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lead.
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Record of Decision

DECIARATION

Big D Campground
Kingsville, Ghio

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

Thigwadision document presents the selected remedial action for the Big D
Campground site in Kingsville, Chio, developed in accordance with CERCIA, as
amended by SARA, ard, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan.
'Ihisdecisicnisbasedmtheadministrativerecordforthissite. The
attached index identifies the items that camprise the administrative record
upon which the selection of the remedial action is based.

The State of Ghio has concurred on the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF SITE

The site consists of a drum ard bulk waste disposal area created in a former
sard and gravel quarry. Up to 5,000 drums and 30,000 cubic yards of bulk
wastes are believed to be buried at the site. Ground water in contact with
these wastes is migrating towards nearby residences to the north and into the
Conneaut Creek adjacent to and south of the site. Actual or threatened
releasesoftamtﬁ:?substamafmmssme 1fmtad:1rassedby ’

the response action selectedmthlsnecordof Decision (ROD), may
prﬂsentanminentarﬂsubstantlalerdangenenttopnbhchealth welfare, or
the enviromment.

DESCRT OF

The selected remedy addresses all risks posed by contamination in the source
area (landfill) and ground water. The source area will be excavated and
incinerated and the ground water will be collected and treated.

The major camponents of the remedy include:

- Deed restriction

- Site fencing

- Source area excavation

- Incineration on-site

- Disposal of treated material and backfilling on site
- Ground water collection

- Grourd water treatment on-site

- Discharge of treated ground water to Conneaut Creek
- Ground water and surface water monitoring



DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the enviromment, a waiver
can be justified for whatever Federal and state applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirement that will not be met, and is cost effective. This
remedy satisfies the statutory preference far remedies that employ treatment,
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element and utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximm
extentpracticable. Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances
remaining on-site, the five-year facility review will apply to this action.

M o>
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I.

II.

ROD DECISION SUMMARY

Site Name, Location and Description

The Big D Campground ("Big D") site is located in Kingsville, Ashtabula County,
Chio, approximately 2.5 miles south of lake Erie and 50 miles northeast of
Clevelard. The site is located south of Creek Road, north of Conneaut Creek
and west of, and adjacent to, "Big D Kampground" (see Figure 1).

The landfill at the site is approximately 1.2 acres in size and approximately
20 feet deep. The landfill is located on a relatively level surface which
gently slopes north towards lLake Erie. Approximately 50 feet south of the
aauthern edge of the landfill the land slopes sharply towards Conneaut Creek

(approximate 32% slope).

The site is bordered by Conneaut Creek to the south, a campground to the
southeast, open land to the west, residences with small acreage to the north
and northwest, and a swamp area approximately 1/2 mile to the north. The
residences are located approximately 500 feet north of the site.

Residences within 1/2 mile of the site, north of Conneaut Creek, use ground
water for drinking.

Site History and Enforcement Activities

The Big D Campground site was initially operated as a sand and gravel quarry
which was subsequently filled with hazardous and nom-hazardous naterlals. The
active disposal pericd lasted from 1964-1976.

Mestofthemterialsplacedmthelarﬂflllwerednmed but same bulk
toluene diisocyanate (TDI) was also disposed. It is estimated that 2500 to
5000 drums are buried at the site. The drummed hazardous materials include
non-halogenated and halogenated solvents, caustics and oily substances. Other
wastes believed to have been disposed of at the site include: spent vacmm
pump oil, TDI residue contaminated with monochlorcbenzene (MCB) ard carbon
tetrachloride, earth contaminated with diaminotoluene (TDA) and TDI, flyash,
trash, monoethanolamine (MEA), off-specification TDI, and TDA and TDI in sample
cans and bottles. The vacuum pump oil may have been contaminated with TDI, MCB
arnd trace levels of phosgene. The total volume of hazardous substances
disposed of at the site is approximately 28,000 cubic yards.

Preliminary investigations began at the site in 1982. As early as 1982, the
major PRP at the site was sent information on these investigations. In
December, 1982 the site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) of
Superfund sites. On September 8, 1983, the site became final on the NPL.

Olin Chemicals Corporation, a major PRP at the site, made caomments on this
proposed listing in February of 1983. In April 1985, notice letters were sent
to three PRPs; 0Olin Chemicals Corporation (generator), Brenkus Construction
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Co. (operator), and Mr. Dreslinski (current site owner). Olin was sent a
CERCIA Section 104 (e) information request at approximately the same time, to
which they responded in July 198S.

Olin’s response irdicated that they were a substantial contributor of
hazardous substances to the Site and would be the focus of RI/FS negotiations.
In November 1985, a reminder that notice had been provided and a draft scope of
work for the RI/FS was sent to the potentially respansible parties (PRPs). In
December 1985, negotiations to conduct the RI/FS began with Olin, the only PRP
to respord positively to EPA’s request. In early Jamuary 1986, technical
questions arose and EPA reiterated that a consent order would need to be agreed
upon by February 15, 1986 for Olin to conduct the RI/FS. No agreement was
reached and EPA terminated the RI/FS negotiation period shortly after

February 15, 1986.

0Olin contimied to be interested in the remediation process and sent letters
ing the temmination of the negotiations. Among these was a counter-
proposal to do the RI/FS delivered to the Regional Administrator.

The fund-financed RI began in late 1986 ard was campleted in mid-1988. The
final RI, FS and Proposed Plan were released for public camment on July 28,
1989. A public meeting to discuss these documents was held on August 8, 1989.
The public cament period ended on August 26, 1989.

Special Notice for RD/RA negotiations will be issued to PRPs before
September 30, 1989.

Camunity Relations History

On August 14-15, 1986 Cammunity Relations personnel from the U.S. EPA and ICF
Technologies, Inc. travelled to Cleveland, Ghio and drove to the towns of
Mertor, Jefferson and Kingsville, Chio, where they met with and interviewed
County and Township officials and residents.

A Fact Sheet was distributed to the public in December, 1986 which discussed
the RI scheduled to begin that month. A RI kickoff public meeting was held on
February 5, 1987.

On July 28, 1989 the Final RI report, FS report and Proposed Plan were
released to the public for camment. The PRPs were sent a copy of the FS and
Proposed Plan on July 27, 1989. A public meeting was held on August 8, 1989,
in Kingsville, Ghio, to discuss the RI, FS ard Proposed Plan, and to receive
official comments on the Proposed Plan. The public comment period ended August
26, 1989. Coamments received and responses to camments are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary.

Scope and Role of Response Action

The remedial action will address the principal threats at the site; ground
water contamination and the source area (1andf111) contamination. The RI
identified total cancer risks as high as 1 x 1072 under worst case conditions
for ingestion of groundwater. Non-carcinogenic risks were also identified for
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ingestion of groundwater, based on worst case conditions.

The major source of contamination identified at the site is the landfill.
Therefore the alternative chosen to remediate contamination at the site will
address contamination in the ground water and source area. The site risk
cbjectives will reduce health risks in the groundwater and the soils adjacent
to the source area (which may pose a risk based on ingestion or direct contact)
to a cumilative Hazard Index of 1.0 or less and a cumulative carcinogenic risk
of 1076 or less.

Sumnary of Site Characteristics

The RI investigated the contaminant source area (landfill), soils outside the
source area, groundwater and surface water and sediment. Table 1 summarizes
the maximm concentrations of indicator chemicals (see V. B. Fate and
Transport, page 5) identified in different media at the site.

A. Nature and Extent of Contamination

Source Area

A geophysical survey was performed which indicated a rectangular trench in the
northern area of the site (approximate size 1.2 acres). Based on the
gecphysical survey two test pits were excavated. These pits verified the
presence of buried drums (intact and either partially crushed or ruptured),
bulk waste and contaminated soil in the source area. Analytical results
revealed that the same organic campounds found in the ground water and
subsurface soil samples are also present in the source area, but at greater
concentrations.

Soils (outside ti )

The geologic investigation identified five geologic units at the site; three
glacially deposited units, one alluvial unit and one bedrock unit. At the

upper (northern) portion of the site, the three glacial units overlay bedrock.
Ttmeﬂmeemtsammtpreﬁerrtatﬂxelmr (southern) portion of the site
where bedrock is overlain by alluvial deposits (see Figure 2).

Surface and subsurface soil samples were collected fram nine on-site locations
surrounding the source area. Inorganic compounds were detected in isolated
areas,

Organic campounds were detected in the soils. Chlorobenzene was the organic
campound detected most frequently and at the highest concentrations.

Ground Water

Five hydrogeologic units, which correspond to the site geology described above,
were identified at the site; three aquifers and two aquitards. The units
present at the upper portion of the site are the water table aquifer
(uppermost) , the silt-clay aquitard, the hard grey clay till aquitard, and the
bedrock aquifer. The units present at the lower portion of the site are the
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alluvial aquifer and the bedrock aquifer (see Figure 2).

At the upper portion of the site the water table aquifer is hydraulically
separated fram the bedrock aquifer. At the lower portion of the site the
alluvial aquifer and the semi-oonfined aquifer are hydraulically caonnected.

Grourd water in the water table aquifer at the upper portion of the site flows
both north and south. The approximate location of the ground water divide
occurs at the southern edge of the landfill. Ground water flows north towards
local discharge points and flows south toward Camnmeaut Creek. The confined
bedrock aquifer locally flows south to Conneaut Creek.

Two rourds of ground water sampling were canducted at wells around the source
area, wells located south of the source area near the creek ard six off-site
residential wells. Shallow wells an-site and near the creek showed
cancentrations of inorganic contaminants above background levels. Deep on—~
site wells also have concentrations of same inorganic constituents above
background levels.

Organic indicator caompourds were detected in shallow on-site wells and wells
near the creek. The indicator chemicals (see V. B. Fate and Transport, p. 5)
detected include chlorcbenzene, 1,2- ard 1,4-dichlorcbenzene, trans-1,2-
dichlorcbenzene, diaminotoluene, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene and vinyl
chloride. Deep wells on—-site detected organic campourds at low concentrations.
This indicates the possibility of vertical contaminant migration through the
aquitard at localized areas. .

Campounds found in creek wells (lower portion of the site) were the same as
those found in shallow wells (upper portion of the site) however the
concentrations in the creek wells were considerably less.

One of the six residential wells sampled showed concentrations of inorganic
contaminants similar to wells on site. This residential well is not used by
the owner but was sampled due to its proximity to the site. The source of the
inorganic contamination is probably the site. However, the aquifer from which
the residential well is drawing water appears to be above and separate from the
water table aquifer in which on-site monitoring wells are located. Past
fluctuations in the groud water levels of the water table aquifer could have
caused inorganic contamination to migrate into the perched aquifer.

Organic campourds were detected in one of six residential wells (the
Dreslinski campground well). This well had been chlorinated with Chlorox
Bleach shortly before the sampling occurred. This chlorination is probably
the source of chloroform (12 ug/l1), bromo-dichloramethane (2 ug/l) and
dibramochloramethane (2 ug/1) identified in the sample fram that well.

Surface Water and Sediment .
Inorganic contamination in the surface water was detected in Conneaut Creek.

However, the concentrations of manganese, magnesium, sodium and calcium were
only slightly elevated above background levels. :
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Organic analytical results indicate the presence of chlorcbenzene in Conneaut
Creek. The concentrations are much lower than those detected in the ground
water and lower than applicable regulatory standards.

Inorganic and organic contaminants were identified in the sediment near the
site. The concentrations noted were only slightly above background levels.

B. Fate and Transport

Thirteen of the twenty-five contaminants identified in the source area, soils,
ground water and surface water were identified as indicator chemicals.
Indicator chemicals were chosen based an factors such as the mmber of times a
chemical was detected, the maximumm concentration, and persistence and toxicity
to human health and the enviroment. The indicator chemicals at Big D
Campground are listed below:

Inorganics Organics

barium . chlorobenzene

beryllium 1,2-dichlorcbenzene

chromium 1,4-dichlorcbenzene

lead trans-1, 2-dichloroethene

nickel : diaminotoluene
trichloroethene
tetrachloroethene

vinyl chloride
Inorganic Contaminants

Inorganic contaminants are-present in the source area, surface soils,
subsurface soils and ground water. Inorganics in the soils can (1) migrate to
Comneaut Creek by runoff fram surface soils and move with the Creek,
eventually collecting as stream sediment, (2) migrate up from the saturated
zone into the unsaturated zone due to fluctuating ground water levels, (3)
remain attached to unsaturated subsurface soils, or (4) move with ground water
fram the source area and subsurface soils.

Inorganics in ground water in the water table aquifer are not expected to
migrate to a significant degree, however, part of the source area is in the
graurd water. Ground water coming in contact with the source area can have
contaminant concentrations as high as the solubility limit for specific

campourds .,

Inorganics present in the alluvial and bedrock aquifers may (1) attach to
subsurface soils and not migrate, or (2) discharge to Conneaut Creek and
decrease in concentration due to dilution or attaching to creek sediments.

Organic Contaminants
Organics were detected in the source area, surface soils, subsurface soils and

grourd water. Organics in the source area ard soils can (1) migrate to
Conneaut Creek by runoff fram surface soils and volatilize or accumulate in
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stream sediments, and (2) migrate from the source area and soils into ground
water by moving vertically via precipitation or fluctuating ground water
levels (the bottam of the source area is located in ground water).

The major pathway for organic contaminant movement at the site is by ground
water flow. Organics will generally move with the bulk ground water flow and
the attaciment to soils will be minimal because less than 10 percent silt and
clay is present in the sandy water table aguifer; sands do not typically adsorb
organics. Organics in the ground water can also diffuse upward fram the ground
water into the unsaturated zone soils or atmosphere.

Organics in the ground water can discharge into Conneaut Creek where the
cancentrations of organics will decrease due to dilution, attaching to
sediments, sedimentation and aquatic uptake (ingestion). In addition, organic
contaminants in the surface water may decrease due to volatilization.

Summary of Site Risks

A. Summary of Exposure Assessment
Six site—speci_.fic exposure scenarios were identified:

~Ingestion of contaminated soil

-Direct contact with contaminated soil

-Ingestion of contaminated ground water
-Incidental ingestion of contaminated surface water
-Direct contact with contaminated surface water
-Ingestion of contaminated aquatic life

An exposure scenario based on contaminants in the source area was not -
evaluated. Limited sampling was conducted in the test pits excavated in the
source area. The sanmpling in the source area was conducted only to get
general information on the material in the landfill and to confirm that
cantaminants identified in the grourd water and soils originated in the
landfill. Any carcinogenic or non—carcinogenic risks identified through other
exposure scenarios also apply to the source area. However the risks in the
source area would be greater because the concentration of contaminants in the
source area are greater.

Table 2 summarizes the six exposure scenarios identified and the populations
associated with each.

B. Toxicity Assessment

This section summarizes significant adverse health effects to humans and the
enviroment posed by the indicator chemicals at the Big D site.

Barium is well absorbed but less toxic than most other metals. Acute doses
interfere with the function of all muscle tissue, producing a wide variety of
effects. Chronic taxicity, except for lung lesions after inhalation and
aquatic toxicity, are not well defined.
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Beryllium is very poorly absorbed. It produces irritation at the contact
point. Like barium, chronic toxicity, except for lung lesions after
inhalation and aquatic toxicity, are poorly defined.

Most chramium toxicity is due to hexavalent chromium. The main effect of
overdoses is irritation at the point of contact. Chronic inhalation of
hexavalent chromium produces lung tumors. Other target organs are the kidney,
blood forming tissues and liver. Chromium is also toxic to aquatic species.

lead is fairly well absorbed and accaumlates in the skeleton. The main toxic
effects are on the nervous system. Iead poisoning in children can inhibit
growth and produce permanent learning defects. lead is toxic to fish, however
toxicity decreases as water hardness increases.

Nickel is a poorly absorbed metal. The major toxic effects are irritation on
contact and allergic sensitization. Inhalation causes respiratory tract
tumors.

Chlorcbenzene is absorbed after ingestion, absorbed fram the lungs and not
absorbed through the skin. Acute doses produce irritation and central nervous
system depression. Repeated doses cause liver and kidney lesions.
Chlorcbenzene is moderately toxic to aquatic species.

1,2-dichlorcbenzene and its isamer, 1,4-dichlorcbenzene, are very similar in
their biological effects, however the 1,2-isamer is usually more potent.
Dichlorcbenzene is well absorbed by all routes. Acute doses cause irritation,
same central nervous system depression, blood toxicity and kidney lesions, but
the main effect is liver toxicity. Chronic doses produce similar effects.
Dichlorcbenzene are more toxic to aquatic species than is chlorcbenzene.

Few studies have been performed with trans-1,2-dichloroethene. Its main acute
toxic effect is central nervous system depression. Repeated doses affect the
liver with same lesser effects on other organs.

Trichloroethene is well absorbed after inhalation and ingestion but poorly
absorbed through the skin. Acute doses produce central nervous system
depression. Repeated doses produce liver, kidney and peripheral nervous
system lesions as well as tumors. Trichlorcethene is toxic to aquatic species
but much less toxic than the metals of concern.

Tetrachloroethene is similar to trichlorcethene but less potent as a central
nervous system depressant. It produces liver and lung lesions and tumors in
animals. Its toxicity to aquatic species is similar to that of
trichloroethene.

Vinyl chloride is carcinogenic to humans and animals. Gaseous vinyl chloride
is rapidly absorbed in the lungs and aquecus vinyl chloride is well absorbed
from the gastrointestinal tract. Acute exposure produces central nervous
system depression. Repeated exposure produces hepatoxicity. A few large doses
or several small doses will produce a variety of effects in humans. In animal
studies, vinyl chloride produced same fetotoxicity at very large doses but no
teratogenesis. It is mutagenic in a mmber of in vitro and in vivo systems.



Diaminotoluene is well absorbed orally but less so dermally. Acute doses are
irritating and discolor skin and hair. Diaminotoluene is a very potent
sensitizer and produces blood and liver lesions. Chronic doses produce liver
and cother tumors.

C. Risk Characteristics

Using information presented in the previous sections, the actual or potential
risks to human health or the envirament, associated with contaminants at or
released fram the site, were assessed. The potential risks associated with

each exposure scenario are discussed. Risk levels were calculated by using

estimated exposure doses and risk factors established by U.S. EPA.

To determine the non-carcinogenic risks, a hazard index (HI) was calculated for
each contaminant of concern for which an allowable chronic intake (AIC) has
been established by the U.S. EPA. The HI is the ratio between the estimated
exposure dose for each contaminant and the acceptable exposure level for that
same contaminant. In all cases, the AIC was used to represent each

contaminant’s acceptable exposure.

Carcinogenic risks were evaluated in terms of upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risks to children who ingest site soils from the upper or lower portions of the
site under probable case and worst case conditions. These risks were
calculated using the following equation:

Upperbound Excess
Lifetime Cancer Risk = (Average Lifetime Dose) x (Carcinogenic Potency Factor)

Recent U.S. EPA guidance indicates that the target carcmogenlc risks
resultugfxunexposlresata&xperfmﬂsnemayrarge from between 1074 to
10°7. U.s. EPA Region V has a risk policy that cancer risks of 1076 or greater
are generally considered unacceptable. Thus, remedial alternatives being
oasideredshaxldbeabletoredtwetctalpotartlalmmubgenlcnsksto
levels of 1076 or less.

Table 3 presents a summary of the potential risks associated with the various
scenarios evaluated. Potentially significant risks are defined as those with a
Hazard Index of 1.0 or greater or a cancer risk of 1076 or greater.

Risk characterization of ingestion of, and direct contact with, contaminated
soils outside the source area did not identify any non-carcinogenic or total
cancer risks (see Table 3).

Ingestion of ground water identified total cancer risks as high as 1x1072
under worst case corditions from all three aquifers. The contaminants
associated with these risks are 2,4-diaminotoluene, tetrachloroethene,
trichlorocethene and vinyl chlonde. Trichloroethene contamination levels
identified in grourd water were up to 1500 times in excess of federal standards
for drinking water. Non-carcinogenic risks, based on worst case exposure
doses, were also identified for all three aquifers. The primary contaminants
associated with these risks are chlorobenzene and tetrachlorocethene.
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Chlorcbenzene contamination levels i.dent:.fiedmgrnnﬂwatervereupto?SO
times in excess of federal standards for drinking water.

Risks associated with incidental ingestion of contaminated surface water,
direct contact with contaminated surface water and ingestion of contaminated
aquatic life were not evaluated. Minimal contamination was found in the
surface water and the contaminaticn detected which exceeded federal
regulations (lead and beryllium) was anly found in one downstream sample.
Also, contamination detected in the surface water was only slightly above
background values.

The potential risks to the enviramment were evaluated by focusing on the
aquatic life in Comneaut Creek next to and downstream of the site. Data on
bottan-dwelling populatiors collected from Conneaut Creek indicated that the
biological cammmnity downstream of the site may be slightly impaired, however
further extensive studies of the data would be required to confirm this. The
water quality data were campared to the U.S. EPA’s Ambient Water Quality
Criteria arnd no significant impacts were detected. Therefore, releases of
contamination from the site may be only slightly impacting Conneaut Creek at

The proposed alterative to remediate contamination at the site will address
contamination in the ground water and the source area. The site risk
abjectives will reduce health risks in the ground water and soils adjacent to
the source area (which may pose a risk based on ingestion or direct contact) to
at_:ténmlativenazardnﬁexof 1.0 or less and a cumilative carcinogenic risk of
10™° or less.

VII. Documentation of Significant Changes.

The selected remedy and the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed
Plan is altermative mmber 9 - On-Site Incineration, Ground Water Treatment.
There are no significant changes.

VIII. Description of Alternatives

Nine altermatives were evaluated in detail in the Feasibility study.
Alternatives mmbers 2 through 5 were not in full campliance with ARARs
because ground water treatment was not included. The FS details all nine
alternatives. Alternmative 1, the no~action altermative, was also not in
campliance with ARARs, however it is being retained as a baseline for
camparison to other alternatives. Therefore Alternative mmber 1 and mumbers 6
through 9 are summarized below.
A. tive 1 - Action

1. Treatment Camponents

No treatment will occur.

2. Contaimment Camponents
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3. Institutional Controls
Institutional controls will not be implemented.
4. Estimated Time for Implementation.
None
5. Estimated Capital, OsM, and Present Worth Costs
All costs are $0.

6. ARARs

This alternative does not comply with ARARs.

1. Treatment Camponents

This alternative would collect grourd water in the water table aquifer
with two interceptor trenches. Ground water in the alluvial, semi-
confined bedrock and confined bedrock aquifers would be collected with
extraction wells. The ground water will be treated on-site in a gramular
activated carbon (GAC) system. However, should pilot testing during the
design phase indicate that pretreatment, such as sand filtration,
ozanation or air stripping, is needed to achieve necessary removal
efficiencies of certain campourds, the system will be adjusted
accordingly. The estimated volume of contaminated ground water is 40 to
70 million gallons.

After treatment the effluent will be discharged to Conneaut Creek.

The clearmp levels to meet risk abjectives for ground water are based on
future use scenario. The ground water treatment will reduce risks posed
fram ingesting grournd water to a camilative Hazard Index of 1.0 or less
and a cumlative cancer risk of 1076 or less.

Interceptor trenches, extraction wells and GAC treatment are easily
implemented.

2. Contaimment Components

This alternative would contain the buried drums, bulk wastes and
contaminated soils by placing a miltilayer cap over the source area. The
cap would reduce infiltration and contaminant migration to the ground
water. The cap would cover approximately a 3-acre area (120,000 square
feet) and would be a soil-synthetic membrane cap.
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This alternative would contain the source area by surrounding the buried
drums, bulk wastes and contaminated soils with a slurry wall to prevent
horizontal migration of contamination. The slurry wall would be installed
three feet into the hard grey clay unit underlying the water table aquifer
and the source area. The slurry wall would be approximately 25 feet deep,
3 feet thick and 1,100 feet lang.

The wastes in the source area consist of buried drums (approximately
2,500 to 5,000 drums) bulk wastes and contaminated soils (approximately
25,000 to 30,000 cubic yards) contained in an area approximately 1.2 acres
on the surface ard 20 feet deep. Risks posed by materials in the landfill
were not calculated because a representative sanplewasmtabletobe
cbtained. Limited sampling identified that contamination in the landfill
was the same as that identified in other media except at greater
cancentrations (See Table 1).

3. Institutional Controls

Afmcewillbeinstalledammitheperineterofthemppe:.iamato
limit access to the site.

Deed restrictions would be placed on the land which would be capped to
prevent future excavation or construction activities. Deed restrictions
would be placed an property overlying the contaminant plume and source
area to prohibit installation or use of drinking water wells in the three
aquifers identified at the site.

Anmmual cap inspections and vegetation mowing will reduce the likelihood of
cap failure. Long term cap maintenance would be required to correct
settlement, erosion and other problems. The cap may need to be replaced
after 30 years to prevent infiltration and contaminant migration.

Residual risk would remain from the drums, bulk wastes ard contaminated

soils in the source area since they will not be removed or treated. lLong

term ground water monitoring in the water table aquifer will be necessary

g identify if the slurry wall fails. The expected life of a slurry wall
30 years.

4. Estimated Time for Implementation

The slurry wall and cap construction should take 1 to 1.5 years, which
includes testing, design, bidding, and construction. The grournd water
collection and treatment system will take 6 to 12 months, which includes
testing, design, bidding, and construction. The total estimated time for
campletion is 1.5 to 2.5 years. A ground water collection time of 20 to
60 years would be required to reach risk abjectives for ground water in
all three aquifers. This estimate is based upon the amount of time
necessary to remove contaminants from the saturated portion of the
aquifer immediately below the source area and all contamination which has
already migrated fram the source area.



5. Costs

Estimated capital costs $5, 000,000
Estimated present worth $8,000,000
Estimated anmual O&M costs: $ 360,000

6. ARARS

Grourd water treatment must camply with chemical specific ARARs for
barium (MCL = 1,000 ug/L), chramium (MCL = 50 ug/l), 1,4-dichlorobenzene
(MCL = 75 ug/L), trichloroethene (MCL = 5 ug/L), arnd vinyl chloride (MCL =
2 uwg/L).

Action specific ARARs are listed on Table 4.

7 - Si tion, Vitrifi ion Water
Treatment

1. Treatment Camponents

This alternative would remove buried drums from the source area

(approximately 2,500 to 5,000 drums) arnd incinerate the drums on-site.
Contaminated soils will remain in the source area. Ash remaining after
incineration, approximately 500 cubic yards, will be placed back in the
source area. The ash and soils will be stabilized by in-situ
vitrification. A soil contamination study will be conducted prior to
vitrification to identify the extent of contamination. An estimated
25,000 to. 30,000 cubic yards of soil and ash will need to be vitrified.
After v1trlfimt1cm, the area would be backfilled to original grade with
clean native soil.

Groaurd water in the water table aquifer would be collected with two

trenches. Ground water in the alluvial, semi-confined
bedrock and confined bedrock aquifers will be collected with extraction
wells. The collected ground water will be treated an-site in a gramular
activated carbon system. If necessary, additional pretreatment of ground
water will be implemented, see alternative 6. The estimated volume of
contaminated ground water is 40 to 70 million gallons.

After treatment the effluent will be discharged to Conneaut Creek

The cleamp levels to meet risk abjectives for the ground water are based
on a future use scenario. The ground water treatment will reduce risks

posed fram ingesting ground water to a cumilative Hazard Index of 1.0 or
less and a cumilative cancer risk of 1076 or less.

Vitrification technology is still developmental and very few contractors
are available to implement the technology.

Incineration, interceptor trenches, extraction wells and GAC treatment are
easily implemented.



2. COontaimment Camponents.

This alternmative does not include any contaimment camponents.

3. Institutional Controls.

The site will be fenced to limit access and to contain the source area
(excavation area), drum staging area, on—-site incinerator, and the ground
water treatment system. '

Deed restrictions will be placed on property overlying the source area and
contaminant plume to prohibit installation or use of drinking water wells
in the three aquifers identified at the site.

After incineration of drums and vitrification of soils, no long term
monitoring or O&M would be required at the source area.

a'negranﬁwaterriskobjectivesarel;etlcrgtemnmitoringwillmtbe
necessary because the source area is stabilized.

4. Estimated Time for Implementation.
Drum removal, incineration and vitrification are expected to take 2 to 2.5
years which includes design, bid, mobilization, test burn, vitrification,
demobilization, and backfill activities. .
The preparation activities for ground water collection, treatment, and
discharge would take 1.5 to 2.5 years for testing, design, bidding, and
canstruction activities and would be concurrent with the source area
remediation. 20 to 60 years is the estimated time to collect and treat
all grourd water to meet risk objectives (see alternative 6).
5. Costs
Estimated capital costs $36,000,000
Estimated present worth: $39,000,000
Estimated anmual O&M costs: $ 350,000
6. ARARS
Chemical specific ARARs are the same as those for altermative 6.
Action specific ARARs are listed in Table 4.

D. Alternatjve 8 - Off-Site Incineration, Ground Water Treatment
1. Treatment Camponents
This altermative would remove buried drums (approximately 2,500 to 5,000

drums), bulk wastes and contaminated soils (approximately 25,000 to 30,000
cubic yards) fram the source area. The removed materials will be
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transported off-site to a RCRA permitted commercial incinerator. Drums,
hulk wastes and contaminated soils will be removed until the bottam of the
landfill or the water table is encountered. However, if drums or bulk
wastes are located within the saturated zane, they will be removed. The
water table is located approximately 17 feet below ground surface and the
depth of the landfill is approximately 20 feet. After drums, bulk wastes
arnd contaminated soils are removed, the excavated area will be sampled
around the edges fram the ground surface to 8 feet below the surface. The
sanpling will determine if soils, which may pose an exposure risk from
ingestion or direct contact, have been removed. If necessary, more soils
will be removed until the exposure risk is eliminated.

The excavated area will be backfilled with materials similar to native
soils and graded and seeded.

Grourd water in the water table aquifer will be collected with two
interceptor trenches. Ground water in the alluvial, semi-confined bedrock
and canfined bedrock aquifers will be collected with extraction wells.

The collected ground water will be treated on-site in a gramular activated
carbon system. If necessary, additional pretreatment of ground water will
be implemented, see alternative 6. The estimated volume of contaminated
groud water is 40 to 70 million gallons.

After treatment the effluent will be discharged to Conneaut Creek.

The clearmup levels to meet risk cbjectives for the ground water are the
same as in altermative 7. )

Excavation, backfilling, interceptor trenches, extraction wells and GAC
treatment are easily implemented.

2. Contaimment components

This alternative does not include any contaimment camponents.

3. Institutional Controls
Accssmthesitewillbeoontrolledbyixstallingafemce. The fence
will surround the source area, the drum staging area to prepare materials
for shipment, and the ground water treatment system.

Deed restrictions will be placed on property overlying the source area and
contaminant plume to prchibit installation or use of drinking water wells
in the three aquifers identified at the site.

After removal and transport of buried drums, bulk wastes and contaminated
soils, no long term monitoring of the landfill will be necessary.

Once grourd water risk adbjectives are met, long term monitoring will not
be necessary because the source of contamination has been removed.



15

4. Estimated time for Implementation

Excavation and transport are expected to take 2.5 to 3 years, which
includes design, bid, removing drums, bulk wastes and contaminated soils,
transport to an incinerator and backfilling the excavated area.

Preparation activities for ground water collection, treatment and
discharge would take 1.5 to 2.5 years for testing, design, bidding and
construction activities. These activities would be concurrent with source
area remediation. 20 to 60 years would be required to collect and treat
all grourd water to risk abjectives (see alternative 6).

5. Costs
Estimated capital costs $63,000,000

Estimated present worth $67,000,000
Estimated anmual O&M costs:$ 420,000

e o6

6. ARARs

Chemical specific ARARs are the same as those for alternative 6.

Action specific ARARs are listed on Table 4.

1. Treatment Camponents

This alternative will remove all buried drums (approximately 2,500 to
5,000 drums), bulk wastes and contaminated soils (approximately 25,000 to
30,000 cubic yards) fram the source area. The removed materials will be
incinerated on-site. All drums, bulk wastes and visibly contaminated
soils will be removed until the bottam of the landfill or the water table
is encountered. However, if drums or bulk wastes are located within the
saturated zone, they will be removed. The water table is located
approximately 17 feet below ground surface and the depth of the landfill
is approximately 20 feet. After drums, bulk wastes and visibly
caontaminated soils are removed, the excavated area will be sampled around
the edges fram the ground surface to 8 feet below the surface. The
sampling will determine if soils, which may pose an exposure risk from
ingestion or direct contact, have been removed. If necessary, more soils
will be removed until the exposure risk is eliminated.

The materials remaining after incineration will be placed back into the
excavated area. It will be confirmed during test burns, prior to start up
of the incinerator, that the ash is able to be delisted. The area will be
backfilled with materials similar to native soils to bring it back to

original grade.

Ground water in the water table aquifer will be collected with two
interceptor trenches. Ground water in the alluvial, semi-confined bedrock
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and confined bedrock aquifers will be ocollected with extraction wells.

The collected ground water will be treated on—site in a gramilar activated
carbon system. If necessary, additional pretreatment of ground water will
be implemented, see alternative 6. The estimated volume of contaminated
grourd water is 40 to 70 million gallons.

After treatment, the effluent will be discharged to Conneaut Creek.

The cleamp levels to meet risk dbjectives for the ground water are the
same as those for alternmative 7.

Excavation, backfilling, interceptor trenches, extraction wells and GAC
treatment are easily implemented.

The implementability of the on-site incinerator is affected by the ability
to meet state and local regulations applicable to this technology.
Excavated material sampling, test burns and ash analyses will be required
prior to initiating the incineration activities. The incineration system
must meet performance requirements and air emission discharge
requirements. The implementability of the alternative also depends on the
incinerator ash being able to be delisted.

2. Contaimment Campaonents.
-'misalternativedoesmtimludecontajm\entomponents.

3. Institutional Controls.

Access to the site will be controlled by a fence which will surrournd the

source area, drum staging area, mm-s1temcmeratorarxithegrourﬂwater
treatment system.

Deed restrictions will be placed on property overlying the source area and
contaminant plume to prohibit installation or use of drinking water wells
in the three aquifers identified at the site.

No long term monitoring of materials in the excavated area will be
necessary.

Once grourd water risk cbjectives are met, long term monitoring will not
be necessary.

4. Estimated time for Implementation

Source area remediation, including design, bidding, mobilization, test
burning, incineration set up, treatment, demcbilization and backfilling
activities are estimated to take 2 to 2.5 years.

Preparation activities for ground water collection, treatment, and
discharge will take 1.5 to 2.5 years for testing, design, bedding, and
construction activities. These activities will be concurrent with source
area remediation. 20 to 60 years will be required to collect and treat
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all grourd water to meet risk cbjectives (see altermative 6).
5. Costs
Estimated Capital Costs: $36,000,000
Estimated Present Worth: $39,000,000
Estimated Anrmal O&M Cost: $ 320,000
6. ARARS

Chemical specific ARARs are the same as those identified for Alternative
6.

Action specific ARARs are listed an Table 4.

— IX. Summary of the Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

A.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment.

Alternatives 8 and 9 are the most protective of mman health and the
envirament. The source area drums, bulk wastes and contaminated soils
are incinerated and the ground water is collected and treated until ground
water risk cbjectives are met.

Alternative 7 protects the luman health and the enviromment in the same
manner as Alternatives 8 and 9, except that long term protection of
vitrification is not certain.

Altermative 6 protects human health and the enviramment by containing the
source area ard treating the ground water however, the risk of
contamination breaching the contaimment system will remain.

Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the envirorment.
Campliance With ARARs

Alternatives 6, 7, 8 and 9 camply with ARARs.

Alternative 1 does not camply with ARARs.

Iong~Term Effectiveness and Permanence.

Long~term risks are eliminated for alternatives 8 and 9 because the source
of contamination (the source area) is removed and incinerated and ground
water will be collected ard treated until it meets risk abjectives.

Alterative 7 provides long term effectiveness and permanence by

' incinerating the drums and vitrifying the ash and contaminated soils in

the excavated area, however the long-term effectiveness of vitrification
is not xnown. This alternative also collects and treats grourd water as
in alternative 8 ard 9.
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Alternative 6 reduces risks by containing the source area and collecting
and treating ground water. However the source of contamination (the
landfill) remains, presenting a possible future risk that contamination
willbreadltheomtaimentsystan

Alternative 1 does not provide long term effectiveness because the risks
are not removed.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mability and Volume

Alternatives 7, 8 and 9 reduce taxicity, mobility, and volume of the

Altermative 6 reduces mobility of the source area by containing it and
reduces toxicity, mobility and volume of ground water contamination by
collecting and treating ground water.

Alternative 1 does not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of

Short~Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 7 and 9 present a high risk to human health and the
enviromment during incineration but this can be reduced by the application
of engineering controls. Implementation of both altermatives will take
approximately 2 to 2.5 years. These alternatives meet risk abjectives.

Alternative 8 presents a moderate risk during incineration because
incineration will be done off-site. Implementation will take 2.5 to 3
years. This alternative meets risk cbjectives.

Alternative 6 presents minimal risks to the human health and the
enviromment. Implementation will take 1.5 to 2.5 years. This alternative
meets risk abjectives however the source area will remain, presenting a
future risk.

Alternative 1 does not present any risks to the public because no
remediation will occur. Risk cbjectives will not be met.

Implementability

Alternatives 6 and 9 are easily implemented and the technologies are
proven.

Altermative 8 may present an implementation problem because only one RCRA-
permitted incinerator is currently located near the site.

Few contractors are available to implement vitrification for altermative
7.

Alternative 1 does not involve any technologies which will be implemented.



G. Cost
Estimated Estimated Estimated
Capital Present Anmaal
Costs Worth Costs O8M Costs
Alt. 1 $0 $o0 $o0
Alt. 6 . $ 5,000,000 $ 8,000,000 $ 360,000
alt. 7 $36,000,000 $39,000,000 $ 350,000
Alt. 8 $63, 000,000 $67,000,000 ' $ 420,000
Alt. 9 $36, 000,000 $39,000,000 $ 320,000
H. State

The Chio EPA concurs with the U.S. EPA’s chosen alternative to remediate
contamination at the site.

I. Camunity Acceptance

A public meeting was held in Kingsville, OChio on August 8, 1989. During
the meeting the commmnity expressed general acceptance of the proposed
remedial alternative. Specific concerns included additional monitoring of
residential wells, commmnity safety during excavation and incineration and
the exact location of ground water collection trenches north of the site.

Response to caments submitted by the public during the public comment
period are presented in the Responsiveness Summary Section.

The Selected Remedy

The selected remedy to address contamination at the site is altermative 9 which
involves excavation of buried drums, bulk wastes and contaminated soils in the
source area (see Figure 3). All drums, bulk wastes and visibly contaminated
soils will be removed until the bottam of the landfill or the water table is
encountered. However, if drums or bulk wastes are located within the saturated
zone, they will be removed. The water table is located approximately 17 feet
below ground surface and the depth of the landfill is approximately 20 feet.
After all drums, bulk wastes and visibly contaminated soils are removed, the
excavated area will be sampled around the edges from the ground surface to 8
feet below the surface. The sampling will determine if soils, which may pose
an exposure risk from ingestion or direct contact, have been removed. If
necessary, more soils will be removed until the exposure risk is eliminated.

The non-cambustible material and ash remaining after incineration will be used
as backfill material in the excavated area as long as the ash is able to be
delisted. Backfill similar to existing strata will be put in the excavated
area. The top two feet of backfill will be soil which will be graded and
seeded so to allow infiltration of precipitation and aid movement of any
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remaining contaminants out of the native soils to the groud water
collection/treatment system,

The ground water collection system will collect ground water in the water table
aquifer with two interceptor trenches; one at the downgradient edge of the
plune and ane at the north end of the source area, see Figure 4. The exact
placement of the trenches will be decided after campletion of a pre—design
ground water study. This study will involve confimming what was presented in
the RI, south of the site, and installing and sampling additional monitoring
wells which will better define the geclogy north of the site and will determine
how far contamination has migrated from the site.

The study will initially concentrate on the area north of the site where the
plune may have migrated. This area will be determined based on ground water
modelling and results from the last rourd of grouwd water sampling during the
RI. If ground water contamination has not migrated to this theoretical point,
additional wells will be installed closer to the source area until the
boundary of the plume is.identified. Conversely, if contamination has
migrated beyond the theoretical limit, additional wells farther from the source
area will be installed in order to place bounds on the location of the plume.
The full extent of migration will be established prior to designing the ground
water collection and treatment system.

Ground water in the alluvial and semi-confined bedrock and confined bedrock
aquifers will be collected with 30 extraction wells. During the pre-design
ground water study, the bedrock units will be sampled and the hydrogeology of .
those units will be confirmed. The collected ground water will be treated with
gramilar activated carbon on-site and discharged to Conneaut Creek. If it is
determined, during a pilot field test or a bench scale test that additional
pretreatment, such as sand filtration, ozonation or air stripping, is necessary
to achieve removal efficiencies of certain campounds, the system will be
adjusted accordingly.

Grourd water monitoring wells will be installed north of each interceptor
shallow and deep wells on the lower portion of the site will monitor for any
contaminant migration bypassing the extraction wells. A collection time of 20
to 60 years will be required to reach ground water cleamup levels in the water
table aquifer. This estimate is based upon the amount of time necessary to
remove contaminants fram the saturated portion of the aquifer immediately below
the source area and all contamination which has already migrated from the
source area. If contaminant concentrations change over time, the sampling
program may be modified. Cleamup levels for the alluvial/bedrock aquifer
should be met within 3 years.

Surface water monitoring will be implemented at 3 locations in Conneaut Creek
(one upstream, one downstream, and one adjacent to the site).

The site risk abjectives, which alternative 9 will meet, will reduce risks
posed by contamination in the ground water to a cimilative Hazard Index of 1.0
or less and a cumilative carcinogenic risk of 1076 or less.
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Statutory Determinations
A. Protection of Human Health and the Envirorment

area. These risks will be eliminated by incinerating the contents of the
landfill. Risks posed by ingestion of ground water at the site will be
eliminated by a ground water collection and treatment system.

Short-term risks to the cammunity could be introduced by inhalation of air
enissions from excavation or an-site incineration, or by direct contact with
excavated material or contaminated surface water run off. Air emissions will
be monitored and would be reduced by air pollution control systems when
necessary. Risks fram direct contact would be reduced by controlling site
access. Surface water runoff caontrols would reduce the potential for
contaminant migration from staged materials.

Workers would be in Level B protection during excavation activities.
Pmtectmnaganstdemlcmtactardmhalaﬁmvmldbeprwﬁeddurmg
staging, sampling, and loading activities as required. Air monitoring would
assist in determining which activities require worker protection and the level
of protection required.

B. Attaimment of ARARs

The selected remedy is expectéd to attain all ARARs. The one problem which may
arise is if the incinerator ash is not able to be delisted and backfilled in
the excavated area. If the ash is not delistable, it will have to be handled
as a hazardous waste. The selected remedy assumes that the characterization of
the ash will allow the State of Chio to waive their solid waste regulation
regarding the final deposition of the ash. The State of Chio has agreed to
consider such a waiver when analysis of the ash is available.

The following chemical specific ARARs will be met by the selected remedy:

Barium MCL = 1,000 ug/L
Chromium MCL = 50 ug/L
1,4-Dichlorobenzene MCL = 75 w/L
Trichloroethene MCL = 5 uwg/L
Vinyl Chloride MCL = 2 /L

The remedial action risk dbjectives for the site are based on reducing health
risks posed by contamination in the grourd water to a cumilative Hazard Index
of 1.0 or less and a cumilative carcinogenic risk of 1076 or less.

Table 5 presents the individual concentrations of indicator chemicals which
will be used in camputing the cumulative risks for ground water and the upper
8 feet of the source area soil.

The Agency has not identified location specific ARARs.

Action specific ARARs which apply to the selected remedy are listed on Table 4.
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C. Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective. It is protective of human health and
the enviromment, attains ARARs and provides long-term protectiveness. The
long-term protectiveness is achieved by excavation and incineration of the
source area and treatment of contaminated ground water. The selected remedy is
less costly than alternative 8 while providing equal protectiveness.
Alternative 1 is less expensive than the selected remedy however alternative 1
does not provide overall protection of luman health and the envirament and
does not attain ARARs. Alternative 6 is less expensive than the selected
remedy however this alternative does not provide long-term protectiveness of .
human health and the envirooment. In alternative 6 the source of contamination
is not removed but contained, which presents a possible future risk of a breach
of the contaimment structure. Alternative 7 is the same cost as the selected
remedy however the selected remedy is easier to implement. »

D. . Utilization of Permanent Solutions, and Alternative Treatment Technologies
of Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable.

The selected remedy was determined to be the most appropriate solution to
remediate the contamination at the site. The selected remedy is protective of
human health and the envirament and eliminates long-term risks by removing
and incinerating the source area contamination. Alterative 8 is also equally
protective and eliminates risks but the selected remedy is more cost
effective. The selected remedy poses risks to the public and workers during
implementation of the source area excavation and incineration (2 to 2.5 years
duration) however, once this is campleted the risks from the source area are
eliminated, the toxicity, mobility and volume of the source area are eliminated
and the protection of mman health and the enviromment are maximum because the
fubaxensksofoatmnmatmnfmthesancearealselmmted(cmpamto
Alternative 6).

Grourd water collection and treatment will eliminate risks posed to the public
within 20 to 60 years, eliminate toxicity, mob:.llty and volume of
contamination in the ground water and will maximize protection of the human
health and the enviromment. If the source area is not removed (see
alternative 6), ground water cleanup will take an infinite amount of time if a
breach of the contaimment structure occurs. The estimated time to collect and
treat ground water, 20 to 60 years, is based upon the amount of time necessary
to remove contaminants fram the saturated portion of the aquifer immediately
below the source area and all contamination which has already migrated from the
source area.

Once ground risk abjectives are met, long term monitoring will not be
necessary.

Source'area and ground water remediation are easily implemented and proven
technologies (campare to alternative 7).

The selected remedy camplies with ARARS.
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E. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy uses treatment as a principal element to remediate risks
posed by ground water contamination and source area contamination.

Treatment of the source area will involve excavating buried drums, bulk wastes
and contaminated soils followed by incineration of these materials on-site.

Treatment of the grourd water contamination will involve collecting ground
water fram the three aquifers identified on-site and treating ground water with
gramilar activated carbon.



Inorganics

barium
beryllium
chramium
lead
nickel

Organics

chlorcbenzene
1,2-dichlorcbenzene
1,4-dichlorcbenzene

trans-1, 2-dichloroethene

diaminotoluene
trichloroethene
tetrachloroethene
vinyl chloride

Table 1
Maximm Concentration Detected

Source Area Soils
(mg/kg) (m3/kg)
154 204

- I . 5
21.7 28
136 25
34 45
Source Area Soils
(ug/kg) (u/kg)
12,000,000 59,000
7,500 9,300
16,000 4,300
- 21
3,300 46
63,000,000 3,624
180,000 . 41

Water
(ug/L)

3,813

132
146
134

Water
(ug/L)
75,000
'210
430
14,000
70
7,500
2,300

Surface
Water

(ug/L)

76
1.5
18
21
28

Surface
Water

(ug/L)



TABLE 2

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AND EXPOSED POPULATIONS

(UNDER TWO SITE USE SCENARIOS)

EVALUATED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOR

Exposure Pathway

Direct Contact with Surface
Water

Incidental Ingestion of Surface
Water

Ingestion of Aquatic Life

Ingestion of Soils

THE BIG D SITE
(Page 1 of 2)

Exposed Population

Present Use

Comments

Children and adults 1 to 70
years of age involved in
recreational activities such as
hunting, fishing, swimming, or
boating along or in Conneaut
Creek adjacent to or

downgradient of the Big D site.

Same as for direct contact with
surface water above.

Children and adults 1 to 70
years of age ingesting fish and
other aquatic animals csught
from portions of Conneaut
Creek adjacent to or
downgradient of the Big D site.

The human population most
likely to be exposed are guests
at Big D and Locust Lane
Campgrounds, as well as
persons living along Creek
Road, South Ridge Road, and
Reed Road near the site.

Same as for direct contact with
surface water above.

The human population most
likely to be exposed are guests
at Big D and Locust Lane
Campgrounds, persons living
along Creek Road, South Ridge
Road, and Reed Road near the
site, as well as residents of the
City of Kingsville.

Future Use -~ Construgtion of Houses or Other Buildings On-site

Children 2 to 6 years of age
either living on-site or visiting
the site.

The human population most
likely to be exposed include:
children vacationing at either
Big D or Locust Lane
Campgrounds; those children
living along Creek Road, South
Ridge Road, and Reed Road; as
well as any children living in
residences constructed on-site
while other buildings are being
constructed on-site. Exposure
is expected to occur
approximately 96 days/year
under probable case conditions
and 160 days/year under worst
case conditions.




TABLE 2

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AND EXPOSED POPULATIONS

(UNDER TWO SITE USE SCENARIOS)

EVALUATED IN THE ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT FOR

Exposure Pathway

THE BIG D SITE
(Page 2 of 2)

Exposed Population

Comments

Direct Contact with Soils

Ingestion of Ground Water

Additional Pathways:

Note:

Same as for ingestion of soils
above.

Children and adults 1 to 70
years of age ingesting ground
water from water supply wells
near and downgradient of the
site. .

Future Use -- Construction of Houses or Other Buildings On-site

Sames as for ingestion of soils
above.

At the upper portion of the
site, ground water exists in

two hydraulically unconnected
aquifers: the water table
aquifer and the bedrock
aquifer. The human population
most likely to be exposed are
those persons along Creek Road
who use private wells screened
in the water table agquifer.

At the lJower portion of the
site, ground water exists in
two hydraulically connected
aquifers: the alluvial overbank
aquifer; and the bedrock
aquifer; with recharge from the
water table aquifer. No
drinking water wells completed
in these aquifers were
identified downgradient of the

site.

These include the same pathways described above under Present Use with the
following addition. The exposed populations for these pathways under future use
conditions will include persons living in any residences constructed on-site.

See the text for more information concerning exposed populations and assumptions used in exposure

calculations.




Table 3

Summary of Potential- Risks Associated With the Big D Campground

Noncarcinogenic
Total Cancer Risks?! Hazard Index?
Exposure Scenario Probable Worst Worst Case
Case Case Chiid Adult
Ingestion of Contaminated
Soil
Upper Portion of Site -3 1x10~10 <1 <1
Lower Portion of Site - 2x10-2 <1 <1
Direct Contact with
Contaminated Soils
Upper Portion of Site ~ 3x10-12 <1 <1
Lower Portion of Site . ~ 5x10-11 <1 <1
Ingestion of Ground Water
Upper Portion of Site
Water Table Aquifer 6x106 1x10~2 290 82
Bedrock Aquifer - 4x107° 5.4 1.6
Lower Portion of Site
Alluvial Overbank
and Bedrock Aquifer - 6x10~3 24 6.6

Notes: 1 Total Cancer Risk = Average Lifetime Dose x Carcinogenic
Potency Factor
2 Noncarcinogenic Hazard Index = Exposure Dose < Acceptable
Chronic Intake
3 Not Available or Not Calculated




Law, Regulation,
or Standard

FEDERAL

Hazardous Waste
Management
System: General

Resource
Conservation and
Recovery Act
(RCRA) standards
applicable to
generators of
hazardous waste

RCRA standards
for owners and
operators of
hazardous waste
treatment,
storage, and
disposal
facilities.

Land Disposal
Restrictions

Table 4

Action Specific ARAR’s

Type
Source of of
Requlation Description ARAR
CFR 260, RCRA regulates the generation, A
et.seq. transport, storage, treatment,
and disposal of hazardous
wastes. CERCLA (Section 104
(c) (3) (B) specifically requires
that hazardous substances
generated from remedial actions
be disposed of at facilities in
compliance with Subtitle C of
RCRA.
RCRA Section 262 establishes A
Subtitle C standards for generators of
Section hazardous wastes. This section
3002, 40 . requires that generators
CFR 262 comply with the requirements
for identification,
accumulation, recordkeeping,
and reporting.
RCRA These regulations establish A
Subtitle C minimum standards that define
Section the acceptable management of
3004, 40 hazardous wastes. These
CFR 264 and include the design and
265, and operation, monitoring,
Federal Law recordkeeping, closure, and
71:3101 post-closure requirements for
hazardous waste management
facilities.
RCRA These regulations identify A
Subtitle C wastes that are from land
Section disposal and establish
3004, 40 treatment requirements
CFR 268 necessary before these wastes

A = Applicable
R&A = Relevant and Appropriate

can be land disposed.



Table 4 (cont.)

Type
Law, Regulation, Source of of
or_Standard Reculation Description ARAR
EPA-administered RCRA These regulations cover the A
permit programs: Subtitle C basic EPA permitting,
The Hazardous Seetion monitoring, and reporting
Waste Permit 3005, 40 requirements for hazardous
Program CFR 270 and waste management facilities.
124
Standards of Clean Air These regulations establish the A
Performance for Act, 40 CFR general provisions and
New Stationary 60 performance standards for
Source stationary sources of air
emissions.
Safe Drinking Safe This Act establishes maximum A
Water Act Drinking contaminant levels (MCL) and
Water Act, MCL goals (MCLG) at levels that
40 CFR 141 would result in no known or
through 143 potential adverse health
affects. MCLs are enforceable
health goals. In addition,
this Act establishes guidelines
for secondary drinking water
standards.
Clean Water Act Clean Water This Act establishes non- A
Act Section enforceable guidelines for
301-308 water quality that, when not
exceeded, reasonably protect
human health and aquatic life.
National Clean Water This regulation sets forth A
Pollutant Act Section requirements for point source
Discharge 402, 40 CFR discharge of water into public
Elimination 122, 123, surface waters.
System (NPDES) 125, and
136
Occupational 29 CFR 1910 This Act establishes A
Safety and guidelines, requirements, and
Health Act regulations to provide for the
(OSHA) health and safety of workers
conducting remedial action
activities.
A = Applicable
R&A = Relevant and Appropriate

-2-



Law, Regulation,
or Standard

STATE

Ohio Solid and
Hazardous Waste
Disposal Law

Ohio Solid Waste
" Disposal
Regulations

R&A

Table 4 (cont.)

Source of

Requlation Description

Ohio This regulation prohibits
Revised excavation and construction
Code (ORC) activities without

3734.02 (H)

Ohio
Revised
Code
3734.05(C)

Ohio
Administra-
tive Code
(OAC) . _
3745-27-02

OAC 3745-
27-05

OAC 3745-
27-06

OAC 3745-
27-07

A = Applicable
= Relevant and Appropriate

authorization from the Ohio
Director of Environmental
Protection.

This regulation defines
criteria and requirements that
need to be included in a
hazardous waste facility
operating permit.

This regulation states that no
provision of 3745-27 or 3745-37
shall exempt parties from
compliance with any federal
regulation or any section of
the Ohio Revised Code.

This regulation specifies that
solid waste in Ohio must be
managed by landfilling,
incineration, compositing, or
approved methods not prohibited

by OAC 3745-27.

This regulation requires that
the plans for new solid waste
disposal facilities specify the
design features for on-site
solid waste disposal
activities.

These regulations require that
the operator incinerate waste
materials as soon as possible
and that incinerator operations
comply with chapters 3704 and
6111.

-3-



Law, Regulation,
or Standard

Ohio Hazardous
- Waste Management
Regulations

Ohio Water
Quality
Standards

Ohio Air
Pollution
Regulations

Ohio Particulate

Table 4 (cont.)

Type
Source of or
Requlation Description ARAR
OAC 3745- These regulations establish the A
27-08 general performance
- requirements for the operation
.of solid waste disposal
facilities,
OAC 3745- These regulations establish the R
27-10 general performance

OAC 3745-~50
through
3745-69

OAC 3745-
o1 (~03, -
04, =05,
and -07)

OAC 3745~
15-07

OAC 3745~
15-16

OAC 3745-17

requirements for the closure of
sanitary landfills.

These regulations closely
parallel the federal
regulations described in 40 CFR
264 and establish minimum
standards for the acceptable
management of hazardous wastes.

These regulations establish
performance standards for the
collection of samples and-
maintenance of existing surface
water. They prohibit nuisance
discharges and define water use

~and criteria that should be

maintained.

This regulation prohibits air
pollution nuisance emissions
not regulated under 3745-17,
3745-18, 3745-21, or 3745-31.
The substantive requirements of
these regulations are
applicable to alternatives that
would produce air emissions.

This regulation establishes
stack height gquidelines for
point sources of air emissions.

These standards specify maximum
ambient air particulate levels
and establishes emission limits
for opacity and capacity.

Matter Standards (-02,-05,
-07, and -
-09)
A = Applicable
R&A = Relevant and Appropriate

4=



Table 4 (cont.)

-5-

Type
Law, Regulation, Source of
or Standard Requlation Description ARAR
Ohio Sulfur OAC 3745-18 These establish standards, A
Dioxide (=02, =04, methods of measurement, and
Standards and -06) allowable emission rates for
sulfur dioxide.
A
Ohio Regulations OAC 3745- These regulations set ambient
for Carbon 21 (=02, - air quality standards,
Monoxide, 03, and - establish acceptable methods
Photochemically -05) for the measurement of ambient
Reactive air quality, and prohibit the
Materials, degradation of ambient air
Hydrocarbons, quality set in 3745-21-02.
and related
materials
Ohio Regulations OAC 3745~ These regulations establish A
for Carbon 21-07 rules to control the emission
Monoxide, of organic materials from new
Photochemically stationary sources.
“Reactive _
Materials,
Hydrocarbons,
and related
materials
A = Applicable
R&A = Relevant and Appropriate



Table 5

CLEANUP IEVELS BASED ON INGESTION OF
INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN GROUND WATER

Ground Water Ground Water
-~ Concentration (ug/L) Concentrations (ug/L)
Based on Based on Upperbound
Hazard Index of 1.0l Lifetime Cancer Risks of:
Adult child
Chemjcal Exposure  Exposure 10=6 2
SHALIOW GROUND WATER AT
UPPER FORTION OF THE SITE
(WATER TABLE ACQUIFER)
Chlorobenzene 945 270 Na3
2, 4-Diaminotoluene NA NA 1.1 x 1072
Tetrachloroethene 700 200 6.9 x 10°1
Trichloroethene NA NA 3.2
Vinyl Chloride NA NA 1.5 x 1072
DEEP GROUND WATER AT
UPPER FORTION OF THE SITE
(CONFINED BEDROCK AQUIFER)
Chromium (crt3/crt®) 35,000/175  10,000/50 NA
Nickel : 350 100 NA
Tetrachloroethene NA A 6.9 x 1071
GROUND WATER AT LOWER
PORTION OF THE SITE
(ALIUVIAL OVERBANK AND
SEMI-OONFINED BEDROCK
AQUIFER)
Barium 1995 570 NA
Chlorcbenzene 945 270 NA
2, 4-Diaminctoluene NA NA 1.1 x 1072
Tetrachloroethene 700 200 6.9 x 1071
Trichloroethene NA NA 3.2

1 Based on Hazard Index = Exposure Dose/Acceptable Chronic Intake and

assuming an ingestion rate of 1 IL/day ard a body weight of 10 kg for
children and an ingestion rate of 2 I/day and a body weight of 70 kg for
adults.

2  Based on the following assumptions for adults: ingestion rate =
2 I/day; body weight = 70 kg; frequency of contact = 365 days; years of
exposure = 70 years

3  NA = Not applicable



Table 5 (cont.)

CLEANUP IEVELS BASED ON INGESTION AND DIRECT QONTACT
WITH CONTAMINATED SOURCE AREA SOIL

Soil concentrations Soil Concentrations (mg/kg)
(nxy/kg) Based on Based on Upperbourd Llfetlme
Hazard Index of 1.0 w
Direct Direct
Chemical Ingestiont  Contact? Ingestion®  Contact?
Chlorcbenzene 1.2 x 103 4.1 x 104 NS NA
Tetrachloroethene 3.4 x 102 2.7 x 103 1.2 x 101 3.9 x 10t
1,4-Dichlorcbenzene NA N 23 7.4 x 102
—  1,2-Dichlorcbenzene N NA 23 7.4 x 102

1 Based on an ingestion rate of 1.0 x 10~3 kg/day for worst case and an
average body weight for children of 17 kg.

2 Based on an exposure amount of 3.75 x 10~4 kg/day, an average body weight
for children of 25 kg, and a percent absorption of 5 percent for organic
campourds .

3  Based on an ingestion rate of 1.0 x 10~3 kg/ day for worst case, an average
body weight for children of 17 kg, and exposure frequency of 160 days, and 5
years of exposure.

- 4 Based on an exposure amount of 3.75 x 10~4 kg/day, an average body weight
NG for children of 25 kg, a percent absorption of 5 percent for organic
campounds, an exposure frequency of 144 days per year, and 12 years of
exposure.

5 NA = Not Applicable
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INTRODUCTION

This document {s the Responsiveness Summary for the Big D Campground
Superfund Site, located in Kingsville, Ohio. According to Superfund law,
before the United States Environmercal Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) can sign a
Record of Decision, it {s required to review and respond to comments received
regarding any proposed remedial action to be taken at a site. Comments from
the Kingsville communicy were submitted to U.S. EPA during a public comment
period that was held from July 28 to August 26, 1989 and the public comments
raceived are summarized on the following pages.

The Responsiveness Summary i{s split into three sections. Section 1
contains a summary of the comments received from community members and is
followed by U.S. EPA’'s response. Section 2 contains a summary of comments
teceived from the 0lin Chemicals Corporation and also i{s followed by U.S.
EPA‘s response. Finally, Section 3 pressnts comments from the Chio
Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. EPA's responses. In addicion, the
appendices include copies of sll comments submitted as well as a transcript
from the public hearing held on August 8, 1989 in Kingsville, Ohio.

Each summarized comment is followed by an alpha-numeric reference code
indicating the sourcs of the comments. The key to the refarsence code is as

follows:

A) "Transcript of public hearing held on Tuesday, the 8th day of
August, 1989, at the Kingsville Fire Hall, Kingsville, Ohio."
Following the lettar "A" is the page number, followed by the line
muber.

B) *Comaents on the RI/FS Reports Big D Campground Superfund Site,"
Submitted by Olin Chemicals Corporation, August 25, 1989.
Following the letter “B: i{s the page number.

<) Comments from Mr. and Mrs. Norma Thorpe, August 8, 1989.

D) Comments from Tim Baird, August 8, 1989.

E) Comments from Tracey Dreslinski, August 8, 1989.

F) Comments from the Ohio Environmental Protesction Agency.



SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY COMMENTS AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

Adeguacy of Sampling and Monitoring

Comment: We live directly south of the dump and want our soil and water
tested. No one has aver tested iz. (C]

U.S. EPA Response:

The soils and ground water wvhich wers found to be contaminated at the site are
not connectad to soils and ground water south of the landfi{ll (south of che
Creek). The erosion of the Creek has caused the separation. The Creek has
eroded soils down to the deep bedrock which eliminates the pachway of soil
contamination msoving south of the Creek. Ground water flow also is
interrupted by the Creek. The Hydrogeologic Investigation conducted during
the RI shows that ground water flows toward and into the Creek, therefors
cross-contamination of ground water camnnot occur.

In addition, during the Remedial Investigation, two residantial wvells vere
sampled south of the Creek. The results of this sampling d{d not indicate
that any contamination has migrated south of the Creek. No soil sampling vas
conducted off-site in residential areas.

U.S. EPA does not feel {t is necessary to test any ground vater 6: soils on
property south of the Creek because a pathway for migration does not exisc.

Comment: We support the Remedial Alternative #9 and hope that U.S. EPA can
proceed to implement {t as soon as possible. Until you do start the
procedurs, ve would hope you would do more frequent water and soil testing.
We suggest that you test all parties in the immediate ares of the site, and
make the test results available to them. (C]

Will drum samples or well samples be taken during the remedisl asction?

U.S. EPA Respouse:

U.S. EPA sampled six residencial vells in May, 1987 and che Ohio Environmencal
Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) conducted limited residential well sampling in
September, 1988. These residencial wells did not exhibit any ground-water
contamination; however, U.S. EPA recognizes the need for further monitoring cf
residential drinking water wells.

U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA vill arrange further sampling of residential drinking
vater vells north of the Creek, primarily on Creek Road. The results of chis
sampling evenc vill be sent to the owners of the wells sampled. During the

2
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remedial action, ground vater will be monitored to {nsure that the contaminant
plume does not bypass the northern interceptor trench and the extraction wells
by the Creek. Sampling of drums to be removed from the landfill will be
conducted prior to incineration during the remedial asction.

Comment: When was the last time Mr. Baird‘'s well wvas sampled? Mr. Baird’'s
well vas not sampled by Ohio EPA six months ago. (D]

0.S. EPA Responses:

Mr. Baird’'s well, located at 3740 Creek Road, was sampled by the U.S. EPA in
May, 1987. During this sampling round, the owner’s name was listed as
“Ramison”.

Comment: We ars concerned about those residents who have wells that are
inside the defined plume area. Apparently the State did some sampling less
than six months ago, but not all of the wells were sampled. Ve need to be
assured that all the wells in the area are safe for us to use. {A,23,14]

U.S. EPA Response:

The plume area was defined based on numerous pieces of information, such as
known concentrations of contaminants found In wells around the landfill, the
ground-water flow direction and the type of soils the water is moving through.
Hovever, sampling done at the selected homes indicates that contamination is
not present. In addition, during sampling events at residential wells, it was
observed that the water table vas very shallovw (approximately five feet daep)
comparsd to the wvater table on-sits vhich is located st approximately 15-20
feet belov the surface. This difference in water levels indicates that the
residential wells are probably screened in a perched aquifer which is
separated from, and above, the vater table aquifer identified on site.

In order to verify that contamination of ground water has not occurred, U.S.
EPA and Ohio EPA will arrange to conduct further sampling of residencial wells
north of the site, primarily on Creek Road. The results of this sampling
event vill be sent to the owners of the wells.

An additional ground water study vill also be conducted to detsrmine exactly
vhere ground vater contamination is located; hov far it has migrated froa the
site. This study will invelve installing more monitoring wells and sampling
these vells to determine the extent of contamination.

Comment: It seems that U.S. EPA did not collect enough soil samples to
accurately characterize the effect of site contamingtion on the soil.
(A,25,20]
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U.S. ZPA Response:

During the RI soil samples vers collectad froam nine borings around the
landfill. These samples were selected based on screening with an organic
vapor detector. The general sampling locations vers just sbove the vater
table, just below the water table, just above the hard grey till geologic
unit, and at the base of the hard grey till unit. U.S. EPA feels these
sanples characterize the soil contaminacion on site.

Comment: U.S. EPA doesn’t know vhat’s in the landfill. [A,668,6]

At one point, O0lin Chemicals Corporation was scared about thylene gas leaks.

. It killed people working for them. [A,66,20] U.S. EPA says that it has no

wvritten information on wvhether thylens is in the landfill. U.S. EPA should be
able to get Olin Chemicals Corporation to say what is in the landfill.
[A,67,10]

Ve don’'t know vhat's dumped in that landfill because U.S. EPA cannot get a
hold of Olin Chemicals Corporation or camnot press thes into telling us what

. is {n that landfill, and I think you better get omn the ball hers and try to

find out vhat's in there, hov far that landfill is going to seep inco
everybody’'s property along Creek Road--across Conneaut Creek and do something
about {t, because we haven't done anything about it so far. [A,86,17]

U.S. EPA Response:

On December 2, 1983, U.S. EPA sent letters to several companies in Kingsville
and Ashtabula, Ohio, including Olin Chemicals Corporation. These letters
requested all information the companies msy have had concerning the operations
at the Big D Campground site. Responses to those letters identified vastes
vhich vere disposed of in the landfill. Olin Chemicals Corporation i{dentified
four RCRA listed hazardous wastes vhich vere disposed of in the landfill:
centrifuge and distillation residue from tolusne diisocyanate (TDI)
production; benzene, l-3-diisocyanatomethyl; chlorobenzens; tolusnedianine
(TDA). In addicion, Olin identified the following materials vhich may have
been transported to the site for disposal: spent vacuum pump oils, TDI
residue contaminaced with sonochlorobenzene (MCB) and carbon tetrachlorids,
earth contaminated vich TDA and TDI spills, flyash, trash, moncethanclamine
(MEA), off-spec TD1, and TDA and IDI in sample cans and bottles. The vacuun
pusp oil msy have been contaminated vith TDI, MCB and trace phosgens.

Thylene vas not idencified as having been put in the landfill.

During the RI, two test pits vere excavated i{n the landfill to verify the
presence of buried drums and other vastes. This sampling confirmed that thers
are saterials similar te vhat Olin described, i.s., buried drums and bulk
vastes, in the landfill. During this excavation several samples of drus
contents, contaminated soils snd ocher vastes were taken to characterize the
type of contamination in the landfill. This sampling identified that
contamination from the materials in the source area vas similar to that found
in the ground water and soils and that the contamination is aigrating awvay

4



from the landfill.

Ground Vater

Comment: If U.S. EPA just used a coaputer model to project the location of
the groundwater plume, then you have no specific evidence from monitoring
vells. (A,74, 23] When it comes time to install the trenches and the
groundwvater monitoring system, {f the groundwatsr plume has been defined to be
larger, then {t is not necessary to install those trenches where you show
them. They may very vell be much closer to the actual site. [A,75,5] 1If ic
takes two trenches to do the job, they could both be located south of the
homes. [A,75,14]

U.S. EPA Response:

The computer model which estimates the location of the ground-water plume uses
the concentrations of contaminants detected in the amonitoring wells co
estimate the extent of the plume. See pages 4-18 of the RI report, which
discusses thac the level of contamination of chlorobenzene was used to
determine the extent of the plume.

The location of the northern extraction trench will depend on the extent of
the plume, wvhich wvill be detarmined after further ground-wvater study. This
trench will be installed at the downgradient (northern) edge of the plume. If
it is determined that the northern edge of the plume is south of the homes on
Creek Road, the northern trench will be located south of the homes.

Comment: The plume area is just an estimated axea, and it seems that the
plume could be moving in another direction. When will U.S. EPA know for sure
the exact area of contamination so that s remedy can be designed? It appears
that U.S. EPA could have collected more samples do accurately define the areas
of contamination. [A,24,15]

U.S. EPA Response:

The direction of ground-water flow determines the direction of sovement of the
contaminant plume. Ground-vater movement vas determined based on vater level
measurssents taken during the RI. See the RI report page 3-7 for details.

A furcther ground-vater study will be conducted to determine a more precise
extent of ground-water contamination. This study should be coapleted within
the next year and one half and will provide information necessary to place and
construct the ground-wvater cleanup systes.

The ground-vater samples which vere collected during the Rl identified that
ground-vater contamination does exist and that the source of concamination is
the landfill, from which the contamination is migrating. The RI ground-water
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study wvas conducted to obtain this information. When the RI was in the
planning stages, it vas not known in what direction ground vater was flowing,
vhat type of contamination existed, or the geology of the site.

Comment: Isn't it crue that Olin Chemical Corporation, at some point,
placad a clay cap over the site and has a monitoring vell and run-off trench
that are still in place? (A,45,12] It must be true that vhatever
contanination has taken place through groundwaier seepage took place prior to
1983 or 1984 vhen Olin Chemicals Corporation put the clay cap on the waste and
installed the vwater collection trench. [A,46,2]

U.S. EPA Response:

In December, 1978, Olin Chemicals Corporation installed three wvells near the
Creek (see RI, Page 1-12). In December, 1983, 0lin installed 1l additcional
monitoring vells. In March, 1983, Olin submitted evidence to U.S. EPA that it
covered, regraded, and seeded the landfill. The wells and cover are still in

place.

The earliest sampling done by the U.S. EPA was April, 1982, vhich identified
ground-vater contamination. While it is not known exactly vhen contaminant

migration occurred, the potential for migration has existed since the firsc

vastes vers deposited and will continue for as long as vastes remain.

Comment: I would like more information about the ground-water treatment
planc. How long will it be in place? [A,36,8] How long will it be in
operation? [A,S56,24]

“We are the people wvho are living in those houses that will be between the
trenches. People will be working and digging and going in and out of there
for 20 years. It will changs out whole quality of life. (A,37,7]

1 am concerned about the location of the trenches. I’d like to knowv wvhere
they are going to be before I make a comment on the Proposed Plan. I'd hate
to see the trenches go south through the row of homes vhere I live. (A,101,18] ~

I think that people should be immed{ately reimbursed for any damage to their
property that U.S. EPA causes vhen the trenches are being built. (A,102,19]

I vorry abeut the property values. Since this has come out in the 3£ar Bsacon
anybody people perceive that property values around the site are vorth squac.
Nobody is going to by that property now. When U.S. EPA get dons, will all the
property owvners get an affidavit saying chat the property is safe and that
property values have been restored?

I'm an independent real estate appraiser. I'sm not directly affected as the
property owners are, but 1l’'a going to be indirectly affected becsuse 1'a going
to end up appraising some of the properties in the srea. The Federal Home
loan Bank made a statement pertaining to values. The Federsl Home loan Bank
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has {ssued & memorandum or & statement that nowv as an independent appraiser I
have to notify on the appraisal report of any property that’'s within one mile
of a Superfund site. I don’'t want to speak for the undervriters, but when
they see a situation like this, to me that means a big red flag, and I guess
there’'s going to be some type of value diminished. This i{s a big project for
a small community to fathom. [A,116,6] .

U.S. EPA Response:

The ground vater collection system will collect ground water in the watesr
table aquifer with two interceptor trenches; one at the downgradient edge of
the plume and one at the north end of the source area. The exact placeaentc of
the trenches will be decided after completion of a pre-design ground-watar
study. This study will involve inscalling and sampling additional monitoring
vells which will better define the geology north of the site and will
determine how far contamination has aigrated from the site.

The trenches will be in place for approximately 20-60 years. The trenches
will be installed underground to a depth of approximatsly 25 feet, will be
filled with a permeable material to collect ground water, and should not be
noticeable after they are resseded. Once the trenches are installed and
operational, personnel will not be °vorking and digging and going {n and out"
of resident'’'s property becauss the ground water collection process is done by
the trenches. Personnel will only be required to work on the trenches for
regular maintenance checks or if & problea arises with the ground-watar
collection system. Personnel will be working in the ground-water treatment
plant vhich will be located on the site.

U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA will attempt to design the placement of the trenches to
minimize the impact to residences in the vicinity of the trenches. The
agencies will attempt to repair to its original condition any property that is
damaged during installation of the trenches.

Ground water in the alluvial and semi-confined bedrock and confined bdedrock
aquifers will be collected vith 30 extraction wells. The collected ground
vacter vill be treated with granular activated carbon on-site and discharged to
Conneaut Creek.

Ground-vater msonitoring wells vwill be installed north of each interceptor
trench to monitor for any contamination bypassing the trenches. The existing
shallov and deep wells on the lower portion of the sits will monitor for any
contaminant migration bypassing the extraction wslls.

A collection time of 20 to 60 years will be required to reach ground-vater
cleanup levels. This estimate {s based upon the amount of time necessary to
remove contaminants from the saturated portion of the aquifer immediacely
belov the source area and all contamination which has already migrated froa
the source area. If contaminant concentrations change over time, the sampling
program may be modified. :

The site vill be fully cleaned up once the landfill contamination is
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incinerated and the contaminated ground vater clean up is completed. The
agencies will then remove the site from the National Priorities List and wi{ll
{t will no longer be a Superfund site.

U.S. EPA cannot guarantee that property values vwill not be affected. The
primary purposs of U.S. EPA is to protect public health and the enviromment.
The Agency believes that the selected remedy will best address environmental
impacts and future health risks posed by site conditions. U.S. EPA will
attempt to minimize other impacts posed bv the remedy.

Comment: Suppose U.S. EPA finds contamination in vater wells, then wvhat
happens? How will we be provided with water i{f the water wells are found o
be contaminated? (A, 70,17]

What ve wers told before was that {f they found any wells that are
contaminatad, U.S. EPA would hook everyone into either Connesut or Ashtabula,
and Olin Cheaicals Corporation would have to pay for it. Does that still
scand? [A,71,7])

U.S. EPA Response:

If contamination migrates from the site and is discovered in residential
drinking vater wells, U.S. EPA, in conjunction with Ohio EPA, will provide an
alternate drinking-wvater source. One vay to provide an alternacte drinking-
vacter source would be to hook-up residents to’s neardby sunicipal vater source.
The U.S. EPA wvould try to get the PRPs to pay for the hook-up. If necessary
the U.S. EPA would pay the costs and attempt to regain costs at a later date
from Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs).

Riscxibucion of Information

Comment: Information from U.S. EPA should be sent to all Kingsville
residancs concerning the Big D Campground site, especially if there should
ever be an evacuation. (C] If U.S. EPA continues to take samples, conduct
tests, and monitor the residents that live nearby should be notified.
(A,40,2)

U.S. RPA Response:

The U.S. EPA msiling list for the site vas established based on interest shown
by residents vho attended public meetings held in 1987 and 1989. Uhenever new
information is released to the public or a public meeting is scheduled, a

notice is published {n a local paper to advise all residents. The U.S. EPA
will advise residents living near the site of work scheduled to be conducted

" on-site.

Any evacuation plan, which would be prepared by U.S. EPA would contain the
s
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names, addresses, and phone numbers of all residents {n the immediate vicinicy
of the sice.

Insinexation

Comment: I am concerned about the proposed incinerator. The specifics of
the incinerator must be explained to the community. For example, will the
incinerator have a scrubber as part of the systea? [A,23,7] What type of
incinerator will it be? [A,31,18]) 1Is thers going to be a lot of noise during
operation of the incinerators? [A,82,13]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The U.S. EPA will mail a fact sheet on incineration to all persons on the
mailing list. As soon as the specific incinerator to be used is chosen,
further informstion will be sent to the residents on the mailing list and, if
interest varrants, a meeting will be scheduled to provide additional
information.

Excavation

Comment: The wind primarily coames out of the.northwest and I live downwind
from the site. As you plan to dig up material at the site that will be
incineratesd, precautions must be taken. Is thers any danger to the people who
live downwind of the site while U.S. EPA is digging up and transporting
concaminated material? [A,22,9)

U.S. EPA Response:

Alr sonitoring will be conducted during excavation to ensure on-site worker
proctection and to monitor the air quality near the site for residencs.

Comment: You are proposing excavation, but at a prior public meeting ve
vere told that if the vastes were just dug up, there could be wore probleas,
like anocther Love Canal. Now, {f you go in there and start digging won’'t you
have the same concerns? [A,38,9)

U.S. EPA Response:

The RI report identifies types of contaaminants at the site. Information on
the types of vastes placed in the landfill also has been obtained from Olin
Chemicals Corporation. There is no indication nor any reason to believe that
this site will turn inco another love Canal. However, safety precautions and
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contingency plans to handle any emergency situations will be established prior
to beginning any excavation work at the site.

Comment: During the excavation activities, it seems that there should be an
independent party that monitors the contractors. {A,88,16]

How many U.S. EPA employees will actually be on the site? Does U.S. EPA
actually do some of the testing? [A,79,12])

We are concerned about U.5. EPA’'3 povwer to maks sure that the cleanup is done
properly. [A,49,21)]

U.S. IPA Responss:

During the design and construction phases of the project shead, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers will have a leading role. In the actual removal and
incineration phases of the project, the Corps will procure the contractors and
provide the necessary oversight as well. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA’s role will be
assure that sny public health threat is addressed, that the public is tnformed
of the progress of site clean up and that U.S. EPA’s Record of Decision is
carried out in full. 1If the responsible parties implement the cleanup, U.S.
EPA and the Corps will provide oversight of all activities pursuant to a
court-entered Consent Decree.

It {s not possible to estimate how many persons will actually be on site
during any one phase of the remedial accion.

concingency 2lans

Comment: I am cun;nrucd that U.S. EPA's Proposed Plan does not contain
contingencies to address problems that may still occur. For example, suppose
chat during the excavation process some of the drums burst, what would happen?
(A,33,24])

U.S. EPA stated that {f sosething unexpected happens it will be eventually
detected through sonitoring activitiea. Ve are concerned about residents in
the ares of the site in the event that something happens, like lesking texic
vapors. What happens to nearby residents until the excavaction takes place?
(A,35,5] 1If something goes wrong at the site, say that gas is coming off the
site ac a higher level than it should, ve vant to knov that U.S. EPA von't
delay in fixing the problem. [A,51,24] Ve are concerned about your
contingency plans so that ve can be assured that the cleanup will be conducted
properly. [A,69,18)

U.S. EPA Responsas:
During the remedial design, contingency plans will be prepared to handle
10
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emergency situations which may occur during the remedial action. As soon as
an emergency situation vas detected, vhich would entail excavation or some
other measurs, residents would be notified. The U.S. EPA would not neglect to
tell residents of an emergency situation as its purpose is to protect human
health and the environment.

Once the remedial design is coapleted, prior to beginning the remedial action,
the design plans and related documents vill be made available to the public at
the repository located in the Kingsville Public Library.

Genezal

Comment: Altsrnative §#9 says that you are going to prohibit the use of the
water wells. 1Is that vhat you're going to do? Everybody has a well. [A,72,3)
The fact sheet says,”...EPA would prevent the use or i{nstallation of
groundvater supply wells in cthe area of the site...” [A,72,15]

U.S. EPA Response:

The use or installation of drinking water vells located {n the contaminated
aquifer will be prohibited. If contamination related to the site is found in
residential drinking-water wells, the U.S. EPA, in conjunction with the Ohio
EPA, will provide an alternate drinking-water supply. The actual extent of
the contaminated ground-water plume vill be better defined after completion of
the additional ground water study.

Comment: I would like to know why U.S. EPA does not give the community any
direct ansvers. U.S. EIPA says "1'm not sure,” or, "ve're going to have to
monitor more.” Why doesn’t U.S. EPA have someone talk to the community who
knows more about the site and understands the {ssuss. [A,88,23]

I think that the representatives froam the U.S. EPA here tonight have tried to
divide and conquer these people by stating, 'that later on ve will ansver your
questions on a one-to-one basis."”

It is really hard for mse to be in favor or not in favor of a remedisl plan
vhen ve don’'t have any specific i{nformation. U.S. EPA can’'t tell us where the
trenches are going to be placed or the location of the plume. How can the
compunity sake a comment on this? We don't know who's going to be affected by
this. (A,95,135)

I think that before ve accept or disapprove anything we should have a field
representative or an engineer from the U.S. EPA who is familiar with this
ares, who {s familiasr with the dump, who knovs vhat's going on, to come out
and explain the issues to the people of Kingsville. (A,100,11]

When such time as you people come back with a solid workable plan then I‘ll
give a comment on whether I feel it’'s co my benefit or not. I believe that
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you should have another meeting vhen you come back with a solid plan, not just

a proposal. [A,102,11)

U.S. EPA Response:

At the public meeting, the only types of questions which 7.S. EPA dsferred to
be answezed latar or vers not able to ansver vere either specific quescions
posed by residents living near the site, il.e., issues such as standing wvacer
in thelir backyards, and specific questions on the rsmedisl action, c¢r the
location and type of incinerator to be used on-sits. Informacion abouc
residential concerns was not known prior to the meeting. If U.S. EPA and Ohio
EPA had been avare of these concerns prior to the meeting, these questions
could have been researched. The design specifications of the remedial action
will be developed during the remedial design phase. Therefore it was not
possible during the Proposed Plan public hearing to tell the community exactly
vhere the interceptor trenches will be located, or vwhat type of incinerator
vill be used on site, and vhat type of scrubber it will have. During the
remedial design phase all the specifics of the remedial action vill be
decided. Once the remedial design is completed the remedial action cleanup of
the site will begin.

The RI and PFeasibilicy Study (FS) identified the type of contamination at the
site, vhat media have been affected by the contamination, and the general
extent of migration of the contamination. Using this enviromnmental data, the
U.S. ‘EPA and Ohioc EPA developed a Proposed Plan which cutlines the best way to
address the contamination at the site. During the Proposed Plan and public
comment period, the Agencies asked the public to comment on the concepts
presented in the Proposed Plan. The information currently available will be
fine-tuned during the remsedial design to gather eéngineering data, such as
exactly vhere to place the trenches and vhat type of incinerator will best
handle the vastes at the site.

U.S. EPA’'s Remedial Project Manager and Ohio EPA’'s Project Coordinator
designated for the site ars the technical contacts. They oversee all vork
done at the site, solve problems vhich arise, and raview all documents
produced, in general, manage the site.

Comment: Vas thers & fire on the site about 10 to 12 years ago? 1If so,
wvhat effect would che fire have on conditions at the site? [I]

I've seen the landfill, or have heard of the landfill on Creek Road being
ablaze, on firs.

U.S. EPA Response:

The only information located about a fire in the area wvas one which did not
occur at the Big D Campground site. Fiberglass vastes vere dumped alongside
Conneaut Creek at a site on Creek Road approximately one mile west of the Big
D site. That site apparently caught fire several years ago.
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Comment: We are concerned that U.S. EPA will pick another less protective
alternative for addressing contamination issues st the site. (A,41,7] 1f
funds run out, U.S. EPA may pick a cheaper remedy. [A,43,2]

U.S. Z2A Response:

The Proposed Plan discusses U.S. EPA’'s preferred alternative for cleaning up
the site. Once the Record of Decision (ROD) {s signed the remedy is finalized
and cannot be changed without notifying the public, beginning a second public
comment period for the new remedy and signing another ROD.

If funding probleas occurred, the remedial action may be slowed but U.S. EPA
wvould not choose a cheaper remedy simply to save money. The reamedy chosen
with this ROD i{s the sost cost effective and protective of human health and
the environment.
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SECTION 2: SUMMARY OF OLIN CHEMICALS CORPORATION COMMENTS AND U.S. EPA
RESPONSES

Acstone

Comment: The organic coampounds detected in the deep wvells are primarily
acetone, methens chloride, and chlorobenzene. Section 4.3.3 of the RI repert
notes that acetone, methylene chlorids, chlorobenzene, toluene, and
trichlorethylene were detected in some field and/or laboratory blanks up to
305.8 ppb of tocal VOA’'s. Acetons vas used as a rinse in decontamination of
ground vater sampling equipment. This is especially troubling since acetone
is the compound reported in the highest concentrations and with the greatsst
frequency in the deep wells. (B,2]

U.S. EPA Response:

Only one field blank sample had other organic compounds than acecone and
methylene chloride (field blank sample BD-FB2-0l). This was a field blank of
a bladder pump which was not used in sampling any of the deep wells. As
stated in the Rl report, the compounds found in field blank samples wers
comparsd to the analytical results and, vhen appropriate, the analytical
results vere eliminated from consideration. Furthermore, neither acetone,
methylene chloride, or toluene vere used in calculating potential risks.

Comment: Section 4.3.3.3 of the RI states "Acetone, a common field and
laboratory contaminant was the only compound detected during both sample
rounds in a single deep well.” If acetone is not included, the detected total
VOA concentractions in the deep wells exceed 10 ppd only in one sample (34.2
ppb in the first sample froa Well 4D). The latest measurement froam Well 4D

vas O ppb. [B,3)

U.S. IPA Response:

Table 4-3 in the RI report identcifies acetone separately in the distribution
of organic contaminants at the site. Total VOAs are not listed. As stated
above, acetons was not used in calculating potentisl risks.

Ground Vatex

Comment: Chemical data presented in the RI report about ground vater from
the confined bedrock squifer raises serious concerns with respect to the
validity of the RI data. Specifically, we are concerned sbout the following:
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1. Validicy of the ground vater samples and analysis from the deep
vells (those screened in the unit designated the confined bedrock
squifer) is questionable.

2. Significance of the low, inconsistent concentrations detected {(n
the deep aquifer is doubtful.

3. Teaporal patterns in the data suggest that the concentrations in
ground wvater from the deep wells may result from residual
. contamination introduced to this depth by drilling for
installation of the monitor wells.

4. Vell development was not sufficiently defined and may not have
been properly done. (B,2)

U.8. EPA Response:

U.S. EPA does not believe that there is any problem with the data obtained
from deep wells.

The significance of lov concentrations of contaminants found in the deep
nquifnr is important. Tetrachloroethene found in one deep well has a 5.1 x
10°* cancer risk. .

All deep wells were constructed by properly casing off the upper aquifer
followed by continued drilling into the deep aquifer using equipment not usad
in the water table aquifer (as discussed in Appendix A of the RI report).
Temporal patterns may be indicative of pulses of contamination being relsased
from the landfill. Well 2D showed an increase in chlorobenzene concentrations
between round 1 and 2.

Wells vers developed using a surge block coupled vt:h'rcpcctod bailing and
pumping (as discussed in Appendix A of the RI report). U.S. EPA believes vell
developnent was conducted properly.

Comment: The spanned period of four months, for well sampling and analysis,
is insufficient to make ground-vater quality conclusions. The data for
repeatsd samples from any single deep well is inconsistent. For example,
subsequent samples resulted in the following total VOA concentrations.

well 1D O to 76 ppd

well 2D 1,100 to 118 to O ppb
well 3D 628.6 to 48 co O ppd
well 4D 71.2 to 900 to O ppd
well 5D 5,922 to O ppd

.well 6D 430 to 38 ppb (B, 3

In the last ground-water sampling evenc, four of the six wells did not report
any datectable VOAs. Even if the sampling and analysis results wers not of
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questionable validity the data would not necessarily demonstrate contamination
of the confined bedrock aquifer. The data for total VOAs lisced above
{lluscrate a geneval trend of decreasing concentration with succeeding

samplings.

U.S. EPA Response:

The deep well analytiral results are not inconsistent. As discussed atove, it
{s not unusual for contaminants in the ground vater to move in pulses which
will vary the concentration of contaminants found {n the ground water
throughout the year.

In addition, the total VOA concentrations listed i{n this comment are not
correct. Wells 2D, 3D, and 4D did not show O ppb total VOAs in the last
sampling event. As discussed in the footnotes of Table 4-10 of the RI reporc,
these samples vwere analyzed for extractables but not analyzed for volaciles.

Comment: Dedicated sanpling equipument should have been used to avoid
probleas of equipment contamination during sampling. Because of the presence
in the blank samples of the same contaminancs reported to be present in the
sanples and the inconsistent results from repeated samplings, the ground-water
saople and analysis results do not indicate significant concentrations of
organics in the deep ground vater. (B,3]

This suggests that the detected organic compounds could de the result of
contanination from shallower zones that was carried inco the deeper aquifer
during drilling for installation of the deep monitor wells. Repeated purging
and sampling of a well would gradually reduce the constituent concentrations
resulting in lower detected concentrations with repeated samplings and perhaps
invalidate the conclusion that no deep contamination exists. [B,4)

U.S. EPA Response:

The field blank sample vhich showed organic compounds other than methylens
chloride and scetons (BD-FB2-01) was a sample from a bladder pump. This
sampling pump vas not used to sample the deep wells. All other £field bdlank
samples indicate that decontamination procedures were adequate and did not
introduce organic compounds into the samples (vith the exception of acetomne
and sethylens chloride which are common lab contaminants).

Comment: It should be noted that in comparing production well contaainant
concentrations vith site monitoring-well concentrations in the same aquifer,
lover concentracions may occur in dynamic systems such as production wells in
comparison to stagnant systess such as monitoring-wells. The use of
monitoring vell data applied to production well consumption may overstate the
health risk. [B,13]
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0.8. EPA Responss:

In order to prevent sampling of "stagnant svstems”, purging is done prior to
sampling. Furthermore, MCLs are based on vater quality from a "tap® or

faucec.

Comment: The dats {n Appendix C of the Rl report dves not indicate the
volume of water that vas removed from each well during developaent and during
purging for each sampling event. This information is necessary to evaluate
the validity of the ground water samples. [B-4]

U.S. EPA Responss:

Five to 40 gallons of water were removed from the desp wells during
development, 15 to 60 gallons vers removed from the shallow wells during
development, and 25 to 70 gallons wvere removed from the creek wells during
developaent. The exact quantity removed was dependant on well yisld. 1In all
cases, vealls were developed until the vater form the wvells was clear and as
sediment-free as possible. Conductivity, pH and temperature vere also
monitored.

Comment: Boreholes 2D, 3D, and 4D wvers advanced 10 to 20 feet deaper than
the planned well depth. On attempting to plug the bottom of thess boring
cement bentonite grout rose in the borehole through the screened interval,
Borehole 2D vas apparently properly plugged and sbandoned and the well was
installed in a new borshole adjacent to the first location. Borshole 3-D,
howvever, wvas drilled out using a cors barrel. Borshole 4-D was flushed with
wvater to remove the rout. The adequacy of the measures for wells 3.D and 4-D
i{s questionable and residual grout in the wells may impact qualicty of vater
sanples from these vells. The procedure used for the borshole 2-D should also

have been used for 3-D and 4-D. (B,4)

U.S. EPA Responss:

The U.S. EPA decided not to abandon and redrill wells 3D and 4D becauss the
valls vere able to be redrilled through the grout (3D) and flushed (4D). It
vas determined that the presence of grout would not impact the quality of
samples acquired from these wells.

Comment: Northward movement of shallow ground vater is stated as fact.

This is not documented and is not justified by the data in the RI report.
Table 3-1 (p.3-16 of the RI report) shows some higher ground vater elevations
north of wells 1S, 5S and 4S. For example, vater levels in 3S, the northern
most monitor well, and RW) (a residential well located about 600 feet north of
the reported ground wacer divide at the site) were 712.90 feet and 719.83
feet, respectively, on September 26, 1987, and gl;hcr than che wells
immediately to the south. 1In fact, the ground vater elevation wvas higher in
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the northern most shallov monitor well, MW-3S, than in well zo the south of {:
on four of the six dates on which ground vater elevation measurementcs vers
reported. Ground-vater elevation in RW3 was 720.07 feet asl on May 16,1987,
higher than monitor wvells located to the south. Furthermore, it {s difficulc
to predict a contour of 714 feet as shown in Figure 3-3 (p.3-8 of the report)
vith the existing ground-water slevation data. This contour was drawn
considerably north of well 3§, the northern most monitor well and the northern
most data point. Also, the wvater level around the 712 feet contour line In
Figure 3-4 (p.3-9) can be interpreted in other ways. PFor instance, an east-
west trough could exist instead of s closed depression. [3,8)

U.S. LPA Responss:

U.S. EPA interprets ground-vatsr movesent in the water table aquifer is to the
north. This {s substantiated by the vater level mesasurements taken in
monitoring wells on-site, and presanted in Table 3-1 of the RI report. Water
level measurements cbtained from residential wells are not used to contour
ground-vacter flov because the ground vater in residential wells has different
characteristics froa ground water in monitoring wells on site (deterained from
reviaw of inorganic data and the use of modified sctiff diagrams). In
addition, northern flow of the shallow ground vater is substantiated by the
presence of contamination from the landfill being dectected in all shallow
ground-vater monitoring wells north of the landfill.

Contour line 714 on Figure 3-3 of the report vas dravm only 73 feet north of
wvell 35S and was estimated using standard contouring techniques. Contour line
712 on Figurs 3-4 could indicate and east-west trough but is not supported by
any data collected during the RI. The U.S. EPA belisves that the ground-wvater
flov interpretacions presented in Figures 3-3 and 3-4 are appropriate.

Comment: In the modeling of the plume, it has been assumed that the vater
table aquifer is infinite in extent. This assumption is contradictory to the
actual physical characteristics. In fact, data wers not presentsd that verify
that the aquifer is continuous in the area included in the model. Also the
modal did not account for the vertical recharge from the surface. (3,11}

U.S. EPA Respounse:

The modsl was used as & tool to estimate the extent of contamination based on
existing site data. The assumption of an infinite aquifer and no vertical
recharge sre common assumptions in analytical models. These assumptions vere
noted in the selection of the model and the results are accordingly used as
just one tool in remedy selection.

Comment: The Princeton Model is limited to modeling s single source vith a
single ground-water flow direction. The study used & combination of resulcs
from multiple model runs as s veighted average of concentration with respect
to discharges from the two source areas. Theoretically, since it is not based
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on solute mass balance or mass conservation, the weighted average
concentration may deviate remarkably from the true valus at each locati{on. It
{s, therefore, essential to verify the results by running other models
(analytical or numerical) and comparing the results. No indication of model
verification was submittad.

In light of the above, we suggest that the following be considered further:

1. Obtain water level data for additional dates and provide mors data
points further north.

2. Utilize another analytical model to verify the Princeton Model's
results vith the same given assumptions;

3. After adequate data is obtained, refine the assumptions and use
other snalytical or numerical models to obtain results based on
more realistic physical conditions. A numerical model or
combination of analytical and numerical models i{s highly
recommended since it can better simulate the subsurface conditions
at the Big D sice;

4, Sensitivity analysis of the responses of ground water flow and
contaminant transport with respect to changes in the
hydrogeological parameters is essential since the input values are
based on assumed values and may differ very significantly froa the
actual conditions. No sensitivity analysis is reported in the RI.
(8,12]

U.S. EPA Responss:

Confirmation of ground-vater data vas not determined to be necessary during
the RI/FS because U.S. EPA vill be obtaining further informati{on on ground-
vater flow and the extent of the plume during a pre-design study, as discussed
in the FS and ROD. This study will involve confirming wvhat vas presented in
the RI report, south of the site, and installing and sampling addicional
monitoring wells vhich will better define the geclogy north of the site, the
ground-vater flow, and hov far contamination has migrated from the site.

The study will {nitislly concentrate on the area north of the site vhere the
plume may have migrated. This ares vill be determined based on ground-vater
modelling and results froa the last round of ground-water sampling during the
RI. 1If greund-vater contamination has not migrated to this theoreticsl poinc,
additional wells will be installed closer to the source ares until the
boundary of the plume is identified. Conversely, if contamination has
migrated beyond the theoretical limit, additional wells farther from the
source area vill be installed in order to place bounds on the location of the
plume. The full extent of migration will be established prior to designing
the ground water collection and treatment system.

Comment: The estimated extent of shallow ground water contamination to the
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north of the site is based solely on the predications from the analytical
modsl and actual ground vater data ars limited to the scuthern edge of the
arsa sodeled. Contradictions exist between the wodel and the svailable data
and nuserous unverified assumptions ars present in the analytical model and
the estimation of contaminant extent. Evaluation of the extent of
contamination requires collection of actusl hydrogeologic and wvater chemical
data within the ares modeled. The actuul extent may vary significancly froam
vhat has been predicted in the RI report, as 1s indicated by the available
data for residential wells. [B,13]

U.S. EPA Response:

The limitacions of the ground-vater model are discussed asbove. We agree that
residencisl well vater quality data does not support the northern extent of
the plume. That is cthe purpose of the pre-design ground water study vhich the
U.S. EPA will conduct to define the extent of the contaminant plume. Based on
the information gathered during cthis study, the actual placement of collection
trenches and extraction wells can be designed.

In addition, soil gas sampling was conducted to assist in verifying the
location of the modelled plume. This investigation detected target compounds
in the soil gas in aress of the predicted plume extent north of any ground-
vater sampling point (see Appendix J of the RI repert).

Comment: Table I of Appendix H of the RI report lists the ground vater
velocity used in the model as 3.64 x 10%m/sec. This equivalent to about
1,030,000 feet per day. Presumably this is a typographical error. What
ground vater velocity was used? (B,13])

U.S. EFA Responss:
The correct velocity used in the model is 3.64 x 10°* cm/sec.

Comment: The data presented in the RI report is not adequate to verify that

the shallow aquifer is continuous to the north of the site. Additional
measuring points are necessary to define the direction of the ground vater
novement from the site. (B8,8]

U.S. LPA Respouse:

It is appropriate to assume that the aquifer {s continuous because there is no
evidance to indicate otherwise. Ar discussed above, an additional study of
the extent of the plume, the ground water and the geology north of the site
vill be conducted during a pre-design study prior to finalizing the remedial
design.
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Comment: Page 1-7 of the RI report states that since the unusually low
vagter table elevations in the fall do not represent normal site conditions,
ground-vater flov systems have been discussed using May 1987 data. 1If chis is
the case, ground-water flow to the north would be primarily uni-direccional as
indicated by Figure 3-3. This is contradictory to the two-lobed contaminant
plun used in the analytical model and depicted i{n Figure 4-6 (p.4-19 of the RI
report). The pattern of s two-lobed plume could be simulated under the
initial condicion of two-directional ground vater flow as depicted in Figure
3.4 (p.3-9 of the RI report). With the available data, the conclusions
arrived at on p.3-7 and p.4-18 of the Rl report regarding the northward
movenent and the two-lobed plume are not substantiated. It should be noted
that seasonal fluctuations in the ground vater elsvation occur even in normal
precipitation years and the measurements during the RI may reflect normal
trends although the actual slevations would vary from year to year. It is
possible that the northern portion of the site exhibits a seasonal reversal of
flow direction. {B,8]

U.S. EPA Response:

The flow direction in figure 3-3 and 3-4 are not markedly different. The test
pit investigation indicated the presence of two separats source areas vwhich
are divided by undiscurbed soils. In addition, ground-water level
measurements and contamination detscted in all wells north of the landfill
indicate northern movement of ground water. The presence of a northern plume
of contamination was verified by soil gas sampling. 1If a seasonal reversal of
flov direction does occur, it does not change any conclusions reached by U.S.

- EPA.

Comment: Page 4-12 of the RI report states that well RW-3 "is probably not
screened {n the same vater bearing unit as the monitoring wells at the B3ig D
site. Well construction, recharge rates, and static vater level indicate this
well receives vater from a localized perched vater table zone.” The basis for
this conclusion is not documented in the RI. The data presented in the RI
report (Table 1 of Appendix C) does not distinguish the aquifer at RW-3 from
that at RW-1, RW-2, RW-4 and the onsite monitor wells completed in the water
table. Table 1 of Appendix C (see volume II of Final RI Report) lists RW-3,
RW-1, RW-2 and RW-4 as screened in the overburden (assumed based on
discussions wvith owners). No hydrogeologic analysis or other data is
presented to indicate that RW-3 is not screened in the same aquifer as the
other residential wells or the shallow onsite monitor wells. The ground wvater
slevation {in RW-3 is higher than in the northern most shallov onsite monitor
vells and this say reflect a ground-vater elevation surface for the wvater
table different from that assumed in the RI rather than necessarily indicating
a different aquifer. It should be noted that the RI report also indicaces
that the wvater table aquifer onsite is a perched aquifer in the over burden.
(B.8] ’
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U.8. EPA Response:

The discussion regarding the vater-bearing unit in wvhich RW-3 {3 screensd,
applies to all residential wells. The discussion on page 4-12 of the RI
report only sentioned well RV-3 because inorganic contaminants wers detected
in this well. The basis for the conclusion {s information ohtained by
utilizing modified sciff diagrams vhich indicate a diffarent ground vater
chemistry in resi{deanzial wells compared to on-sits mcnitoring wells. The
vater table aquifer on-site {s not & perched aquifer bdecause an unsaturated
zone does not exist below this aquifer. However a perched water table aquifer
wvas discovered during the soil gas investigation at sample number $G-19 (sees
Appendix J of the RI report, p.4).

Comment: According to the RI report, one of the stated reasons for the two-
lobed contaminant plume {s surface vater recharge from the drainage swale at
the northern end of the site. If the drainage swale is a significant source
of recharge, the local ground vater flow would be expected to be southward
from the south side of the swale and northward from the north side of the
svale (i.e., a ground water divide). This is contradictory to the statement
in the RI report that ground water moves northward. (B,10]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The effect of the drainage svale does not appear to be significant {n altering
ground-wvater flow to a degree vhich could be seen in ground-water elevations
obtained during the RI. However, as stated in the RI report, the drainage
svale may be one reason for the two-lobed plume.

Comment: Residential well RW2, located at 3700 Creek Road, does not show
any chlorobenzens contamination or other contamination believed to come from
the site. However, Figure 4-§ shows that the computer simulation predicts
that there is about Jmg/l of chlorobenzene in the viecinity of RW2. The
detection limit for chlorobenzene {s .005ag/l. The accuracy of the transport
model {s implied in the RI report to be about one order of magnitude, but in
this case is in error by at least a factor of 600. The assumption: on which
the model {s based may not be valid. [B,10]

U.S. EPA Respouss:

This comment is not clearly understood becsuse RW2, located at 3700 Creek
Road, is not shown on Figure 4-6 of the RI report. U.S. EPA assumes that this
is a typo, and the comment spplies to RW3.

RW3 vas not installed by U.S. EPA and {s thersfore not comnstructed for the
purpose of monitoring the water table aquifer. As discussed above, evidence

indicates that this well in i{nstalled in a perched aquifer above the vater
table aquifer.
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Seil

Comment: Two background soil samples vers collected, both from the same
location. The RI then states that "As shown in Table 4-1 the highest borshole
concentrations for all compounds except silver exceeded the concentrations
detected in the two background samples. The highest concentrations of each
inorganic compound detected in the test pits excesded the concantracions in
both background samples with the exception of antimony, arsenic, beryllium,
cobalt, iron, cysnide, selenium, thallium, and vanadium." These are true
statements, hovever, (t should be notad that this does not necessazily
indicate elevated concentrations in the soil borings and test pits relacive to
the two background samples. Most of the inorganic constituents analyzed are
present in varying concentrations in soil samples as a result of natural
processes. The naturally occurring concentrations will vary from location to
location and will exhibit a statistically distributed range of values vhich is
dependent on the number of samples of the total population of samples which
have been analyzed. That i{s, if the range for a very small number of samples
is compared to the highest value observed from a much greatsr number of
sanples collected from the same population, it is expected that some values
will exceed the range of the small number of samples. Since many more samples
vere analyzed from boresholes and test pits than from background locations, it
should be expectad that some values will exceed the range exhibited by the
background samples. Nots that the lowest concentrations of the borshole and
test pit samples for the inorganic constituents are also lover than or equsl
to (for not detected) that lowest values for the two background samples. The
comparisons used and conclusions reached are statistically invalid. (B,10]

U.S. EPA Response:

Inorganics in the soll pose no significant risks with the exposure scenariocs
evaluated for this sice. .

Commenct: Soil gas concentration contours have not been provided to help
svaluate the validity of the estimated extent of the ground-wvater
contamination plume, as shown i{n Figure 4-6 of the RI report (p.4-19).
Further verification of the results {s necessary. (B,1l1]

U.S. IFPA Response:

Limited sampling points, extreme stracification of the soils, and vet
conditions prevented U.S. IPA from confidently contouring soil gas data.

As state above, additional pre-design studies of the ground vater north of the
site will be conducted.
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Comment: For Tables in chapter 6, the upper bound excess lifetime cancer
risk value mathematically should be reported vith three significant digics to
obtain more uniform calculation results. Also, {n the selection of soil
ingestion ratss - the soil ingestion valuss presentad in the EPA Superfund
Exposure Assessment Manual (SEAM) p. 168, Table A-5 are presented by age group
and are more accurate. The information in this reference also provides time
periods for various ingestion rates making the assumption of years of soil
ingestion unnecessary. (B,13]

The vorst case soil ingestion of 1x10® vas selected. 1Is the basis for
selecting this value valid? See page 6-5. [B,26] .

U.S. EPA Responsa:

The Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual (SPHEM) suggests that the upper
bound cancer risk be reported with one significant figure. The assumption for
soil ingestion and the use of a 1x10°? kg/day soil ingestion rate ars based on
a U.S. EPA directive issued on January 27, 1989.

Comment: The scenario used regarding direct contact with concaminated soils
extent of exposure (p.6-6) assumes that future direct contact with soils will
involve soil up to 8 feet belov the ground surface. The basis of the
assumption (depth of 8 feet rather than surfacs soil) needs to be presenced.
Use of surface soil would probably result in significantly lover exposurs.

The exposure via this pathway is zero. [B,14)

U.S. EPA Responses:

The assumption for futurs soil exposure assumes that houses will be
constructed at the sice and soil will be excavated to eight feet to install a
basement (p. 6-2 to 6-3 in RI).

Comment: On page 6-6 of the Rl report, the potential dermal exposure is
estimated to be 1 mg soil/ca’ body area. This estimate is high, a value of
0.6 mg soil/ca® s more accurate (lLepovw, 1975). The value of 1 mg soil/ca’
oversstimates the health risk and this should be stated. The Superfund Public
Health Ivaluation Manual (SPHEM) states that the uncertainties of each
assunption maks during the risk evaluation process and the resulting over or
underestimation of health risk must be clarified. Evaluation of the impacts
of assumptions vas not made for any exposure assumptions. [B,14)

U.S. EPA Responss:
The U.S. EPA chose the value of 1 mg/ca’ to be & median value. The commentor
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cited a valus of 0.6 msg/ca? vhile U.S. EPA's Superfund Exposurs Assessment
manual cites (Harger 1979) values of 1.45 mg/ca? for pocting soil and 2.77
ag/ca® for clay. the U.S. EPA beliaves 1 ag/ca’ to be a reasonable compronise
betwaen the various literature values.

Comment: The basis for the selection and use of an additional carcinogenic
potency factor for calculating dermal exposures vas not stated. The impact of
the use of these factors in addition to the use of factors developed for
ingestion of contaaminants on the overall risk estimate was not discussed.

[B,14]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The use of potency factors for dermal exposures is based on the fact that a
percentage of the chemical will pass across the skin and enter the blood
stzean. Thersfore U.S. EPA applied an absorption factor to the dosage
calculation wvhich reflected the amount (percentage) that would cross the skin
barrier and enter the blood streas.

Coument: It is stated on page 6-11 of the RI report that the sampling
results for the residential wells did not reveal any inorganic or organic
contaminants that could be attributed to releases from the Big D site. It
should have been stated that for incomplete exposure pathways there is no
actual risk. (See Refsrence SPHEM, Page 36, first column, second paragraph).
There is no potential risk associated with the site ground water at this time
due to an {ncoamplete exposure pathwvay. Risk i{s overestimatsd because {t {s
assumed that the pathway is complete at this point. The potential for future
risk exiscs only 1if a production well is placed in a location completing the

exposure pathway. (B,15]

U.S. EZPA Response:

The RI report acknovledges that no one is currently exposed and that the risks
are based on the assumption of future exposure. The risks are estimated based
on a series of assumptions for future exposures associated vwith contamination
of nearby residential wells or drinking wvater wells completed on-site or off-

site at some time in the future. Actusl or threatened releases of hazardous

subsctances from the site may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the environment if contaminants in the landf{ll

and sigracting from the landfill are not addressed.

Comment: When referring to risk, it sheuld be clarified in the RI report
that the future is based on a period of 70 years for risk assessment purposes,

‘not an infinice time period. (B,15]
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U.S8. KPA Respouse:

An exposure may last longer than 70 years. This time frame is used to
estimace lifectime tvisk from exposure. If the source is noc removed, (t {s
possible that exposurs could continue for longer periods.

Comment: The RI report states that both acute and chronic exposures for the
potential ingestion of ground vater vers evaluated. Only chronic hazard index
values can be found in the RI report. [B3,15]

U.S. EPA Responss:

Only chronic hazard indices were evaluated. The stacement "Pocential
ingestion of ground water ... was evaluated ... for both acute and chronic
exposures” (p.6-12 of RI report) relates acuts and chronic exposures to
noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects, respectively.

Comment: For infrequently found contaminants, geometric mesn concentratious
were not calculated and the contaminant was not evaluated under probable
conditions. 1In order to evaluate thess contaminants under probable case
conditions, the geometric mean can be calculated utilizing a concentration
equivalent to one-half the detection limit for that specific contaminant vhen
there ars "non-detectable” levels. This approach more accurately escimates
the actual or probable exposure. {B,13]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The assumptions used by the U.S. EPA exclude the infrequently found
contaninants from analysis under the probable case exposure. This also
assumes that these contaminants vill not cause an unacceptable risk under the
probable case exposure. In addition, risks have already been identified in
ground water, this method would only increase the risks already identified.

Comment : It 1is stated in the R! report that extrapolations from animal
studies do not address human-animal differences in absorption. This is not
true - all effect levels obtained from chronic animal studies are mulctiplied
by a safety factor of 10 to account for interspecies variation. It is also
states thag the ACI and CPF calculations assume that the human body absorbs
1002 of the contaminant, the same extent as an experimental animal. For most
compounds this is not true. The reasons for excluding the percent contaminant
absorbed in equations 6-1 and 6-2 in the Rl report are not satisfactory.
However, by assuming 100X is absorbed, the estimated dose is higher and the
calculated risks are more conservative. (B,16]

The RI states that 1% inorganic and 5% organic dermal exposure assumptions
would be used, these percentages grg used in equations 6-1 and 6-2 in Appendix
H of the RI reporc. [B,16]
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U.S. EPA Rasponse:

The assumption made by U.S. EPA wvas that no adjustment in the dosages for
i{ngegtion axposure would have to be made to account for the absorption rate in
man. The ACI and CPF are based on a dose ingested or administered not on a
doss absorbed [nto ths blood streax. Although 100% !s absorbed {nto the blood
stream, the U.S. EPA assumed that inorganic contaminants would absorb into the
blood stream at a rate that is one percent of the rats of absorption via
ingestion. This sbsorption for organics vas five percantc.

Comment: The BCF values quocted for chlorobenzene range from 10 to 4185. A
value of 465 was selected and the basis for this selection {s not stated. A
more conservative approach would be to use the highest value. Recalculacions
using BCF of 4183 gives a HI of 0.32 which is still in the acceptable rangs.

(B,16]

U.S. EPA Response:

The BCF chosen by U.S. EPA related to the species found in Conneaut Creek.

Comment: In chapter 6 of the RI report, the estimated dose and HI should
have been calculated for barium, lead, and beryllium. [B,16]

U.S. EPA Respomse:
The U.S. EPA fealt thac it wvas appropriate to only perform qualitative analysis
of these concaminants due to a lack of good BCF data for thesse metals.

Comment : The estimated dose for chlorobenzene is 9.5E -01 not 9.21 E Ol
ng/kg. (See page 6-16 of the RI report) The HI is 3.5 E -02 not 3.4 x E -02.
{B,17)

U.S. EPFA Response:

The error is noted. The risk is still not significant.

Comment: In Appendix H of the RI report {t is stated that exposure dose is

equal to 10,230 mg/kg exposure dose should equal 10.230 mg/kg or 10,230 ug/kg.
(B.17]

U.S. EPA Response:
The exposure doos‘should be 10,230 ug/kg/day and this valus was used in all
27
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calculations.

Commerit: A discrepancy exists in the average body surface area of a child
used in the risk assessmenc. Although EPA (1985) stated the average surface
1s 1200 ca®, the 1988 Superfund Assessment Manual (Page 127) quotes that the
dernal area of s child is 9400 ca®. (B,18]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The difference betveen sources is noted. However, the existing risk is well
below the acceptable range and using the newer value would lower the dose and
resultant risk even further.

Comment: The derivations and calculations of the carcinogenic potency
factors and noncarcinogenic acceptable daily intake values should be discussed
in more detail. 1In addition a discussion of the safety factors included in
the calculations should be included. This information is necessary to
detarnine the validity of the conclusions. [B,18)

U.S. E?A Response:

Since this information is readily available from U.S. EPA'Ss IRIS data base, it
was not included within the reporec.

Comment: Two of the ADI values {.e. thoss for barium and berylliuam which
vere used {n the study differed from the values quoted in the 1986 EPA

Exposurs Manual. If some other source vas used, it should be referenced.s In

the case of barium, the value differed by 11X but in the case of beryllium,
the figure used, 5.00E-03, was one order of magnitude less sensicive than the
value of 5.00E-04 quoted in the 1986 EPA manual. In the text it was inferred
that a 1987 revision of the Toxicity data vas the source of some of the ADI
values. A full reference to this manual vas not made as a footnote to the
appropriate tables. [B,18] )

U.S. EPA Responss:
The full reference i{s given under fooctnote (a) in the table.

Comment: Risks vere evaluated on fucture site use (residential scenario).
Risk associated vith present use needs to be discussed.

U.S. EPA Responss:

At present none of the residential ground vater wells at the site are
contaminated with chemicals related to the site. Therefore, no completed
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human exposure routs axiscs at the Big D site and no risks were calculated for
pPresent exposures.

Comment: The procedure to calculate the exposure dose is different - the
incake factors defined below are not the same. Why are these values
different?

Intake factor = gxposurs doss

maximum concentracion ({B,2%]

U.S. EPA Response:

U.S. EPA followed the general procedures for calculating exposure dosages
found in U.S. BEPA's Superfund Health Evaluation Manual. This document calls
for twvo different methods for calculating dosages - one for exposurs to non-
carcinogenic chemicals and another for exposure to carcinogenic compounds.

Comment: Calculations for worst and probable case conditions for soil
ingestion utilized maximum and mean concentrations as wvell as frequency of
exposure. Calculations for worst and probable case conditions for water
ingestion utilized maxiaun and mean concentrations and frequency of exposurs
was excluded. The use or non-use of a frequency factor requires explanation.
(8,25]

U.S. IPA Response:

The U.S. EPA assumed that the water ingestion would be relatively uniform in
the exposurs scenarios given and therefore did not include frequency of
contact as a factor in the calculations.

Comment: It {s sctated that the environmental exposure considered the most
likely to occur is the ingestion of aquatic life that inhabits Connesut Creek.
No rationals wvas presented to support this statement, nor vas the risk for
this exposure route calculated. Please explain. [B,628)

U.S. EPA Respouse:

The exposure route at the site that could occur under the present conditions
is the ingestion of aquatic life. People catch and eat fish caught in
Conneaut Creek. As discussed in the RI report the potential risk to human
health from ingestion of aquatic life from Connesut Creek is virtually zero.

Comment: The rationale for including the factor
in the exposure dose equation of 365 days (6-1) is not clear. Frequency of
exposure is not generally considered in calculating a hazard index. [B,26]
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U.S. EPA Rasponss:

Since U.S. EPA focused on the chronic exposure to non-carcinogenic chemicals,
the EPA felt that {t vas appropriate to average the exposure dose over a one-
year (365 days) exposure. It was felt that {f the dose vas calculated by not
taking inco account frequency of contact this nould overestimats the exposure
to these chemicals. :

Comment: The WQC for chlorobenzene vas quoted as 7.2E-04 ug/L for
consumption of drinking water and aquatic organisas end 7.4E-04 ug/L for the
consumption of aquatic organisms only from a 1980 EPA reference. A mors
recent reference, EPA SPHEM, 1986, gives WQC value of 488 ug/L for
chlorobenzene for both consumption of aquatic organisms and drinking wvater and
for the consumption of drinking water only. [B,626]

The WQC for chlorobenzene taken from a 1980 EPA reference is 7.2E-04 and 7 .4E-
04. The EPA manual gives & value of 488. [B,26]

U.S. IPA Response:

The mistaken value reported was for hexachlorobenzene, the correct value for
chlorobenzene is 488 ug/L. The correct value was used in the comparison, so
no change in the text is needed (see p. 6-26 of RI report).

Ieac Pics

Comment: On page 4-3 of the RI report it {s stated that "based on the
results of the test pit excavation the estimated volume of contaminated fi{ll
is 25,000 to 35,000 cubic yards." Were the fill estimates asctually made from
conversations wvith the transporter, froam the geophysics, or from the test
pits? It is not clear. The actual calculations and assumptions used should
be presented. (B,19)

On page 4-3 of the Rl report landfill volumes are "estimated from the
geophysical survey to be 33,000-52,000 cubic yards.® There is no discussion
upon vhich that statesent is based. (B,19] '

U.S. EPA Respouse:

The estimated volume and location of the source area is based on information
from the transporter, the generator, geophysical survey, and test pits. The
actual volume vill only be known vhen excavation is complece.

Comment: On page 7-1 of the Summary of Conclusions of the RI report, the
statement is made "Based on the geophysical survey and the test pit excavation
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the air of relatively high concentrations of contaminants {s much lowver than
for other sltermatives. The only disadvantage listed for Alternative 6
relative to some other alternatives i{s that the long term risk (presumably of
release of slow moving contaminants to ground vater) i3 expected to be higher.
Such releases can be detected by monitoring and since the ground vater amoves
very slowly, allows considerable time for corrective measures before human
exposure would occur. The short term risk of exposure to relatively high
concantrations from fast moving air releases during alternatives requiring
extensive excavation allows little time for response and appears to represent
the greater risk to human health. [B,20]

U.S. EPA Responss:

U.S. EPA has decermined that the selected remedy is the most appropriace
solution to remediate the contamination at the site. The selected remedy is
the most protective of human health and the environment, eliminates long term
risks, reduces toxicity, mobility and volume, is easily {mplemented and
complies with ARARs. The selected remedy poses risks to the public and
workers during implementation of the source area excavation and incineration
(2 to 2.5 years duration) however, these short-term risks can be reduced by
application of engineering controls and, once the incineration is completead,
the risks from the source area are eliminated. Alternative § does not reduce
toxicity or volume of the sourcs area and does not provide long-term
protectivensss of human health and che enviromment because the source area
will not be removed. Slurry valls have an expected lifetime of 30 years. 1If
a breach of the slurry wall occurs, ground-watsr sonitoring should detect {t.
However, as long as source materials are allowed to resain within the wvater
table the chance for migration exists. Numerous reconstructions of the
containment system may need to be {mplementad before the total risk {s gone.
Wich the selected remedy, once the sourcs area is removed no additional
releases of concamination could occur and the direct contact of source
materials with the vater table i{s removed. Only contaainacion wvhich has
already migrated from the sourcs area would need to be collected and treaced.
And, once the source area is removed and incinerated and ground water risk
objectives are met, long term monitoring will not be necessary.

Comment: Onsite incineration will require a high volume flow of wvater for
operation. The discussion of incineration does not ldentify the source or
discuss the availability of this water and the associated cost. Ready
availabilicy of this volume of wvater (s questioned since discussion of a sofl
bentonite slurry wvall barrier on page 3-55 indicates that wvater for
construction of the slurry wall would have to be obtained from an unspecified
off sice location. Availability of the larger volume of water for onsice
incineration i{s thus questionable. (3,21}

U.S. EPA Response:

The volume of water required for incineration cannot be determined until the
incinerator is selected during the remedisal design. The source of water
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results, it is estimated that there are two source areas with a combined
volume of 25,000 to 35,000 cubic yards." Supporting documentation for this
conclusion vas not found. {B,19]

U.S. EPA Response:

The estimated volume of the source ares {s discussed abeve. The
identification of two possible source arsas vas determined based on the Cest
pit investigation. The test pit investigation indi{cated the presence of two
sepaTetes source areas wvhich are divided by undisturbed soils. However, this
will not be confirmed until excavation {s in progress.

Ras

Comment: In the FS report, several references to the RI report are sade
(pp. ES-3, 1-31, 2.5, ete.) stating "that 2,500-5,000 drums may be buried
within the suspected drum boundary" inferred from the aforementioned f£ill
volumes. No documentation correlating either the geophysical tresults to the
£111 volumes, or the geophysical results to & total number of buried drums wvas
presented in the RI or FS reports. Again; the calculations and assumptions
used to obtain this estimate should be provided. Also, the geophysical survey
detects metal pieces, rods, etc., vhich might be present in the soil. These
might influence the results to & great extent and might have erronecusly been
interpreted as indicating the presence of drums. The report makes no mention
of such possible errvors. [B,20]

U.S. EPA Response:

The number of drums estimated to be in the source area is based on discussions
vith the transporter. The transporter indicated that from the mid-60s to the
mid-70s, he may have transported over 6000 drums of liquid to the site. The
test pit investigation indicated that fever drums may be in the source area.
For estimacing purposes, a range of 2500 to 5000 drums was selected. Until
the landfill i{s excavated, the exact number of drums can not be determined.

Remadial Altermatives

Comment: Teble £S-1 indicates that alternative 6, source area containmentc,
treatment of ground vater outside contaminated area, complies vith all ARARS
and is protective for soils and ground vater. It slso indicates that it {s
easily implemented with proven technologies. Table ES-1 indicates that
alternatives 2 and 6 have minimal risk during remediation, alternatives 4 and
8 have moderate risk and alternatives 3, 5, 7, and 9 have high risk.
Alternative 6 also is indicated sc requiring relatively short time to
implement. Of the alternatives developed in the FS, Alternative § appears to
have distinct advantages during the resediation vhen the risk for release to
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needed for incineration will be determined during the design phase of the
remedial action.

Comment: During screening of remedial technologies all
solidification/stabilization techniques except in situ vicrification vere
sliminated. It appears that one technology was not considered and that other
technologies vers eliminated without adequate test data. The technology now
exists Lo use large diameter augers through which a stabilization fixation
slurry i{s pumped. The auger mixes the slurry with the wvaste material and
contaninated soils, drums would be ruptured and the contents fixed within the
slurry. This technology {s not subject to the same limitations as the other
solidificaction/scabilization technologies listed on Figure 2-1. 1In addition,
other stabilization technigues were eliminated based on questions of
sffectiveness and possible leaching. Bench scale tests should have been
completed prior to elimination to determine if effective treatment mixes are
available. In addition, excavation and offsite incineration of intact drums
combined with stabilization of the soil and ruptured drums should be
considered. 1t does not appear that these altsrnatives wvers considered.

[B,26)

U.S. EPA Responses:

The solidification technologies suggested are not proven technologies and wers
eliminated from further consideration for that reason.

Comment: Ne{ther the description of sach alternative nor the cost estimace
table for each altermative present adequate detail to determine if all
essential elements of the alternative have bsen considered and to determine {f
the cost estimates are consistent and accurate. [B,25]

U.S. EPA Responss:

The estimates list the elements that coaprise the total costs. The costs
estimates were used to compare alternatives and have an expected accuracy
between -30 to +50 percent, as discussed in the FS report, p. 4-2.

incinezation

Comment: The area allocated for incineration in each onsite incineracion
option as illustrated on the referenced figures appears to be substantially
less than that required by savailable transportable incinerators with the
required ancillary facilities. The area allocated is only about 250 feet by
300 feet. A much larger ares is required. [B,21]
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U.S. EIFA Responsa:

Preliminary information from a mobile incinerator supplier indicated that the
space selected vas adequate. The actual space needs vill be determined afcer
a mobile incinerator {s chosen during the resedisl design. Adequate space is
available on site to expand.

Comment: The FS report states "The ash content of the contaminated soil is
assuned to be 70 percent; the vater content is assumed to be 20 percent and
the heating valus is assumed tc bs 2,000 Btu por pound.” The RI and FS
reports do not present laboratory test data vhich are commonly used to provide
data for evaluating incineration suitability and characteriscics of
incinerator ash. Tests for Btu contant, total chlorine content, percent of
ash, and NO are commonly used for evaluating suitability for incineration and
should be detsrained prior to selecting the remedial alternacive. (B,21)

U.S. EPA Response:

Incineration is suitable for materials in the landfill because the
contaminancs of concern present in the soils and drums are easily incinerated.
Discussions with vendors of mobile incinerators verified that based on soil
condicions and level of contaminants present inm the soils chat incineratcion is
easily iaplemented. Further tests will be performed as part of the remedial
design to optimize incinerator operation, as discussed in the FS report.
Incineration of soils and liquid i{s a proven technology.

Comment: The FS report states "the volume of ash remaining is estimated to
be 18,000 to 21,000 cubic yards”. This represents 30X reduction in volume
from the in situ volume. Since the bulk of material to be incinerated is soil
vith lov organic content it is likely that the volume reduction will be much
less than that presented and in fact may be very small. In addition, the
excavated soil will undergo expansion or "fluff" resulting in & volume
increase relative to in situ volume. If the ash requires treatment prior to
disposal this will further increase the volume. [B,22]

U.S. EPA Response:

The incinerator ash will be disposed back i{nto the excavated area as long as
it {s able to be delisted. If the reduction of volume is less than 30%, there
will still be plenty of space to dispose the ash. The actusl volume of
materials {n che landfill and soils/ash resaining after {ncineration can only
be datermined after excavation and incineration.

Comment: The FS report states "In addition to the ash remaining after
incineration, residuals from air pollution control would probably comsist of
sludge and vastevater requiring treatment {f a wet design is used and solid
fly ash if a dry design is used.” The issue of disposal of air pollution
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control vastes should be evaluated in much greater detail prior to selection
of a remedial option as this can have significant environmental and cost
impact on an incineration alternative. (B,22]

No test results for total chlorine content of the contaminated material vers
prasented. This is & critical parameter for evaluation of incineration
alternatives. Since the primary contaminants include chlorinated organics che
air pollution control vastes can be expscted to contair cignifizant chloride
content. (B,622)

Treatment of wet scrubber waste water to remove chloride is generally not
feasible and is expensive, resulting in either a concentrated brine or a high
salt content 30lid both requiring offsite disposal. Similarly, dry scrubber
systeas, result in a high salt content solid. Stabilization of such solids
with fly ash is likely to result in significant leaching of chloride to ground
water and surface water. Disposal onsite of wastes from either wet or dry
design air pollution control systems would most likely result in significant
chloride pellution of Conneaut Creek potantially with considerable
environmental damage. Testing of total chlerine content, calculation of
chlorine mass balances for incineration air pollution control systems and
evaluation of associsted costs and environmental impact should be undertaken
before selecting a remedial option. ([B,22]

U.8. IPA Responss:

The use of wet or dry scrubbers will be addressed during the remedial design.
Discussions with vendors of mobil incinerators indicated a preference for dry
scrubbars.

Costs associated with the air pollution control facilities are included in che
capital costs associated with incineration. The actual costs are dependant on -
the incinerator selectad.

No tests were run on total chlorine because a representative sample of
matsrials in the landfill was not able to be obtained. As discussed in the FS

report, prior to final design a test burn will be run.

Comment: With reference to incinerator ash the FS states "if delisting is
not possible, the material would need to be disposed of in a RCRA landfill as
discussed in alternatives £ and F." Construction and operation of onsite RCRA
landfill would require long term maintenance. If the vaste {s successfully
delisted it would still remain a nonhazardous wvaste. Backfilling of the ash
vas not discussed vith respect to compliance vith State requiresents for
landfilling nonhazardous wvaste. [B, 23]

U.S. EMA l.sﬁonso:

The selected remedy assumes that the characterization of the ash will allov
the State of Ohio to waive their solid vaste regulation regarding the final
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deposition of the ash. The State of Ohio has agreed to consider such a Qaivor
vhen snalysis of the ash is availasbls.

Excavation

comment: Mechanical excavation is expectad to extend about 30 feet deep fcr
all source concrol altsrnatives except containment. The contaminated asaterial
occurs wvithin 50 feet of a very steep slope leading to Conneaut Creek. No
strength data vas presented in the RI/FS reports for the soil. However,
stabilicy of the excavation st such depcths {s uncertain. An outward failure
vith release of contaminated material to Conneaut Creek is a risk vhich has
not been addressed in the R1/FS reports. Such a failure could result in far
greater risk to public health and the environmsent than is presented by the
site in its present condition. Strength data for the soil should be obtained
and a geotechnical evaluation of the risk associated with excavation should be
undertaken prior to selection of a remedial alternative. (B,23]

U.8. EPA Response:

Any strength data needed prior to excavation will be generated during the
remedial design. During test pit excavation, the walls were extremely stable.
However, if the southern wall of the landfill is not stable, the slope soils
could easily be removed and stored during excavation and replaced after
excavation is completed.

Comment: The FS report states "The conditions at the Big D site are
favorable because the depth of drums and the drums are expected to be in
generally good condition based on the results of the test pit excavation."”

The RI report (psge 5 of Appendix I) however, states that °"Over half the drums
observed vers either partially crushed or ruptured.” The above conclusion
concerning the excavation of drums is inconsiscent wich the test pit results
presented in the RI. It should be noted that sxcavation of the drums would be
expected to result in rupture of many of the drums vhich may be currently
intact. [B8,24])

U.S. EPA Respeouse:

The drums observed during the test pit excavation, vhich vere not rupcured,
vere in good physical condition. Excavation of these drums should not resulc
in rupcture. If drums in a less stable condition do rupture during excavation,
the contents of the drum and nevly concaminated soils would be collected and

incinerated.
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Genazal

Comment: Instead of undertaking the dye study during the sampling period,
the dye study should have been complected firsc so that the location of the
stations could be based on the hydrodynamic flow of che creek, rather than the
approach that vas used vhers the dys study revealed that the siting of the
stations msay have resulted in the collection of samples in areass not
represencative of the flow of the creek. [B,17]

U.S. EPA Response:

The dye study was done prior to collecting samples during the second round.
It would have been better to perform the dye study prior to the first round,
however the data collected {s still valid.

Comment: As uptake and absorption are extremely isportant parameters in che
movement of both inorganic and organic pollutants, and as both pH and organic
carbon content of soil have a major influence on the chemodynamics of the
compounds, these psrameters should have been measured in order to better
assess the novement of these compounds in the environment. (B,17]

U.S. EFA Response:

This informati{on would have been useful, however it was not necessary to the
purpose of the RI and FS. The determination of the nature and extent of
contaminaction and the risks posed to public health and the environment were
not affected by the lack of this data.

Comment: A reference to Table 6-16 in the RI report for the ambient vater
quality criteria vas made. No such table exists in the report. Rather, the
data vas taken from Table 6-9. The source of the AWQC for lead was not
referenced. [B,19] .

U.S. EFA Responss:

Table 6-9 was the correct reference. The reference for lead {s listed on page
6-52 of the RI report.
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SICTION 3: SUMMARY OF OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTRCTION AGENCY COMMENTS AND U.S.
EPA RESPONSES

Comment: Alternative 9 requires that dellsted ash will be backfilled ince
the source matarial excavation. The delistad ash is considered a solid vaste
under Ohio lawv and ORC 3734-02-G provides a method for the Director of Ohio
EPA to determine 1f disposal at the Big D site would not pose any adverse
effects to public health or the enviromment. The ROD should indicate that
OEPA Solid Waste regulations are ARARs for ash disposal on-site and authority
to exempt any substantive resquirements of those regulactions rests with the
QEPA. (F,]

U.S. EPA Response:

The ROD idencifies all ARARs submitted by the State of Ohio vhich apply to the
clean-up at the site. The ROD also identifies that a requast for a waiver of
Ohio’s Solid Waste Regulations has been forwvarded to the Ohic EPA.

Comment: The FS report and the proposed plan should have considered the
possibility thact the incinerator ash amight not meet the substantive
tequirements of RCRA delisting. During the remedial design, decerminaction
will be made sbout the treatability of contaminated source materials. 1f
incineration does not produce a delistable ash then the ash material will havs
to be handled as a hazardous vaste. Alternative 7 might be retained or
considered as a backup for this eventualicy. (F,}

U.$. EPA Respouse:

If the ash is not delistable, alternative 7, vhich entails placing the ash
back in the landfill and vitrifying the ash and contaminated soils, could not
be implemented, either. If the ash is not delistable then the State of Ohio's
Solid Waste Regulations would require it be disposed of as a RCRA hazardous
vastse. Vicrification is simply another containment option and will not meet
the Ohio’s solid waste ARARs any mors than the selected remedy will.

Comment: As noted in section 7.2 of the RI report,and as ve discussed in
the past, the extent of off-site migracion of ground wvater contamination can
not be verified vithout further sampling of ground wvater. The ROD should
address speeific sctivities that vill occur during a pre-design project. What
{s the extent of the study that is needed to adequately define the extent of
ground-vater contamination. The ROD should include objectives and suggest
sethods for determining the complete extent of off-site ground-vacer
contamination and for characterizing che hydrogeology necessary in order to
design the extraction systems. Any further investigation of the extent of
ground-vater contamination should also be designed to address the concerns of

.local residents that were presented during che August 8, 1989 public meeting.

Ohio EPA will provide the information that our Division of Groundwater has
obtained about water usage in that ares nd any wvell sample results that you do
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not nlt.‘hy have. [F,]A

U.S. EPA Rasponse:
This has been added to the Record of Decision.

Commzac: In seztion 3.3 of the FS report, process a2ptions for the trasatmenc
of ground vater are evaluated based on effluenc goals froa Table 3.1. The
substantive requireaents of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System program as administered by the Ohio EPA Division of Water Pollution
Control will ultimately determine the choice of treatment methodoiogises
designed and implemented at this site. While risk based objectives are used
a3 goals for clean-up of s contaminated sits, the concentration limits for a
discharge are set by the NPDES program based on the water qualicy of che
receiving strean, flow rates, and other factors including implementation of
Best Available Technology. It is likely that detailed treatabilicty studies
and design review will show that process options in addition to GAC will be
required to adequately treat the ground water prior to discharge. (F,]

U.S. EPA Responss:

1f it {3 determined that further ground water treatment is necessary prior to
discharge, it will be implemented, and has been noted in the ROD.

Comment: The ROD should indicate that cleanup goals will be based on
cumulative risks. Though multiple exposure pathways did not pose significant
risks in cthe RI it is possible that other risks will be documented during pre-
design or later phases of the project. Any final clean-up standards should be
based on risks calculated from cumulative exposure from all possible exposure

routes. [F,]

U.S. LPA Responss:

The ROD states that clsan-up goals are based on cumulative risks.

BIGRES.TWO/2
9/27/89
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COMMENTS ON THE REPORTS
BIG D CAMPGROUND SITE

UL Esvironmenta! Protection Agency - Region 5

Woodward-Clyde Consultants e

Consulting Enginears. Geologis!s, and Environmental Scientists
" 282 U'Neal Lane, Baton Rouge. LA 70896
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\’lln CHEMICALS

P.O. BOX 248, LOWER RIVER ROAD, CHARLESTON, TN 37310
(815) 336-4385

VERRILL M. NORWOQOD

Vice President
Environmental Affairs

August 23, 1989

Ms. Gina Weber

Office of Public Affairs (SPA)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Attention: SHS-11

Re: Big D Campground Superfund Site
Comments on the RI/FS Reports

Dear Ms. Weber:

Olin Chemicals Corporation retained Woodward-Clyde Consultants to review the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) report prepared by U.S. EPA -
Region V for the Big D Campground Superfund Site. This report is dated June 1989
and supplied to us under cover of Janice Bartlett of EPA’s letter dated July 27, 1989.

There are significant comments on the Remedial Investigation (RI) report and serious
concerns on the validity of the data used, various assumptions that were made and
conclusions arrived at. The Feasibility Study (FS) report is very inadequate in that it
did not evaluate all feasible alternates and for the alternates selected for further
consideration, complete evaluation was not done.

Specific comments referring to individual pages in the RI/FS report prepared by
Woodward-Clyde Consultants are attached hereto. We want to bring to your attention
the following major technical flaws in the RI/FS reports:

o Ground water flow and quality characterization is based on six water elevation

and two sampling temporal data points over a period of only 4 months and is
completely inadequate.
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Ms. Gina Weber

Page 2

August 23, 1989

Review of the two ground water quality data obtained from the deep wells for
RI/FS strongly suggest that contamination may have been introduced by drilling
during installation of the wells.

The data do not support the conclusion reached regarding a definite northward
movement of ground water flow. The results of the groundwater model and
assurnptions made therein are in serious question as a result.

Various assumptions used on the Risk Assessment are highly questionable.

No sound scientific or technical basis for the estimate on number of drums at
the site has been presented. We do not believe that the number can be
anywhere near 2500 or 5000 as stated in the RI/FS reports.

We question the design and location of the groundwater recovery trenches and
more importantly the very need for the recovery trenches.

On source control, some of the recommended alternates have not been fully
evaluated. For example: the geotechnical stability of the very steep slope
leading to Conneaut Creek - while excavating up to 30 feet is very questionable
and could endanger the creek severely and could pose serious construction
safety problems. Additionally, the pros and cons of on-site incineration were
not studied in sufficient detail. To be specific, on-site incineration could lead
to higher risk to the environment and public health than even a no action
alternate.

Certain very viable alternates such as in-situ solidification and stabilization were
not considered.

Olin would be most happy to discuss these comments at your earliest convenience.
If you have any questions, please call me at 615/336-4395.

Very truly yours,

Lhwnitd 7. mwz/(g/.
/

Verrill M. Norwood, Jr. b+

VMN:lbr

1167

Enclosure

CC

Ms. Janice Bartlett




Woodward-Clyde Consultants

COMMENTS ON BIG D CAMPGROUND, KINGSVILLE, OHIO
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - FEASIBILITY STUDIES (RI/FS)

INTRODUCTION

Detailed below are Woodward-Clyde Consultants’ comments on Olin Chemicals’ Big
D site at Kingsville, Ohio. These comments have been made following a thorough
review of the following documents:
(1) U.S. EPA - Hazardous Site Control Division
Contract No. 68-01-7251
Final RI Report, Big D Campground, Kingsville, Ohio
June 1989; WA 48-SLLB1.1 Volumes I and II

@in U.S. EPA - Region V (Waste Management Division)
Contract No. 68-W8-0084
Final FS Report, Big D Campground, Kingsville, Ohio - June 1989;
WA 01-5LB1

COMMENTS ON THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT:

Remedial Investigation

Page ES-4: The Executive Summary of the RI states that "Organic
Compounds were detected in samples from most deep wells at
low but significant concentrations. The contamination is
probably the result of vertical migration of contaminants
through the hard grey clay unit at localized areas or possibly

the result of past site activities."

89B254C
Final - 8/89 Page 1
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Woodward-Clyde Consultants

The chemical data presented in the RI for ground water from
the confined bedrock aquifer raises serious concerns with
respect to the validity of the RI data:

1. Validity of the ground water samples and analyses from
the deep wells (those screened in the unit designated
the confined bedrock aquifer) is questionable.

2. Significance of the low, inconsistent concentrations
detected in the deep aquifer is doubtful.

3. Temporal patterns in the data suggest that the
concentrations in ground water from the deep wells may
result from residual contamination introduced to this

depth by drilling for installation of the monitor wells.

4. Well development was not sufficiently defined and may

not have been properly done.

The organic compounds detected (see attached Table 1).in the
deep wells are primarily acetone, methylene chloride and
chlorobenzene. As noted in Section 4.3.3 of the RI, acetone,
methylene chloride, chlorobenzene, and toluene (also detected
in some of the deep well samples) and trichlorethylene were
detected in some field and/or laboratory blanks up to 305.8 ppb
of total VOA’s.  Acetone was used as a rinse in
decontamination of ground water sampling equipment. This is
especially troubling since acetone is the compound reported in
the highest concentrations and with the greatest frequency in
the deep wells.

Page 2




89B254C
Final - 8/89

Woodward-Clyde Consultants

As stated in Section 4.3.3.3 "Acetone, a common field and
laboratory contaminant was the only compound detected during
both sample rounds in a single deep well." If acetone is not
included, the detected total VOA concentrations in the deep
wells exceed 10 ppb only in one sample (34.2 ppb in the first
sample from Well 4D). The latest measurement from Well 4D
was 0 ppb.

All of the wells were sampled and analyzed on two or three
dates. This spanned a period of 4 months and is insufficient
to make ground water quality conclusions. The data for
repeated samples from any single deep well are inconsistent.For
example, subsequent samples resulted in the following total

VOA concentrations.

well 1D0 to 76 ppb

well 2D1,100 to 118 to O ppb
well 3D628.6 to 48 to 0 ppb
well 4D 71.2 to 900 to 0 PPB
well 5D5,922 to 0 ppb

well 6D430 to 38 ppb

© © O © o O©

In addition, dedicated sampling equipment should have been
used to avoid problems of equipment contamination during
sampling. Because of the presence in the blank samples of the
same contaminants reported to be present in the samples and
the inconsistent results from repeated samplings, the ground
water sample and analysis results do not indicate significant
concentrations of organics in the deep ground water. Note in
the last sampling event, four of the six wells did not report any
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Woodward-Clyde Consultants

detectable VOAs. Even if the sampling and analysis results
were not of questionable validity the data would not necessarily
demonstrate contamination of the confined bedrock aquifer.
The data for total VOAEs listed above illustrate a general trend

of decreasing concentration with succeeding samplings. This
suggests that the detected organic compounds could be the
result of contamination from shallower zones that was carried
into the deeper aquifer during drilling for installation of the
deep monitor wells. Repeated purging and sampling of a well
would gradually reduce the constituent concentrations resulting
in lower detected concentrations with repeated samplings and
perhaps invalidate the conclusion that no deep contamination

exists.

The data in Appendix C (see Volume II of the Final Rl report),
does not indicate the volume of water that was removed from
each well during development and during purging for each
sampling event. This information is necessary to evaluate the

validity of the ground water samples.

APP.A. (See Volume II of Final Remedial Investigation Report)

P. 15 Boreholes 2D, 3D and 4D were advanced 10 to 20 feet deeper
than the planned well depth. On attempting to plug the bottom
of these boring cement bentonite grout rose in the borehole
through the screened interval, Borehole 2D was apparently
properly plugged and abandoned and the well was installed in
a new borehole adjacent to the first location. Borehole 3-D,
however, was drilled out using a core barrel. Borehole 4-D was
flushed with water to remove the rout. The adequacy of the
measures for wells 3-D and 4-D is questionable and residual

89B254C
Final - 8/89 Page 4
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Woodward-Clyde Consultants

grout in the wells may impact quality of water samples from
these wells. The procedure used for the borehole 2-D should
also have been used for 3-D and 4-D.

Page 5




Volatiles
Chlorobenzene
Methylene Chloride
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene

Acetone
2-Butanone
Benzene

Total Vols

Acid Ext.
Phenol

Total Acid Ext.

89B254C
Final - 8/89

TABLE 1
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN DEEP WELLS
Concentrations in Parts Per Billion (ppb)

Well 1D Well 2D Well 3D Well 4D Well SD Well 6D
Ist 2nd 1st 2nd 3rd Ist 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd ist 2nd
8 2] 2.2) 82]
54 11 110J
30J)
1.2)
74 1100 110 620 48 26 900 5700 40 R
32
2]
0 76 1100 118 0 6286 48 O 712 900 O 5922 0 40 R
2.4]
0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 00

Estimated value. Used when estimating a concentration for tentatively identified compounds where a 1:1
response factor is assumed or when the mass spectral data indicates the presence of a compound that
meets the identification criteria and the result is less than the specified detection limit, but greater than
zero.
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TABLE 1 CONTINUED
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN DEEP WELLS
Concentrations in Parts Per Billion (ppb)

Well 1D Well 2D Well 3D Well 4D Well 5D
Ist 2nd Ist 2nd 3rd Ist 2nd 3rd Ist 2nd 3rd I1st 2nd
S
2.7} 3J
4]
2.7 0 0 0 5 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 3

Estimated value. Used when estimating a concentration for tentatively
identified compounds where a 1:1 response factor is assumed or when
the mass spectral data indicates the presence of a compound that meets
the identification criteria and the result is less than the specified
detection limit, but greater than zero.
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Northward movement of the shallow ground water is stated as fact.
This is not documented and is not justified by the data in the RI. Table
3-1 (p. 3-16) shows some higher ground water elevations north of wells
1S, 5S and 4S. For example, water levels in 3S, the northern most
monitor well, and RW3 ( a residential well located about 600 feet north
of the reported ground water divide at the site) were 712.90 feet and
719.83 feet, respectively, on September 26, 1987 and higher than the
wells immediately to the south. In fact, the ground water elevation was
higher in the northernmost shallow monitor well, MW-3S, than in wells
to the south of it on four of the six dates on which ground water
elevation measurements were reported. Ground water elevation in
RW3 was 720.07 feet msl on May 16, 1987, higher than monitor wells
located to the south. Furthermore, it is difficult to predict a contour
of 714 feet as shown in Figure 3-3 (p. 3-8) with the existing ground
water elevation data. This contour was drawn considerably north of
well 3S, the northern most monitor well and the northern most data
point. Also, the water level around the 712 feet contour line in Figure
3-4 (p.3-9) can be interpreted in other ways. For instance, an east-
west trough could exist instead of a closed depression. In addition, the
data presented in the RI is not adequate to verify that the shallow
aquifer is continuous to the north of the site. Additional measuring
points are necessary to define the direction of the ground water

movement from the site.

Paragraph 1 states that since the unusually low water table elevations
in the fall do not represent normal site conditions, ground water flow
systems have been discussed using May 1987 data. If this is the case,
ground water flow to the north would be primarily uni-directional as
indicated by Figure 3-3. This is contradictory to the two-lobed
contaminant plume used in the analytical model and depicted in Figure
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4-6 (p.4-19). The pattern of a two-lobed plume could be simulated
under the initial condition of a two-directional ground water flow as
depicted in Figure 3-4 (p.3-9). With the available data, the conclusions
arrived at on p. 3-7 and p. 4-18 regarding the northward movement and
the two-lobed plume are not substantiated. It should be noted that
seasonal fluctuations in ground water elevation occur even in normal
precipitation years and the measurements during the RI may reflect
normal trends although the acutal elevations would vary from year to
year. It is possible that the northern portion of the site exhibits a

seasonal reversal of flow direction.

The RI states that well RW-3 "is probably not screened in the same water
bearing unit as the monitoring wells at the Big D site. Well construction,
recharge rates, and static water level indicate this well receives water from a
localized perched water table zone." The basis for this conclusion is not
documented in the RI. The data presented in the RI (Table 1 of Appendix C)
does not distinguish the aquifer at RW-3 from that at RW-1, RW-2, RW-4 and
the onsite monitor wells completed in the water table. Table 1 of Appendix C
(see Volume II of Final RI Report) lists RW-3, RW-1, RW-2 and RW-4 as
screened in the overburden (assumed based on discussions with owners). No
hydrogeologic analysis or other data is presented to indicate that RW-3 is not
screened in the same aquifer as the other residential wells or the shallow onsite
monitor wells. The ground water elevation in RW-3 is higher than in the
northern most shallow onsite monitor wells and this may reflect a ground water
elevation surface for the water table different from that assumed in the RI
rather than necessarily indicating a different aquifer. It should be noted that
the RI also indicates that the water table aquifer onsite is a perched aquifer in

the over burden.

89B254C
Final - 8/89 Page 9
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One of the stated reasons for the two-lobed contaminant plume is
surface water recharge from the drainage swale at the northern end of
the site. If the drainage swale is a significant source of recharge, the
local ground water flow would be expected to be southward from the
south side of the swale and northward from the north side of the swale
(i.e. a ground water divide). This is contradictory to the RI’s stated

northward direction of the ground water movement.

Residential well RW2, located at 3700 Creek Road, does not show any
chlorobenzene contamination or other contamination believed to come
from the site. However, Figure 4-6 shows that the computer simulation
predicts that there is about 3mg/l of chlorobenzene in the vicinity of
RW2. The detection limit for chlorobenzene is .005mg/l. The accuracy
of the transport model is implied in the RI to be about one order of
magnitude, but in this case is in error by at least a factor of 600. The

assumptions on which the model is based may not be valid.

Two background soil samples were collected, both from the same
location. The RI then states that "As shown in Table 4-1 the highest
borehole concentrations for all compounds except silver exceeded the
concentrations detected in the two background samples. The highest
concentrations of each inorganic compound detected in the test pits
exceeded the concentrations in both background samples with the
exception of antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cobalt, iron, cyanide,
selenium, thallium and vanadium.” These are true statements, however,
it should be noted that this does not necessarily indicate elevated
concentrations in the soil borings and test pits relative to the two
background samples. Most of the inorganic constituents analyzed are
present in varying concentrations in soil samples as a result of natural

processes. The naturally occurring concentrations will vary from
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location to location and will exhibit a statistically distributed range of
values which is dependent on the number of samples of the total
population of samples which have been analyzed. That is, if the range
for a very small number of samples is compared to the highest value
observed from a much greater number of samples collected from the
same population, it is expected that some values will exceed the range
of the small number of samples. Since many more samples were
analyzed from boreholes and test pits than from background locations,
it should be expected that some values will exceed the range exhibited
by the background samples. Note that the lowest concentrations of
the borehole and test pit samples for the inorganic constituents are also
lower than or equal to (for not detected) the lowest values for the two

background samples.

The comparisons used and conclusions reached are statistically invalid.

Soil gas concentration contours have not been provided to help evaluate
the validity of the estimated extent of the ground water contamination
plume, as shown in Figure 4-6 (p. 4-19). Further verification of the

results is necessary.

In the modeling of the plume, it has been assumed that the

(water table aquifer is infinite in extent. This assumption

is contradictory to the actual physical characteristics. In fact, data were
not presented that verify that the aquifer is continuous in the area
included in the model. Also the model did not account for the vertical
recharge from the surface.
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The Princeton Model is limited to modeling a single source with a single
ground water flow direction. The study used a combination of results
from multiple model runs as a weighted average of concentration with
respect to discharges from the two source areas. Theoretically, since
it is not based on solute mass balance or mass conservation, the
weighted average concentration may deviate remarkably from the true
value at each location. It is, therefore, essential to verify the results by
running other models (analytical or numerical) and comparing the

results. No indication of model verification was submitted.

In light of the above, we suggest that the following be further

considered:

1. Obtain water level data for additional dates and provide more

data points further north.

2. Ultilize another analytical model to verify the Princeton Model’s

results with the same given assumptions;

3. After adequate data is obtained, refine the assumptions and use
other analytical or numerical models to obtain results based on
more realistic physical conditions. A numerical model or a
combination of analytical and numerical models is highly
recommended since it can better simulate the subsurface

conditions at the Big D site;

4. Sensitivity analysis of the responses of ground water flow and

contaminant transport with respect to changes in the
hydrogeological parameters is essential since the input values

are based on assumed values and may differ very significantly
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from the actual conditions. No sensitivity analysis is reported
in the RI.

General comment on estimated extent of shallow ground water contamination.

The estimated extent of shallow ground water contamination to the north of the
site is based solely on the predictions from the analytical model and actual |
ground water data are limited to the southern edge of the area modeled. 4
Contradictions exist between the model and the available data and numerous ;
unverified assumptions are present in the analytical model and the estimation
of contaminant extent. Evaluation of the extent of contamination requires
collection of actual hydrogeologic and water chemical data within the area
modeled. The actual extent may vary significantly from what has been predicted
in the RI, as is indicated by the available data for residential wells.

Table 1 of

Appendix H Table 1 lists the ground water velocity used in the model as

(See Volume II of 3.64 x 105cm/sec. This is equivalent to about 1,030,000 feet per
Final RI Report day. Presumably this is a typographical error. What ground water

velocity was used?

_ [ables 6-2b, 6-3b,

6-4b,6-5b, 6-6b,
6-7b, 6-8b: The upperbound excess lifetime cancer risk value mathematically should
be reported with three significant digits to obtain more uniform
calculation results.
Selection of soil ingestion rates - The soil ingestion values presented in
the EPA Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (SEAM) p. 168,
89B254C

Final - 8/89 Page 13
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Table A-5 are presented by age group and are more accurate. The
information in this reference also provides time periods for various
ingestion rates making the assumption of years of soil ingestion

unnecessary.

Direct contact with contaminated soils/Extent of exposure ...this
scenario assumes that future direct contact with soils will involve soil
up to 8 feet below the ground surface. The basis of this assumption
(depth of 8 feet rather than surface soil) needs to be presented. Use
of surface soil would probably result in significantly lower exposure.

The exposure via this pathway is zero.

The potential dermal exposure is estimated to be 1 mg soil/cm? body
area. This estimate is high, a value of 0.6 mg soil/cm? body area is
more accurate (Lepow, 1975). The value of 1 mg soil/cm?
overestimates the health risk and this should be stated. The Superfund
Public Health Evaluation Manual (SPHEM) states that the uncertainties
of each assumption made during the risk evaluation process and the
resulting over or underestimation of health risk must be clarified.
Evaluation of the impacts of assumptions was not made for any

exposure assumptions.’

The basis for the selection and use of an additional carcinogenic
potency factor for calculating dermal exposures was not stated. The
impact of the use of these factors in addition to the use of factors
developed for ingestion of contaminants on the overall risk estimate was

not discussed.

"Lepow, M.L, et al. Envir.Res., 10 415-426 (1978).

89B254C
Final - 8/89
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It is stated that the sampling results for the residential wells did not
reveal any inorganic or organic contaminants that could be attributed
to releases from the Big D site. It should have been stated that for
incomplete exposure pathways there is no actual risk. (See Reference
SPHEM, Page 36, first column, second paragraph). There is no
potential risk associated with the site ground water at this time due to
an incomplete exposure pathway. Risk is overestimated because it is
assumed that the pathway is complete at this point. The potential for
future risk exists only if a production well is placed in a location

completing the exposure pathway.

It should also be noted that in comparing production well contaminant
concentrations with site monitoring well concentrations in the same
aquifer, that lower concentrations may occur in dynamic systems such
as production wells in comparison to stagnant systems such as
monitoring wells. The use of monitoring well data applied to

production well consumption may overstate the health risk.

When referring to risk, it should be clarified that the future is based on
a period of 70 years for risk assessment purposes, not an infinite time
period. It is stated that both acute and chronic exposures for the
potential ingestion of ground water were evaluated. Only chronic

hazard index values can be found on the RL

For infrequently found contaminants, geometric mean concentrations
were not calculated and the contaminant was not evaluated under
probable case conditions. In order to evaluate these contaminants
under probable case conditions, the geometric mean can be calculated

utilizing a concentration equivalent to one-half the detection limit for
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that specific contaminant when there are "non-detectable” levels. This

approach more accurately estimates the actual or probable exposure.

3rd »

Paragraph It is stated that extrapolations from animal studies do not address

p. 6-15

human-animal differences in absorption. This is not true - all effect
levels obtained from chronic animal studies are multiplied by a safety

factor of 10 to account for interspecies variation.

It is also stated that the ACI and CPF calculations assume that the
human body absorbs 100% of the contaminant, the same extent as an

experimental animal. For most compounds this is not true.

The reasons for excluding the percent contaminant absorbed in
equations 6-1 and 6-2 are not satisfactory. However, by assuming 100%
is absorbed, the estimated dose is higher and the calculated risks are
more conservative. Also, it was stated elsewhere that 1% inorganic and
5% organic dermal exposure assumptions would be used. These

percentages are used in eq. 6-1 and 6-2 in Appendix H.

The BCF values quoted for chlorobenzene range from 10 to 4185. A
value of 465 was selected and the basis for this selection is not stated.
A more conservative approach would be to use the highest value.
Recalculations using BCF of 4185 gives a HI of 0.32 which is still in the

acceptable range.

Extent of exposure - Estimated doses and HI should have been
calculated for barium, lead and beryllium.

89B254C
Final - 8/89 Page 16
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p. 6-28 The estimated dose for chlorobenzene is 9.5 E -01 not 9.21 E 01 ug/kg.
(See page 6-16) The HI is 3.5 E-02 not 3.4 x E-02.

Appendix exposure dose =10,230 mg/kg should be 10.230 mg/kg or 10,230
H-5 ug/kg
p. 4-26

Location of sampling stations based on flow of dye

Instead of undertaking the dye study during the sampling period, the
dye study should have been completed first so that the location of the
stations could be based on the hydrodynamic flow of the creek, rather
than the approach that was used where the dye study was performed
after the stations had been sited. The dye study revealed that the siting

f

of the stations may have resulted in the collection of samples in areas

not representative of the flow of the creek.
p. 5-3
Measurement and documentation of pH in the soils and water samples.

As uptake and absorption are extremely important parameters in the
movement of both inorganic and organic pollutants, and as both pH and
organic carbon content of the soil have a major influence on the
chemodynamics of the compounds, these parameters should have been
measured in order to better assess the movement of these compounds

in the environment.

89B254C
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Average body surface of child.

p. 6-32

Uncertainties.

p. 6-37 to 6-60

Calculations

89B254C
Final - 8/89

A discrepancy exists in the average body surface area of a child used
in the risk assessment. Although EPA (1985) stated that the average
surface is 1200 cm?, the 1988 Superfund Assessment Manual (Page 127)
quotes that the dermal area of a child is 9400 cm®.

The derivations and calculations of the carcinogenic potency factors and
noncarcinogenic acceptable daily intake values should be discussed in
more detail. In addition a discussion of the safety factors included in
the calculations should be included. This information is necessary to

determine the validity of the conclusions.

Two of the ADI values i.e. those for barium and beryllium which were
used in the study differed from the values quoted in the 1986 EPA
Exposure Manual. If some other source was used, it should be
referenced. In the case of barium, the value differed by 11% but in the
case of beryllium, the figure used, 5.00E-03, was one order of magnitude
less sensitive than the value of 5.00E-04 quoted in the 1986 EPA
manual. In the text it was inferred that a 1987 revision of the Toxicity
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data was the source of some of the ADI values. A full reference to this

manual was not made as a footnote to the appropriate tables.

Source of ambient water quality criteria.

Geophysics

89B254C
Final - 8/89

A reference to Table 6-16 for the ambient water quality criteria was

made. No such table exists in the report. Rather the data was taken
from Table 6-9. The source of the AWQC for lead was not referenced.

(1)

()

On page 4-3 of the RI report (VolI) landfill volumes are
"estimated from the geophysical survey to be 35,000-52,000 cubic
yards." There is no discussion upon which that statement is
based. Later, on the same page, is the statement "based on the
results of the test pit excavation the estimated volume of
contaminated fill is 25,000 to 35,000 cubic yards." Were the fill
estimates actually made from conversations with the transporter,
from the geophysics, or from the test pits? It is not clear. The
actual calculations and assumptions used should be presented.

On page 7-1 of the Summary of Conclusions of the RI report
(Vol.]), the statement is made "Based on the geophysical survey
and the test pit excavation results, it is estimated that there are
two source areas with a combined volume of 25,000 to 35,000
cubic yards." Again, supporting documentation for this

conclusion was not found.
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3) In the FS report, several references to the RI report are made
(pp. ES-3, 1-31, 2-5, etc.) stating "that 2,500-5,000 drums may
be buried within the suspected drum boundary" inferred from
the aforementioned fill volumes. No documentation correlating
either the geophysical results to the fill volumes, or the
geophysical results to a total number of buried drums was
presented in the RI or FS reports. Again, the calculations and
assumptions used to obtain this estimate should be provided.
Also, the geophysical survey detects metal pieces, rods, etc.,
which might be present in the soil. These might influence the
results to a great extent and might have erroneously been
interpreted as indicating the presence of drums. The repjort

makes no mention of such possible errors.

omments On Feasibili tudy (FS) Repor

Table ES-1
89B254C
Final - 8/89

Table ES-1 indicates that alternative 6, source area containment,
treatment of ground water outside contaminated area, complies with all
ARARS and is protective for soils and ground water. It also indicates
that it is easily implemented with proven technologies. Table ES-1
indicates that alternatives 2 and 6 have minimal risk during remediation,
alternatives 4 and 8 have moderate risk and alternatives 3, 5, 7, and 9
have high risk. Alternative 6 also is indicated as requiring relatively
short time to implement. Of the alternatives developed in the FS,
Alternative 6 appears to have distinct advantages during the remediation
when the risk for release to the air of relatively high concentrations of
contaminants is much lower than for other alternatives. The only
disadvantage listed for Alternative 6 relative to some other alternatives
is that the long term risk (presumably of release of slow moving

contaminants to ground water) is expected to be higher. Such releases
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can be detected by monitoring and since the ground water moves very
slowly, allows considerable time for corrective measures before human
exposure would occur. The short term risk of exposure to relatively
high concentrations from fast moving air releases during alternatives
requiring extensive excavation allows little time for response and

appears to represent the greater risk to human health.

Onsite incineration will require a high volume flow of water for
operation. The discussion of incineration does not identify the source
or discuss the availability of this water and the associated cost. Ready
availability of this volume of water is questioned since discussion of a
soil bentonite slurry wall barrier on page 3-55 indicates that water for
construction of the slurry wall would have to be obtained from an
unspecified offsite location. Availability of the larger volume of water

for onsite incineration is thus questionable.

The area allocated for incineration in each onsite incineration option
as illustrated on the referenced figures appears to be substantially less
than that required by available transportable incinerators with the
required ancillary facilities. The area allocated is only about 250 feet
by 300 feet. A much larger area is required.

The FS states "The ash content of the contaminated soil is assumed to
be 70 percent; the water content is assumed to be 20 percent and the
heating value is assumed to be 2,000 Btu per pound." The RI and FS
do not present laboratory test data which are commonly used to provide
data for evaluating incineration suitability and characteristics of

incinerator ash. Tests for Btu content, total chlorine content, percent
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ash, and NO, are commonly used for evaluating suitability for
incineration and should be determined prior to selecting the remedial

alternative.

The FS states "the volume of ash remaining is estimated to be 18,000
to 21,000 cubic yards". This represents a 30% reduction in volume from
the in situ volume. Since the bulk of the material to be incinerated is
soil with low organic content it is likely that the volume reduction will
be much less than that presented and in fact may be very small. In
addition, the excavated soil will undergo expansion or "fluff" resulting
in a volume increase relative to in situ volume. If the ash requires
treatment prior to disposal this will further increase the volume.

The FS states "In addition to the ash remaining after incineration,
residuals from air pollution control would probably consist of sludge and
wastewater requiring treatment if a wet design is used and solid fly ash
if a dry design is used." The issue of disposal of air pollution control
wastes should be evaluated in much greater detail prior to selection of
a remedial option as this can have significant environmental and cost
impact on an incineration alternative. No test results for total chlorine
content of the contaminated material were presented. This is a critical
parameter for evaluation of incineration alternatives. Since the primary
contaminants include chlorinated organics the air pollution control
wastes can be expected to contain significant chloride content.

Treatment of wet scrubber waste water to remove chloride is generally
not feasible and is expensive, resulting in either a concentrated brine
or a high salt content solid both requiring offsite disposal. Similarly,
dry scrubber systems, result in a high salt content solid. Stabilization
of such solids with fly ash is likely to result in significant leaching of
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chloride to ground water and surface water. Disposal onsite of wastes
from either wet or dry design air pollution control systems would most
likely result in significant chloride pollution of Conneaut Creek
potentially with considerable environmental damage. Testing of total
chlorine content, calculation of chlorine mass balances for incineration
air pollution control systems and evaluation of associated costs and
environmental impact should be undertaken before selecting a remedial

option.

p. 3-38 With reference to incinerator ash the FS states "if delisting is not
possible, the material would need to be disposed of in a RCRA landfill

as discussed in alternatives E and F." Construction and operation of

i

an onsite RCRA landfill would require long term maintenance. If the
waste is successfully delisted it would still remain a nonhazardous waste.
Backfilling of the ash was not discussed with respect to compliance with
State requirements for landfilling nonhazardous waste.

p. 2-29 and 2-30 Mechanical excavation is expected to extend about 30 feet deep for all
source control alternatives except containment. The contaminated
material occurs within 50 feet of a very steep slope leading to Conneaut

Creek. No strength data was presented in the RI/FS for the soil.

However, stability of the excavation at such depths is uncertain. An
outward failure with release of contaminated material to Conneaut
Creek is a risk which has not been addressed in the RI/FS. Such a
failure could result in far greater risk to public health and the
environment than is presented by the site in its present condition.
Strength data for the soil should be obtained and a geotechnical
evaluation of the risk associated with excavation should be undertaken

prior to selection of a remedial alternative.

89B254C
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The FS states " The conditions at the Big D site are favorable because

=
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S

the depth of drums and the drums are expected to be in generally good
condition based on the results of the test pit excavation." The RI, page
5 of Appendix I, however, states that "Over half the drums observed
were either partially crushed or ruptured." The above conclusion
concerning the excavation of drums is inconsistent with the test pit
results presented in the RI. It should be noted that excavation of the
drums would be expected to result in rupture of many of the drums

which may be currently intact.

p. 2-28 and

Figure 2-1 During screening of remedial technologies all solidification/stabilization
techniques except in situ vitrification were eliminated. It appears that
one technology was not considered and that other technologies were
eliminated without adequate test data. The technology now exists to
use large diameter augers through which a stabilization fixation slurry
is pumped. The auger mixes the slurry with the waste material and
contaminated soils, drums would be ruptured and the contents fixed
within the slurry. This technology is not subject to the same limitations
as the other solidification/stabilization technologies listed on Figure 2-
1. In addition, other stabilization techniques were eliminated based on

questions of effectiveness and possible leaching. Bench scale tests

{

should have been completed prior to elimination to determine if

effective treatment mixes are available.

In addition, excavation and offsite incineration of intact drums combined
with stabilization of the soil and ruptured drums should be considered.
It does not appear that these alternatives were considered.

89B254C
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General Comment

p- 1-47:

Table 1-11a,
and 1-16a:

Water ingestion
and soil

ingestion

tables

p. 1-42:
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Neither the description of each alternative nor the cost estimate table
for each alternative present adequate detail to determine if all essential
elements of the alternative have been considered and to determine if

the cost estimates are consistent and accurate.

Risks were evaluated on future site use (residential scenario). The risk

associated with present use needs to be discussed.

The procedure to calculate the exposure dose is different - the intake
factors defined below are not the same. Why are these values different?

Intake factor = exposure dose

maximum concentration

Calculations for worst and probable case conditions for soil ingestion
utilized maximum and mean concentrations as well as frequency of
exposure. Calculations for worst and probable case conditions for water
ingestion utilized maximum and mean concentrations and frequency of
exposure was excluded. The use or non-use of a frequency factor

requires explanation.

It is stated that the environmental exposure considered the most likely
to occur is the ingestion of aquatic life that inhabits Conneaut Creek.
No rationale was presented to support this statement, nor was the risk

for this exposure route calculated. Please explain.
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The rationale for including the factor frequency of contact (days) in the

exposure dose equation 365 days
(6-1) is not clear. Frequency of exposure is not generally considered
in calculating a hazard index.

Table 1-10 WQC for the consumption of aquatic organisms only -The

reference for these values was not given.

The WQC for chlorobenzene taken from a 1980 EPA reference is 7.2E-
04 and 7.4E-04. The EPA manual gives a value of 488 - same units.

The WQC for chlorobenzene was quoted as 7.2E-04 ug/L for
consumption of drinking water and aquatic organisms and  7.4E-04
pg/L for the consumption of aquatic organisms only from a 1980 EPA
reference. A more recent reference, EPA SPHEM, 1986, gives WQC
value of 488 ng/L for chlorobenzene for both consumption of aquatic
organisms and drinking water and for the consumption of drinking water
only.

The worst case soil ingestion of 1x10™> was selected. Is the basis for
selecting this value valid? See page 6-5
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APPEARANCES:

Mg. Gina Weber,
United States Environmental Protection Agency;

Ms. Janice L. Bartlett,
Remedial Project Manager,
United States Environmental Protection Agency;

Mr. Joseph Dufficy,
United States Environmental Protection Agency;

Mr. Rick Nagle,
United States Environmental Protection Agency;

Mr. Dan Markowitz,
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency.

MS. WEBER: We're going
to get started.

Good evening and welcome to
the Big D Campground Superfund Site
public hearing. We are glad you came
out tonight to this public hearing.

My name is Gina Weber and I'm
with Community Relations, the Office
of Public Affairs at U.S. EPA, Chicago
and I'm a community relations coordinator.

I'll be giving you a little
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background about the site in case you
are not familiar with our past meetings
or you did not receive the information
in the mail or you did not attend past
meetings.

In 1983 the Big D site was
placed on the national priorities list.
This list is a national list of all

hazardous waste sites eligible
for superfund money. From 1986 through
1988 U.S. EPA conducted a study that
we call a remedial investigation to
determine the nature and extent of
contamination at the site.

Tonight we are here to give
you the results of the study and also
to present alternatives for clean-up
of the site and our preferred alterna-
tives.

These alternatives were identi-
fied in what we call a Feasjibility
Study. All reports of the studies
and additional information can be found
in the Kingsville Public¢ Library. Also,

you can find them in the factssheet that
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we passed out tonight. If you didn't get
one, we can pass more around, or you got
it in the mail.

Anybody who wishes to be on our
mailing list to get future mailings, when
you signed in you could be included on
that. Also, you can send your name and
address to us and any additional people
you might think want to be on the mailing
list.

In addition, all of the infor-
mation that we present to you tonight
is found in some simplified or smaller
way here because the rest of the
materials, as I mentioned, are in the
library in more detail.

Present tonight are Janice
Bartlett, she is our remedial project
manager for U.S. EPA. She is in charge
of the project for EPA.

Joe Dufficy, who is sitting
in the back, who is chief of the Ohio-
Minnesota Superfund for U.S. EPA.

Dan Markowitz, who is a project

coordinator, also in charge of this
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project with Ohio EPA.

The agenda for tonight will be
the introductions which I've already
done. Janice will give you an overview
of the remedial investigation, the
feasibility study and then the proposed
plan. Then we can have a question/answer
period, and after we will have an official
comment period which we have a Court
Reporter sitting right here who will take
down all of your oral comments.

If you do have written comments
we can take those postmarked no later
than Augqust 26, 1989. If you don't
have the comments tonight, we will still
receive them in the mail. Our address
is found on the back of the sheet. Instead
of Georgette Nelms, you may address it to me
Gina Weber.

Comments from Ohio EPA and other
interest agencies and the public must be
considered by the U.S. EPA before making
a final decision in this project.

After the comment period is over

we will respond to comments, what we call
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a responsiveness summary which is the
answers to all the comments and questions
that we've had throughout the comment
period. These will be also placed in
the library depository.

After this the U.S. EPA adminis-
trator will sign what we call a record
of decision or a ROD, as we term it,
which will be announced and made avail-
able to the public in the library, and
we will put an ad in the paper announcing
that this decision has been made.

Now Janice will present to you
some information on what we have.

MS. BARTLETT: First, 1'd
like to go through some of the site
background with you. As you probably
all know the site is located just south
of Creek Road in Kingsville immediately
west of the Big D Campground and bordered
on the south by Conneaut Creek.

This location was once operated
as a sand and gravel quarry where
hazardous and nonhazardous wastes were

later filled in. These wastes were
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deposited in plastic drums and also in
bulk in loose quantities. The EPA has
written documentation that there were
at least four hazardous wastes disposed
of in this landfill. The site itself,
the landfill is approximately one to
one and a half acres in size and approxi-
mately 20 feet deep.

In order to study the site
we first did a remedial investigation,
and the purpose of this is to determin;,
the nature and extent of contamination
and to determine, does contamination
danger the health of the public or the
environment, and third to help us gather
data on how we can clean up the site.

There are four specific areas
that we looked at when we were studying
the site. What we looked at were the
soil around the landfill, the groundwater
which is the water located below the
surface of the earth, the landfill itself
and the surface water, we took samples
from the creek.

When we take samples at hazardous
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waste sites we analyze for two separate
types of compounds, organic compounds
and inorganic compounds.

Just to briefly let you know
what those are. Organic compounds are
compounds which contain carbon in them.
Inorganic compounds simply do not contain
carbon.

An example of these types of

compounds, inorganic are commonly metals

which occur naturally. Although organicﬂ

and inorganic occur naturally throughout
our environment, when we are analyzing
samples from a hazardous waste site our
laboratories separate these two typés of
compounds. When we get results back
from a site it's separated into organic
and inorganic.
Since most of the inorganic
compounds we identified at the site
were metals I'll simply refer to them
as organic compounds and metal compounds
when I tell you what we found there.
First of all, we looked at the

soils around the landfill. This is a
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blow-up of the map that's in your facts
sheet that you have which is on the
very first page.

This identifies soil sampling
locations on the site which are indi-
cated by the squares. The samples
taken there identified there were very
low concentrations of metals on the site
in the soils and fairly high concentrations
of organics on the site in the soil.

Secondly, we looked at the grou#d-
water of the site. 1I'd like to tell
you first of all that the groundwater
flow at the site flows in two directions.
We have approximately -- right through
the landfill is what we would call a
groundwater divider. Where groundwater
flows north and then from here down it
flows south toward the creek.

In addition, when we were studying
the groundwater we determined there were
three separate units which we call aquifers
which are soil units below the surface of
the ground which hold water. We identi-

fied these in this cross section. What
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we did was, we tcok the cross right through
here, a cross section right through the
center of the earth looking at it sideways
with the landfill here. This is the
surface of the ground with the slope that
goes down to the creek. We identified
that there's a water table aquifer on the
surface. Underlying we have a deep
aquifer which we also looked at and over
toward the creek what we call the creek
aquifer,

What we did when we sampled the
groundwaters, we looked at both monitoring
wells which were installed on the site
which are identified by the solid biack
dots on the map, and we also looked at
residential wells which are identified
by the open circles in these areas.

What we found when we investigated
these wells was that there was widespread
very low concentrations of metals through
all three of the aquifers of the site.

We did not find any metal contamination in
the residences.

As far as the organic contaminants
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that we found at the site, we found very
low levels in the very deep aquifers and
the levels very high both in the upper
aquifer and near the creek. Again,
residential wells were not affected by
this contamination that we found at
the site.

In addition, based on the sampling
that we did, we put the information of
concentrations or levels of contamination
that we found into what we call a computéi
groundwater model which estimated that
based on the concentrations we found on
the site a plume boundary or the extent
that the contamination has moved is
approximately in this area. However,
as I said earlier, none of these residential
wells were affected by any of the con-
tamination. So this is just an estimate
of where this contamination is.

The third area we looked at was
the source area or the landfill itself.

We took limited samples at the
landfill. Basically we went in there

just to identify that there were buried
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drums in the landfill, but also to get
some samples from the landfill in which
to identify that there were the same
contaminations in the landfill, both
organic and low inorganics or metals
in the landfills, but the concentrations
were much greater since this is the source
of the contamination at the site.

Fourth, we did some sampling
in the Conneaut Creek just south of
the site. We identified that there
were low levels of organics and metals.
However, these metals were slightly
elevated above samples that were taken
upstream. In other words, a sample
upstream because the water flows in this
direction, and as any contamination we
found downstream was very slightly
elevated from those that would not have
been affected by the site.

In addition, the levels that
were found in the creek were below state
regulatory standards, and the creek
contamination was much lower than that

found in the aquifer, or in the aquifer
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right next to the creek itself.

The next thing we did based on
the information we had on the sampling
was what we called a Risk Assessment.
What this does is determine how con-
tamination can reach you and how it
can affect you. We looked at six
different pathways that contamination
can reach you.

First of all, the pathway of
ingestion, taking it into your body.

We looked at the possibility of ingesting
soils on the site, the groundwaters,
surface water from the creek, and the
aquatic life and animals that live in

the creek.

The other two pathways we looked
at were direct contact. Direct contact
with soils on the site or with the
surface water in the creek.

When we evaluate risks we're
looking at cancer-causing risks and
noncancer-causing risks which would be
some type of risk that would produce

other negative health effects.
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The potential risk that we found
at the site were the ingestion of the
groundwater based on contamination that
we did find right on the site itself.

We identified that there are
both an increased cancer-causing risk
and noncancer-causing risks based on
the ingesting of groundwater.

The second risk we determined
existed in the source area, the landfill.
This is where the contamination is origi-
nated from. These risks are what con-
cerned the EPA, and that's why we're
here to give you this information tonight.

The next step is a feasabiiity
study where we develop alternatives to
address the groundwater and the landfill
contamination.

Our goal at this site is to
clean up the source area, or the landfill
and the groundwater contamination that
we identified. We came up with nine alter-
natives to address the contamination at
the site.

Each of these nine alternatives
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were compared to the EPA's nine criteria.
We've got a large chart that's in your
facts sheet on pages eight and nine. This
shows the nine alternatives as the
EPA evaluated to clean up the site.

In your facts sheet it's separated
onto two pages.

We have the nine criteria that
the EPA looks at to evaluate alternatives.
I'll quickly go through these criteria
with you that we look at.

First of all, it's overall pro-
tection of human health and the environ-
ment, which is how risks are eliminated
or reduced or controlled at the site.

We look at the compliance with State
and Federal regulations. We also look
at the costs involved to implement a
specific alternative. Number four is
implementability which is simply feas-
ibility, technical and administrative
feasibility of doing an alternative
site.

In other words, the availability

of materials that we need in order to
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do an alternative or the services that we
need to determine if they're available
to us.

The fifth criteria is short
term effectiveness which looks at the
time that it would take for us to reach
our goals to clean up the site, and
also any adverse effects that might be
posed to workers or the public during
a clean-up activity.

Number six is long term effactiﬁo-
ness, and this is the ability to maintaih
protection of the public after our
clean-up goals have been met.

Number seven is reduction of
toxicity, mobility and volume which is
simply how does an alternative, a clean-
up alternative reduce any toxic effects;
how does it reduce the ability of con-
tamination to move, and how does it
reduce the volume of contamination.

Number eight is the state
acceptance, and currently the Ohio
EPA concurs with our proposed alternative

at the site.




REPORTERS PAPER & MFG. CO 800-626-6313

FORM SFEL-711

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

Number nine is community
acceptance which is why we're here
tonight at the public comment period,
to get the community's input into our
preferred alternative.

Quickly I'd like to briefly go
through our alternatives.

Number nine is our preferred
alternative. I'll guickly explain to
you why the other eight did not meet
the criteria.

Remedial alternative one which
is the no action alternative which is
required by U.S. EPA policy for us to
evaluate every site that we're at to
determine if it's feasible for us to
walk away and not do anything at the
site.

Obviously that does not provide
any type of protection to the public
because we already know there are
risks involved.

Alternatives two through five
were eliminated because they do not meet

state and federal regulations and that's

17
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necessary for any type of clean-up. The
reason they don't meet those regulations
is because they do not deal with the
groundwater contamination of the site.

Alternative six does not reduce
the toxicity or the volume of the land-
fill. It does not provide long-term
effectiveness in permanancy because the
source area is not removed from the site.

Alternative number seven was
eliminated because it was not easily
implemented. There are very few trained-
experts that can do this type of work
required by alternative number seven.

Number eight is not protective
of the community during transport of
waste off-gsite which would be required
by alternative number eight.

Number nine, as I said, is our
preferred alternative to clean up the
site and to meet the risk objectives.

Let me quickly go through with
you what we're planning on doing with
alternative number nine.

This is our proposed remedial

18
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action which is on Page 10 of your
facts sheet. It involves, first of all,
putting a fence around the entire land-
£fill. We will be excavating and incin-
erating the contents of the landfill.
You'll then be putting the ash from the
incinerator back into the excavated
area and filling in the remaining
excavated area with sands and soils.
That deals with the source, with the
landfill risks that we evaluated.

As far as the groundwater is
concerned, we're going to be installing
two interceptor trenches. One which
would be located on the outer extent
of the plume of the contamination that
was found in the groundwater. One would
be located approximately midway between
the source and the outer extent. We'll

also be extracting wells from the deep

19

aquifers in this area, there are practical-

ly three wells. We'll also be extracting
groundwater flowing toward the creek.
This water that's collected from

the ground will be treated and then dis-
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charged to Conneaut Creek as long as it

meets state requirements for discharge.
We will also be monitoring

groundwater outside of the trenches and

just south of the extraction wells on

the south side of the site. We will also

be monitoring the surface water to make

sure there is no increased contamination

in the creek itself.
That's all I have to present to
you tonight. I would like to answer

any questions that you have, and if you

20

think of something after you leave tonight

please feel free to call me.

As Gina said, our address and

phone number are on the back of the facts

sheet.

MS. WEBER: We do have a
toll free number.

Any questions?

AUDIENCE: When did you
do this?

MS. BARTLETT: They started
in 1986. I believe late 1986 and it

ended approximately a year and a half
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later.

The monitoring wells were installed
all around the landfill and then there
was some testing, excavation, a little
excavation in the landfill.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How are these
trenches going to affect us who live
between them?

MS. BARTLETT: The trenches
are going to be below the surface of the
ground. Once they're actually installed
there will not be any surficial evidence
of them.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Meaning it's
right on our land?

MS. BARTLETT: This is just
an estimate as to where the trenches
are going to be right now. Since our
computer estimated that the contamination
has moved this far, we already know that
we have to do more investigation to find
out exactly where the contamination is
because we obviously have not found any
contamination in the residential areas.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: what about west

|
|
|

 tg I e I ik

R brery



REPORTERS PAPER & MFG. Cu 800-626-6313

FORM SEL-711

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

25

22
of it, did you do any testing?

MS. BARTLETT: Based on -- to
the west of the site since we have identi-
fied that the groundwater is flowing both
north'and south there was not any threat
to the west. I'm not exactly sure. I
don't believe there were any residential
wells located to the west, either.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The wind pri-
marily comes out of the northwest, I would
live downwind from this. You're going
to dig this up and you're going to move
it to an incinerator; is there any danger
to the people who live downwind while
you're digging this up out of the ground
and transporting it?

MS. BARTLETT: The incinerator
itself will be located right in this area.
There will be workers on the site. There
will also have to be continuous air monitor-
ing to make sure that there is not any
high levels coming out of the ground.

We'll definitely be aware of the
residents in that area. Maybe you can

show me later on where you're located.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right where
your L is.

MS. BARTLETT: Right in this
area?

I'd certainly like to talk to
you about that afterwards.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you going
to have any type of scrubber on this
incinerator, some type of scrubber system?

MS. BARTLETT: I'm not sure
of the specifics of the incinerator, but.
it has to meet all regulatory standards
and a scrubber is apparently one of them.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What about
those of us who have wells inside the
plume area?

MS. BARTLETT: These wells
were sampled. People that were drinking
wells, they were sampled previously and
there was no contamination found in those
wells.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How long ago
was that?

MS. BARTLETT: 1987.

MR. MARKOWITZ: The State did
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a sampling for a couple of those homes,
it was less than six months ago. Some
of the people --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Nobody ever
sampled my well. 1It's right there, the
one on the northeast.

MR. MARKOWITZ: Since the
others have been clean, we just spot
checked a couple of them. If there was
contamination we would have gotten it
in any of the cones we had spot checked..

MS. WEBER: Maybe we could
get his address and check and see exactly
where he is.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What is the
chance of the plume area moving further
north?

MS. BARTLETT: That's why
we're going to be doing additional
sampling, in order to determine exactly
where it is prior to us installing this
groundwater treatment system. We're
going to find out exactly where it is
before we do any of this.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's just

24
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an estimated area now? You're not sure
for sure if it's across the road, are
you?

MS. BARTLETT: We haven't
picked it up across the road.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's what
I mean, it's an estimated area?

MS. BARTLETT: Yes. This is
estimated based on the concentrations
that we found in these wells right here.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would say
it would be more going east or west.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I see the
hourglass around the dump there. You've
only checked water in the campgrounds
and that's all you've checked?

MS. BARTLETT: We checked
a couple of wells located in the camp-
ground area.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's all
you've checked, water? You haven’t
checked soil or anything else? It seems
to me the hourglass effect around the
site there --

MS. BARTLETT: That's why we

25
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did soil sampling within this area and
down towards the creek.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But only
towards the thing there. You're saying
that it hasn't expanded from there?

MS. BARTLETT: We have not
found any contamination. Based on the
contamination that we did find in the
soil there are no threats posed from
soil contamination. The only risks
we found were in the groundwater.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But you
didn't check anywhere from side to
side?

MS. BARTLETT: We didn't
do any other soil sampling.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're talking
the groundwater in the spring, the
water table in our area, if you dig a
foot down the water stands in that hole.
Is that contaminated water laving there?

MS. BARTLETT: Where are you
located?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Where the Big

D Campground crosses Creek Road.

26
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MS. BARTLETT: We have not
found any groundwater contamination in
these residences north of the site, and
on the site itself the groundwater was
practically 17, 20 feet below the sur-
face.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's from
the site?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: From the site
to where water sits in our frontyard i;'s
probably a 30-foot drop from there.
I got water standing there from mid-
summer. I'm the closest house to it.

MS. BARTLETT: You're the
closest house?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We're the new
house on the left.

MS. BARTLETT: You're saying
you have standing water when it rains?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Standing water
all year long. They were in there last
fall, EPA was. They had a white van.

MS. BARTLETT: They did sampling

at your house?
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: They sampled
the site yard.

MS. BARTLETT: Maybe we can

28

talk to you about it afterwards. We have

the State here tonight.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: They got stuck
out there quite a bit.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What about

to the south of the creek? I'm approxi-

mately maybe 300 yards west on the south

side of the creek from the dump. What

have they done there? Have they done

any testing?

MS. BARTLETT: No, they haven'

done any --

MR. NAGLE: We did some
residential sampling across the creek
and found nothing.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What if we
wanted our water tested, would you test
it for free?

MS. BARTLETT: We could
certainly talk to you about that and

find out exactly where you're located

and what kind of risks there are posed

t
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to you by any contamination.

I can talk to you about that after-
wards.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You said you
found it in the water tables, would that
affect the trees, the orchards, peach
trees and apple trees around here?

MS. BARTLETT: There hasn't
been any evidence of any problems with
that.

Aren't the orchards located
to the west of the site?

Since any contamination that
we've found so far, the groundwater is
not flowing to the west from the site.
It is only flowing north and south,
so there shouldn't be any affect to the
orchards.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Did I under-
stand you correctly that it was in the
air?

MS. BARTLETT: No. No, there
is not.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just the ground?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: If those drums
are leaking, why wouldn't that spread
farther out?

MS. BARTLETT: That's basically
because of the movement of the ground-
water under the landfill. Since the
groundwater is flowing to the north
and south, that's how the leaking drums
and materials in the drums are dispersed
in the groundwater table, based on the
water movement.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What's the
difference between your elevation, between
this and the north side of the road?

MS. BARTLETT: I'm not exactly
sure of that. We can look that up. I
have a map. I can check on that for you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think that
elevation is quite different and I can't
see why there would be contamination from
water on the north side of the road coming
from the land.

MS. BARTLETT: I'll pull out
the map and we'll look at that and I'll

talk to you about that.
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you have there, is it compatible with the
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depth of the --

MS. BARTLETT: This drawing
right here?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's ground
level down where it's at. He's talking
where the residential is.

MS. BARTLETT: Right. This is
just approximately here. We have a
topographic map. We have figures in
our remedial report.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If you decide
to burn it off, how long would it take?

MS., BARTLETT: Actual excava-
tion and incineration would take a year
and a half to two vears.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What type of
incinerator?

MS. BARTLETT: There are all
types. I don't know the specifics of the

incinerator, but there are air regulations

that it has to comply with. It has to burn

off like 99.9 percent of the contaminants

in the soil.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What happens
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if something goes wrong?

MS. BARTLETT: You're going to
have agencies out there at all times.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a four-
month-old boy.

MS. BARTLETT: I understand
your concern.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1 have a garden
and stuff, have you ever tested any
fruit and stuff?

MS. BARTLETT: I don't believe
we've done testing. The majority of the
contamination we found was in the soils
below eight feet underground. There
was very little contamination in the upper
eight feet. Since it goes down with
gravity and flows with groundwater, at
the site itself it's very deep, the
actual soil contamination.

I'm afraid we haven't done
any.

I will mail you -~ when we get
further information, when we get more
specifics.

We're going to be doing a design
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for this cleanup that we're proposing
once it's been finalized and we will

keep you informed as to exactly what

we're going to be doing.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If the water
table is high -- you're saying the
water is going down? If the water table
gets high won't that come up with the
water table?

MS. BARTLETT: The con-
tamination that is in the groundwater {f
can fluctuate during seasonal events. |
There will be fluctuation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Won't there
be vapors off that?

MS. BARTLETT: At the site
itself the groundwater is approximately
17 feet deep. The small fluctuation
that there would be during rain water,
because of the rain in the spring or
something would be -- still the contamina-
thion i1t Yhe growndwater would be quite
a ways below the surface.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Suppose some

of those drums really bursted, then what

33
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happens? Suppose they really burst open,
then what would happen?

MS. BARTLETT: If there's
liquids in the drums, then it would
seep into the soils around the drums
and probably slowly perculate due to
rainfall that might go through the
landfill and into the groundwater,
and that's how the contamination that
we found so far has gotten into the
groundwater. Because there is a lot
of contamination in that landfill and
rain water does move through it slowly.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you saying
there's never -- there will never be
a danger of this really breaking loose
and the vapors coming out?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're talking
about when they excavate?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right.

MS. BARTLETT: During excava-
tion? When we're actually excavating
the drums we'll be continually monitoring
any type -- to see what kind of vapors.

If there are vapors, high level vapors
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coming out of that landfill we're going
to have to make a different system,
perhaps put some kind of cap to catch
those vapors.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: In the meantime
what happens to all the people that are
in the surrounding area if something
happens? This is what I'd like to know.
What's going to happen to all these people
before the excavation?

MR. MARKOWITZ: During the
excavation and before that as part of thé
design phase, we'll go over things like
site safety plans, all kinds of con-
tingency plans to figure out what to do
if we're digging and find a pile of drums,
the backhoe somehow slips and punctures
one and it sprays. There will be con-
tingency plans for that.

The movement of materials isn't
going to be instantaneous. There's not
going to be big clouds of vapors. The
materials aren't like chlorine gas, from
what we know, where a big green cloud would
spread all over. There would be contingency

plans
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and safety plans and you as local resi-
dents would be kept informed of all those.
We have the fire department folks who
would be on tap and we'd have them to
call if we had some severe emergency,
which is real unlikely in this kind of
situation because there is a buffer
distance that you have, but if there
were some severe emergency you'd have
to do some kind of evacuation and that's
always a possibility, but it would hopeél
fully be covered in a contingency plan "
and that's why we need public comments,
to make sure when we develop a contingency
plan we'll consider those avenues s0 we
know how to get in touch with people in
your house and where everybody is when
we're actually doing the work at the site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How soon would
you start doing this?

MS. BARTLETT: We have a
design phase which will take approxi-
mately a year to a year and a half and
we should be able to start excavating

and start working within that amount of
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time.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're saying
what, 1990-91?

MS. BARTLETT: Approximately.

MS. WEBER: They have to
go through all the designs that we have
talked about and they have to get
approved plans on how they're going to
do the cleanup and all the precautions.
It takes that long to test and make sure
it's what EPA and Ohio EPA want. 5

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Who pays the
bill on this? 1Is the taxpayer getting
stuck for all this or the plant that
put all this crap there?

MS. BARTLETT: The taxpavyer
is not involved. The money comes
directly from the EPA.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I pay taxes
and it goes someplace to the federal
government and it comes back out.

MS. WEBER: Let me explain
to you what the superfund is. We have a
tax on oil and chemical companies that

they pay to the federal government and
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Congress set up the superfund law and
that is the fund that helps us to clean
the sites where potentially responsible
parties are either not located or refuse
to pay the cleanup, and then what we
do is tap into that fund and clean it up.
At different stages of the game
we try to either sue back for that money
from the responsible party. So at dif-
ferent stages we try to get the money
from that responsible party, but in the
meantime I think this site we are using
the superfund money. So, in fact, your
tax money might come because you pay for
gas and things like that, but direcfly

it's not our income tax or things like

that.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: One other
question. Has 0lin Chemical been
cooperative?

MS. BARTLETT: " We negotiated
them and they decided not to. We are
going to be negotiating with them again
about actually doing the cleanup at the

site, the actual remedial action.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER. What is the
percentage of deterioration of these
barrels, do you know that?

MS. BARTLETT: It would be
an estimate because we only took a few
samples into the landfill because we
didn't want to disturb it too much.

They found everything from drums
that were totally intact to some that
were punctured and some that were just
crushed.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's when
they dug those test wells?

MS. BARTLETT.: When they went

in with a backhoe.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How safe is
that to be standing here when they're
out in their white suits standing that
close?

MR. MARKOWITZ: They did
parameter air monitoring.

RON: We had air

monitors on the edge of the fence line and

there wasn't any odor at that point. We

were standing right at the opening itself.

39
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there was some odors, yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would think
your testing and doing something like
that you should at least notify some
people that were closeby.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would say
that well monitoring, especially in the
plume area should be more than every one
or two years. A well that a family
is using --

MR. MARKOWITZ: The State of -
Ohio has been trying to get monitoring
on at least a few wells on all of our
superfund sites, including this one.

We may have not have done all
of your wells, but we have done a few
wells in the neighborhood basically on
an annual basis.

Unfortunately we have the same
budget problems trying to test water.
It's expensive for you to go out per-
sonally and test water. If we went to
all of our superfund sites and tested
all of the wells around them the State

of Ohio wouldn t be able to do anything
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to participate in these type of cleanups.
We tried to spot check enough of them.

If we get complaints or calls of taste
or odor problems we try to test as many
in the area as we can as frequently as
we can.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: These plans
here one through nine, one through eight
that you could do, if anybody here has
it in your mind that you're going to
go with number nine or number eight,
but truthfully you could go with number
one and not do anything, right?

MR. MARKOWITZ: I don't think
that's --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Your number
one through eight or nine, and eight or
nine is you dig up the site --

MR. MARKOWITZ: I can't see how
would happen,. The State is not going
to accept a no action alternative here.
The State is not going to accept atler-
natives one through five because they
don't meet regulatory requirements.

The U.S. EPA has proposed alter-

41

that
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native nine as its proposed plan and
we may not accept the final alternative.
It might be a sliight variation of nine.

I don't see any reason why Jan
or I or our management would backpedal
and pick alternative two or three. It's
something that we feel is not protected.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're starting

at five?

MR. MARKOWITZ: We're starting
at nine, and trying to make it better. ’%3

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But it coulad )
backtrack to one or two?

MR. MARKOWITZ: I don't think so.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You don't think
so0?

MR. MARKOWITZ: Unless money
dries up and your legislative people
cancel superfund.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It could.

MR. MARKOWITZ: That would be
a political move. 1It's not something
the agencies want to do. The agencies

want to get the best version of alter-

native nine implemented that we can
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implement.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We're thinking
we're going with number nine and this
is going to be a complete cleanup, but
it could backtrack depending on the
availability of funds backtract to five
or four.

MR. MARKOWITZ: Legislatively
it would be difficult to do that. We
are assigned a record of decision. U.S.
EPA and the State will sign a formal
record of decision and once that's signed
it's very difficult to backpedal and
say, "We're not going to do that." We
have to have the same kind of --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But you have
that alternative.

MR. MARKOWITZ: There's no backing
up mechanism.

MS. WEBER: Unless we
do choose a variation of that record
of decision. We have to come back and
tell you, we're going to change it or
slightly modify it. We have to come

back and tell you, "We're going to change
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this." You'll give us comments again.
It's the whole process.

I've only seen a few sites where
we go back and maybe there's a new
technical thing up there that can help
us clean the site better, some modifica-
tion. We can't do it without telling you.
We have to come back. Even if it's
something better we have to let you know.
That is all written and it's in the
library. What exactly we're going to
do will be in the administrative record
which is in your library.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What's the
effect on wildlife in this area? I
do a lot of deer hunting in this area.

If I get a deer out here breaking out
of the creek --

MS. BARTLETT: There isn't
any. We haven't found any effects
on wildlife because the contamination
is extremely low.

The State regulations of what
contamination was found in the creek

all say it's all right for drinking,
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the animals are not affected whatscever
in the area.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Am I correct in
what I understand, you found basically no
contamination above standard in the creek
water?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You found no
contamination whatsoever in any of the
home wells that have been tested?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Isn't it true
that 0lin, at some point, placed a clay
cap over this and has a monitoring well
and run off trench that are still in
place?

MS. BARTLETT: Yes?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What is the
affect -- will that not minimize any
continued seepage or groundwater con-
tamination between now and the time
that the EPA does finally implement
alternative nine or some modification?

Isn't there some safeguards already

in place to reduce, or at least monitor
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any seepage that's been going on?

I guess my question is, is it
not also true that whatever contamination
has taken place through groundwater
seepage took place prior to 1983 or 1984
whenever 0lin put the clay cap on the
area and the water collection trench;
is that a fair statement?

MS. BARTLETT: I have no
way of knowing when --

MR. DUFFICY: We're not
aware of any official monitoring program
that 0lin has ever taken.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm reading
about one right here. It says, "In 1983
when erosion of the landfill cover soil
exnosed buried drums, Olin placed a
clay cap on the surface of the landfill
area and took steps to control any
further erosion of soil from the base of
the slope. 0lin also installed a rain
water collection trench on the northern
side of the capped area to remove rainfall
runoff from the cap, and drilled 11 new

groundwater monitoring wells on the site

-
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to expand its groundwater monitoring
program."”

MR. DUFFICY: That program
does not exist. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA
investigated --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: O0lin was
monitoring it, the EPA took over and
the monitoring stopped?

MR. DUFFICY:
procedure --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Why did the
monitoring stop in 19832 Just because
the EPA got involved?

MR. DUFFICY: We're not
aware of any particular program that
would keep monitoring going.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: They were
doing a monitoring program and they
backed off and EPA took over and no
monitoring has been done since the EPA
took over, right or wrong?

MR. DUFFICY: EPA has been

monitoring.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But you found

no contamination in any of the wells and

Under U.S. EPA

47
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there is a clay cap still in place that
Olin did put on.
MR. DUFFICY: There is a
cap. I don't know if it's a clay cap.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: It says,
"Clay cap,” in your literature, sir.
That was put in place and it's still
there; is that correct? Whatever effect,
positive effect that may have on any
continued seepage, right or wrong?
MR. DUFFICY: It should
prevent some.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

That's all.

MS. WEBER: I'm not sure
if you have any more gquestions. I want
to make it like an official comment. So

we can have that in the responsiveness
summary. A lot of these guestions ran
into statements. If you'd like to, if
you have a few more questions. We're
going to officially have that comment.
And for that we need you to stand up and
give your name and state your comment

and at that time Janice cannot answer.

48
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she might answer it afterwards 1if you
like.

Since it's an official comment,
it goes on the record as your statement.
We'll have a few more questions and
then we'll officially have the comment
period to distinguish between the questions
that we might have had already.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm glad we
have the EPA as far as checking the
environment.

My family personally has had the
experience of the EPA coming in and
saying that something should be done,
okay, in a contamination site in Ashtabula
at the docks. The EPA was good. But
how much power do you have to say this
is done correctly.

My husband is dead because of
this. What you did was fine. It should
have been taken care of. But how much
power do you have to say it's done
right?

MS. WEBER: I'm not real

familiar with the situation with your
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husband.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It has nothing
to do with this. It was because of
the EPA that this cover was put in
effect to keep the environment clean
which was needed, but it wasn't done
correctly.

How much power do you have to
say that this is going to be done correctly?

MS. WEBER: The power thg}
EPA gets is from the legislative brancﬁ%i
We have some laws on the books to monitor
and oversee some of these projects.

In the case of this specific
project we have Ohio EPA laws. We have
OSHA for the workers.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We've just
had so much experience with them not
carrying through.

MS. WEBER: I understand.
Usually what happens is, laws are made
for the larger public and not always
geared to individual people.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is it true

that you can just suggest this 1is done
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this way, that you can't come in and
see that it's done correctly?

MR. MARKOWITZ: If this
project is done by the fund, it will
be done with Jan or a person in her
position with direct supervision and it
will be done with the State coordinators'
direct supervision. It would be done
by contractors paid by EPA.

If it's done with PRP funding,

potentially responsible parties, 1if

pi o dpr Ry S

we get that it would be by consent or
arrangement where the State of Ohio would
have specific authority and the U.S.

EPA would have specific authority to
direct activities of the site to insure
compliance with State and federal laws.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What part
of the State level? What agency?

R. MARKOWITZ: The person in
my position or me would have authority
to order work to stop in a consent order
if one were signed at the site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If something

goes wrong at that site, say they're
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burning and the levels of gas coming off
of this is higher than should be, you
can stop it? It will just stop immedi-
ately, it won't go on for days or weeks

until somebody gets an order?

MR. MARKOWITZ: It's stopped.
MS. WEBER: The incinerator
question, we do have a test run. I qguess

what I can do is send you some information
on incineration. If you have some other
specific technical information or tech-
nology geared information that you need
besides incineration we can mail that to
you. What we have we can make available
to you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: There were a
few questions asked tonight by three or
four people and the answers were you'd
be glad to answer these guestions later
on, why can't we all be apprised of
these answers?

MS. WEBER: Some people,
we need their addresses.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: They all live

on Creek Road.
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MS. WEBER: If it's an
official comment and they'd like to get
up and state that guestion again with
their name we can make it available in
this public record in the library.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It seems to
me it's divide and conquer.

MS. WEBER: If they would
like it, that's something that people
have their private addresses and that's
more for their own personal -- you know&_
people.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What do our
elected officials think of this?

MS. WEBER: I don'tlknow
if they're here tonight. We d4did let
them know we're going to be here tonight.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: There's one
that's running for trustee.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How big is
this compared to Mill Road where we're
having all these earthquakes and some-
thing pops and we have no water?

I'm not familiar

MS. WEBER:

with that site.
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MS. BARTLETT. I don't Kknow
anything about that site.

MR. MARKOWITZ: Currently that's
a solid waste issue. I'm not familiar
with that site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is an acre
lot where they have ten acres of con-
taminated material and people driving up
and down the road breathing that dust.

MR. MARKOWITZ: They're a
regulated facility. They're regulated
because they're an active landfill
facility. The facility I think is run
by the Ohio Division of Solid and
Hazardous Wastes. We have a solid waste
program and people specifically inspect
that landfill and they can call our
office number if they have complaints
or concerns and talk to our solid waste
people. Specifically if you call our
office ask for the person -- I'm not
sure who it is.

SUPERVISOR: Presently the
U.S. EPA is investigating problems or

contact the northeast district, Debbie
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Burke, she will give you a name regarding
information.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's a State
licensed landfill?

SUPERVISOR: They have both
a State and Federal operating license
for both activities, yes. I believe at
this interim status they don't have
either authority.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's half
the landfill. The first landfill was
State license.

MR. MARKOWITZ: I'm not
familiar with the history there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: State liéensed
and there was no monitoring of that
landfill. In fact, they just shut that
down two months ago.

MS. WEBER: It might not
be under what we call the superfund.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You don't
get involved until there's a problem?

MS. WEBER: We can give
you the number. I don't have the number

with me.
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MR. MARKOWITZ: That's our
office number, too.

Under House Rule 592 hopefully
we're going to see a lot less solid
waste problems.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is acid
waste we're talking about now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What's this
groundwater treatment plant? How long
will it pbe in place?

MS. BARTLETT: I really

Al K

don't know the details on the ground-
water treatment plant, that's going

to be installed at the site. We do
have specifics in our feasibility study
that I have with tonight.

What I do know is that the
groundwater will be treated with a
system that's called Granular Activated
Carbon Treatment System. I can give
you specifics on what we have in our
document that we wrote up on the feas-
ibility study.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How long will

it be in operation?
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MS. BARTLETT: We're estimating
that the groundwater well -- groundwater
trenches are going to be extracting
and treating groundwater for a minimum
of 20 years and a maximum of 60 years
in length.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We are the
people who are living in those houses
that will be between those trenches,
they'll be working and digging and .
going in and out of there for 20 years? gp
It will change our whole gquality of i
life.

MR. MARKOWITZ: No. All it
will be is a little treatment building
and the trenches will be covered, and
unless there is a problem with the
trench, and they should be designed
to be as low maintenance as possible,
they will be there in place with a
cover on it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It wouldn't
take that long to go in and do this
and get it over with and take care of

it?

e

~
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I haven't missed

any of the meetings, and I think quite
a few of us here haven't missed any of
the meetings.

Margaret McCue who was out of
Chicago --

MS. BARTLETT: She's still
the head of it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: People were
concerned why they just didn't go in
there and dig everything out and haul
it out. They explained if they did,
we would have another Love Canal. That
everybody would evacuate. If they went
in and dug it up, that's what some of
the people wanted to do.

Now, if you go in there and
start digging in everything, is it a
concern of yours that there may be a
problem like that?

MS. BARTLETT: I don't know
why anybody would tell you something
like that. We've looked at the type of
contamination that's been found in

the landfill and the soils outside the

TR
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landfill, and the groundwater and there's
no -- I don't see any reason there'd be
any type of terrible thing happening
like what happened at Love Canal.

It's really quite small.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That was one
of the guestions asked by the people.
They said, they'd have to wait and do a
study program, which they have been

doing. We do periodically get the papers

2

and we haven't missed a meeting. There'&i
a lot here that haven't missed any of ‘
the meetings. That was one of the
guestions. A lot of the people that
don't come to the meetings would say,
why don't they just get in there and
dig it all out and haul it out like it
was hauled in.

It was explained to us that they
could not do it because they did not
know at the time what was in any of those
drums.

According to this paper you do

know what is in the drums.

MS. BARTLETT: We have taken
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samples from the drums in the landfill,
and the soil.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The company
that put those there would not tell you
what was in the drums?

MS. BARTLETT: We did have a
little information from one of the
companies that put the waste there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You don't

have that same concern now?

\"/‘.'n‘

A,

MS. BARTLETT: Right, becaus

264y

we know what we're dealing with now.

AUDIENCE MEMBLR: The cap was
on it then.

MR. MARKOWITZ: It's a lot
safer to dig up a known quantity than
to dig up an unknown quantity and
that's one of the reasons why we have,
unfortunately, another year to wait.
That's one of the reasons we still have
more work to do to get the design
project done, for some of the concerns
you guys have raised this evening.

The concerns about the con-

tingency plans if something bad happens.
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We need to make sure we know that when
we do go to dig the stuff out that it's
going to do the job without endangering
anyone. That's projected. We know it
takes a long time.

It would be nice if it were
s0 simple to just go and dig it out
and take it away.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That to me
would be a wrong, just to go in there
and dig it out and take it away. To s
me that would be wrong.

You've taken tests and stuff,
but you don't know what the results
are going to be when you get in there
and start working with it, what's
going to happen.

I know, my husband worked
in chemicals and my son-in-law works
in chemicals, and also my son works
with chemicals so I know.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How do they
do this? How do they go in and dig
this plot of ground up to get the

barrels?
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This isn't new. They've done
it before. Can you give us some general
idea how it would be done? Do you take
a backhoe? What if you break a barrel?
MR. MARKOWITZ: If a drum
comes out and it's leaking they'll place
it in an overpacked container which is
a larger drum. There are also stockpile
areas where they keep saturated PEI
residue and bulk materials. They have

a lot of liquids in them.

soa W e

Those are the questions you
have to answer during the design phase,
exactly how we're going to manipulate
this material.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just wanted
a general idea. There's no big secret.
They've designed this before, obviously.

MR. MARKOWITZ: They create
platform areas so they can control run-
off of liquids or they'll have a
containment trench or a cement platform
and collect the materials that run off
and run that through the incinera-

tor or run that through the treatment
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material it is possibly a shed cover to
keep rain water off, possibly just tarps,
depending on the quantities and material
we're going to dig out.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The substances
that are in there, we wouldn't have to
worry about vapors? You dig this stuff
out and the vapors come out?

MR. MARKOWITZ: Some of them
are volatile and there would be a
concern for vapors and that's --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: An explosion?

MR. MARKOWITZ: No.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Fumes that
would cause cancer?

MR. MARKOWITZ: Fumes that
might be present in the air and that's
why we have continual -- when we'd
be doing any active digging I'm certain
there would be continual air monitoring
around the perimster to see if there
were any vapors leaving the site that
were at detectable levels.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you saying

63
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that the reason that it's going to take
a year to do this project is because
0lin won't tell you what's in that site?
I mean, if 0Olin would tell you what's
in that site, could it be done sooner?

MR. MARKOWITZ: I don't think
Olin knows. They know what they sent
there. They don't know where it is and
exactly how deep it is.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are they telliﬂg

-~

you what's in that landfill? N

MR. MARKOWITZ: We have some
information about what materials they
sent there, yes. Those seem to match
with some of the materials that we
detected.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are they
cooperating with you as far as --

MR. MARKOWITZ: The State
of Ohio hasn't dealt with 0lin. The
U.S. EPA has.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I heard when
the State shut 0Olin down down here they

contaminated the earth 50 some feet

down at their site on Miller Road, and
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the State of Ohio told 0Olin --

MR. MARKOWITZ: That's a
portion of another superfund site with
Olin.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are they
cooperating with you and telling you
what possibly could be in the site?

What possibly could be done there?

MS. BARTLETT: We do have
one piece of written documentation as
to specific hazardous wastes that were ,;
taken to the landfill, and we have \
received that from Olin Corporation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do they
need certificates or anything, or nothing?

MS. BARTLETT: Not when that
was operating, no.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Is any of it
flammable?

MS. BARTLETT: I don't believe
we've found any flammable materials in
the landfill.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How often
will you be testing the groundwater?

MS. BARTLETT: How often will
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we be testing the groundwater? I believe
in our plan for remedial action we have
it scheduled every quarter, which would
be every three months.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's been six
months since the last time you tested it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Was 0lin the
only plant that dumped in that site?

MS. BARTLETT: That's right.
That's the only information we have.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Olin Mathison:
manufactured vinyl chloride? k

MS. BARTLETT: I don't remember
specifically, but I think it was.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there‘any
chance of that being contained at all
down there?

MS. BARTLETT: I don't have
any information on that type of material.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That was a
big scare for 0lin Mathison. I worked
at General Tire right beside 1it.

The big scare from 0Olin was

thylene gas leaks. It killed people

that worked for them, and every now and
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There's no chance of that being
contained under there at all?

MS. BARTLETT: We have no
written information on that being in the
landfill.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I can't under-
stand the government can't get this
out of these companies.

They're that big that they can
just play dumb and not tell you people,;
say, "“Hey, we don't know." |

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's because
of all the lawyers in the country.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I can't
believe that.

MS. WEBER: We do have
what we call Title III, where companies
are now required to tell their chemicals.

You have to remember a lot of the
sites, where they started dumping all
over the United States 30, 40 yeaxs ago
and there wasn't any laws back then and

it collects throughout the vyears.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: These companies

67
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had to have records back in them days
to know what they're sending out of
their plant.

MR. MARKOWITZ: They may have
or may not have any of those records.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You start
from scratch and wonder what's in the
site, that's where you guys are at?

You don't know what is in there?

MR. MARKOWITZ: We have a
pretty good idea of what's in there.

The test pits were pretty much
complying with what we had expected.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But you don't
know.

MR. MARKOWITZ: When they did
the testing last summer they found what
they expected to find and that was one
of the reasons they did the testing
as an additional investigation from
the earlier work that had been done to
confirm what they had expected as to
the characterization of the landfill

to look like whether it really looked

like that, and that's in fact what

68
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they found.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You'll just
contract this out, right? The State of
Ohio won't do this?

MR. MARKOWITZ: No, we don't
have the resources to do this. I would
feel worse about it if I was out there
digging. I don't have experience
running a backhoe. It would be very

dangerous for you all if I got out there

7]

gt

with a backhoe and started opening drums;

R

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I know you
have to have qualified people.

MR. MARKOWITZ: There are
requirements for certification from
both U.S. EPA and Ohio that would do the
work at the site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Your contingency
plan, possibly you're going to call the
fire department in case you have a problem
out there?

MR. MARKOWITZ: We know you
have a volunteer fire department.

In terms of notification, in terms

of an evacuation, we would always have,

9
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as part of any contingency for any site

. that we work on, we have notification of

‘the local fire department because they're

as prepared as anyone to perform.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Would they
have prior training on what to do with
these chemicals if they get loose? Who
pays for that?

MR. MARKOWITZ: That's part
of what has to be worked out in the
design phase and in the implementation %
of this project.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're talking
about ~=-

MS. WEBER: There was a
question back here.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Suppose you
find contamination in water wells, then
what happens? How will we be provided
with water if the water wells are found
contaminated?

MR. MARKOWITZ: I don't know.
Short term there might be an alternative
water supply like bringing in a tank truck

and supplying peonle with water from the
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truck.

If the contamination wasn't
the kind that was going to be alleviated
rapidly, we'd have to look into develop-
ing some type of water system for the
area as part of the remedial.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What we were
told before was that if they found any
wells that was contaminated they would
hook everyone into either Conneaut or
Ashtabula, and 0lin would have to pay
for that.

Now, I'm going back to the
other meetings. I didn't bring any
of my notes with me, but I have them
all at home. They were told if any
wells were found contaminated, they
would either haul water in or poke them
into the Conneaut water system or Ashtabula

water system. Does that still stand?

MR. MARKOWITZ: That would
be part of the -- if we did find contamina-

tion that would be developed as part of
the final remedy, to develop an alternative

water supply for those people in that area
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whether it be funded by the fund or a
potentially responsible party.

AUDIENCE MEMBER.: Your plan nine
says you're going to prohibit the use
of the water wells. Is that what you're
going to do? Everybody has a well. It
says, you're going to prohibit the use

of ground wells.

MR. MARKOWITZ: I think that's
site specific. We weren't prohibiting

residential well use in the area. We're
prohibiting further drilling or future
development of wells in the area that would
be the site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: "“EPA would
prevent the use or installation of ground-
water supply wells in the area of the
site. "

MR. MARKOWITZ: That goes
back to the way the U.S. EPA defines
the word "site". The site is the area
where contamination currently is or where
contamination ends up.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The plume area --

MR. MARKOWITZ: That's an
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estimated plume. If we had an actual
plume, yes, we would have to develop an
alternative water supply.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: All I'm saying
is you're going to prohibit the use of
wells in that area when you're not
estimating anymore, when you have facts.

MR. MARKOWITZ: If we find
contamination in residential wells the
County Health Department as well as the
EPA would try to prohibit the use.

MS. WEBER: Right now there
wasn't any contamination at that part.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you talking
about taking drum samples or well samples
while you're doing this project? 1Is that
the outer wells, the sites that you
have in black pyramids or is that the
two wells you have there? You have
groundwater well, extraction well.

MS. BARTLETT: As far as
groundwater, we are going to be continually
doing groundwater monitoring to make
sure the contamination does not move

past where we finally determine where the
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plume is, and also to make sure it
doesn't move past these wells.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That would be
the black wells?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You'll monitor
them?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The boundries
of you final plume areas will be deter-
mined by a computer program or by actual

-—

measuring and testing?

vaapd

MS. BARTLETT: We're going to
be doing more measuring and testing. We'll
also be installing a few more monitoring
wells and we're going to determine exactly
where the contamination is.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It is possible,
is it not, that both of those trenches
that you're showing there could be, if
I have my directions right, south of
where those homes are?

MS. BARTLETT: Yes,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So in other
words, that's just a computer model that

has projected where that stuff might have

gone, but you have no evidence
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whatsoever that it has done so by your
monitoring of the homes?

MS. BARTLETT: We have not

detected contamination --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: When it comes

time to install your trenches and your

groundwater monitoring system, if that

is still the case then it is not necessary
that those trenches be placed where you
show them? They may very well be much o
closer to the actual site, if that's %‘
the correct site, where the drums are?

MS. BARTLETT: That's right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And both of

those trenches, if it takes two trenches
to do the job, could both be south,
if that's the right direction, of those
homes; isn't that correct?
MS. BARTLETT: That's right.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: He's trying
to minimize it. It could be worse than |

what you think, as you said it is; isn't

that correct?

MS. BARTLETT: We could learn
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new information, but right now --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It could go
the other way?

MS. BARTLETT: We only have
information on the wells just around
the landfill that we've installed.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It could come
back or it could go out, either way?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Is there a
possibility that that could move across

Conneaut Creek?

By RS

MS. BARTLETT: We haven't
detected any contamination south of the
creek. So from what we could tell there
is no movement south of the creek.

MR. MARKOWITZ: On that figure
you'll see how most of the surface area
where the contamination is, you'll see
how they pinch off in that overbank fill
next to the creek. Any of the contamina-
tion gets trapped and emerges in the
creek or may or may not slip down to the
bedrock, but there is no evidence that
it has slipped down into the bedrock.

AUDIFENCE MEMBER: Because there
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is a sand and gravel pit on the south of
Conneaut Creek. Is there any danger?

It's a little west. 1Is there any danger
if they go down below the water table?
Is there any danger of that coming across?

MR. MARKOWITZ: It's a different
water table and the water table we're
looking at in the upper zones is in those
three upper layers, one of which is an
aquifer and the contamination is there.
You'll see how they inch off next to .
the creek. That body of water is physi¥
cally separated from any body of water
in the surface aquifers across the creek.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a
couple gquestions.

Firgt, I'd like to know what is
the total ground area of the source area
you've identified?

MS. BARTLETT: The source
area, surficial is approximately one
acre, 1.2.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The actual site
to be excavated --

MS. BARTLETT: Right.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: -- you've pin-
pointed about one acre?

MS. BARTLETT: Right.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is that
based on information that you've received
either from Olin or elsewhere, or from
the actual --

MS. BARTLETT: That's based
on information that we've received from
the transporter, and also we went in
at the very start of our investigation 5
and did some further work to try and
locate areas where drums were buried to
get a better idea of the actual size
of the landfill, which verified informa-
tion we got from them.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The bulk
materials not being in drums, was the
majority of the area of the quarry
checked with your wells or the area
that the transporter and 0lin had identi-
fied?

I don't know how large of an
area, not being here at the time, how

large the quarry actually was. Was it
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one gquarter of the quarry as it existed
that's now being excavated or the entire
area?

MS. BARTLETT: I believe,
from what I understand from the history
of the site, the quarry area wasn't
where the landfill is located. When
they took the sand out and they removed
all the sand that they could in that
area then wastes were just hauled in

because it was available.

! ."r’-‘.('rﬁl Wi,

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The second
question, or inquiry, how many actual
EPA employees will be on site? The
excavation and the incineration is
contracted out, is the monitoring,
constant air monitoring, the collection
of the samples contracted out also?

Is that part of what's overseen by EPA
or does the EPA actually do some of the
testing and some of the testing done

by the contractor?

MS. BARTLETT: The EPA does
have contractors to do the work at the

site. However, any type of sampling,
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groundwater sampling or any further
sampling would come back to EPA laborator-
ies, but EPA does oversee all the work
being done by the contractors, or if the
PRP's are to be doing the work, we would

be overseeing them, also.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The samples that

are sent back to EPA are collected by EPA?

MS, BARTLETT: No, they would
be collected by a contractor.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The same
contractor doing this monitoring, that
would be doing the incineration or a
third party?

That would be part of the bid
procedure that the contractor -- to lease
himself, if you will, by collecting
samples to get it submitted to EPA, al-
though EPA does the analysis?

MR. DUFFICY: The cleanup
would be undertaken by -- there is a
standard contract.

We do take time out of the

contract and allocate it towards

this project.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don't know
if I follow. It is the way that it's
done all the way around when you have the
contract. You're going to contract out
the work of collecting samples, is there
a possibility of different contractors
doing that or is it going to be the
same people that are digging up the site
and burning and collecting the air samples
and collecting the groundwater samples
to submit back to EPA, or is it an un- é
involved people or uninvolved third party
concept laboratory?

MR. DUFFICY: The third
party meaning people actually doing the
digging and the backhoes have to
be done by the same contractor, they
would be taking the samoles, handling the
site. 1It's kind of an engineering con-
cern and structural concern. The con-
struction is undertaken by a subcontractor.
The overall contractor is responsible
for engineering samples.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The immediate

sunervisor of the contractor and EPA subs?
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MR. DUFFICY. It's headed
by Jan as project manager. She would
be overseeing everything. The contract
would also -- the site manager and Jan
would be in constant contact and the
site manager would be more or less
running the day to day operations at
the site.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: In all likeli-
hood it would be one of his employees
collecting the samples?

MR. DUFFICY: Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there going
to be a lot of noise involved in furnaces,
these incinerators?

MS. BARTLETT: I'm not real
sure about noise levels during construc-
tion. I can certainly look into that
for you if that is a concern with resi-
dents in that area.

MS. WEBER: We might not
be able to answer all the gquestions
tonight.

what we're going to do is, we

have this little thing where you could
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put your address and your question, if vyou
might think of it later and we will mail
it back to you, or you can call us on the
800 number or the direct line. If you
don't think of anything tonight or vyou
think of something later on, the next
day or whatever, please feel free to call
us. You don't have to try to think of all
the guestions. We are available through
the numbers on the back of the sheet
or you are free to fill out one of thesas.

If we're done with guestions then
for an official comment period we need
your name and your comment. We'll have
one more question.

If you have individual questions
all of us will stay afterwards, after
we are done answering all of your ques-
tions.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Whose land is
this supposed to be under, this dump?

MS. BARTLETT: I understand
it's the property of Mr. Dreslinski next-

door.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Some of this
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runs over on my land.

MS. BARTLETT: The landfill?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The drainage
ditch down below and some of it runs
over on my side. I just wanted you to
be aware of the fact.

MS. BARTLETT: Maybe you should
write that down for us so we can have that
down.

MS. WEBER: All of the

questions that dealt with specific

EPAVPEIAY

addresses we need to get your addresses
and where you live for that to be answered.

Officially now if you have any
comments state your name and your comment.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don't under-
stand. Isn't this all official?

MS. WEBER: It's all
official, but a lot of these we're answer-
ing as we go and a lot of the comments
might need some further research for us
to give you an answer. A lot of your
questions have run into comments. Now
we have to officially have a comment period.

You can also state an ovinion or
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another question if you'd like. We'll
have it as an official record. All of
this will be on record anyway, all of your
guestions, in the transcript and a copy
of the transcript will also go into the
library. So from the beginning where
we started it's still in the transcript.
It's just required by law to have an
official comment period and, as I mentioned,
you can also mail your comments to us.
You have until August 26th to do that.

I guess officially we have to respond
to the comments during the comment period
and the other ones were just general comments
and questions on the presentation. Although
we have answered a lot of your comments.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Everything I

asked you was official.

MS. WEBER: Well, you can
gdet up and state your name and say, "I
officially --"

MS. TAYLOR: If you'd like

that comment addressed in the document
that they are going to place in the

repository called the responsive summary
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then you must state it during this next
period of time so it will then include
a response officially on paper. Other-
wise, she answered it and it won't be
official in that document.

MS. WEBER: It's in the
transcript, but not in the responsive
summary.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will the
transcript, the whole transcript be
in the library?

MS. WEBER: Yes. She's
taking it down so you have to speak
clearly and state your name.

MR. BANCROFT: My name 1is
James Bancroft.

I think the revresentatives
from the EPA here tonight have tried
to divide and conquer these people
by stating, "That later on we will
answer your questions on a one-to-
one basis." I've seen the landfill,
or have heard of the landfill on Creek

Rcad being ablaze, on fire. We don't

know what's dumped in that landfill
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because the EPA cannot get a hold of
0lin or cannot press 0lin into telling
us what is in that landfill, and I think
you better get on the ball here and try
to find out what's in that landfill, how
far that landfill is going to seep into
everybody's property along Creek Road,
across Conneaut Creek and do something
about it, because we haven't done any-

thing about it so far.

MS. WEBER: Any comments?’
MR. REED: My name is
John Reed.

I think the blaze he's talking
about wasn't this landfill here, ﬁot
the one we're talking about tonight. It
was that fiberglas dump they had west
of that. This landfill I don't think
was ever on fire. That landfill blaze
that he was talking about was fiberglas
dumped at a different time in a different
location west of there, and I think --
I'm pretty sure this landfill has never
burned.

There's two different landfills
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we're talking about. I don't think there's
anything being done about that other than
it burned for about three months.

MS. FUCHS: Dehorah Fuchs.
When you're talking about the checks
and balances on the excavating of the
site there. I was wondering, it always
seems like a bad idea to have the same
person policing themselves because a lot
of times it seems to get into predicaments
later on. %

I imagine the people that are
excavating have been doing it a while
and it would only be hanging themselves
if they didn't correctly monitor them-
selves. There seems like there should
be an independent party that monitors
those people.

I wonder why. Is it too expensive?
Why don't people do that one safety
measure?

MS. BENEK: Margaret Benek.
I'd like to know why we aren't getting

any direct answers? It's either, "I'm

not sure,” or, "We're going to have to
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monitor some more."

Wwhy aren't we getting a direct
answer? We were at the meetings before.
We got a little more.

The EPA from federal and State of
Ohio have really worked on this and
why aren't we getting -- why aren't you

more up on it or maybe I'm saying that

wrong. Why are you saying so many,
"I'm not sure of this,"” or, "I don't
understand this."” Why don't they have

someone in here that really is sure
of it and really does understand it.

I'm not putting you down. I'm
wondering why we're getting so many
answers of, "I'm not sure. I don't know
the answer."

Is it that you really don't
know the answer? I know you can't answer
me. You won't even shake your head, but
do you really know the answer? You
really don't know the answer?

MR. MARKOWITZ: We'll go back
to questions and answers and talk about it.

MS. BENEK: It's hard to
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keep quiet when you want toopen your mouth.

Don't put that in there.

MS. WEBER: We'll have more
questions if we're officially not having
more comments.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is a
question. Just a few little questions
you have here during the official period,
is this what you're basing your meeting
on?

L

MS. WEBER: No. All of 3
your questions are going into the transcript
and Janice and anybody here will try to
answer those. A lot of the gquestions
we got before we need information so we
can go back and try to find an answer
for you.

The comments are required under
the law for us to get. We give you 30
days to respond to the materials we have
in the library. So it's something that
our Congress has set up in case someone
had any doubt that you did state that
during the meeting, it is there. So

i1f you are still unsure on a gquestion,
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we are still going to be here to answer
your questions, but officially we need
to do this under the law. It's to protect
those if they say, "I didn't say that
during the meeting, that'’s my name and
I never said that." We are sure if you
did or did not. That's why it seems kind
of awkward.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You say we'll
be notified, when they were digging,
we were out there, my daughter was swing;’
ing and that's only 600 feet and we were.
never notified that they were going to
be digging and they all had masks on and
everything. We were never notified about
that.

MR. MARKOWITZ: Jan and I are
at a disadvantage. She and I have both
been on the project for less than a year
and the past project managers have either
left the agency or have been promoted or
are somewhere else in the agency.

The people that were in charge
from the Ohio EPA or the U.S. EPA aren't

available right now.
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As to why that occurred we can
check on it and try to figure out why
that happened and make sure it doesn't
happen again.

The scale of this project relative
to those test pits would be that much
greater and the need to notify residents
would be specifically outlined.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will the
questions that were asked earlier that

were given no answer, that you said,

e

"We'd answer later," there were three
or four questions that were asked, will
they go on the record?

MS. WEBER: They're on the
transcript, but they're not -- the reasons
for the comment period, as I said, are
official comments that you might have
on whether you are in favor or not in
favor of that alternative.

A lot of the questions are just
to make sure that the committee understands
the alternatives, the acceptance of the
criteria that we gave you for community

acceptance so you understand all the
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nvrojects so you can either accept it or
not accept it under that comment period.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The last ques-
tions we didn't get an answer so how are
they on the record?

MS. WEBER: Some people had
specific addresses of wells and things.

We need an address to check with
our documents to see if it was tested.

Jan I don't think knows all the
addresses and which people's wells got 4
tested specifically. We need their
addresses and names so we can look through
the documents.

If they want now they can give us
their address.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're going
to answer it now, but you wouldn't answer
it before.

MR. MARKOWITZ: If they send
in a written comment with a question about
a specific well that will also get addressed.

MS. BARTLETT: There was a
question about standing water on somebody's

property on Creek Road. I'm afraid I'm
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not particularly familiar with all the
homes along the road. I couldn't answer
that specific question because I don't
know that information.

MS. WEBER: We need your
help in giving us your address and where
you live so we can go back.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have water
at my house year-round.

MS. WEBER: Can you give

us your address and your name?

LS AR e L

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We didn't even
get one of these things.

MS. WEBER: We put up
public notice.

MR. MARKOWITZ: As you say,
your home wasn't built when the last
meeting was held.

MS. WEBER: We apologize
that you didn't get one. We did put
a notice in the paper and we would hope
that in the future you will be on our
mailing list.

If your house wasn't built

during the last meeting --
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: We were in it
by '87.

MS. WEBER: The last time
we were here was in '87. I apologize
personally for the ones that didn't get
one. We would want you to be on the
mailing list. That's also another
purpose why we're here.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are any of
you officials with the EPA here today
that were at the last meeting?

MR. DUFFICY: I was here.

MR. MARKOWITZ: He's one of
those people that got promoted.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's hard for
me to be in favor or not in favor of
a remedial plan that you really have
no idea what you're going to do. You
can't tell us where ycu're putting the
trenches, where the plume is, except
you want to do something similar to
this. How can we make a comment on this?
We don't know who's going to be affected
by this.

MR. MARKOWITZ: The people who
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are going to have trenches built on their
property, if that occurs, will be directly
involved in the design process and
negotiations of the final remedy. So
people who are directly affected will
be involved as those details of the
design start to unfold.

As we said before, the design
process takes at least a year and as.
much as a year and a half. During thati
time, that's when we get down to the :
nitty-gritty and say, "The trench is
going to be this wide and this deep and
it‘'s going to be dug with this kind of
equipment and the pipe is going to go
this far and go so and so and so and so."

People who are active in that area
we're going to make an effort to keep
them involved.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I can appreciate

that, but you're asking for our comments

to say, "Yes, we like your plan or yes,
we don't. We don't know any specifics."”
MS. WEBER: There's a lot

of specifics in these documents. We've
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tried to get all this technical --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I work for a
living, too.

MS. WEBER: That's why
we're here. We took all this information
and broke it down into something --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I read your
thing. There's no specifics though.

You want us to say ves, we like
it or no, we don't without specifics.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We only have
until August 28th to answer this?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: After that we
have no say-so at all?

MS. BARTLETT: Public comment
period is 30 days.

MR. MARKOWITZ: These documents,
when they land on my desk they're imposing
to me. This document has more detail,
obviously, than the summary that you've
been handed and Jan had on her copy, but
these are the detailed analyses of the
alternatives, just the section in the
back. These have detailed comments that

the U.S. EPA has written about each of
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the alternatives and the different facets
of the alternatives that are not in the
proposed plan. You can go through this
document and find portions of it that
refer to alternative nine and it's a
much smaller chunk than this whole thing.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Does that
tell you specifics as far as location
of what you're going to do?

MR. MARKOWITZ: We don't
have a specific location on the plume and
during the design project we will be
putting wells out and finding specific
locations.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you going
to allow us to make a comment after that,
after you tell us?

You're asking for our comments
and our approval before August 26th, and how
can we do that when we don't have any
specifics as far as that.

MR. MARKOWITZ: That's a valid
comment in and of itself.

If you'd like to make that as

a valid comment --
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just did.
My name is Jim Baird.

MR. INGRAM: Bill Ingram,
Kingsville. Have you had any meetings
in our township with the officials or
trustees about any of this, any ongoing
meetings with them, any follow-up meetings,
or do you just pop into town and here
we are?

MS. BARTLETT: I've been

RRE AN

on the project for six months and we
have not had any meetings.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will there be
any?

MS. WEBER: In terms of
community relations, we have been keep-
ing them apprised of all the information.
We called a couple of them. They didn't
say whether they'd be here or not.

That's a concern I would have
thought they would have been here. They
did receive this.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Tk are
elected people.

MS. WEBER: T; -*re on our
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mailing list and maybe that's something
that the town could address to them. We
can't say why aren't you here. They are
on the mailing list and are notified of
the meetings just like you.

MS. DIDONATO: Just so you
know, my name is Ann Didonato and I work
for Dennis Eckart. We are represented
here.

MR. McGINNIS: My name is
Carl McGinnis. 3654 Creek Road. I 2
think before we accept or disapprove
anything we should have a field repre-
sentative or an engineer from the EPA
who is familiar with this area, who
is familiar with the dump, who knows
what's going on, to come out and explain
to the people of Kingsville because what
we have now we're at a blank period.

We have a piece of paper, we have
some lines, and that's all we have. We
would like to have, as I say, a field
engineer or someone from the EPA who
is familiar with what's going on to come

out and discuss it with us.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're going to
take this back and work this up again,
right? You haven't got a final -- this
nine isn't a final, you're going to revise
it and rework it?

MS. BARTLETT: It's a proposed
alternative.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's not --

MS. BARTLETT: We can't finalize
it until we have a public comment period.
We have to talk to the public and get :
comments on it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You have to
do more testing.

MS. BARTLETT: We're going

to be looking further into groundwater

contamination.

MS. FILLINGER: I'm Marion
Fillinger. 1I'm between those two
trenches. 1I'd kind of like to know

where they're going to be before I make
a comment on it. I'd hate to see vou
move it south and it goes through a

row of homes because we're in that.

There's just no question about it.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: One of the
proposals is to buy 20 houses and move
everybody out; is that correct?

MS. BARTLETT: I believe one
of the alternatives deals with that,
but it does not deal with treating the
groundwater that we already know causes
risk to the public.

MR. RODEBAUGH: My name is
Joe Rodebaugh, 3701 Creek Road.

When such time as you people
come back with a solid workable plan
then I'll give a comment on whether I
feel it's to my benefit or not.

I believe you should have another
meeting when you come back with a solid
plan that you're talking about, not
just a proposal.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: When you go
in there to make those trenches, you're
going to be -- is that off of the site?
Is that in people's yards?

Are those people going to be
reimbursed immediately for any damage

that you are going to do?

102
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MS. BARTLETT: Any damage —-
AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1In the digging
of the trenches and stuff, are those
people going to be paid for that?
MS. BARTLETT: Any damage that
would be done during excavation to put
any type of trenches, we would be repairing
any type of damage made to the propverty,
to the owners. We will make sure that
property is restored to its original --
MR. MARKOWITZ: Typically in
an area where they do excavation on some-
one's property to install something they'1ll
photograph and record the site before and
then photograph it after and look at it
after and before and bring it back to
original condition.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: There won't
be anything for inconvenience or anything?
MR. MARKOWITZ: That's an
issue that would be up to negotiation
between U.S. EPA and individual property
owners, and it's one of those lawyer
questions.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Like she says,
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if it moves it's going right through her
house.

MR. MARKOWITZ: I don't think
there'd ever be a need to install a trench
through someone's house. The position of
the trench can vary 30, 40 feet and it can
still be as effective to mediate the ground-
water.

The question would be, how far
away does the furthest trench have to be,
not whether it has to be in their back-
yvard or under their house.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The reason I
commented on this is my backyard is
always a lake after a rain. It doesn't
take much more than a teaspoon to get
down to water. I'd hate to dig two feet
because I'd --

MR. MARKOWITZ: Your backyard
would be dry after this. If we put a
trench in your backyard it would no 1longer
be filled with water.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hurray.

MR. DUFFICY: Can I make a

clarifying statement or two here.
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What we're trying to do, the
U.S. EPA and the OLPA is to present
conceptionally what we want to do with
the site to fix it, to remediate it.

When we come out with a proposed
plan our idea is to primarily give you
the concept of the way we think we can
best fix the problems posed by the site.
Janice has highlighted those.

When we come up with a proposed
plan we're going to tweek a few things.
This trench here may be moved north or
south, the incinerator may go here or
there. Those will be done in design.

But when U.S. EPA issues a record
of decision the decision will embody
the concept you see right here. What
we're trying to get you to comment on
or a feeling for are the concepts here
are what we want to buy into or not buy
into.

During an investigation we don't
collect the kind of information that
allows us to draw a line with a lot of

certainty on a piece of paper. We collect




800-626-6313

co.

REPORTERS PAPER &{

FORM SEL- 711

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

106
information to try and get as broad of an
idea as to where the contamination is or
where it might be going, not necessarily
the design of the system and machines that
are actually going to take care of it.

Is everybody clear on that? We
collect two kinds of information. One,
to get an idea of the environmental problems
that are posed by the landfill site.
After we've identified those problems
we try to put a remedy together that caé
best fix those.

After we have made a decision
as to what kinds of technologies are
best going to do that we'll then go back
and collect the right kinds of engineering
data to build those systems.

Where we're at now, we think we
have enough environmental data to allow
us to make a decision that we pump and
treat the groundwater collection system
using two trenches here that will probably
work. We think we have enough information
to know there are 5,000 drums in there and

it's not a good idea to leave them there.
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We know we have to get them out and
incineration is the best way to handle
all residues and contents of the drums.
We have not collected the kind
of information to allow us to make the
definitive statement as to where the
trenches are going to go, and even what
kind of incinerator might be wused.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: One question.
These underground things in here, you're

saying we're giong to take a picture of >

the property and when we're all done that

property is going to be the same as it
was before.

If I own a lot of property on
Creek Road, where you're going to put
that cement, plastic, underground --

MR. DUFFICY: The trench?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The trench.
You're going to tell me you're going to
come in and dig my property upr so I can
buffer, that doesn't go any farther and
say, it's back the way it was before.
You're not going to compensate me for

the use of my land and digging a hole in
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my land and putting this cement buffer
in my land to protect the rest of the
properties?

MR. DUFFICY: There's two
ways to answer that. One, we can design
the trench to bypass your house if indeed --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It has to be
on somebody's property.

MR. DUFFICY: And the trench
is definitely an impact to your
property and there's no other way we ca@
do it, there are means that we can compen-
sate you for it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If it goes
through my backyard, I don't care if it
goes through my house, but there's a
lot of people --

MR. DUFFICY: We hope the
design can figure a way to configure
the trenching system to not impact this
property.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're talking
about houses, I'm talking about land.

You go through my property, if I own 60

acres of land over there where you're
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going to put this trench, and you go
through 500 feet of my land with this
trench, even though it's farmland, and
you're going to come in and put that
trench in and cover it up and say, "There
you go,” you're not going to compensate
me for that land? You're going to say,
"It's back the way it was before"?

MR. DUFFICY: During design
we take it into consideration. We're
not going to come in one day with a ;
backhoe and dig up your yard.

AUDIENCE MEMBELR: The State of
Ohio has done it before. They did it
in Conneaut where they came in and took
over a woman's property and the next
thing you know we have an information
site.

MR. DUFFICY: We make arrange-
ments with the property owners before.

AUDIENCE MEMBER. What about
eminent domain? You can say, "Well,
we're going to come in and do it no matter
what you say."”

MR. DUFFICY: Again, how the
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We would definitely try to compensate
you for your property.
AUDIENCE MEMBER. I worry about
the property value. Since this has
come out in the Star Beacon anybody
that's in the Big D area or near area
I think their property is worth squat.
Nobody is going to buy that property
now. That's what I'm worried about.
When you people get done are
you going to come out and give all these
landowners, all of us landowners that
are in the affected area an affidavit
saying, you're all gocod now. You're
100 percent. Your property is safe.
You're right back up to top buck again?
MR. DUFFICY: I think we're
fortunate that most of the contamination
is located in a real centralized area.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do you know
how these scares go?
MR. DUFFICY: Pardon?
AUDIENCE MEMBER: You know how

these scares go. You have these houses
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area were in the paper. Do you think
somebody is going to buy those people's
property now?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Is it ever
going to change? Once you dig this up,
put the ashes back in the ground again
and supposedly treat the groundwater?

MR. DUFFICY:

We hope one

day, and one of the reasons why we're

.
G

proposing to spend $30 million, we hope :

that one day this will go away and there
will be birds and bunnies very happy.
If not, we're not doing the right thing.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What?

MR. DUFFICY: We're not
doing the right thing if we can’'t do
that one day.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It sounds
like proposal nine is one of the better
ones.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are we going
to get a chance to comment on this after
you make the final plans?

MR. DUFFICY: The official

111
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comment here is to comment on the concept.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. What
about the plan? When you have the plan
are we going to get a chance to comment
on that, too?

MR. DUFFICY: The actual
design documents that the agency will
produce, I don't know.

The affected people will, but
I don't know how the public comment period
on the design works.

MS. WEBER: I think under
the law we don't take comments for them.
They are placed in the library and you
can certainly look at them and call us
or send us comments. Under the law we
have no way of treating them as community
acceptance or not acceptance, unfortunately.

MS. TAYLOR: By law we do
come out and have a public notice that
the design is done and present that
design to you, but there is not a public
comment exchange.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Then vyou can

holler and it won't do a bit of good.
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MR. DUFFICY.: The superfund
EPA headgquartersin Washington did a major
study of the whole superfund process

and one of the findings of the study is
to give the community a lot more input
in the design phase and not to make this
kind of arbitrary cut-off after we get
to the RIFS stage and say, "Here's what

we're going to do." It may be possible

that community groups such as yours and.

others would have more involvement into..

the design phase and the project.

We want to keep you as informed
as possible. It doesn't do us any good
to design something, spend three, four,
$5 million on a design and then to have
you go berserk, "No, you can't do that."

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The people
here have no comment after you do this
thing here and come back in a year or
however long it takes you?

MR. DUFFICY: If we find
in the design that we have to radically

modify this concept here, if we have

to use three or four trenches, if we
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have to use a different system down here,
if we can the incinerator, we will then
have to come back and say, "We goofed
the first time."

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're pro-
tecting yourself with the nine steps.

You have nine steps you can go with.

MR. DUFFICY: If we deviate
from number nine we have to come here
and tell you we've deviated from nine and
why we've deviated from nine.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's what
I want to hear. I don't want you coming
back six months from now and say, "We're
going with plan number one, we're not
going to do anything."

MR. DUFFICY: We said we
liked this an awful lot. We liked it
enough to come here and tell you about
it.

If we change our minds we have
to come here and tell you we're changing
our minds.

MS. WEBER: Your comments

could also be, "I didn't like nine. I
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like six."

AUDIENCE MEMBER:

is nine?

MS. WEBER:

MR. DUFFICY:

likes nine.

AUDIENCE MEMBER:

AUDIENCE MEMBER:

115

Your proposal

We like nine.

The State

I like nine.

We really

don't have any say~so when the EPA

can tell corporations what to do, this

little guy over here on Creek Road,

we're a drop in the‘'bucket,

but at least

you're decent enough to come and say,

"We think this is the best plan." They

didn't think this up overnight, I don't

think.

If they have the power to say,

"Hey, you guys clear out,’

we'd have

to clear out, but I don't think they're

going to say that.

MR. DUFFICY:
easy.

AUDIENCE MEMBER:
welfare.

AUDIENCE MEMBLR:

It's not that

It's for our

I've seen how
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county organizations work, not very fast
because there's a lot of politics. I'm

sure the State works the same way, only

slower.

MR. ENGLISH: My name is
Robert English. I'm an independent real
estate appraiser. I'm not directly

affected as the property owners are, but
I'm going to be indirectly affected
because I'm going to end up probably
appraising some of the properties in >
the area.

The Federal Home Loan Bank made
a statement pertaining to values. The
Federal Home Loan Bank has issued a
memorandum or a statement that now as
an independent appraiser or as an appraiser,
quote, "We have to, in our profession,
notify on the appraisal report of any
property that's within one mile of a
superfund site.” I don't want to speak
for the underwriters, but when they see
that, to me that means big red flag, and
as he just explained pertaining to property

values in relationship to political parties
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some type of value diminished because

of this and, of course, I believe most
all the people here are here for the
main reason to find out if it can be
solved and can be corrected, and how

it can be corrected and how soon it can
be corrected. This is a big project for
a small community to fathom. I don'‘t
know that anvone can come out and say,
"Yes, this is the way that the design
that you folks have is going to work,
but right now it's the best thing that
this community has to go with," and
otherwise in the future this is probably
going to end up in Lake Erie if something
isn't done and it should be done.

I don't know whether you want
that as a comment or a statement or
whatever.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's what
I was trying to get out, answers from
you people and he answered them.

MR. MARKOWITZ: If we could

waive our hands and make it go away, we
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would.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I know. You
have all worked hard. I won't say you
didn't work hard.

As he said, he was at the last
meeting. Most of us here, a big share of
us, have not missed any of the meetings.
It is a concern because we are right
across the creek.

Mrs. Thayer has a lot of
property across the creek. She is very
concerned because her property goes
right through the creek. I wouldn't like
to live on it and we are concerned, we're
concerned about the young people.

I feel sorry for the Brockman's
who built a new home there. We are
all concerned because you have to take
the children, grandchildren, right down
the line.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What if they
don't want to take that one percent
chance or half percent chance of raising
their kids in a place where they might

get cancer, come out with leukemia in a
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few years. Is the government or the EPA
going to help them, going to give them
money for their house?

MR. DUFFICY: Right now we
don't think that there is that risk posed
by the site to anyone.

If we thought you people or any-
body living near the site was in a lot
of danger we wouldn't let you be there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I stand
pretty close to it and those guys were
all in white suits.

MR. DUFFICY: They wear the
suits for different kinds of reasons.
Working with it on a day-to-day basis
they have to take a lot of extra pre-
cautions because they're on top of it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: He said there
are fumes next to the site. Those fumes,
they do not go up, they don't go up in
the air, they don't drift?

MR. MARKOWITZ: I was referring
to when they were actually working and

doing construction.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: They're going
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to be working and doing construction when
they dig it up.

MR. MARKOWITZ: And there will
be continual air monitoring.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If something
goes wrong is somebody going to run next-
door and say, "Hey, you've got to get
out of here"?

MR. MARKOWITZ: There would be
contingency plans to handle that, ves.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Who is the
bottom person responsible when this is
done?

MR. DUFFICY: Pardon?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Are you peoprle,
the EPA, all the way around who will be
responsible?

MR. DUFFICY: Yes.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What happened to
01lin? Are they out of the picture?

MR. DUFFICY: 0lin will be
offered the opportunity to conduct the
design studies and to fund the action.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: And flip the
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responsibility for the property evaluation?

MR. DUFFICY: If they don't
agree to do the design and implement
immediate action, we have alternatives
to get money out of them.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But all these
poor little peons are probably going to
have to hire a lawyer to get anything
out of 0lin at all. They're the responsible
party. They're the ones that come and
capped that to begin with. They paid for
that deal. Supervised by EPA, weren't
they? Wasn't the EPA involved in that
capping?

MR. DUFFICY: I think this
site is one of the typical examples of
why superfund came into being, and that
is an unregulated dump. That is why
superfund came into being.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I understood
the EPA was involved when they capped it.

MR. MARKOWITZ: That was a
direct oversight. That was done voluntarily
by 0lin.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is 0lin the
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only person that dumped on that site?
Does the EPA know?

MR. DUFFICY: We don't have
much indication of it. We have records
from the transporter that took that stuff.
What we have has been corroborated.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What would

happen if the superfund went under?

MR. DUFFICY: I'm out of
work.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You're out of
work, but we have a dump here. 1Is there

not a danger of the suverfund going out?

MS. WEBER: Let me address
this. As individuals, that's the part
I often like to suggest to the community,
that's something you need to address to
your Congressman and representatives.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: She just answered
our question.

MS. WEBER: A letter, that
kind of thing, personal contact with
them.

We work under 1it. It's in our

interest that that fund keeps going and
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Congress has to reauthorize it at certain
points when the authorization expires.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Mr. Eckart
works hard for the people.

MS. WEBER: If that's all
your questions, we'll end the public
comment and the meeting and stay around
if some of you have specific questions
on your homes.

Thank you.
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CERTIVFICATES

B T R U R

I, Margaret Elmo, Stenotype Reporter
do hereby certify that I was present at
the Big D Campground Superfund Site
Proposed Plan Public Meeting and transcribed
the foregoing meeting into typewriting,
and that this is a true and correct

transcript of my stenotype notes.

Margaret Elmo, Stenotype
Reporter
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087 Richard F. Celeste
(216) 425-9171 Governor

August 25, 1989

Janice Bartlett

Project Coordinator
USEPA Region 5

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms. Bartlett:

The Ohio EPA would like the Record of Decision for the Big D Campground
Superfund Site to address the following comments. Our comments are intended to
address a few outstanding concerns about the implementation of the proposed
plan that have not been included in the administrative record. Alternative 9
should provide a remedy that is protective of human health and the environment
if these concerns are addressed during or prior to the Remedial Design.

The four main comments below address our concerns about Solid waste issues,
alternatives to delisting of incinerator ash, groundwater investigations and
groundwater treatability., The fifth comment addresses risk objectives for the
project.

1. Alternative 9 requires that delisted ash will be backfilled into the source
material excavation. The delisted ash is considered a solid waste under Ohio
law and ORC 3734-02-G provides a method for the Director of OEPA to determine
if disposal at the Big D site would not pose any adverse effects to public
health or the environment. The Record of Decision should indicate that OEPA
Solid Waste regulations are ARARs for ash disposal on-site and authority to
exempt any substantive requirements of those regulations rests with the OEPA.

2. The FS and the proposed plan should have considered the possibility that the
incinerator ash might not meet the substantive requirements of RCRA delisting.
During the RD determinations will be made about the treatability of
contaminated source materials. If incineration does not produce a delistable
‘ash then the ash material will have to be handled as a hazardous waste.
Alternative 7 might be retained or considered as a backup for this eventuality.

3. As noted in section 7.2 of the RI and as we have discussed in the past the
extent of off-site migration of groundwater contamination can not be verified
without further sampling of groundwater. The Record of Decision should address
specific activities that will occur during a pre-design project. What is the
extent of the study that is needed to adequately define the extent of
groundwater contamination. The ROD should include objectives and suggest
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methods for determining the complete extent of off-site groundwater
contamination and for characterizing the hydrogeology necessary in order to
design the extraction systems. Any further investigation of the extent of
groundwater contamination should also be designed to address the concerns of
local residents that were presented during the August 8, 1989 public meeting.
OEPA will provide the information that our Division of Groundwater has obtained
about water usage in that area and any well sample results that you do not
already have.

4. In the section 3.3 of the FS process options for the treatment of
groundwater are evaluated based on effluent goals from Table 3.1. The
substantive requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
program as administered by the OEPA Division of Water Pollution Control will
ultimately determine the choice of treatment methodologies designed and
implemented at this site. While risk based objectives are used as goals for
cleanup of a contaminated site, the concentration limits for a discharge are
set by the NPDES program based on the water quality of the receiving stream,
flow rates, and other factors including implementation of Best Available
Technology. It is likely that detailed treatability studies and design review
will show that process options in addition to GAC will be required to
adequately treat the groundwater prior to discharge.

5. The ROD should indicate that cleanup goals will be based on cumulative
risks. Though multiple exposure pathways did not pose significant risks in the
RI it is possible that other risks will be documented during pre-design or
later phases of the project. Any final cleanup standards should be based on
risks calculated from cumulative exposure from all possible exposure routes.

If you have any question about these comments do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely.

——

a/C /Wae/ / //// ‘“/ |

Daniel V. Markowitz Ph.D.
Environmental Scientist .
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

cc. Fran Kovac, Legal
Rod Beals, NEDO DERR
Kathy Davidson, CO DERR
Jennifer Tiell, CO DERR
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