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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

the EPA Region V Emergency Response Section initiated an emergency removal action. This
action removed the contaminated soil and waste materials from the immediate vicinity of
the surrounding residences and placed them in a large pile onsite (approximately 55,000
yd3). The areas of contamination at the site include the waste pile and underlying
soil, contaminated site soil (approximately 45,000 ya3), contaminated buildings, other
miscellaneous wastes, approximately 100 empty drums, and several partial or intact empty
chemical storage tanks. Approximately 400 yd3 of sediment in a nearby tributary were
found to contain high levels of lead and arsenic, attributed to surface runoff from the
waste pile onsite. The primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil and sediments
include 1lead.

The selected remedial action for this site includes: excavation and onsite treatment
of soil and battery casings by washing, with lead recovery and offsite disposal or
recycling of casing residues and replacement of cleaned residual soil onsite; excavation
and dewatering of tributary sediments followed by onsite disposal with treated soil;
construction of a soil cover over disposed material and revegetation; decontamination of
buildings and debris followed by offsite disposal; installation of a new residential
well; imposition of minimal deed restrictions; and groundwater and surface water
monitoring. The estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is $26,924,000
with estimated annual O8&M costs of $55,375.



RFCORD OF DECISION
SIIE NAME AND LOCATTICN

United Scrap Lead
Troy, Ghio

SIATEMENT CF BASTS AND PURFOGE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
United Scrap Lead site, in Troy, (hio, developed in accordarce with

" CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and, to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan. The decision is based on the administrative record for
the United Scrap Lead site. An index of the administrative record is
attached (Attachment A).

Tre State of Chio has concurred with the selected ramedy.

DESCRIPTION O SEXLCTED REMEDY

Tre selected remedy for the United Scrap Lead site imvolves the treatment
of both battery casings and contaminated soils to ramve and recycle lead.
The major campcnents of this overall site remedy include:

- Treat casings on-site (washing with lead recovery) with off-site
disposal of residuals (non-RCRA landfill) if a recycler cammot be
fouxd

- On-site soils > 500 mg/kg lead (EP-toxic urder waste pile)
treated (washing with lead recovery) witl. residual soils (non-
hazardous) placed back on-site

- Clean fill brought in to cover treated scils and revegetate

- QOff-site soils* brought on-site and placed with treated soils
(covered with clean fill)

- Sediments dewater=d on-sit2 then placed with treated soils
(covered with clean fill)

- Buildings/facilities, ard debris cecontaminated and dispgcsad 2IZ-
site (non-RCRA landfill)

-  New residential well pravided for Istmael residence/USL >IIlce
bui.dirg

-  Minima. 2zed restrictions implemented

-2 Irzirage coenmoolled

-
-_ TG

e = - - J - < - S o - <
- Sroungvarsr/suriacs water Tonitorirng beth Auring sEmeciil 3CTich

and for a minimeo <f =wC years after.

* lecaticn and welime 1o he Zersrmingg Liring r=rellal Issi T
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Consistent with the Camprehensive Envirormental Response, Campensation,
ard Liability Act of .1980 (CERCIA), as amended by the Superfird Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300, I have
determined that, at the United Scrap Lead site, the selected reamedial
acticn is cost-effective, provides adequate protection of public health,
welfare and the envirorment, and utilizes treatment to the maximm extent
practicable.

This action will require operation and maintenance activities to ensure
continued effectiveness of the remedial alternative.

I have determined that the action being taken is consistent with Section
121 of SARA. The State of Chio has been consulted and concurs with the
selected ramedy.

DECTARATTICN

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the envirorment,
attains Fecderal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and
appropriate for this remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy’
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element and utilizes

permanent scluticans and alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site

above healgh-based levels, a review will be conducted within five years
3 ament of ramedial action to ensure that the remedy continues

Seplemmden 30'4; 757

Date




SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELBECTION
UNITED SCRAP LEAD SITE
TROY, GHIO

I. SIIE NAME, LOCATIQN AND DESCRIPTIQN

The United Scrap Lead (USL) site, an old battery recycling facility, is
located aprroximately one (1) mile south of the City of Troy, Concord
Township, Miami County, Chio (figure 1). 1In 1982, the population of Miami
County was 90,332 (Chio Census Data). The City of Troy, which is located
in Concord and Staumton Townships, had a reported population of 19,332.
The populations of Concord and Staimton Townships at this time were 23,541
and 2,046, respectfully. As seen by these figures, the majority of the
population (76 percent) resides within the corporate limits of Troy.

The site itself is located in a lightly populated area. Residents live
primarily to the west of the site along County Highway 2SA South.
Immediately bordering the USL site, there are two residences, one cambined
commercial/residential unit and one cammercial establishment. At the time
the RI was conducted, these facilities were occupied by ten (10) persons
(one (1) child) on a permanent basis. With the commercial properties,
there is an undefined transient population.

The USL site presently occupies approximately 2S5 acres of land, of which
23.8 acres are owned by a successor corporation of the United Scrap Lead
Company ard 1.2 acres  are owned by Mr. Jom W. Holcamb.

The site presently consists of three general areas; an open flat area in
the northern half of the site, a wooded area in the southeast quarter of
the site, and the southwest quarter of the site where the offices, process
tuildings, and waste disposal areas are located. To the north and soutnh ofF
r_ne site are farm fields. To the =ast, the site is border=d by the

timcre and Chio Railroad with wooded areas beyond. To the west, the
site is oorcdered by several resicderwes ard County Highway 25A (Figurs 2).

Arrroximately 80 percent of the land in Miami County is under culti-atcion
‘~ith he zrincipal crops being fizld som, scyrkeans, wheat, hay ard ~2ats
(UCSZA). Less than 5 percent cf he county is forsstad. To thie east cf the
site and west of Island Mo. 3, the iand is wocced.

Tre major drainage route in the irza 2f the sinz is the Gr=aat Miami \“e*
Tre USL site is borderad on its scuthern bowrdar. by che Tribuctary =C
:sland Y. 3 which discharges ints <he Grzat Miami River iz rurer wile 33
Thig Tyimmtsry drzins much of wne Tinys of Tooy and swromding arss. T
£low of mihe Grear Miami River at IYCy 13sS Teen TSTOrEL € IVErITE LML

millicn zallerns z2r day (USGS Watsr Survey!.

(u (:
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The river and surrounding river valley lies within the Miami Conservercy
District. The Tributary and river in this area are not widely used for
recreational activities or as a drinking water source. There is fishing
further downstream near Tipp City at the Taylorsville Reservoir where an 8
acre pool has been formed by the Taylorsville Dam.

Cne of the major responsibilities and original purpose of the District is
flood control along the Miami Piver Basin. As part of these efforts the
District has constructed multiple flood control facilities in its
jurisdiction. The Taylorsville Dam near Tipp City is one of these
facilities. The District, through this unit, has established a flood
elevation level upstream of the dam of 818 feet N.V.G.D. At this
elevation, the entire USL site is within the flood plain as established by
the Districe.

The river valleys are the site of the sand and gravel quarries which have
been and are currenmtly in operatiaon throughout the county. At the present
time, although much of the surrounding land is owned by American Aggregate,
nc., a sand and gravel operating campany, there are no active operations
in the immediate area of the site.

The river valleys are also important as a major water supply source. The
Great Miami River in Miami County overlies the buried valley of the Sidney
resk, a Tributary of the Teays River Valley, with ground-water well yield
reported in the range of 200 to 1000 gpm. The residences and other
facilities adjacent to the site are cn private wells located on the edges
of this buried valley source with well yields of 100-500 gmm possible. The
areas beyerd the river valleys typically obtain their water from glacial
drift or limestone formations w.th yields of S to 25 gallons prevalent.

he clcsest private well is within 10 feet of the areas of past disposal of
the waste2 materials at the sit2 (Ishmael) with an additional three wells
within 300 ft. of the disposal areas.



The United Scrap Lead Campany began in 1946 as a sole proprietorship owned
by Edward Bailen. The campany was engaged in the business of lead
reclamaticn fram old ard used autamobile batteries. These batteries were
primarily purchased fram scrap dealers in Chio and brought to United Scrap
Lead Company for processing. The reclaimed lead was sold and shipped to
lead amelters.

United Scrap Lead Campany, Inc.; was incorporated on April 1, 1964. Edward
and Charles Bailen each owned fifty (50) percent of the stock. Edward
Bailen served as President and Treasurer, and Charles Bailen served a Vice-
President and Secretary.

United Scrap Lead Campany, Inc., discontimued buying and processing
overations in October of 1980. The corporation was dissolved on March 31,
1982. The real estate comprising the United Scrap Lead Company, Inc., site
in Troy, Chio was deeded to Edward and Charles Bailen as joint tenants on
March 31, 1982.

In May of 1983, Edward and Charles Bailen incorporated to form Bailen
Brothers, Inc. Edward and Charles.Bailen are the sole sharenolders and
officers of this corporation. The real estate camprising the United Scrap
Lead Campany, Inc., site in Troy, Chio, was deed by both individuals to
Bailer. Brothers, Inc. in September of 1983. Bailen Brothers, Inc., was
formec. for the purpose of leasing the subject real estate to other parties
for recycling and cleaning up waste material left ocn the land by the old
Unitec. Scrap Lead Campany, Inc., operations. Hereinafter, the property is
rarerred =0 as property owned by "USL".

Aithough USL began business at tiis locaticn in 1946, it claims not o ~av
Zerosited any solid wastas cn the site until 1966. Begiming in 1966 arz
contiruing through 1980, USL separated the oatteries fram their casings,
savered the tops, collected the lead platzss Ior reprocessing, ard then
disposed of the tops ard casings cn-site. The acid was originally
discharged directly to an acid sespace Zfieid. Begimning in iate 1972, e
acid was collected, neutralized with ammcnia as necsssary, and discharzed
througnh the acid seepage field.

Acency atzenticn to the USL cperatlicrns first ocourrad in Jurme LG4T wrne=n U
romuestad 3 permit ¢ Iontinue o dispose c¢f the Satter Tzsing o=z

pereicn oF <heir prIoverty Irtm e Miami County 3card > IChUng ACTEslS.
This raques= vas actroved in Aucust 1967.

O u
l.l

TaTar, conosrms raTarding USD's tperaticn wers focused -n -ne dispesazl I
tma aci@ waste. In 1972, the Thio Department of Health rzoirad IS o
irolamert : wastIwgtsr treztment orogram at USL <C Sullv png.cralize s
acii. Acoording <z chio EX. ST Zegan using ammenia newtoalizazicon I e
ac.d wasts folicwed sy dischzrse sc 3 sestling tank wWizo L2 sffluen:
dizzharging dirsctly; <2 the :TlZ Ie€pats Sizild,  Zumssmosrs Thio T9S
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monthly operating inspection repores of the site indicated the leaching pit
influent lead cancentrations were between 20 and 100 milligrams per liter.
Significant cancentrations of cadmium and other toxic materials were
reported to also be present in the influent. In 1974, the Chio EPA
recamenced implementing a more effective on-site treatment system or off-
site treatment and/or disposal of the waste acid. Chio EFA also began
monizoring the ground-water quality near the site in 197s.

In the period from 1972 to 1977, ten USL workers were diagnosed by
physicians as having lead poisoning. This prampted inspections by the U.S.
Occgpational Safety and Health Administraticn (GSHA) which, among cther
violations, found inadequate protection against contamination by lead
residue. The OSHA investigation also noted high levels of lead
contamination in the air clese to the site and lead contaminated cust near
the railrcad cepot in Troy, Chio.

In 1979, Chio EFA monitoring found that an an-site well at USL had bequn to
shew signs of sulfate contamination and that cadmium and lead levels in
Observaticn wells installed by USL. at the site far exceeded drinking water
stardards. Pursuant to Ohio’s solid wast disposal regulations applicable
to the disposal of materials on the premises where they are generated, Chio
EPA required USL to develop disposal plans for its waste. The disposal
plan was never implemented because in 1980 USL stopped its operation
indefinitely, as a result of the drop in demard for recycled lead.

By Jarmuary 1982, the site was being used for a battery casing reclaiming
operation nm by Kermeth Boersma, although the property was still cwned by
USL. Beersma'’s operation consisted of scooping up the old battery casincs
from the site, crushing them, and selling the polypropylene and lead meral
debris ro different incustries. Ohio EPA and the Miami County Health
Cepartment believed this offered a substant:al solution to the sites’s
froolans, tut Boersma and nis employees abandoned the operation berors
corpleticn when their Zlced was fourd to c-ntain dangerously high levels a7
lead. Arter this, USL contracted with Galena Industries to retrieve he
lancfi’led battery casings from che site ard naul hem away fer pracessirg.
How=ver, this operaticn was also ha'-ad in 2arly .983 when -<he Thic ==A ar?
tie Cocunty Health Deparwment detarmined that =he r~:irher chips that ramaired
after processing and were normally nauled back to -he site were hazardous,
ard thus had to be dispcsed of ar an arproved RCRA site.

In Serrtamber 1984, USL +as placed =n =he Maticral Srioris:ias wist IEL
urder CERCLA.

Cn Secmamcar 29, 193, the Technical Assistarcs Team (TAT} for .3, —=A

Rezicn 7 ~als 1 3i-z 7izit +2 zerizrm an asseszmerr for e need -
immedizta sEetil iTmicns rder 3 troricy of TRCA angd soe YT Tz

visit was misequentlv followed Dy 3 sample gathering effcr— in De-arner
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In November 1985, the U.S. EFA Region V, Emergercy Response Section (ERS)
respanding to the results of the earlier studies as conducted by TAT
initiated an emergecy removal acticon at the USL site. This action was
implemented to remove the contaminated soils and waste materials from the
immediate vicinity of the swrrounding residences and roadway. These
materials were removed and relocated on site forming a large pile further
to the east. The sampling ard analysis of the soils and waste materials
removed and relocated as part of the efforts conducted at the USL site have
shown high concentrations of lead.

The waste as disposed at the USL site consists of rubber (Bakelite) and
plastic (polypropylene) battery casings, pieces of the lead camponents from
the batteries (grids, posts, and portions of the plates) lead paste and

contaminared soils. The rubber casings are indicative of the industrial
and older auramotive batteries received at the site for processing. The
plastic casings are representative of later autamotive batteries when
plastic was substituted for rubber in the late 1960's. The vast majority
of the battery casing residue as disposed at the site, ranges in size from
1/2 inch to 6 inches in diameter. Same pieces are flat but most are
complex in shape with corners ard interior ridge surfaces. There are a
limited mumber of whole casings located primarily along the perimeter of
‘the disposal areas at the surface ard scattered throughout the southern
half of the site.

In addition to the waste battery casings and camponents, there are also
several abandoned buildings. located an-site. The Process Buildings No. 1
and No. 2 were built on top of the battary disposal material. Through the
dispersion of lead contaminants in the course of operations conducted in
these structures, they have been contaminated. Other miscellanecus wastsas
as fcund at the site are: approximately one-hundred empry drums, several
rar-ial or intact empty cnsnica.l storag2 tanks, and general refuse from
bom site related activities and the genera.]. pablic, which has used che

2 35 an. Jpen Aump on SCT3sSion.

lll

aIRCT T ACTIVITIES

Er:or to the initiation of the Remediail Investigaticn,Teasibility Stugy
,/FS) notice letters were sent cut -y the U.S. Ewirormental P"or_ec:icn

Acen:y (U.S. EFA) to the twO Known rotantially Respensible Parties (FRPs)

USL. and Mr. Holcomb. Information racuests (Section l04(e) letter"'- ver=

also sent cur to USL. Becsuse the FRPS were Wwiiling tc Ionduct Nz Wik,

negcciat;cn.s wvera never ini-izted. Consequently the U.3. TFA condiomsn tlha

RT, TS usings <ne Zazar--us Substance Response Trist g,

Af=zr pr:-.-:..:zc werotiations, U.S. EFA eventually was abls o obTiin 2
{rf-rmaricrn 1= r=miecwad from TSL. BRased on the informaticn oroviizl o
the "esnovc.s jste} “hn Section 1O«l(e) letters, a list of scme N0 782 ~as
"°'*=‘f\ped Zn Apagust of 1983 . after the cornclusicn 2f the DTS, IzClzil

=ncsd, zInd negctlacions ::.:'.'a ‘*eﬂur The 7RP3 &/e Zeen insormrel it

Zi 7esara if Decisicn (RCD) . zed <5 De simad .o Segmamoer 1 A2

T T onia - - o .o = - —— - — -t - —-— .= -

\‘bf 22 Ler=2ars wera IsZnt =0 <n2 graup of 200, The roratIiriim =S



OT. QOMMNITY RETATIONS HISTORY

The Superfund activities at the Uhited Scrap Lead site have been followed
Closely by the local canmumity and press. To date, there have been public
meetings, fact sheets and press releases regarding the activities at the
site. There is an active mailing list of local citizens interested in the
activities at the USL site.

Commmnity relations for the remedial activities were initiated at the USL
site in Jamuary of 1986 with the RI/FS kickoff meeting. This meeting was
attenced by members of the local cammmity as well as the press. Three
fact sheets have been mailed to the camunity providing updates after key
.milestones in the Superfurd process.

A public repository has been set up in the Troy-Miami County Public
Library. The administrative record for the site has been placed in the
repository, thereby meeting the requirements under Section 113 of SARA.

When the RI/FS was campleted, a proposed plan was prepared stating EPA’s
recamendation for remedial action at the site. A 21 day public comment
period on EFA’s proposed plan was held between August 8 and August 29,
1988, consistent with Section 117 of SARA.

Before the comment period cammenced EPA issued a news release and took out
an advertisement in the local newspaper notifying the camunity of the
availability of the proposed plan and RI/FS Reports. A public meeting was
held on August 15, 1988 during which the U.S. EPA ard Chio EPA presented
the altermatives to a group of about 30 local citizens and reporters. The
atzached responsiveness summary (Attachment B) addresses specific caments
raised at the Auqust 15 piblic meeting and during the camment pericd
prcvided.



The remedial action selected for the United Scrap Lead site will eliminate
the threats associated with direct contact with contaminated media. The
role of the ramedial action selected is a camplete site remedy. When the
ramedial action is campleted, no further remedial action at the site other
than monitoring is envisioned. Since hazardous substances above health
based levels will ramain at the site (covered with clean soil) a five-year

review will be necessary.



V. SIMPRY OF SITE GHARRCTERISTICS

With the final approval of the United Scrap Lead Work Plan in November of
1985, and after the emergency removal was campleted, the remedial
investigation was initiated. A total of 223 investigative samples were
collected and analyzed to determine the nature and extent of the
contamination at the USL site. . The following discussion briefly summarizes
the nature and extent of contamination according to respective media

" sampled during the RI.

1.

. o

There are approximately 55,000 cubic yards of waste battery
casings and associated material present at the site. The waste
battery casings are the primary source of contamination at the
site. The total lead concentrations found in the waste material
ranges fram 42 - 377,000 mg/kg, with the higher levels of this
range being near the surface. Arsenic concentrations range fram
21 - 444 mg/kg. Waste sampling locations are shown in Figure 3.
The overall summary of the waste chemical characteristics is shown
in Table 1.

Soils

Contaminaticn by lead and arsenic of the soils is confined to the
top 6 inches except in the area under the waste pile. Under the
waste pile, elevated levels of lead extend to at least 10ft. in
depth. The concentrations of lead in the soil under the waste
Pile are shcwn in Table 2. These samples were collected from the
same locaticns as the waste borings.

Surficial soil contamination by lead in excess of 500 mg/kg
extends about 20-30 feet fram the edge of tne waste pile. Soil
sampling locations are shown in Tigure 4, ard the results of the
analysis for lead are shown in Tigure 5.

The main source of soil contaminaticn at the USL site is the
batteryv casing waste pile on the surface of the site. Soil has
been contaminated by airborne dispersion of par-iculates ard
infiltration of water through the casings and into the underl.ing
soils. For =he mcst zart soil centaminaticn is confined =o =—ne
Site prorer. Howsver, there are scme off-site arsas which hae
shown 2levatzd levels of lead. Since off-site soil sampling was
not ver, «=insive, it is gropesed that addizional ofsf-site s-:é;

lead levels ‘n these areas. The camplete soil analyses can be
found in Appandix F of the RI Report.



Groundwater

During the RI, six monitoring well nests (each nest consists of a
deep ad shallow well) were installed at the USL site. These
wells were sampled twice during different times of the year. In
acdition, seven residential wells were also sampled. The
locations of the groundwater samples are shown in Figure 6. The
results of the groundwater analysis indicated that the general
direction of groundwater flow was to the southeast, and that the
concentrations of lead in the aqueous phase (dissolved) of the
groundwater did not exceed the current Primary Drinking Water
Standard of 0.05 mg/1. This is true for both the monitoring well
samples and the residential well samples. The camplete analysis
of inorganic constituents for both the monitoring wells and the
residential wells can be found in Apperdix G of the RI Reporet.

£ace W

Surface water and sediment samples were gathered fram 4 locations
during the RI. The locations are shown in Figure 7. Leadmtne
surface water is primarily that of a particulate or solid
fraction. Highest cancentrations are shown in the ponded area on
site (79 mg/1). Levels of lead in the sediment in the nearby
tributary are foud to be as high as 225 mg/kg. Arsenic
concentratians are found to be as high as 39 mg/kg.

As with the soil, the source of contamination of the sediment in
the nearby tributary is the waste battery casing stockpile located
on the surface of the site. These contaminants are being
transported fram the waste pile to the tributary via surface water
raoff. The camplete analysis of surface water and sediment can
be foud in Section 5 ¢f the RI Report.

iz

As part of the emergency ramwva. zC:tlcn which tcok placs at thne
site, an air sampling program was ccrducted frem lovemcer of 1385
to Sepramber of 1986. The results <f %he air menitoring effor-;
consistantly showed concentraticrs < lead less chan 9. 505 ug.m-.
This is below the Naticnal Ambiernt Alr ZQuality (MRAAQ) standars or
airborne lead of 1.3 ug/m3.
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remediation, and provides part of the basis for determining that
remediation is required.

'mé PHE is based upon the results of sampling and aralysis conducted during
the RI. Sampling has been undertaken in the following media: grouncdwater,
surface water, sediment, air, and soil. For each medium, the data were

reviewed first to determine if contamination exists in the medium; and if

contamination and Possibility of exposures. For those patiways where the
qualitative review suggested that there may be a potential risk, a
Quantitative risk assessment was performed.

Icentification of Exposure Parhwavs and contaminants of Concern

An exposure pathway consists of the following elements:
1. A source of contamination;
2. A mechanism of contaminant release to the enviromment;
3. An envirormental transport medium;

4. A point of potential muman or biota exposure to the contaminated
medium; and

3. A'route of exposure at the axposure geint; for example, ingestion,
inhalation or dermal contact.

2ach pathway was reviewed quantitatively with respect to arosure medium.

The summary of this evaluat:ion irdicated e most importanc patwavs of
S<posure to contaminants at the USL site irs the inadver<tsnt ingesticn of
contaminated soil and dust and e inhaiaticn of airborne and sQil
particulates and ~“ust. [ozs ~as salectad 3s the contaminant of orimar,
concern for this site tecauza i+ has been Zetacted in szci! at Tzlatively
high concencraticrs (Camezrs< o backerowd) and because of its inhersne
toxicity.
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Hazard Assesgment

The major health effects associated with egosure to lead concern damage to
the hematopoietic and neurological system. There is evidence that young
children are more sensitive to the toxic effects of lead than are aduits.
Although an apparent threshold has been determined for the acute
neurological effects seen in lead pPoisoning, no threshold has been
determined for the acute neurological effects on hame synthesis or on
learning ability in children. Lead can also Cause rectal dysfunction, and
is known to be teratogenic to animals. The toxicity of lead is discussed
in more detail in Apperdix K of the RI Report.

Risk Assesgment
The Centers for Disease Ccntrol (CDC) currently defines lead toxicity in a

child as a blood lead level greater than or equal to 25 ug/dl and an
erythrocyte protoporphyrin level greater than 35 ug/d1.

The direct ingestion of contaminated soils is a potentially significant
route of exposure, especially for young children who constitute the most
sensitive population with regard to lead taxicity. Young children may
ingest dirt by normal mouthing of soiled abjects amd of their hands or by
pica, the direct consumption of dirt. Dermal cantact also may be a
potential route of exposure to contaminants present in soil. However, lead
is poorly absorbed through the skin; therefore exposure under this scenario
is considered minimal. Inhzlaticn of cantaminated dust could also occur,
but since there are few stucies available that relate cancentrations of
lead in dust to air and soil levels, a quantitative risk assessment could
not be conducted.

TwO 3prroaches were taken for the determination of exposure guidelines wich
restect 0 lead in soils. One arproach used makes use of the correlations
Cevveen blood lead levels and lead ~concentrarions in soils. The other
immlves camparing the amount oF lead likely to be ingested by children
evposed o contaminated soil to an acceptable daily intake for lead.

The results of the various arrr-aches arz shown in Table 3. They rarngc
rcm about 42 mg/kKg to well over 1,000 mng/ke.

Soils ard waste matsrial it w2 “ni-ad Scrar Lead sits ~crrain rslatisels
high levels cr lead. Lezd ‘t =zr ~icalarly =oxic te children, affacting,
among otner -hings, i ¢anIril lerious Systam and the hamatopoietic
System. Althcugn 2 <hreshc I nas been established for -he severa
encernalcparty asicTizted wilol 1ich avposure to lead, o <hireshold nas Se=n
estaclished fcr wie qore supbt.e subciinical neurological effects or “or
effects cn name synthesis. ecause of the uncertainties vich reqars -z
assessing sits-specific exprsurs o .ead and the significant diiferer-ag -
suscertibility no the adverse =ffec-z 3ssociatad vith EXevolcibhal 8
2

-
A — .

QUARtITatiT2 ILproach -0 risk asseszmant was used.
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Children playing regularly at the United Scrap Lead site or otherwise

exposure is likely to occur via direct contact and while playing in areas
contaminated by lead dust. These conclusions were reached by using two
complamentary aporoaches:

1. Camarison of soil lead levels reported for the United Scrap Lead
site with a range of health-based guidelines for levels in soils
that would be protective of human health, and

2. Estimation of pctential exposure levels to lead among children via
Soil contact and subsequent camparison of these levels with
health-based acceptable daily intakes.

It is believed that the approach to risk evaluation used provides a
censer-ative, but realistic assessment of potential health risks associated
with <he United Scrap Lead site. Depending on site-specific conditions,
guicdelines fram 200 to 1,000 mg/kg for lead in soils of residential areas
appear to be suitable for protecticn against excessive exposure in
children.

Target Clean Up levels

A target clean-up level of 500 mg/kg lead was chosen for the battery
casings and surficial soils at the USL site consistent with the current
guiceline develcped by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC). This level
is consistent with the Health Assessment prepared for the USL site by the
Agency fcr Toxic Substances ard Disease Registry (ATSDR) and is within the
200-1,200 mg/kg range defined in the USL Public Heaith Evaluation. It is
a.lso consistent with the clean-p level chosen for tne Emergency Removal
which <2ck place at USL during Jarmiary of 1986.

3c..s 3t deprn {greater than one foot) under the wasta pile will be subject
0 3 Ziiferent clean-up objective, sincs when rhese 30ils are coverad I
wers s no threat to the public a3 dirsct contacs. These Soils will Se
C.e3nec to the EP-toxicity walue for lead, S mg/l. The threat to public
heaith from these soils at dermn arises from the possibility that
contaminants may leach to “he TrougaWater, where they may be ingestad bv
the lccal population. If nc 30125 with lezchabla lead concsntrations
greater than 5 my/l are lefz Iirurs leaching tc the grouwrcwater ould noo
be possible.

Seciment in the nearzy triliir: =o Island No. 3 wiil Se cleaned P to
backercurd lead levzls 3¢ -1 XS). AlTcugh the leve!s in =his trlDurar:
ars lcwer whan 300 ~¢ g, It ls clear zhat micro and macr-orcanisms whicn

live in this sediment are mcre susceptible to these contaminants.
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VII. [EXRIPTION QF ALTERNATIVES

The major cbjective of the feasibility study (FS) was to evaluate remedial
alternatives using a cost-effective approach consistent with the goals and
objectives of CERCIA as amerded by SARA.

Based cn screening and analysis of ramedial technologies, several assembled
remedial alternatives including the no action alternative were developed.
The following asseambled remedial alternatives represent a range of
remediation applicable to the USL site. They are:

Cap Casings and Contaminated Soils;

Treat Casings and Cap Contaminated Soils;

Treat Casings ard Offsite Landfill Contaminated Soils;
Treat Casings and Contaminated Soils; and

No Action.

(LI S VRN N B
e e e

Alzernative 1l: Capping of Contaminated Materials with a RCRA
Campliant Cap System

Alternative 1 provides for the excavation, cansolidation and grading -
of all on-site materials caontaminated with lead at concentrations
greater than 500 mg/kg or failing the EP Toxicity Test. These
materials will then be covered utilizing an engineered RCRA campliant
cap system. This system will consist of three (3) layers; a low
permeability layer, a drainage layer, and a vegetative layer. The low
permeability layer will cansist of a 2-foot thick clay layer with an
in-place mdraulic conductivity of 1x10~7 cm/sec or less overlain with
a flexitle mambrane liner (FML). The FML will be at least 20 mils in
zhickness. 2Above the FML a drainage layer, consisting of materials
(zang) with a hydraulic cerductivity of not less than 1x10~2 an/sec,
wiil Se placed to a depth of 1 fcot. A geotextile liner shall be
s3czd cver e drainage matarial to act as a filter. This wiil
prevent the clogging of the drainage layer by fines fram the overlying
vzzetative layer. The fina! layer of the RCRA Zlesigned cap will
JIrsist of at least 2 feer cf op sOil crrained to as great an extent
3is possible from uncontamiracad on-sitsz arzas. This top soil ccver
will then be seeded with grissas approrriate for the arza.

In addicion o these cn-siz2 Izntaminatad mazorials, scme adiacent
off-site areas will be =vcz=tad and hardled in a manner consistant
with the on-siz2 s0ils. Ti= zzCct location and olume of the sII-
siza soils will Ze derarminizi v additicnal sampling during -he
remedial design. Sadizent from the Tributary to Island No. 3 with
lead Izncmntrazizns 3=¢2 tzackeroums for sediment will also pe
evcaverad arnd omflaze o 3 Tarnmer <Sonsistent with the on-sit2 seils.
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An estimated 55,000 cubic yards of battery casings, 59,000 cubic yards
of an-site soils containing greater than 500 mg/kg of lead, an
estimated 1,600 cubic yards of soil excavated fram off-site properties
and 400 cubic yards of sediment will be cansolidated and graded for
placement of the RCRA cap. The design of this cap will resul: in same
additicnal on-site areas contaminated with lead at concentrations less
than 500 mg/Kg being incorporated under the RCRA cap.

In the construction of the RCRA cap, 27,000 cubic yards of clay or
other impermeable material will be brought from off-site. The soils
forming the vegetative portion of the RCRA cap will be obtained from
the northern portions of the USL site. This will require excavation
of approximately 30,000 cubic yards of these soils.

Monitoring of the surface waters, air, and groundwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With campletion of the action,
it is assumed that additional monitoring will be required throughout
the lifetime of the remedial action to ensure that site conditions
have stabilized. This monitoring will be limited to groundwater ard
surface water and will be performed on a quarterly basis for the first
twO years. Sampling will be conducted armmally for the remaining ‘
assumed 30 year time period.

The buildings and other structures at the site as well as
miscellaneous debris, drums, trash, concrete, wood, etc. will be
damolished, decontaminated and disposed at a non-RCRA (sanitary)
landfill. To the extent possible, metal will be sold to scrap metal
Processors.

A new well will be constructed to provide a water supply for the
lsimael resicdence/USL office muilding.

‘lllz mplementing this altermative, site drainace facilities will ke
censtructad to divert run-on and £o collect nunofs fram the
conzaminatad sice areas. This irvolves installaticn of a nev culvers,

Comprehensive deed restricticns for the sroperty will be ‘mplementzd
since hazardous waste will be lef< on-sits af~=r ramedial ac=ion is
campleted. The 3its will te fenced follcowing ramedial acticn.

Pursuant to Secticn 12107 1 SXFA, 3 revisw oFf site corditicns will
Le pericrmed svar rive ezrs. 3ased <on this review. the menizsring
Frogram will be <ontirted. {7 necessar/, or eliminated. The time to

irplament <his :.zzrmatiots will ze LT mcnths.
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Alternative 2: Treatment of Battery Casing Materials with Capping of
Contaminated Soils

Alternative 2 provides for the excavation and on-site treatment of the
battery casing materials with recovery of by-products and off-site
recycling and/or disposal of residuals. The treatment system will
cansist of washing, and through the use of a leaching agent,
separating and recovering the lead, plastic, and rubber constituents
of these wastes. Where possible, a market for the recovered by-
products will be identified. The residual battery casing material,
after passing the EP Toxicity Test, will be considered non-hazardous
and disposed at a non-RCRA landfill regulated by the Chio ZFA if a
recycler carmot be found.

In this alternmative the 55,000 cubic yards of battery casing material
will be processed through the treatment system. However, since a
market has not been identified for the rubber constituents it was
assumed in the evaluation process that this material is a waste
requiring disposal. From previcus analyses, the rubber and sludge
camponents in this waste canstitutes approximately 85% of the total
volune. On this basis, approximately 46,700 cubic yards of resicdues -
would require disposal in a non-hazardous waste landfill.

Following the excavation, treatment, and disposal of the battery
casing materials, the contaminated soils beneath these wastes will be
graded and covered with a RCRA campliamt cap as previously discussed
in Altermative 1. All on-site soils containing greate:r than 500 mg/kg
lead or failing the EP Toxicity Test, off-site soils (an estimated
1,600 cubic yards), and dewatered contaminated sediments (400 cubic
yvards) will be incorporated under the cap (59,000 cubic yards of
soils). The axact location and volume of the off-site soils will be
cerermined oy acdditicnal sampling curing the remecial design.

Censtruction of this cap will require that abcut 11,000 cubic yards of
sz, e brecught to the site from dff-site locaticrs., Soil Irzm
Lrcontaminated areas at USL will 2e used Zzr the /egetative Cover.
Tais will require approximately 16,000 cucis yards of soil.

The buiidings and other structures at the size as well as
miscellaneocus debris, drams, trash, concrsta, wood, etc. will ke
demolished, decontaminatsd and disposed ¢f it 3 nen-CGA lsarizz;

P

landfill. To the =27==nt pes3itle metal will e soif s SCIIE TET3-
Procassors.
A new well will =3 Iinstr-uc=zd as a 'ater sueply for <2 Izmraes

residence,/ ISl 2SIz,

when implsmenting =his 3iltarmacive, size drainace facilitiag vilo 2=
construct=ad tc diter— rm—in and =< <ollect rmofl frtm e
contaminated 3i=2 areas. This imclves instaligticn It 3 7%
fil=ar serms and, 3iS necassary, trsaTment <f e rnotI LWaTIll.



Monitoring of the surface water, air, and grourdwater will be
performed during the remedial action. With the capping of the
contaminated soils at the site, it is assumed that additional surface
water and groundwater monitoring will be required throughout the
lifetime of the remedial action or until corditions stabilize at the
site. This is assumed to be a 30 year period.

Comprehensive deed restrictions for the property will be implamentad
since waste materials will be left on-site after remedial action is
campleted. The site will be fenced following remedial action.

Pursuant to Section 117(c) of SARA, a review of site canditions will
be performed every five years. Based on this review, the monitoring
program will be contirued, if necessary, or be eliminated. The time
to implement this altermative will be 32 months.

Altermative 3: Treatmert of Battery Casing Material With Off-site
Disposal of Centaminated Soils

termative 3 provides for the excavation and an-site treatment of the
battery casing material with recycling and/or off-site disposal of the
residues. The resicdual battery casing material after passing the EP-
Toxicity test will be considered’ non-hazardous and disposed at a non-
RCRA landfill regulated by the Chio EPA if a recycler camnot be fourd.
In this alternative, the estimated 55,000 cubic yards of battery
casing material will be processed.

Those surficial soils containing lead concentrations greater than 500
m3i/kg and soils at derth under the waste pile failing the EP-toxicity
=2st for lead (45,000 cubic yards) will be excavated, cdewatersd,
solidified into a cement matrix (to meet the Land Disposal Restriction
recuiraments) and transported off-site for disposal ar a RCRA
ccrrliiant landfill. After solidification, the volume of these sci's
11 =zectzd to increase by 10% with 50,000 cubic vards ultimately
oaling cisposed of off-site. Soils ar depth (greater zhan . fcot!
<Z2r the waste pile, which zass the EP toxicity <est will nor roquirs
3clidificaticn ard off-site dispesal. In acdition, the RCRA landsil:
15 assumed to be located wizhiin 120 miles o< CSl, ard a nen-:C:A
(sanitary) landfill is 30 miles away.

Soils frcm the adiacent of-siza areas (estci; ted 3t 1,500 Cubic
vards) and the sediment (4iC ~ubic vards;, zs cdefined in Alssrma-_=
l ard 2, wculd be “ziatarzs g SisCed cn-site in arsac in wrizh ins
soils for off-sizs <istcsa. .=rs -3ken.

After this is acsorslizhed -re nsits zress will & srought zack <o
grade Ly using <lsan i1l 2:kan from rcontaminated saci irsag < P

USL site. These 3r=23s woull =hen be revegetated.

The biildirgs and ~rher striceursg at he site, as well g
misceilansius debris, dmuars, -—rash, --ner-e 2, Wwocd, 2Tz, Ll o=
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demolished, decontaminated and disposed at a non-RCRA (sanitary)
landfill with recovery of scrap metal.

A new well will be constructed as a water surply for the Ishmael
residerce/USL office muilding.

When implementing this alternative, site drainage facilities will be
constructed to divert run-on ard to collect nmoff from the
contaminated site areas. This will involve installaticn of a new
culvert, filter berms ard, as necessary, treatment of the rmoff
waters.

Monitoring of the surface water, air, and grourdwater will be
performed during the reamedial action. With the removal of the hichly
contaminated soils from the site, it is assumed that additional
monitoring will be performed quarterly for tw® years. Pursuant to
Section 121(c) of SARA, five years after this alternatiwve is
implemented, site corditions will be reviewed to determine whether or
not the monitoring program should be contimued.

Since no hazardous waste will be left onsite following the remedial
action, only minimal deed restrictions will be required. These are
necessary because contaminated soils ramain at depth beneath the clean
fill. Fercing will not be necessary. The time to implement this
altermative will be 33 months.

Alternative 4: Treatment of Battery Casing Materials and Contaminated
Soils On-site

Alrternative 4 provides for the excavation and cn-site treatment of
35,700 cubic yards of battery casings with recytling ard/or off-size
dispesal of resicdues. The resicual battery casirg material will re
Tcrsicerasd nen-hazardeus' after passing the 2 Texicizy test, and
disposed at a ron-RCRA landfill reculated by the Chio EPA if a
rec,cler cammot be fourd.

™ese soils containing lead concantrations grzatsr whan 300 ma/kg it
the surface and failing the =P toxicity test for lead at derth {as
described in Altermative 3) will e excavared ard -reared cn-site n
mamner similar to zhe =atTzr- 7asiigs. As in Altarmative 3, wnas
volume is estimatad a3t 45,100 cubic yards. The same Zrocaess for w2

casings with same mocdiicaz:cns could be used 40 <reat <ne 3cils
Berch scale laboraszrs =2sns Irngfuczed by =he Mnited States Jursan o

Mires have indicztzZ wr23tmsrz <f zhe s0ils and casingcs ©0 achieve
levels of lead bellw 00 mz X7 4ard zeicw —=-roxicity isvels can =
achieved. Trac2 S.TENT3 :Uln 3S arsenic and cadmium will 3.sC I3
ramoved oy the trsztoens 5t The oreated scils would be slacs?
tack cn-siz2. Ofi-sizz scils frcm scme adjacsnt ar2as festimaczC i
1,800 ~ibic wards! ard the sediment 400 Cukic vards:! weuld o2
dewatersd zrd placad con-sizes after zeing mived wizh the trsazsd soils
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: miscellanecus debris, drums, trash, cacrete, wood, etc., will be
" demolished, decontammated and chsposed at a non—-RCRA (sanitary)
1and.f111 with recove.ryof the scrapueta.l

"i*‘c*"‘f-?i ‘*-Y-T‘-"A‘new well will be cmstnx:ted as a water su;_ply for the Ishmael D
residence/USL off1ce bui I1ding.

. When implementing this alternative, site drainage facilities will be
" canstructed to divert nm-on and to collect Punoff fram the
cantaminated site areas. This will involve installation of a new
culvert, filter berms and, as necessary, treatment of the runoff
waters.

Monitoring of the surface waters, air, and groundwater will be
performed during the ramedial action. With the reamoval and treatment
of the highly contaminated soils from the site, it is assumed that
additional surface water and groundwater monitoring will be performed
quarterly for two years. Pursuant to Section 121(c) of SARA, five
T - years after this altermative is implemented, site corditions will be
. reviewed to determine whether or not the monitoring program should be
. contimed. Since no hazardous waste will be left an—site following
the remedial action, only minimal dead restrictions will be required.
These are necessary because cantaminated soils remain at depth beneath
the treated soils and vegetative covar (clean fill). Ferncing will not
be necessary. The time to implement this alternative will be 48
months.

Alternative 5: No Action

This alternative imvolves no action seing taken at the site and will
leave the site as it exdsts today.

Since hazardous wastes are neither treated or removed, quarterly
monitoring of surface water and groundwater will be performed for 30
years.

Camprehensive deed restrictions for the property will be implemented

since hazardous wastes will be left onsite. The site will not be
fenced.

Costs

The cost camparison of the five alterratives is sumarized' in Table 4.
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A=

VT . WIEE SELFLTED REMEDY

S . e T - . - .
_The selected remedy, Alternative 4 - Treatment of Batterv Casings and =~ -
Caraminated Soils has the following major campanents: - % T
| ~ Excavation and an-site treatment of approximately 55,000 cubic

" yards of battery casings with recycling of the recovered lead,

. treatment chemicals,-and polypropylene battery casings. Rubber
.. battery casings will be recycled if a buyer can be fourd;
TM¢therwise they will be disposed of off-site at a non-RCRA

. (sanitary) landfill. ,

| _Excavation and on-site treatment of approximately 45,000 cubic
yards of contaminated (total lead >500 mg/kg) Surface soils, and
contaminated (failing EP toxicity for lead) subsurface soils.
Treated soils will be replaced an-site ard covered with clean
- £ill. As with the treatment of the battery casings, the recovered
lead and treatment chemicals will be recycled. .

| . Quarterly monitoring of groundwater during implementaticon of the
. remedial action and for two years following its campletion.
. .~ y g T ~. - T . g

| Monitoring of surface waters as necessary during remediation to
‘-  camply with discharge requirements. -

| _off-site soils and sediment fram the Tributary to Island No. 3
will be excavated and brought on-site and mixed with the treated
soils.

| A new well will be constructed for the Ishmael residence/USL
office.

| Site drainage facilities will be canstructed.
| Minimal deed restrictions will be required an the property.

The 500 mg/kg total lead clean—up level has been established by the EFA for
surficial soils at the United Scrap Lead site. This level has been
established based an the results of the USL Public Health Evaluation, which
noted the CDC recammendation that blood lead levels in children in a
residential area are found to increase when they came in comtact with soils
with lead concentrations greater than 500-1000 mg/kg. This level will be
achieved for the surficial soils. All soils at depth (greater than one
foot under the vaste pile) will be excavated and treated if further testing
determines that they do not pass the EP toxicity test for lead. If
additional future studies on lead-poisoning by CDC result in a revised
recamendation that is significantly differemt than the 500-1000 mg/kg
level, EPA will evaluate the need for changing the established clean-up
level at the USL site. :
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In addition to the major camponents defined for the selected remedy at the
USL site, there are several investigations which should be conducted during
remedial design to better refine aspects of the remedial action. They

include:
l

Further laboratory and pilot-studies to be conducted by, or with
oversight fram, the United States Bureau of Mines to optimize the
treatment process before full scale implementation.

Additional soil sampling at depth including EP toxicity analysis
for lead should be conducted under the waste pile to better
quantify volumes of soil to be treated.

Additional surficial soil sampling, especially offsite, to better
quantify volumes of soil subject to remedial action.

Additional sediment sampling in the nearly Tributary to Islard Mo.
3, to better define volumes of sediment subject to remedial
action.



Alternative 4 provides for overall protection of mman health and the
enviromment by ramwcving the contaminants fram the battery casings and soil
through treatment. Since the contaminants will be ramoved and recycled,
there will be no potential future threat. The direct contact threat
identified in the Public Health Evaluation will be eliminated.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would all eliminate the direct contact threat with
contaminated media, but potential future risks could occur if capping or
landfilling fails to be effective. Protection will not be achieved under
altermative S.

. Jirh ARAE

SARA requires that remedial actions meet legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of other envirormental laws. These laws include:
the Toxic Substances Control Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Solid Waste Disposal Act (RCRA), ard any
state enviromental law which has more stringent requirements than the
corresponding federal law.

Applicable requirements are clearup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive envirommental protection requirements, criteria or
limitations pramilgated under Federal or State law that specifically
address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,
locaticn or other circumstance at a site. A requirement is "applicable" if
the remedial action or circumstances at the site satisfy all of the
jurisdicticnal prerequisites of the requirement.

Relevant and aporeeriate requirements are cleamp standards, standards of
control, and other envirommental protecticn requirements, criteria or
limiszzicrs promulgated under Federal or State law that, while not legally
"app.iczbla” to a hazardous substance, poilutant, contaminant, ramedial
ac-icn, location or other circumstarce at a 3ite, acdress problems or
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their
use is well suited to that site.

"A requirement that is judced =5 be relevantc ard aporcpriat2 must be
camplied with to the same degrs=2 as if it wer2 applicabis. Hcowever, wier2
is more discretion in this Qer=zrminztizn: it is possible for only mart of
a recuirement to be considersé relevar: ard arprcpriate, the rest being
disnissed if judged nect to =z ralsvanc and approrriate in a given case”
(Interim Guidance on Ccmplizrcs vith relicable or Relevent ard pcreoriate
Requiraments, 52 FR 32496, August 27, 1987).



left on-site, these requirements are applicable and therefore are
considered to be ARAR. The Cap must meet Subtitle C requirements, that is,
impermeable layer, etc. Since closure will not be clean closure, .
grouncwater monitoring requirements (Subpart F) will apply.

Urder alternatives 3 and 4 no hazardous waste will be left on-site after
completicn of the remedial action. Therefore RCRA capping and closure
requirements are not applicable or considered relevant and apprcepriate.

The S00 mg/kg level (which is equivalent to a 500 pmm level) for lead in
the soils is taken from the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) recamended levels in the Ccase of direct contact by humans
with the contaminated soils. ATSCR gives a range of 500 to 1,000 Prm as a
safe level. The SO0 pom level was chosen in order to assure
protectiveness. It is also the level chosen at other CERCIA sites nearby
USL (e.g., Troy Railroad Depot and Arcarm).

Soils contaminated with lead at or above the 500 prn level represent a
health threat. However, soils or Casings with such lead levels may or may
not be a "hazardous waste" under RCRA. A lead contaminated waste is —
hazardous under RCRA only if it exceeds the EP~Toxicity test level for lead
of 5.0 mg/1l. Leads wastes below the EP-Toxicity level are not "hazardous
waste" under RCRA, and need not be treated as such (e.g., they can be
disposed of in a non-hazardous waste landfill). Soils or casings that are
not RCRA hazardous wastes may still pose a threat to hmans if they exceed
the 300 opm level, however. For this reason, surface soils and casings at
greatsr than 300 ppm (where direct contact can occur) will be removed and
treated.

'Soils a3t Zepth which fail EP-Toxicity criteria will also be removed and
treztzZ. This will ensure that leachable lead (i.e. , that abocve EP Tox
leve.s; will be removed, and therefore, wil. likely ot ccntaminate the
groungéwater.

Disposal requirements and Clean Air Ac+ recuirements. The Chio Solid waste
Resulations are also ARAR for £nis Ac=icn. Waste solids cut of the
treacnent systems will be d:izrcsad of in aczordance with =Re Chic Revized
Cocde Sections regulating distesal of such material.

Treatment of these soils on-site must meer RCRA Trezunent, Stcrage cr
a=
iy

In acddition, all alternativas will imso.ve shor—--erm discharce z: watsr
into the nearby triburary =c I:.:nd . 2. They will therafore meet “he
technical requirements of =he National Pollutant Discharge Eliminaricn
Systam permit over which the State of Chio has jurisdiction. The 3tazs ~f
Chic Water Quality Standards ((RAC 3745-1) or Res: Available Technolocy,
Taqulirsments will be met for Zdischarges to the wributary. Aapperdin T :f
=15 P0D ircludes tne tables listing all AFAR'S ‘or the USL siz=.

-
.
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Alternative 4 provides for the most lang-term effectiveness and the
greatest degree of permanence throucgh treatment of contaminated media.
Since the contaminants are ramoved and recycled the possibility of future
actions is eliminated. Alternative 4 utilizes treatment techmologies which
permanently ramove the threats due to casings and soils.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 will provide effectiveness as long as cap and
landfill are properly maintained. Since cantaminants are contained rather
than removed, the possibility for future ramedial actions at the USL site
or at the off-site landfill site will remain. Alternative 1, 2 and 3 do
not use treatment tecimologies to remove caontaminants from the soils.
Alternative 5 (No Action) is neither effective nor permanent.

R 3 Y Y =

Only alternative 4 utilizes treatment technologies to significantly reduce
the toxicity and volume of contaminants in both the battery casings and the
soils. Concemtrations of lead in both the battery casings and the soils
will be reduced to below 500 mg/kg (health based level). Since the lead in
the soils is significantly reduced, there will be less available to leach
to the groundwater or be carried out by surface rnumoff. Alternatives 2 and
3 utilize treatment to reduce the toxicity and volume of the battery
casings but not the soils. Alternatives 1 and 5 (No Action) do not utilize
treatment technologies at all.

Shors-—"lerm Effectiveness

In all alternatives (except no action) there will be a slight increase in
cust cue to cInstruction activities. Good construction practices should
minimize #his. Prctection will be achieved in the shortest period of time
(17 months) in alternative 1 and take the lcngest in alternative 4 (48
months) .

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, because of the use Of treatment techrologies o
ramove contaminants fram both the casings and soil will require pilot
studies before full scale operaticn is started. Bench scale laboratory
tests on the treatment of battery casincs and soils have indicated that
these processes are feasible. Cff-size disposal of soiis (Alternative 3)
and capoing of soils (Alternative I argd 2! are simple processes not
requiring any specialized operaccrs.

Qast

Derailed cost estimates for altermatives 1 - 5 includine capital, cperaticn
anZd maintenance, ard prasent worth are in Tebles 3-9. .
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State Acceptance

The Chio EPA has indicated that it accepts the chosen remedial alternative.
A letter fram the Director of the Pge_ncy indicating this support is
attached (Attachment D).

Cammity Acceptance
In general, based on the public caments the most significant concern by

the cammunity is the cost of the remedial actian. They do not accepr lead
as a real threat. People living very close to the site have expressed an

-interest in having the EPA buy their property rather than clean up the

site.

The specific camments and EPA’s responses are. outlined in the attached .
responsiveness summary.



X. SIMYIRY [ETERMONIIQNS
A. Protection of Human Health and the EBviromment

The selected remedy provides the most protective solution overall
because the battery casings and contaminated soils are being treated to
remove and recycle lead. The direct contact threat currently
associated which these contaminated media would be eliminated.
Treatment would be urndertaken aonsite, el:.mmatmg potential
transportation incidents which could result in waste spills, etc.

Since the contaminants are actually ramoved fram the battery casings
ard soils, rather than contained, the potential for future threats at
the USL site or at an offsite dlsposa.l site is elmu.nated

Any short-term risks associated with treatment of the waste materials
(dust generation) could be minimized by the use of good construction
practices, fabric coverings and wetting during excavation. Air
monitoring will be conducted during remedial action.

B. Attaimment of ARARS

The selected remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements as described in Section IX of this Record of
‘Pecision. In addition to ARARS there were several local requirements
which while not applicable, or relevant and appropriate, were
cansidered by the U.S. EPA ard Chio EPA when evaluating the selected
ramedy. These requirements include:

| Miami County Health Department inspects and approves all wells
in the County. The new well to be provided for the Ishmael
residence/USL office will meet this requirement.

| -Miami County zaones land use. The deed restrictions placad on
the USL property after the remedial action is campleted will be
coordinated with the Miami County zoning office.

| Miami County requires approval of all proposed changes to the
levee system. All drainage control measures to be taken at USL
will be coordinated with Miami County.

| Miami Conservency District controls and permits all

construction, building and land :se within the floodway. All
construction activities at the USL site will be coordinaced wizh
the Miami Conservency District since the entire USL site lies
within the 100-year fl.ccdplain of the Great Miami Riwver. 2y
implementing the selected ramedy, retarding basin capacizy of
the Great Miami River will k¢ restored since the battery casings
will be removed fram the site after treatment.
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Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy provides overall cost-effectiveness because a high
degree of permanerce is achieved at a cost less than that of offsite
landfilling. Less protective contairment cptions were considered, and
are of lower cost, but the costs associated with long-term maintenance
and potentially for replacement upon failure, in addition to
potentially putting public health and the enviromment in future risk
redered them unacceptable. Final implementation costs of the selected
remedy may change during the remedial design but are expected to fall
within the range of accuracy expected for the order-of-magnitude
estimate developed in the FS report.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions arnd Alternative Treatment
Techmologies or Rescurce Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable

The selected remedy provides the best balance with respect to the nine
evaluation criteria described previocusly. Treatment technologies to
recover/recycle lead are utilized to the maximum extent practicable by
treating the battery casings and the soils which have lead
concentrations greater than the specified action level (S00 mg/kg) at
the surface and those which do not pass the EP-toxicity test for lead
at depth. This alternative is further balanced with respect to the
nine criteria because a permanent solution which utilizes treatment
technologies is being selected, but it is being applied only to those
materials posing the greatest risk. The soils at depth will be cover=d
by the treated soils and clean fill thus providing a barrier between
them and the public. The selected remedy provides for adequate
protection of public health and the envirorment, while recovering a
natural resource, lead.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elament

The principal threats at the site, direct contact with and/or ingestion
of cantaminated media will be permanently eliminated by the use of
treatment by washing with fluosilicic acid. Treatment with resource
recovery is the principal element of the selected remedy.
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'~ United Kingdcnm 550 - rer :eszdentxal areas ~ — - =
© : Directorate of the T e el - L e
'~ Environment (Smith 1981) o . S L -
Vernon Bouk (as cited in ---300-400 T A;t L T 4_~-;
Mielke et al. 1984) . j, - ' e
2 DC (1985) _‘2500-1 ooo s - Levels 3E which blood lead SEIE
e Z n : DTN Clevels vill increase - ““5';:" S
. -...“!‘.::i-;‘:'. ;-’«»A — . @;,u '.,':,;::.:...‘ o cml
GesaddYankel et al. (1977) "‘x'.'-]. 000 Aol x-a»--'-: : .ot e
j;f:gézstzmate based on . - 800—10 OOO As§ﬁ§£§-§lope of telatzonshxp R
=="¥= orrelation between soil ”" 'Ag:zzbntween blood lead and soil .~ "
-~"lead and blood lead levels © 7 .'lead levels ranges from 0.6 & .
in EPA (1984a) _ 0% . to 7.6 ug/dl per 1,000 mg/kg = T
Estimate based on 1,400 7 slope of 4.5 ug/dl per 1,000 Pra -
Gallacher ez al. (1984) ) mq/kg
Estimats basad on ADI <2-100 Reascnablf worst-case
appresach ~ estimate ' ; see pgs. 27 and
.28 of 32
210-500 Average-case estimate 17 ; see

pgs. 27 and 28 of 32

£ Thne Iower and ucper values or tne range presented are pased on ADI
develcred frem reccmmendations of the USFDA (i. e., S0 ug/dl and the USZ?A
(i.e., 21 ug/day), respectively.
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_Valdus V. Adamkus  September 30, 1980
.. Regional Adminigtrator , iy il L
s g - BRA, Reglon Voo sogmpEe. . i

30 S. Dearborn Ave. o S T T
Chicago, 11 60604 L :

T TLMIOTTET T e e B e, e,

Dear Mr. Adamkus; | il

This correspondence is to inform you that Qhio EPA has reviewed
the Record of Decision proposed by 0.5. Ezpa concerning the United
Scrap Lead site near Troy, Ghioc. After weighing the remedial
alternatives Proposed in the ROD, Ohio EPA concurs that the
remedy selected, Alternative 4, meets the criteria for remedies
required by SARA. Rl :

A8 stated in the ROD, we also concur that L{f new scientific —_
studies reveal that concentrations of lead in surficial soils

should be less than 500 mg/kg to be protective, this ROD will be
re-evaluated to consider the new evidence and assure that the
selected remedy remains protactive of human health.

Richard 1. Shank, Ph. D.
Directcr, Chio Envizonmental Protection Agency

€c: Lavid Strayer, CCx, co
Mike Starkev, 2, SWrLo
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Co=e sy RESPONSIVENESS SOMARY -
oo e o UNITED SCRAP LEAD SITE )
ST T UL el TROY, CHIO - ) .
- - BER o o EN S
o Public comments on the Feasibility Study (FS) Report and the proposed plan
caie for the United Scrap Lead site were received by the U.S. EPA at a public
s ““Heeting on August 15, 1988 and through written documents received by the :
U.S. EPA at the Region V Chicage office between August 8, 1988 and
Cae August 29, 1988. This Responsiveness Summary addresses these comments.
Public comments on the United Scrap Lead Site FS and proposed plan fall
into the following major categories:
- _. A. Comments on the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
el e = - = ere——— P
oBE - <L g - RePOrts, AT o REL :
:_‘ __ .7 B. public health risks, both present and future,
C. Remedial action costs, —
L " p. “Pr.o;o-sed alternative remedial action,
. E. Legal issues reqarding specific provisions of CERCLA/SARA.
P Comments and the U.S. EPA responses as provided in the following are
organized according to these categories.

-
|
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Comment. The FS issued by EPA for the site is inconsistent with CERCLA,
the NCP, EPA’s own internal guidance documents, and contains numerous
fundamental flaws in its methodology. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel
for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The FS was conducted consistent with CERCLA and SARA,
and to the extent practicable, consistent with the NCP. The same cost-
effective screening analysis rasquired in the NCP was conducted utilizing
several Agency guidances which incorporate language in SARA into the
evaluation. Since SARA supersedes the NCP, utilizing these gquidances was a
more current way to conduct the FS. These gquidances include: EPA Directive
Number 9355.0~19 "Interim Guidance on Superfund Selecticn of Re ", dated
December 24, 1986; EPA Directive Numper 5233.5-35, "Interim Gu1§§§ce on
Coempliance With Applicable or 3elevant and Appropriate Requirements”, dated
July 9, 1987; and EPA Directive Numper 535:.0-21, "Additicnal Interim
Guidance for FY'87 Records of Decision", dated July 24, 1387.

Comment. The RI failed to evaluate the likelihood of future releases and
associated public health risk of subsurface contaminated soils remaining
onsite. (Ccomment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The Public Health Evaluation as presented in the RI is
considered as the baseline conditions as they presently exist. The
evaluation would therefore reflect the risks associated with future
conditicns under the No-Acticn sceraric. The risks posed by the
contaminated soils at the site as evaluated in the RI are not considered to
be diminisred under future conditions without remediation efforts at the
site. The alternatives as proposed in the FS would mitigate these risks as
identified with prcper implementatizn cf the alternatives.

~omment. Seven remedial technclicgies that were evaluated in Section 2 of
e 7S received redecticn Ircm further censideration without documentat:icn,
in viclatizn ¢f the NC3. Ccomment Ty L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL
RP Zcoup.)

U.S. EPA Respense. All of e inizial remedial technolcgies were screened
Suring the 2arly stages Jf tn2 I2asipility study precess for site specific
acplizabilicy. The justiiican:con Ior their rejecticn or acceptance fcr
furcther consideration are .istad in Tatles 2-2 and 2-2 of the USL FS

repors.

ccmment, EPA Jailed 0 :ocogeclyv 2valiate Iikation as a remedial

i.lz2rmacive in tne S, “:xmsn:i Ty L. lingenkbach, Csunsel for che USL PRP
lsoup.

-.5. A Respensa.  In s oawluatizn of Zixacion, the EPA dees not contend
AT SLPSUm 13 w2 ool llori.Int 3gEnt mich sould ce utilized at the USL
5122, Heowewver, lnoin: Ut.olilIn, TEIum vas utilized as representative of
tn2 preces: angd L3 tm2 1S oo L23gt 3wTensivve fizatisn acents. The same
LIREIITICRS of Iiilizint mmaim weilli sa tznsistent with the other fixative
:gents. Altarmazice Tostlead imz osclififizazizn <f the zontaminated
SCLLS LiI% 2 zamems mEis.c c3isre sif-ii:a disgc:izl. 3y dcing this, the .



volume of the contaminated media actually increase by 10 percent. This is
inconsistent with contaminated media volume reduction preferred in Section
121 of SARA.

Comment. There are no data to sugport the implied contention that lead in
the site soils will migrate. The data in the RI demonstrate that future
migration of lead under a property constructed and maintained cap, which
prevents leachate formation, wculd be a remote possibility. (Ccmment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. Risks associated with the possibility of cap failure,
even i the cap 1s properly maintained is greater than that of treatment to
remove ccntaminants from the site. Removal of the contaminants from the
soils and battery casings provides for a more permanent remedy given its
long-rerm effectiveness.

Comment. The FS inserts additional criteria that are not required by the
NCP at this stage, such as short-and leong-term protectiveness;
significantly and permanently reducing the toxicity, mobility or volume of
hazardous constituents; availability of technologies; technical and
institutional ability to monitor, maintain, and replace technologies over
time; and the administrative feasibility.of implementing the alternative.
(Ccmments by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. =PA Respense. All of the above listed criteria are included in EPA
Birective Number 3355.0-21, "Additional Interim Guidance for FY87 RODs"
dated July 24, 1987. The criteria were established to reflect the changes
as defined in SARA. Since SARA and its provisions supersede those of the
NC?, iwhere inccnsistent) it was apprcpriate to use the above-mentioned
cr.=aria when evaluating alternatives.

Comment. Under the cost prong of the NC? analysis, "an alternative that
Tar oxceeds the zost of cther alzercnacives avaiuated and that dces not
provide sucstantially greater rublic health or environmental protecticn ot
tachri-al reliakility small usta..y e axcludec fIcm further ccnsidera-
gien." 40 C.F.R. Part 300.£8(3::1.. This =ritical step, omitted frcm the
iniz:3. screening, would hav2 2l:ainaced the $lucsilicic technelaogy.
(Comment by L. Ringenbach, Clunse. £2r the USL PRP Grecup.)

17.S. ZPA Response. It is TPA’s ccntanticn that £luosilicic acid treatment,
=ces .oceed provice substantially reatas sutiiz health and envircnmenzal
=z=cac2ion than containment al-arnacives such as capping. When the
Fon-zminants are remevad and ra:ocslaf I e scil or battery casings
==3:2 i3 a0 pessille fuTturs iz« sceEnacllis inder which expcsure could take
-l-=3, Twerefsra, Slucsillisil tlzaTment 2SS exciuded Zzcm Iurther
sznsiferazicn,

sammene. 2fIzie2 zzaomenc tioratIacy tasings 2t 3 sattarr rec/tling
FIETT cas recectad cacausa I3t omuastizred the reliability cf the



facilities and alleged that they may stop treatment mid-project. FS at
-17. There is no justification of these unreasonable assumptions. How
EPA came to these conclusions is difficult to understand when the Agency
made no attempted to contact such facilities. (Comment by L. Ringenbach,
Ccunsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. During the FS, the U.S. EPA contractor was in contact
with a numper of off-site reclamation facilities. The conclusion to screen
offsite treatment of battery casings at private facilities was based on the
following. The cost associated with offsite treatment exceeded that of
onsite treatment, due to the high cost of transporting hazardous waste
across the country. There are also inherent dangers associated with
transporting hazardous wastes including accidents and other ways in which
the material cculd inadvertently be spilled. 1In all cases, the facilities
which the EPA contractor contacted, failed to specify whether they had a
valid RCRA permiz, and what lead levels would be achieved after treatment.

Ccmment. Other than alternative 1 (RCRA Cap), the FS utterly fails to
icentify "feasible" remedial technolcgies as required by EPA’s own
guidance. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Csounsei for the USL PRP Group.)

EPA Response. Consistent with CERCLA as amended by SARA and to the extent
practicable the NCP, EPA has identified a wide range of potential
technologies for evaluation in the FS. In the eariy screening stages of
the FS pctantial technologies were evaluated and then screened if they were
not technically feasible considering site specific application. During
this phase over 50 remedial technologies were evaluated based on the
specific cperable units identified at USL.

Comment. The 7S arbitrarily assumes that any battery casings and soils
Wil _ead concentrations of up to 300 mg/kg would pass the EP-toxicity test
aiter zreatment. (Comment by L. Ringenpach, Ccunsel for the USL PRP
Geaug. !

U.S. EPA Response. The 3CM, through :raacab:lity testing in the laberazory
nave Zemcnstrated thac after treactent both e battery casings and the
scilz <suld achieve levels cf less zhan 300 mg/kg total lead and pass :the
TF-tsxizity test for lead (5.9 mgl). Treacment would be considered
successful only after these two ccjectives would be met. Post-treatment
variiication will be necessary %o :rcve -hat these objectives have been
T2T. ?Pricr to implementsticn £ the treatment process, additional testing
t~3.2ding speraticn of a pilst slamc? will e zonducted. The abilisy of
tn2 Frstam It achisve <rractent n-ectives vill be verif:
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evaluate such factors as established technology, cost, engineering imple-
mentability, reliability, constructability, protectiveness, minimization of
threats to the environment, and analyzing any adverse environmental
impacts, methods of mitigating these impacts, and costs of mitigation, EPA
instead arbitrarily chose to limit its consideration to only seven
criteria: short-term effectiveness; long-term effectiveness; permanence;
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume; implementability; cost;
compliance with ARARs; and overall protectiveness of human health and the
envircnment. This action violates the NC?. (Comment by L. Ringenbach,
Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The criteria used in the detailed analysis of the FS,
are criteria specified in EPA Directive Number 9355.0-21 titled,
"Addi%ional Interim Guidance for FY87 RCDs". This agency directive
incorporates language in SARA into the develcpment of evaluation criteria.
Since language in SARA superseces that of the NCP the use of the above
mentioned criteria was agpropriace. The above listed criteria are not
inconsistent with the NCP. They supplement the NCP and take into account
the revisions of SARA. EPA need only fcllow the NCP "to the extent
praczicable." CZRCLA, Part 121(a).

Comment. Two additional criteria that were to be applied at this stage of
the analysis were state acceptance and community acceptance, FS at 443,
the FS states, however, that it will not evaluate these two criteria until
after the 7S is issued and consequently, cannot complete the FS. The FS
should be released for public comment again after these necessary con-
siderations are completed. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL
PRP Grecup.)

11.§. =3A Zesoense. Nowhere in the FS dces it mention that because these

ecmmer=, the 7S csuld not be completed. These two criteria are normally
addr2ssed in the Record If Decision. The State of Chic has supported the
recommercded. alternmative; howevar, I-rmal accectance by the State comes Inly
af-er chev have reviewed the Crait Recczd of Jecisicn. The EPA or its <on-
srac=:c3 cannct avaluate zzmmon:izr acserzance wntil a ceccmmendation as ©o
<he :l:3nup at the site i3 mac2. Ther2izre, community accertance is fased
sn suslic comments to the rogTsed plan, vhich s releasac wvith the TS.

fommerz., Inconsistent wizy tha NCF, the T3 Zfailed to include its detailed
ara_ 3.3 in alternactive Isr <r2a=ment or disposal cffsit2 and an alcerna-
< ; vant and apprsocriate

*2 wnat dces not attain IpTLITInL2 ST 2
wn3al Ior the USL PRP Groug.)

3L menct3. (Comment =7 L. flntanrach,

s D W

2.5, oA 3esgense.  Somziian: L1t the statuesoy det2rminacicn in Secticn
TTo 1T IAFA, wWnicn sugertIcas -2 (IC?, altarmacives selected Ior remedial
sg=.:m sheuld aTzaia 3il :mTli.itz.2 sr calavanc and acoropriace Federal and
5caz2 equlIements AR . S Li2 aliz.natives SC nCT 2ttain ARARS 2

‘/RLraT TMIST Se spwmaises :ni oo iliizamian soevided., Since altarnatives



could be developed in a manner which would render them ARAR compliant,
there was no need to consider non-ARAR compliant versions. Alternative 3
does involve offsite disposal.

Comment. Detailed cost analyses were not done in accordance with the Cost
Guidance, the NCP, and CERCLA. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.)

USEPA Response. Detailed cost analyses were performed in accordance with
‘the Cost Guidance, NCP, CERCLA, and SARA. The references as utilized in
the cost analyses were provided in the FS. A summary of these costs by
cperable unit were provided in the FS in Tables 4-11 to 4-1S.

Ccrment. It is apparent that EPA arbitrarily selected the S-foot cleanup
Tevel so that the cost estimates of flucsilicic treatment would not appear
orders of magnitude greater than those is Alternative 1. (Comment by L.
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The five-foot cleanup level for treatment was indeed an
assumption used in the FS report. The basis for the assumption is that the
concentration of lead in soils at a depth of five feet was below COC :
guidance levels. If this assumption is incorrect, and all the soil to the
ten-foot depth requires treatment, the cost of Alternative 4 would only
increase by 30 percent. This is within the +50% - 30% cost estimate
accuracy range provided in the FS guidance.

Comment. The variability in costs should have been accurately presented in
the FS rather than assuming that the costs would be fixed, as Table 4-9
implies. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Ccunsel for the USL PRP group.)

U.S. EPA fesponse. Variability in the cost estimates are +50% - 30%.
Costs are i:sted as fixed fiqures; hcwever, the variability is defined by
the accuracy of the est:imates.

Ccmment. Alternative 1, a RCRA cac over the site, wculd fulfill each cf
the ccjectives of the FS as descrized at 2-3 and 2-4 {Ccmment tv L.
’ingencach, Counsel for che USL 58P 3Sroug.)

U.S. EPA Response. The RCRA cap cver the site does meet the objectives of
"he lemedial Action Objectives at SL. Hcwever, Alternative 4 provides a
ceczer Balance of the nine cri:aria, Mere impertantly, Alternacive 4 will
continue J meet FS objectives cver time, Wwnizh may not te tne case for
Alz2rnacive 1, Alternacive . 335 well 3s the cther altermatives, except Nc
sczicn and the RCRA cap =f Al:z2rmagive [ wewld also signiZizantly reduce
=2 meunc of contamisatad sonziliusnts samasning at the sice.
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Comment. It is erronecus to assume that the cap would need complete
replacement if an inspection indicates a failure. Surface repairs are a
part of normal cap maintenance. (Ccmment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.) -

U.S. EPA Respcnse. Surface repairs are a normal part of maintenance of a
cap and are included as a part of the yearly expenses for the 30-year time
period. However, at this time, the performance of the RCRA cap over time
has not been fully established since these types of facilities as
constructed have been in operation for less than a decade. For the purpose
of this FS, it was assumed that complete replacement of the cap would not
be required for 30 years. In other instances, failure of the cap has
occurred prior to complete construction of the cap.

Comment. The FS is missing the chapter on selection of remedy. (Ccmment
By L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The proposed plan for the USL site, which is a part of
the Administracive Record, provides the rationale for selection of remedy.
It has been included at the public repcsitory since the beginning of the
comment period consistent with Section 117 of SARA.

Comment. It is clear that the Schmalz Dump presents a virtually identical
environmental scenario to that of United Scrap Lead. The Dump FS did not
even consider among its six remedial acticn alternatives the BOM’s
fluosilicic treatment process. (Comment by L. Ringerbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. U.S. EPA contends that the Schmalz Dump site is not as
similar to tne USL site as the ccmmentcr zlaims. First of all the Schmal:z
Dump has diZferent types of wastes dispcsed of at the site. There are
large appliances and automobiles: and :n general, very heterogenecus
wastes. The waste at USL, cn %he other hand, is very hcmogeneous in its
compesiticn; battery casings and contaminated soils. Both of these wastes
(casings/soil) are treatable unlixa the hetercgeneocus wastes at Schmaliz.
In addition, the contaminant levals it the Dump site with respect to lead
are arders of magnitude lcwer chan that of USL. In almost all instances,
soil sampling results at the Cump indi:zated levels of lead in the soil
below the 500 mg/kg level. Lastiy, the BCM’'s fluosilicic process and
treatability studies were compierad after the Dump FS was completed. In
cther words, the technolcgy was isveicged after the Schmal:z Cump site FS
was ccmpleted.

z=ment, zefore sommitting i in axperimental technclegy mere work and
ac-> careftl ¢ost estimating snoilli ze dom2, 3uying up the surrounding
tarné and meving everyene cut niin: Ze th2 ZTest and most <ost-effective
sco.ticn L limment IV Lécn 3.

7.3, TPA Respcnse. The .3 IZr :rapezas io implement a pilst plant during
c2Tecia. -2sicn onase s2i2zs il ozzals cgeraticon is sInsiderad. I



results of the pilot study indicate that the process would be ineffective
or cost-prohibitive, the ROD would need to be revisited and revised to
select a different remedy. The data and the testing to date lead EPA to
believe that the process will work, and that it is the cost-effective
solution for USL. The Superfund dces not authorize EPA to buy ocut
cirizens. In addition, merely purchasing adjoining precperty would leave
the hazardcus waste site open, where exposure could take place on a reqular
basis. Buying out residences is only ccnsidered if the threat to human
health is of emergency magnitude or the property is needed to implement the

remedy.
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CCMMENTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH/RISKS



Comment. A seemingly arbitrary cleanup level of 500 mg kg has been
selected without discussion of any reasons for its selection ... (Comment
by Judith Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow Industries.)

U.S. EPA Respense. The cleanup level of 500 mg/kg was chosen for surficial
SOoi1.s based on the reccmmendation by COC that blood lead levels in children
in residential areas have been observed to increase when the soil lead
concentrations are between 500 - 1,000 mg/kg. EPA has chosen the
conservative end of this range. The 500 mg/kg level is also consistent
with the results of the USL Public Health Evaluation.

Ccmment. ... lead present in the soil is very immobile and, therefore
Breaking the patiway of exposure by capping will be effective in protecting
public health and the environment. (Ccmment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel
for the PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. Capping is effective in eliminating the direct contac*
threat associated with the soils. However, caps are susceptible to freeze
- thaw damage, and also to subsidence, which could render the cap
ineffective for preventing both infiltration, and direct contact with
contaminants. Capping also fails to meet the statutory preference for
treatment in Section 121 of SARA.




COMMENTS ON REMEDIAL ACTION COST



Comment. A potential market which would combine the rubber with low BTU
ccal mined in the western states may well prove more profitable than the

market for recycled lead. (Comment by Judith Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow
Industries.)

U.S. EPA Response. Potential markets for the clean battery casings will be
evaluated more fully during the remedial design phase. Non-RCRA landfill
disposal was ccnsidered only because pcwer plants contacted during the FS
phase were non-committal when asked if they would accept the casings.

These markets may be more receptive to teceiving the casings once the time
frame for receipt is determined. Before accepting them, they would require
samples for their own analysis. Samples of the ciean casings cannot be
provided until after pilot studies are completed.

Comment. The cost to do the job is tcoo high particularly when it’s not
really needed for health reasons. (Comment made by Albect E. Wiehe.)

U.S. EPA Response. The cost of permanent remedies as mandated by SARA are
often more costly than containment options. The alternative selected is
cost-effective; however, because the degree of long-term effectiveness of
the selected alternative is greater than that of the containment options.
Treatment to remove contaminants ensures that additiocnal funds will not be
spent at USL later.

Comment. EPA’s cost figures for these altermatives seriously underestimate
the true costs associated with implementing a complex and unproven
technology. (Comment by Laura Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP GGroup. )

U.S. EPA Respcnse. EPA’S cost-estimates for the selected alternative as
well as the ctrers are expected to be within the order-of-magnitude (+50% -
30%) required for feasibility study purposes. Cost estimates will e
refined during remedial design.

Comment. Altzrnative 4 is not a cost-23Zective solution. There is no
ccntaminatisn of greundwater or surfacz wvater, and the lead in “"he soil is
not migracing. (Comment by Laura Ringenzach, Counsel for the USL P3P
Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. Alternative 4 is cost 2ffective in the long-term. None
Ct the containment options specified zsuid ensure long-term efiecziveness
to the degree treatment dces. Therz2 is svidence that lead is migracing
Ircm the sit2 as observed in the sadizent in the nearby tributary.

ccmrent. The :2st3 associactad wiin 2 Ilucsilizic process arz cnceded ov
wne 3CM :I Ze rknewn. (ccmmant o L. Ziagenzachk, Zounsel for =he UsSL PRP
Greup. b

S.3. T8 Jespense. The sl it otwvalogad ovotne 3CM are tased pen theis
“ncwladce oI tne system somoorer=I arn< are an astimate of “he casts of
smpining Thes2 sv3Iam IcTTonanis Th2 3CM ices fsel that nhese Tost
:stimacas arz wiziin che =303 =z -ITY ranze.  3is suych, tis rance oI
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with the additional testing and pilot work as planned in the design phase
the costs will be further refined. If the costs differ significantly frem
the estimate, the ROD may be revisited.
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION
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Comment. It is more likely that inadvertent mishandling of the cleanup
operation proposed by selected Alternative 4 using the chelating agent EDTA
will solibilize the lead and enhance the lead leaching to the groundwatet
(Comment by J. Overturf, Counsel for Dobrow Industries)

U.S. EPA Respcnse. The proposed process established by the BOM will not
Gtilize EDTA. Fluosilicic acid will be utilized. During the course of
implementing Alternative 4, all necessary safety features such as concrete
pads surrounded by berms will be constructed, which will greatly reduce the
possibility of damage due to uncontrolled spills. In addition, monitoring
(air, groundwater, surface water) will take place during remedial action to
ensure contaminants are not migrating frcm the site due %o inadvertent
releases.

Comment. It is apparent that Alternative 4 is experimental at best
(Comment by J. Overturf and others.)

U.S. EPA Resggnse. The technology for extraction of lead fram the battery
casings e soil is similar to technologies currently used in the
mining industry. To date, data frcm laboratory treatability tests indicate
the process is feasible. Section 121 of SARA suggests that experimental ’
technologies can be selected if they significantly reduce toxicity,
mobility or volume. Further tests in the laboratory, and a pilot study
will be conducted as part of the design phase to define and optimize full
scale operating parameters.

Comment. It is my recommendation that the ROD to be initiated choose
Alternative 5 - No action and secure the site under the Law of Eminent
Demain. (Ccmment by Denald Kreis, both written and at the public meeting.)

U.S. EPA Resrcnse. Based on the results of the Public Health Evaluation,
U.S. EPA has concluded that an existing and potential future threat
currently exists at the USL site due tc di-act coneract with contaminated
media. Securing the site does nct ensure “nat trespassing site intruders
will not be exposed. A remedial action must vake place which permanently
eliminates these risks. The CERCLA equiva.a2nt of the law of eminent dcmain
is found in Section 104(i), but is nct appi:cable heca.

Ccmment. The fluosilicic treatment process nas aot peen demonstracad at
The laboratory stage, pilot stage, cr full scale, or at any other Superfund
site. Conseguencly, the technolcey’s pilizy %o meec zhe EPA cleanup
standards is unknown. (Ccmment oy Laur2 AingencacR, ccunsel for tne USL
PRP Group. '

U.5. T2A 3uzccnse. The toeatment of ITin tle Satiery -asings and the soils
using =he -_uosi_lsic acid tractent ZTII3SS has ceen ZJemenstrated by the
bem to me suc=esssul in kRe aczraiiz. IFA'S =l2anup stancdards of <SaC
75, %G tot3aw .2ad 1n surilsial ie:l- am~ IZ-Touiziey aralys:s o less than 3
m=’1 has mesen achieved by the IIM Inr 17-h the Tatiary ~asings and soils.
£ ackncwisdges he S3ct wmaz piloe g InilosTace speratizn has yen T e
acaiaved, =uz Secwion 121 sf 3AAX cl:zsly lamonstIiactas khe s2ngréssicnal
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intent of recommending alternative technologies which involve treatment
even if they have not been demonstrated at other Superfund sites. PFurther
studies including a pilot study are proposed for Remedial Design.

Comment. The process developed requires highly trained personnel. At
present, only the BGM has the trained perscnnel to implement the remedy.

No other companies that do actual cleanups are familiar or experienced with
the technology. (Comment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group. )

U.S. EPA Response. EPA acknowledges the fact that highly trained personnel
would be needed to design the system for battery casing and soil treatment.
The U.S. BOM is prepared to stay on board as the U.S. EPA’'s principal
expert to provide the necessary expertise even in the event of a PRP
takecver. If the PRP'S take over the project, guidance and oversight of
future studies by the PRP’s consultant will be provided by the BOM in the
same manner that U.S. EPA utilizes its onboard contractors to provide
similar PRP oversight functions.

Comment. The lead residue removed from the waste material is assumed to be
of sufficient quality to be reclaimed. However, the FS has not established
or even explored a potential market for this material. (Comment by L. '
Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP Group.)

U.S. EPA Response. The recovery of lead for resale was never considered to
be the main the reascn for implementing Alternative 4. EPA selected
Alternative 4 because it is the cost-effective alternative which best
protects public health and the environment in the long-term. Recovery or
credit for reclaimed lead is a secondary benefit of Alternative 4.

Comment. The BOM acknowledges that the design cf two separate treatment
processes may be necessary, yet the FS states in its cost analysis that
there will be a single »rocess. (Czmment by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the
USL PRP Grcup. )

U.S. EPA Response. The process for zrzacsent the soils is expected %o ke
very simi_ar to that of treating the casings. Scme modificaticns to
existing equipment would be necessary. tut since the tattery casings are
disposed on top of the majority of the sciis thev would have ts be treated
first.

Ccument. The fluosilicic process ~as iever been tested to confirm Shat it
will meet ZPA cleanup levels to -amcwa laad Seoom cactery casings and scils
tc less than 5 mg/kg of lead uncar ==2 CRA IF-nzxiczity test FS at 2-10.
\Comment Sy L. Ringenrkach, Csunsal sz =he USL Is3 3Toue.)

U.S. =A Resconse. EPA thrcusgh an inmT2ragency acr2ement ceontracted with
e 3CM I o ZJench scale lazz:iiiics oc:
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treatment. The bench scale tests have inditated that an ammonia leach
followed by a fluosilicic acid leach removes significant quantities of lead
from the casing material and soils. The residual battery casings and soils
had a RCRA-EP toxicity lead concentrations of less than S mg/1 and a total
lead cconcentraticn of less than S00 mg/kg. Therefore, battery casing
washing using the flucsilicic process has most definitely been demonstrated

to be feasible in the laboratory.



COMMENTS ON LBEGAL ISSUES REGARDING
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF CERCLA/SARA
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Comment. These legal concerns are summarized in the following ccmment.

- Before the PRPs may be deprived of their property interests, they must be

afforded an opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a mean-
ingful manner. In general, due process rights of the PRPs have been
violated by EPA. Comments included the lack of administrative record
availability in the repository, a comment period which was less than the
required 21 days, the fact that additional PRPs have been identified but
not ‘given a chance to ccmment on the RI/FS and have not been sent notice
letters. (Surmation of comments by L. Ringenbach, Counsel for the USL PRP

group.)

U.S. EPA Response. EPA does not feel that the due process rights of the
FRP group were violated. The complete Administrative Record has been
available for review in the Troy-Miami County Public Library since August
8, 1988, the day the public comment period started. This was confirmed by
a return receipt on certified mail. Everything in the index was included
and was available at the repcsitory. The PRPs were given 21 days to
comment on the RI/FS and proposed plan consistent with the NCP. Courtesy
copies of the FS and proposed plans were sent to the PRPs a day later, but
the RI/FS and proposed plan were available in the public repository on
August 8. Any additional PRPs who have been identified after the public
comment period could not have been given the opportunity to comment on the
RI/FS and proposed plan during the comment period. CERCLA does not require
EPA to delay the ROD until all possible PRPs have been identified. Notice
letters have been sent to the additicnal 75, but until the existing PRP
group sends EP? its records as to additional PRP listings, 104(e) and
notice letters cannot be sent out. The commentor’s citations to the case
law is misleading in that there are many cases that have found that the NCP
provides PRPs with adequate due process. EPA followed the public
participation prcvisions of CERCLA/SARA and the NC?. It is not appropriate
to elaborate firther on due process claims.

Comment. Mr. Duane A. Schrceder has submit<ed a public comment regarding
Ris company’s ability to undertake the Remedial Action at the site.

U.S. EPA Respouse. Consideration of vendor’s prcposals will ccme during
the competitive bidding process of the RA. When the design of the cemedy
is completed, issuming the RD/RA is conducted as a fund lead project, com-
petitive bids will be taken from qualified vendors. At that time
consideration will be given to Mr. Scarceder’s firm’s capabilities. EPA
does not have a mechanism in place icr ncn-ccmpetitive sole source cIntac:s
for the performance of RAs.
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