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6. Abstract (Continued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes draining onsite freshwater and
retention ponds with offsite discharge and refilling; thermally treating contaminated
soil, ash, and debris from the boiler house area with onsite disposal of ash if the
ash can be delisted, otherwise offsite disposal in a RCRA landfill; demolishing and
thermally treating or decontaminating dioxin-contaminated structures; constructing an
up-gradient ground water diversion trench; installing a multi-layer cap over
contaminated soil exceeding a 10~® excess cancer-risk level; monitoring surface and
ground water; and imposing access and land use restrictions. The estimated present
worth cost for this remedial action is $11,000,000, which includes present worth O&M

costs of $1,000,000.



DECIARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

Site Name and Iocation

laskin Poplar Oil Site
Jefferson, GChio

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the United States Envirormental
Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) selected remedial action for the lLaskin
Poplar 0Oil site located in Jefferson, Ohio. This decision document was
developed in accordance with the Camprehensive Environmental Response,
Campensation, and Liability Act (CERCIA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and the National Contingency
Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site. The attached index
identifies the items that camprise the administrative record upon which
the selection of the remedial action.is based

The State of Ohio does not concur with the U.S. EPA’s remedy selection.
The Chio Envirommental Protection Agency (OEPA) has indicated a
preference for a different altermative which was presented in the U.S.

EPA’s Feasxblhty Study. A brief discussion on this issue is presented
later in this document.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances fram this site, if
not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record
of Decision (ROD), may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the enviromment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This remedy is the final remedial action for the Laskin Poplar 0il site.
ThecarbmtlmoftmeSmmeRenovaquerableUmtardthemmedlal .
action chosen in the attached Record of Decision constitute the final and
overall remedy for the site. The primary goals of the remedial actions
at the laskin Poplar 0il site are:

- toeli.m.mateanyhmranexposumtomldual hazardous waste
disposed of or contaminated materials at the site, and;

- to address all potential risks to human health and,/or impacts to
the envirormment.

The Remedial Investigation (RI) for the laskin Poplar Oil site identified
areas of concern that include areas of disposed hazardous waste,
contaminated soils, sediments, groundwater, structures and debris.

The potential risks associated with the site are posed by direct contact
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with incidental ingestion or inhalation of contaminated soils, sediments,
material in the boiler house, and human consumption of contaminated on-
site groundwater. The selected remedy addresses all site concerns by a
cambination of contairment, treatment, and site use restrictions.
Contaminated soils and sediments will be contained by a multi-layer cap
which will greatly reduce infiltration, thus reducing the likelihood of
future ground water contamination. A groundwater diversion trench will

be installed around the site to prevent groundwater from passing through
contaminated soils. Dioxin-contaminated materials inside the boiler

house including soils, ash, and structural debris will be thermally
treated. Ash resulting fram the incineration process will be disposed of
on-site (if delistable) or off-site at a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) facility. An attempt to decontaminate any dioxin-
cortaminated structures that are not amenable to thermal treatment will

be made. If any of this material cannot be thermally treated or
decontaminated, it will be properly contained in a concrete vault on-
site. The concrete vault will be placed on-site beneath the cap.
Additionally, because the dioxin waste and contaminated material will
remain on-site, the selected remedy will provide for long-term monitoring. .
for groundwater, surface water, and performance of the trench and. cap.
Corrective action measures will also be taken should monitoring indicate
a failure of any camponent of the remedy. Site use and access

restric. ions will be placed on the property to ensure:the integrity amd . .
performance of the remedy. CoRITTIImL L - :

The major camponents of the selected remedy consist of the following:

o Drain retention and freshwater pords. Discharge surface water from
pords to Cemetery Creek, with treatment if required. Backfill
freshwater pond with clean fill and grade retention pond area.

o Thermally treat contaminated soil, ash, and debris fram the
boiler house area and dispose of ash on-site (if delistable)
or off-site in a RCRA landfill. .

o Demolish and thermally treat or decontaminate dioxin-
contaminated structures. If material can not be
decontaminated or thermally treated, contain material in an
on-site concrete vault and place beneath the cap for
temporary storage until proper effective disposal can be
secured for the material.

o Construct a groundwater diversion trench up-gradient of the

' contaminated soil and groundwater.

o Constxuct a milti-layer cap over soils in exceedance of 10~6
excess lifetime cancer risk level or Total Hazard Index of 1.

e} De-water site by natural groundwater flow to Cemetery Creek.

o Conduct groundwater and surface -..ter monitoring to assess

quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery Creek.

Impose access and use restrictions.

Estimated Total Cost: $ 11,000,000.00

Estimated time to complete: 2 years

00O



Declara

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the enviromment,
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. Treatment
is not a major camponent of this remedy, as thermal treatment of
approximately 300 cubic yards of dioxin-contaminated material is the only
treatment camponent of the remedy. The 1987 Source Removal Operable Unit
does address the principal threat posed by the site through thermal
treatment of contaminated source materials. The principal threats are
considered to be the waste o0il, sludge, and saturated soils near the pits
and tanks (approximately»5,000 c.y.), which will be thermally treated on-
site under the Source Removal Operable Unit. The cambination of the two
remedial actions satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as the
principal element of the final remedy. The remedy also will reduce the
volume, toxicity, and mobility of hazardous substances prsent ac the
site. : . =

Becahse this remedy will result in hazardous substances remam.mg on~ -

. site, a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of A

remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate-:
protection of human health and the envirorment.

/@/W€—

Valdas V. Adamkus, 1onal strator
U.S. Envirormmental /Protectlon , Region V




1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION .

2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

3.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

4.0 REIATIONSHIP TO THE OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

m . . . . .

OVOWOVOYUOOVY
WO e&w

10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

State Acceptance .

Long~Term Effectiveness and Permanence « o e
Reduction of Toxicity, Moblllty, or Volume

Short-Term Effectiveness . . . .. . e e e
Implementability .

. . . . . L] . . [ . L] . . .

5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS &« ¢ e ¢ & o o o o o o o . . . .

5.1 Groundwater . . . . ¢ . v et e e e e e e e .. .

5.2 Surface Water and Sediment . . . . . . . . . . .

5.3 Soil . . . . s s e s e . .

5.4 Stmctures..... s e s e s 4 e s e .

5.5 AIr . . . . . . . e e o e s 4 e s e e . . .

6.0 SUMMARY OF STTERISKS . + ¢ « v « « « & e o s » . . .

6.1 Introduction . . » « « « o« « & © e e s s e e s e e e e s .

6.2 EXposure Assessment . . . . v 4 e e v e e e . .« o .
6.2.1 Ingestion of Grourd Water v e e -
6.2.2 Ingestion of Surface Water . . . . . . o .
6.2.3 Ingestion of Contaminated Soils . . . . .
6.2.4 Airborne Contaminant Inhalation .

6.3 Toxicity Assessment . . . « v v v v &« 4 . . .

6.4 Summary of Risk G'Aaractenzatlon .. .

6.5 Analytical MethodS . « + & ¢ ¢ v 4 v o o v ¢ o o s o« . 3

6.4 Potentia.lE\JtureRisks...........:._

7.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES . . . « . .

8.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

8.1 Altermative 1 .

8.2 Alternative 2

8.3 Altermative 3A . . . . . . . . . i v e 4 .. .

8.4 Altermative 3B . . . . . . . . . . ... . .

8.5 Altermative 4A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

8.6 Altermative 4B . . . . . . ¢ ¢ 4 4 v e v e e e .

8.7 Alternative 5a . e s 4 s s o & s e o o s o e e .

8.7 Alternmative 5B . & ¢ ¢ ¢t ¢ 4 4 4 4 e e e e e e e

8.8 Altermative 6 . . & ¢ ¢ v i 4t e e e e e e e e .

9.0 SUMMARY OF THE CCMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES . . . .

9.1 Overall Protection of Human Health ard the Enviromment . . .

9.2 Ompllance with Applicable or Relevant and Appmpnate

wn

NNV

15

16
16
17
18
20
20
21
21
22
22

23
24

25
26
27
28
29
29
30
30

31

Y



10.1
10.2
10.3
10.4
10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8

11.0
11.1

11.2
11.3

SEYUCLUTES . o « o« o o o o = o o o o o o
Multi-layer Cap . . -« « ¢« . -

Concrets Vault . . . « « « « « e o o e
Groundwater and land Use Restrictions
Reduction of Site Risks . . . . . . . -

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS . « « &« = « « »

..........
oooooooooo
oooooooooo

The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the

mimt L] L] * L] * . L] L] L] - L] L] - L[]
The Selected Remedy Attains ARARS . . .

The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective . .

. . . e @& s o o *o 0

The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and
Alternate Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable . . « « - - =«
The Selected Remedy Reduces Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

of Waste Materials a&s a Principal Element

32
32
32
33
33
34
34
34

35
35
35
37
38

39



FIGURE
FIGURE
FIQURE
FIGRE

FIGURE
FIGURE

FIGURE

.. FIGURE

5-2

6-1

10-1

FIGURES

Jeffersan, Ghio

laskin Poplar Oil Site Map-

Sub Areas of lLaskin Poplar Oil Site

Summary of Shallow Aquifer Groundwater Contamination

Summary of Surface Soil and Retention Pond Sediment
Conditians

Exposaure Pathways Analyzed Under Future Land Use
Corditians

Approximate Ioczt::.cn of Diversion Trench, m1t.1-layer
Cap, and Diaxin Vault - Alternmative 3A

[\



TABLES

Table 5-1 Hazardous Substance List Campounds Detected at the
laskin Poplar Oil Site

Table 5-2 Summary of Chemicals Detected at the laskin Poplar
0il Site Presented by Functional Grouping

Table 6-1 Potertial Contaminants of Concern at the Laskin
Poplar Oil Site

Table 6-2 Risk Characterization Summary - lLaskin Poplar Oil
Site

Table 6-3 Summary of Groundwater Concentrations that Exceed

Drinking Water Standards at' the laskin Poplar Oil Site

Table 6—4 Smmaryofﬂazardas&msta:nsl.ist(hanial
Concentrations and Associated Human Risks in
Groundwater at the laskin Poplar Ojil Site

Table 6-5 Summary of On—site Soil amd Sediment Ingestion Risks by
Mediaarﬂibcposn'eSettingattbelaskjnPwlaroilSite

Table 6—6 Sumpary of Surface Water Ingestion and Ambient Air
the laskin Poplar Oil Site

Table 6-7 Carcinogenic Potency Factors far Chemicals Detected
at the Iaskin Poplar Oil Site

Table 6-8 - Reference Dose Factors for Chemicals Detected at
Laskin Poplar Oil Site .
Table 6-9 General Uncertainty Factors in Risk Assessments
Table 6-10 Uncertainty Factors Specific to the laskin Foplar
' 0il Site Risk Assessment

Table 9-1 Appi’icable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
for Considered Altermatives at the Laskin Poplar oil
Site



IASKIN FOPIAR OIL STTE
JEFFERSON, CHIO



l

-2

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION
/

The Laskin Poplar Oil site is 50 miles northeast of Clevelard, in Ashtabula
County,. Jefferson Township, Ohio, west of the village of Jefferson (estimated
population 3,012 in 1986). It is southwest of the intersection of Chio Route
307 and Poplar Street, and immediately south of Cemetery Creek: (Figure 1-1).

The predaminant developed land uses adjacent to the site are recreational and
residential. The site is bounded on the north by a wooded ravine through
which Cemetery Creek flows and the old Poplar Street right-of-way; on the
south by open fields, a horse show arera, and viewing stands of the Ashtabula
County Fairgrounds; on the west by a wooded area and softball fields; and on
the east by Poplar Street and the county fairgrounds (Figure 1-2). East of
Poplar Street, in the fairgrounds, is a horse racetrack. Although most of
the recreational facilities are limited to use during the summer, a certain
amount of activity occurs year’round, especially in relation to operation of
the racetrack and horse stables.

Several residential propefties are located north of the laskin Poplar Oil
site along State Highway 307. Water for all hames within 0.5 mile of the
site is obtained through the Chio Water Sarvice, a private water facility.

The 9-acre site contains the residence of the property owner (Mr. Alvin
laskin), a greenhouse conplex, a boiler house/garage containing 4 _boilers
formerly used to heat the greenhouses, a smokestack, 4 in-ground oil storage
pits (2 of which have been filled in previous response actions), 1 under-
~grourd and 32 aboveground storage tanks, a retention pond, a freshwater pord,
2 drained pords (ponds 18 and 19), and miscellanecus small buildings and
sheds. Three small treatment ponds constructed by the U.S. EPA contractors
during emergency actions are at the bottam of the south slope of Cemetery
Creek and north of the retention pord. -

local stratigraphy consists of till overlying shale bedrock. The shale is
weathered to a depth of approximately 8 feet. At the laskin Poplar Oil site,
groundwater in the surficial aquifer flows in the weathered shale, till, ad .
overburden soil and discharges at Cemetery Creek. Groundwater flow in the
urweathered shale is slow. On-site ponds are hydraulically connected to the
groundwater. Groundwater flows out of the ponds at a steep gradient in the
earthen dikes on the downgradient side of the pords. The on-site pits and
tanks are above the water table. Much of the site surface consists of fill
material.

Surface elevatiens at or near the site range froum 855 to 925 feet above mean
sea level (msl), with elevations near the freshwater pond and tanks ranging
from 915 to 925 feet msl. The lower plateau, containing the retention pord,
is relatively flat with elevations approximately 10 to 20 feet lower than the
area of the pits and tanks. North of the retention pond, the site slopes
steeply dowrward toward Cemetery Creek.



2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The greenhouses on the Laskin Poplar Oil site were in operation for
approximately 80 years, beginning in the early 1890s. In the 1950s, boilers
were installed to heat the greenhouses. Storage pits and tanks were
installed during the 1960s to store the oil that fired the boilers, and the
Poplar Oil Campany continued to accept waste oil during the 1960s and 1970s.
The company resold same of the waste oil and oiled gravel ard dirt roads in
17 townships of Ashtabula County. In 1977, the U.S. EPA and CEPA identified
PCBs in the waste oil. In 1981, a court order stopped activities at the
Laskin Poplar 0il Campary.

In early 1981, the United States Envirormental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
conducted an investigation at the site and detected polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) in groundwater and soils. In 1981 and 1982, the U.S. EPA performed
several emergency actions at the site. The emergency actions included the
following: two ponds, 18 and 19, were drained and regraded; surface runoff
was diverted to a retention pond to prevent flooding; 302,000 gallons of
waste oil was removed and taken to an off-site incinerator; 430,000 gallons
of contamiriated surface water was treated and discharged off-site; and.. -
205,000 gallons of sludge was solidified. -
In 1983 the site was placed on the U.S. EPA’s Superfund National Priorities .
List (NPL) of uncortrolled hazardous waste sites. The U.S. EPA is the lead
agency responsible for managing the investigation and remediation of the
Laskin Poplar Oil site. The Chio Envirormental Protection Agency (OEPA) 1is
the support agency for the laskin Poplar Oil Superfurd activities.

Remedial Investigation (RI) .activities were conducted from December 1983 to
Novermber 1984. Activities included sampling of soils, sediments, oiled road
surfaces, surface water, boiler and smokestack; installation of monitoring
wells, and sampling of groundwater. The activities were part of the Phase 1
RI at the site. During the winter of 1985-1986, the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) removed approximately 250,000 gallons of waste oil and waste
water, in response to an administrative order issued in August 1984.

A second administrative order was issued to the PRPs in late 1986, ordering
them to develop a work plan to address the storage pits, tanks, and their
contents, and soils surrounding the pits and tanks. A third administrative
order issued in February 1988 ordered the PRPs to incinerate the materials in
the pits, tanks, and a portion of the most heavily contaminated soil. The
PRPs are curreritly developing a design for the U.S. EPA’S review and approval
of this work.

A Phase II RI was conduct d in fall and winter of 1987-1988. Work included
gecphysical studies; bathymetric surveys; installation of monitoring wells,
and; sampling of groundwater, surface water, soils, and sediments. The
results of the RI are briefly discussed later in this document.

Following completion of the RI, a Feasibility Study (FS) was prepared which
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~ esented an array of alternatives to address site contamination. Eight

alternatives for the Laskin Poplar Oil site were evaluated by the U.S. EPA.

Based on the U.S. EPA’s evaluation, a preferred alternative was proposed and
presented to the public for review and camment. The proposed altermnative was
documented through a Proposed Plan and presented at a public meeting on April
26, 1989 in Jefferson, OChio. This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the
U.S. EPA’s choice of that preferred alternative.

on April 19, 1989, the U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to a rumber of
PrRPs. This letter notified the PRPs of their liability and responsibility in
conducting the design and implementation of the U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial
alternative for the laskin Poplar Oil site. Technical discussions between
the U.S. EPA and the PRPs have irdicatedthePRPs'appeartobeinbe.zatedin
carrying out the selected alternative.

The U.S. EPA held an organizational meeting on May 10, 1989, in Clevelard,
Ohio, with representatives of the PRPs, the United States Department of
Justice (DQJ), the OEFA, and the U.S. EPA in attendance. At that meeting,
PRP responsibilities under CERCIA Section 122 were discussed and the PRPs
~were encouraged to organize into a group to promote efficiency in- completing-_
the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) negotiations. " - )

_ 3.0 COMMUNITY REIATIONS HISTORY

The U.S. EPA has conducted a cammnity relations program to keep the public -
informed of progress during the RI/FS for the laskin Poplar Qil site ad to
discuss upcoming events. The RI was released to the public in Decerber,
1988, and the FS amd Proposed Plan were released in April, 1989. The U.S.
EPA provided the public with an opportunity to camment on the U.S. EPA’Ss
preferred alternative and the other alternatives presented in the Feasibility
Study during a 30 day public comment period from April 12 to May 12, 1989.
puring this time pericd, interested individuals were encouraged to review the
FS and Proposed Plan and serd written caments to the U.S. EPA. Individuals

at the County Disaster Service Offices, in the Ashtabula County Courthouse,

25 West Jefferson Street, Jefferson, Ohio; and the Ashtabula County District
Library, 335 West 44th Street, Ashtabula County, Ohio. All formal reports

developed by the U.S. EPA are available at these locations.

Notification of the availability of the documents was published in the
following newspapers on the dates indicated:

The Ashtabula County Sentinel - April 17, 24;
The Jefferson Gazette - April 20;

The Valley News - April 12, 19;

The Pyma News - April 12, 19.

In addition to the formal reports, the U.S. EPA distributed sumary fact



-5=

sheets on the Source Removal Operable Unit (August, 1987), Remedial
Investigation (March, 1989), and the Feasibility Study (April, 1989).

On April 26, 1989, the U.S. EPA held a formal public meeting at the Ashtahula
County Courthouse in Jefferson, Chio. During the meeting, the U.S. EPA made
presentations to the cammunity on topics such as: sampling results for soil,
ground water, surface water, and sediment; risk assessment results; the
source removal operable unit; the remedial action goals; the remedial
alternatives developed in the FS; and the U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative.
Following the presentations, the U.S. EPA answered questions fram interested
parties present at the meeting.

A transcript of this meeting is included as part of the Administrative Record
(see Administrative Record index, attached as Appendix A) for the Laskin
Poplar Oil site. The U.S. EPA’s responses to camments received during this
public meeting and to written comments received during the public camment
period are included in the Responsiveness Summary attached to this document.

This decision document presents the United States Envirormental Protection
Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) selected remedial action for the laskin Poplar 0il site
located in Jefferson, Chioc. This decision document was developed in
accordance with the Camprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCIA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site.

4.0 RELATIONSHIP TO THE OPERAELE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

The problems at the Laskin Poplar Oil site are camplex. As a result, the
U.S. EPA organized the work into two operable units (OUs). The Source
Removal Operable Unit (SROU) and the final operable unit. Contaminants
addressed by these two operable units are:

‘- SROU: Addresses 6,000 gallons of residual oil, 60,000 residual
gallons of wastewater, 700,000 gallons of pumpable and
nonparpable sludges, and 5,000 cubic yards (c.y.) of
contaminated soil.

- Final OU: Addresses exposure to contaminated soils spread
throughout the site, and in the boiler house and
greenhouse areas; dioxin-contaminated debris; and
groundwater directly beneath the site (chiefly underneath
pornds 18 ard 19).

The U.S. EPA has already selected a remedy .or the SROU. The PRPs are
currently in compliance with the design portion of an administrative order to
design and implement a remedy for the materials addressed in the SROU. This
Record of Decision (ROD) documents a remedy consistent with the SROU remedy.
This final ROD, in combination with the SROU, addresses all the contaminated
materials on-site. .



-0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The RI consisted of on-site scientific studies and laboratory analyses to
determine the nature and extent of contamination at the site and affected
areas. During the RI samples were taken from surface ard sub-surface soils;
surface water; sediments; groundwater; residential wells; and soils, ash, and
debris fram inside the boiler house. ‘The RI report for the Laskin Poplar Oil
site was campleted in December 1988. The results of the RI are summarized
below.

Contamination and Affected Media:

Eighty-two organic chemicals and twenty-four inorganic chemicals on the U.S.
~PA’s Hazardous Substances List (HSL) were detected in the various media at
the site (Table 5-1). The orgdnic substances were grouped by analytical
class (VOCs, semivolatile organic campounds, pesticides, FCBs). Inorganic
substances were evaluated individually, since they do not exhibit the
functional similarities of organic chemicals. The chemicals and their
associated characteristics are listed in Table 5-2.

5;1 Gramdwater

The nature and extent of groundwater contamination was defined at the site’
(Figure 5-1). The study identified two aquifers beneath the site that flow
+orth towards the Cemetery Creek. The shallow agquifer is camposed of
ombined fill/till and broken shale. The deeper aquifer is characterized by
unbroken shale. The two aquifers appear to be poorly connected, with little
flow evident from the shallow aquifer into the deeper aquifer. The estimated
volume of contaminated groundwater in the aquifer presenting an unacceptable
risk (based on 10% porosity) is 650,000 gallons.

Groundwater contamination was detected in the shallow aquifer beneath pond
19. Halogenated alkanes, ketones, and polynuclear aramatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) were detected in the shallow aquifer.

Organic contaminants were detected at low levels (<30 ug/l) downgradient
between the site and Cemetery Creek. Groundwater collected upgradient of the
site contained no detectable concentrations of HSL organic campourds.

Several HSL organic campounds were detected in the deep aquifer groundwater
at low concentrations (<10 ug/l). However, the occurrence was sporadic ard
the contaminants are thought to be the result of laboratory or bottle
contamination. Groundwater in the deeper aquifer does not appear to be
significantly contaminated. Analytical results indicate that the residential
wells near the site have not been affected by site groundwater contamination.

5.2 Surface Water and Sediment
Surface water analytical results from the on-site retention pond and fresh

water pond did not detect contaminant concentrations above any water quality
standards. Sampling indicated sediments from the ponds are contaminated



(Figure 5-2). oOn-site soil samples for polychlorinated dibenzo~-p~dioxins
(PCDD) and polychlorinated dibenzo~p-furans (PCDF) contained less than 1 part
per billion (ppb) of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxj,n (TCDD)

smokestack contain several inorganic chemicals at concentrations several
orders of magnitude above background and dioxin CGoncentrations up to 65 ppb
of 2,3,7,8~TCDD equivalents.
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Aisturbance of the site. During the construction phase of the remedy,
ntrols will be implemented to minimize exposure. Inhalation risks are
discussed in Section 6.2.4.

6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

The U.S. EPA conducted a risk assessment to determine if the site poses
potential effects on public health and'the enviromment. The risk assessment
was developed in accordance with U.S. EPA’ procedures, as cutlined in the
Superfund Public Health Fvaluation Manual (SPHEM; U.S. EPA 1986qg). The study
concluded that the site could pose a significant risk to human health through
direct contact with, incidental ingestion, or inhalation of on-site ’
contaminated soils; direct contact with, incidental ingestion, or inhalation .
of media inside the boiler house, and; ingestion of contaminated groundwater.

6.1 Introduction ’
Contaminants of ConoernA

The risk assessment did not use the indicator selection process suggested in _ .
the SPHEM. Instead, all known contaminants at the site were reviewed to.
determine whether they had envirormental criteria or critical toxicity values
(i.e., cancer potency factors, reference dose values, aquatic life protection
criteria, drinking water health advisories, or other drinking-water :
stardards). If the contaminants were subject to these values or criteria,
““ey were selected for evaluation in the health assessment. The contaminants

\

. potential concern for the lLaskin Poplar Oil site are listed in Table 6-1.

Not every chemical reviewed had a critical toxicity value or an envirommental
criterion. However, the chemicals that did not have such values or criteria
occurred infrequently with no uniform distribution on-site or off-site.
‘Review of the data indicated that omission of those chemicals fram the
quantitative risk evaluation would not substantially alter the conclusions of
the risk assessment. ' .

6.2 PBEqgosure Assessment

The contaminants of concern identified in various envirormental media during
the RI were evaluated to determine the level of risk they pose to public

" health and the ernviromment. The risk assessment identified various potential
exposure scenarics for contaminants at the Laskin Poplar 0il site. The
potential risks associated with each scenario are presented below. Table 6-2
sumarizes the different scenarios evaluated in the risk assessment and the
associated risk posed.

Figures 6-1 and 6-2 illustrate exposure pathways for current and future land
use that were evaluated in the risk assessment for the site.

6.2.1 Ingestion of Groud Water

je risk assessment made the conservative assumption that the groundwater
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would be used for a water supply because there are no legal restrictions for
groundwater use. The risks associated with future groundwater use resulting
from site and area development were estimated based on the Phase II -
grourdwater monitoring well data.

Under this assumption, the assessment identified a potential risk from
drinking site ground water. The plume of contaminated groundwater is limited
to the area shown in Figure 5-1. Comtaminated groundwater has not migrated
off-site and is not threatening any private groundwater supplies in the area.
Grourd water in this area contains PAHs, halogenated alkanes, and ketones.
Certain levels detected exceed the U.S. EPA’s Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MClLs) for drinking water (Table 6-3). Therefore, consumptior of the
groundwater does pose a risk to human health. )

The risk evaluation for groundwater ingestion is summarized by individual
monitoring well in Table 6-4.° Groundwater in monitoring wells where
carcinogens were detected caused excess lifetime cancer risks ranging from
2x10~2 to 1X10~6. Non-carcinogenic hazard indices ranged from less than 1 to

61

Although these risks are significant, exposure is unlikely to occur at this
time. Ground water on-site is currently not used as a drinking water source
and will be drained within 2 years as part of the remedy for the site.

" Residents in the area are connected to a municipal water supply and will not
be impacted by the dewatering activity. The combination of diversion trench
.and cap over the site will virtually eliminate any further generation of
contaminated groundwater. '

6.2.2 Irgestion of Surface Water

Individuals may be exposed to contaminants released to the surface water on-
site (the freshwater and retention ponds) or adjacent to the site at
Cemetery Creek. Exposures may result from children trespassing on the site
or playing in the creek.

The risks associated with incidental ingestion of water from the ponds are
summarized on Table 6-6. The risks to trespassers who may irngest surface
water fram the retention or freshwater ponds are very limited. Carcincgens
were not detected in water from either pond. The estimation of
noncarcinogenic risk indicated that the hazard indices for either exposure
are much less than one.

The risk associated with ingestion of creek water is also shown on Table 6-6.
Organic and inorganic contaminants attributable solely to the site were not
detected in the waters of Cemetery Creek. Potential groundwater discharge to
-Cemetery Creek was estimated and ri-'is for exposure to contaminants were
evaluated. Because same of the estimated values were below the U.S. EFA
Contract laboratory Program (CLP) Routine Analytical Service (RAS) detection
limits, risks were also estimated assuming contaminant levels at detection
limits to yield a conservative estimate of exposure levels.
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F\cpcsuetotheczeeklsassnnedtobemfreque_nt Risks associated with

rcinogens range from 1x10~7 to 4x10~8 for the Routine Analytical Service
(RAS) detection limit and maximum predicted concentrations, respectively.
The hazard index is less than one for both sets of concentrations.

- Thedisdmgeofcontaminantstothecreekomldrsultinthegxposdreof
aquatic organisms in the creek. The makeup of the aquatic community in the
creek is not known, but the creek is classified as a limited warm water
habitat by the OEPA. Because the effluent fram the Jefferson Wastewater
Treatment Plant constitutes most of the flow during dry weather, factors
related to the discharge of treated effluent may limit the aquatic
population. Because of the limitations to the aquatic populations in the
creek, pecple probably do not fish the creek frequently. If people do fish
the creek, it is unlikely that they will catch and consume substantial
amounts of fish. ' '

In sumary, the risk assessmem': indicated that although there are mechanisms
for release of contaminants to Cemetery Creek, the potential exposures that
result may not pose substantial risk. The assessment concluded that:

o Because no contaminants associated with the site were detected at
the creek, there were no current measurable impacts from the site
at the creek. :

o Based on concentrations projected at the creek in the future,
noncarcinogenic risks for trespassers (site residents are assumed
to be aware of the risk incurred by consuming creek water) were
below levels of concern, cancer risks for trespassers were less
than 4x10-8, and neither federal water quality criteria or State

water quality standards are exceeded at the campletion of the
remedial action.

6.2.3 Ingestion of mwtammataed Soils

The risk assessment evaluated three soil exposure settings: exposures of
site trespassers under current site use; exposure of construction workers
during future site development; and exposure of current and future residents.
These uses could result inpexsonscanh’sgintodirectcontactwim
contammantsinthesoilarﬂbeingexposedmmmrhesoil ingestion and
dermal absorption routes of exposure.

The U.S. EPA has not developed standard soil ingestion exposure assumptians
as it has for drinking water exposures. Information on soil ingestion
exposures was reviewed and representative soil ingestion rates were selected.
These exposure scenarios and ingestion rates are presented in Sectiocn 6.5.

Dermal absorption is also a potential exposure route associated with soil
contact. Calculations in the risk assessment indicated exposures through
dermal absorption were two orders of magnitude less than exposures through
soil ingestion. Because of this, risks associated with soil ingestion were
ssumed to be representative of direct contact soil exposures.
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Access to the site is not currently restricted, and accordingly a trespassing
individual (including children) could reach the site and ingest cortaminated
soil. Risks to site residents and construction workers were also calculated.

The risk assessment identified a potential risk fram ingesting contaminated
soils at the laskin Poplar Oil site. Carcinogenic risk reaches a high of
2x10"3 to a resident in the boiler house who ingests soil from O to 14 feet
with the highest detected concentrations of PAHs and PCBs. This same soil
provided the highest cumlative noncarcinogenic HI at 10,000 due to
consumption of soil containing inorganic contaminants (residential child—
worst case scenario).

Soil and sediment. ingestion riské under the three different scenarios
(residential, trespass, and cgnstruction) are summarized in Table 6-5.

6.2.4 Airborne Contaminant Inhalation

On-site exposures under current land use conditions may include risks from
the inhalation of volatilized or resuspended contaminants. The presence of
contaminants in surface soil, sub—-surface soil, and groundwater presents the
potential for inhalation exposures. Inhalatlon risks for trespassers were
calailated separately for exposures to volatilized and rasuspended
contaminants. _

Airbornme contaminant concentrations at the site boundaries were assumed to be
equivalent to airborne concentrations on-site. Risks were calculated for a
70kg adult who is exposed for 12 hours/day, 7 days/week, for 20 years.
Exposure was assumed to occur during the summer months when predicted
concentrations from volatilization were at the highest levels. Cumlative
risk levels reached highs of 1x107® for inhalation of volatlllzed
contaminants (vinyl chloride, methylene chloride) and 2x10~7 for mhalatlon

of resuspended material by a site bourdary resident.

Table 6-6 summarizes risk from ambient air inhalation.
6.3 Toxicity Assessment

The assessment addressed contaminants in terms of two categories of toxicity:
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health effects. Carcinogenic Potency
Factors (CPFs) and Reference Dose Factors (RfDs) for chemicals detected at
the site are presented in Table 6-7 and Table 6-8, respectively.

6.4 Summary of Risk Characterizatian

The ri-x assessment for the laskin Poplar 0Oil site did not address the total
risk associated with the site. Firstly, standards or critical toxicity
values do not exist for every chemical detected at the site. Secondly, all
exposure pathways and their associated routes of exposure could not be
quantified.
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adverse potential risks associated with the site are summarized below.

Surface Water

o Although there are pathways for the release of contaminants to

trespassers d
and releases of groundwater into Cemetery Creek are not predicted
to exceed any federal AWQCs or State Water Quality Standards.

Groundwater

o There are no caurrent exposures associated with groundwater, but if
residential wells were installed on-site, residents would be
to a excess lifetime cancer risk ranging from 2x10~2 to
1x10~6, and concentrations of noncarcinogens at levels that exceed
their respective RfDs.
Soil and Sediment

e e = _

o Mpassemwndbeemosedmpde]PCDF, PAHs, and FCBs in
surface soil that could yield an excess lifetime cancer risk of
2x1076. o

o Trespassers in the boiler house couldbeecposedtoP@D/PCDF
contamination that could yield an excess lifetime cancer risk.of
2x1074, )

o Boiler house coil has lead concentrations of 212,000 mg/kg that
could cause trespassers to intake lead at over 400 times the RID.

o Trespassers in the greenhcuse could be exposed to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 4x10~7 to 1x10~7 ‘from PAHs and dieldrin.

o Contact with retention pond sediment and seeps by _trespassers
could yield excess lifetime cancer risks of 3x10~° due to PAH and
PCB contamination. ‘

o Construction activitis at the site could lead to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 3x107® from contact with PAHS and PCBs in surface
and subsarface soil.

o nm.zresitezesidentscmldbeexposedtomﬂardpcs
contamination that yields excess lifetime cancer risks of 2x1073
to 7x10~° based on contaminants present at 0 to 2 feet and 2x1073
to 1x10-% based on contaminants present at 0 to 14 feet.

o] Contact with contaminated surface soil could be a potential
exposure route to animals, although specific animal risks were not
quantified.
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o There is no current unacceptable risk associated with ambient air
inhalation at the site. The excess lifetime risk associated with
ambient air inhalation at the site ranges fram 1X1075 to 5x1078.
The noncarcinogenic hazard .index is less than one.

Limitations and Assumptions

The risk assessment is subject to uncertainty fram a variety of sources
including: '

Sampling and analysis

Fate and transport estimation
Exposure estimation
Toxicological data

0000

Uncertainty factors in the risk assessment due to uncertainty cammon to risk
assessments in general are sumarized in Table 6-9. Uncertainty factors in
this particular site’s risk assessrent are summarized in Table 6-10.

6.5 Analytical Methads
General |

The risk assessment calculated doses for those contaminants of concern fourd
on-site at concentrations higher than background. Noncarcinogenic risks were
estimated by calculating a Hazard Index (HI), the ratio of the exposure dose
to the acceptable chronic intake. Cancer risks were estimated by multiplying
the average lifetime exposure dose by the CFF.

In general, the RfD is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an
order of magnitude) of a daily exposure to the human population (including
sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious effects during a lifetime. ™= RfD is generally expressed in
units of milligrams per kilogram of body weight per day (mg/kg/day).

The HI approach assumes dose additivity, which means that the estimated daily
intake of each chemical is divided by its RfD and the resulting quotients are
summed. The resulting sum is the HI. Any single chemical with a daily
intake greater than the RfD will cause the HI to exceed unity. Of course,
the hazard index can exceed unity even if no single chemical exceeds its RfD.
when the HI exceeds one, there may be concern for a possible noncarcinogenic
health risk.

The dose-response relationship for carcinogens is expressed as a CPF or slope
factor. CPFs are presented in units of the inverse of milligrams of chemical
per kilogram of body weight per day. The approach used by the U.S. EPA to
estimate the CPF from animal studies or human data assumes a dose-response
relationship with no threshold.
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_he potential for carcincgenic effects is evaluated by estimating excess
lifetime cancer risk. Excess lifetime cancer risk is the incremental
increase in the probability of developing cancer over the background
probability (i.e., if no exposure to site contaminants occurred). For
example, a 1X10™° excess lifetime cancer risk means that for every 1 million
pecple exposed to the carcinogen throughout their lifetimes, the average
incidence of cancer is increased by one extra case of cancer.

Groundwater

The risk assessment assumed that a 70-kg adult would drink 2 liters of
groundwater per day over a 70-year lifetime. -

Surface Water

The chemical concentration in Cemetery Creek was estimated using a four-step
process:

1. The site was divided into three distinct areas of flow (flow tubes),
each characterized by a representative discharge and concentration.

2. The average discharge was decermined for each flow tube.

3. A representative concentration for each chemical detected was determined
for each flow tube, and the estimated chemical mass loading from each
flow tube to Cemetery Creek was calculated.

4. The resultant chemical concentration in Cemetery Creek was determined.
Soil ~

Probable average case doses for exposure were calculated based on ingesting
0.1 g/day of soil containing average contaminant levels. Worst case doses
were calculated based on ingesting 1.0 g/day of soil containing maximim
contaminant levels. The risk assessment used the resulting doses to estimate
potential risks.

~ To evaluate exposures associated with trespassing, the risk assessment
assumed that site visits by an individual (70 kg adult, 35 kg child) would be
2 days per week, 16 weeks of the year (summer months) for 10 years.

Ingestion exposure calculations for a site resident assumed a body weight of
70 kg, daily soil intake, 70 year lifetime, and 70 year, full-time exposure.

Exposure calculations for construction workers assumed a 70 kg worker would
be ingesting contaminated soil for 8 hours/day, 5 days/week, for a period of
1 year. _
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Air

No quantitative on-site ambient air quality sampling was performed during the
Phase II RI, and the inhalation exposure is based entirely upon modeling
efforts.

Possible release mechanisms include volatilization of organic carpo.mds from
the subsurface and mechanical resuspension of both organic and inorganic
campounds in the surface soil.

The risk assessment assumed that the volatile contaminant levels in the
subsurface were at equilibrium between the pore air, the soil, and the
groundwater for estimating the release of VOCs. -

The assessment assumed the airborne concentration of respirable suspended
material was, 100 ug/m3. It was further assumed that all of the airborne
material was derived from the surface soil at the site. The resulting
airborne concentrations of contaminants we.re the product of the surface soil
concentration and a mass loading of 100 ug/m . . -

6.4 Putentlal Future Risks STl - o

"~ Although the site is not operating, there is no site development, and

.. groundwater is not being used for drmkmg water rirposes, there is still a _. -
- potential threat of future contaminant releases that- may endanger public .- -
health and the enviromment. A major remedial action objectlve for the site

is to reduce this threat of future contaminant releases in addition to
reducing current risks identified in the risk assessment. Several factors
contribute to the potential threat of future releases.

The major concern of the site are the source waste oils contained in pits and
tanks. ‘This major concern isbeirgad_dressedaspartoftheSmroeRezmval
Operable unit (see Section 4.0). This second remedial action deals basically
with the residual contamination contained in soils, sedune.nts groundwater,
and the boiler house area.

7.0 DOQMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

This Record of Decision selects Altermative 3A, as described in the Proposed
Plan, as the preferred remedial altermative for the laskin Poplar Oil site.
the U.S. EPA has reviewed and responded to all camments received fram the
interested parties, including those from the State and neighboring
camunities, during the public coment period. Comments were made on
Alternative 3A amd other remedial alternatives. Based on the public
camments, the U.S. EPA has determined that there is no need for any
significant changes to Alternative 3A.

In the event that additional data or information during the dcsigp of the
remedy reveals the need for a modification, the U.S. E:PA.wlll notify the
public of any changes to the remedy presented here in this Record of
Decision.
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0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. EPA identified potential risks that should be addressed by remedial
response actions at the laskin Poplar Oil site. These risks are associated
with: direct contact with, incidental ingestion or inhalation of
contaminated soils and certain sediments on-site; direct contact with,
incidental ingestion or inhalation of contaminated soils in the greenhcuse
area; direct contact with, incidental ingestion or inhalation of contaminated
soils and ash in the boiler house, and ingestion of on-site contaminated
ground water. '

The FS identified technologies that could eliminate or reduce the risks for
each of these media. These medium-specific technologies were screened based
on compatibility with waste and site characterization. The surviving
technologies were then assermbléd into site-wide remedial alternatives. The
FS then evaluated the alternatives based on protectiveness; long and short-
term effectiveness; meeting applicable, relevant, and appropriate
requirements; reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume; implementability,
and cost. This evaluation process was carried out according to procedures
specified by the U.S. EPA in CERCLA, SARA, the NCP, and the U.S. EPA guidance
documents including Interim Guidance on Superfund Selection of Remedy (OSWER™
Directive No. 9355.0-19, December 24, 1986) and Interim Final Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies.Under

(OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01, October, 1988). e

_he altermatives to reduce site risks that are evaluated in detail include a
no action alternative, and eight other altermatives. The eight other
altermatives range from one which relies upon contairment of waste, with
little or no treatiment, up to an alternative that relies almost campletely
upon treatment, to reduce site risks. The FS looked at alternatives
involving treatment in order to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
site wastes. '

Each of the eight remedial alternatives evaluated in detail is described
briefly below. The descriptions include contairment camponents, treatment
camponents; institutional controls, estimated time for implementation, cost
. (estimated to two significant figures), overall protection, and campliance

with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Section
* 9.0, which describes the camparative analysis of the alternmatives, supplies
additional detail on these subjects.

8.1 Altermative 1

The U.S. EPA is required to evaluate a "No Action" altermative. Under this
alternative, there would be no further site remediation performed beyond the
waste materials addressed in the Scurce Removal Operable Unit. No additional
costs or time would be required beyond the source removal action.
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8.2 Altermative 2

Alternative 2 consists mainly of a contairment option. Firstly, retention
and freshwater ponds would be drained and the surface water would be
discharged to Cemetery Creek. Sampling of surface water would be conducted
prior to discharging surface water into Cemetery Creek. If levels detected
exceed the Ohio Ambient Water Quality Criteria, or the U.S. EPA’s Ambient
Water Quality Criteria (AWQC), treatment would be required prior to
discharging water. The fresh water pond would be back filled with clean soil
material. The retention pond would be re—~graded and shielded by the soil
cover.

The boiler house would be demolished. Materials amenable to decontamination
would be decontaminated, and disposed of in an off-site sanitary landfill.

If the dioxin-contaminated strfuctures cannot be decontaminated, then they
would be disposed of in a concrete vault on-site. Dioxin-contaminated soils,
ash, and debris from within the boiler house would also be disposed of in the
concrete vault on-site. The concrete vault would be placed on-site beneath
‘the soil cover and would be in compliance with tank and storage RGRA

requ rements. The storage of dioxin material is a temporary measure until a
technology is developed and proven to address dioxin material.

The greenhouse structures would be dismantled, decontaminated (if necessary), -
and disposed off-site to a sanitary landfill. Contaminated soils from within
the greenhouse area would be consolidated with contaminated soils near the
pits and tanks. The greenhouse area would then be regraded and vegetated to
allow for proper drainage. ‘

A 2 foot clean soil cover would be placed over all soils that exceed 1x1076
excess lifetime cancer risk levels and total hazard index of one. The soil
cover would be placed over approximately 3.5 acres of the site. The soil
cover would prevent direct contact with contarinated soils but allow
infiltration of surface water through the cover.

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 north of the Laskin Poplar
0il site. The monitoring program would be designed to assess the quality of
groundwater reaching Cemetery Creek. Additionally, the program would sample
water from the-upper and lower aquifers that may flow under Cemetery Creek
and join regional ground-water flow. At a minimum, the program would meet
the substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under the RCRA as
described in 40 CFR §264, Subpart F.

If the levels (. contaminants in ground water do not increase over time, the
sampling schedule would be re-evaluated and a reduction in the frequency of
sampling may be considered. A statistical test would be developed to
determine when a significant increase in the level of contaminants had
occurred.
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Institutiocnal controls and use restrictions would be imposed to prohibit site
se, land development, and ground-water extraction. Access restrictions
«~ould also be enforced to prevent any interference or vandalism at the site.

The U.S. EPA would recammend that on-site residents temporarily relocate
during construction of the remedy for safety reasons. Stringent measures
would be taken to ensure the health and safety of workers on-site as well as
the local residents near the site.

Alternative 2 relies mainly on contairment, institutional controls, and
monitoring. OContairment of soil prevents exposure to contaminated soils.
Restricting ground-water use on-site would be effective in eliminating risks
from drinking this ground water. Fencing would restrict access to the site.
Potential future risks, as described in Section 6.3, would be reduced.
However, Alternmative 2 allows further generation of contaminated groundwater
by potential release of contaminants in soil. Further, Altermative 2 does .
not meet State of Ohio closure requirements for solid or hazardous 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: $ 3,300,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,400,000
Total Costs: $ 4,700,000
Time to Implement: 1 year -

OTE: ‘]heestimtedtotalpr&entworthofthealtenmativsdscribdin
Sectians 8.3thrcu;ha.860mttakeintoaccamttheplarmedactiviti§frm
the Source Removal Operable Unit activity currently under design by the PRPs.
significant cost savings can be made if the planned incineration of the waste
oils, sludge, and saturated soils take place at the same time the final
remedial altermative is implemented. The total costs for altermatives 3
ﬂmx;hsmidmirwolveme:mltmatnatofsoﬂsarddimdn-@tamimted
material, can be reduced by approximately $3,000,000 to $4,000,000. The -
reductiaon in cost is based on site preparation, mobilization, and
demcbilization of the incinerataor.

8.3 Altermative 3A

Alternative 3A has the same components as Alternative 2 with the exception of
the soil cover. Additionally, Alternative 3A incorporates a groundwater
control system and thermal treatment of dioxin-contaminated material.

The groundwater control system is a cambination of a multi-layer cap and

ter diversion trench up~gradient fram the site. The diversion trench
would collect up—gradient grourdwater and re-direct the groundwater around
the site and discharge to Cemetery Creek where it would contirue its normal
flow pattern. This diversion trench would prevent regional groundwater fram
passing through contaminated soils. The multi-layer cap would significantly
reduce infiltration of surface water into the contaminated soils. Together,
these two technologies would virtually eliminate further generation of
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contaminated groundwater and effectively de-water the site. Safe Drinking
water Act (SDWA) MCIs would not apply to the remedy because the groundwater
in the shallow aquifer beneath the site would be virtually eliminated.

The multi-layer cap would be placed over soils with greater than 1x1076
excess lifetime cancer risk levels and a total hazard index greater than one.
Prior to cap installation, a detailed geotechnical investigation wauld be
conducted to measure the properties of the soil and clay used to construct
the cap. 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 encugh to protect the contained area from
damage due to flooding. In addition, the cap would be constructed, operated,
and maintained to ensure its performance in containing. contaminated soils.
This alternative does meet Ohio closure requirements for solid waste
landfills and requirements for landfill closure outlined under 40 CFR
§264.310. The cap would be designed and constructed to promote drainage,
minimize the erosion of the cover, and provide long-term minimization of
migration of liquids through the underlying contaminated soils.

_ Alternative 3A incorporates treatment of source material. The contaminated
‘spil to be treated contains dioxin and RCRA-listed wastes (including, but.not.
limited to, KO35, FOOl, and FoOS). Dioxin-contaminated soil, ash, ard
_ debris would be incinerated on-site by a mobile incinerator.. Approximately
-~ 300 ¢.y. of dioxin-contaminated material from the boiler house area would be.
= “incinerated.” The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituénts, and
hazardous characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Analytical '
results would be campared to the U.S. EPA’s delisting criteria. If levels do
not exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the
ash would be disposed of ofi-site in a RCRA hazardous waste facility. The
ashwmldberequiredtoneetthetreamentstaniardsspecifiedinthelard
Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268) for any restricted RCRA-listed waste
(including, but not limited to, K035, FOOl, and FOO5) it contained prior to
disposal off-site. ' :

Dioxin-contaminated structures would be dismantled amd decontaminated or
thermally treated. Dioxin material that could not be decontaminated or
incinerated, would be stored on-site in a concrete vault as described under
Alternative 2.

Altermative 3A incorporates the ground-water monitoring, surface water
monitoring, and site restrictions already described under Alternative 2.

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

Capital Cost: $ 10,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 11,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years
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.4 Altemative 3B

Alternatlve 3B has the same camponents as alternative 3A except that ‘the
contaminated groundwater is addressed in a different manner. Altermative 3B
provides a permeable soil cover rather than an impermeable nultl-layer cap
over. The soil cover would allow rainfall to percolate through: the
contaminated soils and enter groundwater. A groundwater collection trench
would be installed downgradient from the site rather than a diversion trench
as described in Alternative 3A. The trench would collect groundwater flow
passing through the site. Groundwater would then be treated and dlsd\a.rged
to Cemetery Creek, at levels below that required to maintain AWQCs in
Cemet.ery Creek.

A cambination of air stripping and activated carbon would be used o t.reat a.
flow rate estimated at 5 gallons per mimute. Total volume of contaminated
groundwater with contaminant cdncentrations that result in risk above the
1x10~6 level is (based upon 10% porosity) 650,000 gallons. The groundwater
treatment system would be designed to produce effluent that meets the
discharge standards of the required National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. Groundwater and surface water monitoring would be..
performed. Influent and treated gmrﬁwater effluent would be monitored-

regularlyaszeqmredpe.rmeNPDS permit. » - ' _

" Based-upon the predicted rate of contaminant movement and the allgrmenLof _

the groundwate.r oollection system, the time required to reduce contaminant
svels in the groundwater to below MCIs is estimated to be greater than_50 .
-years

The soil cover would consist of a well-campacted, low-permeability cover at
least 24 inches thick. The soil cover would be placed over the same area of
contaminated soils as previcusly descnbed in alternative 3A. This top soil
layer would be planted with grass. However, the soil cover would not meet
Ohio closure requirements for solid waste landfills.

The costs and time to implement Alternative 3B are listed below:

Capital Cost: $ 8,700,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: " $ 11,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

8.5 Altermative 4A

Alternative 4A is identical to Altermative 3A, except that a volume of highly
contaminated soil is thermally treated along with the dioxin-contaminated
material. Contaminated soils that exceed 1073 excess cancer risk levels,
approximately equivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treated.

Contaminated soils in excess of 10™3 excess cancer risk were defined in the
I. These soils are contaminated prunarlly with PAHs, PCBs, and lead.
.ncineration would be effective in destroying the orgamc contaminants in
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soil. However, incineration would not address the lead or any heavy metals
contained in soils. ’

The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and hazardous
characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Analytical results would
be compared to the U.S. EPA’s delisting criteria. If levels do not exceed
the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-site beneath
the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the ash would be
disposed of off-site in a RCRA hazardous waste facility. The ash would be
required to meet the treatment standards specified in the Land Disposal
Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268) for any RCRA-listed waste (including, but not
limited to, KO35, FOOl, and FOO5) it contained prior to disposal off-site.
Off-site disposal of 3000 c.y. of residue ash would increase the total cost
of this altermative by $1,200,000. As in Altermative 3, ash resulting from
the incineration of dioxin-contaminated soil, ash, and debris may require
disposal to an off-site RCRA Kazardous waste facility (if not deliztable).
off-site disposal would cost an additional $ 120,000.

The costs and time to implement Alternative 4A are as follows:

, Capital Costs: $ 12,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 13,000,000

Tine to Implement: 2 years .. . - e e
8.6 Alternative 4B |
Alternative 4B is identical to Alternative 3B, except that a volume of highly
contaminated soil is thermally treated along with the dioxin-contaminated
material. Contaminated soils that exceed 103 excess cancer risk levels,
approximately equivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treated.

The costs and implementation time for Altermative 4B are as follows:

Capital Costs: : $ 11,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 13,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

8.7 Altemative S5A -

Alternative SA is identical to Alternative 4A, except that a greater volume
of soil would be incinerated. Altermative SA defines a volume of soil
equivalent to the 104 excess cancer risk level. This results in a volume
equivalent to approximately 37,000 c.y.

As in alternative 4, residue ash has the potential of not passing the U.S.
EPA’s delisting criteria for hazardous waste. Under Alternative SA,
approximately 6,000 c.y. has the potential of exceeding the delisting
criteria. This amount of residue ash would still be considered hazardous
waste and therefore would require off-site disposal to a RCRA hazardous waste
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facility. Off-site disposal of 6,000 c.y. would increase the total cost of
the alternative by about $2,400,000. The remaining 31,000 c.y. would most
likely pass the delisting criteria and then qualify for on-site disposal
beneath the cap.

The costs and implementation time for Alternative 5A are as follows:

Capital Costs: - $ 32,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 33,000,000
Time to Implement: 3 years

8.7 Altermative 5B

Alternative SB is identical to 4B except that a greater volume (37,000 c.y.)
of contaminated soils is treated as in alternative S5A.

The costs associated with Alternative SB are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 31,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 33,000,000
Time to Implement: 3 years

8.8 Altermative 6 : N

This alternative would incinerate all soils exceeding the 10™6 excess cancer
- risk level, equivalent to approximately 57,000 c.y. Retention and fresh
water ponds wculd be drained and back filled with clean soil material as
described in Alternative 2. Surface water from the ponds would be discharged
to Cemetery Creek. All contaminated structures on-site would be demolished,
decontaminated or thermally treated, and disposed of off-site in a sanitary
landfill. Dioxin-contaminated structures would be decontaminated and
disposed of off-site in a sanitary lamdfill. Those materials which can not
be decontaminated or treated would be disposed in an on-site concrete vault
and capped in accordance to RCRA storage requirements for hazardous waste.

Incinerated dioxin-contaminated soil, ash, and debris, would be disposed of
on-site, .assuming ash is delistable. If ash is not delistable, the ash would
be disposed in an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility at an additional
cost of $120,000.

Alternative 6 proposes that all soils exceeding the 10~6 excess cancer risk
level, approximately 57,000 c.y., be removed and thermally treated on-site.
Residue ash would be disposed of on-site assuming the ash is delistable amd
rerdered non-hazardous. If ash is not delistable, then ash would be disposed
in an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility. As in Altermative 4,
approximately 6,000 c.y. of residue ash has the potential of failing the U.S.
EPA’s delisting criteria for the Extraction Procedure Toxicity Test due to
the lead content in soils. However, an additional 9000 c.y. of residue ash
has the potential of exceeding the standard for direct contact amd incidental
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ingestion for lead. Thus 15,000 c.y. of ash may require contairnment or off-
site disposal. This alternative does not provide a cover, therefore off-site
disposal would be required for the ash. The off-site disposal of about
15,000 c.y. of residue ash would increase the total costs of this alternative
by approximately $6,000,000.

Under Alternative 6 the site would be regraded with clean material to allow
proper site re-vegetation and drainage. No groundwater diversion or
collection trench would be required since all sources of contamination would
be removed. However, groundwater encountered or collected during the
excavation of soils would be treated and then discharged to Cemetery Creek.
This alternative allows groundwater to flow unrestricted towards Cemetery
Creek. Groundwater and surface water monitoring would be conducted to assess

quality of groundwater discharging into Cemetery Creek.

Institutional controls and actess restrictions would be imposed on the
property until dioxin-contaminated material in vault is removed for final
treatment and disposal. The estimated costs for this alternative are as
follows:

Capital Cost: - $ 41,000,000

Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 1,000,000 S

Total Costs: $ 42,000,000 -

Time to Implement: 4 years - -

9.0 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. EIPA used the following nine criteria to evaluate each of the
altermatives identified in the FS report. The remedial alternative selected
for the site must represent the best balance among the evaluation criteria.

1. Overall Protection of Biman Health and the Envirament addresses
whether a remedy adequately protects human health and the
envirorment and whether risks are prcpe.rly eliminated, reduced, or
controlled through treatment, engmeermg controls, or
institutional controls.

2. Cmplxance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
addresses whether a remedy meets all State and
federal laws and requirements that apply to site conditions and

cleamip options.

3. Lang~Term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the ability of a
remedy to reliably protect human health and the enviromment over
time once clearmup goals have been met.

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

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

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

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

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

9. Cammnity Acceptance indicates whether the public concurs with the .
remedy presented in the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan. T o

9.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envirorment e

ith the exception of the no-action alternative (Altermative 1), each
altermative would protect human health and the envirorment.
Alternative 6 would eliminate known risks identified in the RI. It would
prevent exposure to the contaminated soil and prevent or minimize future
release of contaminants to groundwater and the creek. The thermal treatment
technologies to be employed would be very reliable. Use restrictions would
not be required to achieve protection goals over the long term. However, use.
restrictions would be necessary prior to removal of the concrete vault.

Alternatives 3A, 4A, and SA would prevent direct contact with or ingestion or
inhalation of contaminated soil by containing it with a multi-layer cap,
whereas Altermatives 2, 3B, 4B, and 5B would provide that protection using a
soil cover. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would treat incrementally greater
amounts of soil. Alternmatives that treat greater amounts of soil (4, S, and
6) would be no more protective given that restrictions on land use are still

The level of protection against contaminated groundwater is differentiated
between altermatives that include groundwater control ("A" altermatives),
those that include groundwater collection ("B" alternatives), and those with
no action taken on groundwater other than use restrictions (Alternmatives 2
and 6). Assuming no action were taken other than use restrictions, the
remaining potential risk would be minor since the aquifer has poor
‘haracteristics for use as a drinking water source and because local
cesidents use municipal water. Alternatives that include groundwater control
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would provide additional protectlon fram contaminants in groundwater by
eliminating groundwater above the unweathered shale. Groundwater collection
alternatives would provide additional protection by collecting and treating
all groundwater. Over time this would also reduce the levels of contaminants
in the soils on-site.

Altermative 2 would manage most of the risks identified in the RI, but would
not be fully protective because the groundwater would not be controlled or
collected and treated. The cover would prevent exposure to the contaminated
soil. Draining and back-filling the ponds would reduce future release of
contaminants to groundwater by reducing infiltration. Institutiocnal controls
and access restrictions would prevent excavation of contaminated soil and
debris. The concrete vault would reduce direct contact with dioxin-
contaminated soil and debris.

Under Alternative 1, no remedial action would be conducted at the site, and
therefore risk to human health and the enviromment as identified in the risk
assessment would not be reduced. As this altermative is judged to not be
protective of human health and the envirorment, Alternative 1 will be dropped
from further consideration or discussion.

9.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Altermatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, S5A, and 5B would achieve the requirements of
health-based TBC criteria for soil by using a cover to prevent direct contact
with contaminated material. The soil cover in Alternatives 2, 3B, 4B, and 5B
would not comply with RCRA requirements or OEPA requirements for a closure
cap because of the potential higher permeability of the cover soil than the
underlying seil. The multi-layer cap in Alternatives 3A, 4A, and SA would be
designed to achieve the cap requirements of RCRA and the Ohio Hazardous Waste

regulations.

The dioxin vault used in all alternatives would be designed to achieve RCRA
tank and storage criteria. All alternatives would meet ARARS related to
flood plains and wetlands, and fugitive emissions from grading and excavation
would be controlled so that Ohio Air Quality Standards are not exceeded.

Alternmative 3A, 4A, and 5A would meet groundwater quality ARARs by isolating
the contaminants from the uncontaminated groundwater and eventually
eliminating the contaminated groundwater by dewatering the site.

Alternatives 3B, 4B, and 5B would meet ARARs pertaining to groundwater
quality by collecting and treating the contaminated groundwater. These
altermatives would incorporate a groundwater treatment system which would be
designed to produce effluent that meets the discharge standards of the NPDES
permit and the Ohio Water Quality Standards. Air stripper emissions would be
limited to levels that would meet OChio Air Quality Standards.

Alternative 6 would achieve ARARS pertaining to groundwater quality by
removing the sources of groundwater contamination and allowing existing
contaminated groundwater to attenuate naturally.
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_nio Water Quality Standards would be met at the campletion of the
remediation under all altermatives evaluated.

Because Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, SB, ard 6 would provide on-site
thermal treatment, the thermal treatment unit would have to camly with the
technical requirements for a RCRA hazardous waste incinerator (RCRA

O: 40 CFR §§264.343 to 264.351) and with ohio Hazardous Waste
requlations pertaining to design and operation of the system. Destruction
and Removal Efficiencies (DREs) outlined in 40 CFR §264.343 would have to be .
met for solvents (99.99%), mixed organics (99.99%) and dioxin (99.9999%). In
addition, emissions would have to camply with standards for hazardous air
pollutants and the Ohio Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Some of the residue from the thermal treatment operations might have to be
disposed of off-site at a RCRA ’landfill. Any contaiminated wastewaters
generated from the operation that could not be treated would have to be taken
to a RCRA facility. This residue and any wastewaters to be disposed of in a
RCRA landfill must meet treatment standards for any RCRA-listed waste
(including, but not limited to, K035, FOOl, and FOO5) they contain as defined
under the land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268). Residue which fails
to pass the RCRA characteristic waste tests must undergo further treatment to
_eliminate the hazadous characteristic prior to land disposal. Transport
and disposal of these wastes would have to camply with RIRA requlations for
hazardous waste generators ard U.S. Department of Transportation regulations
for transporting hazardous waste and with the U.S. EPA’s off-site disposal
policy.

Alternative 6 would meet local zoning requirenents for redevelopment and
achieve RCRA criteria for a clean closure once the dioxin-contaminated
material is removed from the on-site vault and the vault is dismantled.

Because it incorporates no groundwater treatment or control, Alternative 2
would not achieve ARARs for groundwater quality; i.e., SDWA MCls, State MCls,
or health-based criteria that are classified as to-be-considered (TBCS). AS
this alternative would not camply with ARARS, and does not provide grounds
for an ARAR waiver, Alternative 2 will be dropped from further consideration
or discussion. '

ARARs for each alternative are summarized in Table 9-1.
9.3 mx;-’l\e.mxtfect.lvenas and Permanence

With the exception of Alternative 6, all alternmatives would retain same
residual risk by relying on the milti-layer cap or soil cover to prevent
direct contact with contaminated soil contained on-site. while both
technologies would be reliable if maintained and if used in conjunction with
institutional controls and access restrictions, the potential for
infiltration would be less for milti-layer cap alternatives since the
gecmenbrane and gectextile barrier layer, if properly installed, is nearly

. impermeable. A drainage layer present in the milti-layer cap allows free
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drainage of water that infiltrates the top layer, allowing seeping water to ;
be removed, reducing the possibility that the water would penetrate the i
barrier layer.

Altermatives that include groundwater collection and treatment would require
long-term operation and maintenance of a collection/treatment system and
enforcement of aquifer use restrictions to provide long-term protection fram
consumption of contaminated groundwater. Although it appears unlikely that
the shallow aquifer groundwater would be used, the altermatives that include
groundwater control would avoid the need for long-term aquifer use:
restrictions altogether. The reliability of the "B" alternatives in
preventing off-site migration of contaminated groundwater would depend upon
" maintenance of the groundwater collection and treatment system.

Altermatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, SA, and SB lie between Alternatives 2 and 6 in
terms of long-term effectivendss and reliability, since they would achieve
= removal and treatment of some contaminated soil. Because these alternatives

" would provide adequate protection over the long term, the most significant
differences between Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, SA, and SB relate to their
- long-term-reliability. Alternatives 3A and 3B would provide only slightly
" greater reliability since only a very small portion of the total mass of
- contaminants would be treated. Alternatives 4A and 4B would be nearly as _
reliable as Alternatives SA and 5B, since the contaminated soil near the . _ i
~~ground: surface would be removed and treated. Alternative 6 would prov1de the . .. ---
- highest degree of long-term effectiveness since no contaminated media would '
- be left at the site following completion of the work (including the removal
of the dioxin-contaminated material in the vault). Alternative 6 is the only
alternative that does not rely on long-term maintenance or monitoring.

9.4 Reduction of Taxicity, Mability, or Volume

Altermative 6 would achieve the greatest level of toxicity reduction by
treating all contaminated soil. It should be noted, however, that the mass
of contaminants removed is not directly proportional to the volume of .soil
treated. For example, the incremental mass of contaminants removed in
Altermative 6 is only 20percentmreﬂ1anthecontaxmntmassrarwedm
Alternatives SA or SB, although Alternative 6 treats over 54 percent more
soil (by volume) than Alternmatives 5A or 5B.

Under Alternmatives 3B, 4B, and 5B, groundwater treatment would not achieve a
major reduction in the toxicity of contaminants on-site. Less than 10
percent of the mass of contaminants on-site are estimated to be present in
the saturated soil and groundwater. Much more significant reductions in the
toxicity of the contaminants on-site would be achieved with soil thermal
treatment. It is estimated that Alternmatives 4A and 4B would adueve a 5
percent reduction in the volume of contaminated soil, and that Alternet.ives
SA and 5B would achieve a 60 percent reduction. »

Alternative 3A would use the least amount of treatment by thermally treating
300 c.y. of contaminated soil and an undetermined amount of debris.
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.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 3A and 3B would provide the most immediate benefits and least
short-term risk to the cammunity. All alternatives would result in a small,
temporary increase in risk to the community from generation of contaminated
dust. This potential risk would be slightly greater for altermatives that
irmvolve excavation and thermal treatment because of more extensive soil
handling and the potential release of VOCs during excavation. These risks
would be mitigated using cammon construction techniques to minimize dust.
Ambient air monitoring during construction would indicate whether there was
any need for additional mitigative measures.

Altermatives that provide groundwater control would achiéeve their goal much
faster (approximately 2 years following implementation) than groundwater
collection and treatment (more than 50 years). Restrictions on groundwater
use would prevent direct expostire during de-watering of the site aquifer.

To assesg—potential aquatic impacts during dewatering of the site aquifer,
estimated concentrations in the surface water were conpared'-to--federalm -

- and to both proposed ard existing Ohio Water Quality standards. . Camparisons - e

were made both inside and outside the mixing zone. Thée-predicted surface - .

water concentrations outside the mixing zone were made by diluting-the . “-=i-=:
“highest groundwater contaminant concentrations with the creek flow estimates. .
-~ As grourdwater discharges to the creek, there would be poroximately a €0:1: =~
3ilution ratio of creek water to groundwater. Most of the chemicals in the - - — =~
. te.rareVOCSandwmldbeexpectedtoVOlatilizeoncetheya:e »
discharged to the creek. Therefore, the predicted surface water -
concentrations are seen to be conservative estimates. None of the estimated

surface water concentrations outside the mixing zone exceeded any of the

Inside the mixing zore, the surface water contaminant concentrations were
assumed to be the maximum groundwater contaminant concentrations to preclude
any assumptions about dilution effects (actual contaminant’ levels should be
lower due to dilution). Separate federal mixing zone criteria were not
available, so the mixing zone concentrations were campared directly to
federal AWQCS. Mixing zone concentrations exceeded the federal AWCs for
DOT and hexavalent chramium. No other chemicals exceeded the federal AWQCS.

The Ohio Water Quality Standards contain acute criteria within the mixing
zone. No mixing zone concentrations exceeded any of these acute standards.

It is important to note the very conservative assumptions used in this
determination. The assumptions are as follows:

o DOT was only detected in one monitoring well on-site, but it was

assumed the contaminant existed at this concentration in a mch

larger area (the entire flow tube) for the purposes of the risk
assessment. :

o Analysis of groundwater was performed for total chramium
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(hexavalent and trivalent) concentration, but the risk assessment
assumed the chrumium concentration was entirely due to hexavalent
chramium.

o The maximum chemical concentration detected in each flow tube is
considered to represent the chemical concentration of the entire
flow tube.

The result of the conservative approvach to the water quality investigation
was the finding that even in the worst possible case, AWQCS would only be
exceeded for two contaminants, the period of exceedence would be brief, arnd
the water quality standards wlll not be exceeded at the campletion of the
remedy (when the aquifer is de-watered).

Alternatives that include thermal treatment pose a possible increased risk to
the cammunity from thermal tréatment emissions. Proper operation of thermal
treatment unit will not pose a significant increase in risk to the cammunity.
Alternatives 3A and 3B would expose the public to t.hls poss:.ble risk for the
shortest amount of time. . e

Alternatives that include thermal treatment of soil’ would not adueve -
remedial action goals as quickly as contairment-only alternatives. ‘The
increased time required for thermal treatment would be 4. months. for. .. . -.-
Alternatives 3A and 3B, 8 months for Altermative 4A and 4B, 20~ mont.hs for
Altermative SA and SB, and 30 months for Altermative 6.

9.6 Implementability

Of the altermatives irnvolving thermal treatment, Alternative 3A would be the
easiest alternative to implement, requiring a cap and construction of the
diversion trench but not requiring permits for discharge of treated )
groundwater to the creek. Implementation of Alternative 3A would be
camplicated by the need for mobilizing, startup, ard testing of an on-site
incinerator, but this requirement holds true for all altermatives other than
Alternatives 1 or 2.

Additional cbstacles to implementing Altermative 3B include the permitting,
construction, and operation of the groundwater collection and treatment -
system. An NPDES permit would be required for discharge of treated effluent
to Cemetery Creek. Alternatives 4A and 4B, SA and 5B, and 6 would be
progressively more difficult to implement, requiring treatment of
incrementally greater quantities of soil. Other than the time required to
camplete the treatment action, there are few differences between the
implementability aspects of Alternatives 4A and 4B, SA and 5B, ard 6.

9.7 Cost

The most significant factor affecting capital cost is the quantity of soil
treated. Same econamy of scale would be achieved for thermal treatment of
greater volumes of soil since mobilization and demobilization costs would be
essentially the same between altermatives. Use of an incinerator already
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mcbilized on-site (like the one required for the Source Removal Operable

nit) would significantly reduce cost of these two altermatives. An
estimated $3 million to $4 million of the capital cost associated with the
mobilization, startup, testing, and demcbilization of the on-site incinerator
could be deducted from the estimated capital cost if the treatment unit for
the Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action were already an-site,
tested, and available. ’

Because the cost of capping is greater than the cost of a soil cover, the "A"
altermatives have a higher capital cost than the "B" counterparts. "p"
alternatives have a higher O&M cost because of operation of the groundwater
treatment facility.

9.8 State Acceptance

The State of Ohio does not concur with the U.S. EPA’s selection of
Altermative 3A as the preferred remedial alternative for the laskin Poplar
0il site. The State has expressed a preference for Alternative 6.

9.9 Cammmnity Acceptance — _ -

The U.S. EPA’s preferred remedial alternative for the laskin Poplar Oil site
was presented at the start of the public camment period through distribution
of a fact sheet, publication of display advertisements in the Ashtabula
County Sentinel, on April 17 and 24; the Jefferson Gazette, -on April 20;

the Valley News, on April 12 and 19; and the Pyma News, on April 12 ard 19.
[he advertisement informed the public of the placement of the proposed plan
and public cament FS in the site information repositories. A formal public
meeting to discuss the proposed plan was held in Jefferson, Ohio on April 26,
1989. Caments received indicate that most residents are supportive of the
U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative.

Several residents expressed concern about the U.S. EPA’s proposed
incineration of wastes and contaminated soils. Citizens are concerned that
the U.S. EPA provide close inspection and oversight during the actual
incineration process at the site. Citizens are mainly concerned about
emissions from the incinerator stack entering the air, amd noise during
incinerator operations. Residents requested that a strict monitoring program
be enforced and that the U.S. EPA make sure that the results are provided to
the public. It is recommended that the U.S. EFA facilitate a means of
informal contact with the local comunity by setting up a network with
camunity representatives. Further, the U.S. EPA will require that
‘corrective action program options be developed as part of the monitoring
program. This will allow prampt response if emissions exceed levels at any
campliance point in the monitoring system.

Finally, several residents expressed concern that the 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
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concern, the U.S. EPA will consider extending the Lask.m Poplar 0Oil
Information Cammittee through the remedial design/remedial action phase of
this project.

mbllccam\entsmthepmposedplanardthemareaddr&esedmthe
Responsiveness Summary, attached to this document.

10.0 THE SEILECTED REMEDY

Based on the findings of the Remedial Investigation and the Feasibility
Study, and the evaluation of the nine criteria for the Laskin Poplar 0il
site, the U.S. EPA has selected Altemative 3A.

In the judgement of the U.S.

EPA, Alternative 3A represents the best balance among the evaluation criteria
and satisfies the statutory requirements of protectiveness, campliance with
ARARs, cost-effectlver&ss, the utilization of permanent solutmns ard
treatment to the maximum extent practicable.

The major components of the selected remedy consist of the following:

LT o

o]

Drain retention and freshwater pords. Discharge surface water- . .

from ponds to Cemetery Creek, with treatment if required.-

Backfill freshwater pond with clean fill and grade rete.ntlon pond

area.

Thermally treat contaminated soil, ash, and debris fl'ClIl“.“__,_
the boiler house area ard dispose of ash on-site (if- - - __ .-

delistable) or off-site in a RCRA landfill.
Demolish and thermally treat or decontaminate dioxin-. .
contaminated structures. If material can not be

decontaminated or thermally treated, contain material in . -

an on-site concrete vault and place beneath the cap for
temporary storage until proper effective disposal can be
secured for the material.

Construct a groundwater diversion trench up-gradient of
the contaminated soil and groundwater. :
Construct a multi-layer cap over soils in exceedance of
106 excess lifetime cancer risk level or Total Hazard
Index of 1.

De-water site by natural groundwater flow to Cemetery Creek.

Conduct groundwater and surface water monitoring to
assess quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery
Creek. :

Impose access and use restrictions.

(=

Altermative 3A provides treatment of contaminated material from the boiler
house area. While this treatment may not be considered a prim?ry camponent
of Alternative 3A, the principal threat of the laskin Popl~»r 0il site is

being addressed with the thermal treatment of waste oils, sludge, and

saturated soils in the Source Removal Operable Unit.

Alternative 3A addresses all remaining public health and envirormental

——— = —
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“hreats posed by contaminated media at the site not addressed by the Source
~Removal Operable Unit. '

10.1 Drain Freslwater and Retention Pords

The freshwater and retention pords on-site would be drained to Cemetery Creek

to reduce infiltration to groundwater, and the freshwater pond would be

filled with clean fill. The retention pond would be regraded. Sampling of

surface water would be conducted prior to discharging surface water into

Cemetery Creek. If levels detected exceed the Ohio Water Quality Standards,

or the federal AWQCS, treatment will be required prior to discharging water.

Further analysis for waters of both ponds will be required at the time of

‘discharge to verify that the discharge will cause no violation of NPDES = ' C

10.2 Structures °

The boiler house will be demolished and decontaminated or thermally treated.
- . If the dioxin-contaminated structures cannot be decontaminated or -thermally
._treated, they will be disposed of in a concrete vault on-site. Any untreated -~
contaminated soils, ash, and debris from within in the boiler house will~also ° .
be disposed of in the concrete vault on-site. The concrete vault will be =~ 77
placed on-site beneath the soil cover. The storage of dioxin material is a

temporary measure until a technology is developed and proven to address ~ T "'fj_'—':- SR

‘dioxin material. This dioxin-contaminated material will be removed and~
lisposed of when: appropriate treatment is available, and the storage vault
will be monitored and maintained in the interim. -

The greenhouse structures would be dismantled and decontaminated.
Contaminated soils from within the greenhouse area would be consolidated with
contaminated soils near the pits and tanks, to be placed under the cap. The
greerhouse area would then be regraded and vegetated to allow for proper
drainage.

10.3 Multi-layer Cap

Contaminated soils fram the greenhouse (approximately 500 c.y.) would be
consolidated with approximately 57,000 c.y. of contaminated soils that
exceed a 1x10~6 excess cancer risk and total hazard index greater than 1.0.
The contaminated soils would be contained beneath a soil/geamembrane multi-
layer cap approximately 3.5 acres in size. The cap cover would prevent
direct contact with contaminated soils and the geamembrane/gectextile liner
would significantly reduce the infiltration of surface water through the
cover. The cap would meet the State of Ohio requirements for landfill
closure and those outlined under 40 CFR §264.310.

While the cap specifications will be finalized in the design process, it is
anticipated that the cap will consist of a geomerbrane/gectextile liner 4
overlain by a drainage layer, a geotextile filter, a layer of fill soil, ard
a layer of topsoil. Infiltration collected by the drainage layer will be
discharged to Cemetery Creek. To provide a stable slope for the cap, about
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26,000 c.y. of contaminated soil would be moved to achieve the desired

grading. An estimated 50,000 c.y. of clean soil would be imported to
construct the cap. The cap would not exterd into the floodplain area arourd
Cemetery Creek.

10.4 Groundwater Control

Groundwater flowing toward the site would be diverted to Cemetery Creek. A
diversion trench would be constructed up—gmdle.nt of the capped area, in
order to intercept all groundwater flow in the shallow aquifer moving
northward toward the site. A drain in the trench would conduct the
intercepted flow directly to Cemetery Creek. Treatment would not be required
because the upgradient groundwater is not contaminated. Although the trench
and cap would de-water the site, groundwater and surface water monitoring
would still be provided because hazardous substances would be contained on-
site. SDWA MCLs would not apply due to the dewatering of the agquifer beneath
the site.

Under Altermative 3A, a long-term monitoring program would be implemented to
monitor contaminant concentrations and migration. This program would include
. the installation of additional monitoring wells north of the laskin Poplar
Oil site. The monitoring program would be designed to assess the quality of -
groundwater reaching Cemetery Creek. Additionally, the program would sample
water from the upper and lower aquifers that may flow under Cemetery Creek
and join regional ground-water flow. At a minimm, the program would meet
the substantive requirements for ground-water mm.tormg under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as described in 40 CFR Part 264,

Subpart F.

Water in Cemetery Creek will be monitored to ensure no short term acute
health risk to exposed individuals or aquatic organisms durmg the dewatering
of the shallow aquifer beneath the site.

Alternative 3A relies mainly on contairment, institutional controls, .and
monitoring. Contairment of soil prevents exposure to contaminated soils. _
Restricting ground-water use on-site would be effective in eliminating risks
from drinking this ground water. Fencing would restrict access to the site.
Potential future risks, as described in Section 10.8, would be reduced.

The trench would consist of a biocdegradable slurry lined with a geotextile
filter. The trench would be approximately 1,170 feet long, and would be
excavated to a depth ranging between 26 and 40 feet. The trench would be
back filled with gravel to a depth of about 5 feet below the existing ground
surface. Clean fill would be placed above the gravel.

10.5 Incineration of Contaminated Material

Alternative 3A proposes to incinerate approximately 300 c.y. of contaminated
material from the boiler house area. This contaminated material would be in
addition to the existing volume of contaminated material to be incinerated in
the SRU. The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and
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hazardous characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests). Analytical
results would be compared to the U.S. EPA’s delisting criteria. 1If levels do
not exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the
ash would be disposed of off-site in a RCRA hazardous waste facility. The
ash residue must meet the RCRA treatment standards for incineration of soil
containing hazardous waste ocutlined in 40 CFR §264.343. These standards
include a DRE of 99.99% for solvents and mixed organics, and a IRE of
99.9999% for dioxin. 40 CFR §761.70 specifies a required DRE of 99.9999%

for incineration of PCBs in concentrations greater than 50 parts per million

(pem) . :
10.6 Concrete Vault

Dioxin-contaminated debris that can not be decontaminated or treated would be
dismantled and placed in a cortrete vault meeting RCRA tank and storage
requirements. The concrete vault would have to contain approximately 600
c.y. of material (based on a conservative estimate) and would be placed
beneath the cap. Contairment of these materials would be temporary until
treatment or disposal technologies become available for dioxin-contaminated
materials.

10.7 Groudwater amd Land Use Restrictions

- Restrictions on groundwater use for drinking water purposes would be placed
on the laskin Poplar Oil site. OQurrently there are no residential wells
.ocated on the strip of land between the site and Cemetery Creek. Although
groundwater beneath the area between the site and Cemetery Creek is not
contaminated, groundwater should not be used for drinking water. After the
site is de-watered, there will be essentially no groundwater available for

any purpose.

Restrictions would be placed on future use of the site to maintain the
integrity and performance of the remedial alternative. The restrictions
would be imposed to prohibit site use, land development, and ground-water
extraction. For example, a restrictive covenant or similar provision would
be imposed on the property, placing future owners on notice of site
corditions and barring them fraom construction or excavation that would damage
the remedy. Access restrictions would also be enforced to prevent any
interference or vandalism at the site.

10.8 Reduction of Site Risks

Stringent health and safety measures will be taken due to the heavy equipment
and intense clean-up operations during construction of the remedial
alternative. Measures will be taken to ensure the health and safety of
workers on-site as well as the local residents near the site. The U.S. EPA
recommends that on-site residents temporarily relocate during construction of
the remedy for safety reasons. ‘
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10.9 Cost

The total estimated present worth of alternative 3A is $11,000,000 which
includes an anmual operation and maintenance present worth of approximately
$1,000,000. These costs are based on a present worth value of 30 years and
discount rate of 5%. Based on the assumption that an incinerator would be
operating on-site prior to the implementation of this alternative, the
estimated actual present worth of alternative 3A is less than $ 11,000,000.
The costs associated with site preparation, mobilization, and demobilization -
for the incinerator range between $3,000,000 and $4,000,000. The burning of
the contaminated material from the boiler house area would be about $400,000.
If the incinerator is already operating and could be used in the final
remedial action, the total estimated present worth for alternmative 3A could
be $7,000,000 to $8,000,000. ,The estimated time to camplete alternative 3A
is 2 years. Figure 10-1 displays the diversion trench, multi-layer cap, ard
dioxin vault camponents of Alternative 3A.

11.0 STATUTORY [EH!E&GDOMfiGNS - o e
.-"11:1 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health amd the Enviromment

‘The remedial alternative selected for the laskin Poplar 0il _site will _
‘eliminate current and potential future nsks to human health andthe -
ernvirorment by the following means: .

o Incinerating contaminated ash, soil, and debris from the boiler
house area.

o Preventing exposure to contaminated soils by capping contaminated
soils with an impermeable multi-layer cap, and with restrictions on
future use.

0 Preventing exposure to contaminated ground water by restricting
grourdwater use and dewatering the site aquifer.

o Limiting future ground-water contamination by significantly
reducing infiltration through contaminated soils. The
effectiveness of the cap will be evaluated by a laong-term ground-
water monitoring program. The program will require regular and
systamatic sampling of monitoring wells north of the site.

11.2 The Selected Remedy Attains ARARS
The selected remedy will meet or attain all applic...le or relevant and

appropriate federal and State requirements. These requirements are listed
below.
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“hemical ifi

0 Since the aquifer will be de-watered at the campletion of the
remedial action, MCls promulgated under the SDWA will not apply
upon campletion of the remedy. Administrative controls will be
used to prevent use of groundwater in the interim. -

o ©Ohio Water Quality Standards listed in OAC Chapter 3745.
Discharges to Cemetery Creek fram the on-site aquifer prior to
carpletion of the dewatering process are not anticipated to cause
these standards to be violated. The water in the creek will be
monitored to verify no acute risk to human health and the
envirorment. The standards will be met upon campletion of - the de—
watering process.

o Health-based soil td-be-considered (TBC) criteria will be met by
preventing direct contact with the soil by use of a multi-media
cap. '

tion ific N -

o Fill material may be placed in the flood plain of Cemetery Creek
during the construction phase cf the remedy. Mitigating measures
will be used to ensure no violation of 40 CFR §264.18 or Exeautive .
Order 11988. o - -

o Fill material may be placed in a wetland during the construction
phase of the remedy. Mitigating measures will be used to ersure
no violation of Executive Order 11990.

o0 The remedy will meet the intent of the Great lakes Water Quality
Agrecment in Section 118 of the Clean Water Act.

Action Specific

o The thermal treatment unit will meet the substantive air emission
requirements in Section 101 of the Clean Air Act, 40 CFR Part 52,
ard the emission standards for hazardous air pollutants outlined in
40 CFR §61. The unit must further meet the substantive air
emissions requirements of QAC 3745-15-06, 3745-15-07, 3745-16,
3745-17-02, 3745-17-05, 3745-17-07, 3745-17-08, 3745-17-09, 3745~
18-02, 3745-18-04, 3745-18-06, 3745-21-02, 3745-21-03, 3745-21-
05, armd 3745-21-07.

o The thermal treatment unit will meet the substantive requirements
of RCRA Subpart O for incineration of hazardous waste outlined in
40 CFR §§264.340 through 264.351. These include the Destruction
and Removal Efficiency (DRE) regquirements for solvents and mixed
organics (99.99%) and dioxin (99.9999%). Toxic Substances Contxol
Act (TSCA) standards for incineration of FCBs with concentrations
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greater than 50 ppm are ocutlined in 40 CFR §761.70 (ORE of 99.9999%
required).

© Temporary stomge of contaminated material st.ockplled for
treatment will meet the substantive requirements of 40 CFR
§§264.171 throuxh 264.178. The material stockpiled' for storage
and the vault used to store the dioxin-contaminated material
underneath the cap will also meet the substantive requirements of
40 CFR §§264.191 through 264.198.

© Ohio requirements for the closure of solid waste landfills (QAC
3745-27-0% and QAC 3745-27-10). The multimedia cap will exceed
the required thickness of 2 feet and will meet all other
substantive requirements within these requlations.

© Relevant and appr'op'riate portions of RCRA requirements for closure
of hazardous waste landfills with wastes in place. The low-
permeability cap will comply with the requirements for landfill
closure outlined in 40 CFR §264.310. The ground-water monitoring
program will meet the substantive requirements of 40 CFR §§264.90
through 264.101 (Subpart F). The program will include a corrective
action camponent that will be tngge.red if gmzrd-mt" protection
standards are exceeaed at any point of compliance in the mmtoru'g
system.

© The surface impoundments will be closed in accordance with the
requirements of 40 CFR §§264.221, and 264.226 through 264.228.

o Disposal of restricted RCRA-listed waste (i.ncluding, but not
limited to, K035, FOOl, and FOOS) both on-site ard off-site must
meet the appllcable or relevant and appropriate requirements of
the ILand Disposal Restrictions autlined in 40 CFR Part 268.

© - Any incinerated material that is not delistable will be taken to a
RCRA-permitted facility in compliance with the requirements of 40
CFR §§264.301 through 264.304, 264.310, and 264.314.

11.3 The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective

Alternative 3A represents a cost-effective remedial alternative for the
Laskin Poplar Oil site. This alternative attains the same reductions in
current risks from soil ingestion and ground-water ingestion as Altermatives
3B through 6, which are considerably more expensive and/or require higher O&M
experditures. Alternative 3A also prcvn.des an adequate degree of long-term
protection, campared to these more expensive alternatives. Although
Altermatives 3B thm:gh 6 may offer slightly increased long-term reliability,
the relative cost increases outweigh the expected benefits. Additional
camponents of these altermatives, such as groundwater treatment and increased
incineration activity, do not increase the effectiveness of these
altermatives in proportion to the increased costs. These additional measures
are not justified based on current site conditions and contamination levels.
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11.4 The Selectad Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Altermate
Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery Techrologies to the Maximum
Extent Practicable :

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Laskin Poplar 0il site
satisfies the statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121. The selected
remedy is consistent with the NCP, protects human health and envirorment,
attains ARARs, ard is cost-effective. The U.S. EFA has determined that the
selected remedy represents the maximm extent to which permanent solutions
and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
final operable unit at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Of those alternatives
that are protective of human health and the enviromment and camply with
ARARs, the U.S. EPA has determined that this selected remedy provides the
best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-
term effectiveness, implementability, cost, also considering the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal element ard considering State and
camminity acceptance. -

The selected remedy is judged to provide the same degree of protectiveness as
the alternatives that incinerate greater amounts of soil. The selected
remedy offers this protectiveness at a substantially lower cost, which is
more cost-effective. : . ‘

he selected remedy treats contaminated soil fram the boiler house area. The
selected remedy is more effective in the short-term, causing less of an -
impact on the local cammnity, and requ’.'ing only 2 years to implement, as
compared to the 4 years required for the altermnative that incorporates
incineration of all soils above the 107® risk level. The sélected remedy
also achieves groundwater remediation in this 2 years, while groundwater
treatment altermatives would require an estimated 50 years to camplete.

while the selected remedy does not offer as high a degree of long-term
reliability and permanence as the options which incinerate a greater amount
of soil, it will significantly reduce the inherent hazards posed by the
contaminated soils through contairment under a multi-layer cap and dewatering
of the shallow aquifer on-site. In the judgement of the U.S. EFA, the
principal threat at the site (the waste oil, sludge, and saturated soils near
the pits and tanks) is being addressed by the treatment portion of the Source
Removal Operable Unit. Therefore, this final operable unit follows-up the
treatment incorporated in the Source Removal Operable Unit with a remedial
action that primarily contains the remaining contaminants.

The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory.preference for a permanent
solution in that it leaves contaminated soils on-site. However, source
control and contairment components of the selected remedy should
significantly reduce the mobility of contaminants contained in the soils.

Because the selected altermative is not a permanent solution and will leave
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wastes in place at the laskin Poplar Oil site, the effectiveness of this
remedial action must be reviewed at least once every 5 years.

11.5 The Selected Remedy Reduces Toxicity, Mability, ar Volume of Waste
Materials as a Principal Element

Alternative 3A will reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants within
Laskin Poplar Oil site. This reduction will be accamplished through thermal
treatment of the contaminated material from the boiler house area. By
treating this material, the selected remedy addresses one of the principal
threats posed by the site through the use of treatment technologies.
Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a
principal element of the final remedy is satisfied through the cambination of
this second ard final remedial action and the Source Removal Operable Unit.
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FIGORE 1-2 laskin Poplar Oil Site Map
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FIGURE 5-1 Summary of Shallow Aquifer Groundwater Cotamination
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Table 5-1 Hazardous Substance List Campourus Detected at the Laskin Poplar
Oil Site

(Page 1 of 3)

WSL COMPQUNDS DETECTED AT THE LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

SESTEXTEER ZEIERNTTEZITET X --uns:-:z::s::xa:mu::l:s::::m:x:::=:z=:==—=::=t=.sl=:::=az=zs
Surface Subsurface Groudwater Surface
Chemical Sai l Soil Sediment WVells Water
EEIXTISTLIRIT =N == ’3338=ll’83====-—=3.8u===83“=8!3==83=83==3=38===:=====8=8383====:=

POLY AND BICYCLIC AROMATIC NYDROCARBONS
Senzo(a)anthracene
Senzo(a)pyrene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Chrysene
Oibenzo(ah)anthrancene
Indena(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Aceraphthene
Aceraphthylene
Anthracene
Benzo(ghilperylene
fluoranthene
Fluoreme

2-Methylnaphthalene
Naphthalene
Phenanthrene
Pyrene

-
2C 3 DE I M I M M B M I I I I M M M
3 3 X 2 M ¥ M x

LB R B B 8 5 & 8 3 F R RVRVEUEOEe

LR -8 B F & § 1

PHENCLIC COMPOUNCS
2-Chlorephencl
6-Chlorophertyl Phenyl Ether
2,4-0ichlorophenc!
2,6~0imethylphenol X
2,6-Dinitrophenol
4,6-Dinitro-2-methy{phenol
2-Methylphenol (o-Cresol) X
&-Methylphenol (p-Cresol) X
&-Nitrophenol
K-Nitrosodipherylamine
Pentachlorophenol
Phenol .
2,6,6-Trichlorophenc!
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol

» ¢ x
PC 3¢ 3¢ 3¢ 3¢ BC 3¢ ¢ M 3¢ X ¢

PHTHLATES
Bis(2-ethylhexy()phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Diethyl phthalate
Oimethylphthalate
Di-n-butyl phthalaete X
Di-n-octyl phthalste X

< »
» »

» » <
»
»

OTHER SEM!-VOLATILE COMPOLMDS
Benzoic Acid 4
81s(2-chloroethyl )ether X
Chlorobenzene
Dibenzofuran b 4
1,2-0ichiorobenzene
Isophorone 4
1,2,4-Trichiorobenzene b ¢

» M M » »x
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NSL COMPOUNDS DETECTED AT THE LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

ERSSSASZSRES =3 aSI=D SBE3 SZTZSNXBIT 1535388SSS::IS‘Sﬂ:::mI:S:::::
Surface Subsurface Grousxiuater Surface
Chemical Soil Soil Sediment - Wells Vater
3T 13 %) 3 TETSSITITTTZSSSISE - = = TESSSISSSSRI=SSEE2S

POLYCMLCRINATED BIPHENYLS
Polychiorinated biphenyls X X X

PESTICIOES
beta BNC(NCCH) X
Chiordane

4,4'-000

4,6”-DDE

4,67-007
delta BHC(HCCH)
Dieldrin
Endosul fan !
Endosul fan 11!
Endosul fan Sulfate
Endrin X
gamma BHC(Lindane)
Heptachlor
Heptachlor Epoxide

-
K 2 3¢ M I M M M K
o

» x

BENIENE/TOLUENE/XYLENE
Senzene
Ethyibenzene
Styrene
Toluene
Xylenes

X X
¢ 3 ¥ M X

MALOGENATED ALKENES AND ALKANES
Carbon disulfide
thioroform

1,1-0ichloroethane
1.2-0ichloroethane (EDC)
1,2-0Dichloroethens

1,2

1,2

» »
e »

-Dichloroethyliene (trans)
-Dichloropropane
fluorotrichloramethane
Methylene chloride
Tetrachloroethene
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
1,1,1-Teichlorcethane
Trichlorosthene
vinyl chloride

K M ¥ X M X »
” M € 3 B M M M X

o M M
€ »

KETONES
Acstone X X X } §
2-8utanone (MEX) X X X
2-Hexarone (Butylmethylketone)
4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) X X b ¢ X
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HSL COMPQUNOS DETECTED AT THE LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

AR ARRESSEILRASETIRR SRR SSRI SRS

Surface
Seil

INCRGANIC CHEMICALS

Alumimm
Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Seryllius
Cacimiun
Calcium
Chromiuw -
Cobalt
Copper
Cyenide
Iron
Lead
Kagnesium
Manganese
Mercury
Mickel
Potasium
Selenium
$ilver
Sodium
Thallium
Vanadiun
2inc

’!“‘=383:mm=’8'38uﬂ_—-?="

B(K)"‘)‘)‘KN)"‘KKKK!KNK

o » KX

Subsurface
Soil

2 9 3¢ M 2 XK X

2 3¢ 3¢ D¢ HE M M 2. X X

» X ¥

Sediment

B¢ B B¢ 3 B 3 3¢ M ¢ 3 M B X XK »

>

¢ 2 X >

|

-’8m=m-="m”=="8=l==

Grouscwater Surtace
Vells Water
8&388833“8:::3::8‘—‘-8::3

X
X X
X X
X
X X
X
X
b 4
X
X
X
X
- X X
s X
X
X
X
X X
X
X X
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Table 5-2 Summary of cmlcalsnetectedatthelaskJ.nPcplar 0Oil Site
Presented by Functional Grouping

srecsacee cesemccsesscssmesessasnsessanases esesessessamscesassns fececesecesasasesessessseasoso s e To oS n T Tt

. F1SH

DETECTED CMEMICALS CHENICAL GROUPINGS vounufv MoBILITY lxmc..murloa CARC I NOGEN?
2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE PAN MCODERATE SLIGHT NIGN
3,6-IENZOFLwaAu1’nENE PAN
ACENAPHTHENE PAM Low SLIGHT WMODERATE
ACENAPMTNYLENE PAN WIGH SLIGHT MODERATE
ANTHRACENE PAH © KIGH SLIGHT HIGH
SENZOCA)ANTHRACENE PAN ) Low : ImM08 I LE NIGH YES
BENZO(A)PYRENE . PAM o™ IMMO8 [ LE MIGH YES
BEN20(8 ) FLUORANTHENE PAM MODERATE IMMOB [LE HIGH YES
BEN2O(GH] YPERYLENE PAN NOM MO8 ILE MIGH .
BENZO(K) FLUORANTHENE PAN WMODERATE [MOBILE NIGH YES
CHNRYSENE PAK Low IMMOB [LE. NIGH YES
DIBENZOCA, N)ANTHRACENE PAK NON [MeOBILE 4{GH YES
FLUORANTHENE PAM Low 1MmOBLILE KIGH
FLUCRENE PANH MCODERATE SLIGHT HIGH
INDENOC1,2,3-CD)IPYREKE PAN NON . [MMOBILE HIGM YES
NAPHTHALENE PAN ° MODERATE Low MODERATE
PHENANTHRENE PAH MODERATE SLIGHT MIGH
PYRENE PAR Lo IMMOBILE HIGH
2,6,5-TRICHLOROPHENCL PHENCLIC MODERATE HIGH MODERATE
2,6 6-nxcnwaoonsncL PMENOLIC Lo SLIGHT ~ MODERATE YES
2,6 mcmoaovnsno:. PHENOLIC ) Lo MCDERATE Lov
2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL PMENOLIC Lo HIGH - MODERATE
2,4-0INITROPHENCL PNENCLIC NOM v Y NIGH HO-DATA
2-CHLORCPHENCL PHENOLIC MODERATE HIGH LOW
2-METHYLPHENOL PHENOLIC LOM VERY HIGM . NONE
b,6° DINITRO-2- -METHYLPHENOL PHENOLIC . MCDERATE MODERATE - MODERATE
(.-anono -3-METHTLPHENOL PHENOLIC :
»-METHYLPHENOL PHENOLIC NON VERY NIGH NONE
%-NITROPHENOL PHENOLIC
PENTACNLORCPMENGL PHENOLIC Lov IMeOSILE HIGH
PHENCL PMENOLIC Low VERY MIGH NONE -
BIS(2-ETHTLHEXYL)PHTHALATE PHNTHALATE NON {meC8ILE MOCERATE YES
BUTYL BENZYL PHTHALATE PKTHALATE Low SLIGHT N1GH
DI-NM-BUTYL PHTHALATE PMTHALATE NON IMMOBILE MIGH
D1-N-OCTYL PMTHALATE PHTHALATE MODERATE [MMOBILE HIGH
DIETHYLPHTNALATE PHTNALATE
DIMETHYLPNTHALATE PHTHALATE #ﬂ VERY NIGH Low
1,2,6- «TRICHLOROBENZENE OTHNER SEMIVOLATILE NIGH SLIGNHT WIGH
1,2- DICNmeEnZENE OTHER SEMIVOLATILE NIGH LOM MODERATE
1, J-NCNLNGENZEIE OTHER SEMIVOLATILE
3- IITIOAMIUNE OTHER SEMIVOLATILE
&-CHLORDPMENTL PHENTL ETHER OTHER SEMIVOLATILE MODERATE SLIGHT KIGH
BEX20IC ACID OTHER SEMIVOLATILE NOM HIGH Lo
BENZYL ALCONOL OTHER SEMIVOLATILE ‘
CHLOROBENZENE OTHER SEMIVOLATILE HIGH MODERATE Low
D IBENZOFURAN . OTHER SEMIVOLATILE Lo SLIGNHT HIGH
1 SOPHORONME OTHER SEMIVOLATILE Lov HIGH Low
¥-N1TROSOD [PHENYLAMINE OTHER SEMIVOLATILE MODERATE Lo MODERATE YES
AROCLOR- 1221 rcs MIGH [MMOBILE WIGH YES
AROCLOR- 1262 (4= ] WIGH {MMOBILE NICH YES
AROCLOR- 1248 rcs HIGH 1MOBILE NIGN YES
AROCLOR- 1254 s NIGH M08 ILE KIGH YES
AROCLOR- 1260 rca HIGH MO8 ILE MIGH YES

2,3,7,8-1000 EQUIVALENTS PCDO/PODF

4,6-000 PESTICIOE Lov {08 ILE NIGH YES
&,6-00E PESTICIDE MODERATE MO8 ILE HIGH YES
4&,6-007 _ PESTICIDE MODERATE IMMOB1LE NIGH YES

(page 1 of 2)



ALDAIN

ALPHA CMLORDANE
SETA BNC
CHLORDANE

BELTA BMC
DIELORIN
ENOOSULFAN |
ENCOSULFAN 1
ENDOSULFAN SULFATE
ENORIN

GAMMA BNC

GAMMA CNLOROANE
HEPTACHLOR
HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE

BENZENE
ETNYLBENZENE
O0-XYLENE
STYRENE
TOLUENE
XYLENE

1-TRICHLOROE THANE
2-TRICHLORCE THANE
O ICKLOROETHANE
1,2°-01CHLORCETHANE
1,2-DICHLORCETHENE
2-DICHLOROPROPANE
CARBON DISULFIDE
CHLOROFORN
FLUCROTRICHLOROME THANE
"~ METHYLENE CHLORIDE
TETRACHLOROE THENE
TRANS-1,2-DICHLCROETHYLENE
TRICHLORCE THENE
VINYL CHLORIDE

1.1
1,1
1,9

2-8UTANCNE

2- HEXANONE
&-METHYL-2-PENTANONE
ACETONE

ANTIMONY
ARSENIC
BAR UM
BERYLL UM

- CADMIUM
CHROMIUMN
COBALT -

. COPPER
CYANIDE
LEAD
MANGANESE
MERCURY
NI1CXEL
SELENIUM
SILYER
THALL IUM
Tin
VANAD TUM
a{ [+

. (poae 2 Q)

Table $-2

CHEMICAL GROUPINGS

PESTICIOE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIOE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE

oTX
X
87X
X
mx
8TX ®

NALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
NALOG. ALKENE/ALXANE
RALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
NALOC. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKEME/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKEME/ALKANE
NALOG. ALXENE/ALKANE
HALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE
MALOG. ALKENE/ALKANE

KETONE
KETONE
KETOME
KETONE

ANT TMONY
ARSENIC
BARIUM
BERYLLIUM
CADMIUM
CHROMIUM

‘COBALT

COPPER
CYANIDE
LEAD
MANGANESE
MERCURY
NICKEL
SELENIUN
SILVER
THALLIUM
TN
VANAD tUm
INC

VOLATILITY

MIGH

Low

HIGH

0N

(Yo )
MCDERATE
MCDERATE
NIGH

Lo

Lo

HIGH
NIGH
MCDERATE

HiGH
NIGH
RIGH
LH A
NIGH
BIGH

MIGH
NIGH
MODERATE
MODERATE
RIGH
NIGM
HIGH
HIGH

KIGH
HIGH
NIGH
HIGH
NIGH

MODERATE
LOw

MODERATE
MCODERATE

MOBILITY

SLIGNHT
SLIGNT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
Low

VERY HIGH
VERY NIGH
SLIGHT
SLIGNT
LoJ
SLIGNHT
SLIGHT
MODERATE

VERY HIGH

VERY HIGH

MODERATE

MIGH
HIGH
KIGH .

VERY MIGH
VERY MIGH
VERY WNIGH
VERY NIGH

v RIGN
nicH
Lo
Lov
MCDERATE

v NiGH
N1GH

V RIGH
MODERATE
N1GH
MODERATE
NIGN
RIGN

V NIGH
v NIGM
NIGH

vV NIGH
NCDERATE

FISH
BICACTOWLATICH

MIGH
MCDERATE
NIGH
MODERATE
L
MODERATE

- MODERATE

NIGH
NIGH
MCDERATE
MIGH
HIGH
WIGH

Lo
Lov
MODERATE
LOW
Lo
MODERATE

Lo

NQ DATA
Low
NONE
NOME

NOME
MODERATE

CARCINCCEN®

weecscccnane comsee LR R R R R X T T i

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
TES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
TES

YES

N\

il Ll N R L X R I I I S
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Table 6-1 Potemtial Contaminants of Concern at the Laskin Poplar Oil Site

Acetone Camma HCCH (Lindane)
Antimony Heptachior

Arsenic Heptachior Epoxide
garium Indeno(1.2.3-cd)pyrene
Benzene fsophorone
Benzo(a)anthracene Lead

8enzo(a)oyrene Manganese
Benzo(bl)flyoranthene Mercury

Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Beryllium

beta HCCH
Bis(2-chloroethyl )ether

Bis(2-etnvlhexv|)ontnalate

2-Butanone (MEK)

Methylphenol (Cresoi)
Methylene chiorice

4-Methyl-2-pentanone (m!3K;

Nickel
N=-Nitrosodiphenyiamine
PCB

Cadmium Pentachlorophenol

Carbon gisultfide Phenol

Chlordane Selenium

chiorobenzene Silver

Chioroform Styrene

Chromium 2.3.7.8-TCOD (Dioxin)

Chrysene Tetrachloroethene

Copper Thallium

0oT Toluene

Dibenzo(a.h)anthracene 1.2.4-Trichlorobenzene

Dibuty! phthatate 1.1.1-Trichloroethane
1.1-Dichioroethane 1.1.2-Trichloroethane
1.2-Dichlioroethane (EDC) Trichloroethene
2.4-Dichlorophenol Trichlorofiuorome:nanre

Dieldrin 2.4.5-Trichliorophenol

Diethy! phthalate 2.4.6-Trichlorophenol
2.4-Dinitrophenol vanadium

Endosulfan vinyl chlorige

Ethylbenzene Xylenes

Cvanide Zinc

ll.n...llllIlllllll.'l..llll..lll.lll.lll.lll'lllll.lll.l.ll'llllllIllllll

(a) Potential chemicals of concern indentified based on availability of
cancer potency factor. reference dose. drinking water criteria or
standard. or environmental criteria.
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sotl 1ngestion Onsite Tiespassers Encess (lfetime cances 7isk esiimaie: Atsumes no reslriclions lo ,!,
? % 10-6 (03 107 Pars, PCOs sile sccons.
é x 10-7 o) x 10-8 Dloxin A
HaReid i1ndex Exceeded tead
sall. ash, Residue Bolier house Yiespasters €xcess lilotime cancer sisk aslimale: .Atsumas no feslticliions o
1ngestion 7 ® 10-91 02 x 10-% A, PCOS site access. sanimm ¢isk
' & 10-6 10 2 x 10-4 Dionin for exposure (o dionin and
Hazard index Exceeded iead, Cadmiimm, Mmescuty, melals in ath.
sott ingestion Cteenhouse Tiespassers €xcess tifelime cancet ¢isk aslimale: Assumes no restriclions (o
4% 10-7 (03 x 10-7 ’ PaHs, Oletdiin site sccens. c
-
Hazerd index kxceeded’ tead, Endosulfan 9
soll ingestion onsltle Future site Occupanis Excess Iifelime cancer sisk esilaaie: Requises sile developman! lor
3 X 10-3 07 x 10-9% PAHS , PCBY enposures (o occur. Simllar
6 & 10-7 10 3 & §10-8 Dioxin sisks for surface and subd-
Ha2810 Index Exceeded Lead, Cadmium, sutface solis.
Chiomium, Aniimony 1
sediment ingeslion onsile Tiespassers Encess Jifelime cancer shsk estimaie: Assumes no seslsictions to
3 X 10-3 0 & x 10-6 PAMS . PCBS sile access. .
Hazstd i1ndex Exceeded Lead g
......... g,
surface water ingestion Oonslte Tiespasters €Excess lilelime conces visk esiimate Assumes no teslriclions lo g
NO carcinogens deiecled None sile access. Suilace waler
) is talstively uncontsminated: 0
Hazard index Not Exceeded None conlaminstlion in sediment. ta
....................................................................................................................................... RRRELEERETERCRRRREE (’9
surface maler ingesiion Cemsletly Offsite Residenty €Excess llfelime cancer r1isk ostimate Risk esiimates ate Dased on g
Cieok 4R 10-8 viayl chioride modeling of gioundwales
’ dlschalfge 10 creek. Conlasmin-
Hazard 1ndex Not Exceeded Nohe snts nol delecied In creek.
surlace water Contacl Cemelery AQualic Organisms NO State o1 federal Crillesia exceeded Alsk e1limales are based on
Ciech based on predicted cieek concenltailons modeling of gioundwales

dlschatge (0 Creek. Contemin-
ants nol deleclied In Creeh.



Table 6-3 Summary of Groundwater Concentrations that Exceed Drinking Water
Standards at the laskin Poplar Oil Site

ZSTXIZEER = 83.“'“8:33Slztl==8:3828=3:3.=

Vetl Concentration Criteria (8) Criteria
Location Chamical ug/!L Exceeded Level

=IRIIZIZ=E szss=2m TTSERER EZILTZTTTTIITIZITTEIIEX

@QQ02-87 Arsenic 48 WYC-RISK - 0.0025
oor 0.11 WC-RISK 0.0012
Nickel 126 - WaC-TOX 15.4

Seecsesevecvosenscassnaas el Lk L T ®evecrccccsssccscnanaa

G004 -87 1,2-01chloroethane 19 NCLG 0
’ ncL S
WaC-R1SK C.%«

GW008-87 1,2-0ichloroethane 200 NeLG 0
NCL H]

» WRC-RISK 0.94

Senzene 100 MCLG 0
. NCL S

WOC-RISK 0.47

Xylenes 650 DWHA . 1.8
MCLG-PROP . [%4:]

Vinyl chloride 350 MCLG T 0
. neL 2

WeC-RISK 2

Gw009-87 Arsenic 35 WC-RISK 0.0C28

cecccsncccanccccncacacne D et D D L S

Gw011-87 1,2-0ichloroethane 3 WCLG 0
WAC-RISK 0.94
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Ak Chasaclerizaition Summary
takin Poplas Ol siie
medis and Poteniiatiy
Exposure Roule enposure Polint €xpoted ropuistion Risk cluuclcnnllon Summary
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I e R R Rk T X R STt e ettt ettt ettt ittt enensene. “ecannae -

Altborne Conlaminant Onsite Teespassers
thhatation
Altbotne Contaminani sile goundary Reslidenis
tahatalion :
Al1borne Contaminant Offsite Residents,
tahalation visitors fo
faligrounds and
Batipaik
Croundwaler iIngestiion Onsile Future Reslidenis
sediment tngesiion Cemeloty Offsile.
Creek Residenis

Excess Sifeiime concer sitk asiimate:
4 % 30-8 (0o & u 90-9

Hazaid tndex Nob Exceeded

Excass Vldelime cancer risk esiimale:
9K 10-0 0 § & 10-6¢

tHaraid tndex Mol Exceeded

€xcess (ifelime cancer risk astimate:
4n i0-99 10 % x 30-8

Harard sndex Nol Enceeded

Dilnking waier sfandasds and colflesia
eunceeded

Encess ifeiime conces ¢8sk astimale:
1% 10-2 (0 § & 90-4

Hazatd index (xceeded

Arsenic, sesyliium, DOV,
Nichel, 1.3-Dichioroethane,
8enzene, Xyienes .,

Ve lchloroethane

vinyl chlioride, Benzene,
1.2-Dichicioelhane,
nDY, Yiichioioelhane
Acelone, manganese,
Phenol, meibhyiphenot ,
4-melhyl-2-penianone,

‘Risks besed on worsl case
volalilfzslion and sesuspen-
sion assumplions .

Risks based on worst casre
volatilizetlion and resuspen-
slon assumplions and erposure
sellings.

Ritks based on worsi case
volstiitzastion and resuspen-
slon assumplions

Requires sitle development-fos
exposures o occur. ¢xisting
slternative wales supply
teduces polential of exposure
Evaiustion based on con-en-
fislions delecled In monitos-
ing wells, not predicied
concenitations .

NOo contaminanls altsibuled
10 1he site detecled in inhe
sediment, howeve:  a
polentially complele
mechanism 101 contaminant
relesse enlsiy .



Table 6-3 (Page 2 of 2)

SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATIONS THAT EXCEED ORINKING WATER STANOAROS
AT THE LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

Pt £3-1 -2 £ 23 1y

vell Concentration Criteris (&)
Location Chemical ug/t Exceeded
[ £ ¢ 3 3 ES23%
GW87-13 . Arsenic ) 17 WaG-RISK
1,2-0ichlorocethane 3 MCLG
WC-RISK
Trichloroethane 3 nCLG
wac-rIsx
Nickel 0 wac- 10X

Crit
S

0.

eria
evel

ESESENEISTESSIIIITIIITS

0025
0

0.9¢
0
2.8
15.4

Ca) Criteris:

McL

neLG
WoC-RISK
weC-TOX

DWHA

Maxicum Contaminant Level

Maximsm Contdminant Level Goal

Mater Quaiity Criteria for human heslth
(drinking water only) at 10-6 cancer risk level
water Guality Criteria for human health--
toxicity protection for nmoncarcinogens
Drinking Water Nealth Advisories--Lifetime

FTT/RES

A
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Table 6—4 Summary of Bazardous Substances List Chemical Concentrations ard
Associated Fuman Risks in Grourdwater at the laskin Poplar Oil Site

TSI ZXREBET ”'388233!333:3’8338833388888

(5) (L)
(a) Infant: Aduylt:
well Concentration Excess Lifetime Hezard Mazard
Location Chemical w/t Cancer Risk Index Incex

L 2 :..33...833.33“838.388.'.33338333338383:'3=a“=8.3'8=88'3’“3:33:33'.888:33:.3!883‘33’383.83.-l’::ll:::

GW0C2-87 Arsenic 43 2 x 10-3 - -
oot . 0.11 1x 10-6 . .
Acetone . 26000 . 26 4
Manganese &320 , - 6 1
4-Methyl-2-pentancne 2800 - 6 2
Methyl phenol 1970 - ¢ !
Total (with Arsenic) - 2 % 10-3 XA NA
Total (without Arsenic) . 1 x 10-6 40 1

-..o.oo-o--o--.-o..-o-eo.-oo--.o.....----o--...-..-.ooo-.o-.o..oaoo.--..-..-o---oo-.o...-o---oo---o.--o-.o.

GW004-87 1,2-0ichloroethane 19 S x 10-% - -
]

Tota! ’ S x 10-§ : . .

Gw008-87 Vinyl chloride 350 e x 10-2 - -
1,2-Cichloroethane 200 S x 10-¢6 - .

8enzene 160 & x i0-S LI -

Acetone 16600 - i R 3

Methy{phenol 860 - S 1

Phenol 720 . e 6.5

Toesl ° 2 x 16-2 17 S

Gw009-87 Arsenic 35 2 x 10-3 - .
Methylene chloride 3600 é x 10-4 . -

. Acetone $5000 - 55 15

Methylphenol : 2150 - 4 1

o

Total (with Arsenic) - 2 x 10-3 A NA

Total (without Arsenic) - 7 x 10-4 81 17

Gw011-87 1,2-0Dichlorcethene 3 1 x 10-§ - -
Total . 1z 16-5 - -

Gu87-05 1,2-Dichloroethane 4 1x 108 - -

Total . 1 x 108 . -
Gu87-08 Acetone 6500 .7 7 2
Total - . 4 2

c\-?!S Chloroform 13 2 x 10-5 - -

1,2-Dichloroethane 3 8 x 10-6 . -
Trichlioroethane 46 1 x 10-6 . -
Total - 3 x 10-8 <t Q.2

(s) Monitoring wells with no carcinogens not (isted.

(B) Chenmical with hazard {ndexes less than one not listed. MNowever, -
the total hazard index listed represents all the chemicals with a
hazard {ndex.



TableG—S&mmryonrsReSouardSedlmntIrqsthmsksbyHedlaard
DcpasxreSettlrgattheI.ask.mPcplarousme

Exposure $atting Risk Summary Major Contributors to Risk
ETEXT=JISETTITZIoS =233 ETRTISTITTIITTITI =SS
SURFACE SOIL-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIPETIME CANCER RISK .
Nighest Detected Concentration (8) 7 x 10-6 PAMs, PCBs
Aversge Corcentration (b) 3 x 10-7 PAns, PCis
PCDO/PCDF Risk 612 10-7 to 3 x 10-8 2,3,7,8-TC00 Equivalent
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Calculated Hazard [ndex (Qhild) 3 Lead
Average Calculated Hazard Index (CNild) 0.2 .-
BOILER HOUSE-BOILER ASH-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Mighest Detected Concentration (with Arsenic) 8 x 10-7 Arsenic
Nighest Detected Concentration (without Arsenic) 7 x 10-11 8is(2-ethylhexyl)pnthalacte
Average Concentration (with Arsenic) NC (C)
Average Concentration (without Arsenic) NC
RATIO 2F DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE OOSE
Maximum Calculated Hazard Index (Child) 14 Lead, Caanium
Average Calculated Hazard index (Child) 1
BOILER MOUSE-BOILER RESIDUE-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Nighest Detected Concentration (with Arsenic) 1 x 10-6 . Argenic
Highest Detected Concentration (without Arsenic) 1 x 10-10 Bis(2-ethylhexyllonthalate
Average Concentration (with Arsenic) NC
" Average Comcentration (without Arsenic) NC

Nighest PCDD/PCDF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Calculated Hazara Index (Child)
Average Calculated Hazard Index (Child)

BOILER NOUSE-BGILER HOUSE SOIL-TRESPASS

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Highest Detected Concentration (with Arsenic)
Nighest Detected Concentration (without Arsenic)
Average Concentration (with Arsenic)
Average Concentration (without Arsenic)
Wighest PCDD/PCDF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
’ Maximum Calculated Nazard Index (Child)
Average Calculated Nazard Index (Child)

PR Y X T T YT P TR R R LR RS LR R A L A L A A L R At S

SOILER NOUSE-STACK ASH-TRESPASS

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Wighest Detected Concentration
Average Concentration

Nighest PCOD/PCDF Risk

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximun Calculated Mazard Index (Child)
Average Calculated Nazard Index (Child)

[ R TR LRI R RS AR eesesscscccca

1 % 10-5 to 1 x 10-6 2,3,7,8-TC2C Exvivaient

PA Lead, Mercury
NC
3 x 10-5 PANs, PCBs, Arsenic
2 x 10-5 PAHs, PC3s
| [
| [
6 x 10-5 to 5 x 10-6 2,3,7,8-TC0 Squivalent
433 Lead
NC
2 X 10-6 Arsenic
NC
2 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-4 2,3,7,8-1000 Equivalent

138
NC

Lead, Mercury



Table 6-5 (Pege 2 of 3)

s aazs::sass:a::u:a:sutm:::sut==:=;-:.s 3 P2t P22 222 i 33 it EF R F S P TR )
Exposure Setting ' Risk Surcmry Major Contributors to Risk
SZANEAEESEZIANTRIS PR ESEESEESZZEIISIISISISRTIETTZS BB T S IR E R E SIS IS I ETI SIS SIS s s ss s s s s
GREENMQUSE SOIL-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Mighest Detecled Concentration 4 x 10-7 PANS
Average Concentration . 3z 10-7 PANS
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Nazsrd [ndex (Chilg@) 1 Lead, Endosul fan
Average Nazard [ndex (Child) 8.7 Leac
SEEP AND RETENTION POMD SEDIMENT-TRESPASS
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK _
Highest Detected Concentration 3 x 10-§ PANS, PC8s
Average Concentration 6 x 10-6 PANS, PCBs
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Hezard Index (Child) 3 Lesd
Average Mazsrd Incex (Child) 1 Lead
SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL-CONSTRUCTION (d)
EXCESS LIFPETIME CANCER RISK
Highest Detected Concentration 3 x 10-6 PAHS, PC3s
Average Concentration 2 x 18-7 PANS, PC3s
RATIC OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE OOSE
Mazximun Hazerd Imdex 200 Lead
Average Hezard [ndex 2 eoe’
SURFACE SOIL (0-2 FEET)-RESIDENTIAL (&)
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Nighes? Detected Concentration 2 x 10-3 PaNs, PC8s
Average Concentration 7 x 10-S PANS, PCBs
PCDD/PCOF Risk S x 10-5 to 2 x 10-6 2,3,7,8-1C20 Equivalent
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE '
Maximum Hezard Index (Child-1 g/day) 10000 Lesd, Cacmium, Chromium, AnZimony,
Barium, Copper, Manganese, Micxke.,
Zine
Maximum Mazard Index (Child-0.1 g/dsy) 1000 Lead
Maximm Hezard Index (Adult) 200 Lead
Average MNazard Index (Child-1 g/day) 98 Lead, Manganese
Aversge Hazerd Irdex (Child-0.1 g/day) 10 Lead
Average Nezard Index (Aault) 2 Lead
SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL (0-14 FEET)-RESIDENTIAL (d)
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Nighest Detected Concentration 2 x 10-3 PANs, PC8s
Aver:. .. Concentration 1 x 10-6 PANHs, PCBs
PCDO/PCDF Risk S x 10-5 to 2 x 10-4 2,3,7,8-T0D0 Equivalent
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE . .
Maximsm Hezard Index (Child-1 g/day) 10000 Lesd, Cadmium, Chromium, Antimony,
. Sarium, Copper, Nickel, Zlinc
Max{mum Mazard Index (Child-0.1 g/day) 1000 Lead
Maximsn Nazard Index (Acult) 200 Leod
Average Nazard Index (Child-Y g/day) 100 Lead
Average Mazard [ndex (Child-0.1 g/day) 10 Lesd
Average Nazard Irmdex (Adult) b4 Lead
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See Apperdix @ for calculations ard assumptions.

(a) Maximum caleuiated risks are based on the highest detected concentration in soil or seciment.
(D) Aversge calculated risks are based on an ares weighted average concentration for soil or seciment.
(c) NC indicates that no ares weighted concentrations wefre calculated. Averages were
not calculated because:
1) Dats was fnsufficient t0 calculate an average.
2) Risks are calculated for esch soil or sediment sample snalyzed.

(@) 0id not include data from Area 3, pits and tanks.



Table 6—6 Summary of Surface Water Ingestion and Ambient Air Inhalation Risks
byMediaarﬂansnmeSettj:gattheIaslancplaroilsite
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. MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS TO RISK
BTITR Im::33:8’38.3:383:33““"“"’:"==3=3====833==
SURFACE WATER: 7

FRESN WATER AND RETENTION PONDS - INGESTICN 8Y TRESPASSER

<t

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK .
Raxingm Calculated Risk (a) S 7Y No carcinogens detected

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximam Hezard Index (a)
freshuater Pord 0.0001 .-
Retention Pornd 0.0007 co-
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CEMETERY CREEK - INGESTION BY TRESPASSER

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK ’
Maximun Kazard Incex (D) 3 x 10-8 to 2 x 10-12 Vinyl chloride

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Hazard [ndex (b) 0.00S see
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AMBIENT AIR:

VOLATILIZED CONTAMINANTS < INHALED BY TQESPASSER

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX LT
Max imum Calculated Risk (c) 4 x 10-8 Vinyl chiorice, Me:hylenme chiorice

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximum Hazard Index (c) ’ <0.00001 ---

ettt e I e

RESUSPENDED MATERIAL - INMALED BY TRESPASSER

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX

Maximum Calculated Risk (with Arsenic) (e) é x 10-9 Arsenic, PANs
Maxioum Calculltqd Risk (without Arseniec) 1 x 10-9 PANS

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE _
Maxioum Nazard Index (c) 0.004 eee

VOLATILIZED CONTAMINANTS < INMALED BY SITE BOUNDARY RESIDENTS

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX . .
Maximum Calculated Risk (c) 1 x 10-6 Vinyl chloride, Methylene chiorice

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE YO REFERENCE DOSE a
Maximm Hazard Index (c) «<0.00001 .n-
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RESUSPENDED HATER!'- INMALED BY SITE BOUNDARY RESIDENTS

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK
Maximan Calculated Risk (with Arsenic) (¢) 2

-7 Arsenic, PANS
Maxionm Calculated Risk (without Arsenic) 8

PANS

RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximun Mazard Index (c) 0.012 .o



Table 6-6 (Psge 2 of 2)
SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER INGESTION AND AMBIENT AIR INMALATION RISKS
8Y MEDIA AND EXPOSURE SETTING
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE
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MAJOR CONTRIBUTCRS TO RISXK
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VOLATILIZED CONTAMINANTS - INNALED BY OFFSITE RESIDENT

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX
Maximsm Calculated Risk (&) 1 x 10-8 Vinyl chloricde, Methylene chlorice

RATIO OF DAILY llT'AxE TO REFERENCE DOSE
Maximsn Hazard [ndex 6.000000002 .-

RESUSPENDED MATERIAL <« INMALED BY OFFSITE RESIDENT

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISXK

Maximum Calculated Risk (with Afsenic) (e) 2.4 x 10-10 Argsenic, PAHs
Maximsn Calculated Risk (without Arsenic) 4 x 10-11 PAHS
RATIO OF DAILY INTAKE TO REFERENCE DGSE .
Maximum Kazard Index (¢) 0.0002 cee
=8 CIBRBESITITTSSRTTIZISITTIICT

(s) Risks are based on the highes? detected concentration in onsite surface water,
(b) Risks sre based on the highest predicted concentrations in Cemetery Creek.

(c) Risks are based on the predicted sverage onsite sir concentrations,

(<) Risks are based on the precicted average offsite air concentrations.
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INGESTION IMHALATION o
............... -..a...---.-.--.-------.--.----..-.-.- MRS AR AR R R R I Rl L I TSP R '
(9) ) ~
U.S. EPA Carcinogenic U.S. EPA Carcinogenic
Carcinogen Potency Factor {b) Carcinogen Potency Factor (b) ,g
CHEMICAL Classification (kg-day/sy) : Source | Clessification (kg-day/mg) Source -
Arsenic , A 1.75  HEA/HEED(6-1-88) A 11 IR1S(3-1-88) ﬂ
8enzene e A 0.029 ' iRIS(3-9-88) A 0.029 - SPHEM(10-1-86) (o]
Bento(s)pyrene N 11.5  SPHEM(10-1-86) 82 . 8.4 HEA/HEED(6-1-88) E
Berytiium ! - - - 81 4{.88 SPHEM(10-1-086) .
8is(2-chlorosthyl)ether 02 1y IRIS(3-1-88) 82 1.1 IRIS(3-31-87) »o
Bis(2-ethylhenyl)phthatate 02 0.014 IRIS(9-T7-B8) . - - g
Cadmium - - - 1] 6.1 IRIS(3-1-80)
Chlordane 82 1.3 IRIS(3-1-88) 82 1.3 IRIS(3-1-88)
Chioroform 82 0.061  HEA/HEED(6-1-88) - - - g
Chromium (hexavslent) . - Coo- A 4 IRIS(3-1-88)
oDI 82 0.34 IRIS(B-22-88) 82 - 0.34 IR1S(8-22-88)
1,2-Dichloroethane (£0C) 82 0.091 IRIS(3-1-88) 82 0.091 IR1S(3-1-88)
Dieldrin 82 16 IRIS(9-7-88) 82 16 IRIS(9-7-88)
Heptachlor a2 4.5 IRIS(3-1-88) 82 4.5 IRIS(3-1-88)
Heptachlor Epoxide 82 9.1 IRIS(3-1-88) 82 9.1 IRIS(3-1-88) )
beta HCCH (BHC) [ 1.8 IRIS(3-1-88) [ 1.8 IRIS(3-1-88)
gamma KCCH (L indane) 82/¢C 133 SPHEM(10-1-86) . . - pad
Methylene chloride . 82 0.0075 IRIS(5-21-87) 82 0.014% IR1S(5-21-87) R
Nickel . . - A 1.19 SPHEN(10-1-86)
N-Nitrosodiphenyl saine 02 0.0049 IRIS(3-1-88) . . . g
PCB 82 : 7.7  MEA/HEED(6-1-88) . . -
PANS 82/C 11.5 SPHEM(10-1-86) 82/C 6.1 SPHEM(10-1-86) .
2,3,7,8-1c00 (Dioxin) 82 156000 SPHEM(10-1-88) 02 . - E‘
Tetrachloroethene 82 0.051 SPHEM(10-1-86) 82 0.0033  MNEA/HEED(6-1-88)
1,1,2-Trichloroethans c ) 0.057 IR1S(3-1-88) C 0.057 IRIS(3-1-808)
Irichloroethene 82 0.0 IRIS(3-1-88) 82 0.0V} IRiS(3-1-88)
2,4,6-1richlorophenol 82 0.02 IRIS(3-1-86) 82 0.02 iIRIS(3-1-88)
Vinyl chtoride A 2.} “SPHEM(10-1-88) A 0.295 SPHEN(10-1-84)
(a) U.S. EPA Cercinogen Classification (IRIS data base 2-10-1988)
A: Human carcinogen. o
81: Probable human carcinogen, |imited human evidence. . =3
82; Probsble human carcinogen, sufficient evidence in snimsls inadequate or no evidence In humans.
C: Possible hunan carcinogen. %
(b) Sources: SPHEN - “Superfund Public Heslth Evalustion Manual * Table C-4, (U.S. EPA, 1986)
(RIS - U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information System (1).S. EPA, 1908hL) g
MEA/UEED - Quarterty update for HEA and HEED Chemicels (U.S EPR, 19884)



Table 6-8 Reference Dose Factors for Qmemc:als Detected at the laskin Poplar

Oil Site
EESSZARIZEISNS -1::::ss:a.:a::l:s:z:mx::s:u:a::::s::ss:::tall-::x:l:ast===:==::::
INGESTION INMALATION
Reference Reference
Dose (RfD) (a) Dose (RfD) (a)
CNEMICAL ng/kg/day-: Source ng/kg/cay Source
Acstone 0.1 llus&! 01-38) 3 SPHEM(10-1-84)
Ant imorry 0.0004 IRIS(3-01-88) - - -
Barium 0.0S IR1S(3-01-88) 0.9001 NEA/MESD(5-1-38)
Beryllium 0.00$ IR1S(3-01-88) - -
8is(2-ethylhexyl )phthaiate 0.02 IR1S(3-01-88) - .
2-Butanone (MEK) 0.0S IR1S(3-01-88) 0.09 MEA/MEED(4-1-38)
Cacmium 0.000S KEA/MEED(6-1-88) . -
Carbon disulfide 0.1 IR!1S(3-01-88) - -
Chlordane 0.00005 IR{S$(3-01-88) - .
Chiorobenzene » 0.027 SPHEM(10-1-84) 0.0087 WEA/MEED(6-1-22)
Chioroform 0.01 IR1S¢3-01-88) - .
Chromium (hexavalent) 0.005 IRIS(3-01-88) . .
Capper 0.037 SPNEM(10-1-86) 0.01 SPMEM(10-1-84)
Free cyanide 0.02 IR1S(11-16-86) - -
eor 0.000% IR1S(3-01-88) - .
Dibutyl phthalate 0.1 IRIS(1-31-868) - -
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.12 SPHEM(10-1-86) 0.138 SPuEM(23-1.34:
2,6-Dichlorcphenal 0.003 IRIS(3-01-88) - .
Diethyl phthalate 0.8 IR1S(3-01-88) . -
2,6-0initrophencl 0.002 IR1$(3-01-88) . .
Endosul fan 0.0000S IR1$(3-01-88) . -
Ethylbenzene 0.1 IRIS(3-01-88) - .
Heptachlor 0.002S IR18(3-01-88) . -
Neptachior Epoxide 0.000013 IR18¢3-01-88) . .
Isophorone 0.15 IR1S(6-30-88) - -
Lead 0.0014 SPHEM(10-1-86) - .
Gamma NCCH (L indane) 0.0023 IRIS(3-ON-88) . .
Manganese 0.22 SPREM(10-1-848) 0.0cc3 SPHEM{1C-1-04)
Mercury (imorganic) 0.002 SPHEM(10-1-86) 0.0C00s! SPHEW(C-1-88)
Methylene chloride 0.06 IR1S(S5-21-87) - -
4L-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.05 IRI'S(3-01-88) . - :
Methylphenol 0.0S SPHEM(10-1-86) 0.1 SPMEM(1G-1-848)
Nickel 0.02 IR1S¢3-01-88) - .
Pentachlorophenol 0.03 IR18(6-30-88) - .
Phenol 0.04 IR1S(3-01-88) . -
Selenium 0.003 SPHEMC10-01-88) 0.001 SPHEM(10-1-86)
Silver 0.003 IR1S(6-30-88) . .
Styrens 0.2 IR1S(6-30-88) . .
Tetrachloroethene 0.01 IR1S(3-01-86) - -
hatlium 0.0004 SR 10-01-84) - -
Toluene 0.3 IR1S(3-01-88) 1.5 SPHEM(10-1-84)
1,2,6-Trichlorcbenzene 0.02 IRIS(3-01-88) 0.003  HEA/NEZD(4-1-88)
1,1,1-Trichiorosthane 0.09 1R1S(3-01-88) 0.3 MEA/NESD(4-1-88)
1,1,2-Trichiorocethane 0.2 IR1S¢3-01-88) - -
Trichlorofiuoromsthane 0.3 IR1S(3-01-88) 0.2 MEA/MEED(6-1-38)
2,6,5-Trichiorophensl 0.1 IR1S$¢3-01-88) . .
Varad{um 0.02 IRIS(11-16-86) - -
Xylenes 4 IRIS(3-01-88) 0.4 SPMEM(10-1-85)
Tinc 0.21 smn(w -1-86) 0.0t smnnc 1-88)
(8) Sources: SPHEM - ®Superfund Public Nealth Evalmnon Manual ,® Table C-6, (U.S. EPA, 1956)
IRIS - U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information System (U.S. EPA, 1988b)
HEA/NEED - Quarteriy update for HEA and HEED Chemicals (U.S. EPA, 1988d)



Uncertainty Factor

Table 6~9 General Unce-tainty Factors in Risk Assessments

Effect of Uncertainty

May
Over=-
estimate
or Under-
estimate

Risk

May
Over-
estimate
Risk

May
Under-
estimate
Risk

The cancer potencies used are upger
95 percent confidence limits '
derived from the linearized mulci-
stage model. This is considered to
be unlikely to underestimate the
true risk. :

?
Risks are assumed to be additive.
Risks mav not be additive because of
synezrgistic or antagonistic actions
of other chemicals.

Cancer potencies and acceptable
intake levels are primarily derived -
usins labcratcry animal studies and,
when available, human epidemiological
or clinical studies. Extrapolation
of data from high to low doses, from
one species to another, and from one
exposure route to another may intro=-
duce urcertainty. In general, these
tend to use conservative assumptions.

"Not all carcincgenic potencies or
acceptable intakes used represent
the same degree of certainty. All
are subject to change as new '
evidence becomes available.

Assumes absorption is equivalent
across species. This is implicit in
the derivation of the acceptable
intakes or cancer potency factors
used in this assessment.

GLT810/4
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Table 6-10 Uncertainty Factors Specific to the laskin Poplar Oil Site
Risk Assessment

Effect of Uncertainty
May
. QOvezr-
May May ~ estimate
Qver- Under- ' or Under-
estimate estimate estimate
Uncertainty Factor Risk Risk Risk

All cf the daily intake of drinking X L
water is from the groundwater source
being evaluated.

Not all chemicals found at the site X
have been assigned critical voxicity

values. They are not included in

the quantitative assessment.

All intake of contaminants is X
assumed to ccme from the medium
being evaluated. This does not take
into account other contaminant
sources such as diet, exposures
occurring at locations other than the
expcsure point being evaluated, or
other environmental media which may
centribute to the intake of the
chernical (i.e., relative source
contribution is not aczounted fer).

Sampling of environmental media may X
result in loss of contaminants
gresent, especially VOCs.

Ixpcsures through dermal abscorption X
are nct quantified.

The public health evaluation is X
based on Hazardous Substance List

chemical analysis only. However,

those chemicals may represent a

subset of the chemicals possible at

the site.

The standard assumptions regarding X
body weight, period exposed, life

expectancy, population characteris-

tics, and lifestyle may not be

representative for any actual expeo-

sure situation.
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Table 6-10

Uncertainty Factor

(Page 2 of 2)

Effect of Uncertainsy

This assessment is based on the
present uncerstanding of the site
characteristics. Conditions at the
Site or understanding of the site
may change over time.

The exposures evaluated aséumg that
chemical concentration remains
constant over the entire exposure
period. Transfer, transformation,
and transpor:z processes may alter
chemical concentration in a medium,

The amocunt of media intake is as-

suned to be constart and regresenta-

tive of the .exgcsed population.

Assumptions regarding discharge and
dilution of groundwater into
Cemetery Creek are considered to be
worst case.

Trespass expcsures are based on

infrequent contac: with contaminated

material.

Residential exposures are based on a

lifetime of exposure.

Boiler house is assumed to be
readily accessible to trespassers.

Risks were not added across exposure

pathways.

GLT810/5

May
Qver-
May May estimate
Cver- Under-- or Under-
estimate estimate estimate
RPisk Risk P:sk
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Summsmy of Quantities of
Kaste Oils picued up by
Laskin 0il froa
Commzvz1al Shearing

Sumzary of Shipwents %0
Lasiin Oil

USTA Resprnsa to Request
for [nfsraation froa Bekan

USE9R scheculing of meeting
of *prisary® generators
for 10:00 am, July I, 1%€2.

Mandwritten nct2 re -

conversation with -

Haynsa re docuseris

Reguess for Infrrzation
Partia! Orjanizaticn Chart
tBef, For Lazk:in Popiar Site)
elag "Eanioiz D

tice Letter

Notice letter to first
tier of PRPs

Handwritten nctas of
various phone calls
between USSFA and Atac

“List of wastes sent, dates
and- amnunts

Various san:fests detailing

calAaTv AZISRG INCTY
Laskin/Poplar Q1!
fcntatula, Chio

Jncrhee - USEFR

Stever Leifer - USErf

BSIarssantelos - LEEFO

Kaisar Aluzinua

Eﬂk_urent for MABrcwn - USEFR

Erdurent for MABrewn - USZFA

itean Great Lakes

shipments to Laskin Wast2 0il.

Various POs between
Copperweld and Laskin

Various checks and rezies:s
betwesn Laskin 4Yaste 01l
Service and Summitt Matizrnal
Liquid Service

CRverdrik = Devan

Perfection
Corporation

BAjchnsce - B

loanson - GO

Harsw

Ozner

Qe

Corresporcerse

Comrespardane?

HargWritizn b

~ - -
CorregiTisnte

Correszonizis

Communicsziin

fAcooursirs

Doounzat:

foocursin:
Decunsais
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AD®INISTARTIVE REIDRD INCZX
Las#:r/Foglar 01
fsatasula, Ohio

INDT: 9A3E3 DRTE TITE AUTHO® RECIPIENT DCIvEN™ TS
6 0u/00/00 Var:ous Agre2ierts Selwe2". Carerat:
Cozgerwell anc Lasain
7 00/0/00 Various checks hetwesr Aczmymsie-

azkin Wist2 Qil anc Dooszves
Unisae Priaucts

8 00/00/0¢ Various manifests anc cnesks Panifezts
from Popiar 01l Co. to
National Forge. ’

8 06/00/C0 ¥sterial Cata Safety “aise= Aigninun ) avziirglate

Sheet titlae *Exhidit

B° and Conversaticn Nesss
of call from A.Lask:n
titles “Exhizit C*

8 00/ /00 Various receidiz issies Pesiar 3l S ' Kaiser Riusincs Regzursirs
tc Haise~ Rluminuz &
Cheains! Corg, By 20ciar
. o,y Inc,
R M AR Var:iZus cnesvs issues o fleosunting
Lagh:s Yssse Uil Servizz o
%o Neren Zast Servise Flila .
{,
ERRV IR TERY Var:ous cnecks betweer - ' Aooeurting
. Bemeral Refractories ' ' Docusants

arc Las«in

10

1!

11

00/063/0%

00/ 00/C¢

00/00/¢9

00/00/00

00/00/00

Che-ys, P0s re

ABS Ingcusiries

Various cancelled cheavs
from Laskin Waste 0:1 Service
to Rd.Sidley, Inc,

Various crecks, PCz
between Buffalo Molcas
Plastics ano Laskin
Waste 0il Service

Various manifests, shizping
docusents and checxs frou
Laskin Wast2 0i] Service %o
Perry Ship Building.

Various crecys, PQOs,

foszuntirg

Dosupenss
Restunting

D:cuzents

Rcasunting
Dacrnerts

Manifests

fccountirg
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Laskin/Paplar 01l
fshtasula. Ohio

TITLE AUTHER

are B/Ls re Terr2:32e
§as Pipeline Lo

Varicus chesks between
p-Nart Rusowzsive and

Lasv:n 1378 82 1973

Various POs between East
Chia Gas Co. and Laskin

Various rece1pts, Banirpsts
and checis between Laskin
Wazte M1l Service and
Prcespurgn & Lake Erie
Railroad

Var.0ug marifasts and
receipss frow Lasein

¥azse 01l Service %=
¥:-wces Rueder Reclaiuing
Co. for mast2 011 anc watar.

yarici3 cnesks betweer
Laskin wg3te Sii Servile
ar.a Ancnlr Mstr
Freigns; 1378 39 1873

Var.ous checks ant nan:®ogte
beswesn Stancard Transfuraer
arm Laskin Waste Dil Service.

Various manifests detailing
wiss@ 01l shipments to Laskin
fron the Locwe Yacnmine (o

Various invoices re
Interlake Steazship and
Laskin

Various panifests of waste matlace, Inc.

oi! shipaents to Poplar
01l Ce.

Various checks fren
Laskin Waste Oil Service
to Kimmel Pontiac

Various shipping orders
and POs re Laskin Haste

RE.FIEN

DOC T TS

Doouwerts

fozoursirg
[

feozunting
Docrisents

Acoounting
cugents



ADMINISTRATIVE RECORS INIEX
Laskin/Poplar 01l
Rsnhtabula, Ohic

INIZX PRGIS DRTE TINE AUTHCS RETIDTENT DoTUMENT YIS
011 Service anc Rexan Irc.

21 00/00/ Various checks, Pds, - ’ Rzoourting
Dezasit and Cash recorcs : Droureeess
of transaztiors between
Rtec Ind. and Laskin
Waste 01! Service

&2 00/0u/00 Docuwents produces in Otner
resgons2 to reque:sts
3¢, 9 and 12 ’

Y]

00/00/(¢ Various checks beltwean femsuenting
Diver-Steel City Auso ‘ Docmerts
Crushers and Lask:in

2 W/ Various manifasts, checks Mav:ifests
an¢ recelzts between RPUC '
Valve ang Lashin Waste 0:!l
€S W/ Var:cys #0s amg checx ROZuNIINS
registar evidansing sz
trarsactions betwaen
gerer3. Electric an?
Lagu:n Q1] Waste
€@ 00/0%/0G  Various manifests, receipts ®3ridests
ane cnecxs between Las«in
‘Haste 0i] Servive ara the
Pitisburgh & Conneaut Cock co.

20 00/00/00 Various manifests, chack Ran:fests
copies ard account pavadie
sheets relating waste oil
shipwents to Laskin 01l
Service from Nercer Forge, Inc.

40 00/00/00  Shipping Documents of Ranfests
waste liquids shipped
froa Koppers Coapany
for the year 1978.

49 00/00/00 Various manifests and Marifests
statements from Poplar '
0il Co. to Dhio Broach
¢t Machine Co.

49 00/00/00 Varioys manifests, checks Mari:fests
and test results froa
Rockwell Internaticnal Corp.
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00/00/09

00/03/90

TITLE

te Lasikin Waste 01l Service.

Various checks, PCs

etC showing transactiing
besween Conratl and
Lask:n Waste O1il

Various checks, POs etc
hetween Gereral Electric
and Laskin ’

Decuments relating t0
Policy ¢ Procecure,
Recorcs Center Procedure
and Records Schecule
titled *Exhinit F*.

Varisus checks, PCs.
[nveices ets between
Las«in Wasse Ju! Servizse
arc¢ Srowning—Ferris

Rar.feses, B2 CoouTeric,

tes; re5..%3. aNd JONIralts

ACNINISTRATIVE RECORD INCEX
Laskin/Poplar 01!
fAsneatula, GRio

AUT=2R

beswees Aocvwell Imsarrasiiral:t

Cerp. and Lasian Maste Cil
Serv:ce.

Regues: for Participation
in Response Activities with
supgor:ing cccupents titiec
*Eanidit E°

Various POs aro lnvoices
between Coges and Laskin

Copies of Chain of Custody
records with cover letier
dated 7/17/87

Various PQs beiween
Copserwele Stee! Co.
ang Lask:n Waste Oi!

Various checks, POs
re Linde Division,
fisntabula, OH

Various checks, POs

"R Parey=USTEA Mash., D.C.

RECIPIENT

R. W, Tyrre~—ia.zer
Riumin,

DITLMENT TP

Vo mw w -

(A4

Rooourting
Qozimenss

faner

Corresoongance

Aczouriing
Dacurenss

Ciner
Rooounting
Ducuments

Acaunting Docusents

Rczount ing
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TITLE

betwean Cownercial
Shear:ng and Laskin
kaste 01! Service

Various manifests, invoices
anc o:lls of ladings from
Laskin Wasse 01] Service

to Perfection Corp.

Various checks, PCs,
re TRk, Minerva, O °
Docusents preduced in
resaonse to requests 13g
ane 13

Various checks and 1nveices
besween GX an2 Laswin

Varidus eours gieuments
re U.S. of Raer:ca v,
Rlvin Lask:n, e: a!

- Argwar of 3¢ Party
Defencart WCI - 16/31/82

. =~ Answer of 3¢ Party

Defencant Matiack 11/14/86

- fincwer of 3¢ Party
De‘encant Kaiser Rlysinuw

- § Chemical Co. - 11/04/86

- fAnswer and Afiiraative

RDNMINISTRATIVE KECORD INDEX
Lask:a/frnlar 01!
Rsntaoula, Ohic

AUT=CA

Defenses of 3d Party Defendan:

UNGCAL - 11/13/85

- finswer of 3d Party
Defendant Pittsburgn &
Lake Erie Railrnad
10/21/88

= Answer of 3d Party
Defendant Kimse! Pontiac
10/31/86

- Answer of 3d Party
Defendant Perry Ship-
Building Corp. - 10/21/86

MC 2™ Tl

Ooomares

Ramifests

fosirting
Documents



ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INCEX
Laskin/Paplar 01l
Ashtabula, Ohie

INXE) 96325 DRTE TITE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCLMENT TYFE

- - frgwer of 30 Parly
Defencan: TGF - Uncatec

- Ancwer of ¢ Party
Defercart Rugder
Reclawning Ci. - Uncates

~ Answer of 3¢ Party
Deferdart Nstional Forge
Co. - Uncated

- Answer of Jz Party
Defencant Oh:id Brosch
fach:re Co. - Uncatec

- Ancwer of X Party
Defendant Locke Machinery
Gy - Ungatec

- Arzeer of 30 Party
Defenzant ABS - 3/4/85

Cyanaiizs - Uroase:

- Anzwer of 3¢ Party
Lefargant Anchor wetor
Fre.shs 11/14/86

- Answer ang Affirmative
Deferses of Id Party
Defencant BMFD - 11/12/86

s - fingwer of id Party
- Defendant Chevron - Urgateg

- fnswer of 3d Party
Defendant Conrail - 10/31/86

- Ancwer of 3d Party
Deferdant Copperweld
Undated

~ RAnsaer of 3d Party
Defonaant Gereral Electric
Undated

- Arswer of 3¢ Party
Defendant Interlake
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TITLE
Steansnip Co. - Unoates

= Arswer of Jo Party
Deferctznt Littor Gress
Lakes Corg. =~ 3/17/€7

Various oourt documenss
re U.S. of Awerica v,
Rivin F. Laskin et al

- R3S Incusiries Respone
to 2d Party Piaint:ffs !
Set of Interragaturies

= 9/9/23%

-]
<
e
3w

- Resgimse of 3¢ Party
Defercant Kaise~ Aium. to
Reguesss for Pruguztion of
Jocusenss

- Rzarizan Cramamiz F@zsines
to 3¢ Party Plainziffs st
Set of Intarmigatiries ag-
Rezuests for Frasusticn

<t 1t2/02
_0.: chmi wew

- Resgorse of X Farty
Defercant WC: %0 1st Ser of
[nzerrogatories and Rezuass
for Proguction of Docusents
11713788

= Anchor Motor Freignt's 1st
Set of Interragasories,
Requests for Adm:issions anc
Requesis for Production of
Documents to X Party
Plaintiffs - 12/19/6€

- Response of 2 Farty |
Defendant UNOCAL to 1st Set
of Interrogatories and
Request for Production
Undated

= RAnchor Motor Freight's
Awenced Response to 1st
Set of Interrogatories and
Requests for Production
of Decurents - 11/12/86

AI®IN:STQTIVE REIORE INCZX
Laswin/Paplar (al
Rsntabuia, Onig

ARG

RECIPIENT
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ADYINISTRATIVE RECORD INZZX

Laskin/Caplar 01l
Asntaoula, On1o

TITLE AUTSCS

- 30 Party Defercart Unitec
Progucts Co. Nctice of Friing
of Chapter 11 ard of Automatic
Stay - 8/27/8¢

- X Party Plaint:fés

Action to Aad Partiez, Dicziss
Parties, Remove Duplicate
Nam2s

of Parties and to Correct the
Capt:on as to Certain Parties
2/S/87

- Conrail's Notice of
Correction

of Tygographical Errer 1n

1st Set of Interrcgatiries,
Requests for Admiesion ars
Recuests for Precuciion of
D:cunente Prodourzes te

3¢ Party Plainz:ffs = 10/:.5/82

- Arcwer of o Garsy Defemzart
¥:1Zmast Rutler
Intarrgator:es

8 tnrougn 54

- Conrail's Response to Ist
Set of Intermogatories arc
Requests for Production of
Docuzents to 3d Party
Plaintiffs

11/7/8

- Petroleua Exception Cos.
Objections to Case Mgzt Orcer
Uncated

= Copperweld Stee! Ccapany's
Responses to Interrogatory

-Nos. 8-55 and Requests for

Production Nos. e-2l -
11/25/86

- Notice of Appearance of
fAttys for Ohio Broach &
Machine Co. = 9/24/8¢

- Notice of fppeararce of

RECIFIENT

camae o
DEIumDyT T
' -t R



CINISTRRTIVE RECZRY INIZX
Laskin/Poplar 0:1
Rsntatula, On:c
INZZX DRRIZ DRTE TINE RUTHC3 RECIFIDN AU M
ttys for Perry Shisouilzirg
10/31/8¢€

- Motion $0 waive
resuirerent of Loca. Ruls
11/7¢5/3¢

- Respunse of Matlach to
1st Set of Irterrogatories
ang request for Proguctisn
of documents - 11/12/8¢

1
= Perfaction Cors Respimsa
to lst Set of Interrogazaries
an¢ Requasts for Producsion
of Documents - 11/14/86

= N:otice of Witherawa) of
Cyumsel for 3d Party fe‘erzanc
Perey Shipauilding

©= Kaiser Aiuz, Answer $o
st Set of Intermogator:as

. I N~ Y
I P13

- Ratlack's (st Ses of
Interrogatories, Requests
for Aduissions and Regues:
for Proguction of Documens
1/5/87

= Perfection Cora's 1st Se:
of Interrogatories, Reques:s
for Admissions arg Recuests
for Production of Documerts

1/28/87
850 00/50/G)  Phase I RI Data , Sawsiing lats

Case Nos. 2184, 205€,
2271 and SRS 7535

2 TI/00/00  Various checks between : . Rezaurtirg
Cochran 01l Co. and Docmsrrs
Laskin Waste Bil Service '

1 T1/061/26 Ore cancelled check from MCoIunsIng
Laskin Waste 011 Service Doougerss

to Andy Skidmcor.

& 78/00/00 Various checks ard Rcoounting
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TITLE

Invo122¢ between
Lashn Waste 0;] Service
are Berletio Sgquipment

. 1ssued by Lask:
Service t0 0 & P
Irz.

Ungeamitad Contracs bes~zen
Te~rezsee Gas Pipaitre v
anc Lasxin Wasta 0:l

Letser agreezent re
0issisal of waste trelsite
Craz. g2tezen JerTy

T.re an Laskin

T3w evaluasticn of
feas:izii:ty of inairer~aliin
PLoenrialning

re

Saz.ing results froa
twl 5.uCCe 53%2.2%

Lettar acvis: - that
Sulieer 10ZS coes not
contain any PCB's.

Check from RFLaskin of
Poplar 0il Co. to Uricn
01l 1n the amunt of
$340. 00

Invoice from Poplar Oil Co.
to Locke Machine Co.

Jefferson firm serious
polluter, U.S. says in
suit

011 Corcerning PC3s
Denial of hancling bulk

quantities of o1l
containing PCEs

ADRINISTH

- . ..
== » LY ~ be €2 mmse
2 atl ijeve.s 'ip o M B

TIVE RECORD INCEX
Lasuin/Poplar 01l
fentszula, Ohio

RCT=R

Broaning=terris

Las-:n Waste 01l Se-vive

_ RCHiras - Tennzesae Bas Pipelire

Browming-ferris

Jw=znzreue - TRW

Erie Testing Lacaratories
J.Tayler - Stardarc Oil Ce.
AFiaskin - Poplar 0il Co.
pogiar 01! Co.

Clevelara Plain Dealer

RRBamroth - UCC Metals Division

RFmatarusk: - Browning—Ferris

m~emyr iy

IR )

Laste.n Weztd

Cervize

Lagksn C:! Servize

Lasir wazte Qil
Serv:.ce

Dlarry - E==

Kaiser Rlwsimuze
Caa.

Mary
Sears—verfeziion

Co

Unice il

Locke Machine Co.

FYFysare - UCC

fFLasian - Laskin
Waste

DOTLwINT TYeE

Docunsns

RCoOURSLNT HTo:
Cortrazss

Lameivorpe

Ruaclaivaiy

e s
Donimenss

{erresponzence

O2ner

fooounting
Decuments

Reorargiwt
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Phore convergation with
firzrew McLandricn, atty,
for Dhio Broach & Mactire
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" (PFS) Scurce Yater:al

Resoval
Laskin/Pgplar Site

Final Work Plan
Phase 2 Rl

Swmary of State ARARs
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Request fcr extension of
time tn subnit comzenis
on the PFS
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for Information ars
FOIR Reguest ’

Responsa to USTPW Informaticn
Request .
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USZEA in resocnse 10
8/18/97 letter.

Resconsz of Nasicral Furge
Comzany to 8/18/87 USEFA
Information Request alsng
witw the Affidavit of

Larry V. Frieng for Natiine.

Farge Coazsny.

Recerd of telzon with
CLingsay and TEarriball
re Cleanup Levels
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RTraver re Soil Wasning

Record of teicon with
Céehling re Petroleun
Exclusion

Response to USEFA
request for information
letter of 8/18/87.

Commercial Shearing Response
to Reguest for Information
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Reszangs to LTIOR 2erres.
gatec 8/18/87 with enclosure
gocunents

silack, Inc. reponse to
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Daviz lwmcren - Locke Maon:ine Co.

DLrolar - BRI

a.om Bigze - Litiin Breat Lakes
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE
Jefferson. Ohio

L.S. EPA

June 16. 1989



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE, JEFFERSON, OHIO

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
gathered information on the types and extent of
contamination, evaluated remedial measures, and recommended
remedial actions at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Several
public meetings were held to explain the intent of the
project, describe the results, and receive comments from the
public. Public participation in Superfund projects is
required in the National Oil and Bazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). Comments received from the public
are considered in the selection of the remedial action for
the site. This documedt summarizes the comments received
regarding the proposed final remedy and describes how they
were incorporated into the decisionmaking process.

The community relations responsiveness summary has five
sections: -

) Overview discusses U.S. EPA’s recommended _
alternative for remedy of exposure to contaminated
material at the Laskin Poplar Oil site.

o Background on Community Involvement and Concerns
provides a brief history of commurnity interest and
concerns raised during remedial planning
activities at the site. ‘

o Public Comments Received during Public Comment
Period summarizes both oral and written comments
received from the community and U.S. EPA’s
responses grouped by the following topics:
general comments, recommended alternative
comments, and incinerator comments.

o Potential Responsible Party Comments summarizes
comments received from the PRPs and U.S. EPA’s
responses.



o Ohio EPA Comments and U.S. EPA Responses
summarizes comments received from Ohio EPA and
U.S. EPA’'s responses.

In addition, Attachment A identifies the community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA during the remedial
response activities at the site. Attachment B is the
revised Figure 4-8 from the Feasibility Study report.
Attachment C is a letter from U.S. EPA to Ohio EPA
explaining its rationale for selecting Alternative 3A.

The detailed transcript of the Feasibility Study public
meeting and the written comments are not included, but they
are available for public inspection from U.S. EPA, Region V,
in Chicago. Copies are also available in the Administrative
Record at the following repositories:

Ashtabula County Disasters Services Offices
Ashtabula County Court House

25 West Jefferson Street
" Jefferson, Ohio 44047

216/997-9341

Ashtabula County District Library
335 West 44th Street

Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
216/576-9148

OVERVIEW

During the public comment period, the U.S. EPA presented
eight alternatives to remediate the potential for exposure
to ¢ontaminated groundwater and soil at the Laskin Poplar
01l site and also a no-action alternative. The EPA
recommended capping the contaminated soil and installing a
groundwater diversion trench around the contaminated soil.
The cap and the trench would prevent water from filtering
through the contaminated soil.. All dioxin-contaminated
materials amenable tc thermal treatment would be
incinerated; the rest would be disposed of beneath the cap
in a concrete vault. '



The public comments received were generally supportive of
EPA’s recommendation. Most of the comments received at the
public hearing pertained to operation of the incineracor.
Some concern was expressed about the ability of the
incinerator to safely and effectively destroy material
contaminated with PCBs and dioxin. Most of the discussion
about the incinerator, however, concerned the monitoring of
stack emissions and reporting the test results to the
interested public.

BACKGROUND ON COMNUNIT? INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

Comnunity involvement in this project began in 1974 when
residents living near the site began complaining to the site
owner and local officials about bad odors resulting from the
firing of the boilers and from the onsite ponds and pits.

In July 1978, concerned citizens submitted a complaint to
Ohio EPA requesting that operations at the site cease. From
1978 to 1980, residents sought to stop the oil recycling
activities of the Laskin Poplar 011 Company and became
involved in several local court cases. In 1980, local
residents formed a citizens’ group called the Committee for
Clean Environment. The purpose of the group was to monitor
 events at the site and to work for quick remediation by
local and state governments of site-related problems. Their
efforts succeeded in 1981 when the Ashtabula County Court of
Common Pleas issued a court order banning oil recycling
activicies by the Laskin Poplar 0il Company.

In 1983, the U.S. EPA placed the site on the National
Priorities List (NPL). Local residents attended a public
hearing that described the remedial investigation (RI)
process, and they and officials contributed to the
formulation of the community relations plan (CRP). In
August 1987, area residents attended an availability session
to discuss onsite progress with U.S. EPA staff. Later that
month, ares residents attended a public meeting toO comment
on the feasibility study for the source material removal
operable unit. In March 1989 a number of residents and
local officials were contacted to update the CRP. In April
1989, residents attended a public meeting concerning U.S.
EPA’s recommended remedial action.
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Citizen interest and involvement has been mobilized largely
through the efforts of a few individuals, particularly Mr.
Vern Ball. Mr. Hall, a Jefferson Township Trustee, acts as
a key contact for exchange of information on the site in the
Jefferson community.

Throughout the RI/FS process, the public expressed these
concerns:

o Health issues related to the pathways of possible
exposure to contaminants during the period of
Laskin’s operation. These include exposure to the
burning of PCB contaminated oil and exposure to
dioxin. '

o Health issues related to potential exposure to
contaninants associated with the site.

o The amount of time U.S. EPA has spent conducting
the RI/FS. Residents have expressed frustration
over the length of time the RI/FS has taken to
complete. The community has been concerned about
the site since the late 1970s and some residents
wonder why remediation has not been expedited.

o The frequency of information distributed to the
community. Receiving accurate information about
the EPA's activities at the site is a major
concern of local residents. Residents have found
the fact sheets and availability sessions are a
good technique for providing information to the
community. Residents have expressed a strong
interest in the proposed incinerator. Some
residents have suggested that a fact sheet
describing the operation and monitoring procedures

o The operation of the incinerator, including
incinerator byproducts, length of operation, and
frequency of emission tests.



Use of local contractors during remedial action.
A state government official indicated that local
contractors should be used as much as possible in
the remedial action work. It was felt that the
use of local contractors was important to all
county residents.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC

VD A W L e e e s

COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses both oral and written
comments received by the U.S. EPA concerning the RI/FS for
the Laskin Poplar 0il site. The comment period was held
from April 12 to May 12, 1989. A public meeting was held on
April 26 at the Ashtahula County Courthouse to allow the
public to present oral and written comments.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

Mr. Gordon Housel had questioﬁs regarding the
effect of the cleanup on the summer fair. His
questions pertained fo:

o The ability of people to park on Laskin’s
property during the fair

o The starting date for onsite cleanup
activities
o The level of activity during Fair Week and

the rest of the summer

U.S. EPA’'s Response: No incineration will take
place this summer. If demolition work occurs this
summer, the community relations coordinator (CRC)
for the site will work closely with fair officials
to minimize any adverse effects on the fair. U.s.

"EPA has no authority to prohibit vehicles from

parking on the southeast corner of the Laskin
property during the fair unless parking interferes
with the remedial work.



Ms. Margaret Schossler and Mr. Ray Sapporito had
questions regarding a cancer study done in the
area. They asked: "

-] For a clarification between a risk assessment
and a cancer study

o When the study was conducted
o The sc0pe_of.the study

U.S. EPA's Response: As part of the RI/FS
process, two different assessments were performed
to determine the impacts of the onsite '
contaminants on the community. The first
assessment, ,a risk assessment, was performed by
consultants during the RI to evaluate the
potential for adverse effects to public health or
the environment if no remedial action were taken
beyond the scheduled pit, tank, and soil removal
(Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action).
The risk assessment identified ways that people or
wildlife could be exposed to contaminants from the
site and evaluated potential exposure settings fcr
existing and possible future site uses. Under
existing site conditions, exposure may occur if
people have direct contact with exposed
contaminants in the surface soil, surface water,
sediments, and structures on the site. Risks were
also evaluated for the future site use setting of
residential development of the site. Exposures
that may be of concern if such development occurs
include exposure of construction workers to
contaminated subsurface materials, and exposure of
future residents to contaminants present in the
shallow groundwater if it is used as a water
supply. Exposure to contaminants was evaluated
for both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health
effects. The risks from onsite exposure and
future site use are summarized in Table 1-2 of the
FS report.



The second assessment performed was a health
assessment. The health assessment was performed
by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ASTDR). A health assessment examines a
population’s level of exposure to contaminants
through environmental and human exposure pathways;
i.e., ingestion of groundwater, surface water, and
soil. The data used by ASTDR in their health
assessment were taken from the RI conducted in
1986. Unlike a risk assessment, a health
assessment does not consider future uses of the
site in determining the effects of the
contaminants on a population’s health. The health
assessment is concerned only with a population’s
historic exposure to onsite contaminants through
exposure pathways. If the health assessment
reveals that a population has been exposed to the
onsite contaminants through environmental and
human exposure pathways, a health study is usually
done. During the health study, the local
population undergoes a number of medical tests to
determine the possible effects of the contaminants
on their health. A cancer study is one possible .
study within a health study. Because local
residents have not been exposed to the
contaminants on the Laskin site through such
exposure pathways as. groundwater, surface water,
and ingesting soil, the ASTDR determined there was
no need to conduct a health study. A copy of
ASTDR's health assessment is located in local
repositories. '

Mr. Alvin Laskin indicated that the PRPs are not
going to pay for the cleanup. He stated that they
will add the cleanup cost to the cost of their
products and the public will pay the price.

U.S. EPA’s Response: PRPs may raise the cost of

‘their products to pay for the cost of the remedial

action; however, U.S. EPA has no way of knowing
whether that will happen. U.S. EPA’s '
responsibility under CERCLA is to identify the
PRPs and obtain compensation from them to pay for
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the necessary remediél action. U.S. EPA has no
control over the source of funds PRPs use to pay
for remedial action work.

Mr. Gene Trhlin inquired whether U.S. EPA has
sufficient funding to police the PRPs and enforce
its proposed alternative.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Under the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), U.S.
EPA can obtain oversight costs from the PRPs. 1If
a negotiated settlement with the PRPs fails, U.S.
EPA can proceed with the remedial action and use
the courts to recover the remedial action costs

from the PRPs; or it can seek administrative or

judicial orders requiring the PRPs to perform' the
remedy. During the course of the PRP remedial
design and action, U.S. EPA will do whatever is
necessary to monitor and verify the progress of
the PRPs’ remedial actions. Funding and
contractor assistance are available for oversight,
and the state of Ohio may also be active in this
area. :

~ Mr. Gene Trhlin also asked whether the EPA

representatives knew of any action being taken to
prevent oil spills such as the one in Alaska.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The U.S. EPA doces not wish
to respond to comments on the Alaskan oil spill
since it is not related :o the Laskin Poplar 0il
cleanup.

Ms. Margaret Schossler expressed a concern that,
with big contracts such as this one, the
activities that are promised to be done are never
done.

" U.S. EPA's Response: The recommendations made in

the ROD and other pertinent documents will be
followed in completing the remedial work onsite.
During the course of the remedial action there may
be minor modifications to the recommended
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activities, but the character of the cleanup
cannot change substantially without giving the
public an opportunity to comment on the changes.
The schedules of activities for this project are
available to the public at the local repositories.
1f anyone feels that the cleanup is not proceeding
according to the plan, the CRC or the RPM should
be contacted to resolve the problem.

Mr. Alvin Laskin stated that he videotaped a
250,000-gallon discharge of oil into Cemetery
Creek from a dike that had been weakened from
digging done by U.S. EPA.

U.S. EPA's Response: In the process of working on
the dike, there was a discharge of oil into
Cemetery Creek. The action is viewed as a spill,
not an intentional discharge. '

Mr. Alvin Laskin stated'that the EPA has approved
the burning of oil containing up to 50 parts per
million of PCBs by a greenhouse in Massachusetts.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The Massachusetts oil site
is a completely different situation. The
Massachusetts greenhouse is burning
PCB-contaminated oil at a temperature that
destroys the PCBs. Laskin’s boilers operated at
considerably lower temperatures, and sampling
indicates that he burned oil with much higher
levels of PCBs. '

Leaseway Transportation Corporation stated that
Alternative 6, the state's recommended remedial
action, will yield no enhanced protection and
could cost more than four times that of
Alternative 3A, the recommended remedial action,
and take twice as long to complete. Leaseway
further stated that because of the time required
to complete Alternative 6, local residents and the
environment may actually be exposed to more
hazardous constituents than under Alternative 3A.



U.S. EPA's Response: Alternative 6 would
eliminate the need for long-term management of the
site. Bowever, it as well as Alternative 3A would
provide adequate protection of human health and
the environment. Because of the cost of
Alternative 6 and the potential adverse impacts on
the community over its 4-year implementation
period, it has been judged by U.S. EPA to be less
desirable than Alternative 3A. |

COMMENTS ON THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

l.

Mr. Charles Long expressed his support for the
recommended alternative. He asked whether the
freshwater pond and retention pond would be
drained and filled and where the dirt to fill the
pond would be found.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: Under the recommended
alternative, both the freshwater pond and the
retention pond will be drained and filled. Some
of the soil used to fill the ponds may be found
onsite. In the event that onsite soil is ..
incapable of filling both ponds, clean fill will
be imported. ‘ ' ‘

Mr. Gene Trhlin asked about the depth of the
groundwater diversion trench, its purpose, and the
purpose of the cap.

'U.S. EPA’: :sponse: The groundwater diversion

trench wi._ >e 25 to 40 feet deep and will prevent
groundwater that is flowing north to Cemetery
Creek from flowing into the site and coming into
contact with the contaminated soil. The proposed
multilayered cap will cover approximately 3.5
acres and will virtually prevent water (rain,
snowmelt) from filtering through to the

. contaminated soil beneath the cap.

Mr. Alvin Laskin said it appeared that the
groundwater diversion trench would destroy the
front of his house.

10



5.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The construction of the
underground trench proposed under the plan should
not disturb Mr. Laskin’s house.

Mr. Gene Trhlin had questions regarding the cost
of the remedial alternative. His questions
pertained to: -

o The method used to determine the cost

o Cleanup activities included in the cost
o The method used to award contracts for

remedial action

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The estimated cost of this
project is based largely on existing contracts
from other Superfund sites. The cost of this
project includes the total range of comnstruction -
activities required to complete the remedial
action, and the cost estimates were made based on
the assumption that U.S. EPA would perform the.
remedial action at the site. The incinerator is a
large part of the cost. Also included in the cost
are activities such as earthmoving and well
driliing and material costs for items such as the
£i111 and synthetic material in the cap. As a U.S.
EPA project, any remedial action contracts '
associated with this project will be let to the
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. 1If the
PRPs perform the remedial action they are not
required to award the contracts to the lowest
bidder; however, they may choose to do so.

Ms. Martha Demshar expressed concern about
children gaining access to the site and asked what
type of fencing would be used onsite and the
extent of the site that would be fenced.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The current proposal

includes a 6-foot-high cyclone fence topped with
barbed wire located around the perimeter of the
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property. Signs on the fence will identify the
property as a Superfund site.

Mr. Ray Sapporito supported EPA’s recommendation
as long as the project oversight that was
described actually takes place.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: From the design phase
through completion of construction and during
monitoring, U.S. EPA and its representatives will
oversee all remedial action work.

Mr. Vern Hall expressed a preference for removing
all contaminants onsite as recommended under
Alternative 6, tut added that Alternative 3A is
the most economically feasible alternative, the
least disruptive to the community, and it has the
least potential for further environmental damage.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: Alternative 3A is the
recomnended remedy because it will minimize and
mitigate threats to public health and welfare and
the environment. The recommended alternative
provides adequate protection of public health and
the environment, and the shorter period of
incineration will have less short-term impact on
the community than Alternative 6. In addition,
Alternative 3A will provide this protection at a
substantially lower cost, making the selected
remedy more cost-effective than Alternative 6.

Leaseway Transportation Corporation supports the
selection of Alternative 3A because of the
expedient way it prevents contaminants from
migrating offsite in a manner that was consistent
with all obligatory criteria of the National
Contingency Plan (except state acceptance).
Leaseway questioned the need for a multilayered
engineered cap in Alternative 3A. They asked
whether a solution less extravagant than a
multilayered cap but more effective than 2 feet of
soil could be used without jeopardizing the
alternative’s effectiveness.

12



U.S. EPA’'s Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges the
support for its recommended remedy. An engineered
cap is more reliable than a soil cover because it
4s thicker and because the synthetic barrier would
provide visual indication of whether the cap has
been breached or exposed. 1In addition, the
multilayered cap virtually eliminates the
potential for surface water to move through the
soil and come into contact with the contaminated
material and generate contaminated groundwater.

COMMENTS ON THE INCINERATOR

l.

Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler had
questions regarding the material to be incinerated
and the byproducts of incineration. The questions
pertained to:

The type of pollutants to be incinerated

The byproducts of incineration (dioxin, ash)
Pollution control measures on the incinerator
The toxicity of the byproducts

0000

U.S. EPA’'s Response: Under the recommended
alternative, an incinerator would burn soil and
ash from the boiler house. The materials being
incinerated are contaminated with PCBs, dioxin,
and other contaminants. The end products of
incineration are ash and flue gases. It is
difficult to predict the composition of the ash,
but it will be tested regularly to ensure that it
does not contain unacceptable levels of
contaminants. If the ash contains unacceptable
levels of contaminants it will either be
reincinerated or treated as a hazardous waste and

- _disposed of in an offsite licensed hazardous waste

‘faciiity. The dioxins should be completely
“fneinerated. Although dioxins are formed by the
incomplete combustion of PCBs, the proposed
incinerator has the capability to destroy dioxin.
To control air emissions, the incinerator will be
equipped with a number of pollution control

13



devices including a particulate scrubber that
captures particulates, acid gases, and metals.

Ms. Margaret Schossler asked about the ownership
of the incinerator to be used in the remedial
action and the role of the PRPs in incineration.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The incinerator proposed for
this project will be owned by the remedial action
contractor. Its design will be examined and
approved by U.S. EPA before it is allowed to begin -
operation. The incinerator will come from a
manufacturer, and is not U.S. EPA's incinerator.

The PRPs are under a U.S. EPA administrative order
to conduct the operable unit incineration and as
such are responsible for hiring a remedial action
contractor to perform the incineration. There is
as yet no resolution of whether PRPs or U.S. EPA
will conduct the final remedial action. It is
U.S. EPA’s intent to have the PRPs conduct the
final site remedial action, including
incineration, in which case the same incinerator
used for the Source Removal Operable Unit could be
used.

Mr. Ray Sapporito said that his readings of
research on PCB incineration indicated that
effective PCB destruction through incineration is
possible if the burn temperatures are hot enough.

U.S. EPA’s Response: PCBs can be destroyed

effectively through incineration if the
incinerators are built and operated according to

specifications that include the proper
temperatures and residence time.

Ms. Margaret Schossler felt that incinerators were

‘incapable of burning at a temperature high enough

to destroy PCBs.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Diouxins can be formed as a
result of low temperature burning of PCBs. 1If
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temperatures are not high enough there is the
potential for the formation of dioxin. The EPA is
aware of this and will prevent this phenomenon
from occurring by requiring an incinerator capable
of producing temperatures sufficient to destroy
PCBs and by requiring a test burn and process
controls that ensure the incinerator meets
regulatory standards.

Ms. Margaret Schossler, Mr. Gabe Demshar, and Mr.
Vern Hall had questions regarding monitoring
incinerator emissions and reporting laboratory
results of emission tests. Their questions
pertained to:

o The peqple responsible for onsite monitoring
of incinerator emissions

o The frequency and duration of monitoring and
inspection activities

© . The responsibility of hiring a laboratory to
t-st emissions

o The ratio of onsite to offsite analyses‘

o The availability of test results for public
inspection

o The turnaround time on emission tests -

o The frequency of test burns and their role in

determining standards for normal operation
o The air sampling plan

U.S. EPA’s Response: Before full operation of the
incinerator, a test burn will be done to establish
the operation parameters. When the incinerator
is operating full time, its emissions and
operational parameters will be monitored regularly
to ensure that the incinerator meets the standards
set in the test burn. Although the onsite

15



monitoring will be done by the remedial action
contractor and not U.S. EPA, U.S. EPA staff or its
representatives will regularly monitor the results
of the contractor performing the emission tests.
The frequency of the tests depends on the sample
being tested. Some parameters require continuous
monitoring, whereas other parameters require less
frequent monitoring. Some of the tests will be
performed at the onsite laboratory. Other tests
will be performed in offsite laboratories. Some
parameters will be monitored by equipment
installed on the incinerator. The test results
for the various samples can be placed periodically
in the local repositories. The parameters to be
tested for and the testing procedures will be
documented in a Quality Assurance Project Plan
that will be developed and approved before actual
testing.

Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler asked
about the length of time the incinerator would
operate and its noise level.

U.S. EPA’s Response: It will take approximately

3 months to incinerate the dioxin-contaminated
materials onsite. As part of the source removal
operable unit, the incineration will take
approximately 8 months. It is important to note
that incinerationn times are not additive. If
incineration under the Source Removal Operable
Unit remediation and the final remedy are
combined, the incineration time for all the
material in both operable units will be
approximately 10 months. Once the permits are
secured for operating the incinerator and the test
burns are completed, the incinerator will operate
24 hours a day. The incinerator will be equxpped
with devices that lessen the noise. :

Ms. Margaret Schossler stated that hazardous waste
incineration is riddled with unknowns and rhat
U.S. EPA’s oversight of hazardous waste
incineration has been inadequate. She also said
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that the risks to health and the environment of a
community that has an incinerator has risen. She
stated that incineration is a controlled and
officially sanctioned toxic waste leak through
stack emissions and ash disposal.

U.S. EPA's Response: By law, the Superfund
program is mandated to protect human health and
the environment in selecting a cleanup strategy.
The incineration planned for this site has been
proven effective in other locations. U.S. EPA
will monitor every phase of the incineration
process from the design phase to emission tests
when the incinerator is fully operational to
ensure that the standards are being met. With the
stringent controls and oversight U.S. EPA
maintains in the incineration process, the health
of the community and the environment will be
protected.

Mr. Gene Trhlin stated that incineration is the
lesser of two evils we have to accept until there
is better tech-ology.

U.S. EPA's Response: Incineration is the most
effective means of destroying the contaminants
present at the site. Incineration is a proven
technology and when done according to our
specifications the community’s health and the
environment are protected. '

Mr. Vern Hall recommended that the incinerator’s
emission test results be posted at the Ashtabula
County Disaster Services Office.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: Since the Ashtabula County
Disaster Services Office functions as a local
repository, emission test results can be placed
there periodically.
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PRP COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This section addresses the written comments submitted on
behalf of the PRPs during the comment period. A copy of the
comments received are available from U.S. EPA, Region V.

The comments in this section were submitted by:

o Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds, Counsellors at
Law, on behalf of Perfection Corporation

o Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, Counsellors at lLaw, on
behalf of Ashland 0il, Inc., Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Company, Consolidated Rail
Corporation, White Consolidated Industries, Inc.
(including i#ts Copes-Vulcan and former R-P&C Valve
Divisions), Shell 0il Company, Mobil Oil
Corporation, Sun Refining and Marketing Company,
Inec., Matlack, Inc., and Anchor Motor Freight,
Inec.

o Fuller & Henry, Counsellors at Law, and
: Engineering-Science, Inc. on behalf of the Laskin
Task Force

In addition to the comments listed below, the firm of
Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds also submitted comments
concerning the Phased Feasibility Study of August 1987.
Those comments and U.S. EPA’s responses are found in the
Responsiveness Summary that followed the Phased Feasibility
Study and will not be repeated here. :

l. Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds s:;ted_that U.S. .
EPA has inappropriately named Perfection in a
CERCLA 106 Order and certain liable parties have
inapproptiately sued Perfection in a third-party
an:ion...A

'G.S; EPA’'s Response: The question of Perfection
Corporation’s status as a PRP and being named in a
106 Order are .ot factors in the choice of
remediation action. These legal matters are under
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consideration by U.SL EPA Regional Counsel or are
the subject of ongoing litigation.

Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA's heavy reliance on thermal treatment in the
remedial action is not justified. The expensive
thermal treatment recommended by U.S. EPA has
{ncreased the total cleanup cost to a level in
excess of what is necessary to protect public
health. ’

U.S. EPA’'s Response: U.S. EPA studied nine
alternatives before selecting the recommended
remedial action. Within the nine alternatives the
level of treatment varied. Some alternatives had
no provision for treatment while others made it a
major component of the cleanup process. In the
process of selecting the recommended remedial
action, U.S. EPA did not focus solely on the cost
of the alternative. The alternative’s cost-was -
only one of nine criteria considered. After each
alternative was evaluated for the nine criteria,
Alternative 3A was selected as the remedial action
because it represented the best balance among the
evaluation criteria. Alternative 3A will
incinerate the least amount of contaminated
material of the four alternatives that relied on
incineration. '

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, and Freedman, Levy,
Kroll & Simonds stated several concerns about U.s.
EPA's ability to perform remedial action at the
Laskin site. They are:

o U.S. EPA may only perform remedial action at
the Laskin site if that action is necessary
as a result of a release or threatened
release of hazardous substances

° The fact that petroleum and its constituents
are not hazardous substances means that U.S.
EPA cannot use Superfund monies to respond to
releases of petroleum. -
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o The feasibility study does not distinguish
petroleum from hazardous substances, and thus
fails to indicate whether any potential
Agency remedial action would be authorized by
law,

U.S. EPA’s Response: It is clear that-there have
been releases and threats of releases of hazardous
substances at and from the site. Whether those
substances are mixed with petroleum products has
no bearing on the obligation and authority of the
U.S. EPA to respond to such threats or require
others to do so. The scope of the petroleum
exclusion is, as this commenter is aware, the A
subject of litigation pending in the Northern
District of Ohio. The U.S. EPA believes the FS
correctly addressed the types and effects of the
hazardous substances present at the site.

- Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.

EPA’s "land ban" concerns may have been based on
error.eous constructions of the law and U.S. EPA -
has never satisfactorily explained how it has

- reached its conclusions. The commenter did not

specify the nature of the "erroneous
constructions” of the "land ban" law.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The applicability of the
land ban is based on U.S. EPA’'s interpretation
that when wastes from different units are put into
one unit, placement of hazardous waste has
occurred, thus triggering the restrictions. The
tanks are clearly separate units from the pits or
whatever other area that could be chosen for
consolidation.

The Laskin Task Force and Freedman, Levy, Kroll & -
Simonds stated that if U.S. EPA selects
Alternative 3A, the source removal operable unit
and the final remedy should be corbined.
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U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA would like to
combine the source removal operable unit and the
final remedy in an effort to reduce the total cost
of the remedial action, to reduce the impact on
the community, and to accelerate the cleanup
required under the Source Removal Operable Unit
remedial action.

Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA and the PRPs should reach a settlement on this
site by focusing on a settlement in a coordinated
fashion.

U.S. EPA’s Response: It is in the public’s best
interest to reach a rational and integrated
settlement ar the site and U.S. EPA is actively
pursuing this. The scope and form of a settlement
are not issues that need to be addressed in
connection with the ROD.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that, to the
extent that U.S. EPA's proposed remedial action
purports to be based on the need to address
problems presented by PCBs and certain other
hazardous substances, the PRPs should not be held
liable for such costs because they sent no
materials aside from petroleum.

U.S. EPA's Response: Issues of PRP liability are
not properly addressed in connection with the ROD.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
must consider all phases of remediation at the
site in determining the overall cost effectiveness
of the remediation. Since the final proposed
remediation included capping, the FS should have
considered whether the use of a cap could
eliminate the need for heat treatment, thereby
lowering the total cost of remediation at the
site.

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS determined that
capping the contaminated area of the site would
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not reduce the voxicity, mobility, and volume of
the dioxin-contaminated material. Under SARA,
there is a preference for selecting alternatives
that include treatment. This is particularly
important when dealing with dioxin because of its
high toxicity. Alternative 3A provides a balance
where certain contaminated materials are treated
and others are contained in a cost-effective
manner that protects human health and the
environment.

The Source Removal Operable Unit remedy was
selected before the final remedy, consistent with
Section 300.68(c) of the National Contingency Plan
(November 20, 1985), which states that operable
unit implemantation may begin before selection of
an appropriate final remedial action if such
measures are cost-effective and consistent with
the permanent remedy. The findings of S -
cost-effectiveness and consistency with the. ,
permanent remedy were made for the Source Removal -
Operable Unit in the ROD for that remedy selection
dated September 30, 1987. Cie

Hazardous waste landfill capping was considered in
the operable unit remedy selection and was .
determined an inappropriate remedial action for.,
these materials given the CERCLA Section 121
preference for remedial actions that include
treatment that permanently and significantly
reduce volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous
substances and concerns about the long-term
effectiveness of capping to contain these
materials. It was in the judgment of the U.S. EPA
that, since the soils to be remediated under the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action are

_saturated, the nonaqueous liquid hazardous
material contained in the soil would still have

“""tRe potential to migrate even after the site is
dewatered.

The final remedy, which includes placement of a
hazardous waste landfill cap over the remaining
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ll.

site contaminated soils, is consistent with the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedy selection and
does not render that remedial action not
cost-effective.

The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Dempsey acknowledge Alternative 3A’'s superiority
to Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 with respect to cost
effectiveness, implementability, and protection of
the environment and human health.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Dempsey stated that the dioxin vault should be
placed in a location that will minimize
disturbance or damage to the site, including the
cap, if future dioxin removal or treatment is
necessary.

" U.S. EPA’s Response: The final location of tﬂé
dioxin vault will be determined during remedial = = __

design. The vault will be located to minimize
disruption to t'.e cap and provide protection to
the public during the temporary storage of the
dioxin-contaminated material.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the proposed
remediation of the retention pond and drainage of
the freshwater pond, two areas considered
uncontaminated by U.S. EPA, unnecessarily increase
the total project cost. ‘

U.S. EPA’s Response: The retention pond and the
freshwater pond are being filled because they act
as recharge areas for the groundwater onsite and
_they are in direct conflict with the cap. Filling
the ponds will help lower the groundwater table
onsite, reducing the amount of water that passes
through the contaminated soil.
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13.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
cannot support its proposed remedial action for
the source control operable unit with a risk
assessment that is inaccurate and incomplete.

U.S. EPA’s Response: This comment has been
answered in the Responsiveness Summary for the
1987 phased feasibility study.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated several concerns
about the feasibility study's assumptions about
dioxin contamination and the proposed remedy.
They are:

o The assumption that the entire boiler house
structure is contaminated and that the soil
is contaminated to a depth of 3 feet is
inappropriate.

o The feasibility study provides no valid basis
for the selected dioxin remedy.

o There is no need to segregate the dioxin-
cc-taminated material and other matter. U.S.
EPA should consolidate the boiler house
equipment under the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: Sufficient information was
gathered during the RI to compare alternatives in
the FS and choose a remedy in the Record of
Decision. In addition, dioxins were found in the
soil floor of the boiler house, in the boilers,
and in the ash from the smokestack. With
documented dioxin contamination this widespread,
it was felt that other parts of the boiler house
were also contaminated and the decision was made
to incinerate the entire structure. While it is

“true that the FS did assume the boiler floor was

contaminated to a depth of 3 feet, that assumption
was viewed as a conservative estimate. Additional
data must be collected during the remedial design
to refine the extent of dioxin contamination.
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15.

These data will then'precisely define the soil
that needs to be incinerated.

The site-specific remedial action goals for the
boiler house soil and ash are identical to those
for the other onsite soil, but because of the
presence of highly toxic dioxins they are not
grouped with the other soil. Dioxin-contaminated
materials must conform to special treatment and
disposal requirements (i.e., destruction and
removal efficiencies). Keeping the dioxin-
contaminated materials separate will allow for the
ultimate disposal of materials that cannot be
thermally treated or decontaminated.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the heat
treatment remedy for dioxin-contaminated equipment
and soil may not ba cost-effective if the PRP-
directed cleanup of the source operable unit does
not include onsite incineration.

U.S. EPA’s Response: It has already been
determined that incineration of the source
material in the source operable unit will take
place onsite.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that it may be
unnecessary to pursue both heat treatment and the
concrete vault.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The concrete vault, unlike
thermal treatment, is not viewed as a permanent
treatment. The vault will hold dioxin-
contaminated wastes that are not amenable to
incineration or decontamination at this time.
When the ultimate disposal of the dioxin-
contaminated materials is determined by U.S. EPA,

_they will be removed from the vault and disposed

of. Currently, there are no known commercial
facilities that will accept dioxin-contaminated
material for treatment or disposal.
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18.

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA has
violated due process, SARA administrative
procedures, and the Freedom of Information Act by
failing to provide sufficient time to comment on -
the remedial investigation and the feasibility
study.

U.S. EPA's Response: The public comment period
must last a minimum of 21 days as specified under
the National Contingency Plan. A 30-day comment
period for the site extended from April 12 to

May 12, 1989. Omn April 12, 1989, the U.S. EPA
published announcements of the availability of the
Proposed Plan and FS documents in two separate
local newspapers. The U.S. EPA feels adequate
time was previded for review of and comment on the
feasibility study.

Furthermore, the Rl report has been available for
public review since December 1988. It was
available at the U.S. EPA Region V offices in
Chicago and in the two established public
repositories near the site (Ashtabula County
Disasters Services Office and the Ashtabula County
District Library). A copy of the RI report could
also have been obtained from the U.S. EPA.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the additional
benefit of an interceptor trench should be
evaluated after the impacts of draining and
filling the ponds is assessed. The groundwater
table should be monitored throughout the site
remediation and the decision about the necessity
of the diversion trench should be delayed until
near the end of remediation.

_U.S. EPA’s Response: The purpose of the
‘groundwater trench is to prevent groundwater
' flowing toward Cemetery Creek from coming in

contact with the contaminated soil. It is true
that groundwater inflow at the site is a small
percentage of the base flow from the site. During

" the remedial design phase, after the pond
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20.

21,

‘dewatering, groundwater volumes will be reassessed .
and the location and size of the trench will be
reexamined. Current information from the site,
however, indicates that the diversion trench is
necessary to effectively divert upgradient
groundwater to prevent that groundwater from
coming into contact with contaminated soils.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the onsite
residents should relocate to an area away from the
site during construction and operation of the
remedial actiom.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: Although U.S. EPA does not
intend to relocate the site's residents during the
remedial acvion, it would be to their advantage to
relocate during that time and the U.S. EPA will
inform them accordingly. ’

The Laskin Task Force stated that capping the.
contaminated soil onsite will attain the goals of
protecting public health by isolating contacinated
soil from possible future contact and limiting .
{nfiltration and future impacts 1 groundwater. '
quality.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

The Laskin Task Force stated that the methods for
implementing the components of Alternative 3A,
including choosing the location of the dioxin
vault, should be described in the remedial design
document, not in the Record of Decision.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The feasibility study’s
_selected alternative and the Record of Decision

“*describe the general concept of the remedial
“getion. The firal vault location will be

determined during the remedial design phase.
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OHIO EPA COMMENTS RECtIVED DURING THE PUBLIC

COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses the written comments
submitted by the Ohio EPA during the comment period. A copy
of the comments received are available at U.S. EPA, Region
V, Chicago.

l.

A number of comments and questions concerned the

proposed cap and diversion trench. These include:

o Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 5A do not
convincingly demonstrate that the remedy will
eliminate recharge to the area of groundwater
contamination under the site.

o In Alternative 3A, an uncapped area ranging

in width from 25 feet to 50 feet will exist
between the cap and the landfill. How will
surface runoff from the cap and precipitation
falling on that area be diverted?

o How will surface drainage from the capped .

area be tied into the diversion trench?

U.S. EPA’s Response: The FS report describes the
general concept and the approximate location of
the cap and trench. The engineered scheme
presented in the report will be designed to

' provide effective dewatering of the site. During
‘remedial design, the exact locations of the cap

and trench will be determined based upon design
investigations. The cap will be designed to allow
virtually no infiltration into the contaminated
soil inside the diversion trench, as it is
anticipated that there will be no uncapped area
inside the diversion trench_(see Attachment B).

All surface runoff from the cap will be directed

outside the perimeter of the trench further
preventing recharge to the contaminated area.
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Bow will the deed restrictions, access
restrictions, and site fencing apply to the onsite
resident? Also, what is the proposed location of
the site fencing?

U.S. EPA's Response: The effect of the proposed
ijnstitutional controls on the site residents will
be to bar interference with or damage to the
remedial action (i.e., excavation through the cap,
installation of groundwater wells). Additional
and augmented onsite fencing will be installed as
part of the Source Removal Operable Unit remedial
‘action, which is currently being designed. The
location of the fence will be determined during
design.

The following requests were made for collection of
additional data:

o - Additional groundwater and surface water
testing is needed before remedial design.

o Soil samples should be taken on slope.

o A boring should be taken in the boiler house.
o The boiler house dimensions should be
measured accurately.

) Hydrotesting should be performed to deternmine
the need for groundwater treatment.

U.S. EPA’s Response: It is the opinion of the
U.S. EPA that sufficient data collection was
performed during the remedial investigation to
compare alternatives in the feasibility study and
choose a remedy for the site. During remedial
design, additional data will be collected to’
ensure the proper design of the remedial action.
Collection of additional data could possibly
include any or all of the commenter's suggested
actions. An exception would be hydrotesting. The
need for hydrotesting is questioned since the
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remedial action wilIAeffectively dewater the

~aquifer beneath the site, making treatment of site

groundwater unnecessary.

Cross section B-B' should be added to Figure 1l-4
in the feasibility study.

U.S. EPA's Response: This cross section is
presented in the RI report (Figure 3-3).

The final feasibility study was not clear whether
a specific task (i.e., preparation of a specific
area for incineration) would be taken in the final
RD/RA or during the Source Removal Operable Unit
RD/RA.

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study
assumed that the final remedial action and the
Source Control Operable Unit remedial action would
not be conducted concurrently. However, the .

feasibility study did estimate that there co@ld:be .';

a cost savings if the two remedial actioms were
done concurrently. It is not currently known if

the site must be prepared either once or twiée'fdfl':'"

incineration activ;ties;

Because Alternative 6 leaves dioxins in an onsite
vault, it does not meet RCRA closure performance
for contaminated groundwater. Therefore this

alternative cannot be considered a clean closure.

U.S. EPA’s Response: When the dioxin vault 1is
removed and the groundwater has dissipated, the
site will be considered a clean closure. Until
that time, short-term management of the site is
required.

_The dioxin vault does not appear to meet Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements
concerning secondary containment and detection of

releases.
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9.

U.S.  EPA’'s Response: The vault will be designed
to meet RCRA tank requirements (40 CFR

Section 264.192), the relevant and appropriate.
regulations for determining the storage structure
for the dioxin-contaminated waste.

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act allows FEMA to
assess valuation of property if acquired as a part
of the remedial action.

U.S. EPA’s Response: The remedial action does not
at this time include acquisition of the property.
It is possible, however, that information gathered
during the design of the final remedy would
indicate a fneed to acquire the property and
relocate the site residents to properly implement
the remedy. 1f this situation arises, the U.S.
EPA will follow the appropriate procedures to
celocate and properly compensate the property
owner. '

Since the most protective multilayer cap is the
composite design using both a geotextile material -
and a clay layer, it appears reasonable to import
£i111 that would allow for the selection of the
more protective technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: The multilayer cap (soil and
geotextile) proposed in Alternative 34, the
selected alternative, exceeds RCRA's hydraulic
conductivity criteria for closure. The additional
cost of importing clay ($300,000) was based mainly
on additional transportation costs. Clay was
assumed to require transportation over a greater
distance. The cost differential between soil and
clay could be less depending on the location of

““the provider. At the time of construction
- 'bidding, the cost differential between clay and

soil £ill could be evaluated and the clay
necessary to construct a 2-foot layer in the cap
could be imported in lieu of the corresponding
amount of soil.
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10. An east-west cross section of the proposed grading
plan and a cross section showing the proposed cap
in relation to the diversion trench should be
provided.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: These cross sections will be
developed during remedial design.

11. Where will contaminated soils be stockpiled while
building the RCRA landfill?

U.S. EPA’s Response: The recommended alternative
does not include an onsite RCRA landfill. This
option was eliminated from consideration due to
implementability concerns, including lack of room
onsite to allow stockpiling of contaminated soil
during construction of a RCRA landfill.

12. Site groundwater monitoring must comply with RCRA
post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements.
Monitoring should include both the shallow and
deep aquifers.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EF.. agrees with this
recommendation.

13. Alternatives 2 through 5B should include deed
restrictions, access restrictions, and site
fencing. Alternative 6 should include deed and
access restrictions and site fencing for the
dioxin storage area.

U.S. EPA's Response: Table 4-3 in the FS report
indicates that deed restrictions or other use or
institutional restrictions will be used.

l4. The no-action alternative states that risk would
not increase from no action. 'Hypothetically,
events could take place under the no-action
altern: .ive that could increase risk to receptors.
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U.S. EPA’s Response: The risk assessment
addresses those risks with a reasonable
probability of occurring. BHypothetically, many
extremely low probability events not considered in
the risk assessment could occur, which would
increase risk at the site under no action above
the risk currently described in the FS report. It
should be noted, however, that the FS report
describes the risk at the site as unacceptable
under the no-action alternative.

15. Treatment of groundwater under Alternatives 3A,
4A, and 5A would result in a greater reduction in
onsite contaminant mass than the incineration of
dioxin-contaminated materials.

U.S. EPA’s Response: Contaminated groundwater is
not seen to pose a threat at this time because of
the lack of exposure routes under current use
conditions. Dewatering the site under
Alternative 3A will prevent any future generation
of contaminated groundwater. However, not
actively remediating the dioxin-contaminated .
material does pose an unacceptable public health
threat. The U.S. EPA agrees with the commenter’s
assessment, but stands by its determination that
Alternative 3A is the appropriate remedy.

16. Ohio EPA’s preferred alternative is Alternative 6.
While subject to results of needed treatability
studies, Alternative 6 seems to leave the Laskin
Poplar site suitable for unlimited future use.
Alternative 3A requires an indefinite period of
institutional controls to be adequately
protective.

U.S. EPA’'s Response: The U.S. EPA responded to

these concerns in a letter to Richard L. Shank - -~

dated May 22, 1989 (see Attachment C).

GLT902/001.50
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Attachment A

COHHUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED

1983

August 1987

March 1989

April 1989

ch9oéloos so

AT LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

Public meeting held to describe Phase 1
RI process. .

Community Relations Plan prepared

Fact sheet prepared describing Phase Il
Rl study and focused Feasibility Study

Availability session held with U.S. EPA
staff to discuss onsite progress

Public meeting held to accept comments
on the focused FS for the source

" material removal operable unit

Community Relations Plan updated

Fact sheet prepared describing RI
findings and the scope of the sitewide
FS .

Fact sheet prepared describing completed
FS, alternative methods for site
cleanup, and the recommended remedial
action

Public meeting held to accept comments
on the sitewide FS and U.S. EPA’s
proposed final remedy.



Attachment B
FIGURE 4-8 (FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT), REVISED
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Attachment C
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3A
LETTER TO OHIO EPA
MAY 22, 1989
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SRA-14
MAY 2 2 1989

Richard L. Shank, Ph.D.

Director :

Chio Enviromental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 1049

1800 Watermark Drive

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Dear Dr. Shank:

Thank you for your letter of April 25, 1989. I am writing to address
your concerns about the proposal of Remedial Alternative 3A as the United -
States Envirarmental Protectian Agency’s (U.S. EFPA’s) preferred remcdy
for the Laskins/Poplar Oil site. This preferred remedy was included in
the Proposed Plan, which was issued April 12, 1989. I also feel it is
necessary to briefly examine the necessity of a treatability study in
order to properly evaluate Remedial Alternative 6.

As you indicated, our initial review of Alternative 6 suggested the
remedy might allow for unlimited future .se at the site. However, upon
further review, we concluded Alternative 6 would, in fact, require long-
term operation and maintenance (O&M). This OsM involves on-site
management of any remaining dioxin-contaminated debris and hazardous
waste disposal of any lead-containing residue ash that would not meet
hazardous waste delisting criteria. Treatability studies do not appear
necessary to conclude that a significant portion of this material will
need to be managed a hazardous waste.

Altermative 6 also involves greater short-term risks than Altermative 3A.
Remedial Alternative 3A is fully protective of human health and the
enviromment. Alternative 3A, in cambination with the operable unit
_currently being designed, treats the most hazardous material at the site.
' Camments received fram the cammunity thus far have expressed great
concern about incineration activities at the site. This concern was a
factor in the proposal of Remedial Altermnative 37, which incinerates only

the most hazardous materials, and minimizes the duration of incineration.



1 appreciate your concern in this matter, and thank you for taking the
time to coment early in the process. I hope we can reach an agreement
on the remedy at Laskins/Poplar. If You have any questions or additional

comments, please do not hesitate to contact me,

Sincerely yours, -

Original siznad ..
/¢/ Franl: il Cavingter

Valdas."v. Adamkus .
Regional Administrator
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