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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

The purpose of this Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Project Scoping Plan is 

to provide site specific information for the RI/FS project at the SEAD-4 operable unit at the 

Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) in Romulus, NY. This plan outlines work to be 

conducted at SEAD-4 based upon recommendations specified in the Seven High Priority 

SWMUs Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) Report (draft final, Parsons ES, 1995) . The sites 

are called SWMUs because the Army elected in their Federal Facilities Agreement to 

combine RCRA and CERCLA obligations and the Army uses RCRA terms to describe the 

units. 

The Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan that accompanies this document was designed to 

serve as a foundation for this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan and provides generic information 

that is applicable to all site activities at SEDA. 

This RI/FS Project Scoping Plan is based upon a conceptual site model that identified 

potential source areas, release mechanisms, and receptor pathways; determined data 

requirements for an evaluation of risks to human health and the environment; and developed 

a task plan to address the data requirements that have been identified . Following the 

completion of the field investigation, the data will be used as the basis of the risk assessment. 

1.2 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The remammg sections of this report are organized to describe the overall site conditions, 

provide a scoping of the RI/FS and to provide task plans for the RI and FS. Section 2.0, Site 

Conditions, presents a description of regional geological and hydrogeological conditions. 

Section 3.0,Scoping of the RI/FS, presents the conceptual site model, the results of previous 

investigations, potential receptors and exposure scenarios, scoping of potential remedial action 

technologies, preliminary identification of ARARs, data quality objectives, and data gaps and 

needs. The task plans for the RI and FS are discussed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0, respectively . 

Section 6.0, Plans and Management, discusses scheduling and staffing. 

1.3 SITE BACKGROUND 

SEAD-4 is the Munitions Washout Facility Leach Field located in the southwestern portion 

of SEDA shown in Figure 1-1. The Munitions Washout Facility was part of the Ammunition 

Renovation Workshop, which is still in operation. The Munitions Washout Facility was active 

July 1996 
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between 1948 and 1963 . The Munitions Washout Building was demolished , and at present , 

only the foundation of the Munitions Washout Building is visible as shown on the site map 

in Figure 1-2. Based upon a review of historical information concerning the site , and as a 

result of work conducted as part of the ESI , it is now believed that a leach field never existed 

at the site . 

Operations at this facility involved the dismantling of munitions and removing the explosives 

by steam cleaning. This produced recyclable and non-recyclable explosive solids and 

wastewater . The details of the operation and the location where the wastewater was 

discharged are not well understood . However, there is some information on the chemical 

components of various propellants, explosives , pyrotechnics (PEP) , and related items that are 

thermally treated at the OB/OD grounds at SEDA, and these chemical components are likely 

to be the same similar to those used in the munitions handled at the Munitions Washout 

Building . Table 1-1 presents a list of military propellants and corresponding identification 

numbers . After the PEP has been identified, Table 1-1 is used to determine the chemical 

composition for any given propellant. Likewise, Table 1-2 is used to determine the chemical 

composition for any given explosive or pyrotechnic. 

The Groundwater Contamination Survey Number 38-26-0868-88 (U.S. Army Environmental 

Hygiene Agency , 1988) states that the water from the washout operation at SEAD-4 was 

processed to concentrate the explosives . The concentrated explosives were then shipped to 

a munitions manufacturing facility and used in new munitions . Although the actual explosive 

compounds handled at the site are unknown, TNT was probably the primary explosive 

compound handled. 

The Groundwater Contamination Survey also stated that after processing, the wastewater was 

discharged near building 2084 where it either leached into the ground or flowed into a nearby 

ditch . The wastewater was also possibly discharged into a pond that is located to the west of 

the facility or discharged into Indian Creek which is also to the west of the facility. 

The Munitions Washout Facility Building was removed sometime between 1963 and 1968. 

This is known only because operations at the building ceased in 1963 and the building does 

not appear on 1968 air photos taken of SEDA. 

Within the past 8 years , the pond to the west of the facility was widened and deepened with 

a bulldozer . Pond sediment was pushed southwest of the pond to a 400-foot by 150-foot area 
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TABLE 1-1 

COMPOSffiON OF PROPELLANT TREATED 
BY OPEN BURNING (OB) 

DRAFT REPORT 

Composition ( % by wt.) 

Propellant Haurdous Ml M2 
Designation Waste ID No. 

Chemical 

Nitrocellulose DOOi 85 .0 77.45 

Nitroglycerin DOOi - 19.50 

Nitroguanidine DOOi - -

Dinitrotoluene DOOi 10.0 -

Dibutylphthalate DOOi 5.0 -

Diethylphthalate DOOi - -

Diphenylamine DOOi 1.0* -

Ethyl Centralite DOOi - 0.60 

Barium Nitrate DOOi, D005 - 1.40 

Potassium Nitrate DOOi - -

Lead Carbonate DOOi , D008 1.0** -

Potassium Sulfate DOOi 1.0** -

Tin DOOi - -

Carbon Black DOOi - -

Graphite DOOi - 0.30 

Cryolite DOOi - -

2-Dinitro- DOOi - -
diphenyldiamine 

Lead Stearate DOOi, D008 - -

Triacetin DOOi - -

Charcoal DOOi - -

Sulfur DOOi - -

Notes: *Added basis 
** Added basis when specified 

October, 1995 

M5 M6 

81.95 87 .0 

15.00 -

- -

- 10 .0 

- 3.0 

- -

- 1.0 

0.60 -

1.40 -

- -

- -

- 1.0* 

- -

- -

0.30 -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

M7 MS 

54 .6 52.15 

35 .5 43.00 

- -

- -

- -

- 3.0 

- -

0.9 0.60 

- -

7. 8 -

- -

- -

- -

1.2 -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -
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Propellant 'M9 
Designation 

Chemical 

Nitrocellulose 57.75 

Nitroglycerin 40.00 

N itroguanidine -

Dinitrotoluene -

Dibutylphthalate -

Diethylphthalate -

Diphenylamine -

Ethyl Centralite 0.75 

Barium Nitrate -

Potassium Nitrate -

Lead Carbonate -

Potassium Sulfate -

Tin -

Carbon Black -

Graphite -

Cryolite -

2-Dinitro-diphenyldiamine -

Lead Stearate -

Triacetin -

Charcoal -

Sulfur -

Notes: *Added basis 

TABLE 1-1 
(Cont.) 

MIO M12 

98.00 97 .70 

- -

- -

- Coating 

- -

- -

1.0 0 .80 

- -

- -

- -

- -

1.0 0 .75 

- 0.75 

- -

Glaze -
0.1 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

** Added basis when specified 

October. 1995 

DRAFr REPORT 

Composition (% by wt.) 

Ml3 M14 

57 .30 90.00 

40.00 -

- -

- 8.00 

- 2.00 

- -

0.20 1.00* 

1.00 -

- -

- -

- -

1.50 -

- -

0.05 * -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

Ml5 

20.0 

19.0 

54 .7 

-

-

-

-

6.0 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0 .3 

-

-

-

-

-
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Propellant Ml6 Ml7 
Designation 

Chemical 

Nitrocellulose 55 .50 22.0 

Nitroglycerin 27 .50 21.5 

N itroguanidine - 54 .7 

Dinitrotoluene 10.50 -

Dibutylphthalate - -

Diethylphthalate - -

Diphenylamine - -

Ethy l Centralite 4 .00 1.5 

Barium Nitrate - -

Potassium Nitrate - -

Lead Carbonate - -

Potassium Sulfate 1.50 -

Tin - -

Carbon Black 0.50 -

Graphite - Glaze 
0.1 

Cryolite - 0.3 

2-Dinitro- - -
diphenyldiamine 

Lead Stearate .505 -

Triacetin - -

Charcoal - -

Sulfur - -

Notes: * Added basis 
**Added basis when specified 

Oc1ober . 1995 

TABLE 1-1 
(Cont.) 

MIS M26 

80.00 67.25 

10 .00 25 .00 

- -

- -

- -

- -

.70 -

- 6.00 

- 0 .75 

- 0 .70 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- 0.30 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

DRAFT RE PORT 

Composition ( % by wt.) 

M26 M30 
El 

68.70 28.00 

25.00 22 .50 

- 47 .70 

- -

- -

- -

- -

6.00 1.50 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

0 .30 Glaze 
0.10 

- 0.30 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

M30 
Al 

28.00 

22.50 

47.00 

-

-

-

-

1.50 

-

-

-

1.00 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 

Propellant M31 M31 

Designation Al 

Chemical 

Nitrocellulose 20.00 20.00 

Nitroglycerin 19.00 19.00 

Nitroguanidine 54 .70 54 .00 

Dinitrotoluene - 4.50 

Dibutylphthalate - -

Diethylphthalate - -

Diphenylamine - -

Ethy l Centralite - -

Barium Nitrate - -

Potassium Nitrate - -

Lead Carbonate - -

Potassium Sulfate - 1.50 

Tin - -

Carbon Black - -

Graphite - -

Cryolite 0 .30 -

2-Dinitro- 1.50 -
diphenyldiamine 

Lead Stearate - -

Triacetin - -

Charcoal - -

Sulfur - -

Notes: * Added basis 
** Added basis when specified 

October. 1995 

TABLE 1-1 
(Cont.) 

IMR T2 

90.00 57.50 

- 30.00 

- -

9.00 4 .50 

- -

- -

- -

- 8.00 

- -

- -

- -

1.50 
1.00* 

- -

- 0.02* 

- -

- -

- -

- 0 .50 

- -

- -

- -

DRATT REPORT 

Composition ( % by wt.) 

TS 1'23 

58.00 67.25 

22.50 0.25 

- -

2.50 -

- -

- -

- -

8.00 6.00 

- 0.75 

- 0.70 

- -

- -

- -

- -

- 0.30 

- -

- -

0.50 -

8.50 -

- -

- -

Black 
Powder 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

74 .00 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

15 .60 

10.40 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI /FS PROJ ECT SCOPING PLAN ORAIT REPORT 

TABLE 1-2 

CHEMICAL FORMULA OF EXPLOSNES TREATED 
BY OPEN DETONATION (OD) 

Primary Explosives -
Chemical Name 

Lead Azide 

Mercury Fulminate 

Diazodinitrophenol (DDNP) 

Lead Styphnate 

Tetracene 

Potassium Dinitrobenaofuroxane (KDNBF) 

Lead Monomitroresorcinate (LMNR) 

Lead Thiocyanate (fuel) 

Antimony Sulfide (fuel) 

Calcium Silicate (fuel) 

Potassium Chlorate (oxidizer) 

Ammonium Perchlorate (oxidizer) 

Barium Nitrate 

October, I 995 

Chemical 
Formula 

N6Pb (71 % PB) 

C2HgN202 (7.05 % Hg) 

C6H2NPs 

C6HN3O8Pb (44.2% 
Pb) 

C1sH12 

C6H2N40 6K 

C6H3NO2Pb (57 .5 % 
Pb) 

Pb(SCN)i (64% Pb) 

Sb2S5 

CaSi03 

KC103 

NH4 CJ04 

Ba(N03 )i 

Haz.ardous 
Waste ID 
Number 

D003 , D008 

D003, D009 

D003 

D003 , D008 

D003 

D003 

D003 , D008 

D008 

D003 

D003, D001 

D003 

D003 

D003 , D005 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJ ECT SCOPING PLAN 

TABLE 1-2 
(Cont.) 

High Explosives - Chemical 
Chemical Name Formula 

(Aliphatic Nitrate Esters) 

1,2,4-Butanetriol Trinitrate (BTN) C4H1N3O9 

Diethyleneglycol Dinitrate (DEGN) C4H8N2O1 

Nitroglycerine (NG) C3H5Np9 

Nitrostarch (NS) C6H 10O5NO2 

Pentaerythritol Tetranitrate (PETN) C5H8N4O12 

Trimethylene Glycoldinitrate (TEGN) C6H1P4NP4 

1, 1, 1-Trimethylolethane Trinitrate (TMETN) C5H9O9N3 

Nitrocellulose (NC) C 12H 16(ONO2)4O6 

(N itramines) 

Cyclotetramethy lenete-Tranitramine (HMX) C4HsNs02 

Cyclotrimethy lene-Trinitramine (RDX) C3H6N6O6 

Ethylenediamine Dinitrate (EDDN: Haleite) C2H6N4O4 

Nitroguanidine (NQ) CH4N4O2 

2,4,6-Trinitrophenyl-Methylnitramine C7H5N5O8 

October. 1995 

DRA FT" REPORT 

Hazardous 
Waste 

ID Number 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 

High Explosives -
Chemical Name 

(Nitroaromatics) 

Ammonium Pictrate (Explosive D) 

TABLE 1-2 
(Cont.) 

Chemical 
Formula 

C6H3NP7H3N 

l ,3-Diamino-2,4,6-Trinitrobenzene (DATB) C6H4N6O6 

2,2'4,4'6 ,6'-Hexanitroazobenzene (HNAB) C12NsO12 

Hexnitrostilbene (HNS) C14H2N6O12 

1,3 ,5-Triamino-2,4,6-Trinitrobenzene (TATB) C6H6N6O6 

2,4,6-Trinitroluene (TNT) C1HsNP6 

Ammonium Nitrate HN4NO3 

Plastic Bonded Explosive (PBX) 

DRAFT REPORT 

Hazardous 
Waste 

ID Number 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

Explosives (see above) and polymer binder , plasticizer , and fuel (aluminum or iron) 

(Pyrotechnics) 

Combination of: 
Oxidizer - oxygen or fluorine 
Fuel - powdered aluminum or magnesium 
Binding Agents - resins, waxes, plastics, oils, retardants, 

intensifier 

October. I 995 

waterproofing, color 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 

Explosives -
Chemical Name 

Black Powder 

Composition B 

Photoflash 

Composition C4 

TP A Incendiary 

Amato! 

Composition A3 

Explosive A4 

HBX-1.3 & 6 

Octal 

Oc1obcr. 1995 

TABLE 1-2 
(Cont.) 

Hai:ardous 
Waste ID No. 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

DRAFT' REPORT 

Chemical 
Formula Percent 

Potassium Nitrate 74.0 
Charcoal 15.6 
Sulfur 10.4 

60/40 Cyclotol 
RDX 60 
TNT 39 
WAX 17 

Laminae 96 .8 
Lupersol, DDM 3.0 
Iron Oxide .2 

RDX 91.0 
Polyisobutylene 2.1 
Motor Oil 1.6 
Di-(2-Ethylhexyl) 5 .3 
Sebacate 

Triethylaluminum ? 

Ammonium Nitrate ? 
TNT ? 

RDX 91 
WAX 9 

RDX 97 
WAX 3 

RDX 39 .6 
TNT 37 .8 
Aluminum 17.1 
Densitizer Comp D2 5 .0 
CACL .5 

HMX 75 
TNT 25 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 

Explosives -
Chemical Name 

PBX 

Pentolite 

Picratol 

Tetrytol 

Torpex 

Tritonal 

Military Dynamite - Medium 
Velocity 

Military Dynamite - Low 
Velocity 

TABLE 1-2 
(Cont.) 

Haz.ardous 
Waste ID No. 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

D003 

DRAFT REPORT 

Chemical 
Formula Percent 

RDX ? 
Polystyrene ? 
Dioclylphthalate ? 

PETN 50 
TNT 50 

Explosive D 52 
TNT 48 

Tetryl ? 
TNT ? 

RDX 42 
TNT 40 
Aluminum 18 

Aluminum ? 
TNT ? 

RDX 75 
TNT 15 
Starch 5 
SAE No. 10 Oil 4 
Polysobutylene 1 

RDX/dye* 17.5 
TNT 67 .8 
Tripentaery-Thritol 8 .6 
Binder** 4.1 
Celluloseacetate 2 .0 

Notes: * The dye is 1 - methylamino-anthraquinone (1-MA) used in the amount of .5% of 
the RDX mixture 

Oc1ober, 1995 

** The binder is vistac No. 1 consisting of polybutene and diotyseabacate 
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SE NECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

adjacent to the pond . In 1990, soil samples were collected from the pond area and analyzed 

for explosives , none were detected . 

SEAD-4 is classified as a High Priority Area of Concern (AOC) under the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) . In accordance with 

the decision process outlined in the Interagency Agreement (JAG) between the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region II , 

and the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) , an 

Expanded Site Inspection was performed at SEAD-4 in 1993 and 1994. The draft final ESI 

Report (Parsons ES, May 1995) indicated that a threat may exist at SEAD-4 due to the 

presence of metals, semivolatile organic compounds, pesticides and PCBs in sediment, and 

metals in surface soil and groundwater. On the basis of the ESI data , explosives are believed 

to present less of a threat to human and environmental receptors than the constituents listed 

above , however, the full extent of explosive impacts was not known upon completion of the 

ESI. 

As part of the draft final ESI Report , a CERCLA RI/FS was recommended to be performed 

at SEAD-4. This RI/FS Project Scoping Plan along with the Generic Installation RI/FS 

Workplan outlines the recommended approach and methodologies for completion of an RI/FS 

at this site in accordance with EPA CERCLA guidelines . 

July 1996 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJ ECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

2.0 SITE CONDffiONS 

2.1 PHYSICAL SETTING 

The physical setting of SEDA is described in the Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan that serves 

as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

2.2 REGIONAL GEOLOGICAL SETTING 

The geological setting of SEDA is described in the Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan that 

serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan. 

2.3 REGIONAL HYDROGEOLOGICAL SETTING 

The hydrogeological setting of SEDA is described in the Generic Installation RIIFS Workplan that 

serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

July 1996 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RIIFS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

3.0 SCOPING OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY 

STUDY {RI/FS) 

This section describes the current understanding of SEAD-4 based upon the results of the 

Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) Report (draft final, Parsons ES, May 1995). This includes 

the development of a conceptual model describing all known contaminant sources and 

receptor pathways . This conceptual model will be used to develop and implement additional 

studies which may be required to fully assess risks to human health and the environment. 

Other considerations which are discussed are data quality objectives (DQOs) and potential 

remedial actions for SEAD-4. These considerations have been integrated into the scoping 

process to ensure that adequate data is collected to complete the RI/FS process for this AOC. 

3.1 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL 

The conceptual site model for SEAD-4 takes into account both site conditions and accepted 

pollutant behavior to formulate an understanding of the site. This model will serve as a basis 

for determining necessary additional studies for the RI . The model was developed by 

evaluating the following aspects: 

• Historical usage 

• Physical site characteristics: This considers the physical aspects of environmental 
conditions and the effect these conditions may have on potential pollutant migration. 

These include groundwater characteristics, surface water run-off characteristics and 

local terrain. 

• Environmental fate of constituents: This considers the fate and transport of residual 
materials in the environment based upon known chemical and physical properties . 

3 .1.1 Physical Site Charactem.ation 

The Munitions Washout Facility is part of an ammunition workshop facility that is 

approximately 30 acres in size. The workshop facility is characterized by developed and 

undeveloped areas, as shown in Figure 1-2. It is surrounded by open grassland and low, thick 

brush on all sides. North South Baseline Road is the main access road to the facility and 

bisects the site running from south-southeast to north-northwest. There is also a network of 

minor paved driveways in the eastern half of the site. The SEDA railroad tracks lead into the 

July 1996 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI /FS PRDJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL RE PDRT 

site from the southeast and terminate in the vicinity of Buildings 2078 and 2085. 

The ammunition workshop facility is almost entirely surrounded by two drainage ditches which 

are both approximately 3 feet deep . One of the ditches forms the eastern boundary of the 

site, originates in the southeastern part of the site, and circles around to the north where it 

joins the drainage ditch alongside North South Baseline Road. The second drainage ditch 

forms the southwestern boundary . It originates south of the site next to North South Baseline 

Road , circles to the northwest, and discharges into the man-made pond which lies on the 

western edge of the site. 

Eleven buildings existed at the ammunition workshop facility during the years that the 

munitions washout building was operating. Three of the buildings are believed to have been 

used in the washout process . None of these three buildings currently exist. 

An air photo taken in 1959 shows the former Munitions Washout Building, a building that 

was possibly used as a cleaning or decontamination building for workers or equipment, and 

a third building that's use is unknown. The Washout Building was located in the approximate 

center of the facility, adjacent to North South Baseline Road; the "decontamination building" 

was located 350 feet to the northwest of the Washout Building , also adjacent to North South 

Baseline Road; and the third building was located directly across North South Baseline Road 

and approximately 300 feet from the Washout Building. It is assumed that the buildings were 

razed sometime between 1963 and 1968 because 1963 was the year that washout operations 

stopped at the site and as shown by air photos, by 1968 the buildings no longer existed. The 

foundation of the "decontamination building" still exists and drains in the floor of the building 

also exist, but nothing remains of the other two buildings. A crushed shale road leads from 

the road to where the third building once stood. 

The former Washout Building was approximately 100 feet by 30 feet in size and was located 

adjacent to North South Baseline Road . The decontamination building's foundation is 40 feet 

by 55 feet, and the third building measured approximately 30 feet by 30 feet. To the 

northeast of the former Washout Building is a berm approximately 25 feet high and 150 feet 

long . Directly behind the berm is a water tank approximately 50 feet in diameter. 

The remainder of the buildings at the ammunition workshop facility (all but one of which are 

still standing) were used for ammunition renovation. Activities such as replacing the 

propellant in munitions or introducing tracers to 90 mm shells were performed in Buildings 

2073 and 2078. Building 2073 is still active, and is the only building at the facility that is still 

active, but it is rarely used . Building 2085 was a receiving building for the ammunition to be 

Jul y 1996 
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renovated . Building 2079 was a steam generation building and Building 2077 was a steam 

condensate return station. Building T30 and 2084 were used to prepare the packing material 

for the shipment of the renovated munitions . Building 2076 was the employee break room 

and laundry facility. Building T30 is the only building used for the ammunition renovation 

that was demolished . It was razed sometime between 1968 and 1993, but the foundation still 

exists. 

All but two of the buildings are located to the east of North South Baseline Road. The area 

to the west of North South Baseline Road is mostly undeveloped . During the years of 

operation, the area was covered in grass, but currently it is mostly covered with thick, low 

brush. 

Because no records were kept that describe the actual washout process, former and current 

SEDA employees , air photos, and documents describing the washout process at the Umatilla 

Army Depot Activity in Oregon and the Savanna Army Depot Activity in Illinois were 

consulted to reconstruct the activities at the site. The munitions were probably brought into 

the site by rail and were received at Building 2085 . The munitions to be renovated were then 

taken to buildings 2078 or 2073, the two main workshops. The munitions scheduled to go 

through the washout process were brought to Building 2078, disassembled, and then moved 

to the Washout Building. The washout process involved the used of steam or hot water to 

remove the solid explosives from munitions ranging in size from 90 mm shells to 500-pound 

bombs . The heated water dissolved the solid explosives from the shells . The water was then 

passed over screens and agitated . As the water cooled while being agitated, the explosives 

would re-solidify, were funneled into non-sparking containers, and were sent to weapons 

manufacturing plants to be re-used. The wastewater was then disposed of on-site. According 

to a former SEDA employee, the site workers referred to the wastewater as "red water , " 

which suggests that the water that was discharged contained high concentrations of dissolved 

explosives . 

The exact location where the wastewater from the washout operation was discharged is 

unknown. There are two areas suspected to have been used and there may be other 

unidentified areas where wastewater was discharged . It is unlikely that any explosive waste 

from the other ammunition renovation activities performed on-site was disposed of on-site. 

The first area where the wastewater is suspected to have been discharged is the pond to the 

west of the site, as shown in Figure 1-2. The pond is approximately 150 feet in diameter and 

is man-made, so it is assumed that the pond was created for the sake of containing the 

July 1996 
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wastewater . There are no known records of its excavation and it is assumed not to have a 

liner . A 6-inch diameter clay pipe discharges into the southeast corner of the pond. The pipe 

appears to originate in the area of the former Washout Building. Three test pits were 

excavated to determine the orientation and origin of the clay pipe . At 75 feet and 200 feet 

away from the pond , the pipe was found to be oriented such that it appeared to originate in 

the area of the former Washout Building. The pipe was not located , however, 400 feet from 

the pond where a 48-foot trench was excavated to bedrock (a depth of 6 feet) perpendicular 

to the suspected trend of the clay pipe. The failure to locate the pipe 400 feet from the pond 

suggests that the pipe either makes a bend to the north or south and does not originate at 

the former Washout Building, or the eastern end of the pipe was removed or destroyed with 

the rest of the Washout Building. 

The second area where wastewater is suspected to have been discharged is into Indian Creek 

on the north side of Indian Creek Road . No sampling has been done in Indian Creek, but 

a former SEDA employee indicated that while the Washout Facility was in operation, 

approximately 100 gallons of wastewater was discharged per day into Indian Creek. 

The building foundation to the northwest of the former Washout Building location has drains 

in the floor suggesting it was used for decontamination of equipment or employees. Because 

this building was demolished not long after the washout process was stopped, it is assumed 

that it was used to support the washout process. No leach field was identified during the ESI 

in the field to the north of the facility where it was suspected to be, but several underground 

piping structures were identified at the surface in that area. The visible evidence of 

underground piping structures included 1) terracatta pipe that passed through a concrete 

holding tank with a steel cover at two locations, 30 feet and 210 feet north of the road near 

the suspected leach field, 2) a verticle cylindrical steel pipe near the concrete tank farthest 

from the road, 3) an outfall that emptied into a drainage ditch that surrounds most of the 

northern portion of the site and 4) a manhole between the vertical steel pipe and the outfall 

pipe . An outfall was also found to drain into the ditch to the north of the area. The 

chemical analyses performed on the sediment samples collected downstream of the outfall 

show that the sediment has been impacted by metals and semivolatile organic compounds 

(SVOCs). None of the piping structures seem to originate in the Washout Building, so the 

metals and the SVOCs released are not thought to be from the washout wastewater. The 

piping structures may originate in the "decontamination building" that was potentially used in 

the washout process . The contamination in the ditch to the north of the facility, therefore , 

may be the result of activities associated with the washout process , but not from the washout 

wastewater itself. 

July 1996 
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Building 2076 was the break room and laundry facility for the site workers . A former SEDA 

employee indicated that the laundry washwater was placed in a pit to the northeast of 

Building 2076. Seepage or overflow from this pit may be a source for the sediment impacts 

found in the drainage ditch to the northwest. 

The Groundwater Contamination Survey performed bythe U.S.Army Environmental Hygiene 

Agency in 1988 states that the wastewater from the munitions washout operation was 

discharged near Building 2084 . According to a current SEDA employee and a former SEDA 

employee, Building 2084 and T30 were used to paint, stencil, and otherwise prepare the 

packing material for the shipment of the renovated munitions. Another current SEDA 

employee reported seeing painting booths in Building 2084, so it seems unlikely that the 

wastewater from the washout operation was handled in these two buildings . A former SEDA 

employee has indicated that the washed out projectiles were painted in this building, so there 

may have been residual explosives in the projectiles that became part of the waste stream of 

these two buildings . The chemical analyses of the soil samples collected from soil borings 

near the two buildings show that the soil has been impacted by metals, SVOCs and one 

explosive compound. The chemical analyses of the sediment samples collected from the 

drainage ditch that originates immediately to the south of building 2084 show that the 

sediment in the ditch has been impacted by metals and SVOCs. While it is unlikely that 

washout wastewater was discharged near Building 2084, wastes of some kind may have been 

discharged in this area. 

3.1.1.1 Local Geology 

As part of the ESI performed at SEAD-4 in 1993 and 1994, 10 soil borings were performed 

and 8 test pits were excavated. The logs from the soil borings and test pits are presented in 

Appendix G. The three geologic units observed in this drilling program were topsoil, till and 

shale. The depths of the soil borings were up to 10.5 feet below the ground surface. 

In most of the soil borings, a thin layer of topsoil was observed, usually less than a foot thick. 

The till observed was light brown and composed of silt and clay, with some black shale 

fragments (up to 0.25 inch). Larger shale fragments (rip-up clasts) were also observed at 

many locations near the till/weathered shale contact. Some oxidized areas were noted in the 

upper portion of the till strata. 

Competent, calcareous black shale was encountered at depths between approximately 4 and 

10.5 feet below the ground surface. The upper portion of the competent shale had a 

weathered zone that was from 0.2 to 2.5 feet thick. 

July 1996 
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The topography gently slopes to the west on the eastern portion of the facility, and steepens 

to the west of North South Baseline Road. The elevations of the competent bedrock 

determined during the drilling and seismic programs indicate that the bedrock surface slopes 

to the west mimicking the land surface . 

3.1.1.2 Geophysics 

The geophysical investigations completed as part of the SEAD-4 ESI involved a seismic 

survey , an electromagnetic (EM-31) survey , and a ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey. 

The objective of the seismic survey was to determine the direction of groundwater flow , while 

the objective of the EM-31 and the GPR surveys were to delineate the location of the 

suspected leach field and the locations of subsurface pipes and structures that may have 

carried the wastewater from the washout operation to the suspected leach field. The locations 

where the geophysical investigations were conducted are shown in Figure 3-1, and the results 

of the geophysical investigations are presented in Figures 3-2 through 3-5. 

Four 115-foot long seismic refraction profiles were performed along two lines laid out 

perpendicular to each other. The seismic profiles detected 5 to 15 feet of till (seismic velocity 

of 1,000-7,700 feet/second) overlying bedrock (seismic velocity of 12,000-14,000 ft/s). In 

particular, the unconsolidated material included unsaturated till (seismic velocity of 1, 000-

1,400 ft/s), compact unsaturated till (3 ,500-4,200 ft/s) , and saturated till (seismic velocity of 

5 ,000-7 , 700 ft/s) . 

Saturated till was only detected beneath profile P4 near the pond. At the locations of the 

other profiles , either saturated till was not present or the saturated layer was too thin to be 

detected by the seismic refraction method . An interpretation of the data collected along 

profiles P2 and P3 suggest that a layer of compact, unsaturated till is present at a depth of 

1 to 3 feet. The bedrock surface slopes to the west or southwest following the slope of the 

surface topography. Groundwater flow is also expected to be directed to the west or 

southwest , following the slope of the relatively impermeable bedrock surface. 

EM-31 and GPR surveys were conducted in the following three areas : in the vicinity of the 

former Munitions Washout Facility building , in the area of the suspected leach field , and 

across the drainage pipe leading west to the pond . 

The quadrature response from the EM-31 survey performed across the suspected leach field 

clearly shows the more conductive road bed and the effects of the two concrete tanks , as 

shown in Figure 3-2. Otherwise, the apparent conductivity (quadrature response) of the 

ground is extremely uniform in this area. The in-phase response shows a greater variability, 

perhaps suggestive of disrupted ground , as shown in Figure 3-3. 

Jul y 1996 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI /FS PROJECT SCOPING PLA N DRAFT-FIN AL REPORT 

The depth of penetration of the radar was limited to about 3 to 5 feet due to the abundance 

of electrically conductive clay in the till . The GPR survey conducted in the area of the 

suspected leach field detected an anomalous zone parallel to the road in the main section of 

the grid . This zone is characterized by strong banding and reverberation throughout the 

record . An example of the response is shown in profile B-B' from about 55 to 80 feet along 

the length of the profile, as shown in Figure 3-4. No pronounced linear anomalies or pipes 

were detected in this area. 

The quadrature response from the EM-31 survey in the area of the former Munitions 

Washout Facility Building is dominated by the linear signatures of buried pipes, as shown in 

Figure 3-2. Four pipes are clearly visible. Large anomalies in the south and east corners of 

this grid are due to reinforced concrete pads . The pipes are also evident in the in-phase 

response, as shown in Figure 3-3. 

The GPR survey conducted in the vicinity of the former Munitions Washout Building 

detected numerous anomalous responses that may be classified as linear anomalies , point 

source anomalies , and stratigraphic anomalies . Some of the linear anomalies correspond to 

segments of buried pipes detected by the EM-31 survey . Point source anomalies are very 

common to the GPR method. Such anomalies may be attributed to buried metallic debris , 

construction debris , boulders , or local inhomogeneities in the soil. Stratigraphic anomalies are 

typically evidenced by disruption of layering of the soil or by local changes in the electrical 

properties of the soil. Stratigraphic anomalies are typically caused by excavation and 

backfilling, although natural variation in the composition of glacial till may produce such 

effects . 

The GPR record acquired across profile A-A' , as shown in Figure 3-4, exhibits a GPR 

response characteristic of the GPR survey conducted in this grid. The left half of the record 

shows limited penetration of only about 15 nanoseconds (ns) or about 3 feet. The right half 

of the profile shows 6 to 8 hyperbolic anomalies located at about 10 ns (2 feet) , reverberating 

to a time of about 30 ns . Areas of abundant hyperbolic anomalies are interspersed with areas 

of limited penetration. Some of the hyperbolic anomalies can be correlated from line to line 

(linear anomalies) but most appear to be isolated sources. 

The EM-31 data acquired between the road and the pond , as shown in Figures 3-2 and 3-3 , 

failed to detect any significant anomalies. Both EM parameters exhibit very little variability, 

suggesting that the soil is relatively uniform and undisturbed . The clay pipe which discharges 

into the pond was not detected . 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFr-FINAL REPORT 

The GPR profiles between the road and the pond did not detect any continuous anomalies 

that could be attributed to the 6-inch clay pipe that terminates at the pond. Several strong 

hyperbolic anomalies were observed in the transect along the road; however, none of these 

features could be traced away from the road. The GPR records acquired in this area were 

devoid of anomalous responses. 

3.1.1.3 Local Hydrology and Hydrogeology 

The Munitions Washout Facility is almost entirely surrounded by 2 man-made drainage 

ditches(both approximately 3 feet deep) into which most runoff from the facility flows. Figure 

3-6 shows the surface water flow directions at the site. 

Runoff toward the east and north of the facility flows into the eastern drainage ditch that 

flows northward . Surface water in this ditch flows west under North South Baseline Road and 

then flows into Indian Creek just north of the facility . Runoff toward the west of the facility 

flows into the western ditch which drains to the north into the pond located approximately 

500 feet west of the former Washout Building. 

This pond is approximately 150 feet in diameter and is man-made. It is the only sustained 

water body on site . Air photos from 1968 show that from an outlet on the western edge of 

the pond, water in the pond flowed to the west and eventually to the south through small 

drainage swales and drainage ditches alongside the SEDA railroad tracks and roads. This 

natural outlet no longer exists and overflow is piped immediately to the west of the pond by 

a PVC overflow pipe located on the western bank of the pond. Currently, the static water 

level of the pond is low enough that overflow is unusual and the pond is stagnant. 

While the majority of the surface water runoff flows into either of these two main drainage 

ditches, a minor amount of runoff is either directed into the drainage ditches flowing north 

along North South Baseline Road or into the drainage ditches flowing south along North 

South Baseline Road and the SEDA railroad tracks. 

As part of the ESI program, 5 groundwater monitoring wells were installed at SEAD-4. The 

locations of the monitoring wells are shown in Figure 3-7. The monitoring well installation 

diagrams are presented in Appendix G. Groundwater elevations were measured in the five 

monitoring wells on April 4, 1994. From these measurements, which are presented in Table 

3-1, a groundwater elevation map has been developed and is shown in Figure 3-7. Based on 

these data, the groundwater flow direction in the till/weathered shale aquifer is generally 
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TOP OF PVC 
MONITORING CASING 

WELL ELEVATION 
NUMBER lMSL) DATE 

MW4-I 700.12 12/16/93 

MW4-2 702.44 11/20/93 

MW4-3 699.90 11/20/93 

MW4-4 680.37 12/18/93 

MW4-5 700.46 12/18/93 

h: \englseneca lscopinglsead4\sd4elev. wk4 

WELL DEVELOPMENT 

TABLE 3-1 
MONITORING WELL WATER LEVEL SUMMARY 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
SEAD-4 MUNITIONS WASHOUT FACILITY 

SAMPLING 
DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER DEPTH TO 

GROUNDWATER ELEVATION GROUNDWATER 
WATER TOC (Ff) lMSL) DATE WATER TOC (FT) 

6.44 693.68 1/21/94 5.24 

4.53 697.91 2/4/94 4.87 

4.62 695.28 1/20/94 7.06 

2.76 677.61 1/31/94 2.76 

5.72 694.74 1/20/94 7.14 

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS 
GROUNDWATER DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER 

ELEVATION GROUNDWATER ELEVATION 
(MSL) DATE WATER TOC (Ff) (MSL) 

694.88 4/4/94 3.45 696.67 

697.57 4/4/94 3.28 699.16 

692.84 4/4/94 4.47 695.43 

677.61 4/4/94 2.38 677.99 

693.32 4/4/94 3.91 696.55 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RIIFS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

toward the west. It is likely that there are local variations in the flow direction and gradient. 

The noticeable steepening of the land surface gradient in the western portion of the site is 

probably also present in the groundwater gradient in that part of the site . The distribution 

of groundwater in the till/weathered shale aquifer is characterized by moist soil with coarse­

grained lenses of water-saturated soil and, in most instances, the deeper weathered shale 

horizons are saturated. 

On the basis of data collected from vertical connection tests at two other sites at SEDA (the 

Ash Landfill and SEAD-25), there is very little vertical connection between the till/weathered 

shale and the competent shale. The chemical data from these sites also supports this. 

3.1.1.4 Results of Chemical Analyses 

As part of the Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) classification process at SEDA, 70 

soil samples were collected from the area surrounding the pond located to the west of the 

Munitions Washout Facility. The soil samples were analyzed for three nitroaromatic 

compounds (2,4,6-TNT, 2,4-DNT and 2,6-DNT). None of these compounds were detected . 

An ESI was conducted at SEAD-4 by Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. in 1993 and 1994. 

The results of the ESI were presented in the draft final Seven High Priority SWMUs 

Expanded Site Inspection Report (Parsons ES , May 1995). This investigation involved a 

geophysical investigation, completion of 8 test pits, installation of 5 groundwater monitoring 

wells, and the collection of 17 surface soil samples, 25 subsurface soil samples, 3 surface water 

samples, and 9 sediment samples. The locations and results of the geophysical surveys are 

shown in Figures 3-1 through 3-5. The test pit and sample locations are shown in Figure 3-8 . 

All of the soil, groundwater, surface water and sediment samples were analyzed according to 

the NYSDEC Contract Laboratory Program Statement of Work for the following: Target 

Compound List volatile organic compounds (VOCs) , semivolatile organic compounds 

(SVOCs) , pesticides and PCBs and Target Analyte List metals and cyanide. Explosive 

compounds were analyzed by EPA Method 8330; herbicide compounds were analyzed by EPA 

Method 8150; and nitrates were analyzed by EPA Method 352.2. The results of the analyses 

are presented in Tables 3-2 through 3-5. The following sections describe the investigations 

that were performed for the ESI and the nature and extent of the environmental impacts 

identified from these investigations. 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FR EQUENCY 

ESID OF 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
vv~ I llt U~GANIC~ 
Acetone ug.1<g 2 2.-4% 200 
Chlorofonn ug.1<g 15 16.7% 300 

HERBICIDES 
Olcamba ug.1<g 23 2.4% NA 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3,5-Trtnitrobenzena ug.1<g 120 2.-4% NA 
[Tetr,t ug.1<g 67 2.4% NA 
12,4,6-TriritrotokJene ug.1<g 72 2.4% NA 
l2-11ITTner4,6-DlnltrotcmJene ug.1<g 90 2.4% NA 

SEMIVOLA TILE ORGANICS 
Acenapl<hylene ug.1<g 45 4.8% 41000 
Acenapl<hene ug.1<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 
Olbenzoflnn ug.1<g 380 4.8% 6200 
A.Jorene ug.1<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 
Phenarttv'ene ug.1<g 1400 9.5% 50000 • 
Arlhnlcene ug.1<g 340 7.1% 50000 • 

art>azole ug.1<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 
Di-M>~helale ug.1<g 380 40.5% 8100 
A.Jomnthene ug.1<g 2400 23.8% 50000 • 
Pyrene ug.1<g 1800 14.3% 50000 • 
B"Yf.)enzy\,ffilllate ug.1<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 
Benzo(11)11nttncene ug.1<g 1100 11 .9% 220 
Clwysene ug.1<g 1000 14.3% 400 
bls(2-Elhyl,ex-,4)pl<helale ug.1<g 2000 33.3% 50000 • 
Benzo(b)fluorerthene ug.1<g 730 16.7% 1100 
Benzo(k)fkJorarthene ug.1<g 890 11 .9% 1100 
Benzo(a)pyrene ug.1<g 880 11 .9% 61 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)p'.,1"ene ug.1<g 260 7.1% 3200 
Olbenz(a,h)anttncene ug.1<g 32 2.4% 14 
Benzo(g,h,l)per,tene ug.1<g 270 7.1% 50000 • 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

0-0.5 
NUMBER 12/13193 
ABOVE SS4-1 
TAGM 206836 

0 14 U 
0 14 U 

N~ 6.1 U 

N~ 120 J 
N~ 130 U 
N~ 72 J 
N~ 90 J 

0 400 U 
0 400 U 
0 400 U 
0 400 U 
0 110 J 
0 25 J 
0 400 U 
0 85 J 
0 230 J 
0 21 0 J 
0 400 U 
1 110 J 
1 140 J 
0 45 J 
0 150 J 
0 65 J 
3 100 J 
0 75 J 
1 400 U 
0 66 J 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 
12/13193 12/13193 12/13193 
SS4-2 SS4-3 SS4-4 
206837 206838 206839 

12 U 13 U 14 U 
12 U 13 U 14 U 

6 U 6.3 U 6.3 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

400 U -410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 

18 J 410 U 19 J 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 23 J 
400 U 410 U 24 J 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 
400 U 410 U 410 U 

06/29195 

SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-2 0-2 4-6 
12/13193 12/13193 12/13193 12/06193 12/06193 12/06193 
SS4-5 SS4-6 SS4-7 SB4-1 .1 SB4-1 .5 SB4-1 .3 

206840 206841 206842 206265 206268 206267 
SB4-1 .1DUP 

13 U 13 U 24 U 12 U 12 U 12 U 
13 U 13 U 24 U 12 U 12 U 12 U 

6.1 U 6.7 U 11 UJ 5.9 U 6 U 5.9 U 

130 U 130 U 130 UJ 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 UJ 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 UJ 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 UJ 130 U 130 U 130 U 

-400 U -4-40 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 56 J 50 J 52 J 
400 U 23 J 64 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 66 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 48 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 67 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
33 J 440 U 86 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 

400 U 440 U 90 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 56 J 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
400 U 440 U 720 UJ 390 U 390 U 390 U 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
~t:.;:,,,...,,u.,_...,,-...,u 

de/le-BHC ug,l<g 5.9 2.4% 300 0 
Aktin ug,l<g 8.2 4.8% 41 0 
Endosllfan I ug,l<g 11 2.4% 900 0 
~-n ug,l<g 5.4 2.4°/4 44 0 
~.4'-DDE ug,l<g 21 9.5°/4 2100 0 
En<tin ug,l<g 34 2 .◄ o~ 100 0 
Endosufen II ug,l<g 3.1 2.4% 900 0 
~.4'-000 ug,l<g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 
EndostMen st.If ate ug,l<g 3.8 2.4% 1000 0 
~,4'-DDT ug,l<g 6.2 2.4% 2100 0 
a/phe-ct'io<dene ug,l<g 10 16.7% 540 0 
CIOIMlO-ct'io<dene ug,l<g 2 14.3% 540 0 
Atodo<-1248 ug,l<g 38 14.3% 1000(•) 0 
iArodof-1254 ug,l<g 1600 28.6% 1000(9) 1 
IAroc!or-1260 ug,l<g 110 14.3% 1000(•) 0 

METALS 
IAl.mrun mg,l<g 21000 100.0% 15523 19 
IA,tJmony mg,l<g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 
1Anen1e mg,l<g 21 .5 100.0% 7,5 4 
Beri"11 mg,l<g 277 100.0% 300 0 
Be,yl/"11 mg,l<g 1.8 100.0% 1 1 
lc:ettn"11 mg,l<g 1.8 9.5% 1 2 
lc:elellm mg,l<g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 
1avom1..,, mg,l<g 4870 66.7% 24 18 

~=~ 
mg,l<g 29.1 100.0% 30 0 
mg,l<g 3410 100.0% 25 20 

Iron mg,l<g 64600 100.0% 28986 19 
Leed mg,l<g 116 83.3% 30 2 
Megnesh.lTI mg,l<g 32000 100.0% 12308 4 
Manganese mg,l<g 1340 66.7% 759 6 
Mer"")I mg,l<g 0.27 73.8% 0.1 4 
Nickel mg,l<g 228 100.0% 37 15 
Potessh.m mg,l<g 2490 100.0% 1548 12 
iseter;..,, mg,l<g 3.4 59.5% 2 1 
lsilver mg,l<g 1.2 11.9% 0,5 5 
lsoc1"11 mg,l<g 1270 95.2% 114 9 
lvenadll'T'I mg,l<g 1250 100.0% 150 1 
lzlne mg,l<g 1010 100.0% 90 18 

loTHER ANALYSES 
NitraleJNltrtte-Nltrogen mg,l<g 3.3 100.0% NA NI 
lrotel Sold> %WN/ 94.9 NA NI 

SO4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

0-0.5 
12/13'-13 
SS4-1 

206836 

2.1 U 
2.2 J 
2.1 U 

4 U 
8.5 J 

4 U 
3.1 J 
2.5 J 
3.8 J 
6.2 J 
4.9 J 
1.1 J 
40 U 

250 J 
40 U 

15600 
3.9 UJ 
5.9 
62 

0.69 J 
0.38 U 

14300 
25.3 J 
12.7 

20 J 
29800 

23.7 F 
6850 

708 
0.02 J 
36.8 
1650 
0.27 J 
0,76 U 
61 .8 J 
22.9 
65.9 

0.05 
82 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 
12/13'-13 12/13193 12/13193 
SS4-2 SS4-3 SS4-4 

206837 206838 206839 

2 U 2.1 U 2.1 U 
2U 2.1 U 2.1 U 
2 U 2.1 U 2.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
4 U 4.1 U 4.1 U 
2U 2.1 U 2.1 U 
2 U 2.1 U 2.1 U 

40 U 41 U 41 U 
40 U 41 U 38 J 
40 U 41 U 41 U 

18700 10300 15100 
4.3 UJ 37.1 J 76.9 J 
5.9 7 6.1 

76 .1 34.4 58.2 
0.84 J 0.53 J 0,7 J 
0.42 U 0.36 U 0.51 U 

3480 11200 6930 
56.1 J 1790 J 4200 J 
15.3 10.2 12.8 
40.6 J 1350 J 341 0 J 

33600 21900 31000 
12 F 27.3 19 

6100 4400 5950 
638 335 339 

0.04 J 0.15 0.21 
40.1 25.9 34.3 

1930 861 1310 
0.15 U 0.2 J 0.16 J 
0.84 U 0.72 U 1 U 
49.2 J 57.8 J 50.4 J 
27.2 14.7 24.1 
96.5 566 755 

0.1 0.1 1.51 
83.2 79.8 79.7 

06/29/95 

SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-2 0-2 4-6 
12/13'-13 12/13193 12/13193 12/06193 12/06193 12/06193 
SS4-5 SS4-6 SS4-7 SB4-1 .1 SB4-1 .5 SB4-1 .3 

206840 206841 206842 206265 206268 206267 
SB4-1 .1DUP 

2.1 U 2.3 U 3.7 UJ 2 UJ 2 U 2 U 
2.1 U 2.3 U 3.7 UJ 2 UJ 2 U 2 U 
2.1 U 2.3 U 3.7 UJ 2 UJ 2 U 2 U 

4 U 5.4 J 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3,9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 
4 U 4.4 U 7.2 UJ 3.9 UJ 3.9 U 3.9 U 

2.1 U 2.3 U 3.7 UJ 2 UJ 2 U 2 U 
2.1 U 2.3 U 3.7 UJ 2 UJ 2 U 2 U 
40 U 44 U 72 UJ 39 UJ 39 U 39 U 
28 J 44 U 70 J 39 UJ 39 U 39 U 
40 U 44 U 110 J 39 UJ 39 U 39 U 

15900 18800 14100 J 14800 21000 15300 
96.1 J 5,9 J 7.8 UJ 4.8 UJ 3.8 UJ 5 UJ 

9.8 7 13.1 J 6.2 4.2 3.9 
92.1 129 277 J 72 97.7 40.4 J 
0.73 J 1 J 1.8 J 0.73 J 0.64 J 0.74 J 
0.48 U 0.54 U 1.8 J 0.47 U 0.37 U 0.49 U 
7210 5410 196000 J 4280 2460 30900 
4870 J 395 J 34.1 J 23.2 27.9 27.6 
14.9 17.7 12.4 J 11.3 5.9 J 16.5 

3120 J 234 J 335 J 14.1 15.1 62.8 
31000 34300 64600 J 27500 19500 34300 

F 27.2 22.7 I 102 J R 17.7 J 9.8 J 7.5 J 
5470 5030 8550 J 4270 4460 7130 

533 1080 1220 J 615 J R 119 J R 337 
0.15 0.04 J 0.27 J 0.05 J 0.04 J 0.04 J 
35.3 37.2 228 J 27.8 25.1 47.6 
1870 2080 2340 J 1250 2490 1300 
0.21 J 0.55 J 3.4 J 0.4 J 0.23 J 0.09 U 
0.96 U 1.1 U 1.5 UJ 0.93 U 0.74 U 0.98 U 
47.7 J 54.9 J 1270 J 43.8 U 39.2 J 105 J 
28.7 31 .7 1250 J 28.6 31 22.2 
636 140 859 J 79.6 72.1 102 

0.07 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.04 0,05 
81 .8 75.1 45.8 85.2 83.8 85.2 
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MATRIX SOIL 
LOCATION SEAD-4 

DEPTH (FEET) 8-10 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 12Al6/93 

ESID OF ABOVE SB4-1 .6 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 206269 

COMPOUND UNITS 
[VULAIILE ORGANICS 
~cetone ug,l<g 2 2.4•,.(, 200 0 11 U 
k;Noroform ug,l<g 15 16.7',.(, 300 0 11 U 

HERBICIDES 
Dtcamba ug,l<g 23 2.4•,.(, NA N~ 5.5 U 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3.S-Trinltrobenzene ug,l<g 120 2.4',.(, NA N~ 130 U 
tTetry1 ug,l<g 67 2.4% NA N~ 130 U 
?,4 ,~ Triml'otoluene ug,l<g 72 2.4% NA N~ 130 U 
2-errln<>-4,6-DinltrotokJene ug,l<g 90 2.4% NA N~ 130 U 

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
Acenephlhylene ug,l<g 45 4.6% 41000 0 360 U 
Aceneplth«le ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 360 U 
Dlbonzofl.l"'l!ln ug,l<g 360 4.8% 6200 0 360 U 
Fk.lorena ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 360 U 
PhenarilYene ug,l<g 1400 9.5% 50000 • 0 360 U 
Anttncene ug,l<g 340 7.1% 50000 • 0 360 U 

arbazole ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 360 U 
~helate ug,l<g 360 40.5% 6100 0 46 J 
A.Jorarihene ug,l<g 2400 23.6% 50000 • 0 360 U 
Pyrene ug,l<g 1600 14.3% 50000 • 0 360 U 
But)t>enzy\>hthelete ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 360 U 
Benzo(a)erftn.cene ug,l<g 1100 11 .9% 220 1 360 U 
ct,y,ene ug,l<g 1000 14.3% 400 1 360 U 
bls{2-Elhyt>ex-;t)pl-thelete ug,l<g 2000 33.3% 50000 • 0 360 U 
Benzo(b)fl.Jore~ene ug,l<g 730 16.7% 1100 0 360 U 
Benzo(k)fl.Jorenlhene ug,l<g ,590 11 .9% 1100 0 360 U 
Benzo( e )pyrene ug,l<g 660 11 .9% 61 3 360 U 
ndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ug,l<g 260 7.1% 3200 0 360 U 
Dibenz(e,h)entlncene ug,l<g 32 2.4% 14 1 360 U 
Benzo(g,h.l)perytene ug,l<g 270 7.1% 50000 • 0 360 U 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED S ITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 0-2 
11/10193 11/10/93 11/10193 
SB4-2.1 SB4-2.2 SB4-3.1 
204099 204100 204101 

19 U 11 U 11 U 
12 U 11 U 11 U 

6.2 U 5.3 U 5.5 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 26 J 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
26 J 16 J 29 J 

400 U 340 U 62 J 
400 U 340 U 52 J 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 26 J 
400 U 340 U 39 J 

1900 1100 2000 
400 U 340 U 32 J 
400 U 340 U 31 J 
400 U 340 U 27 J 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 
400 U 340 U 360 U 

06129/95 

SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

4-6 6-6 0-2 0-2 
11/10193 11/10193 12Al5/93 12Al5/93 
SB4-3.3 SB4-3.4 SBH.1 SB4-4.5 
204102 2041 03 206144 206146 

SB4-4.1DUP 

11 U 10 U 2 J 13 U 
11 U 10 U 13 U 13 U 

5.5 UJ 5.4 U 23 6.4 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 

350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 

19 J 19 J 450 UJ 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 UJ 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 

1500 1400 47 J 130 J 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
350 U 350 U 450 U 410 UJ 
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MATRIX SOIL 
LOCATION SEAD-4 

DEPTH (FEET) 8-10 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 12/06193 

ESID OF ABOVE SB4-1.6 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 206269 

COMPOUND UNITS 

d~l~-BHC ug/l<g 5.9 2.4°Ai 300 0 1.9 UJ 
Alain ug,l<g 8.2 4.8°/4 41 0 1.9 UJ 
EndostJfan I ug,l<g 11 2.4% 900 0 1.9 UJ 
[l;ekttn ug,l<g 5.4 2.4% 44 0 3.6 UJ 
~.4'-DDE ug/l<g 21 9.5% 2100 0 3.6 UJ 
End'in ug/l<g 34 2.4% 100 0 3.6 UJ 
EndoSIJfan II ug,l<g 3.1 2.4% 900 0 3.6 UJ 
~.4'-DDD ug/l<g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 3.6 UJ 
'°ndosc«an sc«oto ug/l<g 3.8 2.4% 1000 0 3.6 UJ 
~.4'-DDT ug/l<g 6.2 2.4% 2100 0 3.6 UJ 
~lpha-Chlordono ug/l<g 10 16.7',(, 540 0 1.9 UJ 
~mme-Chlordane ug/l<g 2 14.3% 540 0 1.9 UJ 
!A,odor-1246 ug/l<g 38 14.3°/4 1000(•) 0 36 UJ 
!A,oclor-1254 ug.1(g 1600 26.6% 1000(0) 1 36 UJ 
!A,odor-1260 ug/l<g 110 14.3% 1000(•) 0 36 UJ 

METALS 
IAu,;....,, mg,l<g 21000 100.0% 15523 19 19200 
Artlmony mg,l<g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 2.6 UJ 
Ar>eric mg,l<g 21.5 100.0% 7.5 4 21 .5 
Borlum mg,l<g 277 100.0% 300 0 61 .2 
Becylum mg,l<g 1.6 100.0% 1 1 1 

o<nllum mg,l<g 1.6 9.5% 1 2 0.27 U 
aJdlJ'Tl mg,l<g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 14400 

Chrorrlum mg,l<g 4670 66.7% 24 16 32.7 
ol>ol mg,l<g 29.1 100.0% 30 0 29.1 

oppef mg,l<g 3410 100.0% 25 20 21 .6 
Iron mg,l<g 64600 100.0% 26966 19 37900 

eod mg,l<g 116 63.3% 30 2 9.1 J 
Magnesh,.m mg,l<g 32000 100.0% 12306 4 6040 
Manganese mg,l<g 1340 66.7% 759 6 795 F 
Men:uy mg,l<g 0.27 73.6% 0.1 4 0.04 J 
Nickel mg,l<g 226 100.0% 37 15 62.3 
Potassh.m mg,l<g 2490 100.0'A. 1548 12 2030 
Selerium mg,l<g 3.4 59.5% 2 1 0.14 U 
Sllve< mg,l<g 1.2 11 .9% 0.5 5 0.64 J 
Soclum mg,l<g 1270 95.2% 114 9 91 .6 J 
Vanaclll'Tl mg,l<g 1250 100.0% 150 1 29.3 
71nc mg,l<g 1010 100.0% 90 18 115 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nltrale/Nibtte-Nitrogen mg,l<g 3.3 100.0% NA N~ 0.02 
Total Solds %WNI 94.9 NA N~ 91 .1 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 0-2 
11/10193 11/10193 11/10193 
SB4-2.1 SB4-2.2 SB4-3.1 
204099 204100 204101 

2.1 U 1.8 U 1.9 U 
2.1 U 1.8 U 1.9 U 
2.1 U 1.6 U 1.9 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.2 J 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
4.1 U 3.5 U 3.6 U 
2.1 U 1.6 U 1.9 U 
2.1 U 1.6 U 1.9 U 
41 U 27 J 36 U 
41 U 35 U 26 J 
41 U 35 U 36 U 

16300 15600 9590 
10.5 U 7.6 U 5.6 U 
5.6 J 4.2 J 4.9 J 
133 46 29.6 

1 0.72 J 0.46 J 
0.66 U R 0.46 U R 0.37 U 

2900 12700 24700 
22.9 27.5 19.1 
12.5 14.3 11 .1 

17 J 27.5 J 27.6 J 
26600 33900 21900 

14.4 6.3 19.7 
3770 7160 4920 
1340 436 338 
0.03 U 0.02 U 0.03 J 
27.3 42.7 36.6 
1270 1210 923 
0.32 J 0.21 UJ 0.36 J 

1.3 UJ 0.97 UJ 0.74 UJ 
39.3 J 71 .1 J 78.8 J 
29.3 22.5 15 
61 .3 J 95 J 45.5 J 

0.58 0,04 0.15 
80.8 94.9 90.8 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4-6 
11/10193 
SB4-3.3 
204102 

1.8 U 
1.8 U 
1.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
1.6 U 
1.6 U 
36 U 
36 U 
36 U 

9660 
10.1 U 

6.6 J 
49.6 
0.43 J 

R 0.63 U 
59600 

17.3 
9.9 

19.1 J 
22300 

5.4 
12100 

388 
0.02 U 
26.6 
1090 

0.2 UJ 
1.3 UJ 
126 J 

15.5 
87,3 J 

0.06 
90.9 

06129195 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

6-8 0-2 0-2 
11/10193 12/05193 12/05193 
SB4-3.4 SB4-4.1 SB4-4.5 
204103 206144 206148 

SB4-4.1DUP 

1.8 U 2.3 U 2.2 UJ 
1.6 U 2.3 U 2.2 UJ 
1.6 U 2.3 U 2.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
3.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 UJ 
1.6 U 2.3 U 2.2 UJ 
1.6 U 2.3 U 2.2 UJ 
35 U 45 U 42 UJ 
35 U 29 J 42 UJ 
35 U 45 U 42 UJ 

9730 16100 16200 
5.8 U 16.1 J 57.8 J 
9.5 J 6.9 7.1 

39.7 107 122 
0.52 J 0.6 J 0.6 J 

R 0.36 U R 0.51 U 0.34 U 
31400 4500 6840 

17.2 936 R 2670 R 
12.5 11 .6 J 15.2 
17.5 J 1290 J 1520 J 

21200 26400 33700 
10.1 20.9 J 19.1 J 

5610 4360 5110 
373 564 917 
0.04 U 0.03 U 0,04 J 
28.5 39:6 35.4 
1050 1510 1430 
0.22 UJ 0.73 J 0.76 J 
0.73 UJ 1 U 0.68 U 

96 J 51 .3 J 49.2 J 
13.8 25.3 27.7 
69.4 J 1010 423 

0.05 0,05 0.01 
93.6 73.3 78.3 

Page 4 or 12 



MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
VVL", I Lt On'-"'NICS 
Acetone ug,l<g 2 2.4% 200 0 

hloroform ug,l<g 15 16.7% 300 0 

HERBICIDES 
Olcamba ug,l<g 23 2.4% NA NI 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3,5-Trinltrol>enz""" ug,l<g 120 2.4% NA NI 
IT~ ug,l<g 67 2.4% NA NI 
!2,4,6-Trinllrotoluene ug,l<g 72 2.4% NA NI 
!2-arrln<H,6-Dlnl1rotoluene ug,l<g 90 2.4% NA NI 

~EMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
~cenaphl:hy1ene ug,l<g 45 4.8% 41000 0 
"'"enapffilene ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Dlbenzofl.nn ug,l<g 380 4.8% 6200 0 
FWene ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Phenanttvene ug,l<g 1400 9.5% 50000 • 0 
l<\rltncene ug,l<g 340 7.1% 50000 • 0 
!carbazofe ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
P..,.b~late ug,l<g 380 40.5% 8100 0 
A,onmthene ug,l<g 2400 23.8% 50000 • 0 
Py,""" ug,l<g 1800 14.3% 50000 • 0 
B"Yt>enl)\?httlalate ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Benzo{a)arltncene ug,l<g 1100 11 .9% 220 1 
p,ysene ug,l<g 1000 14.3% 400 1 
t>ls(2-~xyt)plaialate ug,l<g 2000 33.3% 50000 • 0 
Benzo(b)~nlhene ug,l<g 730 16.7% 1100 0 
Benzo(lc)~nlhene ug,l<g 890 11 .9'-11 1100 0 
Benzo(a )pyrene ug,l<g 880 11 .9% 61 3 
lndeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene ug,l<g 260 7.1% 3200 0 
Pbenz(a,h)e.-.tncene ug,l<g 32 2.4% 14 1 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene ug,l<g 270 7.1% 50000 • 0 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4-6 
12/05r.l3 
SBH.2 
206145 

11 U 
11 U 

5.4 U 

130 U 
130 U 
130 U 
130 U 

350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
110 J 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 
350 UJ 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

6-8 0-2 2-4 
12/05r.l3 12/05r.l3 12/05r.l3 
SBH.3 SB4-5.1 SB4-5.2 
206147 206149 206150 

11 U 11 U 11 U 
11 U 11 U 11 U 

5.5 U 5.9 U 5,8 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

370 U 30 J 370 UJ 
370 U 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 U 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 U 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 U 120 J 370 UJ 
370 U 33 J 370 UJ 
370 U 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 UJ 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 U 280 J 370 UJ 
370 U 380 J 370 UJ 
370 UJ 380 UJ 370 UJ 
370 U 210 J 370 UJ 
370 U 260 J 370 UJ 
370 UJ 37 J 370 UJ 
370 U 130 J 370 UJ 
370 U 150 J 370 UJ 
370 U 180 J 370 UJ 
370 U 59 J 370 UJ 
370 U 32 J 370 UJ 
370 U 120 J 370 UJ 

05~9195 

SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 
12/IJ6r.l3 12/IJ6r.l3 
SB4-6.1 SB4-6.2 
206270 206271 

13 U 11 U 
13 U 11 U 

6.7 U 5.4 U 

130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 

440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 

51 J 35 J 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 
440 U 350 U 

Page 5 of 12 



MATRIX SOIL 
LOCATION SEAD-4 

DEPTH !FEET) 4-6 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 12/05193 

ESID OF ABOVE S84-4.2 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 206145 

COMPOUND UNITS 
·c.:11,,._,luc.::>1,..,._,D 

delo-BHC ug,l(g 5.9 2.4% 300 0 1.8 U 
Alctin ug,l(g 8.2 4.8% 41 0 1.8 U 
Endoslifen I ug,l(g 11 2.4% 900 0 1.8 U 
Dleldrin ug,l(g 5.4 2.4% 44 0 3.6 U 
4,4'-DDE ug,l(g 21 9.5% 2100 0 3.6 U 
Enct1n ug,l(g 34 2.4% 100 0 3.6 U 
Endoslifen II ug,l(g 3.1 2.4°-'i 900 0 3.6 U 
4,4'-DDD ug,l(g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 3.6 U 
Endoslifan slifate ug,l(g 3.8 2.4% 1000 0 3.6 U 
~.4'-DDT ug,l(g 6.2 2.4°.1' 2100 0 3.6 U 
~lpha-CNordane ug,l(g 10 16.7% 540 0 1.8 U 
'18,mm&-Chlordene ug,l(g 2 14.3% 540 0 1.8 U 
Arodc<-1248 ug,l(g 38 14.3% 1000(8) 0 36 U 
i",rodc<-1254 ug,l(g 1600 28.6% 1000(a) 1 36 U 
~ odc<-1260 ug,l(g 110 14.3% 1000(•) 0 36 U 

METALS 
~nun mg,l(g 21000 100.0°/4 15523 19 9500 
l<\nlimony mg,l(g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 3.4 UJ 
i',,senc mg,l(g 21.5 100.0% 7.5 4 4.5 
Beril.m mg,l(g 277 100.0% 300 0 45.4 
BerylllTI mg,l(g 1.8 100.0% 1 1 0.37 J 
!Cectnh,.m mg,l(g 1.8 9.5% 1 2 0.33 U 
ICelch . .m mg,l(g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 65300 
~twomilni mg,l(g 4870 66.7% 24 18 21 .8 
ICobal mg,l(g 29.1 100.0% 30 0 10.5 

~opper mg,l(g 3410 100.0•,. 25 20 19.6 J 
Iron mg,l(g 64600 100.0% 28986 19 20500 
ead mg,l(g 116 83.3% 30 2 8.7 J 

Ma~si'-"" mg,l(g 32000 100.0% 12308 4 11700 
Manganese mg,l(g 1340 66.7% 759 6 543 
Mem,y mg,l(g 0.27 73.8% 0.1 4 0.03 J 

"'lcl<el mg,l(g 228 100.0% 37 15 24 .6 
Potassil.m mg,l(g 2490 100.0% 1548 12 1040 

lseienillTI mg,l(g 3.4 59.5% 2 1 0.1 UJ 
lsit<er mg,l(g 1.2 11 .9% 0.5 5 0.67 U 
isodllTI mg,l(g 1270 95.2°-'i 114 9 116 J 
1Vanacl1..m mg,l(g 1250 100.0% 150 1 13.1 
Zinc mg,l(g 1010 100.0% 90 18 61 .6 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nitrate/Nitrite-Nitrogen mg,l(g 3.3 100.0% NA N~ 0.03 
Total Sai ds %WfN 94.9 NA w 92.2 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

R 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

SENECA A RMY DEP OT 

S EAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

6-8 0-2 2-4 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 
S84-4.3 S84-5.1 S84-5.2 
206147 206149 206150 

1.9 U 5.9 J 2 U 
1.9 U 8.2 J 2 U 
1.9 U 11 2 U 
3.7 U 19 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 21 J 3.8 U 
3.7 U 34 J 3.8 U 
3.7 U 19 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 19 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 19 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 19 U 3.8 U 
1.9 U 10 J 2 U 
1.9 U 9.8 U 2 U 
37 U 190 U 38 U 
37 U 1600 38 U 
37 U 190 U 38 U 

10200 15000 15700 
4.4 UJ 6.3 J 3.5 J 

5 3.3 6.9 
50.5 92.7 99.8 
0.38 J 0.65 J 0.65 J 
0.42 U 0.66 J 0.3 U 

61300 42800 55000 
75.8 R 23.5 R 26.5 
9.8 J 12.3 9.5 

52.8 J 26.2 J 28.1 J 
24400 27900 26700 

6.8 J 116 11 .8 J 
8390 10200 11600 

540 646 436 
0.04 U 0.03 J 0.04 U 
27.2 34.9 32.4 
1090 1720 1400 
0.23 J 0.32 J 0.45 J 
0.85 U 0.75 U 0.6 U 
132 J 90.1 J 106 J 
14.4 23.8 24 .4 
112 238 67.3 

0.01 0.01 0.14 
89.9 85.1 86.4 

06/29/9 5 

SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 
12/06193 12/06193 
S84-6.1 S84-6.2 
206270 206271 

2.3 UJ 1.8 UJ 
2.3 UJ 1.8 UJ 
2.3 UJ 1.8 UJ 
4.4 UJ 3.5 UJ 
UUJ 3.5 UJ 
4.4 UJ 3.5 UJ 
4.4 UJ 3.5 UJ 
4.4 UJ 3.5 UJ 
UUJ 3.5 UJ 
4.4 UJ 3.5 UJ 
2.3 UJ 1.8 UJ 
2.3 UJ 1.8 UJ 
44 UJ 35 UJ 
44 UJ 35 UJ 
44 UJ 35 UJ 

17100 12800 
4.8 UJ 4 UJ 
7.3 5.5 
132 37.1 J 

0.96 J 0.64 J 
0.46 U 0.39 U 

3750 12400 
R 25.7 24 .4 

12.5 14.9 
25.7 19.5 

28600 28600 
18.8 J 11 J 

4560 5620 
1260 R 415 R 
0.08 J 0.02 J 
35.2 39.3 

2000 1250 
0.86 J 0.12 U 

' 1 J 0.78 U 
43.7 U 49.1 J 

29 16.5 
87.4 91 .5 

0.16 0.04 
75.3 93.1 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
VULA lilt U"GANIC~ 
Acetone ug.l<g 2 2.4% 200 0 
Chlorofonn ug.l<g 15 16.7% 300 0 

HERBICIDES 
Dicamba ug.l<g 23 2.4% NA NJ 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3,5-Trtnltrobenzene ug.l<g 120 2.4% NA NJ 
Tetryt ug.l<g 67 2.4% NA NJ 
2,4,6--Trinitrotooene ug.l<g 72 2.4% NA NJ 
2-amlno-4,6--Dlnitrotooene ug.l<g 90 2.4% NA NJ 

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
~cena~ne ug.l<g 45 4.8% 41000 0 
~enaptihene ug.l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Oibenzofl.hn ug.l<g 380 4.8°A 6200 0 
A.Jorene ug.l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
PhenantlYene ug.l<g 1400 9.5°A 50000 • 0 
Antlncene ug.l<g 340 7.1% 50000 • 0 
Carba.zoJe ug.l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Dl-n-b~late ug.l<g 380 40.5% 8100 0 
A.Joranl:hene ug.l<g 2400 23.8°..E. 50000 • 0 
Pyrene ug.l<g 1800 14.3% 50000 • 0 
B~enzyl,hthelate ug.l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • 0 
Benzo(a)anl:hracene ug.l<g 1100 11 .9% 220 1 
ct,ysene ug.l<g 1000 14.3·..E. 400 1 
bls(2-E~er,1)phthalate ug.l<g 2000 33.3°-4 50000 • 0 
Benzo(b)fk,om•hene ug.l<g 730 16.7% 1100 0 
Benzo(k)foorar<hene ug.l<g 890 11 .9% 1100 0 
Benzo(a)pyrene ug.l<g 880 11 .9% 61 3 
lndeno(1 .2,:Xd)pyrena ug.l<g 260 7.1% 3200 0 
Dibenz(a,h)anttncene ug.l<g 32 2.4% 14 1 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene ug.l<g 270 7.1% 50000 • 0 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

0-2 
12/05193 
SB4-7.1 
206151 

12 U 
12 U 

5.5 U 

130 U 
130 U 
130 U 
130 U 

360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
22 J 
19 J 

360 UJ 
360 UJ 
20 J 
21 J 
20 J 
19 J 

360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

4-6 6--8 0-2 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 
SB4-7.3 SB4-7.4 SB4-8.1 
206152 206153 206154 

11 U 11 U 12 U 
11 U 11 U 12 U 

5.7 U 5.5 U 5.8 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 UJ 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 UJ 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 UJ 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 
370 UJ 350 UJ 380 U 

06/29/95 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

2-4 
12/05193 
SB4-8.2 
206155 

12 U 
14 

5.8 U 

130 U 
130 U 
130 U 
130 U 

380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 UJ 
380 U 
380 U 
380 UJ 
380 U 
380 U 

32 J 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
-~vl ,,.,,v~=,--,.,.., 

~ela-BHC ug,l<g 5.9 2.4% 300 0 
IAlain ug,l<g 8.2 4.8°,.{. 41 0 
Endosllfan I ug,l<g 11 2.4% 900 0 
Oielaln ug,l<g 5.4 2.4'h 44 0 
fl,4'-DDE ug,l<g 21 9.5% 2100 0 
Enctin ug,l<g 34 2.4°,.{. 100 0 
Endosllfan II ug,l<g 3.1 2.4% 900 0 

14,4'-DDD ug,l<g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 
Endo~an sa'fate ug,l<g 3.8 2.4% 1000 0 
4,4'-DDT ug,l<g 6.2 2.4% 2100 0 

•1>11•-CNordane ug,l<g 10 16.7',.{. 540 0 
19rrvna-CNordane ug,l<g 2 14.3% 540 0 
'lroclor-1248 ug,l<g 38 14.3% 1000(0) 0 
Aroctor-1254 ug/l(g 1600 28.6% 1000(•) 1 
Arodor-1260 ug,l<g 110 14.3% 1000(•) 0 

METALS 
Aunlnun mg,l<g 21000 100.0% 15523 19 
Arilmony mg,l<g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 
Arseric mg/l(g 21 .5 100.0% 7.5 4 
BarilXl'I mg/l(g 277 100.0% 300 0 
Be!}'l'"'1 mg,l<g 1.8 100.0% 1 1 

O<trl'"'1 mg,l<g 1.8 9.5% 1 2 
CaldlXll mg,l<g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 
et,o,ni..,, mg,l<g 4870 66.7% 24 18 
Cobol mg/l(g 29.1 100.0% 30 0 

oppe, mg/l(g 3410 100.0% 25 20 
Iron mg,l<g 64600 100.0'.4 28986 19 
Lead mg/l(g 116 83.3% 30 2 
Mapsh,m mg/l(g 32000 100.0% 12308 4 
Manganese mg,l<g 1340 66.7% 759 6 
MerN}' mg/l(g 0.27 73.8% 0.1 4 
Nickel mg,l<g 228 100.0% 37 15 
Potasshm mg/l(g 2490 100.0% 1548 12 

Selenl'"'1 mg/l(g 3.4 59.5% 2 1 
Sliver mg/l(g 1.2 11 .9% 0.5 5 
Sod'"'1 mg/l(g 1270 95.2% 114 9 
Vanadt.m mg/l(g 1250 100.0% 150 1 
Zinc mg/l(g 1010 100.0'"'- 90 18 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nllrolo/Nltrtto-Nltrogen mg/l(g 3.3 100.0% NA NA 

Toto! Solds %W/W 94.9 NA NA 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

0-2 
12/05193 
SB4-7.1 
206151 

1.9 U 
1.9 U 
1.9 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 J 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
3.6 U 
1.9 U 
1.9 U 
36 U 
36 U 
36 U 

14600 
6.4 J 
5.1 

61 .5 
0.62 J 
0.39 U 

38600 
25.4 R 
12.7 
27.5 J 

29400 
16.6 J 

6650 
622 
0.03 J 
40.2 

1420 
0.36 J 
0.79 U 
100 J 

23.4 
93.2 

0.16 
89.9 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

4-6 6-8 0-2 
12/05/93 12/05/93 12/05/93 
SB4-7.3 SBH.4 SB4-8.1 
206152 206153 206154 

1.9 U 1.8 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.8 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.8 U 2 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.5 U 3.8 U 
1.9 U 1.8 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.8 U 2 U 
37 U 35 U 38 U 
37 U 35 U 38 U 
37 U 35 U 38 U 

11400 8410 13300 
2.9 J 3 J 2.7 UJ 
3.4 5.7 5.6 

77.3 45.4 69.4 
0.46 J 0.38 J 0.65 
0.27 U 0.29 U 0.27 J 

71600 87500 25200 
21 .4 R 14 R 21 .4 
9.1 8.3 11 .7 
21 J 19.5 J 25.6 J 

21800 19100 25900 
9.4 J 16.6 J 19.7 J 

15200 11900 6380 
423 383 418 
0.02 U 0.03 U 0.03 J 
29.3 22.3 31 .7 
1470 1030 1470 
0.11 UJ 0.1 UJ 0.42 J 
0.55 U 0.57 U 0.52 U 
120 J 133 J 64.4 J 

18.1 13 22 
72.1 84 71 .7 

0.02 0.01 1 
88.4 91 .9 85.8 

06/29195 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

2-4 
12/05/93 
SB4-8.2 
206155 

1.9 U 
1.9 U 
1.9 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
1.9 U 
1.9 U 
38 U 
38 U 
38 U 

16700 
4.2 UJ 
5.1 
116 

0.72 J 
0.41 U 

9320 
R 24.9 R 

15.3 
21 .6 J 

29700 
10.3 J 

5870 
1240 
0.03 J 
37.3 

2090 
0.53 J 
0.82 U 
53.3 J 
28.7 
73.9 

0.36 
85.6 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 
VUIJ\ (ILE U~uANICS 
Aeeione ug,l<g 2 2.4'h 200 0 
Chlorofonn ug,l<g 15 16.7% 300 0 

HERBICIDES 
Okan-ba ug,l<g 23 2.4% NA N} 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3,5-Trtrjtrobenzene ug,l<g 120 2.4% NA N} 

Tetr)1 ug,l<g 67 2.4% NA N} 

2,4,6-Trirltrotol.Jene ug,l<g 72 2.4% NA N} 

2-arrlno-4,6-Dlrilroto-• ug,l<g 90 2.4% NA N} 

~EMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
IAcena~ene ug,l<g 45 4.S-."- 41000 0 
IAeenapt;hene ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 
Dlbenzoflnn ug,l<g 360 4.6% 6200 0 
Rlo<ene ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 
Phenenthrene ug,l<g 1400 9.5% 50000 • 0 
Arilneene ug,l<g 340 7.1% 50000 • 0 
Cartiaz<m! ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 
Dl-fH)IJy\?hlhalale ug,l<g 360 40.5% 8100 0 
AJoranthene ug,l<g 2400 23.6% 50000 • 0 
Pyrene ug,l<g 1600 14.3% 50000 " 0 
~enzy\ohlhalale ug,l<g 360 4.6% 50000 • 0 
Benzo(a)ar-.hnlcene ug,l<g 1100 11 .9% 220 1 
C!Yysene ug,l<g 1000 14.3% 400 1 
bls(2-Elhytlexyf)phlhalale ug,l<g 2000 33.3% 50000 • 0 
Benzo(b)fluonlr<hene ug,l<g 730 16.7% 1100 0 
Benzo(k)fluonlr<hene ug,l<g 690 11 .9% 1100 0 
Benzo(e)pyrene ug,l<g 860 11 .9% 61 3 
nden0(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ug,l<g 260 7.1% 3200 0 
Olbenz(a,h)ar-.hnlcene ug,l<g 32 2.4% 14 1 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene ug,l<g 270 7.1% 50000 • 0 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4-6 
12/05193 
SB4-6.3 
206156 

11 U 
2 J 

5.6 U 

130 U 
130 U 
130 U 
130 U 

360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 
360 UJ 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 4-6 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 
SB4-9.1 SB4-9.2 SB4-9.3 
206157 206156 206159 

11 U 12 U 11 U 
11 U 2 J 3 J 

5.9 U 6.1 U 5.4 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 67 J 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

45 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 
72 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 
33 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 

110 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 
1400 360 UJ 340 UJ 
340 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 
160 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 
390 UJ 360 UJ 340 UJ 

2400 360 UJ 340 UJ 
1600 360 UJ 340 UJ 

390 UJ 16 J 340 UJ 
1100 360 UJ 340 UJ 
1000 360 UJ 340 UJ 
390 UJ 360 UJ 340 UJ 
730 360 UJ 340 UJ 
890 360 UJ 340 UJ 
680 380 UJ 340 UJ 
260 J 380 UJ 340 UJ 
390 U 380 UJ 340 UJ 
270 J 360 UJ 340 UJ 

06/29/95 

SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 
12/06193 12/06193 
SB4-10.1 SB4-10.2 
206272 206273 

12 U 11 U 
12 U 11 U 

5.6 U 5.3 U 

130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 

390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 

56 J 41 J 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
390 U 350 U 
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MATRIX SOIL 
LOCATION SEAD-4 

DEPTH (FEET) 4-6 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 12/05193 

ESID OF ABOVE SB4-8.3 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM • 206156 

COMPOUND UNITS 

~-;.ii;:;;;~- -- u!jA<g 5.9 2.4% 300 0 1.9 U 
i",lct!n u!jA<g 8.2 4.8% 41 0 1.9 U 
Endosuf11n I u!jA<g 11 2.4°AI 900 0 1.9 U 
Dlelctln u!jA<g 5.4 2 .4% 44 0 3.6 U 
~.4'-DDE u!jA<g 21 9.5% 2100 0 3.6 U 
Enttln u!jA<g 34 2.4°AI 100 0 3.6 U 
EndoSIAf11n II u!jA<g 3.1 2.4°..4 900 0 3.6 U 
~.4'-DDD u!jA<g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 3.6 U 
Endosllf11n sl.ff11te u!jA<g 3.8 2.4% 1000 0 3.6 U 
~ .4'-DDT u!jA<g 6.2 2.4% 2100 0 3.6 U 
~l>ha-Chlordano u!jA<g 10 16.7% 540 0 1.9 U 
jganma-Chlordane u!jA<g 2 14.3% 540 0 1.9 U 
IArodor-1248 u!jA<g 38 14.3°.4 1000(•) 0 36 U 
IArodor-1254 u!jA<g 1600 28.6% 1000(0) 1 36 U 
ll\rodor-1260 u!jA<g 110 14.3% 1000(•) 0 36 U 

METALS 
l\unruTI m!jA<g 21000 100.0% 15523 19 9180 
"'1tlmony m!jA<g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 2.5 UJ 
Ar>enlc m!jA<g 21 .5 100.0% 7.5 4 4.9 
BeriLm m!jA<g 277 100.0% 300 0 63.5 
Berylum m!jA<g 1.8 100.0% 1 1 0.37 J 

o<nllum m!IA<g 1.8 9.5% 1 2 0.24 U 
ak:lum m!jA<g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 77000 
hromlum m!IA<o 4870 66.7% 24 18 14.1 
obol m!jA<g 29.1 100.0% 30 0 7.9 

Copper m!jA<g 3410 100.0°A 25 20 21 .1 J 
Iron m!IA<o 64600 100.0°.4 28986 19 18500 
Lead m!jA<g 116 8J.JOtfi 30 2 44.2 
M11gtestLm m!jA<g 32000 100.0% 12308 4 17700 
Mengenese m!jA<g 1340 66.7% 759 6 420 
Mercuy m!IA<o 0.27 73.8% 0.1 4 0.01 U 
Nickel m!jA<g 228 100.0% 37 15 23.1 
Pot■sslLm m!jA<g 2490 100.0°.4 1548 12 1380 
Selenium m!IA<o 3.4 59.5% 2 1 0.22 J 
Sliver m!jA<g 1.2 11 .9% 0.5 5 0.48 U 
Sod Lm m!jA<g 1270 95.2% 11 4 9 134 J 
Vonactum m!jA<g 1250 100.0% 150 1 14.8 
Zinc m!IA<o 1010 100.0% 90 18 58.5 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nilrole/Nltrlte-Nltrogen m!jA<g 3.3 100.0% NA N~ 0.04 
Tolol Solds '/4W/>N 94.9 NA N~ 89.1 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

R 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

SEN E CA ARMY DEPOT 

S EAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTIO N 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 4-6 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 
SB4-9.1 SB4-9.2 SB4-9.3 
206157 206158 206159 

2 U 2.1 U 1.8 U 
2 U 2.1 U 1.8 U 
2 U 2.1 U 1.8 U 

3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 4 U 3.5 U 

2 U 2.1 U 1.8 U 
2 U 2.1 U 1.8 U 

39 U 40 U 35 U 
39 U 40 U 35 U 
39 U 40 U 35 U 

12800 20400 13500 
3.7 J 4.1 UJ 3.3 UJ 
4.5 6.5 4.6 

94.1 102 51 .3 
0.75 J 0.97 0.69 J 
0.35 U 0.4 U 0.32 U 

3660 2770 2350 
17.6 R 33.2 R 23.3 

9 17.3 14.8 
13.1 J 24.9 J 11 J 

20600 39000 29600 
26.4 J 12.2 J 6.3 J 
3090 7870 5950 

794 633 252 
0.07 J 0.03 U 0.02 U 
18.3 57.1 42.2 

1020 1800 980 
0.47 J 0.47 J 0.11 J 
0.7 U 0.79 U 0.63 U 

49.1 J 44.1 J 39.3 J 
22.6 28.4 17.8 
56.6 93.6 80.5 

0.86 0.44 0.02 
83.9 81 .6 92.9 

06129/95 

SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-2 2-4 
12/06193 12/06193 
SB4-10.1 SB4-10.2 
206272 206273 

2 U 1.8 U 
2 U 1.8 U 
2 U 1.8 U 

3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 
3.9 U 3.5 U 

2 U 1.8 U 
2 U 1.8 U 

39 U 35 U 
39 U 35 U 
39 U 35 U 

15600 17000 
4.7 UJ 43.8 J 
6.5 5.8 
126 58.4 

0.82 J 0.87 J 
0.46 U 0.37 U 

3250 6540 
R 178 2560 

19.5 18.7 
28 1790 

34700 37200 
12.8 J 9 J 

5370 7870 
1390 R 299 R 
0.06 J 0.03 J 
51.3 56 
1170 1090 
0.23 J 0.31 J 
0.91 U 0.73 U 
42.9 U 55.7 J 
26.9 24.6 
89.8 576 

0.13 0.03 
84.6 93.1 
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MATRIX SOIL 
LOCATION SEAD-4 

DEPTH (FEET) 4-6 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 12105m 

ESID OF ABOVE SB4-10.3 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 206274 

COMPOUND UNITS 
VOLATILE ORGANICS 
Acetone ug,l<g 2 2.-4% 200 o 11 U 

hloroform ug,l<g 15 16.7% 300 o 11 U 

HERBICIDES 
Olcemba ug,l<g 23 2.-4'/4 NA NI 5.4 U 

NITROAROMATICS 
1,3.~ Tr1nitrobenzene ug,l<g 120 2.4% NA NI 130 U 
rfetr}i ug,l<g 67 2.4% NA NI 130 U 
~.4.&-Trinltrotoluene ug,l<g 72 2.4% NA NI 130 U 
t2•amlno--4 .6-0inltrotoluene ug,l<g 90 2.-4% NA NI 130 U 

isEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
IA.cenaphthylene ug,l<g 45 4.8% 41000 o 350 U 
IA.cenephthene ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • o 350 U 
Dibenzof1San ug,l<g 380 4.8% 6200 o 350 U 
Fk.Jorene ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • o 350 U 
Phenanthrene ug,l<g 1400 9.5% 50000 • o 350 U 

~~~ ug,l<g 340 7.1% 50000 • o 350 U 
ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • o 350 U 

Dk>-bltylph(halote ug,l<g 380 40.5% 8100 o 63 J 
Fkx>ranthene ug,l<g 2400 23.8% 50000 • o 350 U 
Pyrene ug,l<g 1800 14.3% 50000 • o 350 U 
Bliyl)enzylphthalale ug,l<g 380 4.8% 50000 • o 350 U 

~~~~!anttncene ug,l<g 1100 11 .9% 220 1 350 U 
ug,l<g 1000 1-4.3°/4 400 1 350 U 

k,ls(2-Ett,}9,exyl)phthalole ug,l<g 2000 33.3% 50000 • o 350 U 
Benzo(b)tkJ0111nthene ug,l<g 730 16.7% 1100 o 350 U 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ug,l<g 890 11.9°A 1100 o 350 U 
Benzo( a)pyrene ug,l<g 880 11 .9% 61 3 350 U 
llndeno(1.2,3-cd)pyrene ug,l<g 260 7.1% 3200 o 350 U 
Dlbenz(a,h)arttncene ug,l<g 32 2.-4% 14 1 350 U 
Benzo(g,h.l)per,1ene ug,l<g 270 7.1% 50000 • o 350 U 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

3 3 4 
11110193 11110193 12/05193 
TP4-1 TP4-2 TP4-3 

204020- 204023- 206190 
204022 204025 

11 U 11 U 11 U 
11 U 11 U 15 

5.7 U 5.6 U 5.9 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 

370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 

33 J 370 U 380 U 
19 J 370 U 380 U 

370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 380 U 
370 U 370 U 360 U 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4 
12/05193 
TP4-4 

206191 

13 U 
12 U 

5.9 U 

130 U 
130 U 
130 U 
130 U 

380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
380 U 
360 U 
360 U 

06/29/95 

SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

4 6 5 3 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 
TP4-5 TP4-6 TP4-7 TP4-8 

206192 206276 206193 206194 

11 U 11 U 11 U 12 U 
11 U 11 U 5 J 12 U 

5.8 U 5.5 U 5.8 U 6 U 

130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 
130 U 130 U 130 U 130 U 

380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 55 J 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
380 U 370 U 380 UJ 390 U 
360 U 370 U 360 UJ 390 U 
360 U 370 U 360 UJ 390 U 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

DEPTH (FEET) 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY NUMBER 

ESID OF ABOVE 
LABID MAXIMUM DETECTION TAGM TAGM 

COMPOUND UNITS 

~;.~-sH·c-- -- ug,l<g 5.9 2.4°/4 300 0 
IAlain ug,l<g 8.2 4.6°AI 41 0 
Endosllfan I ug,l<g 11 2.4°,.{, 900 0 
Dlelciin ug,l<g 5.4 2.4% 44 0 
~,4'-DOE ug,l<g 21 9.5% 2100 0 
EMJn ug,l<g 34 2.4% 100 0 
Endosufan II ug,l<g 3.1 2.4% 900 0 
~.4'-000 ug,l<g 2.5 2.4% 2900 0 
Endostlfan sllfate ug,l<g 3.8 2.4•A, 1000 0 
~,4'-OOT ug,l<g 6.2 2.4% 2100 0 
jli,~Chlordane ug,l<g 10 16.7% 540 0 
jganma-Chlordane ug,l<g 2 14.3% 540 0 
IAroclor-1248 ug,l<g 38 14.3% 1000(•) 0 
IAroclor-1254 ug,l<g 1600 28.6% 1000(•) 1 
IAroclor-1260 ug,l<g 110 14.3°AI 1000(•) 0 

METALS 
!Ahmnun mg,l<g 21000 100.0% 15523 19 
IAnlmony mg,l<g 96.1 31 .0% 5 10 
!Ar,enc mg,lcg 21.5 100.0% 7.5 4 
Berill'TI mg,lcg 277 100.0% 300 0 
Be,ylum mg,l<g 1.8 100.0% 1 1 
1Cactn1tn1 mg,l<g 1.8 9.5% 1 2 
ICaldlJTI mg,l<g 196000 100.0% 120725 1 
ICt'l'omlllTI mg,lcg 4870 66.7% 24 18 

obol mg,lcg 29.1 100.0% 30 0 
COl)l)e< mg,lcg 3410 100.0% 25 20 
Iron mg,l<g 64600 100.0% 28986 19 
Lead mg,lcg 116 83.3% 30 2 
Mas,-iesh.m mg,lcg 32000 100.0°--'i 12308 4 
Manganese mg,lcg 1340 66.7% 759 6 
Mer""Y mg,lcg 0.27 73.8% 0.1 4 
Nickel mg,l<g 228 100.0% 37 15 
Potassh.rn mg,lcg 2490 100.0% 1548 12 
Selenum mg,lcg 3.4 59.5% 2 1 
Sliver mg,l<g 1.2 11 .9% 0.5 5 
Sodtm mg,l<g 1270 95.2% 114 9 
Vonacium mg,lcg 1250 100.0% 150 1 
Zinc mg,lcg 1010 100.0°.4 90 18 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nttni.te/Nitrtte-Nltrogen mg,lcg 3.3 100.0% NA N~ 
Total Solds %WIN 94.9 NA N~ 

SD4SOILF.WK3 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4-6 
12/06193 

SB4-10.3 
206274 

1.8 U 
1.8 U 
1.8 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
3.5 U 
1.8 U 
1.8 U 
35 U 
35 U 
35 U 

17200 
40.9 J 
6.4 

54.3 
0.83 
0.34 U 

2140 
2470 
14.7 

2030 
35100 

5.2 J 
7530 
267 R 

0.02 J 
49.8 
1320 
0.21 J 
0.92 J 
57.6 J 
25.1 
440 

0.02 
92.9 

Notes: 

TABLE 3-2 

SOIL ANALYS IS RESULTS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INS PECTION 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

3 3 4 
11/10193 11/10193 12/05193 
TP4-1 TP4-2 TP4-3 

204020- 204023- 206190 
204022 204025 

1.9 U 1.9 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.9 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.9 U 2 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
3.7 U 3.7 U 3.8 U 
1.9 U 1.9 U 2 U 
1.9 U 1.9 U 2 U 
37 U 37 U 38 U 
37 U 37 U 38 U 
37 U 37 U 38 U 

18200 17700 10200 
11 .1 u 11 .2 U 3.5 UJ 
7.2 J 6.4 J 5.1 

91 .9 86.3 65.4 
0.83 J 0.83 J 0.46 J 
0.69 U R 0.7 U R 0.34 U 

6450 3130 88300 
27.1 27.6 15.1 
13.5 13.9 9.1 
21 .3 J 23.8 J 17.3 

33500 35400 18900 
11 .3 13.4 11 J 

5920 5500 32000 
687 714 510 R 

0.04 J 0.04 J 0.04 J 
33.7 36 22.6 
1680 1480 1130 
0.21 UJ 0.16 UJ 0.15 U 

1.4 UJ 1.4 UJ 0.68 U 
64.7J 53.8 J 126 J 
28.8 27.2 17.9 
73.4 J 72.7J 46.8 

3.3 1.2 0.1 
88.3 89 86.4 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4 
12/05193 
TP4-4 
206191 

2 U 
2 U 
2 U 

3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 

2 U 
2 U 

38 U 
38 U 
38 U 

12100 
4 UJ 

4.3 
74.9 
0.53 J 
0.39 U 

76800 
19.4 
10.3 

23 
24100 

10.9 J 
10700 

488 R 
0.03 J 
32.1 
1470 
0.12 U 
0.92 J 
88.3 J 
21 .4 
68.4 

1.99 
85.9 

a) The TAGM value for PCBs Is 1000 ugA(g tor suface soils and 10,000 ug,1cg for sltisuface soils . 

SOIL 
SEAD-4 

4 
12/05193 
TP4-5 
206192 

2 U 
2 U 
2 U 

3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 
3.8 U 

2 U 
2 U 

38 U 
38 U 
38 U 

10800 
4.6 UJ 
5.2 

60.6 
0.53 J 

1.5 
86400 

16.5 
6.6 J 
20 

20000 
11 .2 J 

24600 
349 R 
0.02 U 
25.2 
1130 
0.13 U 

1.2 J 
111 J 

19.3 
64.1 

0.12 
85.9 

b) • = As per proposed TAGM, total voes< 10ppm; total Seml-VOCs <500ppm; incividuel seml-VOCs < SO ppm. 
c) NA= Not Avoll8ble 
d} U = Co~olJ'ld was not ddected. 
e) J = the reported value ts an estimated eonccntrntion. 
f) R = the data was rejected In the data wldatlng process. 
g) UJ = the co~OI.J'ld was not detected; the associated reporting l mlt Is approximate. 

06129/95 

SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

6 5 3 
12/05193 12/05193 12/05193 

TP4-6 TP4-7 TP4-8 
206276 206193 206194 

1.9 U 2 U 2 U 
1.9 U 2 U 2 U 
1.9 U 2U 2 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
3.7 U 3.8 U 3.9 U 
1.9 U 2U 2 U 
1.9 U 2 U 2 U 
37 U 38 U 39 U 
37 U 38 U 39 U 
37 U 38 U 39 U 

6100 10500 12500 
4.6 UJ 3.5 UJ 3.5 UJ 
5.6 4.2 3.5 

37.4 J 64.8 71 .8 
0.29 J 0.52 J 0.61 J 
0.45 U 0.34 U 0.34 U 

64300 59500 2130 
10.8 16.3 20.4 
5.9 J 8.3 11.9 
12 21.7 14.9 

13900 21400 27300 
8 J 13.1 J 10.6 J 

11400 10000 4170 
309 R 435 R 658 R 

0.03 J 0.03 J 0.Q3J 
17.7 25.5 27.8 
690 J 1020 807 
0.13 U 0.14 U 0.12 J 
0.89 U 0.67 U 0.68 U 
118 J 107 J 31 .8 U 

10.3 J 18.3 19.9 
46.5 75.4 87.8 

0.02 0.16 0.89 
89.8 87.3 84 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

SAMPLE DATE 
ESID 

LABID MAXIMUM 
COMPOUND UNITS 

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
Diethy1phthalate ug/L 0.9 

METALS 
Aluminum ug/L 1240 
Antimony ug/L 39.3 
Arsenic ug/L 2.2 
Barium ug/L 46.7 
Beryllium ug/L 6.3 
Cadmium ug/L 5.6 
Calcium ug/L 147000 
Chromium ug/L 21.3 
Cobatt ug/L 8.2 
Copper ug/L 37.6 
Iron ug/L 2270 
Lead ug/L 0.56 
Magnesium ug/L 57600 
Manganese ug/L 477 
Mercury ug/L 0.04 
Nickel ug/L 6.4 
Potassium ug/L 7380 
Selenium ug/L 2.1 
Silver ug/L 6.7 
Sodium ug/L 31100 
Vanadium ug/L 7.7 
Zinc ug/L NA 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nttrate/Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L 0.25 

pH standard units 7.76 
Specific Conductivity umhos/cm 600 
Turbidity NTU 72.7 

IENG\SENECA\7SWMUITABLESISD4GWATF.WK3 

FREQUENCY 

TABLE 3-3 

GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 
WATER 
SEAD-4 
01/21/94 

WATER 
SEAD-4 
02/04/94 

OF NYAWQS MCL NO. ABOVE MW4-1 MW4-2 
DETECTION CLASS GA STANDARDS CRITERIA 209252 

(a) 

60.0% 50 NA 0 0.9 J 

80.0% NA NA NA 41.9 U 
40.0% 3 6 2 21.6 U 
40.0% 25 50 0 2.2 J 

100.0% 1000 2000 0 19.6 J 
20.0% 3 4 1 0.4 U 
20.0% 10 5 1 2.1 U 

100.0% NA NA NA 137000 
40.0% 50 100 0 2.6 U 
60.0% NA NA NA 4.6 J 
40.0% 200 1300(g) 0 3.1 U 

100.0% 300 NA 4 332 
60.0% 25 15(h) 0 0.5 U 

100.0% 35000 NA 1 57600 
100.0% 300 NA 2 346 
40.0% 2 2 0 0.04 U 
40.0% NA 100 0 4 U 

100.0% NA NA NA 7380 
60.0% 10 50 0 2.1 J 
20.0% 50 NA 0 4.2 U 

100.0% 20000 NA 1 11700 
60.0% NA NA NA 3.7 U 

100.0% 300 NA 0 19.1 J 

100.0% 10 10 0 0.12 

NA 7.2 
NA 600 
NA 3.1 

NOTES: 

a) NY State Class GA Groundwater Regulations 
b) NA = Not Available 
c) U = compound was not detected 
d) J = the report value is an estimated concentration 
e) UJ = the compound was not detected; the associated reporting limit is approximate 
I) R = the data was rejected in the data validating process 
g) The value listed is an Action Level for copper, and not an MCL Standard 
h) The value listed is an Action Level for lead at the tap, and not an MCL Standard 

210478 

10 U 

435 
39.3 J 

1.4 U 
19.3 J 
0.4 U 
2.1 U 

66300 
2.6 U 
4.4 U 
3.1 U 

471 
1.9 J 

10100 
60.5 
0.04 U 

4 U 
1840 J 

0.7 U 
4.2 U 

12400 
3.7 U 

15.2 J 

0.23 

7.46 
228 
72.7 

06129/95 

WATER WATER WATER 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 
01/20/94 02/01/94 01/20/94 

MW4-3 MW4-4 MW4-5 
209091 210061 209092, 

209943 

0.5 J 10 U 0.6 J 

725 1240 108 J 
21 .4 U 33.8 J 21.4 U 

1 J 1.4 U 0.8 U 
42.7 J 46.7 J 36.1 J 
6.3 0.4 U 0.4 U 
5.6 2.1 U 2.1 U 

122000 123000 147000 
6.9 J 21.3 2.6 U 
8.2 J 4.4 U 5.2 J 
6.6 J 37.6 3.1 U 
745 2270 143 

0.56 J 2.2 J 0.5 U 
32800 19100 31000 

229 263 477 
0.04 J 0.04 U 0.04 J 

4.4 J 6.4 J 4 U 
5250 4540 J 7320 

1.4 J 0.7 U 0.9 J 
6.7 J 4.2 U 4.2 U 

31100 11200 14100 
7.7 J 4.9 J 3.7 U 

17.7 J 95 42.6 

0.25 0.11 0.07 

7.46 7.76 7.57 
550 400 480 
12.4 6.2 1.1 
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MATRIX 
LOCATION 

SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY 
ES ID OF 
LAB ID MAXIMUM DETECTION 

COMPOUND UNITS 
NITROAROMATICS 
1 ,3-Dinitrobenzene ug/L O.o? 33.3% 

METALS 
Aluminum ug/L 314 100.0% 
Barium ug/L 49.6 100.0% 
Calcium ug/L 11 5000 100.0% 
Chromium ug/L 44.8 66.7% 
Copper ug/L 66.9 100.0% 
Iron ug/L 657 100.0% 
Lead ug/L 10.7 66.7% 
Magnesium ug/L 21100 100.0% 
Manganese ug/L 45.6 100.0% 
Potassium ug/L 1830 100.0% 
Sodium ug/L 21700 100.0% 
Thallium ug/L 2.4 33.3% 
Zinc ug/L 20.3 100.0% 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nitrate/Nitrite-Nitrogen mg/L 0.33 100.0% 

\ENG\SENECA\7SWMUITABLES\SD4SWATF.WK3 

TABLE 3-4 

SURFACE WATER ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

NYS EPA EPA 
GUIDELINES AWQC AWQC NO. ABOVE 

CLASS D ACUTE CHRONIC CRITERIA 
(al lbl (b) 

5 N.A NP 0 

N.A 750 87 3 
NP NP NP N.A 
N.A N.A NP NP 

4270 4270 509 0 
50 50 30.2 3 

300 N.A 1000 4 
330 330.6 12.9 0 

N.A N.A N.A NA 
N.A NP NP NA 
N.A N.A N.A NA 
N.A NP NP NA 
NP 1400 40 0 

800 296.8 268.9 0 

N.A NP N.A NA 

Notes: 

WATER WATER 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 
11 /02/93 11 /02/93 

SW4-1 SW4-3 
203210 203213 

0.1 3 UJ 0 .1 3 U 

237 194 J 
21.3 J 21 .5 J 

45600 46800 
19.2 19.7 
47.3 50.9 
443 J 349 J 

0.79 UJ 10.7 J 
10500 10700 

28.1 25 
1680 J 1830 J 

12800 13300 
1.2 U 1.2 U 

10.7 J 9.2 J 

0.03 0.02 

a) The New York State Ambient Waler Quality Standards and Guidelines for Class "D" Waler. 

WATER 
SEAD-4 
11 /02/93 

SW4-2 
203212 

SW4-1DUP 

0.1 3 U 

314 
24.9 J 

51200 
44.8 
66.9 
630 J 
3.1 

10800 
45.6 
1720 J 

13200 
1.2 U 

20.3 

0.03 

b) EPA Water Quality Criteria Summary (1 991), Quality Criteria for Water 1986 Updates# 1 and# 2. 
c) Hardness dependent values assume a hardness of 300 mg/I. 
d) NA = Not Available 
e) U = Compound was not detected. 
f) J = the reported value is an estimated concentration. 
g) R = the data was rejected in the data validating process. 
h) UJ = the compound was not detected; the associated reporting limit is approximate. 

06129195 

WATER 
SEAD-4 
12/17/93 

4PIPE 
206099 

0.07 J 

42.6 J 
49.6 J 

11 5000 
2.6 U 

6 J 
657 
5.7 

211 00 
1.8 J 

1170 J 
21700 

2.4 J 
4 J 

0.33 
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1Y1/'\1nl,ll, 

LOCATION NYSDEC 
DEP1H (FEET) SEDIMEIIT 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY CRITERIA 

ES ID OF FOR AQUATIC 
LAB 10 MAXIMUM DETECTION LIFE 

COMPOUND UNITS r.1 
VOLAlll t On.__.,,H.;S 
Methylene Chloride ug/kg 11 22.2% NA 
Acetone ug/kg 210 "·'" NA 
Carbon D+slll'lde ug/kg 18 33.3% NA 
2•~anone ug/kg 49 11 .1% NA 
Styrene ug/kg 3 22.2% NA 
;>(~~otal) ug/kg 7 22.2% NA 

HERBICIDES 
~g .. r ug/kg 21 11.1% NA 

,<ITROAROMATICS 
i.c-arN'I0-2,&-.Dinl.rotokJene ug/kg 140 11.1% NA 

~EMIVOLATILE ORGANICS 
14-Me<hy\,llonol ug/kg 140 11 .1% 6(d) ~-.. --.... ug/kg 410 11 .1% NA 
~eenaptthene ug/kg 56 11.1% 7300 
Dl>enzoflnn ug/kg 63 11 .1% NA 
Fw..,. ug/kg 85 22.2% NA 
,.._,.rosodphenyt:r,mrle ug/kg 760 11 .1% NA 
Phenllnl1Yene ug/kg 490 33.3% 1390 
IA,t1n, ... ug/kg 170 11 .1% NA 
~lat• ug/kg 250 33 .3% 1197(e) 
Fbonnthene ug/kg sea 55.0% NA 
P-,rene ug/kg 480 55 .6% NA 
B9Rt0(1}1rthraeene ug/kg 300 22.2% NA 
pwysene ug/kg 290 33.3% NA 
l>n(2-Et~ exyf)phlhal•te ug/kg 3800 44.4% 1197(c) 
I>kl-o~late ug/kg 46 11 .1% NA 
llenzo(b)lmranthene ug/kg 330 33.3% NA 
80M1(k)1\ionnthone ug/kg 120 22.2% NA 
BtnlO(a}l¥tn• ug/kg 240 22.21' NA 
hndeno{t ,2,3-ed)pyrene ug/kg 130 22 .2% NA 
B•n.zo(g,h,i)perytene ug/kg 79 22 .2% NA 

PESTICIDES/PCB 
Akim ug/kg 2.5 11 .1% .. 
lliel<ttl ug/kg 4 .6 11 .1% 195 
4,4'-DDE ug/kg 6e ..... . 4% 500 
4.•··DDD uglkg 90 33.3% 500 -·- ug/kg 11 33 .3% NA 
alpha.CNordane ug/kg 18 "'·'" 0.06 

=CNordane ug/kg 12 ...... 4% NA 
-1254 ug/kg 430 77.6% NA 

Arodo<-1260 ug/kg 230 22.2% NA 

S04SEDF.WX3 

NYSDEC NYSDEC 
SEDIMENT SEDIMEIIT 
CRITERIA CRITERIA 

FOR~MAN FOR 
HEAL1H WILDLIFE 

,,1 ,,1 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
13 NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
13 NA 
13 NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
13 NA 
13 NA 
13 NA 
13 NA 
NA NA 

1 7.7 
1.3 7.7 
0.1 10 
0.1 10 
NA NA 

0.01 o.oe 
NA NA 

0.008 105 
0.008 195 

TABLE 3-5 

SEDIM ENT A NALYSIS RESULTS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL 
SEA0--4 SEA0--4 

0-0, 5 0-0 .5 
11/02/93 11/02/93 

NO. ABOVE S04-1 S04-2 
LOT CRITERIA 203271 203272 
lb\ 

NA NA 36 UJ 33 U 
NA NA 210 J 51 
NA NA 10 J 33 U 
NA NA 49 J 33 U 
NA NA 36 UJ 33 U 
NA NA 35 UJ 33 U 

NA NA 21 J 8.7 U 

NA NA 130 UJ 1,0 J 

NA 1 1'0 J 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ ,10 J 
NA 0 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ 29 J 
NA NA 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 0 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 1 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 0 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ 31 J 
NA NA 1200 UJ 26 J 
NA 2 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 3 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 2 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ 46 J 
NA 3 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 2 1200 UJ sea u 
NA 2 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA 2 1200 UJ 580 U 
NA NA 1200 UJ 580 U 

NA 1 6.1 UJ 3 U 
NA 1 12 UJ 5.8 U 
NA 4 12 UJ 4 .1 J 
NA 3 12 UJ 5.8 U 
NA NA 12 UJ 3 J 
NA 4 6.1 UJ 3U 
NA NA 6.1 UJ 3U 
NA 7 120 UJ 280 
NA 2 120 UJ 58 U 

06/29/95 

SOIL >OIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEA0--4 SEA0--4 SEA0--4 SEA0--4 SEA0--4 SEA0--4 SEA0--4 

0-0.5 0-0 .5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0 ,5 0-0.5 
11/02/93 12/14/93 12/14/93 12/1.C/93 12/14/93 12/1.c/93 12/14/93 

S04-3 s~ S04-5 S04-6 S04-7 S04-8 SD4-9 
203273 206905 206906 206907 206908 206909 206910 

23 U 18 U 17 U 18 UJ 2 J 11J 31 UJ 
23 U 16 U 17U 18 UJ 21 U 180 J 36 J 
12 J 16 U 17 U 18 UJ 14 U 56 UJ 18 J 
23 U 18 U 17 U 18 UJ 14 U 28 UJ 31 UJ 
23 U 18 U 3 J 3 J 14 U 56 UJ 31 UJ 
23 U 18 U 7 J 4 J 14 U 56 UJ 31 UJ 

6.2 U 8.8 U 9.6 u 12 UJ BU 15 UJ 21 UJ 

130 U 130 U 130 U 130 UJ 130 U 130 UJ 130 UJ 

, ,o u 580 U 630 U 780 UJ 1000 UJ 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
,10 U 580 U 630 U 780 UJ 1000 UJ 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
410 U 560 U 830 U 780 UJ 58 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
410 U 580 U 630 U 780 UJ 63 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
41 0 U 580 U 630 U 780 UJ 85 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
410 U 580 U 830 U 780 UJ 780 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
41 0 U 86 J 830 U 780 UJ .C90 J 3900 UJ 220 J 
410 U 580 U 1530 U 780 UJ 170J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
410 U 580 U 630 U 09 J 83 J 250 J 2800 UJ 
41 0 U 190 J 030 U 780 UJ 560 J 330 J 310 J 
410 U 180 J 630 U 780 UJ 480 J 320 J 290 J 
410 U 95 J 030 U 780 UJ 300 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
410 U 160 J 630 U 780 UJ 290 J 3900 UJ 200 J 
41 0 U 500 J 030 U 780 UJ 2200 J 3600 J 560 J 
,1 0 U 580 U 630 U 780 UJ 1000 UJ 3900 UJ 2600 UJ 
410 U 250 J 630 U 780 UJ 330 J 3900 UJ 230 J 
41 0 U 95 J 630 U 780 UJ 120 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
,10 U 1'0 J 630 U 780 UJ 240 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
41 0 U 86 J 630 U 780 UJ 130 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 
,1 0 u 65 J 630 U 780 UJ 79 J 3900 UJ 2800 UJ 

2.1 U 2.9 U 3.3 U 4 UJ 2.7 U 2.5 J 7.1 UJ 
4.1 U 5.7 U 0.3 U 7.QUJ 5.2 U 4.6 J 14 UJ 
4.1 U g_4 J 6.3 U 7.9 UJ 9.8 J 86 J 14 UJ 
4.1 U 5.1 J 6.3 U 7_g UJ Q,1 J 90 J 14 UJ 
4.1 U 5.7 U 15.JU 7.9 UJ 3.2 J 11 J 14 UJ 
2.1 U 4.5 J 3,3 U 4 UJ 7.5 J 12J 18 J 
2.1 U 3.2 J 3.3 U • UJ 8.8 J 11 J 12 J 
29 J 360 J 130 J 79 UJ 95 .CJD J 74 J 
41 U 57 U 63 U 79 UJ 46 J 230 J 140 UJ 
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MAISIA 
LOCATION NYSDEC 

DEPTH (FEET) SEDIMENT 
SAMPLE DATE FREQUENCY CRITERIA 

ES ID OF FOR AQUATIC 
LAB ID MAXIMUM DETECTION LIFE 

COMPOUND ~ITS (a) 
IMCTALS 

~ mg/kg 19700 100.0Y. NA 
!A,,tmony mg/kg 82.7 66 .7Y. NA 
IAnen!c mg/kg 8.1 100.0" 5 
811un mg/kg 311 100.0" NA 
Berylwn mg/kg NA 100.0% NA ~-- mg/kg 34 .1 55.6" 0.8 

aldm mg/kg 127000 100.0% NA 
~ mg/kg ,4170 100.0Y. 28 
i.,..obaR mg/kg NA 100.0Y. NA 
jcopper mg/kg 2840 100.0" 19 
ln>n mg/kg 37200 100.0" 2,000 
Hd mg/kg 374 56.7% 27 

M1plUT1 mg/kg 9130 100.0Y. NA 
Manganese mg/kg 1790 100.0% 426 
Mercwy mg/kg 0.55 88.9% 0 .11 
-II mg/kg 53.1 100.0% 22 
PotauU'l'I mg/kg NA 100.0% NA 
Sllenlum mg/kg 2.5 66.7% NA 
st,e, mg/kg 1.7 11.1Y. NA 
Sodwn mg/kg NA 100.0Y. NA 
Vanaclwn mg/kg ,g_g 100.0Y. NA 
Zilc mg/kg 685 100.0Y. 85 

OTHER ANALYSES 
Nlr>t.n«Jt&-Nlrogln mg/kg 0.05 55.8% NA 

otal Solck Y.W/W 82.8 

SD4S EDF.WK3 

NYSDEC NYSDEC 
SEDIMENT SEDIMENT 
CRITERIA CRITERIA 

FOR tUMAN FOR 
HEALTH WILDLIFE 

(a) (a) 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NA NA 

P«lTES: 

TABLE 3-5 

SEDIMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD-4 EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 

SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 
11/02193 11102/93 

NO. ABOVE SD4-1 SD4-2 
LOT CRITERIA 203271 203272 
(b) 

NA NA 17500 J 12000 
NA NA 24.5 UJ 30.1 
33 6 7,,4J 3.6 
NA NA 102 J 81.3 
NA NA 0.58 J 0.54 J 
10 5 1.5 UJ 0.92 U 
NA NA 88100 J 26200 
111 9 538 J 2230 
NA NA 1" .1J 9.5 J 
114 9 ,11 J 1560 

40000 7 25-400 J 21100 
250 3 13.5 J 18.6 
NA NA 7630 J ,4830 

1100 4 569 J 383 
2 6 0.07 J 0.HI 

110 9 32.8 J 26.5 
NA NA 2760 J 1640 
NA NA 0.64 UJ 0.27 U 
NA NA 3.1 UJ 1.9 U 
NA NA 207 J 97 J 
NA NA 28.2 J 19.5 
800 • 180 J 526 

NA NA 0.05 0.02 U 
NS NS 

a) NYSDEC SedrMnt Crleria · 1989. 

>OIL 
SEAD-4 

0-0 .5 
11/02193 

SD4-3 
203273 

15000 
so., 

8.1 
68.8 
0.65 J 
0.59 U 

11800 
3310 
12 ., 

2840 
29200 

15.8 
6070 
430 

0.13 
33,4 
1"10 
0.28 U 

1.2 U 
76 J 

23.7 
830 

0.02 
NS 

b) LOT• 1ml oftoleranc1; r.prasenl:s pon: at 'Mich svwflcanl: to»c 1ffects on b1nthls species octlX. 
c) Used NYSDEC 1Q99 ~ f'Or ptihab.t11 (bis(2•Eth)t\lxyl)phth:alate. 
d) NYSDEC 1989 gt»dehs for total phenofs 
1) NA• Not Avabbfe 
f) U • c0ff1)0tM WH not det1cted 
g) J • the rep0f1ed vakle Is an estimated concertntlon 
h) R • the data was rejected S\ thl data valdatlon process 
() UJ • the c~OUld was not detected; the auodlted r, port.-tg 1ml Is approximate. 

06/29195 

>OIL >OIL SOIL SOIL SOIL SOIL 
SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 SEAD-4 

0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 0-0.5 
12/1,4/93 12/U/93 12/1,4/93 12/U/93 12/14/93 12/14/93 

SD4-4 SD4-5 S04-6 SD4-7 SD4-6 SD4-9 
206905 206906 206907 206908 206909 206910 

19700 18200 16500 J 9720 13000 J 10200 J 
7.2 UJ 7J 82 .7 J 36.2 J 1" .1 J 1" .9 UJ 
4.5 5.2 5.8 J 5.9 .. . 9 J 8 J 
121 130 120 J 311 121 J 150 J 

1J 0.99 J 0.82 J 0 .91 J 0 .87 J 0 .66 J 
3.1 2.8 0.78 UJ 34 .1 8 ,3 J 8 .6 J 

13600 19800 7720 J 127000 15500 J 33700 J 
89 .3 J 59.9 J ,4170 J 61.3 ,49.7 J 29 .9 J 
17.3 15.1 11 .3 J 14 J 12.2 J 11 .6 J 
,6 .5 J 33 J ,497 J 112 151 J 94 J 

35200 37200 30200 J 23300 24700 J 27000 J 
535 R 236 R 30.7 J R 254 37' J 117 J 

9130 7750 4420 J ,220 5080 J ,4980 J 
299 337 525 J 1790 21, J 381 J 

0.07 J 0.04 U 0.55 J 0.55 0 .52 J 0.27 J 
53 .1 , 1.1 27 J 28.7 ,2., J 33.9 J 
2540 1580 1660 J 1370 J 1750 J 1690 J 
0.93 J 0.53 J 0 .58 J 2.1 2.2 J 2.5 J 

1.4 U 1.2 U 1.7J 1.2 U 1.9 UJ 2.9 UJ 
164 J 127J 96.3 J 575 J 183 J 225 J 

35.6 27.7 35.1 J 29.6 49.9 J 29.1 J 
687 674 330 J 865 464 J 363 J 

0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02 U 0.03 U 0.04 U 
57 .5 51 .5 42.2 82.8 33 .9 2,.5 
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Soil Investigation 

Ten soil borings were completed at SEAD-4 to evaluate the subsurface conditions at the site . 

The locations of the soil borings are shown in Figure 3-8. Soil boring SB4-1 was located in 

an area considered free of influences of the site activities and provided data on the 

background soil chemistry. The other soil borings were at locations where releases to the 

environment may have occurred. Five of the soil borings were completed as groundwater 

monitoring wells . A sample was collected from the 0 to 2-foot interval at each of the soil 

borings . If the soil boring was deeper than 6 feet, then a sample was also collected from the 

interval directly above the water table and from an interval between the surface and the water 

table, resulting in three samples from the boring . If the boring was less than 6 feet, then a 

second sample was collected from the deepest interval. The soil borings were located as 

follows : 

• SB4-1, on the upgradient side of the site 
• SB4-2, downgradient of the suspected leach field 
• SB4-3, SB4-6, downgradient of the former Munitions Washout Facility Building 
• SB4-4, downgradient of the pond 
• SB4-5, in the area of the former Munitions Washout Facility Building 
• SB4-7, near Building 2079 
• SB4-8 , near the former building where disturbed soil is present and where a building 

was once located 

• SB4-9, near Building 2084 
• SB4-10, near Building T-30 

Eight test pits were excavated at SEAD-4, and their locations are shown in Figure 3-8. Two 

excavations (TP4-1 and TP4-2) were located in the former Munitions Washout Facility 

building. Three excavations (TP4-3 to 4-5) were located within the suspected leach field , 

north of the Munitions Washout Facility and three excavations (TP4-6 to 4-8) were located 

along the clay pipe running west to the pond. Four soil samples were composited into one 

sample for each test pit, and submitted for chemical analysis . 

Seven surface soil samples were collected from around the site . The sample locations are 

shown in Figure 3-8. Two samples (SS4-1 and SS4-2) were collected from the original bed 

of the ditch that leads west to the pond. Samples SS4-3 to SS4-6 were obtained from the 

material that was bulldozed from the pond. Sample SS4-7 was obtained from the original bed 

of the ditch that leads north from the former facility. 
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SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DR AFf-FINAL REPORT 

The results of the chemical analyses show that subsurface soil at SEAD-4 have been impacted 

primarily by metals . Antimony, copper, chromium, and zinc were detected at significant 

concentrations above their respective T AGM values in the subsurface soil samples . The 

remaining organic and inorganic constituents which were detected in the subsurface soil 

samples were considered to pose little impact due to their detection at concentrations which 

were below or only slightly above their respective T AGM values . 

The results of the chemical analyses show that surface soil at the site have been impacted 

primarily by SVOCs and metals. Other constituents that were detected, but are considered 

to pose little impact, include volatile organic compounds, pesticides and PCBs, herbicides , 

nitroaromatic compounds and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen. Only small numbers of these 

constituents exceed their respective T AGM values . 

A total of 13 SVOCs were detected at varying concentrations in the surface soil samples 

analyzed . The compounds benzo(a)anthracene, chrysene, benzo(a)pyrene , and 

dibenz(a,h)anthracene were reported in three surface soil samples at concentrations exceeding 

the associated T AGM values . The first three compounds were found at maximum 

concentrations of 1100 µg/kg , 1000 µg/kg , and 880 µg/kg , respectively in the surface soil 
sample SB4-9 .1, located southeast of the loading dock at building 2084. The maximum 

concentration of dibenz(a,h)anthracene , 32 µg/kg , was found in surface soil sample SB4-5. l , 
located southwest of the former Munitions Washout Facility building . 

Of the 22 metals reported in the surface soil, 17 of these were found in one or more samples 

at concentrations above the T AGM value . While the majority of these exceedances were 

found in only one or two samples , or were only marginally above the TAGM values , several 

metals were identified at concentrations which were significantly above the T AGM values . 

Of particular note are the metals antimony, chromium, copper, and zinc, where a large 

percentage of the samples exceeded the T AGM values and the concentrations at which they 

were detected were generally an order of magnitude or greater above the T AGM values . The 

highest concentrations of these metals (antimony at 96 . IJ mg/kg, chromium at 48701 mg/kg , 

copper at 34101 mg/kg, and zinc at 8591 mg/kg) were found in surface soil samples west and 

south of the pond , in and near the area where the sediment previously dredged from the pond 

is located. 

Some of the VOC and SVOC compounds detected in the soil are common laboratory 

contaminants . These are acetone, which was found in one sample, and chloroform, which was 
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SENECA SEA D-4 RI /FS PROJ ECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFf-FINAL REPORT 

found in six samples . Therefore , these compounds can be potentially attributed to the 

laboratory and not site conditions. 

Groundwater Investigation 

Five monitoring wells were installed as part of the ESI conducted at SEAD-4. The locations 

are shown in Figure 3-8. The monitoring wells were located as follows : 

• MW 4-1 was installed upgradient of the ammunition workshop facility to obtain 
background groundwater quality data 

• MW4-2 was installed downgradient of the suspected leach field location 
• MW4-3 was installed directly downgradient of the former Munitions Washout Facility 

Building 

• MW4-4 was installed downgradient of the pond 
• MW4-5 was installed in the location of the former Munitions Washout Facility 

Building 

All monitoring wells were constructed so that the entire thickness of the aquifer was screened . 

Following installation and development , one groundwater sample was collected from each 

monitoring well. 

Groundwater at the site has been impacted by metals. The seven metals antimony, beryllium, 

cadmium, iron, magnesium, manganese, and sodium were found in one or more of the 

groundwater samples at concentrations above the standard values . Antimony was detected 

in the groundwater samples collected from MW4-2 an MW4-4 at concentrations of 39.3 J 

µg/L and 33.8 J µg/L, respectively , both of which exceed the NYSDEC GA groundwater 
standard of 3 µg/L and the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level of 6 µg/L. Beryllium was 
detected in the groundwater sample collected from MW4-3 at a concentration of 6.3 µg/L, 
which exceeds the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 3 µg/L and the EPA Maximum 
Contaminant Level of 4 µg/L. Cadmium was detected in the groundwater sample collected 
from MW4-3 at a concentration of 5.6 µg/L , which exceeds the EPA Maximum Contaminant 
Level of 5 µg/L. Iron was detected in the groundwater samples collected from MW 4-1, MW 4-
2, MW4-3 and MW4-4 at concentrations of 332 µg/L, 471 µg/L, 745 µg/L and 2270 µg/L , 
respectively, all of which exceed the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 300 µg/L . 
Magnesium was detected in the groundwater sample collected from MW4-1 at a concentration 

of 57600 µg/L, which exceeds the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 35,000 µg/L. 
Manganese was detected in the groundwater samples collected from MW4-1 and MW4-5 at 

concentrations of 346 µg/L and 477 µg/L, respectively, both of which exceed the NYSDEC 
GA groundwater standard of 300 µg/L. Sodium was detected in the groundwater sample 
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collected from MW4-3 at a concentration of 31,100 µg/L , which exceeds the NYSDEC GA 
groundwater standard of 20,000 µg/L. 

Comparisons of the concentration of metals in the background well with those in 

downgradient wells shows that in most instances where NY A WQS Class GA values are 

exceeded, one or more downgradient wells exceeded the concentration measured in the 

background well. This holds true for antimony, beryllium, cadmium, iron, magnesium, and 

sodium. 

Other constituents that were detected in the groundwater samples include SVOCs and 

nitrate/nitrite nitrogen. The SVOC diethylpthalate was detected in MW4-1 , MW4-3 and 

MW4-5 at concentrations of 0.91 µg/L,0 .51 µg/Land 0.61 µg/L,respectively. Each of these 
values is well below the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 50 µg!L. Nitrate/nitrite­
nitrogen was detected in all five of the wells , and all of the concentrations were 

below the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard and EPA Maximum Contaminant Level of 10 

mg/L. Constituents that were not detected in the groundwater include volatile organic 

compounds, pesticides, PCBs, herbicides and nitroaromatic compounds. 

One semivolatile organic compound (diethylphthalate) , which was found in three samples , is 

a common laboratory contaminant and can be potentially attributed to the laboratory and not 

site conditions. 

The nature of these constituents (metals and semivolatile organics), combined with the 

hydrologic data that shows very little vertical connection between the till/weathered shale 

aquifer an the competent shale aquifer (Section 3 .1.1.3), suggests that the potential for 

vertical migration of these constituents is low. 

Surface Water and Sediment Investigation 

A total of nine sediment samples and three surface water samples were collected at SEAD-4 . 

The locations are shown in Figure 3-8. Two sediment samples (SD4-1 and SD4-2) and two 

surface water samples (SW4-1 and SW4-2) were collected near the edge of the pond, and , 

using a boat, one sediment sample (SD4-3) was collected from the deepest part of the pond. 

Three sediment samples (SD4-4 , 5, and 6) were collected from the drainage ditch located on 

the southwest side of the site . The remaining three sediment samples (SD4-7, 8 and 9) were 

collected from the drainage ditch on the northeast side of the site . An additional surface 

water sample (4PIPE) was collected from a vertical pipe that was found to be located directly 

to the north of the suspected leach field. 
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In the surface water samples , three metals , aluminum, copper and iron , were found at 

concentrations above the most stringent state or federal criteria value in three of the four 

samples . In addition, one nitroaromatic compound (1,3-dinitrotoluene) was detected in the 

sample from the vertical pipe at the suspected leach field . No volatile organic compounds , 

SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs or herbicides were detected in the surface water. Nitrate/nitrite 

nitrogen was detected below the Class GA groundwater standard and federal MCL standard 

of 10 mg/L. 

Sediment at the site has been impacted by SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, and metals . Other 

constituents that were detected , but are considered to pose little impact, include volatile 

organic compounds , herbicides and nitrate/nitrite nitrogen. These latter constituents were 

detected at low concentrations and/or in only a small number of samples. In general , the 

exceedances were only slightly above their respective T AGM values . No nitroaromatic 

compounds were detected in the sediment at SEAD-4. 

A total of nine SVOCs were identified in nine sediment samples . The maximum SVOC 

concentration reported was for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, where 3600 µg/kg was found in 
sample SD4-8 collected in the drainage swale north of the suspected leach field . The three 

sediment samples collected from this swale (SD4-7, SD4-8, and SD4-9) had the highest total 

SVOC concentrations of the nine samples analyzed. A wide distribution of SVOCs, including 

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) , were detected at low concentrations in sample 

SD4-4, collected from the southern drainage swale. 

Seven pesticide or PCB compounds were identified at concentrations above the criteria value 

in one or more of the nine sediment samples. Aroclor-1 254 was found in seven of the nine 

sediment samples at concentrations ranging from 29 µg/kg to 430 µg/kg (in sample SD4-8). 
The compounds 4,4'-DDE and alpha-chlordane were found at low concentrations in four of 

the nine sediment samples. 

A variety of metals were found at concentrations above the NYSDEC Limit of Tolerance 

values . Of these metals , chromium and copper appear in a large number of samples and/or 

at concentrations greater than the criteria value . Their maximum concentrations are 4170 

mg/kg and 2640 mg/kg, respectively . Two sediment samples collected from the pond (SD4-2 

and SD4-3) had concentrations of chromium, copper , and zinc that exceeded the NYSDEC 

sediment criteria values for protection of aquatic life. 
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Two volatile organic compounds methylene chloride and acetone were detected in two and 

four samples, respectively. These compounds are common laboratory contaminants and can 

be potentially attributed to the laboratory and not site conditions. 

3_1.2 Environmental Fate of Constituents at SEAD-4 

The potential contaminants of concern at SEAD-4 are metals, SVOCs (SVOCs), pesticide 

compounds , PCB compounds, and explosive compounds and their environmental fate is 

discussed below. The discussion is meant to present general information on the fate of the 

potential contaminants of concern. Further discussion of these potential contaminants of 

concern, and all contaminants of concern at SEDA, is presented in the Generic Installation 

RI/FS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan. A summary 

of fate and transport characteristics of selected SVOCs is presented in Table 3-6. 

3.1.2.1 Metals 

In general, metals tend to be persistent and relatively insoluble in the environment. The 

behavior of heavy metals in soil is unlike organic compounds in many aspects. For example, 

volatilization of metals from soil is not considered a realistic mechanism for contaminant 

migration and is not considered here . However, leaching and sorption will be considered. 

Leaching of heavy metals from soil is controlled by numerous factors. The most important 

consideration for leaching of heavy metals is the chemical form of the metal (base metal or 

cation) present in the soil. The leaching of metals from soil is substantial if the metal exists 

as a soluble salt. Metallic salts have been identified as a component of such items as tracer 

ammunition, ignitor compositions , incendiary ammunition, flares, colored smoke and primer 

explosive compositions. In particular, barium nitrate, lead stearate, lead carbonate, and 

mercury fulminate are potential heavy metal salts or complexes which are components of 

ammunition that may have been tested or disposed of at SEDA. Upon contact with surface 

water or precipitation, the heavy metal salts may be dissolved, increasing their mobility and 

increasing the potential for leaching to the groundwater. 

Heavy metals may also exist in the base metallic form as a component of the projectiles tested 

or disposed of at SEDA. Bullets are composed mainly of lead, which may contain trace 

amounts of cadmium and selenium. Metals which exist in base metallic form, bullet or 

projectile casings for example, will tend to dissolve much more slowly than the metallic salts . 
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COMPOUND 

Semlvolatile Oreanlc Compounds 
Phenol 
12-Melhvlohenol 
14-Melhvlohenol 
2,4-Dimelhvh>henol 
Benzoic Acid 
Naphlhalene 
2-Melhylnaphlhalene 
2-Chloronaphlhalene 
2 ,6-Dinitrotoluene 
Acenaohlhene 
Dibenzofuran 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
Oielhylphlhalate 
Fluorene 
N-Nitrosodiohenvlarnine 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Phenanthrene 
Anlhracene 

Di-n-butvlohlhafate 
Fluoranlhene 
l'yrene 
Buty lbenzv lphlhalate 
Benzo/ a lanlhracene 
!C:hrvscne 
Bis(2-Elhvlhexvl)pbthalate 
IDi-ni-octylphthalate 
Benzo(b )tluoranlhene 
Benzo/k)tluoranlhene 
Benzo(a)ovrene 
lndeno( 1 ;i. ,3-cd)ovrene 
Dibenz(a,h)anlhracene 
Benzo(g,h,i\.,...-vlene 

H:\ENCJ\SENECA\SCOPINCJ\SEAD-4\TBL3-6.WIO 

TABLE 3-6 

SUMMARY OF FATE AND TRANSPORT PARAMETERS FOR SELECTED ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACilVITY 

VAPOR HENRY'S LAW 
SOLUBlLITY PRESSURE CONSTANT Koc 

/me/ll /mmHel /atm-m'imol\ lmUPl Kow 

93000 0.341 4.54E-07 l.42E+-01 2.88E+-01 
25000 0.24 l.50E-06 2.74E+-02 8.91E+-01 

0.11 4.43E-07 2.67E+-02 8.5 IE+-01 
4200 0.0573 2.38E-06 2.22E+-02 2.63E+-02 
2700 2.48E+-02 7.41E+-01 
31.7 0.23 1.15E-03 U0E+-03 2.76E+-03 
25.4 0.0083 5.80E-05 8.50E+-03 U0E+-04 
6.74 0.017 4.27E-04 4.16E+-03 .l.32E+-04 
1320 0.018 3.27E-06 9.20E+-Ol I.OOE+-02 
3.42 0.00155 9.20E-05 4.60E+-03 I.00E+-04 

4.16E+-03 l.32E+-04 
240 0.0051 5.09E-06 4.50E+-Ol 1.00E+-02 
896 0.0035 1.14E-06 1.42E+-02 3.l6E+-02 
1.69 0.00071 6.42E-05 7.30E+-03 1.58E+-04 
113 1.40E-06 6.50E+-02 l.35E+-03 

0.006 0.000019 6.81E-04 3.90E+-03 1.70E+-05 
1 0.00021 1.59E-04 1.40E+-04 2.88E+-04 

0.045 0.000195 l.02E-03 1.40E+-04 2.82E+-04 
13 0.00001 2.82E-07 1.70E+-05 3.98E+-05 

0.206 0.0177 6.46E-06 3.80E+-04 7.94E+-04 
0.132 2.50E-06 5.04E-06 3.80E+-04 7.59E+-04 

2.9 8.60E-06 1.20E-06 2.84E+-04 5.89E+-04 
0.0057 U0E-07 1.16E-06 1.38E+-06 3.98E+-05 
0.0018 6.30E-09 1.05E-06 2.00E+-05 4.07E+-05 

0.285 2.00E-07 3.61E-07 5.90E+-03 9.50E+-03 
3 2.40E+-06 1.58E+-09 

0.014 5.00E-07 l.19E-05 5.50E+-05 1.15E+-06 
0.0043 5.lOE-07 3.94E-05 5.50E+-05 1.15E+-06 
0.0012 0.000568 1.55E-06 5.50E+-06 1.15E+-06 

0.00053 1.00E-10 6.86E-08 1.60E+-06 3.16E+-06 
0.0005 520E-11 7.33E-08 3.30E+-06 6.31E+-06 
0.0007 1.03E-10 5.34E-08 1.60E+-06 3.24E+-06 

HALF - LIFE 
/davsl BCF 

3-5 1.4-2 
1-3 
1-3 
1-3 9.5-150 

1-110 44-95 
1-3 

4 4.6 

5 
1-3 14-117 

4 65-217 

1-200 

1-3 89-1800 
140-440 
9-1900 

663 
240-680 
160-1900 

Nelt. De2. 

360-610 
910-1400 
220-530 
600-730 
750-940 
590-650 
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TABLE3 - 6 

SUMMARY OF FATE AND TRANSPORT PARAMETERS FOR SELECTED ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

SOLUBil,ITY 
COMPOUND 

Pesticides/PCBs 
beta-BHC 
lgamma-BHC (Lindane) 
Heptachlor 
!Aldrin 
Endosulfan I 
Heotachlor eooxide 
Dieldrin 
i,4'-DDE 

Endrin 
Endosulfan 11 
'.4'-DDD 
Endosulfan sulfate 
4,4'-DDT 
Endrin aldehvde 
aloha-Chlordane 
Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

Explosives 
HMX 
ROX 

1,3 ,5-Trinitrobenzene 
1,3-Dinitrobenzene 
Tetryl 
12 ,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 
14-amino-2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
2-amino-4 ,6-Dinitrotoluene 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
12,4-Dinitrotoluene 

~ 
Koc - organic carbon partition coefficient 
Kow - octanol-water partition cocflicienl 
BCP - bioconcentration factor 
Neg. Deg. - Negligible Biodegndati.on 

E.iliI= 
I. IRPToxicologyOuidc 

(mo/I\ 

0.24 
7.8 

0.18 
0.18 
0.16 
0.35 

0.195 
0.04 

0.024 
0.07 
0.16 
0.16 

0.005 

0.56 
0.012 

0.0027 

66 
50 
35 

470 

130 

182 
270 

2. Basics of Pump-and-Treat Ground-Water Remediation Technology (EPA, 1990). 
3. Handbook: of Environmental Pate and Expo8UJ'e Data (Ho-ward, 1989). 
◄ . Soil Ou:mistry of Hazardous Materials(~. 1988) 

VAPOR 
PRESSURE 

lmmHs,l 

2.80E-07 
0.00016 

0.0003 
6.00E-06 
0.00001 

0.0003 
1.78E-07 
6.50E-06 
2.00E-07 
0.00001 

2.00E-09 

5.50E-06 

0.00001 
0.00008 

0.000041 

3.90E-09 
4.J0E-09 
2.20E-04 

0.0001 

0,018 

0.0051 

S. Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities, Air Emissions Models (EPA, 1989). 
6. USATHAMA, I 985 
7. Values for Koc not found were estimated by: logKoc - 0.544logKow + 1.377 (Dragun, 1988). 
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HENRY'S LAW 
CONSTANT Koc 
/atm-m'/moll lmUPl Kow 

4.47E-07 3.80E+-03 7.94E+-03 
7.85 E-06 1.08E+-03 7.94E+-03 
8.19E-04 1.20E-04 2.51E+-04 
l.60E-05 9.60E+-04 2.00E+-05 
3.35E-05 2.03E+-03 3.55E+-03 
4.39E-04 2.20E+-02 5.0IE+-02 
4.58E-07 l.70E+-03 3.16E+-03 
6.80E-05 4.40E+-06 l.00E+-07 
4.17E-06 l.91E+-04 2.18E+-05 
7.65E-05 2.22E+-03 4.17E+-03 
3.I0E-05 2.40E+-05 3.60E+-05 

2.33E+-03 4.57E+-03 
5.13E-04 2.43E+-05 1.55E+-06 

9.63E-06 1.40E+-05 2.09E+-03 
2.70E-03 4.25E+-04 l.07E+-06 
7.I0E-03 1.30E+-06 1.38E+-07 

5.08E+-02 l.30E-01 
2.00E-05 5.38E+-02 7.80E-0l 
l.30E+-00 5.20E+-02 

l.50E+-02 4.17E+-Ol 

1.37E-06 5.34E+-02 l.90E+-O0 

3.27E-06 2.49E+-02 l.00E+-02 
5.09E-06 2.0 lE+-02 1.00E+-02 

RALF-LIFE 
ldavsl BCF 

Ne2.De2. 250 
Ne2.De2. 3600-37000 
Neg. Deg. 3890-12260 

Neg. Deg. 851-66000 
Ne,. De,. 3-10000 
Ne2. De2. 110000 
Ne2. De2. 1335-49000 

Ne2.De2. 38642-110000 

Neg. Deg. 400-38000 
42 I0E4-I0E6 

Ne2.De2. 10E4-I0E6 

4 4.6 
5 
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Oxidation and reduction involves the change of the valence state of the metals and has a large 

influence on the other fate mechanisms . A good example of the variation in contamination 

fate due to oxidation and reduction changes is iron . Iron (Fe) normally exists in one of two 

valence states, + 2 and + 3 [Fe(II) and Fe(III)] . Fe(II) is far more soluble than Fe(III) and 

therefore has a greater mobility. 

Soil pH is often correlated with potential metal migration. If the soil pH is greater than 6.5 , 

most metals are fairly immobile, particularly those normally present as cations . This is because 

at higher pH values, metals form insoluble carbonate and hydroxide complexes. Metals would 

be most mobile in highly acidic soil (pH of less than 5) . 

A RI was performed at the Open Burning (OB) Grounds at SEDA in 1992 for which over 

50 surface soil samples and over 300 subsurface soil samples were collected . The pH values 

of the surface soil samples ranged from 5 to 8.4, and the subsurface soil samples had values 

ranging from 7 to 9 (Parsons ES, 1994). The soil at the OB Grounds is lithologically similar 

to the soil at the Munitions Washout Facility, therefore, metals in the soil at the Munitions 

Washout Facility are expected to be primarily present in insoluble forms. A detailed 

evaluation of select metals (barium, copper, lead, mercury, and zinc) is given below. 

Barium is a highly reactive metal that occurs naturally only in the combined state. Most 

barium released to the environment from industrial sources is in forms that do not become 

widely dispersed . Barium in soil may be taken up to a small extent either by vegetation, or 

transported through soil with infiltration of precipitation. Barium is not very mobile in most 

soil systems. The higher the level of organic matter, the greater the adsorption. The 

presence of calcium carbonate will also limit mobility, since barium will form BaCO3 , an 

insoluble carbonate. In aquatic media, barium is likely to precipitate out of solution as an 

insoluble salt, or adsorb to suspended particulate matter. Sedimentation of suspended solids 

removes a large portion of the barium from surface waters. Barium in sediment is found 

largely in the form of barium sulfate. Bioconcentration in freshwater aquatic organisms is 

minimal. 

Copper is considered to be among the more mobile of the heavy metals in surface 

environments. Seasonal fluctuations have been observed in surface water copper 

concentrations, with higher levels in fall and winter, and lower levels in the spring and 

summer. Copper is not expected to volatilize from water. Since copper is an essential 

nutrient, it is strongly accumulated by all plants and animals, but is probably not biomagnified. 

The degree of persistence of copper in soil depends on the soil characteristics and the forms 

of copper present. For example, in soil of low organic content, soluble copper compounds 

may move into groundwater at a significant rate . On the other hand, the presence of organic 
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complexing agents may restrict movement in soil, and copper may be immobilized in the form 

of various inorganic complexes . Copper is not expected to volatilize from soil. Several 

processes determine the fate of copper in aquatic environments , these being: formation of 

complexes , especially with humic substances; sorption to hydrous metal oxides , clays , and 

organic materials; and bioaccumulation. Organic complexes of copper are more easily 

adsorbed on clay and other surfaces than the free form . The aquatic fate of copper is highly 

dependent on factors such as pH, oxidation-reduction potential, concentration of organic 

matter, and the presence of other metals . With regard to the latter, it has been demonstrated 

that co-precipitation of copper with hydrous oxides of iron effectively scavenges copper from 

solution , although in most surface waters organic materials prevail over inorganic ions in 

complexing copper. 

Lead is extremely persistent in both water and soil. Environmental fate processes may 

transform one lead compound to another; however , lead is generally present in the + 2 

oxidation state, and will form lead oxides. It is largely associated with suspended solids and 

sediment in aquatic systems, and it occurs in relatively immobile forms in soil. Lead which has 

been released to soil may become airborne as a result of fugitive dust generation. 

Elemental mercury is insoluble in water and binds tightly to soil particles giving it a relatively 

low mobility . Bacterial and fungal organisms in sediment are capable of methylating mercury . 

Methyl mercury , which is soluble in water , is a mobile substance and can then be ingested or 

absorbed. Until altered by biological processes , the primary transport method for mercury is 

the erosion and transportation of soil and sediment (Gough, et al. , 1979). Mercury most likely 

exists at SEDA in the elemental state as a result of the testing or demolition of munitions 

containing mercury fuzes . Although a mercury salt, mercury fulminate, was used in the past 

as a priming explosive, it has not been commonly used since 1925 (Dunstan and Bell , 1972), 

and its environmental fate will not be considered at the site. 

Zinc is stable in dry air , but upon exposure to moist air will form a white coating composed 

of basic carbonate . Zinc loses electrons (oxidizes) in aqueous environments. In the 

environment, zinc is found primarily in the +2 oxidation state. Elemental zinc is insoluble ; 

most zinc compounds show negligible solubility as well , with the exception of elements (other 

than fluoride) from Group VII of the Periodic Table compounded with zinc (i.e., ZnCl2 , Znl2) 

showing a general 4: 1 compound to water solubility level. In contaminated waters, zinc often 

complexes with a variety of organic and inorganic ligands. Therefore, the overall mobility of 

zinc in an aqueous environment, or through moist-to-wet soil , may be accelerated by 

compounding/ complexing reactions . 
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Zinc has a tendency to adsorb to soil, sediment and suspended solids in water. Adsorption 

to sediments and suspended solids is the primary fate for zinc in aqueous environments , and 

will greatly limit the amount of solubilized zinc . Zinc is an essential element and, therefore, 

is accumulated by all organisms. Zinc concentrations in air are relatively low except near 

industrial sources. Volatilization is not an important process from soil or water. 

3.1.2.2 Semivolatile Organic Compounds 

The following information was obtained from the document, "Management and Manufactured 

Gas Plant Sites , Volume III , Risk Assessment," GRI, May 1988, GRI-87/0260 .3. 

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

PAH compounds have a high affinity for organic matter and low water solubility . Water 

solubility tends to decrease and affinity for organic material tends to increase with increasing 

molecular weight. Therefore, naphthalene is much more soluble in water than is 

benzo(a)pyrene. When present in soil or sediment, PAHs tend to remain bound to the soil 

particles and dissolve only slowly into groundwater or the overlying water column. Because 

of the high affinity for organic matter, the physical fate of the chemicals is usually controlled 

by the transport of particulates. Thus, soil , sediment and suspended particulate matter (in air) 

represent important media for the transport of the chemicals . 

Because of their high affinity for organic matter, PAH compounds are readily taken up 

(bioaccumulated) by living organisms. However, organisms have the potential to metabolize 

the chemicals and to excrete the polar metabolites. The ability to do this varies among 

organisms. Fish appear to have well-developed systems for metabolizing the chemicals. The 

metabolites are excreted. Shellfish (bi-valves) appear to be less able to metabolize the 

compounds. As a result, while PAH compounds are seldom high in fish tissues , they can be 

high in shellfish tissues. 

Several factors can degrade PAH compounds in the environment. Biodegradation on soil 

microorganisms is an important process affecting the concentrations of the chemicals in soil, 

sediment and water. Volatilization may also occur. This mechanism is effective for the lighter 

molecular weight compounds. However, the volatilization of higher molecular weight PAH 

compounds occurs slowly. 
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Phenolic Compounds 

These compounds are highly water soluble and , therefore, easily leach from soil environments 

into the underlying groundwater. They are not persistent in surface water environments . 

Phenolic compounds are not as volatile as benzene, xylene or toluene, but can volatilize at 

a moderate rate. Therefore, there may be some potential for exposure to gases . Non­

chlorinated phenolic compounds are not readily bioaccumulated by terrestrial or aquatic biota 

(GRI-87 /0260.3). 

3.1.2.3 Pesticide and PCB Compounds 

This section discusses only selected pesticides and PCBs that are suspected to be applicable 

to SEDA. It is not meant to present a complete summary of all possible pesticides and PCBs 

that could be found at SEDA. 

Chlordane 

The following information was obtained from "Handbook of Environmental Fate and 

Exposure Data for Organic Chemicals , Vol. III , Pesticides (ed . Philip H . Howard, Lewis 

Publishers, 1991). 

Chlordane has been released in the past into the environment primarily from its application 

as an insecticide. Technical grade chlordane is a mixture of at least 50 compounds . If 

released to soil, chlordane may persist for long periods of time. Under field conditions, the 

mean degradation rate has been observed to range from 4.05-28.33 %/yrwith a mean half-life 

of 3.3 years . Chlordane is expected to be generally immobile or only slightly mobile in soil 

based on field tests, soil column leaching tests and estimated Koc estimation; however, its 

detection in various ground waters in NJ and elsewhere indicates that movement to ground 

water can occur . Adsorption to sediment is expected to be a major fate process based on soil 

adsorption data, estimated Koc values (24 ,600-15 ,500) , and extensive sediment monitoring 

data . The presence of chlordane in sediment core samples suggests that chlordane may be 

very persistent in the adsorbed state in the aquatic environment. 

If released to water , chlordane is not expected to undergo significant hydrolysis , oxidation or 

direct photolysis . Sensitized photolysis in the water column may be possible, however . The 

observation that 85 % of the chlordane originally present in a sealed glass jar under sunlight 

and artificial light in a river die-away test remained at the end of two weeks and persisted at 

that level through week 8 of the experiment; this indicates that chlordane will be very 

persistent in aquatic environments . 
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found in six samples . Therefore , these compounds can be potentially attributed to the 

laboratory and not site conditions . 

Groundwater Investigation 

Five monitoring wells were installed as part of the ESI conducted at SEAD-4. The locations 

are shown in Figure 3-8. The monitoring wells were located as follows: 

• MW4-1 was installed upgradient of the ammunition workshop facility to obtain 
background groundwater quality data 

• MW4-2 was installed downgradient of the suspected leach field location 
• MW4-3 was installed directly downgradient of the former Munitions Washout Facility 

Building 

• MW4-4 was installed downgradient of the pond 
• MW4-5 was installed in the location of the former Munitions Washout Facility 

Building 

All monitoring wells were constructed so that the entire thickness of the aquifer was screened. 

Following installation and development, one groundwater sample was collected from each 

monitoring well. 

Groundwater at the site has been impacted by metals. The seven metals antimony, beryllium, 

cadmium, iron, magnesium, manganese, and sodium were found in one or more of the 

groundwater samples at concentrations above the standard values. Antimony was detected 

in the groundwater samples collected from MW4-2 an MW4-4 at concentrations of 39.3 J 

µ,g/L and 33 .8 J µ,g/L, respectively, both of which exceed the NYSDEC GA groundwater 
standard of 3 µ,g/L and the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level of 6 µ,g/L. Beryllium was 
detected in the groundwater sample collected from MW4-3 at a concentration of 6.3 µ,g/L , 
which exceeds the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 3 µ,g/L and the EPA Maximum 
Contaminant Level of 4 µ,g/L. Cadmium was detected in the groundwater sample collected 
from MW4-3 at a concentration of 5.6 µ,g/L, which exceeds the EPA Maximum Contaminant 
Level of 5 µ,g/L. Iron was detected in the groundwater samples collected from MW 4-1, MW 4-
2 , MW4-3 and MW4-4 at concentrations of 332 µ,g/L , 471 µ,g/L, 745 µ,g/L and 2270 µ,g/L , 
respectively, all of which exceed the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 300 µ,g/L. 
Magnesium was detected in the groundwater sample collected from MW4-1 at a concentration 

of 57600 µ,g/L , which exceeds the NYSDEC GA groundwater standard of 35,000 µ,g/L. 
Manganese was detected in the groundwater samples collected from MW4-1 and MW4-5 at 

concentrations of 346 µ,g/L and 477 µ,g/L, respectively , both of which exceed the NYSDEC 
GA groundwater standard of 300 µ,g/L. Sodium was detected in the groundwater sample 

Jul y 1996 

Page 3-37 
K :\Scncca\RI FS\SEAD4\Scc1-3 



SENECA SEAD-4 RI /FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

air, water, sediment, soil, fish and other aquatic organisms, wildlife , food , and humans. 

Human exposure result primarily from food . 

Endosulfan 

The following information was obtained from "Handbook of Environmental Fate and 

Exposure Data for Organic Chemicals , Vol. III, Pesticides (ed. Philip H . Howard, Lewis 

Publishers, 1991) . 

Endosulfan is used as an insecticide against a variety of insects on a variety of crops . 

Technical endosulfan is composed of a-endosulfan and /3-endosulfan. Release of endosulfan 
isomers to soil will most likely result in biodegradation and in hydrolysis, especially under 

alkaline conditions. Endosulfan isomers on the soil surface may photolyze. Volatilization and 

leaching are not expected to be significant due to the high estimated soil-sorption coefficients 

of the isomers. When release to water, endosulfan isomers are expected to hydrolyze readily 

under alkaline conditions, and more slowly at neutral and acidic pH values (a half-lives= 35 .4 
and 150.6 days for pH 7 and 5.5, respectively; /3 half-lives=37.5 and 187.3 days for pH 7 and 
5.5, respectively) . Volatilization and biodegradation are also expected to be significant. 

Endosulfan released to the atmosphere will react with photochemically generated hydroxyl 

radicals with an estimated half-life of 1.23 hr . Bioconcentration of endosulfan is expected to 

be significant. Isomers of endosulfan are contaminants in air, water, sediment, soil, fish and 

other aquatic organisms, and food. Human exposure results primarily from food , and by 

occupational exposure. 

DDT 

The following information was obtained from "The Installation Restoration Program 

Toxicology Guide," Vol. III, Arthur D . Little, Inc. June 1987. 

From 1946 to 1972, DDT was one of the most widely used agricultural insecticides in the 

world . During this time, DDT played an important role in many phases of agriculture and in 

the eradication of malaria, typhus and plague. As of January 1, 1973, all uses of DDT in the 

United States were cancelled with the exception of emergency public health however, it is still 

used extensively in some tropical countries. 

DDT is expected to be highly immobile in the soil/groundwater environment when present 

at low dissolved concentrations. Bulk quantities of DDT dissolved in an organic solvent could 
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be transported through the unsaturated zone as the result of a spill or improper disposal of 

excess formulations. However, the extremely low solubility of DDT and its strong tendency 

to sorb to soil results in a very slow transport rate in soil. 

In general transport pathways can be assessed by using an equilibrium-partitioning models . 

These calculations predict the partitioning of low soil concentrations of DDT among soil 

particles, soil water, and soil air. Due to its strong tendency to sorb to soil, virtually all of the 

DDT partitions to the soil particles of unsaturated top soil, with negligible amounts associated 

with the soil water or air. Even in saturated deep soil, which is assumed to contain no soil 

air and a smaller organic carbon fraction , almost all of the DDT is retained on the soil. 

DDT is characterized by a strong tendency to sorb to organic carbon. Kadeg ~ fil. report 

an arithmetic mean Koc of 670,200 for 17 reported values; the corresponding geometric mean 

was log Koc = 5.48. As with all neutral organic chemicals, the extent of sorption is 

proportional to the soil organic carbon content. In soil with little organic carbon (e.g . , clays) 

the extent of sorption may also depend upon soil properties such as surface area, cation 

exchange capacity and degree of hydration. 

The apparent sorption of DDT to soil and sediment is lessened, and thus its mobility is 

enhanced by the presence of dissolved organic matter in solution. Caron et. .1!L found the 

sorption of DDT to a natural freshwater sediment to be reduced by 75 % in the presence of 

6.95 mg/L of dissolved organic carbon (in the form of humic acid extracted from another 

sediment). Using p,p'-DDT, Chiou ~ .1!L observed the apparent water solubility to be 

significantly enhanced (roughly 2-5 times) in the presence of 100 mg/L of humic and fulvic 

acids . (Sorption will decrease with increasing water solubility). The partitioning of p,p'-DDT 

between soil-derived humic acid and water was approximately 4 times greater than with soil 

fulvic acids and 5-7 times greater than with aquatic (freshwater) humic and fulvic acids. These 

findings indicated that the mobility of DDT in natural waters may be several times greater 

than predicted (though probably still small) when the effect of dissolved organic matter is 

present. In waters containing large concentrations of dissolved organic material, such as 

swamps and bogs, this may be especially important. 

The vapor pressure of DDT at 25°C has been given as 2.6 x 10-w atm with estimates of its 

Henry's law constant at 25°C ranging from 2.8 x 10·5 to 2.0 x 10·6 atm · m3/mol. Volatilization 

is expected to be an important loss process in aquatic environments with the half-life for DDT 

on the order of several hours to several days . The presence of sediment particles, which 

would adsorb DDT from solution, would significantly reduce volatilization losses . 

In soil , volatilization is much slower . Jury et .1!L using soil of 1.25 % organic carbon to which 
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DDT was applied uniformly to a depth of 1 cm at the rate of 1 kg/hectare, calculated 

volatilization half-lives of 497 and 432 days when water evaporation rates were 0.0 and 5.0 

mm/day, respectively. The corresponding figures when the same quantity of DDT was mixed 

to a depth of 10 cm were 2300 and 2069 days. 

Similar results were obtained by Lichtenstein fil fil . who studied the persistence of technical 

DDT (84 % p,p', 15 % o,p') in agricultural loam soil with crops over a 15 year period . 

Calculated half-lives for both isomers fell between 4.0 and 4.7 years for DDT applied at 10 

pounds/acre; somewhat longer half-lives were measured for applications of 100 pounds/acre . 

These half-lives should be taken as upper limits of the volatilization rate since other processes 

such as leaching and degradation contribute to the DDT loss. 

In tropical soil, the loss of DDT has been found to be much more rapid . El Zorgani found 

a half-life of less than three weeks for DDT applied at an initial concentration of 6.65 ppm 

to the soil surface beneath a cotton crop in the Sudan. The loss of the o,p' isomer was 

several times greater than for the p,p' isomer; and insignificant fraction of the loss could be 

accounted for by conversion to p,p '-DDE. A half-life 110 days has been reported for DDT 

in Kenya where it was found to sublime directly into the atmosphere without conversion to 

DDE. 

The rate at which DDT degrades in the soil/groundwater environment is dependent on the 

conditions under which it is present. The pH strongly affects the rate of aqueous hydrolysis . 

Over the pH range typical of natural waters (pH 5-9), Wolfe fil fil . found the pseudo-first­

order rate constant (kot,, ) at 27°C could be expressed as: 

k.,b, = 1.9 X 10-9 + 9.9 X 10-3 • [Off] 

where k.,b, is in s-1 and [Off] , the concentration of the hydroxide ion, is in moles/liter. 

Hydrolysis half-lives of roughly 81 days, 8 years and 12 years at pH 9, 7, and 5, respectively, 

result from the rate constant obtained from this equation. The hydrolysis product of p ,p'­

DDT is p,p'-DDE. 

A photolysis half-life of 5 days was measured for DDT when it was present in natural water 

exposed to summer sunlight, although no photolysis was observed when the chemical was 

present in pure water. Again, p,p '-DDE is a degradation product. Chen fil fil. observed a 

similar half-life of 8 days for p,p'-DDT applied as a thin film (0 .67 µg/cm2) to glass plates and 

exposed to light of environmentally important wavelengths (maximum intensity at 300 nm) . 

The degradation of DDT by ultraviolet light was found to be more effective when the DDT 

was present in humus-free soil than in soil containing humus . 

July 1996 

Page 3-50 

K :\Scncca\R IFSISEA D4\Scc1-J 



SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFT-FINAL REPORT 

DDT has been found to undergo abiotic, reductive dehalogenation to DDD in the presence 

of Fe(II) porphyrin. It has been suggested that the Fe(III) porphyrin, which results from the 

oxidation of the Fe(II) porphyrin in this process, is reconverted to the Fe(II) porphyrin in the 

presence of reduced organic material. Dehydrochlorination of DDT to DDE (removal of a 

hydrogen and chlorine atom to form a double bond) has also been observed in model systems 

containing reduced porphyrins and in the natural environment. 

Gambrell fil .!!I, . found the degradation of DDT to be little affected by pH but greatly affected 

by redox conditions. Under strongly reducing conditions (Eh = 150 mV) , over 90% of the 

DDT was degraded within a few days . The authors note that this is an unusually rapid rate. 

The half-life for the decomposition of DDT in aerobic soil has been reported to be in the 

range of 10-14 years compared to half-lives of 28-33 days in moist soil incubated under 

anaerobic conditions. DDE is the major degradation product in aerobic soil , and it is believed 

to be produced predominantly by chemical processes. Under anaerobic conditions DDD is 

the major metabolite. 

The bacterial and fungal cometabolism of DDT has been observed in the laboratory and has 

been suggested to be potentially important in the field as well. In these reactions, bacteria 

which are not able to use DDT as their sole carbon source grow on non-chlorinated analogues 

of DDT, but degrade DDT in the process. 

Information on the fate and transport parameters of DDT (i.e . , solubility, vapor pressure , 

Henry's Law Constant, Koc , K,,w, half-life and BCF) are provided in Table 3-1. 

DDD 

The following information was obtained from "The Installation Restoration Program 

Toxicology Guide," Vol. III, Arthur D. Little, Inc. June 1987. 

DDD, no longer manufactured commercially, is still found as an impurity in the pesticide 

DDT and the miticide dicofol. It is also the major breakdown product of DDT under 

anaerobic conditions . The p,p' isomer of DDD is the third largest component of the technical 

DDT product after the two DDT isomers accounting for > 4 % of the mixture . It is present 

in somewhat lower concentrations in dicofol. In one study of several dicofol products, DDD 

was present in amounts ranging from 0.1 to 2.5 % of the amount of dicofol. 

Like DDT, DDD is expected to be highly immobile in the soil/groundwater environment when 

present at low dissolved concentrations . Bulk quantities of DDD dissolved in an organic 
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solvent could be transported through the unsaturated zone as a result of a spill or the 

improper disposal of excess formulations. However, the extremely low solubility of DDD and 

its strong tendency to sorb to soil organic carbon results in a very slow transport rate in soil. 

In general, transport pathways can be assessed by using an equilibrium partitioning models . 

These calculations predict the partitioning of low soil concentrations of DDD among soil 

particles, soil water, and soil air . Due to its strong sorption to soil, virtually all of the DDD 

partitions to the soil particles of unsaturated top soil and negligible amounts to the soil air 

or water. Even in saturated deep soil , which is assumed to contain no soil air , and a smaller 

organic carbon fraction, almost all of the DDD is retained on the soil. 

DDD, like DDT, is characterized by a strong tendency to sorb to soil organic carbon. While 

only one measured Koc value for DDD was found (log Koc = 5 .38) it is consistent with the 

value obtained for DDT, as would be expected based on the similarity of their structures and 

their octanol water partition coefficients (DDD log K0 w = 5.56). As with all neutral organic 

chemicals, the extent of DDD sorption is proportional to the soil organic carbon content. In 

soil with little organic carbon (e.g ., clays) , the extent of sorption may also depend upon such 

soil properties as surface area, cation exchange capacity, and degree of hydration. 

The sorption of DDD to soil is lessened and thus its mobility is enhanced by the presence of 

dissolved organic matter in solution. The apparent solubility of DDT was increased several 

times in solutions containing humic and fulvic acids . Because the sorption behavior of DDD 

is expected to be much like that of DDT, its mobility in natural waters may be several times 

greater than predicted (though probably still small) if dissolved organic matter is present. In 

waters containing large concentrations of dissolved organic matter, such as swamps and bogs, 

this may be especially important. 

The vapor pressures of the p,p' and o,p' - isomers of DDD at 30°C have been measured as 

1.3 x 10·9 and 2.5 x 10·9 atm, respectively. The Henry 's law constant estimated by use of the 

average vapor pressure of the two isomers and an aqueous solubility of 20 ppb is 3 .1 x 

10·5 
• atm m3/mol. This value is almost identical to that for DDT and roughly an order of 

magnitude less than that for DDE. 

Experimental evidence indicates that DDT volatilization from water occurs at about one-third 

the rate for DDT, which may seem at odds with the similar estimates for the Henry 's law 

constants for these two compounds . Given the uncertainties involved in measuring both the 

aqueous solubilities and the vapor pressures of these compounds , from which H is estimated, 
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the findings cannot be considered inconsistent. Using a factor of one-third for the difference 

in the rate of volatilization of DDD and DDT, a volatilization half-life for DDD ranging from 

a day to less than a month has been estimated. 

Volatilization of DDD from soil can be expected to be much slower than from water because 

of the strong tendency of DDD to sorb to soil. Using wet river bed quartz sand in 15 mm 

deep petri dishes , Ware~~- measured volatilization losses of p,p'-DDD (present initially at 

10 ppm) that corresponded to a volatilization half-life of roughly 170 days, slightly more than 

twice that for p,p' -DDT under the same conditions . Because these experiments were 

conducted with a relatively thin layer of soil with a small organic carbon fraction, the actual 

volatilization rate of DDD in the field would be expected to be lower. If the relative 

volatilization rates of DDD and DDT in the field were the same as those observed by Ware 

~ fil., the volatilization half-life of DDD from soil could be assumed to be double the value 

of one to several years for DDT. 

Hydrolysis of DDD can be expected to be extremely slow under environmental conditions. 

Over the pH range typical of natural waters (pH 5-9), Wolfe ~ fil. found the pseudo-first­

order rate constant (1<0 b,) at 27°C could be expressed as: 

k,,b, = 1.1 X 10-10 + 1.4 X 10-3 • [Off] 

where k,,b, is in s-1 and [Off], the concentration of the hydroxide ion, in moles/liter. 

Hydrolysis half-lives of roughly 1.6, 88, and 190 years at pH 9, 7, and 5, respectively , 

correspond to the rate constant estimated from this equation. These estimates are consistent 

with the observations of Eichelberger and Lichtenberg that no DDD, initially present in river 

water at 20 ppb, degraded over an eight week period (within 2.5%). 

No information was found on the photolysis of DDD in natural waters . Direct photolysis of 

DDD (i.e . , in pure water) is believed to be slower than that for DDT which is estimated to 

have a half-life of over 150 years. However, DDT in natural water has been estimated to 

have a photolysis half-life of 5 days when exposed to sunlight in mid-June; DDD might be 

expected to have a similar half-life based on the similar structure of the two chemicals. 

Data on the biodegradation of DDD are limited . In aquatic systems, biotransformation is 

believed to be slow, although a model ecosystem study has shown DDD to be more 

biodegradable than either DDT or DDE. The ketone analogue of DDD (i.e . , p,p'­

dichlorobenzophenone) has been suggested as the end product of the biodegradation of DDD 

in the environment. DDD undergoes dehydrochlorination to 2,2-bis-(p-chlorophenyl)-1-

chloroethylene, reduction to 2,2-bis-(p-chlorophenyl)- l -chlorethane, dehydrochlorination to 
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2 ,2-bis-(p-chlorophenyl)-ethylene, reduction to 1, 1-bis-(p-chlorophenyl)-ethane and eventual 

oxidation to bis-(p-chlorophenyl)-acetic acid (DDA) , the ultimate excretory product of higher 

animals. DDD has also been observed to degrade in anaerobic sewage sludge. 

The above discussion of fate pathways suggests that DDD is moderately volatile, very strongly 

sorbed to soil, and has a high potential for bioaccumulation. Information on the fate and 

transport parameters (i.e.,solubility , vapor pressure, Henry 's Law Constant , Koc, K0 w, half-life 

and BCF) are provided in Table 3-1. 

DDE 

The following information was obtained from "The Installation Restoration Program 

Toxicology Guide , " Vol. III, Arthur D. Little , Inc . June 1987. 

The presence of DDE in the environment is primarily the result of the use of the insecticide 

DDT and the miticide dicofol. DDE is the principal degradation product of DDT under 

aerobic conditions , and it has been found to equal roughly 1-3 % of the weight of dicofol in 

the technical mixture . Like DDT, DDE exists as both an o,p ' and a p,p ' isomer, with the o,p ' 

and the p,p ' isomers of DDT degrading to the respective DDE isomer. Because technical 

DDT consists of 65-80% p,p ' - DDT and 15-2 1 % o,p' - DDT, the p,p' - DDE isomer might 

be expected to predominate in the environment. In dicofol, however, the o,p' isomer typically 

makes up 80-90 % of the DDE present. The two isomers of DDE are considered individually 

below where data are available . 

Like DDT, DDE is expected to be highly immobile in the soil/groundwater environment when 

present at low dissolved concentrations . Bulk quantities of DDE dissolved in an organic 

solvent (e.g ., as a contaminant in dicofol) could be transported through the unsaturated zone 

as a result of a spill or improper disposal of excess formulations. However, the extremely low 

solubility of DDE and its strong tendency to sorb to soil would result in a very slow transport 

rate in soil . 

In general , transport pathways can be assessed by using an equilibrium partitioning model. 

These calculations predict the partitioning of low soil concentrations of DDE among soil 

particles , soil water and soil air . Due to its strong tendency to sorb to soil, virtually all of the 

DDE partitions to the soil particles of unsaturated topsoil , with negligible amounts associated 

with the soil water or air . Even in saturated deep soil , which is assumed to contain no soil 

air and a smaller organic carbon fraction, almost all of the DOE is retained on the soil. 
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DDE is characterized by a strong tendency to sorb to organic matter in soil and in sediment. 

Only one value, log Koc = 5 .17 was found in the literature for the soil organic carbon partition 

coefficient. A log Koc value of roughly 5 has been suggested based on log K0 w measurements 

of 5.69 for the p,p' isomer and 5.78 for the o,p' isomer. Using the geometric mean of these 

K
0

w values and a regression equation, a log Koc value of 5.41 is estimated. As with all neutral 

organic chemicals, the extent of sorption is proportional to the soil organic carbon content. 

In soil with little organic carbon (e.g ., clays), the extent of sorption may also depend upon soil 

properties such as surface area, cation exchange capacity, and degree of hydration. 

The apparent sorption of DDE to soil and sediment (like that of DDT), is lessened , and thus 

its mobility is enhanced by the presence of dissolved organic matter. DDT concentrations 

were found to be higher in aqueous solutions containing humic and fulvic acids. Because the 

sorption behavior of DDE is expected to be much like that of DDT, its mobility in natural 

waters may be several times greater than predicted (though probably still small) if dissolved 

organic matter is present. In waters containing large concentrations of dissolved organic 

matter such as swamps and bogs, this may be especially important. 

The vapor pressure of p,p '- isomer of DDE at 20°C has been given as 8.7 x 10·9 atm and that 

of the o,p' isomer as 8.2 x 10·9 atm. A somewhat lower value of roughly eight times the vapor 

pressure of DDT has been suggested. Using the average vapor pressures for the two isomers 

to estimate the Henry's law constant, a value of 1.9 x 10-4 atm · m3/mol is obtained. 

This estimate is roughly an order of magnitude larger than the Henry's law constant for DDT. 

Because volatilization losses for DDT are expected to be important, the same is also true for 

DDE. DDE has been found to volatilize from distilled and natural waters five times faster 

than DDT. Since the volatilization half-life for DDT has been reported to range from several 

hours to several days (see Section 57 .2 .1.3) proportionately shorter half-lives would be 

expected for DDE. 

In soil , volatilization of DDE is much slower. Using wet river bed, quartz sand in 15 mm 

deep petri dishes, Ware fil fil. measured volatilization losses of p,p'-DDE (present initially at 

10 ppm) that corresponded to a half-life of roughly 40 days. This value may be more 

indicative of an upper limit of the volatilization rate because soil of higher organic matter 

content would tend to sorb more of the DDE, and the rate of volatilization would be 

expected to be lower from thicker layers of soil. In the same study and under the same 

conditions, the o,p' isomer of DDT took 50% longer to reach half its initial concentration; 

p,p'-DDT took twice as long. This suggests that the volatilization of DDE in the field may 

occur at a rate somewhat greater than that for DDT, which has been found to have a 

volatilization half-life of one to several years . The observation that the volatilization rate of 
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ODE from soil is not several times the rate for DDT, given that it has an order of magnitude 

larger Henry's law constant , may be explained by its strong sorption to soil, which tends to 

impede volatilization. 

ODE is the hydrolysis product of DDT and is quite resistant to further hydrolysis. A 

hydrolysis half-life of over 120 years at pH 5 and 27°C has been given. Thus, hydrolysis is not 

expected to be an environmentally significant process. 

Several studies have examined the aqueous photolysis of ODE. Zepp and Schlotzhauer found 

that DOE in the aqueous phase of sediment suspensions exposed to ultraviolet light of 

wavelength > 300 nm had a half-life of roughly 13 to 17 hours. Under the same conditions, 

ODE equilibrated with sediment for 60 days (i.e. , sorbed to the sediment) photodegraded 

much more slowly . To reach 25 % of its initial concentration, roughly seven half-lives were 

needed instead of the expected two , and little further degradation occurred . The authors 

suggested that over time, part of the DDE diffused into the sediment particles and became 

unavailable for photolysis. Chen ~ fil. found the thin film photodegradation rate of p,p '-DDE 

to be about 90% of that for p,p'-DDT, and the half-life of DDE in aquatic systems at 40°N 

latitude has been estimated to range from one day in summer to six days in winter. These 

findings suggest that photolysis of DDE may be an important loss process, as it is for DDT. 

However, for photolysis to occur, the chemical must be exposed to sunlight, which often is not 

the case for a large fraction of the amount sorbed to soil or deep sediment. 

The biological degradation of DOE in aquatic environments is believed to occur very slowly 

if at all. In modeling the fate of DDE in a quarry, Di Toro and Paquin considered 

biodegradation to be insignificant compared to loss by photolysis and volatilization. The half­

life for biodegradation in sediments has also been found to be extremely slow. Using 

radiolabeled p,p'-DDE mixed with river sediment, Lee and Ryan measured a half-life of 1100 

days based on the evolution of CO2 . In short, photolysis appears to be the only degradation 

process that affects ODE significantly under environmental conditions . 

Information on the fate and transport parameters (i.e., solubility, vapor pressure, Henry's Law 

Constant, Koc, K0 w, half-life and BCF) are provided in Table 3-1. 

Aroclor PCBs 1016, 1242, 1254, 1260 

The following information was obtained from "The Installation Restoration Program 

Toxicology Guide", Vol. II, Arthur D. Little, Inc. , June 1987. 
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This section encompasses a general review of the environmental fate of polychlorinated 

biphenyl (PCBs) mixtures marketed in the U.S. under the name Aroclor (Aroclor 1016, 1242, 

1254, and 1260). 

Aroclor compounds are very inert, thermally and chemically stable compounds with dielectric 

properties. They have been used in nominally closed systems as heat transfer liquids, 

hydraulic fluids and lubricants, and in open-ended systems in which they came in direct 

contact with the environment as plasticizers, surface coatings, inks, adhesives, pesticide 

extenders and for microencapsulation of dyes for carbonless duplicating paper. In 1974, use 

of PCBs in the United States was limited to closed systems, i.e., approximately 70 % of PCBs 

produced were used in capacitors while the remaining 30% were utilized in transformers. 

The environmental behavior of the Aroclor mixtures is a direct function of their relative 

composition with respect to the individual chlorinated biphenyl species. It is important to 

remember that Aroclor formulations are mixtures and the physical properties and chemical 

behavior of mixtures cannot be precisely defined. The individual PCBs in a pure state are 

generally solids at room temperature; however, due to melting point depression, Aroclor 

mixtures are oily to resinous liquids at ambient temperatures . 

Individual PCBs vary widely in their physical and chemical properties according to the degree 

of chlorination and position of the chlorines on the biphenyl structure. In general, as chlorine 

content increases, adsorption increases while transport and transformation processes decrease . 

Except for Aroclor 1016, the last two digits in the Aroclor number identification denote the 

approximate chlorine content by weight percent. The specific PCB distribution measured in 

environmental samples may be distorted and may not correspond to the specific Aroclor 

mixture responsible for the contamination. For this reason, most of the fate and transport 

discussion will focus on the chlorinated biphenyl species rather than the Aroclor mixtures. 

In general , transport pathways can be assessed by using an equilibrium partitioning model. 

These calculations predict the partitioning of low soil concentrations of the PCB mixtures 

among soil particles, soil water and soil air; portions associated with the water and air phases 

of the soil have higher mobility than the adsorbed portion . Estimates for the unsaturated 

topsoil model indicate that almost all ( > 99. 99 % ) of the Aroclor formulations are expected 

to be associated with the stationary phase. Much less than 1 % is expected to partition to the 

soil-water phase; therefore, only a small portion would be available to migrate by bulk 

transport (e.g., the downward movement of infiltrating water), dispersion and diffusion. An 

insignificant portion of the Aroclor formulations is expected in the gaseous phase of the soil; 

diffusion of vapors through the soil-air pores up to the ground surface is not expected to be 

important. In saturated, deep soil (containing no soil air and negligible soil organic carbon) , 
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sorption is still expected to be the most significant fate process . Overall , groundwater 

underlying PCB-contaminated soil is not expected to be vulnerable to contamination. 

Adsorption to soil and sediment is the major fate process affecting PCBs in the environment. 

PCB sorption has been studied and reviewed in a number of reports . In general, the rate of 

adsorption by soil materials was found to be rapid and conformed to the Freundich adsorption 

equation; adsorption capacity was highly correlated with organic content, surface area, and 

clay content of the soil materials; PCBs were reported to be unable to penetrate into the 

inner surfaces of clay materials . Desorption of sorbed PCB is not expected to be rapid. 

Distribution coefficients for PCBs on suspended solids in Saginaw Bay have been reported 

to range from 4 x 104 to 9 x 104
. In general, higher chlorinated isomers are more strongly 

sorbed; however, preferential adsorption is also dependent on ring position of the substituted 

chlorine; values for Koc range from approximately 105 for dichlorobiphenyl to 109 for 

octachlorobiphenyl. 

Experimental studies on the mobility of Aroclor 1242 and 1254 in soil materials indicate that 

these PCBs were adsorbed strongly and remained immobile when leached with water or 

aqueous leachate from a waste disposal site . However , they were found to be highly mobile 

when leached with carbon tetrachloride. The mobilities of the PCBs were highly correlated 

with their solubilities in the leaching solvent and the organic content of the soil material . It 

should be noted that even with carbon tetrachloride, a high percentage of the PCBs were 

retained on the soil while some moved with the solvent front. 

Additional studies were performed using different solvents and varying amounts of water. 

Relatively small amounts of water (9 % ) in methanol were shown to significantly reduce the 

mobility of PCBs compared to the mobility in the pure solvent. 

In summary, the available data indicate that sorption of PCBs, particularly the higher 

chlorinated biphenyls onto soil materials , will be rapid and strong . In the absence of organic 

solvents, leaching is not expected to be important, and PCBs are expected to be immobile in 

the soil/groundwater system; PCBs will be much more mobile in the presence of organic 

solvents . In the case of large spills of PCB/solvent mixtures , the soil and aqueous phases may 

become saturated resulting in a separate oily phase which may be more mobile. 

Transport of PCB vapors through the air-filled pores of unsaturated soil is not expected to 

be a rapid transport pathway. Modeling results indicate that a very small fraction of PCB 

loading will be present in the soil-air phase. On the other hand, volatilization (mostly from 

aqueous systems) and atmospheric transport are thought to account for the widespread , almost 
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ubiquitous, distribution of PCBs in the environment. Several studies have shown that vapor 

phase transport can be a significant process for loss of PCBs from water bodies . Adsorption 

to organic matter, however, has been shown to compete strongly with volatilization. 

Adsorption onto suspended sediment has been presented as an explanation for the lower rates 

of volatilization exhibited for natural water bodies compared to estimated rates. Volatilization 

from soil was reported to be slow compared to volatilization from sand or PCB solution. 

Calculated half-lives for the volatilization of Aroclor 1242, 1248 , 1254, and 1260 from 1 mm 

water column have been reported to range from 9.5 hours to 12.1 hours ; other authors have 

reported half-lives on the order of 3-4 hours for di- and tetrachlorobiphenyls. Volatilization 

of Aroclor 1260 from river water was reported to be only 67 % after 12 weeks; after addition 

of sediment, the loss dropped to 34 % after 12 weeks . The Henry 's law constants and 

volatilization half-lives do not vary widely with degree of chlorination of the PCBs. 

The available data indicate that due to low water solubility , volatilization of water-borne PCBs 

not sorbed to sediment or suspended solids may be significant; when sorbed to soil/sediment, 

volatilization will be drastically reduced . However, since other fate and transport processes 

in the soil environment are relatively slow, volatilization of PCBs sorbed on surface soil may 

occur . Elevated airborne concentrations of PCBs have been measured near PCB disposal 

area. 

PCBs have been reported to be strongly resistant to chemical degradation by oxidation or 

hydrolysis. However, they have been shown to be susceptible to photolytic and biological 

degradation. Baxter and Sutherland have shown that successive biochemical and 

photochemical processes contribute to the degradation of PCBs in the environment. 

Experimental results indicate that the highly chlorinated PCBs can be photolytically degraded, 

resulting in the formation of lower chlorinated species and substituted products , as well as 

potential formation of biphenylenes and chlorinated dibenzofurans; the presence of oxygen 

retards the photolytic degradation of PCBs. 

There is some doubt as to the applicability of these photolysis experiments to environmental 

conditions , since they were generally carried out in organic solvents, often in the presence of 

other additives . However, since the rate of photolytic dechlorination is greatest for the highly 

chlorinated species (i.e., those species that are most resistant to biodegradation) , photolytic 

degradation, although slow, may be a significant transformation process for these molecules. 

Furthermore , since they are rapidly adsorbed to soil , these highly chlorinated PCBs may be 

concentrated in the surface layers and their actual photolysis rates may be higher than 

expected. 
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Microbial degradation has been reported to be an important transformation process for PCBs . 

In general, the lower chlorinated PCBs were more easily degraded than the higher chlorinated 

species . Position of chlorine substitution on the biphenyl molecule also affected the rate of 

PCB degradation. Biodegradability of PCBs has been reported to be a function of the 

number of carbon-hydrogen bonds available for hydroxylation by microbial oxidation; adjacent 

unchlorinated carbons have been shown to facilitate metabolism through formation of arene 

oxide intermediates. Both aerobic oxidative biodegradation and anaerobic dechlorination have 

been identified as PCB transformation processes in Hudson River sediments. Composting 

studies indicate that aerobic systems exhibited greater PCB reductions than anaerobic systems 

(42 to 48 % vs . 18 to 28 % reduction after two weeks). 

The biodegradation of Aroclor 1016, 1242, 1254, and 1260 is a function of their relative 

content of the lower chlorinated biphenyls. Aroclor 1016 and 1242 are largely comprised of 

di-, tri- and tetra-chloro biphenyls, which have been shown to be biodegraded in microbial 

cultures, aquatic systems, and soil at fairly rapid rates . Aroclor 1254 and 1260 are largely 

comprised of higher chlorinated species and are expected to be resistant to biodegradation. 

In fact, Liu reported that an increase of chlorination from monochlorobiphenyls to 

predominantly trichlorobiphenyls (Aroclor 1016 and 1242) and pentachlorobiphenyls (Aroclor 

1254) resulted in a corresponding decrease in degradation from 100% to 29% and 19% , 

respectively; similar results were reported by other authors. In an experiment with reservoir 

sediment, Aroclor 1254 was degraded approximately 50% in six weeks. Using an acclimated 

semi-continuous activated sludge experiment with 48-hour exposure, degradation rates of 33 % , 

26% and 19% were determined for Aroclor 1016, 1242, and 1254, respectively. 

A study of the fate of Aroclor 1254 in soil and groundwater after an accidental spill showed 

essentially no reduction in Aroclor 1254 concentration due to biodegradation after two years. 

On the other hand, other authors reported moderate biodegradation of Aroclor 1254 in soil 

(40 % degraded in 112 days) and no degradation of Aroclor 1260 (primarily hexa- and hepta­

chlorobiphenyls). The presence of the lower chlorinated biphenyls has been shown to actually 

increase the rate of biodegradation of the higher PCBs through co-metabolism. 

In summary, most studies have reported substantial PCB degradation in aqueous solutions; 

biodegradation rates are greatest for the lower chlorinated species. While adsorption of PCBs 

by soil and competition by native soil organisms may alter the degradation rate, several 

authors have reported substantial PCB degradation in soil systems. Mixed cultures of PCB­

degrading microbes have been isolated from PCB-contaminated soil, suggesting that PCBs will 

be degraded to some extent in the environment. 
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3.1.2.4 Explosives 

Table 3-6 presents the information which will serve as a basis for understanding the likely 

environmental fate of explosives at SEDA. The chemical class of the compounds identified 

in Table 3-6 is considered to be semivolatile. This is based upon the high molecular weights 

of these compounds and their low vapor pressures, typical of most SVOCs . The most volatile 

of the five explosives considered at this site is 2,6-dinitrotoluene (2,6 DNT), with a vapor 

pressure of 0.018 millimeters mercury (mm Hg). Compared to benzene, a volatile compound, 

which has a vapor pressure of 95.2 mm Hg it is apparent that volatilization of this compound 

is expected to be low, especially in soil which has a high clay content. Soil with a high clay 

content generally has a high, i.e. >50%,ratio of water filled to air filled porosity, therefore, 

there is a small amount of air space through which vapor can migrate. Compounds such as 

RDX and HMX have extremely low vapor pressures and would not volatilize through the soil. 

Consequently , volatilization of RDX and HMX are not expected to represent a significant 

environmental pathway. 

The potential for explosives to leach to the groundwater is a complicated consideration and 

influenced by many factors such as solubility , cation exchange capacity (CEC), clay content 

and percolation rate. For this evaluation, solubility has been considered as the most 

representative parameter for leaching potential. Of the six explosives considered, the most 

soluble of the explosives are the di- and trinitrotoluenes. Their solubilities range from 

approximately 130 mg/I to 270 mg/I. These are similar to the solubilities of organic 

hydrocarbons such as toluene, (500 mg/I), or the xylenes, (150 mg/I). This range of solubilities 

is considered to represent a moderate degree of leaching potential. Compounds which would 

represent a high degree of leachibility, i.e., high solubility, would be methylene chloride, 

(20,000 mg/I), benzene (1780 mg/I) and TCE, (1100 mg/I). The solubilities of HMX and 

RDX are approximately four times less than that for the di- and trinitrotoluenes and therefore 

represent a smaller potential for leaching. 

A review of the melting points of these compounds indicates that explosives are solids at room 

temperature and therefore would not migrate through soil as separate liquid phases. Instead, 

as precipitation interacts with these solid residues a small portion would dissolve or erode 

away. Complete leaching would require a long interaction period. 

Field studies have confirmed the long-term potential for leaching of explosives into the 

groundwater. An evaluation of the critical parameters affecting the migration of explosives 

through soil indicated that at a former propellant manufacturing facility, 2,4-DNT leached 

from soil contaminated with smokeless powder for over 35 years after cessation of operations 

(USATHAMA, 1985) . At another facility, leaching of 2,4-DNT into groundwater from 
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former burning grounds has been documented to occur for as long as 10 years after operations 

had been discontinued . 

Another factor to examine is the tendency of explosives compounds to adsorb to the soil. 

The compounds considered in this evaluation show Koc values which range from approximately 

100 to 500 mL/g . The SEDA site soil has been shown to possess a high percentage of fines 

including clay, thereby increasing the sorption potential of these compounds to the soil. As 

shown in Table 3-6 , for the range of Koc exhibited by explosives , i.e., 100-500 mL/g , these 

compounds would be considered intermediately mobile . 

Environmental degradation of these parent organic compounds has been shown to occur by 

various investigators. The information available on this subject is substantial and a detailed 

discussion is beyond the scope of this document. However, a review of the available 

information indicates that nitroaromatics and nitroamines are susceptible to environmental 

transformations . Since some of the byproducts of these transformations may be 

environmentally persistent, there is a potential for concern . 

Much of the available research has been conducted on the environmental transformation of 

TNT. Figure 3-10 provides a summary of the identified breakdown products resulting from 

environmental degradation of TNT. Figure 3-11 presents breakdown products which have 

been identified from the breakdown of 2,4-DNT. The environmental fate of RDX is less 

defined than that of the other two compounds previously mentioned. Figure 3-12 provides an 

overview of the expected degradation pathways and the byproducts produced as a result of 

the environmental degradation of RDX. Clearly, the breakdown byproducts which have been 

identified are diverse. Analytical methods have only recently been developed which are 

capable of accurately detecting these compounds. The widespread application of these 

analytical techniques are greatly limited by the availability of standards which are essential for 

the analyses . Responding to the need for accurate analytical procedures and recognizing that 

standards for every breakdown product are not available, USA THAMA has developed 

Method 8330 (A copy of this method is included in Appendix C). This method is intended 

for the analysis of explosive residues in water, soil and sediment. 

3.1.3 Data Summary and Conclusions 

The chemical data collected from the Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) conducted by Parsons 

ES in 1993 and 1994 indicate that there has been a release of hazardous constituents at the 

Munitions Washout Facility . The sources of the release were 1) the wastewater from the 

washout operation that was discharged on site which contained dissolved metals and explosive 

compounds and 2) from different operations related to past land use at the site or operations 

related to the munitions washout facility that may have released pesticides, PCBs and SVOCs . 

July 1996 

Page 3-62 
K :\Seneca\RIFS\SEAD41Sect-3 



TNT 

NOMENCLATURE : 

2 - A 
4 - A 
2,2' - AZ 
2,4'-AZ 
4 ,4'-A Z 
2,6 - DA 
2,4 - DA 

SOURCE: 

- 2 - amino - 4,6 - dinitrotoluene 
- 4 - amino - 2,6 - dinitrotoluene 
- 4·,4'-dinitro - 2,2' - azoxytoluene 
- 2'4 - dinitro2,4'-azoxytoluene 
- 2,2 '- d ini t ro - 4,4 ·- azoxytoluene 
- 2,6 - diamino - 4 - nitrotoluene 
- 2,4 - diamino - 6 - nitrotoluene 

S p e ci a l Re p o rt 90 -2: Envi ronm e ntal 

Tr a n :, form at ion Produ c ts o f Nit ro a romali c s 

a o.d Nitramioes ; Llteralure Re vi ew and 

Recomme odalioo! for An a lyti ca l Metbod De ve lopm ent: 

U.S . Army Corp, of Eogioee r, . Cold Region, Re,e erc h 
a nd Engin ee rin g l.& bo r& lory , Fe b . 19 9 0 

H:\ENG\SENECA\Sa:JPI NG\SEAD4\3- I 0.CDR 

4 . 4 °- Az 

~PARSO N& 

PARSO N& E N G INEERING SCIE N CE, INC. 

~ mu 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
RI/PS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 
SEAD-4 MUNTTIONS WASHOlIT 

FACILITY LEACH FIELD 
00"1'. !!NVTRONMBNTAL BNOINBBRINO I DWO NO. 727651--02004 

FIGURE 3-10 

TRANSFORMATION PATHWAYS 
AND PRODUCTS OF TNT 

ElCAI...! 7 DATE JUNB tm 



NOMENCLATURE: 

2,2'-AZ 
2,4'-AZ 
4,4 ' -AZ 

- 4,4'-dinitro-2,2' - azoxytoluene 
- 2',4-dinitro-2,4'-azoxytoluene 
- 2,2'-dinitro-4,4'-azoxytoluene 
- 0iaminotoluene OAT 

2-A-4-NT 
4-A-2-NT 
4 - AC-2-NT ., 

- 2-amino-4-nitrotoluene 
- 4-amino-2-nitrotoluene 

4-acetam ide -2 - n it rotol uene 

SOURCE: 

Special Report 90-2; Environmental 
Trao,rormation Product, of Nitroaromatic~ 

and Nitramioe,: Literature Revie w and 
Recommendations for Ana lytica l Method Development: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer,. Cold Region, Research 

and Engineering Laboratory . Feb. I 990 

H:IENGISENECA \S CXJPI NGISEAD413-1 I .CDR 

~ 4,4'-Az 

61.o, 4-Ac-2-NT 

~PAR&ONli 

PAR&ONli ENGINE ERING SCIENCE, INC. 

CUE><T....,_..,, TTT1.E 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
RI/PS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 
SEAD-4 MUNTilONS WASHOUT 

FACILITY LEACH FIELD 
OO'T. l!NVIRONM!!NI'AL BNO!NllBRINO I owo NO. 727651--02004 

FIGURE 3-11 

TRANSFORMATION PATHWAYS 
AND PRODUCTS OF 2,4-DNT 

SCAU I DATE .JUNB ,.., 



02N '-w ''N ' N02 02N'w''' N,, N02 02~N/'-N / NO 

~)- \_) --- I_,_) ---
~ ~ ~ 
llO 2 NO NO 

l l 

Oz N NOz 
'N~N,, 

NHOH I H 
,CH 2 

0 2 \ /'-.. / NHOH 

N N 

l 
HO 

l 

HCHO + 

\ 

SOURCE: 

Special Report 110 -2; Environment.Al 

Transformation Product, o( Nilroarom a tic, 

and Nitramioes; Literature Revie w a nd 

Recomtneod a tioo, for Analytica l Method Developmeol: 

U.S . Army Corp, ot Engineer,, Cold Region, Research 

a nd Engineeri ng Laboratory, Feb . 1990 

Hc\ENG\SENECA \SCO PING\SEAD413- l 2.CDR 

H H 

I 
NO 

~PARSONS 

N ,, C H~ 

II 

. N 

H 2 c ' i ' c 

HN 
I 

NH 

PARSONS E NGINEERING SCIENCE, INC. 

~mu 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
Rl/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 
SEAD-4 MUNITlONS WASHOlIT 

FACILITY LEACH FIELD 
"""· l!NVIRONMENTAL BNOINBBRlNO l owo NO. 727651--02004 

FIGURE 3-12 

TRANSFORMATION PATHWAYS 
AND PRODUCTS OF ROX 

&CALE I DATE IUNB t m 



SENECA SEAD-4 RI/FS PROJECT SCOPING PLAN DRAFr-FINAL REPORT 

No leach field was identified in this investigation, but three different surface water drainage 

areas were found to have been impacted by high concentrations of contaminants . These three 

areas are a drainage ditch on the northern edge of the site, a pond on the western edge of 

the site and a drainage ditch on the southwestern edge of the site which drains into the pond . 

The pond area has been impacted primarily by metals, the southwestern drainage ditch has 

been impacted by metals and SVOCs, and the northern drainage ditch has been impacted by 

metals, SVOCs, pesticides and PCBs. The area near the former Munitions Washout Building 

has also been impacted by metals and SVOCs, but to a lesser extent than the three surface 

water drainage areas. 

Underground piping structures were found to be associated with the northern drainage ditch 

area and the pond, and the samples collected from the areas between the buildings and the 

water bodies did not contain the high concentrations of the constituents found in the samples 

collected from these water bodies. It has therefore been concluded that wastewater was piped 

into these water bodies rather than discharged onto the surface and allowed to flow into the 

water bodies. 

No piping structures were found to be associated with the southwestern drainage ditch, and 

the chemical analyses of the samples collected from the area between Buildings T30 and 2084 

and the ditch show that both surface and subsurface soil has been impacted by high 

concentrations of metals. This suggests that wastes from Building T30 and 2084 were 

discharged directly onto the ground surface or the smaller drainage swales that flow into the 

southwestern ditch. 

Because all of the drainage areas that were investigated during the ESI have been impacted 

with contaminants, samples should be collected from each of the drainage ditches on site to 

investigate the potential for additional wastewater discharge areas. 

The groundwater samples collected from three of the on-site monitoring wells contained high 

concentrations of metals. The three monitoring wells were located downgradient of the 

former Munitions Washout Building, downgradient of the pond, and downgradient of the 

northern drainage ditch. To determine the extent of the impacts to groundwater from 

seepage from the pond, additional monitoring wells should be installed around the perimeter 

of the pond. Monitoring wells should also be installed to determine whether the groundwater 

has been impacted from wastes that may have been released from the other ammunition 

renovation buildings on-site. 
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From the chemical analyses performed on the 59 samples collected for the ESI , it has been 

concluded the primary contaminants of concern at the Munitions Washout Facility , in order 

of importance, are metals, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, and explosives. It is clear that the metals 

that have been detected in high concentrations (antimony, chromium, copper and zinc) are 

on site as a result of the munitions washout operation. While the actual mechanism in the 

washout process that may have been the source of SVOCs is not known, it is probable that 

the SVOCs on site are also a result of the munitions washout operation. The presence of 

pesticides and PCBs, however, is probably not the result of the munitions washout operation . 

Farming was the primary use of the land before the Army bought the land in 1941 , so the 

pesticides and PCBs are probably the result of the use of the land for farming . These may 

also be due to related operations at the munitions washout facility , such as vegetation control 

(pesticides) and transformer leakage (PCBs). 

Explosive compounds found on site, along with metals, are clearly the result of the munitions 

washout operation. They were expected to have been among the primary contaminants of 

concern at this site , but explosive compounds were detected in only 4 of the 59 samples 

collected for the ESI and in none of the 70 soil samples collected for the Groundwater 

Contamination Survey conducted by the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency in 1988. 

The samples in which explosive compounds were detected were each located in different areas 

of the site . One sample was a surface soil sample collected in the location of the former 

Munitions Washout Building, one was a subsurface soil sample collected near the 

southwestern ditch, one was a sediment sample collected in the pond, and one was a stagnant 

water sample collected from the manhole near the northern drainage ditch. Although the 

frequency at which explosive compounds were detected is relatively low, they are still 

considered to be a primary contaminant of concern . This is because they were obviously 

released as a result of the munitions washout operation, and were released at several different 

areas at the facility . Because explosive compounds are generally more soluble and more 

mobile than metals , it is to be expected that explosive compounds would not be as persistent 

and would have had more of a tendency to be transported off site in the thirty years since the 

Washout Facility has been in operation. 

Metals , pesticides and PCBs tend to be relatively immobile , so they may be a threat to 

humans , terrestrial biota, and aquatic biota at the facility. Because SVOCs and explosive 

compounds tend to be more mobile, they may be a threat to humans , terrestrial biota and 

aquatic biota downstream of the facility . 
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3.2 PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL RECEPTORS AND 

EXPOSURE SCENARIOS 

This section will identify the source areas, release mechanisms, potential exposure pathways 

and the likely human and environmental receptors at SEAD-4 based upon the conceptual site 

model, which was described in the previous section. 

This section discusses the current understanding of site risks for SEAD-4. This information 

is used to assess whether sources of contamination, release mechanisms , exposure routes and 

receptor pathways developed in the conceptual site model for SEAD-4 are valid, or if they 

may be eliminated from further consideration prior to conducting a risk assessment. 

Additionally, this information will determine what data are necessary to develop a better 

conceptual understanding of the site, in order that risk to human health and the environment 

can be determined, Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) can be 

defined, and appropriate remedial actions can be developed. 

A conceptual site model, which is based upon an understanding of historical usage , physical 

site characteristics and current site usage, was developed for SEAD-4 in Section 3.1. This 

model helped to identify potential source areas, release mechanisms, exposure pathways and 

receptors for the various media investigated during the ESL The potential source areas, 

release mechanisms, exposure pathways and receptors are discussed in the following 

subsections. 

As of early July 1995, the Base Realignment and Closure Act (BRAC) 

recommend closure of SEDA. The President and Congress 

recommendations, which became public law on October 1, 1995. 

Commission voted to 

have approved the 

According to BRAC 

regulations, future use of the sites will be determined by the Army and the Army will perform 

any additional investigations and remedial actions to assure that any change in intended land 

use is protective of human health and the environment. Thus, although future use scenarios 

are developed for the SEAD-4 risk assessment (Section 3.2.3),the actual future use at SEAD-

4 will be determined by the Army according to the BRAC regulations. The actual future use 

scenario and the required degree of cleanup will be proposed as part of the feasibility study. 

The future plans for the site will be taken into account at that time. 

At this time, the specific details for closure procedures, projected timetables of closure, 
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discussion of the Army 's future intention for the sites , and detailed account of notification 

methods to prospective purchasers are unavailable for inclusion in this Workplan . If it is 

decided that the base will be closed, then closure procedures will obtained. 

3.2.1 Potential Source Areas and Release Mechanisms 

The Munitions Washout Facility was in operation from 1948 to 1963. The wastes generated 

from this process included wastewater containing dissolved explosive compounds. The 

wastewater was discharged on site and is considered to have been a source of potential 

contaminants at SEAD-4. Currently, the sources of potential contaminants are the soil into 

which the wastewater leached, and the surface water and sediment in the drainage ditches 

through which the wastewater may have flowed . 

The primary release mechanisms acting on the impacted soil would be infiltration and 

percolation to groundwater, and runoff and erosion to surface water and sediment. Wind may 

also release the impacted soil as fugitive dust, but because the area is heavily vegetated, this 

is not expected to be a significant release mechanism. 

3.2.2 Potential Exposure Pathways and Receptors - Current Uses 

The potential exposure pathways from sources to receptors based upon current and future use 

scenarios are shown in Figure 3-9. The potential for human exposure is directly affected by 

the accessibility to the site with the exception of fugitive dust. The Munitions Washout 

Facility is located within the Ammunition Storage Area, so access to the site is restricted. 

There are three primary receptor populations for potential releases of contaminants from 

SEAD-4 : 

• Current site workers and visitors 
• Terrestrial biota on or near the site 
• Aquatic biota on or near the site. 

The exposure pathways and media of exposure are described below as they may affect the 

various receptors . The numerical assumptions that will be used in the risk assessment for the 

current use exposure scenario are listed in Table 4-1 of the Generic Installation RI/FS 

Workplan . 
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3.2.2.1 Ingestion and Dermal Exposure Due to Surface Water and Sediment 

Current site workers and visitors could be exposed by way of ingestion or dermal contact to 

surface water or sediment in the drainage ditches or in Indian Creek. Terrestrial biota that 

ingest or come in contact with surface water or sediment in the drainage ditches , the pond 

or Indian Creek may be exposed. Aquatic biota in the drainage ditches or Indian Creek may 

also be exposed . 

3.2.2.2 Dust Inhalation and Dermal Contact 

Contaminated fugitive dust may be released from SEAD-4 due to high winds, vehicle traffic 

through the area, or disturbance of the soil during site use. The receptors of fugitive dust 

releases by way of inhalation and dermal contact are current site workers, visitors and 

terrestrial biota. Because the site is heavily vegetated, the amount of fugitive dust is not 

expected to be significant. 

3.2.2.3 Incidental Soil Ingestion and Dermal Contact 

Incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with, impacted soil is a potential exposure pathway 

for current site workers , visitors and terrestrial biota. 

3.2.2.4 Ingestion of Groundwater 

The groundwater at SEAD-4 is not used as a drinking water source. It is not anticipated that 

there will be direct exposure to the groundwater from the site under current uses to current 

site workers, visitors or terrestrial biota. 

3.2.3 Potential Exposure Pathways and Receptors - Future Uses 

Under current conditions, access to the site is limited. While strict land use control cannot 

be ensured in future uses, limitations may be imposed through zoning restrictions or deed 

restrictions. Potential future uses of the site include light industrial and unrestricted 

residential or other private development. 

For future uses of SEAD-4, the receptor population that would differ from the above­

mentioned receptors would be on-site residents . For the ingestion of soil, surface water, and 

sediment and dermal contact with surface water and sediment, the receptors would be 
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primarily children. Dermal contact with soil; ingestion of, inhalation of, and dermal contact 

with groundwater ; and inhalation and dermal contact with fugitive dust are potential exposure 

pathways for all future on-site residents. 

The numerical assumptions that will be used in the risk assessment for the future use 

exposure scenario are listed in Table 4-1 of the Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan. 

3.3 SCOPING OF POTENTIAL REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

A comprehensive list of remedial response action alternatives is discussed in the Generic 

Installation RIIFS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

3.4 PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT 

AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

A comprehensive list of ARARs is discussed in the Generic Installation RIIFS Workplan that serves 

as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

Identification and refinement of ARARs will be performed during the RI process . As data 

are collected regarding the nature and extent of contamination, site specific conditions , and 

potential use of various remedial technologies, additional ARARs will be selected and existing 

ARARs will be reviewed for their applicability. 

3.5 DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVES (DQOs) 

DQOs are discussed in the Generic Installation RIIFS Workplan that serves as a supplement to 

this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan. 

Investigations conducted at SEAD-4, either as part of this RI or additional work, will conform 

with all the stated DQOs . Sampling of groundwater, soil , sediment and surface water will 

generally require Level IV Quality Data. 

3.6 DATA GAPS AND DATA NEEDS 

The data needs for SEAD-4 are a result of the need to meet the DQOs identified in the 

Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan. By media, these data needs are: 
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Groundwater Data 

• Re-sample existing monitoring wells at SEAD-4 to verify the analytical results obtained 
in the ESI . 

• Install and sample additional overburden monitoring wells in the till/weathered shale 
aquifer. Determine the extent to which groundwater has been impacted by constituents 

on-site and establish concentrations of constituents in the aquifer with collected data. 

• Determine background water quality at SEAD-4 to allow comparison with other SEAD-
4 groundwater data. 

• In addition to assessing the ground water quality, determine hydraulic conductivity of 
the aquifer to assess contaminant migration and potential remedial actions . 

• Establish database to determine compliance with ARARs, to perform baseline risk 
assessment and to develop remedial action alternatives. 

Surface Water/Sediment Data 

• Determine extent of impacts in the drainage ditches at SEAD-4. 
• Establish potential for contamination of off-site surface water and sediment. 
• Compare SEAD-4 sediment data to sediment background data that has been compiled 

for SEAD-4. 

• Assess the sorptive potential of the sediment by performing total organic carbon (TOC) 
and grain size analyses on sediment samples. 

• Establish database to determine compliance with ARARs, to perform baseline risk 
assessment and to develop remedial action alternatives. 

• Determine the source of the outfall pipe in the northern portion of the site. 

Soil Data 

• Collect surface soil samples to determine the extent of surface soil impacts in three 
areas of concern identified during the ESI. 

• Collect subsurface soil samples in impacted areas identified from surface soil sampling 
to determine the vertical extent of the soil impacts. 

• Compare SEAD-4 soil data to site-wide soil background data that has been compiled 
from 57 background samples obtained from the ESis performed at 25 SEADs and Rls 

completed at the OB Grounds and the Ash Landfill. 

• Assess the sorptive potential of the soil by performing TOC and grain size analyses on 
soil samples . 

• Perform fugitive dust emissions modeling. 
• Establish database to determine compliance with ARARs, to perform baseline risk 

assessment and to develop remedial action alternatives . 
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Ecological Data 

• Document visual observations discriminating between obviously and potentially 
impacted and non-impacted areas. This will determine where and if there is a need for 

further investigation. 

• Establish database to determine compliance with ARARs, to perform baseline risk 
assessment and to develop remedial action alternatives . 
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4.0 TASK PLAN FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) 

This section describes the tasks required for the Remedial Investigation (RI) at SEAD-4. 

These include the following: 

• Pre-field Activities 
• Field Investigations 
• . Data Reduction, Interpretation and Assessment 
• Data Reporting 
• Task Plan Summary 

4.1 PRE-FIELD ACTNITIES 

The pre-field activities include the following: 

• A site inspection to familiarize key project personnel with site conditions and finalize 
direction and scope of field activities 

• A comprehensive review of the Health & Safety Plan with field team members to 
ensure that site hazards and preventive and protective measures are completely 

understood 

• Inspection and calibration of all equipment necessary for field activities to ensure 
proper functioning and usage 

• A comprehensive review of sampling protocols and work procedures with field team 
members 

4.2 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 

The following field investigations will be performed to complete the RI of SEAD-4: 

• Building Investigation 
• Geophysical Investigation 
• Soil Investigation 
• Surface Water and Sediment Investigation 
• Groundwater Investigation 
• Ecological Investigation 

These investigations are described in the following sections. 
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4.2.1 Building Investigation 

To evaluate the potential for source areas to be currently present in the existing buildings at 

the ammunition workshop, each of the six buildings at the facility will be inspected . Where 

possible , material handling processes will be identified, and an inventory will be made of all 

equipment present in the buildings. To evaluate potential release mechanisms, the buildings 

will be inspected for floor drains and subterranean piping structures , and all such piping 

structures found will be documented. 

In addition, inquiries will continue to be made with former workers at the Munitions Washout 

facility, or persons knowledgeable with the site, to gather additional information on where 

potential contaminants are coming from , what the potential contaminants are, and the 

potential quantities and time frames of the operations at the site . 

A total of 6 soil/debris samples will be collected from the buildings. One sample of soil/debris 

will be collected from each of the six buildings to determine whether the building has been 

adversely impacted. The sample will be selected based on an evaluation of the most likely 

area to be impacted by activities within the building. 

4.2.2 Geophysical Investigation 

It was reported that laundry washwater that may have contained explosive compounds was 

released to a pit to the northeast of Building 2076. The pit may have been a concrete tank. 

Electromagnetic (EM-31) and ground penetrating radar (GPR) surveys will be performed 

around Building 2076 to determine if an underground tank exists . The initial geophysical 

investigation will be an EM-31 survey performed on a 10 by 10-foot grid throughout the area 

shown on Figure 4-1 . The EM-31 survey will be used to locate an underground tank 

containing metal in the structure, such as a concrete tank that is reinforced with iron bars . 

Upon completion of the EM-31 survey, contour maps of the in-phase and quadrature 

components of the electromagnetic field will be generated to aid in the identification of any 

existing underground tanks. 

Subsequent to the EM-31 survey, a GPR survey will be performed. GPR data will be 

collected on a 10 by 10-foot grid throughout the same area that the EM-31 survey is 

conducted. The GPR survey will be used to locate disturbed soil or concrete tank at a 

shallow depth . 
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An investigation into the source of the pipe at the outfall in the northern portion of the site 

will be performed. The investigation will involve geophysical methods and, if necessary , a 

backhoe. The two geophysical methods that may be used are 1) magnetic locator and, 2) 

earth resistivity/ground impendence. One or both of these methods will be used depending 

on their effectiveness. For the first method, the pipe will be traced by with the magnetic 

locator to its farthest point. To help increase the magnetic signal from the pipe a metal 

"snake" (or similar device) may be used. For the second method, earth resistivity and ground 

impendence will be used to locate the pipe using IEEE Standards documents. Then, if the 

geophysical methods do not trace it to a source, a backhoe will be used to trace the pipe the 

remainder of the way. The backhoe will excavate a series of cross-sectional trenches to the 

top of the pipe. The pipe is expected to extend toward the suspected leach field. 

4.2.3 Soil Investigation 

The purpose of the soil investigation program at SEAD-4 is to: 

• Determine the extent of metals and semivolatile organic compound (SVOC)impacts 
in three of the areas identified as part of the ESI 

• Determine whether the soil has been impacted in four new areas that have been 
identified as potential release areas for metals , SVOCs or explosive compounds 

• Locate areas for potential removal actions 
• Provide database for baseline risk assessment 
• Provide database for feasibility study and scoping of remedial actions 

4.2.3.1 Surface Soil Program 

Figure 4-1 shows the locations where surface soil samples (0-2") will be collected. A total of 

75 surface soil samples will be collected (excluding those from soil borings) . These samples 

are intended to delineate the extent of impacted surface soil at specific areas of concern that 

were identified as part of the ESL Also , the surface soil samples will be used to determine 

locations where soil borings will be performed. 

The three areas that have been identified for surface soil sampling are shown in Figure 4-1 

as Area 1, Area 2 and Area 3. Area 1 is a 400-foot by 400-foot area to the south and 

southwest of the pond where sediment dredged from the pond was placed. Area 2 is a 350-

foot by 300-foot area between former Building T30 and the western drainage ditch . Area 3 

is a 200-foot by 300-foot area between Building 2084 and the western drainage ditch. In each 
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of these areas , surface soil samples are proposed to be performed on a 100-foot by 100-foot 

grid . Sampling on a grid of this size will result in the collection of 25 samples in Area 1, 20 

samples in Area 2 and 12 samples in Area 3 . 

The samples collected in Areas 1 and 2 for the ESI contained high levels of total chromium. 

To choose which surface soil samples in these areas should undergo the full Level IV 

analyses, and to choose locations to collect subsurface soil samples, each of the proposed 

surface soil samples shown in Figure 4-1 will be collected, submitted to the lab , and screened 

for total chromium. The chromium screening analysis is considered to be Level II quality 

data . The chromium screening analysis will be the same procedure as the Level IV analysis , 

but the screening analyses will not be supported by a NYSDEC ASP Superfund Category 

deliverable, and is therefore Level II quality data. Based on the screening results , the 13 

samples in Area 1 with the highest concentrations of total chromium will undergo the Level 

IV analyses described in Section 4.2.7,Analytical Program. In Area 2, the 10 samples with 

the highest concentrations of chromium will undergo the Level IV analyses. 

To address the possibility of false negative chromium screening results in Areas 1 and 2 a 

small percentage (approximately 25 % ) of the "clean" samples from the Level II analyses will 

also be submitted for Level IV analyses . Therefore, in Area 1, 3 of the 12 "clean" samples 

(i.e., those with the lowest chromium concentrations or non-detects) will be submitted for 

Level IV analyses . In Area 2, 2 of the 10 "clean" samples will be submitted for Level IV 

analyses . 

In Area 3 , the primary contaminants of concern are SVOCs, so none of the surface soil 

samples will be screened for chromium. All of the surface soil samples collected in Area 3 

will undergo the Level IV analyses. 

The chromium screening data will be used to choose locations to perform soil borings in 

Areas 1 and 2. The proposed surface soil samples in those areas will be collected and 

submitted to the lab on a daily basis, they will be screened for chromium, and the chromium 

screening data will be available within 24 hours of the lab receiving the samples. In Area 1, 

one soil boring will be performed in each of the three surface soil sample locations with the 

highest concentrations of chromium. In Area 2, one soil boring will also be performed at 

each of the three surface sample locations with the highest concentration of chromium. 
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In addition to the surface soil samples proposed to be collected from Areas 1, 2 and 3, seven 

surface soil samples are proposed to be collected in the eastern portion of the site. No soil 

data was collected from this area during the ESL Building 2073 has been used as a 

ammunition renovation workshop since the 1950s, and waste containing explosive compounds 

may have been released near the building. Four surface soil samples are proposed to be 

collected around this building. The purpose for the berm that is located to the northwest of 
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Building 2073 is unknown. Three surface soil samples have been proposed to be collected 

in the area of the berm to determine the potential for contaminants to have been released 

there . 

Also , three surface soil samples will be collected around sample location SS4-7, where several 

semivolatile organic compounds were detected for the ESI. These samples will help 

determine if the semi volatiles previously detected are part of a larger, more significantly 

impacted area. 

And, four samples will be collected from around the former building located approximately 

350 feet east-southeast of the pond. These samples will be collected from locations 

immediately outside the walls of the former building. 

Lastly, four samples will be collected from areas that may be been impacted by dumping , 

specifically the cleared area at the end of an unpaved road in the southern portion of the site . 

The actual sample locations will be determined in the field based on historical usage and 

visual evidence . 

Surface soil sampling procedures are described in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis 

Plan. The samples will be tested according to the analyses specified in Section 4. 2. 7, 

Analytical Program. 

Subsurface Soil Sampling Program 

A total of 18 soil borings are proposed to be performed. Twelve of the 18 proposed soil 

boring locations are shown in Figure 4-1. The six soil boring locations that are not shown 

on Figure 4-1 will be determined from the chromium screening data from the surface soil 

sampling grids, as described above. 

Eleven of the soil borings will be performed in the three areas where the surface soil 

sampling grids are proposed, also shown in Figure 4-1. Five soil borings are proposed to be 

performed in Area 1; four soil borings are proposed to be performed in Area 2; and two soil 

borings are proposed to be performed in Area 3. 

In Area 1, a soil boring will be located at each of the two surface sample locations from the 

ESI that contained the highest concentrations of chromium, SS4-4 and SS4-5. Based on the 
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screening data from the proposed surface soil samples, three additional soil borings will be 

located at each of the three screening locations with the highest concentrations of chromium. 

In Area 2, a soil boring will be performed on the foundation of former Building T30. Based 

on the screening data from the proposed surface soil samples, three additional soil borings 

will be performed at each of the three screening locations with the highest concentrations of 

chromium. 

In Area 3, the proposed locations for the two soil borings to be performed are shown in 

Figure 4-1. Because the primary contaminants of concern in Area 3 are SVOCs no chromium 

screening will be performed on the surface soil samples to be collected in this area . One of 

the soil borings has been located adjacent to the southwest side of Building 2084 and the 

second soil boring has been located to the southwest of Building 2084 in a small drainage 

swale that flows into the western drainage ditch. The soil boring located adjacent to Building 

2084 will be completed as a monitoring well. 

Two soil borings will be performed in the vicinity of Building 2076. The proposed locations 

for the soil borings, as shown in Figure 4-1, are to the northeast and to the northwest of the 

Building. Based upon the results of the proposed geophysical surveys to be performed in that 

area, the soil borings will be moved if a tank or a pit is located. If a tank or pit is located , 

the soil borings will be located either directly on top of or downgradient of the tank or pit. 

Four soil borings will also be performed in the vicinity of the existing building foundation that 

is located to the northwest of the location of the former Munitions Washout Building . This 

building is suspected to have been a decontamination building for workers or for equipment 

as part of the munitions washout operation. Currently, there is no indication that one side 

of the building was more susceptable to a release than another . To assess whether 

decontamination water was released in the vicinity of the building, soil borings will be 

performed on all four sides of the building. 

One background soil boring will be performed approximately 250 feet southeast of building 

2073 (Figure 4-1). 

Soil borings will be performed by the continuous split-spoon method. Samples will be 

collected every two feet from the ground surface to the bottom of the soil boring . In the soil 

borings to be performed in Area 3, near building 2076 and near the suspected 
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decontamination building foundation , two subsurface soil samples will be selected from each 

soil boring along with a 0-2 11 surface soil sample to be submitted for chemical testing . Because 

each of the soil borings that are proposed to be performed in Areas 1 and 2 are to be 

performed in the same location where a surface soil sample (0-2 11
) has been collected, an 

additional 0-2 11 sample will not be collected for the soil boring. The criteria for the selection 

of the subsurface soil samples submitted to the lab for chemical testing is provided in 

Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. 

Additional soil samples will be collected from two soil boring locations and analyzed for grain 

size, total organic carbon, cation exchange capacity , pH, and density. The two soil borings 

from which these additional samples will be chosen at random from the 18 soil borings that 

are proposed to be performed. At the chosen soil boring locations, three samples will be 

collected: one from the surface, one from below the water table and one from an 

intermediate depth. 

The soil sampling will be performed until split-spoon refusal is encountered. The soil boring 

(i.e., augering) will continue until auger refusal is reached. Auger refusal for this project is 

defined in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. Soil boring procedures are 

described in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. 

4.2.3.3 Soil Sampling Summary 

Eighty-seven (87) surface soil samples will be collected: 25 samples will be collected from 

Area 1; 20 samples will be collected from Area 2; 12 samples will be collected from Area 3, 

7 samples will be collected from the eastern portion of the site, 3 samples will be collected 

from locations north of the water tank and berm near Building 2079, 4 samples will be 

collected from around the former building 350 feet east-southeast of the pond, 4 samples will 

be collected from the cleared area a the end of the unpaved road in the southern portion of 

the site , and 12 surface soil samples will be collected as part of soil borings to be performed . 

Also, Thirty-six (36) total subsurface soil samples will be collected from the 18 proposed soil 

borings. The soil sampling procedures are described in Appendix A, Field Sampling and 

Analysis Plan. 

All surface soil samples collected in Areas 1 and 2 (a total of 45 samples) will be screened 

for chromium. In Area 1, the 13 samples that have the highest concentrations of chromium 

and in Area 2, the 10 samples with the highest concentrations of chromium (a total of 23 
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samples) will undergo the full analyses specified in section 4 .2 .7,Analytical Program. Also , 

to evaluate the potential for false negatives in the chromium screening results, 3 of the 12 

"clean" samples in Area 1 and 2 of the 10 "clean" samples from Area 2 will undergo Level IV 

analyses . The 12 surface soil samples collected in Area 3, the 7 surface soil samples collected 

from the eastern portion of the site, the 4 surface soil samples from the former building 

location, the 3 surface soil samples near the water tank and berm, the 4 surface soil samples 

from the cleared area, and all of the soil samples collected from the soil borings (a total of 

80 samples) will undergo the full analyses specified in Section 4.2.7,Analytical Program. 

4.2.4 Surface Water and Sediment Investigation 

A review of the of the surface water and sediment samples collected for the ESI indicates 

that these media have been impacted by metals, SVOCs and pesticides. The presence of 

pesticides is probably not due to the activities at the Munitions Washout Facility, rather, these 

compounds may be due to the use of the land for farming before 1941 when the Army bought 

the property . The metals and the SVOCs, however, are probably the result of activities at 

the Munitions Washout Facility. To further refine the locations of potential source areas, and 

to define the fullest extent of impacts, an extensive surface water and sediment sampling 

program is proposed . Surface water and sediment samples are proposed to be collected at 

200-foot intervals along the entire length of the two main drainage ditches at the site. 

Samples are also proposed to be collected in many of the smaller drainage ditches at the site 

and in Indian Creek. A total of 46 surface water and sediment samples will be collected ( 42 

from on-site and 4 from Indian Creek). 

The proposed locations for 42 surface water and sediment samples to be collected on-site are 

shown in Figure 4-2 . Surface water and sediment sampling will be conducted in areas of 

SEAD-4 that have the potential for acting as an exposure pathway, transporting contaminants 

off-site or infiltrating into the soil and percolating to groundwater. The surface water and 

sediment sampling procedures are described in Appendix A, Field Sample and Analysis Plan. 

The surface water and sediment samples will be tested according to the analyses described in 

section 4.2. 7,Analytical Program. 

It was reported by a former SEDA employee that wastewater from the washout process may 

have been released into Indian Creek, from the north side of Indian Creek Road. Based on 

this information, it was assumed that a point discharge occurred from the north side of the 

road where it crosses Indian Creek. A total of four surface water and sediment samples will 

be collected from Indian Creek in this area in order to evaluate the point discharge. Two 

samples are proposed to be collected upstream of Indian Creek Road and two sample are 

proposed to be collected downstream of Indian Creek Road. The surface water and sediment 

samples from Indian Creek will also be used to assess the presence and extent of impacts 

from SEAD-11. The locations of the surface water and sediment samples to be collected in 
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Indian Creek for the SEAD-4 RI/FS are shown in Figure 4-2. SEAD-4, which could not be 

shown on Figure 4-2 because of the scale of the map, is located approximately 600 feet east 

of sample location SW /SD4-51 . 

4.2-5 Groundwater Investigation 

The locations of proposed and existing monitoring wells are shown in Figure 4-3. The goals 

of the groundwater investigation during the RI are to determine the extent of groundwater 

contamination, to characterize the aquifer and to determine the direction and rate of 

groundwater flow. To accomplish this, 13 monitoring wells will be installed in addition to the 

five existing monitoring wells at the Munitions Washout Facility. Eight of the monitoring 

wells will be screened in the till/weathered shale aquifer and five will be screened in the 

upper 10 feet of competent shale. 

The pond water has been demonstrated to contain metals concentrations exceeding the 

respective T AGM values, and the monitoring wells located downgradient of the pond 

contained two metals at concentrations higher than their respective T AGM values. To 

further monitor the infiltration and percolation of the impacted surface water from the pond 

to the groundwater two additional till/weathered shale monitoring wells are proposed to 

supplement the monitoring well that already exists downgradient of the pond . The array of 

three monitoring wells downgradient of the pond will be spaced approximately 150 feet from 

each other. The monitoring wells are placed so that radial flow away from the area of the 

pond may be monitored. 

Also, to investigate the possibility of radial flow from the pond a staff guage will be installed 

in the pond and surveyed . 

To address any impacts to groundwater from releases at the former building foundation along 

North-South Baseline Road (in the northwestern portion of the site) , one well will be 

installed west of this foundation. 

Surface and subsurface samples collected from the soil boring that was located immediately 

to the west of former Building T30 contained metals that exceed the respective T AGM 

values . To monitor the groundwater in this area, a till/weathered shale monitoring well is 

proposed to be installed at the location where soil boring SB4-10 was performed. 
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Because Building 2084 appears to be a source of the metals and SVOC impacts identified in 

the western drainage ditch, a till/weathered shale monitoring well will be installed directly 

downgradient of Building 2084. 

Buildings 2085 was the main receiving building for munitions that came to the site for 

renovation or washout, and Building 2078 was one of the main ammunition renovation 

workshops. Either of these buildings may be a source of metals , SVOCs or explosive 

compounds, and a till/weathered shale monitoring well is proposed immediately downgradient 

of each. 

An additional background till/weathered shale monitoring well has been proposed on the 

northeast edge of the site to supplement the · existing background monitoring well at the 

eastern edge of the site. 

To address potential impacts to the shallow bedrock aquifer and to define vertical gradients , 

5 shallow bedrock monitoring wells will be installed adjacent to till/weathered shale 

monitoring wells to provide 5 well pairs at SEAD-4. The 5 bedrock wells will be installed 

adjacent to the following wells: MW4-1 (background well); MW4-2, MW4-3, MW4-4 and 

MW 4-9. The wells will be installed in the upper 10 feet of the competent shale aquifer using 

rock coring methods described in Appendix A. 

Installation and development procedures for overburden (till/weathered shale) and bedrock 

(competent shale) monitoring wells are described in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis 

Plan. All monitoring wells will be properly developed prior to sampling. Groundwater 

sampling procedures are described in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. Two 

separate rounds of groundwater sampling will be performed. The groundwater samples will 

be tested according to the analyses described in section 4.2.7,Analytical Program. 

Aquifer testing will be performed at the 18 monitoring wells. In-situ hydraulic conductivity 

tests will be performed on the 18 monitoring wells using either a rising or falling head test. 

Also, vertical connection tests will be performed at the 5 paired well locations. Three rounds 

of water levels will be measured at each of the monitoring wells at SEAD-4 to further define 

the groundwater flow at the site. Procedures for in-situ conductivity tests vertical connection 

tests and water level measurements are outlined in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis 

Plan. 
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If pink water is encountered during the development or sampling of monitoring wells at 

SEAD-4, then investigation derived waste disposal for the liquid will be in accordance with 

the RCRA requirements for K047 wastes. 

These requirements are in addition to the investigation derived waste management procedures 

described in Section 3.14 of the Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan. 

4.2.6 Ecological Investigation 

The following procedure for the ecological investigation was developed from the New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Fish and Wildlife Impact 

Analysis for Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites (1994). The purpose of the ecological 

investigation is to determine if aquatic and terrestrial resources have been affected by a 

release of contaminants from the site. The investigation will be completed in two parts . The 

first part will be the site description, which will involve the accumulation of data describing 

the physical characteristics of the site, as well as the identification of aquatic and terrestrial 

resources present or expected to be present at the site. The second part will be the 

contaminant-specific impact analysis , which involves the determination of whether the 

Jul y, 1996 
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identified aquatic and terrestrial resources have been impacted by contaminants that have 

been released at the site. The second part of the ecological investigation is dependent upon 

the chemical analyses of the samples collected for the RI, described in Sections 4.2.3through 

4.2.5. 

The ecological investigation will involve wetlands delineation. Recently the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service mapped all of the wetlands on the 10,000 acre SEDA site as part of the 

BRAC closure of the depot. And these wetland maps will provide the basis for the wetland 

maps developed for SEAD-4 and the reach of Indian Creek from which surface water and 

sediment samples will be performed . And , if necessary wetlands will be mapped using the 

methods described in the Generic RI/FS Work Plan. 

The ecological investigation and the chemical characterization of various media on-site 

provides information that will be used for the Ecological Risk Assessment. This assessment 

will follow the "Procedural Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment at U.S . Army Sites", 

(Edgewood Research, Development & Engineering Center, ERDEC-TR-221; December, 

1994) which is patterned after the paradigm put forward in the 1992 EPA report entitled 

"Framework for Ecological Risk Assessment." 

4.2.6.1 Site Description 

The purpose of the site description is to determine whether aquatic and terrestrial resources 

are present at the site and if they were present at the site prior to contaminant introduction; 

and if they were present prior to contaminant introduction, to provide the appropriate 

information to design a remedial investigation of the resources. The information to be 

gathered includes site maps, descriptions of aquatic and terrestrial resources at the site, the 

assessment of the value of the aquatic and terrestrial resources, and the appropriate 

contaminant-specific and site-specific regulatory criteria applicable to the remediation of the 

identified aquatic and terrestrial resources. 

A topographic map showing the site and documented aquatic and terrestrial resources within 

a two mile radius from the site will be obtained. The aquatic and terrestrial resources of 

concern are Significant Habitats as defined by the New York State Natural Heritage Program; 

habitats supporting endangered, threatened or rare species or species of concern; regulated 

wetlands; wild and scenic rivers; significant coastal zones; streams; lakes; and other major 

resources. 
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A map showing the major vegetative communities within a half mile radius of the site will be 

developed. The major vegetative communities will include wetlands, aquatic habitats, 

NYSDEC Significant Habitats, and areas of special concern. These covertypes will be 

identified using the NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program descriptions and classifications of 

natural communities . 

To describe the covertypes at the site, the abundance, distribution, and density of the typical 

vegetative species will be identified . To describe the aquatic habitats at the site, the 

abundance and distribution of aquatic vegetation will be identified. The physical 

characteristics of the aquatic habitats will also be described and will include parameters such 

as the water chemistry, water temperature, dissolved oxygen content, depth, sediment 

chemistry, discharge, flow rate, gradient, stream-bed morphology, and stream classification. 

The aquatic and terrestrial species that are expected to be associated with each covertype and 

aquatic habitat will be determined . In particular, endangered, threatened and rare species, 

as well as species of concern, will be identified. Alterations in biota, such as reduced 

vegetation growth or quality will be described. Alterations in, or absence of, the expected 

distribution or assemblages of wildlife will be described. 

A qualitative assessment will be conducted evaluating the ability of the area within a half mile 

of the site to provide a habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species . The factors that will be 

considered will include the species' food requirements and the seasonal cover, bedding sites, 

breeding sites and roosting sites that the habitats provide. 

The current and potential use of the aquatic and terrestrial resources of the site by humans 

will be assessed. Included with the assessment of the site, the area within a half mile of the 

site, documented resources within two miles of the site, and documented resources 

downstream of the site that are potentially affected by contaminants will also be assessed . 

Human use of the resources that will be considered will be activities such as hunting, fishing , 

wildlife observation, scientific studies, agriculture, forestry , and other recreational and 

economic activities. 

The appropriate regulatory criteria will be identified for the remediation of aquatic and 

terrestrial resources and will include both site-specific and contaminant-specific criteria. 
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4.2.6.2 Contaminant-Specific Impact Analysis 

Information from the site description developed in Section 4 .2.6.1 and from the 

characterization of the contaminants at the site developed from the results of the RI will be 

used to assess the impacts of contaminants on aquatic and terrestrial resources. The impact 

analysis will involve three steps, each using progressively more specific information and fewer 

conservative assumptions and will depend upon the conclusion reached at the previous step 

regarding the degree of impact. If minimal impact can be demonstrated at a specific step, 

additional steps will not be conducted. 

Pathway Analysis 

A pathway analysis will be performed identifying aquatic and terrestrial resources , 

contaminants of concern and potential pathways of contaminant migration and exposure. 

After performing the pathway analysis, if no significant resources or potential pathways are 

present, or if results from field studies show that contaminants have not migrated to a 

resource along a potential pathway, the impact on aquatic and terrestrial resources will be 

considered to be minimal and additional impact analyses will not be performed. 

Criteria-Specific Analysis 

Presuming that the presence of contaminated resources and pathways of migration of site­

related contaminants has been established, the contaminant levels identified in the field 

investigation will be compared with available numerical criteria or criteria developed according 

to methods established as part of the criteria. If contaminant levels are below criteria, the 

impact on resources will be considered to be minimal and additional impact analyses will not 

be performed. If numerical criteria are exceeded or if they do not exist and cannot be 

developed, an analysis of the toxicological effects will be performed. 

Analysis of Toxicological Effects 

The analysis of toxicological effects is based on the assumption that the presence of 

contaminated resources and pathways of migration of site-related contaminants has been 

established. The purpose of the analysis of toxicological effects is to assess the degree to 

which contaminants have affected the productivity of a population, a community, or an 
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ecosystem and the diversity of species assemblages, species communities or an entire 

ecosystem through direct toxicological and indirect ecological effects. 

A number of approaches are available to conduct an analysis of toxicological effects. One 

or more of the four following approaches will be used to assess the toxicological effects. 

• Indicator Species Analysis-A toxicological analysis for a indicator species will be used 
if the ecology of the resource and the exposure scenarios are simple. This approach 

assumes that exposure to contaminants is continuous throughout the entire life cycle 

and does not vary among individuals. 

• Population Analysis-A population level analysis is relevant to and will be used for 
the evaluation of chronic toxicological effects of contaminants to an entire population 

or to the acute toxicological effect of contaminant exposure limited to specific classes 

of organisms within a population. 

• Community Analysis- A community with highly interdependent species including 
highly specialized predators, highly competitive species, or communities whose 

composition and diversity is dependent on a key-stone species , will be analyzed for 

alternations in diversity due to contaminant exposure. 

• Ecosystem Analysis-If contaminants are expected to uniformly affect physiological 
processes that are associated with energy transformation within a specific trophic 

July, 1996 

level , an analysis of the effects of contaminant exposure on trophic structure and 

trophic function within an ecosystem will be performed. Bioconcentration, 

bioaccumulation, biomagnification, etc., are concepts that may be used to evaluate the 

potential effects of contaminant transfer on trophic dynamics. 
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4.2.7 Analytical Program 

A total of 50 surface soil samples will be collected for Level II total chromium screening. A 

total of 89 soil samples , 6 soil/debris samples, 18 groundwater samples and 46 surface water 

and sediment samples will be collected from SEAD-4 for Level IV analyses . All of these 

samples will be analyzed for the following: Target Compound List volatile organic compounds 

(EPA Method 524.2 on groundwater), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides/ 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), Target Analyte List metals and cyanide according to the 

NYSDEC Contract Laboratory Program Statement of Work; explosive compounds by EPA 

Method 8330; and nitrate-nitrogen by EPA Method 352.1. Additional analyses to be 

performed on specific media are provided below. 

Six (6) subsurface samples from two soil boring locations will be tested for TOC, grain size 

distribution (including the distribution within the silt and clay size fraction), cation exchange 

capacity, pH and density. The 18 groundwater samples will be analyzed for volatile organic 

compounds by EPA Method 524.2 . The 46 surface water samples will also be analyzed for 

pH, hardness , TOC, total suspended solids, total dissolved solids , alkalinity, ammonia, 

nitrate/nitrite-nitrogen, and phosphate. The 46 sediment samples will also be analyzed for 

TOC, grain size distribution (including the distribution within the silt and clay size fractions), 

cation exchange capacity, pH and density. The methods by which these analyses will be 

performed are given in Appendix C, Chemical Data Acquisition Plan. 

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) sampling requirements are described in Section 

5.3 of Appendix C, Chemical Data Acquisition Plan. Analyses for all of the media to be 

sampled are summarized in Table 4-1. A detailed description of these methods , as well as lists 

of each compound included in each of the categories is presented in Appendix C, Chemical 

Data Acquisition Plan. 

4.2.8 Surveying 

Surveying will be performed at SEAD-4 for the following purposes: 

• Locate all of the environmental sampling points 
• Map the direction and compute the velocity of groundwater movement 
• Serve as the basis for volume estimates of impacted soil and sediment which may 

require a remedial action 

• Map the extent of any impacted groundwater above established ARAR limits 
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voes SVOCs Ex0losives Pesl/Pcbs 
NYSDEC EPA NYSOEC EPA NYSDEC 

ICL Method TCL Method TCL 

Metals 
NYSDEC 

Chromium TAL 

Table 4-1 

Summary of Sampling and Analyses 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 

SEAD-4 

Nitrate~itroaen Grain Size• 
EPA ASTM 

oH 
EPA 

Method Method Method 
MEDIA NYSDEC CLP 524.2 rev. 4 NYSDEC CLP 1330 NYSDEC CLP Screenina NYSDEC CLP MCAWW353.2 0 :422~3 150.1/9045" 

Soil Surface 56 0 56 56 56 50 56 56@ 2 2 
Subsurface <14 0 44 <14 44 0 44 44@ 4 4 

Soil/Debris 6 0 6 6 6 0 6 0 0 0 
......... ._ 

Groundwater 0 ts 18 18 18 0 18 18 0 0 

Surface water 46 0 46 46 46 0 46 46 0 43 

Sediment 46 0 46 46 46 0 46 46@ 43 0 

Noles: 
1) • Gr.in size a~lysis includes determination of the gr.in size distribution 'Nithin the silt and clay size hction. 
2) @ Method for soil samples will be modified. For soils, a known quantity of soil will be mixed with a known volume of water, stirred , then filtered lo form .an aqueous extr.ct . 
3) f Method 9045 will be used for soil samples. Method 150.1 will be used for waler samples. 
4) • Method 41 5.1 win be used for water and the Ltyod Kahn Method will be used for soils. 
5) QAJQC samples are not included in the totals shown above . QAJQC sampling requirements are described in Section 5.3 of Appendix C of the Generic lnstanation RI/FS Wor1cplan. 
6) EPA • Environmental Protection Agency 
7) ASTM • Americ.an Society for Testing and Materials 
B) COE .. Corps of Engineers 

H:\eng\seneca\scoping\sead4\lb'4-1 .wk4 

Hardness TSS TOS Alkalinity Ammonia Phos0hate Cat Ex Cap. Density TOC 

EPA EPA EPA EPA EPA EPA EPA COE EPA 
Method Method Method Method Method Method Method Method Metnoa 

130.2 160.2 160.1 310.1/310.2 350.1/350.2 365.2 9011 1110 415.1/llovd Kahn.., 

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

43 43 43 43 43 43 0 0 43 

0 0 0 0 43 43 43 43 43 
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The location, identification, coordinates and elevations of all the control points recovered 

and/or established at the site and all of the soil borings, monitoring wells (new and existing) 

and all surface soil, sediment and surface water sampling points and the staff gauge will be 

surveyed and plotted on the site base map to show their location with respect to surface 

features within the project area. Site surveys will be performed in accordance with good land 

surveying practices and will conform to all pertinent state laws and regulations governing land 

surveying. The surveyor shall be licensed and registered in New York. A detailed discussion 

of the site field survey requirements is presented in Appendix A, Field Sampling and Analysis 

Plan. 

4.3 DATA REDUCTION, ASSESSMENT AND INTERPRETATION 

Data reduction, assessment, and interpretation is discussed in the Generic Installation Rf IFS 

Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

To determine if the air pathway is significant, air dispersion modeling will be performed. The 

protocol described in the Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (EPA, 1988) will be 

followed in order to evaluate the total emission rates for this transport mechanism. This 

method is further defined in Agricultural Handbook No. 346, "Wind Erosion Forces in the 

United States and Their Use in Predicting Soil Loss," (USDA, 1968). This technique, which 

estimates annual losses of surface soil to wind erosion, will be used to estimate the potential 

particulate emissions of hazardous constituents associated with the surface soils at the site. 

The results of the dispersion modeling will provide useful information for the risk assessment. 

4.4 BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT 

The baseline risk assessment is discussed in the Generic Installation RIIFS Workplan that serves 

as a supplement to this Rf IFS Project Scoping Plan. 

Because SEDA has recently been added to the BRAC list, the scenarios evaluated in the 

baseline risk assessment will be based on the community reuse plan, as described in BRAC 

guidance. Therefore, the future receptors currently listed in the Risk Assessment section of 

the Generic Installation RI/FS workplan will be revised when the community reuse plan is 

written. 
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4.5 DATA REPORTING 

Data reporting is discussed in the Generic Installation Rf IFS Workplan that serves as a 

supplement to this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan. 

4.6 TASK PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE RI 

General information about the Task Plan Summary is given in the Generic Installation RIIFS 

Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project Scoping Plan. 

A detailed Task Plan Summary that indicates the number and type of samples to be collected 

at SEAD-4 is provided in Table 4-1. 
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5.0 TASK PLAN FOR THE FEASIBILITY STUDY {FS) 

The task plan for the FS is given in the Generic Installation RIIFS Workplan that serves as a 

supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

5.1 DEVELOPMENT OF OBJECTIVES 

A discussion of the development of objectives for the FS is given in the Generic Installation RI IFS 

Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

5.2 SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES 

A discussion of the screening of alternatives for the FS is given in the Generic Installation RI IFS 

Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

Additionally, as part of the FS process, at least one innovative technology will be evaluated 

for the Munition Washout Facility. 

5.3 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

A discussion of the detailed analysis of alternatives for the FS is given in the Generic Installation 

RIIFS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

Additionally, as part of the FS process , at least one innovative technology will be evaluated 

for the Munition Washout Facility. 

5.4 TASK PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE FS 

The task plan summary for the FS is given in the Generic Installation RI/GS Workplan that serves 

as a supplement to this RIIFS Project Scoping Plan. 

The remedial action cost estimate for the RI/FS report will be prepared in accordance with 

ER 1110-3-1301. Additionally, the estimate for the selected plan will be prepared using 

MCASES Gold Software, and structured using the Remedial Action Work Breakdown 

Structure (RA-WBS). 
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6.0 PLANS AND MANAGEMENT 

The purpose of this workplan is to present and describe the activities that will be required 

for the site Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study at SEAD-4. The Field Sampling and 

Analyses Plan (Appendix A), details procedures which will be used during the field activities . 

Included in this plan are procedures for sampling soil , sediment, surface water, fish , shellfish 

and groundwater. Also included in this plan are procedures for developing and installing 

monitoring wells, measuring water levels and packaging and shipment of samples. 

The Health and Safety Plan (Appendix B) details procedures to be followed during field 

activities to protect personnel involved in the field program. 

The Chemical Data Acquisition Plan (Appendix C) describes the procedures to be 

implemented to assure the collection of valid data . It also describes the laboratory and field 

analytical procedures which will be utilized during the RI . The contracted laboratory is 

Inchape Testing Services (Aquatec Laboratory). 

6.1 SCHEDULING 

The proposed schedule for the RI/FS at SEAD-4 is shown in Figure 6-1. Because the start 

date was unknown at the time of the preparation of this Scoping Plan, the times indicates are 

relative to arbitrary start data. 

6.2 STAFFING 

The staffing for the RI/FS at SEAD-4 is shown on Figure 6-2 . 
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Figure 6-1 

Project Schedule for SEAD-4 (start date is uncertain) 
Jul Au ust 

ID Task Name Duration Start Finish 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 

1 Building Inspection 6d Mon 1/6/97 Mon 1/13/97 

2 Mark Geophysical Locations 1d Tue 1/14/97 Tue 1/14/97 

3 EM Survey (15 lines at 400' ea) 3d Wed 1/15/97 Fri 1/17/97 

4 GPA Survey (15 lines at 400' ea) 3d Mon 1/20/97 Wed 1/22/97 

5 Magnetic Locator/backhoe (at outfall) 2d Thu 1/23/97 Fri 1/24/97 

6 Mark Sample locations 2d Mon 1/27/97 Tue 1/28/97 

7 Surface Soil Sampling 9d Wed 1/29/97 Mon 2/10/97 

8 Surface Water/Sediment Sampling 12d Tue 2/11/97 Wed 2/26/97 

9 Ecological Investigation 21d Mon 1/27/97 Mon 2/24/97 

10 Soil Borings 9d Thu 2/27/97 Tue 3/11 /97 

11 Monitoring Well Installation 8d Wed 3/12/97 Fri 3/21/97 

12 Monitoring Well Development 4d Mon 3/24/97 Thu 3/27/97 

13 Ground Water Sampling 1 7d Thu 4/17/97 Fri 4/25/97 

14 Groundwater Sampling 2 6d Wed 7/23/97 Wed 7/30/97 

15 Water Level Measurements 1 1d Fri 3/28/97 Fri 3/28/97 

16 Water Level Measurements 2 1d Thu 4/17/97 Thu 4/17/97 

17 Water Level Measurements 3 1d Wed 7/23/97 Wed 7/23/97 

18 Aqufier Testing 4d Mon 4/28/97 Thu 5/1/97 

19 Sample Analysis 141d Fri 1/31/97 Thu 8/14/97 

22 Data Validation 1 63d Fri 2/28/97 Mon 5/26/97 

23 Data Validation 2 7d Fri 8/22/97 Mon 9/1/97 

24 Surveying 1 3d Mon 1/6/97 Wed 1/8/97 B 
25 Surveying 2 14d Mon 3/24/97 Wed 4/9/97 

26 Field Activity Reports 65d Wed 2/5/97 Mon 5/5/97 

31 Field Sampling Letter Reports 1d Wed 4/16/97 Wed 4/16/97 

Project: 
Date: Fri 7/19/96 

Task rolled up task 
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APPENDIX A 

FIELD SAMPLING AND 
ANALYSIS PLAN 



Appendix A information is contained in the Generic Installation 
RI/FS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project 
Scoping Plan 



APPENDIX B 

HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN 



Appendix B information is contained in the Generic Installation 
Rl/FS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this Rl/FS Project 
Scoping Plan 



APPENDIX C 

CHEMICAL DATA AQUISffiON PLAN 



Appendix C information is contained in the Generic Installation 
RI/FS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project 
Scoping Plan 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICES ENDAGERED AND 

THREATENED SPECIES LEITER 



Appendix D information is contained in the Generic Installation 
RI/FS Workplan that serves as a supplement to this RI/FS Project 
Scoping Plan 



APPENDIX E 

RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS 



EPA 

General Comments 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment #2 

Response #2 

Specific Comments 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

Comments for 
Draft SEAD-4 Project Scoping Plan 

for Performing a CERCLA Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Munitions Washout 

Facility and Leach Field 

In several locations throughout the document ES states that groundwater 
samples exceed the TAGM values. This is an incorrect as TAGM values 
are soil cleanup objectives, and not groundwater guidance values. ES 
should use Federal MCLs and the NYSDEC Class GA standards in 
comparison to existing groundwater analytical data. 

Agreed. Groundwater analytical data will be compared to NYSDEC 
Class GA Standards and Federal MCLs in the RI that will be prepared for 
SEAD-4. As a note, both NYSDEC Class GA and EPA MCLs were 
provided in Table 3-3 . The references to T AGM values for groundwater 
samples has been changed on page 3-37. 

The table of contents is missing the appropriate page numbers. 

Agreed. Page numbers have been added to the Table of Contents. 

Page 3-2, p4: The third building which is referenced appears on the site 
map to be closer to 300 feet from the washout building than the 400 feet 
cited in the text. 

Agreed. The distance to the third building has been changed to 
"approximately 300 feet" on Page 3-2, as noted in the comment. 

Page 3-4, p3 : The text should more clearly define the nature of the 
"several underground piping structures" in the area of the suspected leach 
field . Subsequently on Page 3-12 text indicates that the GPR survey 
detected "no pronounced linear anomalies or pipes" in this area. If this is 
the case, how was the presence of "piping structures" determined? Also, 
an outfall to a drainage ditch is mentioned in the text. Is it possible to 
televise or otherwise trace (such as by trenching) this structure since it 
appears that it may have been a significant contaminant transport route? 

Agreed. The text on Page 3-4 has been modified to include an explanation 
of how the presence of piping structures was determined on this portion of 
the site. With regard to the second part of the comment that refers to the 



Comment #3 

Response #3 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #5 

Response #5 

Comment #6 

Response #6 

Comment #7 

outfall, we proposes to use geophysics and, if necessary, a backhoe to 
trace the outfall pipe to its source . The text was changed in Section 4.2.2 
to reflect the added field investigations . 

Figure 3-7 : The data presented on this figure have been rounded to the 
nearest tenth of a foot. However, the data presented in Table 3-1 is shown 
to the nearest 0.01 feet. The data presented in the figure should be the 
same as shown in the table and the contouring should be checked. 

Agreed. The data presented on Figure 3-7 has been changed to the nearest 
0.01 feet, as shown in Table 3-1. 

Figure 3-8: The symbol presented for the surface water/sediment 
sampling locations is not consistent between the legend and the main body 
of the figure. The sampling location SB4-l , was not found on the figure. 

Agreed. The symbol for the surface water/sediment sampling locations 
(SW/SD4- l and SW/SD4-2) was refined so that it is consistent with the 
symbol used in the legend. Also, the borings SB4- l through SB4-5 were 
identified on Figure 3-8; they are associated with wells MW4- l through 
MW4-5. 

Section 3.2, Page 3-69: If the future plans for the facility and the future 
use scenarios will be proposed as part of the feasibility study as indicated 
in the current text, it is not clear how the future use scenarios will be 
evaluated in the baseline risk assessment; this statement should be 
clarified. 

Agreed. The text on page 3-69 has been modified so that it is clear that, 
although future use scenarios are developed for SEAD-4 for the risk 
assessment (Section 3.2.3), the actual future use at SEAD-4 will be 
determined by the Army according to BRAC regulations . 

Page 3-73 , Bullet 3: The need for the comparison of the data to other 
sites is unclear, since the surface water/sediment samples collected from 
this site are most likely to be affected by upgradient sources rather that 
regional sources. The samples collected from this site should be 
compared to upgradient sampling locations . 

Agreed. the text on page 3-73 has been modified to state that the sediment 
data from SEAD-4 will be compared to background sediment data from 
SEAD-4. 

Section 4.2.1 , Building Inspection: Based on the results of the building 
inspections, additional samples from floor drains , vents/exhaust fans , etc. 
may be appropriate. 
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Response #7 

Comment #8 

Response #8 

Comment #9 

Agreed. Based on the results of the building inspections, one sample from 
each building will be collected. Details of the sampling are presented in 
Section 4.2.1. 

Section 4.2 .3.1: During the ESI, a single soil boring (SB4-6) was 
conducted to the southwest of the former building location which is 
approximately 350 feet east-southeast of the pond. While the results of 
soil samples for SB4-6 did not indicate contamination, several surface soil 
samples in the immediate vicinity of the former building should be 
collected to confirm these results. 

During the ESI, several sernivolatile compounds were detected below 
TAGM values in surface sample SS4-7, located at the northern edge of 
the berm to the northeast of the washout building. The surface soil 
sampling program proposed in the work plan does not include any 
additional sampling in this area to evaluate if this sample was from the 
margin of an area of higher contamination. Several surface soil samples 
should be collected from this area to confirm the previous sampling result. 

The figure used in this section shows a cleared area of land approximately 
800 feet to the southwest of the pond with a connecting road to the North 
South Baseline Road. Has the prior use of this area been determined? 
Based on the available information for this area, surface soil sampling 
may be appropriate. 

Agreed. Four surface soil samples have been proposed immediately 
outside the walls of the former building located approximately 350 feet 
east-southeast of the pond. These samples will address any impacts that 
may not have been detected in the soil samples collected from SB4-6 
during the ESL 

Agreed. Three additional samples have been proposed to be collected 
around sample SS4-7 to evaluate the hypothesis that the semi volatile 
organics detected during the ESI are part of an area of higher impacts. 

Agreed. While there is no direct evidence of historical release in this area, 
the dirt road that leads to this area is suspect and it could have been used 
for access and disposal of materials related to the Munitions Washout 
Facility. Therefore, to address this area, four surface soil samples will 
collected. The text on page 4.2 .3.1 was modified to include this added 
sampling. 

Section 4.2.3 .1 , Page 4-4, p4: The use of laboratory screening for 
chromium is appropriate for surface soil samples. However, the work 
plan proposes to use this screening to select only the most contaminated 
soil samples for Level IV analysis. A small percentage of samples which 
the Level II screening indicates which are "clean" should also be 
submitted for Level IV analysis to confirm that the screening is not biased 
low. 
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Response #9 

Comment #10 

Response #10 

Comment #11 

Response #11 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Comment #13 

Disagree. Because the chromium screening analytical method is the same 
as the Level IV method (NYSDEC CLP), there is no reason to analyze the 
samples two times by the same method. As stated in the SEAD-4 Work 
Plan, the screening analyses will not include a NYSDEC ASP Category A 
deliverable, but the Level IV data will include such a deliverable. 

Section 4.2.3.1, Page 4-5 , p2: The surface soil sampling locations in the 
vicinity of Building 2073 should be moved closer to the building, to within 
approximately 20 feet, in order to better evaluate the potential for 
contamination related to the building. 

Agreed. The locations of the samples will be moved to within 20 feet of 
Building 2073. 

Section 4.2.3 .2, Page 4-6, p4: The rationale for locating the proposed soil 
borings in the area of foundation (SB4- l 6 and SB4- l 7) should be 
provided. Is it not possible that the north/northeast (backside of the 
building) is an area where a surface discharge could have occurred? 

Agreed. Currently, there is no evidence to suggest that one side of the 
building is more likely to have a release than any other, and the two 
proposed borings (SB4- l 6 and SB4- l 7) were originally located on the 
downgradient sides of the building. However, because the comment 
indicates that more borings are necessary to investigate a possible release 
around this building, two additional borings are proposed for the 
north/northeastern and southeastern sides of the building. The changes 
were made on page 4-6 and Figure 4-1. 

Page 4-7: The text in paragraphs 2 and 4 conflicts. In paragraph 2 the 
text states that 15 soil borings will be conducted, but in paragraph 4 the 
text states that 16 soil borings will be conducted. This contradiction 
should be corrected. 

Agreed. The discrepancy on page 4-7 has been corrected. 

Figure 4-2: It appears as if the proposed sediment/surface water sampling 
location SW/SD4-30 is for all practical purposes the same as the sediment 
sampling location SD4-5 from the ESI. If this is the case, then there is no 
reason to recollect a sediment sample. Although the work plan text 
concludes on page 3-5 that it is unlikely that wastewater was discharged 
from Building 2084, there is conflicting information on this point. 
Because of this it may be warranted to collect a sediment sample from the 
drainage which is located to the northeast of Building 2084. 

Figure 3-6 indicates that surface water flow in the drainage ditch to the 
northeast of Building 2073 divides approximately 300 feet downgradient 
from Building 2073. Figure 4-2 concentrates the sediment/surface water 
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Response #13 

Comment #14 

Response #14 

Comment #15 

sampling locations along the northwest-southeast trending arm of this 
drainage ditch. An additional sampling location on the north-south 
trending arm near the division of this drainage ditch would be appropriate. 
An additional sediment sample on the northwest-southeast trending 
drainage way which drains from the berm to the west of Building 2073 
should also be collected. 

Agreed. However, as a point of clarification, the sample location referred 
to in the comment is SW/SD4-38 not SW/SD4-30. The two sample 
locations SW4-5 and SW/SD4-38 do coincide, however, because surface 
water data was not previously collected from this location, we propose to 
retain this sample location for this phase of the investigation - also this 
would ensure that the chemical database is complete for all media in the 
drainage swales. And, as recommended in the comment, a sample 
location was added to the drainage swale northeast of the building 2084 
(SW/SD4-49). Changes to the Scoping Plan were made on page 4-8 and 
Figure 4-2. 

Agreed. Two additional sample locations were added. Additional sample 
locations have been added to the north-south trending arm of the drainage 
ditch (SW/SD4-50), and to the northwest-southeast trending drainage 
ditch that drains from the berm west of Building 2073 (SW/SD4-5 1). The 
changes in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan were made on page 4-8 and Figure 
4-2. 

Section 4.2.5: There is no discussion in the work plan of evaluating the 
vertical extent of potential groundwater contamination. The potential for 
vertical transport of contaminants in the groundwater should be discussed 
here or in Section 3 .1, Conceptual Site Model. The need or lack of need 
for paired monitoring wells to evaluate vertical groundwater flow 
directions should be discussed. 

Agreed. On the basis of hydrologic data collected at two other sites at 
SEDA (Ash Landfill and SEAD-25) and on the chemical data collected 
for the ESI at SEAD-4, we believed that the potential for vertical 
migration is low and, therefore, no paired (i .e. , bedrock) wells are 
necessary. A discussion of the potential for vertical (i.e. , downward) 
migration of the constituents of concern at SEAD-4 (predominantly metals 
and semivolatiles) has been added to Sections 3. 1.1. 3 and 3. 1.1.4, and 
page 4-10 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan .. 

Section 4. 2. 5, Page 4-10, p 1 : The text indicates that "All monitoring 
wells will be screened in the saturated overburden overlying the shale 
bedrock". This appears to conflict with the statement in Section 3.6, Page 
3-73 , Bullet 2 that wells will be installed in the "till/weathered shale 
aquifer". The intent of the work plan should be clarified to avoid 
confusion during field activities. 
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Response #15 

Comment #16 

Response #16 

Comment #17 

Agreed. Although the two statements were intended to mean the same 
thing, they were unintentionally worded differently. To avoid any 
confusion, the text on page 4-10 has been changed to read, "till/weathered 
shale aquifer" and not "screened in the saturated overburden overlying the 
shale bedrock. " 

Figure 4-3: The work plan proposes to install three additional monitoring 
wells to the west of the pond to evaluate possible radial flow from the 
pond. Radial flow may occur from the pond but given its size the 
horizontal effects of any such radial flow is likely to be limited. It is 
recommended that the westernmost of these proposed wells (MW 4-7) be 
relocated. The proposed location is on the west side of North South 
Baseline Road, downgradient of the former building foundation . This 
location will provide for monitoring of this former building as well as 
additional monitoring of the suspected leach field. 

As part of the investigation of radial flow from the pond, a staff gage 
should be installed and surveyed so that surface water elevations can be 
determined. 

The work plan also proposes the installation of MW4-13 to supplement 
the existing background monitoring well MW 4-1. It is recommended that 
this well be relocated so that is on the northeast side of the northwest­
southeast trending drainage ditch which flows along the northeast edge of 
the SEAD. This would place this well in an upgradient position relative 
to the suspected leach field. However, this location would also help to 
evaluate if operation of the suspected leach field resulted in any 
groundwater mounding and contaminant transport in an "upgradient" 
direction. 

Agreed. The proposed well MW 4-7 was moved to the recommended 
location. The changed was made to Section 4.2.5 and Figure 4-3 

Agreed. A staff gauge will be installed in the pond and surveyed to help 
evaluate radial flow from the pond. The changes was made to page 4-10 
and Figure 4-3 of the Scoping Plan. 

Agreed. The proposed background well (MW4-13) was moved to the 
northeast side of the northwest-southeast trending drainage ditch. The 
Change was made on Figure 4-3. 

Section 4.2.6: Although the Ecological Investigation described in Section 
4.2.6 is consistent with the NYSDEC Fish and Wildlife Impact Analysis 
for Inactive Waste Sites (1994), no mention is made of USEPA guidance 
regarding Ecological Risk Assessment. USEP A guidance should be 
considered in the investigation and risk assessment portions of the project. 
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Response #17 

Comment #18 

Response #18 

Comment #19 

Response #19 

Comment #20 

Response 20 

Agreed. We have clarified how the USEPA guidance regarding ecological 
risk characterization fits into the proposed work for the field ecological 
investigation and the ecological risk characterization for SEAD-4. The 
text changes were made to Section 4.2.6 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 

Section 4 .4: A copy of the community reuse plan for the Depot along 
with the proposed Risk Assessment text should be provided when 
complete. 

Agreed. No change was made to the text in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 

Section 6.0, 6.1 & 6.2: The text in these sections has been reversed. In 
addition, the Generic Plan referred the reader to the site specific plans for 
details i.e. , project schedule and staffing, these details have not been 
provided in this plan. 

Agreed. The SEAD-4 Scoping Plan has been revised to contain the 
appropriate project schedule and staffing information for sections 6.1 and 
6.2. 

Appendix C. The plan does not contain the contract laboratories Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) as stated in the generic work plan, this 
should be provided. Once again, this is a recurring cross-referencing error 
that has to be corrected. 

Disagree. Currently, Appendix C of the Generic Installation RI/FS Work 
Plan for Seneca Army Depot does contain a QAPP for the contract 
laboratory, Inchcape Testing Services (Aquatec Laboratories); the latest 
revision to the Generic Workplan (August 1995) was made in December 
1995. The SEAD-4 Scoping Plan correctly states that the Chemical Data 
Acquisition Plan, which contains the QAPP, is contained in the Generic 
Workplan. 

BIOLOGICAL AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GROUP 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Figure 4-2 (continued) illustrates the locations of four sampling points, 
two upstream of Indian Point Road and two downstream from the Road. 
It is unclear why Indian Point Road was chosen to delineate between 
upstream and downstream points . The location of SEAD-4 should be 
provided in this figure, along with the location of the drainage ditch and 
any discharge points into the Creek. In the future RI/FS Report for 
SEAD-4, topographic figures indicating surface water drainage should 
also be provided to illustrate the flow of wastewater and stormwater 
towards the Creek. Sampling should be conducted in depositional areas. 

Agreed. This is because it was reported by former SEDA employees that 
while the washout facility was in operation approximately 100 gallons of 
wastewater were discharged to Indian Creek; it was reported to have been 
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Comment #2 

Response #2 

Comment #3 

Response #3 

transported by vehicles down Indian Creek Road and discharged into 
Indian Creek. Indian Creek Road provides the only access to Indian 
Creek in the vicinity of SEAD-4. We believe that they dumped the 
materials adjacent to the road, which would thus define upstream and 
downstream relative to this location. No change was made to the text in 
the Scoping Plan. 

SEAD-4 was not included on Figure 4-2 because of scale restrictions . 
However, to provide a frame of reference for the reader text has been 
added to page 4-8 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan that states that SEAD-4 is 
located approximately 600 feet east of sample location SW/SD4-5 l . 

Agreed. Currently, Figure 3-6 of the Scoping Plan indicates surface water 
flow directions on and downgradient of SEAD-4; this map shows flow 
towards Indian Creek and we have currently proposed to sample several 
of the drainage ditches west of SEAD-4 that flow towards Indian Creek. 
The four sample locations in Indian Creek, are designed primarily to 
address discharge of wastewater by former washout facility employees 
directly to the creek from Indian Creek Road. We agree that in the future 
RI/FS Report for SEAD-4, topographic figures that indicate surface water 
drainage will be provided to illustrate the flow of wastewater and 
stormwater towards the Creek. Also, we propose to collect surface water 
samples in depositional areas . No changes were made to the SEAD-4 
Scoping Plan. 

All wetland areas associated with Indian Creek and/or SEAD-4 should be 
delineated. In order to comply with federal wetland ARARs, the three 
parameter method should be used to delineate wetlands. Also note that a 
wetlands assessment and restoration plan will be needed fot any wetlands 
impacted of disturbed by contamination or remedial activities . 

Agreed. We agreed that all wetlands associated with SEAD-4 should be 
delineated, and the wetlands that fall within the reach of Indian Creek 
where the four surface water and sediment samples are proposed will also 
be mapped. As a note, all wetlands at SEDA (all 10,000 acres) were 
recently delineated by the U.S . Fish and Wildlife service as part of the 
BRAC closure of SEDA. We intend to use these wetland maps as the 
basis for mapping the wetlands at SEAD-4 and the selected reach of 
Indian Creek. This information was incorporated into Section 4 .2. 6. 1 of 
the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan It is noted that a wetlands assessment and 
restoration plan will be necessary for any wetlands disturbed by 
contamination or remedial activities. 

Soil analysis results are compared to NYSDEC T AGM values which do 
not address ecological concerns . Soil contaminants of concern (COCs) 
for ecological receptors should be screened against site reference values . 

Agreed. Currently, soil analysis results are compared to NYSDEC 
TAGM values in Section 4.0 of an RI report (Nature and Extent of 
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Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #5 

Response #5 

Comment #6 

Response #6 

Comment #7 

Impacts), however, in Section 6.0 of an RI report (Baseline Risk 
Assessment) the soil COCs for ecological receptors are screened against 
site reference values . 

The location of SB4-l , the soil background sample, should be shown in 
Figure 3-8, "Sample Locations for Expanded Site Inspection." 

Agreed. The location of SB4- l has been added to Figure 3-8. 

For intermittent streams, such as drainage swales, surface water and 
sediment sampling should occur during high flow conditions in order to 
assure that water is present for collection (i .e. , that samples can be 
obtained), as well as to characterize storm water patterns. 

Agreed. As a note, the Generic Work Plan currently states that surface 
water and sediment samples will be collected during high flow conditions. 
No change was made to the text in either the SEAD-4 or Generic Work 
Plan. 

BT AG recommends the use of the acute and chronic effect levels from the 
federal ambient water quality criteria (A WQC) appearing in the Federal 
Register, Volume 57, No. 246, Dec. 22, 1992. However, where specific 
contaminants have been dropped (e.g. , 2-4-DNT), the 1987 criteria values 
may still be considered for guidance levels. These numbers should be 
reflected in Table 3-4, "Surface Water Analysis Results. " Further, 
several inorganic analytes are missing from this table including, but not 
limited to arsenic, cadmium, and mercury. Surface water should also 
undergo a full TCL analysis, as SVOCs, pesticides and PCBs are COCs 
at this SEAD. 

Agreed. We will use the acute and chronic levels from the ambient water 
quality criteria (AWQC) appearing in the Federal Register, Volume 57, 
No. 246, December 22, 1992, and where specific constituents have been 
dropped, the 1987 criteria values will still be considered. However, 
Table 3-4 is from the ESI report and we have noted changed it for the 
SEAD-4 Scoping Plan, however, we agree that this comment will be 
incorporated into the SEAD-4 RI tables for surface water/sediment. As a 
note, the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan calls for the following analysis for 
surface water and sediment: TCL VOCs and TCL SVOCs by NYSDEC 
CLP Methods, TCL Pesticides/PCBs by NYSDEC CLP Methods, and 
TAL Metals by NYSDEC CLP Methods as well as other analyses listed 
on Table 4-1. 

In Table 3-5, "Sediment Analysis Results," the reference to the 1989 
NYSDEC Sediment guidance should be revised to the 1994 document. In 
addition, for freshwater sediments, we recommend screening against the 
lowest effect levels (LELs) and severe effect levels (SELs) taken from 
"Guidelines for the Protection and Management of Aquatic Sediment 
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Response #7 

Comment #8 

Response #8 

Comment #9 

Response #9 

Quality in Ontario" (Persaud, et. al. , 1993). These criteria should be 
included in Table 3-5 . 

Agreed. The sediment analysis results table that will be prepared for the 
SEAD-4 RI will reference the 1994 NYSDEC document and use updated 
values. We will also use the 1993 values from the "Guidelines for the 
Protection and Management of Aquatic Sediment Quality in Ontario" in 
the sediment analysis table. Table 3-5 is taken from the ESI report that 
was prepared prior to this workplan and no changes were made to this 
table in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. However, as stated above, the 
sediment analysis results table for the RI will include updated values from 
the recommended documents. 

The main COCs at this facility include explosive compounds. However, 
"explosive compounds do not appear to pose a threat to human or 
environmental receptors" (page 1-13). Documentation supporting this 
statement should be provided. 

Agreed. This statement indicates that explosives do not appear to pose a 
threat to receptors (on the basis of the ESI data), and, we acknowledge 
that this statement is confusing as explosives were identified as one of the 
major COCs on the site; they are also part of the analytical program for 
the SEAD-4 RI. Therefore, the statement has been modified to state that 
"on the basis of the ESI data, explosives are believed to present less of a 
threat to human and environmental receptors than the constituents listed 
above, however, the full extent and magnitude of explosives impacts were 
not known at the completion of the ESI." This statement was added to the 
text on page 1-13 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 

In Section 3 .2 .2 .1, "Ingestion and Dermal Exposure Due to Surface 
Water and Sediment," it should be noted that terrestrial biota may also 
come into contact with surface water or sediment in the pond, in addition 
to the drainage ditches or Indian Creek. Figure 3-9 illustrates the 
exposure pathways. For biota, inhalation and dermal contact are 
diagrammed as a pathway considered to pose significant risk. Due to the 
fact that limited ecological data is available for these exposure routes, 
exposure via ingestion is the main concern. In addition, due to the high 
water table, there is a potential that groundwater may discharge into 
Indian Creek, and therefore ingestion of groundwater by ecological 
receptors may need to be considered. 

Agreed. The text in Section 3.2.2.1 has been modified to include the pond 
as a possible area where terrestrial biota may come into contact with 
surface water or sediment. We agree that exposure via ingestion is a main 
concern for biota as is indicated in the last group of exposure route blocks 
on Figure 3-9, Exposure Pathway Summary. Lastly, ingestion of 
groundwater by ecological receptors is currently diagrammed in Figure 3-
9. But, to address the comment, surface water and sediment in Indian 
Creek has been added to the "Primary Sources" heading to address the 



potential that waste water was directly discharged to the creek by former 
munitions washout facility employees. 

TOXIC AND HAZARDOUS WASTE SECTION, ESD 

Draft Scoping Plan for SEAD-4 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Section 4.2.3.1, Page 4-4 and 4-5 

a. Additional details are required regarding the proposed chromium 
screening of the surface soils . Please state which speciation of Chromium 
will be screened (trivalent or hexavalent) as well as the method to be 
employed (this information is not in the Scoping Plan or the Generic 
FSP/CDAP). A copy of the SOP used by personnel for the screening 
analysis must be provided in the Plan. If Cr(VI) species is to be screened, 
then confirmatory Level IV analyses at the fixed lab should be performed 
for both Cr(III) and CR(VI) . 

In addition, remove reference to "Level IV QA package" as this is 
undefined. Use of this terminology is defined in EPA/540/G-87/003 , 
March 1987 and refers to data quality objectives (see Generic WP Figure 
3-9), not a deliverables package. The correct terminology for the data 
deliverables package to be produced is the NYSDEC ASP Category B 
deliverables. See comments below on the Generic FSP/CDAP for 
additional details on the NYSDEC deliverables package. 

b. Specify the analyses scheduled for the seven surface soils to be 
collected from the eastern portion of this site. Are these samples included 
in the discussion in Section 4.2 .7 and on Table 4-1? 

a. The samples will be screened for total chromium; the valence 
state of chromium will not be determined.. The method that will be used 
to screen the samples for chromium the same method that will be used for 
the sample that will undergo Level IV analysis (NYSDEC CLP Methods), 
however, a NYSDEC ASP Category B deliverable will not be generated 
for the screening data. Page 4-4 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan has been 
modified to state that screening samples will be analyzed for total 
chromium. Currently, the Scoping Plan states that "the chromium 
screening analysis will be the same procedure as the Level IV analysis, 
but the screening analyses will not be supported by a NYSDEC ASP 
Category B deliverable. " 

Also, the reference to "Level IV Quality Assurance" package has been 
changed to ' 'NYSDEC ASP Category B deliverables" on page 4-4 of the 
SEAD-4 Scoping Plan as recommended in the comment. 

b. Agreed. The seven samples that will be collected from the eastern 
portion of the site are scheduled for Level IV NYSDEC CLP analyses 
with a NYSDEC ASP Category B deliverable. Yes, these seven samples 
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Comment #2 

Response #2 

are included in those discussed in Section 4 .2.7 and Table 4-1 . Except for 
the chromium screening analyses in Areas I and 2, all other surface soil 
samples will be undergo the full analyses specified in Section 4.2.7. 

Table 4-1 

a . The parameter and method number listed for analysis of nitrate­
nitrite is incorrect and inconsistent with the information presented in the 
Generic CDAP. Nitrate-nitrite analysis is to be performed by MCAWW 
Method 353.2, Automated Cadmium Reduction method for aqueous 
samples only. Remove reference to this analysis for soil matrices, or 
provide the method modification which the lab will utilize to accommodate 
soil samples. If the method is modified, the lab is to include information 
which demonstrates acceptable performance of their technique. 

b. Please provide the method modifications on the following which 
will be used by the lab to accommodate soil samples: Method 150.1 for 
pH and Method 415 .1 for TOC. Attachment I contains a Region II 
method for analysis of TOC in soil/sediment matrices which may be 
utilized in lieu of modifying Method 415 .1. 

c. Method 524.2, Revision 4.0, August 1992 is the correct reference 
for the analysis of VOCs in groundwater. In addition, it should be noted 
that the compound list for Method 524.2 varies from that contained in the 
NYSDEC CLP SOW for VOCs. SEDA must decide which compound 
list is appropriate for this investigation. 

In addition, the SOP for validating data acquired through Method 524.2 
must be included in the Plan, preferably as an attachment to the Generic 
WP. In lieu of using Method 524 .2 for groundwater VOC sample 
analysis, the EPA CLP SOW entitled "Superfund Analytical Method for 
Low Concentration Organics in Water" (most recent revision) and 
corresponding regional data validation SOP HW-13 , Revision 1, 10/92 
may be used. This SOP is included here as Attachment 2 . This option 
presents a more cost effective approach to low concentration VOC 
analysis since the data validation SOP is provided and would eliminate the 
need for it ' s development by the A-E contractor. 

a . Agreed. The analysis method for nitrate/nitrite has been modified 
in Table 4-1 as recommended. A note has been added to Table 4-1 that 
briefly describes the modified method that will be used for soil. The 
modified method for nitrate/nitrite in soil (an extract method) that is cited 
in Table C-2 of the Generic Work Plan (Appendix C) was used in Table 
4-1 of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. In the modified method, a known 
volume of soil and a known volume of water are combined, stirred, and 
then filtered to form an aqueous extract. Also, it is unclear in the 
comment what type of information would demonstrate acceptable 
performance of their technique. 
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b. Agreed. The methods for pH and TOC in soil were included in 
Table 4-1 in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. Table C-2 in the Generic Work 
Plan was also updated. 

c. Agree with some aspects of the comment and disagree with some 
aspects of it.. The most recent revision of Method 524 .2 has been added 
to Table 4-1. 

The discussion of the difference in the list of compounds for NYSDEC 
CLP TCL and Method 524.2 has been had many times in the past. At the 
beginning of the Superfund program at SEDA, all parties (EPA, 
NYSDEC and ACE) agreed that NYSDEC CLP Methods would be used. 
And, subsequent to this , EPA recommended that Method 524.2 be used to 
meet the drinking water ARAR. At this time, we made it known to EPA 
that the compound lists for the two methods were different. But, we are 
not in the position to manage or develop analytical protocols, which is a 
responsibility that is shared by state and federal agencies - we use the 
analytical methods that are approved by these agencies. Therefore, 
realizing this difference, the approach of using both NYSDEC CLP TCL 
for VOCs followed by EPA Method 524.2 was incorporated into the 
RI/FS programs. The consequence of this is that we are left with 
additional data for the Method 524.2 analysis compared to the data 
obtained from the NYSDEC CLP analysis. This is a limitation of the 
analytical methods that we acknowledge and live with. No change was 
made to the text in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 

With regard to validating Method 524.2 data, currently we obtain an 
equivalent NYSDEC ASP Category B data deliverable from the 
laboratory for the 524.2 analysis that contains the appropriate information 
(duplicates, matrix spikes, etc.) so that NYSDEC data validation methods 
can be used. No change was mad to the text in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 

Generic Work Plan-Field Sampling Plan 

Comment #3 WP Tables 3-11 and 3-12 

These tables have been revised as per prior EPA comments and ACE 
responses to incorporate the laboratory reporting limits for each analyte of 
interest. However, it is evident upon reviewing these tables that the 
reporting limits listed exceed ARARs for certain parameters . The prior 
response to EPA comments states that alternate analytical procedures are 
being evaluated in conjunction with the contracted lab . However, no 
alternate methods are mentioned further in the Generic FSP/CDAP. Prior 
to commencement of field activities, the analytical scheme necessary to 
achieve ARARs must be finalized. If the lab proceeds using the 
methodologies currently stated in the CDAP, data will be acquired which 
exceeds ARARs for certain parameters. 
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Response #3 

Comment #4 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Acknowledged. We recognize and have pointed out that for some 
constituents the analytical method detection limits are above the ARAR. 
This is an unfortunate limitation of the protocols. It should be noted that 
at the beginning of the Superfund program at SEDA, ACE , EPA and 
NYSDEC agreed that NYSDEC Analytical Services Protocols would be 
used for the remedial investigations at SEDA. These are the identical 
protocols used by NYSDEC in their Superfund work throughout New 
York State. Special analytical services could be arranged with the 
contracted laboratory to reduce the detection limits, however, this would 
involve an R&D program that the ACE believes is outside of what should 
be performed. But, if alternative methods were developed, then these 
methods would no longer be NYSDEC ASP Methods ( which the 
laboratory is currently contracted to perform) and also, they would require 
EPA, NYSDEC and MRD approval prior to being used. No changes 
were made to the text. 

FSP: Section 3.6.5, Page A-56 

This section states that low flow centrifugal or bladder pumps will be used 
for groundwater purging and sampling. The following comments must be 
incorporated into this section of the FSP which outlines purging and 
sampling with a low flow pump. Note: while the Region II SOP for Low 
Flow Purging and Sampling is included as Attachment A-3 to the Generic 
WP FSP, it is a draft document which is still evolving. Region II 
personnel remain dedicated to producing a thorough and technically sound 
SOP, thus warranting approval of its use on a case by case basis. 

a. Will the pumps used be dedicated and/or permanently installed in 
each groundwater well? If the pumps and associated tubing are dedicated 
to each well, decontamination is unnecessary except prior to installation 
into the well. At this time, an equipment rinsate blank must be collected. 
Equipment blanks are intended to assess the potential introduction of 
contamination during sample collection and handling. Therefore, 
demonstrated analyte-free deionized water must be circulated through all 
pumps and associated tubing to collect a representative equipment blank. 
In conjunction, we recommend rinsing the outside of the pumps and tubing 
as well. This will ensure that the pumps and tubing are contaminant-free . 

*Please note that when decontaminating centrifugal pumps manufactured 
by GRUNDFOS, the motor coolant chamber contains water and potential 
contaminants from prior usage. Therefore, to avoid cross contamination, 
the coolant fluid must be removed and replaced. See manufacturers 
installation and operating instructions for further details . 

a. Agreed. The pumps will not be dedicated or permanently 
installed in the wells; this has been specified on page A-57 of Appendix A 
of the Generic Work Plan. At this time we anticipate using a bladder 
pump to sample groundwater, which is driven by a controller at the 
ground surface. Also, we will collect equipment blanks (or rinse blanks) 

14 



Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #4 

at the rate specified in the Generic Work Plan. Also, we have added the 
note about the motor coolant chamber of the Grundfos pumps to page A-
62a of Appendix A of the Generic Work Plan. 

b. Actual sampling flow rate must be accomplished with a gradual 
reduction in the flow rate down to O .1 liters per minute and sustained 
hydraulic head pressure within the sampling tube. A gradual reduction in 
association with sustained hydraulic head pressure will minimize aeration, 
bubble formation, turbulent filling of sample bottles, and loss of volatiles 
due to extended residence time in the tubing . Hence, this coincides with 
the USEPA Region II Quality Assurance Manual (October 1989) and the 
RCRA Groundwater Monitoring Technical Enforcement Guidance 
Document (OSWER Directive #9950.1, September 1986), which state 
that when collecting samples where volatile constituents are of concern 
using a bladder pump, pumping rates should not exceed 100 milliliters per 
minute (rnls/min). If problems are encountered trying to maintain a 
uniform 100 mis/min flow rate during sampling, we recommend that the 
inside diameter (I.D .) of the sampling tube be reduced as it reaches the 
well head to ensure hydraulic head pressure is maintained. A reducer 
coupling (0.5 inch to 0.25 inch) installed approximately six feet from the 
actual sample port would suffice. Proper fitting installation, including the 
use of Teflon tape, will eliminate connection problems. Therefore, the 
text must be amended accordingly. 

b . Agreed. The recommended text regarding the sampling flow rate 
has been added to pages A-58 and A-59 of Appendix A of the Generic 
Work Plan. 

c. The document should state how the flow rate will be measured. 
For example, the actual apparatus, i.e., graduated cylinder and stopwatch, 
may be used. Therefore, the text must be amended accordingly. 

c. Agreed. The flow rate will be measured with a graduated cylinder 
and a stop watch .. The text on page A-57 of Appendix A of the Generic 
Work Plan has been amended to include the actual apparatus that will be 
used to measure the flow rate. 

d. While step 3 on page A-5 8 states that the field parameters to be 
monitored are turbidity, temperature, specific conductance pH, Eh, and 
dissolved oxygen, the text does not delineate the order of equilibration for 
each water quality indicator parameter identified. In general, the order of 
equilibration is pH, temperature, and specific conductance, followed by 
oxidation-reduction potential, dissolved oxygen and turbidity. However, it 
should be noted that temperature and pH, while often used as equilibration 
indicators, are actually quite insensitive in terms of distinguishing between 
formation water and stagnant casing water. Therefore, the text must be 
amended accordingly. 
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Response #4 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #4 

d. Agreed. The recommended text has been added to Section 3.6.5 ., 
page A-56. 

e. The text specifies that the field parameters should not vary more 
than ± 10% in order for the well to be considered stable. However, the 
following criteria, which is parameter specific, should be used. Three 
successive readings must be within± 0.05 for pH, ±3% for conductivity, 
and± 10% for dissolved oxygen and Eh, and 5 NTUs for turbidity. The 
variability within each water quality indicator parameter is the current 
recommendation out of the EPA Office of Research and Development and 
has been adopted by Region II. 

e. Agreed. The recommended text has been added to Section 3.6.5, 
page A-56. 

f. To remain consistent with comment #4b, it is- recommended that 
the inside diameter (l.D.) of the sampling tube be reduced as it reaches the 
well head to ensure hydraulic head pressure is maintained. A reducer 
coupling (0.5 inch to 0 .. 25 inch) installed approximately six feet from the 
actual sample port would suffice. Proper fitting installation, including the 
use of Teflon tape, will eliminate connection problems. Therefore, the 
text must be amended accordingly. Consequently, sample discharge must 
be a continuous flow of 100 ml/minute for volatile organics and up to 500 
ml/minute for other analytical parameters of interest. However, to 
increase sample collection time for the other analytical parameters, a 
normal 0.5 inch coupling and previous tubing should replace the reducer 
coupling and 0.25 inch tubing. Therefore, a stoppage in flow could occur 
after the collection of volatile organic samples in order to change the 
coupling/tubing. In addition, a caveat should be added to reiterate that 
static water column level drawdown is minimal during sampling. 

f. Agreed. The recommended text has been added to page A-58 of 
Appendix A of the Generic Work Plan 

g. The outlined procedures do not delineate the placement of the gas 
powered generator, in the proximity of the well, to drive the pump motor 
If a gas powered generator is utilized, the generator must be placed, at a 
minimum of 25 feet, downwind of the well to limit the incidence of cross­
contamination. Therefore, the text must be amended to incorporate this 
scenano. 

g. Agreed. The recommended text has been added to page A-57 of 
Appendix A of the Generic Work Plan 

h. Amend page A-59 to include collection of samples for explosives 
analysis . 
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Response #4 

Comment #5 

Response #5 

Comment #6 

Response #6 

h. Agreed. The text on page A-59 of Appendix A of the Generic 
Work Plan has been modified as recommended in the comment. 

FSP: Section 4.3, Page A-154 

Remove the reference to using plastic bottles for metals and water quality 
parameters . Polyethylene is the material of choice for these samples. In 
addition, all glass bottles used should have Teflon lined caps, except those 
for VOC samples which require Teflon septa with separate cap. 

Agreed. The word "plastic" has been replaced with the word 
"polyethylene" on page A-154. 

FSP: Section 4.4, Page A-155 

The sampling equipment decontamination procedure listed must be 
modified as follows : add a tap water rinse after the nitric acid rinse and 
prior to the use of methanol/hexane. 

Agreed. A tap water rinse has been added to the sampling equipment 
decontamination procedure on page A-155 . 

Generic Work Plan-Chemical Data Acquisition Plan 

Comment #7 

Response #7 

Comment #8 

Response #8 

Comment #9 

CDAP: Section 3.2, Page C-4 

The first paragraph here incorrectly references the NYSDEC data 
deliverables packages. The NYSDEC Analytical Services Program 
(ASP) is intended to support the Superfund Program and defines two 
types of deliverables packages: ASP Category A and ASP Category B. 
In this investigation, use of ASP Category B warranted. Please replace 
the text with the correct NYSDEC terminology. 

Agreed. The terminology has been replaced. As a note, for Level IV 
data, the NYSDEC ASP Category A deliverables will be used, and for 
Level III data the NYSDEC ASP Category B deliverables will be used. 

CDAP: Section 4.1, Page C-5 

The second paragraph here states that the details of the project 
organization are contained in the correlating Scoping Plan. However, the 
Scoping Plan for SEAD-4 does not list this information. Please modify 
the SEAD-4 Plan appropriately. 

Agreed. The details of the project organization have been added to the 
SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. No change was made to the Generic Work Plan. 

CDAP: Section 4.3, Page C-6 
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Response #9 

Comment #10 

Response #10 

The second paragraph here states that a discussion on the contracted 
laboratory is contained in the correlating Scoping Plan. However, the 
Scoping Plan for SEAD-4 does not list this information. Please modify 
the SEAD-4 Plan appropriately. This applies to CDAP Section 5.3 , 
bullet (a) as well . 

Agreed. In response to this comment we have modified the second 
paragraph to read: " .. .to this appendix. The contracted laboratory is 
identified in Section 6.0 of the appropriate RI/FS Project Scoping Plan ... " 
In addition, the contracted laboratory is identified in Section 6.0 of the 
SEAD-4 Project Scoping Plan (page 6-1). 

CDAP: Section 5.3, Page C-8 

The frequency for collecting replicate and rinse blank samples must be 
specified. The correct frequency is as follows. Replicate samples must be 
collected at a rate of one per twenty environmental samples or less per 
matrix. This is a separate replicate from that prepared and analyzed by 
the laboratory. Rinse blanks must be collected at a rate of one rinse blank 
per type of equipment used each day a decontamination event is carried 
out. It is permissible to use the same aliquot of water on all equipment 
associated to a particular matrix for analysis of Semi-VOCs, pesticides, 
PCBs, Explosives, and inorganics . This rinse must be performed 
sequentially on all sampling equipment. However, a separate rinse blank 
is required for each piece of equipment used to collect a sample of a 
particular matrix undergoing VOC analysis . 

Also, trip blanks are only required when sampling aqueous samples 
undergoing VOC analysis. 

Agreed with most of the comment, but disagree with a few aspects of it. 
We agree with the comment on replicates . We agree with most of 
comments on rinse blanks, except we disagree with the frequency for 
groundwater rinsates. For groundwater samples we feel that this 
frequency is not reasonable. This is because the site-specific geologic 
conditions at SEDA (i .e., relatively impermeable till) typically result in 
slow recharging wells translates into long periods of time for sampling. 
Thus, if we obtain anywhere from 2 to 4 groundwater samples in a day, 
under the recommended frequency, we would obtain an unnecessary large 
percentage of QC samples (up to 50 percent). Therefore, were believe 
that a frequency of one rinsate sample for every two days of groundwater 
sampling is more reasonable for SEDA. Also we disagree that a separate 
rinse blank is required for each piece of equipment used to collect a 
sample of a particular media undergoing VOC analysis . We intend to use 
the same aliquot of water on all equipment associated to a particular 
matrix for all analyses. Lastly, we agree with the comment on trip blanks . 
The text changes were made to pages A-8 and A-9 of Appendix C of the 
Generic Work Plan. 
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Comment #11 

Response #11 

Comment #12 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Comment #1 2 

CDAP: Section 5.4.1 , Page C-10 

When acidifying an aqueous VOC sample, use 12N HCL to prepare the 
1: 1 preservation solution. 

Agreed. The recommended text has been added to page C-10 of Appendix 
C of the Generic Work Plan. 

CDAP: Table C-1, Page C-11 

a. Prior EPA Comment 4 on this Appendix stated that the holding 
time must be specified from Verified Time of Sample Receipt (VTSR) . 
However, the holding time specified for explosives, pesticides/PCBs, and 
Semi-VOCs in groundwater/surface water, soil and fish tissue (explosives 
only) specifies a holding time of 7 days to extraction, which is correct 
from the time of collection. If VTSR is used, the correct holding time to 
extraction is 5 days, which considers shipping time. Amend this table 
appropriately. 

a. Agreed. Table C-1 has been amended as recommended in the 
comment. Also, footnote 4 now indicates 5 days from VTSR. 

b. Specify a holding time for cyanide in groundwater/surface water 
samples. 

b. Agreed. A holding time of 14 days for Total Cyanide has been 
added Table C-1. 

c. The containers listed for serni-VOCs and pesticides/PCBs in 
water (footnote 6 to table C-1) are incorrect. Four liters per sample are 
required for aqueous samples for extractable analyses. 

c. Agreed. We agree that the cited footnote incorrectly states the 
volume of sample required. However, the contracted laboratory stated 
that they require at least 2 liters of water for each analysis. Therefore, 
Table C-1 has been modified so that footnote 3 now reads "2 1 liter amber 
glass containers with Teflon-lined cap ." 

d. The containers listed for semi-VOCs and pesticides/PCBs in soil 
(footnote 3 to table C-1) are incorrect. Footnote 6 is appropriate for soil 
samples for extractable analyses. 

d. Agreed. Table C-1 has been amended so that footnote 6 1s 
referenced for the sernivolatile and pesticides/PCBs analyses. 

e. Correct the VOC soil holding time to 10 days . 
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Response #12 

Comment #13 

Response #13 

e. Agreed. The VOC soil holding time has been changed to 10 days. 

CDAP: Section 5.4.3.5, Page C-15 

The correct frequency of collecting a rinse blank is stated in Comment 10 
above. A field equipment rinse blank is required for dedicated equipment. 
It should be collected prior to placement at the particular sampling 
location. Also, field QC samples, i.e. rinse blank, trip blank, and replicate 
samples, must be prepared and analyzed by the laboratory in conjunction 
with their associated samples. Results of these QC samples must be 
reported with the associated field samples for use during data validation. 
Also the field forms containing dates and times of sample collection must 
be available to the data validation personnel in order to correctly correlate 
the QC samples to their associated environmental samples. 

Agreed with most of comment on QC samples, but disagree with a few 
aspects of the comment (as explained in the response to Comment # 10 
above). We agree that for soil, sediment, surface water rinse blank 
samples should be collected at a frequency of one rinse blank per type of 
equipment used each day a decontamination event is performed. 
However, for groundwater samples we feel that this frequency is not 
reasonable . This is because the site-specific geologic conditions at SEDA 
(i .e., relatively impermeable till) typically result in slow recharging wells 
translates into long periods of time for sampling. Thus, if we obtain 
anywhere from 2 to 4 groundwater samples in a day, under the 
recommended frequency, we would obtain an unnecessary large 
percentage of QC samples (up to 50 percent) . Therefore, were believe 
that a frequency of one rinsate sample for every two days of sampling is 
more reasonable for SEDA. Also we disagree that a separate rinse blank 
is required for each piece of equipment used to collect a sample of a 
particular media undergoing VOC analysis. We intend to use the same 
aliquot of water on all equipment associated to a particular matrix for all 
analyses . Lastly, we agree with the comment on trip blanks 

No dedicated sampling equipment is planned at this time, however, should 
it be used, a field equipment rinse blank will be taken for dedicated 
equipment (It will be collected prior to placement at the particular 
sampling location) . 

Agreed. field QC samples, i.e. rinse blank, trip blank, and replicate 
samples, will be prepared and analyzed by the laboratory in conjunction 
with their associated samples. 

Agreed. results of these QC samples will be reported with the associated 
field samples for use during data validation. Also the field forms 
containing dates and times of sample collection will be available to the 
data validation personnel in order to correctly correlate the QC samples to 
their associated environmental samples. 
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Comment #14 

Response #14 

Comment #15 

Response #15 

CDAP: Section 5.4.3.6, Page C-15 

Analytical results for the demonstrated analyte free water (whether 
originating at the lab or the site) must be made available upon request. 
Also, if this water is shipped on-site, store away from any organic 
solvents in order to avoid extraneous contamination. 

Agreed. The results of the analysis of the demonstrated-free water are 
available upon request - this statement has been added to Section 5.4.3.5. 
Also, if the demonstrated analyte-free water is stored on-site, it will be 
kept away from organic solvents to avoid extraneous contamination - this 
text was added to Section 5.4.3.6. 

CDAP: Table C-2 

a) Comment 3 above regarding reporting limits exceeding ARARs applies 
here as well . 

b) Information pertaining to the screening for chromium to be performed 
at SEAD 4 should be on this table. 

c) Method 524.2 is only applicable to aqueous samples, therefore correct 
the listing in Part IB, (vi) of this table. This also applies to Part IC, (i) 
and (ii). 

d) Correct Part IIC, (1) and (2) as incorrect entries are listed for the 
preparative method, analytical method and reporting limit. 

a) Acknowledged. We recognize and have pointed out that for some 
constituents the analytical method detection limits are above the ARAR. 
This is an unfortunate limitation of the protocols. It should be noted that 
at the beginning of the Superfund program at SEDA, ACE , EPA and 
NYSDEC agreed that NYSDEC Analytical Services Protocols would be 
used for the remedial investigations at SEDA. These are the identical 
protocols used by NYSDEC in their Superfund work throughout New 
York State. Special analytical services could be arranged with the 
contracted laboratory to reduce the detection limits, however, this would 
involve an R&D program that the ACE believes is outside of what should 
be performed. But, if alternative methods were developed, then these 
methods would no longer be NYSDEC ASP Methods ( which the 
laboratory is currently contracted to perform) and also, they would require 
EPA, NYSDEC and MRD approval prior to being used. No changes 
were made to the text. 

b) Agreed. Because chromium screening will be performed using the 
same method used for the normal Level IV samples (i.e. , NYSDEC CLP 
Method), a parenthetical note indicating this has been added to the 
chromium listing on page 2 of Table C-2. Also, a note at the end of the 
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Comment #16 

Response #16 

Table C-2 explains that a NYSDEC ASP Category A deliverable will not 
be generated for the chromium screening results . 

c) Agreed. The reference to Method 524.2 has been deleted from the soil 
and sediment analyses listing for Part IB. Also, the entries for Part IC (I) 
and (ii) have been corrected. 

d) Agreed. The entries for the preparative method, analytical method and 
reporting limits have been corrected. 

CDAP: Section 7.2, Pages C-20 and C-33 

a) The most recent (at the time of analysis) revisions of the analytical 
methods must be employed. As per comment 3 above, ARARs must be 
achieved. 

b) Note-when using any method from SW-846, all requirements specified 
in the method as "recommended" are required (for example but not limited 
to analysis/reporting of VOC and Semi-VOC TICs, and other QA/QC 
requirements). Other specifications contained in Chapter One of SW-846 
are also required to be performed. The data should be reported in a 
format equivalent to the NYSDEC ASP Category B package. This 
includes but is not limited to all raw data, quantitation reports, sample and 
standard spectra and QA/QC information. 

c) The last paragraph on page C-33 states that asbestos " re-analysis will 
be requested for questionable results, i.e. significant discrepancies 
between spilt samples" is unclear. An acceptable RPD should be 
specified here. 

a) Agree with the first part of the corrunent and acknowledge the second 
part of the comment. A statement that the most recent (at the time of the 
analysis) revisions of the analytical methods will be employed has been 
added to Section 7.2 . However, we recognize and have pointed out that 
for some constituents the analytical method detection limits are above the 
ARAR. This is an unfortunate limitation of the protocols . It should be 
noted that at the beginning of the Superfund program at SEDA, ACE , 
EPA and NYSDEC agreed that NYSDEC Analytical Services Protocols 
would be used for the remedial investigations at SEDA. These are the 
identical protocols used by NYSDEC in their Superfund work throughout 
New York State. Special analytical services could be arranged with the 
contracted laboratory to reduce the detection limits , however, this would 
involve an R&D program that the ACE believes is outside of what should 
be performed. But, if alternative methods were developed, then these 
methods would no longer be NYSDEC ASP Methods ( which the 
laboratory is currently contracted to perform) and also, they would require 
EPA, NYSDEC and MRD approval prior to being used. No changes 
were made to the text. 
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Comment #17 

Response #17 

Comment #18 

Response #18 

Comment #19 

Response #19 

b) Agreed. The recommended text has been added to item number 2, 
which concerns SW-846. 

c) Agree. The text has been clarified as much as possible. However, we 
are not aware of any value (i .e. , RPD) in the guidance that can be used in 
this situation. Thus, this statement has changed to read "the lab may be 
contacted on a case by case basis if the results are judged to be 
questionable (i .e., significant discrepancies between split samples) by the 
inspector for sample result consistency, and in some instances reanalysis 
may be requested - guidance does not specify a value (or RPD) for 
asbestos samples . 

CDAP: Table C-10, Page C-42 

This table should specify information regarding the chromium screening to 
be employed, i.e. at SEAD 4. 

Disagree. We do not believe that is appropriate to incorporate the 
chromium screening method into this table because in previous responses 
(that have been incorporated into the Generic Work Plan) we have stated 
that chromium screening will be performed using NYSDEC CLP 
Methods, but the results will not be reported using a NYSDEC ASP 
Category A deliverable. Thus, the calibration criteria for the chromium 
screening is the same as that for the Level IV chromium analyses, which is 
already included in the Table C-10. 

CDAP: Section 7.3.2, Page C-43 

An MS/MSD/MSB should be prepared and analyzed for parameters in 
addition to explosives . See the individual analytical method for required 
frequency. 

Agreed. This paragraph is not meant to indicate that explosives are the 
only compounds for which MS/MSD/MSB samples will be prepared -
other compounds have always been included in the analytical program as 
indicated in the first sentence of Section 7.3 .2. We agree it is not clear in 
this instance. Thus, the text has been clarified. 

CDAP: Section 8.3, Page C-45 

If calibration of the pH meter indicates that the response of this meter has 
decayed, all data collected with the meter in question should be rejected. 
Remove reference to "adjusting" the data as this is undefined. 

Agreed. The word "adjust" has been removed from the sentence as 
recommended - we do not intend to adjust any pH data. However, we 
have included a description of acceptable data. If pH meter calibrates to 
within 0.5 pH units then the data collected prior to this will be considered 
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Comment #20 

Response #20 

Comment #21 

Response #21 

Comment #22 

acceptable. If the meter calibrates to within 0.5 and I pH unit then the 
data will be flagged with a "J" indicating that it is estimated . If the meter 
calibration indicates that it deviates by greater than 1 pH unit then the 
data will be rejected ("R") . This text has been added to the second full 
paragraph on page C-45 . 

CDAP: Section 9.2.4, Page C-49 

a) The second paragraph here states that the "detection limit" will be 
included in the tabulated results for those analytes not found. Specify 
whether this is the Contract Required Quantitation Limits in the NYSDEC 
CLP SOWs or the PQLs or the Instrument Detection Limits (inorganics 
only) . In addition, the results and quantitation limits for soil/sediment 
samples must be corrected by the lab % Moisture and this correction 
verified during data validation. All tabulated results should note the % 
Moisture per sample. 

b) The following SOPs must also be used for data validation of herbicide 
and explosive results : 

Attachment 3: SOP No. HW-17, Rev . 1.3, November 1994 
SOP for Validating Chlorinated Herbicides by GC 

Attachment 4: SOP No. HW-16, Rev. 1, September 1994 
SOP for Validating Nitroaromtics and Nitramines by HPLC 

a) Agreed. The type of detection limit has been specified in paragraph 
two of Section 9.2.4 . Also, the results and quantitation limits for 
soil/sediment analyses will be corrected by the lab % moisture and -this 
has always been done by the lab for samples at SEDA. And, the 
correction for % moisture will be verified during the data validation. In 
addition, the tabulated results will note the percent moisture per sample. 

b) Agreed. These two SOPs were added to paragraph three of Section 
9.2.4. 

CDAP: Section 9.3.2, Page C-50 

Comments 1 and 7 above apply here as well. 

Agreed. Text has been added to the paragraph one of Section 9.3.2 that 
states that the data deliverable packages will be NYSDEC ASP Category 
A and Category B . 

CDAP: Attachment C-2 

This attachment states that the non-routine analytical methods are 
contained in the individual Scoping Plan for the subject site. This is not 
true. The Scoping Plan for SEAD 4 does not contain any information 
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Response #22 

regarding non-standard analytical methods . Please correct the Scoping 
Plan appropriately. 

Disagree. The italicized statement says that "additional non-standard 
analytical methods may be a part of the RI of the subject site are 
contained in the appropriate RI/FS Project Scoping Plan ... " This 
statement was included in the Generic Workplan to account for any 
additional methods that may be use on sites at SEDA in the future - by 
including any additional method in the Project Scoping Plan it avoids 
having to continually update the Generic Work Plan. However, it is not 
meant to imply that all Project Scoping Plans contain non-standard 
analytical methods. None are listed in Appendix C of the SEAD-4 
Project Scoping Plan because all of them are covered in the Generic Work 
plan 

To avoid confusion in the future, the statement has been amended to read 
" If warranted, additional non-standard ... may be contained in the ... " Also, 
a statement has been added to the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan that reads "The 
Generic Work Plan contains standard and non-standard analytical 
methods - no additional non-standard analytical methods have been added 
to this Project Scoping Plan." 

K:\Seneca\Comments\Sead4\USEP A.Doc 
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Comments for 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 

and the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) 
Draft SEAD-4 Project Scoping Plan 

for performing a CERCLA Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
at the Munitions Washout Facility and Leach Field (SEAD-4) 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Section 4.2.4 - Surface Water and Sed iment Investigation: It is stated 
that four each surface water and sediment samples will be col lected from 
Indian Creek; two upstream and two downstream in re lationship to 
Indian Creek Road. The use of Indian Creek Road as a reference for 
upstream and downstream samples for contaminants from the washout 
fac ility is inadequate, the ultimate destinations of the drainage ditches 
from the facility to Indian Creek have not been clearly identified . The 
four sampling locations shou ld be upstream and downstream of these 
drainage ditches and not the road . 

Acknowledged. We believe that the clarification of the text in the 
Scoping Plan will more clearly exp lain why Indian Creek Road is the 
reference for these upstream and downstream samples. According to 
Section 3 .1.1 (pg. 3-4) of the Project Scoping Plan, approximately 100 
gallons per day are suspected to have been discharged into Indian Creek 
from the north side of Indian Creek Road. Based on this information, 
which was obtained from an interview with a former SEDA employee, 
Parsons ES interpreted this to mean a point discharge into Indian Creek 
from Indian Creek Road. Thus, the four surface water and sediment 
samples proposed for Indian Creek will be col lected only to evaluate 
impacts from this particular point discharge into Indian Creek and not to 
evaluate the impact to the creek from surface water in drainage ditches 
originating at SEAD-4. This is already stated in the text in Section 
4.2.4, however additional text has been added to clarify the reason for 
selecting these four sampling locations. No change was made to the 
location of the four Indian Creek samples; that is, two samples will be 
collected at locations upstream of the suspected discharge point on the 
north side of the road and two will be co llected downstream. As a note, 
the Scoping Plan currently contains surface water and sediment samples 
that will be used to evaluate potential impacts to west-draining drainage 
ditches in the immediate vicinity of SEAD-4. 

Revisions were made to the text in Section 3 on page 3-4 and in Section 
4 on page 4-9. 
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wastewater . There are no known records of its excavation and it is assumed not to have a 

liner. A 6-inch diameter clay pipe discharges into the southeast corner of the pond. The pipe 

appears to originate in the area of the former Washout Building. Three test pits were 

excavated to determine the orientation and origin of the clay pipe. At 75 feet and 200 feet 

away from the pond , the pipe was found to be oriented such that it appeared to originate in 

the area of the former Washout Building. The pipe was not located, however, 400 feet from 

the pond where a 48-foot trench was excavated to bedrock (a depth of 6 feet) perpendicular 

to the suspected trend of the clay pipe. The failure to locate the pipe 400 feet from the pond 

suggests that the pipe either makes a bend to the north or south and does not originate at 

the former Washout Building, or the eastern end of the pipe was removed or destroyed with 

the rest of the Washout Building. 

The second area where wastewater is suspected to have been discharged is into Indian Creek 

on the north side of Indian Creek Road . No sampling has been done in Indian Creek, but 

a former SEDA employee indicated that while the Washout Facility was in operation, 

approximately 100 gallons of wastewater was discharged per day into Indian Creek. Based on 

this information, the discharge is assumed to have occurred at a single point of discharge from 

Indian Creek Road . 

The building foundation to the northwest of the former Washout Building location has drains 

in the floor suggesting it was used for decontamination of equipment or employees . Because 

this building was demolished not long after the washout process was stopped, it is assumed 

that it was used to support the washout process. No leach field was identified during the ESI 

in the field to the north of the facility where it was suspected to be, but several underground 

piping structures were identified at the surface in that area. The visible evidence of 

underground piping structures included 1) J erracatta pipe that passed through a concrete 

holding tank with a steel cover at two locations, 30 feet and 210 feet north of the road near 

the suspected leach field , 2) a verticle cylindrical steel pipe near the concrete tank farthest 

from the road, 3) an outfall that emptied into a drainage ditch that surrounds most of the 

northern portion of the site and 4) a manhole between the vertical steel pipe and the outfall 

pipe. An outfall was also found to drain into the ditch to the north of the area. The 

chemical analyses performed on the sediment samples collected downstream of the outfall 

show that the sediment has been impacted by metals and semivolatile organic compounds 

(SVOCs). None of the piping structures seem to originate in the Washout Building, so the 

metals and the SVOCs released are not thought to be from the washout wastewater. The 

piping structures may originate in the "decontamination building" that was potentially used in 

the washout process. The contamination in the ditch to the north of the facility , therefore, 

may be the result of activities associated with the washout process, but not from the washout 

wastewater itself. 

July 1996 
Page 3-4 
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samples) will undergo the full analyses specified in section 4 .2. 7 ,Analytical Program. The 12 

surface soil samples collected in Area 3, the 7 surface soil samples collected from the eastern 

portion of the site , the 4 surface soil samples from the former building location, the 3 surface 

soil samples near the water tank and berm, the 4 surface soil samples from the cleared area, 

and all of the soil samples collected from the soil borings (a total of 80 samples) will undergo 

the full analyses specified in Section 4.2. 7, Analytical Program. 

4.2.4 Surface Water and Sediment Investigation 

A review of the of the surface water and sediment samples collected for the ESI indicates 

that these media have been impacted by metals, SVOCs and pesticides . The presence of 

pesticides is probably not due to the activities at the Munitions Washout Facility, rather, these 

compounds may be due to the use of the land for farming before 1941 when the Army bought 

the property. The metals and the SVOCs, however, are probably the result of activities at 

the Munitions Washout Facility. To further refine the locations of potential source areas, and 

to define the fullest extent of impacts , an extensive surface water and sediment sampling 

program is proposed . Surface water and sediment samples are proposed to be collected at 

200-foot intervals along the entire length of the two main drainage ditches at the site. 

Samples are also proposed to be collected in many of the smaller drainage ditches at the site 

and in Indian Creek. A total of 46 surface water and sediment samples will be collected (42 

from on-site and 4 from Indian Creek) . 

The proposed locations for 42 surface water and sediment samples to be collected on-site are 

shown in Figure 4-2. Surface water and sediment sampling will be conducted in areas of 

SEAD-4 that have the potential for acting as an exposure pathway, transporting contaminants 

off-site or infiltrating into the soil and percolating to groundwater. The surface water and 

sediment sampling procedures are described in Appendix A, Field Sample and Analysis Plan. 

The surface water and sediment samples will be tested according to the analyses described in 

section 4 .2.7,Analytical Program. 

It was reported by a former SEDA employee that wastewater from the washout process may 

have been released into Indian Creek from the north side of Indian Creek Road . Based on 

this information, it was assumed that a point discharge occurred from the north side of the 

road where it crosses Indian Creek. A total of four surface water and sediment samples will 

be collected from Indian Creek in this area in order to evaluate the point discharge. Two 

samples are proposed to be collected upstream of Indian Creek Road and two samples are 

proposed to be collected downstream of Indian Creek Road. The surface water and sediment 

samples from Indian Creek will also be used to assess the presence and extent of impacts 

from SEAD-11 . The locations of the surface water and sediment samples to be collected in 

July, 1996 

Page 4-9 
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Indian Creek for the SEAD-4 RI/FS are shown in Figure 4-2. SEAD-4, which could not be 

shown on Figure 4-2 because of the scale of the map, is located approximately 600 feet east 

of sample location SW /SD4-51 . 

4.2.5 Groundwater Investigation 

The locations of proposed and existing monitoring wells are shown in Figure 4-3. The goals 

of the groundwater investigation during the RI are to determine the extent of groundwater 

contamination, to characterize the aquifer and to determine the direction and rate of 

groundwater flow. To accomplish this, eight monitoring wells will be installed in addition to 

the five existing monitoring wells at the Munitions Washout Facility. All monitoring wells will 

be screened in the till/weathered shale aquifer. Because the potential for vertical migration 

of the constituents of concern at SEAD-4 (metals and semi volatiles) is low (Section 3 .1. 1. 3 

and Section 3.1.1.4),no paired (or bedrock) wells are proposed at SEAD-4. 

The pond water has been demonstrated to contain metals concentrations exceeding the 

respective T AGM values , and the monitoring wells located downgradient of the pond 

contained two metals at concentrations higher than their respective T AGM values. To 

further monitor the infiltration and percolation of the impacted surface water from the pond 

to the groundwater three additional monitoring wells are proposed to supplement the 

monitoring well that already exists downgradient of the pond. The three monitoring wells are 

spaced approximately 150 feet from each other and from the existing monitoring well. The 

monitoring wells are placed so that radial flow away from the area of the pond may be 

monitored. 

Also, to investigate the possibility of radial flow from the pond a staff guage will be installed 

in the pond and surveyed. 

Surface and subsurface samples collected from the soil boring that was located immediately 

to the west of former Building T30 contained metals that exceed the respective T AGM 

values . To monitor the groundwater in this area, a monitoring well is proposed to be installed 

at the location where soil boring SB4-10 was performed. 

July, 1996 
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Comment#! 

Response #1 

Comment #2 

Response #2 

Response to Army Comments for 
Draft Final Project Scoping Plan 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
for Munitions Washout Facility, SEAD-4 

at Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, NY 

Page 3-3 7, Sec 3 .1.1.4. The groundwater investigation discussion 
compares levels of metals in groundwater to regulatory levels only, and 
does not address naturally occurring background levels . Please include a 
discussion of groundwater background values and how the detected metals 
compare thereto. Without such a comparison, the statement that 
groundwater has been impacted by metals is not really valid. 

Agreed. Since there is only one background well at this site only direct 
comparisons between this well and existing wells can be made. 
Comparison of the concentration of metals in the background well with 
those in downgradient wells shows that in most instances where NY 
A WQS Class GA values are exceeded, one or more downgradient wells 
exceeded the concentration measured in the background well . This holds 
true for antimony, beryllium, cadmium, iron, manganese, and sodium. As 
a note, iron and manganese concentrations in the background well also 
exceeded the applicable groundwater standards . This text has been added 
to page 3-38 of the Scoping Plan. At SEDA, no base-wide background 
groundwater database has been established because the regulators have 
wanted site-specific background wells. 

Page 3-40, Sec. 3.1.2.1. Some of the fate and transport information 
provided is not very site specific. For example, the second paragraph of 
this section discusses how salts oxidize to metallic oxides during 
explosives burning and goes on to discuss fate and transport of the oxides. 
This isn't relevant to the washout activities conducted at the site . Fate 
and transport information provided should be relevant to contaminants 
and conditions at the site. 

Agreed. We do agree that once the RI has been completed and the 
disposition of the chemicals at the site has been completely determined, 
that the RI will contain only fate and transport information that is relevant 
to the impacts and conditions at the site. And, in response to this 
comment, we have deleted the sentence on salts oxidizing to metallic 
oxides during explosives burning. Generally, we believe that it is 
appropriate that the descriptions in the Scoping Plan provide a wide range 
of fate and transport characteristics for the chemicals prior to completing 
the remedial · investigation, after which the fate and transport 
characteristics for the chemicals will be finalized. 



Comment #3 

Response #3 

Nebelsick 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment #2 

Response #2 

General. The scope should address the potential for pink/red wastewater 
from TNT operations (a RCRA K047 listed waste) to be present, and how 
it will impact IDW disposal should TNT be detected in areas to where the 
wastewater may have been discharged. 

Agreed. The Scoping Plan is designed to address that presence of 
pink/red wastewater from TNT operations with analysis of nitrate and 
explosives, specifically TNT by method 8330 . If pink/red wastewater is 
discovered during the investigation, IDW disposal will be in accordance 
with the requirements for K04 7 waste under RCRA. As a note, no pink 
water has been discovered during the ESI and RI investigations at SEDA. 

Page 4-4, Sec. 4.2.3. The soil investigation program clearly identified 
contaminants of concern that were detected during the ESI. Based on this 
information and site history analyses beyond what was previously detected 
would not be necessary. Paragraph 4. 2. 7 describes the analytical program 
that expands the analyses above and beyond what was found during 
previous investigations. Provide justification for analysis of volatile 
organics, pesticides and cyanide. 

Agreed. Although, the ESI did not identify volatile organics, pesticides, 
and cyanide as primary constituents of concern at the site, low 
concentrations of several of these compounds were found (Table 3-2 in the 
Scoping Plan) . Regulators have not allowed the Army to reduce the list of 
core constituents . The risk assessment requires that a comprehensive 
database be established that includes organics and inorganics . This 
database is then screened or reduced as the first step since only a small 
number of samples were collected as part of the ESI the RI would provide 
the necessary database to use for the risk assessment. No change was 
made to the text. Because the risk assessment evaluates the cumulative 
effect of the constituents found on-site, even the compounds were found at 
low concentrations must be included in the risk assessment to properly 
evaluate risk at the site. 

Page 3-3 7, General. Some of the results from the previous groundwater 
investigation were J flagged and some results were right at or just above 
NYSDEC GA standard. Based on previous investigations (at other sites) 
conventional groundwater sampling may produce turbid samples that may 
greatly impact metal results. Recommend use (and discussion) of a low 
flow pump for sample collection. 

Agreed. Collection of low turbidity groundwater samples is a priority of 
the groundwater sampling program, and a low-flow sampling procedure is 
currently in use for the Rls at SEDA. The Generic RI/FS Work Plan 
describes the low-flow procedure (Appendix A, Section 3.6.5) that was 
designed based on EPA Region II guidance. To ensure that low turbidity 
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Forget 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment#2 

Response #2 

samples are collected, the wells will be purged with a surge block and 
purged using a peristaltic pump sin glow flow at the end of the 
development process to remove all of the silt and clay from the wells. 
Then, low-flow sampling (as low as 80-100 ml/min.) will be performed 
with a submersible pump, such as a bladder pump. No change was made 
to the text. 

Risk Assessment. I had significant comments on the draft version of this 
document on 4 November, 95. The responses are not included in the 
appendix with the rest of the responses to comments . To my knowledge, 
no other responses have been provided. Please address my prev10us 
comment (attached) to justify further action at this site. 

Agreed. We apologize for the fact that responses to your comments were 
not included in the Draft Scoping Plan for SEAD-4. As you requested, 
your previous comment is addressed below. 

Risk Assessment. Considering the minimum contamination detected in 
previous investigations, I do not concur with the proposed field effort at 
the munitions washout facility leach field. 

According to the text, the only contamination that appears to be of 
potential concern is metals . Although the concentrations of metals 
occasionally exceed the T AGM risk based levels, it is highly likely that 
these detected metals are background. Risk management decisions on the 
site should be made only on site related contaminants . Therefore, a 
background comparison should be made, and then a screening level risk 
assessment. It is very likely if this were done, it would be concluded that 
the site posses no excess risk, and no further action is required. 

Disagree. A rationale for additional investigation of this site is provided 
below. The results of the chemical analyses at SEAD-4 indicate that 
several media have been impacted by constituents that exceed applicable 
guidelines. Metals, such as antimony (max 96 mg/kg; TAGM 5 mg/kg), 
copper ( max 3,410 mg/kg: TAGM 25 mg/kg), chromium (max 4,870 
mg/kg; TAGM 24 mg/kg) and zinc (max 1,010 mg/kg; TAGM 90 mg/kg), 
were found at · concentrations above their respective TAGMs in soils . 
Several SVOCs exceeded their respective TAGM values in soils as well. 
Groundwater at the site was also found to be impacted (i .e., seven metals 
were found at concentrations above their respective GA groundwater 
standards) . Sediment was also found to be impacted by SVOCs, 
pesticides, PCBs and metals . Based upon these data it was agreed 
between the Army and EPA to pursue a more comprehensive investigation 
and evaluation. 

k :\seneca\comments\sead4\army0996.doc 
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Nebelsick 

Comment #1 

Response #1 

Comment #2 

Response to Army Comments for 
Draft Project Scoping Plan 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
for Munitions Washout Facility, SEAD-4 

Seneca Army Depot Activity, Romulus, New York 

General. Based on past data collection and the known extent of 
contamination, the sampling program appears to be excessive. The 
primary contaminant of concern for this site were metals. Six soil borings 
to determine background concentrations is not sufficient. With all of the 
soil data available from other SEAD sites it would seem that a 
preliminary risk assessment should be performed to determine actual 
contaminants of concern. The preliminary RA could also determine levels 
that may require further action. From this risk screening a more focused 
investigation could be performed. 

Disagree. Currently, there is no provision or guideline for performing a 
preliminary risk assessment on CERCLA sites prior to collecting all the 
necessary data needed to determine the maximum source area 
concentrations and the full extent of the impacts at the site. Although this 
has been proposed it has not been formally presented to the regulators as 
an alternative to using the New Yark State derived soil screening 
guidelines, the TAGMs. Also, because the risk assessment performed for 
the remedial investigation evaluates the cumulative effect posed by all of 
the constituents found on the site, EPA has in the past required the same 
analyses proposed for SEAD-4. No changes have been made to the text 
of the Scoping Plan. Based on the available data, the Army and the 
regulators do not believe that the full extent of impacts from the chemicals 
of concern (i .e., metals, etc.) has been determined for the site . The 
proposed sampling program is appropriate given the EPA' s past 
analytical requirements. 

To determination if soils have been impacted by metals, a comparison is 
made with NYSDEC TAG Ms, or background soil concentrations 
established from a large data base at SEDA. The background 
concentrations for all sites at SEDA are derived from the background soil 
database, which contained 57 soil samples collected from 25 ESI and four 
RI sites. In instances where the NYSDEC TAGMs allow consideration of 
both a TAGM and a soil background concentration, the higher of the two 
values is used for the comparison. In this way, the natural background 
soil concentrations are factored into the evaluation as to whether the soil 
has been impacted. 

Page 3-4, Para 1. This paragraph identified that no sampling was 
performed in Indian Creek. Provide information on why this was not done 
during the P NSI. Also, the location of Indian Creek and Indian Creek 
Road was not listed on the Figures . Clarify. 



Response #2 

Comment #3 

Response #3 

Comment #4 

Response #4 

Comment #5 

Response #5 

Agreed. No sampling was performed in Indian Creek as part of the 
SEAD-4 ESI because the reported release was uncovered during the 
records review phase of the ESI . The field program was conducted 
following the records review as directed by our SOW. The information 
obtained during the records review was discussed with the Anny. It was 
felt that this information would be included during the RI rather than 
modifying the existing SOW and revising the EPA approved workplan. 
Also, the Final Project Scoping Plan for SEAD-4 contains a map (Figure 
4-2 continued) that shows Indian Creek and its sampling locations, and 
Indian Creek Road. No change was made to the Scoping Plan text. 

Page 3-4, Para 2. There does not appear to be a clear rationale for 
detection of various contaminants at this site. From historical data, the 
primary contaminants of concern would have been explosives and select 
metals (i .e. barium, lead, mercury, cadmium and selenium). For the most 
part, these contaminants were not detected. Provide rationale for 
additional investigation of this site. 

Agreed. The results of the chemical analyses at SEAD-4 indicate that 
several media have been impacted by constituents that exceed applicable 
guidelines . Metals, such as antimony, copper, chromium and zinc, were 
found at concentrations above their respective TAGMs. SVOCs exceeded 
their respective TAGM values in surface soils. Groundwater at the site 
was also found to be impacted (i .e. , seven metals were found at 
concentrations above their respective TAGMs). Sediment was also found 
to be impacted by SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs and metals . 

Page 3-8, General. Located in the north-central portion of this figure was 
a circle labeled GW 4-1. Provide clarification on its identification and 
purpose. 

Agreed. The circle labeled GW4- l is a vertical pipe that was found to be 
located directly to the north of the suspected leach field . It is referred to 
as 4PIPE in the text on page 3-38 of the Final Scoping Plan for SEAD-4. 
The label for the vertical pipe, which now reads GW 4-1 , has been 
changed to 4PIPE on Figure 3-8. 

Page 3-63 , Para 3.1.3 . The second bullet speculates that past land use or 
operations at the site may have released pesticides, PCBs and SVOCs. 
This statement needs justification since the PA/SI did not find 
considerable amounts of these contaminants. 

Agreed. The justification for the statement is given in Section 3 .1.1.4, 
Results of Chemical Analyses . These compounds were found in selected 
media on the site, and for reasons identified in Response #3 and Response 
#7, the RI/FS proposes to investigate the source areas and extents of these 
impacts . The statement speculates that "past land use or operations at the 
site may have released" constituents because they were found in media 
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Comment #6 

Response #6 

Comment #7 

Response #7 

Comment #8 

Response #8 

that was investigated. The source of these components is not known. No 
change was made to the text of the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan . 

Page 4-2, Par 4.2.3 . The second bullet identified three new potential 
release areas. This reviewer was not clear who and when these new sites 
were identified. The P NSI should have identified all potential release 
points . Subsequently, if these sites were identified during the field 
investigation, management should have been notified to determine if the 
sampling plan needed modifications to account for this additional 
information. Also provide justification for the contaminants of concern 
selected for analysis . 

Agreed. The three new areas were identified through personal 
communication with former SEDA employees that was obtained as part of 
the data records review which was the first tank of the ESI. The field 
program was conducted following the records review as directed by our 
SOW. The information obtained during the records review was discussed 
with the Army. It was felt that this information would be included during 
the RI rather than modifying the existing SOW and revising the EPA 
approved workplan. See the Response #4 above for justification for the 
proposed analyses . No change was made to the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan 
text. 

General. Recommend critical contaminant concentrations be identified on 
a Figure that helps justify the need for additional samples . The site 
appears to have several locations defined yet additional samples are still 
being collected to further define the area. 

Disagree. The critical contaminant concentrations are provided in the 
tables. The data is shown along with the critical contaminant 
concentrations to allow the reader the ability to review the data and 
perform the comparisons to locate the samples that exceeded the guideline. 
To add this information to the site map would make these maps 
unreadable and confusing . If this is critical requirement for the Army then 
this data can be added to the site maps in the RI report to be prepared. 

Page 4-4, 4.2 .3 .1. The third paragraph makes reference to analytical 
levels . EPA reference EPN540/G-93/071 describes the new approach for 
two descriptive data categories; 1) screening data with definitive (off-site) 
confirmation and 2) definitive (off-site) data. These data categories 
replace reference to analytical levels . Clarify. 

Acknowledged. We are aware that new data categories exist (EPA 
540/G-93/071), however, to ensure that the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan is 
consistent with the Final Generic Work Plan, which cites the different 
analytical levels, these levels were retained in the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan. 
No change was made to the SEAD-4 Scoping Plan text. 
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Comment #9 

Response #9 

Comment #10 

Response #10 

Comment #11 

Response #11 

Comment #12 

Response #12 

Page 4-10, 4.2.5. The sixth paragraph identified an additional monitoring 
well to the northeast of the site to supplement the existing background 
monitoring well. This reviewer could not locate this monitoring well on 
Figure 4-3 . Also, provide rationale for an additional background well . 

Agreed. The well (MW4-12) is located approximately 300 feet due north 
of Building 2079, Stearn Generation Building in the final SEAD-4 
Scoping Plan. 

In our opinion the relatively large size of the site requires that a second 
background well be installed which will provide two types of data. First, 
it will help define the somewhat unclear groundwater flow directions near 
the suspected leach field (Figure 3-7). Second, it will provide background 
chemical data for this region of the site. Also, the EPA has commented 
that a background well in this location would also help to evaluate if 
operation of the suspected leach field resulted in any groundwater 
mounding and contaminant transport in an upgradient direction. No 
change was made to the text. 

Page 4-17, 4.2 .7. Provide justification for analysis of volatile organics, 
semi-volatile organics, pesticides, PCBs, and cyanide. This was not 
identified during the historical search nor were they prevalent during the 
initial investigation. Based on previous investigations and site history 
additional analyses are not justified. This reviewer recommends that a 
meeting or conference call with management and regulators take place to 
clarify the required analyses. 

Disagree. See Response # 3 above. 

General. Recommend that the Figures include groundwater flow 
directions . This may assist the reviewer in determination of additional 
monitoring wells etc. 

Agreed. The groundwater contours and the flow direction is indicated in 
Figure 3-7 of the Scoping Plan. This map can assist the reviews in 
determination of additional monitoring wells . No change was made to the 
text. 

General. Clarify the number of sampling rounds performed on the 
monitoring wells . Typically, a minimum of three quarterly events is 
necessary to draw adequate conclusions. It was not clear this reviewer the 
amount of data collected to date from these wells . 

Agreed. The wells were sampled one time for the previous ESI. Two 
ground water sampling rounds are proposed for the SEAD-4 RI . The 
10th paragraph of Section 4.2.5 states that two separate rounds of 
groundwater sampling will be performed. No change was made to the 
text. 
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Comment #1 

Response #1 

General. Considering the minimum contamination detected in previous 
investigations, I do not concur with the proposed field effort at the 
munitions washout facility leach field. 

According to the text, the only contamination that appears to be of 
potential concern is metals . Although the concentrations of metals 
occasionally exceed the T AGM risk based levels, it is highly likely that 
these detected metals are background. Risk management decisions on the 
site should be made only on site related contaminants. Therefore, a 
background comparison should be made, and then a screening level risk 
assessment. It is very likely if this were done, it would be concluded that 
this site possess no excess risk, and no further action is required. 

Disagree. In general, we understand the reasons for your position 
regarding the impacts detected in the previous investigation, but the 
decision to perform these investigation is not entirely ours. EPA has been 
adamant that the site be investigated in RI due to the presence of metals, 
SVOCs, and explosives (at the pond) . Also, there is still some question as 
to the location of a leach field. And, the RI will investigate the reported 
release of contaminants directly into Indian Creek. All of these are 
reasons why EPA and NYSDEC are requiring this work. Specific 
examples are presented in responses # 1 and #3 . 
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Response to Comments for 
Draft SEAD 4 Project Scoping Plan 

for Performing a CERCLA Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Munitions Washout 

Facility and Leach Field 
and 

Generic Installation RI/FS Workplan 

SEAD 4 - PROJECT SCOPING PLAN 

Comment#9 

Response #9 

Comment #13 

Response #13 

Comment #14 

The intent of this comment is to ensure that the surface soil samples that 
are designated as "clean" after Level II analysis are truly "clean" by 
having a small percentage of these "clean" samples submitted for Level 
IV analysis. It appears that the most contaminated soil samples will 
already be analyzed twice, by both Level II and Level IV analysis, and 
this comment only suggest that in addition to submitting the most 
contaminated soil samples for two analyses, a small percentage of the 
"clean" samples be submitted as well. 

Agreed. In order to address the potential for false negatives in the 
chromium screening results, the SEAD-4 RI/FS Scoping Plan has been 
amended so that a small percentage of the "clean" samples are submitted 
for Level IV analysis. The changes were made to pages 4-5, 4-9, and 4-
19. Table 4-1 was also updated. 

Although Parsons ES agreed with this comment and responded that the 
sample locations for SW/SD 4-49, SW/SD 4-50, and SW/SD 4-51 would 
be included on Figure 4-2, a revised version of Figure 4-2 has not been 
provided. 

Acknowledged. The response to comment letter incorrectly stated these 
three surface water/sediment sample location IDs as SW/SD4-49, 
SW /SD4-50, and SW /SD4-5 l, however, the samples locations were 
added to the Figure 4-2; their numbers are SW/SD4-53, SW/SD4-54, 
and SW/SD4-55. Figure 4-2 was revised and the recommended sample 
locations are shown on the revised figure. Therefore, no change was 
made to Figure 4-2. 

Parsons ES has discussed their rationale for not including paired or 
bedrock wells in order to evaluate the vertical extent of potential 
groundwater contamination. Chemical data acquired at SEAD-25 and 
the Ash Landfill is cited as evidence that the potential for vertical 
transport of contaminants is low. It should be noted that contamination 
was present in bedrock wells at the Ash Landfill. Given that 
groundwater sampled from existing overburden monitoring wells at this 
SEAD are contaminated with inorganics and SVOCs, bedrock or paired 
wells are appropriate. A limited number of such wells will confirm the 



Response #14 

presence or absence of contamination m bedrock and define vertical 
gradients. 

Agreed. To address the potential for impacts to the bedrock aquifer and 
to define vertical gradients, 5 shallow bedrock wells were added to the 
SEAD-4 RI/FS Scoping Plan. These five wells will result in 5 paired 
wells each consisting of one till/weathered shale well and one shallow 
bedrock well. Pages 4-1 2, 4- 14, and 4-19 and Figure 4-3 were amended. 
Table 4-1 was also updated. 

GENERIC WORKPLAN 

Comment #3 

Response #3 

EPA disagrees with SEDA's response provided. Standard analytical 
methods are available that provide quantitation limits that meet or are 
lower than the required MCLs. It would not involve a R&D program to 
achieve these goals. For example, EPA Methods 525 and 505 (most 
recent revisions) each have MDLs which are lower than the MCLs for 
hexachlorobenzene, benzo(a)pyrene, Aroclor 1254 and Aroclor 1260. 
When planning the RI, all parties involved agreed with the rationale that 
MCLs would be achieved by the selected method, as is the case for the 
volatile organics. For example, the NYSDEC protocols have CRQLs 
which exceed the MCLs for certain volatile organic compounds, thus all 
parties involved agreed that Method 524.2 would be utilized when 
demonstrating compliance to the MCLs. Thus, Method 524.2 has been 
incorporated into the project. It is inconsistent to apply this rational to 
only one group of parameters when this approach is valid for all 
compounds affected. 

Agreed. The analytical methods currently being used for the RI 
programs at SEDA will be modified so that the detection limits will 
ensure compliance with groundwater standards, i.e., MCL and NYSDEC 
GA. We are currently formalizing these modification with our 
laboratory subcontractor, Inchcape Testing Service, and will provide 
these changes to EPA for review. These modifications include both 
SVOC and Pest/PCB NYSDEC ASP methods. 

To address the issue of compliance groundwater standards, we have 
developed a table (Attachment 1) that compares the list of standards for 
the groups of chemical parameters (VOCs, SVOCs, Pest/PCBs, 
herbicides, nitroaromatics) to the analytical reporting limits. Currently, 
VOC compliance with ARARs for groundwater is met using the EPA 
Method 525.2 (for drinking water) and we are not preparing to modify 
this method. Herbicide compliance is met using the EPA 8150 Method 
Nitroaromatic compliance is met using EPA Method 8330. A draft 
version of this table was provided to EPA and NYSDEC for review at 
the September 17 and 18 RAB meeting. 

We have discussed the issue of meeting all SVOCs and Pest/PCB 
groundwater standards with Inchcape Testing Services (ITS), formerly 

2 



Comment#7 

Response #7 

Aquatec Laboratories (the contracted lab for this program). We believe 
that these standards are best met by modifying the existing CLP 
methods. ITS have done this modified method for the Navy Clean I and 
II Programs and have also adapted it for use with private clients. ITS 
has also used the modified Pest/PCB ASP method to obtain lower 
detection limits for these compounds. We discussed the use of EPA 
Methods 525 and 505, but these methods would add considerable 
analytical expenses to the project. ITS is confident that the modified 
SVOC and Pest/PCB ASP methods will meet the necessary analytical 
requirements without the use of other drinking water methods (525 and 
505). Also, by using the modified ASP methods for SVOCs and 
Pest/PCBs we would be able to maintain our current list of compounds 
in our SEDA chemical data base, as the list of compounds for the 
drinking water methods is different than those for ASP methods. 

The modified SVOC and Pest/PCB ASP Methods would result in a 10-
fold reduction of our current detection limits. We will solicit from ITS, 
the SOPs for the two modified methods, and will submit any 
documentation that will be required for approval of these modifications 
to both EPA and NYSDEC. We propose that the two SVOCs 
(hexachlorobenzene and pentachlorophenol) be added to the Pest/PCB 
analysis since these compounds are easily detected with an electron 
capture (EC) detector. An MDL study would be performed to 
demonstrate that this method could provide the necessary reporting 
limit. 

We would request that EPA and NYSDEC provide a description of 
requirements that will need to be submitted by ITS to secure approval of 
these modified methods. Upon approval of this approach, the necessary 
information will be provided as an addendum to the Generic Installation 
RI/FS Work Plan. 

The intent of the original EPA comment was to define the appropriate 
NYSDEC ASP deliverables package to use when reporting data acquired 
from non-CLP SOW methods. The appropriate terminology is Category 
A and Category B. Category A is defined as a summary of reported 
results whereas Category B is defined as a full data package which 
includes raw data, calibration information, surrogate and MS/MSD % 
recoveries, etc. These definitions have been confirmed with NYSDEC 
staff. For additional information, contact Mr. Amit Chakraborti at (518) 
457-3252 of NYSDEC. Thus, a Category B deliverables package is 
warranted when reporting data acquired by a non-CLP SOW method, 
such as SW-846 M.8330, M.8150 or Method 524.2. This type of 
package will enable validation to be performed by the SOPs specified in 
Section 9.2.4, page C-49. 

Agreed. The use of NYSDEC deliverable packages Category A and 
Category B has been modified in the text of the Generic Work Plan. The 
changes were made to page C-4 in the Generic Work Plan. 
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Comment #12d 

Response #12d 

D# I 5\comments\sead4\rifs.doc 

The agreed upon correction has not been performed on Table C- 1, Part 
II, #5 and 6. 

Agreed. The recommended text has been changed on Table C-1, Part II 
of the Generic Work Plan. 
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STANDARDS REPORTING LIMITS STD. COMPLIANCE 
CHEM CLP 524.2 PARAM EPA NYSDEC voe voe EPA voe CLP voe CLP 524.2 
CLASS MCL GA NYS NYS 524.2 (mod.) 

CLP CLP 
(mod.) 

(1) 
voes X 1, 1, 1,2-Tetrachloroethane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X 1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane 200 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X 1, 1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X 1, 1,2-Trichloroethane 5 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X 1, 1-Dichloroethane na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X 1, 1-Dichloroethene 7 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X 1, 1-Dichloropropene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2, 3-Trichloropropane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 70 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene n 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane n 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2-Dibromoethane n 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 600 4.7 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X 1,2-Dichloroethane 5 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X 1,2-Dichloroethene (total) na na 10 1 na NA NA NA 
voes X X 1,2-Dichloropropane 5 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,3-Dichlorobenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1, 3-Dichloropropane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 75 4.7 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X 2,2-Dichloropropane na na na na 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X X 2-Butanone na na 10 1 5 NA NA NA 
voes X 2-Chloroto luene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X 2-Hexanone na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X 4-Chlorotoluene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone na na 10 1 5 NA NA NA 
voes X X Acetone na na 10 1 5 NA NA NA 
voes X X Benzene 5 0.7 10 1 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X Bromobenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X Bromochloromethane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Bromodich loromethane 100 na 10 1 0.5 MET MET MET 
voes X X Bromoform 100 na 10 1 0.5 MET MET MET 
voes X X Bromomethane na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Carbon Disulfide na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X X Carbon Tetrachloride 5 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Chlorobenzene na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 

h:eng/seneca/arars/FINALLST.XLS Page 1 



. -JC 

STANDARDS REPORTING LIMITS STD. COMPLIANCE 
CHEM CLP 524.2 PARAM EPA NYSDEC voe voe EPA voe CLP voe CLP 524.2 
CLASS MCL GA NYS NYS 524.2 (mod .) 

CLP CLP 
(mod.) 

(1) 
voes X X Chloroethane na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Chloroform 100 7 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Chloromethane na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethane na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 70 5 10 1 na NOT MET MET NOT MET 
voes X X cis-1 ,3-Dichloropropene na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Dibromochloromethane na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X Dibromomethane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X Dichlorodifluoromethane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Ethyl benzene 700 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X Hexachlorobutadiene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X lsopropylbenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Methylene Chloride na 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
v oes X X MTBE na na 10 1 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X n-Butylbenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X n-Propylbenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X Naphthalene na na na na 0.5 NA NA NA 
voes X p-lsopropyltoluene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X sec-Butyl benzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Styrene 100 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X tert-Butylbenzene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Tetrachloroethene 5 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Toluene 1000 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 100 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X trans-1, 3-Dichloropropene na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Trichloroethene 5 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X Trich lorofluoromethane na 5 na na 0.5 NOT MET NOT MET MET 
voes X X Vinyl Chloride 2 2 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 
voes X X Xylene (total) 10000 5 10 1 0.5 NOT MET MET MET 

Note: 
(1) NYS-eLP (modified) method is based on a 10-fold reduction of the detection limit. 
na = not avai lable; NA= Not Applicable 
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STANDARDS REPORTING LIMITS STD. COMPLIANCE 
CHEM PARAM ANALYSIS EPA NYSDEC svoc svoc EPA Pest/PCB EPA 8150 svoc svoc 524.2 Pest/PCB 8150 
CLASS METH MCL GA NYS NYS CLP 524.2 NYS CLP (mod.) (3) CLP CLP CLP (mod.) (mod. ) (3) 

CLP (mod.) (1) (mod.) (2) (mod.) (2) 

SVOCs 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene NYS-CLP 70 5 10 1 0.5 na na NOT MET MET MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 1,2-Dichlorobenzene NYS-CLP 600 4.7 10 1 0.5 na na NOT MET MET MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 1,3-Dichlorobenzene NYS-CLP 600 5 10 1 0.5 na na NOT MET MET MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 1,4-Dichlorobenzene NYS-CLP 75 4.7 10 1 0.5 na na NOT MET MET MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2, 2'-oxybis( 1-Chloropropane) NYS-CLP NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2,4, 5-T richlorophenol NYS-CLP na na 50 5 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2, 4, 6-T richlorophenol NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2,4-Dichlorophenol NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2,4-Dimethylphenol NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2, 4-Dinitrophenol NYS-CLP na na 50 5 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2,4-Dinitrotoluene NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2, 6-Dinitrotoluene NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2-Chloronaphthalene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2-Chlorophenol NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2-Methylnaphthalene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 2-Methylphenol NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2-Nitroaniline NYS-CLP na 5 50 5 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 2-Nitrophenol NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 3-Nitroaniline NYS-CLP na na 50 5 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol NYS-CLP na na 50 5 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 4-Bromophenyl-phenylether NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 4-Chloro-3-methylphenol NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA I 

SVOCs 4-Chloroaniline NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs 4-Methylphenol NYS-CLP na 5 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 4-Nitroaniline NYS-CLP na 5 50 5 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs 4-Nitrophenol NYS-CLP na na 50 5 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Acenaphthene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Acenaphthylene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Anthracene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Benzo( a )anthracene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Benzo( a )pyrene NYS-CLP 2 ND 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs Benzo(b )fluoranthene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Benzo(g, h, i)perylene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Benzo(k)fluoranthene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Butylbenzylphthalate NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Carbazole NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Chrysene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Di-n-butvlohthalate NYS-CLP na 50 10 1 na na na MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
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STANDARDS REPORTING LIMITS STD. COMPLIANCE 
CHEM PARAM ANALYSIS EPA NYSDEC svoc svoc EPA Pest/PCB EPA 8150 svoc svoc 524.2 Pest/PCB 8150 
CLASS METH MCL GA NYS NYS CLP 524.2 NYS CLP (mod.) (3) CLP CLP CLP (mod.) (mod.) (3) 

CLP (mod.) (1) (mod.) (2) (mod.) (2) 

SVOCs Di-n-octylphthalate NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Dibenz(a,h)anthracene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Dibenzofuran NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Diethylphthalate NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Dimethylphthalate NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Fluoranthene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Fluorene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Hexachlorobenzene (2) NYS-CLP 1 0.35 10 1 na 0.05 na NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET MET NOT MET 
SVOCs Hexachlorobutadiene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Hexachlorocyclopentadiene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Hexachloroethane NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs lsophorone NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs N-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs N-Nitrosodiphenylamine NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Naphthalene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Nitrobenzene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Pentachlorophenol (3) NYS-CLP 1 1 50 5 na na 1 NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET MET 
SVOCs Phenanthrene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs Phenol NYS-CLP na 1 10 1 na na na NOT MET MET NOT MET NOT MET NOT MET 
SVOCs Pyrene NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs bis(2-Chloroethoxy) methane NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs bis(2-Chloroisoctopyl) ether NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 
SVOCs bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate NYS-CLP na na 10 1 na na na NA NA NA NA NA 

Note: 
(1) NYS-CLP (modified) method is based on a 10-fold reduction of the detection limit 
(2) Hexachlorobenzene can be combined with the Pest/PCB NYS-CLP to acheive these limits. 
(3) Pentachlorophenol can be combined with the Herbicides analysis EPA Method 8150 to acheive these limits. 
na = not avai lable; NA = Not Applicable 
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STANDARDS REPORTING LIMITS STD. COMPLIANCE 
CHEM PARAM ANALYSIS EPA NYSDEC Pest/PCB Pest/PCB Pest/PCB Pest/PCB Pest/PCB Pest/PCB 
CLASS METH MCL GA NYS CLP NYS CLP OLCSOW CLP CLP OLCSOW 

(mod.) (1) (mod.) 
PEST/PCB 4,4'-DDD NYS-CLP na 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB 4,4'-DDE NYS-CLP na 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB 4,4'-DDT NYS-CLP na 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Aldrin NYS-CLP na 0.055 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1016 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1221 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.4 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1232 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1242 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1248 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.05 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1254 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 1 0.1 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Aroclor-1260 NYS-CLP 0.5 0.1 1 0.1 0.2 NOT MET MET NOT MET 
PEST/PCB Dieldrin NYS-CLP na 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Endosulfan I NYS-CLP na na 0.05 0.005 0.01 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB Endosulfan II NYS-CLP na na 0.1 0.01 0.02 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB Endosulfan sulfate NYS-CLP na na 0.1 0.01 0.02 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB Endrin NYS-CLP 2 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Endrin aldehyde NYS-CLP na na 0.1 0.01 0.02 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB Endrin ketone NYS-CLP na 5 0.1 0.01 0.02 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Heptachlor NYS-CLP 0.4 0.05 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Heptachlor epoxide NYS-CLP 0.2 0.05 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Methoxychlor NYS-CLP 40 35 0.5 0.05 0.1 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB Toxaphene NYS-CLP 3 na 1 0.1 1 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB alpha-BHC NYS-CLP na na 0.05 0.005 0.01 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB alpha-Chlordane NYS-CLP na 5 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB beta-BHC NYS-CLP na 5 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB delta-BHC NYS-CLP na na 0.05 0.005 0.01 NA NA NA 
PEST/PCB gamma-BHC (Lindane) NYS-CLP 0.2 5 0.05 0.005 0.01 MET MET MET 
PEST/PCB gamma-Chlordane NYS-CLP na na 0.05 0.005 0.01 NA NA NA 

Note: 
(1) NYS-CLP (modified) method is based on a 10-fold reduction of the detection limit. 
na = not available; NA = Not Aoolicable , 

h:/eng/seneca/arars/FINALLST.XLS Page 1 
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STANDARDS REP. LIM. STD. COMPL. 
CHEM PARAM ANALYSIS EPA MCL NYSDEC EPA EPA 8150 
CLASS METH GA 8150 
HERB 2,4,5-T 8150 na 35 0.029 MET 
HERB 2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 8150 na na 0.029 NA 
HERB 2,4-0 8150 70 4.4 0.029 MET 
HERB 2,4-DB 8150 na na 0.029 NA 
HERB Dalapon 8150 200 50 0.029 MET 
HERB Dicamba 8150 na 0.44 0.029 MET 
HERB Dichloroprop 8150 na na 0.029 NA 
HERB Dinoseb 8150 7 1 0.029 MET 
HERB MCPA 8150 na 0.44 0.588 NOT MET 
HERB MCPP 8150 na na 0.588 NA 

Notes: 
na = not available; NA = Not Applicable 
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STANDARDS REP. LIM. STD. COMPL. 
CHEM PARAM ANALYSIS EPAMCL NYSDEC EPA EPA 8330 
CLASS METH GA 8330 
NITRO 1,3,5-Trinitrobenzene 8330 na 5 0.258 MET 
NITRO 1 ,3-Dinitrobenzene 8330 na 5 0.108 MET 
NITRO 2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 8330 na 5 0.11 3 MET 
NITRO 2 ,4-Dinitrotoluene 8330 na 5 0.0205 MET 
NITRO 2 ,6-Dinitrotoluene 8330 na 5 0.314 MET 
NITRO 2-amino-4,6-Dinitrotoluene 8330 na na 0.0349 NA 
NITRO 4-amino-2,6-Dinitrotoluene 8330 na na 0.0598 NA 
NITRO HMX 8330 na na 0.13 NA 
NITRO ROX 8330 na na 0.836 NA 
NITRO Tetryl 8330 na 5 0.13 MET 

Notes: 
na = not available; NA= Not Aoolicable 
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27 Jan 95 
SEDAWP2.SOW 

ANNEX ~Q_ 
PREPARATJON OF WORK PLANS FOR 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

AT VARIOUS SITES AT 

SENECA A.RI·lY D:E;POT ACTIVITY, ROMULUS, NEW YORK 

l . O GENERAL STATruiEN';l' OF SERVICES 

1.1 Baokgrounct. As part of its continuing program of evaluat­
ing its hazardous w~ste management practices, the Army will 
perform Rernedi~l Investigations / Feasibility Studies (RI / FS ) at 
va~ious sites on senec~ Army Depot Activity (SEDA) . The RI/FS 
investigations are to pe conducted to determine the magnitude of 
environment~l contamination and appropriate remedial actions . 
The us Army Corps of Engineers, Huntsville Division, on behalf of 

SEDA, will oontract for the required work. 

1.2 Locatign. Seneca Anny Depot Activity is a us Arny 
facility located in Seneca County , New ¥ark. SEDA occupies 

approximately 10,700 ac~es . It is bounded on the west by state 
Route 96A and on the e~st by State Route 96, The cities of 
Geneva and Rocheste~ are located to the northwest (14 and 50 
miles, respactively); Syracuse is 53 miles to the.northeast and 
Ithaca is 31 miles to ~he south . The surrounding area is 

generally used for farming. 
"\ 

1.3 Regulatory st~tus. SEDA was proposed for the Federal 

Facilities Nati?n~l friorities List on 13 July 1989. 
consequently, a.l.l wo:rk to be pe:,:f.ormed under this contract shall 
be performed aocording to CERCLA guidance as put forth in the 
Interim Final "Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 

and Feasibility studies under CERCLA 11
1 dated October 1988 (Refer­

ence 11.13). Adctitionally, all work performed as part of this 

~.l',L 1 
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contract shall be p£~fo~med according to the !nteragency Agree­

ment negotiated betw~en Seneca Army Depot, the New York State 

Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and the u.s . 
Environmental Protec1;. j_on Agency (USEPA) , Region II (Reference 

11. 10). 

1.4 Previous Investigations. Previous investigations have 
been performed at various SEDA unit$. In general, an 
11 Installation Assessment c'.nd Update" (USATHAMA Reports No. 157 

(1980) and 157 (U) (1987), respectively) {References 11. 1 and 

11.3) was conducted PY the U. S. Army Toxic and Hazardous 

Materials Agency . The purpose of the assessment was to identify 
potentially contaminated areas at the Depot. The u.s . Army 

Environmental Hygien~ Agency's G~oundwater Contamination survey 
No. 38 - 26-0868-88, "Evalucltion of Solid Waste Management Units, 

Seneca Army Depot'' (Reference 11.4) identified and described all 

solid waste management units (SWMU's) at SEDA at the time of its 

preparation. More recently, a 11 SWMU Classification Report" 

(Reference 11.5) was prepared to present t he results of records 

searches at all currently identified SWMU's at SEDA and, based on 

its recommendations, site investigations have been completed at 

twenty five SWMU's where additional work was recommended as being 

necessary (References 11.6,11,7, 11,8 and 11.9). A complete list 

of previous investigations is pr esented as Re!erences in Section 

11. o. 
1 . 5 Units to be Investigated Upder this Contract, Work Plans 

for RI/FS investigatj_ons will be prepared for the following 

sites: 1) Building 804 and the assooiated Radioactive Waste 
"" Burial--sites (SEAD - l2)i the Pitchblende Storage igloos (SEAD" 48); 

the Miscellaneous components Burial site (SEAD- 63); the Munitions 
Washout F~oility Leach Field (SEAD- 4); the Garbage Disposal Areas 

(SEAD- 64A and 64D); t he IRFNA Disposal Pits (SEAD- 13); the 

Ammunition Breakdown Area (SEA0- 52); the Oil Discharge Area 

Adjacent to Building 609 (SEAD-60); the Sewage Sludge Piles 

(SEAD- 005); the Fill Are~ West o f Building 135 (SEAD- 59); 

~ 
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Alleged Paint Disposal Area (SEAD- 71) and the Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal Area (SEAD-57). 

1.6 Security Eequirernents. Compliance with SEDA security 

requirements is mand~ted. These requirements are presented in 
Section 9.0. 

2 . 0 OBJ~CTIVT!.l 

The objective of this statement of Work is to prepare a site 

specific Project Scoping Plan for each of the Areas of Conce~n 

listed in Section 1.S of this SOW. At completion, these Project 

Scoping Plans, taken together with the generic RI/FS Work Plan 

previously prepared fo~ SEDA, shall forrn a complete work Plan for 

implementing ~n Rl/FS at each site. All Work Plans shall be 

developed as defined by Office of solid Waste and Emergency 

Response Directive 9355 (Reference 11.13, beginning with the 

RI/FS scoping process and ending with a regulatorally approved 

Work Plan at the identified site. Additionally, this Work Plan 

shall maintain the basic format of the Work Plan developed for 

the SEDA Ash Landfill ~nd Open Burning Grounds RI/FS (References 

11.ll and 11.12). 

3 . 0 DETAILED DijSCRIPtION OF SERVICES 

3.1 General Requirements. All work performed by the AE 

shall be designed and implemented in a manner which comple~ents 

earlier investigations ~nd shall conform to this Statement of 

Work {SOW). The AE, through the Work Plans 1 shall present a 
complete description of the RI/FS process as applied to each 

.... ' 
operabla unit. All work shall be performed under the general 

supervision of a ~~ofessional Engineer registered in the state of 

New York. 

3.2 (Task 1) site Vi§.it and Review ;existing Data. The AE 

shall perform a vi~ual inspection of the sites, review recordsr 
reports and other data provided by the Contracting Officer and 

the facility, o~ mQcte avMilable to the AE from sources such as 

9 0 d 



8·""'"""11.-1,.0 ollioi~-... wl..!v...!el.~G..:..: ~o .!...I _;9a!_!:6~L.,1.l;;;.s,.Zi.:..R-~-------_____ _)IOOM El )!VO/ l '.)S-!:>N3 WOM!I 

public records, the USEPA, the state Regulators, the state 

Geological survey, or rrom interviews with local residents and 
officials who have knowledge of pas t site activities. 

3.3 (Task 2} RILF~ Project Scoping Plan Preparation. 
3 . 3.1 General. The AE shall prepare multiple site specific 

Project Scoping Pl ans which are intended to do the following : 

(1) to provide a consolid~ted report on site history, current 
site activities, anct ~esulting environmental impacts; (2 ) to 

familiarize personnel who will be working on the project wi th 

site conditions; and ( 3 ) to provide project plans and proposed 

tasks by which RI / FS activities shall be conducted. These 

scoping pl~ns shall provide a summary of sit e specific 

conditions , give an overview of the RI / FS pr ocess a t each 

operable unit and dzscribe how the process will be implement ed at 

each. The plans shall conform to t he outline presented in Figure 
1, All detailed information required to implement a thorough 

RI/FS investigation ~teach Area of Concern sha l l be p~esent ed. 

The documents shall Pe prepared as f ollows: 

3,3 . 3.2 Site S~gcific Health Plan. The AE shall develop a 

Site- specific safety and Health Plan (SSHP ) , as part of t he HSP, 

in aocord~nce with the reguirements of Section 5 . 0 of this sow . 
The SSHP shall be submitted to the Contracting Officer for review 

and approval prior to any field work . 

3.3,3 . 3 field s~mpling Plan. The AE shall prepare and 

submit , as part of the Project Scoping Plans, a Field Sampling 

Plan (FSP). The FSP shall describe in detail all sampling and 

analysis activities to be exercised including site background, 
sampli;g objectiveG( s~mpling locations and frequency, designa­

tions , equipment ~nd prqcedures and handl ing and analysi s 

requirements to be applied at eacn site . It is intended that the 

AE, in the Field s ampling Plan, propose and justif y how the f ield 

investigation activitie s will be allocated. As part of the FSP, 

the A- E shall discuss specitic plans to meet all QA / QC 

requirements. 

\ i 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

SITE CONDITIONS 

Physical setting 
Geologicv.l Setting 
Hydrogeology 

Regionv.l 
Local 

FIGURE 1 

WORK PLAN OUTLINE 

Results of Previous lnvestigations 

·SCOPING OF THE RI/fS 

80d 

conceptual sit~ Hodel 

Physical Site Ch~racterization 
Environmental Fate of constituents at SEAD 
Identification of Potential Receptors and Exposure 

Scenarios 
Potential Source Areas and Release Mechanism 

Potential Exposure Pathways and Receptors -

Current Uses 

Potential Exposure Pathways and Receptors -

Future Uses 
Scoping of Potential Rellledial Action Alternatives 

No Action 

... 

Capping 
Excavation and Landfilling 
In sit~ Detox~fioation and Solidification 

Resource, Reclamation 
Institutional controls 

Composting 
Soil Washing/Soil Flushing 

Excavation, Incineration and Disposal 
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YIGURE l (CONTINUED) 

Carbon Adsorp~ion 
Ion Exchc:,.nge 

Chemic~l Oxidation 

Reverse Osmosis 
Preliminary Identification of Applicable or 

Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 
lntroo.uction 

Preliminary Identification of ARARs and 
"To Be considered" (TBCs) 

Potentic:,.l ARARs 

Potential Sources of Items 
To B~ consictered" (TBC) as 
Alte.rna.tive sources of ARARs 

Potential Chemical-Specific 

ARAR ~nd TBC Levels 

Data Quality Objectives (DQO' s ) 
Intendect Use of Data 
Data Ql).a.lity 

Data Quant.ity 

Data Gaps and Data Needs 

TASK PLAN FOR THE RI 
Pre-Field Aotivtties 

Field Investigations 
Geophysicul Investigation 
soils Investigation 

SU~fuce Water and Sediment Investigation 

Groundwater Investig_ation 
Ecologic~l Investigation 
surveying 

Data Reduction, Assessment and Interpretation 
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FIGURE 1 (CONTINUED) 

Baseline Risk Asses$ment 

Identi~ication o! Contaminants of concern 
Exposu.re Assessment 
Toxicity Assessment 

Risk Cba~acterization 
Environmental Assessment 

Identifio~tion of ARARs 

Data Reporting 

Preliminary Reports 
Quarterly Reports 
Monthly Report 

TASK PLAN FOR THE FS 

Development of Remedial Action Objectives 

· Develop Remedial Action Alternatives 

0 t d 

screening of Remedial Action Alternatives 

Detailed Analysis of Remedial Action Alternatives 

::>rOOcIEI :HVO/IOS-ON3:>1< l"il:VE::E:: Ot 96 'L.t "20 



~OOH8 XVO/ I ~S-O NB WOHd 

3.4 (Task 3) Project Management. The AE shali manage 

the deliveLy order in ~coordanca with Appendix A of the basic 
contract sta.tement of work. All project management associated 

with the oelivery order, with the exception of the direct 

tochnical oversight of the work described in the preceding tasks, 

shall be accounted for in this task. 

4,0 SUBMIT~ALS MfD PR~9ENTATIONS 

4.1 Format end Content, All subrnittals identified in the sow 
shall be prepared in ~ccordance with the suggested RI/FS Format 

as presented in the RI / FS Guidance Manual. Each submittal shall 

be accompanied oy an E~A completeness checklist (where 

applicable), completect oy the AE, which references the specific 
location of each Lequired item within the submitted document. 

All drawings shall be of engineering quality in drafted form with 

sufficient detail to show interrelations of major featu~es on the 

installation site rnap. When drawings are required, data may be 

combined to reduce the number of drawings. The documents shall 

consist of 8-l/2 11 x 11 11 pages with drawings folded, if necessary, 

to t his size. A decimal paragraphing system shall be used, with 

each section and para.gra.ph of the documents having a unique 

decimal designation. The document covers shall consist of vinyl 

3-ring binders and shall hold pages firmly while allowing easy 

remov~l, addition, or replacement of pages. A document title 

page shall identify the AE, the Corps of Engin~ers, Huntsville 

Division, and the date. The AE identification shall not dominate 
the title page, Each page of draft and draft-final documents 

"\ 

shall b~ stamped 11 DAAFT:1 and "DRAFT- FINAL11 respectively. Each 

document shall identify the members and title of the AE's staff 

which had significant, apecific input into the document's 
preparation or review. submittals shall include incorporat ion of 

all previous review comments accepted by the AE as well as a 

section describing the disposition of each coillitlent. Disposition 

of comments submitted with the final document shall be separate 

AA-b--8· · 

AALJ · ._, 
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from the document itself . All final subroittals shall be sealed 
by both the registereo. Professional Engineer-In- Charge. 

4,2 Presenta~ion§, The AE shall make presentations of work 
performed according to the schedule in paragraph 4 . 6. Each 
presentation will consist of a sutnlllary of the work accomplished 
and anticipated !ollowed by an open discussion among those 
present, The AB shall provide a minimum of two persons at the 

meetings which are expected to last one day each. 

4.3 conferenc~ Note~ - The AE will be responsible for 

taking notes unct pr.~p&ring the reports of all conferences, 
presentations, and review ~eetings . Conference notes will be 
prepared in typed form and the original furnished to the Con­

t racting Officer (within five (5) working days after date of con­

ference) for concurrence and distr ibution to all attendees . This 

report shall include the following items as a minimum: 

a. The date and place the conference was held ~ith a 

lis t of attendees . The roster of attendees shall include naroe, 

organization, ~nq t elephone number. 
b. Written comments presented by attendees shall be 

attached to each repo~t with the conference action noted. 

Confe,:-ence action a.:s determined by the Government's Project 

Manager sh~ll be HA" fox- an approved comment, 11 0 11 for a disap­

proved comment, uwn for a conunent that has been wi thdrawn, and 

"E11 for a comment thut has an exception noted. 

c. Comments made during the conference and decisions 

affecting crite~ia changes, must be recorded in the basic confer­

ence notes. Any Q~gmentation of written comments should be 
"\ 

documented by the conference notes . 
4.4 Confirm~tion Notices. The AE will be requi r ed to 

provide a record of ~11 oiscussions, verbal directions, t elephone 
conversations, etc., pa~ticipated in by the AE and/or representa­

tives on matters re).ative to this contract and the work . Thesti 

records, entitled 11 conf irmation Notices 11 , will be numbe.red 
sequentially and s h~ll fully identify participating personnel, 

q 
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subject discussed, and any conclusions reached. The AE shall 

forw~rd to the cont~acting Officer as soon as possible (not more 

than five (5) work d~ys), a reproducible copy of said confirma­
tion notices. Distribution of said confirmation notices will be 

made by the Government. 

4.5 Progr~ss Reports and Charts. The AE shall submit 

progress reports to the Contracting Officer with each request 
for payment. The prog~ess reports shall indicate work performed, 

and problems incurr~ct ouring the payment period . Upon award of 

this deliv~ry order, the AE shall, within 15 days, prepare a 

progress chart to show the proposed schedule for completion of 

the project. The prog~ess chart shall be prepared in reproduc­

ible form and submit t ed to the contracting Officer for approval. 

The actual progress shall be updated and submitted ,,by the lSth of 
each month and may be j_ncluded with the request for payment. 

4.6 Schedule of Deliver ables and Review Meetings. 

Deliverables shall Pe submitted accor ding to the f ollowing 

schedule. 

Date Deliverable/Meeting 

Preliminary- Draft Project Scoping Plans 

comments Provided by the Army 

~}\i5 

Draft, Project Scoping Plans 

Regulatory Comments Provided 
Draft-Final, Project scoping Plans 

Final, Project Soaping Plans 

Project Review Heetings (3) 
"'I 

Contracn Completion 

4 . 7 Submitt~ 
4.7 . 1 Gener21l Submittal Regui r ements. 

J6 
-1;v Jun 95 

21 Jul 95 

25 Aug 95 

13 Oct 95 

17 NOV 95 

TBD 

1 Mar 96 

4.7.l.1 Disttibution. The AE is responsible for repro­

duction and distribution of all documents . The AE shall furnish 

copies of subrnitt~ls to each addressee listed in paragraph 4.7.3 

in the qu~nt ities listed in the document submittal list . 

.,AAI:r-U) . 
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Submittals ~re due at each of the addressees not later than the 
close of business on the dates shown in paragraph 4.6. 

4 . 7.1.2 P~rjJ.al Sybmittals, Partial subrnittals will not 

be accepted unles~ prior approval is given .. 

4.7.1.3 .Q.oyer LettBo;. A cover letter shall accompany 
each document and indicate the project, project ph~se, the date 

comments are due, to whom coltllllents are submitted, the date and 

location of the revie~ ~onference, etc., as appropriate. (Note 

that, depending on the recipient, not all letters will contain 

the same inforrn~tion. ) The contents of the cover letters should 

be coordinated with CEHND-PM- ED prior to the submittal date. The 

cover letter shall not oe bound into the document. 

4.7.1.4 Supporting Data and calculations. The tabulation 
of criteria, data, circulations, and etc. , which are performed 
but not includect ln oetail in the report shall be assembled as 

appendices. Criteria information provided by CEHND naed not be 

reiterated, although it should be referenced as appropriate. 

Persons performing and checking calculations are required to 

place their full names on the first sheet of all supporting 

calculations, and etc., and initial the following sheets. These 
may not be the same individual. Each sheet should be dated. A 

copy of this scope of work shall be included as appendix A in the 

Draft RI/FS report only . 
4.7 . 1,5 Reproducibles. One camera-ready, unbound copy of 

the final submittal of each document shall be ~rovided to the 

contracting Officer. in a~dition to the submittals required in the 

document and submittal list . All final submittals. shall also l::le 
"' providea on 3.5-inch floppy disks compatible with the Intel 

310 /80286 computer ~n ASCII format and in WordPerfect 5.1 / 5.2 

format. 

~L 1r 
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4.7 . 3 Addressees. 

Commander 

U.S . ~rmy corps of Engineers 
Huntsville Division 

ATTN: CEHND-!??vr-ED (Us . Richards) 
106 Wynn Drive 

Huntsville 1 hL 35805- ~957 

Comrnand~r 

U. S. Army Env i:t·onmenta J. 

Hygiene Agency (USAEHA) 

ATTN: HSHB-ME-SR (Mr . Hoddinott) 

Building 1677 

Aberdeen Proving Ground 

MD 21010-5422 

Commander 

U.S. At-my Depot Systems 

Command (DESCOM) 

ATTN: · AMSOS- EN~FD 

(Ms. Johnson) 

Chambersburg, PA 17201 

commander 
U.S. Arny corps of Engineers 

Missouri River Division 
ATTN:CEMRD-ED-GL 

(Ms, Percifield) 

420 south 18th street 
Omaha, Nebraska, 68102 

·, 
Commander Commander 

U.S. Army Materi~l CommQnct (USAMC) US Army Corps of Engineers, 

ATTN: AMCEN•A (Mr . Bob King) New York District 

5001 Eisenhower Ave. ATTN: CENAN-PP-E 

Alexandria, VA 22333-0001 26 Federal Plaza 

New York, New York , 10278 

Commander ·,"/ Commander 

U.S. Army Environmental Center 

ATTN : C~THA-rR-D (D~. Buchi) 
Seneca Army Depot Activity 
A1TN:SDSSE-HE(Randy Battaglia) 

Romulus, New York,14541 
"'\ 

Aberdeen Proving Grouno, 

MD 21010-5401. 

g ! cl 
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Commande:r:-

u . s. Arrny corps of Engineers, 
North Atlantic Division, 

ATTN: CENAD-CO-E:f' (Hr. Pickett) 

90 Church street 
New York , NY 10007- 9~98 

4.6.4 Document and Submittal List , 

No. of Copies 
frelim!nart-Drafi Dra,t Qtaft- final 

CEHND- ED- PM 4 4 4 

DE.SCOM 2 2 2 

AEC 1 1 1 

CEMRD- EA- GL 1 1 1 

SDSSE- HE 2 23 I 
I • ' 23 

CENAD- CO- EP 1 l 1 

CF.;NAN- PP- E 2 2 2 

AMC 1 1 1 

USA~fib 8 8 
TOTAL 22 43 43 
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APPENDIX G 

EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 
SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS 

• Boring Logs 

• Test Pit Logs 

• Monitoring Well Installation Diagrams 



BORING LOGS 





PAGE 1 OP 2 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. ii CLIENT: A coif"" I BORING NO.: /n. v,J4- / 

PROJECT: LQ swmlL 
LOCATION: ~El}_/)_ 4- JOB NO.: ]-;)_()Lj]] 

EST. GROUND ElEV.: le9i, ~q ?-. 
DRll.LJNG SUMMARY: START DATE: L2-, -'13 

DRJU..JNO HOU! DEl'lll SJ\MPU!R HAMMBR FINISH DATE: t.z-t- - R3 
Ma.TI-100 DIA. INT. SJZl! TYPI! TYPI! WT.t'AU. CONTRACTOR: €p1n 1,;, 
/--)sA i 12" /-JMR /4o / 3o 1/ 

, 
j '', o2' ss DRIU.ER: 5c.o.ll 

INSPECTOR: 8'!._L..8 
CHECKED BY: AvJ 
CHECK DATE: 4/½Lj~ 

r I 

DRIILING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOLLOW - STEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFErY HAMMER cs COITTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 FT INTERVAL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHELBYTUBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EOUPMEl'IT SUMMARY 

INSIB.UMEITT DETECTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPEJENERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

()i/M o-~oo o-o,4 /~00 /2~ ~ · 'ld G lowl y 

Dw+ o- o~tJ'i' ,.a..3 / '100 12-t-73 I 

OlfYl () -.Joov d-tJ,4 1330 / 2-- ft,-93 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DETECIDR BGD BACKGROUND DGRT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FLAME - IONIZATION DElECfOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER BILLION 

GMO GEIGER MUELLER DETECTOR PPM PARTS PER MIILION MDL METHOD DETECTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETECTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENI'S: CJniER REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVEWPMEITT 

SURVEYOR 

CORELOG 

WELL INSTALLATION DETAILS 

HYDRAULIC TESflNG 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 

PAGE I O F 2 SEE MASIER ACRONYM L!Sf POR COMPlEIE LISflNG OP ABBREVIATIONS BORJNGNO.: 

ver. 05 - Nov- 93 OBBORPl.WK.1 



PAGE 2 OP 2_ 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT . 

51.34- I 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: A-Co[ BORING #: /1\W4-I 

MONITORING COMMEl'ITS: 

INSIB.UMEITT INTERVAL BOD TIME 
SVA-t 5~4- 1.1; - 1,3 )-1.5) ... \.CP DRIU..ER: E. YJ/1 f't ('(. 

l?VJt\ 0 - () 4- /00() 
Di,<J . o--s / /1/\/) INSPECfCR: £5 / L/3 

DATF· /2- ~ - 9-3 
u S ,~, ,!NI SAMPLE SAMPLE 
E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PENE- IU!CDV- Dl!PTH RAD uses STR/\TIJM 

T Pl!R TRATION ERY INT NO. voe Cu\SS Cu\.SS 
H • RANGE RANGE (FEET) SCRN (AJ per Burmeister. color, grain size, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compcnenu 

(FT\ INQi1!5 ,=n- ,....;~- with amount modifie" and -'- -size densrtv stratifoat'- v.,:tness etc. I 

cL 

ML 

2 0 1) +-
1 2 

,.1 U b~r, SJL, I, 'lbl<i Sha/€' fr()<._ m t~h (. z s "/4 ;::; II I ,,i; 0 x-- . 15·) /,#!£ clay, n.o;E-f -

---1-
5 2 2,.. ~'& LI. 6rol,.}r, 5/LT, .so~ c.J:.y

1 
-/Yacc .5hul€ kc.r,,u, 

2 0 2 2 A-ZS d;~), o K,"r:J:,/2n=1, mo is.f ------- • . 4--· -

j 
. 13 

/,5 
,., 0 ,X-- a hri,0n SILT, So~ S~I/; &..i~ (lo 2'' -

/0 c/,~ l /,'/H, Cl~y, .nro,sf, deMi-l 
· h 

~ 

4 
'- -

12 4- -
4 -

~ 4 4 ~-- '-1/.7 -
5 / Z /.7- 1.3 0 x- ~ JI. br,,wr-, 5/L-T, so- Cl~v ltlfv Jkft Nr'1A~• ... ir MO,:S .f -

_1=i_ 'frat{ -WJ Q/{,,. -Sha 1€ _..:_ ______ 

~ 
J/ ' 

,. IJ, or,,wr1 s,uL -i;~-- c~r, J,,/fq Shri/5- -
28 (p r, ', 

.f~ l>(.enh , d~ ~ mo,3/ - 4-':. y_= -

t 
22 

.2.o 1.4- 0 ~~ skk f?,,,.;,,,,,.~,,i (,ti .2 ''c/,G. ) 
-

~ 
35 6 

tJ.. h-0C¥1 Sil, 7, l,lft, S'~lt 0 S(YXl C/C.Y, -

U£ 4- - .r;..oq m,"&, d~ v. 1-UO,tjf -
52 l,l,, 

~ x-- -
4l -

k4I 10 --11- ---- ---- - -·- ---~---· --- - - ----· - -----

~ (_ Wtdwt.tc! - ShP IE. -
---

- -
5;»:m re~ eel- ID,3 / -

-- -

- ~1.RN!d ff) /0, 51 -

-~ -

- '- -
, 

-~ -

-
'--- ~ 

15 -'- -

- '- -
I j_ -
I 

~ I '- -

! -~ -
i 

- I '- -

I - ~ -
-

~ -

_j_ -
I 

- i 
-

20 

PAGE 2 01' Z SEE MASIBR ACRONYM usr l'OR COMPIEIB LISflNG 01' ABBREVIATIONS BORING #: 

ver. 05 -Nov- 93 OBBORP2.WK1 



PAGE l OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC.11 CLIENT: Acot' I BORING NO.: M W4 - z. 

PROJECT: IQ SWrn(j__ 
LOCATION : S£AD 4- JOB NO. : 1d:cQq] 1 

EST. GROUND ELEV.: (Q9:L4~-i 
DRlll.JNG SUMMARY: SfART DATE: 11L;o{U 

ORJWNO HOU! OOPTI-1 SAMPLe.R HAMMl!R PINISH DATE: / I LIQ IC?~ 
I 

,,ammo DIA INT. SIZI! T\'1'E T\'1'E WT/FN.L CONTRACI'OR: £.J/>1 /2 I rf' 

8~" /.4rJ'"/ao '-' 
I 

/tbA ..5'1'2 ' ~ /fm~ DRIUER: &b 
INSPECTffi; ES 
CHECKED BY: Aw 
CHECK DATE: 4/<;/C,4 

ORIU.lNG ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOU.OW-STEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFErY HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSI.C MUD-ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER SI 5 Ff INTERVAL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN - HOlE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE Sf SHELBYTIJBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMENT SUMMARY 

INSffiUMENT DETECTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE/ENERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DAlE WEATHER 

ovm PW 0 -:xoo 0- I /315 / I /10/9-3 :5 I..( IJY}t,/ 

V 

MONITOR ING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DElECIDR BGD BACKGROUND OORT DRAEGER TUBES 

PIO FlAME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER BILLION 

GMD GEIGER MUEUER DETECTOR PPM PARTS PER MIU.ION MDL METHOD DETECTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETECTOR RAD RADIATION 

' 

COMMENTS: 011-IER REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

YR, LL WELL DEVELOPMENT 

~'</ .VJ<.,,.:, 4-5 L ..... SURVEYOR 

;f It, down w10:.! r--fac/1 n9 IJ h c-·c1 
CORE LOG 

- WELL INSfALLATION DETAILS 

j OVl77 HYDRAULIC TESflNG 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 

PAGE I OF SEE MASTER ACRONYM LISr FOR COMPl.Ell': LISTlNG OP ABBREVlATIONS BORING NO.: 

ver. 15-0ct - 93 OBBORPl.WKl 



PAGE 2 OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 5 134- 1-

ENGINEERING- SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: Acor BORING # : M.W4- 2 
MONITORING COMMEl'ITS: 

INSTRUMEITT !NfERVAL BGD TIME DRIUER: 6(11pr~ 
f)Y'h1 11 -20M I') - l>Ac; Sent sei4 -d ,IJ St?4 - ;i.. a j I • 

INSPECTffi: ts 
lnATE: II '/f) /43 

u ~'\Ml' INI SAM~ .E SAMPIB 
E D~PTION 
p BLOWS PENI!- RBCX>V- OOM1i RAD uses STRATIJM 
T PER TRATIOO BRY It<T NO. voe CLASS cuss 
H ' RANGI! RANG!! (Fl!l!l) SOU'I (As per Burmeister. color, grain ,iz.c, MAJOR COMPO~r.1'• Minor Compcn~u 

m-r, •~s =a- =n- with amount ~odificn and -:.. - ,iz.c den•"" Jira!" 1Cation wetness ere 

~ 0 /) {) 
1<1- /tl,ld 6row1 "51lT, :so~ <:-½, / tlf/.t - -

I 
g i 2..1 0 Cobb LP,,> ( ,5- , 75 '') r?:Jw,-,cU./ /Y)O l s.'f. · 

/, 2 
->- -

q -
r--- =- .. • -

II 2. 2 hk uc crv--e.i-~ 
2 -

l~f~ l. 2.. 
4- - -

I uJpo /1uh ttl ,jJ..; / ~ , dri1 
3 11, t '}.)- 0 -

V >----- 3 :1 - -

4 4 -
>----- - -

5 
->- 5roc,n faJv J rf) 

3,6 / 
-

~ - -

llu9,(// /l-(fu5,J) d- 4 , , 
~ 

' {) ----- ------

- -

1 -- -

- -

B -- -

..... -
~ 

q -- -

..... -
10 -- -

- -

->- -

..... --- -

..... -
_._ -

..... -
---

..... -

15 ---
---- -

-- --- -

-- --- -

>----- ..... -
---
-

I--- -
20 

PAGE 2 OP SEE MASIER ACRONYM LlSf POR COMPI.Ef'E LISl"ING OP ABBREVlATIONS BORING #: 

ver. 15- 0ct-93 OBBORP2.WK1 



PAGE 1 OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT :513,k:3 

ENGINEERING- SCIENCE, INc.11 CLIENT: AaJC BORING NO.: µiv4 - 3 

PROJECT : LO ~ UJrn (( 

LOCATION : SE.AD 1 JOB NO.: ]:lii q_ z 7.. 
EST. GROUND ELEV.: (c/11., &.L~~ 

DRILLlNG SUMMARY: START DATE 11 LtoLV 
I 

DRJl.LINO HOU! 00ml SAMPUSR HAMMER FINISH DATE 11 LloL93 
METHOO DIA INT. SIZE TYre TYre WT/FALL COITTRACTOR: fi /J1 J) I ;I 

I 

115A 8'tz " 3 11 Kc) , s..s fltht?. J4olf /Jo'' DR!ll£R: &b 
INSPECTCR: £S 
CHECKED BY: AW 
CHECK DATE: 4/~/'t'f 

DRilLING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOLLOW-SI'EM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFErY HAMMER cs COITTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-Raf ARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 FT INTERVALSAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NOSAMPUNG 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHELBYTUBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING BOUPMENr SUMMARY 

INSilUJMENT DETECTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

1YPE TYPE£NERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATIIBR 

ovm PID o - .:locx:) 0 -,5 1500 11/10/fl.J .5l-t ;') If 1/ 
I 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHaTO - IONIZATION DETECTOR BOD BACKGROUND DGRT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FLAME - IONIZATION DE1ECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER BILLION 

GMD GEIGER MUELLER DETI:CTOR PPM PARTS PER MILLION MDL METHOD DETI:CTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETI:CTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENfS: CYll-lER REPORTS DATE/PENDING N/A 

N.:, d.o,,vow,rii rnon,h>r,~~ 
WELL DEVELOPMEITT 

SURVEYOR 

CORE LOG 1 OYm 0 V(J,/"/;//. WELL INSTALLATION DETAILS 

f/.s1,y 5/J ,a,L/ dn II r} 4~-C', HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYS ICAL LOGO ING 

PAGE I OF SEE MASIBR ACRONYM LlST POR COMPlEIE LISTING OP ABBREVlATIONS BORJNGNO.: 

ver. 05 - Nov-93 OBBORPl.WKl 



PAGE 2 OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGI NEERING-SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: /J{:Ot II BORING . II : MW 4 - _j 

MONITORING COMMEl'ITS: 

INSTRUMENT !NTERVAL BGD TIME DRIU..ER: /::n1 121 re 
() Utu 0-200 0 o -, ~ /t; oo Sw-\:. 3 -'> 3-~ ) ~ .4 

I 

INSPECTOO: €S 
DATE: lt/10/CU 

u ~ -·· - ,AMt'J t,, SAMPlli 
E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PENE- R.E!COV- Dl!Prn RAD uses SlRATUM 
T PER TRATION ERY INT NO. VOC cu.ss Cl.ASS 
H 6 RANGE RANGE (ft!l!T) SCIDI (AJ per Burmeister: color, grain ,ize. MAJOR COMPONENr. Minor Compmcnu 

(IT) INOiES rFEEn =c- . with amount modifiers and = '~ size densitv st ratificat ion wetnc,.s etc. \ 

_J_ 0 i) 
ls!34' ,4 r -/4r so, "f - -

I 
:){;, 

l,g 3.l 0 o_y o'1 4flC: fl...vu cl 5'Ac;_le h /I) ~c, MJ- S I (_1, --- -
2& 

5 1,au fvr:5mr-d:5 lo , 15 ". mo,>/' ;7; 2 - -

.2 
2 

I~ 2 · 2 U.. hrowr. ~ IL !, ~ OYJ<.f Cluj, /t' fflR.. 6 08£:1...EJ ,.----
sB" - -

3 /0 1. 5 l'DlVlcl<d (lo, 7 6 ') Mdc.hr/'4 . ~ o f,5/; J b'n~ . 
-

2& 3,"J. 0 -

~ 1 4 
- -

t L.,,.-z__ L 60-~ .5a 'le/ {a_,.y, S-( · 
-

!'5 1- 4 Sll4 - - 0 b l?U<Xl 6 /lf , .so ,z,u li-u' Send, . µ,ft, S/,qlf:- ·7w9~~ -
5 2, .,?, 3,3 n,n , :, f-

() - · ·~--==~ --~!'~ ,~~ 

--1L - - 11A <-i._ iJft; Jt. . s ht:;{, {b, ~ . 

(_p 
-

'10 I 

~ 
lo _..... 1,;.C -

33 lo (,, 
5p.,4 l/. brown f-o //-, 1frt,. 1 '5 t LT, .:;, 0 n--<J w (Jc; t1...t,w4 - - -v -

1 
1(, 

/1 :3;'\ 0 - - - 5h4k fr'Pq~h (le / , s • d,_,) !.,Jc.ft.. le.. yv. -
I ,oo;s - I I" L 

2. , , . .;1-_ 
s & / ~ n -- ...-,, ~- LI n ~n - ·- V'-1 

8 . . 

8 u) a:,11<..tA.Ld s1rale .? Nd, ~ 

1 
- 1/lJY _ IA 

°) 0 _1, -
,.---- - Spo0n re fu/.JJ a-J B.3 / -

10 JO - ,-- -

/kq-1/ud__ lo ~-0 
I ,.---- - -

-- -
,.---- - -

-- -
,.---- f- -

-- -

- f- -

-- -

- - -

15 -~ -

- f- -

-- -

- - -
---
-- -
-- -

~ - -
I I i i 

I ' I -- -

~ 
i 

I 
- I 

-

20 -~ 

PAGE 2 OP SEE MASTER ACRONYM u sr FOR COMl'lETI, LISfING OP ABBREVIATIONS BORING #: 

ver. 05- Nov- 93 OBBORP2.WK1 



PAGE 1 OF 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. II CLIENT: /KoG' I BORING NO.: ,A1 W-1-4-

PROJECT: /__{) '2f1I frJ f_ 
LOCATION: 5€8_/J 4- JOB NO. : t'J_Dl/1_1 

EST. GROUND EIBV.: Co.7-'§.., ZI '] 
DRllLING SUMMARY: SfART DATE: L2 -5"-Cf.3 

DRllLING HOU! DEPTil SAMPIER HAMMl!R FINISH DATE: /2 -5-<j-3 
METHOD DIA. INT. SIZI! TYi'!! TYi'!! Wf/FN.L COITT'RACTOR: E In I!.. I If" 

1/5A 8fz11 J 1/i,;2 I '55 J/»11(_ /In/ 3'.'.J II 
I 

DRill.ER: , koll 
/ 

fS/l:13 INSPECTrn: 
• 

CHECKED BY: tlw 
CHECK DATE: IJL~/qq 

I J 

DRII.LING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOU.OW-STEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFEITHAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD- ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER SI S FT INIERV AL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOIB HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE sr SHELBYTUBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMENI' SUMMARY 

INSTRUMENT DETECTOR RANCE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE£NERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

()vm /,(; /2/..5 /2. ·~-x.3 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DETECTOR BGD BACKGROUND OORT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FLAME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER Bil.LION 

GMO GEIGER MUELIBR DETECTOR PPM PARTS PER Mil.LION MDL METHOD OETI,CTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETECTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENTS: <YIHER REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEYOR 

CORELOG 

WELL INSfALLATION DETAILS 

HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYS ICAL LOGGING 

PAG E 1 OF SEE MASIER ACRONYM LIST FOR COMPlEIE LISTING OF ABBREVIATIONS BORING NO.: 

vcr. 05 - Nov-93 OBBORPI.WKl 



PAGE 2 OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT -:584- - 4-

ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: ko£ I BORING #: AW4-4-
MONITORING COMMENTS: 

INSIB.UMENT ll'ITERVAL BGD TIME DRlllER: 

Ovllt /.~ /Z.15 
~ eft'l + 4.1 1 lf .Z , 4, 3, 4 . ~ 

l't 
INSPECTOR: 

DATE: 
D " ~ .. -~ SA~ • E SAMPlE 
E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PEN!! - RECDV - DEPlll RAO uses STRATIJM 

T PER TRATION ERY INT NO. voe CLASS CLASS 
H 6 RANOI! RANGE (FEBl) sau, (Al per Burmeister. color, grain 1izc, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compmcnu 

{FT\ INOll!S 'fEl!T\ 'fEET\ with amount modifiers and -'- - size dcruitv stratification wetness etc. I 

I 0 0 A' 0 _ 0 r;9al) i"C... nr c, 10.. . - A ,I -
( Jfjf.iJ.c;. 

I 2 A,'? ~-~ J 2. t~ · -· ·----' " ~UcJ. I:, n,t,Jr, 'St<...-7 J 70"1.L CIAy, / ,flt,_ C, rJP"/c ,np fn1....; n, r,t 's/ 

-r - -

2.. 
2- l Lf, hro,._,,., SI<...-( -'c::J>c.<. C l~r, / ,ff-/ C 51-v,k ~M.t11f:s, -

~ 2 J_ den~,moisl 
a7 x_ - -

.3 ,2? 0 - (!fone ,,; ho ~m D 2- 4; 

~ 
spoon - if<) -

4-
- ~eu, ve7) ivd -

4- 4- -

2o 4 4 tV u. b rDwn €'/ l-T, .so n-u h~ 5Rr1d /,tlk 
>---- - / -

5 2.8 4, 1-- () x--
5nal€ ~ n----e,,,-I~(. ?S, • h I. o ') ,t,to1;s/-1 de,,,,u -

J~ 
'rfo CJ 

- -

~ 
C, -

__!1.§_ & (1) ~ -

5S /.o I 
+--

1 0 -~ Shulc ,Ptf'('~. 11wp 4.3 A A , --So/J<L· /a-t_1,.L 
-

I- -

8 
g ~ -

&2. 8 0 
0 

x-= 
-

} 
/0() /,I 

k.1 w fh..Vi.RI- : ,s h., I 6. 
- T -

) . I -
I I ' 

I 
- I- -

10 'o ID -
-- -

-- 5rn N.-iwJd d t),~/ -

-- -
- ~ A-wt .LJud '/b . I CJ.{) -

- ~ -

-~ -

>---- I- -

-~ -

- ~ ·- -
15 ---

I--- I- -
---
-

I--- -

I 

! -- -

~ - -

-- Ill -

~ - -

l ---

H - -
20 

PAGE 2 OP SEE MASIER ACRONYM usr POR COMPIEfE LISTING OP ABBREVIATIONS BORING #: 

ver. 05- Nov-93 OBBORP2.WK1 



PAGE 1 OP 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC.,, CLIENT: AwE" BORING NO.: )1 JV 4-5 

PROJECT: 10 .5wm t<. 
LOCATION: .;3EtrD 4- JOB NO. : 1Jny_71_ 

ESI'. GROUND ELEV.: (Q~~.I'?'&-
DRIU..ING SUMMARY: START DATE: 12ts!._7.3 

' 
ORD.UNO HOLE Dl'.Pffl SAMPU!A HAMMER PINISH DATE: ;y_ s,L 1-3 
MErnoo DIA INT. Sill! TYPI! TYPI! WT/f/U. COl"ITRACTOR O'J'J,i2_1r( 

//s,4 312,11 3 ")f 2' ss 11/t!!c.. J,o / 3o'J DRIILER: 1 bhn w. 
INSPECTffi: ES /._LL> 

I 

CHECKED BY: dw 
CHECK DATE: fJ.{ c:; Lc,1 

I I 

DRll.LING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOlLOW-SI'EM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

DW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFErY HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER SI 5 Fr INTERVALSAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER DHR DOWN-HOI.E HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE Sf SHEIBYTIJBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING ·EQUPMENI" SUMMARY 

INSTRUMENT DETICTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATIOO 

TYPE TYPEIENERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

OV/lJ (J- /. ?, / 010 / 2 / s / 'B 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PID PHOTO - IONIZATION DE'IBCTOR BGD BACKGROUND DGRT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FLAME - IONIZATION DE'IECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER BILLION 

GMD GEIGER MUELLER DETECTOR PPM PARTS PER MILLION MDL METI-!OD DETECTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETECTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENTS: 01lffiR REPORTS DA TE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEYOR 

CORELOG 

WELL INSTALLATION DETAILS 

HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGG ING 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING- scmNcE, 1Nc I cuENT: Acoc I BORING 

1-1-'N Os,:SIR....:.v....:.·~:,_ME_ITT---l-1-i'fffi_M_R_ov_N AL_IT_O_Rl-1-N-'::::.. __ so....!./!...~'~ l_j_J[l.,//)T::..IME!.J/ IJ~/ 00-~,{ 10•= ,.,.,KTIR, 
DATE: 12- -s /cr3 

u <' . 
~ .. 

E 
p BLOWS PEN!!- RECOV-

T P!!R ll<ATION ERY 

H 6 RANGE RANGE 
(Ff) INOlES lfEETI /fEI!T\ 

,_1__ 0 
I 

5 

_]__ J. 

2 1 2 
II 2 -

3 /(p 2.. 
28 

4- /oo/J ~ 

-
s -

-
-
-

-

-

-

-
-
-

-

PAGE OP 

ver. 05- Nov- 93 

OOP1ll 

IITT NO. voe 
(FEET) 

0 

'ft' 
'?• \ 0 

i.. 
z. ~, 

fJ,'¥ 0 

4-

RAO 

SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION 

uses sTitA ruM 
CLASS CLASS 

sa>.N (AJ per Burmeister. color, grain size, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compments 
with amount mod;fien and =m size dcnsitv. stratification v.<:tn= etc.' 

'y - -
I -

16PSOI ., t-----'~-'---'--------------------- -------·--- - --·-----
LI, brtJ#) 'f'll-ft :5ot1<L Cb)',' /#1.t. Wd<'c/, 

CtJriuub f'<<e.s 1 s1i~1t. ;;."1 ikUt/3 ; MC) 1~ I 
-
-

-
-------- - ---- - - ----~ 

U bf'Df<YJ '5/Lr, stJna.. chy, nta, ~/ ,'c/t,1S,.t 

X--
I-

I-

->-

I-

->-

I-

->-

I-

->- -

I-

- >- -

I- f 
->- -

----
---
-
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-
--

-
--

-

-- -
-

-- -

f 
-
-
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. JI CLIENT:()'),qcoe BORING NO~~?, 

PROJECT : -S}€;--,9Q 

LOCATION: /2.C>l'1, t.J ~ I µ~ S61JOV JOB NO.: ];},(,)_~]1 
EST. GROUND ELEV.: rP.1/R. zqo 

DRllLING SUMMARY: SfART DAlE: 12.- t, ~ 71 
DRJLLJNO HO<.E DEnti SAMPU!R HAMMER FINISH DAlE: .L1=-~-~3 
MelliOO DIA INT. SIZE TYre TYre Wf/fN..L COl'fffiACTOR: ~e..1~ 
H ~4- ~t'I 2 ''J'. -yl S5 I-IMR- {'fr:> <11--I "Jo II DRII.l.ER: /Jc (1, I />t.... 

INSPECfffi: /,Jl:f_~_c,R. 

CHECKED BY: 

CHECK DAIB: 

DRlll.lNG ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOU.OW-SIBM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

DW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFErY HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 FT INIERV AL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER DHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE Sf SHELBY TIJBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONrIORING EQUl'MENr SUMMARY 

INSTRUMENT DETI:CTOR :~ ·.-- RANG: BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPEi£NERGY ,,.,_ ._ ~ : -.,. READING TIME DAIB T IME DAIB WEATiffiR 

uv rt, lh/J O,?,ot>t) 0 {'f 2o lt..--~-'l \ Cl u....i.J..... c..n I)_ 
(}__Jlo "D- lco i-1-1 (.p l'f~ ti -<o -'U 0- S...o4U 

Ou$..T o- .'JC) 0 I y l..-0 ,t.-~ --'13 

v Iii.'--\ ,{,, K) l'f~~ Jz..-(p-9') 

f.1¾::, 1'-1- l <,, 1135" l12--C; -ci .!> I 
0UJ/ 

-,:;, 
l't1s IL-l;,-'73 j 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DE'ffiCIOR BGD BACKGROUND OORT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID Fu\ME - IONIZATION DE1ECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINVlt PPB PARTS PER Bill.ION 

GMD GEIGER MUEUER DETI:CTOR PPM PARTS PER Mill.ION MDL MEIBOD DETECTION LIMIT 

SCT SC INTII.1...ATION OETI:CTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENTS: m1ffiR REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEYOR 

CORE LOG 

WELL INSTALL<\TION DETAILS 

HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 

PAGE I OF SEE MASffiR ACRONYM LISf POR COMPIETE LISTING OP ABBREVIATIONS BORJNGNO.: 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: I BORING #: S.-:'.! '-t- le 

MONITORING 100-~t IDR~R ti;.~ / 4-.. INSIRUMEITT IITTERVAL I BOD TIME ,. 
W4''11 () - z,-.,_,, u h'-..,, lP. IJ tp . ~ :!JI( l "~,j {-....,,,() c~ / nc---. },-(-Ii rt I.J ,NseECTCR 
J).j,--. i) - CJ<'; 0 ' '-f l/CJ 

DATE: / 2 - 6 <) 1 
u ,~~· ·~· SAr.fPL.E SAMl'LE 
E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PEN!!- REOJV- DEP'lll RAO uses STRAlUM 
T PER TRATION ERY INT NO. voe CLASS CLASS 
H • RANG!! RANDI! (FEEn SOIN (As per Burmeiste r: color, grain size, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compmcnll 

1Ff1 JNCH!S tfEET, •=•- with amount modificn •nd -'- - size dcnsrtv 1tratif1Cation wc•ncs., etc. 1 

LL 0 0 '1 
/t-c.vf-S Le.-."""-...... u .r~4"1-"'-""1..e,·,. ; -

I (:; 
Lt.. i) ' (.;) ~rl r-:- - -

ryy- l -
...... 

'S,6,-~ c.l (A> 2cd.s 
-

L .... 
7- C, -

q-z._ 7.. 1... 
'i -~r·4C<__ \.JH_.,:r ,_._ ...... 1,.../(..-i, ~.) •. -

/C~/ 1 lz_ D k 5f L, --r )/av,J ~~-- ( 
I -~ D.'b (A 2.. ! -

1---- - -
'-i y y· -- -

- - -
5 

->- -

- ...... -

k, _,__ -

- ...... -

->- -

- ...... -

->- -

- ...... -

->- -

I- ...... -
10 

->- -

- ...... -

->- -

I- ...... -

->- -

- ...... -

-+- -

-- ...... 

-+- -

,_._ ...... -
15 -->-

-,_._ ...... 

->- -

l- ...... -

-->-

-
I-

! 
...... 

I ->- -

-.---- ...... 
! ->- -

I ...... -

20 I 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING- SCIENCE, INc.11 CLIENT: ( X.4-(_~ BORING NO.: S,3 y,....:::;_ 

PROJECT : $KOO 
LOCATION: U>M- .; l, J( tV'4- ,<;o-rt-a y JOB NO.: ]ctOL/1] I I 

ESf. GROUND ELEV.: LOY., Cl']. I 
DRILLING SUMMARY: START DATE: 12-~ _,,13. 

ORJWNO HOU! Dl!PTH SAMPU!R HM<Ml!R FINISH DATE: /2-<:;-11 
Ml!rnoo DIA. INT. SIZE TYl'I! TYl'I! WTll'AU. CONTRACTOR: '6,,vif,'6Jc 

l-ldr' f lj,., ··Z,. I (" J /I ~<, ~rl2.- 4 +1 / " ,TbVL.,-J I o b DRIUE.R: 

i- I BtJ/11,a INSPECTffi: 

CHECKED BY: 

CHECK DATE: 

DR II.LING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOLLOW-STEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFEIT HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROTARY SOll...-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 IT INTERVAL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHELBY TUBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMBNT SUMMARY 

INSIRUMENT DETOCI'OR RANG: BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE£NERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATiffiR 

Vc//vl. D 1() C,----'2Qo-::) D /l; il_:,--o Ii, I ~/9J [io..,J, c~ I 

R-00 e>-1<7K::> Is~,~ ~ N IL-. ; ✓.:-. ") 

0..J-">J O-.q1 b ,,~ ~<" ---4 ') 
v .I ,IV\ 

0 IS'!-0 /J..-~--4-'t.. 
f<A-o I <;:.-fo ISJo IL- 5'~J 
().;y( 0 /$'1.> tl -') ~ 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DE'IECTOR BGD BACKGROUND DGRT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FLAME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINlTIB PPB PARTS PER Bil.LION 

GMO GEIGER MUEU.ER DETECTOR PPM PARTS PER Mil.LION MDL METHOD DETECTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTII.LATION DETECI'OR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENTS: Oil-lER REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WEIL DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEYOR 

CORE LOG 

WELL INSTALLATION DETAll...S 

HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 
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PAGil 2 OF 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: BORING #~(> V- - 1--

MONITORING 100-= I DRliER 
INSfRUMEITT lmERV AL BGD T IME ~tt,....,J 

IJVv'-, A-2..oOo O 1'/<::J-? 
,~ 

I_ o (:) - I no IS~\~ tu S--0 '""= D.ti +M 
(}, 1'-<.-r f) - ,v-,q o i-.P.-,o 

/ l -S--lt'\ DA1E 

u P• 
~ .. ,MPI.E SAMl'l...t 

E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PEN!!- Rl!OOV- llEP11i RAD uses STRATI/M 

T PER TIIATION ERY INT NO. voe cu.ss CLASS 
H • RANCE RANGll (FEST) SCRN (Al per Burmei.ster: color, grain ,iz.c:, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compcnenu 

/FT\ IN~• -=•~ (fl!l!T\ with amount -odifiers and -'"-size densitv. ma1ifrca1'- wetnes.s etc.\ 

LL 0 I) 
l; >- ()'..() ,/µ. C. <;; r"~ C(~ c;..__,___f' -

1 I-

( 1,f 7.f ~ ')4 I -

LL >- -

2. l o ~ 2. 5¼ o rtt c-1.t. h~'\J /..Je,.~ "L.,_ 0°1 
-

~ L t... 

1 - -

J ~ l. f B r-'I- -

t(.,. -

'i 
'2-b cJ 

'-( 
-

w 
; 

'< 
~ 'I .... -

3C.,. -·- -----· 
5 

I, g -- ~~ S--11v~, (VJ~ ->-

C( te~ 
-

yL D X 
v.S- :t. 3 - -

{o 
.. 0 

L&_ b 
-

(,-
L{ - -

1 j,3 
st '2 ) t1~ 0 k- /Y"t"'f' (l_.. 

51 - ' '.6 ~ /s,.,.Ji 
-

9 
J 

/n1Jl.. 
-u -

.2.... r, - S/1.,,-Sf~ f l~.f;~A.. 
) -

s ~ - 1- 0 l)c-1- f, 1 -

._ ! >- -
10 (.:' ---

-
l\ 
._ >-

-->-

,___.: - -o -

r~ ->- Ml..- -

-- -
-_,_ 

Q ? , ,___ >- - i ...... ' .../ -

---
-

~ >-

15 -- -

-,___ >-

---
-,___ -
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-,___ -
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---
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-1-
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0
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INc.11 CLIENT: CA-Armf: BORING NO.: (:',()tj -..1_ 

PROJECT: ,<vt-lJ 
LOCATION: 6V"\J L:vh c d lj S[9'\'f) "I JOB NO.: ];)Dl./77 I 

ESf. GROUND ELEV.: lQl, 314 
DRllnNG SUMMARY: START DATE: 12-~ - <J'1::. 

DRJU.INO HQU; DePTii SAMPLER HAMMl!R FINISH DATE: /2- - s- -4J. 

Ml!ll!OO DIA INT. S12l! TYPE TYPE WTA'AU. CONTRACTOR: frv,d-
k~f( ~h' 2 1 )(::, It 55 j{,../2._ l'fo# I r-> 11 DRIUER: ~~ 

INSPECTffi: l! 11V,CA 

CHECKED BY: 

CHECK DATE: 

DRITLING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOU.OW-SIEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

ow DRIVE-AND -WASH SHR SAFETY HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROfARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 FTINfERVALSAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHEU3YTUBE 

JS 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMENr SUMMARY 

INSIB.UMENT DETECfOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE£NERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

v J IV\._ {JI.I) 0-2.ooe, 0 '~ ~ i L ) /l -.f'-li ) ,;. / C ~J~L- J ,1 

~ 0- /VO I 1. ~1; iL -->q,~ 
I -

\1 -7..Y 

Dvs, CJ -o."iq D I 1..-'-<~ IL-.;-~'J 

\JV M 
I 

0 h-os JL-s--4'3 
"f4? /7- / g I 1v '; /c- ~-fl 

Dv~ •r \.J I Jo) 12. --:i -7.J 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOfO - IONIZATION DETECTOR BOD BACKGROUND DORT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID fL6.ME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUNTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER Bil.LION 

GMO GEIGER MUELLER DETECfOR PPM PARTS PER Mil.LION MDL METl--10D DETECflON LIMIT 

SCT SCINTITLATION DETECTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENTS: anIBR REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVELOPMEITT 

SURVEYOR 

CORE LOG 

I WELL INSTALLATION DETAILS 
HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERI NG-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: II BORING #: 

INSffiUMEl'IT 

u 
E 
p BLOWS 

T Pl!R 

H 6 
/Fr) INQll!S 

r+ 
I 

~ 
i 

µ2-

5 
Iv 

~ 
},.lJ y 

¾-5 

"' 
~ 
-

7 -
J 

-

-
10 

-

-

-

-
,-

15 

-
-
-
-
,__:__ 

20 

MONITORING 

INTERVAL BGD TIME ,. I COMMENTS: I DRII..l..ER: 

1'1!1'£­
TRATION 
RANOB 
rFEEn 

(b) 

r 
J 
~ 

...i 

'-1 

I.,. 

RECXlV­
ERY 

RANGE 
rFP..en 

l:o 

\,1> 

l•t1 

DE!Prn 
INT 

(FEE1) 

t> 

L 
2-

'--1 
\ 

1 

0 

,MP'F 

RAO 
NO. voe 

SCRN 

9-
t1. l o y..--

. I-

H-
0 

f.1.. 

'i 
i) 

S.) 

)(--

-
f- _,_ 

---
,_ 

_,_ 

-
--
-

--
---
,_ 

_,_ 

-
_,_ 

,_ 
_,_ 

I-

--
-

_,_ 

I-

--
I-

--
I-

--
I-

---

SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION 

INSPECTCR: 

(At per Burmeister. color, grain size, MAJOR COMPONENr, Minor CompmenU 
with amount modifiers ,nd -'--size dcnsirv stral if,cation wetness etc.\ 

PAGE 2 OP 2-..... 

uses 
CLASS 

STRATIJM 
CLASS 
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PAGE 1 01' 

OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. II CLIENT: vs !}ca€ I BORING N0.:,2 y -1 
PROJECT: ,c:;!5V 
LOCATION: lfo/'ivl-0 , /Vj ~o-'-1 JOB NO.: 1:lb4r/ 7 

ESr.GROUND ELEV.: '1.o~. Olf 'j 
DRIU.ING SUMMARY: START DA1E: Lk- '.i-.--e; J 

! 
l'.---s---q3 DRlUJNO i HOU! DEl'lll SAMPU!R HAMMl!R FINISH DA1E: 

I 

' CONTRACTOR: ~,,c.c Ml!IBOO I DIA. INT. Sill! TYPI! TYPI! WT/PALI. 

Jf!~i1 I fl/,,, 2., I /I SS' }(~ Iyo-:#/~:;> 't S'c.,rr--,... i DRILLER: 

i INSPECTCR: IJ,(I~ 
I 
! CHECKED BY: 

! CHECK DATE: 
I 

! 
I 

DRlll..ING ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOU..OW-SfEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

DW DRIVE-AND -WASH SHR SAFEIT HAMMER cs CONTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD-ROTARY SOIL-CORING HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER SI 5 FT INTERVALSAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN-HOLE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SPIN CASING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHELBY TIJBE 

3S 3 INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMENf SUMMARY 

INSTRUMENT DETI:CTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE!ENERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

f v M f I!) o -?.--0GO 0 d9 5"0 ii-r-f"l cl..vJ-, t.Jr .,.I. 

/:/1/) o-Joo 1.D--l i. oq~'1J h -~-&, 1:.~1:t r 

l)J/{,,' U-,qc{ 0 o~ro IL_,;-_q:, 

0 J.f"' D /OO) ft-~)-4-) 
(l(1/> ,1,-" (OtY; /t-f-f) 

~-.>Sf 0 (00 r /z.. -'i'-iJ 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DETECTOR BGD BACKGROUND DORT DRAEGER TUBES 

FID FL-\ME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUNI"S PER MINUTE PPB PAR TS PER Blll..lON 

GMD GEIGER MUELLER DETI:CTOR PPM PARTS PER Mlll..ION MDL METI-10D DETI:CTION LIMIT 

SCT SCINTILLATION DETI:CTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMENI'S: onmR REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WELL DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEYOR 

CORELOG 

WELL INSTALLATION DETAILS 

HYDRAULIC TESTING 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: I BORING 

MONITORING 

INS'ffiUMENT INTI:RVAL BGD TIME 

I 

COMME~ 

100~R 
u 
E 
p BLOWS 

T PER 

H • 
'"""' 'NOIES 

7J:-

I n-
.____i_ 

J. fs, 

Kt-
J 

~ 
o/ 
~ 5 

"'-o 
~ ; 
._ 

1 
._ 

r 
._ 

°' J.-

10 

J.-

J.-

~ 

~ 

15 

~ 

~ 

-
C--

._ 
20 I 

Pl!NE! - REOOV- Ol!PTH 
TRATION ERY INT 

RANOI!. RANOE <FEEn 
=a~ ,=a~ 

I) 

21 l 

a 
l:. \ 

(/ 

i 

' 

',,<\Ml'J.E 

I 

INO voe 
! 

SAM!'lli 
DESCRIPTION 

RAD 

'"'= 
lnATE 

= (Ai per Burmeister. color. grain size. MAJOR COMPONENr. Minor Compcnenu 
with amount modifien and _;.. -,izc den•"" 11~1;r~at'on wetncs., elc. l 

-+-

-+-

-+-

--

--

_._ 

I-

_._ 

-1-

._ 

._ 
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------- 1~ 

uses 
CLASS 

STRATIJM 
Cl.ASS 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING - SCIENCE, INC. II CLIENT: ().5,~ I BORING NO.: S'i '-{ - 10 

PROJECT : ~".) 

LOCATION : ~ l) LUS l ;ti~ JOB NO. : 7JfJ4J7 I 

ESf. GROUND EIEV.: 'J.Qd .Jc~~ 
DRll.LING SUMMARY: START DATE: /1: <,,,-"0 

DRJU.INO HOU! DEPTI-1 SAMPLER HAMMER FINISH DATE: I L- (1 -1'1 
MErnoo OIA. INT. SIZE TYPI! TYPI! WTll'I-LJ. COl'nll.ACTOR: L:.'7rt'li:. 

/-(~lr ~/L- ~,, 
X .'3 I .s.s ~ l} I 'rv +1-/::iu / . 

DRII..l..ER: ,;., / J 
-

INSPECTCR: / --~11 (/ J 

CHECKED BY: 

CHECK DATE: 

DRlll.lNG ACRONYMS: 

HSA HOLLOW-STEM AUGERS HMR HAMMER ss SPLIT SPOON 

OW DRIVE-AND-WASH SHR SAFETY HAMMER cs COITTINUOUS SAMPLING 

MRSLC MUD - ROTARY son.-CORJNG HHR HYDRAULIC HAMMER 51 5 PT INTERVAL SAMPLING 

CA CASING ADVANCER OHR DOWN - HOIE HAMMER NS NO SAMPLING 

SPC SP IN CAS ING WL WIRE-LINE ST SHELBY TIJBE 

3S J INCH SPLIT SPOON 

MONITORING EQUPMENr SUMMARY 

INSffiUMEITT DE1F.CTOR RANGE BACKGROUND CALIBRATION 

TYPE TYPE/ENERGY READING TIME DATE TIME DATE WEATHER 

0 v /I"\ _) I /) C -l l>,!).Y {) f It -,,,,. ; t -&-9°) '.-( <>./ J 7 c1(/7 

t'l/ri0 o - rOo i ~-J1 11-J-'5 f L - ~• - 'fl ( , sµ·._,i.)· 

1Jv 71- u - 'Cj' ,- C) I ri { / L -~- 1 } 
Dv .rV\ 0 (11 1 I L- --(,, -q > 

/1....40 15- (b II ~b n~--'i3, 
D__;sr 0 It ? ? l~--'t> 

MONITORING ACRONYMS 

PIO PHOTO - IONIZATION DETECTOR BGD BACKGROUND DGRT DRAE.GER TIJBES 

FID FlAME - IONIZATION DETECTOR CPM COUITTS PER MINUTE PPB PARTS PER Bill.ION 

GMO GEIGER MUELLER DE1F.CTOR PPM PARTS PER Mill.ION MDL METHOD DEltCTION LIMIT 

SCT SCIITTn.LATION DEltCTOR RAD RADIATION 

COMMEl'(fS: O'llffiR REPORTS DATE/PENDING NIA 

WEU.. DEVELOPMEITT 

SURVEYOR 

CORE LOG 

WELL INSTALLATION DET An.5 

HYDRAULIC TI:STJNG 

GEOPHYSICAL LOGGING 

PAGE I or SEE MASIER ACRONYM LIST POR COMl'lEfE LISTING OP ABBREVIATIONS BORINGNO. : 
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OVERBURDEN BORING REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I GLIENT: , , I BORING # · s· {) l ( - / CJ' 

MONITORING lro~= j°"~R (l,~ '3 /'tL-INSIRUMENT lmERVAL BOD TIME 
I, 

0,/M, ' -Z.u .:.> ~ 0 17 -z< 
r[Jff /~:1 .I'~>() I' - ; :J._:} I I: - h / / 1--,- ONSeECTCR 

Ycl '•f c) . 'i~ C (I~< /2- - & --93 DA=· 

u •~ 'I.INC SAMJ'U,, SAM!'U,, 

E DESCRIPTION 
p BLOWS PEN!!- REOJV- OOP'Tli RAD uses S'IRATUM 

T PER 'TRATION ERY INT NO. voe cu.ss CLASS 
H 6 RANCE RANOe (FEBT) SCRN (Ai per Burmeister: color, grain 1izc, MAJOR COMPONENT, Minor Compcnenu 

( IT) INOi8S ,=o~ FEB~ with amount modifiers and -'"-size densitv st ratification v.,:tnes, clc 1 

LL i:.J u 1 (t r 
I- -

I fl 

/ I 1 

I ~ 
~ // 1- 0 /.- +- -,... 

b,I \ UL c.,;, (,_~, _, ·.._ .,..( h: ,._J /"'"''-L1 - -

2 
\1 L )_,. 

. - -

lL:L C 0 '-f -I- -
·1;2 

-~ ti d(lf }PrJe,_ stWil -, -+- -
j 

I Yy=z) 
0 y 

l{ ¥ /0, z I- i -

-{ -

~ y 4 y - -
5 ' 'O X-- i f' I ;r ~f tx¥J f~fv'9M- 6.,'l. I ,-
~ 

I- -

r \ / '~) - -

( b 0 -I- -

1--- I- -

-+- -

-1--- -
-+- -

~ - :0 --
-1--- I-

10 -- -

-1--- I-

---
-.,___ I-

---
-.,___ I-

--~ 

-
~ -

-- +-

-
1--- -

IS ---
--
---
--

I 
- I- -

~ - -

! ---
-

~ -
---
-

~ -
20 
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TEST PIT REPORT 
ENGINEERING- SCIENCE INC. O..IENT: I/\ l.Ar i~ TEST PIT #: r r Y- 1 

MONITORING DATA 

\'&~t;_~f1 INSIRUMEITT DElECTOR BACKGROUND TIME/DA1E DATE START: 
Oi( tfe4, (1; /N'\ no () If/ h/4 '.> f.1 Q v,, I DATE FINISH: 

• \/ ; I h -✓ ~ ' "" Pl~ "hr ~ I 11 / ic, / '1 ) o9,11, 

---- / INSPECTOR: 0,MI{ ,( , ri .;,. 

..... t, CONTRACTOR: 111 x:: 13 

SCALE VOCJ SAMPLE SIRATA DESCRIPTION OP MATERIALS 
(FI, RAD. NUMBl!R OOP'lli . RANGe SCHEMATIC ffiURMEISIER METI{ODOLOGY\ REMARKS 

7.:'. 1/ ( ✓~ t i111 t ~O c, f- f-vf 5, :/ 
1---

1(, f 5Cl, I 
-

- .. ·- r.~ 1} f ( r, 1/ V v, ,hI ,vi -.__ .. --. -· -
- -

1--- \ c le,il I c,,1 vii -

- -

-
l,{ V>,-f~,W\ t, ,u {; C, ~ ,r . 

-

V)O 1--- -

- 1 
c,1 .,/ 

\flu tvri ~ -~,/\_ wi.,ttv11·&1 1 -
(., lt,1-l~"\ 

- -

>--- -

- "- \ -

- !> Oj-5t1 ·n'-1 -\ ·; tett It b r(,..,..,,..., cAv-1 ~~,J tw -
/ 

O(.. 11/1f l> i I - cl,/ 
-

06•}) ---... -
I lc, C1'1J..-\ ~} /HJ{. d - , -

' {I 

f1 v/ I ~ t<> >--- {t lJ~ -

/q, ,..-, -::-'-\ l,( ' -

- -

- -

1--- -

--
--
-1---

--
--
--

->---

--
--
--
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TEST PIT REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE INC. U..IENT: u ,A C8 TEST PIT 

MONITORING DATA 
INSIB.UMEITT DETECTOR BACKGROUND TIME/DATE DATE START: 

f11 IM Pin u Ill ill Ci') (J /1. v(.,, DATE FINISH: 
I I 1,,1-,, ~, l 'I~ i...l rf/d / 4....., (')() l.. 1) 

" I I INSPECTOR: 
CONTRACTOR: 

SCALE VOCJ SAMPLE SIRATA DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS 
rFn RAO. NUMOOR Demi R.ANOO SCHEMATIC ffiURMEISTER MErnODOLOGYl 

f--

\v r '.1<., J 
r-- '-·- ·-----

f--

- I 

-
-

\}.\/\\{./.,,... 
-

-2- C. \IA/ 

- ( \1,-/ lc.. rrv-i 

-

-

_:_ 3 0/e- l -w~ -L ·)f ee'f it br,,..,"' I -(.,iv-I 
- ll/1~h~ cl; l ly - C ~I tu.VY' 

oc1 Iv 
, 

- ----------- '1' ""(_ ~c [,,,( S -

- \;\. A ✓ .. i"y---. we,-J.f(i"' I 
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
-

f--

r--
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#: TP 'l -7..-

11/lf/l 1(=tg 

OMii 
64Y8 

REMARKS 

-

-
-

-

-
-

-

-
-

-

-

fl~4t·j 
-

-
l 2-- ?- I~ -

I e,4, \c .,.! D ·t -_, 

~·· ~ I -
t-v 0 

-
V' p 0~ .. .,... 

I -
-

-

-

-
-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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TEST PIT REPORT 

ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: SE"A.'P I TEST PIT #: 'T'P-4-.3 
PROJECT: se-~Fc:,.. ,o ~wMU :rwv61SrlGATiotJ 
LOCATION: SFA:o _ ~. p,, l"ll1PL1:r l,,oc"notJ 

JOB NUMBER: 7Z.o-t77-.PJ«) 
EST. GROUND ELEV. 

INSPECTOR: ~ 
._TE_ST_P_IT_D_AT~A---~--~----------------uCONTRACTOR: ]( 
t--lE...,N-rG_Til_+--_WIDTil=7_-t-_D---:EPTI-t..-----i ____ EXr..CAc-7rVA.--TrtIO=N/=SH.,..O_R_ING_METI-I_O_D ___ ----ilSTART DATE: /Z 
1------"·-~-3=--•--4---......._ 4•_.....-___ 8~As..::C:...:.c"-:.....-'-'--=~E=---------~ICOMPI.ErION DATE: I 

CHECKED BY: t-----t----+----+-------------------11 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA COMMENTS: s~p Lt f1'4 -3. 
t---INsm-UMENT----,--0-ETI:Cro--R---.-BA-c-Ka_R_OUND_-,-__ T_IME/_o_A_m __ ---1, SMALLOW oVERBuRl)QJ So~ 

0\/,-'1-.:u•~~ 10.~v Ill 10:zo1r1 12./Sl'B 
LEL /Oz.. I U. S . 

SCAIE VOCJ ,___ __ SAMP[E~------< SffiATA 
(Ff) RAn Ul'N..nnn .....,__,._ n.o........,. ----- '-:i("" 

-

-
1 -

r--

f--

-
f--

2 -
-
-
f--

f--

3 -
f--

..a ...... .A JI - - -
... JI. ...... - -........... - - -- -
• • •• 
• • • 
•••• • • • 
• • • • 
• • • 

• • • • 

- ..... -r- -.... 
" ~ 

c:-
,-

"' "' \ 

I" ._-
T ~ 

we-L~ PE'At,/l;l> \/"'•TS 
J. oRGANIC. 4 ~ -4ofieL 
,1. IN0~1'. .L-EXIU~vg"' 

. r-.-, 1. l'16"~LS 
TOTAL SAMPLES:US f 

DESCRIPTION OP MAlERIALS 
m1 m MPr=ll METI-Iorvv .oGYl 

L..1GH1 B~OWN ~,t.-ry~~ 

'lll>MARKS 

' 

F'INr ~A•P1£0 -'- zoo s,~~~ > t" 
~/some-' G,l;ft't- Gl.ACIAC..,IU. 

:P~RK -ro Met>tlJr{l{owv6J G~fr/ :} 
tJf.lt-r- ~f,,-,1~ GLI\CtAt.- -rlc..L 

'PhPrSl~j t"-'TO ~~ lt/8'' 
~ H-Al,;;- L.A'/Ef< 

[ weu... - b61="1~ SAAWUIJrr 

Co,.1s1s,e:lJ1 sHALe:­
UN 11 - ~CA.VATION 

Tt> Bltse~~ Re.-fus.e.L >J7-18" 

-

-

- ~ .. - ... ,-==:!:=~'1? No tt.J 'T"R\l s I VS- ptzeseAJCe-
-

\ ' 
' -

' " 4 ~ 

- ~r 
5 HALE: CONnt.lJAil()/ 

-

-
-

5 

SEE MASTER ACRONYM LISr POR COMPIEIB LISflNG OP ABBREVIATIONS TEST PIT#: T'P+3 
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TEST PIT REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: Sc-,41> I TEST PIT #: 7P1--'l 

PROJECT: .Y£>vsc,q 1'1 SW/111(/ J:"N~rlG-4'rlONS JOB NUMBER: ;t~o1 , --
LOCATION: S£AP -1 -rESr P1r -r:k!PL.ii- LOC,,t/T/ON EST. GROUND ELEV. 

l================================:IINSPECTOR: -.(J,-/}f/=-c-C--
1-TE_Sf_PIT_D_A~T,-A ___ ~---.,.------------------llCONTRACTOR: v L;"'S /V,/(J 

IENGIB WIDTII DEPTII EXCAVATION/SHORING METI-IOD SfART DATE: /2./Sffl 

~-~
1•~-~-~Jlrr~~~a====t================i1cOMPLETION DATE: n§/..U 

1-------"'6=.!5'-'--4--=3-✓_-+-_4.,_1_-+ __ ___.H..::..:..tA--=-c_,K,-'-'MC..C~.:::.ir _________ --l
1
cHEcKED BY: 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA COMMENTS: --------~---.,.----~------------ii 
INSIRUMENT DETECTOR BACKGROUND TIME/DA1E 

LGZ/02/R~S 

s l-lAL Low over. Bu!?.taJ So1LS 

'wRL DEFttJef> VN rr::5 

I o116MJIC- S -~ I'll. 4 c. - 40,v,1.-
I frvoR6~tJIC~- {;'Ot>_trtL I iSlOS,ve:- ,f)-,.it: 

1---------...+-----t-----+--------------ilTOTAL SAMPLES: rs 7 
I M(;"17t{.S' - -40IW..-

SCALE VOCJ SAMPLE SIRATA 
/Fr\ 1>An ~~R -~ •• ..,,,. <:rl-WMATIC 

r/ - BGP 

1 

,__.. 

I-

2 
I 

3 

fl 
{3GD 

4 

-
5 

n,v,<:_ 

'Bowls 
A-T $/l>E5 

()F~ 

PJr~z._ 

S(-IMPLt 
1P4-y 

l,A..Afi.... - ·-·~ -
l,.A./-' •, A A 

A.A_A,,. A.J.._ 

.. . .. . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. -. 

l 

,,. 

DESCRIPTION OP MA1ERIALS 
ffiURMEISTI'R METI-IODOLOGYl 

/0/JSOIL ) lfoor S:-YS7cJY/S"" 
J/16# CJl!wfli/lC C~,v-C-

L IGl-/t 8P:)WN '.5 11.-Ti 5A"1 L> 
i:-,111~ w ifh 50fV1t C l,A-1 - Tl LL 

L 200 s revrs-1'2€-

[waL - prr,Nd; SI-JAL~ UNt-ij 

CONSISTENT S HA Lf: 
UN I, - l--_-A fi G ,:;:- p I f:"CE5 

EX CA V4TI01'J 
P;E"FUS:AL 

(No r l'J TT< V '5 I 1/r;- h'< -E'S HJ Ct" I~~) 

SEE MASTER ACRONYM usr FOR COMPIEIB LISrING OP ABBREVIATIONS 
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All. 
NATtJfAL 

\.,JELL 
sof(T1'::1) 
SAALE"" 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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TEST PIT REPORT 77n~ y_.*"/!:2. 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: S£:4P I TEST PIT #:7P--f~s-' 

PROJECT: . .SEtl!:CA 10 SWl'1V ~vesnG477~ JOB NUMBER: 720'1-//--0bJ 
LOCATION: SE:A/2. -4- 7l:rr ?/r ~1,l'i,,.6"1 Lo:;,,,/TJov EST. GROUND ELEV. 

INSPECTOR: Qvc. 
TEST PIT DATA CONTRACTOR: V,E,S 

LENGTH WJDTI{ DEPTII EXCAVATION/SHORING METI-IOD START DATE: 12,1[/9.3 
ID, 3' 3.5"--'f' BA Ck' I/Ok COMPLETION DATE: /.Z,,("i"/93 

CHECKED BY: 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA COMMENTS: 
INSTRUMENT DETB:TOR BACKGROUND TIME/DATE Sl(;fao✓ at/atSv-e-A57'/ So1t.5 

D t//11- . .,,-ROB /0.{7ff ? /2./5'/9'5 
LEL/t>.z/1,/., 5 - / 2 /~ .,/93 WEZL PefrAf.fV VA// 7.s , 

-

TOTAL SAMPLEs:f8 7 
SCAlE VOCJ SAMPLE STRATA DESCRIPTION OP MATERIALS 

rFn J:!An "'"""'R -~···~ ~HEUAT!r ffilJRMEISIER MJ'.'THODOLOGYI K-·• ·-i<.'.":::: 

~ 1. (,'/ ~ ¢ _J_J. .. - II;- ;o/?50/L / Roor s~.5 -_ .... _ ..... _ -
A ,. . ----. . . . . -- ~l6"Yr 8...f'~ .SIL.T/ .9f,v,b It • • • •• 

- - . . . -. 
H/VC ~ _,..~C"~ - Tl LL I/ -

I -·- . -.. B - .. ..... -
1 

.... ... 
- --.. ,, -

L_.f?..oo s,~Sl~ -.. .. . , . . .. .. . . - - ..,, 

St,,n,.pl.t. p--,,el:'-e ~ ~G'"Y so1t.s i - TP4 -S- -

(Fovl<) t/N1r- .PE'r/N/vC 77LL 
17 J{:/ -:-- -

I ,7/7 "'1-.J/ ,,Ye;' / N'TZJ ~~ a> 
- f Bowts A/;?.. 

S/#MEi L-/1Y~ 
-

2 Jl'fT"S1U:5 
- oF?"~ -

~/ • :, -
[ WELL - D£F11JEP ~ Uf.! ,iJ -

,, 

- Coll/SIS~ S'//4L£ All- -
-

I vmr EJ:'U{ V,47/0N IV'Aff'£1L -
3 WFl,L - To B,9-c,t,( ,,I/Clb ~S.,4L -., So/11£:f) - -,--..:'.: NS /tV?;f'.vSl'n;- PA'eS'e-vCe /Vol'!!fJ, - -

-- ~ 

- .i11cr11or l!di/S4-L ::>,WJtc-' -

~ 

COA/T/,/{//{-f/?ON I -
4 --

-~ 

-~ 

--
f-- -

5 
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TEST PlT REPORT 

ENGINEERING- SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: S EAD TEST PIT #:,P4-:-6 
PROJECT: S ETVITA- JO <:_v1.lfvl \.J ...1-v\JV€-S -t-r6,ll--nntJ JOB NUMBER: ?,2.0~':;'l._-o;oco 
LOCATION: 5 e:7t-D ± C l/Ji_ P1ec TEAC~ EST. GROUND ELEV. 

INSPECTOR, ti 
TEST PIT DATA CONTRACTOR: 

l.ENGTI-1 WIDTH DEl'TI{ EXCAVATION/ SHORING METIIOD START DATE: 
48' 3' t:, I B1 ck' Ho E"" COMPLETION DATE: q 

CHECKED BY: 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA 
co& ~~~/) ~ ~A/J1ct1W, INSTilUMENT DETECTOR BACKGROUND TIME/DATE 

<">VfVI - !:>RO.Pl lo.pf a, I ZK h_? j-:{,"'1() 
7b ,,1 cu,,j' /7/e /)~i~ t..E:L/02 /1.J?S _:,_ ..!.- ..'/ , 

, 6/T w67?/; 1//V ¢Ne. ~ c.... 
... 

/-;,.,,k,es«;f,(J)l} 
Seur,,.p ~ : l f' 4- (.b -

TOTAL SAMPLR<:.18] 
SCAI.E VOCJ SAMPLE SIRATA DESCRIPTION OP MAlERIALS 

(F]j QAf"\ ' '"'-'""R -- ... = ----- - - <BURMEISTER METIIOIY'lLOGYl Ql'MARKS 

l_ij..../\AJ\_ 
TDPSOJL L, - -

~ 
-

f 
-

...),.._,A _ _ ,1._ --

-
~ 

-

-
~ - .J._.A_ .A 

-
1 

J)Mt (h-y Cl1t'/ej i) 
- // -

f' ~MID w iT7-l ~f; lt-J1cfZ~ 
) " - -

S~a~ 
- -

I 
< 1 J . . 

ReGimJ cf- J.lem,ph-tic.. D 2 -• - " -}:Jm4il-
- -o-.i-• 

rr1€t> ·,VYYl- P~ ► 7'' -
fl; r- o - ~ 5o1L _ ,_ ,._ 

- ·-~- .. -_ , __ 
' '\. \ 

} ., -.; . 
-

<. ' W~ TitEREJ) S HA-Cb 
-· -

'" • ~ 1i! -

w/DMK Grrq 
-

l.. < utJ, , 3 • q - e -

?. z.._ ~ T ILL > i8 ii - -
0 • • 

- :.. -

- 0 «, 0 -
= <... 

f-- C!I ~ & -
4 ~ 7 i,, 

<: <. 
rnoRg"' c,e5mpe.ten t-

I...._ 

<.,_ '\ \ I -~ \ \ 

r} 
( <- 5 HA-Le l.)Nll -~ 

'- " ~ 7 \ -
\ 

,- " \ -

5 
f ' ~ 
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TEST PIT REPORT 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: .SFAD I TEST PIT #: TP-4- + 

PROJECT: 5E""AD lo SW'MLJ X"t-JV/ES[lf:A11QN JOB NUMBER: 7zo4Tl-o1to:i 
LOCATION: 5E7\:C> ,4 CLAY Pl ff.: -rP~ EST. GROUND ELEV. 

t=e:=========================================:IINSPECTOR: ~[F.i_Nf_l-_ 
1-TEST __ P_IT_D_AT..--A ___ .,------,----------------;iCONTRACTOR: 13:S/u.:B 
J---lE--:N.-,-GTH_-+-_WIDTI-1--:-_+-_D--::EPTH_.,-----t-----=-EX_CA--:V-,A-,-:-Tl-=--ON=/=-SH_O_RING __ METII_O_D ___ ---tl START DATE: 1zf5jq3 
J----"C,"--

1
--+-~:=3""'---

1 -+--_,__i::;✓--+-----"R.e..i.,AC=K...!...!...!!HO=~=-------------tl COMPLETION DATE: IZ/:i"/93 
CHECKED BY: 1-----+------+-----+---------------------11 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA COMMENTS· r 
1----IN-STR_UME_NT-----.--0-ETECT--oR---,-BA-c-Ka_R_OUND_~--T-IME/_0_11._IB __ -11 ~ zw' NE' 01 f.he Po/\JD 

OVM-5808 10 .¢ e✓ (JJ i2 /S/ 13 u 1ftL 
L.E"i- / O:t. / 1-l,S _ IZ l..t; l 'J3 ,- P. AfA-0 Fx'CAV!t7cD N 

CL.A'/ Pipt: tVl15 Discovd<d) 
S~P,11.,: TPq-7 

1----------+-----+------+---------tlT OTAL SAMPLES:
1f""B I 

SCACE VOCJ 1----~SAMP~lE~---t STRATA DESCRIPTION OP MATERIALS 
(FT\ l>An ~~• ..,.,...., •• ..,,., --·-· ·-- ffilJRME l~I> • .OOYl i,i:,MARKS 

-
A A I A j 

-~ -.-­
~J, ... )_..~L 
~ # 
A_A_A_ \.._,A./ 

To P5ol L i,../ / (¼xJ--r S '-/S"fl5TY1 H1U+ GealfN'D -

1 
t---

t---

t---

2 
t---

t---

-
3 

-

-

4 

¢ 
f---

BGD. 

f---

5 
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4 , 
l A 1 1 

I"" d- _,, 

~ 
~ ,;, 

~ 
~ 

,; 4 
A .A__,.I'\ 

... 

h iblf 0126/t"NIC C'orJ+erv-t-

l= VI DcN { t * I tJ "h2 \J SI ~ 
L;r;,+ 1 6F?o-u11J - 6ec1 So;Ls 

5M4LL ~If-ALI= ff.Almevrs 

DARK GREY S1LTY CLAYEY 
SAND 'vJ I Tii 5or-1E"""" 5l-/ALt 
Cl-AST5 

5 u R R CtJ1.lD M <;, S 1-HltF lJN' 1 r 
W-A-S H1bi+B( 'THAN A{2€.4 of 
f 1pe--t l'11s ltvJPL1ci) +hilt-/-!',£,-

pipe tAfYh5" -tf<&.rc:heb 1 ivic i--l'le 
o VEi2 bveoev shA/e,, ul-J ;+ ! 

SEE MASIER ACRONYM LISI' POR COMPlEI"E LISl"ING OP ABBREVIATIONS 

/>brlv'i.t &fJ()-Lik 

-

2i' -

-

-

-

-
,JI 

-

-

-

21
11 -

-

---.. -
/ 

-

-

/ 

5,4/YJPLED 
-

_c.i-AY 
P,PE: -

-

-

-

-
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TEST PIT REPORT 7MF /2,'/5,-fy 

ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INC. I CLIENT: SEA!) I TEST PIT #: · 1 P4-8 
PROJECT: %~ /0 SfV~t/ _L.A/t/eTTl 6._477W JOB NUMBER: 720£7,1-0/a:t 
LOCATION: ESf. GROUND ELEV. 

INSPECTOR, ~ 
TESf PIT DATA CONTRACTOR: r-6 

LENGIB WIUfH DEPTI-1 EXCAVATION/ SHORING METHOD SfART DATE: / ~ 
&-, I 3.1 .3' ./54<:.k arc- COMPLETION DATE: . 

CHECKED BY: . 
DATE CHECKED: 

MONITORING DATA COMMENTS: \ uf He fbtJb INSTRUMENT DETI:CTOR BACKGROUND TIMFJDAIB ./V7t; NE"" 
C>//"??'1~~&7B /040 ? /2/.S-/~3 

L-cZ-/4 2- / /h .J' - /2/S-/?.3 i:P.. ~A-S EX O\V A-1cl) u,..mL 
, 

' P1rr;- Wi'\-S DiscoclcfEi> CLAY 

TOTAL SAMPLES:/8 l 
SCALE VOCJ SAMPLE STRATA DESCRIPTION OP MA1ERW-S I /Fn <>An ~~- l"'IQD'n-1 D.1.WCJB SCHEMATIC ffiURMEISTER Ul''TI-U) DQI rv:y, ""MARKS 

L A. J LA 
io/?,50IL W/71/ - ~ J/7Vf',({_ -

,. -- [2) A .A..<-"~ 5~ ,✓,;e-7'C'_✓,.,i"E,v/__J- .7~,14> u'I -
...,~ - - 4, 

- fB). ~ E v1!)EY[/cc e>F /,t1'1KVS/o✓ -
... ..i • 

- --♦-- ~ L /6'r/-T 8.f'ow.if - Ge'EY 5oltS -
1 ~_.A.--'_...., 

- .2>RJ': 6£cy 5'LTY CU/c;" -

-
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SEE MASIBR ACRONYM LISI' POR COMPlETE LISflNG OP ABBREVIATIONS TESf PIT#: 

ver. 1/ 05 - Nov-93 TSfPIT.WKl 





MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION DIAGRAMS 





PAGE 1 OF 2 

OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL 
COMPLETION REPORT & INSTALLATION DETAIL 

PROTECTIVE RISER COMPLETION 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INcJI CLIENT: j_((JE II WELL#: Mvl.14-/ 
PROJECT: /__O SWfrJtl PROJECT NO: 7 ;).O ~ 7 J 
LOCATION: SEliJJ 4- INSPECTOR: F\~/-L/3 

CHECKED BY: 

b/?lJJI« /tJ, 5 
I 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR: POW DEPTH: 
7 

/2-(, -1.J DRILLER: Scc)-/t INSTAU.ATION STARTED: 

DRILLING COMPLEfED: LZ-!Q -9..3 INSTAU.ATION COMPLETED: L2 -t - t;.J 
BORING DEPTH: /0, 5 I SURFACE COMPLETION DATE: I 2 - 1,, - 90 

DRILLING METHOD(S) : ll6A COMPLETION CONTRACTOR/CREW: £m p l k! 
I 

BORING DIAMETER(S): B '12. f' BEDROCK CONF1RMED (YIN?) 'I 
ASSOCIATED SWMU/AOC: 4- ESTIMATED GROUND ELEVATION: CD9i,39-;i,_ 

PROTECTIVE SURFACE CASING: 

DIAMETER: f 
11

J<. 4 // 5-krd LENGTH: 

RISER: 

TR: TYPE: P YC - t) DIAMETER: ,2_ II LENGTH: 

SCREEN: SLOT 

TSC: £i,4' TYPE: Pre 4o DIAMETER: c2 1/ LENGTH: 4' SIZE:1J,O/ 1/ 

POINT OF WELL: (SILT SUM_P) 
I 

TYPE: f> YC 1)/)J/lf BSC: q_, 4 I POW: !CL ~ 

GROUT: 

Gu>Utncl TYPE: ~/-Je._//hn,t LENGTH: 
I 

TG: ;), 5 

SEAL: TBS: :l.5 TYPE: /Je /'J h111 7J N / 1/k LENGTH: :;2.' 

1, 5"' /It_ 5, (J '-/I I #3 q. #I /p,O 
I 

SAND PACK: TSP: TYPE: LENGTH: 

SURFACE COLLAR: 
IX' I 

TYPE: RADIUS: d .:2. THICKNESS CENTER: j I THICKNESS EDGE: L I 
CENTRALIZER DEPTHS 

DEPTH 1: DEPTH 2: DEPTH 3: DEPTH 4: 

COMMENTS: 

• ALL DEPTH MEASUREMENTS REFERENCED TO GROUND SURFACE 

SEE PAGE 2 FOR SCHEMATIC PAGE 1 OF 2 

ver. 1 / 05-Nov-93 SEE MASTER ACRONYM LIST FOR COMPLETE LISTING OF ABBREVIATIONS OBSUDT.WKI 



OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL 
PROTECTIVE RISER INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ENGINEERING- SCIENCE, INC. CLIENT: WELL #: M;./4 - I 

DESCRIPTION 
(fROll BORING LOG) DEPTH X X X X X X X )( 

~ 1/3&/Jcl 
!of "fr) .sanJ 

DATE: 

~ck------ TBS ---~ 2,5' 
f--14------- TSP f, 5 

1 

~----- TSC 5 , 4 
1 

M-------BSC ------j 9, 4' 
~- POW --------i/o . 5 1 

--------t----+------------',~-,-,---'-r'lof------ BOY 
BEDROCK 

L-----'---------'-'-'~-'-'---'-'-'-14-------- BOD ___ _,_ _ ____._ _ __.J 

• NOTTO SCALE 
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OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL 
COMPLETION REPORT & INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ROADWAY BOX - SURFACE COMPLETION 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE mcJI CLIENT: ,4cor;- II WELL #: ;11 nJ 4 - 2 

PROJECT: /0 5µJ/YJ{/ PROJECT NO: ']_;).{)~ ]! 
LOCATION: j_Yll> 4- INSPECTOR: c;:s 

CHECKED BY: 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR: E.mo,rr. 
' 

POW DEPTH: 1,o 
DRIU.ER: &b INSTAllATION STARTED: II Lio [c_f_ 3 

DRIWNG COMPLETED: IILJOLV INSTAI.l.ATION COMPLETED: tiLtol1 "?:J. 
' , -, 

BORING DEPTH: 4.0 - SURFACE COMPLETION DATE: 11L1ofc,o 
DRILLING METI-IOD(S): lfsr-1 COMPLETION CONTRACTOR/CREW: Eme_i re_ 

I 

BORING DIAMETER(S): 8 '12.,,. BEDROCK CONFIRMED (YIN?) y__ 

ASSOCIATED SWMU/AOC: 4- . ESTIMATED GROUND ELEVATION: (£1~.44~ 
PROTECTIVE SURFACE CASING: 

DIAMETER: 1:. ,, ¥ 1 '" 5._Ju I · LENGTH: 

RISER: 

TR: TYPE: /!..t:.c 4-a DIAMETER: ;2_ If LENGTH: 

SCREEN: SLOT 
·: . I 

TSC: oP~ TYPE: Prc-4o DIAMETER: ,i I r2. ,, LENGTH: /o SIZE: 0,01 
,, 

l 
· POINTOFWELL:(Sll..TSUMP) I 

TYPE: Ille rv"I,;,_ I 

' BSC: 8,2 POW: f!O . 
GROUT: 

TG: Cj t'DUIYl d TYPE: {b,,, - &,,, hn, k LENGTH: 

SEAL: TBS: l.o' TYPE: b-t11Jnn h rv/1,}s LENGTH: (J, 5 , 

1.s'-11 1 t. 8'-11...3 TYPE: #J f ,/I} ;l,5 
I 

SAND PACK: TSP: LENGTH: 

SURFACE COLLAR: • 
TYPE: {p d:J::Jh j--, RADIUS: o2'x:)' THICKNESS CENTER: l TH ICKNESS EDGE: ) I 

CENTRALIZER DEPTHS 

DEPTH _1: DEPTH 2: DEPTH 3: DEPTH •: ( 

COMMENTS: 

I 

• ALL DEPTH MEASUREMENTS REFERENCED TO GROUND SURFACE 

SEE PAGE 2 FOR SCHEMATIC PAGE I OF 2 

Yer. l /07- 0ct - 92 SEE MASTER ACRONYM LIST FOR COMPLETE LISTING OF ABBREVIATIONS OBRBDT.WKJ 



OVE1{8URDEN MONITORING WELL 

ROADWAY BOX INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ENGINEERING -SC[ENCE. INC. CUENT: WELL # ,Mk/4 - Z.. 

DESCRIPTION 
(fROll BORJNC LOG) DEPTH 

BEDROCK 

lo 1 

5~. 

Conrucho" 
/,0, 

DATE ///10 /(6 

DEPTH ELEV. 

PIN 
~----4------,11----+--TR 

l\Jok.o: 

mp # 2, So.nJ 1,8 • 

Top #I Sord J,s' 

-P,rok.cf 1w· {w,,~ 

gl,dc.tJf) c2D 

Oow-ri hr, It /. O 

Cd .2o 

1--~----- TBS----, l.o 

b=cc-M------- TSP ----, /, 5 

..... .. . . .... .. . 

TSC ___ _, ;:>, :J 

BSC ----, .3 -2 
i.-- POW --------, 

BOV 

BOD 
Jv'of.p : ///I d, /ho nr;aa. /u.-n ,v1,u,rl Su-, lort;;-'-------------~...;;:.....;..;.;....,;;~.;...;.;;......~----=--.c.......c..'-.......L * NOT TO SCALE 
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OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL 
COMPLETION REPORT & INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ROADWAY BOX - SURFACE COMPLETION 
ENGINEERING - SCIENCE, rncJI CLIENT: ACtJE II WELL#: /4W1d 
PROJECT: /0 .5Nlll{I PROJECT NO: 7;;_oy_1] 
LOCATION: 5£17D 4- INSPECTOR: G 

CHECKED BY: 

Gmp1r, POW DEPTH: 9.o 
I 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR: 
I 

DRIU.ER: &b INSTALLATION STARTED: /IL10Lq_3 
I 

DRIWNG COMPLETED: ll lJoLq,) INSTALLATION COMPLETED: 11 L10/q..3 
' , ' / 

BORING DEPTH: t::J.o - SURFACE COMPLETION DATE: ul1ot~3 
DRILLING METI-IOD(S): lfsA COMPLETION CONTRACTOR/CREW: €. m (2J r <--
BORING DIAMETER(S): 8 1/2, /I BEDROCK CONFIRMED (YIN?) y_ 

ASSOCIATED SWMU/AOC: ~ . ESTIMATED GROUND ELEVATION: (pq']_,&&1 

PROTECTIVE SURFACE CASING: 

DIAMETER: i''x t 11 Ske/ LENGTH: 

RISER: 

TR: TYPE: f>YC- .fr) DIAMETER: ..2 I/ LENGTH: 

SCREEN: SLOT 
·;· .. 

~.91 PVC-1-o ,i I ,:;_ ,, LENGTH: to_ / ,0/ If TSC: TYPE: DIAMETER: SIZE: 

l 
· POINT OF WELL: (StLT SUMP) I 

TYPE:PYC /Y)/Al-- l q_ I 0,o I 
BSC: POW: 

- ' 
GROtrr: 

TG: ~ TYPE: ffl~~ b/,,,Jo/1,U LENGTH: 1,.4' 

SEAL: TBS: (_, t TYPE: be-nfnn16 £:JPhH LENGTH: /._()_ , 

SAND PACK: TSP: 
#3 .i,• 

- ti_/- ~.1' TYPE: #3 .; fl- I LENGTH: &.t I 

SURFACE COLLAR: • 
TYPE: ~d RADIUS: ol_'xJ' 11-llCKNESS CEITTER: ) 

I 

- THICKNESS EDGE: J 

CENTRALIZER DEPTHS 

DEPTH .1: DEm-1 2: DEPTH 3: DEPTI-l 4: ( 

COMMENTS: 

! 

• ALL DEPTH MEASUREMEITTS REFERENCED TO GROUND SURFACE 

SEE PAGE 2 FOR SCHEMATIC PAGE l OF 2 

ver.1/07-0ct-92 SEE MASTER ACRONYM LIST FOR COMPLETE LISTING OF ABBREVIATIONS OBRBDT.WKl 



OVEl<BURDEN MO NITORING WELL 

ROADWAY BOX INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ENGINEERING - SCIENCE, INC. c uENT: Acoc 

DESCRIPTION 

WELL #: MW4 -5 

DATE : 

DEPTH ELEV. 

700-17 

PIN 
(fROM BORJNC LOG) DEPTH ,-..,..._-+-----.t---+-- TR 

X X X X X X X X 

/JoK-S: 
Top #3~ 

q ~ J .sc.ncl .J. 4 J 

Prvkch~ G:u1~: 

.2.o 

TBS /, 41 

TSP .2 4 , 

TSC 3,0' 

4, () , 5C/K!fA? 

J, I ' cori n« h~ BSC 7.0' 
POW I q,o BOV 

BEDROCK 

BOD 
A/ot,: Jk tn/cu.;ttA.t r I -fr7m1 mu,,,,d .SfM7~tc ~ NOTTO SCALE 
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OVERBURDEN MONITORING WELL 
COMPLETION REPORT & INSTALLATION DETAIL 

PROTECTIVE RISER COMPLETION 
ENGINEERING-SCIENCE, INdl CLIENT: d_COE II WELL#: MW4 -f 

PROJECT: IQ SWIYJll PROJECT NO: ']:J..6~]1 
LOCATION: se8D 4- INSPECTOR: 65 

CHECKED BY: 

Emp,,c tP,{) 
, 

DRII.LING CONTRACTOR: POW DEPTH: 

DRII.LER: Scot_ INSTAI.l.ATION STARTED: / L-S -9-3 
DRII.LING COMPLETED: / 2 - 2.- ?.J INSTAI.l.ATION COMPLETED: /L - 5 - CJ.3 

BORING DEPTH: lo 
, 

SURFACE COMPLETION DATE: /2 - 5-CJ,3 
DRII.LING METHOD(S): 115(} COMPLETION CONTRACTOR/CREW: /:"rnpl,-e . 
BORING DIAMETER(S): 8 ''i II BEDROCK CONFIRMED (Y/N?) y__ 

ASSOCIATED SWMU/AOC: -f ESTIMATED GROUND ELEVATION: I,;_ ']_ 'i_ • 'Jc [ ']_ 

PROTECTIVE SURFACE CASING: 

DIAMETER: 4,., x,r'SW LENGTH: 

RISER: 

TR: TYPE: /Jj/(' - 4i) DIAMETER: 2/1 LENGTH: 

SCREEN: 

4, l I 
SLOT 

/Jvc-1o o2 J/ to 
I 

SIZE: 0/0/ 
/1 

TSC: TYPE: DIAMETER: LENGTH: 

POINT OF WEI.L: (SILT SUMP) 

TYPE: Pw fn 1,f BSC: 8,q I 

, 
POW: /0,0 

GROUT: 

Gl).wurL TYPE: ~--1:J)- -kd"J/r;,,,,t.LENGTH: 
/ 

TG: 2,5 

~.5 
, 

TYPE: ho,.,. ,,/2 1/l, -/o riP,ij/_5- t_ '5.., SEAL: TBS: LENGTH: 

/,o'-J:11 
, 

TYPE: II- 3 wnd Ii I &,o' SAND PACK: TSP: 1,5- t/..3 LENGTH: 

SURFACE COI.LAR: -

TYPE: ~ RADIUS: ,;l'J{ d' THICKNESS CENTER: 
I / 

THICKNESS EDGE: ;' 

CENTRALIZER DEPTHS 

DEPTH 1: DEPTH 2: DEPTH 3: DEPTH 4: 

COMMENTS: 

• ALL DEPTH MEASUREMENTS REFERENCED TO GROUND SURFACE 

SEE PAG E 2 FOR SCHEMATIC PAGE 1 OF 2 

ver. 1 / 05 - Nov-93 SEE MASTER ACRONYM LIST FOR COMPLETE LISTING OF ABBREVIATIONS OBSUDT.WKl 



OVERBURDEN MbNITORING WELL 
PROTECTIVE RISER INSTALLATION DETAIL 

ENGINEERING - SCIENCE, INC . CLIENT: 

DES,CRfPTION 
(fll9~ BORU!(; f.OG) DEPTH " X X X X X X X 

BEDROCK 

WEL~ #: ;/1W4-5 
DATE: 12 -'5 -93 

TPC 
7{)0, 5"tf DEPTH ELEV. 

TR 700,4 

PIN 

;J,5 

J,o / 

. ·, 

TBS l-3 
TSP ~-o?-o , 
TSC J. I 

''loil-------~---BSC ----' S, I 
· ··• L___J ••· . .,.,....__ POW -----------" fr, , t> 

80\/ 

BOD ___ __._ __ _,__ _ __, 

•NOT TO SCALE 

0 
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