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2.0 PHASE II INVESTIGATION TECHNICAL APPROACH

All work performed for this Phase II was completed in accordance with the EPA
approved Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPjP) Addendum A.

2.1  Soil and Groundwater Sampling Program

Soil borings-and monitoring wells were advanced on-site as outlined in the sampling
design. Surface soil samples were also collected as outlined in the QAPjP. The locations
for all samples were determined based on the interpreted direction of ground water flow
and the location of suspect on-site contaminant sources. Figure 2-1 presents the locations
where soil borings were advanced and monitoring wells were instalied.

On February 22, 2001, five soil borings were completed using a hollow-stem auger drill
rig. Soil samples from each of the borings were collected using a split-spoon sampler,
Soil samples were logged continuously from the ground surface to the depth of the water
table at each location. Table 2-1 presents a list of the soil samples collected as well as the
chemical analyses performed on each sample. Ground water monitoring wells were
installed in two of the five borings following completion of the soil sampling. The two
monitoring wells (MW-W1 and MW-W2) were installed to depths of approximately 8
feet below the water table. ,

Development of the two newly installed monitoring wells was completed after the wells
were installed. The two wells were developed on March 2, 2001. A period of
approximately two weeks elapsed before sampling of the on-site monitoring wells on
March 12, 2001 using the low-flow sampling method. Table 2-1 presents a list of
samples collected as well as the chemical analyses performed on each sample. MW-MS
(located north of the Weston property on the former Peterson Oil Company site) was also
sampled on March 12, 2001 for additional information.

Ground water level measurements were recorded for the site on March 12, 2001. Figure
2-2 iliustrates the estimated direction of ground water flow based solely on ground water
measurements obtained from wells at the Weston site. Using additional information
obtained from the wells at the Peterson site and Waste Water Treatment Facility site
(WWTF), a broader-based ground water contour map was constructed. However, the
water levels used for the ground water elevation contour map were conducted on
February 22, 2001. Figure 2-3 indicates the estimated ground water flow direction using
additional off-site control points.

2.2 Evaluation of the Need for Remediation

TRC analyzed the sampling data together with field observations to determine the need
for remediation at the Site. The results of chemical analyses were compared with CT
DEP Remediation Standard Regulations (RSRs) to evaluate the need for reporting site
conditions to the CT DEP and to aid in pinpointing areas potentially in need of remedial

action(s).




Table 2-1 — Summary of Samples Collected and Chemical Analytical Parameters

Sample Location Dgs:}:lzz})l TPH VOCs SVOés T\g::::
Notes Method Method Méthod Method
ETPH- 5035/8260 8270  1312/6010B
Rev.0 for soils and or 7471A
8260 for
water

BWI 13 v
B-Wi1 12-14 { ) | ¥
B-w2 10 y
B-W2 ‘ 741 | v v
B-W3 9 _ y

- B-W3 7-10 v ¥ i

" B-W6 (Dup of B-W3). 9 ' v
B-W86 (Dup of B-W3) 7-10 ¥ { ¥
B-W4 11 ' )
B-W4 : 9-11 vy v
B-WS5. 6 y
B-W5 5-9 v ) +
MW-W1 - ) ~J
MW-W2 - yJ ]
MW-W31 - i ¥
MW-M5 - ¥ )
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3.0 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

3.1 Environmental Conditions

The soil on-site consists primarily of fill materials composed of red-brown, silt and fine
sand, with little to some medium to coarse sand and gravel, and trace clay. Coal, coal
ash, slag and brick debris were occasionally encountered at various depths between the
ground surface and the ground water table. The water table was encountered between 11
and 13 feet below grade in all of the borings. Appendix A contains copies of the soil
boring logs.

3.2  Nature and Extent of Contamination

Appendix B contains copies of the laboratory reports of chemical analyses conducted on
the samples.

3.2.1 Subsurface Soil

Table 3-1 presents a summary of the results of the chemical analyses performed on
subsurface soil samples collected at the site (hits only). In addition to the results, the
RSR Residential Direct Exposure Criteria (RDEC) and the Ground water (GB) Pollutant
Mobility Criteria (PMC) are presented for comparison purposes.

Extractable Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (ETPH): ETPHs were detected in each of
the soil samples submitted for this analysis. None of the samples analyzed exhibited
ETPH concentrations in excess of the RDEC of 500 ppm.

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): Methylene chloride and acetone were detected in
each of the soil samples submitted for VOC analysis. These two constituents were
detected at low concentrations in each sample below the RDEC and the GB PMC. Itis
likely that their presence in the samples is due to cross-contamination in the laboratory,
as they are both considered to be common laboratory contaminants. Methylene chloride
and acetone were also detected in TB022201 (“trip blank” associated with Method 5035
sampling — solvent blank) which also indicates the potential for cross-contamination in
the laboratory. Low levels of other VOCs were detected in each of the samples except B-
W4. The reported concentrations are well below both the RDEC and the GB PMC for
each respective VOC constituent.

SemiVolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs): Soil samples from the five borings and a
duplicate were submitted to the laboratory for SVOC analysis. SVOCs (primarily
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons or PAIIs) were detected in all of the samples except
the sample collected from boring B-W4. Benzo(b)fluoranthene was detected above both
the RDEC and GB PMC of 1000 ppb in samples B-W3 (1500ppb), B-W6 (duplicate of
B-W3, 1300 ppb), and B-W5 {1100 ppb). Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene was detected in the
sample B-W3 (1200 ppb) at a concentration in excess of the RDEC and GB PMC of 1000
ppb. Benzo(a)pyrene was also detected in sample B-W3 at both the RDEC and GB PMC
limit of 1000 ppb.

11
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RCRA 8 Metals (total): Metals were detected in each of the soil samples submitted for
this analysis. Lead was the only metal detected at a concentration in excess of the RDEC
of 500 ppm in sample B-W2 (1090 ppm),

3.2.2 Groundwater

Table 3-2 presents a summary of the results of chemical analyses conducted on ground
water samples collected at the site. Note that this table only lists those analytes that were
detected in the samples. In addition to the results, (RSR) Residential Volatilization
Criteria (RVC) and the Surface Water Protection Criteria (SWPC) are presented in Table

3-2 for comparison purposes.

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs): Chloroform was detected in the ground water
sample MW-W?2 and its duplicate sample of MW-W2 (MW-W31). The concentrations
reported were below the RVC of 287 ppb and SWPC of 14,100 ppb. No other VOCs
were detected in any of the ground water samples collected on March 12, 2001.

Metals: Barium and chromium were detected in of all the ground water samples.
Barium was detected in MW-W1 at a concentration of 232 ppb, MW-W2 at a
concentration of 53.9 ppb, MW-W31 (duplicate of MW-W2) at a concentration of 54.3
ppb and MW-MS at a concentration of 107 ppb. There is no established SWPC or RVC
for barium in the Connecticut RSRs. Chromium was detected at a concentration of 0.64
_ppb in MW-WT1, a concentration of 0.60 ppb in MW-W2, a concentration of 3.8 ppb in
MW-W31, and a concentration of 3.4 in MW-W5. There is no established SWPC or
RVC for chromium in the Connecticut RSRs. Lead was detected in MW-W1 (3.9 ppb),
MW-W2 (3.3 ppb) which are below the SWPC, however, lead was detected in MW-M5
at a concentration of 62 ppb which is over the SWPC of 13 ppb, This well is located on
the former Peterson Oil Company site north of the Weston property. Mercury was only
detected in sample MW-WS at 0.14 ppb which is less than the SWPC of 0.4 ppb.

3.3  Data Usability

TRC conducted a review of the data and found no notable probleris that would have
affected the quality of the data. The following summarizes the QA/QC parameters and
any applicable relevant concerns.

Sampling Design — Soil borings were advanced and ground water monitoring wells were
installed at locations on the site as defined in the QAPjP. The QAPJP called for the
advancement of borings using a hollow stem auger rig and the collection of soil samples
with a split spoon (24 inches in length).

Sampling and Analytical Methods — All soil samples were subjected to the analytical
methods specified in the QAPjP. Each ground water sample collected was subjected to
the analyses as specified in the QAPjP. Duplicate and matrix spike/matrix spike
duplicate (MS/MSD) samples were also collected in accordance with the QAPJP.



