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UNITED STATED ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

DATE: November 22, 1989

SUBJECT: Transmittal of 4Q FY89 Record of Decision for Auto Ion,
Kalamazoo, Michigan '

FROM:  Rita Cestaric /{L,
Remedial Project Manager

TO: Bill Hansen, Chief

Remedial Planning and Response Branch
Hazardous Site Control Division

Enclosed you will find the following:
1) One hard copy of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Auto Ion Site, Kalamazoo, Michigan. Attached to the ROD
is the Responsiveness Summary; and

2) A diskette which contains the ROD and the Responsiveness
Summary for the site.

If you have any questions, please call me at FTS 353-6500.
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Auto Ion Chemicals Site
Kalamazoo, Michigan

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
soil remediation for the Auto Ion Chemicals site in Kalamazoo,
Michigan, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA,
and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan.
This decision is based on the administrative record file for this
site. ‘

The State of Michigan concurs with the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

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

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

This operable unit is the first of two operable units for the
site. This initial operable unit addresses the source of soil
and groundwater contamination. The remedy addresses the
principal threats at the site by removing and treating the
contaminated soil. Treated soil will be disposed of off-site.

The major components of the remedy include:

- excavation and off-site treatment, via stabilization, of
approximately 7200 cubic yards of contaminated soil;

- disposal of the treated soils in an eppropriate off-site
facility; and

- replacement of the excavated soil with clean f£fill.



STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable, or relevant and appropriate, to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource
recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable and
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ
treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a
principal element. Because this remedy will not result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based levels,
the 5-year review will not apply.

/Z/Mofm I ,&W@ Seflerbes 2 ,(FICM.

Valdas V. Adamkus Date ‘
Regional Administfator




SITE NAME, IOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Auto Ion site is located at 74 Mills Street in a cammercial/industrial
area of Kalamazoo, Michigan (see figure 1). The site of the former plating
waste, treatment and disposal facility occupies approximately 1.5 acres of
vacant, fenced land adjacent to the Kalamazoo River. The land north of the
site is used as an auto impound lot. An industrial paint facility operates
to the west of the site. A railrovad yard is to the east. The nearest
residence is about 500 feet north of the site. As of the 1980 census, the
population within a one mile radius was about 36,000.

Site relief is very flat and all of the buildings have been removed. A
cement slab in the northeast portion of the site is the only notable
feature remaining (see figure 2). The building which originally housed the
plating waste treatment facility was located toward the center of the site.
A lagoon area that received waste was located to the west of the former
building. Tanks and storage facilities were located ir the building (see
figure 3). ‘

Due to its proximity to the Kalamazoo River, the site is located in a flood
plain. The average depth to the ground water is ten feet. Under normal
conditions, ground water flow is towards the river in a southerly direction;
however, due to the high permeability of the soil, the direction of ground
water flow is variable and related to the water level fluctuations of the
adjacent river. Ground water at the site is not currently used as a source
of drinking water. Drinking water for the canmmunity is supplied from
municipal wells. The nearest municipal well field is located approximately
one mile north of the site in the opposite direction of usual ground water
flow.

Surface water fram the site drains to the Kalamazoo River and through direct
run-off toward O'Neil Street. Site topography is shown in figure s.



SITE HISTORY

The property at 74 Mills Street was originally used as an electrical
generating station by the city of Kalamazoo from sametime during the 1940s
until 1956, when Consumers Power purchased the plant. Shortly thereaft_er,



This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Auto
Ion site in Kalamazoo, Michigan, chosen in accordance with the Camprehensive
Environmental Response, Campensation, and Liability law of 1980, CERCIA, as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, SARA,
and to the extent practicable, the Natianal Contingency Plan (NCP). The
decision for this site is based on the Administrative Record.






Chemical Concentration

Arsenic Below detection limits (BDL) - 80
Chramium 7.50 - 3521.00

Lead BDL - 928.0

Benzo(b) fluoranthene BDL - 2.50

Benzo(a)pyrene BDL - 0.44

Chrysene BOL - 1.40

The soils are generally not contaminated below the surface of the water
table, which is at approximately 10 feet. :

The soil contains constituents of wastewater treatment sludges fram
electroplating operations which, when excavated and removed outside the area
of contamination, are Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, RCRA,
hazardous waste. This type of waste is given U.S. EPA hazardous waste code
FO006, and is described in 40 CFR 261 as:

"Wastewater treatment sludges from electroplating operations except from the
following processes: (1) Sulfuric acid anodizing of aluminum; (2) tin
plating on carbon steel; (3) zinc plating (segregated basis) on carbon
steel; (4) aluminum or zinc-alumimm plating on carbon steel; (5)
cleaning/stripping associated with tin, zinc, and alumirmm plating on carbon
steel; and (6) chemical etching amd milling of alumirmm."

Under the mixture rule, 40 CFR 261.3 (a)(2), when any solid waste and a
listed hazardous waste are mixed, the entire mixture is a listed hazardous
waste. Therefore, the contaminants in the soil are considered RCRA
hazardous waste.

Summaries of analytical results for soil samples are given in tables 1 and
2.

GROUND WATER

One round of ground water samples was collected in November, 1987 ard a
second round was collected in April, 1988. Each round of ground water
sampling produced different analytical results. This may be explained by
the fact that during normal conditions the ground water flows toward the
river in a southwesterly direction, however, the high hydraulic
conductivity of the aquifer allows for a quick response for precipitation
events. Such a response causes a reversal in the ground water flow to the
northwesterly direction and would explain the different analytical results.
Monitoring well sampling indicated that Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) were exceeded for the following contaminants
barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, 1,2 dichloroethane, trichloroethane, and
vinyl chloride.



SEDIMENTS
AmmberofmetalsandPAstenedetectedinthesedJmentsanpl&s The PAHs
were detected with greatest f and magnitude approxdamately adjacent

Ghemical Concentration Range (mq/kg)
Chramium 12-113
Benzo(a) pyrene BDL - 2.60
Benzo(b) fluoranthene BDL - 2 10
BDL - 1,90

Chemical Concentration Range (mg/1)
Cadmium .012 - .013

Copper .032

Lead .193 - .199

Nickel .060 - .061

A camplete summary of analytical results for surface water is given in table
4.

The river is classified as a 307 site (Michigan Public Act 307), which means
that Auto Ien is on the State's list of hazardous waste sites. This portion
of the Kalamazoo River is also included as part of the Kalamazoo River
Superfund Site. It is anticipated that the sediments arnd surface water will
be addressed as part of the Kalamazoo River Ccleampp.



’ erdangerment i
hazardwsmbstanosfanﬂatﬂ)esite,ﬂmemmtsofﬂmesmstams,am
the exposure pathways. ‘Il'xeg:eat&striskpt&sertatthesiteisfrmthe
ground water contamination. The source of grourd water contamination is the
hazardous substances found in the soils at the site.

Arsmicisthelazarﬂwssubstarceposhx;ﬂmeprinmyriskatﬂxeAutoIon
site. Chromium, lead, cyanides and polycyclic aramatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)
are contaminants of concern also found at the site.

adult exposure. Cancer risks are not calculated for children since cancer
is primarily a chronic disease of adulthood. If an exposed child remained
in the area for his/her lifetime, the cancer risk to that individual would
be approximately the equal to the cancer risk calculated for an adult in the
same area. Ifanirdividualwereexposeddurirgdaildhoodandthenmved
from the area, the excess lifetime cancer risk to that individual would be
samewhere between zero and the risk associated with continued residence in

Excess lifetime cancer risks are determined by multiplying the intake level
with the cancer potency factor. These risks are probabilities that are
generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g. 1.0 x 10‘6) . An excess
lifetime cancer risk of 1.0 x 1076 indicates that, as an upper bound, an
ind.ividualhasacmeina'xemilliondmarneofdevelcpingcanoerasaresu.lt
of site related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70 year lifetime under the
specific exposure conditions at the site.

Potential concern for noncarcincgenic effects of a single contaminant in a
single medium is expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ) (or the ratio of the
estimated intake derived fram the contaminant concentration in a given
meditmtoﬁmecontandnant'srefe.rernedose). By ing the HQs for all

To be protective of public health and the enviromment, a hazard index
greater than one is considered unacceptabl = .



As stated in the Federal Register, 53 Fed. Reg. at 51505, remediation goals
that establish acceptable exposure levels that are protective of human
healﬂnardﬂmemvirumntslallbedevelcpedmiderirgﬂmeARAksardthe

(2) For known or Suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are

generally concentration levels that represent an excess upperbound lifetime
cancer risk of between 104 and 10-7 using information on the relationship-
betweendoseamlrespa-se'. ‘IhelO‘Grisklevel shallbeusedasthepoint

(3) Presence of multiple contaminants at a site or multiple pathways of
exposure. "

Therefore, U.S. EPA policy ard guidance establishes a 1076 point of
departure risk level for known or Suspected carcinogens and a hazard index

Garcinogenic Non inogenic
Most Realistic Most Realistic
4 Prabable Worst Prabable Worst
Pathway Case Case Case Case
Ground Water 1.68x1073  3,05x10~3 24.9 33.3
Soil 7. GXJ.O-S 1.06x10™4 18.6 22.1

Based on these risk levels, U.S. EPA has determined that actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances fram this site, if not addressed
by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
enviromment.



Dermal contact with on site soils was estimated by using the oral potency
factors and oral acceptable intake chronic. Exposures for current
conditions assume that contact with on-site soils will occur when
trespassers are on site. Exposures for future conditions assume the
development of the site into a residential area. Under neither the current
conditions nor potential future conditions does the carcinogenic risk due to
dermal contact exceed 107% or the hazard index exceed 1.O0.

Risks via soil ingestion were calculated for both children and adults.
d\ildrenwe.reas&medtoirgestzoonqofsdlperday; adults were assumed
to ingest 100 mg of soil per day. Acceptable carcinogenic risk levels for
soil ingestion were exceeded under both the most probable case and realistic
worst case scenarios. These risks were induced primarily by arsenic and
PAHs. -

Acceptable carcinogenic risk levels for adults via inhalation were exceeded
under both the most probable and realistic worst case scenarios. Arsenic
posed the greatest risk.

Ground water at the Auto Ion site is not currently used as source of
drinking water. Ground water ingestion under potential future conditions
exceeded acceptable carcinogenic risk levels under both the most probable
case and realistic worst case scenarios. The risk is induced primarily by
arsenic, although a mmber of metals including cadmium, chromium, and lead
and organics including vinyl chloride exceeded their MCIs.

Ground water contamination at the site may have an impact on the degraded -
water quality in the Kalamazoo River. Health risk based Cleanup goals
addressing soil and ground water exposure scenarios will be protective of
human health and envirommental exposures to Kalamazoo River surface water
and sediments.

Table 5 gives the carcinogenic health risks under current and future
conditions for each of the exposure pathways. Table 6 presents ‘
noncarcinogenic risks for these conditions.

CIFANUOP 1EVELS

This initial source control operable unit is being implemented to reduce the
threat via soil ingestion as well as to reduce the potential for migration
of the contamination to the ground water below the site.

The cleanup goals for OU One establish a total carcinogenic risk of 1076 for
soil situated above the ground water. This rumber falls within the 10~¢ to
1077 individual lifetime excess cancer risk, which is the standard used by
EPA to camply with CERCIA's mandate to protect human health. Confirmatory
background sampling shall be performed to further refine the target cleanup
levels. 1If the additional background samples have a greater risk associated
with them, the health risk based cleanup goal will be adjusted accordingly.
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DESCRTPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Altermatives for Operable Unit One, remediation of contaminated soil,
were formulated to achieve the following goals:

- minimize the potential for direct contact with the contamination
= minimize the potential for migration of soil contaminants into the
grourd water

A camprehensive list of appropriate remedial technologies was identified
for source control. These technologies were SCreened based on the

Alternative 1: No Action
Altermative 3: Stabilization/Capping
Alternative 4: Vadose Zone Excavation/Disposal

1
3
4
Alternative 5: Selected Vadose Zone Excavation/Disposal
7: Vadose Zone Dccavaticn/Stabilization/Disposa_l
Altermative 8: Selected Vadose Zone B(cavation/stabilization/
Disposal '

Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) cost: $59,500
Time to Implement: None

The no action altermative does not address the public health and
envirormental concerns at the site. ~
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Alternmative 3: Stabilizaticn/&g:ing

Capital Cost: $1,857,597
Anrual O&M: $70,980
Time to Implement: 10 months

Annual O&M will corsist of site inspéctions, ground water sampling and
analysis, reports and maintenance of the cap.

Altermative 4: Vadose Zone Excavation/Disposal

Capital Cost: $3,755,248
Anmual O&M: $5,900
Time to Implement: 10 months

Alternative 4 consists of excavation of all soil on site situated above
the water table and off-site disposal in an approved land disposal cel].
The volume of soil excavated under this altermative is approximately
16,800 cubic yards of soil. The excavated portions of the site would be
backfilled using clean, imported gravel or soil. At the campletion of
the remedial action, hea.lthrisksposedbythesoil would be no greater
than the selected Clearup level. '

Anrual O&M would consist of site inspections.



This altermatjve provides desired levels of protection at the site, gt
does not satisfy EPA's policy giving preference to permanent solutiaons or
altermative treatment methods. In addition, off-site disposal of waste
of this type, classified as FO06, withaut pPrior treatment has been
prohibited as of August 8, 1988 by 40 cFrR 268, Rera land disposal
restrictions, unless Epa can certify that no treatment Capacity is

Alternative 5: Selected Vadose Zone Excavaticrvnisposal

Capital Cost: $1,627,158
Anrual O&M: $5,900
Time to Implement: 10 months

disposal in an approved land disposal cell. The eéxcavated portions of
the site will be backfilled using clean, imported soil or gravel.

The direct contact threat would be eliminated along with removal of the
Source of grourd ard surface water inspections.

Alternmative 7: Vadose Zone Excavation,/Stabilization/Dis;'asal

Capital Cost: $7,797,179
Anmual O&M: $5,900
Time to Implement: 10 months

Altermative 7 consists of excavation of 16,800 cubic yards of soil,
stabilizatian, and off-site disposal in a permitted facility. All soil
located within the site boundaries and situated above the ground water



Capital Cost: $3,332,988
Annual O&M: $5,900
Time to Implement: 10 months



Altermatives 7 ang 8 which involve excavation, treatment ard off-
site disposal, would camply with al] Federal ard state applicable
ard relevant or appropriate requirements. a summary of ARARs is



REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY. OR_VOILUME OF CONTAMINANTS

Neither the toxicity nor the volume of the contaminants is reduced under
any of the alternatives. Reduced mobility would be achieved under :
alternatives 7 and 8. Under these alternatives, the reduceqd mobility is

inorganics and the stabilization reagent. However, the volume of the
contaminated soil ang reagent mixture will be greater. than the volume of
tment .

= water application for dust control

= sediment barriers ard contaimment for run off control

= personnel protective equipment for controlling exposures
of site workers

IMPLEMENTABIIITY
Each of the altermatives can be implemented.



= Alternative 3: $1,857,597
= Altermative 4: $3,755,248
- Altermative 5: $1,672,158
- Altermative 7: $7,797,179
= Altermative 8:; $3,332,988
STATE AQCEPTANCE

The State of Michigan SUpPOrts EFA's preferred altermative, '

COMMUNTTY ACCEPTANCE

===l ACCEPTANCE
Two public meetings have been held for the site. The first was held on
September 24, 1987 to announce plans to conduct an RI/FS for the site ard



volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous waste as the principal
element. The following sections discuss how the selected remedy meets
tuto requirements.



This selected remedy of excavation, stabilization, amg off-site di
will camply with all applicable or évant and appropriate chemical,
action, and location Specific requirements (ARARS). The ARARS are -
Presented below. :

Action-specific ARARs

GSHA general lIﬂletry standards in 29 cFr 1910.120 which smcify. o
oCcupational safety and health standards for hazardeus waste activities
CERCIA.



OSHA record keeping and reporting in 29 CFR 1904 which sets forth record
keeping and reporting for employers.

changes of one acre or more. also requires implementation of erosion ard
sedimentation control measures.

Chemical specific ARARs:

RCRA lamd disposal restrictions in 40 CFR 268 which sets forth
prohibitions and restrictions on land disposal |, including treatment
standards for certain wastes.

the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.

Michigan law, MAC R 299.9603, which specifies that expansions ard
enlargements of existing facilities shall not be located in a floodway.
QOST EFFECTIVENESS

The selected remedy is cost effective. The capital cost for this remedy
is approximately $3,332,988. The selected_remedy effectively reduces the
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AUTO ION SITE
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Trichlereethene [ 2 oL - 0. 0.07 ] sensns ALL SANPLES WERE OO punsag
Toluene ) s 0L -~ 8.00 .62 ] ssuues ALL SANPLES WERE DOL awssay
Tetal Nylenes 4 ] 0 - 3t.00 .00 ] sswnss ALL SANPLES WERE BOL sumaen
Anthracene s ] 0L -~ 0.3 0.3 4 esanny ALL SAMWPLES WERE BOL sasaans
Sense(s)anthracons 6 b } M - V.70 0.9 ] ssuenn ALL SANPLES WIRE BOL swusan
Bense(s)pyrene é 2 MWL - 0.4 | V4 4 ssusuas ALL SARPLES WERE 8L wasmnus
Bense(d)fuersathone (] 2 ML ~ 2.%0 1.69 4 sssame ALL SAMPLES WERE BOL pansuy
2-8utsneng 6 s L - 9.% 1.9 q saanag ALL SAWPLES WERE 80
(hrysene é ) MWL - V.40 0.7¢ 4 annnsa ALL SAMPLES WERE aDL
fluersatheng .Y ) 0L - 3. 1.3 4 seaman ALL SANPLES WERE 80L
Phonsntihreng é ) L - .00 1.6) q susens ALL SAMPLES WERE 80L nanusn
Pyrene é 4 80L - .00 (19 )} L] asusen ALL SANPLES WERE 804 munsay
Styrene ) [ ] 8L - 6.40 6.40 4 sauaas ALL SAAPLES WEAE 80U ssunws
81s(2-Cihylhenyl Jphthalate é 4 8oL - 1.80 .a 2 2 0.94 - 1.0 V.62
Sutylbensylphthalate 6 wsmaua ALL SAMPLES WERE 81 weunay 4 3 DL - 1.60 1.24
Ol-t-ouy'pmnlno 6 L 8oL - 4.9 4.90 4 sassun ALL SAMPLES WERE BOL saxunn
Ol-a-dutylphthslate 6 5 s - 3.80 2.6 b { ) ML - 3.70 2.70
Rasticides:
Heptachlge ] ) 009 - 0.009 0.009 S sszasg ALL SAMPLES WERE 0OL gaunuss
Beta-80C | sssams ALL SANPLES WERE 8O (TTIIT [ s 0.000- 8.020 0.08
fsatante;:

® means that this value (s rruur Lhea sverage reglensld bachgreund levels.
®esas Below Detoction Liafs.
Oaly ¢ata validated by o QA/QC sudit 4 presented oa (g Sable.
M aeang that the parameter was net analysed for.
8 means that this data was rojected for QA/QC ressons.
< ®eans thet thig criteria 14 met licodle te Whis parameter ¢ ace
Tove) {ndicates contamination, v b Because the prrssster’s pres "
U  seens that thisg dats (g below fequired detection Vimits.
(1) Sumple tecatlons ore shown 1a Flgure )-A of (he Remedis! Investigation Repery.
(2) e u-:‘l. -u'a 1o colculaned saly frea the Stoples In which Lhe parametoer was delectod, nel the (otlal
aunb e r Samplan.
3) Seurce: Shachlette and Boerngen, 1984 (ualess otherwise specify '
() Seurces Adrisme, 1988, ) pectited). A
WA) 1y b
r .
(1820a-3) . : "M Ry

B N



TAPTE 3

ANALYTICAL stae - SEDIMENT sAwpLEs
ALL DATA IN (ng/kg)

TRANSECT A (Upgredient of Site) TRANSECTS B, C and D (Adjscent to Site)
Number Nunber Number Number
of Pusitive Sample Rarnge Sanple of Positive Semple Range Semple
Parameter Samples IDs Low High Mean Samples 108 Low High Mean
Inorgenics:
Alumirum & 3 952.00 1377.00 1112 50 12 12 663.00 2620.00 1378.67
Arsenic [} 1 [ 1] 2.00 2.00 12 2 0t 5.60 .05
Bar1um 13 0 8oL BOL BN 12 2 8oL 95.00* 78.50*
Cadmium 4 0 B8Ot 8oL 80L 12 0 8oL 801 ]}
Chi omium 4 [3 16.00 . 19.00 .nrn 12 12 12.00 113.00* 26.13
Cromer ‘ 2 8oL 16,00 10.00 12 3 WU 170 26.65
1on ) 4 3668.00 57BL.00 4400.50 12 12 4156.00 21461.00* 9093.50
Lead 4 4 11.00 18.00 14.25 " " 8.00 208.00* 49.65
Regnes 1um & [} 3666 .00 9219.00 6849.00 12 12 6671.00 34500.00* 1309508
Merganese 4 4 192.00 259.00 228.50 12 12 131.00 294%.00 221.%0
Mercw y 4 0 0L 80t BOL 12 7 (] 2.90°* 0.61°
Nichel 4 1 BOL 16.00 16.00 12 2 0L 18.00 15.00
Thettum & 0 [ 18 BOL 8oL 12 0 WL 0L 0L
Varedium 4 0 [ 11 8oL DL 12 1 0L 15.00* 15.00*
linc 4 4 23.00 38.00 51.00 12 12 17.00 82.00 0.7
Organics:
Acetone 1 1 0.07 0.0 0.07 2 0 a0l BOL 0L
2 Butenone 4 0 [ o] 80 80L 12 1 8oL 0.01* 0.01* .
Anthracene ‘ 0 8oL 8L 8oL n 2 #oL 0.81*  0.61°
Benzo(s)anthracene 4 0 BOL [:[}]1 BOL n 3 801 2.00 1.1
Bervo(e)pyrene A 1] BOL BOL 8ot 11 3 8oL 1.60 0.90
8enzo(b) 1l uor enthene 4 0 BOL 801 801 1 3 801 2.10 1.14
Benzo(k) tiuor anthene 3 0 8oL 8DL 8oL 12 2 80: 1.00 0.%0
Chiysene 4 0 80L BOL 801 n 3 80l 1.9 1.04

(LL51098/716330)



TABLE 4

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY - SURFACE WATER SAMPLES

Concentrations
Upgradient
1)(1

SW-A-1 SW-A-4
Organics
Acetone U U
Bis(2-ethyirex. )phthalate 0.420 0.198
Inerganics
Aluminum U L
Cadmrum v U
Calcium 74.0 73.25
Chreomsum [0 0.007 U
Cecpper U U
Iron 0.46 0.327
Lead U U
Magresium 22.2 22.0
Manganese 0.040 0.049
Nickel U U
Silver U U
Zinc 0.013 0.014

Concentrations

Downgradient

(mg/1) (1)

Sw-D-1 Sw-0-4
0.04¢  0.020
0.094  0.14c
0.213  ©.207
6.013  0.0]2
76.8 77.0
0.035  0.C37
0.032  0.032
0.527  0.3%:
0.193  0.195
22.2 22.3
0.058  0.0¢8
0.060  0.061
0.27 0.28
0.026



Eg;nwax Most Probable Case Realistic Worst cace

Soil Ingestion 6.10 x 10-5 8.82 x 10-5
Inhalation | -1.50 x 10-5 1.80 x 10-5
Direct Contact © 1.57 x 109 9.73 x 10-8
TOTAL 7.60 x 10-5 1.06 x 10-4

CARCINOGENIC RISK FOR ADULTS
UNDER POTENTIAL FUTURE CONDITIONS

CUMULATIVE RISK
==taAldVE RISK

—_Pathway Most Probable Case —Realistic worst Case
Soil Ingestion 6.10 x 10-5 8.82 x 10-5
Inhalation 1.50 x 10-5 1.80 x 10-5
Ground Water 1.68 x 10-3 3.05 x 10-3
Ingestion

Direct contact 2.00 x 10-8 6.21 x 10~7

TOTAL 1.76 x 103 3.16 x 10-3



Pathway

Scil Ingestion
Inhalation
Direct Contact

TOTAL

ONC 0]

Most Realisgtic
Probable Worst

QQSE §§§§
1.78x109  1.88x100
3.37x1072  4.27x10-2
4.62x1072 2,91x10-1

1.86x100 2 .21x100

NONCARCINOGENIC CHRONIC HEALTH HAZARDS

UNDER POTENTIAL FUTURE CONDITIONS

Pathway

Soil Ingestion
Inhalation
Pirect Contact

Ground Water
Ingestion

TOTAL

Adult

Most Realistic
Probable Worst

Case Case
2.17%x10"1 2 29x10-1
1.92x1072 2.44x10-2
1.27x1072  4,.82x10-2
2.49x10"1 3. 02x10-1

CUMULATIVE RISK

Children
Most Realistic
Probable Worst
Case —Case

1.78x10°  1.88x100
3.37x1072  4.27x10-2
4.62x10"2 2.,91%x10-1

2.49%x101  3.13%301

2.67x101 3.35x101

Adult

Most Realistic
Probable Worst

Case Case
2.17x1071 2. 29x10-1
1.92x1072  2.44x10"2
1.27x1072 4.82x10°2
1.20x101 1.s1x10!
1.22x101  1.s4x101
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TABLE 7
MURY OF ALTERKATIVES
EVALUATION
ATONATIVE 1 NTERATIVE 3
A TERATIVE | ALTERMATIVE 3 ALTERATIVE 4 ATERUTIVE § BoaatioyStabi Hstion & Sluctive boavatio/
EVALIAT 11 4 CRITERIA %o Action Stabilizatiovlagping Bnatioy/Disposs] Selactive Excavat ionyDispase) Disposal Stabi Hzat tovispose!
®ong tere inspactions nec- Srordeter conditios wde  Grandeter cditioe wder-  %Grondeter conditios under- Grandeter coditions under-
oosary. Tying the site should be bev  lying the site should be ban-  lying the site should be ber- lying the site shauld be ben-
ofited dm to reow) of ofited in thet irorganics ere  of fted due to resowl of ofited in thet frorpanics ere
Moteniel uncertainties in- source of contaminants. are rexved to bedgrand sarce of covaminats. are rewoved to beckground
chus faflre in cagping mye- : Tow)s ond susoes of aganic Yows's od soroms of oganic
ten. coraninents ere redesd. cotainants are reducad
Further vertical sigretion
proventad by 9.
Fotetia) damage to cap dur-
ing river flading could be
problemstic.
laplenentability padily {eplensrtable. At redily inplmertable ds  *eadily fuplmstable. Nuadily faplensntable, Nuadily taplemantable bt very*fasdily isplemsntable.
to 21008 vokme incresss and ditfioult space corstreints.

Nothing is required other resulting grade chinges/stesp  *Bcavetion can be sccomplish-  *Bxcavation can be accomp!ishr *Ecavetion can be accospl ish
than periodic anitoring b slopss o0 cap. of wing comon aarth soving  od wing coman eerth aoving  SEcavetion can be accoplish & wsing cowan serth eving
site inspaction. squipent. auipent, of wing camon eerth soving  equipeent.

Coretruct ion of capping sys- squipart.
%% significant edainistrative ten cn be accaep)ished wing  *Transportation can be accamp-  *Transportatian can be acomp- *Transpartation can be acoomp-
requiremss. comn arth sving squipant.  lished wing comentions) 1ished wing covantice) *Trersportation can be scomp- Vished using cowentioe)
tractor treflers, tractor treilers. Vstad wing corvant icne] tractor trailers.
%o significant adainistrative tractor trailers.
requiremnts. Sheraits required for off-site  *Pereits required for off-sits “araits required for of{-site
dispomal. disposa), %uwraits reqired for off-site disposal.
dispase).
*chadiling delays mey ccor.  *Scheduling deleys aey ocor, Schads1ing delays asy coour.

N significat adeinistrative
requirements.

%0 sighifican aduinistretive
reQuiresants. ’

chaduling delays mmy ocowr.
W significat adeinistrative
80 signifiont sduinistretive requiressnts.
requiresnts.

7



VALUATION CRITERIA

ALTESMATIVE 0
Mo Action

ALTERNATIVE 3
Stabilization/Capping

TABLE 7

SUWURY OF ALTERMATIVES
EVALUATION

ALTERNATIVE 4
Eucnvcnon_lohpul

ALTERMATIVE §
selective Excavation/Oisposal

ALTERNATIVE T
Excavation/Stabiltzetion &
Dispose!

ALYERWATIVE O
Selective Excavation/
Stabilizetion/Dispossl

ssssstass

88

o1 Protection

8o protection to the envie
ongent .

"o protaction to pudlio heslth.

oprovides increased degres of
protection to the environsent
through construct fon of physics)
barrier and reduced conteafant
aobility.

Sprovides increised degres of
protection to humen hesith by
dlocking pethmeys for direst
contact and ingestion.

sprovides increased degree of
protection to husan health
by resove) of source.

$provides increassd degres of
protection to the snvironment
through source reaoval.

spotential for sdverse envir-
onsenta) inpacts to occur 1f
1ner and/or leachate col-
lection systeas of disposal
facility fatl.

sprovides increased degres of
protection to huaan health
by resoval of source.

sprovides increassd degres of
protection to the environsent
through source resovel.

spotential for sdverse envir-
onaental tapacts to occur 1f
Viner and/or leschate col-
lection systems of disposal
facility fall.

sShort-ters risks sssocioted
with soil excavation can be
sddressed by dust controls b
use of protective squipsent.

Sprovides incressed degres of '
protection to “umen health
by resoval of source.

SProvides increased d.oqrn of
protection to the environeent
through source resoval.

SLong-tern risks posed to
grondwater grestly reduced.

spotent sl for adverse envir- SPotentisl for sdverse envir-
oneental fmpacts to occur If  onmental fmpscts to occur "
Viner and/or leschate col- Yiner and/or leschate col-
Yection systess of disposs!  lection systems of disposs)
factlity fall. facility foil.

RS

.)lm with ARARs

#0oss not geaply with probadble
sction- on pubstance-specific
ARARS.

V SRequiresants of WHO/MONR Draft

Suidancs 1111 not be setistied
regarding soll clean-up Vaits,

®0oss not comply with probable
action- or substance-specific
ARARS .

Shaquirements of WRO/MONR Oreft
Suldance will not be satisfied
regarding sotl clean-up Maits.

S0oee not comply with probable
Yocation-specific ARARs regard-
ing floodplains. -

*In cospliance with probable
ARARS.

sCoapliance with Yend disposel
restrictions, 1f determined to
be spplicable, would not be
schisved.

®|n cospliance with most pro-
beble ARARS.

8Coapliance is schipved with

the soi) clean-up ARARS to

the extent that inorgenics
would be resoved to back-
ground Jevels, Organic con-
taninants would be reduced -
but may not achieve ARARs.

3Comp) fance with lend disposal
restrictions, {f deterained to
be applicable, would not be
yhi.vod.

i

-

%in coepliance with sost pro-
bable ARARs.

1n compliance with probable
ARARS .

sCoapliance with land disposal *Compliance 13 schioved with
restrictions, 1if deternined to the sof) clesr-up ARARS to
be spplicable, would Vikely be the extent t'-t {norganics
achiaved. would be resoved to back-
ground levele  Organic con-
taatinsnts wo.'d be reduced
but sey not s-hieve ARARs.

*Compltance »'th land disposel

restrictions, 1f detersined t
be applicable. would Vikely b
achieved.



EVALUAT QN Chi TERIA

ALTERUTIVE |
o Actfon

ATERUATIVE 3
Stabif2at fovCapping

TABLE 7

AMNRY OF ALTERATIVES
EVALLATION

ALTERATIVE ¢
beret iayDispose)

NTOWIIE §
Selective Excovet ia/Disposs)

ATERUATIVE 7

beawt ioyStabil{zet fon §

sposel

ALTERRATIVE 8
Seluctive BcovetiaV
Seabilizat iayDisposa)

Reduction in NIV

%0 redction in acbility. “ubility of organics reduoed.

% redctian in toxicity. Mobility of fnorganics(ecapt
srsmnic) grestly recuced.
%0 redction §n volume.

0 redction n todcity.

Slncrease in whas(>108) ds
0 addition of stabllization
aQens.

"obility of organics ad in-
organics reduced by physical
berriers of selected disposal
factlity.

\
%0 redction in toxicity.
S redxtion in vohas,

%obility of orgmnics and in-
orgmnics reducad by physics)

barriers of selected disposal
facility.
Sb redxtion in todcity.

%0 redoction ih volume.

Y

Mobility of orgmnics and I Wobility of orpanics d in-

orginics reduoed by stabil-

{zation.

%o reduction in toxicity,

orgnics reduced by stadil-
fution. .

M redction in toddcity

$ircresss 1 volume{>100%) due #lncresse In vohse(>100%) dw
to sddition of stabi)izatin to addition of stebtliration

apnts,

wmts,

Sort-les Elfect ivensss

b stort-term risis dring
fapleaatot ion,

Potetial bt controllable
risis d» to eqsing ind
disturbing surfece soils.

Resporee object ives would not .
by mwt. *rincips) respree objact fve
of sauroe resove) wuld not
be set, but direct contact &
inhelatioVinjestion wuld be
elininated,

Fotantial b controllable
risks A to eqosing and
distwrbing surface sofls,

“aspores ohject ives can be
-t.

Fotatia) bt antrol lable
risis de to egosing and

© disturbing surface solls.

#rincips) resporee chjective
of sarce reove! wuld b
mt to the extant thet trarg-
anics are resoved to back-
orand lew!s and orpanic
levels wuld be reducad.
Direct contact § inelatiay
Ingestion would be oltaineted.

Sotatfal bt controllable
risle da to egmeing ard
distrbing aurfece soils.

Ruspcree chjectives can be
-,

fotantfa] bt controllable
risis de to epuming od
disturbing surface soils

®rincipa) resporse object ive
of sasce rexva! would be
wt to the &tent thet inorg~
nics v remved to back-
gord levels od orpmic
Tovels wald be redced
Direct contect & fnhelatiay
ingest ion wld be elisinated

Log-Terw Effect fvaness

“Torget rish lowls wuld not be  *Target cloarwp lowls for
sttaingd for ey contamineted contaminated surface sofls

soils. wuld be sttained,

Aorg terw frepactios nec- %ofls belor the grandeter’

wsary. table and posing @ potentfa)
risk >1,06-06 wou)d rot be od-

Caditics at thy site culd drevend.

STorgat closrwp Yowels for
contaninsted surface soils
wuld be attained.

MTorgat clem-wp lovels for

oontaainsted surface soils
wuld be sttained.

*oils telaw the grardeter  %Soils below the groundeter

table and posing @ potentia)

table and abowe clesrwp

rick >1.06-06 wuld not be ad-  Tvels swld not be addressed.

dressed.

Targat claemp Towls for  $Terget clewn-wp lowls for

contminetad srface sofls
would be attatned.

cotaminsted surface sotls
wuld be atteined.

%Soils telas the grandwter  %Soils belar the grandeter
table ond posing & potentiel  table ard above clemwp
rigk >1.06-06 would not be od- levels would not be addremsed.

dressed.
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Lecatian Standergy

Inlond tadeg L]
Slreams agq

A Long Olapessy
Bestrictiong

Claan aly Act - notienat
Ambiang 4, Qal 1oy
Sleriarg

Rlehigan agq 34

TABIE 8

nn.mm.ml_

EQsarony on

40 ¢ra M4.28¢0) Selenic standarg oplles ¢ plocenung
. of wmate (n qpg viciniay of 4 fouly
SQloplaceg 4 Selocens ¢ign,

40 cra 244, (d) fleopialn Standerd |(alty placemang

of waste In o 100 yoor flespiain,

Slchigan acs 344 Sotabilanee Suldelines far g
Serninxtion, o/ penang, reasve|, or
Plocemeny of 8 stnxtwre an botten lang
(fleogpiatn), Permie Mplication o
a2 (end usacos) foquired for filiing

ina lleodplain aree,
4 cre n8 Sete forty Prehiditions ang restrictiong

Sute 209y Requires theg emlesiony (o trestasng



ACLIN PUCIM1C anagg

8CaA Lanayigg Cover
reten

824 Clogwre of Norarang
Meete feciiigles

ARA poge
Clenwre Core

ACAA Cloawrg Plan

2CRA Clagure Porformarce
Siandarg

Masarmy on

HIANTONY pg pimmcy

40 ora 4.0

40 Cra 24.114

L X N TRTY;

40 Ur 24102

40 cra 264,119
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Sete forch deslgn, peratlen ong
asint enence roQiiremarty o lanatiyy
Sapping syniems.

Bequires survey plat flied winy lecal
MANor ity v iy states the anerty
obi lgetion o restrict disturbence of
the dajarama ueote dispnssi wniy,

Requires pagy €losure care for the
Metardong weqte @lapossl unig for o
period of 30 yeers loll-lm Clesure,
Section 26 .11 ¢p) requires cantinet fen
of access festrictiong axing the
post-closure peried,

Sete forch reQiirenants for o writtan
closure plan 1 e atmitteg o
Nproved by ghe Segiensl Aduinletretes

88 part of e peruig loaancy Precedrres,

Sets foreh closre Perforwance standeryg
for Contrelling, sininizing or

ollalnating post-clessy felesses. Alse



MAAALICE g8 Loy

007 Aules for Trarnpert
of Bezardne Naterislp
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ol Repert ing

Bichigan Sazardng

Wete feregenerg Agt »
Coretngtion Pernise

Siaasromy on
DADOSY ot um g

49 Cr0 107 &g
1n.i-s

9 Cre 1910.120

2 o 192

¥ e 1904

Act 84, Bude 304

nn.mm;uul_

ACTLICAD AR Ty /o mg 1

Specifies preceduses for Pachaging,
hhollhu, oanifesting eng umm.
hazerdos msteriale,

Specifies occrpet lorel safety eng
health standards for hotardms weate
octivition under CRaCtA. Includeg
feogulremente for safety Plamning, slte
santrel, training, ondicel ®onitering,
Wwe of pretective *Quipmeng and ofs
sonitering,

Thle regutegian specifion the 8-hour
tiae wighteg Swerege concentretian
for verion substances, Ictuding
arsenic, lead and Alcket,

Sete foreh recerdisnping and regorting
for apieyere.,

Specifios ganerel infermation requi red
tequired fron Pl icants for

Sansingtion permite Sesking to cansingg

o hasardnme weste disposal wnite.
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ond Part 8 permiy Sptications, soty
ferth permify cordit|one pplicadle to
oil permite, ostabl lohes Precadures for
Pormit modificatien,

Sete forth Stenderds appliceble te

Sereters of hasardmae waste Inctuding .

santfesting, Pre-tranaport pachaging/
htnlll'w-fllm ong ccumailatien,
od requiremante for fecordienping end
teporging,

Sete forin roquirenents for Srereportery
of hazerdos mste including Cemplionce
wlth the manifees Syeten, fecardiesping
o cloan-p of discharges axing

traneporg,

Sets forth design and Operating
foguiremants (or haserdous wmate
tanaf i e Inctuding tiner System
canetruce fon, amitor ing, inspectian,
Wrveying eng fecordiesping,
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Act 84, Rule 303

Soll Cresion ared Nichigan Act M7,
Sediaant ot jan Cantrel Qe 1004

Specifios technical Information required
frea coratnctten Pornit appl icante

Qe iring e Coretingt {iner syotemn for
lendiitie,

Requires o soti eroeion and sedimentetiaen
Plan for any earin changes of e «re
Or Sore. Atee requires foplementetion
of eroslan ot Sedimentetion cengrel
@sesure,
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cosT ESTImaTg . ALTERNATIVE

8
SELECTED VADOSE 20NE EXCAVATION/STABILIZATIDN/DISPOSAL

Descrigtion

| Excavate and load contaminated s$011
Labor -
EQuipment
Materialg
Subcontractor/[xpense:
Subtota)
Transportation
Disposal
Backfin and Restoration
Labor
Equipment
Materials
Subcontractor/txpenses
Subtota)
Support Services § Restoration
Labor
EqQuipoent

Materialg
Subcontractors/txpenscs

Subtotal
Estimated 1o, Items
tngtneering (12%)
Total Estimat,
Contfngtncy (20%)
Profect Estimaty with Contingency -

Total Cost(s)
$110,400
123,200
186,140
46,909
$ 436,649
$ 316,230
$ 1,503,827
116,000
5,800
55,320
3,105
$ 80,22
62,820
17,000
10,150
$3,230
$ 143,200
$ 2,479,895
$ 297,385
$ 2,777,480
"8 55500

83,332,980



the following potentially responsible parties (PRPs):

Amerace Corporation; Brunswick Corporation, Buckeye Products
Corporation, Clark Equipment Company, Contractors United, Inc.,
Corning Glass Works, Dana Corporation, Faultless cCaster
Corporation, General Motors Corporation, Gilbert Plating and
Bumper Exchange, Inc., Harman Automotive, Inc., Hoover Universal,
Inc., Johnson Controls, Inc., Kawneer, Inc., KTsS Industries,
Inc., Muskegon Piston Ring Co., Shakespeare Company,
Sheller-Globe Corporation, Stanadyne, Inc., Sunstrang Heat
Transfer, Inc., United Technologies Automotive, Inc., Whirlpool
Corporation, and Wickes Manufacturing Company. The required RI/FS

nature and extent of contamination in the soil at the Auto Ion
site (RI), and alternatives for appropriate remedial action feor
OU One at Auto Ion were developed and evaluated (FS and Proposed
Plan). At the conclusion of the FS, a Proposed Plan was
finalized by U.S. EPA in consultation with MDNR, which identifieq
@ recommended alternative for remedial action at the Auto Ion

U.S. EPA invited public comment on the Proposed Plan for the Auto
Ion Superfund site from August 3, 1989 through September 1, 1989,
On August 8, 1989, U.S. EPA held a Public meeting at the
Kalamazoo City Hall in Kalamazoo, Michigan to present the
preferred alternative and accept public comments for operable
unit one outlined in the Proposed Plan. U.S. Epa representatives
in attendance at the meeting were:

Rita Cestaric - Epa Remedial Project Manager (RPM)
Frank Rollins - Previous RPM

Representatives from the MDNR were:
Gary Hoffmaster - MDNR Environmental Quality Analyst

Peter Ollila - MDNR Environmental Response Division
Supervisor



The meeting was opened at 7:00 P.m. by Gary Hoffmaster, who
explained that the purpose of the meeting was to Present Epa’g

Manager for the site, Rita Cestaric, reviewed the alternatives
Presented in the Feasibility Study, discusseq EPA’s nine Criteria
used to evaluate and compare the alternatives, and presented the
Preferred alternative for soil remediation. gshe mentioned that
copies of the RI/FS report and Proposed Plan were available in
the information repositories for the site. 7The meeting concluded

A transcript of the publije heeting was made. The transcript is a
fairly accurate account of the meeting, However, since there was
no taped audio account of the meeting, and the court reporter hag

The responsiveness SUmrzry is divided inte the following
sections:

I. Responsiveness Summary Overview. This section briefly_
outlines the Proposed remedia) alternatives as Presented in the

Proposed Plan, including the recommended alternat.ve,

f Public Comments Received During the Public comment

II. Summary o
Period and U.s. Epa Responses. Both oral and written comments
are grouped by issues, followed by U.s. EPA responses to these

comments,

v

°



I. es Slveness Summa e

On August 3, 1989, U.s. EPa made available to the public for
review and comment the Proposed Plan for oU one at the Auto Ion
site. The alternatives for remedial action describe methods for
Cleaning up the soilg on site. U.S. EPa’s Proposed Plan
describes in detaij) 8ix alternatives for remedial action at the
site. The Proposed remedial alternatives are listed below:

Alternatijve 1 - No action - in which no- further work will be done
at the site.

Alternatijve 3*- Excavation of all soil above the ground water
that contains contaminants above cleanup levels, stabilization
treatment of the soil, replacement of stabilized soil, followed

by construction of a multi-layer capping system over the entire

Alternative 7 - Excavation of all soil on site above the water
table, stabilization, and off site disposal in an approved lang
disposal cell.

After careful-evaliuation of the RI and the FS, the U.s. EPA
Selected Alternative 8 as the preferred alternative in the
Proposed Plan for OU One at the Auto Ion site.

* - Alternatives are numbered as they appear in the FS.
Alternatives 2 and 7 were eliminated during the sCreening of
alternatives, and are not pPresented in the Proposed Plan.



II. Summa mments Re \'4 rin lic mment Perijod

the public meeting and Submitted to Epa in writing. Parties who
Ssubmitted comments are:

1) Mr. Edward Junija, Esq., on behalf of
Auto Ion Steering Committee

2) Ms, Kathleen Sullivan, Esq., on béhalf of
Brunswick Corp. .

3) Mr. Richard Butler, Esq., on behalf of
Faultless Caster

4) Mr. Richarqg Mc Callum
ocwner of pProperty adjacent to Auto Ion

The public Comments Summarized below are organized according to
the following general subject areas: (a) risk assumptions; (b)
soil treatment; (c) Separation of the site into Operable units;
and (d) other comments. These Comments have been taken into
consideration in determining the best alternative for addressing
contamination in the Soil at the Auto Ion site, :

Risk Assumptions

General

either Prepares or has PpRps Prepare a risk assessment according
to U.s. Epa policy and guidelines. This risk assessment provides
U.S. EPA with a basis for selection of remedy which would be
Protective of public health, welfare, and the environment. The
U.S. EPA utilizes the best available information and makes
certain reasonable assumptions in rigk calculations. The risk



: Subsurface (2 to 20 foot depth interval) soil
concentrations for benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(a)anthracene, and
chrysene were used to Characterize risgk associated with potential
exposure to surface soils and to calculate theoretical surface
so0il Cleanup levels, even though these three pPolycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS) were not detected in any soil samples in the
0-2 foot depth interva). )

(PAHsS). These PAHs may be carcinogenic by all routes, including
dermal. Bioconcentration is important with these Chemicals,.
These PAHs were found in the soijl Primarily in the 2-11 foot

characterize risk aésociated with exposure to surface soils for
the following reasons:

1) The depth interval in which the PaHs were not found jis
very shallow. Since the PAHs are found starting at a
depth of only two feet, any future invasive site work
would likely éxpose the soil contaminated with PAHs,
thereby pPesing risks associated with eéxposure to these
compounds.

2)Any invasive type of activity, such as digging, can mix
layers of contaminated soil with the shallow top layer.

I.B. Comment: The cancer potency factor (CPF) for benzo(a)pyrene
was used to assess potential carcinogenic risks for all PaHs
w.-h a B2 weight of evidence of carcinogenity. This

approach overestimates the risks posed by PAHs (i.e. chrysene)



Group A - Human carcinogen

Group B - Probable human carcinogen

Group C - Possible human carcinogen

Group D ~ Not Classified as to human carcinogenity
Group E

- Evidence of noncarcinogenity for humans

benzo(a)pyrene is used for quantitative rigk estimations, ang
applied to those compounds which are actual or possible human
carcinogens (i.e. Groups A, B, and C). It should be noted that
there are uncertainties associated with the estimates of rjsks

be conservative, i.e., with a tendency towards Ooverestimation.
The actual risks are not likely to exceed those calculated, but
may be lower. This method of risk calculation for PAH, applyirg
the cancer potency factor of benzo(a)pyrene to Group A, B, and ¢
carcinogens, provides for optimal protection of human health. '

arsenic in soil would result in carcinogenic risks greater than 1
x 1076, Therefore, the risk characterization calculations

Response: The average regional background levels from literature
are actually a range of less than 1 to 6.5 mg/kg. Additional

background sampling for the site will be done during the remedial
design to confirm Cleanup levels. U.S. EPA risk Calculations are

arsenic are lower than regional and site background ‘
concentrations:; therefore, the Proposed cleanup goal for arsenic
should be, at most, to achieve regional background levels.

Response 71.D. Refer to response for I.cC.
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() i Incidental ingestion risks for adults and
theoretical surface soil Cleanup levels are based upon a
conservative ingestion rate for adults of 100 mg/day for a 70-
Year lifetime exposure. This ingestion rate probably
overestimates the actual rate of soil ingestion by an order of
magnitude.

spons i U.S. EPA Directive 9850.4, "Interim Final Guidance
for Soil Ingestion Rates", recommends that 80il ingestion rates
of 0.2 grams (200 mg) per day for children and 0.1 grams (100mg)
per day for adults be used in risk assessment Calculations. This
guidance does not take into consideration children who exhibit
abnormal mouthing behavior. The standard adult weight for risk
assessment calculations is 70 kg. ‘

Comment I.E.: Three conservative assumptions were used in the
risk analysis for éxposure to particulates in surface soil via
the inhalation pathway. Based on these assumptions, calculated
risks for the inhalation Pathway overestimate the actual risk.
Since these values were used to calculate theoretical surface

soil cleanup levels for arsenic and nickel, it jis likely that

Response I.E.: Inhalation health hazards or carcinogenic risks

.

were calculated using the maximum concentration of respirable

In order to calculate inhalation eéxposures, the concentration of
the chemical of concern Present in surface soil was used to
predict the concentration of the chemical in the air. The

to equal the percentage of the substance present in respirable
Particulates in the air. The assumptions made in developing
those estimations tend to be conservative, with a tendency
towards overestimation of risk, and were made in compliance with
U.S. EPA policy and guidance which resolves any ambiguities in
favor of pProtecting human health and the environment.



Therefore, site access would be restricted. Further, young
children who are most likely to ingest soi} are not expected to
be present on the site.

Respons i The U.S. Epa commonly uses a "residentia)
Scenario" (i.e. unrestricted use of the site) when quantifying
risks. Although the site is not currently zoned residentiaj,
there are no assuran i i

The preamble to the proposed National Contingency Plan (NCP), 53
Fed. Reg. at 51423, states that:";..institutional controls such
as water and deed restrictions may supplement engineering
controls for short- and long-term management to prevent, or limjt
- €Xposure, to hazardous substances, pPollutants, or contaminants.
Institutional controls will be used 1

to releases during the conduct of the remedial investigation and
feasibility study, during remedial action implementation, and as
2 supplement to énglneering controls designed to manage waste
over time. use of institutional controls to restrict use or
access should not owever, substitute for active response
measures (treatment and/or containment of Source materia],
restoration of ground water to thejr beneficial uses) as the sole
remedy unless such active measures are determined not to be
Practicable, based on the balancing of trade-offs among
alternatives that is conducted during the selection of the

Trespassing has Ooccurred on the site in the past, and is likely
to continue. pye to vandalism, there are large openings in the
fence surrounding the site. In addition, two schools are locazed
within one-half mile of the site,

Soil Treatment
2011 Treatment



Lo

mme i Arsenic jg not Fo0o0s6 waste. r1f arsenjc jg the
driving force behind the Cleanup at the Site, the Agency’g
reliance on CERCLA’g general} rules for cleanup standards is
misplaceq, More specifically, 8ince arsenic jg not
treatment is not hecessary Prior to off-gite disposa].

Under the Mmixture rule, 40 CFR 261.3(a)(2), when any soligd waste
Nd a ljsteg hazardoys waste are mixed, the entire mixtyre is a
listed hazardoys waste. Therefore, the entjire mixture of arsenic
and Foos, along with Other sojj contaminants, is Considereqg
listeq hazardoys waste,

Land disposal, or placement, as defined jin RCRA 3004 (k)
includes, but ig not limiteqd to:

any "placement" of hazardoys waste jin a landfill,
Surface impoundment, waste pijje, injection well, lang
treatment facility, salt dome formation, salt bed
formation, salt bed formation, undergroung mine or
cave, and Concrete bunker or vault,

Since éxcavation ang off-site disposal of the soj) Constitute
placement ©f a RCRa hazardoys waste (Foos) , RCRA 1lang disposal
restrictions (LDRs) , which place restrictions On the lang
disposal Of RCRA hazardouys waste, apply. The treatment standarqg
éstablisheq under the IpR which applies to F006 in the soil
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e i The Agency has not established BDAT for arsenic in
FO06 wastes,

Response II.B.: For the reasons set out jin the response above,
the treatment technology will be that accorded FO06 waste. Thus
the establishment of treatment standards under the LDRs on the
basis of the best demonstrated available technology (BDAT) for
arsenic is not necessary as BDAT exists for treatment of Fogg

Comment C.: It is doubtful there is any viable treatment
technology for arsenic waste.

Pass the TCLP test for soil containing Fo0o0s waste prior to off
Site disposal, as required by RCRA land disposal restrictions.

Comment II.p.:U.s. EPA has maintained that reducing mooility,
toxicity, and volume is a Primary consideration. However, the
volume increases, the toxicity is not reduced, and it jis
uncertain the effect treatment will have on the mobility of the

Res onsé IT.D.: The stabilization treatment required for Foo0s
waste is not experimental, but is routinely used to reduce
mobility of Foo0s¢ waste. The results of the treatability studies



i There are two separate issues brought up in this
comment. The firgt issue concerns the source of arsenic
contamination. EPpa has determined that the arsenic on site is
from two sources; Plating waste from the site and fly ash fronm
operation of the power plant. vu.s. EPA neither agrees nor
disagrees that the Primary source of arsenic contamination at the

omment : The Agency position, set out in Vol. 51 Fed. Reg
40577 (November 7, 1986), wherein the Agency stated that "the
treatability variances Bay be needed for Some soils" and that the
Agency planned to "perform additional characterizatjons of soils,

Rather, the statement was intended only to indicate that such
variances maybe necessary. At this point, the Agency has not
found such additional standards necessary and asserts that the
standards established for Foos wastes are sufficient.

Separation of Site into Operable Units

Comment I.A.: There is concern that the U.s. EPA’s decision to
split the remedia] action into operable units will result in the



esponse i The RI has identifieq contamination Problems in
the soils, including migration of the contaminantsg into the
ground water. 1Ip order to protect human health and the
environment, and to respond to the Agency’s bjas for action,
U.S. EPA has divided the site into Operable units, one for Soils
and another for ground water. While the ground water needs

soils. The operable unit for the soils wil) be fully consistent
with all future operable units,

enforcement strategy, but to respond to comments on the RI/FS and
its recommendations.

testing done on his Property by a private firm. The owner states
that he wants a Cleanup done on his Property, since the results
of the testing indicate elevated levels of metals and organics.

Response 1V.B.: Operable unit two concerns ground water
contamination. Off g '

considered then, including the contribution , jif any, of off-site
Sources to Contamination of the ground water at Auto Ion .



