
S::A~SONS ENGlNEE:AlNG SClENCE, INC. 

January 16. 1997 
723 059-01002 

.v is. Car la Stru ble. Project Manager 
i_ S. Environ mental Pro tectio n .--\gency . Re:,:i un fl 
Emergency & Remedi a l Res po nse Di vis ion 
290 Broadway_ l Sth Fl oo r. E- 3 
'.\iew York. Y I 00 7- 1866 

\ Ir. Kama l G up ta. Se nio r Engin eer 
Bureau of Eastern Remedial Acti on 
Di\ is ion of Hazardous Waste Remediati on 
Ne\v Yo rk State Department of Environm enta l Co nservati on 
.50 \Vu lf Road_ Roo m 208 
,--\lbany. NY 12233 - 7010 

SUB.fECT: Management Plan for Investigation Derived Waste (IDW) 
SE . ..\D 25 and SE.AD 26 Remedial Investigation 

Dear ivl s . Struble and Mr. Gupta : 

As part o f the c lose-o ut of the Remedial Investi gation (RI ) fi eld acti v iti es conducted at SEAD- 25 and 
SEAD-26. Parsons Engineering Science, Inc . (Parsons ES) is submitting the following plan fo r the 
management of Investigation Derived Wastes (IDW). This plan foll ows the rev ised strategies used 
in the management of IDWs generated during the 15 SWi'vfU Expanded S ite Investigation . 

This IDW plan uses all available data collected during field investigations as the basis for 
determining the most appropriate disposal alternative . The management plan is in accordance with 
the following guidance documents : 

1. 
,., 

3. 

4. 

NYSDEC TAGM - Disposal of Drill C uttings (HWR-89-403 2 dated November 2 I, I 989) 
NYSDEC TAGM - Disposal of Contaminated Groundwater Generated During Remedial 
Investigations (Draft), No Date. 
EPA Guidance Document EPA/540/ 6-91 /009, May 1991 ; Management of Investigation -
Derived Wastes During Site Investigation. 
EPA Guidance Document EPA/540/6-89/006, August 1988: CERCLA Compliance with 
Other Laws Manual: Interim Final. 

A ll !OW generated during this program were placed in drums for storage at or near the source. 
Drum contents consist of the following items: monitoring well installation water and groundwater. 
d rill cuttings. surfac e so ils fro m well pad in sta llati on. Personne l Protec ti ve Equipment (PPE), steam 
co ndensate. and decontamination f1uid s. Eac h drum was labeled as hazardous waste including 
appropriate identificat ion numbers, start dates . and a desc ript io n of contents. This information was 
logged in field boo ks. activity worksheets. and recorded on a regular bas is in a drum inventory 
logbook. Upon co mpl et ion of fi e ld operatio ns thi s inve ntory was checked to in sure info nnation on 
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the drums was consistent with the inventory logboo k. The data reco rded in the logbook was used as 
the basis fo r Table 3 presented in this rD W manage ment plan. 

C lass ificatio n of the contents of each drum were based upon the !D\V strategy dep icted in Figure 1. 
The in itial s tep in vo lves determi ning w hether o r not the contents are CRA hazardous o r non­
hazardo us . S ince no TC LP data was generated as part of the field data. thi s process involves 
apply ing the "twenty times rule" . According to ST.-\RS lS pill Techno logy and Remed iati on Series) 
.'vfemo #I . the ·'twenty times rule" co mpares the so il conc entrations obtained durin g the ES is to 
twe nty ti mes the TCLP limits. The twenty ti mes va lue assumes I 00% extraction efficie ncy and 
rep resents the minimum so il concentration that could theo retically exceed the TCLP li mits. Parsons 
ES made the conservative assumpti on that if one so il sample from a drum exceeded thi s limit then 
the entire drum would be di s posed of off-s ite by a permitted hazardous waste d isposal subcontracto r. 

Fo r gro undwater or purge water ge nerated as part of we! ! development o r sampling activ ities, the 
gro un dwater concentrations of TCLP anal ytes were compared d irectly \v ith the TCLP regulato ry 
limits. If a drum contained water from any individual we ll that had concentrati ons in excess of the 
TCLP regulatory limit then the contents of the entire drum are co ns idered to be a characteristic 
hazardous waste and disposed of accordingly. 

Table 1 summarizes the criteria fo r dete rmining if a so il o r a water drum 1s a RCRA hazardous 
waste. 

Table 1 
RCRA Hazardous Waste Determination Criteria 

TCLP Regulatory Equivalent 
Constituent Level (mg/L) So il Level (mg/kg) 

Arsenic 5.0 100 
Barium 100 2000 
Benzene 0.5 10 
Cadmium 1.0 20 
Chloroform 6.0 120 

Chromium 5.0 100 
1,2-Dich loroethane 0.5 10 
I, 1- Dichloroethene 0 .7 14 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 0.13 2.6 

Lead 5.0 100 

Mercury 0.2 4 

Methy l Ethyl Ketone 200 4000 

Selenium 1.0 20 
Silver 5.0 100 

Tetrach loroethane 0. 7 14 

Tric hloroethane OS 10 

Vi ny l chl oride 0.2 -+ 
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ro r lDW waste other than so il or wate r such as decontamination fl uids and Persona l Pro tectio n 
Equ ipment (PPE). the d isposal evaluation invo lved the fo llowing steps. Under RCRA. wastes are 
c lass ified as hazardo us if they are I isted was tes o r cha racterist ic wastes. Waste speci fie in fo rm ation. 
such as mani fests . bill s of lad in g. storage reco rds o r reco rds of ,vaste so urces mus t be used to docu ment 
th; ·t a ,,·a.ste is a RC RA- iis ted ,vaste: otherwi se. in the absence u f :rn :, o ther info rmation. the waste in 
que~tion cann ot be cons idered a listed waste. S ince none o f the drummed cuttings. PPE. o r purge water 
at the RI s ites meet any or· the reg ulatory defi n iti ons desc ri bed in .. H) C FR 261. ( i. e. F-. K-. P- o r L'­
li s ted wastes) . these materia ls are not co ns idered li sted hazardou s ,,astes . The only listed waste 
generated duri ng the inves tigati on program is waste that conta ined methanol. :Vlethanol was used in the 
decn11tamination process (per EPA d irect ion ). which makes the decontamination fl uids an FOOJ listed 
haza rdous waste. A n F- listed waste c lass ification refe rs to non-specific hazardo us waste sources that 
conw in methano l as a com ponent of a spent so lvent mixture . In o rder to li mit the genera tion of 
haza rdo us was te due to the deriw1dfrom and the mixture rules fo r listed wastes. Parsons ES instituted 
prnc cu ures to assure that lllethau l was not m ixed with so ils o r other liquids . Additiona ll y. du ring the 
dcco nta lll inat ion process. washa bl e ru bber bibs were worn to prevem contam inatio n o f d isposab le PPE. 
T he refore. the d isposable PPE is not a hazardous waste based upon the derived from or mixture rule and 
,, i 11 be d is posed of as uncontaminated refuse. 

Although the IDW waste produced at these s ites are not li sted haza rdo us ,vastes. [O W may be a 
cl1aracter is ti c hazardous waste. Accord in g to RC RA, a waste is a characteri stic hazardo us waste if it 
exceeds the RCRA criteria fo r ignitab ili ty. corros iv ity, reactivity, o r toxic ity. Based upo n the data 
co ll ec ted d uring the site investi gations. Parsons ES does not believe that any of the drummed ma terial s 
exceed the RC RA req uired li m its fo r igni tab ility. corros iv iry o r react i,· iry . The so il s. water. and PP E 
contain ed concentrations of Constituents of Concern (COC)s that are be low the concentrations at w hich 
ignitabili ry o r reactiv ity would be present. Corros iv ity has a lso been el iminated fro m cons iderati on 

because no unusua l pH values were detected during the investi gation program . N um erous 
measurements of the groundv.iate r pH were taken, both as part of the we ll development process and as 
part of the sampling. A bnorma l pH va lues. indicative of the presence of a strong acid o r a lkali. would 
have been detected by these measurements . Groundwater pH measurements. taken during field the 
sampling are included in the Remedial Investigation Report. Well deve lopment pH measurements are 
included in Parsons ES files, and will be made available to EPA and N YSDEC upon request. The pH 
values were generally between 6 and 7 and never exceeded the hazardous waste characteristic limits of 
2to 12.5. 

lf the drum contents were not considered a hazardous waste according to the RCRA definition, the 
drums were further evaluated to determine if the drum contents were contaminated. This evaluation 
,vas required since the list of TCLP analytes comprise only a portion of the compounds that are 
included as part of the ESI analytical data. As a result, several compounds· detected in the soil and 
groundwater samples were not considered during the initial IDW evaluation . Consequently . Parsons ES 
establi shed criteria that was used to evaluate the impacts from these prev iously uncons idered 
com ponents. .For so il. the criteria invo lved comparing the results of the chemi cal analyses to the 

NYS DEC T AG M criteria. If a soil res ult exceeded a TAGM value then the drum was c lass ified as 
contami nated. If the so il data d id not exceed a TAG M value then the drum was c lass ified as 
uncontaminated . For groundwater or purge water. thi s was accom p li shed by comparing the we ll da ta to 
NYSD EC groundwater standards. It is proposed that uncontami nated materia l be re turned to the 

location were it was generated. 
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The next step in the [OW eva luation process was to consider the thre::ir or risk that the contaminated 
I D\V may contribute to human health and the environment. I OW that poses an unacceptable risk or 
threat ,viii then be disposed of o rf-site as hazardous waste. Th is determ inarion invo lved comparison of 
c:1ch soil da to. po int of rhe conto.minared drums to ten rim es the T...\Gi'vl value . 1r·a11 y so il concentratio n 
daraooinr exceeded ten rimes the TAGM value then the dru m contents. if disposed of on- sire. is 
co nsidered an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment and the drum will be di sposed of 
l)ff-.; ire. Exceptions to thi s criteria ,vere made if the exceedances to the ten rimes the TAGi'vl va lue 
,vcre due to non- tox ic meta ls such as co. lcium. iron. mango.nese. potass ium and sodium. 

Parsons ES used ten times the TAGM val ue as the cri terion fo r determining ,,·hether or not the contents 
o r· a dru m poses any threat. The facto r of IO was app lied due to the consen·at ive nature of the TA.GM 
values and the fact that this criteri on has been acceptable to YSDEC fo r similar SEDA projects in the 
past. The T r\GM vo.lue was de termined as the lower of five diffe rent criteria. only one of which 
in,·o lved eva luating the ri sk produced from evo. luating the so il ingestion pathway. The other facto rs 
incl uded default va lues for YOCs. semi-YOCs and pesticides. backgrou nd. partitioning ca lculations 
,, irh groundwater standards and method detection limits. The RI base! in e risk assessment process 
considers ri sk from the standpoint of the overall site conditions. not j ust one indi vidual point. 
Darapo ints are combined and evaluated as part of the overall sitewide concentration. i.e. the 95 th Upper 
Co nfidence Limit (UCL) of the mean. nor as an individual points. Perfo rming a quantitati ve ri sk 
analysis fo r an individual drum or for the highest so il samp le co ll ected fro m one so il boring wo uld be 
contrary to the ri sk assessment process that wil l be performed later in the RI . Further. it was fel t that 
usi ng the TAGM value as the only criteria would be too conservatiYe. le::iding to unnecessary off-s ite 
landfilling of soil. This is particularly true for the PAH compounds that have low TAGM cri teri a. 
Although landfilling of so il at these sites may be appropriate once the Rl and the quantitati ve site 
basel ine risk determination is complete. another technology may be selected as the preferred alternative. 
in which case the IDW so il could be processed as part of final remedial alternative. 

In s in1ations where no soil data is available, such as is the case where only a monitoring well was 
installed and no soi l sampling was performed, the disposal of the so ils generated during the installation 
of the we ll will be the same as the disposal option for the groundwater. In other words, if the 
groundwater is disposed of off-s·ite. then the soi ls generated as part of the installation of that well wi ll 
also be disposed of off-site. Table 2 summarizes the classification process. 

RCRA/Hazardous 
Non-Hazardous 
Hazardous 

1 on-hazardous 

No n-hazardous 

. on- hazardous 

Table 2 
Disposal Classification Process 

Contaminated/ Threat/ Disposal 
Non-contaminated No Threat Qption 
Contaminated Threat Off-site 

Non-contaminated No threat On-sire 

Contaminated Th reat Off-site 

Contam inated No threat On-sire 

Criteria 
for Disposal 
>TCLP 

<TCLP, <T AGM 

<TC LP.> l OX T AG M 

<TCLP. >TAGM. 
< I0X TAGM 
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The fo llowing describes and summarizes the proposed IDW disposal alternative for each type of IDW. 

C rnundwater - All the groundwater gener:ned du ring these sire im·estigations has been co llected in 
Jrums that have been marked to identi fy the source of the ground\\ater. The NYS DEC CL P TCL and 
T.\L analyt ica l res ults from the grounJ,vater samples associated \\ith each drum have been compareJ 
J ircctly to the TCLP limits. previously presented . if the groundw ater sample results exceed the TC LP 
limit then the contents are consiJered hazardous and the groundwater will be disposed of off- sire as a 
hazardous was te. [f the groundwater results are below the TCLP limit then the results are compared to 
, YSD EC Class GA groundwater standards. [f the gro undwater res ults are less than the criteria. the 
contents are class ified as non-contaminated and pose no threat to hum an i:ealth and the environment. [n 
thi s instance. the contents of these drums will be discharged to the ground in an area next to the wel l. 

[f the grou ndwater results are less than the TCLP limits and greater than the I YS DEC Class GA 
gro undwater standards the contents were class ified as contaminated and pose a threat to human health 
and the environment. [n this case. the contents wil l be disposed of off-site as a hazardous waste. 

S,1il Cutti ngs - Al l so il cutt ings have been co llected in drums which are marked to identi fy the so urce of 
the :-;o il cuttings. Us ing the tiventy rimes rule. the ana[yticai res ults from the so il samples assoc iated 
with e~1ch drum have been compared to the TCLP limits to determine if the so il cuttings are non­
hazardous. [ f the results of the comparison exceeds the alternative TCLP limits for so il. then the drum 
will be disposed of off-site as a hazardous waste . If the so il cuttings are non-hazardous then the results 
will be compared to NYSDEC TAGM values for soil to deterrnine if the so il is uncontaminated. 
Uncontaminated so il wil l be disposed of at the location of generation. If the soil resu[ts are below the 
TCLP limit but above the NYSDEC TAGM values, the so il will then be compared to ten times the 
NYS DEC TAGM value to determine if the soil poses a threat. Soils that exceed ten times the TAGM 
value will be disposed of off-site. Solids that do not exceed the ten times the TAGM value will be 
disposed of at a location near the point of generation providing that location will not contribute to 
stream runoff or where the potential for direct contact is high. If analytical results do not exist fo r so il 
cuttings (i.e. locations where a well was installed without soil sample col[ection), the contents will be 
disposed of by applying the criteria for disposition of the groundv,iater. [f the groundwater sampled 
from that well exceeds the criteria then the soils generated as part of the monitoring we[! installation 
process will be disposed of off-site. If the groundwater results meet the requirements of the . 
groundwater criteria then the soils will be disposed of on-site. 

Decontamination Fluids - Two types of decontamination fluids have been stored in drums at the site. 
The first type is water from the steam cleaning of equipment. Drums identified in the attached tables as 
steam condensate were classified as non-hazardous waste. These drums only contain the water 
collected from steam cleaning operations . Steam was used to clean drilling equipment prior to reuse at 
another location. Soil was removed from the drilling equ ipment using brushes and placed in soil drums 
at the boring location prior to steam cleaning, therefore, no soil wou ld have been present on the drilling 
eq uipment prior to the steam cleaning process. These drums have been class ified as non-hazardous and 
wi ll be discharged to the ground in the immediate vicinity of the drum. The second type of 
decontamination fluid is the equipment decontami nation fluids including pri ncipally rinse water with 
small amounts of other decontamination fluids including methanol and nitric acid. These drums are 
class ified as hazardous waste and wi ll be disposed of off-s ite as hazardous waste. 
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Personnel Protectio n Eq uipment - All the disposable personnel protection equipment is classified as 
non-hazardous and w ill be bagged and d isposed of at the local municipal landfill. 

All hazardous wastes will be transported and d isposed of in a licensed. commercial. hazardous waste 
TSO facility. operating in full compliance w ith RCRA. The most likely TSD facilities are EWR in 
Waterbury Connecticut, o r BFI's Model City facility in western New York. Facili ty se lection w ill be 
dependent on cost and capaci ty considerations. 

In summary, Parso ns ES believes that the management plan is conservative, reasonable and in full 
co mpliance with a ll regulations . If yo u have any questions regarding the classification of any drum. 
please do not hes itate to ca ll me at (61 7) 859-2491. If necessary, I can arrange a phone conference ca ll 
to d iscuss the issue at your convenience. 

S incerely, 

?i(c::G,a/~, IENCE, INC. 

Project Manager 

cc: Mr. Kevin Healy , USACOE 
Mr. Stephen Abso lom. SEDA 
Mr. Randall Battaglia, CENAN 
Ms . Dorothy Richards , USAC E 

h :\cng\scneca\s252 6ri\ idw. doc 

Mr. Keith Hoddinott. CHPPM (Prov .) 
Mr. Harry Kliesier. USAEC 
Mr. Don Williams , CEMRD 



Dru m 
Nurnl>cr 

25-1S 

25-2S 

25-JS 

25-4S 

25-5S 

25-6S 

25-7S 

25 -B S 

25-10S 

25-11S 

25-12S 

25-1JS 

25-14S 

Loc ation 
Soil 

-SEAD-25 -- --·-·-
STAGING X 

AREA i-------. 
SEAD-25 
STAGING X 

--~~- ---·--
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 

~ ~!ii'! __ -··--
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 
AREA ------- ---

SEAD-25 

STAGING X 

£>,fi!:!', 
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 
AREA --

SEAD-25 
S TAGING X 

- ,"-_R~ - - ---
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 

_ t_~EA _ ----
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 
AREA 

SEAD-25 
STAGING X 

__6flgA_ -----
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 

All!=!'!_ 
SEAD-25 
STAGING X 

__ AREA _ - ---
SEAD-25 

STAGING X 

- -·- -----
MEDIUM ··· -··-·-- ----
Water PPE 

---- ---

--- --

---- ---

----

---- ---

- --

_6.R.~ -- -- -------
SEAD-25 

25-15S STAGU~G X 
AREA 

SEAD-25 
25-16S STAGING X 

-~~ 
SEAD-25 

25-17 STAGING X 
__ _t.REA_ ------

SEA0-25 
ES125-2S STAGING X 

___ !'!_~~!:... - ---

H \ENG\SENECA\ORUMDISPISEAD25 WK4 

-- --
Source 

i.e.jMW, Boring, 
Occon . water, 
Condensate' . 

PPEI 
DriU Curungs 

MW25- 18 

10-16-95 

DnUCutungs 
SB25-12 

10-16-95 
Dnn Cutungs 

MW25-5D < 8 SIL 

10-22-95 
DrilCuttings 

SB25-7,8,9, 10 

9-26,27-95 

Surlace Soils From· 

MW25-6,8,9 

___ JQ.:±:~----
DnU Cutungs 

MW25- 11 , 120 8 Benlonile 
10-10-95 •• 11 -1-95 - -- - -- ---

Dnl CullJngs 

MW25-7D 

--~Q:8-95 
Dni CullJngs 

MW25-16D,S825-14 
10-9-95 

DnlCuttings 

MW25-4D 
10-31-95 

DnlCultings 

SB25-16 

10-27-95 
DriU Cuttings 

MW25- 14D, 13 8 Benlor.te 
___ 10-11-95 ____ 

MisceBaneous Pad 
Construction Soils 

11 -95 

SB25-13 

Boring & Solis from the WeU 
10-7-95 

Unkno'Wrl Source Top soil, 
Concrete, Grout, Weeds 

11 -95 

Decon Pad. Soils, 
Plastic Sheeting 

11-95 
Unknown Soi~Possible 

Oecon Sludge lrom Pad 
11-95 

DriU Cuttings 

MW25-2 

------ --·-
RCRA 

Hazardous/ 
Non-Hazardou s 

TABLE 3 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD 25 
DRUM INVENTORY 

- ----

Contamina lod/ Thrcalf 
Noncontaminal od No Threat 

Chemical Of 

Concern 
I Exceeding 

__ TAGMLcvels) _ 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threat Metals Fe, Na 

svocs 
Non-Hazardous Con1aminated Threat M elals Al, Mn, 

------- ____ Pb ____ 

Non-Hazardous Contarrunated No Threat Melals Mn 

------ -- -----
Non-HazardOllS Contammated Threat Acelone & Xylene 

-- --------
SVOCs 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Thre.:it Metals As. Be, Tl , Zn 

----- -·---- - -··---- ···-- -- --·--
Non-Hazardous Contaminated No ThreaI Metals Fe , Mn, Na 

----·--·- - --· ----- -·- -- - . 

Non-Hazardous Conlan-unated No Threal Mt:l<.1/S Fe . Mg. Na, 

•·· - -- - - -- --- ---- ·- Tl 
SVOCs 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated Threat Metc1ls Al. Fe. 

_!!9. f'Jc_ _TI_ 
voes 

Hazardous Contam1na1ed Tl1reat SVOCs 

------ -------
Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threa t Melals Be, Cr, Cu. 

--- -------- Tl. Zn ____ 

Non-HazardOllS Contaminated No Hu-cat Mct.:ils Fe. Mn. Na 

---- -- -- -·------- - -- -•--·- -
Non-Hazardous Contam1naled ThreaI UnknO'NJ1 

-- ---- - ------·--
Non-Hazardous Contanunaled No Threat Metals Hg, Pb. 11 

------- ·-- -- ---- - -- ·- -
Non-Hazardous Conlarrunated Threat Unknovm 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threat None 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated Tt1reaI Unknown 

- ----- - -----·----
voes 

Hazardous Contaminated Threat SVOCs 

----- -- ----·-·- -

Ra1iona lo 

·-------
No soil data available - wa ter lrom MW25-18 

>GA Standard Non-l0XIC mt::tals 

> 10 Times TAGM - SVOCs 

>TAGM, < 10T1mes TAGM · Non Toxic Melals 
_ ___ >TAGM, < 10T1mes TAGM - TO).IC Metals 

No soil data avallable•water from MW25-5D 
>GA SlanLlard Non-lOXIC mt: lab 

Dala from SB25-4 had near > l 0tJmes TAGM 

> TAGM ,< 10 Times TAGM - SVOCs 

> lAGM, ..: 10T1mcs T AGf,l · l 0).JC Mt.:tals 

> T AGM, < 1 0Tunes T AGM - Non l oxic Metals 

Data from SB25-7 and MW25-70(watcr) 
> ·1 AGM_.; lOTunt!» l AGM · Non I 0~1c M<.:li.1b 

_ :.. TAGM. , 1or1n1c~ TAGM · l ox,c Mclc.11s 
> 10 Times TAGM - SVOCs 

>TAGM. ·::lOT1mes TAGM- Non Toxic Metals 

- >TAGM, -qQTunes TAGM - fo x.ic Mf:lcJI:::. _ 
No soil data avallaole. MW25-2(waIer) 

> TCl P Benzene 

>TAGM, < 10T1mes TAGM · To>Jc Metals 

/'lo s01I datn availatle. MW25- 13 (water) 
> I AGM . ..: I0Tune:s TAGM . Non lm.1c Mt.:lal~ 

No dci ta. nssume > 10t1mes TAGM 

No suciacc SOIis > TCt p brlll lS 

>TAGM. < 10f1rnes TAGM - Toll.IC MCldlS 

No data , assume > 10t1mes TAGM 

----'N=o sur1ace soils > _ TCLP brrnts __ 
Stearn Clea,ung Operation 

Minimal ConIa,rnnat1on 

--

No dala, assume> lOtlmE:s TAGM 

Disposal Option 

IOtfsi te Ha2ard o u s ) 
IOffsi tc Non-Ha,ardous) 

_____ (On site) 

Onsue 

Offstle Hazardous 

Ons11e 

O tts ite Hazardous 

Ons 11e 

Ons1te 

Ons1h: 

O ffs11e Hazardous 

O ffs1le Hazardous 

Ons,te 

011s11e 

O ffs,te Hazardous 

Ons11e 

Offsite Hazardous 

Onsite 

Offsile Hazardous 

- - ·----------- 1 --------
MW25-2 (water)> TCLP Be112ene 

O ffs1 le Hazardous 

Page 1 or 6 



Drum 
Number 

ESl25-5S 

~~Q!':!~--
Location 

Soil W ater PPE 

Source 
i .e.(MW, Boring , 

Ocean . water, 
Condensate• , 

RCRA 
Hazardou s/ 

Non-Hazardous 

TABLE 3 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
SEAD 25 

DRU M INVENTORY 

Contaminatodf 
NonconlJrninJ tud 

Threat/ 
No Th 1ua 1 

___ PPE)__ __ 
1
____ . __ , _______ _ 

Wei lnstanatlOn ---· --

S01l(ESI) Hazardous Contaminated Threat 

SEAD-25 

STAGING I X 

AREA _ ---l - --l, - ----'f----:-,-----::-,----,---- +-- - ----t------1- --
SEAD-25 Steam Condensate --

X Non-Hazardous Noncontaminated No Threat 

Chem ical Of 
Concern 

(E xceed ing 

T~§l\1 L~~~ I ~ ) 
voes 

SVOCs 

RJ ti un JIO 

> TCLP ~n11 1s for benzene 
lncludeo SJII lcom Ins1auat1on of MW25-2 

Di sposal Option 
(Offs ite llazard ous) 

(Otfsi t e Non-HJzard ous ) 
_ _{Onsile) ____ _ 

Offs1te Hazardous 

--- - --1------------ -------------- 1------------· 
None 25-1W l STAGING 

1-- --- - 5~=~~5 I· I I I Stea:-~~~~nsate I I 1-----"1 -·---, ··------ ,, __ __ ,. __ ----""~·+~~-
Steam Cleaning Operation 

Minimal Contamina tion - No Threat 

Steam Cleanmg Operation 
Minimal Conlamrnabon - No Tllfeat 

Ons11e 

25-2W I STAGING 
____ I AREA I 

25-3W 

25-4W 

25-5W 

--·--·-
25-6W 

-
25-7W 

SEAD-25 
STAGING 

_ t.~~ -
SEAD-25 
STAGING 

-- ~§~_ 

MW25-40 

-----·-
SEAD-25 
STAGING 

- ~~~ -
SEAD-25 
STAGING 

_____ AREA _ 

X Non-Hazardous Noncontammated 

-----• I I 9-20-95 I 
Steam Condensate 1-------1--

X Non-Hazardous Nonconlamrnated No Threat None 

- •- - -•- --! 9-20-95 ----
Steam Condensate 

X 

I 9-25-95 I 
-·--• Purge Water From: 

X 

X 

X 

MW25-2,3,6,9 
9-26-95 - 4- 13-96 
Steam Condensate 

10-8-95 
' Dev Water MW25-8,9, 10 

Purge Water MW25- t9 

Non.Haiardous 

Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-HazardOlJS 

--- ----
Noncontan11nated No T11reat 

Contaminated Threal 

I ------ ,--·. - --

Noncontam1nated No Tlveat 

Conlcim1naIed Threa t 
_ __ 

1
_ 

I1 
_ ___ 10-10-s5-- 10-22-95 I ___ , __ _ 

Steam Condensate 

None 

voes & svocs 

None 

Ol'EX & DCE 

Steam Clearung Operation I 
M,rnmal ConlJminatJon - No Threat 

Sleam Cleaning Opera ti on 
Mm1111dl ConIc11111n..it1on - No Tnreat 

> TCl P lor 0eru:cne 

Steam Cleaning Operation 
M1n11m:tl Cont,rn11na11on - No lhrea1 

> GA St,rndard 1ar voes 

Onsue 

Ons1te 

Ons1te 

Offs1Ie Hazardous 

Ons1te 

X I 
SEAD-25 

- ~ 5~:__ s:A:~L---'-- - 1-1 10-16-95 I !------- -1------ 1--------- , ---------·--•- ----. - -
Purge Waler MW25-15, 160, 

Non-Hazardous NonconlamJnated No Threat None 
Sleam Cleaning Operaoon 

M1rumat Comamination - No Threat 

Ottsue Ha,ardous 

Ons1te 

- I - ----··-- --· -

25-10W MW25-19 X 19. Dev. Water MW25-19 Non-Hazardous Contammated No Threat Metals Fe. Mg. Na 

SEAD-25 
---- ---•·----- •----1----1 I 10-22-95-4- 13-96 I I I -----I-----­

Dev. Water MW25-10 
25-11W SlAGING X Non-Hazardous Noncontammc1Iect No lhted l None 

AHEA ___ 10-22-95 .... _ --
Purge Water MW25-10. 11. 

25-12W MW25-11 

SEAD-25 
_ X ___I ___ IM~~~i.~~ ~l·~t·:~~6 ,----- --- _ 

Dev Water MW25- t6D 

Non-1 lazardous Contam1r1alecJ No ThrCdl Mr.:t..ils Fe . Mg, Nd 

25-13W STAGING X Non-Hazardous Contam1na1ed No Threat Metals Fe 
AREA ____ , _ __ , I 10-30-95 I I ----- ,-------- , -- ---

Dev. Water MW25-6 
25-14W MW25-6 X Purge Water MW25-6,70 Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threat Metals Fe 

--·--l I I 10-30-95_1~
1 
___ _ ___ 

1 
_ _ ______ , ______ , ______ _ 

Dev. Water MW25-18 I 

25-15W MW25-18 X Purge Water MW25- 1, 18 Non-Hazardous Contaminated No ThreaI Metals Fe. Na 

SEAD-25 
STAGING 

____ •-------· •···- -- 1- - - 1 I 10-30-95--4-10-96 I I 
Coring Water MW25-7D 

25-16W 
_ , __ AREA __ _ 

SEAD-25 

25-17W I STAGING 
_______ AREA __ 

X Non-Hazardous Contammatcd No ThreaI Dev Water MW25-7D 
10-24-95 - 10-31-95 ___ , - --+-- --- 1- - ------

Conng Water MW25-7D 
X Non-Hazardous ContalTl!nated I No Threa1 

Metals Fe 

Metals Fe 

> GA Standdrd Non-lOXIC melals 

- ---·- --- -
< GA SiandJrJ 

> GA 51,mJ,.ud Non•I0XIC mel..i ls 

> GA Standard Non-1ox1c melal::. 

> GA Standard Non-toxic metals 

Ons1te 

Om,11e 

O ns1te 

Ons1te 

--•----
Ons1te 

·--- •-- ·-·--- -
> GA S1anctc1rd Non-toxic metals Ons1Ie 

-· ------------· ---
> GA Standard Non-toxic me1aIs Onsue 

- - ·- ---1---- -----t 

> GA Standard Non-t0).IC metals Onsue 
--- - · 10-24-95 --- ~---- -------- - · ~- -· -- - --·- --- --·- . - - --

H IENGISENECAIDRUMDISPISEAD25 WK4 
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Drum j Lo cation 
Number 

SEAD-25 
25-18W I s ·I AGING 

-~~~ -

25-19W 

25-20W 

SEAD-25 
STAGING 

- ~~EA _ 
SEAD-25 
STAGING 

AR EA 

MEDIUM 

Soil W ater 

-,- -
X 

--
X 

·---

X 

- -·---t--- ---
SEAD-25 

25-21W I STAGING X 
AR EA ----

- 25-22W I :::~i~ -,----
---- ~S~-

25-23W 

25-24W 

SEAD-25 
STAGING 

2 _R~ . 
SEAD-25 
STAGING 

________ , __ AREA . 

25-25W 
SEAD-25 

STAGING 
AREA -··-• __ , __ _____ _ 

25-26W 

25-27W 

SEAD-25 
STAGING 

AREA S EAD-25_, _ _ _ 
STAGING 

__ AR~ ---
SEAD-25 

25 -28W I S fAGING 

__ !':R~!': 

X 

X 

--· --
X 

---- -
X 

X 

X 

----
X 

- --
Sou rce 

-- i.e.(MW , Boring, 

Ocean. water, 
PPE Condeosate 1 , 

PPEI 
Coring Water MW25-7D 

10-24-95 

Coring Water MW2:;. 7D 

10-25-95 
Coring Water Mw2:;.70 

10-2:;.95 
Coring Water Mw2:;. 7D 

10-25-95 
Coring Waler MW2:,.5D 
Dev Waler MW25-5D 

10-30-95 
Coring Waler MW2:,.5D 

10-30-95 ---
Coring Water MW2:,.5D 

10-30-95 
Coring Water MW25-5D 
Dev. Water Mw2:,.5D 

10-30-95 
Coring Waler Mw2:;.4D 

10-31-95 
Coring Water MW2:;.4D 

10-31-95 --- -
Coring Waler Mw2:,.4D 

Dev Water MW25-W 

----- --- - 10-31~ ~ ----
SEAD-25 

25-29W I STAGING 

- ~ ~!': . 
SEAD-25 

25-30W I STAGING 
AREA __ , _ _ 

SEAD-25 
25-31W I STAGING 

AREA 

25-32W 1-::~::·· 
25-33W I MW2:;.4D 

25-34W I MW25-14D 

25-35W 
SEAD-25 

STAGING 

__ !':R_E!': 

H \ENG\SENECAIDRUMDISP\SEAD25 WK4 

X 

-------
X 

---
X 

X 

- - - --
X 

----
X 

·-·-· 

X 

-·· .. 

Coring Water Mw2:,. 12D 

11-1-95 
Coring Waler Mw2:;. 120 

11-1-95 

Coring Waler MW25-12D 
Bentonite Water 

11-1-95 
Dev. Waler MW25-5D 

Purge Water MW25-5D,9 

11-2-95 - 11- 19-95 
Dev. & Purge Water 

MW2:,.4D 
11 -2-95 - 11 -15-95 

Dev & Purge Waler 
MW25-14D 

--- . --- 11-2-95_-- _11-3-95 __ 
Conng Water Mw2:,. 14D 

Bentonile Water 

----•---- 10-31-95 ___ 

··---- --
RCRA 

H azardous/ 
Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

- . - -
Non-Hazardous 

- ---------
Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

Non-Hazardous 

No,1-Hazardous 

·---- ----··----
Non-HazardolJS 

- ---------

TABLE 3 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
SEAD 25 

DRUM INVENTORY 

Contamina lod / Th, oat/ 
Nonconlaniina led No Th, ea t 

Contaminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

-----
Contaminated No Tt'ireat 

Contaminated No Threat 

·----- - -- - - ·-· -
Contaminated No Threat 

-· --- ---· -----•·-
Contaminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

---·•-- ----- - --- ----- --
Con1am1natcd No lhreal 

• · -·· -• - -- ·-·- --•·-

Contaminated No Threat 

------ ------ - -------·-
Contamina1ed No Threat 

·-- -- ---
Contaminaled No Threat 

Contaminated Threat 

----------
Contamina ted No Threat 

----
Contam1m1 1ed No Threa t 

- ·- - -· •-

Con1am1nated No Threat 

----- --- - ·--·- ---

Ch emical Of 
Conc ern 

(Exceeding 

~ TAGM Levels! __ 

Me1als Fe 

------- -
Metals Fe 

Metals Fe 

Metals Fe 

--------
Metals Mn 

Melals Mn 

Melals Mn 

-- -·--------
Metals Mn 

--------·-
Metals Fe 

Rationata 

··---- -----------
:, GA Slani.Jard Non-lOXIC ITIC:IJlS 

-·-- -· --• -- - ----------- -- -
> GA Standard Non-toxic metals 

:. GA Standard Non-tox1c metals 

Disposal Option 
(Otfsite Hazardous ) 

(Offsite Non-Hazardous) 

______ {Onsi~"-----

Ons1 te 

-· --- I ----- --- -

Onsue 

Onsite 

----
> GA Slandard Non-toxic m1::tals Ons, te 

--

> GA Standard Non-lox1c metals Ons1te 

> GA Slandard Non-toxic metals Onsite 

- - - ·-- ... 

> GA Standard Non-l0XIC metals Onsite 

·----·-• - ---- --- -- ·---
> GA Standard Non- toXJc metals Ons1te 

. ----- -------

> GA Standard NorHoxic metals Onsi te 

·------- - -----·- --- --- - ---- ------
Metals Fe > GA Standard Non-toxic melals Onslle 

·-· ---- ----- - •----- -- . -· 

Mel~ls f e ,, GA Slandard Non-to xic fll (; l~ls Ons,te 

Metals Na :.. GA Slandard Non-lox1c metals Ons,te 

-
Metals Na :.. GA Standard Non-toxic metals Ons,te 

------- ---·-·- ·----------- -·-·--
Metals Na > GA Standard Non-lOXIC metals Onsile 

------ -· 

BT EX & DCE >GA Standard VOCs Offs ile Hazardous 

- ----- ·- -- --- -- ----------·--·---
Metals Fe > GA Standard Non.10:..ic metals Onsite 

-------- ---- ---·-------- ---
Metals Fe, Na > GA S1andJrd Non-tmac m(; tals Ons11e 

Mc: t.i!s Fe, Na > GA Standard Non-toxic meti.11s Ons11e 

- - - - ·- ---·-
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- -·--- --
Source 

tA ~Ql~M ·-··- i.e .(MW, Boring, 
Orum Loc ation Ocean. water, 

Number Soil Water PPE Condensatc 1 , 

-------- -- ---- - --___ P~~l 
SEAD-25 Coring Waler MW25-14D 

25-36W STAGING X 

----- AREA ------ - - - 10-31-95 
SEAD-25 Coring Waler MW25-14D 

25-37W STAGING X 

--·---~~---- -·--- 10-31-95 - - -
SEAD-25 Dev. Water MW25- 12D 

25-38W STAGING X 

--- -- ·- __ AR~- ---- ---- 10-3-95 
SEAD-25 . Dev Waler MW25-12D 

25-39W STAGING X 

----- AREA -----·- --- 10-3-95 

Purge Waler MW25-13,14D 
25-40W AW25-13,14[ X 

--- - .. ------ - . - -· -- ---- 11- 17-95 - 12-2-95 ~ ------ -
Purge Waler MW25-3.8, 10, 

25-41W MW25-5D X 15, 17, 

-- - - ------ --- ·-- --- - - - 11-17-95 - 4- 11 -96 
Purge Waler MW25- 16D 

25-42W MW25-16D X 

--- ··-- ---- --- --- _ _ 11 -20-95 •• 3-30-96 
SEAD-25 Sleam Condensate 

25-43W STAGING X 

----- AREA 11-95 
SEAD-25 Steam Condensate 

25-44W STAGING X 

- AREA ------ --- 11-95 
Purge Water MW25-12D 

25-lSW MW25-12D X 

---- 12-1-95 
Purge Waler MW25-11, 120 

25-46W MW25- 12D X 

-------- ----- ---- - - - - - - 12-1 -95 - 4-12-96 

Purge Waler MW25-14D, 16[ 
25-47W MW25- 14D X 

~------ ------ --- 12-2,3-95 
Purge Waler MW25-4D 

25-48W MW25-4D X 

--• ··-- ---- - - - --- 12-~95 - 4-1-96 
Purge Water MW25-5D 

25-49W MW25-5D X 

--- --- 12-4-95 - 4-1-96 
SEAD-25 Steam Condensate 

25-50W STAGING X 
AREA 10-11-95 

SEAD-25 Sleam Condensale 
25-5 1W STAGING X 

--- - -~~ ---- 10-25-95 
SEAD-25 Steam Condensate 

25-52W STAGING X 
AREA -- ·-· --- 10-28-95 --------- · 

SEAD-25 Unknovm Water in(Soil Drum) 
25-SJW STAGING X Possible Conng Water 

__ -· AREA __ ·- -- 1!~~- --

H IENGISENECA\DRUMDISPISEAD25 WK4 

TABLE 3 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD 25 
DRUM INVENTORY 

-··- ------ ·---- --· --- - -·--- --· 

RCRA Chemic al Of 
Hazardous/ Contaminatodf Threat/ Concern 

Non-Hazardous Noncontaminalod No Thrnat (Exceeding 

TAGM Levels)_ 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threal Melals Fe, Na 

---- ---- ---- ---
Non-Hazardous Conlanunated No Threat Metc11s Fe, Na 

Non-Hazardous Contacninated No Threat Metals Na 

-- --------
Non-Mazardous Contanunaled No Threal Metals Na 

-
Non-Hazardous Contaminaled No Threat Melals Fe. Na 

-----· ------- -
Non-Hazardous Conlamina1etJ Threat voes & svocs 

----- ---·- ------ . - ------. 
Non.Hazardous Contarrnndled No Threat Metals Fe 

--- -· --- --- -- - - -- ----
Norr Hazardous Noncontam,nated No Threat None 

Non-Hazardous Noncontammatcd No Ttv"eat None 

·- ------ - -·----
Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Ttv"eat Metals Na 

Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threat Metals Mn, Na 

-- ---- - - - -- ---
Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Threat Metals Fe . Na 

---- --- -----•------
Non-MazanJous Conlam1nated No ·111rcat Metals Fe 

---· ·-- --- -· ·-----
Non-Hazardous Contaminated No Ttv"eat Metals Mn 

-- - ----- ·------ -
Non-Hazardous Noncontaminated No Threat None 

- ------ ---·-- --
Non-Hazardous Noncontaminated No Threat None 

·------. - -·-·--· ·- --
Non-Hazardous Nonconlaminated No Threat None 

- -------· - . ------ -- - ·--

Hazardous Contarruna1ed Threat Unknov.n 

------·---·- -. ----· . --- - . -------· - - ---- -

- - -- - ---- - - -

Disposal Option 

(Offsi te Hazardous) 
Rationale (Offsite Non-Hazardous) 

------- jOnsitel 

::, GA Standard Non-lOXIC melats Onstte 

-- -----·- -- -- --- - ------. 
> GA Standard Non-toxic meta ls Ons11e 

> GA Standard Non-toXJc metals Onstle 

- --- - ---
> GA Standard Non-lOXIC mt:tals .Ons,te 

·----- --- --
> GA Standard Non.\o)Jc me1als Onstle 

- -·-------- -·---··- ·------ - - --------------
, GA Standard voes & svocs Otfs11e Hazardous 

-- --- - ·------- -•-- •· ·-----·- -
;.. GA Standard Non-toxic rnc lals Ons,le 

-- ---------- --- ----·-·---· - ·-- ------·--- -- . Sleam Cleaning Operation 
Mu11mal Contamination - No Threat Ons11e 

Steam Cleaning OperatJon 
Minimal Contc1nunat1on - No Ttuea1 Ons11e 

- ----- ---------- -- -· -----
> GA Standard Non--tox1c metals Onstle 

> GA Standard Non-lox1c metals Ons,1e 

----------- ·---·- -- - -------- - ·-

> GA Slandard Non-lOXJC rntlals Ons11e 

-----···--- ---- ----- ·--------- - -· 

:> GA Stundard Non-toxic melals Ons11e 

- - -· - ·-· ... •--- --· -·-
> GA Sldndard Non-toxic metals Onstle 

----
Steam Cleaning OperatJon 

M1ni111dl Contam1nci \J on • No Threal Onstle 

Steam Cleaning Operation 
M1ni1nal Conlam,nallon - No Ttuea1 Ons11e 

- - -·--· ··-· --------· - -Stearn Cleaning Operation 
M1rumol Contan11nat1011 • No ltveat Onstle 

- - -•·--·-- - - ----- --
No data. assume:. TCLP Limns Otfst le Hazardous 

- ·- ·--- ·- ·--- . -·- - ··-
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- .. - .. ·-·-·-------
Source 

~~Q!~.!!1 ___ i.e .(MW, Boring, RCRA 
Drum Location Decon. water, Hazardous/ 

Number Soil Water PPE Condensate', Non-Hazardous 
.. ·--- --- ____ PPE}_ ___ ____ 

-------SEAD-26 DnlCuttmgs 
26-1S S f AGING X SB26-8.9.10 Non-Hazardous 

AREA - - - --- 9-20,2 1.25-95 
SEAD-26 DriiCuttings 

26-2S STAGING X SB26-6.7 Hazardous 
AREA -- 9-24-95 

SEAD-26 DriiCul1mgs 
26-3S STAGING X SB26-5 Hazardous 

AREA 9-24-95 / 12-4-95 
SEAD-26 Dril Cuttings 

26-4ESI STAGING X MW26-2 Non-Hazardous 

- ~~-- --- ---- 1 t - 18-93 ------
SEAD-26 Sur1ace Soils From: 

26-4S STAGING X MW25-10/MW26-8.9, 10 Non-Hazardous 

------- ~ REA _ --- 10-4-95 / 9-20.~ 1-95 
SEAD-26 DriU Cuttings 

26-SS STAGING X S826- 11 Non-Hazardous 

·- !'-.B!=~ ---- -··------ --- 10-19-95 _ ___ ---------SEAD-26 Dril Cutungs 
26-6S STAGING X SB26- 12 Non-Hazardous 

--- - - - ~~!=..~ --- -· ---- - - 10/ 18/95 
SEAD-26 Decon Pad 

26-7S STAGING X Pad Soils Non-Hazardous 
_ i,R~-- ------ 11-95 ----

SEAD-26 DrilCuttings 
26-BS STAGING X SB26- 11 Non-Hazardous 

A~!=_~ - --- --- 11-95 
SEAD-26 Sleam Condensate from 

26-4W STAGING X SEAD-26 Borings Non-Hazardous 

------- --~~- --- 9-18-95 - 9-27-95 
SEAD-26 Steam Condensate from 

26-SW STAGING X SEAD-26 Borings Non-Hazardous 

. -~!=..!: ·-- ··-- 9-25-95 - 11 - 1-~~ - --------·-· SEAD 26 WeM Development W"ler 
26-1W STAGING X MW26 8.9, 10 Non-t-l iilardous 

~~~~ -··· --- - -· 10-!~~~--~ -----
Dev Water & Purge Waler 

26-2W MW26-6 X MW26-5,6 / Purge Waler Non-Hazardous 

-----· ------ --- ·---,-- MW26-1.4.9--10-18-95--4-96 
SEAD-26 Dev Waler MW26-7 Sin 

26-3W STAGING X Removal Waler MW26- 1.2, Non-Hazardous 
AREA ---- 3,4. 10-20-95 / t 1-2-95 

SB26-12 Waler Purge Water 
26-GW SB26- I 2 X MW26-3.4 .7 ,8, 10 Non-Hazardous 

------ - ----- -H-- t 1-4-95 - 4-9-96 ·•· 
Dev. Waler MW26- 11 

26-7W MW26- 11 X Purge Waler MW26- 10, 11 Non-Hazardous 

------ ---- -· 10-24-95 - 4-12-96 --
SEAD-26 Steam Condens.11e from 

26-BW S f AGING X SEAD-26 Borings Non-Hazardous 

---- ·-· __ AREA __ -· ___ ---~-- 11 -95 

H IENGISENECAIDRUMDISPISEAD26 WK4 

TABLE 3 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

SEAD 26 

DRUM INVENTORY 

---· --

Conlaminal ed/ The ea LI 
Noncon lamin ated No Th1 oal 

·----· . --• - - ·•· ---·-

Conlarrnnated Threat 

Contaminated Threat 

Contaminated Threat 

Contaminated Threat 

-·--
Conlarrnnated Threal 

Contam1na1ed No Threa l 

- .. - . . ... . . 

Contammaled No Tllreal 

----·•---
Nonconraminated No Threat 

Contaminated No Threat 

·------
Nonconlarrunated No Threat 

Noncontaminated No Tt"v"ea l 

-·- -- - -- -·-- --
ContJm1ndtcLI No Threat 

-------- ----
Contammated No Threat 

- ·-

Chemical Ot 
Concern 

(Exceeding 

TAGM Levels) 
SVOCs 

Lead 

voes & svocs 

Metals /lJ. K 

As. Tl. Zn.Pb 

SVOCs 

Heroic1des 

·------•-
SVOCs 

Lead 

svocs 

Metals /lJ. Fe, Mg 

~~, 9 " N~, l\ ?1) 
SVOCs 

Metals /lJ. Mg, Na 

As, Cu. Tl. Ni. Zn 

None 

SVOCs 

Metals AL , Fe, Mg 

Be. Cr. NI. Tl, Zn _ 

None 

None 

- - ·-· -- -·-
Melals Fe.Mn 

Metals Fe.Mn. Na 

------- . --- ----- -
voes 

Contaminated Threat Metals Fe.Mn 

- ------
voes 

Conlaminated Threa t Melals Fe.Mn 

---- - ----- ----------
Conlaminated No fhrea l Me1a1s Fe. Na 

--· ··-- ---· - ----- - ·-

Nonconlarn1na1ed No Tlveat None 

-· --- - -- . ·- - - ------
Disposal Option 

(Ottsite Hazard ous) 
Ralionalo (Offsite Non-Hazardous) 

-· •· 
. ___ {Onsile) 

> 10 Times TAGM SVOCs 

> 10 Tunes TAGM Lead O tts1l e Hazardous 

PIO Screenmg During S01I Samphng > 150ppm 

> TAGM, < l0T11nes TAGM - Non Toxic Metals Otts1le Hazardous 
>TAGM, <tQTimes TAGM -Toxic Metals 

> 10 Times TAGM svocs Ottsil e Hazardous 
Stronq Petroleum O..:ior 

Higher le,..els al Hem1c1des detecled - No TAGM limu Otts, te Hazardous 

-------·-•-- - ------. --· -- --
> 10 Times TAGM SVOCs 

----- ----· --·-
> 10 Times TAGM LedJ Otts ite Hazardous 

----------- -----• 

> TAGM< lOtimesTAGM-SVOCs 

>TAGM, •-l 0f1mes TAGM · Non Toxic Metals Ons1Ie 
:.. fAGM . ..: 10 rum:s lAGM · (O).JC Mt! l,J\a 

·-
> TAGM SVOCs < 10 Urncs TAGM 

>TAGM, ·'10Tunes TAGM - Non lox1c Me!als Ons11e 
__ >TAGM. <l0T1mes TAGM-_Tox1c Mc:t"ls _ 

Soil and Plasl.Jc from the Steam Cleanmg Operal.Jon 
------------ --·-

M1rumal Contammauon Ons11e 

>TAGM, <10T1mes TAGM · SVOCs 

> TAGM, < 10Tunes TAGM - Non TOXIC Mt tals Ons,te 
--- >TAGM, < 10Tunes TAGM · Toxic MetdJS 

Steam Cleanmg Oper al.Jon -----· -
Mmunal Contarrunauon Ons1te 

-Steam Cleaning Operation 
Mmunal Conlarrunauon Ons,te 

-·· . - . -- . ---• 
:.. GA Sl,md..srd Non-Toxic MctJb Ons,te 

.. -· - - .. --·····----- .. 

> GA Standdrd Non-TOXIC Metals Ons11e 

---· ·-----
> GA Standard voes 

> GA StanJ,Hd Non-TOXIC Metals O tts1le Hazardous 

, GA Standard voes 

> GA Standard Non-TOXIC Melals O lfs, te Hazardous 

. ----·--- ---- -
> GA Standard Non-T ox1c Metals Ons1le 

- -·--- -- -- ----··•·---·--·-- - -- --------- -
Steam Cleaning Operation 

M1rnn1al Contamn.111on Ons11e 

--
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-· - -- -- - - - --
MEDIUM ----- Source i.e .(MW, Boring, 

Drum □econ. water, 

!'!~!.!1.!?.~1 - l::E!:~!!~!! Soil Water PPE Condensate' PPEI 
General Decon liquids 

□econ 1W Oecon X including. HN03, 
Tra11e, Hexane. Methanol 

Alconox and first 

Decon 2W Decon X rinse water, Source: 

Trailer Fire tivdrant ---

PPE 1S Decon X PPE- gloves, tyvek 

_ T~~~-- -· 10-5-95 --------
Alconox and rinse water. 

□econ 3W Oecon X Source: Fire Hydrant 

Trailer 

Decon 4W Oecon X Steam Condensate 

_l!a1lcL_. --- - 11 -5-95 - - - -
Atconox & Rinse water 

Decon SW Oecon X Preserved Rmsate 

- !!~~£~ - --· .. - -· -- - ··--
____ Samples __ __ _ 

TOTALS 

H IENGISENECAIDRUMDISPIDECON WK4 

TABLE 3 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

DECON DRUMS 
DRUM INVENTORY 

--·- ·------ -· ------· ·-
RCRA Contaminated/ 

Hazardous/ Noncontamlnated 

Non-Hazardous 

Hazardous Conta minated 

Non-Hazardous Noncontaminated 

Non-Hazardous Noncontaminated 

Non-Hazardous Noncontam1nated 

Non-Hazardous No~contam1nated 

Non-Haza rdous Contammated 

- ------ RCR_A ___ ·---- ------- ·- -

Haz / Non-Haz Cont I Non-Cont. 

8 / 85 73 / 20 

--- ---- - -- - . 
Threat/ Chemica l Of 

No Threat Concern 
(C oCj 

Threat Methanol 

No Threat None 

No Threat None 

No Threat None 

No Threat None 

No Threat None 

-- - - -· 

Threat I No l hreat 

22 / 71 

----•-------- - - -· ----- --
Disposal Option: Onsi te 

Rationale (Offsite Hazardous) 
_JOffsite Non-Hazardous) 

Methanol 1s an F003-11sted solvent Offsile Hazardous 

Alconox, and rinse water . 

Contains no solvents or acid Onsite 

Disposable PPE used for decontarnmatJOn Offs1te Non-hazardous 

Alconox. and rinse water 

Contains no solvents a, acid Onsite 

Steam cleaning operation Minimal 
presence or contam1nauon Onsite 

-------· - ------ --
Alconox, and rinse water 

Contains no solvent:; & 01lute acid Onslle 

- ·-· ----- - -
I - - •--• 

Ofts1te Haz I Oft site N0n-Haz I Ons1te 

2 22 1 1 / 70 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

M~Y O 9 \997_ 

EXPRESS MAIL 

Stephen M. Absolom 
BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Seneca Army Depot Activity (SEDA) 
Romulus, New York 14541-5001 

t (i~ :_o 
.K.£,ULJC 

f) 'LJU­
::(6.nctbj­
'~?LJ!G~ 

Re: Draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report at the Fire Training and Demonstration Pad (SEAD 
25) and the Fire Training Pit and Area (SEAD26) 

Dear Mr. Absolom: 

This is regarding the above referenced document prepared by Parsons Engineering Science Inc. 
(Parsons ES) for SEDA through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New York Division and Huntsville 
District. EPA comments are provided below. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The report should present a discussion of data validation issues and data usability as it relates to the 
DQO which have been set for the site. The text should present rationale for the data rejections which 
are presented in the data tables and how these data rejections may affect the overall usability of the 
data. 

The results of the grain-size distribution analyses for the sediment samples were not presented in the 
document as originally discussed in the work plan for these sites. The results of the hardness analyses 
or TOC analyses were also not presented or discussed in the RI Report. The TOC analyses should be 
used to correct the site-specific TAGMs based on the TOC results, as is discussed in TAGM-4046. 

SECTION 1.0 

Page 1-20, P2: The third sentence of this paragraph appears to be incomplete. The sentence should 
be reviewed and corrected as needed. 

Page 1-35, Pl: A figure should be provided showing the potentiometric head changes described in 
the text. The figure should be combined with the precipitation data for the same period. 
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SECTION 3.0 

Page 3-2, Sec. 3.1.3, P2: It is reasonable to state that rainfall decreases during January and February, 
since at this time of the year precipitation would be frozen. It would be more appropriate if the text 
compared precipitation amounts throughout the year and not rainfall. 

Page 3-4, Sec. 3.1.4.2, Pl: The thickness of the till should be presented in the text. 

Page 3-4, Sec. 3.1.4.2, P3: Grain size distribution curves should be provided in the appendices of this 
document. 

Page 3-5, Sec. 3.1.4.3: The locations for the stated ranges of weathered shale should be presented in 
the text. 

Page 3-36, P2: The locations stated where the competent shale was encountered should be presented 
in the document. 

Figures 3-4 and 3-5: The shading used for the lithological units are reversed. The screened and open 
sections of each well should be shown on the geologic cross sections along with a water level mark for 
both shallow and deep wells at each cluster. 

Page 3-12, Sec. 3.1.5.1, P2: The tense of the text here should be changed i.e., " .. . groundwater is 
expected . .. " should read, " .. · .groundwater was expected . .. " 

Table 3-1: The header should define whether the depths and elevations provided are for competent 
or weathered bedrock. 

Page 3-14, Sec. 3.1.6.2.1, Pl: What is "groundwater topography"? Should this be groundwater 
potentiometric surface or groundwater water table? 1 

Figure 3-6: There is no basis for the construction of the 736 equipotential contour line downgradient 
of wells MW25-15 and MW25-19. · 

Figure 3-7: See comment above for the 73 6 contour line and apply to the 73 7 line in this figure. 

Figure 3-8: The 738 equipotential contour crosses the 738 topographic contour line in the area of well 
MW25-13 . Field notes should be reviewed for indications that this "stream" was flowing at the time 
of water level measurements. If no water was present at this time the contouring in this figure should 
be corrected accordingly. 

Figures 3-6 through 3-8: Flow direction arrows should be drawn at 90 degrees to the equipotential 
contour lines. It is appropriate to construct hydrogeologic flow sections for the site to aid in an 
understanding of site flow conditions. 
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Figures 3-9 and 3-10: The contouring presented should be truncated between control points and 
should be checked for accuracy (i.e., triangulation between data points). 

Page 3-19, Sec. 3.1.6.2.2, Pl: It is not appropriate to calculate a horizontal flow gradient between 
MW25-5P and MW25-7D since these wells are parallel to the potentiometric contours shown on the 
figures . This may account for the large difference between the calculated gradients presented in the 
text. 

Table 3-3: Hydraulic conductivities have a logarithmic distribution and thus the average value 
presented in the table and associated text should be a geometric mean and not an arithmetic mean. 

Page 3-25, Pl: The results of the groundwater velocity calculations are incorrect since the values used 
for the average hydraulic conducti_vity are miscalculated, as previously commented. 

Page 3-25, Sec. 3.1.6.4.3, Pl: See comment above on calculation of flow velocities. 

Figures 3-11 and 3-12: A review of the detailed vegetative cover-type map (Figure 3-12) indicates 
that the areas mapped are different from those presented on Figure 3-11 . This discrepancy should be 
corrected. 

Page 3-50, Sec. 3.2.4.2, P2: A description of the Darian silt-loam is presented in the text. However, 
a review of text and the figure indicates that the site is covered with fill. The discussion of the native 
soils should be removed or clarified to state that the description is for the area surrounding the site. 

Page 
0

3-50, Sec. 3.2.4.2, P3: See previous comment on the presentation of grain-size distribution 
curves. 

Page 3-52, P2: MW26-1 is located to the east of the site and not west, as stated in the text. 

Figure 3-15: The 738 contour line should pass through MW26-7, which has a reported elevation of 
738.00. 

Table 3-8: See previous comment presented for Table 3-1. 

Page 3-57, Pl: Profile identifications should be presented on Figure 3-16 for ease of reference. 

Page 3-61, Sec. 3.2.6.2, Pl: The April 4, 1994 data set contains four data points and not three, as 
stated in the text. 

Figure 3-20: The 744 potentiometric contour line should pass through MW26-10, which has a 
reported elevation of 744.00. 
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Figures 3-20 through 3-22: The contour lines shown on these figures should be truncated between 
data control points. 

Page 3-66, Sec. 3.2.6.3: See previous comment on the presentation of the hydraulic conductivity 
results. · 

Table 3-10: See previous comment on the calculation of hydraulic conductivity averages value. 

Page 3-66, Sec. 3.2.6.4: See previous comment on the calculations of flow velocities. 

Figure 3-23 and 3-24: These figures do not match, the discrepancy should be corrected. The arrow 
indicating the site in Figure 3-24 is not pointing to the site boundaries. 

SECTION 4.0 

Page 4-1, Sec. 4.0: The text should clearly state that both DQO documents will be referenced in the 
RI Report. 

Figure 4-1: There are locations on this figure which should be contoured with a 1 ppmv contour line, 
which have not been identified in the text as being related to non-contaminant sources. 

Table 4-5: TAGM 4046 lists a concentration or the MDL for several compounds. In these instances, 
the lower of the two numbers should be used for determining which samples exceed the T AGM 
guidance values. 

Table 4-7: There is a TAGM value for 1,2-dichloroethene (trans) of300 ug/kg. It is appropriate to 
use this value for 1,2-dichloroethene (total) since these compounds typically co-elute and are not 
differentiated by the laboratory. The use of this value should be reflected in the associated text. There 
is also a value for chlordane in T AGM:-4046 which should be used for comparison with alpha­
chlordane results. The heading for the last two pages of this table has been cut-off and should be 
corrected. 

Page 4-38, P2: A figure showing the distribution of semi-volatile (P AHs) in soils should be presented 
in the RI Report. 

Page 4-41, P2: It is not appropriate to discuss health-related issues in the nature and extent section. 
The text in this section should discuss the exceedances related to guidance values and leave the 
discussion of health risk to the health risk section. 

Page 4-41, P4: The text should state the concentrations of the samples discussed. 

Page 4-42, Sec. 4.1.5, Pl: The text should present a comparison between all three rounds of sampling,_ 
and how the groundwater chemistry has changed through time. 
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Table 4-9: Please explain why the "total counts" presented in the groundwater summary table varies 
from method to method and within each method. 

Table 4-10: The order in which the wells are presented is confusing. The wells should be presented 
in numerical order. 

In addition.to NYSDEC GA groundwater standards, Federal MCLs should also be included for each 
contaminant. The table incorrectly states that there are no standards for Bromoform, Antimony, 
Beryllium and Thallium, which all have Federal MCLs. 

Page 4-65, Sec. 4.1.5.2: A figure showing the distribution of total, semi-volatiles (including TI Cs) 
should be presented in this report. 

Page -4-66, Pl: A discussion of the TICs found in the Round 2 sample analysis results should be 
presented. 

Page 4-67, Pl: The text speculates about the origin of the inorganics found in the groundwater. More 
justification should be given for the conclusions presented here. 

Page 4-7 4, Pl: The text states that SW25-6 was not used as background since it was " .. .impacted 
by other constituents, not associated with past site activities . . · . " but the text does not elaborate what -
these impacts were or what caused them. A discussion of these impacts should be presented in the 
text. · 

General Comment: The results of the average and standard deviations should be rounded to 
reasonable numbers sin~ the analytical methods cannot typically detect these compounds down to the 
numbers presented here. · 

Page 4-78, Sec.4.1.7.1, Pl: Toluene is not considered a common laboratory contaminant and the 
discussion in the text referring a toluene as such should be removed. 

Table 4-14: The source listed for Di-n-buthylphthalate is given as"???????" . What is this source? 

Page 4-78: Is the drainage ditch discussed here ". . .north. . . " the northwest ditch previously 
discussed? 

Table 4-14: The abbreviations for the sources listed should be presented as footnotes to this table. 
What is the "west Effect Le" which is listed as a source? If a compound has been qualified as rejected, 
the concentrati~ns should be removed from the tables and only the qualifier "R" shown. 

Page 4-86, Sec. 4.1.7.6: The text states that MW25-2 had the maximum TPH concentration. This 
appears to be incorrect since this section discusses sediment sample results. The previous paragraph 
identifies surface water samples. Again, this appears to be incorrect in a sediment discussion. 
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Page 4-86, Sec. 4.1.8: The text here should state that the site has been impacted by TPH. This section 
should also summarize the results of the soil gas survey and relate these results to the groundwater and 
soil sample results. 

Table 4-16 and 4-17: Why do the "total counts" vary between some of the compounds? The asterisks 
represented on Table 4-17 should be added to the list of notes. 

Table 4-22: See previous comments on the variation between total counts. 

There are no units presented on this table. 

Table 4-23: The wells are not presented in numeric order, is there a significance in the way the wells 
are presented? 

Page 4-155: The results of all the inorganics should be discussed, especially when analytes exceed 
their guidance values by as much as 29,900 times, as in the case for calcium. 

Page 4-156, Sec. 4.2.4.1: The text here references SEAD-25 . This should be corrected to state 
SEAD-26. 

Table 4-24: See previous comment on total count variations. 

Table 4-25: See previous comment on the "standard source" as it applies to heptachlor. 

Page 4-163, Sec. 4.2.4.2: The standard referenced here for surface waters is incorrectly given as" . 
. . New York State Class GA .. " 

Page 4-164, Pl: The text here references groundwater. This text should be corrected to state surface 
water. 

Figure 4-14: The flow direction of the surface water bodies should be presented to aid m 
interpretation of results. 

Page 4-173, Sec. 4.2.5.3: The text should state the concentrations of contaminants detected and not 
only state the number of times the contaminants exceeded their respective guidance values. 

Page 4-176, Sec. 4.2.5.6: The text discusses surface soil results in a section which presents sediment 
results. 

Page 4-177, Sec. 4.2.6: Paragraph 3 states that no criteria exceedances were detected for VOCs in 
groundwater at SEAD 26. The text should be corrected, as benzene and ethylbenzene were detected 
above NYSDEC Class GA standards. 
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SECTION 5.0 

The Fate and Transport chapter of this RI includes information about the physical and chemical 
characteristics of the site and the site contaminants. It also includes three modeling efforts ( a water 
balance, fugacity modeling, and one dimensional transport modeling). It does not, however, provide 
clear conclusions on the potential fate and transport of contaminants at the two sites. Any conclusions 
concerning the sites are fragmentary and scattered throughout the section. No overall conclusions 
concerning the site are presented. 

A number of general observations concerning the section as a whole are as follows. Most of these 
affect the usability of the section for its intended purpose, which is to provide an understanding of the 
dynamics of the contaminant persistence and movement on the site. 

• Conclusions: The main points of the fate and transport analysis should be summarized in a 
conclusions section at the end of the chapter. This section should bring together the physical 
and chemical characteristics of the site and contaminants and the results from the three models. 
From this, a unified description of the qualitative and, if the data permit it, quantitative 
description of the primary fate and transport mechanisms acting on each site should be 
presented. 

Page 5-1, p 4: As shown on Figure 1-3, the elevated pad is not defined by the 742 foot contour. 

Page 5-2, p 3: Figure 1-13 is not rainfall information. Consider restating the information, or a portion 
of it, in this section since it is fundamental to the analysis. 

Page 5-3, p 3: Water Balance: Why are 1975 and 1957 models and information being used? Why 
not use more recent models such as the HELP model. Also, what is the point of this exercise? The 
text states that "understanding the water balance of the site is helpful in evaluating the contaminant 
fate and transport at SEAD-25," yet t~s analysis or its results are not referred to at all in the rest of 
the chapter. 

When presenting an analysis of this type, the general methodology, assumptions and results should be 
presented and explained as necessary in the text, with the details of the analysis presented in an 
appendix. This also applies to the modeling given in sections 5.3 and 5.4. 

Page 5-5, p 4: These assumptions concerning snowfall and snowmelt given here are gross 
generalizations which appear to be the direct cause of the results presented in para 2, Page 5-7. 

Page 5-7, p 2: See comment Page 5-5, p 4 above. 

Page 5-7, p 3: An explanation of how these results factor into the fate and transport of contaminants 
at the site should be given in the text. 
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Page 5-7, p 4-5: Summary tables or figures of the analytical results should be reproduced or 
referenced. 

Page 5-12, p 1: Reference the section with the discussion of the water balance. 

Page 5-13, Table 5-2: This table should only include compounds which are relevant to SEAD-25 and 
SEAD-26. Delete any compounds which are not of concern at the site. Also, the table should not 
include bioconcentration factors, which are not relevant to this section, or half-life, which is highly 
dependent on the circumstances under which it is measured. 

Page 5-20, p 2: The statement that VOCs degrade or decay over time conflicts with various other 
statements in this chapter concerning degradation of various compounds. Please clarify. 

Page 5-21, p 1: It is irrelevant how many of the compounds listed in Table 5-2 will volatilize. 
Discussions in the text should be confined to the contaminants of interest at the site. See also the 
discussion of Table 5-2 at Page 13ff 

Page 5-21, p 2: General statements such as those which begin this paragraph should be left out unless 
they are related to specific concerns at the site. 

Page 5-21, p 4: How much of the "following information" was obtained from the referenced 
document? This material should be properly referenced. Also, reproduction of information from a 
reference should be limited to that which is directly applicable to the specific site situation. 

Page 5-21, p 5: Equilibrium partitioning assesses distribution of contaminants at steady-state, it does 
not assess transport pathways. 

Page 5-22, p 3: The mass of contaminants which are transported in the vapor phase is generally small 
compared to other modes of transport. Also, it is only minimally affected by barometric pressure. 
Please explain how it would be affected by convection currents. 

Page 5-22, p 5: Is the affect of salinity on the Henry' s Law constant relevant to this site? If so, the 
reason should be stated, if not, reference to it should be deleted here and in the several other places that 
it occurs in this chapter. 

Page 5-22, p 6: Please explain why releases to the atmosphere and tropospheric lifetime are important 
factors at these sites. 

Page 5-23, p 2: Please clarify the third and fourth sentences "Volatilization represents ... " . 

Page 5-23, p 4: Solubility does not "cause impacts to the groundwater" . Please restate or delete. 
Also, what is the relevance of the state of TCE and DCB since no pure product was found? 
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Page 5-23, p 5: Vapor pressure is not relevant to fate and transport since no pure product was found. 
Relative humidity and barometric pressure effects on vapor pressure would be negligible in the event 
that pure products were present. 

Page 5-24, p 3: Please explain how "soil, sediment, and suspended particulate matter represent an 
important media for the transport of the chemicals." 

Page 5-24, p 5: Provide backup for this paragraph or delete it. Both biodegradation and volatilization 
are generally insignificant for P AHs. 

Page 5-25: Partitioning Model of Fugacity: See Page 5-3, p 3ff comment. 

-
Page 5-25, p 1: Why is the fugacity model for VOCs being applied to SEAD-26 when 5.2.2, Chemical 
Characterization, states that various appropriate limits for VOCs in different media were not exceeded? 

Page 5-39, p 2: There is no figure 5-1 showing TCE breakdown products. · 

Page 5-34, 5-39 Fugacity model results: The results were not related to the existing conditions on 
the sites. How well do the model results represent what is happening at the sites? How can this 
information be used to predict what will happen on the site? 

Page 5-41, p 2: How does this relate to conditions at these sites? 

Page 5-42, p 2,3: How do the various items mentioned here pertain to the site? Is photochemical 
oxidation of TCE in air, or the half-life of TCE in water relevant? 

Page 5-42, p 4: The information in this paragraph is incorrect; there is considerable evidence in the 
literature of microbial biodegradation of PCE and TCE in both laboratory and field environments. 
What is the purpose of the statement ''Biodegradation should be assumed to be of minimal importance 
except in landfills with active microbial populations."? This type of statement needs to be related to 
the conditions at the site and backed up with further technical information. 

Page 5-42 to 46, Semivolatile Organic Compounds: A considerable amount of space is devoted to 
discussing the properties and possible fate and transport pathways of 2, 4-dimethylphenol and 
naphthalene, which are the two most prevalent SVOCs on the two sites. However, there is no attempt 
made to identify how these properties and pathways are applicable to the sites being examined. 

Page 5-45, p 2: Naphthalene does not have a "relatively high aqueous solubility." Also, the 
conclusion in the closing statement is not supported by the beginning of the paragraph. 

Page 5-46, p 5: · It is incorrect to say that the vadose zone does not need to be modeled with the 
transport model because is was already estimated within the fugacity modeling. These are entirely 
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different models, the fugacity model being a simple steady state model of contaminant distribution, and 
the transport model being a time-dependent dynamic model of contaminant movement. 

Page 5-48, Input Parameters: The nomenclature listed does not match the formula nomenclature 
(English and Greek mixed, upper and lower case differences). Also, there is no justification for the 
values listed ii). Table 5-6, contrary to what the text states. 

Page 5-48, p "The graphical ... ": Figure 5-1 should be given as four separate figures. 

Model Output: The actual concentration used at distance "O", . 3. 98 mg/I, does not correspond to 
Figure 4-3 "":'hich gives the concentration at the source as 3. 04 mg/I. 

Page 5-49, p 4: Why is the model being run for BTEX at SEAD-26? Section 5.2 .2 seems to indicate 
that VOCs (i.e. BTEX) are not a concern at this site. 

Page 5-50, p 1: As with SEAD-25, it is unlikely that the conditions at SEAD-26 represent one­
dimensional flow in a homogeneous,· isotropic medium. Note the description of the site on Page 10, 
p 2 : "The burning pit and surrounding area is composed mostly of fill that is from 6.0 to 14.0 feet 
thick. On the basis of excavations performed at SEAD-26, the fill contains non-metallic c_onstruction 
debris and boulders as well as metallic debris (e.g., pipes, bucket, steel fragments)." 

Transport Modeling~ General Comments (see also p 5-3, p 3ff comment): This modeling effort will 
require much more support before it can be considered credible for-predicting fate and transport on 
these sites. More background on the model should be provided, including its general methodology, 
input parameter requirements, assumptions made, resulting output, model limitations, and model 
sensitivity. Appropriate backup should be provided for all of the input values given in Table 5-6. 
Consider including a generic diagram indicating what the model accomplishes and maps depicting the 
model output for each site. 

Appendix I (ODAST Model), should be referred to in the text if it is being used to support the analysis. 
The equations given in the text do not correspond to the ,equations given in the appendix. The output 
graphs given in the· appendix also seem to bear no relation to the information given in the text. The 
concentration input for BTEX at SEAD-25 given in the Appendix (3 . 04 mg/I) corresponds to Figure 
4-3 but does not correspond to -Table 5-6. (See also Model Output comment). As it stands, the 
information given in the appendix and the text is insufficient to determine if the model results are 
credible. 

It is unclear what simplifications were made to the model for its application to SEAD-26. These should 
b~ more clearly stated. 

The validity of the modeling effort for predicting the change in concentration with time is questionable 
since only one true data point is available for each site. For SEAD-25, the concentration versus time 
graph is generated from this single data point and an initial condition based on the results of a previous 



model run, and cannot be considered reliable. For SEAD-26 the prediction is based solely on an initial 
concentration in one well and cannot be considered reliable. 

SECTION 6.0 AND 7.0 

Because of the volume of comments on Section 6.0 and the similarity of Sections 6.0 and 7.0, the 
review of Section 7.0 was cursory; only the site-specific data usage was reviewed in detail. Since the 
format and methodologies appear consistent between-Sections 6.0 and 7.0, the specific comments on 
Section 6.0 generally apply to Section 7.0 and should be corrected as noted in the following comments. 

General Comment: The overall approach and content of the Baseline Risk Assessment was compared 
to that outlined in the Draft Final Generic Remedial Investigation/Feasibility (RI/FS) Work Plan. To 
conform to the Work Plan, the following items should be included in the Baseline Risk Assessment: 

• Evaluation of the potential for inhalation of contaminated respirable particulates by 
construction workers during intrusive soil activities. 

• Separate assessments of the potential for adverse, noncarcinogenic health effects in resident 
children. 

• "Summary toxicity profiles which summarize pertinent information regarding the chemicals." 

• "Comparison of exposure concentrations to ARARs" in the Risk Characterization. 

Page 6-3, Pl: While not incorrect, on-site surface soil is defined here, and throughout Section 6.0 and 
Section 7.0 as soil collected from the "Oto 0.5 foot range" or from "Oto 6 inches below grade". 
However, the Soil Investigation described in Section 2.2.5 indicates that samples "Oto 2 inches below 
grade for the RI program" or "from O to 2 inches below the organic matter" were collected from soil 
borings at SEAD 25 and SEAD 26 and thar"grab samples of surface soils ... from O to 2 inches below 
ground surface" were collected at SEAD-26. The text should be revised to better, and more 
accurately, describe the surface soil and surface/subsurface soil data sets. 

Page 6-3, Pl: The text should be revised to include more complete descriptions of the samples 
included in each data set. · Specifically: 

• Based on the number of surface soil and soil analyses reported in Table 6.3, it appears that data 
from samples collected to characterize background (i.e., SEAD25-6 and SEAD25-7) were 
included in the soil data sets. 

• Information should be provided to account for the 44 groundwater analyses reported in Table 
6.3 . Based on Section 2.3.7.4 Groundwater Sampling, three monitoring wells were sampled 
during the ESI and 19 monitoring wells were sampled during the Phase I RI. The rationale for 
combining data from monitoring wells screened in the till/weathered shale and the competent 
shale should be provided. It also appears that data from samples collected to characterize 
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background (i.e., MW25-1, MW25-6, and MW25-7D) were included in the groundwater data 
set. 

• Based on the number of surface water samples reported in Table 6. 3, it appears that a duplicate 
analysis was included as a separate analysis and that samples collected to characterize 
background were included in the data set. 

• Based on the number of sediment samples reported in Table 6.3, it appears that two duplicate 
analyses were included as separate analyses and that samples collec;ted to characterize 
background were included in the data set. 

• Since the baseline risk assessment is intended to characterize risks associated with 
contamination at or migrating from SEAD 25, surface water and sediment data from upstream 
locations should be used to distinguish site-related contamination and contamination that could 
have originated from off-site sources and to select site-related chemicals of potential concern. 

• A rationale should be provided for the inclusion of data from samples collected to characterize 
background in the data sets. 

Page 6-5 Toxicity data should be presented in hierarchal order. 

Page 6-5, P4: " . .. literature-derived calculations . . . " were not and should not be used in the human 
health evaluation. The text should be corrected. 

Page 6-7, Sec. 6.2.1.1, Pl: " . . . four sites . .. " in the last sentence should be corrected as the 
background data set includes data from ·"the SEAD 25 RI, 25 ESis, the Ash Landfill, and the OB 
Grounds site." 

Page 6-9, Pl: While referred to here as "replicates", these samples are referred to as "duplicates" in 
the remainder of Section 6.0. The terminology should be made consis~ent throughout. 

Page 6-9, Section 6.2.2: The results of the split sample analyses are not mentioned in this subsection. 
A brief discussion of the comparability of the sample data to the split sample data should be presented. 

Page 6-11, Sec. 6.2.2.3, P2: As no prior mention is made in Section 6.0, some discussion of Phase I 
and II samples and results should be provided. The statement regarding "comparison to reference 
standards" and the term "reference standard" should be clarified. No such comparison is made in 
Section 6.0. 

Page 6-11, Sec. 6.2.2.3, P3: There is difference between a 95% upper confidence limit and a 95th 
percentile value. The USEP A's Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calculating the Concentration Term 
(USEPA, 1992; Publication 9285 .7-081) should be consulted and the text and tables in Section 6.0 
should be revised accordingly. 
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Page 6-11, Sec. 6.2.2.3, P3: Clarification should be provided as to how non-detects are treated in 
each calculation involved with establishing the data sets and estimating the exposure point 
concentrations. It appears that in selecting chemicals of potential concern non-detects are set equal 
to the SQLs, whereas in the derivation of exposure point concentrations non-detects are set equal to 
one-half of the SQ Ls. 

Page 6-12, Sec. 6.2.2.4, P4: The data qualifiers presented are typically used with organic chemical 
analyses. For completeness, data qualifiers used with the inorganic chemical analyses should also be 
provided. 

Page 6-13; Sec. 6.2.2.5, Pl: Sample handling and sample transportation should be included in the list 
of possible sources of sample contamination. 

Page 6-16, Sec 6.2.3: It appears from the numbers of analyses reported in Table 6-3 that duplicate 
samples were included in the data sets as separate analyses. Data from duplicate samples should not 
be treated as separate analyses; data from duplicate samples should be "composited" or averaged. The 
analyses should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-26, Pl: The discussion of the WRS test should be revised to include (per Gilbert, 1987) that 
the two data sets need not be drawn from normal distributions and that the test can handle a moderate 
number of non-detected values by treating them as ties. The methodology for handling ties should also 
be briefly presented, assuming they were handled as described in Gilbert (1987). 

Page 6-2.6 The Wilcoxon Rank Sum test (WRS Test) is employed to compare on-site soil and 
groundwater data sets to background soil and groundwater data sets. The statistical method is 
generally appropriate, however the small sample size compromises its results. 

Page 6-27, Pl: The text should be revised to indicate that the "four analytes" are in groundwater. 

Page 6-27, P2: The text should be revised to indicate that four inorganic analytes (arsenic, cadmium, 
selenium, and thallium), not "five", "were shown to occur in the SEAD 25 groundwater data set . . . ". 

Page 6-27 By convention, confidence limits are set at 95%, rather than 97.5%. 

Figures 6-2 to 6-9: The figures should be revised to include the concentration units. 

Page 6-37, Pl: It is not clear, at this point in the text, what" . . . among the largest r measurements . 
. . " means; only later· in the text is this term described. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-37, P2: "Under normal conditions, .. . " . should be rephrased to avoid confusion with "normal 
distribution". It does not seem that "low detection levels" would necessitate the use of" . . . non-detect 
values . . . " in conducting the Quantile test. The text should be revised accordingly. 
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Page 6-37 Typo noted: alpha should be .05, not .5 

Page 6-39, Sec. 6.2.4: USEP A Region II guidance for conducting exposure assessments is to select 
90th-95th percentile exposure parameters for the RME analyses and 50th percentile exposure 
parameters for the CT analyses, but not vary the exposure point concentrations in the two analyses. 
The CT analyses should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-39, Sec. 6.2.4, P2: The reference "(from Gilbert, 1997)" should be corrected to read "(from 
Gilbert, 1987)". 

Page 6-39, Sec. 6.2.4, P3: In deriving exposure point concentrations, the underlying distribution of 
the data for each chemical of potential concern in each data set should be determined statistically and 
the appropriate equation should be used to calculate the 95% UCL concentration. The USEPA's 
Supplemental Guidance to RAGS, Calculating the Concentration Term, indicates that it is the 
USEP A's experience that most large environmental contaminant data sets from soil sampling are 
lognormally distributed rather than normally distributed and that in most cases it is reasonable to 
assume that soil sampling data are lognormally distributed. In cases where there is a question about 
the distribution of the data set, they recommend that a statistical test should be used to identify the best 
distributional assumption for the data set. The USEP A guidance should be consulted and the analyses 
should be revised accordingly. Gilbert (1987) should be consulted for the appropriate statistical tests. 
No basis (e.g., USEPA guidance, statistical validity, etc.) is provided for the use of the "Three RME 
and CT selection guidelines" or for the statement that these guidelines ". assure the use of 
conservative (i.e., health-protective) exposure point values ... " . 

Table 6.3: Aroclor 1232 is incorrectly listed in the table. The table should be revised to list Aroclor 
1242. The subheading for "Metals" should be corrected. 

Table 6.3: Maximum values are used as the exposure point concentration. This practice is 
inappropriate when the 95% UCL is lower than the maximum recorded value, as is the case in this data 
set. 

Page 6-56, Sec. 6.3.3.1: Consideration should be given to evaluating exposure of site maintenance 
workers to contaminants on respirable particulates made airborne during the "regular mowing of the 
area" indicated on Page 6-54. 

Page 6-56, Sec. 6.3.3.2: Acknowledgment should be made of the potential for off-site populations to 
be exposed to contaminants in groundwater in the future. ---

Page 6-57, P4: The text should be revised to clarify the phrase "intended current land use scenario". 

Page 6-58, top: The term "ideal scenarios" is inappropriate and should be reworded. 
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Page 6-58, Pl: This text is redundant and somewhat inconsistent with earlier presentations. In general, 
redundant text should be eliminated so as to not burden the reader and to avoid inconsistencies in 
presentation. 

Page 6-58, Sec. 6.3.4.2.1, Pl: The text regarding groundwater transport modeling should be revised 
to include a reference to this analysis in the RI Report and to indicate that the results were used only 
in the discussion of fate and transport mechanisms. 

Page 6-60, Sec. 6.3.4.5: Comments on the Integration of Exposure Pathways include: 

• Both surface and subsurface soil data should -be used to evaluate exposure to soil in the future, 
residential land use scenario as construction, utility repairs, and yardwork could easily bring 
contaminants detected in deeper soil to the surface. About 75% of the samples were collected 
at depths of less than or equal to 4 feet and the deepest samples were collected at a depth of 
8 feet (i.e., the approximate depth of a basement). 

• As mentioned previously, consideration should be given to evaluating exposure of site 
maintenance workers to contaminants on respirable particulates made airborne during the 
"regular mowing of the area" . 

• Consideration should be given to eliminating surface water ingestion as a pathway of concern · 
as such exposure, during wading activities, seems unlikely. 

• Consideration should also be given to evaluating the surface water and sediment pathways for 
an older child or adolescent rather than for the resident child/adult as it seems that these age 
groups might be more prone to wading activities. 

• For the construction worker, potential exposure to VOCs passively released to the ambient air 
from soil is not as relevant as VOC release during activities, like digging an excavation, that 
may enhance VOC release. 

• Construction workers also have the potential to be exposed to contaminants on respirable 
particulates made airborne during activities like digging an excavation. Construction worker 
exposure to VOCs and contaminated respirable particulates during intrusive activities in the soil 
should be evaluated. 

Page 6-62, Pl: The belief that biotic intake pathways, such as the ingestion of garden vegetables, " . 
. . would represent a minor incremental increase in uptake ... " is unsupported. The text should be 
revised accordingly. 

Page 6-62, Sec. 6.3.4.6: The text (here and throughout Section 6.0) should be revised to correct for 
the distinction between an exposure pathway (e.g., groundwater) and an exposure route (e.g. , 
ingestion). 
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Page 6-63, Sec. 6.3.4.6.5, Pl: Metals should be added to the list of chemical types detected in soil. 
For the on-site construction worker, the phrase "will come into contact with" should be changed to 
"could come in contact with" . 

Page 6-65, P2: The statement that "Short-term (i.e., subchronic) and acute exposures were not 
evaluated" is incorrect as the exposure duration for construction workers is one year. The text should 
be revised accordingly . . 

Page 6-65, P4: The assumption "that the adult would be at greatest risk" for "pathways involving 
inhalation of ambient air or groundwater'' is unsupported. The exposure assessment .should be revised 
to include exposure of resident children. The potential for adverse non-carcinogenic health effects in 
resident children should be evaluated separately as there are many instances in the intake tables where 
Intake (Ne) for the child is greater than Intake (Ne) for the adult. 

Page 6-66, Sec. 6.3.5.1.1: The USEPA's Guideline for Predictive Baseline Emissions Estimation 
Procedures for Superfund Sites (USEPA, 1992, EPA-450/1-92-002) should be specifically referenced. 
Site-specific total organic carbon and moisture content data for soil obtained during the RI should be 
used in the analysis .rather than default values. 

Page 6-68, Pl: Since the average emission rate is a function of"exposure interval", average exposure 
rates that correspond to the exposure duration for each potentially exposed population should be 
derived. It is incorrect to use emission rates derived for 350 days/year, 24 hours/day, for 30 years for 
each potentially exposed population. The analyses should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-68, P2: The output files provided in Appendix J indicate that Screen3 was used as the 
atmospheric dispersion model. The text (and the appendix title page) should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-68, P4: The text should be revised to include the location of each receptor and a discussion of 
why the nearest receptor is located 10 m from the source (presumably because it is at the downwind 
edge of the square area source). 

Page 6-69, Sec. 6.3.5.1.2, Pl: "Current off-site" use was not considered in this analysis. The text or 
the analysis should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-69, Sec. 6.3.5.1.2, P2: The text should be revised to : 

• indicate that an inhalation rate of 20 m3 /day is appropriate for a construction worker since it 
corresponds to 2.5 m3/hour over an 8-hour workday; 

• indicate that 234 days is the EF for the construction worker in the CT analysis, and 

• describe the 9-year ED and 5-year ED in the CT analysis. 
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Table 6-5: All parameters (e.g ., H, Kd, K0c) used to derive the ambient air concentrations should be 
provided so the reader can work through the calculations. One method of data presentation ( e.g., 
scientific notation) should be selected and used consistently. The values for E/area appear incorrect; 
the calculations should be checked and the values revised accordingly. 

Table 6-7: The text indicates that chemicals of potential concern without toxicologi~al criteria were 
not carried through the quantitative risk assessment, yet such chemicals appear in this table and others 
throughout Section 6.0. The text or the tables should be revised accordingly. 

Tables 6-7 to 6-12: The values for Intake (Ne) and Intake (Car) appear incorrect. The unit conversion 
and/or the calculations should be checked and the values revised accordingly. 

Page 6-85, Sec. 6.3.5.3: Much of the methodology for assessing dermal exposure to soil is discussed 
in the corresponding section for sediment that appears later in the text. The methodology should be 
fully described here, the first time it is presented. The text should be revised to consistently include 
all parameters for both the RME arid CT analyses and descriptions of each parameter. Assigning 
chemicals without credible ABSs for exposure to soil an ABS of 0% is misleading. It should be stated 
that USEP A Region II recommends quantifying dermal exposure for cadmium, arsenic, PCBs, 
dioxins/furans and pentachlorophenol (others are under development) only since credible values are 
not available for the other chemicals of concern. The text and tables should be revised accordingly. · 
Rather than assigning a value of 0% ABS, these chemicals should be evaluated qualitatively in the 
uncertainty s_ection. 

Page 6-85: When combining childhood and adult risk estimates a composite'30 year duration (i.e.j 6 
childhood and 24 adult) should be used rather than individual 6 year (childhood) and 3o·year (adult) 
durations. 

Page 6-93, Sec. 6.3.5.4.1: The statement that "Antimony, arsenic, cadmium, selenium, and thallium 
were found to be above background" contradicts the text in Section 6.2.3. The text should be revised 
accordingly. 

Page 6-93, Sec. 6.3.5.4.2, P2: While the USEP A only recommends that 6-year and 24-year exposure 
rates be used in estimating soil exposure and the associated cancer risks for an adult residing at a site 
for 30 years, using this approach consistently throughout the exposure assessment is acceptable. The 
text should be revised to consistently include all parameters for both the RME and CT analyses and 
descriptions of each parameter. 

Page 6-96, Sec. 6.3.5.5.2: Much of the methodology for assessing dermal exposure to water is 
discussed in the corresponding section for surface water that appears later in the text. The 
methodology should be fully described here, the first time it is presented. The text should be revised 
to include the qualifications on the use of this approach by the USEP A in their Dermal Exposure 
Assessment: Principles and Applicatisms (USEPA, 1992, EPA/600/8-91/01 lB). CW and CF are not 
needed in the equation for absorbed dose and the supporting text. Both parameters should appear in 
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the equation for DA and the supporting text. The units (e.g. , hours/day, events/day, etc.) should be 
checked and revised accordingly so they properly cancel in each equation. 

Tables 6-27 and 6-28: The values for absorbed dose/event appear incorrect; the calculations should 
be checked and the values revised accordingly. The units for absorbed dose/event should be revised 
to mg/cm2-event. The Permeability Coefficient appears as~ in the text; the text or table should be 
revised accordingly. .The parameter "B" does not appear to have been used in the calculations and 
should be deleted. 

Page 6-100, Sec. 6.3.5.6.1, P2: The equation for Cinf should be revised to indicate that 
[(E)(Fw)(Ct/1000)] is divided by Fa. The description ofFw should be revised to include the CT value 
of8 L/min. 

Tables 6-27 - 6-30: Dermal and inhalation pathways for water-borne contaminants are evaluated 
concurrently. Such an evaluation dictates the need to apportion the COCs between the water and vapor 
phases so as to avoid double counting. 

Tables 6-29 and 6-30: The values for EPC-Air are incorrect since EPC-Groundwater was input in 
mg/L rather than the ug/L called for in the shower model. The columns for Efficiency of Release 
should be revised so that values do not appear as O. 00. 

Page 6-106, Pl: The USEPA guidance in RAGS (USEPA, 1989, EPA/540/1-89/002) recommencls 
20 m3/day (or 0.83 m3/hour) as the average inhalation rate for adults. The analyses should be revised 
accordingly. 

Page 6-106, Sec. 6.3.5.7.1 : The statement (here and throughout Sec. 6.3. 5) that " ... current 
concentrations are likely to be reduced over time." should be revised or eliminated since, in the absence 
of remedial action, concentrations might not be reduced until the source is depleted. 

Page 6-106, Sec. 6.3.5. 7 .2: The text should be revised to include descriptions of the exposure 
parameters used in the analyses. 

Page 6-107, Sec. 6.3.5.8.2, Pl: As mentioned previously, consideration should be given to eliminating 
surface water ingestion as a pathway of concern as such exposure, during wading activities, seems 
unlikely. "The quantitative assessment of this exposure pathway ... " does not include current uses. 
The text should be revised accordingly. CF is not needed in the equation for absorbed dose and the 
supporting text. The text should be revised to include both the bases and descriptions of the exposure 
parameters used in the analyses. 

Page 6-110: There is no need to include the equation for D~1 twice; the text should be revised 
accordingly. The parameter "tau" does not appear in the equation for D~nt in the USEP A's Dermal 
Exposure Assessment: Principles and Applications. The reason for its inclusion here should be 
presented or the text, equation, and analyses should be revised accordingly. Values of the parameter 
"B" and "tau" are from Table 5-8 of the USEP A guidance; the text should be revised accordingly. 
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CF should appear in the equations for DA and D~ent and the supporting text in order for the units 
to properly cancel. 

Page 6-110, P3: The text should be revised to read," . . . if the exposure time per event (ET) is less 
than the breakthrough time . . . " 

Page 6-114, Pl: The USEPA in their Dermal Exposure Assessment: Principles and Applications 
recommends using a~ of lE-03 as the default for water. The text and analyses should be revised 
accordingly. 

Page 6-114, Sec. 6.3.5.9: It is not clear what is meant by the phrases" . . . apparent lack of sediment, 
. . . " and "The sediment points on and around SEAD 25 are seasonal . . . " . The text should be revised 
accordingly. 

Page 6-115, Sec. 6.3.5.9.2: The units for IR should be revised to read "(mg sediment/day)". The text 
should be revised to include descriptions of the exposure parameters used in the analyses. 

Page 6-121; Sec. 6.4: The toxicological criteria should be updated to reflect provisional criteria 
provided in the USEPA's Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables FY-1995 Annual (USEPA, 
1995, EPA 540/R-95-036) and FY-1995 Supplement (USEPA,. 1995, EPA/540/R-95/142). As 
discussed in the Draft Generic RI/FS Work Plan, the USEP A's Superfund Health Risk Technical 
Support Center should be contacted for provisional criteria for chemicals of concern without 
toxicological criteria in IRIS or HEAST. Table 6-41 (not Table 6-29 _as indicated in P2) and all risk 
estimates should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-123, Sec. 6.4.1.2.: The USEPA's guidance in RAGS recommends multiplying, not dividing, 
oral RfDs by oral absorption efficiencies for use in characterizing risks from dermal exposure. The text 
and all risk estimates should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-124: There is no reason to assume 100 % absorption for the metals not listed here. Besides 
Owen (1990), there are other readily available literature sources that should be consulted for oral 
absorption efficiencies, including the ATSDR Toxicity Profiles and Carson et al. 's Toxicology and 
Biological Monitoring of Metals in Humans (Carson, B.L., H.V. Ellis, m and J. L McCann, 1986, 
Lewis Publishers, Inc.). The list and the appropriate analyses should be revised accordingly. 

Page 124: The discussion regarding the adjustment of oral toxicity factors for dermal exposure is 
incorrect. Assuming 100% oral absorption when adjusting a toxicity factor to account for the difference 
between administered and absorbed dose serves to underestimate risk rather than overestimate it. 
Consequently, many of the adjusted dermal RfDs and Slope Factors in Table 6-41 are calculated 
incorrectly. This error is most apparent for cadmium. 

Page 6-124, Sec. 6.4.1.3: The text should be revised to include a statement that chronic Rfl)s and 
RfCs were used to characterize risks associated with less than chronic exposures. 
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Page 6-127, Pl: It is unnecessarily conservative to assume that all chromium detected in site samples 
is the hexavalent species. Consideration should b~ given to characterizing chromium risks based on 
the toxicological criteria for trivalent chromium or to assuming that only a percentage of the total 
chromium is present as the hexavalent species. The USEP A regards all Aroclor mixtures as Group B 
probable human carcinogens. The text should be revised accordingly. · 

Table 6-41: The toxicological criteria listed in the table should be checked against the most recent 
IRIS entries and the 1995 HEAST and revised accordingly. The table should be revised to include 
provisional criteria provided by the Superfund Health Risk Technical Support Center. A few apparent 
errors (e.g., the inhalation RID listed for 1,4-dichlorobenzene is the RfC) were noted that should be 
corrected. As there are two oral RIDs for cadmium, one for water exposure and one for food 
exposure, both RIDs should be listed and used to characterize risks associated with exposure to the 
respective media. The values for Dermal RID and Care. Slope Dermal should be revised as indicated 
in other comments. 

Page 6-131, P2: Relative potencies of0.01 and 0.001 are recommended for benzo[k]fluoranthene and 
chrysene, respectively, in the USEPA's Provisional Guidance for Quantitative Risk Assessment of 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (USEP A, 1993, EP A/600/R-93/089). The text, the slope factors 
in Table 6-41, and all corresponding analyses should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-131, Sec. 6.4.2.2: The USEPA's guidance in RAGS recommends dividing, not multiplying, 
oral slope factors by oral absorption efficiencies for use in characterizing risks from dermal exposure. 
The text and all risk estimates sh~uld be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-132, Sec. 6.5: -Comments on the Risk Characterization include: 

• Risk estimates should be corrected to one significant figure as more than one significant figure 
implies a precision that is not possible with the current risk assessment methodologies. 

• One convention for reporting risk estimates in scientific notation (i.e., 4E-04) should be used. 
The text or the tables should be revised accordingly. It might help the reader to indicate, for 
instance, that 4E-04 means either 0.0004 (as a hazard index) or 4 in 10,000 (as an estimated 
cancer risk). 

• If the hazard indices or estimated cancer risks are less than or within the USEP A's risk criteria, 
there is no need to single out which exposure pathways, exposure routes, or chemicais- of 
potential concern are the predominant contributors to the risk estimates. Doing so only brings 
undo attention to results that are oflittle significance. 

• Stating that the risks from dermal exposure to soil or sediment are "zero" or 0.0E+00 is 
incorrect as absorbed dose was not quantified for most chemicals of potential concern. The 
text and the corresponding tables should be revised accordingly, if not eliminated altogether. · 
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• The presentation of RME and CT risks is inconsistent, as quite often the CT risks are not 
presented. Similarly, the presentation of medium-specific risks is inconsistent as not all 
medium-specific risks are presented. 

• Consistent terminology should be used throughout ( e.g., USEP A-defined target range vs. 
USEPA target range) . 

• The potential for adverse health effects should be addressed qualitatively for all chemicals of 
concern without at least one toxicological criterion (i.e., an oral RID, RfC, oral slope factor, 
or inhalation unit risk). Such a risk characterization could be in the form of a brief 
toxicological profile and a brief discussion of the extent and magnitude of site-related 
contamination for each chemical. 

Page 6-134, P3: A reference should be provided for the "National Contingency Plan". 

Page 6-134, Sec. 6.5.1.3: Since concentrations of TICs are unsupported best-guesses, qualifiers such 
as "fairly low" and other concentration-related statements should be removed from the text. 

Page 6-150, P2: "Noncarcinogenic exposures for the Central Tendency scenario" were not "a full 
order of magnitude lower than the RME scenario" . If that was the case, the CT hazard index would 
have to be 0.31. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-166, P4: The chemical-specific hazard indices presented only account for about one- half the 
RME total hazard index. The text should be revised to include a more complete accounting, if 
possible. 

Page 6-167, Pl : The total RME pathway risk is 1.SE-06. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-167, P4: The total pathway risk presented is for the CT scenario, not the RME scenario. The 
text should be revised accordingly. ' 

Page 6-167, PS: The text should be revised to indicate that the CT risks were within the "USEPA 
target range" . 

Tables 6-70 and 6-71: The tables were not included in the copy of the draft RI Report. 

Page 6-179, Sec. 6.5.4.2, PS: A total RME cancer risk below the USEP A target range should not be 
regarded as "elevated". The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-182, Sec. 6.5.5.2: There is a certain "double-counting" when estimating exposure to VOCs in 
groundwater from both inhalation and dermal contact as VOCs released into the air should not be 
available for dermal_ contact. In the inhalation of ambient air analyses, use of maximum I-hour average 
concentrations to assess _long-term exposure is very conservative. The text should be revised to. 
indicate these exposures may be overestimated. 
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Page 6-182, Sec. 6.5.5.2, P4: It does not appear, based on the earlier text, that "several sources were 
checked" regarding soil absorption factors . It appears that only the USEP A' s Dermal Exposure 
Assessment: P'rinciples and Applications was consulted. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-183, Pl: Site-specific exposure frequencies that reflect seasonal conditions could have been 
used in the CT analysis. The CT analysis should be used to examine the sensitivity of the risk estimates 
to such parameters. ' · 

Page 6-184: The USEPA soil lead guidance cited is outdated. The USEPA's Revised Interim Soil 
Lead Guidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities (USEPA, 1994, 
EPA/540/F-94/043) should be consulted and the text revised accordingly. The current screening level 
for lead in residential soils is 400 ppm. · 

Page 6-184, P3: The statement that "Oral toxicity values were used without adjustment to calculate 
risks from dermal exposure . . . " is incorrect. The statement that " . . . carcinogenic risks from dermal 
exposure to P AH' s were summed separately from other compounds" is incorrect as no such analysis 
was presented. The text should be revised accordingly. 

Page 6-185, Sec. 6.5.5.5: As conducted, EPCs were also varied in the CT analysis. The text should 
be revised accordingly. 

Appendix E-: The curves generated by ~qtesolv should be provided in the appendix for review to 
check the portion of the data was used for the calculations. 

\ 

Appendix F: Curves should be presented for the data presented in this Appendix. 

Appendix I (ODAST Model): _This model should be referred to in the text if it is being used to 
support the analysis. The equations given in the text do not correspond to the equations given in the 
appendix. The output graphs given in the appendix also seem to bear no relation to the information 
given in the text. The concentration input for B TEX at SEAD-25 given in the Appendix (3 . 04 mg/I) . 
corresponds to Figure 4-3 but does not correspond to Table 5-6. (See also Model Output comment). 
As it stands, the information given in the appendix and the text is insufficient to determine if the model 
results are credible. 

It is unclear what simplifications were made to the model for its application to SEAD-26. These should 
be more clearly stated. 

The validity of the modeling effort for predicting the change in concentration with time is questionable 
since only one true data point is available for each site. For SEAD-25, the concentration versus time 
graph is generated from this single data point and an initial condition based on the results of a previous 
model run, and cannot be considered reliable. For SEAD-26 the prediction is based solely on an initial 
concentration in one well and cannot be considered reliable. 
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RCRA Programs Branch 

1. In SEAD 25. Justify the assumption that natural attenuation of benzene, ethyl benzene, and total 
xylenes will occur in about 40 years in soil of SEAD-25. How do you demonstrate that VOCs are 
not migrating to an appreciable extent from soil to groundwater? 

The fugacity and groundwater modeling systems should be described in detail. 

2. It is anticipated that the following ARARs will be applicable during the remedial activities. 

· - 40 C.F.R. Part 261 - Identification and listing of hazardous waste; 

- 40 C.F.R. Part 262 - Standards Applicable to Generators of Hazardous Waste; 

~ 40 C.FR. Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, 
Storage, and Disposal Facilities; and · 

- 40 C.F.R. Part 265 - Groundwater Monitoring. 

- 40 C.F.R. Part 268 - Land Disposal Restriction~. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (212) 637-4322. 

Carla M. truble, P .E. 
Feder acilities Section 

cc: K. Gupta, NYSDEC · 
R. Battaglia, USACE-NY 
K. Healy, USACE-HD 
M. Duchesneau, Parsons ES 
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