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Introduction

Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C. (EEEPC), under contract to the New
Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC) (Work As-
signment Number D004422-14) was tasked to perform groundwater sampling and
analysis at the former Davis-Howland Oil Corporation (Davis-Howland) site

(NY SDEC Site No. 8-28-088), located in the City of Rochester in Monroe
County, New York (see Figure 1-1).

Field investigations were performed by EEEPC personnel on May 13 and 14
2009. Thisreport provides a summary of the groundwater sampling and well in-
spections performed as described in the Groundwater Monitoring and Long-term
Well Sampling Procedures prepared by EEEPC in May 2004 and revised for the
Site Management Plan in 2008 (Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C. May
2008). Descriptions of the May 2009 groundwater monitoring well sampling field
activities are presented in Section 2. Physical characteristics of the study areaare
presented in Section 3. A discussion of the new analytical data obtained and a
comparison with previous historical analytical datais presented in Section 4.

1.1 Site Location and Description

The former Davis-Howland siteislocated at 190-220 Anderson Avenue and a
portion of 176 Anderson Avenue in the City of Rochester in Monroe County,
New Y ork on an approximately 1-acre parcel. The parcel islocated in a mixed-
use area of residential, municipal, and industrial properties and is bordered by
railroad tracks to the north and east, Anderson Avenue to the south, and by opera-
tional commercial and retail buildingsto the west. The site consists of four build-
ings of various sizes and an open area adjacent to the railroad tracks.

1.2 General Site History and Background

The site was used to produce industrial chemicals, oils, greases and other lubri-

cants from 1942 to 1972. From 1972 until sometime in 1994 it was operated by
the Davis-Howland Oil Company. Davis-Howland Oil Company ceased opera-
tions sometime in 1994.

Several reports of spills and releases of materials on the site—including waste ail,
mineral oil, hydrochloric acid, and sulfuric acid—were reported to NY SDEC dur-
ing Davis-Howland Oil Company’s operational period. NY SDEC inspected the
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sitein June 1991 and found several hundred drums of ails, solvents, and other ma-
terials, some of which were leaking, aswell as severa areas of stained surficial
soil. A subsequent soil investigation by NY SDEC included soil sampling, awaste
inventory and characterization, and over-packing and containerizing of leaking
drums. Analytical results showed the soil was contaminated with petroleum and
solvents.

1. Introduction

In October 1991 the owners of the Davis-Howland Oil Company contracted with
Dunn Geosciences Corporation (DGC), Amherst, New Y ork, to conduct areme-
dial soil investigation. The investigation included test pits and soil gas probing in
order to evaluate the distribution of contaminated soils behind (north of) the
Davis-Howland buildings on Anderson Avenue. The DGC remedial investigation
(RI) report of November 26, 1991 noted that the following contaminants were
found on the site:

m Visbly stained soils 6 to 7 feet below grade surface (bgs) north of the build-
ing;

m Chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents 6 to 7 feet bgs that exceeded the
NY SDEC Class GA groundwater standards; and

m Lead levels exceeding the groundwater standard at depths of 3 to 3.5 feet bgs.

As recommended by DGC’s November 1991 RI report, all containerized liquid
drummed wastes and the uppermost 1 to 2 feet of visibly contaminated surficial
soils needed to be removed before remediation of deeper soils was attempted.

From April to June 1992, Clean Harbors of Kingston, Inc. (CHI), Kingston, New
Y ork, removed drummed waste and cleaned up surficial soils. NYSDEC'sin-
spection during the CHI cleanup indicated that visually contaminated soils re-
mained after the surficial soils excavation work, but further removal would have
been impractical at that time. NY SDEC decided that additional soil contamina-
tion would be addressed in later investigations. CHI submitted a draft report
(1992) summarizing the three-month soil and drummed waste remediation. The
report was deemed “inadequate” by NY SDEC because no field monitoring or soil
sampling had been conducted to confirm that the surficial soil removal was ade-
quate.

In conjunction with the drum and soil removal work (April to June 1992), CHI
performed additional site investigations by sampling soils and installing and sam-
pling six shallow groundwater monitoring wells. In September 1992, Davis-
Howland submitted the CHI groundwater report to NY SDEC. The analytical re-
sults indicated that the groundwater was contaminated with chlorinated and non-
chlorinated solvents and metals.
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In December 1994, NY SDEC sampled the site’ s groundwater monitoring wells to
assist in the development of the Remedia Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
Work Plan. The results were consistent with the September 1992 CHI groundwa-
ter report.

1. Introduction

In April 1995, NY SDEC made the following conclusions, based on the report re-
sults:

m All monitoring well analytical results from the site exceeded the NY SDEC
Class GA groundwater standards for volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals.

m Additional deep bedrock and shallow monitoring wells were needed to charac-
terize the site.

m Thedesignated groundwater chemicals of concern (COCs) included volatiles,
SV OCs, pesticides/polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals.

In April 1995, based on the review of previous technical studies, the site was
listed on the New Y ork State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites (Site
No. 8-28-088), indicating that it posed a significant threat to human health and the
environment.

Thefirst of atwo-phase RI/FS work assignment was completed in October 1996
by Lawler, Matusky, Skelly Engineers, LLP, and Galson/Lozier Engineers. The
investigation and study focused on operable unit (OU)-1, which encompasses the
shallow groundwater, surficial soil, and subsurface soil on the site. Eight shallow
and fifteen bedrock monitoring wells were installed for the Phase | investigation.

Based upon the results of the Phase | RI/FS prepared for the DHOC Inactive Haz-
ardous Waste Site OU-1 (upper aquifer and soils) and the criteriaidentified for
the evaluation of aternativesin that document (Lawler, Matusky and Skelly
March 1997), NY SDEC selected Alternative 3 (air sparging, soil vapor extraction
[SVE], and soil excavation and removal) as the site remedy in the Record of De-
cision (ROD). The ROD for the selected remedial alternative OU-1 was signed in
March 1997.

A Phase Il RI/FS was completed in October 1997 by Lawler, Matusky, Skelly
Engineers and Galson/Lozier Engineers. The investigation and study focused on
further defining the nature and extent of soil and deep groundwater contamination
on the site. Additional soil samples were collected at the surface and near-surface
to confirm the results from Phase | of thefirst RI. In addition, bedrock monitor-
ing wellswere installed and sampled. Finally, air sparging and soil vapor extrac-
tion pilot tests were performed to evaluate the remedial technologies for use at the
site.
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1. Introduction

Based upon the results of the Phase Il remedial investigation for OU-2 (the bed-
rock agquifer) and the criteriaidentified for the evaluation of alternativesin that
document, NY SDEC selected No Further Action asthe site remedy. The second
ROD for the selected remedial aternative for OU-2 was signed in March 1998.

Contract documents for remedial construction at the site were prepared by ENSR
Engineering New Y ork and issued for bidding in September 2000.

The groundwater treatment system is a trailer-mounted remediation system using
46 sparge points, six SVE points, 1,300 feet of horizontal SVE lines, three
groundwater extraction wells, six observation piezometers, and two blasted bed-
rock trench recovery wells. Treatment-system start-up occurred on July 22, 2002.
On August 27, 2002 the continuous 24-hour operation of the treatment system
began the operation, maintenance, and monitoring (OM& M) phase, which contin-
ues to the present.
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2009 Field Activities

This section discusses the 2009 groundwater monitoring well field activities per-
formed at the Davis-Howland sitein May 2009. All field activities were con-
ducted according to EEEPC’ s Groundwater Sampling Procedures (May 2008).
Sample locations are indicated on Figure 2-1. In addition to the revised 2008
Groundwater Sampling Procedures, Appendix N of the draft Site Management
plan (Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C. May 2008), an addendum to
the existing EEEPC site-specific health and safety plan was prepared.

2.1 Monitoring Well Sampling

Groundwater samples were collected from 15 wells at the Davis-Howland site.
Sampling was not attempted at two additional wells that were dry. All monitoring
wells were purged prior to sampling. Monitoring-well purging was completed
using a submersible pump with new polyethylene tubing or using disposable
polyethylene bailers on new polypropylene line. Non-dedicated sampling equip-
ment was decontaminated in accordance with the revised 2008 Groundwater
Sampling Procedures, located in Appendix N of the Site Management Plan (Ecol-
ogy and Environment Engineering, P.C. May 2008). Fluids generated during de-
contamination were handled according to procedures outlined in Section 2.3.

Prior to purging, static water levels were measured to within £0.01 foot in each
well using an electronic water-level indicator. The water level and total depth of
each well were recorded (see Table 2-1).

Monitoring wells were purged of at least three volumes of water standing in the
well. MW-16R was purged dry after one to two well volumes and was sampled
after sufficient recharge occurred. Well MW-2R was purged of 1.2 gallons but
never recharged and so was not sampled.

WEells CHI-6 and CHI-1 were measured dry and not sampled. Purged water was
handled in accordance with the revised 2008 Groundwater Sampling Procedures
(see Section 2.3 below). Temperature, pH, specific conductance, and turbidity
were measured and recorded at specified intervals during and after purging. Purg-
ing was performed until pH, specific conductance, and temperature had stabilized
and turbidity was 50 nephelometric turbidity units (NTUS) or less. The water
quality parameters measured at the time of sampling are noted in Table 2-2. Ap-
pendix A contains copies of the well purge and sample records.
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2. 2009 Field Activities

All groundwater samples were submitted to Columbia Analytical Services for
VOC analysis by Method 601, SVOCs by Method 625, pH by Method 150-1, and
petroleum products (total petroleum hydrocarbons [TPH]) by Method 310-13
analyses.

In addition to the environmental samples, quality assurance/quality control
(QA/QC) samples were collected. Trip blanks accompanied every shipment for
VOC analysisto check for the possible introduction of VOCs from the time the
samples were collected to the time they were analyzed. All sample portions for
VOCs collected on a single day were transported in the same cooler. To check
consistency in both sample collection and sample anaysis, duplicate samples
were collected. Duplicate samples were collected at arate of approximately one
per 20 field samples. The duplicate sample (MW-3R/D) consisted of aliquots of
sample media placed in separate sample containers and labeled as separate sam-
ples. Additionally, amatrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) sample
(MW-5R) was collected to simulate the background effect and interferences found
in the actual samples. The calculated percent recovery of the spikeisused asa
measure of the accuracy of the total analytical method. MS/MSD samples were
also collected at arate of one per 20 field samples. QA/QC datawere reviewed
by an EEEPC chemist and a Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) was pre-
pared (see Appendix B). Data qualifiers were applied as described in the DUSR
and incorporated into the data summary tablesin Section 4.

Per the procedures outlined in the revised 2008 Groundwater Sampling Proce-
dures, vialsfor VOC analysis werefilled, leaving no headspace. Upon collection,
all samples were labeled and immediately placed in a cooler maintained with ice
at 4°C. The samples were then packaged and the cooler was driven to the labora-
tory with chain-of-custody documents prepared in accordance with the revised
2008 Groundwater Sampling Procedures.

2.2 Monitoring Well Inspections

On May 13, 2009, EEEPC conducted a brief inspection of the groundwater moni-
toring wells. The purpose of these inspections was to determine and document
the physical condition of the wells and to identify maintenance actions required to
keep the wells operational. The inspections indicated that the wells were in good
condition. The results of the inspections are documented on Table 2-3.

2.3 Investigation-Derived Waste Management

All investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during this investigation was
handled according to procedures outlined in the revised 2008 Groundwater Sam-
pling Procedures Two types of IDW were generated: purging groundwater and
expendable materials, including personal protective equipment (PPE). Waste
streams were segregated and not mixed.
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IDW water was filtered or left undisturbed to allow the solids to settle out of sus-
pension. The water or the water with the fines removed was pumped into equali-
zation tank of the on-site groundwater treatment system.

2. 2009 Field Activities

All expendable PPE generated during the investigation (including but not limited
to Tyvek clothing, gloves, and plastic sheeting) was double-bagged and placed in
an industrial dumpster.
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Table 2-1 May 2009 Groundwater Elevations, Former Davis-Howland Oil Corporation Site,

Rochester, NY

Measured Ground TOIC Casing Groundwater |
Measurement Total Depth Elevation Elevation Water Level Elevation
Well Type Well ID Date (feet TOIC) (feet amsl) (feet amsl) (feet TOIC) (feet amsl)
Shallow CHI-1 5/13/2009 4.50 DRY
Overburden |CHI-6 5/13/2009 7.80 496.61 498.77 DRY 498.77
MW-1S 5/13/2009 17.75 500.41 500.23 11.43 488.80
MW-2S 5/13/2009 13.76 496.23 496.03 6.23 489.80
MW-3S 5/13/2009 16.91 498.27 497.97 6.50 491.47
MW-9S 5/13/2009 18.74 498.57 497.94 7.31 490.63
MW-12S 5/13/2009 14.45 496.24 495.78 3.62 492.16
MW-13S 5/13/2009 13.50 496.58 496.24 4.55 491.69
MW-14S 5/13/2009 12.72 495.93 495.48 3.08 492.40
PZ-1 5/13/2009 12.02 4.02
PZ-2 5/13/2009 12.27 2.63
PZ-3 5/13/2009 13.28 6.29
PZ-4 5/13/2009 11.32 5.59
PZ-5 5/13/2009 11.80 6.31
PZ-6 5/13/2009 11.34 7.90
Bedrock MW-2R 5/13/2009 25.80 496.43 496.14 22.97 473.17
MW-3R 5/13/2009 37.86 498.43 498.16 18.42 479.74
MW-5R 5/13/2009 34.60 499.11 501.32 12.59 488.73
MW-8R 5/13/2009 35.00 497.10 499.63 14.98 484.65
MW-10R 5/13/2009 35.35 498.35 497.89 17.70 480.19
MW-12R 5/13/2009 31.80 496.26 496.86 20.70 476.16
MW-14R 5/13/2009 33.61 495.97 495.60 5.61 489.99
MW-15R 5/13/2009 31.00 494.96 494.68 14.15 480.53
MW-16R 5/13/2009 31.16 493.89 493.48 18.60 474.88
Key:

ams = Above mean sealevel.
MW = Monitoring well.
TOIC = Top of inner casing.
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2. 2009 Field Activities

Table 2-2 Summary of Groundwater Quality Field Measurements, Former Davis-
Howland Oil Corporation Site, Rochester, New York

Sample Sample pH Temperature | Conductivity Unfiltered

Identification Date (s.u.) (°F) (uS/cm) Turbidity (NTUS)
Overburden Wells
MW-1S 5/13/09 6.89 125 987.0 3.59
MW-2S 5/13/09 7.14 14.5 14.61 1.99
MW-3S 5/13/09 1.47 144 576.2 1.19
MW-9S 5/13/09 7.52 14.0 862.7 13.5
MW-12S 5/13/09 6.99 14.6 1111 117
MW-13S 5/13/09 7.11 14.5 670.3 4.53
MW-14S 5/13/09 7.20 18.9 579.2 10.6
Bedrock Wells \
MW-3R 5/13/09 8.16 14.2 1376 1.92
MW-5R 5/14/09 8.08 13.6 985.7 184
MW-8R 5/14/09 7.87 14.9 2206 29.1
MW-10R 5/14/09 7.29 13.1 950.9 143
MW-12R 5/14/09 8.03 13.1 780.2 0.91
MW-14R 5/14/09 7.96 15.3 1448 1.46
MW-15R 5/14/09 7.87 13.1 1139 161
MW-16R 5/14/09 7.06 139 1436 315
o °F = Degrees Fahrenheit.
uS/cm MicroSiemens per centimeter.

Nephelometric turbidity unit.
Standard units.

P

|
c C
o mnu
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2. 2009 Field Activities

Table 2-3 Well Inspection Summary, Former Davis-Howland Oil
Corporation Site, Rochester, New York

PVC Well

Date Casing ID
Well No. Inspected (inches) Inspection Observations
CHI-1 5/13/09 2 Dry, Soft bottom
CHI-6 5/13/09 2 Dry, Soft bottom
MW-1S 5/13/09 2
MW-2S 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-3S 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-4S 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-7S 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-9S 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-11S 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-12S 5/13/09 2
MW-13S 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-14S 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-1R 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-2R 5/13/09 4 Dry, Soft bottom
MW-3R 5/13/09 2 Soft bottom
MW-4R 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-5R 5/13/09 4
MW-7R 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-8R 5/13/09 4 Soft bottom
MW-10R 5/13/09 4 Soft bottom
MW-11R 5/13/09 NA Previously decommissioned
MW-12R 5/13/09 4 Soft bottom
MW-14R 5/13/09 4 Soft bottom
MW-15R 5/13/09 4
MW-16R 5/13/09 4 Soft bottom

Key:

ID = Inner diameter.
MW = Monitoring well.
NA = Not applicable
PVC = Polyvinyl chloride.
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Physical Characteristics of the
Study Area

3.1 Physiography and Topography

The siteislocated in the City of Rochester, New York. The area surrounding the

siteisamixture of residential, commercial, and industrial uses with generaly flat

topography. The Genesee River gorgeis located approximately 1.6 miles west of

the site and the Pinnacle Hills are located approximately 1.4 mile south of the site.
East of the Davis-Howland building is ameadow dominated by forbs and grasses
(Lawler, Matusky and Skelly Engineers March 1997).

3.2 Geology

The soils at the site and in the vicinity are classified as Urban Land (areas altered
or obscured by urban works and structures). The siteis situated on aluvial or-
ganic silt and sand overlying glacial till deposits and lacustrine sand and silt of
varying thickness.

Bedrock in Monroe County dips gently to the south-southwest at approximately
55 feet per mile (Kappel and Y oung 1989). Bedrock beneath the site is the Pen-
field Dolostone of the Middle Silurian Lockport Group and was encountered at
26.6 to 27 feet bgs during the RI (Lawler, Matusky and Skelly Engineers 1998).
The upper surface bedrock slopes to the south at gradients ranging between 0.008
feet per foot (ft/ft) to 0.02 ft/ft.

3.3 Hydrogeology

Four overburden aguifers have been identified by the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) in the Rochester, New Y ork area east of the Genesee River. These agui-
fersinclude an unconfined aquifer existing in the sand and gravel beach deposits
at the north end of Irondequoit Bay; a confined aguifer in the sedimentsin the
base of the Irondequoit Creek Valley; a sand and gravel aquifer present beneath
Route 104; and a system of thin, scattered confined agquifers within the Pinnacle
Hills kame-moraine complex. None of these aquifers are listed as EPA sole-
source aquifers (Lawler, Matusky and Skelly Engineers 1998).

Genera groundwater flow patterns within the overburden in the region are to the
east toward the Irondequoit Creek Valley and to the north toward Lake Ontario.
In general, outwash sand and gravel deposits are relatively highly permeable,
whereas glacial till and lacustrine silt and clay deposits have low permeability
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and may behave as aquitards. The 1998 RI indicated that wells screened partially
within the outwash and partially in the glacial till have a mean hydraulic conduc-
tivity of 7.77 x10* centimeters per second (cm/s) and wells screened only in the
outwash have a mean hydraulic conductivity of 4.27x10"* cm/s.

3. Physical Characteristics of the Study Area

There are two water-bearing zones beneath the Davis-Howland site: the shallow
overburden and upper bedrock zones. The shallow overburden aquifer consists of
1 to 2 feet of topsoil (at one well location) underlain by average thicknesses of 3
feet of fill material (sand and gravel with some cobbles, brick, concrete, wood,
and coal fragments); 10 feet of glacial outwash deposits; and 10 feet of glacia till.
Bedrock, consisting of Penfield dolostone, occurs at depths of 15 to 27 feet below
grade, with an average depth of 22.5 feet. A summary of each water-bearing zone
is provided below.

Overburden Water-bearing Zone

Groundwater flow direction has been variablein the past. 1n 1997, groundwater
flow was to the south in the southern portion of the site with aflow divide near
the railroad tracks resulting in flow to the northeast, southeast, southwest, and
south. In 2004, flow was observed to the northeast across the site at an average
horizontal gradient of 0.014 ft/ft, as noted in the Groundwater Sampling Draft
Data Summary Report 2004 (Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C. May
2004). Groundwater flow in the overburden zone in August 2007 was to the
southwest from a high area along the railroad tracks at a horizontal hydraulic gra-
dient of 0.012 ft/ft, as noted in the Groundwater Sampling Draft Data Summary
Report 2007 (Ecology and Environment Engineering, P.C. 2007). Asshownin
Figure 3-1, overburden groundwater flow in May 2009 was primarily to the south
and west. On the west side of the site, groundwater flow was to the south at a
gradient of 0.008 ft/ft, dlightly lower than that observed in August 2007. On the
east side of the site, flow is to the west, toward low areas in the vicinity of MW-
2Sand MW-1S. Inthis area, the horizontal gradient was higher (0.033 ft/ft be-
tween MW-14S and MW-2S).

Bedrock Water-bearing Zone

Bedrock groundwater flow historically has been more consistent than groundwa-
ter flow in the overburden. In 1997 and 2004 groundwater flowed radialy out-
ward from a mound beneath the site, primarily in the northeast and southeast di-
rections. Horizontal gradients measured in 2004 ranged from 0.015 to 0.027 ft/ft.
In August 2007, groundwater flow in the bedrock zone was variable, flowing ra-
dially from high areas near MW-5R and MW-14R, with asink, or low area, near
MW:-2R (Ecology and Environment Engineering P.C. 2007). The horizontal gra-
dient to the north near MW-5R was 0.049 ft/ft, but to the south of MW-5R the
gradient was 0.017 ft/ft. In the area between the mound at MW-14R and the sink
a MW-2R, the gradient increased to 0.18 ft/ft southwest. Asshown in Figure 3-
1, asimilar flow pattern was observed in bedrock groundwater in May 20009.
There wasradial flow away from groundwater mounds near MW-5R and MW-
14R. To the north of MW-5R, the horizontal gradient was approximately 0.053
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ft/ft to the north-northwest, similar to that observed in 2007. South of MW-5R,
the gradient was approximately 0.031 ft/ft to the southeast. The gradient between
the mound at MW-14R and sink at MW-2R was not determined in May 2009 be-
cause MW-2R was dry at the time of sampling; however, the gradient in that area
islikely higher than elsewhere on site, as observed in 2007.

3. Physical Characteristics of the Study Area
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Nature and Extent of
Contamination

The analytical results for the May 2009 groundwater samples for the Davis-
Howland Oil Corporation site and the comparison with historical results are dis-
cussed in this section. A summary of the current and historical results for each
monitoring well is provided on Figure 4-1[back pocket]. The May 2009 labora-
tory results of positive contaminant hits are presented in Table 4-1. The complete
|aboratory data packs for the 2009 samples will be provided under separate cover.

During the May 2009 field activities, groundwater samples were collected from
15 wells (two wells were dry and could not be sampled [see Section 2.1]).
Groundwater samples were screened against the NY SDEC Technical and Opera-
tional Guidance Series (TOGS) 1.1.1, Class GA Drinking Water Standards and
Guidance Values (New Y ork State Department of Environmental Conservation
1998).

4.1 Overburden Groundwater Results

Nine different VOCs were detected in one or more groundwater samples from
overburden wells, including chlorinated solvents (tetrachl oroethene [PCE], tri-
chloroethene [TCE], 1,1,1-trichloroethane [ TCA] and their degradation byprod-
ucts, aromatic hydrocarbons [benzene] and dichlorobenzene [DCB] isomers).

Five VOCs were detected at levels that exceed NY SDEC Class GA groundwater
standards. These chemicals and their maximum concentrations in overburden
groundwater samplesincluded 1,1,1 TCA (7.6 micrograms per liter [ug/L]);
1,1-dichloroethane (DCA) (33 ng/L); cis-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) (28 ug/L);
tetrachloroethene (PCE) (11 pg/L); and trichloroethene (TCE) (27 ug/L). The
maximum chlorinated VOC concentration detected in overburden groundwater
sampleswasin MW-9S at 90.6 ug/L.

Semivolatile Organic Compounds

The only SVOC detected in overburden groundwater samples was total polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Thiswas not detected at concentrations exceed-
ing Class GA standards (see Table 4-1).
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Petroleum Products
N-dodecane was detected in the overburden groundwater samples at MW-2S at a

concentration of 1,000 ug/L.

4. Nature and Extent of Contamination

4.2 Bedrock Groundwater Results

Seven different VOCs were detected in one or more groundwater samples from
bedrock wells, including chlorinated solvents (TCE, TCA, and their degradation
byproducts). Six of these seven VOCs were detected at levels that exceed

NY SDEC Class GA groundwater standards in at least one bedrock well. These
chemicals and their maximum concentrations in bedrock groundwater samples
included 1,1-DCA (150 ug/L); 1,1-DCE (16 ug/L ); benzene (3.1 ug/L),
cis-1,2-DCE (5,100 pg/L); TCE (1,200 pg/L); and vinyl chloride (VC) (580
ug/L). The maximum chlorinated VOC concentration detected in bedrock
groundwater samples was 5,830 ug/L in MW-8R, primarily dueto 5,100 ug/L of
cis-1,2-DCE. The maximum TCE concentration detected was 1,200 ug/L in
MW10-R.

Semivolatile Organic Compounds
No SVOCs were detected in the bedrock groundwater samples.

Petroleum Products
No petroleum hydrocarbons were detected in the bedrock groundwater samples.

4.3 Summary of 2009 Results

Groundwater beneath the Davis-Howland site is contaminated primarily with
chlorinated solvents and their breakdown products. Aromatic hydrocarbon con-
tamination is not as widespread as previously observed and is present at much
lower concentrations than the chlorinated solvents. The frequency of detection of
these compounds was higher in the overburden wells; however, the magnitude of
the concentrations was generally historically higher in the bedrock wells. The
highest contaminant concentration was detected in well MW-8R on the east side
of the site, and the highest TCE concentration in an individual well was detected
in MW10-R, southwest of the site in the residential neighborhood.

4.4 Comparison with Historical Data

The May 2009 concentration isopleths of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xy-
lenes (BTEX) and total chlorinated VOCs in the overburden and bedrock
groundwater samples are presented in Figures 4-2 and 4-3, respectively. Figure 4-
1 presents a summary of all groundwater data. Concentration isopleth maps for
1997, 1998, 2004, 2007, and 2009 are provided as Figures 4-2 and 4-3. Historical
data were compared with the data from samples collected in May 2009. The fol-
lowing isasummary of the findings:

m Overdl, BTEX levelsin the overburden have decreased significantly since
1998 and were not detected in 2009. Previously, the highest concentration of
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total BETX in the overburden groundwater was detected in well MW-13S.
BTEX concentrations in this well decreased from 10,560 pg/L in 1997 to
9,440 ng/L in 1998, below 1 ug/L in 2004, and was non-detect in 2007.

4. Nature and Extent of Contamination

m BTEX levels have aso generally decreased since 1997 in the bedrock
groundwater. Previously, the highest level of total BTEX in the bedrock
groundwater was in MW-5R, where the concentration decreased from 200
ug/L in 1997 to 42 ng/L in 1998, rose to 70.5 pg/L in 2004, decreased again to
15 ng/L in 2007 and decreased further to 3.1 pg/L in 2009. In 2007, MW-8R
contained the highest BTEX concentration, at 21ug/L. This concentration is
similar to 2004 (17.7 pg/L) but lower than in 1997 (126 ug/L). MW-8R was
at non-detect levelsin the May 2009 analytical results.

m Chlorinated VOC levelsin overburden wells are generally equivaent to or
less than those in 2007. In some wells, such as MW-9S and MW-13S, chlo-
rinated VOC concentrations are now significantly less than those in
1997/1998. For example, the TCA concentration in MW-9S was 1,800 pg/L
in 1998 and isnow 7.6 pg/L. Previously, the highest total chlorinated VOC
level in the overburden groundwater wasin MW-13S (>40,000 ug/L in 1998).
Thetotal chlorinated VOC concentration in thiswell was only 3.7 ug/L in
2009. An exception is MW-1S, where the total chlorinated VOC concentra-
tion increased from 120 ug/L in 1998 to 410 in 2004, decreased to 98 pg/L in
2007, and was 43 pug/L in 2009. Theincrease seen in 2004 was primarily due
to the presence of cis-1,2-DCE, a degradation product of TCE, which indi-
cates that natural degradation processes are occurring. In MW-3S, low-
concentration PAHs that were present in 2004 were not detected in 2007 or
20009.

m Chlorinated VOC levelsin the bedrock groundwater are generally equivalent
to those detected in 2007, with afew exceptions. In MW-5R, chlorinated
V OC concentrations decreased from 2007 and remain below those detected in
1998. Similarly, TCE and cis-1,2-DCE levelsin MW-12R were higher in
2009 than in 2007 but lower than previoustesting in 1997. The highest level
of total chlorinated VOCs in the bedrock groundwater previously wasin MW-
1R (>13,000 pg/L in 1998). Thiswell no longer exists (PW-2 isnow at ap-
proximately the same location). In the absence of thiswell, MW-8R currently
exhibits the highest chlorinated VOC concentration (5,830 pg/L) and contains
primarily cis-1,2-DCE. This compound was not tested for prior to 2004, when
it was present at asimilar but slightly lower concentration. However, the con-
centrations of most other chlorinated VOCs have decreased since 1997 in
MW:-8R (see Figure 4-1).

4.5 Summary and Conclusions
Groundwater samples were collected from seven overburden and eight bedrock
monitoring wells at the site in May 2009.
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Groundwater beneath Davis-Howland historically contained chlorinated solvents,
their degradation products, aromatic hydrocarbons (BTEX), and PAHs. In gen-
eral, concentrations of these organic compounds have decreased with time. More
specifically, PAHs are no longer present at concentrations exceeding groundwater
standards. BTEX concentrations have declined significantly and are no longer
detected in some wells where they were previously present. No BTEX com-
pounds were present at concentrations exceeding groundwater standards in over-
burden wellsin May 2009. Only benzene in MW-5R was present at concentra-
tions above groundwater standards. In May 2009, five chlorinated VOCs were
detected in overburden groundwater samples at levels that exceed the NY SDEC
Class GA groundwater standards. TCA, 1,1-DCA, cis-1,2-DCE, PCE, and TCE.
Similarly, five chlorinated VOCs were detected in bedrock groundwater samples
at levelsthat exceed the NY SDEC Class GA groundwater standards: 1,1-DCA,
1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, and VC. The highest concentrations of chlorinated
VOCsand BTEX continue to be detected in the bedrock groundwater.

4. Nature and Extent of Contamination

Based on the observed changes in the distribution of the VOC contamination on-
site, the groundwater treatment system, in conjunction with natural processes, ap-
pears to be effective at reducing overall contaminant concentrations.
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Table 4-1 Summary of Positive Analytical Results for Monitoring Well Samples, Davis Howland Oil Company, Rochester, New York
Screening Sample ID: MW-1S MW-2S MW-3R MW-3R/D MW-3S MW-5R MW-8R MW-9S MW-10R MW-12R

Analyte Criteria® Date: 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/14/09 05/14/09 05/13/09 05/14/09 05/14/09
pH by E150.1 (SU)

pH | NA | | 745 | 7 | 726 | 727 | 718 | 75 | 700 | 738 | 732 | 737
VOCs by E601_602 (ug/L)

1,1,1-Trichloroethane (TCA) 5 2.3 1U 10U 10U 1U 2U 50 U 7.6 10U 1U
1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) 5 1U 1U 56 59 1U 8.7 150 33 10U 1U
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) 5 1U 1U 16 15 1U 2U 50 U 1U 12 1U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 3 1U 1U 10U 10U 1U 2U 50U 2.4 10U 1U
Benzene 1 1U 1U 10U 10U 1U 3.1 50 U 1U 10U 1U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5 16 1U 1200 1300 1U 160 5100 28 30 31

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 5 3.1 1U 10U 10U 1U 2U 50 U 11 10U 1U
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 5 1U 1U 10U 10U 1U 2U 50U 1.8 10U 1U
Trichloroethene (TCE) 5 27 1U 14 15 1U 13 50 U 11 1200 35

Vinyl Chloride 2 1U 1U 230 240 1U 32 580 1U 10U 1U
SVOCs by E625 (ug/L)

Total PAH | NA | | 4 | 4 | -- | -- | s [ -- [ -- [ -- | -- | --

Hydrocarbons by NY 310-13 (ug/L)
n-Dodecane | NA | | 940U | 1000 | 940U | 940U | 940U | 940U | 940U | 980U | 940U | 940U
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Table 4-1 Summary of Positive Analytical Results for Monitoring Well Samples, Davis Howland Oil Company, Rochester, New York
Screening  Sample ID: MW-12S MW-13S MW-14R MW-14S MW-15R MW-16R TB-A TB-B TB-C TB-D

Analyte Criteria® Date: 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/14/09 05/13/09 05/14/09 05/14/09 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/13/09 05/13/09
pH by E150.1 (SU)
pH | NA 706 | 738 | 748 | 727 | 706 | 715 | -- - - - - - -
VOCs by E601_602 (ug/L)
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (TCA) 5 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 2U 1U 1U 1U 1U
1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) 5 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 11 1U 1U 1U 1U
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) 5 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 2.5 1U 1U 1U 1U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 3 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 2U 1U 1U 1U 1U
Benzene 1 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 2U 1U 1U 1U 1U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5 1U 3.7 3.7 1U 3.5 250 1U 1U 1U 1U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 5 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 2U 1U 1U 1U 1U
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 5 1U 1U 11 1U 1U 2U 1U 1U 1U 1U
Trichloroethene (TCE) 5 1U 1U 41 1U 1.2 3.9 1U 1U 1U 1U
Vinyl Chloride 2 1U 1U 1U 1U 1U 50 1U 1U 1U 1U
SVOCs by E625 (ug/L)
Total PAH [ NA | -l a4 -7 -7 -1 -] --70]--7 -1 -
Hydrocarbons by NY 310-13 (ug/L)
n-Dodecane | NA | 940U | 940U | 940U | 940U | 940U | 940U | -- | -- | -- | --

Note:
! New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Technical and Operational Guidance #1.1.1: Ambient Wz

Shaded cells exceed the screening value.

Key:
J = Estimated value.
U = Not detected at the reported value.
mg/Kg = Milligrams per kilogram.
Hg/Kg = Micrograms per kilogram.
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BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 114086
TJel: 716/684-8B060, Fax: 716/684-0844,
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WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location; Davis Howland OC Site

- EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14,02.01.02
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O PCBs O Drink, Witr.
" OMetals [O__ 8260
O _TPH O ' Sampler(s): S. Craig, J.Mays
pH

‘Well Purge Forrn - EEEPC.xIs




ecology and environment engineering, p.c.

International Speciaiists in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant V'iew Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Jal: 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID: MW-28
EEEPC Project No.. 002700.DC14.02.01.02 Date: S “3‘ 09
Initial Depth to Water: (23 feet TOIC StertTime: [ NZ2L
Total Well Depth: |3, o feet TOIC End Time: Yo D
Depth to Pump: _1} PAY) feef TOIC Bailer | Pump
initial Pump Rate: Lpm / gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Woell Diameter: ‘ 2 inches
adjusted to: " at minutes 4% Well Volurme: i-L: gallons '5,@*3-:3‘,«(

Turbidity
(NTU).

Water

| Conductivity
Level (feet) |

“Filrge Volume
(gallonsiliters}

1 (pSlemmSiem) |

12201 66 Tip | Wt | B [B10e | — |>\000/6, 23

1325 | 0.5 1.03 1,71 O 1822 | — |9D0.77| —

Hazo 1 n.9 .05 1.2 -S 115809 | = 1148 —

1225 1.4 T 1.7 -23 1 190, | — b b —

124D | 1. N3 T - ek | = [9.73] —

1249 | Al T2 VA D =13 | 4l | = .81 —

1280 | .o |74 19.81-2) [ TS ] - 1356 —

13891 3. b 7423184920 114G | — (2.0 =

op T 4.0 1A .5 -22 141y | = 11.99] —
Final Sample Data: "1.4d {4 ..3 -2 (o i —_ i-<19 s

Sampie ID: - MW-25 Duplicate? O | Dupe Samp [D:

Sample Time:___ {4 D7 Ms/MsD? [ -

Analyses: Methods: Comments:

EVOCs  OCLP

SVOCs [I5W848

O PCBs O Drink, Wir.

O Metals [ _8260_

O_TPH__ O Sampler(s): S-Breigays 13 Emer

= pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPCats




= ecology and environment engineering, p.c.

" bt |nternational Specialists in the Environment

BUFEALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID: MW-3R
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.0C14.02.01.02 Date: BT ] 10T
Initial Depth to Water: % .4 &~ feet TOIC Start Time: [ 5 2-5
Total Well Depth: 373 : Blo_feet TOIC | EndTime: |1 2.1
Depth to Pump: 3, &o feet TOIC - Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate: Lpm /gpm . Pymp Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon -
adjusied io: at . minutes Well Diameter: ﬂ % inches
adjusted fo at minutes 1x Well Volume: [Z.F  gallons 35 =3, e

Purge Volums . 1 _' .I";bnductiv'it,y' ' Turbidity Water' ;

" Time (gallonsfiters) | (s.u. | (uS/om rslem) (NTL) | Leve! (feet)

1525 0.0 [7.99117.31 351 NT7.0] = [39.lo|18.97
1520 | L2 17990382019 (1ol |~ 30D T
1533 1.9 (749 4 -2 g | - 13\ T
(SHD | 4.8 7191 1%9.0 -4 | 13U ~ 1.5 —
(SHE] 4.5 779049 |-58 1 130 | = 1+ —
i | 8., 14020 iH.| =47 1234 | — [H.04] —
1,75 | 4 (Ko | 14S | -8l | 1351 — |20 —
11O \9. A A1 1.0 =57 135K — | 3.
152 A4 .0 €19 4.1 [-57] 1239 — | R0 —
7100 | 2. (KB4l [ -D| 137 | - |39 —
i 7iD | @5.p 8B i4.0 | ~(A| 278 | — 2.0
1720 D2F.A [Bllp M4 D | -LD] 137¢ | = |1.92

Final Sample Data: Dl |y W3 133 - 572 -
Sample ID: MW-3R Duplicate? E< Dupe Samp ID:  p4bd -3, l D
Sample Time: 7.1 ‘ msmsp? [ '
Analyses: Methods: - Comments:

VOCs O CLP
SVOCs [ 3W846

O PCBs [ Drink. Wir,
O Metals O__ 8260
D_TPH__ O Sampler(s): S-Graigraays— B V.conn
pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPC.xls



ecology and environment engineering, p.c.

nternational Specialists in the Environment

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleésant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-B0OB0, Fax: 716/684-0844

Site Name/Location: Davis Howtand OC Site Well 1D: MW-35

EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DG14.02.01.02 Date: S 112 {OF

Initial Depth to Water: (250 feet TOIC statTme: 14 Y Q
Total Well Depth: _{(p-G| _fest TOIC End Time: s~ 20
Depth to Pump: |5, 9| feet TOIC Bailer Pump

Initial Pump- Rate: Lpm / gpm Pump Type; 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Well Diameter: 2 inches
adjusted to: at minutes 1x Well Volume: f.uﬁ gallons 5o 3.,

| Purge Volume Temp. ' I}qﬁﬂy_mivity 'I'.urb_i_l:ijt.y  ‘Water '
(nallonsiliters) . (°CFF) v @)‘c_mﬁ_nslcm) (mgily | (NTLD) | Level (feet)
1HUs ® |Fas | tes [ | (95 — | 53 bS50

Y5 2 1i0 T3 | S W3] eit2] ~ WwWs

455 1.5 Z.oo| Wevz| {20 | Y4B | T | 328

iSeol 2.0 | R4l (40 Y] 4oz = | Wb

Soc| a.55 | +3| 150] We| Ydkl.S| - | 33Y
\=510 3.0 Fae | MAI WL | B3| - [ Xe
\SIS| 3.5 |#uwol 3L wd | 5550 = | 161
\Sze| 9.6 93 ]l w3l SR - | L33
\$2<] U | FMS Wz V0 STHA] T L LT
1$30] 5.0 |3 4H4F 144 Vo | s5FHba| - | 11§
Final Sample Data: Ty | g4 % | ST | — 1T _—
Sample 1D: MW-3S Duplicate? | Dupe Samp.lD:
Sample Time: iS22 Ms/msD? [
Analyses: Methods: Comments:
VOCs OcLp
SVQCs [ SWB4E
O PCBs [ Drink. Wir.
O Metals  [J__ 8260
‘FQ,_TPH O Sampler(s): S. Craig, J.Mays
pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPC xls




ecology and envireonment engineering, p.c.

International Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALD CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pieasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-8060, Fas: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well 1D: MW-5R
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01 02 Date: & fiB{09
Initial Depth to Water: [2.,59  feet TOIC StatTime:  }{ DO
Total Well Depth: 34.(p0 _feet TOIC End Time: ___ | 94
Depth to Pump: ’_5 Z Loy feet TOIC -Bailer Pump

Initial Pump Rate: Lpm /gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Well Diameter: A 2Z’inches
adjusted to: at minutes

: ?g_rge_ Volume

. Conductivity

1x Well Volume: 144 gallons 43 = Susd
DD | Turbidity |

Water

_ Time | (gallonsiters) | | (siem mS/om) | _ | Level (fest)
20 e BAd | 15\ 1SS | Fwe) | T 53] ——
S0 s Saslwuzl s | 9223 | — |s5.4 —
\ZUD 1) g/ 1408l | 9293 | — 1437 | -—
\2. 27} =Y 0] | \3F NS |13 | — H. 03| —

1237 | 20 5.0 | 2S5 |80 1948w | — Hol | —
V253 25 |50 1\, =4 19491 | — 3. 2| —
205 | 30 |#.03| 1Bw|-8 5T | —[30% | ~—
1320 35 (%S 3.5 2@ | Tl | — P83 | —
12us | AND |Sox| Bvw |20 |9%8:+ | — [1.8Y | —

Final Sample Data: . |3 .0% | 3. | 20 9%5. + | — 154 -

sample ID: MW-5R Duplicstez-[]_  Dups-Sameip

Sample Time: 13Uy MsmsD? b

Analyses: Methods: Commenis:

KVOCs  [CLP

SVOCs [ SW84s

O PCBs [0 Drink. Wir.

O Metals O_ 8260
_TPH O Sémpier(s): S. Craig, d-viays~”

pH i

‘Well Purge Forn - EEEPC x5




ecolegy and environment engineer ing, p.c.

ol Internatlonal Speclallsls in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant Vlew Dirive, Lancaster, Naw York 14086
Tel 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis'Howland QC Site Well ID: MW-8R

EEEPC Project No.: 002700.0C14.02.01.02 | . Date: 5 l 15( ch
Initial Depth to Water: \L\ ﬁ/ﬁ" feet TOIC Start Time: ‘ 5 a 5
Total Well Depth:‘f)S WX feet TOIC End Time: ) b{ S/
Depth to' Pump: 33 L Oh feetTOIC Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate; Lpm / gpm - Pump Type; 12'V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Well biameter' A ,2/ nches

adjusted-to: at minutes 1x Well Volume: ] ﬁg 2 gallons-‘-‘w&“ﬁv——%

Furge Volume 1 1 Temp..

(gallonshiiters) | (su) | (°TPF) |
v

Tioyc| S0 | F. el s | 4ol A4 - ;m

\554 (0.0 | #.88]Vho |59 | 23324 0,8 —
e 5.0 | 783 Y| -53] 33| - | i& N —
LS 20, @ | T AN 1T | -] 232l - 17209

s | 25,0 |18 bs| -G8 3011 —- | 2F] -
W3Sl 300 | F Bl 152 ~(4 ]| &Q09 = 13kl T
JLY9C] 350 | 388 1501 -6S] Anold | T |RES! -~
U LsBl Yo | F.2FH 1968 D06 | - a9

Final Sample Data: ES 53 1Y -9 — ol _‘Z—'Z(j (s - 229\ ——

. Sample ID: MW-8R ‘ Duplicate? [J Dupe Samp ID:
Sample Time: S+ msmsp? [
Anah&eﬁi Methods: Comments:

vocs  [CICLP
X SVOCs []SW846
OPCBs [ Drink. Wir.
O Metals 0O __ 8260
B _TPH___ O__ Sampler(s): 2B, JMays  ( Poed L
pH

Well Purpe Form - EEEPCxs



ecology and envireonment engineering, p.c.

International Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALD CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/6B4-B060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/l.ocation: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID: MW-95
' EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01.02 Date: 5—! [B[o9F
inftial Depth to Water: %. 3] feat TOIC . Start Time: WwWyo
Total Well Depth:_[57, ‘4  feet TOIC End Time: | 2850
Depth to Pump: | Ut.*q—‘-l feet TOIC Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate; Lpm / gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adji.:sted tor at minutes Well Diameter: 2 inches
. adjusted to: at : minutes 1x Well Volume: __{ . H gallons ‘-'-I'-ﬁ“;’:’{BuaL, |

Tonductivity | DD . | Turbidity | Water
: (s, : V) ji{EStom mSicm) _ (NTU) | Level {feet).
VYo L LRY e 18 | B3| - | BAY| 3
1\zo L4 Tt e o] 84nt] - | 634

1200 2% | Fqa| M2 ] B8N — | 163
QW0 4.9 | Fuet] ] MY ] @3 = ] 36,5
ool S5k 33l We 48| R¥HS| -~ | 30
1430 +.0 T 3 163 &M~ | 266
wuo | ey 13,50 y3a | 19§ 86SH - - | 14.8
\2s0] 9.2 |3.s3| ldolibl ] 8634 - [13,¢

Final Sample Data: F.5C Y. 0 Ll SeZ. 3} | — 13.5 —

Sample ID: - MW-25 Duplicate? [ Dupe Samp ID:
Sample Time: VA SR . wmsmsp? [
Analvses: Methods: Comments:

VOCs OCLP

SVOCs [0 5Wa46

O PCBs [T Drink. Wir.

O Metals O__ 8260
X TPH O ' Sampler(s); S. Craig, J.Mays
pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPC.xls




ecology and enviromment @ngmeemm

International Spemahsts in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant V|ew Drive, Lancaster, New York ‘14086
Tel. 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-D844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site

EEEFC Project No.:

002700.DC14.02.01.02

Initial Depth to Water: 1 41O feet TOIC

Total Well Depth: 35,3 feet TOIC
Depth to Pump: 3% .3(feet TOIC

Initial Pump Rate:

adjusted to:

- adjusted fo:

| #rrge Molume

Lpm / gpm

at

at

minutes

minutes

pﬂ@.
Well ID: MW-10R
Date: &~ ‘ IS(DB
Start Time: 1 L So
End Time: 25D
Bailer Pump

Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon

Well Diameter: ﬂ % inches

1x Well Volume: IS gallons 3.5 =3ul

Bnndub:tivi:ty DD

Turbidity .

: .Wa_ter .

“Time [ (galionstiiters) @Sicm msicm) | (v 1) | Level (feet) |
Wso { o R o KWt 1F-Fe
151 50 [ | 19T | A8 | YIS T | Ysyl -«

1286] 0.0 |Fb9lius | 8V | g20.0] — | 134 —
vk 1Sw gd] | F3F] 435 — 16T -

2| 20.0 | 334l B3O | FF | 9382 | - 1 1,3F -

235 | 260 F A na| 36 | A48 | - @93 -~
2 44| 30.0 | Fzs| V30| F5]| 948, 6| - 28] -~
1as3| 368 | 3.29] 3.0 329909 - | W43~

Final Sample Data:_ 2249 [\3:\ | F2Z [ 9so- 9 — fHR| —

Sample ID: MW-10R Duplicate? O Dupe Samp !D:
Sample Time: 1255 ms/msD? [
Analyses: Methods: Comments:
EVOCs  [ICLP
SVOCs [1SW848
[0 PCBs O Drink. Wtr.
OMetals O_ 8260

_TPH, | Sampler(s): S—Gralg, JMays , .. Noed
‘= pH ' l

Well Purge Form - EEEPC.x]s




ecology and environment engineering, p.c.

interational Spedcialists in the Environment

BUEFALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-80680, Fax: 716/684-0844 ’

‘ WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD
Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well 1D; MW-12RI

EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01.02 pate: S J\3jloT
Initial Depth to Water: 8¢, }& feet TOIC Start Time:  JH{755
Total Well Depth: | R0 feet TOIC ' End Time: 15 2O
Depth to Pump: 50 featTOIC Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate: me‘/ gpm : : Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: 3 at minutes Well Diameter: f{ S inches .
adjusted to: at . minutes 1x Well Volume: #,7. gallons | Z1.3 = 200

?Qf__qé ZVn'Iju'mt—:-

:DD '”_'I'urbiﬂit_y' Water

| qgaltonsiliters) | (su) | _(CCPR) (NTD) | Level {feet):
s |- O 500 | 14.3 | 30 | — |49 —
IR0 g o3 1Y.3 13 | 3353 | — | 132 T
Vs 1O LA 1\VRT | 185 [ g g | — 11O —
IS0 15 5:.0%113.6 3T | F¥HS | — |10l —
S KO .04 [ \3 2] 1§ | FHe. F| — lico | T
\5ao 2z 1903 |\V3. 1| SO0 | Ho.2|lc— 0P | —

Fina! Sampie Data: 03 {3, \ <0 350 C " O ‘Ci} | e
Sample ID: MW-12R ~DUpicEET T  Dupe-SampiD:
Sample Time: S22~ MsmeprTT
Analyses:  Methods: Comments:

B3 VOCs O CLP

K sSvOoCs [ Swed6

O PCBs O Drink. Wir.
O Metals O_ 8260___

'%,TPH o Sampler(s): S. Craig, Jovtays ™
pH

Well Purpe Form - EEEPC xls



QC@ﬁﬁUy and environment engineering, p.c.
International Specialists in the Environment
BUEEALD CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pieasant View Drive, Lancastey, New York 14086
Tel; 716/684-B060, Fax: 716/684-0844
WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD .
Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID: MW-128
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.0C14.02.01.02 Date: S5 [13] o
Initial Depth to Water: ,(»"Z. feet TOIC Start Time:  // .5/
Total Well Depth: 14,45~ feet TOIC End Time: /2.2 9
Depth to Pump: /4, *-/)/ feet TOIC Bailer Pump

Initial Pump Rate: Lpm/ gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoop
adjusted fo: at minutes Well Diameter: 2 inches
adjusted to: at minutes 1x Well Voluma: J?_Lpgallons S‘ 330

Purge Volume pk Temp. ORP - Tonductivity DD . Water
(gallons/liters) {s.u, (°C/°F) (ES/emmS/em). | Level (feet)
1590 2 Gfo ek L 1g | flE7 | — |52 | T
e8| pre J66¢ |62 4R |\ el | = L f5g |
il g 2,97 b2 | (5.9 g% | 095 i Ky 0 S s
1S | 5./8 L& | 1Y) | BT | /o1 — 206 | —
1206 | ©.9¢ LY oy | 88 | see — | g.27| —
10y | 697 (AU Yy | 857 il — 1[4 | —
Final Sample Data: CG-CIT Y. | 55 fiey — L. \"-\- o
Sample ID: MW-125 Duplicate? [1 Dupe Samp ID: |
Sample Time: /2.2 . Mms/MsD? [
Analyses: Methods: Comments:

VOCs OcCLP

[ 8§VOCs [O8WB848

O PCBs O Drink. Wir.

[ Metals O_ 8260
0O_TPH O

pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPC.xls

Sampler(s):--B—Graigmdays £ . Lol h




ecology and envirenment engineering, p.c.

International Spesialists in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORBATE CENTER 368 Pieasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/6B4-B060, Fax; 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID: MW-1358
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01.02 ' ~ pate: S{3[09
initial Depth fo Water: A{.SS  feet TOIC . . Start Time; 1] )"{ S
Total Well Depth; [3.5Q feet TOIC End Time: FL20s
Depth to Pump: }{. 550 fest TOIC Bailer Pump
' initial Pump Rate: Lpm / gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at ' minutes - Well Diameter: 2 inches .
adjusted to: - at minutes 1x Well Volume: _{,/S gallons Lf M = 30z

‘Purge Volums ph P | Conductivity | DD | Tutbidity | Water
| {#S/cm mS/cm) | {NTLE) | Level (feet)!

- 223 —%

| (gallonsiitars)

US| o0 sl | 1R 6%,

&2 5o | 0.4 [6.94]15.2.1 %9 [bRtes | = 2B —

g eS| 10 6Lz 153179 6hSL = 1915

Z 200 | 1.8 921144970 1Lblh.5 | — 195.5] —
1205 | 3. LA 144169 7.8 | =~ [238.9| —
210 1 3.0 |72.0418. 22 b, | — | T.05] —
1215 | 3.8 7.0 1.3 ed [b7l.lp | = 9.2 —
1220 | 4.5 7. 1S9 (103 | |HS3

Final Sample Data: Ty Uy | 8% | (4. 3 — | H.53 —_—

Sample ID: MW-138 Duplicate? [ Dupe Samp ID:
Sample Time: 122 ms/msp? [ '
Analyses: Methods: Comments:
‘mVOCs  DOCLP .

SVOCs D SW846

O PCBs O Drink. Whtr.
[ Metals O 8260
0 _TPH | Sampler(s):-8-Graigdays 15 . Kool

X pH

‘Well Parge Form - EEEPC.xls



ecology and environment engineering, p.c.

international Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALD CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel; 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well [2: MW-14R
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01.02 pate: 5 | !Bl o
Initial Depth to Water; 5. (of feet TOIC Start Time: 1230
Total Well Depth: 33, feet TOIC End Time: 1SHO

Depth to Pump: D7 . (e{ feet TOIC Bailer Pump

Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon

Well Diameter: & 2Zinches

1x Well Volume: | gallons SSaK‘o_l:
3ot

initial Pump Rate: Lpm / gpm

adjusted to: at minutes

minutes

adjusted to: at

?m;gé'*w_‘.niul"ne Tomp. Ee .._,Psi.iﬂi;fgﬁ\ﬁty Turbidity | Water
@nsﬂit&l‘s} (('TFF) V) | {uSlcmanSiei) | (NTL) | Level (feet) |
1240 3., 5% — | F3 Y| Sk
i355 vo FHlol 12,35 | 35x | — | VW3] ™
430 210 132906 ] A | V335 | — | S%.20] —
4 So 30 |50 | 58|35 | V3385 | - | 1,36] .~
i 5 io Lo 197 (5.5 1ot | W33 — st -
1530  so | #4323 (541091440 | - [\al | =
1540 55 | 296 15210 448 | —| V4| —
Final Sample Data: T9U | \$.5 ’o‘ij— "l%érl - J.¢ e ————
Sample ID: MW-14R - Duplicate? O Dupe Samp ID:
sample Time: 154 Ms/msp? [
Analyses: Methods; Comments:
VOCs OcLpP
E SVCCs [ISW846
[0 PCBs O Drink. Wir.
O Metals O 8260
K_TPH [ Sampler(s). SsEETF, J.Mays i, Poedll
pH

Well Purpe Form - EEEPC.x1s




ecaloev and environment engineering, m.cC.
t‘:ﬁ¢f Foaw d Q‘Z‘kﬁ' . .

inmernational Specialists in the Environment

BUFFALO CORPORATE CENTER 362 Pleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-B060D, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland QC Site . Well [D: MW-148
EEEPC Project No.. 002700.DC14.02.01.02 | pate:  S{1%]OF
_ Initial Depth to Water: B.08 feetTOIC - Start Time: 2eo08
Total Well Depth V2 +Z. feetTOIC End Time: 360
Depth to Pump: jf,7 L _fest TOIC Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate: Lpm / gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
| adjusted {o: at minutes - WellDiameter: 2 inches
adjusted to: Cooat : rminutes 1xWeI| Volume: . (g galions AHF=Bodl
Purge Volume Temp. ) _ Qnﬁduntnvlty DI Turbidity | ..Wa.ter_ |
-Time {gallons/liters) {s.u, (°"CI°F) ! fES/minmS/em) | {NTL} | Level (feet) |
200 o 9.9 g 17 15749 — S| —
% /o G =9 | 50 | €9 |5L5.T — | 75 —
rief] 23 7224 | /C=z | st | 563 T — -/ —
2:3¢ | 4R 7273 L1k | (e | S22 | —1 [s.y —
Jivsy | S Vol | ite | 5% | st | | 07| ——
2:55 | 49 2o | xS | 579 | | Ak |

Final Sample Data: ‘ 1rZO 5.9 | S |894 | [Oe (» —

Sample [D; MW-148 ) Duplicate? Ol Dupe Samp ID:
Sample Time:  Ji5" 2 ms/msp? [
Analyses: '  Methods: Comments:

VOCs O CcLP

SVOCs [ SWwe4s

O PCBs O Drink. Wir.

O Metals O 8260

O_TPH O Sampler(s): 8. Craig, J.Mays
pH

Well Purge Form - EEEPC.xls




ecology and environment engineering, p.c.
International Specialists in the Environment . '

BUFFALO CdFtPORATE CENTER 368 Fleasant View Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel: 716/684-8060, Fax. 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site Well ID; MW-15R
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.0C14.02.01.02 Date: S’ l_ﬁ\_cﬁ
Initial Depth to Water: /Ul /&~ feet TOIC Start Time: odov3
Total Well Depth: "B .C0D __ feet TOIC End Time: 1110
" Depth to Pump: XQ - &0 fest TOIC Bailer Pump
Initial Pump Rate: Lpm / gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Well Diameter: 4 Zinches
adjusted to: at ' minutes 1x Well Volume: - ” 'gallons 23= 3ol

Turbidity | Water

Purge Vilume Tamp. Tonductivity :
{toaiionsiliters) . {°CFF) 1 {uS/em mSicm) {NTL) | Level (feet) |

0G6%] @ | G2dq] 13,3 136] jad2 | — | 108 [IH «i5
oGus| .o | FMG 133 Gl | wvwaa | - | FNG (Y8
101D 1.0 | F.2V| ML V\0F| nhor| ~— | Qlb] T
1030] 1.0 | 392 (35108 wan | = [ 1.29] =
1052 | g4 | F.B0 128 03F 30| T | LI -
VIO 30.0 | 3,86 133 (01 A S IR A
W 20 23.0 | +.%3 (3.1 104 1v39 —| 1Ll -

Final Sample Data; "’_J..&‘tf 13 1o 34 — L.tal _ ——
Sampie ID: MW-15R Duplicate? [ Dupe Samp ID: |
Sample Time: V21 ms/msb? O '

Analyses: ~ Methods: Comments:
VoCs ~ DCLP oSk el Sonc e autll

SVOCs [1SW848
O PCBs O Drink, Wtr:
O Metals O_ 8260_ .

W _TPH | Sampler(s): S~Csaig, J.Mays L 2oed L
pH '

‘Well Purge Form - EEEPC.xs




ecology and environment engineering, p C.

international Specialists in the Environment

BUFEALO CORPORATE CENTER 368 Pleasant Vlew Drive, Lancaster, New York 14086
Tel; 716/684-8060, Fax: 716/684-0844

WELL PURGE & SAMPLE RECORD

Site Name/Location: Davis Howland OC Site ‘ Well ID: MW-16R
EEEPC Project No.: 002700.DC14.02.01.02 ' Date: S| l,?,)o‘i
Initial Depth to Water: |45 (0O feet TOIC Start Time: 1 Fs5
Total Well Depth: 3| . {(p  feet TOIC End Time: 1SS O
Depth to Pump: 2G.{\a feet TOIC Bailer Pump
initial Pump Rate: Lpm/gpm Pump Type: 12 V Mini Typhoon
adjusted to: at minutes Well Diameter: A Z inches
adjusted to: oat minutes 1x Well Volume: 8r 7 gallons Z7{.(»=3

ol

Purge Volume :Eor'lductivi'ty ;'Tﬁrbidity Water
Time | {gallons/liters’ Ty | (m) (uSiemmSizin) | (moll {NTL) | Level (feet}
1785 0.1 7% 1151 49 | (2497 | = [ 9.06 [I€.lO
BHL| 4. 1726 8O A 1132 | — | RO —
812 9o |7Z27l4ss (79 |19y | — | 972 | —

1§50 | 8.6 (1evl1:q | 4 | U3e | — Dy

Final Sample Data: KXol 12.9 1|84 U3z — | Bl.s -

Sample ID: MW-16R Dupficatsy 1 Dupe Samp ID:
Sample Time: 4 Moy - zocA] o530 Msmspr—H ‘

Analyses:  Methods: Comments: hrn@ \S Cic_x O

VOCs  OCLP

SVOCs [ SW846
O PCBs [ Drink. Wr. .

O Metals O_ 8280

O_TPH O Sampler(s): 8. Craig, J.Mays ,B\QCQ:QY\
1

X pH

‘Well Purge Form - EEEPC.x1s
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Data Usability Summary Report

Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009

Completed by: Bryan Kroon

The analytical data provided by the laboratory were reviewed for precision, accuracy, and complete-
ness per NYSDEC Division of Environmental Remediation Guidance for the Development of DUSRs
(June 1999). Specific criteria for QC limits were obtained from the project QAPP. Compliance with the
project QA program is indicated on the in the checklist and tables. Any major or minor concerns
affected data usability are summarized listed below. The checklist and tables also indicate whether
data qualification is required and/or the type of qualifier assigned.

Reference:

Table 1 Sample Summary Tables from Electronic Data Deliverable

g’r‘é';"r Matrix|sample ID|  Lab ID Sgr;‘t%'e Ibact;) MS/ MSD Corré'gﬁons

R0902693 |Water IMW-12S |R0902693-001 5/13/208 None

R0902693 |Water [MW-13S |R0902693-002 5/13/208 None

R0902693 |Water IMW-14S |R0902693-003 | 5/13/200 None
9

R0902693 |Water IMW-1S _ |R0902693-004 | 5/13/200 None
9

R0902693 |Water [MW-2S _ |R0902693-005 5/13/208 None

R0902693 |Water IMW-3S _ |R0902693-006 5/13/208 None

R0902693 |Water IMW-9S  |R0902693-007 | 5/13/200 None
9

R0902693 |Water TB-A  |R0902693-008 | 5/13/200 None
9

R0902693 |Water [TB-B _|R0902693-009 5/13/208 None

R0902693 |Water [TB-C __ |R0902693-010 5/13/208 None

Work Orders, Tests and Number of Samples included in this DUSR

Work : Test Number of Sample
Orders HEWIES Method e NES Samples Type
R0902693 |Water |[E150.1 pH (Electrometric) 7|SAMP
R0902693 [Water |[E601_602 |Purgeable Halocarbons and Purgeable 10|SAMP
Aromatics by G
R0902693 [Water |[E625 Semivolatile Organic Compounds by 7|SAMP
GC/MS
R0902693 |Water |[NY 310-13 |Petroleum Products in Water 7|SAMP

(Hydrocarbon Scan) for

General Sample Information
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon
Do Samples and Analyses on COC check against Lab Sample
. Yes
Tracking Form?
Did coolers arrive at lab between 2 and 6°C and in good Yes

condition as indicated on COC and Cooler Receipt Form?

Frequency of Field QC Samples Correct?

Field Duplicate - 1/20 samples

Trip Blank - Every cooler with VOCs waters only
Equipment Blank - 1/ set of samples per day?

Yes — no Field duplicates present in this
SDG, trip blanks supplied for each
cooler.

All ASP Forms complete?

Yes

Case narrative present and complete?

Yes

IAny holding time violations (See table below)?

No - All samples were prepared and
analyzed within holding times.

Insert Holding time table below.

The following tables are presented at the end of this DUSR and
QC criteria.

Method Blanks Results (Table 2)
Surrogates Outside Limits (Table 3)
MS/MSD Outside Limits (Table 4)
LCS Outside Limits (Table 5)
Re-analysis Results (Table 6)

Field Duplicate Results (Table 7)

Go to Tables List

provided summaries of results outside

Volatile Organics and Semi-volatile Organics by GCMS

Description

Notes and Qualifiers

Any compounds present in method, trip and field blanks
(see Table 2)?

No

For samples, if results are <5 times the blank or < 10 times
blank for common laboratory contaminants then "U" flag
data. Qualification also applies to TICs.

Samples are flagged U as noted on
Table 2a for method blanks and Table
2b for field blanks.

compliant, then J flag positive data in original sample due to
matrix?

Surrogate for method blanks and LCS within limits? Yes
Surrogate for samples and MS/MSD within limits? (See Yes
Table 3). All samples should be re-analyzed for VOCs?

Samples should re-analyzed if >1 BN and/or > AP for BNAs

is out. Matrix effects should be established.

Laboratory QC frequency one blank and LCS with each Yes
batch and one set of MS/MSD per 20 samples?

MS/MSD within QC criteria (see Table 4)? If outand LCSis | Yes

LCS within QC criteria (see Table 5)? If out, and the
recovery high with no positive values, then no data
gualification is required.

Yes - LCS Duplicate RPD for Benzidine
outside of limits, no positive detections
s0 no qualification required.

curve fit?

Do internal standards areas and retention time meet N/A
criteria? If not was sample re-analyzed to establish matrix

(see Table 6)?

Is initial calibration for target compounds <15 %RSD or N/A

G:\002700-002799\002700\B2812-DC14_02_01_02-Davis-Howland 2009 Data Summary\Appendix B\DUSR_R0902693.doc/Last
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon
Volatile Organics and Semi-volatile Organics by GCMS

Description Notes and Qualifiers
Is continuing calibration for target compounds < 20.5%D. N/A

Were any samples re-analyzed or diluted (see Table 6)? N/A

For any sample re-analysis and dilutions is only one
reportable result by flagged?

For TICs are there any system related compounds that No

should not be reported?

Do field duplicate results show good precision for all No field duplicates associated with this
compounds except TICs (see Table 7)? SDG

G:\002700-002799\002700\B2812-DC14_02_01_02-Davis-Howland 2009 Data Summary\Appendix B\DUSR_R0902693.doc/Last
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon

General Analytical Methods

Description Notes and Qualifiers

Any compounds present in method and field blanks as noted | No.

on Table 27?

For samples, if results are <5 times the blank then "U" flag Samples are flagged U as noted on

data. Table 2a for method blanks and Table
2b for field blanks.

Laboratory QC frequency one blank and LCS with each Yes

batch and one set of MS/MSD per 20 samples?

MS/MSD within QC criteria (see Table 4)? QC limits are not | Yes
applicable to sample results greater than 4 times spike
amount.

LCS within QC criteria (see Table 5)? If out, and the Yes
recovery high with no positive values, then no data
gualification is required.

Do field duplicate results show good precision for all Yes
compounds (see Table 7)?

Summary of Potential Impacts on Data Usability

Major Concerns

None

Minor Concerns

None

G:\002700-002799\002700\B2812-DC14_02_01_02-Davis-Howland 2009 Data Summary\Appendix B\DUSR_R0902693.doc/Last
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company
Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon

Table 2 - List of Positive Results for Blank Samples
None

Table 2A - List of Samples Qualified for Method Blank Contamination
None

Table 2B - List of Samples Qualified for Field Blank Contamination
None

Table 3 - List of Samples with Surrogates outside Control Limits
None

Table 4 - List MS/MSD Recoveries and RPDs outside Control Limits
None

Table 5 - List LCS Recoveries outside Control Limits
None

Table 6 —Samples that were Reanalyzed
None

Table 7 — Summary of Field Duplicate Results
None

Key:
A = Analyte
NC = Not Calculated
ND = Not Detected
PQL = Practical Quantitation Limit
RPD = Relative Percent Difference
T = Tentatively Identified Compound
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Data Usability Summary Report

Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009

Completed by: Bryan Kroon

The analytical data provided by the laboratory were reviewed for precision, accuracy, and complete-
ness per NYSDEC Division of Environmental Remediation Guidance for the Development of DUSRs
(June 1999). Specific criteria for QC limits were obtained from the project QAPP. Compliance with the
project QA program is indicated on the in the checklist and tables. Any major or minor concerns
affected data usability are summarized listed below. The checklist and tables also indicate whether
data qualification is required and/or the type of qualifier assigned.

Reference:

Table 1 Sample Summary Tables from Electronic Data Deliverable

Work ; Sample ID
Order Matrix|Sample ID Lab ID Date Lab QC |[MS/ MSD Corrections
R0902726 |Water MW-10R |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
006
R0902726 |Water MW-12R |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
007
R0902726 |Water MW-14R |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
008
R0902726 |Water MW-15R |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
004
R0902726 |Water MW-16R |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
003
R0902726 |Water MW-3R  |R0902726- 5/13/2009 None
001
R0902726 |Water [IMW-3R/D |R0902726- 5/13/2009 None
002
R0902726 |Water MW-5R  |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
005
R0902726 |Water MW-8R  |R0902726- 5/14/2009 None
009
R0902726 |Water |TB-D R0902726- 5/13/2009 None
010
R0902726 |Water MW-5R  |R0902726-D 5/14/2009 None
R0902726 |Water MW-5R  |RQ0903727 5/14/2009|MS/MSD None
R0902726 |Water  MW-5R  |RQ0903732 5/14/2009|MS/MSD None
R0902726 |Water  MW-5R  |RQ0904035 5/14/2009|MS/MSD None
Work Orders, Tests and Number of Samples included in this DUSR
Work ; Test Number of Sample
Orders W Method btnee NEmE Samples Type
R0902726 |Water |[E601 602 |Purgeable Halocarbons and Purgeable 10|SAMP
Aromatics by G
R0902726 [|Water |[E625 Semivolatile Organic Compounds by 9|SAMP
GC/MS
R0902726 |Water [NY 310-13 |Petroleum Products in Water 9|SAMP

(Hydrocarbon Scan) for
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon
Work ; Test Number of Sample
Orders TR Method EITEE NEIE Samples Type
R0902726 |Water |[SM 4500-H+ |pH Value, Electrometric Method 20th 9|SAMP
B Ed.

General Sample Information

Do Samples and Analyses on COC check against Lab Sample
Tracking Form?

Yes

Did coolers arrive at lab between 2 and 6°C and in good
condition as indicated on COC and Cooler Receipt Form?

Yes

Frequency of Field QC Samples Correct?

Field Duplicate - 1/20 samples

Trip Blank - Every cooler with VOCs waters only
Equipment Blank - 1/ set of samples per day?

Yes — Field duplicate MW-3R/D
included with this SDG, trip blank
included with cooler.

All ASP Forms complete?

Yes

Case narrative present and complete?

Yes

IAny holding time violations (See table below)?

No - All samples were prepared and
analyzed within holding times.

Insert Holding time table below.

The following tables are presented at the end of this DUSR and
QC criteria.

Method Blanks Results (Table 2)
Surrogates Outside Limits (Table 3)
MS/MSD Outside Limits (Table 4)
LCS Outside Limits (Table 5)
Re-analysis Results (Table 6)

Field Duplicate Results (Table 7)

Go to Tables List

provided summaries of results outside

Volatile Organics and Semi-volatile Organics by GCMS

Description

Notes and Qualifiers

Any compounds present in method, trip and field blanks
(see Table 2)?

No

For samples, if results are <5 times the blank or < 10 times
blank for common laboratory contaminants then "U" flag
data. Qualification also applies to TICs.

Samples are flagged U as noted on
Table 2a for method blanks and Table
2b for field blanks.

batch and one set of MS/MSD per 20 samples?

Surrogate for method blanks and LCS within limits? Yes
Surrogate for samples and MS/MSD within limits? (See Yes
Table 3). All samples should be re-analyzed for VOCs?

Samples should re-analyzed if >1 BN and/or > AP for BNAs

is out. Matrix effects should be established.

Laboratory QC frequency one blank and LCS with each Yes

G:\002700-002799\002700\B2812-DC14_02_01_02-Davis-Howland 2009 Data Summary\Appendix B\DUSR_R0902726.doc/Last
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Data Usability Summary Report

Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009

Completed by: Bryan Kroon

Volatile Organics and Semi-volatile Organics by GCMS

Description

Notes and Qualifiers

MS/MSD within QC criteria (see Table 4)? If out and LCS is
compliant, then J flag positive data in original sample due to
matrix?

No - Several compounds outside of QC
limits, positive detections qualified “J”.

LCS within QC criteria (see Table 5)? If out, and the
recovery high with no positive values, then no data
gualification is required.

Yes — Benzidine recovery was low all
detects and non-detects qualified “J".

Do internal standards areas and retention time meet N/A
criteria? If not was sample re-analyzed to establish matrix

(see Table 6)?

Is initial calibration for target compounds <15 %RSD or N/A
curve fit?

Is continuing calibration for target compounds < 20.5%D. N/A
Were any samples re-analyzed or diluted (see Table 6)? No
For any sample re-analysis and dilutions is only one

reportable result by flagged?

For TICs are there any system related compounds that No
should not be reported?

Do field duplicate results show good precision for all Yes

compounds except TICs (see Table 7)?

General Analytical Methods

Description

Notes and Qualifiers

Any compounds present in method and field blanks as noted
on Table 27?

No.

For samples, if results are <5 times the blank then "U" flag
data.

Samples are flagged U as noted on
Table 2a for method blanks and Table
2b for field blanks.

Laboratory QC frequency one blank and LCS with each
batch and one set of MS/MSD per 20 samples?

Yes

MS/MSD within QC criteria (see Table 4)? QC limits are not
applicable to sample results greater than 4 times spike
amount.

Yes

LCS within QC criteria (see Table 5)? If out, and the
recovery high with no positive values, then no data
gualification is required.

Yes

Do field duplicate results show good precision for all
compounds (see Table 7)?

Yes

Summary of Potential Impacts on Data Usability

Major Concerns

None

Minor Concerns

None
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Data Usability Summary Report Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009 Completed by: Bryan Kroon

Table 2 - List of Positive Results for Blank Samples
None

Table 2A - List of Samples Qualified for Method Blank Contamination
None

Table 2B - List of Samples Qualified for Field Blank Contamination
None

Table 3 - List of Samples with Surrogates outside Control Limits
None

Table 4 - List MS/MSD Recoveries and RPDs outside Control Limits

Sample | Sample Orig. Spike Dil Low High Sample | REPORTABL

biEined ID Type AN Result Amount Rec. Fac Limit Limit Qual. E

E625 MW-5R  [MS Benzidine <32 94.3| 0|1 10 113|ND -1
E625 MW-5R |[MSD Benzidine <32 94.3 2|1 10 113|ND -1
E601_60 |[MW-5R |MS 2-Chloroethyl Vinyl <0 40| 0|2 14 186|ND -1
2 Ether

E601_60 [MW-5R |MSD 2-Chloroethyl Vinyl <0 40| 0|2 14 186|ND -1
2 Ether

E601_60 |[MW-5R |MS o-Xylene <0 40| 97|2 50 50|ND -1
2

E601_60 [MW-5R |MSD o-Xylene <0 40| 95|2 50 50|ND -1
2

Metho .

d Sample IDjSample Type| Analyte |RPD|RPD Limit|Sample Qual.
E625 |MW-5R |MSD Benzidin |200 |30 None
e

Table 5 - List LCS Recoveries outside Control Limits

Metho Low . _— No. of Affected

d Sample ID | Analyte |Rec. Limit High Limit Samples Samp Qual
E625 |RQO0903727- |[Benzidin 2 10 113 9|J Flag
02 e
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Data Usability Summary Report

Project: Davis Howland Oil Company

Date Completed: June 16, 2009

Completed by: Bryan Kroon

Table 6 —Samples that were Reanalyzed
None

Table 7 — Summary of Field Duplicate Results

RPD Samp

Method | Analyte Unit PQL MW-3R MW-3R/D RPD Rating Qual
E601_60

2 | 1,1-Dichloroethane ug/L 10 | 56 59 5.22% | Good None
E601_60

2 | 1,1-Dichloroethene ug/L 10 | 16 15 6.45% | Good None
E601_60 | cis-1,2-

2 | Dichloroethene ug/L 10 | 1200 1300 8.00% | Good None
E601_60

2 | Trichloroethene ug/L 10| 14 15 6.90% | Good None
E601_60

2 | Vinyl Chloride ug/L 10 | 230 240 4.26% | Good None
Key:
A = Analyte

NC = Not Calculated

ND = Not Detected

PQL = Practical Quantitation Limit
RPD = Relative Percent Difference
T = Tentatively Identified Compound
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F:\davis NY02\2009\Davis—howland_6—24—09.dwg

MW—12R /97 5/98 | 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09 MW—125 1/97 | 9/98 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09 MW—13S 1/97 | 9/98 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09 MW—8R 1797 | 9/98 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09 LEGEND
1,1,1—Trichloroethane 2 J NA ND ND 1 U 1,1,1=Trichloroethane 3 J ND ND ND 1 U 1,1,1=Trichloroethane 6600 1100 J ND 0.30 J 1 U 1,1,1=Trichloroethane 270 NA ND 20 J 50 U
1,1—Dichloroethene 6 J NA ND 0.51 J 1 U 1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 4 J ND — ND — 1,1—Dichloroethane 1600 J 1300 J 3.45 3.4 J 1 U 1,1—Dichloroethane 210 NA ND 130 J 150
1.2—Dichioroethene (tota) | 150 NA - ND - Acetone ND B J NA ND = 1,1—Dichloroethene 580 J | 460 J ND ND 1 U 1,1—Dichloroethene 63 J NA ND 200 | 50U - MW-12R EXISTING MONITORING WELL
alpha—BHG NA NA 0.00835 J ND — Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.6 J NA 4.62 J 0.60 J - 1,2—Dichlorobenzene - - — 0.18 J 1 U 1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 1600 NA ND ND -
Benzene 4 J NA ND ND 1 U cis—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 0.26 J 1 U 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 25000 34000 — ND — 2,4—Dichlorophenol 1J NA NA 0.31 J — ® P-1 GROUNDWATER PUMPING WELLS
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 7 J NA NA ND — Di—n—butylphthalate 0.6 J NA ND ND — 2,4—Dimethylphenol 5 J NA NA ND — Benzene NA NA 0.935 J ND 50 U
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA NA 10.1 29 J 31 Methyl tert—butyl ether NA NA 0.985 J ND — 2—Methylphenol 8 J NA NA ND - Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 20 NA ND ND — e Pw-1 DEEP PUMPING WELLS
delta—BHG NA NA 0.00906 J ND — Trichloroethene (TCE) 22 6 J ND 4.1 J 1 U 4—Methylphenol 18 NA NA ND - cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA NA 3230 3700 J 5100
gamma—BHG NA NA 0.00844 J ND — 1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) - - - - 1 U Acetone ND 1700 J NA ND - delta—BHC NA NA 0.00459 J NA - p7—4 PIEZOMETERS
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 0.26 J 1 U 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) — — — — 1 U Aldrin NA NA 0.0262 ND — Ethyl Benzene 53 J NA 10.4 21 J —
Trichloroethene (TCE) 87 NA 11.5 45 J 35 1,2—Dichlorobenzene - — — - 1 U alpha—BHC NA NA 0.0221 J ND - Heptachlor epoxide NA NA 0.0273 ND —
Vinyl Chloride 29 NA ND 051 J 7 U Benzene — — — — 1 U Bis(2—ethylhexylphthalate | 2 J NA 5.40 J 1.1 J — Methylene Chloride 10 J NA 28.9 J ND — NOTES:
1,2—Dichlorobenzene — — — — 1 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) - - - - 1 U cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 34000 27.5 56 J 3.7 Tetrachloroethene 87 J NA ND ND 50 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 1 U tr.ans—1,2—[.)ichloroethene - - - — 1 U Ethyl Benzene 1700 J 1500 J | 0.344 J ND - trans—1,2—Dichloroethene - - — 1J 50 U 1. ONLY DETECTED COMPOUNDS ARE PRESENTED.
1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1—DCA) — — — — 1 U Vinyl Chloride — — — — 1 U Fluoranthene NA NA 1.23 J ND - Toluene NA NA 1.34 ND -
Naphthalene 2 J NA ND ND — Trichloroethene (TCE) 95 J NA ND 30 J 50 U 2. ALL VALUES ARE IN p,g/L.
Pyrene NA NA 0.856 J ND - Vinyl Chloride 240 NA 575 320 J 580 3. 10/95 DATA TAKEN FROM FINAL DRAFT REMEDIAL
Toluene 560 J 640 J ND ND — Xylene (total) 73 J NA 5.03 ND — -
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene | — - - 065J | 10U 1,2—Dichlorobenzene — — — — 50 U INVESTIGATION REPORT (OCTOBER 1996).
Vinyl Chloride 2200 3200 10.5 7.4 J 1 U
Xylene (total) 8300 2300 ND ND 4, 2({81703[??\1&;}%'\] FROM PHASE 2 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.
Benzene — — — — 1 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) - - - - 1y 5. 1/97 SAMPLES WERE ONLY ANALYZED FOR TARGET
Trichloroethene (TCE) — — — — 1 U COMPOUND LIST VOCS AND SVOCS.
6. 9é98 DATA FROM PRE—REMEDIAL DESIGN INVESTIGATION
REPORT (NOVEMBER 1998).
7. E IDENTIFIES COMPOUNDS WHOSE CONCENTRATIONS
EXCEED THE CALIBRATION RANGE OF THE INSTRUMENTS.
CHI—6 10/95 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5,/09
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 3100 NA NA ND DRY - 8. J INDICATES AN ESTIMATED QUANTITATION VALUE BELOW
MW—12R 1,1(—Dich|oreth31ne 420 J NA NA ND DRY - REPORTING LIMIT.
- Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 520 NA NA ND DRY -
MW-5R 1/97 | 9798 | 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09 MW—12S Butylbenzylphthalate 23 J NA NA NA DRY = 9. NA INDICATES THAT DATA IS NOT AVAILABLE.
1,1,1=Trichloroethane ND 23 J ND ND 2 U Fluoranthene 30 g NA NA ND DRY —
1,1—Dichloroethene 32 J 66 J ND 19 J 2 U ’ \ Methyl tert—butyl ether |  NA NA NA 1.00 J DRY — 10. ND INDICATES THAT THE COMPOUND WAS NOT
1,1-Dichloroethane 82 J 140 82.8 120 J 8.7 Motor Oil NA NA NA Present DRY Z DETECTED ABOVE THE QUANTITATION LIMIT.
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 4200 3100 - ND — Pyrene 73 J NA NA ND DRY —
Acetone ND 66 J NA ND — - 11. FOR ANALYTICAL DATA FROM 1/97 AND 9/98, THE
Benzene 200 J 42 J 58.5 15 J 3.1 DETECTION LIMITS ARE UNKNOWN.
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 5 J NA 6.53 J ND —
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 3000 742 1900 J 160
Di—n—butylphthalate 07 J NA ND ND —
Ethyl Benzene NA NA 3.27 J ND -
Methyl tert—butyl ether NA NA [ 12.2 J | _ND - MW—2R 1/97 |_9/98 | 5/04 | 8/07 | 5709 ANALYTICAL ABBREVIATIONS
Toluene NA NA 8.76 J ND — 1,1,1=Trichloroethane 23 J NA ND DRY —
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 1 J 2 U 1,1—Dichloroethane 100 J NA ND DRY — ND NOT DETECTED
Trichloroethene (TCE) 360 180 J 66.6 190 J 13 1,1—Dichloroethene 28 J NA ND DRY —
Vinyl Chloride 510 720 235 460 J 32 1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 1700 NA — DRY - NA NOT ANALYZED
1,2—Dichlorobenzene — - - — 2 U Benzene NA NA 0.254 J DRY — - NOT ANALYZED OR NOT DETECTED
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 2 U Benz(a)anthracene NA NA 1.45 J DRY —
Benzo(a)pyrene ra o 148 4 DRY - . EAilzrjo;[[)) :c/;FIe_UEI;EUT NOT DETECTED
g:gigg:);lﬁ‘)‘:::r;tﬁze m m 12‘_%?) j gg = (U) AT THE DETECTION LIMIT INDICATED
Benzo(k)fluoranthene NA NA 1.35 J DRY -
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 7J NA ND DRY —
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA NA 790 DRY —
MW—95 1/97 |_9/98 | 5704 | 8/07 | 5/09 Chrysene NA NA 1.66 J | DRY =
1,1,1—Trichloroethane | 4900 | 1800 4.98 7.3 4 7.6 Di—n—butylphthalate 08 J NA ND DRY =
1,1—Dichloroethene 220 J 410 ND ND 1 U 1 STY. iyl Benzene A m GErd X =
1,1—Dichloroethane 280 J 5900 14.0 28 J 33 ﬁg_ MW—11R BLOCK MOTAmLIene : =
1,2—Dichlorobenzene 170 NA 110.8_|_66 J 24 ww—11s ¥ - Heptachlor_epoxide NA NA_10.0183 J | DRY =
1.0-Dichloroethene (total) | 680 1700 NA ND - Indeno(1,2,3—cd)pyrene NA NA | 2.96 DRY =
1,3—Dichlorobenzene 2 J NA__ [ 0.617 J | 0.46 J Z Phenanthrene NA NA | 1.67 J DRY =
1,4—Dichlorobenzene 10 J NA 6.56 J | 3.1 J - Pyrene NA NA 2:68 J DRY =
2,4—Dichlorobenzene 6 J NA NA ND - Trichloroethene (TCE) | 66 J NA ND DRY =
2—Methylnaphthalene 0 J NA NA ND - Vinyl Chloride 210 NA 152 DRY =
2—Methylphenol 10 J NA NA ND —
4,4’ —DDD NA NA 0.0720 J ND —
4—Methylphenol 9J NA - ND -
Acenaphthene 13 J NA ND ND _ CHI-1
Acetone ND 340 - ND = Q}
Benzene NA NA 0.321 J 0.19 J 1 U P7-5
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 3 J NA ND 0.76 J — MW—5R PN
Carbazole 5J NA - ND - P-MW-9S
Chloroethane 82 J ND - ND - pPZ—4
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene ND 1700 8.37 9.4 J 28
delta—BHC NA NA__ [0.0709 J| ND - MW-14R 1/07 | 9/98 | 5/04 | 8/07 | 5/09
Dibenzofuran 3 J NA NA ND — ® P—2 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 4 J 10 = ND —
Endosulfan I NA NA__ [0.0581 J| ND - PZ-6 P=1 Acetone ND 78 NA ND =
Endrin Ketone NA NA 0.0577 J ND _ Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phtholate 18 NA ND ND —
Ethyl Benzene 300 J 1900 1.22 1.7 J _ MW-8 Butylbenzylphthalate 0.6 J NA ND ND —
Fluorene 4 J NA ND ND — cis—1,2—-Dichloroethene NA 11 4.40 59 J 3.7
Heptachlor epoxide NA NA 0.0390 J ND — ® MW—14R Diethyl phthalate NA NA 295 J ND —
Methylene Chloride 50 J 3500 ND ND - 2 STY. BRICK P-3 CHI-6 Heptachlor NA NA 0.0258 ND -
Methyl tert—butyl ether | NA NA 1.76 J ND — NO. 176 1 STY. Methyl tert—butyl ether| NA NA__10.649 J ND -
Naphthalene 84 NA ND ND _ BRICK & MW—2R MW—-14S truns—1,2—D|chIoroethene - — — 2.0 J 1.1
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — 0.26 J 1 MW—4S BLOCK Trichloroethene (TCE) 16 36 12.6 59 J 41
Toluene 140 J 88 J ND 0.17 J _ _éP_ NO. 200 W-2S Vinyl C_hlorlde 2 J 3 J ND 0.56 J 1 U
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene | — - - 0.66 J 1.8 1 STY. BLOCK 1,1,1Trichloroethane (TCA) - - - - 1U
Trichloroethene (TCE) ND 100 J 2.10 2.0 J 11 1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) - = - - 1U
Vinyl Chloride 66 J | 1400 235 [ 049J | 10 - 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) |  — = = = 1U
Xylene (total) 980 2700 ND 0.41 - MW4R 1,2-Dichlorobenzene - - - - 1 U
Benzene - - - - 1 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 1 U
ANDERSON AVE.
MW-14S 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09
1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 3J 2 J - ND -
. Acetone ND 95 NA ND -
A Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 4 J NA 8.40 J 0.57 J —
— = cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 2 J ND 0.36 J 1 U
Z 1 STY.FR PW—2 _$_MW—1R 7 Di—n—butylphthalate 0.5 J NA ND ND =
g ® 8 MW—23R Endosulfan sulfate NA NA 0.0278 J ND —
x MW—1S o) MW—-3S Trichloroethene (TCE) 1J ND ND ND 1 U
= = 1,1,1-Trichloroethane (TCA) - - - - 1U
Q 1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) — - — — 1 U
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) — — — — 1 U
1,2—Dichlorobenzene — — — — 1 U
Benzene — — — — 1 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — - — — 1 U
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — — 1 U
Vinyl Chloride — — — — 1 U
MW—15R
MW—2S 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5,/09
1,1,1=Trichloroethane 1J NA ND ND 1 U
1,1—Dichloroethane 2 J NA ND 1.4 J 1 U
Acetone 8 J NA NA ND —
Anthracene NA NA 1.76 J ND —
Benz(a)anthracene NA NA 1.35 J ND -
Benzo(a)pyrene NA NA 1.33 J ND —
Benzo(b)fluoranthene NA NA 1.32 J ND -
Benzo(q,h,i)perylene NA NA 1.64 J ND -
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 8 J NA ND 0.54 J -
Chrysene NA NA 1.51 J ND —
MW-16R Di—n—butylphthalate 05 J NA NA 20 J -
Fluoranthene NA NA 2.60 J ND —
Indeno(1,2,3—cd)pyrene NA NA 2.96 J ND -
Phenanthrene NA NA 1.43 J ND —
Pyrene NA NA 1.96 J ND —
1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE — — — — 1.U
1,2—Dichlorobenzene — — - - 1 U
Benzene - - - - 1 U
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene - - — — 1 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) - - — — 1 U
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — - - 1 U
Trichloroethene (TCE) — - — — 1 U
Vinyl Chloride — — — — 1 U
MW=35 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5,/09
MW=-3R 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09 4—4'-DDE NA NA 0.0385 J ND -
1,1,1—=Trichloroethane 47 J 26 J ND 13 J 10 U Acenaphthylene NA NA 111 J ND —
1,1—=Dichloroethane 160 180 J ND 120 J 59 Acetone ND 2200 NA ND —
1,1—Dichloroethene 46 J 54 J 23.3 32 J 16 Benz(a)anthracene NA NA 0.841 J ND —
1,2—Dichlorobenzene NA NA 3.47 J ND 10 U Benzo(a)pyrene NA NA 1.17 J ND —
MW-1S 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2500 3200 — ND — Benzo(b)fluoranthene NA NA 1.22 J ND —
1,1,1=Trichloroethane ND 2 J 10.5 6 J 2.3 4—4'-DDE NA NA 0.00740 J ND — Benzo(g,h,i)perylene NA NA 2.70 J ND —
1,1—Dichloroethane ND 2 J 3.79 0.52 J 1 U Acetone NA 130 J NA ND — MW=16R 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09 Benzo(k)fluoranthene NA NA 1.09 J ND —
1,1—Dichloroethene NA NA 2.45 0.17 J 1 U Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 14 NA ND ND — 1,1,1—=Trichloroethane 7 J ND ND 0.26 J 2 U Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 4 J NA ND ND —
MW—-10R 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2 J 2 J ND ND ND cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 3500 938 2700 J 1300 1,1—=Dichloroethane 31 J 110 8.88 8.1 J 11 cis—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 4.6 J 1 U
1,1,1=Trichloroethane 32 J 75 J 13.7 9.4 J 10 U Acetone ND 97 NA NA ND delta—BHC NA NA 0.0135 J ND — 1,1—Dichloroethene 13 J 30 J 1.35 2.7 J 2.5 Chrysene NA NA 0.907 J ND —
1,1—Dichloroethane 19 J ND 7.30 ND 10 U Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 4 J NA ND ND ND Di—n—butylphthalate 0.7 J NA NA ND - 1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 870 1800 NA ND - MW=15R 1/97 9/98 5/04 8/07 5/09 delta—BHC NA NA 0.0663 J ND —
1,1—Dichloroethene 40 J 41 J 17.1 7.9 J 12 Chloroform 2 J 4 J ND NA ND Ethyl Benzene NA NA 9.59 ND — Acetone ND 66 J NA ND — 1,1,1=Trichloroethane 2 J NA ND ND 1 U Fluoranthene NA NA 0.949 J ND —
1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 28 J 20 J NA ND — cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 2 J 277 40 J 16 Fluoranthene 1.4J NA ND ND — cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 1900 190 200 J 250 1,1—Dichloroethane 2 J NA ND 0.27 J 1 Indeno(1,2,3—cd)pyrene NA NA 3.61 J ND —
Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 12 NA ND ND — Di—n—butylphthalate 05 4J NA ND ND ND gamma—BHC NA NA 0.00799 J ND — Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 3 J NA 14.0 ND — 1,2—Dichloroethene (total) 18 NA NA ND — Pyrene NA NA 0.930 J ND -
cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA 22 J 13.9 16 J 30 Ethyl Benzene NA 4 J ND ND ND Phenanthrene 05 J NA ND ND - Di—n—octylphthalate 0.7 J NA ND ND - Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate 8 J NA ND ND - Toluene 2 J ND ND ND -
Di—n—butylphthalate 05 J NA ND ND — Merthyl tert—butyl ethern NA NA 1.18 J NA ND Pyrene 0.5 J NA ND ND — Fluoranthene — — — 0.63 J — cis—1,2—Dichloroethene NA NA 6.00 5.5 J 3.5 1,1,1=Trichloroethane (TCA) — - — — 1 U
Tetrachloroethene (PCE) NA NA 3.04 ND 10 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 1J 2 J 10.4 53 J 3.1 Toluene NA NA 0.376 J ND — Methyl tert—butyl ether NA NA 0971 J ND — Trichloroethene (TCE) 3 J NA 1.74 1.6 J 1.2 1,1-Dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) - - — — 1 U
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene NA NA 3.57 ND 10 U Trichloroethene (TCE) 14 110 103 46 J 27 trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 9.1 J 10 U trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — 0.87 J 2 U Vinyl Chloride 10 NA ND 0.59 J 1 U 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) — — — — 1 U
Trichloroethene (TCE) 2200 2900 1120 1600 J 1200 Xylenes (total) ND 5J 3.79 ND ND Trichloroethene (TCE) 89 J 46 J ND 35 J 15 Trichloroethene (TCE) 12 J 21 J 3.52 6.3 J 3.9 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE) — — — — 1 U 1,2—Dichlorobenzene — - — — 1 U
1,2—Dichlorobenzene - - - - 10 U Vinyl Chloride - — — — 1U Vinyl Chloride 310 500 272 400 J 240 Vinyl Chloride 160 380 52.8 30 J 50 1,2—Dichlorobenzene - — — - 1 U Benzene - - — — 1 U
Benzene — — — — 10 U Benzene - — — — 1 U Xylenes (total) NA NA 10.5 ND — 1,2—Dichlorobenzene — — — — 2 U Benzene — — — — 1 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — - — — 1 U
Vinyl Chloride - - - - oy 1,2—Dichlorobenzene - - - - 1U Benzene — — — — 10 U Benzene - - - - 2 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 1 U trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — — 17 U
trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — — 1 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 10 U Tetrachloroethene (PCE) — — — — 2 U trans—1,2—Dichloroethene — — — — 1 U Trichloroethene (TCE) - - - - 1 U
o Vinyl Chloride — — — — 1 U
C 6/24/09 KMK MGS UPDATED PER MAY 2009 SAMPLE EVENT
FIGURE 4-1
B 12/21/07 KMK RW UPDATED PER AUGUST 2007 SAMPLE EVENT MONITORING WELL ANALYTICAL DATA
A 2/04 KMK MGS ISSUED TO NYSDEC FOR REVIEW DAVIS—HOWLAND OIL CORPORATION SITE
SCALE IN FEET MONROE COUNTY, ROCHESTER, NY
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