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INTRODUCTION 

On November 30, 1981, the United States government submitted 

a Motion to Withdraw the Testimony and Affidavit of David Bruce 

Twedell and filed affidavits and a memorandum in support thereof. 

After careful review of all documents submitted by the United 

States, and consideration of the relief requested;Amici unequivocably 

oppose the withdrawal of Twedell's testimony, since we 

believe he is highly relevant for purposes set forth within, and its 

obliteration from the public record would prejudice.AMici and the public 

interest it represents. 

In addition, AMici have strongly challenged the bases offered 

by the federal government as justification for the removal of the 

testimony, and are frankly offended by the blatant misrepresentations 

and distortions with respect tO. AMiti's position contained in the 

Government papers. 

We specifically disagree that Twedell's testimony was merely 

cummulative, and believe that his actual importance during negotiations 

has been deliberately underplayed by the government in furtherance of 

the relief requested. 

The argument that Twedell's work was merely preliminary since 

additional experts can be retained to review post-settlement data is 

irrelevant, in that material defects in the Agreement will never be 

identified if judicial ratification is given. 

The contention of the Government that Twedell's misrepresentation 

of his qualifications does not affect the substance of the proposed 

Settlement Agreement ignores Twedell's role as the hydrogeologic 

advisor to the federal government whose input is clearly reflected 

in some of the most defective material provisions of the Settlement 

Agreement. 
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Perhaps the most untenable argument utilized by the federal 

government to justify the relief requested is that Twedell's testimony 

was not materially inconsistent with that of Amici's witnesses. 

Amid_ contend that this argument is intended to layLa groundwork 

to obscure the connection between the implications of the 

Twedell incident and the larger related question now before the Court 

as to whether the Settlement as proposed is viable, adequate and 

reasonably protective of the public interest. 
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TWEDELL SOLE EXPERT 
IN KEY DISCIPLINE 
OF HYDROGEOLOGY: 

rESTIMONY NOT CUMULATIVE 

. The United States government contends that David Bruce Twedell 

was only one of 21 experts Nr110 participated in the formulation" of the 

proposed Hyde Park Settlement Agreement. This is patently ridiculous 

and directly contradicts the testimony of witnesses and representations 

of Government Counsel during the Hyde Park hearing. (Affidavit of 

Michael Elder at para. 2, November 27, 1981; affidavit of Lamar Miller 

at p. 2, para. 5, November 27, 1981.) 

It is clear that David Twedell was the sole hydrogeologist for 

the government negotiating team responsible for evaluation and inter-

pretation of data supplied by Hooker Chemical in the Hyde Park Landfill 

case, and for technical advice in the formation of a remedial plan. A 

review of the list of 21 experts submitted by the United States Government 

on March 17, 1981 in response to the Court's Order of February 12, 

1981, reveals that not one "expert" was capable of providing expertise 

or technical assistance in the field of hydrogeology. (See Chart of 

Experts by Name and Discipline annexed hereto as Exhibit A.) 

As Amici have contended from the outset of these proceedings, 

an understanding of the hydrogeologic setting at Hyde Park Landfill is 

necessary to properly design studies which will define the pathways of 

underground chemical migration, and develop a viable remediation plan. 

(See Anderson affidavit annexed hereto as Appendix A.) 

Although the Government contends that Twedell's input was 

corroborated and supported by other qualified experts in the State and 

Federal governments, all other areas of expertise listed include 

chemistry, engineering, soil science and other miscellaneous disciplines. 



Amici submit that if other technical support staff were used to advise 

the State and Federal governments (as represented in the affidavit of 

Lamar Miller at p. 2, 3 para. 5(b)) that input was clearly not in the 

key area of hydrogeology. 

Government technical and legal supervisory personnel were 

obviously not competent to evaluate theadequacy of Twedell's hydrogeo-

logic interpretation and review of Hooker's data, nor to critically 

evaluate the hydrogeologic viability of the proposed agreement, since: 

1) the 21 experts named represent almost every scientific 

field but hydrogeology; 

2) it is obvious that the 21 experts with whom Twedell 

worked over 20 months of negotiations were unable to detect his fraud; 

3) in a series of pre-hearing interviews for preparation of 

testimony, Government attorneys were apparently unable to discern 

Twedell's misrepresentations, and in fact relied upon Twedell; 

4) Charles Morgan, who was primarily responsible for 

coordination and development of evidence and other data from each of 

the scientific disciplines needed by the federal government for negoti-

ations and litigation, hired Twedell (F. 9 5-10, T. 143 21-23). 

Chuck Morgan, in his testimony, indicated that he specifically 

included a hydrogeologist on the negotiating team - namely, David Bruce 

Twedell (T. 220 16-18,21). Morgan indicated that Twedell's role in the 

negotiations was to use his expertise "to advise us on water flow and 

types of technologies that could be used to intercept that water flow 

and collect the contaminated groundwater for treatment..." (T. 221, 3-6). 

Morgan advised the Court that the precise role of the team he 

put together, in conjunction with the State experts, was to independently 

review the Hooker data, to formulate interpretations (F. 212, 10-16). 

Morgan in his affidavit acknowledges that Twedell reviewed chemical 

analysis, well.logs, water elevation data, and provided preliminary 

interpretations of hydrogeologic conditions at the landfill. A. major 
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thrust of the Morgan affidavit is that a multidisciplinary team provided 

technical advice to EPA and that no significant decisions were made 

concerning the proposed settlement based solely on Twedell's work product 

or advice. Yet, since no other member of the negotiating team or 

any of the supporting State and/or Federal governmental technical staff 

were competent to render hydrogeologic advice pertaining to the Hyde 

Park site, decisions were in fact either made in accordance with 

Twedell's evidence or independent of their hydrogeologic consequences. 

It is highly unlikely that any hydrogeologic decisions were made 

independent of Twedell's counsel since Robert Charles Morgan testified 

that the  most important aspect of his duties involved the integration of 

all the discreet technological evaluations in the various disciplines 

including hydrogeology (T. 144 1-8). 
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EPA DOCUMENTS REVEAL TWEDELL "CRITICAL" TO 
HYDE PARK NEGOTIATING TEAM: 

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATION TO COURT IN COMPLETE CONTRADICTION 

The Government's attempt to convince this Court that Twedell 

was just one of many voices advising the government in these proceedings 

in unequivocally laid to rest by a review of specific - EPA 

documents containing highly relevant information regarding the retainer 

of David Twedell and the reasons set forth for his selection. (See 

Memorandum to EPA from Ecology and Environment Inc, July 7, 1981 

annexed hereto as Exhibit B). It is clear in Section Iv that David TWedell,  

as sole'"geOhydrOlOgist" on the negotiating team was deemed to be 

"critical to the negotiatiOn.prObeSS:in.terMS Of - partitular expertise  

and familiatityWith the case" and the request was made because he was 

deemed to be one of the "OnlypOpleCuttently qualified to assist the  

EPA in these partitular.negOtiatiOns" (emphasis provided). 

The repetitive incantations of Miller, Morgan and U.S. Counsel 

in affidavits and memorandum in support of Motion to Withdraw, deny the 

unique responsibility of Twedell as a primary member of the negotiating 

team, and insist that EPA in-house staff could and did provide certain 

of those hydrogeologic functions. 

It is interesting that Lamar Miller's affidavit (at p. 2) down-

plays Twedell's importance and asserts that assistance was provided by 

Jerry Thornhill in EPA's Ada Oklahoma laboratory, yet Mr. Thornhill is 

nowhere mentioned in the March 17th, 1981 list, and apparently had no 

specific involvement, expertise or connection whatever with the Hyde 

Park site. 

The United States' position regarding the ability of EPA staff 

to provide in-house hydrogeologic assistance is invalidated by an April 

1, 1980 memo from F. J. Biros, EPA Hazardous Waste Enforcement Task Force 

to Paul Nadeau, Environmental Engineer in the Hazardous Waste Site Control 
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Branch outlining the need for technical support in the Hooker Chemical 

Co. enforcement negotiations (see Exhibit C annexed hereto). This 

document provides an excellent background understanding as to why 

Twedell and other specific individuals were handpicked as critical to 

the negotiation process. In that memo, Biros specifically states the 

need of EPA for technical support from "an independent consultant who  

is expert in the specific hydrogeology and geology of each of the four  

Niagara County sites" (Hyde Park, S area 102nd Street and Love Canal, 

emphasis provided). 

In the April 1980 memo, Biros sets forth the hydrogeologic 

tasks to be undertaken (by Twedell) including attendence at the 

negotiating sessions, evaluation of site specific hydrogeologic data 

and information presented by Hooker; assessment of Hooker's proposed 

remedial measures for site clean up and development of alternative 

approaches wherenecessary based on site-specific knowledge "to ensure 

that clean up measures adequately address agency environmental concerns". 

Finally, an additional Biros to Nadeau memo dated July 21, 1980 

explained that specific need of EPA for a hydrogeologic assessment of 

the Hyde Park Landfill site justifies the subcontract cost because "a 

credible, experienced consultant in geotechnical assessments must be  

retained..." (see Exhibit D annexed hereto). In each case, David Twedell 

was selected as the man to do the job. 

It is evident from these documents that EPA staff could not 

provide expert hydrogeologic assistance in the four Hooker enforcement 

actions, that EPA's need was both critical and urgent, that Twedell 

was the sole hydrogeologist selected to perform what the Agency 

obviously determined to be a vital role, and that he was paid substantial 

fees for performance of extensive duties. 
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INTEGRITY OF JRB ASSOCIATES, INC. IS 
SUSPECT IF EPA CORRECTLY REPRESENTED DATE 
OF AGENCY'S FIRST DISCOVERY OF TWEDELL FRAUD 

Morgan indicates that he first learned of Twedell's alleged 

fraud on November 19, 1981 when he received a telephone call from a 

member of JRB Associates, Inc. Yet Amici are compelled to advise the 

Court that JRB Associates Inc, was placed on notice as of July 13, 1981 

that David Bruce Twedell did not posess a Ph.D. in geology from the Uni-

versity of Houston. (See letter dated July 13, 1981 from Jerry L. 

Rhodeback, Associate Registrar, University of Houston to Mr. Patrick 

M. Flanagan, Personnel Manager, JRB Associates, Inc., annexed hereto 

as Exhibit E). 

This letter certifies that Twedell received a Bachelors degree 

'in May of 1979. He was subsequently employed by JRB, and it would have 

been an academic impossibility for Twedell to have obtained a doctoral 

degree between May of 1979 and the present. In addition, Twedell's 

resume incorrectly indicates that he received his doctoral degree in 

1979 and a Bachelors degree in 1972. JRB was under an immediate 

obligation to advise EPA of the situation from that date. 

Amici are curious as to whether any EPA personnel were promptly 

advised of the Twedell situation, and if so whether that oecured prior 

to the offer of Twedell as a witness at the recent fact finding hearings. 

It is disturbing to Amici that JRB Associates, which provides 85% of its 

consulting time to governmental agencies, including Department of Defense, 

the Army, the Navy (T. 368, 6-9) as well as EPA, may have knowingly and 

wilfully withheld such material information from its governmental client 

and permitted Twedell to come forward as a witness in this courtroom. 

Amici further wish to direct the Court's attention to the fact 

that JRB renewed its contract for Twedell's services on November 5, 1981 

until December 31, 1981, at least four months after JRB Associates, Inc. 
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knew that Twedell did not hold a doctoral degree (please see Exhibit F 

annexed hereto). 
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TESTIMONY OF DAVID TWEDELL - 
SUBSTANTIALLY DISPUTED BY AMICI;  

TWEDELL'S ADVICE 
AS TECHNICAL ADVISOR TO THE UNITED STATES 

REFLECTED IN SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

The United States has asserted (U.S. Memorandum at p. 9) that 

Twedell's hydrogeological evaluations were merely "preliminary" in 

nature, and that additional studies to be undertaken pursuant to the 

agreement will either substantiate or refute advice given by Twedell. 

That assertion is absolutely without merit since the agreement 

reflects the hydrogeologic "opinions" Twedell endorsed in his testimony, 

which are predicated upon incorrect assumptions, lact of familiarity 

with accepted hydrogeologic methodology, and which will never be 

tested by proper studies if that proposed settlement is ratified 

(Anderson affidavit at p. 5). 

Perhaps two of the most important examples of fundamental error 

and material Misrepresentation evident in the opinions offered by 

Twedell during testimony, which are reflected in the terms of the pro-

posed Settlement Agreement, and which provisions Amid_  strongly oppose, 

are briefly set forth in the chart below: 
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Twedell Testimony Impact on Agreement Amici's Position 

1. Rochester Shale is No studies requried be- Rochester Shale is a 

impermeable (Twedell, 

400 4-11). 

low top of Rochester Shale 

- only Lockport dolomite 

and above included within 

major pathway for flow 

of contaminants beneath 

landfill site to Niagara 

requirement of requisite River (Anderson affidavit 

remedial technology at p. 4, para. 16, and 

(Amici Post-Hearing 
1522 15-23, 1523, 1-18). 

Brief at p. 6-8). 

2. The monitoring sys- The bedrock barrier col- Effectiveness of system 

tern is capable of measur- lection system will be cannot be measured Since 

ing the effectiveness of deemed effective if the there is no basis of 

the bedrock Purge wells monitoring wells down- comparison (i.e. no way 

in intercepting at gradient of the Purge to measure what percent- 

least 90% of contamin- wells measure less age of total chemicals 

ants migrating below than 10% Of chemical excaping from the land- 

the site 	(T. 	551-, loading calculated to fill bottom falls within 

8-22). be present in the up- the zone of influence 

gradient wells, 

(Agreement Addendum II, 

pp 6-7, para. J., 

also Amici Post-Hearing 

of the Purge wells). 

(Anderson 1534 4-15, 

Amici Post-Hearing 

Brief, pp 11-13, and 1867 

Brief, pp 11-13). 10-23, 	1868 1-21). 

Other hydrogeologic considerations which neither Twedell nor 

any government witness addressed, include failure to provide for adequate 

Gorge remediation, and failure to consider the effect that dilution of 

contaminants with groundwater in monitoring wells will have upon accurate 
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remediation measurement. These material omissions have resulted in 

negotiation of a Settlement proposal which only provides for limited 

surficial cleanup of the area where Blood Run Creek intersects the 

Gorge, and a monitoring system which is incapable of discovering any 

chemcial loading into bedrock which either does not fall within the 

zone of influence of the purge wells or is present in concentrations 

which fall below the required action level (Amici Post-Hearing Brief 

pp. 11-13, pp. 16-17). 

In addition, the maximum remediation which could be required 

pursuant to the standard for requisite remedial technology as defined 

within the four corners of the Agreement renders the deficiencies 

irreversible if ratification occurs. It is clear that section C(F)(8) 

at 1-19 of the Proposed Settlement does not require studies or remediation 

below the Lockport dolomite (Amici Post-Hearing Brief at p. 7). 

Further, a provision in the Agreement which specifies that 

Hooker is not responsible for remediation of contamination which has 

occurred prior to entry of the Agreement or after if the Governmental 

Parties knew or should have reasonably' anticipatedthe presence of the  

additional contamination problems, constitutes a complete defense against 

any further responsibility (Agreement p..22 (II)(B)(II) p. 23(11)(c), 

also T. 1840-1841). 

Although we cannot speculate what the turn of events would have 

been if EPA had retained the services of a hydrogeologist in lieu of David 

Twedell, we believe that a direct correlation exists beteen Twedell as 

Witness, Twedell as technical advisor, and the end product, a settlement 

whose very terms defeat its most basic goals. 

It is curious that while' the State and Federal negotiating 

team never, in 20 months, perceived Twedell's-lack of capability, 

Amici were aware from the beginning that: 
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1) The Governmental parties misunderstood the basic 

hydrogeology of the site and had clearly failed to make use of and 

interpret the data provided by Hooker to the maximum extent possible 

in accordance with accepted hydrogeologic procedures (initial Amidi  

Brief). 

2) During cross-examination of Mr, Twedell by Amid, 

Amici specifically advised this Court that the witness was unable to 

read data commonly used in the field in order to ascertain sufficiency. 

This lack of ability was revealed during cross-examination of Twedell 

regarding raw hydrogeologic data provided by Hooker which Twedell 

represented he had reviewed for both adequacy and accuracy (T. 491, 492, 

530, 534). 

Whatever steps EPA now takes to obtain new expert assistance 

in interpreting data obtained pursuant to the proposed settlement 

(Miller affidavit p. 4, para. 8), Amid point out that competent hydro-

geologic advice as to the adequacy of the bases of the Agreement itself 

have apparently not been sought. 

The directive of Lamar Miller (affidavit at p. 4) that Twedell 

not be permitted to perform any additional services for EPA in connection 

with the proposed Settlement is admirable but posthumous. Irrespective 

of the competence of any future experts enlisted post-settlement, the defects 

and omissions in the Agreement itself will preclude implementation of 

proper studies and effective remediation. (See also Anderson affidavit 

annexed hereto as Appendix A). 

The issue here is not whether Twedell has sinned and should 

be banished from the public payroll, nor whether his testimony in 

the hearing substantially damaged the case put forward by the Government 

in support of its position, but rather whether Twedell's input in fact 

obscured the real issues and impeded the Government's ability to 

negotiate a competent agreement and to properly protect the public 

interest. 
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EVERY MATERIAL OBJECTION TO 
THE PROPOSED AGREEMENT 

RAISED BY'AMICI  
REMAINS IN CONTENTION 

BETWEEN THE PARTIES AND'AMICI 

The United States asserts that the withdrawal of the Twedell 

testimony and affidavit should have no effect on the Court's determination 

since his testimony is not substantially disputed by Amici. 

One thorough reading of the hearing record, including testimony, 

argument, and written submissions reflect quite clearly the issues 

in contention and between Parties and'AMici. It is OUT position that 

if the argument (U.S. memorandum at p. 9) was seriously offered that the 

testimony of David Twedell "does not differ substantially" from 

that of Grant Anderson, the federal government is in dire need of 

competent hydrogeologic advice (Anderson affidavit at p. 2). 

It is obvious that the Government diligently searched for those 

incidental points of agreement in order to avoid an analysis of the 

substantive validity of Amici's objections to the proposed settlement, 

and the extent to which they remained unresolved even subsequent to 

presentation of all relevant government witnesses and submissions of post-

hearing documents and oral argument. 

Mr. Anderson, in his affidavit annexed hereto as Appendix A, 

clearly distinguishes the nature and scope of his hydrogeologic 

evaluation with respect to the Hyde Park site from that undertaken 

by various governmental and Hooker witnesses, including Kernan Davis, 

Richard Johnston, Dr. Benjamin Mason and Frank Rovers. 

The major issues in contention between Grant Anderson and 

David Twedell involve the ability of the Rochester shale to transmit 

water and its ability to serve as a pathway for chemical migration 

from the landfill and the ability of the monitoring system to quantify 

contaminants escaping beneath the landfill and measure what amounts, 
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if any, of contaminants can be recovered under the proposed 

remediation stratety (see Chart at p.11 herein). 

The government represents the primary concerns of Amici during 

their cross examination of Twedell to be: 

1) his lack of competence to provide hydrogeologic 

interpretation of data; 

2) that Twedell would. serve as the primary federal 

expert in evaluating data accumulated during implementation of the 

proposed settlement. 

The government advises the Court that both concerns have 

been addressed since the federal government will not permit 

Twedell to participate further in the Hooker litigation, mooting 

Amici's challenge to Twedell's expertise. 

As explained by Mr. Anderson and discussed herein, once an 

inadequate agreement is signed, the damage is done. It is not 

Twedell's incompetence per se which concerns AMici, but rather the 

obvious relationship between the incompetence of Twedell's technical 

advice and fundamental provisions in the proposed Settlement Agreement 

which appear to incorporate Twedell's recommendations. 
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THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT DOES NOT PROTECT 
pUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

BY ANY SUGGESTED STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Amici have discussed in detail what constitues a proper legal 

standard for judicial review of the proposed Hyde Park Settlement Agree-

ment in our initial brief submitted to the Court on June 30, 1981 

(pp. 14-21). 

Although Amici did not citelinited States V KOtalikan Pulp Co., 

430 F. Supp. 83 (D. Alaska 1977), a lower Court decision cited by 

the United States in its Memorandum, the standard of review 

adopted by the Court does not differ significantly from others used 

by Courts where their determination affects the public interest. 

The factual situation in Ketchikan is easily distinguished from 

the Hyde Park case in that the Ketthikan intervenors tried to prevent 

ratification of the decree on legal grounds without a specific substan-

tiated claim addressing a fault or inadequacy in the proposed 

decree, and with no allegation that entry of the decree would subvert 

the public interest. 

Even under the Ketthikan standard, the Court would be hard 

pressed to ratify the Hyde Park Settlement since Amici have substantiated 

material defects in the proposed Settlement which precludes implementation 

of a viable remediation stratety and would clearly subvert the public 

interest. 

However, as the Government is aware, the Hyde Park Settlement 

incorporates a standard of accomplishing protection of human health and 

the environment. 

The proposal under consideration by the Court protects neither 

and must therefore be rejected. 

-16- 



TWEDELL TESTIMONY RELEVANT; 
WITHDRAWAL WOULD BE INAPPROPRIATE 
AND HIGHLY PREJUDICIAL TO AMICI 

Amicisttonglyoppose the Motion to Withdraw the Testimony and 

Affidavit of David Twedell made by the United States for the following 

reasons: 

1) The evidence given by Twedell is relevant in that the 

United States government claims that it is entitled to a presumption of 

agency expertise, and that its witnesses are entitled to "deference and 

respect" because of their governmental representation (T. 1927, 

13-15); 

2) It is important that the Court not erase Twedell's existence 

as a witness and governmental technical advisor from the hearing record. 

The nature and substance of the opinions rendered by Twedell should be 

reviewed in the context of the extent to which they are reflected in the 

Settlement Agreement, and to what degree Twedell's role as a Technical 

Advisor for the federal government was responsible for material inadequacies 

which the Court may agree exists in the Agreement. 

It is especially important that the court in this case scrutinize 

the source and nature of Twedell's testimony offered in support of an 

Agreement which vitally affects a large public interest, especially where 

Amici have presented an expert hydrogeologist who directly challenged 

the correctness of major aspects of Twedell' S testimony (see Chart on p. 

above). These criticisms, if accepted by the Court, would require 

a rejection of the Agreement because of its very provisions which are 

likely attributable in part, or in whole, to the perjured witness(T.484 2-5). 

In civil cases, though courts do grant motions to strike 

evidence which is incompetent, immaterial or irrelevant and prejudicial 

(US v Pagan 140 F Supp 711; 60 NYS 2d 453, 270 App. Div. 491, 1946), 

evidence which is competent for any purpose and relevant to any issue 

is not stricken by courts (US 'v 3,:544:Acres'Of Land.., 147 F2d 596; 

In Re Nager's Estate, 258 NYS 2d 760, 1965). 
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Although Amici found no cases deciding the propriety of a 

motion to strike testimony which is perjured, either made by witness' 

counsel or opposing counsel in a civil matter, Twedell's testimony is 

relevant for the purposes set forth above, and the court should therefore 

refuse to grant the instant motion to withdraw. 
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REMEDIES SOUGHT BY AMICI 

Amici submit that the relief sought by the United States 

government in its Motion for Leave to Withdraw the Testimony and 

Affidavit of David Twedell, and enter the Settlement Agreement as 

presently constituted should be denied. Amici instead request the 

Court to grant the following relief: 

. The testimony and affidavit of David Twedell should remain on 

the hearing record, and should be accorded zero weight as to credibility 

and substance. The testimony, however, is relevant, since it sets 

forth the opinions offered by thaindiVidUalligho,acte&as a hydro-

geological advisor to the negotiating team, and provides a measure 

of the ability with which Hooker's data was scrutinized and remediation 

stratey developed, against which the substantive objections posed by 

Amici's hydogeologist can be weighed. 

. David Bruce Twedell should be recalled to this Court to answer 

questions regarding disclosures made in chambers by the United States 

government on November 30, 1981. 

. The Government should formally place on the record all information 

released in chambers on November 30 regarding fraudulent information 

submitted by Twedell. 

. Mr. Flanagan of JRB Associates, who as of July 13, 1981, knew that 

Twedell did not possess a Ph.D. in geology, should be brought before 

this Court to clarify when JRB informed EPA regarding Twedell's 

falsified credentials. 

. Most importantly, the Court should disapprove the proposed Agreement 

as it is currently constituted and should require the modifications 

recommended by Athici in their post-hearing submission, and as set 

forth by Mr. Anderson in evidence. 
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Dated: /t  

n 
cily-uA ccA 	• yk 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, and all papers and proceedings 

had heretofore, Amid i respectfully request that the Court disapprove 

the Settlement as proposed by the Parties, deny the Motion of the United 

States to Withdraw the Testimony and Affidavit of David Bruce 

Twedell, and grant the relief requested within. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

( 	
--"gfaitLA-e- 0-1 tt-0-45A-/ q44tt4  
Barbara Morrison 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
H THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Plaintiffs, 

Civil Action No. 79-989 

! HOOKER CHEMICALS & PLASTICS CORP.; 
OXY CHEMICAL CORPORATION; HOOKER 

,I.  CHEMICAL CORPORATION; OCCIDENTAL 
! PETROLEUM INVESTMENT CO.; OCCIDENTAL 
PETROLEUM CORPORATION; THE TOWN OF 

H LEWISTON; THE TOWN OF NIAGARA, 
(Hyde Park Landfill) 

AFFIDAVIT OF  

GRANT ANDERSON 

  

Defendants. 

, STATE OF NEW YORK 	) 
COUNTY OF ERIE 
	

SS. 
CITY OF BUFFALO 

Grant Anderson, being duly sworn, hereby deposes and says that: 

1. I have carefully reviewed the Motion to Withdraw and the Memorandum in Sup-

port of Motion to Withdraw Testimony and Affidavit of David Bruce Twedell and to 

Enter the Proposed Judgment and Stipulation Approving Settlement Agreement, submitted 

to the Court on November 30, 1981 by the United States government. 

2. In addition, I have reviewed the testimony of all witnesses who offered 

hydrogeological evidence during the hearings held in September and October of 1981, 

with respect to the proposed Hyde Park Settlement agreement. 

3. I have always maintained that an understanding of the hydrogeological setting 

- at the Hyde Park Landfill is fundamental tOf(a)-properly'designing the types of studies 

required to assess the pathways of chemicals migrating below the ground surface and 

(b) determining the best remediation possible subsequent to understanding the hydro-

geological setting. (Amid_ brief). 

Appendix A 



4. 	The United States' contention that Twedell's testimony was not substantially 

; disputed by amici is incredible and strongly suggests that the Parties have chosen 

to deliberately ignore the material issues in contention as delineated in my testimony 

and amici's post-hearing brief. The United States' memorandum misrepresents the sub-

stance and meaning of my testimony, and that offered by Government witnesses, including 

Twedell. 

' 5. The ability of the shale to transmit water, the rate of movement of chemicals 

to the Gorge, the ability of the studies contained within the agreement to discover 

, the scope of contamination, and the viability of the remediation strategy itself have 

! been and remain in contention between the parties and amici. Yet the Government memo- 

randum seeks to set forth incidental points of agreement while omitting and obscuring th 

, critical issues which the Court must resolve. 

' 6. The studies under the terms of the agreement will never ferret out the path- 

ways of chemicals migrating from the Hyde Park Landfill and as such the agreement is 

doomed to failure in achieving its most basic and fundamental goal - to protect public 

H health and the environment. 

7. Only two witnesses, RichardJohnstonand David Twedell, were proffered as 

experts in hydrogeology by the Government negotiators. Kernan Davis was offered as 

a geologist, while Dr. Benjamin Mason was offered as a soil scientist who gave evidence 

on overburden only. 

8. Mr. Johnston was never consulted about the proposed agreement of the Hyde 

Park Landfill remediation, made no recommendations concerning the settlement agreement 

prior to the time it was entered, and was not familiar with the Hyde Park site 

(Johnston 240 10-22). 

9. Mr. Davis did not give evidence on any specific geological data with respect 

to Hyde Park Landfill (Borland 296 10-15) nor did he carry out any calculations on the 

data that he reviewed in order to assess the adequacy of Hooker's proposals for studies 

: and remediation (Davis 312 1-23 and 313 1-9, 317 1-7). Mr. Davis testified that 

L Hooker's data "merely passed through his hands" (318 15-23) and he did not attempt to 

estimate at what speed, in what media, and for what period of time contaminants have 

flowed from the Hyde Park site. In addition, his testimony never addressed the hydro-

geologic bases of the remedial provisions contained in the proposed agreement. 
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110. 	Dr. Mason confined his expertise and evidence to overburden (soil) and not 

:contaminant flow in the fractured bedrock (Mason 1069 5-15, 905 2-5, 911 1-4). In 

ifact, Dr. Mason acknowledged that he did not have expertise in hydrogeology and relied 

on other members of the negotiating team (Mason 1111 15-16). 

	

11. 	Frank Rovers, the engineer who provided most of Hookers raw data, and who 

Itestified at the hearing on Hooker's behalf, has made fundamental errors in his analysis 

of the hydrogeological setting at Hyde Park. Specifically: 

(a) Mr. Rovers testified that he did not believe chemicals could have 

migrated to the face of the Gorge through the Lockport dolomite (1312 21-23, 1313 1-2), 

(yet my initial calculations showed that chemicals could migrate to the Gorge from the 

landfill through the bedrock in less than one year (1497 4-16, 1480 5-14 and 1516 2-10); 

(b) Mr. Rovers testified that he found no visual or olefactory evidence of 

chemicals at the Gorge face (1310 11-22). As I testified, there was both visual and 

olefactory evidence of chemical contamination in the bedrock at the Gorge face during 

each of my three physical examinations of the Gorge (1486 16 through to 1487 1, 1493 

21-23, 1494 1-6, 1495 15-20, 1496 9-18). In my professional opinion, any scientist 

trained in the discipline of hydrogeology would have recognized this evidence; 

(c) Rovers did not recognize that chemicals have migrated through or could 

migrate vertically through the Rochester shale (1310 16-18) whereas I was also able to 

calculate an estimated rate and quantity of flaw through the Rochester Shale (1509 to 

1516, 1519 9-23, 1520 1-22) utilizing shale permeability* data and basic hydrogeolgoic 

mathematical principles. In addition, chemical analysis of. water and sediment samples 

which I collected from below the shale revealed the presence of contaminants with finger-

print chemicals from the Hyde Park Landfill. 

	

12. 	It is my contention that there exists no scientific basis for failing to 

test the permeability of the Rochester shale with accepted hydrogeologic procedures, and 

thus assessing the rate and amount of chemical movement vertically downward through the 

Rochester shale and the underlying rock layers to the Queenston shale, all of which 

is absolutely critical information in determining proper remediation at the site. 

	

13. 	'my visual, chemical and quantitative analysis all conflim that chemicals have 

Jmoved through the Rochester shale down to the Queenston shale through vertical fractures 

in the rock layers (Anderson 1493 2-23, 1494 1-13, 1496 15-18, 1509 to 1516, 1519 9-23, 

1520 1-22). 

3 
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, 14. 	None of the parties nor their experts have carried out any field testing or 

chemical analysis to determine if chemicals have moved or could move through the 

'; Rochester Shale (Johnston 237 3-4) (Davis 295 3-10) (Rovers 1304 1-14). 

I 

	

is. 	The proposed agreement does not require any testing below the Lockport 

1 1  dolomite (Anderson 1521 15-23, 1522 1-10) (Rovers 1304 1-14). 

16. As I testified, while the Rochester shale is less permeable than Lockport 

dolomite, it most definitely has the ability to transmit significant quantities of water 

through its vertical fractures. 

17. Johnston acknowledged under cross-examination that one reason more seepages 

aren't revealed in the interface between the Lockport dolomite and the Rochester shale 

is that a short-circuiting occurs, so that water moving toward the Gorge will be 

intercepted by vertical joints, and move vertically downward into the Rochester shale 

and below (262 5-7, 18-19). 

18. Yet Mr. Davis maintains that the Rochester shale is very, very impervious 

(295 3-10) even though,, under cross-examination, he admits that he has no data or 

measurements on which to base his conclusions (295 6-8): In direct contradiction, Mr. 

Davis reiterates the need for more data, exacting standards, precise measurements and 

accuracy (Davis 313 8-10, 316 4-6, 317 11, 320 5-6) when describing why he cannot 

calculate the velocity of water and quantity of water moving in the Lockport dolomite. 

In fact, Mr. Davis indicates that he needs pumping test and observation well readings 

(309 18-22) to determine velocity and quantity of flow. And it is precisely this same 

data that will never be obtained for the Rochester shale under the terms of the 

Agreement (Rovers 1304 1-14) (Anderson 1521, 15-23, 1522 1-10). 

19. Yet, Davis did of course agree with Mr. Johnston (295 10-12) when Johnston 

stated that all of the rock down to the Queenston shale increased in permeability at 

some unknown point back from the Gorge (245 12-23, 246 1-11), 

20. Although both Johnston and Davis lacked specific information as to where the 

bedrock becomes more permeable as one approaches the face of the Gorge (Johnston 246 

7-11, Davis 291 13-16), the agreement clearly omits the requirement for any assessment 

of this obvious pathway for deep chemical migrations, and as such the agreement precludes 

accurate delineation of the chemical plume or proper remediation (Amid_ post-hearing 

brief pp 6-8). 
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21. The United States (Memorandum at p. 13* footnote) has misrepresented my testi-

mony regarding the significance of permeability testing in the Rochester shale which I 

'Completed in thirteen locations near Welland, Ontario. 

These tests were not carried out near the face of the Niagara Escarpment, but 

:rather at a distance of 4,000 feet from the escarpment. That is more than twice the 

distance between Hyde Park Landfill and the Niagara Gorge. 

22. There is a regional hydrogeological character to the Rochester shale across 

the Niagara plain on both sides of the border. The permeability of the shale is 

'essentially identical at equi-distant locations moving back from either the escarpment 

(Canadian) or the Gorge (American). 

	

.23. 	As a basic hydrogeological matter, my utilization of apermeability factor 

for Rochester shale measured through field tests performed 4,000 feet from the escarpment 

to estimate the water flowing capacity of Rochester shale at 2,000 feet from the Niagara 

Gorge (i.e. at Hyde Park Landfill) allows a significant safety factor, since the 

permeability of the shale measured near Welland would be as low or likely lower than 

that beneath Hyde Park Landfill (Anderson 1519 13-23, 1520 1-10, 15-22). 

24. The United States acknowledges that Twedell was the only hydrogeologist who 

represented the federal government in negotiating sessions with Hooker (United States 

Memorandum at 7). The assurance that Twedell's interpretations of hydrogeological data 

were consistent with the opinions of other experts should not be considered seriously 

by the Court since not one of the twenty-one experts cited by the federal government, 

some of whom had only nominal involvement with this case, was qualified in Twedell's 

furportedfield - that of hydrogeology.(please see Exhibit A annexed hereto). 

25. The United States offer (affidavit of Lamar Miller at p. 4) to replace Mr. 

Twedell with competent and qualified experts on hazardous waste containment technology 

and hydrogeolgoy to aid in evaluating further data collected pursuant to the proposed 

•settlement completely ignores the problem that the Government negotiating team was 

devoid of competent hydrogeologic advice, and therefore decisions were reached without 

1,a clear understanding of the hydrogeologic consequences. 

	

26. 	Given that the studies proposed in the agreement (for problem definition and 

monitering) are fundamentally defective, entry of the agreement will render any competent 

hydrogeologist retained in the future completely helpless in achieving protection of 

public health and the environment. 
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Sworn to Before me 

on this 4th day of January, 1982 

NOTARY 

,OVC.fl 

.4 

,Jt4 	Jr.( 

.sa 

GRANT ANDERSON 

In the course of carrying out my hydrogeological analysis of the Hyde Park 

Landfill contamination problem, I expended approximately 1,000 hours exclusive of support 

staff and Chemical laboratory time. In the course of my evaluation, I visited the site 

Hand physically examined the Gorge face three times between August and October of 1981. 

un addition, I specifically analyzed all available raw data and was apparently the only 

iexpert to utilize that data for calculations which allowed me to decipher the pathways 

iand distances travelled by the contaminants. In this case, all paths (with insignificant 

*exception) lead into the Niagara River and Lake Ontario. 

28. 	For all the reasons stated above, I again strongly believe that the Court must 

disapprove the proposed settlement agreement as constituted. 
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CHART OF EXPERT NAME AND DISCIPLINE OF MOST ADVANCED DEGREE 

NAME HIGHEST 
. DEGREE 

FIELD 

ENGINEERING CHEMISTRY BIOLOGY 
OR 

HEALTH 
SCIENCES 

OTHER 

David Bruce Twedell B.A. 

X 
Physical 
Science 

LaMar Miller Ph.D. X 

Robert Charles Morgan M.S. 
X 

Veterina 
Bacteriol-
ogy 

Benjamin Mason Ph.D. 
X 

Soil 
Science 

Vilma R. Hunt Masters 
X 

Physical 
Anthrop- 
ology 

Roger S. Cortesi Ph.D. 
X 

Phyiscs 

. 
Russell H. Wyer B.S. 

X 
(Civil) 

William J. Librizzi Masters X 

Frode Ulvedal Ph.D. X 
(Physiol- 
ogy) 

Paul E. dos Rosiers Masters X 
(Civil) 

Kevin Michael Burger B.S. 

David J. Cesareo Masters X 

Exhibit A 



NAME HIGHEST 
DEGREE 

1 

FIELD 

ENGINEERING CHEMISTRY BIOLOGY 
OR 

HEALTH 
SCIENCES 

.OTHER 

Joseph P. LaFornara Ph.D. X 
-(Inorganic) 

Gordon R. Olson Masters 
X 

Public 
Administra-
tion 

Charles Plost Masters X 
(Biochem-

istry) 

Charalingayya B. Hiremath Ph.D.. X 
(Biochem-

istry) 

Michael A. Kilpatrick B.S. X 
(Chemical) 

Bernard F. Dudenbostel Ph.D. X 
(Physical) 

Robert C. Koch B.S. X 

Roger S. Wetzel B.S. X 
(Civil) 

Sidney F. Paige MPH X 
(Environ-
mental 
Health) 

TOTAL 21 7 3 4 6 
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7, 1981 

Environmental Protection 2-,ncy 

Ecology and EnvironIfient, Inc. 
FIT 1,-?210 

Subject: 

 

Request for Additional Senior Technical 
Support - Hooker Wegotiati_ons. 
TDD HQ-8010-3, 3A & 3B 

  

I. 	Sulmna.ry 

The attached TDD HQ-8010-3B requests that the tinical support 
to the Hooker Chemical and Plastics Corporation nf!otiations 
be extended from 30 June 1981 to 30 Sptlber 1981. In 
addition, this TDD requests the total authorile;ed dollnrs be 
increased by $50,000 from a total of $177,700 to a total of 
$227,700. 

Background 

The initil subcontract request, TDD 	 in 
three subcontracts totalling $95,200, one to J6F SciPntific 
Corporation for $43,200, one to Coot 
$27,000, :=nd one to JR3 Associates for $25,000. 'Chr'se 
subcontracts rera ,=,?poved by the Cr,,i'ci,;t1 .,ig 
20 Nove:Ilber 1980. 

A request for subcontract exis4_0n 	 via 
TDD HQ-8101-3A and resulted in a $82,500 inorse to this _ _ 
effort, bringing the total dollars to $177,700 	respective 
subcontract totals to $39,200 for J3F, $37,1;')0 -r.or C-::;et, 
and $51,500 for jPB. This additial rquest ;as 
by the Contracting Officer on 2- D.---L,ber 3981. 

From Nove-r,bar 1930 to the present time a total of 
$148,423 has been invoiced against the $177,700 authorized as 
fo)lows: JBF - $63,835, 0eor3et - $35,974, Elci jRB - $48,614. 
During this period the follo;;ing people , pins Llelr ), ?ective 
support staffs, have been uri112.ed as ,->_IDLt 	 cs/ 
witnesses: 

Company Name Title 

JBF 	 Dr. S,-...m Fogel 	 ChF,T_ist 
JBF 	 Jaret C. Johnson 	Civil Engineer 
JRB 	 Dr. D. Twedell 	Cohydrologist 
Ceomet 	 Dr. B.J. Mason 	Soil Scientist 

w 

tecyclA pr 

Exhibit 

Attachment 2 



The cl,Lr-nt Llip,rcr11-5f- s th 	ed 	of 3 of ihe 4 
_rts ,et out aho1C hiooh 31 fl pte her 11)81, 

has -,- -qu,tst,f.d 	 ize c)r) 	,A1 
f or Dr. '''SCA1, Dr. T;edell 7L -I3 Dr Docl. 	At )he r'1,J,nt 

(,..h., ced for these services, :00 	etitli 1121 14,) 'ZS per 
,-n entails a total of $66,900 in labor costs. STri-ce 
29,277 remains to be ful, ded asainst the previous approvals, 

the difference is $37,623. The :_PA project office has 
placed a_li;Dit of NTE $50,000 for this a -iditional 
to include travel. CooL:aclucntly the three sobconty.act 
requests should involve closing out the pr,?vious %3.A'JcoAtracts 
at their current $148,423 le/el and issuing ncw ,,ubcnntraots 
totalling $79,277 ($66,900 for labor and $12,31/ for tiavel) 
for a new total authorized effort of $227,700. .1he $66,900 
for 1-17)or and $12,377 in travel acuid be 4:-,i(i')3ind -s follos: 

Nana 

S. Fogel 
7R,)on 

D. Tuedell 

Total 

Labor  

$23,500 
$25,000 
$1EL,400. 

$66,900 

Travel 

$2,000 
$2,000 
S2 noo 

$6,000* 

* The difference between $12,377 and $6,000 aill be rsevved 
until it is certain that no further invoic-,.s 	outstanding 
against current subcontracts. 

IV. 	Sole Source 

This re,71u2st 'c ,-2pre.5,rits a conti -watio,:) of () L;oiqg  

effort using people who are the only im.00le 
to asSist the EPA in these particular negotiAtions, since all 
three experts have been and continue to be critical to the 
negotiation process 	terms of particular e..rtise and 
familiarity with the case. 

•-••7 
/ • 

( • 	(I  
J. C. Toc1,-,-_,o6 
iCT bI0 



type or $25,000 fixed price) 

•4R 

_62( 
• 

NIA 

_3. 	E PA 

same 

ZPA P0 . (if over $1000) 

Date 

3 

-3B 

?.:tach drue 5t 	.been 

been signd .7r) 	L. ';,7e,l_q 
E&E 

• C 	7: n 	• 	 Sr 	C1:1; 

f :1.-  0 ,a) R C - : '',.--,,. on 	I-IQ 	- 	'DD Po • _________ .___ 

_ 
EPA 

an estimated completion date of 	30 	tr._'Der 1931 . 	. 
;.-.: ., 7 astiatd cost for thi.s af.fort is $ 50,000* ._.,.. 

.c.,. ;-_,..-, c  tors are- 	.1. 	8e.1_,Lii; Mason1-1), TI;E:do:11-11:  

  

. Su99e5 

approves 
to $227,700 

this ra7uost, it til2 be for.....,a:!..dd to the 	CO and 

If EPA a 	1 3 -5 fj.r.a.uted, t.77is 	 forwar 

i-T.Eq-10_ for proosing, 	 and/or responsible, for 

• .:tratioh as required- 

on  
t75E/NPHO 

The. 

-3 R. Frank (over $10,000 cost 

----) 	 .Z.,-.----7 
1:7 

 	,___V-71777-is:i-f{.1P1-4).1:-.N._____________ /- R., 7-  11. Signat1.72.-e 

1981 
Data 

Da te 

- King 

PA co (if. over $10,000 cost 
or $25,000 fixed price) 

r.-DD (must be signed and dated) 

2. '•fC-;:1C) 	to EPA 7. July 1981 	_ 
3. Previous Subcontrnct Approval Sheet • 

I ) t s 
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20 	 cr )700 
	

cte Y.DcatIOn: 	 13c.'1.1 - 
f1:. 

Sc o Approva) 

rIl 

. ; 	so.1 0 - 3 

.'-7ummary  

The ,3ttachd xegue.,.5t has been reoeived  from  EpA Heac3gurters, Hp-E.( 

•,'7,-jert/DCSCASOTI: 	coor 1 5c.a) ::!)ppo 

expef. vir.oess for EPA 

Pori:70 ,;))tiatio[2.5  rof. 
iYiagJira 2-M1.1s Plant 

:)een siyned by Roger Cray -() and Paul Zadeao (PA) and has an 

!, cd coApietion date of 31 January, 2981. 

:cotal extimatad cost for this effort is 	 Suggested contrac 

-):::ont.ractors) are: 	JBF.
, JR3, and Goo;;;ct. 

Discussion 

On October 28, 1980, this offiqe.submitted a paeage, 

tainir,g a letter 'describing the people requested by the Task force foJ 

subject effort along r-,Yith their respective rates, est.atod travel cc 
• 

..uropriate resumes. 	TIDE) HQ---8010-3 was:also inclosed. 

:his package is intended.  to provide you $.rith the additional inform 

L ed in  'if ,belov, and to provide a vehicle for obtaining the appropri 

oval signatures. 

All three companies in question have Government approved labor rate 

have attached company leers .2.1)(3bating the . eppro'pria 	aDdit 

)„7- m3tion. 

Attachments 

1 - 33F letter from Farrell tos!:-; lzel dated 29 0cto7)cr, 1980. 

2 - Gc!)met letter fx- oy7) Lyon to Lockood dated 3 Povcr, )9. 20 

-,7R3 letter fxop.T? Hoyt to Lockood dated 11 7Jove 	er e  1.280. 

4 	Proposed 33F subcontract 

Proposed Geomet subcontract 

6 	Proposed JR3 subcontract 

7 - Standard General Terms to (:) 

accompany'each FIT/P210 Contractministrative 
subcontract  

ciELO 	 
:Date 

Lhor cost-s uil1 he accumulated against ESE LOEpo-ols 

Z.: 



SUBJECT: 

FROM: 	F. J. Biros 
Hax,ardons Was 'e Enforcement Task Force 

TO: 

OFF ICE OF t'.h-N OCOT - 

Technical Support for Hooker Chemical Co. 
Enforcement Negotiations. 

Paul Nadeau, Environmental Engineer 
Heizardous Waste 'Site Control Branch 

k 
SI'A -LG ION, ID. (7,', 7 

vr. 

"s.. 
‘4. 	N4-1  

PR 180 

e The Hazardous.:stn Fuforceent Task Force and Region II 
staffs are in the proces of uegotiaLing settlements with the 
Hooker Chemical Co. concerning four hazardous waste sites in 
Niagara County, New York. Civil actions were filed by EPA on 
December 20, 1979 respecting Love Canal Landfill, "S" area 
Landfill, 102nd Street Landfill and Hyde Park Landfill. Because 
of the scope of these cases and their relationship to enforcement 
actions involving Hooker Chemical Co. in other states, the Task 
Force has taken an active role in pursuing settlement actions as 
part of its nationally managed case program. 

Negotiations with Hooker Chemical were initiated in February, 
1980 and meetings are currently scheduled on a frequent basis. 
During the pendency of the negotiations, EPA is in need of technical 
support from an independent consultant who is expert in the sleec 
hydrology and geology of each of the four Niagara County sites. 
The consultant will be required to attend negotiation sessions 
between EPA and Hooker Chemical Co. and provide advice and consul-
tation to EPA concerning site-specific hydrology and geology deba 
and information presented by the eopany. In addition, in eovt.en 
instances a formal report analyzing company sub'fllitted infonatHen 
will be required at the direction of EPA task 1.anager. The eeeeole 
taut will be required to assess and evaluate company proposed .  
.remedial measures for site cleanup ad where necessary, suggest 
alternative approaches based on site specific knowledge to ensure 
that cleanup measures adequately address Agency environmental 
concerns.  

Because negotiations are now in progress under a judicially 
imposed timetable, we request immediate technical support response 
'through the now instituted FIT contract system. A sub-contract 
mechanism to acquire the necessary technical support may be 
appropriate, since Ecology & Environment, Inc. technical staff is 
not yet on board. 

We appreciate your quick response to this request. Pleese 
contact me on 426-8710 regarding further details of this reueet. 

Felei bit C. 



DI-RCTIV-6 OF WORK OR JRB ASSOCIATES, INC,. 

	

TOPIC: 	Technical lipport for EPA FnFoir -it A4A-ion 

riTRODUCTION: In sup?)Jt of EPA's enforc,,,nt 
Co.ipany, it is necessary to have expert technii al ,,upport on 
a "quick response" basis.-  JRB is especially ,-,ell-.,ntted for 
this Tsork for a number of reasons. They are f;-)iliar w i th 
the Niagara Falls area and have visited the sites in 
question. The RA design and costing for this case was done 
by JRB and there have been active participants in EPA's 
negotiations with Hooker Chemical. The purpose of this work 
order is to provide the EPA's Hazardous Waste Enforcement 
Task Fore 	 necessary technical support that it 
needs for °its enforcement case. • 

	

, SCOPE: 	This work order will consist of the following: 

In conjunction with their previous Work for the Hazardous Waste Enforcement 
Task Force, JRB will supply senior level technical support for on-going 
legal 'negotiations with Hooker Chemical Company. JRB will be required to 
present and defend all remedial action design and costing work performed by 
them, as well as evaluate counter proposals for rr-medial actions presented • 
by Hooker. This work will include supplying EPA with all Yaps, drawings, 
and other graphic presentation as needed. In the event EPA is required 
to appear in court on any of the abovementioned work, JRB will supply as.  
necessary, expert witness assistance to EPA's legal case, in support of all 
work performed by JRB. 



S .  ;-sk çl 

I. CONStATAA4T5 	;I) -1-"7t 	1  

I
t. Olmf* OINECT COSTS (11”,..•ii ,r •-• E-vb;),4 .4) 

10. 

I. 	 12 1. */ "'a 	‘:0.4-. 	1-9 	r C1.01.At A.0 	 frm-ISE (Lay 

41 OcT.LO, 	 1 (3)-17. • -26 
• 

13 	 Es77 ‘f .4 -an cusr ..1) FEE OR pRfit-IT 	113, 4 

2'1,1 
A 

1-.11,Not, 

1129.56 

13. TOTA L. 1-.3 1111.4 TH) OST 
	

10,542.58 

• 

- 	, 	•,,, • 	•I - 	 ;,./1 	:.1) -1  -3 / 	is i•-•i,•S••..11 
' 	 1%7/ • 	•C• ••.1 	 0%,•• 	 r,trIccr. . 

• 2 ____ • _ 	• 
to,  •;I:itD 

• J-2.3 	 inc. 	 Te1h,11(7.11 	 for EPA Enfol:r.73 
At:1:11)11S 

3400 Ti•7•'.51̀."`pi-'rk 7._)ave 

	 McLean  Virginia 22102 	 
A' 40 lls,<1,1*-P,SIWAEtt 	15 	 zf 	-ED 	 voT/4 	 ;•,;)- 

800 ---Lan 	 11,596.84 

t -I; •=r•:(1 ',A./M.14 ate ,i' •-4. ir.4AAit A) 	 • 	 EST COST (S) EST COST' 

- 
. 	 TOTAL 

V 
13/.1.11 	 • 

X. 	1,.!•,cc,•••-113A-1.-11:0 lif.u.S 
_ _ 	- ____-_-- __ _ _ 	. --- ---.-- --- 	- 	' 	 •:.4...!:. :i.'grf..:.:;:7.-:;;:...;....i . - 

f, 01 HE . t.-. ( 1 ) r'd.,...•  1.',...1.4.1. 
-- 

(2)  VO:,.) t;7).7--,7,,,.'.0CC,,.".E'=:(7:1'.1 nli-kS 
. 	 11  

DETAIL DESCRI'PTIC.)N OF COST ELEMENTS 

r. 

YOr.v. DIREcr 
- 	 - - 

T. 	0VEZ1'.£.(Ci" (.24.1* 	 %Ns 

C':-...SOT LA.3-C4. (S1-.117}) 

So_nior Scientist. IVb 

Secretarial Ic 

I EST 
;tougs 	 COST (3) 

300 	 14.46 $4338.00: 
/40 	 5,816 	232.64;  

f. t.,,r-Oe (DYF 	(S;7 	 ••,.• Lvil Crwer) 	 1 	OJI. RA.TE 	I 	 I EST COST (S) 

rra,nge rate .32-  f4)/ b4 

	

Ovor ead rate 	 • 6-0- 	45/0.--64 2A-2.38 

- _ 

_ 

TOTAL LABOR OVERHEAD • 

TOTAL TRAI .EL 

„:.1 4'204. 98 

CiST 

: 
_ 

	

1 	- 	1 

i-  
1 •ST COST 0) L1-- 

"-o:': 

226:00 	r...y.......-;.::::::::.,:f  Ex "A" 
::•:::i....-.....2.,,..,::::-•... ;:-• 	1  

• • '.: :":.•• -.:1 	26.00 

C°51 	 .. 

'1 
	

_ 
[•••••••:: 	. .. 

3. VICLtd. ItST.,AO 	 C.c•orrn,,,...:1 
• _ 

TOTAL VPECIAL Th:3773.:G 
-------------- 

4. IjIC-7-=.1 	 (Is.ri,ile 	Ev.4.:141 A) 

SeI,e4de) 

, 	:1‘ 

411.440-1  

ru .r.v. cu.-y(73 ..4cm 

To 1.41. DIRECT CIA 1.  AND OVERHEAD 
	

9413.02 

• 
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 --- . _ - - - - . J. - - - 4' - - • . - ' . - - - _ 

• . 

tr:.f 11S, 	 f- 	 • f . t( • ) 

,• .-...1 !,' .0% ..,r f-,-..,( .-•ot ,•-.. ,,, , .,r it. pf.-, H 	,,,•,,,!A ,ss, ,;:h 	 •ci ,  Hs t,, Orr, re,:s ,,, j 01, F, 	,:-. !...  . 

.- 

1  1..•ED. 	f ,.,0 'hat 

. 	 0j. ria r..t0 r of. Co,:it-i.:2.1:1".s.. 	
. 	

..-,,,,,R.,,, 

I ---  -1-_,-.... 
	0 - 	Q i 	

3urton ll'achtel 	. 

i ( -',42).) \;../.77,.../..`,...--J...,.....A....,,- - ..  	 - CArf 01 sut.,--uss,2m 

JR.B Associates   J___P-4------ , 	 . 
I 	 EXHIBIT A—SUPPORTING SCHEDULE (Spec,: y. I 'wore 3. ,./et ,s lierried ,2/se r.-i•erse) 

CST COST (5) -- --- 
.. _.  

i t.:1 r:I. NO1 	 HEM DESCPX- TION (5,c fo,L, le 5) . 
Local travel 	20 trips, 40 miles at: 0.135/mile . . 	

11'8 1 	 . 	 3?...,-rking 20 days at 3.90/day 	 73.0  :::•)0 
. _ 	 _ 

_  	TOTAL TRAVEL.. 	226,00 _ : 	 . 	_ 	_ 	. 	, 	. 

ODC: Telephone 	340 D/L hours x 0.31 
Xeroxing 	 .06/17-iia3e 	500 copics at .06 	 30.00 ---1  

'.---- Cour-1,::7:-r 	_ - 	-5 trip—s-at 'JO/trip 	 $0.00 
.  

. 	 TOTAL ODC 	 411.40 
I—.--. 	...... 	— 	_.____ 	......,.. 	... ___. 	 _ 	.  

i 

I 

• 
-^ 

• 
^ 

• 

/4 ......,q ,.._+-v0 AE5S Of kEYIEwINC,. Of fICE AtiO fuOit'IN/A1 Mr. Patrick Duffy ---- I 

_ 	 _  

	_ 
TEtEPriON€ NUo..g; R/EXTENSION 

DC...tA, 5600 Colunbia Pike, R. 319, Falls Church,VA 22041 - (703) 756-4110 
-  

4. ,,R.I. YOUZEOvilf TI-IS USE or /NT 00-rEPN.•,!Nt rlortErT IN Tilt i•TEEOP.,,,,ICE Of f;;!.5 r•tC7,..S.E0 CC-till '-CT? 

• /Is 	,..4o (If ,rI. 	 p.v) 

It. 	rcaj r.tourtf 00,vEtt,...,ENT CoNtRACT f 	 ;0 1.E21,7...7...4 

rE s 	 H.T.,4NIS Olt ri 
00 YOU )-,OW HOED 	COHIEAC• (0.. 	 (IRC.41)1 proprin) FOR TH SA.-,-4E OR Sti-:;LA.--1.  v*O-cK CALIAD FOE ET 'TTIJS 
PROPOSED CONTRACT? 

17_ 

9 105. 143 

I I. !•-'-',-.5 At-IT EXECUTIVE 4.0ENCY OF THE UEaTE.D STATES COYEEN..EF41 VE17.0 •:- .,••:0 ANY EEviEw OE YOUE ACL:OU'OS Cj... CZC.C 2- 7.`,S 1!--4 co-0,.fr•Iro,4 k,'IT:t A.- ( ••:', '.F. 
(. .c,,,,Et;.41 pE-if co,...agycr OE 5.u.•..007.41;..t.C7 '”'ITUIN n.-'.E EAST T'.-,'EtYE P.,0:•rrilS? 

YES 0 Ho (gyn. ;.,/ ,,107.1 .',/e.) 
- 

rg TES 0 NO (If )-vi. 

v. c- 	-,/s EN'S cos/ 	coNfolm Will 1111 COST RIINCIPlES SET FORTM IN AGENCY 01..n...4110,4S? 

0  TES 	1,0 (lie 	 Iaa .-r, Mift,fast p...r.g•r1 



U NI 0 iTAT L EkNI ()NIA ENTA 	 A(J--./ :Y 
Vw,seil1-1C.3 TON, D.C. 204 60 

OFFICE OF ENFORCEMFICr 

JUL 21 1980 
MPANDUM 

afl2JECT: Technical Suppoit for Enforcement Actions Respecting . 
Hooker Chemical Corp. in Niagara County, N.Y. 

FROM: 	Francis J. Biros 
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Task Fo):ee 

TO: 	Paul Nadeau, 
Project Officer, FIT Contract 
Hazardous Waste Site Control Branch OWPO 

Atteehod are docuents requesting FIT support for the subject 
enforcement actions. Enforcement actions respecting the Hooker 
Chemical Corp. Hyde Park and Love Canal sites are nationally maneged 
cases handled through the Hazardous Waste Enforcement Task Force. 
TDDs and other documents for the following tasks are included. 

1) Geotechnical Site Assessment of Hyde Park Landfill. 
(Subcontract) -- Note that site access must be arranged 
through the Hazardous Waste Enforcement Task Force, 
Project Manager -- Chuck Morgan. 

2) Survey of DOD activities in Niagara County, N.Y. (FIT task) 
Project Manager -- F. J. Biros. 

We request expeditious handling of 1]lee,e tasks as 	ea(en 
is essential to prepare for negotiation sessions and ,) 
scheduled in July 1980. We appreciate your (u3ek 	e=e to 	s 
technical support request. If you require any additional infoLeeHon, 
please contact me. 

Attachment 

cc: Lamar Miller 

Exhibit D 



FD Atta.tlted 

. IT]  Pick Up 

Estimated 
ust 1 1.9!3(' . 	 — 

_ 

• • ILlyde Park and findings 	• • 

Lester Report 	rorinel Briefii)g Li .• it Desired Report Form: 	Formal Report gg 

Other (Specify): Interim consultation, -Affidavits, ex:pert testimony 

Shat 1 • 
2 

• Sr-,,ift 3 ' 
Shset 4 

White — 	COOY 
Cz+riary 	OPO Copy 
rInk 	Centreetio9 OlfIcer's CODY flAtoshlnyton, O. C./ 
c,o)c,,ar,rod 	Pfoi,,ct 	Officer's CODY (IVS,O.dr'cIC"1. 0. C•) 
0 	PhDIOC.-.',.Dy 10 E 	& E 1.4PM (Wzshington, D. C.) 

13. Aut 6-rTti g DPO: 

(Signature) 

15. Received By: 

(FITL Signature) 

( 
1 	 ') 	 '..:..,11- E i T-sa.1E..C.1• 

er2,010g7 a.-r-id ei-ivii-01-1.1.--n-ot, inc. 

3, 

O Hi72.11 

Medium 

Low 

5, 	EPA site 	5, COfrip!et;:pri Date: 	7. 	rief;A-:_n7.-.- e. Info: 

Overtime. 	•le?litith:OtiOn 	 eS io 

Number 

LIJ Yr:s KjNo 

4. 

• 

General Task Des;:ription:,____ -  (Teotechnical Site Asses:-,,Inent of 	Park _ 

Specific Elerneots:  (1) Hydrogeological assessmEnt of 	10. Interim Deadlines 

landfill site  

(2) 'Evaluation of subsurface materials siege 

(3) Technical-consultation concernin' gs.  • 

methodologies employed, applications at 

(41 Pre_paration  of Affidavits "..andior expert 

testimony  as specified by  'task rner 

__(5) Report of findings and  conclusions. _ 

12. COMMENTS: kr:_Ce55._to Hyde Park 1_1-.ndf311 must be arranged_tha-oligh_ 



SU3CONTRACT SCOPE OF WORK • 

	

.... 	• 	- 	• 	, 

.*:::„Contract Title 
•!•• 

Geotec)mic al 

	

Site 	sent of. Hy(3e P;Ark 

'• 	• 	• 	• 	• 	 •- ••, 	• 	'• • - • •, 

2. • Period of Performance  

- Effective ASAP and lasting through approximately 
_ 
	 August 1,• 1980. 	' 

:3.' Project Manager ' 

- • Chuck Morgan (EN-335) 
Environmeatal Protection Agency 

,-..Hazardous Waste Enforcement Task Force 
401 M Street, S.W. 	• 

. • •(202) 755-0940 
Washignton, DC 20460 

- 4. Statement of Work 

' Hooker Chemical Corp. disposed of more than 80,000 tons of 
echemical waste at the Hyde Park Landfill from 1953 to 1975. 

-1:Migration of wastes from the site has been noted since 1964. ' 
Hooker disposed of wastes at the landfill by dumping truckloads 

- of drummed or liquid wastes into open pits, followed by 
backfilling the area. Pollutant migration from the site occurs 
through surface waters, groundwater and air. There apparently 
exists a great capacity for migration of wastes from the site. 
The potential for and actual migration must be better defined • 

. to establish the scope and affected area of pollutant contami- e 
- nation at the landfill. • 

e_ 	
-,;Futher, Hooker has alleged that certain areas adjacent to the 

site have been used as a municipal waste landfill. A geotechnical 
-verification of this report is indicated. 

a. Scope of Work  
e,e 
• • 	1) Hydrogeological assressment of the landfill site using . 	„ 	• " 	 combination of res4ivity measurements, electromagnetic 

r 	 measurements, and ground penetrating radar. 

2)• Evaluation of subsurface materials disposed at the 
landfill using remote EM and radar measu.reiTic?ns. 

•••• 	; 	 ••• 

1. 	4 	 • `, 
• 



Technical consultation concexning iriethodologicfs cLmployed, 
.applications at the Hyde Park Lmdfill and results, of 
'the study. 

Prepare affidavits and provide expert testimony as 
reqUested by' ProjectManager. 

,'Prepare formal report of landfill evaluations, findings 
'and conclusions. 

Travel to and from Niagara County, N.Y. landfill site, 
:Washington, D.C. and Buffalo, N.Y. as requP,std. 

.: 	• 

5. Schedule of Fees 

To be .negotiated by E & E, Inc. 
• 

Administrative Information 

• Name and address of consultant: 

To be specified by E & E, Inc. 



SUBCONTRACT JUSTIFICATION 

C Lain 1.ote sensing techniques may be useful in deteLmining the 
-extent of subsurface soil and groundwater contaminai-ion at Hyde 
Park. Landfill. Migration and plume of contamination may be defined 
.Gnre rapidly using these remote sensing techniques than by use of 
.Dre conventional core and well drilling methods. A rapid definition 
of these site conditions is necessary because of ongoing negotiations 
anl pendency of court hearings concerning Hooker Chemnical Corp. 
:riforcement actions. 

.7n addition, Hooker has made allegations concerning the quantity 
• and ',:ype of buried wastes on site which may be pertinent to the 
case. Remote sensing EM and radar techniques will be useful in 
defining and mapping the location and extent of contained and 

- uncontained buried wastes. 

•Since FIT facilities are not equipped with remote sensing 
• , instrumentation, an appropriate  

:7 	 
through the FIT contract mechanism( A credible, ;- perienced -- 
consultant in geotechnical assessm _ -,s_mus-t----1- retained who has 
apopriate field instrumentation capability and is prepared to 

. provide consultation.  and court testimony for the Hazardous Waste 
Enforcement Task Force. 

„ 
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apprcrvEt-d 	0 
disaPproved LI Prs n :  

di:-.coved. 

;-lpproved • 	0 
divc:(9. 0 	2a5ci. 

_ 

. 	• 	• 

Pi-vject: Of ficr 

(if > $1K) 

•11 

NPM0 Q-3110 -01 

2 -ro-Ada expartise. to ' :11 

LI 2. 
O 3-
E3 4. 
O 5. 
0 6. 

7.iJ  
3. 

.TDD 	
t13 	1.1 
	

Q 
?, 05? 	31(-1,3.7,• -;.---s List 
3-.1d 
Sole Soovcr2 ..31.11.:ifi.r.lon • 
RAH 	of  
OPT- Fox.--.1 SO (only- 	 - 
Copy of 	 t 

att•ac3- ) -,:A..rai-ut:st. is fx*.--.11F 	 0*.  • TOD 	• 	HQ---3110. -01 

by 	"g 0 6"  - _ 
. 	E & E 	 • Ea-'.A. 

estimated 	 date of 	31 Dacember, 1981 

Total estiaratai. ct)st for this effort. is $ ././T7.57 

cractor 	 is Dr:. Mason, 
• 

has 

and h 	;?.n 

6- _ 	p 	▪ 	;71-3 —1 

2.. 	7--,p1.. va.1 of this proi;-<)secl cti-xi,t•xac...:Lual ac_::tion. ray 1.--_,:_:.-a indica-1-,EX1  
' 	1 	I  

1 (j,d  e•- 	 ) 1 I41:-  
, . 

x 
;-..-, -_-)ruve.1-1 - — R. Grl a 	Pic,R3-rdart.Ma•P(7--  ar _, i 

R. Fr 	P. 
(if 	> $10K) 
(if fi -_;<ed 	> 

KP 	Ccnt..-r.acting.  Of fi cer 	Date 
(if cost > $10X) 	• 
(if .1-75e--.d price. > $25K) 
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t•':;),  VA.  

1.3,0 

To??Ic,g, -2A 

.
15a1 Snyder, ;;,-eA. 

Jack K. Wilf7on 

• • 	 NPED Contracts Coordin'altor 
• 

:731.174je..c.t.:- • 	. U0 flQ-3110-01,_ rtri.qui-.,..st for Consulting 

	

Suyp art: 	C11-:: ,.-1.37.1 and Plastics 
• Co 	cporati on -ne.gOtiai:Ioy.ts. 

- Attachmerit,st. 	. 	. 1) TDD EQ-8110-01, Octob:ir 3, 1981 
. 	- • 	 '2). PO No. 1346, _ 

3) •170 No. 1047, 	 Tw,zdell 
. 	4) PO No. 1043, 	 Corpocation 

• - 	. 
Cr:11 C:A2 	 * 	 63.-=•01 -- (A.56 

Tn Reply nc:JTox To: 	TIM 11Q .4.3110 -01 
• 

The i-ttlIch-:d TOD rcquests 	LAC. to 	tha subject 
ttng L-,','.!4v1,-2s from 1 Octob-lr, 1901 ,:ht.olu(Lh 31 17..c,,? bar, 1981. 

This OD v,:_quires t%rea subc.ontr ;J:ts for con ,u1Ling sdrvices 
which In to c os will excecd $25,000, thus, your-  ,Ipploval is 
required. 	 - 

The individual consultants and theic raspco.tiva llonrly rates 
remain. the 3.1-)ile •*JS in the past thf-e 	(1  nD 601.0 

Vna aL7tnch Id table pf:ovidas aa QV- . / I^ i 	 -“t finarici. 11 
status for the subject consultant support. An aoount of $23,884.59 
(say $25,000) in addition to the available unspcnt (---1):ro,Jar from , 
pravious Fooker related. TM's, is required to fully fiv.d this 

'four' 	 Of the use Of 	 'Is 	j•-• 
IL, d cost of $25,000 over nit.c(ly - 	 •: ,r"4  

C, quo_st0A 	Pleaoe Indicate your concu_crance below and L2tu.t.n a copy 

.. 	• • • 	 •• 	• • 	. 	. • • •, • 

S1.1137.C•2.1_,y, • 

--m 	/ . 	. 

NPM0 Contracts Coordinator 

	

.• 	". • 

.Concur with. above: 
• . 

• 

Bill Topping, Coni:racting affic:er 
• 

Date 

par 



chru 9/30/81 
, 	  funds Avallable ' TDD 

jt 	 H 	• 7-30. 1.0-313 	unoe 	 Pr ze& Acxally From eviouc 	Q-8110-01.. 
1---,512.2/32.  '  7/1/81-9/30,181 	I Spent 	Periods 	 PO's  ,-, 

27,-000 . 	 27,0Q0 	6 4,000 	55,869.84 	- 

	

60,075,83 	- 	 20,400  

8 25,500 5,63842 

5000 

- 
	

77 1")^". 

25,000 • 	 '7"r: 

42027, 

90,400 	71,900 

257500 	111 ,700 

250,600 201,584.59 	49,015.61 
4 72,900 

• 

T.rclucIag 	 ?rcleprement for 	Y;f..7C77.,? 	 am!, billed thrt4 Geomet, 

5t7.7  nrocuremen 	for D, 	 both 	ect7v ,r,nd billed thrO 
• • 

77,7 77' 7.1- 010-311  only -, ut- hov!zr.c'. z7_71, ad itlona 	50,020, Unexpended funds 
from n7evious T2D:c were coc o 71.17-1.'2, the l':22900 above the 

.772•„ 

onaL 	ad 	nF.r.'.c7.-2.0r, to ava!_lable carryover are required 
f.T.ha 	 n 	7:722,14,=e T,17cle-r TDD .Z,0-3110-03, . 
, 
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13. Atrtborizing 	. 

4 	 4,1 	ji4:7  
<2217  aY.2.,1/ 	 

Dafrt 	 /1/1 ie4 
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If 
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.,••...- , 	• 	(S10,-;ttra) 
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4 	Ce torc,ci 	 Copy (iington, 0. C.) 
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dr, t.1 paper 	 • . • 	 • r- rwir,nrct<•nt, 



a-ENEWAL OF SUBCONTPACT SCOPE .- OF 

Contact Title 

Senor nc2goi7.iation 3upport team for technical support in 
Ch,•:::aic;als and. ..01 -:ics Corp- •negotitions on the S-Area. 

J.In'd 102nd Street 

• . - • • 
1 f ,ti.ve ASAP ,,.J.nd 1, 	1 	lij U app-k-oxiina.tely 	 :31, 

1931.. - 7-• 	 -" 	- . 
•• 	• 	.. 	• 

3. 	 lIana.cfer 	. 

Chuck VI.ergan (ft-527M) 
FlAvironvoontal t':,:otection Agency 

0...;7-ic_ra of Ha.za-J:dous Waste Enforcement 
401 M St., S-W. • 
Washing:17,on, D.C.. 20460 

4 	Statont of Work 

A. Background 

The Hooker Chemicals and Plas'tics Corp. dispoa3d of chr,. mical 
••4-=,stes from their - chemical manufacturing pf:ors-i,7,.d at ;-'11r 
;:ojara Falls plant at the G-Area and 102nd 

Chemicals from the waste disposed' of at these lrn-ld;=ills have been 
identified as migrating from the sites. 

The pilyrating chealicals a...prosent in sufficient quantities 
'o pose en (.113-1(.1.1,.nt to human health. Water entering the 

with Hooker's wastes and leached irhLotk,,111 the ,oil 
-1,)(1 into The b,_dLo(°‹. At the rr; •Arc'a the wastes have miurated 
through the overburden and bedrock into the water treatment '  
plant for the City of Niagara Falls which is adjacent to this 

wastes which have penet-rated the T-_,r•dk 1-\;,ve 
beneath the Niagara River. At the 102nd Sts.--,t, 
Aig/sated through the overburden into the Niagara River, an 
international boundary of the United States. 

. B. acoPe of Work 
. 	- 	. • ... 	„ 

• 1) Advise and consult with-  the Project Manager- on matters 
,.-Joncerning migration of pollutants in soil, geohydro1c9y, end 

	

.• 	• 	• 	, 	•• 	. 	• 	.. - 

. • .• . 
• r 	- 	• 	• 	.. 	• . 	. - 	 . 	. .-.... .,- • -. ..- -- 	-. 

2 	Period of Perft.y.):-,liancc2 	.. 
• . 

• 

• 



Sp,I,cializations needed for team: 
• • 

GeohydrolOgistr and,, 

a. Chemist with analytical ehmist'Ly 

A.. Soil Scientist; 

Pcticipcdte in niating sessions 'Then :necessJcy ao 
by 	 detecine opcopcite cril-rledial 

tQ clean up the sites and' eliminate e:helaieal iol(jrat)on. 

Ti) 	nr as witnss in fields of si-i)cialation in the 
3.1-L2 not succssful. 

aidavits 	nc.oessay) to document 
f-lata i:ovinws fov usa in rigotiallions and/or 1t gat 

- 
5) 	 Anany, 177 	Y.111-iffT1.1o/ 

F;-111s, iiYo;:k 	';.7,hj,ngtorl,. 	;.s 	 te 
'or 	 sssions, 	.ations, and .1± 1:..  

d:Ii.,11ule oF Tees.  . . 	, • 
tO be 1)5.1Thd by the hoi..trOY 	 1c 

The 	 5.31c1uc1a 
Mniorimi(Tidle level „it::5,-J1 
cost est7ion support,. and clarical/secretarial support.. 

- 	• 	• 	 . 
Thcl total number of consulting service hours estimated 

for each 	level scientist is estimated at 500 hours for 
The ppriod June 1, 1981 to September 30, 1981. 

5) Administrative  Information  

cmto.zr r.,nd 
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,crim 	 L-::••_sc:3tv-oot4 ,VI,OUNT 

• This. Purchase Order replaces PO #1772 and provides- 

for the continuation of the technical support 

provided 5n regards to the Hook-er Chemical and. 

Plastic Corporation .negot:iatiuns.. The period of 

performance is I October, 1981 through 31 December, 

1931, in accordance with TDD EQ-8110-01 attached. 

All -effort r:;Just be approved in advance of -70  "f:I{ by 
. 	. 

• 
_ 	_ 	 

Chuck Morgan of the RTA and Jack Wilson of E&E 	• 	• 
703/522-6065. Labor cost for Sam Fogel and 	. 

•ENeil Shifrin NT $47.00/hr.: Total labor cost to.  

I 	 :Luc:114de reasonable support services NTE• $23,500 	 NYE 	$23,500 

Travel subsistence and G & A applied to travel 

NTE• $2,000. 
I

NTE $2,000 

All invoices to-include copies of hotel charges, 
_ 

airline tickets and auto rental receipts as 

appropriate. Total authorized Purchase Order 

aniount NTE $25,500. 	 •• 



ITEM 	 • 1:r•:!.Fr.72,1114T1ON 
• • 

This purchase order replaces PO 7I772 and provides 

for the continuation of the technical support 

provided in regard to the Hooker Chemicals and 

Plastics Co 	rat'negotiations. The pr d 

of perforinance is 1 October, 1981 through 31 Dec., 

to include copies of hotel charges, airline 

tickets and auto rental receipts as appropriate. 
• VT' 

Total authorized Purchase Order -,:iount NTE $27,000. 

1DJ :y 

	

:--; 	 .•r.z...1' C.) 	I 

	

!•)!,:tc--•: ,c•no! 	 in Ole Ens,“;:a1;1,-nloi 

ii ORIDE:: 

:ecology and 17n,,iirona-Aent Inc. 
-,- ;--11P 
TO 	1700 N.. Noora St.. 	 7-1LLING . 	,,,i-^‘• ..A,S 	S117....p To" • .- 	•  

Arlington,  Va. 22209 	 .... 
t.TTENTiON: 	 .: . . 

. 	 I 	. s . . 	 „ • 

_,. 
	

.,.. Z.  .. 	:.:.'::, j 	: 	L 	• :. 	.... • 	. 	 . 
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Dr. Ben S. Mason 	• 
7601 Long Pine. Dr. • - 

	

ngfiel.(1,. Va. 	2215 - 

• 
1 	0, 1" (;•'1' Fit? 

or( 	 :\ii") 
t_ 	e 

• 

AMOUN 

— 

1981 in accordance with TDD HQ-8110-01 attached. 

All effort ITust.  be  approved in advance of ,)ork 
_ 	- 	_..... 

by Chuck Morgan of the EPA and Jack Wilson of E&E,  
1 

. 	1 (703/522-6065). Labor cost to include reasonable- 	
1 	' 1 

 

-1 support services NTE $25,000 	 _  
NYE. 	$725:600- 

. 	_ 	1 
i Tr7.3.1. .and 5-ubsistence NTE $2,000: All invoices 	 N i..):...' $2,000 



' 	I 	: Va. 22209 

Tdell 

.-) 	 's/j, 	t, 1 i• 	t 
.,,ci;;is 	tht: Emy ,tonna:f -,:al SLIF_:( 

( 77  

= 	 Od -4,71/1.717.,:f3 

-1 r 
:-.7col 0 	d 	 :cc., 

1700 N. 	St. 
: -.AUJNG 	 A s hip To" 

-.• 

C7•;:,  orci,e ro,',-,!"-.; ,:e 61,1 

• . 	 ; 	_ 
:3 4 7 

. 	 " 	 I r,! ,•.,! 

) 
1-412),13ER 	 •_-'7.(.-ZRIPTI ON 

- 

UNIT OIJANTI A430-UNT 

This Purchase Order vaplaces Pa__#1771 and provides 

for-the continuation of the technical support 

provided in regards to the Hooker Memical and • 

through 31 Dec.—, 	
_ 	* 

_ 
Plastic Corporation nclgotiations. The 'period. of 

	 perforoance is 1 October, 1981  _ - • 	_ ^ 

1981 in accordance -,41th TOD HQ-3110-01 attaced. - 	 . 	. 
All  effort fJust be appved in advnce of cork by 	1 

Chuck_Moli.gL.11 of the EPA  and Jack Wilson of E&E _ 	- 
(703-Li22-6065). Labor-  cost for Tedell NTE $36.30/ 

71eur. 'T'otal Tabor.  (.:st to -.T.n.cluda reasonable 
— - _ 

,ort .;,.rvices NIE $18,400. 
L 	

,-- 	- 
j WIE • $18,400 

___1 Travel J.nd subsistence NTE $2,000. 	
J 
I NTE 	$2,000 _ 
._ 

All in-)oices to include copies of.  hotel charges, 	 1 
* c...3.(.7kats end auto re.ntai receipts as 

	 _ 	_ 
eopropriate:_ Total authozed Purchase ardez 

NTE $20,400.  
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