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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

BITE NAME AND LOCATION
Circuitron cOrpofation

East Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New York

JTATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the selection by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of the remedial action for.
the Circuitron Corporation site (Site) in accordance with the
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42
U.S.C. §9601 et seqg. and to the extent practicable the National 0il
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 300. An administrative record
for the Site, established pursuant to the NCP, 40 C.F.R. §300.800,
contains the documents that form the basis for EPA's selection of
the remedial action (see Appendix III).

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) has been consulted on the planned remedial action in
accordance with CERCLA §121(f), 42 U.S.C. 59621(f), and 1t concurs
with the selected remedy (see Appendlx Iv).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

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

DESCRIPTION OF THE S8ELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit represents the second of two planned for the
Site. It addresses the treatment of groundwater in the immediate
vicinity of the property, in the contaminant plume in the upper 40
feet of the saturated Upper Glacial aquifer and laterally extending
to approximately 700 feet downgradient of the Circuitron property.
The Upper Glacial aquifer is contaminated with inorganic and
volatile organic compounds. The selected groundwater remedy
constitutes the final action planned for the Site. The ROD for the

. first operable unit remedy was issued on March 29, 1991 and

addressed the remediation of organlc and 1norgan1c contamination in
soils and sedlments at the Site.
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The major components of the selected remedy include:

A extraction of the Site-related groundwater contaminant
plume present in the upper 40 feet of the saturated Upper
Glacial aquifer;

A treatment, via metal precipitation and air stripping, of
contaminated groundwater to drinking water standards; '

A reinjection of the treated groundwater into the Upp~r
Glacial aquifer via an infiltration gallery; and

A disposal of treatment residuals at a RCRA Subtitle C
facility.

DECLARATION OF BTATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requlrements for remedial actions set
forth in CERCLA §121, 42 U.S.C. §9621: (1) it is protective of
human health and the environment; (2) it achieves a 1level or
standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants, which at least attains the 1legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) under Federal and
State laws; (3) it is cost-effective; (4) it utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment (or resource ' recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent .practicable; and (5) it
‘satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ .
treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the V)
‘hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at the Site. ‘

A five-year review of the remedial action pursuant to CERCLA
§121(c), 42 U.S.C. §9621(c), will not be necessary, because this
remedy will not result in hazardous substances remaining on-Site
above health-based levels, once its remediation goals have been

achieved.
Py _
i ]:af/ , 7/30/@1
eanne M. Fox . 'Date/

egional Administrator
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S8ITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION @u;"aufﬁ
O The Circuitron Corporation site (Site) is located at 82 Milbar

" Boulevard, East Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New York. The Site is
situated near the Nassau County-Suffolk County border in central
Long Island. The Site encompasses approximately 1 acre in an
industrial/commercial area just east of Route 110 and the State
University of New York Agricultural and Technical College campus in
Farmingdale (Figure 1). The Site is surrounded by similar small
manufacturers and is several miles away from any residential arvea.
Except for the State University, there are no schools or any
recreational facilities in the immediate vicinity.

" The Circuitron Corporation site consists of an abandoned 23,500
square foot building that was used between 1961 and 1986 for the.
manufacture of electronic circuit boards. Approximately 95% of the
Site property is paved or covered by the building. A small area
behind the building is not paved. The paved area in front of the
building had been used as a parking lot for the employees of
Circuitron Corporation. Presently, the entire Site property is
fenced and secured. Figure 2 shows the Site plan and the location
of aboveground and underground structures.

Two leaching pools (LP-5 and LP-6) exist below the concrete floor

in the plating room inside the building. . A circular depression in

the concrete floor towards the front of this room indicates the

presence of other leaching pools. These are identified on Figure

2 as LP-3 and LP-4. Several leaching pools lie beneath the parking

‘ ~ lot in the front of the building. One of these pools, which is

» designated as LP-1, is a wastewater discharge pool which was

permitted via the New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination

‘ System (SPDES) program. Two other leaching pools, identified as
LP-2 and LP-7, are located in the northeast corner of the Site.

Two sanitary cesspools, CP-1 and CP-2, were identified below the

parking area in front of the northwest corner of the building. The

sanitary cesspools were permitted to accept sanitary wastes only.

However, Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS)

analyses indicated that the cesspools were used for disposal of

hazardous materials. A line of interconnected storm drains, SD-1

through SD-3, exists on the western portion of the Site. The storm
drains range from 10 feet to approximately 13 feet in depth. Three

catch basins (identified as CB in Figure 2) are also present at the

Site. : o

The Site is generally flat and has a slight slope up to the
southeast of 1less than 1 percent. The Site elevation is
approximately 85 to 90 feet above mean sea level. The Site is

located on the outwash plain of Long Island. The uppermost
aquifer, the Upper Glacial, is estimated to be 80 feet thick

" beneath the Site. The depth to the water table is approximately 30

feet below grade. The saturated portion of the Upper Glacial
aquifer, with a thickness of 50 feet, begins at the water table and

.< extends down to 80 feet below grade. The Upper Glacial aquifer is

Ve



. underlain by the Magothy aquifer which is approximately 700 feet
thick in the vicinity of the Site.

Nineteen (19) public water supply wells are located within two
miles of the Site, of which seventeen (17) are screened in the
Magothy aquifer. There are eighteen (18) public water supply
wells, irrigation or commercial supply wells within a half-mile
radius of the Site and the closest wells are shown on Pigure 1.
The Magothy aquifer is the main aquifer of use within the half-mile
radius. The closest public water supply wells located downgradient
of the Site are in the East Farmingdale Water District (EFWD)
wellfield, approximately 1500 feet south of the Site (Figure 1).
The shallow well (S-20041) has been closed for several years due to
the presence of low concentrations of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs). The deeper well (S-20042) is still in operation. A new,
not yet operational, public water supply well (S-91611) has been
installed by the EFWD and has yet to be permitted for operation.
Another EFWD public water supply well (S-39709) is located cross
gradient, to the west of the Site. The remaining fourteen (14)
wells are all commercial supply wells and are typlcally used for
noncontact cooling water purposes.

SITE HISTORY AND ENPORCE&ENT ACTIVITIES

- Circuitron COrporation'was incorporated in New York State in 1961.
- The company operated a manufacturlng facility at the Site between
1961 and 1986. _ . _ I

In 1984, an owner of Circuitron Corporation, Mario Lombardo, was
‘charged for discharging organic solvents to unpermitted "hidden"
.leaching pools between March 1, 1982 and March 22, 1984. In 1985,
‘Mr. Lombardo pleaded guilty to unlawful dumping of hazardous
wastes, under New York State Environmental Conservation Law Section
27, Subsection 09-14. He was fined $50 000 and sentenced to 700
hours of community service.

i

The Circuitron Corporation had an approved SPDES permit, No. NY-007
5655, to discharge industrial wastewater to a leaching pool (LP-1
on Figure 2) located below the former parking area in front of the.
building. The permit expired on September 12, 1986, as a result of
a July 1, 1986 inspection by NYSDEC whlch 1nd1cated that the
discharge had ceased.

The facility had received numerous warnings from both the SCDHS and
NYSDEC concerning SPDES permit violations and wunauthorized
discharges. An Order on Consent and a Stipulated Agreement, issued
by the SCDHS in 1984 and 1985, respectively, required that all
leaching pools and storm drains be remediated; all toxic and
- hazardous materials be removed from the Site including drums,
‘tanks, and piping; and a groundwater guality study be performed.
Circuitron Corporation installed 5 monitoring wells at the Site;

-m566537¢w
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however, there are no engineering or well 1nsta11atioﬁ‘rep6r€s”

;."available concerning the construction of these wells. In addition,
the analytical results from the Circuitron Corporation and the
SCDHS groundwater sampling. of these wells were not fully in
agreement with each other. To date, only the unpermitted leaching
pool in the southern part of the plating room has been cleaned out
and backfilled. This work was performed by Circuitron Corporation.

. There are no records available regarding the amount of waste
removed from this leaching pool or the existence and the extent of

- contaminated soil in and around the leaching pool.

Circuitron Corporation ceased operations and vacated the Site some
time between May and June 1986, during which time all equipment of
value was removed. When Circuitron Corporation informed SCDHS that
it would be vacating the facility, SCDHS notified the company that
a cleanup of toxic and hazardous materials and a groundwater study
would be required. SCDHS also required further off-Site
groundwater monitoring. Circuitron Corporation refused to comply
with, among others, the off-Site groundwater monitoring
requirement, and filed for bankruptcy in 1986. . -

The current owner of the Site is 82 Milbar Blvd., Inc., a New York
corporation incorporated'ln 1968. 82 Milbar Blvd., Inc. filed for

- bankruptcy in 1987. Both this and Circuitron cOrporatlon s
bankruptcy ended when they were dismissed in 1988.

In 1987, EPA initiated an emergency removal of some of the more
than 100 chemical containers and storage tanks on-Site. 1In 1988,
EPA conducted another emergency cleanup action and removed -
approximately 20 waste drums from inside the building, 3
aboveground tanks from the rear of the building, the contents of 7
underground storage tanks, 2 below-surface treatment basins, and
several leaching basins. The cleanup action involved consolidating
the various wastes, removing the tanks located at the rear of the
property, and removing contaminated debris inside the building. In
total, 100 cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris, 50 drums of
hazardous liquid, and an additional 2,000 to 3,000 gallons of
tanked hazardous liquids were removed and properly dlsposed of off-
Site.

EPA sent three sets of general notice letters to the identified
potentially responsible parties (PRPs). The first set was sent to
five PRPs on July 24, 1987, requesting that they voluntarily
undertake the removal work that EPA ultimately conducted in 1987
and 1988. The second set was sent on August 15, 1988, to the same
five PRPs inviting them to conduct a Remedial Investigation and’
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the Site. The third set was sent on
March 29, 1991, to fourteen PRPs, including the five original
parties, requesting that they finance the Remedial Design and
Remedial Action (RD/RA) at the Site and demandlng payment of  past
. costs for the Removal Action and the RI/FS. None of the parties

L]
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came forward to undertake voluntarlly the Removal Action, RI/FS or
"the RD/RA. '

The Site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) in
June 1988 and was listed on the NPL in March 1989.

The first RI/FS of the Site was initiated by EPA in September 1988
and was completed in January 1991. The objectives of this study
were to define the nature and extent of contaminants in the Site's
surface and subsurface soils, in the groundwater, in sediments in
the underground structures, and in the abandoned building. Based
on the results of the RI/FS, EPA determined that sufficient
information was available to select a source control remedy, but
-additional data were required before a groundwater remedy could be
selected. As a result, EPA issued a source control Record of
Decision (ROD) on March 29, 1991 and initiated a second operable
unit focused feasibility study (FFS) to obtain the additional data
necessary to select a groundwater remedy for the Site.

The 1991 ROD called for: (1) the excavation and off-Site treatment
and disposal of the contaminated sediments from the leaching pools,
cesspools, and storm drains; (2) in situ (in-place) vacuum
extraction of the contaminated soils (which involves placing a
cover over the soil and applying a vacuum to pull and collect VOCs
out of the spaces between so0il particles); (3) building
decontamination via vacuuming of metals-contaminated dust and
replacement of the concrete floor in the building; and (4) repaving
of the entire Site. At the time that the 1991 ROD was issued, EPA -

- and the NYSDEC envisioned decontaminating the building located on
the Site property, to allow for unrestricted future use of the
building. During the past few years, however, the building has
deteriorated and currently poses potential safety hazards. In
accordance with CERCLA Section 117(c), as part of the second
operable unit Proposed Plan, EPA and the NYSDEC informed the public
of the agencies' decision to demolish the bulldxng and dispose of
the building debris off-Site at an appropriate facility.

The remedial design for the source control remedy is expected to be
completed late 1994, followed by the advertisement for and award of

- construction contracts. The actual construction work is expected
to begin in the Spring of 1995.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The FFS report and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to
the public for comment on July 26, 1994. These documents were made
available to the public in the administrative record file at the
EPA  Docket Room in Region II, New York and two information
repositories maintained at the Farmingdale Public Library and the
Town of Babylon Department of Environmental Control. .The notice of
the public meeting and availability of the above-referenced

4
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documents éppeared in the Farmingdale Observer and Newsday

newspaper on August 5, 1994. A press release announcing the same

- was issued on July 26, 1994. The public comment period for review

of these documents extended from July 26, 1994 to August 24, 1994.

Oon August 8, 1994, EPA conducted a public meeting at the East
Farmingdale Fire House 1located at 930 Conklin Street, East
Farmingdale, New York, to discuss remedial alternatives, to present

- EPA's preferred remedial alternative, and to provide an opportunity

for the interested parties to present corinents and questions to
EPA. '

EPA received several comments on the FFS and the Proposed Plan at
the public meeting; however, no written comments were received
during the public comment period. Responses to the comments
received at the public meeting are included in the Responsiveness
Summary (see Appendix V).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

This operable unit represents the second of two planned for the
Site. It addresses the treatment of groundwater in the immediate
vicinity of the property, in the contaminant plume in the upper 40
feet of the saturated Upper Glacial agquifer and laterally extending
to approximately 700 feet downgradient of the Circuitron property.
The Upper Glacial aquifer is contaminated with inorganic compounds

and VOCs. The selected groundwater remedy constitutes the final

action planned for the Site. The ROD for the first operable unit
remedy was issued on March 29, 1991 and addressed the remediation
of organic and inorganic contamination in soils and sediments at

" the Site..

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The first operable unit RI concluded that the groundwater was
contaminated in the shallow aquifer underlying the Site. The RI
data also indicated the potential for the presence of upgradient
sources for the groundwater contamination that was detected in the
deeper Upper Glacial aquifer and the shallow Magothy aquifer. The
groundwater contaminant levels that were detected in these aquifers
upgradient and downgradient of the Site were of the same order of
magnitude. As.a result, EPA concluded that additional groundwater -
and hydrogeological 1nformatlon was required before a remedy could.ﬂ
be selected for the groundwater. .

In July 1992, EPA approved the final Work Plan and Sampling and
Analysis Plan, submitted by its contractor, Roy F. Westaon, Inc.
(Weston), and initiated the implementation of a Focused Feasibility

‘Study (FFS) for the second operable unit. A Under the direction of

EPA, Weston conducted the FFS for the second operable unit to

5 .
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supplement the first operable unit RI data, and to delineate
further the horizontal and vertical extent of  groundwater
contamination on-Site as well as off-Site (upgradient and
downgradient), in the shallow and deep aquifers.

. Weston's field investigation efforts under the FFS included: (1)
. groundwater elevation measurements and a first round of groundwater
- sampling of 20 existing first operable unit monxtorlng wells in May
1993; (2) a drive-point groundwater field screening sampling
program in August 1993; (3) installation of two confirmatory
monitoring wells in February 1994; (4) a second round of
groundwater sampling of the existing RI monitoring wells and the
two confirmatory monitoring wells, also in February 1994; (5)
hydrogeologic (slug) testing in March 1994; and (6) initiation of
a long-term groundwater elevation monitoring, also in March 1994.
A drive~point, truck-mounted, hydraulically-powered percussion
hammer was utilized for the collection of groundwater samples by
driving 1-inch diameter steel probe rods from grade to preselected
sampling depths within the aquifer. The drive-point sampling
program was primarily a reconnaissance method to delineate the
highest concentrations of downgradient Site-related groundwater
contamination that would be potentially targeted for remediation.
Figure 3 shows the monitoring well and drive-point sample
locations. : '

A complete round of water level measurements from both on-Site and
off-Site monitoring wells was made for hydrogeologic evaluation of
the groundwater flow direction and velocity. Groundwater 1level
measurements were also made prior to both rounds of groundwater
sampling and during April 1994. Long-term water level measurements
were performed at MW-2S and MW-2D during March 15 to 21, 1994, to
- identify any effects on groundwater flow patterns due to nearby
- pumping supply wells. Groundwater flow direction was determined to
be to the south-southeast for both the Upper Glacial and Magothy
aquifers. Average horizontal velocities of 1.84 feet/day and 0.25
feet/day were calculated for the Upper Glacial aquifer and the
Magothy aquifer, respectively.

To provide updated groundwater analytical data, the existing 1989
RI monitoring wells were resampled in May 1993 as part of the Round
1 groundwater sampling event. These wells were sampled for Low
Detection Level (LDL) Target Compound List (TCL) VOCs and total and
dissolved Target Analyte List (TAL) Metals. The existing RI wells
included MW-2S/D, MW-3S/D, Mw-4S/D, MW-8, MW-9, MW-10, MW-11 and
MW-12 located on the Circuitron Corporation property. The
remaining existing RI wells were located on adjacent properties and
included MW-lS/D, MW-5S/D, MW-6S/D and MW-7S/D. The "S" indicates
that the well is a water table well with a screened interval of
.approximately 25 to 35 feet below grade and is the  shallow
monitoring well of two collocated wells (couplet). The “D" -
indicates that the well is the deeper well of the couplet, with a
screened interval approximately 90 to 100 feet below grade in the

6
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shallow Magothy aquifer. One supply well was also sampled during
Round 1. This well is a deep noncontact cooling water supply well
(PW-2) located on the House of Plastics property, downgradient of
the Site. Tables 1 and 2 provide a summary of the analytical
testlng results for Round 1 groundwater sampllng for volatlle
organics and inorganics, respectlvely

A drlve-p01nt groundwater sampling program was conducted in
conjunction with quick turnaround laboratory analysis during August
1993 at the Site and nearby upgradient and downgradient locations
(Figure 3) as a reconnaissance method to delineate vertical and
lateral volatile organic contamination. A Groundwater samples were
collected from locations along five (5) transects, located both.
upgradient and downgradient of the Site, running generally"
-perpendicular to the predominant groundwater flow direction to the.
south-southeast. Groundwater sampling locations were spaced at
approximately 100 to 150 foot intervals along each transect. Two
upgradient and three downgradient transects were completed, for a
total of seventeen (17) sampling locations. At these 17 sampling
locations, a total of 48 groundwater samples were collected at
varying depths within the Upper Glacial aquifer. During the drive-
point groundwater sampling program, 10% of the samples were
collected for off-Site analysis for TCL organics using the Contract
Laboratory Program (CLP) to confirm the results of the quick
turnaround analysis. A summary of the results of the drive-point
sampling analytical data is provided in Table 3.

Based upon the results of the drive-point sampling, two . (2)
additional groundwater monitoring wells were installed to confirm
the . results of the drive-point sampling program. One new
monitoring well (MwW-13) was located approximately center-line of
the organic plume emanating from the southwest corner of the Site
property, 110 feet downgradient of the property line. The second
new monitoring well (MW-14) was installed at a location 220 feet
further downgradient of the southernmost existing monitoring well
MW-6S. This well was installed at the southern portion of the 70
Schmitt Boulevard property to attempt to deflne the leading edge of
‘the organic plume.

The round 2 groundwater sampling was performed in February 1994 and
included the majority of the existing RI monitoring wells (MW-1S/D,
MW-2S/D, MW-3S/D, MW-4S/D, MW-5S/D, MW-6S/D and MW-7S/D), two (2)
newly installed confirmatory wells (MW-13 and MW-14), a private
upgradient monitoring well (PD-1 at Price Driscoll property,
located at 75 Milbar Boulevard) and the House of Plastics well, PW-
2. These wells were sampled for LDL TCL VOCs and total and
dissolved TAL Metals. In addition to these analytes, alkalinity,
hardness, total dissolved solids (TDS) and total suspended solids
(TSS) were also analyzed for at nine (9) monitoring wells. Tables
‘4 and 5 provide a summary of the analytical testing results for the
" Round 2 groundwater sampling for volatile organics and inorganics,
' respectively. ‘
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The two rounds of groundwater VOC sampling results indicated
elevated concentrations of several organic contaminants. The VOCs
with the highest concentrations included: 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-
DCE) (58 parts per billion (ppb) at Mw-6D), 1,1-dichloroethane
(1,1-DCA) (52 ppb at MwW-13), 1,1,l-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA)
(5800 ppb at MW-4S), trichloroethene (TCE) (82 ppb at MW-1D), and
tetrachloroethene (PCE) (63 ppb at MW-4D). These concentrations
exceed their respective New York State Drinking Water Standards of

5 ppb.

For inorganic compounds, the first round of groundwater sampling
results indicated elevated concentrations of arsenic, barium,
chromium, copper, iron, lead and manganese. In the second round,
only chromium, copper, iron, lead and manganese were reported in
elevated concentrations. Of these compounds, it is believed that
only arsenic, copper, lead and chromium are associated with past
Site-related industrial process operations. These four inorganic
compounds were also reported in elevated concentrations in Site
soils and sediments during the first operable unit RI. These four
inorganic compounds were detected at elevated concentrations
(numbers in parentheses denote maximum concentrations) 'in the
groundwater samples collected during the two rounds: arsenic (74
ppb at MW-2S), chromium (788 ppb at MW-7S), copper (14,600 ppb at
MW-2S), and lead (55 ppb at MW-9). These concentrations exceed
their respective New York State Drinking Water Standards of 25 ppb
for arsenic, 100 ppb for chromium, 200 ppb for copper, ‘and 15 ppb
for lead. - :

The FFS groundwater sampling results, in conjunction with - the
results from the first operable unit RI, confirmed that several on-
property contamination source areas exist at the Site, as organic
and inorganic contamination is evident in the groundwater in both
the Upper Glacial and shallow Magothy aquifers. The drive-point
data indicated that a groundwater contaminant plume attributed to
the Site exists in the Upper Glacial aquifer extending to an
approximate depth of 70 feet below grade (upper 40 feet of the
saturated Upper Glacial aquifer). The volatile organic contaminant
levels found in upgradient and downgradient samples collected from
drive-point installations located in the deep Upper Glacial and.
monitoring wells located in the shallow Magothy aquifers were of
approximately the same order of magnitude, and, therefore, indicate
that the groundwater contamination that has been detected beneath
the Upper Glacial aquifer, beginning at a depth of approximately 70
feet below grade, is attributed to upgradient sources.

The potential for the presence of upgradient sources is also
supported by the vertical distribution of 1,1,1-TCA, shown in
Figure 4, which is considered to be a fingerprint contaminant for
" the Site and is indicative of the vertical extent of groundwater
contamination that is attributed to the Site. This distribution
indicates a zone where 1,1,1-TCA was not detected between the

8
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heavily contaminated shallow Upper Glacial and the deep Upper
Glacial aquifer. The absence of 1,1,1-TCA in this zone suggests
that the Site-related contaminant plume in the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer is separate and distinct from the 1,1,1-TCA-
contaminated groundwater in the deep Upper Glacial and shallow
Magothy aquifers, and that there are other sources contributing to
- the contamlnatlon in the deep Upper Glacial and shallow Magothy
aquifers.

In addltlon, the fate and transport of VOCs in the groundwater are .
primarily aff=z::ted by adsorpticn and biodegradation phenomena. As
a result of the biodegradation of primary VOCs (e.g., 1,1,1-TCA and
TCE), daughter products (e.g., 1,1-DCE and 1, 1-DCA) can form
rapidly enough for both primary VOCs and daughter products to be
present concurrently. The length of residence time,
concentrations, and proximity of the primary VOCs in groundwater is
directly related to the concentrations of the daughter .products,
dependent upon the biodegradation rates for specific compounds. In
general, concentrations of primary VOCs decrease exponentially at
the source, as a function of the distance from the source, and also
decrease with time. Therefore, the concentrations of the resultant
daughter products are a functlon of changes that affect the primary
VOCs.

A comparison of the concentrations of primary VOCs and their
respective daughter degradation products were made for groundwater
samples collected from. the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer, deep
Upper Glacial aquifer, and -‘shallow Magothy aquifer. The
concentration of daughter products relative to primary VOCs would -
be expected to increase with depth from the source. The monitoring
well and drive-point sampling data (Tables 1, 3, and 5), although:
not conclusive, does suggest that this is the case throughout the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. However, the data for the deep
Upper Glacial aquifer and shallow Magothy aquifer suggests that
this trend reverses itself with increasing depth. This reversing

trend implies that other sources are contributing to the
contamination in these aquifers and further supports the concept
" that the Site-related contaminant plume in the shallow Upper
Glacial aqulfer is separate and distinct from . the contaminated
groundwater in the deep Upper Glacial and shallow Magothy aquifers.

o C)
In the Upper Glacial aquifer, the groundwater contaminant plume
attributable to the Site contained elevated concentrations of both
organics and inorganics which have migrated to approximately 700
feet beyond ‘the southern’ property line of the  Site. The main
organlc contaminants were 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE and the main
inorganic contaminants were copper and chromlum. The Site-related
groundwater contaminant plume has a width of about 600 feet and
extends vertically into the shallow portion (upper 40 saturated
feet) of the Upper Glacial aquifer. :




On March 14, 1994, in situ permeability tests or slug tests were
conducted at two existing monitoring wells (MW-3S and MW-5S) and
two new confirmatory monitoring wells (MW-13 and MW-14). The
objective was to estimate the hydraulic conductivity in the Upper
Glacial aquifer. All four of the monitor wells tested were
screened across or directly below the groundwater table within the
Upper Glacial aquifer. The hydraulic conductivities calculated at
the four wells ranged from 118 to 229 ft/day. These results are

within the range of values for the regional horizontal hydraullc.

conductivity of the Upper Glac1al aguifer.

Finally, to 1dent1fy any effects caused by large capacity pumping
wells in the vicinity of the Site, groundwater 1levels were
monitored continuously in monitoring wells MW-2S and MwW-2D from
March 15 through 21, 1994. The results of the long-term water
level monitoring for both the Upper Glacial and the Magothy
aquifers at the Site indicate that there are currently no large
capacity pumping well(s) in the vicinity of the Site which may be
locally 1nfluenc1ng groundwater flow direction or contaminant plume
migration.

SUMMARY OF S8ITE RISKS
Based upon the results of the FFS, a baseline risk assessment was

conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and future
Site conditions. The baseline risk assessment estimates the human

health and ecological risk which could result from the
contamination at the Site, if no remedial action were taken. This

information is used to make a determination as to whether
remediation of the Site may be required.

N

Human Health Risk Assessment

N

A four-step process is utilized for assessing Site-related human
health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Hazard
Identification--identifies the contaminants of concern at the Site

based on several factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence,

and concentration. Exposure Assessment--estimates the magnitude of
actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and duration
of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated
well-water) by which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessment--determines the types of adverse health effects

associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship between

magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects
(response). Risk Characterization--summarizes and combines outputs
of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative
assessment of Site-related risks.
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EPA conducted a baseline risk assessment to evaluate the potential
risks to human health associated with the Circuitron Corporation
' "site in its current state. The Risk Assessment focused on

contaminants in the groundwater which. are 1likely to pose
significant risks to human health. ' .

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting contaminants of
concern which would be indicative of groundwater contaminants at
the Site. - A total of 24 organic and inorganic compounds, with 12
for each group, were identified as the contaminants of concern.
The 12 organic contaminants :~f concern were acetone, 2-butanone,
chlorobenzene, chloroform, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, c¢is-1,2-DCE, PCE,
toluene, 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1,2-TCA, and TCE. The 12 inorganic
contaminants of concern were aluminum, arsenic, barium, beryllium,
chromium, copper, lead, manganese, nickel, silver, vanadium, and
zinc. Of these 24 contaminants, chloroform, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, PCE,
1,1,2-TCA, TCE, arsenic, beryllium, chromium, lead, and nickel are
classified by EPA as carcinogens - (cancer-causing chemicals); the
rest are all considered to be noncarcinogens. However, because
chromium and nickel are considered carcinogens through the
inhalation exposure route only and metals .are not of concern
through the inhalation route for the groundwater pathway, chromium
and nickel were not evaluated as carcinogens in the risk
assessment. Table 6 provides the frequency of detection, the
sample gquantitation 1limits, and the range of detected
concentrations for the 24 contaminants of concern. Table 7
provides the 95% upper confidence level (95% UCL) concentration,
_ maximum detected concentration, and exposure point concentrations
. . for the 24 contaminants of concern.

An exposure assessment was conducted utilizing reasonable maximum
exposure scenarios to estimate the magnitude, frequency, and
duration of actual and/or potential exposures to the contaminants
of concern present .in groundwater in the upper 40 feet of the
saturated Upper Glacial aquifer. Reasonable maximum exposure is
defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably expected to
occur at the Site for individual and combined pathways.
Groundwater underlying the Site in the Upper Glacial aquifer is not
currently used for household purposes. The residents in the area
are on public water from supply wells in the deeper Magothy
aquifer. On this basis, no receptors were evaluated under current-
use conditions in the risk assessment. The baseline risk
assessment evaluated the health effects which could potentially
result from ingestion of groundwater and noningestion uses of -
groundwater (e.g., showering, bathing, and cooking) by future
residents (children and adults), as this is the most conservative
exposure scenario. An assumption was made that the Site and the
neighboring areas would be developed for residential use in the
future, and the groundwater from the upper 40 feet of the. saturated -
aquifer would be used for household purposes. The potential
exposure pathways, scenarios, and routes evaluated in this risk
assessment are presented in Table 8.

11
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Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic 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 noncarcinogenic risks associated with exposures to individual
compounds of concern were added together: to indicate the potential
risks associated with mixtures of potential carcinogens and
' noncarcinogens, respectively.

In  the tox1c1ty assessment, t.e potential. carcinogenic ' and
noncarcinogenic potencies of the contaminants of concern are
evaluated. _

Potential carcinogenic potencies are typically evaluated by using
the cancer slope factors (CSFs) developed by EPA for the
contaminants of concern. CSFs have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for estimating
excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CSFs, which are expressed in
units of (milligrams/kilogram-day)’ (mg/kg-day)”, 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 CSF. Use of this approach makes the
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The CSFs for the
carcinogenic contaminants of concern are presented in Table 9. For
- known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper-bound
individual lifetime cancer risks of between 10* to 10® to be
acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has no greater
than an approximately one in ten thousand to one in a million
chance of developing cancer over a lifetime (i.e., 70 years) as a
result of site-related exposure under specific exposure conditions.

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes and
safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (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 noncarcinogenic contaminants of concern at the Site
are presented in Table 10. Estimated intakes of chemicals from
environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from
contaminated drinking water) are compared to 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 particular receptor population. Aan
HI greater than 1.0 indicates that the potential exists for
noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-related
exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging

12
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the potential significance of'multiple contaminant exposures within
a single medium or across media.

In the risk characterization, carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic
risks were evaluated for the 24 contaminants of concern.

Total carcinogenic risks are summarized in Table 11 by exposure
pathway for the future resident (child and adult exposure
combined). The carcinogenic risks are presented by chemical and
exposure route in Table 12. The percent distribution of these
risks by chemical and exposure route is presanted in Table 13. -
The total excess incremental lifetime cance: risk for the future
resident (child and adult combined) was calculated to be 1.1 x 10*
(i.e., approximately 1 in 1,000). The majority (86%) of the total
carcinogenic risk was contributed by the ingestion of groundwater.
Arsenic and 1,1-DCE contributed 98% of the total carcinogenic risk.
The carcinogenic risk for arsenic was 9 x 10* through ingestion of
‘'groundwater. The carcinogenic risk for 1,1-DCE was 1.9 x 109,
primarily through noningestion uses of groundwater. These results
indicate significant potential carcinogenic risk to the future
resident through the groundwater pathway for the reasonable maximum
exposure scenario.

Unlike the carcinogenic risk evaluation, noncarcinogenic risks were
evaluated separately for the future child and adult residents. For
the future child residential scenario, total HQs and HIs by
exposure pathway, HQs and HIs by chemical and exposure route, and
percent distribution of the HQs and HIs by chemical and exposure
route are presented in Tables 14, 15, and 16, respectively. For
the future adult residential scenario, total HQs and HIs by
" exposure pathway, HQs and HIs by chemical and exposure route, and
percent distribution of the HQs and HIs by chemical and exposure
route are presented in Tables 14, 17, and 18, respectively. For
the future child resident, the total HI for health risks posed by

exposure to groundwater was 56. More than 99% of the total HI was

contributed by the ingestion of groundwater. - Copper, manganese,

and arsenic contributed 96% of the total HI. The HIs for copper,

manganese, and arsenic were 25, 18, and 10 respectively, through
ingestion of groundwater. For the future adult, the total HI for

health risks posed by exposure to groundwater was 24. More than
99% of the total HI was contributed by ingestion of groundwater.

Copper, manganese, and arsenic contributed 96% of the total HI.°
The HIs for copper, manganese, and arsenic were 11, 7.8, and 4.3

respectively, also through ingestion of groundwater. These results

indicate a potential for adverse noncarcinogenic:-health effects to
the future child and adult residents from exposure to groundwater
for the reasonable maximum exposure scenario.

In summary, the human health risk assessment indicated that the
contaminants in the groundwater in the shallow portion (upper 40
~ saturated feet) of the Upper Glacial aquifer at the Site pose an

elevated risk to human. health. In addition, as noted above,
numerous organic and inorganic contaminants are also present in the
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shallow Upper Glacial aquifer at levels which exceed the Federal
and/or New York State Drinking Water Standards. Although the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer is generally no longer used for
public water supply in the area, remediation is warranted to
protect the underlying Magothy aquifer from contamination present
in the Upper Glacial aquifer. Two active public water supply wells
draw water from the Magothy aquifer within a half-mile radius
downgradient of and adjacent to the Site. The remedial
investigation data and other data sources indicate that the two
aquifers are hydraulically interconnected and no confining ‘clay
barriers exist bet .een the two aquifers.

Ecological Risk Assessment

The potential exposure routes of Site contamination to terrestrial
wildlife were considered. Since 95% of the Circuitron Corporation
site is paved or covered by a building and the Site is situated in.
a densely populated industrial/commercial area, there is little, if
any, potential for exposure to contaminated soils or groundwater
on-Site, or for wildlife to be present within the general vicinity
of the Site. As a result, EPA concluded that conducting a detailed
ecological risk assessment was not warranted.

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: : ' : ' ‘

environnental 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
‘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 concern, the period of time over which such exposure
would occur, and in the models used to estimate the concentrations
of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure.
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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 risks to populations near the

- site, and is highly unllkely to underestlmate actual risks related

to the site.

More specific information concerning public health risks, inc.uding
a quantitative evaluation of the degree of risk associated with
various exposure pathways, is presented in the risk assessment
section of the FFS report. :

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

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. L

Organic and inorganic contamination has ~been detected ' in
concentrations above ARARs in groundwater at the Site. Therefore,
the following remedial action objectives have been established for
groundwater: '

A prevent potential future ingestion of Site-related |
contaminated groundwater; .

A restore the quality of the groundwater contaminated from
the Site-related activities to levels consistent with the
State and Federal drinking water and groundwater quality
standards, and _

A mitigate the off-Site migration of the Site-related
contaminated groundwater.
DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES )
CERCLA SiZI(b)(l), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b) (1), mandates that a remedial
action be protective of human health and the environment, cost-
effective, and wutilize permanent solutions and alternative

treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
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maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b) (1) also establishes a
preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal
element, treatment to reduce permanently and significantly the
volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances,
pollutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C.
§9621(d), further mandates that a remedial action attain a level or
_standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants, which at least attains ARARs under Federal and State
laws, unless a waiver can be 3justified pursuant to CERCLA
§121(d)(4), 42 U.s.C. §9621(d) (4). . .

This ROD evaluates in detail three (3) remedial alternatives for
addressing the groundwater contamination associated with the
Circuitron Corporation site. The "time to implement" a remedial:
alternative reflects only the time required to construct or
implement the remedy and does not include the time required to
design the remedy, negotiate with the responsible parties, or
procure contracts for design and construction, or conduct operation
and maintenance at the Site. The time required for remedial design
activities and procurement of contractor services is estimated to
take up to 2 years. The "time to achieve cleanup goals” reflects
the number of years for which the treatment system must operate in
order to achieve State and Federal drinking water and groundwater
quality standards in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. This time
frame assumes that the source control remedial action for the first
operable unit will be campleted prlor to the 1mplementatlon of the
groundwater remedy. :

7

The remedial alternatives are:

Alternative GW-1: No Action

Capital Cost: $5,000
Operation and Malntenance (O&M) Cost $0
- Present Worth Cost’: $5,000
Time to Implement: / 2 Months
Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals: N/A

Present Worth Costs for all alternatives were determined by
compounding the annual O&M costs by 8% over the number of years of
operation.

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be
considered as a baseline for comparison of other alternatives.
Under the no-action Alternative GW-1, no remedial actions would be -
implemented. However, it would be recommended that deed and Site
restrictions be imposed on the Site in order to prevent the use of
the groundwater from the Upper Glacial aquifer.
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Under Alternative GW-1, the groundwater contaminants would continue
to migrate into deeper portions of the Upper Glacial aquifer as
well as into the Magothy aquifer. This no-action alternative would
require a review of the remedial action every five years pursuant
to CERCLA §121(c), 42 U.S.C. §9621(c), because implementing this
alternative would result in hazardous substances remaining on-Site
above health-based levels. Additional remedial actions could be
required depending on the results .of such a review. :

Alternative GW-2: Groundwater Pumping, Treatment Using Aeration,
Coaqulation, Flocculation and Sedimentation/Air Stripping/Granular
Activated carbon/Reinjection using an Infiltration Gallery

Capital Cost: ' $1,963,000
O&M/Yr Cost: ' $675,000
Present Worth Cost: , : $6,492,000
Time to Implement: . 1 Year
Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals: 10 years /

-

Alternative GW-2 would involve capture and extraction of the
contaminated groundwater in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer
through the installation of three groundwater recovery wells; the
on-Site treatment of the contaminated groundwater; and reinjection
of the groundwater following treatment. This alternative would
also involve the quarterly sampling of selected monitoring wells to
monitor groundwater cleanup and the periodical sampling of the
influent to, and effluent from, the groundwater treatment plant to
" monitor treatment system effectiveness. An Operation and
Maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring program, as well as
‘the operation of the groundwater treatment system, would be
developed during the Remedial Design. The construction of the
groundwater extraction, treatment, and reinjection system for this
alternative would be completed within approximately 1 year.

An analytical steady-state groundwater flow model, QUICKFLOW
(Geraghty & Miller, Inc., 1991), was used in the FFS to simulate
and evaluate the location and pumping rates required to provide the
most effective hydraulic control and extraction of contaminated
groundwater in the shallow, saturated Upper Glacial aquifer. The
most effective groundwater-remediation simulation output is
provided on Figure 5. This information was utilized to devise a
conceptual design of the treatment system and associated costs; the
actual location of wells, pumping rates, etc. would be established

“during the Remedial Design phase of the project. Figure 5 shows

the pumping of three recovery wells (RW-1, RW-2, and RW-3) at a
combined rate of 135 gallons per minute (gpm). Recovery wells RW-1
“and RW-2, located closest to the Site, would recover the most
contaminated groundwater and would provide the hydraulic control of
the downgradient end of the plume to the Site. Recovery wells RW-1

and RW-2 would be designed as source-control wells pumping at
respective rates of 30 gpm, while RW-3, located at the leading edge
of the plume, would be the migration control well, pumping at a
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rate of 75 gpm. The recovery wells would be screened across the
upper 40 feet of the shallow, saturated Upper Glacial aquifer
(approximately 70 feet below grade). Approximately 2,000 feet of
eight-inch piping would be installed within trenches to connect the
recovery wells to the on-Site groundwater treatment system.

It 1is. envisioned that the groundwater treatment system would
involve the following major components: flow equalization,
aeration, coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, air stripping,
and vapor-phase and liquid-phase granular activated carbon.
Aeration, coagulation, flocculation and sedimentation would be used
for the removal of dissolved inorganics, such as metals, and
suspended solids. Air stripping coupled with liquid- and vapor-
phase granular activated carbon treatment would be used
specifically for the removal of VOCs. PFPigure 6 illustrates a
typical groundwater recovery and treatment system. The filter cake
or the 'sludge generated by the metals treatment stage would be
disposed of off-Site at a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Subtitle C Facility. Spent carbon from the vapor- and
liquid-phase carbon units would be handled similarly or
regenerated. It is assumed that the groundwater treatment system
would be designed to handle flows. up to 150 gpm (incorporating an

excess of 15 gpm) in order to accommodate any variation in future

. flow rate to effect sufficient capture zones in the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer. It is estimated that groundwater treatment would
be required for approximately 10 years based upon volume of
contaminated groundwater and concentrations of contaminants
requiring treatment. '

The extracted groundwater would be treated to State and Federal
drinking water and groundwater quality standards and reinjected by
means of an infiltration gallery 1located along the northern
boundary of the Site on Milbar Boulevard (see Figure 5). Table 19
lists the groundwater cleanup standards that will be achieved by
the treatment system prior to reinjection.

It is noted that an analytical testing for - inorganic compounds
during the FFS reported sporadic elevated concentrations of these
compounds detected at isolated locations on- and off-Site during
the two rounds of groundwater sampling. A review and comparison of
the turbidity data with the filtered groundwater data indicates
that the concentration of many of the inorganic compounds were
strongly influenced by the presence of turbidity in excess of 200
Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTUs). Therefore, additional
groundwater sampling for the inorganic compounds present in
groundwater, independent of the influence of high turbidity, would
be obtained. These groundwater sampling activities would be
‘performed early during the Remedial Design phase for the selected
remedial alternative, prior to finalization of the required
inorganic groundwater treatment progran. ’

18

. :.ﬁiﬂﬂbﬁnag‘




Alternative GW-3 ~ Air 8parging/80il Vapor Extraction/Limited
Groundwater Pumping for Hydraulic Containment/Groundwater Treatment
using Aeration, Coagulation, Flocculation and Sedimentation/Air
. 8tripping/Granular Activated Carbon/Reinjection using an
Infiltration Gallery : ‘ : _ -

_Ccapital Cost: . ’ S $2,677,000

O&M/yr Cost: : "~ $1,075,000
Present Worth Cost: $8,274,000
Time to Implement: ‘ - 1 Year
Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals- : 7 Years

)

Alternative GW-3 includes the installation of two major treatment
components, an air sparging/soil vapor extraction system and a
limited groundwater pump and treat systemn.

The air sparging and soil vapor extraction system would address the

remediation of on-property and off-property VOC contamination in
the groundwater in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. A schematic
showing the major components for a typical air sparging and soil
vapor extraction system appears on Figure 7. For planning and
cost-estimating purposes, several assumptions were made concerning
the design of the system as noted below. Approximately 20 two-inch
air sparging wells would be installed. The locations for these
wells would be determined based on pilot-plant testing to be
conducted prior to Remedial Design activities. The air sparging
wells would be screened at a depth of approximately 70 feet below
grade. Approximately 15 two-inch vacuum extraction wells would be
installed at locations also to be determined based on pilot-plant
testing.. The vacuum extraction wells would be screened from
approximately 10 to 25 feet below grade. .

The design of the groundwater extraction, treatment, and
reinjection system is assumed to be similar to that of Alternative
GW-2, except that the groundwater treatment system would be capable
of handling flows up to 75 gpm, instead of 150 gpm. The required
groundwater pumping rate for this alternative is estimated to be
less than the rate for Alternative GW-2 because its primary purpose
is to provide for hydraulic control of the leading (downgradient)
edge of the plume and it was determined that such pumping rate of

75 gpm at a single recovery well would be adequate. An.eight-inch-

recovery well would be installed at the leading edge of the plume.
The well would be screened across the upper 40 feet of the shallow
Upper Glacial aquifer (approximately 70 feet below grade).
Approximately 5,000 feet of buried trenching/piping would be
required for connecting the air injection wells to the air delivery

system, the vacuum extraction wells to the vacuum extraction -

system, the groundwater recovery well to the groundwater treatment
system, and the injection gallery.
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This alternative would also involve the quarterly sampling of
selected monitoring wells to monitor groundwater cleanup and the
sampling of the off-gases from the air sparging/soil vapor
extraction process and the influent to, and effluent from, the
groundwater treatment plant to monitor <treatment system
effectiveness. An Operation and Maintenance plan for the
groundwater monitoring program as well as the operation of the air
sparging and soil vapor extraction system and the groundwater
extraction and treatment system would be developed durlng the
Remedial Design.

The construction of the air sparging and soil vapor extraction
system and the groundwater extraction and treatment system for this

alternative would be completed within approximately 1 year. It is.

estimated that the groundwater treatment would be required for

approximately 7 years based upon volume of contaminated groundwater
" and concentrations of contaminants requiring treatment. :

Residual waste from the treatment process such as sludges would be
disposed of off-Site at a RCRA Subtitle C Facility. Spent carbon
from the vapor- and liquid-phase carbon units. would be handled
similarly or regenerated.

8UMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OFlALTERNATIVES

In selecting a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in CERCLA
§121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, by conducting a detailed analysis of the
viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) §300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive
9355.3-01. The detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the
individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria
and a comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance
of each alternative agalnst those crlterla.

The following "threshold" crlterla ‘must be satisfied by any
alternative in order to be eligible for selection:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment

. addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection-

and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway
(based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled ‘through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls. :

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy would
meet all of the applicable (legally enforceable), or relevant
and appropriate (requirements that pertain to situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at a Superfund site

. such that their use is well suited to the site) requirements
of Federal and State environmental statutes and requirements
or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.
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The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make
comparisons and to identify the major trade-offs between
alternatives:

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health

and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been
met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the
measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume via treatment

~refers to a ;emediel technology's expected ability to reduce
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances,
pollutants or contamlnants at the site.

‘5. Short-term effectlveness addresses the perlod of tlme needed
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health
"and the environment that may be posed during the construction
and implementation periods until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementabilitz refers to the technical and administrative
feasibility of  a remedy, including the availability of
materlals and services needed.

7. ' Cost 1ncludes estimated capital and operation and maintenance
costs, and the present worth costs. S

The’following "modifying" criteria are considered fully after the
formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan is complete:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
' * FFS and the Proposed Plan, the State supports, opposes, and/or
has A identified any reservations with the preferred
alternative. o : S

9. Community .acceptance refers to the public's general response
to the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the FFS
report. Factors of community acceptance to be discussed
include support, reservation, and opposition by the community.

A comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above follows.

* 'Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would provide effective overall
protection of human health and the environment as they would
prevent the further degradation of the groundwater quality in the
Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers. : These alternatives would
reduce inorganic and organic groundwater contaminant levels and
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restore groundwater quality to State and Federal drinking water and
groundwater quality standards. Alternative GW-1, which offers no
groundwater treatment, would not be protective of human health and
.- the environment.

Compliance with ARARs

Alternative GW-1 would not comply with ARARs because the volatile
organic and metals contamination would remain in the groundwater in
the shallow Upper Glacial aqulfer. Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3
would comply with all ARARs. :

. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Both Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would be effective over the long
term and permanently protect human health and the environment.
However, the time to achieve cleanup goals under Alternative GW-3

is estimated to be ‘7 years as compared to 10 years under
Alternative GW-2. Alternative GW-1, which provides no treatment,

would be neither effective nor permanent in protécting human health
and the environment.

. Reduction in Toxicity, Mebilitx, or Volume via Ireatment

Both Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the mobility and
toxicity of groundwater to -the same degree by treatment of the VOCs
and inorganic contaminants present in the groundwater in the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. In addition, as the groundwater
contaminants are removed, the volume of groundwater with
contaminant concentrations remaining above the New York State
Drinking Water Standards would decrease. Alternative GW-1, which
offers no treatment of the contaminated groundwater, would not

. reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the groundwater
contamination. ‘
. Short- Term Effectiveness

Alternatives GW- 2 and GW-3 in the short term will halt -the spread
of contaminants in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. These
alternatives will also retard the migration of the contaminants
into the deeper Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers. Alternative
GW-2 would provide more effective hydraulic containment of the
groundwater contaminant plume than Alternative GW-3 because the
groundwater extraction/treatment system for Alternative GW-2 would
be designed to handle flows twice those of Alternative GW-3.-
Alternative GW-1 provides no treatment of groundwater and is not
considered to be effective in the short term because the
contaminants will remain in the contaminated groundwater in the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer.
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In terms of adverse impacts that may be posed to human health or
the environment during the construction and implementation period,
there is a potential for short-term health risks typically

associated with construction activity and worker safety for
Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3. A health and safety plan, however,
. would be prepared to address and minimize risks to the Site
workers.  The short-term health risks would be greater for
Alternative GW-3 than for Alternative GW-2, as Alternative GW-3
employs an additional treatment component (air sparging and soil
vapor extraction) and as a result, would require more
trenching/piping activities. Alternative GW-2 would require
approximately 2,000 feet of buried trenching/piping connecting the
recovery wells to the on-Site groundwater treatment system.
Alternative GW-3 would require approximately 5,000 feet of-buried
trenching/piping for connecting the air injection wells to the air
delivery system, the vacuum extraction wells to the vacuum
extraction system, the groundwater recovery well to the groundwater
treatment system and the injection gallery. Since it is envisioned
that contaminated source areas and soils would be remediated before
groundwater treatment is initiated, risks associated with exposure
to these contaminated media are expected to be minimal. As an
added safety measure, engineering controls such as air monitoring
and other measures would be employed (e.g., restricting the Site to
authorized personnel only) to ensure the safety of on-Site workers

and off-Site receptors. Implementation of Alternative GW-1 would
not pose any construction-related short-term health rlsks as 1t is

a "No Action" alternative.

* Implementability

Alternative GW-1 would be the most readily implementable as it is
a "No Action" alternative, followed by Alternative GW-2 and then
Alternative GW-3. Alternative GW-2 would involve conventional
technologies with proven reliability. Alternative GW-3 however,
would involve the use of an innovative technology (1 e., air
sparging/soil vapor extraction), which may make it less reliable
than Alternative GW-2, because Alternative GW-3 has been used less
frequently at Superfund sites similar to the Circuitron Corporation
site. » :

[ COSt

Alternatlve GW-1 would have the lowest associated cost, as it is a
"No Action" alternative, followed by Alternative GW-2 and then
Alternative GW-3. = The only cost for the 1mp1ementat10n of
Alternative GW-1 would be the capital cost of $5,000, which is for
deed and Site restrictions to prevent the use of the groundwater
from the Upper Glacial aquifer. There would be no O&M costs for
Alternative GW-1, so the total present worth cost would be $5,000.
Alternative GW-2 would have a capital cost of about $1,963,000 and
‘O&M cost of $675,000 per year. The total present worth cost for
Alternative GW-2 would be $6,492,000. Alternative GW-3 would have
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a capital cost of $2,677,000, O&M cost of $1,075,000 per year, and

- total present worth cost of $8,274,000. The higher costs for
Alternative GW-3 are associated w1th air sparging and soil vapor
extractlon. _

* State Acceptance
‘The NYSDEC concurs with the seiected remedy. -

. Community Acceptance

No objections from the community were raised regarding the selected
remedy. Community comments and questions can be reviewed in the
August 8, 1994 public meeting transcript, which has been included
in the Administrative Record. A responsiveness summary which
addresses all comments received during the public comment period is
attached as Appendix V.

SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and NYSDEC have determined after reviewing the alternatives and
public comments, that Alternative GW-2 is the appropriate remedy
for the Site, because it best satisfies the requirements of CERCLA
§121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, and the NCP's nine evaluation criteria for
remedial alternatives, 40 C.F.R. §300.430(e) (9).

\5?., [
The major. components of the selected remedy include:

\

A 'extractlon of the Site-related groundwater contaminant
plume present in the upper 40 feet of the saturated Upper-
Glacial aqulfer,

A treatment, via metal precipitation and air stripping, of
contaminated groundwater to drinking water standards;

A reinjection of the treated groundwater into the Upper
Glacial aquifer via an infiltration gallery; and

A disposal of treatment residuals at a RCRA Subtltle o
facility.

Detailed information for this selected remedy is provided- above
under Alternative GW-2 in the DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
section of this document. As explained in this section, because
analytical testing conducted during the FFS for inorganic compounds
reported only sporadic elevated concentrations of these compounds
likely associated with and influenced by hlgh turbidity, additional
groundwater sampling for the inorganic compounds present in
groundwater, independent of the influence of hlgh turbidity, will
be obtained durlng the Remedial Design phase prior to finalization
of the required inorganic groundwater treatment program.

’
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Remediation Goals

‘The goal of the selected remedy is to restore the groundwater to-

drinking water quallty. Based on information obtained during the
FFS and on a careful analysis of remedial alternatives, NYSDEC and
EPA believe that the selected remedy will achieve this goal. The
extracted groundwater will be. treated until all organic and
inorganic contaminant concentrations have been reduced such that
they are equal to or less than their respective State and Federal
drinking water and grour*wvater quality standards prior to
reinjection. 1In. addition, State and Federal drinking water and
groundwater quality standards will also be met in the treatment
system effluent prior to reinjection. Table 19 1lists the
groundwater cleanup standards that will be achieved by the
treatment system prior to reinjection.

However, it may become apparent, during implementation or operation
of the groundwater extraction system, that contaminant levels have
ceased to decline and are remaining constant at levels higher than
the drinking-water standards over some portion of the contaminated
plume. In this case, the system performance standards and/or the
remedy may be re-evaluated.

The selected remedy will include groundwater extraction for a
period which is presently estimated to be 10 years based upon
volume of contaminated groundwater and <concentrations of
contaminants requiring treatment (but which, depending upon the
degree of contaminant reduction achieved, may ultimately be a
longer or shorter per.iod). During this time, the systenm's

'~ performance will be monitored on a regular basis to determine if

modifications to the system are required to improve performance.
Modifications may include any or all of the following:

A Discontinuing pumping at individual wells where cleahﬁp

goals have been attained.
A Alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation.
A Pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow

adsorbed contaminants to partition into groundwater.

A Installing additional extraction wells to facilitate or
, accelerate cleanup of the contaminated plume.
During the performance of the long-term monitoring, NYSDEC and EPA
may determine that the remedial action objective has been met.
Periodic monitoring will be used to re-assess the time frame and
the technical practicability of achieving cleanup standards. Upon
meeting all remedial objectives, or determining that the Site has
been sufficiently purged of contamlnants so that public health is

25
e

‘ ?~~§‘E5ﬁu§£V5ﬁ3

1£800;



no longer threatened by exposure to the Site, EPA will initiate
proceedings to delete the Site from the NPL.

S8TATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As previously noted, CERCLA §121(b) (1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b) (1),
mandates that a remedial action must be protective of human health

' 'and the environment, be cost-effective, and utilize permanent

solutions and alternatlve treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. . Section
121(b) (1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions which
employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the

volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances,

pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C.
§9621(d), further specifies that a remedial action must attain a

degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under Federal and State

laws, unless a waiver can be Jjustified pursuant to CERCLA
§121(d) (4), 42 U.S.C. §9621(d) (4).

‘Protection of Human Health and the Egvironment'

The selected remedy, in conjunction with the source control
remedial action for the first operable unit that will be completed
prior to the implementation of the groundwater remedy, will
eliminate all outstanding threats posed by the Site. It will
remove any contribution of contaminants from the Site to the
shallow, saturated Upper Glacial -aquifer and will reduce
contaminant concentration levels in that aquifer to State and
Federal drinking water and groundwater quality standards, “and
concurrently reduce the carcinogenic and noncarc1nogen1c risks
posed by potential exposure to the groundwater.

There are no short-term threats to human health and the environment
associated with the selected remedy that cannot be easily
addressed. :

A

Comgliance with ARARSs

The follow1ng ARARs and considerations apply to the selected~

" remedy: _
Action-specific ARARs:

A Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) (40 C.F.R. §141.11 - §141.16), 6 NYCRR Part 703, and 10
NYCRR Part 5 provide standards and goals for toxic compounds
for public drinking water systems. The reinjection process
for the treated groundwater will meet underground injection
well regulations by its status as a Superfund remedial action
under 40 C.F.R. Part 147. The extracted groundwater will be
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treated to meet all of the above-noted standards prior to
reinjection. :

A Spent carbon, if regeneration is not feasible, and sludge
materials from the groundwater treatment system for removal of
organics and inorganics will be disposed of off-Site, as well
as any other treatment residuals, consistent with applicable
RCRA land disposal restrictions under 40 C.F.R. Part 268.

A Clean Air Act (Car)

A 40 C.F.R. Part 50 prévides "National Ambient Air Quality
Standards '

A 40 C.F.R. Part 262 provides Federal Hazardous Waste Manifest
Requirements for Off-Site Waste Transport

4 40 C.F.R. Part 264 provides Standards for Owners and Operators
' of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, andkblsposal Facilities

Chemical—specific ARARS:

A Since the groundwater aquifer at the Site is classified as
IIb, drinking water standards are relevant and appropriate.
Again, these include SDWA MCLs, 6 NYCRR Groundwater Quality
Regulations and/or 1limitations of discharges to Class GA

" waters (aquifers which serve as a source of potable drinking
water) and 10 NYCRR Part 5 standards.

Locationfspecific ARARS:
none
Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered:

A New York Technical Operations Guidance Series (TOGS) 2.1.2 and
1.1.1 provide standards for reinjection of treated groundwater
and are to be considered. SDWA MCL Goals (40 C.F.R. §141.50 ~-
§141.51) provide goals for toxic compounds for public drinking
systems and are also to be considered.

A New York State Air Guide 1 (August 1992) provides Guidelines
for the Control of Toxic Ambient Air Contaminants.

cOst-Eggectiveness

The selected remedy, Alternative GW-2, will provide overall
effectiveness proportionate to its cost. It is $1.8 million less
costly than Alternative GW-3, while offering comparable or better
performance. A detailed cost estimate of the selected remedy is
provided in Appendix C of Volume II of the FFS report. -
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Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

EPA has determined that the selected remedy meets the statutory
requirement to  utilize permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. . The selected
remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.

The selected remedy will reduce the contaminants of concern to
health-protective lcvels prior to reinjection. After treatment is
complete, provided that the source control remedial action for the
first operable unit will also have been completed, the Site will no
longer contribute contaminants to the shallow, saturated Upper
Glacial aquifer. '

) o eatment as

The statutory preference for treatment is satisfied by the selected
remedy which employs on-Site treatment of the groundwater through
aeration, coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, air stripping,
and vapor-phase and liquid-phase granular activated carbon. These
treatment methods effectively reduce the toxicity, mobility, and
volume of the contaminants.

DOCUMENTATION OF BIGNIFiCANT.CBANGEB

There are no significant changes from the preferred alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan.
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] TABLE 1
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND 1 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
MONITORING WELLS
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

. NYS Sample Number MW2D  |Field Blank MW-28 MW-25-DUP MW-3S MW4S MWD
Drinking Water | Screened Interval (ft) 90-100 - 25-35 25.35 28-38 24.34 . 90-100
Quality Standards | Date Collected 5/10/93 5/10/93 5/11/93 5/11/93 5/11/93 ) 5/11/93 5/11/93
- Chioromethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ Loo Ul 1.00 W 1.00 UJ . 1.00 UJ
5 Bromomethane 1.00 U) 1.00 UJ Lo0 W) 1.00 U3 . 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ ’ 1.00 UJ
2 Vinyl Chloride . 1.00 UJ 100 W 1.00 UJ - 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ . I.OO_UJ
S Chloroethane . 1.00 UJ 100 U X 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 100 W 200 ) R IDO Ul
s Methylene Chloride 200 UJ 200 R : 200 U 200 U 200 W 200 WJ 200 R
- Acetone 5.00 3 5.00 R 500 R 5.00 R 5.00 R " s500R
. Carbon Disulfide 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
S 1.1-Dichioroethene 1.00 W C 100 US .00 .U} 1.00 Ul
5 1,1-Dichloroethane 100 Ul 1.00 UJ : 1.00 UJ 0.60 J
s cis-1,2-Dichloroethene . 200 J 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
s trans-1 2-Dichloroethene oo us | 100w 100 U} 100 U 1.00 Ul
7 Chioroform 1.00 W) 400 ) 1.00 U) 1.00 U 1.00 U
5 1.2-Dichloroethane ) 1.00 U) 1.00 UJ 100 UJ 100 UJ | 100 U)
2-Butanone 500 R 500 R .00 R © 500 R 5.00 R
- Bromochloromethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
H 1,1.1-Trichloroethane 28.00 iJ';-,).; 100 UJ 200 J 200 3 300 3
5 Carbon Tetrachloride - 1.00 UJ 1.00 W Loo W) 100 UJ 1.00 U ‘ 1.00 ‘UJ 1.00 W)
s Bromodichloromethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 W ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 U3
5 1.2-Dichioropropane .00 UJ 1.00 WJ 1.00 U) | 1,00 U) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ .
S cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 1.00 UY 100 W 100 U} 1.00 US ’ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U
] Trichloroethene 5.00 J 1.00 W) 1.00 U 1.00 W 100 UJ 3.00 )
- Dibromochloromethane 1.00 U) | .1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 100 uUJ
5 l.l,Z-T;ichloroethane 1.00 W) 1.00 UJ 1.00 L) oo U 1.00 UJ 300 ) )
. 07 Benzene ’ . © 100 W 1.00 U} 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U}- 100 US ) -
. 5 trnns-lj-Dichluror;ropene : 1.00,U) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 U) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
- hromoform : . ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U} 1.00 UJ
- 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 5.00 UJ 5.00 UJ 500 UJ 500 UJ 5.00 U)
- 2-Hexanone . 500 R 500 R 500 R 5.00 R 500 R
s Tetrachioroethene 600 . 100 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 U
5 1,1,2.2-Tetrachloroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJb 1.00 UJ ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 U
1,2-Dibromoethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U
s Toluene ’ ’ 100 U 1.00 U} 100 U 1.00 US 100 U 070 ] 1.00 UJ
s Chlorobeﬁune 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 100 U 0.60 J 1.00 UJ
s Ethylbenzene 1 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 100 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 Ul
s Styrene 1.00 UJ . 1.00 UJ 100 U 1.00 UJ 100 U 1.00 U) 1.00 UJ
s Xylenes{total) © 100 U - 1.00 W) 1.00 W) 100 U) 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 W)
4.7 1.3-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 U} ‘1,00 us 1.00 WI 1.00 U 100 UJ 1.00 UJ
47 1.4-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U) 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
47 1.2-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 W 'I“OO u) LOO ul l_‘OO u) LOO0 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 1.2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 1.00 W) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 1.00 U 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
Total VOCs 45.00 J 9.00 J 200 ] 200 ) 1",60 ] $940.30 J 278.00 J
Total TICs 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 : 0.00
Total TIC Concentration 0.00 - 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 250.00 J 0.00

Notes: .
- Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted

- = No standard available . : o

U= Analyie was not detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reported value is berween the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit

E= Value is estimated due to interferences

J= Estimated value

R= Rejected during data validation

X1=1:5 Dilution ’ , R A
X2=1:12.5 Dilution . . - )
JN=Presumptive evidence for presence of analyte. estimated quantiry - 5 a eﬁ a%;

' ' ) " L
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TABLE 1,
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE .
ROUND I DATA -
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING :

MONITORING WELLS
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l) ’
NYS Sample Number Field Btank Trp Blank MW-18 MW-3D - | MW-58 MW-5D MwW-8
Drinking Water  { Screened interval (ft) - - 25-35 80-100 24-34 90-100 24.8.208
Quality Swndards | Date Collected 151183 5/11/93 5/12/83 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/83
- Chioromethane 1.00 W ©1.00 U 1.00°WJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ -
5 Bromomethane 100 W 1.00°W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
2 Viny! Chioride 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ l 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
.5 Chioroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ . 1.00 W ' - 1.00 UJ
s Methylene Chioride 1.00 J 400 J 200 R 200 R 200 W 200 W 200 UJ
- Acetone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R , 5.00 R . 6.00 J 500 R
- Carbon Disutfide 100 J 1.00 U 1.00 W 1.00 U 1.00 WJ
5 1.1-Dichioroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
s 1,1-Dichloroethane - 1000 | 100w 080 J 050 J 050 J 100 J
5 cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 090 J 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
s trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 UJ
7 Chioroform 400 J 1.00 4 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 V) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W)
5 1,2-Dichioroethane ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ T 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
. 2-Butanone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R " 500 R
- Bromochloromethane . 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 00 1.00 UJ
s 1.1,1-Trichioroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 3.00 J ‘ 3.00 J
5 Carbon Tetrachloride 1.00 UJ 1.00. UJ 1.00 U - 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 W 1.00 UJ
5 Bromodichloromethane 1.00 UWJ 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 U 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
H 1,2-Dichloropropane 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00- W 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 W
5 cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 1.00 W 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 W © 100 W 1.00 UJ
5 Trichloroethene 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ g 400 J 1.00 W) 400 J 1.00 W
- Dibromochloromethane 1.00 W 100 UJ 1.00 UJ : 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
s . |1.1,2-Trichloroethane 1.00 W 1A00'UJ 1.00 W 1.00 U 100 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
0.7 Benzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ ‘LO(IJ uJ
5 trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 100 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 US 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 UJ
. Bromoform 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W - 1.00 UJ 1.00 R
- 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 500 W 500 WJ 500 W 5.00 UJ 500 W 500 R 500 R
- |2-Hexanone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R
s Tetrachioroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ o100 W 1.00 UJ
- 1',1,2,2-Tetrachloroethanev 1.00 UJ 1.00 uJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
- 1.2-Dibromoemané 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
s Toluene 1.00 U2 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 UJ
s Chiorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 W 060 J L 1.00 W
5 Ethylbenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 Uy 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 Styrene 100 U 1.00 UWJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ . 1.00 UJ . 100 UJ.
5 Xylenes(total) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ . 1.00 W 1.00 Uy T1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W)
47 1,3-Dichicrobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 R
4.7 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ - 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ ) 1.00 R
47 1.2-Dichiorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ- 1.00 UJ 100 R
5 1,2-Dibrome-3-chioropropane 1.00 U 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U .1.00 R
Totat VOCs - 6.00 J 500 J 440 ) 56.80 J 6.50 J 56.00 J 400 J
Total TICs 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Tota! TIC Concentration 0.00 0.00° 63.00 JN 0.00 4.00 JN 0.00 55.00 J
Notes:

Concentrations above the New York Staie Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted
- = No standard avaijable

U= Anaiyte was not detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit

E= Value is estimated due 10 interferences

)= Estimated value

R= Rejected duning data validation

; X X1=1:5 Dilunon . .
) : X2=1:12.5 Ditution - L . .
. . s &%‘ﬁ ‘l%ﬁnpll\c evidencs for piesence of anaivie: esiimaled quantity ) e : - - ’ oo R

19-Sep-94 : Page 2 of 5 ' 300“4 ‘ RD1VOL.WB1



TABLE 1
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
-~ ROUNDIDATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
MONITORING WELLS
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

. ’ NYS Sample Number MW.9 Field Blank Tnp Blank MW-1D MW-6S MW-10 MW-11
Drinking Water | Screened interval (ft) 24.1-291 - - 90-100 . j24.8-348 23.9-28.9 25.1-30.1
Quality Standards | Date Collected 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93 ) 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5§/13/83
f
- Chioromethane 1.00 UJ © 100 WY 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 U 100 W 1.00 W
s Bromomethane 1.00 W 1.00 U 1.00 WY 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ ©1.00 W
2 Vinyl Chloride ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W ©1.00 W 100 W 100 W 100 W 100 W
5 Chioroethane 1.00 UJ . 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 100 W 1.00 UJ . 1.00 W
5 Methylene Chioride 2.00 W 300 J 3.00J 200 Rv ¢ O w 200 W 200 W
- Acetone 500 R 500 R 500 R’ 500 R 800 J . S00R 500 R -
- Carbon Disulfide 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 1,1-Dichioroethene . ’ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 31.00 J 300 J . 1.00 UJ . 1.00 U
H _ |1.1-Dichiorosthane 1.00 J 100 W 1.00 Wl 400 J 050 ¢ 1.00 W
5 cis-1,2-Dichioroethene 1:00 W 1.00 UWJ 1.00 YJ 400 J 1.00 W , 1.00 W
5 ufens-1_2-D_ichIoroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 LJ 1.00 W 1.00 LY 1.00 UJ
7 Ch\on’ﬂom’\ 1.00 W -100J 100 ) 3.00 W 100 W 100 U
s 1,2-Dichldrpethane 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ - 1.00 W 1.00 UJS 1.00 UJ
- 2-Butanone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R ' 500 R
- Bromochloromethane 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 UJ - 1.00 UJ
s 1.1.1-Trichloroethane 500 J 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 300 J 500 J
s Carbon Tetrachlonde 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 V) _1.00 UJ .
5 Bromodichloromethane 1.00 Ul 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 100 W 1.00 U
s * 11,2-Dichioropropane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ .1.00 u
s cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 1.00 UJ‘ " 100 W 1.00 UJ ©1.00 UJ 1.00 W
5 Trichloroethene 1.00 UJ 100 UJ 1.00 U 100 W 100 W
- Dibromdchlioromethane 100 W 1.400 uJ 1.00 L) - 1.00 W 1.00 U " 100 W) 1.00 [9A]
s _ ]1.1.2-Trichloroethane 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ . 1.00 W
07’ Benzene . 1.00 Ud, 100 W 100 U 1.06 w 100 U ‘ 1.00 U 100 U
. 5 trans-1,3-Dichioropropene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 100 UJ . 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
- Bromoform ) 100 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 W S 1.00 U 1.00 W 1.00 W
- 4-Methyl-2-55entanpne : 500 UJ 500 R 500 R 500 W) 500 UJ 500 W
- 2-Hexanone ) 500 R - 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R
s Tetrachloroethene 1.00 UJ | 1.00 UJ 1.00 W o 070 2 v 100 W ' 1.00 U
s 1.1.2.2-Tetrachioroethane 1.00 W 4.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 W 100 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
- 1,2-Dibromoethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 WJ 1.00 UJ . 100 U 1.00 W ' 1.00 O
s Toluene ) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ ©1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 W ) 1.00 W
S Chioropenzene R 1.00 U 4.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 400 Ul 1.00 UJ 1.00 U
s Ethylbenzene 1.00- u 1.00 W 1.00 UJ - 1.00 VA) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
5 Styrene . »1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W ] 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W
s Xylenes{total} 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 1.00 W) 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ ) 1.00 U
47 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 LY 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ - ‘_ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
47 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 L) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 U
47 1.2-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 W) 1.00 U 100 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 7 1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 ‘UJ 1.00 L 1.00 UJ
Total VOCs ’ 6.00 J 40'0 J 4.00 J 237004 - 61.70 J . 350 ) . 500 J
Totsl TICs % Q (‘ 1.00 .00 - 0.00 "1.00 1.00 1.00 T 400
Total TIC Concentration 71.00 J 0.00 0.06 3.00 JN 500 J 4.00 JN © 4.00 JN
Notes:

Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted

- = No standard available .

U= Analyte was not detected at the instrument detection limit given . N
B= Repoged value is berween the instrument detection fimit and the contract required detection limit

E= Value is estimated due to interferences

J= Estimared value .

R= Rejected during data validation

. X1=1:5 Dilution .
X2=1:12.5 Dilution
JN=Presumptive evidence for presence of analyte; estimated quantity
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ROUND I DATA

v TABLE 1
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

RD1VOL W81

FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
: ) MONITORING WELLS
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)
NYS Sampie Number MW-12 Fieid Biank Trp Blank MW.6D MW-7S MW-7D PW-2
Drinking Water | Screened intervai (ft) 25-35 - . 90-100 27-37 90-100 216.3-226.3
Quality Sundards | Date Coliected 5/1393 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/14/93 5114193 5114193 5/14/93
- Chioromethane 1.00 L 1.00 UJ 100 WS 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ U 1.00 UJ
s Bromomethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1‘00\‘UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W uJ 1.00 UJ
2 Viny} Cmoﬁde 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 100 W 100 UJ 1.00 U w 1.00 UJ
s [Chioroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ w 1.00 U4
s Methylene Chloride 200 W 200 J ’ 300 J 200 U 200 W us 200 UJ
- Acetone ) 18.00 J 500 R 500 R 3.00 J J 4.00 J
) Carbon Disutfide 1.00 UJ 100 J 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
5 1.1-Dichloroethene 2.60 J 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 200 J
] 1.1-Dichloroethane 1.00 J 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00
b ¢cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
s trans.1.2-Dichloroethene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
7 Chtoroform 1.00 W 1.00 J - 100 3 1.00 W
s 1.2-Dichiorosthane 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 100 UJ
. 2-Butanone 6.00 J 500 R 500 R 500 R
. Bromochioromethane LMo ) 100 W 100 UJ 100 UJ
5 1.1,1-Trichloroethane +50.00_X1J 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 JN J
5 Carbon Tetrachloride 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 U
5 Bromodichioromethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W " 1.00 UJ
s 1.2-Dichloropropane 1.00 V) 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 WJ 1.00-UJ
s cis-1,3-Dichioroprapene 1.00 UJ 100 U 100 U 100 UJ '
s Trichioroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 U
- Dibromochloromethane 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 100 UJ
s 1.1.2-Trichloroethane 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 W
0.7 Benzene 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 trans-1,3-Dichioropropene 1.00 W 1.00 W . 1.00 W 1.00( w 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
- Bmmofqrm 100 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) 1.00 W
- 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R
- 2-Hexanone 500 R 500 R 500 R 500 R
5 Tetrachloroethene 5.00 J 1.00 W) 1.00 W 1.00 UJ K
5 1,1.2,2-Tetrachloroethane 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 LJ 1.00 W 1.00 U 1.00 UJ
- 1.2-Dibromoéthane 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 W) 1.00 UJ 1.00 W) . 100 UJ - 1.00 W
5 Toluene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UWJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 Chlorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 LI 1.00 W
5 Ethylbenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 US 1.00 U 1.00 UJ)
5 Styrene *1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 100 UJ 1.00 U
5 Xylenes(total) 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 1.00 VJ 1.00 W
47 1.3-Dichiorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 W 100 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
47 1.4-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ 1.00 VJ 1.00 W 1.00 Us 1.00 W
47 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 W 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 100 UJ 100 W 1.00 U ¢ 1.00 UJ
5 1.2-Dibromo-3-c!‘|oropmpane 1.00 W 1.00 W . 1.00 W 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 1.00 ‘U 1.00 U
Total VOCs 82.00 4.00 4.00 198.00 4.00 114.00 57.00
Total TICs 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 ‘b’bﬁ f 1.00
Total TiC Concentration 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 JN 0.00 0.00 10.00 R
Notes: R
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted
« = No standard available '
U= Analyte was'not detected at the instrument detection limit given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit
E= Vaiue 15 estimated due 10 interferences
J= Estimated vaiue
19-Sep-94 Page 4:0f.5 : 500“66




TABLE 1
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND I DATA

FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

MONITORING WELLS

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ugn)

NYS Sample Number Field Blank Trip Biank
Drinking Water | Screened interval (ft) - -

Quality Standards | Date Collected 5/14/93 5/14/83
- Chloromethane . 1.00 WJ 100 UJ
5 Bromomethane - . 1.00 W 100 W
2 Viny! Chioride 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
" {Chioroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
s Methylene Chloride 300 4 3.00 J
Acetone 500 R 500 R
Carpon Disuifide 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
s 1.1-Dichloroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 1.1-Dichloroethane 1.00 W .1,00 uJ
5 cis-1,2-Dichioroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
-5 trans-1.2-Dichloroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
7 Chloroform 1.00 J 1.00 J
5 1.2-Dichioroethane N 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
- 2-Butanone v ' 500 R 500 R
- Bromochloromethane 1,60 uJ 1.00 UJ
s 1,1.1-Trichioroethane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
5 Carbon Tetrachloride 1.00 W 1.00 U
5 Bromodichioromethane 100 Us | 100 UJ
5 1,2-Dichioropropane - 1.00 W 1,“00 uJ
5 cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 1.00 UJ 1.60 uJ
5 Trichioroethene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
- Dibromochioromethane 1.00 WJ 1.00 UJ
s’ 1,1,2-Trichioroethane 1.00 W) 1.00 UJ
0.7 Benzene S0 W 1.00 UJ
5 trans-1.3-Dichloropropene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
- Bromoform R 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 500 R 500 R
2-Hexanone : 500 R 5.00 R
s Tetrachloroethene 1.00 UWJ 1.00 UJ
s 1.1.2.2-Tetrachioroethane 1.00 W 1.00 U
- 1.2-Dibromoethane 1.00 U 1.00 UJ
s Toluene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
s Chlorobenzene 1.00 UL 1.00 UJ
5 Ethylbenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
5 Styrene 1.00 W 1.00 UJ
5 Xylenes(total} 1.06 uJ 1.00 UJ
47 1,3-Dichiorobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ
4.7 1.4-Dichlorobenzene 1.00 UJ 1.00 W
4.7 1,2-Dichiorobenzene -1.00 WJ 1.00 UJ
5 1.2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 1.00 UJ 1.00 UJ

Total VOCs 4.00 4.00

Total TICs 1.00 0.00

Total TiC Concentration : 3.00 UN 0.00

-Notes: .

19-Sep-94

Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted
- = No standard available : '
U= Anal\te was not detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit

E= Value 1s estimated due 10 interferences  +

J= Estimated value

R= Rejected dunng data validation

Xt=1 § Dilunon ’

X2=1"12 5 Diluvon .

IN=Presumptive evidence for presence of anaI;'le; estimated quantity
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TABLE 2
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND I DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
EXISTING MONITORING WELLS
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

TNYVS Samplc Numbet MW-2 MW-2D MW-2§ MW-2§ MW-25-DUP MW-25-DUP MW-3S§ MW-3§ MWS
Drinkir‘lgw.‘llcr Analysis Toral Dissolved : Total’ Dissolved - | Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total
Quality Standanis | Screencd Intervai (R) 90- 100 90-100 2538 25-35 2538 25-38 28-38 © 2838 2434
Datc Colleeted $/10/93 5/10/93 /11793 5111793 /11703 5/11/93 51193 $/11/93 /11793
. Alyminum ’ 180,00 BJ 3Lon B 65200 R 2510 R 43600 R 3130 R 3140 R _ 151000 R
- Antimony 1430 B) 1790 U . 17.90 . UJ 1790 UJ 1790 UJ 1790 U} 1790 W 1790 UJ
2500 Arsenic 230 UIWN® 350 W 380N 350 UIW 4 81207 JSN4: 350 U 350 UJ 230 UIN®
1.000.00 Barium 100.00 BJ 8270 B 139000 J - " 7240 BJ .7 1,01000 3o 51.70 B) 520" B} 6170 B!
. Benfiom - 050 U, : 050 U 050 U 050 U T es0 W 0350 U ) 050 U
1c o0 Cadmium 110 UIN 10y 170 UIN 170 UJ IRV 170 U 170 UIN
. Calcium 15400 00 ) 11,000 00 39.700.00 3 2900000 § 27.800.00 } 19.200.00 J 31,70000 J
S0 00 Chromium 4200 § 90 w70 4 580 UJ 580 UJ sgo U YT 1497008 ¢
- Cobatt 280 Ul 180 U . 380 UJ 3 380 ul 380 Ul
200 00 Copper 1740 BJ 940 B 14,600.00" J BJ "10,$00.00 125.00 )
L 200,00 fron 788800 J 6250 B - 467,000.00 J “280,000.00° | : E AN
1500 I cad . 710 260 R 850 J 530 ) 290 R ]
25,000 (4 Magncsium 256000 B! 220000 B 434000 BI
300,00 Manganese 15000 ) 84.70 SUT90.00 0 3 T §
240 Mercury 010 UIN - 010 U 0.10 UIN UIN
- Nickel 14.10 BJ 610 U 700 BJ BJ
- Potassium 1590000 § . 1670000 J 5.570.00 ) Bl
1600, - |Seloninm 330 R 290 UIwW 1650 R R
50,00 Siler 380 Uj 380 U ’ 2270 ) . u
20.0000.00 Sadium 730,200.00 0,600.00. . 1010000 J 10.400.00 § 10,800.00 1 992000 J )
- Thallium 120 UIW 120 UJWN - 120 UJ 120 USWN 120 v 120 UIWN uw
. Vanadium 230 U) i3 U 4620 8J 330 U 2920 B) 330 Ul BJ
30000 Zinc 8090 JE 61.50 281.00 JE 140 UJ 20900 JE 900 BJ JE
Notes: )
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highflighted
= No standard avaitable . ) '
U= Analyte was not stthe i di ion limit given .
8= Reported value is 1 the instn t ion limit and the contract required detection fimit

- €= Value is estimated due to interferences
N= Spiked sample recovery was not within controf limits
*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated value
R= Rejected during data validation .
M=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met.
S=Determined by Method of Standard Addition (MSA)

8u00S
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TABLE 2

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND I DATA

FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

EXISTING MONITORING WELLS
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

‘69'5999

NYS Sample Number MNAS MW-4D MW-4D Field Blank Field Blank Field Blank MW-1S MW-1S MW.3D
Drinking Water Analysis Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Total Dissotved Total Dissolved Total
Qualiny Standards | Screened Intervat (6] 24-34 90-100 90-100 Pump Bailer Filter 2535 '25-35 90-100
Date Collected 5/11/93 5/11/93 5/11/93 5/11/93 . 5/11/93 5/11/93 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93
Aluminum 2350 UJ 373.00 R 2700 R 60400 J 426.00 J 2350 WJ 254.00 30.10 B 10400 B
- Antimony 17.90 W uJ - 1790 W 17.90 UJ 1790 W 1790 W 1790 U 1790 U 1790 U
25.00 Arsenic 350 W UJWN | 350 UJ 230 UIN 230 UJN® 350 W 7.50 BJUN* 810 B 230 WN*
1000 .00 Barium 66.90 BJ BJ 82.70 BJ 250 W 250 uJ 250 W 217.00 16400 B 10000 B
- Beryllium 0.50 UJ w 0.50 W R ‘050 W 050 W 0.50 UJ 05 U 050 U 050 U’
10.00 Cadmium 170 W UJN . 170 W 1.70 UIN 1.70 N 170 W 170 uw 170 U 1.70 UJIN
- Calcium 30,700.00 J J. 9,890.00 J 710.00 BJ 458.00 BJ 9750 BJ 14,500.00
50.00 Chromium 3600 J B 580 W 580 UJ 580 UJ 580 W V] 81.90 R
- Cobalt 380 W 380 W 380 W 380 W 380 W B 1980 B
200.00 Copper 3180 J 940 BJ 9.10 BJ 550 8J 420 W . . 830
300.00 Iron 436007 18.90 8 116.00 J 4160 B4 820 BJ 628,00
15.00 Lead 190 R 150 R 390 JwW . 220 BJ 6.70 J 7.30
35.000.00 Magnesium 291000 BJ 8J 2,840.00 BJ 16000 8J 11400 BJ 46.40 UJ 2,830.00
300.00 Manganese 44600 T J 17.40 J 17.80. J 1150 8J 180 UJ i 44,970.00°
200 Mercury . 010 W UJN 010 W 010 UJN 010 UIN- 0.10 UJ . U 0.10
- Nickel .37.30 B4 8J . 610 W 810 W 6.10 UJ 6.10 UJ 750 B 710 B 22.90
- Potassium ' 4,230.00 BJ R- 6,420.00 R 188.00 UJ 188.00 W 188.00 UJ 13,900.00 12,400.00 J
10.00 Selenium 290 UJ R . 290 W 330 R 330 R 290 U 330 R 290 U
50.00 Sitver . 480 8Y uJ 400 B 380 UJ 380 W 1380 W - 380 U 380 U
20.000.00 Sodium 9,040.00 J J 16,700.00 J 43400 BJ 13500 BJ 68.20 UJ 18800.00 17,100.00
- Thatium 1.20 UJWN usw 120 UJWN 120 U 120 U 120 UJN 120 usw 1.20
- Vanadium 330 W w 330 W 330 W 330 W 330 W 1200 B 3.30
300.00 Zinc 48.00 J JE 17.00 & 16.00 BJE 7.70 BJE 340 W 133.00 JE 38.40
Notes:
Concentrations above the New York State Orinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are hightlighted
= No standard available . ~
" U= Analyte was not detected at the instrument detection fimit given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit
E= Value is estimated due to interferences .
N= Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits
*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated value
R= Rejected during data validation
M=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met.
S=Determined by Method of Standard Addition (MSA)
.
19-Sep-94 RD1INO.WB1
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INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

3

TABLE 2

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

ROUND I DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
EXISTING MONITORING WELLS

200%2

0Sv00S

NYS Sample Number MW-3D MW-5S MW-55 MW.-5D MW-5D Mw.8 MW-8 MW.9 MW-9
Drinking Water Analysis Dissolved Total Dissoived- Totat Dissolved - Total Dissolved Total Dissoived
Quality Standards | Screened Interval () 90-100 24-34 24-34 90-100 90-100 © 248298 248298 24.1-29.1 241291,
Date Collected 5/12/93 511293 5/12/93 5/12/193 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/12/93
Aluminum 30680 B 13300 BJ 4510 B 350.00 J 128.00 8J 1,270.00 J 2350 W 2,70000 J 10900 B
- Antimony 1790 U 17.90 W) L1790 U 1790 W 1790 W 1790 UJ 4160 8J 1790 W 1790 U
500 Arsenic 350 U 230 UIN° 35 v 230 UJWN* 350 uw BIN® 350 W 280 BIN* 350 v
1.600 00 Barium 3100 B 9330 BJ 3100 B 3500 BJ 3270 B8 BJ 7240 BJ 88.30 BJ 5690 B
- Beryllium 050 U 051 8) 050 U 0.50 W 050 W w 050 uJ 050 W 050 U
10,00 Cadmium 170 v 170 UJN 170 U 270 BN 170 W UIN 170 W 170 UIN 170 U
- Calcium 15,100.00 25800.00 R 9,060.00 J 9,260.00 J J 30,400.00
50 (K Chromium 218600 R o 580 U 5.80 580 UJ W 900 B
o Cobalt 3s0 U 450 B 380 380 W w 380 U
20000 Copper 1030 B 3490 R N 110.00 , 108,00 J -y 1500 B
0.0 fron 9210 B 1.980.00 R "368.00° 3490 BY ;’;;J, 9380 B
15.00 Lead 2480 R 210 R 7.70 140 R ,J' - 4680 R
35.000.00 Magnesium 2,89000 B 3.400.00 BJ 278000 B 1,830.00 - 1,74000 B) BJ 362000 B
0 00 Manganese 94.( 2330 R 44100 R 4910 J 5160 J J ) } 30.10
] Mercury . v 0.10 WIN 0.10.U 0.10 . WN 010 UJ UJN 010 UJ 0.10 UJN 010 U
) Nickel 3 B 1540 R 53.60 R 7.00 BJ 960 8J uJ 8.10 UJ 10.10 BJ 810 U
- Potassium 475000 B 5,010.00 J 557000 J 384000 BJ 4,12000 BJ J 7.460.00 J 542000 J . 5,000.00 BJ -
10 Selenium 290 U 330 R 290 U 1650 R 290 W R 290 W 330 R 290 v
$2.00 Sitver 380 U 380 UJ 380 U 380 W 380 W uJ 3.80 U 380 W 380 U
20,600 00 Sodium - 19,400.00 16,500.00 -J 12,700.00 947000 J 10,900.00 J ) 0 g 19,200.00 J 18,600.00
) Thaflium 1.20 USWN 120 UwW 1.20 UUWN ‘120 Usw 120 UJWN 1.20 UwW 120 UIWN 120 uw 1.20 UMWN
- Vanadium 330 U 500 BJ 33 v 6.20 BJ 330 W 7.40 BJ 330 W 790 BJ 330 U ~
3.0 Zinc 3480 J 2250 JE 990 8 33.80 JE 2040 J 19.60 BJE 7.00 8 33.30 JE 20.00
Notes:
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are hightlighted
- = No standard available .
U= Anatyte was not d at the ir 1t d ion limit given
B= Reported value is b 1 the 1t d ion limit and the contract required detection limit -
E= Value is d due to int ces
N= Spiked sample recovery was not within controf limits
*= Duplicate anatysis was not mthm control Iumnts
J= Estimated valus
R= Rejected during data ’ -
M:=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met. -
S=Determined by Method of Standard Addition (MSA)
RD1INO.WB1
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INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

TABLE 2
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND | DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
EXISTING MONITORING WELLS

NYS Sample Number Field Blank Field Blank MW-1D MW-1D MW-68S MW8S MW-10 MW-10 MW-11
Drinking Water Analysis Total Dissolved Total Disectrad Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total
Quality Standards Screened Interval (ft) Pump Filter 90-100 90-100 248348 24.8-248 23.9-289 239-289 25.1-30.1
- _{Date Collected 5/12/93 5/12/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93
Aluminum . 2350 U 2350 BJ 264.00 4500 BJ 615.00 J 11800 8 4080 BJ 1.910.00
- Antimony 1790 Y 1790 Wi 1780 U 17.90 W 17.90 W 1790 U 1790 W) 17.90
5.0 Arsenic - © 230 WIN*® 350 W 230 UJN* 350 u 230 UJWN® . 350 U 350 W) 2.30
1000 00 Barium 250 U 250 UJ 103.00 B 68.90 BJ 155.00 BJ 2070 B 520 BJ 30.00
- -;Beryllium 051 B 050 UJ 050 U 050 W 050 UJ 050 U 050 UJ 0.50
1000 ,,: 4 Cadmium 170 UJN 110 W 170 UN 170 Ul 170 UN 170 v 170 W) 170
- Calcium 4460 B 101.00 BJ 13.600.00 12,100.00 J 21,800.00 J 32,700.00
50.00 Chromium 580 U 580 UJ 31.40 16.20 J 580 W 5.80
- Cobait 380 U 380 U 380 380 UJ 380 UJ 3.80
200.00 Copper 730 B 560 BJ 560 BY 5330 J 137.00
300,00 tron 9380 B 480 UJ 1550 BJ 9.70 BJ 2,460.00 *
15.00 Lead 310 J 220 R . 210 R 240 R 7.70
35,000.00 Magnesium 103.00 8 46.40 UJ 298000 B 1,400.00. BJ 3.760.00 BJ 5,470.00
300.00 Manganese 180 U 180 UJ 3120 1030 B84 1000 84 108.00
200 Mercury 0.10 UWN 010 W 0.10 UJN 0.10 UJ 0.10 W 0.10
- Nickel 610 U 6.10 UJ 1060 B °10 U . 610 UJ 8.10
- Potassium 188.00 U 188.00 UJ 5,370.00 J 7.830.00 J 4,190.00 BJ 4,090.00
10 00 Selenium 330 R 290 UIwW 330 R 290 UJ 290 W 3.30
5000 Silver 380 U 380 W 380 v 380 UJ 380 W 3.80
20.000.00 Sodium 97400 B 8620 W 19,700.00 - 18,300.00 J 13,900.00 J 13,500.00
- Thattium 120 U 120 UIN 120 Uw 120 UIWN 120 UWN 1.20
- Vanadium 410 B 330 W 330 U 330 W 330 W 4.50
300.00 Zinc . 7.10 BE 340 W 3550 JE 27.30 J 2390 J 29.90
Notes:
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are hightlighted
- = No standard available : . .
U= Analyte was not d d at the ir limit given
.8=Rep value is b 1 the instn, ] ion limit and the contract required detection limit
E= Value is dus to ir .
- N= Spiked sampla recovery was not within control limits
*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated value
R= Rej during data vatidati
M=Duplicate injection pracision criteria was not met.
S=Determined by Method of Standard Addition (MSA)
A .
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TABLE 2
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND 1 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING .
EXISTING MONITORING WELLS ‘
. INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/) ) -

NYS Sample Number . MW-11 MW-12 MW-12 Field Blank Fisid Blank MW-80 MW.8D MW-7S . MW-75
Drinking Watct Analysis . Dissolved Total Dissolved - Total X Dissolved Total Dissotved Tots! Dissolved
Quality Standards cheenoq Interval (1} 25.1-30.1 25.1-30.1 25-35 Pump Filter 90-100 90-100 27-37 27-37
Date Collected 5/13/93 5/13/93 ) 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/13/93 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93
P Atuminum 4570 B 3,700.00 J- 431.00 2350 W ) 3950 B 8230 BJ . 2350 UJ 309.00 J 2350 W
- Antimony 17.90 U 1860 W 1790 U 1790 W 1790 U 1860 W) 17.90 W 1860 U 1790 UJ
25,00 . Arsenic 350 U 230 W 350 U 230 UJN* 350 U 230 W 350 uJ 230 uw 350 UJ
. 1,08, 00 Barium 2240 B 4820 BJ 2580 B 250 W 250 U 11100 8J 77.80 B) . "5430 B 16.20 BJ
- Beryllium 050 U 036 BJ 050 U 050 W 050 U 030 U 050 UJ 030 U 0.50 W
1900 . Cadmium 170 U 140 UJ 170 U 170 UIN 170 U 140 UJ 170 W 140 U 170 W
- Calcium 31,70000 26,900.00 J 26,500.00 ~ 4230 W . 87.20 B 15,500.00 J
so00 Chromium 580 U 580 U 580 W 580 U ° 580 W)
E - Cobalt 380 U 380 U 380 W 380 U 380 UJ
20000 Copper ~ 47.70 119.00 640 BJ 470 B 710 BJ
T 000 Iron 480 U 106.00 90.30 BJ 160 B 480 UJ
B R Lead 340 R R . 7.20 280 BJ 240 R 180 BJW*
“35.500.00 Magnesium - 5,300.00 4,84000 BJ 413000 B 68.50 BJ 4640 U 3,210.00 "BJ
360,00 Manganese 470 B 23500 UN 970 B 180 W 180 U 180 W
200 Mercury 0.10 U 0.10 U} 010 U S 010 UN 010 U 0.10 W
- Nickel ) 840 B N 980 BJ 610 U 810 W 6.10 U 8.10 W
- Potassium 3.780.00 B 2,960.00 BJ 287000 B 188.00 UJ 22700 B 253000 8J
© oo Selenium 290 U 3.30 UJWN 290 U 330 R 290 U 230 W
- 50,00 Sitver . 380 U . 330 W 380 U 380 w 380 U 380 W
20,000 00 Sodium . 13,000.00 7,780.00 J 7.630.00 148.00 B4 8710 B } i . 7.800.00 J
e Thatlium 1.20 UJWN 120 UIw 1.20 UUWN 120 Wi 120 UIN 120 uw 120 UMWN " 120 uaw 120 UWN
- Vanadium 330 U 500 BJ 330 vV 330 W 33 v 270 84 330 U 210 v 330 w
- 300:00 Zinc ’ 2360 J . 3280 J 2400 J 430 BJE 510 8J 3360 J 340 W 490 B - 570 8J
Notes:
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highltighted
- = No standard available -
U= Analyte was not di d at the & " d ion limit given . :
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection fimit
E= Value is esti d due to ces
*  N= Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits
*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated valus
R= Reji d during data validation
M=Duplicate injection pracision criterla was not met.
S=Determined by Meathod of Standard Addition (MSA)
i @
L4} - "3 :
2
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INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

.

TABLE 2

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

ROUND 1 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
EXISTING MONITORING WELLS

NYS | Sample Number MW-7D MW-7D PW-2 PW-2 Field Blank Field Blank
Drinking Watcr Analysis . Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved
Quality Standards Screened Interval (ft) 90-100 90-100 216.3-228.3 218.3-226.3 Pump Filter
Date C 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93 5/14/93
- Aluminum 237.00 J 2350 WS 3650 B 2860 BJ 3200 B 2350 W
. Antimony 1880 U 1790 W 1860 U 20.10 BJ 1860 U 1790 UJ
23,00 Arsenic 230 UIW 350 uw 230 ww 350 uJ 230 U 350 UJ
© 1.000.00 Barium 8830 B 77.80 BJ 3380 B 3400 BJ 110 U 250 W
- Beryllium 030 U 050 W 030 U 050 W 030 U 050 uJ
1000 Cadmium 140 U 170 W 140 U 170 W 140 U 170 W
- Calcium 13,400.00 11,000.00 J 4,990.00 B 4,820.00 B 4230 UJ
50.00 Chromium 22.00 580 UJ 330 v 5.80 580 UJ
- Cobalt 2% U 380 UWJ o ....290 U . ...380 3.80 W
200,00 Copper 590 8 420 W 482.60 ¢ . 203.00 "4 420 W
300.00 iron : 480 W 5570 B* 29.50 480 W
1500 Lead 510 J 2.00 14.60 11.70 170 8J*
35.000.00 Magnasium 3,640.00 B 3.350.00 BJ 228000 B 2,230.00 46.40 UJ
300.00 Manganese 2100 N 1090 8J 2830 JN 2820 180 W
2.00 Mercury 010 U 0.10 UJ 010 U. 0.10 010 W
- Nickel 1330 B 8.10 WJ 420 U 8.10 810 W
- Potassium 3,12000 8 2,940.00 BJ 1,3%000 B 1,140.00 BJ 8360 U 188.00 UJ
1000 | Setenium 3.30 UJWN 290 UJ . 330 UIWN 290 UJ 330 UJIN 290 UJ
50.00 Silver 330 v 3.80 W 330V 380 U a3 v 380 W
20.000.00 Sodium 11,400.00 11,40000 J 7.130.00 7.080.00 J 17200 8 8820 W
- Thatlium 120 UJw 120 UJWN 1.20 Uw - 120 WN 120 U 120 UJN
- Vanadium 210 U 330 W . 210 U 3.30 U 210 U 330 W
300 00 Zinc 25.70 930 8J 89.20 4330 J 480 U 340 W
Notes: -
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highfighted
- = No standard available
U= Analyte was not d atthe | t d ion limit given
B= Reported value is b the i "t ion limit and the contract required detection limit
€= Value is estimated due to interferences :
N= Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits
*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated value
R= Rejected during data
M=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met.
S=Determined by Method of Standard Addition (MSA)
/
19-Sep-94 Page 6 of 8
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TABLE 3

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY

. DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING -
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

Sample Number DP1-34-38 DP1-48-50 DP1-66-68 DP2-34-36 . DP2-66-68 DP3-34-36 DP3-50-52 DP-PW-081693 | DP-FB-081693
Sample Type Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Gruuindwater Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater | Decon water Field Blank
Depth Interval (1) 3436 48-50 66-68 3436 66-68 34-36 50-52 - -
Date Collected 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93 08/16/93
Chioromethane - V) 1U 1U t v 1U tu 1uU 1U 1U
Vinyl Chioride 1 U 1 U 10U 1 U iU 11U 10 1 10U
Bromomethane tu 1 u iU 1U 1u V) 1U 1U 1U
Chloroethane 1 U 1 U tv 1U iU 10U 1 U 1U tuU
Fluorotrichloromethane 1U 1U 1u 1 U 1u 10 1 u 1U 1u
1,1-Dichloroethene 1U 1 U 12 1V 5 5 1U 1U 1U
Methylene Chioride tu 1tu 8 tu tu tu tu 1y iU
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1 U 1 U 1U 1V 1U 1U 1U 1 u 1 v
1,1-Dichloroethane o 1u 1U 3 1t u 2 1 U 1U .1V 1U
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1 U~ 11U 1 {1t U 1U 1u 10 iU 1 U
Chioroform 1 U RV 3 1V 2 10 10 1U 1u
1,1,1-Trichioroethane- 1u 1 u 52 ) 23 .ty 2 1U 1 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 1 U 10 1U tu 1u 1U 1u tu 1 U
1,2-Dichloroethane 1U 1t U U 1U V) 10U 10U 10U 1U
Trichloroethene 10U 1U 25 V) 13 1 U 1 U 1 U tu
1,2-Dichloropropane 1u 1 U 1U 1V 1U 1u 1 U 10U 1U
Bromodichioromethane tu 10 1U 1U tu 10U tu 10U 1uU
trans-1,3-Oichloropropene - 1u tu 1U 1 U tuU . 1 U 1 U 1 U 1t U
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene - . 1 u 1u 10 tu 1y tu 1 u 10U 1uU
1.1,2-Trichloroethane - 11U Y 1U 1V tu 1V 1V 1V 10U
Tetrachloroethene tu 1V 4 10U 3 1 U 1U 10U iU
Chilorodibromomethane 1u 11U 1U 11U ) 1u 1u -ty 1U
Chiorobenzene 1 1U 1U 2 10U 10 iU 10U 10U
Bromoform 1U 11U t1u 1 U 10U - tu 1 U 1U 10U
1.1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 1t U L V) 1v 1V tu 1 U 1 U 1U 10
M-Dichiorobenzene 1V 1 U tu 11U iU 10 1u 10U t U~
P-Dichiorobenzene 1 U 10U 1U 1u. tu tu 1u 1 U 1 U
O-Dichlorobenzene 1 U 1U 1tu 1 U iU 10 1tu 1U 1U

Notes:

U= Analyte was ; not detected at the Instrument detection limit given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection nmll and the contract requlred detection limit

€= Value Is estimated due to Interferences

J= Estimated value

X1=1.5 Dliution
X2=1.250 Dll_ullon

a "‘Mt‘ . .~

A._

W= Post-digestion spike for Fumace AA analysis out of control limits, wh"e
R= Rejected during data valldallon




TABLE 3
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY
DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

s.mpi. Number DP-T8-081683 DPA-34-36 DP4-50-52 DP5-50-52 DP562-64 DP5-8082 DP6-34-36 DP6-50-52 DP6.64-66
Sampie Typos Trip Blank Groundwater Groundwater |- Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater
Depth Interval () - 3438 50-52' 50-52 6264 80-82 3438 50-52 64-66

g
8

Dste Codlacted 08/17/93 08/17/83 08/17/93 08/17/93 08/17/93 08/17/93 08/17/83 08/17/93

Chloremethane

Vinyl Chioride
Bromomathane
Chiorosthane
Fluoroirichioromethane
1.1-Dichioroethene
Methylana Chloride
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichiorethane .
cis-1,2-Cichloroethene
Chiorolom’
1,1,1-Vrichioroethane
Carbors Tetrachloride
1,2-Dichisroethane
Trichia’outhene
1.2-Dichioropropane

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
cis-1,3-C'chloropropene
1.1.2-Trichioroethane
Tetrachloroethene
Chloroditromomethane
o Chiorobierizene
Bromoform

1.1,2, 2«Temchloroemano
M—chhanbenzeno
P-Dichiorobenzene
O-Dichlorobenzene

] e b A h -
cCcC cCccccc

-

cC cCcgcccc

-.-b-.-.-s-‘-.-.—h-h-b-...od-b-.-nua-n-su-.-h-n..-.
CceCc ceeccecc

ccecoccceccceceece cecec
ﬂ‘”@‘ddOd‘-ﬁ-ﬁ-ﬁ

Ry
- -
. N
. h ek A b h b ) b b ok owd b wh oah b () b o D) b md ) b b wd oaa b

'
\

“ﬂ““‘u‘*‘dd
CCccCccCcC CCQCCCc €cCc cc c©cc cecccce

CCCQC CcCcCccCceoceccCceoceoccceecccccccceC
- i s ol o o o mh il wd ad b d o b o b b b mb = b b
[l il ol ol ol ol eflf ol el el ol il ol el ol ol ol =l =l vl el nll el ol ol il s

cCcCcCCcCcCccCcCcCcCcCcCcCcccocececoccaceececeaec
-k bk b wh ah b b oh ok h wh A = b ot eh b ) b ok h ek b e -
CCCCCCCCC‘CCCC_ cCcCccQC ccCcoceceocecce
ccccccccococCcccecces ¢c cccoccececcecca

Ccccccecc ccccc €c . €
©cccccec cccecc €c c©

Notes: ‘

U= Anslyta was nol detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reporied vaiue is between the Instrument detection Ilmll and the contract required detection timit
E= Valuve 's estimated due to Interferences o

J= Estlinated value

W= Post-digestion spike for Fumace AA analysis out of contfol limits, while

R= Rejociec during data validation

X1=1.5 Dftion

X2=1.250 Dilution

SCu00s
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TABLE 3
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY

DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

U= Analyte was not detected at the instrument detection limit glven
B= Reported value Is between the instrument detection !lnﬁt and the contmc( requlred detection limit
E= Value is estimated due to lnterferences ‘ ‘

J= Estimated value

W= Post-digestion splke for Furnace AA analysis out of conlrol limits, while
R= Rejected during data validation

X1=1.5 Diiution
X2=1.250 Dilution

14 Mav 04

Sample Number DP-FB-081793 | DP-TB-081783 DP6-80-82 DP7-34-36 DP7-50-52 DP8-50-52 DP8-84-68 DP8-80-82 DP9-34-36
Sample Type ~ Field Blank Trip Blank Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater ' Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater
Depth Interval () - - 80-82 34-36 50-52 50-52 8466 . 8082 34-36 .
Date Collected 08/17/93 08/17/93 08/18/93 08/18/93 08/18/93 08/18/93 08/18/93 08/18/93 08/18/93
Chioromethane . 1u 1V 1U 11U 1U 1U 1u 1u 1U
Vinyl Chloride tu 1u 1u 1U 19 11U 11U 1u 1U
_| Bromomethane tu 1u tu tu tu tu 1y 11U 1V
Chioroethane ) 1t v 1tu 1u tu 1v 1y RV 1 U 1ty
Fluorotrichloromethane tu 1t U 1v 1 u 1u 11U 10U 11U tu
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 U 10 23 1u 5 1U 1 2 1U
Methylene Chloride 11U 11U 1U 1U tu 1U 1U 10U 11U
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 1U 1 u 1u 1u 1t u 1 U 1u 1u 1 U
1,1-Dichloroethane 11U 1U 3 3 22 2 1 U 2 2
cis-1,2-Dichioroethene 1 u 10U 3 1u 10 tu i1v 1t U iU
Chloroform 11U i1u 2 RY) 1y 10 1u 1U tu
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1 U iU 110 8 . 2 1U 9 10 IR Y]
Carbon Tetrachloride 1U 1tV 1vu 1U iU iU 1U 1U tu
1,2-Dichloroethane 1 U 1u 1V Y 1V . 1U LRV 1U 1 U
Trichloroethene 1u 1U 23 1 u 2 2 5 5 1U
1,2-Dichloropropane 1U 1Tu 1V 11U 1y 1u 1u 1u 1U
Bromodichloromethane 1 U 1U 1vu 1U 1uU 1U 1U tu 1u
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 1V 1u 1U tu 1u 1U 1U 1U 1U
cls-1,3-Dichloropropens - 1 U 11U tu 10U 1U 10U 1U 10U 1V
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 1u 1U 1U 1 U tu 11U LR Y] tu 1 U
Tetrachloroethene 1U iU 20 1U 1 1U 1 2 1 U
Chiorodibromomethane = 1 U 1 U 1U 11U 1U iU LY 10U tu
Chiorobenzene 10 1V .1u 1V 10U tu 1V 1t u 1 U
Bromoform 1u 1y 1 U 11U t IRV 1U 1V 1V 1V
1,1,2,2-Tetrachioroethane 10U 1u 1t u 1u 1U 1 u 11U 11U 10U
M-Dichlorobenzene ' 1U 10U 1U 1u 10U 10U 1 Vv tu 1 u
P-Dichlorobenzene 1v 11U R Y 1U tu 1U 11U . 1U 1tu
0-Dichlorobenzene ¢+ 1y iu 1V 1V 10 1U 11U~ 1U 10U
Notea




TABLE 3

CIRCUTTRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY -
DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

Sample Number
Sampie Type
Depth Interval (N)
Date Coiected

DP9-50-52

g ]
1!
[ ]
8
25

:

Groundwater

DP8-80-82
Groundwater
8082 -
08/18/93

DP-TB-081893
Trip Blank

08/18/93

DP-F5-081893
Fleld Blank

08/18/93

DP7-64-66

Groundwater

08/18/93

DP10-34-36
Groundwater
34-36
08/19/93

DP10-50-52
Groundwater
50-52
08/19/93

Chioremathane

Vinyl Chidride
Bromomyx:thane
Chioroethane
Fluoroirichloromethane
1,1-Dichiasroethene
Methy:eny Chioride
trans-£,2 Dichloroethene
1,1-Ok:hloroethane
cls-1,2-Dichloroethene
Chlorolorm

1,1.1-7 ﬂchloroe(hane
Carbon Tetizchioride
1,2-Dichlrcethane
Trichloroethene
1,2-Dichluropropane
Bromodichiciomethane
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
Tetrachlo-oethene
Chlorodibromomethane
Chlorobenzene
Bromoform .
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
M-Dichiorsbenzene
P-Dichlorobenzene
O-Dichiorabenzene

*“““““‘d“‘.‘“N“d““d
cccccccocaococgaocccc cCcQCCcC cccececccco

-

-
cCcC ccCcccca

G = () b =d B od b et b s

(3]

-‘-‘-“-‘-‘-‘m-‘-‘-‘-‘-‘m-‘-‘

cCccQcCccec ccceoccoc 'cc

-
cCCcC cCccccc

c

-A-s-.-—-s-s-.--.-.-n
cCccCccecc cccec

CCCCCCCCCCCCCC:CCCCCCCCCCCCC

cCcCcCcCcCoccCcoccCcCcocc CcecccceCccCccccecceceecc

-

‘..._._-....-‘.._-.......,g...-a,..an_....._s...._._.

cCcgccgcecccccccc cc ¢

cCc cccece

~

cQCcCcCcCcCcCc cccec cc

o o D s s D wd s D b ah wb wh b ek wh wh b wb ok wh mh od wmd

cccCccccocccoccCcecc ccccecececccecC

cccce cccccccca

cccccccccocceoccc

Notes: "

U= Anclyts was not detected at the Instrument detection Timit given

J= Estimated value

X1=1.5 Diiution
X2=1.250 Dilution

LG&WQ

11-May-94

W= Post-digestion spike for Fumace AA analysis out of contm! limits, while
R= Rejacied during data validation

B= Reyoried value is between the Instrument detection limi{and the contract required detection limit
E= Value !s estimated due to interferences -




TABLE 3
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - -
DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

Sampile Number ) DP10-84-68 DP11-34-38 DP11-50-52 DP-FB-081993 } DP-TB-081993 DP12-34-38 DP12-50-52 DP12-64-66 DP13-34-36
.{Sample Type Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Fleld Blank Trip Blank Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater
Depth [nterval (ft) 64-66 34-36 50-52 - ' . 5052 34-36

éa
e

Dste Collected 08/19/93 08/19/93 08/19/93 08/19/93 08/19/93 08/20/93 08/20/93

‘| Chloromethane

Vinyl Chiloride
Bromomethane
Chioroethane
Fluorotrichloromethane
1,1-Dichioroethene
Methylene Chloride
trans-1,2-Dichloroethens
1.1-Dichloroethane
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene
Chiloroform
1.1,1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachioride
1,2-Dichloroethane
Trichloroethene
1,2-Dichloropropane
Bromodichioromethane
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
cis-1,3-Dichioropropene
1.1,2-Trichloroethane
Tetrachloroethene
Chiorodibromomethane
Chiorobenzene
Bromoform
1.1,2,2-Tetrachioroethane
M-Dichlorobenzene
P-Dichlorobenzene
O-Dichtorobenzene

cQcocgQgCccccco
-(;-s-ca-.-.-...-h
cCC cCccccc

et vk ek owh () s wh D b eh o ) b b md mh b n] wh —h ok =k wb ab wh wb

ccececec

-

cccaocec cc ¢

e

CCCQCCCC CCCCC CC €€ €C ccecc
cCCQCCcCcCocCcccCcaoccCcaoaccgccocCcccCceccccececcc
d"ﬂ‘d_ddd““‘d‘d‘-““““
CCCCCCCCCCCCCC_CCCCCCCCCCCCCC
[~ i i < el il el el = ol ol ol ol ol ol ol ol el el e el cndll el ol il ol
—.d-ﬁd-‘-ﬁ‘-ﬁ-“-ﬁd-ﬂd.‘dd‘-ﬁ-.-h‘-"-sd-‘d-.-h
(=~ = = ol el el el ol o cflf ol el ol ol cnll ool el erdll el el ol el =
cCcCccccocccccaQCcaogCcec CcCc ccccececce

cCccecCcCcCc Cccccec €cc c©

-

‘Eececcece cccec cc cc eeecCcoccCccc

Notes:
- U= Anatyte was not de(ecled at the instrument detection timit given
B= Reported value is between the Instrument detection umﬂ and the contract required detection ﬂmlt
E= Value Is estimated due to interferences ] )
J= Estimated value
W= Post-digestion spike for Fumace AA analysis oiit of control limits, while
R= Rejected during data validation
X1=1.5 Dilution i
X2=1.250 Dilution

ggﬁ@@g |

11-Mav-2



TABLE 3
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY .
DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

08u28

Sample Humber DP13-50-52 DP13-64-66 DP13-80-82 DP14-64-66 DP-TB-082093 | OP-FB082093 | DP15-3436 DP15-50-52 DP16-34-36
Sample Type Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater Trip Blank Field Blank Groundwater Groundwater Groundwater
Depth Inierval (ft) 64-66 50-52 34-36

H
;

3t
%

Date Cotiected 08/20/93 08/20/93 08/20/93 08/24/93 08/24/93

Chloremathane

Vinyl Chioride
Bromemeathane
Chiorcethane
Fluorctrichloromethane
1,1-Dichioroethene
Methyier.e Chloride
trans-#,2-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichloroethane
cls-1,2.Cichloroethene
Chiloreform
1.1,1-Trichicroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
1.2-Olchioroethane
Trichkroethene
1,2-Dichinropropane
Bromodichloromethane
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
cls-1,3-Dichloropropene
1.1,2-Trichioroethane
Tetrachioroethene
Chlorodibromomethane
Chiorobenzene
Bromoform

11,2, z-Tetnchloroethano
M Dichlorobenzene
P-Dichlorabenzene
O-Dichlorobenzene-

cc ccccc

-o.-.-n--.-s
cec ccccca
cccccccca

cCccc ccccacc

N
-

A b h h kb b b ek oohowh B ah NN = eh ch cd A) b ad bt ea A

-k ok = R DU = wd S} d h wh b s
cccececcec ceccec cc .

N
cCccccco CcCcccc cc

cCcccCcCcQCcCcCcCcccocCcCccccaoccccececceccCc
-k wh ah b b wh b eh oh wh b wh b oh ob wd h v ah ch b md ed b —h b
cCCcQccCcCocCcCcCcccccaoccccocececcccecccececccc
cCccEcCccc c€ccecec cc «

cCccccccgcccccocccaoeccc ccccccccacca
- A h i b ek b h A A b bk e A N) =f ket b wh wh oh b b ad
cCccccccCcCcooCcCcEace CcCcoccceccocea

cCcccccCcc CcoccCcCc c©c
- b b b wh ook () ad ad wh =

rEeQCccCccccQccccCe o

Notes:

&JT U= Analyle was not detected al the instrument detection fimit glven

. B= Reported value Is between the instriment detection limht ‘and the contract requlred detection limit ,

E= Value is estimated due to interferences ‘ ' ) -
J= Estimated value .. ' , :
W= Pest-digestion spike for Fumace AA analysis out of control limits, while

€8 R=Relected during data validation ‘ ]

@  xi=1.50lution - -
X2=1.250 Dilution

1 1-May-94.




TABLE 3

‘

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY
DRIVEPOINT GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

DP-FB-082493

Sample Number
Sample Type
Depth Interval (ft)

DP16-50-52
Groundwater
50-52
08/24/93

DP16-64-66
Groundwater
64-66
08/24/93

DP17-34-36..
Groundwater
34-36
08/24/93

DP17-50-52
Groundwater
50-52
08/24/93

DP17-64-66
Groundwater
64-66
08/24/93

DP-TB8-082493
Trp Blank

08/24/93

Field Blank

08/24/93

{ Chieroform

Date Collected

Chloromethane

Vinyl Chioride
Bromomethane
Chloroethane
Fluorotrichloromethane
1,1-Dichioroethene
Methylene Chioride
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichioroethane
cls-1,2-Dichloroethene

1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
1,2-Dichioroethane
Trichloroethene
1,2-Dichloropropane
Bromodichloromethane |
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
cis-1,3-Dichioropropene
1,1.2-Trichloroethane i
Tetrachloroethene
Chiorodibromomethane
Chiorobenzene -
Bromoform
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane -
M-Dichlorobenzene
P-Dichlorobenzene
O-Dichlorobenzene

‘.-“d-‘d“‘dd-bdﬂ—“‘.“—‘dd-‘dﬁa
cCCcCcCcCcocCcccCcocaoccCcceccccecccccececcc

"“‘d‘%‘ﬂ-"dd‘-—.‘d“‘d—.‘d‘ﬂ
CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC

CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC_CC

L ot wh b b ok s

cCcccococcocccocccccecece < CCCCCCCCC

- b b b eh ek h b b s A b ah s ot ) b aa

X \
. -
. ek b ek e b ek e b b b d h ) e d Y b ek b b b () = b b b o

CCCcCcCcCC CcCCcctc coc € ¢ccec cccec

cCcCcCcCcCcCcCcocCcCccCccccccccc o ccececcece

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

CC_CCCCCCCtCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
%

Notes: -

U= Analyte was not detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reported value is between the instrument detection Iim

E= Value Is estimated due to Interferences

J= Estimated value

W= Post-digestion spike for Fumace AA‘analysis out of control limits, while

R= Rejected during data validation
X1=1.5 Dilution
X2=1.250 Dilution

141-Mav-{

i and the contract required detection limit




TABLE 4
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND 1l DATA

FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

MONITORING WELLS

VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug)

NYS Sample Number MW-2D MW-25 MW.35 MW-4S MW4D Field Blank Trip Biank MW-iS MW.3D
Drinking Water Depth Interval (f1) 90-100 25-35 28-38 24-34 90-100 - - 2538 90-100
Quality Standards | Date Collectcd 2724594 L 22294 272294 22154 214 22254 22194 22294 22254
- Chlororor.dene 100U LOO U Lo0 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
] Bromomethsne [RCHRV] | RGIRY) woe U RELURY 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
T2 Vinyl Chloride 100 U 100 U 100 U 020 ) 100 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
s Chilorocthane 1.00 U 1Lo0 U 1.00 U 200 100 U » too U 1.00 U 0201J
s Methylene Chloride 200 U 200U 200 U 200V 200 U 2.00 3.00 2.60 u
- ! Acstone ) 5.00 ] 200 ) 300 R 500 R 5.00 R 500 R 300 300 )
- Carbon Disulfide Loo U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U Loo U 100 U 100 U 100 U
3 1,1-Dichloroetbene 3.00 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
s 1,}-Dichloroethane 1.00 0.50 J 2.00 1.00 U 100 U ‘070 J
1 cis-1.2-Dichloroethenc 3.00 1L.oo U 100 U 6,00 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
5 trans- 1, 2-Dichlorocthenc Lo U i v 100 U Loo U 020) 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
7 Chioroform 100 U 100 U 100 U 3.00 0.10 J 020 J 100 U
5 1,2-Dichloroethane 1.00 U [KLImY) L0 U 2.00 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
. 2-Butanone S0 U u s00 U 500 U 500 U
5 1.1, }-Trichiorocthane 2003 ) 100 W) 1.00 U} 040 )
5 Carbon Tewrachioride u [KLUR) 100 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
5 Bmmodiphloromﬂhmc Lo U L0 U 100 U i00 U 100 U 1.00 U
s 1,2-Dichloropropane 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
5 cis-1,3-Dichloropropene U 100 U L0 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
5 Trickloroethene. ' 100 U 008 3 100 U 100 U 100 U
5 Dibromochloromethane 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U ‘100 U 100 U 1.00 U
s l,lJ-Tﬁchloro;uune 1Loo y - [KLil0] OO U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
s 1,2-Dibromocethanc 100 U Lo U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U -
0.7 Benzene 1Loo U 100 U 1o U 100 U "1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U
s trans-1,3-Dichioropropene 100 U [KLORY) 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
- Bromoform L0 U Loo U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 1o0 U 100 U
- 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone s U sS40 U s U S.00 U so00 U 500 U s.00 U
. 2-Hexanone 500 U s00 U S00 U s U 500 U 500 U s U
s Tetschloroethene e Ry 020 ) » L00.U L0 U L0 U
- Bromochloromethane Lo U Lo U too u [RLENY) too Y Loo Ul 100 U 100 UJ Lo0 U)
5 1,1,2.2-Tetrachlorocthane Loy U Lo Uy .I,(K) U 1Lo0 U 100 U L0 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U
5 Toluene Lo U 1.00 U LOO U 0.06 ) 1.0 U 100 U l,(iO u 100 U 1.00 U
5 Chlorobenzenc 1.00 U 100 U 1Lo0 U 070 ) 1oo U loo U 100 U 070 J 100 U
s Ethylbenzene 100 U Loo U 100 U Lo U 100 U Lo U Lo U Lo0 U 100 U
s Styrenc [RE U] . 10 U [NUVRY) Loo U Lo U 007 J 100U 100 U 100 U
47 1.2-Dichlorobenzenc ' Lo U Lo U Loo U 100 -U 1w U Lo U “100 U 100 U - 100 U |
5 Xvienes{total) L0 U Lo U Lo U [RLUNY] 1.00 U 0.08 J 1oo U - Lot U 100 U
47 1.3-Dichiorobenzenc 1.00 U 1.0 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U lLoo U
47 1.4-Dichlorobenzene oo U oloe ) Lo U 010 ) 1.00 U 100 U Lo U 020 J 010}
- 1,2-Dibromo-3-chlaroprapanc Lo U Lo U 100 U 100 U e U 100 U Lo u 1o U 100 U
Total VOC's 48.00 ) 4.60 ) 825 J 4447.06 J 35990 ) 225 5 620 J 520 ) EARDIS)
Total TICs o 0 0 s 2 0 0 3 0
Total TIC Concentration 0.t 0.00 0.0 2437 IN 770 N 0.00 0.00 8130 N 0.00
Canc.,cmnlions above the New Yorh Suie Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighied
- = No standard available . .
U= Analyte was not detecied st the instrument detection limit given
B= Reported value is between the instument deiection limit and the contract required detection fimit
E= Value is estimated due (o interferences -
J= Estimated value s ,
IN=P ptive evidence for of analyte. d quantity
R= Rejecied du.ring dats validation '
X1=1.5 Dilution
X2=1.254 Dilution
19-Sep-94 Page 1013 RD2VOL.wB1

560081



TABLE 4 , .
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE : '
o ROUND 11 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
"MONITORING WELLS ’
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

NYS Sample Number . MW-58 MW.5D Ficld Blank Trip Blank MW-1D MW-65 Field Blank Trip Blank MW-6D
Drinking Water | Depth Interval (ft) 24.34 90.100 - . 90-100 248348 . - - 90-100
Quality Standards | Date Collected .| 22384 22384 22394 22354 22394 224/94 2244 . 22454 224594
.. Chloromethane 100 U 100 U L U 1.00 U u 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
b] Bromomethanc 100 U 100 U LO0 U 1.00 U . u 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U
2 Vinyl Chloride Loy’ [KL{mV) 100 U 1oo U u 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U Loo U
] Chloroethanc Loo U Lo U RERELURYS 100 U U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U
3 Methylene Chloride 200 U 200 U kX0 3.00 U 200 U 2.00 2.00 . 200 U
. Acetone S00 R 500 R Sm R 300 J° R 500 R $.00 R 500 R 500 R
- Carbon Disulfide 1Loo U . 100 U [KLURY) 100 U U 1.00 U 1.00 U ’ Lo0 U 100 U
s 1,1-Dichlorocthene 10U 200 YRy oo U i 100 U’ 100 U
5 1,1-Dichlorocthanc 1.00 . 040 ) Loo U 100 U Lo v 1.00 U
s cis-1,2-Dichlorocthene 1.00 U : 040 J oh v [KLURY) . 1.00 U 100 U
5 trans-),2-Dichlorocthenc loo U . oo U L U . , 100U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
7 Chicroform WU 100 U 030 3 030 ] 100 U L0 U 030 ) 020 J
5 1.2-Dichioroethane 100 U 100 U Lo U Lo U 050 1 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
. 2-Butanone - S0 U s00 U 500 U 500 U U V] 300 U 5.00 U
5 1,1,1-Trichlorocthane {27.00 1Loo U 100 U 0.1 ‘3 1.00 U) 1.00 UJ
s Carbon Tetrachloride 100 U Lo U [KIRY) 100 U u 0 U 1.00 U , 1eou
5 Bromodichloromethane 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U U U 100 U 1.00 U
s 12Dichloropropane 100 U 100 U 1% U 100 U v U 10U 100 U
5 cis- 1 3-Dichloropropenc 1o U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
) Trichlorocthenc. 0.9 J 1.00 i 100 U 100 U 070 ) 100 U 1.00 U
5 Dibromochioromethane | 1.00 U 100 U Lo U 100 U- 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
s 1,1,2-Trichiorocthane 100 U oo U 100 U Loo U .00 U 1.00 U 100 U
s 1.2-Dibromoethanc 500 U Loo U 100 U 1oo U 10O U 100 U 100 U Lo0 U
0.7 Benzene 1Loo U (LIS Lo U 100 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1o U
s mns-l}-Dichloropmpcnc 100 U Lo U Lon Ul 100 U} 1.00 W 100 U Lot U 100 U Lo U
. Bromoform Loo U Lo U Lov U 100 U 100 U 100 U 10c U - Lo U
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone 500 U 500 U 500U 500 U 500 U 500U 500 U 500 U
- 2-Hexanone g s.00 U 500 U 500 U 50 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U
s Tetrachioroethene 100 300 100 U 100 U 200 S0 U 100 U
s Bromochloromethane 100 U L0 U Lo U Loo U 1.00 U 1.00 UJ Loc Ul 1.00 W 100 UJ
5 1,1,2.2-Tetrachloroethane 1.00 U 0 U Lo U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U
s Toluene 1.00 U 1.00 U L0 U 100 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 0.10 J 1.00 U
3 Chlorobenzenc 1.00 U IRV 1o U 10 U 100 U 050 J 100 U 100 U 100 U
s Eth__\'lbcnunc 1o U KU L0 U Lo U 100 U 1.00 U 100U 1O U | 100 U
s Snyrenc |KLTRY) 100 U 10 U LY U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U
47 1.2-Dichlorobenzene 10 U 100 U Lo0 U Lo U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U
h] Xylenes(total) Loy U 1 U 1.00 U L U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U
47 1.3-Dichlorobenzene * LK U [KLUNV) Lo U 1L U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U
47 1.4-Dichlorobenzenc Lot U 0.06 ) 190 U 100 U 100 U 0.06 J 106 U 1.00 U 003 J
5 1,2-Dibrome-3~hioropropane Lo V) 1.00 U Lot Ul Loo Ul Lo U) 1.00 U 1.00 U Lo U 1.00 U
Total VOC's ’
2949 ) 2286 ) 330) 630 ) X 234.20 ) 12786 J 230 ) 230) 57533 )
Toul TICs ' 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 2
Total TIC Concentration » G.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 6.80 IN 3390 N 0.00 0.00 195 N
Concentrations above the New York State Drinking Water Standards referenced in Table 2-12 are highlighted
- = No standard avsilable . )
U= Analyte was not detected at the instrument detection limit given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection {imit and the contract required detection fimit s
E= Value is estimated due 1o interferences
J= Estimated value
IN=F plive evidence for of analyic. esti d quantity N
R= Rejected dufing data vahdation
X1=1.5 Dilution
)fZ-l .250 Dilution
19-Sep-94 ‘ ) Page 2of 3 RD2VOLWB1




TABLE 4§
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

ROUND 11 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY - GROUNDWATER SAMPLING
. MONITORING WELLS
VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)
NYS _Slmple Number MW.7§ MW.7D Trip Blank PW-2-02 MW-3D-DUF - PD-1-02 Trip Biank MW-13 MW-14
Drinking Water Depth Interval (f1) 27-37 90-100 . 216.3-226.3 90-100 1732 - 314) 3343
Quality Standards | Date Collected 2/24/94 22304 22284 22204 22254 272494 27254 225/94 272594
. Chloromethane 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U Lo0 U 1.00 U 100 U
s Bromomethance 100 U L u 1000 U 100 U t 100 U 1.00 U Moo U 100 U 100 U
2 Vinyl Chloride Loo U 1.00 U 100 U 1o U ' 100 U 100 U J.00 UJ 050 ) [ PR Y)
5 Chlorocthane 1.00 U [KLURY) 100 U Lo U 1.00 U 0.10 } Loo U 040 J . U_)o u
s Methylenc Chlotide 200 U 200 U 3.00 200 U 200 U 200 U 3.00 200 U 200 U
- Acetone 500 ) ) 5.00 R 5.00 R 2800.00 3 5.00 R 5.00 ) 500 R 500 R $00 R
- Carbon Disulfide 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 200 U 1.00 U ‘l.m U 100 U 1.00 U
] 1,1-Dichloroethene 1w U, Loo U 100 U 100 U ou
5 1,1-Dichlorocthane 100 U 100 U 100 U 4.00 030 J 100 U
s ¢is-1,2-Dichlorocthene 100 U a0 Twuy T 030 1.00 0.08 ) 100 U
) trans-1.2-Dichloroethenc [RLUNE) 005 ) oo u 100 U 100 U 100 U toe u
7 Chloroform 100 U 100 U 020 1 100 U 100 U 100 U 030 3
5 1.2-Dichlu|.'oclhlne L U 050 J | R URY) 0.0 ) 010 100 U 100 U
- 2-Butanonc S0 U S0 U FRLIRY) 500 U 50U SO0 U $00 U
s 1.1,)-Trichloroethane 100 UJ Loo UJ 03 100 L) 1.00 U
) Carbon Tetrachloride Loo U Lo U Lot U oo U 1o U 100 U 100 U .06 U 100 U
3 Br,umodiclhloromelhlne 100 U 100 U 10 v 100 L 100 U 100U 100 U 100 U 100 U
s 1.2-Dichioropropane Loo U Lo U 1.0 U 100 U U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
5 . cis-1,3-Dichloropropenc 1.00 U 10 U 1.00 U 100 U 3] 1.00 U LOO U 100 U 100 U
5 Trichioroethene 1.0 U [KLURY) 010 ) 1.00 U 100 U 4.00 oo
3 Dibmmochlomm‘edune 1o U 1Lo0 U Loo U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U
5 1,1,2-Trichioroethane 1.00 U Lo0 U 1.00 U Lo0 U I.Ob U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
s 1,2-Dibromoethane oo U 100 U Loo U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
0.7 Benzene Lo U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 040 ) 100 U 006 J 030 )
s *| rans- 1 3-Dichloropropenc ‘Lo: U 1.00 UJ 1.00 U 100 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100U
. -7 |Bromoform LK U 100 U L0 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 100U 100 U
- 4-Methyi-2-Pentanonc 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U 500 U
- 2-Hexanonc 5.0 U 500U S50 U 500 U 500 U .00 U 500U 5.00 U $00 U
s Tetrachlorocthene : 160 U ' . L v 100 U 1.00 U 100 U Loo
- Bromochloromethane IA()Q 18] L U Lo U LOO Ul 1Lo0 U 1Loe L) 1Loo U 100 U 100 U
5 l,l,Z,Z-Tclnchlumclhlnc‘ 1.00 U 100 U 1Lob U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 100 U
5 Toluene Lea U 400U Liw U oloe ) 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U
s Chlorobenzence [KLONY) [KLUMY) 100 U L0 U 1.00 U 1m0 Loo Y 040 J 040 )
5 Ethyvlbenzene 1.00 U 1o U 10y 009 J 100 U 1.00 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
s Styrenc toh u LU Lo U L0 U 100 U 100 U 100 U 1.00 U 100 U
4.7 1.2-Dichlorobenzenc Lo U L0 U oo U’ 1Lo0 U 100 U [KLImY 1.00 U 100 U 100 U
5 Xylenes(wotal) Lo U - [KLURS) 100 U 070 ) Lo U 100 U 100 U Lo u 100 U
47 1.3-Dichlorobenzene 100 U 1Lo0 U oo U 100 U Lo U 0.05 ) 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
47 "|1.4-Dichlorobenzene [KLURY) [KLURY) Loo U L0 U 010 J 04 ) Loo U . 1.00 U 10 U
5 1.2-Dibromo-3-chioropropanc 100 U 10 U 100 U 100 Y [BLURY) LR . 100 U 100 U 1.00 U
Total VOC's 500 ) 185.55 J 320 2809.39 J 7020 ) 937 330 ) 3083.36 ) 70.60 )
Toul TiCs 0 0 0 T 0 2 0 2 2
Tout TiC Concentration 0.0 [iXLY) 0.0 3y 0.00 $4.90 N . 000 257.00 INT? 1119 N
Concenuations above the New York Sute Drinking Water Standards refercnced in Table 2-12 are highlighted
« = No standard svailable .
U= Analyte was not detected ot the instrument detection limis given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit
E= Value is estimated duc 10 interferences
J= Estimated value
IN = Pre pti id for p of anahyte, d quantity
. R= Rejected dufing dats validation
X1=].5 Dilution - .
X2=1.250 Dilution
19-Sep-94 . Page 3of 3 RD2VOL WB1



TABLE §
' . : CIRCUITRGN CORPORATION SITE :
ROUND H DATA
‘ FOCUSED FEASIBLILITY STUDY
o . MONITORING WELLS
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

[Samplc Nambor MWD MW-ID MW-15 MW-15 MW-35 MW MW4S MW-a5 W-4D MWD NYS
Analysis Total Dissolved Total Dissohed . Towl Dissolved Total . Dissohed Total ) Dissolved Drinking Water
Depth Inteeval (M - 90-100 90-100 25.35 2535 m.38 2038 3 2434 90-100 90-100 Quality Standards
Date Collected 2244 224m4 221m4 22294 22294 14 w2194 212194 1194 21214
Aluminum 46000 3 wm Uy 17200 B 080 U $53.00 ) 2080 U 59800 ) 080 U 69" J 2080 U .
Antimony: n3 U m3 U 2830 U 830 U 23 U 230 U S w3 Uy . 730 U 220 W) 30 U -
Arsenic 130 U 130 U R 130 UIN R 130 UIN R : 130 UN R 130 UIN 2500
Parium A% B 62.70 B 355,00 * smi0oB 17700 8 i B 900 B 9140 B 96.90 B 1.000.00
Berllium ) 02 U 0 U 020, U ) 020 U 02 B 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U .
Cadmium 360 B 270 U 270 U 270 U 270 U 20U 29 B PR 270 U 10.00
Calcium : 13.600.00 11.700.00 39.400.00 . 39 700,00 31.500.00 29,200.00 ] 39.000.00 J lS_Z(l()_(K) ..
Chromium 17.80 260 U 40 B 260 U 1090 ) 260 U J- 260 U 260 U 50,00
Cobalt 200 U ) 290 U 630 B ’ 290 B 290 U B 630 B 500 B .
Copper 2050 B ssoeo8 ] 2,550,00 : 1760 B 8i0 B 990 B 390 B ’ 200,00
Iron 3,870.00 < | = T277.00 ! 136,000.00 - © 136000 . 4,940,007 178,00 300,00
Lead 870 340, . -~ 320 JWN - - R 660 JWN ’ R 15.00
Magnesium 280000 BE 229000 BE 39%00 B L427000 B 345000 B 338000 13%00 B 148000 B 348000 B 33.000.00°
Mangancse . 30400 260.00 879.00 57 |1 646,00 UL i977.00 T 620,007 ‘ : 2400 12000 30000
Mercury 020 U 020 U 00 U ’ 020 U TG U nn u 020 U 020 U 200
Nickel 1620 B 1080 U 1080 U 1080 U 1330 B 1080 U 520 B 1080 U .
Polassium 322000 B J300000 B 663000 7.040.00 5.180.00 5.160.00 5.990.00 595000 6.410.00 .
Sclenium 120 BIW Lo U 110 U [RLIT] 110 U L u L0 U ey 1o v 10.00
Sihver 280 U 280 U 990 B 280 U 21,60 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U so.on
Sodium 13.300.00 13.100.00 13.700.00 14.700.00 T 1140000 11.900.00 12.500.00 © 1360000 16.500.00 17,1000 - 20.000.00
Thatfium 150 BIW : 1.20 BJW R 1.00 UIWN R 1L.o0 USWN | R R 1.10 BIWN R 120 BIWN .
Vansdium 230U 20 U 290 B 230 U 660 B 230 U 340 B 230 U 310 B 230 U -
Zinc 25600 J 170.00 J 76.40 580 B 178.00 010 B 2050 530 B 480 : 2230 300,00

Concentrations abosc the NYS Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in table 2-12 arc highlighted
- = No standard available

U= Analytc was nof detected at the instrument detection limit given

B= Reported value is between the instrument detection imil and the contract required detection limit

E= Value is estimated duc to interferences

N= Spiked sample recovery was nol within control limits

*= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits

1= Estimated value

W= Post-digestion spike for Furnace AA analysis out of control limits, while sample absorbance is fess than 50% of spike absorbance
R= Rejected during data validation

M=Duplicate injcction precision criteria was not met.

/
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CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

TABLE §

ROUND II DATA

FOCUSED FEASIBLILITY STUDY

MONITORING WELLS
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

@ f Samplc Number Ficld Blank B Frcld Blank Ficld Blank MW-TS MW.TS MWD MW-3D MW-ID-DUP MW3D-DUP NYS
| Analysic Total Dissohcd Dissolved Totat Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Drinking Water
Depth Inten ab (1) - - - 25-38 25.38 90-100 90-100 90100 90-100 Quality Standards
Date Collected 22194 2224 2224 270 22294 2/2294 2122194 22294
Atuminum R U 2080 2080 U 17500 B 2080 U 7190 B 080 U 60.10 -
Antimony k30 U 2830 30 U %30 U 30 U 830 U 2230 U 2230 -
Arscnic N 130 130 UN R 980 BIN R 130 UN ,25.00
Rarium . 080 U agy U QR0 U 19300 B i B i15400 B 15600 B 154.00 1.000.00
Ben ltium 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 02 v 020 U 020 U 0.20 -
Cadminm 70 U 27 U 270 U 270 U 21 v 290 B) 270 U 270 .00
Calcium 640 B 7040 B 7040 B 75.100.00 77.600.00 13.700.00 14,500.00 13,700.00 -
Chromium 260 U 260 U 260 U 7270 B 260 U T 8207 140 B 1340 Y 50.00
Cobah 290 U 290 U 290 U 590 B 29 B 2640 2180 B 2680 -
Copper 240 B 240 U 240 U ss0 B 10.70 580 B 13.20 200,00
Iron 290 B 610 U 610 U " 23,200.00° < 687,00 1£9.00 T - 661,00 300,00
l.cad 060 UN 060 UN 060 UN 9.50 R 8.60 15.00
Magnesium 680 U 2680 U 2680 U 260000 B 280000 B 2,620.00 35.000,00
Mangancsc 170 U 1.7 U RINY © 7 %,680.00 -2,290.00 757 71 2,610.00 ST I00.00
Mercun’ 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U "oz . u 2.00
Nickel . 1080 U 1080 U 1080 U toro U 2260 B 1080 U 1640 B 1170 B in40 B .
Potassinm k00 U 00 U 34r00 U 1530000 J 6,170.00 6.440.00 '6,300.00 6,420.00 497000 B -
Selenium Lo v Lo u Lo uw L0 U - 11 v 1o v tio U 1o u Lo U 10.00
Sitver IR0 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 30.00
Sodium | 3370 B 3780 B 1290 B 19.200.00 J ,00” 0 1570000 ) 1730000 J 15.600.00 16,500.00 13.500.00 20,000.00
Thallium 100 UN 100 UN R 130 BIWN R 100 UIWN R 130 UIWN 100 U .
Vanadium 23 U 230 U 230 U sn B 230 U T v 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U -
Zinc 3w u. A TLERY) 30 g 2150 500 B 6790 3310 62.10 46.40 13 8 300.00
. —

Cancentrations above the NYS Drinking Water Quality Standards refcrenced i'.' table 2-12 arc highlighted

- = No standard svailsble ’

1)~ Anahte was not detected st the instrument detection limit given

B~ Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit -

E= Value is estimated due 10 interferences

N~ Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits

. *= Duplicate analysis was not within control limits

J= Estimated value .

W- Post-digestion spike for Furnace AA analysis out of control limits, while samplc absorbance is less than 50% of spike sbsorbance

R- Rejected during dats validation ) .

M-=Duplicate injection precision criteris was not mel.
19-Sep-94 Page 2of §
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TABLE §
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
ROUND I DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBLILITY STUDY
MONITORING WELLS
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/)

Samplc Number MW3S MW-3D MW3D Ficld Blank Field Blank MWD MWD MW S MW-65 MW-6D NYS
Analysis Dissolved Tolal Dissolved Tota! Dissohved Total Dissolved " Total Dissohed Total Drinking Water
Depth Intenat (0 24.24 90100 90-100 . - 90-HKY 90- 10 2482418 203348 90-100 Quality Standards
Date Collected 7234 272394 212394 22394 22194 22304 223/4 212494 2O ) 22494
Aluminum man U 29.50 B 080 U 2080 U 2080 U 223.00 ) 200R0 U 298.00 J 9800 B 30600 § -
Anlimony ]R30 W 7m0 U 2830 U 30 U 2230 U 2830 US 2830 ) 2830 U )30 U 2830 W) -
Arsenic 130 Ww 10 Ww 130 v 130 Uw LI UIN L300 Uiw 130 UMW L300 uw 130 U 130 uw 25.00
Rarium 4310 B 253 R 050 B < 080 U 080 U o0 B [LEAXG U 2 930 B 3640 B 12000 B L.000.00
Bervllivm 020 U 020 U 02 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U -
Cadmium 2m U 550 480 B 270 U 270 U 430 B 270 U -2 v 340 B 270 U 10.00
Calciom 30.400.00 R.000.00 B.R40 00 ’ 2350 U 10600 B 13.100.00 12.600.00 20.900.00 20.500.00 25,300.00 -
Chromium 260 U 1040 260 U 260 U 260 U 3620 640 B 70.90 260 U 69.40° sn.00
Cobalt 29 U 290 U 290 U 290 U 200 U 290 U 290 U 290 U 290 -
© o 1Copper 9.7 4430 2030 B 240 U 240 U 500 B 240 U 240 U 8.00 200.00
fron " 352.00° 4940 B 1380 B 610 U 3770 B 647,007 6930 B 1,110,007 300.00
Lead 110 . 20 B 110, 8 R _270 BIW 330 W 170 B .30 15.00
Magnesium 345000 BE 911.00 BE 917.00 BE 2680 UE 2680 U 389000 BE _2.700.00 BE 266000 BE 4.360.00 35.000.00
Mangancse 450,00 65.40 3480 170 U 180 B $3.00 238.00 21390 73.70 3000
Mercury 0w U 0m v 020 U 020 U 020 U 020 U 0 U Y 02 U .00
.| Nicke! nse B g U 40 B 1nee U 0% U 20.50 3330 B 2490 B 1400 -
Potassium 483000 B 446000 B 466000 B 34800 U 34800 U 7.260.00 322000 B 361000 B 160000 - B -
Sclenium 110 v 110 U Lo uyrw Lo u Lo u L u 1o v Lo v [RUBRY) 1000
Sihver 280 .U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 280 U 50.00
Sodium 13.200.00 6,280.00 '6.360.00 5610 B 405 B X 20,300,007 12.700.00 12,800.00 16,500.00 20,000,060
Thallium 1oy 100 U 1% U 100 U 100 BIWN i U ' 1.00 120 BIW 100 UMW L0 UIW .
Vanadium 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 23 U 230 U 230 U -
Zinc 750 B 2930 5140 590 B ERTINY) 1400 J 2830 J 1590 B 170 8 4850 ) 300.00
Concentrations sbove the NYS Drinking Watcr Quality Standards refercnced in table 2-12 are highlighicd
- = No standard available
U= Analytc was not detected at the instrument detection limit given
B= Reported value is between the instrument detection limit and the contract requircd detection limil
E= Valuc is estimated duc to interfercnces . ’
N= Spiked samplc recovery was not within control limits
*= Duplicate anafysis was not within control limits
J= Estimated value :
W= Post-digestion spike for Furnace AA analysis out of control limits. while sample absorbance is less than 50% of spike absorbance
R= Rejected during data validation . .
M=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met.
- . €
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TABLE 5

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

ROUND 11 DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBLILITY STUDY
MONITORING WELLS

INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/1)

O8yge

€y

L8000g

Samplc Rumber MW-AD MW.75 MW-75 MW-7D MW-7D FW-2:07 PW-2-02 Ficld Blank Field Blank Ficld Blank NYS
Analssic Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Tola) Dissolved Dissolved Drinking Water
Depth Intznvz) (A1) 90- 104 27-37 27-37 90.100 90-100 216.3-226.3 2163.2263 - - - Quality Standards
Date Coliccted 2244 2244 2/2484 21234 2234 222194 222194 22494 2394 272394
Aluminina R0 U 22400 - 2080 U 393,00‘ ) 2080 U PLLRIL V] 080 O 2080° U 2080 U 080 U -
Antimon:. R0 U 30 U pLIEI V) 230 U 30 U 30 U P2 X1V 13 U »30 U nw u -
Arsenic 130 U 130y 130y 130 Uw 130 U R 130 UIN 130 UIN 130 U 130 U 500
Barium 9530 B Ri80 B 19.00 B 921.t0 B 8550 B 4070 B 4040 B ore U 0R0 U nRe U 1.000.00
Benvilium o U 020 U 020 U 0w u 0w Uy 020 U 0w u 020 U - 020 U 6,21) U -
Cadmion 170 B o B 3 B it B 270 U 270 U 270 JU 270 WU 210 U 1 U ro.ne
Calcium 15500 00 13.100.00 12.600.00 - 12.960.00 12.800.00 526000 ] $830.00 ) 1750 B 6310 B 7210 B :
Chromium 1090 788.00 San B RXOAN: 260 U 260 U 260 U 260 U Teh U 260 U $0.00
Cobalt 290 U 290 U 29 U -290 U 290 U R0 B 290 U‘ 290 U 290 U 190 U -
Copper 40 U 16.1n. B 240 U 240 U 240 U RR.O0 71.90 240 U 240 U 240 U 20m.00
lion 5710 B 3,490.00 1050 8 37100 2640 B 174.00 o B 1080 B 2980 B 050 B 300,00
Lead 0y B 2m B Lo B | 380 JW 290 B A10 R 060 UN 170 BIW 160 B 15.00
Magncsium dd4o0n0 BE 276000 BE 2.690.00 BE 347000 BE 21t BE 242000 B 259000 B 2680 U 26.80 UE iﬁ,lﬂ UE 35.000.00
Mangancse RERT] 4,400.00 270 B 1490 B 980 B 2290 2290 170 U 170 U 1 U 300.00
Mcrcon 02y 0 U 020 U 020 U 02 u 020 U 0w u .02 U 020 U 020 U L]
Nickel R0 B - $2.00 nso U 1160 B 1080 U 4140 na v 180 U 10.80 U 10.80 " U -
Potassinm 167000 B 442000 B) 507000 J 241000 B 249000 B 145000 B 161000 B 3800 U T34R00 U 00 U -
Selenium ii0"unv 110 Uw Lo Unwv L1 v [RT V] L v 110 usw 110 UN Lo u 10 U to.on
Silsee 280 U 280 U 280 U 20 U 280 U 2%0 U 250 U 230 U 280 U 80 U 50.00
Sodium 15.500.00 . 2.600.00 942000 11,600 00 11.500.00 7.670.00 3.440.00 6600 B 9930 B 14300 B 20.000.00
Thalliam 100 UMW 120 BIWV 100 UIw 100 U 1.50 BJjW 1o UN 120 B 100 U 100 U - _
Vanadiumr 230 U 2w U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U 230 U .
Zinc 24 50 1670 B 670 B 3790 1 1n.o0 B .00 4290 530 B - 420 B 100 B 300.00

Cancentrations above the NYS Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in table 2-12 arc highli;‘hlcd

- = No standard available :

U= Anslyte was not detected ot the instrument detection limit given

B~ Reported velue is bemeen the instrument detection limit and the contract required detection limit

E= Valuc is estimatcd due Yo interferences

N= Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits

*= Duplicatc analy sis was not within control limits

3= Estimated value .

W= Post-digestion spike for Fumnace AA analysis out of control limits. while samplc absorbance is less than 50% of spike absorbance

R= Rejected during data validation . .

M=Duplicate injection precision criteria was not met.
19-Sep-14 Page 40! 5 RD2INO.WB1
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TABLE 5§
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE
~ ROUND I DATA
FOCUSED FEASIBLILITY STUDY .
- MONITORING WELLS '
INORGANICS ANALYTICAL RESULTS (ug/l)

Samplc Number D1 PD-1 Frcld Blank Ficid Blank MW-13 MW-13 MW-14 MW-12 Fickd Blanl NYS
Analy sis Dissohed Total Dissolvcd Dissolved Total R Dissolved . Tota) Dissoh cd Dissolved . Drinking Watcr
Depth toterval () 1132 17-32 : - - 3141 3141 3343 33.43 . Quality Standards
Date Coflected 124m 224794 22494 21244 22594 225594 2n5m4 22594 2254

Aluminum 26200 ) 3.240.00 man U 080 U 4.800.00 080 U 1.840.00 11300 B 080 U .
Antimony W30 UJ %0 U 3300 B w3 U *R30. U w30 U nm oy 3940 B w3y -
Atsenic : 100 BW 470 BIWN 130 UIN 130, UIN 130 UIN 130 UIN 130 UN 130 UMN 130 UIN . 2500
Barium B 220,00 234.00 080 U [LX.{V 0 V1 AR B 4540 B 335 B 2300 B oR0 U 1.000.00
Ben lliom 0w U 0 B 020 U [(FIIRT] 020 U 020 U 020 U Toeou 020 U . -
Cadmium © 390 B 270 Wy 270 Ul 27w . U 2m W 270 Uy 270 Us 270 Ul 1000
Calciam ' 2410000 £4.000.00 3620 B : 7490 B 2930000 I 2430000 23.400.00 22.600.00 6560 B -
Chromium 260 U 10,50 260 U 260 U 17.60 370 B 1430 280 B 2190 B 0.00
Cobalt 190 U 490 B 200 U 290 U 1240 n S 850 B SR B 290 U 400 B -
Capper 290 B 120 B 240 U 240 U w000 ) 980 B . 240 U 240 U 200,00
Iron 27,200.00 - | 310000 7 1400 B e B 20,600.00 . ' 3,880,00 89.00 910 B 300,00
l.cad 00 W T Re0 JWN 060 UN 060 UN 11.90 - JWN 180 N 090 BIN 060 USWN 15.00
Magncsinm 685000 EJ 7.190.00 - ) 4320 B 2680 U 411000 B 304000 B " T anom B a0 B 35.000.00
Manganese - 894.00 T915.00 20 B 170 U 681,00 1 - :319.00 . 243.00 170 U 300.00
Mercury 020 0 Uy 020 U a0 U 0 U 020 U 02 y 020 U 020 U 200
Nichel 1080 U 80 y 10.80. U s U 3540 B 1330 B 10se U 1080 U 1080 U -
Potassium 10,600 00 Haoneo J - 34800 .U 34800 U Taz000 B 399.00 B 282000 B 242000 B 34800 U .
Sclenium Lo U 110 UJWN Li0 UmN 110 UIN 140 BJWN 110 UIWN 110 UIWN 110 UN L0 UIN 10.00
Silver 280 U 410 B 280 U 280 U 450 B 200 U 410 B 280 U w0 U 50.00
Sodium $0,500.00 "7 48,900.00 1000 B 9630 B 12.300.00 11,000.00 1520000 15,200.00 10500 B 20,000.00
Thallium 140 BIW 110 100 U 160 B 110 BIW 1o U 100 ‘U 100 BIW 100 U -
Vanadium 230 U 11.60 230 U 230 U nio B 35 B a0 B 230 U 270 8 -
Zinc tan B 29.70 310 U 30 U 68.10 2360 1400 B ~ en B 310 U 300,00

Concentrations above the NYS Drinking Water Quality Standards referenced in table 2-12 are highlighted
- = No standard available

U= Analyte was not detected ot the instrument detection limit given

8= Reported value it between the instrument detection fimit and the contract required detection limit

E= Value is estimated due to interferences

N= Spiked sample recovery was not within control limits

*~ Duplicaic analysis was not within control limits

1= Estimated vatue

W Post-digestion spike for Furnace AA analysis out of control limits. while sample absorbance is less than S0% of spike absorbance
R= Rejected during data validation .

M=Duplicate injection precision crileria was not met

83u00S
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Table 6 .

Chemicals of Potential Concern in Groundwater

{On—Property and Off—Property Welis)

Circuitron Corporation Site

4 : Range of ‘ o
| ; : Sample Range of
: ) ' Frequency Quantitation | Detected .
: Chemical i of Limits Concentrations |
‘: . _Detection * {ug/L) : (ug/L)
i ‘Organics -
Acetone v 3/3 - 10° : 3-18
| 2~ Butanone 1/1 10° : 6 i
Chiorobenzene 2/24 1 j 06 -3
iChloroform ; 3/24 1 ’ 1-83 .
11,1=Dichloroethane 1 16/24 1 05 - 42 i
i'1,1—-Dichloroethene 14/24 1 1—66 =
itcis—1,2-Dichioroethene 8/24 1 1-10 N
1Tetrachloroethene 14/24 1 0.7 - 21 [
iToluene 1711 1 - 07 i
't1,1,1=Trichloroethane 23/24 1 1-5800 i
'1,1,2—Trichloroethane 1/24 1 3 |
1 Trichloroethene 12/24 1 1 - 43 i
i inorganics
Aluminum 9/9 : 200° . 133 - 3700
1Arsenic r 411 é 2.3 26-81 - |
1 Barium 11/11 : 200" 27 — 1,390
[Beryllium 2 " 03-05 "0.36 — 051 |
. Chromium i 7/11 58 63-597
iCopper , 10/10 25° . 42—14600 |
1Lead 1111 . 3° ! 35-55 ¢
{Manganese . 10/10 15° 108 — 1,790 _§
INickel i 7/10 6.1 7 =72 g
1Silver i 1/11 3.3-38 17-28 . |
{Vanadium . 10/11 21 ! 45 — 46 5;
{Zinc -~ 10/10 . 20° 4.9 — 281 i

® Number of sampling locations at which the chemical was detected compared with the
total number of sampling iocations.

® The contract required quantitation limit (CRQL) is indicated. -

6y 0063

Quantmt.wic

500089
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. Table 7
Exposure Point Concentrations for Chemicals of Potential
Concern in Groundwater (On—Property and Off—Property Welis)
Circuitron Corporation Site

i ) : Upper 95 Percenti Maximum | . g

! | Confidence Limit| Detected | Exposure Point |
' . Concentration ; Concentration| Concentration * |
' Chemical o glL) : (ugll) : (ug/L)
Organics i : i
Acetone ‘ 19,400 . 18 : 18 L
i 2~Butanone ~ I NA . - 6 1 6 [
Chlorcbenzene ; 0.58 : 3 . 0.58 ?
Chloroform , 0.67 i 3 kN 0.67
1,1-Dichloroethane = 11 L 42 Bl 11
1,1=Dichloroethene o 58 - K 66 - | 5.8 i
cis—1,2—Dichioroethene f 1.6 1 10 j 1.6 k
(Tetrachioroetnene ~ 2.4 i 21 % 2.4 I
1Toluene . : 0.56 - 0.7 : 056 v : §
11,1,1—Trichloroethane : 181 { 5800 181 ! :
- 11,1,2~Trichloroethane i 0.67 ‘ 3 . - 067 |
i Trichioroethene i 9.7 ! 43 . 87 !
: inorganics ] ’
Aluminum : 10,500 | 3,700 3,700
Arsenic L 47 i 81. - 47
Barium 374 i 1,890 | 374 : ’
Berylium ) i 0.33 i 0.51 ! 0.33 .
Chromium ! 1,565 : 597 ! 597
Copper : 54,300 . 14600 14,600 :
iLead ; 31 e 55 31 3
1Manganese ; 1.417 : 1,790 1,417 j
| Nickel i 47 ! 72 N 47
“ ''Silver. | 5.9 i 28 : 59
| Vanadium ! 17 : 46 : 17
1Zinc . % 157 : 281 : 157

NA = Not applicable. An upper 95 percent confidence limit concentration cannot be calculated
based on one sample. : i

® Represents the upper 95 percent confidence limit concentration if it is lower than the maximum
detected concentration. If the upper 95 percent confidence limit concentration exceeds the
maximum detected concentration, the exposure point concentration equals the maximum .
detected concentration.

500070
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Table 8
Potential Exposure Pathways/Routes,
Circuitron Corporation Site

: _;‘v_'_’Scenario . ' Receptor ' Exposure -
5 ' : -K:rutes
Groundwater* _
On-property and off- Current { None - Not used for
property Wells , _ household purposes
Future _Resident (1-6 yr old child | 1. Ingestion " :
' and adult) : 2. Noningestion uses
‘ (showering, washing etc.)

‘Groundwater data from the upper 40 feet of the saturated aquifer was used.

£ & ..
15 Apnilione
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Table 9
Siope Factors
Circuitron Corporation Site

i . ; .Oral o Inhalation o
Chemicals . Slope Factor | Source ; Slope Factor 5| Source |
3 ' (mg/kg/day)~' | | _(mg/kg/day) " !
i - Organics ) : : ' ;
iChioroform 5 "6.1E—-031 IRIS, 1994 ' 8.1E—-02| EPA,L 1993 |
11,1=Dichloroethane NTV : - B "NTV E _ !
11,1—=Dichlor -ethene '; 6E-01' ' IRIS, 1994 | 1.2E+00] EPA, 1993 |
Tetrachioroethene - 7 5.2E—-02! ECAO,1892 ; ° 2E-03! ECAO,1992 |
1,1,2—Trichloroethane . 57E-02: IRIS. 1994 | 57E-02| EPA, 1993 |
Trichloroethene - 1.1E-02| ECAO,1992 | 6E-03| ECAO,1992 |
| Inorganics - i . 1 i
i|Arsenic 1.8E+00! RIS, 1994 ! NC 1 -—
i1 Beryilium 43E+00! IRIS. 1994 @ . NC : - :
'Lead . NTV ; - - NC i - ;

NC = Chemical is not'of_ concern through this exposure route.
NTV = No toxicity vaiue was available.

12-Apr~04




Table 10

Reference Doses (RfDs)
Circuitron Corporation Site

; , i Oral i I Inhalation .
i Chemical | Reference Dose | Source | Reference Dose’| Source |
i i__{ma/kg/day) i (ma/kg/day) ' !
;l Organics . ' i
i1 Acetone 1E—-01! IRIS, 1994 | ‘NTV i - E
il2—Butanone 6E-01 IRIS, 1994 1E+00| IRIS, 1994 .
Chlorobenzene 2E-02! RIS, 1984 SE-03! EPA, 1993 |
Chloroform ! 1E-021 IRIS, 1994 ! NTV : - i
1.1=Dichloroethane ? 1E-01: EPA,1993 ! 1E-01| EPA, 1993 |
1,1-Dichioroethene : OE-031 IRIS, 1994 NTV | -~ |
cis—1,2=Dichloroethene 1E~03] EPA, 1993 NTV ! -— !
Tetrachioroethene ! 1E-02{ IRIS, 1994 | NTV ! - |
Toluene ! . 2E-011 IRIS, 1984 ! 4E-011 IRIS, 1994 |
1.1,1=Trichioroethane i NTV - : 2.9E-01! ECAQ,. 1994 !
1,1.2-Trichloroethane ] 4E-03} IRIS, 1994 | NTV ] - i
Trichloroethene | 6E—03| ECAOQ, 1892 | NTV i - /
Inorganics :

- Aluminum : NTV i - i NC : - !
{Arsenic : 3E-041 IRIS. 1994 | ‘NC [ -——
Barium 7E-021 IRIS. 1994 NC = |
Beryliium SE—-03] IRIS, 1994 NC 5 —
Chromium il 1E+00! IRIS, 1994 ! NC i - !
[Chromium VI SE—03] IRIS, 1994 | NC ! - i
iCopper 37E-02i EPA, 1993 ! NC i - i
Lead NTV - : NC ; —= i
i1Manganese 5E—03]| IRIS, 1994 | NC : -— ;
Nickel i 2E-02] IRIS. 1994 | NC i —— i
Silver ; S5E-03; IRIS, 1994 | NC i -- ,
Vanadium 1K 7E-03; EPA, 1983 | NC i —— §
{Zinc s BE—011 IRIS. 1994 | NC T =

NC = Chemical is not of concern through this exposure route.
NTV= No toxicity value was available.

per60c.
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Table 11

Circuitron Corporation Site

Summary of Carcinogenic Risks by Exbosure Pathway, Receptor, and Chemical — RME Scenario

‘Chemicals with a Carcinogenic Risk > of = 1E-06

{ % Contribution
Exposure Total Carcinogenic To Total
Pathway Receptor Carcinogenic Risk Chemical | __ Risk _| Carcinogenic Risk
Groundwater | Resident Totat Carcinogenic Risk = 1.1E—03|Arsenic 9E-04 81%
(child & adult combined)] * carcinogenic risk from 1.1-Dichloroethene 1.9E-04 17%
ingestion uses = 9.6E~04 Beryllium 1.6E—-05 1%
* carcinogenic risk from Trichloroethene 2.4E-06 0.2%
noningestion uses = 1.6E-04 Tetrachloroethene 1.5E-06 0.1%
: 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 1.3E~-06 0.1%
1.2E-06 0.1%

Chloroform




Table 12

Future Resident (child and adult combined)

- RME

Potential Carcinogenic Risk Through All Exposure Routes

(Groundwater —

On-Property and Off—Property Wells) .
Based on Upper 95 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

IWodpe

- Gwrisk w3

NA = Not applicable. :
NC = Chemical is not of concern through this exposure route.

NTV .= No toxicity value was availabie.

; Ingestion Nonnng&stmn : l
i of . Uses of o
! Chemical Groundwater - Groundwater - Total i+ -
f .
; OHGANICS i | i
‘ Chloroforrn 4.48E—-08 1.19E-06 1.23E-06 |
_ > .1-Dichloroethane NTV NTV NA
1.1-Dichloroethene 3.81E~05 1.53E-04 1.91E-04
‘ Tetrachloroethene 1.37E-06| 1.05E-07 1.47E-06
1,1,2-Trichloroethane - 4.19E~0Q7 8.37E-07 1.26E-06
Trichloroethene 1.17E~-06 ! 1.28E-06 2.44E-06
. INORGANICS _
Arsenic 9.01E-04 NC . " 9.01E-04]
Beryflium 1.56E-05| NC 1.56E-05
Lead NTV | NC NA -
i JOTAL 9.58E-04 : 1.56E-04 1.11E=03

16—Mar -4



Table 13

Future Resident {child and adult combined) — RME
Distribution of Lifetime Carcinogenic Risk as Percent of Total Risk
{Groundwater — On—Property and Off—Property Wells)
Based on Upper 95 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

i

. Ingestion . Noningestion
; ot Uses of _
! Chemical ‘Groundwater | Groundwater . Total
| ORGANICS :
Chioroform | 0.00| 0.11 0.11]
| 1.1—-Dichloroethane . NTV : NTV NA P
'1,1-Dichloroethene : : 3.42| 1369} 17.12
 Tetrachloroethene ! 0.121 0.01 0.13
|1.1,2-Trichloroethane | 0.04/ 0.08 0.1
: Trichloroethene ' 0.10| 011! 0.22}
: : \ | P i : i
| . INORGANICS ‘ o . ;
. jArsenic : P - 80.91] NC | 80.91
| Beryllium i 1.40! NC : 1.401
Lead - i N1V 5 NC ; NA }
' i
TOTAL 86.00 14.00 100.00 |

em@@ -

Gwrisk. wkd

0.00 = Contribution is less than 0.01 percent.
NA = Not applicable.

NC = Chemical is not of concern through this exposure rotte.

- NTV = No toxicity value was available. -




Table 14
Summary of Hazard Indices by Exposure Pathway, Receptor, and Chemical — RME Scenario
Circuitron Corporation Site

i

Hi

Chemicals with Hazard Index > or = 1

j ' ; \ i % Contribution
Exposure | ! Total . : Hazard |  To Total

: : , P 1 ,

1 Pathway i Receptor L Hazard Index . Chemical | Index ' Hazard Index
if B v g - :

i Groundwater . Child .+ Total Hazard Index = 56  Copper | 25 . : 45%

i - Resicent © * hazard index from  Manganese ; 18 i 3%

i P ingestion uses = 56 . Arsenic ! 10 18%

5 . * hazard index from Chromium VI | ‘

1 : 2%
noningestion uses = 0.1 | ‘ ‘ ; ’

Adutt - TotalHazard Index = 24 ; Copper . | 11 ; 45%
Resident * hazard indexfrom . ! Manganese ! 78 |. .33%
ingestion uses = 24 . Arsenic |

_ a3 18%
. . * hazard index from _ : :
; : ©  noningestion uses = 0.05 1 P i

-,_@%@@@%

5006071
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. Table 15
Future Child Resident (1—6 yr old) ~ RME
Hazard Quotients and Indices Through All Exposure Routes
(Groundwater — On—Property and Off—Property Wells)
‘Based on Upper 95 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

Ingestion - Nomngestron _
N o - of: oo Msesof o p 0 o
Chemical - ' Groundwater Groundwater .- Totali
ORGANICS . ,
Acetone 1.15E-02 NTV 1.15E-02
2—-Butanone ) 6.39E-04 7.67E-04 1.41E-03
Chlorobenzene 1.85E—-03 1.48E-02 1.67E-02
i Chiorotorm - 4.28E-03 NTV 4.28E-03
| 1,1—Dichioroethane 7.03E—03 141E-02| _ 2.11E-02
1,1-Dichloroethene ‘ 4.12E-02 NTV t 4.12E-02
cis—-1,2—Dichloroethene 1.02E-01 NTV i ~1.02E-01
{ Tetrachloroethene . 1.53E-02 NTV ’ 1.53E-02
i Toluene 1.79E-04 1.79E— 04| 3.58E~04
11.1,1- Trichloroethane NTV . 7.98E-02i 7.98E-02
i1,1,2=Trichloroethane 1.07E-02 NTV i 1.07E-02
- Trichloroethene : 1.03E-01 NTV ‘ 1.03E-01
| INORGANICS |
Aluminum 1 NTV ’ .NC . NA
Arsenic . 1.00E+01 NC © 1.00E+01
Barium - L 3.42E-01 NC 3.42E-01
Beryllium . 4.22E-03 NC . 4.22E-083
Chromium (llt) 3.28E-02 NC . 3.28E-02
Chromium (VI) " 1.07E+00 NC I 1.07E+400
Copper o ' 2.52E+01 - NC 2.52E+01
Lead : NTV . NC NA
Manganese , . 1.81E+01 NC 1.81E+01
Nicke! 1.50E-01 NC 1.50E-01
Silver 7.54E-02 NC : 7.54E-02
Vanadium 1.55E-01 NC 1.55E-01]
1Zinc - 3.35E-02 NC : 3.35E-02
I TOTAL 5.55E+01 1.10E-D1 ‘5.56E+01

NA = Not applicable.
NC = Chemical is not of concern through this exposure route.
_NTV = No toxicity value was available.

- - ~ S00n7g
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Table 16 ‘
Future Child Resident (1~6 yr old) — RME

Distribution of Hazard Quotient and Indices as Percent of Total Hazard index

(Groundwater — On-Property and Off—Property Welis)
Based on Upper 95 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

o ; ingestion | Noningestion
i - of - Uses of BT
Chemical |- Groundwater - | Groundwater ' Total
i ORGANICS - b ’
. | Acetone | 0.02 NTV | - 002
2-Butanone ! 000! - - oool 0.00
|Chiorobenzene P 0.00 - 0.08 1 0.03].
{ Chloroform P 001!l  NTV 001
: 1,7~Dichloroethane i 0.01 0.03 0.04
'1,1-Dichloroethene ? 007 NTV 0.07
{cis—1,2-Dichloroethene : 0.18 NTV | . 0.18
! Tetrachloroethene | 0.03 NV .0.08
| Toluene i 000|- 0.00 .. 000
+1.1,1=Trichloroethane ! NTV ' 0.14)| - 0.14
- 11.1,2=Trichloroethane 002 . NTV i 0.02
- Trichioroethene : 0.18! NTV 019
| : , . : , :
b INORGANICS : ! , l -
. Aluminum NTV i NC i NA .
i Arsenic : 18.001 NC ! . 18.001
Barium : 0.61] NC | 0.61
i Beryllium j 001! NC | 0.01
{Chromium (i1 . - 0.06! NC : 0.06
i Chromium (Vi) 1931 NC 5 1.93
. {Copper i 4534] . NC | 4534
ILead t NV N NA©
Mangznese : 3257 NC ’ 3257
| Nicke! : 0.27] NC | 0.27
‘Silver : © 014 NC | 0.14
| Vanadium i o2l NC '| 0.28
|Zinc = 006!  NC: a8 006
i . .
i TOTAL ' 99.80 020 100.00

aBaAHa

Gwhiskwikd

0.00 =‘(::ontribution is less than 0.01 percent.
NA = Not applicable.
NC = Chemical is not of concern through this exposure route.

. NTV=No toxicity value was available.

500078
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Table 17

Future Adult Resident — RME =~
Hazard Quotients and indices Through All Exposure Routes
{Groundwater — On-Property and Off—Property Welis)

Based on Upper 85 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

1
g

Ingestion -

Noningestion
- of Usesof
Chemical Groundwater | Groundwater | . ... Total = .
0 ORGANICS : R
i Acetone 4.83E-03 .NTV 493E-03
| 2—Butanone 274E-04 3.29E-04 6.03E-04
| Chiorobenzene | 7.95E-04] 6.36E-03 7.15E-03
i Chloroform i 1.B4E-03| . NTV = 1.84E-03|
:1,1-Dichloroethane 3.01E-03 6.03E-03 8.04E-03
i 1.1=Dichloroethene 1.77E-02 NTV 1.77E-02
lcis-1,2-Dichloroeth‘ene 4.38E-02 NTV 4.38E-02|
| Tetrachloroethene 6.58E-03 NTV 6.58E-03
[ Toluene 7.67E-05 7.67E-05 1.53E-04
{1,1,1=Trichloroethane NTV 3.42E-02 3.42E-02
i1,1,2=Trichioroethane 4.59E-03 NTV 4.59E-03
" Trichloroethene 4.43E-02 NTV -4.43E-02
INORGANICS
Aluminum NTV NC ‘NA
Arsenic 4.29E+00 NC 4.20E+00
Barium 1.46E~01 "NC 1.46E-01
' Beryllium 1.81E-03 NC 1.81E-03
i Chromium (lIf) 1.41E-02 NC 1.41E-02
i Chromium (V1) i 4.60E-01 NC 4.60E-01
{Copper ! 1.08E+01 NC "1.08E+01
Lead NTV " NC NA :
iManganese 7.76E+00 NC 7.76E+00
! Nickel 6.44E-02 NC 6.44E-02
: Silver 3.23E-02 NC 3.23E-02
! Vanadium © 6.65E~-02 NC 6.65E—02
1Zinc 1.43E-02 NC 1.43E-02
TOTAL 2.38E+01 4.70E-02 2.38E+01

NA = Not applicable.
NC = Chemical is not of conce

NTV = No toxicity value was available.

rn through this exposure route.
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Table 18 '

Future Adutt Resident — RME v
Distribution of Hazard Quotient and Indices as Percent of Total Hazard Index
{Groundwater — On—Property and Off—-Property Wells)

Based on Upper 95 Percent Confidence Limit Concentration

Ingestion ; Noningestion
of i Uses of - o
Chemical Groundwater t Groundwater L Total

: ORGANICS !
| Acetone : 0.02 l NTV. : . o002l
1 2~Butanone 0.00| 0.00 0.00|
!Chlorobenzene - 0.00 | 003 : 0.03]
i Chioroform ' 001 NTV 0.01}
{1.1-Dichloroethane 0.01, 0.03| - 004]
11,1=Dichloroethene ! 007! . NTV L. 007
icis—1,2-Dichioroethene -~ | 0.8 NTV : - 0.18]
i Tetrachloroethene 1 003! NTV L 003!
|Toluene 0.00| 0.00! 0.00i
(1,1.1- Trichloroethane . NTV ' 0.14 0.14]
11,1,2=Trichioroethane 0.02| NTV 0.02f
. Trichloroethene ; _ 0.19{ NTV : 0.19!
. ] ' |
3 INORGANICS - : ‘ j
~ | Aluminum . UNTV - NC NA !
: Arsenic ' 18.00 [ NC : 18.00 |-
| Barium : 0611 NC .0.61]
i Beryllium ‘ 0.01 NC 0.01]
{ Chromium (11) . : 0.06 | NC © 0067
: Chromium (Vi) , 193] . NC © 1.93]
| Copper S 45.34| NC C 45.34
| Lead ‘ j NV g NC L NA
iManganese o | 3257 NC 3257
i Nickel ; 027} . NC 0.27 |
! Silver , | 0.14] - ' NC | 0:14]
{Vanadium . 0.281 NC | o.28!
Zinc | 0.06 | NC ! 006
. TOTAL 99.80 10.20 100.00 |

0. 00 Contribution is less than 0.01 percent.
NA = Not applicable.

-NC = Chemical is not of concemn mrough this exposure route.
NTV = No toxicity value was availabie.

e 8RN0
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"TABLE19
GROUNDWATER CLEANUP STANDARDS -

| Parameters Groundwater-Conc. (mg/l) -
Arsenic \ 025
Barium 1
Beryllium 003
Chlorobenzene 005
Chloroform 007
Chromium (total)
Chromium VI
Copper ' .
1,1-Dichloroethane 005
1,1-Dichloroethene 005
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 005
Lead 015
Nickel 1
Silver 05
Tetrachloroethene 005
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 005
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 005
Trichloroethene 005
Toluene 005
Zinc . 3

Notes: The standards provided in this table reflect the ‘more stringent of the State

and Federal - drinking

(MCLs).

_ﬁo@?gm@é
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4.0

4.2

4.3

8.0

8.1

CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE

_ OPERABLE UNIT TWO

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

FEASIBILITY BTUDY

Feasibility 8tudy Work Plans

400001~
400241

400242~
400357

Report: Draft Final Sampling gnd Analysis Plan

for the Circuitrcn Corporation Site, Focused

Feasibility Study, Second Operable Unit, East
Farmingdale, New York, prepared by Roy F. Weston,
Inc., Life Systems, Inc., Helen Neuhaus
Associates, Inc., and R.E. Sarriera and
Associates, Inc., September 1992.

Report: Draft Final Work Plan, Volume I for the
Circuitron Site, East Farmingdale, New York,
Focused Feasibility Study, Second Qperable Unit,
prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., Life Systens,
Inc., Helen.Neuhaus Associates, Inc., and R.E.
Sarriera and Associates, Inc., July 1992.

Feasibility Study Reports

400358~
401165

401166~
401260

" Report: Final QraftAFocused Feasibjlity
. Study, Second Operable Unit for the Circuitron

Site, EFast Farmingdale, New York, Volume I and
Volume 11, prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., July
1994. :

Reporti Summary Report on Drive Point
Groundwater Sampling at Circuitron Corporation
Site, Fast Farmingdale, New York, December 1993.

HEALTH ABSSESSMENTS

ATSDR Health Assessments

800001~
800042

281903

ﬁeport: Public Health Assessment, Circuitron
orporatjion uffolk Count ingdale ew

York, prepared by New York State Department of
Health, under a cooperative agreement with U.S.
Department of Health & Human Services, Public
Health Service Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry, February 1993.
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10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

10.9 Proposed Plan

P. 10.00001- Plan: Sggggfﬁnd Proposed Plan, gigcuit;on

10.00010 orati ite [o] as ale
Suffolk County, New York, prepared by U.S. EPA,

. Region II, July 1994.
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New York State Depértment of Environmental Conservatioh _
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York, 12233

SEP 27 1994

Ms. Kathleen C. Callahan -

Director ' ' !

Emergency & Remedial Response Division :

-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region Il

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Re: Record of Decision ' T
Circuitron Corp-Site |D No. 152082

Dear Ms. Caliahan:

A
ol
gy

Langdon Marsh
Commissioner

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed the draft Record of Decision for the Circuitron Corporation site - Operable Unit i,
dated September 1994. The NYSDEC concurs wWith the .selected remedy which includes

containment and treatment of site-related groundwater contamination.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. James Bologna at (518) 457-3976.

Sincerely,

(o fee 2

Ann Hill DeBarbier:

Deputy Commissioner

Office of Environmental Remediation

cc:  D. Garbarini, USEPA-Region Il
L. Thantu, USEPA-Region Il

569067‘ 
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APPENDIX V

RESPONSIVENESS BUMMARY
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION BUPERFUND SBITE

ANTRODVCTION

A responsiveness summary, required by Superfund policy, provides a
summary of citizens' comments and concerns raised at the August 8,
1994 public meeting and EPA's responses to those comments and
concerns. No written comments were received during the public
comnent period. All comments summarized in this document have been
considered in NYSDEC's and EPA's final decision for selection of a
remedial alternative for the Circuitron Corporation site (Site).

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES
Community interest in the Site has been low throughout this second

operable unit focused feasibility study (FFS), as it was during the
first operable unit Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

’ (RI/FS)

EPA, the lead agency for the Site, oversaw community relations -
activities during the FFS process. :

The FFS report and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to
the public for comment on July 26, 1994. These documents were made
available to the public in the administrative record file at the
EPA Docket Room in Region II, New York and two information
repositories maintained at the Farmingdale Public Library and the
Town o©of Babylon Department of Environmental Control. The
Farmingdale Public Library is located at Main and Conklin Streets,
Farmingdale, New York. The Department of Environmental Control is
located at 281 Phelps Lane, North Babylon, New York. The notice of
the public meeting and availability of the . above-referenced

- documents appeared in the Farminadale Observer and Newsday

newspaper on August 5, 1994. A press release announcing the same
was issued on July 26, 1954. The public comment period for review
of these documents extended from July 26, 1994 to August 24, 1994.

on August 8, 1994, EPA conducted a public meeting at the East
Farmingdale Fire House located at 930 Conklin Street, East
Farmingdale, New York to discuss remedial alternatives, to present
EPA's preferred remedial alternative, and to provide an opportunity .
for the interested parties to present oral comnents ‘and questions
to EPA.

S o . 500089



Attached to ‘"the .liesponsiveness Summary are the following
Appendices: ’ S

‘,\

'Appendix A - Proposed Plan
Appendix B - ?ublic_ Notices

Appendix c = August 8, 1994 Public Meeting
- Attendance Sheet

‘Conments and concerns expressed at the public meeting held on
August 8, 1994, and EPA's responses are summarized below.

1. COMMENT: A resident expressed concern over the omission of
copper from a 1list presenting the chemical constituents
igentified in the wastewater {groundwater) associated with the
8ite. . .

EPA RESPONSE: During the FFS, groundwater samples were
collected and analyzed for total and dissolved inorganic
contaminants. Copper was identified in the total inorganic
analysis as a contaminant of concern, above the 100 micrograms

per liter (ug/l) New York State Drinking Water Standard. ‘)
Total copper concentrations ranged between 4.2 and 14,600 ‘)
ug/l. The selected remedy for the Site requires that the
extracted groundwater will be treated to ensure that all
Federal and State drinking water and groundwater quality
standards are achieved prior to reinjection of the treated
~water into the aquifer. '

2. COMMENT: A resident inquired as to the distribution of
. chemical contaminants throughout the zone which overlies the
water table (vadose zone).

EPA RESPONSE: Analytical results of surface and subsurface
s0il samples collected during the investigative phases of the
first operable unit RI/FS have identified organic and
inorganic. contaminants associated with past activities -
performed at the Site, throughout the vadose zone. Many of’
the contaminants found in the surface and subsurface soils
were the same as those found in the groundwater, the prevalent
volatile organic compound (VOC) being 1,1,1-trichloroethane at
‘a maximum level of 100 parts per million (ppm). Copper was
found at a maximum level of 1,950 ppm at a location inside the
building which might have been the location of a unpermitted-
leaching pool. Phthalates were present at fairly high levels -

V-2
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in all three wedia (i.e., groundwater, soils, and sediments)
and were found upgradient and downgradient as well as on-Site.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the migration
of the groundwater plume emanating from the 8ite, and
specifically, the distance it nay have migrated over the years
since its detection. ,

EPA RESPONSE: Studies conducted at the Site as part of the
FFS identified a horizontal - groundwater velocity of 1.84
feet/day for the Upper Glacial aguifer. The FFS indicated
that the groundwater contaminant plume in the Upper Glacial
agquifer attributable to the Site has migrated to approximately

. 700 feet beyond the southern property line of the Site. The
plume has a width of about 600 feet and extends vertically

into the shallow portion (upper 40 saturated feet) of the
Upper Glacial aquifer.

COMMENT : A resident expressed concern regarding the

contaminated groundwater associated with the Site showing up
in the East Farmingdale water supply wells.

EPA REBPONSE: Three wells of the East Farmingdale Water
District are located approximately 1,500 feet south of the
Site. The shallow well is not in operation. The other two
wells, which are deep wells, are completed within the Magothy
aquifer at depths of approximately 190 to 270 feet and 525 to
585 feet below grade, and are tested on a arterly basis. A
review of the data from these two wells indicated that the
wells are not contaminated and meet all Federal and State
drinking water and groundwater quality standards. Due to the
distance of these wells from the Site and the depths of the
Magothy aquifer from which the groundwater is drawn, it is
unlikely that any of these wells would have been adversely
impacted by the Site-related contaminants.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the
possibility of the health hazard from vapors emanating from
the groundwater plume and rising into buildings.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA conducted a risk assessment as part of the’
~ FFS, based on the analytical results of field sampling. As

part of this risk assessment; it was identified that there are
currently no receptors to the groundwater contamination
identified in the Upper Glacial aquifer.

500091



COMMENT: A resident expressed interest in the depth to the

. water table at the Site.

EPA RESPONSE: The depth of the water table at the Site was
determined to be approximately 30 feet below grade.

COMMENT A resident questioned at which depths the 19
monitoring wells were scree. ed and the drive point groundwater

' sampling was perform.d.

EPA RESPONSE: The wells are divided into two categor:les:

shallow and deep. The shallow wells, *s" designation, are

wvater table. wells with screened intervals set between
approximately 25 to 35 feet below grade. The deep wells, *D"
designation, have screened intervals set between approximately
90 to 100 feet below grade.

. In addition, a -total of 48 qroundwater sanmples was collected

from 17 drive point locations arranged along five transects in
the vicinity of the Site property. These samples were
collected from four specific depth intervals below grade: 34
to 36, 48 to 52, 62 to 68, and 80 to 82.

COMMENT: - A resident expressed concern over which of the

. groundwater treatment alternatives will be utilized at the

Site.

ZPA RESPONSE: After receiving and evaluating public comments
received on the Proposed Plan at. the August 8, 1994 public
meeting, EPA has selected Alternative GW-2 to address the
contaminated groundwater at the Site. The major treatment
processes of this alternative include chemical precipitation
to remove inorganic (metals) contaminants and air stripping,
coupled with granular activated carbon, to remove VOCs.

COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the selection
of a groundwater remedy with limited public involvement; i.e.,
would the more costly groundwater remediation be chosen.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA's public participation process for a
proposed remedy is established to allow the Agency to receive
and consider public comments before finalizing the selection
of a remedy. In the Proposed Plan for the groundwater remedy
for the Site, EPA identified its preference for Alternative
GW-2, which the Agency subsequently has selected.

;mosz »




10. COMMENT: A resident expressed concern on the placement of the
. farthest downgradient extraction well in Alternative Gw-2.

EPA RESPONSE: The location of the extraction well at the
farthest downgradient distance from the Site was selected to
control and capture the leading edge of the groundwater
contaminant plume. The contaminated groundwater would be
extracted and pumped to an on-Site groundwater treatment
system. An analytical steady-state groundwater flow model was
used in the FFS to simulate and evaluate the location and
punping rates req- ired to provide the most effective hydraulic
control and extraccion of contaminated groundwater. The most
. effective groundwater-remediation simulation output indicated
that the downgradient extraction well should be placed
approximately 700 feet south of the Site property. This’
modeling output information was utilized to devise a
conceptual design of the treatment system and associated

- costs; however, the actual location of wells, pumping rates,
-etc. would not be firmly established until the remedial design
‘phase of the project.

11. COMMENT: ~ A resident expressed - concern regarding the

' cumulative impact of contamination from several Superfund
sites, specifically the commingling of groundwater plmnes from
different sites.

ZPA RESPONSE: Under the c'omprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), EPA is authorized to
" investigate individual sites 1listed on the National Priorities
List (NPL) to determine if remedial actions should be
undertaken at these sites. As part of its RI or FFS, EPA
conducts a risk assessment for each NPL site to determine if
an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment
exists which would require remedial action. In conducting
risk assessments addressing contaminated groundwater, if more
than one NPL sgite has contributed to the groundwater
contamination, by characterizing the groundwater contamination
and using this data in the risk assessment, EPA does consider,
in effect, the cumulative impact of contamination from
‘multiple sources. In the event that several CERCLA sites in.
an area have plumes of groundwater contamination which have
commingled, EPA, if appropriate, can consider a single
comprehensive groundwater remedy.

12. COMMENT: A resident guestioned the 1likelihood that
groundwater remedial Alternative GW-3 would be chosen.

. EPA RESPONSE: Although EPA identified Alternative GW-2 as its
preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan, the Agency did not
rule out Alternative GW-3 until the public comment period was
conpleted and all comments were reviewed. EPA proposed, and
subsequently selected, Alternative GW-2 over Alternative GW-3
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‘ because Alternative GW-3 would reguire extensive field pilot-

scale studies to assess the feasibility of air sparging/soil
vapor extraction technology prior to the remedial design
activities. In addition, Alternative GW-2 will provide
overall effectiveness proportionate to its cost. It is $1.8
million less costly than Alternative Gw-3, while offering
comparable or better performance. Alternative GW-2 will also
enmploy a proven, conventional technology as opposed to an
innovative technology component, air sparging and soil vapor
extraction, of Alternative Gw-3. _

Questions Regarding the Project Time Frame

3.

14

COMNENT: A resident expressed concern regarding the project's
progress since the Site was listed onto the NPL. .

EPA RESPONSE: Depending on the size and complexity of a site,
the Superfund process generally requires several years before

- long-term remedial construction activities begin.  The
Circuitron Corporation site was proposed for inclusion on the

NPL in June 1988 and EPA initiated the first RI/FS at the Site
in September 1988. . In March 1991, EPA signed a Record of
Decision (ROD) which specified contaminant source-control
measures, such as excavation of contaminated sediments, vacuum
extraction of contaminated soils, and building
decontamination. The remedial design of the source control

" measures is expected to be completed in late 1994 and

construction work is expected to begin in the Spring of 1995.
It is estimated that the design of the groundwater remedy will
be completed in early 1996 and that construction will begin in
late 1996.

COMMENT$ A resident expressed -interest in the Superfund
process and the determination of Potentially Responsible
Parties (PRPs) when multiple tenants occupied the property.

EPA RESPONSE: The section of the Superfund 1legislation
pertaining to liability and identification of PRPs is broad
concerning who is liable for damages. . Responsible parties
include, but are not limited to, operators at the site whose
activities resulted in the release of hazardous substances,
the current site owner as wvell as former owners during the
period when the contamination occurred, transporters of wastes
to the site, and generators of waste at the sgite.
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COMMENT: A resident expressed concern regarding procedures

. for contractor selection and if a preference is given to local

business people.

EPA RESPONSE: When utilizing Federal funds, EPA must comply
with Federal procurement regulations. EPA gives no preference
for local business people, but rather allows all interested

‘parties to bid on the work. Jobs are awarded based upon the

successful bidder's technical qualifications and the
competitive price by which the bidder is willing to perform
the work. On projects conducted by PRPs, howe ar, the rRPs
are not required to follow Federal procurement regulations,
but =must demonstrate that their proposed contractor is
qualified to perform the work.
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Superfund Proposed Plan
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EPA
Region 2

Clrcuutron Corporatlon Srte

East Farmingdale
Town of Babylon
Suffolk County New York

July 1984

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN

Tlns Proposed Plan identifies the remedial alternatives
considered for the second operable unit of the Circuitron
Corporation Superfund site (the Site) and identifies the
preferred remedial alternative with the rationale for this
preference. The second operable unit addresses the.

~ groundwater contamination at the Site. The Proposed
Plan was developed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) with support from the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC). EPA is issuing the Proposed Plan as part of
its public participation responsibilities under Section
117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as
amended, and Section 300.430(f) of the National

- Contingency Plan (NCP). The alternatives summarized
in this Proposed Plan are described in a focused
feasibility study (FFS) report for this operable unit
which should be consulted for a more detailed
description of all of the alternau'ves.

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplement to
the FFS report to inform the public of EPA’s and
NYSDEC’s preferred remedy and to solicit public

~ comments pertaining to all the remedial alternatives
evaluated, as well as the preferred alternative.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the
preferred remedy for the Site. Changes to the preferred
remedy or a change from the preferred remedy to
another remedy may be made, if public comments or
additional data indicate that such a change will result in
a more appropriate solution. The final decision regarding
the selected remedy will be made after EPA and
NYSDEC have taken into consideration all comments
from the public. We are soliciting public comment on all
the alternatives considered in the detailed analysis
section of the FFS because EPA and NYSDEC may
select a remedy other than the preferred remedy.

Copies of the FFS report, Proposed Plan, and supporting
documentation are available in the following repositories:

Farmingdale Public Library
Main and Conklin Streets
Farmingdale, N.Y. 117385

Department of Environmental Control
Town of Babylon Annex.

281 Phelps Lane, Room 23

North Babylon, N.Y. 11703

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency and Remedial Response Division
26 Federal Plaza - Room 2930

~ New York, N.Y. 10278

New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation
50 Wolf Road

‘ Albany, N.Y. 12233-7010

COMMUNTTY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that
the concerns of the community are considered in
selecting an effective remedy for each Superfund site. To
this end the FFS report, Proposed Plan, and supporting
documentation have been made available to the public
for a public comment period which begins on July 26,
1994 and concludes on August 24, 1994,

A public meeting will be held during the comment
period on August 8, 1994 in the East Farmingdale Fire
House located at 930 Conklin Street, East Farmingdale,
N.Y. at 7:00 p.m. to allow EPA to present the
conclusions of the FFS, to further elaborate on the
reasons for recommending the preferred remedial
alternative, and to receive public comments.

Written and oral comments will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of

. Decision (ROD), the document which formahzes the

selection of the remedy.




- All written comments should be sent to :

Lorenzo Thantu

Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Ageéricy
26 Federal Plaza, Room 2930

New York, New York, 10278

Dates to remember:
_ MARK YOUR CALENDAR

July 26 to August 24, 1994
Public comment penod on FFS report and
Proposed Plan _

August 8, 1994

Public meeting at the

East Farmingdale Fire House Hall

930 Conkiin Street o '
East Farmingdale, New York 11735 at 7:.00 pm

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTI ON

Site remedxatxon actmnes are somehmes segregated into
different phases, or operable units, so that remediation
of different environmental media can proceed separately,
resulting in an expeditious remediation of the entire site.
EPA has designated two operable units for the
Circuitron Corporation site. This Proposed Plan
addresses the groundwater contamination at the Site,
which EPA has designated as the second operable unit of
the Site remediation. The remedy for the first operable
unit, which included source control measures and .
vacuum extraction of contaminated soils, was specified in
 a ROD which EPA issued on March 29, 1991.

SITE BACKGROUND

The Circuitron Corporation site is located at 82 Milbar
Boulevard, East Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New
York. The Site is situated near the border of Nassau and
Suffolk Counties in central Long Island. The Site
encompasses approximately 1 acre in an
industrial/commercial area just east of Route 110 a.nd
the State University of New York Agricultural and -
Technical College campus at Farmingdale (SUNY -
Farmingdale). The Site is generally flat and has a slight
slope up to the southeast of less than 1 percent. The Site
elevation is approximately 85 m 90 feet above mean sea
level (MQL) Co
i on the outwash plain of Long isiand.

AB3¥8quifer, the Upper Glacial, is estimated
to be 80 feet thick beneath the Site. Depth to the water
table is approximately 30 feet below grade. The

saturated portion of the Upper Glacial aquifer, with a
thickness of 50 feet, begins at the water table and
extends down to 80 feet below grade. The Upper Glacial
aquifer is underlain by the Magothy Aquifer which is
approximately 700 feet thick in the vicinity of the Site.

 Circuitron Corporation was incorporated in New York

State in 1961 and operated a manufacturing facility at -
the Site between 1967 and 1986. Circuitron Corporation
ceased operations and vacated the Site property between
May and June 1986. During this period, all of the. . '
equipment of value was removed and the Site was
abandoned. Circuitron Corporation filed for bankruptcy . -
in 1986. The current owner of the Site is 82 Milbar -
Blvd,, Inc., @ New York corporation incorporated in 1968.
82 Milbar Blvd., Inc. filed for bankruptcy in 1987. Both
of these bankmptcy proceedings ended when they were
dismissed in 1988

The Circuitron Corp&mtion site includes an abandoned
23,500 square foot building that was used for the
manufacture of electronic circuit boards. (Refer to

_ Figure 1.) Approximately 95% of the Site property is

paved or covered by the building. A small area behind
the building is not paved. The paved area in front of the
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FIGURE 2- DETAILED SITE PLAN OF THE CIRCUITRON SITE

buxldxng had been used as a parkmg lot for the
employees of Circuitron Corporatxon Presently, the -
entire Site property is fenced and secured.

Two leaching pools (LP-5 and LP-6) exist below the
concrete floor in the plating room inside the building.
(Refer to Figure 2.) A circular depression in the
concrete floor towards the front of this room suggests
the presence of other leaching pools, identified on
Figure 2, as LP-3 and LP-4. Several leaching pools lie
beneath the parking lot in the front of the building. One
of these pools, which is designated as LP-1, is a
wastewater discharge pool permitted via the New York
* State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES)
program. Two other leaching pools, identified as LP-2

~ and LP-7, are located in the northeast corner of the Site. -

Two sanitary cesspools, CP-1 and CP-2, were identified
beneath the parking lot in front of the northwest corner
of the building. The sanitary cesspools were permitted to
accept sanitary wastes only. However, Suffolk County
Department of Health Services (SCDHS) analyses

" indicated that the cesspools were used for disposal of
hazardous materials. A line of interconnected storm
drains SD-1 through SD-3 exists on the western portion
of the Site. The storm drains range from 10 feet to

~ approximately 13 feet in depth. Presently, all on-site

- storm drains discharge on-site into the soils via
percolatlon

In 1987, EPA mmated an emergency removal of some of
the more than 100 chemical containers and storage
tanks on site. In 1988, EPA conducted another -
emergency cleanup action and removed approximately 20
waste drums from inside the building, 3 aboveground
tanks from the rear of the building, the contents of 7
underground storage tanks, 2 below-surface treatment
basins, and several leaching basins. The cleanup action

- involved consolidating the various wastes, removing the

tanks Jocated at the rear of the property, and removing
contaminated debris inside the building. In tota!, 100
cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris, 50 drums of -
hazardous liquid, and a= additional 2,000 to 3,000
gallons of tanked hazardous liquids were removed and
properly dxsposed of off site.

A comprehensive first operable unit remedial’
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) of the Site
was initiated by EPA in September 1988 and was
completed in January 1991. The objectives of this study
were to define the nature and extent of contaminants in
the Site’s surface and subsurface soils, in the
groundwater, in sediments in the underground
structures, and in the abandoned building. Based on the
results of the RI/FS, EPA determined that sufficient
information was available to select a source control
remedy, but additional data were required before a
groundwater remedy could be selected. As a result, EPA
issued a source control ROD on March 29, 1991 and
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initiated an FFS to obtain the additional data necessary

to select a groundwater remedy for the Site. The 1991
ROD called for: (1) the excavation and off-site treatment
and disposal of the contaminated sediments from the
leaching pools, cesspools, and storm drains; (2) in situ
(in-place) vacuum extraction of the contaminated soils
(This treatment process involves placing a cover over the
soil and applying a vacuum, which pulls and collects
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) out of the spaces
between soil particles.); (3) decontamination of metals-
contaminated dust in the building (Please see _
highlighted note on the last page of the Proposed Plan.);
and (4) repaving of the entire Site. The remedial design
for the source control remedy is expected to be
completed this Fall, followed by the advertisement for
and award of a construction contract. The actual
construction work is expected to begm in the Spring of
1995.

- FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY

In July 1992, EPA initiated an FFS to supplement the
groundwater data obtained during the 1988-1991 RI and
further define the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination at the Circuitron Corporation site, and to

identify remedial alternatives. The RI concluded that the -

groundwater was contaminated in the shallow aquifer
underlying the Site. The Rl data also indicated the
‘potential for presence of upgradient sources for the
groundwater contamination that was detected in the
deeper Upper Glacial aquifer and the shallow Magothy
aquifer; the groundwater contaminant levels that were
detected in these aquifers upgradient and downgradient
of the Site were of the same order of magnitude. As a
result of the RI'findings, EPA decided to undertake an
FFS to further delineate the horizontal and vertical
extent of the groundwater contamination in the shallow
and deep aquifers beneath the Site.

Activities conducted as part of the FFS included: (1) .
groundwater elevation measurements and a first round
of groundwater sampling of 20 existing monitoring wells
which were installed during the 1988-1991 RI; (2) a
drive-point groundwater field screening sampling
program; (3) installation of two confirmatory monitoring
wells; and (4) a second round of groundwater sampling
of the existing RI monitoring wells and the two

- confirmatory monitoring wells. The drive point sampling
program was primarily a reconnaissance method to
delineate the highest concentrations of downgradient
Site-related groundwater contamination, potentially
targeted for remediation. Figure 1 shows the
monitoring well and drive point sample locations.

The FFS results, in conjunction with the results from
the earlier Rl, confirmed that several on-property
contamination source areas exist at the Site, with
organic and inorganic contamination evident in the
groundwater in both the Upper Glacial and Magothy

. organic contaminant levels found in upgradient and

aquifers. The drive-point data indicate that a :
groundwater contaminant plume attributed to the Site .
exists in the Upper Glacial aquifer extending to an
approximate depth of 70 feet below grade. The volatile

downgradient samples collected from drive-point
installations located in the deep Upper Glacial and
monitoring wells located in the shallow Magothy .
aquifers were of approximately same order of magnitude,
and, therefore, indicate that the groundwater '

- contamination that has been detected beneath the Upperv l

Glacial aquifer, beginning at a depth of approximately 70
feet below grade, may be attributed to upgradient
sources. The potential for the presence of upgradient
sources is also supported by the vertical distribution of
1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), which is considered a
fingerprint contaminant for the Site and is indicative of
the vertical extent of groundwater contamination that is
attributed to the Site. This distribution indicates a zone
where 1,1,1-TCA was not detected between the heavily
contaminated shallow Upper Glacial and the deep Upper
Glacial. This zone indicates that the Site-related
contaminant plume in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer
is separate and distinct from the 1,1,1-TCA-
contaminated groundwater in the deep Upper Glacial
and shallow Magothy aquifers.

In thevUpper Glacial aquifer, the groundwater

.contaminant plume attributable to the Site contained

elevated concentrations of both organics and inorganics
which have migrated to approximately 700 feet beyond
the southern property line of the Site. The main organi
contaminants were 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-dichloroethene
(1,1-DCE) and the main inorganic contaminants were
copper and chromium. The Site-related groundwater
contaminant plume has a width of about 600 feet and
extends vertically into the shallow portion (upper 40
saturated feet) of the Upper Glacial aquifer.

Elevated concentrations of primarily organic
contaminants were also present in the deeper portion of
the Upper Glacial aquifer and the shallow portion of the-
Magothy aquifer, both upgradient and downgradient of

“ the Site property.

The two rounds of groundwater VOC sampling results
indicated elevated concentrations of several organic
contaminants. The VOCs with the highest
concentrations included: 1,1-DCE (58 parts per billion
(ppb) at MW-6D), 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) (52 ppb
at MW-13), 1,1,1-TCA (5800 ppb at MW-4S),
trichloroethene (TCE) (82 ppb at MW-1D), and
tetrachloroethene (PCE) (63 ppb at MW-4D). These
concentrations exceed the New York State Drinking
Water Standard of 5 ppb, which has been promulgated
individually for each of these five VOCs.

For i inorganic compmlnds, the first ronnd of .- o .
groundwater inorganic samphng results irdicated
elevated concentrations of arsenic, barium, chromium,
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copper, iron, lead and manganese. In the second round,
only chromium, copper, iron, lead and manganese were
reported in elevated concentrations. Of these compounds,
it is believed that only arsenic, copper, lead and
chromium are associated with past Site-related
industrial process operations. These four inorganic
compounds were also reported in elevated concentrations
in Site soils and sediments during the RI. These four
inorganic compounds were detected at elevated
concentrations (numbers in parentheses denote
maximum concentrations) in the groundwater samples
collected during the two rounds of groundwater
sampling: arsenic /74 ppb at MW-2S), chromium (788
ppb at MW-78), cupper (14,600 ppb at MW-2S), and lead
(55 ppb at MW-9). These concentrations exceed their

" respective New York State Drinking Water Standards of
25 ppb for arsenic, 50 ppb for chromium, 200 ppb for
copper, and 25 ppb for lead. The 55 ppb lead
concentration also exceeds EPA’s recommended drinking
water action level of 15 ppb for lead.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Based upon the results of the FFS, a baseline risk
assessment was conducted to estimate the risks
associated with current and future site conditions. The
baseline risk assessment estimates the human health
and ecological risk which could result from the
contamination at the site, if no remedial action were
taken,

. Human Henlth Risk Assessment ' !

A four-step process is u’ahzed for assessing site-related
human health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario: Hazard Identification--identifies the.
contaminants of concern at the site based on several
factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and
_ concentration. Exposure Assessment--estimates the
magnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures,
the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the
pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated well-water) by
which humans are potentially exposed. Toxicity
Assessment--determines the types of adverse health
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the
relationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and
severity of adverse effects (response). Risk ‘
Characterization--summarizes and combines outputs of
the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a
‘quantitative assessment of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting
contaminants of concern which would be representative
of site risks. A total of 24 organic and inorganic
compounds were identified as the contaminants of
concern. The organic contaminants of concern were

" acetone, 2-butanone, chlorobenzene, chloroform, 1,1-
DCA, 1,1-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, PCE, toluene, 1,1,1-TCA,
1,1,2-TCA, and TCE. The inorganic contaminants of
concern were aluminum, arsenic, barium, beryllium,
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chromium, copper, lead, manganese, nickel, silver,
vanadium, and zinc. Of these 24 contaminants,
chloroform, 1,1-DCA, 1,1-DCE, PCE, 1,1,2-TCA, TCE,
arsenic, beryllium, chromium, lead, and nickel are
classified by EPA as carcinogens; the rest are all

. considered to be noncarcinogens. However, because

chromium and nickel are considered carcinogens
through the inhalation exposure route only and metals
are not of concern through the inhalation route for the

- groundwater pathway, chromium and nickel were not

evaluated as carcinogens in the risk assessment.

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health effects
which could result from exposure to contamination as-a
result of contact with contaminants in the upper 40 feet
of the saturated aquifer beneath Site. Groundwater
underlying the Site in the Upper Glacial aquifer is not
currently used for household purposes. The residents in
the area are on public water supply from supply wells in
the deeper Magothy aquifer. On this basis, no receptors
were evaluated under current-use conditions in the risk

‘assessment. The baseline risk assessment evaluated the

health effects which could potentially result from
ingestion of groundwater and noningestion uses of
groundwater (e.g., showering, bathing, and cooking) by
future residents (child and adult), as this is the most
conservative exposure scenario. An assumption was
made that the Site and the neighboring areas will be
developed for residential use in the future, and the
groundwater from the upper 40 feet of the saturated
aquifer would be used for household purposes.

Current EPA guidelines for acceptable health risks at

~ Superfund sites are an individual lifetime excess
" carcinogenic risk in the range of 10* to 10 (e.g., a one-

in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess cancer risk)
and a maximum health Hazard Index (HI), which

- reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor,

equal to 1.0. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates a potenba]
for noncarcinogenic health effects.

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that
the contaminants in the upper 40 feet of the saturated
aquifer at the site pose an unacceptable risk to human
health. The total excess lifetime cancer risk for the
future resident (child and adult combined) was
calculated to be 1.1 x 107 (i.e., approximately 1 in 1,000).
The majority of the total carcinogenic risk was
contributed by the ingestion of groundwater. Arsenic
and 1,1-DCE were primarily responsible for carcinogenic

" risk. The carcinogenic risk for arsenic was 9 x 10*

through ingestion of groundwater. The carcinogenic risk
for 1,1-DCE was 1.9 x 10*, primarily through
noningestion uses of groundwater These results indicate
significant potential carcinogenic risk to the future
resident through the groundwater pathway for the
reasonable maximum exposure scenario.

Noncarcinogenic risks were evaluated separately for the -
future child and adult residents. For the future child
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resident, the total HI for health risks posed by exposure
to groundwater was 56. More than 99% of the total HI
was contributed by the ingestion of groundwater.
Copper, manganese, and arsenic contributed most
significantly to the total HI. The Hls for copper,

~ manganese, and arsenic were 25, 18, and 10 respectively,
through ingestion of groundwater. For the future adult,
the total HI for health risks posed by exposure to :
groundwater was 24. More than 99% of this HI was

- contributed by ingestion of groundwater. Copper,
manganese, and arsenic contributed most significantly to
the total HI. The Hls for copper, manganese, and arsenic
were 11, 7.8, and 4.3 respectively. These results indicate
a potential for adverse noncarcinogenic health effects to
the future child and adult residents from exposure to
groundwater for the reasonable maximum exposure
scenario.

In summary, the human health risk assessment
indicated that the contaminants in the upper 40 feet of -
the saturated groundwater aquifer at the Site pose an
elevated risk to human health under the future
residential use scenario. In addition, as noted above,
pumerous organic and inorganic contaminants are. also
present in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer at levels
which exceed the New York State Drinking Water
Standards. Although the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer is
generally no longer used for public water supply in the
area, remediation is warranted to protect the underlying
Magothy aquifer from contammatlon present in the
Upper Glacial aquifer.

- Ecological Risk Assessment

The potential exposure routes of Site contamination to
terrestrial wildlife were considered. Since 95% of the
Circuitron Corporation site is paved or covered by a
building and the Site is situated in a densely populated
industrial/commercial area, there is little, if any,
potential for exposure to contaminated soils or
groundwater on-site, or for wildlife to be present within
the general vicinity of the Site. As a result, EPA
concluded that conducting a detailed ecologu:a] risk |
assessment was not warranted.

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.

Organic and inorganic contamination has been detected

in concentrations above ARARs in groundwater at the

'Slte Therefore, the following remedial action objectnves
ave baev cctabl.shed for groundwater:

' Capital Cost:

. GW-1, ns

0 prevent potential future ingestion of Sxte-related
contammated groundwater;

0 restore the quality of the groundwater
contaminated from the Site-related activities to
levels consistent with the State and Federal
drinking water and groundwater quality
standards; and

o mitigate the off-site migration of the Site-related

contaminated groundwater.
SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALT RNATIVES

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 and 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.

As described below, the FFS report evaluated in detail
three remedial alternatives for addressing the
groundwater contamination at the Site. As used in the
following text, "time to implement” means the period of
time needed for construction of the alternative. It does
not include the time required for remedial design
activities or procurement of contractor services; which
are estimated to take up to 2 years. The time to achieve’
cleanup goals reflects the number of years which the
treatment system must operate in order to achieve State
and Federal drinking water and groundwater quality
standards in the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer. This

timeframe assumes that the source control remedial

action for the first operable unit will be completed prior
to the implementation of the groundwater remedy.

These alternatives are:
Alternative GW-1: No Action

. $5,000
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Cost: $0

Present Worth cost”: $5,000
Time to Implement: Immediately
Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals: - N/A

.. Present Worth Costs for all alberhaﬁves were

determined by compounding the annual O&M costs by
8% over the number of years of operation.

The "No Action” Alternative GW-1 is required by the
NCP to provide a baseline to which all other alternatives
may be compared. Under the "Ne Action” Alternative
remedial actions would be ;mplemezbeu ‘
However, institutional controls, deed and Site
restrictions, would need to be imposed on the Site in
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order to prevent the use of the groundwater from the

'u Upper Glacial aquifer.

Under Alternative GW-1, the groundWater contaminants
would continue to migrate into deeper portions of the

- Upper Glacial aquifer as well as into the Magothy

aquifer. Because Alternative GW-1 would not involve
groundwater remediation and would leave contaminants
in the groundwater, the Site would have to be reviewed
every five years per CERCLA requirements. These five-
year reviews would include the reassessment of human
health and envi;onmental risk due to the g'roundwater
contaminants,

Alternative GW-2: Groundwater Pumping,
Treatment Using Aeration, Coagulation,

' Flocculation and Sedimentation/Air

Stripping/Granular Activated Carbon/

. Reinjection using an Infiltration Gallery

Capital Cost: $1,963,000
O&M/yr Cost: $675,000
Present worth: $6,492,000 . -
Time to Implement: 1 Year

Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals: 10 years

Alternative GW-2 includes the installation of an on-site
groundwater treatment system. The groundwater
treatment system would involve flow equalization,
aeration, pH adjustment, clarification, filtration, and air
stripping coupled to liquid and vapor phase carbon for
the remcval of VOCs. The vapor phase carbon units
would be designed to be regenerabl:. The filter cake or
the sludge generated by the metals treatment stage
(coagulation, flocculation and sedimentation) of the
groundwater treatment system would be disposed of off-
site as a hazardous waste. The groundwater treatment
system would be designed to handle flows up to 150
gallons per minute (gpm) (incorporating an excess of 15
gpm) in order to accommodate variability in future
pumping requirements.

Three eight-inch recovery wells would be installed to the
south of the Site. Two of the three recovery wells would
be Jocated closest to the Site and would recover the most
contaminated groundwater and provide the hydraulic

control of the downgradient end of the plume to the Site.

The third recovery well would be located at the

. farthermost downgradient extent of the plume. The

wells would be screened across the top 40 feet of the
shallow Upper Glacial aquifer (approximately 70 feet
below grade). Approximately 2,000 feet of buried piping
would be installed to connect the recovery wells to the
on-site groundwater treatment system. The extracted
groundwater would be treated to State and Federal
drinking water and groundwater quality standards and

" reinjected by means of an infiltration gallery located

along the northern boundary of the Slte on Milbar
Boulevard.
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Residual waste from the treatment process such as
sludges would be disposed of off site in accordance with
applicable ARARs; carbon would be handled similarly or
regenerated.

Alternative GW-3 - Air Sparging/Soil Vapor
Extraction/Limited Groundwater Pumping for
Hydraulic Containment/Groundwater Treatment
using Aeration, Coagulation, Flocculation and
Sedimentation/Air Stripping/Granular Activated

Carbon/Reinjection using an Infiltration Gallery .

Capital Cost: " $2,677,000
0&M/yr Cost: $1,075,000
Present Worth: $8,274,000
Time to Implement: 1 Year

Time to Achieve Cleanup Goals: 7 Years

Alternative. GW-3 includes the installation of two major
treatment components, an air sparging and soil vapor
extraction system and a groundwater pump and treat
system. )

The air sparging and soil vapor extraction system would
address the remediation of on-Site and off-Site VOC
contamination in the groundwater in the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer. Approximately 20 two-inch air sparging
wells would be installed; the locations for these wells
would be determined based on pilot-plant testing to be
conducted prior to Remedial Design activities. The air
sparging wells would be screened at a depth of
approximately 70 feet below grade. Approximately 15
two-inch vacuum extraction wells would be installed at
locations also to be determined based on pilot-plant
testing. The vacuum extraction wells would be screened
from approximately 10-25 feet below grade.

The> design of the on-site groundwater treatment system
would be similar to that of Alternative GW-2, except
that the system would be capable of handling flows up to

- 75 gpm, instead of 150 gpm. An eight-inch recovery well

would be installed at the leading (downgradient) edge of
the plume. The well would be screened across the upper
40 feet of the shallow Upper Glacial aquifer
(approximately 70 feet below grade) and would provide
for hydraulic containment of the farthest downgradxent
extent of the plume attributable to the Site.

Approximately 5,000 feet of buried trenching/piping
would be required to connect the air injection wells to
the air delivery system, the vacuum extraction wells to
the vacuum extraction system, the groundwater recovery
well to the groundwater treatment system, and the

injection gallery."

" Residual waste from the treatment process such as

sludges would be disposed of off site in accordance with
applicable ARARs; carbon would be handled s1mx]arly or

regenerated.



EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives,
each alternative is assessed against nine evaluation
criteria, namely, overall protection of human health and
the environment; compliance with ARARs; long-term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume; short-term effectiveness;
implementability; cost; and community and state

" acceptance. : ]

The evaluatlon criteria are noted below and explamed
below.

o Overall protection of human health and the
environment addresses whether or not a remedy
provides adequate protection and describes how
risks posed through each exposure pathway
(based on a reasonable maximum exposure
scenario) are eliminated, reduced, or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

o Compliance with app. licable or relevant and

appropriate requirements (ARARs) addresses
whether or not a remedy would meet all of the

applicable or relevant and appropriate -
" requirements of other Federal and State

environmental statutes and requirements or

provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

0 Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers
to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable

protection of human health and the environment
over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It
also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness
of the measures that may be required to manage
the risk posed by treatment residuals and/or
untreated wastes.

0 Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment is the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies, with
respect to these parameters, a remedy may
employ.

o Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of
~ time needed to achieve protection and any ad-
verse impacts on human health and the
environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until
. cleanup goals are achieved.

o Implementability is the technical and
administrative feasibility of a remedy, including
the availability of materials and services needed
‘to implement a particular option.

0 Q includes estimated capital and operation
" and maintenance costs, and net present worth -
costs.

o State acceptance indicates whether, based on its
: review of the FFS and Proposed Plan, the State
concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on
the selected remedy at the present time.

o Community acceptance will be assessed in the
Record of Decision (ROD) and refers to the

public’s general response to the alternatives
des vibed in the Proposed Plan and the FFS
report.

A comparative analyéis of these alternatives based upon
the evaluation criteria noted above follows.

o Ovemll Protection of Human Health and the
Envxronment v

Altematlves GW-2 and GW-3 would provide effective
overall protection of human health and the environment
as they would prevent the further degradation of the
groundwater quality in the Upper Glacial and Magothy
aquifers. These alternatives would reduce inorganic and
organic groundwater contaminant levels and restore
groundwater quality to State and Federal drinking water

. and groundwater quality standards. Alternative GW-1,

which offers no groundwater treatment, would not be
protective of human health and the environment. .

o Compliance with ARARs

Alternative GW-1 would-not comply with ARARs
because the volatile organic and metal contamination
would remain in the groundwater in the shallow Upper
Glacial aquifer. Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would
comply with all ARARs.

o Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

" Both Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would be effective

over the long term and permanent in protecting human
health and the environment. Alternative GW-1, which
provides no treatment, would be neither effective nor
permanent in protecting human health and the
environment.

o Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
through Treatment '

Both Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would reduce the
mobility and toxicity of groundwater to the same degree
by treatment of the VOCs and inorganic contaminants
present in the groundwater in the shallow Upper Glacial
aquifer. In addition, as the groundwater contaminants
are removed, the volume of groundwater with




contaminant concentrations remaining above the New

York State Drinking Water Standards would decrease.
Alternative GW-1, which offers no treatment of the

- contaminated groundwater, would not reduce toxicity,

mobility, or volume of the groundwater contamination.

o Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 in the short term will halt
the spread of contaminants in the shallow Upper Glacial
aquifer. These alternatives will also retard the migration
of the contaminants into the deeper Upoer Glacial and
Magothy aquifers. Alternative GW-2 would provide more
effective hydraulic containment of the groundwater
contaminant plume than Alternative GW-3 because the

- groundwater extraction/treatment system for Alternative

- GW-2 would be designed to handle flows twice those of
Alternative GW-3. Alternative GW-1 provides no
treatment of groundwater and is not considered to be
effective in the short term because the contaminants will
remain in the contaminated groundwater in the shallow

- Upper Glacial aquifer.

In terms of adverse impacts that may be posed on
human health and the environment during the
construction and implementation period, there is a
potential for short-term health risks for Alternatives
GW-2 and GW-3 which would be typically associated
with construction activity and worker safety. A health
and safety plan, however, would be prepared to address
and minimize risks to the Site workers. The short-term -
.health risks would be greater for Alternative GW-3 than
for Alternative GW-2, as Alternative GW-3 employs an
additional treatment component (air sparging and soil
vapor extraction) and as a result, would require more
trenching/piping activities. Alternative GW-2 would
require approximately 2,000 feet of buried
trenching/piping connecting the recovery wells to the
on-site groundwater treatment system. Alternative GW-3
would require approximately 5,000 feet of buried
trenching/piping to connect the air injection wells to the
air delivery system, the vacuum extraction wells to the
vacuum extraction system, the groundwater recovery
well to the groundwater treatment system and the
injection gallery. Since it is envisioned that contaminated
- source areas and soils would be remediated before
groundwater treatment is initiated, risks associated with
_exposure to these contaminated media are expected to be
minimal. As an added safety measure, engineering
controls such as air monitoring and other measures
would be employed (e.g., restricting the Site to
authorized personnel only) to ensure the safety of on-site
workers and off-site receptors. Implementation of
Alternative GW-1 would not pose apy construction- -
related short-term health nsks *as5 it is a "No Actlon
alternative.
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o Implementabili

Alternative GW-1 would be the most readily

implementable as it is a "No Action” alternative, followed
by Alternative GW-2 and then Alternative GW-3.
Alternative GW-2 would involve conventional
technologies with proven reliability. Alternative GW-3,
however, would involve the use of an innovative
technology (i.e., air sparging/soil vapor extraction),
which may make it less reliable than Alternative GW-2,
because Alternative GW-3 has been used less frequently
at Superfund sites similar to the Circuitron Corporation
site . '
o Cost

Alternative GW-1 would have the lowest associated cost,

as it is a "No Action" alternative, followed by Alternative
GW-2 and then Alternative GW-3. The only cost for the
implementation of Alternative GW-1 would be the
capital cost of $5,000, which is for deed and Site
restrictions to prevent the use of the groundwater from
the Upper Glacial aquifer. There would be no O&M
costs for Alternative GW-1, so the total present worth
cost would be $5,000. Alternative GW-2 would have a
capital cost of about $1,963,000 and O&M cost of
$675,000 per year. The total present worth cost for
Alternative GW-2 would be $6,492,000. Alternative GW.-
3 would have a capital cost of $2,677,000, O&M cost of
$1,075,000 per year, and total present worth cost of
$8,274,000. The higher costs for Alternative GW-3 are
associated with air sparging and soil vapor extraction.

o  State Acceptance
NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative.

0 Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the. preferred‘ alternative will
be assessed in the ROD following a review of the public
comments received on the FFS report and the Proposed
Plan. ,

RATIONALE FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives,

EPA and NYSDEC recommend Alternative GW-2 as the
preferred alternative for the remediation of

. contaminated groundwater in the Upper Glacial aquifer.

Alternative GW-2 would address the contamination
attributed to the Circuitron Corporation site by
groundwater pumping and treatment using aeration,
coagulatlon flocculation and sedimentation, followed by
air stripping, granulated activated carbon and
groundwater reinjection. Alternative GW-2 would
provide a more cost-effective remediation of the
groundwater than Alternative GW-3.
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The preferred alternative would be protective of human
health and the environment, would comply with Federal
and State requirements that are legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the remedial ‘action, and -
would be cost-effective. This remedy would utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and

- would satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that
employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility or

* volume as a principal element. '

EPA has discussed the upgradient groundwater-
contamination issue with the NYSDEC and the SCDHS
and has proposed that if the State or the County
identifies sites which may represent potential sources of
upgradient groundwater contamination, EPA would
conduct Preliminary Assessments and Site Investigations
of these sites, to determine if they qualify for inclusion
on the National Priorities List and subsequent
remediation under the Superfund program.

NOTE: At the time that the 1991 ROD was issued for
the first operable unit of the Circuitron
Corporation site, EPA and the NYSDEC
envisioned decontaminating the building located
on the Site property, to allow for unrestricted
future use of the building. During the past few
years, however, the building has deteriorated
and currently poses potential safety hazards.

-EPA and the NYSDEC are taking the
. opportunity in accordance with CERCLA
- Section 117(c), to inform the public of the
agencies’ decision to demolish the building and.
dispose of the building debris off site at an
appropriate facility. In considering this new
information, EPA believes that the remedy
selected in the 1991 ROD remains protective of
human health and the environment, complies
with Federal and State requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
this remedial action, and is cost-effective.

(»
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L "7‘,‘110" gl '\EPA l'\"'!{"“"”“” Feo
THE UNI;'ED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL

Lo oTeeih n?-—“ 7Iorthe NI, ‘ ‘
"CIRCUITRON CORPORATIO '
. VILLAGE OF EAST FARM]NGDALE,

.7 Z22SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW.YORK i
The U.S.:Environmental Protection -Agency
{EPA)  recently completed a Focused Feas:bxhty
tudy (FFS) that evaluated options “for clean-
lmg up thé“contaminated: groundwater at the
'Circuitron Superfund site,"located -ii the Vil-
lage of East Farmingdale, Suffolk County, New
:York. Based on this study, EPA has selected a
preferred remédy for &ite cleanup Before selec-
‘tion ‘of final remedy. "EPA ‘will donsider ‘written
and oral comments_on all of the proposed
remedlal alternatlves t! 24

EPA will fxold an mformahonalr;;ubhc‘meehng.

on August B, 1994, at 7:00 p.m., at the East
Farmmgdale Fire House Hall, ‘930 Conklin
Street, East Farmingdale, New York, to dis-
cuss the results of the FFS, an_d_ the preferred
remedial alternative. .- - :

The FFS considered three optnons for cleamng
up contamination in the groundwater, which is
attributed to the Circuitron Corporation site,
to levéls which are protectwe of public health
and the environment, -+ - -~ -F< oy -

The altérnatives as evaluated fo cleamng up

groundwater contamination are:
- Alternative No. 1: No “Action;**#:-"*
- Alternative No.'2: Groundwater’ Pumpxng,
Treatment (Using Precipitation,’ Air Stripping
and Carbon’ Adsorphon) and Remaectxon of
Treated Groundwater s
- Alternatxve No 8:7Air Spargmg and Shil,
Vapor Extractxoanroundwater Treatment
(Using Precipitation, Air Stripping and Carbon
Adsorptxon),Aand=Reuuectxon of 'I‘reated
Groundwatér.”: o
EPA's preferred nemedxa.l alte
native No. 2: Groundwater Paimping, Treating
(Using Precipitation, Ausmppmg d Carbon
Adsorptxon). and ﬁeimec or f‘l‘r sated
Groundwater. U
Detailed information ¢ on “these alternahves is
available for public review at thé following
information repositories estabhshed for the
me.utron Corporation site; “:ji 7! ;: .
L Farmmgdale Public Library
ey Maix & ‘Conklin Streeté
*‘1.1-" Farmingdale)iNew York11735 &
(5;§>_ze&.9oso.~zms

(516) 433-7640
Written’ comments on the pro
-tives should be sént to;” 7 1
RESERY S vf-'vbomnzo'l‘hantu KT
" " 'EPA Remedial Project Manager '
Us Envuomnental Protection ‘Agéncy, Reglon 2
-26 Federal Plaza - Room 2930
‘New York, New York 10278 -
Comments must be submitted to the above
.address postmarked on or before August 24,

1994
. 8/5/94 1T-#5345.-FARM

@9@?@@ é”

Alu-.r-

Affidavit of Publication

County of Nassau SS

State of Neu_r York,

“Valerie de Roche' ,beingduly sworn, depos:s
and says that she is the principal Clerk of the Publisher of -
The _Farmingdale Observer

‘a weekly newspaper published at MlneOla

in the county of Nassau, in the State of New York and that a
notice, a printed copy of which is hereunto annexed,_has been
published in said newspapers once in each week for

One : : weeks, viz:
August 5, 1994 .

VOt dZRodmg
S\l-vorn'to me this ___5th day

of __August 19 94 _ .
- / C’\—(vC,Q//\.A ﬂ Q e e fmA S
Notar{ Pubhc in and for Nassau Counry.

ELIZABETH L. BOECKE
Notary Public, State of New York
No. 30-4505506
Qualified in Nassau County
Commission Expirés Jan. 31, 1996 ~
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EPA )
THE UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION . o
AGENCY .
Announces
PROPOSED BEMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES
for the
CIRCUITRON CORPORATION SITE.
VILLAGE OF EAST FARMINGDALE,
SUFFOLK COUNTY, NEW YORK
s The U.S. Enironmental Protection -
= - Agency (EPA) recently completed a
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) that
evaluated options for cleaning up the
contaminated groundwater at the
Circuitron superfund site, located in the
Village of East Farmingdale, Suffolk "
County, New York. Based on this study,
. ) EPA has selected a preferred remedy
. B . for site cleanup. Before seiection of final
remedy, EPA will consider written and -
ora! comments on all of the proposed
remedial alternatrves through August 24,
1894,
EPA will hold an .informational public
meeting on August 8, 1994, at 7:00
p.m., at the East Farmingdale Fire
House Hall,. 830 Conkiin Street, East
Farmingdale, New York, to discuse the
results of the FFS, and the preferred
remedial alternative.
The FFS considered three options for
cleaning up contamination in the
groundwater, which is attributed to the
Circuitron Corporation site, to levels
which are protective of public health and -
the environment.
The alternatives as evaluated for
cleaning up.groundwater contamination
are:
- Alternative No. 1: No Action.
- Alternative No. 2: Groundwater
Pumping, Treatment (Using
Precipitation, Air Stripping and Carbon
Adsorption), and Reinjection of Treated
Groundwater.
- Alternative No. 3: Air Sparging and Soil
Vapor Extraction/Groundwater
Treatment (Using Precipitation, Air
Strnipping and Carbon Adsorption), and
Reinjection of Treated Groundwater.
EPA’'s preferred remedial alternative is
Alternative No. 2: Groundwater
Pumping, Treatment .(Using
Precipitation, Air Stripping and Carbon
Adsorption), and Reinjection of Treated
Groundwater.
Detaiied information on these : .
alternatives is available for public review ' o I
at the toliowing information repositories . RN
established for the Circuitron :
Corporation site:
Farmingdale Public Library
Main & Conklin Streets
Farmingdale, New York 11735
{516) 249-9090
Deparnment of Envrronmental Control
281 Phelps Lane, Room 23
Town of Babylon Annex
North Babylon, NY 11703
(516) 422-7640
Written comments on the proposed
alternatives should be sent to:
Lorenzo Thantu
EPA Remedial Project Manager
us Envrrcnmental Protection Agency,
Region 2
25 Federal Plaza - Room 2930 -

New York, New York 10278 | . ﬁs S
* Comments must be subinitted to the . 6&

above address postmarked on or before
August 24, 1994,
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CIRCUTTRON CORP. SUPERFUND SITE
PUBLIC MEETING - 8/8/94

SIGN-IN SHEET |
 PLEASE BE SURE TO PRINT YOUR NAME AND FULL ADDRESS

CLEARLY, SO THAT WE CAN ADI" TO YOU OUR MAILING LIST.

NAME = ADDRESS
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