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RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
BOWERS LANDFILL
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO

1.0  SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Bowers Landfill is located in rural Pickaway County, Ohio, approximately 2.5 miles north
of the City of Circleville. The site is just northwest of the intersection of Isiand Road and
Circleville - Florence Chapel Road, on the east side of the Scioto River Valley. The landfill lies
within the Scioto River floodplain. Its northwestern and southern-most points abut the Scioto
River (Figure 1). ‘

The landfill occupies about 12 acres of a 202-acre tract owned by the estate of Dr. John
M. Bowers. The landfill was constructed as a berm approximately 4,000 feet long with an
average width of 125 feet and a top height of approximately 10 feet above grade. The reported
waste volume of the landfill is approximately 130,000 cubic yards. The landfill has an
established cover of vegetation, including small trees, but miscellaneous debris is exposed where
the landfill surface has been eroded. The area east of the site is a natural topographic high with
the elevation on Island Road about 50 feet higher than the landfill. This topography has been
modified by quarrying activities to the east and northeast of the site. The north and west sides of
the landfill are bordered by agricultural fields.

Since the landfill lies within the Scioto River floodplain, it is flooded regularly. The field
west of the landfill is inundated an average of 29 days per year, and parts of the landfill are
overtopped by flood waters an average of every 2 years. Flood waters and precipitation generally
flow west and south toward the Scioto River. A drainage ditch lies immediately east of the
landfill. Water in this ditch flows through a pipe under the southern end of the landfill and
discharges to the Scioto River. A ditch on the west side of the landfill is not well developed and
does not discharge to the river. Water in this ditch tends to pond near the southern end of the
landfill.

The site area is rural, with 15 houses located within a ¢-mile radius of the laadfill.
Houses in this area largely depend on private wells for water supply. However, no downgradient
wells are within | mile of the site. The City of Circleville’s water supply wells are located about
1-1/2 miles south of the site. '

A more complete description of the site can be found in the Remedial Investigation
Report (dated August 22, 1988) and the Feasibility Study Report (dated February 3, 1989).



FIGURE 1
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2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Dr. Bowers began operating the landfill in 1958. Little information is available on the
types and quantities of wastes disposed of at Bowers Landfill. Much of the information was
supplied by interviews with individuals familiar with landfill operations. However, these
interviews were conducted 15 to 20 years after site operations ended. Information from Ohio
EPA (OEPA) files indicates that residential type waste, collected by private haulers in and around
Circleville, accounts for most of the material in Bowers Landfill. No industrial dumping at the
site was reported before 1963. Between 1963 and 1968, in addition to general domestic and
industrial refuse, the site received chemical wastes originating from local industries, including
E.I. DuPont deNemours & Company (DuPont) and Pittsburgh Plate Glass, Inc. (now PPG
Industries, Inc.). DuPont and PPG reported sending 6,000 and 1,700 tons of waste, respectively,
to Bowers Landfill between 1965 and 1968.

Waste disposal practices consisted largely of dumping waste directly onto the ground and
covering it with soil. However, there are some indications that the southern part of the landfill
may have been excavated for waste disposal. Waste was also burned at the site; the extent and
dates of waste burning are not known. Landfilling at the site ended around 1968. The site was
not secured when landfilling ended, and the cover material of sand, gravel, and some topsoil was
characterized as "not sufficient® during a 1971 inspection by the Pickaway County Health
Department.

In 1980, U.S. EPA collected and analyzed surface water samples from the site area; the
results indicated that some contaminants were being released from the landfill. U.S. EPA
subsequently required Dr. Bowers to commission an environmental study of the site. During the
study, three wells were installed to monitor ground-water quality. These and a number of
existing private wells and surface water points near the site were sampled. Volatile organic
compounds (VOC), including ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene, were found in downgradient
monitoring wells immediately west of the site. However, no VOCs were detected in an
upgradient well east of the site.

In 1982, based on the levels of organic contaminants measured in water samples from the
site, Ohio EPA (OEPA) requested that the site be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) as
a Superfund site. In 1985, U.S. EPA and OEPA signed a consent order with DuPont and PPG,
two of the potentially responsible parties (PRP). This order outlined the scope and schedule for a
remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS) at Bowers Landfill. DuPont and PPG have
assumed responsibility for the site investigation. Dames & Moore, under contract to the PRPs,
conducted the RI and FS. '



RI field activities began in July 1986 and included two phases, a first phase to
Characterize contaminant levels at the site and a second phase to answer questions raised by the
first phase. During the first phase, 18 monitoring wells were installed at or near the landfill and
sampled twice. Ground water from four off-site residential wells was sampled once. Sediment
and surface water were sampled twice, and surficial soils were sampled once. This first phase of
sampling was completed in May 1987. The second phase of the RI was conducted during
February and March 1988. The major purposes of the second phase were (1) to assess ground-
water flow direction in the deeper of the two aquifers that underlie the site and (2) to collect
additional ground-water and soil samples. Two additional monitoring wells were installed during
the second phase, and five wells (including the two new wells) were sampled. In addition, soil
samples were collected from 10 locations. Dames & Moore prepared a Remedial Investigation
Report (dated August 22, 1988) describing these activities.

Dames & Moore began the FS in early 1988. The FS was based on the results from the RI
and also on the results of an endangerment assessment (EA) prepared by a U.S. EPA contractor.
Nine remedial alternatives for Bowers Landfill, including the "no action® alternative, were
evaluated in the FS. Dames & Moore prepared a Feasibility Study Report (dated February 3,
1989) to describe the development and evaluation of these alternatives.

Following completion of the RI and FS, U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to the PRPs
on March 1, 1989. This letter indicates U.S. EPA’'s willingness to allow the PRPs to carry out the
design and implementation of U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill.
During the FS process, both U.S. EPA and OEPA reviewed the PRPs’ preference for a remedial
alternative. However, for reasons outlined in this decision summary, U.S. EPA has selected a
different alternative. Technical discussions between the agencies and the PRPs, concerning the
selection of a remedial alternative, are summarized in the Administrative Record for Bowers
Landfill.

3.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

U.S. EPA has conducted an extensive commuaity relations program in conjunction with
the Bowers Landfill RI/FS. Between November 7, 1985, and November 2, 1988, 12 meetings of
the Bowers Landfill Information Co~ nittee were held in Circleville, Ohio. The Information
Committee consists of representatives from U.S. EPA, OEPA, the PRPs, local (city and county)
government, and citizens' groups. These meetings were held at regular intervals to keep the
public informed of progress during the R1/FS and to discuss upcoming events. During the
meetings, U.S. EPA, OEPA, and the PRPs made formal presentations to the committee on topics



such as well installation and sampling methods; sampling results for soil, ground water, surface
water, and sediment; endangerment assessment results; applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARS); and remedial aiternatives developed in the FS. Folldwing the
presentations, U.S. EPA, OEPA, and the PRPs discussed these topics with the committee and
answered questions from committee members.

As part of its community relations program, U.S. EPA has maintained an information
repository at the Pickaway County District 'Library. 165 East Main Street, Circleville, Ohio. All
formal reports submitted by the PRPs during the Bowers Landfill RI/FS are available at this .
location. The information repository also contains reports prepared by U.S. EPA, such as the
Endangerment Assessment Report and Proposed Plan for Bowers Landfill.

On September 14, 1988, U.S. EPA held a formal public meeting to present the results of
both the Remedial Investigation and Endangerment Assessment Reports. This meeting was held
at the Circleville High School Cafeteria, 380 Clark Drive, Circlevilie, Ohio.

Finally, U.S. EPA notified the local community, by way of the Proposed Plan, of the
preliminary selection of a remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. To encourage public
participation in the selection of a remedial alternative, U.S. EPA scheduled a public comment
period from February 14 to March 16, 1989. Additionally, U.S. EPA held a public meeting on
February 28, 1989, to discuss the preferred remedial alternative, other alternatives evaluated in
the FS, and any other documents previously released to the public. A transcript of this meeting
is included as part of the Administrative Record for Bowers Landfill. U.S. EPA"s responses to
comments received during this public meeting and to written comments received during the
public commeat period are included in the Responsiveness Summary.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy for Bowers Landfill was developed by combining aspects of source
control, site access restrictions, dninagé improvements, and long-term monitoring. In summary,
the selected remedy will include removing surface debris and vegetation from the landfill,
installing a 4-foot-thick clay and soil cap on the landfill top and side slopes, instituting erosion
control and drainage improvements, fencing the site perimeter and restricting site use, and
conducting long-term ground-water monitoring. The components of the selected remedy are
described in greater detail in Section 10.0.



The principal threats that the landfill poses are exposure to ground water immediately
downgradient of the site and exposure to contaminated soils oan or near the landfill. The selected
remedy will address these threats by capping contaminated soils, limiting access to the landfiil
area, and restricting future ground-water use between the landfill and the Scioto River. Because
wastes will remain on-site, the selected remedy will provide for long-term monitoring and
corrective action measures should monitoring indicate increased contamination or threats. Also,
as required by Section 121(c) of CERCLA, the site will be reevaluated each § years to determine
whether the selected remedy is effective.

5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The remedial investigation (RI), consisting of on-site scientific studies and laboratory
analyses to determine the nature and extent of contamination at the site, has been completed.
The first phase investigation took place from July 1986 to May 1987. A second phase
investigation was conducted in February and March 1988. During the RI, samples were taken of
ground water, surface water, sediment, and soil. The results of the R are summarized below,

s.1 Ground Water

The Bowers Landfill site is underlain by 40 to 100 feet of glacial deposits, which overlie
shale bedrock. These glacial deposits are part of an extensive aquifer system that underlies the
Scioto River floodplain. In the site area, glacial deposits thicken to the south and west of the
site, and are thinnest at the northeast portion of the landfill. The glacial deposits include two
water-bearing zones -- (1) a brown sand and gravel deposit that lies approximately 10 feet below
the land surface and (2) a gray sand deposit with lesser amounts of gravel that lies just above the
bedrock. These two zones are considered the upper and lower aquifers over most of the site and
are separated by a low-permeability silt-clay deposit. However, the two aquifers may be
hydraulically connected at some site locations. The bedrock below the glacial deposits is
considered an aquiclude and is not used locally for water supply. Figure 2 illustrates an east-to-
west geologic-cross section of the site area.

Dames and Moore installed 20 ground-water monitoring wells at the site. These included
10 shallow wells, 5 intermediate wells, and 5 deep wells (Figure 3). Shallow wells were screened
3t the water table near the top of the upper aquifer. Intermediate wells were screened within the
lower portion of the upper aquifer. Deep wells were screened within the lower aquifer. A
comparison of ground-water levels for each series of wells (shallow, intermediate, and deep) -
indicated that ground water near the site is moving west or southwest.
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Ground-water samples were collected from 18 monitoring wells in February 1987 and
May 1987 (Figure 3). Samples were also collected from four residential wells in February 1987,
Two additional monitoring wells were installed in February 1988. These wells and three of the
original 18 wells were sampied in March 1988. All samples were analyzed for YOCs, semivolatile
organic compounds (SVYOC), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), metals, and cyanide.
Samples collected in February and May 1987 were also analyzed for dioxin.

VOC:s including acetone, methylene chloride, tetrachloroethene, and benzene were
detected at low concentrations in some ground-water samples taken from monitoring wells at or
near the site. In all, 9 of the 20 monitoring wells contained VOCs in at least one sample. Most of
these positive results were due to acetone and methylene chloride, common la'boratory
contaminants. Benzene and tetrachloroethene were found in one well each. Benzene was found
in well P-6B, downgradient of the landfill, in two of three sampling rounds. The highest
concentration detected was 6 ug/L, slightly above the U.S. EPA drinking water standard of §
ug/L. Tetrachloroethene was found in upgradient well W-12 both times this well was sampled.
The maximum concentration detected was 5.3 ug/L.

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, a SVOC, was detected in several ground-water samples.
Three other SYOCs, di-n-butyl phthalate, 2-methylnaphthalene, and n-nitrosodiphenylamine,
were found in one sample each. All of these chemicals except one (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate at
21 ug/L in well P-7A) were identified at levels below U.S. EPA-specified detection limits. No
SVOCs were detected in residential well samples.

A number of metals were also detected in ground-water monitoring and residential wells.
All levels except those for barium were below U.S. EPA drinking water standards. Barium was
detected above drinking water standards in all three samples collected from well P-5B. This well
is screened in the lower aquifer near the south end of the site. Since barium was detected in all
ground-water samples, including samples from residential wells, some portion of the barium
found in well P-5B may be due to natural sources.

Residential wells do not appear to be affected by releases from the site. Methyiene
chloride, a common laboratory contaminant, was the only organic compound found in residential
wells, and no metals were detected above drinking water standards. In addition, sampling results
from the Circleville municipal well field, located 1-1/2 miles south of the landfill, show that the
well field has not been affected by Bowers Landfill. Ground-water contamination resuiting from
the landfill appears to be confined to the area between the landfill and the Scioto River. The
Scioto River is the likely discharge point of these contaminated ground waters. Thus, the impact
of contaminated ground water appears limited.



5.2 Surface Water and Sediment

Surface water and sediment samples were collected f; rom 12 locations in the Scioto River
and nearby surface water bodies. These samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides,
PCBs, metals, cyanide, and dioxin. Samples were collected from all locations shown on Figure 4
during two sampling events.

Methylene chloride (5 samples), tetrachloroethene (3 samples), and 1,2-dichloroethane (2
samples) were found at low levels (up to 5.7 Kg/L) in the river downstream of the landfill or in
drainage ditches near the landfill. However, methylene chloride and tetrachloroethene were
found at similar concentrations in upstream background samples. Aroclor-1260, a PCB, was
found in two surface water samples collected from the Scioto River, one upstream and one
downstream. Several metals were also detected in surface water samples. However, many of
these metals occur naturally. Aluminum, barium, chromium, and mercury were found above
upstream background concentrations in at Jeast one sample each.

Several SVOCs were detected in sediment samples collected from the Scioto River and
drainage ditches near the site. These include polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH),
phthalate compounds, 4-methylphenol, chiordane, and PCBs. PAHs and phthalates were also
found at similar concentrations in upstream background samples. PCBs were detected at three
locations in drainage ditches adjacent to the landfill (SE-27, SE-28, and SE-29) and appear to
have originatéd from the site. The maximum concentration detected was 2,300 ug/kg.
Chlordane, a pesticide, was found at concentrations ranging from 120 to 200 ug/kg in three
locations. All three locations (SE-20, SE-21, and SE-22) were in or adjacent to the Scioto River,
near the southern end of the landfill. While chlordane may be associated with landfilling, the
occurrence of this pesticide could also be due to agricultural activities in the field west of the
landfill. The occurrence of 4-methylphenol appears to be concentrated near the southern end of
the landfill and the drainage ditch to the east. This SVOC was found in seven sampling locations,
with 2 maximum concentration of 8,600 ug/kg at SE-22.

Several metals were found above background levels in sediment samples. These include
aluminum, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, vanadium, and zinc. However, these
metals were found at elevated levels in only a few (no more than four) sampling locations at
various locations on the landfill.

10
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53 Soils

Surface soil samples were collected from 22 locations in September 1986. These samples
were analyzed for YOCs, SYOCs, pesticides, PCBs, metals, cyanide, and dioxin. Additional
soilsamples were collected in March 1988 as part of the second phase of the RI. Ten locations
were sampled, including seven new locations. This second round of soil samples was analyzed
only for arsenic and lead. In all, 29 locations were sampled, including 7 off-site locations.
Figure § shows the soil sampling locations.

Three pesticides (B-BHC, dieldrin, and chiordane) were found in soil samples. The
pesticides were found at two locations in the field west of the landfill (SO-7 and SO-11), one
location at the western end of the landfill (SO-35), and one location south of the landfill (SO-44),
The maximum concentration detected was 210 ug/kg of chlordane at locations SO-35 and SO-44.
The presence of these pesticides in the field west of the landfill could be due to past agricultural
activities.

Three PCB compounds (Aroclors 1242, 1248, and 1254) were detected in soil samples at
nine locations. Eight of these locations are on or directly adjacent to the landfill, with six of the
locations clustered near the northeast corner-of the landfill. Thus, the presence of PCBs appears
to be related to landfilling activities. The highest concentration, 3,600 ug/kg, was found at
location SO-34.

In the first round of soil samples, several metals were found near the landfill at
concentrations higﬁer than off-site background levels. These include aluminum, arsenic, cobalt,
lead, vanadium, and zinc. A second round of soil samples was collected and analyzed for arsenic
and lead to determine whether these metals might be related to landfilling activities. The
combined results from the two rounds indicated that soil arsenic levels were similar for samples
collected on the landfill, in the agricultural fields directly west and north of the landfill, and
from locations west of the Scioto River. However, the results for lead indicated that soil samples
collected from the landfill had slightly higher concentrations. The muirhum lead concentration,
179 mg/kg, was found at location SO-35.

54 Alr

No quantitative air samples were collected during the RI at Bowers Landfill. Thus, the
extent of air contamination at the site is not known. However, air monitoring was conducted
during the RI for YOCs, radiation, and combustible gases. On-site concentrations were not

elevated above background levels.

12
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Bowers Landfill has a low potential for VOC emissions to air because very few VOCs
were found in surface soils, surface water, or sediments. Other contaminants found in surface
soils, such as PCBs, PAHs, and metals, could become airborne if dust is released from the landfill
surface. However, the site is currently covered with vegetation and has very little exposed soil.

6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

PRC Environmental Management, Inc., under contract to U.S. EPA (No. 68-01-7331),
conducted an endangerment assessment (EA) for Bowers Landfill. This section summarizes the
findings of the EA and characterizes site risks.

6.1 Indicator Chemicals

The EA used standard U.S. EPA procedures, as outlined in the Superfund Public Health
Evaluation Manual, to identify indicator chemicals for Bowers Landfill. The EA focused on
potential exposure to and risks from these chemicals. The indicator chemicals were generally

those contaminants that exhibited the most toxic properties, were found in several environmental
media, or were detected at the greatest frequency.

The indicator chemicals included three metals (barium, lead, and mercury); two VOCs
(benzene and tetrachloroethene); two SVOCs (4-methylphenol and PAHs); PCBs: and one
pesticide (chlordane). The EA evaluated PAHs as a class of chemicals, focusing on those PAHs
that are known or suspected carcinogens. Tables 1 through 4 identify the detection frequencies
and concentrations (mean and maximum) of indicator chemicals in samples collected during the
RI. Results are organized by environmental medium (ground water, surface water, sediments,
and soil).

6.2 Exposure Assessment and Risk Characterization

The indicator chemicals identified in various environmental media during the RI were
evaluated to determine the level of risk they bose to public health and the eavironment. The EA
identified 10 potential exposure scenarios for contaminants.at or released from Bowers Landfill.
Potential risks for each scenario were characterized for human and animal populations that could
become exposed.

The EA concluded that potential risks existed under S of the 10 scenarios evaluated.
These exposure scenarios include ingestion of ground water; ingestion of surface water; ingestion
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TABLE

DETECTION FREQUENCIES AND CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR
CHEMICALS IN GROUND WATER NPAR BOWERS LANDRLL

Barium 16/16 16/16 18 %8 wm wm 201 /s 85w (130)
Lead 2/16 11s 12 70 oy 12 69 os - - -
Mercury 2/16 0/16 - - o3~ - - os - - -
Benzene 0/16 - - - ¥y yn om 60 o5 - - -
Tetrachlorocthene  3/16 316 089 53 L - - s - - -
Chiordane 0/16 - - - Y L - - o5 - - -
PChs 0/16 - - - (175 LI - — o/s - - -
4 Meibyiphenol /16 - - - o1 — - - os - - -
PAILs 0/16 - - - LY - - s - - -
Notes:

[} Estimated value; compound found st concentration below U.S. EPA required detection limit

— Not calculated

1 Frequency of detection is defined a8 a/d, where ~
a = numbcer of times o compound was detected

b = total number of samples
Sampic resulis which were identified by the laborstory as due to blank contaminstion are not counted in cither a or b.

2 Adjusted (requency of detection omits samples from which results were questionsble due to QA/QC problems; only samples jncluded in this column were used 1o determine
geometric mean and maximum concentrations.
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TABLE 2

DETECTION FREQUENCIFS AND CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR
CHEMICALS IN SURPACE WATER NI'AR BOWERS 1 ANDFILL

.—.mam-_mm w_gmmm %755.2:95_—

| ST DT fmee mem | fer TR Dmmek Meme | Moy ey Omenw e

— Compowad . Dxtestics Reeaks’ (oL} fw/l) _  Pocoiy Doeaiy  (wy/l) Pocaioy  Dosgivg  (w/l)

Barium 2 2 73 {60) 7, )9 LY (60} 1919 1919 101 19
Lead 172 7/ - - 49 o/s - - G191 1) 86
Mercury 0/2 - - - 7] 13 0.13 020 e s on 027
Benzene 0/2 - - - 0/9 - - - 0/19 - - —
Tetrachlorocthene  1/2 12 0 KW 29 29 059 103 019 - - -
Chiordane 02 - - - 0/9 - - - 019  — - -
PCBs 12 12 omn 12 0/9 - - - 119 119 oss 26
4-Mcthylphenol 0/2 — —_ - 0/9 —_ — — ony — — -
PAlls 0/2 - - - 0/9 - - - o — - -

Notes:

| 1 1 Estimated value; compouad fownd at conceatration below U.S. EPA required detection fimit
~  Not calculated

1 Frequency of detection s defined as a/b, where ~
8 = aumber of times 8 compound was detected
b = total number of sampies
Sample results which were identified by the laboratory as duc 10 blank contamination sre not counted in cither s of b,

2 Adjuted frequeacy of detection omits sampies from which results were questionable due to QA/QC problems; only samples jncjuded in this column were used 10 determine
geomelric mean and maximum concenirations.
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TABLE 3

DETECTION FREQUENCIES AND CONCRNTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS
IN SEDIMENTS NEAR HOWERS IANDFILL

_m*ﬁmm Wm*__xﬁ%g_&h

Proquency FPrequency Owometric M Frequescy Frequeacy Oeometric  Manimun Froquracy  Prequency O i«
of 1 of 3 Meas Conmretion of of Mesa Coacemirsioe of ol - Mens Connmrewe

—Compond Risstiey Desaiion. (mafda) Rrigdioy Preawy  (pafig) | Preajeg Purawy  (mafy)
Berium 2/2 2/2 13 118 9/9 9/9 106 n 19/19 19/19 128 278
Lead 2/2 2/2 n k) 9/9 8/8 k] » 19/19 15/18 39 104
Mercury 2/2 in - 040 9/9 4/4 048 059 10/19 6/13 o L4
Chiordane 0/2 — —_ — 2/9 2/9 0.067 0.200 2/19 2/19 0038 0140
PCBse 0/2 -— - - o/9 - - - /19 s/19 0.108 2.300
Benzene 0/2 —_— —_— —_— 0/9 - —_ —_— o/19 — -— —_
Tetrachloroethene 0/2 - — —_ 0/9 - — - 0/19 —_ _ -
4-Mecihylphenol 0/2 — _ — 2/9 29 0.069 8.600 719 /19 0.091 8.100
EALN
Benzo(s)enthracene 2/2 22 0418 0420 ) 8/9 8/9 0.256 3.600 11/19 1/19 oon 0400 )
Benzo(s)pyrene 2/2 2/2 0.408 0450 ) 99 9/9 0217 030} 11719 1/19 oon 0400 )
Benzo(b)luormnthene 2/2 2/2 0900 0910 9/9 9/9 0451 0.750 13/19 13/19 0137 1.000
Chrysene 2/2 2/2 0519 0550 9/9 9/9 0.287 0.480 12/19 12/19 0095 0.710 )
Dibenzo(a,h)

anthrsocene 2/2 2/2 0.116 0.160 § /9 1/9 0.030 0.130) 1/19 1/19 0027 0092)
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)

pyrene 2/2 2/2 02755 029 59 s/9 0.064 0250 ) 8/19 8/19 0049 02101)
Notes:

Estimated value; compound found at conceatration-below U.S. EPA required detection limit
E  Conceatration is estimated duc 10 presence of interference during analysis
— Not cakculated
1 Frequency of detection is defined as a/b, where —
& = aumber of times & compound was detected
b =1otsl number of samples
Sempie results which were identificd by the laborstory as due to blank contamination sre not counted in cither 8 or b.

2 Adjusied frequency of detection omits samples from which resulls were questionable due 10 QA/QC problems; only samples jncluded in this column were used 10 determine
geometric mean and maximum concentrations.
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TABLE 4

DETICTION FREQUENCIES AND CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS -
IN SOILS NFAR BOWERS LANDHIL

W Locstiong ] A ad A
- j ™

Proquency’ Frequeacy Oeometric Mk Fi f G Maxi 'nq-q an«r-y Oo-mt Manmen
of ' of 2 Mean Cosceniratios of Coacrstraion Coscrereting

— Peeaipg Rasajeg, () (maty) Rﬁeﬂ E!ﬂu IHM_ {mafig) D"_a IB‘_.EI tuzm_ (wang)
Barium 22 7] 152 156 . 15/15 15/15 189 287 m /i ” 198
lead 3/s s/ 41 “e 21721 21/21 ™ "9 1"/ n/m 59 1028
Mercury 2/2 0/2 — — 15/18 15/15 027 043 m 2/2 048 058
Chlordane 072 - — - 2/1s 2/1s 0015 0.210 1/7 177 0014 0110
PCBs 0/2 - - - 9/15 9/1S 028 3.600 17 V2] 0.06) 0.240
Benzene 0/2 - - - ons — - - 0/7 - - -
Tetrachiorocthene 0/2 - - - 0/1$ - - - o7 - - -
4Methylphenol 02 - - - oS — - - 0/7 - - -
EALIs
Benzo(s)anthrecene 2/2 2/2 0.13% 0.140 J 14/18 14/13 0.116 4.300 6/ 6/7 0081 0210
Benzo(a)pyrene M 77 ] 2/2 0.134 0.150 ) 12/15 12/1% 0.115 4.300 $/7 sn 0.088 02301
Benro(b)lluoranthene  2/2 2/2 0.265 0.280 ) 11/14 1n/4 017 8.600 m /4 0204 0sto
Chryseone 2 22 0.160 0.160 J 1S 1418 0169 $.200 mn m 0.136 0.240 §
Dibenzo(a.h)

anthraccoe 0/2 - - — s /1S 002 0.960 § 0/7 - - -
Indeno(1,2,3-«d)

pyrene 12 12 0047 0110 NS uas 0om 2600 47 o7 0.054 0.160 )
Notes: -

Estimated value; compound found st concentration below US. EPA required detection limit
B  Concentration is estimated due to presence of interference during analysis
— Not cakulsted
1 Prequency of detection is defined as a/b, where —
& = number of times & compound was detected
b = totsl number of sampics
Sampie results which were identified by the laborstory as due (0 blank contamination are not counted in cither a or b.

2 Adjusied frequency of deiection omits samples from which results were questionable due to QA/QC problems; only samples jacluded in this column were used 1o determine
geometric mean and maximum concentrations.



’.)

of aquatic animals; ingestion of soils; and direct contact with surface water. The first four
scenarios apply to humans living near Bowers Landfill while the fifth scenario applies to aquatic
species living in the Scioto River near the landfill. The potential risks associated with each
scenario are summarized in Table 5§ and discussed below.

6.2.1 Ingestion of Ground Water

The EA identified a potential risk from drinking ground water immediately downgradient
of the landfill. The area included in this scenario is the field between the landfill and the Scioto
River. Ground water in this area contaiqs barium (a noncarcinogen) and benzene (a carcinogen)
at concentrations above U.S. EPA Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) for drinking water.
However, each contaminant exceeded the standard in only one well; samples from all other wells
contained barium and benzene concentrations well below MCLs.

The EA assumed that a 70-kg adult would drink 2 liters of ground water per day over a
70-year lifetime. Probable case doses from this exposure were calculated using average barium
and benzene concentrations in downgradient ground water (Table 1). Worst case doses were
calculated from maximum concentrations. The EA then used these doses to estimate potential
risks. Noncarcinogenic risks were estimated by calculating a Hazard Index (HI), the ratio of the
exposure dose to the acceptable chronic intake for barium. This ratio was 1.04 for the maximum
barium concentration, indicating that the estimated dose exceeded the acceptable dose. Probable
case risks were much lower, with the HI equal to 0.17. Carcinogenic risks for benzene were
estimated by multiplying the exposure dose by the carcinogenic potency factor (CPF). For worst
case exposure conditions, this risk was 9 x 10"; the probable case risk was 1 x 10°5,

Although these risks are significant, exposure is unlikely to occur. Ground water
downgradient of the site, between the landfill and the Scioto River, is not currently used as a
drinking water source. Further, this area is often flooded and is not a likely location for future
drinking water wells.

In addition to these potential future risks, the EA looked at risks to current users of
ground water near Bowers Landfill. All existing residential wells near the site are upgradient.
Four residential wells were sampled during the RI and showed no effects of the landfill on water
quality (Table 1). The City of Circleville water supply is also of concern. Circleville obtains its
municipal water supply from a wellfield approximately 14 miles south of the site. However, the
RI study of the area south of the landfill was limited. The EA considered the possibility of
regional ground-water flow to the south, along the Scioto River basin. To investigate this
possibility, the EA reviewed water quality sampling data submitted by the city to the Ohio
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TARBLL S
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT RISKS IDUNTIFIED POR BOWERS LANDFILL

Exosvre Rovig CA/NCA!  Coneminsmis __ Risk Asscssment_ Commenis
§. Ingestion of Ground Water NCA Barium Hazard Indes? = 1.04 While based oa the maximum barium concestration, ihe hazard index

only slightly excceds unity. Therclore, the actual noncarcinogenic risk
via this scenario is probably vecy small.

CA Benzene lmu!gml Cascinogenic risk = The incmnegul carcipogenic risks for beazene are withia the target
9 x 10" (worst case), 1 x 10°® range of 10°" 10 10”7 (sce footnoie No. 3).
(probable case)
2. lagestion of Serf: ¢ Water CA PCBe Maximum PCB concentration in the The AWQC for PCBs sssumes lifetime exposure while (his scenario
drainsge ditches (2.6 ug/l.) exceeds assumes infrequent incidental ingestion; therefore, this comparison
the ambieat water quality criterion overestimeies the sctual risk

(AWQC) for consumption of drinking
water. This AWQC S0.0II wg/l)

corresponds (0 a 10 © cancer risk.

3. logestion of Aquatic Agimals NCA Mercury The mazimum mercury concentration  Tessue samples have not beea tskea 10 verify the extent of this
(0.2 vg/l.) excceds the AWQC based  exposure. However, average mercury coacentrations were below the
on ingestion of aquatic animals AWQC snd mercury was found in only one surfsce water sampie from
(0.146 vg/1). the Scioto River. Thus, this risk is limited.

4.  lngestion of Soils NCA Lead Hazard Index = 3.20 This hazard index ﬁay overestimate the actual risk decawse it assumes
both the masimum lead concentration snd 8 worst case s0il ingestion
rete. Further, lead levels in onsite soils are below Centers for Discase
Control (CDC) guidelines for residential arcas.

CA “Total PAlLS lmn?ul Carcinogenic Risk = These two risks may overestimste the octual risk because they are based
2x10 ’ on maximum conceatrations and 8 worst case soil ingestion rate. Sce
PCBs Inatngcful Carcinogeaic Risk = also Footnote No. 3.
7x10
3. Direct Contact with Surfece NCA Mercury Mazximum mercury conocatration Actual risk may be acgligible based oa average mercury concentrations.
Wster by Aquatic Animals ' (02 ug/L) exceeds the 4-day AWQC  Further mercury was found in only onc surface water sample (rom the
for protection of squatic life Scioto River.
(0.012 ug/L.).

Notes:

I CA = Carcinogenic
NCA = Noncsrcinogenic

2 The hazard index (111) is calculated as the ratio of exposure dose tg‘mplgl}n dase; sn MI>1 indi(‘l_lil & potentially significant risk. .7 »

3 US.EPA gvidanti ibeg 8 target corcinogenic risk range of 10 ~ (0 10 °. Risks greater than 10 ° are considered “significant®, while risks <10 ° are considered insignificant.
Risks between 107" and 10”7 are within the iarget range; theiz significance will, in geaeral, reflect site specific factors.

4  Calculations included the following carcinogenic PAHs: benzo{a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, bemzo(b)luoranthenc, chrysene, dibenzo(s.b)anthracene, and indenn(1.2,3-c.d)pyrene.
The incremental carcinogenic risk for total PAHs was celculated by multiplying the maximum concentration of cach PAl other than benzo(s)pyrene by a selative potency lactor to
benzo(s)pyrene. The sdjusted concenirations were then summed along with the conceatration of benzo(a)pyrene itsell and, finally, multiplicd by the carcinogenic potency lacior for
beazo(a)pyrene. Detsils of this calculation process are descabed in the lndangcrment Asscsmc‘nl Repont for Bowers Landfill.



Department of Health over an 8-year period from 1980 to 1987. Based on this review, there is no
evidence that Bowers Landfill has affected Circleville's water supply. Table 6 summarizes the
data reviewed. -

6.2.2 Ingestion of Surface Water

The EA identified a potential risk from ingestion of contaminated surface water. This
exposure scenario was based on accidental fngestion of surface water near Bowers Landfill.
Access to the landfill is not restricted, and exposure could occur if people waded in or fell into
drainage ditches or the Scioto River near the landfill. The EA evaluated potential risks by
comparing maximum surface water concentrations with U.S. EPA guidelines for acute or short-
term exposure. Of the indicator chemicals found in surface water, only PCBs exceeded a
guideline. The maximum PCB concentration of 2.6 ug/L (Table 2) was higher than the long-
term ambient water quality criterion (AWQC) of 0.0126 ug/L. However, the AWQC is based on
lifetime consumption of 2 liters of PCB-contaminated water per day. Thus, the AWQC is not
directly applicable to the infrequent exposure and small amounts of water ingested under this
exposure scenario. The EA concluded that risks from ingesting contaminated surface water were
limited.

6.2.3 Ingestion of Aquatic Animals

The EA identified a potential risk from ingestion of aquatic animals from near Bowers
Landfill. This exposure scenario was based on ingestion of fish and other aquatic species taken
from the Scioto River. The EA compared downstream surface water concentrations (Table 2) to
AWQCs for ingestion of aquatic species. Only one indicator cﬁe_mical. mercury, was found above
background (upstream) concentrations in the Scioto River near Bower Landfill. The maximum
mercury concentration in river water (0.2 ug/L) slightly exceeded the AWQC (0.146 ug/L); the
average mercury concentration was below the AWQC. This AWQC was developed by US. EPA
to protect persons who consume 6.5 grams per day of aquatic organisms taken from mercury-
contaminated water. The EA characterized risks from this scenario as limited for two reasons.
First, mercury was found in only one sample from the Scioto River. Second, the mercury
concentration in this sample only slightly exceeded the AWQC.

6.2.4 ' Ingestion of Solls
The EA identified a potential risk from ingesting contaminated soils at or near Bowers

Landfill. Access to the site is not restricted, so small children could reach the site and ingest
‘contaminated soil. The EA assumed that a 20-kg child would eat contaminated soil 10 days per
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF WATER QUALITY SAMPLING RESULTS FOR THE CITY OF CIRCLEVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES. WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM. 1980-1987
(CONCENTRATIONS OF INDICATOR CHEMICALS IN uwg/l)

114 W, 21 #2 #3 Wells 1, 663
Location: Franklin Well . Well Weil 2and ) Hamie R4.
Dates: 08/24/87 06/19/86 06/19/86 06/19/86 12/05/88 04/27/83 o

und

Barium 160 <00 <300 <00 <300 -
Lead 1 ND <5 <5 <$ -
Mercury <02 <05 <035 <038 <038 -
Chlordane -— -— -— - -— ND
PCBs - - - - - ND
Tetrachioroethene® — - - -— -— <038
PAHs - - — - - ND

Notes:

Compried from results submitted to Ohio Department of Health, 1980-1987.

s Oaly the results for sampies that were analyzed for at least 1 indicator chemical other than tetrachioroethene are
presented. see (cotnote b.

b 34 additional samples within this time penod were anslyzed for tetrachioroethene; all the results were negative.

ND Compound was snalyzed for but not detected. '

- Compound was not measured.
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year over a 3-year period, and that 50 percent of the contaminants in the soil would be absorbed
by the body. Probable case doses from this exposure were calculated based on ingesting 0.1
8/day of soil containing average contaminant levels. Worst case doses were calculated based on
ingesting 1.0 g/day of soil containing maximum contaminant levels. The EA calculated doses
only for those indicator chemicals found at or adjacent to the landfill at concentrations higher
than background. These chemicals included barium, lead, mercury, chlordane, PCBs, and PAHs
(Table 4). ’

The EA used the resulting doses to estimate potential risks. Noncarcinogenic risks were
estimated by calculating a Hazard Index (HI), the ratio of the exposure dose to the acceptable
chronic intake. Under worst case conditions, the total HI was 3.48, indicating that the estimated
dose for all noncarcinogenic indicator chemicals exceeded the acceptable dose. Most of the HI
was attributable to lead (HI = 3.20). However, the highest measured lead concentration at the site
(179 mg/kg) was well below Centers for Disease Control (CDC) guidelines for acceptable lead
values in residential soils. These guidelines suggest that lead values between 500 and 1,000
mg/kg are unacceptable.

Cancer risks were estimated by multiplying the average lifetime exposure dose by the
CPF. For worst case exposure conditions, the total cancer risk for all chemicals was 3 x 10°¢.
Most of this risk was attributable to ingestion of PAHs (2 x 10°%) and PCBs (7 x 10°7), with only
a small portion due to chiordane. The probable case cancer risk was § x 10°%.

6.2.5 Direct Contact with Surface Water by Aquatic Animals

The EA also identified a potential risk to aquatic species living in the Scioto River. The
EA evaluated risks from this exposure scenario by comparing river water concentrations to
AWQCs for protection of aquatic life. Only one of the indicator chemicals, mercury, exceeded
an AWQC. The maximum mercury concentration of 0.2 ug/L (Table 2) was higher than the 4-
day (chronic) AWQC for aquatic species of 0.012 ug/L. This comparison most likely overstates
potential risks, since mercury was found in only one sample collected from the Scioto River.

6.3 Potential Future Risks

Even though contaminant concentrations measured during the RI are relatively low, the
landfill represents a potential threat of future contaminant releases that may endanger public
health, welfare, and environment. A major remedial action objective for the site is to reduce this
threat of future contaminant releases in addition to reducing current risks identified in the EA.
Several factors contribute to the potential threat of future releases.
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First, portions of the landfill are poorly covered. The lack of adequate cover is described
in inspection reports by the Ohio Department of Health (February 1967) and the Pickaway
County Health Department (April 1971). These inspections were conducted shortly before and
shortly after waste disposal at Bowers Landfill ended. The lack of adequate cover was confirmed
by more recent measurements made in November 1988 as part of the feasibility study. These
measurements showed that wastes lie less than 1 foot below the cover in some areas of the
landfill.

Second, although operating records for Bowers Landfill are poor, evidence exists that
hazardous substances were placed in the landfill. Responses by DuPont and PPG to a 1978 House
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation estimated that these companies sent approximately
6,000 and 1,700 tons of waste, respectively, to Bowers Landfill from 1965 to 1968. The wastes
contained a variety of organic and inorganic chemicals. More recent 1988 responses by DuPont
and PPG to information requested under Section 104(e) of CERCLA confirmed the disposal of
hazardous substances at landfill. However. these responses contained little additional information
on the amounts and types of wastes.

Finally, semiannual flooding of the Scioto River, usually in the spring and winter, also
contributes to the threat of contaminant releases. Based on flood stage data for the river and the
height of the landfill, portions of the landfill are overtopped by 2-year floods. The entire
landfill would be covered by a 50-year flood. Flooding, in combination with trees growing on
the landfill side slopes, presents two significant concerns. First, tree roots most likely penetrate
directly into waste materials because of the shallow cover depth. These root systems provide a
direct pathway for flood waters and precipitation to contact wastes and increase the likelihood of
future ground-water contamination. Second, as the trees on the side slopes grow larger over
time, they represent a threat to the stabnlxty of the side slopes. The combination of flood
conditions, saturated soil, and high winds could cause larger trees to topple over, removing
portions of the side slopes and exposing the wastes underneath.

7.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

This Record of Decision selects Alternative 4, as described in the Proposed Plan, as the
preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. U.S. EPA has reviewed and responded to all
comments received during the public comment period. Comments concerned Alternative 4 and
other remedial alternatives. U.S. EPA has not made any significant changes to Alternative 4
based on public comments.
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Alternative 4 includes the following components: long-term ground-water monitoring;
site restrictions and a perimeter fence to limit site access and use; removal of debris and
vegetation from the landfill surface; placement of a low-permeability clay cap (consisting of a
clay layer, topsoil layer, and vegetation) over the entire landfill surface; drainage improvements
to convey rainfall and flood waters away from the landfill; and erosion and flood control
measures on areas of the landfill subject to ' damage from flood waters.

8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

In response to the findings of the EA, the FS identified three potential risks that should
be addressed by remedial response actions at Bowers Landfill. These risks are associated with
ingestion of ground water immediately downgradient of the landfill, ingestion of soil from the
landfill, and future releases from the landfill.

The FS identified technologies that could reduce risks for each of these media. These
technologies were assembled into media-specific remedial alternatives. The FS then screened
these media-specific alternatives based on effectiveness in reducing risks, implementability, and
cost. Media-specific alternatives remaining after the screening process were assembled into nine
site-wide remedial alternatives for detailed evaluation. This screening process was carried out
according to procedures specified by U.S. EPA in CERCLA, the NCP, and U.S. EPA guidance
documents including "Interim Guidance on Superfund Selection of Remedy” (OSWER Directive
No. 9355.0-19, December 24, 1986) and *Draft Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA" (OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01, March 1983).

The alternatives evaluated in detail include a no action alternative and eight alternatives
that rely on containment of waste, with little or no treatment, to reduce site risks. The FS looked
at alternatives involving treatment as a principal element to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of site wastes. However, these alternatives were screened out, based on implementability,
prior to the detailed analysis. The FS did not develop any remedial alternatives for source control
that would eliminate the need for long-term management, including monitoring. Treatment
alternatives of this type were not considered feasible because of the large volume and diverse
nature of the waste materials in Bowers Landfill. .

Each of the nine remedial alternatives evaluated in detail is described briefly below. The

descriptions include containment components, institutional controls, estimated time for
implementation, cost, overall protection, and compliance with applicable or relevant and
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appropriate requi;ements (ARARs). Section 9.0, which describes the comparative analysis of
alternatives, includes additional detail on these subjects.

8.1 Alteraative 1

Alternative | is the no action alternative. CERCLA requires that the no action alternative
be considered at every site. Under this alternative, no further action would be taken at Bowers
Landfill to reduce risks or to control the sources and migration of contaminants. The no action
alternative will not modify the landfill in any way. Thus, it has no associated costs, and no time
would be required to implement this alternative.

Capital Cost $0
Present Worth Operation & Maintenance (O & M) Costs: $0
Total Costs: $0
Time to Implement None

8.2 Alternative 2
Alternative 2 includes the following components:

. Ground-water monitoring
. Site restrictions

Under Alternative 2, a long-term monitoring program would be implemented to monitor
contaminant concentrations and migration. This program would include the installation of
additional monitoring wells south of Bowers Landfill (between the landfill and the Circleville
municipal wellfield) and west of the landfill (between the landfill and the Scioto River). These
new wells, existing monitoring wells, and possibly residential wells near the landfill would be
sampled. The monitoring program would be designed to protect the Scioto River by sampling
ground water that discharges to the river. Additionally, the program would sample water from
the upper and lower aquifers that may flow under the river and join regional ground-water flow.
At 8 minimum, the program would meet the substantive requirements for ground-water
monitoring under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as described in 40 CFR
264, Subpart F.

The installation of three additional ground-water monitoring well clusters is necessary to
develop a ground-water monitoring program that would adeq "..ely detect potential future
releases of contaminants. These well clusters would consist of three wells; a shallow well that
would be located in the upper portion of the saturated alluvial aquifer, an intermediate well that
would be located between the water table and the bedrock, and a deep well that would be located
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just above the bedrock. Two of these well clusters would be installed west of the landfill. One
cluster would be installed between well location 5 and well location 6 and the other between well
W-10 and the bend of the landfill (see Figure 3). The third well cluster would be installed off-
site between the landfill and the Circleville municipal wellfield. The installation of well clusters
in addition to these may also be considered.

The monitoring wells would be sampled on a bimonthly basis for the first year and
quarterly for years 2 through 4. During the first year, samples would be analyzed for the full
Target Compound List (TCL). A reduced TCL may be considered after the first year. If the
levels of contaminants in ground water did not increase over this time period, the sampling
schedule would be reevaluated and a reduction in the frequency of sampling ximy be considered.
A statistical test would be developed to determine when a significant increase in the level of
contaminants had occurred.

Should a significant increase in the levels of contaminants occur, it would automatically
trigger 3 RCRA corrective action. If the levels of contaminants in ground water exceeded MCLs,
where available, or health-based levels, where MCLs are not available, resampling would occur
within 14 days. (Health-based levels are concentrations corresponding to a cancer risk of 10°® for
carcinogenic contaminants and a hazard index (HI) greater than 1 for noncarcinogenic

contaminants.) If the resampling verified that there had been a significant increase in the levels
of contaminants, 3 corrective action program would be implemented. Corrective action may
include such measures as the establishment of alternate concentration limits (ACLs), the
collection and treatment of ground water, or the removal of the source of contamination.

The surface water in the drainage ditch to the east of the landfill would be sampled on 3
quarterly basis as part of the monitoring program. Monitoring would verify that discharges from
the ditch are in compliance with Ohio Water Quality Standards, as described in the Ohio
Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-01. A corrective action program would be implemented if
contaminant levels in the ditch exceeded these standards.

Efforts will be made to procure deed restrictions prohibiting ground-water extraction in
the field west of the landfill and restricting disturbance of the landfill surface. The viability of
continued farming immediately west of the landfill would be evaluated, and, if shown to be
necessary, efforts would be made to prohibit such farming by imposition of deed restrictions. A
6-foot fence would be placed around the landfill, the drainage ditch to the east, and the field to
the west to limit site access. '

Alternative 2 relies entirely on institutional controls and monitoring to reduce risk and
does not include any containment or treatment components. Restricting ground-water use
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immediately downgradient of the site should be effective in eliminating risks from drinking this
ground water. However, while fencing is identified as a means for limiting exposure,
contaminated soils would remain uncovered. Exposure could still occur through dispersal of soil
by erosion and by direct contact if persons enter the site despi‘te the fence. Potential future risks,
as described in Section 6.3, would not be reduced. Further, Alternative 2 does not meet State of
Ohio closure requirements for solid waste landfills, which has been identified as an ARAR.

The costs of Alternative 2 and the estimated time for implementation are as follows:

Capital Cost $ 173,700
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 295,100
Total Costs: $ 468,800
Time to Implement 1 Month

8.3 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris

Local repairs to existing landfill cover
Erosion control and drainage improvements

Alternative 3 incorporates ground-water monitoring and site restrictions already described
under Alternative 2. The additional components of this remedial alternative are discussed below.

The landfill area and its immediate vicinity would be cleared of surface debris.
Nonhazardous debris would be disposed of at a nearby sanitary landfill, and any waste items
determined to be hazardous would be disposed of at a suitable hazardous waste landfill.

After surface debris has been removed, areas showing signs of erosion would be
identified. These areas would be cleared of vegetation and repaired with natural clay soil to be
uniform with the surrounding surface. Drainage patterns on the landfill would be surveyed, and
areas showing erosion would be repaired with fill. Areas prone to ponding would be regraded to
provide a uniformly sloping surface that would drain water off the landfill. The existing
vegetation cover of trees on the landfill would be maintained. As part of the maintenance
program, the cover would be inspected on a regular basis for structural integrity and vegetative
growth.
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The drainage ditch east of the landfill would be improved to allow water to drain from
the field north of the landfill through this ditch. The pipe that runs under the southern end of
the landfill from this ditch would be replaced by a 36-inch-diameter corrugated metal pipe.

Erosion protection would be provided on those landfill areas prone to erosion due to
swift-flowing water from the river. This protection would include armor stoae (riprap) in areas
that abut the river. Stone would also be piaced on the north-facing siope of the western edge of
the landfill and at the southern edge of the landfill to dissipate the energy of river flow.

Alternative 3 addresses some containment aspects for contaminated soils by providing
limited repairs to the existing landfill cover. However, since repairs would be made on a visual
basis, this alternative cannot ensure that all areas of contaminated soil would be covered. The
landfill would remain largely unchanged and susceptible to erosion and infiltration of
precipitation and surface water during flood events. Trees would not be removed from the
landfill surface, further increasing the potential for infiltration. As noted for Alternative 2, this
alternative does not address Ohio closure requirements for solid waste landfills.

The costs of Alternative 3 and the estimated time to implement this alternative are:

Capital Cost $ 1,427, 300
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 741.0

Total Costs: 2,!68 300
Time to Implement 3 Months

8.4 Alternative 4
Alternative 4 includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris

Natural clay cover over landfill

Erosion control and drainage improvements

Alternative 4 contains the same site restrictions as described for Alternative 2. In
addition, the ground-water monitoring program would be identical to the program described
under Alternative 2. Erosion and drainage control improvements would be similar to those
described for Alternative 3. However, instead of limited repairs to the landfill cover, Alternative
4 includes a clay cover over the entire landfill surface. All trees and other vegetation would be
cut down to the surface, and steps would be taken to prevent their growth through the new cover.
Precautions would be taken to minimize exposure of buried waste during removal of vegetation.
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The new cover would consist of a well-compacted, low-permeability clay cover at least 24
inches thick. A top soil layer at least 24 inches thick would be placed over the clay cover. This
top soil layer would be planted with grasses or other shallow-rooted piant species. The cover
would exceed Ohio closure requirements for solid waste landfills, which call for only a well-
compacted 24-inch cover of suitable material. The clay layer would have a maximum
permeability of 10°7 cm/sec and would limit infiltration to less than 10 percent of precipitation.

Prior to cover installation, a detailed geotechnical investigation would be conducted to
measure the properties of the soil and clay used to construct the cover. The purpose of this
investigation would be to determine the stability of these materials under flood conditions. The
cover would then be constructed with side slopes flat enough to protect the landfill from damage
due to flooding. Construction would be dooe in such a manner as to minimize potential harm to
the floodplain, as required by 40 CFR 6, Appendix A, Statement of Procedures on Floodplain
Management and Wetlands Protection. In addition, the cap would be constructed, operated, and
maintained to prevent washout of any hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood, as required by
RCRA General Facility Standards in 40 CFR 264.18. These regulations have been identified as a
location-specific ARARs.

The cap and fence would be inspected on a quarterly basis and repairs of any significant
damage would begin within 30 days. The landfill would also be inspected for leachate and ‘
methane gas production on a quarterly basis. If leachate production occurred that could
potentially adversely affect public health or the environment, a leachate collection system would
be installed and the leachate would be collected and treated. If methane gas production occurred
that could potentially adversely affect public health or the environment, a gas venting system
would be installed.

The drainage ditch adjacent to the east side of the landfill would be improved by
removing sediments as necessary. The pipe that runs under the landfill from the southern end of
the ditch would be replaced by a 36-inch-diameter corrugated metal pipe. These improvements
would allow water to drain from the field north of the landfill through the ditch and into the
Scioto River. During the design of this alternative, the feasibility of removing contaminated
sediments from the drainage ditch would be evaluated. These sediments could be dewatered as
necessary and placed on the landfill surface prior to installing the clay cap. The drainage ditch,
which is contiguous with the eastern side slope of the landfill, can be considered part of the
landfill. Therefore, movement of sediments from the ditch to the landfill would consolidate
hazardous wastes within a single disposal unit. This would not coastitute “land disposal® under
RCRA Subtitle C, so RCRA land disposal restrictions in 40 CFR 268 would not be ARARs.
Sediment removal, in conjunction with capping, would reduce the possibility of contaminated
surface water discharges from the ditch to the Scioto River.

30



o

Alternative 4 uses site restrictions to reduce risks from ingestion of ground water. Soil
ingestion risks would be greatly reduced because the entire landfill surface, where highest soil
contamination levels were found, would be covered. Long-term risks would be reduced by the
application of a cover that reduces infiltration through the landfill.

The costs and time to implement Alternative 4 are listed below:

Capital Cost $ 3,173,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,094,500
Total Costs: $ 4,267,500
Time to Implement 10

Months
8.5 Alternative §

Alternative § includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris

Natural clay cover over landfill

Erosion control and drainage improvements
Leachate collection system

Gas venting system

Alternative 5 is identical to Alternative 4, except that the landfill cover would incorporate
gas venting and leachate collection systems. The gas venting- system would consist of a network
of perforated pipe, approximately 6 inches in diameter, laid at 100-foot intervals in a 12-inch
layer of gravel over the landfill surface. The gravel layer would have a geotextile fabric placed
over the top to prevent spaces in the gravel layer from clogging. A 24-inch clay cover would be
placed over the gravel layer, followed by a 24-inch soil and vegetation cover. Gas vents would
connect to the perforated pipe and exit vertically through the clay and soil covers. Gases
containing high concentrations of VOCs could be passed through a vapor phase carbon adsorption
system to remove these contaminaants.

The leachate collection system, located at the toe of the landfill, would consist of a
perforated PVC pipe in a trench filled with granular drainage material. The pipe would catch
and direct leachate to a collection point. From there, the leachate would be pumped to a
temporary hoiding tank, treated, and discharged.

Alternative S would provide slightly greater protection than Alternative 4 because of the

added leachate and gas collection systems. It would also comply with ARARs and would exceed
Ohio solid waste landfill closure requirements.
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The costs and time to implement Alternative S are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 4,341,200
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,374,600
Total Costs: $6,715.800
Time to Implement 10 Moaths

8.6 Alternative 6
Alternative 6 includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris
Natural clay cover over landfill
Drainage improvements
Leachate collection system

Gas venting system

Flood protection dike

Alternative 6 is identical to Alternative 5, except that additional flood protection would
be provided by constructing a flood protection dike. The dike would extend around the west and
north sides of the landfill. A concrete wall would be constructed at the south and northwest
corners of the landfill, where there is insufficient space for a dike between the landfill and the
river. The core of the flood dike would be constructed of an impervious clay material, and the
side slopes would be constructed from clean soil. The sides of the dike along the river would be
protected against surface water erosion by concrete riprap or rock fill. Stormwater within the
flood control dike and the ditch east of the landfill would be collected through a gravity drainage
system that discharges water to the river through check valves.

Alternative 6 addresses all site risks, including the potential risk of future releases from
the landfill. The flood protection dike would provide additional protection to the landfill, once
the new clay cover is installed. Alternative 6 would exceed Ohio solid waste closure requirements
and would comply with ARARS for construction in floodplains.

The costs and implementation time for Alternative 6 are as follows:

Capital Costs: ~ $9,094,300
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 3,060,000
Total Costs: $ 12,154,300

Time to Implement 18 Months



8.7 Alternative 7

Alternative 7 includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris
Synthetic membrane cap over landfill
Drainage improvements

Leachate collection system

Gas venting system

Flood protection dike

Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 except that a synthetic membrane cap would be
placed over the landfill rather than a clay cap. The design of the landfill cap would be similar to
the design specified in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). A permeable
geotextile fabric would be placed over the gas collection and venting system, followed by a 2-
foot-thick layer of compacted clay with a permeability of 10°7 cm/sec. A 20-mil (minimum)
synthetic membrane would be placed directly on the compacted clay layer. Finally, a 12-inch
drainage layer with a hydraulic conductivity of at least 10°3 cm/sec would be placed over the
synthetic liner, followed by 8 24-inch-thick vegetated soil cover. The FS estimates that this cap
would reduce infiltration through the landfill to less than 1 percent of precipitation. In addition,
the flood protection dike would minimize the chance of flood waters contacting the landfill
surface.

Alternative 7 addresses all site risks, including the potential risk of future releases from
the landfill. This alternative would exceed Ohio solid waste closure requirements and would

comply with ARARS for construction in floodplains.

The estimated costs and implementation time for Alternative 7 are:

Capital Costs: $ 10,367,400
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 3,449,300
Total Costs: _ $ 13,816,700
Time to Implement 18 Months
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8.8 Alternative 8
Alternative 8 includes the following components;

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris

Synthetic membrane cap over landfill
Erosion control and drainage improvements
Leachate collection system

Gas venting system

Alternative 8 is similar to Alternative 7, without the flood protection dike. Instead of the
dike, this alternative provides erosion control at the eﬁds of the landfill using riprap as described
under Alternative 3. All other components of this alternative have been described previously and
are not repeated here.

The synthetic membrane cap over the landf ill would cover most contaminated soils and
would reduce long-term risks by reducing infiltration through the landfill cover to less than |
percent of precipitation. This alternative would exceed Ohio solid waste closure requirements
and would comply with ARARs for construction in floodplains.

The estimated costs and implementation time for Alternative § are:

Capital Costs: $ 6,228,500
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,328,400 -
Totai Costs: $ 8,556,900
Time to Implement 10 Months

8.9 Alternative 9

Alternative 9 includes the following components:

Ground-water monitoring

Site restrictions

Management of surface debris

Natural clay cover over top of landfill
Improvements to landfill side sion~s
Erosion control and drainage improvements

Alternative 9 is similar to Alternative 3, except that a natural clay cover wouild be placed
on the top of the landfill. This clay cover would be similar to the cover installed over the entire
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landfill surface in Alternative 4. Under Alternative 9, side slopes wouid not be covered, but
would be repaired as necessary. These repairs would be made to increase the depth of the cover
and provide continuously sloping surfaces. The tree cover on the landfill side slopes would be
thinned out, but most trees would be left in place.

Drainage patterns would be surveyed, and areas such as erosion rifts and terraces would
be filled and regraded to match adjacent contours. The fill applied to the side slopes would be
compacted. Where side slopes are steep, additional stabilization would be accomplished by
placing riprap or by supporting the siopes using sheet piling or soil cement.

Drainage control berms would be constructed at the top of the landfill to collect
stormwater runoff. The water collected by the berms would be directed to the base of the side
slopes by drainage chutes. The collection and drainage system would help reduce infiltration
through the side slopes by limiting the area contacted by runoff from the top of the landfill.

Alternative 9 addresses some containment aspects for contaminated soils by covering the
top of the landfill and providing limited repairs to the side slopes. However, this alternative
cannot ensure that all areas of contaminated soil would be covered. The landfill side slopes i
would remain largely unchanged and susceptible to erosion and infiltration of precipitation and
surface water during flood events. Trees wauld not be removed from the landfill surface, further
increasing the potential for infiltration. This alternative would not meet Ohio closure

requirements for solid waste landfills because of the incomplete repairs to side slopes.

The costs of Alternative 9 and the estimated time to implement this alternative are:

Capital Costs: $ 2,483,500
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 955,900
Total Costs: $ 3,439,400
Time to Implement 8 Months

9.0 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
US. EPA used the following nine criteria to evaluate each of the alternatives identified in

the FS report. The remedial alternative selected for the site must represent the best balance

among the evaluation criteria.
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1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether a
remedy adequately protects human health and the environment and whether risks are properly
eliminated, reduced, or controiled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriste Requirements addresses
whether a remedy meets all state and federal laws and requirements that apply to site conditions
and cleanup options.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to reliably
protect human health and the environment over time once cleanup goals have been met.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume are three principal measures of the overall
performance of an alternative. The 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) emphasizes that, whenever possible, U.S. EPA should select a remedy that will
permanently reduce the level of toxicity of the contaminants at the site, the spread of
contaminants away from the site, and the volume, or amount, of contaminants at the site.

S. Short-Term Effectiveness refers to the likelihood of any adverse impacts to human
health or the environment that may be posed during the construction and implementation period
until cleanup. goals are achieved.

6. Implementability is the technical and administratjve feasibility of a remedy, including
the availability of materials and services needed to implement the remedy.

7. Cost includes capital and operation and maintenance costs of implementing a remedy.

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the Rl EA, FS, and
Proposed Plan, the State of Ohio (OEPA) concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the
alternative US. EPA is proposing as the remedy for the site.

9. Community Acceptance indicates whether the public concurs with the remedy
presented in U.S. EPA’s proposed plan.

After evaluating all the remedial alternatives developed in the FS, using the nine criteria

just described, U.S. EPA has selected Alternative 4 to address contamination at the Bowers
Landfill Superfund site. The rationale for this selection is provided below.
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9.1 Overall Protection of Humaa Health and the Eavirooment

Alternative 4 would protect both human health and the environment. This alternative
would reduce potential risks from ingestion of contaminated soil by installing a fence around the
site and by covering the most highly contaminated soils with 4 feet of clay and soil. The FS
estimates that probable case risks for soil ingestion would be reduced to zero. Some residual risk
would remain due contaminated soils in the Tield west of the landfill. To estimate exposure to
this remaining contamination, the FS assumed that (1) 50-kg teenagers would scale the fence
surrounding the site 10 times per year over 2 S-year period, (2) these teenagers would ingest 200
mg of contaminated soil per visit, and (3) 50 percent of the contaminants in ingested soil would
be absorbed by the body. Based on these assumptions and the maximum soil contaminant
concentrations in the areas not affected by the cover, the HI for noncarcinogenic risks would be
reduced from 3.48 to 0.24. The carcinogenic risk, based on average lifetime exposure, would be
reduced from 3 x 10 to 4 x 10°8. Risk reductions for Alternatives S through 8, which cover the
same areas of soil contamination, would be identical. In contrast, Alternatives 2, 3, and 9 do not
cover the entire landfill surface and would provide a smaller risk reduction. The FS estimates
that these alternatives would result in aa HI of 0.28 for noncarcinogenic effects and a
carcinogenic risk of 5 x 10°7.

Alternative 4 would reduce risks from ingestion of ground water by placing access
restrictions on the area west of the landfill. These restrictions would prevent the use of this area
as a future ground-water source. In addition, the clay and soil cap would reduce infiltration to
Jess than 10 percent of precipitation, reducing the likelihood of future ground-water
contamination. Alternatives 5 and 6, which have a similar cap, would also reduce infiltration to
less than 10 percent. Alternatives 7 and 8, which include a synthetic membrane cap, would
provide much greater reductions in infiltration.

Ground-water users farther from Bowers Landfill would be protected by the monitoring
program included as part of Alternative 4. This program would include installing and sampling
additional wells south and west of the landfill. Expansion of the monitoring network to the south
would detect any future migration of ground-water contamination toward the City of Circleville’s
wellfield, 14 miles south of the landfill. Alternative 4 would include a corrective action program
that would allow prompt response to any significant increases in ground-water contamination that
might occur in the future.
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Overall, Alternative 4 would be more protective of human health and the environment
than Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9. These alternatives include either no modifications or limited
modifications to the existing landfill surface.

Alternative 4 would be somewhat less protective than Alternatives 5, 6, 7, and 8, which
include more extensive remediation. For example, Alternative 7, the most protective alternative,
also includes a synthetic membrane cap, a flood protection dik=, a leachate collection system, and
a gas venting system. The overall effect of these additional measures would not increase
protection with respect to ingesting contaminated soils or ground water. The flood protection
dike included in Alternatives 6 and 7 may prolong the effective life of the landfill cap due to less
erosion from surface water. However, the cap installed under Alternative 4 would be designed
and constructed to resist flood damage or washout of wastes by & 100-year flood and would have
2 minimum 30-year lifetime. The multilayer cap included in Alternatives 7 and 8 might provide
greater reductions in infiltration, thus providing greater protection against the generation of
contaminated leachate and future ground-water contamination. However, there is little evidence
of a leachate problem at Bowers Landfill, and current levels of ground-water contamination are
low. Therefore, the low-permeability clay cap constructed under Alternative 4 would provide
adequate protection of ground water.

9.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Alternative 4 would comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate state and federal
requirements (ARARs). These requirements include action-specific ARARs related to closure of
Bowers Landfill, location-specific requirements related to the location of the landfill within the
100-year floodplain of the Scioto River, and chemical-specific ARARs for contaminants
identified in environmental media at the landfill.

Alternati\}e 4 is primarily a closure plan for Bowers Landfill, and the major action-
specific ARARS to be considered are those related to landfill closure. Waste disposal at Bowers
Landfill ended around 1968, before the effective date of RCRA. Thus, RCRA Subtitle C
requirements for the treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes are not applicable to
remedial actions at the landfill. Additionally, the wastes in Bowers Landfill contain large
volumes of low-toxicity material, widely dispersed over a large area that bears little resemblance
to the discrete units regulated under RCRA Subtitle C.. Nevertheless, portions of RCRA Subtitle
C requirements can be considered relevant and appropriate.
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The preamble to proposed revisions to the National Contingency Plan (53 Federal
Register, December 21, 1988) describes several options for closure of Superfund sites, based on
RCRA requirements. One option is "closure with wastes in place.® This option requires a final
cover over the contaminated materials and post-closure care, including maintenance of the cover,
ground-water monitoring, and corrective action if ground-water protection standards are
exceeded in the future. A second option is "alternate land disposal closure.® Under this option,
landfill cover requirements are relaxed because (1) the cover will reduce risks due to direct
contact with wastes and (2) the wastes appear to pose a limited threat to ground water.

Alternative 4 falls between these two options, but closer to the first option. The clay cap
installed as part of this alternative would have a permeability of 10°7 or less. This cap would
meet the requirements for the clay layer at the bottom of a hazardous waste Iandf ill, as described
in 40 CFR 264.301. Because current ground-water contamination levels at Bowers Landfill
suggest a limited threat to ground water, 2 synthetic membrane layer is not considered a
necessary component of the cap. On the other hand, Alternative 4 would exceed the relaxed
cover requirements for "alternate land disposal closure.* These requirements are more similar to
State of Ohio closure regulations for solid waste landfills, which call for a "well compacted layer
of final cover material . . . to a depth of at least two feet.” Alternative 4 would substantially
exceed this requirement by providing a 4-foot-thick cover, including a 2-foot layer of low-
permeability clay.

Alternative 4 would also comply with location-specific ARARs. Because Bowers Landfill
is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Scioto River, construction within the floodplain
is unavoidable. However, Alternative 4 would be constructed in a manner that would minimize
potential harm to the floodplain, as specified by floodplain management requirements in 40 CFR
6. In addition, the cap would be constructed, operated, and maintained to prevent washout of
any hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood, as required by RCRA General Facility Standards in 40
CFR 264.18. :

Alternative 4 would attain chemical-specific ARARs for ground water by reducing
infiitration of precipitation and floodwaters through the landfill waste. Ground-water results
from the RI showed that benzene slightly exceeded the MCL of 5§ ug/L in one sample from well
P-6B. Levels in other samples from this well were below the MCL, and benzene was not
detected in any of the remaining 12 downgradient wells. Barium also exceeded the MCL in three
samples collected from a single well, well P-3B. However, the average barium concentration was
well below the MCL. The ground-water monitoring program implemented under Alternative 4
would require regular and systematic ;ampling and would meet the substantive requirements for
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ground-water monitoring under RCRA in 40 CFR 264, Subpart F. The monitoring program -
would include provisions for corrective action should contaminant levels significantly increase in
the future.

Additionally, the monitoring program proposed for Alternative 4 would inciude collecting
surface water samples from the ditch east of Bowers Landfill. Surface water monitoring would
verify that discharges from the ditch are complying with Ohio Water Quality Standards as
described in OAC 3745-01. '

Alternatives 5 and 6 would comply with ARARS to the same extent as Alternative 4.
Alternatives 7 and 8, by including a synthetic membrane layer in addition to the low-
permeability clay layer, would come closer to meeting RCRA requirements for closure with
hazardous wastes in place.

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9 would leave some or all of the current soil and vegetation cover
intact. These alternatives would not comply with relevant and appropriate portions of RCRA
closure regulations or with Ohio closure standards for solid waste landfills. Further, these
alternatives would not meet location-specific ARARs because they would not be constructed,
operated, and maintained to prevent washout of hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood. Also,
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9 would not significantly reduce infiltration of precipitation and flood
waters through the landfill, and may not result in attainment of MCLs in ground water.

9.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Because of the large amount of material within Bowers Landfill, the small known
percentage of hazardous waste, and the limited risks identified in the EA report, it was not
feasible to develop a permanent remedy for Bowers Landfill. However, the low-permeability
clay cap specified by Alternative 4 would be designedifor a minimum 30-year lifetime. The
long-term effectiveness of Alternative 4 would be ensured by ground-water monitoring and
maintenance of the clay cap. Monitoring wells downgradient of the landfill would be sampled on
a regular basis to determine if contaminant concentrations in ground water are increasing
significantly over time. The monitoring program would also include a corrective action
component, requiring further remedial action if a significant increase in ground-water
contamination is detected. The maintenance program for Alternative 4 would include regularly
mowing the vegetation on the cap; inspecting the surface for cracks, settlement, ponding, and
erosion; completing appropriate repairs to the cap; and repairing the fence as necessary. In
addition to regularly scheduled inspections, additional inspections would be made after floods.
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Similar monitoring, inspection, and maintenance would be needed to maintain the long-
term effectiveness of Alternatives $, 6, 7, and 8. These alternatives include additional
components, such as a synthetic membrane cap or a flood protection dike, that may increase
long-term effectiveness. However, the additional components would not greatly increase long-
term effectiveness compared to Alternative 4. Current landfill conditions, 20 years after disposal
ceased, indicate that Alternative 4 would be-sufficiently protective in the long-term. Thus, the
slightly higher long-term effectiveness of Alternatives 5, 6, 7, and 8 does not justify the
substantially higher costs of these alternatives.

In contrast, Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9 would be much less effective in-the long term.
Alternatives | and 2 do not include any repairs to the existing landfill cover. Alternatives 3 and
9 make limited repairs, but would not cover the entire landfill surface. Alternatives I, 2, 3, and
9 would also leave trees on the landfill side slopes. These alternatives would allow greater
infiltration of precipitation and flood waters than Alternatives 4 through 8 because of the
incomplete cover and because tree roots probably penetrate into waste materials below the cover.
These alternatives would also have a greater potential for long-term failure of the landfill side
slopes. Over time, the combination of saturated soil conditions during flooding and high winds .
could result in complete uprooting of trees, exposing underlying waste materials.

9.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

None of the remedial alternatives evaluated in the FS report involves treating source
materials from Bowers Landfill. Thus, none of the alternatives would reduce the toxicity or
volume of hazardous constituents within the waste. Treatment alternatives for the source
materials were considered but were not evaluated in detail for several reasons. First, most of the
estimated 130,000 cubic yards of waste material in Bowers Landfill consists of general refuse and
municipal solid waste. Although the exact amount of hazardous waste placed in the landfill is not
known, it is probably a small percentage of the total waste volume. The large volume and
variable composition of wastes makes treatment impractical. Second, no operating records exist
for the landfill. Thus, it is not feasible to identify locations where hazardous wastes might have
been placed. Third, the relatively low levels of contamination found during the RI would not be
effectively reduced by treatment.

Alternatives S, 6, 7, and 8 include provisions for installing a leachate collection and
treatment system, which is a treatment alternative. This system may reduce the volume and
mobility of leachate if leachate contains hazardous constituents. However, ground-water analyses
from the RI did not indicate significantly elevated contaminant levels in the upper aquifer, which
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would be the first target of a leachate plume. Additionally, the low-permeability clay cap
installed under Alternative 4 should greatly reduce future leachate generation by reducing
infiltration through the landfill. For these reasons, the installation of a leachate collection system
was considered but then rejected.

Similarly, Alternatives §, 6, 7, and 8 include a collection system for gases generated by

- the landfill. Collected gases could be treated, if necessary. However, Alternative 4 does not
include gas collection and treatment for the following reasons. First, air monitoring results from
the RI showed that air concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) at Bowers Landfill
are similar to off-site background concentrations. Second, the landfill has a low potential to emit
VOCs to air because of the low concentrations of YOCs in soils, sediments, and surface water on
or adjacent to the landfill. Finally, because of the age of the landf ill, most of the potential gas
generation may already have taken place. These gases would have readily escaped through the
highly permeable soil that now covers the landfill.

Alternative 4 would reduce the mobility of waste materials within the landfill. The FS
report estimates that the low-permeability clay cap included in this alternative will reduce direct
infiltration into the landfill surface by over 90 percent. This is much more effective than the
current soil and vegetation cover. Reducing the amount of water that contacts waste materials
within the landfill should reduce the mobility of these materials. Alternatives 5 and 6, which also
include a clay cap, would provide similar reductions in infiltration. Alternatives 7 and 8, which
include a synthetic plastic liner and a clay cap, would further reduce infiltration (estimated in the
FS report as greater than 99 percent). However, these much greater reductions do not appear
warranted by current levels of ground-water contamination at Bowers Landfill.

In contrast, Alternatives 1 and 2 (no repairs to the existing cover), Alternative 3 (limited
repairs to the cover), and Alternative 9 (application of a partial clay cover) would provide either
no reduction or less reduction in infiltration. Each of these alternatives would leave trees on the
landfill side slopes. Root systems of these trees would provide a direct path between flood waters
or precipitation and the underlying waste materials.
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

ite Name and Location

Bowers Landfill Site
Circleville, Ohio

atement of Basis and Pur

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Bowers Landfill site in
Circleville, Ohio, developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the
National Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the administrative record for this site. The
attached index identifies the items that comprise the administrative record upon which the
selection of the remedial action is based.

The State of Ohio concurs with U.S. EPA’s remedy selection. A letter of concurrence is attached
to this Record of Decision.

Description of the Selected Remedy

The primary role of the Bowers Landfill RA is:
1. To properly close the site that has evidence of hazardous waste disposal; and
2. To address potential site risks.

Since the site has a very poor cover, site records indicate evidence of hazardous waste disposal
and low levels of contamination were found, the site will be closed in accordance with Ohio
Sanitary Landfill Closure standards. This will include installing a 4 ft. thick clay and soil cover
over the landfill. Erosion and flood control measures, and drainage improvements will be
included.

Potential risks are posed by ground water immediately downgradient of the site and exposure to
contaminated soils on or near the landfill. The selected remedy will address the ground water
threats by restricting future ground water use between the landfill and the Scioto river and by
installing a clay cap that will reduce infiltration, reducing the likelihood of future ground water



contaminants. Additionally, because wastes will remain on-site, the selected remedy will provide
for long term ground-water monitoring and corrective action measures should monitoring
indicate unacceptable risks due to increased contamination. The selected remedy will address the
soil threats by capping contaminated soils and limiting access to the landfill area.

The major components of the selected remedy are:

- Monitoring ground water
- Restrict site use and access
=~ Manage surface debris
- Imptove erosion control, flood protection and drainage
- Install natural clay cover over landfill
Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains Federal and State
requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable for this site. Because treatment of the principal threats of the site
was not found to be practicable, however, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference
for treatment as principal element of the remedy.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based
levels, a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment.

W\__ﬂi,avv‘; 7\

Valdas V. Adamkus, Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V

3031]R9
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9.8 Short-Term Effectiveness

The FS report estimates that Alternative 4 could be constructed within 10 months; the
alternative would effectively protect human health and the environment immediately upon
completion. This construction period is longer than the | month required for Alternative 3,
which includes only limited repairs to the existing landfill cover. Alternatives S, 8, and 9 would
require construction periods similar to that for Alternative 4. However, Alternatives 6 and 7
would require approximately 18 months to complete due to the more extensive construction
activities.

Alternative 4 and the other alternatives could be constructed without significant adverse
impacts on the environment and people living near Bowers Landfill. However, all the
alternatives, with the éxception of those requiring no construction, would present general safety-
related risks to construction workers. In addition, earth moving activities could generate dust
from the landfill surface that could potentially affect workers and surrounding populations.
However, these effects could be minimized by using standard dust suppression methods, such as
watering. Additionally, air monitoring would be conducted to measure contaminants released
during construction. Construction practices would be modified as necessary to prevent
unacceptable releases.

A major impaét of Alternative 4 on the surrounding community would be increased truck
traffic pear the site. The FS report estimates that approximately 8,000 truckloads of material
would enter and leave the site during construction. Over a 10-month period, this figure
corresponds to an average of 40 trucks per work day. This could inconvenience local residents,
adversely affect local roads, and present a slightly greater risk of traffic accidents near the site.
Increased truck traffic is also a component of other construction alternatives. The estimated total
asumber of trucks varies from 1,225 for Alternative 3 to 12,000 for Alternatives 6 and 7.

9.6 Implementability

" Alternative 4, and all other alternatives evaluated in the FS report, could be impiemented
using standard earth moving equipment and construction techniques. However, the primary
problem of flooding could af fect the implementation of all alternatives except Alternative | (0o
action). Construction activities would have to be scheduled around flood events, since the area
adjacent to the landfill is inundated approximately 30 days per year. Construction of
Alternatives 4 through 9 is estimated to require 8 to 13 months to complete. Thus, remedial
action would have to be segmented into work areas. Work on one area of the landfill would be
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completed before construction of the next area began. This method would minimize the area of
the landfill exposed to any particular flood event.

A second implementation problem, common to Alternatives 3 through 9, is the availability
of low-permeability clay near the landfill. These alternatives would require substantial amounts
(up to 50,000 cubic yards) of clay for construction. The FS report assumes that a suitable clay
source can be found locally. However, if a local source cannot be found, increased transport of
clay would be required, resulting in increased costs.

A third implementation problem affects Alternatives 3 through 9. These alternatives
would require removing existing vegetation from all or part of the landfill. This activity,
especially the removal of large trees, could expose underlying waste materials. Precautions would
be taken to minimize this possibility.

None of the alternatives appears to present any major administrative problems that would
af f ect implementation. However, the flood protection dike included in Alternatives 6 and 7
would involve substantial construction in the Scioto River floodplain. Construction of the dike
would remove approximately 80 acres of land from the 100-year floodplain, since the dike would
prevent ﬂoodwaters from covering this area. This would increase the height of floodwaters
upstream and downstream of the landfill and may cause additional areas to flood. Because of this
potential problem, Alternatives 6 and 7 may be administratively more difficult to implement.

9.7 Cost

The estimated total present worth cost for Alternative 4 is approximately $4.3 miliion.
This estimate includes capital costs of approximately $3.2 million for fencing, drainage
improvements, erosion and flood control measures, and installation of the landfill cap. Annual
operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for this alternative are estimated at approximately
$116,000 and include expenses related to ground-water monitoring and general maintenance of
the fence, drainage system, erosion and flood control measures, and landfill cap. The present
worth of annual O&M costs (over a 30-year period at a 10 percent interest rate) is approximately
$1.] million.

Alternative 4 would be more expensive to implement than Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9.
However, these alternatives would not provide the degree of overall protection offered by
Alternative 4. Alternatives §, 6, 7, and 8 would provide somewhat greater protection than
Alternative 4, but at a much greater cost. Estimated total present worth costs for these
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alternatives range from $6.7 million to $13.8 million. Increased costs are associated with more
sophisticated technologies such as a leachate collection system and gas venting system
(Alternatives S through 8), a flood protection dike (Alfernatives 6 and 7), and a landfill cap with
a synthetic liner (Alternatives 7 and 8).

The total cost of Alternative 5 is approximately 50 percent higher than Alternative 4 ($6.7
million compared to $4.3 million), while Alternatives 6 through 8 involve much greater costs
($12.2 million, $13.8 million, and $8.6 million respectively). Although these alternatives may
offer increased long-term protection, the relative cost increase outweighs the expected benefits.
For example, the installation of a gas venting system does not appear necessary. Several factors
indicate that gas generation is-not a problem at Bowers Landfill. Such factors include the age of
the landfill, the porous nature of the current landfill cover, the frequent flooding of the landfill,
and the lack of elevated VOC and gas levels during the RI. Likewise, the installation of a
leachate collection system does not appear justified because of little evidence that leachate is
significantly affecting the upper aquifer. The low-permeability clay cap installed under
Alternative 4 would further reduce leachate generation. The installation of a RCRA cap and
flood protection dike are likewise not justified. A RCRA cap would decrease infiltration to less
than | percent of precipitation. However, at a much lower cost, the clay cap included in
Alternative 4 would decrease infiltration to less than 10 percent of precipitation. With respect to
the flood protection dike, the landfill’s north side appears to be stable under current conditions.
It should be possible to install 3 new landfill cover that will resist flood damage without the
added expense of a flood protection dike.

U.S. EPA has made minor revisions to remedial alternatives based on comments received
during the public comment period. As a result, costs may be slightly higher than the estimates
presented in this section.

9.8 State Acceptance

The State of Ohio has concurred with U.S. EPA’s selection of Alternative 4 as the
preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. A letter of concurrence is attached to this
Record of Decision.

9.9 Community Acceptance

U.S. EPA's preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill was presented at the start
of the public comment period through distribution of a fact sheet, publication of display
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advertisements in the Cirvleville, Ohio, Herald, and placement of the proposed plan in the site
information repositories. A formal public meeting to discuss the proposed plan was held in
Circleville on February 28, 1989. Comments received indicate that many residents are concerned
about U.S. EPA's preferred alternative.

These comments focus on three general areas. First, several residents commented that
US. EPA appears to be closing Bowers Landfill as a solid waste landfill, with no consideration of
the hazardous wastes that were disposed of at the site. These residents prefer Alternatives 7 and
8, which include additional protective measures such as s synthetic liner (in addition to the clay
cap) and a flood protection dike. U.S. EPA has pointed out in this Decision Summary that
relevant and appropriate portions of hazardous waste regulations in RCRA Subtitle C have been
adequately considered in the design and selection of Alternative 4. This issue is discussed further
in the Responsiveness Summary.

Second, several residents expressed concern about U.S. EPA's proposed ground-water
monitoring plan for Bowers Landfill. These concerns are directly related to protection of public
drinking water supplies -- specifically, the City of Circleville's wellfield located 1} miles south
of the landfill. To address these concerns, the ground-water monitoring program will include ',
installing and sampling additional monitoring wells south of Bowers Landfill. Further, US. EPA
will require that corrective action program options be developed as part of the monitoring
program. This will allow prompt response if ground-water contaminant levels exceed levels of
concern at any compliance point in the monitoring system.

Finally, several residents expressed concern that U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative
represents a conceptual design, specific elements of which will be determined later with limited
input from local residents. To address this concern, U.S. EPA will consider extending the Bowers
Landfill Information Committee (see Section 3.0) through the remedial design/remedial action
phase of this project. '

10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

After evaluating all the feasible alternatives, U.S. EPA is selecting a remedy that consists
of five components: (l) ground-water monitoring; (2) sité access restrictions; (3) management of
.surface debris; (4) erosion control and drainage improvements; and (5) a natural clay cover over
the landfill. These five components are described in detail below.



10.1 Ground-Water Monitoring

Under Alternative 4, a long-term program will be implemented to monitor contaminant
concentrations and migration. This program will include installing additional monitoring wells
south of Bowers Landfill (between the landfill and the Circleville municipal wellfield) and west
of the landfill (between the landfill and the Scioto River). These new wells, existing monitoring
wells, and possibly residential wells near the landfill will be sampled regularly. At a minimum,
the program will meet the substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under RCRA as
described in 40 CFR 264, Subpart F.

The installation of three additional ground-water monitoring well clusters is necessary to
develop a ground-water monitoring program that will adequately detect potential future releases
of contaminants. These well clusters will consist of three wells; a shallow well that will be
located in the upper portion of the saturated alluvial aquifer, an intermediate weil that will be
located between the water table and the bedrock, and a deep well that will be located just above
the bedrock. Two of these well clusters will be instalied west of the landfill. One cluster will be
installed between well location 5 and well location 6 and the other between well W-10 and the
bend of the landfill (see Figure 3). The third well cluster will be installed off-site between the
landfill and the Circleville municipal wellfield. The installation of well clusters in addition to
these may also be considered.

The monitoring wells will be sampled on a bimoathly basis for the first year and quarterly
for years 2 through 4. During the first year, samples will be analyzed for the full Target
Compound List (TCL). A reduced TCL may be considered after the first year. If the levels of
contaminants in ground water do not increase over this time period, the sampling schedule will be
reevaluated and a reduction in the frequency of sampling may be considered. A statistical test
will be developed to determine when a significant increase in the level of contaminants has
occurred.

Should a significant increase in the levels of contaminants occur, it will automatically
trigger a RCRA corrective action. If the levels of contaminants in ground water exceed MCLs,
where available, or health-based levels, where MCLs are not available, resampling will occur
within 14 days. (Health-based levels are concentrations corresponding to s cancer risk of 1074 for
carcinogenic contaminants and a hazard index (HI) greater than | for noncarcinogenic
contaminants.) If the resampling verifies that there has been a significant increase in
contaminant levels, a corrective action program will be implemented. Corrective action may
include such measures as establishing alternate concentration limits (ACLs), collecting and
treating ground water, or removing the source of contamination.
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The surface water in the drainage ditch to the east of the landfill will be sampled on a
quarterly basis as part of the monitoring program. Monitoring will verify that discharges from
the ditch are in compliance with Ohio Water Quality Standards, as described in the Ohio
Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-01. A corrective action program will be implemented if
contaminant levels in the ditch exceed these standards.

10.2  Site Access Restrictions

Efforts will be made to procure deed restrictions prohibiting ground-water extraction in
the field west of the landfill and restrictihg disturbance of the landfill surface. The viability of
continued farming immediately west of the landfill will be evaluated, and, if shown to be
necessary, efforts would be made to prohibit such farming by imposition of deed restrictions. A
6-foot fence will be placed around the landfill, the drainage ditch to the east, and the field to the
west to limit site access. The location of the fence is shown on Figure 6.

10.3 Management of Surface Debris

The landfill area and its immediate vicinity will be cleared of surface debris. Most of the _
currently exposed material consists of shredded or rolled piastic film, but rusted and partially
decomposed remains of appliances, discarded tires, domestic waste, and empty drums are also
evident. The visible waste items will be removed from the site by a front-end loader, placed in a
lined truck, and transported to a suitable hazardous waste landfill. If the debris is determined to
be nonhazardous, it will be disposed of in a solid waste landfill.

Trees on the landfill will be cut down with chain saws, and tree stumps will be ground
down to the land surface. Smaller vegetation, less than 2 feet in diameter, will be cut down with
mechanical equipment such as bush hogs. As much subsurface vegetation as feasible will be
removed, without exposing significant amounts of waste. Exposed cover will be treated as
necessary to prevent tree growth through the new cover. All vegetative material will be hauled to
a local landfill unless tissue samples indicate that materials are potentially hazardous. If
potentially hazardous, this material will be disposed of in an approved off-site hazardous waste
disposal facility.

10.4 Erosion Coatrol and Drainage Improvements

Erosion control will be provided for those areas of the landfill prone to the scouring
effects of flood waters. The areas most likely to be subjected to these effects are the northwest
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and southeast portions of the landfill that abut the Scioto River. A system of armor stone
(riprap) will be used in these areas to supplement the erosion resistance provided by the new
cover. This riprap will be placed on the landfill in areas shown on Figure 6. If riprap cannot be
effectively placed on steeper slopes, sheet piling will be used to anchor the riprap. If sheet piling
proves ineffective, a concrete wall may be used.

Site drainage will be improved to prevent ponding of water against the landfill. The area
between the landfill and the river will be regraded to aiiow water to drain away from the landfill.
The site will also be regraded to allow for drainage flow from north to south to the river.

The drainage ditch on the eastern side of the landfill will also be improved. Where
necessary, side slopes will be improved to prevent erosion. The high point between the north end
of this ditch and the open field north of the landfill will be cut down to prevent ponding of
water against the northern part of the landfill during high-water conditions. High poiats within
the ditch will also be cut down to allow water to drain through the ditch. Sediments removed
during this process, and possibly other contaminated sediments, could be dewatered as necessary
and placed on the landfill surface prior to installing the clay cap. Removal of contaminated
sediments will reduce the possibility of contaminated surface water discharges from the ditch to
the Scioto River. The discharge pipe at the southern end of the drainage ditch will be replaced
with a larger one. A 36-inch-diameter corrugated metal pipe will be placed under the southern
end of the landfill and will discharge to the river. The point where the ditch meets the pipe will
be lined with compacted clay and reinforced with riprap. The pipe will have a 2 percent slope to
prevent blockage with sediments.

10.5 Natural Clay Cover Over Landfill

Prior to construction of the landfill cover, a detailed geotechnical investigation will be
conducted to measure the properties of the existing landfill surface and of soil and clay used for
the cover. The purpose of this investigation will be to determine the stability of these materials
under flood conditions. The cover will then be constructed with side slopes flat enough to
provide adequate stability when the Scioto River floods. Although there is no apparent need for
a landfill gas collection system, this determination could be reevaluated as part of the
geotechnical investigation. A soil gas study of the landfill could verify that VOCs are not present
in sufficient quantities to warrant collection.

The landfill cover will be constructed in segments to minimize potential damage due to

flooding during construction. Work on one area of the landfill will be completed before
construction of the next area begins. After each landfill segment has been prepared, a well
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compacted clay layer, at least 24 inches thick, will be placed on the landfill cap and side slopes.
The clay will be added in lifts, not exceeding 6-inches, and compacted before more clay is added.
The clay layer will have a maximum permeability of 10°7 cm/sec. Each lift will be tested
according to a stringent quality assurance program to verify that this specification is met.

A top soil layer at least 24 inches thick will be placed over the clay layer (Figure 7). This
layer will also be applied and compacted in 6-inch lifts. The final cover will have sufficient
horizontal-to-vertical side slopes so as to prevent failure during worst case flooding conditions.
The entire surface of the completed cover will be reseeded, fertilized, and watered to assure plant
growth. The plant species used will have root systems that are not expected to penetrate below
the upper 24 inches of cover.

The cover will be inspected and maintained on a quarterly basis. The maintenance
program will include regularly mowing the vegetation on the cap; inspecting the surface for
cracks, settlement, ponding, and erosion; completing appropriate repairs to the cap; and repairing
the fence. Repairs to all significant damage will begin within 30 days. In addition to regularly
scheduled inspections, additional inspections will be made after flood events.

The landfill will also be inspected for leachate and methane gas production on 2 quarterly
basis. If leachate production occurs that could potentially adversely affect public health or the
environment, a leachate collection system will be installed and the leachate will be collected and
treated. If methane gas production occurs that could potentially adversely affect public health or
the environment, a gas venting system will be installed.

10.6 Reduction of Site Risks

The selected remedy addresses the major risks for Bowers Landfill as identified in the
EA. Risks from ingesting contaminated soils will be reduced by covering the landfill (thus
covering most highly contaminated soils) and by restricting access to the site. Soils in the field
west of the landfill that contain lesser amounts of contamination will not be covered. The
residual risks from ingestin'g these soils include an insignificant noncarcinogenic risk (HI of 0.24)
and a carcinogenic risk of 4 x 10°%. Risks from ingesting contaminated ground water
immediately downgradient of the landfill will be reduced to zero by future ground-water use
restrictions.

Alternative 4 also reduces potential long-term risks associated with the landfill. The low-

permeability clay cover will greatly reduce infiltration of precipitation and flood waters,
compared to the current cover. Thus, the mobility of contaminants remaining in the landfill will
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be reduced. The cover will isolate waste within Bowers Landfill under a minimum 4-foot
thickness of cover material and will be designed to provide long-term stability during floods.

11.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Bowers Landfill site satisfies the
statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121. The selected remedy is consistent with the NCP,
protects human health and environment, attains ARARS, and is cost-effective. The selected
remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for a permanent solution in that it leaves
untreated waste on-site. Nor does the selected remedy reduce the toxicity or volume of wastes.
However, source control and containment components of the selected remedy should significantly
reduce the mobility of contaminants from the landfill.

11.1 The Selected Remedy Is Protective of Human Health and the Environment

The remedial alternative selected for Bowers Landfill will reduce current and potential
future risks to human health and the environment by the following means:

J Preventing exposure to contaminated soils by covering contaminated soils with a
4-foot-thick impermeable clay and soil cap and by fencing the site area. The cap
and fence will be maintained on a regular basis, with an increased inspection
schedule during floods.

. Preventing exposure to contaminated ground water by restricting access to
downgradient property. Efforts will be made to obtain deed restrictions to
prohibit extraction and use of ground water from this area.

. Limiting future ground-water contamination by reducing infiltration through
contaminated soils and the landfill. The effectiveness of the cover will be
evaluated by a long-term ground-water monitoring program. The program will
require regular and systematic sampling of monitoring wells west and south of the
landfill and possibly from residential wells south of the landfill.

.« Reducing potential future exposure to wastes in Bowers Landfill by constructing a
stable cover designed to withstand frequent flooding of the Scioto River.

. Reducing potential sources of surface water contamination for the Scioto River by
removing contaminated sediments from the drainage ditch that is contiguous with
the east side of Bowers Landfill. Discharges from the ditch will be monitored for
compliance with Ohio Water Quality Standards.
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11.2

The Selected Remedy Attains ARARs

The selected remedy will meet or attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal

and state requirements. These requirements include:

113

Ohio requirements for the closure of solid waste landfills (OAC 3745-27-09 and
OAC 3745-27-10). The final landfill cover will exceed the required thickness of 2
feet and will meet all other substantive requirements within these regulations.

Reilevant and appropriate portions of RCRA requirements for closure of hazardous
waste [andfills with wastes in place. The low-permeability clay layer (maximum
of 10°" cm/sec) will comply with portions of the cover requirements in 40 CFR
264.301. The ground-water monitoring program will meet the substantive
requirements of 40 CFR 264, Subpart F. The program will include a corrective
action component that will be triggered if ground-water protection standards are
exceeded at any point of compliance in the monitoring system.

U.S. EPA requirements for floodplain protection, as described in 40 CFR 6,
Appendix A, Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management and Wetlands
Protection. This regulation requires that construction in floodplains be done in
such a manner as to minimize harm to the floodplain. Construction within the
Scioto River floodplain is unavoidable in implementing a remedial alternative for
Bowers Landfill.

RCRA requirements for construction, operation, and maintainance of hazardous
waste landfills in 100-year floodplains. The cover installed during remedial action
will be designed and engineered to prevent washout of any hazardous wastes by a
100-year flood, as required by RCRA General Facility Standards in 40 CFR
264.18.

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water
Act. MCLs apply to public drinking water supplies serving 25 or more people.
While not applicable to ground water immediately downgradient of Bowers

‘Landfill, MCLs are relevant and appropriate for assessing ground-water

contamination levels. Current contaminant levels exceed MCLs in two monitoring
wells -- benzene in one well and barium in a second well. However, average
ground-water concentrations were well below MCLs. By reducing infiltration of
precipitation and flood waters through the landfill, Alternative 4 should eventually
reduce contaminant concentrations below the MCLs in all downgradient wells.

Ohio Water Quality Standards listed in OAC 3745-01. Discharges to the Sgioto
River from the drainage ditch east of the landfill will be monitored to verify
compliance with these standards.

The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective

Alternative 4 represents a cost-effective remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. This

alternative attains the same reductions in current risks from soil ingestion and gruuad-water

ingestion as Alternatives 5 through 8, which are considerably more expensive. Alternative 4 also

provides an adeqhate degree of long-term protection, compared to these more expensive
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alternatives. Although Alternatives S through 8 may offer slightly increased long-term
protection, the relative cost increases outweigh the expected benefits. Additional components of
these alternatives, such as a gas venting system, leachate collection system, synthetic membrane
cap, or flood protection dike, do not increase the effectiveness of these alternatives in proportion
to the increased costs. These additional measures are not justified based on current site
conditions and contamination levels.

Alternative 4 has a higher cost than Alternatives 3 and 9. However, these alternatives do
not achieve either the short-term risk reductions or long-term protection offered by Alternative
4. By providing a degree of protection that cannot be achieved by less costly means, Alternative
4 is cost-effective. ' '

11.4 The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alteroate Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Alternative 4 is not a permanent solution to the public health and environmental problems
identified for Bowers Landfill during the RI. It was not technically feasible to develop a
permanent remedy for this site for several reasons. First, most of the material in Bowers Landfill
consists of general refuse and municipal solid waste. Although the exact amount of hazardous
waste placed in the landfill is not known, it is probably 8 small percentage of the total waste
volume. Second, no operating records exist for the landfill. Thus, it is not feasible to identify
Jlocations where hazardous wastes might have been placed. Third, the relatively low levels of
contamination found during the RI would not be effectively reduced by treatment.

Because the selected alternative is not a permanent solution and will leave wastes in place
at the Bowers Landfill, the effectiveness of this remedial action must be reviewed at least once
every 5 years.

11.5  The Selected Remedy Reduces Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Waste Materials as a
Priocipal Element

Alternative 4 will not reduce the toxicity or volume of contaminants within Bowers
Landfill. However, this alternative will reduce the mobility of waste materials within the
landfill. The FS report estimates that the low-permeability clay cap included in this alternative
will reduce direct infiltration into the landfill surface by over 90 percent. This is much more
effective than the current soil and vegetation cover. Reducing the amount of water that contacts
waste materials within the landfill should reduce the movility of these materials and the
likelihood of future ground-water contamination.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
BOWERS LANDFILL
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency held a putlic comment period from February
14 to March 16, 1989, to provide interested parties an opportunity to comment on the Agency’s
Proposed Plan for Bowers Landfill. The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to identify
major comments raised during the public comment period and to provide U.S. EPA's responses {0
these comments. U.S. EPA has considered all comments summarized in this document before
selecting a remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill.

The Responsiveness Summary includes five sections plus three appendices. Section 2.0
briefly states public reaction to U.S. EPA's Proposed Plan. Section 3.0 contains a brief history of
community interest and involvement with the Bowers Landfill site. Section 4.0 summarizes
written and oral comments received by U.S. EPA during the public comment period. Comments
were received from local citizens, environmental groups, local officials, state officials, and
potentially responsible parties. Section 4.0 also includes U.S. EPA’s responses to these comments. -
Section 5.0 identifies and summarizes issues that may continue to be of concern to the community
during the design and implementation of U.S. EPA"s selected remedy for Bowers Landfill. U.S.
EPA will address these concerns during the Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA)
phase of the cleanup process. ‘

The first attachment to the Responsiveness Summary is a list of community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA at Bowers Landf ill, both before and during the public comment
period. The second attachment includes copies of all written comments on the Proposed Plan
received during the public comment period. Oral comments, which were recorded at a public
meeting on February 28.' 1989, are included within the transcript for that meeting. The transcript
is part of the Administrative Record for Bowers Landfill.

2.0 OVERVIEW
U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative for the Bowers Landfill site was presented at the start of

the public c..iment period through distribution of a fact sheet, publication of display
advertisement in the Circleville Herald, and placement of the formal Proposed Plan in the site



information repositories. The Proposed Plan was also presented and discussed during a public

meeting in Circleville on February 28, 1989. The recommended alternative addressed potential
ground-water contamination problems near the site, the risk of ingesting contaminated on-site
soils, and long-term risks from future contaminant releases. :

The preferred alternative specified in the Proposed Plan consists of monitoring ground
water at and near the site; restricting the use of the site so that drinking water wells cannot be
placed between the site and the Scioto River; placing a 6-foot-high fence around the site
perimeter to prevent potential trespassers from entering the site area; and installing a new clay
cap on the landfill to minimize the amount of contaminants that could potentially be carried into
the ground water beneath the site. Erosion control and drainage improvements would be made,
and riprap and sheet piling would be placed on the north and south ends of the landfill to
improve flood protection.

The comments received during the comment period indicated that residents have some
concerns about U.S. EPA's preferred remedial alternative. Some residents felt additional flood
protection measures were needed at the site. Concerns were also raised regarding the proposed
ground-water monitoring program and response contingencies. Specific details of such a program
are usually resolved in the remedial design phase. Several residents indicated concern that they
would have limited future opportunities for input into the cleanup process after the Record of
Decision (ROD) is signed. These residents strongly requested the continuation of the Bowers
Landfill Information Committee (see Section 3.2).

All written comments received by U.S. EPA are included in Appendix A to this
Responsiveness Summary. Verbal comments recorded at the February 28, 1989, public meeting
are contained in the transcript of that meeting, which is part of the Administrative Record for
Bowers Landfill.

3.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
3.1 Early Involvement
Community interest in Bowers Landfill dates back to the early 1960s when residents

complained to the Pickaway County Health Department about odors and fires at the landfill.
Sporadic complaints from residents continued throughout the 1960s and 1970s.



Local media covered the site during the early 1980s after Superfund was enacted and U.S.
EPA became involved at the site. In April 1984, Columbus television station WMCH (Channel 4)
mistakenly reported that Bowers Landfill was possibly contaminated with dioxin. The report
resulted in increased interest and concern about the site. Since that time, community interest and
involvement have been high. This level of interest was maiantained during the remedial
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS). Appendix B to this Responsiveness lists community
relations activities that U.S. EPA has conducted in response to this interest.

In early 1985, a consent order, allowing the potentially responsible parties to conduct the
RI/FS, was drafted. U.S. EPA held a public comment period on the draft consent order and
received written and verbal comments covéring a wide range of environmental health and public
involvement issues. U.S. EPA responded to these comments in July 1985. The document
containing these responses (Response to Public Comments on Consent Order for the Bowers
Landfill, Circleville, Ohio, July 1985) is included as Appendix C to this Responsiveness
Summary.

Many of the comments on the consent order indicated an interest in greater community
involvement during RI/FS process. Residents and officials wanted to be kept well informed.
Some wanted representation in the decision-making process. In response to these comments, U.S.
EPA established the Bowers Landfill Information Committee.

3.2 Bowers Laadfill Information Committee

The Bowers Landfill Information Committee was established in November 1985. The
committee consisted of representatives from U.S. EPA, OEPA, the PRPs, local (city and county)
government, and citizens’ groups (ACTION and L-ECHOS). The committee met regularly to
discuss progress during the RI/FS and upcoming events. Draft reports were also provided.to the
Eommittee for review and discussion. Committee meetings were open to any interested observers.
Twelve meetings were held between November 1985 and November 1988. The committee had

several major functions:

. To disseminate reports, data, and other information related to the Bowers Landfill
RI/FS. During the meetings, U.S. EPA, OEPA, and the PRPs made formal
presentations to the committee on topics such as well installation and sampling
methods; sampling results for soil, ground water, surface water, and sediment;
endangerment assessment results; applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs); and remedial alternatives developed in the FS.

. To act as liaison between the agencies and the rest of the community.



. To provide input to U.S. EPA and OEPA on issues related to the site. However,
the committee was not a decision-making body and had no authority to override
agency decisions.

U.S. EPA and OEPA distributed draft versions of several documents to the committee for

review and discussion. These documents were generally distributed at least one week (and often
earlier) before the committee meeting at which the document was to be discussed. Site reports
reviewed and discussed by the committee included:
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) Work Plan . QA/QC Plan

. Site Safety Plan J Geophysical Survey Report

o Biological Survey Report U Technical Memoranda for Sampling
. R} Report Results

. Endangerment Assessment Report . Alternatives Array Document

. FS Report '

Concerns Raised During the RI/FS

The following community concerns were raised during the RI/FS. Many of these

concerns were expressed by the members of the Bowers Landfill Information Committee.

Concerns were raised by the information committee about the health and safety aspects of
the RI field work. The concerns regarded coordination between agencies, PRPs, and local
emergency officials should an emergency occur.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA and OEPA officials met with local fire, police, hospital,
and other officials to explain the roles of the RI participants and to better understand the
jurisdictions and response capabilities of the local agencies. Response plans were
developed for the unlikely event of an emergency.

Members of the information committee expressed a desire to physically observe on-site
field activities.

U.S. EPA Response: Due to liability concerns, this request was denied. However, slides
taken during RI field activities were shown at information committee meetings.

Residents expressed concern that the site should be fenced to restrict site access during Rl
field activities.



U.S. EPA Response: The U.S. EPA Emergency Response Team evaluated Bowers
Landfill in May 1985 to determine whether site access posed an immediate health threat.
U.S. EPA determined that a fence was not necessary because the only unnatural materials
observed at the site were empty drums and plastic nonhazardous materials. The site was
almost completely covered by vegetation (grasses, shrubs, and trees). However, as a result
of this evaluation, U.S. EPA installed additional warning signs at the site, particularly
near the southernmost access point along Island Road.

Before the start of Rl field work, a.fenced area was constructed near the entrance
to the landfill. Equipment used during field activities was stored inside this fenced area
when not in use. The area also contained 2 support trailer for field activities.

Concerns were raised regarding the differences between the RI results and the results
obtained by Burgess and Niple in 1981.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that the data obtained during the RI most
accurately represents current conditions at and near the landfill. The agency also feels
that the level of data quality assurance in 1981 was not as high as is present quality
assurance programs offer. Therefore, the 1981 resuits may be less reliable than the RI
results. The differences between current and 1981 results may also be explained by
changes in contaminant levels due to flooding at the site or volatilization of the chemicals.
Chemicals that migrated to the Scioto River would have been diluted to much lower
concentrations. This issue is addressed in greater detail in Section 4.7 of this
Responsiveness Summary.

U.S. EPA was requested to provide the results of private well sampling to the appropriate
homeowners.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA provided the results of water testing to the appropriate
homeowners. The results were sent to the information repository and are also included in

the R] and EA reports.
Residents were concerned that the Circleville water supply might be contaminated.
U.S. EPA Respoase: OEPA, a party to the consent order, responded that the City of

Circleville must periodically test its water supply for the presence of hazardous chemicals.
OEPA placed copies of test results from 1980-1987 in the information repository.
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Summaries of these test results are also included in the EA report. The results indicate
that the Circleville water supply is of high quality and has not been adversely affected by
contamination from Bowers Landfill. This issue is discussed further in Sections 4.2, 4.6,
and 4.7 of this Responsiveness Summary.

7. Members of the group ACTION requested a formal 90-day public comment period on the
RI report.

U.S. EPA Response: While a formal comment period on the Bowers Landfill RI report
was not held, U.S. EPA pointed out that citizens may comment on technical activities at
any time during the RI/FS process. Any comments would be included in the Bowers
Landfill Administrative Record. In addition, comments on the RI submitted to U.S. EPA
by members of Bowers Landfill Information Committee were included as an addendum to
the RI report. A major function of the information committee has been to provide
opportunities for citizen input during the technical activities at the site, particularly
during the development of the work plan, and during the review of the RI, EA, and FS
reports.

40 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

This section of the Responsiveness Summary summarizes comments received during the
public comment period for Bowers Landfill and provides U.S. EPA’s responses to these
comments. The Agency received comments from local citizens, environmental groups, local
officials, state officials, and potentially responsible parties. These comments concerned the
preferred remedial alternative (Alternative 4), as stated in the Proposed Plan, and other remediai
alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study (FS). U.S. EPA also received comments on work
conducted earlier in the RI/FS process, including the RI and endangerment assessment.

Attachment 2 to this Responsiveness Summary includes copies of all written comments
received during the public comment period. Oral comments, which were recorded at a public
meeting on February 28, 1989, are included within the transcript for that meeting. The transcript
is part of the Administrative Record for Bowers Landfill. Where several individuals or
organizations submitted similar comments, 2 single response is provided. U.S. EPA has grouped
the comments according to subject.



4.1

Remedial Alternative Preferences

Two residents asked why a flood protection dike was oot included as part of the preferred
remedial alternative.

U.S. EPA Respoase: Based on discussions with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, US.
EPA believes that the landfill cap installed under Alternative 4 can be designed and
constructed to resist flood damage or washout of wastes by a 100-year flood. Alternative
4 would include flood protection, in the form of riprap, on the ends of the landfill most
prone to flood damage. Where necessary, sheet piling would be added to provide
additional stability. Landfill side slopes would be designed to prevent failure during
flood conditions. A safe horizontal-to-vertical ratio for the side slopes would be
determined by geotechnical studies of the landfill surface and the soil and clay used for
the cover. Wastes would be covered by at least 4 feet of new cover material and would be
isolated from flood waters. Any minor damage to the cap caused by flooding would be
repaired promptly as part of an ongoing operation and maintenance program.

The additional protection offered by the flood dike is not proportional to the cost
of the dike. Although the dike would provide additional long-term protection from
floods, it would provide no additional reduction in infiltration of precipitation through
the landfill, compared to the clay cap. The FS estimates the cost of the flood protection
dike as approximately $5.5 million. This additional component would more than double
the cost of Alternative 4 while providing only slightly increased long-term effectiveness.

Further, construction of the dike would remove approximately 80 acres of land
from the 100-year floodplain of the Scioto River, since the dike would prevent
floodwaters from covering this area. This would increase the height of floodwaters
upstream and downstream of the landfill and may cause additional areas to flood.

Several residents wanted to know why hazardous waste landfill closure requirements were . -

not applied to Bowers Landfill. A citizen representing ACTION, a local environmeantal
group, asked: “The feasibility study states that Alternative 4 would comply with current
State of Ohio closure standards for solid waste landfills. Since hazardous waste was -
dumped at Bowers, I would like to know if any of the alternatives comply with State of
Ohio closure standards for hazardor- waste facilities. If not, why not?*



U.S. EPA Respouse: Ohio hazardous waste regulations are modeled after U.S. EPA
hazardous waste regulations. The Resource Coaservation Recovery Act (RCRA), as
amended by the 1986 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, regulates active hazardous
waste facilities. Hazardous waste facilities that were not operating after November 19,
1980, are not required to comply with RCRA. Because of this, RCRA is not applicable to
remedial actions at Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA believes that site conditions, as currently defined by the RI, do not
justify closure of Bowers Landfill in compliance with state or federal regulations for
active hazardous waste landfills. The landfill was used primarily for domestic waste,
nonhazardous industrial waste, and construction debris. Based on site conditions and the
relatively low levels of contaminants in ground water, closure as a hazardous waste
landfill is not justified. ‘

Nevertheless, the remedial alternative chosen for Bowers Landfill takes into
account several RCRA requirements for hazardous waste landfills. The low-permeability
clay layer installed over the landfill will have a maximum permeability of 10°7 cm/sec.
This cover would meet RCRA requirements for the clay liner at the bottom of a
hazardous waste landfill, as described in 40 CFR 264.301. In addition, the cover will
meet RCRA General Facility Standa{ds in 40 CFR 264.18. The cover will be constructed,
operated, and maintained to prevent washout of hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood.
Finally, the long-term monitoring program for Bowers Landfill will comply with the
substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under RCRA in 40 CFR Subpart
F.

Members of ACTION expressed concern that *containment techniques are unproven and
unreliable technologies with specific implementation problems.” Concerns were raised
that containment remedies depend on expert installation, and even if properly installed,
clay or synthetic membrane caps will eventually leak.

U.S. EPA Response: Capping, with either clay or synthetic membrane layers, is a
standard procedure for closing land disposal units that have reached capacity. The cap
serves two main purposes -- preventing direct contact and exposure to waste materials
and preventing ground-water contamination by reducing infiltration of water through the
wastes. The low-permeability clay cap proposed for Bowers Landfill will serve both
purposes. The cap will prevent direct contact with and ingestion of contaminated soils.



The clay layer of the cap will have a permeability of 10°7 ¢cm/sec or less and should
reduce infiltration of precipitation and floodwaters to less than 10 percent.

U.S. EPA will take several measures to increase the effectiveness of the cap and
reduce the likelikood of cap failure. First, the clay layer will be designed and installed
under a strict quality assurance program. The clay will be installed in 6-inch increments
(or lifts). Each lift will be compacted and tested for permeability before the next lift is
added. Second, the horizontal-to-vertical ratio of the side slopes will be designed to
prevent failure during worst case flooding conditions. Third, the cap will be inspected
and maintained according to a regular schedule, with additional inspections scheduled
after floods. If the cap leaks even after these precautionary measures are taken, the long-
term ground-water monitoring program, included as part of remedial action, will detect
increases in ground-water contamination before the contamination moves off-site.

Several residents were concerned that treatment technologies were not.considered for
Bowers Landfiil.

U.S. EPA Response: Treatment technologies were considered in the FS, but were
screened out due to effectiveness, implementability, and cost considerations. Thus,
treatment technologies were not included in any of the remedial alternatives evaluated in
detail. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 expresses a
preference for remedial alternatives that include treatment as a principle element.
However, treatment is not always practical, especially at sites that have large volumes of
low-concentration waste materials.

Three specific factors make treatment impractical at Bowers Landfill. First, much
of the estimated 130,000 cubic yards of waste material in the landfill consists of general
refuse and municipal solid waste, rather than hazardous waste. Second, no operating
records exist, so it is not possible to identify specific locations along the 4000-foot length
where hazardous wastes may have been deposited. Third, the relatively low levels of
contamination found during the RI would not be effectively reduced by treatment.

The potentially responsible parties commented that Alternative 3 (limited repairs to
landfill cover) was adequately protective of public health and the eavironment, and that
the selection of Alternative 4 (clay cover over the landfill) was not warranted.



U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA’s rationale for selecting Alternative 4 over Alternative 3 is
clearly stated in the ROD Decision Summary. Briefly, Alternative 3 does not meet the
two threshold criteria for selection as a remedial alternative. Alternative 3 does not
provide adequate protection of human health and the environment and does not comply
with ARARsS. '

One resident stated that cost should not be a factor ia ¢hoosing a remedial alternative for
Bowers Landfill. He feit that the most expensive technologies should be chosen because
they are the most protective. He stated that "EPA’s rightful job at this point is to cleanup
the Bowers site to the best of its ability, notwithstanding cost.” This resident believed
that the remedial alternative should include a synthetic membrane covér for the landfill,
construction of the most sophisticated drainage system possible, and construction of a
flood control dike.

U.S. EPA Respoase: SARA specifically requires U.S. EPA to select remedial actions that
are cost-effective. Cost-effectiveness cannot be used to justify the selection of a
nonprotective remedy. However, U.S. EPA is required by law to closely evaluate the
costs required to implement and maintain a remedy and to select a protective remedy
whose costs are proportionate t0 its overall effectiveness.

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)
provides the regulatory framework for Superfund. Under the currently proposed
revisions to the NCP, cost is one of five primary balancing criteria for evajuating
remedial alternatives. Other balancing criteria include long-term effectiveness; reduction
of toxicity, mobility, or volume; short-term effectiveness; and implementability. To
select a remedial alternative, U.S. EPA must first determine that the alternative meets the
two threshold criteria -- the alternative must adequately protect human health and the
environment and the alternative must comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs). U.S. EPA must then consider the balancing criteria and choose
the remedial alternative that represents the best combination of these criteria. Thus, U.S.
EPA must consider cost in this analysis.

One member of ACTION stated that a fence around Bowers Landfill, a component of

U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative, should be erected as soon as possible. This measure
would limit exposure primarily to those who choose to become exposed.
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4.2

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA agrees that installing a fence around Bowers Landfill will
limit exposure to those who choose to become exposed. Fencing was included in all
remedial alternatives (except No Action) evaluated during the FS. Fencing will be
implemented on a priority basis once remedial action begins.

Techanical Conceras Regarding Remedial Alternatives

One member of ACTION, a local environmental group, asked about maintenance
procedures for the preferred alternative. He stated that the feasibility study report did
not adequately describe maintenance procedures.

U.S. EPA Response: The February 3, 1989, draft of the Feasibility Study Report, page 4-
285, states:

Maintenance of the cover would involve mowing the vegetation,
inspecting the surface for cracks, settlement, and ponding of water,
and making appropriate repairs. Maintenance requirements for the
cover can be expected to be greater than the present cover after
flood events due to the limited subsurface stabilizing capability of
the grass. Damage to the cap could occur from erosion, from plant
roots breaking through the surface, from subsidence due to
decaying roots, from penetration by burrowing animals, or from
vandalism. Direct exposure to wastes as a result of damage is
unlikely because waste materials would be isolated at least 4 feet
below the surface. If repairs to the clay or reseeding were
required, this would be carried out immediately. Repairs to the
clay would consist of patching with fresh clay.

The minimum effective design life of caps is generally 20 years (K.
Wagner et al, Remedial Action Technology for Waste Disposal
Sites, Noyes Data Corporation, Park Ridge, N.J, 1986, pp. 19 et
seq.). Proper maintenance can maintain the former effectiveness.
If well maintained, there would be virtually no long-term threat to
public heaith or the environment.

The maintenance program would also include inspection of the
cover for structural integrity on a regularly scheduled basis.
Following periods of flooding, the landfill cover would be
inspected for signs of erosion and repaired as necessary. This
program would include repair of riprap protection, as necessary,
and inspection for damage from scouring, wave action, and debris,
together with repair as necessary.

U.S. EPA believes that the intent of the maintenance program is clearly stated in

the above text. The purpose of a feasibility study (FS) is to provide a general description
of remedial action technologies and to summarize the implementation methods. Specific
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operational guidelines that would inciude inspection logs, inspection schedules, inspection
methods, and descriptions of corrective actions will be detailed in the remedial design
(RD). The RD is intended to be a blueprint for implementation while the FS is a broader
conceptual study of remedial options for the site.

Several residents, ACTION, the Circleville City Council, and the City of Circleville Water
Department expressed concerns about long-term ground-water monitoring at the site.
These concerns are related to protection of the city’s water supply, which is obtained
from a wellf ie_ld approximately 1{ miles south of the landfill. Specifically, commenters
requested that new monitoring wells be installed between the landfill and the city's wells.
Commenters also wanted to know how the proposed monitoring program would detect and
prevent of f-site migration of ground-water contamination. Finally, some commenters felt
that testing of private wells south of the landfill and testing of the city's wells should also
be included in the monitoring program.

U.S. EPA Respoanse: Long-term ground-water monitoring will be conducted at Bowers
Landfill as part of the remedial alternative. As noted above, the monitoring program will
be based on RCRA ground-water monitoring requirements for active hazardous waste
facilities. The monitoring program will include installing additional monitoring wells
south of Bowers Landfill (between the landfill and the Circleville municipal wellfield) and
west of the landfill (between the landfill and the Scioto River). The program may also
include sampling of private residential wells south of the site.

Testing of the city’s wells is required by federal law. Testing was conducted
quarterly during 1988 for a large list of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), including
eight VOCs for which there are federal drinking water standards. None of these VOCs
were detected in samples from the Circleville wells. In addition, none of the VOCs found
in ground-water samples from Bowers Landfill were found in the Circleville water
supply. After reviewing the quarterly sampling results for 1988, OEPA informed the City
that "no repeat monitoring schedule has been established by the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) but, it is anticipated that the submittal of quarterly YOC
samples will be required again in 1991.°

U.S. EPA believes that the combination of these two programs (long-term ground-

water monitoring at Bowers Landfill plus testing of the Circleville water supply by the
City of Circleville) will result in monitoring that is protective of human health and the
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environment and sufficient to identify any future releases to ground water from the
landfiil.

Several residents requested that U.S. EPA provide additional details about the proposed
ground-water monitoring program (for example, number and locations of wells sampied,
frequency of sampling, and chemicals measured).

U.S. EPA Response: As noted above, ground-water monitoring will require regular and
systematic sampling. The monitoring program will meet the substantive requirements for
ground-water monitoring under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as
described in 40 CFR Subpart F.

The installation of three additional ground-water monitoring well clusters is
necessary to develop a ground-water monitoring program that will adequately detect v
potential future releases of contaminants. These clusters will consist of three wells -- a
shallow well located in the upper portion of the upper aquifer, an intermediate well
located between the water table and the bedrock, and a deep well located just above the
bedrock. Two well clusters will be installed west of the landfill, one cluster between well
location 5 and well location 6 and the other between well W-10 and the bend of the ’
landfill. The third well cluster will be installed off-site between the landfill and the
Circleville municipal wellfield. The installation of additional well clusters may also be
considered.

The monitoring wells will be sampled bimonthly for the first year and quarterly
for years 2 through 4. During the first year, samples will be analyzed for the full Target
Compound List (TCL). A reduced TCL may be considered after the first year. If
ground-water contaminant levels do not increase over this 4-year period, the sampling
schedule will be reevaluated and the frequency of sampling may be reduced.

Several residents requested additional information on the steps U.S. EPA would take if
long-term moaitoring results showed increases in ground-water contaminant levels.

U.S. EPA Respounse: The monitoring proposed as part of the remedial alternative for
Bowers Landfill will be designed to detect increases in ground-water contaminant
concentrations due to the landfill. A statistical test will be develen3d to determine when a
significant increase in ground-water contamination has occurred.
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Should a significant increase in the levels of contaminants occur, the increase will
. automatically trigger 3 RCRA corrective action. If the levels of contaminants in ground
water exceed MCLs, where available, or health-based levels, where MCLs are not
available, resampling will occur within 14 days. (Health-based levels are concentrations
corresponding to a cancer risk of 10°® for carcinogenic contaminants and a hazard index
(HI) greater than | for noncarcinogenic contaminants.) If the resampling verifies that
there has been a significant increase in contaminant levels, a corrective action program
will be implemented. Corrective action may include such measures as establishing
alternate concentration limits (ACLs), collecting and treating ground water, or removing
the source of contamination.

U.S. EPA will make every effort to minimize delays, should corrective action be
needed in the future at Bowers Landfill. Details on the scheduling, timing, and nature of
possible corrective actions will be addressed during remedial design.

One resident wanted to know the estimated costs for excavating the landfill.

U.S. EPA Respoanse: Excavation costs at hazardous waste sites vary according to the type
of excavation equipment used, levels of worker protection required, and other site-
specific factors. However, a typical cost estimate for excavation in Level B protection is
approximately $60 per cubic yard. sting this figure, the total cost to excavate all of the
estimated 130,000 cubic yards of waste in Bowers Landfill would be approximately $8
million. This estimate does not include additional costs for removing excavated wastes
from the site, packing the wastes for removal, or treating the wastes.

Several residents expressed concerns that while a clay cap would reduce infiltration
through the top of the landfill, leakage was more likely to occur through the bottom.
Because no borings were drilled through the landfill, U.S. EPA cannot be sure that there
is an adequate confining layer below the wastes.

U.S. EPA Response: An 8- to 15-foot-thick layer of silt or clay was observed at all
borings completed adjacent to the landfill. These borings indicated that a natural layer of
low-permeability material was present at the time of landfill construction. Information
available to U.S. EPA indicates that most waste materials were deposited directly on this
layer, although some portions of this layer may have been excavated during landfilling
activities.
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Because Bowers Landfill does not have an engineered liner below the wastes, there
is a potential for leaching from the bottom of the landfill. However, the major driving
force in producing leachate is infiltration of water. The low-permeability clay cap (o7
cm/sec or less) will greatly reduce the infiltration of both precipitation and floodwaters
that might create leachate. Another factor that U.S. EPA considered was that leachate,
when generated, would first enter the upper portion of the aquifer downgradient of the
landfill. Ground-water testing during the RI showed that contaminant levels in this
aquifer were very low and did not'identif y 8 leachate plume.

For these reasons, U.S. EPA believes that capping should be the first step in
lessening the potential for leachate production. Capping will be coupled with f: requent
monitoring for hazardous constituents in site ground water. Should further ground-water
testing identify leachate as a problem, then source reduction techniques, such as leachate
collection and treatment, will be implemented as part of a corrective action program.

One member of ACTION felt that U.S. EPA's preferred remedial alternative was "the
equivalent of doing nothing while waiting for rainfall and floods to flush the
contaminants into the surface and groundwater.”

U.S. EPA Response: As discussed in the previous response, U.S. EPA believes that the
remedial alternative selected for Bowers Landfill represents an active measure to contain
contaminants within the landfill, rather than allowing these contaminants to be flushed
out by rainfall and floods. '

One resident asked under *what circumstances have gas venting and leachate collection
systems been recommended and how do these circumstances differ from the Bowers Site?"

U.S. EPA Response: Gas can be generated within a landfill by microbial degradation of
organic materials or by volatilization of organic liquids. The period of active gas
generation within a landfill can vary widely depending on site-specific conditions such as
temperature, pH, moisture content of the refuse, oxygen content, and refuse composition.

In the absence of a low-permeability layer above the waste materials, most landfill
gases will escape through the top of the landfill. This is most likely the case with Bowers.
Landfill. Wastes have been in place from 20 to 30 years and are covered with a thin layer
of highly permeable soil. Further, because wastes were piled on the ground, rather than
placed in the ground, the landfill has a large surface area (relative to the waste volume)
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for gases to escape. These observations, plus the low organic vapor concentrations
measured during the RI, suggest that Bowers Landfill is not actively generating significant
qQuantities of gas.

Gas collection and venting systems are normally installed when landfills actively
generating gas are capped with low-permeability materials. Capping prevents gases from
escaping through the top of the landfill and forces the gases to move more slowly in a
lateral direction. Typically, collection systems are installed at the perimeter of the landfill
to prevent gases from migrating off-site. However, collection systems can also be
installed in the interior of the landfill. Because Bowers Landfill does not appear to be
actively generating gas, a gas collection system was not included as part of the selected
remedial alternative.

Leachate collection systems are required for new hazardous waste landfills as part
of the bottom liner. These systems collect and drain leachate, preventing the leachate
from reaching the bottom liner, penetrating the liner, and contaminating ground water
below the landfill. Such a system cannot be constructed under the wastes already in
Bowers Landfill.

The leachate collection system proposed for Bowers Landfill in the FS report
differs from this design and would be much less effective. The leachate collection system
would consist of a 1-foot-thick drainage layer of high-permeability sand and gravel.
This layer would be placed on the landfill surface, before the clay cap is applied. At the
edges of the landfill, where this drainage layer meets the existing land surface, a 2-foot
deep trench would be dug. The drainage layer would extend into this trench.

This type of a leachate collection system would collect most of the precipitation
and floodwater that passed through the landfill cap. However, only a small fraction of
this water would infiltrate the low-permeability cap. The collection system would not -
extend down to the water table and would not collect ground water moving away from the
landfill. Thus, U.S. EPA has determined that the addition of a leachate collection system
would only marginally increase the effectiveness of the landfill cap.

One resident commented that U.S. EPA’s proposed plan "fails to address the fact that a
large diameter natural gas transmission line crosses the northeast corner of the site.”
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U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA is aware of this gas transmission line. However, the
Agency does not believe that the presence of this line will interfere with remedial
construction activities. U.S. EPA will review this issue further during remedial design.
Prior to construction, U.S. EPA will conduct a field survey to confirm the actual location
of the gas transmission line, as well as other underground utilities that might be present.

The City of Circleville commented that "both the sheetp 'ling protection and the amount of
riprap to be installed is not sufficient given the fact that during severe floods the entire
north leg of the landfill is at risk." The City also commented that "sheetpiling needs to be
installed” at the south end of the landfill *to prevent undermining of the riprap in this
area and the riprap itself needs to be extended considerably.®

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA will consider the need to extend erosion protection in
greater detail during remedial design. Appendix D of the FS report contains a
preliminary erosion protection analysis. This analysis identifies several areas (including
those identified by the City of Circleville) that may require e_rosion protection beyond
that included in the conceptual design of the remedial alternative. A more detailed
erosion protection analysis will be conducted prior to designing and constructing the
erosions protection system for the landfill cap.

Public Participation Process

Several residents requested that the Bowers Landfill Information Committee, which met
regularly during the RI/FS process, be continued during design and implementation of the
remedial alternative selected for Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA plans to continue the Bowers Landfill Information
Committee during remedial design and remedial action (RD/RA). However, the makeup
of the committee will vary depending on how design and construction is conducted.
Three possible options are:

.« Federal-lead, with the RD/'RA conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers or by a U.S. EPA contractor

. PRP-lead, with the RD/RA conducted by the potentially respoasible
parties (PRPs) under a Consent Decree

. PRP-lead, with the RD/RA conducted by the PRPs under a Unilateral
Order
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Under the second and third options, U.S. EPA would oversee the RD/RA. The format of
the Information Committee will be determined by the option that is chosen. U.S. EPA
expects this to occur during the summer or fail of 1989.

One resident expressed concern that the public comment period of 30 days was not
adequate and that additional time was needed for the public to review and comment on
U.S. EPA's proposed plan.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that a 30-day public comment period on the
proposed plan is sufficient for Bowers Landfill due to the long-term involvement of
citizens and citizens’ groups in the RI/FS process. The public comment period began on
February 14, 1989, shortly after the release of the Proposed Plan, and extended to March
16, 1989. Most of the comments received by U.S. EPA have come from individuals and
organizations that have attended the Information Committee meetings, commented
throughout the RI/FS, and been kept abreast of technical issues concerning Bowers
Landfill.

U.S. EPA offers the following information to support the adequacy of a 30-day
comment period. The Agency conducted an extensive community relations program in
conjunction with the RI/FS. This program included 12 meetings of the Bowers Landfill
Information Committee, where U.S. EPA, OEPA, techaical representatives of the PRPs,
local government officials, and citizens’ groups met to keep the public informed of
progress during the RI/FS. During all of these meetings, individuals from the community
were allowed to ask questions through representatives on the Bowers Landfill Information
Committee. U.S. EPA has responded to these questions and concerns on an ongoing basis.
A draft of the FS, on which U.S. EPA based its selection of a remedial alternative, was
released to the Information Committee in September 1988. Results of the FS were
discussed at a committee meeting in November 1988, several months before the Proposed
Plan was released.

One resident expressed concern that the public comment period did not offer the
Circleville community a genuine opbortunity to change the EPA’s position.”

U.S. EPA Response: As noted above, the public has been actively involved in all aspects
of the RI/FS process. U.S. EPA has received a number of comments and has seriously
considered these comments. Several comments have resuited in minor changes to the
preferred remedial alternative. These changes include:
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. Expanding proposed ground-water monitoring at Bowers Landfill to meet
the substantive requirements of RCRA.

. Installing additional monitoring wells south and west of Bowers Landfill
and possible inclusion of residential wells as part of the long-term
monitoring program.

. Including surface water monitoring as part of the long-term monitoring
program to verify that the landfill is not affecting the Scioto River via
surface water discharges.

. Lowering the permeability of the clay layer of the landfill cover to 10”7
cm/sec. This revised permeability is based on requirements for clay layers
installed as components of RCRA landfill liners.

Costs And Funding Issues

Local residents expressed concern about the liability of potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) for implementation, monitoring, and maintenance of remedial actions at Bowers
Landfill. Specifically, residents wanted to know how this liability would be transferred if
PRPs were acquired by other companies or filed for bankruptcy.

U.S. EPA Response: Superfund liabilities are treated in much the same way as any other
corporate liability. If a company with liability for a hazardous waste cleanup is sold, the
buyer may or may not agree to take on the seller’s liability. The debt, however, is not
extinguished by the transfer of other assets. Similarly, a restructuring does not release a
company from liability.

Bankruptcy may relieve a company or individual of certain debts. Debts owed to
the federal government for costs incurred during the cleanup of hazardous waste sites,
however, are given a high priority among bankruptcy claims. Any funds not recoverable
from the PRPs, for cleanup or operation and maintenance, would be provided from
Superfund monies or by the State of Ohio.

A Pickaway County Commissioner expressed concern that the county did not have the
funding to pay for remedial action at Bowers Landfill. '

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA does not consider Pickaivay County to be a PRP for
Bowers Landfill at this time. If the county is not a PRP, it will not be required to fund
any portion of remedial action costs.
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One member of ACTION wanted to know who would be financially responsible shouid
the chosen remedial alternative eventually fail.

U.S. EPA Response: The potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for Bowers Landfill
would most likely be financially responsible should the chosen remedial alternative
eventually fail. Section 122(f) of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) allows U.S. EPA to grant PRPs a release from future liability at the completion
of remedial action. In granting such a release, U.S. EPA would consider such factors as
the effectiveness and reliability of the remedial action, the nature of remaining risks, and
the extent to which the remedial action represents a permanent remedy for the site.
Because the remedial action for Bowers Landfill is not a permanent remedy and leaves
wastes in place, U.S. EPA would not likely grant a release from liability.

One member of ACTION stated that cost estimates in the FS "do not take into account the
potential for astronomical increases when these impermanent remedies eventually fail.®

U.S. EPA Response: The purpose of the RI/FS is to study current conditions of a
hazardous waste site, to evaluate the potential effects of contaminant releases from the
site, and then to propose remedial alternatives for the site that protect human health and
environment. While conditions may change in the future, the purpose of the RI/FS
process is to select a remedial alternative that will succeed in providing long-term
protection, rather than a remedy designed to fail. Thus, the use of theoretical future
conditions as a basis for estimating costs of remedial alternatives is not the intent of
Superfund.

Eoforcement Issues

One member of ACTION expressed concern that the potentially responsible parties were
allowed to write the feasibility study for Bowers Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Section 104(a) of SARA gives U.S. EPA the authority to allow PRPs
to conduct a remedial investigation and feasibility study (1) if the PRPs demonstrate their
qualifications to do the work and (2) if U.S. EPA oversees and reviews the work. By
allowing the PRPs to conduct the R1/FS at their own expense, U.S. EPA is able to save
Superfund monies for sites where no PRPs can be identified.

The Bowers Landfill RI/FS was conducted under such an arrangement. In 1985,
U.S. EPA and OEPA signed a Consent Order with E.I. DuPont deNemours & Company
(DuPont) and PPG Industries, Inc. (PPG), two of the PRPs. While Dupont and PPG
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conducted the RI/FS, all phases of the work were reviewed and overseen by U.S. EPA
and OEPA. '

Remedial Investigation Issues

Several residents expressed concern about the adequacy of the source investigation.
Specifically, they wanted to know why the amounts and locations of hazardous wastes in
Bowers Landfill remain unknown. Without this information, U.S. EPA does not have the
technical data to support its choice of a remedial alternative.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA believes that data in the RI and EA reports adequately
support the choice of a remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill. During the RI, a large
number of samples were collected from soil, sediment, surface water, and ground water
directly adjacent to the landfill. The results of all samples indicated relatively low levels
of contamination, and no clearly identifiable “hot spots.” Sampling resuits from this first
phase of the Rl indicated minimal migration of contaminants from the landfill. Thus,
US. EPA determined that a second phase of the RI, which would involve collecting
samples of landfilled material, was not warranted.

U.S. EPA used a variety of sources, other than sampling, to obtain information
about wastes disposed of in Bowers Landfill. These sources included historical aerial
photographs, information from OEPA files, information provided by PRPs, and
interviews with former owners, operators, and users of the landfill. A complete inventory
of materials deposited in the landfill cannot be prepared because accurate, documented
records of landfilling activities do not exist. Additionally, interviews with former owners,
operators, and users were conducted 15 to 20 years after landfilling ended. Thus, the
information obtained from these interviews may not be completely accurate.

Persons interviewed stated that Bowers Landfill accepted industrial wastes,
including barrels containing liquids and liquids from tank trucks. Some of these liquids
may have been hazardous substances. Nevertheless, much of the industrial waste accepted
by Bowers Landfill consisted of general trash and other nonhazardous wastes.
Information from OEPA files (formerly the Ohio Department of Health) states that the
majority of materials placed in the landfill consist of residential wastes collected by
private haulers in the Circleville area.
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In response to a 1978 iavestigation by the U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Overs:ght and Investigation, DuPont and PPG reported disposal of 6 000
and 1,700 tons of waste, respectively, in Bowers Landfill between 1965 and 1968. U.S.
EPA requested additional information from DuPont and PPG in 1988 under Section 104(e)
of CERCLA. Both companies stated that they did not retain waste shipment records from
the 1960s and that previous estimates of waste volumes represented the best information
available. Each company interviewed employees who worked at the Circleville plants
during the 1960s to obtain additional information on waste disposal from that period.
DuPont stated that most of the 6,000 tons of wastes sent to Bowers Landf ill consisted of
Mylar polyester film. PPG responded that wastes sent to Bowers Landf ill may have
included defective resin products, used filter materials, resin-saturated phosphate salts,
spent cleaning materials, and caustic solutions.

U.S. EPA received several questions and comments related to the potential migration of
ground-water contamination south of Bowers Landfill. These comments included
statements by several members of ACTION that one reason for the difference between
RI/FS results and the 1981 findings of Burgess and Niple may, in part, be the off-site
migration of a contaminant plume to the south. Since the City of Circleville's water
supply wells are located 14 miles south of the landfill, residents were concerned about this
possibility. Residents were particularly concerned with movement of water in the lower
aquifer at the site, and suggested that it is unlikely that water from this aquifer discharges
upward into the Scioto River.

U.S. EPA Response: The RI investigated two water bearing aquifers below the site.
These two units are separated west of the landfill by a low-permeability layer. Ground
water in the upper aquifer flows west toward the Scioto River and probably discharges
into the river. Ground water in the lower aquifer flows southwest toward the river. The
potentiometric surface (the level to which the water will rise) of the lower aquifer is
higher than that of the upper aquifer and about the same as the water level in the Scioto
River. Thus, ground water in the lower aquifer may move upward toward the river.
However, the low-permeability layer that separates the two aquifers may underlie the
river and restrict upward movement of ground water into the river. In this case, ground
water from the lower aquifer will continue to move southwest. This ground water may
eventually flow southward along the Scioto River, which is likely a ground-water divide.
If the low-permeability layer is not continuous, ground water in the lower aquifer would
likely discharge upward into the Scioto River.
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Circleville’s water supply comes from a wellfield, located 14 miles south 6(' Bowers
Landfill. A number of private wells and the Sturm and Dillard quarry are located
between the site and the city's water supply. Two private welis, located between the site
and the quarry, were sampled during the RI. No contamination was detected in these
wells. These wells and four additional wells, including three wells at the Sturm and
Dillard quarry, were sampled during the 1981 Burgess and Niple study. Although the
validity of the Burgess and Niple data is not completely known, no organic contaminants
were detected in samples from these wells. In addition, the City of Circleville has
analyzed samples from its drinking water supply wells from 1980 to the present. These
results were reviewed as part of the EA. None of the results indicate that Bowers
Landfill has impacted the city's water supply.

One member of ACTION stated that the remedial investigation was conducted “in the
middle of the worst drought to affect this area in the past 60 years." He felt that these
conditions could have affected the results and conclusions of the RL

U.S. EPA Response: Climatological data from the Circleville area does not support this
statement. Data from the National Weather Service in Columbus, Ohio, approximately 25
miles north of Bowers Landfill, indicate an average annual precipitation of approximately
36.97 inches. For the years 1985 through 1988, annual precipitation at Columbus was
38.67, 35.04, 26.70, and 36.57 inches, respectively. These data do not suggest extreme
drought conditions, and, with the exception of 1987, precipitation in the area near Bowers
Landfill was near average values.

The first round of ground-water, surface water, and sediment sampling was
conducted in February 1987; the second round was conducted in April and May 1987; and
the supplemental round was conducted in March 1988. None of these events occurred
following periods of abnormally low precipitation. The first round of sampling actually
followed a period of relatively high precipitation, as the landfill was flooded in December
1986. Additional information on precipitation and river stage data during sampling events
is presented in Drawings 3-15 and 3-16 of the RI report.

Oune resident asked why the ground-water study during remedial investigation was
confined to the site vicinity and did not study regional ground-water flow. Residents also
.asked why the remedial investigation did not include (1) testing of wells south of Bowers
Landfill and (2) installation and testing of wells on the west side of the Scioto River.
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U.S. EPA Response: The RI was not strictly limited to studying the site. Off-site
residential wells, including two wells south of Bowers Landfill (between the landfill and
the City of Circleville water supply), were sampled. Samples from these wells, as well as
samples from ground-water monitoring wells, showed very little contamination. As a
result, the monitoring well network was not extended south or west during the RI.

U.S. EPA will extend the monitoring well network as part of the remedial action
for Bowers Landfill. The extended network will include additional monitoring wells
south of the landfill, additional wells between the landfill and the Scioto River, and, if
necessary, additional wells west of the river.

One member of ACTION questioned a statement in the RI report about potential sources
of tetrachloroethene in an upgradient monitoring well.

U.S. EPA Respoase: Tetrachloroethene was found in two ground-water samples collected
from upgradient well W-12. Contaminants found in this well are not likely to have been
caused by the landfill. The RI report (page 5-8) speculated that the tetrachioroethene
found in these samples may have originated from equipment maintenance activities
associated with the nearby sand and gravel quarrying operations. Tetrachloroethene is a
common solvent and is widely used as a degreaser for metal machine parts.

One member of ACTION asked why the RI report did “not speculate what will happen to
groundwater flow and the contaminants the water contains shouid ad jacent quarrying
operations reach below the water table as they have south of the site."

U.S. EPA Respoanse: U.S. EPA does not believe that quarrying activities near Bowers
Landfill are likely to affect regional ground-water flow. Quarrying activities are
continuing east and northeast of the site. At the time of the RI, these quarrying activities
had reached the water table northeast of the landfill. Potentiometric surface maps of the
upper aquifer indicate that flow is west toward the Scioto River, in spite of the quarrying
activities to the northeast.

Monitoring wells east and north of the landfill will be included in the long-term
ground-water monitoring program for Bowers Landfill. Water level measurements from
these and other wells in the monitoring network will detect any potential changes in
groun‘d-water flow direction caused by future quarrying activities.
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One member of ACTION asked why ground-water samples were not collected from
monitoring wells that exhibited elevated organic vapor readings in the well casings.

U.S. EPA Respoanse: During the RI, a flame ionization detector (FID) was used to
measure organic vapor concentrations at the top of each well casing, prior to purging or
sampling the well. This procedure was used primarily to protect the health and safety of
workers sampling the wells.

Only one well, P-6B, showed elevated organic vapor readings. This well was
sampled in February 1987, April 1987, and March 1988. Only three organic compounds A
were found during these sampling rounds: benzene (2 sampling rounds, maximum
concentration of 6 ug/L); acetone (2 sampling rounds, maximum concentration of 64
#8/L), and 2-methyinaphthalene (I sampling round, maximum concentration of 2.8
pg/L).

One member of ACTION suggested that "background” samples for surface water and
sediment were collected from locations that could have been affected by runoff from the
landfill during heavy rains or flooding.

U.S. EPA Respoanse: Background samples for surface water and sediment were collected -~
from the east side of the Scioto River, upstream of Bowers Landfill. Sample results from
these locations are not likely to have been influenced by the landfill. Surface water

samples were not collected during flooding, but at a time when water was flowing from

the background sampling location toward the landfill. Past floods could possibly have
carried contaminated soil from the landfill, contaminating sediments away from the

landfill. However, the background location would have been affected by this process only
if substantial back-mixing of flood waters (flow in the upstream direction) occurred.

U.S. EPA coasiders this unlikely.

During the remedial investigation, the Bowers Landfill Information Committee requested
that additional deep monitoring wells be installed to clarify ground-water flow direction
in the lower aquifer at the site.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA responded to the information committee's request and

required the installation and sampling of two additional deep wells (P-12B and P-13B).
These wells were installed in February 1988 and sampled in March 1988. Information
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from these two wells and other previously installed deep wells indicated that ground water
in the lower aquifer flows southwest from the landfilil.

Endangerment Assessment Issues

Two members of ACTION asked why the endangerment assessment (EA) did not consider
previous sampling results from 198i. These comments focused on a 1981 study of Bowers
Landfill conducted by Burgess and Niple. Ground-water samples collected during this
study showed high levels of toluene, xylene, and ethylbenzene immediately downgradient
of the landfill. Commenters were concerned that inclusion of these results would greatly
affect the conclusions of the EA report.

U.S. EPA Respoose: As discussed on page 1-14 of the EA report, U.S. EPA did not
evaluate the Burgess and Niple data for two reasons. First, the data were collected 6 years
prior to the remedial investigation. While these data may represent past site conditions,
the RI data more accurately assess current site conditions. Second, U.S. EPA could not
assure the quality of the Burgess and Niple data. '

Superfund endangerment assessments should be based only on validated sample
results. The Burgess and Niple results were not validated and were, in some cases,
contradictory. For example, samples collected from downgradient well MW-2 on July 17,
1981, showed high levels of ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene when analyzed by gas
chromatography (GC). Concentrations of these three chemicals were 66.8, 43.4, and 27
mg/L, respectively. However, when the same samples were analyzed by a different
method, gas chromatography/mass spectroscopy (GC/MS), concentrations were much
lower. Ethylbenzene and toluene concentrations measured by GC/MS were 2.48 and 2.53
mg/L, respectively, or 15 to 25 times lower than the GC results. '(Xylene' was either not
measured, not detected by GC/MS, or not reported.

However, even if the EA had included the Burgess and Niple data, the conclusions
of this report would not have been affected. The data would still show a potential risk
from using ground water between the landfill and the Scioto River as a drinking water
supply. If the highest of Burgess and Niple's results were considered, risk levels would be
somewhat higher than those estimated in the EA. The hazard index, reflecting
noncarcinogenic risks, would increase from 1.04 to approximately 29. Worst-case
carcinogenic risks would increase from 9 x 10°4 to 3 x 10°3,
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An EA based on the Burgess and Niple results would still conclude that off-site
residential wells were unaffected by the landfill. Burgess and Niple sampled six private
wells south of Bowers Landfill shortly after high levels of ethyibenzene, toluene, and
xylene were found in on-site wells. The private well results showed no evidence of
contamination.

One member of ACTION wanted to know why U.S. EPA has compromised public safety
by allowing a cancer risk of 1 in 10,000 for the site, a level "up to 100 times greater risk
than that generally accepted.”

U.S. EPA Response: This question appears to be based on a misunderstanding of
information presented in the EA Report. U.S. EPA has not allowed a cancer risk of 1 in
10,000 for the site. The EA report stated that recent U.S. EPA guidance suggests that a
target range for carcinogenic risks of 107¢ (1 cancer per 10,000 people exposed) to 107 (1
cancer per 10 million people exposed) should be considered at Superfund sites. Within
this range, a risk of 10°% (1 cancer per 1 million people exposed) is generally considered a
benchmark for determining whether site conditions pose a significant risk. However, U.S.
EPA policy is to evaluate risk levels at each Superfund site based on site-specific
conditions.

In the case of Bowers Landfill, the EA report estimated that worst case risks
(based on maximum contaminant concentrations and maximum exposure levels) were
within the target range. Carcinogenic risks were estimated at 9 x 10°¢ for ingestion of
ground water adjacent to the site and 3 x 10°4 for irigestion of on-site soils. The remedial
alternative proposed for Bowers Landfill should eliminate cancer risks from ground-water
ingestion. By covering most contaminated soils, the alternative should reduce cancer risks
from soil ingestion to 4 x 10°8

One resident was concerned that while the EA report evaluated health effects of
individual chemicals, the report did not evaluate the effects of combinations of chemicals,
particularly synergistic effects.

U.S. EPA Response: Approximately 60 chemicals have been identified in samples
collected from various environmental media at Bowers Landfill. Because of this large
pumber, it is not possible to identify and characterize all possible interactions of these
chemicals, whether the interactions are synergistic, antagonistic, or otherwise. The EA
was conducted according to established U.S. EPA guidance. This guidance requires that
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was conducted according to established U.S. EPA guidance. This guidance requires that
when chemical interactions cannot be adequately characterized, additivity should be
assumed. That is, the combined effects of two chemicals should be estimated as the sum
of the individual effects of each chemical. The EA followed this procedure. For each
exposure route, the effects of exposure to multiple contaminants were estimated by
summing the risks for each individual contaminant.

One member of ACTION expressed concern that the endangerment assessment did not
consider the possibility "that flooding might distribute contaminants and contaminated soil
from the landfill."

U.S. EPA Respouse: Contaminants from Bowers Landfill, particularly those in site soils
and sediments, could be distributed to off-site areas by flooding. However, transport and
distribution of these contaminants by large volumes of floodwaters would greatly reduce
concentrations compared to on-site levels. Risks to human health and the environment
of f-site would be correspondingly reduced compared to on-site risks.

The EA estimated on-site risks at relatively low levels, even under worst case
exposure conditions. Off-site risks, due to possible contaminant distribution by floods,
should be substantially less and well below levels of concern.

One member of ACTION stated that worst case exposure scenarios evaiuated in the
endangerment assessment weren't “really worst cases.” Inhalation or ingestion of dusts
while farming the field next to the landfill and ingestion of water from ditches next to
the landfill were mentioned as specific concerns.

U.S. EPA Respoose: The EA evaiuated human exposure to contaminants at or released
from Bowers Landfill under probable case and worst case conditions. Exposure scenarios
were developed to reflect exposure conditions that might reasonably be expected to occur
at or near Bowers Landfill. This was done to identify a realistic range of risks to human
health posed by the landfill. *Really worst cases® could be developed which would result
in greater exposures and larger estimated risks to human health than for the realistic worst
cases presented in the EA. However, such exposure scenarios are highly unlikely to
occur.

For example, extensive swimming in or lifetime ingestion of surface water from
on-site drainage ditches is theoretically possible. Howevc _,-the ditches are shallow and
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filled with debris, conditions that make them unattractive as a swimming location or
drinking water source. Furthermore, the general public near the landfill is well aware
that the ditches are adjacent to a known hazardous waste site. Therefore, the theoretical
*really worst case” exposure is extremely unlikely. The infrequent and incidental exposure
10 these waters, as presénted in the EA, is a more realistic worst case exposure scenario.

As a second example, regular exposure to large volumes of contaminated dust
(generated by agricultural activities in the field west of Bowers Landfill) is theoretically
possible. Soils from this field contained lead concentrations above background levels.
The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead of 0.0015 mg/m3 represents a safe
level for the general population. However, the EA estimated that even if all agricultural
land was contaminated at the highest observed lead concentration, a total dust
concentration of 15 mg of dust per cubic meter of air (mg/m’) would be needed before
lead concentrations exceeded safe levels. It is highly unlikely that such dust
concentrations could be generated for any length of time, and ‘agricultural workers would
be exposed only intermittently. Exposure of off-site populations would be even less
because dust concentrations would decrease during transport.. Thus, as with surface
water, theoretical "really worst case” exposure to contaminated dusts is highly unlikely.

One member of ACTION asked why the endangerment assessment ignored the possibility-
of southward migration of ground-water contamination.

U.S. EPA Response: The EA stated that off-site residential wells or the City of
Circleville public water supply wells have probably not been affected by southward
migration of ground-water contamination from Bowers Landfill. However, the EA did
not ignore this possibility. Table 3-1 of the EA presents water quality sampling results
for Circleville’s water system. These results, collected between 1980 and 1987, show that
water from Circleville’s wells is of high quality and has not been affected by
contamination from the landfill. More recent and extensive data from 1988, unavailable
when the EA report was written, confirm this conclusion. Sampling results from
residential wells south of the landfill were also presented in the EA report. Samples
collected from these wells in February 1987 showed no evidence of contamination.

Other Issues

One member of ACTION wanted to know why the size of Bowers Landfill was listed as
80 acres in 1980, but only 12 acres in subsequent reports.
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U.S. EPA Response: The 12-acre figure refers to the area where wastes were deposited.
This L-shaped area, shown in various site drawings, is approximately 4,000 feet long and
125 feet wide. The 80-acre figure refers to the entire site area, including the landfill,
drainage ditch to the east, and the agricultural field to the west. This area will be
enciosed by a fence as part of the remedial action.

One member of the community expressed health concerns about "a higher than normal
incidence of sickness” near the landfill. Apother member of the community asked
whether U.S. EPA "has done any studies to see if the incidence of cancer and leukemia in
the youth of Circleville is greater than in similarly sized towns elsewhere.”

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA has not conducted any epidemiological studies of this type
at Bowers Landfill. These studies are normally conducted by the Agehcy for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). Based on Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986, ATSDR is required to perform a health assessment at each
Superfund site. The health assessment is conducted independently of U.S. EPA's EA and
is a preliminary evaluation of risks posed by the site. Depending on the results of this
assessment, ATSDR can conduct pilot studies of health effects for selected groups of
exposed individuals or a full-scale epidemiological study of exposed populations. ATSDR
maintains an office at U.S. EPA Region 5 headquarters in Chicago. Questions on
ATSDR's role and on epidemiological studies should be directed to Louise Fabinski at that
office. She can be reached at (312) 353-8228.

REMAINING CONCERNS

U.S. EPA was unable to completely address several issues during remedial planning

activities associated with the Record of Decision. These issues and concerns are summarized

below.

Details of the ground- water moanitoring program. U.S. EPA's Record of Decision

provides details on several aspects of the ground-water monitoring program. These details
include approximate locations of new wells, the list of chemicals to be sampled, and the sampling
frequency. Additional details, including the exact number and locations of new wells and the
wells to be included in the ground-water monitoring program, will be developed during remedial

design.
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Respouse plan for detection of contaminants in monitoring wells. Concerns were raised
about the lack of a response plan if monitoring wells show increasing levels of contamination,
once the clay cap has been installed on Bowers Landfill. Major issues inciuded the contaminant
levels that would trigger a response, the nature of the response, how quickly the response would
occur, and who would be technically and financially responsible for the response. U.S. EPA has
addressed these issues to the extent possible in the Record of Decision. Additional details will be
resolved during the detailed design of the site remedy.

Operation and maintenance plan for landfill cap. Several residents expressed concern
about procedures that will be used to ensure the integrity of the landfill cap. In the Record of
Decision, U.S. EPA has provided a generél description of operation and maintenance
requirements for the cap. For example, the cap will be inspected quarterly, and repairs to all
significant damage will begin within 30 days. Additional specific details must be determined
after the cap is designed and constructed. Examples of such details include inspection methods
and reporting procedures.

Construction of a fence around Bowers Landfill. Residents requested that a fence around
the Bowers Landfill site, a component of the selected remedial alternative, be constructed as soon
as possible. U.S. EPA will construct the fence on a priority basis during remedial action.
However, the Agency cannot provide a specific schedule for fencing the site at this time.

Continuation of the Bowers Landfill Information Committee. Several residents requested
continuation of the information committee to facilitate citizen involvement in the RD/RA
process. U.S. EPA will continue the committee. However, the exact makeup of the committee
will depend on negotiations with the PRPs. The results of these negotiations will determine who
will be responsible for design and construction of the remedial aiterative, and, thus, who will be
on the committee.
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APPENDIX A

WRITTEN COMMENTS ON
THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR
BOWERS LANDFILL



Comments Submitted at the
Public Meetiog on
February 28, 1989
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Additional Written Comments
Submitted by Cltizens:
During the Public Commeant Period



Memxo Regarding Bower's LandEll Cleanup
To: U.S. Environmeotal Protection Agency
From: John Pavme, Area Resident

1665 Winding Road. Circieville. Ohio 43113

My naze is Joha Payne, and I live in Circleville Township approximately 1/2 mile
north of the City limits. Tbe purpose of this Jetter is to state my feelings with

respect to the opuons available to the USEPA and the USEPA's preferred option
for cleazing up the Bower’s Landfl Site.

The Circleville Heraid recently reported the consideraton by the U.S. EPA of nine
cleanup options for the Bower's Site, and it also identified the optiot preferred by
the U.S. EPA. The purpose of the reportng was to make public notice of the issue
and of a public bearing to be beld at 7 p.m. on February 28 in Circleville. 1

respecfully request that you accept my comments as part of the record of the
February 28 meenng.

To respond to this issue and the cleanup options presented, I would like 10 begin by
focusing on the issues that appear to be realistically opea to discussion. To do that.
I think it makes sense to eliminate opdons 2, 3, and 9 from consideration. These
opuoas reportedly do not comply with Ohio’s landfill closure standards. [ assume
there was a logical explanation for including these options, but from a pracucal

standpoint it does not make sense to discuss them. Opdon 1 is automatcally
eliminated as it is provided only as a basis of comparison.

The remaining opuons to be considered are pumbers 4, §, 6, 7, and 8. Within these

opuons, the following matters appear to be the major differences which deserve
furtber exploraton:

s Cost

s Covering

» Drainage

s Flood Contol

I assume the issue of cost is very difficult to isolate. After all, I do not beiieve tha:
we have bad a great deal of experience in acrually cleaning up bazardous waste sites
as opposed to studying them. I am suggestng simply that cost should only be
considered in a very general nature untl evidence is presented which justifies more
confidence in the oumbers. -
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The choice of a covering mecbanism essentally consists of two options: 1. A 24
inch clay cover under a 24 inch layer of 10p soil. or 2. The same as the first option
except a syntbetc membrane is installed over the clay and under the top soil. The
U.S. EPA prefers the clay cover only option. [ believe that the fact that the
syothetic membrane option exists suggests that it is a safer, more effective method
for covering the site. Therefore, without consideraton of cost, the preierred option
for area residents is simple - install the membrane cover,

Drainage opdons range from a simple drainage ditch with a new corrugated me:a!
Pipe to a leacbate collecton and gas ventng system. The drainage pipe option
sbould undoubtedly be much less expensive. This is the option preferred by the U.S.
EPA. However, several questions are raised by the simple availability of the othe:
options. First, where will the drainage ditch take the runoff? Does it martter? Nex:.
what is the cost estimate for correcting a problem ten years or so from now if the gas
collection problem becomes serious? What are the possible bealth consequences to-
the Ciry? Finally, in wbat circumstances bave gas venting and leachate collection
sysiems been recommended and bow do those circumstances differ from the
Bower's Site? Again. the opton most wanted by Circleville area residents is simple
- construct the most sophisticated drainage system possible.

The flood control issue pertains mostly to the decision of whether or not to build a
dike to protect the site from the Scioto River. The U.S. EPA does not prefer this.
Building a2 dike would increase the cost of the cleanup considerably. Again
however, the fact that this option exists suggests that the construction of a dike
improves the cleanup to some degree. Once again, without consideration of costs.
the preferred option for area residents ought to be to build the dike.

It is apparent that the U.S. EPA bas opted to recommend a cleanup procedure that
meets the minimum standards allowed by the Superfund law and costs the least to
implement This indicates 10 me that their primary decision point is money, which is
the least important consideraton (I bope) for area residenmts. This difference
probably encapsulates the conflict that I believe will exist at tonight’s meeting.

Moving away from what appear to be the readily apparent discussion points, I would
like to make some comments about my desires for the final option selected. First
with respect to the notice in the Herald it is stated that, "Most contaminants were
detected at levels considered safe...” This evokes the obvious questions concerning
who did the testing and, more imporantly, which chemicals were found to be
unsafe. In addition to that rather frightening statement, the noti.e asserts that, “The
endangerment assessment indicated that the overall risk posed by the site is low.” It
goes on to say, “The landfill does pose a threat of future contaminant release.”
These statements concern me.



I assume the more extensive the cleanup operaton is, the lower the risk. If the EPA
is asking what level of risk we are comfortable with, the answer is. of course. the
least possible. I also assume that the threat of furure contaminant release is
lessened with each additional ¢leanup measure adopted. Again, we are naturally
most comfortable with the cleanup opton that leaves us with the least threat
possible. This logic should prevail among Circleville area resideats, and it sort of
begs the queston of why we are baving a bearing process at all. Are we to believe
this is a gepuine opportunity to change the EPA's posidon?

Just in case the EPA is listening, I would like 1o put this situation in a more personal
perspectve. First, my wife and son drink Circleville water (at school, stores, etc.).
The value of their bealth to me is higher than the value of all the otber alternatives
the U.S. government could spend our tax dollars on. When my son takes a drink at
scbool, am I supposed to be comforted by knowing that the chances of the water
being lethal are low? On a more selfish maner, the value of my bouse is very
umportant to my family as well. When I oy to sell my bouse, am [ supposed to tell .

prospective buyers that our neighborhood Superfund site only poses a low threat of
contaminant release?

Nawrally Circleville area residents are far more concerned about their local
eavironment than with the economies of cleaning up such an extensive site. This
does not mean we do not understand the many other demands being made for
federal money. It simply means that we expect the bealth and welfare of decent.
laxpaying citizens 10 come first. [believe that the EPA’s rightful job at this point is
to cleanup the Bower’s site to the best of its ability, notwithstanding cost. Then the
EPA should pursue sertlements from the potentially responsible parties invoived in
this marter with great tenacity. The threat created by the EPA’s enforcement
actvity on the financial bealth of local companies and area employment is
diminimous compared to the threat the site poses o our bealth and lifestyles.

To close this lenter, I would like to state, in general terms, my position as just one
citizen in the Circleville area. First, I believe that the technical discussions that will
take place at the February 28th public meeting regarding types of chemicals, soil
content, etc. are moot. We know the Bower’s Landfill Site is borrible simply by its
starus as 8 Superfund Site. I do not see how the degree of horror is pertinent.
Second, I would suggest to area residents and our elected ofScials thas this is a time
for activism, not conservatism. We have an opportunity to take care of this problem
the correct way, to berter ensure that our grandchildren and their grandchildren do
not die borrible toxic related deaths, and to better ensure that our community
contnues to thrive. i .y



It is time for all ordinary citizens to stand up and fight It is not what we ought 1o
do; it is what we have 10 do. We must Push for the most comprehensive cleanup
possible. As a person like many otbers in this area who loves Circleville, the truth
behind this issue tears at my beart - allow the Bower's Landfill Site t0 show
dangerous levels of leakage in the future, and Circleville will die completely, not
parually. ‘ :
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sigration since its clesure ia 1968. EPA sbould require testing
further out from the site until contazinats are located if mot
located at the i1nitial test sites.
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GHNC CIRCLEVILLE JUNIOR WOMEN'S CLUB
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

March 12, 1989

Jear Ms. Neims,

Please take note that as a member of the circleville Ohio
sommunity, I am very cdncerned about the proposal for the
cshtainaent of the Bowers Landfill, I have worked with a number
of the pecple wno live close to the landfill and they all have
notaing good to say.abou: the area. They also seem to have a
figher than normal incidence of sickness. If this is dué
directly to the landfill I cannot say for certain byt
from what I have read on the topic; you do not know that it is
not making them more at risk,

I urge you to do everything in your power to make the
clean-up of tbeAsignt. the toughest possidle. In the long
run, it will be cheaper to do it now than to have to pay
to do it again later., It will also ce cheaper do the best possible
job now, then it will be to pay for the medical bills incurred
down the road from the residents.

This is the only Anerica we bav§ and to destroy it by .
careless dumping and then to not take every wmeasure to correct
our mistake 1is roilly stupid. What are we leaving our children
42 they can't drink the water? |

sl

H. Pat dhalen-Shaw
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JOHN E. BOWERS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

333 SURTM COURT STREET
CIRCLEVILLE, OMIO 4311)

®is) 677.1301

March 13, 1989

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ATTIN: Mr. Davaid Wilson (SHS-11)
Remedial and Enforcement Response Branch
230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinecis 60604

Re: Bowers Landfill site. Pickaway
County, Ohio

Dear Mr. Wilson:

The following comment is submitted regarding proposed plan
and feasibility study for the above referenced site:

The proposed plan fails to address the fact that a large
diameter natucal gas transmission line crosses the northeast
corner of the site. This line is owned by Columbia Gas
Transmission Corp. and is designated as Line A-120. A map

indicating the location of this line is attached hereto.
Please contact me if you wish to discuss this matter further.

Yours truly,

Join E. Bowers
JEB/em '
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Seorgetts Nelms March 15, 1989
V.S. Environmental Protectien Agency -
Region §

Cffice of Publjc Affairs (SPa-14)

230 South Dearborn Stzeet

Qiicago, I 60604

Dear Georgetts:

The EPA studies of the Bowers hazardous land£{1] site have deals almogt
exclusively with the groundwatar flow at the site and have fa3iled to account
for the likely event g §ood portion of the Chemicals have moved offgity.

Dua to the ‘frequent flooding of the Area and dus the porous nature of
substratum below the dump, e, gravel and sand, there is a high probabhility

contamzinants have a half life of hundrede ©f years and are not dilutable in
Water,they still exist, Additionally, these Chemicals tand to bing to one
Another in a “plug of concentration®. Where is the Bowers land£ill plug of
concentration? '

Without these safequards, the Physical and econcaic hbal:h of Circleville
is 4in Jeopardy,

~ Sincarely,

Timothy 3 4

405 Ridgedals Drive
Circleville, Onio 43113
Phone (614) 47¢-3093



Krameyx .
40% Ridgedale Drive
Circleville, Ohio 4311)

Georgette Nelms

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region S

Office of Public Affairs (SPA-14)
230 South Dearborn Rtreet

Chicago, IL 60604
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ACTIVISTS CONCLRNED WITH TOXICS IN oun

HE ICKHBQRNOODS
111 Island moedq, vircleville,

Qnio 431113
office Mours: Wednesday 9 a.a. -
Cffios Phone; 1-61¢-¢74-1240

Moosrdaphions will snswer at other times.

< p.m.

TO Erin Moran, Project Director, USEPA Regign 5

PROMs Gary L. Gillen, M.D.

ACTION Reprssentative on the Bowers Landflll Comaunity Information
Committee

INRE: Bowers landfill Superfund Site

Comments on the Remedial Investigation Report Dated 11-18-87
and Endangerment Assesscent Draft Final Report

DATE:s January 6, 1988

The tone of the discussion of the 1581 Surgess and Niple report strikes
me as unusual. The diacussion questions the validity of the findings in
the UBurgess and Niple report and discussed the deteriorated condition of
the wells that were drilled in 1981. T have several reactions to that
discussion. Burgess and Niple is known to me as a generally well respected
engineering firm which Circleville City has used for their water testing.
11 ity that ‘sasy to question the results of a well respected fira in a

study, how easy will it de to bring in Question the results of the Dames
" and Moore report in § or £ years? 1If all that is required is spending
J or & times the money to do that, then we are looking at go°ing through ali '
this again in the 1990°'s at a cost of 1 or 2 million dollars to throw out
much of what is found today. Being a generally respected firm, I also
assume that Burgess and Niple tock some kind of precautions that the
wells they drilled were well constructed and secure to protect
their reputation and our groundwater. The condition of those wells as
described in the Dames and Moore report is appalling. Either their
precautions were inadequate, or they were constructed in an irresponsidle
fashion. How do Dames and Moore‘'s precautions oompare in the construction
of the new wells? How quickly will history repeat itself? Why .should
we not believe that elevated readings of organic vapors found in those wells
represent a serious contamination problem? The water from thoss wells with
the elevated readings was not tested.
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che section o1 the report on cancer Ti34s5 zivesn 2 "larget range" ¢r

. {
107% 25 1077 as figurea for rick of additiovnal cancer:, "hcy try to

hedge by saying that these &re not intended to Le "dceepLlavle levels®,
but 1f clean-up is 1o these levels they will have to Le accepted ag
the ruesult of clean-up, As I understand thnese discussiony,

4 the “target
Ange” of 107" is up to 100 times 8T9&ter than that

"ganerally Accepted™,

In summary, we find the following: ,
1. "e find some difficulties with the Re

3. ackground levels of sediment contamination may have Leen
Affecil»d by contaminants from the landfil].

&. Ve £ind the “target range® for risk of cancer to de higher
than we would consider acceptable. ‘

A t consideration pe given to additional
deep «ells near to the site and at a distance to confirm the hypothesis

that contamination has not migrated in a Southern direction toward the
area uf potentially greateat exposure to the nearby population,

"¢ would also request that sampling eontinue before and during the

cxamination since it differs dramatically from earlier studies at the site.

Lastly, we request that in hdditian to the public question/answer
we2ting that there be a Jublic written formal comment period of 90 days.

2 arc avare that public written formal comments have been allowed at
nther cites. At Stringfellow in California tre Feasibility Study began
durins the written comment period for the Remedial Investigation. The
rasidents of Pickaway County will be most affected by and have to live
with what results from the Remedial fnvestigation and should have the
opporiunity to submit their comments to be part of the formal record. :
It ic too late to expact citizens to comment on the Remedial Investiyation
after the Feasibility Study. If citizens! comnents are given serious
considrration, then they should be welcomed when they are the most relevant
4t each pnase of the Superfund process.

’
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TO: Erin Morar, Project Director, usgpa Regicr, =
FROM : Gary L. Gillen, m.D.
RCTION R.pr.nontatxv. on the Bowers Lanaf:]]} Communxty /

William A, Myers, Mm.D., ACTION Rlterrate Representative

IN RE;,; Bowers Larmaril] Superfune Site

Comments an the Remedia] Investigaticr Report Dated 4-28-88
ang Encangerment Resessnent “i1rnal Repcrt

‘DATE:  June 2, 1968 ' i

e cContinue to pe overwhelmea By the prccess ¢f evaluat:r
réeviewing a Superfung sSite. Qur presenrt System relies or “acversaries” wne
argue coposing points of View. Eacn has tne oBjective of "wairming” their
argumnert or obtainming a Compromise that will come clecse to what they want to
accompligh, Sometimes the oblective s Simply to prevert the “other sige"
from winning. An i1ceel System would firng industry irterested in 1dent1fying

inGustry has to avoard taking any respoersibilaty for a pretblem so they are not
Put at an ecoramice disadvantage or Tisk gettirg sued for admitting
respons1dility, The regulators have so far folt a responsibility in
protecting the identifiea industrigpe (potontxally responsible perties) from
unnecessary firancial harm because of tng urjustified fears of an
“Rysterical” pubdlie. 80 we have the lugacrous Situation of citizens Being
forcwo to become experts in their local areas in crger to edequately overses
the regulators overseeing the resporsible parties. we Sught to all be moy
interested i1n S80ing that our varicus Community proslems are solved Quick]l,
ana completely, We have many more interesting ways that we could spend th:ig

48 we had suggesteg. We remain skeptical about the location anc extent of
samplirg because of the 4pparent disparity irn firdings between the presert
study and esarlier ones which nad indicated heavier contamiration than nas
beer, focund in the presant stuogy. We remain uyrampressed with the argument
that previous studies' results should somehow be ignored because of possible
inagequate quality contrel. The Ccmpounds (mixed xylenes, toluere, .
ethylbenzene) that were found in those studies in significant amounts are ret
ones that would likely be due to lab error or external contamination. The
previous results would Seriously change the results of the Encangerment
Resessment. Qur consultants alsc rev:ewed the data used to cetermine the
direction of groundwater flow. The cata are not totally convineing that the
flow 1 definitely to the west. The water levels ara wells are close encugh
to each other to make it difficult to say. The additioral werk Plan stated
there would be thres additional wells drilled intc the deep aquifer. Only
two were done with no explanation. Rs we have Previcusly suggested, wells
further from the site could be helpful ir that regara.

Chapter € cf the Remedial Irvestigaticr (RI) netes that
tetrachliorcethene mignt be related tc activities at the sand ard gravel
Quarrying operation agjacent tc the lardfill. Sirce 1t 13 a solvent
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generally used i1n dry cleanming clothing ar@ irgustrial applications, we Ocubt
that 1t would likely occur about sarnd arg gravel Quarryirg unless they were
Nperimenting with ory clearing the gravel. Such commerts ard logic cause

" tTC pause and poncer the real motive of thcse doing the evaluating.

~® note that this draft of the repcrt states that extersive sand ang
gravel quarrying does occur ebcut the site. The repcrt alsoc speculates that
those esxpcsed areas of Nigh water permeadility may aid in Creating part of
the hycraulic pressure movirg the grouncwater to the west. The report dces
nct speculate what will happer to groundwater flow ard the contaminarts the

water contains Should these Quarrying cperaticns reach below the water table
as they have at locations scuth cof the saite.

The Rl states in Chapter Z that the threat tc the Circleville well
fielcs 1s probably very slignt because the sand ard gravel st the site is
very permeadle anc relatively unconfined, yet we are told that the Seiote
River acts a® a barrier to westward migratiorn of cortamirants because the

gQreurcwater discharges uphill 1nto the river from the groundwater 28-68 feet
Sown, That sounds far-fetcheco.

The report continues to docunmert very well that the larnafill is flcococded
frequ.ertly ang further that the "clay layer"” urcer thne landftll-mxght Slow
movenert 1nto the groundwater, but we still have very little comment about
how that flooding might distribute cortamirarts arc contamirnated soil from
the larafill. The Ercangerment Assessmert alsc gives little space to that
questicn = even though, whatever 18 cdore tc the mite, it is safe to say that

1t will continue to be flooded very frequerntly after some remecy is performed
on the site. . .

we found 1t very interesting that the Ercargermernt RAssessment made a
.able ¢f proposed scenarios Of impact of cur site of presant and future
dargers. Of the 1@ scenarics sited, 7 were cited as possibdle cangers to
"recreational users” of the site. The RI cccumented use of the site by
fisnermen ard users of all-terrain venicles. We have stated on numerocous
occasicrs since 1984 that the larncfill shculd have a fence arcund it. A
s1mple fence arcund 12 acres 1n 1984 woulo have reduced all of those
exposures and future exposures toc Crily those whno were 1ntent on being exposed
at far less cost tham a small fraction c¢f what this study has cost so far.
Now we Rave & study that we 8til]l have trouble with, and all those exposures
are still]l comtinuaing. We propcse that the single mocet ccest-effective
procecure that could have been done tc recduce past and future exposures to
conteminants in the lanadfill would be tc limit recreatioral use of the ares
by mears of a fence.

we will continue to request that provisiors be made to test nearby
water wells, including these for the city of Circleville, on a regular bas:s
for appropriate contaminants arg that said testing should occur quarterly,
we alsc understand that at other Superfurd sites requirements of safe “"clean~
up” have been defined at the poirt of expcsure. We will have great
difficulty with any plan which proposes tc achieve “relevant and appropriate
requirenents” Dy &4 mathematical formula at the Circleville well fields or
nearby wells.

1rn summary, we find the Rl anc Ercargermert Assessment f!aucd. _
~agequate and unacceptable by the ccntinued attenpts to make the results fit
1at the regulators ang resporsible parties want tc 0o or not do to the site,
by ar. attempt tC mMmirimize major preoblems thwarting clean-up at the site
pecause they don't know what tc do about 1t, by arn attempt te minimize
azarg- te aveard fragnterarng loacal residernts, and Dy @ attempt to minimize
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prooliems TC avold PUttIng TG MUEPR wCCrcmic Stress Cr the respornsidle
part.es. We nave mary of these same corcerrs, Dut attempting o tiptoe
arcurg these areas will cnly reguce cur ability tc sclve the problems at tre
site tc the best of cur abiLlities. That cowld hurt cur commuraty, cur
industries, and our legacy to future gereraticns.

These written remarws are tc be published with the Final Remredial
Investigation report as agreed upcr oy Ms.. Jerrnifer all, UBEFRA Region Z.

€c: Valous RAdamkus, USEPA Regicrn S
Richarg Shamx, OEPA Director
Gieverncr Richara Celeste Rep. Mike Shoemaner
Serator Frank R, Lautanberg Maycor Mike Logan
Rttorrey Gereral Anthory Culuprezze, Jr. Serator Jonn Glenn

Cickaway County Coammissicners Serator Howarg Met:srbaum
Stephen Lester, CCHw

Rep. Mike Dewire
Seratcr Jan Long




SCTIVSIETS ZONCESONED WiTe TOYIZS [% UG NEIG~EQFR=CORDS

{1 Is.arg Rcac, Zircleville, O™ «3i.i3 LTa=( 24
i35 3ELEESE - Egwers Largfill Superfurg Size Euplic Meetirg
imescay, Sepi. l&, 1288, I p.m., Circleville High Scheel Cafeteria
TAacT e QCTION, %74~-134d: Spowesperscra: Cayj Turrer, 383-217: argo

v L. Gallenm, M D,, 474=-31326 or 474-R818 ~r 474=-5323

fird the Remedial Irvestigatior (RI) arng Erdarigermnert
essment flawed, 1nadecuate, armg uracceptable by the cocnmtivued
encts to make the results fit what the regulatecrs arnd rvespersible
‘ti1es warnt to do e ret g to the =:te, Dy ar attempt teo mirkimyice
=~ probolems thwartirng clear—-up at the si1te because they dorm't tricw
't to do abcut 1t, Dy ar attempt te miriimize haza - ds to avead
chtering leocal residents, ard by ar attempt ¢t~ mivinize pcreblens te
1€ puttivig too much eccremic Stress -~ the respoarsible parties, The
\Ttwing are ervamples of the flawed logic crzntaired in the twe
yorte:

1. We remain unimpressed with the argumert that previecus studies’
sults (OEFA 1n 198Q@ ang EBurgess & Niple ir 1381) should scmehcw be
mred because of possible i1radecuate ouality corntrol. The compzurds
.xed xyleres, toluene, ethylberzere) that were frurd in those studies
si1gra ficart amounts are not cres that would likely be due te lap
T cr exterval contamiviation,

. Sirce tetrachlorcetherne is a sclvernt used in dry cleanirg
thirg ara i1rndustrial apolicaticrns, we doubt that it would cccur v

? adjacert sand ard gravel guarryirg as Chapter % of the R] states
-85S they were experimentirg with dry clearirg the gravel.

-
LY

3. The repcsrts do rnot speculate what will happen to grourdwater
'w ard the cortamimants the water contairns sheould adjacent guarryairg
rations reach below the water table as they have scuth of the site.

b, The cdata are rot tctally Covvincing that the grourdwater flow
o/ nitely to the west sirce water levels ard wells are close ercugh
es . other tc make it difficult to say. As we have previcusly
jcested, wells further from the site cculd be helpful ir that regarc.

S. Irn Chapter 2 ¢f the Rl we are told that the Scioto River acts
a barrier to westward migration of corntamirvants because the
wrdwater discharges uphill into the river frem the groundwater IQ-€Q
't dowrm, Theat scunds far-fetched.

6. Ecoth reports document very well that the landfill flocds
‘ouerntly but reither addresses how that flocding might distribute
tamirants ang contaminated scil from the lardfill.

7. Of the 12 present and future dangers sited, 7 were sited as
si1ble dangers to "recreational users” cof the site (fishermer ard
-terrain vehicles). We have stated on numercus cccasions sirnce 1384
t the landfill should have a fence arnurd it for this reaszn. The
gle most cost-effective procedure that could have been dore to
uce past and future exposures to cortamirants in the landfill wauld
tz limit recreational use of the area by means of a ferce. A ceostly
dequate study was certainly not necessary to determire this.

In comclusion, such comments amd "leogicd cause us to pause and
der the real motives of those doirng the evaluating. [t appears we
e a system 1n which the regulators feel a responsibility to protect

responsible parties from the unjustified fears of an "hysterical”
lie. Sc we have the ludicrous situation of citizens being forced tco
cme experts in their local areas in crder tc adecuately coversee the
ul rs overseeing the responsible parties. To tiptoe arcund

10. . areas of concern will only reduce our ability to scolve ¢the
clens at the site tco the best of cur abilities. That could hurt coge
Muraty, our 1ndustries, and ocur legacy to future gereraticrns,

A
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Islang Roag, Circievi,.e. T STe-1249
T0: Erir morar, Froject Dirvect o, LESkriv Region $
FRQOM: Gary L. Gillern, M. 0.

RCTION Represertative cor the blwers Largfil]
Community Informatiar, Committee

IN RE: bowers Largfai)] Superfura Site

Comments on the Feasxbxlxty Stugy, Sec:rg Draft Report
Dateg Rugust 19, 19aa ¢

DRTE: November <, 1988

Our commerts cor the secord drafe ¢f, the Feasxbxl;ty Stuoy snhculd
Nyt be taken to imply that we have accepted the findirgs of the
Remedial Investigaticon ang Erdargermert Rssessnert. We cortirue to
firnd those reports sericusly flaweg In two nairn areas. First, tne
firoirgs are sigraficanrtly differernt frcm werk gore sarlier at the site
by Burgess & Niple and by Onic EFA withiut any adequate explanatior., b¢
Can suggest twe POsSsibilities that are at least ag gcod as those giver.
There may have been significunrt luachan wf Contaminants 1nto the
yrourcwater at the time of the earlier wstudies whiICN was Quiet at the
time of the present Study duw to local hydrageclogic factors related to
the recernt twe year drought Coraiticonsg, o the carlier findings might
have beer related to a MNigratirng plume ~f¢ Cxntanirants that has now
woved cff-site. Secondly, cre Cannct Jeteruire that grourcwater flow
from the site g only to the west withcut aoditicoral studies cff-gsite
TS determire whether @roundwater flow on thne wett barnk of the Scioto
River mignt be Coming east to comdire with material from the site and
ther follow the river flow to the scuthn towardg the ity well fields.
Rttacned to my statement jg a letter from Mark Scarpitti of ocur
District Soil ang Water Coriservation Office confirming that others with
training in so:i1l arg water agree that these are validg concerns mot
addressed irn the Renedial Investigaticr. Specifically, Stanley Norris'
repoart on the groundwater situation 1n the Circleville area (6)
verifies that a scutherly flow could ceocur ire this area.

In regard to the Feasibility Study, Secory Draft, presented t-
Us, 1t appears that once a4gain, as has happereg frequently across the
Country, the contractor and the EPA are Choxsing a "containment” method
for our site evern though the law as "evised 1rn 1304 row requires the
CFR to prefer pernarent rened.ies for sites. A recent report by
traditioral envircnmental groups arnd the Hatardcous Waste Treatmert
Courcil (1) examined 7% records of decisicrn (ROD's) produced by EPR 1n
1987 ard found that full waste treatmnert was recommended in only 6
casos..parcial treatment was recommerded in 18, arnd no treatment at all
~as recommended in 51 caues cor C8% of the situs. They recomuenced a
Clay or asphalt cap for scme, a slurry wall to contain some, or
exCavating the wastes ard reburying them i1n ancther lanafill creating a
toxic merry-go-rourd for others. We firnd that the present document
defires cortairmert with ever less stiructure (i.@., to "maintain the
cover” and use rocks to “stabilize" the lardrill from washing away from
frequert flocding). The traditicnal clay cap or plastic cover are
dispernsed with as not “cust effective”. Tras 15 intaresting, because
under SAKRA, cost effective received e« nwew defiratior.,. LCost effective
'xs defined now as that “in determining the appropriate level of
clearwup, the President (through nis agency, thne LFA) first determines
the aspprepriate level of envirormertal peotecticon to be achieved andg
ther celects a cost effective mears of aChievainyg that good®. If
Cintairnment 1% the appropriate level of piratection determined for our
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site, argo floocxng i1s the wa):r exterrnal scurce of waterr washirg out
the lanafill, then the Miramum contairmert metheg w>uld have to protect
the si1te from flooaing. Orly the prepcses flico dike would go that of
the methods examined which was elxmxnatea.because 1t was not cost
effective for our site. '

In their review of low Superfurg Sites, the Office of Techriolegy
RAssessment Publismea a summary report June, 1’388, (%) which wae
Critical of EPA'g frequert use of uriprover technologx.s. The proposal
to mairtain the pPresent couver or the larcfil) 4S & corntaimmernt methoa
18 Orne Such uripreven t.cnnolagy. I must admit scme gdi1scomfort in
bringing up the Poi1nt beca.se the only sther proposals for cover
invoclve a clay Cap or a plastic Cap. betm of these have been proven to
‘fail to P@rmanently contain at sites where they have been used. b¢
gescribed this Fo.-szlsty Stugy propecsal to D, Peter Montague, an
#xpert i1n hazardous waste Sites all sver the country, He Beliaves th:g
SCUurds like a variation of sS@veral propcsals happenxnh at some sites
which has been descr)bed 4% “natural flusning®, He thcught tnis
Proposal 1s the equivalent ~f acairng rethirng while waitirg for rainfalil
and floods to flush the Corntamirnarts i1nt: thne surface ano groundwater.
Sc, the Proposal 18 not ever, @ Cortairmert nethced, but a treatment
method apparently designeo to roeduce B Contaminants at the site by
washaing them dway to parts urikrowe, Ir a 193¢, »tudy (7)), the U.S.
Fublic Health Service 18 Critical of the concept that diluting
grourdwater will reduce Concentraticors. They rcte that often Chemicals
will migrate in groundwater without charging corncentration as can
Rapper 1r surface water, Scme can even Corcentrate under certain
Circumstances. The cost estimates 4lsc do not take into account the
potential for astronomical increases when these 1mpermarent remed:es
eventually fail (5),

The propocsal for ﬁonxtorxng wells 1s iragequate with no provision
for wells further off-site and with No provisiorn for determining when,
where, ard how any action might cecur 4% & result of the monitoring or
wh. might be responsible for the Costs of further acticn at the site
wher & faillure 39 documerted. Further, there 1s re gdefinition of what
levels of which Chemicals mignt be idertified as a reascr for further
ecticrn. Will we go through wore stud:es to determire a rext step? The
EFR has Previcusly accepted SUCHh propusals for morItoring a site to
detect a “failure” without defirung what a failure 1s (3). We should
not repeat that mistake.

We are pleased to S®@ a proposal for Lite restricticn whiceh
ircludes a fence as we have recummerded sirce 1784, 1 suspect it will
be at least 1992 before that ferce exists at the sate. That is

unfortunate, ®*specially for those whe uUrkrowirgly wander or-site.

In the past, EPA has pushed most records of decision to meet -
their annual repcrt deadlines which has lwd to POOr cleanup decisions
(S)e We do not wart te pe ancther pocis decision statistic. If this
Feasibilaity Study 13 appreved without changes, we regquest that the 39
day public review ard Comment pericd cwctur after the busy holiday
seasor (after the first of the year). We expect cur written comments
'te be published with the firial Feasibilaity Study as they were with the
Remedial Irnvhratigatian.,

J1/2]98
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Valous Rdamkus, USEFR Keyiaon S

b Rep. Mike Dewire
Richara Shark, DEPA Directcr Serator Jan Long

Governor Richarg Celeste Rep. Mike Shoemaker
Senator Frark Lautencerg . Mayor Mike Logan
Rttorney Gereral Rrnthory Celebrezze, Jir. Serator John Glern
FPickaway County Commissicriers Feter Montague
Stepner Lester, CCHW Joel Hirschorn, OTA
Lee Thomas, USEPRA Jahr Adkains
Serator Howarg Metzerbaum Mark Scarpitt)
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,,3\,‘ Unitec States Soll
Depanrtment of Conservation
Agricuiture Service

Dr. Gary Qillen

Action Rep. Bowers Landfill
111 Island Road

Circleville, Ohio, 43113

[}
October 25, 1888
Dear Dr. Gillen, -

1 attended the Ohioc BPA Remedial I

nvestigation public
information meeting of the

Bowers landfill on Sept. 14, 1888.

At that meeting the engineer representing EPA stated that
according to their study, the ground water in the viecinity of
the landfill on the east side of the

Scioto River flowed from
sast tO west or toward the river. It was emphasized that
groundwvater generally flows downhill. The conclusion was
drawn that any possible seepage from

the Bowerslandfill would
also flow toward the river and would

therefore pocse ne threat
of contamination to municipal water supplies. The municipal

wells are located approximately 1.5 miles south (downstream)
of the 1.nd£$1; adjacent to the Scioto River.

When I ask him if it was logical to assume that groundwater
west of the Scioto River flowed east toward the river, he
stated it was possible but that no study of groundwater
ocvenent had been conducted west of the river.

1 asked him further if groundwater on sach side of the river
were in fact moving from the uplands to the river (downhill)
wouldn’t it be likely that the water would meet at the river
and turn south or downstream. He stated that it was poseible
but the groundwater movemant was not studied to that degree.

Since that meeting I have tried to research the assertion
that the groundwater in the Circleville area does move froam
the uplands to the floodplain toward the Scioto Kiver. And
that as it approaches the river it turns in a southerly
direction with the flow of the river.

1 have been in contact with the Uhio Uepartment of Natural
Resources, Division of Water, Section of Ground Water. They
indicated that it is common for the ground water to generally
follow surface water unless restricted by aome impervious
layer. And that it is likely that the ground water does move
toward the river. They indicated it is also likely that some
of the ground water surfaces at the river while tho other
portion remains in the gravel aquiter under the riverbed and
ooves par.llel with the river.

The Sont Conssrveian Serece (\“y
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They referred me to several publications concerning the
ground water flow in the Scioto River basin. One such study
from the Ohio Department of Natural Rsaocurces, Division of
Geologiocal Burvey is Report of Investigations No. 86. "The
Ground-Water B8ituation in the Circleville Area, Pickaway
County, South-Central Ohic”. Thia report was written in 1875
by Stanley R. Norris, Hydrologist as & result of a study
conducted of the ground water supply in the Ct—cleville area.
In this report Mr. Norris speaks of the principal source of
recharge into the aquifer in the area of Circleville;

“"The principal source of recharge to the aquifer
supplying the industrial wells is precipitation. Some
precipitation enters the aquifer within the area
underlain by the cone of depression. but most enters
upgradient from the cone and flows into it in response
to ths regional gradient. Generally the potentiometric
surface in the Circleville area is higher in upland

areas. Consequently, ground water moves from the uplands
toward the SBciotoc River valley. This component of

recharge, moving in reeponse to the regional gradient,
is referred to here as undertlow.

Where the sand and gravel deposits are asparated by a
seaiconfining bed, water from precipitation reaches the
wells after moving downward through the semiconfining
bed. Or, water may enter the lower aquifer directly in
areas whare the semiconfining bed is absent and move
laterally bensath the semiconfining bed. Water alsec
enters the aquifer from the Sciote River by influent
seepage where the water table is below the streem..."

After talking with the Division of Water and studying the
reports available, I believe the safe assumption is that
hazardous chemical waste from the Bowerslandtill does have
the potential of contaminating downstream water supplies and
any landfill clean-up efforts should consider this potsntial.

I am a little surprised and disappointed that the
investigations conducted by EPA did not study ground water

flow surrounding the lanafill as well as in the immediate
area of the landfill.

I£ you have any Questions please let me know.

Sincerel

Mark A. Scarpitti
Diatrict Conservationist
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ACTIVISTS CONCERNED W!TH TCXICS IN CUR NEISHECRHOODS
111 Islamg Roag, Circleville, On;. “3113 474=-1240

TO: Erarn Morarn, Froj)ect Directcor, USEFA Region S

“FROM; Gary L. Gillen, M.D,
ACTION Representative cr the Ecwers Larmofill
Community Informatiour Committee

IN RE: Fcwers Larafill Superfurd Site

Cownments or the Feasibrlity Study, Third Draft Report
Dateg February 3, 1989

DRATE: February 28, 1989

Mcst of the comments cf cur letter of November 2, 1988,
(attacned) still apply to this third draft of the Feasibility Study. I
was pleased tc see much better discussicn of treatment options. 1
remain disappcinted that scme alterrative to containment has not been
idertified for cur site. There 1s better discussion cof how grourdwater
meritoring might be done. There 1s still rot sufficient clarification
s to what will happen ard who will be responsible wher various
corntaminants are i1dentified. I will expeét these details i1n the Record
of Decisicr but ] would mhave dppreciated the cpportunity tc comment on
them 1r the Feasibility Study. We still believe that some monitoring
wells reed tc be installed cff-site in the directicr of Cirecleville
City's water wells. According t> cur local Seil and Water Conservation
represertative (statement attached), ore carrot determine that
groundwater flow from the. site is only to the west without additional
stucies off-site to determine whether groundwater flocw on the west bank
>f the Scioto River is coming east to combine with material from the
site and ther follow the river flow to the south tcward the city well
fielas. A fence remains a protectior factor which has yet to be
ccoernstructed.

The discussion of the alterratives which mention a clay cap
correctly ocbserves that the cap would provide some protection from
floeding by covering the lardfill to prevernt flcod waters from eroding
away the surface and that flood waters will infiltrate less if a cap is
i place. There is no discussion, however, regarding mainterance of
the clay cap through repeated flood events which occur at our site. I
believe that the costs of maintainirg a cap and ground cover through
repeated floodinrg could make a flcod control dike look much more cost
effective. R flood contreol dike will alsc .require maintenance but nct
the kinds of extensive repairs that the clay cap will require when it
i1s overrun completely every 5 years (as reported in this study) and at
least partially overrun every year. It should be kept in mind that all
of the testing data and cbservations i1n this report were made early and
in the middle of the worst drought to affect this area in the past 63
years.

! The study contirues to speculate abcut the possibility of
"mairtaining the present cover" as a containment strategy. - I agree
“that 1t 15 arn idea worthy -of speculation giver the kriowr problems of
clay caps and synthetic membrane caps, but cur site is not a proper one

Fage 1



ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WwiTH TIXICS IN QUR NEIGHBORHOOﬁS
111 Islarg Road, Circleville, Ohi-= «3112 474-1240

for such speculatiorn with Contamirants plirly 1denti1fied as teo locatian
arg corncentratiorn. We agree that there 1s rc reascn teo choose betweer
a clay cap and a synthetic membrare cap. They are both prone to
deteri1oration and entirely deperdert upcrn expert installation and

nainterance. Both can leak withrout SbBvicus Appeararce, and both will
leak evertually.

R cap alore will ret Aadequately prcotect cur site from erosion and
irnfiltratiorn ¢f water gurirg frequert flcocds., A flood contrnol dike
wceild e arn importart safeguarg teo the integrity ¢f the remedial
action, )

We corclude that the Remed:ial Investigaticr, Erdargerment
Assessment, and Feasibility Study are flawed, \nadequate, and
wraccentable. They make repeated attempts to make the results fit what
the regulators and responsible parties (PPG & Dupont) warnt to go or mot
gc to the sate. They attempt to miramize maj)cr prcblems thwartirg
Clear-up at the site because the cintractors and the agencies don't
kriiw what to do about i1t. They attempt to mirnimize hazards to avead
frignhnterang local residents ard to miviimize problems to avoid putting
t o nuch ecorcmnic Stress crn the resparsible parties. We believe that
any cintainment plan 18 docmed to fail and that such plans must be
reirnfcrced to the maximum and mornitored carefully to discover the
failure ~hen it occurs and should specify who will be fimancially
respcrsible wher the failure ccours. We bel:eve the responsible
parti@s should bear the costs cof containment failure ang maintenance
arnd 1n Correcting any contamiraticn problems.

cc: William Reilly, USEFA Rep., Mike Dewine
‘Valdus Rdamkus, USEPA Regreonm S Serator Jan Long
Geovernor Richard Celeste ) A Rep. Mike Shcemaker
Serator Frarnk Lauterberg Mayor Mike Logan
Rttorney General Arntheory Celebrezze, Jr. Serator John Glenn
Fickaway County Commissicrers Feter Mortague
Stephen Lester, CCHW Joel Hirschhorn, OTA
Seratcr Howard Metzenbaum Johr Adkins

Mark Scarpitti
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MEMO T0: CUSEFs& Regionm ©

TROM: Cynthia G:illen. RACT.ON
IN RE: Eswers Largfi]l Remedial Irvestigaticr & Feasibility Stuoyv
DRTE: February &8, 13873

! nave several ccricerrs abiut wnhnat 1 beirng proposed fer EBowers
Larofill arco the Superfuro process that has transpired.

The Eowers Lardfill was 1rcluced as cre of 13 Ohic sites =r the
Matiznal Pricrity List for Superfund clearmup ir 1382. RAnorg those
sites. 1t had a Hazar~ Rarnkirng Scire or potential tco cause harm of Zrg
withir the state. The highest hactard score was for potential
grourcwater corntamiration. In 1380, OEFA idertified tcluere, berzere,
anc etnyltenzene 1n leachate frim Biwers Landfill. In 1381, EBurgess &
Niple focurg high corncerntraticons of ethylberczere, txluere, ard mixed
xyleres 1r cowngradient wells.

The presermt study has saigraficartly different firdings from
previcus testing and attempts to 1gnore previous findings or speculate
about problems with laboratory quality contreol and possible lab
contamiration (* samples. This logic is flawed for several reasons.
The labs doing the previcus testirg were both OEFR approved chemical
laboratories. Burgess & Niple's work was also coordinated and approved
by USEFA Regicm V. The kirnds and amounts of contaminants found in the
mamples are not likely to have cccurred from laboratory processing and

argling. There are at least two more logical reasons which are giver
no consaideration. There may have been sigrificant leaching of
centamirants into the groundwater at the time of the earlier studies
which was Qquiet at the time of the present study due to local
hyarcgeclcgic factors related to the recent two year drought
conditicons, or the earlier findings might have been related to a
‘migrating plume cf contaminants that has now moved off-site. Will EPA
ce able t2 so easily discredit the present results also dorne by EPA
approved companies 1f contamirnaticon problems occur in the future?

When the Bowers Landfill was listed on the Naticrnal Pricrity List
in December, 1382, the conditions at listing by USEFPR stated the
"langfi1ll covered 80 acres (attached). No explanation is given for why
this site has dwindled to cnly 12 acres. In the same USEPA statement,
1t states that in excess of 7302 tons of chemical wastes were disposed
of at the site. Now the present study states that the exact amount of
hazardous waste placed in the landfill is unknown, and speculates that
i1t was probably a small percertage cf the total disposed mater:al.
Even 1f this is true - and USEPR themselves state they don't know for
sure - many hazardous chemicals of the kinds dumped at Bowers have the
potential to cause harm t0 human health arid the environment in very
small amounts (i.e., parts per billion,or million). Flawed logic
again. The present report alsc states that the amount of hazardous
waste remaining there is unknown,

The R] has failed to locate and identify contaminants and is
“roposing containment while at the same time acknowledging that the
>caticn and quantity of wastes are unkrnown, How can one contain
something without knowing the location and quantity to be containred?
It s2urnds like a stab 1n the dark to mne. Rccording to an Qffice of
Techrolcocgy Rssessment report of June, 1388, which assessed the
Superfuro Implemertation, crne criticism 1s that, "It i1s rct uncommon to
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“ave a mu timillor=gallar cleanup decisicr mage witheot any techriicel
2ata to suppeort 1t..

. The Ercdarigermert Rssessmert 1s rct relevant because of the
failure of the Rl t: 1dert:ify arnd locate centamirarts. It uses a
carncer risk factor of 1 arn 12, 2QQ. Arcther OTA criticism states that
"Scwetimes compromises are made to reduce cleamup cost by allowing a
Righer risk thar the 1 im 1 millicrn carncer risk commcrly used in
Superfung.” With this study, USEFA has compromised swur risk avng
alliweg up to a 12Q times greater risk thar that gererally accepted.
why? Ggair, OTA states that ervirzsrmertal risks seem to take a bacwk
seat to comstraints 1mpcesed by seekirg furds from resporsible parties.

USEFQ anag OEFA have chaoser to ignore a statement submitted by
ACTION at the Commuraty Imfirmaticor Committee meetirng orn November S
from our District S2i1l and Water Conmservaticr representative which
Sreserts valid conflicting eviderce abocut grourdwater fliow. It 1s
fased upon his discussicns with the Divisicn of Water and a study dcre
in 1375 by Stanley Norris for ODNR, Divisicon of Geclagic Survey (#S6)
about the groundwater situation in the Circleville area, Fickaway
Cournty. In the RI, it is determired that groundwater flcow urder the
site 1s to the west downhill ang toward the river., However, the
gezligic and grourndwater cornditicorns on the west side of the river could
als: be dowrhill arnd toward the river since according to Mr. Norris,
cee "grourdwater moves from the uplards toward the Scioto River valley"
and mives in response to the regicnal gradient. In conclusion,
grourdwater orn the west side of the river could be movirg east and -
diwrhi1ll to combine with the westerly flow from the east ard follow the
river toward the south., This would dramatically change the
Endangerment RAssessment and the poctential for contamination of
Circleville's well field, 1 1/2 miles scuth and downstream. The study
dxne for ODNR was much more extensive than the present Remedial
Irvestigaticon which relied orly on conditions in the immediate area of
the si1te.

Qur request tc do further studies off-site to better determire
grourdwater flow irn lieu of this evidence has been ignored. Thus far,
sur request for monitoring wells cff-gite between the landfill ard the
city's wells has also been ignored. What is the substantiated reascrn
for 1gnoring this evidence and for not placing these wells?

. For the protection of cur community and pecple who live rear the
lanafill, I believe that groundwater monitoring should be done
incdefirnitely cn a Qquarterly basis for priority pollutants and heavy
metals as long as there is any question as to the exact location,
amcurts and kinds of contaminants emanating from the site. There must
be provisions for monitoring all potential contaminants emanating from
the site and not just the few idertified in the RI. This testing
shculd be done on the residential wells near the landfill, Circleville
City water wells, and monitoring wells off-site between the laragfill
and the City water wells in addition to those included in the FS. I
den't understand why there is a reduction in monitoring after the first
year. How can EPR assume there will be a sudden reduction in risk
after the first year with all the unknowns in the RI? It would appear
they are relying on public disinterest with time.

The FS states that alternative 4 would comply with current State
of Ohio closure standards for solid waste landfills., Since hazardous
waste was dumped at Bowers, I would like to know if any of the
alternatives comply with current State of Ohio closure standards for
hazardous waste facilities. If not, why not?

It would appear that USEPR has conducted a useless study that has
ra Ccorclusive data. Could this be because the regulators and the
responsible parties want to avoid finding contamimnants 1n order to fit
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wmat they ZIn't want T d:i At the site anc tI aviIiil DuTTInG t.ol rause
2cInimiC stress °Tn the respirnsible parties” There :s simethirng wrarg
v1th a system that allows the respinsible parties to be directly
respirnsible for the writing of the FS alorng with the contracteors.
Srny Zther system would claim thi1s as arm obvicus conflict of i1nterest.

Te further add to this flawed logic, a contairment system 1s

a:ng preopesed tO Contaln unkrnowr wastes 1rn an urnkrncwr amcournt and
arkrcwe locatiiorn, Rcecording t2 DTR, there 15 substartial evicerce that
TIntairment techniques are unprover and urreliable technrnclogies with
sx;nlfz:ant tmplemertaticorn problems, Ari example 1s the RCRA clay cap
at the Winthrop Landfill site 1r Maire which failed 1rn September, 1387,
before 1ts constructisr was completed. The OTRA als: states
“i1mpermarert remedies, which provide less praotectizsrn tharn cermarert
ories and do rnot assuredly meet clearup goals, are cofter selected purely
because they are cheaper 1n the short run; in the long run they are
very likely t> be mcre expernsive.”" There are various treatmert
cechrrcligies available which could offer a permanent remedy but which
gz rely orn specific 1dertificatiorn arnd locatiorn of cortamirarnts.
Fecause <f USEFR's 1racdequate study which failed to d: ei1ther,
cermarent remedies which are more expernsive in the gshart-term are rict a
cormsiceration 1n the FS, The i1mpermanent remedy prcposed for our site

1s gerercusly estimated tc have a life of 22 years., The mainterance
arng maritoring costs of this remedy which 1s doomed to fail, have beer
greossly underestimated. No pravisicn 18 made as to who will be
respomsible for such costs i1ncludirng any further cleanup. For that
matter, 1t 1% not clear who 1s paying for the proposed remediation. We
believe the respcnsible parties should be financially responsible for
ary presert arnd future costs - not cur state or county or commurnity -
arnd strongly object to any cordition in the ROD that would remove that
resporsibility ard liability from them,

OTR als> states that "EFA is less respcnsive to community

weerns about a remedy beirg impermanert thar to irnterests which faver
a lower cost impermanent remedy.” The incentives for this are to keep
the cocsts low for the responsible parties and the state that has to
provige 1@% of the cost if the responsible parties don't pay and
pecause EFRA warnts to distribute available funds as broadly as possible
and wants to cobtain settlements with responsible parties to reduce
cails o Superfund morey.

According to OTA, "EFPA pushes most ROD's tc completior by the erd
of the. fiscal year and this kind of bureaucratic pressure can lead to
pcer clearup decisicns. Typically, there is less than one month
between the end of the public comment perind and the issuance of the
‘ROD." 1 was told by Ms., Nelms that the USEFA wants to make a ROD
before the end of March for its quarterly report. It's evident that
USEFR does not give public comment much consideration because of the
‘time allotted - 30 days to review and comment on documents that have
taker USEPA three yesars to study and approve. Ironically, even though
EFA is familiar with the work and documents, they have rarely taken
less tharn 3@ days to review and revise them themselves during the
RI/FS. Evidently, I can only assume that EPR is just going through the
motiorns of "acting” like they want our copinion and will give it
consideraion,

During this three year prccess, the only continuity has come from
our community. We row have our 4th USEPAR community relations
‘ecordinator, and the OEPAR persomnel assigred to our site have alsc
~harnged at least twice. From the beginmning, our Remedial Project

rager, Erir Morar, has not instilled us with the utmost cornfiderce 1in
.ne USEFA as an agercy. At crne point (in the begirning of the preocess,
we requested a different prec)ect director but were assured by Ms.
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vargare: MoeCue, Tt Smmurity "telations colrdinatIit &t the tiwe., tha
Mg, Maorar was Qualifiedg aver <though srme appears hesltant arnd ursure
respong to specific questions about cur site at public meetirgs. At
most meetings, she's appeared .rcifferernt and somewhat sure :riy wher
csme reads prepared statemerts. I, therefire, regquecst that the
Commuriity Infermaticon Commictee —emair 1r exi1sterce gurirng any remed:ial
actirn arnd moritoring to facilitate communicatisn with the commurity orn
A regular basis.

In corclusiorn, 1 do rt bel.eve what USEFA calles a "clearup
remedy"” gives Iverall protecticr of public health arng the envircormmert.
USEFA has allowed too marmy plirts to De vague and unclear i1rn this FS
wh1CH we would have apgprecilatec the opplrturnity €2 comment or and which
are eviderntly gouirng to be decided by EFA 1r the ROD. I must agree with
Seratzr Frank Lauterberg, "eac :f the Seriate Ervirormernt ard Cublic
Works subcommittee or Superfurd arg the ernvirormernt, that the EFA
"irngtead of acting as a watchd:zg for 1rndustry is acting as their lap
dzg. " The 1388 OTR study verifies that "The Superfurg toxic waste gump
clearup program 1§ 1neffective, 1rnefficient, and uses pernywise, pcung-
frslish metheods that may have to be rewcrked at great exserse. " EBiwers
Larcfill 1s evidently just arncther statistic for arncther CTA study
apcut the ireffectiveress <=f the Surerfurg program,

-
-
-

o

ce: William Reilly, USERA Rep. Mike Dewire
Valdus Rdamkus, USEFR Reg::n S Seratcr Janm Long
Goverror Richard Celeste Rep. Mike Shoemaker
Ceratcr Frarnk Lauterberg Maycr Mike Logan
Rttzrney Gereral Arntheny Celebresse, Jr.Sernator Johr Glern
Fickaway County Commissicriers Feter Mcrtague
Stephen Lester, CCHW Joel Hirschhorn, 0OTA '
Serator Howarg Metzernbaum Johrn Adkirs

Mark Scarpitti
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BOWCRS LA&NDFILL
Circlevitle, Onto

Conditiors at listing (Cecember 1982): Bcwers Lanafill, also known as lslang
Road Lanafrll, covers 8J acres about | mle north of Circleville, Ohio, within the
Scroto River flondplain., The site 1§ s1tuated over § very productive aquifer
(capadle of yielas of 1,000 callons per mnute) that cupplies both industrial and
domestic weter. In 1958, a oravel pit started operations on the site. Shortly
hereafter, & lanafilling operation started 1n which sovl from the neardy pit was
vsed to cover refuse dumded on top of the existing surface, Little is known of
the initial years of the lanafill, dbut from 1963 to 1968, 1t accepted organic and
inorganic chemicals and general domestic and industrial refuse. In response to a
congressional inquiry, two local chemcal manufacturers stated that in excess of
7,500 tons of chemical waste (physical state and concentrations unknown) had been
disposed of ot this site. In July 1980, EPA identified toluene ang ethyibenzene
in water from the 1anafill. The State worted with the current owner, who hired an

engineering firm to evaluate the site. The State reviewed the report and asked
for additional information.

Status (July 1983): The State reviewed the additional information from the
runer and 13 dwarting the final Reredial Action Master Plan EPA 1s preparing. It

«111 outline the inveéstigations needed to determine the full extent of ¢leanyp
-2quired at the site.
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RCTIVISTS concEaner wlTm TIXIZZ 1N CUR NEISmBCRrCoCS
il lslarg Ruace, Circliev:iiis, CRiz w13 l=€la=a70~1249
mE>D TC: Vaicus Rcaneug, C.rezt
USEFR Reg:or. = ____ __ -
I e Fezresenta:;xes cF BCT IS
<N RE: Comnauriisy Irfirncs.ir Coimmistee
Cve: February s, 13373

~w Nave Lewr T:.co Ly Me. Farvera Farrett trat the
srtinuation of the Bowers Largril] Cemmunisy Irnformas:on
mmitiee Curirg the TRMEClal aciLr ard SRGIINgG mainterarce
cer the Recore of Decisice 13 urnder corsideraty e, We have
S: beer tcls that LSERS F&s corneidered cur conm.Ttie to be
valuadble asset for Cluriuricaticr with thae Conmriurity curing
trhe Superfurd prccess.

we, therefore, resgectfully request that tre Bcwers

Larar,;ll Cowmurity Irfirnaticen Coumittee be Cirtirced sc that
~&, thRe cowmmurity, WMay 0w épprised ¢f all work arnd
ceveloipnents at the site, The Committee should not te
Cisdarced unti1l] a mutually agreed upin dete 1s Cdeciced by the
Cirmittee that jt is ro l:rgor riceces for cCommunity
Commuriicat icr.
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RCTIVISTS CONCERNED Wl TH TOXICS IN OuRr NEIGHBQRHOODS
111 Islarg Road, Circleville, Ohic 42113 1‘614-674°1240

MEMO TO: Valdusg Rdankus, Director
USErq Region‘s :

C: WD
FROM ; R t i ‘es of " CC: OrA
e?resmw ati ey o &#CTION FR;.}HAN
IN RE:; Community Irformaticr, Committen ors -
DATE: February 28, 1343

We have been tolg by ME.“¥erbara Barrett that the .-
Cortinuation of the Bowers Landrill Community Information
Ccnmittee during the remedial acticr. ang ongoinrg mainterarce
under the Record of Decisior in under corsideraticn. We have
also beer told that USEFR has corsidered our Committee to be
4 valuable asset for cammunic.eion'u;tb_thc commun!ty‘dur@pg LT
the Superfurd precess. . o IO S

. . . e - - .- cmt ™, e . ea l.? ‘-

We, therefore, rcspcettgiﬁy,rqquost that the Bowers . . 4 N
Lardrill ;o@mqptty‘lnfarnfeigﬁ Comqittog be continued t 1-) tpat'*:ggﬁj
we, the Eéﬁmdnity, may be aﬁpﬁT;;B.Q? 8ll work and x4 &~r<{:\¢r

develcpnients at the Site. " The mittee should not be .
disbinaoa,qﬁle.; uJiudll}.agro. wpon dté'!s“d.eid.d:&y‘?hqff:}‘"‘
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A RLomItTieg A2 acaitional Fillzwimg cammerts for the wanile

cimmert perica of the Biwerc Larc®:]: Superfurd Saite.

Rhat '3 happerang to the Dowers Landfill TuoRrfund Gite? The
JSEFR ara twp pitertially resperscible parties, "G amg DuFeort, “ave
; t czmploteos a study that cost Approximataly 702, 222 arg are uranlce
TY Slve us arnypore corclusive informatiue about the site, Volunes of
Sats have LCeen germeratod ANnd & cTTmtalnnemt Tenmcy proposed which still
rarere potential tkreats preserted By this hazardeous waste site. The
JECEPN Nas stated chat a final clsarus cecision vill likely he macge Dy
mMeren 31, )

. GROUNDWATCR rLCw. According te the EMA study, gSrourdgwatpe
“l.w under the site 1s determined ts ba to the west toward the Ssicto
River ard, therofore, the Circlev:lle muriicipal sell field locatea 1. S
Miles 3outh ig rme expecies t bo affactod by pastential grurgwater
corntamirnaticr,

The Listrict Secil ang Water- repregentative, Marw Scargitt., haw
presentad information from a Departunent of Natural Resources study
whilich presents valig conflicting evigence abeut grourdwatar flow aff-
srva, JSirce the groumdwater moves from the uplarus to the Sci1ats Rive-
voliev. 1t ;s propapbly Combining at the 1 1ver ard flowirg cautn toward
the wells and to Ffill 1m the deprezsicn created by the hoavy i1ndustrial
pumoirg :v trhe Circleville area. The USEPA didg ret ctudy gruurdwater
flecw outzsicde the imvadiate area of the site and cauld be maxirg a
SOrMicus iraccurate assumptier about potertial rigks te ur waster
suptly. They have igntred and have rist refuted this evidonee ard have
N plams to ingtall moriitoring wells tetween the sito ard the city
walls, ' .

2. LOCATION OF WASTCS. Previous testirg at the sitc showed high
tevels of cortaminarts in leachate and grourdwater in 1982 arg 1981,
Fresert test results §ererally ghew lcw lovels >f sorntamirants, The
EFA study states that about 4% of the waste was generatad oy various
indugtities aperativg irn the area, ircluding FPG and DuPert, amerng
thorsg., Responses by PPG and Dupznt ts a federal 3urvey (r 1278
ird:cate they dumped 17Q@ and €22 tovrg of material recpectively.

CtHer l:.zal industrigs @evidertly did rat respord {3 the survey.,

USEFR has rot orilled into the site cr installec moratoring wells
cutside the cite to detormine the location of wastes but is prapsng a
“emedy to cortaiv scmetrirg. Oro major arca ignored by this =tucy =
that this 3i1te “locas frequently which has prezartes great pntential
fur contamirant migration sirce its closure im 1968, In a 198% meetirg
~ith local citizens, M. Roger Hamnaha of 0ZPA acknowledged this
Tcrmcern and promised that "0EPA will require testing further cut from

‘he site until contamirants are located if wnot locatod at the initial
‘est sites.” Where is M, Harmahs row?

2. METHANE GAS. The EPA study negates any throat from methare gas

ind the reed for any gas venting gystem sinze thig site hac boen c.oscd
for 20 years. However, Specific air (.sta for mMethane gas werno ot
erformed at the site. =

Recceorrding to an Qrmy Corp of Ergireeres repeort (Jarmuary, 1984),
ardfill sites can give =ff methare gas for S0 yoars or more after
Neocure, especilally sites Conastructed pricr te 1372, like Dowers, that
ad ro gas venting systems. The proposed containment with ne gas
erting could rause methare gas to migrate laterally, carry
Tntaninants to nearby kRemes and Present a public “ealth cnergency. Arn
amele 1n cur cwn state iz the Inductrial Excess Landfill zite :n

MiIrtiwn where nethane gas wag fiurd to bBe migrating laterally and
rler Tearv hrmnes,

Pane



WLTIVISTI TONCTANED LT TIUIZE N JUR NMEICHRECRHC]IZ

. R loae o I
/ 1.0 Tolardg Ruesz, Sirulewillo, TRro 4300
s, THE SUFCRTUND 1.nW AND | z

CLEANUR STANDARDS. L5E28 and CEOA ba.:
irteirpreted the Sup@rfurng cleanup standards for Howers S mear meet ]
“eucrant OMic 52l1d wasts tardfill clesure stamcards”. “rwevar, S0..
aste Clocure laws arce rot relevant and appreopriate for hazardous wasto
Atas.

The Superfund law states that the remcoy must comply with any
3tate envivarmertal or facil:ity law that 13 rat less stringernt than ary
feceral law “rcr» the hazarceoue cubstarce or welcase 1n questicr. Solad
waste Clo3ure laws are rot relevant arg aporepriate for hazaresus watte
si1tHs. This caito shoulg rmot set a precodert for Sther Sasardgous wazte
gsites, sush as tne Larthelmazs Lanofill, t¢ be treatod liike sslic wasse
ajtes.

USEFA arnc DEPR are using solid waste laws because they are
relevant arnd appropriate fir what they want ¢- do to the sito. Usirg
sclid ~aste laws fca- 8 hazardous waste 31tc is rmot ir compliarce with
che Sup@rfund low ceauicoment that a first gritaria shegld e the
overa.s: protewtion of the public health wurmd the envircrimert.

In sunmary, a firal cleanup decisicrn cannot rely 2m a study that
makes major assumpticonc based On speculaticn or such limitec data.
COEITR nstates their reonmedy addresces A& woirst cas@ Senmari: situatior. ~
WwTITnT case sCenaric cituatiovr woulg rot igrnore majur coanfl.cting
eviderce Or urdadrswerea areac of concern. It 13 not surprising that
little cr poor oversignt cf the wirk at Bowers cccurred with the
corstant turnover of parscorrel at both USERPAR and OEPA. Qur community
cffered a ma)cor rneed for certimulty to this process. However, i1f USETA
hac Dear receptive <2 our commurnity's suggestions during this study, we
CTulc nNave hag a morc crediblae study and be corfigant adout mavarg
forward tc resclve the potartial problems presented by EBowers.

sueh

Fer A Clearer Srivirarment,

W &

'Cynthxa Gillen, March 12, 1989



SCTIVISYS CONCERNED wiTh TOXICS IN QUR NEIGRBEGRRCCDS
11l lslarnc Roaga, Czrcievxlle. Chio «3113 l=8la=w74=1249

We telieve the only conscient ous d4pproacn to the Potential problems
fresentea by our N@1ghbornococd Superfung site, the bBowers Langfill,

First ana foremost, a fernce aroung the Site ang monitoring wells
between the s,:te and the City's well field should e installed
immeciately "lgardless of 4ny Cleanup decision. Common senrse tells us

these publice Protective measures should rave been installed five years

postponed until Se@rious qQquestions Are answered regarging groundwater
flow, location ang nature of wastes, and methane gas. In agaition, any
"cleanup” decision made using Ohio $0lid waste laws 18 not 1n
Compliance with the Superfund law reQuirement that protection of the
Pudblic health and the environment Should be a first Priority, Seolia
wast® laws are not relevant ang dppropriate for Razardous waste sites,

We believe permanent Cleanup treatments €ould be considered if
these major areas of concern were adaressed. This request 18 not made
lightly, We want 4 final solution 48 much as 4nybody. The problem is
that there are many reascns to Questicon the Sensidility of EPA'e elan.
We are rot Questioning EPQ’'e gdecision just to be difficult and our
Position is not umique as g Gvident in the Office of Technology
Rssessment study about the ineffectiveness of the Superfund program.

We feel strongly that EPa should answer a]} intelligent questions:
and overcome the many contradictions in their study rather than leave
US with a faulty “cleanup” a¢ Bowers, Nobody in this County wants to
be fighting this battle again :i1n 1S years. EpPa'g Proposed remedy does
nOt give us the least rigk PO®Sible and we think their decision is
influenced by cost. Pickaway Countians snould nOot sacrifice their
Quality of life for econcomics.

“e have not heard from dnyone i1n the County who likes the EPA'y
Proposed dec:sion. Senator Jan Long, the Pickaway County Commissioners
ang several City officials 4nd counc:lmen have similar concerns and
dre submtting their statements to USEPAR. Ohio EPA representatives
even agreed that all our conCerns are valid in a meeting on Tuesday
with Sermator Jan Long and ACTION recresentatives., In fact, they statec
their comments about the Proposed plan would include similar concerns,
However, it appears they are resigned to working within the
inacequacies and politics of the system ang succombing to USEPA's
haste to meet jits half-year report deadline of Marech 31, 1989.

We think USEPA should reassess their pPriorities - a first being
to address adequately the cleanup of Superfund sites. We think OEPA
should reassess the:r priorities - a first Being to insist that the
Superfund work as the law intended. '

‘ Rs Pickaway County residents, we will not sacrifice cur
environment to becone Another statistic for another study about the
ireffectiveness of the Superfund Program. We will not stang by while
poor deci1s10ns cost us misery and money i1n the future, .

Thurscay, Marcn 16, 1383



e

“CTIVISTS CONCZRNED wiTh TOxI1CS IN GUR NE i SMEOS=rn0s
1ll Ilslarmg Reaa trear), Circleviile. Onins “3i.5
1-515-.76-1_’60

RCTION 9 a pPudlic 1nterest envirormental crgamisatien formea 1v
S ~temoer, %84, for thne scecific surocse cf warking Ccr the Scwers ang
£ thelmas Larofills whicn tAreaten to corntaminate the Teays RQuifer, ~ur
wat@r SUuOPRly, amg the Scioto River, Sirce ACTION's ¢rigin, we Mave tecocme
invelveo i m ddCress.1ng all poutent,ial ervircrisental prenlems withIYm Sur
county, RCTION' ¢ Procjects ara services i1rcluce But Are not limiteo to tne
followirng: Bowers Lanafill Sucerfurg si1te, barthelimas lanafill,
Sewace/slucge apolicaticon on farmiang, water ard soil monitoring ar
Coorgiraticon with the Student Envircrmental kealth Freject of Vargers,lt
Uriversity, ~PG's regional Razargous waste inCinerator, PPG's planmt site
groeurcdwater contamination, sclia waste management ang recycling, schecl
programs, arc the ACTION effice whicn has extensive envircnmental rescurces
inCluging rews articles, boous, videotapes, magazires, legislative bills,
goverrment pudblicaticns, and rewsletters from other environmenzal
crganizatiors,

=CTION nas woruxed Rare toc brairng a Ereater awareress teo our community of
our enviromnmental problems anc the many threats to the County's air, water
arG scil. By attencing Snvircnmental conferences, SP®aking tc tne young
S@cO.i® 1r thRe schools whe will evertually innerit thnese Proolems, working
with the EPQA, industry and otner §overnment officials for mecre citizen
Particication, andg speaking te area organiiations, we think we are making a
sigraficart i1mpact for goog 1n Pickaway County.

RCTION's members are hignly motivates ard decicateg to cleaming up-
exi1sting prodolems armd from Preverntirg other problems fran ever materializing
Sy maxing govermnment responsible to thcse pecole who are most affectec by
pollutiorn. Envirornmental impacts reec to be a major consigeraticn when
pl nring growtn for ocur Community 1n orger to not JeECRardize our present or
4 re economy, Irgustry can be a responsidble and consicerate neighbor py
Cur irsisting that the laws be enforces ang that rew laws e passec that give
incertives for elimimaticon of both solid angd hazardous wastes by safe methocs
3UCA 48 waste exchange, neutralization, source reduction, sacterial
traatment, anc recycling. ) :

ACTION NEEDS YOUR HELP' we Teed you in this immense task. We rees
your time ang contributions to Continue and further cur worwx.

i w881 10 Q1IN 8. Cu To Lo Qu N,

Complete this form and mail to ACTION, 111 Island Roaag, Circleville, On #3113
(To be a voting memcer, you must be a Pickaway County residert.)

Ndlp.

QAdcress

Fhore_______ - -=Conficential Membersnip (checx nere)

Bemoersnio fep omr year - Please maxe checks payadle to ACTION.
(Incluces three newsletters a year)

Sirgl@ecrccercececcnnees 8l Family.eoeeeeeooeosenenea8lS, 2@
Y= To o] Y- . -1 B;ncfactor........tﬁe § above
Corporate.c.ce.iiceceees 3200

Retireo, Stucent or Limites Irccme. .o eiiiiiiiiieernenennnno s .0

[ wart to oce am ACTINON volunteer (checxk Rere)



ACTIVISTS CONCERNED w]Tw TOXICS IN Our NEIGHEORMOQODS
111l Islare Rocaa, C;rclevxlle. Ohio «3113 1-616-~76-1&6@

w“hat s haoponxng to the Bowers Laraf,]) Superfurg Site? The .
USEPAQ ANng the potentxally respons 1ble Parties, £OG ang DuFont, have
Just Completeg a Stugdy that cost-appron:matoly $720, 220 4Nnd are uraple
to give us dnymore conmclusive information about the site, Volumes of

l. GROUNDWATER FLOW. . Accerding to the EPR stuay, groundwater
flow unger the site ;9 determirneg to b® to the west towara tne Sciote
River andg, thoroforo. the C;rclovxllQ Muriicipal wel} fielg locates |. g
miles SOuth. 13 net Wxpectes to pe affectea by potentia] Srouncwater
Contaminat, en,

The Distriee Seil ano water rTepresentative, Mar Scarpitti, nasg

sSite. Since the groundwater moves from the uplanas to the Sciocto River
vealley, it ;¢ Prodanly Combdining at the river and flonxng SOuth towarg
the wells ang to fill {n the depression Created by tne heavy industrig)
PUmPiIng 1n the Circleville area, The USEPa gid not sStugy groundwater
flow outsige the 1mmediate a4rea of the Site ang coulg be making a

that tn; g site floodas froqu.ntly which hag presentpd great petential
for contaminant migration since itg Closure 1n )9gg. In a 198s meeting
with local Citizers, MmMpr, . Roger Harnahs of OEPA ackncwlodgco thig
concern and promiged that “0OERQ will require testing furtner out from
the site unt;} Contaminants are located if mot locatedg at the initial
test siteg, Where ig mye, Hannahs now? .

3. METHANE GRS. The Epq Study negates any threat from methare gas
ard the need for any gas venting system SinCe this g:te has been Closed
for 20 years, However, Specific air tests for methane gas were not
Performea at the saite.

under neardy homes,

4. THE SUFERFUND LAW AND CLEANUP STANDARDS. uUSEPa and OEPA have
interpretea the Superfiyng cleanup standards for Bowers to mean meeting
“eurrent Ohie Sclid waste largfill closure stancaraos*, However, sol.g



ACTIVISTS CONCERNED WITH TOXICS IN OUR NE IGHBORmOQDS
ill lelang Roaa, erclevxllc. Ohio 3113 l=6lé=-074=]1240

waste Closure lawsg are rot relevart ang apprepriate for Razargdous waste
Sites,

The Superfumg ]aw states that thne remegdy must CoOmply with any
state environmental or facility law that 138 nmot less stringent than any
federal law fore the hacardous sSubstarce or release i1n Question. Solai1d
waste closure laws dre not relevant 4Nna appropriate for hazaradous waste@
si1tes. This site $Should not set g precedent for cther hazargous waste
sSites, such as the bartnelmas Laraf,ill, veo be treatec like 80lid waste
sites. .

USEPR ang OEFA Are® using sclig waste laws because they are
relevant ang dppropriate for what they want to ge to the site. Using
solid waste laws for a hazaracous waste site 13 not in compliance with

USEFA states the:ir remedy addresses a wor'st case senario situation, -]
wOrst case scenario situation would rot i1gnore major conflicting
evidence or ynanswered arsas of concern. It ;s NOt surprising that such
little or poeor oversignt of tne work at Bowers OCCurred with the
Constant turmncover of Personrel at botn USEPA and QEPAR. OQOur Community
offered a major need for Continuity to this process. However, if USEPA
Rao been receptive t0 our Commuri ity g suggestions during th:isg study, we
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The US. Eavironmenwal Pro-
tection Agency will sesi publie ..
commenta on the plan at 8 T m.
hesring Tuesuay ia Circlevile

v High Behosl.

**"The EPA wanws 1o cap the
abandoned Bowers Landfll. with .
4 foot of cluy and lopsail. [ence
the site and inonilor Kround wae
ter with test wells. The landlillis . |. 9
within 2 nnles of Circleville's fous ¢
municipal waler welle .

The EFA has estimated the
eleanup would take J0 months and
cost 343 mullien. NG
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ity.of tha landlill at ouly slightixg,]
* lower' Lhan*that of"the infameus”
love Canal wea psar Niagara
Pulia .
Since 1983, the Bowers Land- .,
.Ml has Lesn en ths Supsrfund
Natleaal Priorities List of the ~
werst unceairolisd and abase
doned hasardous wasie eilss.

Logsn wanw Lo know wie will
pay to momtnr Lhe yround walar
after the EPA [finishes the

,cleanup. Il siso quessiisaa the
EPA's assertion that the landllll¢e.. . - Tt
ne threat to city wella -+ | : ' out.

1t could cost us 330,000 & year .’ that would permaneauy prowsct 3.
umnnuv_t&ou(uul‘:dls Lo alia”. . e :
gan wmid. “We .""I" o i " TTIE EPA plas does net calt *-
mb:;.‘:t:’ t000d W0 rr ramoving all losic mawrial;

" " he EPA renort concludes that :":ld }‘ would wol mmh:ghm laad~-
ot . il from foocding. w ectum
mupicipsl wuils ars sals {rom con- sanually, he said A dike should be-

Lamisaiion Lucause ground waiar ! .
from the landfill flows west te- built around the land(lll, be said.

' iver, i o Bowers. Land(ll is aorthwest
wand e Sewts Livr, 1221684 80°'or Yolond snd Cireieviie-Plorancs
- AP oy don't Lhink anybody unders Chapel rosus and west ol m;:&; B
stands tbat aquifer,” Lowan eaid. opsnad ia 1968 and ciose) is 1968

The mayur sasd ha is withbeld- Glllen sccussd the EPA of abe .
ing judgment oa the EPA u:‘::;: tampung "o misinise basards 0 ,
"...'“&1'-...'“”‘ pormas out .1 450 1o minlwise problems W svoid ..
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" a8 objection, saying she plan is roust be reinforced (o Lhe m
lasdequata Thay Piad 0 syesk at j mur snd monilarel care/
"~ the hearing. el T it dlacorer 'the failure ' whea
ooy falls short,™ Glllen said.""cury Yoaald Y
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Circleville folks rap

EPA landfill plan»¢

CIRCLEVILLE. Ohio = The federal gov.

erament’s proposed program to clean

loxic wasie Jump at this city's western odgs

was critieized by Pickaway County residenty

yesierday as poorly plunned und inadenuale.
“I'm pitifully disappoiniad,” saud Jobn Sio-

larz of Cirrieville.

When Stolarr asked whether others among
the 8. jeonie who showey vp 10 comment on
Lthe pian {eit the same w8y, mosi reised thaip

hands and some sppiauded or cheered.

Stolary spoke st 8 pubdlic heariag heid by
the U.S. Environmiental Prowetion Agency at
Cirelewille High Schoni yosLeruay 10 messure
“the eommunity's scewplanes of it pian to cap
the sbendeney Uowers Landfill with ¢ fest of

clay sad Lopeail.

SINCE 1983, the landfill has bean on the

Superfund Nationa! Priorities List as one of -

the naion’s worst unconirsiled and sbag-

done! hataryous wasie asies,

The landifill in on 12 acree & mile northwest :
of Cirrioviile and sbous 28, tniles sous of-

© Columbus.

Mast neopile who snoke eriticized the EPA's
choice of remedien, which carries ad ssumaied

priee tan of $.2 mullion.

The EI’A chose i1ts cleanup pian, which
calls fur leneing Uowers Land(ill ang monitore
ing round waier with ai least 18 test weolls.
from amuay nine ailernatives — {rom gero
coet for tahing ne sction to more than $13
million for & inure expensive pian that inciuy

ol 8 (lwal nrowetion uike, -

The preferrend piun alse includes restricting
scevss Lo the landlill, mansgemaent of surface

debms, improvement in erosion contrel,

Glood

proteciion and drsinays, aad uaing clay w0

cover Lue lanyliil.
STOLALZ BAID ke thoughi the

Wi

harmiesa. :
- +The.tandflll.- northweet of [siand snd Cirs:
tleville-Fiorence Chapel Roads. opened in 1988 "
and closed in 1968, It accopted chomical and;
industrial waste as well g9 domestic refuss. .

Ln 1940, Lthe EPA identilisd PPC Ingustries-
and El. du Pont'de Nemours & Co. as paruy .
raaponuble for ostarminston in the lanaliil

out and destroyed or Lreated o render thera
.7 . LIRYY Ay

-leonasianis ot the Lis indicats “Liie overe—. -.

all-mak posed by the site is low.” an EPA
report said Eariler tests rated tomicity of the
landfill at oaly slightly lower than thet of the
infamous:Love Canal near Niagars Falla, N.Y.:
Cynthis Gillen. & sposesman for Activists.
Concerned With Tosies ia Our Neighborhooy,
said the EPA pian leaves too many questions
unsnswered, including the question of wnat
hapnened io contaminaats measured io sariier
m LIRS Y TTT S U o, . M)

"Buiullz.ll‘mlni they're going \hrough:
oaamiogt” i, saie, Toox haver’s by,
) SHEBUCGESTID l.oue.mlurul detociad!
esrlier may have isaked (rom the lanalill ang’
be making ils way vis yround waler W Cireiee
ville's municipal weils, [ewer than ¢ nuies
south of Lhe landliil, -
She said an EPA renevitant admitied dure
imu the heariag that be could ot rule out such
8 poassbilivy, ' . .
She also said the BPA admiw that If
Howers Lanalill had operaced afier new (aws
_been put into effeet, it would liave been
subdject Lo strietqe clesanup Penuiremenia as 4
hazsmjous wasie site inswad u buing reaied

.84 8 solid wasyy jandfill. .

~In written comments submitied o the
EPA, Gillen said. "1L wouid appusr thst Us.
EP'A hus eonducioi 8 useless Sludy tial bas nu-
coaciusive.daie,” - . Cee
.-

YT



Comments from Government
Agencies and Officials
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To: The President and members of City Council,
. Circleville, Ohio '

Whereas, in the opinion ef many concerned informed

citizens, it hss Dot heen conclusively demonstrated

that the well fleld which supplies water for the

City of Circleville {s completely safe from contaming- -

tion by hezardous wastes depoaited in the Superfund

Site known as the Bowers Landarily, 1 strongly urge

that the President of City Council write the Ohio

snd U,S. Environment Protective Agencies expressing

our concern, and requesting that adegquate ground

monitoring wells be placed in locetions eppropriste

te nasuring protection of our w;ter supoly,l,e. Setween

our well bded and.the Lendfill,and that this action

be taken as part of that remedial action which is

eventually selected,

Such written comment must. be submitted to the 1,8,
EPA by Maren 16, 1989, |

Hoapeccrully Submitted,

g Qi = S —

Robert N, Phillips

Councilman, Firste Ward
Georgette Nelms U.S, EPA Region §
Community Relations Coordinater 230 South Deardborn
Offlice of Public Affairs Chicago, Il 60604
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Conrgetle Nelms

Community Relatisns Cacrdinator

C.S. E2A Region 5 Aarch 9, 1989
230 8. Deuchorn Ave,

Chteagoa, 111, 60604

Dear Ms., Nelms:

The point of this letter is not necessarily to communicate my
cdisagreemert over the method in which the EPA has recommended to
“remecy” the problem at the site of thec Bowers Landfill as much as it is
to express my displeasure over the manner in which the alternative was
presented to local citizens.

I feel the EPA was ill-prepared to fully respond to many of the
questicns posed by members of the community who attended the public
irformation meeting on Feb. 28, 1989 at Circieville High School.

As a Circleville city councilman, ] feel taxpayers deserve and
should expect better response from governmental bodies than what they
received from the EPA. In particular, inquiries concerning the decision
rot to physically removg woste from the site were met with the response
that total removal of the waste was simply not one of the options
investigated.

The remedy recommended by the EPA has some merit but I feel it
doesn't go far enough to provide for the future safety of the 13,000+
citizens who depend on the Circleville water supply. Many members of
this community, including myself and other councilmen, feel additional
monitoring precautions should be included i{n your remedy.

One such precaution would be to locate ground water test wells at
strategic points between the landfill and Circleville's water field. As
your plan presently states, most test wells are in the immediate area of
the landfill.

I realize the EPA becomes involved {n battles on many fronts when
making decisions that may satisfy some groups but could cost others
millions of dollars. Nevertheless. it {s important not to misjudge the
impact your decision will have on those who lve and raise their families
here. It is hoped your final solution reflects at least some of this
community's {nterests.

Sincerely,

D)l 7 B

David M. Crawford
Circleville City Councilman
431 N, Court St.
Circleville, Ohio 43113



Jan Michael Lons
State Senator

Ohio Senste
17tn Distriet

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
United States Environmental Protection A cy

f-\ / .
FR: Jan Michael Long e (
State Senator \ {/kn\ 1/

17th District Ohio Senate

RE: Bowers Landfill SPper Fund Sight/Public Comment
DATE: March 14, 1989 ~—

Thank you for the opportunity to allow me to submit to
you this date wmy public comment for the record and to be
reviewed by the respective Environmental Protection Agencies
in their consideration of rendering a record of decision on
the closure and cleanup of the Bowers Landfill Super Fund
Sight. I submit these comments not only as the State
Senator who represents the geographic area known as
Circleville and Pickaway County in the 17th Ohio Senate
District, but also as a Citizen of the City of Circleville.

While our comamunity and indeed our state is most
interested in forging a remedy to the Bowers Landfill
problem, all of us want to &8ssure ourselves that such a
cleanup is one that is safe, protects the environment for
present generation, as well as future generations, and also
is one that we will not have to revisit in the near future.
Based on these underlying Premises, ay public comment is a
request for the US EPA region 5 and the Ohio Enviornmental
Protection Agency to withhold -Or postpone any records of
decision on the Bowers Landfill closure until some major
areas of concern are addressed and satisfactorily examined
by a thorough study of additional information necessary to
make a permanent environmentally sound decisions.

Jan Michael Long

Committees:

State Senator Scoft E. Elisar , Education ang Retirement
Ohio Senate Legisiative Aide (Ranuing Minority Memper)
Statehouse Finanen -

Coiumous. Ot 432656-0604 Pam Spanaier
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Having attended the hearing on the public comment and
question session some two weeks ago, there were some matters
that came to my attention and that raised some concerns

on
oy part. For example, the Bowers landfill is perhaps one of
the most toxic and hazardous in this state, if not in the
Lnited States. Yet, the closure standards that would be
applied to the Bowers Landfill would be those closure

requirements that govern the closure of a solid waste gsite.
It is my understanding that this is acceptable because of
the technical requirements of the law as it relates to the
time of the last use of Bowers Landfill. Certainly, if the
landfill contains materials that would qualify it as a
hazardous or toxic waste landfill in 1989, then it seeams to
only make sense that the closure should be made pursuant to
the guidelines and regulations governing hazardous waste
landfills. The mere fact that termination of use was sonme
two decades ago should not remove the closure from the
hazardous waste closure requirements.

Secondly, it was my understanding at the public hearing
that the alternatives for closure need only satisfy a
thirty-yvear life span requirement. From the public safety
standpoint, as well as from the public funding standpoint,
it seemzs as though a permanent solution should be pursued
and not one that may require additional closure remedies in
twenty or thirty years. As a legislator who is most
concerned with funding issues, I can assure you that I would
applaud efforts that deal with one time permanent costs, as

opposed to future potential unknown monetary costs for
intermedial work.

Next, I would 1like to comment on areas that appear to
not have been thoroughly examined in the initial alternative
proposals. The issues that should be more thoroughly
studied and further data collected, would be issues dealing
with the groundwater flow ocutside the immediate area of the
site. Perhaps the installation of monitoring wells between
the site and the city wells would adequately address this
issue. Additionally, there appears to have been limited if
any, testing at areas outside the gsite to determine the
location of any migrating waste. Before we can talk about
total containment, it would be helpful to fully understand
the extent of the contamination.

Finally, the threat of methane gas migration seems to
be one that has not been adequately examined in the process
of formulating these porposals. The qQuestion of the absence

of gas venting systems to prevent lateral migration of
methane gas should be addressed.

*o®



Thus, considering all of the unknown and unanswered
variables in this very complex problen, I would strongly
urge the US EPA to postpone any record of decision wuntil
these questions are satisfactorily examined and answered,

Again, thank you for allowing me the opportunity for
this additional public comment.



Che City of Circleville

OEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
174 WEST FRANKLIN STREET
PO B8OX 209
CIRCLEVILLE. OMIO 43113
TELEPONE (614) 4T7.258

MIC=AEL E LOGAN ATNCCD P LONES P E.
wavOR . SIRECTCSA OF MuRLIC SERVICE

Marcnh 15, 1989

Ms. Erin Moran

Remedial Project Manager

Remedial and Enfcrcement Branch (EXS-11)
-S mnvironmental Protecticn Agency

23 Soutwn Dearborm Street

Chicago, IL 60604

oear Srin:

This  letter will serve to notify the USEPA of the City of
Circleville's caments on <zhe "Feasibility Studv for the 3cwers ]
landfill, Circleville, Ohio" dated February 3, 1989.

On page 1-5 of the report %he first paragraph states “According to
information on file with the OEPA, the majority of waste materials
deposited on the site consisted of residential refuse collected by the
Cizy of Circleville as well as by several private haulers in the
Circleville area.” That part of the statement referring to refuse
being collected by the City of Circleville is incorrect. The City of
Circleville has never colleczed residential refuse with City crews and
equipment nor has the City contracted such work to private
contracters. Residential refuse oollection within the City of
Circleville has been and continues to be the responsibility of each
individual property owner and as such each property owner makes
arrangements with individual haulers to haul their trash. ,

On page 3-38 under the paragraph entitled “"Frosien Contrel and
Draizage Improvements” the report discusses the installation of sheet-
piling protecticn at the north end of the landfill adjacent to the
Scioto River in order to provide contaimment for the stene riprap to
be installed at that location. The City's positicn is that both the
sheetpiling protection and the amount of riprap to be installed is not
sufficient given the fact that during severe floods the entire north
leg of the landfill is at risk. According to a report prepared in
October 1966 by the Department of the Army, Huntington District, Corps
of Engineers entitled "Flood Plain Information, Scioto and Olentangy
Rivers, Ohio, Main Report”, the 100 year flood elevation at the Bowers
landfill site is approximately 675 feet above mean sea level (msl).
This 100 year flood will be over the top of the existing lamdfill by
aporoximately 10 feet. The City requests that the sheetpiling
protection be extended to the east on the up river side and that the
lengmh of the riprap be extended considerably to protect the north leg
of wie landfill that protrudes out into the floed plain area.



The south end oI the landfill :s desicned to have stone riprap cn the
end what crotrudes wnto the floodplain. Since this area is
immecdiately adjacent =2 the Florence Chapel Road bridge (Red River
Bridge) over wne Scioto River the entire flow of water in the Scioto
River muUsST cast urderneatn this oridge and severe sCouring wnroplems
may OCT.ir T the edge cf the landfill at this location under severs
flocd concdizicns. The Citv's position is that sheetpiling needs to be
installed .n =tnis area to prevent zhe underminung of the riprap in
this area and the riprap 1tseif needs to be extended consideraply in
rder to provide adequate protection in this area.

The final major area of concern of the City of Circleville wizh the
report  involves the lack of specific recammendations for a grourd
water monitoring system that will serve to protect the Cizy of
Circleville's public water supply. The City's existing well field is
located adjacent to the water treatment plant approximately 1 1/2
males south of the Bowers Lamdfill. Approximately eight years ago the
City of Circleville underzcok an engineering investigation to
determine whether a future well field could be located at the old
pUToLng staticn site on the west side of the Scioto River off of River
Road. The site is identified on Drawing Number 1 Vicinity Map as
"Pumping Station”. The City's report indicated that the area around
the cld pumping station, which is currently still owned by the City of
Circleville would serve adequately as a future well field site for the
Circleville water treatment plant. There exists a 16" watermain that
runs {ram the old pumping station site to the current water trea=rment
plant on Island Road that could transmit raw water to the treacrent
plant.

The City feels that it is absolutely essential that adequate
monitoring for both of these locations is necessary in order o
adequately protect the City of Circleville's public water supply. The
City is of the opinion that additional monitoring wells need to be
installed off site of the Bowers Llandfill and an appropriate
ronitoring program be devised so that these two sites would be
adequately protected from any migration of hazardous materials fraom
the Bowers Landfill.’ I would suggest that the construction of
additicnal monitoring wells and and an adequate monitoring program be
developed as part of the work to be done on whichever altermative the
USEPA selects as to the proposed solution to the problems at Bowers
Landfill. The City of Circleville will want to be involved in the
develogment and review of such an addencum to the proposed plan.

If you have any qQuestions on the above matters, please do not hesitate
contacting me. .

Very truly yours,

77

Atwoed P. Jo P.E.
Director of Punlic Service



City of Circleville

MICHAEL E. LOCAN. MAYOR
CITY HALL. 127 SOUT~ COURT STREET
CIRCLEVILLE. Ot'D 43113.1611
TELEPWONE (& 1 477285

March 15, 1989

Ms, EZrin Moran

Remidial Project Manager

Remidial and Enforcement Branch (EHS5-11)
US Environmental Protection Agency

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL. 60604

Dear Ms. Moran:

This letter is regarding the City of Circleville's
comments on the Feasibility Study for Bowers Landfill,
Circleville, Ohic dated February 3, 1989.

The first paragraph on page 1-5 stating the majoricy
of waste materials deposited on -the site consisted of
residential refuse collected by the City of Circleville
as well as by several private haulers in the Circleville
area is not correct. I would like to emphasize the
City of Circleville does not collect residential refuse
with City crews and vehicles nor does the City contract
such work. Residential refuse collection within the
City of Circleville has been ‘and continues to be the
responsibility of each individual property owner and
each . individual property owner makes arrangements with
private haulers to haul their refuse. :

The City's position concerning eresion control and
drainage improvements is that both the sheetpiling
protection and the amount of riprap to be installed
is not sufficient due to the fact that during severe
flooding the entire end of the dike is at danger. The
City requests that the sheetpiling protection .to be
extended to the east on the up river side and that the
length of the riprap to be extended extensively to protect
the north end of the landfill that protrudes out into
the flood plain area. -

CARCLEVILLE Ow10 m 038
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Since the south end of the landfill is immediately
adjacent to the Florence Chapel Road bridge osver the
Scioto River, the entire flow of water in the Scioto
River must pass beneath this bridge and serious scouring
problems may occur to the edge of the landfill at this
location wunder serious flood conditions. The City's
viewpoint is that additional sheetpiling needs to be
installed in this area to prevent the underm:ning of
the riprap and the riprap itself needs to be extended
considerably in order to provide adequate protection
in this area. ’ '

A major interest of the City of Circleville concerns
the lack of specific recommendations for a ground water
monitoring system that will serve to protect the City
of Circleville's public water supply. The City's existing
well field is located adjacent to the water treatment
plant approximately 1 1/2 miles south of the Bowers
Landfill. Approximately eight years ago the City of
Circleville undertock an engineering investigation to
establish whether a future well field could be located
at the old pumping station site on the west side of
the Scioto River, off of River Road. The site is
identified on drawing number 1 on the Vincinity Map
as “Pumping Station”. The City's report implied that
the area around the old pumping station, part of which
is currently still owned by the City of Circleville
would serve adequately as a future well field site for
the Circleville water <treatment plant. There exists
a 16" watermain that runs from the old pumping station
site to the current water treatment plant on Island
Road.

I would like to stress that the City is extremely
concerned in having adequate monitoring for both of
these locations in order to sufficiently protect the
City of Circleville's public water supply. The City
strongly suggests that monitoring wells be installed
off site of the Bowers Landfill in such a manner that
would detect any migration of hazardous materials in
the direction of these facilities.

e PRy



My opinion 1S that additional monitoring wells need
te ©oe drilied anc an appropriate monitoring progran
me devised so that -hese two sites would be adeguately
crctectec¢ from any rigraticn of materials from the Eowers
Lanzfoll. * ‘would suggest that the comstructicn cf
acéizicnal monaitoring wells and adeguats mMONLITOILING
weils and a sufficient monitoring gprogras e deveicped
as part of the work to be done on whichever alternat:.ve
that the USEPA selects as to the suggested solution
to <the problems at Bowers Landfill. The Cizy of
Circleville will want to be invelved in the review and
development of such an addendum toO the proposed plan.

1f vou should have any questions regarding <the above
corcerns, please do not hesitate contacting me.

Very truly yours,

ﬁ yor of Circleville



Georgezse Nelnms

Office of Public Affaire
U. s. EPA, Region v

Page 2

Maren 15, 1989

The Proposed Plan alse does not adegquately descri:be the ground
vater mofitoring progranm that wil]l ne esStablished ag Part of the
Preferced remedial alternative. Therefore, the ROD needs =5
Spec:fy vhich wvells will be Sanmpled, hpouw often the wells will pe
sampled, and for what Parameters the wellg Yill be campled. The
vells should be sanpled on 3 monthly op bizenthly bpasg:s fer the
first year and on 4 quarterly bagis for the next tuvo to five
years. If the levelg o? Contaminatien i the ground water do not
-ficrease over this time Period, then a reduction {(n the frequency
of sampling Ray be considered. The sanmples from the wells should
Se analyzed for all targez Compounds each tize the wvellse are
sSanpled.

the site. Well clusters sghouyild be i{nstalled in the tollowing
locatiang:

i. Betveen Well Locaticn 5§ and Well Location 6.
2. Between Well W-10 and the bend of the landfyll.

3. Oftsite, betwveen the landf111 and the Circleville aunicipal
vell field. .

Because of flooding of the Scioto River and uncertainty about the
amount, composition, and Bobility of wastes in the landfil},
conditions at Bowers Land?2il]l are likely to change. In order to
fully comply with State lav and pProtect the envircnaent, the ROD
BUSt have a contingency plan that €an be eacily and rapidly
{mplenmented and a ground vater Bonitoring system that vill
adequately detect Any potential future releaces of contaminantsg.

Sincerely, : :

Dlecd. ¢ G4

Deborah J. Strayton
Office of Corrective Actiong
Central Districe Office

cc Erin Moran, U.S. EPA, Regien v
Maury Walgh, OEPA, Deputy Director
Dave Strayer, OEPA, OCa
Kathy Davidson, OEPA, oCaA
Cindy Hafner, OEPA, Legal
Jack Van Kley, 0AG
Cheras Korleski, OAG
<an Michael Long, Oh:io Senate



COMMISSIONERS
GEORGE M. MAMAICK
JOMN F. FISSELL
AUTH NEFF
' PICKAWAY COUNTY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ROOM $. COURT HOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE. OMIO 3113

March 15, 1989

Georgette Nelms
Office of Public Affairs
Qucago, Illinois 60604

Ms. Nelms,

CLERK-ADMINISTRATOR
TERRENCE J. BERARIQAN
Telephone 8144744083
0164708084
0144746008

After reviewing the EPA's planned response to the Bowers Landfill problem,
we feel it is our obligation to offer our comments for the public record.

Many citizens of Pickaway County have devoted a great deal of time and -
effort in studying the technical aspects of the EPA's studies and recamendations.,

“hey have presented to us their concerned and after considering the information,
we would strongly request the USEPA Region 5 and the Ohio EPA to postpone
a Record of Decision until the following four major areas of concern are re-

considered:

1. We have received conflicting accounts as to the direction of the
groundwater flow. If the USEPA did not study groundwater flow ocutside the
irmediate area of the site, an inaccurate assumption of the potential risk

to cur water supply could be made.

2. According to reports, tests to discover the contaminants have generally
been restricted to around the site. Without testing larger areas around the

landfill, no evidence of off-site migration could be determined.

3. We have been informed that landfillscmeduustmmnegasasa
by-product. If so, without a gas venting systenm, surTounding hames would

be exposed to a risk of methane gas contamination.

4. Cmcum!uvebeennisedthatthezmisplmningtousedm
standards based on “current Ohic solid waste landfill closures standards.®
Healsoshantrmecmcemsassoliduaseedosunlmmmtappmpmte-

for hazardous waste sites.



~7 COMMISSiONERS
GEORQE M. MAMAICK
JONN F. FISSELL
AUTH NEFF
PICKAwAY COuUNnTY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
AOOM s, COURT MOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE, OMIO €3113

March 1S5, 1989
Page 2 .

‘s

In closing, the Pickaway
&ammit to one plan of actian until
in greater detayl,

Si.ncere.].y '

THE PICKAWAY COUNTY BOARD OF QMISSIONERS
John F. Fissall

Ruth E, Neff

George H. Hamrick

jm

CLERK-ADHINIST!ATOI
TERRENCE 4. SERRIG,

Telspnane 1447400
8144744004

01464740088



AFTLA FIVE DAYS, METUAN T0

PICKAWAY COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

BABEMENT, COURT HOUSE
CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO 43113

R —

YOUIt VISION ;-
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WELEK | A

Georgette Nelms

Canmunity Relations Coordinator
USEPA Region 5

Office of Public Affairs

SPA-14

230 South Dearbom Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604
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Central District Otfice
20O Box 1049 1800 WaterMarx Dr

AY

Columbus. One 2266-0149 RAicharg F Ceies:e
(614) 644-20%5 Governor
March 15, :.989 RE: Bowers Landtill

Georgette Nelmgs

Cefice of Public Affa:irs (SPA=-14)
J. S. EPA, Region V .

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicage, Illinois 60604

cear Ms. Nelnmsg:

Enclosed are the originals of the comment letters that Ohio EPA
sent to you by FAX on March 15, 1889. These letters include Ohie
EPA'c comment letter on the Proposed Plan and State Senator Jan
Michael Long's comment letter on the Feasibility Study and the
Proposed Plan for Bowvers Landfill.

I2 you have any questions, please contact me at (614) 644-2055.

Sincerely,

Deborah J. Strayten 8

Office of Corrective Actiones
Cantral District Office



Comments from Potentially
Responsible Parties
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E. I. ou PONT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

COREORS TED

Cimcirvaie Omo iy

March 15, 1989

Ms. Georgette Nelms

Comnunity Relations Coordinator
Office of Public Affairs

US EPA Region §

230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms, Nelzs:

Enclesed is a copy of the remarks I made regarding the
Bower’s Landfill during the public meeting held at the
cesvdt Lade Dayn Sbituua, “ww wadao . ‘ SR

March 28, 1989.

—.-rs, whdwdB®YisaE, wiio -

If you have u..; s=~2taCus, Pleuse co..tact me.

Sincerely,

R. E. Berlin
Site Services Superintendent
Du Pont Circleville Plant

JSESO08/ ah
trelomure

There's a worid of things we re doing something adbout
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d CONTACT :

Ron Berlin, Site Services Superintendent
MNev Dame Aipplorille Plagne

Phone: 614-474-0240

LR R 2N N 2 4

U PONT S ¥ZRT O v
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From 1965 to 1968 wve disposed of Mylar® polyester scraps and rolls that
didn’'t meet customer snecification in the landfill. Ve also disposed of
Mylar® polymer, wnich amounts to the same material solidified in large
pleces. Mylar®, as you probably already know, is a thin sheet of fila
vith a variety of everyday uses such as food wrap and packaging. Cheaically,
Mylar® {s the same as the polyester fiber that {s {n much of our clothing.

Small quantities of materials such as paint, degreasers, lab cheajcals, and

paintenance supplies have gone to the landfill, but the bulk of our msaterials
il Lue 54109&&&1 &3 oy ....f

Vhen concerns develcscd over the landfill, wve felt {t wvas lapottm?’-'that: s
study be dons to determine wvhether the landfill presented any threat to health”
or the enviromment. For that reasom,:ve agreed-along vi:h‘.'r?c to. jolntly fund
the $700,000 feasibility study. ' L o T

The feasibility study lists nine slternatives for dealing with the landfill.
EFA has already stated that it prefers Alternative No. 4. Ue reel Alternacivc
No. 3 s the more appropriate method to address any concerns about the
landfill. Let me reaind you of the provisions of the two altesrnatives. Both
of the alternatives call for groundwacer wmonitoring, "r'o'i&ic:ing use of and

access to the site, managing surface dsbris, and improving erosion control,
flood protsction and drainage. . . g

In addition, Alternative No. 3 calls for areas of the existing landfill cap
vhich shows erosion to be identified and repaired vitch nstural clay soil.
*Additional %lsy” wvould be filled in—to prevent surface watsr from forming {n
ponds. Maintenance and improvements to the existing vegetation cover would be
sade to {nhibit erosion. The cover vould be inspected regularly for
st: R Altelia...v 0. &, pr.’ " uy the EPFA, caiis for
cutting dowvn trees and similar vegetation that have grown up over the last 20
years and installing a nev clay cap, a‘;'t the landfill. g
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DU PONT STATEMENT ON BOWERS IANDFILL (Contisued)

While the cost of Alternative No. 4 {s higher than that of Alternative No. 3
our sain concern {s not the cost but cthe environmental {(ntrusion that
A'=---acive No. < oight causs. in our opinion, removing existing vegetation
does not appear to be warranted: will disrupt the ecological systen currently
in place; vill have a detrimental effect on the stability of the fill side
slope; and vill creats a continuing, long-term maintsnance problea.

The remedial investigation indicates that thers is no continuing release of
contaa{pants from the sits. The study_does not indicate that the landfill
presents a substantial threat vhich vould require the severe remedial measures
called for in Alternative No. 4. Based on currently available data, securing
the site and providing regular, long-tern sonitoring is all that s called for
at the site. In the unlikely event that monitoring indicates that a problem
is daveloping, proapt remedial asction can-be taksn.

Although there is no imminent health or environmental risV ~osed by the site,
ve feel it is prudent to monitor the sits. to S88ure Lual tnere is no future
problem. We feel that Alternative No..3-{s a more than adequate method to
assure that the health and enviroment of jthe commmity i{s protected.
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES
AT BOWERS LANDFILL

Community relations activities conducted at Bowers Landfill to date have included the
following:

. U.S. EPA conducted community interviews with local officials and interested
residents (March 1983).

. U.S. EPA established an information repository at the Pickawa§ County District
Library in Circleville, Ohio (July 1984).

. U.S. EPA held a public meeting to discuss and solicit public comments on the
consent order (March 1985).

. U.S. EPA held a comment period on the consent order (February 22 to March 25,

1985).
. U.S. EPA prepared a community relations plan (May 1985).
o U.S. EPA developed a response to public comments (responsiveness summary) on

the consent order (July 1985).

. U.S. EPA held a public meeting to discuss the responsiveness summary (August
1985). ’

. U.S. EPA distributed an update on activities at Bowers Landfill (November 1985).

. The Bowers Landfill Information Committee was established. Twelve meetings

were held before and during the remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS) (November 1985; January, March, June, August, and October 1986;
March, June, and September 1987; and January, June, and November 1988).

J U.S. EPA developed and distributed a glossary and other materials to assist people
with non-technical backgrounds in understanding sampling results presented in RI
technical memoranda (May 1987).

. U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet on applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) (April 1988).



U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet explaining the preliminary resuits
of the RI (June 1988).

U.S. EPA developed and distributed a fact sheet explaining the final RI results
and the results of the endangerment assessment (EA) (September 1988).

U.S. EPA held a public meeting in Circlevilie to discuss results of the RI and EA.
Approximately 70 people attended (September 14, 1988).

U.S. EPA released the FS report and Proposed Plaa for public review and
comment (February 1989).

U.S. EPA held a public comment period on the FS and Proposed Plan (February
14 to March 16, 1989).

U.S. EPA prepared and distributed a fact sheet on the FS and Proposed Plan
(February 1989).

U.S. EPA held a public meeting in Circleville to present the results of the FS,
describe the Agency’s preferred remedial alternative for Bowers Landfill, respond
to citizens’ questions, and record public comments on the FS and Proposed Plan.
Approximately 70 people attended this meeting. A transcript of the meeting is
available in the information repository (February 28, 1989).
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Columdus. Ohio 43266-0149

16141 544.2055

Ricnarg F Ceieste

Governor

March 13, 198893 RE: Comments on Proposed Plan

for Bowers Land?:11

Georgette Nelms

Office cf Public Affa:rs
U. S. EPA, Region V

230 South Deardorn Street
Chicago, lllinois 60604

Cear Ms. Nelae:

OChic EPA has several comments on the Proposed Plan for Beverg
Landfill, Cirecleville, Ohiso. Because of uncertainties not

addressed or ansvered in the Remedial Investigation (RI)

er

Feas:dility Study (FS), Alternative ¢ Bay be viewed as an :nterinm
actlion rather than a final femedy. State ARAR's will only be met
Sy Alternative 4 1f the conditions at the site remsain stadle, I?
the conditions change, State ARAR's 2ay not be met by this
alternative. Therefore, a BOore detailed contingency plan for
energency removal and a more detailed ground water agnitoring
Progran’ are necessary 1?2 the selectead renedy i{g to be accepted as

the remedial action.

A detailed contingency plan and a more extensive ground water
Donitoring program sust be included in the Record of Decision
(ROD). Because U. S. EPA maintaing that the States have conly
those rights set forth in Sections 113 and 121 of CERCLA and that
the States are somehov precluded from enforcing State laws at NPL
Sites, addressing these issues during the design phase will not
affsrd the State of Ohio substantial Beaningful (nvelvement in
the initiation, development, and selection of the remedial actioen
or insure that the remedy complies vith.State lav. Given the
limited role assigned teo the State by U. S. EPA, considerable
detail in the remedial alternative must be agreed to (mmediately

i Ohio EPA (s to concur with the ROD.

The Propcsed Plan does not describe the contingency plan that
vill be implemented should the preferred remedial altarnative
fail. Therefore, the ROD should address those situations (e.g.
detection of ground vater or surface vater contamination, ercsicn

of the cap, damage to the fance, production of leachates
that will trigger the implementaticn of the contingency
The ROD chould alsc addrese the levels of contamination
trigger the (mplementation of the contingency plan, the
that vill be taken ag part of the contingency plan, and
those who will carry out the contingency plan.

or gas)
plan.
that will
actions
identify
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION §
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON
CONSENT ORDER FOR THE BOWERS LANDFILL

CIRCLEVILLE, OHIO
JULY 1985 |



INTRODUCTION

This report contains U.S. EPA Region V and Ohio EPA's response to public
comments received on the consent order between U.S, EPA, Ohio EPA, E.I. au
Pont de Nemours and Company, and PPG Industries, Inc., under which Du Pont
and PPG will perform a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study of the
Bowers Landfill in Circleville Ohto. -

Included are the public comments received during the comment period, and the
Agencies' responses to them. The comments are condensed and paraphrased in
Section I for clarity or to combine similar comments. The full text of each
written and verdal comment is included in Appendix D. Because numerous detailed
comments were received on the subjects of community involvement and splitting
samples, specifically, the Agencies' response to those are detailed in Appendices
A and B.

As called for in the consent order, a 30-day public comment period was held.
The comment period began February 22, 1985, In response to requests to extend
the comment period, written comments were accepted until April 24, 1985, A
public meeting was held on March 14, 1985 in Circleville, at which oral
comments were received,

CONTENTS
Section I - Agency response to comments
Appendix A - - Response to comments on community involvement
Appendix B = Response to comments on split sampling
Appendix C = List of commenters
Appendix D - Written comments and transcript of March 14
public meeting
Appendix E - U.S. EPA memo of 10/84 regarding release of unreviewed

data, and Hazardous Substances List



Comments from ACTION

1. Contaminant plumes may have moved off site, and so would not be
detected in the sampling plan as proposed.

RESPONSE:

It is unlikely that the contaminant plumes have moved entirely off

the site, so the sampling sites in the immedjate vicinity of the
landfill are appropriate for this stage of the investigation. However,
if the investigation should indicate a need for sampling farther off-
site, the workplan allows for that. (See pages 4 and 15 of the workplan
dated 5/29/84, which say that additional monitoring wells or syrface
water sampling can be added. The Quality Assurance Project Plan of
8/15/84, page 4 also says further investigation may be needed to
define the extent of contamination. The need for further investigation
will be determined as part of the RI report.)

2. Contamination could be over looked during drou hts, so sampling should
be required in the spring. Year-round samp|ing would give a better

1dea of the overa extent of contamination.

RESPONSE: The workplan (page 15) requires sampling during Tow and
moderate flows, so that samples will not be taken during drought
conditions. The agencies want to find maximum levels of contaminants, so
it isn't advisable to sample during flood times when contaminants

would probably be diluted. Also, the sampling points may be inaccessible
during flood times. However, if the initial rounds of sampling

indicate a need for sampling during the spring, and the sampling points
are accessible, that will be required.

3. Why isn't long-term sampling included in the agreement?

RESPONSE: The consent agreement covers only the work needed during the
remedial investigation/feasibility study phase of the project. The

RI is intended to characterize the contamination from a site so that

3 decision can be made about the best actions to take at the site. By
necessity, the investigation is limited in time. However, Tong-term
monitoring s a very important consideration for the future, and wil)
be considered during the feasibility study.

4. ACTION believes that a $400,000 ceilin has been placed on the cost of
the RI/FS, and that the private parties don't have to pay for any costs

eyond the original scope of the agreement.

RESPONSE: There s no ceiling of $400,000 placed upon the cost of the
RI/FS. The respondents' obligation is o complete a remedial investigation
and perform a feasibilty study of the site in accordance with the RI/FS
workplan.
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5.

The activities are strung-out over to long a time period. The
activities should be scheduTed simuTtanecusTy. ~

RESPONSE: Some activities are overlapped to 1imit the amount of
time the study will take. Qur experience shows that it°s difficult
to complete a remedial investigation in less time than is currently
scheduled, and we beli.ve the schedule is realistic in light of the
complex nature of the work. '

sampling should be required to obtain baseline data prior to the

start of the RJ.

RESPONSE: Background samples (baseline data) are part of the proposed
investigation. Surface water and sediment samples will be taken
from the Scioto River upstream from the landfi{1l. At least one
monitoring well (W-9) will be located upgradient of the landfil)
site, from which soil and groundwater samples will be collected.
Private wells located in the area also will be sampled. 25 soi)
samples, a number of which are Tocated away from the Tandfily,

should provide a reasonable basis to determine background soil
inorganic concentrations near the site.

Most of the organic contaminants of concern at the site do not occur
naturally. Therefore, any occurrence of the manufactured chemicals
would be above natural background levels. If upgradient sampling
locations are also significantly affected by these contaminants, then
further investigation might be warranted to differentiate the site-
related contaminants.

Split samples should be provided to the community.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling.

Citizens must be notified prior to changes in sampling points, and should

be able to provide input.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement

There are descrepancies between the Hazardous Substance List, the
detection Timits Tist, and the T1st of chemicals to be sampled at
the Bowers site. Why aren't specific compounds being analyzed?

RESPONSE: The Consent Agreement contains the correct CAS numbers for
vinyl chloride and dichloroethane. The most recent Hazardous Substance
List, and the detection Timits for those substances, is attached.

A1l parties analyzing samples during the_site fnvestigation will be
required to use this most recent 1ist. In addition to the substances
11sted, dioxin will be sampled for, using detection limits of 100 ppt

for water, sediments and soil. O-xylenes will be analyzed under

total xylenes. Endosulfan I and I] are 1isted as Endosulfan alpha

and beta, respectively, on the HSL. Clorodibromomethane 1s 1isted on

the HSL as dibromochloromethane. 1,2 diphenylhydrazine won*t be

analyzed because it breaks down easily during extraction so results
aren*t meaningful. Analytical methods for acrolein and acrylonitrile

are not effective. Flurotrichloromethane (referred to as dichlorodifbrono-
methane in the comment) does not appear in water samples. A1l samples will
be disposed of according to applicable state and federal Yaws.
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10.

N

14.

3

There should be quarterly public meetings.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement.

13. There should be more than $11,000 allocated to implement the
community revations pTlan. Monies not spent on community relations
in one fiscal year, should be moved to the next. Community
relations wl not be perform-qd 3 unds are not Increased.

ndustry should cover the costs of community reiations activities.

RESPONSE: As part of the administration of the Superfund program,
Region V has resources (fe. staff time, trave) budget) allocated

to conduct community relations. Because there are so many sites,

the Agency has contractors to assist the region’s community relations
staff. The contractors primarily prepare fact sheets, graphics aids
for public meetings, etc. The $11,000 budget for contractor support
for the Bowers site is separate from the RI/FS budget, and has
already been obligated. Money not used one fiscal year s carried
over to the next year. In our experience, $11,000 is more than
adequate to supply the community with materials; the typical budget
is $9,000. If more funds are needed, the region can request supplemental
funds from Washington, or the work can be supplemented by in-house
writers and graphic artists. The region has not found it appropriate
to give the Respondents responsibility for producing communi ty
informational materials. It is U.S. EPA's policy to attempt to
recover all costs for a site, including community relations funds.

There should be an evacuation plan and a warning system for the
surrounding residents,

RESPONSE: Investigators from the Region's Emergency Response Section
visited the site in May 1985 to assess whether any immediate threat may
be posed by the site. The Agency concluded that there isn't a need

for an evacuation plan during the RI/FS portion of the project.

This decision is based on the following:

1) no air contamination was detected with specialized equipment used
during the recent {nvestigation;

2) the large distance on the downgradient side of the landfill between
the drilling locations and the residences;

3) a11 drilling will occur outside the landfill boundaries so that any
containerized material will not be affected;

4) because any gases encountered in the subsurface during drilling
will be uncontained they will dissipate;

5) if any gases are released to the surface during drilling, the
wide open area in which the landfill is situated allows for sample
dissipation of gases, and - '

6) during drilling, the air will be continuously monitored.

A specialized Health and Safety Plan will be prepared for the site
which will include an evacuation plan for site workers, consultation
with the closest fire department, hospital, etc. A copy of the site-
specific plan will be made available when it is completed.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

There are discrepancies regarding the size of the landfill in various
agency and Tegal documents. ATso, the age of the Tandfill 15 referred

to differently 1n various documents.

RESPONSE: The area to be investigated is the area of the property that
was used for disposal of waste. That area is 12 acres, according to
site records. On the long leg of the “L“ shaped site, the landfil)

is 3000 ft north/south; it is another 1000 ft. in length on the short
leg, which totals 4000 feet. The other dimensions are approximately
120-125 ft and 10-15 ft. The agencies consider 1958 or 1959 tg be the
year the site began operating, and 1968 as the year the site became
inactive, although new information appears to show that the site
closed in 1969.

The site should be fenced under the emer ency criteria of the NCP
because the site is being used for hunting, children's play and
airt biking.

RESPONSE: As a result of this comment, Region V's Emergency Response
team evaluated the site in May 1985 to determine whether site access
does pose an immediate health or environmental threat as defined by
the National Contingency Plan. They determined that a fence is not
necessary because:

1) the only unnatural material observed at the site was drums which
all appeared to be empty, and plastic nonhazardous material, and

2) the site held a full spread of vegetation, which indicates that
the topsoil may not be contaminated.

U.S. EPA will erect additional warning signs at the site, particularly
at the small access paths along the west side of the site.

what is meant by trade secret? What types of information does this
TncTude? What recourse do citizens have to obtain information

classitied as . ata shou e released to ION.

RESPONSE: No information is being withheld regarding the site because
it is considered a trade secret or business confidential, and we do
not expect that any information generated during the RI/FS would meet
the criteria for business confidentiality. The regulations explaining
these concepts can be reviewed under Section 2.201-2.215 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, and Section 149.43 of the Ohio Revised Code.

Any place the word “memorandum” is mentioned fn the consent agreement,
1t shouid be repTaced by “reports, documentation or sampling 3ata.“

RESPONSE: Whether a document is described as a memorandum or a report
does not affect its confidentiality or make it exempt from disclosure.

A document is judged on its content and not on fts title. U.S. EPA
does not withhold information only because it s labeled "memorandum."
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19. Raw data should be provided to ACTION and the county health department
at the same time EPA and industry recejve 1t. Prior notice should be
provided of any changes to the various plans.

RESPONSE: Addressed in the attachment concerning community involvement.

20. What are the standards for treating volatile samples?

RESPONSE: Yolatile organic analysis of water samples must be performed
within 7 days of the sampling date, and soil sample analysis must be
performed within 10 days of the sampling date. Acid and base neutral
extractable compounds, pesticdes and PCB water samples must be extracted
within 5 days (10 days for soil) of sampling date and completely analyzed
within 40 days of extraction. The holding time for low and medium
concentration inorganic compounds, along with sample handling requirements,
are listed in Appendix B, Table I of the Quality Assurance Project Plan.

A holding time is the period in which a sample remains stable enough

to be analyzed, and therefore can be used to represent its source.

“Not established” means the time is not a clearly defined number or

a universally agreed upon number. In those cases, the agencies require -
that samples be analyzed in a timely manner that will ailow the project

to progress. :

A1l samples will be taken, preserved, shipped énd packed as indicated
in Appendix B, Table ] of the QAPP, as noted in the consent agreement.

21. Work should not continue unless EPA roject directors are onsite. If not,

1n3ustry should pay for a citizen representative to be onsite.

RESPONSE: As a result of this comment, and others received, U.S.

EPA has arranged to have a representative from PRC gEnvironmental
Management, Inc. onsite overviewing all field activities to .
ensure that the PRPs comply with the Administrative Order and the
National Contingency Plan. One representative will be on site

during 211 field activities. An additional person will be on site

when samples are taken. Ohio EPA plans to have a representative
onsite during important field activities.

22. ACTION questions the U.S. EPA project manager's expertise,

RESPONSE: Erin Moran has an excellent educational and professional
technical background, and is one of the <enior members of Region

V's Superfund staff. The role of the Remedial Project Manager is to
manage and coordinate a number of technical projects and evaluations
that are needed to successfully investigate a site. For specific parts
of an investigation, the project manager may call upon the expertise
of specialists who have specific training for that part and who can
spend a great deal of time on that particular aspect. This {s
especially true for compiex sites. It is not at all unusual for EPA
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project managers to seek assistance from a number of hydrogeologists,
biologists, chemists or soil scientists, for example, to aid in g

site investigation. At the March public meeting, Ms. Moran deferred
Questions to the hydrogeologist present because some citizens had
specifically requested that a hydrogeologist attend the meeting. The
region believes that Ms. Moran is able to fulfil) the demanding job of
project manager.

24. The gravel pitting operations around the landfill should be sampled, and
1t the gravel 1s contaminated, the pitting shou e stopped. Signs should
be pTaced around the perimeter of the TandfilT, and a gate shouTd be
placed at the SE entrance.

RESPONSE: A steel cable with U.S. EPA warning signs has been placed

. 4t the southern entrance to the site, which 1imits access to the Bowers
Landfi11 and to Quarry B. OEPA has observed the site, and has determined
that the cable prevents removal of gravel from the site. Because the
gravel pit is upgradient of the fi11, it is unlikely that the gravel is
contaminated by the site. To be sure, the RI/FS workplan calls for one
surface water sample to be taken from the quarry east of the site.

25. EPA shouldn't be able to override local and state laws when choosin

remedial actions. The community should be given 80 days to comment on
the final remedial action, and a public meeting should be held.

RESPONSE: The National Contingency Plan requires U.S. EPA to solicit public
comments on its recommended remedial action for a site, and to consider
those comments in making a final decision. EPA guidelines suggest a three
week public comment period; however, the region can provide more time at
its discretion, if it won't significantly interfere with the agency

being able to take action at the site. A public meeting definitely will

be held to discuss and take comments on the various cleanup alternatives.

U.S. EPA and OEPA are required under law to dispose of hazardous waste
in a safe and proper manner, and both agencies will go beyond what ig
minimally required to be sure hazardous wastes are disposed of properly,

26. A public meeting should be held to explain decisions made on the basis
of the comments.

RESPONSE: A public meeting will be held to describe the final consent
agreement, and to explain how the comments have been responded to.

TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH
ALFRED KREBS

1. The industries responsible for the toxic waste problems at Bowers cannot
e trusted to perform an honest nvestigation.

RESPONSE: The Superfund law allows U.S. EPA to have the parties considered
potentially responsible for hazardous materials at a site to pay for and
conduct investigations and clean ups under the close supervision of EPA.
In fact, the agency is required to try to recover any money it spends from
private parties. Having the responsible parties conduct the investigations
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saves public monies for those sites where no potentially responsible
parties can be found. However, the agency still maintains control over
the objectivity of the investigations. The parties enter into a legal
agreement with U.S. EPA (and in thisg case, Qhio EPA also) that requires
them to perform the work using plans approved by the agencies, to follow

EPA quality assurance guidelines, and to submit al} information to the
agencies for approval.

MURIEL WRIGHT

1. Hdrk should begin as soon as ossible on the investi ation of the
Bowers Landfill, so the comment period should not be extended 30 days.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA extended the comment period on the
consent agreement because of numerous comments received that 30 days
was insufficient time to evaluate the complex workplans. The agencies
determined that extending the comment period would not significantly
affect the investigation schedule.

CITY OF CIRCLEVILLE, DEPT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
JOHN A. JORDAN

1. Who will actually be doing site work needs clarification.

RESPONSE: The work will be done by a contractor or contractors hired by
PPG and duPont. As soon as the names of the specific contractors are
known, they will be made public.

CHZM Hi11 and Warzyn have contracts with the federal government, and
have worked on this project until the present time. Another y.S. EPA
contractor, Camp, Dresser, McKee, and PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
will function as consultants to (.S, EPA and Ohio EPA as the agencies
overview the work performed by the respondents and their contractors.

2. Has U.S. EPA received permission from property owners to do testin on
the site and anoinlgg areas?

RESPONSE: Under the consent agreement, Part II, the Respondents are
required to gain access to the property to do the required work. Access
to the Yandfill has been achieved, and that agreement is attached to the
consent agreement in Appendix A. The Respondents also are required to
obtain any agreements necessary to provide access to U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA
and their authorized representatives.

3. ¥ho will be on the project team? -

RESPONSE: Erin Moran 1s the Remedial Project Manager for U.S. EPA for
the Bowers Landfill project. Lundy Adelsburger is the project manager
representing Ohio EPA. Also, U.S. EPA has contracted with the firm
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PRC Environmental Management, Inc. to represent Ms. Moran on site
during all field activity to ensure that the Respondents comply with
the consent agreement and the Nationa) Contingency Plan.

The city should have access to test data as it becomes available,

particularly groundwater analyses. Who wi O analyses for the agencies,

and other parties.

RESPONSE: Addressed partially in attachment on comnunity involvement.
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA contract with labs to nerform the analyses. Other
parties can have any lab that follows the Quality Assurance Project Plan
for the site perform their analyses.

What steps will be taken to ensure that the monitoring wells don't

contaminate the city's wells? Are 100 ft. wells deep enough? Wil] there

ae!lmfely be a third round of sam Hng it information from the first
two rounds 1s contraa'lctory or inconclusive?

RESPONSE: Well drilling causes only very localized turbidity in the
groundwater; any disturbance would be right at the installation point.

" Drilling wells through the landfill could potentially make conduits

for contamination, 50 no wells will be drilled through the site.

Based on existing information on the site's hydrogeology and ,
predominant types of contamination, the contaminated groundwater from
the site 1s probably flowing into the Scioto River near the landfily,
The proposed monitoring well system is designed to detect contamination
going that way. There is a potential for contaminants that are

heavier than water, such as chlorinated organic compounds, to sink
within the groundwater flow system beneath the site. To ensure that
this type of situation {s adequately investigated, the Work Plan and
Quality Assurance Project Plan will be modified to change the location
and depth of the deep wells. Monitoring well P4B will become P5B at the
southern tip of the landfill. A1l of the deep monitoring wells (PS8,
P6B, and PBB) will be drilled to the underlying shale formation instead
of to the 100 foot depth limit. The well screens will be placed just
above the shale unless contaminated zones are detected above the shale
as noted in the Work Plan and QAPP.

1f sampling results aré fnconclusive or contradictory or are
insufficient to allow the agencies to develop a plan for remedial
action at the site, additional sampling will be required.

The Quality Assurance and Sampling Plan (pg 2, paragraph 2) incorrectly
says the C1ty maintains an infivtration allery approximately one mile
downstream from the site on the west EanE of the river. That gallery
was abandoned. .

RESPONSE: The infiltration gallery was abandoned since the site Workplan

was written. The plan will be changed to reflect this comment.
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7.

9.

10,

1.

The 0APP says organic gases came off ponded water along the western
&dge of the waste berm. When was this done ang what were the results?

RESPONSE: During a site visit by U.S. EPA, OEPA, CH2M Hill, and
Warzyn on Febri:-y 23, 1984, an HNU photoionizer detected low levels
(2.2 parts per million) of volatile organic gases immediately above a
leachate seep on the west side of the north-south landfill berm. No
other readings above background were reported during the site visit,

Will U.S. EPA split samples with Pickaway county, and if S0, who will

do analyses? ‘

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling,

Has U.S. EPA abandoned theory of one upgradient and three down gradient

monitoring wells?

RESPONSE: The three downgradient, one upgradient well is a requirement
for monitoring sites under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
The quanity and location of wells installed during remed:al investi-
gations of CERCLA sites is based on the scope of investigation needed
to identify a remedy for the site,

What will the monitoring wells be cased with?

RESPONSE: All monitoring wells, except W-12 and W-13, will be
constructed of threaded PVC well casings and stainless steel well
screens, Monitoring wells W-12 and W-13 wil} be constructed with
stainless steel, - .

The City wants a list of detection limits for samples.

RESPONSE: The list is attached.

PICKAWAY COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DONALD STROUS, RALPH ANKROM

1.

The county wants to submit names for citizen representation on the

research project team,

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on community involvement

2. Split sampling should be conducted during the:testing.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling,
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ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT PUBLIC MEETING, MARCH 14, 1985

Most comments received at the public meeting were repeated in the written

Comments, and so are addressed in the preceding pages. The following comments
were presented at the meeting, but not in writing:

1.

*Page 42, Cynthia Gillen. Qhio EPA s.ould send ACTION resulits from
previous sampling, .

RESPONSE: Ohio EPA sent Ms. Gillen copies of sampling results from
Circleville and Earnhart Hill wWater District.

Page 79 Linda King. Will dfoxin be tested for?

RESPONSE: Dioxin will be sampled for in the first round of soil, sediment
and groundwater testing.

Page 86, David Cannon. It ig appropriate to extend the comment perjod

by 30 days.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA extended the public comment period
by 30 days.

Page 87-88, Linda King. Afr monitoring should be addressed in the agreement.

RESPONSE: Monitoring of air quality will be performed while investigators
are onsite. This is primarily for the safety of onsite workers because

of their close proximity to site contaminants, especially during well
drilling and other activities that disturd existing conditions. However,
the air quality monitoring will also be applicable to evaluating conditions
that could affect the safety of nearby residents.

The air quality monitoring consists of measuring volatile organic gases
and explosive mixtures of gas. A1l soil borings will be monitored for.
volatile organic gases, as specified in the Work Plan, page 11.

Page 89 Gary Betts. Although some people distrust overnment and
Tngusfry, he beTieves people will support _an effort to get sites such
as Bowers clTeaned up.

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohfo EPA's goal s to get the site investigated
and cleaned up if necessar » and we appreciate everyone's support.

Page 90 Ra1gh Dunkle. There {s evidence that material is stil being
1sposed of at the site. . .

RESPONSE: U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA have no evidence that dumping s still
occurring at the site, but any information to the contrary should be reported
{mmediately to one of the agencies.

* page numbers refer to the pages of the official transcript
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7.

10.

1.

Page 92-93 Mary Anne Edsall. Citizens will be exposed to contaminants
during drilTing.

RESPONSE: Contaminants during drilling are very unlikely to reach any
citizen not actually on the site near the drilling. See also response
to written comment on page three.

Page 95 Marsha Schneider. The order should include provisions to protect
the rights and property of adjacent Tand owners.

access to their property. By signing the consent agreement, the respondents
have no more rights than they had previously concerning access to any
land, including the Bowers Landfi11 {tself,

Page 96-98 Dr. William Myers. 1) The County Health De artment offers {ts
assistance to U.S. EPA and .Ohjo EPA 1n conﬁuctin the Tnvest; ation;

Z) a full invesfigafion 1s necessary; 3J the agencies didn"t provide .
enough information to the public up to this point. ‘
RESPONSE: 1) U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA appreciate the offer of assistance,
and hope to work Cooperatively with the health department throughout

the Superfund project; 2) the agencies agree that a fyll investigation
is vital to determining the type and extent of contamination at the
site; 3) during negotiations with responsible parties, the agencies are
unable to provide information that may have to be used for litigation

if the negotiations should fail to result in a consent agreement.

Page 98 Cynthia Gillen. Judy Beck of U.S. EPA*s Region V communit
relations staff said the region had successtuTly dealt with sites in
tToodpTains. Ms. Gillen requests a Tist of the sites and Fow they

were handled.

RESPONSE: Ms. Beck was responding by telephone in February 1985

to members of ACTION who were Veéry concerned that the Bowers site was
flooding. Ms. Beck indicated that unfortunately many landfills were .
put into wetlands and floodplains, so that the region has several cases
of flooding Superfund sites. In saying that we had successfully dealt
with the sites, Ms. Beck meant on an emergency basis, such as erecting
berms or dikes, draining a site, or diverting water, in cases where
contaminants threatened a water supply. Examples are Seymour and
Enviro-Chem in Indiana, and A&F Materials in I1linois.

Page 99-100 Mark Scarpitti. 1) The ravel pitting should be taken into
consideration when cleanup o tions are consiaereg; 2) a clay cap might
§g.fgutting 2 T1d on a bucket with a hole in 1¢." '

RESPONSE: 1) The need to take action on the gravel pitting will be
based on results of the remedial investigation; 2) a clay cap may be
considered as a remedial alternative during the feasibility study.
Usually the purpose of a clay clap is to prevent rainwater, etc. from
pushing contaminants further downward into groundwater, not to prevent
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the spread of contaminants already in the grouﬁdwater or soil. That
prodblem would be addressed with another option.

12. Page 116-117 David Cannon. If U.S. EPA shares split samples with the
community, provisions should be made for adequate qualTity control so the
resuits will be usefuT. ~

13.

4.

RESPONSE: Addressed in attachment on split sampling.

Page 117 Mary Anne Edsall. The public comment period should be extended.

RESPONSE: The public comment period was extended by 30 days.

Page 121 Linda King. Will incineration be considered as a cleanup
option if VTocal Taws prohibit incineration?

RESPONSE: All viable alternatives must be considered in evaluating the
best method for cleaning up a hazardous waste site. Even if incineration
is considered, it doesn’t mean it will be chosen for this site. We can't
speculate on future local laws that may come into effect, but every
effort will be made to accommodate local concerns, and to clean yp the
site in a safe and environmentally responsible manner,
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APPENDIX A: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Many of the comments received on the Bowers consent order concern citizen
involvement in the investigation. The county commissioners requested that
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA include citizen representation on the "research
project team.“ The citizens' group, ACTION, had several comments. They
requested: prior notification of r“inges in any plan and in sampling
points, quarterly public meetings, .representation on the project team
(they prefer a rotating membership), and all raw data. Other commenters
suggested the public be involved in the project to the extent possible.

Both U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA believe that community involvement is a critical
element in the success of a Superfund project. The agencies discussed the
comments at great length, and have developed the following plan for
fulfilling the residents' desire to be informed and involved in the
project, and the agencies' obligation to keep the project scientific,

on schedule and consistent with agency policies:

Information committee. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA wil) develop a committee
representing the county, city , citizens' groups ACTION and L-ECHOS to
meet regularly with project staff and to provide documents for discussion
and review. The meetings would occur at least every other month in
Circleville, and would be open to anyone else who wished to observe.

Purpose: To disseminate reports, data, and progress reports related to the
remedial investigation and feasibility study of the Bowers Landfill. To
provide 1iaison function with the rest of the community. To provide input

to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, although the committee will not be a decision-making
body and will not have authority to override any agency decision.

Structure: One member should represent the Pickaway County Board of
Commissioners, the city of Circleville, the Pickaway County Board of Health,
ACTION, and L-ECHOS, Ohio EPA, U.S. EPA, the Respondents and perhags one
at-large position. Each organization would choose its member, but for the
purposes of consistency and effectiveness, the agencies ask that the same
member (and a designated alternate, if desired) serve throughout the 1ife
of the project. :

Format: Throughout an RI/FS a number of documents and reports are generated
that generally are not reviewed by the community. However, U.S. EPA and
Ohio EPA are able to disseminate the documents under certain conditions.
- We anticipate that we would provide them to and discuss them with
the commmittee. The following are documents that the Respondents will be
required to provide to the government, and that EPA would then provide to
the committee: i

Work plan

QA/QC plan

site safety plan

geophysical survey

bifological survey

-MOre=-
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We will make available second drafts (fe. after U.S. and Ohio EPA have
reviewed) of the following:
RI report
Exposure Assessment (EPA will actually do this report)
Feasibility Study (this is always made available for
public comment)

Raw data. We cannot provide raw data that has not been through quality
assurance/quality control procedures. Attached {s an October 4, 1984

memo from William Ruckelshaus, then administrator of the agency, which
describes the Agency's policy regarding the release of unreviewed material.
This policy is sti1l in effect. Once the data from the site has been
through the required quality assurance/quality control procedures, the
agency can provide all data and not just summaries.

Representation on the project team. Several of the comments asked that citizens
be put on the "project team. e information committee is in lieu of that

request because U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA cannot Put a citizen on the project team
for the following reasons:

Members of the "project team" as defined by the consent order are authorized
to 1) take samples or direct sampling, 2) stop work, 3) make minor changes
fn field work, 4) observe, record or photograph the work, and §) review
records, files and documents.

We are not able to give citizens the authority for numbers 1,2,3. Number 4
could be allowed only at a distance, as we are not able to allow citizens
on the site for safety and 11ability reasons. Number 5 will be accommodated
by the information committee.

5. Quarterly public meetings. ACTION requested that the agencies hold quarterly
pubTic meetings to inform the community of the progress at the site. If there
appears to be need for the meetings, they will be held. However, it may be
that the more regular meetings with the information committee will fulfil

that function. In additfon, U.S. EPA will provide regular written updates to
the community.
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APPENDIX B: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON SPLIT SAMPL ING

In addition to the comments received during the comment period on the

consent order, U.S. EPA received a pet

ition from Circleville residents

and a letter from William A. Myers, M.D., Pickaway County Health Commissioner,

requesting that split samples be provi

As allowed under the consent order, U.
of the Pickaway County Board of Health
offered his assistance in facilitating
from U.S. EPA. ~

U.S. EPA and Ohfo EPA request that the

ded to the residents.
S. EPA will provide a representative

» 3 set of split samples. Dr. Myers
the provision of split samples

analysis of these split samples strictly

adhere to all the requirements of the Quality Assurance Project Plan for

this site, which has been approved by
Respondents' samples and U.S. EPA and
the requirements of the QAPP. The QAPP
of the art technical requirements whic
at and from the site can be successful
only those samples that have followed

ACTION further requested that industry
the citizen's splits. Respondents are
measures that EPA would undertake if E
federal money. EPA does not fund citiz
scientific quality of the project is e
are redundant. EPA will not require th
samples. '

EPA's Qualfty Assurance Office. The

Ohio EPA's samples must also adhere to
contains highly sophisticated, state

h must be observed so that contamination
1y classified. EPA will acknowledge

the QAPP for this site.

assume financial responsibility for
only required to undertake the

PA was conducting the RI/FS with

ens' split samples because the

nsured by a QAPP, and citizen samples
e Respondents to finance the citizens'
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APPENDIX C: LIST OF COMMENTERS

Oral comments were received at the March 14, 1985 public meeting from:

1. David Cannon, PPG Industries, Inc,

2., Cynthia Gillen, ACTION

3. Linda J, King

4. Garry Betts, ACTION & self

5. Ralph E, Dunkel, ACTION & self

6. Mary Anne Edsall

7. Mark Scarpitti, Soil Conservation Service

8. Marsha Schneider

9. William A, Myers, M.D., Pickaway County Health Commissioner

Written comments were received from:

Linda King (Decemdber 22, 1984 letter regarding split samples)

William A, Myers, M,D. (January 9, 1985 letter regarding split samples)
Linda King, Mary Anne Edsall, and Cynthia Gillen, ACTION

Pastor Alfred Krebs, Trinity Lutheran Church

Muriel Wrignht

John, A, Jordan, City of Circleville, Department of Public Utilities

. Donald E. Strous and Ralph W, Ankrom, Pickaway County Board of Commissioners

SNAMewWwN —~
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Appendix D: Written comments and transcript of March 14 public meeting

(NOTE: The transcript includes only those portions with public comments:
a complete copy of the transcript is available from EPA.)
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8t - of Ohio Environmemal Protection Agency

P.. -0x 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr.

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149 Richard F. Caleste

Governor

Re: -Bowers Landfill Site
Circleville, Ohio
Record of Decision

Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus : March 31, 1989
Regional Administrator

U.S. BPA, Region V

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has reviewed
the draft Record cf Decision (ROD) for the Bowers Landfill site
in Circleville, Ohio. This draft ROD was prepared pursuant to
the terms of the Administrative Consent Order esigned in 1985 by
U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA, B.I. DuPent de Nemours and Co. and PPG
Industries, Inc.

Changes to the draft ROD which addressed Ohioc EPA’s concerns were -
discussed with ycur Remedial Project Manager, Erin Moran, on

March 29, 1989. On March 30, 1989, we received from your
contractor a revised draft ROD which incorporated those changes.
With these changes, the Ohio EPA concurs with this unsigned,
undated draft ROD, a copy of which is enclosed herewith and
incorporated herein by reference for identification purposes.

Please feel free to contact me at (614) 644-2927 i1f you have any
questions or comments regarding this matter.

Sinzelyz' : -

Richard L. Shank, Ph.D.
Director

cc: Maury Walsh, Deputy Directcr
cc: Kathy Davidson, OCA

cc: Deborah Strayton, CDO

‘ee: Jack Van Kley, OAG

cc: Paul Hancock, OAG

cc: Mary Gade, Office of Superfund
cc: Erin Moran, Office of Superfund
cc: Malcolm Petroccia, PPG

cc: Bernard Saydlowski, DuPont



