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Proctor Road Landfill
Sarasota, Sarasota Co., Florida
Site Inspection Report

1.0 Introduction

This Site Inspection (SI) Report for the Proctor Road Landfill (PRL) site was prepared by the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Federal Programs Section (FPS), pursuant to the
authority of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), 42 United States Code (USC) 9601 et seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), Public Law 99-499, and Florida Statutes (FS), Chapter 403. This
Sl report was developed to provide the results of soil/sediment and ground water assessment jointly
conducted by US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and FDEP staff. The SI was conducted in
two phases (1) a March 2007 soil/sediment assessment, conducted to confirm previously established soil
contamination in the Foxfire Subdivision and to test soils in the landfill and the properties in/beside the
neighboring Ashley Subdivision receiving landfill runoff and (2) a November 2007 ground water
assessment designed to evaluate the chemical disposition of on-site ground water to determine the
capacity for the site to affect nearby wells. The results of the two assessments were combined to
complete the SI.

Sl activities included:

e Interviewing Ashley subdivision residents

e Collecting soil/sediment samples at the former 70-acre landfill, selected residences within the
Ashley and Foxfire Subdivisions, a ditch that lies between the landfill and the Ashley
Subdivision in the vicinity of a former Foxfire Golf Club (FGC) maintenance building

e Installing permanent monitoring wells at the former 70-acre landfill and in the vicinity of a

former FGC maintenance building

Collecting ground water samples from each of the permanent monitoring wells

Documenting sample collection activities and sample locations with field notes

Preparing sampling and chain of custody documentation

Photographing site features

Chemically analyzing all samples collected during field activities

Preparing Interim and Final Site Investigation reports

2.0 Site Description and History

2.1 Site Location

The site is located at 7200 Proctor Road, in a principally residential area of Sarasota, Sarasota County,
Florida (Fig. 1, Table 1a). The approximate latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates of the center of the
site are 27° 16° 39.41” N and 82° 26’ 01” W [63].
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2.2 Prior On-site Activities

The site initially comprised two former landfills (70-acre and 20-acre) jointly located at 7200 Proctor
Road, in Sarasota, Sarasota County, Florida. The Proctor Road Landfill had been known by several
names including Sugar Bowl Landfill, Foxfire Landfill and Sommers Landfill [13,14,15]. Sarasota
County used the landfills for burning debris and burying garbage, starting during the1940s or 1950s until
approximately 1972. Various classes and types of waste debris and construction material were
presumably deposited at the site prior to termination of landfilling in March 1972[6,14,43,44] (Figures
1-5)].

Following closure of the 70-acre and 20-acre landfills, the vacant properties were converted into three
golf courses—the Pine, Oak and Palm courses—collectively operated by the FGC. The FGC Pine golf
course and the western portion of the FGC Oak Course were constructed on the former 20-acre landfill.
The Oak and Pine Courses were opened in 1975.

The FGC Palm golf course was developed and opened in 1989 on the former 70-acre landfill
[6,14,43,44,57]. The courses were closed during 7/06 and none of the golf courses are now active[56].

In 1989, buried landfill-related wastes were encountered, during the construction of two residences (i.e.,
7180 (Lot 22) and 7160 (Lot 23) Wild Horse Circle) in another developing residential neighborhood
(the Foxfire Subdivision) at the eastern end of the site [14,15,43,47]. A review of old aerial photographs
confirmed the presence of a previously unknown 3-acre landfill, coinciding with the present location of
the two affected residences (Figures 3,4,7). A berm, comprising solid waste and soil excavated during
the construction of the Foxfire Subdivision, presently exists in close proximity to those residences
(Figures 1-7) [14].

2.3 Site Ownership and Occupancy

The Oak and Pine Courses were opened in 1975. The Palm Course was opened in 1989. The Foxfire
Golf Course of Sarasota LC owned and operated all three of the golf courses until 2006, when the three
FGC Golf courses were closed[56]. Foxfire Golf Course of Sarasota, LC. currently owns the property
formerly occupied by the Palm course. The remainder of the former FGC property is now owned by
Foxfire Properties, LLC and Foxfire Golf Course of Sarasota, LC . The former 3-acre landfill is now
subdivided residential property owned by current occupants of the Foxfire Subdivision[36,46].

2.4 Prior Regulatory and Investigative Activities

On 3/4/92, a ground water sample, collected from a potable supply well operated by the Foxfire Golf
Club, exhibited a benzene concentration (1.6 ug/l) that exceeded the FDEP Ground Water Cleanup
Target Level (GCTL)[21]. Potable use of the well was terminated, but no ground water contaminants
were detected in subsequent confirmatory ground water samples repeatedly collected from the well.
During the next decade, several other potable residential wells in the neighborhood were sampled by
Sarasota County and traces of contaminants (VOCs) were detected in some of the samples. However,
despite the re-sampling of potable wells in the neighborhood during that period, contaminants were
detected in only a few of the wells and reported concentrations did not exceed GCTLs[21,35,37]. Thus,
the wells are no longer routinely sampled [62].
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On 7/24/96, a temporary monitoring well (TMW-1) was installed in the former 70-acre landfill. A
ground water sample collected from the well contained several possible petroleum-related contaminants,
including benzene and lead concentrations in excess of GCTLSs. Three more temporary monitoring wells
were installed southeast and west of the FGC Maintenance building (TMW-3 and TMW-5, respectively)
and at the south end of the driving range (TMW-4) on 8/7/96. A fourth monitoring well (TMW-2) was
installed within the boundary of the 20 acre landfill on 8/12/96. Analyses of a sample from TMW-2
revealed a benzene concentration (1.63 ug/l) exceeding the current GCTL and a lead concentration (12.2
ug/l) approaching its GCTL[8 (p. 12)]. A ground water sample collected from TMW-3 (a monitoring
well installed in the former location of underground fuel storage tanks in the FGC maintenance area)
contained a few semi-volatiles (i.e., 51 ug/l p-terphenyl and 103 ug/l fluorobenzene); however, no
sample collected from TMW-3 was analyzed for VOCs or metals. Benzene, phenol, and cresol were
detected in ground water collected from a monitoring well located on the west side of the FGC
maintenance building (TMW-5) near an area that was used for washing equipment[8]. Although a
greenhouse and a pesticide mixing area were located immediately south of the maintenance building, the
sample was not subjected to analyses of pesticides, metals or VOCs and no monitoring wells were
installed with the intention of monitoring contamination potentially related to those activities[8]. Also,
no pesticides were detected in a ground water sample collected near a pesticide mixing pad at the south
end of the FGC driving range (TMW-4), and no arsenic analysis was performed on the sample[8 (p.
12)]. A surface water sample (SW-1), concurrently collected from the creek on the eastern border of the
70-acre landfill, was contaminated with traces of chlorobenzene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene, but no
regulatory standards were exceeded[8].

On 4/2/03, due to Sarasota County’s lack of progress in completing site assessment and remediation, the
FDEP Southwest District referred the site to the FDEP FPS for Pre-CERCLIS screening [41]. On
5/13/04, the FDEP FPS completed a Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment of the site, recommending
near-surface soil testing of neighboring residences and sampling of sediment in nearby canals [38].

An Expanded Pre-CERCLIS Screening of the site, completed on 9/16/05, documented releases of
arsenic to sediment in the canal that borders the eastern margin of the 70-acre landfill, as well as releases
of arsenic, barium and chlorobenzene to surface water in the canal(Table 5)[1,24,31,32,52]. In addition,
chemical analyses of a near-surface soil sample collected at a residence at 7160 Wild Horse Circle
documented that state and federal remediation goals for arsenic were exceeded and that the collective
TEQ for dioxin/furan congeners in the soil sample exceeded the USEPA Region 9 Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRG) for residential soils, as well as the applicable Superfund Chemical Data
Matrix criteria for soil. However, the reported concentrations of soil contaminants did not exceed EPA’s
Region 4 Superfund soil cleanup action levels for arsenic or dioxin (20-25 mg/kg and 1 ug/kg,
respectively)[57]. Given the discovery of arsenic and dioxin in residential soil in the Foxfire
neighborhood and considering both the limited scope of sampling at the two adjacent residences, as well
as the absence of sampling at a third residential property that overlaps the apparent boundaries of the 3-
acre landfill, a need for more comprehensive soil sampling in the Wild Horse Circle neighborhood was
apparent.

A residential neighborhood, known as the Ashley subdivision, is located on adjacent property alongside
the western boundary of the former 70-acre acre landfill. During 2006, a property owner in the Ashley
Subdivision reported that storm water runoff from the 70-acre landfill discharges onto residential
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properties within the Ashley Subdivision. Furthermore, the claim was supported by photographic
evidence of storm water discharge to the Ashley Subdivision. Another resident, living near the Foxfire
Subdivision, reported that she and a few nearby residents currently operate previously unrecognized
potable supply wells in the general vicinity of the site. The Sarasota County Health Department
subsequently sampled her well, but no site-related contamination was detected[61].

On 12/12/06, a ground water investigation at the former landfill was conducted by Environmental
Evaluations, Inc. (EE) under the sponsorship of the site owner. During that investigation, eight
Geoprobe borings (GP-1 through GP-8) were installed in the former 70-acre and 20-acre landfills (Fig.
10) and groundwater samples were collected from the borings. Benzene, chromium, arsenic, lead and
mercury were detected in ground water samples at concentrations exceeding GCTLs. Traces of toluene,
dichlorofluoromethane, 1,2 dichloroethene, vinyl chloride, chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, 1,4-
dichlorobenzene, and dichlorodifluoromethane were also detected[64].

The current S1 was designed to retest the chemical condition of soils in the Foxfire Subdivision, to
determine the chemical condition of residential soils in the Ashley Subdivision, evaluate shallow ground
water at the landfill and the former FGC maintenance area, and to identify potential contaminant sources
at the former landfill and FGC maintenance area.

3.0 Geology and Hydrogeology

3.1 Regional Geology and Hydrogeology

Three hydrogeological units exist in the area—the surficial, intermediate and Floridan aquifer systems.
Depth to the water table is generally less than 5 feet below land surface (bls) in Sarasota County. The
thickness of the surficial aquifer system ranges from approximately 50 feet to more than 75 feet. The
base of the surficial aquifer system generally consists of clayey sand and sandy clay in the lower part of
the Caloosahatchee Formation or upper part of the Tamiami Formation. Shallow ground water generally
flows in accordance with local topography. Recharge of this aquifer is primarily derived from local
rainfall. Many hundreds of wells tap the surficial aquifer system in Sarasota County. Most are used to
obtain water for domestic supply, lawn irrigation or livestock watering and may yield up to 30 gallons
per minute (gpm) [25-27].

The intermediate aquifer system/confining unit separates the surficial aquifer system from the
underlying Floridan aquifer system and consists of (in descending order) the Tamiami Formation, the
Peace River Formation, the Arcadia Formation and the Tampa member of the Arcadia Formation
(Hawthorn Group). The intermediate aquifer system is divided in to two units, the Tamiami-Upper
Hawthorn aquifer and the Lower Hawthorn-Upper Tampa aquifer. These two aquifers are separated by
discontinuous confining beds of clayey materials that occur near the middle of the Hawthorn Group. The
Tamiami-Upper Hawthorn aquifer is the most developed aquifer in populous coastal areas, such as that
in which the site is located. Ground water drawn from the Tamiami-Upper Hawthorn aquifer is
commonly used for domestic and home irrigation use and can supply up to 200 gpm to large wells.
Water from the Lower Hawthorn-Upper Tampa aquifer is of lower quality and is widely used for
irrigation. Wells open to this aquifer can yield as much as 500 gpm[19,25-27].
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In Sarasota County, the upper Floridan aquifer system is the most productive ground water source;
however, its use is restricted because of the poor quality of water produced. The upper Floridan aquifer
system comprises (in descending order) the Suwannee Limestone, the Ocala Limestone and the Avon
Park Formation. The system is confined by clay beds that generally occur in the lower part of the
Arcadia Formation or the top of the Suwannee Limestone. In Sarasota County, the upper Floridan
Aquifer System is found at depths of 400 to 550 feet below NGVD and its average thickness is about
1600 feet. Large diameter wells that tap the upper Floridan aquifer system yield up to 5,000 gpm.
Municipal wells, tapping the upper Floridan aquifer system, produce mineralized water that is treated in
a reverse osmosis plant [11,18,19,25-27]. Most potable wells identified within 4 miles of the site are
located to the west or northwest (Fig. 1), but local flow within the Floridan aquifer is presumably
directed northeastward, toward a potentiometric trough in north Sarasota and central Manasota
Counties[27 (Fig. 35)].

3.2 Site-Specific Hydrogeology

Several borings were installed at the landfill site, during previous site assessment activities. Tan and
brown, silty sands were encountered to depths of between 3 and 8 feet below land surface. Below the
silty sands, gray clayey sand was encountered to the total depth of 25 feet [7,8]. On-site ground water
flow is undefined, but presumably directed toward the on-site canal[64].

4.0 Potential Receptors

4.1 Groundwater Migration Pathway

During 1992, benzene was detected in a deep well that supplied the FGC with potable ground water, yet
no ground water contaminants were detected in confirmatory ground water samples collected from the
latter well, thereafter[21,35,37]. A subsequent sampling investigation (1994) documented
dichloroethane contamination in a potable residential well located in the Foxfire Subdivision (i.e., .7140
Wildhorse Circle), while lead was documented at a concentration exceeding its GCTL in a sample
collected from a potable well at an adjacent residence (i.e., 7160 Wildhorse Circle) [21]. Both of those
residences were built within the apparent boundaries of a 3-acre landfill (Figures 3-5).

Two years later (7/96), several potentially site-attributable contaminants (e.g., benzene, cadmium, lead,
and chromium) were detected in a ground water sample collected from a monitoring well installed
within the 70-acre landfill[7]. The following month (8/96), analyses of a ground water sample collected
from a temporary monitoring well at a residential property in the Ashley Subdivision documented lead,
cadmium, chromium and benzene concentrations in excess of GCTLs[8]. All of these contaminants
potentially originated at either the landfill or the golf course that subsequently operated within the
boundaries of the former landfill. Similar contaminants were found in landfill ground water in 2006[64].

All Ashley Subdivision residents and most of the Foxfire Subdivision residents are now connected to the
county water supply. During the last decade, trace levels of contaminants (VOCs) were detected in the
few wells that are still operating nearby, however, the reported levels were below GCTLs/MCLs. A
resident living near the Foxfire Subdivision, reported using a private supply well and reported other such
wells operating within the neighborhood. In response to her concerns, the Sarasota County Health
Department sampled her well, but found no contamination[61,62].
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Considering that supply wells are also in use in some remote areas (Fig.1; Table 1b) [69] and no
comprehensive ground water monitoring had been conducted at the landfill, the Ground Water
Migration Pathway was considered a potential concern.

4.2 Surface Water Migration Pathway

The site is drained by a series of ditches, a canal that bisects the site and a wetland that lead into
retention ponds, located near the southeast corner of the Interstate-75/Clarke Road (SR-72) intersection.
Previous investigations revealed site-attributable contaminants in sediment and surface water within the
canal[57]. The chemically compromised condition of the canal represents a potential threat to in-stream
fisheries[68] and associated sensitive environments, featuring the nest of a bald eagle—a former
federally-designated threatened piscivorous species (delisted on 6/28/07), still recognized as a state-
designated threatened species[31,65]—identified approximately 1,650 feet southwest of the former 70-
acre landfill (immediately north of Clark Road near Underhill Road)[24,63]. Contaminated surface
water and sediment are within the foraging range of the eagle[32,57].

Although the size of a down-stream wetland area is diminutive, the extent of fishing pressure is limited
and no potable water intakes exist within downstream waters [1,24,29,31,32,43,47,68], the Surface
Water Migration Pathway still warrants concern.

4.3 Soil Exposure Pathway

The former Foxfire Palm and Pine golf courses were developed on the former 70-acre and 20-acre
landfills, respectively. The western portion of the Oak Course was also developed within the boundaries
of the former 20-acre landfill. The former 70-acre acre landfill is bounded on the west by the Ashley
Subdivision and landfill runoff discharges onto residential properties in that subdivision (Fig. 6)
[59,60,61]. Although the 70-acre landfill was possibly contaminated with metals (e.g., arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, lead, and barium), VOCs, semi-VOCs, pesticides, and dioxins/furans
[9,10,24,31,32,52], no near-surface soil samples had been collected from the potentially contaminated
70-acre landfill or the Ashley Subdivision residences.

Two residences within the nearby Foxfire subdivision were constructed on a pre-existing three-acre
landfill [14,15,43,47] (Figures 3,4,7) and a berm, comprising excavated solid waste and soil encountered
during the construction of housing in the Foxfire subdivision, presently exists near the latter two
residences[14, 47]. During a 9/05 Pre-CERCLIS screening inspection, elevated levels of arsenic and
dioxins/furans were detected in shallow soil at one of the subject residences (i.e., 7160 Wild Horse
Circle)), whereas concurrent sampling of an adjacent residence (7180 Wild Horse Circle), also built
upon the landfill, was uncontaminated [57]. Furthermore, the chemical disposition of soil around the
former FGC maintenance area, and a nearby former greenhouse was indeterminate, although residential
development of that area is being considered.

During previous investigations, the condition of residential soils in the Ashley Subdivision had not been
evaluated, because landfill runoff had erroneously been assumed to drain only eastward into a ditch that
generally bisects the site. However, following the Expanded PreCERCLIS screening assessment, an
Ashley Subdivision resident presented evidence that runoff from the former landfill largely drains
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westward into that subdivision[61]. Consequently, the chemical disposition of subdivision soils came
into question and the Soil Exposure Pathway was characterized as a principal concern.

5.0 Scope of Work and Methodology

Based on historical information and the findings of the 9/05 Expanded Pre-CERCLIS screening
assessment, the Soil Exposure Pathway was characterized as the principal exposure pathway of concern.
However, during preparation for the present investigation, nearby residents reported that unrecognized
potable wells were operating nearby and that landfill runoff was discharging onto neighboring
residential properties. Consequently, both the Soil Exposure and Ground Water Migration Pathways
were characterized as exposure pathways of potential concern. Addressing both exposure pathways, the
investigation was conducted in two phases—the first phase dedicated to determining the chemical
content of onsite soils and soils in the Ashley Subdivision, confirming contamination in soil in the
Foxfire Subdivision, and identifying soils that potentially represent a threat to ground water or hazard to
individuals via direct contact and the second phase dedicated to determining the chemical disposition of
on-site ground water. Accordingly, the first phase of the investigation involved the collection of (1) a
confirmatory near-surface soil sample at a residence built within the boundaries of a 3-acre landfill
(Foxfire Subdivision), (2) near-surface soil samples from the former 70-acre landfill, (3) samples of
near-surface soils from abutting Ashley Subdivision properties, where storm water runoff from the 70-
acre landfill is likely, (4) sediment samples from a ditch that lies between the 70-acre landfill and the
Ashley Subdivision and (5) soil samples from potential contaminant source areas in a former FGC
maintenance area. The second phase of the investigation involved the installation of shallow monitoring
wells near the former Golf course maintenance area, the 70-acre and 20-acre landfills and a presumably
unaffected background location, then collecting ground water samples from each well. The soil,
sediment and ground water samples were subsequently analyzed for selected analytes related to specific
areas of potential concern.

During March 2007, the first phase of the investigation was jointly conducted by the FDEP Federal
Programs Section and the EPA Region 4 Science and Ecosystem Support Division (SESD). EPA was
specifically responsible for sample collection, chain of custody, sample shipment, and laboratory
analyses. FDEP was responsible for securing site access, preparing a site sampling plan, assisting in the
field sampling activities, and completion of a resultant Site Inspection report. All sampling and
fieldwork activities were conducted in accordance with FDEP's SOP and EPA’s Region IV
Environmental Investigation Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance Manual
(EISOPQAM). During the first phase of the investigation, the sampling team determined that installation
of permanent wells would be more appropriate for characterizing ground water quality.

The second phase of the investigation was initiated in September 2007, when seven permanent shallow
monitoring wells were installed. During November 2007, ground water samples were collected from the
new monitoring wells and a pre-existing on-site monitoring well.
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6.0 Site Inspection Activities

6.1 Initial Site Reconnaissance

During November 14-15, 2006, a representative of the FDEP Federal Programs Section conducted a site
reconnaissance in areas where runoff from the 70-acre landfill discharged to residential properties in the
Ashley Subdivision. During the reconnaissance, the owner of one of those properties provided
photographic evidence of storm water flooding from the drainage ditch and landfill and identified areas
where such discharges occurred[59-61]. In addition, the owner of a property near the Foxfire
neighborhood expressed concern over the possible influence of the site upon ground water, because she
and few other residents currently operate potable supply wells. Although her well was sampled by the
Sarasota County Health Department, no analytes exceeded regulatory ground water standards[61].

6.2 Decontamination of Sampling/Drilling Equipment

All field sampling equipment was cleaned and decontaminated at EPA’s Field Equipment Center (FEC)
prior to coming to the site. Drilling equipment was also cleaned prior to arriving at the site and between
monitoring well locations. The decontamination process involved cleaning of the down-hole
components and portions of the drill rig with soap and high pressure water between boreholes.

The standard field cleaning procedure for drilling equipment (drill stems, rods, augers, tools and
associated equipment) was as follows:

Brush and pressure-wash with tap water and soap (Liquinox® or phosphate free substitute).
Pressure-rinse thoroughly with tap water.

Rinse with analyte free water.

Air dry

Cover with clean unused plastic

6.3 Permanent Monitoring Well Installation

During September 2007, seven permanent monitoring wells were installed onsite. At each selected
location, a hollow-stem auger was used to install two-inch diameter P\VC wells with 10-foot 0.010 inch
slotted screens to a depth of approximately 20 feet. Summarizing the locations of the wells: a
background monitoring well (PRL-01-MW) was installed near the northern perimeter of the former 70-
acre landfill; two additional monitoring wells (PLF-02-MW and PLF-03-MW) were installed on the
western and eastern margins of the former 70-acre landfill; a fourth monitoring well PLF-04-MW was
installed on the western margin of the former 20-acre landfill; a fifth monitoring well, PLF-05-MW was
installed in the southern-most portion of the former 70-acre landfill; a sixth monitoring well (PLF-06-
MW) was installed at the southwest corner of the former 20-acre landfill; and a seventh monitoring well
(PLF-07-MW) was installed directly east of the former FGC maintenance building (Figs. 6, 7 & 9). The
rationale for each monitor well location is explained in Table 2.

10
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6.4 Collection of Samples
6.4.1 Collection of Soil/Sediment Samples

One near-surface soil sample was collected from each of four selected swales at the former 70-acre
landfill, where storm-water discharge to the Ashley subdivision was apparent. Near-surface sediment
samples were also collected from corresponding points of discharge from each selected swale to a north-
south oriented ditch that lies between the landfill and the Ashley subdivision. Soil samples were
similarly collected from selected Ashley subdivision properties that potentially received storm-water
runoff from the ditch. A near-surface background soil sample was concurrently collected from the
northern perimeter of the former 70-acre landfill (Figs. 6 & 8) [63,66].

The Expanded Pre-CERCLIS screening assessment, conducted by FDEP and EPA during June 2005,
revealed arsenic and dioxin/furan slightly above SCTLs in shallow soil at a Foxfire Subdivision
residence (7160 Wild Horse Circle), built upon a pre-existent 3-acre landfill (Fig. 4). Consequently, a
confirmatory near-surface soil sample was collected from that residence (PRL-14SF) (Figs. 6 & 8)
during the present site inspection. Two near-surface soil samples (PRL-16SF, PRL-17SF) and one
duplicate soil sample (PRL-17SFD) were also collected south of the Foxfire subdivision in the vicinity
of a former Foxfire golf course maintenance building. The samples were specifically collected near a
pesticide/ herbicide-mixing area, immediately south of the building and north of a former greenhouse
(Figs. 6-8)[6,63,66].

Each soil/sediment sample was collected with a pre-cleaned stainless steel spoon from a depth of
approximately 0-3 inches (removing the thin layer of soil from material that contacted the trowel). All
samples were added to separate containers, capped, labeled, and submitted to selected CLP and/or EPA
SESD laboratories for subsequent chemical analyses (Table 2). Sample positions were documented via
hand-held GPS equipment and adjusted when necessary to conform with field observations (Figs. 6-8).

6.4.2 Collection of Groundwater Samples

Each of the seven newly-installed monitoring wells and one pre-existing monitoring well (i.e., MW-08,
located in the southwest portion of the former 20-acre landfill) were sampled (Figs. 6,7 & 9). Also,
making use of the pre-existing monitoring well (PLF-08-MW), the resulting array of monitoring wells
collectively allowed investigators to evaluate the disposition of ground water throughout most of the
site, to a large degree mirroring Geoprobe positions used during the December 2006 EE site
investigation sponsored by the owner of the former golf course (Fig. 10) [64]. The sampling location
rationale for wells sampled during the current investigation is presented in Table 2. The ground water
sampling locations are shown in Figures 6,7,9 & 10.

Prior to sampling, each well was purged with a variable speed, peristaltic pump using low-flow
technique. At the initiation of purging, an appropriate length of dedicated Teflon® tubing was slowly
lowered to the bottom of the well screen at each well location. The purpose of lowering the tubing to the
bottom of the screen was to achieve low turbidity conditions by removing any formation material which
may have entered the well screen during installation. Upon the removal of this material, the tubing was
slowly raised through the water column to near the top of the column. The pump speed was adjusted to
match the draw-down in the well. Field parameters (including temperature, pH, specific conductance,

11



DRAFT

and turbidity) were measured at the initiation of the purging process. The purpose of purging was to
remove stagnant water from the well and to mitigate the impacts of installation. The goal of purging
water in a monitoring well is to reduce turbidity and remove the water in the area directly impacted by
the well installation. Stabilization was achieved when the pH remained constant (within 0.1 Standard
Unit), specific conductivity varied no more than 10% and temperature was constant for at least three
consecutive readings. When field parameters stabilized and water turbidity was less than 10
nephelometric units (NTU), the groundwater sample was collected. Unfiltered groundwater samples
were collected from the monitoring wells with dedicated Teflon® tubing and a peristaltic pump, using
low flow/low stress sampling techniques in accordance with FDEP’s SOP and EPA EISOPQAM. VOC
samples were collected directly from the inserted tubing using the straw method. The other ground water
samples were collected directly from pump discharge tubing.

6.5 Sample Analyses

6.5.1 Soil/Sediment Sample Analyses

All soil/sediment samples were subjected to analyses of metals, semi-volatiles, and pesticides/PCBs.
Also, dioxins/furans were analyzed for all samples collected from and near residential properties (PRL-
07SF, PRL-10SF, PRL-12SF, PRL-13SF, PRL-15SF, PRL-18SF, and PRL-20SF) or potential source
areas potentially affecting those properties (PRLO2SF, PRL-03SF, PRL-04SF, PRL-05SF, PRL-SDO06,
PRL-08SD, PRL-09SD, and PRL-19SD)). In the absence of residents, no dioxin/furan analyses were
performed on samples collected from the FGS maintenance area (i.e., PRL-16SF, PRL-17SF, PRL--
17SFD). However, considering that fuel storage formerly occurred in the former FGC maintenance
area, samples collected from that area (i.e., PRL-16SF, PRL-17SF, PRL--17SFD) were also subjected to
VOC analyses. Similarly, given the historical documentation of VOCs in residential wells located within
the Foxfire Subdivision, VOC analyses were also applied to the soil sample collected from that
subdivision (i.e., PRL-14SF)(Table 2). No volatile organics were analyzed for the remainder of samples
collected at the 70-acre landfill, Ashley Subdivision, or the interjacent ditch, because near-surface soils
were considered unlikely to retain significant concentrations of volatiles (Table 2) (Appendix B) [63].

Soil sample PRL-01SF, collected near the northern boundary of the 70-acre landfill, immediately south
of Proctor Road, was selected to represent background conditions for all soil samples, so all
soil/sediment sample analyses were compared to the PRL-01SF sample to determine observed
releases’/contaminant attribution (Figs. 6 & 8) (Table 2) (Appendix B)[63,66].

6.5.2 Ground Water Sample Analyses

All groundwater samples were analyzed for metals and VOCs.

! Observed Release as defined under the HRS: detected in the subject sample but not detected in the background sample or is >3X the
concentration detected in the background sample)
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7.0 Quality Assurance/Quality Control

A VOC trip blank and a sand blank were carried on-site and transported with the appropriate ground
water samples to assess possible cross-contamination of the samples during transport. In addition, one
preservative blank was prepared. Duplicate groundwater, soil and sediment samples and were also
collected. All samples were collected, packaged, preserved and transported in accordance with FDEP’s
SOP and EPA’s EISOPQAM protocol. Furthermore, chain-of custody using either EPA’s FORMS I
Lite software (CLP Laboratory) or EPA EISOPQAM Chain of Custody forms (EPA SESD Laboratory)
were utilized. Field notes were recorded in a bound field book. Modifications to the sampling plan were
made depending on field conditions. These changes were jointly approved by the EPA and FDEP project
managers.

8.0 Investigation-Derived Waste

Investigation derived waste was handled in accordance with EPA protocol.

9.0 Investigation Results

9.1 Results of Soil/Sediment Sample Analyses

Metals analyses of four near-surface soil samples, collected from selected landfill swales at the former
landfill/golf course (Fig. 6), demonstrated observed releases of arsenic in all samples with
concentrations at each sample location (4.8 mg/kg in PRL-02SF, 14 mg/kg in PRL-03SF, 9.4 mg/kg in
PRL-04SF and 5 mg/kg in PRL-05SF) exceeding the SCTL for direct contact in residential settings (i.e.,
2.1 mg/kg). The arsenic concentration in PRL-03SF also exceeded the SCTL for industrial settings (i.e.,
12 mg/kg). Arsenic concentrations in all four sediment samples and one duplicate sample, collected
from the receiving ditch (i.e., 16 mg/kg in PRL-06SD, 49 mg/kg in PRL-08SD, 41 mg/kg in PRL-
08SDD/duplicate, 35 mg/kg, in PRL-09SD, and 3.2 mg/kg in PRL-19SD), likewise established observed
releases. Furthermore, the arsenic concentration in each sample exceeded the residential SCTL for direct
contact, while the arsenic concentrations in four of those samples also exceeded the industrial SCTL.
The arsenic concentration detected in a soil sample, collected from a low-lying area near two of the
residential properties in the Ashley Subdivision (2.6 mg/kg in PRL-10SF), established an observed
release of arsenic, exceeding the SCTL for residential settings. The arsenic concentrations detected in
two soil samples, collected near the former golf course maintenance building (3.1 mg/kg in PRL-16SF
and in 1.3 mg/kg in PRL-17SF), also established observed releases, while the concentration detected in
one of the samples exceeded the residential SCTL for direct contact(Figs 6, 7 & 8) (Table 3).

Observed releases of barium were established for three sediment samples collected at two ditch
locations, (PRL-08SD, PRL-08SDD/duplicate and PRL-09SD) and one soil sample (PRL-10SF)
collected from the low-lying area near two of the residential properties (Figs. 6 & 8). The barium
concentration in ditch sample PRL-09SD (140 mg/kg) exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in
residential settings. An observed release of lead was also established for a soil sample collected from the
low-lying area near two of the residential properties in the Ashley Subdivision (16 mg/kg in PRL-10SF),
but the residential SCTL for direct exposure was not exceeded. Observed releases of chromium were
established in two sediment samples PRL- 08SD and PRL-08SDD/duplicate, but neither concentration
exceeded SCTLs (Table 3).

Traces of toluene were detected in two soil samples collected from the vicinity of the former golf course
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maintenance building (PRL-016 and PRL-017) and a residence in the Foxfire Subdivision (PRL-014).
However, none of the reported concentrations merited an observed release and all of the concentrations
were far below regulatory standards. Moreover, the highest toluene concentration (1.8 ug/kg) was
reported in association with the background sample. Observed releases of isopropyltoluene and
butylbenzene (47 and 2.2 ug/kg, respectively) were established in a sample collected from the former
FGC maintenance area (PRL-017SF). A trace of methylene chloride was also detected in that sample,
but no VOC concentrations exceeded SCTLs for direct exposure or leachability (Figs 7-8) (Table 4).

Analyses of semi-volatiles in a near-surface soil sample, collected in the vicinity of the former golf
course maintenance building (PRL-016SF), documented a benzo(a)pyrene concentration of 960 ug/kg—
establishing an observed release of benzo(a)pyrene to soil and exceeding SCTLs for direct contact in
residential and industrial settings (Table 5b) (Figs. 7,8). In addition, considering all carcinogenic PAHs
detected in the sample (i.e., 440 ug/kg benzo(a)anthracene, 1,200 J ug/kg benzo(b)fluoranthene, 690 J
ug/kg benzo(g,h,i)perylene, 910 ug/kg benzo(k)fluoranthene, 610 ug/kg chrysene, 670 indeno (1,2,3-cd)
pyrene, 120 J ug/kg dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and 960 ug/kg benzo(a)pyrene), that sample yielded a
toxicity equivalent of 1,321 ug/kg, exceeding the SCTL for direct contact in residential and industrial
settings (Table 5c). Observed releases of other semi-volatiles (i.e., 1,000 ug/kg fluoranthene, 260 ug/kg
phenanthrene and 750 ug/kg pyrene) were also documented for the sample (Figs 7-8) (Tables 5b,c).

Semivolatile analyses of a pair of soil samples, collected from a second location in the vicinity of the
maintenance area (PRL-17SF and PRL-17SFD), also confirmed the presence of carcinogenic PAHs (32
J & 39 J ug/kg benzo(a)anthracene, 78 J and 89 J ug/kg benzo(a)pyrene ug/kg, 94 J & 98 J
benzo(b)fluoranthene, 82 J & 86 J ug/kg benzo(k)fluoranthene, 52 J & 53 J ug/kg chrysene, and 58 J &
62 J ug/kg indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene). Those two samples, yielding benzo(a)pyrene equivalent toxicity
values of 187 and 200 ug/kg, respectively (Table 5c), exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in
residential settings. Non-carcinogenic PAHs were also detected in the samples (i.e., 66 J & 79 J ug/kg
pyrene, <180 & 30J phenanthrene, 97 J & 100 J ug/kg flouranthene, 59 J & 63 J ug/kg
benzo(g,h,i)perylene), but no SCTLS were exceeded for those compounds. The affected former golf
course maintenance area is unoccupied by residents and the reported concentrations were well below
SCTLs for leachability to ground water (Fig. 7 & 8; Tables 5a,b).

Analyses of semi-volatiles in a sample collected from the low-lying area near two of the residential
properties in the Ashley Subdivision (PRL-10SF), documented carcinogenic PAHs (55 J ug/kg
benzo(a)pyrene, 81 J ug/kg benzo(b)fluoranthene, 45 J ug/kg benzo(g,h,i)perylene, 55 ug/kg
benzo(k)fluoranthene, and 46 J ug/kg indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene). A resultant TEQ of 178.35 ug/kg was
calculated, establishing an observed release of carcinogenic PAHSs, exceeding the SCTL for direct
exposure to benzo(a)pyrene in residential settings. No other samples collected from the Ashley or
Foxfire Subdivisions exceeded SCTLs for PAHs (Figs 6 & 8) (Table 5b,c).

Analyses of dioxins/furans revealed a total of dioxin/furan congeners (TEQ = 9.22 ng/kg) in a near-
surface soil sample, collected from the low low-lying area near two of the residential properties in the
Ashley Subdivision (PRL-10SF), that exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in residential settings.
Dioxins and/or furans were detected in all samples subjected to dioxin/furan analyses, but no other
sample exceeded SCTLs for dioxins/furans. Although a sediment sample collected from the ditch
adjacent to the landfill (PRL-08SD) exhibited a dioxin/furan TEQ that qualified as an observed release,
the reported concentration of dioxin/furan congeners in sediment (1.18 ng/kg) was insufficient to
demonstrate that the ditch was the source of the subject contamination (Table 6) (Figs 6 & 8).
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Traces of pesticide were detected at nine soil sample locations, but the reported concentrations were well
below SCTLs for direct contact (Table 7) (Figs 6-8). No PCBs were detected in any soil samples (Table
8) and no contaminants were detected in any of the blanks

9.2 Results of Ground Water Sample Analyses

Twenty four VOCs were collectively detected in eight on-site ground water samples, with the greatest
variety of compounds (i.e., 22) and highest number observed releases (i.e., 12) reported in a single
sample, occurring in the MW-5 sample (Table 10). Although observed releases of acetone, benzene, n-
butylbenzene, n-propylbenzene, chlorobenzene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, isopropylbenzene, n-
butylbenzene, n-propylbenzene, methyl t-butyl ether (MTBE), p-isopropyltoluene, sec-butylbenzene,
toluene and vinyl chloride were established in ground water samples collected from on-site monitoring
wells, benzene—manifesting releases in the MW-3 and MW-5 samples (i.e., 1.1 and 2.5 ug/I,
respectively)—was the only VOC that exceeded its GCTL. Although reported as a contaminant,
exceeding its GCTL in MW-5, naphthalene was only tentatively identified and did not qualify as a
release (Figs. 6-10; Table 10).

Estimated concentrations of barium in ground water samples, collected from three monitoring wells
within the boundaries of the former 70-acre landfill (120 mg/l in MW-2, 100 mg/l in MW-3 and 110
mg/l in MW-5), met HRS criteria for an observed release (Figs. 6, 9 & 10) (Table 9). Although no
barium was detected in the preservative blank (PRLPB), the detection limit for the latter blank was 200
mg/l. However, no metal concentrations exceeded state or federal standards for ground water (Table 9).

Therefore, benzene was the only positively identified site-attributable contaminant that exceeded
GCTLs (Figs. 6 & 8; Table 10).

10.0 Discussion

Results of confirmatory re-sampling of soil at a Foxfire Subdivision residence contradicted previous
indications of contamination by arsenic and dioxins/furans[57]. Also, VOC analyses of soil at that
residence (Fig. 6) showed that on-site soil at this location is unlikely to be the source of VOC
contamination reported in nearby wells (Table 4).

Traces of VOC:s (i.e., toluene, methylene chloride, p-isopropyltoluene, and n-butylbenzene) were
detected in soil at the former FGC maintenance area, but the reported concentrations were too low to
represent a significant source of groundwater contamination (Figs. 7 & 8; Table 4). Although observed
releases of acetone and MTBE were documented in the monitoring well located in the former
maintenance area (MW-7), the reported concentrations were far below GCTLs (Figs. 7 & 9; Table 10).
High concentrations of carcinogenic PAHs were detected in soils in the former FGC maintenance area.
However, given the low mobility of such contaminants in soil, no PAH concentrations exceeded SCTLs
for leachability to ground water (Tables 5b & 5c¢). Therefore, the PAHs do not appear to represent a
probable source of significant groundwater contamination. The reported PAH concentrations exceed
residential and industrial SCTLs for direct contact, but the affected area is unoccupied and no population
currently resides in the immediate vicinity. Therefore, affected soil currently represents a potential
hazard to only on-site workers or trespassers. Nevertheless, the corresponding SCTLs for direct contact
(Table 5) must be addressed in accordance with Chapter 780 Florida Statutes.
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The results of soil sample analyses at the former 70-acre landfill demonstrated arsenic concentrations in
4 of 4 shallow landfill samples that exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in residential settings. The
arsenic concentration in one of those samples also exceeded the corresponding industrial SCTL.
Relatively higher arsenic concentrations were measured in sediment samples, collected from the ditch
that lies between the landfill and the Ashley Subdivision. All four of the ditch sediment samples and one
duplicate sample exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in residential settings. Arsenic concentrations in
four of those five samples also exceeded SCTLs for industrial settings (Figs. 6 & 8; Table 3).

The barium concentration in one of the ditch samples also exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in
residential settings, but the ditch is unoccupied by a residential population and adjacent residential soils
do not exhibit excessive levels of barium(Figs. 6 & 7; Table 3). Analyses of semi-volatiles demonstrated
evidence of contamination at the landfill and receiving ditch, although none of those samples exceeded
SCTLs for residential settings (Tables 5a,b).

The arsenic level, detected in one near-surface soil sample, collected from a low-lying area near two of
the residential properties (4931/4967 Ashley Parkway), exceeded the SCTL for direct contact in
residential settings(Table 3). Also, toxicologically significant contamination by carcinogenic PAHS in
that soil sample yielded a benzo(a)pyrene-equivalent toxicity exceeding the residential SCTL(Table 5a-
c). Analyses of the latter sample also revealed a collective concentration of dioxin and furan congeners
that yielded a 2,3,7,8-TCDD-equivalent toxicity, exceeding the SCTL for direct contact in residential
settings. Substantially lower concentrations of dioxin/furan congeners were detected in the background
soil sample. However, concurrent comparisons with dioxin/furan congeners in samples of landfill soil or
ditch sediment, did not establish attribution to the landfill or the ditch (Figs. 6 & 8; Table 6). On the
other hand, the detection of site-attributable arsenic beside residential property and in the bordering
ditch is sufficient to characterize the Soil Exposure Pathway as the principal site-related concern.

Analyses of ground water samples collected during the 2007 Sl (Figs. 6 & 9) revealed an assortment of
24 VOCs (Table 10) including seven of the eight VOC:s (i.e., benzene, toluene, chlorobenzene, 1,2-
dichlorobenzene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, 1,2-dichloroethene, vinyl chloride, and dichlorodifluoromethane
(AKA: Freon-12)) identified by EE during a 12/06 on-site ground water investigation[64]. In addition,
the concentrations of VOCs detected in the two investigations included several of the contaminants that
were detected in on-site ground water in 1996 and reported at comparable concentrations[7,8]. Thus, the
results of the latter three on-site ground water sampling investigations provide compelling evidence of
long-standing on-site shallow ground water contamination by VOCs, featuring benzene concentrations
(in each investigation) that exceeded GCTLs.

Although the ground water samples collected by EE during 12/06 also included arsenic, chromium, lead
and mercury concentrations exceeding GCTLs[64], no metals detected in the subject SI exceeded
GCTLs (Table 9). The turbidities of the ground water samples in the SI were quite low[67], but the
turbidities in the EE samples were not reported. Therefore, the metal concentrations in the EE study
were tentatively characterized as equivocal.

Throughout the last decade, the Sarasota Department of Health routinely monitored the chemical content

of nearby potable wells. During that time, VOCs— most notably toluene—were occasionally detected,
but the reported contaminant levels were well below regulatory standards[21,35,37,62]. Considering that
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nearest wells have not been significantly affected by apparently chronic ground water contamination, the
Ground Water Migration Pathway does not appear to represent a significant concern.

Conversely, the adjacent canal presumably receives contaminated shallow groundwater discharge as
well as potentially contaminated runoff from the former landfill. Evidence of site-attributable releases of
contamination to the adjacent canal was revealed during a 2005 Expanded Pre-CERCLIS Site Screening
Assessment, when acetone, toluene, chlorobenzene, p-isopropyltoluene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, and 1,4-
dichlorobenzene (all identified in ground water during the present investigation) were detected in a pair
of surface water samples, collected from the canal at points adjacent to the former 70-acre landfill.
Observed releases of acetone and chlorobenzene were established at that time, while concurrent releases
of 1,2-dichlorobenzene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene were possibly precluded by relatively high detection
limits in the background sample. The conspicuous similarity between VOCs detected in the canal and in
on-site ground water outwardly suggests that the VOCs entered the canal via ground water discharge.

The 2005 Expanded Pre-CERCLIS Site Screening Assessment also documented observed releases of
arsenic to canal surface water and sediment with reported arsenic levels in sediment exceeding the
applicable USEPA Region 4 ESV and FDEP SQAG (TEL)[34,51,57]. However, the contribution of
arsenic to the canal via ground water discharge is presumably secondary to that contributed by site
runoff, given the results of the 2007 Site Inspection, which provided (1) proof of elevated concentrations
of arsenic in near-surface on-site soils, (2) evidence that arsenic contamination in on-site soil was
sufficient to affect the chemical disposition of off-site property via site runoff, and (3) evidence of an
absence of elevated arsenic in on-site shallow ground water (Table 9). Also, considering that the canal
represents the principal on-site storm water drainage feature, former landfill/golf course runoff appears
to be the most likely source of arsenic contamination in the canal.

Although overland discharge of site-attributable VOCs to the canal is also possible, the inherent
volatility of such contaminants limits their existence in near-surface soils and storm water. Therefore,
the contribution of VOCs to the canal via site runoff is presumably negligible. The VOCs detected in the
canal and in on-site ground water generally exhibit limited persistence and aquatic toxicity, but the
bioaccumulation potential for benzene and chlorobenzene is significant. Therefore, the apparent ground
water discharge of VOCs to the canal is worthy of recognition.

Considering that the canal comprises a minor fishery, a wetland and a habitat for a state-designated
threatened species[24,32,68], the Surface Water Migration Pathway potentially represents a concern.

11.0 Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

In contrast to the findings of the 2005 Expanded Pre-CERCLIS screening assessment (reported 3/3/06),
analyses of a soil sample collected at a Foxfire Subdivision residence showed no evidence of significant
contamination by arsenic, dioxins/furans or a significant source of ground water contamination.

Analyses of soil, collected from the former FCG maintenance area, documented elevated concentrations
of PAHs and low concentrations of VOCs, but neither represents a plausible source of significant ground
water contamination. Accordingly, shallow ground water collected from a monitoring well in that area,
exhibited low levels of VOC contamination, far below GCTLs. Thus, the area is unlikely to represent a
significant threat to nearby potable wells. Also, the area is currently unoccupied, so PAH concentrations,
exceeding residential and industrial SCTLs, currently represent no practical threat to individuals via
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direct contact. Nevertheless, the corresponding SCTLs for direct contact (Table 5) must be addressed in
accordance with Chapter 780 Florida Statutes.

Soil sample analyses at the former 70-acre landfill exhibited elevated concentrations of arsenic
(exceeding residential and industrial SCTLS) in near-surface soils at the former landfill and a receiving
ditch, lying between the landfill and residences in the Ashley Subdivision. In addition, soil collected in a
low-lying area beside a residential property, where flooding by landfill runoff had been documented,
exhibited concentrations of arsenic, PAHs and dioxins exceeding residential SCTLs. Although the
dioxin and PAHs could not be linked to contaminated soil at the landfill, attribution of arsenic to the
landfill was apparent. Nevertheless, the arsenic is more likely attributable to common golf course
maintenance than to the landfill. Given evidence of soil/sediment contamination beside residential
property, the Soil Exposure Pathway is characterized as the principal site-related concern.

On-site groundwater sampling revealed contamination by 24 VOCs, several of which were also detected
in a 2006 EE site investigation and landfill ground water monitoring that occurred in 1996. Sampling of
nearby potable wells over the last decade documented only minor contamination by VOCs in a few of
the wells, but none of the reported VOC concentrations exceeded GCTLs. Therefore, the ground water
contamination does not represent a plausible threat to potable wells. However, due to the detection of
benzene and naphthalene (tentatively identified) above GCTLs, as well as several other VOCs, the
ground water contamination warrants further consideration.

The results of the 2005 Expanded Pre-CERCLIS Site Screening Assessment and the 2007 Sl collectively
suggest that the adjacent canal has been affected by site-attributable contamination, principally the result
of discharge of VOC-contaminated on-site ground water and arsenic-contaminated site runoff, yielding
elevated VOCs in canal surface water and elevated arsenic in canal sediment and surface water.
Considering that the canal comprises a minor fishery, a wetland and a habitat for a state-designated
threatened species, the Ground Water to Surface Water and Surface Water Migration Pathways represent
potential concerns.

Based on the findings of this Sl, the site meets EPA’s criteria for further CERCLA assessment. The
contamination detected at the site may also represent a violation of Chapter 376 and/or Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes. The FPS recommends that FDEP’s Southwest District identify the person(s)
responsible for site rehabilitation (PRSR) for the purpose of implementing corrective action at the site in
accordance with Rule 62-780 of the Florida Administrative Code. Furthermore, if the PRSR(S) fails/fail
to implement necessary corrective action in a timely manner, it is also recommended that EPA consider
initiating an Expanded Site Investigation.
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Figure 1 Former Proctor Landfill Site Map
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Fiqgure 6 Aerial View of Former Proctor Road Landfill/Ashley/Foxfire Sample Locations
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Fiqgure 7 Aerial View of Former FGC Maintenance Area Sample Locations

v

©2007 Tele Atlas PRL17SF

“"""Gnngle'

-

Pointer127°16!35.99" N\ 82°25:35.88" W elev 351t Streaming |||[|||||| 100%Eye alt 555t

24



DRAFT

Figure 8 Former Proctor Road Landfill/Ashley/Foxfire Soil/Sediment Sample Location diagram
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Figure 9 Former Procter Road Landfill Monitoring Well Location Diagram
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Figure 10 Aerlal View of SI Sample and Environmental Evaluatlons Inc Geoprobe Locations.
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Table 1a
Population Distribution
Proctor Road Landfill

Sarasota, Sarasota County, Florida

Distance Interval

Population within Distance Interval

0t00.25 105
0.25t0 0.5 357
05t01 1,823
1to2 9,992
2103 12,939
3to4 17,313
Table 1b
Potable Well Distribution/Population Served
Procter Road Landfill
Sarasota, Sarasota County, Florida
Intermediate aquifer
Well Type 0-1/4 1/4-1/2 | %-1mile | 1-2 miles | 2-3 miles 3-4 miles
mile mile
MHP/subdiv 711727 2/461
Schools 1/50 1/84
commercial 4/475 5/140
Churches 1/3
Residential 10/22 NE NE NE NE NE
Totals 10/22 711,727 6/528 8/685
Estimated Total Population served within 4 miles = 2,962

NE=Not Evaluated
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Table 2

Proctor Road Landfill
Sarasota, Sarasota County, Florida
Sample Locations and Rationale- Ashley/Foxfire Subdivisions/FGC/Landfill*

Sample Type Sample Designation Sample Location Rationale Lab Analysis
Surface Soil PRL-01SF North of Former 70-acre BACKGROUND/ Metals, VOCs, Semi-VOCs,
Landfill CONTROL SAMPLE | pesticides/PCB, Dioxins/Furang
Surface Soil PRL-02SF Landfill Swale 1 POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCB, Dioxins/Furang
Surface Soil PRL-03SF Landfill Swale 2 POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-04SF Landfill Swale 3 POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-05SF Landfill Swale 4 POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Sediment PRL-06SD Ditch: Swale 1 Discharge Poin POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-07SF Residence backyard POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5077 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Sediment PRL-08SD Swale 3 Discharge Point POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Sediment PRL-08SDD Swale 4 Discharge Point DUPLICATE SAMPLE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Sediment PRL-09SD Ditch Southernmost sample POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-10SF ditch overflow abutting POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
4931 Ashley Parkway & Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
4937 Ashley Parkway
Surface Soil PRL-12SF Ashley Subdivision Property POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5231 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-13SF Ashley Subdivision Property POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5293 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-14SF Foxfire Subdivision Property POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, VOCs, Semi-VOCs,
7160 Wildhorse Circle Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-15SF Ashley Subdivision Property POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5271 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-16SF East of Foxfire Maintenance POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Building Pesticides/PCBs,
Surface Soil PRL-17SF South of Foxfire Maintenance POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Building, near old greenhouse Pesticides/PCBs
Surface Soil PRL-17SFD South of Foxfire Maintenance DUPLICATE SAMPLE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
Building, near old greenhouse Pesticides/PCBs
Surface Soil PRL-18SF Ashley Subdivision Property POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5325 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Sediment PRL-19SD Ditch: Swale 2 culvert POTENTIAL SOURCE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
discharge point Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
Surface Soil PRL-20SF Ashley Subdivision Property POTENTIAL RELEASE | Metals, Semi-VOCs,
5099 Ashley Parkway Pesticides/PCBs,Dioxins/Furan
QA/QC N/A VOC SAND BLANK VOCs
Key:

QAJ/QC: Quality Assurance/Quality Control
Semi-VOCs: Semi-volatile organic compounds
N/A: Not Applicable

VOC: Volatile organic compound
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Table 2 (Continued)

Proctor Road Landfill
Sarasota, Sarasota County, Florida
Sample Locations and Rationale- Ashley/Foxfire Subdivisions/FGC/Landfill*

Sample Type Sample Designation Sample Location Rationale Lab Analysis
Ground Water PRL-01-GW North of Former 70-acre BACKGROUND/ Metals, VOCs
Landfill (MW-1) CONTROL SAMPLE
Ground Water PRL-02-GW Eastern margin of former 70- POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
acre landfill (MW-2)
Ground Water PRL-02-GWD MW-2 Duplicate Metals, VOCs
Ground Water PRL-03-GW Western margin of former 70- POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
acre landfill (MW-3)
Ground Water PRL-04-GW Western margin of former 20- POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
acre landfill (MW-4)
Ground Water PRL-05-GW Southern portion of former 70 POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
acre landfill (MW-5)
Ground Water PRL-06-GW Southwestern corner of former POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
20-acre landfill (MW-6).
Ground Water PRL-07-GW Directly east of the FGC POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
maintenance building (MW-7)
Ground Water PRL-08-GW Pre-existing monitoring well POTENTIAL SOURCE Metals, VOCs
in southwestern corner of 20-
acre landfill (MW-8)
QAIQC PRL-MB N/A Metals Blank Metals
QA/QC PRL-PB N/A Preservative Blank Metals
QA/QC PRL-TB N/A Trip Blank VOCs

Key:

QAJ/QC: Quality Assurance/Quality Control

N/A: Not Applicable

VOC: Volatile organic compound
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Table 3 Metal Concentrations in Shallow Soil Samples Soil Samples collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

Standard Sample
Analyte SCTL SCTL PRL- PRL- PRL- PRL- [PRL-05SF| PRL- PRL- PRL- | PRL- | PRL-09SD
Resident | Industrial | 01SF 02SF 03SF 04SF 06SD 07SF 08SD |08SDD
Mercury 3 17 0.1U 0.12U 0.12U 0.13U 0.13U 0.12Uu |0.1U 0.29U 0.27U [0.27U
Arsenic 2.1 12 1 4.8 14 9.4 5 16 0.99U 49 41 35
Barium 120 130000 (18J 11 3.7 6.9 5.3] 20J 1.7] 58 58 140
Cadmium 82 1700 |0.52U |(0.57U 0.59U 0.54U 0.57U 54U .5U 1.4U 13U 14U
Chromium 210 470 |5.6 43 6.8 4.8 8.2 7.1 14 21 17 6
Lead 400 1400 |5.2 7.7 7.9 7.9 7.5 5.4 2.1 15 13 5
Selenium 440 11000 (.25J 0.37U 0.38U 0.43U 0.44U 1.0U 3.5U 1.9V 21U |1.4U
Silver 410 8200 ([1U 1.1U 1.2U 1.1U 1.1U 1.1U 0.99U 2.8U 27U |2.7U
Concentrations reported in mg/kg
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)
J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings

Table 3 Metal Concentrations in Shallow Soil Samples Soil Samples collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation
(Contd)

Standard Sample
Analyte SCTL SCTL | PRL-| PRL- | PRL- | PRL-| PRL- | PRL- | PRL- PRL- PRL- PRL- PRL-
Resident |Industrial | 10SF | 12SF [ 13SF | 14SF [ 15SF | 16SF | 17SF 17SFD 18SF 19SD 20SF
Mercury 3 17 0.12U | 0.11U | 0.11U (0.11U | 0.11U | 0.14 | 0.11U 0.11U 0.11U 0.13U 0.11U
Arsenic 2.1 12 2.6 | 0.96U | 0.98U | 0.96U 1uU 3.1 13 0.97 0.98U 3.2 1.1U
Barium 120 130000 58 2.6J 4.1 3.2] 3.1 8.3J 3.5] 3.5] 2.5] 5.9] 1.8J
Cadmium 82 1700 |(0.58U | 0.04U | 0.49U | 0.48U| 051U | 0.12U | 0.53U 0.46U 0.49U 0.58U 0.53U
Chromium 210 470 8.2 2 33 38 2.8 6.2 4.7 41 24 5.3 1.6
Lead 400 1400 16 3 13 2.8 2 5.6 45 35 3.0 5.4 14
Selenium 440 11000 (0.45U | 0.29U | 0.28U | 3.4U | 0.39U | 0.42U | 0.42U 0.33U 0.3U 0.56U 0.31U
Silver 410 8200 1.2U | 0.96U | 0.98U [ 0.96U 1U 0.09R | 11U 0.93U 0.98U 1.2U 1.1U
Concentrations reported in mg/kg
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)
J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit R= Data rejected due to severe quality control problems
SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
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Table 4 VOCs Detected in Soil Samples collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

Analytes SCTLs Samples
Residential Industrial Leachability | PRLLO1SF | PRL14SF PRL16SF PRLO17SF
Toluene 7,500 60,000 500 1.8 1.4 0.98 1.2
Methylene 17 25 20 0.63U 0.18J
Chloride
n-Butylbenzene NA NA NS 0.63U 2.2
p-Isopropyltoluene 960 5600 NS 0.63U 0.64J 473
Octanone (TIC) NA NA NS 40 NJ

J = Estimated Concentration

Concentrations reported in ug/kg
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)
U = Concentration below detection limit
SCTL Leachability = Soil Cleanup Target Level for Leachability to Groundwaterr

SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings

NS = No Standard

NJ=Tentative Identification with Estimated Concentration
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Table 5a Semivolatiles detected (in ug/kg) in Soil Samples Collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

Standard Sample

Analyte SCTL SCTL PRL- [PRL- [PRL- |[PRL- |PRL- |PRL- [PRL- [PRL- |PRL- PRL-

resident |Industrial [01SF [02SF [03SF [04SF [05SF [06SD |[07SF [08SD |08SDD |09SD
(3-and/or 4-)Methylphenol |N/A N/A 170U |200U [170U (240U [220U |210U |170U |450U |410U (410U
1,1-Biphenyl N/A N/A 170U (200U |170U |240U |220U (210U |170U |450U (410U |410U
1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene |12000 100000 170U |200U |170U (240U [220U |210U |170U |450U |410U (410U
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol ~ [2100000 (30000000 (170U |200U (170U (240U |220U |[210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 7700000 (130000000 (170U |200U (170U (240U |220U |210U (170U (450U [410U |410U
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 70000 230000 170U (200U |170U |240U |220U (210U |170U |450U (410U |410U
2,4-Dichlorophenol 190000 2400000 (170U (200U |170U |240U |220U (210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
2,4-Dimethylphenol 1300000 18000000 |170U 200U |170U (240U (220U |210U |170U |450U |410U (410U
2,4-Dinitrophenol 110000 [1200000 [340U (390U |330U |470U |[420U (400U |340U |860U (800U |800U
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 1200 4300 170U |200U |170U (240U [220U |210U |170U |450U |410U (410U
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 1200 3800 170U |200U [170U (240U [220U |210U |170U |450U [410U (410U
2-Chloronaphthalene 5000 61000 170U (200U (170U 240U |220U |210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
2-Chlorophenol 130000 |860000 170U (200U |170U |240U |220U (210U |170U |450U (410U |410U
2-Methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol (8400 180000 340U (390U |330U (470U (420U |400U |340U (860U (800U (800 U
2-Methylnaphthalene 210000 2100000 170U [200U |170U |240U |220U (210U (170U (450U |410U |410U
2-Methylphenol 2900000 |31000000 (170U |200U |170U (240U (220U |210U |170U (450U [410U (410U
2-Nitroaniline 21000 130000 340U |390U |330U (470U 420U 400U |[340U (860U (800U |800U
2-Nitrophenol N/A 170U |200U [170U (240U [220U |210U |170U |450U |410U (410U
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 2100 9900 170U (200U (170U |240U |220U |210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
3-Nitroaniline 17000 96000 340U (390U |330U (470U (420U |400U |340U (860U (800U (800 U
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 170U (200U |170U |240U |220U (210U |170U |450U (410U |410U
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ~ [600000 (8000000 (170U |200U (170U (240U |220U |[210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
4-Chloroaniline 270000 |3700000 (170U |200U |170U (240U (220U |210U |170U (450U [410U (410U
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 170U (200U (170U |240U |220U |210U (170U |450U |410U |410U
4-Nitroaniline 17000 96000 340U (390U |330U (470U (420U |400U |340U (860U (800U (800 U
4-Nitrophenol 560000 7900000 340U |390U |330U (470U (420U |400U |340U (860U (800U (800 U
Acenaphthene 2400000 |[20000000 |170U [200U |170U |240U |220U (210U (170U 450U |410U |410U
Acenaphthylene 1800000 |20000000 |170U (200U |170U |240U |[220U (210U |170U |450U (410U [410U
Acetophenone 3900000 (32000000 (170U |200U (170U (240U |220U |210U (170U (450U [410U |410U
Anthracene 21000000 |300000000 (170 U |200U |170U (240U (220U |210U |170U (450U [410U (410U
Atrazine 43000 19000 170U (200U (170U |240U |220U |210U (170U |450U |410U |410U

Concentrations reported in ug/kg

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release

Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit
SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
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SVOC Table 5a Semivolatiles detected (in ug/kg) in Soil Samples Collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

(continued)

Standard Sample

Analyte SCTL SCTL PRL- [PRL- |PRL- [PRL- |PRL- |PRL- [PRL- |PRL- [PRL- PRL- PRL-

resident |Industrial |10SF |12SF [13SF [14SF |15SF [16SF [17SF |17SFD |18SF 19SD 20SF
(3-and/or 4-)Methylphenol N/A N/A 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
1,1-Biphenyl N/A N/A 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene 12000 100000 200U |180U |190 U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 2100000 |30000000 |200U |180U |[190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 7700000 (130000000 (200U |180U (190U |180U (180U |180U (180U |180U (180U |210U |180U
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 70000 230000 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
2,4-Dichlorophenol 190000 2400000 (200U |180U 190U |180U |180U (180U |180U (180U |180U (210U (180U
2,4-Dimethylphenol 1300000 (18000000 |200U |180U |190U [180U |180U |180U |180U (180U (180U |210U |180U
2,4-Dinitrophenol 110000 (1200000 |390U |360U |370U 350U 350U [350 U [350U (360U (350U 420U |340U
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 1200 4300 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 1200 3800 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
2-Chloronaphthalene 5000 61000 200U (180U |190U [180U (180U |180U (180U |180U (180U 210U |180U
2-Chlorophenol 130000 |860000 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
2-Methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol 8400 180000 390U |360U |370U (350U (350U (350U (350U (360U (350U 420U |340U
2-Methylnaphthalene 210000 |2100000 |200U |180U |[190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
2-Methylphenol 2900000 |31000000 |200U |180U |[190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
2-Nitroaniline 21000 130000 390U (360U |370U (350U |350U (350U |350U (360U |350U 420U |340U
2-Nitrophenol N/A 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 2100 9900 200U (180U |190U [180U (180U |180U (180U |180U (180U 210U |180U
3-Nitroaniline 17000 96000 390U (360U (370U (350U (350U |350U |350U |360U |350U (420U (340U
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 200U |180U |190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U 210U |180U
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 600000 8000000 200U |180U |[190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
4-Chloroaniline 270000 |3700000 |200U |180U |[190U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 200U (180U |190U [180U |180U |180U (180U |180U (180U 210U |180U
4-Nitroaniline 17000 96000 390U (360U (370U (350U (350U |350U |350U |360U |350U (420U (340U
4-Nitrophenol 560000 7900000 390U |360U [370U (350U (350U (350U (350U (360U (350U [420U |340U
Acenaphthene 2400000 20000000 |200U |180U |[190 U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
Acenaphthylene 1800000 (20000000 |200U |180U 190U |180U 180U |180U |180U (180U (180U (210U |180U
Acetophenone 3900000 (32000000 (200U |180U (190U |180U (180U |180U (180U |180U (180U |210U |180U
Anthracene 21000000 |300000000 |200 U |180 U [190 U (180U (180U (180U (180U (180U [180U 210U |180U
Atrazine 43000 19000 200U (180U |190U [180U |180U |180U (180U |180U (180U 210U |180U

Concentrations reported in ug/kg
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit
SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
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Table 5b Semivolatiles detected (in ug/kg) in Soil Samples Collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

Standard Sample

Analyte SCTL SCTL PRL- |[PRL- |PRL- [PRL- [PRL- |PRL- |PRL- |PRL- |PRL- [PRL-

Resident Industrial  [01SF |02SF [03SF [04SF [05SF [6SD [07SF [8SD |8SDD |09SD
Benzaldehyde 3300000 24000000 |170U (200 U (170 U 240 U 220 U |210 U |170 U [450 U (410 U {200 J
Benzo(a)anthracene # # 170U (200U |170U |240 U [220 U (210 U (170 U (450 U (410 U (410 U
Benzo(a)pyrene 100 700 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene # # 170U [200U (170U (240U |220 U |210 U (170 U |[450 U |410 U |410 U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 2,500000 |52,000000 |170U (200U |170U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene # # 170U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |[450 U |410 U |410 U
Benzyl butyl phthalate 17000000 380000000 170U |200U [170 U |[240 U |220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U |410U
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 250000 5700000 170U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
bis(2-Chloroethyl) Ether 300 500 170U (200U |170U |240 U |220 U (210 U (170 U (450 U (410 U (410 U
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 6000 12000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 72000 390000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Caprolactam 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Carbazole 49000 240000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Chrysene # # 170U (200U |170U |240 U |220 U (210 U (170 U (450 U (410 U (410 U
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene # # 170U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
Dibenzofuran 320000 6300000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Diethyl phthalate 61000000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Dimethyl phthalate 690000000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Di-n-butylphthalate 8200000 170000000 |170U |200U |170 U |240 U |220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
Di-n-octylphthalate 1700000 39000000 |170U |200 U (170 U |240 U |220 U |210 U |170 U (450 U (410 U |410 U
Fluoranthene 3200000 59000000 (170U |200U (170 U (240 U {220 U (210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
Fluorene 2600000 33000000 |170U |200 U (170U |240 U |220 U |210 U |170 U (450 U (410 U |410 U
Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) 400 1200 170 U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |[450 U |410 U |410 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 6200 13000 170 U (200U |170 U (240U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene (HCCP) 9500 50000 170U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
Hexachloroethane 38000 87000 170U (200U |170U |240 U [220 U (210 U (170 U (450 U (410 U (410 U
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene # # 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Isophorone 540 1200 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Naphthalene 55000 300000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
Nitrobenzene 18000 140000 170 U (200U |170 U (240 U (220 U |210 U |170 U |450 U |410 U (410U
n-Nitroso di-n-Propylamine 3 5 170U (200U |170U |240 U |220 U (210 U (170 U (450 U (410 U (410 U
n-Nitrosodiphenylamine/Diphenylamine |180000 730000 170U [200U (170U [240 U |220 U |210 U (170 U |450 U |410 U |410 U
Pentachlorophenol 7200 28000 340U (390U |330U |470 U |420 U |400 U |340 U |860 U |800 U |800 U
Phenanthrene 2200000 36000000 |170U |200U (170U |240U |220U |210U |170U (450U (410U |410U
Phenol 500000 220000000 |170U (200U |170U (240U (220U |210U |170U |450U (410 U (410U
Pyrene 2400000 45000000 (170U |200U (170U (240U (220U (210U [170U [450U |410 U |410U

#Carcinogenic PAH with toxicity determined by benzo(a)pyrene equivalency (Table 5c)

Concentrations reported in ug/kg

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit

SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
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Table 5b (continued) Semivolatiles detected (in ug/kg) in Soil Samples Collected during the Procter Landfill Investigation

(continued)

Standard Sample

Analyte SCTL SCTL PRL- [PRL- |PRL- |PRL- |[PRL- |[PRL- [PRL- [PRL- [PRL- [PRL- [PRL-

resident Industrial 10SF |12SF [13SF [14SF |[15SF [16SF |[17SF |17SF [18SF |19SD |20SF
Benzaldehyde 3300000 |24000000 200U |180U |190U (180U |180U |180 U (180 U ?80 U (180 U |210 U (180 U
Benzo(a)anthracene # # 200U |180U |190U (180U |180U |440 (32J |39J |[180U (210U |180U
Benzo(a)pyrene 100 700 550 180U (190U (180U |180U |960 |78J (89J (180U |210U |180U
Benzo(b)fluoranthene # # 811 180U (190 U [180 U (180 U [1200J(94J (98J (180U (210U (180U
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 2,500000 |52,000000 |45 180U (190 U |180 U (180U |690J |59J ([63J |180U (210U (180U
Benzo(k)fluoranthene # # 5517 180U (190U |180U (180U 910 |82J ([86J 180U (210U (180U
Benzyl butyl phthalate 17000000 (380000000 (200U |180U [190 U |180 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U (210 U (180 U
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 250000 5700000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
bis(2-Chloroethyl) Ether 300 500 200U |180U (190U (180U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (210 U (180 U
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 6000 12000 200U |180 U |190 U |180 U |180 U (180 U (180 U |180 U |180 U |210 U [180 U
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 72000 390000 200U |180U (190U (180U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (210 U (180 U
Caprolactam 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U |210 U |180 U
Carbazole 49000 240000 200U |180U |190U (180U |180U |38J (180U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Chrysene # # 200U |180U |190U |180U |180U (610 [52J |53J |180U |210U [180U
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene # # 200U |180 U |190 U |180 U |180 U [120J (180U |180 U |180 U |210 U [180 U
Dibenzofuran 320000 6300000 200U |180U (190U (180U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (210 U (180 U
Diethyl phthalate 61000000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Dimethyl phthalate 690000000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Di-n-butylphthalate 8200000 |170000000 |200U |180U |190U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Di-n-octylphthalate 1700000 (39000000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Fluoranthene 3200000 (59000000 211 180U (190 U [180 U (180 U (1000 (97J (100J (180U (22J (180U
Fluorene 2600000 33000000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) 400 1200 200U |180U (190U (180U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (210 U (180 U
Hexachlorobutadiene 6200 13000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U [210 U |180 U
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene (HCCP) 9500 50000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Hexachloroethane 38000 87000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U [210 U |180 U
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene # # 46 180U (190U (180U |180U |670 |58J (62J (180U |210U |180U
Isophorone 540 1200 200U |180U (190U (180U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (180 U (210 U (180 U
Naphthalene 55000 300000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Nitrobenzene 18000 140000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
n-Nitroso di-n-Propylamine 3 5 200U |180 U |190 U |180 U |180 U (180 U (180 U |180 U |180 U |210 U [180 U
n-Nitrosodiphenylamine/Diphenylamine (180000 730000 200U |180U |190 U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |180 U [180 U (210 U |180 U
Pentachlorophenol 7200 28000 390U |360U |370 U |350 U |350 U |350 U |350 U |360 U |350 U |420 U |340 U
Phenanthrene 2200000 |36000000 200 U |180U |190U (180U |180U |260 (180U |30J [180U |210U |180U
Phenol 500000 220000000 200U (180U (190U (180U |180U (180 U |180 U |180 U (180 U |210 U (180 U
Pyrene 2400000 (45000000 200U |180U (190U (180U (180U (750 (66 J |[79J (180U (210U (180U

#Carcinogenic PAH with toxicity determined by benzo(a)pyrene equivalency (Table 5c)
Concentrations reported in ug/kg

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release

Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)
J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit

SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings

SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
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Table 5c.
Carcinogenic PAHs Detected in Soil Samples or Implicitly Associated with Soil Samples*

ANALYTE Benzo(a)pyrene-equivalent toxicity of carcinogenic PAHs in each soil sample*

TEF [SCTLS|[PLF- [ Q [ TEQ [ PLF- [ Q| TEQ PLF- Q TEQ PLF17- Q[ TEQ

RES IND| 10SF 16SF 17SF SFD
Benzo(a)pyrene 1] 100{ 700 55 J 55 960 960 78 J 78 89 J 89
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.1 200 U 10 440 44 32 J 3.2 39 J 39
Benzo(b)flouranthene 0.1 81 J 8.1 1200 | J 120 94 J 9.4 98 J 9.8
Benzo(k)flouranthene 0.01 55 J 0.55 910 9.1 82 J 0.82 86 J 0.86
Chrysene 0.001 200 | U] o1 610 0.61 52 J 0.052 53 J 0.053
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1 200 U 100 120 J 120 180 U 90 180 U 90
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0.1 46 J 4.6 670 67 58 J 5.8 62 J 6.2
178.35 1320.71 187.272 199.81

Concentrations reported in ug/kg

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit

SCTL Resident = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in residential settings
SCTL Industrial = Soil Cleanup Target Level for direct exposure in industrial settings
*Samples in which carcinogenic PAHs were detected

37



DRAFT

Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected (ng/kg) in Soil Samples collected during Procter Landfill Investigation

Analyte TEF SCTL |PRLO1SF Q ([TEQ PRLO2SF Q |TEQ PRLO3SF QITEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.051|U 0.026 0.042|U 0.021 0.035|U| 0.018
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.046|U 0.023 0.042|U 0.021 0.039|U 0.02
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.038|U 0.002 0.03|U 0.0015 0.1{u| 0.005
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.29(J 0.029 0.17{J 0.017 0.67(J 0.067
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.33(J 0.033 0.22{J 0.022 0.36(J 0.036
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 12 0.12 2.8|J 0.028 14 0.14
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 110 0.011 29 0.0029 260 0.026
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.2409 0.1134 0.311
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.047(U 0.002 0.043(U 0.0022 0.77|U| 0.039
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.024|U 6E-04 0.022|U 0.0006 0.1{J 0.005
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.11(J 0.055 0.024|U 0.006 0.14(U| 0.035
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.12(J 0.012 0.16{J 0.016 0.26{U| 0.013
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.083(J 0.008 0.14|U 0.007 0.14]J 0.014
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.17|U 0.009 0.056(U 0.0028 0.075(U| 0.004
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.045|U 0.002 0.072|U 0.0036 0.09(U| 0.005
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 1.11 0.011 0.65(J 0.0065 1.8]J 0.018
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.079(U 4E-04 0.085(U 0.0004 0.12|U| 6E-04
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 3.8|J 4E-04 1.1{J 0.0001 5.6|U| 3E-04
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.1082 0.0451 0.133
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 7 0.3491 0.1585 0.444

All concentrations given in ng/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
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Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected (ng/kg) in Soil Samples collected during Procter Landfill Investigation (continued)

Analyte TEF SCTL [PRLO4SF |Q |[TEQ PRLO5SF |Q [TEQ PRLO6SD (Q [TEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.051|U 0.0255 0.062|U 0.031 0.063|U 0.0315
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.057|U 0.0285 0.065|U 0.0325 0.065|U 0.0325
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.07|U 0.0035 0.065|U 0.00325 0.055|U 0.0025
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.081(U 0.00405 0.66(J 0.066 0.050(U | 0.00275
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.077(U 0.00385 0.41J 0.04 0.12{J 0.012
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 2.91J 0.029 22 0.22 1.6{J 0.016
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 23 0.0023 310 0.031 17 0.0017
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.0967 0.42375 0.09725
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.047(U 0.0023 0.71|U 0.0355 0.062(U 0.0031
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.046|U 0.00115 0.035|U 0.000875 0.044|U 0.0011
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.049|U 0.01225 0.037|U 0.00925 0.051|U | 0.01275
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.055(U 0.00275 0.33|U 0.0165 0.056(U 0.0028
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.12(U 0.006 0.073(U 0.00365 0.059|U [ 0.00295
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.067(U 0.00335 0.08|U 0.004 0.067|U | 0.00335
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.077|U 0.00385 0.093|U 0.00465 0.08|U 0.004
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.67(J 0.0067 2.11J 0.021 0.5]J 0.005
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.12(U 0.0006 0.15|U 0.00075 0.12|U 0.0006
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 1.4|U 0.00007 3.91J 0.00039 1.8{J 0.00018
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.03902 0.096565 0.03583
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 0.13572 0.52032 0.13308

All concentrations given in ng/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
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Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected in Soil Samples (ng/kg) collected during Procter Landfill Investigation (continued)

Analyte TEF SCTL [PRLO7SF|Q |[TEQ PRLO8SD|Q [TEQ PRLO8SDD [Q |TEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.043|U 0.0215 0.69|U 0.345 0.7(U 0.35
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.039|U 0.0195 0.63|U 0.315 0.59(U 0.295
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.063|U 0.00315 0.55|U 0.0275 0.43(U 0.0215
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.069(U 0.00345 0.6|U 0.03 0.47|U 0.0235
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.067(U 0.00335 0.58|U 0.029 0.46|U 0.023
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 1.1|U 0.0055 1113 0.11 4.6(J 0.046
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 8.2(J 0.00082 110 0.011 51 0.0051
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.05737 0.8675 0.7641
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.056(U 0.0028 0.6|U 0.03 0.64|U 0.032
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.034(U 0.00085 0.51|U 0.01275 0.37|U | 0.00925
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.037|U 0.00925 0.55|U 0.1375 0.4(U 0.1
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.037(U 0.00185 0.49|U 0.0245 0.44|U 0.0215
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.039(U 0.00195 0.56|U 0.028 0.47|U 0.0235
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.042(U 0.0021 0.58|U 0.029 0.48|U 0.024
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.052|U 0.0026 0.67|U 0.0335 0.59(U 0.0295
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.41(J 0.0041 2.3|U 0.0115 0.65|U | 0.00325
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.15(U 0.00075 1.4{U 0.007 0.84|U 0.0042
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 0.76|U 3.8E-05 2.7|U 0.00014 4.3(J | 0.00043
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.02629 0.31389 0.24763
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 0.08366 1.18139 1.01173

All concentrations given in ng/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit

40




DRAFT

Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected in Soil Samples (ng/kg) collected during Procter Landfill Investigation (continued)

Analyte TEF SCTL [PRLO9SD|Q |[TEQ PRL10SF |Q [TEQ PRL12SF (Q [TEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.14|U 0.07 0.061|U 0.0305 0.044 0.044
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.15|U 0.075 0.92(J 0.92 0.067|U 0.0335
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.13|U 0.0065 1.4|U 0.07 0.073[(U | 0.00365
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.15(U 0.0075 12 1.2 0.42|U 0.021
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.14|U 0.007 7 0.7 0.5|U 0.025
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 1.9|U 0.0095 440 4.4 10 0.1
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 9.8(J 0.00098 3700 0.37 120 0.012
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.17648 7.6905 0.23915
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.12(U 0.006 0.98|U 0.049 0.048(U 0.0024
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.12|U 0.003 0.68(J 0.034 0.14(J 0.007
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.14|U 0.035 0.74(J 0.37 0.049(U | 0.01225
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.12(U 0.006 VAR 0.2 0.25(J 0.025
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.14(U 0.007 1.9(J 0.19 0.067|U | 0.00335
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.16|U 0.008 4{J 0.4 0.07|U 0.0035
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.19|U 0.0095 0.13|U 0.0065 0.078|U 0.0039
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.26|U 0.0013 25 0.25 2(J 0.02
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.38|U 0.0019 1.9(J 0.019 0.099(U 0.0005
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 0.43(U 2.2E-05 66 0.0066 5.91J 0.00059
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.07772 1.5251 0.07849
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 0.2542 9.2156 0.31764

All concentrations given in ng/kg

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level

TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent
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Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected in Soil Samples (ng/kg) collected during Procter Landfill Investigation

(continued)

Analyte TEF SCTL [PRL13SF|Q |[TEQ PRL14SF |Q [TEQ PRL15SF (Q [TEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.052 0.052 0.097|U 0.0485 0.085|U 0.0425
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.059|U 0.0295 0.074|U 0.037 0.081|U 0.0405
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.058(U 0.0029 0.061(U 0.00305 0.068(U 0.0034
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.066(U 0.0033 0.069(U 0.00345 0.076(U 0.0038
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.063(U 0.00315 0.066(U 0.0033 0.073(U | 0.00365
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 2.4|U 0.024 1.1{J 0.011 0.71{J 0.0071
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 21 0.0021 7.6(J 0.00076 4.7(U | 0.00024
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.11695 0.10706 0.10119
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.066|U 0.0033 0.08|U 0.004 0.065(U | 0.00325
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.05|U 0.0025 0.055(U 0.00138 0.062|(U | 0.00155
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.055|U 0.01375 0.065|U 0.01625 0.069(U | 0.01725
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.069(U 0.0069 0.065(U 0.00325 0.055(U | 0.00275
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.073(U 0.00365 0.069(U 0.00345 0.061(U | 0.00305
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.076(U 0.0038 0.073|U 0.00365 0.064(U 0.0032
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.093|U 0.00465 0.087|U 0.00435 0.076|U 0.0038
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.48(U 0.0048 0.3]J 0.003 0.47(J 0.0047
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.18|U 0.0009 0.14|U 0.0007 0.16|U 0.0008
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 11 0.0001 0.26|U 1.3E-05 2.4|1U | 0.00012
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.04435 0.04004 0.04047
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 0.1613 0.1471 0.14166

All concentrations given in ng/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
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Table 6 Dioxins/Furans Detected in Soil Samples (ng/kg) collected during Procter Landfill Investigation

(continued)

Analyte TEF SCTL [PRL18SF |Q |[TEQ PRL19SD|Q [TEQ PRL20SF (Q [TEQ
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.23|U 0.115 0.056 0.056 0.072|U 0.036
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin 1 0.18|U 0.09 0.073 0.073 0.071|U 0.0355
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.19(U 0.0095 0.087(U 0.00435 0.065(U | 0.00325
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.2|U 0.01 0.39|U 0.0195 0.075(U | 0.00375
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin 0.1 0.2|U 0.01 0.33(J 0.033 0.071{U | 0.00355
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin 0.01 9.6 0.096 15 0.15 0.56|U 0.0028
Octachlorodibenzodioxin 1E-04 110 0.011 170 0.017 4.8({U | 0.00024
Subtotal dioxin TEQ 0.3415 0.35285 0.08509
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.25|U 0.0125 0.075|U 0.00375 0.064|U 0.0032
1,2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.05 0.18|U 0.0045 0.06|U 0.0015 0.047|U |0.001175
2,3,4,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran 0.5 0.2(U 0.05 0.073|U 0.01825 0.055(U | 0.01375
1,2,3,4,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.18|U 0.009 0.058(U 0.0029 0.08|U 0.004
1,2,3,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.2|U 0.01 0.062(U 0.0031 0.089(U | 0.00445
2,3,4,6,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.21|U 0.0105 0.072|uU 0.0036 0.095(U | 0.00475
1,2,3,7,8,9-Hexachlorodibenzofuran 0.1 0.25|U 0.0125 0.077|U 0.00385 0.11|U 0.0055
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 2.2|J 0.022 2.6|J 0.026 0.11{U | 0.00055
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-Heptachlorodibenzofuran 0.01 0.34|U 0.0017 0.16|U 0.0008 0.15|U | 0.00075
Octachlorodibenzofuran 1E-04 5.7|J 0.00057 8.9|U 0.00045 0.22{U ]0.000011
SUBTotal FURAN TEQ 0.13327 0.0642 0.038136
Total dioxin/furan TEQ 0.47477 0.41705 0.123226

All concentrations given in ng/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
TEF = Toxicity Equivalency Factor
TEQ = Toxicity Equivalent

Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
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Table 7a Pesticide Concentrations (in ug/kg)

Procter Landfill Site Investigation

Standard Sample

Analyte SCTL SCTL | PRL-| PRL- PRL- | PRL- | PRL- | PRL- | PRL- | PRL- | PRL- | PRL-
Resident|Industrial| 01SF [ 02SF | 03SF | 04SF | 05SF | 06SD | 07SF | 08SD | 08SDD [ 09SD

4,4'-DDD (p,p'-DDD) 4200 22000 |34U |39U (33U |47U (43U (40U (34U (86U |80U |79U
4,4'-DDE (p,p'-DDE) 2900 15000 34U (39U |33U (47U ]043J([40U |34U (86U |80U (79U
4,4'-DDT (p,p'-DDT) 2900 15000 34U (39U |33U (47U ]43U (40U |34U (86U |80U (79U
Aldrin 60 300 1.7U |20U |1.7U [24U|22U |21U |18U 44U |41U (4.1U
alpha-BHC 100 600 1.7U |20U [17U |24U (22U |21U |18U 44U |41U |41U
alpha-Chlordane 2800 14000 1.7U |20U [17U |24U (22U |21U |18U 44U |41U |41U
beta-BHC 500 2400 1.7U |20U |[1.7U |24U|22U [21U |18U |4.4U |47 4.1U
delta-BHC 24000 490000 (1.7U |20U |[1.7U |24U 22U |21U |18U 44U |41U |41U
Dieldrin 60 300 34U (39U |33U (47U ]43U (40U |34U (86U |80U |79U
Endosulfan | (alpha) 450000 (7600000|1.7U (20U |1.7U (24U |22U (21U |18U (44U |41U (41U
Endosulfan Il (beta 450000 |7600000(3.4U |39U (33U |47U (43U |40U (34U |86U (80U |79U
Endosulfan Sulfate 450000 (7600000 (3.4U |39U (33U |47U (43U (40U |3.4U|3.0J |80U |7.9U
Endrin 25000 |510000 |3.4U |39U |[33U (47U (43U |40U |34U (86U (80U |79U
Endrin aldehyde N/A N/A 34U (39U |33U (47U ]43U (40U |34U (86U |80U (79U
Endrin ketone N/A N/A 34U (39U |33U (47U ]43U (40U |34U (86U |25NJ|[79U
gamma-BHC (Lindane 700 2500 1.7U |20U |1.7U [24U|22U |21U |18U 44U |41U (41U
gamma-Chlordane 2800 14000 |1.7U (20U |1.7U |24U|22U (21U |18U|44U 41U |[41U
Heptachlor 200 1000 040J(20U |1.7U (24U |22U (21U |18U|25J |41U (41U
Heptachlor epoxide 100 500 1.7U |20U [1.7U |24U (22U |21U (18U |44U |41U 4.1U
Methoxychlor 420000 |8800000 |17U |20U 17U 24U |22U (21U 18U |20J |41U |41U
Toxaphene 900 4500 170U | 200U (170U |240U|220U |210U [180U|440U [ 410U | 410U

All concentrations given in ug/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit

NJ=Tentative Identification with Estimated Concentration
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Table 7b Pesticide Concentrations (in ug/kg)

Procter Landfill Site Investigation

Standard | Sample
Analyte SCTL SCTL |PRL- PRL- [PRL- [PRL- PRL- |PRL- [PRL- PRL- [PRL- PRL- PRL-
Resident |Industrial | 10SF 12SF |13SF [14SF 15SF |[16SF |[17SF 17SFD [18SF 19SD 20SF
4,4'-DDD (p,p'-DDD) 4200 22000 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U (35U 41U 35U
4,4'-DDE (p,p'-DDE) 2900 15000 41N 36U |36U |35U 36U |35U |35U 36U (35U 41U 35U
4,4'-DDT (p,p'-DDT) 2900 15000 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U [35U [35U 36U [35U 41U 35U
Aldrin 60 300 20U 18U |19U |18U 18U |18U |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
alpha-BHC 100 600 20U 18U |19U (18U 1.8U 10.21J |18U 18U | 18U 21U 1.8U
alpha-Chlordane 2800 14000 20U 18U |19U |18U 18U |18U |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
beta-BHC 500 2400 20U 18U |19U |18U 18U |18U |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
delta-BHC 24000 490000 |0.32NJ 18U |19U |18U 18U |18U |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
Dieldrin 60 300 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U |35U |35U 3.6U [0.36)] 0.73NJ[3.5U
Endosulfan | (alpha) 450000 (7600000 [2.0U 18U |19U (18U 18U |18U |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
Endosulfan Il (beta 450000 (7600000 (3.9U 36U |36U |35U 36U |35U |35U 36U (35U 41U 35U
Endosulfan Sulfate 450000 (7600000 (3.9U 36U |36U |35U 84N |35U |35U 36U (35U 41U 17 N
Endrin 25000 510000 |3.9U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U (35U 41U 35U
Endrin aldehyde N/A N/A 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U |35U |35U 36U (35U 1617 35U
Endrin ketone N/A N/A 39U 36U |36U |35U, [36U [25]) [35U 36U [35U 41U 35U
gamma-BHC (Lindane) 700 2500 20U 18U |19U |18U 18U |18U |18U 1.8U |0.21J 21U 1.8U
gamma-Chlordane 2800 14000 1.3 NJ 18U |19U (18U 1.8U |1.7J) ]0.43) 18U |18U 052NJ|1.8U
Heptachlor 200 1000 1.1 NJ 18U |046J [054NJ|18U |1.1NJ|13NJ ]0.93J |18U 0.55NJ[0.71 NJ
Heptachlor epoxide 100 500 20U 18U 19U |18U 18U |1.0J |18U 18U |18U 21U 1.8U
Methoxychlor 420000 (8800000 (20 U 18U |19U, |18U 18U |18U |18U 18U 18U 21U 18 U
Toxaphene 900 4500 200U 180U | 190U | 180U (180U |180U |180U |180U |180U |210U 180 U

All concentrations given in ug/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration

U = Concentration below detection limit
NJ=Tentative Identification with Estimated Concentration
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Table 8 PCB Concentrations (in ug/kg)

Procter Landfill Site Investigation

Standard Sample
Analyte SCTL SCTL | PRL-| PRL- | PRL- | PRL-| PRL- | PRL-|PRL-|PRL-| PRL- | PRL-
Resident |Industrial| 01SF | 02SF | 03SF [ 04SF [ O5SF [ 06SD | 07SF | 08SD | 08SDD [ 09SD
PCB-1016 (Aroclor 1016) |500 2600 34U (39U |33U [47U |43U |40U |34U |86U |8OU [79U
PCB-1221 (Aroclor 1221) |500 2600 34U | 39U (33U 47U |43U |40U (34U (86U [8OU |79U
PCB-1232 (Aroclor 1232) |500 2600 34U (39U |33U [47U |43U |40U |34U |86U |8OU [79U
PCB-1242 (Aroclor 1242) |500 2600 34U |39U (33U 47U |43U |40U (34U [86U (80U |79U
PCB-1248 (Aroclor 1248) |500 2600 34U |39U (33U 47U |43U |40U (34U (86U [8OU |79U
PCB-1254 (Aroclor 1254) |500 2600 34U [ 39U |33U [47U |43U |40U |34U |86U |8OU [79U
PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) |500 2600 34U (39U |33U [47U [43U |40U |34U |86U |8BOU [79U
PCB-1262 (Aroclor 1262) |500 2600 34U [ 39U |33U [47U |43U |40U |34U |86U |8OU [79U
PCB-1268 (Aroclor 1268) |500 2600 34U (39U |33U [47U [43U |40U |34U |86U |8OU [79U
All concentrations given in ug/kg J = Estimated Concentration
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level U = Concentration below detection limit
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)
Table 8 PCB Concentrations (in ug/kg)
Procter Landfill/Ashley Neighborhood (Continued)
Standard | Sample
Analyte SCTL | SCTL |PRL- |PRL- |PRL- |PRL- [PRL- [PRL- [PRL- |PRL- [PRL- |PRL- [PRL-
Resident| Industrial |[10SF  [12SF [13SF [14SF  |15SF [16SF [17SF  |17SFD|18SF _ [19SD |20SF
PCB-1016 (Aroclor 1016) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U [35U 41U 35U
PCB-1221 (Aroclor 1221) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |3BU 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1232 (Aroclor 1232) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1242 (Aroclor 1242) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |3BU 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1248 (Aroclor 1248) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1254 (Aroclor 1254) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |3BU 36U (35U (35U 36U 35U 41U 35U
PCB-1262 (Aroclor 1262) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |35U 36U (35U (35U 36U |35U 41U 35U
PCB-1268 (Aroclor 1268) 500 2600 39U 36U |36U |3BU 36U (35U (35U 36U 35U 41U 35U

All concentrations given in ug/kg
SCTL=Soil Cleanup Target Level
Concentrations in Bold establish an observed release
Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds SCTL (Level of shading corresponds with applicable setting)

J = Estimated Concentration
U = Concentration below detection limit
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Table 9 Metal Concentrations in Ground Water Samples collected at the Procter Landfill

Analyte Standards Sample
GCTL MCL GW-1* GW-2 GW-2D GW-3 GW-4 GW-5 GW-6 GW-7 GW-8 PRLPB
Arsenic 10 10 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Barium 2,000 2,000 19J 120J 120J 100J 68J 110J 13J 407 51J 200U
Cadmium 5 5 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
Chromium 100 100 10U 20U 10U 10U 24R 10R 10U 6.7U 473 10U
Mercury 2 2 0.20U 0.20U 020U 020U 0.20U 0.20U 020U 020U 0.20U 0.20U
Lead 15 15 10U 59R 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Selenium 50 50 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U 35U
Silver 100 N/A 10U 10U 10U 167 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
Thalluim 2 2 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
Vanadium 49 N/A 24 50 U 1.8U 50U 50U 1.7R 45U 197 1217 23U
Zinc 5,000 N/A 14U 20U 29U 22U 21U 20U 14U 26U 20U 23U
All concentrations given in ug/I J = Estimated Concentration *Background Sample
GCTL=Groundwater Cleanup Target Level U = Concentration below detection limit
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level R = Data are rejected and considered unusable
Concentrations in Bold establish observed release Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds GCTL and/or MCL

GW = MW (e.g., Sample GW-1 corresponds with Monitoring Well MW-1)

Table 10 VOC Concentrations in Ground Water Samples collected at the Proctor Landfill

Analyte Standards Sample
GCTL | MCL | GW-1* GW-2 GW-2D GW-3 GW-4 GW-5 GW-6 GW-7 GW-8 | PRLWTB
Acetone 6,300 NA 40U 351 5.4 5.3 40U 5.8 4.0U 3.8J 4.0U 4.0U
Benzene 1 5 0.50 U 0.0701J 0.0801J 1.1 0.50 U 2.5 050U 050U 050U 050U
n-Butylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.91 050U 050U 050U 050U
n-Propylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 0.14J 0.13J 0.12J 0.50 U 2.2 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
Carbon disulfide 700 NA 0.31] 0.45] 0.50 U 0.241 0.301J 0.25] 0.36J 0.55] 0.26 ] 050U
Chlorobenzene 100 100 6.9 11J 11 14 0.56 54 0.18J 0.040J 0.50 U 0.50 U
Chloroform 70 NA 050U 050U 0.50U 050U 0.50 U 050U 0.361 050U 050U 050U
cis-1,2- 70 70 0.0601 0.060J 0.50U 0.1517 0.50 U 0243 050U 050U 050U 050U
Dichloroethene
1,2- 600 600 0.99 1.9 1.8 0.82 0.50 U 050U 050U 050U 050U 050U
Dichlorobenzene
1,3- 210 NA 050U 050U 0.0401J 050U 0.50 U 050U 050U 050U 050U 050U
Dichlorobenzene
1,4- 75 75 3.6 1.2 1.0 3.4 0.78 3.4 0.50 U 050U 050U 050U
Dichlorobenzene
Ethyl Benzene 30 700 0.50 U 050U 0.060J 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.15] 050U 050U 050U 050U
Isopropylbenzene N/A NA 0.50U 0.30J 0.27J 0.20J 0.50U 1.8 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.50 U
n-Butylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 050U 0.50U 0.50 U 0.50 U 0.91 050U 050U 050U 050U
n-Propylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 0.14J 0.13J 0.12J 0.50 U 2.2 050U 050U 050U 050U
Methy! Isobutyl 560 NA 1.0U 1.0U 10U 10U 10U 0.121 050U 40U 10U 1.0U
Ketone
Methyl T-Butyl 20 NA 050U 050U 050U 0.50U 0.50 U 050U 050U 1.6 050U 050U
Ether (MTBE)
(m- and/or p-) 20 10 10U 0.090J 0.090J 10U 10U 0.11J 10U 10U 10U 10U
Xylene
0-Xylene 20 10 0.50 U 0.0701J 0.070J 050U 0.50 U 0.23] 050U 050U 050U 050U
p-Isopropyltoluene N/A NA 1.9 0.72 0.66 8.0 0.50 U 0.30J 050U 050U 050U 050U
sec-Butylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 0.50U 0.141 0.29J 0.50 U 0.95 050U 0.50U 050U 050U
tert-Butylbenzene N/A NA 0.50 U 0.080J 0.070J 0.11J 0.50 U 0.171J 050U 050U 050U 050U
Toluene 40 1,000 | 0.050J 0.141 0.137 0.10J 0.040J 15 0.0401 0.0401J 050U 050U
Vinyl chloride 1 2 0.50 U 050U 050U 0.13J 0.50 U 0.11J 050U 050U 050U 050U
Naphthalene (TIC) 14 NA 20J
All concentrations given in ug/I J = Estimated Concentration *Background Sample
GCTL=Groundwater Cleanup Target Level U = Concentration below detection limit
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level R = Data are rejected and considered unusable
Concentrations in Bold establish observed release Shaded Cell = Concentration exceeds GCTL and/or MCL

TIC = Tentatively Identified Compound (calibration standard not analyzed to confirm analyte identity or concentration)
WTB = Water Trip Blank

GW = MW (e.g., Sample GW-1 corresponds with Monitoring Well MW-1)

NA = Not applicable
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