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neighboring the site includes approximately 50 residences, which are between 0.25 mile
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16. Abstract (continued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavation of 500 cubic yards of
sediment and 750 cubic yards of surface soil for consolidation in the landfill;
construction of a 2.7-acre RCRA cap to contain 100,000 cubic yards of landfill waste;
construction of a clay berm to improve dam stability; construction of a perimeter cut-off
wall to eliminate the lateral flow of ground water into the landfill waste; construction
of an interceptor drain outside the cut-off wall to drain ground water away from the
landfill; dewatering the landfill of 7,000,000 gallons of leachate and treating the
leachate using metal precipitation, ‘air stripping, and carbon adsorption to remove
organics and sulfide precipitation to remove inorganics, followed by discharge to surface
water; treatment and discharge of an additional 1,000,000 gallons of wastewater generated
during the remedial action; ground water monitoring; and implementation of access and
institutional controls. The estimated total present worth cost for this remedial action
is $9,412,000, which includes an estimated annual O&M cost of $99,000 for 30 years.

-



Declaratioa for the Record of Decision

Sits Name and Iocatiop
E.H. Schilling Landfill .
Ramilton Township, Lawrence County, Chio

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action

for the E.H. Schilling site, in Hamilton Township, Lawrence County,
- Ohio, which was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable,
the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP). This decision docunent explains the factual and legal
basis for selecting the remedy for this site.

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency concurs with the selected
remedy. The information supporting this remedial action decision
is contained in the administrative record for this site.

Assessment of the Site

The site consists of a landfill created by construction of an
inadequate dam across a small valley. The landfill contains
hazardous substances beneath an inadequate cover, and leachate
containing hazardous substances is being released through and
beneath the dam. Actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from 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 environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

The response action a* the E.H. Schiliing Landfill addresses the
entire site.

A containment with treatment option has been chosen and will
require long term management. The major components of the selected
remedy include the following: '

o) Dewatering the landfill of approximately 7,000,000
gallons of leachate. The collected liquids will be
treated with air stripping and carbon adsorption to
remove organics, and sulfide precipitation to remove
inorganics, and then discharged to surface water. An
additional 1,000,000 gallons of wastewater generated
during the project will also be treated and discharged.
The effluent will meet the effluent requirements of the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) . o ' _



e

o Construction of a 2.7 acre cap that complies with
Subtitle C of RCRA over the approxisately 100,000
:ubic Yards of vaste. The cap vill extend over the danm

ace. '

) Construction of a perimeter cut-orf vall, consisting of
15 feet of slurry wall and 40 feet of grout curtain, to
pPrevent lateral flov of groundwater into the vaste.

o Construction of a Clay berm to obtain the required
factor of safety of greater than 1.5 for long term
stability of the earthen daa.

o Long term maintenance, security and restrictions on
future use. ‘

o Quarterly monitoring of all monitoring wells. 1If
groundwater exceeds action based levels, it will be
collected and treated in the leachate treatment plant
on-site via carbon adsorption, air stripping and metal
precipitation.

Declaration of Statutorv_DeterninatiQnﬁ

The selected remedy is pProtective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost-effective. A waiver pursuant to CERCLA Section
121(d) (4) (c) of Section 3745-27-10(c) (3) of the Ohio Administrative
Code, regarding land surface slope requirements, is being
implemented because of technical impracticability. ‘This remedy
utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technologies, to the
pmaximum extent practicable, for this site. The principal threats
posed by the site to human health and the environment are landfill
liquid waste and leachate, which are being treated on-site.
However, the source will remain and is not being treated. Since
contaminant migration is limited to the area below the aarthen dam,
containment with leachate treatment will prevent the surrounding
soil, surface water, groundwater, and air from becoming
contaminated. A :

Since this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on
site, a review will be conducted within five years after
commencement of remedial action, and every five Years thereafter,
to ensyre that th remedy continues to provide adequate protection

of h n health d environme 2[5
7 29 1989
Date 4

ihfey

Valdas V. ada s C:>
~Regional Adminjstrator
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Decision Summary for the Record of Decision

mw&imunmmgm
The E.H. Schilling Landfill is located approxinatoly four miles

southvest of the city of Ironton in Hamilton Township, Lawrence
County, Ohio. See Pigure 1.

The landfill occupies approximately three acres of land on a
larger tract owned by Mr. Barl H. Schilling. The landfill is
situated in a valley draw incised into the west slope of a ridge
separating Winkler Hollow (west of the site) and Schilling Hollow
(east of the site), 0.8 miles north of the Ohio River and
approximately 0.5 miles north of U.S. Route 52. The Wayne
National Forest extends north-south about 400 feet east of the
site. An earthen dam contains the waste in the valley draw.
Figure 2 depicts the landfill in relation to other features
within the study area.

The area surrounding the Schilling site is rural, with the
nearest population to the site being approximately 50 homes on
Rock Hollow Road. The houses are between .25 miles and 1.5 miles
from the site and orientated in a northwest to southwest
direction from the site. Approximately 23,000 persons live
within a four mile radius (50 square miles) from the site.

Site History and Enforcement Activities

The E.H. Schilling Landfill, began operation in 1969 and was used
mainly by USS Chemicals (now Aristech Chemical Corporation)
Haverhill plant and Dow Chermical Compary's Hanging Rock plant.
The landfill was permitted in 1971 for disposal of dry, non-
hazardous industrial waste. After a series of permit violations,
the site ceased operation in July, 1980. The waste deposited
includes the following harardous substances:

Styrene monomer

Phenol

Acetone

Alcohol :

Wastewater treatment sludge
. . Coal tar compounds '
Cumene

Nouvme wn e

The waste also includes polystyrene and other foam materials.
In 1982, the E.H. Schilling Landfill was proposed for inclusion
for the National Priorities List (NPL). The site's NPL status
was finalized in September, 1983.

On March 31, 1987, Aristech Chemical and E.H. Schilling & Son,
Inc., with the U.S. EPA and OEPA, signed an Administrative Order
by Consent to perform the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
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Studies (RI/PS) under CERCLA Section 122. The remaining
potentially responsible parties (PRPs), Dow Chemical Company,
Ashland 0il Co., Matlack, Inc., and Gulf Chemical and _
Netallurgical, refused to participate. General Notice letters to
the six PRPs for Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) have
been sent. A Special Notice letter will be sent once the ROD is
signed. ' ' :

3. h EEUn a c t

The RI/FS Reports and the Proposed Plan for the E.H. Schilling
site were released to the public for comment on August 25, 1989.
These three documents were made available to the public in the
administrative record and information repository at the Briggs
Lawrence County Library. The notice of availability of these
documents was published in an Ironton, Ohio newspaper. A public
comment period on the documents was held from August 25, 1989 to
September 23, 1989. On September 7, 1989, ‘a public meeting was
held in Ironton. At this meeting, representatives from EPA and
OEPA answered questions about problems at the site and the -
remedial alternatives under consideration. A response to the
comments received during this period is included in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this ROD.

4. Scope and.Role of Response Action Within Site Strateqy

The Remez.al Action will address the entire E.H. Schilling site
and the contamination present.

5. Sumgé;y of Site Characteristics

The Remedial Investigation field work began in February, 1938 and
consisted of two phases. Phase one included the following
investigations:
1. Radiological Investigation
2. Geophysical Investigation
J. Earthen Dar Investigation
4. Cap Ihtegrity Study
- 5. Benthic-Macro Invertebrate Study
6. Sampling of monitoring wells (2 rounds), soil samples
surrounding the landfill, leachate (2 rounds), surface
water (2 rounds), sediments, landfill waste including

earthen dam borings and air ronitoring

7. Geology and Hydrogeoclogy Study
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Phase two included additiocnal eoil sampling extending out from
the landfill. Selected monitoring wells were resampled as well.
Phase two vas completed in March, 1989. e

The major tepultl of the RI are as follows:

1. Radiocactive cnissioni vere not detected.

2.

Geophysical studies revealed four areas of buried
metallic objects, which in high probability are
druns.

The earthen danm is structurally stable, but does not meet
the required factor of safety for earthen dams of this
type. A factor of safety of 1.5 or greater should be
achieved.

The present landfill cap does not meet the RCRA Subtitle
C performance standards and OEPA regqulations.

The data results show that the Benthic organisms are
stressed at stations nearest to the dam and on-site.

a) Thirteen landfill waste and boring samples were
taken from eleven sampling points. Thirteen
volatile organic, thirteen semi-volatile organic,
twenty metal, and four pesticide compounds, plus
cyanide, were detected. Tentatively identified
compounds were also found. See Table 1.

b) . Leachate samples were obtained from seven
locations. Fifteen volatile organic, four semi-
volatile organic, one pesticide, and twenty metal
compounds, plus cyanide, were detected.
Tentatively identified compounds were also
discovered. See Table 2.

c) Air monitoring detected no organic constituents,
but twenty metals were identified.

d) Groundwater sampling detected four volatile
organic and one semi-volatile organic compounds,
and fifteen dissolved metals. Dissolved metal
concentrations are lower than total metal. See
Table 3.

e) Surface water and sediment samples were taken from
six locations, and identified two volatile and
seven semi-volatile organic compounds and fourteen
metal compounds. See Tables 4 and 5.
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f)  Surface soil samples were obtained from thirty-
five locations surrounding the landf{l]l. Three
volatile and thirteen seni-volatile organic
compounds and seventeen metal compounds Plus
Cyanide vere detected. See Table 6.

Extent of contamipatjop

The extent of contamination at the site is limited to the
landfill and the area inmediately surrounding it. Landfill waste
Samples compared to other site samples indicate that the
contamination has not nigrated far beyond the interpreted limits
of the landfill as the relative concentrations of chemicals

limited to monitoring wells immediately surrounding the landfill
and monitoring wells downhill of the dam. Surface water is
pPresently unaffected by landfill activitijes. Stream sediment ang
surface scil contamination is limited to the area immediately
adjacent the earthen dam. Leachate from the landfill appears to
be the cause.

Summary of Sjite Risks

A. Contaminant Identification

To evaluate potential risks to human health and the
environment for existing site conditions, a risk assessment
was conducted using site analytical data and site
characteristics.

The media affected by the E.H. Schilling site's
contamination include groundwater, surface water, sediments,
leachate, landfill waste, soils and air. Since a diverse
number (74) of chemicals were detected at the E.H. Schilling

was used. The following is a list and the reasoning behind
selecting each of the indicator chemicals: - :
1,2 Dichlorocethane was selected as a indicator chemical becaqse:

Based upoen analysis of landfill waste and landrfill boring
samples, 1,2 Dichlorocethane is a constituent of the chemical
waste in the landfill.

Toxicity - 1,2 Dichlorocethane is carcinogenic.



Tatle 1 Coratituents fdentified in Landfill Ueste Samples at Concentrations Greater than
or Equmel te Contract Reguired Quantitation Limit (CRQL)

COMSTI TUSNT - SAMPLING LOCATION ' cagLe
' ' (39/kg)
Yoiagile Orsanicy
1,2-0ichlorcethane 901-02 0.0¢5
2- Wtenarw Lv-Q2; #01-Q2 0.0C
&-Methyt - 2- pent anore LwW-02; 801-Q2 0.010
Acetane \W-02, 05, 04, 09; BOI-02 0.013
Senzene ) . 201-02 0.00S
Ch | oroberz ere 01-02 0.235
Oh(oroetharw P01-32 0.010
Dichioromethanre Lw-02, 05, 09; 801-02 0.0C%
f£thy( benterne o Lw-02, 03, 06, 07, 08, 09; ALl BC Locations 0.0CS
Styrere Lv-06, 07, 09; 801-02, 80O5-02 : 0.0CS
Tetrachloroethene Lw-02 0.0cs
‘otuene 801-€2 0.0CS
Iy ernes (N0S) w-02; B0Y-C2 0.23¢

Semi-volatile Qrgar-:s

ARIhracene . cw Gt RS
be~zo(a)anthracene «w-Cl; ALl BO Locations .2
Senzo(s)pyrere ' .w-C1; All 80 Locations .33
Se~20(D, k) ! lunrenthene Lw-Ct; ALl BC Locations 0.33
Benio(g, N, i Jperylene w-01: 801-0%, BOY-02, 805-0° 0.33
Nviere Lw-C1; ALl BO Locations 0.33
Sioenzo(s, h)anthracene . 8C5-01 . 6.33
Fluorsnthene Lv-0'; 801-02, BCS-CY, 805-02° €.33
roeno(1,2,3-ca)pyrene Lw-01; 80%-01 c.13
Preranthrene «w-01; ALl BO Locations 0.33
Preno. w-0% 02, 03, 08; s0OY-Ct c.33
Pyrene Lw-01; ALl 80 Locations .13

~

Dis(2-EthyiNexyl )phtnglate Lw-0': BO%S-02

*GantTtation limits listed for soil/sec ment are based on wel we'GnT. The Guant ' tatior
.1mits calculated by the laborstory for soil/sediment, caiculated on Ary weignt basis as
required Dy the contrect, will De Nigher. : ’ :



Table 1 (coutime) Coretituencs 1dent{fied In Leechate

Sample ot Concentrations ¢

‘or tquel te Contract Required Cuantitation Limit (CROL)

ester then

COMST | TusaY SAHPLING LOCATION croL
o (/)
Irecaanica (contirued) .
Qramiue 13-, 03, o, 07 16
Cabelt L8-04 03, 08 s0
Capper . - 1301, 02, O3, 0%, 05, 06 P
lron All LS Locatiors 100
L oad All LS Locatione H
Ragres | um Atl LS Locstions 5000
Ranganese All LS Locations 1%
Rercury L3-06 0.2
tickel ' ' L$-01, 03, o 40
Potassium Atl LS Locations 5000
Sllv‘f LS-06 10
Sadium All LS Locstions 5000
Veredium : L$-02, 03, % bYo]
linc ALl LS Locatrong’ 20
Tranioe LS-06, 07 10




Tahle 1 (cowtimmD) Comstitusnts ldentitied 'm Long?: || Vaste Samples st Concentrations
Greater than or Equal to Contract Required Susntitation Limit (CROL)

COST | EWT SAMPL {86 LOCATIOM CROL*
(mg/g)
Peaticioes
Aldrin ‘ \w-07 0.0c8
Neptachior Lv-09 0.00%
4,4-000 Lw-02, 03, 07, o8, 09 0.9
4,4-00€ Lw-02, 03, 07, o8, 09 0.2
nor L= Tt
Alumirum Ali lw and B Locations 3.2
Ant i mory Lw-Cé 5.«
Arsenic : AL, Lv amg 80 Locatroms C.s
Sarium All (W LOcations; 8ct-01 T.e
feryllium lw-3', 02, 03, 04, 06, G7, 08, 09: BC!-O1 c.2
talcrum w2t 02, C3, 06, 07, o8, 09: 2.2
8C° C°, 881-32, W5-C2
Chromum At e anc BC Locations C.s
Coelt ' A, _w .OC8trors; BCY-T', BCS-2Y, B2S-GC2 L2
2 >oper A.. s arc 82 .ocatiors ’ Z.s
Leon Al Lw anc BC Locations c.2
Lesd Al .w ara BC Locationms €.2
“agres U w22 08, 07; 805-C2 c.2
Harganese ALl (w arc BC Locatiors 0.«
Nercury . w2, 37 c.1
nicrel w2t 22, 23, Ce, 37, za, 29; 2.3
8C*-0°, sCe-o°
Seienium - w27 0.&
Silver L c.n
Sadum w2, C7 6.2
Vanedum LwelZ. 3 S e, IT, IS c.¢
ine Al w e BC Lcatrors ..
lysnioe BC 22, BOS- c.¢

Mt':utim limits listed for s0)./secimenrt are Dased on we: welight. The Quantitation
Limits calculated by the Laborstory for 5C!. sed'ment, CAICU.ATEC 5N Gry weight DAas's as
required by the contract, will be Migne-. '

*“Detection Limits for an extract of ! gram ¢4 s2.°a :p 200 ». =/ ext aclant
Desec LHon current (nstrument Detection .eve s ('DL's).



= .-

(ug/ly
Yolatiig m.ln
-1,1-01&!% L8-01, 04, 06 H
1,2-Mcnlu-oomn ’ L$-01, 02, a3, 04, 06, 07 5
1,2-0ichiorvethanes (total) L$-04 5
2-Sutanone L$-01, 04 10
6-uthy(-2-p-ntm L5-03, 04, 05 10
Acetorne ALl LS Locationg 10
lenzere L$-01 5
Carton disulfige L$-01 g
hiorcethoane Ls-02, o3, o7 10
Rethylene Chioriae L$-01, o, o7 b1
Ethy(berzere ’ L$-01, 02, o3, S5, 06, 07 s
Tetrach(oroethene L$-04, 05, 0o S
Tol uere Ls-02, 03, o7 S
Yrim(or:-.mw ) LS-01 bl
Xylenes (nOS) LS-28 S
Sew'-vc‘n'.(g :'ggvcx
2-meryiomens, $-C3 '3
soMetry(preng L5-C2. 03, ¢7 e
Sernzzi: ac:g L5-C2, 03, o7 52
Prenc. «$-3, 22, 23 S, 05, J6, o7 1C
Pes: cioes
-ncucn.o' 1S-23 ' C.os
ino-garicy
Al i~ AL LS Locat omg 250
Ant ) morry LS On . &0
Argenic «$-32. C3, &, ¢7 . ) )
Serium : L5-01, 02, 03, 04, 26, 07 ) 20¢C
krylln.n. Ls5-03, 0, 05, 06 ' . S

Calerum ALL LS Locationg 5922




Table 3 warimm Concamtretions of Coratitusnts Reportsd In Monitoring wells
st Concentratiers Grester than or tqal to Catract Required Susntitation {imit (cazy)

COng? ! UENT cn-cznu_nu AP 1 0G = .- 8
(/1) LOCATION (/i)
Yolatily Qroenicy
Acetore . 12 n-038 10
Benzere b} W-028 S
Corbon Disutfide 13 wi-078
Chioroethare 17 - 064 10
omi-vol{gti| Organicy
1,6-Dichiorobenzene 10 - 04 16
Rigsoiveg mergls
Alumrem 80 W-07A 20C
Argenic . 5.2 m-01a 10
far'um 28 W-07a 20¢C
Seryliium 3.8 -07A S
Calcrum 58,300 . -~-018 SGCo
locelt 81.§ "-07A ) 5C
Copper 5.3 m-013 25
irom 13,100 mi-03A 120
Hagres'um 24,70C e-074 500C
narganese 2,610 - Md-07A i
wickel . 128 ) w-07a &
Potass um 8, 3a8C "-C18 5007
Sodt um 16,40 .. . - y-018 . $00¢C
varad) s 9.9 »-03A S0

2ine A %s.] i-07a 20




Table 2  Concentrations of Total ad Dissolved Metal Resuits
for Selected Ground Water (M) Sampling Locations

Ld:n‘ui © Paramater Totat Diub(wd
(w/) (/1)
w-018 Alumiram . 207 w
w-03a Alumirem 26000 W
- 034 Alumiresm 27300 ]
W-07a Alumirem 4300 980
my-07a Arsenic ' 30 3
-0'8 berium b 224 b ¥
"y -C3A Barium 136 3.
w-C3a Barium 12 3.0
-2 Sarium 428 10.3
- 23A Berytlium 5.7 ]
w234 Seryilium 6.8 w0
w iTa Berviiium 7.2 3.8
w ‘g C Zaterum 6358C 58320
w, - 23a Calcrum 10938 4200
LRI Catc um 1233¢ 6110
we Ta Zaicum 26aCC 25807
w- '§ Thromi o *38 [T
w3 Chromium ’ 24 ) LTe}
-2l L hramvm 8.8 1)
W -l7A - Chromium 13 [ 1]
- -8 Cobatt 8.5 - %0
w-C3a - Cobeit 31.3 1€.2
"y 034 Cobeit 29.3 uo
M- CTA Cobeit ) 1C3 8.9
08 Copoer 1C.3 5.3
Wy -C3a . Copper o 5t.s 3.3
M -C3a - Copper '50.7 N0
T a-GTa Copper 68 %0
w-0'8 lron ’ 32°'¢C 576
»m-03a - {rom 13100C 13100
m-03a lrom 1121000 11400
me-CTA lron 23200C 8030
»-0'8 Leac 1.3 1]
- 034 Lead ) 15.9 [ T]
my-03a Lesd 20.2 o)
We-07A Lead ) 55.4 ]

M: Mot Detected in Concentrations Greater Thenm CRGL



Table 5 Corcontratiors of Total arnd Dissolved %etal Results
(Contirued) for Selected Grourd water (MJ) Sampling Locations

Location Parameter Totel Dissol ved
(/) (w/1)

n-019 agrwe i um 10400 10100
M- 03A agres | um 14300 $640
- 034 Ragresium 13400 5550
W-07A Regrws i um 29400 2670C
w-018 nangarese 203 222
- 03A Mengarwse 1420 459
-034 Rergarwse 1380 654
M- 074 Nergarese 3050 2610
"y-07a nercury 0.3 L")
ni-0'8 wickel 98.4 O
" -03a wicrel ) 9.9 w0
ai-Cla Nickel 883 %0
m-CTA wicrel T63 et}
"m-018 Potassur Mo ot 238z
- C3a Potassium AT $3al
My-C3a Potassium 820 7o
" -CTA Perass:ium ha Yol 5897
My-0°6 Soc:um '8200¢C 1620
034 . Soarum Q2.8 7Sel

"y -03a Sods um 70 $86¢C
My-CTA Soa um 12=3S 13
w-C18 v orad um 7.. NC
oy -03A Vened um 12.9 $.9
w-C3a Varad:um 32.% e
wi-CTA vaonac  um 100 5.3
wy-018 ' 176 2e8
- 03a i 3.5.] 2.2
- 03A e 37 34

- 074 i~ _ §12 378

MD: hNot Detectec 'n Corncentrat s Greate- Thar IRCL
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Table 4 Raximm Corcentrations of Constituents Reported in Surface Vater
ot Cancentratiers Graater than or Equal to Contract Required Suantitation Limit

S [nG

CONST! TURNT CONCENTRAT tOm oy
() LOCATIOM fw/t)
Iotal nete(y
Alumirem 20,400 -03 200
BSerylliwm 9.5 - 03 s
Calcium $3,300 w-03 $000
Cabatt 67 -03 S0
lren 27,300 -03 100
Lead 329 w-05 b]
Ragres s 43,70 -02 5000
Rargarese 6,350 $v-03 15
Nickel 9% =-03 4«0
Sodium 112,000 - 02 $000
2ine 270 s-03 20

Ao, -

o~

=
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Table © ™aximum Concentretions of Constituents Reported in Surfece Soil at
Corcartrations Graster than or Equal to Contract Required Ouantitation Limit (caoL)

COMST! TUBNTS " COMCENTRATION wWeLING caoL e
' (mg/kg) LOCAT IOm (mg/kQ)

Yolatile Qrepnicy

Acetore 0.041 $5-08 0.0

D i{chloramsthare 0.0%1 $3-18 . 0.0CS

Trich({oramethare 0.003 o $8-04 0.00%

semi-volpgile Qrgenicy

Anthracere 2.1 $8-32

0.33
Serzo(a)anthracone " ) $$-32 0.33
Benzo(d)fluoranthere 9.5 $8-32 0.33
tenzo(k) ! uoranthene 7.8 $$-32 Q.33
Senzo(g,. N, i )peryiene 3.9 $3-32 0.33
Senzo(s)pyrere 1" . $8-32 0.33
D13(2-Ethyihexyl )phthalate g.e¢ . $s-33 0.33
Nrysene - . $$-32 .33
Dibenzo(e, N)entrracene A ' $5-32 0.33
fFluor anthene e $s-32 0.33
moen0(1,2,3-ccipyrene - $S-32 0.33
Sheranthrene b $5-32 . s.32
Pyrene 3 ’ $s-32 0.33
norgesnics®®
Alamim ' 11,70¢ o $5-C8 3.2
Argsemic ' C a2 ’ $s-32. C.6
Sarrum ‘ 132 - $5-32 0.
Beryllium ’ 67 $5-08 0.2
Calcrum 29,800 $5-32 2308
hromium - 19.7 $s-29 0.&
Coneit 27.3 : .. 8s-2C 1.2
Copper 78 , $5-08 C.5
1ron 35, 90C $$- 3% 0.8
Lesd 27.} $5-20 0.2
nagrestm 1,2 - $s-31 0.«
“arganese ’ &, 160 $$-32 0.¢
Rercury . 1.7 ss- 21 0.1
Nickel 170 $$-32 2.2
Setenium . 0.4 §$-22 C.o
vanaedium .22 $s-08 0.6
Tire . 5.6 $5-32 0.4
Cymnice ' 0.7 N $5-28 0.5

“Cuantitatian limits Listed fer soil/sediment are based on wet weight. The Ouantitation
Limits calculated by the laborstory for soil/sediment, cslculated on dry weight bas's s
required by the contract, will be higher.

**Detectian Limits for an extract of 1 gram of solid in 200 ml of extractant
besed wan current Jrstrument Detection Levels (10L°8). '
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Table 6 mazimm Sarcentretions of Corstitusnts Reported in Sediment

or taal t» the Camtrace Required Guantitation Limit

8t Concentrations Gregter than

——— e o

CONSY ! NENT CONCEMTRAY jOn 17 81 CRQL*
(mgsty) LOCAT OB (p/kg)
Yoletile Qragnigy
Acetone 8.02¢ 0-04 0.010 -
Dichioromethare 0.084 $0-05 0.00%
{-volotily Qraanicy
Senzo(a)anthrecens . 0.62 $-01 0.33
Senzo(d, k) fl uoranthene 0.72 $0-01 0.33
Senzo(e)pyrere 0.60 0-01 0.33
Chrysere 0.70 $0-01 0.33
fluoranthere 1.2 £0-01 €.33
Phenanthrene 0.5 0-01 .33
Pyrere 0.% $D-01 0.33
inorganicg e
Ao wm 5,480 0-01 3.2
Argemic 7.2 -0 G.s
Barium 68 -0 C.e
Beryii1um 2.9 -0 c.c
Chromi e 12 $0-03 C.s
Tooe. 17 $0-01 1.2
Coppe - 20 S0-C3 C.é
tron 33,600 $-03 c.3
L easC 1% $-0 <2
nanganese 898 $0-02 2.4
Mercury 1.4 $0-03 0.1
Nicke: 17 -0 2.2
varad: U 17 $-C3 3.6
ine 69 -1 C.w

*Quar:-tation limits ligteg

Limts caicu.oted Dy the |aborstory for s0il/secimant, cal

requiTed by the contract, will be higner.

"TDetection (imits for am extract of 1 gram of solid 1r 200
Desed won current Instrument Detection (evets (IDL's).

for soil/sedimant sre besec on wet weight,

The Suart i tation

culated on ory weight basis as

ml of extractar:
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Frequancy of occurrence = 1,2 Dichlorocethane vas identified
in leachate at relatively high concentrations and in the
ground vater.

e 1,2, Dichloroethane is a relatively mobile constituent based
. upon the physical chemical data available.

~« DBenzene was selected as a indicator chemical because:
Téxicity - Benzene is éarcinoqenic.

Occurrence - Benzene was identified in the leachate and
ground-water samples.

Benzene is environmentally mobile based upon available
physical chemical data.

Benzo(a)pyrene was selected as a indicator chemical because:
Toxicity - Benzo(a)pyrene is carcinogenic.
Benzo(a)pyrene was 1dentified in the landfill waste samples.

Benzo(a)pyrene is representative of the heavy PAH's also
identified i~ “he various media at the site.

Ethylbenzene was selected as a indicator chemical because:

Ethylbenzene was identified in the landfill waste samples
including the landfill waste, borings, and the leachate.

Ethylbenzene is a landfill waste constituent.
Ethylbenzene 1s non-carcinogenic though highly toxic.
Ethylbenzene .- a member of the volatile organic subgroup.
" Heptachlor was selected as a indicator chemical because:
, Toxicity - Heptachlor is carcinogenic.
Heptachlor is a pesticide and therefcre, was selected to
-represent the pesticide/herbicide chemicals identified at
the site.

Phenol was selected as a indicator chemical because:

Phenol has been identified in the landfill waste, borings,
and leachate samples. _ :

Phenol is a waste constituent within the landfill.
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Phenol was chosen as the representative chemical for all the
phenolics at the site, due to the fact that Phenol is known
- to be deposited in the landrill.
Styrene (monomer) was identiried as a indicator chemical because:
Even though Styrene (monomer) has not been identified in any

of the eight media identified at the site, styrene (monomer)
is known to have been deposited in the landfill.

Arsenic was selected as a indicator chemical because:
Toxicity ~ arsenic is carcinogenic.
Frequency - arsenic was detected in all media at the site.

Manganese was identified as a indicator chemical because:

Frequency - Manganese has been detected in all media at the
site.

Nickel was selected as a indicator cremical because:
Frequency - Nickel was identified in all media at the Site.

To be .the most conservative, the maximunm concentration of each
indicator chemical was use- detected in each of the seven media.

Exposure Assessment
An exposure assessment was used t> identify the potential
environmental pathways and to estirmate the contamination at the

exposure point based on available data.

Four factors were used tc idén:ify éXplsure pathways and are as
follows:

1. Chemical source and release recharisms to the
environment.

2. The environmental transport redium for the released
chemical. '

3.'£xposure point or the point cf potential receptor contact
with the contaminated media.

4. The receptor éxposure route (e.g., ingestion of drinkinq
water) . '

. The Schilling randfill represents the release source to the
environment with the Previously mentioned seven media as
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transport medium for the released chemical. The media are broken
down as follovs: : ' -

o Soils represent a potaential transport medium because direct
contact vith contaminated soils by human and environmenta)
receptors may result in dermal, inhalation, or oral
exposure. '

o Stream sediments are a potential transport medium because
direct content by humans and environmental receptors may
result in dermal or oral exposure '

o Landfill waste including borings within the dam are not a
potential transport medium to humans since they are beneath
the landfill cap. Environmental receptors, especially
burrowing animals, would be affected by dermal or oral
exposure. : ' '

o Leachate represents a transport medium since direct contact
by humans and environmental receptors may result in dermal,
inhalation, or oral ‘exposure.

o] Surface water represents potential transport medium because
direct'contact_by humans and environmental receptors may
result in dermal or oral exposure.

o] Ground water through direct contact may result in dermal or
oral exposure. However, no cne is using the contaminated
groundwater at present. ‘

o Air is considered a transport medium because direct
inhalation by humans and environmental receptors may result
in exposure.

Potential Receptors

A four mile radius surrounding the site was used to determine
potential human receptors. The area is primarily undeveloped
land and the area immediately surrounding the site is rural. It
is estimated that 23,000 persons, including Earl Schilling and
.his family, live within the four mile radius, of which 18,692
reside in towns and 4,308 reside in rural areas. Near the
Schilling site, approximately 50 homes are Present,
(approximately 200 people) on Rock Hollow Road. Potentially
sensitive subgroups of the population are children, (0-14 yrs.),
women of child-bearing age (15-34 yrs.), and elderly (65 yrs. and
greater). :

A potential risk to environmental.receptors exists since track,
scat, and other sign indicate deer, rabbits, raccoons and other
small mammals frequent the site area. :
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An exposure route is that ®mechanisa by which a chemical within an
environmental transport medium at an. exposure point can enter the
receptor. Pror example, an exposure route would be ingestion of
vater from a contaminated well. Exposure route potential,

" guantified as high, moderate, or lowv, is presented in Table 7.

The relative accessibility of the Chemicals i{dentified in each
»edia type and concentrations at which the chemicals were
detected, wvere considered to assign a high, moderate, or low
exposure route potential. o

Exposure Pathways

A complete éxposure pathway consists of four components:

1. A source and mechanism of chemical release to the
environment.

2. An environmental transport mediunm (groundwater, surface
water etc.). '

3. A point of potential receptor contact with the
contaminated medium.

4. A receptor exposure route (ingestion, inhalation and
dermal contacet). '

If any of these four cormponents is not present, the pathway is
incomplete. Table 7 summarizes the results of the exposure
evaluatjon. Based upon this review of the exposure route
potential, a human/environmental pathway analysis was conducted
for each media type. Table 8 summarizes the pathways evaluation
for both human and environmental receptors. :

Toxicity Assessment

Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogen Assessment Group for estimating excess lifetinme
cancer risks associated with eéxposure to potentially carcinogenic
Chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day) "1,
are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen,

-in mg/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess

lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake
level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate
of the risks calculated from the CPF. Use of this approach makes
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RS ’
MEDIA TYPEZ
. surfaca landfill| Soil [Leachats Surface|Ground
INDICATOR CHEICAL RIC!PTQI ‘804l Sedinent| wWagts Boring| Sample Water |(Water Air
fuman ¥D 1] I z 73] ¢ i Wb
l.2-Dichlorcethans
P Env. »D ] XD I c XD ¢ |
Numan uD %D r I c ND
Benzens ¢ ND
Inv. D ¥D ND I c ND c ND
Human c c . I I ND ND ND
Banzo(a)pyrene ND
Env. [ c (o I ND ND ND i ND
Auman ) 3 3 T 3 ND ND | T
Ethylbenzane
Env. ¥D c 3 I | ¢ ND WD | ¢
I :
Human XD ND I I c I ND ' ND | NC
Heptachlor | | i
Env. ND ND c I ] c | ND ‘* NJ . NC
‘ : ' ‘
. 'Human c ND I .z | c . ND | ¢ ND
Phenc! i i ! ' , '
| Env, o ND ; c | e | c ; . ND B C ND
| | i o '
-Human ! ND | NC | b CoI ND ! ND . NT N2
Styrere (Moncser! | ! , ' '
jEnv. ND ; ND | c I - ND ND NZ NC
! !
- Human c ! c i I b4 c 1 ND v C , G
Arsen:c ' , ! '
;Env c c l c i I i o i ND ' C i c
i i ' ! :
}Hunan ! c < ! I ;I ; c | c < ic
Mangarese ) ' ! ' y .
|Env c c i c ‘ I ; C : c i c i c
I .
'Human [~ < f I ‘ I l c [ S S
Nickel ; . '
Env [ c | c I I c i c NS ¢
ND - Inconplcti: chemical not detected
C = Complete
I =.Incomplets: no exposurs route exists because the site is covared by

Env.

NOTEZ:

8 cap, and soil boings vere obtained from
the ground surfacae.
- Environmental receptor

Surficial soil sample SS-32 and Sedimen
are not evaluated as these
sources other than Shilling lLandfill.

data points are

depths of 10.5 feet be.owv

t Sample SD-01
impacted by
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" Reference doses (RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating

the potential for adverse health effects from exposures to
chemicals exhibiting non-carcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are
exposure in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime dajily
exposure levels for humans, including sensitive individuals, that
is not lixely to be without an appreciable risk of adverse health
effects. ERatimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media
(e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated
drinking vater) can be compared to the RfD. RfDs are derived
from human epidemiological studies or animal studies to which
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., -to account for the
use of animal data to predict effects on human). These
uncertainty factors help ensure that the RfDs will not
underestimate the potential for adverse non-carcinogenic effects
to occur.

Risk Characterization

The potential risks to human health were determined for dermal
exposure, oral ingestion and inhalation on a media-specific basis
for each of the indicator chemicals. '

Excess lifetime cancer risks are determined by multiplying the
intake level with the cancer potency factor. These risks are
probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation
(e.g., 1 X 10'5). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 X 10~
indicates that, as a plausible upper bound, an individual has a
one in one million chance of developing cancer as a result of
Site related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70 year lifetime
under the specific exposure conditions at the site. The Agency
has determined that the upper bound acceptable risk for exposure
to carcinogens at this site is 1 X 10-6.

Potential concern for non-carcinogenic effects of a single
contaminant in a single medium is expressed as the hazard
quotient (HQ) or the ratio of the estimated intake derived fron
the contaminant 's reference dose. By adding the HQs for all
contaminants within a medium or across all media to which a given
population may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (HI) can
be generated. The HI provides a useful reference point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant
exposures within a single medium or across media. The Agency has
determined that the upper bound acceptable risk for exposure to
non-carcinogens at this site is a Hazard Index of less than 1.

Estimated daily intakes were calculated for adults and children
at both long termr (20 days) and short term (1 day) exposure
durations. Site specific intake values included; frequency of
exposure, duration of exposure, body weight, ingestion and
inhalation rates. '
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The following assumptions wvere incorporated in characterizing the
potential risk to human health:

° The calculation of estinated daily intakes assumed that the
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o The ground-water medium pathway calculations assumed that
the receptor would drink and/or bathe in the water daily.

o It was assumed that the average weight and lijife expectancy
of an adult was 70 kg and 70 yYears, respectively.

while it was assumed that a receptor would be considered a
child for five Years (i.e. child's "lifetime" was five
years).

o Information presented in Table 9.

Tables 10A through 21B summarize the calculated intakes and risks
tec children and adults. . Two of the indicator chemicals (arsenic
and Heptachlor) have both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
effects were evaluated as both. The daily intakes for non-
carcinogens were summed over each route of eéxposure and compared
to the reference dose. The daily intakes for carcinogens were
multiplied by the carcinogenic-potency factor and summed over
each exposure route. Tables 22 through 27. Except for ingestion
of nickel in groundwater by adults, the most conservative risk
was to children. : -

Non-carcinogenic Rjisk

Ingestion Exposure Route

The estimated daily intakes for a child for ingestion were summed
over all media types and compared to allowable intakes. " The
results from calculations for the non-carcinogens indicate that
Banganese is the only indicator chemical which poses an
unacceptable risk to human health. See Table 23. The manganese
concentrations in surface soil samples from the site ranged from
4.1 to 1210 mg/kg with an average of 560 mg/kg. The average
concentration throughout the United States is 560 mg/kg. -Fhe _

Inhalation Exposure Route
The inhalation exposure route analysis for non-carcinogenic

indicator chemicals show that there would be no unacceptable
risks as a result of exposure. Tables 10A through 21B.

\ .
1tvn7i-ny ﬁdﬂuﬁj,



11
Dermal Exposure Route

The dermal exposurs route analysis for non-carcinoqcnic chemicals
indicate there would be unacceptable risks as a result of 4
exposure. Tables 10A through 21B.

Carcinogenic Risk

Ingestion Exposure Route

A total incremental risk was calculated for a child for ingestion
for the carcinogenic indicator chemicals over all media. the
results show three indicator chemicals (arsenic (8.92 X 10‘3),
benzene (7.32 X 107%) and 1,2-dichloroethane (1.4 X 1075)) pose
an unacceptable risk. The calculated incremental risks indicate
that both benzene and 1,2 dichlorocethane exceed the 1 X 10~% risk
level in groundwater beneath and adjacent to the site. However,
the maximum concentrations detected in the groundwater do not
exceed the MCLs for these compounds. This, coupled with the low
potential of this groundwater to be used as a drinking water

source, poses little risk to nearby populations. Use
restrictions wil e implemented to insure that groundwater at

the site will not be used for hurman consunmption.

Arsenic exceeds the 1 X 1076 risx level in four of the site-
specific media (groundwater (7.19 X 1073), leachate (1.73 X 10~
), surface soils (5.44 X 10-%) and sediment (2.42 X 10‘6)). The
arsenic concentrations in surface soils from the site ranged fron
0 to 11 mg/kg for a mean concentration of 4.0 mg/kg. The
background concentrations of sediment was from 4.5 mg/kg to non
detected for a mean concentratiop of 3.4 ng/kg. The calculated
risk for arsenic at the site is corparable for risks computed for
natural occurring concentrations throughout the United States.

Dermal Exposure Route

A total incremental risk for a child via dermal exposure was
calculated for the carcinogenic indicator chemicals over all
media. The calculations show twc indicator chenicals (benzene
(8.03 X 107®) and 1,2-dichloroethane (1.88 X 10-5)) pose an
‘unacceptable risk. Again the potential for drinking groundwater
is low and maximum concentrations are below the MCLs. 1In
leachate, 1,2-dichloroethane at 14 ng/l1 exceeds the MCLs.

Inhalation Exposure Route

The inhalation exposure route indicates there would be no .
unacceptable risk as a result cf exposure to existing conditions.
Tables 10A through 21B.
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Conclusion
The risx'assessnont for the E.H. Schilling site evaluated the

site specific physical and analytical data in characterizing
potential risks to human health and the environment in the

" absence of any remedial action at the site. The risk assessment

Bay also serve as the baseline against which proposed remediation
alternatives may be evaluated. :

Twenty-nine complete human receptor and thirty-seven complete
environmental receptor exposure pPathways exist based on the ten
indicator chemicalsg. :

The risk characterization has been based'on a worst case
assumption that the same child will be exposed to all media types
over an extended period of time (i.e. five years) or adult for 70
years. :

The risk characterization éxposure via inhalation was evaluated
by summing over all media (i.e. most conservative approach). The
results indicated that inhalation did not currently present an
unacceptable risk to human health.

Exposure via ingestion and dermal contact was also sumned over
all media (i.e. most conservative approach). The results
indicated that exposure via ingestion and dermal contact
potentially posed an unacceptable risk. The non-carcinogenic
indicator chemical pPresent with an unacceptable hazard index
(266) was manganese. The carcinogenic indicator chemicals
present at unacceptable risk levels were benzene (7.32 X 1076,
ingestion; 8.03 x 1076, dermal), 1,2-dichloroethane (1.41 X 1073,
ingestion; 1.88 Xx 10°3, dermal), and arsenic (8.92 X 1073,
ingestion). However, if ground water was considered separate
from the other seven media types, the risk to human health due to
exposure via ingestion or dermal contact is very low. Evaluating
the ground-water pathway separately is entirely appropriate as
the exposure assessment conservatively indicates that a low
potential for éxposure exists via the ground-water pathway. This
was supported by analytical data from the ground-water source
nearest the landfill which showed the absence of site-specific
chemicals. 1In addition, the maximum concentrations for benzene
(0.005 mg/1) and l1,2-dichlorocethane (0.005 mg/1l) detected in the
ground water do not exceed the ground-water ARARs, (0.005 mg/1)
and (0.005 ®=g/1) respectively.

The site-specific and national average natural background
concentrations of arsenic and manganese, the two inorganic
indicator chemicals which exceed ground-water ARARsS, are well
within the expected ranges for those metals in all media types at
the site.
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the conservative assumptions that were used throughout the risk
calculation process, unacceptable risks are present. Detailed
risk calculations vere not developed for the environmental
recaptors because it vas assumed that the risks determined for
human exposure vould be protective for both receptor types.

Unchecked erosion of the diversion ditches and landfill cap, as
vell as any increased seepage through the earthen dam will
increagse the future potential for risk from exposure to -
groundvater, surface vater, leachate, sediment, and surface soil.
Alternate site use such as residential and agriculture (with
associated installation of groundwater supply wells on the
landfill), or the excavation and removal of materials from the
site would also increase the risk of exposure to human receptors.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in the ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, velfare, or the environment.

7. scri on of Alternativ

Five alternatives of the original eight were analyzed in detail
for remeZiation of the E.H. Schilling Landfill. The following is
a list of the five alternatives: :

1. Alternative 1 - No Action

2. Alternative 4 - Containment with Leachate Treatment

3. Alternative 5 - Excavation with On-site '
Treatment/On-site Disposal

4. Alternative 7 - Excavation with On-site
Treatment/Off-site Disposal

5. Alternative 8 - Excavation with Partial
‘Treatment/On-site Disposal :

Alternative 1 - No Action

Used as a base line for comparative analysis, this alternative
would leave the site as is. o B -

Alternative 4 - Containment with Leachate Treatment

Alternative 4, the selected alternative for this Record of Decision
includes the following:
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- Construct a
equivalent Statas requlations over the 3-acre landf£ill
thereby containing 100,000 cubic yards of landfill waste.
The cap vill extend over the landfill face and consist of
clay vith a permeability of 1 X 10~7 cm/s or less.

14

cap that complies with Subtitle C of RCRA and

Improve dan stability by adding a clay berm to increase the
factor of safety to greatar than 1.5.

Install a perimeter cut-off wall consisting of 15 feet of
slurry wall and 40 feet of grout curtain. Lateral flow of
groundwater into the landfill waste will be eliminated.

Install a perimeter interceptor drain outside the cut-off
wall to control overtopping of the cut-off wall and drain
groundwater away from the landfill.

Excavate 500 cubic yards of sediment and 750 cubic yards of
surface soils adjacent to the landfill and located down from
the earthen dam. The excavated material will be
consolidated into the landfill. Soils will be excavated and
consolidated to achieve a cumulative risk of less than 1x10~

carcinogenic risk and a cumulative non-carcinogenic hazard
index of less than or equal to 1. The soil and sediment
does not contain R7TEA regqulated wastes.

Install wells upstream of the dam to collect and treat
leachate. The landfill will be dewatered of approximately

7,000,000 gallons of leachate. Treatment on-site will

consist of metal precipitation, air stripping of organics,
and carbon adsorption. Approximately 1,000,000 gallons of
project generated wastewater will also be treated in the on-

'site treatment plant. NPDES effluent limitations will be met

for any discharge.

Quarterly sampling of all monitoring wells. If the results
exceed action levels which are 2 cumulative cancer risk of
less than 1 X 10"% and a curulative non-carcinogenic hazard
index less than or equal to one, treatment of groundwater
will occur in the on-site leachate treatment plant.

A maintenance-and.inspection Erogram will~be’implemented.

Security measures such as a fence and security guard will be

implemented to limit access. A deed restriction will be
filed with the county court.

Estimated capital cost would be $6,444,000 for this remedy
with an annual C & M cost of $99,000. Operation would be
for 30 years for a tota. cost of $9,412.000. The time to
implement the construction phase of this remedy would be one
year. :
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- Alternative S - Excavation vith On-site Treatment/Disposal

Alternative 5 consists of the following:

-]

Excavate 100,000 cubic yards of landfill waste including the
earthen dan. . .

Exhume all drums, estimated to be 5000.

Excavate 750 cubic yards surface soils and 500 cubic yards
of sediment.

Drums, the remaining uncontainerized waste, contaminated
sed.ments, earthen dam fill material and surface soils will
be treated on-site in accordance with RCRA Subpart 0O 4
standards using a thermal destruction unit. The unit woulad
be mobilized, operated, and closed according to the
requirements of RCRA Subpart O, 40 CFR 264.340. - These
requirements, though not applicable because the hazardous
substances to be treated are neither RCRA listed nor RCRA
characteristic waste, have been determined to be relevant
and appropriate. Specific operating practices necessary to
meet performance objectives including a 99.99 percent

~destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of stack emissions

as required by Subpart 0 c¢f RCRA, would be determined
through a trial burn at the site after installation of the
thermal destruction unit.

Residue waste including ash w:l! be solidified and
depcsited irn a secure cell cn-site. Delisting of ash is
possible. '

The estimated cap:ital cost ¢
$46,831,000 with arncal cos-
total cost of $47,104,00¢C.
this remedy is 3 years.

r this alternative is
£ 99,000 for 30 years for a
ne tire needed to implerant

Alternative 7 (Excavation with On-site Treatment and Off-site
Disposal)

(o]

Excavate 100,002 cibic yards =f landfill waste including the
earthen dam. -

Exhume all drums, estimated o be 2000.

Excavate 750 cubic yards surface soils and 500 cubic yards
of sediment. :

Drums, the remaining uncontainerized waste, contaminated“
sediments, earthen dam fill material and surface sojils will
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be treated on-site in accordance wvith RCRA Subpart 0O
standards using a thermal destruction unit. The unit would
the

requirements of RCRrA Subpart O, 40 CFR 264.349. These

requirements, though not applicable because the hazardous
substances to be treated are neither RCRA listed nor RCRa
characteristic vasts, have been determined to be relevant

through a trial burn at the site after installation of the

thermal destruction unit.

Residue waste will be deposited off-site in a secure cell.

Monitoring will not be necessary since the alternative will
be a clean closure.

The estimated capital cost is $45,611,000 with no annual
cost for this remedy. The time needed to implement this
remedy is 3 years.

Alternative 8'(Exca0ation with Partial Treatment and On-Site

Disposal)

This Alternative consists of the following:

e}

Excavate al] drums'(approximately 2000) and 14,000 cubic
Yards of highly contaminated waste materijal.

Thermally destroy the excavated material as in Alternative 5
and 7.

Excavate 750 cubic yards surface soil and 300 cubic yards of
sediment and consolidate into the secure cell].

Build a secure cell on-site and deposit the remaining waste
(70,000 cubic yards) .

Leachate will be treated on-site as in alternative 4.
Monitoring per 40 CFR Part 264.
The estimated capital cost for this remedy is $22,951,000

with annual cost of $9,000 for 30 years. The time needed to
complete this remedy is 3 years.

Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatjves
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To evaluate each alternative, nine criteria are used to
determine the best balance of tradeoffs between the :
alternatives. The nine evaluation criteria are as follows:

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
2. Compliance with ARARs
3. Llong-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through
Treatment

5. Short-Term Effectiveness
€. Implementability

7. Cost

8. State Acceptance

9. Community Acceptance

OCverall Protection

Excluding the No-Action a.tesrnative, the remaining four
alternatives are protective of hurman health and the environment.
Alternative 7 removes all waste from the site and is the most
protective. Alternative 5 removes all organic material, but
leaves metal-laden ash on-site in a secure cell. Alternative 8
destroys drums and highly contarinated waste on-site and the
reraining waste is placed in a.secure cell on-site.

Institutional measures will be implemented to control exposure
pathways. Alternative 4 uses treatment, engineering controls and
institu<ional measures to contro) the exposure pathways.

Compliance with ARAR's

All Federal and State regulations will te met by Alternative 4,
5, 7 and 8, excluding OAC 3745-27-10(¢c)(3). U.S. EPA hereby
waives Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) reguirement 3745-27-

10(c) (3) concerning the landfill slope down from the earthen dam
through CERCLA Section 12274, 74, 7) because cf the technical
impracticabiiit, of complying with this OAC requirement. U.S.
EPA and OEPA determined that compliance with OAC 3745-27-10(C) (3)
cannot reasonably be accomplished because of the unique ,
topography of the area.adjacent to the earthen dam, is illogical
from an engineering perspective, and is not as reliable a method
of controlling drainage as the selected alternative. The slope
of the cap over the landfill, between the dam and the highwall,
will be between 1 percent and 25 percent. . '
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confirm long-term effectiveness and permanence. Altarnative 7 js
a clean closure which will be permanent if achieved.

Alternatives 4,5, and 8 do not elininate long-term management
needs, because each Alternative has an on-site landfill for
residual wasta. A clean closure for Alternative 7 may eliminate
long-term Ranagemant.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Alternatives 5 and 7 are identical considering the extent of
reduction achieved for waste toxicity, mobility or volume. Both
Alternatives reduce the toxicity, volume Or mobility of the waste
(solid and liquid) signiticantly. Alternative g destroys drums
and highly contaminated waste and controls mobility of the
remaining waste through a secure cell]. Alternatives 4 will
address the statutory preference for reduction of'toxicity,
mobility or volume of waste by treating leachate and controlling
mebility. : '

Short-Term Effectiveness

A.ternatives 5 and 7 are almost identical in short-term
effectiveness. Both Alternatives require excavation and on-site
treatment of the entire landfill contents, which will require
about 3 years. Alternative -7 involves a higher short-term risk
©f exzosure to the public than Alternative s due to off-site
transportation of residual waste.

The uncertaintjes associated with excavation are the same for
Alternative 8, as excavation'of the landfill waste is proposed.
However, the intensity and extent of eéxposure are considerably

Considering the short-term effectiveness, Alternative 4 is the
best of the four alternatives because the severity, extent and
duration of potential short-term exposure risk to the public are
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Implementability

Conventional and proven tachnologies will be required to
implement Alternative 4. No uncertainties of solid wvaste :
excavation are associated with Alternative 4 as wvith the other -
alternatives. Adequacy and reliability of controls can be easily
verified by compliance monitoring wells. NPDES effluent
linitations will be met for any discharge. Furthermore, all
other Alternatives have this component (leachate treatment) in
common. Alternatives 5, 7 and 8 can be implemented, but with
somewhat more difficulty in comparison to Alternative 4.

Cost Analysis
The cost of each alternative was determined based on 1989 dollars
with a zero discount rate. The following formula was used to

calculate the cost:

Capital Cost X (Annual Cost X Operational Years) = Total Cost

Alternative 4 = 6,444,000 X (99,000 X 30) $5,412,000

Alternative 5 = 4€,831,00C X (9,000 X 130) $47,104,000

Alternative 7 = 45,611,000 X (0 X 20, = $45,611,000
Alzernative 8 = 22,951,000 X (9;000 X 273,002) = $23,224,000
State Acceptance |

The State of Ohiolconcu}s with the séiected'remedy.
Community Acceptance |

Specific comments and concerns are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary.

Selected Remedy

The remedy which provides the best trade off between the nine
criteria is alternative 4. The containment with leachate
treatment remedy uses engineering controls such as a RCRA
Subtitle C cap, a cut-off wall, dam improvements, interceptor
drains, consolidation within the landfill of S00 cubic yards of
sediment and 750 cubic yards of surface soils adjacent to the
landfill, and treatment of 7,000,000 gallons of liquid waste and
leachate through dewatering the landfill. Institutional controls
consisting of a fence surrounding the site, quarterly monitoring
of all monitoring wells, and restrictions on use of the property
will be implemented. The site will undergo a five year review
per the requirements of SARA. - - '
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The clean-up levels attained at the conclusion of the response
action will correspond to the elimination of all cumulatjve
carcinogenic risks greater than 1x10-6 and a remaining cumulative
non-carcinogenic hazard index of less than or equal to 1.
Background levels of inorganics will be taken into consideration.
Ground vater will be monitored and if it exceeds action levels
vill be treated in the leachate system.

The following is a breakdown of the cost associated with each
Component of the remedy:

a) Dam Improvement S 202,000
b) cap 310,000
C) Slurry wall 105,000
d) Grout Curtain 1,960,000
e) Interceptor Trench 140,000
f) Grading 60,000
g) Wells or Sumps 133,000
h) Excavate Soil & Sediment 5,000
1) Treatment (30 years) 2,608,000
J) Security 25,000
k) Contract Documen*s 235,000

. 1) QA/QC 560,000
m) Inspection (30 years) 23,000
'n) Monitoring : 1,174,000
o) O &M 134,000
P)

Contingency (15%) 1,128,000

Total Cost Capital Cost + Annual Cost x operational years

6,444,000 - (99,000) (30) = $9,422,000
The estimates use the following data and assumptions:

a) Total volume of solid waste within the landfill is es%ira-ed
at approximately 70,000 cutic yards based on the geophysical
survey data. ‘

b) ‘Contaminated scil and sediment are assumed to have the
following volumes for estimating purposes.

(i) 30,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil beneath
landfill '

(1i) 750 cubic yards of contaminated surface soil adjacent
to landfrill : _

(1ii) 500 cubic yards of contaminated sediment.

c) Total leachate volume in the landfill is estimated at 7
million gallons assuming the landfill waste is 70,000 cubic
yards, it is fully saturated and has a porosity of So0%.
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The volume of contaminated water, to be produced from
decontamination of excavation equipment and personnel, is
assumed at about 1 million gallons.
Dan Improvement: approximately 17,000 cubic yards of clay.

Cap, multi-layer consisting of two feet of soil, one foot of
sand, synthetic liner and two feet of clay.

Slurry Wall; 1,400 feet long, 15 feet deep.
Grout Curtain; 1,400 feet long, 70 feet deep.
Interceptor Trench; 1,400 feet long, 15 feet deep.

Grading with concrete ditches and landscaping around the
cap.

Collection, treatment and discharge of leachate with an
initial volume of 7 miliion gallecns and additional volume of
5 GPM for a 30-year period.

Excavation of contaminated soil and sedimen+t, and placement
ln exlsting landf:ll.

Inspecticn and C & M f2r a 30-vear period.

.

A site review every five years.

Minor changes to the remedy may occur as a result of the remedial
design and construction processes.

10.

Statutory Determination -

The remedy will control and elirminate risks associates with
the E.H. Schilling Landfill. The statutory requirements of
CERCLA Section 121 are satisfied with this remedy. The
statutory requirements include the following:

1. . Protection of Human Health and the Environment.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements.

3. Cost Effectiveness.
4. Utilization of Permanent Sclutions and Alternative

Treatment (or resource recovery) Technologies to
the Maximum Extent Practicable.
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5. Preferance for Treatment as avPrinclpal Element.
Protection of Buman Health and the Environmsent

ol The containment with leachate treatment uses engineering
controls, treatment, and institutional controls to protect
human health and the environment. The landfill will be
devatered and the leachate vill be treated. The RCRA
Subtitle C cap and improvements to the dam will pPrevent
leachate generation and keep the waste in place. The cut-
off wall will prevent lateral flow of groundwater into the
landfill and the soils and sediments adjacent to the dam
that have been exposed to leachate will be consolidated.
Quarterly monitoring, maintenance, security and deed
restrictions will be implemented.

The exposure levels will be reduced to a cumulative cancer
risk of less than 1 X 107 and a cumulative non-
carcinogenic hazard index of less than or equal to 1.
Background conditions will be taken into consideration.
Since.excavation of the landfill waste is avoided, short-
term risks to workers and surrounding public will be
avoided. :

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

Alternative 4, Containment with Leachate Treatment will
comply with all applicable or .relevant and appropriate
chemical-, action-, and location specific requirements,
excluding one State of Ohio requlation, OAC 3745-27-10(c) (3)
which is being waived through CERCLA Section 121(4d) (4) (C).
To comply with the requirempent OAC 3745-27-10(C) (3) 1is
technically not feasible considering the unique topography
at the site, is illogical from an engineering perspective,
and is not as reljable a method of controlling drainage as
selected alternative 4. The slope of the cap between the
highwall and the dam will be between 1 percent and 25
percent.

Chemical Specific ARARs:

©  Maximum Contaminant levels promulgated under the Safe
Drinking wWater Act will be achieved. o

o Requirements of the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and Ohio Administrative Code
through OAC 3745-33 will be met. _

o Fugitive dust subject to OAC 3745-17-08 will be .
controlled. ‘ :
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Action Specific ARARs:

o Landfill closure requirements per 40 CFR 264.310 and
QGAC 3745-6€6.

o Post closure care through 40 CFR 264.310(b) and oacC
3745-27 will be nmet.

o Use restrictions through 40 CFR 264.116 and 264.117(c)
and OAC 3745-66-17.

o) Monitoring of Groundwater through 40 CFR 264.92 through
264.99 and the revisions to the solid waste requlations
contained in OAC 3745-27-10.

o) Waste transported off-site such as spent carbon must
comply with 40 CFR 262 and OAC 3745-52 and 3745-53.

c Equipment decontarination in accordance with 40 CFR 264
and OAC 3745-66-14.

Cost-Effectiveness

Alterrative 4 is ccst effective-and overall effectiveness is
proportionate to its cast Aiternatives 5,7 and 8 are
substantially more expens:ve and perform additional
treatment, which is unnecessary.

w o

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
(or resource recovery) Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable.

Alternative 4, Containment with Leachate Treatment provides
the best balance of trade-offs among the nine criteria.
Since contamination is lirmited to areas immediately adjacent
to the landfill, alterrative 4 will controcl contamination
and prevent off-site migration. Leachate and liquid waste
treatment utilizes permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Long-term
effectiveness and permanence is maintained through treatment
of leachate which limits migration. Hazards associated with
excavation are avoided and the technology used in
alternative 4 is proven and effective, therefore making this
remedy cost-effective. '
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Preference for Treatment as a Principal Plement

The principal threat is eliminated by treating liquid waste.
and leachate, while a majority of the source waste remains
on-site. ‘
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f s frastien of [ifetime ¢xo0ses o V/T0
v e visita @ 1 + 20 aays/yeer per 3465 dave/yeer
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Phenot o 1.39%€-02  1.52€-02 13302 &.77¢-03 6.006-11  6.85E-11 é.m-u 2.008-02
Styrene ' nA wA S nA NA %A (7Y [

CGamulative N1 (3): 2.6T€+02 }.46€02 2.22-02 9.086-03 T.43£-06  8.351E-08 2.6 02 D.40a08

NA Mot appliceble

(1) MNeterd Inden » Totel Dally Intehe/Reference Dose

(2) lotetl Nazerd Inden calulcated by summing scross
the eaposure routes. This sssumes that esch esposure route
Is present at sech QWQ poing.

(3) Cumulative Razerd Index s calculated by summing the
hatard Inden of eech chemical., this is o conservetive

spproach as {t sssumes the same tonlcologicel mode of
eder B aasbh ol ke s P N 4 LI T
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E.N. SCHILLING LAMDETLL SUPERFUND SITE
HAMILTON TOWMMSHIP, LAWRENCE COUNTY, OHIO

"RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
A. OVERVIEN
f

JU S. EPA had identified a preferred alternative for the E.n.
‘Schilling Landfill gite by the time of the. public comment period.
U.S. EPA's recommended alternative addressed the soil, 1leachate,
groundwater, and sediment contamination problems at the site. The
preferred alternative, as specified in the Record of Decision
(ROD), {involved: excavation of contaminated soils and sediment:
placement of the soils and sediments in the landfill; construction
of @ slurry wall and grout curtain; improvements to the landfill
dam; construction of an hazardous waste landfill cap; installation
of a 1leachate collection and treatment sSsystem; quarterlyv
groundwater monitoring; a review every five years; and deed anc’
site restrictions.

The public, including one environmenta. group submitted fcur publiz

comments. Concerns at leaving waste ON-s.te were voiced. The
State of Oh.oc commented and is concerned that the Feasibility Szu”dy
1s not in final form, but they dc concur w:th the remedy. The

Pctent:ially Responsible Parties (PRPs) did not subm:: comments=.

Trese Sections folicw:
C Background on Commun.sy Inweo.rsement.
c Summary of Commen<ts Rere.ved During twhe usiiz CIimrmas

Period ancd Agency Responses.

Iy Attachment: Communizy R213T.Cns ACLivizies at  the .*.
Schiliing Landf:1l1 S::ce.

B. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

T™ne E.H. Schilling Landf::l s.:te has generated wver.y little T o..7
interest. There are severa. reascor.s for the 1o+ .evei ©I o -l
interest with the E.H. Scn::ling _an2fill site: 1) tne site £ "Iz
visible from the road and 15 only accessible from Schilil.”7's
private property; -, tuthe landfill was never used by the grf-2ars.

public and the location is not generally known by residents o =
lronton area; 3) the Ohio River valley has been home to sevara..
large chemical companies over the years and residents have crow™
accustomed to pollution, [There are two other Superfund si:es &
the immediate Ironton area.); and 4) these same chemical companies
have been a major employment force in the local economy anc ha.e
cultlvated extensive good will. :

-

The E.H. Schilling Landfill site has generated relat‘ively‘ il
media coverage. In 1971 several articles were published @& U
Ironton Tribune concerning approval of E.H. Schilliug's applicat:

I

') IU
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to establish a landafill. Several articles also appeared in 1980
concerning closure of the site. A one-paragraph article appeared
in the local newvspaper after announcement of the landfill as a
~Superfund site. Huntington, West Virginia, television and radio
“covered the public meetings held on May 14, 1987 and on September
7. 1989 respectively. In 1989, the Huntlngton, West Virginia
Herald-Dispatch contained two site—related articles summarizing the
RI findings and the public meeting held on September 7, 1989.

The major concerns expressed by the community diring the reme?ia:
planning and investigation activities at the E.H. Schilling site
focused on possible health effects from site contamination and the
slow pace of Superfund cleanup activities. These concerns and U.S.
EPA and Ohio EPA responses are described below:

1. A resident expressed the concern that the area has a hic-
rate of cancer, which may be related to chemical plarn:s and
ho~ waste is disposed of a: sites like the T.H. Schi.ling
lanafill.

U.S. EPA Response: To provide <he commun.ty with accurawe,

up-tc-date information oOn potentia:i: hea.twh effects re:a-e?

Tl cecnzamninants found at or near the E.H. Schilling Landfil:
S U.S. EPA prepared and distridbuze?d a fac:t <hec-
cInrferning the site's RI endangerment assessman-t. Po-e-tial
n2zlth risks assoc:i:ated w:ith the site2 was a wajor <Ccf.T c¢f
.S, EPA presentas:icns a:t <ne publ:cf meating rs.3 oo
Sec-erber T, 1989, :

2 The S.ierra Clulb xpresqed the c¢ontern <hzit z2rea res.Zlen=s

w&re- unaware of the extent of hazardous waste d.sposz. a-
trne c:ite -
U.S. EPA Response: C.S8. EPA coIniltoegld entens:ive T.L B
a~3reness efforts wnicn fesatureld nfcrmati:i regarfiic o=
nature, extent, ancd sc.rces of wastes disposed o:r &t thg
site. ‘These act:vizies 1nciuded: t©wo publ:z meet:nz”™ M=
is, .989 and Septemver 7, 1989); hree {fac. sheens Mar:I-
19€g¢ August 14, 1989, and Auzgust 23, 1984 ; andéd crne .37 =C
1tz residents (March 1989)

3. - Tha Siérra Club exgpressec <tne CoOnfer: that Sorsviar:
=

Activities are slow.

- - - -

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA prepared v} gdis*: ‘lwzsd

sheet describing the remedial proces :a1.d tr~ ' .me rez . @ -
for remedial ac:tivities. The  fa*© sheetr wontlinec =
remedial investization activities p! ined o1 the S:- -
described the site history and the avail .2 infor o 0
concerning the nature and extent cf & te con' » ina-:o:.

4. Residents of Rock Hc:.ow, 1locatecd east (.. the .a: 1,
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expressed concern that their private water wells were
contaminated by the landafill.

U.S. EPA Response: The RI included a private water well
survey and ground-water sampling to determine the nature
and extent of contaminant migration in area ground water.
The survey and sampling did not indicate site related
contamination of area private water wells.

5. Residents were concerned by the non-participation cf{ Dow
Chemical as a party to the consent order.

U.S. EPA Response: U.S. EPA was unibie to .rldress 1.3
since Dow's participation in the RI,!'S and remedial ac:on
are subject to negotiations and poten al litig t.iom
involving other PRPs and U.S. EPA.

& . Severa! residents complained tha: Dow Jlemical . ..iaps

chemicals 1illegally, spill cleanup measure= taken L the
company were inadeguate, and Dow use~ quest:-nab.e

practices to "prepare"™ for RCRA site inspec:.ons.

U.S. EPA Response: Issues regarding the Dow Chem:Za. rc.an-
operat:ons, excep:. +hose invoivinc disposa. practices a- rnhe
landfill, are not related t0 the Superfund remedia. orocess
These concerns represenc porentia. RTRA 1ssues  anL

consequently, were referred to tha: progran.

C. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period

.ved and

Trhe following is a summary of twhe publiCc commants recs
the U.S. EPA response.
riz
. Comment: Ronald Goodwin of the Ohio Valley Environmental

Coalition.

ot
y
"M

Alternative 4 1s no: good enzugh because evenrt.ia. ..
present dam wil) breax Or wash oOu:, reieasing po.so:.
winkler kun and the QOhio River. Evernzual.y toOXic le:
will migrate 1intc private wel: water and e.se-
Therefore, we urge that a new landfili site Dbe purch
nearby, and state-of-the-art technigques wurilized (-
construction of the landfill with appropriate techr.guec
monitoring, etc. Then, excavate Schilling and movs
contents to the new nearby site. his . then will con=a:n
waste until new technology 1s developed to eliminate

threat to public health. .

b

M ot oty
)y )
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U.S. EPA Response: The U.S. EPA has determinec hat .
Alternative 4 will protect human hea.th anc the



environment. Using treatment, engineering and
institutional controls the risk associated with the
landfill is controlled. Quarterly monitoring in addition
to a review of the remedy every five years will trigger
wvhether further mitigation is necessary. Moving the.
landfill contents to a secure cell is unnecessary.

Indivigd it
1. Comment: Ms. Gholson

You are telling me that in four months the Superfund will
take care of this problem we have.

U.S. EPA Responge: Once the Record of Dec:s.on 1s signed, a
Special Notice Letter will be sent to the six responsible
parties which will start a 120 day nego:iation period. In
this time frame, the responsible parties w:1. all have to
agree that they are willing to perform :h2 design s=udies

LG

an< implement the -selected remedy. If +«h2y chocse not to
perform the design studies and irgi2rent the remedy, then
erforcement action by U.S. EPA may be <%axen, or 1t 1is
pcssiole that the U.S. EPA wii. fund <ns «@Ork and sesz
reimbursement frcm responsible part:ies at 3 later cZat
-Ccrzieticn 0f the remedy should taxkes aprri-iim3tely one - vyear

2 Comment , Ms. Wilson: -~ It 18 X:nZ2 ¢: =2..., ©0C exT-avatze
racarlous waste. I would think Zr-s.te roineraticn oant
ci:-site disposa. wou.d be tne 1ntelligceEnt a.ternasive
The U.S. EPA 1s 1n the op:.nicr tha: Contairnment with
ieachate Treatwment provides the bdest ba.ance 0of <traceofis
hbetween the nire criceria. InTirerazicn Wwouid involve
excavating the landf:ll contents wh:ich wou.d 1nCreass shors
Term risks to peop.e liv.ng near wne S£.T2 2.1 T3 WoOrkKsEri on-
Site.

3. Comment, Mr. Addis:
wry can’'t we go down there and hau. .~ =3 z MiICr o za
If{ 1+ was hauled in there it can be . ..ed ¢
U.S. EPA Response: It is not feas:iLle - excava’ ani
Tt1JdCA the wat-f tn 3ar~+her- l1>2catlon. T, S:te, O0ONcCe
remecdiation 1is <completed, will be pro=ective of AUmEn

real+<h and the environment.
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OEPA Camments

Comments on the Proposed Plan

Compliance with ARAR’S: It should be noted that U.S EPA‘s proposed
alternative #4 does not meet all state ARAR's. The Ohio

"Mnministrative Cods (QAC) requlation 3745-27-10(C)(3) stipulates

that all land surfaces must be graded to slopes of no less than 1%
and no greater than 25% in order to promote proper drainage. The
present slope of the face of the dam is greater than 2S%, and
although the dam {s structurally stable at this time, presently
the dam does not have an acceptable factor of safety. The proposed
alternative #4 includes a blanket drain and two toe drains
underneath a clay berm on the face of the dam in order to promote
proper drainage and to structurally support the dam to attain an
acceptable factor of safety greater than 1.5. If the proposed
alternative ¢#4 addresses QAC 3745-27-10(C)(3), a considerable
quantity of fill material would be required downhill of the dam.
Also, if this area was filled with so0il material to comply with
this ARAR, provisions would -have to be made in the remedy to
collect the stream water which would underlie this fill material.
Therefore, the Ohio BPA finds that compliance with OAC 3745-27-
10(C)(3) is not technically justifiable considering the above
factors. The Ohio EPA recommends that US EPA, pursuant tc CERCLA
Sec. 121(d)(4)(D), find that compliance with the requirements of

OAC 2745-27-10(C)(3) can attain an equivalent performance standard
through the use of the clay berm and cdrainage features as specified
in propesed alternative #4. This finding should be embodied in the

reccrc of cdecision for the Schilling Landfill site.

O

n page 10 it is stated that °All alternatives would meet their
respective relevant and appropriate regquirements of Federal and

State envirormental laws.* Alternative 1 (no acticn) does not meet
all State ARAR's.

Implemetability: On page 11 it should be noted that the slurry
wa.l/grout curtein associated with alternative #4 may be difficult
to implement at this site. Also, incineration, along with the
technologies comprising alternmative 4 has been used at other

Superfund sites and should be pointed out in this section.

General Comments on the FS

1. The cleanup goals section on page 22 does not specify what
cleanup levels will be achieved after remediation. The
contazinated media must be cleaned up to risk levels indicative of
a cumulative 10-6 increased cancer risk or less, and a hazard index
of less than or equal to 1. : :

2. The asphalt cap included in Table 7 for alternatives 3 and 4
does not meet the requirements contained in the Ohio Administrative

- Code (QOAC) Section 3745-27-10, .Closure of Sanitary Landfills. This
* requirement specifies that at least 2 feet-of well compacted cover
- material and a vegetative layer be used upon closure of landfills.

P .
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Purther, OAC rule 37(5-27-09(?)(4) specifies that Appropriate soils
be used in the construction of ' this cover. As US EPA knows from
the Miami County Incinerator site, the ravisions to the solid waste
requlations contained in OAC 3745-27 wil) specify that the soils

- used {n the construction of a cap have a permeability of 1 x 19.9

Cm/sec or less. When these requlations become promulgated, thig
ARAR will be an apglicable requirement for the cap in alternative

e

3. POTW disposai of leachate should not be considered an automatic
treatment alternative. Approvals must first be obtained from the

Ohio EPA Division of Water Pollution Control and the city which
treats the leachate. : -

4. Using the criteria of & PRP for the off-site disposal
alternatives is not appropriate.. This criteria is not specified
in the Interim final RI/PS guidance, and may not be used.

S. The ARAR section of the PS is poorly developed and no attempt
is made to compare the alternatives to the ARAR's. There is a lack
of detail in the discussion of ARAR’s. More information is needed
on hcw each of the ARAR's will be met. The Ohio ARAR’s listed in
Table AS sheculd be read in detail to fully understand the meaning
cf each ARAR. Many of the ARAR's seem to have been misinterpreted.
Deza:led ccmments on the ARAR’S 1is presented in the specific
ccmments secticrn below.

US EPA's proposed alternative t: does not meet the existing OAC
T4E-27-1C1CH (3 regulation concerning grading of all land surfaces
no less than 1V and no greater than 25%. The earthen dam face
S greater than 25% {n slope ‘(refer to compliance with ARAR’s
comments on the proposed plan on page 1).

1 ta)

Q

[

-
P

The cap :in alternative ¢4 should extend over =the tor cf the dam
tc cover the surface of the dam face not covered by the clay berm.

Specific Comments on the FS

Page Line ection Comments

List of figures A conceptual design  of  the
incinerator should be included in:
the FS. :

2 §-10 ' 1.2.1 It should be stated that specific

constructiion de%tz’ls are unknown. |

Mr. Schilling has some knowledge of
how the landfill was constructed.



Table 2A

v

>

1 16-17
12,13 17-18
18 g
Table :C

& pGg.54

31 19-20
32 5-6

-

1.2.3.2

1.2.3.3

—
~

2.4.1.1

2.4.1.1

L4010

The concentrations of each of the
contaminants detected above the CRQL -
detected during the RI should be
placed in this table.

Provide the basis for assuming that
one-half acre 4is the horizontal
extent of contaminated surface soils.
"For the purpose of the PS* is not
appropriate.

Provide the basis for assuming that
eight inches is the depth of
contaminated sediment. "For the
purpose of the PS* is not
appropriate. Likewise, provide the
basis for assuming that the
horizontal extent of contamination
is estimated to be no more than about
half an acre.

Leachate shcoculd be added as a
potential exposure pathway at the
land£ill. :

The groundwater recovery system is
screened out prematurely. There is
groundwater contamination at the
site, and as determined in the Risk
Assessment, benzene, 1,2~
Dichlorcethane, and arsenic exceed
the 1 x 10-6 risk 1level in
groundwater. Thus, a groundwater
recovery system should be carried
forth into detailed analysis. Also,
explain how temporary contaminated
groundwater can be handled as

~ leachate.

The drawbacks of this particular
technology - are stated in this
section. Also list the positive
aspects of this technology.

Note that with the proper controls
and safety measures, puncturing drums
and spreading waste into the
environment can be minimized.
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11

15

34

35

35

40

11-12

10-12

15-22

tn
'
a

0 -

2.4.1.2

2.4.1.2

2.4.1.2

N

P49

L4

™

tJ

*)

The sentence restricts the form of
solids fed to the incinerator to only
bales or drums. The sentence should
be stated in more generic texrms, for
example, °Solids may be fed in raw
form or processed form (e.g. shredded
to reduce size to enhance combustion)
to a materials handling system used
to feed the incinerator-.

It appears to be impractical to
remove ash and residue from the
secondary combustion chamber. Any
ash or residue from this chamber is
usually removed via the air pollution.
control system.

The disadvantages of incinerators
such as operational problems,

‘replacement of refractory lining,

problems with chamber seals, and
moving parts exposed to high
temperatures can all be taker care
cf through normal operation and
mairtenance procedures. These are
nct specific disadvantages for the
incineration alternatives.

As well as being used experimentally, .
this process is currently being
utilized commercially and full scale

tC generate electrical power.

ProZlems associated with increased
particulate emissions may be
cveremphasized, Pull-scale
cormercial applications of this

technology should not have a
cdisproportionate amount of resulting

air pollution control problems
compared to other combustion
technologies. '

Problems associated with the escape
of air, gas, and particulate matter
are overstated. If the hood system
is designed ©properly, only an
insignificant amount of air, gas, or
particulate matter may escape through
cracks in the soil. : '
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17

18

19

20
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25

26

41

44

46
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55
Sé

59

8-9

15-20

16

17-18

14-15

11-12

—— -

2.4.1.2

P
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Difficulties with on-gite treatment
of rotary kiln incineration are
singled out; all on-site thermal
treatment technologies will present
difficulties. Mobiliging a rotary
kiln incinerator in the field is not

disproportionately diff{culce.

The residuals from air stripping may
require further treatment before
being discharged. '

Are metal ions both cationic and
anionic? '

Where . would “appropriate fill
material® be obtained from?

Deep slurry walls are prematurely

‘screened out because of costly and

difficult rock excavation. Such a
technique may be very effective and
less costly than other alternatives. -

Excavation in deeper rock, although
time-consuming and difficult <o
implement may be a less expensive
alternative, especially if subsurface
water flow {s determined to be deeper
than the proposed trench depth with
a8 resultant potential for contact of
the groundwater with the landfill
waste.

This sentence needs clarification.
It may be a typographical error.

Please clhrify/explain *safety risk-.
Briefly outline why wastes are hauled

on-site. For example, wastes are
transported from the point - of

~ excavation to the point where on-site

treatment takes place.

How - do  chemical technologies
"...actually increase the amount of
material to be treated...®*? Cite
an example of a specific chemical
technology that increases the amount
of material to be treated.

2.4.2.3~ Please -clarify tRat. the —liquid -
— effluent can also be {ncinerated:
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27

28

29

(o

65 15 3.2.5.1 The bottom liner should be a double
liner with a leachate collection
system. Please specify this.

73 - 17-19 4.2.1.1 Where was the average total annua}l
precipitation obtained from?

83

-
]
o

4.2.2.2 The text at the end of the.sentence,
*...and the remediation program is
modified.", does not make sense with

the rest of the sentence. Please
reword. .

ge €-7 4.3.2 It {8 not clear which alternatives
are being referred to when the text
states “The other three
alternatives...".

0
()
&

.3.3 -The rating system of best tc worst
does not accurately reflec: the
overall ratings of each of the
altermatives. Please use a more
objective rating system.

v
'
'

1
(H
o+
()
[0}

Compliance problexs associate? with
on-site incineration are overstated
here. Compliance requirements are
no more or no less stringent fcr air
permits as opposed to water discharge
(NPDES or POTW) permits.

Table AS

1. The commerts section under 6111.042 of the Ohio Revised Code
(ORC) reflects a misunderstanding of the focus of this particular
ARAR. ORC 6111.042 requires compliance with NPDES standards for
discharges of wastestreams into waters of the state, not
groundwater discharges into surface water. Also, the second
comment under this ARAR is incorrect. There has been contamination
of groundwater at the site.

2. OAC 3701-28 may be an applicable ARAR if nearby private water
systems have tc be abandoned due to site related degradation of
those water systems.

3. OAC 3745-1-05(A) is misinterpreted. This ARAR stipulates that
no further degradation of surface water is allowable, not the
infiltration of groundwater into surface water as stated in the
comments section. o :

4. QAC-3745-3 establishes pre-treatment.standards, restrictians,

and ' reporting requirements’ for discharges to a POTW, not a
receiving stream. -OAC J745-3-04: Prohibited discharges-to a POTW-
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This ARAR stipulates that pollutants introduced into POTW's shall
not interfere with the operation or performance of a POTW. The
comment under this ARAR only says that the selected alternative
will not discharge untreated water intc a POTW.

3. OAC 3745-15-07 prohibits aif pollution nuisances. This ARAR
does not set levels for pollutants. '

6. QGAC 3745-17-11 restricts particulate emissions from industrial
processes and {s applicable to incineration altermatives in the
FS. This rule applies to any operation, process, or activity which
releases particulate emissions into the ambient air.

7. OAC 3745-21-07 and 08 are applicable requirements to all new
stationary sources regardless of location.

8. The QAC 3745-27 regqulations should have been reviewed in the FS
for each alternative to determine if the alternatives meet these
ARAR’s. The revisions to the solid waste regulations contained in
OAC 3745-27-10(B)(1l) stipulate-that a groundwater monitoring system
shall corsist of a sufficient number of wells, installed at
appropriate locations and depths in the aquifer. Additional
monitoring wells are needed downhill from MW-7. The concentrations
of aluminum (50 ug/l), manganese (50 ug/l), and iron (300 ug/l)
exceeced their respective secondary MCL's. In addition, the
concentrations cf these same three metals in Mw-T7A during the March

7, 1S8¢ samrling event exceeded greatly the concentrations detected

.n the background well.

CAC 3745-31-02 stipulates that a permit is required for both an
air cortaminant source and a disposal system. Under this rule, an
NPDES permit would be regquired for the off-site discharge of
treated leachate,

OAC 3745-5C-48 requires all mcritoring results tc be submitted,
not just monitoring results of the incinerator. :

OAC 3745-54-90 thru 99 not only stipulates that groundwater must
be protected, but the  groundwater must also be monitored, a

. compliance boundary must be established, and concentration limits

must be met.

OAC-3745-57-01.;h;u_18- Both the applicable and the rfelevant and
appropriate regulations must be me:z.’ '

OAC 3745-66-11 & 12 must be met at all RCRA TSD's, even those
operating without a permit. These requirements are relevant and
appropriate for this site. :

QAC 3745-66-13- Within 90 days of approval of the closure plan,

what will be met? Specify.

~ Specify ‘how the requlations-contafned id—OAE-3745-66-1¢'and13745=-
fGG-ISKc)-viLl be met., — _ "~ — - - - s = .
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Response to OEPA Cb-ents
Comments on the Proposed Plan

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 1: We agree and the Record of
Decision (ROD) will reflect the waiver through CERCLA

| Section 121(a)(4)(C) of OAC 3745-27-10(c)(3).

U.S. EPA Respongse to Comment 2: The no-action alternative
is used as a baseline and was not considered as a viable
option at the E.H. Schilling site.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 3: wWe agree that it may be
difficult to {mplement, but as with incineration, it has
been used and proven at other sites.

General Comments on the FS
U.S. EPA Response to Comment 1: The R0OD reflects these

cleanup goals and they are also stated in the U.S. EPA FS
adcdendum.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 2: WS agree w11 YyOoUr Ccommen-
a2 the ROD reflects-0OAC 374-27-10 (c)(3).

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 3: we agr2e wiItLh your
comment.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 4: This comment 15 adcdressed
by the U.S. EPA FS addendum.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 5: wh :
meet al. ARARSs except: OAC 3745-27-10(Ci(3
is in the opinion that enough deta:l
accurate decision for the site remecy.

ooremedy will
Tne U.S5. EPA
S tO make an

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 6: Your comment nas been
reflected in the ROD.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 7: Your ccmmen:t has Dbeen
reflected in the ROD.

U.S. FEPA response to Comment 1: The U.S. EPA is of the
opinion that the text provides enough background to carry
through the incineration option into detailed analysis. If
incineration was chosen, the design would be part of the
Remedial Design phase.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 2: Mr. .Schiliirn3 wvas
interviewed by the Law Environmental and the (.S. EPA anad
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does not remember exactly how the landfill was constructed.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 3: For completeness, it would
have been nice to have the concentrations located in Table
ZA, but the RI and Technical memorandums contain all the
presented data. ' ' '

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 4: The one-half acre was
based on sampling during the RI. Additional sampling wil.
occur in the design phase.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment §S: The eight-inches and one-
half acre was determined from sampling and analysis during
the RI. Additional sampling will occur in the design ghase.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 6: The U.S. EPA agrees, bi-
leachate as a potential pathway was adcressed in the ricx
assessment section of the RI. :

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 7: The groundwater re-svers
System was screenec ou:t by agreement ¢f H2- U.S. EPA ar< .
OEPA. Since the groundwater at present wa~ nos beinz uisez-
ac a drinking water source, 1t was not Tu: 1n 5 de-avie
analys:s. It s stazed 1n ROD tha-t ¥ Tl oLlevels ars
exZeeded then <the groundwa-er wlll Ze  treaced i ths
leachate treatment glant. The ground~a-= w111 o0& T impai
Lhrough extracti:on we..s tC the treatrer: sLant.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 8: Th:s aivanta .oare gt
in <he 1lst paragraph under Spray Ir:.zatio . noad:s .
CoSt 1S min:matd.

U.S5. EPA Response to Comment 9: Tie ULS. sres: et
CONTAmMInNAation C©! the env.ronment Can D= 4 =.. .12 antase.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 10: The _.S. =.3 agreec.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 11: Fremnoving asn fror ths
seconcdary combusticn chamber 1is practicaz.e and s o202
done. - '

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 12: We acree ttal tle

mentioned problems do not limit incineration,. bu: t.s. are
inherent problems which can cause delay.

U.S. FEPA Response to Comment 13: Fluidized bed technr.ocy
is being used presently by utilities, but in smali numders.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 14: The U.S. EPA agreec« and
that is one of the reasons thermal treatment was Ce-ried
into detailed analysis. All Federal and State regula!.ons
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wvill be met with thermal treatment.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 15: The U.S. EPA agrees.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 16: The U.S. EPA agrees that a
rotary kiln incinerator can be mobilized and that all on-
site thermal treatment technologies can present:
difficulties. :

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 17: Comment 1s addressed in
line 10 of the FS. It is stated that air stripping may Dbe
implemented in conjunction with other processes..

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 18: The U.S. EPA does noz
understand the question.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 19: This will be addressed in
the design phase.

EPA Response to Comment 20: The deep s.urrcy

uU. ~a.. was
57 ee"eﬁ out due O the grou:s Curtain beinc a more feasibla
op:‘o“.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 21: The T.S. ZPA .S .o t.»2
Cp.n:0rn that the slurry wail/grous rtain o oystem willo DR
erfecTive 1n prevent.ns .nternal groundwatsr 10w

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 22: 7The U.S. EPA-3greag

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 23: A- sa‘ewy Triskx i3
assoclazed with excavazing the lancdf:l: conten: :
U.S. EPA Response to Comment 24: The U.S. EPA Z2z: nc:-
understand the commen :

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 25 Star...zaTiCn vl
increase the amount ¢f mazerial tc e treazed

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 26: Pl2ase se&2 pase 34 €I oz
FS.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 27: The liner will mes. a..
state ARARS.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 28: The precipitaticn Vilusz
was obtained from the Schilling site data and HuUnR-Zingi<n

W.\V.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 29: The 1!.S. EPA 15 I
opinion that the sentence does not need to be rewcrcec.



U.S. EPA Response to Cosment 30:  The oOther three
alternatives {n that sentence refer to S, 7, 8 which deal
with excavation.

U.S. EPA Response to Cosment 31: The U.S. EPA agrees anad
this is addressed in the FS addendum. - :

U.S.. EPA Response to Comment 32: The U.S. EPA believes
that incineration is a viable technology, and can meet air
requirements. At the Schilling site, thermal treatment was
not chosen as the remedy since it does not provide the bes-
balance of trade-offs concerning the nine criteria.

1anle A2

U.S. EPA Response to Comment l: The U.S. EPA agree- anc
NPDES requirements will be complied with.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 2: The U.S. EPA agrees Lo+ &=
present, nearby private water systems have not Dbee-
degradec.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 3: The U.S. EPL 17 22%.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 4: The _.5. I7° .a:rees.

B!
S 4
(4]
C
wn
m
[\
)
1
4]
D
in

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 5:

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 6: U.S. ZrA agrees.

+]
oy
13}

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 7: The U.S. ZP\ agrees.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 8: The U.S. EPA doec nco-
agree that another monitoring welli should be locaze2 do.T
from number seven. The U.S. EPA "anéd OEPA agreecd <«ha-
additional field work was not required since the levels -

the monitoring we..s were within background condi:ziors an
the groundwater was not a drinking waz-er source. T

. present 16 monitoring wells will be monitored guar:ar.
and :f action levels are exceeded, the groundwater ...
treazed on-site.

[N

(] VY

i}
[*1]
(84
10
9]

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 9:‘-Any discharge ©of tr
leachate will comply with NPDES reguiremen:s.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment 10: The U.S. EPA agrees.
U.S. EPA Response to Comment 11: The U.S. EPA agrees.

U.S. EPA Response to Comment '12: The U.S. EPA agrees.
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U.S. EPA Regponse to Comment 13: The U.S. EPA agrees.
U.S. EPA Response to Comment 14: The closure plan is site
specific and once received will meet the requirements of the
State of Ohio. :

U.S. EZPA Response to Comment 15: These regqulations will
be addressed in the design phase.



ATTACHMENT

(@]

U.S. EPA prepared the COmmunity‘ relations plan (Aprii
1989).

U. s EPA established information repositories at the
Briggs Lawrence Public Library and the Lawrence County
Court House (April 15, 1987).

U.S. EPA {issued a press release announ<ing that E.H.
Schilling and sSons, Inc. and Aristech had reached an
agreement with the Agency to conduct and pay for the E.H.
Schilling Landfill site RI/FS (April 16, 1987).

U.S. EPA held a public comment period regarding the

Consent Agreement. One written comment was received
regarding potential site related healt!h: concerns (May +-2.,
1887).

U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA held a public meetin. 4. the La.r-ence
County Court House to describe the Consent Agreement &l . the

plannec remedial investigation, and to resr>.d to Cit.-2ns’
questions and receive the:r commencs. Auproximate.y 25
residents, public officials, represen-a-:.c¢s of PRPS, an

the mecdia attended the meetinc (May la, l1¢.7).

A prepared and distripduze? a fact shee:s which
cdeta:lecd the RI'FS workpian and the Superfund rzcess
(March 1988). '

.S. EPA revised the communizy relat.ons plan to reflect '

e-related developments (May 1988).

U.S. EPA placed an advertisemens in the Irzuton Tribune to
inform 1nyeres:ed parzies or the awairlab:ility oI TAG grants
{Seprember 7, 988"

U.S. EPA prepared and distribute? a let-2r -0 recsizent- an
other pa*;zes con;e*"‘r; the progress ¢f wrne RI ™Marcn 7,
1989 .

U.S. EPA releasecd the RI for publ:c review A fact shest
summarizing the RI was prepar ed and disur.buzed (Augus:t 13,

1989%)

U.S. EPA released the FS ai.. r.opused plan fcr p:blicC
review and comment {(August 25, 1989). An advertisement W3S
placed in the Ironton Tribune summarizing the FS anc
proposed plan, and announcing the public comment per:od
(August 25, 1989 and September 5, 1989). :

U.S. EPA held a public comment period regarcing the FS and
proposed plan (August 25, 1989 to September 23, .1989).



ATTACHMENT

AR

U.S. EPA prepared the community relations plan  (April
1989). : s =

U.S. EPA established iﬁfornation repositories at the
Briggs Lavrence Public Library and the Lawvrence County
Court House (April 15, 1987).

U.S. EPA issued a press release announcing that E.H.
Schilling and Sons, Inc. and Aristech had reached an
agreement with the Agency to conduct and pay for the E.H.
Schilling Landfill site RI/FS (April 16, 1987).

U.S. EPA held a public comment period regarding the

Consent Agreement. One written comment was received
regarding potential site related health concerns (May 4-22,
1987).

U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA held a public meeting a°* the Lawrence
County Court House to describe the Consent Agreement and the
p.anned remed:al investigation, anc 10 respant to citizen<’

guest.ons anc recelve their comments. Aroroximately 25
residents, public officials, representat.:vac of PRPs, and
-me mecd.a attended tne meeting (May 13, 1987 .

L.S. EF

prepared and distributed a fact sheel which

Ll rhe RI/FS workp.an and <the Superfund process
tMarch  1988)
U.S. EPA revised the community re.ations plan toO reflect
site-re.ated developments (May 1988).

U.S. EPA placed an advert:sement 1In the Ironton Tribune to
inform :nterested parties cn the ava:lanility of TAGC grants
{Seprember 7, 1988). :

U.S. EPA prepared and distributed a letzer

+o residents and
other parties concerning the progress cf twhe

RI (March 7,

U.S. EPA released the RI for public review. A fact sheet
summarizing the RI was prepared anc cistributed (August 14,
1989). - : '

U.S. EPA released the FS and proposed plan for public
review and comment (August 25, 1989). An advertisement was
placed in the Ironton Tribune summarizing the FS and
proposed plan, and announcing the public comment period
(August 25, 1989 and September 5, 1989}).

U.S. EPA held a public comment period regarding the FS and
proposed plan (August 25, 1989 to September 23, 1989).
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U.S. EPA issued a press release concerning the FS, proposed

plan, public comment period, and a public meeting (September
S, 1989).

U.S. EPA and Chio EPA held a public meeting at the Briggs
Lavrence County Public Library to record public comments
concerning the FS and proposed plan. Approximately 25
people attendsd the wmeeting including residents, public
officials, representatives of the PRPs, and the media. A
transcript of the meeting is available in the informatian
repositories (September 7, 1989).
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Xr. Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator
U.8. EPA, Region V

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Mr. Adamkust

After review of the draPt Record of Decision (ROD) for the BR.H.
Schilling Landfill site ia Lawrence County which we received on
September 26, 13989 and is attached hereto, Ohio EPA concurs with
the selected remedial alternative for the site. The selected
remedial alternative, titled the Selected Remedy in the ROD,
consists of the followings :

- A RCRA coxpliant cap which will consist of clay with a
' permeability of 1 x 10-7 cm/sec or less;

- Constructing a clay berm and dralnage features on the face
of the oa;then danm;

- Installing a contiguous 15 foot slurry wall and 40 foot
grout curtain around the perimeter of the landfill;

- Installing a perimeter {nterceptor drain outside the slurry
wall/grout curtain;

- Excavation of contaminated sediment and surface soils
adjacent to the landfill ‘and down from the earthen dam.
™is material will be consolidated {nto the landfilly

- Installing 3 wells upstream of the dam to collect and treat
leachate. Treatment of leachate will be accomplished onsite
utilizing metal precipitation, air stripping, and carbon
adsorption technologies; =~ ' o :

- Quarterly sampling of all 16 monitoring wells. Action
levels will be established for groundwater, and i{f exceeded,
will require collection and troatment;

- Complete site fencing and a security guard to liamit access;

- riling of a deed restriction in the county couxt.

The estimated capital cost for the selected remedy is $6,444,000,
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‘}and an estisated annual operatioa and maintenance ocost ot

" $99,000. Operaticn and maintenance is for 30 years. The total
f}coct of this alternative is $9,414¢,000. '

T™his concurrence should not be construed to mean that Chio EPA

. approves of the manner in which U.S. KPA recently accelerated the
RI/PS process in order to meet this ROD coumitment. In doing
this, Ohio EPA was deprived of °“meaningful and substantial®
involvenent in the RI/PS process as required by CERCLA Section
121(f), 42 USC 9601(f). I have asked IK staff to address support
agency review timas in a SMOA which we hope to negotiate with you
over the next several moanths.

ichard L. skank, Ph.D.
Director

cc: Scott Bergreen, DERR, SEDO
Maury Walsh, Doiuty Director
Jeany Ti{ell, Chief, DERR
Dave Strayer, RRS Mgr., DERR, CO
Kathy Davidson, DERR, CO
Cindy Rafner, Logal, Cco
Bob Cottrill, Chief, SEDO
Tom Alcamo/Joe Dufficy, US EPA, Region V



