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 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
Protection 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 Liability
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
attached index (Appendix Ill) identifies the items that comprise the
Admlnlstratlve Record upon which the selectlon of the remedial action
is based : '

The New York State. Department of Environmental Conservation
(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

Actual 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 substantial endangerment to public
health, welfare, or the environment. :

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The major components of the selected remedy mclude the follownng

° Excavation and treatment, using low temper_ature 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 Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM)
objectives for VOCs. Post-excavation 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
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) levels will
either undergo additional treatment or be disposed of at .an
approved off-site facility, 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.
Provisions to periodically evaluate the entire system, and repair
or upgrade, as necessary, will be included in an operatlon and
maintenance pIan :

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

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-~huma(n health and the environment.

Taking steps to secure institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions and contractual agreements, as well as local
ordinances, laws, or other.government action, for the purpose of,
among other things, restricting the installation and use of
groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Stte until -
groundwater quallty 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 network in

the event of temporary or permanent plant closure or to adjust the
- rate of such pumping in the event that existing pumping rates do
not effectively control the migration of contammated groundwater



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

e Long- term groundwater and productlon well effluent dlscharge
' monitoring to evaluate the selected remedy’s effectiveness. 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 installation of new
monitoring wells, as necessary) sampled for volatile organic
compounds (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. :

0 . Reevaluation of Site *conditionsat least once every five years to
~determine if a modification to the selected remedy is necessary.
This will include all areas of the Site, lncluding the Northeastern
Slte 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.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS '

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set
forth in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621 in that it: (1) is protective of
human health and the environment; (2) attains a level or standard of
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants 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) utilizes alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5) satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants or
~ contaminants at a site. :

i



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 five years
thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues to prov:de adequate
protectlon to human health and the environment.
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SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Robintech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Site (the Site) is located at 3421
Oid Vestal Road in the Town of Vestal, Broome County, New York (see
Figure 1). Vestal is located within a regionally 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 facility
(known as the Skate Estate) and fuel storage tanks (Mobil Tank Farm)
to the west, and by Conrail railroad tracks and Parkway Vending Inc. to
the north (see Figure 2). The Site is located approximately half-way
down the westerly face of a hill that slopes gently toward the
Susquehanna River. Consistent with this, EPA field observations and
-examination of topographic contours indicate that the superficial
(overland) flow of surface water across the. Site is to the west,

controlled 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 addition, fill
material associated 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 primary permeability of this material is low, but the secondary
permeability is much higher. Fractures along the horizontal bedding
planes and vertical joints in the shale allow for groundwater flow.
Groundwater was encountered in this zone 10-60 feet below the ground
surface.

Groundwater flow in the study area is primarily 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
Vestal well fields. One of these well fields is located downgradient of
the Site near the river. Several investigations in the area have
indicated that groundwater contamination from the Site is not lmpactrng
this area.



The area where the Site is located is not known to contain any
“ecologically significant habitat, wetlands, agricultural land, or historic
or landmark sites 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 floor 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 first floor production activities were replaced with 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 floor of the main building.
Currently, National Pipe & Plastics, Inc., which is owned by Japanese
corporations, conducts the PVC pipe manufacturmg operatlons at the
Slte

Ten production wells (labeled PW-1 through PW-10) were drilled on-site
between 1983 and 1984. These six-inch diameter production wells were
installed 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 distribution tank located near the rear of the production facility and
are automatically activated 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 r‘“rm"“y evtract app oximately 250,000 galions of

water per day. '



- An NYSDEC effluent sample collected at the Site in 1984 to verify
discharge permit compliance found certain organic constituents that
were not covered under the existing permit. Further investigation
resulted in the conclusion that the source of contamination was coming
from the groundwater beneath the Site. The Site was placed on the EPA
National Priorities List (NPL) in 1986. An Administrative Order on
Consent under Sections 104 and 122 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§9604,
9622 for the performance of a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) was issued by EPA in 1987 to General Indicator Group,
Inc. (@ 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 identified as Potentially
Responsmle Parties (PRPs) pursuant to CERCLA.

McLaren/Hart, retam.ed by B‘uffton, implemented the EPA-approved
RI/FS work plan. Following the completion 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 Unilateral
Administrative Order was issued by EPA to the PRPs to design and
implement the selected remedy. Pre-RD-related field work, to collect
additional data for the design of the selected remedy, was completed in
December 1995. Based upon the results of this investigation; a
Remedial Design Investigation Report (RDIR) was submitted to EI5A in
August 1996.

Soil and sediment investigations in order to assess suspected elevated

lead concentrations 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

| HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUN'ITY 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 identifies and
evaluates various remedial alternatives, the 1992 ROD, the August 1996
RDIR, and the April 1997 Proposed Plan were made available to the
publlc in both the Administrative Record and information repositories



maintained at the EPA Docket Room in the Region Il New York City
office and at the Town of Vestal -Public Library located at 320 Vestal
Parkway East, Vestal, New York. The notices of availability for 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. A public meeting was held on May 14, 1997 at the Vestal
Public Library in Vestal, New York. -At this meeting, representatives
from EPA presented the findings of the RDIR and answered questions
from the public about the Site and the remedial alternatlves under
consideration. : /

Responses to the comments feceived at thé 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

Informatlon gathered durlng 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 contamination within the overburden. C'onse.quently, it
became necessary to consider reevaluating the 1992 remedy and
providing modifications, as appropriate.. The primary objectives of this
action (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 elevated .
lead concentrations 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 siopes primariiy to the west
and to a lesser extent to the north. Surficial geolegy (hereinafter.



referred to as "overburden") is comprised of glacial till overlain by fill.
Typically, fill materials were encountered to a maximum depth of 6 feet
below ground surface.

The area has two distinct 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 till overburden
appears to restrict 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 flows predominantly toward the west; minor’

flow components to the nerthwest and southwest are also possible. The
direction of groundwater flow is generally consistent with the
topography, i.e., both tend toward the Susquehanna River.

Groundwater in the bedrock aquifer flows predominantly to the north-
northwest. Westerly and southerly groundwater flow components within
the southern one-third section.- of the Site indicate .an apparent
groundwater divide trending east-west in this portion of the Site.

During the RI, air, surface water, sediment, groundwater, surface soils,
and subsurface soils were sampled; however, only the groundwater was
found to be adversely affected.” Concentrations of VOCs exceeding
federal 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 “Production
“Well No. 2 Area” (hereinafter called the “PW 2 Area"). Figure 3
identifies each of these areas. '

The Rl identified elevated concentrations of trichloroethene (TCE) (54
micrograms per liter [1g/l]) in overburden groundwater samples near the .

Northeastern Site Boundary Area. No other VOCs were detected in this
area.

Overburden groundwater samples collected from the Paved Plpe Staging
Area during the Rl showed concentrations of .1,1,1-trichloroethane
(TCA) up to 760 ng/l. No other VOCs were _detected in this area.




The majority of contamination was found in the PW-2 Area.
Groundwater samples collected during the RI contained TCA
concentrations up to 1,100 ug/l in the overburden and up to 8,800 ng/!
in the bedrock. Other VOCs were alsc 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 curtaiiing the migration of groundwater contamination. Figures
4 and 5 display the distribution of 1,1,1-TCA concentratuons in the
overburden.

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

Results of the Pre-RemedraI Dengn Investigation

Pre-RD activities 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 lnvesthatlon

The results of the RI identified low-level concentratlons 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 ng/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 wg/l), indicating the
_probability of an off-site source of TCE contamination. NYSDEC is
currently overseemg an investigation related to this potential off-site
source of contamination (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, OOO ug/lin the overburden grer_ndwafer in fhe vicinity of the entrance



to the gravel lot area (as comp'aredito 760 ygll found during the RI) and
exceeding 6,000 ug/l near the warehouse (see Figure 5).

The data also indicated that subsurface soils in the vicinity of the
entrance to the gravel lot area are contaminated with TCA
(concentrations up to 6,900 ug/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 collected near the warehouse were inconclusive as to the -
existence of a source area associated with the elevated overburden
groundwater concentrations there. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the pre-
'RD soil and groundwater data, respectwely for the Paved Pipe Staging
Area. .

The results of a slug test and step-drawdown test in an extraction well
identified the presence of a relatively low permeability overburden
formation with extremely low groundwater yield in the Paved Pipe
Staging Area, which apparently has limited the migration of dissolved
organic constituents in overburden groundwater. ) :

PW-2 Area Investigation

Pre-RD sampling results revealed the presence of a localized source of
- TCA (concentrations up to 222,000 ug/l) and other VOCs in. the
overburden of the PW-2 Area. Concentrations up to 1,100 ug/l were
detected during the RI.

- The data also revealed that subsurface soils in the area are
contaminated with TCA (concentrations up to 2,800,000 ug/kg) and
other VOCs. A source area of VOCs in subsurface soils was delineated
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.
Additionally, within this area of high contamination was discovered 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 mvestlgatlon ‘but may be
related to plant operatlons

- As in the Paved Pipe Staging Area, the results of a slug test and step-
drawdown test in an extraction well 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.contamination in the overburden
than in the bedrock, and far more significant contamination in the
overburden than was exhibited during the RI.

Packer testing revealed that contaminated groundwater was moving
downward from the overburden into PW-2 via an artificial conduit
created when the unsealed casing of the production well was installed
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 followed 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 contamrnated groundwater to enter the
bedrock from the overburden

In summary, the results of the pre -RD mvestrgatnon lndrcated 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 extraction 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 results of the RI, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and future Site
conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates 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 pvroces‘s is utilized for assessing Site-related human heaith

risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: = Hazard
Identification--identifies the contaminants of concern at the Site based
on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and



concentration. Exposure Assessment—estimates the magnitude of
actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of
these exnosures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated
well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessment—determines the types of adverse health effects associated
with chemical exposures, and the reiationship between magnitude of
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characterization—summarizes and combines outputs of the exposure
and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative assessment of
Site-related risks. ' :

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,
toxicity, concentration, and frequency of occurrence (see Table 6).
Several 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 potentially
contaminated groundwater. Table 7 shows the potential exposure
pathways. As there is not a completed exposure pathway under either
current or reasonably anticipated future iand use scenarios, risks due
to VOC levels in subsurface soil were not evaluated.

The results 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 Alliance Technologies Corporation
- under contract with EPA. This document is included in the
"~ Administrative Record file for the Site. ' '

Non-carcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes and
safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses(RfDs) have
been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health
effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates
of daily exposure levels for humans which are thought to be safe over °
‘a lifetime (including sensitive individuals). Estimated intakes of
-chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical
ingested from contaminated drinking water) are compared with the RfD

9



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 ¢f concern are presented in

Table 8.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer siope
faciors ceveiop‘ed‘ by EPA for the contaminants of concern. Cancer
slope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA’s Carcinogenic Risk
"Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating excess lifetime cancer
risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals.
'SFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)”', are multiplied by the
estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to generate an
upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with
exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term “upper bound”
reflects the conservative 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. P : T

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

'Because the overburden till is tightly packed such that resulting
‘groundwater 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
carcinogenic risk value at the Site is associated with the future-use
bedrock groundwater ingestion scenario (4.1 x 10°). Significant risk _
was also associated with the inhalation of VOCs from groundwater while
- showering under a future-use scenario. A summary of the carcmogeme
‘risks is provided in Table 9. The Hl 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 calculations would lead to equal or greater risks.

10~



- The ecological risk as'sessment conciuded that no habitats or species
of special concern would likely b2 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 active 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 analysis
° environmental parameter measurement

o . fate and transport modeling

0 exposure parameter estimation

0 toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially

‘uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently,
there -is significant uncertainty as to the actual levels present.
Environmental chemistry analysis uncertainty can stem from several
sources including the errors inherent in the analytlcal methods and
characterlstlcs of the matrlx being sampled

Uncertalntles in the exposure assess_ment are related to estimates 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’ concentratlons of the chemicals of
~concern at the point of exposure. :

Uncertainties in to_xicologiCal data occur in extrapolating both from
animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as well as
from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mixture of chemicals.
These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions
concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment.
As a result, the Risk Assessment provides upper bound estimates of the
risks to populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to -
-underestimate actual risks related to the Site. :

11



- REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

"Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human health ,
and the environment. These objectives are based on -available
information and standards such as ARARs and risk-based levels
established in the risk assessment. - The results of the pre-RD
investigation identified the need to re-evaluate the ROD-selscted

STEITWITW

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 permeability overburden formation with
- extremely low groundwater yield, apparently limiting the migration of
dissolved organic constituents in overburden groundwater. The aquifer
testing also raised a question as to the ability of sustaining a
groundwater flow rate in the overburden necessary to implement the
pumping remedy selected in the 1992 ROD in this area. '

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

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 Administrative Guidance Memorandum (TAGM)

2. Mitigate the potential for contaminants to mrgrate from the
' 'overburden aqurfer into the bedrock aquifer. :

3. Reduce or elrmrnate the threat to public heaith and the
environment posed by groundwater contamlnatlon by remediating
groundwater to MCLs for VOCs. :

4. Reduce or e]imin‘ate the potential for off-site migration of
contaminants. ' : _

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNA TIVES

CERCLA requires that.each selected site remedy be protective of human
health and the environment, be cost-effective,” comply with other
statutory laws, and utilize permanent soiutions and alternative treatment
technologies and resource recovery alternatives toc the maximum extent



practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference for treatment
as a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
of the hazardous substances.’ ' :

While the bedrock groundwater is contaminated to varying degrees, it
appears that the pumping of the groundwater from the facility'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 Pollutant 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, investigations have shown significant VOC
contamination in subsurface soils that act as a source of contamination
to overburden groundwater, and, to a lesser extent, the bedrock
groundwater. This ROD evaluates, in detail, remedial alternatives for
addressing the contamination in the various media.

The operation and maintenance costs reflect the annual costs to
operate, monitor, and maintain the remedy for 10 years, as preliminary
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 time
required to design the remedy, negotiate the performance of the remedy
with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and
construction. ' - . '

The alternatives are:
Alternative 1: No Action

Capital C’ost: | $ 0

Operation and Maintén,ance Cost: - $114,125
Present-Worth Cost: S $935,870

Construction Time: - 1 month

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be
considered as a baseline for comparison with the other alternatives.
The no-action remedial alternative 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, mcluding chemical degradation, dilution, and dispersion)
and production well pumping to address the contaminated groundwater -
in the overburden and bedrock aquifers, respectlvely

This alternative would, however, include a long-term groundwater
monitoring program. Under the monitoring program; water quality
samples would be collected seasonally from upgradient, on-site, and
downgradient groundwater monitoring welis. The specifics of monitoring
locations, frequency, and parameters would be determined during the
remedial design. ~

The no-action response also would include the development and
implementation 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 activities 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,
~various health departments, and environmental agencies.

‘Under this alternative, the existing production well network would
continue to extract contaminated bedrock groundwater for use in plant
operations. Sampling at the effluent discharge point would be
conducted to confirm that concentratlons contmue to meet permit
specmcatlons

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

Alternative 2: Excavation of Contaminated Unsatureted 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
Construction Time: e ' - - 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
objectives for VOCs (estimated at,approXi‘m_ately 1,000 cubic yards).
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The actual extent of the excavations and the volume of the excavated
material would be based on post-excavation confirmatory sampling.
Shoring of the excavations and extraction 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 volatilized into gases and escape from
the soil. The organic vapors extracted from the soil would then be
either condensed, transferred to another medium (such as activated
carbon), or thermally treated in an. afterburner operated to ensure
complete destruction of the volatile organics. The off-gases would be
filtered through a carbon vessel. Once the treated soil achieved soil
TAGM objectives, it would be tested in accordance with the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to determine whether it
constitutes a Resource -Conservation and Recovery Act hazardous waste
and, provided that it passes the test, it would be used as backfill
material for the excavated area. Soil above TCLP levels would either
undergo additional treatment or be dlsposed of at an approved off-Site
. facility, as appropriate. ' .

Under this alternative, intrinsic remediation would address the
-contamination in the overburden groundwater in downgradient areas.
Water quality samples would be collected from upgradient, on-site, and
downgradient groundwater monitoring wells to verify that.the level and
extent of contaminants in overburden groundwater are declining from
baseline conditions and that conditions are protective of human health
and the environment. The specifics of monitoring locations, frequency,
~and parameters would be determined during the de8|gn of the selected
remedy. :

This alternative would also include taking steps to secure institutional
controls, such as the placement of restrictions on the installation and
use of groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site. '

Under this alternative, the existing production well network would
continue to extract contammated bedrock groundwater for use in plant
operations. Sampling at the effluent discharge point would be
conducted to confirm that concentrations continue to meet permit
specifications. This alternative would also include the development of
a contingency plan for the pumping and treatment of contaminated
bedrock groundwater from the existing production well network in the
event of temporary or permanent plant closure. 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: Excavatlon of Contam/nated Unsaturated and Saturated
Soils, Treatment Via LTTD, and Redeposition

,"IU"I ,054

bdpildi Cost: : ' $2

Operation and Maintenance Cost: . $ 114,125
Present-Worth Cost: $3,036,924

Construction Time: : : 1 year

This alternative is identical to Alternative 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-
- excavation confirmatory sampling data. Groundwater entering the

excavation would be pumped into mobile holding tanks for future testing
and treatment, if necessary. :

Although the overburden groundwater cannot be effectively extracted,
it is expected that the excavation of saturated soils will result in the
removal of a significant 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 Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would also include long-
term groundwater monitoring, use of the existing ‘production well
network to continue extracting contaminated bedrock groundwater,
development of a contingency plan, and taking steps to secure
institutional 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.
Construction Time: ~ ' 2 years

" Under this alternative, a dual-phase‘ high-vacuum extraction syste'_m
- woulid be used to address contaminated overburden soils in the PW-2
and Paved Pipe Staging Areas. A series of extraction wells would be
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installed in these areas and a strong vacuum applied to the extraction
wells would draw in contaminated groundwater from the saturated :Zone
and contaminated soil vapor from the unsaturated zone. As groun.dwater
is removed, soil vapors in the previously saturated soil would be
extracted by the vacuum as well. Contaminated soil vapors and
groundwater would be piped to an on-site carbon adsorption treatment
system. The treated groundwater would be discharged to surface water.
The soil vapor and groundwater treatment residues would be sent to an
off- SIte treatment/disposal facility.

Intrinsic remediation would address the contamination in the overburden
that has migrated downgradient from the source areas. Similar to
Alternative 2, Alternative 4 would also include long-term groundwater
monitoring, use of the existing production well network to continue
extracting contaminated bedrock groundwater and development of a
contmgency plan. '

This alternatrve would also include taking steps to secure institutional
controls, such as the placement of restrictions on the installation and
use of groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives, each alternative
is assessed against nine evaluation criteria, namely, overall protection
of human health and the environment, compliance with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements, long-term effectiveness and
permanence, reduction of. toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, and state
~ and communrty acceptance :

The evaluatlon criteria are descrlbed below

° Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses
whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based
on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are eliminated,
reduced, or controlled through treatment engrneerrng controls, or
mstrtutronal controls

o Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would
' meet all of -the applicable or relevant and appropriate
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requlrements of other federal and state envrronmental statutes and
_requrrements or provide grounds for mvoklng a waiver.

Long-term effectiveness and.permanen}ce refers to the ability of a2
remedy to maintain reliabie protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup.goals have been met. It also
addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the measures that
may be required to manage the risk poseo by treatment residuais
and/or untreated wastes.

Reduction of toxicity, _mobility, or volume through treatment is the
anticipated 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.

Implement-abili‘ty is the technical and administrative feasibility of
a remedy, including the availability of materials. and services
needed to implement a particular option.

Cost includes estrmated caprtal and operatlon and malntenance
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 rdentlfled any reservations wuth the selected
alternatlve

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,
reservation, and opposition by the community.

" A comparative analysns of the remedial alternatrves ‘based upon the
evaluatron criteria noted above follows :

Overall Protection of Human Health a-nd theEnvi\ronm‘ent _

Under Alternative 1 (No Action), contaminants would continue to leaoh
from the soil into the groundwater and continued off-site migration of
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contaminants would occur. Alternative 1 would rely solely on intrinsic
remediation to address the contaminated overburden groundwater.
Consequently, this alternative would not address the remedial action
objectives established for the Site and would, therefore, be the least
protective of human health and the environment.

Alternative 2 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soils) and Alternative 3 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated
Saturated and Unsaturated Soils) would both be protective by removing
the primary source of contamination to the overburden and bedrock
aquifers, although Alternative 3 would be considered more protective
because it would result in the removal of contaminated soils both above
and below the water table. Theoretically, Alternative 4 (Dual-phase
Extraction) would also be protective, although its effectiveness would
need to be demonstrated through treatability studies and would requrre
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 environment. All of the alternatives, including No Action, would
include the extraction of contaminated groundwater from the bedrock
aquifer, thereby reducing and minimizing the downgradient migration of
contaminants within that aquifer, and minimizing any potential future
health and environmental impacts. In contrast with the other
alternatives, however, Alternative 1 would not address the overburden
~source of the contamination to the bedrock aquifer. ’ :

With Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, it is anhcrpated that the remedratlon of
-the source areas, the ellmrnatlon of the PW-2 conduit, the continued
extraction of contamlnated groundwater from the 'productlon well
network, and intrinsic remediation of the overburden groundwater would .
feduce 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, Alternative -1 would not result

in the cleanup of the bedrock aquifer within a reasonable time frame.

Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, institutional -controls would limit the
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intrusiveness of future activity that oould 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 Action) wouid not be effective in meeting these objectives. While
it is anticipated that Alternative 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 treatablllty testlng
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 practtcal at the
Srte

- 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 ARARSs, since
they all-.include the extraction of contamlnated bedrock’ groundwater
until such ttme as the ARARSs are achieved.

-1t is anticipated that surface water discharge requirements would be met
for the overburden groundwater treated under  Alternatives 3
(groundwater entering the excavation and pumped into mobile holding
‘tanks) and 4 (groundwater from the dual- -phase extraction system). For
all of the alternatives, it is antrcrpated that surface water discharge
requirements would continue - to be met for the extracted bedrock
groundwater : - -

All of the technologles that would be used in A!ternat-\.!ee 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 an'd Permanence

With regard to the overburden aquifer, Alternative 1 (No Action) would
not maintain reliable long-term effectiveness and permanence, since the
contaminants in the soil would be left untreated and contaminated
groundwater-would continue to migrate unabated.

Alternative 2 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soils) would effectively treat the contaminated 'unsaturated overburden
soils, thus, reducing the hazards posed by these soils and permanently
removing a major source of groundwater contamination. It is anticipated
~that Alternative 4 (Dual-phase Extraction) would be more effective than
Alternative 2 (depending on the results of treatability studies), since it
would also address contaminants in the saturated zone. Alternative 3
(Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and Unsaturated
Soils) would be the most effective, since it includes complete removal
of the contaminated saturated and unsaturated overburden soils.
Alternative 3 also includes the pumping of contaminated-groundwater
from the excavation, an element which would provide an added level of
contaminant removal. The institutional controls associated with
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide an additional element of
effectiveness in preventing exposure of on-site and downgradient
receptors to contaminated groundwater. -

The treatment of the contaminated soils (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) in
conjunction with the sealing of the PW-2 conduit and intrinsic
remediation of the overburden groundwater is expected to, over time,
result in the overburden aquifer-being remediated and is expected to
prevent the downward migration of contaminants from the overburden
aquifer into the bedrock aquifer.

All of the alternatives, including No Action, would be effective with
regard to the bedrock aquifer, since they all include the extraction of
contaminated bedrock groundwater until such time as MCLs are
achieved. |

Sludges and resviduals"f'rom the treatment processes for Alternatives 2,
3, and 4 would be collected and disposed of off-site.
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternative 1 (No Action) would not actively reduce the toxicity, mobility,
-A—.t——.:—_..

or volume of contaminants through treatment. Under this aiternative,
contaminant migration in the overburden aquifer would continue.

Alternative 2 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated
Soils) and Alternative 3 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated
Saturated and Unsaturated Soils) with identical soil treatment
approaches, would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume
permanently through the excavation of source soils and treatment using
LTTD. Alternative 3 would, however, be more effective because the
~excavation of the contaminated soil would extend into the saturated
zone and would include the pumping of contaminated groundwater from
the excavation (an element which would provide an added level of
contaminant removal). It is anticipated that Alternative 4 (Dual-phase
‘Extraction) would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume more than"
Alternative 2 (depending on the results of treatability studies), since it
would also address contaminants in the saturated zone. All of the
alternatives would reduce the toxicity, mobility, -and "volume of
contaminants in the bedrock aquifer by providing for the extraction 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. Alternative 2 (Excavation
and Treatment of Contaminated Unsaturated Soils) and Aiternative 3
(Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and Unsaturated
Soils) would include activities such as contaminated soil excavation and
transport that could result in potential worker exposure to volatilized
contaminants and contaminated dust. However, mitigative measures to
reduce the possibility of exposure would be implemented. The
instaltation of the extraction system associated with Alternative 4 (Dual-
phase Extraction) might include activities that could result in potential
exposure of workers to volatilized contaminants during construction;
" however, mitigative measures to reduce the possibility of exposure
would be impiemented. Alternatives 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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AII of the alternatlves might present some risk to on-site workers
through dermal contact and inhalation related to groundwater sampling
activities. -These can, however, be minimized by utilizing proper
protective equipment. ' ) ' -

it is estimated that Alternative 1 would require one month to implement,
since developing a long-term groundwater monitoring program would be
the only activity required. Alternatives 2 and 3 could each be
implemented in about one year. Alternative 4 would take an estimated
two or more years to |mplemenf '

For the bedrock aquifer, continued contammated 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.

Imp/ementab///ty

The technologres proposed for use in aH of the alternatives are proven
‘and reliable in achlevrng the specified process efficiencies and
performance goals. :

Alternative 1 (No Action) would be the easiest to implement in that it
would require only monitoring. LTTD (Alternatives 2 and 3) has been
successfully performed on a full-scale basis with similar contaminants.
Pumping groundwater entering the excavation into mobile holding tanks -
under Alternative 3 is easily implemented. A dual- -phase extraction
system (Alternative 4) would be relatively easy to implement and has
been successfully performed on a full-scale basis with similar
contaminants, although treatability testing would be required to verify
its effectiveness in this particular geologic setting. In addition, the air
stripping and carbon adsorption technologies that may be used for
Alternative 4 are proven and reliable in achieving the specified
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 extraction of contaminated - bedrock
groundwater is easily implemented. :

All of the alternatives are technically and administratively feasible and
require readily available materials and services. Effecting institutional

controls until groundwater quality has been restored under Alternatives
2, 3, and 4 can be readrly implemented.
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3 | s2,1701,054 $114,125  $3,036,924
4 $967,998| ~ $218,818 | $2,504,884

As can be seen by the cost estimates, Alternative 1 (No A'ction) is the

least costly remedy with a present-worth cost of $935,870. Alternative

3 (Excavation and Treatment of Contaminated Saturated and
Unsaturated Soils) 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 generally supports the selected remedy. Comments received
‘during the public comment period are summarized and addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary, WhICh is attached as Appendlx V to this
document. . :

\- DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon an evaluatlon of the various alternat:ves, EPA and NYSDEC

have- determined that Alternative 3 (Excavation of Contaminated
Unsaturated and Saturated Soils, Treatment via LTTD nd

....... i, 11\

Redeposition) is an appropriate remedy for the Site. Specmcally, this
will involve the following:
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Excavation and treatment, using LTTD of unsaturated and
saturated soils in the PW-2 and Paved Pipe Staging Areas which
exceed NYSDEC's soil TAGM objectives for VOCs. Post-
excavation 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 TCLP levels will
either undergo additional treatment or be disposed of at an
approved off-Site facility, 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 will continue until
MCLs are achieved. Provisions to periodically evaluate the entire
system, and repair or upgrade, as necessary, will be mcluded in
an operation and mamtenance plan

Elimination of any plant-related sources of water to the overburden
aquifer (as described in the “Results of the Pre-Remedial Design
Investigation” section, above) in order to further mitigate
contaminant mobility. ' :

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 overburden
groundwater are declining from baseline conditions and that
conditions are protective of human health and the environment.

Taking steps to secure institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions and contractual agreements, as well as local
ordinances, laws, or other government action, for the purpose of,
among other things, restricting the installation and use of
groundwater wells at and downgradient of the Site until
groundwater quality has been restored.

Development of a contingency plan 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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in the event that existing pumping rates do not effectively control
the migration of contaminated groundwater. The contingency plan
“will also address the treatmeni 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 remedy’'s effectiveness. The exact
frequency and location of groundwater monitoring will be
determined during the RD stage. Monitoring will include a network
. of groundwater monitoring wells (inciuding the installation 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
qualrty -

. 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 Srte rncludlng 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 soi! 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'conju'nction 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 alternatives, and is cost-effective. Therefore,
the selected remedy will provide the best baiance of trade-offs among
alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC
believe that the selected remedy will treat principle threats, be
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_prptéctive of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs, be
cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutiors and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. The selected remedy -also will meet the statutory
preference for the use of treatment as a principle element (i.e., the
soil).

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-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extént practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a
preference for remedial actions which employ treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the -
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA
§121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action
- must attain a degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and
“state laws, unless a waiver can be justified 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.

Protection of Human Health and tne Environment "

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment by
reducing levels of contaminants in the groundwater and soil through
extraction and treatment, respectively, as well as through the
implementation of institutional controls. The selected remedy will
provide overall protection by reducing the toxicity, mobility, and volume
of contamination permanently, through treatment of the contaminated
so:l and by meetlng federal and state MCLs |n the bedrock aquifer.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
of Environmental Laws - ‘

- While there a're no federal or New York State soil ARARs for VOCs, one
of the remedial action goals is to meet TAGM objectives. The selected
remedy will meet soil TAGM objectives in the’ unsaturated and saturated
soils. : :
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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 addition, NYSDEC has indicated
that since the overburden is of such low permeability, making the
overburden groundwater unusabie, achievement of the state drinking
water standards in this aaurfer is not considered to hp practical at the
Site. :

As the -bedroc':k 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 ARARSs, since it includes the
extraction of contaminated bedrock groundwater until such time as the
ARARs are achreved a

It is anticipated that surface water discharge requireme_nts will be met
for the overburden groundwater treated under the selected remedy
(groundwater entering the excavation and pumped into mobile holding
tanks) andthat they will continue to be met for the extracted bedrock -
groundwater

A summary of action-specific; chemical-specifi'c,' avnd Iocatien-specific
ARARs which will be complied with during implementation is presented
below. A listing of the chemical-specific ARARs is presented in Tables
11 and 12. :

Action-specific ARARs:

. Nafional Emissions Standards for Ha‘zardous Air Pollutants

. 6 NYCRR Part 257, Air Quality Standards -

« © 6 NYCRR Part 212, Air Emission Standards

* - B NYCRR Part 373, Fugitive Dusts

o 40 CFR 50, Air Quality Standards,

. State Permit Dieeharge Elimination System -

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act -
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" Chemical-specific ARARs:

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

° 6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water Quality
: Regulations

o 10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code
Locati'oln-spec'ific ARARS:
o Clean Water Act Section 404, 33 U.S.C. 1344

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered:

° New York Gui}delines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control
° New York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990
o . Néw York State Téchnical and Admini'strativ_e Guidance

- Memorandum (TAGM)
o New York State Air Guide-1

Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to
its cost and in mitigating 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 Alternativer Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
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 utilization of LTTD to treat source area soils
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies employing treatment that
permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume
of hazardous substances

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no sngnmcant changes from the selected alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan . -
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Table .1

Rnhm(cch, Inc./National Pipe Ca. Site -
Vestal, New York

- ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - SOIL SAMPLING
: v - RDWP / RDWPA. o . '

Sample ID . : GP-01 GP-ol - . GP-02 GP-13 - GP-13. GP-13 _GP-13 GP-14 GP-15 -
"IDilution Factor . ‘ 11X - 10X S 1X ] 10X 100X .| 200X 200X | 22X 100X

Sample Matrix o SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL- SOIL - - 'SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL -

Sample Interval (feet) o 5-1 9-10 6-1 6-6.5 6.5-1 - 10.5-11 125-13 7-8 5-7

Sample Daie - S 10/11/95 10/11/95 10/12/95 |- 10/16/95 10/16/95 10/16/95 | - 10/16/95 10/16/95 | 10/16/95

Analysis Date - o 10/12/95 | 10/13/95 10/12/95 10/16/95 10/16/95 10/16/95 10/16/95 10/16/95 10/16/95

Volitale Organic Compounds (ppm) S : L _ o _ R A s

1,1,1-Trichloroethane S 0.023 0.189 0.005 U , 1.138 135 ] - 6.876 4.231 0.027 ©2.927 .

Trichloroethene 0.005 U 0.005U 0.021 - 0.005U 0.005U 1.ooo'U 1.000 U 0.010U 0.005U

Toluene - o -0.005U | 0005U |- 0.005U: 0.005U "] 0005U .| 1.000U 1.000 U -0.010U 0.005U

%lrahlomuthenc - ‘ .0.500 U 0.500 U 0.500 U _ 1.000 U - 1.000U

AR YR B RS RS R ARE: GGG S ER S R R S R PR A B L AR SR S T

Sample 1D - GP-15 GP-19 | = GP-19 GP-20 GP-20 GP-21 GP-23 GP-23 | GP-24
Dilution Factor . 50X . 1 X ) 5X 22X 10X, - 1 X B 1D R . .. 1X
Sample Matrix - e - SOIL | SOIlL ~ SOIL ‘SOIL SOIL SOIL '~ SOIL . SOIL SOIL
Sample Interval - (feet) : 85-9 0-4 10-12 J-4 6-7 0-1 - 7-8 10-12 4-45
Sample Date . 10/16/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 [. 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/18/95
Analysis Date : : 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 10/17/95 | - 10/18/95 10/18/95 10/18/95
Volitale Orgamc Compounds (ppm) a : : ' A ' - '
1,1,1-Trichloroethane . 0.584 0.048 - 0.078 0.074 T 0.225 - 0,024 10.023 0.153 0.015
Trichloroethene . 2 0.025U. - 0.011 0.025U | 0.010U- 0.050 U ‘0.005U 0.005U 0.025U 0.005U
Toluene 0.025U 0.048 '0,025U | 0.010U 0.050 U 0.005U | .0025)J | 0.025U 0.005U
Tetrachloroethene A 0.025U 0.005 U. 0.025U 0010U | 0050U | 0005U 0.005U | 0.025U 0.005U
NOTES

- = OQutside Linear Workmg Range (Low)
IE = Oulside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
UJ = Below Method Quanlnauon Limits
~ NA =Not Analyzcd _ : : . _
. ’ [PPSSOIL X1.W]1002.XLS -

(.



Tnhlc' 1

Robintech, IncJNa(iénnl Pipe Cé. Site .
Vestal, New York

ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - SOIL SAMPLING

OTES

Z

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

NA = Not Analyzcd
(.

(PPSSOILXLW]002.XLS

- RDWP / RDWPA . o ‘

Sample ID - GP-24 GP-25 GP-25 owW-06 PPA-06 - PPA-06 PPA-06 PPA-15 PPA-15 -
Dilution Factor 5X 25X 2X 1 X 10 X 10X 10X 1 X 125X -
Sample Matrix SOIL SOIL SOIL .SOIL SOIL - SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL
Sample Interval (feet) 12- 14 0-4 11.5-12 ©8-9 1.5-2.0 2.5-3.0" 3.0-3.5 1-3 3-5

' Sample Date .- 10/18/95 10/18/95 10/18/95 10/12/95 12/9/94 12/9/94 12/9/94 . 12/8/94 12/8/94
Analysis Date 10/18/95 10/18/95 10/18/95 10/16/95 12/9/94 12/9/94 12/9/94 -12/8/94 12/8/94
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm) :
i,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.046 0.0125U 0.16 0.048 - 0.050 U 0,050 U 0.107 J09E 0.501
Trichloroethene 0.025U 0.0125U | o0.0l0U 0,025 U NA - | NA NA NA . NA
Toluene 0.025U 0.0125U 0.010U -} 0.025U NA . NA " NA NA NA
Tetrachlorocthene 0.025U 0.0125U 0 OIO U O 025 U ‘NA NA . NA - NA . NA
T RS R PN R R A A R SRR WY R R R PR T PR S A AT BT PR B PR 051 @W«‘WMVM»W“W‘WW”W B
Sample ID PPA-28 PPA-11 PPA-32 |. PPA-44
Dilution Factor 5X 5X 5§ X 10X
Sample Malrix -. SOIL - - SOIL SOIL SOIL
Sample Interval (feet) 02 . 6-8 0-2 46
Sample Date “12/14/94 12/14/94 12/14/94 12/21/94
Analysis Dale . 12720194 12/15/94 12/15/94 12/21/94

- Volatile Organic Compound$ (ppm) : -
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.025 U 0.0748 0.025U 0.1497
Trichloroethene ‘NA NA NA NA .
Toluene NA~ NA NA NA- -
Tetrachloroethene NA NA NA NA




Table 2

i . i

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

. ANALYTICAL RESULTS

. ' ' . ‘PAVED PIPF STAGING AREA - GROUNDWA’I‘ER SAMI’LES
' ‘ TEMPORARY WELL POINTS ‘

RDWP
Sample ID - PPA-OI | PPA0Z | PPA-03 | PPA04 | PPA-0S | PPA0S | PPA-07. | PPA-OB
Dilution Factor S X - S0X: 10X | 4X 1X © 250 C5X 100X
Sample Matrix . | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER
Sample Interval (feet) -~ - 89 | 89 | 7585 |0 718 | 67 ot | 69 | 79
Sample Date co | e | r2iea | tarsioa | vasioa | 12miea | w2 |ov2mes | r2sird
AnslysisDate 120694 | 120694 | 126094 | 1206094 | 1257094 | 1277004 | 1217094 | 1207794

(1,1, I“Trichiorocthane “ | A 10 ] su [ v | s [ 568 |

SampleID . -~ . PPA-09 PPA-10: PPA-11 PPA-12 PPA-13 | PPA-14 PPA-I5 PPA-16

Dilution Factor o - 1 20X ). 1 X 16.66 11X SX -250 K - 10X

Sample Matrix . , DRY. [+ WATER | WATER | WATER WATER WATER WATER |  WATER
Sample Interval (feet) L 1112 11-12 7-9 10.5-12.5 8-10. 1112 57 9.5-10.5
Sample Date -~ -~ | 1217194 (2/7/94 1217/94 | 1217194 | 12894 | 1219194 | 1218194 1 12/9/94
Analysis Date - . S E 1277194 1277794 1277194 12/8/94 12/9/94 12/8/594 12/9/94

'NOTES
J = Outside Linear Working R.m_t,c (Low)

I = Qutside Linear Wuer_\= Runge (High) )
B = Compound Found in Method Blank c S ) o - - - T
U= Below Method Quantitation Limits o '

o . Paoe Lot ° ’ : e . PESGW. N LW Iwp. NS

-



“Table 2 -

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site.

Vestal, New -York :

“ANALYTICAL RESULTS ‘ ' o
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

_ RDWP
Sample ID PPA-17 | PPA-18 | PPA-19 | PPA20 | PPA-21 | PPA22 | PPA23 | PPA-24
Dilution Factar x| oowx |oax 50 X 55X 10X X 25 X
Sample Matrix , WATER' | WATER *| WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER
Sample Interval (feet) - 11-12 8-9 1-12 1112 | 89 11-12 7-8 | 11-12
Sample Date : 12/9/94 12/9/94 | 12/12/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94
Analysis Date : . .’ * 1219194 12/9/94 | 1271494 | 12715094 | 1201594 | 121154 | 12715094 | 12015194

Sample ID PPA-25 PPA-26 PPA-27 PPA-28 | PPA-29. | PPA-30 PPA-31 | PPA-32
Dilution Factor - 20X X . L5X . |1ex 5X 1 X
Sample Matrix "DRY - | WATER | WATER | DRY WATER | WATER DRY | WATER
Sample Interval (feet) 7-8 12-14 10-12 | - 1112 12-14 10-12 11-12 1-12
Sample Date 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94
Analysis Date - bonnsma | 1201594 - 12/15/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/15/94
[ 284 DRY | su

NOTES -

- J'= Outside Linear Wnrl\m!, R.mg,c (an)

. E = Outside Linear Warking R

ange (High)

B = Compuund Found in Method Blank
11 = Below Method Quantitation Limits

{

PPPSGAW N LW dw o NS



‘ Table 2

Rohmlcch Inc. / National P|pc Co. Site.
Veslnl New York

I 5U

ANALYTICAL RCSULTS oo A - -
: PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES -
' TEMPORARY WELL POINTS '
RDWP
Sample ID. PPA-33 PPA-34 PPA-3S |- PPA-36 PPA-37 PPA-38 |  PPA-39 | PPA-40A
Dilution Factor - .250)( - - 1 X e 1 X 1 X
Sample Matrix DRY WATER DRY | * DRY ‘WATER | . DRY WATER | WATER
|Sample Interval (feet) - 10-12 9-11 10-12 | 115-13.5 . 12-14 12-14 14-16 | 8-10
Sample Date 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/14/94 .| 12/15/94 | 1215/94 | 12/15/94 | 12115194 | 12/15/94
- | Analysis Date - 121594 | - |- - 12/15/94 - 12/15/94 | 1271594
M-Trichlomelhane

Sample ID PPA-41 | PPA42 | PPA43* | PPA44 | PPA4S | PPA46 PPA-47 PPA-48
Dilution Factor e - - ‘ sex. |- - ] o1x -
Sample Matrix - -~ 'REFUSAL | REFUSAL | ~NOT | REFUSAL | WATER | REFUSAL | WATER - NOT
Sample Interval (feet) e - SAMPLED | - Cot0-12 | - -1 SAMPLED
Sample Date 12/19/94 | 12/19/94 - ] 122194 | 122084 | 1272194 | 12121094 -
Analysis Date - - - - 12/21/94 . 12124194 -
L_._I.I-Trichloroelhane (ppb) . ‘“L_ - . . a1 I K -

NOTES

* PPA-43-was drilled for hlh()l()"l(. dc:lcrmm.nlmn only: no samples were u)llcuc(l lrum the h(mng,

J = Outside Linear Working Runy: {Low)
I = Outside Linear Working .R
B = Compound Found in Method Blank
U= Bedow Method Quantitation Limits

(..

ange (High) .

HPSGW NI frdw p NS




Table 2

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

\

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

' PAVFD PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATTR SAMPLES‘

TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

'NOTES

RDWP
Sample ID - PPA-49 PPA-50 PPA-51 |- PPA-52 | PPA-53
Dilution Factor. . 50X D¢ 250X .
Sample Matrix DRY .WATER | WATER | WATER | DRY
Sample Interval (feet) 1315 | 10-12 6.5-8.5 79 | 1595
_|Sample Date 1212194 | 12/21/94 | 12/21/94 | 12/22/94 | 12/8/94
|Analysis Date - - 12/24/94 | 12/24/94 | 12/24/94 -
[1,1,1-Trichloroethane (ppb) DRY | 2176 | su ] 4611 | DRY

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

E = Outside Linear Working Range (High) , : . ‘
B = Compound Found in Method Blank ' ‘ Y
U = Below Method Quantitation Limits o .
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Table 2

1

Robintech, Ine. / National Pipe Co. Superfund Sne ‘
Vestal, New York

: ANALYTICAL RESULTS
PAVED PIPE STAGING AREA - GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

MONITORING WELLS
RDWP -

Sample ID B MW-II | MW-12

Dilution Factor B 10X 1X

Sample Matrix , | WATER | WATER

Sample literval (feet) . 8-18 10-20

Sample Date =~ - . 12/6/94 12/12/94

Analysis Date . - . 1217194 12/12/94

(1.1, I-Trichloroethane (ppb) | _165E | 50U |

NOTES:

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

E = Outside Linear Working Range (High) -
B = Compound Found in Method Blank

U = Below Method Quantitation Limits
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Tahle 3 |

Robmlcch lnc. lNanonal Pspc Co Sne ‘

Cnmpnund Found in Mcllmd Blank
< Below M«.lhudpu ntitation | RTTUTES

Pave 1ol e

~ Vestal, NY
: ' ANALYTICAL RCSULTS i
PW-2 AREA ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES |
- TEMPORARY WELL POINTS | |
RDWP / RDOWPA |
Sample ID - SWB-01 | SWB-02 | SWB-03 | SWB-04 | SWB-05 | SWB-06 | SWB-07 [ SWB-08
Dilution Facto'r 500 X 500X | "20Xx | 100X | 100X | 100X 5X 500X
- [Matrix - WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER
Sample Interval (f'eet) 18-20 18-20 17 165 | - 18 1416 | 1921 | 1416
~ |Sample Date 1216094 | 12/71/94 | 12/9/94 | 12/9/94 | '12/9/94 | 12/12/94 | '12/12/94 | 12/12/94
" |Anilysis Date 1217194 12/7/94 12/9/94 | 12/9/94 12/9/94 | 12/15/94° | 12/12/94 | 12/12/94
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppb) o : v
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 24733 - 25368 i52. - 1402 1243 1013 129 13943
1,1-Dichloroethane . 29433E | 8910 - 90 1002 1676 . 1255 25U 8132
1, 1-Dichloroethene 17782 3429 100 U 500 U 556 500U 51 - 12974
Chloroform ' 2500 U 2500 U 527 500 U 1067 500U 25U 2500 U
| Tetachloroethene. _2500U | 2500U..| s79 42931 .| soou |  so1 25U | 2500U
‘|Toluene 2500U | 4222 100 U 500U 500U 500U | . 25U ] 2500U
~ [Trichloroethene 2500U 2500 U 272 399J 500U |- s00U - 25U 2500 U
| Vinyl Chioride 2500 U 5379 100U - 500U 500U | s00U - 25U 2500 U
NOTES - . .
3 = Outside Linear Workm5 Range (an)
F = Outside Linear Waorking Range. (Hq,h)
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Table 3

Robintech, nc. / National Pipe Co. Site
‘ Vestal, NY

_ . ANALYTICAL RESULTS : "
' Pw 2 ARI‘A - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLI:S
- TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

. RDWP / RDWPA

SamplelD SWB-09 | SWB-10 | SWB-11 | SWB-12 | SWB-13 | SWB-14 | SWB-15 | SWB-16
Dilution Factor -~ |. 50X |. 20X | 250X 5X |osx | sx -1 20X
Matrix - | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | DRY WATER
Sample Interval (feet) . . | 1416 | 17-19 [ "11-13 f 1921 | . 1921 | 1820 | 24 18.5
SampleDate . . | 121294 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/15/94
Analysis Daté . 12/14/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/14/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/15/94 | 12/14/94 | - - 12/19/94
Volahle Orgamc C‘ompounds (p pb) : B _ - , ‘ , R
1,1,1-Trichloroethane - 562 |- 990 |- 4070-. 923 . 117 54 - 1614
1,1-Dichloroethane 1321 113 2891 - | 25U 20 25U - . 1 1750
1,1-Dichloroethene o . 250U | 189 12500 |- 15)J -} 1sJ- .| 25U - 17
Chloroform e - 250U . 100U 1250 U 25U 25U | 25U e 100U
Tetrachioroethene |- 250U 100U | 1250U (221 25U | 25U - 100U
Toluene o C 250U - 100U 1250U | - 25U 25U 25U : - 100U
Trichloroethene " -~ - 859 I 1 1 1250U 101 O L A 208
Vinyl Chloride S lm2sou- |- 1oou | c12s0U | 25U | 25U | 25U - | 100U
NOTFS .
J = Ou(wlc I inear Working Range (Lmv)
2 = Outside Linear Working Range (Ihgh)v '
B = .Cnmpdund Found in Method Blank -
(r le:lm\'\Mclhnd Quamtitation Linls . .
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Table 3

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site -
o ' Vestal, NY

| ANALYTICAL RESULTS .
PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

'RDWP / RDOWPA

- SWB-I8

SWB-20

“SWB-21 .

SWB-21A

NOTES

J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

. = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank

1 Below Method Quantitation Limits

¥

Pare bal'e

Sample ID SWB-17 - SWB-19 - SWB 21 SWB 22
Dilution Factor: 100X | . S00X ' 1X | 5x | 250X | s00Xx | 17X 250 X
|Matrix o 'WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER
Sample Interval (feet) 185 18-20 20 | 19 1820 | 1820 | 17 17-19
Sample Date 12/15/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/19/94
Analysis Date 12/19/94 | - 12/19/94 | 12/19/94 | 12/19/94 | 12/16/94 | 12/19/94 | 12/19/94 | 12/19/94
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppb) -
1,1,1-Trichloroéthane 1125 3683 . 41 195 . 180005 | 222129E | 1288 E 104192 E
{1, 1-Dichloroethane 1543 21297 8 65 . 49465 . 53166 - 85U -, 60232
1,1-Dichloroethene 869 - 2500U 13 .29 73669 | 60052 230 34568 E
Chloroform . 500U 2500 U 5U 25U 12250 U .| - 2500 8s U 1250 U
Tetrachloroethene 500U 2500 U suU - 65 12250 U 2500 54] 1250 U
Toluene 500U - | 2500U [ 5U 25U 175218 . | = 2500 4587 E - 2920
Trichloroethene - 2517 1706 J 27, | 209 134326 15565 85U 10929
Vinyl Chloride 500U 2500 U 5U 25U 12250 U | - 2500 85 U 1250 U
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~ Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co, Site

Table 3

‘Vestal, NY
ANALYTICAL RESULTS .
PW 2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLIZS
" TEMPORARY WELL POINTS '
. RDWP / RDWPA
Sample ID SWB-22 | SWB-23 | SWB24 | SWB-25 | SWB-26 | SWB-27.| SWB-28 | SWB-29
Dilution Factor - 50X | 05X | 2500X | 20X - - 250 X 5X .
Matrix - WATER { WATER | WATER | WATER DRY - DRY | WATER | WATER
Sample Interval (feet). 1719 | . 18 1921 | ‘14.5-16.5 15 196 | 17-19 14.5:16.5
Sample Date C12/19/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 | 12/20/94
Analysis Date 12/19/94 |- 12/21/94 | 12/20/94 | 12720094 |- - | - 12/20/94 | 12/20/94
Volatile Organic'Compounds (ppb) - ; ,
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 18457E | . 25U 101279 800 - 39565 55
I, 1-Dichloroethane 6741 E 25U 15405 262 - - 18249 25U
1,1-Dichloroethene 3269 E .. 25U 14168 214 - - 14766 20]
Chloroform - 250U 25U 12250U | 100U - - 1250 U 25U
Tetrachloroethene 250U 25U 12250 U- 100U - - 1250U 25U
Toluene 250 U - 25U 116800 | 100U K - 1250 U 25U
Trichloroethene 878 25U 12250 U © 751 - - 1250 U 24]
Vinyl Chloride 250 U 25U 12250 U 100U - - 1250 U 25U
NOTES

} = Oulside Linear Working Range (Low)
£ = Outside Linear Working Range (High),

i = Compound Found in Method Blunk
s Helow Method Quantitation Linuts

(.

fape fol'e
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PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
" TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site -

Ta l).lc 3

Vestal,'NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS

{

RDWP /'RDWPA
Sample ID . - SWB-30 SWB-31' |- SWB-32 | SWB-33 |. SWB-34' - SWB-35
Dilution Factor =~ - 250 X 20X | 20X X 11X X
|Matrix ' o 'WATER | WATER WATER WATER WATER ‘WATER
Sample Interval (feet). 6-8 1921 21-23 16-18 | 16-18 - 7.9
Sample Date 12/20/94 12/20/94 12/20/94 | 12/20/94 12721794 12/21/94
Analysis Date 12/20/94 | 12/21/94 12/21/94 12/20/94 | 12/21/94 12/21/94
Volatile Orgdnic Compounds (ppb) . _
1,1,1-Trichloroethane - 1546 426 162 15 5U 6
1,1-Dichloroethane = - - 967} - 1064 487 ~5U . - 5U 5
1,1-Dichloroethene 334 ) 202 613 sU 5U - 5U
Chloroform 1250 U 100U 100U 5U 5U 5U
Tetrachloroethene 1299 100 U 100 U - sU 5U- SU
. [Toluene | 1250 U 100U 100.U sU 5U sU
Trichloroethéne 1250 U -~ 208 256 5 s5U 5U -
Vinyl Chloride 1250 U 100 U 100 U " 5U sU 5U
NOTES :
J = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)
I3 = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
3= Cmnpulnﬁl Found in Methid Bl;ml;
U Relow NMethod Qu:mlil:nlinn. Limits
: ‘ - Page $odse PEAW GV X LW NS



Table 3‘ .

~ Robintech, Inc. /Nulmnnl Plpc Co. Sllc
Vestal, NY

ANALYTICAL RESULTS :
PW-2 AREA - ON-SITE GROUNDWATER SAMPLES
TEMPORARY WELL POINTS

NOTES

} = Outside Linear Working Run'gé (Low)
[ = Outside Linear Warking Range (High)

B = Compound Found in Method Blank

U Below Method Quantitation Limits

¥

faps ool b

RDWP / RDWPA.

Sample ID Gp-05 | GP-0S GP-06 | GP-06
Dilution Factor 500X | 5,000X 500X | 10,000 X
Matrix " WATER | WATER | WATER WATER
Sample Interval (ﬁ’et) 22-24 . 22-24 -15-17 . 15-17
Sample Date 10/12/95 - 10/12/95 10/12/95. 10/12/95
Analysis Date . 10/13/95 | 12/161/94 | 10/13/95 10/18/95
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppb) .
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 44,288E 66,275 196,869E 376,030 -
1,1-Dichloroethane - NA . [ . NA NA NA

11, 1-Dichloroethene NA “NA NA NA
Chloroform NA NA - NA - NA.
Tetrachloroethene 2,500 U. NA 2,500 U NA
Toluene 9,781 NA 155,1526 | 191,090

- {Trichloroethene - 2,500U NA 14,000 NA

“|Vinyl Chloride " NA NA NA NA

WG N LWHHIRLNLS



Tal)lq , 3.

- Robmlcch lnc /anlonal Pipe Co. Snle -
- Vestal, NY '
. ANALYTICAL RESULTS -
' PW-2 AREA - OFF-SITE SAMPLES o |
"~ TEMPORARY WELLPOINTS .~ . . = .
' RDWP . . . o :

Sample ID . 'SE-01..| 'SE-02. |- SE-03 | SE-04 |- SE-05 .| SE-06 | SE-07 | SE-08 | SE09 -
|Dilution Factor coSX O boasx freox f - | e oaxe o)X |osox 5X

Matrix - WATER - 3 WATER WATER ' iR‘EFUSAL REFUSAL WATER | WATER - WATER |- WATER
|Sample Interval (fcct) 79 LT o g T 810 [ - 10-12° | " 12-14 12-14
"|Sample Date 1.12/13/94 -,12/13/94_ .12/13/94* 12/19/94 | “12/19/94 | 12/21/94 | 12/21/947 | 12/21/94 | 12/21/94
 [Analysis Date 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | 12/13/94 | - | - 12/21/94 12/21/94 | 12/21/94 | 12/23/94

Volaule Orgamc Compounds (ppb) : 2 :

I,1,1-Trichloroethane 69 156 575 - - 5U - SU 602 64

1,1-Dichloroethane 25U L 125U 398J - - - SU- -~ 5U . 4604 - 227

1,1-Dichloroethene w25U - | 125U | v 500U - ; - . su | isu 250U - 25U

Chloroform - 25U | -125U ‘500U - : su- | su | 250U 25U

Tetrachloroethene 25U 100 500 U - - -S5U 5U 250U 25U

Toluene 25U 125 U 500 U - s . 5y 5U 1250 U 25 U
|Trichlaroethene 199 - 532 S00U - - 5U S 5U 250U 25U

Vinyl Chloride 25U [ 15U 500 U - - ELE SU- 250U | 25U
- 1 = Outaide Linear Working Range (bow')‘ ; ,

E = Outside Linear Working Range (High) - :

B = Compound Found in Method Blank )
. U = Below Mcthod Quantitation Limits . |

.' l;ngclgr; ¥ - [PW2GW.XLW]SEOW.XLS




" Table -3
| Robir'\tech.: lm;..'l National Pipe Cos:te ‘
- Veatal, NY.
.. " ANALYTICAL RESULTS -
PW—2 AREA - OFF-SITE SAIWPLES

TEMPORARY WELL POINTS .

= Dutside Linésr Working Renge (Low)

- E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)

. B = Compound Found in Mcthod Blenk

U = Below Mithod anﬁmibn Limits -

. ‘,b'(";

Page 202 .

. _RDWP
|Sample ID . SE-10 - ‘SE-11 " | SE-12- SE-l3 | SE-14- SE-IS- SE-16 SE-17 . | SE-I8
- Dilution Factor - x| e e ex e - ax x| oax s | c1ox,

Matrix | 'WATER | REFUSAL | WATER - WATER REFUSAL | . WATER WATER | WATER .| WATER
Sample Interval (fccl) 1315 o 8 ) 1012 | 1012 . 8 1416 | 12414 | 14 | 1113
Sample Date: ' 12/21/94 ©12/21/94 12/21/94- 12/21/94 - 12/21/94 12/21/94 | 12/22/94 | 12/22/94 1 12122194
: Analysis u)’ate ' '12/23/94' "DRY ‘| 12/23/94 | 12/23/94 .| DRY | 12/23/94 | 12/23/94 | 12/23/94 | 12/23/94
. Volaule (Drgamc Lompounds (ppb) o - . | o
{1.1,1-Trichloroethans 32 < 15 5U - 5U 12 5u 312
1, 1-Dichloroethane S - 51 | 4 - su ~140E sU 208
1,1-Dichloroethene - 43 - 4] ~ 55U - sy | - .su- sU 54
Chloroform = s5U - - sy su . | - su’ sy sU- 50U
Tetrachloroethene 5U - '5U 5y - - sy . 10 5U - 50U
Toluene 5y - sy sU- - - SU - Sy sU 50U
Trichloroethene B : 10 SU - . TR s5U “SU - 55
Viny! Chloridé - S5y - SU__ S5U . L su 5U suU-- 50 U
. NOTES

PPN 78 MRe ANy Ve @




'v’réble- 3

" Robintech, Inc. / National PxpeCo Site |

Vestal, NY -
 ANALYTICAL RESULTS :
PW-Z AREA - GROUNDWATER SAI\'IPLFS -
MONITORING WELLS
RDWP/RDWPA
|Sample ID. - - MW-6 | Mwe7 | Mw-g - MW-9
| Dilution Factor C1xX ) s200% 20X | 1X
Matrix 'WATER | WATER | WATER | WATER
|Sample Interval (feet) - 35-45 1323 | 1727 | 1525
. |Sample Date - 12/22/94 | 12/6/94 | 12/6/94 | 12/19/94
- Analzsis Date - 12/23/94 12/7/94 12/7/94 12/19/94
4 Volatile Orgamc Compounds (E:)b) . ‘ _
1,1,1-Trichloroéthane » '5U 5392 | 328 - 5U
1,1-Dichloroethane . 5U 11080 182 . 5U
1.1 Dichloroethene - ° 5U 26687 141 _5U_.
- |Chloroform 5U 30903 | 168 SU_-
|Tetrachloroethéne 5U 1000 U 202 5U
Toluene 5U 11000 U S 100U 5U
|Trichloroethene . 5U 1000 U 670 5U
Vinyl Chloride 5U ~1000U 100U 5U .
1= Outide Liseat Working Range Low)
E= Oumd:hwc\’v’orkmg Range (mgh)
. '_a = Compound Found ia Method Blank " -
U = Below Method Quantiution Lmy_m a

[PW2GW XLW]meWELLS
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Robmlcch lnc /Nallonal P:pc Co Suc

N Vcslal Nchork T

N ANALYTICAL RESULTS

PW 2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING

11 = Relow Method Ouanl‘il‘a!ipn Limits’ -

©[PW2SOIL.XLW|RIR XLS

. RDWP / RDWPA
Sample ID - - EW-02 . | -EW-02 . EW-02 OW-03 - OW-03 OW-3. . GP-05 " - GP-05
“|Sample Inierval (fest) 10-12 1416 46 . | - 46 |- 68 | 1416 225 3.5-4
" Dilution Factor -~ TNX. | 100X [ 100X | 100X 125X SX [ 5000X ) 5000X
{Sample Matrix SOIL - | - "SOIL-- ‘--som "SOIL" " SOIL . soi. - | . SowL. - solL -
Sample Date 10710/95 - | - 10/10/95. | - 10/10/95 - 10/11/95 | . 10/11/95 | "10/11/95 - 10/12/95 . 10112195
Analysis Date > 10/18/95 | 10/11/95 10/12/95 10/12/95 10/12/95 | 10/12/95 10/12/95 10/13/95
. Valatile Organic Compounds (ppm) ' L - : C S -
1,1, 1-Trichloroethane 0.013 4.499 . 4.205 1390 0.27125 1 0.025U - 55.5 1,961 E
Trichloroethene - 0.005 U 05U [ . 0321J - 0.500 U 0.0625 U 0.08 25U _ 45.225
Tolucne - - S 0.005U 05U - 2,009 0.500U - C0.1328 | 0.025U 16,5000 . |- l 168 E
Tetrachloroethene 0.005 U 1 \87 3 46 235 0118 ~0.025U ¢ - 25U
gmz ERSTARNBNGE RN »:amg@fg;ﬁzwe_aragmx%wmﬁw LRI R P PN BT RIS R R RS R RN AN R R R
Sample ID GP-OS' : "GP-05~~-_ 1 GP-OS | GP-05 “GP-05 .GP05 | GP-05_ GP-06
|Sample Interval (feet) © 7| 354 - 6-6.5 . 6-65 " 8-8.5 13-14 16-17 | ".18-20 35-4
Dilution Factor soooo x_}‘ . 4,000X IOO 000 X 400 x;; | 400X 200X |t 200X 400 X
Sample Matrix . SOIL - | -SOIL . *SOIL . |- - SOIL - SOIL "~ SOIL - |- -SOIL - SOIL
Sample Dalz -~ 10/12/95° | 10/12/95 '*1_0/12‘/95 NE ~10/12/95 10/12/95 .| ~16/12/95 " | '10/12/95 .| - 10/12/95
Analysistc- ' -10/13/95 1 -10112/95 - | - 10/18/95 | 101395 |. "10/13/95 | 10/13/95 - | "10713/95- | “ 1013/95 |
Volatile Organlc Connpounds( pm) Lo , : L : Lo : :
{1,1,1-Trichloroethane - 1,226.90 - | -2,475.600 E 2,842.60 . 2U 7.748 2.36 - 4.4 -25.296 E
Trichloroethene 250U - | 154,400 E 500U |- 2U “2U ~1U .- 11U " 2U
" [Toluene 967.75 - | 2,234.400E | - 1,758.20 -3.62 - 1.064 - 3066 4.54 13.642
[ Tetrachlorocthene 250U | 20U so0 U 2U° 22U U SRk
Notas _ L -
)= Oulsndc mear Workmg Rangc (Low) .
E = Outside Lincar Working Range (High) - e
* B = Compound Found in Méthod Blank . . Pigelofd




Tnl)lc 4

Robmloch Inc, /Ndnonal Pipe Co Sllc

oles

J = Outside Linear Workmg Rangc (Low)

. E = Outside Linear Working Range (High)
B = Compound Found in Method Blank *
11 = Relow Method Onanli!nli(&r} Lir_ﬁits '

+ Page2of4

T T X DIOY LAY

o S Vestal, New York ‘
ANALYTICAL RESULTS
. PW-2 AREA SOIL SAMPLTNG
. 'v R RDWP/RDWPA :
-[Sample ID . GP-06 - "GP-06- ~GP-06 _ GP-O6 , GP-06 . .GP-06 GP-07 GP-07
Sample Interval (feet) - ©3.5-4 4.8 . 4-8 8-10 L 10-12 - 16-17. 1. - 4-5 10
Dilution Factor 1,000 X 5,000 X . 50,000X | 5000X | 400X 400X 710X - X
Sample Malrix - .. SO .f .SoIL | . SOIL soiL, | -.soIL "SOIL - SOL | SoL .
- {Sample Date .- 1012195 | - 10/12/95 10/12/95. 10/12/95 10/12/95 - 10/12/95 |- -10/13/95 | ~ 10/13/95° - -
Analysis Date . 10/12/95 | - 10/12/95 10/13/95 10/12/95 - 10/13/95. | - 10113195 « | 10/13/95 1013795 . | -
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm) : ' R L B
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane’ " 31.257. 989.500 E 1,282.50 . 46,275 - | 6,728 . 548 0.050 U . 0.025 .
Trichloroethene sU C 428 - 250U 25U 22U 1,036 3 10134  0.080 £ - '
Tolucne - 5U 508.500 E 578.45 . 63.79 7.348 8.08 .0.050 U 0.005 U
Tetrachlorocthene 5U 25U 250 U 25U - 2U- 22U 0050U | 0.005U
Sample ID - - GP07. . | GP-08 | GP-08 GpP-08 GP-08 - GP-09 GP-10° GP-10°
Sample Interval (feet) ‘100 | "o0-05 |- 8 | "85-9 " 16-18 10-12 5.6 15.5
Dilution Factor LAasX X S1X xS S1X 10X | X SX .
Sample Matrix™ "~ - SOIL . SOIL - SOIL - . ’SOIL SOIL S SOIL |-, -soIL” SOIL
Sample Date 1013795 | 101395 | 1071395 | L 1001395 | 101395 | 1011395 | 10/13/95 10/13/95
' AnalysnsDalc - 10/13/95-- 10/13/95 10/13/95 10/13/95 10/13/95 | * 10/16/95 10/16/95. | 10/16/95
VoIanIeOrgamc Compounds( pm) S « L : A
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.0125U 0.005U - . 0.008 0.005. U 0.03 0.057 - 0.054 - 0.025 U
Trichloroethene .~ 1 0.087 0,022 0.008 0.005 U 0.005 U 0.050 U . 0.050U - 0.035
Toluene - 0.0125U 20,005 U - 0.043 0.005 U 003 | 005U 0.028 J 0.025 U
Tclrachloroclhcnc - 0.0125'U ' 0.0029 J ‘

Kiaca fr St TR AR SRRt TR
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Tnb_lc 4 '

] = Outside Linear Working Range (Low)

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

© Pagelofl4.

Robintech, Inc. / National Pipe Co. Site -
' Vcslal New York .- o
. ANALYTICAL RESULTS * |
PW-2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING g
“RDWP/ RDWPA R ‘

Samplc ID . GP-11 GP-11 GP-I6 GP-16. GP-17
Sample Interval (feet) g . 8 . 0-2 4-6 3.5-4
Dilution Factor . - S1L,000X- [ 10000X | . 1X 11X 25X -
Sample Matrix SOIL | SO . SOIL - SOIL "SOIL
Sample Date ‘ - 10/13/95 | -10/13/95 ..} . 10/16/95 10116/95 -10/17/95
Analysw Date |0/17/95 10/17/95 | * 10/17/95 10/17/95 | 10117195
Volanlc Orgamc Compounds (ppm) Ce o g
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 46,717 . 50U 0.005U 0.01 0.0125U
Trichloroethene 5U - S0U . 0.005U 0009 0.0125U
Toluene .~ 115.679 E | - 382.04 - 0.006 0.005 U 0.0125U°
Tetrachlorocthene 5U -s0uU 0.005U 0.005U - 0.0125U

t
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Table 4 o

~Robintech, Inc. / National Px;pc Co. Site

Vestal, New York -

ANALYTICAL RESULTS -

. /.
PW-2 AREA - SOIL SAMPLING . '
_RDWP /RDWPA

Sample ID. = SWB-02 | SWB-It- | SWB-I1  SWB-11  SWB-17 SWBI8A" | SWB-30 SWB-30 SWB-31
Sample Interval (feety | - 24 | 12 67 1-12 1012 | . 5T 124 68 57
Dilution Factor | 3mx ] w0x sx | sx 17X 20X | 20X [ 10X 10X
Sample Matrix - SOl | somL | SOIL SOIL soi. | . somw . SOl | SOl ‘SOIL
Sample Date - 12/19/94 - 12/13/94 ' 12/13/94 . 12/13/94 -~ 12/15/94 12/15/94 | 12/20/94 1220/94 - 12/20/94 .
Analysis Date 12/19/94 - | * 12/14/94 12/14/94 | - 12/14/94 12/16/94 1272494 | 120094 | 121194 12121194
Volatile Organic Compounds (ppm) S _ : - - C :

1,1,1-Trichloroethane ' 0.269 E 0.050 U 0.025 U - 0.025U 0.116 0.535 |- 0.217 0.148 - 0.050 U
1,1-Dichloroethane - 0.231 0.050 U 0.025U 0.025 U " 0.085U - 2342 E - 0.163 . 0.2 - 0,131
1,1-Dichlorocthene ' 0.026 .- 0.050 U 0.025U 0.025U 0.085 U 0.100 U -0.060 J 0.031 ] 0.050 U

|Chloroform - 0.01665 U . 0.050U ~0.025 U, 0.025U ~0.085U 0,100 U "0.100 U 0.050 U 0.050 U
Tetrachloroethene 0.076 - 0.050 U 0.025 U 70.025 U 0.085 U - 0.428 - 0,573 - 0.067 0.050 U
Trichloroethene 0.01665 U ; 0.050 U 0.025 U. 0.025 U 0.085 U 0.468 © 0,699 - 2556 E 0.050 U .
Toluene 1.892E - 0.050U 0.025 U 0.025 U - 2326 E 0.063 J 0.100 U ~ 0.050U 0.050 U
Vinyl Chloride 0.01665U-| 0.050U | 0025U | 00250 .| 0.085U 0.100 U 0.100U - | 0.050 U 0.050 U
-} = Outside Linear Working Range (Low) ' '

.E = Outside Linear Working Range (High) '

B = Compound Found in Method Blank '

U = Below Methed Quantitation Limits

“ Page 4of4 , [PW2SOIL.XLWRIR.XLS




Table

.5

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

Analytlcal Results
Bedrock Groundwater Sampling

-

* MW- 3 is consxdered an overburc(eu momtormg well.

- ** Field duplxcate sample.

Page 1 of3

RDWPA
.~ {Sample ID MW-3* "MW-3A MW4 MW-4A MW-4A* MW-§
Matrix WATER | WATER | WATER .| WATER WATER WATER
Sample Date -9/26/95 - 9/26/95 9/27/385 9127195 9/27/95 " 9126/95
Anpalysis Date - 10/5/95 10/5/95 10/5/95. 10/5/95 - 10/5/95 9/27/95
__YOCs (ppb) . . _
"|Chloromethane <4 <4 <4 <4 T <4 <4
Bromomethane | " <4 <4 - L4 . <4 <4 <4 .
VYinyi Chloride - <] <l <l <1 <1 <l -
Chloroethane - <4 v <4 <4 . <4 <4 5.4
- |Methylene Chloride <10 - <10 <10 <10 - - <10 - <10
Trichlorofluoromethane <0.5 <Q.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
1.1-Dichloroethene . <0.5, <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.1
“[1.1-Dichlocoethane - .- <0.5 .. <0.5 "<0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 14
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene <0.5 "<0.5 . <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5. 1.6
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene <0.5 " <0.5 . -<0.5 <0.5 -.<0.5 .. <0.5
-|Chloroform ' <0.5 <0.5 <0.5° <0.5 . <0.5 - <0.5
1.2-Dichloroethane - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5. <0.5
1.1,1-Trichloroethane <Q0.5 ° <0.5 <0.5 '<0.5 . <0.5 .<0.5
Carbon Tetrachloride <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 - . <0.5 <0.5 -
Bromodichloromethane <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5
1.2-Dichloropropane <05 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene <05 - - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 - <0.5
Trichloroethene <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Dibromochloromethane <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
1,1,2-Trichloroethane <0.5 - <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5
trans-1,3- Dxchlorogropene <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 |. <0.5 <0.5 -
|Bromoform - <1 <1 <1 <1 <1.- <1
1.1,2, 2-Tetrach10roezhane <1 <1 <} <l . <1 <1
Tetrachloroethene <0.5 '<0.5 <05 <0.5. '<0.5 <0.5
Chlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5
1,3-Dichlorobenzene <05 - |- <0.5 - -<0.5 -<0.5 <0.5 <0.5
1.2-Dichlorobenzene - <0.5 . <0.5° <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5
'|1.4-Dichlorobenzene - <0.5 . <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 " <0.5 . <0.5
- {Freon 113 - <2 <2 . <2 <2 <2 <2

.~ hi\everyone\nprpt\ BEDRX.XLS
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Table .5

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

Analytical Results

Bedrock Groundwater Sampling

RDWPA
[Samole ID TMW-5A MW-6 | MW-6A | MW-13A PW-1 . PW4
. [Matnx WATER - WATER WATER - WATER WATER WATER
Sample Date 9/26/95 - 9/25/95 9/25/95 9/27/95 | - 9/27/95 12/12/95
-{Analysis Date 9/27/95 - 9/26/95 - 9/26/95 - - 10/3/95 10/3/95 " 12/13/95
~ VOCs (ppb)
Chloromethane <4 <4 <4 <4 <4 <4
Bromomethane <4 <4 <4 <4 <4 <4
- |Vinyl Chlonde =~ <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chloroethane . <4 <4 <4 <4 . <4 . <4
Methylene Chloride <10 <10’ . <10 <10 <10° <10
Trichlorofluoromethane <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 .<0.5°
1,1-Dichloroethene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 LY <0.5 <0.5
1,1-Dichloroethane <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 8.9 1.9 17
cis-1.2-Dichloroethene <0.5° <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 -<0.5 3.1
trans-1,2-Dichloroetheae '<0.5 " <0.5 <0.5 "<0.5. - <0.5 © <0.5
Chloroform . ' <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5° <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
-{1.2-Dichloroethane <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 .
11,1,1-Tnchloroethane <0.5 " <0.5 . <0.5 . - 5.7 1.7 17
Carbon Tetrachloride <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5 - <0.5
Bromodichloromethane <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
1.2-Dichloropropane <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5. .<0.5
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene <0.5 - <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5
Trichloroethene <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 0.63
Dibromochloromethane <1 o<l <1 <1 <l <1
11.1.2-Trichloroethane <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5
Bromoform . <1 <l <l <1 <1 <1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane <1 <l <1 <l <1 <1
Tetrachloroetheae - <0.5 <0.5 © <0.5 . <0.5 <0.5 . <0.5
Chlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5 '<0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 + <0.5
1,3-Dichlorobeazene <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 '<0.5 . <0.5
1,2-Dichlorobenzeae <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5
1,4-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 - <0.5. . <0.5 <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5-
Freon 113 <2 |1 . <2 <2 <2 . <2 <2
Page 2 of 3
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'fabié 5., :

P Co. Site

Robm I-. ¢. / Naticnal ite
) Vestal Ne wY
' Ana.lyncal Results .
Bedrock Groundwater Samplmg
RDWPA
{Sample ID - PW-5 - - PW-6 PW-8 PW-9 ‘PW-10
| Matrix "WATER WATER WATER WATER WATER
Sample Date 9727195 9/27/95 ° 9/28/95' '9/29/95 9/28/95
Analysis Date - 10/4/95 . 10/3/95 10/3/95 © 10/4/95 - | 10/3/95
VOCs (ppb) . .
Chloromethane . <4 <4 <4 <4 T <4
Bromomethane <4 T <4 <4 <4 <4
Vinyl Chloride ..~ 1.5 - <1 <1l <1, <1
Chloroethane - ; <4 i <4 8.5. . <4 <4
Methylene Chloride T.<10 - <10 - <10 <10 <10 -
Trichlorofluoromethane <0.5 <0.5 : - 0.92 <0.5 <0.5
" [1.1-Dichloroetheae 23 1.9 6.9 <0.5 -0.64
-~ {L.1-Dichloroethane - 75 8.9 29 - <05 9.3
. |eis-1,2-Dichloroethene 8.2 <0.5 54 <0.5 <0.5
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene . :<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Chloroform <0.5 . <0.5 - <0.5 - <0.5 <0.5
- [1,2-Dichloroethane <0.5 - - <0.5 . <0.5. - <0.5 <0.5
- {1.1,1-Trichloroethane 60 5.7 - 54 <0.5 2.3
_ "{Carbon Tetrachloride | <0.5 <0.5 |  <o0.5 <0.5 <0.5
" |Bromodichloromethage - - <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5°
~ {1,2-Dichloropropane <0.5 <0.5 <05 <0.5 <0.5:
-|cis-1,3-Dichloropropene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 = <0.5
* {Trchloroethene . - - -16 <0.5 5.2 <0.5 <0.5
Dibromochloromethane <1 <1 <1 <1 <l
1,1,2-Trichloroethane ‘<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
trans-1 3-Dich]oropropex'1c ] <os <05 T 0.5 <05 <0.5 °
" {Bromoform L] <1 <1 <1 <l
1,1,2, 2-Tetrachloroethane <1 <l <1 <1 <1
- | Tetrachloroethene . <0.5 <0.5 '<0.5 - <£0.5 <0.5
|Chlorobenzene <0.5 <0.5 "<0.5 <0.5 <0.5
~|1,3-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 .. 1 .<0.5 <0.5 " <0.5 <0.5
"[1.2-Dichlorobenzene <0.5 . <0.5 . <0.5 . <0.5 . <0.5
-. 11.4-Dichlorobenzene " <0.5 . <0.5 . <0.5 <0.5 - .<0.5
Freon 113 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
Page3 of 3 hileveryone\nprpt\BEDRX.XLS
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TABLE 6

Chemical Class

valatiles

Inorganiéa_

. Chloroform -
" . 1,2-Dichloroethane

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA

Analyte

vinyl Chloride

Cbloroethane' .
1,1-Dichlorocethene

'1,1-Dichloroethane

1,2-Dichloroethene (total)

1,1,1—Tr1chloroeth@né

-Trichloroethene

1,1,2-Trichloroethane

- Benzene o
" Tetracliloroethene
‘Aluminum ’
-Arsenic

Barium
Calcium - )
Chromium - v

- cobalt - -

Copper™

Iron
Lead )
Magnesium

Manganese

. Nickel '

Potassium -
Sodium

‘Vanadium' ﬂf

Zinc

Num. .
"Times

e ] e N O e Wk W NN BN N

e

- -
L™

[
- o

—-
O

~Num.
Samples
Detected Analyzed

‘11

1
Sl

11

11

11

11

11
11

v

1

11
-1
11
10
S11

11

11
11

TYPE=Ground wnter (Unt;ltered).— Overburden

- . Lowest
Detected
"-Conc.-

17.00

o, 23.00
"'52.00
~ 3,00
. 210.00
1,00
3.00
72,00
31.00-
4.00
2.00
17.00
486,00

36.70 % -

145.00

. '49000.00

1.

11 .

10 .

11

11

11
10

11

11

11

8.80.
14000
31.00

.. 4780.00-

. 1.69
8900.00
424.00

14,20

. 542.00 .
5740.00
24.00
4.10

Hlighest
Detected

- .Conc.

34.00 .
- 46.00 .
1110.00.

370.00

"400.00

- 3.00
~5.00

'1100.00

1000.,00

. 4.00.
23,00

. . 53.00
5§2500.00

1710001.00
770.00
40.00

320.00°
101000.00
29,20

51200.00
7480.00

©-14600.00
199100.00
24.00
276.00

"36.70 -
'1050.00

121.00 -

Geom;
Mean
Conc.

6.65 "
7.03

. 4.65
| 6.82.
5.93
2.34
2,71
" 10.87.
I B %

2.61

95 Pct.
Upp._Conf.
Limit -

. 3,350

3.93
4487.61
- 1,52

. 237.46

156101,77

SR T T O
. 13260
37.13

14442.31
" 2.90
22462.26 -
1784.09 .
- 19.49
2693.25

28943.23

4.23
.30.97

v”Min..'

Max.

Detect;,Detectf
Limit  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
S 2.12
£43,20

-

- 3.30

20.10
14.00

0.91

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

Num,

TY?E-Grdund wACe;‘(FiICeféd)'

Num.

=~ Overburden

[}

Highest

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE[.BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA'

" geom. © 95 Pct. -

.. Max.

. Lowest v ot Min.
. . . ' R Times'ﬂzsamplea”'netpéCed,u,1Detected . Mean -Upp. Conf. Detect. Delect.
Chemical Class Analyte "~ Detected Analyzed ' Conc. " Conc. - Comc, - Limit’ Gimit - Limit
Inorganicse - - Aluminum ' 2 . 117 230.00 1030.00 . 100.99 " . 138,00 159.00
: o Arsenic o1 ‘11 20.00 .. 20.00 1.41 2,12 2030
; Barfum 8 1y 48.00. '511.00 81.74 - . - ©©43.20 " 46.00
_ calcium ' 11 11. . .13000.00 . 187000.00.. 87757.62" L
‘ - Chromium . 1 11 - . 14.00° .7 14.00 - | 3.74 . - 3.30  8.80
Iron . 8. 11 - 20.51. .. 1630.00 % ' 90.51. " 20.50 © 68.00
' Magnesium 11, "1l 7. 2960.00 - 50900.00 -15073.96 e
Manganese' 10 1. 110.00  '5060.00 '~ 502.72 ~5.13 5.13
" Nickel =, . 3. 1y - 15,80 23,00 .- '10.33 . . 8.90 ° 17.80
. " Potassium 1 11 44.00 °  14200.00 . 1212.25-- -
" sodium . 11 - 11 ©  5370.00 95900.00 30950.86 T,
- Thallium 1 o1 1:3%. 7 & 1037 1.7 137 . 17.80.
vanadium 1. P11 - 31,30 '31.30 4.33 - 6.34 . 11:20
zinc . ) 8. Sl . U 6.00 T ... 180,00 " 21.75 [2.78 34.00
Y .
\ N ,
v 2




Chemical Class

Volutilean

Semivolutiieq (BNAsB)
Inorganics .

TYPE-Ground Water (Unfiltered) - Bedrock -f——4 ————— Niabainbiebebet bttt et m S m e
Num.' Num. ' Lowest Higheat ‘Geom.: 95 Pct. o Min. ‘Max.
. Times _ Samples Detected Detected - Mean ~Upp. Conf. Detect..Detect.
Analyte - Detected Analyzed . Conc. " Congc. Conc}\“ "Limit Limit Limit
vinyl Chloride 5. 15 4.00 '38.00 6.75 10,00 ©10.00

- Chloroethane 5 S 15 © 6,00 36.00  6.86° , ©10.00 10.00

. 'Acetone R 3 15, 14.00 2200.00 "10.76 . ©  10.00 " 50.00
1,1-Dichloroethene 5 15 . 23.00 150.50 . 1.46 . . 5.00  5.00

"~ 1,1-Dichloroethane . 10 15 3.00 . '865;00 18.40° . - .5,00 5.00
"v1,2-Dichloroethene (total) - .5 15 140.00 535.00" ".12.36- .. 5,00 ' 5.00
Chloroform - ' 1 15 . 4.00 . 4.00 - "3.15 "'5.00 -25.00
1,2-pichloroethane 2 15 3,00 ©.4.00 3.19 5.00 25.00
2-Butanone ) 5 15 21.00 - 510.00 17.11 . 10.00 - ‘50,00

"1,1,1-Trichloroethane 8 15 . 5.00  '6950,00 - . '34.80" ‘. .5.00°° 5.00
carbon Tetrachloride 1 .18 - 60.00 . 60.00 . T 3.77 E 5.00- = 25.00
Trichloroethene ' 7 15 -4.00 . "-1350.00 .' . 17.33 5.00° 5.00
Benzene . . 6 - ST I 2.00 11,00 - 3,94 5.00 25.00
Tetrachloroethenae 1 15 7 ¢ 3.00 3.00 . 3.09 ;5.00 25,00
Toluene - 1. 15 2.00- ~ 2250.00 . .29.45. 5.00- 5,00
.Ethylbenzene 4 18 . 2,00 . 27 73.00 T 4.35 5.00 25.00
.Styrene L 1 T15 . 8,00 - B.00 3.55 s~ , 75.00. 25.00

" _Xylena (total): _ -8 ‘15, - "3.00 . 480.00 . 8.75 - .. - 5,00 25.00
bis({2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 1 12 . 97:00 . 97.00" . 6.40 ©10.00 10.00°

‘aluminum - T 8 11 - - 170.00 1290.00 . '241.95 - . 130.00 130.00

Arsemnlc 5 11 8.80 . 27.35 5.01 . 2.12 - 6.00
Barium DY O 11 - -59.00. 7 1360.00 - 254.17, - . .

- cadmium 3 11 - 5.00 . 6.00 3.05, 4.60 5.00
calcium 11 11. 12500.00 ~197000.00 73781.09. . .
Chromium 1 11 30.00 © 30,00 . 2022, 2.08. .43.00

- Ccobalt . 1 11 21.00 ° 21.00 ° © 11.37° ° 20.00 . 38.50
Iron’ 11 ‘11 332.00°  42400.00  1540.38 N L.
Lead . " . 3 8 . 5.39 10.60 ©2.73. - 0.91 5.00
Magnesium 11 . 11 7470.00 '19300.00 "13650.16 . .
‘Manganese ) 10 11 . 80.00 1440.00 292.18 14.70,  14.70
Mercury 2 11 0.14 - 0.40 - 0.04 " 0.03.  0.10
Nickel .1 Ay 18.20 - 18.20 . 8.92 . 8.90 17.80
Potassium 11 1 725.00 39400.00 . 2123.73 ‘

" Sodium 11 117 10500.00 - 64900.00 32945.97 ; i -

9 11 . 23.00 - 1390.00 59 2.78 2.78

‘Zinc

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE,‘BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUH/AREA :

132,




\

- N "~ . SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/AREA.- .
j--} ------------------ ?---—j;--——-Jf -------- . TY?E-GrouﬁdlwAtef_(FilchedS -'Bedrock‘---;-;—e—-4-r—--anré--—fé;--w~-7—-——~¥ ------

i

o . Num. . “‘Num. - Lowest Highest ... Geom. 95 Pgt. -~ Min. Max.
. [ S - SRR * Times . .Samples / Detectgd: Detected'*g- Mean  Upp. Conf. Detect. Detect.
Chemical Class . . Analyte °~ = "+ . Detected Analyzed . - Comc. - Conc. . Conc.  Limit’- Limit ~ Limit.

‘Inorganics : - Arsenic - o 5.90_: To8l90 ._1:80-.‘- R 2.12 2.12
: ' B ‘ 121,00 . 1270.00. - 513.15° oo '

Barium
Calcium"
Iron
Magnesium
" \Manganese
 Potassium.
* Sodium
. Zinc’

. .

'11000.00 . -78800.00 39951.52 , . )
:7 630.00 .. ° 630.00 . 38.54 -, ". .~ 20,10 68.00
7580.00  15700.00 10003.03 - .. SR .
-7 60,00 . © 430.00 . - 90.58 . . 14.70 - 14.70
1030.00° ' 35900.00 . 4685.01 - - o '
.. '8280,00 58400.00 30599.21 S
.o 85,00 - 5,00 © ' 1.97 . . . 2.78 3.10

o B Wl e B e
e B D A DT B e




Chemical Class .

Volatiled

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE,

Analyte .

~Chloroethane

Methylene Chloride

- Acetone

1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethene (total)

. Chloroform-

,Semivolatiles (BNAs)

. 1,1,1-Tr1chloroethahe
"Trichloroethené :

Tetrnchloroethena'

* Toluene - SN

Xylene (total)
Naphthalene

2- Methylnaphthulene
Phenanthrene
Anthracene

" Di-n-butylphthalate

Ino;ganics

Fluoranthene
Pyrene :
Benzo(a)anthracene
Chrysene

bis(2- Bchylhexyl)phthalate
‘Benzo(b) fluoranthene

Benzo(k) fluoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Aluminum -

Arsenic

. Barium

cadmium
Calcium’
Cobalt .

" Copper

Iron
Lead

" Magnesium
" Manganese

‘Num. 'Num.
Times -- Samples
Detected Analyzed

27 .
" 27
27.
27
27
27
27
27
27
227
27
217
27
27 .
27
27
27
27
21
27"
D28
27
.27
27
27
27 -
27 -
27
27
27°
27
27
27
27

— .
O O e

I N N N R R ORI AN

[

o ¢
N e e

8] ]
_ 3o wum

O U RN
B R I R R
) -

TYPE =Solil- Subaurface

“Lowest'

Datected
conc.
58.00
15.00

12.00°

5.00
.00
.00

.00
.00

2.00
130.00
150.00

[T RN

1800.00 -

© 28000
-"98.00

-950.00

120.00
175,00

86.00

. 84.00
:470.00

540.00 .
100.00.

4650.00
2.07

©23.60
1.23.

21839.00
27.10

129.00
27.10
11.60

-10300.00

. 8.24
'650.00
~114.00

.00 -
.00

.Highest

" Detected

Conc.

_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

.72200.00

840.00.

© 950.00
18000.00
-470.00

540.00.

630.00

142000.00

.13.00

137.50 -,

©18.30

43.30
34300.00
12800.00

5100.00

882.00

BY CHEMICAL ‘AND MEDIUM/AREA

Geom.
Mean’
Conc.

6.54
6.61
12,73,
417
3.46
3.31°
4.25
3.28

3.08

3.60

3,22
264.39

272.84°
288.33
269.13

290.213
-281.59

285.86°

271.09
273.71
849.29

C274.34
275,76

271.09

9652.01

1.72
23.27
0.91

$2048.82

©2.54
12.92

18027.39
89.65

2287.25

347.03

" 95 Ppct.

Upp.- Conf.

Limit

9.30
23.32
28.72
8.72
5.13
4.10
14.65

S4.33
"3.63."

'5.52
4,05
361.45
"368.68
441.06

401.72
458.47

1404.53°

" 407.84
6787.33
374.07

387.11
15453.06
8.84
60.94
2.34
6983.04

3.42

. .25.24
20749.49
194920.02
2944.55
485.41

a

0 362.89 -
. 476.76

378.34°

Min..
Detect.
Limit

‘10.
‘5,
10.

5.

'5.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

"330.

.330.

©330.
330.

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

.00

(S IS RS S R S S |

1330

0o -

00
00
00

00

00

00
00
00
00

00

00
00
00
00
00

.25
9.53
.43

.15
.00

e o o o o e e e e = e m e v am o o ——————

'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




N AR . SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SITE, BY CHEMICAL AND MEDIUM/ARE
TABLE 6 . | ISTICS FOR SITE, BY CIEM] TUM/AREA
 ELEEEE TR EEEE R PP LT EEES ammeiemmer---~ TYPE~Soll-Subsurface (Continued) ====m=c==demmmmpedeno ool e

Num.. -' ‘Num., Lowestf— Highest - Geom. . 95.Pct. ' Min. Max.
o . . L i - “Times ~ Samples Detected .. Detected - Mean Upp. Conf. Detect. Detect.
Chemical Class - . Analyte .. . . = o ,Detected Analyzed " Conec. . ' Conc. " conc.. Limit - Limit Limit

. Mercury - - . . 26 . 27 - 7 70,02 - .5.78 -  0.31  .4.41 0.11° ~ 0.11
o . 'Nickel.. .~~~ . . 24 .27 . " 3.70 66,30 - .13.79 - .40.12 . 3.92 ' 4.33
B Potassium :- S ST .27 .- 27 . - 2,71 ©1400.00.° 512.92 © 1954.15 . . . . .
.Selenium ' . L2 210 00 T coe.44 0 0,730 0 -0.33 0 00.52 7 0.42°  2.37
- .Silver - o e e T 277 0 - 0,09 - TT..4:80. 0,37 2.14° 0.07-. 1.08
L. 7 Sedtum. o0 - L. 7270 - 27 . 39,20 . - 449,00 - 120,58 177.65 .. .
“vanadium . : - -8 Y727 0 18,50 7 '38.70 . 5.93 - 9.45 - 5.40 ,12.50
.. 2ine T 027 0 .o27- 7 2,50 °0120.70 . . 46.97:. 76.81 . .. - .
cyantdes LT 1. 21 .-0.11 e 0.1l L 0.310 0.71 1 0.05° 1.60

1

- - L - -
. R e
\ , ) .
. : N
~
[N
-
k .

LA



E3dvd 0370A034

TABLE 7 ROBINTECH/NATIONAL PIPE CO., INC. SITE: SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
] : . | T ' Degree of
- Time-Frame Evaluated , Asscssment

Patliway ) Recepior . Present . Fuwtare " Quanl. ; Qual. l(ﬁ(ionﬁlc(orSclccliou

or Exclusion’

.
! 4

4V
Y

“’

N,

VONRI00207) SIEMOUUSI)|
SONVITIV

Groundwaler
Ingestion of Unfiltered Ground Water  Small Child Resident ~ No Yes X Residents currently obtain
(From Bedrock & Overburde 4 Adult Resident - “No - Yes - . X . ' o _ drinking water from public
Aquilers) , T R ' ' o : ' drinking water supply; -
: o » ‘ Assumes residents obtain
: i - drinking water from local well
. ! R . ) in the future.
Inhalation of Ground Water ~ Adult Resident , No . Yes _ X < . Assumes residents obtain
Contaminants During Showers ' . o _ _ : ' - ’ } S waler from local wells in the
' ' i ' ' A C future; several volatiles '

: present in ground water.
lnhalation of Ground. . Small Child Resident ~No " No. o : Volatilization not as great
Water Contaminants - - o _ I b : ' _- o " as showering because less
During Baths - - : D : ' o , " acration and lower temperature -
Dermal Contact with Ground - Adult Resident -~ - .No . No - -~ S .. ) Exposures assumed lo be
Water Contaminants During C Small Child Resident . ‘ - oo ) " L " insignificant in refation
Showers/Baths o v ' : ' o ' to othér ground water

- S . . " pathways. - o
Inhalation of Contaminants Local Resident . - No - - No e B . -Ground water table is shallow; but
that Volatilize l[rom Ground water . o . ST - . ’ -~ lowavg VOC conc. & westerly [low
and Seep in Basements o ’ : ) o o S S prcélude significant exposure.
Dermal Contact with Onsite Onsite Worker ) No No R Data inadequate for assessment.
Production Well Water » ' ' : ‘ o o . a c ‘
Inhalation of Volatilized , ~ Onsite Worker o No ., No - ‘ Data inadequate for asscssment.
Contaminants from Production ‘ ' o . ' ' ' - o R
Well Water S ' '

Sol

Dermal Contact With Onsite Soils ) S

Sucface Soils =~ - - - Trespasser - L No - Yes X o - Assumes complete pavement

: g : . R : . : ' ' " removalin the future;
Subsurface Soils E - Excavation/Ulility Worker “Yes. ' . Yes X . - _ Excavation er routine maintenance of

" buried utilities may be necessary.

Ingestion of Onsite Soils

Surface Soils ' Trespasser - B No - Yes X i ~ Assumts oomplclcypavcmcm
S . R . : : - : . ol : remaval in the future; Lxcdyation or
Subsutface Soils o " Excavation/Utility Woiker ~ Yes . Yes X . . rouline maintenance of buried _
' . i " ' B ‘ ’ : ' v utilities may be necessary. |
I""
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zsomv

West of Drainage Ditch
ry)

‘e
TABLE 7 SUMMARY OF EXPOSURB PATHWAYS - continuod o
' ' o ' S - o . Degroeo of
L S » - - ‘T.mpmmx«:v.:u.u "l Asgessment . . P o
Pathway . - o . Receptor . ' o Preseat o Fuluro  Quamt, .. Qual. o RxﬁonllofotSelediqn' L K
.|Soils cont SR E n A i TR
Inhalation of Fupmve So:l : o Onsite Worker . .. . -, No . " No : . Releases expectled to be
.|Emissions - . S - Trespasser e o " - insignificani, .
"|Dermal Contact with Soils Y - Youth Residents . " Yes :‘, ' - Yes - X . . - Soils adjucent to drainage
West of Drainags Ditch " B "TU00 . ditch are currently accessible
" {(Skate Estate Property) - o » Lo .o Skate Estate users.
Ingestion of Soils o Youth Residents - Co "Yes ) ‘. Yes | X o Soils ad_jncen( to drainage -

" ditch are currenlly accessible -
to Skate Estate users. )

(Skate Estate Pro

~ |Dermal Contact with L + Trespassers . . Yes .- Yes X oo m area is accessible fo, ||
.|Sediments in Druinage Ditches . - Youth Residents -~ - ~ " the general public.
* |lncidental lngesllon of ... " Trespassers ‘ “Yes , * This arca is accessible lo
Sediments in Druinage Dltchea = Youth Residenis L the general public.” -

Surface Walér:

. |Dermal Contact With Surface " +Trespassers . “ No. .  :No o Water is intermittent snd
* [Water in Dninaue Ditches - . - " Local Rpéide@ls . Sy R  shallow; exposum nssumed
. e R B S Cc o . 1o be insignificant.
Ingestion of Surface Water S Trespuscrs - _No . ‘No | " Diltches are too shallow tq
in Dmmago Dllches _ . 7" Local Resldmu L ' ' * * . support swimining nchvnuea.
: S g v - thus, mcndenlnl mgest'lon is
: - . L , unlikely. . :
.|Manhole and . .- o -« Utility/Maintenance . .~ - No © " No -Bxposure likely to be -
Setliog Tk~ -~ © Worker _ Col . insignificant. .
Exposures o e o ' SR

Ai

. lnhnlauon of Conlammlnls

Local Resident .
in Air S ,' R Trespasser " o
o S Worker

"Unsble to assess because of limil:
. "and inconclusive sampling dala;
v sampling results may not be
" representalive of site sources.

‘.
..
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" TABLE 8
TOXICITY VALUES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS DETECTER AT THT ROBINTECH INC/NATIONAL PIPE Co.SITE

1 \ ' !
ORAL . DERMAL - o oy . 1-DAY LONG-TERM
o S0 INHALATION sors - ’ . INHALATION DERMAL ¢ oHeALTH HeALni
CONTAMINANTS FACTOR SLOPE PACTOR FACTOR (o) ORAL RFD RD . “ RMD(o) - ADVISORY(s) ] ADVISORY (1)
OF CONCERN - (mg/g®dy)-1 (mg/g*day)-i.- (mp/g®day)-1 (mg/ghiay) (mafpiay) (ma/ghtay) () I (=)

Carbon tetrachloride
Chlocobenzens « -
Chlocoethane

Chioromethans

Dibromochloromethane

Dichloroethane (1,2°)

ylena (1.2°)

Tetrachloroethylene -
Toluens

"n.‘ich!omzlhylene
Viny! Chlocide -
Xylenes
TRE

130B-02
8.408-02
9.10B-02

© 630803

9.10B-02

. Dichloroethylene (1,1) -

.- T S10B02

" 1.90E+00

110E02

1.70B-02
2.90E-01

B

1.80B03

3.63B-02
B-01

L.63R-01

7.508.01

24
SYIED2

138802

2378400

. .

. 1.62B02 .
872002
1L14B01 -

0B-02

. 6.00R.02

[

3.008-01

T soono
v 120803

250801
8.00E-03

© 76.008-03

< 300R02

4.00F400
2.00H+00
3006401

200E+01

2000400 -
200840

D0F+0

1.00t4p1 -

B

- 7.0013-01
. 26013400

4008400
- 3.00B+00
' 70013400
_ 5.0012400
1.00%4+01
1.001240
5.001:-02
" 1.00E+02
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TABLE 8 . . P R

'IDXICI’I‘&( VALUES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS DETECTED A’I"fllE RODIf\{fI‘ECIl .INC./NATION‘A'L PH}E.CO; SI'I"ﬁ (éontlﬁtnéd) :

’ omae | 0 | peman | S 1oAY - | 1oNoTERM

,  sors . | mNtatamoN . | - sopBC . | L INHATATION © . ‘DERMAL uearnt - HRALTI
CONTAMINANTS . ‘FACTOR " - SLOPBFACTOR ' . PACTOR (o) * ~ ORALRFD - . RD ., " R(e) | ADVISORY(s) | ADVISORY(s) "
OF CONCERN Lot ) (mefketdan) 7| (mphgtday)l (mg/kg°day)-1 (mg/xghlay) 7 (meAgkay) | (mphgky) ) (@) . (mg)
.D;&c(l)pymntn : - . T i - - . -
Benzo(h)luornthene ~ - . S LISBi0Y ¢ : e Lo . B e T e . Ca
Benzo(k)fluomnthene 1.1SB01 ¢ ' ' ’ : ' e B - a ’ uE -
' hythexy! “
Chrysene : -
Di-n-butyl phihalste . o -

Fluoranthene -

Naphthalens N ) N ) ) ' ;
Phenanthrene - | o - ; o - T -

th‘;\ A4
Alumlnum
Antimony’ . RN R
- Arsenle " :

1.505402

* 5.0014400
Z.MEOGI
200802

T1T5B400 Tp

- Beryltlum .
Cadmlum ' - :
Calclum | -

‘300001 |

. 0 . - ..
. - - R . . "
Cyanlde c ' . goorkor

-Manganesa R - R - © cpeomet | T P 100002 o

" -
. .
. .
. . -

< \ -
., .
. “

.
. ‘ .
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TABLE 8

f

’I‘OXICITY VALUES FOR ALL CON'I‘AMTNANTS DETECI‘ED AT THE ROB!NTECH INC. /NA'I'IONAL I’Il‘E Co, SITI’ (conllnucd)

K

. ORAL S ' DERMAL - : ] : 1-DAY | LONG-TERM
- SLOPB | INHALATION . SLOPR S : INIALATION DERMAL HBALTIE - HRALTIE.
CONTAMINANTS PACTOR . . SI.OPEFACTOR - FACTOR (o) ~ . ORALRMD . o RM . 'R (o) ADVISORY (a) ADVISORY (a)
OF CONCERN (ma/kg*day)-1 " (mgfkg®day)-l (mp/kg®day)-1 © (mphghlay) - " (mpfpplay) - (mp/xpilay) o (wpfl) (o)
7200803
. 6.0003.0)

2.001.01

- Note: Unless otherwlu Indlcated, al} dau are fmm IRIS.

@

(0

-

@

'.(h) B N
.

M -
(m)

™)
" (9)

", Not avallable or not provided becnuse chemical s m( [ C(X: foc the palhwny
data pending acconding to IRIS. ’

One-Day HAs are foc a 10kg child; Long-Term I1As are for & 70kg adult. . .
U.S. EPA, Health Effects Assessment Sumrmry Tables (HEAST), Fourth Quarter, FY 1990, Sq)(cmber

Per EPA guldance, the benzo(a)pyrens slope factor s used as » suprogate for other PAlls where sulliclent
- US.EPA, Healih Effects Assessment foc polynuclnr sromatlc hydrocarbons as per 10/26/%0 ECAO memo on OERR Pollc.y for I'All: to Madnn Suphanldh C

_‘ EPA Reglon I, from Pel-Fung Hurst, Che

ical Mixtures A

Branch.

_US.EPA, Drinking Water Regulallom and Ileal!h Advlsodu, Office of anklng Wnler Apdl 1990

The RfD foc napthalene Is used as a surrogale for PAls showing evidence of nom:n‘mlnogtnlc effects.

.Cadmlum - Oral RID |s for food consumption; RfD of 5. OE 04 ls used foc water consumpllon )

* Slope factor snd R(D vnluel are foc Chromltum VI, -

. Copper - no RID calculated; the drinking water standard 18 1.3 mg/|

1k

Icity exlsts, as

Aoxl

s

Iln ll(lSorll&\ST

of

5

Given the current knowledge of lesd plunnor:okfnetlu CAQ recommends that s numcdul mlmnle not be uud foc c.vclnogr.nlc sk,

The RID Wock Oroup considered the dcvelopmenl of an RID for lead fnappropriate because there Is essentlalty no threshold.

OSWER Directlve #9355.4-02 (*Interim Guldsnce on Establishing Soll Clean- up Levels at Superfund Sllu') sates that the soll clcan -up Ievel should be at SOO lOOOppm

Health advisories (one-day and long-term) sre for Total Chmm(um . . e .

Tehalatlon slope factoc for nickel relinery dust, .
. RID values for nickel, soluble salts.

Inhalatlon slope factors may be derlved from Unlt Risks ac ’
inhalation llopo factor (mg/kg/day)-1 = unlt d:k {ug/cu.meter)-1 x 70kg x l/20cu mlday x lIlO ngjhg

'

lo'h"" IB- l.

.

* (US. EPA, Rlsk Assessment Quldance foc Supcr{und Vol.{ {luman Huhh lfvnhullon Manual (Part A) P 7-13, CPA/S(O/( !9/001 Dec l989)

R(D values for xylenes are for o-xylens

Dermal loxlclly values were derived from ol |oxlclly vnluu by npplylng "n nbmrp(lon {ldor
- volatlles 0.80

*" semivol. 0.10

arsenle 0.90
other [norg. 010’

(per agreement with EPA R:glon )]
Deruul slope hclon were ca|culnlad uslng the equation: tlope {ndodnbmrpllon factor "

\
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TABLE 8~ . : R
TOXICITY VALUFS ron ALLCONTAMINANTS DETCCTFD AT']IIB ROBIN FECIHN("/NATIONAL rire CO Sr I'U (conlinucd)

Yo

DcmulRlDaweu fcul ‘mlng(ha quation: RN x sbsorptlon factor : ; . ’ " o ,
- (1A, 1989. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Vol.| Human | lealth Bvatuatlon Mnnu.\l (Pant A) RP, VS«!OII 8‘);00" Im:rlm Floal. Dw 1989) Lo

(V) _++ (xal slope factoc for arsenlc was calaudoted fram Unlt Risk provided In IRIS by the foltowing equatlon; ™
. o . oral slope factoc (mg/AgAlay)-1 = unit dsk (ugAlter)-1 x 70kg x 12Mecshday x 1/10-3mghigs . :
(q) T Toul 1,2-dichlorocthylene was analyzed. This compound exlsis as two Isom:rt, however e onlclly vuluu for the cls Isomer were uscd Lecause
' It Is the Isomer more likely 1o be found In environmental roedia.
(1) . loterlm values provided by ECAQ (memorandum onToxlclly lnl‘ormallon from I'el Pung llunl Coordinator, Supufund la.hnlcnl Suppon (.cnler Chémical Mixtures Asscmmcm l!mnch

.o Madm S(ephmldll, EPA, Reglon it April 23,1991 )



TABLE 9 SUMMARY OF CARCINOGEN'IC msx ES'IIMA’I'ES

. FOR THE ROBINTECH SITE

" Scemario. . .-

o 'Recepipr '

.C'urrent/‘
' 'Futxzxret» -

Incremental

:{Grau;zd Water (overburden) -

- _Inocsuon

~Volatiles Inha.lauon Whﬂc Showcrmg' -

. 4Ground Water (bedrock)

. 'Inocsuon .'

Volaulcs tha.lauon Whﬂc Showenng o

.' -"'Surjace Sozls

Ingcsuon -On Sm: ,
Dermal Contact - On Site .

‘Ingestion - Skate Estate. "

. Dermal Contact - Skate Estate
Subsifofdcé Séizsi
Inocsnon On Site .
' Dermal Comact - On Sm: :
_Sedm_zen; \" | - -
' ~'Ingcsd0nb- On Site A
Dermal Contact - On Site .
Ingeston - Off Site, Downgradient

Deimal Contact - Off Site, Downgradient .

" Resident
-Resident

- Resident '
" Resident

. Trespasser -
- Trespasser =
" Youth

L Workc-rﬂ -
L WQ;kcr.' '

. Trespasser .

Trespasser . -

~ Youth
Youh

8988 S

mm.

EE N

3.8 x 107+

-1.0 x 107%=*=

41x 107
Lax 107

L 12x10°
17 x 10°

1.4x 107

25x10¢

43x107"

_:1;1"x 10'7 a

3.4% 107

28 %107
. 28x 107 -
17x 10° B

** Exceeds 10* nsk.




‘ TABLE 10. SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD I'NDICES (HI) FOR TI-IE
| ROBINTECH SITE ' :

_ AU _Current/ Acute AChronicv_
‘Scenario Receptor Futre . = BI . HI |
: Ground Wdfér (ove_rbﬁrdéﬁ) - _
- Ingesion - Resident ~ F  35x10%a) © 1.3 x 10a)*

- 8.0x 10c)

o . 3.0 x 10%(c)*
Resident =~ " F - N/A

Volau]cs Inhalauon Whﬂe Showcrmg. - 1.0 x 107(2)

: Ground Warer ( bedrock}

2.7 x 10%a)

1.4 x 10'@)* - -

'Ingcsnon Resident . F. '. _
S S S 63x107c) 33x10'(e)*

~ Volatiles Inhalation While Showering .* Resident - -~ F NA 5.4 x 10° l(a)

.Surfacfe Soils .

' Ingestion - On Site | Trespasser  F . 10x 10" 7.8x10%

“Dermal Contact™- On Site Trespasser F  6.1x10% - - 55x 10"
Ingeston - Skate Estate Youth C/F . 11x10° - 20x10° -

- Dermal Contact - Skate Estate | Youth ~C/F. 14x10° . 44x10?

Sub&uiy’acé Soils _ .

' 'lnocsuon On S1tc o Worker = CF 1.2 x10°  54x10% .
Dcrrna.l Contact - On S1tc © Worker .~ CfF " 55x10*° " 15x10°

: Sedzme_nt : " ’. - _

* Ingestion - On Site ‘Trespasser C/F. - 6.4'x 1'0'-‘"‘__ 3.1x10°% .
Dermal Contact - On Site = . . Trespasser - C/F -3.8x10° - 3.7x10%
Ingesdon - Off Site, Downstream " Youth - C/F 34x10* - 13x10%
Dermal Contact - Off Site, Downstream' Youth .CF. -20x10" 93x10°
“(a) - adult
(c) - child
~* HI exceeds one (1). -

ALLIANCE
Tecrromogpes Corpor gmon

4



~ Table 11

- _A Robih_'tc_'..:h,'lnc. / National Pipe Co. Site
) Vestal, NY - -

)

. . EPA and .NéV'I:Zorls.;:. 'Sc_af:e_-}:!a—.ﬁ.ﬁx‘tm Contaminaut: ,Limit_:s:'

C ‘.4\

. [Compound " "~ TEPA(ppb) [ New York Seate (ppb) |

1,1,1 - Trichloroethane 1 200
- {Trchlorcethene = - 5
Toluene - S "1 . 1,000 DR
|Vinyl Chloride ~ * * C2
1,1 - Dichloroetheae -~ ST
1,1 - Dichloroethane * -
1,2 - Dichloroethene (total) |
Tewrachloroetheae ™

Sy

(1Y

(o]}

w

wn

n

~)
“io
1
|
.
|

i

_ |Benzene , B o5
" {Chloroethane - oo -
"|Carbon Tetrachloride . . 5
Ethylbenzene - S 1 -700-
" |Styrene. © - - 1 1o
- | Xvlene (total) - 10,000

(=g

(o

wn

n | i

"Table reproduced from EPA-appréved Rém;dial Design Warkplan.

T4-1.XLS




TABLE 12

Lecommended 36il closrnsp objectives (»3/kg or )
ela:i\e Organic Camumanu

" ®® Correction Fector (cF) of 100 is used 88 per TAGH “0-'.6
10 .

v As per TAGH 8-40‘.6

'°‘=' SGN clem cb;ectwu are dtvclap-d tor ‘3ail oryamc carbon content (f) of 1X
ardd should bz adu.uud for the sctual son organic s.r‘..-.:' content H \t is k.nwn

xoun v‘UCs <

s

) . . ) : b va USEPA Heoith Doscd
esminant ‘Partition  Groundwater  Allowable  Soil Clesms (ppm) e
_ : coefticient Standards/ Soil conc.  eobjectives to T o Rec.soil.
R Koc  Crizeria Cw pp=. | orotect G4  Carcinogens Systemic CRAL  Clrwp Oojct.
- ~-ug/torpeb. . Cs - Couality (ppm) " Toex{cants (ped) C(oem)
etore .2 50 - 0.0011 © 0.1 T . 8,000 10 > 0.2
nzene -8 0.7 0.0006 . 0.06 % - WA © 5. . 0.04
mzoic Acid . - ©oSar 50 -0.027 2.7 wA 300,000 ST T
Butanome .. S 50 0.003. 0.3 - WA 4,000 10 - 0.3
art=n Disulfide B 13 .50 ©.0.027. 54 DomA 8,000 - S5 Lar
arbon Tetrachloride . . : 1107 5 0.008 - 0.6 N 6 5 0.
Morshenzene 330 5 ce.017 LY © WA - 2,000 5 - ST
Sioroethane ° : 1l 50 0.019. 1.9 R/A TH/A- 10 C 1L
atoroform , 3 B 0.003 - . 0.30 114 - 800 S. .- 0.3
‘ibramochloromethene - - - ¥/A 50 V7 S 77 S A X/A T WA
},2-Dichiorobenzene - . 1,700 6.7 0.079 7.9 N/A w/A 330 7.9
1;3-Dichlorobenzene 316 7S 0.0155 - 1.55 WA N/A -~ 330 1.6
1,4-0ichlorcbenzens ‘100 - ST ~ 0.085 8.5 TN/ 7 " 330 8.5
1,1-Dichloroethane 3 - 5 .0.002 0.2 KA WA - 0.2
1,2-Dichioroethane . w5 0.001 0.1 7.7 WA L 0.1’
1,1-Dichioroethene 65 - 5 . 8.004 0.4. 12 B (< 5 - 0.6 .
1,2-Dichloroethene(trans)} - 59 - 5 ~ 0.003 0.3 . N/A 2,000 .S 0.3 .
1,3-dich(orepropene . 51 o8 - 0.003 - 0.3 Y7 Y WA S - 0.3
Ethylbenzene 1,100 - " 0.055. - 5.5 WA . 8,000 S 5.5
113 Freon(1,1,2 Trichlers- : T L ST .
©1,2,2 Trifluoroethane) 1,230° 5 . 0.060 6.0 WA 200,000 5 - 6.0
Xethylene chioride - 21 s .. 0,001 0.1 - 5,000 5. 0.1 .
{-methyl-2-Pentanone 19* 50 TL.001 . 10 MR u/A 10 RN
Tetrachloroethene -~ a7 . 5 0.0 . 1.4 e . 800 5 1.4
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 152 S .0.0076 0.76 TN/A 7,000 TS ot
1,1,2,2:-Tetrachlorcethane 118~ § 0.006 0.6 35 . VI3 S 0.¢
'1,2,3-trichloropropane © &8 S, 0.003% . . 0.3 CN/R 86 5. 0.4
1,2,4- rncmrabenzene T&TaY S 0.034 3.6 - WA W 330 Y
Toluene 300 s . . 0.015 1 1.5 L W/A 20,000 - - 5 ° 1.8
Trichloroethene 126 5 . . 0.007 - . 0.70 & Y/ S T 0.7
. Yinyl chioride 57 0 L L2 0.0012  ~ 0.12 “N/A N/ 10 0.2
Iylemes L2%0 5 . 0.012 1.2 W/A . .- 200,000 - — 1.2
+
a. Allowable Soil Can:mtratmn Cs ® #°x Cw 2 !oc
b, Soil clesnnp ‘objective ¥ C& x Cnrrrcncn foctor (CF) .
- W/A {s not available ‘ . < .
° Plrnnm coefficient is catcutated by using the foltcumg mtlm. i
log (oc = -0.55 log S + 3.64, where S i3 scl».m(uy in water in mn '
= ALl other Ko< values ars exporissnts! --!--c "
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

- Ny

:‘)0 Wolf Ro::d Albany, New York 144a3-1u1u

Mr. Richard Caspe

Director

Emergency & Remedial Response Dmsxon
‘U.S. Environmental Protecnon Agency
RegionIT - _ '
290 Broadway - 19th Floor

New York, New York 10007

Dear Mr. Caspe:
" Re: Robintech Site, Broome County, N.Y., Site No. 7-04-002

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 Stagmg 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 préferred remedy listed in the Préposed Plan. In
you have any questions, please contact Robert W. Schick., of my staff, at (518) 457-4343.

 Sincerely, -

cc:-  J. Singerman, USEPA
M. Granger, USEPA
A. Carlson, NYSDOH
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE
RCBINTE *i iNC. /NATIONAL PIPE CO. SUPERFUND SITE
TOWN OF VESTAL NEW YORK .

i)

iN’TRODUCTlON' :

This Responsuveness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns
received during the public comment period related to the Remedial Design Investigation
Report (RDlR) and Proposed Plan for the. Robmtech 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 remedlal alternatlve to address the
contamination at the Site. ' = :

- SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS A_cnvas |

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 Il 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 in 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 busmessmen residents, representatives of the media, and state
and local government offi cuals attended the pubhc meeting. :

OVERVIEW _

The public, generally, supports the preferred remedy, whxch includes, among other things,
ihe excavation and treatment of the contaminated unsaturated and saturated soils in two
areas of the Site and the extraction of contaminated groundwater from lhe 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 -

contammatlon are summarized below.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FROM THE 'PUBLIC
MEETING CONCERNING THE ROBINTECH, INC./NATIONAL PIPE Cco.
SUPERFUND SITE

1

" 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 A'dvisory Commission
expressed concern related to the lead concentrations in the soil at the Site. The
commenter aiso 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 (RI) 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
lndlcatlng 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 contamivnant 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.




Samples collected as part of the RD in vestrgatlon 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 Alternativ'e 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 oontamlnants (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.

» S_ite ‘Invest'i’gation
Comment #5 : A commenter asked about the methods of sample collection and 'analvsis. .
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 lncluded the fill
in the vicinity of the buﬂdmg or only native materials.

Response #6: F|II and native overburden materials were sampled for volatile orgamc '
r‘annllnrl: f\/hf"e\ '




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 vxcmlty of the
produc:tlon wells.

Response #7: Based on the results of the R, 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 durlng the public
comment period. :

Comments from the Buffton Corpofatio’n. 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
condltlon 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.

V-4




- Comment#9: The ROD should address the cnange 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 remedv for the Nnn‘hpastem e.+e Boundary L\;;a) .

Response #9' The f ndings of the RIIFS ultimately led to the selection of pumping and

Pipe Staqmg Area, and PW-2 Area in the 1992 ROD. The results of the RD .nvestrgauon
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 RI rdentn‘” ed Iow—level concentrations of tnchloroethene (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. Remediationof 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 ofa
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 ofa 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 i$ possibie 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 questiong as to whether "':P"J\ reguires the seiection

of Alternative 3 over Alternative 2. ' '



Response #11: Although there is no subsurface soil expasure 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 ratlonale 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.




The fact that it appears likely that the pumping of the productlon 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 coniinued 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 NCP, which states that EPA expects to return usable groundwaters to their beneficial
- uses wherever practlcable As prevnously stated the bedrock aqun‘er at the Slte is a usable
aquer -

Shallow Groundwater Contamination

Comment #13: EPA has identified contamination in a small area of groundwater “much
closer to the ground surface” of the PW-2 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 still exists.
“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’ unhkely that
it is simply perched water from natural sources. Much of the piping from the extraction-well
network runs through the severely-contamlnated 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 Pine Staging Area plume, the PW-Z/Skaie Estate plume is not
bounded by nondetectable sampling results or locations where insufficient water was
avaiiabie 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
dowr:ward 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. i

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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226 Builey Avenue, Suite 101+ Fort Worth, Texus T0107-1220 X171 332761 « Fax Na. 817 8770420

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 fdr Robintech. Inc. /National Pipe
. Company, Superfund Site, Vestal. New York '

Dear Mr. Granger:

‘Buffion Corporatlon (Buffton), 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, Buffton wants to make clear that its comments are not intended to challenge
the overall approach of the Proposed Plan. For a number of years, Buffton 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 Buffton has
suggested. The Site has been on the Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) since 1986, and
Buffton 1s ready, willing, and able to conduct the cleanup Thus, Buffton s objectives for the Site
are as follows; namely to

o -avoid any delay in the selection, design, and implementation of a remedy for the Site;
o proceed as expeditiously as possible to install the Site remedy; and - -

o 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 1mportant step in enablmg Buffton to ﬁJlﬁIl these ObjeCIIVCS
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 Buffion offers comment
or clarification. Each of these conclusions is discussed below.

EPA recently permitted Bufflon to begin Site work with the replacement of PW-2.




1. Alternative 3 — Saturated Overburden Soil Excavation and Treatment

EPA’s p_referred 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 $1
million more, or an additional 30 percent, than Alternative 2* , which Buffton supported.
Although Alternative 3 goes further than CERCLA requires’, it fixes the problems with the
previous remedy. Accordingly, Buffion is willing to go forward with Adternatxve 3, at subsLantnaJ
additional expense with the following understandmgs

a) EPA will specﬁfy in the ame nded RQD th Alternative 3 and the expenditure of the
- additional $1 million required to perform Alternative 3 will result in a more expeditious deletion of the
: Slte from the NPL and return the Siteto a marketable condition, than would Altematrve 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 -

<) EPA will expedire 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 ofDrinking Water Contamination

\

The pn'mary risk’ 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 with the exception that Alternative 2 does not requxre

e\cavauon and treatment of saturated overburden soxls and related groundwater

} ‘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 10 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 Superfund Remedy Selection Process”, Publication 9200.3-23FS (September, 1996), page

2. EPA’s “Superfund Administrative Reforms Annual Report Fiscal Year 1996 cites as an accomplishment that

all stakeholders invoived in the Superfund process fully understand the important role of cost- in remedy sclection.

Page 4 of 8 Thus, the findings of the P Proposed Plan, whien considered in the context of the requirements of

CERCLA, raise questions as lo whether CERCLA reqmres selectxon of Ahemau\/e 3 over Alternative 2,

4

EPA a.lso identified a potential risk associated with the inhalation of VOC's if the groundwater were

~ used for showering, under 2 future use scenaric. There is viriuaily no likelihood that the groundwater will be used
for showering and so we do not discuss that here.



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
Buffton 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
from the Site bedrock qroundwater : :

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, i.e., 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 2 chance
to work. : '

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

Sincerely, .-

Robert Korman '
Vice President & Chief Fmancxal Officer
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