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mxecordofbecssnn(ROD) prescntsthese!ected remedial action for Openble Umtl(OU-l) for“
the Lockheed Martip Tactic:l Systems, Inc. inactive hazardous waste disposal site which was chosen in
accordance with the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL). The remedial program selected
is not inconsistent with the Nutional o:landHazardous SubsmncesPollmnon ConnngencyPlanofMarchs

1990 (40CFR300). _
- This decision is bas:d upon the Admxnmradve Record of the New York Swe Departmem of
Environmeata! Conservation (TYSDEC) for the Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc. Inactive Hazardous

Waste Site and upon public input to the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) presemd by the NYSDEC.
A bibliography of the docunu:ms included asa part of the Admmnsu'auve Record is included in Appendix B.

of the ROD
Aclual or threatcuen rclease of hazardous waste oonsumems from this site, )f not addressed by '
implementing the response acuon sclected in ﬂns ROD, presents a current or pocenual tbreat to pubhc health

| “and the environment.

'mmmmmw

' Based upon the results of the Remedial lnvesugatioancasibmry Smdy (RUFS) for OU-l for (he
Lockheed Martin Tactical systems, Inc. site and the criteria identified for evaluation of alternatives the
NYSDEC has selected Sol Vapor Extraction/Catalytic Incineration Off-Gas Treaiment/Source Area
Excavation for soils, ‘Air Sxipping /Vapor-Carbon Adsorption for groundwater, and Deed Restrictions/
Tnstirutionsl Controls for seciments. The components of the remedy are as follows: R

. Conume operation of ongoing Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)ICalalyne Incineration System The SVE ,

system will be supp.cmented with soil and sludge removal.

8 The ongomg groumtwater reatment system w:ll be expanded to treat l 800 gallons per minute.



Groundwater trestme:t willbcprovided by air stnppers With the addmon ofvaporphase carbon:
forunmioncowol- : , . o

s Adeedrmuonwilbeimpmdonmepornonofﬂ\emwhereﬂ:erechargebasmmlocated o

~ to limit access to the basins and restrict future use of the site. Asea:myfenccwxllbeconstmctcd”
S ammdthcemrectngebasmsmwmbemspemdmmmly _ ,

e ..Aremedmldengnpmgrmmvedfythecompomofthecompmaldes:gnandprowdethe_

- Recessary delaﬂs forhe constmcnon. operation and mainienance, and monnonng ot the remedm]

. Momonng of the perfomanee of the remedlalion system 10 <nsure that remedml action objecnves '
- are mes. « : _ o

Date

- The New York S!ale Depmmcnt of Health concurs thh the rcmcdy selected for tlus site as bemg i
protecuveofhmnanhnlth. , } ' L

“The selected remedy is protective of human health and the cnvxronniezit, complics wuli State and

Federal requmeas that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to the extent

practicable, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and. alternative treatment or

B -resource recovery technologie;, to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the prcference for remcdnes -
tha! reduce tomcity, mobilny. or volume as a principal elemem - : _

Michael L O'Tool ., Du'acl _
Division of Environmental Reme_dian'pn

| _5@// 77 .
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RECORD oF DECISION

_ LOCKHEED MARTIN TACTICAL SYSTEMS lNC e
- (FORMERLY UNISYS CORPORATION) S
| | Operable Unit 1 . S
Lake Succoss and Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York En
- ~ Site No. 130045 S
March 1997

SECTION 1: SIIELDQAIIQH_AND_DESQMQH

| The Lockheed Mamn site is located between the Vll]zge of Lake Success and the Town of Nonh--_

Hempstead in Nassau County, New York. The mailing address of the facility is 365 Lakeville Road, Great
Neck, N.Y. 11020. The site is bounded by Marcus Avenue to the north, Umonmmpnketothesouth

: Lakev:lle Road to the west and Triad office park to the east. A site location map is pmented in F‘gure

No.1.

The site is approxlmately 94 acres in size. The site has a main manufactunng bmldmg and six smaller
buildings located immediately south of the main building, which totals approxnnately 1.5 million square

feet. Three recharge basins are located in the southwest corner of the property adjacenttol.akevnlle Road.
v 'Ihemajontyofd!eremammgpropertynsusedforparkmg Thesxtelssurroundedbyachamlmkfemeand__

access to the site is manned with 24-hour security.

The site is located in an area comprised of industrial, commercxal and reﬁdermal propema lndustnal and
commercial facilities surround the property on the east, northeast and northwest. Residential properties
border the site to the southeast, south and southwest. Several golf courses are located north and northwest
of the site. Lake Success is located within 1,600 feet to the north. There are snxschoolsandone hospualh.-
wlneh are located w:thm a 3 kilometer (approxlmately 2 miles) radius of the sxte '

- There are at least 14 public supply wells within 2 one and half mile radius of the site. See anure No.2.
One public supply well is located near the corner of Lakeville Road and Union Turnpike and other two

public supply wells are located at Tanners Road. These three public supply wells are owned and operated -

~ by Manhasset - Lakeville Water District and are located within a half mile radius of the site. These three

supply wells treat the water before distribution. The water from all the supply wells are routinely monitored
by the water suppliers and the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) to ensure. that it meets

NYSDOH public drinking water supply standards

’l'he Lockheed Mamn site has been placed on the NY SDEC Reglsu;y' a Class 2 inactive hazardous waste

~ site. The site number is 130045. There are no other listed hazardous waste sites in the nnmedlate vicinity
of the site. | | 4

Operable Unit No. l. (OU-l)'consists of the on-site project area owned by Lockheed Marun, which is 94

LockheedMamn Tactical Systems, lnc Site No. 1-30-045 March 1997
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acres. See thure No.3.

An Operable Unit represents a portion of the site remedy wluch for techmal or administrative reasons
can be addressed separately to eliminate or mitigate a release, threat of release or exposure pathway

o -resultmg from the site contamination.

Operable Unit. 2 (OU-2) includes the off-site areas rmmedtately mrroundmg the site. Some of the off-srte

work which has already been completed includes installation of 12 off-site monitoring wells, sampling

- of off:site wells, completron of a well survey and data review for domestic, industrial and municipal wells
~ located within 1.5 mile radius of the site, collection and analysis of samples from Lake Success, and
investigation : and repair of Public Supply Well N-1802. The remaining off-site work will begin as soon
- asthe NY SDEC approves the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS) Work Plan for OU-2. A
'RI/FS Work Plan for OU-2 is being prepared. The public will have an opportunity to comment on this OU-
- 2 Work Plan in the pear future pnor to its final approval by the NYSDEC ' ‘ .

'_sr-:c'nonz- SITE HISTORY
.2.1. Q’ pgmalmisml.mst_qu' jon: ‘ -

The site was an acuve mamfacturing facrhty from its startup in 1941 unul approxrmately 1995 when all‘
manufacturing activities ceased. However, some assembly, integration, prototype development and testing
are still being conducted at the facility. Presently only engineering and administrative activities are
conducted at the facility. The facility was originally designed and built by the U.S. Government and was
operated under a contract with Sperry Gyroscope Company from 1941 through 1951. In 1951, the property
was sold to Sperry, which merged with Burroughs in 1986 to form the Unisys Corporation. In 1995, Loral

Corporation (Loral) acquired assets of Unisys Defense Systems, a division of Unisys Corporation. In early

1996, the electronics and systems integration business of Loral were purchased by Lockheed Martin, which

- . currently owns and occupres the property.

} Ongmally, the property included an n additional 55 acres with a large manufacturmg burldmg immediately

" to the east of the present property. However, this building was demolished, the property was soldtoa -
developer in the 1970s, and the present day Triad Business Park was constructed. The electrical

- substations located to the south of the property were formerly owned by Unisys, however, the equipment
' was always owned and operated by LILCO. LILCO leased the land from Umsys until 1992 when LILCO

fpurchased the property from Umsys

In the past the facility has been used to manufacture a wide range of defense related products Past -

" manufacturing processes included a casting, foundry, etching, degreasing, plating, painting, machining -

and assembly. Chemicals used during manufacturing at the plant included balogenated and non-
halogenated hydrocarbon solvents, cutting oil, paints and fuel oils as well as inorganic plating 'corripound's-

“The facxlrty has been served by a samtary sewer system since it was constructed in 1941. The on site storm

water collection systemn is connected to the three recharge basms The basins receive runoff from the
parking lot, 'roofs and surrounding roads; no wastes were reported to be routed to the basins. Potable water
used for coohng. and for a short penod of time treated groundwater was routed to the basins.

' Groundwater had been used for non-contact cooling purposes since the factluy was constructed The non-

Lockheed Mamn Tactical Systems Inc., Site No 1-30-045 - : “March 1957
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contact cooling water system consists of three extraction wells and four diffusion weils which are' located o

to the north and south of the mam manufacturing bui]dmg respecuvely The groundwater isno longerused
for coolmg purposes. | e _
Southeastern corner of the site. See F’gure No.4. Thedrywells were
. reported to have received water containing solvents and oils from approxrmately 1941 to 1978 The
drywells were decommxssroned in 1978. . _

There are ﬁV¢ dfyweﬂs 1 m s

The site was desrgnated as aClass 2 sxte by the NYSDEC on May 1, 1991

_2.2.  Remedial History

The followmg is a chronological listing of i investigations and remedial measures performed at the site. A
more detailed description of these actions is provided in the January 1992 Site Assessment Report, Jamuary
" 1993 Final Groundwater Remediation Work Plan, November 1993 Soil Remediation Work plan and the
' September 1993 Remedial Investigation/ Feasibthty Study (RUFS) Work Plan.. = . o
. B January 1978 - Waste drsposal practices regarding the use of the drywells were mmally .
investigated by the Nassau County Department of Health (NCDOH) o _

- May 1978 - Results of the sample taken from the drywell near the southeast corner of the plant
‘on 1/13/78 by NCDOH indicated contamination by tnchloroethylene tetrachloroethylene, and

1,1, l—tnchloroethane

June through December 1978 . The lines leading to the drywells (referred to as- cesspools")
were plugged and the residual efﬂuent in the dry wells was pumped out. ' _

. - March 1979 - The emergency drain from the storage area was plugged-.
. 1981 .An above ground tank used for storage of ethylene was removed. .

Early 1980s - Seven underground solvent storage tanks were removed. These tanks were located |
outside the reclamation room. Three underground #2 fuel oil storage tanks located tmmedlately

south of the former Foundry Building were also removed.

1988 through 1992 - Following is a summary of groundwater and sonl mvesuganons performed
between 1988 and 1992. Most of this information is contained in the 1992 Site Assessment Report.
Initially NCDOH and/ or Nassau County Department of Public Works (NCDPW) provrded field

oversight during these investigations.
1. Twenty-nine (29) monitoring wells were installed and groundwater samples were collected on

five occasions.
‘Thirty-two (32) borings were drilled and approxunately snxty-ﬁve(65) soil samplcs were collected _
and analyzed for various parameters. ) _
Two (2) recovery wells were installed.

A pump test was conducted on production well EW-2

Two (2) groundwater models were constructed. -

Downhole geophysical logging was performed on the monitoring wells.

A vapor extracuon pilot test was performed in the reclamation room area ( Drywell area).

N

Nowsw

Lock.hwd Martin 'l'acncal Systems, Inc., Site No. 1 30-045 March 1997 .-
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8.  Asoil gas survey was performed in the reclamation room area.

9.  1990-An underground gasoline storage tank and approxtmately 20 cubic yards of soils were
' excavated and removed from the site.

- 10 1991 - "Eight #6 fuel oil underground - storage tanks and approxnnately 175 ubr:yzrds ofsoik

‘were excavated and removed from the site.

X December 1991 Umsys Corporation entered into an Adrmmstratxve Order on Consent w1th the

o NYSDEC.
. | Apnl 1993 Operauon of thc Granular—actxvated Carbon (GAC) system for the remedtauon of
_ groundwater began. S , o
e » ' 'Apnl through June 1993 Invesugahon of publtc supply well N -1802 (Lloyd well) was
C -completed E _

e January 1994 - Operanon of the Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)ICatalync Inctnerauon system for the . o

: ._remedtauon of soils in the v1c1mty of drywell area began

e February 1995 - Operanon of the air stripping polrshmg system in- addmon to the GAC system for - |

the remediation of groundwater began

_‘ Currently, the ground water remediation systems and soil remediation systems are operating. Samplmg

is being conducted m compliance with the approved Interim Remedial Measures (IRM) Worlt Plan (See

_Sectton 3 2)

| SEC'rmN 3: CURRENT STATUS

In response to a determination that the presence of hazardous waste at the site presents a stgmﬁcant threat

" to human health and the environment, the responsible party (Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc.) has o
' reccntly completed a Remedial Invesugauoaneasibtlxty Study (RI/FS) . » -

“The purpose of the RI was to deﬁne the nature and extent of any contamination resultmg from prevxous o
 activities at the site. .

The Phase 1 RI was conducted between October 1993 and March 1995 and the supplemental RI was
concluded in November 1996. Two reports, entitled Phase I Remedial Investigation Report and |
Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report dated December 1996 have been prepared describing the field

actrvxues and ﬁndtngs of the Rl in detail.

'I'he RI “included the following activities:

= BaCkground-infozmacion review.

. Sozl-gas Surveys were conducced at one - Off- szca and five On-site
locations.

Tockheed Martn Tactical Systems, Ioc.. S No. 130085 , ~March 1997
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[ The drzllzng of soil bor.mgs and collec:z.on of of soz.l samples

v. A total of 59 mon;:onng wells have been .mstalled. There are 47 on -gite
and 12 off-site wells, which include 29 monitoring wells J.nstalled ‘during -
the site assessment conducted during 1988 and 19992. The wells mge J.n o

: depch from 90 feet to 400 feel:

» The sampl.mg of on and offsite monitoring wells.

" ‘The collect::.on and analysis of two rounds of su:face wa:er and sed.unent. IR

. samples from the cb:ee on- szce recha.rge basz.ns _

. The. development of a grogndwa:er flow model -
s .-j'be‘ completion of a pumping ;ésc,_ an electromagnetic survey, ‘an air
quality.i_z:vestiga:ion, an off-site water qpelity and well su;Vey;._ e an
m . The collection of surface wace_r_'band, sediment samplesfrom Lake Suééess,
. - The ‘com‘pletio'n of fish and wildl.ife impaec ez.:a'ly‘sis.. o :

To determme wluch media (soil, groundwa:er etc.) contain contamination at levels of concern the RI
analytical data was compared to environmental Standards, Criteria, and Gmdance (SCGs). Groundwater,
drinking water and surface water SCGs identified for the Lockheed Martin site were based on NYSDEC
Ambient Water Quality Standards and Guidance Values and Part V. of NYS Sanitary Code. " NYSDEC
TAGM 4046 soil cleanup guidelines for the protecuon of groundwater, background conditions, and risk-"

‘based remediation criteria were used as SCGs for soil and the Division of Fish and ledhfe Techmcal '

Gmdance for Screening Contaxmnated Sediments was used for sediments.

Based upon the results of the remedial investigation in comparison to the SCGs and potennal pubhc health
and environmental exposure routes, certain areas and media of the site require remediation. These are

summanzed below. More complete mformanon can be found in the RI Report.

Chemml concentrauons are reponed in parts per billion (ppb) and parts per mﬂhon (ppl'n) Alr samplmg .
results are reported in parts per bxlhon by volume (ppbv). For companson purposes SCGs are gwen for

- each medium.
’311 Hgmr_e_ef_cgmemmam

‘As described in the RI Report, many soil, groundwater air, surface water and sediment samples were

collected at the site to chatactenze the nature and extent of contammauon
As part of the RI, potennal source areas of prewously xdexmﬁed soﬂ and gronndwater contammauon were

- further investigated.

" Soil investigation included collection of soil samples and performahce of a soil gas survey. -

Several soil samples were collected from different areas on-site. During the first round of the RI, soils

Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc., Site No. 1-30-045 , S March 1997
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substanon : )

.

- samples were analyzed for volaule orgamc compounds (VOCs), semr-volanle orgamc compounds ‘_: :
: (SVOCs) pestrcrdes polychlounated brphenyls (PCBs) and metals

" The concentrations of VOCs and metals detected in sod samples from the dry well area were above the
* NYSDEC recommended site specific clean up objectives. Remediation of soils in the drywell area is

already underway as part of the IRM. In the drywell area, tnchloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene and 1,2

dichloroethylene were the primary VOCs of concern detected in the soils. Lead, beryllium barium,

mercury, copper, chromium, aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, selenium, and zinc exceeded background

' concentrations and/or recommended cleanup objectives in one or more soil samples. Low levels of
“SVOCs, PCBs and pesticides were also detected in one or more soil samples. '

Low levels of SVOCs, PCBs and VOCs were detected in sorl samples collected from the LILCO

sr:ans

" Two rounds of. sediment samples were collected from the three on-site recharge basins. Sediment samples e
‘were. analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs and metals during the first round. Additionally,

selected sediment samples were analyzed for leachable metals using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) method. Results showed the presence of low levels of VOCs, SVOCS, pesticides and
PCBs in the sediment samples. Arsenic, chromium, magnesium, selenium, mercury, silver, nickel, lead

and. zinc were present in most of the sediment samples above NYSDEC recommended soil cleanup .

objectrves -None of the metals in the sediments samples showed hazardous charactensucs :

A total of 59 momtonng wells have been installed on site and off site. As part of the rnorutormg program

- 'msntuted for the IRM a the srte these wells were sampled to evaluate groundwater quality on and off site.

‘During the Site Assessment. concentrations of contarnmants of concern were found in groundwater samples
" collected from on and off site wells. The contaminants found in groundwater were srmrlar to those found
“in the. soil samples collected from the vicinity ot' the drywell area. .

- The majonty of momtonng wells have been sampled ata rmnunum of four times. Dunng the RI, the ﬁrst -
" round of all samples were analyzed for VOCs SVOCs, Metals pestlcxdes and PCBs ' ‘

:Based upon the analytmal results, the primary contaminants of concern mcludmg PCE TCE and 1,2 DCE

were found in grounidwater samples at concentrations exceeding NYSDEC groundwater . standards.
Remediation of groundwater is already underway as part of the IRM.

In addmon to the pnrnary contammants of concern, other VOCs detected include-1,1,1 -tnchloroethane
(T CA) and Freon 113. PCBs were not detected in any of the groundwater samples. .

Four SVOCs were detected in nine wells at relatively low concentrations w:th the exception of phenol One
pestrclde heptachlor, .was detected in an upgradient well. The -analytical data indicates that metals
concentrations in all wells, with the excepuon of an upgradrent well, were below NYSDEC groundwater

standards

- The hrghest concenuauom of VOCs in groundwater beneath the site is present within the Glacral and the

Lockheed Mamn Tactical Systems, Inc., Site No. 1 30-045 March 1997

RECORD OF DECISION
‘Page 6



upper and mt.ermedlate Magothy aqulfers

Concentranons of VOCs in the deeper pomo of the Magothy aquxfer are sxgmficamly lower B o

‘Two rounds of surface water samples were collected from the three on-site three recharge basms Surface’

water samples were. analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesucxdes, PCBs and metals during the ﬁrst round of

sampling. Onlyl2DCEwasdeteaedataverylowlevelmtheﬁmroundofmrfacewatersamphng No

VOCs were detected in surface water samplesdunng the second round of samplmg ch was detected

"at concentranons below NYSDEC standard.

AIR

2 An emission isolation flux chamber test was used at the site to dnecdy measure emissions rates of VOCs

permeanng fromsonlsmd)evxcmuyofmedrywellamlocatedom:deatmesmnhnstcomerofthe main

‘building. ResultsofthetestmdxcaxediOCsarenotbemgemmedﬁ'omd:esubsurfaceofthesnemthe.

~ drywell area.
- The majority of the sxte is paved or covered by buxldmgs

312Emm_qt‘.£.cnmmnn

Tables 1, 2, 3,4 and 5 summanze the exient of contaxmnauon for the contammants of concern and B

-compares the data with the proposed remedial action levels - Standards, Criteria, and Gu:dance (SCGs) for

the Site. The following are the medla in each of the areas which were mvesngated and a- summa:y of the

- findings of the mvesnganon

SOIL
Drywell Area ‘

A total of42 soil samples were collected from the drywell area during the RI. See Fgure No. 4. The levels
of VOCs detected in the soil samples were significantly above the recommended soil cleanup objectives.
These VOCs included tetrachloroethylene (0.002 to 18,000 ppm), trichloroethylene ( ND to 7,800 ppm),

1,2 -dichloroethylene (ND to 160 ppm), xylene (ND to 3200 ppm), ethyl benzene (ND to 440 ppm) 1 1,1
" - trichloroethane (ND 1o 65 ppm). . _ _ »

| Several metals including, cadmium (ND to 23.9 ppm), chromium (ND to 670 ppm) cobalt (l 810 98.8

ppm), lead (2.2 ppm to 9,780 ppm), mercury (ND to 23.1 ppm), Nickel ( 12.6 to 679 ppm), selenium
(ND to 9.4 ppm), zinc (ND to 4,350 ppm) and magnesium ( 400 to 15,300 ppm) were detected at levels
higher than NYSDEC recommended soil cleanup objectives. The highest levels of VOCs and metals
detected were associated with most of the sludge material encountered from the dry wells.

Several SVOCs including 1,2 - dichlorobenzene (ND to 89 ppm), 4 methylphencl (ND to 87 ppm), phenol
_(ND to 27 ppm), 1,3 dichlorobenzene (ND to 7.3 ppm) were detected above the NYSDEC recommended

soil cleanup ob_)ecnves ‘Low levels of some pesncndes and PCBs were detected below soil cleanup
objectives. : _

l.ockheedMaanacucalSys:emslnc Site No. 150045 - T March 1997 -
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_ Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc., Site No. 1-30-045

) l_lLCO Substanon Area

A total of four samples were collected from the LILCO substation. See Figure No.9. The only VOCs |

" .detected were 2- butatone and acetone at concentrations below the recommended soil cleanup objectives.

"~ SVOCs including chrysene ( 0. 88 10 2.0 ppm) and benzo(a) pyrene ( 0.5 to 2.2 ppm) were detected slightly
~above the recommended soil cleanup objectives. PCBs were detected in only one sample whrch contamed
' 0 39 ppm of Aroclor- 1260 below recommended soil cleanup objecnves s s o

| Momtonng Well Spht Spoon Samples

'Five split spoon soil samples were analyzed for. VOCs No VOCs were detected in any of t.he spht spoon
- samples .v : S .

: jSoleaands(SGSBandd,)Area |
~ VOCs, with the excepnon of acetone, were not detected in soil sumples collected at SGS 3 andSGS4 See

Figure No.9. The concentrations and types of SVOCs detected in the soil samples were similar to the =
concentrations.and contaminants detected in a background soil sample: Trace levels of pesticides were. R
detected. Low levels of PCBs were detected. Concentrations of metals at SGS 3 and 4, with the exception

‘ of arsenic, were cornparable to background levels. Arsenic was found above the NY. SDEC recommended
'_sonl Cleanup objecnve . _ : '

' Reclamatlon Room

. One soil sample was collected below the reclamation room slab. See Figure No. 9. VOCs were found but

below the NYSDEC recommended soil cleanup objectives.

Recharge Basins

o A total of 19 sedn'nent samples were collected dunng two rounds of samplmg from the recharge basms
" See Flgure No.9. _

Metals including arsenic ( 0.76 to 18.6 ppm) chromium (14.1 to 171 ppm) lead ( 12.8 to 1470 ppm),
mercury (ND to 3.4 ppm), nickel (ND to 119 ppm), selenium (ND to 6 ppm), silver (2.4 to 626 ppm),
magnesium (804 10 6510 ppm) and zinc (107 to 1,770 ppm) were detected above NYSDEC recommended . '
soil cleanup objectives. SVOCs including chrysene ( 0.85 to 31 ppm), benzo(a)anthracene (NDto31ppm),

. benzo(b)fluoranthene (0.074 to 23 ppm), benzo(k)fluoranthene (ND to 33 ppm) and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
- (ND to 16 ppm) were detected above site specific soil cleanup objectives. Low levels of VOCs, pesticides

and PCBs were also detected, but below NYSDEC recommended ‘soil cleanup objecnves

The primary VOCs of _concern including 1,2 - dichloroetl:ene (total) (2 to 11,000 ppb) and

o trichloroethylene (ND to 320 ppb), tetrachloroethylene (ND to 350 ppb) were detected in most of the wells
- above NYS groundwater standards. See Figure No.5. Other VOCs detected above NYS groundwater

standards include 1,1,1- trichloroethane (ND to 120 ppb) and trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 113) (NDto
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_ 77 ppb) Four SVOCs were randomly detected in nine wells at relauvely low concentrauons 0.6 o l.-
ppb) with the exception of phenol (ND to 2,100 ppb). One pesticide, heptachlor, was detected (ND 0

0.034 ppb ) in an upgradient well. PCBs were not detected in any of the samples. Metals concentrations
in all wells, with the exception of one upgradient well, were below NYS gromdwater quahty standards -
-One metal ‘cadmium, was detected above standards in an upgradient well. =~ - _ L |

The only VOC detected was 1,2 dichloroethrylene (ND to 2 ppb) during the first round of sampling. No

VOCs were detected during the second round of sampling. Zinc ( 40 to 50 ppb). was the only metal - |
detected during the second round of samplmg whtch is below the New York State Groundwater Quahty -

' Standards

’lntertm Remedtal Measures (IRMs) are conducted at sites when a source of contarmnauon or exposure :

pathway can be effecttvely addressed before completion of the RIIFS

1. .Gr.ound!!am.IRM

The groundwater IRM consists of a groundwater pump and treat system. Pump and treat systems are .
effective in remediating groundwater with VOCs. The groundwater is treated through the use of granulated
activated. carbon (GAC) filters and air strippers to remove the dissolved VOCs. Air stripping is a physical
operation in which dissolved contaminants are transferred from water into a flowing air stream. The

- groundwater IRM has been in opetanon since Apnl 1993 and to date bas removed over 8, 000 pounds of

VOC:s from the groundwater
2. Soil IRM

The soil IRM consists of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) and catalytic incineration system whtch has been
installed -in the vicinity of the VOC impacted drywell area. Please see figure 6. The SVE systems are

effective in remediating contaminated soils with VOCs. The SVE and treatment system has been in
operatton since January 1994 and has treated approxunately 35,000 pounds of comammants '

_ The SVE system uses a blower attached to several soil vapor extraction wells to draw air through soils.
This flow of air allows VOCs to evaporate from the soils and into the air spaces between soil particles.

Contaminants are then drawn toward the wells and into the treatment system where the vapors are treated

_prior to discharge to the atmosphere SVE systems are effective in remediating contaminated soils with

VOCs. The treatment system is Catalytic incineration (oxidation) which is a process in which the vapors-
are passed over a catalyst at an elevated temperature and the contaminants are converted to carbon dioxide,

water, and inorganic acids.

Both the groundwater and soil IRMs have proven to be eﬂ'ecuve in reducing VOC concentrattorts in onsite

' sorls and groundwater

The Public Supply Well - Lioyd Well No.N-1802 is located adjacent to the site on the comer of Lakeville
Road and Union Turnpike and was installed in 1941. This well is owned and operated by Manhasset-

Lockheed Mantin Tactical Systems, Inc Site No. 1-30-045 March 1997
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Lakeville Water District (MLWD). The well screen is reported to be set at a depth of 641 to 691 feetin
* the Lloyd formation. The Lloyd formation is scparated from the overlymg Magothy formanon by
'approxxmately 150 feet of unpermeable clay (Raman Clay). :

o Routine' testing of this well detected th'epmence of VOCs in the pretreeted water and therefore a treatment:
- system was installed to remove VOCs. NYSDEC requested that the well be investigated as part of the RI.

" Investigation of the well was conducted between April and June 1993. The contamination was atributed
to a hole in the well casing. As an IRM, the well was repaired and put back in service in July 1996. After
repairing the well, the concentrations of VOCs have decreased in the pretreated water. The water is
routinely monitored by the water suppher and the NCDOH to ensure that 1t meets NYSDOH pubhc

o drmkmg water supply standards.

A' ThlS section descn'bes the types of human exposures that may presem added health nsks to persons at or
around the site. A more detailed discussion ofthehealthnsks can be found in the Baseline HumanHealth -
--Rxsk Assessment Report for OU- 1. :
An exposurepathwayns howanmdmdualmaycomemtocomactwnhacomammam Theﬁveelements ‘
of an exposure pathway are 1) the source of contamination; 2) the environmental media and transport

- mechanisms; 3) the point of exposure; 4) the route of exposure; and 5) the receptor population. These . - .
‘ "‘elements of an exposure pathway may be based on past present, or future events. . :

The risk assessment evaluated the potennal current and future nsks to residents, site workers, and
remediation workers. Potential pathways for exposures mclude ingestion, dermal contact and/or

. mhalanon
h _ Identified _Exposure Pathwéys and Receptors |
"Cftirrent’ Use:

'Ihesxteatpresentxsasecuredfacxhty.surroundedbyfence Emrancesaremamedbysecumtygmrds24- :
‘hours a day and site access is limited to site workers and authorized visitors only. The facility did utilize

| on-site groundwater as non contact cooling water. All potable water used by employees at the site is

. obtained from a public water source. Although contaminants have been detected in the soil, sediment,
groundwater and surface water, under the current land use scenario, soil, sediment, groundwater and
surface water pathways are limited to site workers and remediation workers. Review of public water
 supply well locations and populanons mdlcate that everyone within a-1-1/2 mile radms of the site is on

‘a pubhc water supply system.

: Futu_re Use:

Although the use of the site in the future is likely to remain industrial or possibly become commercial, a
" future residential use is assumed for purposes of the risk assessment. If residences are constructed on the
site in the future, child and adult residents are considered potential receptors. If the site remains industrial
' or becomes a commercial property, on-site construction workers and visitors are considered potential
" receptors. Potential future exposure points are soil, sediments, groundwater and surface water.

Potential exposure pathways which may exist at the site include:

 Lockneed Martin Tactical Sysems, Inc., Swe No, 130045 . — — e
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- Site -{Vorkeré and ReroediationlCodstruction Workers | - ne

. -_Incidental ingestion of soils and sediments.
. Dermal contact with soils and sediments.
Chlld and- Adult Resrdents

e * . Incidental ingestion of soils and sedrmems
. ' Dermal contact with soils and sediments.
. Ingestion of groundwater. v

- Construction workers and remediation workers:

~ e Dermal contact with sediments and soils.
e Incidental ingestion of sediments and soils.

Because the Lockheed Martin site and surrounding locations are utilizing public water for:draokmg and
other household uses, ingestion of contaminated groundwater is not expected because it is being: treated o
. by Water Drstncts. Therefore groundwater mgesnon xs not a complete exposure pathway » :

The contaminated soils/sludges in the drywells is located at depths deeper than 6 feet below grade.
Therefore the drywell soils are not accessible to future site residents or current and future site workers
through normal daily activities. The contaminated soil/sludges from the drywel]s will be removed dunng
implementation of the selected remedy for soils. ' _

The sediments in the drainage basins are covered by several feet of standing water. A deed restriction -
will be imposed on the portions of the site where the recharge basins are located to restrict future use of
the drainage basins. Institutional controls such as a security fence will be constructed around the entire
recharge basin area to prevent unauthorized access to the three recharge basins and in the event the
current fence surroundmg the entire site is taken down in the future. The site will be posted indicating that
trespassing, swimming and fishing are prohibited. - Therefore, the basin sediments are not, accessible to
future site residents or current and future site workers through normal darly acnvmes

_ ‘This section summarizes the types of environmental exposures whxch may be presented by the site. The
Fish and Wildlife Impact Assessment included in the RI presents a more detailed dxscussxon of the potenua]
: unpacts from the srte to fish and wildlife resources. _ _

_ Based on prelnmnary analys:s activities at the site do not appear to be adversely impacting the lnmted fish

and wildlife resources of the area. Nor is a potential for impact present in as much as groundwater is the
only affected media at the site and the groundwater table is approximately 75 feet below grade. There are
no endangered or threatened species within a two-mile radius. Flora and fauna typical of the area are in

Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems Tnc_, Ste No. 1-30-045 . . — ~ March 1957

RECORD OF DECISION ‘
Page ‘11



: evrdence The three recharge basms receive storm water mnoff from the fac:lrty Lake Success. the only i

regulated wetland identified, does not appear to be negatively influenced by site activities. Likewise, there
is no evidence of site related impacts on Lake Success Parkway Woods, a sngmﬁcant habrtat ldenttﬁed by

_-the NY. S Namral Heritage program

- SEcn0N4 W

Potenna.[ly Respomible Parties (PRPs) are those who may be legally hable for contammatron atasite. This
may mctude past or present owners and operators, waste generators, and haulers - '

) : The followmg is the chronologtca! enforcement htstory of thrs site. PR
12/13/91 *'W-1-0527.91-02 RUFS/RM

'I'he NYSDEC and the Unisys Defense Systems, Inc. entered into a Consent Order on December 13 1991

" The Order obligates.the responsible party to implement a remedial program, consisting of a Remedial
* Investigation (R), - Feasibility Study (FS) and Interim Remedial Measure (IRM). On July 11, 1995, Loral

'Corporation agreed to implement the obligations under the Order. Effective July 23, 1996, Lockheed

Marttn Tactical Systems Inc. undertook the obligations of the aforemennoned Order.

Upon issuance of the Record of Decision the NYSDEC will negotiate an Order on Consent with Lockheed
Mamn Tactlcal Systems Inc. to implement the selected remedy.

SECTIONS S_UMMAB.Y_QEJHE_BEMEDIAIIQN_GQAIS

Goals for the remedral program have been estabhshed through the remedy selectton process stated in 6
NYCRR Part 375-1.10. The overall remedial goal is to meet all Standards, Criteria, and Guidance
(SCGs) and be protective of human health and the envrronment B o ,

.. At a minimum, the remedy selected should ehmmate or mmgate all sxgmﬁcant threats to the public health
and to the environment presented by the hazardous waste disposed at the site through the proper apphcatxon o

of scientific and engmeenng pnncxples

The goals selected for this site are:

: -’l, o Reduce, control, or eliminate to the extent pract;cable the
contanunat.ton present within the so;ls on si te. :

. Provzde for attainment of SCGs for groundwater qual:t t:y to the
'~ extent pract:.tca.ble . o

- Mitigate the impacts of contaminated groundwater to the environment.

» Prevent, to the extent possible, migration of contaminants from the

-
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sediments to the surface water and groundwater. '

'SECTION 6: SI Julu. :

‘The selected remedy should be protecuve of human health and the eavironment, be cost effecnve. comply
with other statutory laws and utilize permanent solutions, altemanve teclmologm or moum recovery
technologtes to the maximum extent pracucable ' L

At the Lockheed Martin site, two interim remedxal measures are curremly in operauon One: is a
SVE/Catalytic Incineration System which was installed in the vicinity of the VOC impacted drywell area.
It addresses the source of the site groundwater contamination. The second IRM consists of a groundwater
pump and treat system. The groundwater is treated through the use of gramxlated acnvated carbon (GAC)

o filters and air stnppers to remove dissolved VOCs.

The remedial measures which are ourrently in operatxon bave been demomtrated to, effecuvely remedlate '

‘contaminants associated with the site. Potential remedial alternatives for the Lockheed Martin site were

~ identified, screened and evaluated in a Feasibility Study. This evaluation is presented in the report ermtled -
. Pmibnhty Smdy Report Operable Unit One dated January 1996. : , _ ,

A summary of the detailed analysis follows. As used in the following text, the time to unplement reflects
only the time required to implement the remedy, and does not include the time required to design the N
remedy, procure contracts for design and construcuon or to. negonate with responsﬂ:le pames for

- implementation of the remedy.

61m5snngnn_QLAlLemn_§

The potential remedies are intended to address the contaminated soils; groundwater and sedu:nent.s at the '
site. The altemauves described below are numbered as they appear in the Feasibrhty Study Report

All of the remedial alternanves developed for groundwater include the extraction, treatmem and reinjection
of groundwater from the Glacial aquifer and upper and intermediate Magothy aquifer. Based on the
groundwater model, it is estimated that a total of five extraction wells would be operated across the site
extracting a total of 1,800 gallons per minute (gpm). Treated groundwater would be recharged through
five injection wells onsite. See Table 6. The mass of VOCs dissolved in groundwater under the site was
estimated to be approxrmately 15,400 pounds. The following remedlal altematwes were evaluated for

groundwater

Groundwater treatment would be provided by a series of granular activated carbon adsorpnon units. This
"~ technology has proven to be effective in the removal of VOCs from groundwater and is capable of meeting
groundwater discharge criteria. A d:sadvantage of this alternative includes off-site regeneration of carbon
at a relatively high cost for carbon regeneration. The estimated cost for this alternative would be
appmxnnately $30_ 6 million over 30 years. Remednal effectiveness would be evaluated through a long term

Lockhecd Martn Tacical Sysiems, Inc., Ske No. 130045 . — March 1957
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: groundwater monitoring program.

Present Worth $30,570,000
Capital cost: - - $2,289,640

' Anoual O&M: $1,079,300 -

v!" ive 2: Ai SI"' |
= Groundwater treatrnent would be prov1ded by air stnppers This technology has proven to be effecnve in
the removal of VOCs from groundwater and is capable of meeting groundwater discharge criteria. This
" alternative would comply with applicable ARARs and SCGs for groundwater, but may not comply with
- ARARs and SCGs for the air emissions. A disadvantage of this alternative is the relatively high energy
. consumption, potential fouling of the air stripper and air emissions that may- requrrecomrol. The estimated -
. cost for thlS alternative would be appronmaxely $15.8 million over 30 years. . S :

'-'PresemWorth. - $15,200,000
Capital Cost: . 'S 2,297,640

Annual O&M: . ' $ 515300

Alternative 2A is the same as Alternative 2 with the addition of vapor phase carbon for emissions control.
It consists of groundwater collection with air stripping for removal of VOCs. Air emissions from the air
stripper(s) would be treated by vapor carbon adsorption prior to discharge to the atmosphere See Figure

~No. 7. Carbon adsorption has proven to be very effective in the removal of VOCs in off-gas emissions.
The estunated cost for this alternative would be approxrmately $18.6 xmlhon over 30 years..

 Presem Worth: © - $18,641,000
Capital Cost: . § 2.518.440

* Annual O&M: ‘$ 615300

_ Alternative 2B is also the same as Alternative 2 with the addition of catalytic incineration for off-gas
treatment. It consists of groundwater collection with air stripping for the VOCs removal. Air emissions
from the air stripper (s) would be treated by catalytic incineration. Catalytic incineration has proven to be
very effetdve in the removal of VOCs in off-gas emissions. The estimated cost for this altcmzmve would

be approxxmately $19.8 rmlhon over 30 years.

-Presem Worth. - $19,845,000
‘Capital Cost: . - § 3,094,440
Annual O&M: - $ 639,300

" Alternative 3 consists of grourxdwater collection using UV oxidation for the removal of VOCs. UV
.oxidation has proven to be very effective in the removal of VOCs in groundwater. Advantages include
complete destruction of VOCs with no air emissions. Common limiting steps included the presence of -

Tockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc., Site No. 130045 T March 1997
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other dissolved matemls which are prefcremally oxidized. The mwd cost for th:s altemanve would

be approximately $28.7 mxlhon over 30 years.

Present Cost: o $28,787,000
Capital Cost: S0 $ 2,969,640

~ Annual O&M: A - $ 985,300

As prevxously d:smssed aSVE sys(em with caralyuc incineration of the oﬂ"—gas bas been m opcranon smce
1994 treatmg the contaminated soils in the drywell area through the IRM program..

The SVEJcatalyuc mcmerauon portion of this alternative has already been unplemented as an IRM See

Figure No.8. Catalytic incineration technology, which is presently being used,. has proven to be very
effective.in the removal of VOCs from air. Under this remedial alternative, the SVE treatment system -

 would be supplemented with soil and sludge removal by excavation. Based on the removal rate of the

SVE experienced over the past two years, the duranon of operation for this system would be an addmona.l ‘
2m5Yam , v - : '

Present Worth: . 51,717;000

Capital Cost: ' " $1,036,120

Annual O&M: . $ 138,808 -

Alternative 1B is similar to alternative 1A except that oﬁ-gas emissions would be treated usmg .iegemraﬁ've
vapor phase carbon. The soil and sludge removal program described for Altemauve 1A above would be
identical under this remedial alternative. . _ _ :

' PresentWorth: . $2,000,000
- Capital Cost: $1,252,000
Annual O&M: - § 152,408

;. i \4 : ‘ ! N R

| This alternative encofnpass'x the removal‘of the recharge basin sediments by meahs‘ of a hydmuhc dredge.

For the purpose of cvaluation of this alternative, it is assumed that three feet of sediments would be

| removed. The sediments would be dewatered on site and transported to a permitted treatmentld:sposal

facility. Water produced during the dredging operation would cither be recharged on-site, dxscharged to

 the local sewers, or transported toa permmed treatment/disposal facnhty

" Present W_onh: : $9,620, 120
Tockheed Mari Tactical Sysems, lnc Site No 1-30-045 ' : ’ } ' A
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Capital Cost:  $9,620,120-

Thls altemanve consists of drammg each of the three recharge basins wnh the water pumped to the local
sanitary or storm sewer system. Removal of approximately three feet of sedrmems from all three basins

“would take placc The exmvated sediments would be transported toa perrmtted treatmem/dlsposal fac:hty o o

" Present Worth : $8.549.750

‘Capital Cost: /$8,549,750 .
.Annual O&M: : - %0 '

Alternauve4consuts of land use and institutional control. Under tlus altemanve thewater and sedlmems

- would remain in the recharge basins. However, land use control such as deed resmcnons would be
msntuted to-limit the use and future development of the property '

Addmonally, institutional controls such as fencing and no trespassmg srgns would be placed in the
recharge basin area. The fence line would be inspected routinely apd repaired as needed to ensure the
integrity of the fence. Groundwater monitoring would be performed for two years to monitor the '

- eﬁ'ectrveness of this’ rernedv

Present Worth:  $1,345,000
' Capital Cost: - $1,258,500
" Annual O&M: o § 3300

The criteria used to compare the potential remedial alternatives are defined in the regulation that directs

- the remediation of inactive hazardous waste sites in New York State ( 6NYCRR Part 375). For each of
‘the criteria, a brief description’is provided followed by an evaluation of the alternatives against that -

~criterion. A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and comparative analysrs is contained in the

Feas'blhty Study.

The first two evaluation criteria are termed threshold critena and musr be ‘satisfied in order for an
alternauve to be considered for selection.

l. Compmummmwamﬂmmcﬂm Compliance with

SCGs addresses whether or not a remedy will meet apphcable environmental laws, regulatrons, :
standards, and gmdanee. |

_Groundwater Altemnatives 1, 2A, 2B and 3 would comply with apphcable ARARs and SCGs including
.ground water cleanup and discharge criteria. Alternative 2 would comply with apphcable ARARs and

** SCGs for groundwater, but may not comply with ARARs and SCGs for the air emissions. Alternative 3
‘would o;udlze other dlssolved materials in the groundwarer _

Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, lnc Site No. 1-30-045 . : . R — March 1997
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Sml Alternatives 1A and 1B would comply with apphcable ARARs and SCGs mcludmg sne specxﬁc soxl
.clean-up objectives. . R

Sediments Alternative 2 and 3 would comply wnh apphcable ARARs Alternanve 4 would comply thh"
ARARs and SCGs for groundwaxer only. . _ S

pct : 'l'lns cntenon is an overall evaluanon of the .
health and ennronmental nnpads to assess whether each alternative i is protective. o :

The next five pmnary balancmg cntena" are used to compare the positlve and neganve aspects of» B
eachoftheremedmlstrategls. v | o B

All groundwater remedial alternatives except Alternative 2 are protectwc of human health and

environment. Both soil remedial alternatives are protective of buman health and environment. '

© Al sediment alternatives will be protective of human health and environment. The two public supply wells
 located at Tanners Road are equrpped with air stnppexs,to treat the water to meet,t_he State dr_mkmg water

3. Shnn;tgmmm The potennal short-term adverse nnpacts of the remedlal action upon
the community, the workers, and the environment during the construction and/or implementation
are evaluated. The length of time needed to achieve the remedial objectrves is also estm:ated and

‘compared against the other a.lternanves.

Worker exposure to groundwater contammated with VOCs and contammated soils during nnplementanon
- of all alternatives would be controlled through a site specific health and safety plan developed prior to
nnplementanon It is anticipated that the SVE/catalytic incinerator system which is currently operating
would remediate the soils in 2 to 5 years. The pump and treat system would take longer o remediate thc

site in approxxmately 30 years.

Tectiv P ace. This criterion evaluates the long-term efl'ecnvenels of
the runed:al alternatxves aﬁer nnplementanon. If wastes or treated residuals remain on ‘site after the
_selected remedy bas been implemented, the followmg itemns are evaluated: 1) the magnitude of the
remaining risks, 2) the adequacy of the controls intended to hmlt the risk, and 3) the rehabihty of '

- these: controls.

The extracted groundwater would be treated to NYSDEC discharge standards Samplmg would be
performed to monitor. groundwater treatment system performance over the life of the groundwater
- _remediation program. These groundwater remedial alternatives provide for long term effectiveness and

permanence. The Lockheed Martin site and surrounding locations are utilizing public water for drinking

and other uses, therefore ingestion of contaminated groundwater is not anticipated. Two public supply wells
located at Tanners Road are equipped with air strippers to treat the water. Despite the continuation of
groundwater remednauon the groundwaxer contamination is expected to remain above standards for several

years.

| The excavation of sonlslsludges from the former drywelis up to 30 feet below grade would permanently
eliminate the potential for access to them at the site. Additionally, continuation of SVE/catalytic
incineration system provides for permanent removal of VOCs in the soils in the drywell area. . '

Currently sediments are under several feet of water in the three recharge basins.’ Scdiment Alternatives 2

Lockhoed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc.., Site No. 1-30-045 T — ~March 1997
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| and 3 would provrde long term - effectiveness and permanence. Engmeenng and administrative controls :
. such as fencing and deed restrictions are proposed for the recharge basins, therefore.the sediments =
‘ contamed in the basins would not become accessible for human receptor contact. - : ,_

';'Preference is grven to altematrves that permanently and srgmﬁcandy reduce the toncuy, mobrhty or
volume of the wastes at the site. S ,

- All remedlal altemanves except alternanve 4 would permanently reduce the mobrhty, toxicity and volume ‘
©of the contammants : _ v _ o :

: 6 ]mm;mgnmhilnx The techmcal and administrative feasibihty of mplementlng each. alternatrve '

- are evaluated. Technical feasibility includes the difficulties associated with the construction and the
ability to monitor the effectiveness of the remedy. For administrative feasibility, the availabihty of
the necessary personnel and material is evaluated along wrth potennal drfﬁcultras in obtamrng specrﬁc‘ o

operating approvals, access for construchon etc.

Sediments Alternauves 2 and 3 are difficult to implement. The size of these recharge basins is relatrvely -
~ small when compared to typical project applications.. Addmonally, the three. recharge basins are'
“interconnected, total isolation of a particular basin to allow for excavation is not possible even if the storm
. water is diverted away to another basin. All other alternatives are unplementable Groundwater pump and" '
‘treat and SVE systems are already successfully unplememed , o

Cost. Capital and operatron and maintenance costs are estimated for each alternative and _
_ compared on a present worth basis. Although cost is the last balancing criterion evaluated, where
. two or.more alternatives bave met the requirements of the remammg cntena, cost eﬁectrveness can
' beusedasthebasns fortheﬁnaldecmon. , _ v

) _The costs for ach altemauve are presented in Table 7.

_ Tlns final criterion is consrdered a modifying criterion and is taken into account after evaluatrng those 3
- above. Itis focused upon after pubhc comments on the Proposed Remedlal Action Plan have been

" - received.

' »8. Q_Qmmsmnx.éscsmang Concerns of the community regardmg the Rl/FS reports and the Proposed
Remiedial Action Plan (PRAP): have been evaluated. The "Responsiveness Summary” included as -
Appendix A presents the public comments recewed and the Department's response to the concems raised.

| stcnon 7: SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

| Based upon the results of the RUFS, and the evaluation presented in Section 7, the NYSDEC i is selecnng
the following three alternatives as the preferred remedy for the site:

. a ,Altem_auve 1A for the soil

e Alternative 2A for the groundwater
e Alternative 4 for the sediments
‘ . il
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This selection is based upon the fact tbat the selected remedial altemanve has. been successfully o
implemented as an interim remedial measure and has been operating since January 1994 The selected »
remedial alternative is capable of meettng the appltcable ARARs and SCGs el , _

The mass of VOCs in the soil in the area of the drywells is estimated to have been on .tlle_'order of t‘7o,poo '
- pounds.. The quantities given are only estimates. To date, the SVE/catalytic incinération system has

recovered and treated approximately 35,000 pounds of VOCs. ln addmon, approxnnately 1 000 pounds c

of VOCs wrll be. recovered through excavanon.

The estrmated present worth cost to nnplement the remedy is Sl 717,000. The cost to construct the remedy '
is estimated to be $1,036,120 and the esnmated average annual operation and mmntenance cost for 5

years is $138 808

’ The elements of the selected alternattve are as follows

e . A remedial design program to verify the components of the conceptual desrgn and provrde the
. details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and momtonng of the remedral.
‘program. Any uncertainties tdennﬁed during the RI/FS will be recolved o . :

.. . As ameansofsource removal, thethreedrywells locatedontheeaststdeofthe southeast corner
of the building will be excavated. Excavation will extend to a depth of approximately 30 feet below
grade. Excavated soil will be transported toa perrmtted off-site treaunent/drsposal factllty

_ Any structures, sludges or contammated soils will be removed from the locatxon of the other two
drywells. Confirmatory soil samples will be collected o '

e The system will be operated and mamtamed as per the Interim Remedral Measure Soil
- Remediation Work Plan dated November 15, 1993 and all addenda approved by the NYSDEC.

~ The existing SVE system will be examined, evaluated and modrﬁed or' adjusted as needed to
maintain effective operation of the system : v S

The objective of the remedial alternatives is to achieve the remedial action objective and to reduce
concentratrons of organic compounds in soil to levels protectrve of groundwater qualrty standards.

o . A request will be made to the NYSDEC to terminate operatton of the SVE systern wben either the
soil concentrations meet the site specific soil cleanup objectives, or when the SVE system is no
- longer effective in removing soil gas, whichever occurs first. The system will be shutdown,
allowed to equilibrate, and restarted to determine if additional gas is available for removal. At such
time, soil sampling will be conducted and compared to the site specific sorl cleanup objectlves to
_ assess the adequacy of the source area remediation. : .

e Once the operanon of this remedy is considered complete the site will be momtored to conﬁrm
the effectiveness and permanence of the remedy. :

The selection of groundWater remedial alternative is based on cost because each of the groundwater
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| alternanves are capable of meeting appllcable ARARs and SCGs except Alternative 2. The groundwater; |
pump and treat system has been implemented as an IRM and has been operating since April 1993. Air
srrrppmg is also one of the most commonly used technologm for the removal of VOCs in groundwate)r :

o The esumated present worth cost to nnplement the remedy is $18,641 00 The cost to construct the remedy
is estimated to be $2,518,440 and the estimated average annual operatxon and ma.mtenance cost for 30

: years 3615 300.

: 'l‘he elemems of the selected remedy are as. follows

NI A remedral desrgn program to venfy the components of the concepmal design and provrde the -
" details necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance, and monitoring of the remedial . -

program.. Any uncertainties identified during the RUFS will be resolved.

. , Based on groundwater model it is estimated that a total of five extraction wells wrll be operated o
<« across the site extracting approxxmately 1,800 gpm.

e ' selected treatment system will be evaluated after it becomes operauonal to determme if
i addrtronal treatment of the effluent from the air stripper is needed ' S

. o The objectrve of the remedial alternative is to achreve the remedial action objectrves and to prevent 1
constituent plul_ne migration and reduce organic compound coneemranons in groundwater.

e The selected remedial alternative targets the Glacial aquifer, and the upper and _
" intermediate zones of Magothy for hydraulic control by pumping with treatment. This provides
. capture of contammated groundwater down to a depth of approxrmately 270 feet below grade

T * Concentrations of contamninants in the lower Magothy are typrcally an order of magnrtude lower
-than in the shallower aquifer Zones. _
. The selected groundwater extraction system will interdict further downward migration of
: comammants Therefore, actrve pumpmg of the lower Magothy aquer is not proposed at thrs
time.
- ‘Pumping and vwater quality data will be monitored _to de'termine the effects .of the selected [

extraction system at all depths including the lower Magothy aquifer. After the selected remedial
-alternative becomes operational, it will be evaluated to determine if additional remedial alternativ~:
for the lower Magothy aquifer need to be implemented. This issue will also be addressed as pm

. of the Operable Unit 2 RUFS.

. L Over time, the selected remedial alternative would be evaluated by samplmg both on-site and off-
- site monitoring wells to determine its ability to provide hydraulic control, to meet discharge
standards, and to reduce on-site groundwater concentrations to the remedial action objectives.

This selection is based upon the implementability and cost benefits of the deed restriction alternative over
the sediment dredging alternative and excavation alternatives. There is an added cost of approximately

Lockheed Manin Tactical Sysiems, Inc., S No. 130045 - " March 1997

 'RECORD OF DECISIQN .
: ' Page 20



- $8.3 tmllron assocxated with the hydraulic dredging alternauve and an added cost of $7 2 rmlhon associated
with the sediment excavation altermative. However, the less costly alternauve of land use and
institutional  controls such as deed restrictions, fencing and posting of signs to prevent access to this area
will be sufficiently protecnve of human health and the environment. Currently public safety i is the major
threat from the recharge basins, as t.hey represent physrcal hazards. The selected remedy wrll control‘ '

access to the recharge basins.

~ This altematrve wrll also include groundwater monrtonng near the recharge basms to ensure that the
- groundwater will not be impacted by the presence of contaminated sediments in the basins. This alternative.
will comply with ARARs and SCGs for groundwater since contaminants in the basins have not impacted
groundwater. The primary contaminants of concern in the recharge basins are metals, and the groundwater .
downgradient of this area has not shown any indication of metals impact. This alternative can be. readrly o
_ rmplemented and is the most cost effecnve remedy of the altematrvs evaluated for the basms

The esumated present worth cost to nnplemenr the remedy is $1,345,000 . The cost to comtruct the remedy
is estimated to be Sl 258,500 and the estimated average ammaloperanon andmamtenance coaforSyears _

. is $3,300.

The elements of the selected remedy are as follows: ..

A Under thts remedial alternatrve the water and sedrments will remain in the three recharge basrns
~ on-site. . o v

'A deed restriction will be rmposed on n the portion of the site where the recharge basms are located
to limit access to the basins and restrict future use of the srte ‘

A Declaranon of Covenants and Restrictions will be filed with the Nassau County Clerk to
prohibit modifications to the site without NYSDEC approval to prevent potenttal future.

~ development on the basin property.

!

: Instrtutmnal controls such as a security fence will be constructed around the entlre recharge basrn
property to prevent unauthonzed access to this area. :

The fence will be mspected routinely and reparred as needed to ensure the mtegnry of the fence :

The site wrll be posted in clearly visible manner indicating that the. contamrnated matenals are '
_present and the trespassing, swimming and ﬁshmg are prohﬂ)rted - _ '

Groundwater momtonng will be pcrformed to evaluate the effectiveness of this alternattve One
- new monitoring would will be installed downgradient of the basins. This new well and one of the
existing downgradrent wells will be sampled semiannually for two years. _ '

As part of the remedial mvesugatron process, a number of Citizen Pa.rncrpatton (CP) activities were

undertaken in an effort to inform the public and receive information about condttrons at the site and the
potential remedial alternatives. The followrng public participation actrvmes were conducted for the site:

- A site- specrﬁc_crtizen participation plan was developed and app_roved for_this site.
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Two reposrtones for documents pertmmng to the site was estabhshed in the Hillside Public lerary

" and Parkville Branch Library in New Hyde Park. In addmon, a reposxtory was established at the '
NYSDEC Regxon 1 office in Stony Brook, New York. o A :

y ﬁg

- ‘_A site mailing hst was established, wh1ch mcluded nearby property owners, local resrdents local - -
Water Districts, elected and appomted polmcal oﬁcrals cmc and envu'onmental groups,local medra

| Aand other mterested/aﬂ'ected parties. -

- NYSDEC conducted a public avarlabxhty session/meeting was held in August 1993 to present .
L Remedral I.nvesugatron/F easrblhty Study (RI/FS) Work Plan to the concemed citizens and to receive > '

‘ comments

A mformatron meeung was held in June 1994 at the Vxllage of Lake Success Ha.ll New York with
. the Environmental Comrmttee of the Great Neck Vﬂlage Oﬁcrals Assocratxon to discuss the IRMs -

and RI/F S for the site.

- Fact sheets were mailed out in August 1993, December 1996 and January 1997 to keep the pubhc' A
- mformed of activities occurring at the site. . - -

In January 1997, NYSDEC conducted a pubhc meeting was held to present the Proposed Remedral

“Action Plan (PR.AP) to the public and receive comments.

A information meetmg was held on F ebruary 20, 1997 at the Village of Great Neck Plaza, New York

with the Public Officials to discuss the Risk Assessment, Feasibility Study and the PRAP.

{ The public comrnent period for the PRAP extended from February 22, 1997 to March 7,1997.

In March 1997 a Responsxveness Summary was prepared and made available to the pubhc to

" '_ address the comments recewed durmg the pubhc comment period for the PRAP.

" Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc., Site No. 1-30-045 _
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' APPENDIX A
 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
- LOCKHEED MARTIN TACTICAL SYSTEMS, INC

(Formerly Unisys Corporatlon)
- SITE No. 130045 -

This document summarizes the comments and questlons received by the New York State

. Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) regarding the Proposed Remedial Action
_Plan (PRAP) for Operable Unit 1 (OU- 1) for the Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc. (Lockheed

Martm) site. A public comment period was held between January 23, 1997 and Febmary 21,1997
‘to receive comments on the PRAP. The public comment period for the PRAP was extended from

- February 22, 1997 to March 7,1997. A public meeting was held on January 29, 1997 at the Great

Neck South Middle School Auditorium, Great Neck. The purpose of the meeting was to present the
PRAP for OU - 1 and receive comments on the PRAP for consideration during the final selection
of aremedy. An information meeting was also held on February 20, 1997 at the Village of Great

'Neck Plaza with the public officials to drscuss the Risk Assessment, F easxblhty Study and PRAP for

OU-I for the site.

The comments received during those meetings, as well as written comments and Quéstions"received

" during the public comment period, have been grouped together and responded to in: this

Responsiveness Summary. The remaining issues are addressed individually. Thei issues raised have
been grouped into the following general categories: (I) Consent: Order issues (II). On—sne '

groundwater contamination issues (II): Off-site groundwater contamination and public supply’

wells issues (IV) On-site recharge basins issues (V) On-site soil contamination issues (VI) .
Proposed Remedial Actions issues (VII) Hea]th issues- (VIII) Citizen Pamcxpatxon 1ssues, and

('IX) Mlscellaneous

Question 1:

An independent core community group should be made part of the Consent Order process modeled

- after the Port Washington Landfill Superfund site Citizens Advisory Committee. We would like to

see what actually is being consented by the NYSDEC and Lockheed Can our representatlves look

- at the Draft Consent Order‘7

eSS S¢:



- .
o ngtlgn 2= |
- :.Is Lockheed responsrble for remedlatmg a.ll of the damage" They should deal with the entire area,
as should the Department of Health and the Department of Envrronmental Conservanon.

Negotlanons for Consent Orders are stnctly between responsxble partles and the N_YSDEC Once o
the Consent Order is s:gned by both partles it then becomes a pubhc document :

Re

e 'I'he NYSDEC and Umsys Defense Systems, Inc. entered mto a Consent Order Index # W-1-0527- -

o 91-02 which covers Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study and Interim Remedial Measures

- (IRM) for this site. On July 11, 1995, Loral Corporation agreed to implement the obligations under
the Order. Effective July 23, 1996, Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc. undertook the

obligations of the aforementioned Consent Order. Negotiations for a Consent Order to 1mplement ’

' the ‘selected remedy for on-site contamination are underway with Lockheed Martin Tactical .

Systems, Inc. Lockheed Martin is also responsrble for remediating off-site contammatron,
Negotiation for an Order on Consent to remediate off-site contammatlon will begm after a PRAP

for the off-site contammatxon 1s prepared by the Department.
‘Questi |

Is Lockheed Martin obligated to implement the Consent Order signed by Unisys ? Did it mclude the

- costs of any extensive additional work that has to be done in order to satisfactorily clean up the mess

. that we have in this area? Is there any type of monetary cut off or limit if additional work is
- necessary? Is that amount open ended or is there a finite amount that they are responsible for?

- Response: .

. Thereare no limits or monetary'cut off in the Consent Order sig’ned by_Un’is.ys.' .

What is the protection of the public in terms of hard contractual obligations by the people who are

 the present owner of the site and anybody else who takes over in the future? There is no Consent
Order for remediation so the pubhc is vulnerable until then. What happens if Consent Order is not- .
| sxgned" Are there funds ava.llable‘7 Who are the reSpon51ble parties?

'Besp_gﬂ&'

If the Consent Order'iS' not sigrred between the N'YSDEC and Lockheed Martin, then the NYSDEC

" has the option to use State Superfund money to continue investigation and remediation of this site

- and then recover the money from the responsible parties. Under Federal and New York State

2



| environmental laws the current owner and Operator of a site and the. owners and operators at the o
time any hazardous waste drsposal occurred are responsible for the envxronmental problems related .
to. a site. _ AR
 Quesion:

What happens when site is sold to others who have no commitment toward protecting tlh'e._puhlic?._ _
What safety factors can you offer the public with respect to what will happen after that? Who will =~
~ do enforcement and monitoring? If somebody takes over the- property, does the new owner become -

.. responsible to tmplement the Consent Order or is Lockheed still responsible until onsite and offsrte o
is remedxated"’ What happens when the redeveloper comes and starts to bulldoze the buﬂdmgs‘7

o Any change in ownersth or corporate status of the party signing the Order mcludmg but not hmned N

to, any transfer of assets or real or personal property does in no way alter responmbrhty of the party .
* who signed the Order. However, as part of a purchase agreement, a new owner may agree tobe
. reSponsxble for 1mplementmg the Consent Order o

'Q‘uesg_ "gg .5‘ .

A speaker commented that Consent Orders are not neCessarﬂy sxgned nght away. Consent Order do
not necessarily hold up remediation work and sometimes Consent Orders are s1gned well mto ‘the

- remediation process.

A srgned Consent Order is required by the NYSDEC before we provrde remedxal oversrght for work.
at hazardous waste sites such as the Lockheed Martin site. _ o '

‘Question 7:
| Doesa m,e table come with a Consent Order? o
Response: |
Yes.
uestio

Do deed restrictions means that Lockheed will forever own that propeny, or that a dutv is placed on
‘the subsequent owner" , A



L n‘}_.:‘ .

“The térms of the deed restrictions are being negotiated by the.i)_epartrhent. |

- ‘Alténative I, Pump and Treat Using Ca‘r.bon.Ab'sorptionv states that treated groundwater would be
" recharged on-site. Will the treated water be recharged back into the aquifer it was drawn from? . -
. What is the quality of the treated water that is being re-injected? . . - .

. Water treated to New York State groundwater water standards will be discharged through diffusion
wells located on the Lockheed Martin property. This clean water will be recharged back to the
aquifer from which the water was extracted. ’ = - - o

Question 10;
A spea.ker' read the 1993 report referring to the consulting firm of Leggete, Brashears and Grabam,
. Inc. (LBG) which discusses a particle study that was in the report and asked if such a study has been

" conducted. Was the remediation plan changed after LBG left and H2M took over?

 Response:

A Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS) Work Plan prepared in 1993 by Unisys

- includes previously prepared groundwater models of the site. As part of the RI/FS, a groundwater
flow model was in fact constructed and the results of this model are presented in Appendix F of the’
1997 FS report. The purpose of the model was to help develop an effective groundwater
extraction/re-injection system for OU -1. Remediation plans for the site have not changed duetoa

- change in consultant by the responsible party. The two IRMs for on-site soils and groundwater have -

'been implemented and are ongoing. The PRAP prepared by the Department for the OU- 1 has been
developed after completion of the RUFS. Additionally, a RUFS Work Plan to address off-site issues
(OU-2) is being prepared. The public will have an opportunity to comment on this OU-2 Work Plan
in the near future, prior to its final approval by the NYSDEC. - ‘

~ Questions 11 :

'-Thi: groundwater IRM has been in operation approximately four yearS, since April 1993, and to date
has treated approximately 840 million gallons of water. During a meeting with the Great Neck
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Village Officials, we were also told that the pump and treat system was pumping at a rate of 850
gallons per minute (gpm) and plans were being developed to increase that amount to 1,300 gpm.
However, if this rate were pumped as stated continuously for four years with short periods of shut
down for repairs, approximately 1,768 million gallons of water would have been’ treated, -

- approximately two times the 840 million gallons stated above. Therefore, should ‘we assume the -
down time for the pump and treat system is approxxmately 50%'7 If not, please explam the

. calculation for the pump and treat system

The 840 million gallons of groundwater treated referenced in the F easxbthty Study report was
 through September 1996. The pump and treat system was put in operatmn as an interim remedial

measure for the period of investigation. The pumping rate over the past years has vaned since the
onset of the’ project because of the need to perform maintenance, change ¢ carbon and to determme

" the best pumping patterns and flows. The average pumping rate since the start-up of the pump and

treal system has been 480 gallons per minute. Currently, the groundwater IRM system is operatmg v
_at approx1mately 850 gpm - N .

E Question 12:

Wlll the | groundwater extl'action/treatuient system capture contammatt'on at the weil depth of 350
feet below grade ? If the system is not desxgned to capture groundwater at that depth, plmse cxplam
- the rationale. ' . . 4 . L

Bﬂl&l&

The selected remedxal altenative provxdes capture of contaminated groundwater down toa depth of
approxnnately 270 feet below grade. The selected remedial alternative targets the Glacial aquifer and
the upper and intermediate zones of the Magothy. The selected groundwater extraction system will
interdict further downward migration of contaminants. Therefore, active pumping of the lower
. Magothy is not proposed at this time. Pumping and water quality data will be monitored to -
" determine the effects of the selected extraction system at all depths including the lower Magothy
aquifer. After the selected remedial alternative becomes operational, it will be evaluated to determine
- if additional remedial alternatives for the lower Magothy aquer need to be 1mplemented. This issue -
will also be addressed as part of the RI/FS for OU- _ . . .

ngsnon.l_lt

Describe the process whereby contamination will degrade by natural attenuation. Will this occur
by chemical or microbial degradation or dilution and dispersion of pollutants in the groundwater?
" Will the natural attenuation process cause off-site contamination to increase over time?  Will there
'be natural attenuation of contamination in the lower Magothy aquifer? Has the model been used to
~ determine the effects of natural attenuation of ‘contamination in the lower Magothy aquifer? Have

5.



| prolecuons been made usmg a model or other methods, to estlmate the ﬁnal extent of the plume and |
the time- 1t will take for contammatlon to degrade to dnnlcmg water standards" "

Respog;e; _"- ’

g Natural attenuation is a process that depends on in-situ condmons to degrade and dissipate
" contamipants. The process involved in patural attenuation includes aerobic and anaerobic
bxodegradatlon, chemical breakdown, dispersion, volatilization and adsorption. While the entire
aquifer system was studied, the purpose of the model was to help develop an effective groundwater |
~ extraction/re-injection system for the Upper Glacial and intermediate Magothy aquifers. The rate
' of patural attenuation in the lower Magothy aquifer was not modeled as part of the study. There will
- be some natural attenuation of VOC. contamination in the lower Magothy aquifer. The
" implementation -of the selected groundwater treatment system will interdict further downward

s -mlgratxon of contaminants. With the implementation of an expanded groundwater treatment system -
and ongoing soil remedial actions at the site as well as by natural attenuation, the overall

- concentration in groundwater is expected to decreasc over the course of the next several years The -
final extent of the plume will be delineated as part of the RI for OU-2 . E

A speaker noted that the 1993 report stated hydrauhc conducthty values were appromeately 240
and 50 feet per day for the Upper Glacial and Magothy aquers respectlvely It may have implied
- that these were in fact groundwater flow velocities. o : :

| Beﬁmue_

. Hydxauhc conductmty (X) is one of the hydtauhc charactensucs of an aquer Itisa measure of the
- aquifer's ability to conduct water under a given hydraulic gradient. It is used to calculate ‘
groundwater flow velocity, but is not in fact the actual flow velocxty ' :

-'.‘ue.ti'

" Itis not stated in the Appendlx F of the Feasxblhty Study that the pumpmg capac1ty of 1800 gpm
will keep the groundwater on-51te .

Rg;_pgn;e: .

~The purpose of the model was to help develop an effective groundwater extraction/re-injection
system for the Upper Glacial and intermediate-depth Magothy aquifers to provide hydraulic control
of contaminated groundwater on site. In this scenario, the majority of on-site contamination is
- captured from the Upper Glacial and mtetmedlate-depth Magothy aquifers. Pumping and water
- quality data will be monitored to determine the effects of the extraction system at all depths
~ including the lower Magothy aquifer. After the 1800 gpm system becomes operational, it will be

6
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evaluated to determine 1f additional remedlal alternatives for the lower Magothy aquer need to be S

‘implemented. ThJS issue will also be addressed as part of the RI/F S for Oou-2..

» Quesgon 1§,

 How was water on site pumped from and- dlscharged to the Magothy aquxfer 2 What were the
' ﬁndmgs of the dxffusmn test conducted on d.lffus:on well DW-5'7 o R Co

The IRM groundwater system is connected to a total of ﬁve pumpmg wells Wthh con51sts of three .
extraction wells and two recovery wells. Treated water is discharged through four diffusion wells

located on the Lockheed Martin property. Results of the recharge test performed on DW-5 indicated
that the radius of “upconing” influence from the diffusion well was approximately 35 to 50 feet;. .

. based on an mjectnon rate of 800 gpm The u'ansmlssmty of the aqulfer in the vmmty of DW—S is

A speaker noted that Manhasset-Lakevxlle water D15tnct is pnvately owned and asked to reﬂect that
in the DEC’s documents ' S :

Manhasset-Lakeville Water District is not privately owned. It'is a public water syste'rn.' |

Questlgg. 18:;

~ A speaker stated that the three wells owned by Manhasset-Lakevﬂle Water District located north of -

the site that are pumping water are possibly pulling the plume away from the Lockheed Martin site.

~ Are these wells pumping at a greater rate than the wells located at the Lockheed Martin site? The

plume of contamination is moving at one half a foot per day. The plume is moving faster and is
being brought further north by pumping of the Manhasset-Lakeville wells. IFNYSDEC cannot stop

‘some of this pumping, then Manhasset-Lakeville Water District should try to stop some of the

pumping from these three wells, so the plume can be attracted back toward Lockheed Martin site - -

faster.



The pump and treat system at the Lockheed Martin site was: mplemented asan IRM and currently
~treats approximately 850 gpm. ‘The implementation of the selected groundwater treatment system
~ at the site will pump and treat 1800 gpm and will run contmuously The design capacity of the
' Manhasset—Lakev1lle Water Drstnct treatrment plant, located at Tanners Road, is 2600 gpm. They

L usually shutdown for winter, because of the cost. The two public supply wells located north at

Tanners road are approximately 2000 feet away from the srte All othet issues w1ll be considered.
) dunng RIFS for OU-2 ' : : :

.' ngshgn 12 _ E

Lake Success i is located approximately 1,600 feet north of the site and appears to.-be in duect Ime E

* . with the flow of water from the Lockheed site. (A) Has the evaluation of Lake: Success relative to
the Lockheed site been verified? 'If so, what is the difference in elevation? How many years will it-
take the plume of contamination to get to the Lake Success? (B) Has the depth of Lake Success been

| . determined? (C) What contaminants, if any, were found in the lake? What were the levels, if any‘7 B : 7

T (D) How oﬁen will the lake'be checked for possrore commmnams 7

‘(A:) : Although Lake Success is located in the duectron of groundwater flow from the Lockheed -

Martin site, the plume is at a depth whrch may be well below the lake bottom and therefore
‘may not 1mpact the lake itself.

- ®B) NYSDEC fisheries. personnel estimate the depth of Lake Success as 65 - 70 feet. Lockheed
' Martm has determmed the depth of Lake Success to be. about 75 feet :

- (C) - Surface water and sedlment samples were collected from Lake Success in August 1995 and
'~ -analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Acetone was detected in one of three
water samples at a concentration of 2 ppb. Acetone and 2-butanone were detected in the
sediment samples at concentrations ranging frorn 9 ppb to 350 ppb for acetone and 18 ppb
to 120 ppb for 2-butanone. These contaminants are not related to the Lockheed Martin site.
These analytical data are presented as Table 5 of the Supplemental RI Report (December
© 1996). Water and sediment samples were recollected from Lake Success and analyzed on
February 21, 1997 for VOCs and metals. The results of water samples indicate that there
were no VOCs present. However, zinc and lead were present at levels well below the New
York State standards. The results of the analysis of the sediment in Lake Success indicate
 the presence of acetone and 2-butanone. These contaminants do not reflect the type of VOCs
- present in the groundwater plume emanating from the Lockheed Martin site. The results of
- the metals analysis of sediment show the presence of arsenic, chromium, mercury, lead,
zinc, copper and nickel. These metals are present at levels above New York State
recommended soil cleanup objectives. The presence of metals in sediments do not reflect the
VOC profile of the groundwater plume emanating from the Lockheed Martin site.



" v_ D) As contammants found in the Lake Success during two rounds of samplmg are unrelated to

the site, Lake Success wxll not be monitored in the future

u tion

- Please advxse if any of the owners of the private, mdustnal and mumclpal oﬁ'-srte wells mcludmg
~golf course and air conditioning wells surveyed were notified of the survey “and were they prov1ded
'with a copy of the results? In addition, please provide the Water Authority. with the location and the

levels of the contaminants of concern found in the off-site mumcrpal mdustnal and momtonng wells. o

located within the surveyed area of the Lockheed Martm site.

Respo

“The well survey and data review conducted by Lockheed Martin (then Unisys) was condueted for

: 'off-sne domestxc, mdustnal and mumc1pal supply wells. The survey mcluded a review of water - o
' ent of Health (NCDH), Nassau -~ -

' 'County Department of Public Works (NCDPW), and theNew York State Department of

‘Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) offices. No owners of wells were contacted by Lockheed
Martin. The results of the survey were used to prepare Figure 2 and it mcludes the most recent water
quahty data avallable at the time the well survey was performed : L

Questiog 21:

' Public Supply Well N-1802 is currently receiving treatment and the levels of 'contamiu_ation per

NCDOH have decreased. (A) Has any determination been made that Well N-1802 was contaminated
as a result of Lockheed? (B) What are the current levels of contamination for Well N-1802? Well

N-1802 is a Lloyd well. (C) Has the Lloyd aquifer been subjected to contamination from the'

Lockheed srte"

onse;

(A) The contaminants found in N-1802 are similar to those associated with the Lockheed Martin

site. Contamination in this well was a result of a hole in the well casing allowing
contaminants from the Magothy Aquifer to be drawn downward by the pumpmg well The

" well was repaired at Umsys s expense.

(B)  Well N-1802 has not been used extensively the past few years Over the past four years well

~ N-1802 was only used in July and August of 1996. All wells in Nassau County which have

~ treatment systems, such as N-1802 which has granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment,

- must be sampled monthly. For the months of August and September 1996 the. samplmg
results for the raw well water are as follows: ,
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(é)_ The NYSDEC does not believe that the Lloyd aquer has been sub_]ected to contammatron _
from supply well N-1802; contamination that rm_graxed downward throul,h the casing would .

have been captured by the pumping well.
._ ' ue i

, As the contammated groundwater moves north, exposures could occur in northerly located public
and private wells therefore, placing the Water Authority’s wells at risk. Has any consideration been

given to assist the Water Authority w1th the necessary correctlve actlon that may be needed in the L

L'future"

' ,' Oﬁ'-srte contammant issues will be: mvesugated further during the RI/F S for OU- 2. Atthis time,
the groundwater plume does not appear to be pumng Great Neck North Water Authonty wells at

' nsk
uesti

' Is the momtonng well network extensive enough to monitor the remedlanon of the plume‘7 What
- is the testmg frequency and analyses conducted"' T

The current monitoring well network includes 59 groundwater monitoring wells which includes 47
on-site and 12 off-site monitoring wells. Particularly, the monitoring wells located along Marcus
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~ Avenue and the Northern State Parkway are suﬂicrent to monitor the eﬁecnveness of the OU-l

groundwater treatment system. For the current IRMs, the momtonng well network is. sampled semi- "

annually and tested for Halogenated VOCs.

uesti :

The serm-annual samphng of the groundwater monitoring well network to evaluate the eﬁ'ectweness .
of the extraction system is of concern due to the length of time between samplmg Public supply
wells would be required to monitor at a minimum of quarterly sampling. - Are the levels of
contamination low enough in the area to warrant the reduced sampling criteria of serm-annually or -

" should some consideration be grven to mcreasmg the requirement to erther monthly or quarterly.

- samplmg" '

r groundwater wrll be conducted ona -

| quarterly basrs More frequent samphng will be required dunng start-up of the groundwater .
remediation system to evaluate hydraulic control and plume capture. Additionally, the pump and
treat system and soil vapor extraction system are sampled twrce monthly 'I'he results are reported '

to the NYSDEC monthly.
uestion 2 :

The Water Authonty of Great Neck North is currently working on developmg two new supply wells
off of the Great Neck peninsula, specifically located within the Whitney Estate property. In addition,
the Authority has three supply wells northwest of the Lockheed property. Therefore, the Authority
is requesting a response to the above to help us develop and protect our supply. The Water Authority
is concerned with both on-site and off-site remediation. Please provide the Authority with a map
of all test wells, including sampling data, and if the outer parameters of the plun'm have been -
identified. Also, please advise what assrstance is available to oﬁ'set the costs assocrated w1th our

_ mvestrgatrve process.

Response:

~ Off-site groundwater contamination has not been delineated. This will be done as part of the RI for
Operable Unit 2. Maps showing the locations of Lockheed Martin’s test well are shown in Figures =
2 and 5 of the PRAP. Additional copies of the site maps and any other maps, other than those in the
RI and Supplemental Reports can be requested from Lockheed Martm directly. :

Question 26:
The separation of the remediation plans into on-site and off-site segments has the potential to
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- threaten the Public Supply wells by failing to address the contamination in its entirety. Nobody is
* doing any off-site investigation at this point and plume is expanding. Nobody is stopping this plume
from moving. The Department is sticking solely to the Lockheed Martin srte When will off-site -
~work start" Who is going to clean that plume up? Are we as taxpayers going to be cleamng that .
plume up or is Lockheed gorng to take on that responsrbrhty of cleanmg up'? .

:> l & ..

NYSDEC has found that the remedral response at some sites is so- complex that it is more efﬁcrent

“to subdivide the remedial response into smaller segments or operable units. A separate and distinct -

RI/FS desrgn and construction project is carried out for each operable unit. Often, subdividing a

. project into operable units can result in implementing remediation more quickly. In this case, it made

.. sense.to subdivide the project into on-site work (OU-1) and off-site work ( OU-2) because the

. responsible party was in control of all on-site resources which resulted in quick mplementatron of
___two remediation systems on-srte The oﬁ'—srte work wrll reqmre access agreements to be made to.

“install’ momtormg'w’ S
work which has already been completed mcludes mstallatron of 12 oﬁ'—srte momtonng wells '

sampling of off-site wells, completion of 2 well survey and data review for. domestic, industrial and
rhunicipal wells located within 1.5 mile radius of the site, collection and analysis of samples ﬁ'om .
Lake success, and investigation and repair of Public Supply Well N-1802.

After the consent order for remedial work is srgned for OU-l the unplementatlon'of 1800 gprn
groundwater treatment system is expected to srgmﬁcantly 1mprove groundwater condmons :
- assocrated with oﬁ'—srtc (OU-2). S

Lockheed Martin has already drrected its consultant to prepare a work plan for the off-site Remedral
Investrgatron '

Qgeghog 27:

Whrle we understand the peed to address on-site problems ﬁrst, where the concentratron of
~ contaminants are greatest, the extent, direction and rate of flow of the existing underground plume
should be determined as soon as possible. Additional monitoring wells may need to be installed.
- Particle and other studies, as suggested in the 1993 Unisys remediation plan, should be initiated to
determine the effectiveness of the current aqurfer rerncdratron practices. Simultaneous desr gn plans '

should be made to remediate off site.

esponse: _
L’ockheedMartin has already directed its consultant to prepare a work plan for the off-site Rernedial
Investigation. Off-site groundwater contamination issues will be investigated during the RVFS for

- OU-2. ‘The NYSDEC will consider all comments received regarding off-site during the review
process of the RUFS for OU-2. The oﬂ'—srte work will begrn as soon as the NYSDEC approves the
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RI/F S work plan for OU—Z. |

: -Gwen the close proxrrmty of the North Hills Specral Groundwater Protectlon Area (SGPA), the -

o groundwater treatment system should be designed and operated to contain any oﬁ'—srte mxgratron of _
: groundwater contamination whrch exceeds N.Y.S. dnnkmg water standards L

‘The ob_]ectrve of the groundwater remedial altematrve isto achJeve the remednal action ob]ectlves-‘
and to prevent plume mrgratron and to reduce concentrations of VOCs in groundwater

VV 7W1ll'the oU-2 mVCbug; g 2 TVIEW-O = ]
impacts of pumping municipal public. supply wells w1th1n 1 5 mrle radlus to show thexr capture ‘
zones, cone of depression and impacts on groundwater flow direction. Informatron from USGS _‘

should be part of OU-2. Develop a computer model for off-site.
espor | |

- All issues rarsed above and other 1ssues related to off-site will be consrdered by the Depanment
. durmg the revxew process of RI/FS for OU-2 . _ _

'utr'n

How might the presence or absence of 'l‘CE and 1 2. DCE in groundwater mdrcate other possxble o

sources of PCE? | _ , s R -

‘Be;no_ns.e

'PCE, TCE and 1,2 DCE have been detected over the last several years in on-site wells and off-site
wells located downgradient, as well as some side gradient and nearby wells up gradient to the
- Lockheed Martin site. Thercfore, absence of TCE and 1,2 DCE and presence of only PCE may
indicate that there are other sources of PCE in the area. Thisi issue will be evaluated durmg RUFS -

for 0U-2

uesti
- What are the contamination levels in off-site wells 7 There is no mention that the contarrx'ination d1d
. not travel southeast many years ago due to public supply well No. 40 (N-4390) operated by the
Jamaica Water Supply and subsequently closed in the 1980s due to extreme contamination.

13



- Response o

~'PCE, TCE and 1,2 DCE have been detected over the last several years in off-site wells located

" downgradient, as well as some side gradient-and nearby wells up gradient to the Lockheed Martin

- site. Based upon analytical results, PCE,TCE and 1,2 DCE were found in groundwater samples at

" concentrations exceeding NYS groundwater standards. ‘The highest concentrations were detected

in wells located within % mile north of the site. Concentrations in wells located between a % and
1172 miles of the site, in all directions,were significantly lower. Results for the groundwater quality

"issu_es related to the bﬁ‘-sit_c_wil__l be evaluated during RUFS for OU-2.

™.

are provided in the Phase I RI report and Supplemental RI report prepared in December 1996. The .

[E—— :Q!E :E sg-n 2.
Surface water-and sediment samples were collected from the three on site recharge basins. During
the last round of sampling of the surface waters, no VOCs were detected in any of these water

_ samples and none of the metals were detected above NYSDOH public drinking water supply
‘standards. However, no reference was made as to what happened to the levels of SVOCs, pesticides
" and PCBs in the last round of samples. What were their levels, if any? o ' _

- Response:
" During first round of sampling conducted at the recharge basins, SVOCs, pesticides and PCBs
~ were not detected in the surface water samples. Therefore, during the last round of sampling, the
surface water samples were analyzed for VOCs and metals only. No VOCs were detected in the
surface water samples. Zinc was the only metal detected in all three of the water samples collected -
" from the recharge basins, at concentrations of 40 ppb and 50 ppb. Results for the first round of
recharge basin water samples are tabulated in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 of the Phase I RI Report. Results -
for the last round of recharge basin water samples are tabulated in Tables 10 and 11 of the
~ Supplemental RI Repot. - - '

V.  QUESII LATING TO ONSITE S ITAMINATION:
‘Question 33: ' ' S

" When will the soil remediation start? Why could it not have been started before? Why was the
excavation not done earlier so that soil vapor extraction would be more effective? What is going to

stop that plume being fed by VOCs? Wouldn’t you have accomplished more sooner by doing so?
Did waste water disposed in the drywells spread out more than 10 feet? '

14



" Response:
Excavation of soil/sludge from the drywells down to a depth of 30 feet will start after the Consent
Order for remedial work for Operable Unit 1 is signed between the NYSDEC and Lockheed Martin. |
" The soil remediation in the drywell area through soil vapor extraction system began three years ago -
and currently remediation is continuing. To date, 35,000 pounds of VOCs have been removed from
the drywell area and the SVE system is helping to reduce the rate: of VOCs leaching in to
groundwater. In the drywells, soils are not only impacted just by VOCs, but are also impacted by
metals and is another reason why the soils will be excavated. The SVE system has done a very good
job i removing VOCs. The wastewater disposed in the drywells did spread out more than 10 feet
_but the SVE wells are extracting those VOCs. ~~ - B

estion 34:

* Which reports '.gontain soil sampling locations? -Were any samples collected thhm 'th‘_e building?

. Response:
The Phase I Remedial Investigation Report and Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report
prepared in December 1996 contain the requested information. A soil sample was collected below
the reclamation room slab inside the building. VOCs were found below the NYSDEC
recommended soil cleanup objectives. The reclamation room is located adjacent to the former
drywells in the south-east corner of the main building. " - o '

Question 35: ,

Concems were raised regarding the use of cadmmm and other metals in plating operations that were
conductedina plaﬁng area and any soil contamination underneath the buildings. -

The plating operations were conducted between 1940 and 1960s. The plating line included three
concrete-lined, impervious acid-proof mastic coated sumps which were drained to a neutralizing
basin. The neutralized effluent was routed to the sanitary sewer. In the late 1960's, the plating
‘operation was dismantled and the sumps were cleaned, backfilled with sand, and covered witha 6,
inch-thick concrete slab. The original concrete lining and mastic were left intact. The groundwater
quality data indicated that metals concentrations in all monitoring wells, with the exception of one
upgradient well, were below NYS groundwater quality standards. Cadmium was detected above
standards in an upgradient well. Lockheed Martin’s future plans (probably within next year) include
 drilling selected areas in the foundation under the building to verify that no cadmium or other heavy

" metals penetrated the concrete floors. Lockheed Martin will have samples from the drilling analyzed
_ and provide the results to NYSDEC. When Lockheed Martin begins closure of the facility, under
RCRA regulations, they will further investigate soil contamination. .. .~ -~ -
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- Why not implement Altei_na,t_ive 2B or 3 for Groﬁndlya_ter rather than,Altemative 247 "

. All three altematwes are capable of meetmg applicable ARARs and SCGs Due to the very high '
‘cost ($28.7 million), Alternative 3 was not selected. The cost of - Altematwe 2Ais $ 18. 6 mlllxon o
_ compared to Altematwe 2B which would cost $ 19.8 m11hon to unplement ' _

Ql_l'§§_ﬂ9v!! 31.".‘ '

”Why not 1mplement A.lternahve 1B rather than Alternanve 1A fi
“should be treated w1th carbon : )

' Besgongg;
‘Alternative 1B is similar to Alternative -1A except that off-gas emissions will be treated using
regenerative vapor phase carbon. Also, the soil and sludge removal program will be identical for

both Alternatives 1A and 1B. The SVE/Catalytic incineration portion of Alternative 1A has already -
s been successfully unplemented as an IRM and has been operatmo since January 1994,

Have you considered pumpmg hot air into the contaminated soil in the dry well area to ease the )
release of VOCs from the soil to accelerate the removal of contammants" E

~'Response
The_ current SVE/ incineration portion of Alternative 1A has already been successfully implemented :
and the current system has treated approximately 35,000 pounds of contaminants. . This system.is
a proven technology and there is no need to supplement it w;%h%mer technologies. '
‘u. sti |

| Why not 1mplement hydraulxc dredging and removal- for recharge basins sediment rather than the
deed restriction alternative ? The area should be remediated and left clean. It is unacceptable to
choose deed restnctton5/admm15trat1ve controls for such a valuable property for far into the future. -
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The selection of the deed restriction alternative for sedlments over hydrauhc dredgmg is based upon - - :

- the implem dr@m bility and cost benefits. There is an added cost of $8.3 million associated with the

hydrauhc ging alternative. Hydraulic dredging alternative is difficult to xmplement. The primary - -
contamninants of concern in the recharge basins are metals, and the groundwater downgmdlent of this
aréa has not shown any indication of metals impact.  The deed restncuon altematlve wxll be

suﬁcmntly protecnve of human health and the environment.
esti n 40; |
A possible -contrad_iction was noted in the'Baselinc' Risk AssesSmefnt ‘w'ith regards to ;.seieﬁiu;ﬁ.' o

esponse:

V'I'he list of 18 indicator compounds on Page 3-5 which' mcluded selemum was in efror, selemum"
should be replaced by sxlver lever was mcluded throughout the quanutatwe human—health risk

o evaluatxon

Question 4]1:

~ Can we be exposed to contaminai;ts_that migrate up through the soil from the ;g'rdundwatiér? )

Response:

Based on our review of the on-site investigation done at the Lockheed Martin 51te to date, we do not
believe that exposures are occurring to the surrounding community as a result of the past disposal
of hmrdous waste at the site. Investigations conducted at the site have shown that contammatlon '
is limited to the subsurface soils in the on-site dry well area located in the southeast comer of the
- site, the sediments in the on-site recharge basins and also the groundwater beneath the site. Because
contaminated groundwater i is present more than 75 feet below grade, it is highly unlikely that there
would be any exposure to contaminants volatilizing (evaporating) out of the groundwater. Although
it is likely that elevated levels of contaminants in groundwater will volatilize at those depths into
‘the air spaces (soil gas) between particles in the soil above the groundwater, we don’t believe that
contaminated soil gas is present at the ground surface at off-site locations. We believe this based
on the results of the on-site investigation which show only elevated levels of soil gas in and near the
former disposal area. A test was conducted to measure emissions of VOCs from soils in the vicinity
of the drywell area. ‘Results of the test indicate that VOCs are not being emitted from the subsurface
- of the drywell area. The drywell area is currently being remediated by SVE/Catalytic incineration
system. The review of ofF-site soil gas samples collected from the vicinity of Marcus Avenue do
_not indicate that contaminated soil gas is present. . NYSDOH will continue to evaluate the
surrounding . communities for potential exposure to site chemlcals as the off-site mvesugatxon of
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groundWater -proceeds_. .

- '~The Mayor of the Vlllage of Great Neck has concerns that: chemxcals in the contammated
~ groundwater plume are evaporatmg mto the soil gas and pos51bly accumulatmg in the indoor a1r of

: nearby schools

© As stated in the previous response, we do not believe the soil gas is migrating up from the

groundwater plume to the surface at off-site locations. In addmon, the NYSDOH and the NYSDEC
investigated the possibility that contaminants in groundwater may have 1mpacted the indoor air of

. two schools in the Garden City School District. ‘The schools evaluated were in the general direction.

of groundwatet ﬂow from the Pasley Solvents and Chexmcals and the Roosevelt erld inactive

Pa.sley Solvents and Chexmca.ls site were found at about thmy feet below ground surface. No .
chemicals were detected in those soil gas samples from the two schools.” With this information, we
- do not believe that the indoor air of schools or other off-site buildings in the direction of the
- groundwater plume from the Lockheed Martin site will be affected by chemicals in'the plume.

* ‘There appears to be a high rate of breast cancer and other cancers in the Lake Success area.

. Response:

The NYSDOH has not evaluated health outcome data such as the mcxdence of cancer near the
Lockheed Martin site. However, the possibility of detecting an increased cancer incidence related
to the site is small because the cancer risks associated with chemicals from the site are expected to

- be low. In 1990, the NYSDOH reported on breast cancer incidence rates for small geographic

~ areas of Nassau and Suffolk Counties. The relationship between breast cancer incidence and
contaminated drinking water wells and hazardous waste sites was also examined. No association

was found between breast cancer incidence patterns and contaminated drinking water wells or

hazardous waste sites. The study mapped out incidence rates by water districts and communities.

'NYSDOH ‘is developing a registry which will look at potential exposures to volatile organic

compounds (VOCs) in drinking water. NYSDOH will consider mcludmg those re51dents near the
Lockheed Martin site in this proposed reglsu'y ‘ A

Q_ uestion 44:
- There are concems that there may be risks to future site occupants. There are also concerns about
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_security at the site in the future.

_Reg. ponse:
The NYSDOH has been responsible for determmmg the potential for human exposure to chemrcals

: 'found at the Lockheed Martin site. The NYSDOH feels that the site has been thorougbly
'_mvestrgated for OU-1 (on-site investigation) and believes that the. proposed site remedJes wrll -

mm1m1ze or ehmmate human exposures from occumng in the future

Addmonally, 1f someone were to occasmnally trespass on the site, it is very unhkely that they wrll )

" come in contact. with site chemicals that are restricted to the sediments in the recharge basm, '
subsurface sorls in the dry well area and the groundwater beneath the site. At thrs ume, we. are not

aware of unauthonzed persons entenng the site.

. ngstign 4s; _'

A statement was made by two nearby residents of the site that we understand that the pubhc is not

being exposed to any additional risks. But we have lived in the Manhasset-Lakeville Water District -
- since 1956, and. raised two children in the area, who went to the South Mrddle/I-Itgh School
. Complex. What contaminants were found in the wells that Manhasset-Lakeville closed, and

subsequently reOpened'7 What symptoms could such contaminants cause (after short-or long-term
water usage), either physical or mental (neurological)? What should we, and our grown sons, be
aware of 7 Have doctors in our area been adylsed to. be on the alert, and_report suspicious cases?

 Response:

The Manhasset—Lakevrlle Water District, as with any other supplier of public dnnkmg water in New
York State, must adhere to monitoring requirements and maximum contaminant level MCL)

 standards as mandated under the statutory authority of New York. State’s Public Health Law, Section

225, Part 5. These standards are designed to protect against possible health effects from long-term -
exposures to chemicals in sources of drinking water. The district currently operates a system of 18 -
public supply wells each of which may be placed on or off-line depending on demand. ‘Ten of the
18 supply wells were taken out of service at various times in the past after momtonng revealed

" detections of one or more volatile organic compounds (V OCs). Eight of those wells were placed

back into service with treatment to temove VOCs and are providing water that meets current
drinking water standards. The other two wells remain out of service. Therefore, there are currently '
no exposures to chemicals at levels above dnnkmg water standards ' :

The chemicals have been detected in the water prior to treatment and distribution but are not found
at levels exceeding dnnkmg water standards in the water that is supphed to Manhasset-Lakevxlle

customers
One of the _New York State Departrnent of Health’s goals has been the reduction of exposure to
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orgamc chemicals -in drinking water, In 1977 this goal was ongmally expressed through
- recommended guidelines and later in 1989 as strict and enforceable general organic chemical
standards (or Maximum Contaminant Levels, MCLs). The New York State Drinking Water
standards are among the most comprehensive and protective in the world and are applied at each

- individual well as a source of public drinking water. Overall, public drinking water systems on Long

| " Island have taken a conservative approach to comply with these MCLs by shutting down any
’ questlonable wells prior to a chemical reaching the MCL. There have been no MCL violations in

- Nassau County resulting from continued use of an untreated well

The adoptlon of the dnnkmg water guxdelmes in New York State in 1977 generally comcxdes with
 the development of analytical techniques to test for chemicals in water at very low concentrations

* Prior to 1977, there was no testing for VOCs. _Wlthout this historical data, we can not characterize
potential exposures and associated health effects. According to the information provided by the
Nassau County Health Department, in early 1977 three Manhasset-Lakewlle Water District wells
showed VOC contaminant levels above drinking guidelines in effect at that time. Therefore

chemicals may have been present in the mnmngwaterabovnmentdrﬂungwateW
before 1977. However, we cannot determine at what level or duration chemicals may have been -

' present. At this time, we have no. information which suggests or confirms ill hea.lth effects
ttnbutable to sxte-related chemrcals and therefore have not alerted area physxcrans S

- The New York State Department of Health (NY SDOH) is developmg a registry which will look at
- potential exposures to VOCs in private and public water supplies. The NYSDOH will consider
mcludmg those residents near the Lockheed Martin site m this proposed reglstry ’

vm JESTIONS RE T NP rP"" -
Duestion 46:

‘This site must be remediated in a manner acceptable to the community. There has been substantial

' community. interest. in the clean-up. The affected communities are organized, educated and

_ persistent. Their concerns and comments must be taken seriously by the Department. Therefore. hold
additional public meetings, as each step in the clean-up process. -

esponse:

Vanous Citizen Participation activities are conducted by the NYSDEC to ensure two-way
‘communication with the interested/affected public regarding the investigation and remediation of
this site. For highlights of community participation for this site, please refer to Section 8 in the
ROD. There will be additional public outreach to keep the public informed of the NYSDEC’s
progress. The NYSDEC could not agree with you more that the community surrounding this site is
- organized, educated, and persistent. The NYSDEC representatives will continue to meet with the

‘ commumty, answer their questlons and this will hopefully achieve an acceptable level of conﬁdence
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in the remedial program for everyone involved. |
Question 47: ’
e suggest that a “community core group” (hereafter referred to as the group) 5@‘- .org'anize;ci fo"r:thé- o

Lockheed Martin Site.

onse:

* Such a group can be eﬂ'ective and productive. If _a,ri_ad.visory group were to form, the NYSDEC will

have a relationship with the proposed group. o

Ouestion d8:

Can the group b’e. recognized and referenced i1.1<the‘ Responsiveness Summary fbr'OU‘-l?»" - .
_ ,6“ e: |

Concemns of the community and public officials regarding the RUFS reports and the PRAP for OU-1
received during the public comment period have been evaluated in this Responsiveness Summary.
During the design phase of the remedy for OU-1, there will be additional public outreach to keep the -
public informed of the progress.” Future opportunities for public involvement will be part of OU-2.

" The formation of such a group will be noted by the NYSDEC.

Qgegﬁog- 49:

Can such a group be made part of the Consent Orders for the Lockheed site?

Response:
" Please see response to question no.1.

 All future documents, fact sheets, and other communication from the Department should emphasize |

the areas and issues to be covered by each Operable Unit. = : o

" The last two fact sheets prepared in December 1996 and January 1997 provides information about
the areas covered by each operable Unit. The Department will continue to provide information about
~ each Operable Unit in all future communications. - ' ‘ R
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At the pubhc meetmg held on January 29, 1997, Mr. James. Gangale, an employee of Lockheed

Martin, stated that manufacturing activities are currently- taking place in addition to engineering

g ‘design and administrative activities. This would contradict your statement that manufacturing
'~ activities ceased approximately 1995. Please advise if manufacturing is currently taking place, if
| any chermcals are used in the process, and if so, how are these chemxcals dlSpOSCd of ?

' Currently, the Lockheed Martin facility houses primarily administration offices and engineering
departments for design, development and administration of government contracted projects.

Manufacturing. operations at this plant ceased in' 1995, however, some assembly, integration,

~ prototype development and testing are still being-conducted-at the-facility—Tightly- controued;smalk—"-—*"‘

| 'amounts of chemicals are still being used at the faexhty to support these nonadministrative and non

engineering activities. Hazardous wastes from the facility are manifested and disposed of off-sxte

v _-through State pemutted u'eatment, storage and dxsposal facilities.



 APPENDIX B o
Lockheed Martin Tactical Systems, Inc. .-
.. ( Formerly Unisys Corporation) -~
: Operable Unit1
Site No. 130045

ADM]NIS'I‘RATIVE RECORD

Site Assessment for the Unisys Manufactunng F ac1hty Srte, prepared by Umsys A
Corporatlon, October 1990 B R

Site Assessment Report, Umsys Defense Systems Inc. thpboard and Ground Systems
* Facility, prepared by Umsys Corporatlon Envrronmental Affa:rs Group, Volume 1,2,3 4

and 5, January 1992.

- 10.

_11., :

* Order on Consent Appendrx B, Scopmg Document, Umsys Defense Systems, Inc. _
Shipboard and Ground Systems Facility, repared by Umsys Corporatlon Envu'onmental

Aﬁ'arrs Group, January 1992.

IRM Operable Unit 1 F mal Groundwater Remedlatlon work Plan, Umsys Corporatlon
prepared by Unisys Corporation, January 1993. - - _ ,

Sampling and Analysis Plan, Umsys Corporanon, prepared by Umsys Corporatlon, July ‘

1993.

Fxnal Remedial Investlgatron and Feasrbrhty Study Work Plan, Umsys Corporatron -
prepared by Unisys Corporatlon, September 1993. :

'Intenm Remedial Measure- Soil Remediation Work Plan, Umsys Corporatron, prepared B

by Unisys Corporanon November 1993.

o Phase I Remedial Investigation Report, Lockheed Martin Tactxcal Defense Systems
| Dwrsron, H2M Group, December 1996. A ,

Supplemental Remedial Invesnganon Report, Lockheed Ma.rtm Tactlcal Defense o

- . Systems Division, H2M Group 1996.

F easxbrlrty Study Report, Operable Unit 1, Lockheed Martin Tactlcal Defense Systems
Division, H2M Group, January 1997. v ,

Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment Report, Operable Umt 1, Lockheed Martin
Tactical Defense Systems Division, H2M Group, January 1997
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Table 1
: o “RI Seil Quality Evaluation - Orgzma
Lockbesd Martin _
) Grest Neck, NY . .
.RI Dry Well Soil Sample Results ]
_ Background| -Minumum to Number of . Average Site-Specific -
Compound Sample Maximzn | Samples Above | Copemnration | Soil Clean-Up
| Conceagation | Clemup Objective | - ‘Objecdves™
_ ’ . ) o ,' Miligrams per Kilogram
. J1.Z - Dichloroethene (total) ND NDwi60) | . . G 16.342 0385 .
1,1,1 - Trichloroethane ND ND to 65] G 7342 228
fichlorocthene ND "ND w 7,800 C.EGHI 547 1.89
e ND ND 10 0.096] 0 _ "~ 0.018 0.174
etrachlorocthene ND  [0.002w 18,000 C.D.E.F.G.H LJ 2436.7 4,155
Toluene . ND "ND w 2808 1. 2884 4.5
hlorobenzene . ND . ND o 61 G - 6542 495
thylberizene ND ND to 440 Q1 30422 16.5
yiene (omal) “ND ND o 3,200 CEG,HT 3665 3.6
Phenol - , ND ND t0 27 Ly 298 033
“{13 - Dichiorobenzene ND. ND w 73] T 0.737 455
1.4 - Dichlorcbenzene ND NDw [4] = 1814 25.5 .
1,2 - Dichiorobenzene - ‘ND ND1w©o 89 - I 1143 —2397—f§—
4 - Methylphenol ] ~ ND ND w 87 T 299 - 255
2.4 -~ Dimethylphenol ND - NDw3s4 .aa 5.657 unknown
1.2.3 - Trichlorobenzene ND NDTOZ.1J —en 021 . 10.05 .
‘INapthaiene ' . ND . | NDw2s} - 5318 ]
- Mcthyinaphthalene ND } NDw9.7l e 2116 109.05
JFluorene iR “ND ND w0 0.54) e 0.034 1095
[Phenanthrene 034] ND 1o 4.6] —es. 1.646 654.75
 Anthracene 00231 ND 10 0.1 - 0.029 2100
JDi-a-buryiphthaiatz 0.0133 ND w 2108 G 21.0 243
YFluoranthene 042 . NDw {.1J = 0.189 5700 -
. '[Pyrene , 032 ND 1o 131 --- 0377 199425
JBenzo(a)anthracene - 0.1901 ND w 0.49) - 0.057 828
: e _ 05405 ND 1 0.5] —e- 0.069 12
_ lbistz-emylhcxy)nhthalm 0.053) | NDwé.0 ee- XY 1305.9
‘{Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.2605 ND w 0.504 ~ee 2.059 33
JBenzo(k)fluoranthene - 0.200] | NOU1wo0.60] --- 2.068 3.5
. fladenof 1.2.3-cdlpyrene _ 0.1101 ND 0 0.059) .- 0.006 9.6
Eenzo(' g.h.i)perylene 0.0204 ND 1o 0.049) o= 3.005 23000
{Heptachlor ND | NDwo0.051) “-s 0.006- 0.56
YAldrin ND ND 10 0.22J .o 0.027 288"
JEndosulfan 11 ND ND 10 0.084 cee 0.014 24093
4.4 -DDD . ND ND 10 0.091) -~ 0.036 23.1
[Endosutfan Sulfae ND NO te 0.025) .- 2.005 30014 |
s+ -DOT 140 " ND 10 0.0685 .- ).009 7.29 i
Jalpha - Chlordane ND ND 15 0.141 --- 2,015 unknown |
gamma - Chlordane ND ND 10 0022 .- 3,004 unknawn
rochlor - (242 ND ND w0 5.3) - )13 5.233
Arachlor - 1243 ND ND 10 0.31 e 3.071 5253
“#Arochlor - 1254 ND ND 1o 3.9 .a- 1.598 253 [
I Arochlor - 1260 ND NDtw (.3 ! --- H 51 - 5.253 |
N0 Not detecisd :
J value & - Deicw the OrICHCal CUINIRADON Wwnd,
8 - mmnmumm I DLBNk rvyor Laormory Dlars

A= 015“0-!2‘). B= 815(18.207), Ca BI6(13-15), OnB16(19-21), E= B17V6-18), F» 817(18-257, G- 818,y

M B18{22.247), I= BIKGT), J» BIN1S-20N
(s o«-no-unw-mmsqic TAGM HWR 944045
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Table 2 N
Emo__ Quality Evaluation - __::.n; m“m

ran_._:..n._ Martin

. §8 Site Background

© A= B15(10-12), B= B15(18-20), C= B16(13- 15, oum:_:o n_.. mu B17(16-18'), mn ot
H= B18(22-24"), I= B19(6-8'), J= B19(18-20)) _
* TheEPA's Intetim Lead Hazard Guidance establishes a amam:__m_ unam:_aa _2@_ of 400 ppm.’

(18- ~3 G B18(6- 3

Grent Neck, NY
RI Dry Well Soil Sample Results | TAGM 94-4046 _
Background | Minummumio |  Average Sumples Above DBackground, . | Euslern US | NYS Recomended
Compound Sample. Maximum_ | Concentration | - NYSDEC Soil o_o_s._m_j.o_.._o_n_?s. Background|  Soil n_n_._,-c_,
Concentration and Eastern US Backpround . OEoo_za |
‘ Miligrams per Kilogram |
- A luminum 21,100 {1,270 20,600] 5247 . 33,000 SB
Arsenic _ _ - 88 0231064 1.9 - 3-12 7.50rSD
__:;.__, | 609 | 6914l 80 - 15600 | - 3000r B
[Berytlim 0.778 ND 1026 0.62 G(26) 0-1.75 0.16 0r SB
f[Cadmium ND. ND 10239 4.2 ' G(21.9) | 0.1-1° 10
=D=3=:_== - - 23.9- ND 10 670) | 8] A ‘UGMV. G(670) - 1.5-40 50
MCabalt . m - 1810988 13 G(98.8) '2.5-60 J0orSB
et N R 2.21109,7801 | 104} "G(9,780), "200-500 00°
[[Magnesinm ,. 2290 400 10 15,200 2295 Q:u.uosu . 100-5000 SB
iManganese . 379 39.bw02s4 | 17 .e- ~ 50-5000 SD
[Mereury | 0068 “ND1023.1 2.8 23 1y, C(0.52), 2_ 3. _s 3 0.001-0.2 0.1
fNicke! . ] 285 12610679 - 80 G(679) | 0.5-25 13orSB-
Seleninm 0830 - | NDIo9d 4 GO4) | 0.139 2or SN
Silver ND - ND106.7) 1.2 .- 0.01-5.0 SB
Vamadim | 509 ND40 368 I RALAN | 1300 130 or 5B
Zine .55 NDi0d350 | 52 03 ,350), n%&. E:s H(95), _2_3 950 | 20 or SD
. A _ NDw 113 16 mes | NA | _m__n.m_.oo:..a
ND Nol detected . .
J value Is eslimaled - noa_.os:_ delacled an_oi tha praclical a_:u:___z_a__ Himh,
B Compound detecled in a.__:z tha field blank, lrp blank Eaa. _muoa_oQ blank
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Table3

RI zcn:ina Basin Sediment H_§_===c= —:mwn.:znw

nenT

© Ks _._: L= £02, M= EB), Na E(}4, O« nE P=CB2, Q= oE R= CD4, 5= WB1, T= WB2 (s00 Ieso 8-1Inthe Ri 3_.2:

* ThetPA's _=_o:_= Lead | {azard Q:_.._m:no eslablishes a Bm_._s___w_ scraéning level o_ .So ppm.

- Lockheed Martin o
an_é:_ Neck, NY v _
| g
- T T Recharge Basin Sediment Samples. | _ ~ TAGM 84-4046
~ Background | Minumum to Smnples Above Background, | | Average | Eastern US | NYS Recomended
Compound Sample Maximum '{ NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives, Concentration | w._oxm::__:_ mo__o_ona.c_.
Concentration and Bastern US Dackground | ‘Objectives
. . Miligrams per Kilogram
Alimioum 21,100 5,140 10 18,5001 - 7817.0 33,000 SB
Arsenic 8.8 J6-18.6 1,0 T 3:12 750r88 i
Bacium 619 15.5-35.1 56,6 15-600 3000rSB - |
Beryllivm 0.278 ND “ee .04 0-1.75 0.160rSD -
{[Cadmium ND ND lo .65 43 _01-1 10 ___
{Chromium 239 14.1-17 K.L,M,0,P,QT . 19.6 1.5-40 50 ,
fCobalt m 0 2-153 “ee 15 2.5-60 400*
Lend 823 12.8-1,470 ,0,QTPK 677.6 200-500 sB
Magnesium 2290 804-6,510 o 28524 100-5000 SB
Manganese 379 38.9-160° . an 89,7 50-5000 " SB_
[Mercury 0.061 ND-1.4 K.L.M,0,F.QR,S,T L 14 ] oo0i027) o
{INickel 28.5 ND-119 K,LLM,O,P.Q w.a © 502 | 0525 13orSB
,v.u_n:r:: 0.838 ND-6 L 14 ) 0139 20rSB
Silver NI - 2.4-626 K, _L.z 0,P.O. 1.5, ﬁ 2463 - | 0.01-50 s
Wi 509 17.5-2%6 1034 | 1300 | 1500rSB 1
Zine 55.7 107-1,770 K,L.M,N, o _. Q.R,S, e v 656.6 9.50 ‘ .ne o-mh._ _
(Cyanide ND ND-29.2 . _.w. . . Jnﬂ 8.5 ﬂz> 5 Site-Specific
ND Nol delected , . _w
J Valus is estimaled - Sano__:n%_nn.nn below (he praclical quantllation imit.
8- Compound delected In either tha field blank, ___v blank andlor laboratory blank _
S0 Site Background

~ew

———

e
CUATTWIINNT - ARrY

roo



: Table 4 ST
RI Recharve Basin Sediment Evalnatmn Orvamls )
_ Lockheed Martin ;
" GreatNeck, NY :
Rl . . Recharge Basin Sediment Samples R
Background Mmumu:n 0 Sampies Above - ‘Average | Sii&Sp,eciﬁc
Compousid Sampie. | - Maximum Cleanup Objective | Concenuation | Soil Clean-Up || =
Coneentraion | o F 7 Objectives®.
o - : Miligrams per Kilogram . - ' .
n disulfide ND | NDw0.002 " ees 1 = ] . 81
1.2 - Dichloroethene (toral) ND " ND w0 0.003 -~ cam 0.385
" fTrichloroethene ND ND w0 0.010 - . 1.89
~ jTerrachiorocthene "ND - ND w0 0.016 - .o 4.155 .
Toluene ND | NDw0.004 - --- T 45,
(Xyleae (total) ND ND to 0.0015 s .- ) 3.6
Na.plhaleue - ND ND 0 0.47 --- Ceee ) 39
Me:hylnaphmlene‘ww_ __ND | NDw0026 ] . --- e "109.05
. Ac:napbr.hylcne - ND ND to 0.48 .-~ --- 123
|Acenaphthene ND . NDtw04.9 —oa -5 276
Dibenzofuran ND. - WD 100.75 we- .me - 1845
Fluorene ‘ND ND t04.6 -e= —_ 1095
Phenanthrene. 034 0481w 12 --= mee -654.75
|Anthracene 0.023J 0.0.1w093 - --= - - 2100
Carbazole ND - NDw0.12 -i. e —_ unknown
IDi-n-butylphthalate 0.018) NDmwl2’ --- .- 1243
Fluoranthene 0.42 { o 60 . e - 3700
Pyrene 0.52 0.13 w0 48 --= e 1994.25
[Benzolaamibracens 0.190] | NDw3l s . 1 338 33
f{Chrysene 0340] | 0.85w3l. {KLOPQRST 7.67 12
ns("-elhvlhaw)ph:hzlale 0.0531 NDw 738 .-~ c-= ) 1505.9
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.260f 0.074J w0 23 KOPQST 614 "~ 3.3
Benza(k)fluoranthene .200J) - ND to 35 KOQST 7.2 3.3
~ [Benzo(a)pyrene ND - 0.047J to 23 Ceaa eea. f 35
iDibenzo{a h)anthracene ND ND t0 0.36] .- .- 1. 4950000
fIndeno(1.2.5-cd)pyrene 0.1101 ND to 16J Q. 238 | . 96
iIBenzo(g,h.iperylene 0.020J ND 1o 1.2J --- -ee | 24000
44" - DDE ND ND to 0.22] --— “ee 152
4,4'- DDD ND " NDtw 0.9 -ve o= | 23.1
4.4 -DDT - 140 ND tp 0.063J .- --- { 7.29
nipha - Chlordane ND ND 10 0.033) --- --= { ~ unknown
Hﬂm’vma < Chlordane ND - ND 10 0.0355 .-~ --- .1 unknown
Arochlor - 1242 ND NDto 0.1 -~ .o | 3.255
Arochlor - 1248 ND ND to 2.4] v es=’ | 5285
Arochior - 1254 ND NDw LS ~v= -e- K 5.255
Arachlor - 1260 - ND ND t0 0.255 -.- .-- 1 5.233
NO  Notdetected _ _
J Vaneus ¢ - d Seww e pracscal quaTtaation kne,
8 Carmoound detecied n ether Mie flakd SNk, 715 Blank anvd/or ladboratory Mank

A s s siaar TAV TUV LV U

Loy rrurpiRlipndD

K= ES1, L» B2, M= EB), N= E84, O= CB1. P» CSZ Q= CBI, R £94, S= WBI, T= WBZ (308 Figure S-1 nm Rl report)
{3}= Deveioped 1 accargance wih NYSDEC TAGM NWR 944048, . )
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Table: - .'" ) . L L. P ._..,.._ ‘-.
RI Groundwater Quahty Evaluahon :
Gtheck,NY .
- Mimumum Number of
Compound ': Maximum Samples Above.
. R "~ | Concentration | Background (54 total)
1,1 chhloroetbene o - NDto2J R
- |12- Dichloroethee (toral) 21011,000 | . 54
- fh.1,1 - Trichloroethane =~ | ND o 120 1 @seuy
| ' "NDtw320 | 51
 ND.to 350 52
"NDt77 | s
ND t0 2,100 - 1 qsmy)
“NDwi1F | 0
ND to 0.6 o0,
ND to 0.7F 0
ND to 0.034]J. 0.
 ND . Not detected
S | Value is estimated - eompound detected below the pmcueal quantitarion limit.
B Compound detected in either the field blank, tnp blaok and/or laboratory blank

01/12/00 WED 18:20 [TX/RX NO 66751



