
RECORD OF DECISION
Remedial Alternative Selection
Operable Unit for Provision of

Alternate Water Supply

SITE Industrial Excess Landfill - Uniontown, Ohio

PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected remedial action for the operable
unit for the Industrial Excess Landfill site. It was developed in accordance
with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan
(40 CFR Part 300) of 1985.

The State of Ohio has concurred on the selected remedy, as stated in the
attached Letter of Concurrence.

BASIS

The selection of remedy is based upon the Industrial Excess Landfill Site
Administrative Record. The attached index identifies the items which comprise
this record.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

- Provide alternate water to an area comprised of approximately 100 homes
located west of the IEL site. This action constitutes an operable unit
of the overall remedy for the site. The comprehensive Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) documents will evaluate
alternatives for the overall site remedy.

DECLARATIONS -

Consistent with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the National Contingency Plan
(40 CFR Part 300), I have determined that providing alternate water to an
area comprised of approximately 100 homes is a cost-ef fect ive interim remedial
action (operable unit) that provides adequate protection of public health and
welfare, and meets applicable or relevant and appropr ia te requirements. The
action wil l require future operation and maintenance act iv i t ies to assure the
continued effectiveness of the remedy. These activities will be considered
part of the approved action and eligible for Trust rund monies for a period not
to exceed 1 year. The statutory preference for treatment is not sat is f ied



because this action constitutes an operable unit for the overall site remedy.
Treatment alternatives for the overall site will be addressed in the
comprehensive RI/FS documents.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. ERA) is continuing its
comprehensive RI/FS for the Industrial Excess Landfill site. Phase II of the
Remedial Investigation, which further characterized the site, major migration
pathways, and identification of contaminant sources, was completed in September
1987. U.S. EPA is planning to complete the remaining tasks of the comprehensive
RI/FS by early 1988. This will include the identification and evaluation of
potential final remedial actions. If additional remedial actions are determined
to be necessary, a Record of Decision will be prepared for approval of the
future remedial actions.

Dat Va ldas V. Adamki
Regional Administrator
United States tfnvironmental Protection

Agency, Reion V
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because this action constitutes an operable unit
Treatment alternatives for the overall site will
comprehensive RI/FS documents.

for the overall site remedy.
be addressed in the

The United States Environmental Protection Aqe,ncy, (XLUS.,. EP.A.\ i.s.
comprehensive RI/FS for the Industrial Excess Landfill site. Phase II of the
Remedial Investigation, which further characterized the site, major migration
pathways, and identification of contaminant sources, was completed in September
1987. U.S. EPA is planning to complete the remaining tasks of the comprehensive
RI/FS by early 1988. This will include the identification and evaluation of
potential final remedial actions. If additional remedial actions are determined
to be necessary, a Record of Decision will be prepared for approval of the
future remedial actions.

Valdas V.
Regional Administrator
United States Environmental Protection

Agency, Region V



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

F O. Box 1049. 1800 WaterMark Dr.
C olumbus, Ohio 43266-0149

*#, Richard F Celeste
Governor

September 29, 1987

u . r
Re: Industrla] Excess Landfill

Superfund Site Stark County

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator
U.S. ERA, Region V
230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago IL 60604

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

After review of the Focused Feasibility Study for an Alternate Water Supply at
the Industrial Excess Landfill, Ohio ERA concurs with the proposed remedial
alternative. This alternative Includes provision of an alternate water supply
to approximately 100 homes located west of the site. Concurrence 1s
contingent upon compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
State requirements (ARAR's) by the alternative as finally Implemented.

Ohio ERA will assure payment of 10 percentum of the cost of the remedial
action, Including the first year of operation and maintenance. Ohio ERA will
assure all future maintenance of the remedial action through user fees
assessed by the utility supplying potable water to the homes affected by this
action.

Sincerely,

Richard L. Shank, Ph.D.
Director

RLS/RH/lz

cc: David Strayer, DSHWH, CO
Rodney Beals, NEDO

0. WMD
CC: RF

FREEMAN
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ITLE

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

INDUSTRIE EXCESS LANDFILL, ( I.E.L.), UNIONTOWN, OHIO
DOCUMENTS FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS

flUTHOR DATE

f R ANALYSIS EWIRESPONSE

(• R MONITORING - METHANE - EMERGENCY RESPONSE CONTROL * See pg. 10 N.A.

A TERNflTIVES ARRAY - C.C. JOHNSON < MALHOTRA, P.C.

/jj flfi'S ~ u c r D flpr rrn tJ Ui 3« t« f» n»

D UN OF CUSTODY FORKS

Q »'S on PROPOSE1 AMEND'S to OIL/HAZSRDCJS CON. PLAN (See Pg.7) N.A.

CfrflUNITY RELATIONS N.A.

d SIDERATION OF INTRUSIVE DRILLING OPTION ( FINAL VERSION) CW

CO TRfiCTCS CORRESPONDENCE - See page No. £

DR fT GUIDANCE FOR PROVIDING ALTERATIVE HATER SUPPLIES

ER AIR DATA

FI-QL FOCJEED FEASIBILITY STUDY RJR EVA:. A;.TEf?N. WATER SuOP'.IES CC^

FIML HEAi-TH AND SAFETY PLAN' CDW

FIf IL WORK PLAN CD*

FOC SED FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR EVALUATING ALT. WATER SL'PPLIES

GUI ONCE DOCUrENTS

ia PU&LlC COW1ENTS (FFS) See pg. No. 11

N.A.

CW. * C.C. JOHNSON l\C.

ENVIRE3PONSE \ MES'IN INC.

IEL REPORT TO THE COIWUNITY OF LAKE

INI [AL SITE EVALUATION

!NT! ^-AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE - See oa:e k. :

CD1

U.S.E.P.A.

N.A.

LAKE

CD"!

N.A.

;NTE m GUIDANCE ON COKPIUWCE w APPLICABLE z» REL. * APP. RED'S J. WINSTC-J PORTER

5/6/67

N.A.

5/29/87

6/16/87

N.A.

N.A.

> /

N.A.

5/ /85

!£/ /S5 4 •»/ /fit

fi/ '87

£/ /86

7/ /65

0

356

136

50

50

0

125

120

6

26

1»

400

1"

£1!

:E;

IT !RS FRW CITIZENS - See woe No. £

'H iNE GAS VENTING See po. Nc.. 9

N.A.

N.A.

3/11/87

6/12/67 - ?/::>/87

9"/34

5/ / 85

N.A.

7/S/I5

N.A.

N.A.
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

INDUSTRIflL EXCESS LANDFILL, ( I.E.L.), UNIONTWN, OHIO
DOCUMENTS FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS

AUTHOR DATE

O.E P.P. CORRESPONDENCE -Ste page No. 4

PRE IMINARY ASSESSMENT / SITE INVESTIGATION

PRC >OSED PLPN

PIU 1C HEALTH INFORMATION - Stt page No. 6

OR QC RAW DATA t*« NOT IN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS **«

Qflf

OAF APP. A - EXJSTIN6 ANALYTICAL DATA

QAP ' APP. 6 - SAMPLING ANALYSIS PLAN

REC iRD OF DECISION ( ROD )

RES DENTIAL HEU. DATA

REE CNSIVENESS SUMMARY

i<I OCLiKENTS

SIT INVENTORYXORE-SI SA»I3LING

SIT INVESTISflTION

STn E f«D FEDERAL LETTERS - See aace No. 5

SUH «RY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

TRft SCRIPTION OF PUBLIC MEETING AUG. 25, 1967

WOR PLAN FOR FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY-ALTERNATIVE WATER SJPPL'S CON

*R PLAN MEMORANDUM

«** 3tal «**

PAGES

O.E.P.A. N.A.

U.S. E.P.A. 12/9/83 i 3/5/84

U.S.E.P.A.

N.A. N.A.

See Julie Mathitsen

CDM 6/1/66

O.E.P.A. N.A.

CDM 6/ /66

U.S.E.P.A. \ OHIO DEPT. of >€ALTH N.A.

CDM 11 /85

N.A. 9/4/84

U. 5. E. P. ft N. A.

N. A. N. A.

BISH « ASSOCIATES INC. 9/3/87

i CON 11 /65

CDM I/ /85

47

250

9

100

0

225

250

100

Q

75

0

500

300

£00

34

0

126

60

60



Da: NO. Z
^' >/fl?

ADHINlSTRflTIVE RECORD

INDUSTRIE EXCESS LflNDFILL
CONTRACTOR CORRESPONDENCE

3US -CT SJTH3R WTE

COh ITIONS'ftT LISTING < OCTOKR '84) CODE - R / / 1
EXh BIT B: FLUSH KOUNTED NONITDRIN6 UELL-C.C. JOHNSON t ftSS. INC. B. fCflLY 11/12/K 1
Pftt OSflL FOR GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS Ufme R. S^KDERS 09/05/&6 4
ERfi RS IN SflKPLlNG MPEJU3RK TO SlWtV WISE JOHN HWTHORNE 01/83/66 i
Rfll OKSLE FOR LOCATION SELECTION FOR WCXGROUND SOIL SftNPLES SIDNEY WISE 10/14/86 2
RES ONSE TO COWUNITY QUESTIONS CONCERN I «8 HYD06EOLDGICAL INVEST. SIOtfY PfilSt W,L3/at 3
LOC T10NS FOR RES I DENT I flL UELL SMPLING SIDNEY WISE 09/10/86 'i
TB flTIVE WftSE II DRiaiNG LOCflTIONS SI»€Y PfllBE 09/S3/66 1
DR1 LIW PROCEDURES FOR KD. tDEEP fCNITORING IBIS SIDNEY WISE 10/15/86 !
FIE D PROJECT SHUT-DOWN flND SITE CLOSURE PuflN BOB EBfiN 10/15/66 £
REC "WENDflTIONS CONCERNING DRILLING PROCED.,... INSTftL. PH II SRDHM SIDNEY WISE 03/30/66 4
SUt ITfiL LETTERS TO QftPP JOHN KflfcTHCRNE 06/20/66 i
IB; , (but) «/ u.s.LP.fi cowerrs iNCORPCRfiTH) INTO SMPP IBID 07/31/66 4

/ / o
** eta! »**

is



ace too.
•6/13/87

3MCMT5 CM R1/F5
-9CE1KIN6 RI/F5 COTENTS
fSSIOK TO OUtEMTS
3NCEBilN5! LN10NTQM SUPERFUND S!7E,tETTE3 TESTING REQL1ST) \REVIEW
1813 ( IN RESPONSE Til )
COKtSNING CLEAttiP
COCEmiNB RI/FS, OEAWJP PRIORITY
*E3P06E TO " DATA BAP "
QNVtRSATIOil RSCORD: AIR rtWITOSIVj
DflKSRS C? TOXINS LWKf.tW:*
Tris IE. INVESTIBflTICN
ISL ' DERT-LDB •
DATA EftS- IHPROVE!®.TS
POLLUTION CONTROL GitHNTS
JKIOWS IN WPKL'G WATIft
DELAYS AND RI PRCBLQ-S
!<?THfliC EAS LEAKS
RI/FS cavrsACTcas
U.S.E.P.fl. ACTIVITY a«4 THE SITE
RECtNCNDATION FOR NPL LIST

FOR MORE ASSISTANCE
T-cs FOR NPL LIST

.• JXSXSX ~: CITIZENS E.-S!?3 CLEATS fnvi'Y
f:--E£.-S\' U7 ?i". JCHJiSCM'S CC^iNTS
IEL CEJ1Y3 W 5i"r HISTCRY

Total ««

JAY PLUCIMSKI
VALDAS V. RORJKUE
DAVID U. JOHVS3N
JOHNELENN
CHRISTINE BORELLO
DAVID U. JOHNSON
VALDAS V. ADAXXUS
CHRIS BCREUD
TW BAKER
B. DOWNS t D. ADAMS- BEACON JDUR.
rSfflV L. LONBsST II
DAVID JDWSON
ECCTT CsLSLflfiEa
CfiVIO U. JOMSQN
DAVID U. JM6QN
DAVID U. JDH6QN
E-AVID W. jDi*(SCN
DAVID U. JOHNSON t 5. OEiSLAEER
JCKN F. SEIEZSLI*
RftLPHREaJLfl
JOWI F. aEIBERLINS
KjtWSD K. TIEKSaN
LW oassrr/
WVID L. -:E:-I" 6 o. WJSJsO

CATE :

12/08/86
9/9/66
8/20/fio
11/19/86
11/17/85
10/23/66
11/13/86
2/8/87
3/26/86
3/2/87
1/27/87
12/17/66
11/S8/65
9/£i/B6
8/20/85
12/2/65
10/1/83
4/25/85
9/17/66
7/24/64
9/17/86
6/6/84
12/30/65
12/6/e5
3/15/65

•nj;=

2
3
2
1
1

1

2
2
1
1
3
2
*

i
2
2
1
2
1

. 1
1
2
i

1

2



ftDKINiSTWTIVE RECORD

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LPMDFIU.
O.E.P.P.. CORRESPONDENCE

AUTHOR DATE PflGEs

SI ON STATEMENTS CN OPERATION I *)IlflBttNCE WNJAL
-•ERSATtON RECORD: 6AS TESTIN6 » PUTINSX1 RESIDENCE
F1CBTION QF SUPERFIHD flCTIW

KM5E TO TELEMIC DO/IRY: MR. DAVE JOfGON
:E OEMINMJUSE I«TB«VE»em REVIEW
CNTS ON RI/FS
.(£UR£ STAT36NT TO T>€ SCOPE OF IORK RI/FS
JERSATION RECORD: TOM *ETI« INFORMATION
JJSURE STATB01T: ANALYTICAL DATA
IIWY STATDENT OF E.i E. WINKIN6 U0TER RESULTS TO: DAN MILLER
D (UAYIC JQBXH)
D (RUTH KATZEWCYER)
D (CHRIS BORELLO)

' D <6ARY GIrrCRD)
9 (BILL FRAJKS)
D (DAN MILLER)
.D (ROBERT INDIAN)
.D (JENSON RESIDENCE)
,'D (OMUNITY TIRE)
:D (EGGEKT RESIDENCE)
>PtKS£ TO T>E STARK COUNTY BOARD QF CA.TH RESOLUTION
WERSATIGN RECORD: U/ BARV GIFFCWD

GfiS CONTROL SYSTEM
. 4. CCWENTS ON DRAFT UORX PLAN
SPCNSt TD ALLCCSTION OF FUNDING FOR W.!I RI
ATUS 0? IEL / IHTIfiTION Of RI
TURE FUNDIW
3PO?£E TC ETTTY j. KITE COSEERN3
SPCfiSc TO JAY PLUCIMSXrS ORISINftL LETTER

£SWMSE TO PHYIIS3 B. HflRNA^K'S CONC£fir,-S RE5ARDIN5 Ri/FS
•̂55 t KftfSN rlES CONCERNS WOUT IEL

KEVIN BON20
JAY PLUC1NSKI
BASIL C. CONSTAN7ELOS
RICHARD BARTELT
LEONARD ROBERTS
JAY PLUCINSKI
IBID
IBID
GARY 6IFFOW3
ERINNORAM
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
IBID
O.LP.A,
JAY PLUCINSKI
GARY 6IFFOAD
6ARY SIFFORD
LS.E-P.fl. REG.V
PcTER L. WISH
PETER LUISe
VKLW5 V. AD(»K15
CHRIS KREOO
VAlWS V. RDAXKL5
Jft?E3 4 KAREN FIER

12/12/66
1/23/67
9/27/B4
9/14/ft*
10/ 12/84
10/24/64
20/10/64
U/13/84
i 737/64
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
2/28/85
10/25/64
10/31/85
6/13/85
/ /
6/12/66
B/12/8S
/ /
10/8/85
/ /
11/25/86

3
1
2
2
2
I
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
i
4
1
5
i

Total ***



'AM &•& K

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS
STATE AND FttfcfWL LETTERS

"OBJECT AUTHOR

REVIEW Cr DESIW PU'6 TO VENT AND FUWE LANDFILL GAS JAY PLUCUSKI 1/29/E5 I
REQUEST FOR GAS/MATER UELL TESTING ART 6AISOS 12/31/65 1
CONVERSRTIQN COM): VHMJUMS AT ia COCEftED CITIZEN 1/^1/87 1
KETM»C SYSTEM ONCEWS ___ - ART GftSlOS 12/5/66 1

ICTAL ANALYSES/ORW1C ANALYSES/VOLATILE ORSANIC ANALYSES ERIN KORAN / / 2
A9R1L 7, I9B6IENO FROM 6REENBER6 «ARGW£T KcCUE 4/15/66 1

iASTE D1SPCBPL KEVIN fcG^ 3/3/8S 1
TO INSTALLATION OF 86 IBIS TO EXTOCT ICTHQNE J. PUCIN3KI 12/02/64 5
STATUS OF VORX ftSSI9iCNT FQI RI/FS CIWY MJLAT 12/27/64 1
CWVERSrtuDN RECORD : AIR KWITOSING ~ SRESG K'JJW 12/12/85 1
SITE STATU3/CJK1WITY STATUS/PRC3LEKS KWSARET HeCUt 5/2/84 1
aWVtn»>TICN RECORD: KEUTH 6ADWY J.PLUCifSKI 10/25/64 1
CQNOSATIW RECORD: 6AS WWTORINS i NICRATI^ J. PLUCIi^Kl 7/2S/85 1
GflS H1GWTION LETTER TO 6REB6 K'JLRA J. PLUCIfSXl / / 1
APPROVAL TO QAPP JA£S H. KUffS 6/19/66 3

OF «?S «KO - OEPT. OF THE ARMY JRCK R. KIEKI 12/2/65 2
1 STfiTEKEVT ABOUT nS??!N3 - TO «. CLAY LAKE J. PLUCKS*I / / 7

0
«« Total ««

34
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in ĵ in
— . i\j ^.
0 — • —•

a.
3:
£

-1 Ul

S3 ai
^ W ^
" £ 5
-;£ 1'

'1i—in
"J

.-1ui
ID JJ
V. Ill
P a! nt
K)g -

il's-. ss *"
R« g„ "*•* 2 fjin iP ^in ui --

5 „
O •-• reo: !•- cj
CJ I—lu Ul inix o. «!
- u, 2£j S i-

•A ?- u'i
uj •— r:s s a•J "3 Ul
1. 1 Or) UL

• n vo ui ID J l— •*!

r*i y> «-i| ̂ « *-• ro in

o r-i >ja in r-i n 1*1-* o *— » o o o o

;̂
3
in

:̂ rii-. o in -• u-i
vj Ti jtj rj ( J
.j IT: ri: 3 i-< •>:i-j r.i 1- i.n
Iii UlIM in in ^. if, ift
,1 rP r^ S ri* .- u-! f̂• T L r au rj: LJ i: iiii-^ ci LJ »-• ̂ ' a cJ ̂  .

o
nn

. i
•7 »in

,

!->'':!• ~i
i i n.
•K Ii
1 III
s' '.—
J l~»"^ 1 1
It CT3 nui in• n j-.

at d
l-'i re ui l - tX1 1 i— i. i :».
'/-' rr Lii *"*
1-71 In ix -j re r:•-. .r. < • CJ ui

•3 Is t? ̂  s E_i in iii _j *-• u

1- V IV Ij'i l_i
IO vt <I Tl •-- ,'-.tn sr. - i ii lu

*2 *~* l '- in r-«
ill U: -•• \— ri P-
v: ij i • er -'i ^r cl

-. t~> !'! J -- '-'-• ''J• '.- ir !i- ci f.l ."-, ri:
in in >• < : * i - ujI- i- i- .1 1*1 n «-r cS
»- »-- in ii» j •-• n i.r
UJ III 111 1 til ITl 0 Cl
.1 I t— U r. i—, -> L>

55
•JD -«•
0 -M
-• O

g
S

-1
cr
l—

1=4 til Cki « Iij •-«
01 x a»• • tj —•

lii
i icri-
ur.

Ul
CJ

ii!
r.'i 'X
» i m
!5 if,l- ^. IOPi .-, fc
'> '" '•?•-• ir. fill ij r*r
;ti !TJ :•
Cl . 1 t.UiS- n:
I.M rr lit

«.! CT tD
ill CJ =

C0 CO

^^ Cl̂
ft >-4

S '2!

<^i l O
_J ^

CJ

r.l

rJa:
tn
, j

,
ui

ii
13

ui ta3; 2Ui .-.r-i a:

t LL

>- S
R

T.

r^ 11.cr nrj> LJ•-. inf— et;(nui ir.

Ir
il m

11

•» JT 1
CO c(l i

er> —i

OJ O 1

in

$ ̂
M ff

. tr*~> t.^ i

'.~tin
Ul

i i

£**
11
lil

1
• L

IV
• f .

Ll. tft
in ••«•

,- ; J
• i
u x:
Ul ^
11: i.

ft n.-. ii
l - iii -j
Ul lloj: re
Lu

S S
Cl ll.

n -n uo
O 'XI O->-• ^> 'ij
«1 OJ ~*
O 'O O

^
c

Ul

cr in

ci i;
a in i—v: ^ ui_i lu rt:
2 ^ S
ri Li 5

fr

^

Tl
in

lu
1 1 -l
1 . 1 X

III
i !i' *u i• -i r

• ij. u. n
tn i o "^.?: i-
V l~-| UJa. ur: t-
^ Ili IV

IU 111ft n: i—
CT

•' '.''. IO
I i_l ^.
t u ^-*

7J '-'̂  •'•

^ r? -'

J-1 .i' S
L 1 I"!

1 l> 1 J

*•' ' ' d;
-r en i«
.j . i i.i
-- r~3 l "-
I u tf.n en
J. IV If
^1 Ul Ijl

*i iii c;i
L.) J O

ui u ) in

rr» -̂« in
-« <VI — <

IVI O -•— . —, o

,J
^c ui

H S v

P"iii n m
UJ

• • orcj -> in

..: rlj*»• -i r*
IT". 1-1. ll
iii >: ITI
1 - •! 1-1in iji i -•̂ - in
*• ~ '•>

III IVx* o ig
IE Ul î -<
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l»l Î rrn- cr j--.
IU Ul CC
:> CJ a

aa^-

OT Ip

ru --r
»^J O

*—• ~-t

m

grv» ai

, 
PL

'JC
IM

SK
'ES

TE
R 

L.

•-• ci
s; —i~j i-^
^-» 71

ci i!
ul * — *ftr
S r?
UJ ul1 - in
iT l-J

I l
'± 1*1
Ul —
cr! I. . La

Cl *

i7JS
C*T •-•

Sg<c
• i i^.

•jf. en•— in

i» r?
CJ _^

" CJ

S u,
S Ix111 o
n: 1-

O ijt:
• -•• i.j

in i—
n: 1/1
in pi
V-. ri

in

r-

•-•

».*

iii

>ia

in
lu
Ul
rr
LD

ui

in
..i
>*.
UI

,T
'»'~^
tb

ci
tn

1

2*•-«

S
Uly
r~j
CJ
;r

b
f--i

u.
*--«
cl

i jj f^-
«Jj i£)

r* »P

•o o

I'JL •-<

•p
ui or
1-4 CJ
»-i 13

l_l ID

in
ci
i m
»-C UJ

i; d»: • ••- . rr
_l ti
in in
- a<
rx infe 'i*
in uj

ITl !•-

"T o
!n Sif i-ui in
11 Ul

~- iiir̂ iv
c>
i— ^

ct »-•

.•< CJ
UJ f>
'-? M.'
U 1 U.II III
• — CJ
l ;T



iqe No.
VIS/67

OBJECT

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL

Cease-is on Hr:cosed ftedi^nts to
Oil / Hazardous contingtncy plan

AUTHM DATE PAGES

PRODUCTION
t?£RftL
PPENDIX A: HAZARDOUS RANKING SYSTEM CRITO£

'fPEttlX 6: RPT. ON SAXPL'S OF RESID. £11 UATER 9 I EL
tPPEKDIX C: CLOSURE PLAN AND APPttVOLS FDD IB.

BID
D: REFEREM2S

BID
BID
BID
HIO E.P.A.
WIC E.P.A.

« » Total ««

U.S.E.P.A. REGION 5
STEPHEN J. HOVAJCSEX, GARY 6IFOSD, ERIN WRAN
FISHBECK, THOMSON, CARR, HU8ER
EILEEN T. KOHR, CHRISTOPHER KHOUREY

STEPtCN KMMSEX AXD ASSOCIATES
RANDY K. WILSON

STEPHEN HOVAKCSEX Af3 ASSOCIATES
6ARY 6IFFQRD
ERIN n. MOWN

DATA SUGARY GF SIA64 t£LL SAKP'S I EL AflEA
INTER OFFICE COBWI CATION 0. E. P. ft.

10/15/84
1/29/80
III /64
3/a?/64

5/&/00
10/K/80

1/W/flO
1/27/84
No fete
11/14/83
1/17/84

I
14
25
25
0
3
1
0
1
1
I
75
25
0

173



f*
6/1

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

INDLBTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL
PUBLIC >€ALTW

1EC1 AtmCR DATE PA6ES

J£M) IN VO&UJM, MASS
<CR N VOBURN, MASS.
r IK. ION OF ADSORBED PCB -TOTAL AIBPE PCB OURINS SOIL CLEAN UP
HERS FtDt CATHjEEN ZlfM
R AH* YSES
UCH>0 CANCER IN SUFFIBJ), PORTAGE COMTY, OHIO
DlflTR CCANCO IN FIELD LOCAL SOCOL -
^CLIO UP ' ON TELEPHOfC CONVERSATION
ETIQ 3 CONCERNING

CHR'C DIS'S DIV.CEKT'REW. >€ALTM // 11
IBID 9/16/81 W
ad HOSEIN, L6WY, J.*£U1K I I 2
C. l\m T.tLT.L. 6
NARK 6SEKBER6 4/13/86 1
ROBOT y. INDIAN 5/£7/87 3
ROBEI7T tL INDIAN 9/25/86 Z
CHRIS BOfiEUD 5/26/87 1
TERJW U WITSANEN 6/4/87 4



"i e No. 1
US £6/67

fiDKINISTR&T!VE RECORDS

ISDJSTRl«L EXCESS LANDFILL ( I EL )
METHANE GAS VENTING ErjCJMENTS

SL JECT wUTHGR DATE PA5E5

CP RflTION flND NfllNTEWWCE WWWL: «ETHW€ WS ANTING PE1 ftSSOC. J SCS E><GÎ EERS 12/ /86 50
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Industrial Excess Landfill is a closed sanitary landfill located in
northeastern Ohio (southeast of Akron, and north of Canton) in the unincorporated
town of Uniontown, in Lake Township of Stark County. It is located approximately
a quarter mile southeast of the intersection of Cleveland Avenue and State
Route 619 (figures 1-1 and 1-2).

The IEL site is located on a tract of approximately 30 acres which had previously
been the site of mining operations (sand and gravel and possibly coal). The
site is relatively flat with respect to the adjacent land on its north and west
boundaries and slopes to the Metzger Ditch to the east and south. The landfill
has a relatively pervious soil cover. The site is covered with a significant
growth of vegatation and shrubs, especially on its sloped surfaces, and is
partiaViy tenced. Wbout "BD percent of the site is believed to be underlain by
buried solid waste materials. There are over 400 residential homes located
within a 0.5 mile radius of the landfill. Most of the houses are to the north
and west of the site.

Uniontown is one of several communities in the area which has no municipal
water supply. All of the residents rely entirely on individual or private well
supplies. Groundwater resources are available throughout Stark County. The
major water-yeilding units for Stark County and the part of Summit County
immediately northwest of Uniontown are sand and gravel deposits that occur as
glacial outwash f i l l i n g buried valleys. These thick and permeable sediments
yield as much as 1000 gallons per minute or more to properly constructed
industrial and municipal water wells. In the immediate area of Uniontown,
these outwash deposits are thin or not present and domestic supplies can
locally be secured from wells developed in the poorly sorted sand and gravel
kame deposits. However, the majority of domestic wells in and around Uniontown
obtain water from the upper portion of the underlying Pottsville Group (Mas-
sillon Sandstone and equivalents). The lower part of the Pottsville group, the
Sharon Conglomerate, is an aquifer of moderate to high quality and a few high
capacity industrial wells are developed in this deeper unit.

Due to the rolling nature of the topography at and near the IEL site, the depth
to the surface of the water table ranges from zero, a*. Metzger Ditch, to 55
feet below the top of the h i l l s to the north of the site. A number of domestic
wells near the landfill., inclu.di.aq, all af th«. h/Mai -v/i toiv'.fft̂ VK. ̂ Twifĉ .Vi%Y>
to the west of the site between the landfill and Cleveland Avenue, tap the sand
and gravel aquifer to their water supply. Near the site, these glacial deposits
of sand, gravel, silt, and clay range in thickness fron 60 feet to about 200
feet. This range in thicknesses is due to both variation in the surface
topography and variation on the pre-glacial topography carved into the buried

-2-
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bedrock. The private wells that draw water from this glacial deposit typically
are open to the aquifer some 20 to 60 feet below the top of the water table.

As noted above, the majority of private wells at Uniontown obtain water from
the bedrock. These wells are cased through the glacial deposits and are open
to the bedrock sandstone, siltstone, or shale from 20 to 80 feet below the top
of the bedrock and as much as 160 feet below land surface. Examination of the
drillers logs from private wells near the landfill and logs obtained during
installation of monitoring wells around the site confirm that there are no
laterally continuous low permeability layer or layers within the sand and gravel
or within the upper portion of the bedrock. This finding indicates that, over
long periods of time, the sand and gravel and immediately underlying bedrock at
IEL will act as a single aquifer.

Bedrock in the area of the site consists of the Pennsylvanian age Pottsville
Group. At the area of the site, the upper quarter of one half of this unit has
been removed by erosion. At IEL the Pottsville group consistes of an upper
unit (Massillon Sandstone and equivalents) of interbedded sandstone, siltstone,
shale and minor limestone. This portion is 50 to 150 feet thick. Below this
is the approximately 150 feet thick Sharon Conglomerate that, in the area of
Um'ontown, consists of pebbly sandstone with some interbedded siltstone and
shale.

SITE HISTORY

The property where the landfill is located may have been utilized first as a
coal mine and later was used for mining sand and gravel up until 1961. Grad-
ually the mining pit/excavation was converted into a landfill which received
a variety of municipal, commercial, and industrial wastes. The site was used
to store fly ash, masonry rubble, paper and lumber scrap between 1964 and 1968.
From 1968 to 1980 the site was operated as Industrial Excess Landfill for the
disposal of a variety of solid waste materials.

touring t'nis time, t'ne 'landt'iTi accepted municipal, conmercial, industrial, and
chemical wastes of substantially undetermined and unknown composition, primarily
from the rubber industry in Akron, Ohio. Large quantities of chemical and
liquid waste were dumped onto the ground either from 55-gallon drums or from
tanker trucks. Although much of the liquid wastes were listed as latex and oil
at the time of disposal, witnesses have described the disposal of solvents and
volatile industrial chemicals with foul odors.

The Stark County Board of Health (SCBH) ordered a stop to the dumping of chemical
(liquid) wastes on January 24, 1972. In 1980, due to public concern and because
the facility was reaching its volumetric maximum capacity, the SCBH and Stark
County Court of Common Pleas ordered closure of the landfill. A closure plan
was developed by Steven Hovanscek and Associates, a consulting engineering
firm in Cleveland, under contract to owners. The landfill site was then
covered and seeded.

-3-



In 1983, complaints by community residents prompted investigations to ascertain
whether drinking water was contaminated and if health risks existed because of
the site. The results of these investigations and the continued concern of the
community provided the basis for the State of Ohio's submission of the site to
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as a National
Priority List (NPL) condidate. In October 1984, U.S. EPA announced the
inclusion of the site on the NPL. On December 26, 1984, a Work Assignment was
issued for performance of a Remedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study
(FS) for the Industrial Excess Landfill site.

During the course of the comprehensive RI/FS, U.S. EPA discovered contamination
of several private drinking water wells near the site. The Agency determined
that the cause of the contamination was the migration of hazardous substances
from the Industrial Excess Landfill. U.S. EPA implemented interim emergency
actions to protect the residents in the short term until it could conduct a
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) to evaluate long term alternatives for the
provision of safe drinking water to threatened and potentially threatened
residents, in accordance with Section 118 of CERCLA. The FFS and resulting
remedial action constitute an operable unit of the overall remedy for the site,
in accordance with §300.68(c) of the National Contingency Plan. The comprehensive
RI/FS will evaluate the overall remedy for the site and will be available in
the future.

CURRENT SITE STATUS

Results of the U.S. EPA's Remedial Investigation at the site indicate the
regional groundwater flow is east to west and that contaminants have migrated
approximately 600 feet from the western edge of the landfill, impacting the
groundwater of 10 homes. Some of the residential wells sampled contained
organic contaminants (vinyl chloride and chloroethane) which are attributable
to the landfill and inorganic contaminants (barium, copper, cadmium, and nickel)
above background levels, also attibutable to the landfill. Some tentatively
identified compounds (TICs), which are not part of the. h.a.̂a.crt.aa'i. iî t/tô  v.vu
(HSL), were also detected, as well as other organic compounds which cannot be
attributed to the landfill.

Similarly, a number of organic and inorganic substances, as well as TICs, were
detected above background levels in groundwater samples taken from shallow
monitoring wells located onsite near the site borders.

A well-by-well comparison of chemical substances founi in the residential wells
to applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for drinking
water and other guidance and criteria, reveals that the observed levels of
vinyl chloride (2 ppb to 7 ppb) in three of the 51 wells sampled are equal to
or exceed the Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 2 ppb,
Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCGL) of zero and Clean Water Act Ambient Water
Quality Criterion (AWQC), adjusted for drinking water and corresponding to 10-6
excess lifetime cancer risk of 2 ppb.
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The arsenic levels observed (<2 ppb to 7.1 ppb) are above the drinking water
health advisory to protect sensit ive members of the population and the AWQC,
but significantly below the MCL of 50 ppb. However, arsenic appears to be
naturally occurring in the area. Barium levels observed (2.1 ppb to 1,160 ppb)
exceed the MCL of 1,000 ppb and the Ohio ERA standard of 1,000 ppb in two of the
wel ls , but are less than the proposed MCLG of 1,500 ppb. All other chemica ls
on the HSL observed are either at levels below standards or are compounds that
do not have standards.

Monitoring well data from onsite wel ls located near the site borders, especial ly
from shal low monitoring wel ls, indicate that 1,2-dicloroethane, benzene, barium,
chromium, lead and nickel are present in the groundwater at the peripheries of
the site at levels which exceed standards.

A r isk assessment of the levels of contaminants found in the residential wel ls
and monitoring wells near the IEL site indicates that the short-term (2 years)
and long-term consumption of groundwater from contaminated residential wel ls
may result in unacceptable health risks (greater than 10'6 excess lifetime
cancer r isk) . A l s o , adverse health r isks may be associated with long-term
( l i fe time) consumption of groundwater containing the level of contaminants
detected in the shal low monitoring wells.

This is demonstrated in Table 1.

ENFORCEMENT

Federal enforcement act iv i t ies at the IEL site began in April 1985 with the
i ssuance of notice letters to Hyman Budoff, an owner 'opera tor , and several
large tire companies who were generators of wastes disposed of at IEL. The
notice letter requested that these PRPs voluntarily undertake the RI/FS.
Negotiations with the generators did not result in a settlement to conduct
the RI /FS. As a result , U.S. ERA conducted the R I /FS as a fund-lead project.

After discovering residential well contamination by hazardous substances
migrat ing from IEL and taking short-term emergency act ions to protect af fected
residents, U.S. ERA conducted an Operable Unit Focused Feasib i l i ty Study ( F F S )
for the provis ion of a long-term alternative water supply to affected and
potentially affected residents. The FFS was released for public comment in
August 1987. At the same time, U.S. ERA issued special notice letters to the
owners/operators and several generators for the implementat ion of the FFS
remedy. A 60-day statutory time period, with assoc ia ted moratorium on remedial
action, was established for receipt of a "good faith" proposal from the noticed
PRPs. U.S. ERA will evaluate this proposal and determine whether an additional
60-day negotiat ion period, and associated moratorium on remedial act ion, is
warranted.
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TMLC 1
MONITOR1NC HELLS

COMPARISON TO APPLICABLE AND R E L E V A N T AW) APPROPRIATE REO.U1REMJ NTS
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS SITE

(ARAR) MO OTHER GUIDANCE AND CRITERIA

(al1 concentrations are ppb)

Standard or Criterion

Drinking Water Health Ad visor IBS
\*UMVV:MV* • * * u«i i ii . .

Monitoring Hell l*'

Chemical

1 ,1-Oichloroelhane
1 ,2-Oichloroelhane
Benzene
Toluene
Chlorobenzene
Ethyl benzene
Xy lenes
I ,4-Dtchlorohenicne
Bis (? -e thy lhexy l )
phihalate

Barium
Chromium
Lead
Nickel
Zinc

Geometric
Mean Maxtwum

3,b
Z.8
2.B
l.Z
3.0
3.4
3.;
10

NR
390
16
13
44
/9

25
10
9
5
26
88
240
13

Z
1.740
6S
108
260
1.179

MCL

.
5
5
-
-
-
-
75

-
1.000
50
50
-

"

MCIG

.
0
0
Z.OOO(p)
-
-
440(p)
75

-
1.500(p)
IZU(p)
20[p)
-
~

AWQC

0.94(c)
0.67(c)
15.000
488
2.400
-
470

21,000
-
50
50
15.4
5.000(o)

One-Day
(Child)

.
740
233
18.000
1.800
21,000
12.000
10.700

-
-
1.400
-
-

Ten-Day
(Child)

.
740
233
6.000
1.800
2.100
7,800
10.700

-
-
1.400
-
1.000
"

. longer-Term
(Child) (Adult)

.
740
NA
-
9.000
-
7.800
10,700

-
-
240
10
-
~

.
2.600
NA
- .
30.000
-
27.300
37.500

-
-
MO
10
-
*

Ltfet tM Reference
(Noncar- Concentrations
ctnoqens) (Carcinogens)

M
NA
10.800
3.150
J.400
2.200
3.750

-
I.BOO
170
10
ISO
™

.
NA

0.35
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

0.031
NA

JValues i j ivc i i diu lur shiilliiM moni to r ing well1",.

All standards are as reported in (U.S. EPA, 1986a).

MCI > S a f e Onnkimj Mater Act Maximum Contaminant Level .
HCLG « Safe Drinking Hater Act Maximum Contaminant level Goal.
AUL)C « Clean Hater Act Ambient Water Qual i ty Criterion adjusted for drinking water only.
p - Proposed • |
c t- Corresponds to \0'° excess lifeline cancer risk.
o * Based on orqanoleptlc (daaaging to bodily organs) criteria.
s * Secondary MCI , based primarily on organoleptic (damage to bodily organs) or aesthetic criteria.
NA - Nut applicable.

• No standard or criterion available.
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In mid-1987 U.S. EPA received disposal records from the owner/operator. We are
currently developing this information in order to issue information requests
and, if appropriate, notice letters to any additional generator or transporter
PRPs.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Community involvement at the IEL site has been very high. Residents, the press
and State and Federal officials have maintained a constant and serious interest
in U.S. EPA activities at the site.

Copies of the FFS were made available to the community on August 12, 1987. An
information repository is located at the Lake Township trustees office in
Hartville, Ohio. The U.S. EPA issued a press release announcing the availability
of the FFS, location of the repository, the August 12 - September 10, 1987
public comment period, and on August 25, 1987 public meeting at the Uniontown
Community Public Hall in Uniotown, Ohio.

The public meeting was attended by 200-300 very interested residents, news
media and public officials. During the meeting, the U.S. EPA presented the
FFS, described the alternatives considered, recommended connection to the
Village of Lakemore Water System as the Preferred Alternative, answered
questions regarding the study, and accepted public comments.

Many of the comments received during the public comment period asked that U.S.
EPA expand the area receiving the alternate water and that sources other than
the Village of Lakemore be considered. The Responsi veness Summary to the
public comments is attached to this document.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The major objective of the FFS conducted for the IEL site was to evaluate
remedial alternatives using criteria consistent with the goals and objectives
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as amended by SARA. The National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCR), 40 CFR 300.68, outlines the procedures and criteria to
be used in selecting the appropriate remedial alternative that is cost effective,
implementable and effectively mitigates and minimizes threats to, and provides
adequate protection of, public health and welfare and the environment.

Response action may be conducted as an operable unit rfhich is a discrete response
measure that may precede selection of an appropriate final remedial action. This
is consistent with 40 CFR 300.68 (c) and the practice of phasing remedial
actions at sites that present complex cleanup problems. The primary objective
of the FFS operable unit is to protect human health by providing a reliable
supply of safe, potable water to residents whose groundwater is currently
contaminated or has the potential for being contaminated by IEL before the site
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Eleven alternatives and technologies were initially identified and evaluated
for about 100 homes in the potentially affected area. (Shown in Figure 1-3).
U.S. EPA used a logical approach for determining the extent of the area to
receive alternate water. U.S. EPA calculated the rate of contaminant migration
based on hydrogeological data collected during the Remedial Investigation. The
Agency then used this rate to project how far from the site contaminants may
migrate over a five year period. Five years was used as the time which would
be necessary to design and implement an aquifer restoration remedy. The
potentially impacted area includes approximately 40 homes (Scenario 1 in FFS).
Recognizing that groundwater flow and contaminant migration predictions are not
exact sciences, and that predictions concerning the timing and effectiveness of
remedial action are not always fulfilled, U.S. EPA used its discretion to supply
water to an additional area (approximately 60 more homes) that includes a margin
af <La.fe.ty a.nd doti mt «yt?*.T%*A k1,'&t.K<b tfi ̂ m̂fe-a. Vi vrry vrrur ^"s inatie judging
the progress of groundwater contamination or the timing of the future aquifer
restoration, the Agency believes it is better to protect more homes than
necessary rather than fewer. While U.S. EPA has attempted to map as accurately
as possible the likely spread of contamination before a permanent remedy halts
further migration, it also included a safety margin to ensure adequate protection
of public health. In addition, the incremental cost for including the 60
additional homes is relatively minor when compared to benefits derived
from provision of maximum protection. The alternatives were screened and
evaluated based on their effectiveness, implementabilty and cost. A summary
can be found in Table 2.

Four of the original eleven alternatives passed the initial screening and a
detailed evaluation was conducted. The four alternatives include:

0 No action;
0 Construct a new community well supply into the Pottsville Group aquifers

upgradient of the IEL site;
0 Connect to the City of North Canton water system;
0 Connect to the Village of Lakemore water system.

These four alternatives were then subjected to detailed evaluation of their
effectiveness, implementability and costs. The results of the detailed
evaluation are presented in Table 3.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

No Action

The "No Action" alternative is designed to provide a basis for comparing the
other alternatives. It may include some monitoring and analysis, but primarily
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Tneatnvnt in clusters
of i ml climated wutor
ami '.iipply of trpjtitl

TABLE Z

StltiWY OF INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE

No Action

In HTTP Hater
TreauTWil

Bottled Water for
Potable Use

TEOHICAL ASPEQS

TIME REQUIRED
Fl >111MTY TO IMPLEHDff RELIABILITY

bimaJiate Poor

II h 1 Month Poor

II h 1 Manth f'oor

ETFECTS OF ALTERNATE RELATIVE COST

. .. ABILITY TO PROTECT
ENVIROfCNTAL IMPACP' -' PUBLIC HALTM

None Poor None

Nunc Poor (unproven) • federate

tone Poor High

RESULT OF INITIAL
SCREENING

Eliminated - contaminant
levels are above acceptable
lewis

Eliminated - Unreliable aril
impractical

Eliminated - Expensive and
unreliable for long-terra

I? - 18 Months Hxk-ralo linportry anrl minor
during construction

federate High

use. still allows exposure
to contaminants through
non-potable use. No
comunity support.

Flininatcd - Expensive and
unreliable fur lonij-tenn
use

Ontrat tirdtjwnl of II h
umtaninatcd water
frtm indivKlujI
wi-lh dnci Supply
of trwted water

Opvplop new conajnUy H |h
*»"lls into

Unt of Poltsvillc
Gruup Acfiifef,
ll(«jri)Jiifit of 111
Silt' aul H.iIiT
Dislr ibut \(>n S/stoi

1? - 10 Unths

12-18 Months

Tntporary and minor federate
during construction

Teiporary and minor Good
during drilling and
construction

High

federate to

Elinnnated - Expensive
and unreliable over
long-term.

Consider further



T«L£ Z (Cont'd)

ALTERNHTIVE

Develop na» indu idu,
wells into Potts\ illi
Group Aqui fers

Obtain water fan
adjacent water s> .tu

a. City of North
Canton

b. City of Akron

TEOMCA. ASPECTS EFFECTS OF M.ITOIATIVE RELATIVE COST

TK REQUIRED /eiLITY TO WOTOT
FEASIOIlin TO IH>UJtHT RaiABILITY ENVlfWCKTAL IWUCT^ £' PtaiC ICALTH

Hiyh 6-8 Months Mxierate Teiporary and ntnor Short -ten* acceptable Mxferat*
during drilling. Hell Urg-tem unkraun
could get contaminated
over long run at
isolated locations
due to contannnant
movement

,

Hicfi 12-18 Months Good Tcnporary and minor during Good High
construction

Poor IB-24 Months Good Temporary and minor during Good H\<f\

RtSU-T OF INITIAL
SCRUNlrt

CIMnated - sina>
contannation plimv
dMensions unloxwi, an)
aquifer nay te
susceptible to
contamination, thtA
unreliable for
long-term use.

Consider further

Eliminated - This is

c. Village of Ldi my Hi</i

J. (Jhio Mater Ser ue
Irnpdny
Ohio

Mujh

12 18 Mont IB

ltt-24 Mwltis

Good

Goal

construction.

Tenporary and minor during Good
construction

laiporary and nrinor during Good
construction

Htg)»

High

— None of the a) cm ives considered are designed to mtiyjte tie rontannnation problem in OB affected area.

— Tins colum re ers o the enviromental wpact of the alternative if it is inploiented.

the most costly of trp
alternatives studied in
detail. Poor
feasibility due to
transfer of water over
international water
boundaries involved.

Consider further

El iminated - Second

alternative. Also
involves expressway
crossing and a long
line for iiplanpnta-
lion.



TABLE 3

HATER StmY ALTERNATIVES FOR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AREA GROfO4MTER USERS OF UMGNTQM

Cost (51,000) •

Capital Present Worth

Alternative 51

Construct new well 1.601 1.905
supply systan

. Correction to tort 1.709 2,626
Canton water systa i

1. Connection to 1,823 2,325
Lafcawe water
systan

101 Public Health Concerns

1,799 Reduce public health ,
threat to less than 10
risk

2,283 Reduce*, public health ,
threat to less than 10

2.149 Reduces public health ,
threat to less than 10
rvJt

Envlrorwental Concerns

Does not mitigate ,
contamination problem '̂

Does not mitigate .
contamination problan —

Don not mitigate ,
contamination problem '̂

CoRmjnity-
Technical Concerns Response Concerns

May have some difficulty fane to low resistance
developing wells
adequately and mechanical
failures; equipment
replacement

Mechanical failure, trunk Low resistance
lint leak/burst

technical failure, trunk LOM resistance
lint leak/bunt

Oth.'r,

Hard water and minii,
fire protect lun

Hii/est (MM costs .!u.
softened water &n\ 1'
Surcharge, involves
trunk line

Hard wat^r anJ invol
long trunk line.

Includes capital. *m I OSM and annualiaed eo îlpiwit replacament cost

Estimated based on pai icipation in the local public and other meetings during renedial Investigation

These alternatives an not planned to mitigate the contamination problem



provides an assessment of what would happen with the unhampered continuation of
the existing situation.

Construct a New Well Supply

This alternative involves the construction of primary and stand-by wells located
upgradient from the IEL site. The wells would be completed in the Sharon
Conglomerate Unit of the Pottsville group of aquifers. A distribution system
also would be constructed to convey the water. The Pottsville group is the
bedrock group of aquifers underlying the unconsolidated glacial deposits (the
glacial deposits are approximately 50 feet to 100 feet thick). The Pottsville
group consists of an upper unit of interbedded sandstone, siltstone, shale and
minor limestone underlain by the coarse, water-bearing pebbly sandstones of the
Sharon Conglomerate. The Sharon Conglomerate unit is considered the most
productive of the Pottsville Group aquifer and lies from 200 feet to 300 feet
below ground surface.

This alternative makes use of pressure (hydropneumatic) tanks to provide storage.
It does not include provisions for fire demand. It includes chlorination to
meet health requirements but no softening of the hard water generally encountered
in the Uniontown area. The community wells would be located in the vicinity of
the residences to be serviced.

This alternative would supply an adequate amount of water. The water may be
somewhat harder than that currently used by many of the residents in the
potentially affected area. To meet health requirements, the water should be
chlorinated. This alternative relies on proven technologies and should not
present any engineering problems in implementation. Tm's alternatives would
not require unusual water quality or operational monitoring.

Connect to City of North Canton

The City of North Canton is located southr of Uniontown and obtains its drinking
water from wells. The water is softened to a hardness of 100 mg/1 to 120 mg/1
as calcium carbonate (CaC03). The North Canton system is currently operating at
about 50 percent of its design capacity of 4.0 mgd. Toe City has a policy of
serving customers outside the city limits without annexation of the service area.
However, customers outside the city limits are charged a surcharge of
approximately 100 percent of the basic city rate. The nearest city water main
currently available is located east of the Akron-Canton Airport at the
intersection of Cleveland Avenue and Lee Street, about four miles south of
Uniontown. This alternative would require construction of a trunk line from
North Canton to the affected area, a booster pump station, and a distribution
system to supply individual residences.

This alternative relies on proven technologies and should present no engineering
problems in its implementation. This alternative would not require water
quality or operational monitoring and w i l l provide adequate quantities of good
quality water.
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Connect to V i 1 1 age of Lakemore

The Village of Lakemore is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of Uniontown
and obtains its water from wells completed in a bedrock aquifer. The well
water has a hardness of about 220 mg/1 as CaCo3. The Village water system is
currently operating at about 40 percent to 50 percent of its design capacity of
0.57 mgd. The village has a policy of serving customers outside of village
limits without annexation of the service area. However, outside customers are
charyed a surcharge of about 30 percent. The Village of Lakemore water rates
are the lowest of all the major water systems investigated in the vicinity of
Uniontown. Lakemore is currently in the process of enlarging their service
area.

The provision of water to Uniontown would involve the extension of an existing,
adequately sized main from Waterwork Park to the intersection of Cleveland
Avenue and Sanitarium Road (about 2,000 feet closer to the Uniontown service
area). The nearest village water main currently available with adequate capacity
is located northwest of the Cleveland Avenue and Sanitorium Road intersection,
about four miles northwest of the affected area.

This alternative would require construction of a trunk line from the Lakemore
system, a booster pump station and a distibution system to supply water to the
users. Because of the relatively high hardness and iron content of the Lakemore
water, the users would have to continue using their existing water softeners.

This alternative relies on proven technology and should present no engineering
problems in its implementation. This alternative would not require unusual
water quality or operational monitoring and will provide adequate quantities of
good quality water.

As a result of comments received during the public comment period, U.S. EPA
preliminarily evaluated a fifth alternative, connection to the Summit County-
Country Club V i l l a g e Community Water Supply.

Country Club Village Community Water Supply

The Country Cluo Village Community Water Supply is located approximately two
miles west-southwest of Uniontown and obtains its water from two wells completed
in the Sharon Congolmerate of the Pottsville Group. The system includes a
400,000 gallon elevated storage facility. The well water has a hardness of
about 200 to 250 mg/1 as CaC03 and, like most well water in the area, contains
relatively large amounts of iron and manganese. The water system, which is
owned and operated by Summit County, is currently operating at 30-45 percent of
its design capacity of 0.75 mgd. Summit County has tentative plans to dr i l l
another well to augment the existing system. Existing wells are equipped with
chlorination units. A 12-inch water main is available just south of the inter-
section of Raber Road and Gleneagles Boulevard.

The provision of water to Uniontown would require the construction of both a
trunk line from Country Club Village and a distribution system to supply water
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to the users. Due to uncertainties regarding system hydraulics, a booster pump
station having at least two pumps has also been included in the cost estimates.
The pumps would be capable of pumping 500 gpm at 50 to psi; and would be
regulated automatically using pressure switches installed downstream of the
booster pump station. The pump station would be located near the intersection
of Raber Road and Gleneagles Boulevard. Water supplied to Uniontown would be
metered at this station. Most of the required equipment (booster pumps, valves,
flow meter, and controls) would be housed in a brick and block building measuring
approximately 12 feet by 12 feet in dimension.

The water obtained from the Country Club Village Community Water Supply is hard
and the use of this water in Uniontown would warrant continued use of existing
home softeners. No additional treatment or water quality monitoring would be
required. Summit County would operate and maintain the booster pump station
and that part of the 12-inch diameter trunkline located within Summit County.
The remaining portion of the 12-inch trunkline and the distribution system
itself, consisting of 3,200 feet of 6-inch diameter mains, 6,700 feet of 8-inch
diameter mains, and 100 service lines, would be operated and maintained by the
users or their designee, such as Lake Township, Stark County or Summit County.

Evaluation of Alternatives

The "No Action" alternative would not assure protection of human health, because
the exposure threat from drinking contaminated water would remain. Selection
of this alternative would also have low community acceptance. Because this
alternative does not meet the response objective for protecting human health,
it was not evaluated further.

In accordance with Section 121(b)(l)(D) of CERCLA as amended by SARA, the four
remaining alternatives rank equally in their ability to protect public health
and the environment by eliminating exposure to contaminated groundwater through
the provision of drinking water that would attain the ARARs, as required by
Section 121(b)(1)(C). None of the alternatives address reduction of toxicity,
mobility and persistence since they all involve replacenent of an existing
contaminated water supply with a new water supply. These factors will be
addressed in the remedy to remediate groundwater contamination in the aquifer.

The four alternatives all provide long-term effectiveness by replacing
contaminated water supplies within the present and potential areas of contam-
ination. Impleroentability varies for each of the alternatives. Each
alternative relies on proven technology and should present no engineering
problems in implementation and operation. Therefore, the potential for failure
and future remedial action costs are minimal. This satifies Section 121(b)(1)(F).
The time to implement is similar for all four alternatives.^ Caits, ̂.re. 3,1 =,a
wVt'hin an order of each other, ranging from $1.7 m i l l i o n to $2.3 m i l l i o n .

Establishing a new community well for such a small portion of the community
would have major administrative implementation problems. A community water
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district would have to be formed, and a recognized governmental body will have
to serve as backup for system operation. However, if the area receiving the
water is expanded, as indicated by comments received, administrative problems
with developing a water district for a larger geographic area may become less
significant when weighed against the advantage of the community having its own
water system.

The three remaining alternatives are differentiated by cost [initial capital costs,
replacement costs, and long-term maintenance costs, per Section 121(b)(1)(E)],
with connection to the Country Club Village system being the least costly, and
connection to the City of North Canton being the most costly. The Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency has indicated that both the Country Club
Village system and the Village of Lakemore system may be required to install
iron removal facilities in the near future. This may result in a cost increase
for the two alternatives that, if substantial, would result in their being less
cost effective than the connection to the City of North Canton. North Canton's
system has a much larger capacity than either the Country Club Village or
Village of Lakemore systems. If the community does formally commit to fund an
expanded area, the North Canton option would be more viable. There are,
however, questions remaining concerning the quality of that water, as low
levels of VOCs have been detected in several wells which are not currently
utilized to supply water.

Due to the nature of this operable unit, Section 121(b)(1) (A,B, and G) were
not applicable to the evaluation of alternatives.

SELECTED REMEDY

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP) [40 CFR Part
300.68(1)] states that the appropriate extent of remedy shall be determined by
the lead agency's selection of the remedial measure which the agency determines
is cost-effective (i.e., the lowest cost alternative that is technologically
feasible and reliable and which effectively mitigates and minimizes damage to
and provides adequate protection of public health, welfare, or the environment).
Based on the evaluation of effectiveness, implementability and cost of each
proposed alternative, the comments received from the public and the Ohio ERA
and the State and Federal environmental requirements, connection of approx-
imately 100 homes to an alternate water supply has been determined to be the
most appropriate alternative. This alternative is fully protective of human
health, cost effective, and will attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state requirements.

The selected remedy involves providing alternate water to an area comprised of
approximately 100 homes located west of the IEL site. Connection to the Village
of Lakemore had been U.S. EPA's recommended alternative. However, based on
numerous comments asking that U.S. EPA consider sources of water other than the
Village of Lakemore, as well as concerns regarding water quality and capacities,
U.S. EPA is deferring the decision on the source of the water. TJiis decision
will be made after initial design activities are completed and more detailed
technical data pertaining to the water systems considered in the preceeriing
Evaluation of Alternatives section have been reviewed. The evaluation of the
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water supply to be utilized will be submitted as part of the preliminary design
report when the design is 30 percent complete.

This remedial action meets the two conditions established by Section 300.68(c)(l'
and (3) of the NCP: 1) the measures to be undertaken must be cost effective;
and 2) they must be consistent with a permanent remedy. This remedial action
is cost effective. Numerous remedial alternatives were evaluated considering
technological feasibility, cost, reliability, public health, and administrative
criteria. Based on this evaluation, a cost-effective remedial alternative that
effectively mitigates threats to, and provides adequate protection of, public
health was selected.

The selected remedy does not adversly effect any of the potential final
remedial actions, including minimization and mitigation of the groundwater
contamination. Although this operable unit will not eliminate the groundwater
contamination, it wi l l minimize the threat posed by the IEL site until such
time as a overall site remedy is selected by U.S. EPA. Any such remedial action
will take time to implement. In the meantime, contaminants will continue to
migrate from the landfill and threaten drinking water supplies. Providing
alternate water supplies will protect public health until an overall remedy can
take effect. This is fully consistent with a permanent remedy.

The 30 year present worth value for the recommended alternative, at a discount
rate of 10 percent, can range from $1,715,870 for connection to the Country
Club V i l l a g e systen to $2,289,060 for connection to the City of North Canton
system.

SCHEDULE
0 Approval of Remedial Action (sign ROD) 9/87
0 Complete Design 3/88
0 Advertise for Competitive Bids 3/88
0 Open Bids 4/88
0 Contract Award 5/88
0 Notice to Proceed 6/88
0 Estimated Construction Period 12-18 months
0 Construction Complete 12/89

FUTURE ACTIONS

U.S. EPA recently completed Phase II Field Activities of the comprehensive
RI/FS for the site. The remaining tasks of the RI/FS will be completed in late
1987. The FS will recommend a remedial action for the site. A Record of
Decision for the site is scheduled for March 1988.
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INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL SITE

UNIONTOWN, OHIO

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) recently held a
public comment period, August 12 - September 10, 1987, for interested parties
to comment on U.S. EPA's August 1987 Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and
Proposed Plan for providing alternate water at the Industrial Excess Landfill
(IEL) site. At the time of the public comment period, U.S. EPA had announced
its recommended alternative for the provision of alternate water.

The purpose of this responsi venesA •iiimma.cy ',<=, V& 'tarcanfcrfi 'O.̂ . tW's responses
to comments received during the public comment period. All of the comments
summarized in this document will be factored into U.S. EPA's final decision.

This responsi veness summary is divided into the following sections:

I. Responsi veness Summary Overview - This section briefly outlines
the proposed remedial alternatives as presented in the FFS,
including the recommended alternative.

II. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns - This section
provides a brief history of community interests and concerns
regarding the IEL site.

III. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period
and U.S. EPA's Responses - This section summarizes both written
and oral comments received from the public and provides U.S. EPA's
responses. These comments are organized by subject area. Comments
from the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) appear
separately from the other comments.

IV. Remaining Concerns - This section describes concerns that U.S.
feels need to be addressed in greater detail, and before the
design and implementation of the remedial alternative.

Attachment A - This attachment includes a list of the community
relations activities conducted, to date, at tne IEL site.

Attachment 3 - This attachment includes a list of Tentatively
Identified Compounds (TICs) found in on-site and off-site
groundwater samples.

Attachment C - This attachment contains a brief analysis of the
Country Ctub Village Community Water Supply, which was submitted
by the PRPs as an alternate so-rce of water.



I. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

A. Proposed Alternative and Recommended Alternative

Tne FFS identifies and evaluates alternate water supplies for the area
impacted by the IEL site. Eleven alternatives and technologies were
initially identified and evaluated for about 100 users in the poten-
tially affected area. The alternatives were screened and evaluated
based on their effectiveness, implementability, and costs.

Four of the original eleven alternatives passed the i n i t i a l screening
and a detailed evaluation was conducted. The four alternatives
included:

1. No action;

2. Construct a new community well supply upgradient of
the IEL site;

3. Connect to the City of North Canton water system;

4. Connect to the Village of Lakemore water system.

These four alternatives were then subjected to a detailed evaluation
of their effectiveness, i.-nplementabi lity and costs. U.S. EPA's recom-
mended alternative was to connect the approximately 100 homes in the
potentially affected area to the Village of Lakemore's water system.
The groundwater contamination problem w i l l be further addressed in the
overall RI/FS for the site.

B. Public Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

Forty parties submitted formal written comments to U.S. EPA during the
public comment period: Congressman Regula, State Representative Johnson,
Concerned Citizens of Lake Township (CCLT), Families for Safe Water,
Northeast Ohio Four County Regional Planning Organization (NEFCO),
Hammontree & Associates (consulting engineers), Lake Township Trustees,
Stark County Metropolitan Sewer District, and local citizens. In
addition, a number of comments were received at the public meeting from
the aforementioned groups. A petition containing approximately 1200
names of area residents was also submitted to J.S. EPA during the
meeting. Formal comments were also submitted by law firms^representing
the PRPs, including: Hyman Budoff, Firestone Tire & Rubber Company,
B.F. Goodrich Company, Goodyear Aerospace Corporation and Goodyear Tire
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and Rubber Company.

In general, the commenters (except the PRPs) acknowledged the need for
an alternate water supply at the IEL site. However, most commenters
felt that the area proposed by U.S. EPA to receive this water should be
expanded to include all homes within a three-mile radius of the site.
Consequently, many citizens requested that U.S. EPA consider connecting
to the North Canton water system, since it has a greater capacity than
the Lakemore system and can therefore, provide water to a larger area.

The PRPs felt that the FFS and U.S. EPA's recommended alternative for
obtaining an alternate water supply from the Village of Lakemore are
premature. They do not agree that an alternate water supply is neces-
sary, and that any alternate water supply proposal can only be properly
evaluated once the RI/FS for the entire site has been completed. In
addition, the PRPs feel that U.S. EPA has not adequately evaluated
available alternatives.

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The major concerns of the Uniontown Community have been the following:
1. Potential groundwater contamination and associated public health
risks, 2. Explosive levels of methane gas in nearby residences and
management of landfill gases through controlled venting, and
3. Property devaluation. The Industrial Excess Landfill (IEL) operated
from 1968 to 1980, during which time it accepted residential, commercial
and industrial wastes. Initial sampling of groundwater and leachate by
the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) indicated that low
levels of organic contaminants, including phenol, xylene, methylene
chloride and tetrachloroethylene, were present. Current interest in
the IEL site developed in mid-1983. Members of the community were
concerned about a perceived high rate of miscarriages and other health
problems in several neighborhoods located near the l a n d f i l l . Residents
claimed that these problems, or health complications, resulted from
drinking water that was contaminated with substances from the l a n d f i l l .
In 1984, community concern increased after elevated levels of methane
gas were detected offsite. In the fall of 1934, explosive levels of
methane gas were detected in the basements of several homes, resulting
in the limited evacuation of two residences and a day care center.
The level of community interest has remained high throughout the remedial
investigation. In March 1987, U.S. EPA found levels of vinyl chloride
and barium exceeding federal drinking water standards in approximately
ten residential wells near the landfill. The agency determined that
the cause of the contamination was the migration of hazardous substances
from the Industrial Excess Landfill. The citizens have expressed
concern that the extent of contamination is greater than wfjat has been
identified by the U.S. EPA. Although U.S. EPA's Focused Feasibility
Study (FFS) specifically addresses contaminated and potentially affected
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residential wells, the community feels strongly that it is only a
matter of time before the contamination will migrate beyond the area
identified by U.S. EPA, thus contaminating additional private wells.
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III. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND
U.S. ERA RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS

This responsiveness summary addresses both oral and written comments received
by U.S. EPA concerning the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) for the Industrial
Excess Landfill site. The comment period was held from August 12, 1987 to
September 10, 1987. A public meeting was held at Uniontown Community Park Hall
on August 25, 1987, as an opportunity for the public and other interested
parties to present oral and written comments to U.S. EPA. These comments are
recorded in a transcript of the meeting which is available at the Information
Repository in Hartville, Ohio, and the U.S. EPA Region V office in Chicago.
The written and oral comments are summarized and organized into the following
categories: A) area included in the remedial action, B) remedial alternative
preferences, C) costs and funding, D) health issues and, E) miscellaneous.
U.S. EPA received a number of comments pertaining to the overall RI/FS during
the public comment period. Since the purpose of this comment period was to
receive comments specifically related to the FFS, comments related to the
overall RI/FS w i l l be addressed at a later time. Written comments from the
PRPs are addressed separately. U.S. EPA responses are provided for each
comment.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS, EXCLUDING COMMENTS FROM THE PRPS

The following section summarizes written and oral comments received from the
public, excluding comments received from the PRPs. The comments are organized
into the following categories: A) area included in the remedial action, B)
remedial alternative preferences, C) costs and funding, D) health issues, and
E) miscellaneous. U.S. EPA responses are provided for each set of like comments,

A. Area Included in the Remedial Action

The majority of the comments received (including a citizen's petition
containing approximately 1200 names) requested that U.S. EPA expand the
area to be included in the preferred remedial action. Specifically, many
commenters urged that alternate water be supplied to all homes within a
three-mile radius of the IEL site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

The purpose of Superfund is to remedy areas that have been adversely impacted
by NPL sites. As explained in the FFS, U.S. EPA has determined that the ground-
water of 10 homes west of IEL has been contaminated by the site. If unchecked,
contamination will continue to migrate westward, affecting the groundwater of
approximately 100 homes in a 15 year time period. U.S. EPA expects to implement
a remedy for the IEL site before contaminants can migrate beyond this projected
area. Section 104 of CERCLA limits U.S. E^A to providing alternate water only
to those areas impacted by the site. Expanding the remedial area to include
all homes within a 3-mile radius of the site can be implemented only if the
State, or political subdivisions thereof, pay for all incremental costs.

B. Remedial Alternative Preferences

All commenters agreed with U.S. EPA's recommendation for an alternate
water supply. However, the majority of the commenters suggested that
water be obtained from the City of North Canton rather than the V i l l a g e
of Lakemore. These comments were divided into two categories:

1. Capacity of System

*

Comments regarding the capacity of the proposed water system fell
into the following areas:
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a. Capacity for expanded area

A number of comments were directly related to requests that U.S.
EPA expand the area designated to receive the alternate supply.
Commenters noted that the Village of Lakemore does not have the
capacity to provide water to all homes within a three-mile radius
of the site. Commenters suggested that U.S. EPA consider
obtaining water from the City of North Canton, since it has to
much larger capacity and would be able to provide water to
additional homes.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

U.S. EPA acknowledges that the V i l l a g e of Lakemore water system does not have
the capacity to provide water to all homes within a 3-mile radius of the IEL
site. However, U.S. EPA only has authority to provide water to areas impacted
or potentially impacted by the site, in this case, approximately 100 homes west
of IEL. The Village of Lakemore water system has the capacity to provide water
to these homes.

b. Accomodate additional hook-ups and futjre growth

Several commenters noted that the currently designed system for
obtaining water from the V i l l a g e of Lakemore would not be able
to provide water for homes wishing to tie into the system, or
for future growth of the community.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

As stated in the "Guidance Document for Providing Alternate Water Supplies",
U.S. EPA cannot design a system to accomodate hook-ups beyond the impacted area
or future growth, because Superfund only corrects problems within an existing
system or supply. Superfund cannot improve upon a system or supply, therefore,
U.S. EPA does not provide specific consideration for fjture development.

c. Technical and cost issues

Both Congressman Regula and Representative Johnson noted that
U.S. EPA utilized a larger water line in designing the preferred
alternative than what currently exists. Representative Johnson
also noted that the length of the proposed water line from
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Lakemore, therefore construction costs would be lower for the
North Canton alternative. Congressman Regula noted that since
cost differences between the North Canton and Lakemore alternatives
are minimal, U.S. EPA should select the North Canton alternative.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

U.S. EPA acknowledges that a twelve inch line at the intersection of Canton and
Sanitorium roads does not yet exist. However, in contacting, the Villa.fyi.af
'Lakemore, U.S. EPA representatives were advised that the planned twelve inch
line would be constructed and available well within the time frame required for
hook-up of the proposed alternate water supply.

With regard to cost issues, calculations presented in the FFS agree with the
commenters1 point that capitol costs would be lower for the North Canton
alternative. However, information obtained from North Canton and the Vi l l a g e
of Lakemore show that yearly operation and maintenance (O&M) costs would be
substabtially lower for the Lakemore alternative. Lower O&M offset higher
capital costs, therefore the total cost is lower. Even though cost differences
ar minimal, U.S. EPA is required to select the less expensive alternative,
given that effectiveness and implementability are equal.

2. Water Quality

Many commenters stated that obtaining water fron North Canton was
preferred because the water is treated for hardness. In addition,
several people suggested that the water from both Lakemore and North
Canton be tested for priority pollutants. One commenter noted that
carbon tetachloride was reported in North Cantons' water.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

The purpose of Superfund is to replace or restore a lost resource, not improve
upon it. The uncontaminated water in the Uniontown area is of similar quality
to the water from Lakemore, including hardness levels. To select the more
expensive North Canton alternative because it offers softer water is considered
betterment and not allowed under the Superfund program.

With regard to testing the water of North Canton and Lakemore, the water of
both these municipalities must meet Ohio drinking water standards. Rumors of
carbon tetachloride present in North Canton water are unsubstantiated. However,



low levels of volatile organic compounds have been detected in several of North
Cantons' wells. U.S. ERA plans to request, or perform, additional testing of
both systems.

C. Cost and Funding Issues

A large number of commenters urged that U.S. EPA provide alternate
water to the community free of charge. In addition, several citizens
noted that the PRPs should be forced to fund the provision of water to
the community.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

Before U.S. EPA can fund any of the subsequent activities at the site,
Superfund legislation requires that the PRPs be given the opportunity to
properly and promptly conduct the proposed remedial action. If the PRPs refuse
to do so, U.S. EPA w i l l fund 90% of construction costs and 90% of the first
year of O&M. The State of Ohio must provide a 10% match for capital costs as
well as the first year O&M. U.S. EPA and the State of Ohio are allowed to take
legal action against the PRPs to try and recoup these costs. After the first
year of operation, the State of Ohio will assume all future maintenance thru
user fees assessed by the utility supplying potable water.

D. Health Isssues

Several commenters expressed considerable concern regarding the effect
of the landfill on the health of surrounding residents. Specifically,
citizens noted that there are a high number of cancer cases in the
area, which they feel are due to the IEL site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

It is very difficult to link specific hea'th problems *. j any one source. Data
obtained during U.S. EPA's remedial investigation at tne site do not establish
a l i n k between the IEL site and citizen health complaints. A more detailed
nealth study or exposure survey would have to be condc^:ed by a health agency,
such as tie Ohio Department of Healt'i or tie Agency for Toxic Substances ana
Disease Registry (ATSDR). Citizens with specific concerns should have their
physicians contact these agencies.



E. Miscellaneous

1. Additional Well Testing

A few commenters requested that U.S. ERA test their wells for
priority pollutants.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE:

The Ohio Department of Health is currently developing a protocol to address
individual requests for private well sampling. Interested citizens should
contact that agency. U.S. ERA has completed its remedial investigation at the
site, and does not plan to do any additional sampling at this time. We feel we
have enough information to characterize the extent of contamination and evaluate
alternatives for a site remedy. Additional sampling will be done if new
information becomes available that would warrant it.

af P ateo.fi,

Several citizens felt that the boundary for the potentially
contaminated area was arbitrary. One citizen noted that this boundary
line bisects her property, and wondered if only half of her yard was
"safe".

U.S. ERA RESPONSE:

The boundary line depicted in the FFS circumscribes the area designated to
receive the alternate water supply. Criteria used to determine the the
potentially contaminated area are described in the FFS. In determining the
area to receive the alternative water, U.S. ERA added an area representing a
margin of safety to the potentially impacted area. U.S. ERA plans to implement
a site remedy that will mitigate groundwater contamina:ion before it reaches
that marginal safety area. The boundary line is within that marginal safety
area. Therefore, one side of the line is not necessarily "safer" than the
other.

3. PRP Response

A few citizens expressd interest in how the PRPs responded to the
FFS.
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U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

In general, the PRP response to the FFS was negative. The PRPs felt that the
study failed to prove that contaminants were migrating offsite, therefore, they
did not recognize the need for an alternate water supply. They also felt that
any decisions regarding the necessity of alternate water could not be made
until the overall RI/FS was completed. PRP comments and U.S. EPA responses are
stated in more detail in the PRP Comments of this document.

4. Inadequate Testing to Determine Groundwater Flow Direction

One commenter felt very strongly that the testing done to establish
groundwater flow direction was inadequate and, therefore, the area
including 100 homes does not accurately depict those who have been
impacted by the site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE:

Preliminary indications that groundwater flow was to the southwest were based
on measurements from only 2 groundwater monitoring wells. Since that time,
U.S. EPA has installed a total of 28 groundwater monitoring wells at shallow,
medium and deep levels, and in all directions from the landfill. Six separate
sets of measurements have been taken from these wells during the last year.
Data from these measurements indicate that groundwater flow is due west, not
southwest as was originally thought.

Based on information gathered from these monitoring wells, over 50 residential
wells, 2 rounds of indoor air sampling, methane monitoring wells, and numerous
surface soil, sediment, surface water and well core samples, U.S. EPA has
determined that contaminants have migrated approximately 600 feet from the
western edge of the landfill, impacting the groundwater of 10 homes.
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COMMENTS FROM POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

The following section addresses written comments submitted by the Firestone Tire
& Rubber Company, B.F. boodrich Company, Goodyear Aerospace Corporation, and
Goodyear Tire 4 Rubber Company. Comments were submitted on behalf of these
parties by IT Corporation and Squire, Sanders and Dempsey. Comments were also
submitted by Day, Ketterer, Daley, Wright and Rybolt on behalf of Hyman Budoff.
These comments are addressed point by point beginning with the general comments
submitted by Squire, Sanders and Dempsey, followed by comments submitted by IT
Corporation. U.S. EPA judged comments submitted on behalf of Hyman Budoff to be
identical to those submitted by the other PRPs; hence we did not address them
separately.

COMMENT

t'ne aut'nor'Uy to perform the proposed remedial action, since it
has not established that the action is necessary as a result of a release or
threatened release of hazardous substances from the site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

Under Section 104 of CERCLA, U.S. EPA is authorized to provide for remedial
action whenever any hazardous substance is released or there is a substantial
threat of such a release into the environment. U.S. EPA has established that
there is a release and threatened release of hazardous substances from the IEL
site. Organic and inorganic compounds on the Hazardous Substance List (HSL)
were found both in on-site groundwater monitoring wells and in 10 of 51 resi-
dential wells sampled. The 10 wells are located immediately to the west of the
site. As stated in the FFS, U.S. EPA has determined the regional groundwater
flow to be east to west and, tnerefore, concluded that contaminants were
migrating from tne IEL site.

In contending that contaminants detected in the residential drinking water
wells of homes adjacent to the landfill are from some other source, the PRPs
are ignoring the presence of the landfill which accepted hazardous wates, is
located in permeable soils without an impermeable line'", and for which a con-
siderable amount of data indicate that these substances are moving off-site in
the ground water towards the adjacent homes. If housenold wastes are the
source of the contamination, vinyl chloride should be randomly distributed
throughout the residential wells sampled. This is not the case. The wells
containing vinyl chloride are concentrated on the western (down ground-water
gradient) border of the landfill.
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The PRPs criticize U.S. EPA's use of data pertaining to Tentatively Identified
Compounds (TICs), contending that such data cannot be used to justify remedial
action. This criticism is based on a misinterpretation of the Agency's purpose
in describing the movement of TICs. The Agency is using the TIC data to make a
complete analysis of the migration of hazardous substances, pollutants and
contaminants from the IEL site. The Agency collected this information during
the RI and would be remiss if it did not present it and an interpretation of
its meaning. Futhermore, the Agency is not relying solely on the TIC data to
prove that remedial action is necessary. The TIC data is only one more piece
of information that indicates actual and potential migration of hazardous
substances from the landfill to residential drinking water.

In sum, we respectfully disagree with the PRPs and believe objective review of
the existing data clearly indicates that a release of hazardous substances has
occurred from IEL, and that the pathway of migration has led directly to the
contamination of nearby receptors, specifically drinking water wells.

COMMENT

It does not make sense to separate the FFS and the proposed remedial action
from the RI/FS and recommended alternative for the entire site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The PRPs' criticism of the timing of the proposed operable unit presupposes
that the Focused Feasibility Study and the comprehensive site Feasibility Study
are entirely independent. In reality, the FFS is a portion of the overall
RI/FS which was separated out as an operable unit in order to address threats
to public health as quickly as possible.

Contrary to the PRPs contention, U.S. EPA has the legal authority to proceed
with an operable unit before the release of the RI/FS. The National Contingency
Plan establishes two basic conditions which must be met in order to proceed
with the remedial action as an operable unit in advance of the selection of an
overall remedy: 1) the measures to be undertaken must be cost effective; and
2) they must be consistent with a permanent remedy. In addition, before Fund-
financed remedial action is initiated, states must agree to pay for a share of
the costs, in accordance with Section 104(c)(3) of CERCLA.

U.S. EPA maintains that each of these conditions have been met. First, the
operable unit is consistent with a permanent remedy. A permanent remedy at IEL
will almost certainly involve some sort of groundwater treatment to reduce the
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level of contamination. However, any such remedial action will take time to
implement. It could be years before a significant reduction of contamination
is achieved. In the meantime, migration of contaminants from the landfill w i l l
continue to threaten drinking water supplies in the vicinity. Providing
alternative water supplies will protect public health until an overall cleanup
can take effect. This is fully consistent with a permanent remedy.

Second, the proposed remedial action is cost effective. As described in the
FFS, U.S. EPA evaluated numerous remedial alternatives. Once an alternative
was determined to provide adequate protection of public health, U.S. EPA cal-
culated the cost to implement it, compared relative costs, and chose the
alternative which was least expensive. It must be emphasized, however, that
the threshold consideration here was protection of public health. Of course,
it can be argued that it would cheaper to provide water to fewer than the 100
residences EPA is proposing in its preferred remedy. The PRPs argue that
contamination may never reach some of the residences that would be con/iactA'i v&
3A <j,U.%™v<.v*t -i«rt.vr- vupp'iy. 'u."S. "E?A acknowledges that this may be the case.

U.S. EPA, however, used a logical approach for determining the area to receive
alternative water. U.S. EPA calculated the rate of contaminant migration based
on hydrogeological data collected to date. The Agency then used this rate to
project how far from the site contaminants may migrate over a five-year period.
Five years was used as the time which may be necessary to design and implement
an aquifer restoration remedy. This potentially impacted area includes
approximately 40 homes. Recognizing that groundwater flow prediction is not
an exact science and that projections concerning the timing and effectiveness
of remedial action are not always fulfilled, U.S. EPA used its discretion to
supply water to an additional area (approximately 60 homes) that includes a
margin of safety and does not separate blocks of homes. If any error is made
in judging the progress of groundwater contamination, it is better to protect
more homes than necessary rather than fewer. While the Agency has attempted
to map as accurately as possible the likely spread of contamination before a
permanent remedy halts further migration, it feels strongly that a safety
margin must be included and that it is within the Agency's discretion to
delimit such an area. In addition, the incremental cost for hooking up 60
additional homes is relatively minor, and U.S. EPA concluded it was worth the
incremental cost to ensure full protection of public health.

Finally, U.S. EPA has kept the State of Ohio fully informed concerning the
proposed operable unit and does not expect difficulties concerning the state
financing requirements.

The PRPs have conducted a markedly different analysis, if. tha
f\w tuntiu cling the operable unit. In essence, the PRPs1 argument is that
neither cost effectiveness nor consistency with the final remedy can be
assured until a final remedy is chosen. They conclude, therefore, that there
is no legal basis for an operable unit until after the overall RI/FS report
is released, the public has the opportunity to comment, and so on. This
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conclusion, which logically applies to any operable unit in advance of a
final remedy, is contradicted by the clear language of the NCP which explicitly
provides for implementation of operable units before selection of a final
remedy. See 40 C.F.R. § 300.68(c)(3). Nevertheless, having concluded that
U.S. EPA's decision to proceed with an operable unit is illegal, the PRPs
emphasize the imminence of a final RI/FS report, as if it were somehow worse
to proceed with an operable unit when a final remedy selection is close than
when it is far in the future.

The PRPs contention that this alternative water supply remedy should not be
selected at this time because the overall Rl/FS is projected to be released in
November 1987, does not take into account that this date is a projection, not a
hard and fast deadline. In fact, the U.S. EPA has historically exceeded
projected RI/FS release dates, especially at sites, such as IEL, with complicated
environmental and public health issues. Recognizing the uncertainty with
projected schedules, and probability that the overall IEL RI/FS may not be
released in accordance with the projected schedule, U.S. EPA contends it is
prudent to go forward at this time with the selection of a remedy for the pro-
vision of safe drinking water.

Moreover, U.S. EPA notes that the NCP does not impose any condition on the
timing of an operable unit relative to the selection of a final remedy. It
simply requires the Agency to ensure that a pre-final remedy operable unit is
consistent and cost effective. This the Agency has done.

COMMENT

U.S. EPA lacks legal authority to perform the Focused Feasibility Study and to
take the proposed remedial action under Section 118 of the Superfund Act.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

As discussed in the responses to the previous two comments, U.S. EPA's legal
authority to perform the FFS and to take the proposed remedial action is based
upon Section 104 of CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. Besides meeting
the legal requirements established in the NCP, the proposed operable unit is in
accord with the mandate of Section 118 of CERCLA which requires the Agency, for
purposes of taking action under Section 104, to give a high priority to facilities
where the release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants has
contaminated a principal drinking water supply. The PRPs object that Section
118 gives priority to "facilities" and does not call for implementation of
remedial action by operable units. In response, U.S. EPA maintains that part
of "giving priority to facilities for purposes of taking action under Section
104" is to proceed expeditiously to address public health problems when a
drinking water source has been contaminated, as is the case at IEL. An operable
unit is a vehicle provided by the NCP to enable the Agency to speed up certain
kinds of remedial action. Its use in this case to provide an alternative water
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supply is entirely consistent with the thrust of Section 118.

The PRPs object further that contamination of a few private wells is not
contamination of a principal drinking water supply. They cite no statutory or
administrative authority for this conclusion. The legislative history of
Section 118 makes it clear, however, that, for purposes of this section,
Congress intended the Agency to have broad discretion over what constitutes a
principal drinking water supply. The original version of Section 118 tied the
definition of a principal drinking water supply to the Safe Drinking Water Act.
The Conference substitute eliminated this connection. The Conference Report
explains this modification as an assurance "that the EPA administrator not be
constrained in implementing this provision to existing interpretations of 'sole
or principal drinking water sources' under the Safe Drinking Water Act." H.R.
Rep. No. 99-962, 99th Cong., 2d Sess. 232. For purposes of implementing Section
118, U.S. EPA views residential wells in the vicinity of IEL, wells which
constitute the sole source of water for area residents, as a principal drinking
water source.

The PRPs attempt to bolster their argument by sugggesting that the air strippers
the Agency has installed eliminate the need to go forward with the operable unit
in advance of selection of an overall remedy. While the air strippers effectively
deal with vinyl chloride contamination, they will not remove other hazardous
substances, such as heavy metals and semi-volatile organics, which threaten to
migrate from the IEL site. Under Section 104 of CERCLA, U.S. EPA is authorized
to undertake remedial action not only when there is an actual release, but when
there is a substantial threat of a release of hazardous substances into the
environment. Given the threat of a release of a whole host of hazardous sub-
stances, pollutants and contaminants which the FFS has documented are present
at IEL, the Agency determined to go forward with a permanent alternative water
supply, rather than continuing to proceed on a piecemeal basis with air strip-
pers, whose long-term ability to protect public health cannot be guaranteed.

In sum, U.S. EPA's legal authority to proceed is not dependent upon Section
118. Section 118 of CERCLA simply reinforces the Agency's view that Congress
was keenly concerned with threats to public drinking water and wanted the
Agency to respond to such threats as expeditiously as possible. U.S. EPA
maintains that the proposed operable unit is fully in keeping with the intent
of Congress.

COMMENT

The Agency cannot properly support its proposed remedial action with a Risk
Assessment that is incomplete and which has not been made available to the
public.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The Kisk Assessment is incomplete only in the sense that it does not examine
all sources, pathways and receptors of potential contamination (e.g., direct
contact with leachate, ingestion of site soils, etc.) However, the Risk Assessment
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did evaluate the major exposure pathways via groundwater, such as inhalation
and inyestion, and it was established that a threat to public health did exist
through this pathway. Furthermore, Federal drinking water standards (MCLS)
were exceeded for vinyl chloride and barium. U.S. EPA's remedial program uses
MCLs to determine need for action. Since the publication of the FFS, recent
data revealed that levels of nickel exceeded Ambient Water Quality Standards
(AWU.S). While AWQS do not establish requirements, they provide guidance on
pollutant levels that pose threats to human health.

COMMENT

U.S. ERA has improperly rejected certain Remedial Alternatives and failed to
consider others.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA maintains that it evaluated remedial alternatives appropriately. The
relative cost of remedial alternatives does not become a criterion for choosing
between remedies until remedial alternatives are screened for their ability to
protect public health. With respect to the alternative of d r i l l i n g deeper
wells, U.S. EPA concluded that there is a possibility that contaminants could
reach deep aquifers because the shallow and deep aquifers are continuous and
linked to one another. In contrast, there is virtually no possibility of
contamination of water piped from a municipal water supply. Hence, U.S. EPA
rejected the alternative of drilling deeper wells because this alternative was
not fully protective of public health. U.S. EPA did not reach the stage of
evaluating its relative cost.

U.S. EPA gave due consideration to comments from the PRPs and the public con-
cerning the water systems U.S. EPA evaluated and other public water systems.
U.S. EPA has decided to go forward with a Record of Decision to design and
construct an alternative public water supply system, leaving open the choice of
which water source to use from among the three alternatives considered in the
detailed evaluation of the FFS and the Summit County source suggested by the
PRPs. Since U.S. EPA is not choosing a specific source at this time, a response
to the PRPs' comments regarding the four specific sources mentioned above is
premature. U.S. EPA w i l l respond to these comments at the time it selects a
source.

COMMENT

U.S. EPA has improperly failed to calculate and consider the administrative
costs associated with constructing and implementing an alternative water supply.
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U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The administritative costs associated with individual options were considered
on a qualitative basis within the FFS report. This approach is in line with
U.S. EPA published guidance which requires the feasibility study to provide
overall capital and operation and maintenance cost estimates which are within a
range of -30% to +50*. The provisions of specific administrative costs are not
stipulated, and in any case will probably not be covered under the provisions
of Superfund. We believe that the actual magnitude of administrative costs
wi l l be small in comparison with the magnitude of the capital and O&M costs for
those options undergoing detailed analysis. The types of detailed considerations
the PRPs refer to w i l l be considered as a part of the next phase of the
remediation process, the remedial design.

U.S. EPA gave due consideration to comments from the PRPs and the public
concerning the water systems U.S. EPA evaluated and other public water systems.
U.S. EPA has decided to go forward with a Record of Decision to design and
construct an alternative public water supply system, leaving open the choice of
which water source to use from among the three alternatives considered in the
detailed evaluation of the FFS and the Summit County source suggested by the
PRPs. Since U.S. EPA is not choosing a specific source at this time, a
discussion of relative administrative costs is premature. U.S. EPA w i l l
respond to this comment at the time it selects a source.

At this point, U.S. EPA will respond to the specific comments from IT
Corporation.

COMMENT:

The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was prematurely issued and consequently is
based on an incomplete data base. It is our understanding these data w i l l be
available for the U.S. EPA and their contractors to u t i l i z e in preparing the FFS.

o Analytical results of the following Phase II Remedial
Investigation (RI) sampling efforts:

- Site groundwater monitoring wells

- Approximately 16 area residential wells (These data
are critical! These results of analysis are necessary
to confirm the presence of certain contaminants which
were found in low concentrations, oftentimes at or near
detection l i m i t s )

- Soil gas/vapor analyses

o Finalized site risk assessment report

o A complete quality assurance/quality control report of all
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analytical data generated during the RI. This project has
been historically plagued with laboratory QA/QC problems,
according to raw data provided to us by the U.S. ERA.

Indications to date from the U.S. ERA have been these data will be available as
part of the project RI/FS report. As a result, no action towards evaluating
the necessity of an alternative water supply should have been taken until all
the data is available and has been reviewed; i.e., the RI/FS report has been
issued.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE

Although the overall RI/FS for the site is not complete, U.S. ERA has collected
sufficient data on the hydrogeologic characteristics, contaminent occurence, and
site leachate and waste characteristics to support the FFS. Analytical results
for site groundwater monitoring wells (as opposed to residential wells) were
available and in the FFS. In addition, site leachate and waste analytical
results were also available and used in the FFS. Soil/gas vapor analyses were
not used, but are not necessary to make the conclusions reached by U.S. ERA in
the FFS, especially in light of the large amount of other data mentioned above
which fully supports the U.S. ERA conclusions.

The confirmatory data for the residential wells was not available at the time
the FFS was released for public comment. These results have since become
available and indeed support the conclusions in the FFS. These data were put
into the Administrative Record, delivered to the PRPs on September 24, 1987,
and are available for review in the Regional Office in Chicago upon request.

The full site risk assessment, like the overall RI/FS, is not yet available.
However, the risk assessment for the particular release and threat of release,
which is the subject of the FFS, is complete and clearly indicates that an
unacceptable risk to public health exists from this actual and threatened
release.

Each separate data package for all the data used in the FFS has been through a
rigorous quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) process. The QA/QC
documentation for all the data (which is comprised of numerous documents) is
not normally sent with raw data, although any QA/QC problems are noted on the
raw data sheets. The QA/QC documents for all raw data used in the FFS are a
part of U.S. EPA's administrative record. The PRPs we-e informed in U.S. EPA's
special notice letter dated August 13, 1987 that the administrative record was
available for review in the Regional Office, upon request. To date, a request
from the PRPs to review the administrative record has not been received by U.S.
EPA.

COMMENT

The lack of pertinent data, as detailed in Comment No. 1 above, makes it
difficult, if not impractical, for interested parties to properly review and
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comment upon the FFS. Similarly, the U.S. EPA cannot be in a position to fully
and adequately respond to comments unt i l the RI report is issued.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The apparent lack of the PRPs' initiative to review the large amount of data
available in the administrative record, not the absence of such data, has made
the PRPs' review and comment on the FFS difficult. The administrative record
has been and continues to be available for review by the PRPs upon request.
U.S. EPA r\as_ reviewed the available data and is confident that this Responsive-
ness Summary fully addresses the contentions made by the PRPs.

COMMENT

U.S. EPA claims that Section 118 of CERCLA provides authority for issuance of a
FFS and separate remedial activity when the release of hazardous substances has
resulted in the contamination of a principal drinking water supply. However,
to date the U.S. EPA has failed to conclusively demonstrate that the la n d f i l l
is the source of those contaminants found in the residential wells west of the
site.

Vinyl chloride has, according to the U.S. EPA, been detected in low
concentrations in groundwater samples from the ^esidential wells west of
the site. Vinyl chloride has not been detected in any groundwater
samples obtained from on-site monitoring wells.

The FFS contends that vinyl chloride is found in off-site residential
wells due to the degradation of unsaturated chlorinated ethenes which
are found on site. However, such compounds are found only rarely (very
few locations at low concentrations) in site groundwater samples. If
such compounds do constitute an on-site source of the vinyl chloride
detected in the residential wells, they should be present in much greater
concentrations. Dilution and dispersion (as well as degradation) of the
compounds could possibly account for the amounts of vinyl chloride seen
in groundwater off site only if greater concentrations of the precursor
these compounds were present over a greater area of the site.

Additionally, the degradation product or produce; should be present in
combination with the parent product or products, as the parent product
would gradually degrade into corresponding degradation products. The
transformation would be gradual. The fact that vinyl chloride was not
detected in site groundwater samples indicates sjch transformations are
not taking place in site groundwater and, thus, the site is not the
source of the trace amounts of vinyl chloride found in three off-site
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welIs.
0 Although vinyl chloride was detected on site in soil and drum samples,

the fact that vinyl chloride was not detected in site ground water
samples reveals that no route of migration can be established for vinyl
chloride to be leaving the site and entering area residential wells.
Thus, the agency has failed to establish a source-pathway-receptor
relationship between the site and the affected wells.

Along these lines, the FFS states that chloroethane was detected in a
site leachate sample and is therefore present in a liquid media where it
may degrade into vinyl chloride. According to the data provided by the
U.S. ERA, three leachate samples were collected as part of the Phase I
RI effort and chloroethane was not detected in any of these samples.

0 The FFS names several Tentatively Identified Compounds (TICs) which the
U.S. EPA claims were found on site and in off-site wells. The data
provided by the U.S. EPA were evaluated for TICs and the resultant Table
I (attached) was prepared, which compares all TICs detected in residential

wells against those detected in site monitoring wells. Residential well
analyses were conducted by U.S. EPA's contract laboratory; monitoring
well analyses were conducted on sample splits obtained from U.S. EPA's
site RI contractor and analyzed according to Contract Laboratory Program
(CLP) protocol by an independent CLP-certified laboratory.

The table shows that only six TICs were found in both on-site and off-site
groundwater samples. The table generally shows that TIC values are
either estimated at low concentrations, found in equal or greater
concentrations in field or laboratory blanks (all of which are related
to the sampling of residential wells), or are found in concentrations in
residential wells which are at or near those found in site monitoring
wells. Due to dilution and dispersion, larger amounts on site than off
site would be expected if the site was the source of those TICs detected
in residential wells. Consequently, the data do not tend to confirm
U.S. EPA's contention that the TIC's offer proof of off-site migration
of contami nation.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA disagrees with the PRPs ' contention that the Agency has not demonstrated
that the l a n d f i l l is the source of contaminants in residential wells west of
the site. U.S. EPA has provided a great deal of evidence and data regarding
this matter and believes the data indicate that the source of the residential
well contamination is the l a n d f i l l .

The PRPs' contention that because vinyl chloride has not been detected in on-
site yroundwater monitoring wells, the vinyl chloride in residential wells
cannot be attributed to the site, ignores the i n d i v i d u a l transport characteristics
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of various compounds. Vinyl chloride is a very mobile compound and moves
rapidly through permeable media such as the soil at and around the site. Vinyl
chloride's parent'compounds (chloroethenes) have been found in soil, waste,
and on-site yroundwater samples. U.S. EPA contends that vinyl chloride has
migrated off-site quickly, comprising an actual release from the site, while
its parent compounds pose a threatened release from the site because they are
migrating at a slower rate.

U.S. EPA has found the parent compounds (chloroethenes) of vinyl chloride
in higher concentrations onsite than the concentrations of vinyl chloride
found off-site. Taking into account dilution and dispersion, these
parent compounds are a probable source of vinyl chloride. The PRPs'
argument that we should see greater concentrations of the parent compound
across a broad area of the site presumes that U.S. EPA has conducted
waste characterization over a broad area of the site and has not
consistently detected chloroethenes. The fact of the matter is that U.S.
EPA has not done a site-wide waste characterization because of the danger
of d r i l l i n g through waste containing explosive levels of methane. Drums
were uncovered during excavation for the methane extraction system, and
sampling of drum contents and residues showed the presence of chloroethenes.
In addition, chloroethenes have been found in the surface soil, soil cores from
site monitoring wells, and in the site groundwater. Although vinyl chloride
has not been found in site monitoring wells, this phenomenon is due to
the rapid transport-of vinyl chloride from the site.

The PRPs contend that vinyl chloride has been detected in on-site soil
and drum samples. U.S. EPA's data shows that chloroethenes were found,
but did not detect vinyl chloride. If the PRPs have data which shows
that vinyl chloride was present in on-site soil and drum samples this
data should be provided to U.S. EPA immediately. U.S. EPA contends that vinyl
chloride is migrating more rapidly than its parent compunds and therefore is
not being detected in site monitoring wells.

The PRPs have mistakenly interpreted the FFS in regard to chloroethane.
Chloroethane, as stated in the FFS, was detected in leachate samples. The FFS
does not contend that the presence of chloroethanes in l i q u i d media lead to
vinyl chloride in off-site groundwater.

The PRPs1 TIC list is not in agreement with U.S. EPA data, which indicate
excellent correspondence between l a n d f i l l monitoring w e l l TICs and TICs
found in residential wells bordering the landfill (Attachment B). The
concentrations of on-site TICs were, in most cases, greater than those
found off-site. U.S. EPA's data indicates that TICs are an indicator of
contaminant migration. Furthermore, the PRPs did not collect the split
samples in accordance with an approved Sampling Plan or QAPP, and therefore,
the resulting data's quality cannot be determined. U.S. EPA's data,
however, have undergone rigorous QA/QC and are of a kno*vn quality.
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COMMENT

The fact that vinyl chloride was not found in Monitoring Well MW-11M but was
detected in two adjacent residential wells (RW05 and RW38) suggests in-well or
near-well contamination (particularly at the low levels which were detected)
rather than regional contamination of vinyl chloride. U.S. ERA should fully
evaluate other potential sources of the detected vinyl chloride, such as the
presence of PVC or other plastics in the pump, piping or water distribution
systems of each affected residential well, or the relationship of the well
location to septic tank drain fields, floor drains, or other potential sources.
The theory posed by U.S. EPA that vinyl chloride was detected in the two
residential wells and not in the nearby monitoring well due to pumpage of the
residential wells is purely speculative. Not enough data exists to evaluate
the potential for a preferential flow to the residential wells. Published
accounts have recently indicated that one of the residential wells (RW05) has
not been utilized for quite some time. The entire issue warrants further
investi gat ion.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The PRPs' concern that the vinyl chloride contamination may be caused by a source
other than the l a n d f i l l , such as pumping or piping in the water distribution
system or septic tank drain fields or floor drains, is not likely. The residential
wells are steel, not PVC. In addition, one would expect to find a more random
distribution of contaminants detected in residential w e l l s if septic tanks were
the source. However, these contaminants are found directly adjacent to and down
ground-water gradient from the landfill. U.S. EPA believes that strong source-
pathway-receptor evidence indicates that the l a n d f i l l is responsible for the
contamination in the residential wells immediately downgradient from the site.
The fact that the residential wells are in constant use (as opposed to monitoring
wells which are pumped only periodically) is a plausible reason for the anomalous
reading in U.S. EPA's monitoring well MW-11M.

COMMENT

The health effects of TICs are not discussed in the FFS. Their additive or
mixitive effects are speculated upon but cannot be quantified. TICs cannot oe
considered hazardous substances due to the lack of tox-:ologica1 data on the
vast majority of them. Moreover, TICs are not on the l i s t incorporated
in the FFS since CERCLA limits U.S. EPA's response to conditions where releases
of hazardous substances have impacted drinking water supplies.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE
•

In regard to health effects, U.S. EPA agrees that toxicological data for many
TICs do not exist. However, some toxicological data are available for a
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number of TICs, as was demonstrated in Table B-9 of the FFS. Even if TICs are
not considered hazardous substances, their presence, both on and off-site,, in
'WÂ î ViVTi'A'lVfi Wi'L ttmipounds, is indicative of off-site contaminant migration.

In establishing the IEL site as the source of contaminant migration, and in
determining the extent of contamination, U.S. ERA did not focus on the data for
a specific compound, such as vinyl chloride. Rather, an overall approach was
taken. U.S. ERA examined the relationship between compounds found in 51
residential wells and compounds found on the IEL sit:>. HSL organic and inorganic
compounds related to the site were found in 10 wells immediately to the west
and down groundwater gradient of the site. TICs that are associated with
solvents, reagents or chemical feedstocks of the sort that were dumped at the
site were found in on-site monitoring wells.

The groundwater of ten homes immediately west of the IEL site contained the
same industrial-related TICs that were found on-site. The groundwater flow has
been established to be east to west. U.S. ERA concluded that the HSL compounds
and TICs were migrating from the IEL site. U.S. ERA did not rely on TIC data
to conclude that an alternative water supply was necessary to protect public
health. U.S. ERA did, however, present the TIC data collected as further
evidence of contaminant migration from the IEL site.

COMMENT

The FFS approach to calculating the area of future potentially contaminated
groundwater via Scenario 1 and 2 (and thus used in determining the area which
w i l l require corrective actions) appears to assume that even short-term exposure
to low-level contaminants is sufficient to warrant implementation of alternative
water supplies. Realistically, the FFS should have focused on those homes (if
any) where long-term exposure to known contaminants is known to have occurred
and might reasonably be expected to continue until site remediation is completed.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE

The PRPs have apparently mistaken the risk assessment process, which examines
the risk posed in a no action scenario, and the procedures used by U.S. ERA to
determine the area to receive the alternative water supply. In accordance with
standard procedures, which prescribe assessment of ris< when no remedial or
cleanup action is taken, U.S. ERA examined the risk posed by the consumption of
drinking contaminated with vinyl chloride, barium, and other contaminants
migrating from the IEL site. In this particular case, where healtn based
standards were exceeded, the risk assessment was straight forward. Once the
presence of an unacceptable risk was established, U.S. E°A then examined the
area which should receive an alternative water supply, based on the actual
and potential threat and taking into account future actions at the site.
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COMMENT

The vinyl chloride level of 2 ppb detected in Residential Well RW39 was at (not
exceeding) the MCI. Therefore, it should not have been evaluated furthe~in
the FFS.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The PRPs' assertion regarding the use of vinyl chloride levels in Residential
Well RW39 is tenuous, since the 2 ppb vinyl chloride level in question is a
potential threat considering, under a no action scenario, that level is likely
to increase. More importantly, there are other residential wells with vinyl
chloride in excess of the MCL, which made the risk posed by the site unaccept-
able, whether or not vinyl chloride data from Residential Well RW39 was used in
the FFS.

COMMENT

The FFS contention that vinyl chloride levels decrease with increasing distance
away from the western edge of the l a n d f i l l is misleading. The FFS, utilizing
Wells Nos. RW-5, RW39, and another unspecified well to the west demonstrates
that vinyl chloride levels decrease from 7 ppb to none detected within 500 to
600 feet of the landfill. While it is true that RW05 was found to contain 7
ppb of vinyl chloride, another equidistant Residential Well (RW38) contained
only 2 ppb vinyl chloride (not significantly different from that found in RW39
to the west), while a monitoring well placed midway between residential wells
RW39 and RW38 contained no detectable vinyl chloride. The data could potentially
(and just as validly) be interpreted to say that vinyl chloride levels decrease
with increasing distance away from RW05 in all directions,, including, to the
•tTdYi twarti X'ne 'landtTl'l, as no vinyl chloride was detected in groundwater
samples obtained on site.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA believes clear source-pathway-receptor evidence exists to establish
that contaminants, such as vinyl chloride, barium, chlo°oethane, and TICs are
migrating via groundwater from the l a n d f i l l to residential drinking water wells.
The PRPs' explanation ignores one basic fact, the presence of the IEL l a n d f i l l ,
which was constructed in permeable soils without an impermeable liner, which
accepted for disposal hazardous substances, including l i q u i d industrial solvent
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wastes, and which is located immediately adjacent to and up groundwater gradient
from contaminated residential drinking water wells.

COMMENT

Chloroethane is discussed as a site contaminant with potential off-site effects,
yet no water quality standards or similar health effects standards (MCL, MCLG,
AWQC, etc.) exist for chloroethane. Additionally, Table 2.1 of the FFS utilizes
chloroethane data for three residential wells where chloroethane in one instance
(RW38) was not detected (less than 1.5 ppb) while at a nearby well (RW39) an
apparently different detection limit was used and a value of 1 ppb was reported.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA used the chloroethane data, not as an indicator of risk, but as an
indicator of contaminant migration from the IEL site. The data collected both
on- and-off site indicate that chloroethane is migrating from the IEL site to
residential drinking water wells.

COMMENT

Barium levels exceed the MCL but not proposed MCLG. MCLs are typically
enforceable standards which are considered achievable via present-day technology,
while MCLGs are goals which the agency cannot enforce but tends to encourage.
Normally, MCLGs are lower than the corresponding MCL. However, for barium, the
MCL is 1,000 ppb while the MCLG is 1,500 ppb. This tends to indicate that the
U.S. EPA is proposing to relax the current water quality standards for barium.
When first proposed (50 FR 46936, November 13., 1985., Piq,e. 4.6M4V, th,% T̂̂ ,<V>
stated the recommended MCLG of 1,500 ppb "contains a several-fold safety factor
and should be sufficiently protective against adverse effects." The U.S. EPA
cannot justify enforcing the barium MCL in this instance when the MCLG set by
the agency exceeds it by 1.5 times. Additionally, it appears quite likely that
barium is a regional component of area groundwater resources, much in the same
way as is arsenic, perhaps due to geologic sources.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

In accordance with U.S. EPA's established risk assessment process, current
enforceable health-based standards, such as MCLs, are utilized as target levels
to be attained when they exist for the compounds of concern. In the absence of
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such standards, a full-blown risk assessment is conducted for the compounds.
The current MCI for barium is 1000 ppb and was correctly used as the target
level. As stated in the FFS, levels of barium in two residential wells
violate this standard, and one is at the standard. Levels of barium found in
on-site groundwater samples are greater than the elevated levels found in
residential wells near the site. These homes are located west of the site. As
the groundwater flow is east to west, indications are that barium is moving
with the groundwater off-site.

COMMENT

It appears that the Risk Assessment of the FFS has misapplied the concept of
the Hazard Index for the various contaminants. If the Hazard Index for an
individual compounds is less than one, it is of no consequence and the global
hazard index should not reflex its presence. Hazard Indices are not meant to
be additive for a subgroup, thus artificially creating an index which exceeds a
value of one. The Hazard Index should be calculated on an individual compound
basis.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE '

The PRPs' comment is incorrect. The Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual
(EPA 540/1-36/060, October 1986) states on page 98:

This approach [the Hazard Index] assumes that multiple sub-
threshold exposures could result in an adverse effect and
that the magnitude of the adverse effect will be proportional
to the sum of the ratios of the sub-threshold exposures to
acceptable exposures [i.e., an additive effect]. If the
hazard index results in a value greater than unity, segregate the
compounds in the mixture by critical effect and derive separate
hazard indices for each effect.

This approach derives from EPA's guidelines on the assessment chemical mixtures
(51 FR 34014-34025).

COMMENT

Exposure assessment documentation presented in the FFS is incomplete. Details
on how such things as exposure to volatiles via inhalation while showering are
not presented (e.g., duration and frequency of showering) and cannot be properly
reviewed and evaluated at this time. We would urge the U.S. EPA to make the
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project risk assessment report available in its entirety for public review and
comment before going forward with the Record of Decision and implementation of
alternative water supplies.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE

The RISK Assessment is incomplete only in the sense that it does not examine
all sources, pathways and receptors of potential contamination (e.g., direct
contact leachate, ingestion of site soils, etc.). However, the Risk Assessment
did evaluate the major exposure pathways via groundwater, such as inhalation
and ingestion, and it was established that a threat to public health did exist
through this pathway. In addition, federal drinking water standards (MCLs)
were exceeded for vinyl chloride and barium. U.S. EPA's remedial program uses
MCLs to determine need for action. Since the publication of the FFS, recent
data revealed that levels of nickel exceeded Ambient Water Quality Standards
(AWQS). While AWQS do not establish requirements, they provide guidance on
pollutant levels that pose threats to human health.

COMMENT

The FFS exposure assessment for the short-term exposure scenario appears to
need to be reevaluated. The FFS data indicate that a two-year exposure is more
severe than the lifetime exposure scenario to the same drinking water. This
is completely opposite of most exposure assessments, as long-term exposure
would be expected to have certain cumulative ef fects .

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The exposure assessment examined the short- and long-term exposure scenarios
for both carcinogens and non-carcinogens. For carc inogens, the long-term
exposure scenar io was worse than the short-term exposure scenario. For non-
carcinogens, the short- and long-term exposure scenar ios for adults are equal
because exposures are averaged over the speci f ied time period. For non-carcino-
gens in children, the short-term exposure is most ha rmfu l because of the san-
s.i.ti.*ut.y af iJ?«, T/ir̂ ili.V.'V1., i*tv,11^ ^Vfftf^ivfni tKj/Wiyrvi 'aii; avcrdYiy mJt applied
to children.

COMMENT

The FFS does not provide the groundwater contour maps ut i l ized by the Agency in
evaluat ing groundwater f low direct ion from the site.
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U.S. ERA RESPONSE

U.S. ERA provided the groundwater elevation data (Appendix D of FFS) from which
our conclusion that groundwater is moving from east to west was reached. U.S.
EPA contends that such data should be more than sufficient for the PRPs to
evaluate U.S. EPA's conclusion regarding groundwater flow direction.

COMMENT

After our conversations with the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA),
we suggest that obtaining water from Lakemore may not be the best alternative.
OEPA noted that Lakemore has had both supply and quality problems in the past.
Water would contain both iron and manganese. Operationally, the line from
Lakemore to the affected area poses a problem, since it passes through
unincorporated Summit County and then unincorporated Stark County. If not
owned and operated entirely by Lakemore, problems with obtaining agreements
with either or both of the counties for ownership and operation of the lines
may be difficult to obtain.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA gave due consideration to comments from the PRPs and the public con-
cerning the water systems U.S. EPA evaluated and other public water systems.
U.S. EPA has decided to go forward with a Record of Decision to design and
construct an alternative public water supply system, leaving open the choice of
which water source to use from among the three alternatives considered in the
detailed evaluation of the FFS and the Summit County source suggested by the
PRPs. Since U.S. EPA is not choosing a specific source at this time, responding
to the PRPs comments regarding the four specific sources mentioned above is
premature. U.S. EPA will respond to comments regarding the four potential
sources of water at the time it selects a source.

COMMENT

The FFS states Residential Wells RW05, RW39, and RW41 are located "west and,
hence, down groundwater gradient from IEL." well No. RW41 is located northwest
of IEL and thus would be north of any emanating from the landfill.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

Although Well No. RW41 is located just north (and west) of the l a n d f i l l , it is
also close enough to being due west that a contaminant plume could arguably
spread northward as it travels west, therefore reaching RW41.
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COMMENT

While it is true that barium levels in samples from residential wells RW08 and
RW09 exceed the MCL of 1,000 ppb, their barium concentrations also exceed the
barium concentrations found in monitoring wells on the landfill. If the l a n d f i l l
were the source of elevated barium levels observed ir RW08 and RW09, somewhat
greater concentrations would be expected in the on-site wells (at the supposed
source) than at off-site locations where the contaminant would be somewhat
dispersed and diluted.

U.S. ERA RESPONSE

U.S. ERA disagrees with the PRPs and contends that the data shows that levels
of barium found in on-site groundwater samples are greater than the elevated
levels found in residential wells near the site.

COMMENT

Tables 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6 provide a range and geometric mean for various detected
contaminants, although in many instances the contaminant was only dectected
once in a number of well samples. In some instances, tne mean is greater than
the highest value presented in the range. It is not possible to gave a range
of values based on only one observation.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The following provides a brief description of the nature of analytical data
received following a field sampling event and how the approach was derived.
The data reports receipt from analytical laboratories typically include a
listing of the compounds for which analyses were run and the observed concen-
trations of chemical components which were detected in environmental samples.
The compounds which were not detected during the analyse are cited accordingly.
The finding that a constituent is not detected does not nean that the constituent
is not present in the sample, but rather that the compound is not present at
levels equal to or greater than the detection limit. T^us, an "undetected"
compound could be present in the environmental sample at any concentration from
0% to 99% of the detection l i m i t .

In light of this situation, it was felt that some consideration should be given
to the possibility that there may be contaminants present in samples where
laboratory analytical results indicated that no contaminant had been.detected.
The decision on how this should be handled needed to balance the protection of
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public health with the uncertainty associated with the nature of the analytical
data, and the desire not to derive results which were unrealistically stringent.
As a result the decision was made to consider "undetected" compounds as being
present at concentrations equal to 50% of the detection limit.

While the above paragraph provides a general picture of the manner in which we
viewed data, this approach was actually used within the risk assessment in
certain situations. If a constituent was detected at a frequency of one in
samples from a particular media, the geometric mean was calculated based on the
detected value and a value equal to 1/2 of the lowest observed detection limit
for that constituent. If a constituent was not detected at all, then a geometric
mean for that constituent was not reported. In some rare instances, a laboratory
may have been able to provide an estimated value for the constituent which was
below the detection limit. In this situation, the geometric mean was also not
reported. The notes at the end of the tables referenced in the comment and the
text found within the document provide an explanation of the manner in which
these calculations were performed. The tables do not contain geometric mean
values qreater than the. ma.xJ.Tiam, xa.liift.'s, \o, tJw. Tv/ys: ̂ Vaiwi f\v\ vty •urriVtYtijent.

COMMENT

A closer public water supply, the Summit County-Country Club V i l l age supply, is
l.ootfAd aX SA^C v.'i V^v'.v "tovi 'i?i 'ir-fe î luwrrVrrip, "Summit toun'ty. The system
has adequate capacity to serve the af fected area and has a 400,000 gal lon
elevated stroage tank. Gravity ser ivce without additonal pumping may be poss ib le .
GEPA noted that iron and manganese contents are lower than that of Lakemore.
A spokesperson for the county noted that the county w o j l d be wi l l ing to operate
and maintain the entire system as wel l , even that por t ion of the system in
Stark County. A wel l field expansion is also planned. If a rural easement is
ava i lab le , 9,500 feet of 12-inch pipe would be required. If road r ight-of-way
is used, 16,500 feet of pipe would be required. It appears a cost sav ings
could be incurred by one of these a l ternat ives. The FFS, before being f i na l i zed ,
should ful ly invest igate the proximity, capacity, and w a t e r qual i ty of Summit
County system.

LLS... ELPA. BEJSJ?qN.y-

U.S. EPA conducted a brief analysis of the Summit County alternative suggested
by the PRPs (see Attachment C), and determined that the Summit County p u b l i c
water supply may be a viable source of water. U.S. EPA gave due consideration to
comments from the PRPs and the public concerning the water systems U.S. EPA
evaluated and other pub l i c water systems. U.S. EPA has decided to go forward
with a Record of Decision to design and construct an alternative public water
supply system, leaving open the choice of which water source to use from among
the three alternatives considered in the detailed evaluation of the-FFS and the
Summit County source suggested by the PRPs. Since U.S. EPA is not choosing a
specific source at this time, a full response to the PRPS comments regarding the
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four specific sources mentioned above is premature. U.S. EPA w i l l respond to
comments regarding the four potential sources of water at the time it selects a
source.

COMMENT

The FFS rapidly dismisses the alternative of dr i l l i n g new, deeper wells to
replace the three to ten affected residential wells. Three reasons are given:
(a) a fear of contaminants migrating over time to deeper wells (this discounts
the effects of attenuation and dispersion of contaminants, but more importantly,
it does not consider the beneficial effects of site remediation); (b) the need
for frequent monitoring (a comparatively minor issue; the frequency of monitoring
is debatable (as is the analytical effort) at and needs to be defined before
this option is dismissed); and (c) fear that plugging of existing wells and
construction of new deeper wells may contaminant deeper aquifers. (This
concern is unfounded, as this type of well installation is routinely done;
also, this concern again discounts the impact of site remediation). This
alternative action warrants further consideration. This option has the lowest
costs associated with it in comparison to the other evaluated alternatives and
thus, depending on the scope of the project as finally determined, may be the
most cost-effective alternative.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The PRPs appear to be emphasizing cost. Alternatives are first evaluated on
their effectiveness and implemen;ability, and finally on cost. As the FFS
states, the alternative which involves deepening existing residential wells in
the contaminated area was rejected because, with regard to public health, it
is not as effective as the recommended alternative. The most important factor
considered is that the shallow aquifer (sand and gravel) is continuous with the
deeper aquifer (bedrock), as there is no impermeable carrier separating the two
aquifers, so that downward migration of contaminants Is not prevented.

COMMENT

Construction of a new community well supply is also a viable alternative. Two
or three wells located upgradient of Industrial Excess Landfill would probably
be adequate to supply the 100 homes. Pressure (hydropneumatic) tanks or ground
storage with booster pumps could be utilized. It is likely that iron removal
treatment would be required by OEPA, but the water should not be any harder
than currently being used. Costs should not be as high as indicated in the FFS
estimate for this alternative. One of the problems of a water system such as
this is ownership and continued operation and maintenance of the system once
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constructed. In Ohio, the common forms of ownership are by a homeowners1

association, a public utility company, or a public entity. In this case, the
public entity could be the Stark County Engineers or Lake Township. It is not
likely that Lake Township would have the wherewithal to operate the system,
although it is a possibility. Stark County does not operate any other water
systems at this time to our knowledge, although they do operate many wastewater
systems.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA gave due consideration to comments from the PRPs and the public
concerning the water systems U.S. EPA evaluated and other public water systems.
U.S. EPA has decided to go forward with a Record of Decision to design and
construct an alternative public water supply system, leaving open the choice of
which water source to use from among the three alternatives considered in the
detailed evaluation of the FFS and Summit County source suggested by the PRPs.
Since U.S. EPA is not choosing a specific source at this time, responding to the
PRPs comments regarding the four specific sources mentioned above is premature.
U.S. EPA w i l l respond to comments regarding the four potential sources of water
at the time it selects a source.

COMMENT

The Lakemore, Country Club Village, and North Canton water supplies have all
been analyzed for 38 volatile organic chemicals (VOC) by OEPA. The Lakemore
and Country Club water supplies were free of the VOCs. North Canton found
small amounts of several VOC compounds in two wells. This is presently being
investigated by OEPA and the city.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA has received and appreciates the provision oc this water quality data.
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IV. REMAINING CONCERNS

Almost all of the comments received requested that U.S. ERA expand the area
designated to receive the alternate water supply. In conjunction with expansion
requests, many commenters preferred that North Canton be the chosen alternative,
as its water system has a larger capacity and the water is softer than what
would be obtained from the Village of Lakemore. Also, a few commenters recognized
t'na't 'U.S. 1?A "is "limited by law as to its ability to fund an expanded system.
These same commenters recognized that it then becomes a local responsibility to
pay for an expanded system.

As previously stated, the purpose of the Superfund program is to restore or
replace, and not improve upon, a resource that is lost due to contamination
from an NPL site. U.S. ERA has determined that the area currently and potentially
impacted by the IEL site consists of approximately 100 homes west of the site,
and that, to be protective of public health, alternate water should be provided
to that area. However, based on the comments which have asked that U.S. EPA
consider sources of water other than the Village of Lakemore, specifically from
the City of North Canton and from Summit County-Country Club Village Community
Water Supply, U.S. EPA is deferring the decision on the source of the water
until after i n i t i a l design activities are completed. The design engineers will
meet with State and local engineers and other personnel familiar with the
operation of the water supply systems in order to develop detailed technical
data not available during the RI/FS. This data can be used to decide which
water supply to utilize. The evaluation of the wate" supply to be used shall
be submitted as part of the preliminary design report when the overall design
effort is approximately 30 percent complete.

Regarding the many comments on expansion, to design and construct a system
larger than what has been determined to be protective, or to provide a better
quality of water than what previously existed, is termed betterment. Betterment
is allowed only if the State, or political subdivision thereof, pays for all
costs related to it. If U.S. EPA receives a formal committment which defines
the size of the area to be served, including provision of incremental funding
for design and construction, from the State, local government or community,
U.S. EPA w i l l work with those entities to determine tne funding of such a
project and the appropriate source of water, gjven the change in the das.i.g/i.
criteria.

Under this scenario, U.S. EPA would transfer responsibility for the project
to the State of Ohio, through a cooperative agreement between U.S. EPA
and the State. An agreement between the State and the community would
have to be entered into, in order to fund all incremental costs of
the water system. If such a formal commitment is not received by U.S.
EPA within 60 days after signing the Record of Decision (ROD) document,
U.S. EPA will proceed to design and implement its recommended alternative of
connecting tne 100 homes to a new source of water. U.S. EPA w i l l address any
significant changes in compliance with Sections 117(b) Final Plan "and 117(c)
Explanation of Differences of SARA.
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ATTACHMENT A

COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE IEL SITE

Community relations activities conducted at the IEL site to date have included:

- U.S. ERA finalized a community relations plan on August 15, 1985 that
outlined community relations activities to be conducted during the RI/FS;

- In March 1985, U.S. EPA established an information repository in the site
community at the Lake Township Trustee's Office;

- In July 1985, U.S. EPA held a public meeting to present the work plan
for the RI/FS at the site;

- In July 1986, U.S. EPA held a public meeting to describe the Phase I
Remedial Investigation sampling results and present the proposed Phase
II RI activities;

- From October 1985 to August 1987, U.S. EPA prepared 18 updates and/or
fact sheets describing on-going RI activities at the site;

- On April 20 and 21, 1987, U.S. EPA held a public a v a i l a b i l i t y session
to answer resident's questions about the IEL site. At this time, U.S.
EPA also formed the IEL Information Committee;

- In April, May, and July 1987, U.S. EPA attended facilitated meetings of
the IEL Information Committee;

- In .August 1987, U.S. EPA held a public meeting in Uniontown to answer
questions and accept oral and written comments on the Proposed Plan and
the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) evaluating alteriate water supplies
for the IEL site. Transcripts of this meeting are a v a i l a b l e at the U.S.
EPA Region V office in Chicago, and at the Information Repository located
in Hartville, Ohio. Additional comments on the FFS were accepted
during the public comment period, which ran from August 12, 1987 through
September 10, 1987.



flrrr 'ENT I-B s at «n.i of »abies>

COtlPflRISOM OF rENTHTIVELV IDENriEIED COMPOUNDS FOUND IN RESIDENTIAL HELLS
HMD THOSE I OU 0 IN HONI TORINO HELLS

RESIDENTIHI U LLS

FNTHTIVELV IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS <CHSE t6296> SHMPLES RflNCE CPPB)

1.1,2-TRIi HL ROETHHNE
1,I '-OXVB SE HflNE
1,3,6-TRMXO HNE
1-ETHOXVBIITfl E
H^'-THIOIIIS 3-CI.|-DIMETHVLETHVL)-5...PHENCiL
1-RCETVLMHRPi OLINE
-«-Cl.l-DIIIETi I.ETHVL1 BENZOIC flCID
DICHLOROFI UOI OMETHflNt
DIETHVL E'.TEI PHOSPHORIC HCID
HEXRDECRNIIIC (CIO
MONO (2-E1HVI HEXVL> ESTER HEXRMEDIOIC HCIO
SIIOKMNE
SULFUR
TETRflHVDR( FUI IN
TETRHME1H1 LUI H
TIUfl?OlE
TRICHLOROI LUi <OMETHHNE

ELD BLK 99
RM05.RH08.RU09,RH1K2> 11-22
RM05.RH06 11-17
RMI1 6
RHI8 3
RM08 5
RHI1 -1
RM05 8
RH11C2J 3
RH09.RH11 1-?
RU02.RH03,RM12.RH13,RM16.RMir.RH20.FB.FB,HB 3-6
RMH 2
RHOI.RH07,RH11C2> +-?
RUOS 9
RM08,RH11C2> 3
RH09 2
FLO BLKC2> 11



HI H .£NF 'FT continued

RESIIIENrlfiL HI IS. conl.

CHSE SHHPl ES RflNGt <PPB>

1.1,?-FRUH (II. 1,2.2-rRIFLUOROErHHNE
1.2-OIEFHOX '-t HftHE
1.3.S-FRIOX K.P F
2-HErHVL-BU!HH 1C FICIO
2-MEfHVL-CV Hi EHFHHOL

PR PHMOIC HCIO
1 PROPENE

RM10
RM38
RH38
RH31

FB

2-MEFHVL-..
3,3,3-FRICH OR

3-MEFHVL-2- "Mf NONE
OICHLOROFLUHRO EIHaNE
OODECHNHHIOI
NONHNOIC HC D
PENTHHE
SULFUR
rETRHHVDROFI RR
FRICHLOROHEl Uto .

RM31
RM21
RM33
RM31
RM3S
RM21
RM34
RH26,
RH10
RH38
RH30

RM22,RM23.RM2'1PRM26.RM2?I,RM28.RM29,
RH3-1,RH35

RH25,RU26,RH28.HB

RM2?,RM29.RH30.RH31.RM33,nB

3
1-5
2
1
2-?
1
1-5

2
3
2-5
1
2-b
5
3
3



Hrroc. _NT •»•• oni.
RESIOENfinL -IFI S. conl.

CflSE «t>636 SHMPLE5 RANGE CPPBJ

. lp OXVBISl fHI IE (EFHVL EfHER)
,2-DIEFHOXV El IHNE
,3,f.-IR10Xf CHI
,1 01 METHOD . 3, 5. 6... BENZENE
ErHOXVBUFPNE

-MErHVL-lH-IMl IO?OLE
2-NETHOXV-.. .Bt IZENEPROPHMOL
2-MErHVL-2-PR»f INOL
•l-HCErVL-NORPHt INE
•i-Buroxv-BurdNo c RCID
1 EFHVL-MORP ini NE
1-Cl.l-OIHEr IVl ..) BEN20IC RCID
b-flEFHOXV-.. 1, CRESOriC RCIB
B?HCVCLOFRID (ft -2-ONE
BISCPENrHFLU IRO MEN. . .JBEN^ENHMINE
BI S CPENfHFLU IRO MEN. . . >PHOSPH1 NE

N.N-DI ...BEN 'FN cnRBOXINIDRMlDE
0-NErHVLOXIMi 3 PENFHNOME
SULFUR
TEFRHEFHVL-D PH SPHORIC HCIO
TE TRRHVOROFUI HN

RH05.RHO?
RUOS . RHOfl , RM09 . RM 1 1
RH05C2>.RH08.MB
RM11
RM08.RH09
RH11
RM08
RU11
RM08.RH09
RM08.RM09
RM08
RM09.RM11
RMO9
RMO9.RM11
RMIO,RM11.RM15,FB
RHO 1 . RH05 C2> , RM06 . RMO? . RM09 . RM 1 1 ,
RMI3C2).RMl<1,RM15.RM19.RM51.FB.nB
RMO5
RM09
RMO 1 „ RM05 . RMO 7 . RM09
RU08,RM09
RH05 ( 2 J . RM07 . RM08 . RMO9 . RU 1 1

1-10
8 31
5-19
5
s-ie
8
1
7
3 6
•17
2
3-5
f,
2-3
3
2-16

•1
5
2-10
15
1-10



Hfl,. JMENT ft cont.

MONITORING If I S

it NTIFIED COMPOUNDS CCHSE SHMPLES RflNGE CPP8)

. r-oxvBis n
,7 . r -JRIMEiHV
-HEXVL-flHI :ll
-C2-HErHOX •'- ]
- t l -METHVL 2-
- C.7-C2-MET IOX

2-CVCLOHEPr N-
2-MErHVL-CV LO
2-MEFHVL-fR INS
2-PROPENVL- VC
•1-ETHVL-1H- 1, 2
4-MErHVL-2- EM
9-EirtlSVNE
CVCLOHEPTHNi <L
CV'CLOHEPrnNi NE
CVCLOHEXmiE
DIETHVL ESTI R
rilRRM
HEXHOECHNOIl fl
NdNnNnMI DE
N'-CVCI OOCP I
N PHENVL-1H IM
TEFRftHVDROEl RFH
TEfRHMETHVL URl

NE
BICVCLOC2.2.13HEPTHM-2-ONE

NE
ME f HVL E r HOXV) -2-PROPHNOL
2-PROPENVLOXV>ErHOXV]-2 PROPflNOL
-l-METHVLErHOXV)-l-MErHVL-2 PRUPHMOL

ONE
ENTRNONE
CVCLOPENTHHOL
OPENrflNE
1-rRIfl?OL-3-HMIME
HHOL

tOSPHORIC HCIO

ID

.N-DIMErHVL-OREH
in^OLE-1-CHRBOXHMIDE

1

MH01S.MH03S
MH03S
MHO IS
MH03S
MH03S
MHO3S
MH020.HH030
MHO IS. MB
MHO IS, MB
MHO 35
HU02D
MH03S
MHO IS
MHO 35
MH03S
MH03S
MH03S
MHO IS
MHO 35
MHO 3D. MB
MHO 35
MH03S
MHO 35
MHO 35

19--12
21
38
39
22
100
12-70
38
20
18
2^
27
32
130
110
26
36
15
M
M
33
68
M
29

.BEIH..BEIH D 1ETHVL-BENZEMEPROPHNOIC HCIO MHO3S M



•«• cool.

MONITORING in S. cont.

• i ENTITIED COHPOUNDS CCHSE i?oo9«
. l ' -OXVBIS H<
,3.5-TRIMEIHV
. 3-OXflrmO RN
,7.7-TRIHE HV
-ETHVL-3-H TH
-NErHVl-2- VR

2.1.1-rRIME HV
2.4--OIMEIH l-
2t3H)-BEHeO HI
2-BUfHNOL
2-ErHVl.-l,3 01
2-MErHVL-BEI^O
2-MtrHVL-CVI LOI
2-PROPOXV-E1 HHI
1,5-DIHVDRO 1.
•1-HVDROXY-1- HE
•1 METHVl -I- HF
•1- C I. 1-OIME1 HVI
^-<:RCErvt ntii NO
H.H'-DIEIHVl ri
N,N-DIMErHVt Ft
TFIRHHVDROn RHI
IHIO-S-DECVl f S

NE
-BENZENE

-BICVCLOC2.2. 13HEPrBN-2~ONE

OtIUINONE
-1-PENTENE
DECEME

•'OLONE

i CHLORIDE
I XflNOL
IL
DI HE I HVL - I H- IE TRHZflBOROLE

4VL-2-PENIRNONE
IVI EIHVD-CVCLOHEXRNOL
IMVD-PHEHOl
BENZOIC HCIO

IOURER
•MHMI OE

R-BUIVRIC RCID

SflNPLES RRNGE (PPB>

NHO?S.HH01S
MM07S
MMO?S
HMOr-S
HHO?S
HH030,nM03l1.HM07D
HH03H
MH03M
MM030.HH07S
NHO?S
MM07S
HM07S
HH07S
MMO30.HH07H.HH07D.MM08H
HM07S
MHO70.MH090.HH08N
MM07S
HM07S
MMO 75
HMO7S
MM05S
MMO 75
HM030.HM03M,HM07H.HMO70,HM01S
MM05S,MM 11H.HM01S,MM09M.HH090

10-18
It
18
bl
M

10-710
7
160
9
51
9-12
15
9-13
B
12
58
13
1O
13
9-33



HI rr tNr B1 cent.

MONITORING If L i. cent.

IE mriVELV IDENriFIED COMPOUNDS >CflSE l?03?) SHMPIES RflNfiE (PPB)

1,2-OIETHOX fT HHE MH03S 16
I-d.J-DIME HV ETHVL)-2-MEIHVL-1.3-PROPnNE-2-MErHVL-PROPHNOIC HCID HH12D.MM110.MM02DC2).HM10H.HMO1D. 12-1?

nH10S.MH12HC2).HMUS
2»3H)-BEN20 KI ?OLONE MMO3S 51
•I-RCETVL-MOI PH LINE MH03S S
HEXMNOIC RC D NMVDRIOE FR 3-1
PkOPVL-CVCLHPE fHNE HM03S 12

MH03S IB
UR I MH03S 21



3", cont.

TENHTRTIV L' IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS THRT EXRCTLY
BETWEEN R V JENTIRL RND MONITORING WELLS - IEL

TENTflTIVE Y IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS

, l'-OXYB S» 1HRNE
, l'-OXYBic>J (HRHE
, l'-OXYB!Sf FHRNE
, 1 ' -OXYB \ Sf WRNE
,2-DIETHUX> ETHRNE
,2-DIETHIXV ETHRNE
,2-DIETHIIX'i ETHRNE

4-HCETYL-IIOP 'HOLINE
4-HCETYL-HOfc 'HOLINE
4-RCETYL-riOR 'HOLINE
01 ETHYL E' IB ' PHOSPHORIC RCID
D I ETHYL E? IE PHOSPHORIC HCID
HEXRDECRNdlC flCID
HEXRDFCHNlilC RCID
TETRRHYDRl FU UN
TETRRHYDRt fll RN
TETRRHYDRntl RN
TETRRHYDRUU RN
TETRHHYDPlfU RN
TETRRHYDPlf U RN
TETRRMETHVI RER
TEIRRMETHVL P. EH
TETRRMEimi. RER

MflTCH

SHMPLES

MMO7S.MW01S
RW05,RMOB,RW09,RM11(2)
MW01S.MW03S
RWO5.RW07
MW03S
RW38.FB
PW05 , RM08 , RW09 , RW 1 1
RW08
MMO3S
PW08.RW09
RW1K2)
MW03S
RWO9.RM11
MWO3S
MM07S
MWO3S
RW05 < 2 ) , RW07 , RWO8 , RW09 . RM 1 1
RWO5
RM38
MWO3S
MW03S
RW08,RM1H2)
MW03S

RflNGE (PPB)

10-18
11-22
19-42
4-10
16
1-5
8-31
5
9
3-6
3
36
4-7
14
13
18
4-10
9
3
14
28
3
24

Notes: "Ci-l" =vid "MW" sample numbers refer to residential and monitoring wells, respectively
"FT1 efers to Fi*>ld^ Dlank's f:i>llected duriru^ sampling and "MB" refers to Method
FJ I a ks run at the laboratory during analysis,
f i l l samples analyzed by EPH CLP laboratories.



ATTACHMENT C

COUNTRY CLUB VILLAGE COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY

The Country Club V i l l a g e Comnunity Water Supply is located approximately two
miles west-southwest of Uniontown and obtains its water from two wells completed
in the Sharon Conglomerate of the Pottsville Group. The system includes a
400,000 gallon elevated storage facility. The well water has a hardness of
about 200 to 250 mg/1 as CaCOs and, like most well water in the area, contains
relatively large amounts of iron and manganese. The water system, which is
owned and operated by Summit County, is currently operating at 30-45 percent of
its design capacity of 0.75 mgd. Summit County has tentative plans to drill
another well to augment the existing system. Existing wells are equipped with
chlorination units. A 12-inch water main is available just south of the
intersection of Raber Road and Gleneagles Boulevard.

The provision of water to Uniontown would require the construction of both a
trunk line from Country Club Village and a distribution system to supply water
to the users. Due to uncertainties regarding system hydraulics, a booster pump
station having at least two pumps has also been included in the cost estimates.
The pumps would be capable of pumping 500 gpm at 50 to 60 psi; and would be
regulated automatically using pressure switches installed downstream of the
booster pump station. The pump station would be located near the intersection
of Raber Road and Gleneagles Boulevard. Water supplied to Uniontown would be
metered at this station. Most of the required equipment (booster pumps, valves,
flow meter, and controls) would be housed in a brick and block building measuring
approximately 12 feet by 12 feet in dimension.

The water obtained from Country Club Village Community Water Supply is hard and
the use of this water in Uniontown would warrant continued use of existing home
softeners. No additional treatment or water quality monitoring would be
required. Summit County would operate and maintain the booster pump station
and that part of the 12-inch diameter trunkline located within Summit County.
The. rejna_!n,i.aq, yir+j.w, if V?i% \!~-i.?it,fcrl VrarkViTrfe vnh Yne aistn'Du't'ton system
itself, consisting of 2,200 feet of 6-inch diameter mains, 6,700 feet of 8-inch
diameter mains, and 10C service lines, would be operated and maintained by the
users or their designee such as Lake Township, Stark County, or Summit County.



ALTEBKATITI BO. 4
POBCHASI KATIE FiCB COOHTBT CLOB TILLAGE NATIB SDPPLT, SOHBIT COOHTI
CAPITAL COSTS

IHDDSTBIAL IICISS tAIWILL
FOCDSID IIASIBILITT STODT

I Til

1. iobilizatioD

Z. Booster Paip Station

3. Famish i Install 6-incb Nateriain

4. Furnish 1 Install 8-inch Nateriain

5. Furnish i Install 12-inch Trunk Line

6. Bouse Service

7. Abandon Ixisticg Nells

iii

SUBTOTAL
COITIIGIICIIS

SUBTOTAL

'~ IIGIIinilG DISIGl
C08STBDCTIOI i STABTOP ASSISTAICI

TOTAL

D8ITS

LS

LS

IT

FT

FT

IA

IA

i

1 101

1 '103
t 101

QOAHTITT

1

1

3,200

6,700

11,000

100

100

i

[

I
I

08IT COST

150,000

*80,000

125

$30

MO

11,200

)500

i

III II
09/22/87

TOTAL COST

$50,000

$80,000

$80,000

$201,000

$440,000

$120,000

$50,000

$1,021,000.
$102,100

$1,123,100

$112,310
$112,310

$1,347, HO



equipiect replacelent coita (iEEC) lere estiiated by
•altiplying replacelent costs by the Capital Eecomy Factor (CEF).

n n
CBF = 1(1 » 1) / (1 + 1) -1

Hhere : a - Period in years = 30 years
i -- Discount rate : 1 : 5 percent ; CBF : 0.065

: 1 : 10 percent ; CBF = 0.106

Iqulpient replacelent costs throughout the project life are
estiiated as follois :

a. Puips and lotors 136,000
- Replace erery 10 years t )18,000/replaceient

b. Biscellaneoos replaceienta $10,000

TOTAL $(6,000

Fresent »ortb of annual costs are estiiated by lultiplying the annual
costs by the Present North Factor (PUf).

D n
pur s (i * u -i / in «i)
Vhere : n - Period In yean = 30 years

1 : Discomt rate : i = 5 percent ; PHF = 15.37
: 1 : 10 percent ; FIF : 9.43



HTIHiTI?! HO. 4
PCECHASI HATIB IBOH COOITBY CLDB TILLAGE HATIB SOPPLT, SDHHIT CODHT!
OFIBATIOI 4 BAIHTHAICI COSTS

I1DOSTIIAL 11CJSS LtlDHLL
FOCOS1D FEASIBILITY STOD?

m ii
09/22/87

ITISS COST

1. Hater Purchase Costs - 15 ig/jear I $l,700/ig

1. Labor - 4 hours/Beet I $20/hour

3. Distibation Sjstei Bepairs ud Haiatenacce

4. Adiinistrati7e a&d Hiscellaneoas Izpenses

AIIUAL 04H

5. Annaal Iqaipient Beplaceieot Costs (A1BC)
a. 5 percent discount rate : }46,000 x 0.065
b. 10 percent discount rate : $46,000 x 0.106

6. Annual OiB Plus AIBC (Includes Puip Station Operating Costs)
a. 5 percent discount rate
b. 10 percent discount rate

T. Present North of Capital Costs

S. Total Present North of 0 i 8 Costa
a. 5 percent discount rate
b. 10 percent discount rate

S. Total Present Vorth of Capital and 0 i B Costs
a. 5 percent discount rate
b. 10 percent discount rate

125,500

. $4,160

$2,000

$2,500

$34,160

$2,990
$4,860

$37,150
$39,040

$1,347,720

$571,000
$368,150

$1,918,720
$1,715,870


