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SECTION 1 - I NTRODUCT ION

In March 1986, 0' Brien & Cere Eng ineers, Inc. completed a site

investigation related to that portion of the Jarl Extrusions, Inc. prop

erty in Pittsford, New York on which two wastewater lagoons had been

operated from 1963 to 1976 (Figures 1 and 2). A Site Investigation

Report ("March 1986 Report") was provided to the New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation ("DEC") at that time. The

Report summarized the OIBrien & Cere investigation as well as a

previous study conducted for Jarl and recommended several additional

rounds of ground water sampling. In subsequent discussions with

representatives of the Buffalo field office of DEC's Division of

Environmental Enforcement, several questions were raised by DEE

personnel after review of the report and subsequent ground water

sampling results. This Supplemental Report responds to those

questions and summarizes the monitoring data which has been collected

through 1987.

This report provides the technical basis for concluding that the

site does not present a significant threat to the public health or to the

environment. This report also includes a Hazard Ranking System

analysis and O'Brien & Cere's analysis of the appropriate classification

for the site under Title 13 of Article 27 of the Environmental Conserva

tion Law.

4/6/88
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SECTION 2 - GROUND WATER MONITORING RESULTS THROUGH 1987

Since the March 1986 Report, g round water samples have been

collected on five separate occasions March 21, 1986, October 16,

1986, April 15, 1987, June 2, 1987, and December 29, 1987. The

results of these monitoring events are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Several of the samples collected were analyzed for Jarl by both O'Brien

& Gere and General Testing Corporation. In addition, samples from the

last three events were split with DEC and analyzed by Ecology & En

vironment, DEC's contract laboratory.

2.01 Analysis of Ground Water Monitoring Results

Although there is some variability between samples collected on

different dates, two years of ground water data indicate that, in gener

ai, levels of regulated parameters in the ground water beneath the Jarl

site are below New York State Class GA ground water quality stan

dards.

A discussion of the analytical results for ground water from each

of the five on-site wells is included below. Before discussing individual

well results, however, three general observations concerning these

sampling results need to be made:

Lead

Some apparent minor exceedances of the lead g round water

standard have been recorded du ring the sampl ing. These sl ightly

elevated lead levels have been seen in both upgradient (B-1 and

B-2) and downg radient (B-3, B-4 and B-5) wells. These slightly

elevated levels have shown no consistency in terms of either well

- 4/6/88 2
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location. or season, nor have they been verified by prior or subse

quent sampling events. Further the lead concentrations reported

for all but two of these apparent exceedances are close to the

analytical method detection limit and hence their accuracy is ques

tionable. Jarl personal interviewed by f'Jixon Hargrave, Devens &

Doyle indicated that lead was not used in the manufacturing

process at the Jarl facility. Therefore, these lead data are viewed

as outliers, and not representative of the actual quality of ground

water at and near the site.

Fi Itered vs. Unfiltered Samples

Some of the other apparent exceedances were from samples of

unfiltered ground water which were analyzed on two occasions.

Unfiltered samples are not representative of the quality of ground

water at the site, or of ground water in general. Unfiltered

samples collected from ground water monitoring wells can contain

particulates, which in turn can contain meta Is and other sub

stances not dissolved in ground water. Samples from monitoring

wells which are developed at the time of installation, and then (an

appreciable time later) simply bailed prior to individual sampling

events, can contain unrepresentative levels of suspended

particulates. The preferred method of sampl ing and analysis,

therefore, includes field filtration of the ground water. This

sampling protocol has been accepted by USEPA, state regulatory

agencies and ground water professionals.

This. follows sampling protocols accepted by USEPA, state

regulatory agencies and ground water professionals. The concern

in monitoring ground water quality for metals is to evaluate the

- 4/6/88 3
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concentration of dissolved metals in ground water in order to

assess their potential for migration in the aquifer. If the samples

are not filtered, metals contained within and/or adhered to soil

particles wi II be leached out and analyzed as a part of the sample

fixation / extraction process. This occurs si nce the nitric acid used

to fix the metals in solution will actually dissolve metals adhering

to the soil particles and may dissolve some metals that actually

make up the soi I particles. Thus, the g round water quality

sampling results will be artificially skewed upwards. Accordingly,

we believe strongly that water samples which are to be analyzed

for metals, the results of which will be used to make a determina

tion as to compliance with ground water standards, must be fil

tered prior to fixation and analysis.

Differences in Split and Duplicate Samples Analytical Results

Although numerical differences occasionally are found in the

results of the analysis of split samples, the levels reported are

near the limit of detection of the analytical techniql,Jes utilized. As

such, they are in general agreement with the respect to the

objective of the analysis, i.e., to determine whether the ground

water quality is within New York State standards for ground water

quality. The results indicate ground water at the site to be

within these standards.

Discussion of Individual Well Analytical Results

Well B-1

The analytical results from this upgradient well indicated

one possible exceedance of the lead ground water standard.

- 4/6/88 4
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However, analysis of the duplicate sample from the same well

on the same day did not reveal any detectable lead.

Well B-2

This well is upgradient in terms of the Jarl site, but it

may be either downg radient or cross gradient (i n terms of

ground water flow) from the adjacent Sigmundsi landfi II which

is also listed on the New York State I nactive Waste Site list

(Site #828011). Analytical results from samples gathered from

this well indicate eight possible exceedances of the ground

water standards, including three high pHs (as measured in

the laboratory). One of the two possible exceedances of the

hexavalent chromium standards recorded at this site was

measured in wa"ter collected from this well (4/15/87 - DEC-
- unfiltered sample). Because the sample was not fi Itered, it

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
- 4/6/88

cannot be reliably compared to ground water standards. One

of the two possible exceedances of the cadmium standard

recorded at the site was detected in this well (7/23/85). The

only possible mercury exceedance ever measured at the site

was also in a sample collected from this well (7/5/85). The

final two possible exceedances measured in this well were for

lead. The potential lead exceedances at the site were dis-

cussed above. As Table 2 indicates, one of these two lead

results was from an unfiltered sample which, as discussed

above, is not deemed to be a representative g round water

sample.

The Laboratory pH values have exceeded the standards

on three occasions. The field pH values have not exceeded

5
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the standards. Since pH of gro.und water can change after

removal from a well the field pH values are considered more

representative of the existing ground water quality. It

should also be recognized that ground water from the adjacent

Sigmundsi landfill may be impacting the ground water at this

well location.

Well B-3

This well is downgradient of the Jarl site, but it may

also be downgradient or cross gradient from the adjacent

Sigmundsi site. Eight possible exceedances of ground water

standards have been measured in water samples from this

well, including three elevated pHs. While one hexavalent

chromium measurement indicated concentrations above the

ground water standard (4/15/87 DEC unfiltered), this

measurement is regarded as suspect due to the fact that it is

higher than the measured levels of total chrome in this same

sample. While such apparent discrepancies are not unusual at

measurements near the 0.01 mg II detection limit, it does

indicate the problems of measurements at or near the de

tection limit. Due to this apparent QA/QC problem, this

hexavalent chromium measurement of unfiltered water is not

considered to be representative. The sampling can not be

considered to reflect ground water quality because it was not

filtered. The second apparent cadmium exceedance measured

at the site was measured in this well. Except for this one

measurement, cadmium has never been detected in water from

Well B-3 and therefore this one value is considered an

6
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outlier. Mercury analyses show no exceedances, though this

metal was detected at levels below the New York State Class

GA ground water standards. Jarl personnel interviewed by

Nixon Hargrave, Devans & Doyle indicates that mercury was

not used in the manufacturing process or in the wastewater

process at the Jarl facility. The adjacent (upgradient and/or

cross gradient) Sigmundsi site received incinerator residue,

ash, metal hydroxides, oil and spent metal etching solvents

(according to the "rnactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in

New York State" - December 1987, Vol. 8, page 8-77) which

cou Id have contained mercury and cadmium. The mercury

and cadmium detected in this well may have been caused by

the adjacent Sigmundsi site.

Three apparent lead exceedances have been measured in

water collected from this well (7/23/85, 4/15/87 and 6/2/87

(unfiltered)). The July 1985 measurement appears to be an

outlier since it is over 50 times higher than any of the other

10 lead levels measured for this well. While the Apri I 1987

analysis of the B-3 sample for lead indicated a minor

exceedance (0.03 mg/I vs. the 0.025 mg/l standard) of the

standard, the DEC analysis of the split sample collected on

water from B-3 indicated a minor exceedance (0.04 mg/l vs.

O'Brien & Gere's June 1987 analysis of an unfiltered sample of-
-

this date revealed no detectable lead. Similarly, while

-
-
- 4/6/88

0.025 mg/lJ, both the General Testing and DEC analysis of

the spl its of this same sample indicated levels below the 0.025

..,
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mg/I standard. Once again, this illustrates the difficulty of

measurements at levels close to the method detection limit

(0.01 mg/l). Based upon these apparent (but understand

able) discrepancies in split sample analytical results, neither

of these two slightly elevated lead measurements are con

sidered to be indicative of any exceedances of the lead

ground water standard.

This well has had three exceedences of the state pH

standards. Of these exceedences one was a field measured

value. The other field pH values do not exceed the stan

dard. Since pH of ground water can change upon exposure

to the atmosphere, field pH values are considered more rep

resentative of existing ground water quality. It is also

recognized that ground water from the adjacent Sigmundsi

landfill may be impacting the ground water quality on the

northern portion of the Jarl site.

Well B-4

This well is downgradient of the former Jarl wastewater

lagoons. The well is screened in the first encountered zone

of saturated ground water, in a clayey si It layer. Because

this well is located immediately adjacent to a fairly deep

ravine (as is also true for Well B-5), a strong vertical

ground water flow component is present in the vicinity of this

well. Because of this downward component, sometimes there

is insufficient water in this well to properly purge the well

and to then collect all the duplicate and split samples desired.

On two of the seven sampling dates, insufficient ground water

8
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quantity prevented the collection of a representative sample.

While ground water was collected from this well one one of

these two dates (7/23/85), these results are not considered to

be indicative of actual ground water quality since the .well

was not properly purged prior to sampling. These

non-representative samples are the only samples collected from

Well B-4 where any apparent exceedances were measured.

Well B-5

This well is downg radient of the former Ja rl wastewater

lagoons. Like Well B-4, it is screened in the uppermost

saturated zone. As indicated above, water levels in this

saturated zone a-re signi ficantly impacted by the deep ravine

downgradient of the well. To date, this well has only yielded

sufficient water for purging and sampling during spring and

early summer (Apri I and June 1987) . No apparent

exceedances of ground water standards have been measured

in this well.

I n summary, none of the apparent g round water exceedances

measured at the site to date indicate any pattern of repeated

exceedances or any individual significant violations of the ground water

standard (except for one lead value which is judged to be a

non-representative outlier). In interpreting the significance of the

possible isolated minor excursions above state ground water standards

measured at the site, it should be borne in mind that there are no

ground water users in the vicinity of the site (see Section 3.04 below).

Because the measured values are so close to the standards, even if

these are accurate measurements, ground water within a short distance

- 4/6/88 9



-
-
-
-
-

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

of the site likely would not contain concentrations above the standards.

The metals in question are likely to become attenuated by interaction of

the cationic metals with soi Is as well as by simple di lution. As such,

no negative impacts on ground water due to this site are expected.

Finally, some of the metals detected in the monitoring wells may

have originated from the adjacent Sigmundsi inactive hazardous waste

disposal site. Until a site investigation has been performed at the

Sigmundsi site, it will not be possible to define the ground water flow

patterns or quality in the vicinity of the Jarl site's eastern border.

2.02 Quality Assurance/Quality Control Data

DEC has never requested the submission of any QA/QC data,

although the QA/QC data for all sampling events are maintained and are

available for review in the files of aBG Laboratories and General Test

ing Corporation.

The comments expressed in Mr. Joseph Sciascia1s letter of January

6, 1988 (Attachment A), are minor in nature and reflect the rapid

changes in the state-of-the-art of ground water sampling techniques

over the last several years. The sampling technique utilized at the site

was state-of-the-art when sampling was begun at the site in 1985. The

technique has remained basically the same since then in order to main

tain consistency. The differences between the sampling technique

utilized at Jarl and what would be considered state-of-the-art in 1988

are not materially significant. Thus, the data collected to date are

valid and serve as an acceptable data base on which to base a classi

fication of the site.

- 4/6/88 10
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The use of a top-fill bailer is an acceptable procedure for

sampling ground water. Every effort was made to minimize

the turbidity that occurred in any samples collected. Howev

er, the fine-grained, colloidal nature of the soils at the site

and the small quantity of water in some of the wells on some

occasions led to the inclusion of some turbid water in collect

ed samples. It is doubtful if this situation would have been

avoided if a bottom-fill bailer had been used. Since the

presence of a small amount of turbidity was unavoidable, the

samples were filtered prior to analysis to obtain truly rep

resentative ground water. During the last three sampling

events, unfiltered samples were also analyzed at the request

of the DEC. However, as discussed above, analyses of these

samples are not considered representative of ground water at

the site. In any case, the presence or absence of turbidity

in the sample and its signi ficance is the issue, not the type

of sampling equipment utilized.

The same decontamination procedures have been used since

the beginning of the project. These procedures have previ

ously been observed by the DEC.

The purpose of filtering the samples is to remove colloidal

materials that are not representative of ground water. On

April 15, 1987, the samples were filtered through a finer

mesh Millipore membrane filter to determine whether any

additional non-representative colloidal materials could be

11
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removed. No additional removal

Whatman 934-AH filters were used

events.

12

was observed; therefore,

for subsequent sampling



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

SECTION 3 - RESPONSE TO POINTS RAISED BY DEC

3.01 Waste Volume in Containment

The March 1986 Report and earlier studies took a "worst case" ap

proach to the volume of waste sludge which could be present in the

lagoons. That analysis was based on a verbal account by a former

plant employee (USEPA Site Inspection Report, 1984) who estimated that

1460 gallons per day of wastewater with an approximate 15% solids

content were pumped into the lagoon over a period of 13 years. The

majority of this wastewater was from annodizing operations. A volume

of sludge solids of 5200 cubic yards can be calculated based on these

data. This volume assumes faci lity operations 365 days of the year.

Actual operations were closer to 250 days per year which would result

in a volume of sludge sol ids of 3500 cubic yards. The test borings and

the test pits performed in the former lagoons provided data wh ich is

consistent with this estimate. Due to the variable thickness of the

sludge in the lagoons and its being mixed with soil, the above estimate

provides the best possible estimate of the volume of sludge which may

have accumulated in the lagoon.

It is noted however, that the logs for the fifteen test pits dug in

and around the former lagoon (see the March 1986 Report) do not

indicate the presence of substantial amounts of residual sludge in this

area. As discussed in Section 4.03 of the March 1986 Report and the

accompanying test pit logs, the visible surface impoundment deposits

found were generally in thin layers (from 0.5 to 6 inches thick). The

results of the EP Toxicity test analysis on a black impoundment deposit,

collected at the time these test pits were dug, indicated that the

- 4/6/88 13
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deposit contained no detectable concentration of leachable heavy metals.

As indicated in the July 1982 LaBella report (included in the March 1986

Report), EP Toxicity tests from 3 soil/residual material samples collected

in the area of the former lagoons indicated that these soils/residuals

were not hazardous waste.

While wastewater from the chemical conversion coating of aluminum

was discharged to the lagoons, this material is estimated to have repre

sented a very small fraction of the overall volume of wastewater dis

charged. Based upon the recollection of current Jarl employees, the

chromating conversion coating operation began in 1965 and was halted in

''975. Rinse water used to remove excess chromating solution was

treated with a sodium metabisulfite solution to reduce hexavalent chro

rntium to trivalent chromium prior to being discharged to former Lagoon

#1.. This discharge amounted to about 40,000 gallons/year (160 gpd

based upon 250 work days per year) and was in operation from

1965-1975. Since only rinse water was treated and discharged, no

conversion coating sludge should have been produced within the lagoon.

At no time was concentrated chromating conversion coating solution

d.ischarged from this operation into the lagoons. When the process

solution became weak, it was brought back to the required specifica

tJons by adding more concentrated solution or a stabi lizer.

Sludges from the wastewater treatment of water from the chemical

oonversion coating of aluminum would be considered a listed hazardous

waste (F014) if generated today. Thus, only the sludges from the

sodium metabisulfite treatment of this wastewater would be deemed

haz,ardous. Because of the low volume of rinse water generated by the

chromating treatment process, any sludge generated from this

- 14/6/88 14
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wastewater would likewise be small in volume. There is no indication

that, if any sludges were produced in this interna I treatment process,

the sludges were deposited anywhere on the Jarl site. Using the

worst-case methodology described above (i .e., 15% solids content for 10

yrs at 40,000 gpy), a volume of 297 cubic yards of this sludge can be

calculated. Even if this volume of sludge went to the lagoons, it would

amount to less than 8% of total sludge volume as calculated above.

Because I as noted above, there is not indication that this sl udge was

deposited anywhere on the site, it does not appear that any hazardous

waste was deposited in the lagoons.

3.02 Ground Water Fluctuations

Ground water elevations have fluctuated on the order of 10 feet

during the period of monitoring (see Table 1). The fluctuations have

generally correlated with the season with the highest ground water

elevations occurring in the spring of 1986 and of 1987. The lowest

ground water elevations were recorded in July 1985, a typically low

ground water period. While these ground water level fluctuations could

bring the ground water in contact with any deeper residues from the

former lagoons during periods of high water levels, the ground water

quality results do no indicate that ground water quality is adversely

affected.

3.03 Lower Aqu ifer

The aquifer currently being monitored by wells at the Jarl site is

a shallow perched aquifer. This shallow aquifer is described in detail

in Section 4.02 of the March 1986 Report.

- 4/6/88 15
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A deeper regional aquifer exists beneath the perched aquifer.

Boring B1 identified the deeper aquifer within a sand unit at a depth of

about 60 ft. below the g round surface. Between the perched ground

water zone sampled by the existing monitoring wells and this deep

ground water zone is about 35 ft. of unsaturated sand and silt with

some gravel. The USGS Water Resources Investigations Report 84-4259

entitled IIGeohydrology of the I rondequoit Creek Basin ll near Rochester,

New York identifies similar soil types for this area and indicates that

the depth to the ground water beneath the site is estimated to be about

50 ft. The Jarl site is located on the western edge of the Preglacial

I rondogenesse Valley. The southern end of this valley, in the vicinity

of East Rochester and Pittsford, contains a sand and gravel aquifer

system that provides municipal water supplies to the above localities.

These supply wells are located between 4,000 and 6,000 ft to the south

and upgradient of the Jarl site. The report indicates that the ground

water flow in this deeper aquifer is to the north with a hydraulic

to tap this valley are about 3.5 mi les to the north of the Jarl site.

The ground water quality data for the existing monitoring wells on

-
-

gradient of about 0.03 ft./ft. The nearest downgradient municipal wells {' 'i

----- ~p \"' !

-
-
-
-
-

the site indicate only limited increase in metal concentrations across the

site. Most of the metal levels measured remain close to the analytical

method detection limits. It is unlikely that any corresponding increase

in metal concentrations would be detected in the deeper aquifer.

Ground water migrating from the shallow zone to the deeper zone must

pass through about 35 ft. of unsaturated sand and silt. Attenuation of

metals on this 35 feet of sand and silt particles should act to signifi-

cantly retard or minimize the transport of metals from the shallow

- 4/6/88 16
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perched ground water to the deeper ground water zone. Furthermore,

the relatively lower hydraulic conductivity of the shallow ground water

zone (silts and clays) as compared to the relatively higher hydraulic

conductivity of the deeper ground water zone (silts and sand) would

result in lower flow rates from the shallow zone and higher flow rates

in the deeper zone. This contrasting flow rates would result in the

dilution of ground water recharging the deeper zone from the shallow

zone. Therefore, no detectable increase of contaminants from the Jarl

site would be expected in the deeper aquifer directly beneath the site,

as well as at locations hydraul ically downg radient.

I n summary, based on the perched nature of the water table

aquifer directly beneath the former impoundments and the underlying 35

foot unsaturated zone, it is unlikely that the possibility exists for

significant downward migration of site-related ground water components.

In addition, because the measured metal concentrations are low, atten

uation by subsurface soils as well as dilution and dispersion would

result in reduction of any migrating dissolved metals to even lower

concentrations. As. such, there is little likelihood that the deeper

regions of the aquifer, and thus downgradient water supplies, could be

impacted by components leached from this site.

3.04 Proximity of Drinking Water Supplies

The nearest potable water wells are approximately 1.5 mi Jes to the

south of the site. This direction is upgradient of the site, and there

fore they cannot be affected by the site. Based on a review of avai 1

able literature, well records and conversations with representatives of

the Monroe County Water Authority and the Monroe County Department

- 4/6/88 17
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of Health, it was determined that the nearest downgradient wells are

the water supply for the Town of Webster. However, these are more

than 3 miles from the site. The Monroe County Water Authority in

dicated that the area in the vicinity of the Jarl site is supplied by

public water and knows of no private users in the vicinity of the site.

Neither O'Brien & Cere nor Jarl have been able to identify any private

wells in the vicinity of the site.

- 4/6/88 18
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SECTION 4 - HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM ANALYSIS

4.01 Hazard Ranking System Analysis

A Hazard Ranking System Analysis (H RS) was performed for the

Jarl Extrusions site. The method employed in this evaluation was the

MITRE System. The MITRE System, which New York State guidelines

follow, was develo'ped for the EPA (FR Vol. 47, No. 137, July 16, 1982)

as a scoring method to evaluate the potential of a site to cause either

health or environmental concerns.

The Hazard Ranking System uses several routes to rank the haz

ard of each release or potential release of substances from a site:

Ground Water, Surface Water, Air, Direct Contact and Fire and Explo

sion. To calculate the score, a numerical value is determined for each

of the following media: ground water, surface water and air. These

scores are then combined into a total score for the site. The score

indicates the potential for the media in question to be impacted by the

site. One of the most widely recognized limitations of the HRS scoring

system is that the system does not allow the H RS score to be modified

based on actual soil or water quality data collected at the site (i.e.

even if actual data indicates that no release into ground water has

taken place, the scoring system still can score the potential release into

ground water as high). The HRS system also allows an evaluation to

be made of'the potential for direct contact, fire and explosion to be

calculated, however, these scores are not utilized in deriving the

overall site ranking.

The data utilized to develop the HRS score for this site was ob

tained from the March 1986 Report, subsequent ground water sampling

- 4/6/88 19
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resu Its, publ ic Iy avai la ble I iterature and conversations with representa

tives of the Monroe County Water Authority and Department of Health.

4.02 Summary of Method Applicability

The MITRE ranking system was designed as a quick screening

procedure to identify waste sites for inclusion on the USEPA National

Priorities List for further evaluation and possible remediation under the

SUPERFUND program. It is a rough cut evaluation, whose numerical

output has a low degree of precision in terms of its ability to predict

the relative degree of hazard represented by a particular waste site.

It is not a method for evaluating the actual level of risk of harm to

human health and the environment because it is a preliminary evaluation

technique which does not encompass a detai led site specific data base.

There are a number of points in the determination which preclude

the incorporation of an objective evaluation. Specifically, the default

conditions incorporated into the "observed release" rate determinations

associated with the ground water,' surface water and air routes do not

consider the magnitude of the observed releases. Two sites, differing

drastically in the potential toxicity and the measured magnitude of their

"observed" release, cou Id be rated identica Ily by the Mitre system.

However, the risks to human health represented by each would be far

from identical. The sites could also differ relative to the total amount

of wastes deposited within them, and not be distinguished according to

this rating scheme.

Attachment B contains the worksheets used by O'Brien & Cere to

calcu late the HRS score for this site. As Attachment B indicates, the

HRS score for the site is 4.6, the ground water score is 5.4, the

- 4/6/88 20
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surface water score is 5.8, the air score is 0, the fire and explosion

score is 0 while the direct contact score is 3 (Attachment B). These

scores individually and combined do not indicate a threat to public

health or to the en vi ronment.

- 4/6/88 21
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SECTION 5 - RECOMMENDED SITE CLASSIFICATION

The existing lagoon sediments have been demonstrated to be non

hazardous based on EP Toxicity analyses. There is no exposure route

for direct or indirect human contact with any residual materials remain

ing at the site. In addition, the ground water quality sampling has not

documented any verifiable exceedances of New' York State Class GA

Ground Water Standards. The existence of a threat to either health or

the environment has not been demonstrated by the site specific data.

The potential that the site may present a threat to public health is

further reduced by the fact that the nearest downgradient ground

water user is over 3 miles away.

Based upon the EP Toxicity test results on the in-place

soil/residual mixture and on one residual sample, there is nothing to

indicate that any hazardous waste remains at the site. If any ground

water exceedances have occurred, the resulting impact from these

exceedances has certainly not been significant. The HRS scoring of the

Jarl Extrusion site resulted in a score of 4.6. This score is

significantly below the score of 28.5 which is necessary to be included

in the current federal hazardous waste sites listing. A score of 4.6 is

typical for urban, industrialized areas of this country which may have

minor contamination, but which are not considered an actual or potential

threat to public health or to the environment. Even taking into account

the HRS systems limitations, the HRS score for the Jarl site as well as

the actual site data supports the conclusion that the site poses no

threat to the environment. Therefore, there is no documented basis for

a 112" classification.

-
4/6/88 22
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Since the lagoons have been closed since 1976 and no significant

envi ronmental problems have been found on the site to date, there is no

indication that the site could cause a significant threat to public health

or the environment in the future. Based upon this, a "3" classification

is not justified.

Since there have been a few isolated apparent exceedances of the

ground water standards measured to date, further periodic ground

water monitoring at the site would appear to be warranted. Based upon

this report, the Jarl site should be classified as a "4 11 site, that is, a

site that is IIproperly closed, but requires continued management II (i.e.,

further ground water monitoring).

- 4/6/88 23
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TABLE 1

GROUND WATER ELEUATION DATA
JARL EXTRU5IoN, INC.
PITT5FORD, NEW YORK

- WELL NO. B-1 E-2 B-3 E-Lf E-5
----- ----- ----- ----- -----

ELEU. CA5ING CFT) 101.62 99.53 100.29 103.37 100.96
ELEU. GROUND CFT) 99.27 96.Lf3 97.91 100.19 98.23-
GROUND WATER
ELEUATION CFT)- 7-5-85 85.52 89.93 82.11 82.87 dry

7-23-85 8Lf.62 88.85 82.70 83.3Lf dry
10-23-85 81.92 90.53 dry dry dry- 3-21-86 91.35 93.08 89.09 93.99 dry
10-16-86 90.11 92.72 87.39 90.75 dry

Lf-15-86 92.11 93.30 89.17 87.92 91.Lfl
6-1-87 87.87 86.83 86.36 87.27 82.3Lf- 12-29-87 87.82 89.88 dry dry dry

- NOTE: ELEUATION5 BASED ON AN A55UMED ON-5ITE DATUM.

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
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GROUNDWATER QUALITY ANALYSIS DATA
JARL EXTRUSION, INC.
PITTSFORD, NEW YORK

Parameters (mg/l)

pH
Well No. Cr CrHex Ni Cu Cd In !ig Pb Al 1ab

[3-1

7/5/85 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.07 0.02 LT 0.01 0.10 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01
7/23/85 0.02 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.03 LT 0.01 0.02 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01
3/21/86 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.03 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 0.03 0.5 7.8
3/21/86 [)up. 0.06 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.03 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 1.9 7.5
10/16/86 LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.1 6.5 F
10/16/86 ,* LT 0.005 -- -- LT 0.005 LTO.Ol LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.1
4/15/87 LT 0.01 -- LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 0.04 6.8 F
4/15/87** LT 0.0050 -- LT 0.050 0.0026 LT 0.01 LT 0.010 LT 0.0050 LT 0.0050 LT 0.01
4/15/87 (DEC)UF LT 0.010 0.011 LT 0.040 LT 0.025 LT 0.005 0.020 LT 0.00020 LT 0.005 0.784
6/2/87 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.02 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 LT 0.01
6/2/87 UF 0.01 LT 0.01 0.02 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.02 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 0.04 7.3
612/87** LT 0.0050 LT 0.010 LT 0.040 0.0054 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 LT 0.0050 0.29
6/2I87**UF 0.012 LT 0.010 LT 0.040 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 0.010 1. 14
612/87(DEC)UF -- 0.015

12/29/87 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 0.013
12/29/87 UF LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 0.075 7.3
12129/87(DEC)UF 0.0475 0.0205 -- 0.0269 -- 0.0783 -- 0.016
12/29/87'* 0.0057 LT 0.010 LT 0.040 0.0092 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 LT 0.0050 0.14
12129/87**UF 0.0064 0.015 LT 0.0110 0.019 0.012 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 0.0060 1 .31

IJYS Groundwater
Standard Class GA - - 0.05 -- 1.0 0.01 5.0 0.002 0.025 -- 6.5 - 8.5

LT - l.ess Than
* - Well B-4 did not contain a sufficient water volume to allow proper purgfng prfor to sampling.

Therefore, these results may not be indicative of actual groundwater qualfty.
DUP - Duplicate sample collected
-A* - General Testing Corporation

F - Measured in Field
DEC - NYSDEC Split
UF - Unfiltered Sample
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Table I (continued)

GROUNDWATER QUALITY ANALYSIS DATA
JARL EXTRUSION, INC.
PITTSfORD. NEW YORK

Parameters (mgtl}

Well tlo.

B-2

7/5/85
7/23/85
3/21/86
10/16/86
10/16/86**
4/15/87
11/15/87**
11/15/tJ7 (DEC}Uf
6/2/87
6/2/87lJF

G/2/87**
6/2/87 u UF

GI2/87**IW DUP
U2/87(DEC}UF

12/29/87
12/29/87 Uf
12/29/87(DEC}UF
12/29/87**

12/29/87U 'UF

tNS Groundwater
Standard Class GA

IT - l.ess Than

Cr

LT 0.01
0.35
0.21
0.07
0.075
0.11
0.155
0.150
0.01
0.38
0.0096
O.OG7
0.018

0.013
0.017
0.0359
0.0285
0.0366

Crllex

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

LT 0.01

0.129
LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.010
LT 0.010
LT 0.010

LT 0.010
LT 0.01

LT O.ll]

0.0178
0.027

0.027

0.05

Ni

0.05
0.26

LT 0.01

LT 0.01
LT 0.050
LT 0.040
LT 0.01

0.01
LT 0.040
LT 0.040
LT 0.040

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

LT 0.040
LT 0.040

Cu

0.02
0.27

LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.005
LT 0.01

0.0025
LT 0.025
LT 0.01

0.11

0.0080
0.032
0.0078

LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.01

0.0095
0.0081

1.0

Cd

LTO.Ol
0.02

LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.010
LT 0.005
LT 0.01

0.01
LT 0.010
LT 0.010
LT 0.010

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

LT 0.010
LT 0.010

0.01

Zn

LT 0.01
0.60

LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.010

0.012
LT 0.01

0.04
LT 0.010
LT 0.010
LT 0.010

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

0.0144
LT 0.010
LT 0.010

5.0

t!9.

0.0056
0.0007

LT 0.0005

LT 0.0005
LT 0.0005
LT 0.00020
LT 0.0005

0.0010
LT 0.00020

0.00062
LT 0.00020

LT 0.0005
LT 0.0005

0.00020
LT 0.00020

0.002

Pb

LT 0.01
0.05

LT 0.01

LT 0.01
LT 0.0050
LT 0.005
LT 0.01

0.03
LT 0.0050

0.014
LT 0.0050

LT 0.01
LT 0.01
LT 0.005
LT 0.0050
LT 0.0050

0.025

AI

LT 0.01
LT 0.1
LT 0.1

0.05
0.15
0.577

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

0.39
3.32
1.83

LT 0.01
LT 0.01

0.25
0.75

pH

lab

9.1
7.3 f

7.9 f

9.0

8.8

6.5 - 8.5

... - Well 8-4 di~ not contain a sufficient water volume to allow proper purging prior
Therefore, the5e results may not be indicative of actual groundwater quality.

[)UP - Duplicate sample collected
** - General Testin9 Corporation

F - Measured in Field
DEC - tJYSDEC Split
UF - lJnfi ltered SalTlp 1e

to sampling.
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Table 1 (continued)

GROUNDWATER QUALITY ANALYSIS DATA
JARL EXTRUSION, INC.

PITTSFORD, NEW YORK

Parameters (mg/l)

pH
Well No. Cr CrHex Hi Cu Cd Zn !!9 Pb Al lab

B-3

7/5/85 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.05 0.02 LT 0.01 0.07 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01
7/23/85 0.56 LT 0.01 1.10 0.90 0.04 1.5 0.0012 0.46
3/21/8(; LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.02 0.12 LT 0.01 0.02 0.0005 LT 0.01 8.2 9.4
10/16/86 0.01 -- -- 0.02 LTO.Ol LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.1 8.3 F
10/16/86** 0.17 -- -- 0.033 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 -- -- 0.43
4/15/87 0.06 -- LT 0.01 0.05 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.0009 0.03 0.10 9.0 F
4/15/87** 0.072 -- LT 0.050 0.050 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00050 LT 0.0050 1.59
4/15/87 (DECIUF 0.068 0.077 LT 0.040 0.061 LT 0.005 0.037 0.00060 LT 0.005 8.120
4/15/87 (DECI 0.053 0.039 LT 0.040 0.053 LT 0.005 0.028 0.00051 LT 0.005 5.530
6/2/87 0.05 LT 0.01 0.03 0.10 LT 0.01 0.03 0.0010 LT 0.01 LT 0.01
6/2/87UF 0.08 LT 0.01 0.05 0.11 LT 0.01 0.04 0.0010 0.04 LT 0.01 8.9
6/2/87** 0.055 0.025 LT 0.040 0.082 LT 0.010 0.014 LT 0.00020 0.0093 3.06
6/2/87**UF 0.057 0.024 LT 0.040 0.101 LT 0.010 0.017 LT 0.00020 0.012 3.37
G/2/87(OECIUF -- 0.023
12/29/R7 Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry

fJYS Groundwater
Stand,Jrd Cl ass GA - - 0.05 -- 1.0 0.01 5.0 0.002 0.025 -- 6.5 - 8.5

LT - Le~5 Than

* - Well B-4 did not contain a sufficient water volume to allow proper purging prior
Therefore, these results may not be indicative of actual ground\~ater quality.

DUP - Duplicate sample collected
-k"- - General Testing Corporation

F - Measured in Field
DEC - NYSDEC Split
lJF - Unfi 1tered Saillp 1e

to sampling.



I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I • I

Table I (continued)

GROUNDWATER QUALITY ANALYSIS DATA
JARL EXTRUSION, INC.
PITTSFORD, NEW YORK

Parameters (mg/l)

pll
~Iell flo. Cr Crllex Ni Cu Cd Zn !.!9 Pb Al lab

B-4

7/5/85* LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.06 0.07 LT 0.01 0.23 0.0013 LT 0.01
7/23/85* 1.0 LT 0.01 1.1 1.54 0.05 54.0 0.0020 0.99
3/21/86 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.02 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 8.1
3/21/86 Dup. LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.03 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 8.1
10/16/86 LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.1 7.5 F
10/16/86** LT 0.005 -- -- LT 0.005 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 -- -- LT 0.1
11/15/87 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 8.2 F
',/15/87*k 0.0050 -- LT 0.050 0.0096 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00050 LT 0.0050 0.16
,,/15/87 (DECIUF LT 0.010 0.010 LT 0.040 LT 0.025 LT 0.005 0.039 LT 0.00020 0.014 6.230
6/2/87 0.01 -- 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 LT 0.0005 LTO. 01
1.i/2/8711F 0.01 -- 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01
6/2/87** 0.0093 -- LT 0.040 0.021 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 0.0064 1. 21
6/2/87**lJF 0.0089 -- LT 0.040 0.024 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 0.014 1.23
6/2/ 87 (DEC) UF

12/29/87 Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry

flYS Groundwater
Standard Class GA -- 0.05 -- 1.0 0.01 5.0 0.002 0.025 -- 6.5 - 8.5

LT - Less Than
* - Well 8-4 did not contain a sufficient water volume to allow proper purging prior to sampling.

Therefore, these results may not be indicative of actual groundwater quality.
[JliI' - f1"p 1i cate samp Ie call ccted
.. * - Cen(~ral TestiniJ Corporation

F - r~easlJred in Field
(11 r. - NYSDEC Sp I it
llF - IJnfiltered Sample
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Table 1 {continued}

GROUNDWATER QUALITY ANALYSIS DATA
JARL EXTRUSION, INC.

PITTSFORD, NEW YORK

Param6f~FI (mg/1J

pH
~Iell !lo. Cr CrHex ill. Cu Cd !!! !ig Pb Al lab

0-5 (Well Dry during all previous sampling events)

4/15/87 0.02 -- IT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 0.04 6.8 F
11/15/87** 0.019 -- LT 0.050 0.0040 IT 0.010 0.027 LT 0.00050 LT 0.0050 0.22
4/15/87 (DEC)UF 0.014 0.016 IT 0.040 LT 0.025 LT 0.005 0.039 IT 0.00020 LT 0.005 0.852
'1/15/87 (DEC) 0.015 0.011 LT 0.0110 IT 0.025 LT 0.005 0.014 IT 0.00020 IT 0.005 0.608
6/2 /87 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 LT 0.01 0.01 0.01 LT 0.0005 LT 0.01 LT 0.01
6/2/87 UF 0.18 LT 0.01 0.17 0.21 0.01 0.08 LT 0.0005 0.06 0.02 7.5
6/2/87** 0.020 0.013 LT 0.040 0.012 LT 0.010 LT 0.010 LT 0.00020 0.016 1.24
6/2/87**UF 0.046 0.014 LT 0.040 0.044 LT 0.010 0.064 LT 0.00020 0.120 6.27
6/2/87(DEC)UF -- 0.011

12/29/87 Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry Dry

fJYS CrolJnd,~ater

Stdndard Class GA 0.05 1.0 0.01 5.0 0.002 0.025 6.5 - 8.5

I. T - l,,~~ Than
* - Well 8-4 did not contain a sufficient water volume to allow proper purging prior to sampling.

Therefore, these results may not be indicative of actual groundwater quality.
[IIII' - Our] icate sample collected
*~ - Ceneral Testing Corporation

F - Measured in Field
orc - NYSDEC Split
UF - Unfiltered Sample
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600 Delaware Avenue, Buffalo, NY 14202-1073

January 6, 1988

GUy Swenson
O'Brien and Gere Engineer, Inc.
1304 Buckley Road
Syracuse, NY 13221

Re: Jarl Extrusions Site, village of East Rochester

Dear Mr. Swenson:

As you know. Thomas Johnson from this office met your
sampling person Bob Foresti at the subject inactive hazardous
waste disposal site on December 29, 1987 for monitoring well
sampling.

I want to point out a number of problems which occurred
which you should be aware of:

1.) Top fill bailer caused water in monitoring wells Bl and B2
to become very turbid. A bottom fill bailer should have
been used. Every effort was made to keep turbidity to an
absolute minimum during the prior two rounds of sampling
in which this office participated. As a result samples Bl
and B2 were considered clear enough to obviate the
filtration question.

2.) Sampling equipment was not cleaned properly between
monitoring wells. Most acceptable procedures involve the
use of a surfactant and/or solvent prior to adequate
rinsing. Neither was used.

3.) Filtration procedures seem to be inconsistent between
samplers. On 4/15/87 filtered samples were first filtered
through a Whatman 934-AH filter then the filtrate was
again filtered through a finer Millipore filter. During
the last two sampling events samples were filtered then
refiltered through Whatman 934-AH filters.

While there have been prior discussions about the
appropriateness of fierd filtering groundwater samples, this
type problem seems to add additional weight to the argument
against field filtration.



•
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It may be helpful for you to provide a copy of the
protocol you are using for filtration.

As you know, I would have liked to be present during this
sampling but you gave very short notice and were inflexible
about rescheduling. The heavy snowfall (which was forecast and
occurred) made sampling and transportation to Buffalo very
difficult. In the future a lead time of 5 days will be needed
when your schedule is inflexible. Also weather conditions will
be a factor in determining whether sampling should or can be
done.

Glen Bailey, Esq., DEE,. Buffalo

Jarl Extrusions, Inc.
State Line Road
PO Box 871
Elizabethton, TN 37644-0871

cc: Scott Turner, Esq.
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle
Lincoln First Tower
PO Box 1051
Rochester, NY 14603

-
-
-
-
-
-
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•
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EJS/mf

Very truly yours,

~lz~2p'E'
Senior Sanitary Engineer
Division of Environmental

Enforcement
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2410.008.510

DOCu~ENTATION RECORDS

FOR

HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM

INSTRUCTIONS: The purpose of these records is to provide a convenient
way to p.repare an auditable record of the data and documentation used
to apply the Hazard Ranking System to a given faci li ty. As briefly
as possible, summarize the information you used to assign the score
for each factor (e.g., "Waste quantity = 4,230 drums plus 800 cubic
yards of sludges"). The source of information should be provided for
each entry and should be a bibliographic-type reference that will make
the document used for a given data point easier to find. Include the
location of the document and consider appending a copy of the relevant
page(s} Eor ease of review.



-
- Facili ty Name: Jarl Extrusions, Inc.

Location: 800 Linden Avenue- Pittsford, New York 14445

EPA Region: II

- Person (s) in charge of the facility:

-
-
-

Date: 7/28/87

General description of the facility:

The facility is an inactive area which once served as a surface
impoundment for waste water retention from a metal finishing
facility. The impoundment was backfilled, graded and seeded.
The majDr route under consideration is ground water.

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

Scores: SM = 4.6 (Sgw = 5.4; Ssw = 5.8; 5 Sa = 0)

SFE = a

SDC = 3

-2-



-
- INTRODUCTION

The method employed in this evaluation was the MITRE System. The MITRE
System, which New York State guidelines follow, was developed for the- EPA (FR Vol. 47, No. 137, July 16, 1982) "(FR)" as a scoring method
to evaluate the potential of a site to cause either health or
environmental concerns.

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

The MITRE System, also known as the Hazard Ranking System, uses several
routes to rank the hazard of each release or potential release of
substances from a site: Ground Water, Surface Water, Air, Direct Contact
and Fire and Explosion. To calculate the score, a numerical value for
each of the following: ground water, surface water and air is determined.
The scores are than combined into a total score for the site. The
remaining evaluations, direct contact, fire and explosion, are calculated,
but not included in the overall site ranking.

The following pages follow the format of the MITRE's model, and also
present supporting information for each of the routes evaluated.

-3-



Contaminants detected:

The analysis of the ground water route is dependent upon
the interpretation of available data. Well locations
hydraulically downgradient of the site in a perched aquifer
exhibited the presence of certain metals in excess of the
New York State Drinking Water limits. These data appear
in Table 1. From this table, it can be seen that exceedance
of New York State ground water standards was only observed
on a limited number of occasions. The locations of the
exceedance were not consistent. Also, the exceedances in
fil tered water samples were not high. Whether these values
can be considered as the basis for an observed release is
questionable. However, for scoring purposes an observed
release wi 11 be recorded and a score of 45, consistent with
the MITRE protocol, will be assigned.

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

1 OBSERVED RELEASE

GROUND WATER ROUTE

Score = 45

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

2

***

ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS

Depth to Aquifer of Concern

Depths from the ground surface to the highest seasonal level
of the saturated zone (water table(s)) of the aquifer of
concern:

From O'Brien & Gere boring logs and well installation
data presented in March 1986 Report highest ground water
depths range from 7-9 feet BGL.

Also from above mentioned report waste material was
encountered from 5 to 11 feet.

Depth from the ground surface to the lowest point of waste
disposal/storage:

From this data a score of 3 was assigned as indicated
by the chart on page 31224 (FR).

Net Precipitation

Mean annual or seasonal precipitation (list months for
seasonal):

Figure 5 of (FR) indicates annual precipitation in the
area to be approximately 40".

-4-



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

3

Mean annual or lake or seasonal evaporation (lists months
for seasonal):

Figure 4 of (FR) indicates annual evaporation in the
area to be approximately 26".

Net precipitation (subtract the above figures):

From the above figures, a net precipi ta tion of 14" is
concluded. This receives a score of 2 from the chart
on page 31224 of (FR).

Permeability of Unsaturated Zone

Soil type in unsaturated zone:

From 0' Brien & Gere boring logs soil in the unsa tura ted
zone is primarily silty sand.

Permeability associated with soil type:

From Table 2 on page 31224 of (FR) the permeability
associated with this soil type is scored 2.

Physical State

Physical state of substances at time of disposal (or at present
time for generated gases):

The waste material is scored 1 from the chart on page
31229 of (FR) due to a solid, unconsolidated or
unstabilized nature.

CONTAINMENT

Containment

Method(s) of waste or leachate containment evaluated:

From Table 3 on page 31229 of (FR) the
impoundments of the site are best described as
run-on diversion structures and lacking sui table
This receives a score of 3

-
-
-

4 WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Toxicity and Persistence Score = 18

surface
lacking
lining.

-
-
-

Metals are rated 3 in persistence from page 31229 of (FR).
The three metals used for toxicity rating are Cd, Hg and
Pb. All received values of 3 from information obtained from

-:J-



Information from plant engineer provided that an estimated
total of 297 cubic yards of waste water sludge which could
be considered a 1isted hazardous waste was pwnped into site
over 13 years. This sludge was generated from aluminwn coating
waste water and would be a listed hazardous waste (F014)
if generated today. Therefore a score of 5 is assigned to
hazardous waste quantity from the chart on page 31229 in
(FR) .

Score = 5

-
-
-
-
-
-

Dangerous Properties of
These 2 nwnbers resulted
persistence from the chart

Hazardous Waste Quantity

Industrial Materials by N.I. Sax.
in a score of 18 for toxicity and
on page 31229 (FR).

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

5 TARGETS

Deep Aquifer Assessment Jarl Extrusion Site

Boring Bl identified a deep ground water zone wi thin a sand
unit which was identified at a depth of about 60 ft. below
the ground surface. Between the perched ground water zone
sampled by the existing monitoring wells and this deep ground
water zone is about 35 ft. of unsaturated sand, silt with
some gravel. The USGS Water-Resources Investigations Report
84-4259 entitled "Geohydrology of the Irondequoit Creek Basin"
near Rochester, New York identifies similar soil types for
this area and indicates that the depth to the ground water
beneath the site is estimated to be about 50 ft. The Jarl
site is located on the western edge of the Preglacial
Irondogenesse Valley. The northern end of this valley in
the vicinity of East Rochester and Pittsford contains a sand
and gravel aquifer system that provides municipal water
supplies to the above localities. These supply wells are
located between 4,000 and 6,000 ft. to the south (upgradient)
of site A-24. The report indicates that the deep ground
water flow in this aquifer is to the north with a hydraulic
gradient of about 0.03 ft./ft. Municipal wells also tap
this valley about 3.5 miles to the north of site A-24.

The ground water quality data for the existing monitoring
wells on the site indicate only limited increase in metal
concentrations across the site. It is unlikely that any
corresponding increase in metal concentrations could be
detected in the deep~r aquifer. Ground water migrating from
the shallow zone to the deeper zone must pass through about
35 ft. of unsaturated sand and silt. Attenuation of metals
on soil particles would act to significantly retard or minimize
the transport of metals to the deeper ground water zone.
Furthermore, the relatively lower hydraulic conductivity
of the shallow ground water zone (silts and clays) as compared
to the relatively higher hydraulic conductivity of the deeper
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-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

ground water zone (silts and sand) would result in the dilution
of ground water recharging the deeper zone from the shallow
zone no detectable increase would be expected in the deeper
aquifer directly beneath the site, as well as at locations
hydraulically downgradient.

The nearest wells are approximately 1.5 miles to the south
of the site. This direction is upgradient to the site, and
therefore they cannot be affected. Nevertheless, a score
of 2 is assigned. The nearest downgradient wells are the
water supply for the Town of Webster. However, these are
more than 3 miles from the site, and would result in a score
of zero. Therefore, based on the upgradient wells:

Distance to nearest well score = 2

These wells service East Rochester population of approximately 8,000
people which receives a value of 4. (FR 31231)

Since this well is unaffected, the population affected will be O.

From FR page 31231

o population served scores 0

Ground Water Route Score

45 x 23 x 3 -. 57,330 x 100 = 5.4
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There is no observed release to surface water.

Contaminants detected in surface water at the facility from it
(5 maximum):

-
-
-
-
-

1 OBSERVED RELEASE

SURFACE WATER ROUTE

Score = 0

-
Rational for attributing the contaminants to the facility:

***

-
2 ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS Score = 3

-
-
-
-
-

Facility Slope and Intervening Terrain

The site slope is 4-6% and the terrain average slope is 10%.
Referencing these number into (FR) chart arrives at a value
of 3

Name/description of nearest downslope surface water:

There is an unnamed tributary of Irondequoit Creek just north
of the site. In estimated distance from the waste to is
< 1000 for a value of 3.

Is the faciIi ty located either totally or partially in surface
water?

The facility is not located in surface water.

Is the facility completely surrounded by areas of higher elevation?

The facility is not completely surrounded by areas of higher
elevation.

-
- I-Year 24-Hour Rainfall in Inches Score 1

-
An average of 2" of rainfall per day from fR chart receives
a value of 1.

Waste is characterized as solid, unconsolidated or unstablized
for a value of 1 from (FR).

Distance to Nearest Downslope Surface Water

-
-
-

Physical State of Waste Score 1

Score = 3 (FR)

-
-8-



Toxicity and Persistence Score = 18

Waste is poorly
containment system.

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

-
-
-
-
-

3

4

CONTAINMENT

Containment Score = 3

covered and there is no
This receives a score of 3

Score = 26

diversion or

Compound(s) evaluated: See Section 3.4

- Hazardous Waste Quantity Score = 5

-
-
-
- 5

Total quantity of hazardous substances at the facility,
excluding those with a containment score of 0 (Give a
reasonable estimate even if quantity is above maximum):

See Section 3.4

Ref Fed Reg Vol 47 No. 137 July 16, 1982, pg. 31329.

Basis of estimating and/or computing waste quantity

See Section 3.4

TARGETS

- Surface Water Use Score = 2

-
-
-
-

Use(s) of surface water within 3-miles downstream of the hazardous
substance:

Irondequoi t Creek is located 0.5 mi les from the sites. It
has recreational uses and is tributary to Lake Ontario which
is a public drinking water source. There are no municipal
water intakes in Irondequoit Creek therefore, there are no
drinking water uses of surface waters wi thin 3 miles of the
waste material. Score = 2

Is there tidal influence?

There is no tidal influence.

Surface water is not used by the public for domestic purposes.-
-
-
-

Population Served by Surface Water

Distance to a Sensitive Environment

-9-
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-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

DEC lists the nearest Wetland to be 2.8 miles from the site.
There are no critical habitat areas within 1 mile. From
FR chart. Score = 0

Location(s) of water-supply intake(s) within 3 miles (free-flowing
bodies) or 1 mile (static water bodies) downstream of the hazardous
substance and population served by each intake:

There are no water intakes wi thin 3 miles of the site along
Irondequoit Creek. Score = O.

Surface Water Score

9 x 3 x 23 x 6 -: 64,350 x 100 = 5.8

-10-



-
- DIRECT CONTACT

1 OBSERVED INCIDENT - None = 0

There are no barriers surrounding the site. Score = 3.

-
-

2 ACCESSIBILITY Score = 3

-
3 CONTAINMENT

Cover material is >2' and it would be difficult to directly
contact the waste. Score = 0

-
-

4 WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

See Section 3.4

Score = 3

-
-

5 TARGETS

Population within 1 mile
people. This receives
(3,000-10,000)

radius from EPA document is
a score of 4 from FR

3800
chart

Distance to Critical Habitat

- from EPA > 1 mile Score = 0

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

Direct Contact Score

3 x 1 x 15 x 16 = 720 7 21,600 = .03 x 100 = 3
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-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

FIRE AND EXPLOSION

There has been no certification by a local or site fire marshall
indicating that the site represents a fire or explosion hazard. Field
monitoring for organic vapors in the atmosphere directly above the fill
indicated the absence of organic vapors. Therefore, as specified in
FR, no evaluation of the fire and explosion is necessary.
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Ground Water Roule Wont Sheel

Rating Factor
Assigned Value MultI-

Score
Mu. Ref.

(ClrCle One) cller Score (Section)

OJ Observed Releue • 0 @ 1 45 .(5 3.1

" ob:se~ relea:se Is given a score of 45. proceed to line 0.
If observed release Is given a score or 0, proceed to line ~

ill Route CharaeterisUe.s 3.2
Oepth to AQuifer ot 0 1 2@ 2 e
Concern

Net Prec:lgit.tlon 0 1 2~ 1 3
Permeability of the 0 1 2 3 1 3

Unsaturated Zone
Physical State oeD 2 3 1 3

I Total Route Characteristics Scote 15

@] Containment 0 1 20 1 3 3 3.3

ill Wa~te Charaetenstle.s 3."
Toxicity I Persistence 0 3 6 9 12 1~@ 1 18
Hazarclous Wute 0 1 2 3 .. ® e 7 8 1 8
Quantity

I
.'

Totil Wute Characterustle.s 5c:cc"e 23 26

I]] T~rgets 3.5
Ground Water Use 0 G)2 3 3 9
Olatanee to Nearest },g 4 B 8 10 , 40
Weill Population 18 18 20
Served 2-4 3032 35 40

I
" Total Targets Score 3 -49

[!] If line ill is 45. multiply CD x 0 x rn 3105
If line ill is O. multipl'" mx @] x 0 x [§J 57.J:30

7 - II ill DIvide line m by 57.330 and multloly by 100

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
GROUND WATER ROUTE WORK SHEET

-
-
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-
-
-
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-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
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Surface Water Route Wort< Sheet

RatJng Factor
Asalgned Value IMulti-

San
Max. Ref.

(Circle One) pller Score (Section)

mObserved Release ~ ~ 1 0 ~ ••1

If observed relea.se Is given a value of .45, procaed to line 0.
II observed release Is given a value ot 0, procaed to line I]). .

ill Route CharaeterbtlC3 ".2
Faclllty Slope and Intervening 0 1 2@ , 1 3 :5
Terrain

1-yr. 24-hr. Rainfall a G) 2 :5 1 1 3
Distance to Nearest Surface a 1 ®:5 2 4 e
Water . .
Ph~ca1 State a (!) 2 3 1 1 3

'1 . Total P.oute Char.c:teir1at1c3 SCore 9 15

@] Containment a 1 2 !3~' 1 3 3 ".3IV

mWaste Characteri:ltics •••
Toxicity/ Persistence a 3 e 9 12 15@ 1 18 18
Hazardous Waste a 1 2 3 " C~) e 7 a 1 8 8
Ouantlty .

- . ·0 __

. --
f

-
TotaJ Waste CharaetenstlC3 SCore 28 2S

[]] Targets ••S
Surlaee Water Use 0 1 ® 3 3 6 9
Distance to • Sensittve @ 1 2 :5 2 0 8
Envtronment

PODulatlon Served/DIstance
}~

~ e 8 10 , 0 40
to Water Intake 16 18 20
Down~trum 2~ JO :32 :lS 40 .

..

I Total Targets Score I 6 55

[!J. it line mis ~S, mUltiply mx mx 51
It line m is O. multiply mx [1] x @ x m 3726 54.350

ill Divide line ill by 64,350 and multiply by 100 Ssw - 5.8

SURFACE WATER ROUTE WGRK SHEET
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Air Route WorK Sh&et

Rating Factor
Assigned Value MultI-

Score
Mu. Aet.

(CIrcle One) pller Score (Sec1lon)

mObserved Release (CD ~5 1 a 45 5.1

Date and Location:

Sampling Protocol:

II line mIs 0, the Sa - O. Enter on line ill.
" line mis 45, then proceed to line m.

ill Waste CMractenstiu 5.2
Reactivity and 0 1 2 3 1 3
Incompatibility - .

Toxicity 0 , 2 3 3 9
Hazardous W~te 0 1 2 3 • 5 8 7 8 1 8

Quantity

I .Total Waste CharaeteristJu Score 20

rn Targets 5.3
Populatlon Within' ~} 0 9 12 15 18 1 30
+MIle Radius 21 2. 27 30

Distance to Sensitive 0 1 2' .3 2 6
Environment

L.andUse 0 1 2 3 1 3

0(

I Total Tart;lets Score 39

mMultiply IT] rn rn a 35.100x x

rn Divide line 8] by 35.100 and mUltiply by 100 Sa - a

AIR ROUTE WORK SHEET
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-
-
-
-
-

.. - Groundwater Route Score (Sgw)

Surface Water Route Score (S,w)

• ~r Route Score (S.)

s

5.4

5.8

o

29.2

33.6

o

62.8

7.9

4.6

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

WORKSHEET FOR COMPUTING SM
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Direct Contact Work Sheet

•....Ratlng Factor
AS3igned Value Multi-

Score
Max. Ref.

,. (Circle Onel pller Score (Sectionl

- 1TI rO'Observed Incident .,~) .(5 1 0 .(5 8.1

" line ill Is .(5, proceed to line m ..
If line [] Is O. proceed to line m

ill AccessibilIty 0 1 20 1 3 3 8.2

ill Containment ® 15 1 1 15 8.3

mWa.ste CharacterlsU~

2 (~). ToxicIty 0 1 5 15 15 8.4

rn Targets 8.~

P~ulaUonWithin a 0 1 2 3 0 5 4 16 20
1-Mlle Radius -

DIstance to • @ 1 2 3 4 0 12
Cr1tJcal Habllat

. ~ ..'

.'

,

I Total Targets Score . 16 J2.. ,

@] If line IT! is .5. multiply Q] x 8.] x m no
If line [iJ i3 O. multi,,.,y [II x mx 0 x 5J 21.600

..

o 'Divide line @] by 2'.600 and multiply by 100 SDC - 3

._~- .
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-
-
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-
-
-
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Fire and Explosion Work SI'1eet

Rating Factor I
As:signed Value Multi-

Score
Max. Ref.

(Circle Onel plier Score (Section)

OJ Containment 1 3 1 3 7.1

rn Wa:ste Characteri:stlc:s 7.2
Direct Evidence 0 3 1 3
Ignitability 0 1 2 3 1 3
Reactlvity 0 1 2 3 1 3
Incompatibility 0 1 2 3 1 3
Hazardou:s Wa:ste 0 1 2 3 .. 5 6 7 8 1 8
Quantity

I Total Wa:ste Characteristlc:s SCore 20

[1J Targets 7.3
Df:stance to Neare:st 0 1 2 3 .. 5 1 5
Population

Distance to Neare:st 0 1 2 3 1 3
Building

DI:stance to Sen:sitJve 0 1 2 3 1 3
Environment

L1nd U:se 0 1 2 3 1 3
Population Within 0 1 2 3 " 5 1 5

2-1.4118 Radlu:s
Bulldlng~ Within 0 1 2 3 4 5 1 5
2-M1I8 Radiu:s

.'

r
Total Targets Score 24

W Multiply [2J x mx [] , ,440

W Divide line G by 1.~40 and multiply by laO S FE -


