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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

The selected remedial action for this site is no further action onc- monitoring wells
have been successfully abandoned. Previous removal actions were adeguate to protect

human health and the environment. There are no costs associataed with this no action
remzdy.



NCRMAN PCER FARM SITE
HANOOCK OOUNTY, ILLINOIS

SUMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

SEPTEMBER 1988

. — ) Locati

The Norman Poer Farm Superfund site is located about 4 miles north of
Charlottesville on a four and a half acre tract of land in Hancock County,
Indiana. The town of Greenfield lies approximately nine miles west of the
site. The site is an abandoned tract of land with a collapsed and
vandalized house and barn and an 0ld, inactive well which lies southeast
of the house. The surrounding area is open farmland supporting soybeans
arnd corn. A number of trees and lightly scattered boulders and rubbish
are located on the property. The topography is mainly flat. See figures 1
and 2 for the site

location.

The nearest house is approximately 1/4 mile fram the site. The nearby
residents rely on private wells for their water supply. Theré are about
270 hames with a population of about 2,400 within three miles of the site.
The site is near a low divide between Six Mile Creek and Morris Creek,
both tributaries to the Big Blue River, which is about nine miles to the
south. Surface drainage fram the site flows toward Morris Creek, which is
approximately 1500 feet to the west.

Site Hi Enf iviti

Norman Poer and Michael Coleman received paint and resin materials in 1973
from the Inmont Corporation of Cincimnati, Chio. Drummed wastes are
reported to have been placed on the site at that time. The wastes,
primarily offgrade solvents and paint resins, were supplied to Norman Poer
and Michael Coleman by Immont Corporation to blend into low quality bridge
paint. The project was abandoned and approximately 260 drums were
stockpiled on the Poer property.

In August of 1981, the Hancock County Health Department (HCHD) requested
Cleamp assistance from the State Fire Marshall because of the potential
fire hazard. The HGD subsequently notified the U.S. EPA.

The Indiana State Board of Health (ISBH) visited the site in October 1981
t0 oollect samples of drum contents. Four samples of waste fram the drums
were obtained and the analytical results showed the contents as having low
flashpoints and high concentrations of heavy metals.

A residential well survey was performed between 1981 and 1984 by ISBH.
None of the residential wells exceeded primary drinking water standards
for any of the tested capaunds. However, an open well an the Poer Farm
exceeded these standards and water quality criteria for arsenic, cadmium
and lead, and the water quality criteria for mercury. These elevated
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been due to vardalism. Paint cans were found in the well and the well was
not purged before sampling. Caonsequently, initial sampling results may
not have been representative of the ground water under the site.

A site assessment was conducted in May of 1983, by the U.S. EPA Region V
Technical Assistance Team, ISBH, and the HCHD. They fournd approximately
260 55-gallon drums staged in three major groups alang the north, south,
and east ferce lines. Some of the drums showed signs of leakage. The
flammability of the materials and the threat of direct contact caused
concern by U.S. EPA, ISBH, and HCHD.

Emergency cleamup activities were initiated in June 1983 and were con-
cluded in July 1983. All wastes were ramwved from the site and 6 to 8
inches of soil were ramwoved fram drum storage areas on site. The onsite
well was sampled and results showed significantly decreased levels of
arsenic, cadmium, lead, ard mercury. The site was fenced and warning
signs were posted. All solidified materials taken fram the drums were
disposed of at Fordessey Enterprises in Oregon, Chio. Approximately 4,000
gallons of liquid waste fram the drums were disposed of at Systec. in :
Paulding, Chio. The empty drums were first crushed by Brunsold Trucking,
Inc. of Fort Wayne, Indiana and then disposed of at Adams Center Landfill
in Fort Wayne, Indiana.

In September 1983 the Norman Poer Farm Site was listed on the National
Priorities List.

Before comencing the removal action in 1983, U.S. EPA offered the
opportunity to condxct a removal action to two potentially responsible
parties: Norman Poer, the owner of the site, and Immont Corporation, the
generator whose wastes had been fourd at the site. Both parties declined
to conduct the raroval. In 1985, however, Irmont signed a consemnt order
with the U.S. EPA and the Indiana Department of Envirommental Management
(IDEM), successor to ISBH, under which Irnmont agreed to reimburse U.S. EPA
for costs and to conduct a Remedial Investigation (RI), ard if necessary,
to conduct a Feasibility Study (FS). To date, Irmont has abided by the
terms of the consent order. .

Geosciences Research Associates, Inc. was retained by Inmont to conduct
the RI/FS activities. Field investigations took place between August 1986
and Novermber 1987. A final RI report was campleted in August 1988 which
indicated that contaminant levels were below State and Federal Health
Standards arnd the past removal action adequately removed the threat of
contamination to luman health and enwirament. U.S. EPA concurred with
the RI report and determined that a FS was urnecessary.

This Record of Decision recammends no further remedial action at the
Norman Poer Farm Site.



Comnmnity felations

In June 1985, a press release provided general background about the
Superfund program, the locatian of the information repository. A
Camumity Relations Plan was developed by U.S. EPA and was placed in the
information repository at the HCHD in Greenfield. The plan described the
proposed activities ard schedule of the RI/FS.

On August 27, 1988, the Proposed Plan was distributed and placed in the
repository following publication of a brief analysis of the Proposed Plan.
This publication also provided notice of an Availability Session to be
held on September 8, 1988, and the period for submission of camments. The
Availability Session was held at the HCHD. A response to significant
caments received during the camment period is 1m1uded in the .

Responsiveness Summary.
Reasons For No Further Action

This Record of Decision concludes that no further action is appropriate at
the Poer Farm site. This canclusion is based upon a thorough' RI showing -
no public health or environmental concern present at the Poer Farm site.
Under Section 300.68(e)(3) of the National Contingency Plan, the U.S. EPA
has the authority to modif:- ar "I/FS project if, after assessing a rumber
of factors related to the degree of envirommental impact, the U.S. EPA
concludes modifications are appropriate. In this case, the results of the
RI have shown that the previous removal action removed the threat of
contamination to human health and envirorment, and, therefore, the Agency
has concluded that a FS is urmecessary. After closure of the monitoring
wells no further remedial action needs to be taken at this site.

ite s
Geoloqy

The site is underlain with glacial deposits of late Wisconsian age. The
deposits are camposed of glacial till and lenses of outwash, sand and
gravel. The total thickness of the till deposits at the site is unknown;
however, the depth to bedrock in the general area ranges from about 100 to
150 feet. The bedrock consists of Devonian and Silurian carbonate units.

The top 10 to 12 feet of the loamy till is generally brown to yellowish
brown in color. 2At 10 to 12 feet the till grades into gray to dark gray-
brown, dense, hard till. Ground water has been encountered in thin sand
and gravel strmgers or very sardy and gravelly till above the gray dense
till. Although it is not known if other water bearing sand and gravel
units exist deeper in the glacial till unit below the site, water well
records for the general area indicate that they may exist in places.



The RI includéd collectian of ground water, surface soils, soil borings,
and drainage area surface soils. This section summarizes a much more
detailed analysis presented in the RI report.

The first round of soil and ground water sampling for the RI was taken in
August 1986. A secand round of ground water sampling took place in
Novamber 1987. See Plate 1 for the sampling locations. Sampling revealed
several compourds in the soil and water, all of which were detected at
very low concentrations. Analytical results are listed in Tables 1, 2,
and 3 in the Apperdix, and are summarized below.

A) Ground water:

1) Ground water samples were analyzed for over 150 organic
and inorganic campounds which make up the hazardous substance
list (HSL). Of the samples representative of drinking water, only
iron and manganese exceeded Federal Secondary Maximum Contamlnant
Levels (SMCLS). SMOLS are developed for taste and odor and are
not health based levels. Sodium occcurred slightly above the
health recammendation of 20,000 ug/l. Manganese, sodium, and iron
are believed to be natural and not related to the paint stored an
site.

'~ 2) Methylene chloride and acetone were the only volatile campounds
detected in the ground water. These campounds are most likely
related to same type of laboratory contamination, as they were
also detected in the field blank and/or the laboratory method
blanks.

3) One tentatively identified campound (TIC), 2—cyclohexen-l-one, was
detected at an estimated concentration of 2.0 ug/l1 in the
monitoring well samples.

B) Surface Soils:

1) Inorganic materials such as alumirum, barium, chromium, lead,
arsenic, magnesium, vanadium and zinc exceeded background
levels, but none were significantly higher than background
and all were still within mean ambient background soil ranges
for the United States.

2) The volatile campounds methylene chloride and acetone were
detected in the surface soils and the laboratory method blank
and/or field blanks in all the soil samples. These campounds
are most likely related to same type of laboratory
contamination. Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP) was
detected at 1290 ug/kg. DEHP is camonly used in plastics
manufacturing, and it is possible for DEHP to leach fram the
plastic that was used as a wrap for the sampling equipment.
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3) Low levels of TICs were indicated in same of the soil samples
analyzed for semivolatile organic campounds. A quantitative
risk assessment was not conducted using these values because
the campounds are not Known carcinogens, and there is no known
toxicity information for calculating reference doses for a risk
assesgament. The presence of these TICs is not significant
because, at the levels found, they pose no threat to public
health and the envirorment.

C) Soil Borings:

1) The soil boring samples fram the former drum storage areas
showed inorganic levels similar to the surface soil levels.

2) Methylene chloride and acetone were detected in the soil
borings arnd the method and/or field blanks. These campourds
are most likely related to laboratory contamination. DEHP
was detected and is most likely present frcm the plastic

sampling wrap, Oor sampling equipment.

3) TICs were indicated in the soil boring samples. The low levels
are similar to the surface soil lewvels.

D) Drainage Area Surface Soils and Background:

1) Surface soil samples were taken fram the area receiving
drainage fram the site. For the majority of the
metals detected, levels found in the background sample were
higher than those found in the 'GRAB’ sample. Arsenic¢ and
manganese were detected in the drainage area in
corncentrations slightly above the background levels.

2) As with the onsite surface soils, methylene chloride and
acetone were also detected in the surface soil sample from the
drainage area. Again, these campounds are most likely related
to same type of laboratory contaminatiaon, since these campounds
were also detected in laboratory and/or f1eld blanks. No
samivolatiles were found.

3) No TICs were found. in the surface soil from the drainage
area. .

Based on the samples collected during the RI, the Norman Poer Farm site
currently shows no evidence of contamination resulting from storage of
paint and resin material. Concentrations of inorganics in soils were not
significantly different than those found in the background samples.
Volatile and semivolatile campounds reported as being detected in the
soils and ground water are most likely related to laboratory and field
equipment contamination because they were also found in laboratory and/or
field blanks. The levels of inorganics detected in the ground water were
below primary drinking water standards.



Site Hazard Assesgment
The contaminants identified by the RI were evaluated to determine if a

concern to plbllC health ard the enviromment existed. The following
exposure scenarios were evaluated:

Ingestion of ground water by people.
Direct contact of ground water by people.
Inhalation of soil by people

Direct contact of soil by people.

o> W N

In sumary, the soil boring and surface soil sample analyses reported
levels of inorganics camparable to levels detected in background soil
samples. Although acetone, bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and methylene
chloride were also reported as being detected in the soil, the presence of
these campourds is related to laboratory or field equipment contamination.
All of the levels of inorganics found in the ground water are below
primary drinking water standards. As with soil samples, the methylene
chloride and acetone detected in the ground water are not related to the
site.

Presence of these identified inorganic and organic campounds is not
significant because, at the levels found, they pose no threat to public
health and the envirorment. IDEM and the Agency for Toxic Substances ard
Disease Registry concur with this assessment.

Health Assescment

In accordance with CERCIA as amended, the Agency :o<r Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry conducted a Health Assessment of the site. The Health
Assessment concludes, "The investigations appear to have been conducted in
an appropriate manner and all possible means of contamination have been
explored. Based on available information, this site is considered to be
of no public health cancern because of exposure to hazardous substances."

Generally, U.S. EPA develops several alternatives for dealing with
contamination at a site. These alternatives range fram no action to
various techniques for stabilizing or removing contamination. However, at
the Poer Farm site, there is no significant contamination present.
Consequently, there is no need to develop alternatives. The only
alternative possible is the "o further action® alternative. The U.S. EFA
is therefore recammending that after monitoring wells have been
successfully abandoned, no further action be taken at the Norman Poer Farm
Site. Following the Record of Decision, the site should be deleted fram
the National Priorities List. This recamendation is based on the RI for
the site which shows that the emergency activities conducted at the site
adequately raemoved the onsite contamination and there is no evidernce of
offsite contamination.



SIATUTORY DETFRMINATICONG

With no significant contamination detectable at or near the site, the "no
further action" remedy will be protective of luman health and the
environment, attain Federal and State requirements that are applicable or
relevant and appropriate to this "no further remedaial action," and will be
cost effective.

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment which reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element and utilizes
permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable is not pertinent in
this case since there is not a contamination problem to be solved or
treated.

The State of Indiana has concurred with the "no further action" remedy.
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Camumnity Relations Responsiveness Summary
Norman Poer Farm Site
Charlottesville, Indiana
Septanber 1988

The purpose of this cammunity relatians response summary is to document
commmity relations activities along with citizen camments and questions
ard Agency responses. The U.S. EPA has been responsible for conducting a
coordinated cammumity relations program for this site. Commmity
relations activities have been ongoing fram the inception of the remedial
investigation to the announcement of a proposed plan. In accordance with
CERCIA Sectian 117, U.S. EFPA published its proposed plan, provided a three
week public camment period, and held a public hearing.

The selected ramedy of no further action was presented in the August, 1988
Proposed Plan and at the public hearing. There has been no negative
public reaction to the selected remedy before or during the camment period

and State of Indiana officials have indicated their agreement with the
U.S. EPA's decision.

COMUINITY RELATIONS

Remedial Investigation (RI)

A camumnity relations plan was developed by the U.S. "EPA in September,
1985. During the RI, local corcern was low. There has been no expression
of public concern since the June 1983 ramoval action.

Ccommunity relations activities conducted during the RI include:

Developed a formal procedure for responding to citizen inquiries

- Held informal meetings with county officials
- Established and maintained an information repository
~ Issued press releases and made media contacts
-~ Held public meetings
Public Meetings

The dates of the public comment period, the date and the location of a
public hearing and a summary of the Proposed Plan were announced through a
legal notice in the area newspaper.

The Norman Poer Farm Proposed Plan, which includes a description of the
investigation findings and conclusions, was mailed to those on the
conmmity relations mailing list and was available along with the
Administrative Record at: the Hancock Caunty Health Department.



The public meeting was held at the Hancock County Building, Greenfield,
Indiana on Septeamber 8, 1988 to discuss the RI and the preferred
alternative. Eight citizens were at the hearing.

The cament period was held fram August 27, 1988 to September 16, 1988.
Comments raised during the public cament period that are relevant to the
Proposed Plan are summarized below.

Question: What is or will be the status of the Poer Farm Site once U.S.
EPA has taken the remedial action proposed at the site?

As stated in the Proposed Plan, after the "No Further Action" remedy is
selected, the U.S. EPA will recammend that the site should be deleted from
the National Priorities List.

Question: After the site has been deleted, can the site be purchased and
can the huyer be assured that they will not be liable for any
present future envirarmental problems?

U.S. EPA knows of our reason why the site could not be prushased following
delisting. HOwever, the Agency Cormot give any assurances regarding
liability for any reamining environmental problems. A proppective
purchaser must decide for him or herself the risk of potential liability.
He or she would be well advised to review Section 107 and 101(35)(A)(C) of
CERCIA. ,



Chranological Index of All Administrative Record
Materials for Norman Poer Farm Site
Hancock County, Indiana

Rasor, Peter E., Octover 26, 1981, Mamorandum to file indicating abandoned
drums on site. _

Hazard Ranking System, March 19, 1983, prepared by Jim Knoy, Indiana State
Board of Health. ;

Orr, Robert., May 16, 1983, Letter to Valdas V. Adamkus requesting a
plamned removal at Poer Farm.

Simes, William, October 14, 1983, On Scene Coordinator’s Report, Norman
Poer. '

Walker, Richard C., March 22, 1984, Demand Letter to C.T. Corporation
System for Cost Recovery for Ramoval Action.

Adamkus, Valdas V., April 19, 1984, Demand Letter to C.T. Corporation
System for Cost Recovery for Removal ACtion.

Walker, Richard C., June 28, 1984, Superfund Site #E2 Supplemental Costs,
memorandum to Mary Gade. :

CH2M Hill, July 12, 1984, Work Plan - Raemedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study.

Pipking, Dottie, October 5, 1984, Mamorandum to Chris Grurdler, Cost
Recovery Documentation for Superfund Site.

U.S. EPA Envirommental News Release, June 3, 1985, Site Safery Plan.

Adamkus, Valdas V., July 16, 1985, Letter to Thamas T. Terp transmitting a
Consent Order of Sectian 106 of CERCIA which was issued on May 29, 1985.

Strecker, Jacqueline W., July 23, 1985, Letter to Neil Meldgin assigning
project coordinators.

O'Toole, M.M., July 1985 Aerial Photographic Analysis of Three Priority

CERCTA Hazardous Waste Sites - Indiana. Enviromental Monitoring Systems
Laboratory, Las Vegas, Nevada.

CH2M Hill, September 1985, Cammumnity Relaticns Plan.
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Meldgin, Nedl, July 14, 1986, Letter to Dale Webster fmahzmg the
Quality Assurance Project Plan

Aten, Robert E., December 23, 1986, Letter to Dan Manefee ex:losing Poer
Farm air photo.

Letter from Dale Webster, BADF Corporation, to Neil Meldgin, U.S. EFA,
Region V, October 23, 1987.

Technical Mamorandum fram Robert E. Aten, Geosciences Research Associates,
Inc., to Daniel Menefee, Indiana Department .of Envirormental Management,
ard Neil Meldgin, U.S. Enviranmental Protection Agency, Fehruary 1, 1988,

Letter from Reginald O. Baker, Indiana Department of Envirornmental
Management to Date Webster, BASF Corporation, Ma 6, 1988.

Geosiciences Research Associates, Inc., Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Report, August 1988.

Proposed Plan for the Norman Poer Farm Site, August 27, 1988.
Summary of Public Meeting, September 13, 1988.
Response to Public Camment - Responsiveness Summary, September 16, 1988.

Record of Decision (ROD), September 1988.

File;ROD.myr ;M.Pearce ;RERB;IL/INUnit3



