
 
 
 
 

 
 

Guidance for Waste-fill Management During 
Site Development on the Former Emerson 
Street Landfill 
 
 
Location:  
Former Emerson Street Landfill 
Lexington Ave 
Rochester, New York 
 
 
Prepared For:  
City of Rochester 
Division of Environmental Quality 
Rochester, New York 14614 
 
 
 
 
 
LaBella Project No. 210173 
 
October, 2013 



 

 LaBella Associates, P.C. 
 300 State Street 
 Rochester, New York 14614-1098 

 
Guidance for Waste-fill Management During 

Site Development on the Former Emerson 
Street Landfill 

 
 
 

Location:  
Former Emerson Street Landfill 

Lexington Ave 
Rochester, New York 

 
 

Prepared For:  
City of Rochester 

Division of Environmental Quality 
Rochester, New York 14614 

 
 
 
 

LaBella Project No. 210173 
 

 
October, 2013 

 



 

 

 
Table of Contents 

 
 
 
 Page 
 
1.0 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Background ................................................................................................................. 1 
1.2 Objective and NYSDEC Part 360 ............................................................................... 4 

 
2.0 Supporting Analytical Data/Site Characterization ................................................................... 4 
 
3.0 Development and Pre-Excavation Planning ............................................................................ 9 
 
4.0 Pre-Construction Sampling ...................................................................................................... 9 

4.1 Investigation and Sampling....................................................................................... 10 
4.2 Sample Analysis ....................................................................................................... 11 

 

 
5.0 Excavation Management ........................................................................................................ 12 

5.1 Management Plan ..................................................................................................... 12 
5.2 Development Considerations .................................................................................... 13 
5.3 Geotechnical Considerations .................................................................................... 14 
5.4 Screening and Sampling Procedures for Excavated Soil and Fill ............................. 14 
5.5 Hazardous Waste Characterization ........................................................................... 15 
5.6 Non-FESL Related Areas of Concern ....................................................................... 16 
5.7 Classification and Handling of Excavated Soil and Fill ........................................... 16 

 
6.0 Disturbed Materials Quantities .............................................................................................. 18 
 
7.0 Environmental Monitoring ..................................................................................................... 18 

7.1 Environmental Monitor Duties ................................................................................. 18 
7.2 Responsibilities of Contactor .................................................................................... 19 

 
8.0 Health and Safety Plan ........................................................................................................... 19 
 
9.0 Summary and Limitations ...................................................................................................... 21 
 
10.0 Reporting ............................................................................................................................... 21 
 
11.0 Contact Information ............................................................................................................... 21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 

Figures 
 
Figure 1 – Site location within FESL boundary 
Figure 2 – FESL Parcels 
Figure 3 – Extent of Fill Material by Time Period 
Figure 4 – FESL Radioactive Study Area 
Figure 5 – Historic Test Locations with Regulated Solid Waste Isopleths 
Figure 6 – Chlorinated VOC Plume Concentration Contours 
Figure 7 – Chlorinated VOC Soil Vapor Plume 
 
 

Appendices 
 
Appendix 1 – List of FESL Documents 
Appendix 2 – FESL Boring Logs 
Appendix 3 – 2010 Groundwater Table FESL Boring Logs 
Appendix 4 – Generic Monitoring Plans 
 



Page 1 
 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 
This document provides guidance for property owners, contractors, developers or other parties who intend to 
disturb sub-surface materials at properties within the footprint of the Former Emerson Street Landfill 
(FESL).  The FESL parcels consist of approximately 255-acres of land in the City of Rochester, Monroe 
County, New York (City) and are depicted on Figure 1.  This guidance document was developed by LaBella 
Associates, P.C. (LaBella), on behalf of the City of Rochester’s Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
to update the document titled “Guidance for Waste-fill Management During Site Development” dated July 
1995 by Haley and Aldrich (H&A) of New York and Revised July 1997 by the City.  These updates reflect 
information obtained since 1997 on the FESL (historic and subsurface data) and changes in the Regulatory 
Guidance (most notably NYSDEC DER-10 Technical Guidance for Site Investigation and Remediation). 
 
As an institutional control (IC), the City has “flagged” each property located on the FESL on the City’s 
computerized Building Information System (BIS) with a red flag that notifies City staff and the permit 
applicant that the flagged parcel requires additional environmental review by City DEQ. This requires that 
environmental conditions are evaluated and addressed prior to issuing new permits or site plan approvals for 
any work that has the potential to disturb FESL waste fill.  This process ensures that the proposed permit 
activities do not result in disturbances to the existing monitoring wells or other environmental monitoring 
points, or disturb existing soil vapor mitigation systems.  In addition, the flagging system allows the City to 
work with the permit applicant to develop plans to properly manage any regulated waste or waste-fill 
materials that may be generated as a result of the permit activities.  This flagging process also allows the City 
to require: 
 

1) Referral of the proposed permit or site plan to the NYSDEC Region 8 for review, comments and 
approvals; 
 

2) Implementation of a site-specific health and safety plan and/or environmental management plan for 
the specific proposed scope of work; 
 

3) Installation of new engineering controls such as soil vapor intrusion mitigation systems, and 
 

4) Modifications to environmental monitoring points or existing soil vapor intrusion mitigation 
systems. 

 
1.1 Background 
1.1.1 History Overview 
 
The FESL was operated by the City from about the early 1940’s to 1971 as a landfill.  The landfill was used 
to dispose of ash derived from the incineration of municipal waste at the City’s incinerators.  Although a 
majority of the material placed is ash fill, construction and demolition debris was also placed into the landfill 
in some areas.  In addition, partially incinerated materials and direct burial were documented in the later 
years of operation as noted below.  Landfilling began south of Emerson Street and gradually expanded 
northward and eastward to include areas between Emerson Street and Lexington Avenue and east of Colfax 
Street and south of Emerson Street and generally west of McCrackanville Street.  Fires due to incomplete 
incineration and open burning of refuse reportedly occurred in the late 1960s and early 1970s due to 
operational problems with the incinerators.  Fill during this time frame was reportedly being placed north of 
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Emerson Street.  In May of 1971 the City's incinerators were shut down; however un-incinerated municipal 
refuse continued to be placed north of Emerson Street until August of 1971.  In August 1971, refuse disposal 
was ceased at FESL and disposal shifted to a different county landfill.  In 1971 the landfill was officially 
closed and a contract for the closure of the eastern half of the landfill specified two feet of cover material 
(preferred to be a sandy loam) to be placed and compacted to 30% in one foot lifts.  In September 1971, a 
contract was awarded for the closure of the western portion of the landfill.  Since closure, portions of the Site 
have been developed by various private parties.  As of the date of this report, the landfill consists of forty-
five (45) individual parcels of land, which are shown on Figure 2.  Figure 3 provides the approximate FESL 
fill limits associated with the time frames of deposition.  
 
A portion of the FESL, (four parcels), are listed as a NYSDEC Class 3 Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Site (IHWDS), Site #828023, while the remaining parcels within the FESL have been de-listed.  The four (4) 
parcels listed as IHWDS are identified on Figure 2. A "3" classification indicates a site "at which hazardous 
waste does not presently constitute a threat to the environment”. 
 
1.1.2 FESL Documented Fill Materials 
 
The general types of wastes encountered during investigations, remediation and development projects over 
the past 35 years at the FESL site include the following:  

• Municipal Incinerator Ash – Generally consisting of ash, cinders, charred refuse, glass and metal 
slag. Most ash observed during site investigations appears to be fly ash and bottom ash (clinker) 
from the municipal solid waste incinerators.  

• Construction and Demolition Debris – Construction and demolition debris observed in past 
investigations generally fits the definition of construction demolition debris contained in NYSDEC's 
Part 360 and is considered regulated solid waste. Construction demolition debris fill is common in 
areas adjacent to current and former roadways onsite and particularly in the lobe of fill south of 
Emerson Street and east of Colfax Street. 

• Soil and Municipal Refuse - This regulated solid waste generally consists of silty sand cover material 
and Regulated Solid Waste (un-incinerated municipal refuse).  

 
It should be noted that one discrete location of low-activity radioactive waste was identified on the FESL.  
This material generally consisted of a sludge-like waste material associated with glass lenses. The sludge was 
found to contain low levels of radioactive thorium. This material was encountered in a relatively small area 
in the southwest portion of the FESL and was not associated with incinerator ash and refuse fills.  The 
material appears to have been associated with surficial dumping which occurred after the FESL closure.  
Figure 4 depicts a radiological survey performed by Recra Environmental, Inc in 1988, which identified the 
areas of radioactive waste.  This material was removed by Sevenson Environmental Services on behalf of the 
City (see Figure 4). Radioactive waste has not been identified elsewhere on the FESL. 
 
The majority of the existing landfill has a soil cover. Cover ranges in thickness from 0 ft. up to 
approximately 6 ft. Cover materials generally consist of topsoil with grass, gravel, asphalt, or glacial till-
derived sandy silt.  
 
1.1.3 Summary of Significant Previous Environmental Reports 
 
Numerous subsurface geotechnical and environmental investigations have been conducted at the FESL since 
its closure in 1971 and as recently as 2013.  A list of reports available currently is included as Appendix 1.  
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Reports include document reviews, groundwater evaluations and sub-surface investigations and have been 
performed to characterize the type, nature, extent, and impact resulting from waste contained in the FESL.  
Figure 5 depicts the cumulative subsurface investigation points within the FESL as well as a model 
interpretation of fill thickness. It should be noted that additional private testing has also been completed but 
this information is not included herein.  The approximate limits of FESL fill materials based on the previous 
studies and aerial photograph interpretations are shown on Figure 3. Studies completed after 1990 were 
completed solely by the City. A summary of the information obtained during these studies is presented in 
Section 2 on a location basis; below is a brief summary of the significant reports: 
 

• A Soil Vapor Intrusion Assessment Report (SVI Report) by LaBella on behalf of the City dated June 
2011.  This report includes a comprehensive review of previous testing completed at the FESL.  
Although the intent of this report was to evaluate SVI, a detailed review of landfill history was 
completed for a comprehensive analysis.  The landfill review included a review of historic 
documents (maps, reports, letters, memos, etc.), investigation data, landfilling operations (filling 
locations, dates, material, etc.) and development projects.  This SVI Report work also included 
advancing additional soil borings, installing monitoring wells and sampling soil and groundwater at 
the FESL. 
 

• Former Emerson Street Landfill Remedial Investigation Report by LaBella/Geomatrix dated April 
2001 on behalf of the City – This report includes a remedial investigation study of three (3) specific 
parcels on the FESL with the purpose of characterizing environmental conditions, assessing the 
potential human health risks and evaluating remedial alternatives.  Field investigations performed 
during this report included surface soil samples, a subsurface vapor assessment and a subsurface soil 
and water assessment. Analytical results confirmed and further delineated the presence of chlorinated 
volatile organic compounds (CVOCs) in the IHWDS portion of the landfill. 
 
Specifically, the groundwater CVOC plume (P-1 Plume) was partially delineated during work 
conducted for this report. The P-1 Plume may be attributable to the FESL or potentially due to post 
landfilling operations.  The plume is contained within the FESL and predominantly located at the 
1655 Lexington Avenue parcel.  The P-1 Plume area is generally defined and significantly 
influenced by the storm sewer system that runs through McCrackanville Street, west down Emerson 
Street and then south parallel to (but west of) ‘W’ Street and eventually to an outfall into the Barge 
Canal.  Analytical results have indicated a significant reduction in CVOC concentrations beyond the 
location of the storm sewer on both the southerly and easterly directions. 
 

• Former Emerson Street Landfill Modified Remedial Investigation by H&A of New York dated 
January 1994 – Work associated with this report included the provision of historic data to the 
NYSDEC, a request to delist specific properties from the NYSDEC IHWDS and an extensive field 
investigation. The field investigation work included the advancement of soil borings, monitoring 
wells, landfill gas sampling, gas emission monitoring in and around buildings/structures, sampling of 
stormwater, sampling groundwater and performing hydrogeological testing. In support of the field 
investigation activities; a photogrammetric survey, fill history evaluation, and an evaluation of 
existing utilities and cover material were also conducted.  

 
The above reports provide the most information on subsurface conditions at the FESL; however, additional 
reports exist (refer to Appendix 1) and private investigations may also exist for individual parties.  The 
inferred extent of the CVOC plume discussed above is shown on Figure 6. 
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1.2 Objective and NYSDEC Part 360 
 
Due to the environmental history of the property, any waste-fill generated during site disturbances requires 
special consideration and management.  The NYSDEC regulations regarding management of solid waste 
can be found in 6 NYCRR Part 360.  Part 360 contains a provision  that allows for non-hazardous solid 
waste to be properly managed and replaced within the confines of an inactive solid waste landfill with 
NYSDEC approval (see Part 360-1.7(b)(9)). Proper management requires that care be taken in planning, 
monitoring and testing excavated waste-fill material to confirm non-hazardous nature of the excavated 
materials and allow proper replacement and covering onsite (within the confines of the landfill).   
 
The objective of this document is to provide guidance on any subsurface management of soil, fill materials, 
and water that will be disturbed during activities at the FESL. 

2.0 Supporting Analytical Data/Site Characterization 

This Plan utilizes existing analytical data for the FESL in order to develop management practices for fill and 
soil encountered during excavations within the FESL boundaries.  As noted above, fill materials at the FESL 
have been studied through extensive subsurface evaluations which have included: soil borings, test pits and 
groundwater monitoring wells.  Appendix 2 contains a summary table of all the sub-surface investigations 
conducted on the FESL as well as the investigation logs.  Specific data relating to the Site is summarized 
below: 
 

FESL Fill Materials and Soil Gas:   
 
Previous investigations have characterized the landfill based on numerous soil borings, test pits and 
groundwater monitoring wells.  The Soil Vapor Intrusion Assessment Report prepared by LaBella on 
behalf of the City, June 2011 included a comprehensive review of all the subsurface investigation 
work at the FESL. This review resulted in categorizing the FESL subsurface into four distinct 
quadrants, which are described below and are shown on Figure 3. 
 
Quadrant A (North of Emerson Street, West of Colfax Street): 

Quadrant A is characterized by the presence of both insufficiently incinerated highly putrescible 
waste, and illegally disposed chemical waste, resulting in the presence of anthropogenic methane gas 
due to the decomposition of putrescible materials, as well as CVOC contamination in soil vapor and 
groundwater.  Methane flux was measured at levels ranging from 33 to 1,200 ug/ m2-min, and/ or 
soil gas methane concentrations were recorded above 5,000 parts per million (ppm).  Modeled 
groundwater CVOC contamination contours are depicted on Figure 6.  Soil vapor CVOC contours 
are depicted on Figure 7.  The fill material in this area ranges in thickness from no fill material 
observed in the western portion of the quadrant to approximately 23-ft. thick in the central portion of 
the quadrant.  Fill thickness contours are depicted on Figure 5.  The cover thickness in this quadrant 
ranges from less than 1-ft. in the northeastern portion of the quadrant to greater than 3-ft. in the 
central portion of the quadrant.  Underlying the cover material, the fill consists of putrescible waste 
(wood, paper, misc. refuse,), metal, plastic, rubber, brick, glass and some ash in the central and 
northern portions of the quadrant and predominantly ash in the southern portion of the quadrant in 
proximity to Emerson Street.  These findings are consistent with the historic information reviewed.  
Some locations within this quadrant were noted to have fill material placed directly on top of 
bedrock, which would indicate portions of the quadrant were excavated prior to filling.  Some testing 
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locations indicated apparent native material beneath the fill materials and overlying the bedrock.  
This native material included in some locations silt and peat deposits which would be consistent with 
a marsh/swamp area.  Locations without fill materials are generally located in the western portion of 
the quadrant and consist of native silts and sands.   

 
This quadrant was generally the last to be filled, Figure 3, and as such the fill material varies from 
fully combusted ash material in the southeastern corner to partially incinerated or direct burial of un-
incinerated or putrescible solid waste in the central portions.  The western portion of this quadrant 
was generally not filled and the 500 Lee Road parcel underwent a fill relocation project during 
construction; as such, fill materials are not located beneath the main building or power house 
building.  Additionally, the 1770 Emerson Street parcel underwent a fill relocation project during 
construction of a new building from 2010 to 2011; as such, fill material is not located beneath this 
new structure.  The central portion of Quadrant A contains the CVOC plume depicted in Figure 6 
and designated as the “P-1 plume”. This plume is likely due to either 1) direct disposal of waste 
solvents sometime around the closing of the landfill (1971); 2) post-landfill dumping; or 3) fire 
training operations by GM, at which time the property was owned by the State of New York.  
Additionally, the presence of methane due to the FESL was recorded on field meter at concentrations 
within the explosive range; however, laboratory analysis has indicated that the field meters 
overestimated the methane concentrations (refer to Section 4.1 for more information of the 
limitations of methane gas meters).  According to analytical laboratory results, the methane 
concentrations were just below the lower explosive limit (LEL). In addition to the methane gas, 
CVOCs have been documented in soil gas in the central portion of this quadrant.   

 
Quadrant B (North of Emerson Street, East of Colfax Street): 

Quadrant B was active as a landfill during the periods of high and low incinerator efficiency, 
resulting in areas consisting of well incinerated ash fill material, putrescible waste, and methane.  
Investigations in the northern portion of Quadrant B, within the Edison Tech parcel, revealed only 
sparse amounts of un-incinerated material.  Methane flux readings in this quadrant ranged from 15 to 
140 ug/ m2-min.  An apparent discrete CVOC plume is also present in this quadrant (i.e., separate 
from the P-1 plume in Quadrant A); see Figure 6.  This plume appears limited in extent, generally 
within the 535 Colfax Street parcel and is believed to be related to post-landfill operations. CVOCs 
in soil gas were not extensively studied within this quadrant.   

The impacted CVOCs in groundwater within the southeastern portion of this quadrant may be due to 
post-landfill operations.  The City was not accepting liquid waste, at least for direct burial, beginning 
at least as early as July 1969. Incineration of solvents, even when incomplete, would likely provide 
complete combustion.  Furthermore, this area was developed in 1985 as a metal fabrication facility 
which could have used chlorinated solvents. Concentrations of CVOCs in this area have been found 
to increase over time. 

The fill material thickness in this area ranges from no fill material in the northeast portion of the 
quadrant to 22.5-feet thick in the western-central portion of the quadrant (Figure 5).  The cover 
thickness in this quadrant ranged from less than 6-inches to up to 2-feet thick.  Underlying the cover 
material, the fill consists of ash, putrescible waste (wood, paper, and misc. refuse), metal, plastic, 
rubber, brick, glass, etc. in the central and northern portions of the quadrant and predominantly ash 
with some putrescible waste in the southern portion of the quadrant.  Fill material in some locations 
was noted to be directly on top of bedrock, while other locations indicated apparent native material 
between the fill and bedrock.  Native organic materials (peat) were noted in several borings 
overlying the bedrock.  In locations without fill materials (generally the western portion of the 
quadrant), the native material consisted of silts and sands. 



Page 6 
 

 

This quadrant began to be filled sometime around 1960 and until 1970 (Figure 3).  Based on a review 
of contract documents and a 1971 aerial photograph, it appears that a majority of this quadrant was 
covered and seeded in 1970.  Few soil gas points have been installed in this quadrant, and thus 
methane in soil gas is not well characterized; however, the available data shows significantly lower 
concentrations in soil gas than in the central portion of Quadrant A.  The fill materials in this 
quadrant consist of ash material in the southern portion and some partially incinerated or direct 
burial/ putrescible waste in the central -northern portions.  The thickness of fill material ranges from 
no fill to greater than 20 feet in the western central portion of the quadrant. The 655 Colfax Street 
building (Edison Tech) contains a basement constructed directly on top of bedrock and thus a 
complete removal of fill material was completed for the northern and southern portions of the main 
building (see Site Specific Investigation for more information regarding 655 Colfax Street).  Partial 
removal of fill material has also occurred at the 655 Colfax Street parcel.  During construction, most 
of the site was excavated to bedrock and filled with reworked material including a mixture of clean 
fill and historic landfill material.  Additionally, the 1560 Emerson Street building has undergone two 
additions, both of which received partial fill removals at that time.  

 
Quadrant C (South of Emerson Street, West of Colfax Street): 

Quadrant C was landfilled during the years of maximum incinerator efficiency, resulting in the 
lowest methane detections of the FESL quadrants.     

Based on aerial photography it appears this quadrant began to be filled in the 1940s in the 
southeastern corner and expanded north and west until about 1961 when landfilling likely ceased in 
this quadrant.  The fill materials generally consist of ash materials; however, some paper and wood 
were noted in select testing locations.  Portions of this quadrant were also noted to have fill material 
placed directly on top of bedrock and in other locations to contain marsh deposits between the fill 
material and bedrock.  Soil gas testing in this quadrant is limited; however, the testing completed did 
not indicate significant landfill gas flux readings.  Four fill material removal actions have occurred in 
this quadrant during redevelopment work; specifically, all fill material beneath the 55 Vanguard 
Parkway building was removed during construction and all fill material encountered on the 105 
Vanguard Parkway was removed during site development. Partial removals of fill occurred at 1667 
Emerson Street during a parking lot expansion project and at 1555 Emerson Street during a 
development project. Additionally, a small removal was conducted to address radiological 
contamination; the general location of the fill removed and the extent of a 1988 radiological survey 
are included on Figure 4.  Fill thickness and areas of partial removal are included on Figure 5. 

Methane flux readings in Quadrant C were nearly identical to the control sample, at 33 to 35 ug/ m2-
min; however, only two soil gas sampling locations were located within this quadrant. In addition, 
the presence of organic, rich, marsh-derived soils at depths in this quadrant could also be a natural 
source of methane.   

CVOCs are present in groundwater in the north-central portion of Quadrant C, immediately south of 
Emerson Street to a limited extent and east of Vanguard Parkway (Figure 6). It is possible that this 
plume is related to the P-1 plume in Quadrant A, from an entirely different source, or a combination 
of both. The groundwater contamination present along Emerson Street likely stems from the P-1 
plume, while the shallow soil contamination further to the south may be derived from its own source.  

The fill material in this area ranges from no fill material in the western portion of the quadrant to 
11.2-feet thick in the central and north-central portion of the quadrant. The cover thickness in this 
quadrant ranged from no cover to up to 3-feet thick.  Underlying the cover material, the fill consists 
predominantly of ash material with some slag and cinders. It should be noted that some borings 
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indicated lesser (trace) amounts of paper or wood; however, these were not the predominant 
material. Some locations within this quadrant were noted to contain fill material directly overlying 
bedrock, while others contained native materials between the fill and bedrock.  The native materials 
included apparent marsh deposits (clayey silt with organics) in some locations up to 5-feet thick.    

 
Quadrant D (South of Emerson Street, East of Colfax Street): 

Quadrant D received material from the Smith Street incinerator prior to the 1954 construction of the 
on-site incinerator (Figure 3).  Native marsh soils are present in this quadrant and likely account for 
methane flux readings of up to 190 ug/ m2-min in the central portion of the quadrant.  A small plume 
of CVOCs was detected along Colfax Street (Figure 6), but this plume has been determined to have 
been caused by industrial site operations subsequent to the closure and re-development of the FESL.   

The fill material in this area ranges from no fill material in the eastern and portions of the northern 
section of the quadrant to 11.5-feet thick in the central portion of the quadrant (Figure 5).  The cover 
thickness in this quadrant ranged from approximately 6-inches to 3-feet thick.  Underlying the cover 
material, the fill consists predominantly of ash with some cinders, slag and glass noted.  In addition, 
some wood and charred paper was noted in select borings.  Some locations within this quadrant were 
noted to have fill material overlying bedrock, while other locations noted apparent native material 
between the fill material and bedrock. The native material in some locations included apparent marsh 
deposits (clayey silt with organics) in some locations up to 6.8-feet thick. 
 
Groundwater:   
 
Groundwater has been investigated at the FESL site beginning in approximately 1988. Previous 
investigations have documented groundwater conditions across most of the site, on both a site-wide 
and parcel-specific scale.  These investigations have resulted in the installation and sampling of a 
total of 53 wells at the Site. This includes 45 shallow bedrock (or overburden/ bedrock interface) and 
8 deep bedrock wells. During the subsequent years, several of the historic monitoring wells were 
damaged, lost or otherwise rendered unusable, some due to development and new construction.  As 
part of a 2010 investigation, an inventory and assessment of all existing wells on the site was 
performed.  The resulting inventory indicates that a total of 47 monitoring wells were still present on 
the site and in a serviceable condition.   
 
The 2010 investigation also included the sampling of 29 of these monitoring wells and analysis for 
VOCs, using USEPA Method 8260B. Appendix 3 provides a summary of the 2010 groundwater 
analytical results.  Twenty of the twenty nine recently-sampled wells contained VOCs at levels at or 
above the method detection limit (MDL); nine wells showed no detectable VOC presence.  Of the 
twenty wells with VOCs detected, eleven did not contain VOCs at concentrations in excess of the 
NYSDEC’s Part 703 Drinking Water Standards. The remaining nine wells contained one or more 
VOCs at a concentration that exceeded the standards. Seven of these nine wells exhibiting 
exceedances were located on or in close proximity to the IHWD site, and are related to the 
previously-identified VOC plume.  The remaining two wells (GW-7R and GW-9) are located on 
Colfax Street and appear to represent sources of VOCs separate from the IHWD site. 
 
The following is a summary of significant findings from these previous investigations: 
 

o The groundwater flow system at the Site is comprised of two hydro-stratigraphic units, an 
Upper Water Bearing Zone (UWBZ) and Intermediate Water Bearing Zone (IWBZ).  Both 
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zones are located in bedrock. 
 

o Water levels typically reside in the rock but occasionally exist in the lower portions of the 
overburden/ fill. 
 

o Groundwater in the UWBZ is influenced by large diameter storm sewers running north-
south along the eastern edge of McCrackanville Street and east-west within Emerson Street.  
These storm sewers were reportedly installed in blasted bedrock.  All storm sewer inverts 
appear to be below bedrock in McCrackanville and Emerson Streets.  Invert elevations of 
these sewers correspond closely to groundwater elevations.  The table below illustrates the 
approximate bedrock elevation, and groundwater elevation for select wells and the nearest 
invert elevation available from Monroe County mapping. 
 

Well Bedrock 
Elevation 

Groundwater 
Elevation Nearest Sewer Invert Elevation 

GMX-MW-3 525.39’ 519.86’ 517.08’ (90 feet Southeast) 
GMX-MW-6S 524.26’ 516.51’ 515.93’ (150 feet East) 
LAB-106 531.16’ 514.06’ 514.33’ (90 feet North/Northeast) 

Note:  All elevations are NGVD 29. 
 
As shown in the table above, the bedrock elevations range between about 6 and 16 feet 
above the groundwater elevation and about 8 and 17 feet above the elevation of the sewer 
inverts.  The groundwater levels range between about 2.8 feet above the sewer inverts to 
about 0.3 feet below the sewer invert.  Although the invert elevations are 90-feet or more 
away from the wells, this indicates that the sewers in McCrackanville and Emerson Street 
are likely at least 6 feet below the top of bedrock and appear to extend deeper into rock 
down Emerson Street and the portions west of W Street.  Additionally, the groundwater 
levels correlate closely with the invert elevations, which indicate that groundwater is 
influenced by the fracture network in the bedrock in close proximity to the storm sewers 
which provide a preferential pathway for groundwater and thus a flow zone. 
 

o A CVOC plume in groundwater is located on the City-owned parcel at 1655 Lexington 
Avenue (Quadrant A), which comprises approximately 60% of the approximate 24 acre 
NYSDEC-listed IHWD Site. Given that total CVOCs in Monitoring Well P-1, located in the 
apparent source area of the plume, have historically been as high as approximately 54 ppm, 
dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) may be present based upon the > 1% solubility 
for CVOCs per DER-10.  
 

o The most recent sampling event (July 2010) showed a decrease in CVOC concentrations to 
34,007 parts per billion (ppb), which is a decrease of 37 percent from the previous event. 
Relatively low levels (19.2 ppb) of petroleum-related VOCs (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene 
and xylene, or BTEX) were also detected in the 2010 event. 
 

o The CVOC plume extends generally toward the east and south from well P-1. Interference of 
the impacted groundwater by the storm sewers located along the east and south limits of the 
IHWDS appears to have limited the extent of the plume.  Some extension of the plume has 
occurred to the south and east beyond the storm sewers in Emerson Street and 
McCrackanville Street; however, the extent is limited and CVOC concentrations were 
significantly lower in wells on the opposing side of these sewers (Figure 6). 
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o CVOCs at significantly lower concentrations than the IHWDS area described above have 

been identified in other areas of the FESL. These occurrences appear to be limited in lateral 
extent and may be the result of post-landfill site uses (Figure 6). 

3.0 Development and Pre-Excavation Planning 

Projects planned within the FESL boundaries should be evaluated to determine their location with respect to 
the location of fill material.  If the proposed development is located outside of the footprint of the waste-fill 
area as shown on Figure 5, fill materials derived from FESL operations are unlikely to be encountered and; 
therefore, would not be subject to the guidance described in this document.  However, proposed development 
locations located near the edge or within the footprint of the waste-fill area are subject to this guidance.  In 
this case, a thorough review of previous investigations to evaluate information pertinent to the intended 
project location should be conducted. A list of previous investigations is presented in Appendix 1; 
additionally, all of the available boring logs from previous investigation are located in Appendix 2.  

 
A geophysical survey, using ground penetrating radar, may also be used prior to invasive work to help 
identify subsurface features; however, due to the nature of historic fill material and the results of previous 
surveys it appears that geophysical surveys do not contribute much value to subsurface evaluations. 
 

4.0 Pre-Construction Sampling 

A site specific pre-construction investigation following NYSDEC DER-10 Technical Guidance for Site 
Investigation and Remediation, May 2010 guidelines (DER-10) is recommended to characterize the type of 
material that is expected to be excavated during construction activities.  This type of investigation can fill site 
specific data gaps. Waste-fill materials may vary considerably from one location to the next over relatively 
short distances; as such, site specific investigations can provide valuable information and allow proper 
preparation.  The overall objective of such characterization is to obtain, observe, and analyze samples that are 
representative of the waste-fill that will be excavated during construction. This section contains guidance on 
sampling methods, sample frequency, and laboratory analysis that may be used to characterize waste-fill. 
 
Prior to initiating a pre-characterization sampling event, a plan for such work should be developed.  The plan 
should include at a minimum the following: 

• Summary of Development – Include details on areas of excavation, depths, volume of material to be 
excavated/ disturbed and anticipated volumes of spoils generated. 

• Proposed Field Screening – This should include meters and personnel qualifications. 

• Proposed Sampling – Include basis for locations and number of samples based on the above.  Also 
include proposed laboratory. 

 

4.1  Investigation and Sampling  
Conventional subsurface exploration methods consisting of test pits, test borings, or other methods may be 
used for sampling waste-fill materials. Overall, the intent of such explorations is to view materials that may 
be excavated during construction for observable signs of contamination. Such signs typically include:  
 

o Staining 
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o Odors 
o Gases, fumes or vapors detected by monitoring instruments 
o Observable Sheens 

 
Field Meters 
 
In addition to the observable signs indicated above the following instruments should be used for screening 
during the investigation: 
 

• Photoionization detector instruments (PID) - These instruments operate by drawing a sample of 
ambient air or gas into a chamber where the gas is ionized using a light source of a specific energy 
(either 10.2 or 11.7 eV). The intensity of ionization energy is then measured and converted to a 
signal and a scale reading in parts-per-million (ppm) of total volatile organics concentration.  It 
should be noted the ionization potentials of measureable constituents varies and the PID lamp 
utilized may need to be evaluated to ensure accurate results.  
 

• Radiation Meter – These portable survey instruments can detect alpha, beta, and/or gamma radiation, 
and display the radiation level over a specified time period (e.g., counts per minute, milli-Roentgens 
per hour, etc.). A scintillation probe, radiation ion chamber, or GM probe is typically used to detect 
the radiation. Each meter detects different forms of ionizing radiation with different levels of 
efficiencies. Geiger Muellen (GM) meters are often used as survey meter to detect gamma radiation 
and would be an appropriate instrument to use at this site (i.e., Ludlum Meter).  
 

• Landfill Gas Meter – the gas meter utilized should be capable of detecting the following; carbon 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, methane, and hydrogen sulfide.  The capabilities of the gas meter utilized 
should be identified prior to usage.  Interference of the gas meter may occur from the detection of 
non-target gases.  Such interferences can significantly impact the meter readings and may be biased 
high for methane concentrations and not representative of the actual vapor concentrations.  If 
warranted, analytical testing may be necessary to determine actual concentrations. 

 
These instruments are generally available in the Rochester, NY area and can be rented from several sources. 
They should; however, only be operated by individuals trained and experienced in their use, limitations, and 
capabilities for data generation. The observations and sample collection described above should be 
documented on test pit logs, test boring logs, or other field notes by a qualified environmental professional.   
 
Laboratory Testing 
 
The investigation explorations may be used to gather samples that can be used for laboratory analysis waste 
characterization. Sampling should obtain a sufficient number of samples to be representative of the total 
mass of material that is expected to be excavated during construction.  Sample collection should incorporate 
the results of onsite monitoring equipment.  If laboratory analysis demonstrates that the samples are non-
hazardous, then the material excavated can be managed within the FESL boundaries.  
 
All samples should be collected in accordance with DER-10 unless the fill has been previously sampled.  Per 
DER-10 Section 3.11, a minimum of four (4) samples per acre should be collected to characterize historic fill 
materials and if different types of historic fill material are encountered (e.g. ash, construction debris, etc.) 
each type of material must be sampled.   
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Soil samples should be sent under standard chain-of-custody procedures to a New York State Department of 
Health (NYSDOH) Environmental Laboratory Approval Program (ELAP) certified laboratory (or 
appropriate certification at the time of work).   
 
In addition to the general sampling indicated above, targeted investigation and sampling should be 
considered in order to generate samples that are representative of the overall waste-fill mass to be excavated.  
Specifically, regular sampling along foundation elements and utility cuts is recommended. The developer 
and/or design engineer is cautioned that test pit or test trench type explorations should be limited only to the 
depth and extent of anticipated construction excavation. Such excavation should not be advanced to depths 
greater than anticipated construction excavation depths.  The appropriate geotechnical investigations should 
be conducted to ensure the sub-surface material can provide adequate support. 
 
The designer/ developer is cautioned that information derived from grab and composite samples may be 
limited as a result of the method of sampling.  Grab samples are representative of a single location and 
conditions at that location may vary from similar-appearing material located nearby the sample location.  
Composite samples tend to average conditions from the locations that the composite represents and; 
therefore, may result in laboratory analytical results that dilute elevated contaminant concentrations or 
obscure non-detect results. These limitations should be considered in developing a sample plan. Per DER-10 
composite samples may not be used for those samples analyzed for volatile organic compounds. 
Additionally, composite samples are generally not acceptable in determining the nature of material (DER-10 
Section 3.2(d)).   
 
Variations to sampling methods dictated in DER-10 may be acceptable and should be described in a 
Sampling Method Plan.   
 
4.2 Material Characterization Sample Analysis 
 
The intent of pre-construction sample laboratory analysis is to characterize the material to be excavated. 
Previously gathered data, as well as the history of operation of the site should be used in collaboration with 
analytical results during characterization. The developer/designer should consider past site information and 
these factors in planning lab analyses. The following analysis should be considered for characterization: 
 

• CP-51 SVOCs 
• TCL VOCs 
• RCRA Metals 

 
In the event that excessive spoils are anticipated and disposal offsite appears necessary, disposal facility 
requirements for analysis should also be considered when sampling, particularly the requirements for non-
hazardous and hazardous waste classifications (see Section 5.5).  
 
5.0 Excavation Management 

 
5.1  Management Plan 
 
Previous investigations and laboratory analyses of the waste-fill material in the FESL have shown the 
majority of it to be non-hazardous solid waste. However, hazardous waste has also been encountered at 
discrete locations and in very limited quantities. Any waste material that is excavated during construction or 
site development must be properly managed; therefore, the development process can be greatly simplified by 
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planning to minimize excavation needed for construction and anticipating the waste-fill that will be handled 
during excavation and construction in a Management Plan.   
 
A Site Specific Management Plan should be developed for each project and depending on project size should 
include the following in some level of detail: 
 

1. Historic Information and Pre-Characterization Testing Data – This should include previous testing 
locations, depths, materials encountered and laboratory results. 

 
2. Summary of Development Proposed – This should include proposed project summary, mapping with 

excavation areas and depths and estimates on volumes of material to be generated.  
 

3. Comparison of Pre-Characterization Work in Relation to Development Work - This should identify 
methods of handling excavated materials which do not coincide with the site-specific pre-
characterization.  Materials which do not coincide with the pre-characterized material should be 
sampled and analyzed to determine the appropriate disposal or re-use measures. 
 

4. Classification and Handling of Excavated Materials – This should include a description of the 
anticipate material, volumes and management onsite or disposal offsite.  This should include both 
soil/fill and water. 
 

5.  Environmental Monitoring – This should define the monitoring to be completed, including specific 
meters, area to be monitored and anticipated frequency of monitoring.   
 

6. Roles and Responsibilities – This should define entities/companies involved and the key contact 
people, responsibilities and contact information.  At a minimum this should include: 
 

- Property Owner 
- City DEQ 
- Engineer/Architect 
- Environmental Monitor 
- Contractor 

 
7. Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) – This should include the NYSDOH Generic CAMP or a 

site specific CAMP. 
 

8. Health and Safety Plan – Additional details on the components of such a plan are provided in Section 
8. 

 
5.2  Development Considerations 
 
NYSDEC regulations under Part 360 (Part 360-1.7 (b) (9)) allow solid waste from non-hazardous inactive 
landfills, which is excavated as part of construction project, to be returned to the same excavation, or other 
excavations containing similar solid waste. Such materials may also be relocated within the landfill's existing 
footprint with the property owner’s approval, provided there is an acceptable location and the handling, 
relocation, and disposal practices are deemed acceptable to NYSDEC in writing and in advance of the 
project.  
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Hazardous waste that is generated as part of the excavation cannot be replaced on the site and must be 
properly characterized, managed, and disposed off-site at a permitted facility.  The party responsible for 
generating the excavated material (developer or property owner) would be responsible for such 
characterization, management, and proper disposal.  Accordingly, construction planning and development 
design that allows minimal site excavation means less material needs to be handled on-site (solid waste) or 
disposed off-site (hazardous waste).   
 
Developers and design engineers for planned development should also consider that the following elements 
of construction may be affected by waste characterization and management:  
 

• Construction De-Watering: Groundwater in some areas of the landfill has been found to contain 
chemicals at concentrations that warrant proper handling, management and disposal.  Construction 
design and planning should consider existing data regarding groundwater quality and depths to allow 
for proper management of groundwater flow into excavations during construction, if de-watering is 
necessary for construction purposes. See Section 6 for further information regarding excavation 
dewatering. 
 

• Waste Variability: Construction schedules should allow contingency time and measures to address 
potential unanticipated conditions. 

 
• Basements:  If possible, new structures with basements should not be constructed within the waste 

fill area. If basements are necessary, waste materials must be removed from beneath and adjacent to 
the basement structure. Basement structures should have adequate drainage to prevent the 
accumulation of groundwater, and they should be adequately ventilated to prevent the accumulation 
of landfill gases and/or volatile organic compounds.  
 

• Schedules: Scheduling of construction will need to allow for potential sampling, monitoring, and 
management of waste-fill material that is excavated during the course of construction. Sampling, in 
particular, may lead to laboratory analysis.  Analytical results typically take from several days to 
several weeks to be generated.  Therefore, design and construction schedules should allow for 
adequate sample analysis turn-around time. 

 
Site development plans and designs should allow for placement of the waste-fill as backfill (if the material is 
deemed acceptable by a geotechnical engineer) and subsequent grading and covering of the material with soil 
and vegetation, or a structure (building, parking lot, etc.). The objective of placing cover over the solid waste 
material is to prevent routine contact with the waste. Therefore coverage should generally consist of 
approximately 18 inches (compacted) of clean soil cover and vegetation, or a substantial barriers consisting 
of concrete slab, the building slab, or asphalt cover. It also meets the minimum cover thickness criteria for 
ash monofills specified in NYSDEC's Part 360. 
 
Material management planning should include a possible need to temporarily stockpile excavated solid or 
hazardous waste and measures to prevent its contamination of other materials.  Stockpile locations should not 
be in the vicinity of storm sewers and drainage courses and downwind property boundaries. Stockpiles 
should be placed on impervious material (minimum 6-mil Poly sheeting) with perimeter berms. Stockpiles or 
exposed waste areas should be covered to prevent migration by wind-blown dust or storm water runoff until 
final placement and final cover is established.  The cover must be maintained and monitored daily until the 
materials are placed back into the excavation or disposed of off-site. 
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If quantities of excavated material are too great to be incorporated in site grading, then placement off-site 
within the confines of the FESL footprint may be possible. Such placement, however, will require permission 
of the receiving property owner, NYSDEC, and possibly the City and Monroe County Department of Health.  
The proposed method of placement and cover material will need to be identified to the agencies.  Therefore, 
wherever possible, site development should allow for replacement of excavated solid waste-fill back on the 
site to be developed. 

5.3 Geotechnical Considerations 

Typical structures constructed at the FESL site generally consist of slab-on-grade foundations or, for larger 
structural loads, spread footings, piers, or other foundation elements that provide greater bearing capacity and 
minimize waste fill disturbances. The extent and nature of fill at the site is a limiting factor on the types of 
structures which can be placed at the site and requires that careful consideration be given to foundation 
design of proposed structures so that adequate structural support is maintained.  Therefore, developers and 
design engineers will need to carefully balance the extent and methods of subsurface excavation that will be 
necessary for foundation construction against the goal of minimizing the amount of waste-fill that needs to 
be excavated and properly managed during construction. 

5.4  Screening and Sampling Procedures for Excavated Soil and Fill  
 
Monitoring of waste-fill excavated during construction should be considered for the following reasons: 
 

• To determine that the waste-fill actually excavated during construction is consistent with the 
characterization of fill developed prior to construction. 

 
• To allow characterization of the non-hazardous or hazardous nature of solid waste excavated in the 

event that no pre-construction planning, sampling, or analysis was performed. 
 

• To segregate materials based on impacts and avoid overpaying for disposal. 
 

• Health and safety of onsite staff, and the community. 
 
During excavation, soils should be screened intermittently and anytime the general conditions of the 
excavated materials change or as otherwise specified in the Management Plan. Screening will consist of 
visual and olfactory observations, supplemented by a photoionization detector, landfill gas meter (i.e. 
methane and hydrogen sulfide) and radiation meter.  Any significant findings including staining, non-soil fill 
types, odors, elevated PID readings above background, gas meter or radiation readings two times above the 
background reading will be noted in the site log book, and the associated material will be segregated for 
management as described below.  Additionally, a Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) should be 
instituted during excavations. Details on screening and the responsibilities of the Environmental Monitor are 
provided in Section 7.1. 
 
Sampling of excavated waste-fill materials during construction should be considered if either of the 
following conditions exists:  
 

• No pre-construction planning or sampling was performed.   
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• If conditions during actual construction are significantly different than those observed during pre-
construction investigations (pre-characterized material) or described in the approved management 
plan.  
 

• Waste disposal characterization. 
 
The recommended frequency of sampling during construction should follow the guidelines of DER-10, or as 
dictated in the NYSDEC approved Management Plan. Laboratory analysis of samples during the excavation 
phase can be used to determine whether the waste material excavated is hazardous or non-hazardous. By 
USEPA and NYSDEC regulation a generator of such waste is also allowed to make this determination using 
knowledge of the waste.  Therefore, previously gathered data for an intended development site, as well as the 
history of operation of the site may be used to form knowledge of the waste.  
 
5.5  Hazardous Waste Characterization  
Generally the waste-fill material excavated at the FESL site will be considered to be non-hazardous solid 
waste provided laboratory analysis does not show it to be a "Characteristic Hazardous Waste".  It is also 
possible that waste encountered in the fill such as a labeled drum may be a "Listed Hazardous Waste". The 
generator of the waste will need to use knowledge of the waste and how it was generated to determine if a 
listed waste is present. Please note that "Characteristically Hazardous" and "Listed Hazardous Waste" are 
both defined terms within USEPA and NYSDEC regulation.  
 
Solid waste will be considered as hazardous if it exhibits a Hazardous Characteristic, namely, ignitability, 
corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity. If Listed Waste is contained within the solid waste sample, the mixture 
may also be considered as hazardous waste. If it is determined that listed waste is present in the excavated 
soil, the NYSDEC's Technical Administration Guidance Memorandum No. 3028 of November 30, 1992, 
"Contained-In" Criteria for Environmental Media, provides guidance on how the listed waste may be 
managed.  
 
Past analyses from the FESL site have generally identified waste as hazardous when they exhibit a hazardous 
waste characteristic by toxicity test (see below). In most cases, it should be possible to limit laboratory 
analyses for waste to be excavated during site development to the following parameters:  
 

• Hazardous Waste Characteristics – ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity and toxicity. 
 

• Hazardous Waste Characteristic of Toxicity – this analysis is performed by using the Toxicity 
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) 
 

• Volatile Organic Analysis 
 

Disposal facility requirements for analysis should also be determined when sampling the excavated soil, 
particularly the requirements for non-hazardous waste landfills as these usually have the most stringent 
analytical requirements. 

 
Because the majority of waste-fill within the FESL site consists of incinerator ash, waste analyses have not to 
date shown the characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity or reactivity to be present. Potential leachability of 
heavy metals has been the primary reason that a sample may be characterized as hazardous waste by the 
TCLP procedure. Therefore, it may be possible to limit TCLP analyses to metal constituents. If TCL VOC 
analysis indicated elevated levels then it would be appropriate to also include the VOC constituent portion of 
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the TCLP analyses.  The developer/designer should consider past site information and these factors in 
planning lab analyses.  
 
5.6 Non-FESL Related Areas of Concern 
 
While the sub-surface material within the FESL footprint contains historic fill material, it should be noted 
that impacts from other non-landfill related sources may be present.  Several industrial and manufacturing 
facilities operate or have operated within the FESL foot print.  Many of these operations require the use and 
storage of solvents and petroleum products which are inherent with the potential for environmental impacts.  
Section 2 provides an overview of the extensive information available regarding the FESL site.  Individual 
properties should be researched to determine the potential for post landfill issues  
 
Consideration should be taken to identify impacts as non-FESL related when impacts are identified near 
potential onsite point sources or if the impacts are inconsistent with pre-characterization or previous site 
knowledge.  
 
5.7 Classification and Handling of Excavated Soil and Fill 
Excavated materials should be classified utilizing excavation monitoring, historic knowledge and pre-
construction investigation data.  Material classifications should be established considering the material re-
use, disposal requirements and handling requirements.  Materials classifications and the handling of each 
should be addressed in a site specific Management Plan. 
 
Re-use options should be considered during the classification of fill materials anticipated for excavation.  
Solid waste excavated may be maintained and replaced on-site with similar materials (assuming non-
hazardous), or otherwise within the footprint of the inactive landfill when covered appropriately.  
Specifically, excavated materials may be relocated to another parcel which lies within the FESL boundaries 
and properly covered.   
 
The Table below provides an example of how site specific sub-surface materials may be pre-characterized.  
Management Plans should also include an expanded section on the management of each classified material. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1 Example of Material Classifications and Management 
 

Class of Material Physical Description Screening Parameter Management 
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Class of Material Physical Description Screening Parameter Management 
Class 1 Material Clean soil, clean fill 

materials, and visually 
identifiable non 
contaminated solid 
waste (e.g. Brick, 
concrete, rock – i.e., 
construction and 
demolition debris) 

No Discernable Odor 
PID readings less than 
50 ppm 
No ash/cinders/slag or 
other regulated waste 
 

Staging on-site for 
subsequent reuse. 

Class 2 Material FESL Ash/Fill and 
smaller pieces of metal, 
plastic, wood, paper, 
etc.  

Visibly identifiable as 
ash/cinders/slag or other 
regulated solid waste 
(grey color, 
characteristic 
appearance) 

Staging on-site for 
subsequent reuse or 
off-site disposal as a 
regulated solid waste 

Class 3 Material Soil and Fills with 
Moderate Petroleum/Cl-
VOC Impacts that may 
Exceed CP-51 Soil 
Cleanup Objectives 

Moderate Petroleum 
Odor 
Moderate Staining 
PID Readings Greater 
than 50 PPM and less 
than 1000 PPM 

Material should be 
analyzed per DER-10.  
Material could be 
reused on site if lab 
results below Part 375-6 
criteria or otherwise 
sent off-site for 
disposal. 

Class 4 Material Solid waste Physically 
unacceptable for re-use 
(e.g. larger pieces of 
refuse, metal scrap, rail 
road ties) 

May or may not contain 
evidence of Impairment 
or regulated waste 

Off-site Disposal to be 
determined based on 
waste stream 
characterization.    

Class 5 Material Significantly impacted 
soils either solid waste 
impacted with 
Petroleum or Possibly 
solid waste impacted by 
other chemicals  

Strong Petroleum or 
other odor 
Significant Staining or 
presence of free phase 
liquids 
PID Readings of 1000 
PPM or greater 
Laboratory analysis 
required for 
characterization 

Off-site Disposal to be 
determined based on 
waste stream 
characterization.    

Class 6 Material Radiation Contaminated 
Soil/Fill 

Ludlum Radiation 
Meter readings 2x 
greater than background 

Off-site Disposal at 
regulated facility    

 
As indicated previously, it is possible that characteristic hazardous waste could be encountered during site 
development. If such waste is encountered and excavated, it will be the responsibility of the site developer or 
owner (as the generator of the hazardous waste) to properly handle this waste. Management of such 
hazardous waste will require characterization, management, and off-site disposal at an appropriate approved 
facility, consistent with NYSDEC and USEPA hazardous waste management regulations. 
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6.0 Management Plan for Excavation Derived Water 
Groundwater and/or rainwater may enter excavations and require removal (dewatered) to facilitate 
construction activities will require proper handling, treatment, and disposal (i.e., small quantities of water 
that do not interfere with construction activities may not require removal).  In the event that groundwater is 
encountered, the groundwater will be containerized, characterized and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  The following should be considered to manage excavation derived water: 
 

• Adequate storage (frac tank) of excavation derived waters. 

• The appropriate number and size of pumps to dewater the excavation. 

• Best management practices to minimize sediments during pumping. 

• Discharge, if applicable and under permit, to the Monroe County Pure Waters (MCPW) sanitary 
system.  The excavation waters must be containerized, sampled and analyzed for parameters 
specified by MCPW.   

• Onsite treatment (activated carbon, air stripping, etc.) if warranted to meet MCPW sewer use criteria. 

• In the event that off-site transportation of impacted water is necessary, a valid 6 NYCRR Part 364 
Waste Transporter Permit shall be required.  All disposal documentation at an approved treatment 
storage and disposal facility should be provided to the City. 

7.0 Environmental Monitoring 

It is strongly recommended an Environmental Monitor, preferably one with previous experience with the 
FESL site, be assigned to projects disturbing the sub-surface material within the FESL boundaries on a full 
time basis during those activities which will result in subsurface disturbances.  This will significantly reduce 
the potential for any improper management, transportation or disposal of materials. 
 
7.1 Environmental Monitor Duties 
The responsibilities of the Environmental Monitor should include the following: 

• Working with the contractor to pre-determine offsite disposal locations. 
• Preparation of waste stream profile(s) if offsite disposal of excavated material is anticipated. 
• Work closely with the contractor to monitor excavations for evidence of environmental impairment, 

and/or the presence of regulated solid waste.  Specifically, this monitoring will include use of a 
photo-ionization detector (PID), a radiation meter and a gas meter.   

• Make all determinations with regard to the classification of materials as detailed in the site specific 
Management Plan. 

• Direct the contractors as to the proper placement and covering materials at the site. 
• Assist the contractors as to the proper staging, covering, characterizing, transporting and disposing of 

materials requiring off-site disposal. 
• Sampling, analysis, and any additional waste stream profiling material sent off-site as required by the 

receiving part 360 landfill, or the NYSDEC. 
• Implementation of a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for personnel at the Site.  All contractors are 

responsible for their own health and safety plans (Section 8). 
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• Implementation of the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Generic Community Air 
Monitoring Plan (CAMP) and Fugitive Dust and Particulate Monitoring Plan during all fill 
relocation/grading work where there is exposed fill materials.  See Appendix 4 for generic plans. 

 
7.2 Responsibilities of the Contractor 
It is recommended that all contactors involved with subsurface work at FESL be made aware of the history 
and provided all available information regarding a site.  In addition contactors should be aware of these 
additional requirements for subsurface work: 
 

• Dust/particulate and VOC suppression (i.e., wetting excavations, equipment, etc.) may be necessary, 
as directed by the Environmental Monitor. 
 

• Maintain stockpiled regulated materials that are staged onsite (i.e., covering with polyethylene 
sheeting). 
 

• Decontamination of the contractors’ equipment prior to removing it from the site. 

8.0 Health and Safety Plan 

Past investigations of the FESL site have shown that materials encountered during subsurface exploration or 
construction activities may require special care and monitoring.  These include constituents in materials 
associated with the known FESL filling and undocumented direct burial of materials and potentially naturally 
occurring from bedrock at the site, and include: 
 

• Volatile organic compounds - these include petroleum derived constituents as well as a limited 
number of chlorinated volatile organic compounds.  

 
• Heavy metals from incinerator ash - a variety of heavy metals are present in detectable 

concentrations in the incinerator ash. Past analyses of incinerator ash have only shown lead to be 
present at concentrations that exceed TCLP toxicity limits.  Health and safety planning should 
generally consider measures to prevent exposure to heavy metals through engineering controls (dust 
suppression) or use of personnel protective equipment, or other measures.   

 
• Radioactivity - a radiation survey and subsequent sampling and laboratory analysis revealed the 

presence of a relatively small volume of low-activity radioactive waste material associated with glass 
lenses and refuse fills in the southwest portion of the FESL.  Approximately 12 tons of the low-level 
radioactive waste material was excavated at 1645-1685 Emerson St. and disposed of off-site. 
Although unlikely, it is possible that other low-level radioactive materials could be encountered 
during construction. Health & safety planning should consider measures to monitor waste materials 
for radiation levels above background.  

 
• Landfill derived gases - these may include methane, hydrogen sulfide, or carbon monoxide. Landfill 

gas sampling and characterization performed during previous investigations has not shown 
significant levels of these gases to be generated from the waste fill at the locations sampled.  A brief 
description of the landfill gases identified in each Quadrant are presented below:  
 

Quadrant A (Northwest Portion of FESL): 
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Quadrants A is characterized by landfill gas flux measurements between 100 and 1200 µg/m2-
minute, and/or soil gas methane concentrations above 5,000 ppm.  In addition, this quadrant has 
also been documented with chlorinated-VOC contamination in soil gas, soil, and groundwater.   
 
Quadrant B (Northeast Portion of FESL): 

Quadrants B is characterized by landfill gas flux measurements between 15 and 140 µg/m2-
minute.  An apparent discrete CVOC plume is also present in this quadrant (i.e., separate from 
the P-1 plume in Quadrant A); however, this plume appears limited in extent and generally is 
within the 535 Colfax Street parcel.  CVOCs in soil gas were not extensively studied within this 
quadrant.   
 
Quadrant C (Southwest Portion of FESL): 

Quadrant C is characterized by landfill gas flux measurements between 33 and 35 µg/m2-minute; 
however, only two soil gas sampling locations were located within this quadrant.  In addition, the 
presence of organic rich marsh-derived soils at depth in this quadrant could also be a source of 
methane.   
 
Quadrant D (South of Emerson Street, West of Colfax Street): 

Quadrant D is characterized by landfill gas flux measurements between 57 and 190 µg/m2-
minute.  In addition, there is one apparent small area of Chlorinated-VOC contamination in this 
quadrant, which appears to be the result of post-landfill industrial activity rather than landfill 
operations. 

 
Sub-surface gases may be present in other locations and they may be generated in greater 
concentrations from bedrock at the site (see below). 

 
Naturally occurring substances that may require health and safety planning include the following:  
 

• Bedrock derived gases - this includes primarily methane and hydrogen sulfide.  The bedrock 
underlying the site contains pockets of naturally occurring methane which has been encountered in 
past borings at concentrations that may approach or exceed explosive limits. In addition, methane 
and hydrogen sulfide have the potential to collect in deep excavations. Both of these gases are 
defined as "simple asphyxiants" and therefore consideration should be given to health and safety 
protection for these conditions.   

 
It is recommended that a Health and Safety Plan (HASP) is developed for construction activities based on 
sample analytical results, information specific to the parcel being developed, specific construction tasks to be 
performed, and the potential for exposure for site workers.  Previous investigations and construction 
activities have routinely been performed. These previous activities has shown that overall, the potential for 
worker exposure is relatively low. However, all contractors and developers should consider the need for 
health and safety planning relative to their specific development, and planned activities and tasks. 
 
Health and safety planning should also give consideration to other construction related issues, such as but not 
limited to trenching safety (as is required under OSHA regulations 29 CAR 1910.1926), or other 
construction-related OSHA regulations. 
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9.0 Summary and Limitations 

Significant development has been performed at the FESL site and future development is anticipated. Past 
investigations at the FESL site has shown the waste-fill to contain primarily non-hazardous solid waste. 
NYSDEC regulations allow such solid waste to be excavated and replaced during the course of construction 
and development.  However, hazardous waste has occasionally been encountered in the past at the site and 
excavation for construction purposes creates the potential for additional generation of hazardous waste. 
Further, it is desirable to reduce the potential for individual exposure to even non-hazardous solid waste. 
Accordingly, this guidance document has been developed to assist developers and designers in planning for 
development, characterizing materials that may be encountered during excavation, and planning for the 
management of those materials.   

This document is intended for guidance purposes only. The information contained in the document is neither 
to be considered as specific direction or policy binding on any of the agencies or firms mentioned in the 
document. Significant investigation has been performed at the site in the past to develop a general 
understanding of subsurface conditions.  However, such conditions can vary significantly between locations 
sampled. Further, conditions at a single location can change with time. Therefore, responsibility for properly 
characterizing excavated materials, planning construction, and appropriately managing any materials 
encountered, generated, or handled during site development is solely the responsibility of the site developer, 
owner, and designer. 

10.0 Reporting Requirements 

In accordance with 6NYCRR Part 613.8, contractors/owners are obligated to report any spill, leak, or 
discharge of petroleum products from bulk petroleum storage facilities to the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation.  In addition, in accordance with 6NYCRR Part 595.2, contractors/owners are 
obligated to report any release of a reportable quantity or an unknown quantity of a hazardous substance 
from bulk chemical storage facilities as listed in 6NYCRR 597.2 when this contractual relationship is with 
the owner, agent of owner, or person in constructive possession or control of such a hazardous substance. 

11.0 Contact Information 

The individuals, agencies, and organizations listed below may be contacted for additional information: 
 
Joseph Biondolillo 
City of Rochester, Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Environmental Quality 
30 Church Street, Room 300B 
Rochester, NY  14614 
(585) 428-6649 
 
Todd Caffoe 
NYSDEC Region 8 
Div. of Hazardous Waste Remediation 
6274 E. Avon Lima Road 
Avon, NY  14414 
(585) 226-2466 
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Mark Gregor 
City of Rochester, Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Environmental Quality 
30 Church Street, Room 300B 
Rochester, NY  14614 
(585) 428-5978 
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Notes:
1) Concentration contours were initially modeled using Golden Surfer version 8 using the Natural Neighbor function.  This base model was used to develop the conceptual site model displayed in
this figure.  In addition to the contaminant concentration, the conceptual site model accounts for additional influential site factors such as: groundwater flow, preferential pathways (i.e., sewers),
geology, etc.  Based on the method of derivation, these contours are inferred and may not represent the actual extent of impacts/concentrations.
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1
Engineering Investigations at Inactive Hazardous Waste sites, Phase II Investigation, Emerson St Landfill, Site No. 828023. 
Addendum.  New York State Department of Environmental Conservation.  February 1990.

2 Review of the Emerson St Landfill City of Rochester Phase II Investigation Reports.  Malcolm Pirnie.  May 1990.
3 Proposed Emerson St Landfill Action Plan.  City of Rochester.  November 1990.

4
Health & Safety Plan Prepared for City of Rochester, NY, Emerson St Landfill.  Sevenson Environmental Services.  March 
1992.

5 Delisting Petition for Properties Associated with the Former Emerson St Landfill Site.  Haley & Aldrich of NY.  April 1993.
6 Delisting Petition for the Former Emerson St Landfill Inactive Hazardous Waste Site.  City of Rochester.  August 1993.

7 Former Emerson Street Landfill Modified Remedial Investigation (Vol 1 through 4).  Haley & Aldrich of NY.  January 1994.
8 Test Pit and Soil Sampling Program Report, Former Emerson St Landfill.  The Sear-Brown Group.  May 1995.

9
Delisting Petition for Properties Associated with the Former Emerson Street Landfill Site. Haley & Aldrich of NY, July 
1995.

10
Guidance for Waste-Fill Management During site Development, Former Emerson St Landfill.  Haley & Aldrich of NY.  July 
1995.

11
Revision to the Guidance for Waste Fill Management During Site Development, Former Emerson St Landfill.  Haley & 
Aldrich of NY.  July 1997.

12 Health & Safety Plan for Site Construction.  1667 Emerson St.  Labella Associates.  November 1997.
13 Former Emerson Street Landfill, Sub-Slab Ventilation Guidance Document. Haley & Aldrich of New York. May 2000.

14
Former Emerson St Landfill Remedial Investigation Report for City of Rochester Parcels 4, 10, and 11.  Labella Associates 
& Geomatrix Consultants.  April 2001.

15
Former Emerson St Landfill Pre-Development Study – City of Rochester Parcels 4, 10. 11.  Labella Associates & Geomatrix 
Consultants.  November 2001.

16 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment.  Undeveloped Land.  1695-1715 Emerson St.  Day Environmental.  June 2002.

17 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Undeveloped Land, 1695-1715 Emerson St.  Day Environmental.  October 2002.

18
Delisting Petition for Selected Parcels Associated with the Former Emerson St Landfill Site.  Parcels 4 and 10.  Labella 
Associates.  December 2002.

19
Environmental Management Plan, 1695-1715 Emerson St (Parcel #2), Former Emerson St Landfill.  Day Environmental.  
January 2003.

20 Fill Sorting Closure Report.  Parcel 10A, Former Emerson St Landfill.  Day Environmental.  September 2004.

21
Phase II ESA Report.  Proposed Lechase Facility Expansion, Parcel 10C, Former Emerson St Landfill and Lechase Emerson 
St Building.  Bergmann Associates.  February 2007.

22
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report.  Parcel 10C, Former Emerson St Landfill, 1655 Lexington Ave.  Bergmann 
Associates.  February 2007.

23 Limited Phase II ESA Report.  Parcel 10C Former Emerson St Landfill.  Bergmann Associates.  March 2007.
24 Phase I ESA – Portion of 500 Lee Road, Rochester, NY.  Day Environmental.  November 2007.

25
Former Emerson Street Landfill Sub-Slab Ventilation Guidance Document Update 2007. LaBella Associates. November 
2007.

26
City of Rochester Emerson St Landfill Radioactive Waste Remediation Project, Final Report.  Sevenson Environmental 
Services.  Date Not Listed.

27
Record of Decision Chemical Sales Corporation Site Operable Unit #2, Off-Site Town of Gates, Monroe County Site Number 
8-28-086.  Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Environmental Remediation.  March 2001.

Summary of Relevant Documents Relating to the Former Emerson Street Landfill

Table 1
Vapor Intrusion Assessment Work Plan: Data Review, Site Screening and Site Prioritization 

\\Projects2\ProjectsNZ‐2\Rochester, City\210173 FESL\Reports\Work Plan\Work Plan ‐ Data Review, Site Screening & Prioritization 
Evaluation Phase\Tables.xls
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Advance 4 1/4" HSA to 22' bgs (1.8' into bedrock).

1

Begin HQ rock core at 22.0' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 22.0-26.5 'bgs
Rec: 41" (76%)
RQD: 4" (7%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Pen�eld Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, �ne-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) in�lling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock core details:
*closely spaced bedding plane joints throughout.
*high angle joint at 24.9-25.1' bgs.
*apparent void between 26 and 26.5' bgs.  Approximately
60 gallons water   loss in this zone.

Brown �ne to medium SAND, little silt, little �ne angular
gravel, saturated.

4

As above with some wood pieces,  saturated.

ASH/FILL- Black sand with approximately 80% cinders,
and 20% ash, trace glass, metal.

Red-brown SILT with little �ne sand and little �ne to
medium angular gravel, moist throughout, no odors.

Topsoil

sampler refusal at 20.1 feet below ground surface.

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

West of 1640 Emerson StreetBORING LOCATION:

DROP:   30"

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Log of Well No. LAB-109

2

3

Former Emerson Street Land�ll- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

NA

NA

NA

5

0

0

0

Bedrock corehole
reamed with 3 7/8"
dia. to 27' bgs.

15' 0.010" slot
schedule 40 PVC
well screen

#00N Filter sand

2" dia. schedule 40
PVC riser
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WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (4/11)

Sa
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e

12/13/10
DATE STARTED:

TOTAL DEPTH:

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

�ush-mount surface casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

CASING:

DESCRIPTION

DEPTH TO
2" PVC

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

12.0-27.0 fbgs

 fmsl

27.0 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

LOGGED BY:
RM

RM
RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

FIRST COMPL.
WATER:

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

REG. NO.

12/14/10

SAMPLING METHOD:   Geoprobe (direct push) 4’ acetate sleeves

DATE FINISHED:

DATUM:























































































































Surface Elevation:   fmsl

Log of Well No. GW-7R

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

DROP:   30"

BORING LOCATION: 535 Colfax Street (in road) TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

19.0 fbgs

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

9-19 fbgs

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

DEPTH TO

SCREEN INTERVAL:

CASING:

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

flush-mount surface casing

TOTAL DEPTH:

 fmsl

Cement/bentonite
grout

4" permanent steel
casing to 9.0' bgs

Bedrock

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed to
3 7/8")

TOPSOIL

Advance air knife without sampling to refusal at
approximately 7.0' bgs.  Air knife cuttings consist of brown
silt with some medium-fine angular gravel, little fine sand.
Trace fill material (rubber).  Moist throughout. No odors
encountered.

Advance 4 1/4” HSA to 9.0’ bgs.
Begin NX Core run at 9.0' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 9.0-14.0 'bgs
Rec: 47" (78%)
RQD: 0" (0%)

Run #2
Depth: 14.0-19.0 'bgs
Rec: 53" (88%)
RQD: 8" (13%)

Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*Severely fractured "rubble" zones 9.0-9.2', 11.0-11.2,
15.7-16.7' bgs.
*very closely spaced bedding plane joints 9.0-14.0'
*planar, vertical joint 10.7-11.5'
*irregular vertical joint 13.3-13.6'.
*severely fractured rubble zone 17.5-17.7'.

DATE STARTED:
12/13/10

B
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w
s/

fo
ot

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS
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Geomatrix ConsultantsProject No.

PROJECT:

COMPL.FIRST

DESCRIPTION

4" steel

DATUM:

DATE FINISHED:

SAMPLING METHOD:   not sampled

12/14/10

REG. NO.

(fe
et

)

RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

D
E

P
TH

SAMPLES

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothangle Drilling

WATER:
LOGGED BY:
RM

RM

S
am

pl
e





































CASING:

1

2

NA

NA

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

Log of Well No. LAB-102

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

DROP:   30"

Begin NX Core run at 11.5' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 11.5-21.5 'bgs
Rec: 114" (95%)
RQD: 43" (36%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*closely space partings 11.5-16’ bgs.
*short high angle joint at 14.3’
*rough vertical joint at 14.5-15’
*severely weathered seam at 15.4’
*highly fractured zone at 18-18.3’
*severely weathered seam at 18.7’.

NW Corner of Colfax and Emerson St intersection

advance 4 1/4" dia HSA to 11.5' bgs through bedrock.

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

21.5 fbgs

 fmsl

 11.5-21.5 fbgs

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

DEPTH TO

SCREEN INTERVAL:

BORING LOCATION:

0

0
4" permanent steel
casing to 11.5' bgs

Cement/bentonite
grout

Bedrock

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed
to 3 7/8”)

Brown silt with fine sand and little fine subrounded gravel,
trace brick and coal fragments, dry throughout.

sampler refusal at 5.0' bgs
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DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

D
E

P
TH

B
lo

w
s/

fo
ot

WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

Page 1 of 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Geomatrix ConsultantsProject No.

PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

SAMPLES

SAMPLING METHOD:   4' Macrocore Sampler

DATE FINISHED:

4" steel

REG. NO.

FIRST

9/27/10
DATE STARTED:

TOTAL DEPTH:

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

flush-mount surface casing

DATUM:

MAC

9/28/10

COMPL.

LOGGED BY:

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

RM
RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

S
am

pl
e

WATER:







2" dia. schedule 40
PVC riser

black FESL ash with glass, clinker and fine gravel at 5.0'.

15' 0.010" slot
schedule 40 PVC
well screen

gray clay between 26.5 and 27' bgs.  Spoon and auger
refusal at bedrock surface at 27.0' bgs.  Advance 3 7/8"
roller bit to 30.0' bgs.

Bentonite Seal

LOCKPORT FORMATION  (Penfield Dolostone Member)

Cement/bentonite
grout

24
80

100/0.6

#00N Filter sand
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Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York
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saturated at 22' bgs.
0.2
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0.2

0.2

0.4

0.5

0.1

0.2

0.2

DATUM:

LOGGED BY:
KRM

RM
RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

FILL- brownish grey silty clay with fine to coarse gravel
and sand. Trace brick.
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DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 55 ATV
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SAMPLING METHOD:   2" dia. Split Spoons

COMPL.

Geomatrix Consultants

DATE FINISHED:

WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)
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e NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,

cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Project No.

13.9-30.0 fbgs

 fmsl

27.7 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:60 McCrackenville Street (East end of lot)

DROP:   30"

Log of Well No. LAB-105

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140
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BORING LOCATION:

DESCRIPTION

2" PVC

PROJECT:

FIRST

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

TOTAL DEPTH:
9/27/10

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

stick-up protective casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

CASING:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

DEPTH TO

DATE STARTED:





Topsoil. Silt with fine sand (ML) and some fine, rounded
gravel, dry.NA

4

3

2

1

NA

NA

Begin NX bedrock core at 19.0' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 19.0-29.0 'bgs
Rec: 118" (98%)
RQD: 84" (70%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*irregular cracks at 19.8’ bgs
*vertical joint at 23.1-23.4’
*severely weathered seam at 26.7’

sampler refusal at 16.0' bgs.

Broken limestone bedrock fragments (gravel to
sand-sized particles), loose, dry, appearance of blasted
bedrock.

Dark gray to black silt with fine to medium sand and
gravel (fill).  moist, firm, slight petroleum-hydrocarbon
type odor at 6.0' bgs.

 19.0-29.0 fbgs

DROP:   30"

 fmsl

29.0 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

NA

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York Log of Well No. LAB-107

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

1560 Emerson Street

Angular limestone bedrock gravel within fine sand/ silt
matrix (fill), loose, dry throughout.

0

0

5.0

0

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed 
to 3 7/8”)

Bedrock

Cement/bentonite
grout

BORING LOCATION:

4" permanent steel
casing to 19.0' bgs
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V

M
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)

PROJECT:

Surface Elevation:   fmslS
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e
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NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Geomatrix ConsultantsProject No.
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WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

Page 1 of 1

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

SAMPLES

4" steel

DESCRIPTION

FIRST

9/28/10
DATE STARTED:

TOTAL DEPTH:

DATE FINISHED:

flush-mount surface casing

SAMPLING METHOD:   4' Macrocore Sampler

CASING:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

DEPTH TO

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

COMPL.

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

WATER:
LOGGED BY:
MAC

RM

DATUM:

RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

REG. NO.

9/29/10

Advanced roller bit to 19.0’ bgs



BORING: ET-SB-01

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.2

0.3
75% 0

0
VOC @ 3 ft

0.1

0
0

0.2

80% 0
0 0.2

0

DEPTH (FT) 7.3 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

Ash @ 3 ft                                                                                         Saturated @ 4 
ft

Silty Clay

Refusal @ 7.3

Gravel and Silt

DATE

8

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

SAMPLE

T
H

20

PROJECT

Edison Tech

E
P

D

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

VISUAL CLASSIFICATION

0

2

4

6

Asphalt

Gases     
(See notes)

No Change



BORING: ET-SB-02

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.2

0.2
100% 0

0
VOC @ 3 ft 0.3

0 0.4
0

0.2

100% 0
0 0.1

DEPTH (FT) 6.9 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Gravel and Silt

Silt 
2

Loamy Silt

4
Loamy Silt

6
Refusal @ 6.9 ft

8

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-03

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.3
75% 0

0
0.4

0 0.4
0

0.1

90% 0
0 0.2

DEPTH (FT) 7.6 ft NOTES: 10 ft off wall

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Gravel and Silt

Silt 
2

Trace Mix Cinders @ 3.5 to 4.5 ft

4
Silty Clay

6
Refusal @ 7.6 ft

8

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

VOC & Full 
from 3.5 to 

4.5 feet

20



BORING: ET-SB-04

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.4
60% 0

0
0.2

0 0.1
0

0.1

85% 0
0 0.1

VOC @ 7.5 ft

DEPTH (FT) 7.8 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Gravel and Silt

Silt 
2

Silty Clay @ 3 ft

4
Silt and gravel 4 ft

6
Saturated @ 7 ft                                                                                  Refusal @ 7.8 

ft

8

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-05

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
75% 0

0
0.1

0 0.1
0

VOC @ 4.5ft 0.1

75% 0
0 0.1

0 0.1

DEPTH (FT) 8.4 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Gravel and Silt

Sandy Silt 1 to 3 ft
2

Clayey Silt

4
Trace Ash and Ciders from 4 to ~6 ft

6
Silty Clay

8  Refusal @ 8.4 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-06

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.2

0.1
60% 0

0
0.3

0 0.2
0

85% 0
0 0.1

VOC @ 7.5 ft 

DEPTH (FT) 8 ft NOTES:  No GW

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Clayey Silt

Clayey Silt
2

Misc Ash @ ~ 3ft                                                                                 Trace Cinders 
@ from 3.5 to 4.5 ftTCLP from 3 

to 4.5 ft

4
Silt and gravel

6
Silty clay

8 Refusal @ 8 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-07

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.4

Full (1/4)

0.4
Full (1/4) 40% 0

0
Full (1/4) 0.4

Full (1/4) 0 0.1
0

VOC @ 6 ft 35% 0
0 0.1

0

0.1
0

0 0.1

DEPTH (FT) 8 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Silt/ash/gravel/glass/cinders from ~1 to 4 ft

2

4
Silt  

6
Silt  

8 Clayey Silt - Moist from 7 to 11.1 ft

10
Refusal @ 11.1 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-08

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.3

0.4
Full (1/4) 50% 0

0
0.3

Full (1/4) 0 0.3
VOC @ 4 ft 0

75% 0
0 0.2

Full (1/4)

0

0.2
Full (1/4) 100% 0

DEPTH (FT) 9.6 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

2
Distinct layer of cinders/slag @ 3 ft to 4 ft

4
Trace silt/gravel/cinders from 4 ft to 6 ft

6
Clayey Silt 6 to 8 ft

8 Trace silt/gravel/cinders from 8 ft to 9.6 ft                                  
Refusal @ 9.6 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-09

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.3

0.3
75% 0

0
0.3

0 0.3
0

100% 0
0 0.3

0
VOC @ 8 ft

0.2
0

60%
0 0.2

0 0.2
100%

DEPTH (FT) 12.6 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

2
Trace Silt/gravel/ash/cinder from 0.5 to 10 ft

4

6

8

10
Clayey Silt from 10 to 12.6 ft

12
Refusal @ 12.6 ft

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-10

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.3

0.2
60% 0

0
0.2

0.2
VOC @ 4.5 ft 6

31
13.6

85% 0
0 0.1

0.1

DEPTH (FT) 7.7 ft NOTES: No GW

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

Crushed stone
2

Clayey Silt

4
Clayey Silt - PID hits around 4.5 feet

6
Silt and gravel

8 Refusal @ 7.7 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-11

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
70% 0

0
0.1

0 0.1
0

90% 0
0 0.1

0

0.1
0

100%
0 0.1

VOC @ 11ft

DEPTH (FT) 11.1 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Silty Clay and stone

2

4

6

8 Silty clay and stone - moist at 9 ft

10
Refusal @ 11.1 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-12

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.2
40% 0

0
0.1

0 0.2
0

25% 0
0 0.3

0
VOC @ 8 ft

0.1
0

90%
0 0.1

DEPTH (FT) 10.7 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Silty and stone

2

4

6

8 Silty and stone - moist at 8 ft

10
Refusal @ 10.7 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-13

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.4

Full (1/4)

0.5
Full (1/4) 80% 0

0
0.3

Full (1/4)

0 0.4
0

Full (1/4)

VOC @ 6 ft 80% 0
0 0.3

0

0.3
0

60%
0 0.3

DEPTH (FT) 10.9 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Trace Silt/ash/cinders to 5 ft

2

4

6
Silt 5 to 7 ft

8 Silty clay 7 to 10.9 ft

10
Refusal @ 10.9 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-14

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0

0.2
55% 0

0
0.1

0 0
0

VOC @ 4.5ft

80% 0
0 0

0

0.2
0

100%
0 0

DEPTH (FT) 10.8 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Grass No Change

Loamy Silt

2
Stone/silt/trace cinders from 2 to 4 ft

4

6
clayey silt and stone

8

10
Refusal @ 10.8 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-15

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

Full (1/4)

0.2
95% 0

0
0.2

Full (1/4) 0 0.1
0

95% 0
0 0.1

Full (1/4) 0

0.2
0

VOC @ 9.5ft

95%
0 0.2

Full (1/4)

0 0.2

DEPTH (FT) 11.6 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Grass No Change

2
Silt and stone with ash and trace cinders mixed sporatically from 0.5 to 10.5 ft

4

6

8

10
Clay @ 10.5 ft - moist just above the clay

12
Refusal @ 11.6 ft

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-16

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.2

Full (1/4) 0.2
40% 0

0
0.3

Full (1/4) 0 0.2
0

VOC @ 5ft
Full (1/4)

75% 0
0 0.2

Full (1/4) 0

0.2
0

DEPTH (FT) 7.1 ft NOTES:  GW @ 4ft

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

2

4
Saturated Silt @ 4 ft

6

8 Refusal @ 7.1 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-17

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

VOC @ 1.5ft

TCLP 1.5 to 4 0.1
95% 0

0
0.3

0 0.3
0

90% 0
0 0.2

0

0.1
0

DEPTH (FT) 7.7 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Grass No Change

Mostly silt with some gravel and trace cinders

2

4
Mostly silt with some gravel and trace cinders

6

8 Refusal @ 7.7 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-18

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
80% 0

0
0.2

VOC @ 4ft 0 0.2
0

100% 0
0 0.2

0

0.1
0

DEPTH (FT) 6.4 ft NOTES:  No Moisture

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

2

4
Small amount of trace cinder @ 4 ft

6

8 Refusal @ 6.4 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-19

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
50% 0

0
0.2

Full (1/4) 0 0.2
0

Full (1/4) 60% 0
VOC @ 6.5ft 0 0.3

0
Full (1/4)

0.3
0

Full (1/4)
0.2

100%

DEPTH (FT) 9.1 ft NOTES:  No moisture

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Silt and gravel

2

4
Clayey silt with trace cinders from 4 to 6 ft

6
Silt and gravel

8 Silt and gravel

10
Refusal @ 9.1 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-20

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/11/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
VOC @ 2ft 50% 0

0
0.2

0 0.2
0

60% 0
0 0.1

0

0.2
0

0.1
100%

DEPTH (FT) 10.5 ft NOTES:  Moist @ 8 ft

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Grass No Change

Gravel

2
Silt and stone from 1 to 9 ft

4

6

8 Trace cinders at approximately 9 ft

10
Clayey Silt @ 10 ft                                                                                   Refusal @ 

10.5 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-21

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/12/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1
Full (1/4)
Full (1/4)
Full (1/4)
Full (1/4) 0.1

50% 0
0

0.2

0 0.2
0

60% 0
0 0.3

0
VOC @ 8 ft

0.1
0

0.1
100%

DEPTH (FT) 11.2 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Grass No Change

Silt  

Cinders ~ 1.5 ft
2

Misc trace cinders and silt from 2 to 6 ft

4

6
Moist silt from 6 to 11.2 ft

8

10
Refusal @ 11.2 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-22

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/12/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.2
25% 0

0
0.2

VOC @ 4ft 0 0.2
0

TCLP 4 to 8ft 55% 0
0 0.1

0

0.1
0

0.2
50%

DEPTH (FT) 11.2 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Concrete No Change

Silt with misc. stone

2

4
Silt with misc. stone

6

8

10
Refusal @ 11.2 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-23

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/12/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.2

0.2
75% 0

0
0.2

0 0.1
0

DEPTH (FT) 3.2 ft NOTES:  No sample

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and Gravel

2
Sand @ ~ 2.8 ft

4
Refusal @ 3.2 ft

6

8

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-24

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/12/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0

Full (1/4)

0
60% 0

0
Full (1/4) 0.1

0 0.2
0

Full (1/4)

85% 0
0 0.1

Full (1/4)

0
VOC @ 8 ft

0.1
0

0.1
50%

DEPTH (FT) 8.5 ft NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

Silt and trace cinders @ ~ 2ft to 8 ft
2

4

6

8 Silt (moist) @ 8 ft

10
Refusal @ 8.5 ft

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-25

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0

0
50% 0

1.3
7.8 0.2

Full @ 3ft 0.2

0.2
0

100% 0
0 0.1

0.2

DEPTH (FT) 7.7 ft NOTES:  No GW

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

Silt  
2

Dark stained silt and gravel - PID @ ~ 3ft

4
Silt and stone

6

8 Refusal @ 7.7 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING: ET-SB-26

SHEET 1 OF OF

JOB:

CHKD BY:
300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

CONTRACTOR: LaBella BORING LOCATION: Rochester, NY
DRILLER: Trec GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE: Jason JaskowiakSTART DATE: 12/10/2012 END DATE  

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mount DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: INSIDE DIAMETR:
OVERBURDEN SAMPING METHOD: Direct Push OTHER:

PID
FIELD

SCREEN
SAMPLE SAMPLE NO. STRATA (PPM)
DEPTH AND RECOVERY CHANGE

0 0.1

0.1
50% 0

0
0.2

0.2
0

100% 0
0 0.1

0.2

DEPTH (FT) 8.1 ft NOTES:  No sample

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER CH4 = 0%

TIME ELASPED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED CO = 0 ppm

H2S = 0 ppm

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
     MAY OCCURE DUE TO OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE

BORING:

PROJECT

Edison Tech

Radiation 
(uR/hr)

Gases     
(See notes)

D SAMPLE
E
P
T VISUAL CLASSIFICATION
H

0 Asphalt No Change

Silt and gravel

Silt  
2

Dark stained silt and gravel @ ~ 3ft

4
Silt and stone

6

8 Refusal @ 8.1 ft

10

12

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE

20



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

3.2 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

2.3 Gray to Black SILT and Cinders, moist, petroleum odor 2

4
1.0

Grab-4'
Comp-2.5'-5'

Bottom of Boring at 5 Feet Below the Ground Surface 6

8

10

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

Waste Characterization Sampling
PROJECT

VISUAL CLASSIFICATION

FIELD
SCREEN

(PPM)

Rochester, New York
1667 Emerson Street

Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech

SAMPLE

B  -  1

B  -  1

DATE

---

8

10

12

14

WATER LEVEL DATA

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

16

6

4

210173

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

0

2

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

NOTE

PID / FID

0

10

17.2



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

3.2 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

1.0 Dark Brown SILT, intermixed with glass and cinders, petroleum odor

-increasing amount of cinders from 2'-5' 2

4
1.0

Grab-4'
Comp-1'-5'

Bottom of Boring at 5 Feet Below the Ground Surface 6

8

10

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

PROJECT B  -  2
Waste Characterization Sampling
Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech 210173

1667 Emerson Street
Rochester, New York

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

SAMPLE PID / FID
FIELD

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

SCREEN
VISUAL CLASSIFICATION (PPM) NOTE

0
0

2.3

2
8

4

10

6

8

10

12

14

---

B  -  2

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

3.2 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

1.2 Brown SILT and mf SAND, intermixed with glass pieces, and trace 
amounts of ash and cinders, petroleum odor

2
2.4 Dark Brown to Black SILT and SAND, intermixed with Cinders, some

Glass, little Ash, petroleum odor

4
1.0

Grab-4'
Comp-1'-5'

Bottom of Boring at 5 Feet Below the Ground Surface 6

8

10

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

PROJECT B  -  3
Waste Characterization Sampling
Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech 210173

1667 Emerson Street
Rochester, New York

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

SAMPLE PID / FID
FIELD

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

SCREEN
VISUAL CLASSIFICATION (PPM) NOTE

0
0

3.5

2
9.7

4

18.4

6

8

10

12

14

---

B  -  3

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

2.5 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

1.2 Brown to Dark Brown SILT, little f Sand, intermixed with glass, cinders,
and ash

2

Grab-2.5'
Comp-1'-2.5'

Bottom of Boring at 2.5 Feet Below the Ground Surface
4

6

8

10

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

PROJECT B  -  4
Waste Characterization Sampling
Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech 210173

1667 Emerson Street
Rochester, New York

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

SAMPLE PID / FID
FIELD

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

SCREEN
VISUAL CLASSIFICATION (PPM) NOTE

0
0

0.2

2
1.4

4

6

8

10

12

14

---

B  -  4

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

2.9 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

1.1 Brown to Dark Brown SILT and mf SAND, intermixed with glass, trace
amounts of cinders and ash

2
2.2 Dark Brown to Gray SILT and mf SAND, intermixed with glass,

ciners, little ash

4
1.2

Grab-6'
Comp-1'-9'

6

8
0.2

10
Bottom of Boring at 9 Feet Below the Ground Surface

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

PROJECT B  -  5
Waste Characterization Sampling
Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech 210173

1667 Emerson Street
Rochester, New York

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

SAMPLE PID / FID
FIELD

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

SCREEN
VISUAL CLASSIFICATION (PPM) NOTE

0
0

2.3

2
8

4

10

6

8

10

12

14

---

B  -  5

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE



BORING:
SHEET 1 OF 1
JOB:
CHKD BY: --

300 STATE STREET, ROCHESTER, NY
(585) 454-6110

CONTRACTOR: DDS Environmental BORING LOCATION: TIME: TO
DRILLER: Eric Winters GROUND SURFACE ELEVATION DATUM:
LABELLA REPRESENTATIVE:  MFP START DATE: 29-Oct-2012 END DATE:    29-Oct-2012

TYPE OF DRILL RIG: Track Mounted Geoprobe 54LT DRIVE SAMPLER TYPE:   Macrocore
AUGER SIZE AND TYPE: NA INSIDE DIAMETER:  1.8-inch
OVERBURDEN SAMPLING METHOD:  Direct Push OTHER:

2.5 Topsoil 0
0.2 Brown SILT, little f Sand, moist, no odor

1.0 Brown to Dark Brown SILT, little f Sand, intermixed with glass, cinders,
and ash

2

Grab-2.5'
Comp-1'-2.5'

Bottom of Boring at 2.5 Feet Below the Ground Surface
4

6

8

10

12

14

16
DEPTH (FT) NOTES:

BOTTOM OF BOTTOM OF GROUNDWATER

TIME ELAPSED TIME CASING BORING ENCOUNTERED

--- --- --- 5.0 no

GENERAL NOTES

1)  STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES, TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.
2)  WATER LEVEL READINGS HAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STATED, FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER

and = 35 to 50 % little = 10 to 20% c - coarse ND = Non Detect
some = 20 to 35% trace = 1 to 10% m = medium BGS = Below the Ground Surface

f = fine NA = Not Applicable BORING:

PROJECT B  -  6
Waste Characterization Sampling
Parking Lot Expansion - ValTech 210173

1667 Emerson Street
Rochester, New York

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

D
EP

TH
 (F

EE
T)

SAMPLE PID / FID
FIELD

SAMPLE 
RECOVERY  

(FEET)

SAMPLE NO. AND 
DEPTH             
(FEET)

STRATA 
CHANGE 
(FEET)

SCREEN
VISUAL CLASSIFICATION (PPM) NOTE

0
0

0

2
0

4

6

8

10

12

14

---

B  -  6

16

WATER LEVEL DATA

DATE



















































































































4

Brown to reddish brown silty clay with fine to coarse
gravel and trace fine sand.  Medium plasticity.

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

50/0.6

3
4
3
4

Log of Well No. LAB-101

5
5
10
12

3

2

1

Begin HQ Core run at 8.5' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 8.5-13.5 'bgs
Rec: 60" (100%)
RQD: 28" (42%)

Run #2
Depth: 13.5-18.5 'bgs
Rec: 58.75" (98%)
RQD: 53.75" (90%)

Run #3
Depth: 20.5-23.5 'bgs
Rec: 62" (100%)
RQD: 58" (94%)

Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*Rough high-angle joints at 8.6 -9.1’
*Low angle joints at 9.2, 10.1’
*Vertical joint 10.4-10.9‘ (tight)
*Low angle joint at 11.7’
*Vertical joints at 17.2-17.5‘, 18.7-18.9’

8
10
12
14

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

  8.5-23.5 fbgs

 fmsl

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

East Side of Vanguard PkwyBORING LOCATION:

DROP:   30"

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

23.5 fbgs

Sampler and auger refusal at 6.4' bgs.

0.1

0.1
0.2

Open Bedrock
Corehole (3 7/8”)

Bedrock

0.1

4" permanent steel
casing to 8.5' bgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

Cement/bentonite
grout

S
am

pl
e

B
lo

w
s/

fo
ot O
V

M
(p

pm
)

S
am

pl
e

N
o.

D
E

P
TH

Page 1 of 1Geomatrix ConsultantsProject No.

PROJECT:

SAMPLES

WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

DATE STARTED:
9/28/10

(fe
et

)

DATE FINISHED:

DATUM:

4" steel

DESCRIPTION

9/27/10
TOTAL DEPTH:

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

flush-mount surface casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

CASING:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

DEPTH TO FIRST

RM

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

WATER:

SAMPLING METHOD:   2" dia. Split Spoons KRM
REG. NO.RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

COMPL.DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 55 ATV

LOGGED BY:

Advanced  5 7/8” roller bit to 8.5’ bgs.







1575 Emerson Street

SCREEN INTERVAL:

1

1

NA

NA

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

Log of Well No. LAB-103

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Begin HQ Core run at 9.1' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 9.1-10.1 'bgs
Rec: 10" (83%)
RQD: 0" (0%)

Run #2
Depth: 10.1-14.1 'bgs
Rec: 49" (102%)
RQD: 21" (43%)

Run #3
Depth: 14.1-19.1 'bgs
Rec: 60" (100%)
RQD: 37" (62%)

Run #4
Depth: 19.1-24.0 'bgs
Rec: 59" (99%)
RQD: 43" (72%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*closely spaced partings 9.1-12’ bgs
*rubbly seam at 10.0’
*severely weathered seams at 10.3-10.5’
*short vertical joint at 11.5’
*rough vertical joints at 14.1-14.5’, 14.8-15.2’
*short irregular vertical joint at 18.7-18.8’
*rough low angle joint at 21.7’

 fmsl

DEPTH TO

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

DROP:   30"

BORING LOCATION:

24.0 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

sampler refusal at 6.5' bgs.

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

0

0

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed 
to 3 7/8”)

NATIVE brown silt (ML) and some fine sand, moist, firm,
becoming saturated at 6.3' bgs.

Fill- (FESL Ash) Ash, black coal pieces, clinker, brick
plastic, glass

Topsoil (ML) brown silt and fine sand, some weathered
shale/limestone gravel, loose, dry.

Bedrock

Cement/bentonite
grout

4" permanent steel
casing to 9.1' bgs

D
E

P
TH

(fe
et

)

S
am

pl
e

N
o. O

V
M

(p
pm
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CASING:
 9.1-24.0 fbgs

SAMPLES

PROJECT:

Project No. Geomatrix Consultants

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Page 1 of 1
WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

B
lo

w
s/

fo
ot

FIRST

REG. NO.

S
am

pl
e

9/28/10
DATE FINISHED:

DATUM:

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 55 ATV

DESCRIPTION

9/27/10
DATE STARTED:

TOTAL DEPTH:

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

flush-mount surface casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

4" steel

RM

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

SAMPLING METHOD:   2" dia. Split Spoons MAC/KRM

WATER:

RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

COMPL.

LOGGED BY:

Advance 4 1/4” HSA to 9.1’ bgs.





grey shale and limestone bedrock gravel

NA

4

3

2

1

NA

NA

Begin NX bedrock core at 14.0' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 14.0-24.0 'bgs
Rec: 119" (99%)
RQD: 42" (35%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*moderately closely spaced partings throughout
*vertical joint at 17.8-18.0’ bgs
*rough high angle joint at 18.3-18.6’
*vug with secondary gypsym at 21.7’
*severely weathered, intersecting high angle joints at 
 22.4-22.5’
*rough vertical joint at 21.7-22.0’
*occassional pits and vugs throughout.

sampler refusal at 12.2' bgs.

NATIVE dark grey to light tan-brown find sand with silt
(ML), soft, saturated top 6", slight septic odor.

 14.0-24.0 fbgs

 fmsl

24.0 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

NA

BORING LOCATION:

Fill: brown silt with fine sand (ML), trace ash, brick, glass,
coal clinker, coal cinders.  Trace fine rounded gravel.
Moist throughout.

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Log of Well No. LAB-104

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

Fill, as above. Saturated

0

0

0

0

4" permanent steel
casing to 14.0' bgs

Topsoil (ML) brown silt and fine sand, loose, dry.

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed
to 3 7/8”)

Cement/bentonite
grout

1684 Emerson Street

Bedrock

Surface Elevation:   fmslB
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SAMPLES
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e

DROP:   30"

1
2
3
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40

PROJECT:

Project No. Geomatrix Consultants
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)

Page 1 of 1
WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

flush-mount surface casing

SAMPLING METHOD:   4' Macrocore Sampler

DATE FINISHED:

4" steel
FIRST

9/27/10
DATE STARTED:

9/28/10

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

DATUM:

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

CASING:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

DEPTH TO

TOTAL DEPTH:

WATER:

DESCRIPTION

MAC
LOGGED BY:

RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

COMPL.

RM

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

REG. NO.

Advanced roller bit to 14.0’ bgs.









1769 Emerson Street

SCREEN INTERVAL:

1

2

NA

NA

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

Log of Well No. LAB-106

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Sampler refusal at 8.5' bgs.

 fmsl

DEPTH TO

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

DROP:   30"

BORING LOCATION:

30.5 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

loose, gravel fill as above.

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

0

0

Begin HQ Core run at 10.5' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 10.5-15.5 'bgs
Rec: 59.5" (99%)
RQD: 55" (92%)

Run #2
Depth: 15.5-20.5 'bgs
Rec: 61" (100%)
RQD: 60" (98%)

Run #3
Depth: 20.5-25.5 'bgs
Rec: 60" (100%)
RQD: 58" (94%)

Run #4
Depth: 25.5-30.5 'bgs
Rec: 61" (100%)
RQD: 58" (94%)

Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
*cavities (0.1’ dia.) at 11.1’ and 12.2’ bgs
*vertical joint at 12.8-13’

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed 
to 3 7/8”)

Auger through obstacle between 4.0 and 5.0' bgs.

FILL- brown fine sand with silt, trace brick pieces, angular
limestone shale gravel, loose, dry.

Topsoil (ML) brown silt and fine sand, loose, dry.

Bedrock

Cement/bentonite
grout

4" permanent steel
casing to 10.5' bgs
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 10.5-30.5 fbgs
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PROJECT:

Project No. Geomatrix Consultants
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REG. NO.

S
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9/29/10
DATE FINISHED:

DATUM:

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

DESCRIPTION

9/27/10
DATE STARTED:

TOTAL DEPTH:

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

flush-mount surface casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

4" steel

RM

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

SAMPLING METHOD:   4' Macrocore Sampler MAC/KRM

WATER:

RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

COMPL.

LOGGED BY:

Advance 4 1/4” HSA to 10.5’ bgs.













































































































































2

HAMMER WEIGHT:   140

NA

NA

NA

NA
ASH/FILL- Shale bedrock fragments, procelain, glass,
ash, coal clinker, coal fragments, loose, moist, no odors.

3

Log of Well No. LAB-108

1

Begin NX bedrock core at 15.0' bgs.

Run #1
Depth: 15.0-25.0 'bgs
Rec: 118" (98%)
RQD: 72" (60%)
Lithology:   LOCKPORT FORMATION
(Penfield Dolostone Member)
Light to medium gray, fine-grained, medium-bedded
moderately hard to hard, siliceous Dolostone, with
occassional to frequent argillaceous partings and
occassional shale interbeds.  Zones of occassional pits
and vugs are present. Secondary crystallization (calcite or
gypsum) infilling of bedding planes, joints and vugs is
common.

Rock coring details:
* highly fractured zone, intersecting, planar, moderately
  dipping to high angle joints between 15 and 16.3’ bgs
* short fractured zone at 16.7’, 17.3-17.5’, 18.9-19.2’, 
  19.7-19.9’, 10.0-21.1’
*vertical cracks, pits, vugs at 21-22’
* high angle joints at 22.2-22.5’, 22.8-23.0’

refusal at 13.0' bgs (sampler bouncing)4

Surface Elevation:   fmsl

 15.0-25.0 fbgs

 fmsl

25.0 fbgs

TOP OF RISER ELEVATION:

Former Emerson Street Landfill- SVI Investigation
Rochester, New York

BORING LOCATION:

DROP:   30"

NAME (USCS Symbol): color, moist, % by weight, plast., structure,
cementation, react. w/HCl, geo. inter.

Brown topsoil, moist, firm

0

0

0

0

As above, within brown fine-sand/silt matrix.  Little brick,
no odors.

Open Bedrock
Corehole (reamed
to 3 7/8”)

Bedrock

4" permanent steel
casing to 15.0' bgs

Cement/bentonite
grout

B
lo

w
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ot O
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M
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110-210 Colfax Street

Geomatrix ConsultantsProject No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

PROJECT:

WELL_OVM FESL WELL LOGS 9-2010.GPJ (11/10)

SAMPLES

Page 1 of 1

TOTAL DEPTH:

(fe
et

)

DATE FINISHED:

DATUM:

4" steel

DESCRIPTION

FIRST

SAMPLING METHOD:   4' Macrocore Sampler

DATE STARTED:
9/30/10

WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
AND/OR DRILLING REMARKS

flush-mount surface casing

DRILLING METHOD:   4 1/4" Diameter HSA

CASING:

SCREEN INTERVAL:

DEPTH TO

9/29/10DRILLING CONTRACTOR:   Nothnagle Drilling

WATER:
LOGGED BY:
MAC/KRM

RM
RESPONSIBLE PROFESSIONAL:

COMPL.DRILLING EQUIPMENT:   CME 850

REG. NO.

Advanced roller bit to 15.0’ bgs.



































 

 

 

 
 LaBella Associates, P.C. 
 300 State Street 
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Former Emerson Street Landfill

Table

Groundwater Analytical Results
Sampling Events: July, August, October, December 2010

Sample ID:

Lab Sample Number:

Sample Collection Date:

Dilution Factor:

Chlorinated VOCs
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 5.0 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Tetrachloroethene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 1.9 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 5200 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Trichloroethene 5.0 5.5 <1 U 1.5 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 3200 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5.0 3.4 <1 U 870 D <1 U 2.4 1.3 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 24000 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 17 <1 U <1 U 1.2 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 77 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Vinyl Chloride 2.0 <1 U <1 U 930 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 1400 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

1,1-Dichloroethane 5.0 <1 U 2.2 50 1.5 2.7 13 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 67 <1 U <1 U <1 U 1.1

1,1-Dichloroethene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 5.2 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 44 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Chloroethane 5.0 <1 U <1 U 160 D <1 U 3.5 74 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Chloromethane 5.0 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 0.6 J 1.2 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U
Subtotal Chlorinated VOCs 8.9 2.2 2,035.6 1.5 8.6 89.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.2 0.0 33,988.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1

Petroleum Related VOCs

Benzene 1.0 <1 U <1 U 20 <1 U <1 U 3.2 520 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 6.2 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Toluene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 24 <1 U <1 U <1 U 300 D <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 13 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Ethyl Benzene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 5.8 <1 U <1 U <1 U 19 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

m/p-Xylenes 5.0 <2 U <2 U 15 <2 U <2 U <2 U 130 <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U

o-Xylene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 11 <1 U <1 U <1 U 36 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Subtotal BTEX 0.0 0.0 75.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 1,005.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Methyl tert-butyl Ether 10.0 <1 U <1 U 140 D <1 U <1 U 54 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

2-Butanone 50.0 <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U 21 <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U

Carbon Disulfide 60.0 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 6.4 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Cyclohexane Not Listed <1 U <1 U 5.3 <1 U <1 U <1 U 85 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Methylcyclohexane Not Listed <1 U <1 U 8.5 <1 U <1 U <1 U 42 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Acetone 50.0 <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U 330 <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U

1,1,2-Trichlorotrifluoroethane 5.0 <1 U <1 U 18 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 5.0 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Isopropylbenzene 5.0 <1 U <1 U 3.3 <1 U <1 U <1 U 1.5 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

Subtotal Other VOCs 0.0 0.0 175.1 0.0 0.0 54.0 485.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total VOCs 8.9 2.2 2,286.5 1.5 8.6 146.7 1,490.9 0.0 0.6 1.2 0.0 34,007.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1

Final Stabilized ORP (mV) 18 -280 -202 -276 -315 68 -86 -162 -162 -211 -112 -83 -110 -130 -179 -270

Final Stabilized DO (mg/L) 8.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 NR 2.50 0.39 0.63 0.54 0.03 1.01 3.64 3.94 6.75 4.79

D - Denotes results from initial dilution
D - Denotes results from secondary dilution (dilution factor of 1000)

Denotes results exceed the Part 703 Groundwater Standards

MW-16S MW-16D

1

B3444-02

August 26, 2010

1

B3444-09

August 26, 2010

B3444-08

August 26, 2010

1 1

August 26, 2010

B2986-11 B2986-12

GW-6 MW-17

B3444-01

GW-5 P-1

July 14, 2010 July 14, 2010 July 14, 2010 July 14, 2010

Part 703 Groundwater 
Standards (ug/L)

B2986-08 B2986-09 B2986-10

P-5 MW-7GMX-MW-3

B2986-17 B2986-18B2986-03

GMX-MW-6D

July 13, 2010

GMX-MW-1 MW-5

B2986-05

July 14, 2010

B2986-04

GMX-MW-6SGMX-MW-4 GMX-MW-5GMX-MW-2

July 14, 2010

1 1

B2986-02

July 14, 2010 July 13, 2010

1

July 13, 2010 July 13, 2010

B2986-01

11 & 20

July 13, 2010

1 1, 200 & 10001 1 11 1 & 20
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Former Emerson Street Landfill

Table

Groundwater Analytical Results
Sampling Events: July, August, October, December 2010

Sample ID:

Lab Sample Number:

Sample Collection Date:

Dilution Factor:

Chlorinated VOCs
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 5.0
Tetrachloroethene 5.0
Trichloroethene 5.0
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5.0
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 5.0
Vinyl Chloride 2.0
1,1-Dichloroethane 5.0
1,1-Dichloroethene 5.0
Chloroethane 5.0
Chloromethane 5.0

Subtotal Chlorinated VOCs

Petroleum Related VOCs

Benzene 1.0
Toluene 5.0
Ethyl Benzene 5.0
m/p-Xylenes 5.0
o-Xylene 5.0

Subtotal BTEX

Methyl tert-butyl Ether 10.0
2-Butanone 50.0
Carbon Disulfide 60.0
Cyclohexane Not Listed
Methylcyclohexane Not Listed
Acetone 50.0
1,1,2-Trichlorotrifluoroethane 5.0
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 5.0
Isopropylbenzene 5.0

Subtotal Other VOCs

Total VOCs

Final Stabilized ORP (mV)

Final Stabilized DO (mg/L)

D - Denotes results from initial dilution
D - Denotes results from secondary dilution (dilution factor of 1000

Denotes results exceed the Part 7

Part 703 Groundwater 
Standards (ug/L)

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.3 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.1 <1 U 0.73 J <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 3.8

1 <1 U 1.2 2.2 <1 U 1.1 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 45 <1 U 53

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.7 <1 U 1.5 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 2.8

<1 U <1 U 1.3 3.8 <1 U 2.1 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 67 <1 U 11

<1 U <1 U <1 U 45 <1 U 38 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 3.8 <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U 11 <1 U 5 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U 1.9 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 1.6 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U
1.0 1.9 2.5 66.1 0.0 48.4 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 115.8 0.0 70.6

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U 2.3 <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U <2 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.7 <1 U 0.87 J <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U 0.61 J 1.6 <1 U <1 U

<5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U

1.2 1.6 2 <1 U <1 U <1 U 1.3 1.9 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U 0.73 J <1 U 0.72 J <1 U <1 U 2.4 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.2 <1 U 0.67 J <1 U 0.82 J 5.5 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U 3.4 J <5 U <5 U <5 U <5 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U 1.2 <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

<1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U <1 U

1.2 1.6 2.0 4.8 0.0 2.3 1.3 2.7 7.9 3.4 0.6 1.6 0.0 0.0

2.2 3.5 4.5 70.9 0.0 50.7 2.9 2.7 10.2 3.4 0.6 117.4 0.0 70.6

-253 -322 -179 -319 -296 -300 -245 -362 -110 34 -128 -89 -167 -21

7.09 5.98 9.35 5.83 8.09 7.16 7.80 6.96 1.24 2.37 1.84 1.83 2.11 3.14

1 1

GW-7R

B4646-05

December 29, 2010

1

December 9, 2010 December 29, 2010

MW-19

B4508-05

GW-9 LAB-109

B4508-09 B4646-02

December 9, 2010 December 9, 2010 December 9, 2010

1 1 1

LAB-101 P-4

B4508-01 B4508-04

LAB-108

B3962-11

October 19, 2010

1

LAB-107

B3962-09

October 19, 2010

1

LAB-106

B3962-08

October 20, 2010

1

LAB-105

B3962-07

October 19, 2010

1

LAB-104

B3962-06

October 20, 2010

1

LAB-103

B3962-05

October 19, 2010

1

LAB-102

B3962-03

October 20, 2010

1

B3962-01

October 20, 2010

1

LAB-101
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Appendix 1A 
New York State Department of Health 

Generic Community Air Monitoring Plan 
 
Overview 
 

A Community Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP) requires real-time monitoring for volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and particulates (i.e., dust) at the downwind perimeter of each designated work area 
when certain activities are in progress at contaminated sites. The CAMP is not intended for use in 
establishing action levels for worker respiratory protection. Rather, its intent is to provide a measure of 
protection for the downwind community (i.e., off-site receptors including residences and businesses and 
on-site workers not directly involved with the subject work activities) from potential airborne 
contaminant releases as a direct result of investigative and remedial work activities. The action levels 
specified herein require increased monitoring, corrective actions to abate emissions, and/or work 
shutdown. Additionally, the CAMP helps to confirm that work activities did not spread contamination 
off-site through the air. 
 

The generic CAMP presented below will be sufficient to cover many, if not most, sites. Specific 
requirements should be reviewed for each situation in consultation with NYSDOH to ensure proper 
applicability. In some cases, a separate site-specific CAMP or supplement may be required. Depending 
upon the nature of contamination, chemical- specific monitoring with appropriately-sensitive methods 
may be required. Depending upon the proximity of potentially exposed individuals, more stringent 
monitoring or response levels than those presented below may be required. Special requirements will be 
necessary for work within 20 feet of potentially exposed individuals or structures and for indoor work 
with co-located residences or facilities. These requirements should be determined in consultation with 
NYSDOH.  
 

Reliance on the CAMP should not preclude simple, common-sense measures to keep VOCs, dust, 
and odors at a minimum around the work areas. 
 
Community Air Monitoring Plan 
 

Depending upon the nature of known or potential contaminants at each site, real-time air 
monitoring for VOCs and/or particulate levels at the perimeter of the exclusion zone or work area will 
be necessary. Most sites will involve VOC and particulate monitoring; sites known to be contaminated 
with heavy metals alone may only require particulate monitoring. If radiological contamination is a 
concern, additional monitoring requirements may be necessary per consultation with appropriate 
DEC/NYSDOH staff.  
 

Continuous monitoring will be required for all ground intrusive activities and during the 
demolition of contaminated or potentially contaminated structures. Ground intrusive activities 
include, but are not limited to, soil/waste excavation and handling, test pitting or trenching, and the 
installation of soil borings or monitoring wells. 

 
Periodic monitoring for VOCs will be required during non-intrusive activities such as the 
collection of soil and sediment samples or the collection of groundwater samples from existing 
monitoring wells. APeriodic@ monitoring during sample collection might reasonably consist of 
taking a reading upon arrival at a sample location, monitoring while opening a well cap or 

aaquilina
Text Box
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overturning soil, monitoring during well baling/purging, and taking a reading prior to leaving a 
sample location. In some instances, depending upon the proximity of potentially exposed 
individuals, continuous monitoring may be required during sampling activities. Examples of such 
situations include groundwater sampling at wells on the curb of a busy urban street, in the midst of 
a public park, or adjacent to a school or residence. 

 
VOC Monitoring, Response Levels, and Actions 
 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) must be monitored at the downwind perimeter of the 
immediate work area (i.e., the exclusion zone) on a continuous basis or as otherwise specified. Upwind 
concentrations should be measured at the start of each workday and periodically thereafter to establish 
background conditions, particularly if wind direction changes. The monitoring work should be 
performed using equipment appropriate to measure the types of contaminants known or suspected to be 
present. The equipment should be calibrated at least daily for the contaminant(s) of concern or for an 
appropriate surrogate. The equipment should be capable of calculating 15-minute running average 
concentrations, which will be compared to the levels specified below. 
 

1. If the ambient air concentration of total organic vapors at the downwind perimeter of the work 
area or exclusion zone exceeds 5 parts per million (ppm) above background for the 15-minute average, 
work activities must be temporarily halted and monitoring continued. If the total organic vapor level 
readily decreases (per instantaneous readings) below 5 ppm over background, work activities can 
resume with continued monitoring. 
 

2. If total organic vapor levels at the downwind perimeter of the work area or exclusion zone 
persist at levels in excess of 5 ppm over background but less than 25 ppm, work activities must be 
halted, the source of vapors identified, corrective actions taken to abate emissions, and monitoring 
continued. After these steps, work activities can resume provided that the total organic vapor level 200 
feet downwind of the exclusion zone or half the distance to the nearest potential receptor or 
residential/commercial structure, whichever is less - but in no case less than 20 feet, is below 5 ppm over 
background for the 15-minute average. 
 

3. If the organic vapor level is above 25 ppm at the perimeter of the work area, activities must be 
shutdown. 
 

4. All 15-minute readings must be recorded and be available for State (DEC and NYSDOH) 
personnel to review. Instantaneous readings, if any, used for decision purposes should also be recorded.  
 
Particulate Monitoring, Response Levels, and Actions 
 

Particulate concentrations should be monitored continuously at the upwind and downwind 
perimeters of the exclusion zone at temporary particulate monitoring stations. The particulate 
monitoring should be performed using real-time monitoring equipment capable of measuring particulate 
matter less than 10 micrometers in size (PM-10) and capable of integrating over a period of 15 minutes 
(or less) for comparison to the airborne particulate action level. The equipment must be equipped with 
an audible alarm to indicate exceedance of the action level. In addition, fugitive dust migration should 
be visually assessed during all work activities. 

1. If the downwind PM-10 particulate level is 100 micrograms per cubic meter (mcg/m3) greater 
than background (upwind perimeter) for the 15-minute period or if airborne dust is observed leaving the 
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work area, then dust suppression techniques must be employed. Work may continue with dust 
suppression techniques provided that downwind PM-10 particulate levels do not exceed 150 mcg/m3 
above the upwind level and provided that no visible dust is migrating from the work area. 
 

2. If, after implementation of dust suppression techniques, downwind PM-10 particulate levels 
are greater than 150 mcg/m3 above the upwind level, work must be stopped and a re-evaluation of 
activities initiated. Work can resume provided that dust suppression measures and other controls are 
successful in reducing the downwind PM-10 particulate concentration to within 150 mcg/m3 of the 
upwind level and in preventing visible dust migration. 
 

3. All readings must be recorded and be available for State (DEC and NYSDOH) and County 
Health personnel to review. 
 
December 2009 
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Appendix 1B 
Fugitive Dust and Particulate Monitoring  

 
A program for suppressing fugitive dust and particulate matter monitoring at hazardous waste sites 

is a responsibility on the remedial party performing the work. These procedures must be incorporated 
into appropriate intrusive work plans. The following fugitive dust suppression and particulate 
monitoring program should be employed at sites during construction and other intrusive activities which 
warrant its use:  
 

1. Reasonable fugitive dust suppression techniques must be employed during all site activities 
which may generate fugitive dust.  
 

2. Particulate monitoring must be employed during the handling of waste or contaminated soil or 
when activities on site may generate fugitive dust from exposed waste or contaminated soil. Remedial 
activities may also include the excavation, grading, or placement of clean fill. These control measures 
should not be considered necessary for these activities.  
 

3.  Particulate monitoring must be performed using real-time particulate monitors and shall 
monitor particulate matter less than ten microns (PM10) with the following minimum performance 
standards:  
 

(a) Objects to be measured: Dust, mists or aerosols; 
(b) Measurement Ranges: 0.001 to 400 mg/m3 (1 to 400,000 :ug/m3); 
(c) Precision (2-sigma) at constant temperature:  +/- 10 :g/m3 for one second averaging; and 

+/- 1.5 g/m3 for sixty second averaging; 
(d) Accuracy:  +/- 5% of reading +/- precision (Referred to gravimetric calibration with SAE

 fine test dust (mmd= 2 to 3 :m, g= 2.5, as aerosolized); 
(e) Resolution: 0.1% of reading or 1g/m3, whichever is larger; 
(f) Particle Size Range of Maximum Response: 0.1-10; 
(g) Total Number of Data Points in Memory: 10,000; 
(h) Logged Data: Each data point with average concentration, time/date and data point 

number 
(i)  Run Summary: overall average, maximum concentrations, time/date of maximum, total 

number of logged points, start time/date, total elapsed time (run duration), STEL concentration and 
time/date occurrence, averaging (logging) period, calibration factor, and tag number; 

(j)  Alarm Averaging Time (user selectable): real-time (1-60 seconds) or STEL (15 minutes), 
alarms required; 

(k)  Operating Time: 48 hours (fully charged NiCd battery); continuously with charger; 
(l) Operating Temperature: -10 to 50o C (14 to 122o F); 
(m) Particulate levels will be monitored upwind and immediately downwind at the working 

site and integrated over a period not to exceed 15 minutes.  
 

4. In order to ensure the validity of the fugitive dust measurements performed, there must be 
appropriate Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC). It is the responsibility of the remedial party to 
adequately supplement QA/QC Plans to include the following critical features: periodic instrument 
calibration, operator training, daily instrument performance (span) checks, and a record keeping plan.  
 

5. The action level will be established at 150 ug/m3 (15 minutes average).  While conservative, 
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this short-term interval will provide a real-time assessment of on-site air quality to assure both health 
and safety. If particulate levels are detected in excess of 150 ug/m3, the upwind background level must 
be confirmed immediately. If the working site particulate measurement is greater than 100 ug/m3 above 
the background level, additional dust suppression techniques must be implemented to reduce the 
generation of fugitive dust and corrective action taken to protect site personnel and reduce the potential 
for contaminant migration. Corrective measures may include increasing the level of personal protection 
for on-site personnel and implementing additional dust suppression techniques (see Paragraph 7). 
Should the action level of 150 ug/m3 continue to be exceeded work must stop and DER must be notified 
as provided in the site design or remedial work plan.  The notification shall include a description of the 
control measures implemented to prevent further exceedances.  
 

6.  It must be recognized that the generation of dust from waste or contaminated soil that 
migrates off-site, has the potential for transporting contaminants off-site. There may be situations when 
dust is being generated and leaving the site and the monitoring equipment does not measure PM10 at or 
above the action level. Since this situation has the potential to allow for the migration of contaminants 
off-site, it is unacceptable. While it is not practical to quantify total suspended particulates on a real-time 
basis, it is appropriate to rely on visual observation. If dust is observed leaving the working site, 
additional dust suppression techniques must be employed. Activities that have a high dusting potential--
such as solidification and treatment involving materials like kiln dust and lime--will require the need for 
special measures to be considered.  
 

7. The following techniques have been shown to be effective for the controlling of the 
generation and migration of dust during construction activities:  
 

(a) Applying water on haul roads;  
(b) Wetting equipment and excavation faces;  
(c) Spraying water on buckets during excavation and dumping;  
(d) Hauling materials in properly tarped or watertight containers;  
(e) Restricting vehicle speeds to 10 mph;  
(f) Covering excavated areas and material after excavation activity ceases; and 
(g) Reducing the excavation size and/or number of excavations.  

 
Experience has shown that the chance of exceeding the 150ug/m3 action level is remote when the 
above-mentioned techniques are used.  When techniques involving water application are used, care must 
be taken not to use excess water, which can result in unacceptably wet conditions. Using atomizing 
sprays will prevent overly wet conditions, conserve water, and provide an effective means of 
suppressing the fugitive dust.  
 

8. The evaluation of weather conditions is necessary for proper fugitive dust control. When 
extreme wind conditions make dust control ineffective, as a last resort remedial actions may need to be 
suspended. There may be situations that require fugitive dust suppression and particulate monitoring 
requirements with action levels more stringent than those provided above. Under some circumstances, 
the contaminant concentration and/or toxicity may require additional monitoring to protect site 
personnel and the public. Additional integrated sampling and chemical analysis of the dust may also be 
in order. This must be evaluated when a health and safety plan is developed and when appropriate 
suppression and monitoring requirements are established for protection of health and the environment. 




