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Abstract (Continued)

ground water, and set final ground water remediation levels. The primary contaminants
of concern affecting the ground water are VOCs including TCE and carbon tetrachloride.

The selected remedial action for this site includes pumping and treatment of ground
water using pre filtration and air stripping, and discharging the treated water onsite
to the St. Joseph River; treating air emissions, if needed, using carbon adsorption with
offsite regeneration and disposal of the spent carbon; conducting treatability studies
to determine treatment system design parameters; providing an alternate water supply by
extending the municipal distribution system to 505 residences/businesses; monitoring
ground water; and implementing institutional controls, including ground water use
restrictions, and site access restrictions such as fencing. The estimated present worth
cost for this remedial action is $3,969,300, which includes an annual O&M cost of
$125,000 for 20 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: Final soil and ground water performance standards will
be addressed during remediation of 0UZ2.



- DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION
S8ITE NAME AND LOCATION

Conrail Railyard
Elkhart County, Indiana

BTATEMENT OF BASI8 AND PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected interim remedial
action for the Conrail Railyard site in Elkhart County, Indiana.
This action was chosen in accordance with 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, with the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). The decisions contained herein are based
on information contained in the administrative record for this
Site.

The State of Indiana concurs on the selected remedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE REMEDY

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
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 REMEDY

This groundwater interim action operable unit is the first of two
operable units planned for this site. This operable unit
addresses the elimination or reduction of public exposure to
groundwater contamination associated with the site.

Specifically, this interim remedial action involves the provision
of a safe, permanent drinking water supply to residents who are
potentially at risk, and taking actions to restrict migration of
the contamination in the aquifer. The second operable unit will
set remediation levels for contaminated site soils, and
contaminated groundwater at the site, as well as accompanying air
and water monitoring, so as to properly monitor
remediation/recovery efforts. This first operable unit works
toward the goal of achieving a permanent remedy at the site.

The major components of the selected remedy include:
- Installation of four extraction wells located in positions
to adequately contain the migration of contaminants in the
groundwater;

- Treatment of groundwaters collected such that the resultant
discharge will meet National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
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System (NPDES) limitations as imposed by the program
administered by the State of Indiana;

- Installation of about 67,000 feet of distribution line, of
various sizes, for the distribution of City of Elkhart water
to approximately 505 residences/businesses who are
potentially at risk from exposure to the contaminated
groundwater; ‘

- Groundwater monitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the
remedial action; and

- Fencing of property where the groundwater extraction
facilities are installed, as well as advisories and possible
well abandonment for residences and businesses in the area
of groundwater contamination.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

This interim action is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements for this limited-scope
action, and is cost-effective. Although this interim action is
not intended to fully address the statutory mandate for
permanence and treatment to the maximum extent practicable, this
interim action utilizes treatment and thus is in furtherance of
that statutory mandate. Because this action does not constitute
the final action for the Conrail Railyard site, the statutory
preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principle element, although
partially addressed in this remedy, will be addressed by the
final response action. Subsequent actions are planned to address
fully the threats posed by the conditions at this site.

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

continues to develop final remedial alternatives for the site.
g | 7 %
QﬂweZ/,/%p/- % - :

Date Valdas V.’ Adapikus
Regional Administrator
Region V



RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
CONRAIL

I. BITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The Conrail Railyard site is located adjacent to and within the
southwestern city limits of Elkhart, Indiana. The site includes
the 675 acre railyard facility which is approximately bounded to
the north by US33 (Franklin Street), on the east by State Route
19, to the south by Mishawauka Road, and to the west by State
Route 219 (see Figure 1), and certain areas of contamination that
extend in two directions, northeast and northwest from the
Conrail railyard. The Elkhart railyard is an electronically
controlled hump yard which serves as a classification
distribution yard for freight cars. It contains 72
classification tracks where cars are separated and switched to a
specific track corresponding to a particular destination. The
yard processes approximately 74 trains per day via 15 receiving
and 14 departure tracks. Car repair, engine cleaning, and diesel
refueling facilities are also located at the yard.

The study area, which includes the railyard, encompasses roughly
2,500 acres, with the topography generally being flat. The study
area is bounded on the north by the St. Joseph River, on the west
by Baugo Bay, on the east by Oakland Avenue, and on the south by
the southern border of the Conrail railyard. There are several
light industrial properties located within the study area to the
north and northwest of the railyard, as well as the numerous
light industries surrounding the study area to the east and
south. Within the above referenced study area, there are also
several residential areas, comprised mainly of single-family
homes. Approximately 3,500 .people live within this study area,
within about a mile and a half of the site. Of this total, about
3,000 of the people use private residential wells for their water
supply, and another 300 get their water supply from a private ¢
utility, whose well is also located in the study area. The
closest downgradient residences to the site are those located
directly across US33, just to the north of the railyard (one or
two hunQred feet away).

In the study area, four episodes of glaciation have left deposits
of stratified and unstratified drift, ranging in thickness from
150 to 250 feet, over the bedrock. The surficial geology is
characterized by a valley-train outwash deposit consisting
primarily of unstratified sand, and sand and gravel. 1In some
parts of the study area, these deposits are interbedded with one
or more layers of silt or clay. Although a layer (or layers) of
clay seems to exist over a large portion of the study area, the
clay layer(s) does not appear to be continuous. Where it exists,
investigations found the depth of this layer(s) to vary from 3 to
36 feet below the ground surface, with its thickness ranging from
1 foot to 85 feet. 1In other areas, no clay layer was found. The
glacial deposits are underlain by the Coldwater shale of
Mississippian age and the Ellsworth shale of Devonian and
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Mississippian age. Both units contain occasional lenses of
dolonmite or limestone.

Groundwater in the area is generally found at a depth of
approximately 5 to 15 feet below ground surface. Groundwater
flow direction in the study area is toward the north/northwest,
in the direction of the St. Joseph River and Baugo Bay.
Groundwater flow data indicate that the St. Joseph River is
hydraulically connected to the outwash aquifer in the study area
and is a discharge zone for this aquifer. The aquifer is part of
the St. Joseph Aquifer System and Tributary Valleys, a federally
designated Sole Source Aquifer.

The major surface water bodies in the vicinity of the study area
are the St. Joseph River and Baugo Bay. The St. Joseph River
flows westward and is located a little over a mile north of the
Conrail site. Baugo Bay flows north into the St. Joseph River,
and is located immediately to the west of the study area.
Crawford ditch originates at the site, and flows intermittently
to the St. Joseph River. Floodplains and wetland areas exist
along both the St. Joseph River and Baugo Bay.

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
Site History

The railyard began operations in 1956 as part of the New York
Central Railroad, and continued operations as a subsidiary of the
Penn Central Transportation Company until 1976. From 1961 to
1968, numerous citizen complaints regarding o0il discharges from
the railyard to the St. Joseph River were filed with state and
local authorities. -

In 1976, operations at the railyard were transferred to the
Consolidated Rail Corporation (Conrail). From 1576 to 1986,
spills and releases of oil, diesel fuel, hydrochloric acid,
caustic soda, and various petroleum-related substances occurred
there. Reports also indicate that a track-cleaning substance
(the chemical composition of which is unknown) and engine
degreasers were used and disposed of at the railyard.

Initial Investigations and Removal Actions

In June 1986, a resident on County Road 1, just to the north of
US33, reported to U.S. EPA that his residential well contained
elevated levels of volatile organic compounds. On July 2, 1986,
U.S. EPA/Technical Assistance Team (TAT) collected and analyzed a
water sample from this residential well. Sample analysis
indicated the presence of trichloroethylene (TCE) at 800 parts
per billion (ppb) and carbon tetrachloride (CCl,) at 485 ppb. ,
Based on this finding, EPA/TAT initiated a groundwater sampling
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program in the County Road 1 and LaRue Street areas, located to
the northwest and northeast of the railyard, respectively. ) .
Samples were also taken at residences in the Vistula Avenue area,
to the northwest of the County Road 1 area. Groundwater sampling
began on July 17, 1986. A total of 88 residential wells were
sampled by EPA/TAT. Concurrently, 11 additional residential
wells were sampled by individual well owners. TCE, CCl,, and
other volatile organic compounds were detected in many
groundwater samples. TCE concentrations as high as 4,876 ppb and
CCl, concentrations as high as 6,680 ppb were detected. A total
of 63 groundwater samples showed detectable levels of TCE, CCL,,
or both. The total of this sampling effort relates to the areas
of contamination designated on Figure 2.

Bottled water was provided to residents whose wells were affected
by the contamination. A portion of the residents in the LaRue
Street area were later connected to a watermain extension from
the City of Elkhart. Many of the residences, however, had carbon
filter units installed to ensure a safe drinking water supply.
Two types of activated carbon filter units were installed in
residences: point-of-use units and whole-house units. 1In all,
20 point-of-use and 56 whole-house units were installed.

Although homeowners are ultimately responsible for the operation .
and maintenance of these units, the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management (IDEM) is currently assisting in their
operation and maintenance.

EPA/TAT also conducted an inspection of the Conrail site in July
and August 1986. Seven water/liquid samples and 21 soil samples
were collected at the Conrail site on July 31 and August 1, 1986.
The results of the analyses revealed TCE concentrations as high
as 5,850 ppb and CCl, concentrations as high as 117 ppb in soil
samples. Based on these results, the downgradient location of'
TCE- and CCl,-contaminated private wells from the railyard, and
the history of poor waste handling practices at the railyard, the
Conrail site was placed on a roster of sites proposed for
inclusign on the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988.

The site went final on the NPL in August 1990.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

On June 27, 1988, U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to
Conrail offering them the opportunity to undertake the RI/FS for
the site, including investigations of the groundwater
contamination emanating from the site. Although Conrail did
express a willingness to undertake a portion of the RI/FS, U.S.
EPA determined that Conrail had not presented a "good faith"
offer to conduct the entire RI/FS at the Conrail site.

Therefore, on September 30, 1988, U.S. EPA entered into a
contract to have the RI/FS conducted. The workplan for the RI/FS
was approved in July 1989, and actual investigations for the
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Conrail site began shortly thereafter.

The first phase of the remedial investigation (RI) was
essentially completed in January 1990, and was detailed in the
April 1990 Preliminary Evaluation Report. During the RI, various
investigations were undertaken, including a soil gas survey, the
collection of soil samples from 29 soil boring locations, for
chemical/physical tests, the collection of sediment samples from
5 locations, the installation of 36 monitoring wells, and
subsequent sampling of groundwater from these wells. In addition
to the above activities, tests were performed at the monitoring
wells to aid in determining groundwater flow conditions. The
results of these investigations are discussed below.

The soil gas survey was conducted primarily in the suspected
contaminant source areas within the Conrail railyard, although a
limited number of tests were conducted in the
residential/industrial area north of the Conrail railyard. This
survey was used to preliminarily identify the presence of
contaminants in the soil, and as a screening tool to direct
future sampling efforts. Aall samples were analyzed for only TCE
and CCl,. The results indicated that TCE contamination exists in
the subsurface soil in the area noted as the East Leaking Tank
Car Parking Area of the Conrail Yard, to the west of Oakland
Avenue. The soil gas survey did not indicate the existence of
TCE or CCl, contamination at any of the other suspected source
locations. The survey, however, did indicate C€Cl, contamination
near the Elkhart Office Machine building on Route 33, and at a
single location along Tower Road.

Soil samples were collected from borings near the suspected
source areas within the Conrail railyard, and from areas
upgradient from the Conrail railyard. Analysis of soil samples
from these borings confirmed the TCE contamination noted during
the so0il gas study in the East Leaking Tank Car Parking Area,
with concentrations of 36 to 180 ppb found. Through this limited
sampling, no TCE or CCl, contamination was detected in any of the
other suspected source areas within the Conrail railyard and the
area sampled downgradient of the Conrail railyard.

The results of the groundwater sampling performed under this
phase of the RI field investigations confirmed the TCE and ccl,
contamination plumes previously identified by EPA, and provided a
preliminary indication of the vertical extent of the plume. TCE
in the shallow wells within the County Road 1 area was found in
concentrations as high as 96 ppb, while concentrations in the
deep wells went as high as at least 2,300 ppb. No TCE was found
in the shallow monitoring wells in the Vistula Ave. area, and
only 1 ppb was found in one of the deep monitoring wells. Of the
shallow and deep wells located around the LaRue Street area, TCE
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was found in only one shallow well at a concentration of 6 ppb.
TCE was also found in two shallow wells constructed near the car
shop (in the Conrail Yard) at concentrations of 2 and 6.7 ppb.
With the exception of a concentration of 7 ppb of TCE found in
one shallow well just upgradient of the Conrail Yard, no other
concentrations of TCE were detected in any of the other
upgradient wells. '

In terms of the groundwater sampling, CCl, in the shallow wells
within the County Road 1 area was found in concentrations as high
as 150 ppb, and as high as 150 ppb in the deep wells. CCl, was
found in the shallow wells of the Vistula Avenue area in
concentrations as high as 340 ppb, and in the deep wells in
concentrations as high as 160 ppb. No CCl, was found in either
the shallow or deep monitoring wells constructed in the La Rue
Street area. CCl, was found in two shallow monitoring wells
installed near the Car Shop and to the east of the Car Shop (on
the Conrail Yard), at concentrations of 230 and 34 ppb,
respectively. No CCl, was found in any of the monitoring wells
installed upgradient of the Conrail Yard. :

Other Investigations

In addition to the above investigations performed by U.S. EPA,
Groundwater Technologies, Inc. (GTI), acting as a private
consultant for Conrail, also performed various soil and
groundwater investigations within the Conrail Railyard. These
investigations included drilling a total of 24 soil borings, with
two samples generally taken from each boring (one just below the
ground surface and one at the water table). The investigations
also included the installation of a total of 10 monitoring wells,
to a depth of 20 feet.

The GTI 'soil sampling results revealed the presence of TCE at
concentrations of 2,900 and 7,500 ppb in the two samples taken
from a boring in the southwestern corner of Conrail's main '
classification yard. 1In addition, a concentration of 510 ppb of
ccl, was found in the "water table" soil sample taken from a
boring about 400 feet to the east of the above sample (in the
south central portion of the main classification yard).

The GTI groundwater sampling results revealed concentrations of
15 and 32 ppb of TCE in two of the monitoring wells, one on the
north end of the site near Crawford Ditch, and one just to the
northwest of the Car shop. CCl, was also found at a
concentration of 82 ppb in a monitoring well located to the
northwest of the Car Shop.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

U.S. EPA and IDEM have been interacting to varying extents with
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the community, in terms of the Conrail site, since contamination
was first found in residential wells in 1986. Informal
interactions with the community took place during the Removal
action, through the sampling of wells and the provision of
bottled water, carbon filters, watermain connections, etc. 1In
addition, IDEM has been in contact with residents since that time
as a part of its periodic sampling of residential wells, and
maintenance of the carbon filter systems.

With respect to the remedial activities, community relations
activities began in late 1988, with the development of the
Community Relations Plan. 1In accordance with that plan, various
meetings have been held, and facts sheets have been issued. An
RI/FS kickoff meeting, held in July 1989, was attended by about
150 people. Availability sessions held in the afternoon and
evening of June 26, 1990, to discuss the results of the first
phase of investigations, were also widely attended. Four fact
sheets have been issued since July 1989.

Community interest is further evidenced by the creation of a
local community interest group, which has been extensively
involved in the subject project, in part, through verbal and
written communications with both U.S. EPA and IDEM. Media
coverage has also been fairly extensive throughout the life of
the project, including coverage by local newspapers and
television stations.

The Proposed Plan for this interim action was released to the
public on April 19, 1991, outlining remedial alternatives, and
informing residents that the FS and all other documents
comprising the Administrative Record for the site, were available
at the public information repository at the Elkhart Public
Library. The Administrative Record index is included as Appendix
A. A public comment period was held from April 19, 1991, to June
18, 1591, and a public meeting was held on May 1, 1991, to
discuss the proposed remedial action with the residents. The
public meeting was attended by about 150 people, with numerous
questions asked, and seven oral comments received. These
comments, as well as written comments received, and U.S. EPA's
response to the comments are included as Appendix B, the
Responsiveness Summary.

Iv. 8COPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT WITHIN SITE STRATEGY

The scope of this interim remedial action is to provide a clean
water supply to residences affected by risks in and around the
site, including the County Road 1, LaRue Street, Vistula Avenue,
and Charles Avenue areas (see Figure 3). 1In addition, this
interim remedial action is also being undertaken to control
groundwater contamination and expansion of the groundwater plume.
Investigations have not provided sufficient information to allow
the initjation of the complete remedial action at this point in
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time. Additional investigations will be conducted: 1) to
identify the source areas within the Conrail railyard, as well as
any other source(s) off-site of the Conrail railyard, which are
contributing to the TCE/CCl, contamination plumes; 2) to further
determine the vertical extent of the areas of contamination, both
within and off the Conrail railyard, including each of the
previously designated residential areas (i.e., County Road 1,
LaRue Street, Vistula Avenue, and Charles Avenue); and 3) to
further define the link between the County Road 1 contamination
area, and the contamination found in the Vistula Avenue and
Charles Avenue areas. Once U.S. EPA completes this
investigation, U.S. EPA will arrive at a final decision as to the
ultimate remediation of the groundwater, including the
anticipated remediation timeframe for the groundwater.

Information has pointed to the need for an interim remedial
action to provide a clean water supply to residences affected by
potential risks in and around the site, and to control the
migration of groundwater contamination in the study area.
Specifically, there is a need to institute an interim remedial
action that will eliminate or reduce the health risk posed to
humans by exposure to contaminated groundwater. This need is
based on contaminant levels present in the potable water supply
for some of the residences, and the potential for other
residences in the area to be impacted by the contaminated
groundwater, due to movement of the contaminated groundwater.

The interim action is necessary or appropriate to prevent further
groundwater degradation and to reduce threats to human health and
the environment. The interim action will be monitored and
maintained to ensure its effectiveness until the final remedy is
implemented.

The interim action is consistent with the final remedy. Even if
agquifer cleanup actions can be initiated within a few years, it
will take several years to ensure that risks associated with
exposure to the groundwater will be eliminated. Therefore,
addressing exposure to the groundwater at this time, through the
provision of a potable water supply, is a necessary and natural
part of the overall remedy. This interim action will not
exacerbate the site problem.

V. BUMMARY OF BITE CHARACTERISTICS
Bite Geoclogy and Hydrogeology

As previously noted, four episodes of glaciation have left
deposits of stratified and unstratified drift, ranging in
thickness from 150 to 250 feet, over the bedrock. The surficial
geology is characterized by a valley-train outwash deposit
consisting primarily of unstratified sand, and sand and gravel.
In some parts of the study area, these deposits are interbedded
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with one or more layers of silt or clay. The glacial deposits
are underlain by the Coldwater shale of Mississippian age and the
Ellsworth shale of Devonian and Mississippian age. Both units
contain occasional lenses of dolomite or limestone.

The first phase of investigations under the RI/FS focused on the
upper 80 feet of the aquifer, to a large extent due to the
perception that a silt and clay layer existed throughout a
majority of the study area. Based on information from USGS, it
was presumed that this layer was from 16 to 20 feet thick, and
was at approximately 40 to 60 feet below grade in the study area.
Rather than a continuous layer, the results of the first phase of
investigations have found that the clay appears to be present in
a series of clay lenses, varying in size, depth, thickness, and
lateral extent. The lenses are absent in some areas (see Figure
4) . Where present, they were found to occur at depths ranging
from 3 feet, to as deep as 36 feet. The thickness of the lenses
were found to vary from 1 foot to as much as 85 feet.

Groundwater in the area is generally found at a depth of
approximately 5 to 15 feet below ground surface. Groundwater
flow direction in the study area (in both the shallow and deep
wells) was found to be generally toward the north, in the
direction of the St. Joseph River. 1In the western portion of the
study area, the groundwater flow direction has been found to tend
toward the northwest, while in the eastern portion of the study
area, it appears to flow somewhat to the northeast (see Figures 5
and 6). Groundwater flow data indicate that the St. Joseph River
is hydraulically connected to the outwash aquifer in the study
area and is a discharge zone for this aquifer. The aquifer is
part of the St. Joseph Aquifer System and Tributary Valleys, a
federally designated Sole Source Aquifer.

A horizontal groundwater gradient of approximately 0.0017 ft/ft
was calculated for both the shallow and deep zones studied during
the first phase of investigations. For calculating horizontal
groundwater velocities, permeability values calculated from slug
test results conducted during the first phase of investigations
were utilized. Based on these calculations, a horizontal
velocity of 32 feet/year was calculated. Because of the
variability in calculated permeability values using different
methods of testing, the horizontal groundwater velocity was also
calculated using USGS-published data obtained from pump tests in
the Elkhart area. With this data, USGS upper range, USGS lower
range, and a logarithmic average of USGS upper and lower limits,
resulted in calculated velocities of 900 feet/year, 72 feet/year,
and 252 feet/year, respectively.

Vertical hydraulic gradients were calculated for all of the
nested monitoring wells. (Five of the nested wells were
installed in locations where one or more clay layer(s) were
encountered in the borings.) The data indicate that there is a
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downward flow component in areas distant from the St. Joseph
River, and an upward flow component in areas near the River.
Comparison of the horizontal and vertical hydraulic gradients in
the area where no clay was encountered (assuming equal horizontal
and vertical permeabilities) indicates that the resultant flow
direction is predominantly downward in this area.

Nature and Extent of Contamination

The scope of the RI at the Conrail site included studies for all
media that may be contaminated, including soils in and around the
Conrail railyard, sediments in Crawford ditch and other areas of
standing water, and groundwater on and around the site. Results
of investigations performed to date have shown that groundwater
on and around the site has been contaminated with volatile
organic compounds (VOCs). In the residential areas, the
principal VOCs have been found to be TCE and CCl,, both of which
have a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 5 ppb.

No concentrated continuing source area(s) has been found to date,
although soil contamination has been found on the Conrail
railyard. Potential source(s) of contamination do exist on the
railyard, however, including facilities where engine and railcar
maintenance take place. Another potential source relates to a
purported tank car spill of CCl, which took place about twenty
years ago, in the area of Track 69 in the southern end of the
main classification yard of the Conrail railyard. Several light
industries around the Conrail railyard could also prove to be
potential contributing sources of the groundwater contamination.

Investigations undertaken at the four residential areas, where
contamination of the groundwater is of concern, are discussed
below:

County Road 1: 1In residential well sampling undertaken between
1986 and 1989, MCLs were exceeded for TCE in 28 of the 58 wells
sampled, and for CCL, in 27 of the 58 wells sampled.
Concentrations, for TCE, found through the residential well
sampling, ranged from 0.1 ppb to 7,350 ppb. For CCl,,
concentrations found through the residential well sampling ranged
from 1 ppb to 27,500 ppb. During the first phase of the RI, four
monitoring wells (two shallow and two deep) were installed in
this area and sampled. Results of sampling at these monitoring
wells revealed that the MCL for TCE was exceeded for all four
wells, with the highest level found being at least 2,500 ppb.

The MCL for CCl, was exceeded in samples taken from three of the
four monitoring wells, with the highest concentration found to be
150 ppb. This area is immediately downgradient of the Conrail
Railyard.

vistula Avenue: In residential well sampling undertaken between
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1986 and 1989, MCLs were exceeded for TCE in 16 of the 25 wells
sampled, and for CCl, in 17 of the 25 wells sampled.
Concentrations for TCE found through the residential well
sampling, ranged from 1 ppb to 377 ppb. For CCl,, concentrations
found through the residential well sampling ranged from 2 ppb to
630 ppb. During the first phase of the RI, five monitoring wells
(three shallow and two deep) were 1nstalled in the general area,
and the groundwater was sampled. Results of sampling at;these
wells indicated the presence of TCE in only one well, at a level
below the MCL. ¢€Cl, was found in three of the monltorlng wells,
with the MCL being exceeded in two of those wells, and the
highest concentration found to be 340 ppb. The 51m11ar1ty of
contaminants of concern, and the groundwater flows (as is shown
on Figures 5 and 6), indicates an apparent relationship between
these two contamination areas.

LaRue Street: 1In residential well sampling undertaken between
1986 and 1989, MCLs were exceeded for TCE in 10 of the 35 wells
sampled, and for CCl;, in 3 of the 35 wells sampled.

Concentrations for TCE found through the residential well
sampling, ranged from 0.1 ppb to 300 ppb. For CCl,,
concentrations found through the residential well sampling ranged
from 0.4 ppb to 150 ppb. During the first phase of the RI, four
monitoring wells (two shallow and two deep) were installed in the
general area, and the groundwater was sampled. Results of
sampling at these wells indicated the presence of TCE in only one
of the wells, at a concentration of 6 ppb, which is above the
MCL. No CCl, was found in sampling at any of these four
monitoring wells. This area is immediately downgradient of the
Conrail railyard.

Charles Avenue: In residential well sampling undertaken in 1930,
no TCE or CCl, was detected in any of the samples taken. In
addition, no monitoring wells were installed in this general area
as a part of the first phase of the RI. However, as can be seen
from the groundwater flow patterns (see Figures 5 and 6), this
area is 'downgradient from the area of contamination found in the
County Road 1 area. This area was studied, however, by Peerless-
Midwest, Inc., which installed six monltorlng wells, both shallow
(i.e., less than 30 feet) and deep (i.e., greater than 110 feet).
Groundwater samples taken from the shallow wells were clean, but
TCE and CCl, were found in the deep wells at maximum
concentrations of 2,495 ppb and 388 ppb, respectively.

Results from the residential well sampling, and the sampling from
the first phase of the RI, are presented in total in Figures 7
and 8, with these figures representing TCE and CCl, results,
respectively. Also presented in these figures are the estimated
boundaries of the County Road 1 and Vistula Avenue TCE and CCl,
contamination areas. Within the defined areas of TCE and CCl,
contamination, areas have also been delineated where
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contamination levels above 1,000 ppb have been identified. On
Figures 7 and 8, these areas of higher contamination have been
designated as the "hot" contamination zone.

VI. 86MMARY OF SITE RISKS

As a part of the feasibility study for this interim action, a
preliminary risk assessment was prepared to evaluate the need for
implementation of an interim remedial measure designed to
immediately reduce or eliminate public exposure to contaminated
groundwater. This risk assessment, as is indicated by its title,
is preliminary in nature, with more specific findings of the
baseline risk assessment to be included in the subsequent final
action Record of Decision (ROD), and the ultimate cleanup
objectives for the groundwater remediation, and for the site.

Relative to this interim remedial action, many residences in the
area rely on this groundwater as their domestic water supply
source. Residents using the groundwater can be exposed to the
contaminants it contains. The most significant exposures
generally result from direct consumption of the water itself and
beverages made with the water, and through dermal contact with
the water and inhalation of vapors from the water while bathing.

U.S. EPA calculated an unacceptable public health risk for
exposure to the contaminants of concern (i.e., TCE and CCly)
based on the exposure required for one additional person in a
million to contract cancer if exposed to TCE or CClg over a
lifetime. (Note: These risks are in addition to normal risk of
cancer posed in everyday life.) For a one in a million lifetime
health risk, U.S. EPA determined that if an individual is exposed
to greater than 1.23 ppb of TCE or 0.152 ppb of CClg, then that
person would be at risk of contacting cancer.

Also, another standard developed by U.S. EPA's Office of Drinking
Water was utilized, specifically the National Primary Drinking
Water Standards MCLs for certain substances in drinking water.
These standards are set at levels as close to the level at which
no known or anticipated adverse health effects would occur,
allowing an adequate margin of safety, as can be feasibly
achieved using best available technology. For both TCE and CCly,
the MCL is 5 ppb.

As can be seen from the above figures and the figures provided in
the previous section (regarding contamination levels found in the
groundwater), if residents with point of entry filters were to
drink untreated water or if they used untreated water for regular
household purposes such as showering, they could be exposed to
contaminant levels much higher than the estimated baseline risk
levels and the MCLs. In addition, the residents within the
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impacted area who are using private well supplies not equipped
with filter systems as their sole source of potable water are
potentially at risk. The basis for this determination is that:
1) stage fluctuations in the St. Joseph River make the
groundwater flow regimes susceptible to changes, which may result
in the mixing of groundwater and further expansion of the
currently identified boundaries of contamination: 2) the
current in-house filter program is restricted in terms of who is
eligible for obtaining such filters, and is open-ended in terms
of the longevity of IDEM's current monitoring program; and 3)
IDEM's monitoring program indicates that groundwater
contamination levels are increasing in some of the residential
wells in the County Road 1 and Vistula Avenue areas. Therefore,
there are four general areas which are considered to be
potentially at risk based on the above scenario: the County Road
1, Vistula Ave., Charles Ave., and LaRue St. areas. There are a
total of approximately 505 residences/businesses which would be
affected in these areas.

Releases of hazardous substances from the site, through exposure
to the groundwater, if not addressed by the preferred alternative
or one of the other measures discussed in this plan, may present
an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health,
welfare, and the environment.

VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Based on the findings discussed above, the following primary
remedial action objectives were developed for this interim
remedial action at the Conrail site:

- Providing a safe, permanent drinking water supply to
residents who are potentially at risk; and

- Preventing exposure to the contaminated groundwater.

The secondary objectives for implementing an interim remedial
action for the Conrail site include:

- Minimizing further expansion of contamination in the aquifer
and further migration of the contaminants to surface water
(i.e., St. Joseph River and Baugo Bay); and

- Reducing contaminant concentrations in the groundwater
within the study area.

A feasibility study was conducted to develop and evaluate
remédial alternatives for this interim remedial action at the
Conrail site which, at a minimum, satisfy the primary objectives
specified above. Remedial alternatives were assembled from
applicable remedial technology process options and were initially
evaluated for effectiveness, implementability, and cost. The
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alternatives meeting these criteria were then evaluated and
compared to nine criteria required by the National Contingency
Plan (NCP). In addition to the remedial alternatives, the NCP
requires that a no-action alternative be considered at every
site. The no-action alternative serves primarily as a point of
comparison for other alternatives.

‘Except for the no-action alternative, which includes groundwater
monitoring only, each alternative includes the following common
elements:

Groundwater Monitoring. A groundwater monitoring program shall
be designed to detect changes/increases in the chemical
concentration of the groundwaters at and adjacent to the site,
and to evaluate the effectiveness of the Remedial Action.
Groundwater monitoring shall include collection and laboratory
analysis of samples from monitoring wells installed under the
first phase of investigations, as well as those planned for
installation during the second phase of investigations.
Monitoring wells to be sampled will be determined during the
Remedial Design, with the basis of selection being to ensure
adequate monitoring of the horizontal and vertical migration of
the groundwater contamination. Based on the extent of the
contamination, the location of the monitoring wells, and the
depth to which they are screened, it is assumed that
approximately 25 monitoring wells will need to be included for
sampling in this monitoring effort. Each monitoring well shall
be sampled semiannually. Laboratory analysis to be performed
shall include at a minimum the volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
listed in Table 1.

Table 1
Sampling Parameters
Trichloroethylene 1,1-Dichloroethene
Carbon Tetracnloride Dibromochloromethane
1,1,1 -Trichloroethane Chloromethane
Benzene 1,2~-Dichloroethene
Chloroform : ,  Vinyl cChloride

If additional information indicates that the groundwater
monitoring program is inadequate, the location/number of
groundwater monitoring wells, and/or type/number of laboratory
analysis, will be evaluated and adjusted as necessary.

Institutional Controls. Warning signs and fencing will be
utilized to limit exposure to the contaminated groundwater within
the area where the groundwater extraction and treatment system is
housed. Restrictive covenants may be implemented on the Railyard
and the property where the groundwater extraction facilities and
monitoring wells are installed, pursuant to Indiana Code (IC) 13-
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7-8.7-12. 1In addition, advisories will be issued to users and
owners of water wells within the area of contamination. It is
expected that water wells within the area of contamination will
be abandoned pursuant to IC 13-7-26-7.

Alternative 1 - No Action with Groundwater Monitoring

The "no action" alternative is included to establish a baseline
for comparison. Under a no-action alternative, actions taken to
reduce the potential for exposure should not be included as a
component of the alternative. As such, this alternative would
evaluate the situation at the site with none of the residences
having individual carbon filter units.

Taking no action at the site would result in leaving contaminated
groundwater in the aquifer, and would increase exposure to the
contaminated groundwater, since operation and maintenance of the
existing filter systems could not be guaranteed.

The no-action alternative would, however, include the monitoring
of the groundwater as discussed above. ,

The present worth cost for Alternative 1 would be $147,300.
Since the groundwater monitoring will be done without the
installation of any new monitoring wells, no capital costs will
be incurred. However, operation and maintenance (O&M) costs are
estimated to be $15,000/year for the groundwater monitoring.

Alternative 2 - Distribution of Water to be Supplied from a New
Central Well; Groundwater Extraction S8ystem; and Groundwater
Monitoring.

This alternative includes the installation of a groundwater
extraction, collection, treatment, and discharge system
("groundwater extraction system") which captures and removes
contaminated groundwater from within the area of groundwater
contamination which extends through the County Road 1 area, to
the northwest (or the western contamination area shown on Figure
2). The extraction system would consist of a network of
approximately four wells designed to prevent the further
migration of contaminants, by capturing and removing contaminated
groundwater downgradient of the source area, through the
withdrawal of approximately 500 gallons per minute (GPM) of
groundwater. Intercepted groundwater would then be pumped to the
groundwater treatment system for treatment.

Testing would need to be performed prior to the design of the
groundwater extraction system network to assist in the
determination of the optimum pumping rate to contain the plume.
The groundwater extraction system would be designed to ensure
that extraction well placement will be sufficient to
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hydraulically contain the contaminant plume (preliminarily
identified on Figure 2), and extract contaminated groundwater for
treatment. A collection and piping system would be used to
transport extracted groundwater to the treatment system for
chemical removal. The groundwater extraction system would be
designed to operate year-around.

In addition to controlling the movement of the plume, this system
would also serve as the potable water supply source for the
affected residences. As such, the extracted groundwater would be
treated to levels necessary to allow it to be used as the source
of drinking water for the residences. After collection in an
influent storage tank, the groundwater would be treated to
decrease concentrations of VOCs. Such treatment processes would
include the following: (1) a pretreatment system for filtering
out suspended solids, (2) an air strlpplng system for the removal
of VOCs, and (3) treatment of air emissions from the air
stripper, as necessary, to meet the standards as stated within
Section 326 of the Indiana Administrative Code (IAC).
Treatability testing would need to be performed to determine the
design parameters of the treatment system in order to meet Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) requirements.

Treatment process residuals would be handled in accordance with
all applicable or relevant and appropriate requlrements
pertaining to the site. Spent carbon from air treatment systens
would need to be handled as a RCRA waste and either disposed of
in a RCRA-compliant facility in accordance with Land Disposal
Restrictions or regenerated off-site.

The extraction system would be operated indefinitely, since it
would serve as the water supply source for the residents in the
area. The system's performance would be monitored on a regular
basis, with adjustments to the system made, as necessary, based
on the performance data collected during operation. Examples of
adjustments which could be requlred are additional groundwater
extraction wells, increased pumplng rates, and/or changes in
treatment (e.g., due to changes in contaminant concentrations).

This alternative would also include a water distribution system
which would be sized to convey both the fire flow demand and the
peak hourly potable demand. The system would be designed to
serve approximately 505 units, within the four areas, and would
include the installation of about 67,000 feet of distribution
line.

Treated water in excess of domestic requirements would be
discharged to the St. Joseph River. This alternative would also
include groundwater monitoring, as discussed above.

Present worth costs for Alternative 2 would be approximately
$5,123,600. Of this amount, the capital costs would be
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$2,998,000, with annual O&M costs of $216,500.

Alternative 3 - Individual Point-of-Entry Treatment Units:
Groundwater Extraction S8ystem; and Groundwater Monitoring.

'This alternative would include the groundwater extraction and
treatment system detailed in Alternative 2. However, under this
alternative, all of the groundwater that is extracted and treated
would be discharged to the St. Joseph River. Therefore, under
this alternative, the amount of treatment that is needed, would
be dependent upon what is necessary to satisfy National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge criteria prior to
discharge to the River. The discharge criteria would be
determined by the U.S. EPA, in consultation with the IDEM. Such
discharge criteria would need to satisfy best available
technology requirements and any more stringent limits necessary
to satisfy water-quality based standards. If treatment was
deemed necessary to decrease concentrations of VOCs, such
treatment processes would be essentially the same as those
described under Alternative 2. The extraction system would be
operated until it is determined what final groundwater
remediation measures would be necessary, and such measures were
initiated. The system's performance would be monitored as is
discussed under Alternative 2, with adjustments made as
necessary.

A permanent, safe drinking water supply would be provided through
the installation of point-of-entry (POE) carbon filter units in
homes and businesses in the affected or potentially affected
area. For this alternative, about 450 homes or businesses not
currently using POE systems, including those currently having
point-of-use systems would be provided with POE systems.

Periodic sampling, as well as filter, prefilter, and flow meter
replacement, would also be necessary under this alternative.

This alternative would also include the groundwater monitoring
discussed above. The institutional controls discussed above,
would be slightly different for Alternative 3, since the
residences would continue to use their own wells for their
drinking water supply. Specifically, the drinking water wells
would not be abandoned pursuant to IC 13-7-26-7.

Present worth costs for Alternative 3 would be approximately
$4,450,900. This figure includes capital costs of $937,000, and
annual O&M costs of $357,900.

Alternative 4 - Provision of Separate Water Supplies for the
Charles Ave./Vistula Ave. area, and the County Road 1/LaRue
Street area; Groundwater Extraction System; and Groundwater
Monitoring.
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Under this alternative, the source of the potable water supply
for the affected residents would be dependent upon the County in .
which the area is located. In the County Road 1 and LaRue Street
areas (which are both located in Elkhart County), the
installation of a water distribution system would extend from the
existing City of Elkhart water supply system. Such a _
distribution system would service about 304 units, and would
entail the installation of approximately 43,000 feet of
distribution line. !

For the Vistula Ave. and Charles Ave. areas (which are both
located in St. Joseph County), this alternative would include two
options. The first option, is to connect the approximately 201
residences in these areas to a municipal water supply being
planned for the Town of Osceola. There are uncertainties
involved, however, both in terms of whether such a system will
actually be developed, and the timing involved in the development
of such a system. Therefore, another option for servicing this
area involves the use of treated groundwater from the groundwater
extraction system. Under both of these options, around 20,000
feet of distribution lines will need to be installed.

The groundwater extraction and treatment system described under
Alternative 2 would be a part of this alternative. Treatment of
the groundwater would depend upon whether any part of the
groundwater is to be used as a drinking water supply source. If
the areas in St. Joseph County were to use the extracted
groundwater as their source of drinking water, treatment of the
groundwater would be as described under Alternative 2. 1If,
however, the areas in St. Joseph County were to obtain drinking
water from the Town of Osceola, treatment of the groundwater
would follow the scenario set up under Alternative 3, with
treatment dictated by NPDES dlscharge limitations. As mentioned
previously, any treated groundwater in excess of domestic
requirements would be discharged to the St. Joseph River. This
alternative is similar to the previous alternatives, in that it
would inqlude the groundwater monitoring.

Present worth costs for Alternative 4 would be approx1mate1y
$4,613,600. Included in this total are $2,488,000 in capital
costs, and annual O&M costs of $216,500.

Alternative 5 - Extension of the City of Elkhart's Municipal
Waterworks to Serve all Four Affected Areas; Groundwater
Extraction System; and Groundwater Monitoring.

This alternative is similar to Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, in that
it includes groundwater monitoring to help ensure that this
alternative is effectively meeting the remedial action goals. In
addition, this alternative would also include the groundwater
extraction system detailed in Alternative 2. Under this
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alternative, all of the groundwater that is extracted, would be
treated, as under Alternative 3, to meet requirements for
discharge to the St. Joseph River.

The potable water supply under this alternative would serve all
four of the affected areas, through the installation of a water
distribution system extending from the existing City of Elkhart
water supply system. Such a distribution system would service
all 505 of the estimated units in the affected areas, and would
entail the installation of approximately 67,000 feet of
distribution 1line.

Present worth costs for Alternative 5 would be approximately
$3,969,300. This total reflects annual O&M costs of $125,000,
and capital costs of $2,736,000.

" VIII. BS8UMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The NCP requires that the alternatives be evaluated on the basis
of the following nine evaluation criteria: (1) Overall
protection of human health and the environment; (2) Compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs);"
(3) Long-term effectiveness and permanence; (4) Reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; (5) Short-term
effectiveness; (6) Implementability; (7) Cost; (8) State
acceptance; and (9) Community acceptance. This section compares
to the alternatives with regard to these nine evaluation
criteria. :

Threshold Criteria

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

With the exception of the no-action alternative, all of the
alternatives provide good protection of human health and the
environment with respect to exposure to contaminated groundwater.
The no-action alternative provides no such protection.
Alternatives 5 provides a somewhat higher degree of protection
than Alternatives 2 and 3, since Alternative 5 eliminates the
exposure to the affected residences, through connection to a
different water supply source. Alternatives 2 and 3 do provide
good protection, however, since the extracted groundwater will be
treated to at least MCLs. The level of protection provided by
Alternative 4 will depend upon the option selected for providing
potable water to the affected areas of St. Joseph County. If a
tie-in to the Town of Osceola is possible, the level of
prctection will be comparable to Alternative 5. If, however, the
extracted, treated groundwater is to be used as the water supply
for the affected areas of St. Joseph County, the level of
protection afforded by Alternative 4 will be comparable to that
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provided under Alternatives 2 and 3.
2. Compliance with ARARs
All of the Alternatives should meet thé identified ARARs.

The alternate water supply will meet MCLs set under the SDWA (40
CFR Parts 141 and 143). The groundwater extraction system
portion of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, will meet NPDES
permitting/discharge requirements (40 CFR Parts 122, 125, 131,
and 136; and IAC 327), and will utilize the best available
demonstrated control technology for treatment and discharge of
the groundwater to surface water. For air stripping facilities,
IAC 326 establishes permitting requirements for emissions of
VOCs, requiring Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for new
sources with potential emissions exceeding a specified threshold
value. U.S.EPA's OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, relating to the
control of air emissions at Superfund groundwater sites will also
be considered to the extent that it is suitable to VOC air
emissions for the groundwater treatment process. In addition, if
off-site landfilling of residuals is considered, all Federal (40
CFR Part 268) and State (329 IAC) requirements for landfilling
hazardous wastes must be met. For off-site disposal of spent
carbon to an approved regeneration facility, the manifest .
requirements under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (40
CFR Part 262) and the Indiana Administrative Code (Section 329)
are applicable.

MCLs and MCL Goals (MCLGs) will not be ARARs for groundwater in
the aquifer .because they are beyond the purpose and scope of this
interim action. Aquifer cleanup ARARs will be determined and
addressed by a later measure when a final decision is made on
cleanup of the groundwater.

Primary Balancing Criteria

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

With respect to the long-term effectiveness and permanence of the
water supply, Alternative 5 will provide the highest degree of
long-term effectiveness and permanence since it involves the
provision of a water supply from a source other than the
contaminated groundwater at the site. This degree may not be
much higher, however, since groundwater from the City of
Elkhart's Main Street Well Field (which would probably be the
source of water for this area) is also contaminated with TCE,
although it is treated through the use of air strippers.
Nevertheless, the Main Street Well Field system is an established
system, with better O&M capabilities.

The long-term effectiveness and permanence of Alternative 4, with
respect to the water supply will depend upon the option chosen
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for servicing of the St. Joseph County area. If this area ties
in to the Town of Osceola, then the degree of permanence for
Alternative 4 will be the same as that for Alternative 5, or
possibly higher, assuming the water supply source is cleaner, and
treatment is equally as effective. If, however, treated
groundwater is utilized as the source of the drinking water for
the St. Joseph County areas, the long-term effectiveness and
permanence will be somewhat less since potential changes in
contaminant concentrations could effect the effectivenesd of the
treatment system, and thereby potentially effect the permanence
of Alternative 4.

As with Alternative 4, since Alternative 2 involves the provision
of treated groundwater to affected residences, long-term
effectiveness and permanence of the water supply, although still
being adequate, is not as good as Alternatives 4 and 5.
Alternative 3 provides a below average degree of long-term
effectiveness and permanence, partly because of the potential for
changes in the contaminant concentrations to impact the
effectiveness of the filters, and because these changes could
impact each of the 505 filters differently. Finally, the no-
action alternative has no long-term effectiveness, since it will
not reliably protect human health and the environment.

In terms of the overall long-term effectiveness and permanence of
the various alternatives, with respect to protection of human
health and the environment from the groundwater contamination at
the site, such long-term effectiveness and permanence may not be
achieved. The groundwater extraction system, which is a part of
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, will, however, be effective in the
short term in preventing further degradation of the groundwater.

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

Since Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 all include groundwater
extraction, treatment, and disposal, they all provide for at
least an adequate reduction of toxicity, mobility, and/or volume
of the groundwater contamination. Specifically, all of the
alternatives result in the reduction of toxicity in the extracted
groundwater, through treatment for VOCs using air stripping.
Mobility of the groundwater contamination will be reduced through
control of the groundwater extraction (e.g., the rate of
extraction, the location of the extraction wells, etc.). Volume
will also be reduced through the extraction process.

Alternatives 2 and 4 may provide a slightly higher degree of
reduction, since the extracted groundwater will be used as the
water supply and will hence need to be treated to a potentially
higher level.

5. Bhort-Term Effectiveness
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Alternative 3 provides the highest degree of short-term
effectiveness, since the home carbon units are readily available,
and can be installed more quickly than a waterworks system. 1In
additign, there will be little or no adverse effects to human
health and the environment during the implementation period for
Alternative 3. The short-term effectiveness for Alternatives 2,
4, and 5 will also be good, but will be lower than that for
Alternative 3, since the time period for implementation of these
alternatives will be longer, and will result in some disruption
during the period of construction. Alternative 5 will provide a
somewhat higher degree of short-term effectiveness (over
Alternatives 2 and 4), if connection to the City of Elkhart's
system can be agreed to quickly.

6. Implementability

Alternative 3 will be the easiest to implement, since the filters.
are easily available, can be easily and quickly installed, and
will simply require agreement by the individual homeowners to
begin implementation. The implementability of Alternative 5 is
good in terms of technical feasibility, since it involves
materials and services which are readily available. The
administrative feasibility of Alternative 5, however, will be
dependent upon being able to expeditiously work out an agreement.
for long-term operation and maintenance of the water distribution
system with the City of Elkhart and other parties. As with
Alternative 5, the implementability of Alternative 4 is also good
in terms of technical feasibility, since it involves materials
and services which are readily available. The administrative
feasibility of Alternative 4 depends upon the availability of
connecting to the proposed Town of Osceola water system.
Alternative 2 is adequate in terms of implementability, being
technically feasible in terms of materials and services being
readily available. Coordination among the affected governmental
bodies will be essential for most of these alternatives. 1In
addition, all of the above alternatives will include some
permitting requirements which may affect the administrative
feasibility of the alternatives, such as the discharge of treated
groundwater and the use of air strippers.

7. Cost

The costs of the various alternatives are presented above.
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 all cost about the same. Alternative 2
is slightly more expensive.

Modifyving Criteria

8. State Acceptance

IDEM has been involved throughout the investigation of the
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Conrail site and supports the selected remedy. }
9. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the selected remedy is discussed in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix B.

IX. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the information collected and developed in the Phase I
RI/FS, and using the comparative analysis of alternatives
described above, U.S. EPA and IDEM have selected Alternative 5 as
the most appropriate interim action for addressing exposure to
contaminated groundwater at the Conrail site. This remedy is.
made up of the following components:

Institutional Controls - This alternative may include restrictive
covenants pursuant to IC 13-7-8.7-12, for the Railyard and
property where the groundwater extraction facilities and
monitoring wells are located. In addition, advisories will be
issued to users and owners of water wells within the area of
contamination. It is also expected that water wells within the
area of contamination will be abandoned pursuant to IC 13-7-26-7.
In addition, warning signs and fencing will be utilized to limit
éxposure to the contaminated groundwater within the area where
the groundwater exttraction and treatment system is housed.

Groundwater Monitoring - a groundwater monitoring progran,
designed to detect changes/increases in the chemical
concentration of the groundwaters at and adjacent to the site,
and to evaluate the effectiveness of the Remedial Action is
included in the selected remedy. Groundwater monitoring shall
include semiannual sampling at approximately 25 monitoring wells
selected on the basis of ensuring adequate monitoring of the
horizontal and vertical migration of the groundwater
contamination. Laboratory analysis to be performed shall
include, at a minimum, the volatile organic compounds (VoCs)
listed in Table 1. 1If information ever indicates that the
groundwater monitoring program is inadequate, the location/number
of groundwater'monitoring wells, and/or type/number of laboratory
analysis, will be evaluated and adjusted as necessary.

Groundwater Extraction System - This alternative includes the
installation of a groundwater extraction, collection, treatment,
and discharge system ("groundwater extraction system") which will
capture and remove contaminated groundwater from within the area
of groundwater contamination which extends through the County
Road 1 area, to the northwest (or the western contamination area
shown on Figure 2). The extraction system will consist of a
network of approximately four wells designed to prevent the
further migration of contaminants, by capturing and removing
contaminated groundwater downgradient of the source area. Three
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of the wells would be located along the centerline of the
contamination area within the County Road 1 area (see Figure 9),
and would be designed to pump initially at approximately 100 GPM.
The fourth well, with the capacity to pump initially at 200 GPM,
would be located along the approximate centerline of the
contamination in the Vistula Ave. area where it crosses County
Road 219. Intercepted groundwater shall then be pumped to the
groundwater treatment system for treatment, prior to discharge to
the St. Joseph River.

Testing shall be performed prior to the design of the groundwater
extraction system network to assist in the determination of the
optimum pumping rate to contain the plume. The groundwater
extraction system shall be designed to ensure that extraction
well placement will be sufficient to hydraulically contain the
contaminant plume, and extract contaminated groundwater for
treatment. A collection and piping system shall be used to
transport extracted groundwater to the treatment system for
chemical removal. The groundwater extraction system shall be
designed to operate year-around.

The degree of treatment that is needed will be dependent upon
what is necessary to satisfy NPDES discharge criteria prior to
discharge to the River. The discharge criteria shall be
determined by the U.S. EPA, in consultation with the IDEM. Such
discharge criteria shall satisfy best available technology
requirements and any more stringent limits necessary to satisfy
water-quality based standards. After collection in an influent
storage tank, the groundwater shall be treated, if needed, to
decrease concentrations of VOCs. Such treatment processes shall
include the following: (1) a pretreatment system for filtering
out suspended solids, (2) an air stripping system for the removal
of VOoCs, and (3) treatment of air emissions from the air
stripper, as necessary, to meet the standards as stated within
Section 326 of the IAC. Treatability testing shall be performed
to determine the design parameters of the treatment system in
order to meet discharge requirements.

Treatment process residuals shall be handled in accordance with
all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
pertaining to the site. Spent carbon from air treatment systems
must be handled as a RCRA waste and either disposed of in a RCRA-
compliant facility in accordance with Land Disposal Restrictions
or regenerated off-site.

The extraction system shall be operated until it is determined
what final groundwater remediation measures will be necessary,
and such measures are initiated. The system's performance will
be monitored on a regular basis, and adjustments to the system
may be warranted by the performance data collected during
operation. Examples of adjustments which may be necessary, are
additional groundwater extraction wells, increased pumping rates,
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and/or changes in treatment (e.g., due to changes in contaminant
concentrations).

Alternate Water Supply - The selected remedy includes the tie-in
of all four of the affected areas to the existing City of Elkhart
municipal water supply system. The water distribution system
,will include the installation of about 67,000 feet of :
distribution line of various sizes. The system will be designed
to serve approximately 505 units, within the four areas. 1In
developing the alternatives, it was assumed that three people
occupy each residential unit, with an equivalent of eight people
use for each of the commercial units. Water usage was assumed to
be an average daily rate of 100 gallons per day per person. The
distribution system was sized to convey both the fire fighting
demand flow of 500 GPM for two hours from storage while providing
potable water service to all dwellings at the maximum daily
demand flow rate. Standard local distribution lines are six
inches in diameter. All lines in excess of six inches were sized
based on a computer program from the City of Elkhart waterworks.

This alternative will reduce the risks posed by exposure to the
contaminated groundwater. Once the alternate water supply system
is installed, those residents who are at risk or potentially at
risk with respect to contact with the contaminated groundwater,
will have available water meeting SDWA MCLs. Once the
groundwater extraction system is installed, a large portion of
the area of groundwater contamination will be contained to at
least its current position. This remedial action will be
monitored carefully to ensure that hydraulic control of the
contaminated plume is maintained. 1In addition, data collected
during this remedial action, relative to aquifer and contaminant
response to the subject remedial measures, will be used in
conjunction with data collected during further RI investigations,
to determine the ultimate level of remediation for the
groundwater contamination. A final groundwater remediation ROD,
which specifies the ultimate goal, remedy, and anticipated time-
frame, will then be prepared. The subject interim system may be
incorporated into the design of the site remedy specified in the
final action ROD. : . _

The total present worth cost for the selected remedy is estimated
at $3,969,300. This total reflects capital costs of $2,736,000,
and present worth O&M costs of $1,233,300. These present worth
O&M costs are based on annual O&M costs of $125,000, discounted
over the 20-year duration with a 10% interest rate.

X. BTATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to select
remedial actions that are protective of human health and the
environment. CERCLA also requires that the selected remedial
action for the site comply with applicable or relevant and
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appropriate environmental standards established under Federal and
State environmental laws, unless a waiver is granted. The
selected remedy must also be cost-effective and utilize permanent
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. The statute also contains a
preference for remedies that include treatment as a principle
element. The following section discusses how the selected remedy
for interim groundwater remediation at the Conrail site meets
these statutory requirements.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

As previously indicated, residents using the groundwater can be
exposed to the contaminants it contains. The most significant
exposures generally result from direct consumption of the water
itself and beverages made with the water, and through dermal
contact with the water and inhalation of vapors from the water
while bathing. Under Alternative 5, provision of an alternate
water supply to residents downgradient of the site, extraction
and treatment of contaminated groundwater, and imposition of
access restrictions to contaminated groundwater until aquifer
remediation is attained will address risks from groundwater.

Use of emissions controls, if necessary, will protect against
short term exposure to contaminants during the remedial action.
No environmental impacts due to site contamination have been
identified to date, and discharge of water to the St. Joseph
River will be regulated by NPDES to ensure that the remedial
action does not affect aquatic life.

Compliance with ARARSs

The selected remedial action will meet all identified applicable,
or relevant and appropriate Federal and more stringent State
requirenents. ARARs for the selected remedy are listed below.

Chemical Specific

~ SDWA National Primary Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR Part
141), and Indiana Drinking Water Quality Standards (327 IAC
2) - (The alternate water supply must meet these
requirements. However, MCLs/MCLGs will not be ARARs for the
groundwater because they are beyond the scope of this
interim action.)

- CAA National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPsS) (40 CFR 61)

- Clean Air Act (CAA) National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) (40 CFR Part 50)

- 1Indiana Regulations for Establishing Emission Levels for
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VOCs (326 IAC 2, and 326 IAC 8)

Action Specific

Clean Water Act (CWA) NPDES Permit Regulations (40 CFR Parts
122 and 125)

CWA State Enforcement Jurisdiction (40 CFR Part 131)
CWA Sample Preservation Procedures (40 CFR Part 136)

RCRA Definition and Identification of Hazardous Waste (40
CFR Part 261)

RCRA Standards for Generators of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR
Part 262) '

RCRA Standards for Transporters of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR
Part 263) :

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) (40 CFR Part 268)

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) Regulations for
Workers Involved in Hazardous Waste Operations (29 CFR Part
1910)

Indiana Regulations for the Treatment and Disposal of
Hazardous Waste (329 IAC 3)

Indiana Regulations For Permitting of Air Strippers (326 IAC
2, and 326 IAC 8)

Indiana Regulations for Construction Permits for Water
Treatment Facilities (327 IAC 3)

Indiana NPDES Permit Regulations (327 IAC 5)
Indiana Regulations for the Registration of Groundwater

Extraction Wells Which Have a Combined Capability of Pumping
Greater Than 70 Gallons per Minute (Indiana Code 13-2-6.1)

Location Specific

Construction within 100-year Floodplain (40 CFR Part 264)

U.S. EPA's Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management
and Wetlands Protection (40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A)

Indiana Regulations Governing Construction in a Floodway
(Indiana Code 13-2-22)

To Be Considered Criteria
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- U.S. EPA's OSWER Directive 9355.0-28 ~ Control of Air
Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers

= Elkhart County Groundwater Protection Ordinance

Cost Effectiveness

U.S. EPA believes that the selected remedy is cost-effective in
mitigating the risk posed by contact with contaminated
groundwater, within a reasonable period of time. Section
300.430(f) (ii) (D) of the NcCP requires U.S. EPA to evaluate cost-
effectiveness by comparing all the alternatives which meet the
threshold criteria: protection of human health and the
environment; and compliance with ARARs, against three additional
balancing criteria: 1long-term effectiveness and permanence:
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment; and
short-term effectiveness. The selected remedy meets these
criteria and provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to
its cost. The estimated cost for the selected remedy is
$3,969,300.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum
Extent Practicable

U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that the selected remedy represents the
maximum extent to which pPermanent solutions and treatment
technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
interim action being undertaken at the Conrail site. Of those
alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and comply with ARARs, U.S. EPA and IDEM have
determined that the selected remedy provides the best balance of
trade-offs in terms of long~term effectiveness; reduction in
toxicity, mobility or volume achieved through treatment; short-
term effectiveness; implementability; and cost, taking into
consideration the statutory preference for treatment as a

principal element and considering State and community acceptance.
Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

Since the selected remedy relates to an interim action to contain
groundwater contamination, and does not address the source or
complete removal of the contamination, it does not therefore
address the principal threat. Therefore, satisfaction of this
preference will be addressed in a subsequent ROD on the Conrail
site, when a final decision for the site is made concerning
remediation of source areas and the groundwater.
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APPENDIX B

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
CONRAIL RAILYARD SITE
ELKHART COUNTY, INDIANA

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
recently completed a first phase of Remedial Investigations (RI),
and prepared a Phased Feasibility Study (PFS) regarding the
Conrail Railyard site located in Elkhart County, Indiana. During
the RI and PFS, information was collected on the nature and
extent of contamination at the Conrail site, and alternatives for
addressing interim groundwater remediation were developed and
evaluated. At the conclusion of the PFS, a Proposed Plan was
finalized by U.S. EPA which identified the preferred remedial
alternative for the Conrail site. U.S. EPA held a public comment
period from April 19, 1991 to June 18, 1991, for interested
parties to comment on the U.S. EPA's April 1991 Phased
Feasibility Study Report and the Proposed Plan. U.S. EPA and the
Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) presented
the Proposed Plan to the public at a May 1, 1991, public meeting,
where questions were answered and comments accepted from the
public.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to document the
comments received during the public comment period and U.S. EPA's
responses to these comments. All of the comments summarized in
this document were considered in U.S. EPA's final decision for
this interim remedial action at the Conrail Railyard site.

I. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

The phased feasibility study identified and evaluated alternative
remedial actions for interim groundwater remediation at the
Conrail Railyard site. Five detailed alternatives were evaluated
based on the nine criteria analysis as described in the Summary
of the Comparative Analysis of Alternatives. Based upon this
detailed evaluation, available information, and public comments,
the U.S. EPA and IDEM have determined that the most appropriate
interim remedy for the Conrail Railyard site is Alternative 5:
Groundwater Extraction System, and a Waterline Extension from the
City of Elkhart.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

=~ Installation of four extraction wells located in positions
to adequately contain the migration of contaminants in the
groundwater;

= Providing for adequate treatment of groundwaters thus
collected such that the resultant discharge will meet
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
limitations as imposed by the program administered by the
State of Indiana;
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- Installation of about 67,000 feet of distribution line, of
various sizes, for the distribution of City of Elkhart water
to approximately 505 residences/businesses who are
potentially at risk from exposure to the contaminated
groundwater;

- Conducting groundwater monitoring to ensure the
effectiveness of the remedial action; and

- Fencing the groundwater extraction facilities, as well as
advisories and well abandonment for residences and
businesses in the area of groundwater contamination.

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

U.S. EPA and IDEM have been interacting to varying extents with
the community, in terms of the Conrail Railyard site, since
contamination was first found in residential wells in 1986.
Informal interactions with the community took place during the
Removal action, through the sampling of wells and the provision
of bottled water, carbon filters, watermain connections, etc. 1In
addition, IDEM has been in contact with residents since that time
as a part of its periodic sampling of residential wells, and
maintenance of the carbon filter systems.

With respect to the remedial activities, community relations
activities began in late 1988, with the development of the
Community Relations Plan. In accordance with that plan, various
meetings have been held, and facts sheets have been issued. An
RI/FS kickoff meeting, held in July 1989, was attended by about
150 people. Availability sessions held in the afternoon and
evening of June 26, 1990, to discuss the results of the first
phase of investigations were also widely attended. Four fact
sheets have been issued since July 1989.

Through these meetings, and other interactions with the public,
various concerns were voiced by residents of the area, and
others. 1In particular, the potential health effects from the use
of contaminated groundwater has been a major concern.
Specifically, questions were raised about the effects of exposure .
to the contaminants of concern, at the levels found. 1In
addition, concerns were raised relative to the effectiveness of
the carbon filters, particularly the point-of-use filters, and
the lack of such filters at some residences. Residents are also
concerned about the apparent decline in property value of their
homes, as a result of the impacts from a Superfund site.
Residents have also expressed frustration at the length of time
it has taken to study the site, prior to cleanup.

Community interest is further evidenced by the creation of a
local community interest group, which has been extensively
involved in the subject project, in part, through verbal and
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written communications with both U.S. EPA and IDEM. Media
coverage has also been fairly extensive throughout the life of
the project, including coverage by local newspapers and
television stations.

The Proposed Plan for this interim action was released to the
public on April 19, 1991, outlining remedial alternatives, and
informing residents that the PFS and all other documents
comprising the Administrative Record for the site, were available
at the public information repository at the Elkhart Public
Library. A public comment period was held from April 19, 1991,
to June 18, 1991, and a public meeting was held on May 1, 1991,
to discuss the proposed remedial action with the residents. The
public meeting was attended by about 150 people, with numerous
questions asked, and seven oral comments received.

III. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
o=t s Do alia s A wANS LUNBELNIS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

Comments raised during the Conrail railyard comment period are
summarized below. The comments are paraphrased in order to
effectively summarize them in this document. The reader is
referred to the public meeting transcript and written comments
available at the public repository for further information.

Comment 1: A number of residences commented that the residential
area which receives its drinking water through a private utility,
Suburban Utilities, should also be connected to the municipal
water system. A couple of the residents said that their water
looks, smells, and/or tastes bad, adding that little, if
anything, has been done to check the quality of the water. 1In
addition, it was noted that this area is located within the study
area, downgradient of the Conrail Railyard, and between the LaRue
Street and County Road 1 contamination areas, with the
contamination of their groundwater essentially being inevitable.
The commentors advocated connecting the Suburban Utility area as
a part of this action, rather than monitoring the situation until
the contamination does reach the area. Finally, the commentors
noted that since a line from the City of Elkhart system already
runs to the Suburban Utility system, to serve as a backup, it
would be easy and inexpensive to connect the Suburban Utility
serviced area, as a part of this interim action.

Response: The Suburban Utilities Well Field is located in an
area between the LaRue Street and County Road 1 areas of
contamination (as can be seen in Figure 2 of the ROD). sSamples
of water drawn by the well field have been taken, and have not
been found to contain any of the contaminants of concern with
respect to this project. 1In addition, residences serviced by the
Suburban Utilities have been sampled, with the same results. To
the east of Suburban Utilities (in the LaRue Street area), the
nearest residential wells, in which contamination has been found,
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are about half a mile away. To the west of Suburban Utilities,
the nearest residential well found to have contaminated
groundwater, was over a mile away (in the County Road 1 area).
Finally, no contamination was found in either of the monitoring
wells located between the Suburban Utility Well Field and the
Conrail Railyard (upgradient of the Well Field). 1In addition,
based on what we know, at this time, relative to the extent of
the groundwater contamination and the direction of groundwater
flow, there does not appear to be migration from the areas of
known contamination, to the Suburban Utility Well Field.

Accordingly, since the contamination has not been found to have
migrated to the area of the Suburban Utilities Well Field, nor is
it likely to migrate to that area in the immediate future, U.S.
EPA is not taking any action to provide this area with an
alternate water supply, as a part of the interim groundwater
actions pursuant to the ROD. Without this basis, there is no
need to evaluate other factors such as ease of connection.

Residents who are not connected to the Elkhart water supply
system, through this action, will also be protected from
migration of the contaminants, to some extent, by the groundwater
extraction system, which will be drawing contaminated water out
of the aquifer. 1In addition, the selected remedy will include
monitoring of the groundwater contamination, to ascertain if the
contamination is spreading. However, if, at any time, it is
revealed that there is a threat to the public health from the use
of this well field as a result of contamination from the site,
action will be taken to supply those affected residences with an
alternate supply of potable water.

Comment 2: The State of Indiana's Office of Utility Consumer
Counselor also recommended in a comment that the Suburban
Utilities area be connected to the proposed water supply system.
The Office of Utility Consumer Counselor made some of the same
points as the residents, as addressed under Comment 1. 1In
addition, the Office of Utility Consumer Councelor commented that
Suburban Utilities draws its water from the same aquifer that has
been determined to be contaminated, and noted that Suburban's
wells are closer to the Superfund site than at least two of the
other included areas.

Respornse: Although the Suburban Utility wells may be in the same
agquifer where the groundwater contamination has been found, no
contamination has specifically been found in the Suburban
Utilities area, nor does it appear that the Suburban Utilities
area is at risk. Although Suburban Utilities may be closer to
the Conrail Railyard than the Vistula and Charles Avenue areas,
no contamination has been found in the Suburban Utilities area,
whereas it has been found in both the Vistula and Charles Avenue
areas. Also, based on what we know, at this time, relative to
the direction of groundwater flow, there does not appear to be
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migration from the areas of known contamination, to the Suburban
Utility Well Field. .

Comment 3: A couple of residents had comments relative to if and
when the individual carbon units, installed during U.S. EPA's
Removal Action, would be removed.

Response: When the carbon filtration units were installed in the
residences, these units were given to the residents, with the
understanding that the system is their property and their
responsibility. Therefore, once residents are connected to the
City of Elkhart water supply system, they may do what they wish
with the units. It is expected, however, that wells will be
abandoned in the area of groundwater contamination.

Comment 4: A few residénts agreed that Alternative 5, the
selected remedy, is the most logical course of action to address
the groundwater contamination problem associated with the site.

Response: No response is necessary.

Comment S: One resident said that since information provided by
employees of Conrail has indicated that Conrail has been cleaning
engines, and otherwise using chemicals such as TCE, controls :
should be placed on Conrail to have them cease and desist these
activities.

Response: As with anyone who uses chemicals, Conrail is required
to follow specific guidelines, such as those specified in RCRA,
relative to the storage, treatment, and/or disposal of such
chemicals. Any such controls, as suggested above, fall under the
purview of these requirements, and are not something which needs
to be addressed as a part of the specific actions taken to be
taken under this ROD.

Comment 6: A couple of residents noted that the people who are
responsible for the contamination problem should be held
accountable, and should be forced to take care of the problem.

Response: U.S. EPA and IDEM intend to pursue enforcement options
against parties responsible for the contamination at the Conrail
Railyard site. The United States has already filed a civil
action against Consolidated Rail Corporation in Cause No. S90-56
in U.s. District Court of Indiana, South Bend Division for past
costs and for future costs incurred at the site by the United
States.

Comment 7: One resident was concerned that water which had
backed up in his basement, from Crawford Ditch, is contaminated.

Respoﬁse: Samples taken in Crawford Ditch, as a part of the
first phase of the remedial investigations, showed no
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Comment 8: One resident expressed a preference for Alternative 2
- Groundwater Extraction System, and Distribution of the
Extracted and Treated Groundwater to Affected Residents. This
individual stated that this preference is based on his perception
that Alternative 2 offers a higher degree of protection than
Alternative 5, since the Elkhart Water System has a contaminated
well field and is currently using air strippers. In addition, he
said that Alternative 2 would assure a higher degree of feduction
of toxicity and mobility. Finally, he added that bringing in the
City of Elkhart could only bring in more problems for the
residents of the affected areas. He said that bring:ng in the
City will cause more delays. He also said that he does not want
to live in the City limits, and if connected to the City water
supply, he fears that the City will find it very tempting to
annex the area.

Response: As is discussed in the ROD, it is U.S. EPA's and
IDEM's belief that Alternative 5 provides a somewhat higher
degree of protection than Alternative 2. It is true that the
water supplied from the City of Elkhart will probably come from
the Main Street Well Field, which itself is contaminated with
TCE. However, TCE is the only contaminant of concern in the Main
Street Well Field, whereas there are two contaminants of concern
in the aquifer of the Conrail site. 1In addition, only a portion
of the Main Street Well Field is contaminated, with this
contaminated groundwater treated with the air strippers, and then
diluted with the clean water extracted, thereby providing an even
cleaner water supply than is provided with the air strippers.
Finally the Main Street Well Field is an established system, with
better demonstrated O&M capabilities than with the establishment
of a new system. All of the alternatives that include the
groundwater extraction and treatment system provide for
essentially the same degree of reduction in toxicity in the
extracted groundwater, while mobility of the groundwater
contamination will be reduced through the extraction system.
Alternative 2 may provide a slightly higher degree of reduction,
since the extracted groundwater will be used as the water supply,
although treatment levels for discharge to the St. Joseph River
may dictate an equivalent level of treatment. Taking into
account these criteria, and all of the other criteria discussed
in the Decision Summary, U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that
Alternative 5 provides the best balance of those alternatives
which meet the threshold criteria of being protective of human
health.

¢

Based upon discussions with City of Elkhart officials, U.S. EPA
and IDEM do not believe that connection to the City of Elkhart
water supply will create more problems than the other
alternatives. The City has been quite cooperative to date in
working with us to develop the various alternatives, and has
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expressed a willingness to continue to work with U.S. EPA and
IDEM to ensure that the selected remedy is implemented. With
respect to concerns about annexation, City of Elkhart officials
have stated to us that annexation is not a necessary prerequisite
to connection to the City of Elkhart's water supply.

Comment 9: Another resident suggested using a combination of
Alternatives 2 and 5. Specifically, the resident suggested
connecting the residents in the LaRue Street area to City of
Elkhart water, while providing all of the other affected areas to
a2 new water supply created from the groundwater extraction
system. The reason for suggesting the connection of the LaRue
Street residents to the City of Elkhart, was based on the ease of
this connection. Many of this resident's reasons for preferring
Alternative 2, for a majority of the area, were the same as those
expressed above under Comment 8. The resident also commented
that he hoped that our plan includes fire hydrants, free of
charge, with one such hydrant near the school in the area.

Response: For the reasons specified in the ROD, and reemphasized
in the response to Comment 8, U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that
connecting all affected residents to the City of Elkhart water
supply system, as is provided for under Alternative 5, provides
the best balance of those alternatives which meet the threshhold .
criteria of being protective of human health. With respect to
the fire hydrants, the water distribution system, as proposed,
includes such fire fighting capabilities. Although the exact
location of fire hydrants will not be determined until the
design, locating such a hydrant near the school will be kept
under consideration. Although the hydrants will be provided free
of charge, maintenance of the hydrants will be the responsibility
of those who will maintain control over themn.

Comment 10: One resident expressed concern about whether the air
stripper would put the contaminants into the air for them to
breath. '

Response: Emissions controls will be used, if necessary, to
protect against exposure to contaminants during the remedial
action. '

Comment 11: A resident expressed concern over the size of the
groundwater extraction and treatment system, and whether the
system will be designed to fit in with a residential area. A
concern is that such a system, in the middle of a residential
area, might cause property values to go down.

Response: The actual design and placement of the extraction
wells and treatment system will take this concern into account
during the remedial design phase of the project. The containment
of the groundwater contamination, however, will be the primary
consideration in locating the systenm.
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comment 12: A couple of residents expressed concern over the -
effect that the groundwater extraction system might have on wells
in the area. In one instance, a resident noted that he wanted to
be able to continue to use his outside well for watering.

Response: Prior to, and during, the operation of the groundwater
extraction system, various things will be done to ensure that the
impact on wells, which remain active, is minimized. During the
design, modeling of the groundwater, and field testing of the
pumping systems is planned. Once operation begins, the system
will be monitored and modified, as necessary, to minimize the
impact by the system on active wells.

It should be noted, however, that the selected remedy will
include the capping of wells at those residences/businesses who
are connected to the water supply extension. This is a necessary
step in ensuring that individuals are not exposed to the
contaminated groundwater.

Comment 13: Conrail stated that it is their belief that
providing an alternate water supply for the Charles Avenue area
is excessive, and an inappropriate interim remedial action, since
there is no factual information regarding actual or likely
threats of groundwater contamination in the Charles Avenue area.
They went on to state that this belief is based on the lack of
water guality information for the area, and the fact that there
is no information to indicate that any of the residential wells
in the Charles Avenue area are contaminated. Conrail also added
that no contamination has been detected in the EPA installed
monitoring wells upgradient of the Charles Avenue area, ncr is
there any information that there is upgradient contamination
which would reach the Charles Avenue area before the RI/FS and
final remedy selection can be completed. .

Response: U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that the residents in the
Charles Avenue area are potentially at risk to exposure to
contaminated groundwater based upon the close proximity of
upgradient groundwater contamination to this area and the
direction and velocity of groundwater flow. Thus, the provision
of an alternate water supply to this area is therefore justified
and necessary. Although no contamination has been found in any
of the residential wells samples to date, groundwater
contamination has been found in the Charles Avenue area in close
proximity to the Charles Avenue residences to be supplied, as is
discussed in the ROD. This contamination, which was found at
concentrations of 2,495 ppb and 388 ppb, for TCE and CCl,,
respectively, was found in wells installed by Peerless-Midwest,
Inc. in the northwest portion of the Charles Avenue area. The RI
and PFS show that the groundwater is flowing in a northwesterly
direction in the Charles Avenue area. Groundwater contamination
exists in wells that are downgradient of a majority of the
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Charles Avenue area, which itself is downgradient of the County.
Road 1 area. The groundwater flow direction, groundwater
velocity, and the similar contaminants, show that it is likely
that the groundwater in the Charles Avenue area is or may be
contaminated in the near future, and that the residents of the
area are potentially at risk with respect to exposure to the
contaminated groundwater.

Comment 14: Conrail stated that it is their belief that, based
on the general lack of contamination detected in the Blaine and
Wolf Avenue areas, that a public water supply is not necessary
for this portion of the County Road 1 area. They noted that
there has been only one well in this portion of the County Road 1
area which has had any reported contamination for the quarterly
sampling events which have occurred between 1986 and 1989.

Response: U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that the RI and PFS contain
sufficient information for the agencies to a make a decision that
the residences in the Blaine and Wolf Avenue areas are at risk or
potentially at risk with respect to exposure to the contaminated
groundwater, and should therefore remain a part of the County
Road 1 area to be connected to the proposed water supply system.
As you mentioned, one of the residences on Blaine Avenue was
found to have CCl, in its well, at a level above the MCL. 1In
addition, these areas are in close proximity to other residences
with contamination, which, with possible changes in groundwater
flow patterns, makes them susceptible to possible exposure to
contaminated groundwater, and therefore makes them potentially at
risk relative to exposure to contaminated groundwater.

Comment 15: Conrail stated ‘that the proposed extraction,
treatment, and discharge system is based on assumptions that are
inconsistent with known site conditions, is likely to have a
negative effect on identification of contaminant sources and
selection of a final remedy, and is an excessive and unnecessary
interim remedial action. Conrail further expanded upon this
comment as detailed below:

[

Comment 15a: Conrail stated that the proposed extraction
system is based on assumptions which are inconsistent with
known site conditions. Specifically, Conrail noted that the
system is based on the assumption that contaminated
groundwater in the County Road 1 area represents a single
contaminant plume, while the data indicates that the
contaminated groundwater is the result of at least two
different sources and there is more than one contaminant
plume in the area. Therefore, Conrail says that it is
impossibla to identify the center line of the plume in the
County Road 1 area, for placement of the extraction wells,
as is proposed. They further added that installation of the
proposed extraction system will cause mixing of the existing
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contamination from multiple plumes in the County Road 1
area, thereby altering both hydraulic and concentration
gradients. As a result, Conrail said that the proposed
Phase II, and subsequent investigations, which require
identification and interpretation of existing hydraulic and
contaminant gradients to locate contaminant source areas and
evaluate continuity between contaminant plumes, will be
ineffective and the objectives of the RI/FS will not be met.

Response: The groundwater extraction system is intended to
be designed to best control the migration of the area of
contamination, and it was with this in mind that the PFS
proposed placing the extraction wells within the center of
the area of contamination. More data gathering will occur
during the Phase II investigations, and during the Remedial
Design to further assist in optimizing the design of the
proposed extraction system. The Phase II investigations
should begin and be completed prior to completion of the
design of the extraction system. Therefore, there does not
appear to be a reason for concern relative to the effect of
the operation of this extraction system on the ability to
meet the objectives of the RI/FS, including the proposed
Phase II investigations.

Comment 15b: Conrail contends that the data is incomplete
relative to the vertical distribution of contamination, and
hydraulic characteristics of the hydrogeologic units within
which the contamination is located. They added that if the
proposed interim remedy is implemented prior to completion
of the remedial investigation studies, then the design of
the interim remedy extraction well system will have to be
completed before the critical information necessary for
system design has been collected.

Response: U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that the RI and PFS
contain sufficient information for the agencies to make a
decision with regard to the selection of the interim
groundwater remedy for the Conrail Railyard site. The
information gathered is for this decision-making purpose and
is not necessarily sufficiently detailed enough to base the
actual design upon. U.S. EPA and IDEM agree that more data
needs to be gathered in order to fully delineate the
groundwater contamination. This data gathering is now
beginning as a part of the second phase of remedial
irvestigations. It is also agreed that more data needs to
be gathered to support the design of the interim groundwater
remediation. It is anticipated, however, that this data
will be gathered during the Remedial Design for the interim
groundwater remediation.

Comment 15c¢: Conrail stated that the proposed extraction
system will have a negative effect on identification of
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contaminant sources and thus the selection of a final ‘
remedy. They noted that the proposed extraction system is
located in an area where the nature and extent of
contamination is not characterized, the rate of migration
has not been determined, and the sources of the
contamination have not been identified. Conrail said that
given the likelihood that the investigations necessary to
address these points could take many years, the proposed
extraction system would have an undesired effect on
completing the Phase II investigations, as well as
subsequent investigations. It was also stated that
implementation of the proposed extraction system as an
interim remedy may have a negative effect on the selection
of a final remedy. Conrail said that until the necessary
information has been collected, it cannot be known whether
an extraction system is necessary as a final remedy and, if
so, whether the proposed interim extraction system would be
consistent with the final remedy.

Response: U.S. EPA and IDEM agree that more data needs to
be gathered in order to fully delineate the groundwater
contamination, to further locate the source(s) of
contamination, and to further characterize the source(s) of
contamination. This data gathering is now beginning as a
part of the second phase of remedial investigations. U.S.
‘EPA and IDEM see no reason why such investigations should
not be completed prior to completion of the design of the
extraction system. With this in mind, and with the
information presented in the RI and PFS, U.S. EPA and IDEM
believe that the proposed interim action will not have a
negative effect on any final remedy, and that the proposed
interim extraction system will be consistent with the final
remedy. :

Comment 154: Conrail stated that the proposed extraction
system is an excessive and unnecessary interim remedial
action. They added that the proposed extraction system does
not address either of the two primary objectives of the
interim remedial action. Specifically, Conrail said that if
a public water supply is, in fact, provided to the necessary
affected residential areas, then the proposed extraction
system is not necessary because it neither provides a safe,
permanent water supply to the affected residents, nor
prevents exposure to the contaminated groundwater.

Response: The U.S. EPA and IDEM believe that the proposed
extraction system is neither excessive or unnecessary. The
PFS states that the selected remedy for the interim remedial
action should, at a minimum, satisfy the primary objectives
mentioned by Conrail in its comment. The PFS also includes
secondary objectives for consideration, including minimizing
further expansion of contamination, and reduction of
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contaminant concentrations in the groundwater within the
study area. Although the water supply system will address
the needs of those who are currently or potentially at risk,
there is still the potential for the groundwater
contamination to migrate. The proposed groundwater
extraction system assists in preventing exposure of
additional residences, through controlling the migration of
the contamination, through the removal of contaminated
groundwater.



