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RECORD OF DECISION O H }D
Remedial Alternative Selection

Operable Unit for Provision of
Alternate Water Supply

e

SITE Industrial Excess Landfill - Uniontown, Ohio g)/éuzm,

PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected remedial action for the operable
unit for the Industrial Excess Landfill site. 1t 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
lTocated 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-effective interim remedial
action (operable unit) that provides adequate protection of public health and
welfare, and meets applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements. The
action will require future operation and maintenanc= activities to assure the \
continued effectiveness of the remedy. These activities will be considered

part of the approved action and eligible for Trust “und monies for a period not
to exceed 1 year. The statutory preference for treatment is not satisfied



"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. EPA) 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 prepa"ed for approval of the
future remedial act1ons.

D{?‘/Z&f éj’;/‘??] /%@““6

Va]das V. Adamk

Regional Adminigtrator

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region V




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 Landfil] 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-effective interim remedial
action {operable unit) that provides adequate protection of public health and
welfare, and meets applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements. The
action will require future operation and maintenance activities to assure the
continued effectiveness of the remedy. These activities will be considered
part of the approved action and eligible for Trust Fund monies for a period not
to exceed 1 year, The statutory preference for treatment is not-satisfied



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. FPA) ig cantimuing it
comprehensive RI/FS for the Industrial Excess Landfill site. Phase Il 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.
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Regional Admini
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S?a;.e of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency /.Q I M p )
F O. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr. Pr 5
( >lumbus. Ohio 43266-0149 00’ o
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- [ oY ,36/ Richard F Celeste
R g?.g,_ Coverncr
(3 M R
Ay,
September 29, 1987 ” ~
17 — :\' B E :)
i Re: Industria) Excess Landfill
U o« e Superfund Site Stark County
OFTICL Il cnn

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA, 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 EPA 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 is
contingent upon compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
State requirements (ARAR's) by the alternative as finally implemented.

Ohio EPA will assure payment of 10 percentum of the cost of the remedial
action, including the first year of operation and maintenance. GOhio EPA 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,

p

Richard L. Shank, Ph.D.

Director
0. WMD
RLS/RH/12 CC: RF
FREEMAN

cc: David Strayer, DSHWM, CO
Rodney Beals, NEDO
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RADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL, ( I.E.L.), UNIONTOWN, OWIO
DOCUMENTS FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS

ITLE RUTHOR DRTE PRES

0

F R ANALYSIS ENVIRESPONSE 5/6/87 350
¢ R MONITORING - WETHANE - EMERGENCY RESPONSE CONTROL # See pg. 10 N.A. N.A. 136
A TERNATIVES ARRAY - C.C. JOWNSON & WALHOTRA, P.C. 5/29/87 50
A RS - US.EPA. 6/16/87 £
T 3IN OF CUSTODY FORS 0
O #'S on PROPOSEL AMEND'S to OIL/HAZARDDUS CON. PLAN(See Pg.7)  N.A. N. A 128
CUMUNITY RELATIONS N. A, N. A 120
CL SIDERRTION OF INTRUSIVE DRILLING OPTION { FINAL VERSIONI co¥ /7 6
C0 TRACTCR CORAESPONDENCE - See page Ne. 2 N. A N.A. 28
DR FT GUIDANCE FOR PROVIDING ALTERNATIVE WRTZR SUPPLIES COM. & C.C. JOMNSCN NG 5/ /85 106
ER RIR DATA ENVIRESPONSE \ WESTIN INC. 18/ /85 & 4/ /6 400
F1' 3L FOCJSED FERSKILITY STUDY FOR EVAL. ALTZRN, WATER S(DPLIZS (DM & /87 1°s
FIt i HERLTH AND SAFETY PLAN com e/ /8 ‘ s
FIM AL WORK PLAN Cov 7/ 78S {50
FOC 1SED FERSIBILITY STUDY FOR EVALUATING ALT. WATER SUPCLIES o /! 3
GJ1 ANCE DOCUMENTS U.5.E.P.A. 3/11/87 e
IEL PUELIC COMPMENTS (FFS) See pg. No. 1l N.A. 6/12/87 - %7187 s
IEL REPORT 10 THE COMMUNITY OF LAKZ TOWNSHIZ LAKE TOWA34I0 TRUSTE: 377 34 =0
INT IAL SITE EVALURTION Co S/ /85 z
INTE 3-AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE - See page Nc. I N A, N.A, .
INTE 11% GUIDANCE ON COMEILANCE W/ APPLICRELE IR RE.. & AFD, RED'S J. WINSTIN PORTER 7/9/65 :
ET1 RS FROM CITIZENS - See page No. E N. A, NA, a7

Th NE GRS VENTING See pp. New 9 N.A, NA 73
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19, *R/87-
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL, ¢ I.E.L.), UNIONTOWN, OHID
DOCUMENTS FOR REMEDIAL RCTIONS

TN E AUTHOR DATE PRGES
C.E P.R. CORRESPONDENCE -See page No. & 0.E.P.R K. A 47
PRE IMINARY RSSESSMENT / SITE INVESTIGATION U.8 E.P.A, 1¢/9/83 & 3/5/84 250
PR(-)0SED PLAN U.5.E.P.R, 3
PUE IC HERLTH INFORMATION - See page No. 8 NA NA, 106
0R OC RAW DATR #+¢ NOT IN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS #++ See Julie Mathiesen 0
aar Com 8/1/86 ezs
QRF * APP. A - EXISTING ANALYTICAL DATR 0.E.P.R, NA. 250
@AF ' APP, B - SAMPLING ANARLYSIS PLAN Con 6/ /86 100
REC iRD OF DECISION ( ROD 0
RES DENTIAL WELL DATR U.S.E.P,A. \ DHIO DEPT. of HEALTH N.A. It ]
RES ONSIVENESS SUMMARY 0
i OCUMENTS Com 1/ /83 200
SI7 INVENTORY\ORE-RI SAMDLING N.A. 974784 300
SIT INVESTIGRTION U.S.ERR N. A 200
S7F £ AND FEDERAL LETTERS - See napge No. S N A, N. A, )
SUm ARY OF REMEDIRL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION 0
TRA SCRIPTION OF PURLIC MEETING RUG. 25, 1987 BISH & ASSOCIATES INC. 9/3/87 126
WOR PLAN FOR FOCUSED FERSIBILITY STUDY-ALTERNATIVE WATER SJPPL'S CDM 7/ /8% &7
WOR  PLAN MEMDRANDUM Com 17 185 &

184 3l ##4



ADRINISTRATIVE RECORD

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL
CONTRARCTOR CORRESPONDENCE

XE LT

COM ITIONS RT LISTING ( OCTOUBER '84)

Exk BIT B: FLUSH MOUNTED MONITORING WELL-C.C. JOMNSON & RSS. INC.
PRC OSAL FOR BEOPKYSICAL SURVEYS

ERR RS IN SARPLING PRPERWORK TC SIDNEY PRIBE

RAT ONRE FOR LOCATION SELECTION FOR BACKERGUND SCIL SAMALES

RES ONSE TO COMMUNITY QUESTIONS CONCERNING HYDOBEQLOGICAL INVEST,
LDC TIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL WELL SAMPLING

TEM ATIVc PHARSE 1 DRILLING LOCATIONS

DR] LING PROCEDURES FUR MED. & DEEP MONITCORING WELLS

FIE D PPOJECT SKUT-DOWN AND SITE CLOSURE PLAN

RE( MMENDATIONS CONCERNING DRILLING PROCED.,...INSTRL. PH 11 BRDHZD
SUE [TAL LETTERS TO QRPP

Ig7 ,{but) W/ U.S.E.P.A COPMENTS INCORPORRTED INTO QAPP

- #4 ctal e

AUTHCR

CODE - R

B HEARY
WAYNE R, SAUNDERS
JOHN HAWTHORNE
SIDNEY PRIGE
SIDNEY PRIEE
SIDNEY PAIBE
SIDNEY PRIBE
SIDNEY PRIGE
BOB EBAN
SIDNEY PAIGE
JOHN HAWTHORNE
IBID

DRTE

i/
11/12/86
03/05/86
Gl/23/86
10714786
(9/23/86
(3710/86
03723786
10/15/88
10/15/86
03/3%/86
06/20/86
07/31/86
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613787

et d

2OMENTS N RI/FS
SONCERNINS Ri/F5 COMMENTS
RESPONGE TO COMENTS

CONCERNING: LNJONTCWN SUPERFUND SITE, (ESTTER TEZSTING RZQUEST) \REVIEW

181D ( IN RESPONSE T3 )
CONCERNING DLERNUP
CONDERNING RI/FS, CLERMUP PRIDRITY
SESPONSE TO * DATA GAP °
CHWERSATION RSCORD: AIR PONITORINS
DRNEERS OF TOXING UNKNDI
THE TE. INVESTIGATICN
| IEL " DERCLOCK °
IATA BRGS IMPROVEMENTS
POLLUTION CONTROL GRANTS
USOOMNS TN DRDKING WATER
DELAYS RND RI PRCBLEN3
METHANE BAS LERYS
RI/FS CONTRAZTGRS
LS.EP.A RCTIVITY OGN THE SITE
RECOMENDRT:ON FOR NPL LIST
FEQEST FOR KORE ASSISTRNCE
© ~ewMDOATION FOR NEL LIST
L LANZERYENT T2 CITIIENG D.RD CLERNG? £27I0ITY
RITIEVENT W/ RIS, JDNOW'S COMUINTS
IEL DZRYS AN 5ITE WISTCRY
CONTEINIRS FLTERNGTIVES ARTAY

#+# Total ¢4

RI¥iINISTaAT VT RICORL

INLLITRIRL CATEDS WRNDFILL

INTERRAGENTY (ORIZSIONDENCE
AL THDR
JAY PLUCINSK]
VALDAS V. RDRMKUE
DAVID W, JORNEN

JORN GLENN
CHRISTINE RORELLO
DAVID W. JOBSON
VRLDRS V. RDAMKUS
CHAIS BORE.LD
TIN BAKER

B. DOWNING § D. RDRMS- BERCON JOUR.

FENRY L, LONSZST 11

DAVID JURNEON

ECCTT CELSLAGER

CAVID W. JOWNSON

DAVID M. JOWSIN

DAVID M. JOMNSON

DAVID W JORVEIN

URVID . JOMNSON & S. DZUSLAEER
JOHN F, SEIEZRLING

RALPH REBLA

JOMN F. SEIBERLING

HOMARD M, PZTIENEALM

LON CRESTTY
DAVID L. =E%I237 & o, RAANAZK
Do CReEZ™

cmim g e
Lir mase iy

. 9717788

[RTE mR3E3

12/08/88
9/9/88
8720788
11/19/86
11/17/88
10/23/66
11/13/88
2/8/87
3/26/86
3/2/87
1/21/817
12/17/86
11/28/85
9/22/86
8/20/85
12/2/8&3
10/1/83
4/25/8%
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RDMINISTRATIVE RECORD

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL
0.£.P. A, CORRESPONDENCE

M RUTHGR DATE PAGES
SION STATEMENTS ON OPERRTION & MRINTENANCE WANUAL KEVIN BONZD 12/12/86 3
ERSATION RETORD: GRS TESTING @ PUTINSKI RESIDENCE JRY PLUCINSKI 1/23/87 i
FICATION OF SUPERFUND RCTION BASIL C. CONSTANTELDS 9/27/84 2
JONSE TOD TELEFHONE IMOUIRY: MR. DAVE JOHNSON RICHARD BARTELT 9/14/84 2
(E CLEARINBHDUSE INTERSOVERENTAL REVIENW LEONARD ROBERTS 10/12/84 e
€NTS ON RI/FS JAY PLUCINSK] 10/24/84 it
-O0BURE STRTDENT T0 THE SCOPE OF WORX RI/FS IBID 10/10/84 H
JERSATION RECORD: TOMN MEETING INFURMATION 181D 11/13/84 :
SOSURE STATDGNT: ANALYTICAL DATA GARY GIFFORD 1/27/64 i
WARY STATEMENT OF E.4 E. DRINKING WATER RESLLTS TO: DRN NILLER ERIN NORAN /11 2
D (WANNE JENSON) IBID r? 2
D (RUTH KATZENMEYER) iBID /1 e
D (CHRIS BORELLO) 181D /4 1

" D (BARY GIFFGRD) IBID {/ 1
D (BILL FRANKS) IBID /7 t
D (DAN MILLER) IBID i 1
D (ROBERT INDIAN) 181D /i {
D (JENSON RESIDERCE) IBID 1/ {
D (COMNITY TIRE) iBID /1 i
.D (EGGERT RESIDENCE) 1BID /! !
SPONSE TD THE STARK COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH RESOLLTION GEP.AR 2/28/8%5 2
WERSATICN RECORD: W/ GARY GIFFORD JAY PLUCINSKI 10/25/84 H

GAS CONTROL SYSTEM BRRY GIFFORD 10/31/83 1

. 4 COWENTS ON DRAFT WORX PLAN BARY BIFFORD 6/13/85 e
SPONSE TO ALLCTATION OF FUNDINS FOR P, 11 RI L.S.E.P.A, REG. ¥ /7 !
ATUS OF IEL / INTIRTION OF RI PZTER L. WISE 8/1s88 !
TURE FUNDING PETER L.WISE B/:2/85 !
SRONEE TC EZTTY J, KITE CONCERNS VALDAS V. RDRMKLS /7 4
3PCNSE TU JRY PLUCINSKI'S CRIGINAL LETTER CHRIS BORELLD 10/8/83 1

ZSPUNSE TD FHYLISS K, HARMRCK'S CONCERNS RESARDINS RI/FS VRLDAS v. RDAMKLS /i 3

WES t KAREN FIER CONCERNS ABQUT IEL JRPZS 4 KAREN FiZR 11/25/85 F

Total e



e Mo

"UELT

REVIEW CF DESIGN PLRES TO VENT AND FLARE LRNDFILL GRS
REQUEST FOR GRS/MATER MELL TESTING

WM Ve MUy

INDUSTRIAL EYCESS LANULF jLL
STATE M) FEDERRL LETTERS

RUTHOR

JAY PLLCLISK]

ART BAISOR
COWERSATION RECORD: VIBRATIONS AT 15 COERNED CITIZEN
KETHRE 5YSTEN CONCERGS i ART GRSIOR
FESULTS FOR JEL BVR BB BIW0 - R RESDER 0 TR RV RIS SRR
WETAL RLYSES/ORGANIC ANRLYSES/VOLATILE ORBANIC ANALYSES ERIN HORRY
RIL 7, 1985 MEN) FRON GREENEERS FRRGARET belUE
TR TR (04 T VISR 1T TeING RVATAS RSTRAKA.
WASTE DISPOSAL KEVIN KeBEE
TE INSTALLATION OF 685 MELLS TO EXTRACT VETHRE J. PUCINSKI
STATUS OF MORX ASSIGNENT FOR R1/F5 CIKDY MRLLAT
CONVERSATION RECORD : AIR RONITORING - GRESE KULKA
SITE STATUS/CORUNITY STRTUS/PROSLEXS FARGARET KelU=
COWEASATION RECORD: KEUTH GRDMAY 3. PLLTINSKI
CONVERSATION RECORD: GAS KONITORINS & MIGRATION J. PUCINSK]
8RS MIGRATION LETTER T0 GRESS KULRA 3. PLUCINSKI
RPRRIVAL TO GRFP JRES H, RO
FORSRDING OF WROS ¥D0 - DEPT. OF THE RRMY JROK R KIEFI

EPCLIFICATION STRTEFENT ABOUT MAZPING - T0 KR, CLAY LRKE

4 Tota] s
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1/
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' 1ge No, 7

3/18/87 “
~D¥[NISTRATIVE RECORDS
INDUSTRIRL EXCESS LANDFILL

Coxzents on rrocosed Rueduents to

0il / Hazarcous con:iingency plan
UBJECT AUTHOR
NTRODUCTION U.S.z2.P.A. REBION 3
EERAL CORMENTS STEMMEN J. HOVRXCSEX, GARY GIFFOAD, ERIN MORRN
. PPENDIX A: HAZARDQUS RANKING SYSTEM CRITQRUE FISHEEDK, THOWPSON, CRRR, HUBER

SRENDII B: RPT. ON SRMPL'S OF RESID, MELL WATER @ IEL EILEEN T, KOWR, CHRISTOPHER KHOUREY
EPENDIX C: CLOSURE PLAN RND RPPROVALS FUR IEL

B STEMEN HOVANCSEX AND ASSOCIATES
BID RANDY K. WILSON

PRENDIX 0: REFERENCES

51D STEPHEN HOVRATSIX R\D ASSOCIATES
BiD BRRY BIFFORD

B ERIN K. FORSN

HI0 E.P.A. DATA SUGARY OF SUR. 84 WELL SAMP'S IEL ARER GLE.P.A.

HI10 E.P.A. INTER OFFICE CORUNICATION 0.E.P. A

i 8 Total et

DRTE

10/15/84
1/29/80

12/ /84
3/21/84

. S8

10/21/80

1/29/80
1/27/84
Mo date
11/14/83
1/17/84
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ADNINISTRRTIVE RECORD

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LRNDFILL
RUELIC HERLTH INFORWATION

LEC AUTHOR DATE
JEM]  IN MOBURN, MASS OIR'C DIS'S DIV.CENT'R EWV. HERLTH  / /
WER N WOBURN, MRSS, 181D 9716781
V. IR I0N OF ADSORBED PCB -TUTAL AIRB'E ACB DURING SOIL CLEAN UP H R HOSEIN, L.GRAY, J.MoSUIRE //
TERS FROM CATHLEEN ZINN G IIm TRTL
R AN YSES MARK GREENBERS 4/13/86
1L0HD O CANCER IN SUFFIELD, PORTRSE COUNTY, OMIOD ROBERT W INDIAN /27787
DIATR C CANCER [N FIELD LOCAL SDMOOL - ROBERT W. LNDIAN 8/25/86
F(LLD UP * ON TELEPHONE CONVERSATION CHRIS BORELLD S/26/87

S TI0 5 CONCERNING HELTH * TERRY L. WITSAMEN £/4/87
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ADMINISTRRTIVE RECCORDS

INDUSTRIAL EXCESS LANDFILL ¢ IEL )
METHRNE GRS VENTING DOCUMINGS

JECT

0P RATION AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL: METHRANE GRS VENTIAG

WE . INSTALLATIONS § PRELIMINRRY MONITORING RESWLTS

VE TING OF PRESSURIZED TOXIC BGRSZS IN HAZARDOUS WHSTE LANDFILLS

‘otal w4

AUTHOR

PEI ASSOC. & SCS ENGINEZRS
SCS ENGINEERS

padL €. R1220

DRTE PHGES
12/ 186 Y
12/11/84 9
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Dage No. 40

(3/28/87

SUBJECT
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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 landfil)
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
partiaily Tenced. Rbout BU 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 racius 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 filling 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, at Metzger Ditch, to 55

feet below the top of the hills to the north of the site. A number of domestic
wells near the landfill, including all af the hamas and bisinrssrRs imardhaehy
to the west of the site between the landfill and Cleveland Avenue, tap the sand
and gravel agquifer to their water supply. Near the site, these glacial deposits
of sand, gravel, silt, and clay range in thickness from 60 feet to about 200
feet, This range in thicxnesses is due to both variation in the surface
topography and variation on the pre-glacial topography carved into the buried
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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
Unfontown, 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 tandfill 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,

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
(1iquid) 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.



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 af the hazardaus suheranna lich
(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 tne 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.

-



The arsenic levels observed (<2 ppb to 7.1 ppb) are above the drinking water
health advisory to protect sensitive 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 EPA standard of 1,000 ppb in two of the
wells, but are less than the proposed MCLG of 1,500 ppb. All other chemicals

on the HSL observed are either at levels below sténdards or are compounds that
do not have standards.

Monitoring well data from onsite wells located near the site borders, especially
from shallow monitoring wells, 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 risk assessment of the levels of contaminants found in the residential wells
and monitoring wells near the IEL site indicates that the short-term (2 years)
and long-term consumption of groundwater from contaminated residential wells
may result in unacceptable health risks (greater than 10-6 excess lifetime
cancer risk). Also, adverse health risks may be associated with long-term
(1ife time) consumption of groundwater containing the level of contaminants
detected in the shallow monitoring wells,

This is demonstratec in Table 1.

ENFORCEMENT

Federal enforcement activities at the IEL site began in April 1985 with the
issuance of notice letters to Hyman Budoff, an owner’operator, 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, 1J.S. EPA conducted the RI/FS as a fund-lead project.

After discovering residential well contamination by bazardous substances
migrating from IEL and taking short-term emergency actions to protect affected
residents, U.S. EPA conducted an Operable Unit Focused Feasibility Study (FFS}
for the provision of a long-term alternative water supply to affected and
potentially affected residents., The FFS was releasec for public comment in
August 1987. At the same time, U.S. EPA issued special notice letters to the
owners/operators and several generators for the implenentation of the FFS
remedy. A 60-day statutory time period, with associated moratorium on remedial
action, was establisnhed for receipt of a "“good faith" proposal from the noticed
PRPs, U.,S. EPA will evaluate this proposal and determine whether an additional
60-day negotiatiaon period, and associated moratorium on remedial action, is
warranted.



TABLE 1
MONITORING WELLS
COMPARISON TO APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARAR) ANO OTHER GUIDANCE AND CRITERIA
INDUSTRIAL EXCESS SITE

(all concentrations are ppb}

Standard or Criterion

Drinking Water Health Advisories

Concentration 1n

Monitoring well (4)

Lifetime Reference

Geometric One-Day Ten-Oay .Longer-Term (moncar- Concentrations

Chemical Mean Maximum MCL MCLG AWQC {Child)  {Chi1d) (Child) (Adult) cinogens) (Carcinogens)
1,1-Dichloroethane 1.5 25 - - - - - - - -
1,2-Dichlioroethane 2.8 10 5 0 0.94{c} 1740 740 740 2,600 NA NA
Benzene 2.8 9 5 0 0.67(c) 233 233 NA NA NA 0.35
Toluene 1.2 5 - 2,000(p) 15,000 18,000 6,000 - - . 10,800 NA
Chiorobenzene 3.0 26 - - 488 1,800 1,800 9,000 30,000 3,150 NA
fthylbenzene 3.4 88 - - 2,400 21,000 2,100 - - 3,400 NA
Xylenes 3.1 240 - 440(p) - 12,000 7,800 7,800 27,300 2,200 NA
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 10 13 15 15 470 10,700 10,700 10,700 37,500 3,750 NA
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

phthalate NR 2 - - 21,0060 - - - - -

Barium 3190 1,740 1,000 1,500(p) - - - - - 1,800 KA
Chromium 16 65 50 120(p) 50 1,400 1,400 240 840 170 T
Lead 13 108 50 20(p) 50 - : - 10 10 10 0.0
Nickel [1] 250 - - 15.4 - 1,000 - - 350 NA
Zinc 19 1,179 - - 5,000{g) - - - -

Svalues yiven aie tur shallow monitoring wells,

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

MCL 2 Sate Drainking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Level.

MCLG = Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant tevel Gosl,

AWYC = Clean Water Act Ambient Water Quality Criterjon adjusted for drinking water only.

P = Proposed 6 : |

¢ = Corresponds to 1077 excess lifetime cancer risk,

0 = Based on organoleptic (damaging to bodily organs) criteria,

s = Secondary MCL, based primarily on organoleptic [damage to bodily organs) or aesthetic critertfa.
NA = Not applicable.

No standard or criterion available.

19704714



'n 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 Responsiveness 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, Compensazion, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as amended by SARA., The National 011 and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP), 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 which 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 safety and doas nat sRpanafr RIhs 2F wmes. 59 wny ®rTUT s made 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:

=]

No action;

Construct a new community well supply into the Pottsville Group aquifers
upgradient of the IEL site;

Connect to the City of North Canton water system;
Connect to the Village of Lakemore water system,

These four alternatives were then subjected to deta‘led evaluation of their
effectiveness, implementability and costs. The resul:s 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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SIMMRY OF INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

e 2

RESALT OF INITIAL
TEGMICAL ASPECTS EFFECTS OF ALTERMATIVE RELATIVE COST SCREENING
TIM REQUIIRED / b/ ABILITY TO PROTECT
ALTERNAT IVE 1 SIBILITY 0 IMPLEOMNT RELIMILITY [WIRDNENTAL IpACTY PBLIC HATH

No Action - modiate Poor None Poor None €lminated - contamnant
levels are above acceptable
levels

In Hae MWater H h 1 Month Poor None Poor (unproven) -+ Moderate Eliminated - Uarel iable and

Treatment impractical

Bottlcd Water for H h 1 Month Foor None Poor High Elwminated - Expensive and

Potahle Use unreliable for long-tem
use, still allows exposure
to cuntaminants through
non-potable use. No
camunity support.

Treatment in clusters Wb 12 - 18 Months Mxderate Tamporery and minor Moderste High Fliminated - Expensive and

of (ontamnated water during construction unrehiable for long-tenn

and supply of treated use

wler

Central treatment of H h 12 - 18 Months Moderate Tanporary and minor Mderste High Eliminated - Expensive

contaninated water during construction and unrelisble over

frun individual long-term,

wells and supply

of trested vater

Develop new conumty H oh 12-18 Months Lod Temporary and minor Good Hoderate to High Consider further

wlls into Sharun
Conglanerate

riat of Pottsville
Group Agnifers
Upgrodient of 1t
Site ar) Mater
Distrbution Systan

during drilling and
construct ion



TLE 2 ({Cont'd)

RESLT OF INITIAL
SCREENING

L TEONICAL ASPECTS EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE RELATIVE COST
THE REQUIRED b AILITY TO PROTECT
AL TERMTIVE FEASIOILITY 10 IMLOMENT REL 1ABILITY DwIRoNENTAL ey Y/ PUBLIC HEALTH
Develop new indis 1du High 6-8 Fonths Moderate Teworary and minor Short -term acceptabla  Mocerste
wells 1nto Pottsvill during drilling. Nell Long-term unknown
Group Aquifers cauld get contawinated
over long run at
isolatet lecations
due to cont smnant
moverent
M®ran water fran
adjacent water sy .t 3
a. ity of North High 12-18 Months Good Terporary and minor during Good High
Canton construction
b. City of Akron Poor 18-24 Months Good Tenporary and minor during Good High
constnction.
Temporary and minor during Good
construction
c. illage of Lak smx High 12-18 Mot hs Good ! High
Temporary and minor during  Good
construction High
d. Uhio Hater Ser 1ie Hiyh 18-24 Months Goux!

Tomany, Masst lun
Onio

F Y

0 mdinated - Since
cont amnation plume
NS I0nS UNkNOWN, and
aquifer may te
susceptible to
contamnation, ths
unrel iable for
lang-temm use.

Consider further

Elinnated - Ths 1s
the most costly of tre
altermatives studied In
anal. Poor
feastbihity due to
transfer of water over
internat tonal water
boundaries involved.

Consider further

£liminated - Second
THL, LRI iR
altemnative. Also
Involves expressway
rossing &g a lomg
tLime for isplementa-
tian.

L Mone uf the o) erm

b/ s colum re ers

ives considered are designed Lo mitigate the contamnation problom in the affected area.

0 the enviromental wpact of the altemative 1f it is implarented.
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WATER SUPPLY ALTERMATIVES FUR POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AREA GROUND-WATER USERS OF UNIONTOMN

Altemative

Construct new well
supply systan

. Connection to Norti
Canton water syste:

I. Comection to
Lakawore water
syston

Cost {31,000)

Present Worth

Pblic Health Concemns

Environmental Concerns

Cmnity'—)—/

Technical Concerns Response Concerns

Reduce public health P
threat to less than 10
risk

Reduces public health 5
threat to less than 10

Reduces pblic health P
threat to less than 10
rnuk

Does not mitigate
comtanination prmleng

Does not mitigate ¢/
contamination problem —

Ooes not mitigate
contaninat fon pnbleng

May have same difficulty None to low resistance
developing wells

adequately and mechanical

fatlures; equipment

repl acement.

Mechanical failure, trunk  Low resistance
line leak/burst

Mechanical failure, trunk Low reststance
Ving Jeak/burst

Mthers

Hard water and mniy
fire pratection

Highest O8M costs du
softened water ang It
surcharye, involves
trunk line

Hard water and invol
long truk line.

Includes capital, sww | O8M and awwsalized equipment replacanet cost

Estimated based on par icipation in the local public and other meetings during remedial investigstion

These altermatives are not plamned 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 altarnative 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 thz residents in the
potentially affected area. To meet health reguirements, the water should bde
chlorinated. This alternative relies on proven technologies and should not
present any engineering problems in implementation. Tnis alternatives would
not reguire unusual water quality or operational monitaring.

Connect to City of North Canton

The City of North Canton is located south 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. Tne 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 will provide adejguate quantities of good
quality water,



Connect to Village 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 Village Community Water Supply.

Country Club Village Community Water Supply

The Country Clup 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 CaCO3 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 witn
chlorination units. A 12-inch water main is available just south of the inter-
section of Raber Road and Gleneagles Boulevard, i

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
requlated 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)(1)(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 replacement 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 aguifer.

The four alternatives all provide long-term effectiveness by replacing
contaminated water supplies within the present and potential areas of contam-
ination., Implementability 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. Casts are alsn
within an order of each other, ranging from $1.7 million to $2.3 million,

Estahlishing 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. WNorth 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 Qi1 and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP) [40 CFR Part
300.68(i)] 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 EPA
and the State and Federal environmental requirements, caonnection 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. This decision
will be made after initial design activities are completed and more detailed
technical data pertaining to the water systems considered in the preceeding
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)(1)
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, pub.ic health, and administrative
criteria. Based on this evaluation, a cost-effective remedial alternative that
effectively mitigates threats to, and provides adeguate 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 will 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 Village systemn to $2,289,060 for connection to the City of North Canton
system,

SCHEDULE

° Approval of Remedial Action (sign ROD) 9/87

° Complete Design 3/88

° Advertise for Competitive Bids 3/88

° Qpen Bids 4/88

® Contract Award 5/88

° Notice to Proceed 6/88

° Estimated Construction Period 12-18 months
° Construction Complete 12/89

FUTURE ACTIONS

U.S. EPA recently completed Phase Il 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, OHIOQ
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 responsiveness summary s o dotunet ‘0.5, TPR™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 responsiveness summary is divided into the following sections:
I. Responsiveness Summary Overview - This section briefly outlines

the proposed remedial alternatives as presented in the FFS,
including the recommended alternative,

I1. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns - This section
provides a brief history of community interests and concerns
regarding the IEL site.

[11. 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
fron the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) appear
separately from the other comments.

IV. Remaining Concerns - This section describes concerns that U,S. EPA
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 8 - 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 Club 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

The FFS identifies and evaluates alternate water supplies for the areaa
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 initial 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, implementability and costs. U.S., EPA'S recom-
mended alternative was to connect the approximnately 100 homes in the
potentially affected area to the Village of Lakemore's water system.
The groundwater contamination problem will 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 Tira & 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 I[EL 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. 1In
addition, the PRPs feel that U.S. EPA has not adequately evaluated
available alternativas.

[1. 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 controllsd 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 landfill, Residents
claimed that these problems, or health complications, resulted from
drinking water that was contaminated with substances from the landfill.
In 1984, community concern increased after elavated 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 what has been
identified by the U.S. EPA. Although U,S. EPA's Focused Feasibility
Study (FFS) specifically addfesses 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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II1. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND
U.S. EPA 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 pariod. Since the purpose of this comment period was to
receive comments specifically related to the FFS, comments related to the
overall RI/FS will be addressed at a later time. Written comments from the
PRPs are addressed separately. U.S. EPA responses are provided for each
comment .



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

£) 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 [EL 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. EPA 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 sits can be implemented only if tne
State, or political subdivisions thereof, pay for all incremental costs.

B. Remedial Alternative Preferences

A1l 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 Village
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:



a. Capacity for expanded area

A number 3f 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 Village 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 future growth

Several commenters noted that the currently designed system for
obtaining water from the Village 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 Oocument 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 future development,

¢. 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 Villaae 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
commenters' point that capitol costs would be lower for the North Canton
alternative., However, information obtained from North Canton and the Village
of Lakemore show that yearly operation and maintenance (0&M) costs would be
substabtially lower for the Lakemore alternative. Lower 0&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 from North Canton was
preferred because the water s 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. EPA 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 subseguent 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 will fund 90% of construction costs and 90% of the first
year of Q&M, The State of Ohio must provide a 10% match for capital costs as
well as the first year 0&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 I[EL site.

U.S. EPA RESPUNSE:

It is very difficult to link specific nealth problems =, any one source. Data
obtained during U.S. EPA's remedial investigation at tne site do not establish
a link between the IEL site and citizen health complainis. A more detailed
nealth study or exposure survey would nave to b2 condc.-2d by a health agency,
such as the Ohio Departnent of Health or tne Agency for Toxic Substances ana
Disease Registry (ATSDR). Citizens with specific concz-ns should have their
physicians contact these agencies,



E. Miscellaneous

1. Additional Well Testing

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

U.S. EPA 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. EPA 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.

2. Baindary af Patentially Cantaminatad 4nea

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
usafell .

U.S. EPA 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. EPA added an area representing a
margin of safety to the potentially impacted area. U.S. EPA plans to implement
a site remedy that will mitigate groundwater contamina:ion before it reaches
that marginal safety area. The boundary line is withi1 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 responéed 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. Goodrich Company, Goodyear Aerospace Corporation, and
Goodyear Tire & 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 comnents 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

4.5, THh atks Tne authority 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, conc]uded that contaminants were
migrating from tne IEL site.

In contending that contaminants detected in the residertial drinking water
wells of homes adjacent to the landfill are from some sther source, the PRPs
are ignoring the presence of the landfill which acceptad hazardous wates, is
located in permeable soils without an impermeable liner, and for which a con-
siderable amount of data indicate that these substances ara 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 [EL 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 fFeasibility 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 mz% 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) tney must be consistent with a permanent remedy. I[1 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 deen 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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leve]l 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 will
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 adeguate 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 aryued 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 canngctad tr

-

an, aAltertalilioee wiiteT Suppiy. UDS. EPA 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 1f tha laqal wathwriy
ST Tuntucting the operable unit. In essence, the PRPs' 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. EPATs 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 RI/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 PXPs object that Section
118 gives priority to "facilities" and does not call for implementation of
remedial action by operable units. In response, U.S. ZPA maintains that part

of "giving priority to facilities for purposes of taking action under Section
104" is to proceed expeditiously to address public heaith problems when a
drinking water source has been contaminated, as is the case at [EL. An operabdle
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

-15-



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,
Conyress 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
miyrate 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 1s 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, tne 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 healtn 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 k2eping 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 RESPUNSE

-

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 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 ingestion, 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
(AWQS). While AW(QS do not establish requirements, they provide guidance on
pollutant levels that pose threats to human health.

COMMENT

U.S. EPA nas 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 drilling 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 will 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 RESPUNSE

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
will be small in comparison with the magnitude of the capital and 0&M costs for
those options undergoing detailed analysis. The types of detailed considerations
the PRPs refer to will 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 will
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 will be
available for the U.S. EPA and their contractors to utilize in preparing the FFS.

0 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 limits)

- Sofl gas/vapor analyses

0 Finalized site risk assessment report

0o A complete quality assurance/quality control report of all
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analytical data ygenerated 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. EPA,

Indications to date from the U.S. EPA 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. EPA RESPUNSE

Altnhough the overall RI/FS for the site is not complete, U.S. EPA has collected
sufficient data on the hydrogeologic characteristics, contaminent occurence, and
site leachate and waste characteristics to support the FFS., Analytical results
for site yroundwater 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. EPA in
the FFS, especially in light of the large amount of other data mentioned above
which fully supports the U.S. EPA 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 were informed in U.S. EPA's
special notice letter dated August 13, 1987 that the aaministrative record was
available for review in the Regional Uffice, 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 until 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 nas 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 landfill
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 residential 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 i1 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 Jjreater
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 yreater are2 of the site.

Additionally, the deyradation product or products should be present in
combination with the parent product or products, as the parent product
would yradually degrade into corresponding degradation products. The
transformation would be ygradual. The fact that vinyl chloride was not
detected in site groundwater samples indicates such 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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wells,
® 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 viny
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,

Alonyg 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. EPA, three leachate samples were collected as part of the Phase [
RI effort and chloroethane was not detected in any of these samples,

° 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 tnhe U.S. EPA were evaluated for TICs and the resultant Table
[ (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 contamination. '

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA disagrees with the PRPs' contention that the Agency has not demonstrated
that the landfill is the source of contaminants in residential wells west of

the site. U.S. EPA nas 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 landfill,

The PRPs' contention that because vinyl chloride has not been detected in on-

site groundwater monitoring wells, the vinyl chloride in residential wells

cannot be attributed to the site, ignores the individual 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 ygroundwater 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 drilling 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 yroundwater. 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 <o chloroethane,
Chloroethane, as stated in the FFS, was detected in leachate samples. The FFS
does not contend that the presence of chlorpethanes in 1igquid media lead to
vinyl chloride in off-site groundwater.

The PRPs' TIC list is not in agreement with U,S. EPA dava, which indicate
excellent correspondence between landfiil monitoring wa2!l TICs and TICs
found in residential wells bordzring 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 (JAPP, 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 known 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 (RWO5 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. EPA 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 (RWO5) has
not been utilized for quite some time. The entire issue warrants further
investigation.

U.S. EPA RESPUNSE

The PRPs' concern that the vinyl chloride contamination may be caused by a source
other than the landfill, 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 wells 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 landfill 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 pe
considered hazardous substances due to the lack of toxzological data on the
vast majority of them. Moreover, TICs are not on the list 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
LR ETAUN WU OL tompounds, 15 1ndicative of off-site contaminant migration,

In establishing the [EL site as the source of contaminant migration, and in
determining the extent of contamination, U.S. EPA did not focus on the data for

a specific compound, such as vinyl chioride. Rather, an overall approach was
taken, U.S. EPA examined the relationship between compounds found in 51
residential wells and compounds found on the IEL sit>, MWSL 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. EPA concluded that the HSL compounds
and TICs were migrating from the IEL site. U.S. EPA did not rely on TIC data
to conclude that an alternative water supply was necessary to protect public
health. U.S. EPA 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 detsrmining the area which
will 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 fozused on those homes (if
any) wnhere 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. EPA 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. EPA 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. EPA examined the risk posed by the consumption of
drinkinyg contaminated with vinyl chloride, barjum, and other contaminants
migrating from the [EL site. In this particular case, where healtnh based
standards were exceeded, the risk assessment was straignt forward., Once the
presence of an unacceptable risk was established, U.S. EPA 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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CUMMENT

The vinyl chloride level of 2 ppb detected in Residential Well RW39 was at (not
exceeding) the MCL. Therefore, it should not have been evaluated further 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 landfill 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
60U feet of the landfill, While it is true that RW0O5 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
RW33 and RW38 contained no detectable vinyl chloride. The data could potentially
(and just as validly) be interpreted to say that vinyl chlaoride levels decrease
with increasing distance away from RW0O5 in all directions, including ta the
Tayl toward tne andt1ll, 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, chloroethane, and TICs are
migrating via groundwater from the landfill to residential drinking water wells,
The PRPs' explanation ignores one basic fact, the presence of the IEL landfill,
which was constructed in permeable soils without an impermeable liner, which
accepted for disposal hazardous substances, including liguid 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. EPA RESPUNSE

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. ™CLs 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, Paae 4A3AR4),, tha anpnay
stated the recommended MCLG of 1,500 ppb "contains a several-fold safety factor
and should be sufficiently protective against adverse offects." 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 resdurces, 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 MCL 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 540/1-86/060, 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]. 1If the

hazard index results in a value greater than unity, segregate the
compounds in the mixture by critical effect and darive 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. EPA 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 detarmine 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 reguirements, 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 effects.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

The exposure assessment examined the short- and long-term exposure scenarios

for both carcinogens and non-carcinogens. For carcinagens, the long-term
exposure scenario was worse than the short-term exposdre scenario. For non-
carcinogens, the short- and long-term exposure scenarios for adults are equal
because exposures are averaged over the specified time period. For non-carcino-
gens in cnildren, the short-term exposure is most har-ful because of the san-
sitivity af tha papulabiee, whill Lag-Rartm Lxpusyates ate udua'ly TUt appliied
to children,

COMMENT

The FFS does not provide the groundwater contour maps utilized by the Agency in
evaluating groundwater flow direction from the site. i
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U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA providad 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 affacted area poses a problem, since it passes through
unincorporated Summit County and then unincorporated Stark County. If not
owned and operated entirely Dy 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 DJacision 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 sourcz2 at this time, responding
to the PRPs comments regarding the four specific sourc2s 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 RWO5, RW39, and RW41 are located "west and,
hence, down groundwater gradient from IEL." Well No. RW41l is located northwest
of IEL and thus would be north of any emanating from the landfill.

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

Although Well No. RW41l is located just north (and west) of the landfill, 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 RWO8 and
RW0Y exceed the MCL of 1,000 ppb, their barium concentrations also exceed the
barium concentrations found in monitoring wells on the landfill, If the landfill
were the source of elevated barium levels observed ir RWO8 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. EPA RESPUNSE

U.S. EPA disayrees with the PRPs and contends that the data shows that levels
of barium found in on-site yroundwater 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 acproach 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 2nvironmental samples.
The compounds which were not detected during the analys:s 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 compo.nd is not present at
levels equal to or yreater than the detection limit. Trus, an “undetected"
compound could be present in the environmental sample at any concentration from
0% to 99% of tne detection limit,

In Tight of this situation, it was felt that some consizeration 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 batance 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. [f a constituent was detected at a frequency of one in
samples from a particular media, the ygeometric 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 greater than the maximum. valies in tha ranqr Whunm U7 wtiy Tumstituent.

COMMENT

A closer public water supply, the Summit County-Country Club Village supply, is
lacated at. Rahan and Mayfiais Rwd i Grewh oWt p, Summit Tounty. The system
has adequate capacity to serve the affected area and has a 400,000 gallon
elevated stroage tank, Gravity serivce without additonal pumping may be possible,.
JEPA noted that iron and manganese contents are lower <han that of Lakemore.

A spokesperson for the county noted that the county would be willing to operate
and maintain the entire system as well, even that portion of the system in

Stark County. A well field expansion is also planned. If a rural easement is
available, 9,500 feet of 12-inch pipe would be required. If road right-of-way

is used, 16,500 feet of pipe would be required. It appears a cost savings

could be incurred by one of these alternatives. The FFS, before being finalized,

should fully investigate the proximity, capacity, and water quality of Summit
County system,

U.S. EPA RESPONSE

U.S. EPA conducted a brief analysis of the Summit Coun:t, alternative suggestead

by the PRPs (see Attachment C), and determined that the Summit County public
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 public water systems. U.S. EPA has decided to go forward
with a Record of Decision to design and construct an alzernative public water
supply system, leaving gpen the choice of which water source to use from among
the three alternatives considered in the detailed evaluation of the £FS 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 will 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 drilling 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); (5) 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 implemenzability, 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 >arrier 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 upgygradient of Industrial Excess Landfill would probably
be adeguate to supply the 100 homes. Pressure (hydropneumatic) tanks or ground
storage with boostar pumps could be utilized. It is likely that iron removal
treatment would be reguired 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 Qhio, the common forms of ownership are by a homeowners'
association, a public utility company, or a public entity. In this case, the
public entity could e 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.

.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 will 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 RESPQONSE

U.S. EPA nas received and appreciates the provision 0 this water guality data.
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IV. REMAINING CONCERNS

Almost all of the comments received requested that U.S. EPA 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
Tnat U.5. TPA 1s Timited 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. EPA 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 initial 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 will work with those entities to determine tne funding of such a
project and the appropriate source of water, given the change in the desian
criteria.

Under this scenario, U.S. EPA would transfer responsizility for the project
to the State of Ohio, through a cooperative agreement detween 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 (RJD) 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 will address any
significant changes in compliance with Sections 117(5) Final Plan and 117(c)
Explanation of Differences of SARA,

-34-



ATTACHMENT A

COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE IEL SITE

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

- U.S. EPA 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
11 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 availability 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 alternate water supplies
for the IEL site. Transcripts of this meeting are available 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.



ATTF  NT "B (see nolex at end of tables)

COHPARISON OF TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COHPOUNDS FOUND IN RESIOENTIRL HELLS
AHD THOSE |1 OU O IN HONITORING HELLS

RESIDENTIAl MW LS

ENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COHMPOUNDS (CASE 262962 SANPLES RANGE (PPB)
1,1,2-TRII HL' ROETHANE FLD BLK 99
1, 1°-0XVB SE HANE RHOS,RHO8,RH09,RH11(2) 11-22
1,3,6-TRINXO: ANE PHOS5, RHO6 11-17
1-ETHOXVBUTA: £ RUI1 6
4,4°-THIODTS 2-C1, 1-DIHETHYLETHVL)-5. . .PHENOL RH18 3
4-ACETYLHORP: OLINE RHO8 5
4-C(1,1-DIHET! LETHYL> BENZOIC RCID RH11 4
D1 CHLOROF | U0t ONE THANE RHOS 8
DIETHYL E!.TEF PHOSPHORIC RCID RH11C(2) 3
HEXADECANUIC ACID RHO9,PH11 1-?
HONO (2-€1 HYI HEXYL) ESTER HEXANEDIOIC RCID RHOZ ,RHO3,RH12,RH13,RH16,RH17 ,RN20,FB,FB, HB 3-6
STLOXANE RH14 2
SULFUR RHO1,RHO7,RH11C2) 1-7
TETRAHYDRO FUI IN RHOS 9
TETPAHETHI LUt A RHOB,RH11¢(2> 3
THIAZOLE RHO9 2
TRICHLOROK LUt (OHETHANE FLD BLKC(2) 11



Al Tt INT "B’ continued

RESIUENTIAL HE LS, cont.

CASE 86577 SAHPLES RANGE CPPB)>
1,1,2-TRICH OF -1,2,2-TRIFLUORDE THANE RU40 3
1.2-DIETHOX '-£ HANE RH38,FB 1-5
1,3,6-TRIOK (0 F RH38 2
2-HETHYL-BU!AN IC ACID RU31 1
2-HETHYL-CY LU ENTAHOL RHIS,RH41,RH42,RH43, RH44, RH46,FBC2) KB 2-7
2-HETHYL-.. PR PANDIC ACID RH34 1
3,3,3-TRICH OR -1 PROPENE RHZ21,RH22 ,RH23, RH24,RH26 ,RH27 . RH28, RH29, 1-5
RU33, RHU34,RH3IS
3-METHYL-2- IT NOME RH31 2
DI CHLOROF LU IRG ETHANE RH39 3
DODE CANANIE DI RH24,RH25 , RH26 ,RH28 . HB 2-5
NONRNOIC AC O R34 1
PENTANE RH26 ,RH27 ,RH29,RHI0, RH3 1,RHI3, NB 2-6
SULFUR RH40 5
TE TRAHVDROF! RA: RH3B 3
TRICHLOROME | HA RH30 3



ATTAC. _NT '8~

RESIOENTIAL HF1

1,2-DIETHOXY ‘E)
1,3,6-TRIOXF LAY
1,4-DINETHOX Y-,
1- ETHOXYBUTFNE
1-HETHYL - 1H- i H]
2-HETHOXY -, . .Bt
2-HETHYL-2~PRU}
4-RACETYL-HORPHC
4- BUTOXY-BUT NG
4 - ETHYL -HORP DL
4- (1, 1-DIMET VL
b-HETHORY-.. 19,
REACYLLOTRID €A
BI'S (PENTAFLUIRD
BI S (PENTRAFLUIRD

N_N-OY.__BEN'EN
O-HETHYLOXIN -3
SULFUR

TETRAETHYL-D PH
TE TRAHYDROF Ul HN

ont.

S, cont.

CASE 36636

It CETHYL ETHER)
IANE

3,5,6...BENZENE

1RZ0LE
IZENEPROPANOL
NOL.

INE

C ACID

NE

.-> BENZOIC RCID
-CPESOTIC RCID
-2-0NE

HEN. . .)BENZE HRHI HE
HEM. . . )PHOSPHI NE

CARBOXI M1 DANI DE
PENTANONE

SPHORIC RCID

SANPLES

RHOS5 ,RHO7
RHOS,RHO8 ,RHO9,RU11
RHOS (2> ,RHU8 ,HB
RHI1

RHO08 , RHD9

RH11

RHO8

RU11

RHO8, RHO9

RHO8, RHO9

RHO8

PHOI,RH11

RHO9

RHO9,RH11
KH10,RH11,RH1S,FB

RHO1,RHOSC(2) ,RHO6 ,RHOT ,RHO9,RHL Y,
RHI3(2) ,RH14,RH1S,RH19,RHS1,FB, N8B

RHOS

RHO9
RHO1,RHOS,RHO? ,RHO9
RUO08, RHO9

RHOS (2> ,RHO7,RHOB,RHO9,RH 11

RANGE CPPBY

Y\I)w'\IJO\L‘UNAL’J‘\JA@U\M
-]

-IIA'}JU‘J
i

- h
(=4 (=]



AT).. AHENT B’

HUNITORING €L

TEMTATIVELY 1
1,1°-0¥VBIS Tt
1,7, 7-TRIHE (HY
1-HEXVL -AZT -1(
1- C2-HETHOX '~ |
1-C1-HETHYL 2-
1- (2-C2-MET 105
2-CYCLOHEPT M-
2-HETHYL-CY LG
2-RETHYL-TR INS
2-PROPENVL - VYC
4-ETHYL-4H- 1,2
4-HETHYL-2- EN
9-EICOSYNE
CYCLOHEPTAN iL
CYCLOHEPT AN INE
CYCLOHE XANE
DIETHYL ESTR
FIUIRAN
HEXRDECANOE! A
NONAHAKI DE
N®-CYCLOOCT' L -
H-PHENVL-1H IR
TE TRAHYDROFL RA
TETRANETHYL UR
LETRANE LUV TH,
.BETA.,BEIA -D

cont.

NTIFIED CONPOUNDS C(CASE 8590

NE

-BICYCLOL2.2. 11HEPTAN-2-0ONE

NE

HE THYLE THOXRY) ~2-PRNPANOL
2-PROPENYLOXVIETHOXY1-2-PROPANOL
~1-HETHYLETHOXY) - 1-HE T HYL -2 - PROPANOL
~ONE

ENTANONE

CYCLOPENTANOL

OPENT ANE

4-TRIAZ0L ~3-AHINE

ANOL

HOSPHORIC ACID
1D

.N-DIHETHYL -URER
JAZOLE - 1-CARBOXARI DE

1
YIRER,
1ETHYL-BENZENEPROPANOIC RCID

HUO 1S  HHO3S
HHO3S
HHO 15
HHO3S
HUD3S
MHO3S
HHO2D, HHG30
HHO 1S ,HB
HHO 1S, NB
HMO3S
HUD2D
HMO3S
HUo1S
HHO3S
HHOD3S
HHO 35
HHOIS
HHO 1S
HHOIS
HHO3D,HB
1035
HHOIS
HHO 35S
HHO3IS
WA
HHO3S

SANPLES RANGE (PPB>



ATTH HHENT B'

HONTTORING L

TENTATIVEL * ]
1,1°-0XVBIS Th
1,3,5-TRIHE ! HY
1,3-0XATHIO AN
1,7, 7-TRINE i HY
1-ETHYL-3-H TH
1-HETHYL-2- ‘¥R
2,1,4-TRINE HY
2,9--DIHETH L -
2C3H> -BENZO HI
2- BUTRANOL
2-ETHYL-1,3 OI
2-HETHYL-BE!IZ0
2-HETHYL-CVELO
2-PROPOXV-EI HA
4,5-DIHYDRO- 1,
4- HYDROXY-4- HE
4-HETHYL -1 HF
4- (1, 1-0OIHEI HYI
4- (ACETYL AN NO
N N°-DIETHYL -T|
N, N-DIHETHYL Fi
TE TRAHYDPOFL RAL
THID-S-DECYL £5¢

caont .

S, cont.

ENTIFIED COHPOUNDS C(CRSE 87009

NE
~BENZENE

-BICYCLO[2.2. 1JHEPTAN-2-0NE
L -BENZENE

Ot TDI NONE

-1-PENTENE

-DECENE

20LUONE

XOLONE - 4-HETHANOL

i. CHLORIDE

£ HANOL

w

‘DIRETHYL -TH-TETRAZABOROLE
YL -2-PENTANONE
AVLETHYL) -CYCLOHEXANOL
“THYL) -PHENOL.

BENZOIC ACID

i OURER

!HANI DE

R-BUIYRIC RCID

SANPLES

HHO?S HHO1S

HHO?S

HHO?S

HHO?S

HHO?S

HHO30, HHO3H,HHO?D

HHO3M

HHO3H

HHO3D ,HHOYS

HHO?S

HHOTS

HHO?S

HHO7S

HU0 30, HHOTH, 07D, HUOBH
HHO?S

HHO7D, HHOBD , HHOBH

HHO?S

HHO?S

HHOTS

HHO?S

HHOSS

HHO?S

HHO30, HHO3H , HHO?H N0 7D, HHO 1S
HHO55, HH 118, HHO4S , HHO9H , HHO90

RANGE (PPB)>



AT TNl B8 cont.

HONITORING iEL 5, cont.

TE TATIVELY IDENTIFIED COHPOUNDS <CASE $7D37) SAMPLES RANGE (PPB)

1,2-0DIETHOX €T ANE HHO3S 16

1-C1, 1-DINE HY ETHYL)-2-METHYL-1,3-PROPANE-2-HETHYL -PROPANOIC ACID HH12D,MH11D,HHO02D(2> ,HH10H ,HHO 10, 12-47

HH10S ,HH12H(2) ,HK11S

2C3H)-BENZO HI ‘OLONE HHO3S 51
4-ACETYL-HOI'PH LINE HHO3S 9
HEXANOIC AC. D NHYDRIDE FB 34
PROPYL-CYCLIIPE TANE HHO3S 12
TETRAHYOROFIIRA. HHO3S 18

TETRANETHYL: UR ) HHO3S 24



ATTOCHMENT © 3", cont.

TENHTATIV L' TDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS THAYT EXACTLY MATCH
BETHEEN R 'S JENTIRL AND MONITORING WELLS - IEL

TENTATIVE' ¥ (DENTIFIED COMPOUNDS SAMPLES RANGE (PPB)
1,17-0XYB: 9t IHANE MHO7S,MHO LS 10-18
1, 17 -0XYB ISt THANE RWOS, RKHOB, RHOI, RKHL1(2) 11-22
1,1’ -0XYB !5t THRANE MWOL1S, MWOD3S 19-42
1,1’ -0XYB St THANE RHOS, RWO?7 4-10
1,2-DIETHIXY -ETHANE MWO3S 16
1,2-DIETHIXY ETHRNE RW38,FB 1-S
1,2-DIETHUXY ETHRMNE RHOS, RHOB, RWOI, RH1 1 8-31
4-ACETYL-MOF "HOL INE RWOB ' 5
4-ACETYL-HOF "HOL INE MWO3S 9
4-ACETYL-HOF '"HOL INE RKWOB, RWO9 3-6
DIETHYL E*TE ' PHOSPHORIC RCID RWILC2) 3
DIETHYL ESTE ' PHOSPHORIC ACID MWO3S 36
HEXADECANGIC ACIO RWO9,RULL 4-7
HEXADECANGIC ACID MHO3S 14
TETRAHYORUF U ‘AN MWOD7S 13
TETRAHYDRLFD ‘AN MWO3S 18
TETRAHYDRC FLF AN RHOSC(2), RHO7, RWOB, RHOI, RH11 4-10
TETRAHYDRLFU HN RROS 9
TETRAHYDORL FU AN RW38 3
TETRAHYDRCFU AN MWD3S 14
TETRAMETHYL. RER MWO3S 28
TETRAMETHYI. RERA RHOB,RH11(2) 3
TETRAMETHY!.  RERA MWO3S 24
Notes: "kW" and "MH" sample numbers refer to residential and monitoring wells, respectively
"F3" efers to Fields Blanks collected during sampling and "MB" refers to Method

013 ks run at the laboratory during analysis.
All samples analyzed by EPA CIP laboratories.



ATTACHMENT C

COUNTRY CLUB VILLAGE COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY

The Country Club Village Community Water Supply is located approximately two
miles west-southwest of Uniontown and obtains its water from two wells completea
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 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 dril]
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 additioral treatment or water quality monitoring would be
required. Summit County would operate and maintain the booster pump station
and that part of the lz-inch diameter trunkline located within Summit County.
The remaining partion f tha L2-59h LTwiiite amt Yne d1stripution system
itself, consisting of 3,200 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.



[

ALTEBNATIVE BO. 4
POBCEASE WATER ERON COONIRY CLOB VILLAGE WATER SUPPLY, SCNMIT CODMTY
CAPITAL COSTS

INDOSTRIAL BICESS LARDRILL H IS
FOCOSED PEASIBILITY ST0DY 09/22/81

118 i ORITS | QUANYTITY | OBIT COST | TOTAL COS? !
"""""""""""""""""""""""
{. ¥obilizaticn HE I L1 850,000 ,  $50,000 |
] i 1 [] 1

] t ] 1 1

2. Booster Poap Station A 1) $80,000 )  ¢80,000 |
i 1 ) [} []

] I ] ] )

3. Toroieh & [ostall 6-inch Watermaln | IT | 3,200 $25 1 $80,000 !
[} t [] ] (]

1 1 ) ] 1]

{. Rurnish & Install 8-imch Watermala ! BT | 6,700 ) $30 ) $201,000 ¢
1 ] ] t [}

5. furoieh & Inmstall 12-imch Yrunk Lime | BT ) 11,000 ! $40 ) $440,000
] ] 1] [} ]

] ] ] 1] 13

6. Bouse Service VB 100} 1,200 ) $120,000 !
] ] ] ] ]

7. Abandon lzisting Wells HE 1 S 100 9 $500 ) $50,000 !
] ] ) 1 []

A

L i : :

1 ] 1 ] :

] 1 1 1 )

' i ' : '

t ] ] 1 1

] 1 ] ] ]

t ] [] [} ]

1] ] ] H !

1 ) ] + ]

] 1 ] 1 1]

] ] ] [} 1

] [} (] ) )

' ' ' ' '

H ' : ' '

) ' ] ] ]

] 1 t 1 ]

b : i i 5

1 t t ] ]

1) 1 i ] )
Ii I. ii Il I'_
SUBTOTAL $1,021,000. ¢
CONTINGEBCIES @ 10% $102,100 !
SOBT0TAL $1,123,100 ¢
T BEGINEERING DESIGH & T 10% $112,310 E
CONSTRUCTION & STARTUP ASSISTARCE & 10% $112,310

.....................................................................................



fnnualized equipaent replacesent costs {ARRC) were estinated by
saltiplylog replacesent coste by the Capital Becovery Factor {CBE).

] ]
CBE = 1(1+14) /(1+1)-l

Period 1o years = 30 years
Discoont rate : { = 5 percent ; CBF = 0.06%
: 1= 10 percent ; CBF = 0.106

Rhere : 8 =
i:

Bquipaent replacesent costs throughtout the project life are
estinated as follows :

a. Puaps 2nd motors $36,000
- Beplace every 10 years @ $18,000/replacenent

b. Biscellanecas replacenents $10,000

P Y TN

T0TAL 446,000

Present sorth of anoual costs are estimated by aultiplylog the annual
costs by the Present Worth lactor (PWE).

II ||
Ir=(1+4) -1/4{1+1)

Where : o = Period ln years = 30 years
1 = Dlscount rate : § = § percent ; PWI = 15.37
: 1z 10 percent ; PNP = §.43



SLTEBNATIVE XO. ¢
PORCEASE WATER FROM COQTRY CLUB VILLAGE WATER SOPPLY, SUEMIT COONTY
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS

INDOSTRIAL BICESS LAADRILL BEY 11
FOCOSED PRASIBILITY 5YCUY 09/22/81
' 1T1XS v C0st

i 1. Kater Purchase Costs - 15 mg/year @ $1,700/ag i $25,500
! 1. Labor - 4 hours/seek # $20/bour L 8,180
V3. Distibution System Bepalrs and Baintesance E $2,000
] ]

i 4. Adsfnistrative and ¥iscellaneous Bzpenses E $2,500
: O
' ABBUAL 08K ;  $34,160
1 [}

1 5. Annoal Equipwent Beplaceaent Costs (AEBC) !

v a. 5 percent discount rate : $46,000 1 0.085 ! $2,990
+ b, 10 percent discount rate : $46,000 x 0.108 H $4,880
' §. tnoual O8N Plos ARBC (Includem Pomp Statlon Operating Costs) i

V' a. § percent discount rate S YL
v b. 10 percent discount rate V838,040
1 )

] t

! 7. Preseat Worth of Capital Costs v $1,347,720
t '

] ]

i 8. Yotal Present Worth of 0 & B Costs H

i a. 8 percent disconnt rate T $571,000
' b. 10 percent discount rate ! 438,150
] ]

! 8. Yotal Present Worth of Capital and 0 & ¥ Costs !

v a. 5 percent discount rate ) 81,818,720
' b. 10 percent discount rate v $1,715,8T0
[} 1

! |

L] }

1 ]

| ]

................................................................................
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