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DECLARATION FOR RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, Vestal , New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental
Protect ion Agency's selection of a source control remedy and amends
a previous groundwater remedy for the Robintech, Inc./National Pipe
Co. Superfund Site (the Site) in accordance with the requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liabi l i ty
Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §9601-9675, and to the
extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This decision document explains
the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for the Site. The
at tached index (Appendix III) identif ies the items that comprise the
Administrat ive Record upon which the select ion of the remedial act ion
is based.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservat ion
(NYSDEC) was consulted on the proposed remedial action in accordance
with CERCLA §121(f), 42 U.S.C. §9621(f), and it concurs with the
selected remedy (see Appendix IV).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actua l or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site,
if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this
ROD, may present an imminent and substant ia l endangerment to public
health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The major components of the selected remedy include the fol lowing:

o Excavation and treatment, using low temperature thermal
desorption (LTTD), of unsaturated and saturated soils in two areas
of the Site (the PW-2 and Paved Pipe Staging Areas) which exceed
the NYSDEC recommended soil cleanup objectives identified in the



Technical and Administrat ive Guidance Memorandum (TAGM)
objectives for VOCs. Post-excavat ion confirmatory sampling will
be conducted to assure that the entire source areas are removed.
Treated soils will be backfilled into the excavation from which they
were removed after confirmatory sampling indicates that they meet
the remediation goals (i.e., TAGM objectives). Treated soil above
Toxic i ty Characterist ic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) levels will
either undergo additional treatment or be disposed of at an
approved off-site facil i ty, as appropriate. Groundwater entering
the excavation will be pumped into mobile holding tanks for future
testing and treatment, if necessary.

Extraction of contaminated groundwater from the bedrock aquifer
through the existing production well network. Extraction will
continue until Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) are achieved.
Provis ions to periodical ly evaluate the entire system, and repair
or upgrade, as necessary, will be included in an operation and
maintenance plan. . ,

Elimination of any plant-related sources of water to the overburden
aquifer in order to further mitigate contaminant mobil ity.

Intrinsic remediation of contaminated overburden groundwater
(natural attenuation processes, including chemical degradation,
dilution, and dispersion) at the Site and in downgradient .areas.
These natural mechanisms will be monitored regularly to verify
that the level and extent of contaminants in the overburden
groundwater are declining from baseline conditions and that
conditions are protective of human health and the environment.

Taking steps to secure insti tut ional controls, such as deed
rest r ic t ions and contractual agreements, as well as local
ordinances, laws, or other government action, for the purpose of,
among other things, restricting the instal lat ion and use of
groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site until
groundwater quality has been restored.

Development of a contingency plan during the remedial design
(RD) to ensure the continuation of the pumping of contaminated
bedrock groundwater from the existing production well netwo'rk in
the event of temporary orpermanent plant closure or to adjust the
rate of such pumping in the event that existing pumping rates do
not effectively control the migration of contaminated groundwater.



The contingency plan will also address the treatment of the
production well network effluent should contaminant levels exceed
surface water discharge standards.

° Long-term groundwater and production well effluent discharge
monitoring to evaluate the selected remedy's effect iveness. The
exact frequency and location of groundwater monitoring will be
determined during the RD stage. Monitoring will include a network
of groundwater monitoring wel ls (including the installation of new
moni tor ing wel ls, as necessary) sampled for volat i le organic
compounds (VOCs) and intrinsic remediation indicator parameters.
The groundwater effluent discharge will be monitored for VOCs.
In addit ion, a monitoring well cluster (one overburden and one
bedrock) will be installed downgradient of the PW-2 Area to further
assess groundwater quality.

° Reevaluat ion of Site condit ions at least once every f ive years to
determine if a modif icat ion to the selected remedy is necessary.
This wil l include all areas of the Site, including the Northeastern
Site Boundary Area.

In addition, further investigation will be nece.ssary in an area with
elevated groundwater concentrations in the vic in i ty of the wareh.ouse in
o rder . to determine if this area is an addit ional source area. If such a
source area is located, contaminated soi l wil l be excavated and treated
along with contaminated soi ls from the Paved Pipe Staging Area.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial act ions set
for th in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621 in that it: (1) is protect ive of
human health and the environment; (2) attains a level .or standard of
cont ro l of the hazardous substances, pol lutants and contaminants,
which at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) under federal and state laws; (3) is
cost-effective; (4) ut i l izes al ternat ive treatment (or resource recovery)
technolog ies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5) sat isf ies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to reduce the
toxici ty, mobil i ty, or volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or
contaminants at a site. .



Because this remedy will result in contaminants remaining on-site above
/health-based limits until the contaminant levels in the aquifer are
reduced below MCLs, a review of the remedial action pursuant to
CERCLA §121(c), 42 U.S.C. §9621(c), will be conducted five years after
the commencement of the remedial action, and every f ive years
thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection to human health and the environment.

Jeanne/M. F/yk// J Date
Regi
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SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site (the Site) is located at 3421
Old Vestal Road in the Town of Vestal , Broome County, New York (see
Figure 1). Vesta l is located within a regional ly important industrial
center adjacent to Binghamton, New York in the Susquehanna River
basin. An estimated 5,350 people live within a one mile radius of the
Site.

The Site, which occupies 12.7 acres, is bordered by Commerce Road
and several warehouses and light industrial buildings to the east, Old
Vestal Road and several residences to the south, an amusement fac i l i ty
(known as the Skate Estate) and fuel storage tanks (Mobil Tank Farm)
to the west, and by Conrail rai lroad tracks and Parkway Vending Inc. to
the north (see Figure 2). The Site is located approx imate ly hal f -way
down the wester ly face of a hill that slopes gently toward the
Susquehanna River. Consistent with this, EPA f ield observat ions and
examinat ion of topographic contours indicate th-at the superf ic ial
(over land) f low of surface water across the Site is to the west ,
control led by a series of conduits'and drainage ditches which direct the
flow to the river, located approximately a half mile to the north and west.

The area has two distinct aquifers which are sources of drinking water.
The upper aquifer is comprised of overburden material consisting mainly
of gray and brown till which becomes harder with depth. In addit ion, fill
material assoc ia ted with extensive grading on-site for storage and
parking space ranges from 0-6 feet. Groundwater was encountered
within the upper aquifer unit 6-20 feet below the ground surface. The
lower aquifer is shale bedrock with a weathered zone 7-10 feet thick.
The pr imary permeabi l i ty of this mater ial is low, but the secondary
permeabi l i t y is much higher. Fractures along the horizontal bedding
planes and vert ical joints in the shale allow for groundwater flow.
Groundwater was encountered in this zone 10-60 feet below the ground
surface.

Groundwater f low in the study area is primari ly toward the west, with
minor components trending to the northwest and southwest, and is

"recharged from rainfall. There are no private drinking water wells in the
vicinity of the Site. All residents are supplied with drinking water by the
Vesta l well f ields. One of these well f ields is located downgradient of
the Site near the river. Several investigations in the area have
indicated that groundwater contamination from the Site is not impacting
this area.



The area where the Site is located is not known to contain any
ecologically signif icant habitat, wetlands, agricultural land, or historic
or landmark si tes which are impacted by the Site.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

in 1966, Robinson Technical Products constructed the main building
that currently exists at the Site. The first f loor of the building was used
for the manufacture of aircraft engine mounts and automobile
accelerator control cables. The second floor was used for the assembly
of electronic cable. In 1970, Robinson Technical Products was renamed
Robintech, and f irst f loor production act iv i t ies were replaced w.ith PVC
pipe extrusion operations. Between 1966 and 1979 the present pipe
staging area was paved in four successive stages to the north. The
warehouse was constructed in 1974.

The Site was bought by Buffton Corporation, the current owner, in 1982,
and was occupied by its subsidiaries National Pipe Company ("National
Pipe") and Electro-Mech, Inc. ("Electro-Mech"). Electro-Mech, which
has since ceased operations at the Site, assembled electronic cable on
the second floor of the main building. National Pipe conducted PVC
pipe manufacturing operations on the first f loor of the main building.
Currently, National Pipe & Plast ics, Inc., which is owned by Japanese
corporat ions, conducts the PVC pipe manufacturing operat ions at the
Site. • • • ' • • :

Ten production wells (labeled PW-1 through PW-10) were drilled on-site
between 1983 and 1984. These six-inch diameter production wells were
instal led with steel casing through the overburden formation and then
finished as open bedrock holes down to an average of 200 feet below
ground surface. One well (PW-7) was abandoned and grouted to the
surface with cement due to poor yield. Production well PW-10 was
screened within the overburden aquifer, but has been removed from
operation, also due to low yield. The eight remaining wells derive water
from fractures in the shale bedrock aquifer. These wells discharge into
a distr ibut ion tank located near the rear of the production faci l i ty and
are automatical ly act ivated and deactivated in response to plant
demand. Water from the distribution tank is used as both contact and
noncontact cooling water in the pipe production process, then
discharged to surface water at the permitted effluent discharge point.

-The production wells currently extract approximately 250,000 gallons of
water per day. "



An NYSDEC effluent sample col lected at the Site in 1984 to veri fy
discharge permit compliance found certain organic constituents that
were not covered under the existing permit. Further investigati jn
resulted in the conclusion that the source of contaminat ion was coming
from the groundwater beneath the Site. The Site was placed on the EPA
National Pr ior i t ies List (NPL) in 1986. An Administrat ive Order on
Consent under Sections 104 and 122 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§9604,
9622 for the performance of a Remedial Invest igat ion and Feasibi l i ty
Study (RI/FS) was issued by EPA in 1987 to General Indicator Group,
Inc. (~a successor of Robintech), Buffton, Buffton Electronics (now
named Electro-Mech, Inc.), and National Pipe Company. General
Indicator Group, Inc. subsequently changed its name to CompuDyne,
Inc. All of the above parties have been identif ied as Potential ly
Responsib le Part ies (PRPs) pursuant to CERCLA.

McLaren/Hart, retained by Buffton, implemented the EPA-approved
RI/FS work plan. Following the complet ion of the RI/FS, a ROD was
signed (on March 30, 1992), selecting pumping and treatment of the
contaminated bedrock and overburden groundwater in three areas of the
Site (discussed in more detail below). In September 1992, a Uni lateral
Administ rat ive Order was issued by EPA to the PRPs to design and
implement the selected remedy. Pre-RD-related field work, to col lect
additional data for the design of the selected remedy, was completed in
December 1995. Based upon the results of this invest igat ion, a
Remedial Design Invest igat ion Report (RDIR) was submitted to EF*A in
August 1996.

Soil and sediment investigations in order to assess suspected elevated
lead concentrat ions on both the Site and-Skate Estate propert ies were
the subject of a second operable unit. These invest igat ions did not
reveal any potential health threats. Consequently, a no action ROD was
signed for the second operable unit in March 1993.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Rl report , dated September 1991, which describes the nature and
extent of the contamination at and emanating from the Site, the Risk
Assessment, dated February 1992, which discusses the risks associated
with the Site, the FS report, dated December 1991, which identi f ies and
evaluates various remedial alternatives, the 1992 ROD, the August 1996
RDIR, and the Apri l 1997 Proposed Plan were made avai lable to the
public in both the Administrat ive Record and information repositories



maintained at the EPA Docket Room in the Region II New York City
office and at the Town of Vestal Public Library located at 320 Vestal
Parkway East, Vestal , New York. The notices of avai labi l i ty for these
documents were published in the Singhamton Press & Sun Bulletin on
April 25, 1997. A public comment period was held from April 25 through
May 25, 1997. A public meeting was held on May 14, 1997 at the Vestal
Public Library in Vestal , New York. At this meeting, representat ives
from EPA presented the findings of the RDIR and answered questions
from the public about the Site and the remedial al ternat ives under
consideration.

Responses to the comments received at the public meeting and in
writing, during the public comment period are included in the
Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

Information gathered during the design of the 1992 remedy (operable
unit 1) made it apparent that the geology of the overburden was
unsuitable for the implementation of a groundwater extraction system.
Further, design data indicated the presence of definable sources of
groundwater contaminat ion within the overburden. Consequently, it
became necessary to consider reevaluating the 1992 remedy and
providing modifications, as appropriate. The primary objectives of this
act ion (the final action for the Site) are to control the source of
contamination at the Site, to reduce and minimize the downward
migration of contaminants to the bedrock aquifer, and to minimize any
potential future health and environmental impacts.

Soil and sediment investigations in order to assess suspected e levated
lead concentrat ions on both the Site and Skate Estate properties were
the subject of a second operable unit. These investigations did not
reveal any potential health threats. Consequently, a no action ROD was
signed for the second operable unit in March 1993.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Results of the 1991 Remedial investigation

The topography in the vicinity of the Site slopes primarily to the west
and to a lesser extent to the north, Surficia! geology (hereinafter



referred to as "overburden") is comprised of glacial till over la in by f i l l .
Typically, fill materials were encountered to a maximum depth of 6 feet
below ground surface.

The area has two dist inct water-bearing zones. The upper zone is
comprised of overburden soils above bedrock. The lower zone is shale
bedrock. The average depth to water encountered in the overburden
was 12 feet below the ground surface. The glacial t i l l overburden
appears to restr ict the downward movement of water to the bedrock
aquifer. The movement of groundwater in the bedrock aquifer is
controlled primarily by the fractures in the shale bedrock. Water levels
measured in bedrock monitoring wells and production wells during static
(nonpumping) conditions averaged approximately 34 feet below ground
surface.

The overburden groundwater f lows predominantly toward the west; minor
flow components to the northwest and southwest are also possib le. The
direct ion of groundwater f low is general ly consistent with the
topography, i.e., both tend toward the Susquehanna River.

Groundwater in the bedrock aquifer f lows predominantly to the north-
northwest. Westerly and southerly groundwater f low components within
the southern one-third sect ion of the Site indicate an apparent
groundwater divide trending east-west in this portion of the Site.

During the Rl, air, surface water, sediment, groundwater, surface soi ls,
and subsurface soils were sampled; however, only the groundwater was
found to be adversely affected. Concentrat ions of VOCs exceeding
federa l and/or state MCLs were detected in both the overburden and
bedrock groundwater. Impacted areas include the "Northeastern Site
Boundary Area," the "Paved Pipe Staging Area," and the "Product ion
Well No. 2 Area" (hereinafter cal led the "PW-2 Area"). Figure 3
identi f ies each of these areas.

The Rl identif ied elevated concentrat ions of t r ichloroethene (TCE) (54
micrograms per liter [/zg/l-]) in overburden groundwater samples near the
Northeastern Site Boundary Area. No other VOCs were detected in this
area.

i

Overburden groundwater samples collected from the Paved Pipe Staging
Area during the Rl showed concentrat ions of 1,1,1-tr ichloroethane
(TCA) up to 760 M9/I- No other VOCs were detected in this area.



The major i ty of contamination was found in the PW-2 Area.
Groundwater samples collected during the Rl contained TCA
concentrations up to 1,100 /zg/l in the overburden and up to 8,800 /zg/l
in the bedrock Other VOCs were also detected at elevated levels.
Since the level of VOC contamination detected in bedrock groundwater
in the PW-2 Area was not detected in downgradient monitoring well
locations, it appears that the constant pumping of the production wells
is iikeiy curtailing the migration of groundwater contamination. Figures
4 and 5 display the distr ibut ion of 1,1,1-TCA concentrat ions in the
overburden.

The Rl data, along with the attendant risk assessment and FS, ultimately
led to the select ion of pumping and treatment of the contaminated
overburden and bedrock aquifers in the Northeastern Site Boundary,
Paved Pipe Staging, and PW-2 Areas.

Results of the Pre-Remedial Design Investigation

Pre-RD act iv i t ies included investigations of the Northeastern Site
Boundary, Paved Pipe Staging, and PW-2 Areas to_ provide data
sufficient to design the ROD-selected remedy.

Northeastern Site Boundary Area Investigation

The results of the Rl identif ied low-leveP concentrations of TCE in
overburden groundwater samples near the Northeastern Site Boundary
Area. On-site levels of TCE at this location ranged from 14 to 54 //g/l.
TCE was.not detected in on-site soil samples from this area. Upgradient
groundwater samples exhibited higher concentrations of TCE than were
detected at this portion of the Site (up to 1,410 //g/l), indicating the
probabi l i ty of an off-si te source of TCE contamination. NYSDEC is
current ly overseeing an investigation related to this potential of f -s i te
source of contaminat ion (a non-NPL site). As a result, this area is not
currently being considered for remediation by EPA. Remediation of this
area may be considered in the future based upon the results of the
ongoing investigation related to the potential off-site source or upon the
results of any long-term monitoring conducted at the Site.

Paved Pipe Staging Area Investigation

During the pre-RD sampling, TCA concentrations were found exceeding
13,000 ugll in the overburden groundwater in the vicinity of the entrance



to the gravel lot area (as compared to 760 //g/l found during the Rl) and
exceeding 6,000 //g/l near the Warehouse (see Figure 5).

The data also indicated that subsurface soi ls in the v ic in i ty of the
ent rance to the gravel lot area are contaminated with TCA
(concent ra t ions up to 6,900 ^g/kg). A source area of VOCs in
subsurface soils was delineated here consistent with the location of the
highest levels of VOCs in overburden groundwater (see Figure 6). Soil
samples col lected near the warehouse were inconclusive as to the
exis tence of a source area associated with the e levated overburden
groundwater concentrat ions there. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the pre-
RD soil and groundwater data, respect ively, for the Paved Pipe Staging
Area. .

The results of a'slug test and step-drawdown test in an extraction well
ident i f ied the presence of a re la t ive ly low permeabi l i ty overburden
format ion wi th extremely low groundwater yield in the Paved Pipe
Stag ing Area, which apparently has l imited the migrat ion of d issolved
organic const i tuents in overburden groundwater.

PW-2 Area Invest igat ion

Pre-RD sampling results revealed the presence of a local ized source of
TCA (concentrat ions up to 222,000 / /g/ l) and other VOCs in the
overburden of the PW-2 Area. Concentrat ions up to 1,100 /zg/l were
detected during the Rl.

The data also revealed that subsurface soi ls in the area are
contaminated with TCA (concentrat ions up to 2,800,000 //g/kg) and
other VOCs. A source area of VOCs in subsurface soi ls was del ineated
in the PW-2 Area consistent with the location of the highest levels of
VOCs in overburden groundwater (see Figure 7). Tables 3 and 4
summarize the pre-RD groundwater and soil data for the PW-2 Area.
Add i t iona l l y , within this area of high contaminat ion was d iscovered a
small area of groundwater much closer to the ground surface than that
for the remainder of the PW-2 area. The source of this groundwater
could not be determined at the time of this investigation, but may be
related to plant operations.

As in the Paved Pipe Staging Area, the resu l ts of a slug test and step-
drawdown test in an extract ion wel l indicated the presence of low
permeability soils with extremely low groundwater yield; this appears to
have limited the migration of VOCs in the overburden.



While the data collected during the Rl exhibited higher concentrations
of VOCs in the bedrock than in the overburden, the more extensive pre-
RD data indicated far more significant contaminat ion in the overburden
than in the bedrock, and far more signif icant contamination in the
overburden than was exhibited during the Rl.

Packer testing revealed that contaminated groundwater was moving
downward from the overburden into PW-2 via an art i f icial conduit
created when the unsealed casing of the production well was instal led
through the overburden formation into the upper" level of bedrock.
Figure 8 shows 1,1,1-TCA concentrations in bedrock. Table 5 presents
groundwater sampling data from the bedrock groundwater. In response,
EPA authorized Buffton to replace this well with a new, properly-sealed
production well similar in diameter and depth to PW-2, fol lowed by the
sealing and abandonment of PW-2. Construction and abandonment work
was completed in December 1996, effectively eliminating a groundwater
migration pathway which allowed contaminated groundwater to enter the
bedrock from the overburden.

In summary, the results of the pre-RD investigation indicated that
overburden groundwater and subsurface soils were contaminated at
levels much greater than those detected during the Rl. In addition, the
pre-RD investigation identified the presence of a relatively low
permeability overburden formation with extremely low groundwater yield.
Therefore, the extract ion of contaminated groundwater from the
overburden formation (the remedy selected for the overburden formation
in the 1992 ROD) was determined not to be feasible.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the resul ts of the Rl, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and future Site
conditions. The baseline risk assessment est imates the human health
and ecological risks which could result from exposure to the
contamination at the Site, if no remedial action were taken.

Human Health Risk Assessment

A four-step process is uti l ized for assessing Site-related human health
risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification—\deni\*\es the contaminants of concern at the Site based
on several factors s_uch as toxic i ty, frequency of occurrence, and

8
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concentrat ion. Exposure Assessment—estimates the magnitude of
actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of
these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated
wel l -water) by which humans are potent ia l ly exposed. Toxicity
Assessment—determines the types of adverse health effects associated
wi th chemical exposures, and the relat ionship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and sever i ty of adverse effects ( response). Risk
Characterization—summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxic i ty assessments to provide a quant i tat ive assessment of
Si te-related r isks.

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting contaminants of
concern which would be representative of Site risks. Contaminants were
identified based on factors such as potential for exposure to receptors,
tox ic i t y , concentrat ion, and frequency of occurrence (see Table 6).
Severa l of the VOCs, including TCE and vinyl chloride, are known to
cause cancer in laboratory animals and are suspected or known to be
human carcinogens. The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health
effects which could result from exposure to contaminated or potent ia l ly
contaminated groundwater. Table 7 shows the potent ia l exposure
pathways. As there is not a completed exposure pathway under either
current or reasonably anticipated future land use scenarios, r isks due
to VOC levels in subsurface soi l were not evaluated.

The resu l ts of the Risk Assessment indicate that contaminated
groundwater at the Site poses an unacceptable risk to human health due
to the presence of VOCs above MCLs.

The results of the baseline risk assessment are contained in the Draft
Final Risk Assessment, Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, dated
November 4, 1991, prepared by Al l iance Technologies Corporat ion
under contract with EPA. This document is included in the
Administ rat ive Record f i le for the Site.

Non-carcinogenic r isks 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 mg/kg-day, are estimates
of dai ly exposure levels for humans which are thought to be safe over
a l i fetime (including sens i t ive individuals). Est imated intakes of
chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical
ingested from contaminated drinking water) are compared with the RfD



to derive the hazard quotient for the contaminant in the particular
medium. The hazard index is obtained by adding the hazard quotients
for all compounds across all media that impact a particular receptor
population. The RfDs for the compounds of concern are presented in
Table 8.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope
factors developed by EPA for the contaminants of concern. Cancer
s lope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic Risk
Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer
risks associated with exposure to potent ial ly carcinogenic chemicals.
SFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)'1, 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 that intake level. The term "upper bound"
ref lects the conservat ive estimate of the risks calculated from the SF.
Use of this approach makes the underestimation of the risk highly
unlikely. The SFs for the compounds of concern are presented in Table
8. ,. ' : -

Current federal guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual
excess l i fetime carcinogenic risk in the range of 10"4 to 106 (i.e., a
one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess cancer risk) and a
maximum health Hazard Index (Hl)(which reflects noncarcinogenic
effects for a human receptor) equal to 1.0. (An HI greater than 1.0
indicates a potential of noncarcinogenic health effects.)

Because the overburden till is t ightly packed such that resulting
groundw.ater yields are extremely low (approximately 0.1 gallons per
minute), the overburden aquifer is not usable. Hence, no current or
future overburden groundwater exposure is possible. The greatest
carc inogenic risk value at the Site is associated with the future-use
bedrock groundwater ingestion scenario (4.1 x 10'3). Significant risk
was also associated with the inhalation of VOCs from groundwater while
showering under a future-use scenario. A summary of the carcinogenic
risks is provided in Table 9. The HI is 1.4 when the maximum VOC
contaminant concentrations in groundwater samples are evaluated.
Table 10 summarizes the non-carcinogenic risks. While these risk
values do not take into consideration the pre-RD data, the inclusion of
these data in risk calculat ions would lead to equal or greater risks.

10



The ecological r isk assessment concluded that no habitats or species
of special concern would likely bs affected by Site-related contaminants.

In summary, actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
from this Site, if not addressed by the selected remedy or one of the
other act ive measures considered, may present a current or potential
threat to public health, welfare, and the environment.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, 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 analys is
° environmental parameter measurement
° fate and t ransport modeling
° exposure parameter est imat ion
° tox icological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potential ly
uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently,
there is signif icant uncertainty as to the actual levels present.
Envi ronmenta l chemistry analysis uncertainty can stem from several
sources including the errors inherent in the analyt ica l methods and
character is t ics of the matr ix being sampled.

Uncertaint ies in the exposure assessment are related to est imates of
how often an individual will actually come in contact with the chemicals
of concern, the period of time over which such exposure will occur, and
in the models used to estimate the concentrations of the chemicals of
concern at the point of exposure.

Uncerta int ies in tox ico logica l data occur in extrapolat ing both from
animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as well as
from the dif f icult ies in assessing the toxic i ty 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
underestimate actual risks related to the Site.
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REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action object ives are specif ic goals to protect human health
and the environment. These object ives are based on avai lable
information and standards such as ARARs and risk-based levels
establ ished in the risk assessment. The results of the pre-RD
invest igat ion identified the need to re-evaluate the ROD-se!scted
remedy and establish new remedial action objectives for the Site.

The results of aquifer testing in the Paved. Pipe Staging Area identified
the presence of a relatively low permeabil i ty overburden formation with
extremely low groundwater yield, apparently limiting the migration of
dissolved organic constituents in overburden groundwater. The aquifer
test ing also raised a question as to the abil i ty of sustaining a
groundwater f low rate in the overburden necessary to implement the
pumping remedy selected in the 1992 ROD in this area.

An alternative approach to address overburden contamination was
determined to be necessary. Considering the aforementioned findings,
the following remedial action objectives were established:

1. Mitigate the potential for contaminants to migrate from the soil into
the overburden aquifer and reduce soil contamination to meet the
NYSDEC recommended soil cleanup objectives identified in the
Technical and Administrat ive Guidance Memorandum (TAGM).

2. Mitigate the potential for contaminants to migrate from the
overburden aquifer into the bedrock aquifer.

3. Reduce or el iminate the threat to public health and the
environment posed by groundwater contaminat ion by remediating
groundwater to MCLs for VOCs. ,

4. Reduce or eliminate the potential for off-site migration of
contaminants. .

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that.each selected site remedy be protective of human
health and the environment, be cost-effect ive, comply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies a.nd resource recovery alternatives to the maximum extent

12



practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference for treatment
as a principal element for the reduction of toxic i ty, mobi l i ty, or volume
of the hazardous substances.

While the bedrock groundwater is contaminated to vary ing degrees, it
appears that the pumping of the groundwater from the fac i l i ty 's eight
active production wells, in combination with losses through the plant 's
storage and distribution system, has resulted in the effluent discharge
being in conformance with NYSDEC State Pol lutant Discharge
Elimination System (SPDES) standards for VOCs since 1984. Therefore,
while the treatment of the extracted bedrock groundwater is a viable
alternative, it was eliminated from further consideration, since treatment
is unnecessary to meet surface water discharge requirements.

As discussed above, invest igat ions have shown signif icant VOC
contamination in subsurface soils that act as a source of contaminat ion
to overburden groundwater, and, to a lesser extent, the bedrock
groundwater. This ROD evaluates, in detail, remedial a l ternat ives for
addressing the contamination in the var ious media.

The operat ion and maintenance costs reflect the annual costs to
operate, monitor, and maintain the remedy for 10 years, as pre l iminary
findings indicate that this is a reasonable time frame for cleanup. The
construction time for each alternative reflects only the time required to
construct or implement the remedy and does not include the t ime
required to design the remedy, negotiate the performance of the remedy
wi th the responsible part ies, or procure contracts for design and
construct ion.

The al ternat ives are:

Alternative 1: No Action

Capi ta l Cost: $ 0
Operat ion and Maintenance Cost: $114,125
Present-Worth Cost: $935,870
Construct ion Time: 1 month

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" al ternat ive be
considered as a baseline for comparison with the other al ternat ives.
The no-action remedial al ternat ive does not include any physical
remedial measures that address the problem of contamination at the Site
and would rely solely on intrinsic remediation (natural attenuation
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processes, including chemical degradation, dilution, and dispersion)
and production well pumping to address the contaminated groundwater
in the overburden and bedrock aquifers, respectively.

This al ternat ive would, however, include a long-term groundwater
monitor ing program. Under the monitoring program, water quality
samples would be col lected seasonal ly from upgradient, on-site, and
downgradiem groundwater monitoring wells. The specifics of monitoring
locat ions, frequency, and parameters would be determined during the
remedial design.

The no-action response also would include the development and
implementat ion of a public awareness and education program for the
residents in the area surrounding the Site. This program would include
the preparation and distribution of informational press releases and
circulars and convening public meetings. These act ivi t ies would serve
to enhance the public's knowledge of the conditions existing at the Site.
This alternative would also require the involvement of local government,
var ious health departments, and environmental agencies.

Under this al ternat ive, the existing production well network would
continue to extract contaminated bedrock groundwater for use in plant
operat ions. Sampling at the effluent discharge point would be
conducted to confirm that concentrat ions continue to meet permit
specif icat ions.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-site
above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be reviewed
every f ive years. If justi f ied by the review, remedial actions may be
implemented to remove or treat the contamination.

Alternative 2: Excavation of Contaminated Unsaturated Soils, Treatment
via Low Temperature Thermal Desorption (LTTD), and Redeposition

Capital Cost: . $1,171,584
Operation and Maintenance Cost: , $ 114,125
Present-Worth Cost: $2,107,454
Construct ion Time: 1 year

This alternative would include the excavation of unsaturated soils in the
PW-2 and Paved Pipe Staging Areas which exceed NYSDEC's soil TAGM
object ives for VOCs (est imated at .approximately 1,000 cubic yards).
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The actual extent of the excavat ions and the volume of the excavated
mater ia l would be based on post-excavat ion confirmatory sampling.
Shor ing of the excavat ions and extract ion and treatment of any water
that enters the trench would be necessary. The excavated soil would be
fed to a mobile LTTD unit brought to the Site, where hot air injected at
a temperature above the boiling points of the organic contaminants of
concern would allow them to be volati l ized into gases and escape from
the soil . The organic vapors extracted from the soil would then be
ei ther condensed, t ransferred to another medium (such as ac t iva ted
carbon), or thermal ly t reated in an afterburner operated to ensure
complete destruct ion of the vo lat i le organics. The of f -gases would be
f i l tered through a carbon vessel. Once the treated soil achieved soil
TAGM object ives, it would be tested in accordance with the Toxici ty
Character is t ic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to determine whether it
consti tutes a Resource-Conservat ion and Recovery Act hazardous waste
and, provided that it passes the test, it would be used as backfi l l
mater ia l for the excavated area. Soil above TCLP levels would either
undergo additional treatment or be disposed of at an approved off-Site
faci l i ty , as appropr iate.

Under this a l ternat ive, intrinsic remediat ion would address the
contaminat ion in the overburden groundwater in downgradient areas.
Water quality samples would be collected from upgradient, on-site, and
downgradient groundwater monitor ing wel ls to ver i fy that the level and
extent of contaminants in overburden groundwater are declining from
baseline condit ions and that condit ions are protect ive of human health
and the environment. The specifics of monitoring locat ions, frequency,
and parameters would be determined during the design of the selected
remedy.

This a l ternat ive would also include taking steps to secure inst i tut ional
contro ls , such as the placement of restr ict ions on the instal lat ion and
use of groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site.

Under this al ternat ive, the exist ing production well network would
continue to ext ract contaminated bedrock groundwater for use in plant
operat ions. Sampling at the effluent discharge point would be
conducted to confirm that concentrations continue to meet permit
specifications. This al ternat ive would also include the development of
a contingency plan for the pumping and treatment of contaminated
bedrock groundwater from the exist ing production well network in the
event of temporary or permanent plant c losure. The contingency plan
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would also address the treatment of the production well network effluent
should contaminant levels exceed discharge standards.

Alternative 3: Excavation of Contaminated Unsaturated and Saturated
Soil's, Treatment Via LTTD, and Redeposition

Capita! Cost: $2,101,054
Operat ion and Maintenance Cost: $ 114,125
Present-Worth Cost: $3,036,924
Construct ion Time: 1 year

This al ternat ive is identical to Alternat ive 2, except that it would also
include the excavation of the impacted saturated soils below the water
table which exceed NYSDEC's soil TAGM objectives for VOCs
(estimated at approximately 2,000 cubic yards). The actual extent of the
excavations and volume of excavated material would be based on post-
excavat ion confirmatory sampling data. Groundwater entering the
excavation would be pumped into mobile holding tanks for future testing
and t reatment, if necessary.

Although the overburden groundwater cannot be effectively extracted,
it is expected that the excavat ion of saturated soils will result in the
removal of a signif icant portion of the overburden groundwater
contamination. Intrinsic remediation would address the contamination
in the overburden that has migrated downgradient from the source
areas. Similar to Al ternat ive 2, Al ternat ive 3 would also include long-
term groundwater monitoring, use of the existing -production well
network to continue extract ing contaminated bedrock groundwater,
development of a cont ingency plan, and taking steps to secure
insti tut ional controls until the groundwater quality has been restored.

Alternative 4: Dual-Phase Extraction

Capital Cost: $ 967,998
Operation and Maintenance Cost: $ 218,818
Present-Worth Cost: $2,504,884
Construct ion Time: 2 years

Under this al ternat ive, a dual-phase high-vacuum extraction system
would be used to address contaminated overburden soils in the PW-2
and Paved Pipe Staging Areas. A series of extract ion wells would be
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insta l led in these areas and a strong vacuum applied to the extract ion
wells would draw in contaminated groundwater from the saturated ;:one
and contaminated soil vapor from the unsaturated zone. As grour;dwater
is removed, soi l vapors in the previously saturated soi l would be
ex t rac ted by the vacuum as well. Contaminated soil vapors and
groundwater would be piped to an on-site carbon adsorpt ion treatment
system. The treated groundwater would be discharged to surface water.
The soil vapor and groundwater t reatment residues would be sent to an
off-si te t reatment /d isposal fac i l i ty .

Intrinsic remediation would address the contamination in the overburden
that has migrated downgradient from the source areas. Similar to
A l te rna t i ve 2, A l ternat ive 4 would also include long-term groundwater
moni tor ing, use of the exist ing production well network to continue
extract ing contaminated bedrock groundwater, and development of a
contingency plan.

This al ternat ive would also include taking steps to secure inst i tut ional
cont ro ls , such as the placement of rest r ic t ions on the instal lat ion and
use of groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial al ternat ives, each al ternat ive
is assessed against nine evaluation cr i ter ia, namely, overa l l protect ion
of human health and the environment, compl iance with applicable or
re levant and appropriate requirements, long-term ef fect iveness and
permanence, reduct ion of tox ic i t y , mobi l i ty , or volume through
t reatment , shor t - term ef fect iveness, implementabi l i ty , cost, and s ta te
and community acceptance.

The evaluat ion cr i ter ia are described below.

• Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses
whether or not a remedy provides adequate protect ion and
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based
on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are el iminated,
reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
inst i tut ional controls.

° Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would
meet all of the appl icable or relevant and appropriate
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requirements of other federal and state environmental statutes and
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

• Long-term effectiveness end permanence refers to the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protect ion of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It also
addresses the magnitude and ef fect iveness of the measures that
may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals
and/or untreated wastes.

• Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment is the
antic ipated performance of the treatment technologies, with
respect to these parameters, a remedy may employ.

• Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to
achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health and
the environment that may be posed during the construction and im-
plementation period until cleanup goals are achieved.

• Implementability is the technical and administrat ive feasibi l i ty of
a remedy, including the avai labi l i ty of materials and services
needed to implement a particular option.

• Cost includes est imated capital and operation and maintenance
costs, and net present-worth costs.

• State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
RI/FS reports, RDIR, and the Proposed Plan, the State supports,
opposes, and/or has identified any reservations with the selected
al ternat ive.

• Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to
the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan. Factors of
community acceptance to be discussed include support,
reservat ion, and opposit ion by the community.

A comparat ive analysis of the remedial al ternat ives based upon the
evaluat ion cr i ter ia noted above fol lows.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Under Alternat ive 1 (No Act ion), contaminants would continue to leach
from the soil into the groundwater and continued off-site migration of
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contaminants would occur. Al ternat ive 1 would rely sole ly on intrinsic
remediat ion to address the contaminated overburden groundwater.
Consequent ly, this al ternat ive would not address the remedial act ion
ob jec t i ves establ ished for the Site and would, therefore, be the least
protect ive of human health and the environment.

Al ternat ive 2 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soi ls ) and Al ternat ive 3 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated
Saturated and Unsaturated Soils) would both be protect ive by removing
the pr imary source of contaminat ion to the overburden and bedrock
aquifers, although Alternat ive 3 would be considered more protect ive
because it would result in the removal of contaminated soi ls both above
and below the water table. Theoret ica l ly , A l ternat ive 4 (Dual-phase
Extract ion) would also be protect ive, although its ef fect iveness would
need to be demonstrated through t reatabi l i ty studies and would require
several years or more to reach the remediation goals.

Further, as discussed above, no current or future overburden
groundwater exposure is possible because the overburden is not usable.
Hence human health and environmental receptors are not threatened by
exposure to overburden groundwater.

Since the groundwater from the production well network is in
conformance with SPDES effluent permit requirements, continued
bedrock groundwater extraction would be protective of public health and
the envi ronment. All of the a l ternat ives, including No Action, would
include the extract ion of contaminated groundwater from the bedrock
aquifer, thereby reducing and minimizing the downgradient migration of
contaminants within that aquifer, and minimizing any potent ia l future
health and environmental impacts. In contrast with the other
al ternat ives, however, A l ternat ive 1 would not address the overburden
source of the contaminat ion to the bedrock aquifer.

With A l te rna t i ves 2, 3, and 4, it is ant ic ipated that the remediat ion of
the source areas, the elimination of the PW-2 conduit, the continued
extract ion of contaminated groundwater from the production well
network, and intrinsic remediation of the overburden groundwater would
reduce the downward migration of contaminants from the overburden
aquifer into the bedrock aquifer and would lead to the cleanup of the
bedrock aquifer within a reasonable time frame. Since it would not
address the source of the contamination, Al ternat ive 1 would not result
in the cleanup of the bedrock aquifer within a reasonable time frame.
Under A l ternat ives 2, 3, and 4, inst i tut ional controls would limit the
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in t rusiveness of future activi ty that could occur until the groundwater
quality has been restored.

Compliance with ARARs

While there are no federal or New York State soil ARARs for VOCs, one
of the remedial action goals is to meet TAGM objectives. Alternative 1
(No Act ion) would not be effect ive in meeting these object ives. While
it is ant ic ipated that Alternat ive 2 (Excavation and Treatment of
Contaminated Unsaturated Soils) would meet soil TAGM .objectives
through the excavation and treatment of the unsaturated soils in the
overburden aquifer, Alternative 3 (Excavation and Treatment of
Contaminated Saturated and Unsaturated Soils) would meet soil TAGM
objectives in the unsaturated and saturated soils. Alternative 4 (Dual-
phase Extraction) should also be able to meet these values, although
this would need to be demonstrated through treatabi l i ty testing.

Federal MCLs are not ARARs with respect to the overburden aquifer as
no current or future overburden groundwater exposure is possible
because-that aquifer is not usable. In addition, NYSDEC has indicated
that -since the overburden is of such low permeability, making the
overburden groundwater unusable, achievement of the state drinking
water standards in this aquifer is not considered to be practical at the
Site.

As the bedrock aquifer is usable, federal MCLs and state drinking water
standards are ARARs with respect to that aquifer. It is anticipated that
all of the alternatives would be effective in meeting these ARARs, since
they al l - include the extract ion of contaminated bedrock groundwater
until such time as the ARARs are achieved.

It is anticipated that surface water discharge requirements would be met
for the overburden groundwater treated under Alternatives 3
(groundwater entering the excavat ion and pumped into mobile holding
tanks) and 4 (groundwater from the dual-phase extract ion system). For
all of the al ternat ives, it is anticipated that surface water discharge
requirements would continue to be met for the extracted bedrock
groundwater.

All of the technologies that would be used .in Al ternat ives 2 /3 , and 4
would be designed and implemented to satisfy all action-specific
requirements, including air emission standards.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

With regard to the overburden aquifer, A l te rna t ive 1 (No Act ion) would
not maintain reliable long-term effect iveness and permanence, since the
contaminants in the soil would be left untreated and contaminated
groundwater would continue to migrate unabated.

Al ternat ive 2 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soils) would effect ively treat the contaminated 'unsatura ted overburden
soi ls, thus, reducing the hazards posed by these so i ls and permanent ly
removing a major source of groundwater contamination. It is ant ic ipated
that Alternat ive 4 (Dual-phase Extraction) would be more ef fect ive than
Alternative 2 (depending on the results of t reatabi l i ty studies), since it
would also address contaminants in the saturated zone. A l ternat ive 3
(Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and Unsaturated
Soi ls ) would be the most ef fect ive, since it includes complete removal
of the contaminated saturated and unsaturated overburden soi ls.
A l te rna t i ve 3 also includes the pumping of contaminated^groundwater
from the excavation, an element which would provide an added level of
contaminant removal . The inst i tu t ional controls associated with
A l te rna t ives 2, 3, and 4 would provide an addi t ional element of
effectiveness in preventing exposure of on-site and downgradient
receptors to contaminated groundwater. . ,

The treatment of the contaminated soi ls (A l ternat ives 2, 3, and 4) in
conjunct ion with the seal ing of the PW-2 conduit and intr insic
remedia t ion of the overburden groundwater is expected to, over t ime,
resul t in the overburden aquifer being remediated and is expected to
prevent the downward migrat ion of contaminants from the overburden
aquifer into the bedrock aquifer.

All of the al ternat ives, including No Action, would be ef fect ive with
regard to the bedrock aquifer, since they all include the extract ion of
contaminated bedrock groundwater until such time as MCLs are
achieved.

Sludges and residuals from the treatment processes for Al ternat ives 2,
3, and 4 would be col lected and disposed of of f-s i te.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not actively reduce the toxicity, mobility,
or volume of contaminants through treatment: under this alternative,
contaminant migration in the overburden aquifer would continue.

Alternat ive 2 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soi ls) and Alternat ive 3 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated
Saturated and Unsaturated Soils) with identical soil t reatment
approaches, would reduce the toxic i ty, mobil i ty, and volume
permanently through the excavation of source soils and treatment using
LTTD. A l ternat ive 3 would, however, be more ef fect ive because the
excavat ion of the contaminated soil would extend into the saturated
zone and would include the pumping of contaminated groundwater from
the excavat ion (an element which would provide an added level of
contaminant removal). It is ant icipated that Al ternat ive 4 (Dual-phase
Extract ion) would reduce the toxici ty, mobil i ty, and volume more than
Alternative 2 (depending on the results of treatabil i ty studies), since it
would also address contaminants in the saturated zone. All of the
a l ternat ives would reduce the tox ic i ty , mobil i ty, and volume of
contaminants in the bedrock aquifer by providing for the extract ion of
contaminated bedrock groundwater.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Since Alternative 1 (No Action) does not include physical construction
measures, it would not present a risk to on-site workers or the
community as a result of its implementation. Alternat ive 2 (Excavation
and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated Soils) and Al ternat ive 3
(Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and Unsaturated
Soils) would include activit ies such as contaminated soil excavation and
transport that could result in potential worker exposure to volat i l ized
contaminants and contaminated dust. However, mit igat ive measures to
reduce the possibi l i ty of exposure would be implemented. The
installation of the extraction system associated with Alternative 4 (Dual-
phase Extraction) might include act iv i t ies that could result in potent ial
exposure of workers to volati l ized contaminants during construct ion;
however, mit igat ive measures to reduce the possib i l i ty of exposure
would be implemented. Al ternat ives 2, 3, and 4 would generate
quantities of treatment byproducts that would have to be handled by on-
site workers and removed off-site for treatment/disposal.
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All of the alternatives might present some risk to on-site workers
through dermal contact and inhalation related to groundwater sampling
activi t ies. These .can, however, be minimized by utilizing proper
protect ive equipment.

It is estimated that Alternative 1 would require one month to implement,
since developing a long-term groundwater monitor ing program would be
the only act iv i ty required. Al ternat ives 2 and 3 could each be
implemented in about one year. Alternative 4 would take an est imated
two or more years to implement.

V

For the bedrock aquifer, continued contaminated bedrock groundwater
extraction would not present any short-term adverse impacts on human
health and the environment. „- Since the bedrock extraction system is
already in place, there would be no implementation time.

Implementability

The technologies proposed for use in all of the alternatives are proven
and rel iable in achieving the specif ied process eff ic iencies and
performance goals.

A l ternat ive 1 (No Act ion) would be the easiest to implement in that it
would require only monitoring. LTTD (Al ternat ives 2 and 3) has been
successfully performed on a ful l-scale basis with similar contaminants.
Pumping groundwater entering the excavation into mobile holding tanks
under Al ternat ive 3 is easi ly implemented. A dual-phase extract ion
system (Al ternat ive 4) would be relat ively easy to implement and has
been successful ly performed on a full-scale basis with similar
contaminants, although t reatabi l i ty testing would be required to ver i fy
its effectiveness in this particular geologic sett ing. In addition, the air
str ipping and carbon adsorpt ion technologies that may be used for
Al ternat ive 4 are proven and rel iable in achieving the specif ied
performance goals and are readily available. The air stripping and
carbon adsorption technologies that would be utilized for the
contaminated groundwater under Alternative 4 are proven treatment
methods. The continued extract ion of contaminated bedrock
groundwater is easily implemented.

All of the alternatives are technical ly and administrat ively feasible and
require readily available materials and services. Effecting institutional
controls until groundwater quality has been restored under Al ternat ives
2, 3, and 4 can be readily implemented.
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Cost

ie present-worth costs are calculated using a discount rate of 7
percent and a 10-year time interval. The est imated capital, annual
operat ion and maintenance, and present-worth costs for each of the
al ternat ives are presented below.

A l t e r n a t i v e
No.

1

2

3

4

Cap i ta l
Cost

$0

$ 1 , 1 7 1 , 5 8 4

$ 2 , 1 0 1 , 0 5 4

$ 9 6 7 , 9 9 8

Opera t ion and
Main tenance Cost

$ 1 1 4 , 1 2 5

$1 1 4,1 25

$1 14, 1 25

$ 2 1 8 , 8 1 8

Presen t -Wor th
Cost

$ 9 3 5 , 8 7 0

$ 2 , 1 0 7 , 4 5 4

$ 3 , 0 3 6 , 9 2 4

$ 2 , 5 0 4 , 8 8 4

As can be seen by the cost est imates, Al ternat ive 1 (No Action) is the
least costly remedy with a present-worth cost of $935,870. Alternative
3 (Excavat ion and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and
Unsaturated Soi ls) is the most costly remedy at $3,036,924.

State Acceptance

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.

Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that the
public general ly supports the selected remedy. Comments received
during the public comment period are summarized and addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix V to this
document. ,

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC
have determined that Al ternat ive 3 (Excavat ion of Contaminated
Unsaturated and Saturated Soils, Treatment via LTTD, and
Redeposition) is an appropriate remedy for the Site. Specif ically, this
will involve the fol lowing:
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Excavat ion and treatment, using LTTD of unsaturated and
saturated soi ls in the PW-2 and Paved Pipe Staging Areas which
exceed NYSDEC's soil TAGM object ives for VOCs. Post-
excavation confirmatory sampling will be conducted to assure that
the ent i re source areas are removed. Treated soi ls will be
backfil led into the excavation from which they were removed after
conf i rmatory sampling indicates that they meet the remediation
goals (i.e., TAGM objectives). Treated soil above TCLP levels will
either undergo addi t ional treatment or be disposed of at an
approved of f -Si te fac i l i ty , as appropriate. Groundwater entering
the excavation wil l be pumped into mobile holding tanks for future
test ing and t reatment, if necessary.

Extract ion of contaminated groundwater from the bedrock aquifer
through the exist ing product ion well network wil l continue until
MCLs are achieved. Provisions to periodical ly evaluate the entire
sys tem, and repair or upgrade, as necessary, wil l be included in
an operat ion and maintenance plan.

Elimination of any plant-related sources of water to the overburden
aquifer (as described in the "Resul ts of the Pre-Remedial Design
Invest igat ion" sect ion, above) in order to further mi t igate
contaminant mobi l i ty .

Intr insic remediat ion of contaminated overburden groundwater
(natura l at tenuat ion processes, including chemical degradat ion,
di lut ion, and dispersion) at the Site and in downgradient areas.
These natural mechanisms will be monitored regularly to veri fy
that the level and extent of contaminants in overburden
groundwater are declining from baseline condi t ions and that
condit ions are protect ive of human health and the environment.

Taking steps to secure inst i tut ional controls, such as deed
res t r i c t ions and contractual agreements, as well as local
ordinances, laws, or other government act ion, for the purpose of,
among other things, restricting the installation and use of
groundwater wel ls at and downgradient of the Site until
groundwater qual i ty has been restored.

Development of a contingency pran during the RD to ensure the
continuation of the pumping of contaminated bedrock groundwater
from the existing production well network in the event of temporary
or permanent plant closure or to adjust the rate of such pumping
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i.n the event that existing pumping rates do not effectively control
the migration of contaminated groundwater. The contingency plan
wi!! also address the treatment of the production weii network
effluent should contaminant levels exceed surface water discharge
standards.

• Long-term groundwater and production well effluent discharge
monitoring to evaluate the remedy's effect iveness. The exact
frequency and location of groundwater monitoring will be
determined during the RD stage. Monitoring will include a network
of groundwater monitoring wells (including the instal lat ion of new
monitoring wells, as necessary) sampled for VOCs and intrinsic
remediation indicator parameters. . The groundwater effluent
discharge will be monitored for VOCs. In.addition, a monitoring
well cluster (one overburden and one bedrock) will be installed
downgradient of the PW-2 Area to further assess groundwater
quality.

• Reevaluation of Site conditions at least once every five •years to
determine if a modification to the selected remedy is necessary.
This will include all areas of the Site, including the Northeastern
Site Boundary Area.

In addition, further investigation will be necessary in an area with
elevated groundwater concentrations in the vicinity of the warehouse in
order to determine if this area is an additional source area. If such a
source area is located, contaminated soil will be excavated and treated
along with contaminated soils from the Paved Pipe Staging Area.

It is believed that the sealing of the PW-2 conduit, in conjunction with
the remediation of the contaminated overburden soils (which will result
in the removal of a significant portion of the overburden groundwater
contamination and reduce the downward migration of contaminants from
the overburden aquifer into the bedrock aquifer), intrinsic remediation
of the overburden aquifer, and the continued extraction of the
contaminated bedrock groundwater will result in the bedrock
groundwater meeting the remediation goals in a reasonable time frame.

The selected remedy is believed to achieve the ARARs more quickly, or
as quickly, as the other al ternat ives, and is cost-effective. Therefore,
the selected remedy will,provide the best balance of trade-offs among
alternat ives with respect to the evaluating criteria! EPA and NYSDEC
believe that the selected remedy will treat principle threats, be
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protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs, be
cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
pract icable. The selected remedy also will meet the statutory
preference for the use of treatment as a principle element (i.e., the
soi l ) .

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As was previously noted, CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1),
mandates that a remedial action must be protective of human health and
the environment, cost-ef fect ive, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternat ive treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establ ishes a
preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently
and signif icantly reduce the volume, tox ic i ty , or mobil i ty of the
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA
§121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further specif ies that a remedial action
must attain a degree of cleanup that sat is f ies ARARs under federal and
state laws, unless a waiver can be just i f ied pursuant to CERCLA
§121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4).

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the selected
remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621.

Protect ion of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment by
reducing levels of contaminants in the groundwater and soil through
extract ion and treatment, respect ively, as well as through the
implementat ion of institutional controls. The selected remedy will
provide overall protection by reducing the toxicity, mobil i ty, and volume
of contaminat ion permanently, through treatment of the contaminated
soil and by meeting federal and state MCLs in the bedrock aquifer.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropr iate Requirements
of Environmental Laws . -

While there are no federal or New York State soil ARARs for VOCs, one
of the remedial action goals is to meet TAGM objectives. The selected
remedy wiU meet soil TAGM objectives in the unsaturated and saturated
soils.

27



Federal MCLs are not ARARs with respect to the overburden aquifer as
no current or future overburden groundwater exposure is possible
because that aquifer is not usabie. in addit ion, NYSDEC has indicated
that since the overburden is of such low permeabi l i ty , making the
overburden groundwater unusable, achievement of the state drinking
water standards in this aquifer is not considered to be pract ical at the
Site.

As the bedrock aquifer is usable, federal MCLs and state drinking water
standards are ARARs with respect to that aquifer. The selected remedy
would be effective in meeting these ARARs, since it includes the
extraction of contaminated bedrock groundwater until such time as the
ARARs are achieved. ;

It is ant ic ipated that surface water discharge requirements will be met
for the overburden groundwater treated under the selected remedy
(groundwater entering the excavation and pumped into mobile holding
tanks) and that they wil l continue to be met for the extracted bedrock
groundwater. .

A summary of act ion-specif ic, chemical-specif ic, and locat ion-specif ic
ARARs which will be complied with during implementat ion is presented
below. A listing of the chemical-specif ic ARARs is presented in Tables
11 and 12.

Action-specific ARARs:

• Nat ional Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

6 NYCRR Part 257, Air Qual i ty Standards

6 NYCRR Part 212, Air Emission Standards

6 NYCRR Part 373, Fugitive Dusts

40 CFR 50, Air Qual i ty Standards

• State Permit Discharge Elimination System

• Resource Conservat ion and Recovery Act
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Chemical-specif ic ARARs:

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) MCLs and MCL Goals (MCLGs)
40 CFR Part 141

6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water Qual i ty
Regulat ions

10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sani tary Code

Location-specif ic ARARs:

Clean Water Act Section 404, 33 U.S.C. 1344

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered:

° New York Guidel ines for Soi l Erosion and Sediment Contro l

o New York State Air Cleanup Cr i ter ia, January 1990

o New York State Technical and Administrat ive Guidance
Memorandum (TAGM)

° New York State Air Guide-1

Cost -Ef fec t iveness

The selected remedy provides for overal l e f fect iveness in proport ion to
its cost and in mit igat ing the principal risk posed by contaminated
groundwater. The estimated cost for the selected remedy has a capital
cost of $2,101,054, annual operation and maintenance of $114,125, and
a 10-year present-worth cost of $3,036,924.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Pract icable

The selected remedy uti l izes permanent solutions and al ternat ive
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable by employing
LTTD to treat source area soils and a groundwater extraction system to
remove contaminated groundwater from the bedrock aquifer.
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Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy's uti l ization of LTTD to treat source area soils
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies employing treatment that
permanently and signif icantly reduces the toxici ty, mobil i ty, or volume
of hazardous substances.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes from the selected alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan^.

30



. FIGURES

FIGURE 1 SITE LOCATION MAP
FIGURE 2 SITE LAYOUT MAP WITH MONITORING WELL LOCATIONS
FIGURES AREAS OF CONCERN
FIGURE4 DISTRIBUTION OF 1,1,1-TCA IN OVERBURDEN

GROUNDWATER (PW-2 AREA)
FIGURE 5 DISTRIBUTION OF 1,1,1-TCA IN OVERBURDEN

GROUNDWATER (PPS AREA)
FIGURES DISTRIBUTION OF 1,1,1-TCA IN OVERBURDEN

SOIL (PPS AREA)
FIGURE 7 DISTRIBUTION OF 1,1,1-TCA IN OVERBURDEN

SOIL (PW-2 AREA)
FIGURE 8 DISTRIBUTION OF 1,1,1-TCA IN BEDROCK WELLS



Robintech, Inc. /Nations.! Pipe Co. Site

Srte Location Map

ROBINTECHJNO/
NATIONAL PIPE CO

Figure 1

'-egion II -



Current Site Layout

Parkway
Vending

Company

Moblja Tank
FarnVx—x

LEGEND

-f-f-f Railroad

R Residence

Butineit

mum .

Building // PW . Production Well

-*-^- Drainage Dilch

0 -- • Slorm Water Sewer

-H-tf- Fence

a ca Property Boundary

Figure 2

Cp
*-*."
CD



HW-iA

NORTHEASTERN SITE
BOUNDARY AREA

LEGEND

CROUNOWATER SURFACE CONTOUR LINE

• ,• INFERRED CROUNOWATER SURFACE
CON TOUR'LINE

PROPERTY BOUNDARY

STORU SEWER

—' DRAINAGE DITCH

• FENCEUNE .

R RESIDENCE .

6 BUSINESS

® OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL

9 BEDROCK MONITORING WELL

O INTERMEDIATE MONITORING WELL

© PRODUCTION WELL

PW-2 AREA

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

250 500

U.S.E.P.A. REGION II
.ROBINTECH /NATIONAL PIPE

APPROXIMATE BOUNDARIES OF AREAS OF CONCERN
RGURE 3



SWB-06
1.013

-SWB-33
15

SWB-IO
@990

SWB-OI

WB-O;
152
MW-7-1—
5.392
swn-i il—I-
4.070

SE-03
575

SWB-31
©426 ,

PROBABLE CONTAMINATED
SWB-04
1.402

SE-02
156

SE-.O
32 SE-M

DRY
© SWB-15

DKY

PW2 AREA
AQUEOUS TCA ISOCONCENTRATION MAP

l?OniNTECII. INC./NATIONAL PIPE SLIPERFUND SITE
VESIAL, NEW YORK

LEGEND
© OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL

INtERMEDIAfE MONITORING WEIL

BEDROCK WONI10RINO WFLL

0 PKOmiCIION WILL

1CA CONCENIRAIIONS IISIEO IN IABI.E 4
ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGINEERING
CORPORATION

SWB- 1 9 GEOPROBE BORING LOCAIION
41- - AQUEOUS ICA CONCEHIRA1ION (npb)
NO- -- NO OEIECr

— 100— ICA ISOCONCr.NIRAIION CONIOUR (ppb)

FIGURE 4



o

MW-I,
ins

PPA-02
4-171 .
PPA-03

— PPA--19
—-PPA-44

PPA-4B

PPA-12
271

OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL

BEDROCK MONITORING WELL

PRODUCTION WELL

LATERAL EXTEXT OF-IMPACT AREA

PPA-i:! CEOPROBE BORING LOCATION

MD>T^—TCA CONCENTRATION (ppb)
NO DETECTION

— 100— TCA ISOCONCENTRATION CONTOUR

— - PROPERTY BOUNDARY

SCALE

100 TEET

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA
AQUEOUS TCA ISOCONCENTRATION MAP

ROniNFECII. IMC./NATIONAL PIPE SUPERFUND SITE
VESTAL. NEW YORK

CORPORATION

CHK'D: O.K.

DATC: 01/04/95

FIGURE 5



GP-- I H -
NS

MW - 1 I

OW-07
ND

OW-08
NS

PAVED

SOIL SOURCE AREA
WITH TCA CONCENTRATIONS ABOVE

NYS TAGM VALUE (0.76 ppm)

LEGEND

O OVERBURDE.N MONITORING WELL

© BEDROCK MONITORING WELL

O GP-20 BORING LOCATION

© EW-OI EXTRACTION WELL

O OW-06 OBSERVATION PIEZOMETER
0.0} TCA CONCENTRATION (ppm) IN SOIL

NO TCA HOT DETECTED OR HELD PID
READING INDICATES NO IMPACT

NS NOT SAMPLED

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA
RDWPA BORING LOCATION MAP

ROBINTECH. INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO.
VESTAL, NEW YORK

9 ENVIRONMENTAL
ENGINEERING
CORPORATION

DATE: 12/27/95



GP-16'
0.01

SOIL SOURCE AREA
WITH TCA CONCENTRATIONS ABOVE

NYS TAGW VALUE (0.76 ppm)

i Figure 7

• C?-9

OVERBURDEN UONirORiNG WELL

PRODUCTION WELL

SQRiMC LOCATION

EXTRACTION W£U_

• Qv<-ot

l . - t TCA CONCENTRATION (pjm) IN SOIL

NO TCA NOT oarcrrtN ca HELD PIO
READING INDICATES NO IMPACT

NS NOT SAMPLED

PW-2 AREA
ROV/PA BORING it WELL PLOT LOCATION MAP

ROBlNTECH, INC./NATIONAL" PIPE CO.

VESTAL. NEW YORK

ctfc
ENVIRONMENTAL

ENGINEERING
CORPORATION

ORWH: U.J.g.

SCALE: AS SHOWN

CHK'O: O.K. i

OATE: i;/27/95



0 250 500

NOTE: BASE MAP FROM McLAREN HART

CROUNDWATER SURFACE CONTOUR LINE

INFERRED CROUNDWATER SURFACE
CONTOUR LINE

PROPERTY BOUNDARY . . .

STORM SEWER

DRAINAGE DITCH

FEHCELINE '

RESIDENCE

BUSINESS

OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL

BEDROCK MONITORING WELL

INTERMEDIATE MONITORING WELL

PRODUCTION WELL

1.1.1 TCA CONCENTRATION (ppb)

—10-— 1.1.1 TCA ISOCONCENTRATION LINE

NOTES:
1. FIGURE BASED ON ANALYTICAL DATA FROM

GROUNDWATER SAMPLING ROUND PERFORMED
IN SEPTEMBER. 1995.

2. TCA CONCENTRATION IN" PW-2 FROM 1995
DISCRETE INTERVAL SAMPLING (45-53 FEET).

3: TCA CONCENTRATION IN PW-3 FROM 1994
. DISCRETE INTERVAL SAMPLING (50-55 FEET).

MALCOLM
U.S.E.P.A. REGION II (ARCS) -

ROBINTECH/NATIONAL PIPE RD/RA

AQUEOUS TCA ISOCONCENTRATION MAP- BEDROCK

COPYRIGHT © 1996

MALCOLM PIRNIE. INC.

FIGURE 8



APPENDIX II

TABLES



TABLES

TABLE 1 SOIL SAMPLING DATA, ORGANIC PARAMETERS (PPS AREA)
TABLE 2 OVERBURDEN GROUNDWATER SAMPLING DATA, ORGANIC

PARAMETERS (PPS AREA)
TABLE 3 OVERBURDEN GROUNDWATER SAMPLING DATA, ORGANIC

PARAMETERS (PW-2 AREA)
TABLE 4 SOIL SAMPLING DATA, ORGANIC PARAMETERS (PW-2 AREA)
TABLE 5 BEDROCK GROUNDWATER SAMPLING DATA,

ORGANIC PARAMETERS
TABLE 6 CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
TABLE 7 SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
TABLES TOXICITY VALUES
TABLE 9 SUMMARY OF CARCINOGENIC RISKS
TABLE 10 SUMMARY OF NON-CARCINOGENIC RISKS
TABLE 11 FEDERAL AND STATE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS

FOR DRINKING WATER
TABLE 12 NYSDEC TAGM OBJECTIVES FOR ORGANICS IN SOIL



Tnhlc 1

Rohintcch, Inc./National Pipe Co. She
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - SOIL SAMPLING

RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Dilut ion Faclor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Dale
Analysis Date

GP-01
1 X

SOIL
5 - 7

10/11/95
10/12/95

GP-fll
10 X
SOIL
9- 10

10/11/95
10/13/95

GP-02
I X

SOIL
6 - 7

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-13
100 X
SOIL

6-6.5
10/16/95
10/16/95

GP-13.
100 X
SOIL
6.5-7

10/16/95
10/16/95

GP-13
200 X
SOIL

10.5-11
10/16/95
10/16/95

GP-13
200 X
SOIL

12.5-13
10/16/95
10/16/95

GP-14
2 X

SOIL
7 - 8

10/16/95
10/16/95

GP-15
100X
SOIL
5-7

10/16/95
10/16/95

Volilale Organic Compounds (ppm)

1,1,1-Trichloroelhane

Trichloroetliene
Toluene
Teirachlorocthene

0.023
0.005 U

0.005 U
0.500 U

0.189
0.005 U

0.005 U
0.500 U

0.005 U ,
0.021

0.005 U
0.500 U

1.138
0.005 U

0.005 U
0.500 U

1.135
0.005 U

0.005 U
0.500 U

6.876
l.OOOU

I.OOOU
.l.OOOU

4.231

l.OOOU

l.OOOU

l.OOOU
|&f̂ #lp.̂ !̂PWfP8 î!̂ ^ ••H£?#««mm»?

0.027
o.oio u
0.010 U
0.010 U v

WM&MBSm

2.927
0.005 U

0.005 U
0.500 U

Snmplc ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feel)
Sample Dale
Analysis Dal'e

GP-15
50X
SOIL
8.5-9

. 10/16/95
10/17/95

GP-19
1 X

SOIL
0 - 4

10/17/95
10/17/95

GP-19
5X

SOIL
1 0 - 1 2

10/17/95
10/17/95

GP-20
2 X

SOIL
3 - 4

10/17/95
10/17/95

GP-20
10 X,
SOIL
6 - 7

. 10/17/95
10/17/95

GP-21
I X

SOIL
0 - 1

10/17/95
10/17/95'

GP-23
I X

SOIL
7-8

10/17/95
10/18/95

GP-23
5 X

SOIL
10-12

10/17/95
10/18/95

GP-24
I X

SOIL
4-4 .5

10/18/95
10/18/95

Volitale Organic Compounds (ppm)
1,1,1-Trichloroelhane
Trichloroellicne
Toluene
Tetrachloroelhene

0.584
. 0.025 U

0.025 U
0.025 U

0.048
0.011
0.048

0.005 U

0.078
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.074
0.010 U
0.010 U
0.010 U

0.225
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U

0.024
0.005 U
0.005 U
0.005 U

0.023
0.005 U
.0025 J
0.005 U

0.153
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.015
0.005 U
0.005 U
0.005 U

NOTES
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quantitation Limits
NA = Not Analyzed

|PPSS01LXLWll002.X'LS



Table 1

Rnhintcch, Inc./Nalional Pipe Co. Site
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - SOIL SAMPLING

RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

GP-24
5X

SOIL
12- 14

10/18/95
10/18/95

GP-25
2.5X
SOIL
0 - 4

10/18/95
10/18/95

GP-25
2 X

SOIL
11.5- 12
10/18/95
10/18/95

OW-06
1 X

SOIL
' 8-9
10/12/95
10/16/95

PPA-06
10X
SOIL

1.5-2.0
12/9/94
12/9/94

PPA-06
10X
SOIL

2.5-3.0
12/9/94
12/9/94

PPA-06
10X
SOIL

3.0-3.5
12/9/94
12/9/94

PPA-15
1 X

SOIL
1-3

12/8/94
12/8/94

iPPA-15
12.5 X
SOIL
3-5

12/8/94
12/8/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm)
1,1,1-Trichloroelhane
Tricliloroethene
Toluene
Tetrachlorocthene

0.046
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.0125 U
0.0125 U
0.0125 U
0.0125 U

0.16
0.010 U
0.010 U
0.010 U

0.048
0,025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.050 U
NA
NA
NA

0.050 U
NA
NA
NA

0.107
NA
NA
NA

.109E
NA '
NA
NA

0.501
NA
NA '
NA

ffe^&^^^^^j$g$jfft^

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix .
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Dale

PPA-28
5 X

SOIL
0-2

12/14/94
12/20/94

PPA-31
5 X

SOIL
6-8'

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-32
5X •

SOIL
0-2

12/14/94
12/15/94

. PPA-44
I O X

SOIL
4-6

12/21/94
12/21/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm)
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroelhene
Toluene
Telrachloroelliene

0.025 U
NA
NA
NA

0.0748
NA
NA
NA

0.025 U
NA
NA
NA

0.1497
NA
NA
NA

NOTES
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quanlitation Limits
NA = Not Analyzed |PPSS01LX'LW|l002.XLS



Table 2

Rohinlech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal. New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date •
Analysis Dale

PPA-OI
I X

WATER
8-9

12/6/94.
12/6/94

PPA-02
50 X

WATER
8-9

12/6/94 •
12/6/94

PPA-03
10 X

WATER
7.5-8.5'
12/6/94
12/6/94

PPA-04
4 X

WATER
• 7-8

12/6/94
12/6/94

PPA-05
IX

WATER
6-7

12/7/94
12/7/94

PPA-06
250

WATER
9-11

12/7/94
12/7/94

PP/v-07
5 X

WATER
6-9

12/7/94
12/7/94

PPA-08
100 X

WATER
7-9

12/7/94
12/7/94

[ 1,1.1-Tnchloroethane ^ppb)
in ^^EHIlMMra^yi^!^

60 4,471 340 130 5 U 19,421 57 5,628

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Dale
Analysis Dale -

PPA-09
-

DRY.
11-12

12/7/94
-

PPA-IO
20 X ,

WATER
11-12

12/7/94
|_ 12/7/94

P P A - I I
' I X

WATER
7-9

12/7/94
12/7/94

PPA-I2
16.66

WATER
10.5-12.5
12/7/94
12/7/94

PPA-13
1 X

WATER
8-10

12/8/94
12/8/94

PPA-14
5 X

WATER
11-12

12/9/94
12/9/94

PPA-15
250 X

WATF.R
5-7

12/8/94
12/8/94

PPA-16
10X

WATER
9.5-10.5
12/9/94
12/9/94

[l.l.l-Trichloroethane(pph) DRY 395 13 271 148 J 25 ,A ( 13,080 [ 292

NOTES
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E — Outside Linear Working Range ( I l i i i l i )
I) = Compound Fount! in Method Dhink
U =• Rclt>\v Mctlutil Qnuntitiition Limits

' ""- ' -s , i'^V ' s f\ -< '' '''^V;/ !<f'". -<; ' ."*, f,; >j '*„ 5 ~ > - j > %* vj * ' < ^ » s jv' v i ^ o , - - v ; ( ' * % , , , '5,



Table 2.

Rohintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site.
Vestal , New York

. ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date : ,- .

PPA-17
I X

WATER
11-12

12/9/94
•' 12/9/94

PPA-18
10 X

WATER
8-9

12/9/94
12/9/94

PPA-19
1 X

WATER
11-12

12/12/94
12/14/94

PPA-20
50 X

WATER
11-12

12/13/94
12/15/94

PPA-21
5 X

WATER
8-9

12/13/94
12/15/94

PPA-22
10 X

WATER
11-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-23

' i x
WATER

7-8
12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-24
25 X

WATER
11-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

11,1,1 -Trichloroethane (ppb) 183 5 U 2,480 83 476 5U 5.080 E

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Dale
Analysis Date

PPA-25
. •. -'

DRY
7-8

12/14/94
• -

PPA-26
20 X

WATER
12-14

12/14/94
. 12/15/94

PPA-27
1 X

WATER
10-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-28
- •

DRY
11-12

12/14/94
-

PPA-29
5 X

WATER
12-14

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-30
10 X

WATER
10-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-31
5 X

D'RY
11-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-32
1 X

WATER
11-12

12/14/94
12/15/94

1,1.1 -Trichloroethane (ppb) DRY 284 30 DRY 116 217 DRY 5 U

NOTES
J'= Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (Hiyh)
R = Compound Found in Method Blank
I) --- Hclovv Molliod Q i u i n l i l i i l i n i i L i m i t s



Table 2

Rohinlech, I n c . / N a t i o n a l Pipe Co. Site
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS .

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)

Sample Dale
Analysis Date

PPA-33

DRY
10-12

12/14/94

PPA-34
250 X

WATER
9-11

12/14/94
12/15/94

PPA-35
-

DRY
10-12

12/14/94
-

PPA-36
.-

DRY
11.5-13.5

. 12/15/94
•

PPA-37

i x
WATER

12-14
12/15/94
12/15/94

PPA-38
• ' -
DRY
12-14

12/15/94
• -

PPA-39
I X ' .

WATER
14-16

12/15/94
12/15/94

PPA-40A
1 X

WATER
8-10

12/15/94
12/15/94

1,1,1-Trichloroelhane ($\>ty DRY 6,587 DRY DRY 5 U DRY 5 LI

KJH$jL « s.^X^^^&sl^ElkjlJiiiiil^svii) &£t ii».U; Ji. 4a<*J,*)5> *&wiC*i.< £t «ul< J .£1 L* ,U.,' wln}4i<,&^^>5lU,i«i<ij( d-^xi lii.i&, ( to iciv £ !, CJiLi.-^ <«.! uk > viLEllii:; ijj JU£

Sample ID
Dilution Factor .
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Dale

PPA-41

REFUSAL

12/19/94

PPA-42

REFUSAL

12/19/94

PPA-43*

NOT

SAMPLED

PPA-44

REFUSAL

12/21/94

PPA-45

50 X.
WATER

10-12
12/21/94
12/21/94

PPA-46

REFUSAL

12/21/94

PPA-47

1 X
WATER

11-1 3!

I2/21/04
12/24/94

5 U

lilLJ^J^

PPA-48

NOT

SAMPLED

: • • • . / . . ' '• ' '

1 ' ' ' ' ' ' • • ' • ' ' '

1.1,1 -Trichloroelhane (ppb) - - - - 473 - 32 -

NOTES .

* PPA-43~\vas drilled for lilhologic iletcrminiilion only; no samples were collected from Ihe horiny.
J = Outside Linear Working Riinye (Low) . •

I: = Outside Linear Working .Riinge (Miyl i )
It - Ciimpcuiiul Found in Mclhod Rliink ' •

I I - Hclnw Method Qti; inti i ; i t i t>n L i m i t s ' '



Table 2

Rohinlech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal. New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

PPA-49
• -"
DRY
13-15

12/21/94

PPA-50
SOX

. WATER
10-12

12/21/94
12/24/94

PPA-51
I X

WATER,
6.5-8.5
12/21/94
12/24/94

PPA-52
250 X

WATER
7-9

12/22/94
12/24/94

PPA-53
•
DRY

7.5-9.5
12/8/94

.

[1,1,1 -Trichloroethane (ppb) DRY 2,176 5 U 4,611 DRY

^
NOTES
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quantitation Limits

| ITMi\V. \ l Nl.S



Table 2

Robinlech. Inc. / National Pipe Co. Superfund Site
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GRQUNDWATER SAMPLES
MONITORING WELLS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Dale -
Analysis Date

MW-11
10 X

WATER
8-18

12/6/94
12/7/94

MW-12
IX

WATER
10-20

12/12/94
12/12/94

1,1 ,1 -Trichbroethane (ppb) ~"j 1 65 E 5U |

NOTES
J - Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High) -
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quantilalion Limits

|IT.S<;\V.\I.U'|M\Vj||.v\|.Sv



Table 3

Rohinlech, Inc. /National Pipe Co. Site

Vesta l .NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP / RDWPA

Sample ID .
Dilution Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date .

SWB-01
500 X

.WATER
18-20

12/6/94
12/7/94

SWB-02
500 X

WATER
18-20

12/7/94
12/7/94

SWB-03
20 X

WATER
17

12/9/94 '
12/9/94

SWB-04
100 X

WATER
16.5

12/9/94
12/9/94

SWB-05
100X

WATER
18

12/9/94
12/9/94

SWB-06
100 X

WATER
14-16

12/12/94 .
12/15/94

SWB-07
5X

WATER
19-21

12/12/94
12/12/94

SWB-08
500 X

WATER
14-16

12/12/94
12/12/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
Tettachloroethene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

pb)
24733

29433 E
17782

2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U

25368
8910
3429

2500 U
2500 U .

4222
2500 U
'5379

152.
90 J

100 U
52 J
57 J

100 U
272

100 U

8402
1002

500 U
500 U
429 J .
500 U
399J
500 U

1243
1676
556
1067

500 U
500 U
500 U
500 U

1013
1255

500 U
500 U
891

500 U
500 U
500 U

129
25 U
•5! •

25 U
25 U

- 25 U
25 U

25 U

13943
8132
2974

2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U

NOTES ; ••'

J = Outsiilts Linear Working Ranee (Low)

R = Outside Linear Working Range (Hitjh)

II - Compound Found in Method Blank

(' Ili-liiiv McllitKlpii;inlil; i l ioii l . j i t i i ls
l'.l.V I -I I. ICVV'CW VI W I H I I I VI



Table 3

Roninlech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Sile

Vestal, NY

. ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID •
Dilution Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SWB-09
50 X

WATER
14-16

12/12/94
12/14/94.

SWB-IO
20 X

WATER
17-19

12/13/94
12/15/94

SWB-I1
250 X

WATER
11-13

12/13/94
12/14/94

SWD-12
5 X

WATER
19-21 '

12/13/94
12/15/94

SWB-13
5X .

WATER
. 19-21
12/13/94
12/15/94

SWB-14
5 X

WATER
18-20

12/13/94
12/14/94

SWB-15
••

DRY
24.

12/15/94
• -

SWB-16
20 X

WATER
18,5

12/15/94
12/19/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichlbroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trichlotoethene
Vinyl Chloride

p b ) . • ' ' " ' • ' . , • • • - , - , . . . -
562
132 J

. 250 U
250 U
250 U
250 U

859
250 U

990
113
159

100 U
100 U
100 U

111
• 100 U

4070
2891

1250 U
1250 U
1250 U'
1250U
1250 U

• I 2 5 0 U

93
25 U
15J

25 U
22 J
25 U
101

25 U :

117
20 J
15 J

25 U
25 U
25 U

.. 104
25 U

54
25 U
25 U
25 U
25 U
25 U

65
25 U

-
• • -

-
- . • -

' •—
•

- • '.

• -

1614
1750
771

100 U
100 U
100 U
208

. 100 U

NOTES

J = Outside IJneiir Workiny Riinge (Low)

f- = Outside Linesir Working Riinjje (High)

I) = Compound Foiiiul in Method Bhink

(I ••• Melon* Mcllioil Qiiiinliliiiinti Limils
|l'\VKiW.XI.W|UH!.XI.S



Table 3

Robintecli. Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
1 Vestal. NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP / RDWPA

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SWB-17
100X

WATER
18.5

12/15/94
12/19/94

SWB-18
500 X '

WATER
18-20

12/16/94
12/19/94

SWB-19
1 X

WATER
20

12/16/94
12/19/94

SWB-20
5 X

WATER
19

12/16/94
12/19/94

SWB21
2500 X

WATER
18-20

12/16/94
12/16/94

SWB-21
500 X

WATER
18-20

12/16/94
: 12/19/94

SWB-21 A
17X

WATER
17

12/16/94
12/19/94

SWB22
250 X

WATER
17-19

12/19/94
12/19/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Tricliloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

pb)
1125
1543
869

500U
500U
500U
2517
500U

3683
2129 J
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
2500 U
1706J

2500 U

41
8
13

5 U
5 U
5 U
27 .
5 U

195
65
29

. . 2 5 U
65

25 U
209

• 25 U

180005
49465
73669

12250U
12250 U
175218
34326

12250U

222129 E
53166
60052
2500
2500
2500
15565
2500

1288 E
85 U
230

85 U
54 J

4587 E
85 U
85 U

104192 E
60232

34568 E
1250 U
1250 U
2920
10929

' 1250 U

NOTES

J = Outside Linear Working Ranije (Low)

E = Outside Linesir Working Ranye ( I l i a d )

B — Compound Found in Method Blank

II lU'luvv Mclluul Qicinl i la t ion Limits
t \i.s



Table 3

Rohinlech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site

Vestal, NY ' '

ANALYTICAL RESULTS.

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP / RDWPA

Sample ID

Dilution Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet).
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SWB-22

50 X

WATER
17-19

11/19/94
12/19/94

SWB-23

0.5 X
WATER

18

12/20/94
12/21/94

SWB24
2500 X

WATER
19-21

12/20/94
12/20/94

SWB-25

20 X
WATER
14.5-16.5

12/20/94
12/20/94

SWB-26

DRY
15

12/20/94

SWB-27

DRY
19.6

12/20/94

SV/B-28

250 X
WATER

17-19

12/20/94
12/20/94

SWB-29
5 X ,

WATER
14.5^16.5
12/20/94
12/20/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1,1,1-Tnchloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethene

Chloroform
Tetrachloroethene

Toluene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

p b ) ' • • - . . . - . . • , . . ' •
18457 E
6741 E
3269 E
250 U
250 U
250 U

878
250 U

. 2.5 U
2.5 U

... 2.5 U
2.5 U
2.5 U
2.5 U
2.5 U
2.5 U

101279
15405
14168

12250U
12250 U
116800

1 2250 U
1 2250 U

800
262
214

100 U
100 U

100 U

75 J

100 U

• ' -
-.

.

'
.

. - >.

• -
-

•
-
-

- -.

-

39565
18249
14766
1250 U
1250 U

1250U
1250 U

1250 U

55
25 U
20 J
25 U
25 U

25 U

24 J

25 U

NOTES

.1 = Oulside Linear-Working Range (Low)

f- = Outside Linear Working Range (High).

R = Compound Found in Method Bliink

U : llclow Method Quanliliilion Limits-
|f\V2(i\V.\l.\V|U||t.\l



Table 3

Robinlech, Inc. / Nat ional Pipe Co. Site

Veslal . 'NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP / RDWPA

Sample ID
Dilution Factor

Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SWB-30

250 X
WATER

6-8
12/20/94
12/20/94 .

SWB-31

20 X
WATER

19-21
12/20/94
12/21/94

• SWB-32

20 X
WATER

21-23
12/20/94
12/21/94

SWB-33

I X
WATER

16-18
12/20/94
12/20/94

SWB-34

1 X
WATER

16-18
12/21/94
12/21/94

SWB-35

IX -•
WATER

7-9
12/21/94
12/21/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
Tetrachloroethene

Toluene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

lib) • • • • - . .
1546

967 J
334 J

1250 U
1299

1250 U

1250 U
1250U

426

1064
202

100 U

100 U

100 U
208

100 U

162
487
61J

100 U

• 100 U

100U
256

100 U

15

5U .
5U
5U
5U
5U
5

5U

5U
5U
5U
5U
5U

. 5U
5U
5U

6
5

5U •
5 U
5 U
5 U
5 U
5 U

NOTES

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

I- = Outside Linear Working Range ( H i g h )

H = Compound Found in Method Blank

11 liclow Method Q i i : i i i l i l ; i l i i i n L imi t s
|r\v:i;w.\i.w|iuit.\i.s



Table 3

Rohinlech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site

Vestal, NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS :

PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Matrix .
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

GP-05
500 X

WATER
22-24

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-05
5,000 X
WATER
22-24

10/12/95
12/161/94

GP - 06
500 X

WATER
1 5 - 1 7

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP - 06
1 0,000 X
WATER

15- 17
10/12/95
10/18/95

Volatile Organic Compounds (p
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1-Diehloroethene
Chloroform
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride

pb)
44.288E

NA
NA

• NA
2,500 U

9,781
2,500 U

NA

66,275

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

196.869E
NA
NA
NA

2,500 U
155.152E

14,000
NA

376,030

NA
NA
NA
NA

191,090
NA
NA

NOTES .

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

P. = Outside Linear Working Ranye (Hiyh)

II = Compound Found in Method Blank

U • Ik-low Mclhnd Qi ian l i l a l iun L imi t s



Table 3

Rohinlech, Inc. / Nalional Pipe Co. Site •

Vestal, NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PW-2 AREA-'-- OFF-SITE SAMPLES

TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

RDWP

Sample ID
Dilulion Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SE-01 ,
' 5X
WATER

7-9 ,
.12/13/94
12/13/94

SE-02
25 X

WATER .
y 7-9 ,
12/13/94
12/13/94

SE-03.
; 100 X
WATER
.9 -11
12/13/94
12/13/94

SE-04

REFUSAL
8' .

12/19/94

SE-05

REFUSAL
T

•12/19/94

SE-06 ,
I X

WATER
8:10 .

'12/21/94
12/21/94

SE-07
I X

WATER
10-12 ,

12/21/94"
12/21/94

SE-08
50 X

WATER
12-14

12/21/94
12/21/94

SE-09
- 5X
WATER

12-14
12/21/94
12/23/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppb)
I.l.l-Trichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethene

Chloroform

Telrachloroeihene

Toluene

Trichloroelhene

Vinyl Chloride

69

25U

25 U

25U

25U

25U

199
25U

156

125 U

125 U

125 U

100J

125 U

532

' I25U

575

398 J -;

-' 500 U

500 U .

500 U

500 U

500 U

500 U

' - • ••
:. - • '

' - ' • : ' '

. ' . . ' ' ' •

_ . ' • • . .

'• • - . ' ' •

.

:-

-

.

. - "

• ' - ' "

- '•

-

' • .

• '

5 U

5U

5U

5U

5U

5U

5'U
5 U

5U

5U

5U

5U

5U

5U

5U
5U

602

4604

250 U

250 U

250 U

250 U

250 U
250 U

64

- 227

25U

25 U

25 U

25U

25 U

25 U

NOTES

I a Outiide Linear Working Range (Low)

E » Ouliidc Linear Working Range (High)

B " Compound Found in Method Blink

U •=• Betow Method Quarvliutioa Umito

Page I of2 IPW2QW.XLW1SEOW.XLS



Table 3

Robinlech, Inc. 7 National Pipe Co. Site

VwUl, NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PW-2AREA - OFF-SITE SAMPLES

TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

. RDVVT

Sample ID
Dilution Factor
Matrix
Sample Interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SE-10,
I X

WATER
13-15

12/21/94
12/23/94

SE-ll
- -

REFUSAL

8
12/21/94

DRY

SE-12
I X

WATER
1Q-12

12/21/94;
12/23/94

SE-13
'• IX .'

WATER
10-12

12/21/94
12/23/94

SE-14

REFUSAL
8

. 12/21/94
DRY

SE-15
I X

WATER
14-16

12/21/94
12/23/94

SE-16
I X

WATER
12-14

12/22/94
12/23/94

SE-17
. I X . <

WATER
12-14

12/22/94
12/23/94

SE-18
10 X .

WATER
U-13

12/22/94
12/23/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppb)
I.l.l-Trichloroethano

1 , 1 •Dichloroelhane -

1 . 1 -Dichloroethene

Chlorofonn

Teerachloroelhene

Toluene

Trichloroelhene

Vinyl CMoisdft

32

11

4J

SU

5U

SU

28

su

'
• ' -

. . •

- .• •

'• - •.
.

''

- . .

15 .-•
51

4J
5 U

5 U

5U

10

5 U

5 U

4J

5U

S U

5U -
5U '
5U

5U

. . • •

• ' -
.

- '
• .

. .

".

-

5 U

5U

5U

S U

5 U

5U

5U

5U

12

140 E

5U

5 U

5U

. 5 U

5 U

5U

511

5 U

• 5 U

5 U -

5U

5 U

' ' 5 U • '

s i r - •

312

208

54

SOU

SOU

SOU

55
SOU

] - (3uuide Linear Woik'ioi Riciffe (Low)

E ~ Outiide Uactc Vfotfuag IUn|C (Hifh)

D • Compourvi Found in Method Blink

U •» B«lowMiih(xlQuMttiuiionUmiU

PlRC Jofl



Table 3 .

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site .

Vestal, NY

ANALYTICAL'RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - GROUND WATER SAMPLES
MONITORING WELLS

RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID.
Dilution Factor
Matrix ;
Sample interval (feet)
Sample Date
Analysis Date - '

•MW-6

. I X
WATER

35-45
12/22/94
•12/23/94

MW-7

200 X
WATER

13-23
12/6/94
12/7/94

MW-8
20 X

WATER
17-27

12/6/94
12/7/94

. MW-9
I X

WATER
15-25

' 12/19/94
12/19/94

Volatile Organic Compounds (pi
1 , 1 , l-Trichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethene

Chloroform

Tetrachloroethene ,

Toluene

Trichloroethene

Vinyl Chloride

3b) - .
5U

5U •

5U '

5 U

5 U

5 U

' ' 5 U '

5U

5392

11080

2668 J

3090 J

1000 U

1000 U

• 1000 U

1000 U

32S -

182

141

168

- 202

100 U

670

100 U

5U

5U

'. 5U .

• 5U -

5U

5U

5U

5U

NOTES

J = Outaide Linear Working Range (Low)

E - OuuUe Linear Working Range (High) :

B = Compound Found In Method Blank '

U •= Below Method Quamiuilion Ltmiu

[PW2GWJCLW]mw WELLS



Tiihlc 4

Robinlcch, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal. New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING
RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Sample I nlerval (feel)
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Da He
Analysis Date

EW-02
10-12
I X

SOIL
10/10/95

•" 10/18/95

EW-02
14-16

. 100X . ' - . .
SOIL

10/10/95
10/11/95

EW-02
4-6

100 X
; SOIL
10/10/95
10/12/95

OW-03
4-6

' 1 0 0 X '
SOIL

. 10/11/95
10/12/95

OW-03
6-8

. 12.5 X
SOIL

. 10/11/95
10/12/95

OW-3
14-16
5X

SOIL .
10/11/95
10/12/95

GP-05
2-2.5

5,000 X
. SOIL

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-05
3.5-4

5,000 X
SOIL

. 10/12/95
10/13/95

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm)
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroet hane
Trichloroelhene
Toilncnc
TelracMoroethene

0.013
0.005 U
0.005 U
0.005 U

4.499
0.5 U
0.5 U
LIST

: 4.205
0.321 J

• 2.009
3.46

1.39
0.500 U

- 0.500 U
2.35

0.27125
0.0625 U

O.IJ25
• ' •O.US

0.025 U
0.08

0.025 U
0.025 U

lA'"A"'iv.sp.g.'.»rf.pa '̂Wffg'.

55.5
25 U

16.500 J
25 U

OTirosca'.jKigatfTOSTiL

1,961 E
45.225
1,168 E
25 U

iiamure m «; * -aw * um'MgjuJ

Sample ID
Sample Interval (feet)
Dilution Factor ' . ,
Sample Matrix
Sample Dale
Analysis Dale

GP-05
. 3 . 5 - 4

50,000 X.
SOIL

10/12/95
10/13/95

; GP-05
6-6.5 •

4,000 X
SOIL :

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-05
6 - 6 . 5 '

1 00,000 X
•SOIL • - . ; . •

10/12/95
10/13/95 '

GP-05
, 8 - 8.5

..: .400 X .
SOIL .

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-05 :•
13-14
400 X
SOIL '-

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-05
16-17
200 X
SOIL

' 10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-05.
18-20
200 X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-06
3.5-4
400 X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/13/95

Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm)
1,1,1-Trichloroethani: 1,226.90 2,475.600 E 2,842.60 2 U 7.748 2.36 4.4 25.296 E
Trichloroelhene
Toluene

250 U 154.400 E 500 U 2 U 2 U 1 U 1 U 2 U
967.75 2,234.400 E 1,758.20 3.62 7.064 3.066 4.54 13.642

TeliachloraMhene

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
\ I = Below Method Oiian(it .Tjipn Limils

Pigc I of4 IPW2SOIL.XLWlRrR.XLS



Table 4

Robintcch, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
, ' Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA-SOIL SAMPLING

RDWP / RDWPA

Sample ID
Sample Interval (feet)
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Date
Analysis Date

GP-06
3.5-4
1.000.X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-06
4 - 8

5.000 X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-06
4 - 8

50,000 X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-06
8-10

5.000 X
SOIL,

10/12/95
10/12/95

GP-06
, 10-12

400 X
. SOIL
10/12/95
10/13/95

GP-06
16 -17. '
400X
SOIL

10/12/95
10/13/95 •

GP-07
4 ^ 5

/10X
SOIL

10/13/95
10/13/95

GP-07
10
I X

SOIL
10/13/95
10/13/95,

Volatile Organic Compounds 1
1,1,1-Trichloroelhane .
Trichloroclhene
Toluene '
Telrachloroclhene

ppm)
31.257

5 U
5 U
5 U

989.500 E
42.5

508.500 E
' - 2 5 U

1,282.50
250 U

- 578.45
, ' 250 U

. 46.275
25 U
63.79

- 25 U .

6.728
. 2 U

7.348
2 U

5.48
1.036 J

8.08
2 U

0.050 U
0.134

0.050 U
0.050 U

0.025
.0.080 E
0.005 U
0.005 U

i<^^Sf^W:^^T<KS<S?;?t*W^

Sample ID
Sample Interval (feet)
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Date
Analysis Dale

GP-07
10

2.5 X .
SOIL

10/13/95
: 10/13/95

. GP-08
0-0.5

I X
• SOIL

10/13/95
10/13/95

GP-08
8

I X
SOIL

10/13/95
10/13/95

GP-08
8.5-9

I X
SOIL

.10/13/95
10/13/95

GP-08
16- 18

' IX
SOIL

10/13/95
10/13/95

GP-09
10-12
10X

SOIL
10/13/95
10/16/95

GP-IO
5 ^ 6
10 X
SOIL

10/13/95
10/16/95

GP-IO
15.5
5X

SOIL
10/13/95
10/16/95

Volatile Organic Compounds (
1,1,1 -Trichtorocthane
Trichloroelhene .
Toluene
Tetrachloroelhene

ppm)
0.0125 U

0.087
0.0125 U
0.0125U

0.005 U
0.022

0.005 U
0.005

0.008
0.008
0.043
0.023 -

0.005U
0.005 U
0.005 U
0.005 U

0.03
0.005 U

0.03
0.0029 J

:18SflS8!88!?<!1JS8^W<Wwww<*>!Sip^

0.057
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U

0.054
. 0.050 U

0.028 J
0.050 U

0.025 U
0.035

0.025 U
0.025 U

BBtt^iUtt^&iJ2QEII&Mll9ffiUUU^£^K^PM

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
11 = Rclnw Method Ounnlilnlinn Limits
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Tiihlc 4

. Robinlcch, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site •
Vcslal, New York

' ' i " '

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING
RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Sample Interval (feel)
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Dale
Analysis Date

GP-11
8

1,000 X
SOIL

10/13/95
10/17/95

GP-11
8 -

,. 10,000 X
SOIL

10/13/95 -
10/17/95

GP-16
0 - 2
I X

SOIL
. 10/16/95

10/17/95

GP-16
4 - 6
I X

SOIL .'
10/16/95
10/17/95

GP-17
. 3.5-4

2.5 X
SOIL

10/17/95
10/17/95

Volatile Organic Compounds I
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroellienc
Toluene ,
Tct rachloroelhene

ppm)
46.717

5 U
11 5.679 E

5 U

50 U
50 U

382.04
50 U

0.005 U
0.005 U
0.006

0.005 U

0.01
0.0(19

0.005 U
0.005 U

0.0125 U
0.0125 U
0.0125 U
0.0125 U

%•* -.-J v$ <-.-.< xv i^^w

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quantilation Limits

IPW2SOIL.XLW1RIR.XLS



Tnble 4

Robinlech. Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW-2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING
RDWP/RDWPA

Sample ID
Sample Interval (feet)
Dilution Factor
Sample Matrix
Sample Date
Analysis Date

SWB-02
X .

3.33 X
' SOIL
12/19/94
12/19/94

SWB-ll
1-2

10 X
SOIL

12/13/94
12/14/94

SWB-ll
6-7
5X

SOIL
12/13/94 ,
12/14/94

SWB-ll
11-12
5 X

SOIL
: 12/13/94

12/14/94

SWB-17
10-12

. 17 X
SOIL

12/15/94
12/16/94

SWB ISA
; 5-7

20X
SOIL

12/15/94
12/24/94

SWB-30
/ 2-4
20 X
SOIL

12/20/94
12/20/94

SWB-30
6-8
10 X .
SOIL

12/20/94
12/21/94

SWB-31
5-7
I O X

• SOIL
12/20/94
12/21/94

Volatile Organic Compounds 1
1,1.1 -Trichloroelhane
1 , 1 -Dichloroelhane
1,1-Dichloroelhene
Chloroform'
Telrachloroelhene
Trichloroelhene
Toluene
Vinyl Chloride

ppm) '
0.269 E
0.231
0.026

0.01665 U
0.076

0.0 1 665 U;
1.892 E

0.01665 U

0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U

0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U .
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.025 U
0.025 U
0,025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U
0.025 U

0.116
0.085 U
0.085 U
0.085 U
0.085 U
0.085 U
2.326 E
0.085 U

0.535
2.342 E
O . I O O U

;Q.100U
0.428
0.468

0.063 J
0.100 U

0.217
0.163

0.060 J
O . I O O U
0.573
0.699

O. IOOU
O . I O O U

0.148
. 0.2
0.031 J
0.050 U

0.067
2.556 E
0.050 U
0.050 U

0.050 U
0.131

0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U
0.050 U

Notes " • • ' . .
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U = Below Method Quantitation Limits

Page 4 of 4 |PW2SOIL.XLW|RrR.XLS



Table . 5

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
:. Vestal, New York

Analytical Results :

Bedrock Groundwater Sampling
RDWPA

Samcle ID
Matrix
Samnle Date
Analysis Date

MW-3*
WATER
9/26/95
10/5/95

MW-3A
WATER .
9/26/95
10/5/95

MW-4
WATER
9/27/95
10/5/95

MW-4A
WATER
9/27/95
10/5/95

MW-4 A*
WATER
9/27/95
10/5/95

MW-5
WATER
9/26/95
9/27/95

VOCs (ppb)
Chloromethane
3romomethane
Vinvl Chloride
Chloroethane
Vfethylene Chloride
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,'1-Dichloroethane :
cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethene
trans- 1 ,2-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
1 .2-Dichloroethane
1 , 1 , 1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
Bromodichloromethane -
1 ,2-Dichloropropane
cis- 1 ,3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethene
Dibfomochloromethane
1 , 1 ,2-Trichloroethane
trans-1 ,3-Dichloropropene
Brotnoform
1 . 1 ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Tetrachloroe'thene ' .
Chi oro benzene
1 ,3-Dichlordbenzene
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene
1 ,4-Dicnlorobenzene
Freon 1 13

<4
• <4

<1
<4
<10
<0.5
<0.5.

. <0.5
. <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 '
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

. <0.5
<0.5
<1

. <0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
' <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

'. <2

<4
<4
<1

- <4
<10 .
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 '
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 •
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2 .

•<4.
• <4 •

<1
. <4

<10
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

-<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

. <0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<l

<0;5
<0.5
-<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

. <4
<4
<1

, < 4
<10 '
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

• <1
<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1 .

<0.5
• <0.5 ^

<0.5
<0.5

• <0.5
<2

<4
<4
<1

" <4 ;
<10
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

• <0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

- . <0.5
<0.5
<0'.5
<0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

<4
<4
<1
5.4
<10
<0.5
1.1
14
1.6

. .<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

.<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

• <0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

* MW-3 is considered an overburden monitoring well.
** Field duplicate sample.
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Table ..5

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal, New York

Analytical Results
Bedrock Groundwater Sampling

RDWPA

Samole ID
Matrix
Sample Date
Analysis Date

MW-5A
WATER
9/26/95
9/27/95

MW-3
WATER
9/25/95

• 9/26/95

MW-6A
WATER
9/25/95
9/26/95

MW-13A
WATER
9/27/95
10/3/9.5

PW-1
WATER

' • 9/27/95
10/3/95

PW-4
WATER
12/12/95
12/13/95

VOCs(ppb)
Chloromethane
Jrotnomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Cidoroethane
vfethvlene Chloride
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1 , 1-Dichloroethane
cis-1.2-Dichloroethene
trans-l,2-Dichloroetheae
Chloroform '
1,2-Dichloroe thane
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
3romodichloromethane
1 ,2-Dichloropropane
cis- 1 ,3-Dichlorooropeae
Trichloroetheae
Dibromochlorometiiane
1 , 1 .2-Trichloroethane
trans-1 ,3-Dichloropropene
Bromoform
1 , 1 ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Tetrachloroetheae -
Chlorobeazene
1 ,3-Dichlorobenzene
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzeae
1 ,4-Dichloro benzene
Freon 113

<4
<4
<1

. <4
<10
<0.5

- <0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 '
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

<4
<4
<1

-<4
<10
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 .
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 '
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

' <1
<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

<4
<4
<1
<4
<10
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 '

L <0.5
. <0.5 .

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

- <0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

: <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

- <0.5
<2

<4
. <4

<1
<4
<10
<0.5
1.9
8.9

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

• 5.7
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
• <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2 .

<4
<4
<1

. <4 .-
<10
<0.5
<0.5
1.9

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
1.7

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

<4
<4
<1
<4
<10
<0.5 '
<0.5

17
3.1

- <0.5
<0.5
<0.5
17

<0.5
<0.5

,<0.5
<0.5
.0.63
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
< <0.5
. <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<2
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Table}

Robtntech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site
Vestal, New York

. Analytical Results .
Bedrock Groundwater Sampling

RDWPA

Samole ID
Matrix
Sample Date
Analysis Date

PW-5
WATER
9/27/95
10/4/95

PW-<5
WATER
9/27/95 -

10/3/95

PW-8
WATER
9/28/95'
10/3/95

PW-9
WATER
9/29/95

' 10/4/95

pw-io
WATER
9/28/95
10/3/95

VOCs (ppb)
Chloromethane
Bromomethane .
Vinyl Chloride .. - '
Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride
Trichlorofluoromethane
1,1-Dichloroetheae
1.1-Dichloroethane
cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1, 2-Dichloroethene
Chloroform
1,2-Dichloroethane
1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
Brotnodichloromethane •
1 ,2-Dichloropropane
cis-1, 3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethene
Dibromochloromethane
1 , 1 ,2-Trichloroethane
trans-1, 3-Dichloropropene .
Bromoform
1 , 1 ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Tetrachloroethene
Chlorobenzene .
1 ,3-Dtchlorobenzene
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene
1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene
Freonll3

. <4
<4
1.5

; <4 '• .

" . < 10
<0.5
23
75
8,2

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

60
• <0.5 ,

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

16
< 1

' <0.5
<0.5

• • • < ! . • "
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5 : . . .
<0.5
<0.5
<2

<4
' <4

<1
- <4 -

<10
<0.5 :

1.9
8.9

<0.5
<0.5

: <0.5
<0.5
5.7

<0.5
• <0.5

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
• < 1
<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5

.<0.5
,<0.5

. <0.5
<2

<4 '
<4
<1
8.5
<10
0.92
6.9
29
5.4 .

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5.
54

<0.5
<0.5
<0<5
<0.5
5.2
<1

<0.5
' <0.5

<1
<1

. <0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
.<0.5

<2

<4
<4
<1
<4
<10
<0.5
<0.5
•<0:5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

. <0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0r5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<2

- <4
<4
<1:
<4
<10
<0.5
0.64
9.3

<0.5
<0.5 .
<0.5
<0.5
2.3

<0.5
<0.5"
<0.5
<0.5 -
<0.5
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<1
<1

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

. <0.5
-<0.5 -

<2
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SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA

TABLE 6 - • . ' . • " . : . - ' ' • ' . . V • . • . - . • ' ' • • ••;• • . • • ' . : • . ; . . ' • • . ' . . • ' . : . .
_. - m v pp H ft T~oiin rl Wn t" ft *" /ftn^^i*--**".™-*^ n.r.A._t_.. ._-.£**«

' . Num. .
. - . ' . • Times

M. \ y 11 1. J. X I.DL UU / WVt3J.JJUl.UBll ~

Num. - Lowest Highest
Samples Detected Detected;

Chemical Class Analyte Detected Analyzed Cone. •

Volatiles Vinyl Chloride
Chloroathana . .
1, 1-Dichloroethene
1, 1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dlchloroethene (total)

' .• Chloroform .
l,2T-Dlchloroethane
1, 1, 1-Trlchloroethane
Trichloroethene
•1, 1,2-Trichloroethane

. Benzene ;

Tetrachloroethene
Inorganics Aluminum

-Arsenic -
.' Barium

Calcium
Chromium , "

. • • • • Cobalt • , • " . ' •
' • • • . . Copper" .

Iron
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Nickel • - ' • • ' •
Potassium

. Sodium
- Vanadium
" ' Zinc

. ••'• 2 '
2
2
4
2
•2 "
.2
5
3
1
3
2

11
1
10
1 1 • .
2 ' , .

• • 1 . ;•

7
11
6

11
11
6'

10
11

.1
10

'11 ,
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11 .
11
10
11
11
11
11
11
11
10
11
11
11
10
11
11
11

17
' . i 23

52

• • ' • ' . 3

210
. 1

3
. • : '2

31
4

..'. ' . ' 2
17

486
36
145

'49000
' 8

40
31

• 2780

• . • " 1
890Q
424
14

. 542
5740
24
4

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.70 -

.00

.00

.80.
;oo
.00
.00
.69
.00
.00
.20-.
.00 .
.00
.00
.10

Cone.'

34
46

' 110
370
400
3
.5

1100
1000

4
23
53

52500
36

1050
1710001

770
; 40
320

101000
29

51200
' 7480
121

14600
99100

24
276

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00 .

.00

.00

.70

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.20

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

I

Geom. 95 Pet. Min. Max.
Mean Upp. Conf. Detect. Detect.

.•••• ' Cone. Limit

6
7
4

6
' 5

2
2

•." 10
' 8
2

. . .. 3
3

4487
1

237
156101

' ; •• 5
13
37

14442
'.'' 2

22462
1784

19
2693

28943
• 4

30

.65

.03 .

.65 . -"

.82 .

.93 v

.34 .

.71

.87

.71

.61 . ',-.

.35

.93

.61

.52 .

.46 . '

.77 .

.74

.60. . .

.13

.31 . .

.90 .

.26 '

.09 .

.49

.25 ".. /.-

.23

.23

.97

Limit

10
10
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
S
5

2
43

3
20
14

0

8

6
2

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00 .

.00

.00

.00

.00

.

.12

.20

..

.30

.10

.00

.

;9i
.
.
.90
.
.
.34
.78

Limit

10.00
10.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00 '

• . .
2.30

43.20
: . ' .

8.80
38.50
17.30

- . .

2.80
.
.

17.80
.

.

11,20
2. 78



TABLE 6 • : SUMMARY s-

m V D I

Chemical Class Analyte

Inorganics • Aluminum
. Arsenic • • • '

. ' , . ' Barium • .
Calcium ' ' .

i • . Chromium
. . . Iron . .. . : . ' ' • •

• . ! , Magnesium
Manganese ' , ' .

. Nickel ,
' " • . . . '•. - Potassium : .

Sodium .
! . Thallium

Vanadium
' . . Zinc ' . '• .. ' •' "

PATISTICS FOR SITt!, BY CHEMICAL J

>(3round Water (Filtered) - Overl

Num.
Times •

Detected

2 .
• •, ' • . 1 .-. '

8

11
. -' ' . ' 1 ' • .
, ; 6

11-
10
3

11 ,
; . : 11 •'

1
.' ••• 1 .

8

Num.
Samples

Analyzed

. 11
ii
11
'11.

• 11
11. ' •

.'11 ",'•'.
11

''11. '
11
11 '
11

'11 :.
11 '

Lowest
Detected ••

Cone.

230.00
:: 20.00

48.00
13000.00

14.00
20.51

2.960.00
110.00
15.80
44.00

5370.00

1.37
, 31.30
. '•• 6.00

IVND MEDIUM/AREA

aurden

Highest
. Detected

Cone.

j.030.00
20.00
511.00

187000.00.
.. 14.00

1630.00
50900.00
5060.00

23.00
14200.00

• 95900.00
.'.• 1.37

31.30
"'.. 180.00

Oeom. • 95 Pet .
Mean Upp. Conf
Cone. • Limit

100^99
1.41 .

81.74 • . . ' • . . '

87757.62 . . : .
: 3.74 .

•• . 90.51. • • ' • • ' " ' .
15073i 96 .
502.72

, V 10.33
. 1212.25 •'. .
30950.86 : . ,

1.17
• 4.33 •'••;.

/• 21.75 .' . .

Mln.
Detect.
L'lmlt

, 138.00
2.12

- : 43.20

3.30
20/50

•

5.13
8.90

'
. • •

i:37
6.34
|2.78

Max.
Detect.
Limit

159 .00
2.30

4 6. .00

8.80
£8.00

.. . •
5.13

17.80
•

. • . .
7.80

11.20
34.00



- " SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA ' :

TABLE 6 ;

• TYPE"Ground Water (Unflltered) - Bedrock

Num.' Num. ' Lowest Highest

Chemical Class Analyte

Volatllee Vinyl Chloride
' . Chloroethane :

. - t . Acetone - .
' . . 1, 1-Dlchloroethene

•• .' . 1, 1-Dichloroethane
• 1, 2-Dichloroethene (total)
Chloroform , • .
1, 2 -Dl chloroethane
2-Butanone

• • - . ' . 1 , 1 , 1-Trichloroethane . "
; Carbon Tetrachlorlde

. Trichloroethene
Benzene . . '
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene . .
Ethylbenzqne '• ,

: • Styrene
. Xylene ,( total)-

Semivolatlles ( BNAs) bis( 2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate
Inorganics Aluminum

Arsenic .
Barium

' . ' . . • Cadmium •
: Calcium

Chromium
. .' cobalt

. Iron ." .
Lead .'••.. ' ' .
Magnesium .

' Manganese ,
Mercury

..: Nickel
• Potassium .
Sodium

. Zinc

Times
Detected

5 .
5
3
5

10
5

..-.. . 1
2
5
8
1

• 1 :

6 :

1 '

. 1 1

' 4,' '
1

• 8

1
. 8
5

11
3

11 ' '

1
1 •'•

: 11
3 .

11
10

, 2
, 1
11
H

9

Samples
Analyzed

15
.15

15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15

; 15 '
is; '
14 .
15 '
15
15
15 . ...

15
12
11
11
11
11 '•

.11
11
11
11
8

11
11
11
11
11
11

. 11

Detected
Cone.

4 .00
6.00

14.00
23.00

3.00

140.00
4.00

: .3.00
21.00
5.00

60.00

4.00

2.00

3.00
2.00

' • 2.00
8.00
'3.00

. 97;00

170.00

8.80

59.00.
5.00

12500.00

30.00

21.00

' 332.00

5.39
7470.00
80.00
0.14
18.20

725.00

10500.00

23.00

Detected
' Cone.

'38.00
36.. 00

2200.00
150.50
865.00
535.00

4.00
•• • • 4.00

.'• 510.00
6950.00

60JOO
- 1350.00

: ii.oo
3.00

2250.00

•; 73.00

8.00
. 480.00

97.00
1290.00

27.35
1360.00

6.00

197000.00

30.00

21.00

42400.00
10.60

19300.00
1440.00

0.40

18.20
39400.00

64900.00

1390.00

Qeom. - 9 5 Pet.

Mean Upp. Conf .
Cone. , Limit

i •• •

6.75
6.86 .
10.76 .

7.46
18.40

12.36
3.15
3.19

17.11
34.80

3.77
. ' .: 17.33 . .

3.94 '".''. .

3.09
' 29 .45

4.35

3.55 .
8.75. .

6.40

'241.95

5.01 .

254.17
3.05

73781.09 .

2.22 , . .

11.37 V

1540.38 V
2.73. .

13650^16 • •. . .
292.18

' 0.04 .

8. .92 .

2123.73

32945.97 ./
132.59

Min.

Detect .

Limit

10.00
10.00

10.00
5.00
5.00

5.00
5.00
5.00

10.00
5.00

5.00-

5.00

5.00
,5.00

5.00

5.00

, 5.00
5.00

10.00

130.00

2.12
,.

4.60
.

2.08
20.00

,.

0.91
.

14 .70.

0.03
8.90
.

2.78

Max.
Detect.

Limit

10.00
10.00

' 50.00

5.00
5.00

5.00
25.00
25.00

50,00

5.00

••• 25.00
5.00

25.00
25.00
5.00

25.00

25.00
25.00

10.00
130.00

6.00
'

5.00
.

.43.00

38.50
.

5.00
.

14 .70 '
0. 10

17.80
.

• .

2.78



• .J •-•; SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA '-' . .

• . • r • • ,' ' • . ' ' -

- . , ; ' • - . . Num. •• . ': Num.' -Lowest Highest
. ; ' '. • -" ' ' , • • • - - . - ' • ' • ' .

Chemical Class , Analyte

Inorganics " Arsenic •
. . v Barium '' ;

Calcium • • • ' . . •
Iron . . -.

• - ' • ; ,-•'••-. Magnesium ;
> Manganese . '
Potassium '. . . ,
Sodium

- . ' . ' ' . Zinc ' . . . • :

Times
Detected

-.../• 1 . • '
' ' .-4. '

4'".'.
1

: . 4
3

\ 4 •
4 . . ':.

• i .

Samples •' Detected
Analyzed : Cone.

: ' , 8-90
121.00

11000.00
V 630.00 .

: 7580.00
• 60.00

1030.00
.• i .. 8280.00

•• - , - ' . ' 5.00

Detected
Cone.

8J90
1270.00

78800.00
630.00

15700-.00
430.00

35900.00
58400.00

5.00

. . Oeora. 95 Pgt.. •
Mean .Upp. Conf .

, Cone. . Limit

i.'eo _ , .
- 513.15 ''•'
39951.52

: 38.54 „ •
10003.03 ".. .,'
. 90.58 ..

. . 4685. oi •
30599.21

'1.97 . .

I-lin.
.Detect.
Limit

.' 2.12
. ,

• •

..'•• 20.10
.-

14.70
.
\
2.78

Max.
Detect.
Limit

2.12
.
. ' .

68.00
.

14.70
•

-' , .

3.10



TATJTTJ L " • SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA .
1ABLE u : • • • ' . ' • .

Num. Num. ' 'Lowest •
Times 'Samples Detected

Chemical Class Analyte ^ Detected Analyzed Cone. .

Volatllea Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride

• Acetone ;

1, 1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethene (total)
Chloroform
1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene >
Xylene ( total)

, Semivolatiles (BNAs) Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Phenanthrene
Anthracene ' ,
Di-n-butylphthalate

~. Fluoranthene
Pyrene
Benzo( a) anthracene
Chrysene
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate
Benzo(b) f luoranthene . •
Benzo( k)f luoranthene
Benzot ajpyrene

Inorganics Aluminum
Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Calcium .
Cobalt .
Copper

.. Iron '
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese

1 ~
9
10
6
3
2
5
5
2
5 •
3
1
2
1 •
1
7
1 :

2
2 '.'.
2

'15 . :

1

•': .1

- 2
27
5

20
7.

27
1

23
27 ,
.27 .. •
27
27 ,

27
27
27
27
27 .
27
27 .
27
27
27 ;
27
27
27
27 .

27
27 .

27
27
27
27
28
'27

. 27

27
27 :

27
27
27
27
27 '

27
27
27
27
27

58
15
12
5
2
7
.5
2
3
2
2

130
150

1800

280
98

•950

120
75

. , . 86

64
470
540
100

' 4650

2
23
1

129
27
11

10300

8
650

- 114

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00 .

.00 *

.00

.07

.60

.23

.00

.10

.60

.00

.24

.00

.00

Highest

Detected

Gone.

58.00

53.00

. 81.00

. 49.00

22.00

8.00

630.00

. 16.00

4.00

27.00

8.00

130.00

300 .00

.1800.00

280.00

2100.00

950.00

.''2200.00

840.00.

950.00

18000.00

470.00

540.00 .

630.00

142000.00

.13.00

137.50

18.30

21839.00

27.10

43.30

34300.00

12800.00

5100.00

882 .00

Geom.

Mean

Cone.

6

6
12
4
3
3
4
3
3

. 3
3

264
272
288

. 269
290
281
285
271
273
849
274

.275
271

9652
.1
23
0

2048
2

12
18027

89
2287
347

.54

.61

.73.

.17 '

.46

.31

.25

.28

.08

.60
,22
.39
.84
.33
.13
.23
.59
.86
.09
.71
.29
.34
.76
.09
.01
.72
.27
• 91
.82
.54
.92
.39
,65
.25
.03

95 Pet.
Upp.- Conf .

Limit

9 .30
23.32
28.72
8.72
5.13
4.10

14-65
.4.33
3.63
5.52
4 .05

361.45
368.68
441.06
362.89
476.76
401.72
458.47
404.53
407.84
6787.33
374 .07
378.34
387.11

15453.06
8.84
60.94
2.34

6983.04
3.42

25.24
20749.49
94920.02
2944 .55
485.41

Min.
Detect .
Limit

10
5

10
5
5
5
5
5

•,• 5
5
5

330
330
330
330
.340
330
330
330
330
360
330
330
330

1
9
0

4
3

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.25

.53

.43

.15

.00

.

.

.

•

Max.
Detect .
Limit

' 53.00
.110.00
210.00
8.00
26.00
26.00.

' 8.00
26.00
26.00
26.00
26.00

1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00
9000.00
1700.00
1700.00
1700.00

.
67.50
'10.30
1.60

* ' .

• 6.30
29 .70

•



TAUT i? f'" • • • ' ' ' SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY1A-DL.C. O . . • ;
CIIEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA "

- • ••:' . . " Num. 'Num.. •. Lowest Highest

Chemical Class . Analyte

Mercury '
. . . \ . • ' . Nickel .'•' ' •

• Potassium •
•. • • ..Selenium

• • ' . : ' • .Silver .
. . ' . ' • Sodium, - . • • ' . •

^Vanadium
. Zinc
. Cyanide ,

• Times '
, Detected

. 2 6
24
27 .

. ,2 '.
. ••• • '.'9

. "' '27 • '
5 ':

27
, ' . . • ' • 1

Samples
Analyzed

27
27
27
27 . .
27 '

.27 .
27

• 27
27

Detected
Cone.

0.02
3.70
2.71

-.0.44
0.09

.39.20
15.50
2.50

.'.- 0.11

Detected
. "• Cone.

.5.78
. 66.30 •
1400.00

-'.' P.73
" -4.80
449.00
38.70
120.70

0.11

Oeom.
Mean
Cone .

0.31
13.79
512.92

0.33
0.37

120.58
5.93

46.97
0.31

'. Si 5. Pet.
Upp. Conf.

Limit

4 .41 .
40.12

1.954.15
• 0.52

.2.14
177.65

9.45
76.81
0.71

' Min.
Detect.
Limit

0.11
.3.92

. .

•' 0.421:
0.07

5.40
. .

• 0.05

Max.
Detect.
Limit

0.11
4.33
.

2.37
1.08

• .

,12.50
. • ,

1.60
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TABLE 7 ROBINTECII/NATIONALPIPECO., INC. SITE: SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Pathway
• Time-Frame Evaluated

Rccepior \ Present Future

Degree of
Assessment

Qu.-inl. Qiuil. Rationale for Selection
' i ' ' or Exclusion

GrpundWalcf: ' . :

lugcslion of Unfiltered Ground Water

(From Bedrock & Overburden
Aquifers)

Inhalation of Ground Water
Contaminants During Showers

Inhalation of Ground
Water Contaminants
During Baths .

Dermal Contact with Ground
Water Contaminants During
Showers/Baths :

Inhalation of Contaminants
Uiat Volatilize from Ground water
and Seep in Basements
Dermal Contact with Onsile

Production Well Water
Inhalation of Volatilized
Contaminants from Production

Well Water

Small Child Resident No Yes .
Adult Resident . No Yes

Adult Resident No Yes

Small Child Resident No No.

Adult Resident No No
Small Child Resident .

Local Resident . No No

Onsite Worker . . No No

Onsite Worker . No , No

' \

X Residents currently obtain
X drinking water from public

drinking' water supply;
Assumes residents obtain
drinking water from local well
in the future.

X -• " . Assumes residents obtain
. water from local wells in the

future; several volaliles

present in ground water.
Volatilization not as great
as showering because less
aeration and lower temperature
Exposures assumed to be
insignificant in relation
to other ground water
pathways. *
Ground water table is shallow; but

low avg VOC cone. & westerly flow
' . ' • • . preclude significant exposure.

Data inadequate for assessment.

Data inadequate for assessment.

Soil: < h - • •
Dermal Contact With Onsile Soils

Surface Soils

Subsurface Soils

Ingestion of Onsite Soils

Surface Soils

Subsuifacc Soils

/
•• A.' •

Trespasser . No Yes

Excavation/Utility Worker Yes ' . Yes

Trespasser • No Yes

Excavation/Utility Woiker Yes Yes
t •

X . Assumes complete pavement
removal in the future;

.X Excavation or routine maintenance of
' buried utilities may be necessary.

X . Assumes complete pavement
removal in the future; Excavation or

X . routine maintenance of buried
utilities may be necessary.
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TADLC 7 SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS - continued

Pathway .

Soils cont.
Inhalation of Fugitive Soil
Emissions
Dermal Contact with Soils ' ' • . •
West of Dtainagi) Ditch '
(Skate Estate Property) , • .
Ingeslion of Soiln ,

West of Drainagii Ditch
(Skate Estate Property)

Sediments: ' "<\ ' - ' "- - . •'
Dennal Contact with .
Sediments in Dminage Ditches " .
Incidental Ingest ion of
Sediments in Dminage Ditches
Surface Wafer'. '" > '
Dermal Contact With Surface
Water in Drainage Ditches > ••

Ingcstion of Suriiice Water
in Drainage) Ditches

Manhole and , . , •:
Settling Tank
Exposures
Air!
Initiation of Contaminants
in Air

Receptor

>

Onsite Worker ,
Trespasser • . • '

• Youth Residents •

Youth Residents -

< " ' • • • . ' • r * /.. •• ' <

> Trespassers . •
Youth Residents
Trespassers
Youth Residents

\-

Trespassers
Local Residents

Trespassers
Local Residents

; I. ..

Utility/Maintenance
Worker

i * " * '
Local Resident
Trespasser ''
Worker'

Degree of , •
Timo-Pnuiio Evaluated ^ , Assessment . .
Present Future Quant. Qual. Rationale fat Selection , ,

• • " . ' • o r Exclusion
. . . . - • . - : . . •• . i - - . ' : . . • .

No No ' . • • . • Releases expected to lie
• ' "• insignificant.

Yes Yes X Soils adjacent to drainage
> . . •• • ' • . . ' • ' . - ' . ' , ditch are currently accessible

' to Skate Estate users!
Yes Yes X Soils adjacent to drainage

; ;' . ' ' :•• ' ditch are currently accessible '
to Skate Estate users.'

' v-'- ' ' • • " ' ' . * ' ' * . . $ • * ^ ' <
Yes - . Yes . X : • . . This area is accessible lo

the general public.
Yes Yes X - • This area is accessible lo

the general public.
v< •* * -r

No. No , . Water is intermittent liid
. v • . , . - . shallow; exposure assumed

' . • ., \ lo be insignificant.
No • 'No - . Ditches are too shallow tp

• ; ' -support swimming activities; .

. • - • Ihus, incidenUil ingestiion is
unlikely. .

.No : No . . ' . Exposure likely to be
' ' . ' . insignificant. ,

- ^ " - >
No Np Unable lo assess because of limited

;
 ; ' .. '. and inconclusive sampling data;

: • ; ' • . ' " . ' • ^sampling results may not be
representative of site sources.
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TABLE 8 ^

TOXICITY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS DETECTED AT THE ROniNTECII INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE'

CONTAMINANTS
OP CONCERN

Acetone ,
Benzene
Bromodlchloromelhane

it > ?.?• f.f

Cvfaon letnchloddo
Chlorcbcnzene
Chloroeituna '
Chloroform ** f ' " *
ChloromeJhane
Djbromochloromelhine
Dichlon>ellune(l,2-)

^ l}|chl0Wlh«0<! (),)')
* DlchlonxJnylene(I.2-)(Qj

DtchlaroclhylerM(U-)
BOiytbenune

MetfiyUnt Pilortdd
Slyreno
Telrachloroethylena
Toluene
7flchlolwb»n*(l,lSj!] * \ <
THchloroethylene
Vinyl Chloride
Xylenei

-SSSS r̂̂
j- c^«v4^€^f 'If^ if

Aceiuphlhene

Aceniphlhylent

Anlhracene •

ORAL
SLOPB

FACTOR

g£SJ;;* .̂
2.90E-02
I30E-01

>t* *
IJOE-01

••_

~ % <«ioeoj
1JOE-02 b
8.40B-02 b
9.10E-02

' ' > ,-<>

600B-OI
-

7^06-03
3.00B-02 b

- 5.10E*2 b
-

* "" '
1.IOB-02 b
190C»00 b

-
K,^*^iv\*;Ay ftK^s."* <^

f ̂ f ^ ,

\VV^K|r,7!;>->
•"_'

.
• ' •-

INHALATION
SLOPB FACTOR

\3£L&£&
2.90G-02

„
<< '" ' * ' „ "

IJOE^ll
••
.

s » IOE-02 ,
6JOB-03 b_

9.10B02
r*

V

1.20E)00
-

1,60803 *b
200G05 b
1.80B-03 b

" tjf - * r1 '
1.70E-02 b
2.90B-OI b_

^^V^'y^'lfv^ x^x A*J^ %

\ * "• ^'-^ '"" & s v ' ^ ̂ . '*•''<' ? t

^^'^L'^^'il
,™ „ .>«,«,->„•,«,%

-

-•

DCBMAL
SLOPB

FACTOR (o)

^!±i±>^i
3.63E-02
I.63E-OI

* "' (- '' ' \.

I .63GOI_

„

, . 763E-P3
1.62E-02
4.72B-02
l.ME-OI

< *.
-

7JOE-OI
-

x , 9J5E-03
2.40E-02
6.37E-02

..

*
IJ8E-02

2.37GlOO
,

^;>ft^5f
^*"'^V-^j'
^^»»»»d>^ s

. . . .
• •-

ORALRFD

~v^Sfcv*rooB"-or*'"
• *

200E-02

' * !i JXIOU-fR ^
7.00E-04
200G-02
4.00B-OI r'

f iPOB^R'
-

2 OOE-02 b
..

- ipoR^qi ,b
1. 001! 02 .b
9.00P.03
I.OOBOI

•"''(JPOEIR
2.00BOI b
l.OOE-02
200E^)I b

!',-<•* ^9008-02^,
7.00B-03 r

-•
200BiOO' n

$i[&lK%\
t7r-|;/;'-;~ fr"
"""" ''1*6'OOG02V'""1

••
3.00B-OI

INHALATION • ' .
RfD

(mgAgAUy)

j,-n»-«,«.^»;^.^4''
•• ;

..
' * ' * one-pi *>

5.00G05 b
3 OOG.OO r

( f **
-
..
..

< ' 'l OOpfll VJ t>
-'

' ••
300E4I
9 0 0 E - f l l < > b

••

600B41 b
^ ^ % - 300B.-0.1 4 If)

*•

,
200B41 b.n

'^'llS 'V S^rf
^j,. -V- ,,'n/'C
.-, ,^iv,^, *, < »-,„. J '^-S

..
• ' .. ' .

' DERMAL
R(D(o)

(mg/kgAUy)

""""""'"' jam 02™"
••

I.60E-02
! < " 400Efl2 "

5.60B-04
1.6012-02
3.20E-OI
? OOE-0)

2.50E-02
-

8 OOE-02,
801)0-03

' 7.2013-03
800E-02
4 80B-0?
250GOI
8 OOP 03
1.50G-01

1 * 720E-02
5.60E 03 '

--
I.60B400

^''^i'SvJ?' ^ ''v' ^ * s , ^

" 6.00E 03
,

' 300E02

1-nAY

ADVISOR Y(i)

(•"i")

l,l.L,s^:l,l*
2.00EOI

700li(00

* 8.00P.«bl-':':t
4.00R<00
'

<
.

7.00EtOO

7.4UEOI

tf

400RIOO

2001'tOO ,
300G(OI
lOOIjipl i
200GlOI
2 OOP.) 00
2006(01
)OOR»02.Vv:i

;

300G(00
400GlOI

/'fr,^?5
•f, ' ' '' si

—*•'•"•*< "".'.' "'
• „'

LONG-TERM
HEALTH

AnVISORY(i)

^Jlt^V

-•
IJOBtOO

: :'•: :'; . 9.ooBiOO
2.50BOI

,-

7.00P.-OI

2601-100

;. .-

400fi»00
3 OOE«00

; - :,
70011)00
30DU400
lOOP.iOl

;.M, ).oou«02 .

S.OOB-02
IOOEI02

Ir^CIf;^:1

' -1 * '' -s
'""" '-;-';_''"
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TABLE 8

TOXJCnY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS DETECTED ATTIIE RODINTECII INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE (conllnued)

CONTAMINANTS
OPCONCERH ;

f BtnjoiJafciiituiiMnf „; \- , -<- -
, D<nio(a)pyrenii
Benzo(h)nuoninln<iM
O«nzo(k)nuoninlhene

B|t(2-f.<hjrlhejy|)ptuhala|e** ** *
QuywiM '
Dl-n-bulylphllialalc
Fluonnihene

- Fluoftoe^j;''*''*' -^ b^^Z^ ̂ ,'1,
Melhylnaphlhiluie (2-) "
Naphuialcra
Phenamhrcne .
Pyrene

sii^wWW^Wt> '1 ~"« «*»«I.ASa~A h«£t. W%A&

Aluminum
Antimony'
Aranlc

' Barium-"! *''' I1*;; <'>'"\ -"' ••
Beryllium
Cadmium
Cilclum
Chromium ^ '"^ *>* ^ ** (

Coblll
Copper
Cyanide

•'Iron ^ *"'*,,> v^^''!' '/';1'̂^^- , s. , -- A A™-.,, ,-v -A.

Magnesium
• Manganeaa

ORAL
SJjOPB

FACTOR
(mgAg'dart-1

•*?&* UJEfOt A <j
l.l5E»oi cid

< 1.ISB«01 c
1.156)01 e

"• 4* *> 1.40E-0? !. b
I.ISBiOl-' c

/ • -

-

?^v>' ' ? ?»*T!t̂ S

-
- • • •_ - ;

. . ,.
..

^^^V^S- î S.S^., 4 * ~ > , .>,«*,, ta

,
L75E(00 p

*' ' '' ' ••«< >",
4JOEiOO

. ..
..

' ! ' x*: f

~
, -

•*; \' s '--' ,;* **
..

. • -• '
' :' -

INHALATION
sijOFB FACTOR'

(mg/kg*day)-l

"iV^^^'i,- i-;"" ,,<v
-•
'.-
-

>».<• «(SA f ^4 _^

-
'

" '
•- / s X >.^ •• , " %•• ••

• •' • .

' —'

J *¥*%%•< 'vjfc 1 if1 fj* V ̂ J"^ ""••$•• "y*

^S' *"' S %*" Sl> A *

..

..
> * ' * ' x 5 „'-. /

--
•

..

J > !< * >* *•"
"

x

..

; • . ...

. ' - '

DERMAL
SLOPE

FACTOR (o) '
(mg/kg-day).l

*,:>'\*\f.'<\s* £>*1

-

<-*Y ' 1 4QR-OI !f j
--

.
-

'?^i '"^ v" L(™'^*^' -
• _, -.'

. • . .' . .. • 'i
y%< /A*1^¥gj''$H^*.* .̂̂

"*" *"""*s ''-_*"*•*

'
I.94B«00

'"" 4 * ^.» \'s
4.30B<OI

.._

v « ,
-

,--
..

>' i i >

.-' • -•

ORALRFD
(mg*gMiy)

< ft & \r''*» » "*" ; 5*
\ . "•

-.
..

-.'* ^ZOOB-O^r .,
-

I.OOEOI
' 4.00B-02

v" '?< > ,! % ' H ."oR-0? !?, j ,
4.00E-03 e
4.00B-03 b,e

~; ' 4.00B-03 «
3.00E-02

<"^y f|̂ i J > !c i < ̂ ^f*^
sV^k^JvM- v „* <-,»

4.00B-04
I.OOB43 b

*'•?'•> « •* -700&02 s"o
.5.00B03

I.OOEOI f_

! § "^ JOOE-03 g>
V

- h
2.00B-02

'".M ' t*' .< „ •*•• s

-• 1
• . .' •

' - I.OOfi^ll :

INIIAIATION -
RID . , .

' (mg/kg/iay)

'*&$* \<; ''- * i ;' ">• A

,

'v > < < ^* A A

-• •

*'V > ' * 'if !*~ '( s<! t

••
' •• .

. - - • ' • •'

* S*<^Nnx^V •f^l^s^x^^t^^fe..-^

XsX V-A,WV,A1,, ,A<,^ „,>,,«

--

-

' j'V V ' $> ,*• *"•-,, \'
, \> ^ s *'•• •. v \ \

'
1

' ' " 1

-.
I.

'< * ' ' '••*" / -.,i ;- \-.

•• '
' ••

DERMAL
RfD(o)

• J - ^ A ' >, '« "•

1
•

> '4 oon-03 . •:

I.OOB-02
4.0011-03

« ^,"1 400B4)3
4.00E-04

: . - ; • . 4.00E 0 4
4.00G-04
3.00B 03

JS'̂ -3* ̂ ~!' j^
V A A A , „ „„, ..A, ,

4.00R-OS
9.00E-04 •

> -, - \700E^OJ.:ii;

J.OOE04 :

1.0013-04
• ..

> ,500E,04
-
-

2.00B-03
* V ' f ^,

• ; 1
i. OOB 02

1-DAY
HEALTH

ADVISORY (a)

'• <:

—
* . ' • : ' • ' . , -•

!•

- '

•-<

--

;S.OOE pi
-

..
;K^ V-S'tZ---^-;,,

* ' ^ " " ' ' . . '

I.50H.02
.

i':\f: .; 5.00^00 ' ;:
30flE<OI
4.0011-02

^ 1 40E*QO :. |

'--
2.000-01

• r
-.

ir)NQ-TCHM
IDlAI/ni

ADVISORY (a)

- - . - : ; '• . .. -

-- •

••'

. -

' . : - '

' . ' '• . '
. ' -

.. •

•? •';
•••

20fll!iOO '
'•

' •* ^ / ' * * *
X' <* ' ' ' /

I.50fi-tl2
-.

' : ' • • s.ooritoo
200I-.OI
200B-02
-.

•..;.:;.-• a.oon-01 j
. ...

8 001! 01
; ,r

'

-

Sm
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TABLE 8
TOXICITY VALUES FOR AIJ. CONTAMINANTS DETECTED ATT1IE ROniNTGCH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO, SITE (conllmicd)

CONTAMINANTS
OP CONCERN

Mercury
Nickel - - ,

Potassium
•Selenium
Sodium ' > * 3
Silver
Vanadium
ZJne * s'< " "

ORAL
SUDFB J

FACTOR
(mg/Vg'day)-!

.«
.

--
..

> <
< ^

_,
..

^»

INHALATION
SIjOPB FACTOR

(mg/kg'd.y)-l . I

-.
..

I 1

>

_.

' ' ' -

DERMAL
SLOPS

FACTOR (o)
(mgAg'day)-l

•• t_

--
'

' * m *

„

"< ! ,-",'

• . ,

. ORAI.RFD -
(mg/kgAJay)

300E.04 "b
2.00R 02 ' 1

..
~ ^ 4.

3.00E-03
7.00B-OJ b

" " * " 200E-OI " b

INIIAI^TION
R(D

(mg/kgAUy)

, .. ,
..

•-
..

" *! ^
..
..

' < f N ' A "* *, v

DGRMAL
Rin(o)

(mg/VgAl>y)

300B-05V;
2.0012-03

-,
300RO*

..

'200&02

1 DAY
HEALTH

ADVISOR Y(l)

(mg/l)

V:i- ; . - ••.' :'•'.': •?' '"

iooa«oo

200P.-OI
* v

I^NO-THRM
linALTII

ADVISORY (i)
(a,gfl)

200B 03
. «oni--oi

. ' .

200P.-OI

• ' . ' . . • • ' . -

Note: Unleu olhcrwfa Indlciltd, «l! diuire from IRIS. •• • : . ; '
- Not ivalltble or not provided becBUicctumlulli not iCOC for Iheptlhwiy. . . ' ' : . • ' ' • • '

••' d>u pending iccordlng U> IRIS. . . ' . , . . . ' , , ' • ' .,
(a) US. EPA, Drinking Wiler Regulailon««nd lleallh Advl«orle«,Ofncc of Drinking W«ler. April. 1990.

One-DiyllAi«reforilOkgchlld;Long-T«rmllA«»refQri70kga<lull. . . '' . . .' .
( b ) U.S.EPA,lle«lihE/fecliAi«e«menlSummiryT«blM(l'EAST).Iloo'1nOu«ner.FY 1990. September. • • • ' • " . • • • ' . ' •
(c) PerEHAguidance, Uiebemo(ji)pyrene»lopef»ciorliu»edMi uifrogMe foro(herI'AIU wliecciufnclenlevldtnceofcnrelnogenlcily eiUU. asdeilgmiledln IKISor IIEAST.

(d) - U.S.EPA, lleillh Effect* Aueumenl for polynuclenr «rom«llc hydroorboruiu per IO/26AX) ECAO memo on ORRR Policy for PAIIi lo Marina Stephanldli, . '
EPA Region II, from P«l-fung Hunt, Qiemlul Mliluret Aucumenl Dranch. ' '

(e) Th« RfD focnipdulcne liuKdiinorrogalo foe PAIIi showing evIJtnciof noocarclnogcnlc effccu. - '
(I) , ' Cidmlum -Oral RID li for food consumption; RfD of 5.0B-04 li used for wiler comumpllon. ' ' .
(g) Slope faclor ind RfD vduei ire for Chromium VI. . ' . . - ' ' " ' : ' • ' . ' •

. (h) - Copper-no RfDcilculalcd; the drinking witcr«l«ml«rdll 1.3mg/l. ' , ' ' . . . ' ' ' . . ;

(I) Given ihe current knowledge of ludplurmocoklnctlci, CAQncommendslhal i numerlul eillmilencxbcused forcArclnogenlc ritk.
• "Hie RfD Work Group considered lha development of an RfD foe lead Inappropriate bccaui« (here Is cs«cnilalty no Ihrcsltold. '

OSWER Directive H9355.4-02 ('Inlerim OuldanM on Establishing Soil Qean-up l^vcli at Superfund Sllu') Malea thai the (oil clean up level ihould be U S00-|000ppm.
(J) Ikalih advlsorleg (one-day and long-term) are for Total Chromium • ' . - . . ' . ' . . . . ' ;:
(k) ' . Inhalation dope factor for nickel refinery dust. . . . . . •'• •' . . •
(I) RID valuta for nickel, Bluble win. • ' . " ' . ' '•: •' • ' . . \. ' ^
(m) Inhalation dope faclore may bo derived from Unit Rlika according to the following equation: . • ' - •

Inhalation ilope factor(mg/kg/day)-! -unitrlik(ug/cu.meler)-l 17()kgK l/20cu.m/day » l/IO-3mg/ug. . ; .
- ' ' (U.S. EPA. Rltk A«eamenlOuldanc« for Superfund Vol.1 I fuman lleallh Uvaluallon Manual (Part A).p.7-l3. EPA/SWI-89AXI2. Oec.1989)

(n) ' RfD valuta for tylcnea arc for o-iylenc . '
(o) Dermal loilclty valuea were derived from oral toxlclty valuta by applying an.absorptlon factor. ' .- ^ ' • '• . • \.

volallleaO.iO

: aemlvol.0.10 ' . . ' . . . . ' .
. • : aretnlc0.90 . • . ' . . ' • ' . . . .

olherlnorg. 0.10 . ' . . ' ' ' . .
(per agreement with EPA Region II) • , ,

Dermal ilope factora were calculated using tlw equation: slope factor/abcorpllon f a c t o r ' . .' . ' ' ' '
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TABLE 8 ' : ' . ' . . . ' ,
TOXJCITY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS DETECTED ATTIIE ROniNTEClI INC./NATIONAL PII'G CO. SITD (conlinncd)

>!>

nm

Dermal RIDs were cilculilcd using Iheequillon: RfD « ibsoqulcxi f«dor ' . . -
(PJ'A.I9S9. RUkAiieumentOuliliinurQrSuperfundVal.l Itumnn llenlih Gvnliullon M.iiuul(l'iii1 A)P.r.V540/l-t9/un2. lnlerlmplnnl.l)«>.IUS9.) . . ',

(p) . Oral slope factor fw anenlcwns calculated from Unll HlUc provlilftl In IHIS by lite foltowlug equillun: ' ; . ' * ' ,
onUlofwr>clor(mgAKAbr)-l »unll riik(ug/1ller)-l «70kg« l/2llunAlay i 1/IOOingAigi .

(q) ' Total 1,2-dlchloroelhyleiu wu arulyzul. 1)ili compound cxlsu if two Isomcn, however. .'Ihe loxlcliy values fnrlho els Isniiur were usedb'ccaiue . • ' ' , .
' II Is the lunicr oiora Ilkeljr lu be found In envlronmenlal media. •

(r) . Inierlm viluu provided by ECAO (memorandum on Toilclly Inform-illon from I'el-Pung I lui>l , CoorJInalor. Superfunil Technical Support Cenler, Qienileal Mlilurw AjKHnKnl llrarich
loMartnaSlepninUls. EPA, Rtglonll. April 23.1991.) . . . .



TABLE 9 SUMMARY OF CARCINOGENIC RISK ESTIMATES
.. FOR THE ROBINTECH SITE :

Scenario - /

Ground Water (overburden) • • .

Ingestion .-• . ., . .- '-.
Volatiles Inhalation While Showering

Ground Water (bedrock)

'Ingestion • . ' . . . . ' - ; • . ' • ' " . . '
Volatiles Inhalation While Showering

Surface Soils - • . . • >. .

Ingestion - ' O n Site. • . - . ' • • • - . • . . .
Dermal Contact - On Site . • . . ,

'Ingestion - Skate Estate. . . • " . .• • \
Dermal Contact - Skate Estate

Subsurface Soils - . - •

Ingestion - On Site . • -. ' . .
Dermal Contact - On Site

.Sediment • - , . , ' • • . ' .

Ingestion - On Site . . . .
Dermal Contact- On Site . ' . '
Ingestion - Off Site, Downgradient "
Dermal Contact - Off Site, Downgradient

Receptor

• • : • - • ' Resident-
Resident

Resident
Resident

. Trespasser
Trespasser
Youth • ' •. • .

. '> Youth-. • ' • . " : •"

Worker ^ :
. Worker'

• Trespasser
Trespasser '.

• Youth
Youth

Current/
Future

• F . . '-•
F

F
•F

.F .-, . ' "
F . , . • - " -

• C7F
C/F

C/F

OF
• C/F:

' -OF '
OF • ; ^

Incremental
Risk

3.8 x 10-3**
1.0 xlO'3**

4.1x 10'3**!
1.4 xlO'3**

1.2 x 10'5

• 1.7 x lO'6' %

1.4 x 10'7

2.5 x lO'4

4.3X-10'7 ' -
1.1 x 10'7

- . -

3.4 xlO' 7 •
2.8 x iti*'
2.8 x 10'7

.1.7x10-*

Exceeds 10^ risk.



TABLE 10 SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDICES (HI) FOR THE
. ' ROBINTECH SITE '

Scenario

Ground Water (overburden)

Ingestion ' .. . •

Volatiles Inhalation While Showering •

Ground Water (bedrock) . :

Ingestion

Vplatiles Inhalation While Showering .

Surface Soils . . . . > . ' . ; .

Ingesdon - On Site ..
Dermal Contact"- On Site
Ingestion - Skate Estate
Dermal Contact - Skate Estate

Subsurface Soils \

Ingesdon - On Site
Dermal Contact - On Site .

Sediment • ' , • • ' • .

Ingestion - On Site .
Dermal Contact - On Site
Ingestion - Off Site, Downstream
Dermal Contact - Off Site, Downstream

(a) - adult ' •
(c) - child ' -
* HI exceeds one (1).

Current/ Acute
Receptor Future Hi

" ..Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident -

Trespasser
Trespasser
Youth
Youth

Worker
Worker

Trespasser
Trespasser
Youth
Youth

F

F

F.

F

F
F
C/F
C/F.

OF
C/F

C/F.
C/F
C/F
C/F

3.5 x lO-'Ca)
8.0 x lO-'Cc)
N/A

2.7 x lO'^a)
6.3 x IQ-'Cc)
N/A '

. 1.0 x 10"1

6.1 x 10"2

. 1.1 x lO'3

1.4 x 10'3

1.2 x 10'3

5.5 x 1CT1 :

6.4 x 10^-.
3.8 x 10"1

3.4 x 10-*
• 2 . 0 x 10-*

. -. • - '

^
A&

Chronic .
HI

1.3 x lO^a)*
3.0xlO'(c)*
1.0 x IQ-'Ca)

1.4x lO'Ca)*" .
3.3 x lO'Cc)*
5.4 x lO-'(a)

\ • .

7.8 x 1Q-2

5.5 x 10'1

2.0 x 10'3

. 4.4 x lO ' 2

5.4 x 10^ .
1.5x10-'

3.1 xlO'3 '
3.7 x 10'2

1.3 x 10'3

9.3 x 10'3

i ALLIANCE
^ ^tcrrrx*^cs CorcorzDon



Table 11 .

Robintech, Inc. /National Pipe Co. Site
•Vestal, NY

EPA and. New :¥ork. State Maximum Contaminant :L±mits

Compound EPA (ppb) New York State (ppb)

1,1,1 -TrichJoroethane

TrichJoroethene

Toluene •• . •

Vinyl Chloride ' '.

1,1 - Dichloroethene • ••'

1,1 - Dichloroediane ''- .

1,2 - Dichloroethene (to.tal)

Tetrachloroethene ' -

Benzene . ' • .

Chloroethane

Carbon Te:rach!oride . -

Eihylbenzene • • ' .

S tyrene . / •- . • .

Xylene (total) - . • ' • •

' 200 '

5
1,000

. -. '2.
• 7 •

' 70 -

• • ' - . . 5

• ' 5

• .;.• - • -5 ' .
5

' • - ' . . . 5 •

•5- ' ."• •

"- . 5 '

' 5-1 .. V. 5 .:
5 •

.

: • 5 '
700 •

10Q

10,000

• -. 5 • •

. ' ' '5 .
' . 5 • ' • '. -

. 5 :

•' .' 5 •

5

Note ' • • , ; . . . ' - . ' ; - . '
Table reproduced from EPA-approved Remedial Design'WorkpIan.



TABLE 12
soil cloanup objtctivm (Me/kg or ppm)

Volatile Organic ContBsnnanti.

:tsminsnt . Partition
coefficient

. • • • • ; • t O C

stons . - '
niene
truoic Acid - '
•3ut»ncn*
irbsn Oisulftde =
irban TetrtcMoride . '.^
slorobenzene ' - ' -
^toro«th»ne ' ' .
Jilorofonri
i bfamoch 1 oretw t hanc •

1 ,2-0 i ch I orobenzene
l-,3-Oiehlorob«nzene
t , 4 -0 i ch I orobemene
l,1-0iehloro«th«ne " • - '
l,2-0ichloro«th»ne ,
1,1-Oichloroethene
1,2-Di eh loro«then«< trans)
1,3-dicMoroprop«oe . :.
Ethylbenzene
U3 Freon(1,l,2 Trichloro-

1,2,2 Trif luonaethane)
Sethylene rtleride
4-««thyl-2-Pentiinone
Tetr»chloroethene • ' . •
1 , 1 , 1 • Tr i ch I oroethane
1,i,2,2rTttrachloro«than«
' 1 ,2 ,3- tri ch I oropropar*
l,2,4.-Trichloro6eniene
Toluene
Trichloroethene
Vinyl chlorid*
Xylencs

2.2
• 83
54'
*.s-
54' '' .

110*
330 ' •
37«

.3V .' ..
«/A

1,700
310 « :• •
1,700
30
u '•
65 "'
59

51
1,100

1.230- .

21 .'
19-
277 .
152
118 '.

« .
670 •

300
126

57
• 240

.a •• '.b °° U$£P» SoaUft uocod
Crovndwater Allowabt: Soil Ctseowp (PP»)
Standards/ Soil core. objectivse to - .
criirris Ca PP=. fratfct GW Carcinofl«n« Systeanc
ug/l or ppb. . Cs CuaUty (ppm) - Texfcahts

50 '
0.7

• 50
50

.50
5
.5

• ' 50
7
50
4.7

•; ' '5
. • * > '

.5' -
' 5

. 5.
5

. 5 '.
• 5

5' ;

5 • ' . •
50
5
5
5
5

, 5
5

'. 5 .• •
'.. '. 2

5

. 0.0011 .
0.0006

-0.027
0.003

' 0.027-
- - : . - 0.006 .-.

0.017'
0.019, .

: 0.003
' «/A - •

0.079
0.0155

' b.oas • :

0.002
0,001

. 0.004 -
: 0.003

0.003
' • ; 0.055- .

0.060
- ' . ' • 0.001

" , .0.01
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06/27/97 Index Document Number Order Page: 1
R08INTCCH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Document Number: ROB-001-C001 To 0007 Date: 09/20/85

Title: (Letter describing a site reconnaissance and initial sampling effort at the Robintech site

in Vestal, New York)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Author: Ranney, Colleen A.: Camp Dresser & McKee (COM)

Recipient: Leong, Sui: US EPA

Document Number: ROB-001-0008 To 0083 Date: 09/01/84

Title: Preliminary Investigation of the Robintech Site, Town of Vestal, Broome County, New York,
Phase I, Summary Report

Type: REPORT . .
Author: none: Ecological Analysts . . ".

Recipient: none: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation..

Document Number: ROB-001-0084 To 0111 Date: 08/01/89

Title: Work/Quality Assurance Project Plan - Remedial Investigation - Robintech, Inc./National Pipe
Company, Vestal, New York - Revised '

Type:'PLAN .

Author: Barker, Frances B.: Fred C. Hart Associates

-Recipient: none: US EPA

Document Number: ROB-001-0112 To 0293 . Date: 03/18/88

Title: Revised Project Operations Plan for the Remedial Investigation of the Robintech, Inc./National
Pipe Co., Site

.Type: PLAN

Author: none: Fred C. Hart Associates

Recipient: none: none



06/27/97 . Index Document Number Order . - Page: 2

ROBINTECH INC.YNATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents '

Doc'jnent Number: ROB-001-0294 To 0294 • Date: 02/10/87

Title: (Letter forwarding the attached Uork Plan for the Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. site.
Vestal, New York)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Ranney, Colleen A.: Camp Dresser & McKee (COM)

Recipient: Alvi, M. Shaheer: US EPA
Attached: ROB-001-0295

i. .
Document Number: R08-001-0295 To 0507 . . Parent: ROB-001-0294 Date: 10/10/87

Title: Work Plan for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study of the Robintech, Inc./National

Pipe Co., Site, Vestal, New York

Type: PLAN

Author: none: Camp Dresser & McKee (COM)

Recipient: none: US EPA -

Document Number: R08-001-0508 To 0763 Date: 09/23/91

Title: Draft Remedial Investigation Report - Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, 3421' Old Vestal

Road, Vestal, New York

Type: REPORT .
Condition: DRAFT

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation

Recipient: none: Buffton Corporation
Attached: ROB-001-0764 ROB-001-0982 ROB-001-1514 ROB-001-1841

Document Number: ROB-001-0764 To 0981 Parent: ROB?001-0508 . Date: 04/19/91

Title: Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Volume I: Appendix A-D, F-I, and K, Robintech, Inc./National
Pipe Co. Site

Type: REPORT . " .

Condition: DRAFT

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation

Recipient: none: Buffton Corporation



06/27/97 Index Document Number Order . Page: 3
ROBINTECH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Document Number: R08-001-0982 To 1513 Parent: ROB-001-0508 Date: 09/23/91

Title: Draft Remedial.Investigation Report, Volume II: Appendix E. Robintech, Inc./National Pipe
Co. Site

Type: REPORT
Condition: DRAFT

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: Buffton Corporation

Document Number: R08-001-15U To 1840 Parent: ROB-001-0508 Date: 04/19/91

Title: Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Volume III: Appendix J, Robintech, Inc./National Pipe
Co. Site :

- Type: REPORT
Condition: DRAFT

Author: nonet McLaren/Hart' Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: Buffton Corporation ' ;

Document Number: ROB-001-1841 To 2179 Parent: R08-001-0508 Date: 04/19/91

Title: Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Volume IV: Appendix L-R, Robintech, Inc./National Pipe
Co. Site

Type: REPORT
Condition: D.RAFT ' -

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: Buffton Corporation

Document Number: ROB-002-0001 To 0290 ' • Date: 12/03/91

Title: Draft Feasibility Study Report - Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Company Site, Vestal, New York

Type: REPORT " .
Condition: DRAFT

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: none



16/27/97 Index Document Number Order
ROBINTECH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Page: A

Document Number: ROB-002-0291 To 0291 Date: 01/25/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the attached Feasibility Study Work Plan for the Robintech site, Vestal,
. New York) . . .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE .
Author: Barbara, Michael: McLaren Hart Environmental Engineering

Recipient: Granger, Mark: US EPA -
Attached: ROB-002-0292

Oocument Number: R08-002-0292 To 0305 Parent: R08-002-0291 Date: 01/01/91
V - f

Title:^Feasibility Study Work Plan, Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, 3421 Old Vestal Road,
Vestal, New York ..

Type: PLAN .
Author: none: McLaren Hart Environmental Engineering -

Recipient: none: US EPA ' .

Oocument Number: ROB-002-0306 To 0318 . Date: 02/01/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, Vestal, New York

Type: PLAN . • '
Author: none: US EPA ' "

Recipient: none: none

Oocument'Number: ROB-002-0319 To 0340 . Date: 10/08/87
i .

Title:.Administrative Order on Consent

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT • . - ' '
. Author: Daggett, Christopher J.: US EPA • .

Recipient: none: various PRPs

Document Number: ROB-002-0341 To 0341 Date: 07/18/89

Title: (Memorandum forwarding the enclosed Preliminary Health Assessment for the Robintech site,
Vestal, New York)

Type:^CORRESPONDENCE . . .
Author: Nelson, William Q.: Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry" (ATSDR)

Recipient: Kaplan, Dick: US EPA
Attached: ROB-002-0342



06Y2//97 Index Document Number Order ' Page: 5
ROBINTECH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Document Number: R08-002-0342 to 0351 ' Parent: ROB-002-0341 Date: 06/30/89

Title:.Preliminary Health Assessment for Robintech Site, CERCLIS No. WYD002232957, Broome County,

Vestal, NY

Type: PUN •. " '
Author: none: Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry (ATSOR) •

Recipient: none: none . . . - • '

Document Number: ROB-002-0352 To 0746 .. . Date: 02/10/92

Title: Risk Assessment - Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, Vestal, New York - Revision No.

1 • • ' . - ' • ' • ' '

Type: PLAH
Author: Fratt, David: Alliance Technologies Corporation

Recipient: Granger, Mark: US EPA

Document Number: R08-002-0747 To 0747 . " Date:. 02/21/92

s

Title: (Public Notice:) The United States Environmental Protection Agency Invites Public Comment
on the Proposed Remedial Alternative for the Robintech Superfund Site, Vestal, Broome County,"
New York ^ •.

Type: CORRESPONDENCE . . . . .
Author: none: U S E P A . - • - ' • ' - !

Recipient: none: Press & Sun Bulletin , •

Document Number: ROB-002-0748 To 0748 . Date: 02/20/92

Title: <Letter stating that the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and the New
York State Department of Health concur with the grounduater remedy for the February 18, 1992,
revision of the Superfund Proposed Plan) - .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE . ' . .;

Author: O'Toole, Michael J.: NY Dept of .Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Callahan, Kathleen C.: US EPA



06/27/97 Index Document Number Order Page: 6

ROBINTECH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Document Number: ROB-002-0749 To 0811 Date: 03/18/92

Title: (Transcript of a Public Hearing) In the Hatter of Robintech, Inc. Superfund Site

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT

Author: Holler, Dawn Y.: Czerenda Court Reporting, Inc.

Recipient: none: none

Document Number: ROB-002-0812 To 0899 Date: 03/31/92

Title: Declaration for Record of Decision (for the Robintech Inc./National Pipe Co. site. Vestal,

New York)

Type: LEGAL.DOCUMENT '

Author: Sidamon-Eristoff, C.: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Document Number: ROB-002-0900 To 0914 . . . Date: 04/01/97

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan, Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site, Town of Vestal, New York

Type: PLAN

Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

document Number: R08-002-0915 To 1570 Date: / /

Title: Revised Remedial Design Work Plan, Robintech Inc./National Pipe Co. Superfund Site, Vestal,'

New York

Type: PLAN

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: US EPA

i ' • '

Document Number: ROB-002-1571 To 1666 . Date: / /

Title: Remedial Design Work Plan Addendum, Robintech Inc./National Pipe Co. Superfund Site, Vestal,
New York '

Type': PLAN
Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation

Recipient: none: US EPA



06/27/97 Index Document Hunter Order Page: 7
ROBINTECH INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SITE Documents

Document Number: R08-002-1667 To 1878 Date: 08/01/96

Title: Volume I of II, Draft Remedial Design Investigation Report & Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

Type: REPORT . .
Condition: DRAFT

Author: none: McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation
Recipient: none: US EPA .
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
50 Wolf Road. Albany, New York 12233-7010

John P. CahHJ

JUN 26 !997

M r . Richard Caspe . . - , . . - •
Director
Emergency & Remedial Response Division
'U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II '
290 Broadway - 19th Floor
New York, New York 10007 .

Dear Mr. Caspe:

Re: Robintech Site, Broome County, N.Y., Site No. 7-04-002

•v

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and New York.
State Department of Health (NYSDOH) have reviewed the Record of Decision dated June 1997
for the above-referenced site. The preferred remedy consists of the excavation of and treatment
of saturated and unsaturated soils in the PW-2 and Paved Pipe Staging Areas. The contaminated
soil will be treated by low temperature thermal desorption and backfilled. Groundwater entering
the excavations will be pumped into holding tanks and treated, if necessary. The existing
production well network will continue to extract contaminated groundwater from the bedrock
aquifer. The remedy will include a long term groundwater monitoring program and a
contingency plan related to the extraction of contaminated bedrock groundwater.

The NYSDEC and NYSDOH concur with the preferred remedy listed in the Proposed Plan. In
you. have any questions, please contact Robert W. Schick, of my staff, at (518) 457-4343.

Sincerely,

Director
Division of Environmental Remediation

cc:- J. Sirigennan, USEPA
M. Granger, USEPA
A. Carlson, NYSDOH
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE

ECn, INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO. SUPERFUND SITE
TOWN OF VESTAL, NEW YORK

INTRODUCTION

This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns
received during the public comment period related to the Remedial Design Investigation
Report (RDIR) and Proposed Plan for the Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site (the "Site")
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation's (NYSDEC's) responses to those comments
and concerns. All comments summarized in this document have been considered in EPA's
and NYSDEC's final decision in the selection of a remedial alternative to address the
contamination at the Site.

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

The August 1996 RDIR, which describes the nature and extent of the contamination at and
emanating from the Site and evaluates remedial alternatives.to address this contamination,
and the April 1997 Proposed Plan, which identified EPA's and NYSDEC's preferred
remedy and the basis for that preference, were made available to the public in both the
Administrative Record and information repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Room
in the Region II New York City office and at the Town of Vestal Public Library located at
320 Vestal Parkway East, Vestal, New York. Notices of availability of these documents
were published in the Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin on April 25, 1997. A public
comment period was held from April 25 through May 25,1997 to provide interested parties
with the opportunity to comment on the RDIR and Proposed Plan. A public meeting was
held on May 14, 1997 at the Vestal Public Library jn Vestal, New York to inform local
officials and interested citizens about the Superfund process, to review planned remedial
activities at the Site, to discuss and receive comments on the Proposed Plan, and to
respond to questions from area residents and other interested parties. Approximately 20
people, consisting of local businessmen, residents, representatives of the media, and state
and local government officials, attended the public meeting.

OVERVIEW

The public, generally, supports the preferred remedy, which includes, among other things,
the excavation and treatment of the contaminated unsaturated and saturated soils in two
areas of the Site and the extraction of contaminated groundwaterfrom the bedrock aquifer
through the existing production well network.



The public's concerns, which relate to Site contaminants, treatment alternatives, the Site
investigation, alternative selection, drinking water contamination, and shallow groundwater
contamination, are summarized below.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FROM THE PUBLIC
MEETING CONCERNING THE ROBINTECH, INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO.

SUPERFUND SITE
t

The following summarizes the verbal comments that were received at the May 14, 1997
public meeting. *

Site Contaminants

Comment #1: A representative from the Vestal Conservation Advisory Commission
expressed concern related to the lead concentrations in the soil at the Site. The
commenter also asked what concentration of lead is permitted in soil.

Response #1: EPA has established a residential soil screening level of 400 ppm lead in
soil. As lead concentrations in soils exceed 400 ppm, there is increasing concern with
elevated blood levels in children (based on a six-year childhood exposure duration). Soil
lead concentrations less than 400 ppm have a negligible effect on blood lead levels.
Elevated lead concentrations reported for samples collected during the remedial
investigation (Rl) were determined to be due to laboratory error. This determination was
based upon available split sampling data and on EPA's resampling of all locations where
elevated concentrations had been found. The results of samples collected during the
resampling effort showed that lead concentrations were below the criterion (most
concentrations were below 100 ppm). In March 1993, EPA issued a Record qf Decision
indicating that no action was required to address on-site soils for lead.

Comment #2: A question was raised concerning the proposed remedy's ability to remove
bis-2-ethylhexyl phthalate (BEHP) from the soil and water, since BEHP has a low volatility.
Concern was also expressed by the commenter that BEHP was not identified as a
constituent that presented a risk at the Site. Another commenter asked whether the most
recent samples collected at the Site were analyzed for BEHP.

Response #2: While BEHP was evaluated as a contaminant of concern in the risk
assessment conducted for the Site, it was determined to pose negligible risk based on
factors such as concentration and frequency of detection. Also, BEHP is unlikely to travel
in the groundwater and has not been detected in the groundwater downgradient of the Site.
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Samples collected as part of the KD investigation were not analyzed for BEHP, since
extensive sampling for BEHP was conducted during the Ri and the risk assessment
concluded that BEHP did not pose a risk at the Site.

Treatment Alternatives

Comment #3: A representative from the Broome County Environmental Management
Counsel asked whether the groundwater that will be pumped in order to excavate soil
below the groundwater table would be treated.

Response #3: Under Alternative 3, groundwater entering the excavation would be
pumped into mobile holding tanks for testing and treatment, if necessary, prior to disposal.

Comment #4: A question was asked concerning the treatment of metals in the soil treated
using low temperature thermal desorption (LTTD).

Response #4: LTTD is an effective means of treating organic contaminants in soils, not
inorganic contaminants (i.e., metals). To ensure that only soils that are within the
protective limits are backfilled, treated soils will be subjected to the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure testing. Soils that pass the test will be used as backfill. Soils that fail
the test would either require additional on-site treatment prior to backfilling or would be
treated or disposed of at an approved off-site facility, as appropriate.

Site Investigation

Comment #5 : A commenter asked about the methods of sample collection and analysis.

Response #5: Sampling was performed using temporary well points installed with a
geoprobe unit. A mobile laboratory, equipped with a gas chromatograph-mass
spectrometer, was used for the analysis of the samples. All samples were analyzed in
accordance with EPA protocols.

Comment #6 : A commenter asked whether samples from the overburden included the fill
in the vicinity of the building or only native materials.

Response #6: Fill and native overburden materials were sampled for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). . .
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Comment #7 : A commenter asked whether the production wells were acting as conduits
for contamination to migrate downward from the overburden aquifer to the bedrock aquifer.
The commenter also asked whether any plumes were observed in the vicinity of the
production wells.

Response #7: Based on the results of the Rl, it appears that the only production well
which was acting as a conduit was Production Well No. 2 (PW-2). (Apparently, the conduit
was created when the unsealed casing of the production well was installed through the
overburden formation into the upper level of bedrock.) Since significant levels of soil and
groundwater contamination are present in the vicinity of PW-2, to prevent further migration
of contamination, EPA authorized Buffton to replace this well with a new, properly sealed
production well, followed by the sealing and abandonment of PW-2. This work was
completed in December 1996, effectively eliminating this groundwater migration pathway.
Low levels of groundwater contamination have been observed in the production wells at
the facility. However, since no Site-related contamination was detected in downgradient
monitoring wells, it appears that the constant pumping of the production wells is controlling
the migration of groundwater contamination.

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
CONCERNING THE ROBINTECH, INC./NATIONAL PIPE CO.

SUPERFUND SITE ,

The following summarizes the written comments received by EPA during the public
comment period.

Comments from the Buffton Corporation. Correspondence of 5/23/97

Alternative Selection

Comment #8: EPA should specify in the ROD that the preferred alternative, Alternative
3, and the expenditure of an additional $1 million required to perform Alternative 3, as
compared to Alternative 2, will result in a more expeditious deletion of the Site from the
National Priorities List (NPL) and a more expeditious return of the Site to a marketable
condition than would Alternative 2.

Response #8: EPA determined that Alternative 3 was preferable to Alternative 2 when
weighed against all of the evaluation criteria. Although the timing issue was not
specifically considered by EPA, removing a greater volume of heavily contaminated soil
should lead to a more expeditious remediation of the Site. This should result in the ability
to delete the site from the NPL sooner than would be expected under Alternative 2.
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Comment #9: The ROD should address the change in understanding of the Site since the
signing of the 1992 ROD (in particular, the pumping and treatment of the groundwater and
the need for a remedy for the Northeastern Site Boundary Area).

Response #9: The findings of the RI/FS ultimately led to the selection of pumping and
treatment of the contaminated aquifers in the Northeastern Site Boundary Area, Paved
Pipe Staging Area, and PW-2 Area in the 1992 ROD. The results of the RD investigation,
however, identified the presence of a relatively low permeability overburden formation with
extremely low groundwater yield. Therefore, the extraction of contaminated groundwater
from the overburden formation was determined not to be feasible.

The results of the Rl identified low-level concentrations of trichloroethene (TCE) in
overburden groundwater samples near the Northeastern Site Boundary Area. Upgradient
groundwater samples collected during the RD investigation, however, exhibited higher
concentrations of TCE than were detected at this portion of the Site, indicating the
probability of an off-site source of TCE contamination. NYSDEC is currently overseeing
an investigation related to this potential off-site source of contamination. As a result, this
area is not currently being considered for remediation by EPA. Remediation of this area
may be considered in the future based upon the results of the ongoing investigation of the
potential off-site source, or upon the results of any long-term monitoring conducted at the
Site.

Comment #10: EPA should expedite its selection of the remedy and the issuance of a
ROD so that Buffton will be able to commence Site work this summer.

Response #10: The implementation of the selected remedy is contingent upon not only
the issuance of the ROD but the amendment of the existing Unilateral Administrative Order
or the execution of a Consent Decree for the RD/remedial action {RA) and the timely
submission of the necessary work plans, design documents, and reports for conducting the
RD and RA.

Comment #11: There is an absence of a complete soil exposure pathway under either
current or reasonably anticipated future land-use scenarios and, according to the Proposed
Plan, "no current or future overburden groundwater exposure is possible because the
overburden aquifer is not usable." Further, CERCLA moderates its emphasis on
permanent solutions and treatment through the addition of the qualifier "to the maximum
extent practicable" and contains a requirement for remedies to be cost-effective.
Therefore, the findings of the Proposed Plan, when considered in the context of the
requirements of CERCLA raise questions as to whether CERCLA requires the selection
of Alternative 3 over Alternative 2.
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Response #11: Although there Is no subsurface soil exposure pathway under current- and
future-use scenarios, the severely contaminated overburden soils constitute a
demonstrably unacceptable threat to the groundwater, as they are a source of
contamination to the usable bedrock aquifer. While risk reduction in the form of continued
bedrock groundwater extraction and the elimination of the PW-2 conduit may improve this
situation, it does not take into consideration the unknown nature of the transport of
severely contaminated overburden groundwater to the usable bedrock aquifer below.

The Proposed Plan statement that "no current or future overburden groundwater exposure
is possible because the overburden aquifer is not usable" is made as an explanation as to
why it is not necessary in this circumstance to apply federal Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) to the restoration of that aquifer. Section §300.430(a)(1)(iii)(F) of the NCP clearly
states that "when restoration of groundwater to beneficial uses is not practicable, EPA
expects to prevent further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated
groundwater, and evaluate further risk reduction." Addressing the uncontrolled spread of
contamination in the overburden groundwater was a part of the rationale behind selecting
Alternative 3.

Regarding EPA's preference for permanent solutions and treatment to the maximum extent
practicable, Alternative 3 is well within the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP,
including the preference for treatment as a principal element and utilizing permanent
solutions. Regarding cost-effectiveness, cost was considered in evaluating all of the
alternatives against the nine criteria, as required by the NCP. The selected remedy,
Alternative 3, is cost-effective, even though its costs are greater than Alternative 2.

Drinking Water Contamination

Comment #12: The primary risk identified in the baseline risk assessment was the
potential risk associated with the future use of the bedrock groundwater as a source of
drinking water. This risk was evaluated using the conservative assumptions and posits a
hypothetical worst-case scenario. There are, however, two significant Site-related factors
that should be considered—the pumping of the production wells at the Site has curtailed
the migration of bedrock groundwater contamination and there is no indication that
contaminated bedrock groundwater is causing drinking water contamination. Thus, there
is no documented risk to human health from the Site bedrock groundwater.

Response #12: In accordance with the NCP, the basis for taking action at a site is a result
of current and future risk. While there is not a current risk to human health from the
bedrock groundwater, the risk assessment concluded that there was an unacceptable
.potential for future risk.
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The fact that it appears likely that the pumping of the production wells at the Site have
curtailed the migration of bedrock groundwater contamination has been weighed carefully
in EPA's~ remedy selection. That is, the remedy requires the continued extraction of
bedrock groundwater, regardless of the status of the pipe-production facility, until such time
as cleanup goals have been attained. The rationale for this element of the remedy is
based primarily on the continued protection of human health and the environment and on
the restoration and protection of groundwater resources. See Section 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(F)
of the NCR, which states that EPA expects to return usable groundwaters to their beneficial
uses wherever practicable. As previously stated, the bedrock aquifer at the Site is a usable
aquifer.

Shallow Groundwater Contamination

Comment #13: EPA has identified contamination in a small area of groundwater "much
closer to the ground surface" of the PWr2 Area. Although acknowledging that the source
of this groundwater is unknown, EPA has suggested that the groundwater may be related
to plant operations and that any plant-related sources of water to the overburden aquifer
need to be eliminated in order to mitigate contaminant mobility in this area. Even if the
source of this groundwater once was, in some way, related to plant operations, it is highly
unlikely that the condition or situation resulting in the contaminated groundwater stillexists.
The RD investigation did not reveal that the shallow groundwater in the PW-2 Area was
naturally connected to the bedrock aquifer. Rather, the casing in PW-2 was determined
to be a conduit of water to the bedrock aquifer from the shallow fractures. Buffton's recent
abandonment and installation of a new PW-2 and the performance of the ROD remedy
should address any significant concerns that EPA may haVe about groundwater migration
in the PW-2 Area. Accordingly, under these circumstances, further investigation of the
source of the surface groundwater appears unwarranted. At most, the need for an
investigation of the source of the surface groundwater in the PW-2 Area might be
reevaluated at some time in the future after the remedy has had a chance to work.

Response #13: While the source of the shallow water is unknown, it appears unlikely that
it is simply perched water from natural sources. Much of the piping from the extraction-well
network runs through the severely-contaminated source area near PW-2 and other plant-
related piping may run through this area, as well. Given this situation, a plant-related
source of water appears likely. The fact that the shallow groundwater corresponds with the
PW-2 source area has potentially significant consequences in terms of contaminant
mobility in the overburden aquifer. An overburden groundwater plume of 1,1,1-
trichloroethane and other VOCs extends south to the far side of the adjacent Skate Estate
property. Unlike the Paved Pipe Staging Area piurne, the FW-2/Skaie Estate plume is not
bounded by nondetectable sampling results or locations where insufficient water was
available for sampling. Therefore, there is potential for still further migration.
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While EPA agrees that the recent abandonment and installation of a new PW-2, and the
performance of the remedy, should address EPA's primary concerns about groundwater
downward migration in the PW-2 Area, this effort does not address the lateral spread of
contamination in the overburden. Extraneous sources of water in the overburden should
be eliminated in order for the natural attenuation element of the selected remedy to be the
most effective, particularly, in stemming the spread of contamination downgradient of the
Site.

As such, further investigation of the source of this water appears consistent with the fourth
remedial action objective (i.e., reduce or eliminate the potential for off-site migration of
contaminants) which EPA believes is a relatively easily implemented and low-cost
endeavor.
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BUFFTON CORPORATION
22ti Hailey Avenue. Suite 101 « Fort \\urth. Texas "d 10"- 12JO • ' X l ' i j^-Hil • Fx\ \o. i8P) rf""-04jO

May 23, 1997

Via Federal Express

Mr. Mark Granger .
Project Manager ' • . - . . .
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency .
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New-York, NY .10007-1866 ; ,

Re: Comments on Superfund Proposed Plan for Robintech. Inc. /National Pipe
Company, Superfund Site. Vestal. New York

Dear Mr. Granger:

•Buffion Corporation (Buffion), the current owner of the Robintech Inc./National Pipe Co.
Superfund Site (the Site), submits these comments on the remedial plan dated April 1997 that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed for the Site. (Proposed Plan).

At the outset, Buffion wants to make clear that its comments are not intended to challenge
the overall approach of the Proposed Plan. For a number of years, Buffion has urged EPA to "
correct the remedy for the Site and the Record of Decision (ROD) that EPA approved on March
30, 1992. -We are pleased that EPA has now proposed the corrections that Buffion has
suggested. The Site has been on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) since 1986, and
Buffion is ready, willing, and able to conduct the cleanup.1 Thus, Buffion's objectives for the Site
are as follows; namely to ' •

° • avoid any delay in the selection, design, and implementation of a remedy for the Site;
° proceed as expeditiously as possible to install the Site remedy; and
° perform an appropriate cleanup so that the Site may be deleted from the NPL and its

Superfund liability resolved, both as soon as possible.

The Proposed Plan is an important step in enabling Buffion to fulfill these objectives.
Nevertheless, despite our general support for the overall approach that EPA has outlined, there
are several conclusions that EPA appears to have reached, about which Buffton offers comment
or clarification. Each of these conclusions is-discussed below.

EPA recently permitted Buffion to begin Site work \vith the replacement of PW-2.



1. Alternative.3 - Saturated Overburden Soil excavation and Treatment

EPA's preferred remedy, Alternative 3. requires the excavation and treatment of an
estimated additional 2,000 cubic yards of saturated VOC-contaminated soil from the overburden
in the PW-2 and the Paved Pipe Staging Areas and removal and treatment of contaminated
overburden groundwater entering the excavation. Alternative 3 is projected to cost nearly Si
million more, or an additional 30 percent, than Alternative 22. which Buffton supported.
Although Alternative 3 goes further than CERCLA requires3, it fixes the problems with the
previous remedy. Accordingly, Buffton is willing to go forward with Alternative 3, at substantial
additional expense, with the following understandings:

a) EPA will specify in the amended ROD that Alternative 3 and the expenditure of the
additional $1 million required to perform Alternative 3 will result in a more expeditious deletion of the
Site from the NPL and return the Site to a marketable condition, than would Alternative 2.

b) The amended ROD that EPA issues will address the problems in the 1992 ROD,
including the pump and treat groundwater remedy and the remedy for the Northeastern Site
Boundary Area.

c) EPA will expedite its selection of the remedy and the issuance of an amended
ROD, so that Buffton will be able to commence site work this Summer.

2. • Risk of Drinking Water Contamination
V

The primary risk4 identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment that EPA conducted was the
potential risk associated with the future use of the bedrock groundwater as a source of drinking

: Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are identical \viih the exception that Alternative 2 does not require
excavation and treatment of saturated overburden soils and related groundwater.

3 The Proposed Plan indicates that there is little or no natural connection between the overburden aquifer
and the bedrock aquifer. It notes that the overburden formation is of "relatively low permeability" with "extremely
low groundwater yield" (page 6) and that the overburden formation limits the migration of dissolved organic
constituents to overburden groundwater. (page 8) The Proposed Plan reiterates the conclusion reached in the 1991
risk assessment that risks due to VOC's in subsurface soils need not be examined because of the absence of a
complete exposure pathway under either .current or reasonably anticipated future land use scenarios and no current
or future overburden groundwater exposure is possible because the overburden aquifer is not usable, (page 12).
Further CERCLA moderates its emphasis on permanent solutions and treatment through the addition of the
qualifier "to the maximum extent practicable" and contains a requirement for remedies to be cost-effective. See
"The Role of Cost in the Superfurid Remedy Selection Process", Publication 9200.3-23FS (September, 19%), page
2. EPA's "Superfund Administrative Reforms Annual Report Fiscal Year 1996" cites as an accomplishment that
all stakeholders involved in the Superfund process fully understand the important role of cost in remedy selection.
Pa'ge 4 of 8. Thus, the findings of the Proposed Fian, when considered in the context of the requirements of
CERCLA, raise questions as to whether CERCLA requites selection of Alternative 3 over Alternative 2.

4 EPA also identified a potential risk associated with the inhalation of VOC's if the groundwater were
used for showering, under a future use scenario. There is virtually no likelihood that the groundwater will be used
for showering and so we do not discuss that here.
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water. This risk was evaluated, as acknowledged by EPA, using the conservative assumptions
that an individual will consume a minimum of two liters of contaminated groundwater daily and
that the concentration of contaminants in the groundwater will be equal to the highest
concentrations of contaminants that ever were detected in the groundwater at the Site. Although
Buffion does not intend to minimize the need to protect the public from drinking contaminated
groundwater, that is not -the situation here. The risk assessment admittedly posits a hypothetical
worst case scenario that bears little or no relationship to reality. Thus, on this issue, there are two
significant site-related factors to consider: 1) the pumping of the production wells at the Site has
curtailed the migration of bedrock groundwater contamination and 2) the Proposed Plan does not
suggest that bedrock groundwater from the Site is entering the drinking water supply and causing
drinking water contamination, (page 4). Thus, there is no cited documented risk to human health
f r o m t h e Site bedrock groundwater. • • - . - .

3. PW-2 Surface Groundwater Source Investigation

EPA has identified contamination in a small area of groundwater "much closer to the
ground surface" of the PW-2 area, (page 2). Although acknowledging that the source of this
groundwater is unknown, EPA has suggested that the groundwater may be related to plant
operations and that any plant-related sources of water to the overburden aquifer need to be
eliminated in order to mitigate contaminant mobility in'this area, (page 14). Even if the source of
this groundwater'once was, in some way, related to plant operations, it is highly unlikely that the
condition or situation resulting in the contaminated groundwater still exists. EPA has confirmed
that the surface water effluent discharge, LJL, water discharged from the plant after plant use, has
met State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System standards since 1984. The remedial design
investigation did not reveal that the shallow groundwater in the PW-2 area was naturally
connected to the bedrock aquifer. Rather the casing in PW-2 was determined to be a conduit of
water to the bedrock aquifer from the shallow fractures. Buffton's recent abandonment and
installation of a new PW-2, and the performance of the remedy, should address any significant
•concerns that EPA may have about groundwater migration in the PW-2 area. Accordingly, under
these circumstances, further investigation of the source of the surface groundwater appears
unwarranted. At most, the need for an investigation of the source of the surface groundwater in
the PW-2 area might be reevaluated at some time in the future after the remedy has had £ chance
to work. .

Bufflon would be pleased to meet with'EPA at the earliest appropriate time to discuss
these comments. We encourage EPA to resolve these issues expeditiously so that Buffion can
begin the work at hand. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Robert Korman
Vice President & Chief Financial Officer
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