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August 22, 2007

The Scotts Company
Attn: Ms. Brenda Abke
1411 Scotts Lawn Road
Marysville, Ohio 43041

Dear Ms. Abke;

Here is the final Decision Document for the Remediation (Decision Document) of The
Scotts Company located in Marysville, Ohio. The responsiveness summary Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) prepared in response to the comments
received concerning the Statement of Basis is also included.

The Decision Document presents the selected remedial actions for The Scotts Company
in accordance with the policies of Ohio EPA, statutes and regulations of the State of Ohio.

You are hereby notified that this action of the Director is final and may be appealed to the
Environmental Review Appeals Commission pursuant to Section 3745.04 of the Ohio
Revised Code. The appeal must be in writing and set forth the action complained of and
the grounds upon which the appeal is based. The appeal must be filed with the
Commission within thirty (30) days after notice of the Director's action. The appeal must
be accompanied by a filing fee of $70.00 which the Commission, in its discretion, may
reduce if by affidavit you demonstrate that payment of the full amount of the fee would
cause extreme hardship. Notice of the filing of the appeal shall be filed with the Director
within three (3) days of filing with the Commission. Ohio EPA requests that a copy of the
appeal be served upon the Ohio Attorney General’s Office, Environmental Enforcement
Section. An appeal may be filed with the Environmental Review Appeals Commission at
the following address:

Environmental Review Appeals Commission
309 South Fourth Street, Room 222
Columbus, OH 43215

Ted Strickland, Governor
Lee Fisher, Lieutenant Governor
@ Printed on Recycled Paper Chris Korieski, Director

Ohio EPA is an Equal Opportunity
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If you have any questions regarding the Decision Document, please call Chris Bulinski of
~ Ohio EPA’s Central District Office at (614) 728-3778.

Sincerely,

cc.  Chris Bulinski, DHWM, CDO
Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO
file
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PUBLIC NOTICE
Union County
Ohio EPA issues final Decision Document for Remediation
To The Scotts Company

On August 22, 2007, Ohio EPA issued a final Decision Document for Remediation to The Scotts
Company, for the property located at 14111 Scotts Lawn Road, Marysville, Ohio 43041. The EPA
Identification Number for this facility is OHD990834483.

Why does The Scotts Company need a final Decision Document?

- The Scotts Company has assumed clean-up responsibilities at their facility and voluntarily agreed
to address its corrective action obligations at Crosses Run. The Statement of Basis issued on
March 27, 2007 identifies Ohio EPA’s preferred remedies and explains the reasons for the selection
of the remedies. This Decision Document presents the selected remedial action for The Scotts
Company.

Can | appeal this final Decision Document?

Yes, if you are an officer of an agency of the state or of a political subdivision, acting in a
representative capacity, or any person who would be aggrieved or adversely affected by the
Decision Document, you have the right to appeal this Permit decision to the Environmental Review
Appeals Commission (ERAC).

If 1 decide to appeal this final Decision Document, how and when must | make the appeal?
If you file an appeal, you must put it in writing no later than September 24, 2007. Your appeal
must explain why you are appealing the action and the grounds you are using for your appeal.
The appeal must be accompanied by a filing fee of $70.00 which the Commission, in its discretion,
may reduce if by affidavit you demonstrate that payment of the full amount of the fee would cause
extreme hardship. Ohio EPA requests that a copy of the appeal be served upon the Ohio Attorney
General's Office, Environmental Enforcement Section. You must file your appeal, according to
Ohio Revised Code § 3745.04 with ERAC at the following address: Environmental Review
Appeals Commission, 309 South Fourth Street, Room 222, Columbus, Ohio 43215. You must
send a copy of the appeal to the director of Ohio EPA at the following address no later than three
(3) days after you file it with ERAC: Chris Korleski, Director of Ohio EPA, P.O. Box 1049,
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049.
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. The Scotts Compagy
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STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

On September 23, 2003, the director of Ohio EPA issued a Decision Document selecting
the corrective measures that The Scotts Company (“Scotts”) is required to implement to
address environmental contamination at the Scotts facility located at 14111 Scotts Lawn
Road, Marysville, OH 43041. The Decision Document page 22 required Scotts to perform
a Corrective Measures Study to evaluate the corrective measures that could be
implemented to address contamination in Crosses Run. Today’s Decision Document
presents the selected remedial actions to address contamination for Crosses Run.
Cleanup at the site is being conducted pursuant to the Consent Order and Final
Judgement entered into between the State of Ohio and The Scotts Company (Case No.
CV0277 and filed with the Union County Court of Common Pleas on January 25, 2002)
and in accordance with the policies of the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, statutes
and regulations of the State of Ohio. Today’s Decision Document also represents Ohio
EPA'’s written approval of the Crosses Run Corrective Measures Study submitted by The
Scotts Company on August 24, 2006.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The Scotts Company completed an extensive soil, ground water and surface water
investigation in and around areas of the site that were affected by previous waste
managemernt practices. Surface and sub-surface sampling in many of the waste
management units and sediment sampling in Crosses Run revealed that the primary
constituents of concern that posed a potential risk were pesticides, herbicides and semi-
volatile organic compounds. As noted above, the Decision Documentissued in September
of 2003 required evaluation of further measures to address contamination in Crosses Run.
Based on this evaluation, it was determined that some limited- sediment removal
(minimizing habitat destruction) and habitat restoration is necessary to support natural
recovery of the stream’s ecosystem and further address human health risk. Therefore,
Ohio EPA finds that the implementation of selected remedies for Crosses Run will further
protect public health and the environment by facilitating habitat restoration and natural
recovery of the stream to meet water quality standards.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES _

® Upstream North Branch Crosses Run (stream segment from Field Broadcast
Area # 2 and downstream to the fire pond; see attached figure 1). The remedy

selected by Ohio EPA is monitored natural recovery with habitat restoration to
achieve warm water habitat criteria.




o Downstream North Branch Crosses Run (outlet of fire. pond downstteard deyy ot -
confluence with Crosses Run; see attached figure 1). The remedy-selectedbyQbto:! it i .

EPA is sediment removal only from depositional areas in concert with-preserving
existing habitat, '

® Upstream Crosses Run (Industrial Parkway downstream to U.S. Route 33;, :_.ség o
attached figure 1). The remedy selected by Ohio EPA is sediment removal only
from depositional areas in concert with preserving existing habitat.

e Midstream Crosses Run (U.S. Route 33 downstream to Watkins Road; see

attached figure 1) . The remedy selected by Ohic EPA is sediment removali only
from isolated areas.

® Downstream Crosses Run (Watkins Road downstream to confluence with Mill
Creek, see figure 1). See section 6.5 of the Corrective Measures Study. The

remedy selected by Ohio EPA is monitored natural recovery to achieve warm water
habitat criteria. :

STATUTORY. DETERMINATIONS

Today's approval of the Crosses Run Corrective Measures Study and the selected
remedial actions is protective of human health and the environment, is in accordance with
the Consent Order and Final Judgement and applicable State and federal laws and is
responsive to public participation and input. The remedies utilize permanent solutions to
the maximum extent practicable to reduce toxicity, mobility and volume of hazardous

substances at The Scotts Company site. The effectiveness of the remedies will be
reviewed regularly.

Cz ‘Q._-& | f/ZQ/(Z"’?

Chris Korleski, Director ‘ Date
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Original Decision Document

On September 23, 2003, the director of Ohio EPA issued a Decision Document selecting
the corrective measures that The Scotts Company (“Scotts”) is required to implement to
address environmental contamination at the Scotts facility located at 14111 Scotts Lawn
Road, Marysville, OH 43041. That Decision Document is found as Attachment 1. The
Decision Document page 22 required Scotts to perform a Corrective Measures Study to

evaluate the corrective measures that could be implemented to address contamination in
- Crosses Run.

The Scotts Company completed an extensive soil, ground water and surface water
investigation in and around areas of the site that were affected by previous waste
management practices. Surface and sub-surface sampling in many of the waste
management units and sediment sampling in Crosses Run revealed that the primary
‘constituents of concern that posed a potential risk were pesticides, herbicides and semi-
volatile organic compounds. As noted above, the Decision Documentissued in September
of 2003 required evaluation of further measures to address contamination in Crosses Run.

1.2 The Corrective Measures Study

A draft Corrective Measures Study (CMS) was submitted to Ohio EPA by Scotts dated
February 28, 2005, and was revised in response to Ohio EPA comments and resubmitted
on August 24, 2006. On March 26, 2007, Ohio EPA issued a Statement of Basis for the
Preferred Remediation of Crosses Run at Scotts site. The public comment period began

on March 27, 2007 and ended on May 10, 2007. Wntten comments were provided by The
Scotts Company.

Ohio EPA has considered these comments and has prepared a responsiveness summary.
This summary can be found on pages 10 through 14 of this Decision Document. The CMS
is available for review at the Marysville School District Public Library and the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency, Central District Office. The CMS identified and
evaluated various corrective measures for addressing the contaminants identified in the
up and downstream segments of the North Branch of Crosses Run and the upstream,

midstream and downstream sections of Crosses Run after its confluence with the North
Branch.

The remedy for the head waters of Crosses Run was included in the September 23, 2003
Decision Document. Contaminated stream sediments were removed to three multilayer

capped landfills located on-site. The contaminants were removed from the original stream

3
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‘bed of the headwaters of Crosses Run and placed in Landfills #2, #4 and #5. Confirmation
samples were taken every 50 feet to assure the contaminants were removed. An
approximate 100 foot wide flood plain was constructed and the headwaters of Crosses Run
was cut in a meandering pattern within this flood plain. Replacement channel substrate
were added to the channel to form a series of riffles, runs and pools. Finally trees and
other perennials were planted to grow into a riparian corridor.

2.0 Site Description and History

Drainage from the Scotts property flows into the North branch and headwaters of Crosses
Run. These two branches join to form the main branch of Crosses Run. The main branch
of Crosses Run flows north through the Scotts Park, under U.S. Route 33 and north of
Landfill #3 toward Mill Creek. Crosses Run joins with Mill Creek about three quarters of
a mile north of the Scotts facility. Mill Creek joins with the Scioto River in the
O’Shaughnessy Reservoir about 11.8 miles down stream. The O’Shaughnessy Reservoir
is used by the City of Columbus as a drinking water source.

The Scotts Company manufacturing facility is built on formerly agricultural land. Off-
specification product waste (fertilizers) from production processes at Scotts were placed
in different waste management units from 1957 to 1984, most of which were on or near
Crosses Run. The waste management units included five landfills, two field broadcast
areas and a series of eight ponds. There have been historic releases from some of these
waste management units to Crosses Run. Some of these off-specification products
contained pesticides, herbicides and some metals. Benzo(a)pyrene was a compound
detected in Crosses Run sediments at levels high enough to impact human health; while
arsenic, manganese, thallium, 4,4'- DDT, and dalpon were compounds detected in surface
water at levels that posed a risk to human heaith from a fish ingestion pathway. Chlordane
was detected in surface water at concentrations exceeding Ohio EPA’s water quality
standard for protection of human health. The effects of these compounds on organisms
living in the stream were also considered in a baseline ecological risk assessment
performed by Scotts dated June 2, 2004. Except for some work.remaining on Field
Broadcast Area #2, all of the other waste management units have been remediated.

3.0 Remedy Evaluation Criteria

Scotts evaluated various corrective measures against the threshold and balancing criteria
identified in Ohio’s Corrective Action Plan (http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dhwm/theplan.pdf)

to determine the most appropriate and effective corrective measure(s) to address the
contamination in Crosses Run. The threshold criteria are protection of human heaith and
the environment, attainment of cleanup goals, ability to control the source of releases and
compliance with applicable waste management standards. The balancing criteria are long
term effectiveness, short term effectiveness, reduction in the toxicity, mobility or volume
of waste, ease of implementation and cost. For any proposed corrective measure, the
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threshold criteria must first be met before the balancing criteria are applied.

3.1 Description of the Proposed Remedies

Upstream North Branch Crosses Run (stream segment from Field Broadcast Area # 2

and downstream to the fire pond; see attached figure 1). Reference section 6.1.1 of the
Corrective Measures Study.

The remedy proposed by Scotts is monitored natural recovery (MNR) with habitat
restoration to achieve warm water habitat criteria. Monitoring will consist of Qualitative
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI), Index of Biotic Integrity (iBl), and Invertebrate
Community Index (ICl) every two years, for up to 30 years. Biological systems have
capacity to recover from the presence of contaminants.  MNR involves monitoring and
measuring the reduction of risk and recovery of affected aquatic systems through on-going
natural processes such as biodegradation and deposition of clean sediment.

The QHEI gives scientists a quantitative assessment of the physical characteristics of a
sampled stream. ' QHEI! represents a measure of the in stream habitat, riparian zone
health, flow characteristics and sedimentation. This parameter is not set in rule but a QHEI
of 60 is expected within 15 years or additional habitat restoration may be required. This
is the only parameter which can be controlied because the habitat can be improved to set
levels. The IBIl is designed to measure the aquatic vertebrate community (fish) and the
surrounding conditions by using the species, number and weight. An IBI of 40 is required
to attain warm water habitat in the eastern corn belt and is in the Ohio Administrative Code
(OAC) and can be found at http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dsw/rules/01-07.pdf The ICl is
similar to the IBI but measures the health of the macroinvertebrate community (insects)
and the surrounding conditions by evaluating species type and population counts. An ICl
of 36 is required to attain warm water habitat in the eastern corn belt and is in the OAC and
can be found at http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dswi/rules/01-07.pdf

Every six years for up to 30 years, fish tissue, sediment chemistry and sediment
bioassays will be conducted by Scotts. These parameters will provide data which
demonstrate directly how well the stream is recovering by comparing the data to baseline
data which has been collected during the CMS.

Habitat restoration will consist of planting native tree, shrub and herbaceous species in a

riparian corridor that will extend approximately 25 feet from each side of the stream where
possible.

Downstream North Branch Crosses Run (outlet of fire pond downstream to confluence
with Crosses Run; see attached figure 1). See section 6.2 of the Corrective Measures
Study.
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The remedy proposed by Scotts is sediment removal only from depositional areas to
preserve existing habitat. Disposal of de-watered sediments will take place at a licensed
off-site disposal facility. The removal is from three depositional areas. An approximately
150 yd® of sediment will be removed to a depth of 1-2 feet below the existing channel bed.

The removal process will consist of the following:

a. Institute controls to enable sediment removal activities to be completed in dry
conditions.
b. De-water sediments as necessary tg ensure acceptance in a licensed waste

disposal facility and to ensure acceptance in a licensed waste disposal

facility, and to ensure no discharge to any stream unless in accordance with
Ohio EPA requirements.

Upstream Crosses Run (Industrial Parkway downstream to U.S. Route 33; see attached
figure 1). See section 6.3 of the Corrective Measures Study.

The remedy proposed by Scotts is sediment removal from approximately 24 suspected
depositional areas about 50-250 feet in length (most are accessible by track-hoe).
Depositional areas in the east part of upstream Crosses Run would utilize a truck-based
vacuum system to minimize habitat disturbance. ‘An estimated 1150 yd® of sediment will
be removed at a depth of 1-2 feet below the existing channel bed.

The removal process will consist of the following:

a. Institute controls to enable sediment removal activities to be completed indry
conditions.
b. - De-water sediments as necessary to ensure acceptance in a licensed waste

disposal facility and to ensure acceptance in a licensed waste disposal facility,
and to ensure no discharge to any stream unless in accordance with Ohio
EPA requirements.

Midstream Crosses Run (U.S. Route 33 downstream to Watkins Road). See section 6.4
of Corrective Measures Study.

The remedy proposed by Scotts is sediment removal only from isolated areas and disposal
of contaminated sediment at a licensed off-site disposal facility.

The removal process will consist of the following:

a. Institute controls to enable sediment removal activities to be completed in dry
conditions.
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b. De-water sediments as necessary to ensure acceptance in a licensed waste

disposal facility and to ensure acceptance in alicensed waste disposal facility,
and to ensure no discharge to any stream unless in accordance with OhIO
EPA requirements.

c. Stream restoration with aquatic features (riffie/pool complexes, root wads,
woody debris,).

d. Riparian habitat restoration if damaged during removal activities (planting of
native tree, shrub and herbaceous species).

Downstream Crosses Run (Watkins Road dowr')stream to confluence with Mill Creek, see
figure 1). See section 6.5 of the Corrective Measures Study. "

The remedy proposed by Scotts is monitored natural recovery to achieve warm water

habitat criteria. Monitoring will consist of QHEI, I1Bl, and ICl every two years.for up to 30
years.

The QHEI gives scientists a quantitative assessment of the physical characteristics of a
sampled stream. QHEI represents a measure of the in stream habitat, nparnan zone health,
flow characteristics and sedimentation.

The IBl is designed to measure the aquatlc vertebrate community (ﬁsh) and the surrounding
conditions by using the species, number and weight.

The ICl is similar to the IB! but measures the health of the macroinvertebrate community
(insects) and the surrounding conditions by using species and number.

Every six years for up to 30 years fish tissue, sediment chemistry and sediment bioassays

will be conducted by Scotts. This segment of Crosses Run is not located on property owned
by Scotts.

3.2 Ohio EPA’s Evaluation of the Proposed Remedies

Scotts put many different remediation alternatives through a screenihg step. However only
three were retained; no action, monitored natural recovery of the stream sediments, and

removal of those sediments. There is a habitat improvement component to all these
choices.

Ohio EPA concurs with the proposed remediation choices Scotts has made in the Crosses
Run CMS report because they are protective of human health and the environment, cleanup
goals will be attained, the source of releases will be controlled and compliance with
applicable waste management standards will be achieved. As such, the proposed remedies
meet the threshold criteria. The proposed remedies described beiow will be effective in the
long term, they can be implemented without great difficulty and will reduce the mobility and
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volume of the contaminants. Removal was retained as the only option for three of the five
stream segments because the water quality standard for chlordane, as found in Table 34-1
of Ohio Administrative Code rule 3745-1-34, is being exceeded. The source of the
chlordane contamination is -the stream sediments in the Downstream North Branch,
Upstream and Midstream of Crosses Run.

3.3 Proposed Schedule for Remedy Implementation

1.  Crosses Run remediation work will commence after the completion of all wasté
management unit Corrective Measures Implementation projects.  This will be
dependant on receiving all necessary permits.

’ , | _

2.  Work will be scheduled and conducted in accordance with an EPA approved

engineering design plan.

3. Post remediation/natural recovery monitoring will begin as soon as practical following
completion of all the remedial activities.
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4.0 Summary of Ohio EPA’s Preferred Remedies

Based on Ohio EPA’s evaluation of the existing remedy for the headwaters of Crosses Run
and.proposed remedies described above and summarized below, Ohio EPA is selecting

these remedies for the other segments of Crosses Run as further preferred remedies for
the Scotts facility.

Monitored Recovery of the Upstream North Branch of Crosses Run and
~ Downstream Crosses Run and Habitat Restoration

These segments of Crosses Run will be monitored and the results evaluated to determine
if contamination in the stream and stream sediments is being reduced to warm water quality
standards for the eastern corn belt through the natural recovery process. Biological
parameters and phyS|cal stream characteristics (QHEI, 1Bl and ICl) of this segment will be
analyzed every two years and the results will be submitted to Ohio EPA for review. Fish
tissue, sediment chemistry and sediment bioassays will be conducted every six years.
Native species will be planted on each side of the Upstream North Branch of Crosses Run
to return it to its natural state thereby improving water quality.

Sediment Removal frem the Downstream North Branch of Crosses Run, Upstream
Crosses Run and Midstream Crosses Run

Stream sediments will be removed from suspected depositional areas in all three of these

stream segments. The sediments will be de-watered and transported off site to a licensed
waste disposal facility.

5.0 Conclusion

Ohio EPA has considered all public comments on the Statement of Basis in preparing this
final Decision Document. Scotts is required to implement the remedies for the remaining
segments of Crosses Run. :
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Responsiveness Summary For Comments Received Oh the Statement of Basis
for The Scotts Company Facility:

On March 26, 2007, Ohio EPA issued a Statement of Basis for the Preferred Remediation
of The Scotts Company (Scotts) site located at 14111 Scottslawn Road in Marysville, Ohio
~ 43041. The public comment period began on March 27, 2007 and ended on May 10, 2007.
Written comments were provided by The Scotts Company.

Comment #1 Received from The Scotts Compény:

In the Introduction, on page 3 of the document, specific language is provided in a
description of the work previously accomplished that is technically inaccurate.
Scotts respectfully requests that in the second paragraph of Section 1.2, the text “A
100 foot wide flood plain... “ be changed to “An approximate 100 foot flood plain...”
because in places the constructed flood plain is either slightly more, or less, than 100
feet. Similarly, Scotts requests that the language “Rock , sand and wood chips were
added ...”be changed to “Replacement channel substrate materials were added...”.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #1:

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts
requested. These changes in level of detail will provide Scotts with flexibility to adjust to
field conditions encountered during the detailed design phase of the project.

Comment #2 Received from The Scotts Company: |

In the Site Description and History section, Scotts respectfully requests that the
statement “Some of the compounds detected in Crosses Run sediments at levels
high enough to impact human health are arsenic, manganese, 2,2’-DDT, dalpon,
thallium and chlordane.” be changed to “Benzo(a)pyrene was a compound detected
in Crosses Run sediments at levels high enough to impact human health; while
arsenic, manganese, thallium, 4,4’-DDT, and dalpon were compounds detected in
surface water at levels that posed a risk to human health from a fish ingestion
pathway. Chlordane was detected in surface water at concentrations exceeding Ohio
EPA’s water quality standard for the protection of human heaith”. This correction will
provide an accurate description of the findings contained in the RCRA Facility
Investigation Report dated June 2002 and the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment
dated June 2004.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #2:

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes invthe final Decision Document that Scotts

‘requested. Scotts description of human health risk from exposure to surface water is
more precise.
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Comment #3 Received from The Scotts Company:

In the Description of the Proposed Remedies section on page 4, for Upstream North
Branch Crosses Run, the Ohio EPA states, “Monitoring will consist of Qualitative
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI), Index of Biotic Integrity (IBl), and Invertebrate
Community Index (ICI) every two years.” Scotts respectfully requests that the
statement be changed to read “Monitoring will consist of Qualitative Habitat
Evaluation Index (QHEI), Index of Biotic Integrity (IBl), and Invertebrate Community
Index (ICl) every two years, for up to 30 years.”

Similarly, Scotts requests that the statement “Every six years fish tissue, sediment
chemistry and sediment bioassays will be conducted by Scotts.” be changed to

“Every six years for up to 30 years, fish tlssué sediment chemistry and sediment
bloassays w1II be conducted by Scotts.”

Also, Scotts requests that the statement “Habitat restoration will consist of planting
native tree, shrub and herbaceous species approximately 25 feet from each side of
the stream.” be changed to read “Habitat restoration will consist of planting native
tree, shrub and herbaceous species in a riparian corridor that will extend
approximately 25 feet from each side of the stream where possible.”

These changes are requested in order to more accurately describe the proposed
remedy contained in the CMS.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #3:

Onhio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts
requested. These changes in level of detail will provide Scotts with flexibility to adjust to
field conditions encountered during the detailed design phase of the project.

Comment #4 Received from The Scotts Company:

In the Description of the Proposed Remedies section, for Downstream North Branch
Crosses Run, the Upstream Crosses Run, and Midstream Crosses Run, the Statement
of Basis includes several statements that provide very specific details of the
proposed remedy. As described below, Scotts respectfully requests that these

details for each stream segment be omitted, as they will be provided in a subsequent
detailed engineering design.

Downstream North Branch Crosses Run
In the Downstream North Branch of Crosses Run section, Scotts requests that
references to the length of depositional areas (75-100 feet), and volume of sediment
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(150 yd® be removed or be qualifi ed as “approximate”, and specifics as to whether
or not a “track-hoe” or a “truck-based vacuum system” be used for a particular
section of channel be removed.

Additionally, Scotts request that details of the method of accomplishment provided
in the Statement of Basis be removed so as to not create a future conflict with the
engineering designs to be completed. Specifically, Scotts suggests that the items
(a) through (c) listed as “Install barriers upstream....and downstream of the area to
be remediated” “Pump Crosses Run around dammed-off area.” and “De-water
dammed-off area.” be replaced with a more generic statement such as “Institute
controls to enable sediment removal activities to be completed in “dry” conditions.”

Similarly, Scotts requests that the statements listed as items (e) and (f) that state
“Truck removed sediment to an on-site dewatering pad with no discharge to any
stream.” and “Dispose of sediment at a licensed waste disposal site.” be replaced
with a more generic statement such as “De-water sediments as necessary to ensure
acceptance in a licensed waste disposal facility, and to ensure no discharge to any
stream unless in accordance with Ohio EPA requirements.”

Upstream Crosses Run _
In the Upstream Crosses Run section, Scotts requests that the reference to

thedepositional areas (50-250 feet), and volume of sediment (1150 yd3) be removed
or be qualified as “approximate”.

Additionally, Scotts request that details of the method of accomplishment provided.
in the Statement of Basis should be removed so as to not create a future conflict with
the engineering designs to be completed. Specifically, Scotts suggests ‘that the
items (a) through (c) listed as “Install barriers upstream....and downstream of the
areato be remediated” “Pump Crosses Run around dammed-off area.” and “De-water
dammed-off area.” be replaced with a more generic statement such as “Institute
controls to enable sediment removal activities to be completed in “dry” conditions.”

Similarly, Scotts requests that the statements listed as items (e) and (f) that state
“Truck removed sediment to an on-site dewatering pad with no discharge to any
stream.” and “Dispose of sediment at a licensed waste disposal site.” be replaced
with a more generic statement such as “De-water sediments as necessary to ensure
acceptance in a licensed waste disposal facility, and ensuring no discharge to any
stream unless in accordance with Ohio EPA requirements.”

Midstream Crosses Run

In the Midstream of Crosses Run section, Scotts requests that the reference to the
length of depositional areas to be isolated (400-500 feet) be removed because the
lengths of isolation for this segment may vary depending on access to the area and
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the number of depositional areas to be remediated as well as the amount of sediment
to be removed.

Additionally, details of the method of accomplishment provided in the Statement of
Basis should be removed so as to not create a future conflict with the engineering
designs to be completed. Specifically, Scotts suggests that the items (a) through (¢)
listed as “Install barriers upstream....and downstream of the area to be remediated”
“Pump Crosses Run around dammed-off area.” and “De-water dammed-off area.” be
replaced with a more generic statement such as “Institute controls to enable
sediment removal activities to be completed in “dry” conditions.”

~ Similarly, Scotts requests that the statements listed as items (d) and (e) that state
“Truck removed sediment to an on-site dewatering pad with no discharge to any
stream.” and “Dispose of sediment at a licensed waste disposal site.” be replaced
with a more generic statement such as “De-water sediments as necessary to ensure
acceptance in a licensed waste disposal facility, and ensuring no discharge to any
stream unless in accordance with Ohio EPA requirements.”

Ohio EPA is reminded that they will have the opportunity to review and comment on
the design plans prior to issuing an approval (as required in the Consent Order) so
that if there is a concern about how Scotts proposes to implement the selected

remedies, Ohio EPA will have an opportunity to require changes they feel are
necessary.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #4:

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts
requested. These changes in level of detail will provide Scotts with flexibility to adjust
to field conditions encountered during the detailed design phase of the project.

Comment #5 Received from The Scotts Company:

Similar to Comment 3 above, Scotts respectfully requests that in the Description of
the Proposed Remedies section for Downstream Crosses Run, the statement that
“Monitoring will consist of QHEI, IBl, and ICl every two years.” be changed to
“Monitoring will consist of QHEI, IBI, and ICl every two years, for up to 30 years.”

And the statement “Every six years fish tissue, sediment chemistry and sediment
bioassays will be conducted by Scotts.” be changed to “Every six years for up to 30
years, fish tissue, sediment chemistry and sediment bioassays will be conducted by
Scotts.”

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #5:
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Ohio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts
requested.

Comment #6 Received from The Scotts Company:

In the Proposed Schedule for Remedy Implementation on page 7 of the Statement of
Basis, Scotts respectfully requests that the year of 2007 be removed from item 1 and
further changed to “Commence Crosses Run remediation work after the completion
of all waste management unit Corrective Measures Implementation projects and the
necessary permits have been obtained.” Although Scotts anticipates that the design
work will commence in 2007, we are unsure if all the necessary approvals will be
obtained in order for actual construction work to commence during the optimum
timeframe (July-August-September) in 2007. *

Scotts also request that Items 2 through 4 be removed from this section and replaced
with “Work will be scheduled and conducted in accordance with an Ohio EPA
approved engineeéring design”. Finally, Scotts request that Item 5 be revised to state
that post remediation/natural recovery monitoring will begin as soon as practical
following completion of the remedial activities.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #6:
Ohio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts

requested. These changes in level of detail will provide Scotts with flexibility to adjust to
field conditions encountered during the detailed design phase of the project.

Crosses Run Decision Doc final.wpd



ATTACBMENT 1

DECLARATION

SITE NAME AND | OCATION

~ The Scotts Company
- Marysville, Union County, Ohio

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Decision Document presents the selected remedial actions for The Scotts Company
chosen pursuant to the Consent Order and Final Judgement entered into between the
State of Ohio and The Scotts Company (Case No. CV0277 and filed with the Union County
Court of Common Pleas on January 25, 2002) and in accordance with the policies of the
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, statutes and regulations of the State of Ohio. This
Decision Document also represents Ohio EPA’s written approval of the Final RCRA Facility

Investigation Report submitted by The Scotts Company pursuant to the Consent Order and
Final Judgement.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The Scotts Company completed an extensive soil, ground water and surface water
investigation in and around areas of the site that were affected by previous waste
management practices. Surface and sub-surface sampling in many of the waste
management units and sediment sampling in Crosses Run revealed that the primary -
constituents of concem that posed a potential risk were pesticides, herbicides and semi-
volatile organic compounds. Ohio EPA finds that the implementation of the selected
remedies will further protect public heaith and the environment by permanently reducing
risks to acceptable levels once the remedies are completed.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIES

o A multi-layered protective cover or cap wili‘be placed on Landfill #2, Landfill #4,
Landfill #5 and Field Broadcast Area #2 and maintained thereafter.

@ The South Branch of Crosses Run and an unnamed tributary to the South Branch
will be re-routed and contaminated stream sediment will be placed in the capped
waste management unit near the area where the contaminated sediments will be
removed or they will be removed to a permitted off-site disposal facility.

o Contaminated soils will be excavated and removed from Field Broadcast Area #1.
The contaminated soils will be placed in Landfill #4 and Landfill #5. Soils with
contaminant levels exceeding the toxicity characteristic, as determined by the
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure, from the southern hot spot in Field
Broadcast Area #1 will be shipped off-site to a permitted treatment, storage or
disposal facility.



Continuation of the interim measures completed at Landfill #1 and Landfill #3. A

multi-layered protective cover or cap was placed on these two landfills; the covers
will continue to be maintained.

A ground water monitoring and response’ system will be implemented for the
applicable units pursuant to a plan that will be approved by Ohio EPA to assure that
the selected remedies are performing adequately.

Use of appropriate portions of the site will be restricted to industrial purposes only
through the establishment of an enforceable written agreement between The Scotts
Company and Ohio EPA that creates an equntable servitude.

No further action, except for ground water monitoring and the land use restriction
agreement described above, needs to be taken at Former Pond #2, Former Pond
#3 and Former Pond #6. However, the grass covering Former Pond #2 and Former

'Pond #3 will continue to be mowed. |

Security measures will be implemented on the southemn property boundary of the
Scotts facility to prevent potential access by trespassers.

A Correcti\"Ie Measures Study will be conducted for the North Branch and Campus
Areas portion of Crosses Run.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Today's approval of the Final RCRA Facility Investigation Report and the selected remedial .
actions is protective of human health and the environment, is in accordance with the
Consent Order and Final Judgement and applicable State and federal laws and is
responsive to public participation and input. The remedies utilize permanent solutions to
the maximum extent practicable to reduce toxicity, mobility and volume of hazardous

substances at The Scotts Company site. The effectlveness of the remedies will be
reviewed regularly.

()MJ\QAA Q1503

ChristopherlJones /Director Date
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Executive Summary

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has prepared this Decision Document for
the remediation of The Scotts Company (Scotts) facility in Marysville, Ohio. This Decision
Document identifies Ohio EPA’s selected remedies (and explains the reasons for the selection of
the remedies).

In accordance with a Consent Order and Final Judgement filed with the Union County Court of
Common Pleas in 2002, Scotts has completed an extensive soil, ground water and surface water
investigation in and around areas of the facility that were affected by previous management
practices. .Ohio EPA has reviewed Scotts’ document submissions and is today selecting remedies
in order to address affected soil, surface water and sediment at each of these areas. In brief, Ohio
EPA is requiring that these areas be covered or capped with an engineered covering. The South
Branch of Crosses Run will be re-routed and contaminated stream sediment removed. Ohio EPA
is also requiring that a deed or use restriction be imposed on appropriate portions of the land at the
facility through a written agreement between Ohio EPA and Scotts, that ground water monitoring
be performed and, that a corrective measures study be conducted for the North Branch and
Campus Area portions of Crosses Run. Finally, implementation of security measures along the
facility’s southem property boundary will be required to preventtrespasser access until the selected
remedies for the units closest to the southemn property boundary are implemented successfully. -
Ohio EPA finds that these remedies will further protect public health and the environment by
permanently reducing risks fo acceptable levels once the remedies are completed.

2.0 SITE BACKGROUND
21 Site History

The Scotts Company Marysville facility is Iocated on a 735-acre campus approximately 18 miles
northwest of Columbus, Ohio. A site map is included as Figure 1. Scotts blends raw materials into
fertilizers, some containing pesticides. Plant construction began in 1855 and production started
in 1957. Previously the area was used for agricultural purposes. The campus consists of
production areas, a warehouse and loading areas, research laboratories, office buildings, product
test fields and farm land. Between 1856 and 1984, the facility disposed of off-spectﬁcation process
materials in five on-site landfills and two on-site broadcast areas. It also used several ponds to

settle solids out of process waters before recycling the water back into the manufacturing proc-
esses.

The land surrounding Scotts is used primarily for agricultural purposes. The Good Year Tire and
Rubber Company operates a plant which manufactures conveyor belts to the southeast of Scotts
on Industrial Parkway. Dennison Hydraulics, which manufactures hydraulic motors and pumps and
accessories for each, is located to the northwest of Scotts on Industrial Parkway.

In Jandary of 2002, Scotts and the State of Ohio entered into a Consent Order and Final
Judgement filed with the Union County Court of Common Pleas, wherein Scotts agreed'to institute
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measures necessary to control or prevent releases to the environment from specified areas of the
facility including Crosses Run. In this regard, Scotts agreed to conduct corrective action at the
facility. Based on the results of a thorough investigation of the facility, corrective action generally
requires the clean-up of contaminated areas for the purpose of reducing risks to human health and
the environment. The corrective action process involves several key elements, each of which help
to gather information necessary to support good clean-up decisions, and consists of (among other
things) a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility investigation, corrective
measures study (if needed), interim measures implementation, and corrective measure or remedy
implementation. ' '

2.2 Summary of the Facility Investigation

Scotts conducted a RCRA Facllity Investigation at its Marysville, Ohio location under the oversight
of Ohio EPA. The investigation was conducted in accordance with requirements established in the
Consent Order and the approved RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan dated June, 1999. The
investigation was a thorough evaluation of environmental conditions at the site', including a risk-
based analysis of sampling results obtained for identified chemical constituents of concern. The
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report summarizes the results of the site investigation.

Scotts completed a majority of the RF! field activities at the Marysville facility from 1995 through
1999. During the RFI, Scotts also examined the chemical and physical nature of background soil,
stream sediments, stream water and ground water. Background samples were also collected in
areas of Scotts' property that are unlikely to have been influenced by facility operations.

The RFI focused on 13 waste management units whose locations are found in Figure 1. Crosses
Run and ground water underlying the site were also investigated. The units are as follows:

Landfill |

Landfill 2

Landfill 3

Landfill 4

Landfill 5

Field Broadcast Area (FBA) 1

Field Broadcast Area (FBA) 2
- Former Pond 2

Former Pond 3

Former Pond 6

Former Pond 7 (within FBA 2)

Former Pond 8 (within FBA 2)

*® ® ® ® & & ¢ * ° o o O

Al

! For purposes of this document, “site” is defined as “the land upon which the faciiity is located, the
impacted portions of Crosses Run, and any area that Is being investigated as part of the RFI Work Plan.”
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Figure 1: Site Map of The Scotts Company - Marysville, Ohio Facility

(Source: The Scotts Company, Environmental Management RCRA Facility
In ation Fa Bookle Marysyville, Ohio, December, 200
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The site investigation indicates that Scotts is located in an area with topography that varies from
shallow valleys caused by present day drainage to broad {ill plains. Geologic deposits consist of
Pleistocene glacial till overlying Silurian bedrock. The glacial till in the area of Scotts is clay-rich
for the first 20 feet. Below 20 feet the till is still clay-rich. However it has discontinuous layers of
sand and gravel. These deposits are tube-like and are not laterally extensive.

Drainage from Scotts fiows along the North and South branches of Crosses. Run which join near
the intersection of Scotts Lawn Road and Industrial Parkway. The main branch of Crosses Run
flows North through Scotts Park and under U.S. Route 33 north of Landfill #3 and on to Mill Creek.
Crosses Run joins with Mill Creek about three quarters of a mile north of the Scotts facility. Mill
Creek joins with the Scioto River in the O’Shaughnessy Reservoir about 11.8 miles down stream.

The O’Shaughnessy Reservoir is used by the City of Columbus as a drinking water source.

The principal aquifer in Union County is limestone/dolomite and can produce up to 1,000 gallons
per minute. Scotts has an industrial water well located at 200 feet below ground surface which
produces about 100,000 gallons per day. Goodyear Tire and Rubber to the southeast of Scotts
has a well at 90 feet.below the ground surface which produces 4,100 gallons per day for fire
protection and turf maintenance. No wells in the area appear to be completed in the glacial till.

The uppermost saturated zone on Scotts’ property is located approximately 20 feet below ground
surface or in localized saturated zones about 10 feet below ground surface. There are no known
downgradient receptors which use these zones for potable water. The nearest downgradient
potable wells are at the Ohio Department of Transportation road side rest area located about 5,800
feet southeast of Landfill #3. These wells are both established in the bedrock aquifer.

The RCRA Facility Investigation determined the nature and extent of potential releases of chemical
constituents at 13 units where materials were managed or disposed on-site. Potential releases to
ground water underlying the site were also investigated. Scotts performed a risk assessment to
characterize the current and potential threats to human health and the environment that may be
posed by contaminants migrating to ground water or surface water, being released to air, leaching
through soil, and remaining in the soil. The primary purpose of the risk assessment is to provide
Ohio EPA risk managers with an understanding of the actual and potential risks to human health
and the environment posed by the site and any uncertainties associated with the assessment. This
information is useful in determining whether a current or potential threat to human health or the
environment exists that warrants remedial achon

The |nves’agation determined that the primary constituents of concermn are the pesticides for insect
control such as chlordane, and herbicides for weed control such as 2 4—-d|ch|orophenoxyacetlc acid
(2,4-D) or Silvex (2,4,5-T), which were and in the case of 2,4-D, are still used in Scotts’ products.

Samples taken were also tested for semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) which are
substances composed primarily of carbon and hydrogen atoms that have boiling points greater:
than 200 degrees Celsius. Common SVOCs include Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons such as
benzo(a)pyrene and fluoranthene. Samples were also analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) which are a group of carbon-containing compounds that evaporate readily at room
temperature. Examples of VOCs include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene: Finally,
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samples were analyzed for inorganic constituents including the metals arsenic, cadmium and
chromium.

All the waste management units at Scotts will be addressed in the near future. The selected
remedy for reducing the risk to ‘acceptable levels for both humans and the environment is
presented for each unit or group of units. The exception to this is the North Branch and Campus
Area portions of Crosses Run for which a Corrective Measures Study will be completed. Remedy

selection for those portions of Crosses Run will be selected upon satisfactory completion of the
Corrective Measures Study.

2.21 Ground Water

The ground water data for the RCRA Facility Investigation was collected from 35 monitoring wells
designated as MW-21 through MW-55. Prior to August, 1999 there were 22 ground water
monitoring wells on Scotts’ property. Eleven wells were installed during August of 1999, Three of
these wells were established to monitor ground water coming onto the site. These wells are
referred to as background wells. Two of the wells (MW-32 and MW-33) were abandoned in the fall

of 1999 because they fell within the footprint of Landfill #3. They were replaced with MW-54 and
MW-55. .

A total of 41 constituents were detected as a result of the ground water sampling. Seven of these
were identified as constituents of potential concemn. Five of the seven were identified as
constituents of concem because they were detected at levels that exceeded the regulatory level,
thereby posing a potential risk to human health and the environment. All of the compounds whose
levels exceeded the acceptable risk levels for ground water were detected in the background
monitoring wells. All of these compounds, with the exception of methylene chioride and bis (2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate are naturally occurring compounds. Scotts states in the RCRA Facility
Investigation Report that there is a history of turbidity in the ground water samples due to low yield
in the monitoring wells and that turbid samples caused the metals results to be skewed higher.
Scotts also represented that the source of the methylene chloride and bis (2-ethyihexyl) phthalate
were unknown but that both were common laboratory contaminants. Ohio EPA agrees that the
turbid samples were the cause of the metals results and that methylene chioride and bis (2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate are common laboratory contaminants.

The waste management units which were identified in the RCRA Facility Investigation are
described and listed in a series of tables that follow. The method of investigation, the
environmental concems revealed by the results of the investigation, the remedy proposed by Scotts
to address the environmental concerns and Ohio EPA's selected remedy to address those
concerns are provided for each unit.
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2.2.2 Landfill #1:

Landfill #1 is located west of the railroad tracks and south of the north branch of Crosses Run in
the northwest portion of Scotts’ property. It was used for disposal of off-specification vermiculite
waste from 1956 to 1959. In 1998 an interim measure was conducted at Landfill #1 because a rail
spur was being built through the landfill. To accomplish this action, sheet piling was driven through
the waste into the native clay where the rail spur was to be built. The waste between the sheet
piles was removed and relocated to outside the sheet pile. A cap consisting of one foot of
compacted clay, a 40 millimeter low density polyethylene membrane and one foot of topsoil cover
were placed over the waste.

l 1) Surface and sub- 1) Landfill #1 was 1) Continue the Interim |

surface sampling in:
the landfill showed the
presence of pesticides,
principally chlordane
and DDT. SVOCs
were also present. .

Sediment and surface
water sampling in
Crosses Run found' :
chlordane. SVOCs
were found further
down the North Branch
of Crosses Run.

Ground water ,
sampling revealed that
similar constituents
were detected but
below MCLs or
background. A one

. time detection of
Chiordane over the
MCL took place here
8-19-97.

capped in 1998 as
an Interim Measure.
While the direct
pathways of exposure
to humans and the
environment have
been eliminated,
concern is the long
term care of the
landfill, monitoring the
ground water for
potential leaks, and
maintaining current
land use.

1) No further action.

2) Ground water

monitoring will be
added to the other
Operation and
Maintenance tasks
already performed on
Landfill # 1 when a
ground water
monitoring plan can
be approved.

Perform a Corrective '

Measures Study of
the North Branch and
Campus Area
portions of Crosses
Run.

2)

Measure as the
Final Remedy.

Continue Operation
& Maintenance.

Institute a ground
water monitoring
and response
system for a
minimum of 30
years,

Perform a Correclive |
Measures Study for §
the North Branch
and Campus Area
portions of Crosses
Run.

). Institute a Land Use |

Resh'ietion.
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223 Landfill #2

Landfill #2 is located southwest of Industrial Parkway and southeast of Scotts Lawn Road in the
east-southeast portion of Scotts’ property. It was used for disposal of off-specification vermiculite

waste from 1959 to 1961.

Surface and sub-
surface sampling in
the landfill indicate
the presence of
primarily chlordane,
DDT, DDD and
arsenic.

Sediment and surface
water sampling in
Crosses Run found
chiordane and
SVOCs.

Ground water
sampling revealed
that simitar
constituents were
detected but below
MCLs or background
levels.

Levels in soil were
acceptable for
industrial use, but
presented ecological
risk concerns. These
levels were within
acceptable values for
the malintenance
worker and

- adolescent

trespasser exposure
scenario. The
concern is to prevent
or mitigate the
potential for future
human and ecological
exposure to harmful
material in landfill.

The landfill is
impacting stream
sediments and the

. water quality of

adjacent streams.

The potential exists
for contaminants in
the landfill to migrate
Into ground water.

1) MultiHayered cover

system to eliminate
_the exposure

. pathway to human
and ecological

- receptors. The
cover system will
also minimize
Infiltration of
rainwater and
migration of
coritaminants into
ground water.

Adjacent streams’
will be rerouted to
minimize’ impact

from the landfill and

contaminated
sediments will be

placed in the landfill.

Ongoing
maintenance of the
cover system will be
required.

Ground water

monitoring will be

required to detect

any releases from -

the landfill to ground
" water.

Instalt laﬁdﬁll cap.

Adjacent streams will
be re-routed to

“minimize Impact from
. the landfill and

contaminated
sediments will be
placed in the landfill.

Ongoing maintenance
of the cover system
will be required.

Institute a ground

water monitoring and
response system fora |
minimum of 30 years.

Institute a Land Use
Restriction.
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2.2.4 Landfill #3

Landfill #3 is located in the northeast comer of Scotts’ property. Most of Landfill #3 lies on the
northeast side of U.S. Route 33, southeast of Scotts Lawn Road. However, a small portion of
Landfill #3 is under U.S. Route 33 and on the southwest side of the road. The landfill was
disturbed in the late 1960s when the Ohio Department of Transpartation (ODOT) constructed U.S.
Route 33. This disturbance resulted in releases of landfill material to Crosses Run. Ohio EPA's
Division of Solid and Infectious Waste Management oversaw ODOT’s placement of a liner and
. erosion control in the ditch during the spring of 2000. Extra liner was left under plywood for Scotts

to uncover and weld to their liner.

1) Surface and sub-
surface sampling in .
the landfill indicate *
the presence of
primarily chlordane,
DDT, DDD and
2,45T,

Sediment and
surface water
sampling In
Crosses Run found
chlordane and DDT
in the sediment.
Landfill #3 was
disrupted. during
construction of U.S.
33.

Ground water
sampling revealed
that similar
constituents were
detected but below
MCLs or
background. A one
{ime exceedance of
the MCL for arsenic
took place here in

1) Arisk assessment was
not conducted on
Landfill #3 because it
was closed as a landfill
in 2000 under Ohio
EPA's approval. The
direct pathways of
exposure to humans
and the environment
have been eliminated.

Impacts to water quality
of the adjacent streams
were mitigated by
ODQT placing a liner in
the U.S. 33 ditch and
Scotts capping the rest
of Landfill #3.

The potential exists for
contaminants in the
landfill to migrate into
ground water.

1) A multi-layered cover

system to eliminate the
exposure pathway to
human and ecological
receptors was installed.
The cover system will
also minimize infiltration
of rainwater and
migration of
contaminants into ground
water.

Ongoing maintenance of
the cover system will be
required.

Ground water monitoring
detailed in the approved
O&M plan will be
instituted to detect any
releases from the landfill
to ground water for 30
years.

Install a Multi-
layered cap on
Landfill #3 in
2000.

Crosses Run is
dredged and
contaminated
sedimentis
placed in Landfill
#3. The landfill is
isolated from the
stream by a sheet |
pile wall.

Ongoing
maintenance of
the cover system
will be required.

Institute a ground
water monitoring
and response
system for a
minimum of 30

" years.

Use Restriction.
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2.2.5 Landfill #4

Landfill #4 is located in the south-southeast comer of Scotts’ property. The south branch of
Crosses Run flows along the north side of Landfill #4. An unnamed tributary flows along the east
side of Landfill #4. Landfill #4 was used to dispose of off specification material from 1965 to 1978,

Construction debris and brush are also present in the landfill material.

B

2

3)

Surface and sub-

surface sampling
in the landfil
Indicate the
presence of

primarily
chiordane, DDT,
and SVOCs.

Sediment and
surface water
sampling in
Crosses Run
found chlordane
and SVOCs.

Ground water
sampling revealed
that similar
constituents were
detected but
below MCLs,

‘background or

other drinking
water standard.

1) Levels In sol wera

unacceptable for
unrestricted use and
presented ecological risk
concerns. These levels
were not within :
acceptable values for the
maintenance worker and
adolescent trespasser
exposure scenario. The

. concem is to prevent or
mitigate the potential for
future human and
ecological exposure to
harmful material in
{andfill.

2) The landfil Is impacting
streamn sediments and
- the water quality of
adjacent streams.

3) The patential exists for
contaminants in the
landfill to migrate into

1) Instalta mulﬂ-layered

cover system to
» efiminate the exposure

pathway to human and
ecological recaptors.
The cover system will
also minimize Infiltration
of rainwater, and
migraticn of
contaminants into ground
water.

2) Adjacent streams will be
re-routed to minimize
impact from the landfill
and contaminated
sediments will be placed
In the landfill.

3) Ongoing malntenance of
the cover system will be
requirad.

4) Ground water monitoring
will be required to detect

ground water. any releases from the
: - landfil} to ground water.

3)

1

2)

4)

‘Install a landfill

cap.

Adjacent streams

will be re-routed to

minimize Impact
from the landfill
and contaminated
sediments will be
placed inthe °
landfill.

Ongoing
maintenance of
the cover system
will be required.

Institute a ground

water monitoring

_ and response

system fora
minimum of 30
years.

Institute a Land
Use Restriction.

!
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2.2.6 Landfill #5

Landfill #5 is located on the south-southeast part of Scotts’ property. The south branch of Crosses
Run flows along the north side of Landfill #5. An unnamed tributary flows along the west side of
Landfill #5 between Landfill #5 and Landfill #4. The railroad tracks border Landfill #5 to the west.
Landfill #5 was used for disposal of off-specification material from 1976 to 1984.

t 1) Surface and sub-

surface sampling in
the landfill indicate the
presence of primarily
arsenic, chiordane and
SVOCs.

Sediment and surface
water sampling in
Crosses Run found
chiordane and SVOCs.

Ground water _
sampling revealed that
similar constituents
were detected but
below MCLs and
background.

1) Levels In soil

presented ecological
risk concerns.
These levels were
within acceptable
values for the
maintenance worker
and adolescent
trespasser exposure
scenario. The .
concem is to
prevent or mitigate
the potential for
future human and
ecological exposure
to harmful material
in landfill.

The landfill Is
Iimpacting stream
sediments and the
water quality of
adjacent streams.

The potential exists
for contaminants in
the landfill to migrate
into ground water.

Install a multi-layered
cover system to

» eliminate the exposure

pathway to human and
ecological receptors.
The cover system will
also minimize infiltration
of rainwater and
migration of
contaminants into
groundwater.

Adjacent streams will
be re-routed to
minimize impact from
the landfill and
contaminated
sediments will be
placed in the landfill.

Ongoing maintenance
of the cover system will
be required.

Ground water
monitoring will be
required to detect any
releases from the

__landfill to ground water,

Install a landfill cap. |

Adjacent streams
will be re-routed to
minimize impact |
from the landfill and |
contaminated |
sediments will be
placed in the
landfill.

Ongoing ‘
maintenance of the }
cover system will
be required.

Institute a ground
water monitoring
and response
system fora
minimum of 30
years.

Institute a Land
Use Restriction.
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2.2.7 Field Broadcast Area #1

Field Broadcast Area #1 is located in fhe southern area of Scotts’ property. Scotts used Field
Broadcast Area #1 from 1972 to 1973 to spread off-specification fertilizers and other lawn care
products. '

Surface and sub-
surface sampling in
the landfill indicate
the presence of -

. primarily barium and
chlordane.

Sediment and surface
water sampling In
Crosses Run found
chlordane and .
SVOCs.

Ground water
"sampling revealed
that similar
constituents were
detected but below
MCLs and
background.

1

2)

3)

Levels In soit

' presented ecological

risk concems. These
levels were within
acceptable values for
the maintenance
worker and
adolescent
trespasser exposure
scenario. The
concem Is to prevent
or mitigate the
potential for future
human and ecological
exposure to harmful
material in the landfill.

The landfill Is
impacting stream
sediments and the
water quality of
adjacent streams.

The potential exists
for contaminants in
the landfill to migrate
into ground water.

1) Remove the top two

2)

3)

feet of soil and use this

¢ as fill under the cap on

Landfills #4 & #5.

Soils from the
southern hot spot that
exceed toxicity
characteristic levels
will be removed and
disposed of at a TSD.

Crosses Run will be
re-routed through Field
Broadcast Area #1 so
it will not run close to
Landfills #4 & #5, and
contaminated
sediments will be
removed and placed in
Landfills #4 and #5.

1)

2)

3)

4

Remove the top two
feet of soil and use
this as fill under the
cap on Landfills #4
&#5.

Solls from the
southern hot spot
that exceed toxicity
characteristic levels
will be removed and
disposed of at a
TSD.

Crosses Run will be |
re-routed through |
Fleld Broadcast
Area #1 s0 it will not
run close to Landfills
#4 8 #5, and
contaminated
sediments will be
removed and placed
gisLandﬁlls #4 and

A ground water
monitoring and
response system will
be required only if
remedtation goals

_ are not met.

_Restriction.

Institute a Land Use §
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2.2.8 Field Broadcast Area #2 and Former Ponds #7 and #8

Field Broadcast Area #2 and Former Ponds #7 and #8 are located in the northwest potion of the
Scotts’ facility. Former Ponds #7 and #8 are located under the southern portion of Field Broadcast
Area#2. Field Broadcast Area #2 was used from 1970 to 1971 to spread off-specification fertilizers
and other off-speciﬁcation lawn care products. Much of the off-specification product deposited was
in a vermiculite carrier matrix. Former Ponds #7 and #8 were a part of the elght pond process
water recycle system.

Surface and sub- Levels in soil were 1)" Install a multi-layered 1) Install a landfill cap.
surface sampling in unacceptable for cover system to v,
the field broadcast unrestricted use and efiminate the exposure | 2) The adjacent stream
area indicate the - presented ecological pathway {o human and may be remediated
presence of B risk concemns. These ecological receptors. if the Corrective
primarily chlordane, ' levels were not within " The cover system will Measures Study
heptachlor, DDT, acceptabie values for also minimize shows that it must
mercury and the maintenance infittration of rainwater be remediated. The
chromium. , worker and adolescent and migration of contaminated
trespasser exposure contaminants into stream sediments
2) Sediment and : scenario. The concem ground water. would be placed
surface water is to prevent or under the FBA #2
sampling in Crosses mitigate the potential 2) The adjacent stream cap.
Run found for future human and may be remediated if
chiordane. SVOCs ecological exposure to the Corrective 3) Ongoing
were found further | harmful material in the Measures Study maintenance of the
down the North _ landfill. shows that it must be cover system will be
Branch of Crosses - remediated. The required.
Run. "12) The landfill is contaminated stream
4 impacting stream sediments wouid be 4) Institute a ground
3) Ground water sediments and the placed under the FBA water monitoring
: sampling revealed . water quality of #2 cap. and response
that similar adjacent streams. system for a
constituents were 3) Ongoing maintenance "__minimum of 30
detected but below | 3) The potential exists for of the cover system years.
MCLs and : contaminants in the will be required.
background. f landfill to migrate into 5) Institute a Land Use |
. ground water, 4) Ground water . Restriction. ‘
monitoring will be used :
to detect any.releases
from the landfill to
ground water.
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2.2.9 Former Pond #2

Former Pond #2 is located in the northwestern comer of Scotts’ property. It lies northwest of Pond
#1 and directly south of Pond #3. The unit consists of both Pond #2 and the ditch which connected
Former Pond 2 with Pond #1 (which was closed as a landfill in June of 1990). Former Pond #2 was
operated from 1955 to the 1980s.

1) Surface and sub- 1) Levelsinsoll 1? The sediment from 1) Institute a ground
surface sampling in presented ecological i Pond #2 was probably water monitoring
the pond indicate the risk concems. These I» removed prior to and response
presence of primarily levels were within " backfilling with system for a
chromium mercury acceptable values for borrowed soils. minimum of 30
and arsenic. the maintenance ' . years.

worker, future site 2) Pond #2 is located Inan

2) No sediment and worker and area which s regulary 2) Institute a Land
surface water . adolescent mowed and will " Use Restriction; the
sampling took place. trespasser exposure continue to be mowed. restriction will
Crosses Run does scenarios. The - include the
not border Pond 2. concemn is to prevent | 3) Scolts may use the requirement to

or mitigate the area of Pond #2 to regularly mow the

3) Ground water potential for construct other area.
sampling revealed ecological exposure industrial buildings.
that similar to harmful material in '
constituents were the pond. 4) Ground water
detected but below : monitoring will be
MCLs. 3) The potential exists required to detect any

for contaminants in releases from the
the pond to migrate landfill to ground water.
Into ground water., -
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2.210

Former Poﬁd #3

Former Pond #3 is located in the northwest corner of Scotts' property. It lies north of Former Pond
#2 and south of Field Broadcast Area #2. The pond was part of the eight pond system utilized in
process water recycle streams.

Surface and sub- 1)

surface sampling In
the pond indicate
presence of primarily
chlordane, arsenic
and other metals.

Sediment and surface -
water samplingin -
Crosses Run found
chlordane. SVOCs
were found further
down the North .
Branch of Crosses
Run.

Ground water
sampling revealed
that similar
constituents were .
detected but below
MCLs and :
background .

Levels In the soil
presented ecological
risk concems. These
levels were within
acceptable values for
the maintenancs
worker, future site
worker and
adolescent
trespasser exposure
scenarios. The
concem is to prevent
or mitigate the
potential for
ecological exposure
to harmful material in
the pond.

The potential exists
for contaminants in
the landfill to migrate
into ground water,

1) The sediment from the

east side of Pond #3
was closed in place in

. 2001. Ground water

monitoring is already
required for this portion
of the pond.

Pond #3 is located in an
area which Is regularly
mowed and will
continue to be mowed.

Scotts may use the
area of Pond #3 to
construct other

industrial buildings.

The adjacent stream
may be remediated if
the Corrective
Measures Study shows
that it must be
remediated. The
contaminated stream
sediments would be
placed under the FBA
#2 cap.

Ground water
monitoring will be
required to detect any
releases from the

1) The adjacent
stream may be
remediated if the
Corrective
Measures Study
shows that it must
be remediated.
The contaminated
stream sediments
would be placed
under the FBA #2
cap.

Institute a ground
water monitoring
and response
system for a
minimum of 30
years,

Institute a Land ;

Use Restriction; the ||

restriction will

include the

requirement to

regularly mow the
_ area.
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2241  Former Pond #6

Former Pond #6 is located in the northwestern comer of Scotts’ property, southwest of Pond #1

and north of former Pond #4 and Pond #4A. The pond was part of the eight pond system utilized
in process water recycle streams.

1) Surface andsub- | 1) Levels in the soil 1) The area where Pond #6 is

surface sampling
in the pond
indicate presence
of primarily
chiordane,
heptachior,
mercury and
arsenic.

No sediment and
surface water
sampling took
place, Crosses
Run does not
border Pond 6.

Ground water
sampling revealed
that similar
constituents were
detected but

presented ecological risk
concems. These levels
were within acceptable
values for the
maintenance worker,
future site worker and
adolescent trespasser
exposure scenarios. The
concem is to prevent or
mitigate the potential for
ecological exposure to
harmful material in the
pond.

The potential exists for
contaminants in the
landfill to migrate into
ground water.

located Is under a road bed
?"I:d covered by aggregats.

e total area s relatively
small.

Scotts may use the area of
Pond #8 to construct other
industrial bulldings.

Ground water monitoring
will be required to detect
any releases from the
landfill to ground water.

ground water
monitoring and
response
system for a
minimum of 30
years.

Institute a Land |
Use Restriction.
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2212 Crosses Run

Drainage from the Scotts property flows into the North and South Branches of Crosses Run. These
two branches join to form the main branch of Crosses Run. The main branch to Crosses Run flows
north through the Scotts Park, under U.S. Route 33 and north of Landfill #3 toward Mill Creek,
Crosses Run joins with Mill Creek about three quarters of a mile north of the Scotts facility. Mill
Creek joins with the Scioto Riverin the O'Shaughnessy Reservoir about 11.8 miles down stream,
The O’Shaughnessy Reservoir is used by the City of Columbus as a drinking water source.

The results of the investigation of Crosses Run are described in conjunction with each waste
management unit found in the preceding tables. i
3.0 CORRECTIVE MEASURES EVALUATION,CRITERIA
3.1 Description of the Criteria

As required by the Consent Order, the remedy or corrective measure selected for each media or
unit including Crosses Run must meet both the threshold and balancing criteria found in the Ohio

Corrective Action Plan. These criteria were adopted from U.S. EPA’s comrective action program

under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The evaluation criteria are also’
found in U.S. EPA guidance documents. The criteria are used by Ohio EPA to evaluate the

remedies proposed by a facility when the facility’s investigation of environmental conditions on its

property determines that some type of action is necessary fo reduce the potential risk to human

health and the environment, posed by the presence of environmental contaminants, to acceptable

levels. “The nine evaluation criteria are listed and described as follows:

a) Protect human health and the environment. Remedies shall be evaluated to determine
if they can adequately protect human health and the environment, in both the short and
long term, from unacceptable risks posed by environmental contaminants present at the
facility. . :

b) Attain media cleanup standards set by the implementing agency. Remedies shall be
evaluated to determine if the final numerical standards for the subject environmental media
will be achieved. The evaluation will include the method of verification, and its supporting
quality assurance and quality control procedures, used to make the determination,

c) Control source of the release(s) to reduce or eliminate, to the extent practicable,
further releases that may pose a threat to human health and the environment.
Remedies shall be evaluated to determine if it is practicable to physically remove the source
of environmental contamination as part or all of remedy. :

d) Comply with applicable standards for management of waste. Remedies shall be
evaluated to determine if they meet all of the applicable requirements of state, federal and
local environmental laws for waste management.

e) Long term reliability and effectiveness. Remedies shall be evaluated to determine their
ability to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time once
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the measure is fully implemented. This includes assessment of the residual risks remaining
from untreated wastes and the adequacy and reliability of controls such as containment
systems and enforceable land use restrictions.

f) Reduction in the toxicity, mobility or volume of wastes. Remedies shall be evaluated
to determine the degree to which recycling or treatment are utilized to reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of wastes present at the facility.

Q) Short term effectiveness. Remedies shall be evaluated to determine the following: 1)
short term risks that might be posed to the community during implementation of the
remedy, 2) potential impacts on workers during implementation of the remedy and the
effectiveness .and reliability of worker protection measures, 3) potential environmental
impacts of the remedy and the effectiveness and reliability of mitigative measures employed
during implementation, and 4) time until protection is achieved. ' :

h) Implementability. Remedies shall be evaluated to determine the ease or difficulty of
implementation and shall include, as appropriate, the following: 1) technical difficulties and
unknowns associated with the construction and operation of a technology, the reliability of
a technology, ease of undertaking additional remedies, and the ability to monitor the
effectiveness of the remedy, 2) administrative feasibility, including activities needed to

.coordinate with other offices and agencies and the ability and time required to obtain and
necessary approvals and pemmits, as necessary, and 3) the availability of any services and
materials needed to support and complete the remedy.

1) Cost. Remedies shall evaluate capital costs, annual operation and maintenance costs and
the net present value of those costs. The cost estimates include only the direct costs of
implementing the corrective measure. Cost estimates are provided by the Facility
Investigation Report.

The first four evaluation criteria are threshold criteria required for acceptance of a remedy. All four
of these criteria, as they are applicable, must be met in order for the remedy to be acceptable. The
other five evaluation criteria are the balancing criteria used to help select the best remedy. Ohio
EPA’s evaluation of the remedies proposed by Scotts in the final Facility Investigation Report and
the remedies that were already implemented by Scotts as interim measures is as follows:

3.2  Ohio EPA’s Evaluation of the Interim Measures Converted to Final Remedies

As described earlier in this document, an interim measure was implemented at one of the facility’s
waste management units and a remedy that could be construed as an interim measure was
implemented at another. unit. At Landfill #1, the proposal in 1998 to build a rail spur through the
landfill prompted Scotts to design and implement the interim measure. A multi-layered cap was
placed over the waste. The cap needs to be maintained to ensure its integrity. This interim
measure will now act as the final remedy, resulting in a closed landfill unit.

Landfill #3 was disturbed in the late 1960s due to the construction of U.S. Route 33. The
disturbance led to the release of landfill materials to Crosses Run. A liner was placed in the ditch
and erosion control measures were implemented in early 2000. The facility investigation
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determined the short term need to design and construct a composite landfill cap in order to contain
the landfill waste, the contaminated stream sediment and contaminated soils surrounding the
landfill. A multi-layered cap was placed on the compacted, re-graded landfill that needs to be
maintained to ensure its integrity. This is the final remedy for what now constitutes a closed landfill
unit. N

At both Landfill Nos. 1 and 3, Ohio EPA believes the remedies are protective of human health and
the environment as the direct pathways of contaminant exposure to humans and the environment
were eliminated. Regularinspections, and maintenance of the landfill caps as necessary, will serve
to control the source of potential future releases from the landfills. Continued monitoring of the
ground water below both landfills will help determine the success of the controls. Oversight by
Ohio EPA as construction work was performed ensured that applicable standards for managing
the waste were met. .

Ohio EPA believes the landfill caps were effective in the short term and are reliable and effective
for the long term. The caps serve to reduce precipitation infiltration, which will reduce the mobility
of the materials contained in the landfills and prevent migration of contaminants into the underlying
ground water.

3.3  Ohio EPA’s Evaluation of the Proposed Remedies

Multi-layered caps are proposed as the remedies for Landfill #2, Landfill #4, Landfill #5 and the
area containing Field Broadcast Area #2 and Former Pond Nos. 7 and 8. Contaminated sediments -
from the streams adjacént to the three landfills will be placed in the landfills. The removal of stream
. sediments and placement of these sediments under a landfill cap will eliminate migration of these
sediments further downstream. Any waste which may extend out beyond the footprint of the
landfills will be consolidated in the landfills. A Corrective Measures study will be conducted for the
stream adjacent to Field Broadcast Area #2 to determine if remediation is necessary.

Ohio EPA believes these proposed remedies will be protective of human health and the
environment as the direct pathways of contaminant exposure to humans and the environment will
be eliminated. The proposed remedies are supported by ground water data showing no impacts
from the units. The proposed remedies are also supported by the presence of a layer of low
permeability clay under each unit. The protection provided by the remedy will extend into the future
with continuing inspections and maintenance of the landfill caps. Confirmation sampling will occur
in the adjacent streams to ensure that media cleanup standards set by Ohio EPA will be attained.
Continued monitoring of the ground water below the landfilis will help determine the success of the
-remedies. Oversighit by Ohio EPA as construction work is performed will ensure that applicable
standards for managing the waste are met. -

Ohio EPA believes the landfill caps will be effective in the short term and will be reliable and
effective for the long term. The caps serve to reduce precipitation infiltration, which will reduce the
mobility of the materials contained in the landfills and prevent migration of contaminants into the
underlying ground water. ‘

Scotts represents that its proposed remedies will cost as follows: Landfill #2- $1,474,000; Landfill
#4- $1,263,000; Landfill #5- $2,442,000 and Field Broadcast Area #2- $1,623,000. The combined
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total for the proposed is $6,802,000. The volume of material in each of the units is as follows:
Landfill #2- 18,000 cubic yards; Landfill #4-15,000 cubic yards; Landfill #5 - 15,000 cubic yards;
Field Broadcast Area #2-58,000 cubic yards. Scotts represents that the total cost of excavating,
hauling and treating all the material would be $31,918,000. Ohio EPA believes the cost of
constructing and maintaining the landfill caps compared to the cost of excavating, hauling and
treating the materials contained in the landfills is cost effective.

The proposed remedy for Field Broadcast Area #1 is to remove contaminated soil from the area
as necessary. The soils removed will assist in the construction of Landfill Nos. 4 and 5. Any soils
that contain chlordane at levels that require handling them as a regulated hazardous waste will be
removed and sent to a permitted treatment, storage and disposal facility.

Ohio EPA believes the proposed remedies will be protectwe of human health and the environment
as removal of the soil will eliminate the source of contaminants causing potential: exposure. The
southern hot spot where soil will be removed will be sampled to demonstrate that the soils left in
place will attain.the cleanup standards set by Ohio EPA and will, therefore, no longer pose an
excess risk to human health or the environment. Overs:ght by Ohio EPA as the removal work is

performed will ensure that applicable standards for managing any materials considered to be a
regulated hazardous waste are met.

Ohio EPA believes the soil removal will be effective in both the short and long term. The volume
of waste will be reduced by the removal action. This remedy will be implementable.

3.4 Ohio EPA’s Evaluation of No Further Action

Former Pond #2, Former Pond #3 and Former Pond #6 were evaluated during the facility
investigation. Human health risk assessments were conducted for each unit. The human health
risk assessments did not identify any contaminants of concern which caused an exceedance of the
acceptable risk criteria for workers or adolescent trespassers. Therefore, no further action or
remedy is proposed for any of the three units.

Except for the ground water monitoring and the land use restriction agreement summarized in the
next section, along with the requirement to continue regular mowing of Former Pond #2 and
Former Pond #3, Ohio EPA believes that no further action is necessary at these units to ensure
continued protection of human health and the environment.

40 SUMMARY OF OHIO EPA'S SELECTED REMEDIES

Based on Ohio EPA's evaluation of the existing and proposed remedies described above and
summarized below, Ohio EPA is selecting those remedies as the remedies for the Scotts facility.

A final RCRA Facility Investigation (RF1) report was submitted to Ohio EPA on October 4, 2002 for
approval. The report summarized the resuits of all sampling and the results of a risk analysis and
also proposed potential remedies and future courses of action for the units evaluated. Ohio EPA
has reviewed the RFI report and concludes that the following remedies are appropnate as final
remedies. These include:
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Capping Landfill #2, #4, #5 and Field Broadcast Area #2 - A commonly used remedy
involving placement of a specially designed protective cover over the materials contained
in the landfill. This remedy is selected for Landfill #2, #4, #5, and Field Broadcast Area #2
(including Former Ponds #7 and #8). ‘ : '

Removal and Placement of Confaminated Stream Sediments -The South Branch of
Crosses Run and an unnamed tributary to the South Branch will be re-routed to minimize
impacts from and to Landfills #2, #4, #5 and Field Broadcast Area#1. Contaminated stream
sediments removed from the current course of the South Branch and unnamed tributary will
be placed in the capped waste management unit near the area where the contaminated
sediments will be removed or the contaminated sediments may be characterized and
removed to a permitted off-site hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal facility in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

A Corrective Measures Study (CMS) for Crosses Run - A Corrective Measures Study is
a study conducted of an area where RF| data and information do not clearly indicate the re-
medial technology (or combination of technologies) that will accomplish site protection objec-
tives. ACMS evaluates results of the RFl and identifies various remedial technologies which
are actions taken at a property to treat, remove, or control chemical constituents in order to
protect human health and the environment. The CMS is reviewed and approved by Ohio
EPA and a remedy is implemented based on Ohio EPA's approval. This action is required
for the North Branch and Campus Areas portions of Crosses Run.

Excavation and Removal of Contaminated Soil - All soils in Field Broadcast Area #1
having ‘contaminant levels higher than the remediation standard (background or an
ecological screening level) will be removed to be used as fill under the caps to be placed on
Landfills #4 and #5 or to a permitted off-site hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal
facility. Results of soil sampling from the southern hot spot will determinewhich soils can
be placed in the landfills and which soils must be transported to an off-site facility. Soil
sampling results will also determine the total amount of soil that must be excavated. The
RFI Report proposes numeric contaminant levels which will be used by Scotts to determine
the appropriate amount of soil to be excavated. Ohio EPA will evaluate the soil sampling
results after the excavation is completed to ensure that these numeric levels are achieved.

Continuation of the Interim Measures Completed for Landfill #1 and #3 and Ground
Water Monitoring as the Final Remedies for these Units - If an interim measure was
implemented prior to completing the RFI, the interim measure can be retained as a final rem-
edy if it meets applicable clean-up objectives. Interim measures were proposed and
completed for Landfill #1 and #3. These units were capped to ensure that the material in the
landfills does not escape to the environment. It was also proposed that ground water
monitoring continue at Landfill #3 for 30 years and be implemented at Landfill #1 for 30
years.

No Further Action - Former Pond #2, Former Pond #3 and Former Pond #6 were evaluated
using three potentially exposed populations. The industrial worker, the maintenance worker
and the adolescent trespasser are the populations. Results of the human™health risk
assessment determined exposures to these populations were acceptable. Except for the
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requirement to monitor the ground water underlying these units, the land use restriction and
the requirement to continue regular mowing of Former Pond #2 and Former Pond #3, no
further action needs to be taken at these units.

L Land Use Restriction - Use of the appropriate portions of the site will be restricted to
industrial purposes only through an enforceable, written agreement with Ohio EPA that
creates an equitable servitude. This use restriction will run with the land and will be binding
upon a future property owner should the property be sold. Monitoring the property owner's
adherence to the use restriction will help to ensure continued protection of human health and
the environment. .

° Ground Water Monitoring and Response System - Based on its analysis of ground water
monitoring data, Ohio EPA does not believe that ground water quality underlying the Scotts
facility has been impacted by Scotts’ waste management practices. A monitoring and
response system will be implemented for each unit pursuant to a plan approved by Ohio
EPA to assure that the selected remedies are performing adequately.

) Security Measures to Restrict Potential Public Access - Security measures will be
implemented on the southem boundary of the facility to prevent trespasser access to Landfill
#4, Landfill #5, Field Broadcast Area #1 and the South Branch of Crosses Run in the vicinity
of these units. The security measures will remain in place until the selected remedies for
these units are implemented successfully. The purpose of requiring the security measures
is to prevent direct contact exposure risk to potential trespassers.

Scotts is required to implement the remedies and conduct the CMS for the North Branch and
Campus Areas portions of Crosses Run. A report summarizing the CMS will be submitted to Ohio
EPA for approval, after which Scotts will implement any necessary additional remedies.

5.0 GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Aquifer . An underground geplogicél formation capable of holding and

yielding water
Carcinogen Any substance that causes cancer
Constituents of Any contaminant discovered ddn'hg a facility investigation at a level
Concem (COC) that has the potential to negatively impact human health or the
environment

Corrective Measures A study undertaken by a facility whose purpose is to develbp and
Study (CMS) evaluate remedial alternatives for the cleanup of environmental
contaminants at a facility

Chlordane An insecticide commonly used for termite control

DDD Dichlorodiphenylidichloroethane is an insecticide formerly used on
many fruits and vegetables
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DDT

2,4-D

Decision Document
Ecological Receptor
Exposure Pathway
Hot Spot

Human Receptor

Maximum Contammant
Level (CML)

Operation and
Maintenance (O&M) -

Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act
(RCRA)

RCRA Facility
Investigation (RF1)
Risk Assessment ‘

Responsiveness
Summary
2,4,5-T Siivex

Semi-Volatile Organic
Compound (SVOC)

Dichlorodiphenyitrichloroethane is a compound used as an
insecticide that is not biodegradable and is ecologically damaging;
it was banned from agricultural use in the United States in 1973
although its manufacture for export is permitted

2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic Acid is a broadleaf herbicide

A document issued by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
that identifies the Director’'s selected remedy or remedies for a
contaminated site and the reasons for its selection

Animals or plant life potentlally exposed to contaminants released
at a site

Route by which a contaminant is trarispo_rted from the site to a
human or ecological receptor

Areas where there is a high concentration of a contaminant in soil
or sediment

A person that has the potential to be exposed to contaminants
released at a site

Criteria for specific elements or compounds in drinking water

.established under the Safe Drinking Water Act that help determine
if water is safe to drink

. Long-term measures taken at a site, after the initial remedial

actions, to assure that a remedy remains protective of human
health and the environment

A federal law that regulateé the generation, transport, storage,
treatment and disposal of hazardous wastes

~.

A study conducted to collect information necessary to adequately
characterize a site for the purpose of developmg and evaluating
effective remedial alternatives

A study that evaluates the potential health risks to people and the
environment from exposure to contaminated air, water, soil

A summary of all comments received from the public on the
Statement of Basis and RCRA Facility Investigation Report and -
Ohio EPA's response to those comments

An herbicide whose use was discontinued in 1984

Carbon based compounds that do not evaporate very fast at room
temperature



Site

Treatment, Storage &
Disposal Facility (TSD)

Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC)

Waste Management

Unit (WMU)

The land upon which the facility is located, the impacted portions of

- Crosses Run, and any area that is being lnvestigated as part of the
‘RFI Workplan

A facility where hazardous waste is sent to be disposed of, treated,
or stored

Carbon based compounds which evaporate quickly at room
temperature (e.g., solvents)

Any discemable unit at which wastes have been placed at any time
irrespective of whether the unit was intended for the management
of solid or hazardous waste; such units include any area at the

facility where solid wastes have been routinely and systematically
released
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Responsiveness Summary For Comments
Received On the Statement of Basis
and RCRA Facility Investigation Report for The Scotts Company

On April 02, 2003, Ohio EPA issued a Statement of Basis for the Preferred Remediation of The
Scotts Company (Scotts) site located at 14111 Scottslawn Road in Marysviile, Ohio 43041. The
public comment period began on April 3, 2003 and ended on May 17, 2003. A public meeting was
conducted on May 7, 2003 at the Marysville Public Library, 231 South Plum Street, Marysville, Ohio
43040. No testimony was offered at the public meeting. Written comments were provided by The
Scotts Company and one other person.

Note: Ohio EPA's further evaluation of the proposed remedies determined that the “No Further
. Action® remedy proposed for Former Pond #2 and Former Pond #3 needed to be changed to
include the requirement to continue regular mowing of Former Pond #2 and Former Pond #3. This
change is reflected in the final Decision Document.

Comment #1 Received from The Scotts Company:
“The term "site-wide” is used throughout the Statement and deserves to be better defined. There

is some uncertainty in the use of this term in the Statement as compared to how it is used in the
RFI Report. ‘ :

The term "site” was jdeﬁned in the Consent Order between Scotts and the Ohio EPA. This
definition specifically refers to areas of the Scotts property that are to be considered as falling
under the conditions of the Consent Order. '

The term “site-wide" was used in the RFI Report when the “ground water” unit was described. This
terminology was used simply to describe results of groundwater samples collected from 35
monitoring wells located throughout the site - but associated with specificwaste management areas
(except the background wells). The use of the term "site-wide groundwater” in the RF1 Report was
never meant to imply that all the groundwater beneath the Scotts property has been evaluated; only
the groundwater associated with specific waste management units was evaluated.

This concept is further reinforced in Section 4 of the RFI Report because the proposed remedies
for the specific units include groundwater monitoring. No remedy is proposed for a site-wide
groundwater unit. Additionally, a reference is made in this section of the RFl Report to a
“comprehensive monitoring plan” being developed to insure periodic monitoring is conducted so
that the effectiveness of the proposed remedial actions for the identified waste management units
can be determined.

The use of the term “site-wide groundwater” in the Statement should be clarified so that it is not
interpreted as meaning that groundwater beneath the entire Scotts site will be routinely monitored.
Of course, due to requirements contained in the Consent Order, if Scotts (or the Ohio EPA)
determines at any time in the future that a release, or suspected release, of chemical constituents
has migrated to groundwater, additional groundwater evaluation may be completed. Scotts
respectfully requests that the sentence contained on page 6 of the Statement (*Crosses Run and
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ground water underlying the entire site were also investigated™) be removed or modified to clarify
that groundwater underlying the entire site was not evaluated, only groundwater associated with
the specific waste management units was evaluated. The sentence on page 8 of the Statement

(“Potential releases to ground water underlying the entire facility were also investigated.”) should
be similarly re-worded.

Additionally, Scotts respectfully requests Ohio EPA to change references to “site-wide
groundwater” to just “groundwater” in each of the 10 summary tables presented on pages 10
through 19. This will make it clear that only groundwater associated with the units defined in the
RF1 Report will be monitored. Further, Scotts requests that references to “site-wide groundwater”
on pages 24 and 26 be similarly changed. |

Scotts further requests that references to "site-wide” Iénd use restrictions be changed to “land-use
restrictions” to better indicate that land use restrictions will be put in place only for those areas
identified in the RFI Report as being used for historical waste management, and not for all property

owned or occupled by Scotts. Please see additional comments on this issue below in Comment
2" .

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #1:
The commentary Scotts presents on this issue indicates that the terms "site® and “site-wide® were
not used with appropriate precision during the investigation process.

Ohio EPA's use of the term “site-wide" in the draft Statement of Basis ("Statement”) was intended

to mean across the entire site. The term "site” is defined in the Consent Order and is reproduced
below:

"Site" means the land upon which the Facility is located, the Impacted portions of Crosses
Run, and any area that is being investigated by Scotts as part.of the RFI Workplan,
Appendix C to this Order. Additionally, Site includes those areas indicated on the map
attached as Appendix A and areas where material(s) have migrated or threaten to migrate
from those areas indicated on the map.

The site, at a minimum, consists of areas identified as “immediate units of concern” (IUC) as well
as areas from where material(s) threaten to migrate or have already migrated. The IUC include
Landfills 1 through 5, Field Broadcast Areas 1 and 2, former Ponds 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8, including the

ditch leading to former Pond 2, and impacted portions of Crosses Run. As such, the ground water
beneath the site was investigated.

Ohio EPA, in proposing that a site-wide deed or use restriction be imposed on the land, and that
site-wide monitoring of the ground water be performed, used the term "site-wide™ in a manner it feit
was consistent with the requirements of the Consent Order. The land over and the ground water
beneath the site were investigated and impacted areas were identified by Scotts. "Impacted,” as
defined in the Consent Order, means environmental media, which is determined by a human health
and ecological risk assessment analysis using approved methodologies to represent unacceptable
risks, as referred to in the approved RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan. b
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The confusion centers upon whether the site-wide ground water monitoring refers to a single
integrated ground water monitoring system that includes all IUCs or whether it consists of a series
of monitoring systems based on each [UC and associated areas that were investigated. Ohio EPA
feels that either approach is acceptable in protecting the body of ground water beneath the site.

As aresult, on page 4 of the final Decision Document, Ohio EPA has added the following footnote
to define the word "site® where it is first used in the document: Site, as used in this Decision .
Document, is defined as “the land upon which the facility is'located, the impacted portions of
Crosses Run, and any area that is being investigated as part of the RFI Workplan.” This definition
of site was also added to the glossary of terms in the final Decision Document. On page 4 of the
Decision Document, Ohio EPA deleted the word “entire” from the sentence that reads “Crosses
Run and ground water,underlying the entire site were also investigated.”

Additionally, Scotts requests that the sentence on page 8 of the Statement ("*Potential releases to
ground water underlying the entire facility were also investigated.”) be re-worded. Ohio EPA
agrees that re-wording is appropriate and has deleted the word “entire” from the sentence and
replaced the word “facility” with the word “site” in that same sentence in the Decision Document.

Finally, Ohio EPA has deleted the term “site-wide,” as it described the ground water monitoring
system, from the tables on pages 8 to 17 of the Decision Document. The term "site-wide” was also
deleted on pages 21 and 22 as it described the ground water monitoring system on those pages.

Comment #2 Received from The Scotts Company: ‘

*Scotts also objects to the use of "site-wide” when referring to the land-use restrictions on page 26
(Section 5.0) of the Statement (Summary of Ohio EPA's Preferred Remedies) that reads the “entire
facility” is restricted to an industrial use scenario. Currently, portions of the Scotts facility are
utilized for such things as a family park, farm fields, and vacant land. The RFI Report proposes
land-use restrictions only for Former Ponds 2, 3, and 6, and proposes deed restrictions for Landfills
2,4, and 5. A deed restriction is already in place for Landfill 3 and can also be placed on the
Landfill 1 property.

Likewise, Scotts also réspecﬁully requests that the Ohio EPA amend the lahgﬁage in the summary
tables included for each unit (as- well as the section on page 26) to clarify that the land-use
restrictions are applicable only to those areas identified as waste management units in the RFI

Report, specifically Landfills 1 through 5, Field Broadcast Areas 1 and 2 and the former pond.
areas.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #2:
Scotts objects to the use of “site-wide” when referring to the land-use restrictions for the *entire
facility” given that portions of the facility are vacant, farm fields or used as ‘a family park.

. Several clarifications need to be made between a use restriction and a deed notice. First, some
of the principal objectives both Scotts and Ohio EPA had in entering into the Consent Order was
“to institute required controls of the sources of releases or potential releases to sediment and
waters of the State from the Immediate Units of Concern ("IUC")", and * to implement for the Site
and 1UCs, including Impacted portions of Crosses Run, such corrective actions and remedial



Responsiveness Summary for Comments
on Scotts Company Statement of Basis
Page 29 of 35 ‘

measures as are necessary to protect human health, aquatic life, and the environment” (Consent
Order, Section Il, Objectives of Parties and Purposes of Consent Order, Item #6). In this context,
use restrictions are a form of corrective measure or remedial action. Use restrictions are legal
mechanisms designed to ensure that a site will be used in the future only for those purposes for
which it was remedied. For example, a use restriction limiting a site to an industrial use is meant
to ensure that residential exposures will not occur. By limiting the exposure scenarios to the
contaminants present at the site, use restrictions are intended to afford the necessary degree of
- safety and protection for cleanups utilizing non-residential exposure scenarios. Whenimplemented
and overseen properiy, a use restriction can serve as a viable means of mitigating or eliminating
exposures to contaminants consistent with future use of the site. Inclusion of a use restriction in
" the approved corrective action can also help expedite finalization of the remediation of the site.

Second, the Consent Order requires Scotts to:

“record a notice with the County Recorder's Office for Union County, Ohio on the deed(s)
to all property which is part of the Site and owned by Defendant. The notice shall reference
the existence of this Consent Order and shall describe any disposal areas, storage areas
and monitoring or containment devices relating to the IUCs or the Recycle 1 system
currently present on Defendant's property and any disposal areas, storage areas and
monitoring or containment devices relating to the IUCs or the Recycle 1 system which
Defendant plans to install in the future. Defendant shall update the notice as needed to
maintain accuracy” (see Consent Order Sectlon XVIll, Land-Use Notice and Conveyance
of 'I'ntle ltem #77).

Ohio EPA is proposing that a use restriction be created for all areas of the site where limiting the
exposure scenarios to the contaminants present at the site are necessary in order to maintain the
required degree of safety and protection. The deed notice requirements (found in Section XViI of
the Consent Order) are |ndependent of the use restrictions required by Ohio EPA's Statement of
Basis. As a resuit, Ohio EPA is making the followmg change to page 23 (Section 4.0) of the
Decision Document .

Land Use Restriction - Use of the appropriate portions of the site will be restricted to
industrial purposes only through an enforceable, written agreement with Ohio EPA that
creates an equitable servitude. This use restriction will run with the land and will be binding
upon a future property owner should the property be sold. Monitoring the property owner's
adherence to the use restriction will help to ensure contlnued protection of human healith
and the environment.

Ohio EPA's proposed remedy column in each of the tables where it is used in the Decision
Document is modified to delete the term “site-wide” in reference to the land use restriction remedy.

Comment #3 Received from The Scotts Company:

“On page 15 of the Statement, the proposed remedy for Field Broadcast Area 1 references a
Scotts proposal for groundwater monitoring. Scotts did not propose groundwater monitoring for
this unit because the source of contamination is being removed. Please note that the removed
-material will be placed in Landfill 4, Landfill 5, and even possibly Landfill 2, under the engineered
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- caps proposed as remedies for those units. Groundwater monitoring is proposed for those units
to ensure that there is no future migration of contaminants of concem to the underlying
groundwater. Scotts respectfully requests that groundwater monitoring references be removed from
the summary table for this unit in the Statement.”

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #3: :

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes to the Decision Document that Scotts requested. Ohio
EPA will forego any ground water monitoring requirements for Field Broadcast Area #1 when it
receives confirmation sampling results from the southern hot spot that are below the remediation
standards set forth in the RFl report. If the upgradient wells monitoring the closure of Landfills #2,
#4 or #5 detect any of the pesticides detected at Field Broadcast-Area #1, Scotts should conduct
an investigation of the ground water underlymg Field Broadcast Area #1.

Comment #4 Received from The Scotts Company:
“Beginning on page 10 of the Statement, there are tables that summarize for each unit the remedy
proposed by Scotts and the Ohio EPA's preferred remedy. Because these tables are provided for

each unit, they should summarize the proposed remedy for the unit and not a general remedy for
all the units.

Specifically, references are made to corrective actions for Crosses Run in the Tables summarizing
the remedy for Landfill 1, Landfill 2, Landfill 4, Landfill 5, Field Broadcast Area 1, Field Broadcast
Area 2, and Former Pond 3. Although for convenience, Scotts has proposed completing Corrective
Measures for segments of Crosses Run concurrently with completing corrective actions for the
landfills, the landfills and Crosses Run are still considered separate units, both in the RFI Report
and the Statement. Scotts respectfully requests that for clarity, the proposed remedies for Crosses.
. Run be detailed separately from the other waste management units and that references to Crosses
Run be removed from the tables that summarize the above waste management units. This will
prevent the potential mlsmterpretatlon that groundwater monitoring and land-use restnctlons are
applicable to Crosses Run.”

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #4:

Ohio EPA respectfully declines Scotts’ request to separate the references to Crosses Run from the
tables describing the units. Ohio EPA believes it is important to communicate to the public the
impact the units may have had on Crosses Run and how the contaminated sediment from Crosses
Run will be placed in the Landfills. The final Decision Document clearly states a Corrective
Measures Study (CMS) will be conducted on those port:ons of the stream not subject to relocation.
These issues will be addressed when Ohio EPA receives the CMS for Crosses Run

Comment #5 Received from The Scotts Company: -

“Regarding the Ohio EPA’s evaluation of the proposed remedies detailed in Section 4.3 of the
Statement, specifically the evaluation of soil removal activities, Scotts is concemed with the
statements made on page 24. According to the Statement, “The areas where soil will be removed
will be sampled to demonstrate that the soils left in place will attain the cleanup standards set by
Ohio EPA..." implies that confirmation type sampling will be required in all areas where soil is
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removed, instead of the limited confirmation sampling proposed in the RFl Report that is associated
with a hot-spot in Field Broadcast Area 1.

Scotts has a similar concern with statements in Section 5.0 on page 25, conceming the ekcavation
and removal of contaminated soil. The Statement states: '

*Soil sampling resuits will also determine the total amount of soil that must be excavated.
Ohio EPA will approve the numeric contaminant levels which will be used by Scotts to
determine the appropriate amount of soil to be excavated. Ohio EPA will evaluate the soil
sampling resuits after the excavation is completed to ensure that the numeric levels
approved by the Ohio EPA are achieved.”

These statements are misleading. The depth of excavation of soils at Field Broadcast Area 1 (with
the exception of the hot-spot referenced above), as well as the numeric contaminant levels have -
already been discussed with Ohio EPA and described in the RFI Report. These amounts and
levels were determined by conducting extensive sampling during the RFI so that confirmation
sampling would not be needed during implementation. Based on conversations with Ohio EPA
personnel, Scotts understood that Ohio EPA agreed to this approach. Scotts respectfully requests
that the language be removed or modified to indicate that confirmation type sampling will only be
required at the hot-spot location within Field Broadcast Area 1.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #5: :

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes in the final Decision Document that Scotts requested.
The sampling Scotts conducted in Field Broadcast Area #1 is sufficient to guide removal of
contaminated soils except in the case of the southem hot spot. Scotts should demonstrate that the
southern hot spot meets the remediation goals established in the RF! report for two sampling
intervals of two feet in both the vertical and horizontal directions. - Each wall and floor of the
excavation should be sampled to confirm that the contaminant levels are below the remediation
standard. Anothertwo feet of excavation and another sample should then be taken to confirm that
the contaminant levels are below the remediation standard. ~

Comment #6 Received from The Scotts Company:

On page 25 of the Statement, Scotts respectfully requests that the Ohio EPA amend the language
contained in the "Removal and Placement of Contaminated Stream Sediments” section to allow
for the possibility that the removed sediments can also be disposed of off-site in accordance with
all applicable laws and regulations. Further, Scotts requests that the language in the *Excavation
and Removal of Contaminated Soil® be revised to also allow contaminated soils to be removed to
Landfill 2 and Field Broadcast Area 2, as is noted in the RFI Report.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment #6: .

Ohio EPA has implemented the changes to the Decision Document that Scotts requested. The
sediments which are removed from the stream are being removed and placed under the "area of
contamination® policy as suggested in the RFI report. Ohio EPA is willing to allow for the possibility
that the removed sediments can aiso be disposed of off-site in accordance with all applicable laws
and regulations. The sediments must also be adequately characterized and managed on site in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.
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Written Comment from Thomas H. Rausch of Rausch Farms LLC:

Location of Rausch Farms: Rausch Farms, LLC is located at 14963 Scottslawn Road. The
Rausch farm borders on the south side of the O.M. Scotts Company property and the former Percy
Crunkieton property, currently owned by Scotts. The property extends to landfill 4, landfill 5,
broadcast field 1, and the CSX railroad. (A figure which was a site map of The Scotts Company
Marysville, Ohio facility and an aerial map were also provided as part of the written comment but
they could not be reproduced for inclusion here.) _ : i -
History of Rausch Farms: At Rausch Farms, we are a family farm operation which has been in
the family since the 1850's. Currently, we are a progressive livestock and grain operation using
several environmentally-friendly agricultural practices. Rausch Farms is owned and operated by
Thomas and Jeanine Rausch and their son and daughter-in-law, Jay and Lori Rausch. Thomas
and Jeanine raised four children at the Rausch homestead and currently reside at the main house.
Jay and Lori live adjacent to the property and are raising two small children. Jay will continue
farming as long as possible and has aspirations of passing the business and lifestyle to his
children. As the generations before him, Jay has invested his whole life in the farm operation from
learning the basics to receiving a degree from OSU in Dairy Production and Management. Many
other members of the Rausch family also contribute to the operation of Rausch farms, including
children and grandchildren and various in-laws.

Current Farm Practices: Rausch Farms recently entered into the E.Q.1.P. program to grid sample
the farm to prevent the over application of crop nutrients. Also within the E.Q.I.P. program, the
farm is in the process of installing high tensile fence to prevent unrestricted cattle access to the
South Branch of Crosses Run. Rausch Farms has voluntarily stopped using these pastures to
- prevent any unwanted manure run off. Currently and for the past 25 years, Rausch Farms also
employed a crop consulting company to scout all the fields and determine proper usage of
herbicides, insecticides and fertilizers. Jay currently holds a position on the board of Union County
Soil and Water Conservation District. Jay not only applies conservation practices to his own farm
but helps other land owners in Union County do the same. -

Objections/Concerns Regarding O.M. Scotts: All members of the Rausch Farms family have
read the “Ohio EPA Issue Statement of Basis for Preferred Waste Remediation for the Scotts
Company”. We as an entire group share many strong concems regarding the clean up plans vs.
a containment remedy for the field broadcast area 1, landfill #4, and landfill #5. Due to our past
and current experiences with the management of Scotts waste, we feel our concems are extremely
accurate and should not only be considered but acted upon when making a final decision. Our
objections stem from concerns about our family’s safety of living and working near these problem
areas. ‘The Rausch family has been exposed to these chemical landfills for many years through
the topical application and burning at the landfills. We want the problem to be totally cleaned up
with absolutely no future exposure to our children.

From the human perspective, we feel that Scotts has not only had a total disregard for
public safety in the past but also continues to cast aside public safety at this very time. First, we
understand that we are very fortunate to have the clay soil in our location. For without this clay sail,
we would be facing a much larger ecological catastrophe. But, we are also aware of sand veins
that are present in our subsoil. We know this for a fact due to the assessment and digging of test
pits in our area/property for the building of ponds, lagoons and other storage facilities.. We are
concerned that situated undemeath landfill #4 and landfill #5 are sand veins that could eventually
conduct toxins to the public water supply. Rausch Farms has been in operation for over 150 years



Responsiveness Sur’nmary for Comments
. on Scotts Company Statement of Basis
Page 33 of 35

and will be in operation long after the minimum 30 year period of ground water monitoring
recommended by the EPA. A total clean up operatlon of landﬂll #4 and landfill #5 would guarantee
our family of the absence of toxins in our water, air and soil.

Second, after reading the investigation activities and resuits of these landfills 4 and 5, we
know that only the known/disclosed chemicals were tested. We are afraid of the unknowns that
may have left the research and development facility and were not put into production and
immediately discarded in the landfill. Since unmonitored dumping was practiced during the use of
these landfills, we are concerned that all the materials were not recorded. These unknown
materials could cause more significant problems as they decay and enter the water supply.

Third, we are concerned about the method of disposal. Some chemicals were haphazardly
spread over the ground not only to run off into the water supply but to mix and form new molecular
bonds with any previously discarded materials. According to the EPA report, other “hot spots”
around the Scotts property would be removed and added together in and fill #4 and landfill #5
before the containment process. Obviously, this would be cost efficient but ecologically risky to
bring in yet more unknowns to the problem areas.

Our final point about human safety is the absence to “no trespassmg signs near and in
these chemical dump areas. As of today, a person can travel anywhere near or through any of the
dumps without any. waming of the toxins beneath them. Hunters following wounded animals or
teens looking for a place to relax can travel this area freely at any time. The EPA report says the
area is unsafe for the occasional teenage trespasser and that fish are unsafe to eat in Crosses
Run. We feel that the fact that nothing is posted is a strong indicator about the uncaring attitude
that Scotts has towards its neighbors as well as their own employees. Scotts continues to
celebrate “family day” in the park which is situated immediately downstream from several problem
sites. The North and South Branch of Crosses Run merge in this park. Scotts also allowed college
and high school age seasonal workers to freely work in and near the problem areas, particularly
landfill #4.

As far as the wildlife concerns, the EPA report said that it is not safe for wildlife to pass
through these areas due to the toxins. Toxins can be passed through the food chain and become
more concentrated with each link in the chain. The toxins are most concentrated in the top
carmivore and have the most effect of these animals. Union County has a diverse community of
~ wildlife which allows the ecosystem to be balanced. This balance will not be maintained if toxins
are all ready in chain and hopefully these toxins are never consumed by humans through huntlng
geese, deer or through grazing cattle.

In conclusion, Rausch Farms wants the EPAto mslst onthe excavatlon and removal of ALL,
hazardous sites listed including landfills, hot spots, broadcast fields and ponds. The only safe
place for these materials is in a treatment, storage and disposal facility (TSD). While landfill caps
are projected to be cost effective in the short term, the long term ecological risk is questionable.

For a company the size of O.M. Scotts, a large clean up bill can easily be absorbed. According
fo Scotts own web site, the company’s environmental commitment “to establish and maintain
environmental and safety standards at our manufacturing, transportation and storage operations
that are more stringent than government requirements®. Our family has lived at 14963 Scottslawn
Road for six generations and we simply want our children to be safe to play, to roam and to
breathe. At this time, we have reason to be frightened and worried about the contents of these
dumps due to the recent and questionable death of Suzanne Rausch Kidwell, long time resident
atthe Rausch Homestead. The youngest daughter of Tom and Jeanine Rausch passed away after
a long fight with very aggressive leukemia. The cause of this type of leukemia corresponds to
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chemical exposure similar and identical to the chemicals in these problem areas. The Rausch
family has lost a daughter, sister and mother of two small children. We strongly feel that
containment of the landfill still allows for future rusk to the health of our family. Due to our painful
and untimely loss, we are committed to our goal of total clean up and are seeking additional
assistance to resolve this issue.

Ohio EPA Response to Comment: .

The first point raised in the comment expressed concem that “..... situated underneath landfill #4
and landiill #5 are sand veins that could eventually conduct toxins to the public water supply.” The
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) conducted by Scotts and approved by Ohio EPA determined that
the overall direction of ground water flow in the area is to the east and that the glacial deposits on
and below the ground surface are divided into two units. One unit is from the ground surface to
approximately twenty feet below the ground surface. There is mostly clay-till in this area and
permeability tests on this clay demonstrate that it has very low permeabiiity, which will provide a
physical barrier to any potential contaminant movement. The other unit begins at twenty feet below
the surface and continues downward. ltis still mostly clay till but there are sporadic discontinuous
layers of sand and gravel which are not laterally extensive. As such, Ohio EPA believes that these
physical characteristics preclude potential contaminant movement from the surface to the bedrock
aquifer. Also, many of the compounds found to be present at the site have very low solubility in
water and remain adsorbed to the soil particles on which they were sprayed, further reducing the
potential for contaminants to impact the bedrock aquifer.

The second point raised in the comment expresses concern that unknown chemicals were
discarded and placed in Landfill nos. 4 and 5 that were not recorded and therefore tests could not
be run for these materials. Surface and subsurface samples taken in landfill nos. 4 and 5, along
with samples from the ground water beneath these units and sediment and surface water samples
from Crosses Run, were analyzed for herbicides, pesticides, metals, semi-volatile compounds and
some volatile compounds. Ohio EPA believes this scope of analysis was very comprehensive and
sufficient to detect any potentially unknown compounds. .

The third point raised in the comment raises ecological concems about the proposal to use
contaminated soils from other areas of the Scotts site as fill under caps the proposed for landfill
nos. 4 and 5. Ohio EPA believes the combination of the landfill caps, the physical characteristics
of the subsurface geology, continued ground water monitoring and the property use restrictions for
the landfills is sufficient to address ecological concerns and is protective overall of both human
health and the environment.

The fourth point in the comment raises concems about human safety and the waste management
units at the site in the context of potential trespassers, hunters following wounded animals, teens
looking for a place to relax, seasonal employees working in and near some of the waste
management units and Scotts employees participating in the *family day” sponsored by Scotts in
the area downstream from some of the waste management units. While it is Scotts’ responsibility
to provide the appropriate protections for both its regular and seasonal employees pursuant to any
applicable state and national worker health and safety laws, Ohio EPA agrees that site’ security
could be increased, particularly along the southern property boundary, to prevent trespasser
access. As such, Ohio EPA is requiring, in the final Decision Document, that Scotts secure the
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access to (e.g., via fencing and waming signs) Field Broadcast Area #1, Landfill #4, and Landfill
#5 as an interim action. This security should remain in place until Field Broadcast Area #1, Landfill
#4, Landfill #5 and the South Branch of Crosses Run have been remediated or capped and no
longer pose a direct contact exposure risk.

The overall concluding comment asks Ohio EPA to insist on the excavation and complete removal
of all the waste management units at the Scotts site to a treatment, storage or disposal facility.

While Ohio EPA understands the commenter's desire for this to be the required remedy for the
Scotts site, the Agency believes that its application of the threshold and balancing criteria to the
proposed remedies, as described on pages 18 and 19 of the Decision Document, was done
appropriately, resulting in the remedy selected for each waste management unit. The selected
remedies are protective of human health and the environment. Ohio EPA's oversight of Scotts *

implementation and maintenance of the selected remedies will help to ensure they remain
protective.



