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Abstract (Continued)

Operable Unit 2 (0QU2) and includes removal of drummed sludges and highly contaminated
soil. A subsequent ROD will address all remaining sources of contamination including
ground water as OUl. The primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil, sludge,
and debris are VOCs including benzene, PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics
including phenols; and metals including arsenic, chromium, and lead.

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavating all drums, containers,
and highly contaminated scil; consolidating the waste and overpacking drums as
necessary; containing contaminated soil, and transporting the material offsite for
treatment (possibly incineration) and disposal. The estimated present worth cost for
this remedial action is $322,300. There are no 0O&M costs associated with this
remedial action.
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September 27, 1990

Selected Remedy- Excavation of hazardous
materials (drums, other containers, and
contaminated soils) that are buried on-site,
bulking and overpacking, as necessary, and
off-site treatment and disposal at a
hazardous waste handling facility.

$355,000
$0
$355,000

Edward G. Als- (212) 264-0522
Douglas Garbarini- (212) 264-0109

So0il-*VOCs- Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and
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*Inorganics- Lead
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On-site burial of hazardous chemicals
apparently was practiced as part of
Mattiace's chemical-handling operation.



DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECIBION

MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL CO., INC.

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc.
Glen Cove, Nassau County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc. site, developed in accordance
with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act and, to the extent applicable, the National
Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the administrative
record for this site. The attached index identifies the items that
comprise the administrative record.

The State of New York concurs on the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

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

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY ’

This ROD contains the remedy selected for the releases or threats
of release documented by the Mattiace second operable unit
investigation. The major components of the selected remedy
include: -

* Excavation of drums, containers, and contaminated soils from
area 1 (western boundary of Mattiace property).

* Containerization of hazardous materials.

* Transportation offsite to a permitted hazardous waste
treatment fa<ilitv “or treat:an* znd disposal.

The results of the Mattiare firet operable unit investigation,
which is presently unaersway ani :tuvolves a comprehensive evaluation
of all site contamination, will be available early next vyear.
These results will include a proposed remedy to address any
contamination which has been found to threaten public health or the
environment.



Decision Summary
MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL CO., INC.

GLEN COVE, NEW YORK

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION II

NEW YORK



DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable.
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. /CTonstantine Sidamon-Eristof Daté/’ ( r
<~ Regional Administrator
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Hempstead Harbor and, to a lesser extent, Glen Cove Creek, with
no intervening public water supply wells. The groundwater
contamination is also thought to be restricted to the Upper
Glacial deposits above the Raritan Clay, which implies that
contaminated groundwater will discharge to surface water, i.e.
the Harbor or the Creek, and nét travel beneath the Harbor or the
Creek. .

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Mattiace began operating in the mid-1960's, receiving chemicals
by tank truck and redistributing them to its customers. The
primary operations were the storing, blending, and repackaging of
organic solvents. These solvents were stored in above-ground and
below-ground tanks and they were blended and repackaged in 55
gallon drums under a covered section of the concrete locading dock
located in the northeast corner of the property. The 55 gallon
drums were stacked and temporarily stored on the loading dock
prior to shipment to various buyers.

The metal Quonset hut located in the western portion of the
property was used by the M and M drum cleaning operation to
clean, pressure test, and repaint drums. The M and M operation
and the Mattiace operation were both owned by Mattiace
Industries. The resulting aqueous/solvent mixture was collected
in a wetwell in the southeast external corner of the Quonset hut.
The liquids in this wetwell were periodically discharged to one
of the adjacent above-ground tanks or into a leaching pool on the
property.

An underground tank farm used for the storage of organic solvents
is located in the northeast corner of the property. Thirty two
underground and twenty four aboveground storage tanks exist
mainly on the northeastern section of the Mattiace property. The
underground tanks are interconnected by a spill prevention
system. Excess material from overfilled tanks drain through a
series of four concrete manholes and discharge into the
solvent/stormwater separator which is located in the southeast
corner of the property. This spill prevention system also acts
as a stormwater collection system. Stormwater from the lower
portion of the separator was intended to be drained by gravity
and then pumped into the northwest leach pools. However, there
is evidence that the liquids collected in the separator and
ponded in the southeast corner of the property were often pumped
through a hose down the Mattlace driveway while the facility was
operational.

In 1986, Mattiace filed for bankruptcy as a result of legal
problems resulting from its non-compliance with various
environmental regulations. At the request of the State of New
York, the Bankruptcy Court removed the protection of assets
normally extended *o a reorganizing company in 1987 in order to
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ensure that Mattiace ceased operations. Meanwhile, in August
1986, a Grand Jury handed up a 21 count charge against the
company and three of its officers. 1In May 1988, a jury returned
felony charges against the company and its president. 0On July 8,
1988, an EPA letter was sent to William, Otto, and Louis Mattiace
which provided them with notification of their status as
potentially responsible parties at the Mattiace Site, as well as
the opportunity to remediate the Site through an EPA Consent
Order. No good faith offers were received by EPA in response to
this notification. 1In August, 1988, a lien was placed on the
Mattiace property by EPA.

To date, only one potentially responsible party, Mattiace
Petrochemical Co., has been identified.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

A Community Relations Plan was developed for this Site by EPA
which designated the Glen Cove Public Library as public
information repository. All public information concerning the
Site, including the Site Administrative Record file, is presently
located at this repository.

The Proposed Plan for this second operable unit focused
feasibility study (FFS) was mailed to the Glen Cove Public
Library (as the Site information repository) and to a mailing
list, which included State and local officials and other
interested parties, on July 26, 1990. General notice of the
availability of the Proposed Plan was placed in Long Island
Newsday on August 3, 1990 and the Glen Cove Pilot Record on
August 9, 1990 (figures 3 and 4). An EPA press release was also
issued on August 3, 1990. A public meeting was held on August
14, 1990, to solicit public comment on the FFS and Proposed Plan.
The duration of the public comment period was 30 days and ended
on August 27, 1990.

\\

The public meeting was attended by City and State officials, the
news media, and private citizenry. Concern over Site security,
the potential for groundwater contamination of potable water
supplies, and the timing of the proposed remedial action

were some of the issues which were raised at the meeting. These
concerns were addressed by EPA at the meeting, and in the case of
Site security, additional security measures have been
subsequently implemented at the Site i.e., upgraded locking
mechanism for the front gate, repaired vehicular access
restricting bar, posted Superfund hazardous waste site warning
sign, etc.

SCOPE AND RO oF LE

EPA initiated a removal action at the Site in February, 1988,
which included waste characterization and off-site disposal of
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SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc. site (the "Site"), which
includes the 2.5 acre property owned by Mattiace Petrochemical
Co., Inc., is located on Garvey's Point Road in Glen Cove on Long
Island, New York (figure 1).  LIMCO Manufacturing Corporation, a
precision sheet metal manufacturer, is located along the eastern
and southern border of the Mattiace property. Property formerly
owned by Edmos, a knitting, dying, and finishing textile fabric
manufacturer, borders the Mattiace property to the west. This
property is presently owned by twenty Garvey's Point Road
Developers and is occupied by Medallion 0il Co. and various other
tenants. Undeveloped property owned by the Glen Cove Development
Corporation is located to the north of the Mattiace property. A
residential area is located just north of this undeveloped area,
within one hundred yards of the Mattiace property.

The Mattiace site study area also contains the Garvey's Point
Preserve, the Glen Cove marina, residential areas, and other
industrial facilities in addition to those mentioned above.
Several of the industrial properties in the area are presently
being investigated or are potential candidates for investigation
under state and federal hazardous waste laws.

The Mattiace property (figure 2) is elevated above the
surrounding properties with the exception of the northern
bordering property. The structures on the Mattiace Site include a
metal Quonset type building, a concrete fire shed, and a concrete
loading dock partially covered by a slanted metal roof. An
underground tank farm used for the storage of organic solvents is
located in the northeast portion of the Site. Underground tanks
are also located beneath the concrete loading platforms and
adjacent to these platforms.

The regional geology in the Mattiace study area is generally
comprised of 3 unconsolidated sediments, namely, the Raritan
Formation, the Magothy Formation and the Upper Glacial Formation.
The Mattiace Site is underlain by unconsolidated deposits of the
Upper Glacial and Magothy Formations, under which lays the
Raritan Clay, which is a minimum of 50 feet thick at the site.
The clay is of very uniform comp051tion locally and is raised
along a southwest to northeast axis across the Siie,;

localized groundwater divide beneath the Site. Groundwater south
of the divide flows toward Glen Cove Creek, and groundwii!- -

of the divide flows toward Hempstead Harbor.

Groundwater is a source of drinking water for an estimated 44,000
people in the area, although there is presently no indication
that any water supplies are contaminated or in danger of
contamination as a result of the Mattiace Site. This is because
grou..dwater contamination from the Mattiace Site moves toward
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approximately 100,000 gallons of hazardous materials from above-
ground and below-ground tanks. The removal action was completed
in June, 1988.

An EPA remedial investigation (RI) of the Site was commenced in
October, 1989. At the present time, all fieldwork has been
completed and a‘comprehensive RI report will be released this
fall by EPA providing details as to the nature and extent of
contamination at the Mattiace site.

As part of the above-referenced RI, a geophysical survey was
performed to assess, among other things, the possibility that
hazardous substances were disposed of through burial on-site.
This survey indicated that several areas in and around the
Mattiace Site should be further investigated due to the
possibility of buried drums of hazardous substances. Therefore,
EPA initiated the second operable unit FFS in December, 1989 to
further define the findings of the geophysical investigation.

With the creation of the second 6perab1e unit at this Site, all
other elements of the Site investigation were designated as first
operable unit activities.

The second operable unit investigation's objectives consisted of
the identification of any buried drums which contained hazardous
waste, as well as the identification of significantly
contaminated soils (as evidenced by staining and/or instrument
readings); the sampling of drums, if possible, and contaminated
soils; and the cataloging of the location and depth of drums and
contaminated soils.

The investigation consisted of test trenches and test pits
excavated at three locations-one large location along the
Mattiace fgcility's northwest property boundary (area 1), and two
smaller locations on the neighboring LIMCO property (areas 2 and
3).

Six test trenches were excavated in area 1, followed by 4 test
pits in this same area. Three test pits were excavated in areas
2 and 3. An additional (unplanned) test pit was also excavated
in a suspicious mounded area just east of the Mattiace fence
line, in an unlabelled area. See figure 5 for test trench and
test pit locations. Test trenches were approximately five feet
deep, while test pits were approximately two feet deep.

SUMMARY OF 81 CHARA RIS

Approximately 25 drums and numerous brake fluid containers were
identified as a result of this investigation. The drums and
containers of hazardous substances were all found buried along
the Mattiace facility's northwest boundary, designated as area 1.
A few drums were found in *»e "."MCO property test pits, but they
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were empty and field screening activities indicated that they
were surrounded by uncontaminated soils. Samples of stained soil
and drummed liquids identified at the Mattiace property were
secured and analysed. Drummed sludges were found to contain
large concentrations of volatile organic compounds such as
toluene (approx. 220,000 parts per million, or ppm) and 4-methyl-
2-pentanone (approx. 160,000 parts per million) as well as lesser
concentrations of a variety of semi-volatile compounds.
Contaminated soil samples contained high concentrations of
toluene (approx. 35,000 ppm), ethylbenzene (approx. 1600 ppm),
total xylene (approx. 7,300 ppm) and lead (approx. 4,280 ppmn).
Detailed results are provided in table 1.

After documentation of the number and location of drums and
containers and the extent of stained soils was completed, the
test trenches and pits were backfilled by EPA in the interest of
public safety.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

The fieldwork that was conducted for this investigation has
documented at least 25 drums and numerous brake fluid containers
buried on the northwest boundary of the Mattiace property. Most
of the drums and containers had leaked their contents into the
surrounding soils. Instrumentation used by field personnel to
evaluate the nature of the drums' contents suggested that the
leaking substances were volatile and organic in nature.
Localized explosive atmospheres were also documented in and
around several of the drums through the use of an explosimeter.
The results of laboratory analyses confirmed that the leaking
wastes are highly concentrated and are hazardous substances.
Based on the groundwater investigation being conducted as part of
the overall Site investigation, EPA concludes that the leakage
from these.drums, containers, and stained soils is substantially
contaminating the water table beneath the Site. This
contaminated groundwater poses an immediate threat to both the
ecology of Hempstead Harbor and Glen Cove Creek. Also, certain
present and future public health exposure scenarios, such as
migration of subsurface vapors to human receptors (particularly
within nearby buildings), future downgradient well installations,
and excavation and development of the Mattiace property for '
possible residential or commercial use, could result in health
72sks to the exposed population. Therefore, both a potential
explosion hazard (although presently mitigated by a soil cover)
an? a chemical hazard to public health and the environment have
been documented during this investigation.

This qualitative analysis of risks was appropriate for this
operable unit due to its limited scope, and it enabled EPA to
determine that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action seleci2d I.. tuis RO., uay present an imminent and
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substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
environment. :

The overall quantitative risks to public health and the
environment from the Site will be evaluated in detail as part of
the comprehensive Site RI report which EPA will issue early next
year.

The FFS, in which remedial alternatives are developed, screened,
and then carefully evaluated in detail, forms the basis for the
selected remedy.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The FFS alternatives developed for this second operable unit are
based on the following remedial response objectives:

1) eliminate the threat of fire or explosion associated with
the buried hazardous drums and containers; and

2) ensure protection of public health and the environment by
eliminating a concentrated and toxic source of groundwater
contamination.

A "no action" alternative was evaluated in the FFS, as required
by regulation, in order to develop a baseline evaluation of risk
as well as to provide an appropriate alternative in the event
that no contravention of standards nor significant health or
environmental risks were identified as a result of the drums and
containers being buried at the Site.

The alternatives presented below are those which were evaluated
in detail following the preliminary screening of alternatives.
The preliminary screening step typically removes alternatives
from further consideration based on the general criteria of
effectiveness, implementability, and cost. Screened out
alternatives included copstruction of a slurry wall/cap, because
it would not provide a permanent remedy, its effectiveness
against high concentrations of volatile organic compounds, in
particular, is questionable, and it would not allow for future
develcpment of the site; and excavation and on-site incineration,
since it was not considered economically feasible for the
‘relatively small volume of hazardous substances that would
require treatment.

The remaining alternatives which are listed and described below,
have retained their pre-screening alphanumerical designations in
order to correspond with the descriptions of alternatives
contained in the FFS report.

Provided below is a description, including cost and schedule
information, for each alternative that was evaluated in detail.
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The present worth costs are estimates which take into account
both the capital cost and the operation and maintenance ("0 and
M") costs for 30 years.

Alternative 21
No Action -

Cost: $0
Present Worth Cost: $0
Time To Implement: Immediate

This alternative is required by regulation to provide both a
baseline evaluation of site risk and an appropriate alternative
in the event that risks are found to be acceptable and there is
no contravention of applicable or relevant and appropriate
standards.

‘The no action alternative would involve leaving the drums,
containers, and highly contaminated soils in the ground along the
northwest border of the Mattiace property. The time to implement
this alternative is considered immediate.

Alternative 4
Excavation, Bulking/'
Overpacki d Off-site Disposa

Cost: $355,000
Present Worth Cost: $355,000
Time To Implement: Within 1 Year

Alternative 4 would involve excavation along the northwest
boundary of the Mattiace property in the area where the drums’
and containers' locations have been recorded as a result of the
test trenches and test pits that were dug as part of the second
operable unit investigation. The excavation would involve
removal of all drums, containers, and highly contaminated soils.
The excavation of the area would be comprehensive in order to
ensure that all buried drums and containers were located and
removed. Any residual soil contamination would be dealt with, as
necessary, during the first operable unit remediation.

Once removed, tiic drums, containers, and soils would be prepared
for shipment off-site through bulking and/or overpacking as
necec_i.,;. Yhz w=xcavated materials would then be transported to
an off-site permitted hazardous waste treatment and disposal
facility. EPA estimates that approximately 50 drums of hazardous
wastes and highly contaminated soils, as well as an indefinite
number of brake fluid containers, would be prepared for
transportation to the off-site treatment and disposal facility.
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Alternative 4 would include contractor mobilization, excavation
and additional sampling, waste bulking and containerization, and
removal of the materials off-site. EPA estimates that
Alternative 4 could be implemented within one year.

S8UMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The selected remedy for the Site is the excavation of buried
drums and containers, excavation of highly contaminated
surrounding soils, bulking and/or overpacking of the excavated
materials, and shipment of the bulked and/or overpacked materials
to a permitted off-site treatment and disposal facility. Based
on current information, this alternative provides the best
balance among the nine criteria that EPA uses as a means of
evaluating remedial actions.

This section provides a glossary of the nine criteria and an
analysis, with respect to these criteria, of the alternatives
under consideration for remediation of the Site.

Glossary of Evaluation Criteria

o Overall protection of human health and the environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection

and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

o Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver
of ARARS.

o Short-term effectiveness involves the period of time needed to
achieve protection against any adverse impacts on human health
and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
implementation period of the alternative.

o 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 bz reguired tO wauag2 tue risks posed by treatment residuals
and/or untreated wastes.

o Reduction ot toxicity, mobility, or volume refers to the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies with
respect to these parameters.

o Implementability involves the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of materials
and services needed to implement the chosen solution.



o Cost involves both capital and O and M costs. Cost comparisons
are made on the basis of present worth values, which have both
capital and O and M cos-s factored in.

o State acceptapce indicates whether the State concurs with,
opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

o Community acceptance indicates whether the community concurs
with, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

Analysis
o _Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 1, which is no action, would result in the buried
drums, containers and highly contaminated soils continuing to act
as a source of hazardous wastes, further contaminating the
surrounding soils and eventually the groundwater beneath the
Site, which is already contaminated as a result of general soil
contamination at the Site. EPA estimates that the groundwater
contamination from this source would be substantial in terms of
both concentration and loading. The contaminated groundwater
would then most likely discharge into both Glen Cove Creek and
Hempstead Harbor, both of which are short distances away. Also,
by leaving the drums buried at the site, a significant risk of
fire and/or explosion and chemical toxicity could threaten public
health under potential future land use scenarios.

Alternative 4, in which the drums, containers, and highly
contaminated soils are excavated, treated and disposed of off-
site, would result in the complete removal of the drummed
hazardous substances. Although some risks would be posed to Site
workers during excavation and hazardous waste handling, these
risks could be easily mitigated through implementation of
appropriate health and safety precautions.

(e e Wit

Alternative 4 would de designed and implemented to comply with
all action-specific ARARs since the source of the contamination
would be removed and the threat to human health and the
environment from this gaiticular sdurce would be eliminated.
There are no applicable Federal or State requlations that can be
utilized to specify nuvmsiicz. A®ARs, or cleanup levels, for
contaminants in soils at the site. The transportation to and
treatment of wastes at an off-site facility would be accomplished
in accordance with State and Federal hazardous waste management
requirements. The off-site facility would be fully RCRA
permitted and, therefore, would meet applicable regulations. The
overpacked drums and highly contaminated soils would be treated
using specific technologies or specific treatment levels, as
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appropriate. Land disposal restrictions are not considered ARARS
for the implementation of either alternative 1 or alternative 4.

ARARs pertinent to air quality standards would not be contravened
by implementing Alternative 4.

Alternative 1 is anticipated to lead to contravention of New York
State groundwater quality standards, as well as possible
contravention of State surface water standards in Glen Cove Creek
and Hempstead Harbor.

o Short Term Effectiveness

Alternative 1, which involves leaving the drums, containers, and
associated contaminated soils buried on-site, would provide no
short term effectiveness. It would take no time to implement and
would pose no short-term risks due to its implementation since no
actions would be undertaken.

Alternative 4 would be implemented within 1 year and would
effectively attain the remedial response objectives after that
period of time. Alternative 4 may also have short-term impacts
associated with the excavation and on~site handling of hazardous
substances. These impacts could be mitigated through the use of
proper construction techniques, as well as the implementation of
an appropriate health and safety plan. Transportation of the
properly containerized hazardous materials is expected to pose a
negligible risk to public safety.

o long Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 1 would result in the long term deterioration of the
Upper Glacial Aquifer in the vicinity of the Site. There may also
be significant deterioration of surface water quality in Glen
Cove Creek 'and Hempstead Harbor. The potential publxc health
risks associated with certain future land use scenarios would
continue indefinitely under this alternative.

Alternative 4 would provide both long-term effectiveness and
permanence by removing the drummed hazardous substances and
surrounding highly contaminated soils from the Site, thereby
eliminating the potential threat of fire and explosion and the
chemical toxicity threat to huvman k=2aith and the environment by
way of the various exposure pataways discussed under SUMMARY OF
SITE RISKS. Any residual soil contamination would be dealt with,
as necessary, during the first operable unit remediation.

o Reduction of Toxici obility, or Vo
Alternative 1 would not affect the toxicity, mobility, or volume

of the hazardous drummed substances and highly contaminated
soils.
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Alternative 4 would virtually eliminate the toxicity and
mobility of the hazardous drummed substances and highly
contaminated soils, and it would also significantly reduce the
volume of the wastes by treatment, thereby eliminating a
principal threat of contamination at the site.

o Implementability

Both alternatives are considered easily implementable, although
the no action alternaitve would obviously require no materials,
equipment or labor.

o Cost

Alternative 1, no action, has no cost associated with design or
construction.

Alternative 4 has no cost associated with design. Construction
(excavation, on-site waste handling, and off-site transportation
/treatment /disposal) is estimated to cost $355,000. See table 2
for detailed costs associated with Alternative 4.

o _State and Community Acceptance

The Proposed Plan (Alternative 4), which was released on July 26,
1990, was acceptable to the NYSDEC and the community as a whole,
since it recommends early action to address a source of highly
concentrated hazardous substances and would eliminate the
associated threat to human health and the environment.

SELECTED MED

EPA believes that Alternative 4 represents the best balance among
the evaluation criteria used to evaluate remedies. Cost
estimates associated with the selected remedy are:

Capital Cost: $355,000
Present Worth Cost: $355,000

Specifically, the selected remedy will involve the following
actions:

Based on the documentation of drum locations providea in the FFS,
an appropriate excavation technique will be employed to unearth
all drums and other containers in area i aild teipui=-i.y stage
excavated materials on an impermeable pad which contains berming
to prevent runoff. Soils judged to be highly contaminated by EPA
will also be removed and similarly staged.

After all highly contaminated soils are excavated, an appropriate
geophysical method will then be employed to confirm that all



12

metal in area 1 has either been accounted for or removed.
Similarly, soil samples will be taken from the excavated area
following drum and contaminated soil removal prior to refilling
the excavated area. Clean fill will then be used as necessary to
refill the excavation. EPA presently estimates that a minimum of
fifty (50) drums of hazardous liquids, sludges, and contaminated
soils will be generated as a result of this remedy.

Soil samples will also be collected at test pits TP-05 through
TP-08 through the use of hand augering or an equivalent
technique, in order to supplement previous inconclusive sampling
and to confirm the field investigation conclusion that no
hazardous substances are present at these locations.

Excavated hazardous substances from area 1 will then be sampled
and subsequently evaluated for the possible bulking of compatible
substances, followed by containerization of bulked wastes and
overpacking of drums as needed. The properly containerized
materials will then be transported off-site to an EPA-approved
hazardous waste facility for treatment and disposal. For the
purpose of estimating the cost of the selected remedy, off-site
incineration was chosen as an appropriate treatment alternative.
The actual treatment technology to be employed will be selected
by the off-site treatment and disposal facility, based on
evaluation of the type of hazardous substances and the applicable
disposal standards.

The transportation of the hazardous substances will be in
accordance with all federal and state hazardous waste
transportation requirements.

Further characterization of the unsaturated zone soils at the
Site, including an evaluation of possible remedial alternatives,
will be performed as part of the ongoing first operable unit
RI/FS. Also, post remedial monitoring of the Site, including the
drum burial area addressed in the second operable unit, will be
addressed as part of the comprehensive Site remedy to be proposed
by EPA at the conclusion of the first operable unit FS, which is
presently scheduled for February, 1990.

STATUTO RMINA NS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary resronsibilitv at
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actiuc::.: 3L denacve
protection of human health and the environment. In additioen,
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several sthes Siaidee.;
requirements and preferences. These specify that, when complete,
the selected remedial action for a site must comply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental standards
established under Federal and State environmental laws unless a
statutory waiver is justified. A selected remedy also must be
cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
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treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of
hazardous wastes as their principal element.

Protection of H ealth and e vironme

The selected remedy, in which the drums, containers, and highly
contaminated soils are excavated, treated and disposed of off-
site, will result in the complete removal of the drummed
hazardous substances. Although some risks may be posed to Site
workers during excavation and hazardous waste handling, these
risks could be easily mitigated through implementation of
appropriate health and safety precautions.

Compliance With Applicable or Appropriate and Relevant Standards

The selected remedy is expected to comply with all applicable or
relevant and appropriate state and federal requirements. All EPA
and U.S. Department of Transportation regulations governing the
off-site transportation and disposal of hazardous wastes will be
observed. Federal OSHA standards will also be complied with
during construction.

Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective because it has been
determined to provide overall effectiveness proportional to its
costs (present worth= $355,000).

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies (or Resource Recovery Technologies) to the Maximum
Extent Practicable and eference fo eatment as rincipa
E;emgn;‘\\\

The excavation and off-site treatment and disposal of the
contaminants at an approved RCRA facility satisfies the statutory
preference of CERCLA for utilizing permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. The selected remedy will also permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of
hazardous substances in the soils at the Site, therebv
eliminating a principal threat of contamination at the :-.te.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Site was released to the public in July
1990. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 4 as the
preferred alternative to remediate the source of contamination.
EPA reviewed all comments submitted during the public comment
narind., Upon review of these comments, it was determined that no
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significant changes to the selected remedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.
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TABLE 1

BURIED DRUM/CONTAINER LOCATIONS

AREA NUMBER OF DRUMS/CONTAINERS CONDITION
17-1 0 not applicable (NA)
T7-2 0 NA
TT-3 7 55-gal drums crushed
10-20 quart containers crushed
TT-4 1 55-gal. drum intact, containing
liquid
4 55-gal. drums crushed
TT-5 0 NA
1T-6 0 NA
TP-01 4 55-gal. drums buried, unknown
TP-02 10 55-gal. drums crushed
1 55-gal. drum intact, containing
liquid
approx. 20 quart containers crushed
TP-03 0 NA
TP-04 0 NA
TP-05 0 NA
 TP-06 0 NA
TP-07 0 NA
TP-08 0 NA
Total 27(1) 55_gal. drums
30-40 quart containers
Note:

{1) It is estimated that approximately 50 S§5-gallon drums are buried on the
Mattiace site. This estimate was used in the costing procedures.

ENG/LH796-rpt



MTTIAE PETROOEMICAL  OPERABLE ANIT T
SINERY OF TEST PIT A TRINH
“VOLRTILE TREANTE RRLYSTSTTY

@ - Bee-10-12(2)
Organic Traffic 8E-70-11{2) (vater femmis E-77(2)

Naber: oct-89(2)  “(solia ciole ligid) BEND  pEr2d  prny@  pr® s perel®) W -SP0I-5501
!IETESmp!t—r_e DN,  M-TR-0sm ‘Lw-wm—)-ﬁw w“vﬂ?"ﬁ- MEJ'I W-TROI-SSOL #P-TPO2-SS01  MP-TAO2-SS02 MP-TPOT-SS01  MP-TPO5-S 501 W-TP05-5%02  (Stockpiled

{dnum sludge) (dnm sludge) (drum $ludge) (soll) {sofl) (sotl) (soil) ___{soi1) ___(sot1) __[so0il)

Acetone 11,000 . 9,000 N N 200 N 8iw ) 690 4]
Trichloroethene N [ 1] N 3,600 3 750 R R R N
1,2-Dichloroethene : .

< (total) )] 1)) [ 1] 40 )] 80 R R R N
4-Kcthy)-2-Pent anone 30 68,000 160,000 8l N N R R R N)
Toluane 60,000 83,000 220,000 3,000 1,100 10,000 R R R 16
Tetrachloroethene | 1 N [ )] 20 N 150 R R R 34
Bero one N /4] [ 1) 160 N 1] R R R N)
Ethy iberzene 0 )] )] 1,600 76 20 R R R 7
Chloroform N [ ) 1] 1] 1) )] k) R |N] N
Xyl ae (total) 150 N [ 1] 1,300 400 850 R R R 41
Chlordbenzene 0 [ 1] )] ] )] N R au R N
Not.::

sl‘ AW} campaunds are reported in my/kg (ppm)

2) Samples collected on the Matt face property

(3) Samples collected on the L tmco property

J ~ Estimated value

R - data has been rejected due to exceeded satple holding times
U - Belae the detection 1imit

ND - Non-detect

.m-ma

(%)
QIANILINOD



MATTIAE PETROCHEMICA.  OPERMLE LMIT WD

SIPRY OF TEST PIT A TRENOM
SO -VOLATILE GREANTC AWALYSTST)

ocE-70-1202)

Organic Traffic oce-70-11(2)  (uater tmmis

oce-77(2)

Nutber: ace-6902)  (soltd cible Vigutd) BE-ND) a2 mE-n@ pEn®  aces(® erre® -
P WoTToDT RO, PRSI weTOrsl WoTocssol WoTORSSR WATRTSSOl MoTRORssl Morisse Hosorss

(drum sludge) (dnm sludge) (dnm sludge) {soil) {soi}) {sotl) {soil) {soil) {soil) {stockpiled)

Phenol 0 5 o ) 0 o R R R W
Isaphoraone N 74 100 10 18 €0 R R R 21
Narhthalene 1 - 14 18) 58) 15 Ky'|) R R R 121
Diethylphthalate ) N N N N N R R R N
Di-n-tutylphthalate 7500 )] N %0 L) 1,20 R R R 20
2-¥Methyinaphthalene 0 0 (] k i\ L)) 0 R R R 9}
bis(2-ethylhexyl)

phthalate 17,000) 1 N N K74 33) 904 1,9008) 3,6000) 510)
H—nlt iphenyl-

l’:iﬂ 1] (] a) N [ )] N R R R [4]

'h: B4

(1) ANl corpounds are reported in my/kg (ppm)
(2 3amles collected on the Mattace property
(3¢ mples collected on the Limco property

ND - Non-detect

R - Data has been rejected due to exceeded sample holding tius
J - Estimated value

U - Below the detection Vimit

B - Compaund detected in the methad blark

Pesticide and PCB analyses of each sample revealed no campounds above the detect fon 1imit,

ENG/IB) 3-rpt2
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MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL  OPERABLE UNIT TWO
SUMMARY OF TEST PIT AND TRENCH
INORGANTC_ANALYSTS(1)

Inorganic Traffic

Report Number: mea-51(2)  mpeA-52(2)  weBA-53(2)  weBA-55(2)  mBmA-56(2)  wBBA-sa(3)  mpBA-59(3)
IT Sample ID No. MP-TT02-DSO1 MP-TP02-DSO1 MP-TPOI-SSO1 MP-TP02-SSO1 MP—TP02-SS02 MP-TPO7-SSO1 MP-TP0O5-SSO1
__{sludge) (s ludge) ~(soi1) (so0il) (soil) (soil) (soil)
Aluminum * * 8,490 . 6,870 7,670 10,300 10,900
Antimony 10.90uJ 9.4UJ 9.9UJ 10.2004 10.40UJ
Arsenic : 3.40J 1.98 2.3J 4,100 3.40J
Barium 111 65.3 42.5 35.60 52.90
Beryllium .24 .21 .43 .22 .45
Cadmium 1.90 .62U 2.40 .66U .90
Calcium . 2,370 4.64 2,740 1,290 3,780J0
Chromium R R R R R
Cobalt 4.00 2.10 4.30 2.20U 4.3
Copper 1,870 1,450 70.60 9.50 22.10
Iron ‘ 19,000 14,100 26,400 15,900 15,000
Lead . 4,280 1,320 89.40 14.40 56.80
Magnes fum 2,750 1,050 1,820 1,570 1,960
Manganese 111 95.4 199 . 108 216
Mercury - 2.70 .15 0.18 0.10v .13
Nickel 10.20J 7.40 15.80J 9.9J 16.704
Potassium 1,070 646 1,010 768 1,070
Selenium .24 21U .22V .22V .22V
Hlver 1.20 1.00U 1.10U 1. 10U 1.10U
Sodiun 95.30 62.60 116 83.30 103
Thal 1tum _ .24 21U .22y .22y 224
Vanadium 19.40J 14.60J 20.30J 21,209 22.10J
linc 350 479 69.10 21.60 220
Cyanide 3.00 6.20 0.90 0.56uU 0.56U

INC/INB13-pt /]

(9)
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MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL  OPERABLE UNIT TWO
SUMMARY OF TEST PIT AND TRENCH
INORGANIC ANALvSIS(D)

2 of 2

Inorganic Traffic
Report Number: ueaA-60(3)  wmpea-61(2)  mBBA-54 MBBA-57 MBBA-62 MBBA-63
IT Sample 1D No.: MP-TPOB-$502 MP-SP01-SSO1 MP-FBO1-AQ01 MP-FBO2-AQ02 MP-FBO3-AQ03 MP-WBAQ-AQO1

(soil) (so11) (blank) (blank) (blank) (blank)
Aluminum 8,690 3,430 46U 46U 46U 46U
Ant imony .0.20Ud 9.50ud 46U) 46U 46UJ *46UJ
Arsenic 260 2.60J 1 v U U
Barium 44,70 22.70 8 2U 17 2
Bery11ium .44 .41 1U U 1U 1]
Cadmium 1.30 .62 3u 3 3u 3u
Calcium 13,800 62,500 93U 93U 104 93U
Chromium R - R 5U 5U 5 5U
Cobalt 5.10 2.10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Copper 24 31.80 a qu 4u 1y
lron 14,200 10,800 11 100 10U 51
lead 51.20 57.40 2.4 2.2 2V ‘ 2U
Magnes fum 2,890 35,800 120U 120U 120U 120U
Manganese 238 125 1 U 1 1
Mercury .13 .20 .20U 20U 20U .20y
Nickel 13.30J 4.3 170 1700 17ud 17Ud
Potass fum 818 428 581 181 803 402
Selenium .21 .29 v j{I v 1V
Silver 1.10U 1.00U 5U 50 50 . 50
Sodium : 48.30U 77.70 289 217v 424 "~ 973
Thal Vium .24 ' 21U 1[1] U 1u 1U
Vanadium 19.80J 9.50 U U 7U 7
Zinc 207 29.50 7 5U 9 6
Cyanide 0.55U 1.70 5U 5U 50 50
Note:

* Data has not yet been received

(1) A1 compounds are reported in mg/kg (ppm).
(2) Sample collected on the Mattiace property.
{3) Sawple collected on the Limco property.

L - Unier the detection limit.

¢ - Esiiamted value.

L - DNDz:a is rejected.

ING/1IB13-rpt/2
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Alt. 4 Excavation and Bu
Off-site Disposal

a)
b)

d)

e)

f)

g)
h)

i)

Note:

TABLE 2

COST ANALYSIS

Mobilization

zEjng/Overpacking of Orums and

$ 12,500

Labor (to include: Program Director, Project Manager,

Foreman, 3 Laborers, Field Chemist, Operator and
Health and Safety Supervisor)

Program Director: (40
Project Manager: (80
Foreman: (160
Laborers (3): (160
Field Chemist: (160
Operator: (160
Health & Safety: (160

Damobilization
Travel and Per Diem

Equipment (to include:

bulking chamber, etc.)

Material (to include:

hrs)
hrs)
hrs)
hrs)
hrs)
hrs)
hrs)

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

($135/hr)

(%90/hr)
(376/hr)
(855/hr)
(S69/hr)
(355/hr)
($76/hr)

oo

backhoe, bobcat,
generator, pick-up truck, power washer,
emergency lighting, drum grappler,

fuel, compressed air,

overpack drums, water, sample jars, etc.)

Transportation: (50 overpacked drums)

Disposal’
50 drums @ $750/drum

Analytical

50 samples for disposal ana1ysis(2)

Subtotal
15% Contingency

Total

$ 5,400
7,200
12,160
26,400
11,040
8,800
12,160
$ 83,200
$ 7,500

$ 12,000

$ 30,000

$ 10,000
$ 4,500

$ 38,000

$ 82,500

$280,200
$ 42,100

$322,300(3)

(1) For cost estimating purposes a worst case scenario of overpacking each

drum (assuming 50) was used for a conservative estimate.

would be costed out at $3,500 per drum.

(2) Includes HazCat, BTU, ¥ solid, ¥ moisture, ash content and full TCLP
analysis (assuming sludge)

(3) No engineer's fees are included in estimate; assume direct implementation.

ENG/LH796~rpt2
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FIGURE 3 —————
Newsday RS

>

Long Island. NY 11747

DECLARATION OF NEWSDAY CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS

I, Elizabeth Whisnant , the undersigned, say:

1. I am a duly authorized custodian of records of Newsday,
Inc., the publisher of Newsday and New York Newsday.

2. I have the authority to certify copies of those records.

3. The copy transmitted herewith and attached hereto is a true
and correct copy of an article published in Newsday on August 3,
1990.

4. This article was prepared by personnel of Newsday, Inc. in
the ordinary course of business at or near the time of the act,
condition, or event described therein.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and
correct and that this declaratin has been executed on this 7th day
of September, 1990 at Melville, New York.

CﬂhixouC%CD V‘(‘\.Ouﬁ an ™

EM zabeth Whisnant .
Library Manager
Newsday, Inc.

Sworn to before me this 7th
day of September 1990.

W—‘\‘M/ é“%
Notary Public

MARILYN BOLGER
NOTARY PUSBLIC, State of New York
ria. 4RSTNO9
Quaiifed ia Suffak Qounty
Commission Expires April 28, 199 o~

W™ ATimes Mirror
A Newspaper

\|




Mattice Clean-Up

- The EBASCO and EPA meeting on Lhc I,

FIGURE 4

_progress being‘doné at the Mattice ™ **

cdleanup hasbeen scheduled for August 14,

1990, at 7:30 p.m. and the Glen Cove City’ ’

-Councﬂ Chambers. ‘All are invited.

T s LT AT AT el e

<
R

Affidavit of Publication

County of Nassau

State of New York, S8

Valerie de Roche! , being duly sworn, deposes
and says that she is the principal Clerk of the Publisher of
The _Glen Cove Record Pilot

a weekly newspaper published at Mineola

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 39,1990

b/?LtLVWi_ (fiJZCOTL(/

Sworn to me this th day
of _August 19 90

<:§£E;224g,a-cA.[» :75’ Aé:Ja‘C/é

Notary Public

ELIZABETH BOECKE
Notary Public. State of New York
No. 30-4505506
Qualified in Nassau County
Commission Expires Jan. 31, 1892



FIGURE S

LOCATION OF BURIED DRUMS
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 -7010

Thomas C. Jorling
Commissioner

Mr. Richard L. Caspe, P.E. ..
Director o oL T
Emergency & Remedial Response Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 11

26 Federal Plaza

Wew York, NY 10278

O R
[

Dear Mr. Caspe:

Re: Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc., Site ID. No. 130017
Glen Cove, Nassau Co., New York

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has
reviewed the draft operable unit two Declaration for the Record of
Decision (ROD) for the above-referenced site. The NYSDEC concurs with
the selected remedy which includes the excavation, bulking/overpacking,
and off-site disposal of drums, containers and contaminated soils.

We would, however, like to include an additional component to the
proposed ROD. This would involve the resampling of the TP-05 through
TP-08 areas. The NYSDEC feels this is necessary because the samples
taken at these areas during the operable unit two investigation were all
rejected. We would also accept this additional task being performed as
part of the operable unit one site-wide remedy.

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

Sincerely,

=KQQ

Edward 0. Sullivan
Deputy Commissioner
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL CO., INC.
GLEN COVE, NASSAU COUNTY, N.Y.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) scheduled a public
comment period from July 27, 1990 through August 27, 1990 for
interested parties to comment on EPA's final Focused Feasibility
Study (FFS) and Proposed Plan for the second operable unit at the
Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc. site. EPA held a public meeting
on August 14, 1990 at the Glen Cove City Hall, located on Bridge
Street, Glen Cove, N.Y. to describe the remedial alternatives and
present EPA's Proposed Plan for addressing the second operable
unit objectives at the site.

A transcript of the meeting is part of the Administrative Record
for the site and documents those questions addressed at the
public meeting. Other comments received during the comment
period, as well as those comments made during the public meeting,
are summarized and responded to in the responsiveness summary.
All comments were considered prior to the selection of the remedy
for the Mattiace Petrochemical Co., Inc. site.

* * * * *

Comment: What are the soil clean up levels for removal of
stained soils from the buried drum area?

Response: . The selected remedy calls for the removal of highly
contaminated soils. The judgment of EPA's On Scene Coordinator,
who will oversee implementation of the selected remedy, will
determine which soils qualify as highly contaminated. EPA
believes this approach to the drum and contaminated soil removal
can be used since the soil/drum removal will be followed by
sampling of soil remaining at the excavation. The results of
these samples will allow EPA to determine whether the area is no
longer a contamination threat, or if additional remediation of
this area will be n~23ed as part of the first operable unit
remedy. This determination will be made as part of the first
operable unit risk assessment. The purpose of the second
operabie unit is to quickly remove a concentrated source of
hazardous contamination now known to exist on the Mattiace
property as a result of the recently completed second operable
unit investigation.

Comment: What administrative steps are required prior to
implementation of the selected remedy?

Response: Project funding must be procured, and a Superfund
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State Contract must be signed with New York State prior to
mobilization to the site to implement the selected remedy. The
Contract is the administrative action which requires more time to
process, and usually takes four to six weeks for final execution.
The Contract will begin circulation at the time of the signature
of this Record of Decision.

Comment: What criteria was used to determine the depths to which
drums were searched for?

Response: The depth to which various geophysical instrumentation
can operate depends on the geophysical technology, as well as the
physical conditions at the site. Given the Mattiace site
conditions, electromagnetic pulses could penetrate further than
the ground penetrating radar pulses. Both methods were used for
detecting subsurface anomalies theoretically as deep as the water
table in this area (approx. 24 feet) although, generally
speaking, the more shallow the burial, the more likely the
detection.

Comment: What is the actual size of the site? Two and one half
acres, as indicated in the FFS, is not correct.

Response: Based on measurements taken from the site maps
incorporated into the FFS, the Mattiace property is approximately
two and one half acres.

Comment: When will the site be sufficiently cleaned to allow for
development, and what type of development?

Response: It is expected that the site will be sufficiently
cleaned to permit development at the completion of the first
operable unit. Since a first operable unit remedy has not yet
been selected, no specific estimate for comprehensive site clean-
up is now available. Moreover, the first operable unit proposed
plan, and eventually the selected remedy (including the
possibility of no action), will address such issues as time to
implement the remedy and possible long term response actions.

The first operable unit proposed plan is expected to be released
early in 1991.

Development of the site will be possible once the long-term risks
associated wi*% 7’ - . .-<- have been mitigated, if
necessary, to acgeptable levels. The assessment of these long-
term risks is presently.bhesing nerformed as part of the first
operable unit risk assessment. The type of development that will
ultimately take place will be based on local zoning regulation.

Comment: 1Is there any way of historically ascertaining if or how
much hazardous waste was dunped in Glen Cove Creek?

Response: The purpose of the first operable it remedial
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investigation is to determine the present water and sediment
quality in that portion of the Creek which theoretically may have
been impacted by either overland runoff from Mattiace, or the
Mattiace storm drainage system which empties into the Creek.
There are historical accounts from the Nassau County Department
of Health in this regard which have helped EPA in structuring
this part of the investigation.

Comment: Were existing wells tested, as well as wells installed
for this site?

Response: Results from existing wells are being evaluated as
well as the results from wells installed especially for this site
by EPA, as part of the first operable unit remedial
investigation.

Comment: Is there any danger to potable water supplies in the
area?

Response: Based on EPA's present knowledge of the site, there is
no indication that any of the contaminants related to this site
are either threatening or have impacted any existing potable
water supplies. Both the direction of groundwater flow and the
subsurface geology in the vicinity of the site would prevent site
contamination from reaching the potable water wells presently
used by the City of Glen Cove.

Comment: Could neighboring properties be affected by the spread
of contamination?

Response: The exposure pathways involving site contamination
will be fully assessed as part of the first operable unit public
health and environmental risk assessment. At the present time,
however, EPA feels that none of the neighboring properties are in
danger of‘exposure to acutely dangerous levels of hazardous
substances.

Ccomment: Is the Mattiace property itself dangerous? Who is
responsible for site security?

Response:  EPA has directly maintained restricted access at the
Mattiace site since initiation of site activities in 1988. Based
on an initial health asses ..=n. I::. % gurpose of developing a
worker Health and Safety ylan, EPA believes that other than
intrusive activities e.q., drillina, excavation etc., general
activities could be conducted at the Mattiace site in the lowest
level of hazardous waste protection, which approximates street
clothing. However, because EPA cannot control the type of
activity that the general public might engage in on this
property, and because there may be other acute hazards of a
mechanical nature, EPA believes restricted site access is
prudent. Because of the breach of site security which occurred
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around the time of the August 14, 1990 Public Meeting, EPA has
initiated upgraded security measures, including a locking bar on
the front gate, an explicit sign identifying the property as a
Superfund site and warning of danger, and repair of the vehicle
restricted access bar in the roadway just inside the gate.
Additional security adjustments will be made as warranted.

Comment: What.chemicals were in the drums that were sampled?

Response: The organic chemicals of highest concentration were 4-
methyl-2-pentanone (approx. 160,000 parts per million, or ppm),
toluene (approx. 220,000 ppm), and xylene (approx. 7,300 ppm).
Concentrations of heavy metals, particularly lead, were also high
in soils from several test pits surrounding the drums.

Comment: Is the threat of explosion a realistic hazard at this
site (from the buried drums)?

Response: Although the drums, once re-covered by earth, no
longer exhibit the ambient explosive characteristics that were
evident during the excavation part of the investigation, EPA
still considers the situation as potentially dangerous, and part
of that potential danger involves explosion. This judgment, as
is any EPA policy regarding public health, is conservative.

Comment: Where will the excavated drums be taken? Out of State?

Response: The drums and highly contaminated soils will be
trucked to an off-site hazardous waste treatment and disposal
facility permitted and in compliance with the requirements of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. There are no
requirements as to facility location, other than cost-
effectiveness considerations.
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MATTIACE PETROCHEMICAL CORPORATION SITE
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Preliminary Assessment Reports

P. 1-144 Report: Engineering Investigation at Inactive
Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York,

prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc.
June 3, 1983.

P. 145-415 Report: Engineering Investigations at Inactive
Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York -

"Phase IT Investigations, prepared by Woodward-
Clyde Consultants, Inc. December, 1986.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Worrk Plans

p. 416-544 Report: Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Work Plan, prepared by EBASCO Services, Inc.

April, 1989.

P. 545-1019 Report: Field Operations Plan, prepared by EBASCO
Services, Inc. June, 1989.

P. 1019A Letter to Mr. James Bologna, US EPA, from Mr.
Edward Als, US EPA, Re: Comments about the Draft
Work Plan. January 9, 1990.

P. 1020-1220 Report: Field Operations Plan, prepared by EBASCO
o Services, Inc. March, 1990.

P. 1221~1254 Letter to Messrs. M. Shaheer Alvi, US EPA and
Edward Als, US EPA, from Mr. Dev Sachdev, EBASCO
Services, Inc, Re: Final Work Plan letter.
Appendix is attached. March 8, 1990.

Correspo e

P. 1255-1268 Letter to Ms. Dana Boyadijan, IT ~~-1 oo% - Tuaew
: Mr. David Mr. David Marcum, IT Cogporation, Re:
Letter report presenting the geony=i~al
investigation conducted at the Mattiace sxte by iT
Corporation. October 26, 1986.

P. 1269 Letter to Mr. Edward Als, US EPA, from Mr. Michael
; Francy, LIMCO Manufacturing Corporation, Re:
Mr. Edward Als letter of May 17, 1989.



P. 1270-1271 Letter to Mr. Edward Als, US EPA, from Mr. James
Bologna, NYSDEC, Re: NYSDEC reviewing of the Work
Plan. February 8, 1990.

P. 1272-1273 Letter to Mr. Edward Als, US EPA, from Mr. James
Bologna, NYSDEC, Re: Review of Field Operations
Plan, dated March, 1990. April 20, 1990.

P. 1274 Letter to Mr. James Bologna, US EPA, from Mr.
Edward Als, US EPA, Re: Final Work Plan and Draft
Field Operations Plan. Document is undated.

FEASIBILITY STUDY

Feasibility Study Reports

P. 1275-1362 Report: Final Focused Feasibility Study Report,
prepared by EBASCO Services, Inc. July, 1990.

~Correspondence

P. 1363-1364 Letter to MR. James Lister, NYSDEC, from Mr.
Edward Als, US EPA, Re: Review of the Draft
Proposed Plan and Draft Focused Feasibility Study.
July 3, 1990.

P. 1365-1366 Letter to Mr. Edward Als, US EPA, from Mr. Michael
0'Toole, NYSDEC, Re: NYSDEC review of both Focused

Feasibility Study and the Proposed Remedial Action
Plan. July 19, 1990.

P. 1367 Letter to Mr. James Lister, NYSDEC, from Mr.

Edward Als, US EPA, Re: Review of ROD.
August 23, 1990.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Community Relations Plans

P. 1368-1396 Report: Final Community Relations Plans, prepared
by EBASCO Services, Inc. May, 1989.

Proposed Pla

P. 1397-1406 Proposed Plan for Mattiace Petrochemical
Corporation, prepared by US EPA. July, @3



