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SITE NARE, AND LOCATTON

RECCRD' OF DECTSTON A

United Scrap Lead, Eavir enmental Prafaction Agency
Troy, Chio THWERY DISTRICT

SIATEMENT OF BASTS PND PORPCSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
Uhited Scrap Lead site, in Troy, Ohio, developed in accordance with
CERCLA, as amended Dy SARA, and, to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency.Plan. The decision is based on the administrative record for
the United Scrap Lead site. Ah index of the administrative record is
attached (Attachment 2.

The State of Chio has concurred with the selected remedy.

DESCRTPTIQN OF SELECTFD REMEDY

The selected remedy for the United Scrap Lead site involves the treatment
of both battery casings and contaminated soils to remove and recycle lead.
The major camponents of this overall site rawedy include:

Treat casings on-site (washing with lead recovery) with off-site
disposal of residuals (non-RCRA. landfill) if a recytler camnot bhe
Tourd ’

On-site soils > 500 mg/kg lead (EP—toxic under waste pile)
Created (washing with lead recovery) with residual soils (ron-
hazargous) placed back on-site

Clean fill brought in to cover treated soils and revegetate

Off-site soils* brought on-site and placed with treated soils

(covered with ¢lean fill)

Sediments dewatered on-site then placed with treated' soils
(covered with clean fill)

Bulldings/facilities, and debris decontaminated and disposed off-
site (non~RCRA landfill)

New residential well provided for Ishmael residence/USL office
bud 1ding

Minimal deed restrictions implemerted
Site drainage controlied

Groundwater/surface water monitoring both during remedial action
and for a mindmmu of two years after: -

location and volume to be- determined during remedial design.
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Consistent 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 the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP}, 40 C.F.R. Part 300, I have
determined that, at the United Scrap Lead site, the selected remedial
action is cost-effective, provides adequate protection of public health,
welfare and the envirormment, and utilizes treatment to the maximum extent
practicahle.

Tnis actionﬁill require operation and maintenance activities to ensure
continued effectiveness of the remedial alternative.

I have determined that the action being taken is consistent with Section
121 of SARA. The State of Ohio has been consulted and concurs with the
selected remedy. '

DECTARATTOR

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment,
attains Federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and
appropriate for this remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element and utilizes
bermanent solutions and altemative treatment (or resource recovery)
tecdmologies to the maximm extent practicable.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-gite
above healgh-based levels, a review will be conducted within five years
ement of, remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues
to provige adeyte rotection of human health and the envirorment.
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SUMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTFRNATIVE, SELECTTON
UNITED SCRAP- LEAD SITE
TROY, OHIO

I. SITE NAME, LOCATTON AND DESCRIPTTON

The United Scrap Lead (USL) site, an old battery recycling facility, is
located approximately one (1) mile. south of the City of Troy, Concord
Township, Miamd County, Ohio (figure 1). In 1982, the popnlation of Miami
County was 90,332 (Chio Census Data). The City of Troy, which ig Iocated.
in Concord and Staumnton Townships, had a reported. popualation of 19,332,
The populations of Concord and Staumton Townships at this time were 23,541
and 2,046, respectfully. As seen by these figures, the majority of the
population (76 percent) resides within the corporate limits. of Troy.

The site itself is located in a lightly populated area. Residents live
primarily to the west of the site along County Highway 252, South.
Tmrediately bordering the USL site, there are two residences, one coarbined
commercial/residential unit and one cammercial establishment. At the time
the R was conducted, these facilities were occupied by ten (10) persons
{one (1) chiid) on a permanent basis. With the commercial properties:
there is an undefined transient popalation.

The USL site presently occupies approximately 25 acres of land, of which
23.8 acres are owned by a. successor corporation of the United Scrap Lead
Company and 1.2 acres' are cwned by Mr. John W. Holcomb.

The site presently consists of three general areas; an open flat area: in
the northemn half of the site, a wooded area in the southeast quarter of
the site, and the southwest qQuarter of the site where the offices, process
ildings, and waste disposal areas. are located. 7o the north and south of -
the site are famm fields. To the east, the site is bordered by the
Baltimore and Chio Railroad with wooded areas beyond. To the west, the
site is bordered by several residences and County Highway 25A (Figure 2),

Approximately 80 percent of the land in Miaml County is under cultivation
with the principal Crops being field corn, soybeans., wheat, hay ard ocats
(USDA). Less than 5 percent of the county is forested. To the east of the
site and west of Island MNo. 3,-the larmd is wooded.

The major drainage route in the area of the site is the Great Miami River.
Tne USL site is bordered on its southern boundary by the Tributary to
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The river and surrounding river valley lies within the Miami Conservency
District. The Tributary and river in this area are not widely used for
recreational activities or as a drinking water source. There is fishing
further downstream near Tipp City at the Taylorsville Reservoir where an §
acre pool has been formed by the Taylorsville Dam.

One of the major responsibilities and original purpose of the District is
flood control along the Miami River Basin. As part of these efforts the
District has. constructed multiple flood control facilities in its
Jurisdiction. The Taylorsville Dam near Tipp City is one of these
facilities. The District, through this unit, has established a flood
elevation level upstream of the dam of 818 feet N.V.G.D. At this
elevation, the entire USL site is within the flood plain as established by
the District.

The river valleys are the site of the sand and gravel quarries which have
been and are currently in operation throughout the county. At the present
time, although much of the surroundi land is owned by American Aggregate,
Inc., a sand and gravel operating company, there are no active operations
in the irmediate area of the site,

The river valleys are also important as a major water sSupply source, The
Great Miami River in Miami Courtty overlies the buried valley of the Sidney
Creek, a Tributary of the Teays River Valley, with groumd-water well yield
reported in the range of 200 to 1000 grm.  The residences and other
facilities adjacent to the site are on private wells located on the edges
of this buried valley source with well vields of 100-500 gmm possible. The
areas beyond the river valleys typically obtain their water from glacial
drift or limestone formations with vields of 5 to 25 gallons prevalent,
‘e closest private well is within 10 feet of the areas of past dispogal of
the waste materials at the site (Ishmael) with an additional three wells
within 300 ft. of the disposal areas.
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II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTTVITTES

SITE HISTORY

The United Scrap Lead Company began in 1946 as a sole proprietorship owned
by Edward Bailen. The comparnly was engaged in the business of lead
reclamation from old and used automobile batteries. These batteries were
primarily purchased from scrap dealers in Ohio and brought +o United Scrap
Lead Company for processing. The reclaimed lead was sold and shipped to
lead smelters.

United Scrap Lead Conpany, Inc. » Was incorporated on April 1, 1964, ®3vard
and Charles Bajlen each owned fifty (50} percent of the stock. Fdward
Bailen served as President and Treasurer, and Charles Bailen served a Vice-
President and Secretary.,

United Scrap Lead Company, Inc., discontinued buying and processing
operations in October of 1980. The corporation was dissolved on March 31,
198Z2. The real estate comprising the United SCrap Lead Company, Inc., site
in Troy, Ohio was deeded to Faward and Charles Bailen as Jjoint tenants on
March 31, 1982.

Brothers, Inc. Edward and Charles Bailen are the sole shareholders and
officers of this corporation. The real estate camprising the United Scrap
Lead Company, Inc., site in Troy, Ohio, was deed by both individuals to
Bailen Brothers, Inc. in September of 1983. Railen Brothers, Inc., was
formed for the purpose of leasing the subject reazl estate to other parties
for recycling and cleaning up waste material left on' the land by the o1d
United Scrap Lead Company, Inc., operations. Hereinafter, the property is
referred to as property cwned by “USLe.

Although USL began business at this location in 1946, it claims not to have
deposited any solid wastes on the site until 1966. Begiming in 1966 and
continuing through 1980, USL Separated the batteries from their casirgs,
severed the tops, collected the lead pblates for reprocessing, and then
disposed of the tops ard Casings on-site. The acid was originally
discharged directly to an acid Sseepage field. Begiming in late 1972, the
acid wis collected, neutralized with ammonia as necessary, and discharged
through the acid seepage field.

Agency attention to the USL operations first occurred in June 1967 when USL
requested a permit to contime to dispose of the battery casing on the back
portion of their property from the Miami County Board of Zoning Appeals.
This request was approved in August 1967.

Later, concerns regarding USL's operation were focused on the disposal of
the acid waste. In 1972, the Ghio Department of Health required USL to
implement a wastewater treatment program at USL to fully neutraligze the
acid. According to Chio EPA, USL began using ammonia neutralization of the
acid waste followed by discharge to a settling tank with the effluent
discharging directly to the acid Secpage field. Subsequent Chio EPA



monthly operating inspection reports of the site indicated the leaching pit
influent lead concentrations were between 20 and 100 milligrams per liter.
Significant concentrations of cadmium- and. other toxic materials were
reported to also be present in the influent. In 1974, the Ghio EFnA
recamended implementing a more effective or—site treatment system or off-
site treatment and/or disposal of the waste acid. Ohio EFA also began
monitoring the ground-water quality near the site in 1976,

In the period from 1972 to 1977, ten USL workers were diagnosed by
physicians,as having lead. poisoning. This prompted inspections by the U.S.
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (0SHA) which, among other
violations, found inadequate protection against contamination by lead
residue. The OSHA investigation also noted high levels of lead
contamination in the air close to the site and lead contaminated dust near
the railroad depot in Troy, Chio.

in 1979, Ohio EPA monitoring found that an on-site well at USL had bequn to
show signs of sulfate contamination and that cadmium and lead levels in
observation wells installed by USL. at the site far exceeded drinking water
standards. Pursuant to Chio’s solid waste disposal regulations applicable
to the disposal of materials on the premises where they are generated, Onio
EPA required USL to develop disposal plans for its waste. The disposal
plan was never implemented because in 1980 USL stopped its operation
irdefinitely, as a result of the drop in demand for recycled lead.

By January 1982, the site was being used for a battery casing reclaiming
operation run' by Kermneth Boersma, although the property was still owned by
USi.. Boersma’s operation consisted of scooping up the old battery casings
fram the site, crushing them, and selling the polypropylene and lead metal
debris to different industries. ¢hio EPA and the Miami County Health
Departiment believed this offered a substantial solution to the site’s
problems, but Boersma arxd his employees abandoned. the operation before
completion when their blood was fourd to contain dangerously high levels of
lead. After this, USL contracted with Galena Industries to retrieve the
landfilled battery casings from the site and hanl then away tor processing.
However, this operation was also halted in early 1983 when the Chio EFA and
the County Health Department determined that the rubber Cchips that remained
after"processing andg were normally hanled back to the site were hazardous,
and thus had to be disposed of at an approved RCRA, site.

In September 1984, USL was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL)
wunder CERCLA.

On Septewber 20, 1984, the Technical Assistance Team (TAT) for U.S. EFn
Region V made a site visit to perform an assessment for the need for
imrediate removal actions under authority of CERCIA and the NCP. This
visit was subsequently followed by a sample gathering effort in Decenber
1984,
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In November 1985, the U.S. EPA Region V, Erergency Response Section (ERS)
responding tO the results of the earlier studies as conducted Dy 7T
initiated an ewergerncy removal action at the USL site, This action was
implemented to remove the contaminated soils and waste materials from the
inmediate vicinity of the surrounding residences and roadway.. These
materials were removed and relocated on site forming a2 large pile further
to the east. The sampling and analysis of the soils and waste materials
removed and: relocated as part of the efforts conducted at the UST site have
shown high concentrations of lead.

The waste a8 disposed at the USL site consists of rubber (Rakelite) and
plastic {(polypropylene) battery casings, pieces of the lead COmponaTts from
the batteries (grids, posts, and portions of the plates) lead paste and
contaminated soils. The rubber casings are indicative of the industrial
and older auttmotive batteries received at the site for processing.  The
plastic casings are representative of later autcmotive batteries when'
plastic was. substituted for rubber in the late 1960°s.. The vast majority
of the battery casing residue as disposed. at the site, ranges in size from
172 inch €0 6 inches in diameter. Some pieces are flat BUt most are
complex in shape with corners and interior ridge surfaces. There are a
limited mumber of whole casings located primarily along the perimeter of
the disposal areas at the surface and scattered throughout the southern
half of the site.

In addition to the wasté battery casings and components, there are- also
Several abandoned bulldings. located on-site. The Process Buildings No. 1
and No. 2 were built on top of the: battery disposal material. Through the
dispersion of lead contaminants in the course of operations. corxtucted in
these structures, they have béen contaminated. Other: miscellaneous wastes
as found at the site are: approximately one-mndred ampty drums, several
partial or intact empty chemical storage tanks, and general refuse from
both site related. activities and the general pablic, which has used the
site as an open dump on occasion.

ENFURCEMENT ACTTVITIES

Prior to the initiation of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FST notice letters were sent out by the U.S. Fnvirommental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) to the two known Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) '
USL and Mr. Holcomb. Information requests (Section 104(e) letters) were
also sent ocut to USL. Because the PRPS were willing to canduct the work,
negotiations were never initiated. Consequernttly the U.S. FFA conducted the
RI/FS using the Hazardous Substance Response Trust Fund.

After protracted negotiations, U.S. EPA eventually was able to obtain the
information it requested from USL. Based on the information provided in
the responses' to the Section 104(e) letters, a list of some 200 FRPs was
developed. In August of 1988, after the conclusion of the RI/FS, Special
Notice Letters were sent to the group of 200. The moratorium has
commenced, and negotiations have begun. The PRPs have been infofmed that
the Record of Decision (ROD) is expected to be signed in September of 1988.



IOT. . COMVUNTTY RETATIONS HISTORY

The Superfund activities at the United Scrap Lead site have been followed,
closely by the local commnity and press. To date, there have been mublic
meetings, fact sheets and press releases regarding the activities at the
site.. There i§ an active mailing list of local citizens interested in the
activities at the USL site.

Commumnity” relations. for the remedial activities were initiated at the USL
site in Janwary of 1986 with the RI/FS kickoff meeting. This meeting was
attended by members. of the local comwnity as well as the press. Three
fact sheets have been'mailed to the commmity providing updates after key
milestones in the Superfund process.

A public repository has been set up in the Troy-Miami County Public
Library.. The administrative record for the site has been placed in the
repository, thereby meeting the requirements under Section 113 of SARA.

Wohen the RI/FS was capleted, a proposed plan was prepared. stating EFA’s
recammendation for remedial action at the site. & 21 day pablic comment
period on EFA's proposed plan was held between August 8 and August 29,
1988, consistent with Section 117 of SARA.

Before the comment period camenced EFA issued a news release and ook out
an advertisement in the local newspaper notifying the comumity of the ‘
availability of the proposed plan ard RI/ES Reports. A public meeting was
held on Angust 15, 1988 during which the U.S. EPA and Ohio EFA presented
the alternatives to a group of about 30 local citizens and reporters. The
attached responsiveness summary (dttachment B) addresses specific camments
raised at the August 15 public meeting and during the comrent period
provided.
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STRATEGY

The remedial action selected for the United Scrap Lead site will eliminate
the threats associzted with direct contact with contaminated media. The
role of the remedial action selected ig a complete site remedy. When the
remedial action is completed, no further remedial action at the site other
than ronitoring is envisioned. Since hazardous substances above health
based levels will remain at the site (covered with clean s0il) a five-year
review will be necessary.



V. SIMARY OF SITE CHARACTERTSTICS'

With the final approval of the United Scrap Lead Work Plan in November of
1985, and after the emergency removal was completed, the remedial
investigation was initiated. A total of 223 investigative samples were
collected and analyzed to determine the nature and extent of the
contamination at the USL site. The following discussion briefly summarizes
the nature and extent of contamination according to respective mediz
sampled duri;ig the RI.

1.

Batterv Casing Stockpile

There are gpproximately 55,000 cubic yards of waste battery
casings and associated material present at the gite. The waste
battery casings are the primary source of contamination at the
site. The total lead concentrations found in the waste material
ranges from 42 - 377,000 mg/kg, with the higher levels of this
range being near the surface. Arsenic concentrations range from
2l ~ 444 mg/kg. Waste sampling locations are shown in Figure 3.
The overall summary of the waste chemical characteristics is ghown
in Table 1.

Soils

Contamination by lead and arsenic of the soils is confined to the
top 6 inches except in the area under the waste pile. Under the
waste pile, elevated levels of lead extend to at least 16ft. in
depth. The concentrations of lead in the soil urdder the waste
pile are shown in Table 2. ‘These sanples were collected From the
same locations as the waste borings.

Surficial soil contamination by lead in excess of 500 my/kg
exterxls about 20-30 feet from the edge of the waste pile. Soil
sampling locations are shown in Figure 4, and the results of the
analysis for lead are shown in Figure 5.

The main source of soil contamination at the USL site is the
battery casing waste pile on the surface of the site. Soil has
been contaminated by airborme dispersion of particulates and
infiltration of water through the casings and into the underlying
s0ils, For the most part soil contamination is confined to the
site proper. However, there are some off-site areas which have
shown elevated levels of lead. Since off-site soil sampling was
not very extensive, it is proposed that additional off-site soil
sampling take place during the remedial design to better quantify
lead levels in these areas. The conplete soil analyses can be
found in Appendix F of the RI Report.



Groundwater

During the RI, six monitoring well negtg (each nest consistg of a
deep and shallow well) were installed at the U, site. These

tributary are found to be as high as 225 mg/kg. Arsenic
concentrations are found to he as high as 39 mg/kg.

As with the soil, the source of contamination of the sediment in
the nearby tributary is the wWaste battery casing stockpile located
on the surface of the site. These contaminants are being
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Identification of Fxposure Pathwavs and Contaminants of Concern

AN exposure pathway consists of the following elements:
1. A source of contamination;
Z. A mechanism of contaminant release to the enviromnent,:
3. An environmental transport medium;

4. A point of potential human or biota exposure to the contaminated
medium; and

5. A route of eXposure at the exposure point; for example, ingestion,
inhalation or dermal contact.,
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Hazard Assessmernt

kut since there are few studies available that relate concentrations of
lead in dust to air and soil levels, a quantitative risk assessment could
not be conducted.

e results of the various arproaches are shown in Table 3. They range
from alput 42 mg,/kg to well over 1,000 mg/ kg,



Children playing regularly at the United Scrap Lead site or otherwise
having reqular contact with contaminated soils at the site may be exposed
to lead in amounts that could potentially pose health risks. Excessive
exposure is likely to occur via direct contact and while playing in areas
contaminated by lead dust. These conclusions were reached by using two
complementary approaches:

1. Comparison of soil lead levels reported for the United Scrap Lead
site with a range of health-based guidelines for levels in soils
that would be protective of humman health, and

2. Estimation of potential exposure levels to lead among children via
s011 contact and subsequent comparison of these levels with
health-based acceptable daily intakes.

It is believed that the approach to risk evaluation used provides a
conservative, but realistic assessment of potential health risks associated
with the United Scrap Lead site. Depending on site-specific conditions,
guidelines from 200 to 1,000 mg/kg for lead in soils of residential areas
appear to be suitable for protection against excessive exposure in
children.

Target Clean Up levels

A target clean-up level of 500 m3/kg lead was chosen for the battery
casings’ and surficial soils at the USL site consistent with the current
guideline developed by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC). This level
is consistent with the Health Assessment prepared for the USL site by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSIR) and is within the
200-1,000 mg/kg range defined in the UL Public Health Evaluation. It is
also consistent with the Clean~up level chosen for the Brergency Removal
which took place at USL during January of 1986.

S0ils at depth (greater than one foot) under the waste pile will be subject
to a different clean-up objective, since when these soils are covered up
there is no threat to the public via direct contact. These S0ils will be
Cleaned to the EP-toxicity value for lead, 5 mg/1l. The threat to public
health<from these soils at depth arises from the possibility that
- contaminants may leach to the groundwater, where they may be ingested by
the local population. If no soils with leachable lead concentrations
greater than 5 mg/l1 are left, future leaching to the groundwater would not
be possible.

Sediment in the nearhy tributary to Island No. 3 will be cleaned up o
background lead levels (68 mg/kg). Although the levels in this tributary
are lower than 500 mg/ky, it is clear that micro and macroorganisms which
live in this sediment are more susceptible to these contaminants.
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VIT. DESCRIPITON OF ALTERNATIVES

The major objective of the feasibility study (FS) was to evaluate remedial
alternatives using a cost-effective approach consistent with the goals and
objectives of CERCIA as amended by SARa,

The following assembled remedial alternatives represent a range of
r@nedia.tiondappiicable o the USL site. They are:

Cap Casings and Contaminated Soils;

Treat Casings and Cap Contaminated Soils :

Treat Casings and Offsite Landfill Contaminated Soils;
Ireat Casings and Contaminated Soils: and

No Action.

1 s L0 b

Alternative 1: Capping of Contaminated Materials with a RCRA
Compliant Cap System

Alternative 1 provides for the excavation, consolidation and grading
of all on-site materials contaminated with lead at concentrations
greater than 500 mg/kg or failing the Ep Toxicity Test. These
materials will then be covered utilizing an engineered RCRA compliant
Cap system. This system will consist of three (3) lavers; a low _
permeabllity layer, a drainage layer, and a vegetative layer. The low
permeability layer will consist of a 2-foot thick clay layer with an
in-place hydraulic conductivity of 1x10™7/ can/sec or less averlain with
a flexible membrane liner (FML). The FML will be at least 20 mils in
thickness. aAbove the FML a drainage layer, consisting of materials
(sand) with a hydraulic conductivity of not less than 13102 an/sec,
will be placed to a depth of 1 foot. A geotextile liner shall be
placed over the drainage material to act as a filter. 'This wiil
prevent the clogging of the drainage layer by fines from the overlying
vegetative layer. The final layer of the RCRA designed cap will
consist of at least 2 feet of top soil obtained to as great an extent
as possible from uncontaminated on-site areas. This top s0il cover
will then be seeded with grasses appropriate for the area.

In addition to these on-site contaminated materials, some adjacent
off-site areas will be excavated and hardled in a mammer consistent
with the on-site soils. The exact location and volume of the off-
site soils will be determined by additional sampling during the
remedial design. Sediment from the Tributary to Island No. 3 with
lead concentrations above background for sediment will also be
excavated and handled in a marmer consistent with the on-site soils.



An estimated 55,000 cubic yards of battery Ccasings, 59,000 cubic vards
of on-site soils containing greater than 500 ng/kg of lead, an
estimated 1,600 cubic yards of soil excavated from off-gite properties
and 400 cubic yards of sediment will be consolidated and graced for
placement of the RCRA cap. The design of this cap will result in some
additional on-site areas contaminated with lead at concentrations less
than 500 mg/kg being incorporated under the RCRA cap.

In the construction of the RCRA cap, 27,000 cubic vards of ¢lay or
other iypermezble material will be brought from off-site. The soils
forming the vegetative portion of the RCRA cap will be obtained from
the northern portions of the USL site. This will require excavation
of approximately 30,000 cubic yards of these soils.

Monitoring of the surface waters, air, and groundwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With completion of the action,
it is assumed that additional monitoring will be reguired throughout
the lifetime of the remedial action to ensure that site conditions
have stabilized. This monitoring wiil be limited to groundwater and
surface water and will be performed on a quarterly basis for the first
two years. Sampling will be conducted anmually for the remaining
assumed 30 year time period.

The buildings and other structures at the site as well as
miscellaneous debris, drums, trash, concrete, wood, etc. will be
demolished, decontaminated and disposed at a non—RCRA (sanitary)
landfill. To the extent possible, metal will be sold to scrap metal
Processors.

A new well will be constructed to provide a water supply for the
Ishmael residence/USL office uilding.

Wnile implementing this alternative, site drainage facilities will be
constructed to divert run-on and to collect rmmoff from the
contaminated site areas. This involves installation of a new culvert,
filter berms and, as necessary, treatment of the nmoff waters.

Caprehensive deed restrictions for the property will be implemented
since hazardous waste will be left on-site after remedial action is
completed. The site will be fenced following remedial action.

Pursuant to Section 121(c) of SARA, a review of site conditions will
be performed every five years. Based on this review, the monitoring
program will be continued, if necessary, or eliminated. The time to
implement this alternative will be 17 months.
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Alternative 2: Treatment of Battery Casing Materials with Cepping of
Contaminated Soils

Alternative 2 provides for the excavation and on-site treatment of the
battery casing materials with recovery of by-products and off-gite
recycling and/or disposal of residuals. The treatment system wiil
consist of washing, and through the use of a leaching agent,
separating and recovering the lead, plastic, and rubber constituents
of these wastes. Where possible, a market for the recovered by-
products will be identified. The residual battery casing material,
after passing the EP Toxicity Test, will be considered non-hazardous
and disposed at a non-RCRA landfill regulated by the Chio EFA if a
recycler cammot be found.

In this alternative the 55,000 cubic¢ yards of battery casing material
will be processed through the treatment system. However, since a
market has not been identified for the rubber constituents it was
assumed In the evaluation process that this material is a waste
requiring disposal. From previcus analyses, the rubber and sludge
components in this waste constitutes approximately 85% of the total
volume. On this basis, approximately 46,700 cubic yards of residues
would require disposal in a non-hazardous waste landfill.

Following the excavation, treatment, and disposal of the battery
casing materials, the contaminated soils beneath these wastes will be
graded and covered with a RCRA compliant cap as previously discussed
in Alternative 1. BAll on-site soils containing greater than 500 mg/kg
lead or fajling the FP Toxicity Test, off-site soils (an estimated
1,600 cubic yards), and dewatered contaminated sediments (400 cubic
yards) will be incorporated under the cap (59,000 cubic vards of
soils). The exact location and volume of the off-site soils will be
determined by additional sampling during the remedial design.

Construction of this cap will require that about 11,000 cubic vards of
clay be brought to the site from off-site locations. Soil from
uncontaminated areas at USL will be used for the vegetative cover.
This will require approximately 16,000 cubic yards of soil.

The buildings and other structures at the site as well as
miscellaneous debris, drums, trash, concrete, wood, etc. will be
demolished, decontaminated and disposed of at a non-RCRA (sanitary)
landfill. To the extent possible metal will be sold to scrap metal
Processors.

A new well will be constructed as a water supply for the Istmael
residence/USL office.

When implementing this alternative, site drainage facilities will be
constructed to divert rim-on and to collect runoff from the
contaminated site areas. This involves installation of a ngw culvert,
filter berms and, as necessary, treatment of the runoff waters.
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Monitoring of the surface water, air, and grourdwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With the capping of the
contaminated s$0ils at the site, it is assumed that additional surface
water and groundwater monitoring will be required throughout the
lifetime of the remedial action or until conditions stabilize at the
site. This is assumed to be a 30 year period.

Comprehensive deed restrictions for the property will be implemented
since waste materials will be left on-gite after remedial action is
completed.  The site will be fenced following remedial action.

Pursuant to Section 117(c) of SARA, a review of site conditions will
be performed every five vears. Based on this review, the monitoring
program will be continued, if necessary,. or be eliminated. The time
to lmplement this alternative will be 32 months.

Alternative 3: Treatment of Battery Casing Material With Off-site
Disposal of Contaminated Soils.

Altemative 3 provides for the excavation and on-site. treatment of the
battery casing material with recycling and/or off-site disposal of the
residues. The residual battery casing material after passing the FP
Toxicity test will be considered non-hazardous. and disposed at a non-
RCRA landfill requlated by the Chioc EFA if a recycler cammot be found,
I this alternative, the estimated 55,000 cubic yards of battery
casing material will be processed.

Those surficial soils containing lead concentrations greater than 500
mg/kg and soils at depth under the waste pile failing thie EP-toxicity
test for lead (45,000 cubic yards) will be excavated, Gawatered,
solidified into a cement matrix (to meet the Yand Disposal Restriction
requirements) and transported off-site for disposal at a RCRA
compliant landfill. After solidification, the volume of these soils
is expected to increase by 10% with 50,000 cubic yards ultimately
being disposed of off-site. %oils at depth {greater than 1 foot)
under the waste pile, which pass the EP toxicity test will not require
solidification and off-site disposal. In addition, the RCRA landfill
is assumed to be located within 120 miles of USD, and a non-RCRA
(Sanitary) landfill is 30 miles away.

Soils from the adjacent off-site areas (estimategd at 1,600 cubic
yards) and the sediment (400 cubic yards), as defined in Alternatives
1 and 2, would be dewatered and placed on-site in areas in which the
s0ils for off-site disposal were taken.

After this is accomplished, the onsite areas will be brought back to
grade by using Clean f£ill taken from uncontaminated back areas. of the
USL site. These areas would then be revegetated.

The uildings and other structures at the site, as well as
miscellaneous debris, drums, trash, concrete, wood, etc., will be



cdemolished, decontaminated and disposed at a. non-RCRA {sanitary)
landfill with recovery of scrap metal.

A new well will be constructed as a water supply for the Ishnasl’
residence/USL. office building.

When implementing this alternative, site drainage facilities will he
constructed to divert run-on ard to collect runoff from the
contaminated site areas. This will involve installation of a new
culvert, filter berms and, as necessary, treatment of the runoff
waters. '

Ry
Monitoring of the surface water, air, and groundwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With the removal of the highly
contaminated soils from the site, it is assumed that additional
monitoring will be performed quarterly for +wo years. Pursuant to
Section 121(c) of SARA, five years after this alternative is
lmplemented, site conditions will be reviewed to determine whether or
not the monitoring program should be contimed.

Since o hazardous waste will be left cnsite following the remedial
action, only minimal deed restrictions will be required. These are
necessary becanse contaminated soils remain at depth beneath the clean
fill., Fencing will not be necessary. The time to implament this
alternative will be 33 months,

Alternative 4: Treatment of Battery Casing Materials and Cortaminated
Soils Ga-site

Altermative 4 provides for the excavation and on-site treatment of
55,000 cublc yards of battery casings with recyciing and/or off-site
disposal of residues. The residual battery casing material will be
considered non-hazardous: after passing the FP Toxicity tést, and
disposed at a non-RCRA landfill regulated by the Ohio EFA if a
recycler cammot be fourd.

Those s0ils containing lead concentrations greater than 500 mg/Xg at
the surface and failing the EP toxicity test for lead at depth {(as
described in Alternative 3) will be excavated and treated on-site in a
manner similar to the battery casings. As in Alternative 3, this
volume 1s estimated at 45,000 cubic yards. The same process for the
casings with some modifications could be used to treat the soils.
Bench scale laboratory tésts conducted by the United States Bureau of
Mines have indicated treatment of the- soils and casings to achieve
levels of lead below 500'mg/kg and below EP-toxicity levels can be
achieved. Trace elements such as arsenic and cadmium will also be
removed by the treatment system. The treated soils would be placed
back on-site. Off-site solls from some adjacent areas. (estimated at
1,600 cubic yards) and the sediment (400 cubic yards) would be
dewatered and placed orrsite after being mixed with the treated soils.

-~
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These s0ils would then bé covered with clean fill to promote growth of
vegetation.

The buildings and other structures at the site as well as
miscellaneous debris, drums, trash, concrete, wood, etc., will be
demolished, decontaminated and disposed at a non-RCRA. (sanitary)
landfill with recovery of the scrap metal.

A new wgll will be constructed as a water supply for the Ishmsel’
residence/USL. of fice building.

When implementing this. alternative, site drainage facilities will be
constructed to divert run-on and to collect runoff from the
contaminated. site areas. This will involve installation of a new
culvert, filter berms and, as necessary, treatment of the runoff
waters.

Monitoring of the surface waters, air, and groundwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With the removal and treatment
of the highly contaminated soils frow the site, it is assumed that
additional surface water: and growxiwater monitoring will be performed
quarterly for two years. Pursuant to Section 121(c) of SARA, five
years after this alternative is implemented, site conditions will be
reviewed to determine whether or not the monitoring program should be
continued. Since no hazardous waste will be left on-site following
the ramedial action, only minimal deed restrictions will be required.
These are necessary because contaminated’ soils. remain at depth beneath
the treated solls and vegetative cover (clean fill). Fencing will not
be necessary. The time to implement this alternative will be 48
months.

2ltermative 5: No Action

This alternative involves no action being taken at the site and wili
leave the site as it exists today.

Since hazardous wastes are neither treated or removed, quarterly
monitoring of surface water and groundwater will be performed for 30
years.

Comprehensive deed restrictions for the property will be implemented.
since hazardous wastes will be left cnsite. The site will not be
fenced.

Costs

The cost comparison of the five alternatives is sumarized in Tebie 4.
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VIII. THE SELECTED REMIDY

The selected remedy, Alternative 4 — Treatment of Battery Casingg and
Contaminated Soils has the following major components:

] Excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 55,000 cubic
yards of battery casings with recycling of the recovered lead,
treatrment chemicals, and polypropylene battery casings. Rubber
battery casings will be recycied if a buyer can be found:
otherwise they will be disposed of off-site at a non-RCFA
(sanitary) landfiil.

| Excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 45,000 cubic
yards of contaminated (total lead >500 mg/kg) surface s0ils, and
contaminated (failing EP toxicity for lead) subsurface soils.
Treated soils will be replaced on-site and covered with clean
fill. BAs with the treatment of the battery casings, the recovered
lead and treatment chemicals will be recycled.

| Quarterly monitoring of groundwater during implementation of the
remedial action and for two years following its completion.

! Monitoring of surface waters as necessary during remediation to
conply with discharge requirements. ' .

| Off-site soils and sediment from the Tributary to Island No. 3
will be excavated and brought on-site and mixed with the treated
s011s.

| A new well will be constructed for the Tshmael residence/USL
office.

| Site drainage facilities will be constructed.
| Minimal deed restrictions will be required on the property.

The 500 mg/kg total lead clean-up level has been established by the EPA for
surficial soils at the United Scrap Lead site. This level has been
established based on the results of the USL Public Health Evaluation, which
noted the CDC recammendation that blood lead levels . in children in a
residential area are found to increase when they come in contact with soils
with lead concentrations greater than 500-1000 mg/ky. This level will be
jachieved for the surficial soils. All soils at Gepth (greater than one
foot under the waste pile) will be excavated and treated Sf further testing
_Getermines that they do not pess the EP toxicity test for lead., If
additional future studies on lead-poisoning by CDC result in a revised
recomendation that is significantly different than the 500-1000 mg/ kg
level, EFA will evaluate the need for changing the established Clean—p
level at the USL site.

- -



In addition to the major components. defined for the selected remedy at the
USL site, there are several investigations which should be conducted during
remedial design to better refine aspects of the remedizal action. They
include:

I Further laboratory and pilot-studies: to be conducted by, or with
oversight from, the Uhited States Bureau of Mines to optimize the.
treatment process before full scale implementation.

| 2dditional soil sampling at depth including FP toxicity analysis
for lead should be conducted under the waste pile to better
quantify volumes of soil to be treated.

|  2aaditional surficial soil sampling, especially offsite, to better
quantify volumes of soil subject to remedial action.

|  2dditional sediment sampling in the nearly Tributary to Island No.
3, tO better define volumes of sediment subject to remedial
action.
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IX. SUMBARY OF THE OCMPARATIVE 2NALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment

Alternative 4 provides for overall protection of human health and the
environment by removing the contaminants from the battery casings and soil
through treatment. Since the contaminants will be removed and recycled,
there will be no potential future threat. The direct contact threat
identified in the Public Health Evaluation will be eliminated.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would all eliminate the direct contact threat with
contaminated media, but potential future risks could occur if capping or
1andfilling fails to be effective. Protection will not be achieved wnder
alternative 5,

Compliance with ARARS

SARA requires that remedial actions meet legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of other envirommental laws. These laws include:
the Toxic Substances Control Bct, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Solid Waste Digposal Act (RCRA), and any
state envirormental law which has more stringent requirements than the
corresponding federal law.

Applicable requirerents are cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive envirormental protection requirements, criteria or
limitations promuilgated under Federal or State law that specifically
address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial actiom,
location or other circumstance at a site. =2 requirement is “applicable" if
the remedial action or circumstances at the site satisfy 21l of the
jurisdictional prerequisites of the requirement.

Relevant and appropriate requirements are Cleanup standards, standards of
control, and other environmental protection requirements, criteria or
limitations promilgated urder Federal or State law that, wvhile not legally
"applicable™ to a hazardous substance, poliutant, contaminant, remedial
action, location or cother circumstance at a site, address problems or
situativns sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their
use is well suited to that site.

"A requirement that is judged to be relevant and appropriate mist be
canplied with to the same degree as if it were applicable. However, there
is more discretion in this detemination: it is possible for only part of
a requirement to be considered relevant and appropriate, the rest being
dismissed if Jjudged not to be relevant and appropriate in a given case"
{Interim Guidance on Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements, 52 FR 32496, August 27, 1987).
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Both alternatives 1 and 2 will meet RCRRA capping and closure (40 (FR 264)
requirements. Under these alternatives hazardous wastes (those
characteristic wastes exceeding EP tox lead analysis of 5.0 mg/1) will be
left on-gite, these requirements are applicable and therefore are
considered to be ARBR. The cap rust meet Subtitle © requirements, that isg,
impermeable layer, etc. Since Closure will not be clean closure,
gromdwater monitoring requirements (Subpart F) will apply.

Under alterratives 3 and 4 no hazardous waste will be left on-gite after
completion of the remedial action. Therefore RCRA capping and closure
requirements are not applicable or considered relevant and appropriate.

with the contaminated soils. ATSDR gives a range of 500 to 1,000 ppm as a
safe level. The 500 pan level was chosen in order to assure
protectiveness. It is also the level chosen at other CERCIA sites nearby
USL (e.g., Troy Railroad Depot and Arcamum).

Soils contaminated with lead at or above the 500 ppm level represent a
health threat. However, soils or casings with such lead levels may or may
not be a "hazardous waste" under RCRA. A lead contaminated waste is
hazardous under RCRA only if it exceeds the EP-Toxicity test level for lead
of 5.0 mg/1. Ieads wastes below the EP-Toxicity level are not -"hazardous
waste" under RCRA, and need not be treated as such (e.g., they can be
disposed of in a non-hazardous waste landfill). Soils or casings that are
not RCRA hazardous wastes may still pose a threat to humans if they exceed
the 500 ppm level, however. For this reason, surface soils and casings at
greater than 500 ppm (where direct comtact Can occur}) will be removed and

S0ils at depth which fail FP-Toxicity criteria will also be reamoved and
treated. This will ensure that leachable lead (i.e., that above EP Tox
levels) will be removed, and therefore, will likely not contaminate the
grourdiwater,

Treatment of these s0ils on-site mist meet RCRA Treatment, Storage or
Disposal requirements and Clean Air Act requirements. The Chic Solid Waste
Regulations are also ARAR for this Action. Waste solids out of the
treatment systems will be disposed of in accordance with the Ohic Revised
Code Sections regulating disposal of such material.

In addition, all alternatives will involve short-term discharge of water
into the nearby tributary to Island No.3. They will therefore meet the
technical requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit over which the State of Chio has jurisdiction. The Stare of
Ohio Water Quality Standards (QAC 3745-1) or Best Availanle Technology
requirements will be met for discharges to the tributary. Appendix C of
this ROD includes the tables listing all ARAR'S for the USL site.
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 4 provides for the most long-tem effectiveness and the
greatest degree of permanence through treatment of contaminatred media.
Since the contaminants are removed angd recycied the possibility of future
actions is eliminated. Altemative 4 utilizes treatment technologies which
permanently remove the threats due to casings and soils.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 will provide effectiveness as lorgs as cap and
landfill aré properly maintained. Since contaminants are contained rather
than removed, the possibility for future remedial actions at the USL site
Or at the off-site landfill site will remain. Alternative 1, 2amd 3 do
not use treatment technologies to remove contaminants from the s0ils.
Alternative 5 (No Action) is neither effective nor permanent,

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Only alternative 4 utilizes trestment technologies to significantly reduce
the toxicity and volume of contaminants in both the battery casings and the
soils. Concentrations of lead in both the battery casings and the soils
will be reduced to below 500 mg/kg (health based level). Since the lead in
the soils is significantly reduced, there will be less availaeble to leach
to the groundwater or be carried out by surface runoff. Alternatives 2 and
3 utilize treatment to reduce the toxicity and volume of the battery

casings but not the soils. Alternatives 1 and 5 (Mo Action) Go not utilize

treatment technologies at all,

Short—Term Effectiveness

In all alternatives (except no action) there will be a slight increase in
dust due to construction activities. Good construction practices should
minimize this. Protection will be achieved in the shortest period of time
(17 months) in alternative 1 and take the longest in alternative 4 (48
months) .

Inmplementability

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, because of the use of treatment technologies +o
remove contaminants from both the casings and soil will require pilot
studies before full scale cperation is started. Bench scale laboratory
tests on the treatment of battery casings and soils have indicated that
these processes are feasible. Off-site disposal of soils (Mltermative 3)
and capping of soils (Alternative 1 and 2) are simple processes not

requiring any specialized operators.
Cost

Detailed cost estimates for alternatives 1 — 5 including capital, operation
and maintenance, and present worth are in Tables 5-9. -

-
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State Acceptance

The Ohio EFA has indicated that it accepts the chosen remedial alternative.
A letter from the Director of the Agency indicating this support is
attached (Attachment D).

Commumity Acceptance

In general, based on the public comments the most. significant concern by
the commmnity is the cost of the remedial action. They do not accept lead
as a real threst. People living very close to the site have expressed an,
interest in having the ¥PA buy thelr property rather than clean up the
site.

1he specific comments arxl FPA’s responses are outlined in the attached
responsiveness sumary.
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SIATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment

The selected remedy provides the most protective soluticn overall
because the battery casings and contaminated soils are being treated to
remove and recycle lead. The direct contact threat currently
associated which these contaminated media would be eliminated.
Treatment would be undertaken onsite, eliminating potential
transportation incidents which could result in waste spills, etc.
Since the contaminants are actually removed from the battery casings
and soils, rather than contained, the potential for future threats at
the USL site or at an offsite disposal site is eliminated.

Ay short-term risks associated with treatment of +he waste materials
(Gust generation) could be minimized by the use of good construction
practices, fabric coverings and wetting during excavation. Air
monitoring will be conducted during remedial action.

Attairment of ARARS

The selected remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements as described in Section IX of this Record of
Decision. In addition to ARARS there were several local requirements
which while not applicable, or relevant and appropriate, were
considered by the U.S. FFA and Chio FPA when evaluating the selected
remedy. These requirements include: .

| Miami County Health Department inspects aryd approves all wells
in the County. The new well to be provided for the Ishmael
residence/USL office will meet this requirement.

| Miami County zones land use. The deed restrictions placed on
the USL property after the remedial action is completed will be
coordinzated with the Miami County zoning office.

| Miami County requires approval of all proposed changes to the
levee system. All drainage control measures to be taken at USL
will be coordinated with Miami County.

| Miami Conservency District controls and permits all

construction, building and land use within the flocodway. All
construction activities at the USL site will be coordinated with
the Miami Conservency District since the entire UST, site lies
within the 100-year floodplain of the Great Miami River. By
lmplementing the selected remedy, retarding basin capacity of
the Great Miami River will be restored since the battery casings
will be removed from the site after treatment.
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Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy provides overall cost-effectiveness because a high
degree of permanence is achieved at a cost less than that of offsite
landfilling. ILess protective containment options were considered, and
are of lower cost, but the costs associated with long—term maintenance
and potentially for replacement upon failure, in addition to
potentially putting public health and the enviromuent in future risk
rerﬁerec;"than unacceptable.  Final implementation costs of the selected
remedy may change during the remedial design but are expected to fall
within the range of accuracy expected for the order-of-magnitude
estimate developed in the FS report.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technolegies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicabie

The selected remedy provides the best balance with regpect to the nine
evaluation criteria described previously. Treatment technologies to
recover/recycle lead are utilized to the maximum extent practicable by
treating the battery casings and the soils which have lead
concentrations greater than the specified action level (500 mg/kg) at
the surface and those which do not pass the EP-toxicity test for lead
at depth. This alternative is further balanced with respect to the
nine criteria because a permanent solution which utilizes treatment
technologies is being selected, but it is being applied only to those
materials posing the greatest risk., The soils at depth will be covered
by the treated soils and clean fill thus providing a barrier between
them and the public. The selected remedy provides for adequate
protection of public health and the environment, while recovering a
natural resource, lead.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The principal threats at the site, direct contact with anyl/or ingestion
of contaminated media will be permanently eliminated by the use of

treatment by washing with fluosilicic acid. Treatment with resource
recovery is the principal element of the selected remedy.
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TABLE

1

WITED SCRAP LEAD
SUMMARY OF WASTE (BEMICAL (HARACTERISTICS

United Scrap Lead
Remedial Investigation
Section:z 3 .
Revision No.: 0

Date: February 19, 1988
Page: 14 of 21

Range
Chemical of Constituent
Constituent {mg/kqg)
Aluminum 916-8,720
Antimony N.C.»
Arsenic 21-444
Barium 51198
Beryilium N.D.-3.4%
Cadmium N.D.-6.7
Calcivm 21,0000~75,500
Chromium N.D.-39
Cobalt pPRN.D.~6.2
Copper N.D.~-122
“Iron 3,770-20,600
Lead 42-377,000
Magnesium 4,360-~52,9G0
Manganese 57-270
Mercurcy N.D.-0.33
Nickel N.D.-8.6
Potassium N.D.-1,780
Selenium N.D.
Siiver N.D.-8.4
Sodium 522-9,740
Thallivm N.D
Tin N.D.-30
Vanadium N.D.~63
Cyanide N.D
Zinc 57-85
Sulfate 340~1,800

2/ N.C. = Indicates that a value was not calculated for this parameter

since the matrix spike replicate was not within quality control limits.

In this instance, the constituent is likely to be present but the
concentration is unknown.

2/ N.D. = Not Detected
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Section: 4
Revigion No.:

page: 9 of 36
DNITED SCRAP LEAD

SUMMARY OF TOTAL LEAD COONCENTRATIONS IN SOILS
COLLECTED DURING BORINGS

Borings Location : SL23 - SL26 SL32
Depth Concentrations (mq/kg)

Soil Interface . 40 47,88C0 597

One Foot | 201 18,600 12,000

Five Foot 56 53 g18

Ten Foot 17 8g7 571

1/ pepths below interface of bottom of wastes and underlying soils.

United Scrap Lead
Remedial Investigation

0

Date: February 19, 1988



- United Scrap Lead
Remedial Investiqation
Section: 7
Revision No.: 0
Date: February 19, 1988
Fage: 29 of 32

wee 0 3

ESTTMATED GUIDELINE LEVELS FOR LEAD IN SOTL

v

Source of Estimate Level (mg/Kq} Commants
1 United Kingdom 550 For residential areas
; Directorate of the.
: Environment (Smith 1981)
4 .
3 Vernon Houk (as cited in 300-400
: Mielke et al. 1984)
CDC (1985} 500~1,000 Levels at which blood lead
levels will increase
Yankel et al. (1977) 1,000
Estimate based on 800-1G, 000 Assumes slope of relationship
correlation between soil . between blocd lead and soil
: lead and blood lead levels lead levels ranges from 0.6
k in EPA (1984a) to 7.6 ug/dl per 1,000 mg/kg
| Estimate based on 1,400 Slope of 4.5 ugy/dl per 1,000
Gallacher et al. (1984) mg,/kg
b Estimate based on &DI 42-100 Reasonable worst-case
: approach estimate */; see pgs. 27 and
; 28 of 32
[ - 210-500 Average-case estimate >/ see
! pgs. 27 and 28 of 32

. ZTihe lower and upper values of the range presented are based on ADL'S
I developed from recommendations of the USFDA {i.e., 50 ug/dl and the USEPA
(i.e., 21 ug/day), respectively.

1660402



United Scrap Lead
Feasibility Study
Section: 4

Revision No.: 1
Date: BAugust 5, 1983
Page 44 of 49
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ESCAVATION ARD TONSOLIDATION OF mmmwmmq CASINGS AMD S0TLS ¥ITH LEAD m:m«ﬁmm THAY 200 HB/KB, RCRA COMPLIANY n?w.%gwmmmnw%vau Dﬂmm:m mw—rm..: )
COHSOLFDAIED ORSIIE WD COVERED BETH Cap.

Data: mﬁﬁcmﬁ 5, 1588
page 45 of 49

OFERABLE UNITS COST COMPUNENT ILAPITALZCONSERUCTIONIAXNUAL OPERATING AWD! PRESENT MORTH 82 ! PRESENY WOATH COST § PRESEKT WORTH COST ¢
! Lost 1" rAINTENANCE COST | {10n ! £5 1 I {21l SYOLUKE OF HATERIM. CONSIDERED .
seraunea - sevoman] e B R L R LT LY PR RT R | wmmman] st rorrneaaaal  B3bbery Laslngs 33,000 cublc yards ,
1.0 BATTERY CASINGS & S0HS § i ! l § Contamimaled solls 39,000 cublc yards D300 ag/g)
Excavation, consolldalion 1 3,130,000 ¢ 19,500 189,957 | $146,034 1 F212,787 1 Contasinated Sedlsenls 409 cubic yards |
and RCRA Cap. H i } i | | Bf{site sofls 1506 cuble yards
.0 SDILS ; i # i ; < b }
Erravation, consolidalion, | §14,700 H i ] 108 Includes Inspection souing, and
ol oflsite sails inlo ALR4 ¢ i H | | laeintenznce of ceps aver 30 years.
tap and restoration of i ! | | !
piisile eacavaled 2ress | 1 | A |
3.0 SURFACE WATERS & SEDINLNISS ! ! } P, '
Sedisent Dredgling and on- |} 828,000 ¢ | - ;
sile placeszal{RCRA Cap) ! ‘1 H } i e §08H Includes Iespaction, sonlng and aaintenance of drafnzge ditches, culverls
Drainage reconsiruction | §19,000 § 500 § B0 $7,684 } E11,198 Land beres over 30 yrars subsequend to rezedial action,
Honitoring } i H ! ] |
Fiest 2 years ! | 113,500 1 124,130 1 §25,840 1 20,994 tQuarterly
Hexk27 years i i 43,500 1 $32,995 1 53,802 1 $78,388 lAnnually
frealaeal [1F neededi H §343,000 3 i | f H
£.0 BROVIDHATER H R H { i . i } .
ltew weli construction H $2,500°¢ ] 1 ! tResidence/Milce
foniioring H i ! i | [Subsequent to reazdlal actlon,
First 2 years H i #25,200 | M7t " BLE,B87 . $48,938 Quarterly
Hext 17 years ! i $5,300 1 §59,3%0 1 £35,844 1 ) $141,09% IAadually
5,0 ONSITE FACILITEES AD i H ] . ] I ]
pEERis ] i ! i ! I
Desolilion, and oifsite | 138,000 7. i | H !
disposal } : ! ! { 1 .
£.0 ROBILITATION AND SUPPGRT § H } ! ! 1
FACILITIES j § ] 1 | t
Site Diiices, fences, ; §3156,000 § i i | §
Beconlaninalion Facilities,! | ; ! | !
Roadnays, Ulililies o ! : ! . ] {
Rir soniloring ; . } R i ’ ! |
Bt St R G OTTU EETTEPERSE PP Y P - ] un]
SUBI0TAL H $4,21%,200 1 §S8, 900 1 §254,332 § §377,053 | 519,371 | '
LEBAL FEES,LICENCES, PERRITS ¢ 1216, 960 L } ! ’ ! | 5 1 OF CAPITAL/LONSE,
THSURANLES, BONOS } 142,192 4 i H ! ! 1 1 1 0F CAPITAL/LONST,
EXBIHEERTHG ARD ADBINISTRATIVES §210,960 1 ! } o | 31 OF CAPLTAL/LOHSI,
SUBTOTAL H $4,4683,312 156,500 ¢ {254,532 | $377,053 | $519,373 1
CONTIHSENCY - 15 T OF SUBIDTALY §702, 491 4 , 18,835 1 38,180 1 $35,558 | £77,904 1
SALVAGE VALLE H 150,000 1 i 18136,36531 ($142,B6031 (4147,060) 1 50 T OF HAJOR CAPITAL EQUIPHENY (waler irestaent systes)
107AL i £3,185,809 1 $47,735 1 b158,347 4 290,750 § §450,219 1Balvage value nol included a5 part of capital construction tost,
SHIE EVALUATION R §36,000 | i 86,320 1 183,50 1 $129,100 recovered at contlusion of Lhe resedial action.
mmeroemes e sttt s e s st s et s b eiaenet6ite evaluation CDsts [ncutted every 4 years, Costs are not
i ! ' ! .ot " bconsidered as OSM but are recerring and deferred costs,
TBIAL PRESENT HORTH { ‘ $5,598,476 1 $5,760,099 | £5,963,128 }

_ THBLE 5 | _
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. - " Section: ﬁ
ALTERNATIVE 2 . Revision Wo.: .1 w mw
CICAYATIDK AND ONSTTE TREATHENG-GF BRTTERY CASIXSS AMD RCRA CAPPING OF LOMTABIRATED SGILS ¥ITH LEAD CONCENTRATIONS . . bate: gmﬂcmﬂ m E]
GREAICR THAN 500 MO/ AND SELECILD OFFSITE SOILS . . Page 46 of 49.
ORERASLE UNET/ COST COMPEMENT I0APITAL/CDUSTRUCT! W OPERATING ANOT PRESENT WORTH CBST 1 PRESENT WORTH COST | PRESEXT WORTH £05T 1 . ‘ i
i cast P00 RAINTERANCE COST 3 {101 i {50 | 21 [VOLUNE 4F RATERIAL Bzm_ommmo .
B R S B S LT T, wasommnn : o =} Baltery Lasings 53,000 cubic yards
1.0 BATTERY CABIRGS i H H t | | Contaainated sofls 59,000 cublc yards {3300 ag/ig} .
£xcavation and onsile ! $11,157,000 ¢ £0 4 § ] I Eontasinated Sediments {00 cudlc yards }
trestaent offsite dizposal H 8 H l b I Offsite soils 1600 cubie yards . +
af sesidues, ! i H | ! |
2.0 CONTARINATED $OILS H i J | i Treataent residues to offsite noa-RERA Tandi[1l, 30 ailes.
fvcavalion; consolidalion, | $1,901,000 1 15,500 4 §51,84% 1 181,948 | $173,178 10UA Includes inspeciion,nowing, and :
al oasite and offsite smlsi i i f ! taalnlenzace of caps over 30 years, o
and fovering with 2 H j ! | - | b . "
RCAA Cap.Restoralica of H ! j ! I
olfsile excavated areas, ) H ; ! | ' i
3.0 BURFACE WATEAS & STOLMERISY H | 10t $0 1 1
Sediaenl Dredging and pa- £24,000 ¢ ! ] i H
site plecesenl {RERA Lapl ) 1 ' i §6 1 101! §
brsinage recanstrection | §13,060 1 . 8300} $4,704 | §7,685 | . PEL 198 LORN Includes tnspection, oxlng and szinienince of drainage ditches, culverts
Hanilor ing | } H 1 | fand beras over 30 years subsequenl to resedial aclion,
Firsk 7 years H H BI3,900 ¢ 130 1 §23,840 1 §24, 894 {luarterily
“Hext 27 yeirs H i 83,500 ¢ $32,935 § 53,802 1 §78,386 lhanually ~
Trealseal {1F needed) H §353,000 1 . L/ §0 ! $0 1 161
4.0 SROUXDEATER i . i i $0 1 04 |
Hew well construction i 2,500 ¢ H HO §0 1 |Residence/Dif{ce
Honiloring 4 ! ! ) ! : {Subsequent to reaedial actien,
First 7 years } i £25,700 | 833,147 1 846,847 ¢ $48,938 10uarterly
Kext 27 years i ! z;uoo H 59,350 $96,844 | $141,095 thnnualiy
S0 OHSTEE FACILITIES AHD H i i §6 1 101 } .
DEBRIS i H H ! | ! '
Dewolition, decontzainslivn} §38,000 4 ! 1 | i
and alisite dispesal i H } 801 i | !
5.0 BOEILIIATION AND SUPRORI. | § § | | H _ .
FACILITIES ] ! j £0 4 N 1 e
Sile Difices, Fences, ] £445,000 4 b £0 1 . 0 4 I E oo
Decontasination Facilities H H " ! ! 5 ) N
Roaduays, Utilities ! J 1 $0 4 ’ §0 I ‘ ’ . e
Air sonilering f ] | 01, 80 ! T .
- e i Rt CEL R ERTERS B wani : ! !
SUsTaIAL : 314,185,500 1 §34,900 4 $216,824 4 §315,085 | £429,789 1 .
LEGAL FEES,LILENCES, L PERXITS 1 709,275 : H 6l i 3 1 OF CAPITAL/CONST,
mzm%mznmm_ Bldng ! §141,855 ¢ ! ! l ! b1 OF CAPITAL/CONST, .
ENGIREERING AHD ADXINISTRATIVE! 1,038,840 ¢ ' } ] | 8 1 [F CAPIIAL/CONST, '
SUBIGTAL H §la,471,470 ¢ 154,900 1 §218,824 | §313,585 4 §419,789 | '
COHTIRGERCY - 1§ ¥ OF SUBIOIALY §2,425,121 4 $8,235 1 §32,524 | §47,335 % 164,468 18:lvaqe value nol {ncluded as part of tapltal construction tosts,
SALVABE YALTE ] 32,875,000 4 ! | (52,614, 57211 - 182,735, 1021 ($2,819,6301% 40 X OF HAJOR CAPITAL EGUIPHEXT
01AL { 118,597,184 4 . £43,135 4 {87,360, 22411 1§2,374,20301 (§2,325,3n4
SUTE LYALUATION H © 110,009 1 i F4a,320 1 185,540 | $029,100 15ite evatuation costg are inturred 2»_:. % oyears.  These tosis are
TTTmeRmemesmane i e S PR -----.---T --3..;-2-:.,-,.-”--------11.---2--.92 considered as OLA, but are recwrring, deferred costs
; i i H ; !
IGTAL FRESERT WORIN H ! i §16,278,286 1 $14,304,528 § F18,400,918 §

e b e b R I =
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BLIERUATIVE 3

EXCAVATION AND ONSITE TREAINENY OF BATTERY CASINGS AND OFFSITE LANDFILL DISPOSAL OF CONTAKIHATED mcwﬂhn“>r.mm_wm i

ANG SOLES RY 5 FEET £30EEDING €

DPERRBLE UNIT/ £OST CORPONENT

m
_
1,0 BATIERY CASINGS !
Escavalion and onsibe H
Lrealwenl ol fsile dizposal |
of residues !
2.0 CONTANIKATED SOILS )
Lxcavation, solidification ¢
and offsile dlisposal {BLRj
ol tonlaxinatad solls, H
Genalering vells and pusp |
Erzdlng and onsiis {
restoration. Offsite soiis!
excavated aad placad onsitel
Restoralioa of site, ;
3.0 SURFALE ¥ATERS & SEDINENIS)
Sediasnl Dredging and an~ |
siie placesenl{RCRA Lop) |
Orainage reconstruction
Honitoring }
First 1 years i
Trealaent (1§ neededl  §
.0 SROUNBXAIER i
Hew well construction ]
Ronitoring t
First 2 years H
5.0 DNSLTE FADILIVIES D i
DEBRIS i
ferctilivs, decontanination}
and aifsite disposal i
b0 BOBILLIATION AND SUPPORT |
FACILITIES }
Site Oltices, Feaces, H
Jecontazinalion Facilities,)
Roadways, Utitities i
Rir aaniloring i
SUBIOTAL
LEBAL FEES,LICENCES b PERHITS
IRSURANCES, ROHDS
EHGIHEERIKG AND AGRINISTRATIVE
SUBTATAL
COHTINGERCY - {3 % OF SUBTOIAL
SALVAGE VALUE ;
TOIAL i
BITE EvaLUATIOH i

e T Ny 1

TEIAL PRESERT ¥OHTH i

P'ICYIE LEVELS WITH OFFSIIE DISPOSAL OF ALL TREATHENT RESIQUALS AND SITE RESIDRATION,

LCAPTEALACOKSTRUCTIOR 4300UAL OPERATING AND! PRESEHT WGRTH COST 1 PRESENT WORTH COST |

Fansioihicy Boodey
i .. S8ectlon: . A& . :
¢« 7+ Revision No.t
TH LEAD COXCENTRATIONS EREATER THAN 560 MI/XE - Date: BAugust 5,

’ . Page 47 of, 49
PRESENT ORTH COST IVOLUKE OF WAIERIAL CONSIogRey - . :

£osy " BAIRTERAMCE €01 ) |10 1 ! (in l N {Battery Casings Ly 99,000 cobic yard
e e e Lt SO TR USVISN FOUS S R salle "1 45,000 cuble yards
' { i { {Contantnated Sedlaente 406 cudlc yards
$11,397,000 4 ie | 1 f i0lfsite soils 14600 cublc yards L f
| ! I ! ' L
} 8 ] } (. |
; { ! ' ! !
19,332,000 1| [ | B i
i { ! H !
! _ ! ! . ! . .
£771,000 ¢ : §4,700 ¢ . §44,307 ¢ £72,248 | $100,261 108 Includes Inspection noving, ind
$155,300 ¢ i | ! + 1aaintenance of cap for 30 years S
! : | [ I ! B
! ! } ! | :
14700 | . ] A ! | .
H ; ! i H '
4,500 ; H i | . :
° ! H { | | i T
§15,000 ¢ £500 1 I $7,885 1 §38,198 108K includes inspection noving, and malntenance ! dralnage ditches, culverts
i H I o "tand beras over 30 years subsequent Lo resedial zetion,
! §13,900 1 §26,130 1 $25,810 1 §26,991 |
§345,000 4 ! 01 01 46 . . |
i { I ' } ! . o
£2,500 | i ! ! Hshaael Residence ' .
1 ! i } { '
! 135,200 4 I, T §46,847 1 $48,%38 lbubsequent Lo reacdial actjon.
i i i [ !
! i ! ! !
§38,000 1 1 : ! i s
; | 1 l ! L
; i 1 f i
! ! ! | |
145,000 4 i, . | ) I :
] cod { ! } ,
; i ! b : . L
] o ! ) | I : .
} x woleesan ] - { meneae-|
§32,490,000 § $44,300 | $116,898 4 $152,621 1 §192,391 |
1,124,500 ¢ i 4 01 { 3 1 OF CAPITAL/CONST,
224,900 ¢ ! } ! H L 1 OF CAPITAL/CONST, .
2,698,800 1 . o | i { 12 1 OF CARITAL/CONST.
§26,338,200 | §84,300 4 F116,898 | $132,621 1 £192,398 |
13,989,738 3 35,515 1 $17,535 1 $22,693 1 $28,659 | .
§2,B7h,000 3 ' (52,614,510t 152,739, 16214 (82,819,83004 10 1 OF HAJOR CAPITAL EDUIPHENT
§36,516,939 ¢ $30,945 § [§2,480,139}1 £42,5563, 50841 (42,578,360 i Salvage value not included as pard af capital tonstruction cost,
§50,000 1 H $31,045 1 §39,175 1 §83)203 trecovered al conclusion of Lhe resedial 2ction,

1
i 4
9 ]

s |t e |

$28,069,836 | §27,994,517 |

‘lllilllit‘l}lulxxta“lAblIl’illlllllllIll“IlrllJllilitilll!r!I—llil!llllllllln‘ll!ﬁﬁ

TABLET

m e g

TTmeesmmmemeenesssm—iByvalustion noours once, 3l Lhe end of the Lifth year,  These costs
27,965,833 lare acl considered as Oy but are recurring, delerred costs,
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TERRALIVE €

ChyRTi0y AkD ONSTTE TREAIAINY OF mwwmmmw EASIKRS AHD LONTARIMATED SURFICTAL SOILS WITM LEAD COMCERTRATIONS GREAIER THAR
1HG3 R

O RGILG AKD EP TOXIC SOILS AT DEFTIE WiTH OFFSITE DISPGSAL DF CAS

ERABLE BHITS COST COMPOHER]

m
|
0 BalTERY CASINGS H
Excavalion and onsile :
treataent,nifsite disposal |
of residues {
O CONLAMINATED BOILS f
£rcavalion and easite !
treatuzat unsite disposal i
Beaalering wells and purp |
Srading end oasile soil t
restoration. Difsite soif
excavaled and placed onsitel
flestoralion of sile. i
0 SURFALE ¥ATER AND SEBIREKYY
Sedisent Dredglag end on< |
sive placesenl (RCAA Capd
Orainage reconsizucibon H
Koniloring H

Firsl 2 years H

Teealaeat 1 aeeded] i
O GHOUMD¥ATER i

Hex well construciion H
Henitoring
First 2 years
L DHSLIE FALILITIES MHD
BERRIE
Deasiilion, decontasinationt

and oilsite disposal i
L0 EORILIZATION AuD SUPPDRT 3

mpn_wvﬂwmm “
Site Bifices, Fences, |
Becontlzeinalion Facilities,
foadnays, Bitilies
Bur suailoring
SUBI0TAL
TEGAL FEES,LICENCES, ) PERRITS
LiSekiCES, BLNDS i
fRGINTCRING AND ADKINISTRATIV
Suslaial
SORTINGEHEY ~ 25 T OF SGBIDIAL
SALVAGE YALME
101a
STIE EVALUATION

H
B
¥
1
4
¥
l
¥
]

101AL PRESCHT w1

e

£ 1IALILOHSTR

[

t
emasmanccsnmnchsssnal amannnraenSnsssnsase s

3

(EST0UE ARD SITE RESTCRATION. ’ :

‘AiuR, OFERATIKG AXDY PRESENT WORTH COST 3 PRESENT WORTH COST | PRESENT KEATN £0ST |

L£os1

[ PSRN
H |

seemmmmnlmemmmn e e meenenansf o Babery Casings

RALHIERANCE COGT 1 tn 1 {sn | 1in {VOLUKE OF BATERTAL COMSIDERED
59,600 tubic yards

section: .
pevision No.: 1 i
pate: August b, 1988
page 40 of 49

| } | ! i Contasinated solls 45,000 cubic yards .
11,397,000 §0 4 H (. 1 Contaninated Sediseats 400 cublc yards |
; L i | ' 1 . i off_site soils 1609 cubic yards .
: ; : i !
§ : ! { turficial sails greater than 500 ap/tg and solls at depth
£3,788,700 ¢ H . R ) l tgrealer than RCRA EP toxlcity of & eg/l lassume 2 degih of § fenti,
} } ] | §
§741,000 1 ! i ; iUses saae equipeent as batlery casing treatsent ;
§155,300 ¢ §4,700 3 ERR 1510 0 A §312,248 1 $105,261 104 {acludes nspection,soving, and
H ! ! | ieaintenance of cap aver 30 years,
H ! ! ! {
$14,700 1§ ! ] S |
H H H i 1 .
£4,500 1 ! 1 ] ! ’
i ! | } !
§15,000 3 R 1LV 14,7841 7,686 ¢ §15,198 10K includes {nspection,soving, and azinlenance of drainege ditches, cuiverls
H H H : 1 Vand beras over 10 years subsequeal io reaedial action.
H $13,900 3 24,1308 825,840 1 125, q H
§383,000 } A I . 401 01 .
: H § ] ' !
12,509 § i i | ‘Residencelotfice
H i ! | i
! 75,200 ¢ I $16,847 3 48,930 5ubsequent Lo resedial action,
i i t ! 1
i i { ; i
138,000 | ! i | {
§ H ! 1 |
i ' { i 1
H f 4 ! i .
§345,000 ¢ : ] ! i
; | i |
: i H t
} i | i
wemmaennmnesanssene ] : ~{- et
§18,986,200 1 $44,300 £116,898 § HEYR -V $192,351 4
1949,310 § i i | | § 1 OF CAPITAL/CORST,
189,862 1 ; ! § H {1 OF LAPITAL/EONST,
§4,244,550 4 ; { H i 5 1 OF CAPITAL/CEHST. .
124,871,922 4 144,100 §114,099 | $152,6201 $192,391
14,217,980 2 §11,013 §29,223 1 £38,185 1 $48,048 18igher contingency based on further soil Lreateeal systes delinition,
AL 776,800 4 B0 (34,342,589 150,549,424 ($4,483,17511 40 1 OF RAJOR CAPLTAL EQUIPHEXT
§31,089,901 ¢ 3%, 508 4 (14, 195,487018 144,358, 64711 _,*_mau_mmmu_mmw<mam value nol included a5 part of capitel roastruction costs,
136,000 4 : i 131,043 1 $39,175 1 145,285 trecovered al conclusien of resedisl aciion.
cetraustanasasarananlosnnntatenaasansanis{histisissensns rne | mrnammenr e esau s maxadaanasassmnenenseaeetEyalpation acturs ooly once, at end af {ifth year. These rosts
H H ! H fare not considered as OBN, bul are recurring, deferred cosls,
; ] 826,924,481 1 $26, 770,430 § 125,597,562 3 ’
B ] L ST R E O PP ITY PUREE PP LI PEE TS EURRPEERE LR Rt
TAR] T &




a. i " it o s e S

TLRHATIVE § . : . Revision Wo.: 1
ACTION : : _ pate: BAuqust 5, Gmm

‘ | : page 49 of 49

RADLE WMITS COST CORPURLNY PLAPITALZCONSTRUCTION: ANAUAL OPERATING AND! PRESENT WORIH COST | PRESEET MDRTH COST { PRESEHT WORTH CBST SVOLUME OF HATERTAL COMSIDERED '

“ £ost i BAIRTERARCE €OST ¢ t 100 H (3N § L2l !
et b G S TEEEE TP [ A PRI mmmaa]a - wmmme | Hone
Y EAVIERY LaSIGS ! H . H ! 1 |
H i H | i ' i ,
i | ; _ i _ _ . By
CONTANIHATED SOILS ! “ .o 00 10 1 0 mw....
H H i 1 i | i
m ; i ! ! ! 2
SURFACE WAIERS b SEDINENTS] i ; : I . b &)
Honibering ! : ! ! 1 ! 1
For 30 years H i §13,%00 4 $131,035 4 $203,471 £331,304 {Quarterly saspling.
i ¢ i { H §
: H i H H i i
BROUADHATER { i H 1 | |
Honiloriag ! H i i | !
For 30 years ! ; 123,200 ¢ §737,580 ¢ 187,374 1 £564,379 1Buarterly sadplia
H i . ! H ] !
i . H H i H H
DHSLIE FACILITIES AND H H H o H H .
DEBRIS ! ; i 1 H }
H H i H ’ ! |
KGBILTTATION AND SUPPORY - ! H i H | 1
FACILITIES i H } H !
! ; ! | !
i e B i semmnee e B e R
SUBTSIAL H $0 1 §39,100 4 $368,595 | §501,045 § §875,685 ) ,
AL FEES LICEXCES, % PERRIIS 103 ; ] { b
RANCES, BOMDS ! §0 : ! ; i
IHEERIHE AKD ADRINISIRATIVE! H H . 01 ' 01 01 .
H } ! ! H !
SUBIGIAL H §0 3 $3%,000 1 £369,394 1 $601,083 1 §875,681 |
TIRGERCY - §5 1 OF SUBIDFALY- i3 §5,883 1 CER IV §90,457 1 $131,353 '
TakaL : 03 114,985 1 §421,80% 1 ©o4e91,207 $1,007,038 §
EVALUATION H £30,0600 3 { $446,320 4 §83,540 4 129,100 llnturred every five years, Site evaluation fs not considered
T e B L ALY .--...-..5-.:;"---..-..--.;:.::--.“-.!.-------.---:-:T---.-:-:.:----{": an OV cost but are recurring and delerred casts,
! ; > } ] | .
L PRESENT ¥ORIH ! : } £470,205 | $174,742 1,438,134 ¢ ’
e s e e e e e e e mean - R e L b L




United Scrap Lead
Remedial Investigation
Section: 1

Revision Ko.: 0
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page Yo, 1 Atachment A.
2/05/88
ROMINISTRATIVE RECORD TrdEY
Umited Scrap Les
Tray, Onie

THOEY FAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECTPIENT DOCUBENT TyRE
I
4 13 Q070070 Treataitiity Study Scope Reparts/Studies
Uf Sepvices United Scrap
Lead
143 1 0000700 lueediate Removal Heguest Valdas fidamyus ~ USEEG De. LW Porter - Mezorandug
far United Serap Lead Site, USERA

Tray, dhic ~ fiction Hemearduy
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- State of Ohlo Environmc,ntﬁ! Protection Ageacy

P.C. Box 1048, 1800 WaterMark Dr, ' )
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149 ' , _ Richard F. Caleste

Governor

Valdus V. Rdamkus September 30, 198¢C
Regional Administrator

U.S5. EPA, Region V

230 &. Dearborn Ave.

Chicago, Il: 60604

Dear Mr. Adamkus;

This correspondence is to inform you that Ohio EPA has reviewed
the Record of Decision proposed by U.S. EPA concerning the United
Scrap Liead site near Troy, Ohio. After weighing the remedial
alternatives proposed in the ROD, Ohio EPA concurs that the
remedy selected, Alternative 4, meets the criteria for remedies
required by SARA. '

As stated in the ROD, we also concur that 1if new scientific
studieg reveal that concentrations of lead in surficial s0lls
should be less than 500 mg/kg to be protective, this ROD will be
re-evaluated to consider the new evidence and assure that the
selected remedy remains protective of human health.

Richard L. Shank, Ph. D.
Directoxr, Ohio Envixonmental Protection Agency

L%

cc: David Strayer, 0OCa, CO
Mike Starkey, OCx, SWDO
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ATTACHMENT B

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
UNITED SCRAY LEAD SITE
TROY, CHIO

El

Public comments on the Feasibility Study (FS) Report and the proposed plan

for the

United Scrap Lead site were received by the U.S. EPA at a public

meeting on August 15, 1988 and through written documents received by the
U.5. EPA at the Region V Chicago office between August 8, 1988 and
August 29, 1588. This Responsiveness Summary addresses these comments,

Public comments on the United Scrap Lead Site FS and proposed plan fall
into the following major categories:

A.

D.

E.

Comments on the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
Reports,

Public health risks, both present and future,
Remedial action costs,
Proposed alternative remedial action,

Legal issues regarding specific provisions of CERCLA/SARA.

Comments and the U.S. EPA responses as provided in the following are
crganized according to these categories.

16607,/08



COMMENTS ON THE RI/FS REPORTS
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Comment. The FS issued by EPA for the site is inconsistent with CERCLA,
the NCP, EPA’s own internal quidance documents, and contains numerous
fundamental flaws in its methodology. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel
for the USL PRP Group.)

U.5. EPA Response. The FS was conducted consistent with CERCLA and SARA,
and to the extent practicable, consistent with the NCP. The same cost-—
effective screening analysis required in the NCP was conducted utilizing
several Agency quidances which incorporate langquage in SARA into the
evaluation. Since SARA supersedes the NCP, utilizing these guidances was a
more current way to conduct the FS. These guidances include: EPA Directive
Number 9355.0-1¢ "Interim Guidance on Superfund Selection of Remedy®, dated
December 24, 1986; EPA Directive Number 9234.0-05, "Interim Guidance on
Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Regquirements", dated
July 9, 1987; and EPA Directive Number 9355.0-21, "Additional interim
Guidance for FY‘87 Records of Decision®, dated July 24, 1987.

Comment. The RI failed to evaluate the likelihood of future releases and
associated public health risk of subsurface contaminated soils remaining
onsite. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.5. EPA Response. The Public Health Evaluation as presented in the RI is
considered as the baseline conditions as they presently exist. The
evaluation would therefore reflect the risks associated with future
conditions under the No-Action scenario. The risks posed by the
contaminated soils at the site as evaluated in the RI are not considered to
be diminished under future conditions without remediation efferts at the
site. The alternatives as proposed in the FS would mitigate these risks as
identified with proper implementation of the alternatives.

Comment. Seven remedial technologies that were evaluated in Section 2 of
the FS received rejection from further consideration without documentation,
in violation of the NCP. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL
PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. All of the initial remedial technologies were screened
curing the early stages of the feasibility study process for site specific
applicability. The justification for their rejection or acceptance for
furthey consideration are listed in Tables 2-2 and 2-3 of the USL FS
report.

Comment. EPA failed to properly evaluate fixation as a remedial
alternative in the FS. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP
Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. In the evaluation of fixation, the EPA does not contend
that gypsum 1s the only fixation agent which could be utilized at the USL
site. However, in the evaluation, gypsum was utilized as representative of
the process and is one of the least expensive fixation agents. The same
limitations of utilizing gypsum would be consistent with the other fixative
agents. Alternative 3 involved the solidification of the contaminated
soils into a cement matrix before off-site disposal. By doing this, the
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volume of the contaminated media actually increase by 10 percent. This ig
inconsistent with contaminated media volume reduction preferred in Section
121 of SaRa,

Comment. There are no data to support the implied contention that lead in
the site soils will migrate. The data in the RI demonstrate that future
migration of lead under a property constructed and maintained cap, which
prevents leachate formation, would be a remote possibility. (Comment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.5. EPA Regponse. Risks associated with the possibility of cap failure,
even if the cap is properly maintained is greater than that of treatment to
remove contaminants from the site. Removal of the contaminants from the
soils and battery casings provides for a more permanent remedy given its
long-term effectiveness.

Comment. The FS inserts additicnal criteria that are not required by the
NCP at this stage, such as short-and long-term protectiveness;
significantly and permanently reducing the toxicity, robility or volume of
hazardous constituents; availability of technologies; technical and
institutional ability to monitor, maintain, and replace technologies over
time; and the administrative feasibility of implementing the alternative.
(Comments by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. }

U.S. EPA Response. All of the above listed criteria are included in Epa
Directive Number 9355.0-21, "Additional Interim Guidance for FY87 RODs"

- dated July 24, 1987. The criteria were established fo reflect the changes
as defined in SARA. Since SARA and its provisicns supersede those of the
NCP, (where inconsistent) it was appropriate to use the above-mentiocned
criteria when evaluating alternatives,

Comment. Under the cost prong of the NCP analysis, "an alternative that
far exceeds the cost of other alternatives evaluated and that does not
provide substantially greater public health or environmental protection or
technical reliability shall usually be excluded from further consicdera-
tion." 40 C.F.R. Part 300.68(g)(1). This critical step, cmitted from the
initial screening, would have eliminated the fluosilicic technology.
(Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. It is EPA’s contention that fluosilicic acid treatment
does indeed provide substantially greater public health and environmental
protection than containment alternatives such as capping. When the
contaminants are removed and recycled from the soil or battery casings
there is no possible future risk scenario under which exposure could take
place. Therefore, fluosilicic treatment was not excluded from further
consideration.

Comment. Offsite treatment of battery casings at a battery recycling
facility was rejected because EFA questioned the reliability of the

16607,/08 - 4 -



facilities and alleged that they may stop treatment mid-project. FS at
3-17. There is no justification of these unreascnable assumptions. How
EPA came to these conclusions is difficult to understand when the Agency
made no attempted to contact such facilities. (Comment by L. Ringenbach,
Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.5. EPA Response. During the FS, the U.S. EPA contractor was in contact
with a number of off-site reclamation facilities. The conclusion to screern
offsite treatment of battery casings at private facilities was based on the
following. The cost associated with offsite treatment exceeded that of
onsite treatment, due to the high cost of transporting hazardous waste
across the country. There are also inherent dangers associated with
transporting hazardous wastes including accidents and other ways in which
the material could inadvertently be spilled. 1In all cases, the facilities
which the EPA contractor contacted, failed to specify whether they had a
valid RCRA permit, and what lead levels would be achieved after treatment,

Comment. Other than alternative 1 (RCRA Cap), the FS utterly fails to
identify "feasible" remedial technologies as required by EPAfs own
guidance. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

EPA Response. Consistent with CERCLA as amended by SARA and to the extent
practicable the NCP, EPA has identified a wide range of potential
technologies for evaluation in the FS. In the early screening stages of
the FS potential technologies were evaluated and then screened if they were
not technically feasible considering site specific application. During
this phase over 50 remedial technologies were evaluated based on the
specific operable units identified at USL. )

Comment. The FS arbitrarily assumes that any battery casings and soils
with Tead concentrations of up to 500 mg/kg would pass the EP~toxicity test
after treatment. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP
Group. )

U.S. EPA Response, The BOM, through treatability testing in the laboratory
nave demonstrated that after treatment both the battery casings and the
soils could achieve levels of less than 500 mg/kg total lead and pass the
Ep-toxicity test for lead (5.0 mg/l). Treatment would be considered
successful only after these two objectives-would be met. Post—treatment
verification will be necessary to prove that these objectives have been
met. Prior to implementation of the treatment process, additional testing
including cperation of a pilot plantf will be conducted. The ability of
the system to achieve treatment objectives will be verified.

Comment. A detailed analysis of the remaining five alternatives failed to
include the proper criteria required by the NCP. FS at 4-11. Rather than
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evaluate such factors as established technology, cost, engineering imple—
mentability, reliability, constructability, protectiveness, minimization of
threats to the environment, and analyzing any adverse environmental
impacts, methods of mitigating these impacts, and costs of mitigation, EPa
instead arbitrarily chose to limit its consideration to only seven
criteria: short-term effectiveness; long-term effectiveness; permanence;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume; implementability; cost;
compliance with ARARs: and overall protectiveness of human health and the
environment. This action violates the NCP.  (Comment by L. Ringenbach,
Counsel for,the USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. The criteria used in the detailed analysis of the Fg,
are criteria specified in EPA Directive Number 9355.0-21 titled,
"Additional Interim Guidance for Fy&7 RODs". This agency directive
incorporates language in SARA into the development of evaluation criteria.
Since language in SARA supersedes that of the NCP the use of the above
mentioned criteria was appropriate. The above listed criteria are not
inconsistent with the NCP. They supplement the NCP and take into account
the revisions of SARA. EPA need only follow the NCP "to the extent
practicable." CERCLA, Part 121(a).

Comment. Two additional criteria that were to be applied at this stage of
the analysis were state acceptance and community acceptance. FS at 443,
the FS states, however, that it will net evaluate these two criteria until
after the FS is issued and consequently, cannot complete the FS. ‘The FS
should bhe released for public comment again after these Necessary con-
siderations are completed. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the usL
PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. Nowhere in the FS does it mention that because these
two criteria were not addressed before the FS was put out for public
comment, the FS could not be completed. These two criteria are normally
addressed in the Record of Decision. The State of Chio has supported the
recommended alternative; however, formal acceptance by the State comes only
after they have reviewed the braft Record of Decision. The EPA or its con-
tractors cannot evaluate commnity acceptance until a recommendation as to
the cleanup at the site is made. Therefore, community acceptance is based
on public comments to the proposed plan, which was released with the FS.
Comment. Inconsistent with the NCP, the FS failed to include its detailed
analysis in alternative for treatment or disposal offsite and an alterna-
tive that does not attain applicable or relevant and ‘appropriate
requirements. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. Consistent with the statutory determination in Section
121 of SARA, which supercedes the NCP, alternatives selected for remedial
action should attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and
State requirements (ARARS). If the alternatives do not attain ARARs a
waiver must be obtained and justification provided. Since alternatives
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could be developed in a manner which would render them ARAR compliant,
there was no need to consider non-ARAR compliant versions. Alternative 3
does involve offsite disposal.

Comment., Detailed cost analyses were not done in accordance with the Cost
Guidance, the NCP, and CERCLA. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.) :

USEPA Response. Detailed cost analyses were performed in accordance with
tne Cost Guidance, NCP, CERCLA, and SARA. The references as utilized in
the cost analyses were provided in the FS. A summary of these costs by
operable unit were provided in the FS in Tables 4-11 to 4-15.

Comment. It is apparent that EpA arbitrarily selected the 5-foot cleanup
evel so that the cost estimates of fluosilicic treatment would not appear
orders of magnitude greater than those is Alternative 1. (Comment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. The five-foot cleanup level for treatment was indeed an
assumption used in the FS report. The basis for the assumption is that the
concentration of lead in soils at a depth of five feet was below COC
guidance levels. If this assumption is incorrect, and all the soil to the
ten-foot depth requires treatment, the cost of Alternative 4 would only
increase by 30 percent. This is within the +50% ~ 30% cost estimate
accuracy range provided in the FS guidance, :

Comment. The variability in costs should have been accurately presented in
the FS rather than assuming that the costs would be fixed, as Table 4-9
implies. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP group.)

U.S. EPA Response, Variability in the cost estimates are +50% — 30%.
Costs are listed as fixed figures; however, the variability is defined by
the accuracy of the estimates.

Comment. Alternative 1, a RCRA cap over the site, would fulfill each of
the objectives of the FS as described at 2-3 and 2-4 (Comment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S5. EP3 Response, The RCRA cap over the site does meet the objectives of
the Remedial Action Objectives at USL. However, Alternative 4 provides a
better balance of the nine criteria. HMore importantly, Alternative 4 will
continue to meet FS objectives over time, which may not be the case for
Alternative 1. Alternative 4, as well as the other alternatives, except No
Action and the RCRA cap of Alternative 1 would also significantly reduce
the amount of contaminated constituents remaining at the site.
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Comment. It is errcneous to assume that the cap would need complete
replacement if an inspection indicates a failure. Surface repairs are a
part of normal cap maintenance. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.)

U.5. EPA Response. Surface repairs are a normal part of maintenance of a
cap and are included as a part of the yearly expenses for the 30-year time
period. However, at this time, the performance of the RCRA cap over time
has not been fully established since these types of facilities as
constructed have been in cperation for less than a decade. For the purpose
of this FS, it was assumed that complete replacement of the cap would not
be required for 30 years. In other instances, failure of the cap has
occurred prior to complete construction of the cap.

Comment. The FS is missing the chapter on selection of remedy. (Comment
by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.5. EPA Response. The proposed plan for the USL site, which is a part of
the Administrative Record, provides the rationale for selection of remedy.
It has been included at the public repository since the beginning of the
comrent period censistent with Section 117 of SARA.

Comment. It is clear that the Schmalz Dump presents a virtually identical
environmental scenaric to that of United Scrap Lead. The Dump FS did not
even consider among its six remedial action alternatives the BOH s
fluosilicic treatment process. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. U.S. EPA contends that the Schmalz Dump site is not as
similar to the USL site as the commentor claims. First of all the Schmalz
Dump has different types of wastes disposed of at the site. There are
large appliances and autcmobiles; and in general, very heterogeneous
wastes. The waste at USL, on the other hand, is very homogenecus in its
composition; battery casings and contaminated soils.” Both of these wastes
(casings/soil) are treatable unlike the heterogeneous wastes at Schmalz.
In addition, the contaminant levels at the Dump site with respect to lead
are orders of magnitude lower than that of USL. In almost all instances,
soil sampling results at the Dump indicated levels of lead in the soil
below the 500 mg/kg level. Lastly, the BOM’'s fluosilicic process and
treatsbility studies were completed after the Dump FS was completed. 1In
other words, the technology was developed after the Schmalz Dunp site FS
was completed.

Comment. Before committing to an experimental technology more work and
more careful cost estimating should be done. Buying up the surrounding
land and moving everyone out might be the best and most cost-effective
solution (Comment by Leon Brown.)

U.S. EPA Response. The U.S. EPA proposes to implement a pilot plant during
remedial design phase before full scale operation is considered. If
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results of the pilot study indicate that the process would be ineffective
or cost—prohibitive, the ROD would need to be revisited and revised to
select a different remedy. The data and the testing to date lead EPA to
believe that the process will work, and that it is the cost—effective
solution for USL. The Superfund does not authorize EPA to buy out
citizens. In addition, merely purchasing adjoining property would leave
the hazardous waste site open, where exposure could take place on a regular
basis. Buying out residences is only considered if the threat te human
health is of emergency magnitude or the property is needed to implement the

remedy. E

o
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COMMENTS (N PUBLIC HEALAH/RISES
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Comment. A seemingly arbitrary cleanup level of 500 mg/%g has been
selected without discussion of any reasons for its selection ... (Corment:
by Judith Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow Industries.)

U.S. EPA Response. The cleanup level of 500 mg/kg was chosen for surficial
soils based on the recommendation by CDC that Dlood lead levels in children
in residential areas have been observed to increase when the soil lead
concentrations are between 500 - 1,000 mg/kg. EPA has chosen the
conservative end of this range. The 500 ng/kg level is also consistent
with the results of the USL Public Health Evaluation.

Comment. ... lead present in the soil is very immobile and, therefore
breaking the pathway of exposure by capping will be effective in protecting
public health and the environment. (Comment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel
for the PRP Group.)

U.5. EPA Response., Capping is effective in eliminating the direct contact
threat associated with the scils. However, caps are susceptible to freeze
— thaw damage, and alsc to subsidence, which could render the cap
ineffective for preventing both infiltration, and direct contact with
contaminants. Capping also fails to meet the statutory preference for
treatment in Section 121 of SARA,
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Comment. A potential market which would combine the rubber with low BTU
coal mined in the western states may well prove more profitable than the

market for recycled lead. (Comment by Judith Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow
Industries.)

U.5. EPA Response. Potential markets for the clean battery casings will be
evaluated more fully during the remedial design phase. Non-RCRA landfill
disposal was considered only because power plants contacted during the FS
phase were non-committal when asked if they would accept the casings.

These markets may be mere receptive to receiving the casings once the time
frame for receipt is determined. Before accepting them, they would require
samples for their own analysis. Samples of the clean casings cannot be
provided until after pilot studies are completed.

Comment. The cost to do the job is too high particularly when it’s not
really needed for health reasons. (Comment made by Albert E. Wiehe.)

U.S. EPA Response. The cost of permanent remedies as mandated by SARA are
often more costly than containment options. The alternative selected is
cost~effective; however, because the degree of long-term effectiveness of
the selected alternative is greater than that of the containment cptions.
Treatment to remove contaminants ensures that additional funds will not be
spent at USL later.

Comment, EPA’s cost figures for these alternatives seriously underestimate
the true costs associated with implementing a complex and unproven
technology, (Comment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Regponse. EPA's cost-estimates for the selected alternative as
well as the others are expected to be within the corder—of-magnitude (+50% —
30%) required for feasibility study purposes. Cost estimates will be
refined during remedial design.

Comment. Alternative 4 is not a cost-effective solution. ‘There is no
contamination of groundwater or surface water, and the lead in the soil is
not migrating. (Comment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP
Group. )

U.S5. EPA Response. Alternative 4 is cost effective in the long-term. None
of the containment opticns specified could ensure long-term effectiveness
to the degree treatment does. There is evidence that lead is migrating
from the site as observed in the sediment in the nearby tributary.

Comment. The costs associated with the fluosilicic process are conceded by
the BOM to be unknown. (comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP
Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. The costs as developed by the BOM are based upon their
knowledge of the system components and are an estimate of the costs of
combining these system components. The BOM does feel that these cost
estimates are within the -30% to +50% range. As such, this range of
variability does present a degree of uncertainty with respect to eost.
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With the additional testing and pilot work as planned in the design phase
the costs will be further refined. If the costs differ significantly from
the estimate, the ROD may be revisited.
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION
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Comment. It is more likely that inadvertent mishandiing of the cleanup
operation proposed by selected Alternative 4 using the chelating agent EDTA
will solibilize the lead and enhance the lead leaching to the groundwater
(Comment by J. Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow Industries)

U.S5. EPA Response. The proposed process established by the BOM will not
utilize EDTA, Fluosilicic acid will be utilized. bDuring the course of
inplementing Alternative 4, all necessary safety features such as concrete
pads surrounded by berms will be constructed, which will greatly reduce the
possibility of damage due to uncontrolled spills. In addition, monitoring
{air, groundwater, surface water) will take place during remedial action to
ensure contaminants are not migrating from the site due to inadvertent
releases.

Comment. It is apparent that Alternative 4 is experimental at best
{Comment by J. Cverturf and others.}

U.S. EPA Response. The technology for extraction of lead from the battery
casings and the soil is similar to technologies currently used in the
mining industry. 7o date, data from laboratory treatability tests indicate
the process is feasible. Section 121 of SARA suggests that experimental
technologies can be selected if they significantly reduce toxicity,
mobility or velume. Further tests in the laboratory, and a pilot study
will be conducted as part of the design phase to define and optimize full
scale operating parameters.

Comment. It is my recommendation that the ROD to be initiated choose
Elternative 5 — No action and secure the site under the Law of Eminent
Domain. (Comment by Donald Kreis, both written and at the public meeting.)

U.S5. EPA Response. Based on the results of the Public Health Evaluation,
U.S. EPA has concluded that an existing and potential future threat
currently exists at the USL site due to direct contract with contaminated
media. Securing the site does not ensure that trespassing site intruders
will not be exposed. A remedial action must take place which permanently
eliminates these risks. The CERCLA equivalent of the law of eminent domain
is found in Section 104(i), but is not applicable here.

Comment. The fluosilicic treatment process has not been demonstrated at

e ratory stage, pilot stage, or full scale, or at any other Superfund
site. Consequently, the technology’s ability to meet the EPA cleanup
standards is unknown. (Comment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL
PRP Group.) ‘ ‘

U.S. EPA Response. The treatment of both the battery casings and the soils
using the fluosilicic acid treatment process has been demonstrated by the
bom to be successful in the laboratory. EPA'S cleanup standards of <500
mg/kg total lead in surficial soils and EP-Toxicity analysis of less than 5
m3/1 has been achieved by the BOM for both the battery casings and soils.
EPA acknowledges the fact that pilot and full scale operation has vet to be
achieved, but Secticn 121 of SARA clearly demonstrates the congressional
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intent of recommending alternative technologies which involve treatment
even if they have not been demonstrated at other Superfund sites. Further
studies including a pilot study are proposed for Remedial Design.

Comment. The process developed requires highly trained personnel. At
present, only the BOM has the trained personnel to implement the remedy.

No other companies that do actual cleanups are familiar or experienced with
the technology. (Comment by &. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USI, PRP Group. )

U.5. EPA Response. EPA acknowledges the fact that highly trained personnel
would be needed to design the system for battery casing and soil treatment.
The U.5. BOM is prepared to stay on board as the U.S. EPA’s principal
expert to provide the necessary expertise even in the event of a PRD
takeover. If the PRP's take over the project, guidance and oversight of
future studies by the PRP’s consultant will be provided by the BOM in the
same manner that U.S. EPA utilizes its onboard contractors to provide
similar PRP oversight functions.

Comment. The lead residue removed from the waste material is assumed to be
of sufficient quality to be reclaimed. However, the FS has not established
or even explored a potential market for this material. {Comment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel For the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The recovery of lead for resale was never considered to
be the main the reason for implementing Alternative 4. EPA selected
Alternative 4 because it is the cost-effective alternative which best
protects public health and the environment in the long-term. Recovery or
credit for reclaimed lead is a secondary benefit of Alternative 4.

Comment. The BOM acknowledges that the design of two separate treatment
processes may be necessary, yet the FS states in its cost analysis that
there will be a single process. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.}

U.S. EPA Response. The process for treatment the soils is expected to be
very similar to that of treating the casings. Some modifications to
existing equipment would be necessary, but since the battery casings are
disposed on top of the majority of the soils they would have to be treated
first.

L=

Comment. The fluosilicic process has never been tested to confirm that it
will meet EPA cleanup levels to remove lead from battery casings and soils
to less than 5 mg/kg of lead under the RCRA EP-toxicity test FS at 2-10.
(Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP group. )

U.S. EPA Response. EPA through an interagency agreement contracted with
the BOM to do bench scale laboratory tests to evaluate the feasibility of
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Lreatment. The bench scale tests have indicated that an ammonia leach
followed by a fluosilicic acid leach removes significant quantities of Jead
from the casing material and soils. The residual battery casings and soils
had a RCRA-EP toxicity lead concentrations of less than 5 mg/l and a total
lead concentration of less than 500 ng/kg. Therefore, battery casing
washing using the fluosilicic process has most definitely been demonstrated

to be feasible in the laboratory.
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COMMENTS ON LEGAL ISSUES REGRRDING
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF CERCLA/SARA
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Comment. These legal concerns are summarized in the following comment.
Before the PRPs may be deprived of their property interests, they must be
afforded an opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a mean-
ingful manner. In general, due process rights of the PRPs have been
violated by EPA. Comments included the lack of administrative record
availability in the repository, a comment pericd which was less than the
required 21 days, the fact that additional PRPs have been identified but
not given a chance to comment on the RI/FS and have not been sent notice
letters. (Summation of comments by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP
group. ) : :

U.5. EPA Response, EPA does not feel that the due process rights of the
PRP group were violated. The complete Administrative Record has been
available for review in the Troy-Miami County Public Library since August
8, 1988, the day the public comment period started. This was confirmed by
a return receipt on certified mail. Everything in the index was included
and was available at the repository. The PRPs were given 21 days to
ccmment on the RI/FS and proposed plan consistent with the NCP. Courtesy
copies of the FS and proposed plans were sent to the PRPs a day later, but
the RI/¥FS and proposed plan were available in the public repository on
August 8. Any additional PRPs who have been identified after the public
comment peried could not have been given the opportunity to comment on the
RI/FS and proposed plan during the comment period. CERCLA does not require
EPA to delay the ROD until all possible PRPs have been identified. Notice
letters have been sent to the additional 75, but until the existing PRP
group sends EPA its records as to additional PRP listings, 104{e) and
notice letters cannot be sent out. The commentor’s citations to the case
law is misleading in that there are many cases that have found that the NCP
provides PRPs with adequate due process. EPA followed the public
participation provisions of CERCLA/SARA and the NCP. It is not appropriate
to elaborate further on due process claims.

Comment. Mr. Duane A. Schroeder has submitted a public comment regarding
his company’s ability to undertake the Remedial Action at the site,

U.5. EPA Response. Consideration of vendor’s proposals will come during
the competitive bidding process of the RA. When the design of the remedy’
is completed, assuming the RD/RA is conducted as a fund lead project, com
petitive bids will be taken from qualified.vendors. At that time
consideration will be given to Mr. Schroeder’s firm's capabilities. EPA
does not have a mechanism in place for non-competitive sole source contacts
for the performance of Ras.
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