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John Frazer, P.E.

Monroe County Department of Health
111 Westfall Road

PO Box 92832 :
Rochester, New York 14692-8932

Re: Kalden Construction
Mendon, New York

Dear Mr. Frazer:

Leader Professional Services, Inc. (“Leadery is providing this letter on the behalf
of Kalden Construction (“Kalden”) and in response to your telephone call of July
27, 2005 to Leader. Leader’s understanding from your telephone message is that
the Department of Health (“DOH”) wishes to better understand the conditions at
the Kalden property so they might allow continued building within a limited area
of the Kalden development and use of topsoil stored at various locations within
the undeveloped property.

As you are aware, Kalden has limited resources to provide the information the
DOH and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(“NYSDEC?”) is requesting to address the contamination resulting from the illegal
disposal of drums on their property. As a result, no new information has been
developed by Leader or Kalden to address the contamination issues. In fact, it is
probably the DOH that has the most recent groundwater sample results and
Leader requests the DOH share those results with Kalden. We have seen reports
from newspaper and television sources that these results found no new
contamination. If true, this is good news.

We were pleasantly surprised to learn that the USEPA recently was working on
the property to further identify what contaminants are present in the containerized
waste so they can remove it from the property. The USEPA took everyone by
surprise, except for the NYSDEC, with their arrival to complete the sampling.
When and if we learn the results from the USEPA’s work we will pass it along to
the DOH, and trust the DOH will reciprocate.

Included with our letter is a table of groundwater sample results (Table 1). Figure
1 presents our interpretation of the groundwater surface contours in the uppermost
groundwater zone and our interpretation of the direction of groundwater flow.
Boring logs prepared from the drilling of the monitoring wells have also been
included.
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No soil samples were collected for analysis, but during dnlling and sampling, all
soils were field screened using a portable organic vapor analyzer with a
photoionization detector. The results of this screening analysis are presented on
the borehole logs and the results found no elevated concentrations of volatile
organic compounds. Additionally, during the drilling and sampling no stained
soil or waste-like material was found. This suggests that the contamination found
associated with the drum burial migrated vertically downward through the sand
and gravel soils. Once in the groundwater, some dispersion and migration of the
contaminants occurred as evidenced by the presence of volatile organic
compounds present in the groundwater samples hydraulically downgradient from
the burial spot.

Groundwater sample results from each of the monitoring wells installed by
Kalden (Table 1) shows several volatile organic compounds were found at
concentrations; which exceed New York State’s groundwater quality standards
and guidelines. Of the chemicals identified in the waste samples, only Benzene,
Toluene, Trichloroethene, 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, cis 1,2-Dichloroethene, and 1,1-
Dichloroethane were found in the groundwater samples. All of the detected
chemicals were found at concentrations of less than 100 parts per billion. This is
significant because the concentrations are lower than expected and may be caused
by a higher percentage of the contaminated free liquids or leachate, from
contaminated solids, being absorbed by the soils. This factor in the contaminant
migration is believed to be evident by the lower than expected groundwater
contaminant concentrations observed in monitoring well MW-4 (the monitoring
well closest to the drums), and also between monitoring wells MW-3 and MW-4
where the absorption and attenuation of contaminants is resulting in a loss of
approximately 25% to 33% of their starting concentration at monitoring well
MW-4. The contamination may have also migrated vertically downward and may
be accumulating at a lower elevation in the groundwater zone. This migration
mechanism is probable and needs to be evaluated further. However, even if the
contaminants are pooling on a lower impermeable layer, the concentration of the
dissolved phase chemical contaminants are low in the upper parts of the
groundwater zone. Therefore, there is less likely an impact to homes. The
vertical migration of contaminants also highlights another aspect of groundwater
contamination, the vapor intrusion risks, which are discussed below.

The groundwater analytical results also support our interpretation of the direction
of groundwater flow. Contamination is found only in a direction parallel with our
interpretation of the direction of groundwater flow. Although, we have the
minimum number of monitoring wells needed to define the direction of
groundwater. We believe that the disposal of the drums occurred as one or two
events based on how the drums were found in a single area. Evidence for two
events is supported by the fact that there was a narrow column or wall of soil
found within the drum cluster. This may indicate two burial cells or excavations,
thus two burial events. Assuming that the burial occurred as a single event or
within a short period of time, then the amount of time the contaminants have been
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available to migrate would be approximately the same (in comparison to the time
it takes groundwater to migrate a given distance). It is equally likely the direction
of groundwater flow and the rate of flow has remained the same since the burial
of the drums. Given these assumptions, we would expect the pattern of
contamination, or the shape of the contaminant plume to be constant. Slight
seasonal variation is also expected, but if the contamination has been in the
ground for 30 or more years, then the pattern has been established and is no
longer changing due to short-term effects.

If the interpretation of the groundwater surface contours suggested that a radial
groundwater flow pattern exists around the drum disposal area, then contaminants
should also be present in all monitoring wells that are hydraulically downgradient
of the disposal area. For example, the distance between monitoring well MW-1
and the disposal area is approximately 12.5 feet further than the distance to
monitoring well MW-3. Given the same groundwater flow rate and the same
contaminant migration rate, then contaminants should be present in MW-1 if
radial groundwater flow exists. Since contaminants are not found in monitoring
well MW-1, then uniform radial flow is not present, nor is there a flow component
that directs groundwater preferentially toward monitoring well MW-1. The same
concept also applies for monitoring well MW-2 and the same conclusion can be
reached, that the direction of groundwater flow is to the north and northwest.

Although the observed concentrations have been low, the presence of volatile
organic compounds in the soil and groundwater, there is a concern that
contaminated vapors may infiltrate into homes near the site and affect the
residents. But unlike many homes that are located above contaminated
groundwater, this concern is known and precautionary measures can be planned
for in the building construction. Possible precautionary measures could include:
monitoring basement excavations and other deep excavations for unexpected
conditions like debris and perched groundwater, and the placement of passive or
active vapor extraction systems. Fortunately, due to the geologic characteristics
of the Mendon are, Kalden already designs and builds their homes to minimize
radon gas intrusion and the same system can be used, without modification, to
mitigate organic vapor intrusion.

Kalden is prepared to complete reasonable monitoring and sampling in an effort
to make properties available for building. We object to the installation of
additional monitoring wells for the following reasons:

e Kalden has already informed the NYSDEC that completing the site
investigation of the property, in conformance with NYSDEC protocols for
inactive hazardous waste sites, is financially not feasible. Kalden does not
have the means, especially since they are currently not building homes, to
undertake such an investigation.
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e Installing monitoring wells without NYSDEC and Monroe County DOH
review can be done at a lower cost, but will the data ever be accepted? If
not, then Kalden risks having to pay for the work twice when the
NYSDEC completes their investigation.

e If the monitoring wells should indicate contaminated groundwater
conditions existed, Kalden needs to understand how it will change the
DOH’s approach and how will it change the risks future residents are

exposed to.

If the DOH will not allow Kalden to build, this will be catastrophic to Kalden.
But what are the risks? The residents have public water and vapor mitigation
systems are installed. Attachment 1 presents the results of an USEPA vapor
intrusion model completed by Leader. It shows the modeled contaminant
concentration in air and the cancer risk from the indoor air quality estimated
over a variety of soil and groundwater conditions. The models presented in
Attachment 1 indicate that the indoor air contaminant (Trichloroethene) is
below the New York State’s DOH guidance level of 5 micrograms per cubic
meter. The circle drawn on Figure 2 shows the limits of where a potential
indoor air concentration of 4.0 micrograms per cubic meter might be present.
The circle was drawn assuming uniform contaminant and groundwater flow, a
Trichloroethene concentration of 30 micrograms per Liter, and a groundwater
depth of 20 feet. For added conservatism we modeled the predicted indoor air
concentration assuming a groundwater depth of 20 feet below ground surface.
This is more than 5 feet shallower than what has been observed in monitoring
well MW-2 the shallowest groundwater depth.

We are hereby asking that the following building lots be approved for
construction: 32, 33, 34, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 39, 71, 72, 73, 74, and 75
because the risk to residents from groundwater is within acceptable levels given
the following information:

e The groundwater appears to be migrating to the northwest;
e Groundwater depths are in excess of 20 feet below ground surface;

e Kalden is installing vapor migration system in every home;

e Assumption that uniform radial contaminant flow from the disposal
area exists; and

e The area within circle drawn on Figure 2 shows where an elevated
risk might be present.

Lastly, we understand the DOH has been concemed about the quality of the
topsoil stockpiled on Lot 33 of the property. It is our understanding that it is the
DOH’s position that topsoil should be tested to ensure that the soil is not
contaminated. I spoke to Mr. Joseph Albert, of the DOH, regarding this issue and
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according to Mr. Albert, Kalden needs to sample the topsoil for volatile organic
compounds or monitor the topsoil when disturbed with a portable organic vapor
analyzer. When monitoring the topsoil with an organic vapor analyzer, if the
concentration of organic vapors exceeded a background level of 5 parts per
million, then laboratory testing for volatile organic compounds would be
necessary. In addition, the topsoil would require analysis for heavy metals
including Lead, Chromium, Cadmium, Barium, Arsenic, and Mercury. The
frequency of sample collection would be based on a NYSDEC’s (“STARS”)
guidance document for sampling soil piles.

It is our understanding that the topsoil in question did not originate from the drum
disposal area of the development, but from parcels that have already been
developed. The site was undeveloped until the earthmoving began that exposed
the drums at depths of 1-2 feet. In addition, we have provided the following
drawings taken from Kalden’s site development plans (see Figures 3 and 4), to
show the pre-construction (pre-earthmoving) ground surface elevations and the
proposed final ground surface elevations. Figure 3 shows the location of the drum
burial area overlain with both existing ground surface contours and proposed
finished contours. We have also provided Figure 4, which shows the existing
ground surface contours on a separate drawing that is less complicated with other
information. From Figure 3 and 4, the pre-drum removal ground surface
elevation ranged from +653 to +655. The proposed finished ground surface
elevation will range from +651 to +654. Assuming the finished grade also
includes road base gravel and pavement, the amount of soil needing to be cut
from the drum area might increase by 0.75 feet. According to Kalden, when the
drums were found, the sub-grade elevation of the road was at the required
elevation indicating that approximately 2 to 3 feet of soil had been removed.
With this much soil having been removed, how can the topsoil become
contaminated with the waste materials in the drums? Needless to say, we find the
request to sample by the DOH unnecessary.

We also find it interesting that it has taken the DOH nearly two months to make
this request especially when the residents have complained about airborne dust,
some of which probably came from the topsoil piles. During the pubic meeting
held on May 18, 2005, Dr. Doniger mentioned that he saw no health concerns
with the property. Possibly we are taking Dr. Doniger’s comments out of context,
but I am sure if he was worried by the dust or surface soil issues, he would not
have made this statement. We request that the DOH reconsider their position on

sampling the topsoil stockpile.
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If you have any questions regarding the information we have conveyed in our
letter, please call us at 248-2413.

Very truly yours,
LEADER PROFESSIONAL SERVICES, INC.

(v

Peter von Schondorf, PG
Senior Project Manager

Enc.
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TABLE 1 )
Monitering Well Summary of Analytical Results from Wells on the Kalden Property
Monitoring Sample Date: May 13, 2005

- Groundwater
Metals (mg/l or ppm)
Antimony <0.060 <0.060 <0.060 <0.060 0.006
Arsenic <0.005 <0.005 0.008 <0.005 0.010)
Beryllium <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.004/
Cadmium <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.005
Chromium <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 0.100
Copper 0.01 0.025 0.025 0.011 0.200
Lead <0.005 0.008 0.009 <0.005 0.015
Mercury
Nickel <0.040 <0.040 <0.040 <0.040 0.100
Selenium <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.050
Silver <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 <0.010 0.10@
Thallium <0.006 <0.006 <0.006 <0.006 0.002
Zinc <0.020 <0.020 <0.020 <0.020 5.0
Volatile Analysis (ug/)
1,1-Dichloroethane <2.00 <2.00 6.36 17.8 5.0
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene <2.00 <2.00 9.21 22.5 5.0
1,1,1-Trichloroethane <2.00 <2.00 235 84.4 5.0
Trichloroethene <2.00 <2.00 29.5 71.3 5.0
Benzene <0.70 <0.70 <0.70 0.76 1.0
Ethylbenzene <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 5.0
Toluene <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 2.17 5.0
m,p-Xylene <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 5.0
0-Xylene <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 5.0
Styrene <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 5.0
Ketones (ugf)
Acetone <10.0 <10.0 <10.0 <10.0 50
2-Butanone <5.00 <5.00 <5.00 <5.00 50
4-Hexanone <5.00 <5.00 <5.00 <5.00 50
4-Methyl-2-Pentanone <5.00| - <5.00 <5.00 <5.00 50
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INDOOR AIR SIMULATION RESULTS STy

Screening-Level Johnson and Ettinger Model

4"“( Pnaﬁ*&\
Site Name: Rolling Plains
Report Date: Fri Jul 29 15:25:08 EDT 2005
Report Generated From: http://www.epa.gov/athens/learn2model/part-
two/onsite/JnE lite_ forward.htm
Type of sample: GROUND WATER Concentration = 30 {pg/L]
Depth to ground water table: 20ft +/- 5ft
Average soil/ground water temperature: 47F

CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

Chemical of Concern: Trichloroethylene CAS Number: 79016

Molecular Weight: 131.39 [g/mole] Henrys Constant: 0.188779 [unitless]
Diffusivity in Air: 7.900e-2 ([cm?/sec] Diffusivity in Water: 9.100e-6 [cm?/sec]
Unit Risk Factor: 0.00011 [(ug/m3)-1] Reference Concentration: 0.04 [mg/m3]

SOIL PROPERTIES
Soil Type: Sand Total Porosity: 0.375
Unsaturated Zone Moisture Content:
low= 0.053 best estimate= 0.054 high= 0.055
Capillary Zone Moisture Content: 0.253 Height of Capillary Rise: 0.17 [m]
Soil-Gas Flow Rate into Building: 5 [L/min]

BUILDING PROPERTIES

Building Type: Basement Air Exchange Rate: 0.25[hr-1]
Building Mixing Height: 3.66[m] Building Footprint Area: 100 [m2]
Subsurface Foundation Area: 180 [m?] Building Crack Ratio: 0.0002 [unitless]

Foundation Slab Thickness: 0.1 [m]

EXPOSURE PARAMETERS

Exposure Duration: carcinogens 30 [years] non-carcinogens: 30 [years)
Exposure Frequency: carcinogens 350 [days/year] non-carcinogens: 365
[days/year] '

Averaging Time: carcinogens 70 [years]) non-carcinogens: 30 [years]

JOHNSON & ETTINGER SIMULATION RESULTS
Effective Diffusion Coefficient (DT ;): 0.007664 [cm?/s]

Ground Water to Indoor Air Attenuation Factor (aGw) = 0.0007002

10w Indoor Air Prediction: 3.528 [pug/m3] or 0.6570 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 1.595e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.08820

Best Estimate Indoor Air Prediction: 3.966[pg/m?®] or 0.7384 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 1.793e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.09914

2High Indoor Air Prediction: 4.514[ug/m?] or 0.8406 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 2.041e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.1129

Based on parameter analysis: Advecticon 1s the dominant mechanism across foundation.
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Site Name: Rolling Plains

Report Date: Fri Jul 29 15:22:02 EDT 2005

Report Generated From: http://www.epa.gov/athens/learn2model/part-
two/onsite/JnE lite forward.htm

Type of sample: GROUND WATER Concentration = 30[ng/L]

Depth to ground water table: 35ft +/- 5ft

Average soil/ground water temperature: 47F

CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

Chemical of Concern: Trichloroethylene CAS Number: 79016

Molecular Weight: 131.39 [g/mole] Henrys Constant: 0.188779 [unitless]
Diffusivity in Air: 7.900e-2 [cm2/sec] Diffusivity in Water: 9.100e-6 [cm?/sec]
Unit Risk Factor: 0.00011 [(pg/m3)-1} Reference Concentration: 0.04 [mg/m3]

SOIL PROPERTIES
Soil Type: Sand Total Porosity: 0.375
Unsaturated Zone Moisture Content:
low= 0.053 best estimate= 0.054 high= 0.055
Capillary Zone Moisture Content: 0.253 Height of Capillary Rise: 0.17 [m]
Soil-Gas Flow Rate into Building: 5 [L/min]

BUILDING PROPERTIES

Building Type: Basement Air Exchange Rate: 0.25[hr-1]
Building Mixing Height: 3.66 [m] Building Footprint Area: 100 [m?]
Subsurface Foundation Area: 180 [mZ?] Building Crack Ratio: 0.0002 [unitless:}

Foundation Slab Thickness: 0.1 [m]

EXPOSURE PARAMETERS

Exposure Duration: carcinogens 30 [years] non-carcinogens: 30 [years]
Exposure Frequency: carcinogens 350 [days/year] non-carcinogens: 365
[days/year]

Averaging Time: carcinogens 70 [years] non-carcinogens: 30 [years]

JOHNSON & ETTINGER SIMULATION RESULTS
Effective Diffusion Coefficient (DT .): 0.009249[cm?/s]

Ground Water to Indoor Air Attenuation Factor (aGw) = 0.0005172

llow Indoor Air Prediction: 2.676 [pg/m3] or 0.4984 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 1.210e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.06691

Best Estimate Indoor Air Prediction: 2.929[ug/m?] or 0.5454 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 1.324e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.07322

2High Indoor Air Prediction: 3.227[ug/m?] or 0.6009 [ppbv]
Cancer Risk of this concentration: 1.459e-4 Hazard Risk of this concentration:

0.08068

Based on parameter analysis: Advection is the dominant mechanism across foundation.
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