United States , Oficest : EPA/ROD/R05-89/094 -
Environmental Protection Emergency and - June 1989
Agency - Remedial Response .

o Supeﬂund
SEPA Record of Decision:

Miami County Incinerator, OH




50272-101

REPORT DOCUMENTATION | 1. reroRTNO. 2 T 1. Reciplents Accession No.
" PAGE : EPA/ROD/R05-89/094 .
4. Tise and Subie 5. Report Dste
SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION . 06/30/89
Miami County Incinerator, OH Py
First Remedial Action. - Final v
7. Author(s) . ' ) 4. Performing Organization Rept. No.
2. Performing Orgsiniza¥on Neme and Address . . 10 ProjecyTask/Work Unit No.

11. Contract(C) or Grant(G) No.

©
(@
12 Sponsoring Organization Name and Address ' ‘ ' 13. Type of Report & Period Coversd
"U.S. Environmental Protection Aqency :
800/000
401 M Street, S.W. _ /
Washington, D.C. 20460 : "

15, Supplementary Notss

18. Abstract (Limit: 200 worde) -

The Miami County Incinerator site is in Concord Township, Ohio. The 65-acre site is
approximately 1500 feet west of the Great Miami River; the Eldean Tributory of the
river runs across the northwest corner of the site. The site consists of the
incinerator building. and adjacent property, including a former scrubber wastewater

igoon, an ash disposal pit, an ash pile, a liquid disposal area, and trench-and fill

andf1ill areas north and south of the Eldean Tributory. Operations began in 1968, when
large quantities of spent solvents, oils, and drummed and bulk industrial sludges were
accepted for disposal. The facility generated scrubber wastewater and ash quench
water, which were disposed of in the wastewater lagoon. Incinerator fly ash and bottom -
ash, non-combustible materials, and unburned refuse were disposed of in a landfill
north of the tributary, and an estimated 104,000 to 150,000 barrel-equivalents of
l1iquid waste were dumped or buried onsite. After closure of the facility in 1983, the
Chio EPA found detectable levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons in drinking water wells
near the site. Three residences, the Miami County Highway Garage, and the incinerator
facility were supplied with alternate water supplies in 1986. The primary contaminants
of concern affecting the soil and ground water are VOCs including PCE, toluene, and

TCE: other organics including PCBs, PAHs, dioxin, and pesticides; and metals including
lead.

" | {see Attached Sheet)

17. Document Ansiysis & Descriptors ' .
Record of Decision - Miami County Incinerator, OH

First Remedial Action - Final
Contaminated Media: - gw, soil.
Key Contaminants: VOCs (TCE, PCE, toluene), organics (PAHs, PCBs, dioxin), metals

( &eﬁﬁw Terme

¢. COSAT Fleid/Group

18, Avalisbility Statement } - . - - 19, Security Class (This Report) 21. No. of Pages
' None 121
20. Security Class (This Page) 22. Price
Nope

(Ses ANSH232.18) , , See insructions on Reverse (Formerty NTIS-35) .

Oepartment of Commerce

OPTONAL FORM 2720477



DO NOT PRINT THESE INSTRUCTIONS AS A PAGE INA REPOHT

INSTRUCTIONS

Opmmmnwmmmqucumu&mmmmmuonofscmuncanc'roennm Reports,
ANSI 239.18-1974 available from American National Standards institute, 1430 Broadway, New Yorik, New York 10018. Each separately
maam—m.wmmuvamh-mmmmmmmmmumhg;

1.

»

wm MMMMMM-mdMMWMMMWMMWomr
nization or provided by the sponscring orgsnization in accordance with American National Standard ANSI Z39.23-1974, Technicsl ,
Report Number (STRN). For registration of report code, contact NTIS Report Number Clearinghouse, Springtieid, VA 22161. Use v

_wmmmmmmmamnmummum FASEBINS-?SI&?:MFAN

RO-75/00. . .
Reciplent's Accession Number. Reserved for use by each report recipient, | _
Tite and Subtite. MMmmew&onmmdunmMmuwbuuuom.mm

title. wm.mmbmdhumﬂmmvm repaat the primary ttle, udvomnonnmb-nndlndudowbmlﬂot
the specific volume.

Report Date. Mnm“m-mwgummmm. indicate the basis on which It was selected (e.g.,
date of issue, dste of spprovel, date of preparation, dste published). . .

Sponsoring Agency Code. Lsave blank.

Author(s). Glve name(s) in conventional m (o.g.. John R. Doe, or J. Robert Doe). List author's affiliation it it differs trom
the performing organization.

8. . Performing organization Report Number. mmllmhgmhmm“bmmmbnumb«.

10.
1.
12,
13,
1.
18.

16.

17.

18,

Performing Organization Name and Mailing Address. Give name, stieet, city, state, and ZIP code. List np more than two leveis of
an organizational hierachy. Display the name ot the organization exactly as it shouid appnr in Govommm Indexes such as
Gaovemment Reports Announcements & index (GRA & ).

‘ProjecTask/Work Unit Number. mmmmwmwcmmmmlcnmnponm-pnpuu.
ContractGrant Number. insert contract or grant number under which report was prepared.

Sponsoring Agency Name and Malling Address. inciude ZIP code. Clite main sponsors.

Type of Report and Period Covered. suumdm.ﬂnll.ote..nnd.lhppllubb Inclusive dates.

Performing Orgsnization Code. ummu.

Supplementary Notes. Emulnlumaﬂonmlndudod oluwlmobuwum. wehu Prepared in cooperation with . .. Transiation
of . . . Presented st conference of . .. To be published In ... Whonlnponlsrwlud.Includoaommmwmmonmncw
report supersedes or supplements the oider report.

Abstract. Include a w (200 words or less) factusl summary of the most significant intormation contained In the rcpon. it the
report contains a significant bibliography or fiterature survoy. mention it here.

Document Analysis. (s). Descriptors. Select from the Thesaurus of Engineering and Scientific Terms the proper authorized terms
that identity the major concept of the research and are sufficiently specific and precise to be used as index entries for cataloging.

(b). identfiers and Open-Ended Terms. Use identifiers for project names, code names. equipment designators, etc. Uss open-
ended terms writien in descriptor torm tor those subjects for which no descriptor exists. .

(c). COSATI Fleld/Group. Fleid and Group assignments are to be taken form the 1964 COSATI Subject Category Ust. Since the

majority ot documents are multidlaciplinary in nature, the primary Fleid/Group assignment(s) will be-the specific discipline, . v
area of human endeavor, or type of physical object. The application(s) will be cross-reterenced with secondary FloldIGroup

nulnnm that will follow the primary posting(s). .

Distribution Statement. Denote public relessabliity, fonumalo “Releases unlimited™, orllmluﬂonfdnmons other than
security. Gumymwmytompubllc.wlmaddnu.omtnumbummeo ltlmown.

19, & 20. Security Classification. Enter U.S. Security Classification in accordance with U. S. Schmy Regulations (Le., UNCLASSIFIED)

21.

-

Numbu of pages.. insert the total number of pages, Includlng Introductory psges, but excluding distribution Im. it -ny
Price. Enter price in paper copy (PC) mdlormhroﬁdn(m’) it known.

% GPO: 1983 0 -~ 381-326 (8393) . ) . © OPTIONAL FORM 272 BACK

(&1



Igd

EPA/ROD/R05-89/094
Miami County Incinerator, OH
First Remedial Action ~ Final

Abstract (continued)

The selected remedial actions for this site are specific to each area of contamination
and include excavation and onsite consolidation of ash wastes and contaminated soils
onto the landfills with capping of landfills and previously excavated areas; pumping
and treatment of ground water with discharge to POTW; vapor/vacuum extraction of liquid
disposal area using carbon filters; continued testing of soils, ash, and tributary
sediment; and provision of an alternate water supply for area residents and businesses.
Thé estimated present worth for this remedial action is $19,400,000, which includes an
estimated O&M cost of $4,666,000. o
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'Record of Decision

Site and Iocation

. Miami County Incinerator

Troy, Ghio

Statement of Basis and. v . .

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Miami
County Incinerator site developed in accordance with the Camprehensive
Envirormental Response, Campensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and is consistent
with the Natiocnal Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan to
the extant practicable.

This decision is based upon the contents of the administrative record for the

‘Miami County Incinerator site.

The State of Chio concurrence with the selected remedy is expected.

This site has seven areas of concern. 'me selected remedial altermnative for
each of these areas :I.S’

A. South landfill - closure according to State sanitary landfill
requirements. Alternative A3 has been selected. The major
‘camponents of ﬂ'le selected alternative are:

- Fence landfill area amd post warning signs

- Deed mtlflcatlons/prcpe.rty use restrictions to prohibit use of
‘groundwater and prevent exposure to contaminants

'~ Ongoing monitoring
- Grade and cap landfill with single barrier cap
B. North Landfill - closure according to State sanitary landfill
requirements. Alternative B3 has been selected. The major
cmponem's of the selected altermative are:
- Fence lardfillazeaandpostwaxni.rgsigrs

- Deed notlflatlon/pmpe:t:y use restrictions to pmm.blt use of
groundwater and prevent exposure to contammnts

- Ongomg monitoring .
- Grade and cap landfz.ll with smgle barrier cap



c.

= Excavation and consolidation of ash wastes and contaminated soils

D.

_ Pit and Ash Pile - remove to North or South Landfill.
Alternative C3 or C4 has been selected deperding on the need for
treatment. The major camponents of the selected alternative are:

Y

anto the North or South Landfill

~ Backfill and vegetate excavated areas

- Treatment if required under RCRA

Liquid Disposal Area and Groundwater - vapor extx.actim, groundwater
pup and treatment, capping. Alternative D4A which is modification
of Alternative D4 has been: selected The major carpomnts of the
selected alternative are:

-~ Ongoing monitoring _
- Grade and cap site with double barrier cap
' Vacuum extraction of VOCs from waste and soils

- Vapor phase carbon treatment or equivalent, catalytic ox.ldatlon
or other appropriate treatment of the exhaust

- Rmparﬁtreatccntanunatedgmnﬂwaterthhdxsduargeto?roy
RJIlethpretreament, if necessary

- Continue ;:onnectxon of residential and carmerc:.al groundwater
users to a potable water supply

Former Scrubber Wastewater Iagoon Test soils/ash for camplete CIP
organic/inorganic parameters including cyanide campourds. An
evaluation will then be conducted to determine if any further actions
are required. The same type of evaluation as conducted in the
Endangerment Assessment (EA) for other site areas will be conducted. -
If required, the contaminated material would be removed, treated if
necessary amd placed in the North Lamdfill. Clearup, if necessary, ,
mﬂdbetobad«;rwﬂlevelsofleadardanycmercmtamuantsof v
c:ncern which are ldentlfled

w no actJ.on. This area has a lowv level of same
contaminants but the risks associated with these contaminants do not
warrant further action.

Eldean Tributary Testing of sediments will be canducted to
‘determine the source of contaminants in the area. Samples will be
analyzed for base-neutral compourds, pestzcxds PCBs ard cyanide.
An evaluation will then be conducted to determine if any further
actlcms are required. 'me same type of evaluat:.on as conducted in
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the Endangerment Assessment (EA) for other site areas will be
conducted. Results will be campared to standards and criteria to see
if there would be an effect on the aquatic cammunity. Clearup of
this area, 1frecessaxy would be to a hazard index of less than one
for non—carcinogens and to a 1078 total lifetime risk level for
carcinogens via direct contact. Cleanup would also be protective of
the aquatic cammunity. '

H. Groundwater Users - connection to City of Troy water supply.

‘ Because of the contamination of residential wells by organic
chemicals, these residences are being connected to the City of Troy
water supply with the consent of the well ocwners. The wells with

~ higher levels of contaminants belonging to residences and business in
the area have been taken out of service because of the acute threat
involved. The remamng residences have water which poses a  chronic
health threat that is clearly unacceptable over the langer term.
Once these residences are connected to city water, the wells should

- be closed to prevent their use and possible cross contamination of
the city water supply. New wells should not be drilled until the
aquifer has been cleaned up and the groundwater can be considered :
safe for human consumption. The length of time this will take cannot
now be estimated but it can be anticipated that it will take many
years. '

Consistent with the Camprehensive Envirormental Response, Campensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCIA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the National 0il and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300, I have °
determined that, at the Miami County Incinerator site, the selected remedial
alternative is cost-effective, provides adequate protection of public health,
welfarearﬁmeexwmment and utilizes treatment to the maximum extent
pxactlcable. :

The action will require operation and maintenance activitis to ensure
continued effectiveness of the remedial altermative as well as to ensure

that the performance meets apph@ble State and Federal surface and ground-
water criteria.

I have determined that the action being taken is consistent with Sectlon 121
- of SARA. 'n'xeStateofotuohasbeenconsultedmtheselectedranedyam
thexrcamencexsexpected

Declaration

The selected remedy is protective'of human health and the envirorment and
attains Federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and
appropriate to this ranedlal action and is cost effective.

. This remedy utilizes pemanent solutlons ard alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this site. Treatment was
not found to be practicable for the landfill portion of the site, thus this
- remedy does not employ treatment for this area.
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DECISION SUMMARY

I.

II.

NAME, ON, AND DESCRIPTTION

Miami County Incinerator site is located on 65 acres of county-
laxﬂmCanordTamsmp,abthnulasmrm&thecmyofTroy
5 miles south of the city of Piqua. (See figures 1 and 2). It is
an area of rolling terrain about 1,500 feet west of the Great Miami
iver. The Eldean Tributary enters the site just below the northwest
corner and exits just north of the Sheriff’s Hall. From that point,
the creek flows east and discharges to the Great Miami River.

asgi

The site consists of the incinerator building and adjacent property.
Araasofmterstlmludeafomerscmbberwastewatarlagom an ash
disposal pit, an ash pile, liquid disposal area, and trench and fill
larﬂlelareasmrtharﬁsa;thofthemdean'rrmxtary. The
surrounding county-owned land is occupied by the County Highway
garage ard the Sheriff’s Hall and Training Center. A road

"saltstozagebuudmgsta:ﬂmgonacorcreteslablsu&stofthecamty

Highway Department main building.
Wm'

The Miami County Incinerator was constructed in 1967. Aerial
photographs indicate that uncontrolled waste disposal had been taking
place at the site before that time. When the incinerator began
ocperating in 1968, it generated by-products that included scrubber
wastewater and ash quench water, which were disposed of in the
wastewater lagoon, and incinerator fly ash, bottam ash, noncambustible
materials, and unburmed refuse which were dssposed of elsewhere at the
site.

' Based on review of historic aerial photographs, landfill operations at

the site appear to have bequn in 1968 with the excavation of a pit (the
"North Landfill") due west of the incinerator across the railroad
tracks. Incinerator fly ash and bottam ash, noncambustible materials,
and unburmed refuse are thought to have been disposed of in the North
lardfill and the Ash Disposal Pit. Early landfill operations appear to
have been limited to the area north of the Eldean Tributary, but by the
end of 1973 they had begun in the area south of the tributary. Neither
an engineered liner nor a leachate collection system were installed at
the site. The trench amd fill operations continued into 1978.

The facility accepted large quantities of spent solvents, oils, ard
drummed and bulk industrial sludges for disposal in an area bounded
roughly by the B&O Railroad tracks on the east and the property
boaurdary on the north. The liquid wastes were either dumped on the
grourd or buried. Estimates of the total quantity of liquid waste
accepted vary from 104,000 to 150,000 barrel-equivalents.

<A
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In 1973, Chio EPA fcund gm.mdwater sampla from ons:.te and

water supply wells to be contaminated with organic solvents and ordered
the facility to cease disposal of liquid waste by April 19, 1974. Same
liquid waste disposal (packing house waste) contirued until March 1975.
By 1976, thehq‘.udolsposalmahadbeenccvered After closure of
the facility in 1983, three residential wells on the east side of
County Highway 25-A across from the site were found to contain
detectable levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons. All three residences,
the Miami County Highway Garage, and the incinerator facility were
supplied with municipal water fram the City of Troy in 1986.

- Disposal of incinerator residue apparently continued at the northern

portion of the landfill into 1978. 1In 1978, the Scrubber Wastewater
Lagoon was closed and, according to the Miami County Sanitation
Department, the fly ash sludge was removed fram the bottam of the
lagoonalthax;htestquasmtccrﬂw:tedmdetermmﬂmtthe
contaminants were removed from the area. Same of that material is

‘believed to have been spread on the northern portion of the landfill.

Same of the ash sludge was piled east of the lagoon, where it is still
present in the area referred to as the Ash Pile. In Octcber 1978, the
incinerator facility was converted to a solid waste transfer station.

- ENFORCEMENT STATUS

On March 27, 1989, RD/RA special notice letters were mailed to

approximately 150 PRPs. The PRP steering camittee, the Business amd
Envirormental Comittee (BIEC), notified U.S. EPA by letter

dated April 13, 1989, arnd presented a formal offer to voluntarily

. urdertake ranechal action at the site. Negctlatlon_s between U.S. EPA

and the BIEC are ongoing.

"Ap.xblxcmeetugwasheldm'rroy chio on September 10, 1986 to

discuss the first phase of the Remedial Investigation. A second public
meeting was held on April 6, 1989. The final Remedial Investigation
(RI) report, the Erdangenrent Assessment, the Feasibility Study (FS)
reportandthepmpcsedplanweredlswssedatﬂnmaeurg Following
a question and answer session, a formal opportunity for making public
caments was held. All of these documents as well as the
administrative record were available for review at the Miami County

. Public Library and at the Miami County Comissioner’s Office.

Ap.xbliccamentperiod on the Proposed Plan was held from March 27,
1989 to April 26, 1989. Caments were accepted by mail as well as at
the public meeting. All of these comments were considered when the
Record of Decision was prepared. A responsiveness Summary which
includes responses to all of the cunnents received, was campiled and
is attac:hed. o
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SCOPE _AND RUTE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedial alternatives for the Miami County Incinerator
site will address all of the contaminant problems identified in the
Endangerment Assessment. The alternatives for the Former Scrubber
Wastewater lagoon and the Eldean Tributary involve additional testing.

Anyactloxsreqm:edasaresultofmxststugwulbecmpletedasa
partoftlusRatedJ.alActlon

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Omtamunnfsofpotentlalcomemfortneaﬂargenentassmtwere
selectedmatwo—stepprocssfrmthemoremaneomucalsdetected
at the site during the RI. -

The first step of the selection process entailed select:mg all
chemicals that have either a published critical toxicity factor (i.e.,
cancer potency factor or reference dose) or an enviramental media
standard or criteria. Fifty-three chemicals detected at the site that
met this selection criterion are presented in Table 1.

Thirty of the contaminants detected at the site are classified as
known, probable, or possible human carcinogens by the U.S. EPA
Carcinogen Assessment Group (Table 2). The EPA uses a weight-of-
evidence approach to classify the likelihood of a chemical to be a
human carcinogen. The potential for a chemical to be a human
carcinogen is inferred fram the available information relevant to the
potential carcinogenicity of the chemical and from judgments as to the
quality of the available stidies.

Noncarcinogenic health effects include a variety of toxic effects on
organ systems (e.g., renal toxicity—toxicity to the kidney), '
chramosamal materjal (mutagenicity), and on developing fetuss
(teratogenicity). A classification of the contaminants of concern by
general category of noncarcinogenic effects is presented in Table 3.
Since chemicals classified as potential carcinogens are also capable of
causing noncarcinogenic effects, same chemicals identified as potantlal
carcinogens on Table 2 may be on Table 3 as well.

Exposxetotmsecmtmnimntsnayocmrmencmtamimmsmiqmtefmn
the site to an exposure point (i.e., a location where receptors can
came into comtact with contaminants) orwhenareoeptorocmsmto '
direct coritact with waste or contaminated media at the site. An
exposurepaﬂwayxscarpletexfthem:sawayformereceptorto
take in contaminants through ingestion, inhalation, ordermal

' absorptlon of contamnated media or waste.
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The actual and potential exposure pathways for the incinerator site
are: '

- Contaminant migration through groumdwater, resulting in exposure
of grourdwater users downgradient fram the site.

C- Cmmmnuammgmuonuummgmmﬁwater resx.lltmqmme
.disdlarqeofcmtamnantstothecreatManuRlverardsubsaquent
exposureofaquatlcorgamms

- Develomment of the site, rasultmg in exposure of future onsite
grourdwater users .

~ Exposure of trespassers through direct contact with surface
contaminants :

- Bxposure of wildlife through direct contact with surface
e ! ‘

- Develomment of the site, resulting in exposure of future site
users through direct contact with contaminants exposed during
development

Grounduater Use Exposure Patiwavs

Acontarunantplmneexterﬂsswthardsa:meastofﬁwelardflll. Human
exposure to contaminants can occur through the use of contaminated
groundwater as a drinking water supply. In residences, pecple can be
e:@osedtoccm;ammantsﬂmmmimofﬂiemterusedfor
drinking and cocking. They may also be exposed through dermal
abso:pta.on ‘'of contaminants, primarily during bathing and showering, and
inhalation of volatile campourds released from the water into the

. household air during showering, bathing, cocking, or by the use of
household appliances such as water heaters and washing machines.
Brploye&sardpatm'sofbusmssathatusethegmﬂwatermyalso

be exposed.

The earliest detection of contamination in groundwater was at the
incinerator production well in 1973. Subsequent sampling of monitoring
wells and residential wells has indicated that contaminants have v
migrated offsite through the groundwater in an east-smtheasterly
d.u:ectlm. ,

There are 27 midencsbetweenthesxteardthe&eatuimmver
along County Highway 25-A. There are also eleven non-residential water
‘users near the site (seven businesses along 25-A, the ball diamord,
incinerator building, county highway garage, and the sheriff’s
department). Analysis of residential wells sampled in 1985 indicated
thatcontam.nantswereprsentmlSamawells.
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Based on grumdwater modelling, grourdwater from the site discharges to
the Great Miami River within approximately 3/4 mile to 1 mile south of
the site. Consequently, groundwater related exposures.should be
limited to those individuals within that distance from the site using
grouxwater for water supply. The City of Troy well fields are 2.5
mlessa:thofmesneardmldmtbeaffectedbycontammnts
released from t'he site. :

ace Water Pathwa

'meshallowgmmdwate.rdls&argestomecmatmammver
Omtammntsfranthesnearethmghttobednsd:argmgtomecreat
Miami River, althcu;hmhasbeendetectedmmenverbysanpluq

medzsdma:geofcomam:antstothenvercmldmutmtheexposure
of the aquatic organisms as well as terrestrial wildlife. Aquatic
organisms in the river could came into contact with contaminants in
solution or sorbed to solids. They may also-be exposed when water
containing the chemicals passes over gill surfaces, when the water is
ingested, or when they ingest other organisms that have incorporated

The first mechanism is termed "bioconcentration”; the mechanism
associated with dietary intake may be termed "bicaccumulation."
Terrestrial organisms that feed on aquatic organisms that have
incorporated contaminants may also be exposed, as would people who
consume’ fish from the river.

The direct contact exposure pathway involves the physical contact of
receptors with the waste material or contaminated soil. The routes of
exposure associated with direct contact are typically ingestion amd

dermal absorption. Direct contact exposures can occur in several
situations at the site.

Qurent Conditions. Trespassers could be exposed to contaminants in

the site surface soil and sediments in the Eldean Tributary since the
creek is seasonally dry. Access to the site is limited samewhat by a
fence across the entrance to the transfer station ard by the cperation
of the transfer station. Although the public is not allowed on the

site during the hours of operation of the transfer station, they might
trespass after hours or on the weekend. During the RI field work, .
people were abserved entering the site along the railroad tracks that
" traverse the site. memwasalsoev1derxceofm1rrt1.r'g(eg.,spent

shells and signs with bullet holes). It is possible that children play
atﬂxesxtealﬂmmerelsmdoanmtmnoftms

Terrstr:.al w:.ldlife, such-as small mammals, can ccxne into contact with
contaminated soil, sediments, ingest plants that have taken up
contaminants or became coated with contaminated dust, or ingest other
organisms previously exposed to contaminants.



10—

Site Development. Developmment of the s:.te for rva51dent1al,
recreational, or cammercial purposes could present situations in which
peoplewmldhavednectcontacththcontammants The degree of

expos:repcbenualanyoftheseamaucrsdepemsmthespeclflcuse
of the 51te. '

Ifthes:.tezsusedforrecreatmn,sudaasapark exposurecmld
occur from contact with contaminants on the site surface. Such

exposumwmldbesmlartothate:q:ectedmﬂermetmspasssettug
with two major differences. Park development may require landscaping,
including the laying of sod for play fields, which could limit contact
with contaminated soil. However, a park may attract more pecple to the
sxtethanmenunberwhomldcmetoanmﬂevelcpedpleceof lard.

Both commercial and residential development of the site would require
the excavation of subsurface material for building fourdations and
utility lines. Excavation could expose buried waste and contaminated
soil.

The degree df"pot.ential ‘contact with contaminants resulting from site
development depends an: '

- The location and extent of the excavation

- The deposition of excavated material (left onsite or taken
offsite for disposal)

- The amount of material excavated
-~ The particular type of site use
Oam:efcxal or light industrial development such as a shopping plaza,
contact

office park, or warehouse would have a relatively low direct

potential. Access to contaminants would be limited because much of the
site would be covered by buildings and parking lots. Potentially
exposed individuals would most likely be mainmtenance personnel.

A residential site use would have a greater potential for direct
acpcsz.lremanctheruss Gardens and lawns may provide ready access
tow:tammntsprasem:mmesurfacesour Pecple can be exposed .

through a variety of outdoor activities including gardening by adults

~amd play activities by children. Studies at other superfund sites have

i.rdicatad that contaminant levels in irﬂoorcmsta.re_si;nilartot.hese
faund in contaminated outdoor soil. Therefore, direct contact
exposures may occur year round. Small children (toddlers) aremst

'lz.kelytobeexposedmtheuﬂoorsettu:g

SUMBRY OF SITE RISKS

'memamcumtymcmeratorsnelsmleasmgcmtamnantsmthe
envirorment. Chapter 7 of the RI entitled "Endangerment Assessment"
presents the msults of a oarprehe.nswe risk assassnem: that addresses
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mepote:rtlalthreatstopdbllchealthandtheemmmentposedbythe
Sltetmierc:mntardfumrecordltmrsassxmn;thatmraedlal

actions take place and that no restrictions are placed on future use of
the site. -

Overfiftycontaminarmsofcomernmreevaluatedintherisk
assessment. These contaminants are listed in Table 1. The risk
‘assessment also summarized the toxicity of and hazards associated with .
exposure to contaminants of concern. 'I!mehazazdsareszmranzedm
'I‘ablesZthmxghll.‘

%—W

The erdangerment assessment identified actual and potential exposure
pathways associated with the site urnder current site uses and pathways
associated with site development. The following exposure pathways were
identified as pathways of actual ard pctenual concern for the site
under the no~action alte:nat.ww

- Exposure through use of contaminated grourdwater as a water
supply

- Duectcontacththconbamnatedsurfacesonbytraspasse:sonto
the site

-~ Exposure of future site occupants to contaminants currently in
the subsurface soil if, as part of site development, the '
cgr\tamixaated media are excavated and left on the site surface.

GROUNDWATER EXFOSURES

A zone of contaminated groundwater extends from the site east and
sautheast toward the Great Miami River. Based on an evaluation of
groundwater concentrations detected during the RI, use of both the
upperardlmraqu;fersaswatersupplysmmseastarﬂsarﬂxeastof
thes:.teposeanacmalaxﬁpcmenualhealthnsk

Excess lifetime cancer risks based cn the mean (arithmetic) contaminant
concentrations detected were 3 x 1072 (ingestion) to5x103
(imalatlcn) for the groundwater ansite to 6 x 10~3 (ingestion) to 1 x

(J.nhalatlon) for the upper aquifer downgradient from the site and
3 x 10°3 (ingestion) to 5 x 10~¢ (inhalation) for the lower aquifer -

ient from the site. Onsite is defined as inside the property

baurdary. The primary chemicals contributing to the risk levels are
vinyl chloride, trichloroethene, methylene chloride and tetrachloro-
ethene. Noncarcincgenic risk, as evaluated by camparison of estimated
danymtaks‘ooreferemedose, is limited to the ansite area. The
noncarcinogens present in concentrations of concern are toltxene,
antmonyardbanm (detectedoncemmnﬂl)



CONTAMINANTS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Acetone

Aldrin

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Benzene
Benzo[ajanthracene
Benzo|bjfluoranthene
Benzo[k]fluoranthene
Benzo|a]pyrene
Beryllium

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

2-Butanone
Cadmium

Carbon disuifide
Chiorobenzene
Chlordane
Chromium
Chyrsene

Copper

ODD

ODE

ooT
Dibenzo[a,hjanthracene
Dibutyl phthalate
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dichloroethene
Dieldrin

Diethyt phthalate

* Contaminants of potential concern selected based on availability of cancer

Dioxins

Ethyibenzene
Hexachlorobenzene
Indeno|1,2,3-cd]pyrene
{sophorone

Lead

Manganese

Mercury

Methylene chioride
4-Methyl-2-pentanone

*  2-Methyiphenol

4-Methyiphenol

Nickel
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine
Pentachlorophenol .
Phenol

PCB

Selenium

Siiver

Styrene
Tetrachioroethene
Thallium

Toluene
1.2,4-Trichlorobenzene
1,1, 1=Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
Vanadium

Vinyl chloride

Xylenes

Znc

potency factor, reference dose, or environmental criteria.
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'megreatastnsklevelsaredlrectl downgradient from the Liquid
Disposal Area. Areasoflwerrlskarescuthofthesmebetweenmme
25-A ard the Great Miami River. 'megro.n-dwaterduectlyeastofme
Sa.tthlandfxlldoasmta;peartobecontaxmted

-Residentjal Wells. Potential noncarcinogenic risks and carcmogemc
risks- forrsldentlalwellsuerestmatedarﬂtmersultsam
sumarized in Table 4. Only the incinerator well, which is no longer
in use, had a hazard index greater than ane for mgestlonof toluene.
Seven wells had detectable concentrations of carcinogens. The excess
lifetime cancer risk associated with a lifetime exposure to carcinogens
at the concexmratlms detected in the we.lls ranged frcxn 1x10™¢ o

2 x 10~7 for ingestion and from 4 x 10™* o 4 x 1078 for inhalation.

Monitoring Wells. The risk evaluation was based upon highest detected
concentration in an aquifer or area, the mean concentration for the
aquifer or area, and irdividual well concentrations. For same wells
there are several rourds of monitoring data, in which case data were
averaged together because there are no clear, consistent temporal
trerds. The carcinogenic risk associated with the highest detected and
mean concentrations are summarized in Table 5.

Risk estimates fortrxesmrceareaqmmaterzax'gefranlxlo’lto
1 x 1073 for ingestion and 2 x 1072 to 3 x 10~¢ for inhalation. Risk
estimates forbcthdmxgradlentqrunﬁwatersystatsrame fram 7 x 1072
to 4 x 1074 for ingestion and 1 x 1072 to 9 x 107> for inhalation. The
primary carcinogen determining the risk estimates is vinyl chloride.
Methylene chloride, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, n-nitrosodiphenylamine,
tetrachlorovethene, and trichlorcethene also are prsem: at levels
greater than 1 x 1076

Noncarcinogenic risks are summarized in Table 6. Hazard indices for
antmnnyandtolueneareabovemtymtheswrceareafortheh;gtmt'
detected concentrations, and above unity for mean concentrations of '
antimorny. Inthedomqradlerrt zones, the hazard index for highest
detected concentration is above unity because of barium. However,
barium was detected only at elevated levels in the first rounds. In
the latest round, the barium concentration was below any level of

Residential wells concentrations which exceed drinking water standards,
criteria and guidelines are summarized in Table 7. Monitoring well
concentrations which exceed drinking water standards, criteria and
quidelines are sumarized in Table 8.

M@w

under current corditions (i.e., resulting from trespassing)
wwldbelmtedtoexposumtocontammantspr&sentmfhesurface
soil. For this evaluation, the site was divided into two major
subareas—the areas north and scuth of the Eldean Tributary. The north



TABLE 2

POTENTIAL CARCINOGENS
MIAM! COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

U.S. EPA Carcinogen
Chemical : Assessment Group Classification
, Ingestion | Inhalation

. |Aldrin S - B2 82
|Arsenic . A A
Benzene - ‘ : A ' A
Benzo(a]anthracene ‘ B2 B2
Benzo|b}fluoranthene B2 82
Benzo(k]fluoranthene 82 82

Benzo(g,h.ijperylene ' 82 82 -
Benzo[alpyrene : B2 B2
Beryllium: 81 B
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate . B2 B2
Cadmium D . B1
Chlordane : 82 ‘ 82
Chromium : D A
Chrysene - B2 B2
000 82 82
DDE B2 B2
00T B2 82
1,2-Dichlorgethane B2 82
1,1-Dichloroethene ' . C ' Cc
Dieldrin B - B2 82
Hexachiorobenzene 82 82
Indeno|1,2,3-cd]pyrene ' C C
Methylene chioride , 82 B2
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine B2 82
Nickel . ’ D A
PCB . : | B2 | B2

2.3,7.8-TCOD . B2 - B2
Tetrachioroethene . B2 ' B2
Trichloroethene = B2 B2
Vinyl chioride : S A A

NOTE: U.S. EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG) Classification.

Group A Human carcinogen - Sufticient evidence from epidemiological studies.

Group B1 Probable human carcinogen - At least limited evidence of .
. ~ carcinogenicity to humans. ’
Group 82 Probable human carcmogen Combmatnon of sufficient evidence in
animals and inadequate data in humans.

Group C  Possible human carcinogen - Limited evidence of carcinogenicity in

. animals in the absence of human data.
Group D  Not classified - Inadequate animal evidence of carcinogenicity.



_ "TABLE 3.
NONCARCINOGEN CRITERIA
MIAM! COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

CHEMICAL

. (a)
REPRODUCTIVE
TOXICITY OR

®)

MUTAGENICITY

(©

ACUTE
TOXICITY

(9

CHRONIC
EFFECT

Acetone

TERATOGENICITY

Aldrin

x|t

Antimony

Arsenic

> [> [

x

Barium

Banzene

x> {5 [>[x ]

Benzo[ajanthracene

||

Benzo[bjfluoranthene

Benzo{k]fluoranthene

Benzo(a]pyrene

x|

Beryllium -

Bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate

2--Butanone

Cadmium

X |X |

x|

Carbon disulfide

Chiordane

x

x

Chlorobenzene

Chromium

xi

Chrysene

X

Copper.

DDE

(o]8]0)

00T

XIX|xX|t

x| [x]

Dibenzo[a,h]anthracene

Dibutylphthalate

X1

1,1=-Dichloroethane

1,2-Dichioroethane

b 4

1,1-Dichloroethene

Xl

X {X{!

1.2-Dichloroethene

Dieldrin

Diethy! phthalate

x|[X|v

Ethylbenzene

Hexachlorobenzene

x

Lead

[ |x|x]

x

Manganese

Vercury

b4

x|

Methylene chloride

XIX[ix|?

4-Methyl-2-pentanone

(See page 2 for footnotes)




TABLE 3

| NONCARCINOGEN CRITERIA
- MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE.

(@) L) (c) (d)
REPRODUCTIVE . . _ : :
CHEMICAL TOXICITY OR MUTAGENICITY ACUTE - CHRONIC
. TERATOGENICITY v TOXICITY EFFECT

Methyl phenol - - - -
|Nickel X - - . X
Pentachlorophenol X - - : -
Phenol - - - - _ -
PC8 X - - -
Selenium X - X -
Silver - - X -
Styrene - - - -
2,3,7,8-TCDD X - X X
Tetrachloroethene X X - -
Thallium ' - - X -
Toluene X - - -
Trichiorobenzene - - - : -
1,1, 1=-Trichioroethane . - X o - -
Trichloroethene ' - X - -
Vanadium ‘ - - X -
Xylene X - - -

NOTE: Adopted from “Chemical, Physical, and Biological Properties of Compounds Present at Hazardous
Waste Sites,” Office of Waste Programs Enforcement (OWPE), U.S. EPA 1985. Criteria presented
below .is that of OWPE. An *X* indicates the chemical meets the criteria outlined by OWPE for the
particular toxic effect classification. The lack of an *X* under a classification does not

necessarily imply that the chemical cannot have a toxic etfect. Note, not all chemicals of concern

were evaluated in the OWPE document.

(a) Chemicals are classified as teratogens and reproductive toxins if there is suggestive evidence of
an effect in humans or if at least one study in whole animals is clearly positive. Unsupported in
vitro evidence is considered sufficient to classify a chemlml asasa reproducuve
toxicity/teratogenicity hazard. '

(b) A chemical is classified as mutagenic if it has given a positive result in at least one of the
mammalian in vivo or mammalian cell in vitro assays for mutagenicity.

(c) A compound is considered to be acutely toxic if it has an oral LDSO0 < or = 100 mg/kg, an
inhalation LCS0 < or = 400 mg/cubic meter, or a dermal LDS0 < or = 400 mg/kg.

(d) Chemicals will be considered to cause chronic toxicity if they cause serious irreversible
- gffects aother than cancer or reproductive effects after extended exposure to oral doses of less
than 100 mg/kg/day, inhalation concentrations < 100 mg/kg/day, inhalation concentrations less than
400 mg/cubic meter, or dermal doses less than 100 mg/kg/day. :

Paca2aof 2 -



TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF RISKS - RESIDENTIAL WELLS

MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

NGESTION PRALATION T WGEBTION THALATION
HAZARD . HAZARD EXCERS LFETIME . EXCEDS LUFETWE CONCENTRATION
well NDEX INDEX CANCER faax CANCER Rk CHEMICAL (vo/M
RWO1 0.760 0.042 1E-04 4E-04 - 1,1-Dichloroethene [B2] 7.5
RW05 0.120 0.031 8E-07 1E-06 Trichloroethene (B2) 26
RWO7 0.002 0.003 - - No Carcinogens Detaected
RW08 0.057 0.016 2€-07 3E-07. Trichioroethene [B82] - 06
RW11 2200 0.910 - - No Carcinogens Detected
Toluene (a) .
RAW13  ° 0.370 0.002 - - No Carcinogens Detacted
RW14 0.370 0.008 - - No Carcinogens Detected
AwW17 0.140 0.006 - - No Carcinogens Detacted
RW19 0.004 0.005 - - No Carcinogens Detected
RW20 0.004 0.006 - - No Carcinogens Detected
RW2S 0.029 0.043 2€-07 3E-07 Trichioroethena (B2) 0.5
RW31 0.180 ®) 3E-07 4E-07 Trichloroethenae (B2) 0.8
2€-06 2€-07 Tatrachloroethenae [B2)] - 1.2
RW34 0.370 ®) 4E-07 4E-08 Tetrachioroethens (B2 0.3
RW36 0.008 0.012 9€-07 2€-06 Trichloroethenae (B2] 3.0
2£-05 2E-06 Tetrachioroethene (B2] 15.0
NOTE: Residential well assessment based on highest concentrations detected in residential well. See

(a)
(®)

Volume Il of the Remedial Investigation Report, Appendix |, Tables I-1 through 1-20A.

Exposure assumptions: 70kg body weight; daily exposure; ingestion of 2 liters/day; inhalation
exposures are assumed to be 150% of ingestion exposures.

. . Estimated dauly mtake of toluene greater than its RfD by a factor of 1.6

No volatile noncarcinogens, consequently no inhalation hazard index calculated.




TABLE S

SUMMARY OF CANCER RISKS FOR GROUNDWATEﬁ BASED ON MONITORING WELLS
. MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE :

Highest ingesk h Arhhmetic ingestion: inhalation: Qe L Ingesth inhalation:
Chemical and ’ Detocted Excees Emcees Mean Encess Excess M Excese Excees
U.8. EPA Cascinogen Assessment - ~ Conceawation Welt Lile¥me Lited G % Litetime Liletime Concenirasion Liletme Litetime |
Group Classification o) Round Cances Risk Cancer Rsk (o) Canoer Fiak Cenoes Riek T (ugn) Cances Risk i Cancer Faei
SOURCE AREA GROUNDWATER (a) 4 '
Arsonk [A] . TX] CHoAR 7E-04 - 74 4E-04 T Y3 3E-04 N
Methylene chioride |62) . _ 390 CHOAD 7E-05 26-04 '™ 2€-08 sE-05 'Yy 2€-00 5E-08
Trichiotoethene |B2] . [ - CHISA3 2€-05 4E-06 7 8E-08 1E-08 6.6 2E-08 3Jt-08
Vinyl chioride JA} 1680 CHIND 1€E-0y 26-02 390 3E-02 6E-03 23 1E-03 3E-04
Total wi Arsenic - 1€-01 - - " 302 - - 2603 -
Total wious Arsenic (b) - 1E-01 2€-02 - 3E-02 6E-03 - 1E-03 JE-04
'UPPER GROUNDWATER AQUIFER DOWNGRADIENT {c)
Arsenic {A] 276 CHI0AD €03 - 74 4E04 - 3 IE-04 -
‘M—Clhylhoﬁl»hlhlhlo 182) Fil MWOTA/2 SE-08 - - - - - -
[1,2-Dichiorothane (82} 3 MWOAD sE-08 . 1E-06 - - - - .
|sotnylene chioride [B2) 62 MWO4AN 1E-08 4E-08 ¥ 2€-00 6E-06 le 8E-07 2€-00
IN-Nitrosodiphenytamine {82} _ 20 MWOIA3 3E-08 . - - - - .
[tou.chkuo..hm. 824 130 CHoA 2€-04 2€ 06 - - - - . .
| Tikchiorosthens (B2 07 MWOMAN 3E-08 8E-00 26 1€-08 2€-00 32 1E-08 2€-068
iVMyl chioride (A} 1100 CHIJAD TE-02 1E-02 [ 1] 6E-03 1€£-03 10 1E-04 1E-04
Total wi Arssnic : - 7€-02 - - 6E-02 - - 1€-03 -
Total w/oul Azsenic (b) - 7€-02 1E-02 - 8E-03 1E-03 - 7€-04 1E-04
Arsenic [A] 194 MWOSCI 1€-03 - 73 4E-04 - 63 IE-04
Bis(2-ethylhexyi)phihalate [B2) 370 MWO4B/) | 1E-04 - Fid 1E-05 - 74 3JE-08 -
Shethylens chioride (B2 21 MWOOC/t - 4E-00 tE-05 4.6 1E-08 3E-06 33 7E-07 2E-06
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine [B2) . 10 MWoeCsd 1E-08 - - - - - - -
Trichliocosthene [B2) ] MWO4B873 1E-05 2€-05 ] 2E-08 JE-06 4 1E-08 2E-08
Vinyl chioride {A) 700  CHuBA 6E-02 1€-02 29 3E-03 5E-04 6.7 4E-04 9€-06
Total w/ Assenic ' - 6E-02 - - 3E-03 - 8E-04 -
Total wiout Assenic (b) - 6E-02 1E-02 - 3E-03 6E-04 - 4E-04 oL -05

NOTE: See Volume li of the Remedial Investigation Report, Appendix I, Tables I-82 through |-84.

" Exposure assumptions: 70 kg body weight; daily exposure; ingestion of 2 liters/day; inhalation is 150% of intake through ingestion.

by U.S EPA. All arsenic concentrations are below current MCL of 50 ugll.

(@) Source area groundwater estimated from wells: CHO9A, CH18A, CHO8B, CH188B.
(b) Evaluation of carcinogenicity of arsenic in drinking water Is cutrently being evaluated
{c) Upper aquiter estimated from wells: MWO4A, MWOSA, MWOGA, MWO7A, CH10A, CH13A, CH13B, CH14A.

(d) Lower aquifer estimated from wells: MW048, MW05B, MW05C, MWO068B, MWO06C, MWO078, MWO07C, CH10B, CH14B, CH16A, CH168.



SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC RISKS FOR GROUNDWATER BASED ON MONITORING WELLS
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Hghea! Atthmetio ’ Geomenlc :
 Ditected ingestion . tnhalation Mean tngestion inhelation Sean ngestion nhalason
Conceawation Wy Hazwd Hazard Concsnuation Hazard Hazaed Conosnwration Hozwd Hazmd
Chemicel (vor) Round index Wndex {voft) Index ndex . (ug) Mon | ndex
SOURCE AREA Gnouunwmsn (@ ' . ‘
Tlvotal . _ _ - - 6.1 (d) 28 (o) - a7 0.67 o - 29 T 0:
Antimony , - . S ” Cinan 6 - " 29 - » 27 v -
Toluene - . : : 148500 Al 1.4 .. 0.4 3600 034 0.4 L 0.002 6 006
 [UPPER GROUNDWATER AQUIFER DOWNGRADIENT () | T
TOTAL - - o067 - _ 0.21 - . 0.24 0.04 S - 0.19 0.017 ]
LOWER GROUNDWATER AQUIFER DOWNGRADIENT (c) 1
yon ‘ - - 22 0.03 N oM ~ 6.006 N 0212 0.008
Barkom 310w 1.0 - 40 026 - w0 o7 -

NOTE: See Volume ll ol the Remedial investigalion Repon Appendix 1, Tables 1-85 through 1-87.
Exposure assumptions: 70 kg body weight; daily axposure ingestion ol 2 liters/day; inhalation is 150% ol Intake lhrouch ingestion.

) " Sourca area groundwater estimated lrom wells CHO9A, CH18A, CH088, CH188.

() © Upper aquifer estimated from wells: MWO4A, MWOSA, MWOGA, MWO7A, CH10A, CH13A, CH138, CHI4A.

{c) Lower aquiter estimated from wells: MW04B, MWO058, MWO5C, MW068, MW06C, MWO078, MWO7C, CH10B, CH148B, CHlGA CH168.
() Hazard index lor all chemicals, not just those listed as exceeding individual hazard indexes.

(@ Hazard index for sum of chemicals Is greater than 1, however, no individual chemical’s hazard lndex is g«eam than 1. Aggtregating and

and summing chemicals by similar effect does not yield a hazard index greale: than 1.




TABLE 7

SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL WELL CONCENTRATIONS THAT EXCEED

DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, CRITERIA, AND GUIDELINES
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

CONCENTRATION CRITERIA CR!TERIA
WELL DATE CHEMICAL - (ugh) - EXCEEDED . LEVEL
| RWO1 Oct. 1985  1,1-Dichloroethene: 75 MCL N {
: _ ‘ MCLG . 7
WQC-RISK 0.033
Nov. 1984 Lead 5.7 MCL-PROP 5
- MCLG-PROP 0
RWO02 Nov. 1984 Lead 6.1 MCL-PROP - 5
‘ MCLG-PROP 0
RWO03 Nov. 1984 Lead 10.4 MCL~-PROP 5
MCLG-PROP -0
RW04 Nov. 1984 Lead 6.4 MCL-PROP 5
o _ MCLG-PROP 0
RWOS ° Nov. 1984 trans-1 2-Dichlorethene 350 MCLG-PROP 70 .
, Trichloroethene 2.2 MCLG . 0
=_Rwoa May 1985 Trichioroethene 0.6 MCLG 0
RW11 °* . May 1985 Arsenic 14 WQC-RISK  0.0025
4-Methyiphenol 45 wQC-TOX 0.1
~ Nickel 59 WQC-TOX 15.4
Toluene 18,000 MCLG-PROP 2,000
' ' wWQC-TOX 15,000
. DWHA " 10,100
_Ethyibenzene 1,200 MCLG-PROP 680
Xylene 3,700 MCLG-PROP 440
: DWHA 400
RW13 May 1985 Nickel . 22 WQC-TOX 15.4
RW14 May 1985 ° Arsenic $2 - WQC-RISK 0.0025
RW25 May 1985  Trichloroethene 0.5 MCLG 0
RW31 Oct. 1985  Tetrachloroethene 1.2 MCLG-PROP 0
WQC-RISK 0.88
Trichloroethene 0.8 MCLG 0
I RW34 Oct. 1985 Tetrachioroethene 0.3 MCLG-PROP 0
RW36 Oct. 1985 = Tetrachioroethene 15 . MCLG-PROP 0
: . . WQC-RISK 0.88
Trichloroethene 3 MCLG : 0
- WQC-RISK 2.8
NOTE: Comparison based on highest detectad concentration in rasidential well. -
CRITERIA KEY o
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level
MCLG: Maximum Contaminant Level Goal
MCLG-PROP: Maximum Contaminant Level Goal - Proposad
WQC-TOX:  Water Quality Criteria - Toxicity Protection - Drinking Water
WQC-RISK:  Water Quality Criteria @ 1E-06 Cancer Risk - Drmkmg Water
DWHA:

o

Drinking Water Heaith Advisories (Lifetime)
Wall no longer in service. '




_ TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF MONITORING WELL CONCENTRATIONS

THAT EXCEED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, CRITERIA, AND GUIDELINES
‘ MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

RI Concentration  Criteria - Criteriay

Well  Round Chemical (ug/t) Exceeded Level
MWO03-A 3 N-Nitrosodiphenytamine 20.0 WQC-RISK 4.9
MW04-A 1 Vinyl chloride 85.5 MCL 2
MCLG 0

WQC-RISK 2

Trichloroethene 8.7 MCL 5

MCLG 0

WQC-RISK 2.8

Benzene 2.7 MCLG 0

WQC-RISK 0.67.'

Tetrachloroethene ' 45  MCLG-PROP 0

WQC-RISK . 0.8.

Arsenic 5.5 WQC-RISK 0.0025

2 ‘Trichloroethene 7.5 MCL 5

MCLG 0

WQC-RISK 2.8

Arsenic 10.2 WQC-RISK 0.0025

" Lead 120  DWHA 10

MCL-PROP 5

MCLG-PROP 0

3 1.2-Dichioroethane 3.0 MCLG 0

' WQC-RISK 0.94

Arsenic 14.4 WQC-RISK 0.0025

MW04-8 1 Vinyl chioride 13.0 MCL 2
: MCLG 0

WQC-RISK 2

Trichloroethene 8.0 MCL 5
- MCLG (VI

WQC-RISK 2.8

Barium 3150.0 MCL - 1000

: MCLG-PROP 1500

1800

_Page:'1 of 4

OWHA



SUMMARY OF MONIT

TABLE 8
ORING WELL CONCENTRATIONS

THAT EXCEED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, CRITERIA, AND GUIDELINES
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Rl . Concentration  Criteria Criterial
Well ~ Round Chemical (ug/) Exceeded Level |
v !
Cadmium 6.5 MCLG-PROP 5
2 Vinyl chloride 10.0 = MCL 2
MCLG 0 1
WQC-RISK 2|
"~ Trichloroethene 17.0 MCL 5
MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2.8
Barium 1630.0 MCL , 1000
MCLG-PROP 1500
3 Trichloroethene 36.0 MCL 5
: MCLC 0
WQC-RISK 2.8
MWO05-C 2 Arsenic 17.0 WQC-RISK 0.0025
3 Arsenic 19.4 _ WQC-RISK 0.0025
MWO06-A 1 Trichloroethene - 4.5 MCL 51
MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2.8
2 Trichloroethene 3.0 MCL 5
MCLG 0
WQC-~RISK 2.8
Lead 5.6 MCL-PROP 5
MCLG-PROP 0
, 3 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 8.0 WQC-RISK 4.9
MwW06-8 1 Arsenic 4.1 WQC-RISK 0.0025
MWO06-C 1 "Arsenic - 8.5 WQC-RISK 0.0025
‘ 3 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 10.0 WQC-RISK 4.9
MWO07-8 2 Lead 13.0 DWHA 10
MCL-PROP 5
MCLG-PROP 0
MW07-C 1 Berytlium 1.1 WQC-RISK 0.39
' ' 3 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 9.0 WQC-RISK 4.9
CH9A 3 Vinyl Chloride 1550.0 MCL 2
MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2

Page 2 of 4



TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF MONITORING WELL CONCENTRATIONS

THAT EXCEED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, CRITERIA, AND GUIDELINES

: MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
Rl : - : ' Concentration ~ Criteria Criterial
Well Round Chemical (ug/l) Exceeded Level
Trans~1,2-Dichloroethene 3150.0 MCLG-PROP 70
DWHA 350
1.1, 1=Trichloroethane 1250.0 MCL 200
' MCLG 200
OWHA 1000
Toluene 14500.0 MCLG-PROP 2000
DWHA 10100
Ethylbenzene - 910.0 MCLG-PROP 680
Xylenes (total) 7450.0 MCLG-PROP 440
DWHA 2200
4-Methyiphenol 14.5 wQcC-0.C. 0.1
Arsenic 14.7  WQC-RISK 0.0025
Nickel 355 WQC-TOX 15.4
CH10A 3. Trichloroethene 50 MCL 5
MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 28|
Tetrachloroethene 130.0 MCLG-PROP 0
| WQC-RISK 08
Arsenic 27.6  WQC-RISK 0.0025
CH108 3 Tetrachloroethene 70  MCLG-PROP 0
~ WQC-RISK 0.8
~ Arsenic 17.5  WQC-RISK 0.0025
CH138 3 Vinyl chloride 1100.0  MCL 2
- MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene 2500.0 MCLG-PROP 70
, DWHA 350
Nickel 26.0. WQC-TOX 15.4 |

Page 3 of 4



TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF MONITORING WELL CONCENTRATIONS

THAT EXCEED DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, CRITERIA, AND GUIDELINES
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Page 4 of 4

Drinking Water Health Advisories (Lifetime)

Ri Concentration  Criteria Criteria)
Well Round Chemical (ug/l) Exceeded Level
CH14A 3 . Vinyl chloride : 2000 MCL 2
- MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2
Trans-1,2-dichloroethene 2000.0 MCLG-PROP 70
. DWHA 350
CH148B 3 Vinyl chloride _ 760.0 MCL 2
MCLG 0
WQC-RISK 2
CH16A 3 Nickel 37.0 WQC-TOX 15.4
CH168B 3 Nickel 39.0 WQC-TOX 15.4
CH18A 3 Trichloroethene 62.0 MCL 5
: MCLG 0
wQC-RISK 2.8
CH18B 3 Nickel 33.0 wQC-TOX 15.4
CRITERIA KEY
MCL: Maximum Contaminant Level
MCLG: Maximum Contaminant Level Goal
MCLG-PROP: Proposed Maximum Contaminant Level Goal
. WQC-TOX: Water Quality Criteria - Toxic Protection - Drinking Water
WQC-RISK: Water Quality Criteria @ 1E-06 Cancer Risk - Drinking Water
wQC-0.C.: Water Quality Criteria -~ Organoleptic Criteria
DWHA:
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arliaxmludstheNormmxﬂflll thel:a.qn.ulesposalArea and the Ash
Pile.

Rmksassocxatedmthsoxlsmﬂerthetzspassmuteammaruedm
Table 9.

The evaluatlon of noncarcinogenic risks suggested a pcterrt:.a.l concexrmn
over soil ingestion because of lead concentrations. Camparison of
estimated intakes to RfDs indicated that the estimated intakes for
children based on highest detected and average lead concentrations in
the northern area would exceed the RfD for lead. Estimated adult
intakes of lead exceed the RfD based on the highest detected

© concentration.

Three surface samples (SS14 in the Liquid Disposal Area and SS19 and
SS20 fram the Ash Pile) contribute most significantly to this risk. If-
thosesaxrplsa:esepantedfrmtheaverageforthemrthareaofme
site, the estimated average intake would be below any level of cancern.
This indicates that the Ash Pile and the Liquid Disposal Area are the.
areas of poterrt:.alconce.mfordlrectcamact.

There are no U.S. EPAsoxlcntenaforleadormstoﬂaerdm:.cals
The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) have said that soil lead
cmnentratlmsgmatermansootolooo“;ﬂqczncausei:ueased
blood lead levels in children in residential settings. The lead levels
detected in the samples menticned above exceed the CDC warning levels.
Although the site is not a residential setting, residences are nearby
arrlﬂ'xerelsmrestnctzontoaccsstothesme.

The poterrt].al carcinogens aldrm, benzo[a]anthracene, chrysene,
dieldrin, DCE, DDD, and chlordane were detected in the surface soil.
Except for dieldrin, which was detected in two samples, each chemical
was detected only ance; therefore it is not possible to estimate an
average surface soil concentration for these chemicals. Excess
lifetime cancer risks fram direct contact (by ingestion) with surface
soils are based on the highest detected contaminant levels. Risks
estimated by this approach would be conservative because of the limited
distz'lhxtlmardgenerallylwcorwmtlmoftmsedamcals The -
<e9u::nsscamerrisklevelestmtsmngefm3xlo (for the more

frequent exposure) to 2 X 10"1 (for a cne-time exposure).

Trespassers may came into contact with the sediments in the Eldean
Tributary. The ability to estimate risks from the sediment is limited
by two factors: the limited number of tributary sediment samples (3)
taken adjacent to the site and the inability to positively attribute
the contaminants present in the sediment to site activities.



_ - Table 9
SUMMARY OF RISKS - DIRECT CONTACT
WITH SOIL AND SEDIMENT - TRESPASS SETTING
' MIAM! COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Chemical Excess
Target Hazard Exceeding Lifetime Primary

Area Concentration Population Index RID Cancer Risk Chemical

F(_:ARCINOGENIC RISK : .

Entire Site (a) Highest -— . - -- JE- ieldri
North and South Qetgcted 25_?8 ?3 PAHs, Dieldrin
andfill) - 4

Eldean Tributary (d) Highest -- -- .- 2E-09 b) PAHs, PCB

Segimaents Detected - 3JE-07 SJ

NON CARCINOGENIC RISK (e)

North Candfill_ Highest Adult 2.7  Lead - -
including Liquid' Oetacted ’
isposal -Area and Ash Pile)

Mean - Aduit 0.63 - - -

Highest  Child 54 Lead - --
Detected . '

Mean  Child 1.3 Lead -- --

North Landtiil Highast Adult 0.16 - -- -

Bexc!udin Liquid , Detected
isposal Area and Ash Pile) :

. Mean Adult -- - - -

Highest Chilg - 0.32 -- -- -
Detected

Mean Child .- - - -

South Landtilt Highest Adult 0.21 -- -- -
Detected

Mean Adult - .- -- --

Highest Chila -~ 0.42 -- - --

Detected :

Mean Chilg -- - -— -

Eldean Tributary Highest Child 0.006 .- - -

Sediments Detected

Adult 0.003 - - -

NOTE: See Volumae II of the Remedial Investgation Report, Appendix |, Tables 1-88 through 1-94,

(a) Cancer risk from direct contact with soil during trespass is based on higheét concentrations

of carcinogens detected in soil across the entire site becausa of the limited number of surface

soil samples containing carcinogens.

(b) Risk estimated assumed ingesfion of 0.1g of soil/day. Exposure assumed to occur for § years,

26 weeks per year.

(¢) Risk estimated assumed ingestion of 0.1¢g of éoil/day. Exposure assumed to occur once.

(@) Cancer risk trom direci contact with sediment during trespess is based on highest concentrations
of carcinogens detected in sediment because of the limited number of carcinogens detected in sediment.
This estimate assumas chemicals are due‘to site activities.

(e) Noncarcinogenic risks estimated by comparing estimated daily intake to reference dose (R!D)
value. ‘Adult exposure assumed a body weight of 70-kg and a soill ingestion rate of 0.1g/day.

Child exposure assumed a body weight of 35-kg (10-year 0ld) and a soil ingestion rate of 0.1g/aay.
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The evaluation of noncarcinogenic r:.s)s indicate that under the defined
exposurecondltmnsthehazanimdexwouldmtem:eedcne The excess
lifetime cancer risk estimate ranges fram 2 x 1072 for one-time

_ exposure to 3 x 10~/ (formrefrequentecposure)

- Soil exposures might ooccur if the site is developed, if the site is

uused but left open for trespass, or if the site is used as a park.
Residential site use could produce the greatest exposures. Development
of the site could result in the excavation of soil for building
faurdation and Utlllty lines. Contaminated subsurface material could
be left on the site surface when future residents could came into
contact with it. The contaminant concentrations to which future
r&sldentsmybeecposedtownlddependcnwhatpoma'softhesite
are excavated, the depth of excavation, ard the ultimate deposition of

‘the material. These concentrations cannot be predicted precisely,

especially since the RI soil sampling efforts were focused aon potential
source areas (i. e., liquid disposal area ard ash pit).

‘meevaluatlmof'mmmogemcnsksxgg&stapotentialfisk&m
soil ingestion under residential development due primarily to lead.

The excess lifetime cancer risks range fram 2 x 1073 (based an the
highest detected concentrations) to 3 x 10™°. (based on the gecmetric
mean concentrations). The primary chemicals comtributing to the risk

estimates are dioxins, arsenic, hexachlorcbenzene, PAHs, and PCBs.

Future development soil risks are summarized in Table 10.

W

CERCIA Section 117(b) requires that the final selected remedial action
plan be accampanied by a discussion of any significant changes fram the
prcposedplanarﬂofthereasonforsmhdaams. U.S. EPA has

received additional information since the publication of the Proposed
Plan, which it has reviewed and analyzed together with information

which was already in its possession.

Mwinfomtimamldata rece:.vedbytbewencyin respanse to the
publication of the proposed plan indicate the following:

Asahnlttalwasmdebythemsnmsardm:st:ymmrtal

. Cammittee (BIEC) dated April 26, 1989 as part of the Public Comment

period. This document indicated the availability of the Troy POIW to
treat the contaminated groundwater from the site. This will allow the
discharge of the contaminated water to a sewer line which is located -
near the site with pretreatment; if required to meet applicable
stardards. The availability of this treatment method also affects the

configuration of the groundwater pumping for the liquid disposal area



1 Table 10
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT - SOIL RISK SUMMARY
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

Target Hazard Chemical Excess Lifetime o Primary
Concentration Population Index Exceeding RID Cancer Risk Chemical
Highest Detected Residents (a) - -- 2E-03 Dioxins, Arsenic,
: . Hexachiorobenzene,
. PCB8, PAHs
Adult (b) 8.2 Chromium (+6) -~ --
Lead :
Child (c) 38 Chromium (+6) -- --
. Lead
' Antimony
Arithmetic Mean Residents -~ -- 1E-04 - PAHs, Dioxins
Adult Q.65 .- - L.
Chilg 3 . Lead .- -
Geometric Mean - ~ Residents . -- -- ’ _ JE-05 PAHSs, Dioxins
Adult 0.1 - -- --

Child 0.49 -- - -

NOTE: See Volume Il of the Remedial Investigation Report, Appendix 1, Tabies 1-95 through 1-103.

(@ Carcinogenic risk estimates assume ingestion of 0.19 soil/day for 70 years. Body
weight of 70-kg is assumed.

{b) Adult noncarcinogenic risk astimated by comparing estimated daily intake to
to reference dose (RfD) value. Assumes a soil ingestion rate of 0.1g soil/day
and a 70-kg body weight.

(c) Chilg noncarcino_genié risk estimated by comparing estimated daily intake to reference
dose (RID) value. Assumas a soil ingestion rate of 0.1g soil/day and a 15-kg (toddler)
body weight.
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sux:ethecostoftreatmgthegmnﬂwaterhasbeengreatlyreduced
Thus, mregmnﬂwatercanbetmatedatalowercosta:ﬂhtﬂe'
dewatering prior to vapor extraction need ocaur.

mrasporsetomeBImOmmentsandoﬂuercmmnts U.S. EPA
reconsidered and analyzed same of the information already in its
possssmn. Speczflcally, it revisited the "“applicable or relevant and
appropriate" issue of the cap for the North landfill including the
Liquid DlsposalAreabasedon (40CE‘RPart265) While as much as 30

‘mlyasnallpercentageofthetotalwasm ‘merefore, capping this
area in accordance with the State sanitary landfill closure regulations
is deemed relevant and appropriate.

The Liquid Disposal area had a substantial amount of hazardous
substances including same hazardous wastes placed in it and therefore,
will be closed according to RCRA subtitle C. It will be closed with a
dauble barrier cap which will meet provisions on 40 CFR part 265.310
and the U.S. EPA minimm technology guidance for hazardous waste
landfills.

The BIEC public comment submittal and subsequent submittals proposed
capping the Ash Disposal pit in place amd covering the cap with an
asphalt parking lot. The proposed cap would meet State closure
requirements and be equally protective of human health and the
envirorment for this type of a waste area and is thus considered on
equivalent altemative to the selected remedy.

In general, the additional information based on use of the Troy POIW,
the ability of the single barrier cap to camply with State sanitary
landfill closure requirements for the North lLandfill, and the ability
of the double barrier cap to camply with 40 CFR 265 and minimm _
technology gquidance for the Liquid Disposal area, all support a
modification of the proposed remedy.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
EEQUIREMENTS COMMON TO ALL REMEDIAL ACTTONS
Rmmseactimst:ntwlllbereqmredforsaneorallofthecpemble'

~units include flood control access rstnctmrs, and groundwater

nmitonng

FLOOD CONTROL

Part of the incinerator site lies within the 100-year flood plain. The
100-year flood is a flood that has a 1 percent change of being equalled
or exceeded in any given year. ‘Iheprcposed flood protection measure
associated with contaimment alternatives is to grade the final cover or
cap to a maximum slope of one vertical to three horizontal, install
erosion matting along potential flood areas, and establish dense
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vegetatlmmthecoverorczp E‘axﬂubernsarﬂnp—rapmxldmﬂt
in greater medifications to the floodway, so they were not considered.
Minimm alteration of the floodway could be achieved by balancing the
materials removed or placed below the 100-year flood elevation.

ACCESS RESTIRICTIONS |

Access restrictions mclude regulation of site lard use by zoning, by
restrictive covenants in the deed, and by fencing the site. A 6~foot-
mghdmnlmkfencewlthwanungsxgnstotrspasserswuldbeplaced
around the North and South lLandfills including the Liquid Disposal
Area. Fencing would also enclose any treatment or storage facilities
constructed onsite.

Future land use at the site would be restricted under all remedial
alternatives. Restrictions would prevent ansite development or cther
activities that might compromise protective measures or interfere with
long-t:em site monitoring. S

'mepxposeofdeednotlfuztla'smtoreco:damtemadeedorsane
cther instrument examined during a title search that would notify any
potential purchaser that the land had been used for waste disposal and
that land use is restricted. Deed restrictions would prevent
disturbance of the final cover or cap and control future property use.

Offsite groundwater withdrawal restrictions would be necessary to
prevent any adverse impact to the proposed extraction well system.
Groundwater users located within the pathway of grourdwater
contaminant migration would contimie to be offered access to the City
of Troy’s public water supply and existing wells would be properly
abandaned

GROUNDWATER MONITORING

Groundwater monitoring will be performed to evaluate the effectiveness
of remedial actions. Monitoring will focus on the effectiveness of
actions designed to control contaminant release from the Liquid
Disposal Area and to control the existing groundwater contaminant
plume. Monitoring will also include evaluation of the lang-term
effectiveness of remedial actions taken at the North and Sauth

Lardfills, amltheAshP:.learﬁthePshDisposalPlt. The grourd
watermutonn;programlsdlsmssedbelw.

In addition to t.he monitoring network that is in place, additional
groundwater monitoring will be required. At a minimm, this will
include monitoring locations as presented in Figure 3.
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Sauth Iandfill. A monitoring well cluster (cne mcm.‘cor:.ng well in the
upper aquifer, and cne monitoring well in the lower aquifer will be
ustalledmﬂ:esa:diedgeoftlmsq:thlaxﬁflll, see Figure 3). An
additional monitoring well will be installed in the Upper aqu.xfer at

- the location CH-06. A monitoring well will also be installed in the
lower aquifer at location CH-07.

M_P_l_ Three monitoring well clusters (one monitoring well
in the upper aquifer, and cne monitoring well in the lower aquifer)
will be installed along the northern bank of the Eldean Tributary to
monitor the southern camponent of contaminant movement. A fourth
monitoring well cluster w111 be located at the cormer of Lytle Road,
ard County Road 25-A.

Groupdwater Qualjty. All monitoring wells including upgradient wells
and those hydraulically downgradient from both the north and south
landfills and Liquid Disposal Area, and campleted in either the upper
or lower aquifers will be sampled immediately before ard after start-up
of the extraction system, on a quarterly basis at least for the first
year and on a semi-anmual basis at a minimm thereafter. Groundwater
samples will be analyzed quarterly for the full CIP list of campounds
for the first year, at which time a site-specific parameter list will
be developed. Subsequently, groundwater samples will be analyzed for
the site-specific parameter list. At the end of the second year, ard
every two years thereafter, selected monitoring wells (to be determined
later) within the network will again be sampled ard analyzed for the
full CIP list.

SOUTH [ANDFILL OPERABLE UNIT

The surface area of South landfill is approximately 17 acres and would
require clearing, grubbing, regrading, filling, and campaction before
installation of a soil cover or cap. Three-parallel mourds from
landfill trench and fill operations run from east to west and occaupy
approximately one-half the lardfill. The slopes of the mourds range
fram 6 to 23 percent. The remaining half of the landfill area is

' relatively flat with slopes averaging less than 1 percent. Minimm
final slopes of 3 percent were assumed for the cover and cap
altermatives. Because this is a sanitary landfill, allowances in

design, construction, and maintenance must be made for differential
landfill settlement to maintain required final slopes.

_ The South Landfill was in operation for approximately 10 years and
reportedly accepted general mumnicipal refuse. As a result, the

landfill may generate methane gas in sufficient quantities to cause the

migration and acamlation of gases in explosive concentrations if not

property vented. Therefore, installation of landfill gas vents for any
-of the contairment altermatives will be evaluated during predesign or
design. In any case, a plan for monitoring explosive gases to satisfy
the reqmranents of OAC 3745-27-12 will be implemented.
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‘The 100-year flood plain extends along the Eldean Tributary and may
approach the northern boundary of the South Landfill.. Slopes along

" that baundary would be stabilized with so;l stabxllzatlcn matting as

A]g_e;r_\_agve Al—No Actlo

The South Iandfiil mldranamasmzsmder‘menoactmn
alternative.

| Alternative A2-——Compacted Soil Cover

Under Altermative A2, the landfill would be cleared, graded, and
covered with 2 feetofcmmnnf:.ll Six inches of topsoil would be
placed on the fill to support grassy vegetation. Gas vents would be
installed throughout the landfill, if necessary. Erosion control
mattmgwuxldbeplacedalolntheetban}m\entofmemdeanlrmxtary
The soil ccvervmldreducee:@osuretosurfacecamamxants, caontrol
surface water runoff, minimize ervsion, and reduce (but not prevent)
grourdwater infiltration.

Cover maintenance would consist of regular mowing, inspection for signs
of eros:.on, settling and burrowing by animals, and perform.ng necessary
repairs. Periocdic replacement of topsoil and reseeding is expected.

Altermative A3——Single Barrier Cap

The smgle-barner cap system would req.ure 2 feet of clay campacted
to a maximum permeability of 1 x 107/ an/s. This low permeability
canplles with a performance standard for closure of sanitary landfills
in accordance with the Ohio Administrative Code as interpreted by Chio
EPA policy. Sufficient soil and topsoil will be placed over the cap to
provide frost protection ard prumote vegetation. A drainage layer will
be evaluated during design. The minimm final slope will be 3 percent.
Topsoil, vegetation, active or passive gas vents, ercvsion control
matting, and mnntenance would be similar to those for Alternative A2.

Either contairment alternatlve would require construction of a
deconttamination pad and installation of tenporary office facilities at
the site. ' .

| m— — S __-'HO im ..
'Ihree cmta.umem: alternatzves were developed for the North lLandfill: o
' a campacted soil cover, a single-barrier cap, and a double-barrier cap.
No treatment technologies were retained from technology screem.ng
because of the danger to workers, the muisance to the cammmnity, and

the prd'u.bltlvely high costs associated with' treatmg such large
quant:.tls of waste.
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The North Landfill, excluding the Liquid Disposal Area, is about 17

acres ard would require clearing, grubbing, regrading, filling, ard
campaction before installation of a soil cover or cap. It is

" relatively flat fram north to south through the middle of the landfill.
From east to west, slopaﬁrargefranlessﬁ)anlpementtospercem
bv.rttheyaregenexalltho3percent Minimm final slopes of 3 :
percent are selected for all containment altermatives.

The general camponents of the contairment alternatives with regard to
~ the 100-year flood plain protection, landfill gas venting, explosive
gas monitoring, and decontamination facilities would be the same as
those for the South lLandfill.

Altermative Bl—No Actjion

ﬂxeNorthIardfﬂlwcnldranamasxt;surﬂexthem—actlm
alternmative.

The campacted soil cover would be similar to that discussed for the
South lLandfill. Two feet to fill, 6 inches of topsoil, active or
passive gas vents, and soil stabilization matting aleng the tributary
embankment would be installed. A dense vegetative cover would be also
established.

tive R3—Single-Rarrier Ca

The single~barrier cap would be similar to that for the South Landfill.
Passive or active gas vents, if necessary, and soil stabilization
matting alang the tributary embankment would be installed. A dense
vegetative cover would be established.

The dauble-barrier cap system would consist of 6 inches of topsoil over
1 foot of £fill; 18 inches of sand and perforated drain pipe as a .
drainage layer; a gectextile filter between the cover fill and sand; a °
40-mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) synthetic lmer, ard 2 feet of
claycmpactedtoamax:mmpem&abultyoflxlo an/s. Active or
passive gas vents would be installed through the capping system.
Haintaame would be similar to that for the smgle—barner cap.

W

'mege.neralrsporseactmns for both the Ash Disposal Pit and the Ash
Pile are contairment, removal, treatment, and disposal. Removal and
consolidation of wastes was considered both with and without
stabilization/fixation treatment. Stabilization/fixation may be
necessary for campliance with proposed RCRA land disposal restrictions
that may be in effect at the time of action. Stabilization/fixation
will be necessary if the ash fails the EPTox test amd is thus a RCRA
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hazardouswastebydxamctenstlcarﬂwulbeplamdmamnm
facility such as the North or South Landfill including the Liquid
Disposal Area. Samples taken from the Ash Disposal Pit and the Ash
Pile will be analyzed for appropriate waste characteristics for
corsolldatlon alternatives with or without treatment.

m;_e;@t;ve_q.-_—go Act;o

'meAshmsposalPltandAshPuewuldmna.mastheyareLmderthe
no~action altermative.

tive i le— ier Ca

Single~barrier caps for the Ash stposal Pit ard Ash PJ.le wculd consist
of 2 feet of clay campacted to a maximm permeability of 10~7 am/s ard
sufficient fill and topsoil to provide frost protection and promote
vegetation. Additional fill may be required for the Ash Disposal Pit
top:w;deaminimm}percentslcpe. The Ash Pile is believed to _
.- exhibit sufficient load-bearing strength to support the weight of the
- proposed cap. Existing slopes may be too steep for a cap without minor
regrading. Should the ash fail the EPTaxic test, it would be

- considered a RCRA hazardous waste ard a double barrier cap would be

required. mlsapmdacrzbedmderﬂnmmlarﬂfmmda.

The Ash Disposal Pit does not appear to lie within the 100-year flood
plain, so no flood protection was assumed. Because the Ash Pile lies
entirely within the 100-year flood plain, the vqetat.we cover would be
stabilized with erosion control matting to minimize the potential for
washout. Ercsion control matting would be installed over the entire
cap before seeding to stabilize vegetation. A drainage system of
earthen berms and swales may be required to prevent site drainage froum

. The BIEC has pruposed capping the Ash Disposal Pit in place. The cap
would be covered by a drainage layer and paved with asphalt and
utilized as a transfer stat:.onpark.mg lot. 'Iheczpwul consist of 2
feet of clay campacted to a maximum permeability of 10~/ cm/s overlain
by 14 inches of granular material overlain by four inches of as;haltlc
~ corcrete. The asphaltic concrete will have a permeability of 10”7
aw/s and will be maintained in such a manner that this permeability is
contimued. Sufficient additional gramular material or fill to a -
minimm depth of 2 feet over the cap must be utilized for frost .
protection. The ash must be tested for EP Toxicity and if it fails, a

. double barrier cap, as described in the North Larndfill section, must be

utilized. Provisions must be made to provide for testing in ard below
the cap to determine its effectiveness in reducing infiltration into
the waste on an anmual basis at a minimm. Deed notification/property
use restrictions to prohibit use of gm.nﬂwater and excavation of the
ash will be required. This alternative is considered equally
protective to altermatives C3 or C4 which have been selected by u.s.
‘EPAdepemmgmrsults of EPToxic testing. . ’
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Alternative C3——Consolidation without 'I‘reat:ne.nt

Alternative 3 involves excavation, load.x.rq ard hauling of wastes
directly from the Ash Disposal Pit and the Ash Pile to the North or
South landfill. Consolidated wastes would be used to grade the North
or South Landfill surfacemslcpesrequnedforacaverorcap Waste
staging would not be required. Daily cover and ervsicn protection of
wastes would prevent the migration of wastes and contaminated runoff.
Appropriate measures will be taken to prevent dust generation.

Approximately 22,000 cubic yards of waste and soil would be removed,
assuming excavation depths of 12 feet for the Ash Disposal Pit and 2
feet for the Ash Pile. At a productivity rate of 320 cubic yards per
day for excavation, it would take about 3 months to consolidate the
wastes. Closure of the Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile would require
20,000 cubic yards of cammon backfill and 1,000 cubic yards of topsoil
to establish a vegetative cover.

Alternative C4—Consolidation with Treatment

Alternative C4 assumes that waste stabilizatia'\/fbtatim would be
performed before consolidation. Waste mixing could be accamplished in
the Ash Dlsposal Pit and Ash Pile with earthmoving equipment (e. g.,
backhoes) or in batches with pugmills. In-place treatment would
progress from ane end of the pit to the other end. Better mixing would
be achieved through the use of pugmills rather than in-place mixing, so
batch mixing was assumed to be the most representative approach.

‘The stabilization/fixation treatment would require the addition of lime
and water to the ash to produce a material resembling a cohesive soil.
‘Quantities of specific additives wauld be determined during
treatability studies before or during remedial design. Waste sampling
and analysis must be performed to verify and document sufficient
treatment to camply with land disposal restrictions. The
stabilization/fixation process was assumed to increase the volume of
material to be disposed of by approximately 30 percent. Stabilized
material would be placed in the North or South Landfill. Appropriate
dust control measures would be utilized.

LIQUID DISPOSAL, ARFA AND GROUNDWATER -
Altermatives for the Liquid Disposal Area and groundwater were
developed by identifying independent alternmatives for the Liquid
Disposal Area and for the groundwater, identifying possible
combinations of altermatives for the cperable unit, and screening to

reduce the mmber of altematlvs to a reascnable range for detailed
evaluation. :

Alternative D1-—No Act;og

mequuldDBposalAreaandgmdwaterwuxldraxamastheyammder
the no~-action alternatlve.
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A;te.znat;’ve D2—Cap with Natural Gromﬂwater A‘ttermation

Altematlve D2 consists of corstmctmg a double-barrier cap over the
Liquid Disposal Area to minimize the infiltration of precipitation
through wastes and subsequent leachate generation. Contaminant
migration would be assessed thrax;h a regular groundwater monitoring
program.

md_b_l_g_-_a_ir_r,__gL_g 'medaxble-barnercapwmldcons:.stofsm
of topsoil over 1 foot of f£ill; 18 inches of sand and perforated drain
pzpeasadraunqelayer,ageatextuefnterbetueenthefuland
sard; a40mlm3PE:synmet1clmercver2feetofclaycmpactedtoa
maximm permeability of 1 x 10~/ aw/s or its equivalent. Active or
passive gas vents as appropriate would be installed through the capping
system. Hamtenamecfmempmxldmlstofregularm
inspection for signs of ervsion, settling and burrowing by animals, and
perform:.rgrecssaryrepaus

E_QMM_M Natural atterwation is the tendency
-ofcmtammantcanerrtntmnsmdec:easeﬂmx;hphysmal chemical,
ard biological processes. Thus, the natural attemiation alternatives
do not involve groundwater collection or treatment, but do include
monitoring, institutional control, amd possibly an alternative water
supply for nearby residents.

Natural attemation satisfies the remedial cbjectives only by
establishing alternative concentration limits for groundwater
contaminants and verifying installation of an alternative water supply
for private water supply wells that could became contaminated.
Groundwater monitoring is required to track movement of the contaminant
plume. ’

Contaminant concentrations cbtained from monitoring wells located near
the Great Miami River were used to estimate contaminant locadings to the
river and resulting instream concentrations. Expected river
cancentrations of 1,1l1-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichlorvethene, and vinyl
d‘xlorideamest:mtedtobeonuyl 1.86 ug/1, and 0.46 uy/1
respectively for the lowest 7-day flow oocurring every 10 years (7Q10)
The 7Q)q flow is 27 cfs and the estimated groundwater discharge is 0
ctfs. Oxmecentrations in the river of 1,l1-dichlorcethane, 1,2~
dichloroethene, ard vinyl chloride are estimated to be 0.003 ug/l,

- 0.046 ug/1, and 0.011 ugy/l rspectlvelyforﬂxeavemgegmnﬂwater
msd\argeintotheanmnlaverage lcw flow for the Great Miami River.

An analytical program was used to estimate contaminant migration after
placement of the cap. Contaminant losses due to volatilization and
biodegradation were not estimated due to the difficulty in establishing
loss rates. The contaminant migration calculations showed that the \
vinyl chloride concentrations near the river would increase cver the
next 25 years. The concentrations of vinyl chloride would begin to
decrease until a uniform concentration was achieved (approximately 20

%)
7~



-23-

to 50 ug/l) after about 80 years. This time period represents the
movement of approximately 4 pore volumes of water through the 4 :
contaminant plume area. Based on a Q19 flow of 27.cfs, concentrations
of 1,1-dichlorvethane, 1, 2-d1duoroethe.ne, and vinyl chloride were
calaculated at 0.77 ug/l 2.27 uwg/1, ard 1.09 ug/1l, respectively, during
tl'sethtstcamamnantdlsdaargetothenverocmrnrqmabwtzs
years. Similarly, contaminant dilution using 1986 average flow of
1,088 cfs resulted in contaminant concentrations of 0.019 ug/l of 1,1-
dichlorcethane, 0.056 ug/l of 1, 2-d1dxloroethene and 0.027 ug/1 of
vmyl chloride. ‘

tive D3—Double-Barrier Cap wi tment

The major camponents of Alterative D3 include a double-barrier cap over
the Liquid Disposal Area, a groundwater collection and treatment system
ﬂ'atwaldmterceptﬂ'xecontami:antphmeardpreventmigmtimtothe
Great Miami River, or toward offsite receptors and to restore aquifer
quality. An air stripping tower to treat the cambined flow prior to
surfaoeuaterd.tsd:arge is-also included. -

'Me_;m_g. 'medouble—barrmrcapm.ﬂdbethesameastmat
described for Alternative D2.

Groundwater Oollectjon. Because of the high variability in both the
geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the site, a groundwater
model was developed to aid in the analysis of groundwater extraction
altermatives. The model was calibrated to potentiametric data obtained
in September 1987 and verified using data abtained in March 1988. A
full description of how the model was cmst‘.ructed, its sensitivity, ard
its calibration/verification is pmse.nted in Appendix G of the RI
report.

. To analyze the groundwater extraction altemativs, each alternative
was designed for the low water table condition abserved in September
1987, then tested using the model under the high water table condition
cbserved in March 1988 to evaluate whether the influence of the

- proposed punping scheme resulted in changes to the basic conditions
assumed in the model. All drawdowns shown graphically in connection
with the modeled alternatives are in reference to the September 1987
data.

The groundwater extraction system, referred to as the "representative
grourdwater collection system," includes several extraction wells
placed near the Liquid Disposal Area for source control and
downgradient extraction wells to intercept contaminants migrating

' toward the Great Miami River or toward offsite receptors. In
developing the representative collection system, drawdown within the
aquerwasminmizedsothatalargeportlmofmeaqaiferrenams
saturated to maximize the efficiency of the extraction system. This
reduces the possibility of leaving contaminants absorbed to the aquifer
matrix after pumping has been shut down.
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The representative: gmmdwater collection syst:an mclu:hs four upper
aquifer contaminant migration extraction wells near the Licquid Dlsposal
~ Area, five upper aquifer and five lower aquifer onsite

wells, and two upper aquifer and two lower aquifer offsite dowrmd.lent
wells. This extraction well confiquration was selected because it
mﬂdpruudeanmrdgrad;entmthmtheplmebanﬂa:yarﬂ

" minimize drawdown. Based on this configuration, the estimated flow for
the system is 80 gpm. mlsastmatelsbasedmtnelmteddata
available from the RI. 'Dmeﬂwratemyxn:reasedeperﬂm
carditions actually encountered as the extraction system is lrstalled
and brought on line.

'meestmatedtmetoraredlatetheaquerzsbasedmthemwvalof
four pore volumes. The four extraction wells near the Liquid Disposal
Area ard screened in the upper aquifer are expected to operate for more
than 30 years. The onsite downgradient wells screened in the upper and
loweraquermxldptmpforaboutlSarﬂByears, respectively. The
offsite downgradient wells would operate for about S years. These
cleamup period estimates are provided for camparative purposes. Actual
;:metoaduevenczsorotherbealth—basedorriskbasedlevelsmaybe
onger. _

Black, oily, stained soil in the upper 2 to 10 feet of the saturated
Zone was cbserved at same locations in the Liquid Disposal Area.
Extraction of organic contaminants in the area could be accelerated if
surfactants were injected into the groudwater. The surfactants reduce
surface tension properties of less soluble campaurds, thus increasing
their mobility. This option is not included in Albernatxve 3 but
.should be considered further in preds:.gn :

Groundwater Treatment. The groundwater treatment system was developed
on the basis of existing site data and conditions. Severalassunptlons
mmdetomtdetaxlsmnumﬂaepmcssseqmmce equipment
size, grourdwater flows, and extracted groundwater concentrations.
Pilot-testing may be required during design to verify the accuracy of
these assumptions or identify changed conditions.

. The canbined flow from the representative groundwater collection system
wauld be treated using an air stripping tower. Preliminary sizing
reqdmﬁsmbasedonlxkelys:rfacemterdisda:qelimits. A 95
percent removal efficiency for total VOCs is expected using ane
stnppuqtcuerabwt4feetmd1aneterw1tha20—footpadumdepth
The overall height of the tower would be 30 feet, but could vary
dependimmthehe;ghtoftheeusmascmtmlore:muststackard
the WC removal efficiency desired. :

Mammmterwmldbepmpeddirecuytotmmﬂtham
pretreatment. An equalization tank with a 4-hour holding time would be
usedtodetamgrardwaterdurmgpenod;crmingofthetmrpadm
with a mild acid solution. Precipitation, sedimentation, and
filtration could be necessary because packed towers are subject to
fouling biological growth and precipitation of metals.
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4 Ifsxrfactantsareusedtomprcvere!wvalofcontaxunantsfrunbeneath
the Liquid Disposal Area, additional treatment processes will probably

. beraq\uredtotmatthesurfactantsarxitheux:reasedcontammnt

concentrations.
t‘ve —Va .1" ction and Cap with Groundwa - Treatment

Alternative D4 hmld consists of soil vapor extraction and vapor phase
carbon treatment, gmxﬂwater puping and onsite air stripping, and
closure of the Liquid Disposal Area with a double-barrier cap.

Evaluation of the soil samples cbtained from the 18 test pits suggests
that the Liquid Disposal Area may externd east and south of the area
investigated. The liquid disposal area will be further defined by soil
gas testing or cother appropriate methods before implementation of the
remeqgy. :

On the basis of the RI results and the cost sensitivity analysis, the
area for soil vapor extraction was identified as the Liquid Disposal
Area (100,000 square feet). The VOC contaminant mass was. estimated at
33,000 pourds based on an estimated average concentration of 120,000
ug/kg total VOC over the 2.3-acre area to a depth of 25 feet (92,000
cubic yd). The average concentration of total VOCs acbtained from the
Liquid Disposal Area investigation is about 240,000 ug/kg. However,
120,000 ug/kg was assumed to be more representative of the entire area
because the dcbserved average of total VOCs may have been biased high by
nonrandam sample collection and very high levels of total VOCs detected
in a limited number of samples.

wqtm. Pilot testing would be required to opt.muze
the daslgn for the vapor extraction and vapor phase carbon treatment
units. The pilot test would determine:

- The effectlve radius of influence of the vacuum extraction system
along with the vapor flow rate and vacmm/prassure relatxorsrup
at each well,

= The vaa.n.mmesszre distribution in me vadose zone, partlcula.rly
in waste zones, during vacuum extmctlon.

- The VWOC loading rate from individual wells, as a function of
vaanm/prssn'e ard flow rate.

The effective radius of influence is assumed to be 30 feet. Control of
oxygen levels within the fill is important because axygen within refuse
increases aercbic microbial activity with resulting increased landfill
temperatures and potential for landfill fires. Based on a conservative
radius of influence of 30 feet, 36 vacum wells would be req\u.red for
the 2.3-acre area.
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The system would consist of a network of 4-inch PVC extraction wells
and 2-inch inlet wells with slotted screens from approximately 5 feet
below grade to the upper till unit. The wells would be packed with
gravel or sand in the screened zone ard sealed with bentonite and
grout. The entire area proposed for vapor extraction would be sealed
at the surface by a temporary 1-foot clay cap. The temporary cap and
inlet wells would control air flow radially through contaminated soil.

‘The extraction wells would be connectad by a header system. To monitor
ard control system performance, each vapor extraction well would
contain a valve, sample port, and vacuum/ pressure gauge. The header

wells. Placement of the vapor phase treatment system on the negative
pressure side oftheblme.rwasasszmedbecause\leswouldmt leak aut
under vacuum.

The time necessary to achieve effective VOC reduction by vapor
extraction is affected by many variables. It is assumed that the vapor
extraction system would operate long enough to reduce the total mass
ofso:.lVOCsmsouby%pementormre. This will be measured by
determining that at least a 90 percent reduction of indicator VOCs was
achieved over levels found during pilot testing. Should this not prove
practical, the levels will be graphed and WOC extraction will continue
until a leveling of the curve occurs and removal is no longer found to
be cost effective by U.S. EPA. If the curve does not level off until
greater than 90 percent removal ooccurs, extraction will continue until
the curve does level off.

During pilot testing and design the appropriateness ard size of the
Vapor Extraction system will be evaluated. If such a system is not
found to be effective another treatment method such as incineration or
active soil flushing will be evaluated and implemented. Active soil
flushing will involve adding water to the Liquid Disposal Area to
percolate through the soil colum.

Vapor Phase Treatment. The vapor phase treatment system would consist
of a vapor/water separator, a preheater, and carbon adsorption system.
The separator ard preheater would remove moisture and dissolved
: ozganics from the vapor stream and lower the relative humidity of vapor
to improve carbon treatment efficiency. The expected relative humidity
ofrearlOOperoe:m»ulldbereducedtothSOpercentforoptmal
carbon usage. The carbon adsorption system would consist of two
stainless steel carbon canisters connected in series. The second
canister would serve as a backup unit in the event of VOC breakthrough
in the primary canister. The canisters would each hold 2,000 pounds of
granular activated carbon. A sampling port, vacamm/ pressure gauge,
and temperature gauge would be installed upstream and downstream of
each carbon unit. A carbon monoxide meter would be installed after
. each carbon unit to detect whether combustion is occurring in the

carbon units.



-27=

'meendmaustdlsdaarqefrmvaporphasetreamentwasassmedtocmply
with air permit discharge requirements established during design of the
vapor phase treatment.

The vapor phase treatment system will be evaluated during design and
the most appropriate system implemented which will meet relevant
standards.

m. A temporary clay cap would be installed before operation of
the vapor extraction system began. The temporary cap would limit the
vertical movement of air from the ground surface to the extraction
wells so that radial airflow would maximize the migration of air
through contaminated wells. After vapor extraction operation is
campleted, a final double-barrier cap would be installed to close the
Liquid Disposal Area. It is assumed that the earth materials for the
tarporarycapumldbeusedmtheconstructmnofthefmlcapafter
campletion of soil vapor extraction. If gas venting is required, the
vapor extraction or mlet wells may be converted to landfill gas
vents.

Ccrstnx:tlmofthetenpomrycapumldrequlregzadugthesurfaceof
the Liquid Disposal Area in a manner consistent with final cap design.
A 1-foot barrier of campacted clay would be installed and covered by 1
foot of cover soil, and then be vegetated to protect the clay and
prevent erosion.

Groundwater Qollection. Modifications to the representative collecticn
system were necessary for Alternative D4 to improve vapor extraction
performance. Groundwater pumping medifications include adding six
aquifer dewatering wells in the Liquid Disposal Area and eliminating
the fmrextractxmwellsnearthehquldmsposalhreadunmvapor

- extraction. The total flow for the system is expected to increase from
80 gpm to about 100 gpm.. mevaporextzactlonsystanlseaqaectedto
cperate for about 2 years. After vapor extraction is campleted,
dewatering of the Liquid Disposal Area will no longer be necessary.
After vapor extraction, same of the aquifer dewatering wells may be
abandoned and the remaining extraction wells on the east side of the
Liquid Disposal Area will serve as blocking wells similar to the
representative graundwater collection system.

Groundwater Treatment. The air striping treatment system discussed
above would also be implemented for this altermative. The groundwater
collected during the initial dewatering of the Liquid Disposal Area may
not be amendable to air stripping because its camposition could be more
characteristic of landfill leachate as a result of decamposing
mumnicipal refuse buried there. As a contingency, an alternate
treatment method will be utilized which meets all regulatory
requirements if groundwater from the Liquid Disposal Area is not -
ameanable to Air Stripping. For instance, concentrations of BODs and
oD amd- poss:.bly of -inorganic constituents could be higher than those -

. cbserved in groundwater samples. The quality of the groundwater
extracted during the initial dewatering is difficult to predict
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- accurately because many variables can affect leachate generation, such
as the camposition of the waste, the percolation of rainwater, and the
chlutlm with groundwater.

Al mt;ve D4A—Mcdified Vapor Extraction and Cap with Groundwater

Alternative D4A was developed after consideration of public camments on
the RI report, FS report, and Prcposed Plan. Altermative D4A is
similar to D4 although each of its major camponents has same
modifications. It includes soil vapor extraction in the Liquid
Disposal Area ard treatment of the resulting air emissions, groundwater
pumping and treatment at the City of Troy publicly owned wastewater
treatment plant (POIW), ard closure of the Liquid Disposal Area with a
double-barrier cap.

Vapor Extraction System. The" vapor extraction system would be
installed in the same area as under Alternative D4. mesystanvmld
be designed to remove volatile organic campourds (VOCs) from the
unsaturated zone. Dewatering wells would not be used to increase the
depth of VOC removal as in Alternmative D4. WVOCs present below the
water table would be removed as they migrate to the groundwater
extraction wells at the downgradient boundary of the Liquid Disposal
Area.

The camponents of the vapor extraction system would be as described for
- Alternative D4 with the exception that air inlet wells and a temporary
clay cap would not be used. Air would be allowed to infiltrate from
the surface dowrmard to the air extraction wells. This would reduce
the potential for increased microbial activity near air inlet wells
that could result in unacceptable temperature increases and possible
fires. It also eliminates the cost of a temporary clay cap. Short
cum;tlmofalrfrunthemrfacedamwardalongthemtsmeofthe
air extraction well casing would be controlled by carefully sealing the
borehole during construction. Pilot testing and VOC reduction would be
the same as that described for Alternmative D4.

A vapor phase treatment of the emissions system may be required. The
needforamtypeoftreat:nentwaxldbedetenmnedmmedemgn For
costing purposes, activated carbon adsorptlon was included, as

described for Alternmative D4.

_C;muy Following soil vapor .extraction the Liquid Disposal Area
would be capped with the double-barrier cap consistent with the
requirements of RCRA Subtitle C. 'mecapwasassm\edtocomustof
2 feet of clay campacted to a maximum permeability of 1 x 1077 as, a
40-mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) synthetic liner, 1 1/2 foot of .
sard drainage layer, a filter fabnc, 1 foot fill, and 6 inches of
topsoil. If methane gas venting is necessary, the vapor extraction
wells may be converted to landfill gas vents.
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Grourdwater Collection. The groundwater collection system would be
identical to the reprasentatlve collection system described for
Alternative D3. As mentioned in the discussion of vapor extraction,
dewaten.n; wells are not part of this alte.rnatlve

Evaluation of the most efficient method of vapor extraction will be
considered in the design. It is possible that results of daslgn

analysis may include provisions for partial dewatering to maxlmze the
cost-effectiveness of VOC removal.

Groundwater Trea . Extracted groundwater would be treated offsite
attheCJ.tyof'I‘royPUIW The groundwater would be discharged to the

sanitary sewer foroe main being designed parallel to County Highway 25
A. .

Discharge to the PUIW may require pretreatment to camply with the
discharge requirements or to meet U.S. EPA and OEPA requirements for
effective treatment. Provisions of the sewer use ordinance that may be
applicable to the site restrict the discharge of:

- Any slug load of pollutants, including BODg, that would interfere
with the POIW operation or cause the City to violate its NPDES
permit

- Any toxic pollutant in sufficient quantity to interfere with the
treatment process or pose a hazard to operators

- Metal-contaminated wastewater for a 24-hour camposite sample that
exceeds the following daily maximum discharge concentrations:

Arsenic 0.37 mg/1
Cadmium 0.69 my/1
Chromium 5.0 mg/l
Copper 3.0 mgy/l
Cyanide 0.88 my/1
Iron 30.0 my/l
lead 0.68 my/1
Mercury 0.0037 my/1
Nickel 5.0 my/l
Zinc 2.0 my/1

For cost estmating purpcses, it was assumed that pretreatment of
groundwater will not be necessary before discharge to the POIW.

te t ve DS5—Incineration with

Alte.rnatlve D5 would consist of excavating the contaminated wastes and
soil from the Liquid Disposal Area and incinerating them at the site
using a portable rotary kiln incinerator. The residual ash would be
placed back in the Liquid Disposal Area and a cap would be placed over
the area once treatment was camplete. The groundwater extraction and
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treatment system for this alternatlve is similar to that for
Alternative D3 except shorter operating times are expected,
particularly for the extraction wells near the qumd Dlsposal Area,
because of the source control measures :

W. 'Ihe area requiring excavation is defmed on the
basis of RI field cbservations and analytical results, hazards
identified in the endangerment assessment, historical information, and
sensitivity analysis. The volume of soils of the area to be treated
will be further evaluated before or during waste removal and soil
excavation

- The U.S. EPA does not have standards for the clearup of contaminated
soil or refuse. Target concentrations were estimated in the
endargerment assessment for both carcincgenic and noncarcinogenic
health risks from exposure by direct contact with contaminants as a
result of site development. Samples collected from 14 of the 18 test
pit locations exhibited contaminant concentrations that exceeded target
levels. The four test pit locations with sample concentrations below
the target levels are located near the northern and western boundaries
of Liquid Disposal Area investigated.

Because of the uncertainty associated with identifying the areal extent
of the Liquid Disposal Area, a sensitivity analysis was performed on
the volume to be removed. The volume estimates used to evaluate the
sensitivity of the incineration costs were based on the following areas
for excavation:

- Area ] is approximately 100,000 scquare feet and includes the
Liquid Disposal Area investigated in the RI and characterized by
the test pit sampling data. The volume for removal is about
81,500 cubic yards.

- Area 2 is about 50,000 square feet. The areal estimate reflects
the possibility of partial excavation, but assumes that there is
insufficient information to identify specific areas for partial
excavation at this time. The volume for removal is about 40,700
abic yards.

- Area 3 is about 150,000 square feet. This estimate assumes, on
. the basis of historical information, that the boundary of the
Liquid Disposal Area is beyond the auter limit of the area _
- investigated in the RI. The volume for removal is approximately
122,200 cubic yards.

In all three volume estimates, the excavation depth extends into the
‘saturated soil, about 2 feet below the water table. According to soil
boring results, the water table is about 20 feet below grade.

In addition to coriventional construction equipment, excavation may
require specialized machinery for the removal of drums and bulky pieces
of refuse. Extensive safety procedures and monitoring would be
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required for protection of workers. Control of fugitive dust and -
vapors may be of concern. Workers would wear level B protectlve gear
for much of the subsurface excavation. A vapor suppressing foam or
water spray may need to be applied to control dust or vapors.

The following assumptions have been made regarding the proportions of
wastes to be excavated from the Liquid Disposal Area based on the test
pit lithologic logs:

- Thirty percent is municipal refuse (GOpercentofth.d\J.s
: cambustible household trash, wood, and pa.rtlally incinerated
refuse and 40 percent noncambustible drums, wire, and metal
scraps) .

- Forty percent is soil or sand and gravel.
- ’m.i.rtypercehtisashorashyfill.

The refuse and soils are assumed to have a moisture content of about 20
percent. Wastes and soils excavated below the water table or fram
perched zones may require dewatering and treatment. ILeachate from
temporary storage would also require treatment.

Thermal Treatment. The portable rotary kiln would be used to
incinerate material from the Liquid Disposal Area. The incinerator
system would consist of a kiln, an afterburner for solids destruction,
and a venturi scrubber for emissions control. Incineration of the
Liquid Disposal Area contents will require extensive material
handling. Wastes must generally be crushed or shredded to 2 inches or
less for efficient cambustion. Wastes would be segregated to remove
noncambustible material and incampatible wastes. Noncaombustible waste
material would be steamed cleaned and shredded, if necessary and
redisposed of in the Liquid Disposal Area prior to its closure.

An enclosed building would be constructed near the feel line of the
incinerator for staging and sorting excavated wastes. A shredder,
vibrating screen, and electric magnet would be provided to separate ard
recuce the size of wastes. The building would also provide a stockpile
area for the processed waste because wastes can be excavated at a rate
' faster than the rate of incineration. The size of the stockpile
building will limit the quantity of waste material that can be safely
stored, thus limiting the length of time that waste can be excavated.
Sd'neduls muist be carefully planned and periodically adjusted so that
material is always available for incineration without exceeding .
stockpile capacity. The actual size of the stockpile building should
strike a balance between costs incurred by mobilization/demcbilization
and building cost, while assuring that project schedule will be met.

Mi.mic_ipal refuse usually has sufficierrt heating value to sustain
carnbustion, but blending of refuse with contaminated soil may require
supplemental fuel to maintain operating temperatures. The heating
value of the municipal waste and soil was assumed to be about 3,400
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Btu/lb. Liquids fanﬁmseepsordmsmudbesanpledammen
incinerated. BRurmer blocks would be used for firing liquids imto the
kiln or afterburner. The residual ash would be collected, stabilized,
and placed back in excavated areas. The Liquid Disposal Area would

thenbecappedw:.madouble-barnercaponceall the wastes have been
incinerated.

The time to incinerate the wastes was estimated assuming continucus
cperation of the kiln at a feed rate of 3.4 tons per hour for 290 days
annually (80 percent operating efficiency). Contimuous operation would
reducethermalstressontherefractnryhm:gmthek;lnalﬁxough
downtime for failure, repair, and maintenance was allowed. A single
unit would take the following number of years to treat following
volumes of cambustible wastes and sollds.

Volume Weight ,
81,500 68,400 2.9
40,700 - ' 24,200 1.4
122,200 102,600 4.3

The time estimates do not include time for siting, meeting technical
requirements of permitting, mobilization, and startup of the treatment
facility, which could take 1 to 2 years. The overall econamy of scale
from multiple units is generally not significant, but if desired, the
operating schedule could be shortened.

High levels of nitrogen oxide and sulfur oxide emissions are cammonly -
formed when a rotary kiln is operated at high temperatures. Emissions
and particulate matter depend on the waste material and the auxiliary
fuel. A wet scrubber is assumed to be necessary for comtrol of
emissions and particulates.

The scrubber blowdown treatment system would consist of precipitation,
flocculation, sedimentation, and filtration. Hydroxide precipitation
would be accamplished by adding lime to the influent. Heavy metal
hydroxides would precipitate from solution along with calcium,

- magnesium, iron, manganese, and barium. A coagulant such as alum or a
polymer could be added to agglomerate particles and enhance settling.
Flocculation and clarification (sedimentaticn) would follow and could
be accamplished in one basin. Sludge removed from the clarifier could
be thickened or dewatered fordisposalinmeLiquidDisposalAreaam
same could be recycled back into the sedimentation basin to enhance
settlng A sand or multimedia filter would remcve most of the
remaining suspended solids. Effluent from the filter could be used for
filter backwashing, and the filter backwash wastewater could be added
to the clarifier. _
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Operations of the kiln would require approximately 150 gallons of A
supplemental fuel per hour because of the moderate heating value of the
waste. Power requirements for the camplete system would be 250 KW per
hour. Waterrequmentswmldvarydepemugonmetypeofklln
_quenching requirements, and emissions control system. Approximately 24
gpnwasassunedforavemmnscrubbersystan

Groundwater Collection and Treatment. The representative qmmdwater
collection and treatment alternative discussed previcusly would be
_implemented for this alternative.

RY OF OOMP. SIS OF

SOUTH TANDFTIT,
SHORT-TERM_EFFECTIVENESS
' Nome,'dust and risk to the surrourding camunity fram vehicular
accidents would occur during construction of soil cover or cap. The
nuisance impacts and safety concerns vary between the alternatives with

the amount of truck traffic. Alternative A2 would require 7,300 txruck
trips and Alternative A3 would require about 10,000.

Dust control (e.g., water spray) may be necessary to manage inhalation
risks during cap or cover construction for Alternatives A2 and A3.
General construction safety precautions would be taken for all
construction alternatives to protect workers. Greater protection may
be -required when boring through landfill refuse for installation of gas
vents. The time required for designing, procurement, and construction
may increase slightly with increasing calplenty of the contaimment
‘alternative. The quality of the aquatic habitat may be temporarily
diminished as a result of erosion from construction.

Emsxmcontrolmeasnmmxldbetakentomnmzethjsinpact.
Dikes, matting and berms could be used.

LONG-TERM  EXTRCTIVENESS

In general, long-term effectiveness increases from Alternative Al to
A3. Assuming proper maintenance of the contairment systems described
in altermatives A-2 and A-3, the risk from direct contact would
decrease only slightly with increased contaimment system thickness.

" Under the no-action alternative, contaminants could be transported
through the landfill contents into the gro.n'dwater Infiltration and
leachate generation muld decrease with mcreasmg containment
controls. _

Evaluations of cover and cap efficiencies for all the altematives were
performed using the Hydrologic Evaluation of landfill Performance :
(HELP) model. Based on HEIP model evaluations, Altermatives A2 would
reduce infiltration by 70 percent and Alternative A3 by 90 percent
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relative.to Alternative Al. The long-term effectiveness of each
alternative is proporticnal to the impermeability of the contairment
system. All altermatives can adequately meet their performance
specifications assuming proper installation and maintenance of the
contairment system and enforcement of property use restrictions.

WW

‘Treatment alternatives were not considered for the South lLandfill
because of the high costs to remove large volumes of wastes and the
risks to workers associated with excavation of landfill contents. The
-short-term risks and remedial costs may be greater than the long-term
risk reduction benefits from treatment.

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEAITH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Pmbectz.on agamst the likelihood of direct contact with contaminated
surface soils increases fraom alternative Al to A3. The protection
against potential risks from exposure to subsurface waste and soil
would be the same for all altermatives and would deperd on the
enforcement of property use restriction to prevent site development.
The potential for migration of contaminants from the waste and soil to
the grourdwater decreases with ur:r:eased contaimment layers and layer
thickness.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

All construction alternatives could be implemented to meet required
performance standards with few difficulties. However, as the
camplexity of the contaimment system increases, so does the time and
effort required to implement it. The materials for construction are
generally available from local suppliers. Construction activities ard
institutional restrictions for all alternatives would be coordinated
with the Ohio EPA and the Miami County Development Department. :

ESTIMATED COST
cost stmats and the present worth analysxs are summarized on Table

- 11.

MPLIANCE WITH ARARS

- On the basis of site history and analytical evidence, the South
Landfill meets the definition of a sanitary landfill and will be closed
accordingly. State of Ohio rules concerning final cover and monitoring
of sanitary landfills are con51dered the key applicable regulations for
the Sauth Landfill.

‘IhemstmtableandappllcablerulsmtrmmoReusedcodeareOAC
' 3745-27-09 Sanitary landfill Operations, QAC 3745-27-10 Closure of
Sanitary landfills, and QAC 3745-27-12 Explosive Gas Monitoring for
Sanitary landfills. OQAC 3745-27-09 contains most of the substantive
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(dslgn-related) requirements, specmlly final cover requirements for
sanitary landfills, statmg urder 3745—27—09(f) (3):

A well campacted layer of final cover material shall be applied to
all exposed surfaces of a cell upon reaching final elevation. The
final cover material shall be applied in such amounts that all waste
materials are covered to a depth of at least 2 feet.

The nature of the required final cover is described under 3745-27-
09(F) (3). Other notable requirements are included under 3745-27-
09(G), (H), and (I), which outline procedures for post-closure
maintenance and monitoring.

In addition to these requlations, proposed requlatians which are
expected to be fully prmulgated before cap design readm 60 pe.rcent
camplete, are to be considered in the cap design.

Substant:.ve rules rega.rdmg closure under OAC 3745-27-10 largely
parallel those found in QAC 3745-27-09. However, QAC 3745-27-10
contains several administrative requirements regarding permits, .
licenses, files, and so on. Such administrative rules are not
considered applicable or relevant and appropriate to CERCIA actions
that occur entirely onsite.

Altermative Al—No Action

RI data did not indicate that chemical-specific ARARs for water an
health-based action levels for soil were exceeded in the South
Landfill. However, Alternative Al fails to satisfy minimm Ohio
sanitary landfill closure regulations (discussed above) and does not
canply with action-specific ARARs.

Alternative A2-~Compacted Soil Cover

Alternative A2 would not meet the minimum substantive requirements of
the Ohio Administrative Code pertaining to closure of a sanitary
landfill (QAC 3745-27-09 and -10). Therefore, Altermative A2 does not
camply with ARARs for closure of the South landfill.

e~ ier Ca

Site records indicate that matenals placed in the landfill were
industrial and municipal wastes. The State sanitary landf:.ll closure
law is the primary ARAR for this area of the site.

The single-barrier cap would mclude 2 feet of clay ccnpacted to a
maximum permeability of 1 x 10~7 am/s. This permeability would
satisfy aurent State of Ohio policy regarding performance of sanitary
landfill cover. The state design policy does not have the status of an
ARAR (i.e., it is not a promulgated rule in the Ghio Administrative
Code), but is a w1dely-app11ed state landf:.ll design standard to be
considered.
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NORTH TANDFTLIL
SHORT-TERM EFTECTIVENESS
The short-term effectiveness of remediation of the North landfill would
be the same as that of the South landfill. Emissions of hazardous
constituents are not expected to be great since excavation of landfill
materials would be limited and significant amounts of hazardous wastes -
autside the liquid disposal area are not suspected. Alternative B4 has
abaut

double the truck traffic (15,000 loads) of Altermative B2 and would
prcdtnegraatermisarneinpactsamlsafetycorwens.

LONG-TERM ETFECTIVENESS

The lang-term effectiveness of remediation of the North Landfill would
be the same as that for the South Landfill. In general, long-term
effectiveness increases fram Alternative Bl to Alternative B4.
Infiltration and leachate generation were evaluated for all contairment
altermatives using HELP mode. Based on HELP model evaluations,
Altermatives B2, B3, and B4 would reduce infiltration by 70 percent, 90
percent, ard more than 99.99 percent, respectively, relative to the no-
action alternative. The redundancy of a double-barrier cap offers
greater reliability in reducing infiltration and subsequent contaminant
leaching to graundwater if ocne barrier fails.

Although Alternmative B4 would be the most effective alternative for
reducing the potential for contaminant migration to the groundwater,
the amount of contaminants in the North landfill (excluding the Liquid
Disposal Area) is not expected to be significant. Historical ard
sampling evidence acbtained thus far indicates, the greater
effectiveness of Alternative B4 in reducing infiltration may not result
in discernible groundwater contaminant reductions campared to
Altermatives B2 and B3.

0 MOB AND VO
The reduction of to:ac:.ty,-mblllty, and volume is not applicable to

the North Landfill because no treatment alternatives were considered
for that @era.ble unit.

‘ ON OF HEALTH AND THE_

- Overall protection of human health and the environment would be the

same for the North landfill as for the South Landfill. The potent:.al

- for migration of contaminants from the waste and soil to the
groundwater would decrease with increasing cap layers and layer

'tkchmessfmnAltematlvsBZtom and B3 to B4.
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The implementability of remedial alternatives for the North Landfill
would be the same as that for the South Landfill. As the camplexity of
thecmtaumentsysta\mss, sodo&smetm\earﬂeffortrequmed
to implement the alternmative. Alternative B4 would require the
greatest exercise of quality control during construction to ensure that

synthetic liner seams are properly sealed. This may require a
specialty comtractor, but such services are reasonably available.

ESTIMATED QOST

Cost estimates and the present worth analysis for the North ILandfill
altermatives are summarized on Table 12. The general inspection and
maintenance costs are the same for the three contairment altermatives.
The total present worth of each alternative increases with the greater
degree of protectiveness.

SOMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

Historical records suggest that disposal of liquid wastes in the North
Landfill (outside the Liquid Disposal Area) was limited. This evidence
is not conclusive however, and the volume and texicity of hazardous
substances in the North Landfill is unknown.

The North Landfill is adjacent to the Liquid Disposal Area. The poorly

defined boundary of the Liquid Disposal Area creates additiocnal -

~ uncertainty about the nature and distrilution of buried wastes in the
North Landfill. Also, the North landfill reportedly contains large

volumes of incinerator ash, which, if camparable to ash found in the

Ash Pile and Ash Disposal Pit, may fail EP toxicity hazardous waste

characteristic tests under 40 CFR 261 (based on metal concentrations

- fourd in other onsite wastes containing ash). :

Campliance with action-specific ARARs for the North lLandfill is
dependent on information and assumptions regarding the nature of buried
wastes. Primarily, nonhazardous wastes are assumed to be present
throxghout the North landfill, and the State of Ohio regulations
perta.i.nin; to closure of sanitary landfills are relevant and
appropriate (QAC 3745-27-09 and -10). Those regulations are discussed
urder the evaluat:l.m of alternatives for the SOuth Landfill.

RI data did not indicate that chemical-specific ARARs for water or
health-based action levels for surface soil were exceeded in the North
Iandfill. However, Alternative Bl fails to satisfy the minimm state
landfill closure regulations and does not camply with ARARs.
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. COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY.

FOR THE SOUTH LANDFILL
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
_ ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION ‘ A2 A3
Soit Cover ' $ 980,000 $ 0
Single-Barrier Cap (a) 0 1,929,000
Allowances (b) SR 118,000 232,000
Contingencies (C) 275,000 540,000
Other Indirect Capital Costs (d) 206,000 405,000
Engineering/Design - 146,000 | 279,000
TOTAL CAPITALCOST . $1,725,000 |  $3,385,000
PRESENT WORTH OF O&M COSTS (e) 574,000 751,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ESTIMATE (f) $2,300,000 $4,100,000

(a) The configuration of the single-barrier capping system described in
the FS has been modified as described in the ROD. These estimated
costs are for the modified cap system.

(b) Mobilization/demobilization, bond and insurance, temporary facalmes.
and field detail allowance.

(¢) Bid and scope contingencies.

(d) Administrative, legal, and permitting services to meet substantive
requirements and services during construction,

(e) Present worth estimate assumes a discount rate of 5 percent annually
over 30 years. .

(N Cost estimate is order-of-magnitude level with expected accuracy of
+50 percent to =30 percent. Total present worth esumate is rounded to
two significant figures.

NOTE: More detailed capital cost and O&M cost estimates are presented in
Appendux B of the FS Report.
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Altermative Bo-——Caompacted Soil Cover

Alternative B2 would not meet the minimm substantive reqm_reme.nts of
the Chio Administrative Code pertaining to closure of a sanitary
landfill (QAC 3745-27-09 ard -10).

Alternative B3-=Sing le-Barrier Cap

Alternative B3 uses a cap design identical to that specified for
Alternative A3 for the South landfill. The evaluation of campliance of
Alternative A3 with ARARS applies similarly to the North landfill. The
single~barrier cap design is more stringent than that required by Ohio
solid waste regulations alone and camplies fully with cammonly applied
State of Chio design policy for capping of a sanitary landfill. It
also camplies with minimm federal regulations for hazardous waste
landfill cover design as outlined urder 40 CFR 265.310. However, it is
less stringent than current federal gquidance cutlined in RCRA Guidance
Document for Landfill Design - Liner Systems and Final Cover.

tive B4—Double~- ier ca

Alternative B4 would camply with ARARs if the North Landfill were
closed as a hazardous waste lardfill. Available evidence does not
suggest that it warrants such treatment. The double-barrier cap would
meet current performance requirements under 40 CFR 265.310 and current
U.S. EPA minimm technology guidance.

ASH DISPOSAL PIT AND ASH PILE
SHORT-TERM_ETTECTIVENESS

None of the alternatives poses short-term risks to the cammnity or the
enviroment that cammot be controlled with routine precautions. Dust
control may be required, particularly with Alternatives C3 and C4 when
ash wastes are excavated, loadedmtodmrptmcksorm.xmgeqmpnent
ard unloaded into the North Landfill. Dust generated during
implementation of Alternative C4 would be reduced once wastes are
stabilized. Workers may require personal protection against dust
inhalation only for Alternatives C3 and C4. The time required to
implement alternatives increases from Alternatives 2 and C4. However,
all alternmatives could be mplemented within 2 years.

w

Alternative (2, capping the Ash Pile and the Ash Disposal Pit, would
reduce the potential risks from direct contact with lead.

The potential for severe erosion or washout was addressed because the
Ash Pile lies within the 100-year flood plain. The degree of flood
protection provided by remedial alternatives increases from no



TABLE 12

CO_ST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
FOR THE NORTH LANDFILL
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
| o ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION B2 - B3 |’ - B4
Soil Cover $1,001,000 $ 0 $ - o
Single-Barrier Cap (a) 0} 1,955,000 -0
Double-Barrier Cap 0 $ 0 2,546,000
Allowances (b) 120,000 235,000 306,000
Contingencies (c) 280,000 548,000 713,000
Other Indirect Capital Costs (d) 210,000 411,000 535,000
Engineering/Design 149,000 282,000 365,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $1,760,000 $3,431,000 $4,465,000
PRESENT WORTH OF O&M COSTS (e) 586,000 766,000 1,471,000
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ESTIMATE (f) $2,300,000 $4,200,000

$5,900,000

(a) The configuration of the single-barrier capping system described in the FS

has been modified as described in the ROD. These estimated costs are for the

modified cap system.

(0) Mobahzauonldemobmzatlon bond and insurance, temporary facilities, and field

detail allowance.

(c) Bid and scope contingencies.

(d) Administrative, legal, and permnmng services to meet substanuve requurements and

services during construction.

(e) Present worth estimate assumés a discount rate of S percent annuaily over 30 years.

(f) Cost estimate is order-of-magnitude level with-expected accuracy of +50 percent
to -30 percent. Total present worth estimate is rounded to two significant figures.

NOTE: More detailed capital cost and O&M cosi estimates are presented in Appendix B

of the FS Repont.
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‘protection for Altermative C1 to soil stabilization with erosion
control matting for Altermatives C2, and camplete removal of wastes
fram the flood plain for Alternatives C3 and C4.

The leachability of ash waste is limited by the relatively immcbile
nature of the contaminants. The effective long-term prevention of
leachate migration fram ash sources increases marginally from
Alternatives Cl to C4. The incremental risks posed by consolidating
wastes in the North Landfill (Alternatives C3 and C4) are insignificant
campared to existing risks.

Altematlve 2 would require the greatest degree of long-term

" inspection and maintenance to prolong the cap mtegrlty No operations
or maintenance is associated with either Alternative C3 or C4 because
the wastes from the Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile would be consolidated
with those in the North lLandfill and would not require special care
beyornd that provided for the landfill contents.

ON O B o

Notreatmentproosswmldbeusedmutematlvamtrmcn so
they wauld not reduce tcnu.c:.ty, mobility or volume of contaminants.

The fixation treatment in Altermative C4 would reduce the potential for
contaminants to leach or migrate fram the treated wastes. Fixation was
assumed to increase the volume of ash by 30 percent and cause no '
reduction in toxicity.

The low mobility of the inorganic contaminants and the consolidation of
wastes into the North.landfill beneath a cap make this a minor
advantage over Alternative C3.

The effectiveness of reducing the potential for ervsion or washout of
the Ash Pile from floods is a good irdicator of overall protection.
Alternative C2 would reduce the potential for erosion or washout and
alternatives C3 amd C4 would reduce those risks even further.
Treatment of the wastes offers further protection, however, existing
risks from the North Landfill must be evaluated when considering the
incremental protection.of treatment.

- IMPLEMENTABILITY

All alternmatives can be routinely constructed with conventional
construction equipment. Alternatives C4 would require laboratory and
pllot-sa:le studies before or during remedial design to determine the
quantities of stabilization/fixation reagents required. Services and
materials for each alternative are readily available. Institutional
actions require coordination with local authorities and capping
requires state participation and enforcement. Coordination with
goverrmental agencies would not be necessary following implementation
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-of Altermatives 3 and C4 assuming they would result in clean closure
of the Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile.

ESTIMATED QOST

OcstestlnataaIﬂprsentmrmmYSJ.s fortheAshPueandAsh
Disposal Pit alternatives are summarized on Table 13. the total
present worth of Alternative C2 is an order of magnitude less than that
of Alternative C3. Alternative 2 includes post-closure costs, but the -
consolidaticn alternatives do not include anmual O&M costs for the Ash
Pile or Ash Disposal Pit. Treating the ash before consolidation
(Altermative C4) doubles the cost of consolidation without treatment
(Altermative C3).

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

- Concentrations of inorganics in surface soil samples from the Ash Pile
and subsurface soil samples from the Ash disposal Pit exceeded health-
based action levels. Concentrations of organics in subsurface soil

samples fram the Ash qu:osal Pit also exceeded health-based action
levels.

Smce the Ash Pile is located on the 100-year flood plain, two
location-specific requn'enents apply:

- 40 CFR 265.18(b) —Locational Standards, Flood Plains, which
requires that hazardous waste management facilities be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to avoid washaut.

~ 40 CFR 6 Appendix A—Statement of Procedures on Flood Plain
- Management and Wetland Protection, which sets forth U.S. EPA
policy on flood plain management and protection of wetlands.

Campliance with action-specific ARARs for the Ash Pile and Ash Disposal
Pit is governed by the assumption that the wastes are hazardous.
Closure performance standards under 40 CFR 265.111, landfill cap dsxgn
. requirements under 40 CFR 265.111, and post-closure maintenance and
monitoring requirements under 40 CFR 265.117 are relevant and 4
appropriate to actions that allow the ash to remain in place. Several
substantive rules under 40 CFR 265 Subpart L—Waste Piles are
considered relevant and appropriate to actions at the Ash Pile. -

Closure of a waste pile under the requlations of Subpart L requires
removal and subsequent disposal of the hazardous material. According
to 40 CFR 265.258—Closure and Post-Closure Care, all contaminated .
media at the location of a former hazardous waste pile must be -
decontammtedorﬂaeareamstbeclosedarﬂmnagedmaccordame ‘
with regulations for landfills under 40 CFR 265 Subpart N—Landfills.
A discussion of landfill closure requlations can be fourd thm.n the
evaluat:.cns for the North and South Landfills.
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Other substantive action-specific ARARs for the Ash Pile and Ash
Disposal Pit apply to the subsequent handling of excavated ash. These

requirements are discussed belcw under the appllczble remedial
altermatives. ‘

Remvalofashandsoxls frmdxeAshleeandAshDJ.sposal pit will be
accaupllshed to background levels for lead, cadmium, chromium, barium,
arsenic, zinc, PCBsarddlmunsprcvmedthatallomercontammnts
present will in no case exceed a 107® total lifetime risk level for

carcinogens and must have a hazard  index of less than one for non-
carcinogens. Background levels for inorganics can be found in Appendix
J Tables J-1 ard J-2 of the RI report. Background levels for organics
are considered to be nondetectable.

Alternative Cl—No Action

Alternative Cl fails to camply with applicable ARARs identified for the
Ash Pile and Ash Disposal Pit operable unit. RI data indicate that
health-based action levels for contaminated soil were exceeded at those
locations, and Alternative C1l would not address the potential health
risks and fail to satisfy substantive regulations for closure of waste
piles and landfilled hazardous waste. It would also leave the Ash Pile
in a location that is vulnerable to washout during floods.

Altermative 2-——Single—Barrier Cap

Alternative C2 would camply with ARARs for landfilling of a hazardous
waste. The single-barrier cap would camply with the minimum
requlations for hazardous waste landfill cap design urnder 40 CFR
265.310. It would not camply with the minimm technology quidance for
hazardous waste cap design. '

The erosion control matting used under Alternative 2 would camply with
the requirements of 40 CFR 265.18(b) —Locational Standards, Flood
Plains.

Altemative C3—Consolidation Without Treatment

Alternative C3 would camply with the requirements for closure and post-
closure care of waste piles under 40 CFR.265.258 if the waste is not
EPToxic. The use of camnon backfill to cap former ash-containing areas
assumes that the locations will have been cleaned up to ba

'If hazardous materials remain, the locations would have to be closed
according to ARARs applicable to closure of a hazardous waste landfill.

Requlations regarding land disposal restrictions of characteristic
hazardous waste under 40 CFR 268 may be pramlgated by 1990. If land
. disposal of the ash is restricted, then same form of treatment—
probably stabilization——would be req:.u.red before lard disposal if the -
waste fails the EPToxic test.



TABLE 13
COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

FOR THE ASH PILE AND ASH DISPOSAL PIT

MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

_ ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION c2 C3 C4
Health and Safety Program $ 0 $ 37,000 $ 48,000
Single-Barrier Cap (a) 151,000 0 0
Remove and Consolidate 0 606,000 0
Remove, Solidify, and Consolidate 0 o 1,489,000
Backfill 0 208,000 208,000
Allowances (b) 169,000 122,000 255,000
Contingencies (c) 42,000 389,000 800,000
Other Indirect Capital Costs (d) 32,000 204,000 420,000
Engineering/Design 22,000 } 137,000 314,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $ 265,000 $1,703,000 $3,534,000
PRESENT WORTH OF O&M COSTS (e) 79,000 . 0 0
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH ESTIMATE (f) $ 340,000 $1,700,000 | - $3,500,000

(a) The configuration of the single-barrier capping system described in the FS

has been modified as described in the ROD. These estimated costs are for the

moditied cap system.

(b) Mobilization/demobilization, bond and insurance, temporéry facilities, and field

detail allowance.

(c) Bid and scope contingencies.

(d) Administrative, legal, and permitting services to meet substantive requirements and

services during construction.

(e) Present worth estimate assumes a discount rate of 5 percent annually over 30 years.

() Cost estimate is order-of-magnitude level with expected accuracy of +50 percent
to -30 percent. Total present worth estimate is rounded to two significant figures.

NOTE: More detailed capital cost and O&M cost estimates are presented in

. Appendix B of the FS Report.
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Alternative C4—Consolidation with Treatment

Considerations regarding ARAR campliance under Alternmative C4 are
identical to those discussed under Alternative C3 except that
Alternative C4 includes a plan for treating the ash before placement in
the North Landfill. If land disposal restrictions are pramilgated
before the remedial action begins, waste analysis and testing would be
~ necessary to ensure campliance with the treatment standards specified
under 40 CFR 268 Subpart D.

DIS AREA AND GROUNDWATER
SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Impacts on the swrrounding cammunities during construction activities
are not expected to be great. Noise and dusts resulting from truck
traffic would be similar under Altermatives D2, D3, and 4. Inpacts
to the community fram Alternative D5 may be greater because of the
excavation and handling of the wastes in the Liquid Disposal Area.
Likewise, risk to workers would be substantially greater under
Alternative D5 than the other alternmatives because of potential
exposure to hazardous wastes during excavation staging and
incineration. If proper health and safety precautions for protective
clothing and air monitoring are taken, those risks can be minimized.
Health and safety protection would also be necessary for workers
involved in groundwater or soil vapor treatment. Greater operations
controls and monitoring would be required to verify that implementation
does not pose unacceptable risks to the camunity, site workers, or the
envirorment. As waste handling increases, the time until remedial
action objectives are achieved also increases.

Risks to personnel operating the onsite air stripper for groundwater
treatment are not expected to be significant. Proper health and safety
precautions as well as air monitoring would minimize risks. Likewise,
risks to operators at the City of Troy POIW are not expected to be
significant because the concentrations of VOCs will be low when dJ.lLrted
with the normal plant influent flow.

LONG-TERM EFFECTTVENESS

In general, long-term effectiveness increases from Alternative D1 to
Altermative DS. Altermative D2, which relies on institutional
restrictions, contairment, and monitoring, would be the least reliable
in its long-term effectiveness. While all altematives rely on
controls to some degree or for same time period, reliance on controls
is the least for Altermative DS, followed by Altermatives D4 and D3.

The time required to achieve 90 percent reduction in groundwater VOC
contamination by pumping the onsite downgradient wells would be the
same for Alternatives D3, D4, and DS—about 15 years for the upper
aquifer and 8 years for the lower aquifer. The time estimates for
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contaminant reduction are presented only for comparison. Since they
are based on many simplifying assumptions, actual times may be
different. The time necessary to achieve 90 percent WOC reduction in
grourdwater downgradient of the Liquid Disposal Area under Alternmatives
DlaxﬂDZwasnotestmatedbwausetheswroeofcontam;natlonwould
remain under those altermatives. While capping could result in a
substantially reduced contaminant load to groundwater campared to no
action, the presence of significant VOC contamination near the water
.table may result in a contimuing source of contamination to the aquifer
as the water table fluctuates over time. VOCs could contimue to exceed
MCLs in the aqulfer for more than 70 years urder Alternmatives D1 and
D2.

The time necessary to achieve 90 percent reduction in groundwater VOCs
beneath the Liquid Disposal Area varies between Altermatives D3, D4,
and D5. Capping alcone, as in Alternmative D3, may not effectively
control the source of VOC contamination to the groundwater. Thus, the
time to achieve 90 percent reduction in VOCs cannot be estimated and
pumping may be required indefinitely. Under Alternmative D5 the source
of contamination would be effectively removed by excavation, and the
time to achieve 90 percent reduction of groundwater contamination is
estimated at 6 years for those wells located near the Liquid Disposal
Area, Under Alternative D4, the source of VOC contaminants is removed
fram both the unsaturated and saturated zones. Vapor extraction is
expectedtoe:ﬂwamegmrﬂwaterptmpi:gaxﬂtheamievanentof% '
percent reduction in groundwater VOCs; however, it is difficult to
quantify the effectiveness of vapor extraction and the J.nfluence on the

groundwater collection system.

Under Alternative D4A, contaminants would not be removed from below the -
water table with the soil vapor extraction system. As a result the
time necessary to achieve 90 percent reduction in groundwater VOCs
beneath the Liquid Disposal Area may be similar to Alternative D3.

The potential for the future release of additional contaminants to the
groundwater decreases with greater reduction of waste toxicity,
mobility, and volume. For example, vapor extraction may remove a high
percentage of VOCs but will not remove all VOCs ard will not remove
significant amount of norvolatile contaminants. While VOCs represent -
the greatest groundwater contamination concern, contaminants not
removed by vapor extraction could be released in the future if the cap
failed. Incineration would destroy VOCs and nonvolatile organic
contaminants but would not destroy metals, which would remain in the
ash. '

REDUCTION OF TOXTCITY, MOBILITY, AND 'VDI.UME

Alternative D4 and D5 involve treatment operations that achieve
reductions of toxicity, mcbility, and volume of contaminants in the

" Liquid Disposal Area. Alternatives D3, D4 and D5 include groundwater
treatment, which would reduce contaminant mobility. The toxicity of
VOCs in the collected groundwater is reduced when the air stripper
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emissions of Altermatives D3, D4, and D5 are absorbed onto carbon and
later destroyed during carbon regeneration. The POIW treatment of .
groundwater would also reduce the concentrations and toxicity of the
contaminants, alﬂnxghmtallcontamnantsmldbed&stmyed. Same
would be volatilized during aeration in the activated sludge tanks, and
: smenmldbeadsorbedontothesltdgeofﬂwem Becausethevoc
>nassloadnxgcontrimtedfranthe51telsexpectedtobeasmll
percentage of VOCs in typical POIW influents, volatilization and
adsorprtlonanemtexpectedtobeacomem Alternatlvs D1 and D2
have no pmv151cms for treatment.

Altermative D4 would decr:ease VOC concentrations in waste and soil
(including aquifer media) by approximately 90 percent. The estimated
VOC mass in the Liquid Disposal Area is 33,000 pourds. Assuming these
preliminary VOC mass and removal efficiencies are correct, an estimated
30,000 pourds of VOCs would be removed. Based on available literature
from field experience, vapor phase carbon treatment would remove more
than 98 percent of the VOCs in the air stream. If the adsorptive
capac1tyofact1vatedcarbonlsassmnedtobeolspamdofVOCsper
-pound of carbon, approximately 200,000 pounds of carbon would require
regeneration at an offsite fac:.llty

Alternative D4A would decrease VOC concentrations in the unsaturated
Zone by about 90 percent. The mass of VOCs removed by the vapor
extraction system would be less than the amount removed under
Alternative D4 because dewatering is not being considered. The VOCs
adsorbed on the aquifer matrix would be removed through groundwater
extraction only. Estimates of the VOC mass adsorbed on the aquifer
matrix beneath the Liquid Disposal Area were not made because of
limited data.

Alternative D5 would destroy more than 99 percent of the volatile and
nonvolatile organic contaminants in an estimated 78,000 cubic yards of
contaminated waste and soil (assmningtheLiquidDisposalArea is
100,000 square feet). Incineration would reduce the volume of
contammated materials by approximately 20 percent. Incineration
residues would consist of approximately 61,000 cubic yards of ash and
soﬂsarﬂanm:determmedvohmeofscmbberﬂyash

- o _ . »
All of the altermatives would protect human health and the environment.
The overall degree of protection takes short-and long-term

effectiveness into consideration. The difference between alternatives

in short-term risks to workers, the cammnity, and the enviromment are
not great relat:.ve to dlfferencas in long-term effectiveness.

The principal pmtectlon benefit of tzeatmg the wastes in the Liquid
DlsposalAreawa.zldbereduced leaching of contaminants to the
grourdwater, - resulting in more rapid long-term remediation of
-contaminated groundwater and reduced reliance on contairment or
mstltutlonal rstnct:.ons The permanenoe of source controls and



" TABLE 14

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

FOR THE LIQUID DISPOSAL AREA AND GROUNDWATER
MIAM!I COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE

- ALTERNATIVE -
v DESCRIPTION D2 D3 ' D4 D4A D5
'Health and Safety s O| s 370000 $ 46000 § 46000| $ 362,000
‘Site Preparation | 0 145,000 165,000 106,000 643,000
‘Cap (a) 423,000 423,000 348,000 423,000 398,000
Groundwater Collection System 0 251,000 295,000 276,000 251,000
Groundwater Treatment 0 126,000 126,000 3,000 126,000
Temporary Cap 0 01 85,000 0 0
Soil Vapor Extraction System 0 0 342,000 254,000 0
Vapor Phase Treatment 0 0 980,000 980,000 0
Excavation ] 0 0 0 3,445,000
Material Processing 0 0 0' 0 1,836,000
Onsite Incineration 0 0 0 0 18,350,000
3ackditl 0 0 0 0 565,000
Allowances (b) 51,000 161,000 231,000 181,000 3,191,000
3¢ encies (c) 119,000 457,000 1,309,000 1,135,000 14,584,000 |
Jther Indirect Capital Costs (d) 89,000 288,000 707,000 613,000 7,875,000 l
*ngineering/Design 60,000 161,000 514,000 461,000 4,469,000 |-
"OTAL CAPITAL COST $ 742,000 $ 2,049,000 $ 5,148,000 | - $§ 4,478,000 $ 56,095,000
'RESENT WORTH OF O&M COSTS (e) 1,822,000 4,213,000 4,213,000 3,149,000 4,213,000
‘OTAL PRESENT WORTH ESTIMATE (f) $ 2,600,000 $ 6,300,000 $ 9,400,000 $ 7,600,000 $ 60,000,000

1) Alternatives D2 through DS include a double-barrier cap system.

) Mobilization/demobilization, bond and insurance, temporary facilities, and field detail allowance.

') Bid and scope contingencies.

‘) Administrative, legal, and permitting services to meet substantive req

construction.

-)u Present worth estimate assumes a discount rate of S percent annuaily over 30 years.

)" Cost estimate is order-of-magnitude level with expected accuracy of +50 percent to -30 percent. Total

present worth estimate is rounded to two significant figures.

uirements and services during

OTE: More detailed capital cost and O&M cost estimates are presented in Appendix B of the FS
Report for Alternatives D2, D3, D4 and DS. Alternative D4A was developed after receipt of -
public comments and was not part of the FS.
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reductions in time required to remediate groundwater serve as the
primary indicators of overall protection.

The estimated time required to achieve 90 percvent reduction in

ter VOC contamination was discussed above. In summary,
Alternatives D1 and D2 would require restrictions on the use of the
aquifer for drinking water for as much as 70 years. Onsite cleanup of
groundwater contamination would be achieved most quickly under
Alternative D4, and Alternative D4A, followed by Alternatives D5 and
D3. These predictions are based on available site data, technology
literature, and models that require certain assumptions in the absence
of data. While they serve as valuable indicators, their precision has
limitations. Actual times required to reduce groundwater contamination
beyond the property boundary, below Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCls) or other health or risk based levels can be
determined only through monitoring of the implemented remedies.

IMPT FMENTABTT.ITY

All of the Liquid Disposal Area and groundwater alternatives are
technically and administratively feasible and require services or
materials that are available. In general, waste treatment
alternatives, particularly incineration, require more specialty
contractors than contairmment. Wwhile those services are available, in
most cases they are not unlimited. The actual availability of services
required to implement a particular remedy may result in scheduling
delays but will not eliminate the feasibility of that altermative.

The mpletmtabihty of groundwater treatment under Alternative D4A at
the Troy POIW is dependent on the City of Troy’s willingness to accept
the discharge and its ability to continue to meet NPDES requirements.
If the City does not agree to accept the discharge, onsite treatment as
described for Alternative D4 would be implemented.

ESTIMATED COST

Cost estimates and the present worth analysis for the Liquid Disposal
Area and groundwater alternatives are summarized in Table 14. In
general, costs increase with increased long-term effectiveness and
overall protection, but the relationship of incremental effectiveness
and protection to cost is not linear. Costs depend on assumptions made
regarding waste characteristics and volume, conceptual plans for
implementing altermatives, and operation and maintenance requirements.
‘Iherefore, careful evaluation of costs and cost-sensitive assumptions
is necessary. 4

The sensitivity analysis was intended to assess the effect of variation
of key assumptions associated with the cost of any remedial
alternative. The cost sensitivity analyses performed for Alternatives
D4 and D5 are presented in Appendix B of the Feasibility Study. The
analysis for Alternative D4 illustrates the effect associated with
changing the surface area of the Liquid Disposal Area, which varies the
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contaminant loading to the vapor extraction system. 'Ihe analysw for
Altermative D5 focused on variations in the volume of wastes to be
incinerated. _

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

Grourdwater samples from monitoring wells downgradient of the Liquid
Disposal Area indicate that concentrations of several contaminants
exceed MCIs. One residential well sample contained 1,1-dichloroethene
at a concentration that exceeded the MCL. Health-based action levels
for contaminated soils were also exceeded in same subsurface soil
samples fram the Liquid Disposal Area. These results indicate that the
Liquid Disposal Area and groundwater operable unit does not comply with
chemical-specific ARARs for drinking water and other ambient
envirommental standards to be considered. MCIs are considered relevant

and appropriate for the Liquid Disposal Area and groundwater operable
unit because of three key analytical results:

- The aquifer containing contaminated groundwater is used as a
source of drinking water.

- Analytical data for the Liquid Disposal Area and information
about the groundwater contaminant plume indicate that continued
contaminant releases and further plume migration are likely.

- Analytical modeling showed that contaminant concentrations in
graurdwater near the Great Miami River may increase durmg the
next25t030yearslfmactzonlstaken _

Substantive actlon-spemflc- reqtumnents for permanent closure of the
Liquid Disposal Area involve many of the same regulations discussed

abcveregazdangclosureoftheNorthandSwﬂxLarﬂfnlaniAsthe
and Ash Disposal Pit operable units. Use of cother remedial

~ technologies, however, such as water treatment and incineration,
involve additional requirements, which are discussed below.

The aquifer in this area has been designated a sole-source aquifer
under the Safe Drinking Water Act by the U.S. EPA. Implementation of
the pmposed remedy would serve to greatly reduce the contribution of
contaminants fram the site to this aquifer.

A].j:_em_a,t;ve D1-——No Action

Alternative D1 fails to comply with ARARs identified for the Liquid
Disposal Area amd groundwater operable unit.. RI data indicate that
MCLs in groundwater and health-based action levels for contaminated
soil are exceeded in this operable unit. No action would fail to
.address potential health risks and fail to satisfy minimm substantive
requlations for closure of hazardous waste landfills.
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Alternative D2—Cap with Natural Gr&rmdwa‘te.r Attenuation

Alternative D2 would camply with ARARS for closure of landfilled
hazardous wastes. The double-barrier cap would meet current
performance requirements. under 40 CFR 265.310 and minimm technology
guidance for covering of hazardous waste.

The natural grourdwater atteruation strategy in Alternative D2 is based
on SARA 121(d)——Degree of Cleamup. Subsection 121(d) (2) (B) (ii) of this
rule cutlines "a process for establishing alternate concentration
limits" that is considered applicable to conditions cbserved at the
Miami County Incinerator Site. The specific site corditions that
apply—fourd under SARA 121(d) (2) (b) (ii) (I) amd (III)—are:

- There are known and projected points of entzy of contaminated
groundwater into surface water.

- Statistically significant increases in contaminant concentration
in the Great Miami River are not expected.

- The remedial action includes enforceable measures that will
preclude human exposure to the contaminated groundwater at any
point between the facility boundary and all known and projected
points of entry of contaminated groundwater into surface water.

Under the new SARA criteria, Alternative D2 is considered a groundwater
cleamup strategy that camplies with both dtenuml—-spec:.flc ard action-
specific ARARs. The conditions listed above appear to be satisfied
given the specific groundwater contamination ciramstances and the
measures built into Altermative D2 to provide groundwater monitoring
ard alternative residential drinking water supply when needed.

Alternative D3—Double-Barrier Cap with Grumdwat_ér_ Treatment

Alternative D3 would camply with ARARs because it includes a cap that
meets both arrent federal regulations (40 CFR 265.310) and minimm
technology quidance, while it responds fully to the groundwater :
contamination issue. Relationships between ARARs and cap configuration
are discussed above. However, the groundwater collection and treatment
system, presents the need to examine same additional regulations.

Permit regulations under the NPDES (40 CFR 122) provide a set of rules
related to treatment system discharges and therefore would greatly
influence the design and operation of the groundwater treatment system.
State NPDES regulations under OAC 3745-33 and Chio Permit System
Regulations under QAC 3745-31 are considered applicable to Alternative
D3. Many administrative rules under those regulations are considered
applicable to this action because it would affect offsite surface
waters. The key requirement common to all these regulations is
consultation with the state regarding use of bst available technology
for water treat:nent systens
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-Key regulations considered applicable to air pollutant emissions from
the proposed air stripping tower include 40 CFR 52 and 40 CFR 61. .
These requlations impose limits on VOC emissions and provide a
procedure for review of reasonably available control technology for
cases where the limits are exceeded. Regulations under 40 CFR S2
require coordination with the state regarding review of new air
pollution sources. Proposed standards for VOC emissions under 52 FR
3748 do not yet have the status of ARARs but may serve as guidance to
be considered for the design of the air stripping tower. Ohio’s
interim Air toxics Policy is also to be considered.

tive D4~=Va i Cap with Groundwater Treatment

- Regulations regarding groundwater treatment under Alternative D4 are
applicable to the same extent as discussed under Alternative D3.
Requlremerrtspertalmngtomppmgardclosureofahazardotswasbe
landfill apply to final closure of the Liquid Disposal Area ard .
groundwater operable unit. The double-barrier cap, installed following
campletion of vapor extraction, would camply with ARARs. The double-
barrier cap is considered appropriate for final closure because. the
soil vapor extraction process——while effectively reducing the volume of
VOCs—wauld not effectively remove nonvolatile contaminants fram the
operable unit.

The performance standards considered applicable to the soil vapor
extraction technology are set forth under 40 CFR 264 Subpart X-—
Miscellanecus Units. These standards (40 CFR 264.601) generally
require that the treatment technology be designed to reduce the volume
the potential for migration of contaminants posing a risk to human
health and the envirament. The specific requirements of this
performance standard, based on the review conducted for this FS, are
consistent with the intent and design of Altermative D4. Therefore,
the soil vapor extraction technology is considered to comply with

VOC emissions from the soil vapor extraction unit would be similar to
those froum the air stripping technology described under Alternative D3,
so the air emission regulations discussed under Alternative D3 would
apply to Alternative 4.

Altemative D4A—~Modified Vapor Extraction and Cap with Groundwater
Treatment :

Alternative D4A would camply with ARARs because it includes a single-
barrier cap that meets current federal requlations (40 CFR 265.310) and
state regulations (OAC 3745-27-09, 10, and 12 and proposed closure

, regu.lations 3745-27-11) while also respording fully to groundwater
contamination. Performance standards applicable to the soil vapor
extraction technology and gm.xndwate.r cleanup would be as described for
Altermnative D4.
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Dlsd'xaxgetothe’rroyPUIanstneet the provisions of the'I‘mySewer
use ordinance described earlier. Pretreatment would be required if the -
prwmlons cannot be met. Discharge to the POIW must also meet state
for permitting (OGAC 3745-31) and pretreatment regulations
(QAC 3745-03). In addition, the discharge must meet pretreatment
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 403). '

A]@tive_ D5—Incineration with Groundwater Treatment

Regulations pertaining to groundwater treatment are discussed under
Alternative D3. Actions unique to Altermative D5, including excava-
tlon, temporary storage, and incineration of hazardous materials
require consideration of other regulations.

Substantive regulations under 40 CFR 264 Subpart I--Storage Containers-
-should be considered applicable when they concern temporary storage of
hazardous wastes prior to incineration. Regulations related to
permanent storage of hazardous wastes may be considered relevant and
appropriate when they are deemed necessary for short-term protection of
public health and the envirorment during cleamup. Regulations under 40
CFR 264 Subpart O—Incinerators would be considered applicable for
incineration of hazardous wastes. Hazardous waste incinerator

~ performance standards under 40 CFR 264.33 are considered prominent
rules for this action. These standards require a 99.99 percent
destruction and removal efficiency for principle organic hazardous
constituents.

State of Chio air pollution control regulations considered applicable
to this action include rules under QAC 3745-15, -16, =17, and -21.

GROUNDWATER
A. Determination of Clearup St

In accordance with EPA policy (See "Interim Guidance on Campliance with
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements,! dated July 9,
1987) the Maximumm Contaminant Levels (MCLs) established under the Safe
Drinking Water Act are generally the applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements for determining clearmp levels for
groundwater. MCLs are first considered as cleamup standards for the
groundwater. However, because of cumulative health risks, the MCls may
not be sufficiently protective of human health. Also, MCls do not
, exJ.st for many campounds. Therefore, health based standards of 1 x 10~
5 camulative excess lifetime cancer risk and a chronic hazard index not
to exceed 1, are set as the groundwater cleamup standard at the waste -
boundary. A 1 x 1079 risk level is considered appropriate only within
the waste where deed restrictions will prevent installation of
wells. A 1 x 107° excess lifetime cancer risk must be met at the
nearest receptor. In addition, the MCILs must, at a minimum, be met for

a particular campound at both compliance points.

TSN
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Although specific concentration levels required for
Clearup are not established at this time, the cumilative risk
calculation and the chronic HI calculation are dependant upon the
concentratlonspresentmtheqmurdwate.r 'Ihehealthbasedstarﬁard
- allows for evaluating different contaminants at different

cmce:muonsthatmybepr&sentmthe groundwater at the time when
the groundwater extraction system may be terminated. Different :
campounds will be removed from the groundwater preferentlally The
mobility and original concentration of a contaminant will be among the
fact:orsthatdetermmmetmerequlredforramval fram the
grourdwater. “Arriving at specific concentration levels for individual
contaminants based on the cumulative health risk is consistent with the
requirement for an ACL under RCRA because they are protective of human
health and the envirorment and because of the direct relationship
between the health based standard and an associated concentration
level. The factors in 40 CFR Part 265.94(b) were considered when the
cleamup standards were determined.

Thecleampstardardsareconsistentwithardmrestringentthanme
water quality criteria for protection of human health for consumption
of water only. US. EPA considers a cumulative excess cancer risk of
1x10™ to 1 x 1077 to be an acceptable risk range. The cleamp
standardreqmmaamﬂatlveexcasscancernskoflxlfsatthe
waste boundary, soexcsscanoernsksforallcmpqnﬁsmst
necassar:.lybewlmmthelxlo to 1 x 10~/ or below rarge
identified in the water quality criteria document.

B. Compliance Points

“The point of campliance for the ARARs, the 1 x 107> cumulative excess
llfetmecancernsklevelardthed'lromclﬂoflmatarﬂbeyorﬂthe
waste boundary; orfrunapractlcal stardpoint, t.heedgeofmecap
The remedial action includes a multi-media cap over the site. Deed
restrictions restricting use of the site are a part of the remedial
action. Therefore, the aquifers do not become actual or potential
sources of drinking water until they reach the waste boundary. The
waste boundary is therefore, an appropriate point of campliance for
grourndwater cleamp standards and is consistent with 40 CFR Section
'264.95. A secand campliance point for the MCls, the 1 x 1076
camlative excess lifetime cancer risk and the chronic HI of less than
1 in the groundwater is the nearest receptor. Because use of the
groundwater can occur beginning adjacent to the waste bourdaries,
capliance points are the same. The campliance points apply to both
ﬂxe shallow and deep aquifers.

C. Mx_ugl} i Imractlcabl_llg

The poss:.bllxty exlsts of not bemg able to techmcally meet the
cleamp levels. Therefore, provisions for making such a claim must be
carefully developed. Section 121(b)(2) of SARA allows for a waiver.
Generally the approach to a waiver of the cleamup levels based on
technical impracticability should be based on information developed
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during the operation of the selected groundwater extraction and
treatment system. A monitoring program must be carefully designed to
develop needed information. This information must then be evaluated
fram both an overall qualitative perspective and a quantitative
perspective. The qualitative evaluation should include, among other
things, water quality at extraction and monitoring wells, possible
modifications to the extraction system that could help achieve cleanup
levels, and an endangerment assessment of the impact of discontimuing
cperation of the extraction system. The quantitative evaluation should
consider, among other things, a statistical analysis of contaminant -
concentrations over time and the cumilative mass of contaminants being
removed by the extraction system campared to the mass of contaminants
remaining in the aquifer. The groundwater model developed as a part of
the RI must be calibrated and verified for contaminant mass transport
to aid in predicting aquifer behavior and determining if cleanup levels
are met at the determined compliance points.

Air

An evaluation of the air emissions must be made to determine if they
present an unacceptable threat to human health and the enviromment.
Three camponents of the selected remedy emit to the air: 1. the air

. stripper in the groundwater treatment system if required for
pretreatment 2. the vapor extraction system and 3. the explosive gas
venting system. These three sources must be considered in cambination
ard the potential human impacts from the total air emissions fram the
site evaluated. As with the groundwater cleamup standard, air
emissions must not exceed a 1 x 10™® excess lifetime cancer risk level
or a chronic hazard index (HI) oflatthenearcstreoeptor BAT or
other Chio standards must be met.

In accordance with the chio Administrative Code 3745-27-12 Explosive
Gas Monitoring for Sanitary landfills, the methane level at the site
will be monitored ard if necessazy a venting system will be designed
ard mplemanted

Radjation

At another Superfund Site in Region V radon was discovered accumulated
on carbon absorbers used in treatment of groundwater. Radon was
present at levels that posed a potential threat to human health and the
enviromment. The radon was naturally occurring.

Because of this finding, raden will have to be considered in
implementing the selected remedy. For example, soil gas sampling
during the pr:e-deslgn invstigation phase must be performed and
monitoring of air emissions and carbon used in any treatment process
must be performed. :

Radon must be factored into the calculations to determine if the
cleamup standards for air, described above, are met.



Background
Background levels for inorganics can be found in Appe.ndax J Tables J-1

and J-2 of the RI report. Background levels for organics are
considered to be nondetectable.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

The State of chio has indicated that it supports the selected remedy
for the Miami County Incinerator site. A letter to this effect from
the Director of Chio EPA is expected.

. COMMUNTTY ACCEPTANCE

: Stmngcmmm1tysupporthasbeenmd1cated for the remedy proposed by
' ﬂue&xsmaxﬁlrdustryﬁwmmentalcmmttee (BIEC). Iocal
industries ard elected officials strongly supported the Business amd
Industry Envirormental Committees' cleanup proposal presented at the
public meeting on April 6, 1989 and also included in an April 11 BIEC
evaluation of the BIEC and U.S. EPA proposed plans that was submitted
during the public camment period. - At the public meeting and in the
April 11, 1989 evaluation, the BIEC proposed cleanup included soil
vapor extraction treatment for the Liquid Disposal Area. The BIEC
proposal dated Apnl 26, 1989 did not include soil vapor extraction
for the Liquid Disposal Area. Instead the April 26, 1989 BIEC camments
proposed ground water removal and natural attermation for the area. -
EPA has selected vapor extraction for this area because of the
preference for treatment expr&esed in SARA. ,

Be:muse the raledy proposed in the Record of Decision for the overall

site, is close to the BIEC proposal, the remedy is expected to be
acceptable to the cammnity. A detailed discussion of the BIEC plan is

included as part of the Responsiveness Summary

'H‘IESE’IEXTI'EDM!

'Imssz.tehassevenareasofconcem 'Iheselectedranedlal
altematlve for each of these areas is:

A. 59_@ Iandfill -~ closure according to State sarutary 1andf111
requirements. Alternative A3 has been selected. 'me major
cmpomnfs of the selected altematlve are:

- Fence landfill area and post warning signs

- Deed notifications/property use restrictions to prohibit use of
groundwater and prevent exposure to contaminants

- Ongoing nbnitoring
- Grade ard cap landfill with sirgle.bazrier_eap



B.

D.

E.
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North Iandfill - closure aocord_mg to State sanitary landfill
requirements. Alternative B3 has been selected. The major
campanents of the selected altermative are:

-‘ Fence landfill area andpostwammgngns

-~ Deed mtlflmtlon/property use restrictions to prohibit use of
groundwater and prevent exposure to contaminants

- Ongoing momtormg
- Grade and cap landfill with single barrier cap
Ash Di it and Ash Pile - remove to North or South Landfill.

Alternative C3 or C4 has been selected deperding on the need for
treatment The major camponents of the selected alternative are:

- Excavation ard consolidation of ash wastes and contaminated soils
onto the‘ North or South Landfill

- Backfill and vegetate excavated areas
- Treatment if required under RCRA

Liquid Disposal Area and Groundwater - vapor ext‘raction, grourdwater
pap and treatment, capping. Altermative D4A which is a
modifdication of Alternative D4 has been selected. The ma]or
camponents of the selected alternative are:

- Ongoing monitoring
- Grade and cap site with double barrier cap
- Vacumm extraction of VOCs from waste and soils

- Vapor phase carbon treatment or equivalent, catalytic oxidation
or other appropriate treatment of the exhaust

- Rmpamu'eatcontammatedqrwﬂwaterwnhdssdxaxgetot‘my
' Pommthpretreament if necessary '

~ Contirue connection of residential and camnerclal g'romx:lwater
users to a potable watér supply

Former Scrubber Wastewater Iagoon Test soils/ash for camplete CIP
organic/inorganic parameters including cyanide campounds. An
evaluation will then be conducted to determine if any further ,
actions are required. The same type of evaluation as conducted in
the Endangerment Assessment (EA) for other site areas will be
conducted. If required, the contaminated material would be removed,
treated if necessary and placed in the North Landfill. Clearup, if
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necssary would be to background levels of leadarxianyother
.contammants of concern which are identified.

F. Stained Soil Area - no action. This area has a low ieve.l of same
cmtammntsbutthensksassocxatedmthm&secontammantsdonot
warrant further action.

G. El____‘rgm ’Ihstmg of sediments will be oorducted to
determine the source of contaminants in the area. Samples will be
‘analyzed for base-neutral campounds, pesticides, PCBs and cyanide.
An evaluation will then be conducted to determine if any further
actions are required. The same type of evaluation as conducted in
the Endangerment Assessment (EA) for other site areas will be
conducted. Results will be campared to standards ard criteria to
see if there would be an effect on the aquatic camumity. Cleamp
of this area, if necessary, would be to a hazard index of less than
one for non-carcinogens and to a 1078 total lifetime risk level for
carcinogens via direct contact. Cleanup would also be protective -
of the aquatic cammunity.

H. Groundwater Users - connection to City of Troy water supply.

" Because of the contamination of residential wells by organic
chemicals, these residences are being connected to the City of Troy
water supply with the consent of the well owners. The wells with
higher levels of contaminants belonging to residences and business
in the area have been taken cut of service because of the acute
threat involved. The remaining residences have water which poses a
-chronic health threat that is clearly unacceptable over the lornger
term. Once these residences are connected to city water, the wells
should be closed to prevent their use and possible cross
contamination of the city water supply. New wells should not be
drilled until the aquifer has been cleaned up and the groundwater
can be considered safe for human consumption. The length of time
this will take cannot now be estimated but it can be anticipated
that it will take many years.

XI. m_mn_s
A. Mm of Human Healt.h and the Envirorment

'misrenedywlllelmmatethee:@osuretocontamnantsbythe
grourdwater users downgradient from the site waste areas. Residents
and businesses which were using groundwater from the contaminated
aquifers will be connected to the city of Troy water supply. Vapor
extraction of the liquid disposal area, pumping and treating the

- groundwater and capping the north and south landfills and liquid
disposal area will serve to cleanup the contaminated aquifers. These
actions will also serve to eliminate the discharge of contaminants to
the Great Miami River.
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The deed not:.f:.cat:.on/propexty use restrictions will prevent a
development of the site and possible use of groundwater beneath the
site. These restrictions will also prevent the potential exposure of
ﬁn:;resneuse:stocontamnantsmsollswmmoouldoocurdurmg
development of the site.

Fencing and capping the north and south landfills and the liquid
disposal area and removing the ash to the north landfill will prevent

exposure both to trespassers and wildlife through direct contact with
surface contaminants.

B. The remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate
Federal ard State requirements (ARARs). ARARs specific to the
selected alternmatives are discussed in greater detail in the
Summary of Camparative Analysis of Alternatives section. Other
ARARs for this site are:

Law, Regulation

_or Standard ' Source of law/Requlation
FEDERAL
Clean Water Act ' WA Section 301(b) (2)

The treatment of extracted groundwater prior to discharge to publlcly
owner treatment works is regulated by Section 301(b) (2) which requires
the application of Best Available Technology (BAT) econamically feasible.
BAT is determined on a case-by-case basis pursuant to Section 402(a) (1)
of the Clean Water Act using guidelines in 40 CFR 125.3

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act 40 CFR Subpart G

RCRA Section 265.310, Subpart N, specifies the performance based
standards for cover at final landfill closure.

After closure is campleted, the substantive monitoring and maintenance
post-closure requirements contamed in Sectlon 265.117 thm.\gh 265.120 of
Subpart G will be conducted.

Safe Drinking Water Act : Safe Drinking Water
: 4 Act, 40 CFR 141

through 143

The SOWA and corresponding State standards specifymax.i.nmcontamihant
(MCLs) for drinking water at public water supplies. Contaminants for
which MCIs are specified must, at a minimm, achieve MCIs.

Intergoverrmment
National Pollutant Discharge CWA Section 402,
- Elimination System (NPDB) 40 CFR 122, 123,

Permit : 125 Subchapter N



Regulation _ .
og Standard Source of law/Requlation
Pretreatment Requlatlons » " 40 CFR 403 Stlbd‘)apter
for Existing and New ‘ N, FWPCA

Saurces of Pollution

Pretreatment of extracted gmn'ldWater to control dlsd'xarge of toxic
pollutants to nun1c1pal treatment system

- Ocaupational Safety and . 29 CFR 1910
Health Act (OSHA) ‘ -

The selected remedial action contractor must develop and implement. a
health and safety program for its workers if such a program does not
already exist. All on-site workers must meet the minimm training and
medical monitoring requirements ocutlined in 29 CFR 1910.

CLEAN ATR ACT

The Clean Air Act identifies and regulates pollutants that could be
released during earth-moving activities associated with regrading and cap
installation. CAA Section 109 outlines the criterial pollutants for
which National Ambient Air Quality Standards have been established.

RCRA' Guidance Document Iandfill Design Liner Systems and Final Cover.

STATE
Ohio NPDES Permit ' " QAC 3745-31-05
- Ohio NPDES Regulations © Ohio Administrative

Code: 3745-33-01

through 3745-33-10.
Authority granted by

Ohio Water Pollution
Coftrol Act, ORC 6111.03.
ORC 6111.042

‘Ohio Permit to

Install New Sources . QAC 3745-31-02
' Oluo Water Q.Jality | Chio Administrative

Standards Code: 3745-1.
: ' Authority granted by
Ohio Water Pollution
Control Act, ORC 6111.041.
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law, Regulation
_or Standard

Chio Pretreatment
Regulations

Ohio Water Pollution
Control Act

OChio General ard
Miscellanecus Air
Pollution Regulations

Ohio Air Pollution
Control Laws

Ohio regulation on Air
and Variances

Nuisance prevention
Pollution of "Waters
of the State"

Dcplosive Gas Monitoring for
Sanitary landfills

Source of Iaw/Requlation
Ohio Administrative

Code: 3745-3.

Authority granted by
Chio Water Pollution
Control Act, ORC 6111.03.

_ Ohio Revised Code:

6111.01 to 6111.08.
Chio Administrative
Code: 3745-15-04.
Ohio Administrative
Code: 3745-15-07.
Chio Administrative
Code: 3745-15-08.
Chio Revised Code:
3704.03

Ohio Administrative
Code: 3745-35

Ohio Revised

Code: 3767

Ohio Revised Code:
6111.04

Ohio Administrative Code:
3745-27-12

In addition to these pramilgated requlations certain state policy and
proposed regulations outlined below are to be considered:

Draft State Regulations
Final Closure of Sanitary Landfill
Facilities

QAC 3745-27-11

Expected to be fully pramilgated by October 1989.
Sets forth minimm design standards for sanitary landfill closure.

State landfill design standard widely applied regarding 1 x 10~/ aws
soil permeability of single barrier 24" compacted - clay cap. ;



C. Cost Effectiveness

‘meselectedreuedyforthemrthardsmthlandflllandtheashplle
andpxtoncetheashhasbeenplacedmmemrmlardflll is
prescribed by campliance with State solid waste landfill closure ARARs.
The range of alternative actions to meet closure requirements is very
~ limited. Therefore, the selected alternatives are essentially cost-~
effective because it is the least expens:.ve altematlve which satisfies
said regulations.

The selectlon of vapor extraction for the liquid disposal area is
deemed cost effective since it is one of two remedies which could be
effectively used for this area. The other alternative is incineration
of the material. This would cost six to seven times as much without
producing a proporticnate benefit. Incineration would leave a residue
wlu.d'xwaxldneedtobedlsposedofonmteortakentoanappropnabe
-landfill OffSltE.

The pumping and treatmg of the g'rmndwater is the only viable
alternative to deal effectively with this contamination problem. It is
therefore, cost-effective by definition. This is the standard method

for groundwater cleamup and is widely applied at Superfurd sites.

D. Utlllzatlon of Permanent Solutions and Altermative Treatment
Technologies to the Maximm Extent Practicable

The alternatives selected were determined to be the most appropriate

- ones for each area of the site where they are being utilized. The
liquid disposal area and the groundwater required alternatives which
were campatible with both areas. Vapor extraction, groundwater pumping
and treating and capping will provide a permanent remedy for the areas.
They also exhibit a preference for t.reatment as a principal element of

the remedy.

A permanent remedy i.nvolving. treatment or recovery technologies was not
selected for the landfill areas. Permanent remedies involving
treatment or incineration were evaluated and were judged to be not
practicable for the 51te.

Application of treatment and mcmexatlon techmlogla would be
mpnctlczble for the followmg reasons:

- Hazardous substances were apparently placed haphazardly within
the landfill waste mass during operation. Segregation of
hazardous fram non-hazardous waste would be impractical.
Therefore, treatment would be required for the entire waste mass.

~This was considered: 1) not technically practicable, 2) not
prudent because of the potentially greater nsk to human health
and envirorment caused by excavation.
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The estimated cost of thermal treatment would be extremely high
ard require many years to complete.

Full ARAR campliance would be achieved by landfill closure which
would be protective of human health and cost effective.
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APPENDIX A

~ State of Ohlo Environmental Protection Aaency
P Sox 1049, 1800 WaterMark Or. ‘ ' Ri los:
& nous, Ohio 43266-0149 | | oS s ovemmor.

July 5, 1989‘

Mr. vValdas V. Adamkus
Regtonal Admintistrater
U.S. EPA, Reglon V

230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago IL 60604

vbear Mr, Adamkusﬁ

In response to your June 30, 1989 letter the Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency (Onhto EPA) has reviewed the draft Record of Decision for the Miami
County Incinerator site in Troy, Ohio.

Ohio EPA concurs with the selected remedial action presented in the June
21, 1989 ROD, with modifications discussed June 27 and 28 between the
Region's Remedial ProJect Hanager and Ohio EPA's Project Coordinator.

If you have any quest1ons or concerns regarding this 1ssue feel free to
call me.

S’%/%g

Richard L. Shank, Ph.D.
Director

RUS/KAD/12 -

“cc: Mike Starkey, SW0O
Jenny Tiell, DCA
Dave Strayer, 0CA
Katherine Davidson, OCA
Tony Rutter, U.S. EPA
Craig Ltska, U.S. EPA



APPENDIX B

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
Troy, Ohio
U.S. EPA

June 29, 1989

GLT883/015.50



INTRODUCTION

——

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) with the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency. has completed a. Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Miami County Incinerator Site at 2200 North
County Highway 25-A, Troy, Ohio. During the RI, information was gathered on
the nature and extent of contamination: as part of the FS, alternatives for
remedial action were developed and evaluated. At the conclusion of the FS, the
U.S. EPA prepared a Proposed Plan that identified recommended alternatives
for remedial action at the site. At a public meeting on April 6, 1989, the U.S.
EPA presented the findings of the RI/FS and issued its Proposed Plan.

This Responsiveness Summary addresses the comments received during the
recent public comment period, presents U.S. EPA’s response to the comments,
and describes how they were incorporated into the decisionmaking process. All
comments received from the public were considered before the U.S. EPA
selected its final remedy for the site.

The Responsiveness Summary is divided into three sections:

0 Overview--outlines the proposed remedial alternatives presented in
the FS and at the public meeting.

o Background on Community Involvement--provides a brief history of
community interest and of concerns raised during the planning
activities. ‘ - :

o} Summary of Public Comments--presents both oral and written
comments and-the U.S. EPA’s responses to them.

OVERVIEW

.On March 26, 1989, the U.S. EPA released the Miami County Incinerator Site
Final Remedial Investigation and Public Comment Feasibility Study reports to-
the public for review. The public comment period ended on April 26. During
“the FS, remedial action alternatives were developed and evaluated for the South
Landfill, the North Landfill, the Ash Pile and Ash Disposal Pit, and the Liquid
Disposal Area and Groundwater. The array of alternatives considered are

_ presented in Table 1 and described in detail in the FS report. '

After careful consideration, the EPA issued its recommended remedial
alternative, as identified in its Proposed Plan, consisting of:
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'GENERAL RESPOSE ACTIONS
AND TECHNOLOGIES

YK
. N
OPERABLE UN|T AND : 53
ALTERNATIVES -4
SbUTH LANDFILL
Al NO ACTION
A2 SOIL COVER V

A3 SINGLE BARRIER CAP

NORTH LANDFILL
81 NO ACTION
B2 SOIL COVER
B3 SINGLE BARRIER CAP

84 DOUBLE BARRIER CAP

ASH PILE AND ASH DISPOSAL PIT
C1 NO ACTION
C2 SINGLE BARRIER CAP

€3 CONSOLIDATION WITHOUT
TREATMENT

C4 CONSOLIDATION WITH TREATMENT

A
S S

<X

LIQUID DISPOSAL AREA AND
GROUNDWATER

D1 NO ACTION

D2 CAP WITH NATURAL GROUNDWATER
ATTENUATION

03 DOQUBLE BARRIER CAP WITH
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT

D4 VAPOREXTRACTON AND CAP
WITH GROUNDWATER TREATMENT

DS INCINERATION WITH GROUNDWATER
TREATMENT '

S S KX

S

AN
<

S

AN

AN
AN

LEGEND

¢/ TECHNOLOGY TO BE IMPLEMENTED

NOTE:"

Refer to Chapter 4 of the Feasibility Study Report for descriptions . '
of requirements common to all aiternatives such as institutional
actions, flood control, and groundwater monitoring.

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR :
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



o A single-barrier cap for the South Landfill
0 A double-barrier cap for the North Landfill

o  Consolidation with treatment, if necessary, of the contents of the
Ash Pile and Ash Disposal Pit (subject to the Land Disposal
Restrictions of RCRA)

0 Vapor extraCtion, groundWater pumping and treatment, and
capping for the Liquid Disposal Area and Groundwater

0] Access restrictions, groundwater monitoring, and alternative water
supply

Numerous oral and written comments on the Proposed Plan and the RI and FS
reports were submitted to the U.S. EPA durmg the public comment period.
Comments were received from:

o Thirty-seven area residents, businesses, and industries
0 Sixteen local governmental agencies

o The Ohio EPA

0 The Business and Industry Environmental Committee (BIEC)
representing a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs)

Many of the' public comments acknowledge similarities in the US. EPA
recommended alternatives and those submitted by BIEC during the public
comment period. Others expressed support for the BIEC plan because it is
perceived to be more cost-effective and to encourage local involvement. After
consideration of the BIEC plan and other public comments, the proposed
alternative was modified and presented in the Record of Decision (ROD) as the
- selected remedial action.

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

A Community Relations Plan for the incinerator site was prepared in September
1984. As part of the plan, a mailing list of all interested persons was developed
early in the RI. The list includes about 100 names. To date, four fact sheets
have been distributed to the community to advise local citizens of the Superfund
activities at the site. The fact sheets summarize site activities, findings, and
future plans.



A public meeting-was held in Troy, on September 10, 1986, to discuss the first
phase of the RI. A second public meeting was held on April 6, 1989. The final .
RI report, the endangerment assessment, the FS report, and the Proposed Plan
were discussed at the meeting followed by a question and answer session. These
documents are included in the Administrative Record. and were available for
review at the Miami County Public Library and at the Miami County
Commissioner’s Office.

The public comment period lasted from March 27 to Apnl 26. Comments were
accepted by mail and at the public meetmg All comments were considered
when the ROD was prepared.

The BIEC represems businesses, industries, and county and city governments in
Miami County. It was formed in 1984 when the incinerator site was placed on
the National Priorities List (NPL). The purpose of the committee is to

coordinate a privately funded, cost-effective response to the cleanup at the site.

OF PUBLIC COM

Comments received during the Miami County Public Comment period have been
organized and paraphrased to facilitate U.S. EPA response. The actual
comments are retained in the Administrative Record available for public
inspection from the U.S. EPA Region V in Chicago.

C NTS FROM THE BIEC

Comments prepared by the BIEC were received in the form of two documents:
the first dated April 11 and the second on April 26. The U.S. EPA has decided
to address the earlier document only. briefly, since many of these comments are
the same as those from the later report titled Comments on RI/FS and Proposed
Remedial Plan, Miami County Incinerator Site, Miami County, Ohio. The EPA
responses to the report are organized to follow the organization, section
headings, and page numbers of the BIEC report.

BIEC’s Cover Letter to U.S. EPA dated April 26, 1989

1..  Comment, page 2, paragraph 2: Over 99 percent of the waste disposed
of at the incinerator site can be characterized as municipal waste.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA agrees that the facility was operated as a
municipal landfill but does not concur that 99 percent of the waste is
municipal (residential and commercial) in nature. The Miami County
monthly waste tonnage records and ledgers identify daily amounts of
"residential" and "industrial” wastes received. A preliminary review of

.(JJ
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- those records' indicates that approximately 30 percent (by weight) of the

monthly wastes received was classified as industrial tonnage. However,
the reported tonnage and types of wastes are of little consequence when
considering the analytical findings of the RI. The data indicate that many
hazardous substances are present in the subsurface soil and wastes in the
Liquid Disposal Area and in the groundwater downgradient from that
area.

Comment, page 2, paragraph 3: Liquids were disposed of for only 1 year
and "in the RI/FS, U.S. EPA’s consuitant stated that over 30,000 gallons
of hazardous waste were disposed of at the site on a weekly basis." This
figure is "a gross exaggeration of the volume. . .. To rely on that wholly
inaccurate estimate of liquid wastes disposed of at the site in light of
known facts, would be irresponsible, arbitrary, and capricious."

The EPA did not base the remedy on the reported volume estimate of
liquid waste disposal at the site as suggested by the reviewer but upon the
degree of contamination and the public health and environmental risks
posed by the contamination documented in the RI report.

U.S. EPA Response: The estimate of 30,000 gallons of industrial liquid
waste -per week is from a statement signed on October 31, 1973 by
Donald Hiser, who was the Miami County Sanitarian. The commentor is
incorrect in claiming that both the RI and the FS reports state that
"30,000 gallons of hazardous waste” were disposed of at the site

Mr. Hiser's memorandum is cited in both reports along with the ,
statement that "it was estimated that nearly 30,000 gallons of liquid waste,
primarily waste ail, were being accepted weekly."” The EPA did not base
the remedy on the reported volume estimate of liquid waste disposal at
the site as suggested by the reviewer but upon the degree of
contamination and the public health and environmental risks posed by the
contamination documented in the RI report.

The EPA acknowledges Mr. Brookhart's affidavit signed in April 1989
stating that liquids were accepted at the site for 1 year in the early 1970s,
but the EPA has information refuting that claim. The data base and
Liquid Waste Report prepared by Techlaw/Resource Application, Inc.
and based on a review of 87,000 weight tickets indicates that liquid waste
transactions were reported over several years. BIEC has access to that
data base. In addition, statements from those who have disposed of

_ waste at the site gathered under the provisions of Section 104(e) of

CERCLA indicate liquid wastes were disposed of at the site as late as
1977. | ‘ ' -



Comment, page 2, paragraph 4: There is a probability that there are
offsite sources of groundwater contamination that should have been
investigated.

US. EPA .Responée: The EPA believes the groundwater contamination
documented in the RI report is the result of disposal practices at the site. -

~ The area of contamination is hydraulically downgradient of the site, a

large plume of contamination consistently occurs between the site and the
- farthest limits of contamination, and the specific contaminants are
generally consistent within the plume. It is not known, but possible that
offsite sources of contamination may exist.

Comment, page 2, paragraph 5: There is serious doubt that the site
. should have been listed on the NPL.

US. EPA Response: The RI report and endangerment assessment
sufficiently documented threats to the public health and environment from
contaminants present at the site. - The field sampling and analysis
‘conducted during the RI/FS substantiate the Hazard Ranking System
scoring and NPL hstmg

Comment, page 2, paragraph 6: BIEC has submitted a remedial plan
that it believes is superior to the U.S. EPA’s preferred remedy.

US. EPA Response: While many of the BIEC suggestions merit
consideration, the EPA has found deficiencies in the BIEC proposed plan
that are identified in responses to the specific BIEC proposed actions.

Comment, page 2, paragraph 7: BIEC states that its proposal is based
on analytical data that is "not assailable,” whereas the U.S. EPA’s
"preferred remedy is based on inaccurate information which leads to
selection of unnecessary technologies that . . . could cause uncontrolled
landfill fires."

U.S. EPA Response: To the EPA’s knowledge, BIEC had not collected

" analytical data independent of the EPA’s RI. In fact, BIEC and

U.S. EPA used identical analytical data presented in the RI report in
developing their respective remedial actions. It is not clear how BIEC's
data are "unassailable” and EPA’s are. The EPA acknowledges the

_ concern about landfill fires but believes that proper implementation of the
soil vapor extraction system (based on results of onsite pilot tests) could
greatly reduce the possibility of landfill fires.

- Comment, page 2, paragraph 8: BIEC proposes that groundwater be
_treated at the City of Troy POTW.

5



10.

11.

- U.S. 'EPA'“Response Discharge to the City of Troy POTW was .
considered a potential treatment option (FS report, p. 3- 20) The U S.

EPA consxders it a viable treatment optxon

Comment, page 3, paragraph 2: BIEC's proposed plan is more consistent
with the requirements of CERCLA, the NCP and federal and state
regulattons than the U.S. EPA's. '

uUs. EPA Response: The EPA disagrees. The EPA’s Proposed Plan
meets all federal and state Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs). The BIEC plan does not meet all ARARs:.

~ Specifics on which ARARs are not met by the BIEC plan are discussed

in subsequent responses.

Comment, page 3, paragraph 3: The BIEC plan is more cost-effective
while providing the same level of protection to public health and the
environment. : '

EPA Response The U.S. EPA believes the BIEC plan provides a lower
level of protectton and fails to meet specific ARARSs.

Comment, page 3, paragraph 5: Ownership of the site by Miami County
would provide a continuous ability by a responsible party to respond to
inadequacies in the remedy.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA will continue to evaluate the adequacy of
the remedy during and after implementation and will pursue all
responsible parties either to implement necessary changes or to pay all
cost incurred by the EPA in implementing any necessary changes,
regardless of who owns the site.

Comment, page 3, paragraphs 6 and 7: The BIEC plan will result in a
faster cleanup of the site. BIEC requests that the U.S. EPA adopt
BIEC’s proposed plan - _

U.S. EPA Response The length of cleanup is a function of the abllxty of
the designed system to achieve agreed upon goals. The EPA does not
accept the BIEC plan as providing sufficient protection of human heaith
or the environment or meeting all ARARS. The EPA feels 1t was
premature for BIEC to make such predictions.
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.0--Introductio

Comment, page 2, paragraph 2, sentence 3: The Miami County
Incinerator site was established primarily for municipal refuse.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA agrees with this statement but notes that
the facility was established for the disposal of solid wastes, including
byproducts of industry or commerce in addition to residential waste
(Board of Commissioners of Miami County 1968). In 1970, the Miami
County Sanitary Engineer estimated that about 70 tons/day (45 percent)
daily waste received was industrial, 53 tons/day (35 percent) municipal,

.and 30 tons/day (20 percent) nonmunicipal (Brookhart 1970).

Comment, page 2. paragraph 2, sentence 3: Liquid wastes were accepted
by the facility for apprommately 1 year (1973-74) and dlSpOSCd of in a
Liquid Dlsposal Area.

U.S. EPA Response: See response to Comment 2 in the previous
section.

Comment, page 3. paragraph 2, sentence 1: On March 27, 1989, the
RI/FS reports were made available for public comment. :

U.S. EPA Response: Although above comment is accurate, the EPA
provided BIEC with draft copies of the RI report in July 1988 and the FS
report before the beginning of the public comment period.

- Comment, page 3. paragraph 1: Citizens representing various businesses,

governments, and civic groups made comments at the public meeting in
April. They "unanimously” supported the BIEC plan over the EPA’s.

U.S. EPA Response: There is some question as to which BIEC plan was
endorsed at the public meeting. In a written comment (dated April 25,
1989) supporting-the BIEC plan, American Plasma Tech included as an
attachment the BIEC proposed ‘plan titled "Miami County Incinerator Site
Joint Cleanup Proposed by Miami County, City of Troy, City of Piqua,
Tipp City, and Business and Industry Committee for Miami County.” The
BIEC proposal included a cover letter dated April 11, 1989, soliciting
assistance from local industries and businesses in making public comments
in support of the joint cleanup plan. That plan appears to be an earlier
version of the BIEC plan submitted to the EPA on April 25, 1989.
Although the two plans are similar in many respects, the first plan
includes soil vapor extraction treatment for the Liquid Disposal Area.
Thus, other persons submitting written or verbal support for the BIEC



plan may have been referring to the April 11 BIEC plan, which included
vapor- extraction for the Liquid Disposal Area.

Comment, page 4, paragraph 3: The BIEC plan is consistent with the
requirements of CERCLA and the NCP, is as protective of public health:
and the environment as the U.S. EPA’s proposed remedy, provides a
more benefxcxal use of the site, and is more cost-effective.

US. EPA Response: The EPA disagrees. See responses to
Comments 8, 9, and 11 in the prewous section regardmg BIEC's letter (o
US. EPA.

Sectiog' 3;0--Gene[él Discussion

1.

~

Comment, page 3, paragraph 1, section 1: The most important fact to be
considered in developing a remedial action plan is that more than
99 percent of waste disposed in the two landfills was municipal waste.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA disagrees. The threat to public health

and environment documented in the endangerment assessment is more
important. The EPA also disagrees with BIEC's estimate that the wastes
are 99 percent municipal. The EPA’s review of site records indicates
about 30 percent of waste received was industrial waste. See response to
comment 1 regarding the BIEC letter of April 26, 1989.

Comment, page S, paragraph 1, sentence 5: The EPA had access to all
waste-in documentation but a similar analysis of wastes disposed of at the
MCI site was not performed during the RI/FS.

US. EPA Response: The EPA has performed a detailed examination of
87,000 weight tickets from MCI, including an evaluation of waste types.
However, records describing the type of materials that were disposed of
were not consistently maintained. The EPA has not performed a similar
evaluation of the additional 128.000 weight tickets obtained and held by

- the BIEC to avoid unnecessary expenses. As mentioned, the weight ticket

documentation is incidental to the analytical data gathered during the RI. .
Comment, page 5, paragraph 2: The statement in the FS report that
hazardous wastes were probably disposed of in the North Landfill is not
supported. :

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA believes that hazardous substances were

- more likely to be disposed of in the North Landfill than in the South
‘Landfill because the Liquid Disposal Area is within the North Landfill



and because of the uncertainty associated with identifying the areal extent
of the Liquid Disposal Area.

Comment, page S, paragraph 3: BIEC believes the estimate of

30,000 gallons of liquid waste received weekly at the site and the estimate
of total quantity of liquid waste between 104,000 to 150,000 barrel
equivalents to be incorrect and misleading.

U.S. EPA Response: See response to comment 2, BIEC letter of
April 26, 1989.

Comment, page 6, paragraph 2: If estimates of quantities were correct,
the RI would have detected a large pool of oil beneath and downgradient
of the Liquid Disposal Area.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA agrees that RI results do not support the
estimate of 150,000 barrel equivalents being discharged if it is assumed
that all was waste oil. However, even using the best available

_ information, it is possible that the full extent of the Liquid Disposal Area
- was not defined.

Comment, page 7, paragraph 1: Discontinuities that may exist in the till
east of the site would affect aquifer remediation alternatives.

U.S. EPA Response: It is correct that discontinuities may exist in the till
unit east of the site and that they would effect remediation. However, all
stratigraphic data compiled for that area of the site suggest that the till
unit is continuous along the eastern boundary of the site.

Comment, page 8, paragraph 2: The RI and FS reports do not report
pump test drawdown data from piezometers and monitoring welis
completed in the upper aquifer. Such data would show the degree of
interconnectedness of the upper and lower aquifer east of the site.

U.S. EPA Response: Data collected trom piezometers completed in the
upper aquifer and monitored during the pump test did not show
measureable head change over the duration of the test. Those data were
admittedly not included with RI report but are available for review upon
request.

Comment, page 8, paragraph 3: Figures 4-10 and 4-12 of the RI have
incorrectly drawn groundwater level contours. Water level elevations for
monitoring wells CH13B and RW11 as presented in the RI were not

- taken into account.



US. EPA Response: These water level measurements appeared to be |
outlying data points and were intentionally excluded in preparing the
contours on Figures 4-10 and 4-12. Even so, their inclusion would not
affect the overall grachents calculated for the lower and upper aquifers.

Comment, page 10, paragraph 3: The RI/FS erroneously used isolated
zones of contamination to characterize the entire Liquid Disposal Area.

US. EPA Response Test pits were located randomly throughout the
“suspected Liquid Disposal Area to minimize bias in determining the .
horizontal extent of contamination. As described in the work plan and
the RI and FS reports, vertical sampling was performed in zones of the
cross section determined to be more contaminated on the basis of
screening. - This bias was described in the RI and FS reports. Where
data were extrapolated to calculate contaminant mass in the Liquid
Disposal Area, the vertical bias was noted and considered in the
calculations. :

Comment, page 11, paragraphs 1 and 2: The U.S. EPA’s inclusion of
solidification in the remedy for the Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile is
unjustified because extraction procedure (EP) toxicity tests were not
conducted. '

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA’s Proposed Plan included EP toxicity
testing to determine whether the waste is subject to the Land Disposal
Restrictions under RCRA and to determine if treatment, such as
solidification, is required before consolidating the waste in the North
Landfill.

Comment, page 13, paragraph 1: Inconsistent scattered values for VOCs |
suggest that offsite contaminam sources may exist.

US. EPA Response: See response to comment 3, BIEC letter of .

~ April 26, 1989,

Comments, page 13, paragraph 3 and page 14, paragraph 1: The RI did
not conform to the guidance in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation
Manual. BIEC is concerned with the selection of chemicals of concern..
The BIEC appears to be concerned that the RI, instead of evaluating
indicator chemicals, evaluated a broader range of chemicals and "that the
failure to identify the most significant chemicals did lead to some

misleading, if not erroneous conclusions." BIEC specifically states the use.

of maximum reported concentrations was misleading and, further, that the
endangerment assessment followed a worst case analysis.

10



13.

14.

themselves.

US. EPA Response: The endangerment assessment evaluated a range of
risks. One set of risks was based on the highest detected contaminant -
concentration, but a second set of risks was based on average
concentrations. This '_approach was taken for several reasons. -First, no
effort can define perfectly the nature and extent of contamination at a
site. Consequently, the one time occurrence of a chemical in a sample
does not guarantee that the chemical may not appear elsewhere at the
site. Because of the uncertainty associated with this effort, it was
reasonable to estimate risks for a range of concentrations and to decide

‘upon which risks to base remedial decisions. This approach is consistent

with the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual. It should be noted
that while the highest detected concentrations for all chemicals were used

_to calculate one set of risk estimates, the second set (based on mean

concentrations) had estimated risks for only those chemicals that were
detected in 10 percent or more of the samples analyzed.

Chemicals of concern were identified after the risks were estimated.
Because antimony was detected in one well does not suggest it is not a
chemical of concern. There are several possible sources of contamination
at the site. Well CH10B is downgradient from the Ash Pile and the
Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon. It is possible that the antimony in the well
is related to those sources. Similarly, toluene is not unimportant just
because it was found only once at a concentration that exceeded the
reference dose (RfD) based limit. The well in which it was found
(CHO9A) is downgradient from the Liquid Disposal Area. While the
EPA agrees that the primary principal contaminants in the groundwater
associated with the site are trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, and
tetrachloroethene, that does not mean that other contaminants are not
important on a localized basis.

Comment, page 14, ‘paragr-aph 3: Arsenic is below its MCL, so it
probably should not be included as an indicator chemical.

U.S. EPA Response: The endangerment assessment discussed some of
the concerns about risk estimation for arsenic; however, just because any
chemical is below its MCL does not exclude it from consideration in an
endangerment assessment. MCLs are not strictly risk based and have
technical and economic feasibility components in their development;
therefore MCLs cannot be used as a risk evaluation criteria by -

Comment, page 15, paragraph 3: The endangerment assessment used a
"worst case" approach instead of the prescribed conservative approach.

11
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. US. EPA Response: The endangerment assessment presented a range of

risks, including risks based on the highest detected concentrations and -
risks based on mean concentrations. While it may be debated whether
use of highest detected concentrations necessarily reflects worst case
conditions, the risks estimated using mean concentrations also indicated
that the risks from-the site were high enough to consider remedial action.

Comment, page 16, paragraph 1: Careful examination of RI groundwater
data suggests there are additional sources of groundwater contamination.

U.S. EPA Response;: See response to comment 3, BIEC cover letter of
April 26, 1989.

Section 3.0-~Operablc Unit

1.

BIEC added the Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon and Stained Soil Area to

“the list of operable units.

U.S. EPA Response: The above modifications are recognized.

Section 4.0--South Landfill

1.

Comment, page 19 through page 21: The single-barrier cap of
Alternative A3 exceeds the requirements for Ohio Sanitary Landfill
Closure (OAC 3745-27-10). BIEC proposes an alternative cap design for
12 inches of clay, 6 inches of sand, 6 inches of fill, and 6 inches of
topsoil. BIEC believes its proposal is more cost-effective, results in less
infiltration, and meets Ohio requirements.

US. EPA Response: BIEC’s proposal does not meet the Ohio

" requirements (OAC 3745-27-9 and -10) for at least 2 feet of well-

compacted cover material having low permeability to water since it
includes only 12 inches of compacted clay.

- Section_5.0--North Landfill

1.

Comment, page 23, paragraph 1: The EPA’s selection of a double-barrier
cap for the North Landfill is based on speculation that hazardous waste
may have been deposited in this area.

U.S. EPA Response: See response to comment 1, BIEC letter dated
April 26, 1989. As stated in the Proposed Plan, a double-barrier cap was
recommended for the North Landfill because it is difficult to determine
whether contaminants detected in the groundwater downgradient from the
North Landfill originate solely from the Liquid Disposal Area or other
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“areas of the North Landfill, and the possibility of future release of
contaminants from the landfill to groundwater cannot be ruled out. After
consideration of public comments and upon further examination of state
and federal regulations, the EPA has determined that a single-barrier cap
as described in the ROD is sufficient.

Comment, page 23, paragraph 2: RI groundwater data indicate virtually'
all the waste placed in the North Landfill is municipal.

U.S. EPA Response: Groundwater data cannot be used to determine
whether hazardous wastes were disposed of in the North Landfill. Less
mobile hazardous substances or wastes contained in drums would not
necessarily have reached monitoring wells downgradient of the North
Landfill. '

Comment, page 23, paragraph 2: Data collected during the RI illustrate
that groundwater quality downgradient of the Liquid Disposal Area is
distinctly different from that downgradient of the North Landfill. The RI
data also show that groundwater quality downgradient of the North |
Landfill is very similar to groundwater quality downgradient of the South
Landfill.

US. EPA Response: The RI data have been misinterpreted. BIEC has
based its conclusions on data for one weil downgradient of the southern
end of the North Landfill (Well CHO8B). It is not sufficient to make
such a definitive statement based on the limited data available and
recognizing the complexity of the hydrogeologic conditions at the site.
For instance, the quantity and number of VOCs detected in.May 1985
from the incinerator well (RW11), ‘which is about 200 feet directly
downgradient from the North Landfill, do not support BIEC's conclusions.

Comment, pages 24 to 26: The single-barrier cap proposed by BIEC
would satisfy the design requirements for final closure of existing
hazardous waste landfills, and there is no Justmcatlon to attempt to
eliminate all infiltration.

US. EPA Response: The EPA recognizes that a single-barrier cap could
meet the minimum requirements of 40 CFR 265.310 for final closure.
However, the cap configuration proposed by BIEC does not meet the
state regulation for landfill closure, which requires 2 feet of a well
compacted, low permeability cover material (OAC 3745-27-9 and -10).

Commént, page 27, paragraph 3: The use of high density polyethylene

synthetic liner in a double-barrier cap is technically inappropriate for the
North Landfill because of potential for differential settlement.

13.



uUsS. EPA Response: The EPA recognizes the potential for ripping of
synthetic liners placed over sanitary landfills. However, the potential for
differential settlement sufficient to cause tearing in the liner is not great
for the North Landfill. The shallow depth of fill (about 17 feet) and the
age of the landfill are two factors that support the EPA’s position that
excessive settlement is not expected.

Section 6.0--Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile

1.  Comment, page' 29, paragraph 1: The volume of ash is about

12,000 cubic yards rather than the 20,000 cubic yards used in the RI and
EFS.

U.S. EPA Response: The volume of ash determined in the RI/FS is an
estimate. The actual volume of ash to be removed will be determmed
through samplmg during design and construction.

[RS8
.

Comment, page 29, paragraph 3: No data were collected during the RI
that indicate the materials have released or will release hazardous
substances in concentrations that will affect the environment adversely.

US. EPA Response: Impacts on the environment do not require
quantification if risks to public health sufficient to require remediation are
documented. This is the case for the Ash Pit and the Ash Pile.

3.  Comment, page 30, paragraph 3: No data were collected during the RI
to determine if solidifi canon/ﬁxanon would reduce the rate of
contaminant release

U.S. EPA Response: See response to comment 10, Section 2.0.

4. Comment, page 32, paragraph 2: Constfuction of a new solid waste
transfer station at the site would be beneficial to the county.

U.S. EPA Response: Refer to the response to comment 10, BIEC letter
of April 26, 1989.

S. . Comment, page 33, paragraph 4 and page 34: BIEC's proposed remedy
for the Ash Pile is excavation and consolidation of its contents under the
North Landfill cap. Leachate extraction testing would be done to
demonstrate that the ash is suitable for disposal without solidification.
Even if the waste is a characteristic hazardous waste (fails EP toxicity
testing), disposal would be done prior to May 1990, and solidification
would not be done.

14



U.S. EPA Response: Solidification of the Ash Pile contents would be
necessary only if its contents fail EP toxicity tests. If excavation is
performed before land disposal restriction requirements for solidification
are imposed, disposal beneath the landfill cap without solidification would
be considered if the pile contents pass EP toxicity testing.

Section 7.0--S¢rubbe; Wastewater Lagoon and
Visibly Stained Soils - '

1. Comment, page 35, paragraph 1: BIEC proposes to investigate the
Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon to determine whether residuals that require
remediation are present. If necessary, remediation would consist of
‘excavating and consolidation in the North Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA notes that BIEC agrees on the need for
investigating the lagoon area for residuals as stated in EPA’s Proposed
Plan. The need for treatment before consolidation will be determined as
part of the design investigation.

2. Comment, page 35, paragraph 3: BIEC proposes to excavate the Stained
Soil Area and remove its contents to the North Landfill for aesthetic
reasons. ' ‘

US. EPA Response: The EPA will not object if BIEC elects to remove
the Stained Soil Area for aesthetic reasons.

3. Comment, Table 6: Current regulations for muniéipal' incinerator fly ash
do not require solidification for landfilling.

U.S. EPA Response: BIEC's comment is correct but irrelevant. See the
response to comment 10 Section 2.0.

Section 8.0--Liguid Disposal Area

1. Comment, page 36, paragraph 1: BIEC notes that according to the RI
report perched groundwater is present below the waste materials and that
traces of waste oils were observed in the perched groundwater.

U.S. EPA Response: It appears the information in the RI report has
been misinterpreted. Perched groundwater was observed within the waste
materials at one location, possibly two. The water table was encountered
at several locations, particularly in the eastern portions of the Liquid
Disposal Area. Refuse was observed below the water table at several
locations. Data collected during the RI indicated a slight but measurable
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layer of waste_oils on water samples collected at the water table and not
a trace in the - perched groundwater as stated by BIEC. :

Comment, page 36, paragraph 2: BIEC states that the FS report

identified four alternatives for the Liquid Disposal Area.

U.S. EPA Response: It appears the information in the FS feport has
been misinterpreted. The FS identified five alternatives for the Liquid

‘Disposal Area. In addition to the four listed by BIEC, incineration with

groundwater treatment was identified as a fifth alternative.

Comment, page 37, paragraph 2: BIEC lists a number of items that it
states are components of the EPA’s remedy associated with dewatering
and vapor extraction for the Liquid Disposal Area.

US. EPA Response: The purpose of the FS was to develop feasible -

alternatives for remediating the release or threat of release of
contaminants at the site and to develop order-of-magnitude cost estimates

_for those alternatives. To achieve that objective it was necessary to make

some assumptions. The selected alternative will be further developed
during predesign and design to determine appropriate materials,
quantities, and other design criteria. The items BIEC listed are simply
assumptions used to develop order-of-magnitude cost estimates in the FS
and are not presented as components of the vapor extraction design.

Comment, page 37, paragraph 3: BIEC states the EPA proposed remedy
is inappropriate, did not adequately evaluate the Rl data, and did not

address implementation problems.

U.S. EPA Response: Vapor extraction is an appropriate, proven
technology for reducing concentrations of VOCs in the unsaturated zone
of the waste materials. As mandated by SARA, it is the EPA’s intention
to reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants in the Liquid Disposal
Area through treatment. It is the EPA’s determination that vapor
extraction will help achieve that goal.

The EPA maintains that the RI data were adequately evaluated in the FS
process. The FS report acknowledged the problems associated with
installing a soil vapor extraction in municipal refuse. Both the FS report
and the Proposed Plan acknowledge the need for predesign pilot testing

- of a vapor extraction system to address those concerns. This step will be
- necessary before an effective vapor extracnon system can be designed and

implemented.
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Comment: page 37, paragraph 4: BIEC claims that the quantity of
VOCs in the unsaturated zone is too- high.

U.S. EPA Response: Alternative D4 includes dewatering wells to lower
the water table beneath the Liquid Disposal Area. This allows the vapor
extraction system to remove VOCs in the existing unsaturated zone as
well as those adsorbed on the aquifer matrix. As a result, the estimate of
VOC mass removed included samples from the unsaturated zone and the
zone to be dewatered. The removal of one pore volume during
dewatering will remove a portion of the contaminant mass adsorbed on
the aquifer matrix, but much of the mass will likely remain. EPA also
notes that actual VOC miass removed may be substantially more than
estimates based on laboratory analysis of soil samples.

Comment, page 39, paragraph 1: The FS did not adequately address the
required dewatering system, nor did it consider the time required to
achieve drawdown of 10 feet with the proposed pumping rates. To
achieve this drawdown in a reasonable time (60 days), the six wells would
have to be pumped at a combined rate of 150 to 180 gpm.

U.S. EPA Response: In calculation of drawdown and time required to
achieve it, the BIEC used the site average hydraulic conductivity for the
upper aquifer of 9.7 x 10° cm/s instead of the value measured at
monitoring well CHO09 (1.07 x 107 c¢m/s), which is located nearest the
Liquid Disposal Area. This is a difference of nearly one order of
magnitude. While it is acknowledged that it will take approximately

- 1 year to develop the cone of depression depicted in Figure D-3 of the
FS report, it should also be noted that suitable dewatering to begin vapor
extraction is estimated to be accomplished within 30 days. Using the
value of hydraulic conductivity measured at CH09, a drawdown of
approximately 9 feet can be accomplished in approximately 30 days, at a
distance of 100 feet from the pumping center. This distance encompasses
the entire Liquid Disposal Area.

Comment, page 39, paragraph 2: BIEC states the EPA proposed vapor -
extraction rate of 3,000 cfm does not take the landfill contents into
account and that it would probably turn the interior of the landfill from
an anaerobic to an aerobic environment resulting in the risk of a landfill
fire. : -

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA did not propose a vapor extraction rate
of 3,000 cfm. That blower rate was used only to develop the order-of-
‘magnitude cost estimate. As stated in the FS report, the vapor extraction
rate will be determined during pilot testing. It will take into consideration
the effect on microbial activity and waste temperatures.
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Comments, page 40, Items ii and iii: BIEC refutes the EPA’s alleged
proposed design of the vapor extraction system. They state that vapor
extraction could be accomplished with fewer extraction wells, and should
be operated at lower VOC removal rates, thereby increasing the
operating time.

U.S. EPA Response: The quantities stated in the FS report were only
for the purpose of estimating costs and were not intended as design
elements. Quantities, materials, and configuration of the vapor extraction
system and the monitoring system must be developed during design based
on results of pilot testing. The period of operation will be reevaluated
based on pilot tests and would be a factor in determining the
effectiveness of vapor extraction. '

Comment, page 40, paragraph 4: BIEC states that its proposed
alternative remedy of soil flushing and groundwater capture would
effectively remove VOCs from the Liquid Disposal Area.

U.S. EPA Response: Because of the lack of information presented in theA
BIEC proposal with respect to a soil flushing system, it is the EPA’s"
opinion that BIEC fails to substantiate its point. The BIEC plan refers to

‘a passive soil flushing system consisting of percolation through the single-

barrier cap and subsequent collection through the groundwater extraction
system. This passive soil flushing system is not an acceptable treatment
alternative. Vapor extraction with pilot testing was selected in the ROD;
however, if the pilot test is not successful, active soil flushing would be an
acceptable treatment alternative for the Liquid Disposal Area.

Comment, page 40, paragraph 5, and page 41: BIEC states that one .
extraction well pumping at a rate of 15 gpm for 10 years at the eastern
end of the Liquid Disposal Area would be sufficient to remove

90 percent of the VOCs in the Liquid Disposal Area.

US. EPA Response: BIEC's proposed plan does not accomplish the
same objectives as the vapor extraction system and dewatering techniques
outlined in the FS. It does not address the source of contaminants in the
unsaturated zone. Without remediation of the unsaturated zone source,
continued release of VOCs to the aquifer is likely, causing continued
contamination of the aquifer.

In BIEC's proposal, the mean value of hydraulic conductivity for the

‘upper aquifer across the site was used and not the measured value at

monitoring well CHO9, located approximately 100 feet east of the Liquid
Disposal Area, which is a more appropriate value. Pumping a single well
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1.

at 15 gpm,.in an aquxfer with material exhibiting a hydrauhc conductivity
1.07 x 107 cm/s as measured at CH09 would cause the well to dewater
completely in less than 45 minutes. As a resuit, the EPA does not agree.
that one well could create a capture zone large enough to control
groundwater flow in the Liquid Disposal Area or produce enough to
achieve a 90 percent contaminant reduction after 10 years as proposed.
The actual number of wells and pumping rate must be determmed during
design.

Comment, page 42, paragraph 1: BIEC requests that the U.S. EPA
adopt its proposed method of remediation for the Liquid Disposal Area.

US. EPA Response: For reasons previously mentioned, the EPA cannot
accept BIEC’s proposed plan for remediation of the Liquid Disposal
Area. We summarize our position as follows:

o Information collected during the RI demonstrates unacceptable
concentrations of VOCs in the unsaturated zone of the Liquid
Disposal Area. It is the EPA’s intent to reduce the mass (and
consequently the mobility) of VOCs to reduce possible future
recontamination of the aquifer.. The EPA has selected vapor
extraction, a proven, effective technology, as the method to achieve
that objective. The EPA acknowledges BIEC'’s concerns relative to
subterranean landfill fires that could develop during vapor
extraction. Recognizing this concern, the EPA proposes pilot
testing to evaluate the effectiveness of the system and to determine
the design operating conditions.

o BIEC does not provide sufficient information on soil flushing as an
acceptable alternative to reduce the volume of VOCs in the
unsaturated zone. The EPA believes vapor extraction is more
appropriate.

) BIEC used an inappropriate value of hydraulic conductivity when
calculating the drawdown from its single pumping well and
proposes a system too small to achieve its stated goal. However,
the EPA recognizes that the number of wells and flow rates must
be determined during the design.

Section 9.0--Groundwater Operable Unit

Comment, page 43, paragraph 2: BIEC states that the FS report lists
Alternative DS--Incineration, Groundwater Pumping and Treatment,
Capping--as an alternative addressing groundwater contamination.

19



U.S. EPA Response: It appears that information in the FS report has
been misinterpreted. In the FS report, the Liquid Disposal Area and the
groundwater were treated as a single operable unit. In Alternative DS
incineration was applied to the contents of the Liquid Disposal Area but
not the groundwater, which would be collected and treated through other
means. BIEC, in its comments, has elected to separate the Liquid
Disposal Area and groundwater into two operable units and to address
each individually..

Comment, page 44, paragraph 2: BIEC states the EPA’s conceptual
design criteria of minimizing aquifer drawdown to maximize aquifer
remediation is inappropriate, and dewatering the upper aquifer will not
significantly reduce the effects of remediation because the area of VOCs
attenuated on the aquifer matrix is small.

U.S. EPA Response: Minimization of drawdown to maximize aquifer
remediation is an appropriate design criterion. The EPA’s concern is that
the proposed BIEC plan of rapidly dewatering the upper aquifer,
particularly in the area of the Liquid Disposal Area, could result in
unacceptable quantities of VOCs remaining adsorbed in the aquifer
matrix after remediation has met cleanup criteria. These remaining
constituents could serve as a continuing source of aquifer contamination.
Before accepting such an aquifer remediation plan, BIEC must
demonstrate to the EPA’s satisfaction that the plan is capable of
achieving the cleanup criteria. Also, if drawdown is not minimized,
groundwater monitoring would be necessary for a longer period of time
after cleanup criteria are met to determine if desorption from the

- dewatered aquifer matrix will cause cleanup criteria to be exceeded.

Comment, page 45, paragraph 1:- BIEC states that offsite extraction wells
are not required because groundwater that discharges to the Miami River
will not affect surface water quality and that pumping close to the river
will result in induced infiltration to the detriment of the system.

U.S. EPA Response: It is the intent of SARA and EPA’s position to
reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants in the groundwater. The
Great Miami Valley Fill Aquifer has been designated a sole source
aquifer in that it is the only source of drinking water to neighboring
‘residents and communities. The EPA cannot permit the aquifer to
remain contaminated regardless of the related effects on surface water

quality. '
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Comment, page 45, paragraph 2: BIEC again questions the low pumping
rates assumed in the FS report and the EPA’s concern for minimizing
drawdown and describes what it considers to be a more appropriate
alternative. |

U.S. EPA Response: Minimization of drawdown, particularly in the
central and western portions of the site that are being remediated, is a
legitimate concern. Quickly dewatering a highly contaminated portion of
the aquifer can cause contaminants to be left behind on the soil matrix,
only to recontaminate the aquifer once the wells are shut down and the
water levels in the aquifer recover. Drawdown achieved in the extraction
wells in the upper aquifer at the site boundary, taking into account
_recharge, effects from other upper aquifer wells, and effects from lower
aquifer wells, is approximately 3 feet. This was calculated using the
hydraulic conductivity value (6.01 x 10 cm/s) obtained from piezometer
P-5, which is located nearby, and not the site mean hydraulic conductivity
(9.7 x 10~ cm/s) that BIEC prefers to use. The self-induced drawdown of
an upper aquifer well, pumping at 10 gpm, assuming no recharge, and
assuming a site mean hydraulic conductivity (as the BIEC proposed), is
great enough to cause that well to completely dewater in approximately

1 hour. Combined with the drawdown induced by other upper aquifer
and lower aquifer wells, it would frequently be necessary to shut down the
system to allow it to recharge.

The EPA recognizes that the FS is not a design. The final number of
extraction wells and the pumping rates will be determined during the
remedial design.. ' '

Comment, page 46, paragraph 3: BIEC states that its proposed system
will result in a shorter cleanup period than the EPA’s proposed method
but cannot directly compare the two because the FS report does not
present the pore volumes used. BIEC also claims it cannot back
calculate pore volumes because pumping rates presented on page D-3 do
not match those on page D-7.

US. EPA Response: The exact length of the cleanup period cannot be
determined at this time. The cleanup period required will be a function
of the final design and the cleanup criteria to be established. Therefore,
the EPA feels that BIEC is premature in its conclusion that its proposed
scheme will clean up the aquifer faster than the system presented in the
FS report. :

The EPA acknowledges that the number of pore volumes used were not
presented in the FS report but sees no reason why BIEC cannot back
calculate the pore volumes from the data presented in. Appendix D of the
.



ecti

o

FS report.. Page D-3 of the FS report states a total withdrawal of

12 gpm from the upper aquifer and 60 gpm from the lower aquifer. On
page D-7, in calculating cleanup periods, it is stated that 7 gpm is
withdrawn from the upper aquifer and 27.5 gpm from the lower aquifer,
west of County Highway 25-A. East of County Highway 25-A, a total of
35.5 gpm is withdrawn from both aquifers. The 35.5 gpm can be broken
into- a withdrawal of 5 gpm from the upper aquifer and 30.5 gpm from

the lower aquifer. This reflects a total withdrawal of 12 gpm from the
upper aquifer and 58 gpm from the lower aquifer (rounded to 60 gpm).

Comment, page 47, paragraph 1: Based on its analysis, BIEC requests
that the U.S. EPA adopt its proposed groundwater extraction system as

~the remedy for its groundwater operable unit.

U.S. EPA Response: BIEC’s analysis is insufficient to warrant acceptance
of its proposed plan as presented. The tinal extraction system will need
to be determined in the design. Again, the numbers of wells and
extraction rates presented in the FS report were developed to prepare

.order-of-magnitude cost estimates. The groundwater extraction system

presented in the FS report was never intended as the EPA’s final design.
The appropriate system will be developed in the design stage and may
require additional field investigations.

.0--Groundwate eatme

Comment, page 48, paragraph 1: BIEC disputes the EPA’s assertion that
physical-chemical pretreatment of groundwater before air stripping will be
temporary. BIEC states that such treatment will likely be needed over
the life of the extraction system.

US. EPA Response: The EPA has concluded that pretreatment would
probably not be necessary over the life of the extraction system on the
basis of low BODj, suspended solids, and inorganic constituent
concentrations anticipated for the extracted groundwater. Routine.
maintenance cost estimates for the air stripper included acid washing to
remove precipitated solids and chlorination to control biological growth.

' However, the need for permanent pretreatment will be reconsidered

during the design if onsite treatment of groundwater is required.

Comment, pages 48 to 50: As an alternative to onsite treatment BIEC

- proposes that the’ ‘Troy POTW be used to treat the extracted
groundwater '

US. EPA Response The EPA does not ob)ect to BIEC’s pmposed
treatment alternative providing BIEC can, over the life of the remedial
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action, demonstrate to the EPA’s satisfaction that the Troy POTW can
accept the quantity and quality of extracted groundwater and continue to
meet all federal, state, and local regulations regarding acceptance, .
treatment, and discharge of wastewater (and resultant residuals).

L Comment, page 51, subsection 11.1: BIEC states that its proposed plan'is

fully protective of human health, consistent with the NCP and CERCLA

as amended by SARA. and cost-etfective. BIEC also states that its plan

closely parallels the EPA’s but differs in that BIEC proposes more
~reliable and cost-effective technologies.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA recognizes that BIEC's plan has many
similar items to its own Proposed Plan. However, the EPA believes
BIEC's plan is deficient in several areas as dnscussed throughout this
Responsiveness Summary.

2. Comment, page 53, subsection 11.2: BIEC proposes a perimeter fence to

prevent direct access to the site and deed restrictions to control potential
future development of the site.

U.S. EPA Response: This is consistent with the final remedy in the

ROD.

3. Comment, page 53, subsection 11.3: An alternative water supply has
been or will be prowded to the atfected properties downgradient of the
site.

U.S. EPA Response: Thls is consistent with the final remedy in the
ROD:

4. Comment page 53, subsection 11.4: A single-barrier cap should be
provided for the South Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Please see the response to BIEC comments in
Section 4.0.

5. Comment, page 54, subsection 11.5: BIEC proposes a single- barner cap
~ for the North Landfill.

U.S. EPA Response: Please see our responses to BIEC comments m
Section 3.0.
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Comment, pages 54 to S5, subsection 11.6: BIEC presents its proposed

remedy for the Ash Disposal Pit and Ash Pile Operable Unit.

uUs. EPA ReSponse Please see our responses. to BIEC comments in
Section 6.0. '

Comment, page S5, subsection 11.7: BIEC presents its proposed remedy
for its Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon and Stamed Soil Area Operable
Unit. :

U.S. EPA Response: Please see our responses to BIEC comments in

Sectlon 7.0.

 Comment, page 55, subsection 11.8: BIEC presents its proposed remedy

for the Liquid Disposal Area.

US. EPA Response Please see our responses to BIEC comments in
Section 8.0.

Comment, page 56, subsection 11.9: BIEC. presents its proposed remedy
for its groundwater operable unit.

U.S. EPA Response: Please see our responses to BIEC comments in
Section 9.0.

Comment, page 56, subsection 11.10: BIEC proposes treatment of
extracted groundw_ater at the Troy POTW instead of onsite treatment.

U.S. EPA Response: Please see our responses to BIEC comment 2
Section 10.0.

‘Comment, pages 57 to 64, subsection 11.12: BIEC presents an

"effectiveness monitoring program" for its proposed remedial action

‘program.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA appreciates the efforts BIEC has taken
to present its proposed long-term monitoring plan. The EPA considers
this a design issue and will reserve its final Judgment on any monitoring
plan until that time.

Comment, subsection 11.14: BIEC presents a contingency plan to be
followed should monitoring indicate the system is not operating as
planned or should other developments occur that would compromise the
effectiveness of the system. '



U.S. EPA Response: Agai'n,‘thé EPA appreciates BIEC's efforts at this

- stage, but will reserve additional comments until later.

Lnn@_m:ms&m&mﬂumx_&_mﬂ_&ﬂm_e_

1.

Comment: Mr. Huffman’s question was about the southerly flow of
groundwater and contaminants. He was concerned that, while under
normal flow conditions in the Great Miami River groundwater and
contaminants are capable of flowing approximately three-quarters of a
mile prior to discharge into the river, during high flow conditions the
southerly flow of contaminants would extend further south and
contaminate additional residential wells.

U.S. EPA Response: - It is true that during high flow conditions the
southerly component of flow in the groundwater is increased, but it is also
true that during low flow conditions the southerly component to flow is
decreased. That is why the normal flow conditions were used: they
represent the long-term process that is occurring. Flow of groundwater
and contaminants at the site is governed by the hydraulic conductivity of
the aquifer material and the hydraulic gradient measured across the
aquifer. Assuming the hydraulic conductivity in the aquifer is fairly
constant, the gradients will have the greatest effect on the flow of
contaminants. Gradients across the site range from 0.002 to 0.003 fu/ft

(1 foot per 333 feet to 1 foot per 500 feet) and are governed generally by
recharge west of the site. Gradients in the aquifer below and nearest the
Great Miami River are governed by the gradient of the river,
approximately 1 foot per 1,500 feet or three to four times less than that
of groundwater at the site.

Although the gradient in the river is not constant, it is fairly stable and
likely to decrease during high flow conditions. This means that
contaminants move in the aquifer from the site to the river three to four
times faster than they are able to move in the aquifer once they get to
the river. Using a gradient of 1 foot per 1,500 feet and the average
hydraulic conductivity for the site, groundwater flow velocities range from
30 to 40 feet per year under the river. Given such a low velocity,
seasonal fluctuations in flow direction have only a very minor effect on
the movement of the contaminants. The timely changes in the movement
of contamination can be seen by comparing residential well data obtained
in November 1984 and May 1985 with those collected by the Ohio EPA
in October 1988, a 3-year span. These comparisons show that the
contaminant distribution south of the site has changed very little, and, in
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fact, many contammant concentrations have decreased to the south of the
site durmg this 3-year period.

Commem. Mr. Pence asked how many gallons or barrels of waste were
disposed of in the North Landfill. He also wondered what knowledge the
EPA has regarding the generators of those wastes.

US. EPA Responsc: Refer to the response to comment 2 for the BIEC

letter dated April 26 for a discussion of the quantity of waste disposed in
the landfills. As mentioned at the public meeting, the EPA has a list of
tentatively identified responsible parties and is seeking information about
parties who may have left industrial waste liquids at the site. -

Comment: Mr. Brown asked the cost of the proposed aiternatives.

U.S. EPA Response: The total present worth of proposed

Alternatives A3, B4, C4, and D4 is $21.9 million, and the total estimated
capital cost is $15.6 million. Cost estimates are presented in the FS
report under each of the different alternatives. ‘

Comment: Mr. Brown also asked if the people of Troy could be: given
more than 60 days to respond to the EPA.

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA is following a procedure set forth in
Section 122(e) of CERCLA that specifies a 60-day time period for the
PRPs to submit a proposal to the EPA to conduct or finance the
remedial activities.

Iterpativ

Comment: Mr. Cariton (speaking for BIEC) summarized BIEC's

preferred alternatives and highlighted their differences from the EPA’s
Proposed Plan.

us. EPA Response: The EPA has carefully considered the preference
of the BIEC in deciding on final remedy described in the ROD.

Comment: Representatives from the following local governmental
agencies presented resolutions endorsing BIEC's plan:

City of Piqua, William Cruse. Mayor

City of Troy, Doug Campbell. Mayor

Miami County Commission. Don Hart, Chairman
Tipp City, Jess Chamberlain, City Council member
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US. EPA Response: The EPA recognizes the support of these local
governments for the BIEC plan.

3. Comment: The following citizens expressed their support for the BIEC
plan: . ’

Roy Carlson, Troy Chamber of Commerce

Robb Howell, Hobart Brothers

Jim Rasback, Hobart Brothers

Art Haddad, City of Troy

Rex McClure, Miami Industries

Greg Horn, Tipp City Manager

Larry Baker, Piqua Chamber of Commerce

Richard Adams, Upper Valley Joint Vocational
School District

Bill Lukens, Stillwater Technologies

Keith Roeth, Edison State Community College

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA acknowledges the support for the BIEC
plan. .

OTHER WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
L. Comment: Resolutions were submitted on behalf of BIEC by:

Bethel Township

City of Tipp City
‘Miami County and Troy City Boards of Health
Miami County Council

Newton Township

Piqua Area Chamber of Commerce .
Troy Area Chamber of Commerce
Union Township Board of Trustees
Village of Bradford

Village of Covington

Village of Ludlow Falls

Village of Pleasant Hill

Washington Township

U.S. EPA Response: The EPA appreciates tne efforts made on the
behalf of BIEC.
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Comment:  Written comments in support of the actions proposed by
BIEC were received by the following residents, businesses, and industries:

Dr. R. N. Adams, Upper Valley Joint Vocational
~ School District _
David L. Ault, Star Bank .
Roy Baker, B-K Photo Products Company
Erich Borden
John P. Coleman, The Oth Mumcnpal League
John L. Dillon, French Oil Mill Machinery Company
W. McGregor Dixon Jr., City of Troy
James H. Dotson, French Oil Mill Machinery Company
William B. Eckstein
Thomas L. Elberson, Dinner Bells Foods, Inc
R.J.M. Fisher, PMI Food Equipment Group
Dick Force, Jackson Tube Service, Inc.
" Daniel P. French, French Oil Mill Machinery
Company
John G. Grubb, Upper Valley Medical Center
Arthur D. Haddad, City of Troy
James R. Hartzell, Hartzell Industries, Inc.
Randall Hefelfinger '
William H. Hobart, Hobart Brothers Company
Robb F. Howell, Hobart Brothers Company
John Hunt, Jackson Tube Service, Inc.
Charles F. Jacobs, RT Industries
William H. Kadel, The Fifth Third Bank of
Miami Valley '
Ray L. Loffer
Donald E. Lukens, Member of Congress,
House of Representatives
Rex A. McClure, Miami Industries
Fred Meitz, American Plasma Tech
Norman Osting, Stanton Township Trustees
- Aaron B. Parker, Friendly Ice Cream Corporation
Ernest F. Schaub, B.F. Goodrich Aerospace
- John Suber, Ebberts Field Seeds, Inc.
Wilbur Sussman, Sussman, Inc.
James D. Utrecht, Shipman, Utrecht, and Dixon
Company, L.P.A.

U S. EPA Response: The EPA has taken the wndespread support for the
BIEC plan into consnderatlon in selecting the final remedy described in
~_the ROD.



Comment: _The following people submitted written comments that
claimed their inclusion in the list of PRPs was mistaken and stated that
they were opposed to the PRP steering committee’s (BIEC’s) allocation of
responsibility:

Richard E. Pence, Pence Refuse Service
" Council of the Village of Pleasant Hill .
-Thomas L. Elberson, Dinner Bell Foods, Inc.
Theodore A. Boggs, Attorney for the Village of
Covington

U.S. EPA Response: As one of the commentators explained, "The
CERCLA regulatory scheme is designed so that those responsible for the
creation of hazardous sites will be required to pay for the resulting
remedial response activities." CERCLA holds four categories of PRPs
jointly and severally liable for toxic-material site cleanup costs: owners
-and operators of the site, owners and operators when the site received
hazardous substance, those who produced and disposed of the hazardous
substances, and transporters of the hazardous substances.

The definition of "hazardous substance” contained in CERCLA Section
101(14) is very broad and requires only that a substance be designated as
hazardous or toxic under one of several federal statutes. Further, if a
waste material contains any hazardous substances, then the waste material
is itself a hazardous substance under CERCLA. The quantity or
concentration of the hazardous substance within the waste material is
irrelevant to its hazardous substance designation.

Unfortunately, it is unusual if not exceptional for municipally operated -
waste disposal operations to keep careful records concerning the disposal
of materials containing hazardous substances. The weight tickets removed
from the site are a primary source of information about the parties and
nature of the wastes at the Miami County Incinerator site. Other sources
of information linking PRPs with the site include various Miami County
records, studies of municipal solid waste composition, and, of course, -
information obtained through CERCLA Section 104(e) information
requests.

Generally, PRPs prefer to develop a rationale for allocation of cleanup
~costs through the steering committee associated with the site rather than
rely upon the U.S. EPA’s assignment of liability. The basis for the
allocation is usually worked out between the steering committee and other
PRPs. At this site, the amount of hazardous substances contributed by
individual PRPs may be difficult to ascertain because of the limited
information provided by the site records. A consistent feature of the
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Miami Coumy records is the disposal costs stated on the weight tickets.
- The PRP steenng committee may have proposed this method of -
allocation, in part, because determining the toxicity or exact amounts of
hazardous substances individual parties disposed of may be not possible
because of the nature of the site records. Therefore, any other method
of allocation might be no more equitable than the present allocation
system the BIEC recommends.

Comment: Mr. Pence’s letter also mentioned he was informed that "the
County had the ash pit [i.e., the Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon] cleaned
out and dug it too deep, and tore the foot clay barrier out the bottom.
One week later the well at the County Garage went bad."

‘US. EPA Response: Historic documentation also supports the above
- claim that "while working on a settling lagoon the seal was broken; this
eventually contaminated the incinerator well" (Brookhart, et al. 1976). As
mentioned in the Proposed Plan, the Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon area
will be tested during the remedial design activities to select a course of
action .to protect public health and the environment.

Comment: Keith L. Roeth expressed the need for prbmpt action.

U.S. EPA Response: Pending the signihg of a Consent Decree or the
availability of federal funding, predesign and design activities will begin
immediately.

Comment: Gary Wick expressed a concern with allowing the BIEC to
perform the cleanup because many members of the BIEC are potentially
responsible parties.

U.S. EPA Response: Section 122(a) of CERCLA authorizes the EPA to
enter into an agreement with any person, including any potentially
responsible person, to perform any response action provided that the
PRPs commit to such actions in a consent decree. The EPA encourages
PRPs to conduct the response actions. The EPA will, however, provide
review and oversight of such actions in accordance with Section 104(a)(1)
of CERCLA.

Comment: One anonymous commentator expressed the desire for the
EPA to test groundwater near a former open landfill located at 10315
North Springcreek Road near Piqua because of the high incidence of
‘cancer deaths in the neighborhood near the former dump.

US. EPA Response: U.S. EPA éckno'wledges the citizen’s concerns, but
this comment is not relevant to the RI/FS or Proposed Plan for the
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Miami Caunty Incinerator site. This matter has been referred to the
Miami County Health Department.

COMMENTS FROM OHIO EPA

Comments from Ohio EPA were received in a letter dated April 4, 1989, and
have been grouped by issues to facilitate response to them in this document.
The reader is referred to the actual comments in the Administrative Record.

RI Data Evaluation

1.

Comment: "Determination of background values for inorganics in
groundwater (and for that matter, background values for soils) based on
the upper 99.9% confidence interval of the mean is very misleading. For
example, several monitoring wells which contain contaminated
groundwater have values of specific conductance which are below
‘background.” Background would be more appropriately established by
using water quality data from monitoring wells located hydraulically
upgradient of the site.”

U.S. EPA Response: - Groundwater inorganic background concentrations
were derived from wells located hydraulically upgradient of the site. As
stated on page 5-13 of the RI report, "Background inorganic
concentrations were determined using Phase I and Phase II RI results
from upgradient monitoring wells MW01A, MWO02A, and CH17A in the
upper aquifer and MW01C and MWO02C in the lower aquifer."

The U.S. EPA acknowledges that there are various approaches to
determining background concentrations for inorganic chemicals. We
consider the approach taken (calculating the upper 99.9 percent
confidence limit to the mean concentration for each constituent) an
effective method for indicating the nature and extent soil or groundwater
inorganic contamination. As stated in Appendix J of the RI report, "The
final determination of acceptable inorganic concentrations is based on
health effects as well as on background concentrations. Thus, the

99.9 percent confidence interval is used only in evaluating whether the
presence of chemicals is a result of site acuvmes and not as a final
determination of acceptable concentrations."

The U.S. EPA disagrees with the comment that implies that the
determination of background concentrations is misleading because
contaminated wells have specific conductance below background
concentrations. Specific conductance indicates the presence of charged
ionic species in solution, such as magnesium, calcium, iron, aluminum,
potassium, bicarbonate, sulfate, and so on. These particular constituents
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were not presented in anures 5-18 and 5-19 in the RI report because
they are not indicative of health effects. Specific conductance provides an.
indication of total ion concentration and was presented to provide
supplemental information with respect to water quality. It is incorrect to
relate specific conductance to only a few of the ionic species detected in
the groundwater .

The selection of soil samples used to derive. background concentrations of
inorganic chemicals is described on page 5-1 of the RI report. Although
soil samples were collected from locations hydraulically downgradient from
the Liquid Disposal Area, most were collected from the unsaturated zone
and located away from known or suspected waste disposal areas.
Therefore, no influence of waste disposal on soil inorganic chemistry
should occur. This approach is considered valid and adequate to meet
the objectives of the RI, namely site characterization.

Comment: Ohio EPA believes that since the proposed remediation of
the Ash Pile, Ash Disposal Pit, and possibly the Scrubber Wastewater
Lagoon would involve the excavation and consolidation of surface and
near-surface soils, background concentrations for inorganic chemicals in
those soils would be more appropriately determined by surface and near-
surface soils in areas unaffected by site activities. "The RI lumped soils
together from a wide range of depths and soil horizons to determine
background concentrations. Ohio EPA feels it is inappropriate to
determine background concentrations in this manner, and therefore,
additional surface and near-surface soil sampling during predemgn is
warranted.”

U.S. EPA Response: The determination of background inorganic soil
concentrations is used to assess the relative nature and extent of
contamination. The determination of background as calculated in the RI -
adequately serves as a measure for the comparison and evaluation of soil
data. U.S. EPA acknowledges that additional samphng will be necessary

to define the extent of removal.

Comment: Ohio EPA questioned why water level measurements were
not obtained from wells CHO8A and CHO8B on April 18, 1988, and
requested an explanation for an earlier water level measurement of
828.96 feet, which is below the bottom of the well screen at 829.23 feet.

- US. EPA Response: Clarification with regard to this comment was
inadvertently omitted from the RI report. No water level measurements
- were obtained at CHO8A because the well was dry at the time of

- sampling. At CHO8B, complications with the lock on the protective
casing prevented obtaining a water level measurement. Monitoring well
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CHO8A was constructed with a 3- to 4-inch end cap on the bottom of the
well screen, as were most of the wells installed at the incinerator site.
The water measured in CHO8A on October 19, 1987, is believed to have
been trapped in the end cap and, thus, not reflective of the actual water
table. : :

Comment: Ohio EPA states that groundwater flow in the upper aquif‘erA
during flood conditions is to the southwest, and not "southerly,” as stated
on page 1-5 of the FS report and illustrated in Figure 4-7 in the RI

report.

U.S. EPA Response: Figure 4-7 in the RI report is a hydrogeologic cross
section that does not indicate groundwater flow direction. Figure 4-14
presents water level contours for the upper aquifer based on data
obtained in November 1985 during flood conditions. As seen on

Figure 4-14, the flow direction changes under flood conditions and flows
in a southwesterly direction from the river toward the site. Flow direction
changes back to the east and southeast after flood stages subside. '

Endangerment Assessment

1.

Comment: Ohio EPA expressed concern that Figures 7-4 and 7-5 "do not
give a complete picture of carcinogenic risks for exposure to groundwater
since they do not include a summation of the excess lifetime cancer risks
for inhalation and ingestion. These maps, aside from being inconsistent
with Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of the feasibility study, are also inconsistent with
USEPA's own risk assessment guidance and directives which call for,
among other things, the summation of risks across exposure routes.”

U.S. EPA Response: The two figures are intended to illustrate the risks
associated with groundwater ingestion. They are labeled as a summary of
ingestion risk and not a summary of total risk. Inhalation risks are
presented in the text and may be summed with the ingestion risk.
Combined risks for the various exposure settings are presented on

Table 7-19. These figures are not inconsistent with the FS figures, they -
merely illustrate somewhat different issues.

Comment: Ohio EPA feels that Table 7-17 is misleading because it

- provides what appear to be acceptable levels of chemicais that could be
. left in soils at the site. "While target concentrations may be useful for

the identification of 'hot spots’, they should not be used as cleanup goals.

U.S. EPA Response: The intent of the table, as stated in both the text
and the table, was to illustrate heaith-based target concentrations for
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single chemicals in a single media as a way of indicating "hot spots." The
values presented are not cleanup goals.

Comment: Table I-27 of the draft.and RI report, entitled "Well
MWO3C--Comparison of Daily Intakes to RfDs,” should have been
included in the final RI report.

U.S. EPA Response: The table was inadvertently excluded from the final
report and is mcluded in Attachment A.

Comment: Tables ISSB and [-89B, "Comparison of Daily Intakes to
RfDs for the North Landfill Excluding Ash Pile" and "Comparison of
Daily Intakes the RfDs for the Liquid Disposal Area," should also have

- been included in the final RI report.

U.S..EPA Response: The tables were inadvertently excluded from the
final report and are included in Attachment A.

Remedial &ternati‘ve Preferences

L.

Comment, FS report, page 2-4: Ohio EPA states that the remedial action
objectives for the Liquid Disposal Area to minimize further contaminant
migration from the soil or wastes to a drinking water aquifer should not
be to solely prevent the degradation of groundwater to levels exceeding
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). Emphasis should be on
preventing degradation beyond levels sufficiently protectwe of human
heaith and the envu'onment

US. EPA R‘esponse: The U.S. EPA has not restricted the remedial
objectives to attainment of MCLs, but has specified MCLs in one of the
several Liquid Disposal Area objectives because MCLs are an enforceable
standard for drinking water aquifers. The EPA believes that the remedial
action objectives for both the Liquid Disposal Area and the groundwater
adequately address the reviewer’s concern for the protectxon of human
health and the en\nronment

Comment: Several commcnts from Ohio EPA state that cleanup of
groundwater to levels more stringent than MCLs is warranted and that

_cleanup of groundwater should be to background to MCLGs, or to a

1 x 10° lifetime cancer nsk level.

U.SS. EPA Response: The U.S. EPA acknowledged these comments and

took them into consideration in establishing the cleanup goals described in
the ROD. The EPA would like to clarify that cleanup goals were not set
in the FS report, as implied by some of Ohio EPA’s comments. The area

34



targeted for groundwater remediation was defined as the area where
groundwater contaminant concentrations exceeded MCLs, but that should
not be interpreted as the cleanup criteria for the extracted groundwater.
Similarly, calculations based on a 90 percent contaminant reduction of
selected compounds were used to estimate the length of time required to
remediate the aquifer system. This was done for comparison of
alternatives and was not intended to suggest that MCLs are the cleanup
criteria. -

Comment: Ohio EPA stated with respect to Table A-2 in the FS report
that it is misleading to use "target” concentrations for determining cleanup
levels for soil "because they do not take into account exposures from
multiple chemicals or multiple exposure routes. These target
concentrations also do not account for potential leaching of contaminants
from soils and their release into the groundwater."

U.S. EPA Response: The U.S. EPA acknowledges the comment and
‘would like to point out that, as the title of the table says, they are
“guidelines to be considered.” The FS report does not establish the
concentrations as cleanup levels. The basis for the extent of soil removed
is addressed in the ROD.

Comment: Ohio EPA states that the Proposed Plan should specify the
cleanup levels for soils that will remain after wastes from the Ash Pile,
Ash Disposal Pit, and possibly the Scrubber Wastewater Lagoon area are
consolidated into the North Landfill.

US. EPA Response: The extent of soil removal is defined in the ROD.
It is the intent of EPA to protect human health and the environment.

Comment: Ohio EPA understands that for costing purposes the FS
assumed a passive landfill gas venting system, but feels a passive system
may not be sufficiently effective for venting landfill gases.

U.S. EPA Response: EPA recognizes this comment and notes that the
appropriateness of a passive or active landfill gas collection system will be
evaluated during predesign or design.

Comment: Ohio EPA does not feel that the groundwater monitoring
“proposed on page B-7 of the FS report is adequate for a number of
reasons. "First, to establish baseline water quality in both aquifers, most .
if not all of the monitoring wells, both on and off-site, will need to be
sampled and analyzed for TCL organics and inorganics including cyanide.
(Cyanide was never analyzed for in any site media during the RI.)
Second, with the need to monitor two aquifers under any selected
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alternatiye, the monitoring of only nine wells would appear to be grossly
inadequate to track plume movement, ensure capture, and measure
shrinkage of aquifer contaminant concentrations. Adequate groundwater
monitoring of the south landfill unit is also important since sampling of

~ soils from below the water table in borings adjacent to the south landfill
- showed levels of toluene ranging from 65 ug/kg to 1600 ug/kg. This is a
strong evidence for indicating a release of organic contaminants to the
groundwater from the south landfill and emphasizes the need for
adequate groundwater monitoring. Third, Ohio EPA feels that due to the
lack of groundwater quality data in the area between the southern
property. boundary and well clusters MW-03 and MW-06, additional wells
must be installed and sampled in this area.” :

U.S. EPA Response: As stated, the groundwater tnonitoririg program
discussed was presented for cost estimating purposes. The monitoring
program is defined in the. ROD and addresses Ohio EPA’s concerns.

itoria] Remarks

Comment, FS Report, page 1-11, paragraph 1: Ohio EPA states that 11
residential wells and not 10 as stated in the FS report were sampled in
October 1988. The reviewer questions why the Miami County Health
Department was the reference for this information rather than the Ohio
EPA.

U.S. EPA Response: The data indicate that 12 samples were collected
from 11 different residential wells. One sample was a duplicate. The FS
report referenced the County Health Department because the EPA
contractor writing the FS initially received the information from that

agency.

Comment, FS report, page 1-12, paragraph 3: Ohio EPA states that the
results of the endangerment assessment indicate that the Ash Pile, Ash
Disposal Pit, Liquid Disposal Area, and groundwater are sufficiently
contaminated to present "actual risks" to the public as well as potential
risks.

US. EPA Response: As stated in Chapter 7 of the RI report, it is
necessary to make several assumptions (e.g., exposure concentrations,
‘exposure setting human intake, population characteristics, toxicity) to
estimate human health risk for carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects.

‘The risk assessment is subject to uncertainty with respect to estimating
risk and regarding the understanding of site conditions. Thus, "potential”
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is a more appropnate term than "actual” when referring to calculated risk
values

Comment, FS report, page 1-12, paragraph 5: Compounds such as PCBs
and the pesticide dieldrin were also found in the sediment of the Eldean
Tributary in addition to polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).
"Therefore, predesign sediment sampling should also include analysis for
pesticides and PCBs to determine if these compounds are attributable to
the site and could pose a risk to public health or the environment."

US. EPA Response: The comment is correct and recognized by EPA.
Comment, FS Report, page 2-5, paragraph 3: Trichloroethene was
detected in MWO6A in rounds 1 and 2, not 1 and 3. Also, N-
nitrosodiphenylamine was detected in well MWO3A during sampling
round 3. :

U.S. EPA Response: The comment is correct and recognized by EPA.
Comment, FS report, page 2-6, paragrabh 2: Figures 2-1 and 2-2 show
the excess lifetime cancer risks estxmated for both ingestion and inhalation
of groundwater.

U.S. EPA Response: The comment is correct and recognized by EPA.
Comment, FS report, page 3-6, paragraph 1: The second to last sentence

mentions the "EPA guidance document" but does not name the document.

US. EPA Response: The reference "(U S. EPA 1982)" should be added
to the second to last sentence.

Comment, FS report, page 3-20, paragraph 2: It is unclear what "Agency"
is being referred to in this sentence. -

U.S. EPA Response: The word "Agency” refers to the U.S. EPA.

Comment, FS Report, page 4-2, paragraph 4: The last sentence is
unclear.

U.S. EPA Response: The word "overloaded” should read "reviewed."
Comment, FS report, Table A-1: The following chemicals were omitted

from the column "compounds detected in groundwater": 1,1- .
dichloroethene (1,1-dichlorethylene), 1,2-dichloroethene, and 2-methyl

37



10.

11.

12,

13.

~ naphthalene The footnote stating that the SDWA MCLs indicated by an

asterisk are proposed values as of October 1986 is misleading since those
values have been promulgated as final standards :

US. EPA Response The comment is correct and recognized by the
EPA.

Comment, FS report, Table A-2: This table is inconsistent with

- Table 7-17 in the RI report with respect to carcinogenic risk levels for the

compounds bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, chlordane, 1,1-dichloroethane,

dieldrin, and PCBs.

U.S. EPA Response: The inconsistencies are noted; Table 7-17 is correct.

Comment, FS report, Attachment B-1: A key to the unit quantiiy
symbols is requested.

US. EPA Response:

cubic foot : LF

CF = = linear foot
CY = cubic yard LS = lump sum

DY = day MG = million gallons
EA = each MO = months

GAL = gallon F = square foot
HR = hour SY = square yard
KW "= kilowatt YR = year

LB = pound '

Comment, FS report page D-10: Figure D-5 was omitted from the report.

U.S. EPA Response: The reference in the text to Fxgure D-S should

‘read "(refer to Figure 4-5) "

Comment, Proposed Plan, page 14: It is unclear what is considered to be
offsite in the statement that "VOC groundwater contamination offsite is
expected to be reduced by 90 percent or more within 15 years in the
upper aquifer and about 8 years in the lower aquifer.”

US. EPA Response:_ The Proposed Plan and Table 5-8 of the FS report

- need to be clarified. The pumping of the onsite downgradient wells (see

Figure 4-2) was estimated at about 15 years for the upper aquifer and
about 8 years for the lower aquifer. The offsite downgradient wells were
estimated to operate for about 5 years. As stated in the FS report,
estimates of time to achieve contaminant reductions are presented for
comparative purposes. They are based on many simplifying assumptions

38



and, as a_result, actual times may be substantially different than those
presented.
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: Attachment A
TABLES [-27, [-88B. AND [-89B FOR THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
TROY. OHIO



labte 1 - 27
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED DAILY INTAKE 10 REFERENCE DOSE
MONITORING WELL 3C: ROUND 4
MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
a ingestion:
Relerence ‘Estimated Daliy Exceed
Dose (RID) Concentration Intake (DI) " Relerence
Chemicat @g/kg/day ug/i mg/kQ/day DI/RID Dose
Bar tum 0.0% 130 0.0037 0.074 NO
Manganese 0.2 169 0.0048 0.022 ' NO
‘Methyleng Chiloride 0.06 6.7 . 0.0002 0.003 NO
Zinc 0.11 34 0.0010 0.005 NO
Hazard index. (Sum of DI/RID) o 0.104
EXPOSURE ASSUMPT 1ONS
Exposure Setting ) Rasidential
Exposed individuai Aduit
water iIntake (llwers/aday) 2
Body welght (kilograms) 70
a inhalation:
Relerence Estimated Dally Exceed
) Dose (RID) concentration . Intake. (D) Refesence
Chemicat ' mg/kg/ day ug/| mQ/kg/day DI/RID Dose
Mathyieng Chioride .06 b 6.7 0.0001 0.005 NO
Hazard index (Sum of DI/RID) 0.005

£ XPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS: Assumes inhalation exposures are 150% of lnqesllop exposures.

a. Source: IRIS database (U.S. EPA 1988); HEA/IELD Quarierly Update (U.S. tPA 1988);
of Supetfund PubiiC Health fvaluation manual (SPHEM) (U S. EPA 1986). '
b. NO lnnhatation exposure. based on ingestion RID.



fable 1 -88B
CONPARISON OF ESTIMATED DAILY INTAKE 10 REFERENCE DOSE (RID)
: SOIL INGESTION - ADULT IRESPASS
MIAM} COLNIY INCENERATOR SO IE

"

NOTLD Aroa (exciuding ash plie and 1iquid dispossl afea)

' Highest .
roterence oetecied estimted Dally o £acoed
oose (RID) concentration “Intake (01) Reference
cremical ) n/kg/day uw/kg n/kg/day. DI /RID Dose
...................................
sarium 0.05 102000 0 000146 0 003 No
chiomiua 110 . 1 54000 0 000077 0 000 NO
chviomiva Vi 0.005 ' $4000 0 000077 0 018 NO
Copper . ‘ 0.0 38000 0 000054 0 001 NO
Lead ) ) 0.0014 120000 0.000171 0122 ~NO
sanganese . i on 841000 0 001201 0 005 N0
mercury (alkyl) ’ 0 -000) (37 0 000001 0 004 NO
- MRICUly (VNDIgaNIC) ©.003 90 0 000001 ° 001 NO
Nicke! 0 02 37000 0 00005} 0 003 NO
vansaiue (pentoxide) o0 30000 © 00004) 0 002 N0
2inc on 304000 0.000434 0 002 NO
mzard index (Ssus of OI/RID) 0 159
EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS
" txposure seiting 1espass
£xp03ed Inaividual AUt
soil Intake (grams/aay) 0.1
sody welght (kiiogiass) 70

4. SQUICE: IRIS GA1a DA (U.S. EPA 1988). HEA/HEED Quarlerly WpAaie (US EPA 1988);
of superiund ADIIC Heal iR EVBIUALION ManuUA) (SPHEM) (U S. TPA 1984).



. o ‘ able 1-898
: COMPARISON OF ESIIMATED DAILY INTAKE 10 REFERENCE DOSE (R1D)
SOIL INGESHIOS - EH1LD IRESPASS
MIANI COUNTY INCINERAIOR SIIE

NOT LR Ares (@xcluding ash plie and 11Quid dIsDO3a! alee)

s Highest
nelerence ootecied €stimated Oally £xcood
. Do3e (R1D) Concentration Intake (D1) releronce
chesical m)/kg/day /g m/KkQ/0aY o1/R(0 0030-
sasiva 0.0 _ 102000 0.000291 o 0o ~O
chromius 141 ’ 34000 0 000154 0 000
chromium Vi 0.00% 54000 0.000154 0.031 "o
cpper - ' 0.03 . 38000 © 000109 o 003 ~O
1ead . 0.0014 420000 0 00034) 0.245 No
Mganese : o.n . 841000 0 00240) o on no
nercury (alkyi) 0 0003 30 0 000002 0 008 NO
mercury (InOfganic) 0 002 30 . 0.000002 0 00V NO
nickel ' 0 02 37000 0 000108 o 00% NO
vanadium (pentoxide) . 0 02 30000 0 000086 0 004 ~0
2 . on 304000 0 000869 0.004 N0
+azar0 inden (sum of DI/RID) 0.8
EXPOSURE ASSUMPTIONS
©XPOosure setiing : Trepass
€p03ed 1ndividusl . g
sot) Intake (grams/day) ) 0.1
sody wolght (kilograms) 3

8. SOUICE: IRIS GALA DAIE (U.S. EPA 19808). HEA/HEED QUaT(OflY WPdate (U.S (PA 1948):
of superiund ADIIC Hoalth tveluation Marual (SPHEM) (U.S. EPA 1988).



APPENDIX C
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ADNINISTRATIVE RBCORD IRDEI UPDATE

NIAMI COUNTY INCINBRATOR SITR
PROT, ORI

-

‘CHB/IRANE PAGES DATE fIeLs AUTROR

Charles Eobart-HobarE Cabiaet
Co.

Response to Requeﬁt '
for Iaforsation.

2 00/00/00

1 00/00/00 Respoase to Request H & X Coastruction Co.

for Iaforsation.
2 66/10/28 Dept. of Health bas
approved plaas for a
proposed incigerator
aod facilities for
treataent of liquid
vastes generated fron
the operation of the
iociaerator sabject to
listed cooditions.

§.¥.Araold-0bio Dept. of
Health

Notice that the landfill
areas at the rear of the
incigerator are 0o more
than opes dumps at the
tise of the jnspection.
A request is made for
the submission of a
vritten plan of action
statjog the counties
inteation for up-gradiag
the laodfill operatios. .

3 nnen
Dept

Recommendation that the Richard Sisas-08PA
Niasi Coonty Health

District remaio on the

list of approved solid .

vaste disposal proqrams.

A somsary of findings

. aod reconmendations is

incladed ia this letter.

3 n0

Review of the landfill  Richard §ias-0EPA
operation as prompted

by a citizeas cosplaint.
Ao inspection determined
that the conditioas
cosplained about
continne to exist.

Also, the aathor states
that upless the landfill
is desigoed apd operated
a3 an_engineering plag
coatingal probleas coald

2 13/05/11

L.Doniqan-frog/Niani Co.Realth Nick
~ Brookbart-Niaai Co.

RECIPIEN? pocoxEar rieg DOCNUNBER

USEPA

Correspoadence

USBPA Correspoadence

Xiaai Co.
Coamjissioners

Correspondence

Correspoadence

K.Becker-NiasiCo.fe Corieapaudence
althhe ’

-QOrlep-NiaaiCo.Healt Correspondence

bDept.
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PICHE/IRANE PAGES DA 198411 : " AUTHOR RBCIPIENT . DOCUNENT f1PR D0CNUNBER
be expected.

3 13/06/11 Rotice of improvements  (harles Porsthoff-0BPA Niani Co. Board of Correspondence
a0d corrections that Conn.
bare been nade at the ‘
Niani Co. Solid Waste
Disposal Site. Several
suggestions are made
that should furtber
isprove the site
conditions.

I 73/10/15 Agreement that there Charles Orley-Niami Co.fealth fhomas fhorpe Correspondeace
appears to be some Conn. ' '
contamigation io a ’
dited across fros

_ letter recipients boae
aod they will iaspect
the area againo io the
fatare.

2 111714 Notice that the preseat N.Joe Noore-08PA Oxley-Niaai Correspoadence
vaste disposal practices Co.BealtbDept
preseat an ‘ertrese
bazard to grovadvater’
a0d dumpers must be
ioforned to find an
alternate disposal
sethods.

4 13/12/16 Copies of lab apalyses  N.Joe Noore-0BPA Ozley-Aiani Correspondence
of vell samples collected . Co.BealthDept
0n 10/31/13. .

1 14/03/05 Rotice that liquid wastes Mick Brookbart-Miasi Co. See service list - Correspondence
vill ao loager be - San.nBng. '
“aceepted
at the Niami County
Incigerator.

3 75/02/26 Notice to recipient, N.Brookbart-Niani i Scbvabel-ValDecker? Correspondence
accompagied by the Co.San.8ng.Dept. - acking '
latest landfill ' V :
inspection forms,
that Niami Co. must
cease to accept their
liquid vaste saterial.

-2 76702/27 Listiqy of the contents (Charles Cramer-Hobart Bros.  Robert Browa-0BPA Correspondence
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I 16703712 .

1 76/03/29

2 76705/
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19441

of the authors pajnt
for possible disposal
in the Niasi Co,
Laadfill.

NIANI COONTY INCINBRATOR SITE
TROY, 0RI0

AUTHOR

Co.

Pollow-up to request for N.Joe Noore-08PA
assistagce jn locatiag ao

acceptable land disposal

site for vaste sludge
naterials collected
fros paiot booths.

Deterajoation that,
assuaing the
coatiouation of good
operatioas and
saiotenance practices,

that should preveat the

recipieat from staying
in cospliaace with their
IPDBS Permit.

Letter confining main
poiats as discussed over
the telephoae oa 5/21/176.
fhose poinots are;

1)

fbe Miani Couaty
Landtill is aot
approved for the
disposal of liquid
iodustrial wastes,

2) 11D, Liquid Naste,

Ioc. is & compaoy
that baodles
industrial liquids
aad sledges aad to
the 0BPA’s
koovledge is making
every effort to

" baodle these

3)

naterials in the
best practical
naoger,

Systech Faste
freatsent Centers
have ezperience ia
treatiog the vastes
in question.

Gary Brasble-08PA

N. Joe Noore-08PA

RSfIPIllf' DocuNsAT frPg - bocxuxssR

C.Craaer-Hobart Correspondeace -
Bros. Co. '

R.I.VagDorpe-B.1.6o Correspondeace
odrich

N.Phillis-St.RegisP Correspoadence
aperCo
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1 s

¢ 78/03/20

1 1m

ADNIRISTRATIVE RECORD INDEI UPDATE
NIAI COUNTT INCINERATOR SITE

1RO, 0H10

19411 Auraor

Notice that the 08PA, =~ Abdul Rashidi-08PA
after ag investigation,
does not recosaend that
the site be used for a
sanitary landfill
purpese.
Due to groundvater James Pegnino-08PA
pollution from wastes
deposited ia the gravel
terrain, the autbor
reconsends:
1) Discontinue disposal

of wastes in the

landfill & lagooas
2) Cover the landfill

and jmcigerator ash

disposal areas vith

tro feet of clay
3) Draia and fill the

lagoons with clay

soils.

Aooual survey of the K. Joe Noore-0EPA
Niani Couaty Health

District’s solid vaste

disposal progran. It

is recosnended that

Niawi Coaoty Health

District resain on

the list of approved

solid waste disposal

prograss.

Letter contirning earlier Jases Pennino-08PA
cooversation vhere Niani

Co., apon closing the

incinerator, would also

abaodon the landfill and

ipcinerator scrubber

lagoon. Letter states .

" the 0BPA’s concerns ca

bow the scrubber wvater
lagoon and the
iocinerator residue
vill be hagdeled.

RECIPIERT DOCUNERT TIPE DOCNUABER

Nick Correspoadence
Brookbart-Niami Co.

Niasi Co. Board of Correspondesce
Com.

C.X.Ozley-Niani

Correspondence
Co.Health '

R.Brookbart-Miasi Correspondence
Co.Bng.



Page Bo. - §
06/29/89

PICEB/IRANE PAGES DATE

1 18720/12 -

1 73/04/30

2 80/06/27

1 80/01/2

1 80/11/24

1 80/12/03

1 80/12/15

ADXINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX UPDATE

NIANI COUNTY INCINERATOR SITE
fROY, 0RI0

1944411 AUTROR

Miasi Counaty plans to Rick Brookbart-Niami Couaty
take the tly ash tbat

- resajns io the fly ash

lagoons and spread it
on top of the
iacinerator residue
after the residue las
been graded.

Letter urgiog recipieat Lowell

oot to ase the foraer Donigan-Pub.RealthSan. Aduin,

Niami Couaty Laodfill
Site to dispose of
desolition and bjghvay
paterials.

Results of investigation N. Joe Noore-08P
of disposal of foundry )
sand oo the recipieats

property.

Deteraination that §.P.X. Joe Noore-08PA
Corp. foundry sand js aot

8 requlated solid vaste

and is not required to

go to a licensed sapitary

laadfill gor recieve

special state approval.

Request for information Robert Wabl-Avey Services
about proper disposal

setbods for waste alcobol

fron two area bospitals.

Request for a letter  Robert Nabl-Avey Services
froa the 0B2A giving

peraission to use

vaste oil for dast

coatrol and ao

erplapation of

carreat policies .

regardisg this

practice, .

Reply to request Joe Noore-0BFA
reqgardiag
the requlatory status of

RECIPIERT

DOCUNEAST rIPR

Janes Pennino-0BPA Correspoadence

frissell-San.8ag.Mi Correspondence

anilo.

Ployd Avep-Avey
Services

Robert Nabl-Avey
Serrices

Joe Noore-08PA

Joe Noore-08PA

Robert ¥abl-Avey
Services

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoadeace

Correspoadence

Correspondence

DOCRUNBER
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1 81/01/06

1 81/02/0§

1 81/05/09

1 81/08/15

1 82/04/30

" in fiading disposal

ADNIRISSRASIVE RECORD INDEI UPDATE
NIANI COUNTY INCINBRATOR SITE

TROY, 08I0

194111 AOTHOR

vaste oil and its ase
as a dust coatrol agest.
Request for assistapce  Robert Nabl-Avey Services
options for 300 galloos

each of paiat aod

raraish aloag with

200 galloas of vash
vater.

Response to request to  fhomas ¥iostoo-08PA
the 0RPA for belp in

detersiniag possible

disposal options for

paint agd raroish

regover. 08PA cannot

adequately respond

to this request

oatil additional

iaformation is

~ provided.

Recommendation that the Jaaes Peanjao-08PA
air quality above vells

at the County fraofer

Station and at the County

Garage be sampled. Letter

also traasaits & copy of

a cheaical asalyais fron

the Jast time the wells

vere saspled (oot

preseat).

Rotice that air samples
vill be taken at the
Niasi Co. Garage and
the Niasi Co. fragster
Station for the purpose
of deternining the
degree of air quality
contamipation caused
by vell vater supplies.

~§an.Bag.

Review of vaste streans David Straper-0ZPA
from bospitals located
iy Piqua and froy, Obio.

Stanley Prissell-Njani Co.

RECIPIENS bocongae fo! 00CATNBER

08P : Correspoadeace

Robert ¥abl-Avey  Correspondence

Services

Niami Co. Board of Correspoadeace
Com.

D.Christian-Miami Correspondeace -
Co.Beg.
P Averyp:B-colo-6

Correspondence
Recyclin :
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{5

871702/ 14

88/07/29

88/09/29

88/11/18

88/11/21

88/12/30

89/02/11

89/02/24

83/02/21

§9/03/22

89/03/21

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEI UPDATE
NIAMI COUNTY INCINBRATOR SITE

184411

Letter also states that

the recipieat can
properly
baadle these wastes.

Prelininary Ratural
Resources Surrvey,

Response to recent
BIBC correspondence
Ipdicatiag recipient
aay be a PRP.

Respoase'to~kéquesc

“for Information.

~ laboratory results of

vater saaple obtajned
from recipients vell,

Laboratory results of
vater samples obtajned
from wells of local

resideats and oge locdl

business.

Résponse to Request
for laforaation,

Response to Supplemental
Request for Iofomatjon.

Barrative of activities

of aatbor company’s
subsidiaries with
respect to -the site,

“Additional inforsation on
 state applicable or
relevant aod appropiate

requirenents (ARARs).
Reason for lack of
respogse to recent
BIBC correspondence.

Special loticg Letter.

fROT, 0HIO0

AUTHOR

Bruce .
Blanchard-0.5.0ept.oflnterior

R.Leininger-Indutrial Yaste
Dis.

Floyd Avep-Avey Services, Jac.

Nichael Starkey-08PA

Nichael Starkey-0EPA

Jobn Sismmons-Laidlaw Faste
Sys;els '

R.Leininger-Industrial Vaste
Dis.

Irvan Cairps-Laidlaw

fransportation

Nichael Starkey-OlPA

Ployd Avey-Avey Services, lac.

Norsan Miedergang-USEPA

RECIPIENT - DOCUNBNT fTPB

Gene Lucero-USEPA  Correspondence
6. Raybura Correspoadence
Praitt-8I8C

Virgioia Correspoadence
Sorrells-0SEPA

Steve Depugh Correspondence
See documents Correspoadence
Virginia Correspoadepce
Sorrells-USEFA

fhonas Correspondence

Geishecker-0SEPA

Nary Falghan-USBPA Correspoadence

Aathoay
Rutter-0SBPA

Correspondeace

Busioess&ladustryla Corresponaence
r.Conn

See service list  Correspondeace

DocoxeER
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2 ’9{03/28
5 89/04/08
1 89/04/10
1 89/84/10

2 89/04/10

3 89/04/10

48013

2 85017
3 89/04/19
2 89/04/19

1 831001

" 8800

2 89/04/24

2 893/04/25

2 89/04/25

194411
Response to Request
tor laformation.

Response to Request
for Inforsation.

Response to Request
for Iaformation.

Response to receat
OSEPA correspondence.

ADMINISTRASIVE RECORD INDBI UPDATE

KIANI COUNTT INCINBRATOR SITS
fROT, 08I0

ADTHOR

Lanar Delagep-Sinpson &
Delagey Ser

Louis Cruz-Roper Industries,

Iac.

Doo Habbard-Rubbard Roofiag,

Iac.

Ployd Avep-Avey B-colo-6G
Recyeliag

Reason for not respoadiag Ployd Avey-Avey Services

to recent USEPA
correspandence.

Respoase to Request
for Iaforsation by
the coansel for
Grissom’s Super
Talue.

Letter forializing the
good-faith offer made
by the BIEC.

Respoose to Request
tor Iaformatioa,

Response to Request
for Informatioa.

Response to Reqdest
for Infornation.

Respoase Lo Request
tor laformatioa.

Respoase to Request

“for Inforatioa.

Respoase to-Request

- for Ioforaatioan.

-Response to Request
“for Iaforaation.

Respoase to Reqﬁ}st
for Inforaation.

J.Richard Gaier-J.Richard
Gaier Co.

Nildred ¥right-8I8¢C

Dinitri Nicholas-Orr Ielt Co.

gary Crouth-Alusious Co. of
America

Robert Boaigford-Peterson
Coastruct

C.Kessler-City franster &
Storage

D.Freach-Freoch 011 Xill
Nacbinery

Nar Schaefer-The Schaefer Co.,

lac.

Alan Kaiser-Carpeater
Coastructios

Artbur Disbrow-fartzell
Propeller '

RECIPIENS
Ussea .
foay Rutter-QSBPA

foay Rutter-USEPA

foay Rutter-USEPA

foay Rutter-USEPA

foay Ratter-0§8PA

‘ foay Rutter-USEPA

foay Rutter-0SEPA

foay Rutter-0SEPA
Pooy Ritter-0SEPA
foay Rutter-058PA

fooy Ratter-0S8PA

laiy Pulgban-USBPA

fooy Rutter-USEPA

foop Rutter-USEPA

bocanerr rrex

Carrespondéuce.

Correspondence
Correspondence
Correspoadeace

Correspondeace

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoddence
Cortespondgnce
Correapoudenqe
Correspoadence

Correspoadence

Correspoadence

Correspoadence

Cortespondénce

DOCAONBER
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2

§§

89/04/25
89/04/25
89/04/25
89/04/25
89/04/25

89/04/25

89/04/25§

89/04/25

89/04/26

89/04/26

89/04/26

89/04/26

89/04/26

89/04/27

89/04/27

rIfLe
Response to Request
for loforasation,

Response to Request
for Iaforsation.

‘Response to Request

for Informatioo.

Respoase to Request
for Informaticn.

Response to Request
for Iaforsatioa.

Response to Request
for Iaforsaticn by
covnsel for Dinger
Bell loods, Ianc.

Response to Request
for loformation,

Respoase to Request
for Inforaation.

Response to Request
for Iaformatjon.

Response to Request
for Information.

Respoase to Request
tor Information.

Response to Request

for Iaformatioa.

Response to Request
for Iaformatioea.

Respoose to Request
for Informatjon.

Response to Request
for Iaformatioa by
the counsel for
Sossaaa, Iac.

ADMINISTRATIVE RBCORD INDEI UPDATE
NIAMI COUNTT INCINERATOR SITE

fROY, ORIO

~ AUTHOR

B.Ochitelle-ConsolidatedGraing

Barge

Dooald Kiefer-Bennjng

Coastructors

James Alley-Piqua City School

Dist.

" Jobo Owven-Prototype

- Technology, Iac.

Larry 8vald-Process Equipaent

Co.

Nichael

Cyphert-Thompso,Bineé?lory

R.L.Bartoa-Aerovent Iac.

Richard Pobl,Jr.-Renry Stock &

Son

D.Grieshop-TFhe Fifth fhird

Baqk

Gregq Karlos-Basmer Graphics,

Iac.

K.Aoselnent,Jr. - A.0. Saith

Corp.

Keoneth Cleveland-Indastry

froducts

-Co.

Rouston furoer-Nedalist

- Todustries

-James Sbeok-Blake, Paulkaer, et

al.

Phillip Pierucci-Keyes Fibre

RECIPIZNT

fooy Rugte;-ﬂSS?&
fony Rutter-USEPA
foay Rutter-USEPA
fooy Rutter-058PA
foay Rutter-USBPA

fooy Ratter-USEPA

fooy Rutter-0S8PA
fooy Rutter-OSEPA
foay Rutter-USEPA
foay Rutter-US8PA

fooy Rutter-0SEPA

- foay Rutter:ﬂél?l

foay Rué;er-ﬂSlPA

fooy Ratter-USBPA

fooy Rutter-USBPA

DOCUNER? TTPR
Correspondeace
Correépoudence
Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoadence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoadence

Correspondence

Correspohdence

Correspoadence

Correspoadence

pocxoNBsR
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52

83/04/27
89/04/2f
83/04/28
89/04/28
89/04/29
89/05/01

89/05/04

83/05/01

83/05/02

89/05/02

89/05/02

89/705/02

89/05/03

89/05/04

8471

Respouse to Request

tor Intornatiau.»

-Respoase to Request

for Ioformation.

Respoase to Request
for loformatioan.

Response to Request
for loformation.

Respoase to Request
for Infornation.

RBsponge to Request
for Infornaticn.

Resposne to Request
for Iaformation by
the couasel for

Perquson Coastraction

Co.

Response to Request
for Inforaation by
the coansel for the

. Viliage of Pleasant
Bill, Obio.

Response to Request
for laforaation.

Respoase to Request
for Information.

Response to Request

-for Inforsatioa.

- Rdditional response to
Request for Information.

Response -to Request
for Information by

‘the covasel for

Bvenflo Jurenile

Rarpitare Co.

Respoase to Reqnést

' Nelinda Kesp-Champion

'L.ldvard Pry-frojaa

» Aaron Parker-friendly Ice

ADNINISTRAPIVE RECORD INDBI UPDATE
NIANI COUNTY INCINBRATOR SITE

rROT, 0BI0

AUTROR RECIPIEN?

Robert Roberts-Chealavo fony Ructer-USEPA

Fillian Lukens-Stillvater fony Autter-USEPA
fechpolog = - : '
foay Ratter-USEPA
Ioteroational '
Robert fate-Cyclops fooy Rutter-US8PA
Industries, Iac.

. Fillias Jasoing-ARC Abrasives fosy Rutter-USEPA

8.4.5teiner-ARNCO Tac. foay Ratter-USEPA

Jobo
Garabausen-Blake, laulkoer,etal

foay Ratter-USBPA

Nichael

fooy Rutter-USEPA
Gutmana-NcCulloch,Felger, .. 4

Douglas Naynor-Goodson fony Rutter-USEPA

Polymers,lac

Gregory Horn-Pipp City, Obio Toap Rutter-USEPA

foar Rutter-0SEPA
Aspbale, fac.

Villiam Jaopiog-ARC Abrasives Toay Rutter-05EPA

Andrea Bvaos-Butler & Buraette Nary Fulghan-USEPA

fony Rutter-0USEPA

DoCUNENT TYPR

Correspondence

Correspondence
Cbrrespoudence
Correipondguce
;orrespondeuce
éorrespondence

Correspondeace

Correspondence

Correspondence
Correspondence
Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoodence

. DOCHTNBER
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PAGES DATE

389705704
5 .89/05/08

6 89/05/08

2 89/08/08

5 89/05/08

b 49/05/11
5 89/05/12
§ 89/08/17
5 89/08/17

1 89/06/18

5 89/06/19

16 83/08/21

Respoase to Request

ADNINISTRASIVE RECORD.INDEX UPDATE

NIAMI COUNTY IRCIRBRATOR SITE
fROY, 08I0
118 AUTHOR
for [aforsation. Créal

Respoase to Request .
for Iafornation.

Paul Lazorski-8lder Bersan
Stores '

Darrel ﬁeely-ConAqra, Iac.
for Iaforsation.

Respoase to Request
tor Inforsation by
the counsel for
Beatreae.

Platt

Jases Rartzell-Aartzell
ladustries

Response to Request
for Jaforsation.

Janes
Jacobsoa-Jacobson, Darst, et al

Respoase to Request
for Ioforsation by
counsel for Boterprise
Roofing & Sheet Netal.

Saell & Mclarlaad-Tipp
Nachine&fool

Response to Request
for Iaforsatioa.

Kay McKiogey-Villiage of
Covington

Respoase to Request
for Iafornation,

Bernard Burst-Ohio Dept. of
fraps,

Respoase to Request
for [aformation.
Respoase to Request " Ralph Bitcbeock-Dolly, Ige.
for Iafornation.

Ackoowledgesent of good- Norm Niedergang-USEPA
faith offer recieved froa

the Business and Iodustry

Bavironsental Comaittee

(BIKC).

Charles fisdale-Kiag &
Spalding

Letter coacerning the
remedy to the site,

BIBC contest that a

single barrier cap

ratber than a doable
barrier cap vill

satisfy all requirements
Lor protection of the
bealth aod esriropment.

Intorlationlrelatinq to D. lLane-Reatiag,Nuetbing &

Bergboff&MacAyeal -Nayer,Brovaé

RECIPIENT

fony Rutter-USEPA
foay Rotter-USEPA

Pulgban &
Rutter-0S8PA

foay Rutter-0SBPA

foay Ratter-USBPA

foay Rutter-USEPA
fooy Rotter-gSBPA
foay Rutter-OSBPA
fooy Rutter-0SEPA

Nildred Noryk-8I8C

Palghan &
Rutter-0SBPA

Nary Palgban-0SBPA Correspondence

DOCTNER? PTPE

Correspondeace
Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspoadeace

Correspondence
Correspondeace
Correspoadence
Correspondence

Correspondence

Correspondence

DOCAUNBER
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PAGES DATE PIfLE _ AITHOR : RECIPIERY DOCUNEAT PTPR Docxunese

the vaterline project Flekanp
aod the requireseat
that a oev transfer
station be built. Alsoe
iocluded is a diagras
indicatiog where the
vaterlioe will be
located as vell as a
list people who bave,
vill or could be
coaoected to the
vaterliae.

4 84709700 Superfuad Program Tact  USEPA o ‘lact Sheet
Sheet - Miami Couaty :
Incinerator Site froy,
Obio Remedial
Investigation/
Peasibility Study.

6 89/04/00 Pact Sheet - ‘Remedial UsgeaA lact Sheet
Iovestigation aad .
Peasibility Study
Completed at the Miami
County lacimerator
 Saperfuad §ite froy,

oo,
2 76/09/20 liali‘County‘Incinerator lici Brookbart-Sanitary ‘ Neaorandma
Geoeral Ioformation Sngineer
Neeting.
1 781/10/08 Request for ao Joe Noore-08PA Dave Strager-08PA  Negorandua
igvestigatioa

of activities at dvery
Services, froy, Obio.-

2 84/10/09 frip Report for Niami Nargaret NcCue-USBPA lile Nesorandme
Co., Incinerator RI/IS
kick off seeting
9/21/84.

1 84/09/18 . *USEPA fo Brief Citizens USEPA _ Nevs Release
-0p Superfusd Actioss _
Scheduled Yor Poraer
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129/

n

“§E/IRANE PAGES DATE

2 8903/

81 00/00/00

1 00/00/00

112701701

2 76/12/16

2 18/01/04

¢ 78/01/06

2 18002103

2 1810215
1 19/01/10
« 1812003

§ s1/11/01

ADNIRISTRATIVE RBCORD INDEXI JPDATR

NIAKI COUNTT INCINBRATOR SITR
fROY, 08I0

(3411 AUTHOR

froy, 08, Landfill
Aod Iocioeratioa Site’

Rews Release °"USBPA, Obio USBPA
BPA Propose $21.9 Killioe
Clean-up For Niani Couaty
Iacinerator; Heariog

Set lor April 16°,
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