
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Newark Processing Company 

A Case Study 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dross Sites in the US (Examples) 

• Heglar-Kronquist (Kaiser) – Mead, WA 

• Green River Disposal – Maceo, KY (NPL) 

• Brantley Landfill – Island, KY (NPL) 

• Aluminum Recycling – Trentwood, WA 

• Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelting – Maitland, PA (NPL) 

• Red River Aluminum – Stamps, AR (NPL) 

• Smokey Mountain Smelter Site – Knoxville, TN (NPL) 

• At least a dozen more … 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Basis for CERCLA Listing – Dross Sites 

• Some sites have PCBs from furnace electrodes 

• Some sites have dioxins 

– Flux in aluminum melt enhanced by TCE 

• Some sites received mixed drosses, including 
brass and bronze 

• Many sites have high lead concentrations 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site History 

• Operations began 1980 

• Moved from smaller location in downtown Newark 

• Prior use of Property included farming, nursery 

• Separated from East Main Street by railroad 

• Processing of aluminum smelting dross and salt 
cake to recover aluminum metal 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Operations History 

• Processed 20,000 T/yr dross 

• Produced 3,500 T/yr recovered aluminum 

– Four wet mills 

– Two dry rotary mills 

– Three (?) melting furnaces 

• Zero-discharge wastewater management 
(claimed) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Operations Flowchart per NPC 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulatory History 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulatory History 

• 1981 Ohio EPA determination of non-RCRA 

status 

• Operations continued 1981-83 without major 

issues 

• 1984: oh-oh, the troubles begin … 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulatory History 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulatory History 

• Numerous observed leachate breakouts to the 
Licking River 1984-87 

• DFFO issued by Ohio EPA June 1988 

– Cease bypass of WW settling lagoon system 

– Conduct surface water monitoring in Licking River 

• Violations and DSW enforcement continued 

• Economic conditions worsened until –  

• Bankruptcy declared by NPC May 1997 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Post-Bankruptcy Activities 

• Sampling of site media conducted 1999 at direction of 
bankruptcy trustee  

– “Soil” (dross & salt cake) 

– Surface water 

• Ohio EPA recovered funds from bankrupt company to 
address site restoration (~$350k) 

• CERCLA scoring completed in 2001, with result no NPL 
listing 

• Civil & Environmental Consultants (CEC) began working 
with City of Newark to seek solutions 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Post-Bankruptcy Site Conditions 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CEC Activities 2001-05 
• Actions initiated upon approval of State Issue 1 (Clean Ohio 

Fund) 

• VAP Phase I Property Assessment funded by City  

• Ohio EPA agreed to release funds from bankruptcy 
settlement to conduct Phase II 

• CEC planned and conducted Phase II 

– Drilling provided through Ohio EPA TBA contractor 

– Ohio EPA conducted bio assessments of Licking River & 
Shawnee Run 

– Also included demo of site structures – threat of collapse 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Riverbank Erosion Problem 

February 2007 April 2007 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Why the erosion? 

1930 2009 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Riverbank Stabilization 

• US Army Corps of Engineers 
tasked with design and 
construction of stabilizing bank 
of Licking River 

• Funding provided by Ohio EPA 
– $2.8 M  

• TAB Construction – contractor 

• Construction began March 
2008, completed Sept. 2009 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clean Ohio Rounds 3 – 7 
• CORF application Round 3 – failed because low economic 

benefit score 

• CORF Application Round 6 – failed because End User 
(photovoltaic farm developer) commitment fell through at 
11th hour 

• CORF Application Round 7 – confusion: is this a landfill 
closure or is it a VAP NFA project?   

– Ohio EPA says landfill closure 

– We get the grant! 

– Then Ohio EPA says it’s both: a LF closure and a VAP NFA 

– Of course, no additional funds … 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CORF Project 

• Project became, essentially, a public works project 

• Engineer design, contractor bid process 

• Key elements: 

– Regrade dross and salt cake 

– Construct soil cap (geocomposite layer option) 

– Vegetate surface 

– The usual erosion & sediment controls – several acres 
construction site 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CORF Project 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CORF Project 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Design & Bidding 

• Design was completed under budget 

• Project bidding went without glitches or 
challenges 

• Base bid range $1.14M to $1.69M 

• Low bid TAB Construction (had also completed 
USACE riverbank stabilization project) 

• Bid appeared to accommodate addition of 
geocomposite layer to cap 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Construction Phase 

• Mobilization went without major incident 

• Question arose about rail crossing 

– Railroad had required fulltime flagman during USACE 
construction project 

– Crossing had historically been used by farm, nursery, NPC 

– USACE had elected not to challenge railroad, but thought they 
had no valid basis for flagman 

– Project budget did not permit fulltime flagman to be provided by 
railroad 

• What to do about the railroad? 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Railroad Issue 

• CP went working on the railroad … 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Construction Phase 

• Construction completed successfully 

• Zero change orders 

• Vegetation the only issue 

– Seed mix was specified for shade to accommodate solar 
panels 

– Solar developer selected by City backed out 

– No solar cells –> no shade 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NFA Letter Prepared 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Covenant 

• Issues resulted from survey discrepancies 

– None of historical surveys closed 

– Basis of Property description was internally 
consistent 

– Carnoustie had to resolve description to be 
consistent with CORF grant application 

• Ohio EPA accepted the resolved description 
for use in the EC – after much discussion 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Final Details 

• City’s Law Director refused to be EC “preparer” 

• Legal preparer of EC document was Carnoustie 

General Counsel, satisfying Ohio EPA 

• CNS received August 13, 2013 

• Project now to be audited! (random pool) 

• CP labor will need to be pro bono … 


