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Appendix H

Ground Water Sampling Field Logs
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GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location S w corticn o+ o Lo Well No. D -IS
Sampled By % -« Osl v TP G #H'er o Date 2 /%< Time { 43
Weather Suuw.o o im s weriio~ Sampled with Bailer X Pump X

7/ ¥

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) [2.47 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) 22.2 9 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) o g fe.
Volume of water in well: ‘
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 7| gallons X2 2.2
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color ! ah~  ¢eswA 0dor . e ot e Turbidity . . =,
“Was an oil film or layer apparent?
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling i gallons.

Did well go dry? Ao

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
CO]OF ‘ Na .'_:,\;V‘\ - '\‘ P Odor eI R ~ -r- TU"‘bjd'}ty o -
Was an oil film or layer apparent?

E.  CONDUCTIVITY L0 W S -
F. pH B
G. TEMPERATURE P4 -

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
;o
s ( ’_;1

o m A o

j | — « . . ; ) ;
IL v W ‘; R ‘)LL“"~;I < > e . . ,? LA r/
/

o
{;'.. Anl.) 'j ~r oy <. /" - '.f“"A[ L\- ﬂ' - ’.‘; F/




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location S &. .- r.oa of  STto Well No. B -ID
Sampled By C. & Dot 4 £ Gro#H1el  pate t[iz/?c  Time 1S5 &
Weather <. ..., Sampled with Bailer Pump ¥

vy

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: . Well elevation:
(below top of casing) %0.03 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ‘ Water table elevation: fr.

(below top of casing) §572.3¢ ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 1 2.6 ft.
Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = _Z .6 & gallons R3:¢ e
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color \ .. ol i, Odor oo .oode i Turbidity 0 .
Was an oil film or layer apparent? -~

C.  PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 7. gallons.
Did well go dry? o,
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color it ey Odor  woww to Lol Tuebidity .
Was an o0il film or layer apparent? et o i 3oz
E£.  CONDUCTIVITY < 11 SC-
F. pH +5 FA
G.  TEMPERATURE 1<

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

w"‘{"“ (‘\"’"C.nqﬂ g‘\L] V., 'il_-qlxl,\] +\AJL‘-‘\' ‘!N‘J.:«tu

‘o\;LJ f/xf ,Ot—\m’)i L;J‘u /




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location S g wyctica of s fe Well No. $3-235
Sampled By V. Gottle~ ¢ €. C O¢ (] ‘Date iu 15 Time %00
Weather Sacay r Cool Sampled with Bailer Pump X
A. WATER TABLE:

o ™M

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) | +.98& ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) _B.29 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) g.¢9 ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = .5 gallons X>.45
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color V. /¢ bow 0dor noae  dede tel  Turbidity

j(— 'y‘

Was an 0{1 film or layer apparent? " O

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 4.5 gallons.
Did well go dry? AN o

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color __cless Odor pung defecbed  Turbidity mews.oed o 2

Was an 0il film or layer apparent? Ao
CONDUCTIVITY ©40  w ) -

pH +.9

TEMPERATURE 14 ° ¢

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

g ng«R" g‘w(/;4\‘¥‘ u; L.:cg{Q C.:7 S S

[ Ay Locles .*’/U&‘{",Vuf L tis t o+l

~/

/\:L\dh‘\u' e
—_— L




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location S € J()orl‘(\.:‘-\ ok 5, Le Well No. B -2 0D
Sampled By P G Hlec ~C o Deil ‘Date 1) /13 /)9 Time i1ce
Weather <Cn cw Sampled with Bailer Pump X

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) 70 O F ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: . Water table elevation: fr.

(below top of casing) & 42 ft.
Length of water column (LWC)
Volume of water in well:

wn
o
\n

ft.

2" diameter wells C.%4 ¢© gallons X3 - 2.

0.163 x (LWC)
(LWC)

4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color sl-’-,L\HJy o e 0dor ..o et tef/ Turbidity I N
Was an 0il film or 1ay/er apparent? N T

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 4. gallons.
Did well go dry? S

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color __ wlrwwr Odor 7« « ol bifTurbidity - ..o I
Was an oil film or layer apparent? S
E. CONDUCTIVITY 7T 2¢O FIC -
F. pH S 7.6
G. TEMPERATURE g °
H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES: ,
Pq\r\. L ?(l "-‘w,'j'», R ~ i/’“ [ / . : L, - I ,/ = —/
\/‘.‘.‘f LS 1’ R oy _J [T - L'; J ~ - ;; /”I".. B
C\_. - [ 1 3 VI / ~




) . - i N —
Sample Location A & o~ .n _*+ S 4o

GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Well No. B'?) 5“

—

>
Sampled By < ¢ D.(! . P Corl:c  Date ji[/g/l7  Time tlcoo

Weather 6Vrm# + (O]

¢ ™ m

TV A . '
Sampled with Bailer X Pump

WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) Z.0: 30 ft. (top of casing)
Depth to water table: ',, Water table elevation:
(below top of casing) _]7.95  ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 2.35 ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells
4" diameter wells
6" diameter wells

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

. , o P s i .
Color e [DEARCPSIV Odor mowow - 1"4( ey Turbi d'lt)’ oo

gallons
gallons

nnn
— OO0
L]
S o=
o O
(Vo J VS N ¥
> D¢ X
-~
—
X
(@]
e
" nu

ft.
ft.

C: 28 gallons RS-

:'/,“‘/\/”‘

Was an oil film or layer apparent? TR

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling I
Did well go dry? Fe 4

’J

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

. ooy
Color M- tinaa Odor niwe ezt~ Turbidity

- -

gallons.

Was an oil film or layer apparent? ~

CONDUCTIVITY Ga S L

pH 7.1

b

TEMPERATURE [4 ¢

WELL SAMPLING NOTZS:




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location A € sectien b s.de Well No. D -2 D
Sampled By f C. ttlec Y C.  C De \| Date ¢ =/%c Time i35 C
Weather clewe + Ceicd v wnly Sampled with Bailer Pump X
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) £E3 3 [ ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) C & 29 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 1S 47T ¢,
Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 2-5  gallons X2 7-5
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

G ™M m

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color 3’,3‘)&)’ (,o.(lx/ Odor RIS (((«‘
. I
Was an oil film or layer apparent?

Fad

{e Al Turbidity Je .-

\/‘

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling E‘C’Agj < ﬂér,: gallons.
Did well go dry? .
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
CO‘OT‘ (, ICLV (\ OdOY‘ ACuw 2 (;'f"’(r";' 71'.-5(( TUY‘bNﬁty mi_’q DIty ‘I e )L ?
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? A v
conoucTIvITY ¢ 3 © -
pH 2.+
TEMPERATURE 1]~ c
WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
VR f;LffVFJ ngﬁik_ ae4rx>u¢¢/ ¢S +MVL$LI/

Wt S Mo oo 2 7.C

i "'LJ

1o o

fmm,;(‘, L }r‘

Sefeis e tetes

Iy acte ool g bicn

 a—




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location A s.de e Couter Well No. [3-41D
Sampled By £ G.plev - C. &0 dcil Date _li1/13/9¢  Time 1S1 5
Weather Clecy : C ot d Sampled with Bailer Pump X

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: ) Well elevation:

(below top of casing) 89.93 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) £33 53 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) ¢ 4C  ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC)
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC)
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC)

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color i, wily bicon 0dor mese oo /-.~'-_fe<| Turbidity o . - e Fo
Wds an 0il film or layer apparent? [

A

.oz  gallons XS=3.1,

gallons
gallons

" ouw

C.  PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling N gallons. -
Did well go dry? e
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color 0dor .ic.r cotecho | Turbidity oo} ae o
Was an oil film or layer apparent? AN
E.  CONDUCTIVITY £&C -
pH Z.5

[ 72 I |

TEMPERATURE 1y C
H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:




Sample Location Al .. TR TS Well No. 15"5/[)
Sampled By . ¢ o1l ¢ ¢ o #l-  Date lad e Time [ & C e
Weather <. ...y T e | Sampled with Bailer Pump
A.  WATER TABLE:

GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) YC0.02 ft. (top of casing) ft.

Depth to water table: '
(below top of casing) &2 .6 [ ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 2 4| fe.
Volume of water in well:

[ 2 gallons X_E‘):
gallons
gallons

2" diameter wells
4" diameter wells
6" diameter wells

n o n
o
(o))

(8 2]
W
>
—
—
¥
(@]
~
LU [}

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color « le« ¢ Odor ~ .. . Turbidity w-..o .o !«

Water table elevation: fz.

Sy~

3
~s

“Was an oil film or layer apparent?

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling . ¢ gallons.
Did well go dry? N

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color ___ < [ex v Odor _ « . .. Turbidity e o ez
Was an 01l film or layer apparent? L

CONDUCTIVITY S -

pH 3 ¢

TEMPERATURE 1e

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Najg



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location 5.de  Centes o 5 te Well No. 13- &
Sampled By ¢ o 'nNDecil + Pa.l Gk: Date 91 /15 Time 1030
Weather Gy ¢+ Coldd Sampled with Bailer Pump X

WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) 20.#5 f¢t. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) /4.44 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) G, 31 ft.
Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = [ 0 gallons XR3:= 320
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START: ‘
Colorfh Bicen b Odor re~e  Jeloctecdd  Turbidity > roo ATus
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? A
PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 795 gallons.
Did well go dry? Ny
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color O-. ik ‘(c\,‘u\u A\ Odor ne.e (_5-3,1:’. 'r"(_/ Turbidity >l AT, o
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Ao
CONDUCTIVITY > iq0C S -
pH 1.7
TEMPERATURE e
WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
At and et Sl ng e C /) w5 e~
— ! [y :
t’\l’ec( \L\'_ Ve /'QBYLQ (-J'C:.,\};/ vy ty & A ro 1 C:'r“,jljy‘:)_

/ <




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

~ )

, o 2z
Sample Location A cr-ntef oV <, te Well No. '
Sampled By - .| & e~ Date (/4 9. Time _ ui:
Weather . . 1, = ¢ 14J Sampled with Bailer . Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) [/9,52. ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: | ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) (8 §31 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 2,95 ft.

Volume of water in well:

. y : P
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = o |5 gallons X3 < 0.4
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = galions
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
i i : N oo\
Color  (\lein 0dOr Apay cereted Turbidity L Ty el
“Was an oil film or layer apparent? N o '
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING: '
Amount of water removed before sampling D5 gallons.
Did well go dry? YU
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color fﬁ;-cx;,\ 0dor incgne o - qk‘irixb?bidify T )
Was an oil film or layer apparent? 1o ‘
E.  CONDUCTIVITY [ Cl O w S -
F. pH 9.5
G. TEMPERATURE |5 ¢

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

el o b o : b - o




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location W side co~ber oL S/de Well No. B-¢
Sampled By C._cafl 1 P Gotfles Date 17/ s9/7¢ Time j2cd
Weather Suwa, ¢ Coef Sampled with Bailer X  Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) 21.9Z  ft, (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: 1.
(below top of casing) [(8.57 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 335 ft.

Volume of water in well:

L5
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = o 9 gaHons)< 2:15
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color R, .wu -~ faw 0dor wWiap dededod  Turbidity W L
~Was an oil film or layer apparent? A )
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling e gallons.
Did well go dry? Yo g
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: _
Color Freww = 0dor cae deke do | Tursidioy v, L
Was an 011 film or layer apparent? INC e oo )

E. CONDUCTIVITY |O0&C .
F. pH 7.1
G.  TEMPERATURE L “C

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES: . ., .
rgf;éf, fﬂm,Q/f R ) %// % A oS o L s,




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location /46(;1Jz///-4571/ /r’AfC/“//</uL,

Sampled By I/ 9171§4<f;//LJ\¢£>¥4/7 Date

Well No. [E? //L)

Z-272--/ Time !

Weather Ce e I Sampled

w

WATER TABLE:

Well depth: .
(below top of casing) ZZZ?‘72 ft.

Depth to water table: Water

(below top of casing) (. 96 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) .o

with Bailer Pump ,V

Well elevation:
(top of casing)

table elevation:

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells
4" diameter wells
6" diameter wells

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color - = Odor 'n . ~ ©

w "o
— OO0
H O
(o ¥, o))
WO ww
D¢ 3¢ X
Eamm W o
—

> / =2 =
[, 39 gallons X =

gallons

gallons

Turbidity __- -~

"Was an oil film or layer apparent?

ft.
fr.

oL

4

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling
Did well go dry? A

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color e s Odor

Turbidity

Was an oil film or layer apparent?

gallons.

CONDUCTIVITY -

—_—

pH . Lf

TEMPERATURE 7

WELL SAMPLING NOTZS:

(Lo Lilocn

ot D Az et %5 1

qupuu
¥



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location 4'/ (’lﬂn/ TR FAH.S/077

Well No. 6"/]7

-~ / s - . 1 ¢
Sampled By p;érg’f’f/a‘r///’,d/’)e/,/ ‘Date 2-27-9) Time 4CC
Weather _ Cie.dy - 9agu ' Coid Sampled with Bailer Pump _X
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) ,7«7:(25 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ‘ Water table elevation: f1.
(below top of casing) 5 3.7 @ ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 12. 2.5 fi.
Volume of water in well: ‘
3,.¢ 2
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 2.0 %  gallons X 2-¢
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color C lean

Odor wnswe (dafbecdod Turbidity

o o

Was an 0il film or layer apparent? Mo

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling €.3 gallons.
Did well go dry? Ne

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color clee s Odor N Turbidity mecs vo [ ¢ F
Was an oil film or layer apparent? N o

E.  CONDUCTIVITY 15C 0 ~ 5

F. pH Z, &

G.  TEMPERATURE (8.0 "¢

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
Sq--\lpl( b it le set @ *3 ( N £J+Pv'l( Sc/.v-\l,()/e Sl



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location ,4/(//1//\/4/?/ // SN Well Nc. 5"2 5
Sampled By p&fffﬂé"n/él Jﬁe[/ "Date 2-2€-9]  Time 93¢

Weather CnoOw Sampled with Bailer Pump B
J
WATER TABLE:
Well depth: 7 Well elevation:
(below top of casing) / , ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) 2.16 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 14 1Tz ft.
Volume of water in well: /i
2.4 ¢
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = (.38 gallons X2:9 1
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color Dk Bionn-Blec & 0dor Siouwp -, ke  Turbidity V. K.\
T 4

Was an 0i1 film or layer apparent? N o

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 4 o) gallons.
Did well go dry? N
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: ]
e sered v
Color Clec v Odor MO € Turbidity 3 « & NTu
Was an oil film or layer apparent? N O
CONDUCTIVITY 27¢ 4 S
TEMPERATURE SY

WELL SAMPLING NOTES: _ 1
'rw-(ur/ 4y "kc«é’f«s‘ec{ L"J\f/\/ ({‘ &Lﬁfcv

1 J
Soavap L‘hej_J ’(\me\‘ﬁ x C 1C, uL! f«fﬁhn;
sel] { ol s
MJe\ dr\) € Enp 0 D% & )r.v\C'
' ! 7 7

/;qmj‘}e bo}”&‘ et 2z /Nc €\ Fey o] S"’*AE)
1 . N ! 7




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location 4/(’4/U/(4ﬁl Ei/’?/{ﬁ'/Jﬂ Well No. EVZQ

o~y : . / N ] . ;
Sampled By ﬂ-@g'f-’-*/(_ﬂr‘/ﬁ, 0/)5// ‘Date 2-2%-/ Time (2 00
7/
Weather Cleusdy 7 € oid sampled with Bailer Pump X
/

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: ; Well elevation:
(below top of casing) Z /;{ {72 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.
(below top of casing) 63. 8¢ ft.
Length of water column (LWC) G . [T fe.
Volume of water in well:
1] : - \ X 2 =3
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = galions ~ <~
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color & X . Odor RS Turbidity .= . !
~ Was an oil film or layer apparent? v
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 3. gallons.
Did well go dry? e
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
ColorHF Rrowa Odor ... .. Turbidity Lo
Was an oil film or layer apparent? _ down . 40
W v o
E. CONDUCTIVITY /)OS . . Flbere
' ] 9ot )
F. pH NS s TS
_ bk *Y
G. TEMPERATURE {° & S

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES: _
T\«vi;c)«‘)"\/ C‘/P(JPGSPJ a5  Pumf vy
(o ')l;mup:/ s < N O fo/t—-/ "\L/ﬁ_/ 4,’/7[9;'79(/

or oy otbey {)Fered sowpgles fokey
(L\qw;t’(J JAO /‘/LPS

S-qgljo)a l)o‘:“ﬂ jej" ﬂ4” 4&\1 Kl-{‘{‘c’vr:r( 9"-’1-#":5)



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

ig o ' <
Sample Locat‘ion//ﬁﬁﬂﬂ/[i ' E/T?/)/{ SL7 Well NO.5"’3J
Sampled By ﬁg;(?Jf#/{ZP/(’,ﬁDC// Date 2-2¢ -7l Time JZ 8O
7 77
Weather Cino s Sampled with Bailer X Pump
/

A. WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) Z/,Z z ft. (top of casing) ft.

Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: fr.

(below top of casing) [T «( Z ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 9,4 + ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = ' gallons X2
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

B.  PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color 'y i~ (Z‘\;‘ow .. QOdor hcin @ Turbidity }0 W
Was an oil film or layer apparent? s

C.  PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 2 gallons.

Did well go dry? >

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: .
Color _/t PBrow iy Odor _Alcin€ Turbicity > 7C ATy
Was an 0il film or layer apparent?

E.  CONDUCTIVITY | 210 o S
F. pH ‘C’ Tt
6.  TEMPERATURE P

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES: '
Al <;‘45:/04 SC'LA_CJS ; JMS"?L ﬁ; ow 14‘,/'/"6’(‘1 Cc‘)/»’:’(“’('/

Ssmple bottle set ® 5 Gas O ltesal sewples



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Loca‘;j /4/[7/" JAL! ﬁ)’f/ﬂ/{ 5 Well No. /;’5./7

Sampled By [/J T+ler // (]ﬁ,&// ‘Date 2-28-91 Time 1S3 O
Weather Sncw. o Sampled with Bailer Pump X

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: . Well elevation:

(below top of casing) éé Z( ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: fz.
(below top of casing) ¢%. 81 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) S 8 4 ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 0.95 gallons X 22 &
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color Clec Odor  Ycwe Turbidity V. e
~ Was an 0il film or layer apparent? N
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 2.9 gallons.
Did well go dry? Mo
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: measwved
Color Cleav Odor  m e € Turbidity »ic <
Was an o0il fiim or layer apparent? %S

CONDUCTIVITY /17“70
pH f} (O

ol
TEMPERATURE @

¢ ™M m

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES: _
r"\aﬁ Skv\c, ' all 9‘4':‘/3)85'
mef.* C-H—t‘vecl Sqn,,clés

Sc\w\’d /P E 58 H /6" S ¢ + C:, ( \nt,“«({c’g &\H‘e- PQ\B'




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

' 7. -‘7/’
Sample Location /47/Q??7/7 //f04221 /5;r;a?%(5£49/7

1/

Well No.ZER"§%E§?

Time [1::5

Sampled By /76%7“%/@”/(.()5%//// Date _.2¢&

Weather /

WATER TABLE:

Well depth: éﬁ
(below top of casing) Zd/ 7ft.

Sampled with Bailer

X  Pump

Well elevation:

(top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) [/ Q. 2 & ft.
Length of water column (LWC) {0 <]C ft.

Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells

Nl

gallons XKZ2-47%

4" diameter wells

gallons

nwn
— 00
H O =
ooy
WO wWw
>< > X
P
—
X
o)
g
wnoun

6" diameter wells

gallons

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color l =2 Odor N

Was an oil film or layer apparent? A

Turbidity © ¢ 4

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling ZZ/

gallons.

Did well go dry? Ef%ﬂ

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Turbidity fve . ~307<

Color ¢ ica . Odor L
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? Lo
CONDUCTIVITY | 980 L. S

pH £. A

TEMPERATURE _ 8

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Sawmply ‘)‘-IDMJJ’"IE‘J ‘gd !

+C'+c1’ W@/c\/s wqs

/ — . R
V. C/(Jqq\ ; | wav L-,.(,,"Y éj}fmq*je-(/

e <2S ANMNTYs

: / .
V‘/?” w a9 d+y Gp'}‘g‘ 1-ui‘r‘q/ sqw,/a/"vaa S o

oL

pve Elteced Me}q!s/ Cyte

Sqmgﬂ/e be b en

ci,/sey

<

(u

[¥3

SqM{ﬁfe (}a'H’le 5(34— W

i
I

Cdegel S‘c-«pm



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Ny , . ; _ ;
Sample Locatign /4//2§2f?/42764%1 Zé;f—<2%1.5/6”7 Well No. 46? 4582:7
Sampled By [[EnTH/er /0D  bate _z-22-%] Time ___(65C
Weather / Sampled with Bailer Pump _ X

A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: ?7?3 . Well elevation:
(below top of casing) / ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: '
(below top of casing) &32. 1 S ft.
Length of water column (LWC) § 79 fi.
Volume of water in well:

Water table elevation: fz.

-
2

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = i.lo gallons X2=3.°
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = galions
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallions

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color cCléwan Odor Mc:np Turbidity YV Jo oo
Was an oil film or layer apparent? - ANO

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling ;3 ‘4 gallons.
Did well go dry? '

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: 1 -
M2 vl ~

Color C/eqy Odor Moo Turbidity 4 NI s
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? MO

E.  CONDUCTIVITY |3EC .S

F. pH 4.5

G.  TEMPERATURE Jo° C

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTZS:

.. Sqm/;}e J;ol""/i set tLJ C J\/dy £ iberd 5«-.*.([/%\



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

: [ -
Sampie Location//fﬂﬁ‘//fifjﬁl( 5/3/7 Well No. 5’5&
Sampled By /7_///72{”:’7('/4 JO@// ‘Date C2-2%-Y[ Time (T 30
Weather Cojd Sampled with Bailer Pump _ X

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: . Well elevation:

(below top of casing) dﬁZ— ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) 87./) ft.

Length of water column (LWC) Z Y1 fe.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 1.28 gallons X279
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color (' lé¢cr Odor Vo W2 Turbidity V. { o/
" Was an 0il film or layer apparent? fo
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling ﬂ C gallons.
Did well go dry? Mo :
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: O
Color Cloy Odor _p/ oM@ Turbidity they, 90~ 40
{
Was an 0il1 film or layer apparent? g
E.  CONDUCTIVITY LE2 ¢ w§
F. pH j. G
G. TEMPERATURE ot

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

peasueed  dbd by €49 citer 3 #//GAS femescd,
S*"\mf-"'/( Lu.ﬁ‘“m' Somz  oiag Send
Mmowswed hobidey F 65 Gfive 4 ‘HZ

SQM’/Q}&' Jgﬁ{t <o b T |13 L}V‘J F"H’P-f&\s\.«f)




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location /Y/[”’L //4’ £ /f /’/{41.%7( Well No. E’A
sampled By ()D€ ///-’,L/JZ’%/c% Date 1-17.% Time ] (LT3

Weather Bdee v ¢ o/c/ Sampled with Bailer Pump
vi , _—

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) -7/{‘2 ft. (top of casing) ft.

Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: f1.
(below top of casing) l [, 8 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 7.73 £,

Volume of water in well:

2 -
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LwC) = .59  gallons X7 9.€
4" diameter wells = 0,653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color < [Eoir~ ]-L LenOdor AQu @ Turbidity [pw’
Was an oil film or layer apparent? ANO

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 5 ¢ gallons.
Did well go dry? Yes
/

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color (F Becw iy  Odor NMone Turbidity > J0 O
Was an oil film or layer apparent? NMo

E.  CONDUCTIVITY 980 &S

F. pH ﬁo 0

G.  TEMPERATURE £ °c

H.  WELL SAMPLING NOTZS:

qu\,{,"t Ao H'{é < + .&1 +§ C [ Cvf\"c.'“j C{Héig] S“‘A/Q_ESI



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

. “// — e i _
Sample Location /4/[(7/7 -"\///%Z‘ Ef/ﬁ7l( 5 /I Well No. 5 7
Sampled By C,'ODé’M/ ‘ ﬁéljff/ég ‘Date 2-2C-91 Time c g3C

Weather Clege /) Co LCf Sampled with Bailer ﬁ Pump
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: {Zf Well elevation:
(below top of casing) / t. (top of casing) ft.
qlal Depth to water table: Water table elevation: fr.
1\ (below top of casing) | B ft.
Length of water column (LNC) 8.34 ft.
Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = .36 gallons X324
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color 5&0@ Cdor s & Turbidity /7/‘)/ iy T
Was an oil film or layer apparent? /L/’)
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING: )
¥ |
Amount of water "emo/ved before sampling 51 7:7 gallons.
Did well go dry? _1Z )
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: .
Color 6123w N Odor L Turbidity /// //,
y =
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? ) J
E. CONDUCTIVITY j’ [ O
F.  pH _1
G. TEMPERATURE ¢ ¢
H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
GSW\/}J/&_Q L] Fo.oed foe et ls by
{::ﬂtv\g LH‘DQ 0;«(' Cu\’“\\»gq Tzwl#qjt 4["\;/'/)'@

Ll s e cooxfe € Tdhiue o

Se_...,o’e Lol et B F (‘\gh Citeved '5‘3*-'/3{'5)



GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location A/(’M/\QEL Elﬁ.//ﬁ/m Well No. 5’5
Sampled By [.-O Dr” ///,ﬁf émﬁ//*f//?/k "Date Time o >«
Weather / Sampled with Bailer ' Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Z/ 76/ Well elevation:

(below top of casing) ‘ ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: ' Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) (. 7 3 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) (O, 0\ ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells
4" diameter wells
6" diameter wells

[.€3 gallons K29 ¢
gallons /
gallons

"o
— 0o
. . .
£ OV e
w0 W W
>< >< X%
L X ame W amme N
[l
akaka)
et N P
"on o

B.  PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:.
Color ( le:. - /? L., Odor 4o N~ Turbidity /
Was an 011 film or layer apparent? v

L AL

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling
Did well go dry? R

o

e
~

gallons.

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE[DURING SAMPLING:
C010r ;"_" L PECC Y Odor AW ot Turb1d~ity ;’ /’ l: ‘A‘.
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? AR

CONDUCTIVITY R,

pH 7

G M ™

TEMPERATURE o

M.  WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Sunple Bethle get %8 Uhes £ lteied  set)




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location Alcan S.4e B28 005 Well No. B -10
Sampled By C. 0 pe!l / P. Gottlec Date 6-3 -92  Time /1630
Weather clpee ~ J0°F Sampled with Bailer X _ Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) #0.03 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: - ft.
(below top of casing) 53.98 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) |12.08 ft.
Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (Lwc) = -9 6 gallonsr3 = S &9.

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color _ cleac 0dor nome defectal Turbidity U.)o o
Was an oil film or layer apparent? O

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 6. 6 gallons.
Did well go dry? ANO

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color cleac 0dor wowe c(d-ed*rtl Turbidity v,ﬂw/
Was an 0il film or layer apparent? MO

E. CONDUCTIVITY 1430 . S

F. pH 6.5

G. TEMPERATURE S°F

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

beol blnd voc dupleqte

Toa k Voc's owly
4

7




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location Alcan S . +e B2f005 Well No. B-9
Sampled By C. 0 pell / P. Gottles Date -3 -92  Time _ /330
Weather Cleae ~ 30°F Sampled with Bailer X Pump

A. WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) _ 2! 54 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: B ft.
(below top of casing) _/3.40 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 8.14 ft.
Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = I.32. gallonsx 3: 3. 968

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color _Cdeac 0dor powe delected Turbidity V- low
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Ao

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 8.0 gallons.
Did well go dry? NO

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color __ cleac Odor hone delecfed Turbidity 15 MTU's
Was an oil film or layer apparent? N O

CONDUCTIVITY 670 4 S

pH Gc.9
TEMPERATURE g3 °F

D M m

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Alcan S +e B2R005 Well No. B-12D
Sampled By €, 0 pe!l / P. Gottles Date 6-3 -92 Time 1615
Weather Cleg ~ ~ 20 °F Sampled with Bailer X Pump

A. WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) 55.63 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: - ft.
(below top of casing) 46.95 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 8.68 ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (Lwc) = _ -4 | gallons x3: 4.29

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color c{eqr Odor thowe o(e#ec{ei Turbidity V. Jow
Was an oil film or layer apparent? ~O

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 4. Z gallons.
Did well go dry? MO

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color _ clees 0dor _none defected Turbidity _ v. lew
Was an oil film or layer apparent? w0

E. CONDUCTIVITY 2. 450 . S

F. pH ¢.-5

G. TEMPERATURE 5§0.5 °F

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

SQ»\',O/E&( por Voc ¢ only
/




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Rlcan S .+e B2g005 Well No. B-13
Sampled By €, 0 pe!l / P. Gottlec Date 6-3 -92  Time _ 1500
Weather cleecr ~ F0°F Sampled with Bailer X  Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:
(betow top of casing) [9-71 f¢. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: B ft.
(below top of casing) /4.4Z ft.
Length of water column (LWC) 5.29 ft.
Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = _0O.86 galionsx 3 =2.58

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color _1t beow 0dor hrowe c(e-ﬁeaﬁa:[ Turbidity i~ede e te
Was an o0il fiim or layer apparent? MO

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling 8.0 gallons.
Did well go dry? ves.

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color _faw- brown Odor _wome defected Turbidity > 50 NTus
Was an oil film or layer apparent? N O

E.  CONDUCTIVITY 2,3i0 wu S

F. pH 6.1

G. TEMPERATURE g1 °F

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Toolk L?[fv\c] C‘%ﬁ)i‘cq"f ‘Pa{* 'P: H‘ﬂ’ecl § L(v\ﬁ\' "{‘(s’ec(

I\v\ofggv\.‘c QQMT,O/QS




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location Alcan Si+e B2¢ 005 Well No. Ess? P«\-—\lg’\wse
Sampled By €, o' pell / P. Gottlec Date ¢-3 -92  Time __/0z0
Weather <leas 720 ° € Sampled with Bailer X Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) — ft. (top of casing) v ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) 85 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) —_ ft.

Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) =

—

gallons

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color clewe //E q-(',i Odor howe  dedectad Turbidity V. low

Was an oil film or layer apparent? O

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling - gallons.
Did well go dry? AN O

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color clees [/ [+ g¢ey  0dor _heve deﬁec{-pcl Turbidity (¢ (o
Was an o0il film or layer apparent? MO

CONDUCTIVITY 290 4 S
pH 7.5 72
TEMPERATURE S5?.2 °F

I & M m

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Well/ Holdiwy Tomk waq net bailed before
Sampling @5 ot epopsss  fhet webee e pumphouse is
SL“-‘\:-(?\E’L weates Thet s sepevete fiom The Skﬁ((ow
34’0*\:\ webee sy stens

Took MS/MSD for  uoletlles ot  same site




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Alcan S.+e 8B2¢005 Well No. <istecn
Sampled By . 0 et /P. Gottlec Date 6-3 -92  Time _ /430
Weather Clece Z0°F€ Sampled with Bailer X  Pump

A. WATER TABLE:

x & m m

?gl}oseggg.of casing)"'? [ 5 ft. m; glezggﬁgi ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: B ft.
(below top of casing) 7.728  ft. -
Length of water column (LWC) — ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = — gallons

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START: .
jew™
Color black odor slightly eete’ Turbidity big b
-~ - 7 NS
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Yes.

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling N gallons.
Did well go dry? MO

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color black Odor slichtly oily Turbidity Ligh (750w

hd ' [4 s x
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Ye S

CONDUCTIVITY 20 4 S
pH (4 5
TEMPERATURE 61 °F

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

Also 5aw‘,p/ec! SoI‘S Foc VocC's Gv\cl horganiCs
F{\+€cg( £ To‘f‘c\[ 5&:5{,0/65‘ CoUe_¢A‘CI pﬂ; wj@f mocgrnc S




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Alcan S.+e 82008 Well No. .B—/ﬂ
Sampled By €. © pe!) /T Moos@ Date 8-/10-92 Time /6/40
Weather Rty oDy Sampled with Bailer X  Pump

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: : Well elevation:
(below top of casing) 7039 ft. (top of casing) ft.

Depth to water table: 5, .- Water table elevation: 3 ft.
(below top of casing) 7-(05 ft.

Length of water column (LWC) /ol F< ft.

Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = __ (% gallons 4&3’7ﬂL

B.  PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color __ (otoelsse Odor Y e Turbidity /oo

7

Was an oil film or layer apparent? Mo

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling ~ &5~ gallons.
Did well go dry? No

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: : _
Color  LUcHT Tm Odor Y. e Turbidity  fdoute—
Was an oil film or layer apparent? po
CONDUCTIVITY /M43
pH 7-26’

TEMPERATURE &z’

e o mn m
[ ] L] . .

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

DA R-1D & o Dupsri A 'S \/'Jf{s‘g

XL (OATIeS




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Alcan S.+e B72¢005 Well No. RB-9

Sampled By C, o' pe!t /T, Moc:e Date R-/0-92  Time _ [do®

Weather ovcst /) B’ Sampled with Bailer X___ Pump
4

A.  WATER TABLE:

Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) Q2 [5§4 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: - ft.
(below top of casing) £ 0] ft.

Length of water column (LWC) /3.5 ft.

Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = 22/ gallons é.'éz}l%‘

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color Lol RS Odor Y- Turbidity tcdd
Was an oil film or layer apparent? ro

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling ~ =L gallons.
Did well go dry? fo

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: ,

Color  (Blot== Odor AV Turbidity _ La2

Was an 0il film or layer apparent? y

CONDUCTIVITY 43>

pH _F.2

TEMPERATURE (X~ o F

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
Svpun 4T 445 TR, < SO NTas

WS ynbrtoroy  (rke f mes




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location _ 4/lan <77-  ER80085 Well No. _5-/C
- Sampled By __ 77 m‘gggg C DDl Date &S-/0-72- Time O T
Weather _ NEX s T ﬁ&o_f Sampled with Bailer _ )/ Pump

A. WATER TABLE:

- Well depth: Well elevation: :
‘ (below top of casing) _/_E_Z(' ft. (top of casing) : ft.
- Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) _/Z4FX ft.
Length of water colum (LWC) - JOE  ft.

Volume of water in well:

& diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = . /8 gallons .57
- 4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = —w . gallons
.~ 6% diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = N\ gallons

- B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color __ /vdofips Odor Nonwg— Turbidity _ ZoD
- Was an ofl f{lm or layer apparent? _NO .

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed hefore sampling ~— 2O gallons.
Did well go dry? =S '

D.  PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

- Color /% Odor ____ Aowe” Turbidity _ Awdvowre—
Was an 0il f{lm or layer apparent? o

E.  CONDUCTIVITY __ —
F. pH —
6. TEMPERATURE —

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
P o 4T I230 | gy for T VOSTES
LY Siip a7 ATy RonenTin) pH  SoCef Toap
Y 72004




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location Alcan S.+e 822005 Well No. Muw-/22
Sampled By €. 0 pe!l /T, Moo:ze Date 8-10-92 Time  /¢. %o
Weather Perir Cody Sampled with Bailer X __ Pump

A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:

(below top of casing) %3.¢3 ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: B ft.
(below top of casing) _ 46.55F ft.

Length of water column (LWC) D4 ft.

Volume of water in well:

2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = __ /. 4% gallons 4.77%

B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color CO}OY"QSS Odor A/Ol///: Turbidity LW

Was an oil film or layer apparent? /UO

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling é gallons.
Did well go dry? 4]

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: .
Color BQM odor Mooy | Turbidity /”oo’eraj}_

Was an oil film or layer apparent? WO

CONDUCTIVITY !’ &30
pH 758

TEMPERATURE ___ [ OX

F

I @ =N m

WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
oD a7 p
UiTED  Tor LATRES




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location Alcan S.+e B2f 005 well No. 5-/35
Sampled By €. o pel /T, Mooze Date 8-10-92 Time ) 3/0
Weather PALTLY £owd, Sampled with Bailer X _ Pump

A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:
y 1971

(below top of casing ft. (top of casing) ft.
Depth to water table: q Water table elevation: B ft.
(below top of casing) (9"{ ft.

Length of water column (LWC) 10, 0‘7 ft.
Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = / éﬁ‘ gallons

B.  PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color C‘O ’or Ig._au Odor ANoweE" Turbidity V7S

Was an oil film or layer apparent? XD

C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:

Amount of water removed before sampling 3.0 gallons.
Did well go dry? Ao

D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING: , _
Color Nloten 0dor Asns Turbidity _ Huh
Was an 011 film or layer apparent? Ao

E.  CONDUCTIVITY /5/51¢5/4m
F. pH 745

G.  TEMPERATURE 6# ’t

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
DPud AT 1o S 1o Tes .

Tl Veomies /g S Z5zeh) z SR IR (’f '*é i Mé«/gﬂs




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

sample Location N S/ Zoel Well No. ggs7” Zumphesss
sampled By 7w /<. obey bate 5/jo/72  Time __ /4 IS
Weather et cas7 @""I Sampled with Bailer _AV_ Pump
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) -—  ft. (top of casing) » ft.-
" Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) _ 7 9L ft. -
Length of water column (LWC) —_ ft.
Volume of water in well:
2% diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = — gallons
4" diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = _~__ gallons
-~ 6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = \\ gallons
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START: ,
Color  (viofitss Odor Mo Turbidity oD
Was an oil film or layer apparent? _No
C. PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING: |
Amount of water removed hefore sampling — gallons. i
Did well go dry? " NO | '
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:
Color _ /Yent  Odor Aok Turbidity  Jowd
Was an oil film or layer apparent? HNO

E. CONDUCTIVITY ___ /%8
F. pH F.95~
6. TEMPERATURE __ 45°°

H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:
SEOMBEDS A7 e <go 7L 'S

(BUETES _ Tei WL ATies ;_’L//’,»fé F TS pdf LD & ms Imd,




sample Location QLGN ST Sascos Well No. W& aumprnse
Sampled By <7 mnrc /J".O’ch= Date &-/o-F2_ Time __[LO0S
Weather 01/4:@@{»;7’ Sampled with Bailer ¢ Pump ______
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation:
(below top of casing) — ft. (top of casing) - ft.-
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) _ 2/8 ft.
Length of water column (LWC) — ft.
Volume of water in well:
i" g‘:ameter we'l]ls = 0.163 x gl.wcg = — gallons
* diameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = gallons
.~ 6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = ~— gallons
) ™~
B. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:
Color _ (ocowiess Odor ____ tpAE~ Turbidity _ (o0
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Ao -
C. PREPARATION QOF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling - gallons. )
Did well go dry? AL ' '
D. PHYSICAL APPEARANCE QURING SAMPLING:
Color ___(ocow ¢z Odor NNE™ Turbidity /o~
Was an oil film or layer apparent? Al
E. CONDUCTIVITY _447
F. pH Z5
6. TEMPERATURE _ 47°°
H. WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

IMAT) AT S (< DATH'S

QUETD T g §(Crvke, mEdies | yuhyzoud> )




GROUND WATER SAMPLING FIELD LOG

Sample Location AN Si7E B A8%05 Well No. C/S7zen
sampled By <7. Mooee /(. OO0 bate _S/o/72 _ Time __J/ 705
Weather ﬂg,%/ St Sampled with Bailer XI_ Pump
A. WATER TABLE:
Well depth: Well elevation: :
(below top of casing) ft. (top of casing) » ft.-
Depth to water table: Water table elevation: ft.
(below top of casing) _ D oZ ft.
Length of water colum (LWC) — ft.
Volume of water in well:
2" diameter wells = 0.163 x (LWC) = — gallons
4" dfameter wells = 0.653 X (LWC) = ~_ gallons

- 6" diameter wells = 1.469 X (LWC) = N\ gallons
. N
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE AT START:

Color __ (loeress Odor _ Abwe" Turbidity Lo
Was an 0i1 film or layer apparent? AO .

PREPARATION OF WELL FOR SAMPLING:
Amount of water removed before sampling — gallons.

Did well go dry? /W0 ' v
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DURING SAMPLING:

Color (lepe  Odor Mot Turbidity Lo
Was an oil film or layer apparent? .22

CONDUCTIVITY ___ 33
pH 28 .
TEMPERATURE __ £8°°

© WELL SAMPLING NOTES:

oD e A7 (TS e Tl poesnies //f*ﬁ TS
WD, ) TuwoN 7Y (5o ATE'S

B> P QULT A7 STRN S ﬁ 7 AW 2 >

| #30_SoisS s (uaimd e Jo WS & AL Mz 7S OH . 4CSO
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Fugitive Dust Exposure Evaluation
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Fugitive Dust Exposure Evaluation

In order to evaluate the ambient concentrations of indicator chemicals released in fugitive emissions
through wind scour, the following stepwise approach was used:

1) Total soil loss (kg/m?/day) due to wind erosion is estimated.

2) The fraction of these emissions expected to remain suspended in the air column is
estimated. ,

3) The volume of air into which soil emissions are released is estimated, to calculate a
release rate per unit volume (kg/m?®/day)

4) The residence time (days) of air over the site is calculated

5) The average incremental airborne concentration of soil from on-site fugitive dust
emissions is estimated (mg soil/m? air).

6) The on-site ambient air concentration of indicator chemicals released through fugitive

dust emissions is estimated (mg chemical/m? air)

Each of these steps is described below.

1 - Calculation of Total Soil Loss Due to Wind Scour (E)

The United States Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has developed a Technical Guide for estimating
total loss of soil from a site due to wind scour (USDA 1987). This method is recommended by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency in the Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (EPA
1988) for use in evaluating airborne contaminant levels. Variables and assumptions used in the
application of this method to the Jarl Site are presented in Figure 1.

According to the SCS Wind Erosion Technical Guide, the estimated total soil loss (E) due to wind
erosion is:

E= 4.5 tons/acre/year = 2.7 x 102 kg/m?/day

(value obtained from Figure 1)

2 - Calculation of Suspended Particulate Emissions (E,)

The following equation (EPA 1985) is used to calculate the suspended particulate fraction (E,) of total
wind erosion losses (E).

E

. E x A, where A = the portion of total wind erosion losses that would be measured as
suspended particulates; estimated to be 0.025 (EPA 1985)

M
0

. (2.7 x 10” kg/m?/day) x (0.025) = 6.75 x 10”° kg/m?/day




3 - Calculation of Volumetric Emission Rate (E,')

It is assumed for this estimate that dust emissions will be limited to a 2-meter height above the site.
Therefore, dust emissions (E,) will be suspended into 2 m’air/m* area.

E'= (6.75 x 10° kg/m?*/day) x (Im?/2m?® = 3.38 x 10° kg/m*/day

4 - Calculation of Air Mass Residence Time Over the Site (RT)
Residence time of air over the site is estimated as follows:

RT= L +AWS
Where:
RT = Residence time of the air mass over the site (days)
L = Length of the area of concern along the axis of predominant wind direction (meters)
AWS= Average Wind Speed (meters/day)

Average wind speed in the area is documented at 5.12 m/s, or 4.42 x 10° m/day; the predominant
wind direction is from the westsouthwest (see Figure 2). Length of the site along the westsouthwest-
eastnortheast axis is approximately 198 meters (650 ft).

RT = 198 + 442 x 10° = 4.48 x 10™ days

S - Calculation of Incremental Fugitive Dust Concentration in On-Site Air (C,.)

The estimated average airborne concentration of fugitive dusts from on-site soils in air is estimated
as follows:

Cwi= E!'xRT

Cou = (33.8 mg/m?/day) x (4.48 x 10* days) = 1.5 x 102 mg soil/m* air

6 - Calculation of Estimated Chemical Concentration in On-Site Air (C i)

The estimated average chemical concentration in air due to fugitive dust emissions from the site
through wind scour is estimated as follows:

C eman = Cou x CS
Where:
C eman = estimated concentration of chemical in air (mg chemical/m? air)
Cuon = calculated concentration of soil in air (mg soil/m* air)
Cs = concentration of chemical in soils (mean concentration + 2 standard deviations

observed in on-site soils) (mg chemical/kg soil).

(see calculations in Table 1)



Figure 1

Estimation of Total Soil Loss (E) Due to Wind Erosion

A "Wind Erosion Equation” has been developed by the United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service
(USDA 1987). The equation is expressed symbolically as follows:

E={LKCLV)
Where:
E = The potential avarage annual soil loss in tons/acre/yr
f = A function of
I= The soil erodibility index (tons/acre/yr). It is related to the percentage of non-erodible soil aggregates
larger than 0.84 mm in diameter
K= The surface roughness factor (dimensionless) . .
C= Climatic factor (dimensionless); based on the average wind velocity and soil moisture
L = Field length along the prevailing wind direction (feet)
V = Vegetative cover factor (dimensionless)

The above primary wind erosion variables are actually aggregate factors which are themseives functions of other variables.
The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Wind Erosion Equation Technical Guide (USDA 1985) allows each variable to be

accessed via graphs, tables, or nomographs (EPA 1984).

Based on site-specific conditions at the Jarl Site (e.g. site location, meterology, soil type), the following variable values were

selected:

—
[}

<tRO
]

134 tons/acre/yr, based on characterization of soil as loamy sand (National Soils Handbook, Table 603-6)
5, region-specific value (National Agronomy Manual, Exhibit 502.63(a))

1.0, assumes flat terrain, with no wind shieiding or obstructions

650 feet; assumes prevailing wind direction is from the westsouthwest (PCGEMS database, Figure 2)
0, specified by the USEPA for remedial investigations and feasibility studies (EPA 1988)

The value of the function (E), expressed in tons/acre/year, is presented within the Wind Erosion Equation Technical Guide
for the each possible combination of variable values. The appiicable tabie for the above values is presented below for

reference.
(E)® SAIL LOSS FACM WIND ERQSION IN TCNS PER ACRE PER YEAR JANUARY, 1981
(4] s
SURFACE - K = 1.0 = 134
({8 {viee = FLAT SMALL GRAIN RESIDUE IN POUNDS PER ACRE
UNSHEL TERED
?IS!ANtE 0 250 %00 750 1000 1250 1500 17%0° 2000 22%0 2%00 2750 Y000
M FEET
10000 6.7 3.3  3.% 1.9 0.0
8000 6.7 5.3 3.9 1.9 0.0
€000 6.7 %.3 1.9 1.9 0.8
4000 6.7 %.3 3,8 1.9 0.8
1000 6.7 5.3 1.8 1.9 0.8
2000 6.7 9.3 13.% 1.9 0.8
1000 Seb 4,4 2.8 1.5 0.6
800 5.2 4.1 2.6 1.4 0.5
600 4.5 Y6 2.3 1.2 0.5
400 3.8 3.0 1.9 0.9
3oo 3. 2.8 1.6 0.8
200 2.3 l.8 1.1 0.5
130 1.8 lea  €.7
100 1.4 1.1 0.¢
80 lel 0.8 Q.4
60 0.8 0.9
50 0.7 0.4
40
30
20
10

Based on this table, the estimated total soil loss from the Jarl Site due to wind erosion is:

E = 4.5 tons/acre/year




Figure 2

Windspeed and Wind Direction Data for the Rochester/Monroe Area

GRAPHICAL EXPOSURE MODELING SYSTEM

|
-l STAR STATION 0598 ROCHESTER/MONROE NY ANNUAL 1955-1964
DIRECTION FREQUENCY WINDSPEED DIRECTION FREQUENCY WINDSPEED

- N 10.02721 4.84 s - 0.08717 4.20

NNE 0.02470 5.33 SSW 0.11596 4.55

NE 0.02632 5.15 SW 0.11732 4.78

- ENE 0.03153 4.09 WSwW 0.17756 6.66

E 0.04050 3.93 W 0.08059 6.12

ESE 0.03816 3.70 WNW 0.07567 6.26

- SE 0.03838 3.27 NW 0.04498 5.30

SSE 0.04157 4.08 NNW 0.03235 4.79

E

= RAPHICAL EXPOSURE MODELING SYSTEM

II_STAR STATICN 0598 ROCHESTER/MONROE NY ANNUAL 1955-1964
1 STABILITY FREQUENCY WINDSPEED AUXILIARY VARIABLES
1 0.00357 2.09 Afternoon mixing height (meters) 1324
- 2 0.03344 2.82 Nocturnal mixing height (meters) 679
3 0.08333 4.29 Ambient air temperature (Kelvin) 281.9
4 0.65418 6.11 Precipitation frequency (fraction) 0.09
- 5 0.12048 3.69 Precipitation intensity (mm/hour) 1.30
6 0.10497 2.08 Grand average windspeed (m/s) 5.12

Source: PCGEMS (EPA’s Graphic Exposure Modeling System); data is based on the Rochester/Monroe weather station
located approximately 13.7 km from the site.



TABLE 1

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CONCENTRATIONS IN AIR

95% UCL
Conc. of Conc. of Conc. of
Soil in Chemical in Conversion Chem. in
Air Soi l Factor Air
(mg soil/m"3) (mg Chem/kg Soil) (1 kg/10°6 mg) (mg Chem/m"3
Chemical X X =

Aluminum 1.56-02 41964 1E-06 6.29E-04
Calcium 1.56-02 34878 1E-06 5.23E-04
Chromium 1.5E-02 2135 1E-06 3.20E-05
Copper 1.5e-02 257 1E-06 3.85E-06
Iron 1.5£-02 23044 1E-06 3.46E-04
Lead 1.5E-02 33.9 1E-06 $.09e-07
Magnesium 1.5€-02 10832 1E-06 1.62E-04
Nickel 1.5€-02 24.7 1E-06 3.71€-07
Zinc 1.56-02 99.2 1E-06 1.49€-06
Cyanide 1.56-02 24 1E-06 3.64E-07

UCL = upper confidence limit
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SUCCESSIONAL NORTHERN HARDWOODS



MAMMALS
Opossum

Masked Shrew

“®  Smoky Shrew
Least Shrew
Shorttail Shrew
«=  Starnose Mole
Eastern Mole
Hairytail Mole

«= Little Brown Myotis
Keen Myotis
Indiana Myotis
Silver-haired Bat
Eastern Pipistrelle
Big Brown Bat

Red Bat
= Hoary Bat
 BIRDS

Great Blue Heron
Green Heron
Little Blue Heron
“ Great Egret
Snowy Egret
Louisiana Heron -
== Black-crowned Night Heron
Yellow-crowned Night Heron
Mallard
=« American Black Duck
Wood Duck
Common Merganser
« Hooded Merganser
Turkey Vulture
Northern Goshawk
_Coopcr's Hawk
Red-tailed Hawk
Red-shouldered Hawk
Broad-winged Hawk
““Bald Eagle
Osprey
Peregrine Falcon
=\ merican Kestrel
Ruffed Grouse
“ommon Bobwhite
«s\merican Woodcock
Mourning Dove
“’ellow-billed Cuckoo
tlack-billed Cuckoo
Barn Owi
“ommon Screech Ow]
ireat Horned Ow!
“Barred Ow!
Long-eared Owl
aw-whet Owl
= hip-poor-will
Common Nighthawk
uby-throated Hummingbird

RED MAPLE — AMERICAN ELM

Black Bear
Raccoon

Fisher
Shorttail Weasel
Longtail Weasel
Mink

River Otter
Striped Skunk
Coyote

Red Fox

Gray Fox
Bobcat
Woodchuck
Eastern Chipmunk
Gray Squirrel
Fox Squirrel

Common Flicker
Pileated Woodpecker
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Red-headed Waoodpecker
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker
Hairy Woodpecker
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Kingbird

Great Crested Flycatcher
Eastern Phoebe

Acadian Flycatcher
Willow Flycatcher
Alder Flycatcher

Least Flycatcher
Eastern Pewee

Tree Swallow

Blue Jay

Northern Raven
American Crow
Black-capped Chickadee
Tufted Titmouse
White-breasted Nuthatch
Brown Creeper

House Wren

Winter Wren

Carolina Wren

Northern Mockingbird
Gray Catbird

Brown Thrasher
American Robin

Wood Thrush

Veery

Eastern Bluebird
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
Cedar Waxwing
Loggerhead Shrike
White-eyed Vireo
Yellow-throated Vireo

Red Squirrel

Southern Flying Squirrel
Beaver

Deer Mouse
White-footed Mouse
Southern Bog Lemming
Boreal Red-backed Vole
Meadow Vole

Pine Vole

Mcadow Jumping Mouse
Woodland Jumping Mouse
Porcupine

Snowshoe Hare

Eastern Cottontail

New England Cottontail
White-tailed Deer

Red-eyed Vireo
Warbling Vireo

Black and White Warbler
Prothonotary Warbler
Worm-eating Warbler
Golden-winged Warbler
Blue-winged Warbler
Nashville Warbler
Yellow Warbler
Cerulean Warbler
Chestnut-sided Warbler
Prairie Warbler
Ovenbird

Northern Waterthrush
Louisiana Waterthrush
Mourning Warbler
Kentucky Warbler
Common Yellowthroat
Yellow Breasted Chat™
Hooded Warbler
Canada Warbler
American Redstart
Orchard Oriole
Northern Oriole

Rusty Blackbird
Common Grackle
Brown-headed Cowbird
Scarlet Tanager
Northern Cardinal
Rose-breasted Grosbeak
Indigo Bunting
American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
Chipping Sparrow
Field Sparrow
White-throated Sparrow
Swamp Sparrow

Song Sparrow



REPTILES

Common Snapping Turtie
Bog Turtie

Wood Turtle

Eastern Box Turtle
Eastern Painted Turtle
Five-lined Skink

Coal Skink

Northern Water Snake

AMPHIBIANS

Marbied Salamander
Jefferson Salamander
Spotted Salamander
Eastern Tiger Salamander
Red-spotted Newt

Northern Dusky Salamander
Mountain Dusky Salamander

Redback Salamander
Slimy Salamander

RED MAPLE — AMERICAN ELM (CONT'D)

Queen Snake

Northern Brown Snake
Northern Redbelly Snake
Eastern Garter Snake
Shorthead Garter Snake
Eastern Ribbon Snake
Eastern Hognose Snake
Northern Ringneck Snake

Four-toed Salamander
Northern Spring Salamander
Northern Red Salamander
Northern Two-lined Salamander
American Toad

Fowler’s Toad

Northern Spring Peeper

Gray Treefrog

Western Chorus Frog

Source: Chambers, 1983.

Eastern Worm Snake
Northern Black Racer

Eastern Smooth Green Snal

Black Rat Snake
Eastern Milk Snake
Northern Copperhead
Eastern Massasauga
Timber Rattlesnake

Bulifrog

Green Frog

Mink Frog

Wood Frog

Northern Leopard Frog
Southern Leopard Frog
Pickerel Frog



~

SUCCESSIONAL SOUTHERN HARDWOODS




MAMMALS
Masked Shrew
Smoky Shrew
Northern Water Shrew
Least Shrew
Shorttail Shrew
Hairytail Mole
Little Brown Myotis
Keen Myotis
Small-footed Myotis
Silver-haired Bat
Eastern Pipistrelle
Big Brown Bat

Red Bat

Hoary Bat

Black Bear

BIRDS

Great Blue Heron
Green Heron

Liitle Blue Heron
Great Egret ~
Snowy Egret
Louisiana Heron
Black-crowned Night Heron
Yellow-crowned Night Heron
Mallard

American Black Duck
Wood Duck
Common Merganser
Hooded Merganser
Northern Goshawk
Cooper’s Hawk
Red-tailed Hawk
Red-shouldered Hawk
Broad-winged Hawk
Bald Eagle

Osprey

Peregrine Falcon
American Kestrel
Ruffed Grouse
Common Bobwhite
American Woodcock-
Mourning Dove
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Black-billed Cuckoo
Barn Owl

Common Screech Owl
Great Horned Owl
Long-eared Owl
Saw-whet Owl
Whip-poor-will

ASPEN

Raccoon
Fisher

Shorttail Weasel
Longtail Weasel
Mink

River Otter
Striped Skunk
Coyote

Red Fox

Gray Fox

Bobcat
Woodchuck
Eastern Chipmunk
Red Squirrel
Southern Flying Squirrel

Common Nighthawk
Common Flicker
Pileated Woodpecker
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Red-headed Woodpecker
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker
Hairy Woodpecker
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Kingbird

Great Crested Flycatcher
Eastern Phoebe

Acadian Flycatcher
Willow Flycatcher

Alder Flycatcher

Least Flycatcher

Eastern Pewee

Tree Swallow

Blue Jay

American Crow
Black-capped Chickadee
White-breasted Nuthatch
Brown Creeper

House Wren

Winter Wren

Carolina Wren

Gray Catbird

Brown Thrasher
American Robin

Wood Thrush

Hermit Thrush
Swainson'’s Thrush

Veery

Eastern Bluebird

Cedar Waxwing

Northern Flying Squirrel
Beaver

Deer Mouse
White-footed Mouse
Southern Bog Lemming
Boreal Red-backed Vole
Meadow Vole

Pine Vole

Meadow Jumping Mouse
Woodland Jumping Mouse
Porcupine

Snowshoe Hare

Eastern Cottontail

New England Cottontail
White-tailed Deer

Loggerhead Shrike
White-eyed Vireo
Yellow-throated Vireo
Red-eyed Vireo
Philadelphia Vireo
Warbling Virco

Black and White Warbler
Worm-eating Warbler
Golden-winged Warbler
Blue-Winged Warbler
Tennessee Warbier
Nashville Warbler
Yellow Warbler
Chestnut-sided Warbler
Prairie Warbler
Ovenbird

Mourning Warbler
Common Yellowthroat
Yellow Breasted Chat
Canada Warbler
American Redstart
Common Grackle
Brown-headed Cowbird
Scarlet Tanager
Northern Cardinal
Rose-breasted Grosbeak
Indigo Bunting
American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
Chipping Sparrow

Field Sparrow
White-throated Sparrow
Swamp Sparrow

Song Sparrow



ASPEN (CONT'D)

-y
REPTILES

== Common Snapping Turtle ] ' Northern Water Snake Northern Black Racer
Bog Turtle Northern Brown Snake Eastern Smooth Green Snake
Wood Turtle Northern Redbelly Snake Black Rat Snake

«» Eastern Box Turtle Eastern Garter Snake Eastern Milk Snake
Five-lined Skink Northern Ringneck Snake Northern Copperhead
Coal Skink Eastern Worm Snake Eastern Massasauga
AMPHIBIANS
Jefferson Salamander American Toad Wood Frog

- Redback Salamander

Source: Chambers, 1983.



PINE-NORTHERN HARDWOOD FOREST




MAMMALS
Masked Shrew
Smoky Shrew
Least Shrew
Shorttail Shrew
Starnose Mole
Hairytail Mole
Little Brown Myotis
Keen Myotis
Silver-haired Bat
Eastern Pipistrelle
Big Brown Bat
Red Bat

Hoary Bat

Black Bear
Raccoon

BIRDS

Great Blue Heron
Green Heron

Little Blue Heron
Great Egret

Snowy Egret
Louisiana Heron
Black-crowned Night Heron
Yellow-crowned Night Heron
Mallard

American Black Duck
Wood Duck

Common Merganser
Hooded Merganser
Turkey Vulture
Northern Goshawk
Sharp- shinned Hawk
Cooper’s Hawk
Red-tailed Hawk
Red-shouldered Hawk
Broad-winged Hawk
Bald Eagle

Osprey

Peregrine Falcon
American Kestrel
Ruffed Grouse
Common Bobwhite
Mourning Dove
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Barn Owl

Common Screech Owt
Great Horned Owl
Barred Owl
Long-eared Owl
Saw-whet Owl
Whip-poor-will
Chuck-will's-widow
Common Nighthawk
Ruby-throated Hummingbird

WHITE PINE - NORTHERN HARDWOOD

Marten

Fisher

Shorttail Weasel
Longtail Weasel
Mink

River Otter
Striped Skunk
Coyote

Red Fox

Gray Fox
Bobcat
Woodchuck
Eastern Chipmunk
Gray Squirrel
Red Squirrel

Common Flicker
Pileated Woodpecker
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Red-headed Woodpecker
Yellow-bellied sapsucker
Hairy Woodpecker
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Kingbird

Great Crested Flycatcher
Eastern Phoebe

Acadian Flycatcher
Willow Flycatcher
Alder Flycatcher

Least Flycatcher

Eastern Pewee

Tree Swallow

Blue Jay

Northern Raven
American Crow
Black-capped Chickadee
Tufted Titmouse
White-breasted Nuthatch
Red-breasted Nuthatch
Brown Creeper

House Wren

Gray Catbird

Brown Thrasher
American Robin

Wood Thrush

Hermit Thrush

Eastern Bluebird
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
Cedar Waxwing
Loggerhead Shrike
White-eyed Vireo
Yellow-throated Vireo
Solitary Vireo

Red-eyed Vireo

Southern Flying Squirrel
Deer Mouse
White-footed Mouse
Southern Bog Lemming
Boreal Red-backed Vole
Meadow Vole
Yellownose Vole

Pine Vole

Meadow Jumping Mouse
Woodland Jumping Mouse
Porcupine

Snowshoe Hare

Eastern Cottontail

New England Cottontail
White-tailed Deer

Warbling Vireo

Black and White Warbler
Worm-eating Warbler
Golden-winged Warbler
Blue-winged Warbler
Tennessee Warbler
Nashville Warbler
Northern Parula Warbler
Yellow Warbler
Black-throated Green Warbler
Cerulean Warbler
Chestnut-sided Warbler
Pine Warbler

Prairie Warbler
Ovenbird

Northern Waterthrush
Mourning Warbler
Kentucky Warbler
Common Yellowthroat
Yellow Breasted Chat
Hooded Warbler
Canada Warbler
American Redstart
Northern Oriole
Common Grackle
Brown-headed Cowbird
Northern Cardinal
Rose-breasted Grosbeak
Indigo Bunting

Purple Finch

American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
Northern Junco
Chipping Sparrow

Field Sparrow
White-throated Sparrow
Swamp Sparrow



REPTILES

Common Snapping Turtle
Wood Turtle

Eastern Box Turtie
Five-lined Skink

Coal Skink

Northern Water Snake

AMPHIBIANS

Jefferson Salamander
Blue-spotted Salamander
Spotted Salamander
Eastern Tiger Salamander
Red-spotted Newt

Northern Brown Snake
Northern Redbelly Snake
Eastern Garter Snake
Eastern Ribbon Snake
Northern Ringneck Snake
Northern Black Racer

Redback Salamander

Slimy Salamander

Four-toed Salamander

Northern Spring Salamander
Northern Red Salamander
Northern Two-Lined Salamander

WHITE PINE — NORTHERN HARDWOOD (CONT'D)

Eastern Smooth Green Snake
Black Rat Snake

Eastern Milk Snake

Timber Rattlesnake

Bullfrog

Green Frog

Mink Frog

Wood Frog

Northern Leopard Frog
Southern Leopard Frog

Northern Dusky Salamander
Mountain Dusky Salamander American Toad Pickerel Frog

Source: Chambers, 1983.



SUCCESSIONAL OLD FIELD




MAMMALS
Meadow Vole

BIRDS

Ruffed Grouse
Bobwhite Quail
American Woodcock
Mourning Dove
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Black-billed Cuckoo
Eastern Kingbird
Eastern Phoebe
Willow Flycatcher
Alder Flycatcher
Northern Mockingbird
Gray Catbird

Brown Thrasher

REPTILES
Bog Turtle

AMPHIBIANS
Gray Treefrog

EARLY STAGE

Eastern Cottontail

Eastern Bluebird
Cedar Waxwing
Loggerhead Shrike
White-eyed Vireo
Golden-winged Warbler
Blue-winged Warbler
Tennessee Warbler
Nashville Warbler
Yellow Warbler
Magnolia Warbler
Bay-breasted Warbler
Chestnut-sided Warbler
Prairie Warbler

Source: Chambers, 1983.

New England Cottontail

Mourning Warbler
Common Yeliowthroat
Yellow Breasted Chat
Northern Cardinal
Indigo Bunting
American Goldfinch
Rufous-sided Towhee
Northern Junco
Chipping Sparrow
Field Sparrow
White-throated Sparrow
Swamp Sparrow

Song Sparrow
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233

FEB 1 9 139

Mr. Robert J. Foresti RECE‘VED

Project Hydrogeologist

0'Brien & Gere Engineers, Inc. '

5000 Brittonfield Parkway FEB 19 1991
P.0. Box 4873

Syracuse, NY 13221

Thomas C. Jorling
Commissioner

Re: Former Jarl Extrusions; -Site # 828005 - Second

Groundwater Sampling Series

Dear Mr. Foresti:

After reviewing the data generated from the first groundwater sampling
series, this Department proposes that the second series of groundwater

samples be analyzed for the following constituents:

Target Compound List (TCL) volatile organics
Chromium
Hexavalent Chromium
Cadmium
Copper
Lead
Iron
Mercury
Nickel
Zinc
Sulfate
* Sodium
* Fluoride
* Chloride

* The last three analytes were not included in your February 1 letter.

The rationale for their inciusion is as follows:

Several exceedances of New York State groundwater standards for sodium
are noted in the first round of analyses, and there is no reason at present
to believe that this is a natural occurrence. Fluoride levels in well B-7S
exceed the NYS groundwater standards. Chloride levels in this well also
exceed NYS groundwater standards. In addition to this list of analytes,
pH, temperature, turbidity, and specific conductance should be determined
in the field. The results of these field analyses should be reported along

with the Tab analyses.

If the consultant plans to advance a hypothesis that landfill leachate

is impacting groundwater quality on this site, then some chemical

parameters which are clearly indicative of landfill leachate should be



added to the analyte 1ist. Three analytes that may prove useful in
evaluating this possibility are nitrate, ammonia, and total kjeldahl
nitrogen (TKN). The mere presence of other contaminants along the landfill
boundary will not be sufficient to demonstrate that the landfill is the
source because abundant evidence exists of past wastewater discharges from
the Jarl site into the landfill.

The proposal to discontinue sampling of well B-7S5 cannot be evaluated
without further data. Please provide the boring log and well completion
diagram for this well. Although it is true that the very slow recharge
rate casts some doubt on the validity of some groundwater data from this
well, it is difficult to imagine how significant levels of inorganic
contamination would be introduced because of the extended sampling
procedure. The exceedance of fluoride and chloride standards in this well
may indicate that this is an important sampling point which reguires
replacement rather than abandonment.

It should be reiterated that filtering of the groundwater for metals
analysis will occur only if the turbidity of the water is greater than 50
NTU's. Furthermore, if filtering is necessary, both unfiltered and
filtered samples should be collected and, at the same time, this office
should be provided an outline for the filtering process prior to sampling.
Finally, please contact this office if the scheduled February 25, 1991
sampling date cannot be met in order for the NYSDEC to reschedule
oversight responsibilities. In conclusion, the analytical parameters (i.e.
detection limits) for the second round must be approved by the NYSDEC prior
to sampie collection. Enclosed for your guidance is the preferred order of
sample collection as seen by this Department.

On a final note, the Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation believes
that O0'Brien & Gere's typical soil concentration values are too broad and
need to be more conservative. Typical values, currently used as a guidance
by this Division, are enclosed for your reference.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to
call me at (518) 457-3373. Thank you for your time and attention.

~

ely, )

~—

David J. Chiu 0

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Action Section C

Bureau of Western Remedial Action

Div. of Hazardous Waste Remediation
Enclosure

cc: Harris

Bailey

Cross

Caffoe

Amento

Napier

Elliot
Segretto, Alcan

helF-RoNe i Ko NNl

c:\chiusano\2ndgwss.djc



The Preferred Order of Sample Collection is as follows:

1. In-situ measurements: temperature, pH, specific conductance,
turbidity

2. Volatile organics (VOA)

3. Total metals

4. Dissolved metals
5. Phenols
6. Cyanide

7. Sulfate, Chloride, Fluoride, Sodium

8. Nitrate, Ammonia, Total Kjeldahl

Reference: USEPA Region IT CERCLA Quality Assurance Manual
Rev. 0 3/88 pg. 47.

{ww #3, 41)

c¢:\chiusano\preorder. djc



Background concentrations of 20 elements in soils with épecial
regard for New York State.

E. Carcl McGovern

Fish and Wildlife Technician

Wildlife Pathology Unit

Wildlife Resocurces Center

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation

Delmar, New York 12054



Introduction

The main source of elements in soils is from the parent material
from which they were derived. Usually this material is weathered
bedrock or overburden transported by wind, water or glaciation
(Thornton, 1979). Climatic and biological factors as well as
agricultural and industrial operations have a major effect on the
concentration of elements in soils (Shacklette et al, 1971).

Developed and developing countries have an ever increasing production
and demand for elements. This increases the probability of their
dispersal and contact in the environment. An element may be dispersed
into the environment from the time it is mined until it becomes
usuable as a finished product or ingredient of a product (Adriano,
1986). The long agricultural and industrial history of this country
may have altered the "natural" background of some elements in some
materials. The widespread atmospheric effects of leaded gascline may
have altered the lead cantent of soils far from any pollution sources.
Likewise for any element entering the atmosphere from agricultural or
industrial sources (Conncr and Shacklette, 1974).

”

A natural background level for 20 elements; aluminum, arsenic,
barium, beryllium, cadmium, calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron,
lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, nickel, potassium, selenium,
sodium, ~vanadium and zinc is being established for New York State.
wide range of literature has been reviewed to obtain soil values of
these elements from areas thought to be uncontaminzted, undisturbed or
areas far from pollution sources. All values are in ppm dry weight.

.-

A

Aluminum

Jackson (1964) stated that aluminum makes up 2-~12% (20,000 -
120,000 pom) of soils. Vinogradev (1959) gave 71,300 pom as the
average for the concentration of aluminum in world soils. A
cultivated soil profile 0-30 cm, from Eastham, MA, averaged 34,000 ppm
aluminum (Laul, 1983). Holmes et al (1938) conducted a study on the
chemical composition of soils and colloids of the Norfolk and related
soil series. All of the soils that they studied were within a 15 mile
radius of Kingston, NC. 1In a soil profile of the Orangeburg series,
mostly consisting of sandy loams and loamy sands, the aluminum content
from the A horizon was 9,800 ppm, from the B horizon 95,600 ppm and
51,200 ppm for the C. A soil profile from the Dunbar soil series, a
sandy loam, from a heavily forested area revealed an aluminum
concentration of 8,300 ppm in the A, horizon, 14,000 ppm in the Az
horizon, 27,900 ppm for the B, and and 34,500 ppm for the B. horiZon.
A highly acidic, pH 4.3, fine sandy loam of the Coxville soll series
provided a profile that contained 25,400 ppm aluminum in the A
horizon, 54,600 in the B horizon and 69,700 ppm in the C.

Shacklette (1984) compiled samples of surficial material, that
were unaltered or very little altered from their natural condition, of
the United States to give estimates of the range of elemental
acundance, with a total of 1,318 sampling sites. All samples were
taken at a depth of 24 cm. Although many sites were within 100 m of
roads, the roads contained only light vehicular traffic or were newly



introduced interstates. The geometric mean of 450 samples of soils and
other surficial materials lying east of the 97th meridian was 33,000
ppm aluminum, with a range of 7,000-100,000 ppm.

Arsenic

The average amount of arsenic found in soils is 5 ppm
(Vinogradov, 1959; Reay, 1972; Peterson and Alloway, 1979; Miesch and
Claude, 1972; Woolson, 1983). No clearly defined relationship exists
between the arsenic content of soils and the parent material or the
climate conditions under which the soils were formed. Walsh et al
(1977) stated that arsenic in uncontaminated scils is usually found in
the range of 0.2 - 40 ppm. For 195 U.S. soil samples the arsenic
content ranged from 0.1 - 42 ppm (Vinogradov, 1959). From erosion
experiment stations widely scattered throughout the midwest and south,
covering S major soil types, the arsenic content fell in the range of
1 - 20 ppm (Mitchell; 1964). Greaves (1934) found arsenic in western
virgin soils to the extent of 4 ppm. A study of virgin soils of
Colorado in 1910 found arsenic in amounts of 2.5 - S.0 ppm.

Frank et al (1976) sampled 296 agricultral fields throughout ¥
Ontario, Canada. For 207 samples from soils with no history of by
arsenic use, the arsenic concentration ranged from 1.1 - 16.7 ppm with
an aJerage of 6.27 ppm. The arsenic content of uncontaminated soils
was slightly increased with increased clay content. Sandy soils
averaged 5.84 ppm arsenic and 6.43 ppm was the average arsenic content

for clay soils.

A profile from a Muskingum silt loam - a gray-brown podzolic
soil, with an immature profile, from Zanesville, Chio revealed 10 ppm
arsenic in the 0 - 17.5 cm zone, 16 ppm in the 17.5 - 32.5 cm zone, 10
pem in the 32.5 - 60 cm zone (Slater et al, 1937).

Chattopadhyay et al (1974) determined the mean arsenic content
from a crop growing organic soil profile from a Holland marsh area
near Toranto, Ontario to be 1.5 ppm.

In the Harrison Experiment Forest, near Saucier, Mississippi,
having a strongly acidic, poarch fine sandy loam soil, the arsenic
content for the 0 - 75 cm profile ranged from 0.6 - 1.4 ppm (DeGroot,
1979). 1In a sandy loam control plot the arsenic concentration
averaged 7 ppm for 0 - 30 cm (Hiltbolt, 1975).

Walsk et al (1975) gave a range of 3 - 12 ppm for the arsenic
content in uncontaminated New York State soils. The geometric mean
content of arsenic in the surficial materials of the eastern United
States was found to be 4.8 ppm, with a range of <0.1 - 73 ppm by
Shacklette and Boerngen (1984).

Barium

Vinogradov (1959) quoted 500 ppm as the average amount of barium
in world soils. For 40 various soil samples from the U.S. the barium
content ranged from 10 - 3,000 ppm. In another study of 100 U.S. soil
samples the barium level ranged from €60 - 800 ppm. Bowen (1979)
stated S00 ppm as the average barium content in soils, with a range of




100 - 3,000 ppm. 1In 1910 the great plains soils were found to contain
between 100 - 1,100 ppm barium (Slater et al, 1937).

The average barium content of a cultivated soil profile, 0 - 30
cm, from Eastham, MA was 180 ppm, with a range of 140 - 250 ppm (Laul,

1983).

From an organic crop growing soil profile from the Holland Marsh
area near Toranto, Ontario the barium level in the surface, was found
to be 285 ppm, in surface, it was 270 ppm. For a depth of 0 - 7.5 cm
the barium content was 252 ppm, for 7.5 -~ 1S cm it was 293 ppm and 300
ppm for 15 - 22.5 cm (Chattopadhyay et al, 1974).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) found the geometric mean for 541
samples east of the 97th meridian in the U.S. to be 290 ppm, with a

range of 10 - 1,500. ppm.

Beryllium

Beryllium is estimated to have a crustal abundance of 2 ppm rs
(Tepper, 1980). Mitchell (1964) gave 0.3 - 10 ppm as the common range
for beryllium in soils. Bowen (1979) gave 0.3 ppm as the average
level of beryllium in soils with a range of 0.01 - 40 ppm. Adriano
(1986) gave the range of 0.1 - 0.89 ppm for the concentration of
beryllium in Canadian surface scils. Shacklette and Boerngen (1984)
determined the geometric mean of beryllium in 169 soil samples of the
eastern U.S. to be 0.55 ppm with a range of <1-7 ppm. The arithmetic

mean was 0.85 ppm.
Cacmium

Vinogradov (1959) gave 0.5 ppm as the average amount of cadmium
in world soils. Mitchell (1964) quoted 0.2 ppm as the average crustal
abundance for cadmium. Peterson and Alloway (1979) stated that
cadmium had an estimated crustal abundance of 0.15 - 0.20 ppm. Bowen
(1979) gave an average of 0.35 ppm for world soil cadmium
concentration, with a range of 0.01 - 2 ppm. Eisler (1985) stated
that for soils of nonveolcanic origin the cadmium content ranged from
0.01 - 1.0 ppm and for soils of volcanic origin the cadmium
concentration could be as high as 0.45 ppm. Based on the cadmium
level found in common rocks it can be concluded that, on the average,
solills derived from igneous rccks would contain the lowest total
cadmium  concentration, soils from metamorphic rocks intermediate and
those derived from sedimentary rocks would contain the largest amounts
of cadmium. Soils derived from igneous rocks range in cadmium
concentration frem 0.1 - 0.3 ppm, metamorphic soils 0.1 - 1.0 pom and
sedimentary soils 0.3- 11 pem (Pace and Bingham, 1973).

For 173 agricultural soils from New York State, removed frcm
mobile and point sourze contamination, the mean cadmium content was
0.45 pom. For 40 West Virginia acricultural soils the mean cadmium
level was 0.32 ppm, for 81 crcp growing soils from Ohio 0.38 ppm, for



57 Maryland farms 0.08 ppm, 0.17 ppm cadmium for 4 agricultural soils
of Delaware, 0.17 ppm for 31 farms from Maine, and 0.21 ppm for 45
agricultural soils from Pennsylvania (Sommers, 1987).

Page et al (1987) gave a range of 0.1 - 1.0 ppm for
non-contaminated agricultural soils cf the U.S., except for a number
of soils derived from parent materials high in cadmium. Organic soils
(Histosols) tend to contain the highest total cadmium concentrations
and highly weathered soils (Ultisols and Alfisocls) contain the lowest

cadmium levels.

An extensive study of 3,305 soil samples from crop-producing
areas in 36 states, took great care to insure that these areas were
free from any known source of contamination. The cadmium content from
these soils ranged from 0.05 - 2.4 ppm with a mean and median values
of 0.27 ppm and 0.20 ppm respectively. For 293 samples from the
northeast, including’'5 states, the Cd content ranged from 0.08 - 0.21
ppm with an average of 0.17 ppm.

Adriano (1986) reported that normal Canadian soils contain from
0.01 - 0.10 ppm total C4 with a mean of 0.07 ppm. WNormal glacial
tills and other glacial materials had a Cd corncentration of 0.01 - A
0.70.ppm with an average of 0.07 ppm.

[

Pierce et al (1982) sampled 16 Minnesota soils from 7 major
materials to obtain a baseline for 6 metals. The average cadmium
concentration, from a depth of 0 - 15 cm, was 0.39 pom and ranged from
0.24 - 0.68 ppm. The highest Cd content was found in calcareous soils
developed in the lacustrine sediment and DesMoines Lobe Till (prairie)
and generally in surface soils and soils with free carbonates. The
associggion of C4 with carbonates reflects it's ability to substitute
for Cd in the crystal lattice of calcite, due to similarities in
ionic radii 1.03A and 1.06A respectively.

Luce (1985) quoted a range of 0.01 - 0.7 ppm and an average of
0.06 ppm for the cadmium content of soils. For 98 New York mineral
soils used in the production of commercial fruits and vegetables the
cadmium content averaged 0.21 ppm, with a maximum value of 0.67 ppm.
For 63 New York State organic soils the average Cd content was 0.74,
with a maxinum value of 1.80 ppm.

A regional study of 15 benchmark or major soils of the Northeast
containing 6 soils with a coarse - loamy texture had an average total
Cd level-of 0.22 ppm, the other 9 had a fine loamy to clayey texture
contained 0.56 ppm cadmium on the average. The total Cd content of 26
Massachusetts surface soils (Ap or A horizons) averaged 0.2 ppm and
ranged from 0.0l - 0.88 pom.

Calcium

Mitchell (1964) stated that calcium makes up 3.6% (36,000 ppm) of
the earth's crust by weight and 1.48% (14,800 ppm) by volume.
Vinogradov (1959) gave 13,700 pom as the average content of calcium in
soils. Calcium makes up approximately 1% (10,000 ppm) of scils
(Jackson, 1264). Bowen (1979) gave 15,000 ppm as the average amount
of calcium to be found in soils.



In three experimental fields, in Illinois, the calcium content
ranged from 450 - 2,170 ppm, for the profile of 0 - 72" (Snider,
1943). From a study by Holmes et al (1938) of Norfolk and related
soil series, within a 15 mile radius of Kingston, NC, the A horizon of
an Orangeburg fine sandy loam soil contained 6,100 ppm Ca, the B
horizon 280 ppm Ca and the C 500 ppm Ca. A profile of a Dunbar fine
sandy locam horizons; A., Az, B, and B_, all contained 70 ppm Ca. A
profile of a Coxville %ine san&y loam contained 640 ppm calcium in the
A horizon, 357 ppm in the B and 100 ppm in the C. A profile of a
Bladen loam soil contained 500 ppm Ca in A, B and C horizons.

Seventy residential soil samples from Grand Rapids, Michigan,
taken from low density population areas and areas with substantial
amounts of unimproved woodlands, averaged 2,300 ppm calcium. All
samples were taken 30 - 50' from any road and usually taken from an
astablished grassy area. Ninety one agricultural samples in the area
contained 1,400 ppm calcium (Klein, 1972).

In 1979 approximately 20,000 field crop samples from .
approximately 200,000 acres were sampled from New York. The calcium f‘
content ranged from 778 - 3,532 pom and averaged 1,651 ppm for 127 et
samples (Klausner and Reid, 1981). Shacklette and Boerngen (1984)
gavé the geometric mean of 3,400 ppm for the eastern U.S. with a range
of 100 - 280,000 ppm.

Chromium

Chromium has an estimated crustal abundance of 100 ppm and an
estimated mean soil content of 100 prm (Peterson and Alloway, 1979).
Vinogradov (1959) gave 20 ppm as the average chromium content of world
soils. A study of 50 American soils by Slater, Holmes and Byers in
1937 gave a range of 2 - 270 pepm chromium. Cary (1982) gave an
average of 43 ppm chromium for Canadian soils.

A profile of crcp growing organic soils from the Holland Marsh
area near Toronto, Ontario had an average of 24.6 ppm chromium
(Chattopadhyay et al, 12974). For 12 organic soils from farmlands from
throughout Ontario, Canada the average chromium content was 14.6 ppm,
with a range of 4.1 - 39.0 ppm, 125 sandy soils had a mean chromium
content of 10.0 ppm and ranged from 2.6 - 33.5 ppm, 98 loam soils
ranged from 3.9 - 46.2 ppm and averaged 14.7 ppm, 60 clay soils had a
range of 10.2 - 45.8 ppm chromium and a mean of 22.3 ppm. Samples
having a chromium content over 35 ppm were mainly located on the
Canadian shield or were soils high in clay content (Frank et al,
1976). Mills and 2Zwarich (19273) gave an average chromium content of
23 ppm for the A horizon of 16 agricultural soils from Manitoba,
Canada and a mean of 16 pem for the C horizon. The average chromium
for 6 noncultivated fields was 22 prm. Adrianc (1986) reported a
range of 20 - 125 ppm in Canadian scils and stated that the majority
of U.S. soils contain between 20 - 75 ppm chromium.



A Rubicon sand from Muskegon Co., Michigan, sampled from the tecp
§-10 cm, contained <0.1 ppm chromium. The total chromium
concentration from a Morley clay loam from Ionia Co., Michigan was 16
ppm (Grove and Ellis, 1980). Sixteen Minnesota soils derived from 7
major parent materials, from throughout the state, were tested to
determine a baseline for 6 metals. The chromium content averaged 39
ppm for a depth of 0 - 75 cm and ranged 14 - 104 ppm. The three high
concentrations of 104, 106 and 111 ppm were from a Rainy Lobe Till.
If the Rainy Lobe Till values are excluded the range in chromium
content would be 14 - 50 ppm (Pierce et al, 1982). A muskingum silt
loam, a gray-brown podzolic soil with an immature profile from
Zanesville, Ohio, had a mean chromium concentration of 3 ppm for the
depth of 0 - 72", ranging from 2-4 ppm (Slater et al, 1937).

For 70 residential soil samples from Grand Rapids, Michigan the
mean chromium level was 3.2 ppm and for 91 agricultural samples the
mean was 4.6 ppm (Klein, 1972). Prince (1957) gave a range of 20-75
ppm chromium and an average of 38.5 ppm for 10 major agricultural
soils from throughout New Jersey. The range in chromium
concentration, in a poarch fine sandy loam of high acidity, from the
Harrison Experiment Forest near Saucier, Mississippi was 3.8 - 9.2
ppm, for the depth of 0-62 cm (DeGroot et al, 1979).

- Q‘r

" Chromium extracted by 1M HCl, from a recent survey of Vermont
solls, ranged from 0.1 - 18 ppm. Higher levels were associated with
spodic horizons (Bartlette and Kimble, 1976). A cultivated soil
profile from Eastham, MA contained an average of 120 ppm chromium,
with a range of 90 - 140 ppm, for the depth of 0 ~ 30 cm (Laul, 1983).
Luce (1985) quoted an average of 100 ppm for the chromium content in
soils. For & major cocarse loamy textured soils of the northeast the
average total chromium concentration was 72 ppm. Nine other benchmark
soils, loams to clays, averaged 93 ppm chromium. Uncultivated Elkton
silt loam surface soils of Delaware average €5 ppm chromium.

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) gave 33 ppm as the geometric mean
content of chromium in 541 soils east of the 97th meridian, in the
U.S., and a range of 1 - 1,000 ppm.

Cobalt

Vinogradov (1395%) gave an average of 8 ppm for the concentration
of cobalt in world soils. The cobalt content of 49 U.S. soils ranged
from 0.1 - 2.4 ppm. Bowen (1979) also gave 8 ppm as the average
content of cobalt in soils and a range of 0.05 - 65 ppm.

Virgin profiles cf four major soil groups from eastern Canada had
a range of 1.4 - 10.3 zem for a podzol scil profile, 7.5 - 18.2 ppm
for a brown podzol prcfile, 5.9 - 11.7 pom for a gray-brown podzol and
7.3 - 11.3 pem for a brown forest soil type (Wright et al, 1955).
Agricultural soils from 296 farms from throughout Ontario had a range
of 1.0 - 16.7 ppm ccbalt and a mean of 4.4 pem (Frank et al, 1976).

Ten important agricultural soil types from throughout New Jersey
were sampled and ranged frcom 2 pem - 18 ppm cobalt (Prince, 1957).
For 70 residential so:i:l samples, from the Grand Rapids, Michigan area,




the cobalt level averaged 2.3 ppm and for 91 agricultural samples the
cobalt content had a mean of 2.7 ppm (Klein, 1972). From a cultivated
soil profile from Eastham, MA, O - 30 cm, the average cobalt content
was 2.2 ppm with a range of 1.7 - 2.5 ppm (Laul, 1983).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) gave 5.9 ppm as the geometric mean
for 403 samples from the eastern United States, with a range of <0.3 -

70 ppm.

Coprer

Goldschmidt (1958) stated that copper in virgin soils, under
humid conditions, usually ranges from 1-10 ppm and rarely exceeds 20
ppm. In arid regions 50 ppm copper have been reported. Vinogradov
(1959) gives an average copper content in soils of 20 ppm. For 51
various U.S. soils sampled the copper content ranged from 1 - 34 ppm.
Adriano (1986) gave a mean value of 25 ppm for the copper
concentration in U.S. soils with a range of 5 - 50 ppm for Canadian
soils with an average of 22 ppm.

Pierce et al (1982) sampled 16 Minnesota soils from 7 major f:
parent materials to obtain baselines for 6 metals. The average copper
content of surface soils was 23 ppm and ranged from 16 - 28 ppm. For
70 residential soil samples from the Grand Rapids, Michigan area the
average copper content was 8.0. Ninety one agricultural soils had a

mean copper content of 8.8 ppm (Klein, 1972).

Seven Atlantic Coastal Plain soil profiles, from within 15 miles
of Kingston, NC all formed from essentially the same parent material
and developed under similar climatic conditions were sampled. All 7
of these soil groups are severely weathered and leached. The average
copper content was 16 ppm, thrcugh the varying depths, and ranged from
5.- 27 ppm. The copper concentration of alluvial soils, of eastern
tributaries to the Mississippi River, ranged from 19-28 ppm with an
average of 23 ppm. A Brasau sandy loam from Groton, NH developed from
granitic and gneissic till ranged 13-28 ppm copper for a depth of
0-19". A Hermon sandy loam from Canaan, NH, developed from granitic
and other coarse-grained gneissic materials, for a depth of 0-32"
ranged 17-28 ppm copper (Holmes, 1943).

For 15 unimproved agricultural fields, from Ontario, Canada, the
copper content averaged 23 ppm and ranged 7.3 - 36.7 ppm (Frank et al,
1976). -Wright et al (1955) studied virgin profiles from four great
soll groups of eastern Canada. The range in copper content for the
brown forest soil type was 5 - 19 pom, the brown podzolic ranged 4-23
ppm copper and 5-21 ppm was the range for the podzolic soil type.

For a Muskingum silt lecam, & gray-brown pedzolic soil, with an
immature profile that grades into the weathered parent shale, from
Zanesville, Chio contained 18 pom cecpper in the 0-7" zone, 27 ppm for
8-13", 28 pom for 14-24", and 34 ppm copper from 25-46" (Slater et al,
1937). Prince (1957) studieé 10 major agricultural soils throughout
New Jersey, the copper content ranged from $-6l1 ppm, with an average
of 23 ppm.
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For 173 agricultural soils, removed from mobile and point source
contamination, from New York the copper content averaged 74.8 ppm.
From 81 farms in Chio the copper content averaged 28.1 ppm, for 57
agricultural soils from Maryland the mean copper concentration was 8.1
ppm, for 47 samples from Virginia 9.4 ppm copper were found, for 4
farms in Delaware the average copper content was 5.0 ppm, for 31
agricultural soils of Maine 0.7 ppm was the mean copper content and
5.3 ppm was the mean copper content for 45 agricultural soils from

Pennsylvania (Sommers et al, 1987).

Luce (1985) stated that for 54 U.S. samples the average copper
level was 24 ppm with a range of 9 - 57 ppm. Seven sandy soils from
the Atlantic coastal plain ranged from 9 - 25 ppm in their copper
content and averaged 16 ppm. Two virgin spodoscls from NH contained
24 ppm copper in the surface mineral horizon. The range for 26 Mass.
soils was 5 - 38 ppm copper and averaged 16 ppm. Uncultivated surface
scils of Connecticut, formed from glacial sediments from gneiss and
schist, averaged 13 ppm in their copper concentration and ranged 6 -
20 ppm. The average for surface soils formed in glacial sediment
derived from trap rock was 9 ppm and ranged 5-21 ppm. Glacial r et
sediment derived from arkose sandstone averaged 6 ppm with a range of .
5-8 ppm. The A horizon of 13 NJ soils from the Appalachian Province
averaged 26 ppm copper and ranged from 13 - €1 ppm. The B horizon of
these soils ranged from 12 - 32 ppm in copper concentration with an
average of 20 ppm. Seven surface solls from coastal plains province
of NJ averaged 9 ppm copper with a range of 2 -19 ppm. Fifteen major
soils of the northeast averaged 59 ppm copper.

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) found the geometric average copper
content of eastern United States socils to be 13 ppm with a range of
<1-700, and an estimated arithmetic mean of 22 ppm.

ITron

Jackson (19%4) stated that iron makes up 1-6% (10,000 - 60,000
ppm) of soils. Kraushopf (1972) gave 10,000 ~ 100,000 ppm for the
range of iron concentration in soils. Bowen (1979) and Vinogradov
(1959) gave 40,000 ppm and 38,000 ppm respectively as the average
amount of iron to be found in soils.

For 296 farms throughout Cntario, Canada the iron content ranged
from 2,560 - 38,900 ppm with a mean of 14,470 ppm. Sandy soils
contained the lowest iron and the clays the highest. From 13 organic
soil samples the iron content averaged 13,480 ppm with a range of
2,660 - 24,800 ppom. For the 125 sandy scils the iron content was
9,030 ppm and ranged from 2,630 - 25,300 ppm, 98 loam samples averaged
16,440 ppm iron and ranged 5,400 - 32,300 ppm, the 60 clay samples
averaged 22,770 and ranged 9,900 - 38,300 ppm (Frank et al, 1976).

The iron content of a poarch fine sandy loam, a strongly acidic
soil from the Harrison Experiment Forest of Saucier, Miss. ranged from
4,000 - 11,000 ppm in a 0-52" profile (DeGroot et al, 1979). For 70
residential soil samples from the Grand Rapids, Michigan area the iron




concentration average 2,200 ppm and from S1 agricultural samples the
ircon content average was 2,600 (Klein, 1972).

Holmes et al (1938) studied the Norfolk and related soils all
within a 15 mile radius of Ringston, NC. A profile of a Dunbar fine
sandy leocam contained 3,070 ppm iron in the A, horizon, 3,870 ppm in
the A, horizon, 8,020 ppm in the B. and 54,760 ppm in the B, horizon.
A pro%ile from the Coxville fine sandy loam contained 5,760 ppm in the
A horizon, 20,180 ppm in the B and 18,900 in the C horizon. A profile
of the Bladen loam contained 3,870 ppm iron in the A horizon, 11,700
. ppm in the B and 11,200 in the C horizon. The iron content of a

cultivated soil profile from Eastham, MA ranged from 11,000 - 14,000
ppm with a mean of 13,000 ppm (Laul, 1983).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) determined the geometric mean
content of iron of soils east of the 97th meridian in the continental
U.S. to be 14,000 ppm with a range of 100 - 100,000 ppm for 539
samples, the estimated arithmetic mean was 25,000 ppm.

Lead v

Miesch and Claude (1972) stated that the average concentration of
lead in uncontaminated soils was 16 ppm and that 95% of soils in the
U.S. contain between 4 and 61 ppm lead. Soils outside but adjacent to
Helena Valley, Montana contained 15 pem lead and surface soils remote
from Helena Valley contaned 15 pom lead. Peterson and Alloway (1979)
and Vinogradov (1969) stated the average concentration of lead in
soil was 10 ppm, with a range between 2-200 ppm. Bowen (1979) gave 12
ppm as the average scil content of lead. Nriagu (1978) gave a range
of 10-37 ppm for lead in normal soils and an average of 20 ppm.

Mills and Zwarich (1975) studied the agricultural soils of
southern and western Manitcoa, Canada. The parent material of mest
mineral soils in the agricultural areas of Manitoba are Late-Wisconsin
glacial deposits. The components of which are derived frcom the shales
of the western uplands, the carbonate rocks of the lowlands and the
ignecus rocks of the Canadian shield. The A and C horizon of summer
fallow fields, including a range of textures and parent material were
sampled. The mean lead concentration for 16 agricultural soils of the
A horizon was 17 ppm and 1% pem for the C horizon. For 6 samples from
uncultivated soils (pasture or hayland adjacent to cultivated fields)

averaged 16 ppm lead.

Fof 15 unimproved soils frem Ontario, Canada the average lead
concentration was 12.5 ppm and ranged frem 3.2 - 33.7 pom (Frank et
al, 197¢).

The lead content of two virgin proiiles of four major soil groups
of eastern Canada was determined by Wright et al (1955). The brown
forest soil type contained between 8-23 ppm lead, the gray-~brown
podzol 16-33 ppm, the brown podzolic 13-20 ppm and the podzolic 9-15

ppm.
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Pierce et al (1982), in establishing baseline levels of 6 metals
for 16 soil series in Minnesota, stated that the total lead for all

' soils was low, in all cases below the detectable limit of 25 ppm.

Adriano (1986) gave an average of 5~-25 ppm as an average amount
of lead in soils far from human activity. Background levels of lead
in 173 samples from 53 soils widely dispersed in Canada averaged 20

ppm.

For 173 New York State agricultural soil samples, from sites
removed from mobile and point source contamination, the mean lead
content was 17 ppm, for 81 Ohio farm samples the average lead
concentration was 19 ppm, for 57 agricultural soils from Maryland 11
ppm was the mean lead level, for 4 agricultural soils from Delaware 10
ppm was the average lead content, from 31 Maine farms 10 ppm was the
mean lead concentration, and for 45 Pennsylvania agricultural sites
the average lead content was 24 ppm (Sommers, 1987).

For 98 mineral soils from New York State, utilized in the
production of commerical fruits and vegetables, contained 15 ppm lead,
on the average, with a maximum value of 30 ppm. For 63 organic soi¥s
the lead content averaged 20 ppm, with a maximum of 36 ppm (Luce, ..

1985).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) determined the geometric mean for
the lead content of soils found in the eastern U.S. to the 14 ppm and

ranged from <10-300 ppm, for 422 samples.

Maanesium

Vinogradov (1959) stated the average content of magnesium in
soils was 6,300 ppm. Bowen (13979) gave 5,00C ppm as the average
content of magnesium in soils, with a range of 400-9,000 ppm.

Crop growing organic soils from the Holland Marsh area near
Toronto, Ontario were found to contain 780 ppm and 765 ppm magnesium
in two surface soil samples. A soil profile from 0 - 7.5 cm was found
to contain 640 ppm, the depth 7.5 - 15 cm contained 420 ppm and from
15 - 22.5 cm 400 ppm magnesium were found (Chattopadhyay, 1974).

Holmes et al (1938) determined the chemical composition of soils
and colloids of Norfolk and related soil series. For a Fuston fine
sandy loam the magnesium content in the A horizon was 241 pom in the B
heorizon 723 ppm and 543 ppm in the C horizon. The Dunbar fine sand
loam profile revealed a magnesium content of 60 ppm in the A, horizen,
60 pom in the A, horizon, 600 ppm in the B, horizon, and 180 ppm in
the B.. The chémical analysis of the Coxville fine sandy loam
reveazed 543 ppm magnesium in the A horizon, 663 prm in the B and 543

ppm in the C.

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) determined the geometric mean
content of magnesium in soils and surficial materials to be 2,100 ppm
in the eastern U.S. with a range of 50-50,000 ppm, for 528 samples.

- 
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Manganese
Yinogradov (1959) gave 850 ppm as the average amount of manganese
- to be found in soils. 1In 162 samples of New Jersey soils the

manganese concentration ranged from 100-2,000 ppm. Bowen (1979}
stated 1,000 ppm as the average amount of manganese to be found in

- soils. Goldschmidt (1958) stated that the manganese content in soils
varies from 200-5,000 ppm. Adriano (1986) gives 850 ppm as the
average manganese content of soils, with a range of 100-4,000 ppm.

Two virgin profiles were taken from four great soil types of
eastern Canada. The manganese content ranged from 328-667 ppm in the
podzol profile, 508-1,329 ppm in the brown podzolic, 358-1,088 ppm in
- the gray~brown podzolic and 406-1,380 ppm in the brown forest soil
type (Wright et al, 1955). For 1S unimproved agricultural soils from
throughout Ontario the average amount of manganese found was 490 ppm
- with a range of 91-1,190. For 13 organic agricultural soils the mean
manganese content was 338 ppm, with a range of 240-540 ppm, for 125
sandy soils the average manganese content was 428 ppm with a range of
80 - 1,790 ppm, for 98 loam soils 606 ppm was the average manganese -«
content with a range of 138-2,010 ppm, for 60 clay samples 662 ppm wasg
the mean manganese content with a range of 140-3,000 ppm. For all 296
- agricultural samples S30 ppm was the mean manganese content with a

range of 90 - 3,000 ppm (Frank et al, 1976).

Blair and Prince (1936) determined the manganese content of

- virgin soils from Burlington, Cc., New Jersey to be 46.5 ppm. In
fields with no fertilizer treatment the manganese content ranged from
101-302 ppm. From some uncultivated soils of New Jersey the manganese
- content was found to range from 264-736 ppm. For ten major
agricultural soils from throughout New Jersey the manganese content
was found to be 130-1,560 pom, with an average of 789 ppm (Prince,
1957). A control plot at Cklahoma State University contained 268 ppm

manganese (Mortvedt, 1987). For a cultivated soil profile from
Eastham, MA, 0-30 cm, the manganese content ranged from 340-350 ppm
(Laul, 1983).

For 173 samples from 53 Canadian soils the manganese content
ranged from 100-1,200 ppm with a mean of 520 ppm. The mean manganese
- content of Ontarioc soils was 530 ppm and ranged from 90-3,000 ppm
(Adriano, 1986).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) gave the mean content of manganese
in soils in the eastern U.S. to be 260 ppm with a range of <2 - 7,000
pom for 537 samcles.

Mercury

- The average concentration of mercury in soil, according to
Vinogradov (19%3), is 0.01 ppm. Bowen (1979) gave 0.06 ppm as the
average content cf mercury in soils, with a range of 0.01 - 0.5 ppm.
Dewey (1983) quoted 0.05 ppm as the average concentration of mercury
- in soils and rccks. Organ:ic matzer in soils may contain up to 1.0 ppm
mercury. The upper limit cf the mercury concentration in soils of the

northeastern U.S. is 0.04 pom.
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Adriano (1986) gave 0.161 ppm as the average content of mercury
in the A horizon of soils, with a range of 0.06 - 0.2 ppm. An average
of 0.089 ppm for the B horizon ranging between 0.03 - 0.14 ppm and
0.096 ppm for the C horizon ranging between 0.025 - 0.15 ppm. A mean
content of 0.013 ppm was given by Anderson (1979) for the mercury
amount found in the sand fraction of soil, 0.029 ppm for silt and
0.094 ppm for clay. This indicates that the mercury concentration
increases with increased surface area and increased alteration from

the parent material.

For 17 samples of cultivated U.S. soils the average mercury
content was 0.06 ppm, forest soils from the A  horizon of Norway
contained 0.02-0.15 ppm mercury, cultivated and uncultivated A horizon
soils from Canada had a range of 0.005 - 0.036 ppm mercury for 27
samples, for 65 virgin Canadian soil samples the range in mercury
concentration was <0.005 - 0.66 ppm with an average of 0.06 ppm
(Anderson, 1979).

MaclLean et (1973) stated that normal soils contain 0.07 ppm N
mercury. Sites on the Central Experiment Farm Ottawa, Ontario f-
contained 0.05 ppm mercury. The average mercury level of 65 virgin -
soils of Canada 234 samples from various layers, was found to be 0.081
ppm by McKeaque and Kloosterman (1974). Gracey and Stewart (1974)
found a range of 0.005 - 0.057 ppm mercury in 9 uncultivated soil
profiles, 3-6 samples were taken from each profile, from settled areas
of Saskatchewan, Canada. For 15 samples from unimproved fields of
Ontario the mercury content ranged from 0.03 - 0.49 ppm, with an
average of 0.08 ppm (Frank et al, 1978).

Fifty agricultural soils from four areas throughout N. Dakota
revealed a mean of 0.03 ppm mercury (Sell et al, 1975). A survey of
farm soils from 16 major wheat-growing states of the U.S. revealed a
geometric mean mercury concentration of 0.105 ppm, with a range of
0.05 - 0.36 ppm, for 24 samples. Agricultural surface soils from 29
eastern U.S. states gave a mean mercury content of 0.08 ppm for 275
samples and 0.07 ppm for 104 noncropland samples (Adrianc, 1986).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) gave 0.081 ppm as the geometric
mean for 534 samples from the eastern U.S., with a range of 0.01 - 3.4

bpm.
Nickel

Peterson and Alloway (1979) gave 40 ppm as the average content of
nickel in soils, with a range of 10 - 1,000 ppm. Bowen (1979) gave 50
ppm for a mean value of nickel in soils and a range of 2 - 750 ppm.

An average of 40 ppm was given by Vinogradov (1959). 1In 49 soils
sampled in the U.S. the nickel concentration ranged from 0.5 - 23 ppm.
The average nickel content for U.S. soils is 20 ppm and ranges from 5
- 50 ppm for Canadian soils (Adriano, 1988&).

Sixteen agricultural soils from Manitoba on the average contained
42 ppm nickel in the A horizon, 39 ppm in the C horizon. For 6
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noncultivated soil samples the nickel content averaged 39 ppm (Mills
and Zwarich, 1975). Two surface soil samples, from c¢rop growing
organic soils from the Holland Marsh area near Toronto, Ontario,

= averaged 7.98 ppm nickel. From 0-7.5 cm the nickel concentration was
6.21 ppm, 6.64 ppm for 7.5 - 15 cm and for 15 - 22.5 cm it was 5.23

ppm (Chattopadhay et al, 1S574).

L __d
For 17 organic agricultural scils from Ontario the nickel content

averaged 28.6 ppm and ranged 6.6 - 119 ppm, for 125 sandy soils the

- nickel concentration averaged 7.6 ppm with a range of 1.3 - 34.2 ppm,
for 97 loam samples the mean was 17.9 ppm, ranging from 3.0~97.S5 ppm,
60 clay samples averaged 27.8 ppm, ranging 8.0 ~ 88.0 ppm. For all
293 agricultural samples the mean nickel level was 15.9 ppm and ranged

- from 1.3 ~ 119.0 ppm (Frank et al, 1976).

Sixteen Minnesota soils from 7 major parent materials were
- analyzed to obtain a baseline for 6 metals. The average nickel
concentration from surface soils from throughout the state was 18 ppm,
ranging from 7 - 39 ppm (Pierce et al, 1982). From 10 major
agricultural soils from throughout New Jersey the nickel level ranged Y

from 14 - 61 ppm with a mean of 27.3 ppm (Prince, 1957). A muskingum:,
silt loam, a gray-brown podzolic soil from Zanesville, Ohio, had an
- average nickel content of 26 ppm from 0 - 72" (Slater et al, 1937).

For 26 Massachusetts soils the nickel content ranged from 6 - 41
ppm. With an average of 26 ppm. Thirteen surface soils (A or Ap
- horizon), of the Appalachian Province of N.J., ranged from 11 - 40 ppm
in their nickel content with a mean of 20 ppm. The B horizon had on
average of 22 ppm with a range of 14 - 41 ppm. Fifteen benchmark
- soils from the northeast averaged 37 ppm in their nickel content,
these soils were found in Connecticut River Valley alluvium. An
average nickel.content of 23 ppm was determined for the Ap horizon of
four Hadley Silt loam pedons sampled from Connecticut, the range was
from 20 - 27 ppm (Luce, 1985).

The mean nickel content for 173 New York State agricultural soils

- . . . .

sampled away from mobile and point source contamination was 19.5 ppm.

For 40 W. Virginia agricultural samples the mean nickel concentration

was 23.3 ppm, for 81 Ohio farm 28.2 ppm, for 57 Maryland agricultural
- soils 12.4 ppm, for 4¢ Virginia farms 22.3 ppm, for 31 Maine samples

41.5 ppm and for 45 Pennsylvania farms the mean nickel content was

10.4 ppm (Sommers et al, 1987).

- .
Shacklette and Bcerngen (1984) cetermined the geometric mean

nickel content for 443 samples from the eastern U.S. to be 11 ppm,

- with a range of <5 - 7C0 ppm.
Potassium

- Vinogradov (195%) gave 13,6C0 prm as the average amount of
potassium in soils. Bowen (1972) gave 14,000 ppm as the mean content
of potassium in soils with a range of 80 - 37,000 ppm. Jackson (1964)

-
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stated that potassium made up 0.05-3.5% (500~35,000 ppm) of mineral
soils and that agricultural soils of the U.S. contain between 1-2%
(10,000 - 20,000 ppm) potassium.

Holmes et al (1938) studied the chemical composition of the
Norfolk and related soil series. The potassium content in an
Orangeburg fine sandy loam was 249 ppm in the A horizon, 3995 ppm in
the B and 912 ppm in the C horizon. A profile from the Dunbar fine
sandy loam revealed a potassium content of 83 ppm in the Al horizon,
83 ppm in the A_, 497 ppm in the B1 and 249 ppm in the B,.” In the
Coxville fine sand loam 1,244 ppm potassium were found in the A
horizon, and 2,736 ppm in both the B and C horizons.

From a cultivated soil sample from Eastham, MA, 0-30 cm, the
potassium concentration averaged 11,000 ppm (Laul, 1983).

In 1979 Klausner and Reid (1981) compiled 20,000 field samples
covering roughly 200,000 acres of New York State. The potassium
ranged from 47.5 - 117.5 ppm for 127 samples with an average of 79.6
ppm.

s

Shacklette and Boerngen {1984) gave the geometric mean of the
potassium level in soils of the eastern U.S. to be 12,000 ppm for 537
samples with a range of 50 - 37,000 ppm.

Selenium

Peterson and Alloway (1979) stated that 0.05 ppm was the average
crustal abundance of selenium. The estimated average soil
concentration of selenium was 0.2 ppm with a range of 0.01 - 2 ppm.
Eisler (198S5) gave 0.2 ppm as the average soil content of selenium.
Vinogradov (1959) stated that 0.01 ppm was the mean selenium content
of soils. From a study conducted in 1936 of 1,406 plains soil samples
the selenium content ranged from 0.2 - 140 ppm. Bowen {1979) gave 0.4
ppm as the average content of selenium in scils with a range of 0.01 -
12 ppm.

Levesque (1974) obtained 54 soil samples from 4 soil types and 6
horizon layers from the northwest territories of Canada, chosen for
remoteness. The selenium concentration ranged from 0.073 - 2.090 ppm.
Two surface soil samples from crop growing organic soils, from the
Holland Marsh area near Toronto, Ontario, contained 1.10 and 1.43 ppm
selenium. A profile of this soil contined 1.22 ppm from 0-7.5 cm,
0.81 ppm from 7.5 - 15.0 cm and 0.62 ppm selenium from 15 - 22.5 cm
and 0.62 ppm selenium from 15 - 22.5 cm (Chattopadhyay et al, 1974).

A cultivated soil profile, 0 - 30 cm, from Eastham, MA had a
range in selenium content from 2.4 - 5.1 with an' average of 3.5 ppm
{(Laul, 1983). A soil profile, 0.72", was taken from a muskingum silt
loam, a gray-brown podzolic soil, from Zanesville, Chio had an average
selenium content of 0.25 pem with a range of 0.02 - 0.5 ppm (Slater et
al, 1937).




Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) found the gecmetric mean content
of selenium in soils of the eastern U.S. to be 0.3 ppm with a range of
<0.1 - 3.9 ppm for 449 samples.

Sodium

Vinogradov (1959) gave 6,300 ppm as the average concentration of
sodium in soils. Jackson (1964) stated that sodium makes up between
0.1 - 1% (1,000 - 10,000 ppm) of soils. Bowen (1979) quoted 5,000 ppm
as the mean concentration of sodium in scil with a range of 150 -
25,000 ppm.

Holmes et al (1938) studied the chemical make up of the Norfolk
and related soils. The B horizon of the Orangeburg fine sandy loam
contained 223 ppm sodium and the C horizon 74 ppm sodium. A profile
of the Ruston fine sandy loam revealed 1,261 ppm sodium in the A
horizon, 223 ppm in the B and 445 ppm in the C. A profile of the
Dunbar fine sandy loam contained 816 ppm sodium in the Al horizon, 74
ppm in the Az, 446 ppm in the Bl and 74 ppm in the BZ'

A profile from a cultivated scil sample from Eastham, MA from
0-30 cm, on the average contained 4,300 ppm sodium and ranged frcm
3,300 - 4,800 ppm (Laul, 1983).

.-
-

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) determined the geometric mean for
363 soil samples from the eastern U.S. to be 2,500 ppm, with a range
of 500 - 50,000 ppm.

Vanadium

Vinogradov (1959) gave 100 ppm as the average content of vanadium
in soils. For S0 various U.S. socils the vanadium concentration ranged
from 2 - 270 ppm. Bowen (1979) gave 90 ppm as the mean concentration
of vanadium in soils.

Adriano (1986) stated that the vanadium content in igneous rocks,
shale, sandstone and limestone of the U.S. was 135 ppm, 130 ppm, 20
ppm and 20 ppm respectively. Soils from sandstone and limestone
contain lower amounts of vanadium than soils developed from shales and

igneous rocks.

Prince (1957) found the vanadium content of 10 major agricultural
soils from throughout New Jersey to range from 11-119 ppm with an
average of 53.6 ppm. A profile of a crop growing organic soil from
the Holland Marsh area near Toronto, Ontario revealed a vanadium
content of 11.0 pom in the surface, 15.2 ppm 0-7.5 cm, 21.4 ppm
7.5~15.0 cm, and 26.1 ppm from 15-22.5 cm (Chattopadhyay et al, 1S74).

A soil profile of a muskingum silt loam, a gray-brown podzolic
soil from Zanesville, Ohio, had a mean vanadium content of 72 ppm for
0-72", with a range of 20-96 ppm (Siater et al, 1937).

The geometric mean content of vanadium in the superficial"
materials of the eastern U.S. was found to be 43 ppm by Shacklette and
Becerngen (1984) with a range of <7-300 ppm for 516 samples.



The average concentration of zinc in soils is 50 ppm (Vinogradov,
1959; Peterson and Alloway, 1979; Schroeder, 1967). Miesch and Claude
(1972) gave 44 ppm as the average zinc content in soils. The zinc
content of soils often ranges from 10 - 300 ppm (Peterson and Alloway,

1979; Schroeder et al, 1967).

Four great soil groups, all developed on glacial till and all
well drained, from eastern Canada had two virgin profiles analyzed.
The range in zinc content for the podzolic profile, 0-30", the zinc
range was from 53-150 ppm, for the gray-brown podzolic 62-87 ppm and
for the brown forest soil 36-74 ppm (Wright et al, 1955). For 15
unimproved fields in Ontario the average zinc content was 48.5 ppm,
ranging from 5.3 - 116 ppm (Frank et al, 1976). The mean zinc
concentration from the A horizon of 16 agricultural soils of Manitoba,
Canada was 116 ppm, and 66 pom for the C horizon of these soils. For
6 noncultivated soil samples the average zinc content was 119 ppm
(Mills and Zwarich, 1975).

Various soils and horizons from the U.S. Erosion Experiment ?'
Stations revealed a range of 3-147 ppm for acid soluble zinc ot
_(Goldschmidt, 1958). Sixteen Minnesota soils from 7 major parent
materials zinc concentration ranged from 40-74 ppm for 0-15 cm, with
an average of 60 ppm (Pierce et al, 1982). For 70 residential soil
samples the mean zinc content was 21.1 ppm from the Grand Rapids,
Michigan area. And for 91 agricultural samples from this area
revealed a mean zinc content of 22.1 ppm (Klein, 1972).

Holmes (1943) gave a range of 59-97 ppm zinc, from a depth of
0-12", for the eastern tributaries to the Mississippi River. A Brasau
sandy loam frcm Groton, NH, frem 0-20", had a zinc content of 27-42
pem. A Hermon sandy loam from Canaan Ctr. NH, from 0-32", had a range
in zinc content from 26-40 ppm.

The mean zinc content for a soil profile from a muskingum silt
loam a gray-brown podzolic soil, from Zanesville, Ohio was 7 ppm for
0-72" (Slater et al, 1937). For ten agricultural soils from
throughout NJ the zinc concentration ranged from 21-180 ppm with an
average of 82.7 prm (Prince, 1957). A soil profile, 0-30 cm, from
Eastham, MA had an average zinc cencentration of 33 ppm with a range
of 30-40 ppm (Laul, 1983).

"From 173 agricultural soils from New York State, removed from
mobile and poiat source contamination, the zinc content averaged 64
ppm. For 40 agricultural soils from W. Virginia the zinc content
averaged 84 prm, for 81 Ohio farms the zinc mean concentration was 89
pom, for S7 Maryland agricultural soils 31 pem, for 4 Delaware farms
25 ppm, 46 Virginia soils 56 ppm, for 31 Maine agricultural soils 74
ppm and 45 Pennsylvania farms the zinc content averaged 30 ppm
(Sommers et al, 1987). '

Two virgin spodzols from NH ccntained 28 ppm zinc. For 6
coarse-loamy textured soils of the northeast the mean zinc content was

53 ppm, while 9 fine-loamy to clayey soils averaged 86 pom zinc.




Twenty five Mass. soils ranged from 15 - 104 ppm zinc and averaged 62
ppm (Luce, 1985).

Shacklette and Boerngen (1984) have determined the geometric mean
of 473 samples from the eastern U.S. to be 40 ppm, with a range of
<5-2,900 ppm.
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AVERAGES AND RANGES OF THE CONCENTRATION OF SOME ELEMENTS

IN UNCONTAMINATED SQILS
All valugs in ppm, dry weight

Average Conc.
of Element Found in
Uncontaminated Soils

References
for Averages

Conc. Range of
Element Found in
Uncontaminated Soils

References
for Ranges

Aluminum

Eastern U.S.* 33,000
Agricultural Soil

0 - 30 cm
Eastham, MA 34,000

Albany, NY Area
1,000 - 25,000

8, 43

-
Arsenic

U.S. Rarge 0.1 - 45

. - - - —— o - ——

Albany Area <0.1-6.5

Barium

Average abundance in

. earth's crust 430

Eastham, MA Scil 180

NYS 15-600

Beryllium

All Soils 0.3

- - - - — - == - ——

Canadian Surface
Soiis 0.1 - 0.89

NYS 0 - 1.75

(except for 1 sample
1.75-7)

admium

Average abundance in
earths crust 0.15-0.2
26 MA soils and 15
northeastern soils
0.2

- o = - —— -

- -ty - —————

98 NYS mineral
agricultural soils
c.21

24
5, 8, 16, 29,
36, 40, 43,
44, 50, S3
31

8, 43

24

5

8, 43, 44
31, 36

13, 26

S

26

0.01 - 2

- - . ————— — ——————

soils of nonvolcanic
origin 0.01-1.0
soils of volcanic
origin up to 0.45

26 MA soils

0.01 - 0.88

1, 5, 29,
36, 50, 52
53

52

137

23, 44

43

31, 50

1

43, 44

43, 44

5

26, 35, 36,
41, 47

11

11

26




Average Conc.
of Element Found in

Uncontaminated Soils.

References
for Averages

Conc. Range of
Element Found in

Uncontaminated Scils

References
for Ranges

Calcium

Eastern U.S.* 3,400

70 Residential
Soils, Mich.

- e e - - - - . "

91 Agricultural 1,400

Soils, Mich.

127 NYS Agri-
cultural Scoils

8, 23

B T e Y S ———

——— e — - - — - - — - - - - — - — -

" Albany Area

Eastern U.S.*
100-~28,000

Eastern U.S.~*
100~16,000

Albany Area
150-5,000

2,900-6,500

43

- - - - - -

e Chromium

astern U.S.* 33

(]

—— e e A e e - - e - -

Most U.S. soils
25-85

Cobalt

All scoils 7

Eastern U.S.* 3.9

0.1-40

Albany Area 2.5-6

Coprer

All soils 30

10 NJ Agr. Soils 23

Eastern U.S.* 13

1-10 unéer humid
conditions

up to 50 in arid
conditions

26 MA Soils 5-38

e e vn e — - ——— -

Albany Area <1-15

—— e e —— -




Average Conc.
of Element Found in

Uncontaminated Seils

References
for Averages

Conc. Range of
Element Found in
Uncontaminated Soils

References
for Ranges

Eastern U.S.* 14,000

2,000 - 550,000

*ilron
Eastham'MA 13,000 24 700 - 100,000 23, 43
- Agr. SO.L'l
Eastham, MA 24
11,000-14,000
W e e e ———-  cememm——————
Albany Area 8, 43
17,500 - 25,000
Lead All soils 10 s, 36, SO Range in "normal" i, 33
soils 10-37
- Eastern U.S.* 14 8, 29, 33, 43 95% of U.S. soils 29
4-61
[N
- 0 emmemmmmemcecccaccen cmmmemmemccas emmmem——m—————————-— --#f --------
98 NJ agr. mineral 15 26 Albany Area 8, 43
. 1~ 12.5
soils .
- ~ - organic 20
173 NY agr. soils 17 47
esldgnesium All soils 6,300 S0 400 - 9,000 5
Eastern U.S.* 2,300 8 100 - 5,000 3, 43
2,100 43 ememmmmmmmmemmceccme mememoeeee-
-y
Albany Area
2,500 - 6,000 8
1,700 - 4,000 43
Manganese All soils 850 1, 50 100 ~ 4,000 1
- Eastern U.S.* 285 8 10 Agr. NJ soils
260 43 130-1,560 39
10 Agr. NJ Soils 789 38 NJ Cultivated Soils 4
- 264-~736
Eastham, MA Agr. 24 NYS 50-5,000 8, 43
- Soil 345
Albany Area 400-600 8, 43
evlercury All Soils 0.06 1, 2, 5 0.001 - 0.2 2, 13, 28,
50
- Eastern U.S.* 0.081 43 Albany Area 43
0.042 -~ 0.066
-w



Conc. Range of
References Element Found in References
for Averages Uncontaminated Soils for Ranges

Average Conc.
of Element Found in

- Uncontaminated Soils
“inc S0 26, 36, 41, 50 All sSoils 10-300 26, 36, 41
Eastern U.S.* 40 8, 24, 29, 43 9-50 31

- —— . S - Sy S A D W L ke . s e i o o o —— L T N,

47 Albany Area 37-60 43

- - - > o > - ———— - - ———

173 NY Agr. Soils 64

Eastern U.S. Soil values are the geometric mean element concentration from a depth
of 24 cm, in soils east of the 97th meridian.

r
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Attachment A

Waste Disposal Documentation
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OBRIEN& GERE
ENGINEERS, INC.
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
DIVISION OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

. LD

50 WOLF ROAD
iENERATOR FORM

ALBANY, NEW YORK 12233
PART -1

1

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS, ATTENTION: RTK PROCESSING UN!IT, ROOM 525

- ICS ¢: 8177489 ies cone
JARL EX ; EPA'ID NUMBER
TRUSIONS INC. : NYD002209625
5 WCITY ZIP CODE
' _"860 LINDEN AVE. : : )
—E. RO
aN C_HESTER _NY 14445 CONTACT NAME TELEPHONE
- e e - Philip Aldrich (716)586 ~2660
.«amn T ADDRESS (if ditferent) CITY STATE ZIP CODE
TREET o
CIPAL BUSINESS OF PLANT~ - .
Aluminum Extrusions -
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS: CHECK ONE
- '
B YES
1. SINCE JANUARY 1, 1952 THRU DECEMBER 31, 1981, HAVE YOU OR ANY PREVIOUS
- OWNERS/OPERATORS OF THIS FACILITY GENERATED ANY HAZARDOUS WASTE (SEE
INSTRUCTIONS) AT YOUR PRESENT FACILITY, PLANT, PROPERTY, ETC? O NO
- IF THE ANSWER ISSYES COMPLETE QUESTIONS 1, 2, 3, 4 AND GENERATOR FORM PART - I )
IF THE ANSWER IS;NO COMPLETE QUESTIONS 1 AND 4 AND RETURN THIS FORM
P .
" - ‘ o ,
2. HAS THE FACILITY AT THIS LOCATION CHANGED ITS NAME OR IDENTIFICATION
BECAUSE THERE WAS A CHANGE IN OWNERSHIP, CORPORATE NAME OR OPERATOR
- NAME, ETC. IF YES LIST THE NAMES BY WHICH THIS FACILITY HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED : )
SINCE JANUARY 1, 1952 TO THE PRESENT. . O YES
- - f NO
- N .
- H . ’ - . -
NAME, ADDRESSES, AND TELEPHONE NUMBERS i DATES E Tl -
] -— z ,:. S
3. DESCRIBE THE DOCUMENTS FROM WHICH DATA THAT IS INCLUDED ON PART-II WAS e =
OBTAINED (SEE INSTRUCTIONS). . TR - *
- CECOS purchase order and manifest - . _9/03/80 SEe
_Chem-trol/SCA invoices _7/76 ¥a 12/78 - T .
Abondoned waste lagoon study - LaBella AssoC. 1/82° R S
« DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DATES I
- - - .‘ R --.‘ - ) . . . - ) -
4. | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF THAT INFORMATION SUPPLIED ISTRUE AND
COMPLETE. FALSE\STATEMENTS suawrreo ON THIS DOCUMENT ARE PUNISHABLE PURSUANT TO SECTION
210.45 OF THE PENAL LAW. o L S L = .
: Philip Aldrich . R L. “Plant Ha.nager ' 9[30184
NAME /m:/openn P RTNER OFFICER OR AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE TITLE  DATE
- ' (716)586-2660




ICS NUMBER - EPA 1D NUMBER

NAME o?
oy Vi

ADDRESS o » 0

city STATE ZP @y G/,U ) J{%)gr

GENERATOR FORM |
PART - il

This information is based upon a raview of 1nterna1 repofﬁs, studies and documents relating
to Jarl's waste disposal practices. "

DATE _9/30/84

) Vo
1. HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE | 2. DESCRIPTION OF HAZARDOUS WASTES | 3. gsp" £ WASTE DISPOSED OF | FORM | 5. WASTE 6. TRANSPORTER OF
(SEE INSTRUCTIANS) DEPOSITED AT THIS LOCATION WASTE QUANTITY OF WASTE | 2/4 |2 DISPOSAL HAZARDOUS WASTE
- (SEE INSTRUCTIONS) CODE {TONS) 8 g a DATES (SEE INSTRUCTIONS)
Slm|a _ L
TECOS International, Inc. Sludge containing Trivalent |DO07 4.4 X| 9/80 D & J Transportation
Jiagara Falls Landfill Chromium (semi-solid) f Specialist
56th Street & Pine Avenue 107 7th North Street
Viagara Falls, NY Liverpool, NY
Them~trol Pollution Services, Sludge containing Trivalent |DOO7 2104 X| 7/76 to | Chem-trol Pollution
Inc.* Chromium (semi-solid) 11/78 Services, Inc.*
2,0, Box 200 P.0. Box 200
1odel City, NY 14107 Model City, NY 14107
(landfilled)
hem-trol Pollution Services, Chromate Solution D007 20.6 X 4/78 to | Chem-trol Pollution
Inc.* . 12/78 Services, Inc.*
(same as above address) P.0. Box 200 !
, Model City, NY 14107
“hem~trol Pollution Services, Spent die cleaning solution |D002 . 90.4 X 7/76 to | Chem-trol Pollution
Inc.* ' (high PH) . 9/76 Services, Inc.*
(same as above address) R P.0. Box 200 '
Model City, NY 14107
Jarl Extrusions, Inc. Wastewater from Aluminum D002/ 800 Tons/year X 1963 None
860 Linden Avenue forming operations D007 (rough estimate ‘until
£, Rochester, NY 14445 (may not have been hazardous) may not have 1976
(lagoons) ** . ’ been hazarddus) '
NOTE: Since the CECOS and CTem-trbl/SCA sites are widely khown cornercial waste sites }n N¢w York, '
no location maps are included for these facilities. -
*+ pll evidence indicates that this wastewater, if generatpd todal, would not be clhssified as a
hazardous waste. Soil borings have indicated that the soil in| the former lagoon|area 17 not ,
hazardous. ' : [

* Chanaged {ta corporate name tno SCA Chemical Waste Services.

Tne. during the tima-frame It received Jarl's waste,




ATTACHMENT .1

' rd ‘ -
/ CONTRACT FOR REMOVAL, DISPOSAL OR TREATMENT 9F WASTE BMN
Chem-Trol Pollution Services, Inc. .
P.0. BOX 200 « MODEL CITY, NEW YORK 14107
DATE: _July 23, 1976 =
CUSTOMER —__Jarl Extrusions
ADDRESS [4
ATTENT!ON

___A1&&n11nn___lz__thlla_JJd&lch47
- Chem-Trol Pollution Servicds, Inc. hereinafter referred to as “Chem-Trol” and the -bownuud customer
hereby agree that the following materials will be removed, disposed of, treated and/or sold on tlu terms and
hereinafter provided.

conditions ‘
— - 3
DESCRIPTION AND/OR PROCESSING APPROXIMATE -
COMPOSITION OF MATERIAL CHARGE VOLUME
OR PRICE
1609-‘~ Aluminum Hydroxide Sludge $14.50/55 gal. dr. 310 gal./day
claudy gray/opaque bllayered -

Jlquid N
10t top aqueous layer
902 bottom sludge layer
Sp. 6r. - 1.02
pH - 7.0
no flash point, no cyanides

1609-8 Chromlum Hydroxlde Sludge $14.50/55 ga). dir. 165 gal./day
opaque, gray/green sludge .

no layers

$p. 6r. - 0.90

pH - 7.0 -

no flash point, no cyanide

10 - 153 Ccr(OH)

no Hexavalent chrome

1609-C Spent Dle Cleaning Sol. . S. llslgal. 165 gal./day
medlum viscoslty lliquid with

rocaTIONEP AT WHIEH BYSTRIBED MATERIALY h?.?.’ BE GENERATED:

East Rochester, NY

TI}ANSPORTATION METHOD AND CHARGE (Subject to change on notification)
*(See page 2 for aiternate method of transportation.)

Above Prices are FOB. ladel Cilty, MY Transpartation can be provided bé

Chen-Trol at $298.00 per 80 drum (40,000 1b. max.) closed van load inclu

ing two hours loading time. Additional loadi t! - 0/} I
METHOD OF DISPOSAL OR TREATMENT. Proctasing soinn Cher frors Hload Loop Symem In

accordance with State & Federal Pollution Contro] Regulations. )
TERM OF AGREEMENT:

\N)ﬂ%huﬁﬁﬁi'iﬂ&ﬁﬁﬂﬁWﬁurruuubﬁﬁs’inmgﬂﬁh : gz13uarumn¢lnyamedﬁcvohuneol
wasie materials, Chlunnerlgnn-todhbweru>Cheu#fhﬂdunmztheuun:lndanycxumdedtznnolﬁﬁa
Contract, all waste products of the composition herein above described generated at the location(s) described
above, .

PRICE ADJUSTMENT: During the term and any extended term of this contract, the

sing chasge or price stated on the face of this Contract may be increased by Chem-Trol upon
not less than 30 days’ written notice to the customer.

PAYMENT TERMS: Net 30 Days after Date of Invoice — U.5. Funds - Plus Applicable Sales Tax -
This agreement is subject to all of the terms und conditions on the face and reverse side hereof. It shall become
a binding contract only when signed and delivered by the customer to Chem-Trol and accepted by an officerof
Chem-Tro] in writing and a eopy of said written acceptance is roailed or delivered to the customer.

ACCEPTED BY:
CUSTOMER'S S8IGNATURE CHEM-TROL POLLUTION SERVICES, INC.
Office or Position: BY:

DATE . DATE




{
CONTRACT FOR REMOVAL, DISPOSAL OR TREATMENT OF WASTE

Chem-Trol Pollution Services, Inc.
P.0. BOX 200 + MODEL CITY, NEW YORK 14107
. mmxa OVM

DATE: __August 21, 1974 S
CUSTOMER JARL EXTRUSIONS, INCORPORATED
ADDRESS 860 Linden Averive, EAST Rochester, NY 14445

A
ATTENTIDN:
Chem-Trol Pollution Serku. Inc.,hereinafter referred to as “Chem-Trol} and the abovenamed customer.
hereby agree that the fo! materials will be removed, disposed of, treated and/or sold on the terms and
conditions hereinafter ided. .
DESCRIPTION AND/OR PROCESSING APPROXIMATE
COMPOSITION OF MATERIAL CHARGE VOLUME

. FOB MODEL CITY
1609-B-TRIVALENT CHROMJUM SLUDGE $16.50/55 gal. drum 60 drums/year

- semlsolld composed of:
-chromlum™hydroxide sludge wlth
sodlum chloride and sul fate present

-balance water GC x S5 = 32OC i,
- sp.g. 1.0-1.4 « =
- organlc Cl, S - none ) o sco o:).l)o:.slt._‘\
- No Flash Polnt : S
- pH 7+1 = ST aad
- no Cyanldes ' R - v
- free Ilquld less than 15% by volume. CrOH, Ve

s ) - (’):

LOCATION(S) OF WASTE PRODUCT.

TRANSPORTATION (Rates, sul eJect to change on notice): Rates quoted herein a ply only to
pick-ups using Chem-Trol owned and operated equipment. If another carrier must be provided,
‘such charges. are to be billed directly to the customer by the other camier. Transportation can

be provided by Chem-Trol for §............ / tank truck mcludmg one hour loading time and/or
‘Berreennanen /| 80 drum closed van including two hours loading time. Additional loading time
$....... «eee. per- 15 minutes; pump charge §............ ; scale charge [ S ; hose in excess of 40
feet §............ -Ifoot.

METHOD OF DISPOSAL OR TREATMENT: Processing using Chem—Trois Closed Loop
System in accordancewath State & Federal Pollution Control Regulations.

TERM OF AGREEMENT
8/1/18 - 1/31/79

VOLUME OF WASTE MATERIALS: Although Customer does not guarantee any specific volume of
waste materials, Customer agrees to deliver to Chem-Trol, during the term and any extended term of this
Contract, all waste pmduda of the composition herein above described generated at the location(s) described
nbove.

PRICE AD]USTMENT

the term and any extended term of this contract, the proces-
sing charge or price stated on the face of this Contract may be increased by Chem-Trol upon
not less than 30 days® written notice to the customer.

PAYMENT TERMS: Net 30 Days after Date of Invoice — U.S. Funds - Plus Applicable Sales Tax

This agreement is subject to all of the terms und conditions on the face and reverse side hereof. It shall become

abinding contract only when signed and delivered by the customer to Chem-Trol and accepted by an officer of
Chem-TYol in writing and a copy of said wntlen acceptance is mailed or delivered to the customer.

-

CUSTOMER'’S SIGNATURE
BY

‘Office or Position:

DATE

CT-14

ACCEPTED BY:

CHEM-TROL POLLUTION SERVICES, INC.

BY:

DATE




