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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Rowe Industries Superfund Site
Town of Sag Harbor
Suffolk County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Rowe Industries Site (the
Site), which was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision document
summarizes the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for this Site.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) concurs with the
selected remedy. A letter of concurrence from NYSDEC is attached to this document
(Appendix 4). .

The information supporting this remedial action decision is contained in the administrative
record file for this Site, an index of which is attached (Appendix 5).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent
and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DEESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy presented in this document addresses the treatment of soils and groundwater at
the Rowe Industries Site.

The major components of the selected remedy include:
*f

• Excavation and disposal of approximately 365 cubic yards of contaminated soil
at a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted landfill. In order g
to comply with RCRA Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) regulations, it is expected . ^
that the excavated soils will have to be treated off-site prior to disposal at the c
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landfill. This will be verified during remedial design.

° Confirmatory sampling to ensure that soils with concentrations above the site
specific soil cleanup objectives have been excavated;

o Remediation of the groundwater by the installation of seven extraction wells
. • which will pump the contaminated groundwater to an air stripping treatment

system with ultimate discharge of treated water to Sag Harbor Cove;

o Implementation of a system monitoring program that includes the collection and
analysis of the influent and effluent from the treatment system and periodic
collection of well-head samples; and

° Implementation of a long-term monitoring program to track the migration and
concentrations of the contaminants of concern.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

This selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this Site. Because treatment is being used
to address the principal threats at the Site, this remedy satisfies the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element of the remedy. .

As the remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site, in the aquifer, above
health-based levels, a review will be conducted within five (5) years after commencement of the
remedial action, and every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues to provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment.

onstantine Sidamon-Erist
Regional Administrator
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ROD FACT SHEET

SITE

Site name: Rowe Industries .

Site location: Sag Harbor, New York

HRS score: 31.94

ROD

Selected remedy: Soil excavation and Disposal at a Chemical Waste Landfill in
conjunction with Extraction/Air Stripping of Groundwater with Discharge to Sag
Harbor Cove .

Capital cost: $2,280,000

O & M cost: $254,000

Present-worth cost: $6,187,000

LEAD

Enforcement, PRP lead

Primary Contact: Linda Wood (212) 264-8585

Secondary Contact: Melvin Hauptman (212) 264-7681

Main PRPs: Nabisco Inc. and Sag Harbor Industries

WASTE

Waste type: Chlorinated solvents - VOCs

Waste origin: Waste solvents were discharged from the Rowe Industries facility
to a series of cesspools and onto the ground surface.

Estimated waste quantity: The groundwater plume is approximately 600 feet wide
and 2700 feet long. In addition, a total of "approximately 365 cubic yards of soil
is contaminated with volatile organic and semi-volatile organic compounds.

Contaminated media: Groundwater and Soil
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I. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Rowe Industries Site (the Site) is located on the east side of Sag Harbor-Bridgehampton
Turnpike, Town of Sag Harbor, Suffolk County, New York (see Figure 1). The Site includes an
industrial facility which is approximately 8.5 acres in size and is located 1,500 feet south of the
village of Sag Harbor in the vicinity of Carrol Street, Noyack Road, Brick Kiln Road and Sag
Harbor Turnpike. One acre of the facility is covered by a building (see Figure 2). There are
two ponds located 300 and 700 feet to the northeast of the building. There is a small
industrial area to the southwest and residential and commercial areas to the northwest, north
arid south. According to the Town Clerk, the town of Southampton consists of approximately
49,000 residents, 1,870 of which reside in the Village of Sag Harbor. The entire area, with the
exception of the homes within the contaminated groundwater plume, is served by private wells.
Approximately 6,000 people within a 3 mile radius of the site use groundwater as their primary
drinking water source.

The site is underlain by the Upper Glacial aquifer which consists of clayey sand and gravel. The
upper sediments above the water table consist of medium to fine sand with a trace amount of
medium to fine gravel. The lower sediments below the water table consist of medium to very
fine sand, alternating with intervals of silty clay, silt and clay. There are no major continuous
beds or clay layers.

Sag Harbor Cove is about 3,000 feet to the northwest. Ligonee Brook, which flows into Sag
Harbor Cove, is to the east and north of the Site. The area surrounding the Site is largely
undeveloped to the east and west. Several designated wetlands in the vicinity of the Rowe site
are considered to be significant habitats. The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) classifies the
area where Ligonee Brook enters Sag Harbor Cove as a mixture of palustrine forested, broad-
leaf deciduous wetlands and intertidal emergent estuarine wetlands communities. The on-site
pond is also classified as a palustrine, open water, intermittently exposed wetland community.
One other significant habitat, a tern nesting area, is listed as occurring within two miles of the
site along Noyack Bay. The tiger salamander is the only endangered animal known to live
within two miles of the Site. It is listed as endangered in the NYSDEC's Natural Heritage
Database.

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

A. Site History

The Rowe Industries Site is also known as the Sag Harbor Groundwater Contamination Site
in reference to the current owners of the Site, Sag Harbor Industries, Inc. From the 1950's
through the early 1960's, the Site was originally owned and operated by Rowe Industries, Inc.
During that time, Rowe Industries manufactured small electric motors and transformers. During
this process, chlorinated solvents were used to degrease oil-coated metals. Waste solvents
were discharged from two tanks in the building into cesspools or through a connecting pipe
to an open field located 75 to 100 feet east of the building (see Figure 2). The building was
destroyed by fire in 1962 and reconstructed that same year.
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Rovve Industries - Aurora Plastics, Inc. owned and operated the Site in the late 1960's.
Nabisco, Inc. acquired the Site in the early 1970's. The Site ceased operation in 1974. In
1980, the Site was sold to Sag Harbor Industries (SHI) whjch currently uses the facility to
manufacture electronic devices. The small electronic parts are currently cleaned with Freon

.113. .

A series of dry wells (designated DW-A through DW-F in Figure 2, with two wells at location
DW-B) were used while Rowe Industries was in operation to dispose of organic solvents.
Dry well DW-B was not installed until 1983 and has only been used for collecting roof runoff
and coolant water. Currently, only wells DW-B, DW-E, and DW-F are still in use by SHI.
DW-E and DW-F collect wastewater from lavatories.
Groundwater contamination was first discovered in the Sag Harbor area in 1983. The Suffolk
County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) sampled water from a private well on Noyack
Road which revealed contamination by three solvents, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), 1,1,2-
trichloroethylene (TCE), and tetrachloroethylene (PCE), and the metal iron. As a result of these
findings, the SCDHS and EPA conducted further investigations to determine the extent and the
cause of the groundwater contamination of the Sag Harbor area. Forty-three private wells and
twenty-one monitoring wells were monitored from March 1984 until October 1984. The results
of the study indicated a groundwater contamination plume that was approximately 600 feet wide
and 1900 feet long extending to Ligonee Brook flowing northwest from the SHI facility and
containing chlorinated hydrocarbons, primarily solvents.

The study also determined that drinking water wells for twelve homes exceeded current New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) standards for one or more solvents. Therefore,
in January 1985, EPA undertook an removal action to provide an alternative water supply to
twenty-five residences in the vicinity of the groundwater contamination plume. EPA contracted
with the Suffolk County Water Authority to install a water main, and the Town of Southampton
to install the hook-ups to the twenty-five homes affected by the contamination plume.

Based on the extent of groundwater contamination, the Rowe Industries Site was placed on the
National Priorities List (NPL) on June 10, 1986. On September 30, 1988, EPA and Nabisco
entered into an Administrative Order on Consent, Index NO. ll-CERCLA-80213 (the Order). The
Order required Nabisco to perform a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to
determine the nature and extent of contamination at the Site and to develop and analyze
remedial alternatives to address the contamination. The Rl was performed in two separate
phases; Phase I was conducted in 1989-90 and Phase II was conducted in 1991. The Phase
I investigation was designed to determine if groundwater contamination was still present at the
Site, and if so, how the concentrations compared to 1984 findings. In addition, several areas
of the SHI facility, including suspected drum disposal areas, active and inactive dry wells, pond
sediments, surface water, and surface and subsurface soils, were investigated in Phase I. The
results of the Phase I groundwater investigation were consistent with the results of the SCDHS
study. The three most prevalent compounds, TCE, TCA and PCE, were again detected at
concentrations exceeding Federal and State water quality standards. In addition, the size of
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concentrations exceeding Federal and State water quality standards. In addition, the size of
the plume remained at approximately 600 feet wide and 2700 feet long as defined in the
SGDHS study (see Figure 3). However, despite the additional investigations of suspected
disposal areas, the Phase I study did not pinpoint the source of the groundwater
contamination. The Phase II investigation revealed that the sources of the groundwater
contamination are the sludge and sediments in dry wells DW-C, DW-D, and DW-F and the soil
in the former drum storage area. Therefore, in 1992, a Feasibility Study was performed to
develop alternatives to clean up these sources of contamination as well as the contaminated
groundwater itself. . .

B. Enforcement

EPA identified two potentially responsible parties (PRP's) as owners and/or operators. Special
notice letters informing the PRPs of their potential liabilities were mailed on February 23, 1988
to Nabisco and Sag Harbor Industries. Several negotiations were held to discuss technical and
legal issues relating to the Administrative Order on Consent (AO) for the conduct of the RI/FS.
On September 30, 1988, EPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent, Index NO. II-
CERCLA-80213, with Nabisco. The Order required Nabisco to perform an RI/FS to determine
the nature and extent of the contamination at the Site and to develop and analyze remedial
alternatives to address the contamination.

Leggette Brashears and Graham (LBG) performed the RI/FS for Nabisco. The Phase I Rl
Report was submitted on May 23, 1990. In response to EPA's comments, LBG submitted the
Phase II Rl work plan on December 10, 1990. The final Rl Report, which incorporated the
results of both phases, was approved by EPA on August 25, 1992. The FS Report was
submitted to EPA in July 1992.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI/FS Reports and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for comment
on August 26, 1992. These two documents were, made available at information repositories
maintained at the EPA Region II Office in New York City and at the Jeramin Library in Sag
Harbor, New York. The notice of availability for these documents was published in Newsday
on August 26, 1992. A public comment period on the documents was held from August 26,
1992 through September 24, 1992. In addition, a public meeting was held on September 9,
1992. At this meeting, representatives from EPA presented the Proposed Plan, and later
answered questions concerning such plan and other details related to the RI/FS reports.
Responses to comments and questions received during this period are included in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is appended to this ROD.
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IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The objective of this remedy is to address the contamination in the soils and the groundwater
attributable to the Site. The ultimate goal of the EPA Superfund Program's approach to
groundwater remediation is to return usable groundwater to beneficial uses within a reasonable
time frame. EPA's Groundwater Protection Strategy establishes different degrees of protection
for groundwater based on their vulnerability, use, and value. For the aquifer beneath the Site,
the final remediation goals will be drinking water standards. Therefore, EPA's goal in
remediating groundwater at the Site is to reduce concentration levels in groundwater to meet
the Maximum Contaminant Levels promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. In order
to achieve this goal any contaminated soil .which is leaching contaminants into the groundwater
must also be remediated. Therefore the selected remedy will excavate the soil in the drum
storage area and in the three contaminated dry wells DW-C, DW-D and DW-F. However, EPA
recognizes that the final selected remedy may not achieve this goal because of potential
difficulties associated with removing contaminants from groundwater to cleanup levels. The
results of the selected remedy will be monitored carefully to determine the feasibility of
achieving this final goal. The remedial action may require continuous pumping, pulsed
pumping, and flexibility in placing pumping wells at strategic locations.

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Rl was performed in two separate phases. Phase I was conducted in 1989-90 and Phase
II was conducted in 1991 . The Phase I investigation was designed to determine if groundwater
contamination was still present at the Site, and if so, how the concentrations of contaminants
in groundwater compared to the 1984 SCDHS findings. In addition, several potential areas of
the facility, including suspected drum disposal areas, active. and inactive dry wells, pond
sediments, surface water, and surface and subsurface soils, were investigated during the Phase
I study. The Phase II investigation was a more comprehensive study of potential sources of
groundwater contamination at the Site. In addition to further investigation of several of the
areas mentioned above, it included investigation of the drum storage area.

A. Nature and Extent of Contamination

1. Groundwater

During Phase I, 32 wells were sampled to evaluate groundwater conditions. The wells
consisted of 18 previously installed SCDHS monitoring wells, 8 private wells and two new well
clusters (MW-42, MW-43) consisting of a shallow, intermediate and a deep well. The wells were
completed to 30, 70 and 100 feet respectively. The locations of the wells can be seen in
Figures 4 and 5.
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The highest concentration of PCE was found in a sample from well N-28 at 12,000 parts per
billion (ppb). The compound found at the second highest concentration during Phase I was
TCA, which was also found in well N-28 at 690 ppb. Finally, TCE was also detected at its
highest concentration in well N-28 at 530 ppb. The three primary contaminants discovered in
the SCHDS study were TCA, TCE and PCE. Therefore, the results of the VOC analysis for
Phase I are consistent with the results of the 1984 SCHDS study. In addition, the Phase I
groundwater sampling showed that the plume had not increased in area and remained
approximately 600 feet wide and 2700 feet long. The summary of the groundwater results for
volatile organics can be found in Table 1-A.

In addition, the groundwater was analyzed for metals using both filtered and unfiltered samples.
All of the filtered samples were collected during round 2 of Phase I. The filtered samples
represent dissolved concentrations and thus do not have the interference from fine material that
is mobilized during sampling. Iron, manganese, lead, cadmium and chromium exceeded
federal and state water quality standards in the unfiitered samples during both phases. Only
iron showed significant differences between unfiltered and filtered samples. Iron concentrations
ranged between nondetectable and 228,000 ppb in unfiltered samples. The concentrations of
iron detected in the filtered samples ranged from 106 to 4670 ppb which still exceed the federal
and state water quality standards. The summary for groundwater results for metals can be
found in Table 1-B.

During Phase I it was discovered that the parcel of land formerly utilized as the drum storage
area was not owned by SHI or any previous owners of the Rowe Industries Site. The results
of Phase I indicated that the area may be one of the sources of groundwater contamination.
Permission to perform a subsurface investigation on the property was not obtained until the
data from Phase I was analyzed. Therefore, this area was not investigated until Phase II. As
a result, in Phase II, one well cluster and two shallow wells were installed to monitor
groundwater downgradient of the former drum storage area. The well cluster, consisting of a
shallow well (MW-45a) and an intermediate well (MW-45b), was completed to 30 and 50 feet,
respectively. Likewise the two shallow wells (MW-51A, MW-52A) were completed to 30 feet.
PCE was the primary compound detected in the groundwater. The highest concentration was
detected in MW-51A at 3100 ppb. The data from this investigation indicate that the plume
emanating from the drum storage area is in the upper portion of the aquifer.

Overall, the results of both Phases indicate that the most prevalent VOCs in the groundwater
were PCE, TCE, TCA, 1,1-dichloroethane (DCA), and 1,1-dichloroethylene (DCE). In addition
to VOC contamination, heavy metals (chromium, iron, lead and manganese ) were present in
unfiltered samples at levels up to 7210 ppb, 108,000 ppb, 93.3 ppb and 4250 ppb, respectively.
These levels exceed the federal Safe Drinking Water Act maximum contaminant level (MCL) for z
chromium (100 ppb) and the Action Level for lead (15 ppb). These levels also exceed the ^
NYSDEC Water Quality Standards which are 50 ppb for chromium, 25 ppb for lead and 500
ppb for iron and manganese. However,.all of the filtered samples, except for iron, indicated §
levels which were below the federal and state drinking water standards. The results indicate that
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the horizontal extent of the plume is the same as that observed in the SCDHS study (see Figure
5) . The plume appears to intersect but not extend beyond Sag Harbor Cove, as shown by
samples obtained from MW-50 on the other side of the Cove. However, the vertical extent of
the plume increases with distance from the SHI facility. For example, on the SHI facility, the
plume is confined to the upper 10-25 feet of the aquifer. However, as the plume migrates away
from the SHI facility, the depth of the plume extends to the upper 50-60 feet of the Upper
Glacial Aquifer. The groundwater plume ultimately discharges to Sag Harbor Cove via Ligonee
Brook. VQC levels in Ligonee Brook did not exceed Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria.
The levels of VOCs in Sag Harbor Cove dissipate to nondetectable levels within several
hundred feet of its confluence with Ligonee Brook.

2. Soils

The soil sampling program was designed to define the lateral and vertical extent of soil
contamination. During Phase I, eight soil borings were drilled on the SHI property. The boring
locations, which can be seen in Figure 6, were selected based on the results of a soil gas
survey -which measures the concentrations of VOCs in the space between soil particles.

The predominant plume constituents, TCE, TCA and PCE, were detected in three of the eight
soil borings. These compounds were only detected in the paved area along the eastern
border of the building in the upper six feet of the soil borings. PCE was detected in boring B-2
arid boring B-5 at a concentration of 100 parts per million (ppm) and 9 ppm. TCE was detected
in boring B-1 at a concentration of .130 ppm. Semivolatiles, pesticides and PCBs were not
detected in these samples. Overall, the Phase I subsurface investigation indicated that soil
contamination was limited to a depth of 6 feet. In addition, the concentrations in these soils
from above the water table were not high enough to indicate that they were acting as a
continuing source to groundwater. The results of Phase I indicated that the former drum
storage area could be a possible source of groundwater contamination.

During Phase II, six additional soil borings were drilled in the former drum storage area.
Two of the borings (B-9 and B-10) drilled in the drum storage area were chosen based on soil
gas survey results. These two borings were completed to a depth of 45 feet. The remaining
four were chosen to define the horizontal extent of contamination detected during the drilling
of B-10. These four borings were completed above the water table to a depth of 14 feet in the
area where most of the contamination was detected in B-10. The results showed that the drum
storage area contains VOCs, primarily PCE and xylene, to a depth of approximately 12 feet
below grade. The highest concentration of PCE was detected in this area at B-10 with a —
concentration of 67 ppm. Xylene was also detected at the same location at 66 ppm. The only
metals which were detected above background levels were barium and copper. The complete _
results of subsurface sampling can be found in Table 6. The high levels of VOCs indicate that p
the former drum storage area is acting as a continuing source to groundwater contamination. "
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3. Dry Well Sediments

Seven dry wells are located on the Site ( designated DW-A through DW-F with two wells
located at DW-B - see Figure 2), some of which were used for disposal of organic solvents .
Currently only wells DW-B, DW-E and DW-F are used by SHI. The piping configuration can be
seen in Figure 7. DW-A was used for the disposal of solvents. Floor drains on the first floor
were directed to DW-A in the past but are no longer connected to the dry well. Therefore any
continuing source to DW-A from inside the SHI building has been cut off. DW-B was installed
in 1983 and is still used for the purpose of collecting roof runoff and coolant water. DW-C, DW-
D, DW-E and DW-F were also all utilized for solvent disposal. Drywell DW-C was an overflow
well for DW-D. Currently, DW-E and DW-F handle wastewater from lavatories.

Sediment samples were obtained from the soil or sludge in DW-A, DW-C, DW-D, DW-E and
DW-F during both Phases. The samples were obtained from depths of 6 inches and 2 feet.
DW-B was not sampled since it was not used for solvent disposal. The sludge from DW-A
showed concentrations of PCE and TCE at 2.1 ppm and 2.5 ppm, respectively. However, the
sludge and sediment collected below the sludge (down to 2 feet) had no plume constituents
present. PCE, the only organic compound detected in DW-C sludge and soil, was present at
a maximum concentration of 6.9 ppm in the sludge and 1.1 ppm in a composite sample of
upper sludge sediments and underlying soil. In addition DW-C had a high concentration of PCE
at 1100 ppm detected at a depth of 2 feet. DW-D also had a high concentration of TCE at 820
ppm detected at a depth of 2 feet.

The results of both phases showed that DW-D contained sludge with TCE at concentrations
up to 27 ppm. This dry well also contained elevated levels of VOCs including toluene, xylene
and ethylbenzene. The concentrations of solvents in the soil which underlies the sludge were
lower than concentrations in the sludge. For example, the concentration of PCE at 6 inches and
2 feet are 9100 ppm and 160 ppm respectively. This indicates that portions of the sludge are
acting as the source to underlying soils and groundwater, although significant concentrations
are not being retained by the soil. None of the primary plume constituents were detected in
either the sludge or the underlying soil of DW-E. The only constituent detected in this dry well
was 2.3 ppm of toluene in the upper 6 inches of the sludge. The presence of toluene is
suspected to be related to current activities. Low levels of the primary (PCE.TCA and TCA) or
secondary (1,1-DCE, 1,1-DCA and 1,2- DCE) plume constituents were detected in the sludge
or soil of DW-F. However, elevated levels of Freon 113, toluene, methylene chloride, xylene,
ethylbenzene and 2-butanone were detected in the sludge. Freon 113 was present at a
maximum concentration of 230 ppm and toluene was found at 27 ppm. The underlying soil
was generally clean. The studies show that the sludge in DW-D and DW-C are contributing the
primary and secondary plume constituents to the groundwater and DW-F contains elevated g
concentrations of other compounds which are contributing to the groundwater contamination. s:
Copper, lead, nickel and zinc were the only inorganics that exceeded background levels in the 0

dry wells. o
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4. Surface Water and Sediment

The only stream in the area is Ligonee Brook, which is an intermittent stream, originates in
Long Pond, located to the southeast of the Site. The brook and the groundwater flow in a
north-westerly direction and discharge into an inlet of Sag Harbor Cove. Very little overland flow
occurs; however that which does occur discharges into Sag Harbor Cove, Ligonee Brook, Lily
Pond and the on-site pond which can be seen in Figure 2. Ligonee Brook is a freshwater
stream that is sometimes intermittent. Sag Harbor Cove is a salt water body connected to
Peconic Bay.

On Carrol Street, there is a catch basin/dry well which collects storm-water run-off. This catch
basin is located .directly across from well cluster MW-43 and adds to the recharge rate in the
nearby vicinity during periods of intense storms. Storm-water runoff collected on the roof of
the SHI building is diverted through gutters and storm drains to DW-B located along the
southeast side of the building.

Sediment and surface water samples were collected from 5 locations along Ligonee Brook and
Sag Harbor Cove as shown in Figure 5. In addition, sediment samples were collected from 3
locations from the on-site pond as shown in Figure 6. All sediment samples were collected in
the top 6 inches of the sample location.

The sediment results for the Brook and the Cove exhibited contamination at locations where
VOC-contaminated groundwater discharges at sediment sampling locations SD-3 and SD-4.
The volatile organic contamination included 1,1-DCA, 1,2-DCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE and PCE. The
concentration of PCE was the highest at 87 ppb at location SD-4. Organic contaminants were
nol: present in sediments from upstream locations. All detected inorganics were present at
concentrations indicative of naturally-occurring background levels. The surface water sampling
results reflected the results of the sediment samples in that the most significant VOC
contamination was where the plume discharges to the Cove at locations SW-4 and SW-3.
Concentrations of PCE, TCE and 1,1,1-TCA reach 30 ppb at SW-4 and diminish to levels less
than 4 ppb at SW-5. However, none of these levels exceed ambient water quality criteria. All
the concentrations of inorganic compounds in the Brook and Cove were within Federal fresh-
water and saltwater aquatic guidelines.. A summary of the complete results of the sediment and
surface water sampling for the Brook and the Cove can be found in Table 3 and Table 4.

The only organic compound detected in the on-site pond sediments occurred at sample
location 3 where ethylbenzene was. detected at 2 ppb which is below its MCL. All of the
detected inorganics, except antimony, were identified at concentrations comparable to those
of background samples. Antimony was detected at a concentration of 1300 ppb.
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VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Human Health Assessment

EPA conducted a baseline Risk Assessment of the potential risks to human health and the
environment associated with the Rowe Industries Site in its current state. The Risk Assessment
focused on contaminants in the groundwater, soil, and surface water and sediments which are
likely to pose a significant risks to human health and the environment. The summary of the
contaminants of concern (COCs) in the sampled matrices is listed in Table 7.

EPA's Risk Assessment addressed the potential risks .to human health by identifying several
pathways by which the public may be exposed to contaminant releases at the Site under
current and future land use conditions. A summary of the exposure scenarios can be found in
Tables.

Demographics and land use were evaluated in assessing present and potential future
populations which live, work, or otherwise spend time at or in the area of the Site. The
purpose of this analysis was to assess the likelihood of various groups, including sensitive
populations, becoming exposed to Site contaminants.

An undetermined number of people work at the SHI facility. Surrounding properties are
primarily residential. The immediate Site vicinity is rural, however, a dense population center is
located approximately 0.75 miles north of the Site. General public access to the SHI facility is
currently restricted by a chain link fence, but area youths may trespass on the facility itself. As
a result, the possible exposure of facility employees, maintenance workers, and utility workers
needed to be considered along with residents and their youth. Therefore the following exposure
scenarios were developed :

• ingestion of groundwater by residents (future use);

• inhalation of contaminants volatilized from groundwater when residents shower (future use);

• Ingestion of surface soils by onsite residents (future use);

• incidental ingestion of subsurface soils by excavation workers (future use);.

• incidental ingestion of subsurface soils by utility workers (present and future uses);

• ingestion of sediments from Ligonee Brook by local residents (present and future uses); and ^
o

• incidental ingestion of dry well sediments by utility workers (present use).
• o

o
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Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing) and non-
carcinogenic effects due to exposure to site chemicals are considered separately. It was
assumed that the toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be additive. Thus,
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated with exposures to individual compounds
of concern were added to indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures of potential
carcinogens and non-carcinogens, respectively.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope factors (SFs) developed by
EPA for the chemicals of potential concern. SFs have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic
Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. SFs, which are expressed in
units of (mg/kg-day)"1, are multiplied.by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in
mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated
with exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the
conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. Use of this approach makes the
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for each COC is presented in Table 9.

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper bound individual lifetime
cancer risks of between 10~4 to 10"6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has
not greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of developing cancer as a
result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure
conditions at the site. The total cancer risks for each receptor at the Rowe Site are outlined
in Table 10-A. Media specific cancer risk estimates are listed in Table 10-B. The total cancer
risk for an on-site resident is 7 x10"3, primarily based on ingesting untreated groundwater
containing PCE from the Upper Glacial aquifer in the vicinity of the Site. This means that, as
a plausible upper bound, as individual has an additional 7 in 1000 chance of developing cancer
as a result of Site-related exposures under the specific exposure conditions presented at the
Site. In addition, MCLs are currently exceeded for several hazardous substances in
groundwater.

Non-carcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI) approach, based on a
comparison .of expected contaminant intakes and safe levels of intake, or Reference Doses
(RfDs). RfDs have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health
effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates of daily exposure
levels for humans which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals).
The RfDs for the chemicals of potential concern at the Rowe site are presented in Table 9.
Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical
ingested from contaminated drinking water) are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard
quotient for the contaminant in the particular medium. The HI is obtained by adding the hazard
quotients for all compounds across all media that impact a common receptor.
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An HI greater than 1 indicates that the potential exists for non-carcinogenic health effects to
occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single medium
or across media. ,

A receptor-specific summary of the non-carcinogenic risks associated with the. chemicals of
potential concern across various exposure pathways is found in Table 11 -A. It can be seen
from Tables 11 -A and 11-B that the greatest non-carcinogenic risk from the Site is associated
with ingestion of Upper Glacial aquifer water by residents. The hazard index associated with
ingestion of groundwater was estimated to be 43. The non-carcinogenic effects exceed 1 .0
due primarily to the presence of PCE, antimony, and iron. The hazard index for soil was
calculated to be less than 1 .0 except for ingestion of subsurface soils in the drum storage area
and surface soils. The summary of surface soil sampling results which were used to determine
the hazard index for ingestion of soils can be found in Table 5. Although the risks posed by
ingestion of soils in the former drum storage area and the ingestion of sludge and underlying
soils associated with the dry wells are within the range generally considered acceptable by
EPA, contamination in these areas, if not addressed will likely continue to contribute to further
contamination of groundwater at the Site.

Ecological Assessment

Information from the Rl report, site visits and literature were used to characterize species
present in the vicinity. Information -on endangered, threatened, and special concern species
was obtained from the New York Natural Heritage Program. The tiger salamander was the only
identified, threatened, or rare animal that could potentially frequent the site vicinity. The species
uses coastal plain ponds as breeding grounds. Exposure to arsenic, copper, chromium, lead,
magnesium and zinc in soils can potentially cause sublethal effects in wildlife. Chromium is the
only contaminant in Ligonee Brook surface water that may present a hazard to aquatic life.
However, exposures will be limited since the streambed is frequently dry.

UNCERTAINTIES

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments,
are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty
include:

- environmental chemistry sampling and analysis •
- environmental parameter measurement
- fate and transport modeling
- exposure parameter estimation .
- toxicological data .

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven distribution of
chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual
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levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem from several sources including
the errors inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an individual
would actually come in contact with the chemicals of potential concern, the period of time over
which such exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the concentrations of
the chemicals of potential concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans and from
high to low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions
concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk
Assessment provides upper bound estimates of the risk to populations near the site.

A specific uncertainty inherent in the risk assessment process is that the methodology used
to calculate the site risks are site-wide averages, which give a clear overall understanding of
site risks.

Therefore, actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not
addressed by the selected alternative or one of the other remedial measures considered, may
present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, and the
environment. More specific information concerning public health risks, including a quantitative
evaluation of the degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the
Risk Assessment which can be found in the Administrative Record.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial Action Objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environment.
These objectives are based on available information and standards such as applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk-based levels established in the risk
assessment.

Specific remedial action objectives for this Site include:

Groundwater - Restoration of groundwater quality to its intended use of potential drinking water
by reducing contaminant levels to State and Federal drinking water standards (see Table 12).

Soil - Excavation of contaminated soil to the recommended soil cleanup objectives will be
performed in order for the soil not to be a contributor to groundwater contamination by VOCs
(see Table 13). . o

o
o
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VII. DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

A feasibility study was conducted to develop and evaluate remedial alternatives at the Rowe
Industries Site. Remedial alternatives were assembled from applicable remedial technology
process options and were initially evaluated for effectiveness, implementability,.and cost. The
alternatives meeting these criteria were then evaluated and compared to nine criteria required
by the NCR. Two media-specific remedial actions are required to protect human health and
the environment because of the nature of the contamination at the Site. They are numbered
to correspond with their presentation in the FS report. On-site soil in the former drum storage
area and certain dry wells (DW-C, DW-D and DW-F) have been determined to be a source of
.groundwater .contamination. Contaminants were found to move from the unsaturated soil to
the groundwater. Once in the groundwater, the contaminants, under the influence of the
groundwater gradient, migrate from the facility to potential receptors.

CERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be protective of human health and the
environment, be cost effective, comply with other statutory laws, and utilize permanent
solutions, alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum
extent practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of treatment as a
principal element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances.

This Record of Decision evaluates, in detail, nine remedial alternatives for addressing the
contamination associated with the Rowe Industries Site. The time to implement reflects only
the time required to construct or implement the remedy and does not include the time required
to negotiate with responsible parties, procure contracts for design and construction or design
the remedy.

The alternatives identified for both soil and groundwater are presented below:

Soil Remediation Alternatives:

Alternative 1: No Action

EPA considered the "No Action" alternative for soils and dry well sludge to provide a baseline
of comparison among soil alternatives. Under this alternative, the contaminated soil would be
left in place without treatment. In accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, remedial actions
that leave hazardous substances at the Site are to be reviewed at least once every five years
to assure that the remedial action is protective of human health and the environment. The No
Action alternative must be reviewed by EPA at least every five years.

73

Capital cost: $0 i
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0 o
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30-year Present
Worth: $0

Time to Implement: None

Alternative 2- Deed Notation. Physical Restrictions and Monitoring

This alternative involves obtaining deed notations in compliance with the appropriate regulatory
agencies, fencing with warning signs around the former drum storage area and periodic soil
sampling and analysis.

The deed notations would indicate that the land contains hazardous substances. A survey plot
and record of the location and quantity of VOCs would be filed at the repositories.

The drum storage area would be secured by installing a 6 foot high industrial grade chain link
fence and posting warning signs stating that the area contains hazardous substances. In
addition, soil sampling and analysis for VOCs in the former drum storage area and dry wells
DW-C, DW-D, DW-F would be conducted semiannually for ten years. After the first ten years,
the need for further soil monitoring would be evaluated. EPA would review the Site every five
years.

Capital cost: $40,000

Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $16,000

30 year Present .
Worth: . $281,000

Time to Implement: None

Alternative 3- Capping. Excavation and Off-Site Disposal. Deed Restrictions. Physical
Restrictions and Periodic Monitoring

This alternative consists of capping the 20 foot by 20 foot drum storage area according to
federal specifications, excavation and off-site disposal of sludge and underlying soil from dry
wells DW-C, DW-D, and DW-F, deed notations, physical restrictions, such as fencing with
warning signs, and semiannual ground-water monitoring and analysis.

A cap is cover material placed over contaminated material designed to prevent infiltration of
water. The cap itself would be designed to conform with federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements. It would occupy a 45-by-45-foot area, which would include
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a 2.5-foot wide perimeter infiltration trench. The cap would consist of the following layers above
the compacted soil: a geocomposite membrane liner, a 40-mil high density polyethylene
(HOPE) liner, 12 inches of masons sand, a geotextile membrane filter, 12 inches of sandy loam
and 6-12 inches of loose topsoil. The liners would act as impermeable seals. The masons sand
would allow water to seep into the infiltration trench. The geotextile membrane filter would
separate the masons sand and sandy loam while allowing water to pass through. The sandy
loam would provide a base for the topsoil and protect the liners.

. The soil beneath the cap would be sloped to direct water away from the center of the cap and
into the surrounding trench. The water would then travel from the trench into a 6-inch pipe to
a nearby pond.

In addition, 135 cubic yards of contaminated sludge and underlying soils associated with dry
we;lls DW-C, DW-D, and DW-F would be excavated and transported off-site to a RCRA
permitted landfill. However, to comply with RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) regulations,
it is expected to be necessary to treat the soils before disposal. The LDR sets treatment
standards which are based on the best demonstrated available technology (BOAT) for
treatment of a given waste. In the case of VOCs in soil, the BOAT treatment method is
generally incineration. .During the remedial design phase of this project, EPA will determine -
whether incineration is necessary to meet the LDR regulations. Incineration would produce a
dry ash material which may require further RCRA-permitted disposal to protect the environment.
In addition, confirmatory monitoring would be performed to ensure that soils with
concentrations above Site cleanup objectives have been excavated.

Semiannual inspections would be performed to inspect the cap, .the fence and the drainage
channels. In addition groundwater would be sampled semi-annually from the three wells in the
immediate vicinity of the cap. EPA would review the Site every five years.

A range of costs is presented for this alternative. The low end of the range assumes that
treatment is not required to meet LDR restrictions! The high end of the range assumes
incineration of all excavated soils is required to meet LDRs.

Capital cost: $277,000 - $452,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $7,000
30 year Present
Worth: $441,000- $616,000 __

Time to Implement: 6 Months
Remedial Action: 30 Years o

z:
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Alternative 4- Soil Vapor Extraction in the Drum Storage Area and Excavation and Off-Site
Disposal at a RCRA-Permitted Landfill

Soil vapor extraction would involve the installation of vents in the contaminated unsaturated soil
zone in the drum disposal area. A vacuum would be applied through these vents to volatilize
and extract organic compounds from the soil. The organic vapors would be drawn into a
collection system and subsequently treated with an activated carbon off-gas treatment system.
Circulation of air through the soil also would enhance the biodegradation of semi-volatiles in
the unsaturated zone.

A small amount of liquid condensate would be generated during the vapor extraction process.
With an on-site groundwater treatment alternative operating in conjunction with groundwater
remediation, the condensate could be treated on-site at minimal cost. Off-site disposal of
condensate would be necessary if this alternative was implemented before a groundwater
treatment system was constructed.

Under this alternative, approximately 230 cubic yards of contaminated soil would be treated
until no more VOCs could be effectively removed from the unsaturated soil zone. Subsurface
soil sampling would be required to monitor the progress of the soil vapor extraction process.

In addition, 135 cubic yards of contaminated sludge and underlying soils associated with dry
wells DW-C, DW-D, and DW-F would be excavated and transported off-site to a RCRA
permitted landfill. However, to comply with RCRA LDR regulations, it may be necessary to treat
the soils before disposal as described under Alternative 3. The total cost of this remedy
includes the cost of the excavation and off-site disposal of the dry wells shown under
Alternative 3.

A range of costs is presented for this alternative. The low end of. the range assumes that
treatment is not required to meet LDR restrictions. The high end of the range assumes
incineration of all excavated soils is required to meet LDRs.

In addition, confirmatory monitoring would, be performed to ensure that soils with
concentrations above Site cleanup objectives have been excavated.

Capital cost: $257,000 - $432,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $37,000
30 year Present
Worth: $436,000 - $650,000

Time to Implement: 6 Months
Remedial Action: 30 Years

o
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Alterriative 5 - Excavation and Off-site Disposal at a RCRA-Permitted Landfill

This alternative includes excavation of contaminated soils in the drum storage area and
contaminated sludges and underlying soils associated with dry wells DW-C, DW-D, and DW-F.
A total of 365 cubic yards of soil contaminated with volatile organic and semi-volatile organic
compounds would be excavated, and the excavated soil would be disposed off-site at a RCRA-
permitted landfill.

However, to comply with RCRA LDRs, it may be necessary to treat the soils before disposal
as described under Alternative 3.

A range of costs is presented for this alternative. The low end of the range assumes that
treatment is not required to meet L.DR restrictions. The high end of the range assumes
incineration of all excavated soils is required to meet LDRs.

In addition, confirmatory monitoring would be performed to ensure that soils with
concentrations above Site cleanup objectives have been excavated.

Capital cost: $465,000 - $939,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0

Present Worth: $465,000 - $939,000

Time to Implement:. 1-2 months

Groundwater Treatment Alternatives:

All of. the remedial groundwater alternatives, except the No Action alternative and Alternative
2, involve extraction, treatment and discharge of the treated water to the surface water. The
contaminated groundwater is recovered using extraction wells within the contaminant plume.
The extracted groundwater is treated and then discharged to a downgradient body of surface
Welter.

The ultimate goal of the EPA Superfund Program's approach to groundwater remediation as
stated in the NCP (40 CFR Part 300) is to return usable groundwater to its beneficial use within
a time frame that is reasonable. Therefore, for this aquifer, which is classified by New York
State as MB (drinking water aquifer), the final remediation goals will be federal and state drinking
water standards. Recent studies have indicated that pumping and treatment technologies have
inherent uncertainties in achieving the ppb concentrations required under ARARs for *
groundwater over a reasonable period of time. However, these studies also indicate significant £
decreases in contaminant concentrations early in the system implementation, followed by a
leveling out. For these reasons, the selected groundwater treatment alternative stipulates §
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contingency measures,
whereby the groundwater extraction and treatment system's performance will be monitored on
a regular basis and adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during operation.
Modifications may include any or all of the following:

a) at individual wells where cleanup goals have been attained, discontinue pumping;

b) alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation points;

c) pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow adsorbed contaminants
to partition into groundwater; and

d) installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate or accelerate cleanup of the
contaminant plume.

If it is determined, on the basis of the preceding criteria and the system performance data, that
certain portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to their beneficial use in a reasonable time,
all or some of the following measures involving long-term management may occur, for an
indefinite period of time, as a modification of the existing system:

a) engineering controls such as physical barriers, source control measures, or long-
term gradient control provided by low level pumping, as containment measures;

- b) waiving chemical-specific ARARs for the cleanup of those portions of the aquifer
based on the technical impracticability of achieving further contaminant reduction;

c) recommending institutional controls, in the form of local zoning ordinances, be
implemented and maintained to restrict access to those portions of the aquifer
which remain above remediation goals;

d) continued monitoring of specified wells; and

e) periodic reevaluation of remedial technologies for groundwater restoration.

The decision to invoke any or all of these measures may be made during a periodic review of
the remedial action, which will occur at intervals of no less often than every five years.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

Alternative 1: No Action o
s:

EPA considers the "No Action" alternative for groundwater to provide a baseline of comparison 0

among groundwater alternatives. Under this alternative, no groundwater remedial activity would £
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take place at the Site. Alternative 1 relies on natural processes in the groundwater to reduce
VOC levels in the aquifer. In accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, the No Action
alternative would be reviewed by EPA at least every five years.

Capital cost: $0
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0
30 year Present
Worth: $0

Time to Implement: None

Alternative 2- Deed Notations with Monitoring

This alternative involves obtaining deed notations to limit the land use activities at the Site as
well as periodic groundwater monitoring to track the movement and concentrations of the
VOCs. No active groundwater remediation (e.g.. groundwater extraction and treatment) would
be undertaken. Annual sampling of 19 monitoring wells would provide an assessment of the
extent and mobility of the VOCs. Monitoring would be conducted at eight of the monitoring
wells located on the SHI property, seven of the monitoring wells located within the extent of the
VOC plume, and four additional monitoring wells to be located downgradient of the plume.
Samples would be collected annually and analyzed to determine the compounds present and
their concentrations. Two potential monitoring schemes were evaluated. Groundwater would
be monitored for five years at which time EPA would re-evaluate the grqundwater quality and
determine the need for active groundwater extraction and treatment. Alternatively,
groundwater could be monitored until contaminants are flushed out naturally through continued
groundwater flow. Under this option, groundwater would be monitored for a minimum of 30
years. EPA would review the Site every five years. The following costs are for 30 years of
monitoring.

Capital cost: $39,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $26,000
30 year Present
Worth: ' $485,000

Time to Implement: None
Remedial Action: 30 Years

73

Alternative 3- Groundwater Extraction & Treatment with Discharge to Liaonee Brook g

This alternative includes pumping and treating contaminated groundwater, discharging the §
treated water to Ligonee Brook, and groundwater monitoring. Based on groundwater M
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modelling, this alternative was evaluated at two flow rates, each flow rate targeted to a different
level of groundwater remediation. Alternative 3-1 is evaluated assuming that 150 gallons per
minute (gpm) is pumped from four recovery wells located on the SHI facility property. Based
on this assumption, modelling shows that it would take approximately five years to remediate
the plume located on the SHI property to meet cleanup goals. The remainder of the plume
would disperse in approximately 20 years.

Alternative 3-II is evaluated assuming that a total of 600 gpm is pumped from seven recovery
wells on and off the facility property throughout the groundwater plume. Based on this
assumption, after 10 years a large portion of the plume would be remediated, and in 15 years
the entire plume would be remediated to cleanup goals.

Under both Alternatives 3-I and 3-II, contaminated groundwater would be pumped from
designated recovery wells and treated to remove iron, manganese, and VOCs. Sampling of the
extraction wells would be performed to determine whether chromium and lead treatment should
be included in the remedial action. After treatment to remove iron and manganese, the water
would flow, under pressure, through a sediment filter and then to a packed tower for air
stripping. The air stripper would remove the VOCs from the water through volatilization. The
treated water from the tower would be pumped and discharged to Ligonee Brook. The
discharge would be sampled as necessary to comply with State Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (SPDES) permit requirements.

Vapors from the packed tower would be treated, if necessary, to comply with air emissions
requirements and then released to the atmosphere.

EPA would review the Site every five years.

Capital cost: 3-I $874,000
3-II $1,298,000

Annual Operation
& Maintenance: 3-I $180,000

3-II $254,000

Present Worth: 3-I $3,646,000
3-II $5,206,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 18 months
Remedial Action: 3-I -20 years

3-II -15 years
o
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Alternative 4- Groundwater Extraction & Treatment with Discharge to Sag Harbor Cove

The only difference between Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 is the point of discharge for treated
groundwater. The point of discharge for this alternative would be Sag Harbor Cove.
EPA would review the Site every five years.

Capital cost: 4-I $941,000
4-II $1,341,000

Annual Operation
& Maintenance: 4-I $180,000

4-II $254,000

Present Worth: 4-I $3,713,000
4-II $5,248,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 18 months
Remedial Action: 4-I -20 years

4-II -15 years

VIII. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each alternative is performed. The purpose
of the detailed analysis is to assess objectively the alternatives with respect to nine evaluation
criteria that encompass statutory requirements and include other gauges of the overall
feasibility and acceptability of remedial alternatives. This analysis is comprised of an individual
assessment of the alternatives against each criterion and a comparative analysis designed to
determine the relative performance of the alternatives and identify major trade-offs, that is,
relative advantages and disadvantages, among them. . -

The nine evaluation criteria against which the alternatives are evaluated are as follows:

Threshold Criteria - The first two criteria must be satisfied in order for an alternative to be
eligible for selection.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment:
This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and
describes how risks are eliminated, reduced, or controlled .through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls. o

2. Compliance with ARARs: o
This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all the ARARs of other.federal 2
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or State environmental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria - The next five "primary balancing criteria" are to be used to weigh
major trade-offs among the different hazardous waste management strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence:
This criterion refers to the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human
health and the environment over time once cleanup goals have been met.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume:
This criterion addresses the degree to which a remedy utilizes treatment technologies
to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants.

5. Short-term Effectiveness:
This criterion considers the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until cleanup goals are met.

6. Implementability:
This criterion examines the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including
availability of materials and services needed to implement the remedy.

7. Cost:
This criterion includes capital and O&M costs and the present-worth costs.

Modifying Criteria - The final two criteria are regarded as "modifying criteria," and are to be
taken into account after the previous criteria have been evaluated. They are generally to be
focused upon after the public comment period.

8. State Acceptance:
This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the
State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the proposed alternative.

9. Community Acceptance:
This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the
public concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the proposed alternative.
Comments received during this public comment period, and the EPA's responses to
those comments, are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary which is appended
to this ROD.

The following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's strengths and weaknesses ^
with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. .
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1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Contaminated soils represent a continuing source of groundwater contamination. In addition,
groundwater poses an unacceptable risk to human health in future use scenarios.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are not protective of human health or the environment because
contaminants will continue to leach to groundwater. It has been estimated that leaching will
result in groundwater concentrations that exceed ARARs for 30 years or more.

Alternative 3, which includes capping in the former drum storage area and excavation of the
dry wells, provides for some protection of human health by minimizing infiltration and reducing
leachate generation. Alternative 4 is more protective of human health and the environment
because it removes the VOCs from the soil. In addition, the circulation of air from the soil vapor
extraction system also enhances the biodegradation of semi-volatiles. Alternative 5 is the most
protective because it ensures that all the contaminated soil and any residual contamination will
be completely removed from the Site.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

All the groundwater alternatives, except Alternatives 1 and 2, are considered protective of
human health. Deed restrictions rely heavily upon institutional controls for effectiveness. The
time period for natural attenuation has been estimated to be 30 years, if a source control
alternative is implemented. Alternatives 3-I and 4-I are less protective than Alternatives 3-II and
4-II since they actively treat only a portion of the plume and leave the rest of the plume, located
downgradient of the SHI property, subject to natural attenuation only.

2. Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

Soil Remediation Alternatives

No federal or state chemical-specific ARARs exist for soils. However, EPA and NYSDEC have
generated soil cleanup objectives (see Table 13) to restrict the concentration of compounds
in the soil to a level which would ensure that contaminants in soil do not further contaminate
groundwater.

EPA has determined that, based on available information, certain actions taken with respect to
the contaminated soil at the site must comply with applicable RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDR) requirements. The LDRs place restrictions on the land disposal of any RCRA hazardous ^
wastes. Because soil remediation alternatives 3,4, and 5 involve the excavation and placement §
of contaminated soil and because EPA believes that such soil contains RCRA listed hazardous
wastes, these alternatives must comply with RCRA LDR requirements. o
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Soil remediation alternatives 3, 4, and 5 include the excavation and off-site disposal of 135 - 365
cubic yards of soil contaminated with spent solvents which were used in degreasing operations
at the Site. EPA believes that these soils are contaminated with listed RCRA wastes, known
as F001 wastes. The RCRA LDRs require that F001 wastes and soils which contain them
comply with certain concentration requirements prior to being land disposed. These
concentrations requirements are expressed in terms of the toxic characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP) analysis which measures concentration levels in the waste extract as a result
of the TCLP test (see 40 CFR Part 268, Appendix I). The TCLP concentration requirements for
F001 wastes include the following requirements for chemicals at the Rowe Site:

Chemical Concentration in TCLP Extract
(ppm)

Ethylbenzene 0.053
Methylene Chloride 0.96
PCE ; 0.05
Toluene 0.33
1,1,1 TCA 0.41
TCE 0.091
Xylene 0.15

Therefore, in compliance with the LDR requirements,, the soils to be excavated in soil
remediation Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 would be analyzed using the TCLP analysis. If the extract
concentrations for these soils are higher than those listed above, the soils would be treated
(either by incineration or an alternative technology) to meet the TCLP concentrations above.
Once the TCLP concentrations have been met, the soils would be disposed of in a RCRA-
permitted landfill.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

Since the groundwater underlying the Site is a potential future water supply source, Federal
MCLS and State Groundwater Quality Standards (whichever are more stringent) and non-zero
MCL Goals are ARARs. Therefore, pumping of the groundwater would continue until levels in
the aquifer are at or below ARARs. Alternatives 3 and 4 are designed to achieve these ARARs
in a timeframe of 15-20 years. It is possible that Alternative 2 might potentially meet MCLs
through the flushing processes associated with natural groundwater flow. However, all of
these groundwater restoration timeframes are based on a computer model designed to predict
environmental conditions, and the actual restoration timeframes may be longer or shorter than
those predicted by this model. EPA believes that it would require a long period of time (greater
than 20 years) to meet MCLs through natural attenuation. Therefore, EPA does not consider g
that Alternative 2 would meet MCLs in a timely manner. ^

o
Under Alternatives 3 and 4, treated groundwater would be directly discharged into surface °
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water. Therefore, the requirements of the SPDES Program are ARARs and must be met. Any
discharges made to Ligonee Brook or Sag Harbor Cove will be in compliance with SPDES
requirements. Ligonee Brook is a fresh water intermittent stream and Sag Harbor Cove is a
salt water body. Therefore discharging to the Cove will be more feasible for two reasons. One
reason is the fact that periodically the Brook is dry and therefore the effluent discharge quality
would have to be the fresh water, water quality criteria. The second reason is that since the
Cove is a salt water body the SPDES requirements will be easier to achieve because salt water
quality criteria are less stringent than fresh water quality. For the alternatives that include
pumping and treating the groundwater, air emission treatment, if necessary, will be installed to
meet 6NYCRR Parts 200,201, and 212 regulations and New York State Air Guide.

3. Long-term Effectiveness

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternative 1 results in groundwater contamination that exceeds MCLs for the groundwater
contaminants of concern for over 30 years. Alternative 2 offers a lesser degree of long-term
effectiveness since the likelihood of adequately enforcing deed notations and physical
restrictions cannot be guaranteed.

Alternative 3 would offer a lesser degree of long-term effectiveness by eliminating the exposure
pathway but diligent maintenance of the cap and long term monitoring would be required to
be fully effective. Additionally, Alternative 3 does not fully eliminate the possibility of
contaminated soil acting as a source of groundwater contamination if horizontal flow is present
within some portion of the lower 12 feet of contaminated soil.

Alternatives 4 and 5 would offer the greatest degree of long-term effectiveness by reducing the
contaminants to below the previously stated soil cleanup objectives.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 are effective as long as the groundwater is not used as a potable water
supply, but do not actively address the degraded condition of the aquifer. Alternative 2 offers
a lesser degree of long-term effectiveness since the likelihood of adequately enforcing deed
notations and well permitting restrictions cannot be guaranteed. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide
for active extraction systems which will remove the contaminated plume. The active treatment
and extraction alternatives provide for more reliable protection by meeting groundwater clean-
up goals. However, Alternatives 3-I and 4-I are less protective than Alternatives 3-II and 4-II
since they only actively treat the portion of the plume located on the SHI property and leave
the remainder of the plume subject to natural attenuation only.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
o
o
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Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not utilize treatment to reduce the toxicity,. mobility or volume of
contaminants. Alternative 3 would not employ treatment of the drum storage area but could
reduce the mobility of the contaminants by preventing vertical infiltration that may carry
contaminants into the groundwater. Alternatives 4 and 5 best meet this criterion because they
would reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants by removing the VOCs through the use
of soil vapor extraction or excavation and treatment.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of any contaminants
through treatment.

Alternatives 3 and 4 best meet this criterion since they would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and
volume of contaminants in Site groundwater through treatment to remove volatile organic
compounds.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not involve any change to the existing Site conditions. Therefore,
no short term impacts to human health are anticipated for either alternative. However, both
alternatives would not achieve soil cleanup goals in any reasonable period of time.

Alternatives 3 through 5 involve activities such as drilling and excavation, however, the major
components would have minimal short-term effects on the community during implementation,
since they require very limited excavation of dry wells. These alternatives would have minor
short-term effects on the surrounding community, including a slight increase in noise level from
construction equipment, and possible fugitive dust emissions which could be minimized by the
proper engineering procedure.

Alternatives 5 involves transportation of a greater volume of contaminated soil from the Site,
and increases the potential risks to workers associated with dust generated during excavation
and/or transportation. Potential risks to workers can be managed easily by procedures
outlined in site specific health and safety plans.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

Groundwater Alternatives 3-I and 4-I are not as protective of human health and the environment s:
as 3-II and 4-II because 3-I and 4-I do not actively address the downgradient portion of the
plume and therefore require a longer period of time to achieve protection . All the active o
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groundwater treatment Alternatives, 3-1, 3-11, 4-1 and 4-11, involve little disturbance to
contaminated subsurface areas, therefore the potential risks to Site workers are minor and can
be easily managed. The potential short-term risks to human health and the environment are
anticipated to be low for these alternatives.

6. Implementability

Soil Remediation Alternatives

All the alternatives are technically and administratively feasible. Alternatives 1 and 2 would be
the easiest to implement. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 depend on a RCRA-permitted landfill agreeing
to accept the soil before it can be implemented. In addition, since the area of soil to be
remediated is small, it would be difficult to obtain a vendor to implement Alternative 4, soil vapor
extraction.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

All the alternatives are technically and administratively feasible. The treatment components of
Alternatives 3 and 4 are known to be proven effective for all contaminants of concern and
should be relatively easy to implement because they rely on well understood and readily
available commercial equipment. Air stripping is a proven technology widely used in the
removal of VOCs from groundwater.

7. Cost

Soil Remediation Alternatives

The present worth cost of the alternatives that provide for treatment and disposal of the soils
ranges from approximately $616,000 (for capping of drum storage area and excavation of DW-
D, DW-C & DW-F) to $939,000 (for excavation of drum storage area and DW-D, DW-C and DW-
F). These totals include the cost of incineration of all excavated soils to meet LDRs.

Groundwater Remediation Alternatives

The present worth cost of the alternatives that provide treatment for groundwater range from
a present worth of $3,646,000 (for extraction using four recovery wells and treatment with
discharge to Ligonee Brook ) to $5,248,00 (for extraction using seven recovery wells and o
treatment with discharge to the Cove). The greater costs of the selected remedy increase with
the greater degree of protectiveness. Alternative 4-II is more protective than Alternatives 3-I and o
4-I since it cleans up the entire plume. ^
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8. State Acceptance

The State of New York concurs with the selected remedy.

9. Community Acceptance

In general, the local residents agreed with the selection of the remedy. Their main concern is
the effects that discharging the treated groundwater to the Sag Harbor Cove may have on its
ecosystem. All comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary which is appended
to this ROD in Appendix 4.

IX. SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the results of the RI/FS and after careful consideration of all alternatives presented
above, EPA recommends the following alternatives for cleaning up the contaminated soils and
groundwater at the Rowe Industries Superfund Site: Soil Remediation Alternative 5: Soil
Excavation and Disposal at a Chemical Waste Landfill in conjunction with Groundwater
Remediation Alternative 4-11: Extraction/Air Stripping with Discharge to Sag Harbor Cove.

Specifically, the selected remedy will involve the following:

1) excavating and disposing of 365 cubic yards of soil at a RCRA permitted facility (soil will
be treated to meet LDRs, if necessary);

2) monitoring to confirm that soils with concentrations above Site cleanup objectives have
been excavated; .

3) extraction and treatment of groundwater to meet federal and State drinking water MCLs
in the aquifer (groundwater will be treated with air stripping with subsequent discharge

' to Sag Harbor Cove);

4) long-term groundwater monitoring to track the migration and concentrations of the
contaminants of concern; and

5) re-evaluation of the Site at least once every five years to determine if a modification to
the selected alternative is necessary as long as contaminants remain on-site above
health-based levels.

The selected remedy is believed to provide the best balance of trade-offs among the §
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. Based on the information available at this ^
time, EPA believes the selected alternative will be protective of human health and the 0

environment, comply with ARARs, be cost effective, and utilize permanent technologies to the 2
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maximum extent practicable. The alternative also treats the source of contamination (i.e.,
soils), meeting the statutory preference for a remedy that involves treatment as a principal
element.

X. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedial actions that achieve adequate protection of human health and the environment. In
addition, Section 121 of the CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and
preferences. These specify that, when complete, the selected remedial action for a site must
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established under
federal and state environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy
also must be cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Finally, CERCLA includes a preference for
remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility
and volume of hazardous substances as their principal element. The following sections discuss
how the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements.

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment. Soils with
concentrations of contaminants exceeding the recommended soil cleanup objectives will be
excavated and disposed of in an off-site RCRA-permitted landfill. Therefore the selected remedy
for soils is also fully protective of human health and the environment because it removes a
continuing threat to groundwater posed by the on-site contaminated soils and protects the sole
source aquifer drinking water supply.

Groundwater remediation with the goal of achieving ARARs is also protective of human health
and the environment. Although there is no current exposure pathway for groundwater use on
the site, the pumping and treatment alternative attempts to restore a future potential drinking
water source to drinking water standards. Prior to the contamination, this sole source aquifer
was; used as a private drinking water supply. Additionally, the alternative prevents any
contamination from migrating to Sag Harbor Cove, the surface water body to which the
contaminated aquifer discharges.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

At the completion of response actions, the selected remedy will have complied with the
following major ARARs and considerations:

Chemical-specific ARARs:

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) (40 CFR 1 41 . 1 1 -1 41 . 1 6)

to
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and non-zero MCLGs, 6 NYCRR Groundwater Quality Regulations (Parts 703.5, 703.6, 703.7)
and the NYS Sanitary code (10 NYCRR part 5) provide standards for. toxic compounds for
public drinking water supply^ systems. The groundwater will be pumped until the above-
referenced standards are achieved in the aquifer.

No federal or state chemical-specific ARARs exist for soils. However, EPA and NYSDEC have
generated soil cleanup objectives (see Table 13) to restrict the concentration of compounds
in the soil to a level which would ensure that contaminants in soil do not further contaminate
groundwater.

Action-specific ARARs:

The selected remedy which involves the pumping and treating of groundwater may require air
emissions treatment. This treatment will be required to meet 6NYCRR Parts 200, 201 and 212
regulations and the New York State Air Guide. In addition, the extracted groundwater will be
treated and discharged to Sag Harbor Cove in compliance with SPDES requirements.

EPA has determined that, based on available information, certain actions taken with respect to
the; contaminated soil at the site must comply with applicable RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDR) requirements. The LDRs place restrictions on the land disposal of any RCRA hazardous
wastes. Because the selected remedy for soil remediation, Alternative 5, involves the
excavation and placement of contaminated soil, and because EPA believes that such soil
contains RCRA listed hazardous wastes, this alternative must comply with RCRA LDR
requirements.

Soil remediation Alternative 5 is the excavation and off-site disposal of 365 cubic yards of soil
contaminated with spent solvents which were used in degreasing operations at the Site. EPA
believes that these soils are contaminated with listed RCRA wastes, known as'FOOl wastes.
The RCRA LDRs require that F001 wastes and soils which contain them comply with certain
concentration requirements prior to being land disposed. These concentrations requirements
are expressed in terms of the toxic characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) analysis which
measures concentration levels in the waste extract as a result of the TCLP test (see 40 CFR
Part 268, Appendix I). The TCLP concentration requirements for F001 wastes include the
following requirements for chemicals at the Rowe Site:

Chemical Concentration in TCLP Extract
(ppm)

Ethylbenzene 0.053 i
Methylene Chloride 0.96
PCE 0.05 8
Toluene 0.33 *"
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1,1,1 TCA 0.41
TCE 0.091
Xylene 0.15

Therefore, in compliance with the LDR requirements, the soils to be excavated will be analyzed
using the TCLP analysis. If the extract concentrations for these soils are higher than those
listed above, the soils will be treated (either by incineration or an alternative technology) to meet
the TCLP concentrations above. Once the TCLP concentrations have been met, EPA would
dispose of the soils in a RCRA-permitted compliant landfill.

Location-specific ARARs

Executive Order 11990 - "Protection of Wetlands" is an ARAR for this Site. Therefore, a
wetland delineation will be completed during the early stages of the Remedial Design (RD)
Process. If it is determined that remedial actions may adversely impact wetlands, a wetland
functional values assessment will be completed and used to develop a Wetland Impact
Mitigation Plan if necessary.

Executive Order 11988 - "Floodplain Management" is an ARAR for this Site. A floodplain
assessment (with delineation of the 100 and 500 year flood contours) will be completed in the
early stages of RD. This will ensure that the 500 year contour are protected against, and that
the 500 year contour will be evaluated so that appropriate protective measures will be taken
if necessary to address the potential effects of a flood event.

The Endangered Species Act is an ARAR for this site. If it is determined that there Federal
Endangered/Threatened species, or their critical habitats are on or in the vicinity of the Site,
actions will be taken to ensure that they are not adversely impacted by the remedial action.

The National Historic Preservation Act is applicable to the site. Accordingly, a Stage IA Cultural
Resources Survey will be completed for the project area during the early stages of the RD. If
the results of the Stage IA Survey suggest that further investigation is necessary, a Stage IB
Survey will be completed for sensitive areas. If Cultural Resources are found and will be
impacted by site actions, further actions will be necessary consistent with the National Historic
Preservation Act.

3. Cost Effectiveness

The selected soil remedy is the most expensive. However, it provides the greatest overall o
protectiveness. Excavation of the contaminated soil with off-site disposal and treatment has a *~
present worth cost of $939,000 and is more expensive than soil vapor extraction which offers o
the next highest level of protectiveness. However, the difficulty of finding a vendor to implement 2
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the technology for such a small 20' by 20 'area makes it infeasible. Therefore Alternative 5 is
the most cost effective. The $5,248,000, 30-year present worth cost associated with the
selected groundwater remedy, Alternative 4-11 is the most costly of all the groundwater
treatment alternatives! The $5,248,000 cost associated with groundwater treatment is cost
effective in that the remedy provides the greatest overall protectiveness as compared with the
$3,646,00 and $3,713,000 cost associated with Alternatives 3-I and 4-I, respectively, which
pump and treat a portion rather than the entire plume which is not as protective as alternative
4-II.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource Recovery)
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost effective manner for the Site. After
excavation is complete, the soil will no longer be contributing contaminants to the underlying
aquifer.

The groundwater treatment used in the selected remedy will reduce the contaminants of
concern to levels protective of human health. In addition, of those alternatives which are
protective of human health and the environment and comply with ARARs, EPA has determined
that the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of the five balancing
criteria: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability; and cost. The modifying
considerations of State and community acceptance were also taken into account in this
determination.

The long-term effectiveness and permanence of the selected soil remedy is very high in that
the contaminated soils would be removed and the contaminated areas restored. Groundwater
treatment also offers long-term effectiveness and permanence in that the remedial goal is to
achieve ARARs as rapidly as possible.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume is also evident in the selected remedy. The excavation
of soils will effectively reduce the mobility of contaminants by eliminating this pathway as a
continuing source to groundwater. The toxicity and volume of contaminated soil is also
reduced. Groundwater treatment has the goal of reducing contaminant concentrations in the
aquifer/to meet ARARs, effectively diminishing both toxicity and volume.

The short-term effectiveness and implementability of the selected soil remedy is high in that it
would be conducted in a short time and have minimal effects on the surrounding community. o
The short-term effectiveness and implementability of the groundwater treatment alternative is
high in that there is no exposure to contaminated groundwater during implementation and the o
remedy employs standard equipment and well developed technologies. As stated above, the 2
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cost associated with the selected remedy is the least costly of each alternative that is protective
of human health and the environment and provides for treatment of the most hazardous
substances.

5. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The statutory preference for treatment as a principal element is satisfied in the selected remedy
for each medium. The soil excavation alternative may require treatment prior to disposal to
comply with LDR standards. The groundwater treatment alternative requires treatment prior to
discharge to comply with SPDES requirements and to achieve ARARs in the aquifer.

XII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Rowe Industries Site was released to the public on August 26, 1992.
The Proposed Plan identified soil remediation Alternative 5 and groundwater remediation
Alternative 4-II as the preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all comments submitted. Upon
review of the comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the preferred remedy,
as, it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.
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TABLE 1-A

ROWE IMDUSTRIES SITE

SUMMARY

PARAMETERS

WELL SAMPLE

NUMBER DEPTH (FT) DATE

N06

N 11

N-16

N 17

N-10

N2O

N-24

N-26

N-26
N26

N.27

N-28

N-32

N-33

N36

N-37

N-30

N-4O

22

21

23

22

23

23

24

24

23

23

23

23

23

23

32

26

33

23

11/16/89

11/20/89

11/17/89

11/2O/89

11/2O/88

11/20/89

11/16/89

11/14/89

11/14/89

11/14/89

11/14/89

11/14/89

11/16/89

11/14/89

11/16/89

11/16/89

11116/89

11/16/89

Rl

SAMPLE)

66

64

62

63

66

67

43

41

38

39

37

36

42

34

48

44

46

47

TERTRA

CHLORO

ETHLENE

1008

NDI

108

IBH

NDI

NO!

2100

110

16OO

1300

1200

3700

800

80

0.9JR

0.2JR

200

60

I.I.I
TRICHLORO

ETHANE

37

NDI

13

14

HOI

N01

14O

26

190

ieo

18O

240

46

17

NO!

NDI

61

64

iJAU MAHtJUH, IMtVV YUttl\

FOR 1989

OF VOLATILE ORGANIC CO IMPOUNDS

for MONI

1.1 1.1
TRICHLORO DICIILORO DICIHORO

ETHENE ETHANE ETHENE

23

NDI

6

21

NO!

NDI

130

83

6O

' 30

30

180

46

N06

NDI

NDI

36

43

ND6

NDI

OBJ

6

NDI

NDI

NOIOO

N06

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

ND26

ND6

0.8J

NDI

2J

3J

4J

NDI

1

0.4J

NOI

NDI

NOIOO

ND6

NOIOO

NOIOO

ND100

NOIOO

N026

ND6

NDI

NDI

ND6

6

TORV\

1.2
DICHLORO

ETHENE

ED VALUES'

N06

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NOI

NOIOO

N06

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

ND26

NO6

NOI

NDI

4J

6

/ELLS

FREON
113

0.7BJH

0.8BJR

0.8BJR

2BR

IBJR

0.8BJR

22BJR

1.7BJR

2OOBR

3706R

140SJR

1908JH

9JBR

8BH

0.3BJR

2BH

6JBR

6JBR

BENZENE

ND6

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NOIOO

N06

N0 100

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

NO 26

ND6

NDI

NDI

ND6

N06

XYLENE

N06

NOI

NDI

0.6JR

NDI

NDI

NOIOO

ND6

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOlOOfl

NO 26

ND6

0.7JR

NDI

ND6

NOS

TOLUENE

N06

0.6JR

NDI

0.7JR

NOI

NOI

NOIOO

NO6

NOIOO
NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

ND2S '

N06

0.9JR

0.2JR

1JR

ND6

ETHYL

BENZENE

N06

NOI

NDI

NOI

NOI

NOI

NOIOO

N06

ND1OO

NOIOO

NOIOO

NOIOO

N026

NO6

NDI

NDI

ND6

. N06

ACETONE

NOIOO

NO20

ND20

NO 20

NO 20

ND20

N02000

NOIOO

NO 2000

NO2000

ND2OOO

ND2000

N0500

1OOR

ND20

NO 20

ND100R

ND100R

METHYLENE TOTAL OF

CHLORIDE DETECTED

COMPOUNDS

10BR

2BR

2BR

8BR

2BR

3BR

60BJR

21BR

46OBR

420BR

370BR

6308K

uoen

22BR

4BR

3BR

17BR

10BK

184

O

32.9

41.4

O

O

2370

218

1740

1490

370BH

4120

891

97

0.8

0

293

160

IOCS TOO



ROWE •••ffTRIES SITE
SAG HAllSip!. NEW YORK

FOR 1989

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

for MONITOR WEUS

TERTRA 1.1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2

CMLORO TRICHLORO IRICHLORO DICHIODO DIOUORO DICIU.OHO

ETHLENE ETIIANE ETHENE ETHANE ETIILNE ETHENE

ETHYL

BEN2ENE

UETHVLCNE TOTAL OF

CHLORIDE DETECTED
COMPOUNDS

WEIL SAMPLE Rl

NUMBER DEPTH IFfl DATE SAMPLED* •REPORTED VALUES'

MW-42A

MW-42A

27

2)

11/17/69

11/17/89

68

67

Hill
666

22
49

30
64

2
4J

ND2

3J

ND2

ND6

ND2R

1JDR

N02

ND6

ND2

ND6

ND2

ND6

ND2

ND6

ND40

ND10O

6BR

118R

6<

176

11/17/89 6t

MW-43A

MW-43A

29

29
11/16/89
11/16/69

60

61

20

28

6

9

3

6

N01

ND1

NO!

N01

06J
OflJ

0.6BJR
oeajfl

NDl

NDI

NDl

NDl

NDl

NDl

NDl

NOI

ND20

NU20

3BR

3BH

29.6

42.6

MW-43C 107

e.oez



TABLE 1-A
ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE

SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK
FOR 1990

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COiV3POUNIPS

for MONITOR WELLS

PARAMETERS

WEIL

N.24

tt2S

UK

N.27

N28

N-32

N-33

N38

N37

H-38

N4O

SAMPLE

24

24

23

13

13

n

13

31

26

33

23

02/06/80

02/06/DO

02/08/00

02/06/9O

02/06/9O

02/06/80

02/06/9O

02/08/80

02/06/80

02/06/80

02/OD/80

HI

toe

107

112

111

113

114

106

133

117

116

123

TERTRA
CHLORO

ETHLENE

2400

100

0000

760

12000

1200

76

ND1

NOI

290

26

1.1.1
TRICHLORO

ETHANE

160

30

440J

80

69O

46J

16

N01

KOI

46

22

TRICHLORO
RHINE

140

87

N06OO

ND60

630

66

N06 '

NDI

N01

36

20

1.1
DicttORo
ETHANE

NOIOO

KD6

ND600

ND50

N0260

ND50

KOB

O.&J

NOI

KOIO

2

1.1
OIC WORO

ETHENE

NOIOO

HOt,

N0600

N06O

N0260

NO60

ND6

NOI

NOI

ND10

2

1.2
DicHioflo
ETHENE

NOIOO

HD6

ND500

N060

N0260

ND60

ND6

NOI

NOI

ND10

0.6J

FREON

113

N060

45BJ

1600BJ

IOOBJ

6000BJ

N026

36JR

N00.6

3BH

3OBR

MOO 6

BENZENE

ND60

NOS

N0600

N060

ND260

ND60

NO6

NDI

NOI

NDIO

NOI

XVLENE

N060

NOS,

N0500

N060

ND2&0

N060

KDb

NOI

NOI

NDIO

NOI

TOLUENE

NDI 00

HOS

ND600

N060

N0260

N060

ND&

NDI

NDI

NDIO

NDI

ETHYL

BENZENE

NOIOO

ND6

ND500

N060

ND26O

ND60

N06

NDI

NDI

NDIO

NDI

ACETONE

ND200J

i4en

1000BH

ND100

ND6OO

NOIOO

NDIO

6B

3BR

ND20

10B

METHVLENE
CHLORIDE

608J

U

260J

6SBJ

300OJ

»OBR

6BR

NOI

NOI

1BBR

NDI

TOTAL OF
DETECTED
COMPOUNDS

2700

J81

734O

66O'

13220

1302

84

6.6

0

376

61.6

TOO



TABS

ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE
SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK

FOR 1990

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE OHOANlC COMPOUNDS

lot MONITOR WELLS

PARAMETERS

TERTRA 1,1,1 I.I 1.1 1.2
CHLORO TRICHLORO TRICHLORO DICKLORO DICHLORO OICHLORO
ETHLENE ETIIANE ETHENE ETHANE ETHENE EIHENE

FREON EIHVl

BENZENE

METHVLENE TOTAL OF

CHLORIDE DETECTED
COMPOUNDS

WELL SAMPLE

NUMBER DCPIII If II DATE "RCPORIEO VALUES'

MW-42A

MW42B

MW-42C

MW-43A

MW43B

27

67

67

08

M

74

02707790

02/O7790

0270770O

02/07/90

0270879O

02/08/90

lie

120

121

123

126

126

42

NDI

2BR

1BR

41

70

34

O.OJ

0.8J

NOI

J2

27

38

NDI

NDI

NDI

8

16

3

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

ND6

3

NDI

NDI

NDI

1

ND5

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NOS

3BJ

3BJ

ND.6J

NO.&J

ND.6J

ND.6J

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

ND6

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

ND6

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

ND6

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

N06

ND2

6R

6BR

3BH

ND2

16BR

1BH

1BR

2BR

NDI

NDI

27BR

121

o.e
o.o

0

82

"2

MW-43C 107 02/08/00 127

TOO



TABLE 1-A
ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE

SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK
FOR 1991

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

for MONITOR WELLS

/O
O
21

O
O

0)
O
Cn

PARAMETERS

WEIL

MW20B

MW42A

MW-42B

MW-42C

MW-43A

MW-44B

MW-44C

MW-46A

MW-4&B

MW46A

MW-48B

MW-47A

MW47B

MW-4BA

MW-48B

MW-40A

MW-49B

SAMPLE

48

48

27

J7

67

06

28

28

48

48

48

48

71

71

28

28

61

61

14

14

43

43

14

14

14

38
38

38

36

35

69

69

23

2]

60

68

11/06/81

07/29/91

08/01191

08/01/91

08/01/81

06/01/91

06/06/91

08/06/91

ttro&iat
1 1/06/81

08/01/91

08(oi(ai

11/D6/91

OB/01/81

11/04/91

07/31/91

11/04/91

07/31191

11/06191

07/3O/01

11/06/91

07/3O/91

11104/81

11(04/91

07/30/91

11/14/91

07/30191
07/30/91

11(04/91

O8/02/0I

11/04/81

08102/91

11107(91

07(30/01

11(07/9)

07/30/91

Bl

312

231

268

268

268

260

289

268

292

292

266

266

293

267

282

249

281

260

289

236

290

237

288

286

238

285

240

239

284

283

283

284

320

241

321

242

TERTRA

CHLORO

nilLENE

0.8J

0.8J

340

26

0.67

ND1

60

14O

JSOOO

4800E
930R

17000

2

16

8

47

24

7

6

16

ND1

ND1

21

220

14

3

03J

0.3J

NDI .

NOI

N01

NDI

2
3

47O

370

1.1.1
TR1CHLORO

ETHANE

NOI

NDU

290

32J

NOI

NOI

7

17

N012O

NOIOO
41R

NDI2O

NDI

NDI

NOt

1J

0.2.1

NDI

9

7J

NDI

NDI '

88

740

46

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

2
4

300

.330

TR1CHLORO
Ei HIM:

NDI

NDI

600
67R

0.6J

0.6J

6

13

32DJ
67J

48R

28

NDI
04J

NDI

NO6

03J

NDI

18
7

NDI

NOI

140

1600

75

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

03J

03.1

1

3

160

170

1.1
DICHIORO

ETIIANE

NOI

NOI

60

6

NOI

NOI

ND2

N06

ND120

ND100

0.7J

ND120

NOt

NOI

NDI

ND5

NDI

NDI

02J

02J

NOI

NOI

OBJ

ND6

0.6J

NDI

NOI
NDI

NDI

NUI

NDI

NI>1

NOI

0.4J

28

27

t.l
DtCHLORO

ETIIENE

NOI

NDI

. 1DJ

NDI

NDI

0.6J

ND6

N0120
20J

2
NOI 2O

NDI

NDI

NDI

ND6

02J

NDI

02J

NO!

NDI

NDI

0.4J

1OJ

• N02

NDI

NDI

NDI

02.1

NDI

02J

NI>1

NDI

0.4J *

74

62

1.2

DICHIORO

ETHENE

NOt

NDI

1DJ

2

NDI

NDI

NDJ

ND5

NO 120
NDI DO

04J

N0120

NOI

NOI

NOI

NO6

NDI

NOI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

4

4DJ

2

NDI

NDI

NDt

NDI

NDI

02J

NDI

NDI

NOI

20
26

FREON

113

NOI

NDI

ND2

NDI

NDI

NDI

2
4J

N0120
NOIOO

ND2

ND120

1.6J

NDI

NDI

2

NDI

0.6J

NO)

NOI

2J

NDI

NOI

ND&

N02

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

ND1

NDI

NDI

ND2!>

NO 10

BENZENE

NOI

NDI

ND2
N01J

NDU

NDU

NDI

NDI

NOI 2O

ND10O

NDU

NDI 2O

NDI

NDU

NDI

N06

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDU

NDI

NDI

NOI

ND5

ND2J

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

ND1

NDI

NDU

ND?6
NDIOJ

XYLENE

NOI

NDJ

ND2
NDU

NDU

NDU

NDI

NOI

NO 120

NDIOO'

NDU

NOI 2O

NDI

NDU

NOI

IJY

NDI

NDI

NOIR

NOU

NDIR

NDI

NDI

ND5

N02J

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDU

N026

NDIOJ

TOIUENE

NOI

NDJ

ND2
NDU

NDU

NOU

NDI

NOI

ND120

NOIOO

NDU

NDI 20

NDI

NDU

NDt

N06

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOU

NDt

NDI

NOI

ND6
N02J

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDU

ND25

NDIOJ

ETHYL

BEN2ENE

NOI

NDU

N02

NDU

NDU

NDU

NOI

NOI

NOI 2O

NOIOO

NOU
NDI 20

NOI
NOU

NDI

ND6

NDI

NOI

NDt

NOU

NDI

NDI

NDI

ND6

N02J

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDt

NDI

NDU

ND25

NDtOJ

ACETONE

1406

ND2

40

1BJR

0.7BJR

O.8BJR

ND2

N02

N0260

ND200

ND2

ND260

4R

N02

120R

ND10R

sen
NOI

20R

ND2

14R

ND23

40011

260R

ND4

170«

ND2

ND2

220R

ND2

39R

NO2

72R

NOI

ND60

ND20

METHYLENE

CHLORIDE

0.4BJ

NDI

0.4BJD
NDI

NDI

NDt

0.6J

2BJ

NOI 20

J2BJ

NDI
NOt 20

0.3BJ

NOI

0.4BJ

4BJ

0.6BJ

0.3BJ

0.4BJ

NOI

0.4BJ

NDI

04BJ

3BJD

NO 2

04BJ

NDI

NDt

0.8BJ

O.4BJ

0.4BJ

O.4BJ

0.4UJ

NO

88J
NOIO

TOTAL OF

DETECTED

COMPOUNDS

141.2

09

126.3

71

1.1

0.8

76

198

3632

4689

6.4

1766.8

6.8

16.8

8.7

67

26.6

6.2

34.1

30.6

2.6

0

262.2

264.0

138.3

4 1

06

06

08

o.a

1.6

1.1

6.4

17.8

1064

904



1NTOSTIROWE INDUSTRIES SITE
SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK

FOR 1991

PARAMETERS

WELL SAMPLE

N06

N 18

N24

N27

N-26

N32

N33

N3B

N37

N39

n
22

73

23

24

24
24

24

24

23
23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

32

26

33

33

08/05191
00/06/91

11/07/91
1 1/07/91

n /oerai
07/29/91 •
07/29/91
07/29/91
07/29/91

11/06/91
11/06/91

11/06/91
07/29/91
07/29/91
07/29/91
07/29/91

1 1/06/91
07/29/91
07/29/91
07/29/91

07/29/91

11/08/91

07129191

11/06/91
11/05/91

07/29/91

08/05/91

01/31/91

08/02/91
08/02/91

Rl

272

272

323

324

314

232T
232T
232N
232N

308

307

307

• 229T
229T
229H

229N

311

' 230N
2301

230N
230T

313

233

294

294

227

274

251

265

286

TERTRA
CHLORO

ETMLENE

1.1.1
TRICKLORO

ETHANE

TRICKLORO

ETHENE

1.1
DICKtORO
17HANE

for MONITOR WELLS

1.1 1.2 FREON
DICMLORO DICHIORO 1 13
EIHL'NE ETHENE

BEN2ENE XVLENE TOLUENE
ETHYL
BEN2ENE ACETONE

METHYLENE
CHLORIDE

TOTAL OF
DETECTED
COMPOUNDS

200O
16OC

NO6
NO*

1200

69R

1100H
260OO
toon

8000

6200

42000
1200JR

76R

22OOO
1100R

66OO
64OR
19OOR

2400O
79R

390

290

47D

48

6

NDI

O.2J

800H

120OO

270

22

3

3

ND60

45J

n
62LU
46H

210J
ND2600
ND260

140J

83R

620J
IIOR

100J

69R

NO100

800J
46J

ND25

16

60

6

0.9J

KOI

NDI

49E
NO100

240

21 .

2

1

30J

62R

47J

72DJ
67D

62J

ND2500
ND260

ND100
36J

26DJ
41R

TtlJ

49R
NDI 00

530J
38J

14J

18

N02

0.2J

NDI

NDI

NDI

41E
300

ND5

O.BJ

04J

04J

ND5O

6.9J

ND25
NDI 20

6

N0250
ND26OO

N0260

ND100
1.2J

N0120
1

ND25O
0.9J

ND100

N0120
N01

ND26

ND10

ND2

NO1

N01

2

NDI

2

N0100

3DJ

3 '

06J
O.6J

ND50

3.6J

ND26
NDI 20

4

ND260
ND2500
ND250
NDIOO

NDI
ND120
06J

N0250

3
NDIOO

NDI 20

1.7J

7BJ

3J

ND2

0.2J

NDI

NO!

NDI

3
NDIOO

ND5

O.8J

NDI

NDI

760

NDI
ND26

560O
270R

ND250
N02600
ND2SO

NDIOO

NDI
NDI 20

NDI

ND260

94

NDIOO

92DJ
NDI

15J

37

ND2

NDI

NDI

NO]

NDI

1
NO 100

NDI

3

N01

NDI

ND50

NDI

ND26
MO 120

NDI

ND26O
ND7&OO
ND260

NDIOO
ND1J

NO 120

NDI

ND260

NDI
NDIOO
NOI2O

NDI

ND25

NDIO

ND2

1.9

N01

NDI

1

o.aj
NDIOO

NDI

N01

NU1

NDI

ND50

ND1J
ND25J
NDI 2O

ND1J

ND260
ND2500
NO260

ND100J
ND1J

ND12O

NDI

N0260

ND1
NO 1 OOJ

NDI 2O

NDIJ

ND25

NDIOJ

ND2

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDIOO

N01

NDI .

NDI

NDI

ND50

NDIJ
N026J
N012O
06JY

ND25O
N02500
ND250

NO 1 OOJ

N01J

ND12O
2V

ND250
NDI

ND100J

ND12O
NDIJ

NO 26

ND10J

N02

N01

N01

NDI

0.3JV

N01

NDIOO

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

ND50

NDIJ
ND25J
NDI 20

NDIJ

NO 250
ND5000

ND250
ND100J

NOIJ

HD120 '
N01

NO260
NDI

N0100J
NO 120

NDIJ

N026

N010J

N02

NDI

NDI

N01

NDI

NDI
NO 100

NDI

NDI

NDt

NDI

ND5O

NDIJ

ND25J
NOI20
NOIJ

ND25O
ND25OO

ND250

ND10OJ
NOIJ

NO 120

N01

N0260
NDI

NDI OOJ

NO120
N01J

N026

NDIOJ

ND2
NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDIOO

N02

N02

76R
eon

2700R

ND1R

ND26R
ND260

ND2

ND600
ND2500
ND6OO

NO1OOR
ND1R

ND260
ND2

NO600

ND2

ND10OR
H026O

NDIfl

ND50

ND20

8D
I6R

ND2

NDI

ND2R

ND2

ND2OO

NDI

NDI

06BJ

0.6BJ

ND50

NDI

ND25
ND120

NDI

&e a;
6408J
ND250

NOIOO

NDI
NO 120

NOI

1706J

NOI
NDIOO

NDI 20

NOI

6BJ

NDIO

IBDJ
0.3BJ

NOI

NOI

NOI

0.4BJ
NOIOO

254

2104

8.8

6.4

1480

54.6

47

3284
9.5

6330
6140

4200

140

37.2

2278
3.6

6948

4.3

0

2806
83.7

432

362

70

68.6

6.9

6

1.5

97

12OO

9oe< TOO



TABLE 1-A
ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE

SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK
FOR ISO!

SUMMARY OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

lot MONITOR WELLS

PARAMETERS

TERIRA

CHLORO

ETIILENE

1.1.1
TRICHIORO

ETHANE

TRICHIORO

ETHENE

1.1
DICHLORO

EFIIANE

1.1
OICItLORO

ETMENE

DICHLORO

ETHENE

FREON

113
ETHYL

BENZENE

METHVLENE TOTAL OF

CHLORIDE DETECTED

COMPOUNDS

WELL

MW49C

MW-SOA

MW6OB

MW-SOC

MW-61A

MW.S2A

SAMPLE

99

99

29

29

29

69

69

B8

88

28

28

2B

29

29

11/07/91

07/30/91

11/07/91

07/31/91

07/31/91

11/07/91

07(31/91

11/07/91

07/31/91

11(06/91

10(23/91
10/23191

11/08(91
10/23/91

Rt

322

• 243

317

248

248

318

248

319
248

3O9

278

278

310

177

29

28

NDI

NOI

0.9J

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

140

3100

38

69

11

IS

NOI

NDt

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

a
23

16OJ

3

2J

7

8

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI .

NDI

U
4J

N02S

O.BJ

NOS

OBJ

09J

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

2J
4J

NOIS

NDI

NOS

IB

2

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDS

NO 10
SBOJ

1BJ

NDS

NOI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

NDI

NDS
NDIO

N026

NDI

NDS

NDI

NDI

NDI

NDI

NOI

NDI

OSJ

NDI

O.SJ

NDS
NDIO

N026

NDI

NDS
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TABLE 1-B
SUMMARY OF METALS

FOR
HOMEOWNER & MONITOR

HELLS
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TABLE 1-B
SUMMARY OF METALS

FOR
HOMEOWNER & MONITOR

WELLS
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TABLE 1-B
SUMMARY OP METALS

FOR
HOMEOWNER & MONITOR

HELLS
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TABLE 1-B
SUMMARY OF METALS

FOR
HOMEOWNER & MONITOR

WELLS
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OS C3 C3TC3*

01 C3 t»C3«

oj co lacr

ou at n.it

S9 19.13 JT»I

OJ OIJ tWj

a

a

ota

c«o

a

a

a

caa 11010 or tain arxsna.
MX camnsat icig IAMUIHJ ID co/i (mi
o o UKPUIS tana Plan ultimo CD cmain
j = ojrirara mua
Q a CBX&nnzAf «D UJtUtlJ

o ° ASM.rra ieu> rau=> in imracittto oca
arcii o moioami/ii. tau uana

oicnco KTIHJ)

IP TIB on a? aitaA.TO AQQ irtro pa
A oican lura AT rq WKJ UETU UUATIID,
ran rea mcca at 10 A acticAra i

i r<n auuirr i

a o cuunu or naiaam
o o «AUQ orrctzaica m ia OTOD o tnc=3 cbina
a o oira tiKTia uzcownf car unto conn man
« * eu?iicAra ocAtniia co? nnio uuiuu. icaro
ca o acCTin CXIUM ouncita unit <ac=a 10
u o aesta on Aeainca uui.-sm an n — Jtj

TOO
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TABLE 2.

BMISCO OOAOS, ICC.
aam loastnies SITE
t&S CAOCC3, OH TXBBt

SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL WELL SAMPLING

1,1.1 1,1 1.1 1.2 KHHTIECE
ctu.030 Ta i cm. 020 10100.000 B 1011030 DICHKQO 01011.020 Aaicca aaoatM

erofta . rraa CTDACZ urtaa ETSCE

TOTAL of
omens

01 12/06/89- .
12/06/69
12/06/69
06/08/83

02 12/06/89
12/10/84

. 01/04/84

04 12/10/84
05/14/84

OS 12/10/84
OS/14/84

06 12/06/89
12/10/84
04/09/84

07 12/06/69
12/10/84
04/09/64

03 12/10/84
04/18/&

09 12/07/69
04/18/E4

PI

93
94
93
0

0
0
0

0
0

0
0

96
0
0

98
0

0

0
6

102
0

023
310
320
20

30
<10

4

aio
02

39
57

510
1800
1100

560
68
46

33
42

01
(32

13)23 (3)23 13)25 13)25 £023
£40
620
760

21
SO

190

203
ISO

110
170

160
2600
2300

IS
72
n

37 .
C3

01

CM

320
300
470

24
36

170

94
48

33
. 59

ISO
910
040

11
21
17

19

E31
02

S3
G4
BA

0.9J

<10
UA

14
BA

ISA

28
130
300

as
CD 10

02

BD10

02

01

43
41
DA

3
<10
BA

16
BA

11

BA

20J

330
310

as
<10

4

7

ai
02

o»
023
O4

ai
<10
O4

aio
04

010
BA

023
92

100

as
010
02

CS10 .
02

01
02

aso
aso
aso

BA

02
DA
DA

BA
BA

DA

BA

aso
DA
BA

010
CA
OA

OA

efl

02
CA

780
6SQD

163JQ
HA

0.69JB
" HA

DA

OA
BA

DA
DA

720B
BA

02

1400

DA
02

UA

02

son
. 02

e
1601

1363

1270

51.9

101
364

327
190

193
286

BBS
5862
38SO

62
161
133

72
1S6

0
e

LKCCKTTK, BRASIIF.ARS & GRAHAM, INC.
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TABLE 2.

" • QAOISCO E&AQDS

aesa JOUSTBIES
ESS BA2C03, SH

PAflARSICDS

-.10

12

13

14

17

21

22

23

24

23

»

3d

44

i a EJTIHATE8 VAllS
0 a AHAITTE IMS FOIE9

ICC.
SUE
tons

SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL WELL SAMPLING

1 TEIBA 1,1.1 . 1.1 1,1
CHIOSO rniccioso rnicntno § ion 020 eicnutto
araa aiocca eiaa HICACI gran

fli

07/31/91 252
12/07/69
05/24/64

12/10/84
12/10/84
04/18/84
04/18/64

05/08/84

12/10/84
12/10/84
12/10/84
07/16/84
04/09/84

05/08/84
01/04/84

12/10/84
04/09/84

12/10/84
04/09/84

12/10/84

12/06/89
12/10/84
12/10/84
04/18/84

12/06/89

02/09/90
05/01/84

01/04/14

02/09/98

TOTS 10 USA

104
0

0
.0
0
8

0

0
0
0
0
0

8
0

0
0

0
8

8

99
<3
8
8

101

134
8

8

133

C3>1

0.93JB
O2

37
60
61

02

2

SO
41
43
31
44

(32
4

<10
3

69
SS

010

193
420
410
63

. 28 -

ail
02

010

01

01
0.7J
02

76
, tsz

1S3

&

6

61
BS
60
S3

110

5
02

128
170

483
in

tie

3
220
198
42

1

EDI
02

0

01

01
9.OS
92

10
26
B

O2

02

16
20
17
20
23

02
Eft

84
78

403
148

1319

2
97
93
IS

1

at
m*

6

01

Cfl o 8AS7U

01
01
02

O10
010

4
£92

02

010
K910
1910
02

4

02
BA

<10
27

U
16

1318

C.&)
<10
«ie
02

ran

0)1
B2

G819

O1

j cnou m

or
01
02

10
<10
to

£33

O2

•no
to

«10
3

13

eoz
BA

<10
. 6

w
10

csie

csi
12
It

02

£31

ai
92

010

E91

rncTKBiin

1.2

01
01
02

010
010
02
C32

02

O10
O10
010
02
02

02
O4

010
132

418

4

010

01
O18
1319
138

01

01
02

taie

01

CETBTLEta
a3Tor: cw.«ioa

2
02

DA

HA
QA
GA
DA

CA

OA
OA
CA
DA

.DA

BA
CA

QA
CA

CA
GA

GA

02
Ofl
Q&
oa

02

6SQ
ua

*»
633

BCJTBC7IQ3

' 0.<OJ
400
02

HA
HA

02
02

02

BA
BA
OA

02
O2

13)2

BA

HA
02

EA
02

BA

488
OA
QA

02

388

01
oa

"*
£91

IIHIT)

TOTAL 07
PCTECTE9
CK7QU30

2.4
1.3

8

141
219
303

6

0

127
156
128
139
194

3
4

212
284

976
476

S

24.6
122
765
749

6

8
0

14

e

< COT AOALTZEB
IB TKI ASSOCIATES BLABS . •

B o BEJECTED OT VALIOATCB COTEl IF 1rto SITS «c B£SU.re A!7E 8WK3 FOa
8 o VALUE KTEOmtSD Or t« t3Ttta Of STAdMSB TI30 Tt3 StaCD SET IS A OUTtlCATE

PROVIDED red CUALIIT

O
O
'

r\)
LECGETTE. BRASHEARS & GRAHAM, INC. ^

CO



TABLE 3.

HMISCO MAMS. INC.

tOUt INDUSTRIES SITC

SM RAR80R, NEW TOM

SUMMARY OF LIGONEE

PARAMETERS

SAMPLE LOCATION

WT1

WI2

wars

IMT4

«MT3

11/05/91

07/24/91

11/28/89

11/05/91

07/24/91

11/28/89

11/28/89

11/05/91

07/24/91

11/28/89

11/05/91

07/24/91

11/28/89

11/05/91

07/24/91

11/28/89

Rl

303

215

87

301

216

7»

eo

299

217

81

297

218

83

295

Z19

74

TETRA

CNLORO

ETRYLENE

1.1.1

TRICNLOM

ETHANE

TIICNLORO

(THEM

1.1
DICNtOM

ETHANE

BROOK/SAG HARBOR

1.1
OICHLORO

ETHEW

1.2
OICKLOM

ETHEMI

COVE SURFACE WATER SAMPLING

FREOR

113 •ENZENE KYIENE TOLUENE

ETHYL

BENZENE ACETONE

NETNYLEN8

CRtOIIDf

. r •-.

TOTAL Of

•ETEara
COMPOUMS

Ml

'Ml

Ml

HJ1

0.3J8

0.3 JO

12
13
3J

4
3

4J

1
2

18

0.7J

Ml

Ml

Ml

»1

Ml

tat

21

30

»J

3
4

13J

1
3

4J

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

NB1

Ml

(91

14

IB

7J

2

3

«J

0.8J
2

2J

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

»1
Ml

(91

4
«

ZJ

0.3J
0.9J

ZJ

O.ZJ
Ml

0.4J

O.Z8J Ml Ml

Ml

Ml

O.ZJ
M1

Ml

M1

4

4

ZJ

0.68J

1

ZJ

0.4J
Ml

0.5J

Ml

Ml

Ml

M1

Ml

Ml

A

8
Ml

0.3J
1

ND1

O.ZJ
Ml

Ml

Ml

28

Ml

Ml

108

88

Ml

Ml

2R

O.SJ
O.ZJ

38

Ml

Ml

28

4

1

Ml

O.BJ

O.ZJ

Ml

Ml

O.ZJ

Ml

Ml

O.ZJ

Ml

Ml

Ml

M1J

Ml

0.7J

Ml

Ml'

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

M1J

M1

/ Ml

Ml

MI-

MI

Ml

0.3J8

0.2J8

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

0.2J8

Ml

M1J

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

Ml

O.ZJ8

Ml

M1J

Ml

MZR

MB

M2

M2

M2

M2

M2

M2

M2

M2

38

M2

M2

88

M2

MZ

8.48J

Ml

288

0.2BJ

Ml

Ml

Ml

0.38J

Ml

288

0.4BJ

Ml

388

0.3BJ

Ml

ZSR

B.7
11.4

0 .

1.2

8.2

0

0

41. 5
122
29

11.4
17.4

27

11.9
7

4.9

AIL UMER OMaNTMTIONS ItPOtIKO IN UO/l

Ml SCDINMT COMZNTIUTiaNS MN81EO IN UO/KO

J • ISTIM1O VAtOi

8 • AMALYTC IMS fOUM IN tNE ASSOCIATED IIANK

R • REJECTED BT VALIOATCR

NM • SMVtl MUM DETECTION UNIT (MJHM* IS DETECTION LIMIT)

NOTE! ir na SETS or RESULTS ME SMMH ro*
A SINGLE DATE AT TNE SAME SAMPLE LOCATION,

THEN THE SEOMD SET IS * DUPLICATE SAMPLE

PROVIDED ro* QUALITY ASSURANCE

LEGGETTE, DRASIIEARS & GRAHAM, INC.

vi .e3- .-coo



LE4-A.

MAStSCO HANDS, INC.
WUt INMK1IIES tilt
SAC NMWM, NEU TOM

SUMMARY OF DRYWELL WASH & SEDIMENT SAMPLING RESULTS

MtANETEM

ORTtCU
AW OESOUrllON

IltiA 1.1.1 1.1 1.1 1,2 FUON
CNIMO TRICHLOtO TIICMLOM DICHlOftO OICIUOW OICNLMO 111

ITHTLENC EIMAME ETKENE ETMAHf 11*1*1 ETNEME

8ENZENC

ETHYL

XTLINC TOLUCIt 8ENZENt

NETHTLEM TOTAL Of
ACETONE CNL0810* OEHCIEO

OMPOMC

UMPLING
I»I£«VAL DATI

• I
IAHPU ID HUM8TEO VAULE««"

AILOfl

CSLOG

OSL06

2.
2.
0.
0.
0.

2.
0.

4.
2.
2.
0.
0.
0.
I

04/05/91

06/05/91
11/27/89
11/27/89

11/27/89

06/05/91
11/27/89

06/05/91

07/09/91
07/09/91
07/09/91
07/09/91
11/27/89

07/18/84

16SA
164
68
68
69

16S
72

161
19SN
195T -
194N
194T
70
0

MM
NM

210J
1BOJ
170J

1100
6900J.

W28
160

WHO
9100

1700J
. W660

7

MM
W6

150J
7U

100J

W28
WUOO

W28
100

WHO
5100

5400J
NO 460

1

MM
MM

250J
110J
170J

W28
W1100

W28
820

WHO
27000
1100J

. NM60

10

NM
MM
6J
2J
SJ

W28
W1SOO

W28
W28

WHO
2tOO
2200

BO 660

NA

W2
W6
N07
W7
W7

W28
W1100

W28
W28

NDHO
W910

W110J
W640

MA

MM
W6
W7
W7
W7

W28
W1100

W28
17J

WHO
28000
21000
ND460
W16

MM
W6
48R

220JI
488

W28
7908 Jl

W28
W28

WHO
ND910

WHOJ

490BJR
N04

W6
NM
W7
W7
W7

W28
W1JOO

W28
W28

WHO
W910

NOHOJ
N0440

11016

MM
MM
W7
W7
W7

W28
W1UO

7J
89

WHO
20000

20000 J
1900

18

KM
MM
4JI

ISM
2J*

W28
W1100

W28
10

WHO
7000

8900.1

710
11

W6
W6
W7
»7
W7

W28
W1UO

W28 .
20J

WHO
2100

WHOJ
HOJ
W10

Wit
W12
198*
98 Jl
248*

N056
N02600

W56
W56

W610
19000
2700J

WUOO

NA

MM
MM
881

148*
98*

W28
W1MO

W28
W28

WHO
W910

WHOJ
990M

NA

0
0

616
SOI
441

1100
6900

r
1216

0
120470
68050

4920

St

DUASU 08/22/09 MD1 ND1 W1 MD1 4.2BJD W1 KOI »1 HOI •2 2M

EIL06

EUASN

mOG

mot

FVAtM

2.0
O.i

•

2.0
2.
2.
0.
0.
0.

I

06/05/91

11/27/89

08/22/89

07/09/91
07/09/91

06/05/91
07/09/91

07/09/91

11/27/89

87/18/84

00/22/89

167
71

I

197M
197T
168
196M
196T
71

t

I

NM
ND400

.Wt

W6
WHO
WHO

WUOO
NOHOJ
N0890

W2

Wt

W6
W400

W1

W6
WHO
W120

WUOO
WHOJ

WB90

W2

Wl

W6
W400

Wl

W6
WHO
N0120

WUOO
NDJ10J

NDB90

MM

Wt

NM
W400

Wt

W6
WHO
N0120

WUOO

NOHOJ

NOB90

NA

Wl

W6
W400

Wl

W6
WHO
W120

WUOO
WHOJ

WB90

MA

Wt

NM NM
W(00 28*

Wl 24IJI

W6 NM
WHO WHO
W120 2100

WUOO 210000
NDHOJ 240001

WB90 160iJ*

W16

NO! 91

NM
W400

Wl

W6
WHO
W120

WUOO

NDHOJ
N0690

28 W10

Ut Wt

NM NM
N0400 2MJ

Wl Wl

NM NM
WHO WHO
W120 620

2900 27000
1500J 100001

WB90 11000J

M810

•t

NM
ND400

Wl

W6
WHO
W120

WUOO
2100J
WB90

41 WtO

Wl Wl

W11
140081

W2

W11
NM10
W650

W2BOO
MOJ

41008*

NM
3608JR

18*

NM
WHO
W12Q
4«OJ

WHOJ
6B08JR

M

W2

0
230

0

0
0

2720
260140

4640
11000

MA n

OH •

Ml IMS* CONCtNTIUTIOM tfMMTEB IN U8A

AU KBIMNT OMC(NIIAflOn MraifE* II U8/U (fft)

J • SITINAT8* VMM

• • MMitn wt row 1* TNI Anocura IUUK
• • MJCCTf* M VM.IMT08)

•* • tttni BOT Awann $1£,Z TOO

81 IAMPII IB

M- SAMH.B AMMTICft 8T

MIT-CAHMtOOl

!• UMHI AMLTICO IT

nCNNICM TtlTIW

NOIEl If TWO SCT8 Of MIM.T8 AM tMOW KM

A tIMGU OATf AT IHt 8AM SAMHI LOCATION,

TMN INf 8IOOMD WT 18 A OUHIUTI 8ANPU

ttm auMiTt AIMUM
L • cotucroi mm



TABLE 4-B.

HA8ISCO BRANDS. INC.
ROUE INDUSTRIES SITE
SAG HARBOR. NEW YORK

SUMMARY OF LIGONEE BROOK/SAG HARBOR COVE & POND SEDIMENT SAMPLING

PAO/WHEttS

•AKPLC LOCATIOU

8SD1 11/03/91
11/03/91
07/24/91
11/28/89

SE02

8ED3

8ED4

CSS)!

mss

F2OS

? ra> HITS <w
OSCdO BATS

11/03/91
07/24/91
11/28/89
41/28/89

11/03/91
07/24/91
11/28/89
11/28/89

11/03/91
07/24/91
11/28/89

11/28/M

11/28/ff

tl/MW

11/28/W

At
IKAMfrt 0 m

304
304
220
88

302
221
81
82

300
• 222

86
86

298
223
84

73 .
76

78

rr

B8SULT8 Atffi Strata PffiB

nj id tum awis IOCATIII

TETOA 1,1.1

CMLOHO laiCHLom
ITNTUHE ETMAHE

MM
BM

MM
MOS
HD7
B08

*J
NO*
MM
2J

KM

007
340J

KBF
er .

mm

ES3

(07
(3)7
MM
MM

KM
MA
H07

U08

4,J

KM
U06
MM

M06
M07

S2J

ear
(37

023

CM

1.1 1.1 1.2
TUlCHLOaO DICNLOtO OICHL08O DICNLOaO

ETMENE ETHANE ETHENE ETMEHE

OF (37
(3)7 (37
KM - t£M
(3)6 EM

EM
KDS

M>7
0)8

2J
BD6

2J
SJ

(106
t)D7
30J

C9F

@F

(320

06

fill anO20?QflV!03B QSPJEHEB ID

* o o naauiu VSMJ rouo IB ica ai

DM
K&S

MD7

eoa

ta>6
SJ
4J

KM

K06

HOT
KDQ

or
07

020

00

UB/KS (PPQ)

SSOtl&IEB DUU9

Of (JD7
tar tso7
BD6 . W>&

N06 6^4

1DJ
M)5

U07
CDS

u
KM

9J
9J

H06
aor
BBS

EJF

E3F

020

ESO

ta>6
tffli
M>7
(-D8

B06
7

gj

W

ND6
ND7

N08

E9F

OF

E320

ISO

FREOH ETHYL RETMYlEtU!
113 QENZENE KYIEUE TOUCH! OEHZEMZ AKIQ3JJ CHlOttlDE

no?
07
(3)6

38JH

KM
ta>5

4BJffl
JBQ

KD6
ta>6

2(1
30JH

006
KD7

BOJQ

ca
<a

40Q

sea

(3)7 CT7
(3)7 O7
BM O)6
(3)6 KD6

MM KM
DOS BBS
((07 N07
K08 Ofl

0)6 DM
N06 W06
HM K06
(96 1106

006 006
ND7 ND7
WD8 DOS

QF E3F •

OF OF

C320 020

C30 00

SJ

0)6
JQJQ

O6
10)3
6J8
SJQ

KM

DM
2BJQ
40JB

(96
HD7

60JQ

'* 9@«
wa

020

G3S

B>7
KM
KM

SJ
BOS
807
tarn

(U>6
H06
B06
BM

KD6
(IDF
BOB

E3F

G37

020

SJ

S3
14

Oil
Oil

BD12

H010
47BJO
690JQ .

(3)12
H013
006

7DJQ

41
O13
017

<5SE3

14®

. sra^a

sica

2J
OS

20J'

BOS
looa
1200

2BJ
ta>6

SBJB
Tea

20J
CDF

12QQ

B7

GOd

ST3

soa

TOTAL 0?
DETECTED
OMPOKDIt

62
IF
0
0

A '
0
0
e

13
10
23
24

43
0

402

0

0

0

. 8

RC3) o SA^TIQ TC3HQ ?CKd E2CMTD BC3C3 IP PQu9

FtB32 » BAKTtQ TflOTD PBtR CCU1D SO 07 ME3)van Tea osoco SST «s A BUTUCQIQ ofi55>ie
f(n omsin? wnun

a o cjjictao era
ao a?

ac^tizo oaiaciuB in TO? 6 ictao c?

9TC3 "COO



TABLE 8.

tWO I SCO DRAO8. INC..
fioai INDUSTRIES CITE
SA6 HAD003, HEU VC3K

SUMMARY OF SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS

PARAMETERS

003 IMG SAKH.E 01
OCfflEQ DEPTH (Pt) SATE 8AK?LB 10

DECS 01.0 03/17/91 143
0 • '

801 \
0 *

S02

S03

S04

803

S06

£09

S10

S11

S12

613

00.3
00.3

00.3

00.3

00.3

00.3

• Cti.S
00.3

00.9

00.3

00.3

00.3

00.3

07/23/91
97/8S/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91
07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

07/23/91

202
202

203

204

203

20ft

207
200

210

211

212

213

214

TETDA 1,1.1
CHLC30 TQICHLQ20

ETHTLEHE ^ ETHAOE

ooooaoaoooooaooaooaaoDOi

164 (IDA

O64
064

CDS

EOS

OS

C064

W*
03

« .

054

osj

06

O6J

006

o5

03

os

(9064

BD6
HOS

ESOS

OS4

H054

006

. 0064

1.1 1.1
TRiCHLcao oicHLoao oicmoao

"ETMEHE ETHANE ETKHE

O6 06

064 O6
BD64 O6

OS OS „

OS OS

OS HOS

O64 O64

KD6 K06
OS OS

09 0)3

O54 OS

OSJ C05J

O6 O6

O64 O64

06
06

OS

OS

OS

K064

ED6
OS

133

03

OS4

06

064

1.2 FQECB ETMTL NETHYLENE
DICHLOCiO 113 DEHZENE KTLEttE TOLUZHE OEHZEHE ACETONE CHLOaiOE

EIHEME

3 TED VALUJSoooaoooaooooooaooaaooQooooooooiiooooDBOQooaaooooaaoDQaooooooooaooooooooDOi

O6 . O6 06 O64 O64 O64 O11Q O6

06

03

OS

OS

O64

H06
os

as'

03

osj

06

O64

06

as

os

OS

B06

O6
OS

as

as

as

06

O6

06
064

OS

OS

05

O64

U>6
OS

03

aS4

£034

06

O64

064
H064

OS .

03

as

064

06
os

09

C30S4

034

06

BD64

94

24

24

03

44

06
03

W

034

24

06

064

064
O64

as

OS

os

064

06
OS

as

a>34

O34

••°*
O64

Oil
on

on

Oil

010

B0124

0114
O114

0,104

(3)11

0114

O12

0114

1JR
O6Q

OS

OS

03 '

44

06
HOS

1J

03

034

06

064

TOTAL 0?
DETECTED
COX70U3MS

3OOOCOOOOOO

16

6
S

3

7

2

0

0
0

S

e

2

0

0

OEPOITED in UC/KC (f>t>o)
SAMPLE 10 NUMBED 13 IS A DUPLICATE ANALTSIS Of BIWBEB 12
SAMPLE ID DUMBER 15 IS A CLAT PCWIICa FR(M THE SAMPLED
SAMPLE ID UUSBER 17 IS A DUPLICATE ANALYSIS 01 HLP4BER 16
A LABOSATOat REPLICATE AUALTSIS WAS PtdFCOMtO CM SAMPLE tCUSSEH 9

4 o ESTIMATED VALU2
0 o RE4ECTED OT VALIOAT03
S00 ° SAMPLE OELOU DETECTION LIMIT

(MUS8ER IS DETECTION LIMIT)
OSCS ° SAMPLE fnra STAINED SOIL Id OHIO STQ3ACE AREA

-TOO
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CD

. TABLE - 6

PARAMETER!

K» INC tAMPlE Rl
NUUER DEPTH (FT) DATE SAMPLE 10

01 02.0 .09/28/89 9
02.0 09/28/89 9
11.0 09/28/89 10

02

0}

04

OS

04

or

oa

09

10

13

15

16

4$

00.5

13.0

13.0

15.0

U.O
H.O
U.O
16.0

oa.o
22.0

04.0
12.0

04.0
12.0

00.0
02.0

00.0
02.0

06.0
19.0
27.0

M.O
12.0
24.0
42.0

12.0

02.0

02.0

04.0
24.0

09/28/89
09/28/89
09/28/89
09/28/89

09/28/89
09/28/89
09/28/89
09/28/89

09/29/89
09/29/89

09/29/89
09/29/89

09/30/89
09/30/89

09/30/89
09/30/89

09/30/89
09/30/89

05/16/91
05/16/91
05/16/91

05/17/91
05/17/91
05/17/91
05/20/91

05/21/91

06/04/91

06/05/91

05/22/91
05/22/91

11
12
IS
14

15
16
17
18

19
20

It
22

a
24

21
26

27
28

140
U1
U|

US
146
147
150

152

160

162

154
155

NABISCO BRANDS, INC.
RQjBBNDUSTRIES SITE Jfe| '

SAOWtBOR, NEW YORK HP"

SUMMARY OF SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING RESULTS »

TETRA
CHIORO

ETHTLENE

N06
N06
N05

100J

N06
M>6
HOS

NOS
NDS
NOS
NDS

NOS
NOS

9J
BOS

NDS
NDS

ND6
ND6

ND6
NOS

19000
17
3J

30000
67000

800
110

2100E

14

NOS

NDS
N030

1.1.1
TRICNLORO

ETHANE

Nt>6
6J

NOS

NDS
H06
N06
NOS

NOS
NOS
NOS
NOS

NOS
HOS

NOS
HOS

HOS
NDS

KD6
ND6

ND6
NOS

N01000
. N06

ND6

N0 1400

N02800
KOlt
M»0

ND5

N05

NOS

NOS
MOJO

TRICNLORO
1 THEME .

98J
130J
NDS

NDS
N06
ND6
NDS

NDS
NDS
NOS
NOS

NDS
NOS

NOS
NOS

NOS
NOS

H06
N06

ND6
NOS

HD1000
N06
N06

620J
ND2800

•roll
ND30

NOS

NDS

NDS

NOS
N030

i.i
DICNIORO

ETNANE

N06
ND6
ND5

NDS
N06
ND6
NOS

NOS
NDS
NDS
NDS

NDS
NDS

NDS
NOS

NOS
DOS

ND6
ND6

ND6
NOS

ND1000
N06
N06

N01400
N02800

N031
N030

NOS

NOS

MO 10

NDS
N010

* *
' # '

DiCHimo
ETNENE

N06
ND6
NOS

NOS
N06
N06
NOS

NDS
NDS
NOS
NDS

NOS
NDS

NOS
NOS

NDS
»S

ND6

ND6

ND6
NDS

NO 1000

N06

ND6

N01400
ND2800

N031
NO JO

NDS

NDS

NO 10

NDS
ND30

« j

DICNLORO
ETNENE

MTED VALU

ND6
ND6
NOS

NDS
N06
ND6
NOS

NOS
NOS
NOS
NDS

NDS
NOS

NOS
NDS

HOS
(OS

H06
H06

HD6
NDS

NO 1000

N06

N06

NOUOO
ND2BOO

N031
N030

NOS

NOS

NOtO

NOS
N030

•RE"!
113

2.3JR
2.6JR
1.SJR

3.3JR
9.6J»
1.6JR

1.2JR

1.1JR
1.6JR

NOS
1.4JR

•*•

1.5 JR
1.1JR

1.7JK.
1.3JR

1.1JR
6.2JR

ND6
N06

N06
NDS

N01000
N06

N06

NOUOO
N02800

ND31
N030

NOS

NOS

N0 10

NDS
ND30

•ENZENE

ND6
N06
NOS

NOS
ND6
ND6
NOS

NDS
NOS
NDS

NDS

NOS
NDS

NDS
NOS

NDS
KDS

ND6
N06

ND6
NDS

NO 1000
N06
N06

NOUOO
ND2BOO

ND31
MOJO

NDS

NOS

N0 10

NDS
N030

XYLENE

ND6
N06
NDS

NDS
M>6
HD6
NOS

NOS
NOS
NDS
NDS

NDS
NOS

NDS
NOS

NDS
NOS

ND6
N06

ND6
NOS

N0 1000

ND6
ND6

66000C
H02BOO

180

180

21

NOS

\i

NDS
ND30

ETHYL HETHTLENE
TOLUENt IENZENE ACETONE CHIC* IDE

N06
N06
NDS

2JR
ND6
ND6
NDS

NDS
NDS
NOS
NOS

NOS
NDS

NDS
NDS

NDS
NDS

HD6
N04

M06
NDS

ND1000
ND«
N0«

2100
N02BOO

NOJ1
NOSO

130

NOS

U

NOS
MOJO

ND6
HD6
NOS

NOS
ND6
N06

NOS

NDS
NOS

NOS
NOS

NDS

NOS

»S
NOS

HOS
HOS

ND6
ND6

N06

NOS

H01000
N06
N06

N03800
ND2800

16J
7J

HDS

NOS

2J

NDS
NOSO

SSJR
66JR
ND10

9JR
3BR

HD12
8J«

16R
N011

8JR
N0 10

18R
13R

•011
161

N011
N010

N011
soil

ND11
N011

N02100

ND12J
1SJ

H02800
UOOtJ

N062
29IJ

6IJ

N0 10

HO tO

N010J
ND60

3M
15R

28JR

7R
8BR

68JR
4IJR

6BR
41 JX

NOS
Jwr '

3IJR
2IJR

• SIJR
HOS

NOS
NOS

10BR
(86

3JR
NDS

ND1000
N06
N06

HOUM
N02800

N031
NO JO

NOS

NDS

NO 10

NOS
NO JO

TOTAL Of '
DETECTED
COMPOUND!

98
138

0

100
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0

0
0

19000
17
18

98720
68300

996
326

3787

1

«

0
0

47 26.0 05/30/91 157 ND6 ND6 ND6 ND6 ND6 ND6 N06 HD6 ND6 N06 N06 ND12 2J



Volatiles

Acetone

2-Butanone •

Carbon Disulfide

Chlorobenzene

Chloroethane

Chlorofonn

1,1-DichJoroe thane

1,2-Dichloroethane

1,1-Dichloroethylene

1 ,2-Dichlproethylene
(total)

Ethylbenzene

Freon 113 ,

Methylene Chloride

Toluene

Tetrachloroethylene

1,1.1-Trichloroe thane

Trichloroethylene

Total Xylenes

Metals

Antimony

Arsenic

Crated
Water

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Sarfocc
Soils

X

X

X

X

X

SinBow
Sabaarfooz

Salt/Dry Weffl

«1T)

X .

X

X

X

X '

X

X

X

X .

X

X

X

X

X

Saritdol
DryWeU
ScdlSKSto
Sudges
(0-2')

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

OaztoPoed
S9alCKQt5

Lfeooee
. Sroalc

Sarfoctj •
Woter

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

LtjOlxae
Brcoh

Sadlnwnts

X

X

X

X

X

TABLE? (CONTINUED)

Barium

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium •

Copper

Iron

Lead

Manganese

Mercury

Nickel

Selenium

Silver

Zinc

Creaad
Water

X

X

X

X

X

Sorfeoz
Soils

X

X

X

X

X

X

SbaBow
Sabsairfnce

SoasT>ry WeB
SaJlottBb

«ir>
X

x
X

X

X

X

X

X

forfttfa)
DryWdl
ScdlnMDts
Sodges
(W)

X

X

OsdtePocd
ScdlnKBtj

Ltjonee
Brook

Sarfnce
Water

UQOBCC
Brook

SadiOKDts

o
O
I-1

N)'
to



TABLE 8 ROWE SITE: SUMMARY OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Defice of Aneamm

CM- far Sttebo. or Euteaoi

No

No Ya

Vicain r welb tut ire tot ptocady
eoauaiaaied on; becon* ~-^-— — *~i a Ae fowr.

PttJOt opoan pncfaifcd by damx of
•am neuiif hemeinfia' vdb. Tkac vtjb

A by VOCi • <x tan.

* aw VaMbM
ban Grand W«er Md Seep Mo BUCMU

No No n>r Irfitr •
»• 30 fta beta* *x ivfKC.

Demd Cooia *i* Cmmt Waer No No

of CkMil» Swfiet Safe No To pndwfad by pnonL ftnhle «*m
a Jtiikjmm ol Me (or rmrtmiil oc.

No No TW An* coKjoiiuu vkk iBfliacK kniciiy d«j la

Ro«c Me (
tndi).

UMlMkaaf VOC
fro. S«rf»a: Soi

No No
BBTCBCM li«M VOC Md pmiculMe evuaoa*.
CoKxMnuon • oftce nib •* net (e.g., M
dnecuoi IODM) predaditf t>|«iT<cj»< fwure eipaMra.

rerinVwiil k«e«iat> of Quite Sabatee SaiJj Eicimjoo No
Worker

Utility Worker Yes

Ya

Ya

X

X

Eifann lo atxarfxz nib (2-170 nt; ocar damf
acinuau far yiiliiy mm»mamJ(aua i

TABLE 8 I (CONTINUED)

1 T«e-rnM
1
| P>d>w>y Kecqaor haeM

I Oeraul Caoa widi Oww Sabcarftce Soil Eiamioo, No
Worker

Uulily Worker Ya

B EiMMied Defree of Aaaaml

Fmurc QUUL QueJ. >jiio»«lf for Seleclia* or Firkirine

Yes X Eipaarc 10 jubwf ice Bib (7- 171 m«y aco»t d«»»
euamiou for niliiy Miiuauce/raurc derciapBaL

Ya X

s^Mtn : • . = • • . : . '

Ixianul Icfoua* of Lifaic* Break tool Residau Ye>
Sedunreu

Deratd Cc«ua wi* Li(a*<* Brook Loal tuiduli No

badewil IM ÛC. of Dry WeB *r*m,mi Udiry Worker Yes

DerMl C,m*3 wi* Dry Wei SeaiMM UUity Worker No

lin t «lil li|i in • nf Mil n.la.1 rn îil itiiirol No .
wiA Ouie Pood Sedineau

Ya X Am a mi irtifc to feteral poblic.

No TW tine cooiainMau with forTicieM touciry data lo .
cua4*.ie • fiuwiutii* iianmei wen M detected • A*
ftowe Me (oduiaai kicb were «£«r a«nfly-acarn>4

No X FWMT KesMiai mmc etetntio* of dry well.
Eipaam m«y occar dcritf periadK minemuce.

No TW wne co«uie<*uu widi nfTicica toiicky lUu to
compete • OMIMJUUW iniinim wen m detected • *e

fevels).

MMWtw"' - , ' ~ - ' - . , - / ^ - - , - - - - - ' - ' - - ' - - ' . ' , - -

Undaul U«e>uoi of LJ»IM> Brook W«er teaSen . No

Dermcl Coua wi* Svftcx Wtter Croa tfatat No
L«o«<Braot

lKHfeoulIU(eiuc«.o(MdOerMlCa<<aa Udiry Worker No
widi Dry Well W«0,

. IcadrMii laeitioi of Dermal Co.ua wi* tuidm No
Surftce Wuer from OuHt Po*dl

of iHJai£u..ce itivolva MsUiiMe eipnMTr «u anl taar.

«t|li(ibte faeausc »»i*me«u vere KM oMCMVMieri.

ROW 001 2320



TABLE 9. TOX1CITY VALUES FOR THE HOWE SITE CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN.

Chemical

Volatile
Acetone

'.'.-Butanont (MEK)
Carbon disulfide
Qiloro benzene

Chloroethane (ethyl chloride)
Chloroform

1,1-Dichloroe thane
1,2-Dichloroethane
I.l-Dichloroethylene

1,2-Dichloroethylene (total)
lEthylbeniene
Meihylene chloride
Tetrachloroethylene
Toluene
1,1, l-Trichloroe thane
Trichlorocthylene
Trichlorotrinuoroethane (Freon-l 13)

Xylenes
Inorganics

Antimony

Arsenic
Barium

Beryllium

CARCINOGENIC

Weight
of Evidence
Classification

D a
D B

a
D a
B2 d
B2 a
C a

,B2 a
C a
-
D o
B2 a
B2 b
D a
D n
B2 b
..
D a

» Q

A a
a

B2 a

Oral Slope Inhal. Slope
Factor Factor
(mgAe/day)-l (mg/kg/day)-1

2.90E-03d
6.IOE-03a : 8.05E-02w

9.IOE-02a 9.10E-02a
6.00E-OU l.20E+OOa

7.50E-03 a a,i
S.IOE-02D 1.82E-03b,e

I.IOE-02b 1.70E-02b

1.75E+OOi 1.51E+Ola,e

4.30E+OOa 8.40E+OOa

CHRONIC

Chronic Chronic
Oral RfD Inhal. RfD
(mg/kg/day) (mg/kg/day)

l.OOE-01 a
5.00E-02 b 9.00E-02 b
I.COE-Ola 2.86E-03b,f
2.00E-02 a 5.00E-03 b
4.00E-01 d 2.86E+00 b,f
].OOE-02a
l.OOE-01 b l.OOE-01 b

9.00E-038
I.OOE-02a,o
l.OOE-01 a 2.86E-01 a.f
6.00E-02 a 8.57E-01 b,f
l.OOE-020
2.00E-01b 5.71E-01b,f
9.00E-02 b 3.00E-OI b
6.00E-03d
3.00E+Ola 7.72E+OOb.f
2.00E+00 1 8.57E-02 b,f

4.00E-04 a
3.00E-04 a
S.OOE-02b 1.00E-04b
5.00E-03 a

SUBCHRON1C

Subchronic
Oral RfD
(mg/kR/day)

I.OOE+OOb
S.OOE-OIb
I.OOE-Olb
2.00E-01 b
4.00E-OI n
1.00E-02b

I.OOE+OOb

9.00E-03b
l.OOE-01 b.o

I.OOE+OOb
6.00E-02 b
l.OOE-01 b

2.UOE+00 b
9.00E-OI b
7.00E-03 n

3.00E+00 b
4.nOE-^Hlb

4.00E-W b
1.00E-03b
5.00E-02 b
5.00E-03b

V".

Chemical

Cadmium
0 Chromium. Ill

Chromium, total
• Chromium. VI

Copper
Iron
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Nickel
Selenium

Silver
Zinc

CARCINOGENIC

Weight

of Evidence
Classification

Bl a
— a_

A a
D a
D d
B2 a
D a
D a
A a
D a
D a
D a

Oral Slope Inhal. Slope
Factor Factor
(mg/kg/day)-! <mg/kg/day)-l

6.30E+OOa,e

4.20E+OI m
4.20E+01 s,e

8.40E-01 aj

CHRONIC

Chronic Chronic
Oral RfD Inhal. RfD
(mgAg/day) (mg/kg/day)

5.00E-04 a.h
I.OOE+OOa 5.71E-07b,f
8.76E-01I 5.71E-07I
5.00E-03a 5.71E-07b.f
4.00E-02d
5.00E-OI d

l.OOE-01 a 1.14E-O4b.f
3.00E-04 b 8.37E-05 b,f

2.00E-02a,k
5.00E-03 a

5.00E-03 a
2.00E-OI b

SUBCHRONIC

Subchronic
Oral RfD

(mg/ke/day)
J.OOE-04n

l.OOE+OI b
8.75E+00 1
2.00E-02b
4.00E-02 n
5.00E-01 n

l.OOE-01 b
3.00E-04 b
2.00E-02 b
5.00E-03 n
3.00E-03 b
200E-01 b

—: Not available
°: Not analyzed for, used in the development of total chromiun toxicity value.
a. U.S. EPA, Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), March 1,1992.
b. U.S. EPA, Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), FY1991.
c. L'.S. EPA, Drinking Water Regulations and Health Advisories, November 1991.
d. Interim value from ECAO. (see text for specific references).
e. Inhalation slope derived from unit risk using a multiplier of 3.50E+03..
f. Inhalation RfD derived from RfC using a multiplier of 2.86E-01.
g. Arsenic oral slope factor derived from unit risk in BUS.

;o
o

o
o
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TABLETO-AT RECEPTOR-SPECIFIC SUMftlARYlDF TOTAL CANCER RISKS FOR THE ROWE SITE

Receptor »Scenario Carcinogens

Incremental
Risk

Onsite Resident'" Ingestion of ground water and surface soils;
Inhalation or volatile ground water contaminants

7s 10'"

Offsite Resident'"

Excavation Worker

Ingestion of ground water and Ligonee Brook sediments 7 x IO'J*
Inhalation of volatile ground water contaminants

Ingestion of site-wide subsurface soils and
those from the former drum storage area

7 x 10''

Utility Worker Ingestion of site-wide subsurface soils and those
from former drum storage area;

Ingestion of dry well sediments

6x10*

(1) Onsite and offsite resident receptor are not expected to be the same individual.

* Exceeds EPA's acceptable risk range of 10"* to 10*.
** Exceeds EPA's acceptable Hazard Index of 1.

TABLE 10-B. SUMMARY MEDIUM-SPECIFIC CARCINOGENIC RISK ESTIMATES
FOR THE ROWE SITE

Scenario

Ground Water

Ingestion

Inhalation

Surface Soil

Ingestion

Subsurface Soil

Site-Wide

Ingestion

Ingestion

Former Drum Storage Area

. Ingestion

Injgestion

Dry Well Sediments

faction

Liigonee Brook Sediments

Invest] on

Receptor

Resident

Resident

Child/Adult Resident

Excavation Worker

Utility Worker

Excavation Worker

Utility Worker

Utility Worker

Child/Adult Resident

Present/Future Incremental Risk

F 7s ifj-1*1*

F 3 x 10"**

F 2 x lO''*

F 6 x 10'*

P/F 5xia*

F 6 x 10-'

P/F 5x 10-8 .

P 2 x ID''

P/F 1 x ID'8

** Exceeds 10" risk
•Exceeds !CT*risk

73.
O

O
O

CJ
K)



Receptor Scenario Nonearcinogens

Subchronic
HI

Chronic
HI

Onsitc Resident"' Ingestion of ground water and surface soils;
Inhalation of volatile ground water contaminants

4 x 10*'**

Offsite Resident"1

Excavation Worker

Ingestion of ground water and Ligonec Brook sediments
Inhalation of volatile ground water contaminants

Ingestion of site-wide subsurface soils and
those from the former drum storage area

4x 10"**

2 x 10°*

Utility Worker Ingestion of site-wide subsurface soils and those
from former drum storage area;

Ingestion of dry well sediments

I x 10s

(I) Onsite and offsile resident receptor are not expected to be the same individual.
HI Hazard Index

TABLE 11-B. SUMMARY MEDIUM-SPECIFIC NONCARCINOGENIC RISK
ESTIMATES FOR THE ROWE SITE

Scenario Receptor

Ground Water

legation Resident

Inhalation Resident

Surface Soil

Ingestion Quid Resident

Ingesuon Adult Resident

Subsurface Soil

Site-Wide

Ingesuon Excavation Worker

Ingesuon Utility Worker

Former Drum Storage Area

Ingestion Excavation Worker

Ingesuon Utility Worker

Dry Well Sediments

Ingesuon Utility Worker

Ligonee Brook Sediments

Ingestion Child Resident

Ingestion Adult Resident

Present/
Future Subchronic HI

F

F

F -

F

F 5x10-'

P/F

F. 1 x 10°*

P/F

P -

P/F

P/F

Chronic HI

4x 10*'*

2 x Iff1

I x 10°-

1 x I f f '

-

4x10-'

-

9 x 10-'

SxlO"1

2 x H T

i x i a 5

• Hazard Index exceeds one (IX
- Pataway was not quantitatively evaluated.
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SAG HARBOR. NEW YORK

Chemical-Specific ARAKs
Ground-Wafer Cleanup Criteria

Cowpowul

OKGANICS

Chloroform

l,l-Dicblorocth*iM

1 , l-Dkhloroelhylen*

cii-l ,2-Dkhloroelhylene

lr»ni- 1 .2-DichloroeihyUne

Eihytt>enzca«

Freooll3

MethyltM Chloride

Tclrmchloroclhylcne

Toluene

1 , 1 , 1 -Trichloroclhaise

TrkhlonxlhyUnc

Xylenci

INORGANICS

Antimony

Anenic

Beryllium

Cadmium

Iron

Mtgneiium

Selenium

CASNuwtw MWwTOMU«-B«^Gnwi*.W»^ |

67-66-J

75343

7S-3S-4

156 59 2

156-605

IOO-4M

76-11 1

75^»-2

127-18-4

10188-3

71 55^

794)l-«

133020^7

7 I

S |

5 §

5 1

' I

5

so
5

S

5

S

$

Jt

7440-36-0

7740-38-2

7440-41-7

7440-43-9

-

7439-96 i

7782 49-2

6

25

1

5

300

300

10

I/ Mkro|nmt per liter.
NR Not icfuliied.

100 MOil

t Appliei to each individual iwmer. n*bii.lbl/92nabii.dil

LBG ENGINEERING SERVICES, IN



Table 13

Soil Cleanup objectives

Contaminant Cleanup objective
(in ppm)

Benzene : 0.05

Xylenes 1.2

Ethylbenzene 5.5

Toluene 1.5

PCE 1.5

TCE 1.0

1,1-Dichloroethane 0.2

TCA . l.'O

1,1-DCE 0.5

1,2-DCE 0.5
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ttait Department of Environmental Conservation
Albany, Ntw Ywk 12233

1992

MB. Kathleen Callahan
Director
ISmergency fc Remedial Response Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region It
26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278

Re: Rowe Industries Site ID No. 152106
Sag Harbor, Long leland
Draft Record of Decision

Dear Ms. Callahan:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed and concurs with the September 16, 1992 draft Record of Decision (ROD)
for the Rowe Industries site.

The remedy presented in the draft ROD includes excavation and disposal of
approximately 365 cubic yards of contaminated soil and the remediation of
groundwater via extraction and air stripping with discharge to Sag Harbor Cove.

Please contact Mr. James Bologna at (518) 457-397 6 if there are any questions.

Sincerely,

fan Hill DeBarbieri
Deputy Commissioner
Office of Environmental Remediation

cc: M. Hauptmann, USEPA-Region II
L. Wood, USEPA-Region II
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ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE
TOWN OF SAG HARBOR, NEW YORK

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comment period from
August 26, 1992 to September 24, 1992 to receive comments from interested parties on the
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) report and the Proposed Plan for the Rowe
Industries Superfund site in Sag Harbor, New York. A public meeting was held by EPA on
September 9, 1992 at the Sag Harbor Village Office, Sag Harbor, New York to discuss the
RI/FS report and EPA's preferred remedial alternative for the site.

This responsiveness summary provides a synopsis of citizens' comments and concerns about
the site raised during the public comment period, along with EPA's responses to those
comments. EPA considered all comments summarized in this document in making the final
decision to select the remedial alternative for the Rowe Industries site.

T'his responsiveness summary is organized into the following sections:

I. OVERVIEW

This section briefly outlines the EPA'S preferred remedial alternative for the Rowe Industries
site.

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

This section provides a short history of the site and a brief account of community interest in
siite activities, as well as concerns raised throughout the investigation at the site.

HI. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS,
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES

This section summarizes oral comments received by EPA at the public meeting on
September 9, 1992 as well as written comments received from interested parties during the
public comment period. Interested parties may include local homeowners, businesses, the
municipality, and potentially responsible parties (PRPs).

I. OVERVIEW

On August 26, 1992, EPA published the Proposed Plan for dealing with contaminants
detected at the Rowe Industries site in Sag Harbor, New York. The Proposed Plan
summarized the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study (FS), stated EPA's preferred
cleanup alternative for the site, and announced the public comment period.

The remedial alternatives described in the FS address contamination of soil and ground water
separately. Ground water remediation alternatives address the plume of volatile organic
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compound (VOC) contamination at the site, while soil treatment alternatives address the
contaminated soils in a former drum storage area as well as the sludge and underlying soils
associated with the site's dry wells.

EPA evaluated possible alternatives to remediate soil and ground water contamination by
considering nine key criteria:

o Threshold criteria

Overall protection of human health and the environment
Compliance with Federal, State, and local environmental and health
laws

o Balancing criteria

. - Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction of mobility, toxicity, or volume
Ability to implement
Cost

and

o Modifying criteria

State acceptance
Community acceptance

EPA carefully considered all of these criteria before reaching a final remedial decision
regarding the Proposed Plan. Based on current information, EPA believes the preferred
alternatives provide the best balance among the possible alternatives with respect to these
nine criteria.

The agency's preferred remedial alternatives are Soil Treatment Alternative V - Soil
Excavation and Disposal at Off-Site Chemical Waste Landfill and Ground Water Treatment
Alternative IV - Air Stripping with Discharge to Sag Harbor Cove. This decision is based
upon the review of all available data and the findings of the Remedial Investigation (RI) and
the Risk Assessment.

H. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

EPA's community relations efforts for the site began with the preparation of a community ^
relations plan in December, 1989. This document, based on interviews with community g
members and representatives and on file research, presented a brief site history, identified
key community concerns relating to the site, and outlined upcoming EPA community g
relations activities. ' *-*

N>
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EPA established site information repositories at the John Jeramin Library in Sag Harbor,
New York and at the U.S. EPA Region II Superfund Records Center in New York City.
These repositories contain the Administrative Record for the site, a collection of all
documents used by EPA in selecting -a site 'remedy, including the community relations plan,
RI/FS report, and Proposed Plan. >

Other community relations activities conducted by EPA for the Rowe Industries Site include
the following:

• Preparation and maintenance of a computerized public information mailing list
in September 1989

• Preparation and distribution of a fact sheet describing upcoming Remedial
Investigation activities in September 1989

• Preparation and announcement of the Proposed Plan in August 1992

EPA conducted a public comment period on the Proposed Plan from August 26, 1992 to
September 24, 1992. This public comment period was announced by display advertisements
placed in the Suffolk County Edition of Newsday. In addition, on September 9, 1992, EPA
held a public meeting to discuss the Proposed Plan and to receive public comments at the Sag
Harbor Village Office. EPA notified area residents, State, County, and local officials, and
news media representatives on EPA's site mailing list for this meeting.

Community interest and concern about the site have been moderate throughout EPA's
involvement.

m. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS,
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES

This section summarizes oral comments received by EPA at the public meeting as well as
written statements received during the public comment period. EPA's responses to all
comments and questions are included. The major issues and concerns regarding the Rowe
Industries site that were expressed at the September 9, 1992 meeting can be grouped into the
following categories:

1. Health effects and water hookup
2. Property values
3. Spread of contamination and extent of testing
4. Litigation issues
5. Clarification of proposed remedial alternative technique
6. Ecological effects of remediation • • 7?

o
z:
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A. SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES FROM THE PUBLIC
MEETING CONCERNING THE ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE

11. Health effects and water hookup

Comment: A citizen asked if EPA could help him get hooked up to public water. Of the
houses on Hildreth Road, he said his alone was not hooked up by EPA in 1985. His well
lias been sampled and has shown traces of contaminants. In particular he is concerned about
the iron level, which is twice the normal content. He fears the excess iron may have caused
him to experience strokelike, atypical migraines and his wife to develop a heart condition. .
His wife has also had a kidney tumor. The citizen pointed out that test wells with the highest
concentration of contaminants, according to the Suffolk County Health Department, were
very close to his property.

EPA Response: In 1985, EPA extended public water supply mains and connected 25 homes
to public water. These wells were determined to be within the groundwater plume and
contained concentrations of contaminants exceeding the federal and state maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) which are considered safe concentrations for consumption of
drinking water. The groundwater plume is approximately 600 feet wide and 2700 feet long
and migrates from the Sag Harbor Industries facility at a depth of 50-60 feet below ground.
Residential wells which are outside the plume will not be provided with public water. This
citizen's well has been determined to be outside of the contaminant plume.

NYSDOH Response: High levels of iron, which are naturally occurring in the area, cause
aesthetic and taste problems but are not known to cause health problems.

Comment: Another citizen, who was also denied access to public water in 1985, complained
of rotting plastic and copper pipes and ruined clothing as a result of his unusable water. He
also has tried many times to get public water, but has been unsuccessful. In 1987 the
Suffolk County Health Department found acceptable contaminant levels in his water, but he
has not been able to get it tested since. His property is also close to the test wells that
appeared most highly contaminated.

NYSDOH Response: The New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) will arrange to
have this citizen's well retested.

Comment: A third citizen, who lives off Noyack Road, questioned whether he too could be
connected to public water. He thought he might be affected by the plume, especially as his
wife died of cancer 8 years ago and he himself had a cancerous tumor. He also mentioned
that when the water company laid the public water line in 1985, they tore up about 200 feet
of sidewalk near his home and never replaced it, causing a hazard to his grandchildren and
others.

73
EPA Response: First EPA needs to determine exactly where this house is relative to the g
plume. EPA does not have the authority to have residences connected to public water unless
their wells have been directly affected by the plume, meaning the well contains contaminants g

^
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sidewalk and will contact this citizen with a response.

NYSDOH Response: NYSDOH will arrange to have this citizen's well retested. In
ziddition, anyone who suspected they might be a victim of health problems due to the site
contamination should contact or have their physicians contact Geoffrey Lacetti of NYSDOH,
Albany. •

Comment: One citizen described a severely deformed litter of dogs which he took to a New
York City veterinarian to examine. He stated that the veterinarian said the defects were
caused by trichloroethylene in the water.

EPA Response: EPA has reviewed the literature on teratogenesis/fetotoxicity for this widely-
used solvent. EPA's Health Assessment Document for Trichloroethylene indicates that
available information does not show that the fetus is uniquely susceptible to the effects of
Irichloroethylene.

It should be noted that EPA's evaluation is based on rodent/rabbit animal models and human
epidemiology, and does not specifically cite studies in canines. However, scientific
extrapolation would suggest that in the absence of any evidence to indicate otherwise, EPA
cannot draw any conclusions from the diagnosis of this veterinarian.

Comment: Two employees who work in the telephone company building near the site asked
If the building's private water supply had ever been tested. They said they are provided with
bottled water for drinking, but they are worried about the effects of washing their hands in
the discolored and odorous water.

NYSDOH Response: This water had been tested and nothing was found except high levels
of iron and manganese which naturally occur in the area. These metals cause aesthetic and
taste problems, but are not known to cause any health problems.

Comment: The two telephone company employees asked about the relation between heart
conditions and high iron levels. They wondered if perhaps they should appeal to OSHA.

NYSDOH Response: As stated previously, iron and manganese are not known to cause
health problems, only aesthetic ones. OSHA could be approached with the matter but they
probably would not offer a substantial means of recourse. In addition NYSDOH promised to
check to see when the water was last tested.

Comment: One citizen asked if other employees of the telephone company who were
involved in digging two-to-four-foot trenches for new telephone lines might have been
exposed to contamination.

o
NYSDOH Response: There is no possibility of exposure to contamination since the off site
contamination, which is groundwater contamination, is much deeper than two-to-four-feet o
down in the soil. As the contamination leaves the Site it is present at a depth of about 50-60 2
feet.
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2. Property values

Comment: One citizen stated that he had his property assessed and discovered that it was
worth only half of its assessed value because of the area contamination. He also explained
how he had given up his garden and cut down his fruit trees because he feared contaminated.
He asked if, as a property owner, he must indicate on the deed that the property is polluted.

EPA Response: This homeowner need not have given up his garden because the water table
in the area is too deep to affect plants. The ground water plume is below the ground at a
depth of 50-60 feet. Furthermore, solvents do not tend to accumulate in produce such as
fruit. Unless the garden was growing directly on contaminated soils onsite, his garden would
have remained unaffected. In addition, it is also likely that property values would be
reestablished to former conditions upon remediation of the contamination.

Comment: Several citizens pointed out that they might not be alive when the cleanup is
completed, but that they are upset that they cannot leave their children valuable property.
The citizens wanted to know there is anything EPA can do to compensate them for their
losses. Some citizens remarked that they received tax benefits because of their proximity to
fche site, but others said they had received no such compensation.

EPA Response: EPA does not have the authority under the statute to award compensatory
damages to homeowners near Superfund Sites, nor does the statute authorize EPA to seek
reimbursement for any reduction in property values which may have resulted from the
location of the property near a superfund site.

3. Spread of contamination and extent of testing

Comment: One citizen recalled the Rowe Industries facility before it was destroyed by a fire
in 1964. He claimed that the drum storage area was in a different location than the one
focused on in the Remedial Investigation. The citizen also expressed concern that there
might still be drums buried beneath the current building and leaching into the soil there. He
asked if any bulldozing beneath the structure had occurred during the investigations.

EPA Response: Aerial photography performed during the remedial investigation did not
indicate that there were other areas used for drum storage. The area beneath the building
was tested and revealed no contamination. The drum storage area, which is several feet
away from the building, is the primary source of ground water contamination.

Comment: A citizen who was employed at the facility for seven years described the leaching
process occurring at the south end around the dry well and storage areas. He stated that the
dry well DW-A was contaminated with detergents which tend to contain the degreasing 7?
agents, but that when it rains, the detergents loosen and the allow the degreasers to disperse. i
The citizen did not understand how this area could not be highly contaminated.

o
o

EPA Response: Based on the history of the Site EPA also expected to find heavy ^
r\>
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contamination in the area of dry well DW-A, but the Remedial Investigation did not support
this expectation. Only low levels of solvents were detected at this dry well. It is possible that
since these chemicals are volatile organics, meaning that they have a tendency to vaporize off
into the atmosphere, over time much of the original contamination may have undergone this
process and volitalized.

Comment: Two citizens asked where the current owner of the site, Sag Harbor Industries, is
storing its wastes.

EPA Response: Sag Harbor Industries stores the solvents that they use, inside its building.

Comment: A citizen whose home is situated on top of the contaminated ground water plume
was concerned about the effects of the contamination on her garden. Although she does not
use the groundwater to water her plants, she wanted to know if they could be contaminated
by the water they obtain through their roots or by the soil they grow in.

EPA Response: The water table in the area of this citizen's garden is too deep to affect
plants. The chemicals in question do not tend to accumulate in produce; only metals may
accumulate. Furthermore, the metal contamination is only present in on-site soils, around
the dry wells and storage areas. Unless the garden was growing directly on the contaminated
soils, the garden should be unaffected.

Comment: One citizen asked if the Board of Health would permit him to build on a half-
acre lot even though the town of Southampton gave him a $500 property tax deduction
because of its proximity to the site. He indicated that there is a public water line close by to
which he could probably gain access.

NYSDOH Response: Building on this lot would be allowed if a connection to a water supply
is made.

Comment: A citizen asked how EPA could say ground water contamination in a
particular spot is 40 to 50 feet down if a well in that area is only 22 feet deep.

EPA Response: The well that was described is a private well. The data obtained from
private wells was not enough to draw any conclusions about the horizontal and vertical extent
of the groundwater contamination plume. Therefore, as part of the remedial investigation,
monitoring wells were installed to depths of 30, 70 and 100 feet. It is the data from these
wells that offers conclusive evidence that the highest contamination is at a depth of 40 to 50
feet.

Comment: One resident who lives behind the site facility on Lily Pond Road asked about o
tests that were performed on her property. She wanted to "know how to get the results of e

these tests and how often she should be retested to confirm that contamination is not reaching o
her property. 2

NYSDOH Response: Contamination had never been found in this woman's drinking water ^
w
01
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well. The test reports are contained in the Remedial Investigation Report which can be
reviewed at the Jeramin Library. The recommendation under the federal Safe Drinking Water
Act it is annual sampling of wells where volatile organic contamination is a concern.

EPA Response: Ground water hydrology determines the movements of contaminants in the
aquifer. The contaminants move with the groundwater flow patterns in the area. If the
water is flowing away from the home carrying the contaminants with it, which is the case,
the contaminants cannot simply change direction. However, EPA will review the specific
results of the well testing.

Comment: Two citizens mentioned another possible source contributing to the plume, a
small pond where some drums of trichloroethylene were allegedly buried. They asked if that
area had been investigated.

EPA Response: The surface water and sediments in the pond were tested and found to be
uncontaminated.

Comment: A citizen asked how the plume has changed during the course of the
investigation. . She also asked if anything was currently feeding it and why it was still so
heavily concentrated.

EPA Response: The size and shape of plume has not increased in size over time.
Concentrations actually are slightly lower due to the effects of infiltration which act to dilute
the plume. The source of the groundwater are the contaminants which are bound with the
soil and then released by the infiltration of rainwater. Since solvent disposal on the ground
has long since been discontinued there is no new contamination to feed the plume. However,
residual contamination of the soils in the drum storage area and the dry wells affected by
earlier disposal practices must be removed to eliminate the cause of this groundwater plume.

4. Litigation issues

Comment: Several citizens discussed the possibility of bringing a lawsuit to obtain
compensation for lowered property values and to pay for additional public water hookup.
They wanted to determine if indeed a case exists for them and asked if EPA could help them
with it. A few residents suggested the possibility of a class-action suit, but acknowledged the
difficulties of organizing and funding it. A few had actually consulted with law firms and
reported that they would be willing to take such a case. The citizens wanted to know whom
they should sue.

EPA Response: EPA cannot assist in such a case. EPA is only authorized by the statute to
sue for remediation or cost recovery at the site. Citizens must bring their own suit for
damages to their property or health. o

Comment: One citizen asked for clarification about Nabisco's role in the site contamination 0
and the implications of signing a Consent Decree. Another citizen who had worked at the |2

K>
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site facility stated that Nabisco did continue discharging waste when it acquired the site,
although he could not recall what year they stopped. He wanted to know if this practice
made them liable.

EPA Response: Nabisco was notified that EPA considers it to be a potentially reponsible
party for the Site, based on its past ownership of the property, and its or its predecessors
role in the disposal of hazardous substances at the site, contamination was limited to the
purchase of contaminated property. Their signing of a Consent Decree, need not constitute
an admission of liability for the site, but it would bind them to perform the RD/RA with
EPA oversight.

Comment: One of the citizens still on private water asked if EPA received money from
Nabisco to pay for the installation of the public water in 1985, and if they could ask for
additional money to pay for his hookup to the public water supply. A town trustee asked
what had motivated the payment on Nabisco' s part. He questioned whether it had implied
their guilt and liability. .

EPA Response: EPA has been reimbursed by Nabisco and Sag Harbor Industries for the
costs of connecting residences to the public water supply. Documents memoralizing their
payment indicate that it was made to avoid litigation. EPA cannot provide money for or
hook up wells located outside of the plume.

Comment: One resident who had worked with trichloroethylene wanted to know if the
people who make or use the chemical could be held responsible for site contamination.

EPA Response: Producers of pure product chemicals are not held responsible in this
situation. The users of the product are held responsible to properly dispose of used
chemicals as required by Federal and State laws.

5. Clarification of proposed remedial alternative

Comment: Two citizens asked where the excavated soil would be taken. One wanted to
know how EPA can justify moving contaminated soil from one place to another and polluting
another area. The citizens requested a description of other options.

EPA Response: It has not yet been exactly determined where the excavated soil will be
taken. However, in order to comply with Land Disposal Regulations under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), EPA believes that the soils will need to be treated
before they are disposed of at a secure and permitted chemical landfill that has double liners,
and a water-collection system beneath it. The other option that was discussed in the FS,
vacuum extraction of contaminants, would only potentially work on the soil beneath the drum
storage area and not the dry wells.

Comment: A citizen asked if something could be done immediately to stop the leaching still
going on at the site.

o
o
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EPA Response: EPA plans to have the contaminated soil removed as the first stage of the
remedial action.

Comment: A few citizens wanted to know where the contaminated water would be taken and
where exactly the discharge pipe would be located.

EPA Response: The location of the water treatment plant and the exact location of the
treatment plant discharge to Sag Harbor Cove will be determined in the design phase .

Comment: A town trustee stated that as protectors of the bottom lands and water bodies of
Sag Harbor, the town trustees prohibit any discharge to Ligonee Brook or other local waters.
However, he also recognized that the contaminated water was currently emptying into
Ligonee Brook anyway, but just wanted to ensure that the Proposed Plan includes the better
alternative when its long term effects are taken into account. The trustee requested that the
EPA keep the town trustees informed as decisions are made.

EPA Response: The water which will be discharged into the Cove will be treated to federal
and state MCLS which are considered safe for drinking water. In addition, before any
discharges can take place they must be in compliance with the requirements of the State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) Program. The town is currently on EPA's
mailing list and they will be informed of any decisions. In addition, copies of all reports will
be made available in the repository.

Comment: Two citizens asked how clean the contaminated water would be following
treatment. .

EPA Response: The contaminated water will be treated to meet State Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Standards which are discharge levels for effluent promulgated by the
New York State Department of Conservation (NYSDEC) which have been determined to by
protective of aquatic life.

Comment: A few citizens asked how long the ground water cleanup will take. Those not on
public water are concerned that a long time frame will not help their immediate concerns and
they repeated their request to receive public water.

EPA Response: EPA has estimated that the groundwater would have to be pumped and
treated for about 15 years in order to clean up the entire plume. However this is just an
estimate. In addition pumping and treating the groundwater will prevent the plume from
migrating any further and affecting any more private wells.

Comment: A town trustee recalled another local site (Atlanticville spill) where a treatment
and discharge system became clogged. He inquired whether the proposed system for the
Rowe Industries site would experience clogging as well. The trustee also asked what kind of
monitoring would occur at the site. o

NYSDOH Response: EPA is not exactly sure as to which site the commentor is referring 0o
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to. The treatment system may or may not be similar to the one that EPA is recommending
be implemented at the Rowe site. Air stripping treatment is a proven technology that has
been used at many sites. Regular operation and maintenace will ensure that the system will
operate correctly. In addition, during the initial operation of the treatment system, sampling
will occur on a frequent basis to determine if the systmen is operational. Furthermore, the
groundwater treatment system will be monitored as a part of operation and maintenance.

Comment: Several citizens wanted to know approximately when work would actually begin
at the site.

EPA Response: EPA plans to sign the ROD by September 30, 1992. Before the remedy can
be implemented negotiations will take place with potentially responsible parties to determine
if they are interested in signing a Consent decree to perform the Remedial Design and
Remedial Action (RD/RA). According to the Superfund Law, PRPs have 60 days from the
(iate that negotiations commence to submit to EPA a proposal for undertaking the RD/RA. If
EPA accepts this proposal, an additional 60 days is granted in the order to conclude the
negotiations. If an agreement is reached, and the Consent Decree is signed, Nabisco would ,
begin designing the remedy. Design of the groundwater pumping and treatment system may ?

lake up to one year. The soil remedy will most likely have a much shorter design
timeframe. Under this scenario, actual on-site work may not take place until early 1994.
However, EPA will try and expedite this schedule as much.as possible. If EPA were to
undertake the remedy itself, the timeframes would be very similar, howeever, some time
would be saved as no negotiations would take place.

Comment: A citizen asked if all further work reports, analyses, health and safety plans, etc.
would be made available to the public.

EPA Response: Yes, all further reports will be made available to the public through the
information repository in Jeramin Library.

6. Ecological effects of remediation

Comment: A town trustee asked if any studies had been conducted to determine the effects,
if any, of the discharge might have on a salt-water body like Sag Harbor Cove, which has
been designated a water-fowl sanctuary.

NYSDOH Response: No studies have been undertaken to study the effects of discharges on
the Cove. However, the Cove will be protected by SPDES requirements. In addition,
sediment samples taken in the creek indicated that high concentrations of solvents were not
present. Furthermore, these solvents don't have a tendency to bioaccumulate.

73
Comment: The town trustee also asked if shoreline and shellfish contamination had been g
studied, and whether EPA would recommend stocking shellfish from the area.

o
o

EPA Response: Surface water and sediment sampling in the Cove indicated that overall there ^
are very low. levels of solvents present where the plume discharges to the Cove.
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Furthermore as stated previously, these chemicals do not have a tendency to bioaccumulate in
fish or wildlife.

Comment: A citizen representing a local environmental group stated that removing ground
water from one area and discharging into Sag Harbor Cove is a major redistribution. The
citizen wanted to know how this will affect local wetlands and whether there has been a
hydrological assessment of either the drawdown or cone of influence for the pumping area.

EPA Response: The Upper Glacial Aquifer is highly productive and no depletion of the
wetland should occur. However,a wetlands delineation report will be completed during the
early stages of the remedial design process. If it is determined that remedial actions may
adversely impact wetlands, a wetland functional values assessment will be completed and
used to develop a Wetland Impact Mitigation Plan if necessary.

B. SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED BY EPA DURING THE
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE ROWE INDUSTRIES SITE

EPA received one letter from the consulting firm, Leggette, Brashears and Graham, who
performed the RI/FS, dated Sept. 14, 1992. That letter raised some issues and concerns
about the preferred alternative as described in the Proposed Plan. These issues and concerns
are described below along with EPA's responses.

• One major concern raised in the letter was that EPA's ROD allow for flexibility in
dealing with the contaminated soils. The comment called for setting remedial targets and
requested flexibility in the remedial design stage to allow for treatment technology selection,
characteristics and volume of contaminated soils, and potential difficulties with
excavation relative to unknown buried objects.

EPA Response

The preferred alternative as described in the Proposed Plan calls for excavating contaminated
soils, treating if necessary to meet RCRA Land Disposal Requirements (by incineration or an
alternative technology), and subsequent disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C landfill. The VOCs in
these soils came from degreasing operations and are therefore,, when excavated, RCRA listed
hazardous wastes (F001). The RCRA LDRs require that F001 wastes and soils which
contain them comply with certain concentration requirements prior to being land disposed.
These concentrations requirements are expressed in terms of the toxic characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP) analysis which measures concentration levels in the waste extract as a
result of the TCLP test. Therefore, in compliance with the LDR requirements, the soils to
be excavated will be analyzed using the TCLP analysis. If the extract concentrations for
these soils are higher that those listed above, the soils will be treated (either by incineration o
or an alternative technology) to meet the TCLP concentrations.

o
EPA is not specifying the pretreatment technology. EPA is specifying that the selected 2
technology must be capable of attaining TCLP concentrations. However, an FS is not
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necessary in order to select an effective technology. Limited TCLP testing in conjunction
with the investigation of soil treatment technologies will be sufficient. If no viable alternative
can be found incineration is a proven technology. It is not in the public's interest to perform
a treatibility study to clean up 365 cu yards of soil. Given the low volume of soil in
question, EPA believes treatment off site will be the most feasible.

The volume of contaminated soils to be excavated is described in some detail in the Proposed
Plan. During excavation activities, confirmatory soils sampling will be performed to ensure
that the remedial action objectives for soil have been achieved. EPA has no reason to
believe that difficulties will encumber soils removal activities. A magnetometry survey was
performed during the RI which did not indicate there were any obstructions present in the
former drum storage area. However if, during excavation activities, buried objects are
encountered , sound professional engineering judgement will be applied to ascertain how
excavation activities can proceed in the former drum storage area in accordance with all
applicable environmental statutes and regulations.

The other major concern raised in the letter was that the ROD should allow for flexibility
in dealing with the contaminated groundwater. The comment called for setting remedial
targets and a reasonable time frame for achieving these goals. The comment went further,
and called for selecting the groundwater alternative with extraction wells on the SHI property
and no extraction for the further downgradient end of the plume. The comment also
suggested reinjection at the downgradient end of the SHI property. The comment went on
with suggested language for the ROD that would allow for discontinuance of groundwater
pumping if the remedy was not "producing significant reductions" in plume constituents.

EPA response

The Proposed Plan contained language that allows for flexibility with the groundwater
alternatives. It calls for careful monitoring of the groundwater during the implementation of
pumping and treatment to "determine the feasibility of achieving" the remedial targets which
are MCLs. It goes on to describe various different pumping scenarios like "continuous
pumping, pulsed pumping, and flexibility in placing pumping wells at strategic locations".

The comment that recommends pumping the groundwater plume on the SHI property with
reinjection, and letting the downgradient end of the plume be subject to natural attenuation is
a variation on Alternative 3-1 and 4-1 and was not evaluated in the Feasibility Study (the draft
of which was prepared by the commentor) or the Proposed Plan . In any event, EPA is not
inclined to actively restore only part of the Rowe Industries Superfund Site groundwater
plume because that remedial action would not be as protective of public health or the
environment as the preferred groundwater alternative. The commentor's approach would
result in a significant amount of residual groundwater. contamination beyond the property
boundaries. In addition, EPA does not see the advantage of using groundwater reinjection §
since this technology requires extensive operation and maintenance. *"

o
EPA appreciates the intent of the language suggested in the letter; however the failure to 2
achieve significant reductions of contaminants need not cause EPA to discontinue operation
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of the groundwater remedy. Page 4 of the ROD contains the following language that allows
for flexibility in the groundwater remedy. "The ultimate goal of the EPA Superfund
Program's approach to groundwater remediation is to return usable groundwater to beneficial
uses within a reasonable time frame. EPA's Groundwater Protection Strategy establishes
different degrees of protection for groundwater based on their vulnerability, use, and value.
For the aquifer beneath the Site, the final remediation goals will be drinking water standards.
Therefore, EPA's goal in remediating groundwater at the Site is to reduce concentration
levels in groundwater to meet the Maximum Contaminant Levels promulgated under the Safe
Drinking Water Act. In order to achieve this goal any contaminated soil which is leaching
contaminants into the groundwater must also be remediated. However, EPA recognizes that
the final selected remedy may not achieve this goal because of potential difficulties associated
with removing contaminants from groundwater to cleanup levels. The results of the selected
remedy will be monitored carefully to determine the feasibility of achieving this final goal.
The remedial action may require continuous pumping, pulsed pumping, and flexibility in
placing pumping wells at strategic locations." A decision to modify the groundwater
remedial action may be made during a periodic review, which will occur at intervals of no
less than once every five years.

EPA received a letter from the Town of SouthHampton dated September 22, 1992 requesting
that EPA require the extension of public water mains to homowners on Hildreth Street whose
wells are outside the plume.

EPA RESPONSE

EPA appreciates the Town Supervisor's concerns for the people living on Hildreth Street.
However, EPA has carefully reviewed the data which indicates that these wells have not been
affected by the groundwater plume. Groundwater contamination was first discovered in the
Sag Harbor area in 1983. The Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS)
sampled water from a private well on Noyack Road which revealed contamination by three
solvents, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1,1,2-trichloroethylene, and tetrachloroethylene and the metal
iron. As a result of these findings, the SCHDS and EPA conducted further investigations to
determine the extent and the cause of the groundwater contamination in the Sag Harbor area.
Forty-three private wells and twenty-one monitoring wells were monitored from March 1984
until October 1984. The results of the study indicated a groundwater contamination plume
that was approximately 600 feet wide and 2700 feet long extending to Ligonee Brook flowing
northwest from the facility and containing chlorinated hydrocarbons, primarily solvents.

The results of the remedial investigation (RI) confirmed these earlier findings. In addition, as
part of the RI, the wells on Hildreth Street were sampled and the data indicated that they
were within drinking water standards. All of the data collected to date does not indicate that ^
the size of the plume would change and contamination would be drawn into these wells. §

As indicated at the public meeting, NYSDOH has offered to test any private wells upon o
request. ^
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Condition: DRAFT •

Author: none: Leggette, Brashears & Graham •
Recipient: none: Nabisco
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