to plant personnel, this tank was installed
approximately two to three yszars ago and has a layer of
gravel on the bottom. This tank received wastewater only
from Building 4. A two-inch diameter PVC pipz enters this
tank from the direction of Building 4. The depth to soil
was about 2.5 ft from ths top of the tank. Only a very
small amount of free liquid was present. The sampla, which
was an 8-inch long core, had the app=zarance of soft, moist
soil. Groundwater partially filled the hole 1lz2ft by the
sample core after its removal.

Station 104 - This leach tank is similar in history and
construction to tank 103, located near the northern corner
of Building 4. The only differences between 104 and 103
were that there was no visible PVC piping enter ing 104, no
free or standing water was present, and the sample had the
appearance of brown and gray soil,.
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Station 105 - This is a rectangular, cinder block pit near
the air conditioning unit behind Building 4. It's inside
dimensions are approximately 4'-9" by 3'-3", The top of
the pit is about 0.5 ft above grade. One long wall of the
pit is in common with Building 4. Wastewaters including
glycer in had reportedly been disposed in the pit. No free
liquid was present in this pit, and the sampler penetrated
less than 6 inches. The sample had the appearance of stiff
dirt, containing much debris, including insulation, elec-
trical tapz, and gravel.

Station 106 - This is a rectangular, cinder block pit,
that is approximately 2'-9" by 3'-8". The cap for this pit
also forms the landing for an exit near the northwest
corner of Building 4, and one long wall of this pit is
shared with Building 4. The top of this pit is slightly
(less than one foot) above grade. This pit may have re-
ceived liquid wastes from labs in Building 4. Some free
water was present in this pit about 2'-7" below the top of
the pit. The sampler penetrated about 6 inches, and the
"sludge" sampled had the appearance of wet soil with rot-
ting leaves.

Station 107a - This is rectangular cinder block pit behind
the Building 3 laboratory. The pit is approximately 4 ft
by 3 ft. The pit is buried 1 to 2 ft below grade and
contains an inoperative pump. Histor ically, sanitary and
other wastes from Building 1 and lab wastes from Build-
ing 3 were collected in this pit, and then pumped to the
old leachfizeld. Certain laboratory wastewaters were dis-
posed in this pit until November, 1985. Since then, only
water from 1lab sinks (employee hand-washing, etc.) are
discharged here, Other lab waste is collected in a drum
and disposed off-site. This pit contained water about 9
inches below the top of the pit, and this water layer,
which was not sampled, was 2'-7" thick. The sludge layer
was about 3 to 4 inches thick and sampled with a scoop.



The sample had the appzarance and consistency of wet mud.

Tank 1 - This is an underground tank that is 1located
slightly south of Building 3. According to plant person-
nel, this tank is cylindrical and in a vertical orienta-
tion with an estimated diameter of 4 ft. Field observa-
tions during sampling indicated that the tank is about 4.5
ft to 5 ft high and the top of the tank is 1.0 to 1.5 ft
below grade. Sampling access was obtained through a
vent/fill pipe extending 2'-3" above the paved surface.
The tank is assumed to be constructed of 1/4 inch carbon
steel, and have a capacity of 400 to 500 gallons (based on
the assumed dimensions). This tank reportedly, formerly
received wastes from the floor drain in the solvent mixing
room in Building 3. However, plant personnel state that
this drain had been plugged (filled with concrete). The
tank was sampled with a 5 ft Teflon bailer with a Teflon
check valve, Sample recovery in the bailer was 4'-5". The
sample had the appearance of clear liquid with rust parti-
cles in the bottom. The sample discolored (turned yellow)
after about 15 minutes of exposure to direct sunlight,
Field tests indicated that the samplz2 was aqueous and one
continuous phas=2.



3.1

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Analyses Performed

The seven tank and pit samples (101 through 107a) were
analyzed by ERCO for the following parameters:
o

Total Volatile Organics Scan (EPA Methods 601/602 with-
out individual peak quantification)

O Corrosivity by pH (40 CFR 261.22)
O Reactivity (40 CFR 261.23)

O Ignitibility (40 CFR 261.21, Flash Point by P2nsky-Mar-
tin closed cup)

O Specific Gravity

© Total Solids (EPA-500/4-~79-020, March 1983, Method
160.3)

O EP Toxic Metals (40 CFR 261.24 and SW-846 Wethod 1310,
or 1330 where applicable)

O Other Priority Pollutant Metals (SW 846, 7000 series)

Tank 1 was analyzed for ths same parameters excluding
total volatile organics scan. Instead, a full priority
pollutant analysis was substitued for the scan. In addi-
tion, Tank 1 was also analyzed for Total Phenolics (EPA-
600/4-79-020, March 1983, Method 420.2), Chlorine, Sulfur
(AST™ D-1552), and BTU content. The complete ERCO analyti-

cal report is presented in the Appendix, and a summary is
included in Table 1.

Summary and Interpretation

None of the samples tested were found to be corrosive,
reactive, and only one sample (101) exceeded the allowable
levels of EP Toxic Metals. All the samples had flash
points of substantially less than 1400°F. However, only
three of the samples can reasonably be considered liquii.

These Samples are 101 (an oil-water emulsion, 37% solids),
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL DATA ON SAMPLES COLLECTED 5/13/86

TOTAL METALS (1)
SAMPLE PHASE VOLATILE CORROSIVITY REACTIVITY SPECIFIC FLASH SOLIDS Ep Toxic other
I.D. ANALYZED ORGANICS (40 CFR 261) (40 CFR 261) GRAVITY POINT (%) metals p.p. metals
(ppm) (deg. F) (mg/1) (mg/1)
101 LIQUID 160. NC NR 0.98 -~ 80 37 . Pb: 47(2,3) Cu: 1.7
’ (OIL/WATER Cr: 1.5(2) Ni: 0.09
EMULSION) Zn: 41.
i
102 SLUDGE 8. NC NR 1.17 90 ) 30 Pb: 0.06 Ni: 0.14
(LIQUID NOT i Zn: 6.0
SAMPLED)
103 SOLID 0.02 NC NR 1.81 78 73 ND Cu: 0.021
(SEMI-SOLID) Zn: 0.092
104 SOLID 0.06 NC NR 1.94 76 75 ND Cu: 0.076
(SEMI-SOLID) Ni: 0.051
Zn: 0.80
105 SOLID 0.15 NC NR 1.37 87 73 ND Cu: 0.011
Zn: 1.1
106 SOLID 1, 100. NC NR 1.48 82 59 ND Cu: 0.005
SLUDGE b: 0.005
(FREE LIQUID Ni: 0.027
NOT SAMPLED) Zn: 1.3
107a SLUDGE 0.02 NC NR 1.68 94 69 ND Cu: 0.007
(LIQUID NOT Ni: 0.01
SAMPLED) Zn: 7.2
TANK 1 (4) LIQUID (5) NC NR 0.99 75 0.16 Pb: 0.042 ND
NC: Not Corrosive.
ND: Not Dectected. For detections limits, see full data report (Appendix).
NR: Not Reactive (40 CFR 261.23, definitions 1,2,4 and 5).
NOTES
(1) Metals not listed were not detected
(2) Modified EP Toxicity test performed due to high o0il content of sample.
(3) Pb exceeds allowable 1limit.
(4) Additional analyses performed on Tank 1: Pesticides/PCBs: ND; Acid compounds: ND;

(5)

Base/neutrals: bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate: 0.36 ppm, others ND; Total Phenolics:
0.3 ppm; chlorine: 0.007% (wt/wt); sulfur 0.06% (wt/wt); sample not combustible.
199 ppm was the sum of concentrations of 2 of 35 priority pollutant volatile organics
above detection limits (4-methyl-2-pentanone: 180 ppm, toluene: 19 ppm; others ND).



4.1

102 (a thin aqueous sludge, 30% solids), and Tank 1 (aque-
ous, 0.16% solids). These three samples are therefore
considered hazardous based on the ignitibility (sample 101
is also hazardous based on the characteristic of EP Toxic-
ity). The high concentration of unidentified volatile

~organics (1100 ppm) in the sample from 106, coupled with

the low flash point, suggests that a characterization of
this sample as hazardous based on ignitibility is appro-
pr iate.

The samples from leaching tanks 103, 104, 105, and 107
were also solids (69% to 75% solids by analysis). There-
fore, categorization of these samples as hazardous with
regard to ignitibility based on flash point is not appro-
priate [as per 40 CFR 261.21 (a)(2)].

In addition, since volatile organic concentrations in
these four samples were 1low (ranging from 0.02 ppm to
0.15 ppm), the data suggests that there is little evidence
for listing these materials as hazardous baszd on hazard-
ous constituents. A final determination of non-hazardous
may require analysis for oxidizsr 49 CFR 173.151. How~-
ever, the small quantities involved (the total contents of
these four pits is only three cubic yards [Table 2]) dic-
tate that these materials will in all likelihood be bulked
for disposal with the so0lid contents of tanks 101, 102 and
106. Removal and disposal of the tanks, pits and contents

will be discussed further 1in the following sections of
this addendum.

PROPOSED SHORT-TERM CLEANUP ACTIVITIES

Actions to Date

Upon receipt of the analytical data from ERCO on June 10,
1986, TAMS contacted three private hazardous waste con-
tractors to obtain quotes and proposals for the complete



removal and disposal of the eight pits and tanks. The
USCI Glens Falls site was identified only as a confiden-
tial 1light industrial facility 1located about 50 miles
north of Albany. All analytical data obtained from the
May 13, 1986 sampling (Table 1) was submitted to the con-
tractors, as well as TAMS' estimates of the quantities
involved (Table 2). In all cases, decommissioning of the
tanks and pits is to involve removal of the entire con-
tents (liquid, sluidge and solid) down to the bottom of the
tank or pit; removal and disposal of the tank or walls of
the pit (except those pit walls from 102, 105, and 106
that are integral to buildings will not be removed); and
sampling prior to filling with clean sand. Data relevant
to the removal and disposal of the tanks and pits and
their contents are summar ized in Table 2,

4.2 Verification of Contamination Removal

4.2.1 Tanks/Pits 101-107a

Sampling to verify removal of contamination will consist
of a set of four or five "split spoon" soil samples from
each excavation. For all tanks/pits, one vertical two-
foot split spoon sample will b2 taken from the center of
the excavated area to evaluate potential vertical migra-
tion of contaminants. In addition, horizontal split spoon
samples will be taken to assess the possibility of radial
contaminant migration. The horizontal split spoon samples
will be taken between 0.5 and 1.0 ft above the bottom of
the excavation. For the square and rectangular pits, one
horizontal split spoon sample will be taken from each of
the sides excavated; and for the cylindrical tanks (103
and 104) four horizontal samples will be taken at evenly
spaced (approximately 900) intervals around the circumfer-
ence of the excavation.
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TABLE 2
TANK AND PIT REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL PARAMETERS

C ONTENTS TANK/PIT WALLS
TYPE OF
TANK/PIT _LIQUID SLUDGE ADDITIONAL EXCAV'N ~ IN-PLACE VOL. WEIGHT CONSTRUCTION
ID (gallons) (cu ft) (lbs) (cu ft) (1bs) (cu ft) (1bs)
101 210 0 0 14 1,350 50 3,100 CINDER BLOCK
102 52 1.5 110 4 380 19 1,160 CINDER BIOCK
103 0 0 0 19 2,120 21 4,100 CEMENT
104 0 0 0 19 2,280 21 4,100 CPEMENT
105 0 0 0 31 2,650 37 2,320 CINDER BLOCK
106 TRACE 0 0 14 1,300 32 2,000 CINDER BLOCK
107 232 3.5 370 12 1,150 44 2,770 CINDER BLOCK
TANK 1 415 0 0 0 0 2 900 1/4" STEEL
TOTAL 909 5 480 113 11,230 226 20,450
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4,2.2 Tank 1

After removal of its contents, Tank 1 will be leak~tested.
If the tank is determined to be sound (i.e., not leaking),
the tank will be removed and only one vertical split spoon
sample will be taken from the excavation before it 1is
filled. 1If the integrity of the tank is suspect, then the
excavation will be inspected visually for signs of con-
tamination and also checkad with an organic vapor monitor
{such as the Photovac Detector). Any apparently contami-
nated soil will also be removed and disposed, and the
excavation will be sampled in the same manner as that
described for Tanks 103 and 104 (4.2.1, above).

4.2.3 Sample Analysis

The 0.0 to 1.0 ft intervals of the horizontal split spoons
from each excavation will be composited (one .composite
each for samples 101-107a, and an additional composite
from Tank 1 if necessary under the criteria outlined in
4,2.2, above). The 0.0 to 1.0 ft horizontal composite, as
well as the 0.0 to 1.0 ft interval from ecach of the eight
vertical split spoon samples, will be analyzed for RCRA
hazardous characteristics (40 CFR 261.21-261,24) and vola-
tile (purgeable) organics (EPA Method 624). Certain sam-
ples may be subjected to further analysis. Possible can-
didates for GC/MS semi-volatiles or a full priority
pollutant analysis includes pits 105 and 106, and from
Tank 1 if it was found to be leaking.

The balance of the samples (i.e., the 1.0 to 2.0 ft inter-
val of the split spoons) will be archived pending the
results of the 0.0 to 1.0 ft interval samples. Should
significant contamination be found in the 0.0 to 1.0 ft
interval samples, then the next interval (1.0 to 2.0 ft)
from that excavation will be analyzed. This process will

be repeated until analysis shows no significant contamina-
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5.1

5.2

tion. The criteria for the determination of "No signifi-
cant contamination" will include, as an a minimum, a de-
termination that the sample is non-hazardous based on the
RCRA characteristics of reactivity, corrosivity, igniti-
bility, and EP Toxicity (metals). Other criteria will be
established to ensure that organic contaminants are less
than certain predetermined limits; however, these limits
have not yet been established.

Should any of the samples show significant contamination,
excavation or removal of the contaminated material would
be conducted as part of a long-range (permanent) cleanup
program, as outlined below.

LONG-RANGE INVESTIGATIVE AND REMEDIAL PROGRAM

Goals

The goals of the long~range investigative and remedial
program include:

O Removal and appropriate disposal of contaminated soil

and other materials;

O ©Establishment of appropriate housekeeping and waste
management procedures to prevent future contamination
of air, soil, and water;

Prevention or remediation of groundwater contamination
(as necessary); and

Establishment of a groundwater monitoring program.
Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Soil

In addition to the eight locations sampled, there are
approx imately 25-30 other operating and out-of-service
underground‘units associated with the sites septic/leach-
ing sysEems. These also include 1leachfields and pump
stations. Most of these locations have currently been
identified by plant personnel. Although no process waste-

-13-



5.3

water has been discharged to septic/leaching pits or
leachfields since NYSDEC's "cease discharge" order in
November 1985, process wastewater was discharged to some
of these prior to November 1985, Therefore, it is neces-
sary to identify, sample, and analyze these locations in
order to define the existence, extent, and nature of con-
tamination.

To conduct this work in an efficient manner without exces-
sively disrupting plant operations, it is proposed to 4o
this work at the time the facility is hooked up to the
town sewer system (estimated to be in the summer of 1987).
All the septic pits would be taken out of service at that
time. There is no apparent need to conduct this work any
sooner, since preliminary sampling and analysis (February
1986) did not reveal any evidence that contamination at
the site was causing significant groundwater contaminati-
on. The work plan (including sampling and analysis) for
this operation would be very similar to that for the re-
moval of the 2ight tanks and pits sampled on May 13, 1986.
The excavation work would be performed by a qualified
waste contractor, who may or may not be the same contrac-

tor as for the removal of eight tanks and pits discussed
in this Addendum.

Housekeeping and Waste Management Procedures

To a large extent, the facility has taken the neceséary

steps for appropriate management of process wastes. These
include:

O Terminating discharge of process wastewater to onsite

septic systems;

Racycling process water to minimize the amount of waste
generated;

O Collecting (drumming) hazardous wastes for offsite
disposal by a qualified contractor;

-14-



5.4

© Not allowing accumulation of wastes longer than the
90-day period allowed under RCRA; and

© Preparing a long-range plan for removal of contaminati-
on at the site.

In addition, several other steps are planned for
the management of site wastes. Most significant among
these are:

O Eliminating all discharges to onsite septic systems
after hookup to the town sewer line (estimated for
completion in the summer of 1987).

O Constructing an appropriate facility for the stor-
age of Arummed hazardous wastes prior to disposal;
and

O Continuing employee education and housekeeping
practices to ensure that hazardous wastes ar2 seg-
tregated from discharges to the town sewer systzm.

Prevention/Remediation of Groundwater Contamination

The removal of contaminated soils and other mater ials from
the site, as well as termination of onsite disposal of any
nature after hookup to the town sewer, should prevent the
introduction of any additional contamination to the agui-
fer.

Currently available sampling data indicate that no gross
contamination of the aquifer is being caused by discharges
at the site (Table 8 and Appendix C, Wastewater Management
and Remedial Investigations, April 1986). There fore, no
remedial action with regard to groundwater is currently
planned. However, a groundwater monitoring program should
be instituted, (the proposed program is outlined in the
following section). If contamination is found, a remedial

-15-



5.5

program must be designed based on the source, nature,

extent, and degree of hazard presented by the contaminati-
on.

Groundwater Monitoring

On February 4, 1986, four shallow wells were installed by
Parratt/Wolff under the supervison of TAMS in locations
shown on Figure 2, Thesz wells ranged in depth from about
13 to 25 ft below grade. At the time of installation, the
groundwater table was between about 4 ft and 7 ft below
grade; more recent observations (May 13, 1985) indicated
the water table was between 4.0 and 4.6 feet below grade
in all four wells. Seasonal Groundwater contours esti-
mated from the February and May, 1986 observations are
shown on Figure 2.

The aquifer underlying the USCI-Glens Falls site may be
perched on a clay aquiclude; however, this cannot be con-
firmed by current data. Only one well (No. 4) intersects
an aquiclude, so the continuity of this layer, or its ef-
fectiveness as an aquiclude, cannot be established. There-
fore, additional borings and wells are necessary for an
effective groundwater monitoring program.

Several fairly shallow (50 ft maximum) test borings should
be made at locations scattered about the site to determine
if the Lake Clay is continuous underneath thes site, and if
it appears thick enough to form an effective aquiclude. If
so, then several down-gradient wells to the depth of the
aquiclude will be installed. Since the general ground-
water flow direction is east (see Figure 2), several wells
in the area of currently existing Wells No. 1 and No. 2
and in front of Building 1 should be sufficient to estab-
lish if contaminated groundwater is migrating offsite. As
an added precaution in case the aquifer is leaky, a decep
well may also be installed. One well to the depth of the

-16-



aquiclude at the western edge of the site (near or a bit
southwest of Well No. 4) should be adequate to assess the
background contaminant concentration.

If the test borings indicate that the Lake Clay is no£
continuous or is not an effective aquiclude, deeper wells
will be necessary. In that case, clusters of wells
screened at different depths will be necessary to fully
monitor potential groundwater contamination. Each cluster
should bhave one well screened at a shallow depth, at or
near the elevation of the groundwater table, The wells
placed at the groundwater table depth will serve two pur-
poses. They will be a means to retrieve samples from the
sur face of the groundwater table for analysis of contami-
nation, and they will also be a means to measure water
levels so that local groundwater gradients can be more
accurately defined. The proposed locations of the de=p
clustar wells would not be different than those for shal-
low wells; however, depending on the depth required, the
number of locations might be reduced.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Past waste disposal practices at the facility have re-
sulted in some soil contamination as well as the associ-
ated potential for groundwater contamination., As a result
of a "cease discharge" order from NYSDEC, USCI was ordered
to terminate the disposal of process wastes into onsite
saptic facilities, and hired TAMS to assist in the devel-

opmnent of a2 program to mitigate environmental problems.

Since November 1985 many steps have been taken to prevent
further contamination from occurring. These steps in-
clude: reduction in waste volume by rvecycling process
watar; terminating the discharge of process wastes to
onsite septic systems; and segregating and collecting

hazardous wastes for offsite disposal. 1In addition, four

-17-
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shallow monitoring wells have been constructed and one
round of sampling undertaken, and several soil, sludge,
and septic pits have been sampled and analyzed.

Along with the work already completed, several other pro-
jects are schaduled for the immediate future. For exam-
ple, hazardous waste contractors are being contacted for
removal and disposal of eight tanks and pits sampled in
May 1986; and USCI with TAMS' assistance is designing a
new structure for storage of drummed hazardous waste prior
to disposal.

Despite the work that has already been accomplished and is
scheduled, more remains to be done. In addition to the
eight tanks and pits scheduled for removal, there are
approximately 25-30 additional potential sources of con-
tamination that need to be identified, sampled, and ana-
lyzed, anmd any contamination found should be removed and
disposed. In addition, allegations of the existence of
onsite dumping of hazardous substances have been made.
This charge needs to be laid to rest.

Another item of major concern that needs to be addrzssed
is the potential for groundwater contamination. Although
the actions both planned and already undertaken should
prevent any further contamination, a groundwater monitor-
ing program should be instituted to verify that conditions
and operations at the site are not causing groundwéter
contamination. In order to achieve this, additional
hydrogeological data needs to be obtained in order to
accurately characterize the aquifer underlying the site,
deepaer monitoring wells need to be constructed, and a
regyular program of sampling and analysis of these wells
should be instituted.
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APPENDIX
ANALYTICAL DATA PACKAGE FROM SAMPLES
COLLECTED 5/13/86



ERCO

205 Alewile Brook Parkway, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 (617) 661-3111  Telex 650-256-7697 (MCI)

A DIVISION OF

ENSECO

INCORPORATED

June 9, 1986

Mr. Michael Tumulty, PE
TAMS Consulting Inec.
655 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10017

Dear Mr. Tumulty:

Enclosed are the results of the eight samples collected on
May 13, 1986.

For the samples collected for reactivity and corrosivity
the following points should be noted:

1. Reactivity -- Water compatibility tests were performed
on the samples collected and no violent change or reaction, in-
cluding the formation of explosive mixtures, or formation of
toxic gases was observed. In addition, analysis for reactive
cyanide and sulfide showed less than 10 ppm for all the samples
tested. The samples were not tested for explosivity, however,
the waste is not known to be an explosive waste as defined by 49
CFR 173.53 or 173.88.

2. Corﬂosivity -~ A conservative approach was taken toward
the solid waste samples collected. They were mixed with water
and the pH was then taken of the leachate liquid. In all cases,
the pH was found to be between 6.0 and 8.0,

Should you have any questions concerning this work, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

I look forward to working with you again on future
projects.

Sincerely,

Ian Phillips
Project Manager

IP:mk
Encl.

Regional and international offices:

o Suite 115, Statesman Insurance Building, 3815 Montrose, Houston, Texas 77006 (713) 523-7311
e 525 Central Avenue, Cedarhurst, New York 11516 (516) 295-1162
® c/o Bectech Trading Co., Ltd., P.O. Box 101-41, Taipei, Taiwan (R.O.C.) Tel. 5013908



FIELD OBSERVATIONS

Sampling of the USCI division of C.R. Bard facility in Glens Falls, NY
took place on tuesday May 13, 1986. Seven leaching tanks (Tanks 101 through
107A) and one solvent mixing room drainage tank (Tank 1) were sampled. The
leaching tanks were sampled in the following order: 104, 103, 107A, 106, 105,
107A, 102, and 101. Tank 1U7A was sampled on two occasions to insure that an
adequate sample for all of the analyses was taken.

Tank 104: The sample was a very moist sludge with the consistency
of a very wet clay. The viscosity is considered medium and the
physical state of semi-solid. The sample was weakly acidic (pH 6).

Tank 103: The sample's appearance was similar to Tank 104, however,
appeared to contain a larger amount of water because after the core
was removed the hole filled with water. The viscosity is considered
medium and the physical state semi-solid. The sample was weakly
acidic (pH6).

Tank 107A: The viscosity was considered high and the physical state
was semi-solid. The sample had a pH of approximately 5.

Tank 100: The tank contained a black sludge and there wuas some
puddling of water within the tank. The viscosity was considered to
be medium and the physical state was a semi-solid. The sample had a
pH of approximately 8.

Tank 105: The tank appeared not to contain any sludge at all, only
dirt and debris (including insulation material and leaves) which wash
in with rain fall. The sample appeared to be ordinary soil with some
grey streaks supposedly due to the process which dumped into the
tank, The sample was only 1-3 inches deep. The viscosity was
considered high and the physical state was solid. The approximate pH
was 7.

Tank 102: The viscosity was considered medium and the physical state
was semi-solid. The approximate pH was 6.

Tank 101: The tank contained an emulsit'ied oil and water mixture but
no apparent sludge. The viscosity was considered low in relation to
the other samples taken at the site and the physical state was
considered semi-solid (though very close to a liquid). The
approximate pH was 6-7.



Tank 1, Liquid Sample: The liquid was examined for two phases (organic
and aqueous) both within the tube and after pouring the contents of
the tube into a graduated cylinder and erlymeyer flask. The liquid
within the erlymeyer was also mixed with an equal portion of DI water
to determine whether the sample was organic or aqueous. It was
aqueous.Viscosity was low and the physical state was a liquid. The
pH was approximately 6.

The pH of each sample was estimated using pH paper. The pH was taken by
touching the paper to the solid material thus allowing moisture from the
sample to pass onto the paper.

Viscosity was judged on the following basis:

1) digh--could not be poured or would not significantly flow if placed
on a gradient.

2) Medium--could be poured slighty or contained a pourable component.

3) Low--sample was readily poured.
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RESULTS OF TOTAL ANALYSIS (mg/l)

E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

Sample ID: Tank #1
ERCO ID: 61457-08

EP-Toxicity Metals

As <0.002
Cd <0.004
Cr <0.005
Pb 0.042
Hg <0.0001
Se <0.004
Ag <0.003

Additional Priority

Pollutant Metals

Sb <0.002
Be <0.001
Cu <0.003
Ni <0.01
Tl <0.002

Zn <0.050
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r " E RCO/ A DIVISIC );\' OF E NSECO INCORPORATLD \

RESULTS OF OILY EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

Sample ID: Tank #101
ERCO ID: 61457-07

EP-Toxicity Metals

As <0.015

Ccd <0.05

Cr 1.5

Pb 41 S0 g
Hg <0.007

Se <0.03

Ag  <0.015

Additional Priority
Pollutant Metals

Sb <0.015
Be <0.004
Cu 1.7
Ni 0.09
T1 <0.03
Zn 41

C o O— R, st A— .
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E RCO/ A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

Sample ID: Tank #102
ERCO ID: 61457-06

EP-Toxicity Metals

As <0.05
Ccd <0.004
Cr <0.005
Pb 0.060
Hg <0.001
Se <0.01
Ag <0.003

Additional Priority
Pollutant Metals

Sb <0.004
Be <0.001
Cu <0.003
Ni 0.14
T1 <0.004

7n 6.0
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RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

Sample ID: Tank #103
ERCO ID: 61457-02

EP-Toxicity Metals

As
Cd
Cr
Pb

Hg
Se

Ag

Additional Priority

<0.05
<0.004
<0.005
<0.02
<0,001
<0.01
<0.003

Pollutant Metals

Sb
Be
Cu
Ni
T1
in

<0.004
<0.001
0.021
<0.01
<0.004
0.092
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RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

Sample ID: Tank #104
ERCO ID: 61457-01

EP-Toxicity Metals

As <0.05
Cd <0.004
Cr <0.005
Pb <0.02
Hg <0.001
Se <0.01
Ag <0.003

Additional Priority
Pollutant Metals

Sb <0.004
Be <0.001
Cu 0.076
Ni 0.051
T1 <0.004

7n 0.80
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E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

Sample ID: Tank #105
ERCO ID: 61457-05

EP-Toxiclty Metals

As <0.05
Cd <0.004
Cr <0.005
Pb <0.02
Hg  <0.001
Se <0.01
Ag  <0.003

Additional Priority
Pollutant Metels

Sb <0.004
Be <0.001
Cu 0.011
Ni <0.01
T1 <0.004
Zn 1.1




RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/l)

E RCO/ aowsioxor E NSECO INCORPORATED ==\

Sample ID:
ERCO ID:

Tank #106
61457-04

EP-Toxicity Metals

As
Ccd
Cr
Pb

Hg
Se

Ag

Additional Priority

<0.05
<0.004
<0.005
<0.02
<0.001
<0.01
<0.003

Pollutant Metals

Sb
Be
Cu
Ni
Tl
Zn

0.005
<0.001
0.005
.027
<0.004
1.3
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RESULTS OF EP-TOXICITY LEACHATE ANALYSIS (mg/1)

E RCO/ A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPQRATED -\

Sample ID:
ERCO ID:

Tank #107A
61457-03

EP-Toxicity Metals

As
Cd
Cr
Pb

Hg
Se

Ag

Additional Priority

<0.05
<0.004
<0.006
<0.02
<0.001
<0.01
<0.003

Pollutant Metals

Sb
Be
Cu
Ni
T1
Zn

<0.004
<0.001
0.007
0.01
<0.004
7.2

10 J



TEXTNAME: Tams/17 (R)P: (6/7) 09

’ ERCO/ aowisiox of ENSECQO iscoreorareo \
CLIENT: Tams TOTAL VOLATILE -
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86 ORGANICS ANALYSIS
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 06/02/86 .
RESULTS IN: ng/g (ppb) - Data Report -
ERCO ID Client ID Reporting Limit Result
30418 Tank #104 3.4 58
30419 Tank #103 3.4 21
30420 Tank #107A 3.5 15
30421 Tank #106 19,000 1,100,000
30422 Tank #105 3.5 150
30423 Tank #102 3.6 8,000
30424 Tank #101 3,900 160,000

Reported by: we
Checked by: AS




TEXINAME: Tams/17 (R)P: (6/7) 14

ERCO/ » owsoxor ENSECO icomronwio =

I
CORROSIVITY AND
REACTIVITY
CLIENT: Tams
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86 - Data Report -
ERCO Client
ID ID Corrosivity Reactivity
30418 Tank #104 NC NR
30419 Tank #103 NC NR
30420 Tank #107A NC NR
30421 Tank #106 NC NR
30422 Tank #105 NC NR
30423 Tank #102 NC NR
30424 Tank #101 NC NR
30425 Tank #1 NC NR
NC = Not corrosive by definition (4OCFR 261.22).
NR = Not reactive by definitions 1, 2, 4, 5 (40CFR 261.23).
19




TEXTNAME: Tams/11 (R)P: (6/5) 01

r E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

CLIENT: Tams INORGANIC ANALYSIS
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86 '
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 06/04/86
RESULTS IN: as indicated
REPORTED BY: @W /PC/FM

CHECKED BY: R - Data Report -
ERCO Client Specific Solids,
1D ID Gravity Ignitability (F°) Total (%)
30418 Tank 104 1.94 76 4.7
30419 Tank 103 1.81 78 72.8
30420 Tank 107A 1.68 9% 68.8
30421 Tank 106 1.48 82 58.7
30422 Tank 105 1.37 87 73.4
30423 Tank 102 1.17 90 30.4
30424 Tank 101 0.977 80 36.7

If customer has any questions regarding analysis, refer to sample in question by its
ERCO ID#.

11



TEXTNAME: Tams/1l1 (H)P: (6/5) 02
f E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \
CLIENT: Tams INORGANIC ANALYSIS
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 06/04/86
RESULTS IN: mg/l (ppm)*
REPORTED BY: vC /FM
CHECKED BY: Lo - Data Report -
ERCO Client Phenolics, Specific Solids,
D D Total Gravity Ignitability (°F) Total (%)
30425 Tank 1 0.299 0.991 75 0.16

ERCO ID#.

*¥Unless otherwise 1ndicated.

1A

If customer has any questions regarding analysis, refer to sample in question by its



TEXTNAME: TAMS/7 (R)P: (6/9) 02

e E RCO/ A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

CLIENT: _TAMS
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 06/06/86
RESULTS IN: As noted below

REPORTED BY:
CHECKED BY: - Data Report -
ERCO Client Cl by S by
ID iD Weight (%) Weight (%) BTU/1lbs
Sample would
30425 Tank #1 0.007% <0.06% not burn,

15




TEXTNAME: Tams/17 (R)P: (6/7) 12

( E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED ﬂ

SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 05/30/86
RESULTS IN: g/l (ppb)
REPORTED BY: PN
CHECKED BY: EL - Data Report -

Client ID: Tank #1
Compound ERCO ID: 30425

89P Aldrin

90P Dieldrin

91P Chlordane

92P 4,4'-DDT

93P 4,4'-DDE

94P 4,4'-DDD

95P alpha-Endosulfan
9P beta-Endosulfan
97P Endosulfan sulfate
98P Endrin

99P Fndrin aldehyde
100P Heptachlor

101P Heptachlor epoxide
102P alpha-BHC

103P beta-BHC

104P gamma-BHC

105P delta-BHC

106P PCB-1242

107P PCB-1254

108P PCB-1221

109P PCB-1232

110P PCB-1248

111P PCB-1260

112P PCB-1016

113P Toxaphene

EEE5E6E6E88656565685865565858585855868 8

ND = Not detected at or above reporting limit.
Detection Limit = 0.2 ppb.

16



TEXINAME: Tams/17 (R)P: (6/7) 10

E RCO/ A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \

r
CLIENT: Tams SUMMARY OF ORGANIC
CLIENT ID: Tank #1 PRIORITY POLLUTANT ANALYSIS
ERCO ID: 30425 VOLATILE ORGANIC
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86 CCMPOUNDS
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 05/24/86
RESULTS IN: ug/l1 (ppb) . - Data Report -
Compound Result Compound Result
Chloromethane <2,500 1,2-Dichloropropane <1,000
Bromomethane <2,500 trans-1,3-Dichloropropene <1,000
Vinyl chloride <2,500 Trichloroethene <1,000
Chloroethane <2,500 Dibromochloromethane <1,000
Methylene chloride <2,500 1,1,2-Trichloroethane <1,000
Acetone <25,000 Benzene <1,000
Carbon disulfigde <1,000 c¢is-1, 3-Dichloropropene <1,000
1,1-Dichloroethene <1,000 2-Chloroethylvinylether <1,000
1,1-Dichloroethane <1,000 Bromoform <1,000
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene <1,000 4-Methyl-2-pentanone -----=-- 180,000
Chloroform <1,000 2-Hexanone <5,000
1,2-Dichloroethane <1,000 Tetrachloroethene <1,000
2-Butanone <5,000 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane <1,000
1,1,1-Trichloroethane <1,000 Toluene —=----m-cmcccommeaana-" 19,000
Carbon tetrachloride <1,000 Chlorobenzene <1,000
Vinyl acetate <1,000 Ethylbenzene <1,000
Bromodichloromethane <1,000 Styrene <1,000
Total xylenes <1,000
Reported by: we
Checked by:.éﬂi_
17




TEXTNAME: Tems/17 (R)P: (6/7) 13

E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED “

CLIENT: Tams | SUMMARY OF ORGANIC
CLIENT ID: Tank #1 PRIORITY POLLUTANT ANALYSIS
ERCO ID: 30425 |
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 06/02/86

~

RESULTS IN: ug/1 : - Data Report -
ACID CQMPOUNDS BASE/NEUTRAL CCMPOUNDS
21A 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 41B 4~Bromophenyl phenyl ether ND
22A p-Chloro-m-cresol ND 42B Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether ND
24A 2-Chlorophenol ND 43B Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND
31A 2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 52B Hexachlorobutadiene ND
34A 2, 4-Dimethylphenol ND 53B Hexachlorocyclopentadiene ND
57A 2-Nitrophenol ND 54B Isophorone ND
58A 4-Nitrophenol ND 55B Naphthalene ND
59A 2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 56B Nitrobenzene ND
60A 4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol ND 61B n-Nitrosodimethylamine NA
64A Pentachlorophenol ND 62B n-Nitrosodiphenylamine@ ND
65A Phenol ND 63B n-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine ND
66B Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ----—- 360
BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 67B Butyl benzyl phthalate ND
68B Di-n-butyl phthalate ND
1B Acenaphthene ND 69B Di-n-octyl phthalate ND
5B Benzidine ND - 70B Diethyl phthalate ND
8B 1,2, 4-Trichlorobenzene ND 71B Dimethyl phthalate ND
9B Hexachlorobenzene ND 72B Benzo(a)anthracene ND
12B Hexachloroethane ND 73B Benzo(a)pyrene ND
18B Bis(2-chloroethyl )ether ND 74B Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND
20B 2-Chloronaphthalene ND 75B Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND
25B 1,2-Dichlorobenzene ND 76B Chrysene ND
26B 1,3-Dichlorobenzene ND 77B Acenaphthylene ND
27B 1,4-Dichlorobenzene ND 78B Anthracene ND
28B 3,3-Dichlorobenzidine ND 79B Benzo(ghi)perylene ND
35B 2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 80B Fluorene ND
36B 2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 81B Phenanthrene ND
37B 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine ND 82B Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND
39B Fluoranthene ND 83B Indeno(1,2,3~cd)pyrene ND
40B 4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 8B Pyrene ND
ND = None detected above the average reporting limit of 100 ppb Reported by: &
for acids and 60 ppb for B/N. Checked by: AT
NA = Not analyzed due to method limitationms.

8Analyzed as diphenylamine.




TEXTNAME: Tams/17 (R)P: (6/7) 11

( E RCO/A DIVISION OF E NSECO INCORPORATED \
CLIENT: Tams SUMMARY OF ORGANIC
CLIENT ID: Trip Blank PRIORITY POLLUTANT ANALYSIS
ERCO ID: 30426 VOLATILE ORGANIC
SAMPLE RECEIVED: 05/14/86 COMPOUNDS
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 05/24/86
RESULTS IN: ug/l1 (ppb) ' - Data Report -
Compound Result Compound Result
Chloromethane <5 1,2-Dichloropropane <2
Bromomethane <5 trans-1, 3-Dichloropropene <2
Vinyl chloride <5 Trichloroethene <2
Chloroethane <5 Dibromochloromethane <@
Methylene chloride <5 1,1,2-Trichloroethane <2
Acetone <50 Benzene <2
Carbon disulfide <2 ¢is-1, 3-Dichloropropene <2
1,1-Dichloroethene <2 2-Chloroethylvinylether <«
1,1-Dichloroethane <« Bromof orm <«
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene <« 4-Methyl-2-pentanone <10
Chloroform <« ~ 2-Hexanone <10
1,2-Dichloroethane <« Tetrachloroethene <2
2-Butanone <10 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane <«
1,1,1-Trichloroethane <2 Toluene <«
Carbon tetrachloride <2 Chlorobenzene <2
Vinyl acetate <2 Ethylbenzene <2
Bromodichloromethane < Styrene <2
Total xylenes <2
Reported by: e
Checked by:
L 19 y.




