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16, ABSTRACT (continued)

all pricrity pollutant volatile organics and Hazardous Substance List metals
for, at a minimum, five years after the surface remedial action is
completed. It is estimated that the current cost to conduct one round of
sampling and analysia for metals and volatiles at the monitoring wells
identified is $8,000, or $16,000 for semiannual monitoring.



RECORD OF DECISION
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Site: Taylor Borough Sita, Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania

Documents Reviewed:

I am basing my decision principally on the followiag documents
describing the analysis of cost effectiveness and feasibilicy of remedial
alternatives for the Taylor Borough Site. Unless otherwise specified,
the underlying technical information i{s included in these reports:

- “Feasibilicy Study Report”, (Draft), Taylor Borough Site, Lackawanna
County, Pennsylvania, (NUS Corp. May, 1985)

"Remedial Investigation Report”, (Draft), Taylor Borough Site,
Lackawanna County, Peansylvania, (NUS Corp. May, 1985)

- Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

= Recommendations by the Pennsylvania Departaent of Environmental
Resources

= Taylor Borough, Record of Decision dated June 28, 1985.
- Staff summaries and reccmmendations.

Description of the Selected Remedy:

Since no release of sita contaminants to the ground water has been
documented, there is no need for ground water remedial action at this
time; however, a monitoring program is warranted to verify over time
that no release {s occurring. To meet this objective existing nonitoring
wells ia the coal seams underlying the sfite (wells 1B, 2C 3C, 4C, 5B,
6A, 7C, 7D, 8B) should be monitorad on a semi-annual basis for all pri-
ority pollutant volatile organics and Hazardous Substance List metals
for, at a minimum, five years after the surface remedial action required
by the June 28, 1985 Record of Decision {s completed. The National
Contingency Plan.would perait the period to be extended {f necessary
to protect public health or the environmant.

Declarations

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act of 1987 (CERCLA) and the National Coatingency Plan (40
C.F.R. Part 300), I have determined that the monitaring activities described
above together with proper operation and maintenance constitute a cost-
effective remedy which mitigates and minimizes Jdamage to public health,
welfare, and the eanvironment.

The State of Pennsylvania has heen consulted and agraes with the
approved remedy. Following the implementation of the remedial actions
identified in the Record of Decision signed on June 28, 1985, the mon-
itoring activities identified by this Record of Decision will be required
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\,
to ensure the continued effactiveaess and level of protection of tha
remedy. These activities will be considared part of the approved action
and eligible for Trust Fund monias for a pertod of one year.

I have determined that the action beiny taken {g appropriate when
balanced against the availabilicy of Trust Fund monles for use at other

sites.

-
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Regional Administrator -7

EPA Region III




Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection
Taylor Borough Site

Description and Current Site Status

The Taylor Borough site is located in the Borough of Taylor in
Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania. The site i{s an abandoned landfill -
located in a strip mine. Underlying the site is a series of underground
mines. As a result of the landfill operation, which ceased in 1963, the
topography of the site consists of relatively rolling terrain between
steep slopes of mine spoil piles and unraclaimed strip pits. Figure 1
is a site location map.

At the site there were six (6) surface drum disposal araas, as identified
on the site map (Figure 2). During the Fall of 1983 EPA impleamnnted an
immediate removal action and removed approximately 1,200 drums from
these six areas.

From March 1984 co May 1985 EPA conducted a Remedial Investigation
.and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) of the site. The remedial investigation
documented soil contamination in five of the former surface drum disposal
areas, surface water contamination in two small ponded areas (ponds |
and 2 in Figure 3) and approximately 125 crushed and intact drums and
remnants remaining on the surface or partially buried. An extensive
hydrogeologic investigation was also conducteud. A feasibility study was
" performed to examine various alternatives to remediate the site contami-
nation. Based on conclusions drawn from the RI/FS and with the concurrence
0f the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (DER), the EPA
Region 111 Administrator signed a Record of Decisfon (ROD) on June 28,
1985 which called for the following remedial actions:

1. Removal and offsite disposal of the approximately 125 drums and
remnants.

2. Collection and treatment of contaminated water in Ponds 1 and 2.

3. Excavation and offsica disposal of contaminated soils, sediments
and wastes from former drum storage areas 1 and 2, Ponds 1 and 2.

4. Proper backfilling and placement of a 24 fnch soil cover over
the area including and between drum storage areas 3 and 6 and
over area 4. ’

The June 1985 ROD deferred a decision on ground water action. At the
time the ROD was signed, analytical results for ground water samples
collected in April 1985 were not available. In addi:i{on, becaise of the
unusual hvdrogeologic conditions at che site, as further discussed below,
additional consideration of site ground water conditions was needed.

Site Geology/Hydrogeology

The municipal landfill is located in a strip mine which sits over an
extensive saries of abandoned underground mines. Due to the extensive
mining, ground water beneath the sita.has been signiftcantly altared in
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both quality and vield. Bedrock beneath the site has naturally-occurring
fractures; however, mine voids have caused further rock fractucing and
subsidence which has impacted ground water flow patterns. Unconsolidated
soil deposits have been disrurbed through surface mining operations. ig

a result, the hydrogeologic characteristics have been substantially altared
from natural conditions.

The RI found that major aquifers that may have existed pricr to
mining have been dewatered. There are some perched watar zones within
the site area controllad by the presence orf low-permeability ci1] deposits
or strip mine spoil containing varying quantities of clay and silt
material. There is not, however, a continuous ground water level across
the site.

Water entering the sfte and moving in the subsurface as ground water
flows to a vast mine pool underlying the Lackawanna Valley. The water
moves by either vertically migrating through fractured rock and minz
openings (air shafts, slope openings, unsealed boreholes) or by following
geologic structure and {nterceptiay the mine pool. The mine pool is
approximately 300 to 350 feat below the site surface. Based on the Ground
Water Protection Strategy categories the nmine pool has the characteristics

Figure 4 shows the locations of monitoring wells at the sit2 and the
location of coal seams and Figure 5°1{s a generalized geologic cross
section of the site. Chapter S of the Remedial Investigation Report
contains an extensive discussion of the site geology and hyvdrcgeology.

Grocund Water Analytical Results

In the June 28, 1985 ROD reference {s made to a release of contami-
nants into a coal seam mon{tored by Well 3C based on the analysis of
samples zcilected from this weil {n September 1924. As notad ia the R1
report, the data validation review of these results found that the ra-
ported results are of questionable accuracy. Additionally, the two
Subsequent sanpling efforts that were attempted did not identify any
contaminatinn. In November 1984 an attempt vas made to sanmple the well

. but, because of the aquifer dewatering discussad above, there was {nsuf-

ficient water 1n the well to collect a sample of adequate volume for
analysis. Samples collected ia April 1985 4id not conzain any of the
compounds reported i{n the September saaples.

Based on the facts that (1) the validity of the analyeical results
from the samples collected in September 1984 is questionable, and (2) sub-
sequent sampling efforts at this well did not identify contamination, au
adequately documented and verified release of conraminants to ground water
at Well 3C has not occurred.

The analyt{cal results from the other wells, as di{scussed (a the June,
1985 ROD, found no significant contamination. The only organics reported
were low parts per hillion levels of methylene chloride and bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate. There was no apparent pattern to the detection of these
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compounds. Additionally both compounds are common sampling and/or
analytical laboratory contaminants (methvlene chloride is used to wash
bottles and bis (2-ethylhexyl) pthalate {s a common plastisizer).

The data suggests that no release to ground water occurred at this
site during the RI.

Recommended Alternative

Since no release has been documented at the site, there {s no need
for ground water remedial acticn at this time, thus a no action alternative
is recommended. Howevar, a monitoring program {s warranted to verify
over time that no release {s occurring. To meet this objective existing
monitoring wells in the coal seams underlying the site (wells 13, 2C,
3¢, 4¢, 5B, 6A, 7C, 7D, 8B) should he monitored on a semiannual basis
for all priority pollutant volatile organics and Hazardous Substance
List metals for, at a minimum, five years after the surface remedial
action is completed. The National Contingency plan would permit the
period to be extended i{f necessary to prntect public health and or the
environment.

Costs and Schedule

It {s estimated that the current cost to conduct one round of
sampling and analysis for metals and volatiles for the monitoring wells
identified above is 58,000, or 516,000 for semi-annual monicorinz. As~
suming a discount rate of 10%, the present worth costs of a five vear
semi-annual monizoring program will be approximacley 567 ,000.

This program will require 10 rounds of sampling spaced approximatelv
six m~rihs apart. The sampling should be conducted in the early spring
(March or April) and the end of summer (August or September) of each vear
because this will provide data from wet weather conditions and dry weather
conditions. The Pennsvlvania DER {s prepared to implement the Jperation &
Maintenace requirements of this renedyv.

Consistency with other Environmencal Laws

40 C.F.R. Part 264 Subparz F requires ground water monitoring after
closure of a hazardous waste facility.  The RCRA regulations do not,
however, ideallvy fit the conditions at this site. The compiex natural
geologv, strip mining, deep mining and land{illing have altered natural
flows and dewatered natural aquifers such that {t is technically imprac-
ticable to satisfy the details of the RCRA ground water monitoring reg-
ulations.

As discussed in §300.68(1)(5)(11i) of the National Contingency
Plan, when it 1is technically impracticable to comply with applicable or
relevant and appropriate Federal public health and environmintal require-
ments EPA should selec:t an alternative that is reasonable from an en~-
gineering perspective and that most closely approaches the level of
proteczion provided by applicable or relevant and appropiate Federal
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public health requirements, in this case the RCRA ground water monitoring
requirements. The intent of a monitoring program act this site will be

to deternine if a release is occurring, which is also the {ntent of the
RCRA regulations.

The reconmuended monftoring well network, Installed during the RI,
"was designed to detect a ground water release. Although, because of the
unusuai site characteristics, the monitoring network does not strictly
meet the technical requirements of RCRA (i.e. sampling in the natural
uppermost aquifers {s not possible due to dewatering), the network will,
in a cost-effective manner, serve to detect releases from the site.

The purpuse of the monitoring program is to determine {f there is a
release above background levels. However, there are no upgradient wells
which have produced water to date (because of the aquifer dewatering) to
provide upgradient background data. Therefore, during design the validated
priority pollutant data taken from the onsite and downgrajient wells,
all of which show no site related contamination, and any other appropriate
data, will be used to establish background levels. Although this does
not strictly satisfy the RCRA requirements of 40 C.F.R. §264.98, Detection
Monitoring, it meets the intent to the greates: exiant practicable given
the unusual site condi:tions.

In order to protect human health and the environment, the monitoring
period should be of sufficient time to determine if a release will occur
as discussed in 40 C.F.R. §264,117(a)(2)(i) »f the RCRA regulatioms.
Tnis site was used as a landfill until 1968, therefore, the site has had
18 vears to generate leachata to contaminate ground water. Since the
sampling in 1984 and 1985 found no contamination, {t appears that ~he
potential for a new source of leachate to be generated this many years
after dumping ceased, and thus cause ground water contaminacion, {s low.
Therefore, i{f monitoring continues for five years after the surface
remedial actions are completed (until 1992 assuming the surface action
18 completed {n 1987) and no release is detected, public health and the
environnent will be adequately protected because it will have been 24
vears since the landfilling ceased and it would be reasonable to helieve
that the site is secure. The five vear mon{toring period is also consiscent
with the five year monitoring period for surface water and soils requirad
by the June 28, 1985 Record of Decision for the surface remedfation.

The monitoring period may be eatanded, however, {f deemed necessary by
EPA.

Priocity pollutant volatile organics and metals were selected as.
indicator parametaers in order to satisfy the requirements of 40 C.F.R.
§264.98 (¢). Vnlatile organics were found in the drums prior to their
removal and have been found in the soil. Generally, they are mobile and
persistent in ground water. Metals were selected because the contaminated .
soil crmitaine? metals and metals are very persistent. Volatile organics
and n:tals can ve easily detected at the low parts per ™ llion concentration
nsing standard analytical methods. The samples were analyzaed for these
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parametars during every sampling round during the RI and, thus, there
should De sufficient existing data on concentrations and variation to
establish a background level:.

As per the requirements of 40 C.F.R. §264,98(d), the monitoring shall h»e
conducted semi{-annually.

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

On June 4, 1985 EPA held a public meeting to discuss the remedfal
actions at the site. At that meeting EPA proposed to take no action {n
vegard to ground water remediation and to require a ground water monitoring
program. EPA also received written conmments from a steering committee
of potential responsible partiss on June 10, 1985, June 14, 1985, and
June 21, 1985.

The PRP commi ttec did not object to EPA's proposal for no action in regard
to ground water remediation, but, the committee did state that the monitoring
program described in the feasibjlity study ({e. {nstalling additional wells
and mcnitoring for all prioriry pollutants for the next 30 vears) was “clearly
unwarranted and unsubstantiated by the data contained in the RI/FS"., The
PRPs proposed remedial action plan did not include a ground water monitoring
program.

EPA has fully considered the comments of the PRP committee and has retained
the no action alternative in respect to ground water remediation. 1Ia regard
to the monitoring program, EPA has considered the PRFs comments and has
decided to ‘improve the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the monitoring
program by requiring a minimum of 5 years of monitoring for priority polluzanc
metals and volatile organics using 9 of the existing monitoring wells. EPA
" believes a monftoring program {s s3till necessary to meet the intent of
RCRA and has technical merit because {t is prudent to verify that there {s
no continuing release of contaminants which EPA should consider.

Comments from the general public favored the recommended altarmative,
EPA has selected the two components of the recommended alternative: (1) no
action {n regard to ground water remediatior. and (1) a ground water monitoring
program. The monitoring program selected in this Record of Decision has
minor differences in technical requirements (ie. shorter minimum duration)
than that discussed in the feasidility study. The differences are intended
to improve the ccst-effectiveness of the program only. The program will
remain reasonable and sufficient to detect ground watar releases and will be
protective of public health and the environment. The National Contingency
Plan would perait modifications to the monftoring program (ie. 1longer
duration) if site conditions warranted and it became necesary for protection
of the public health and/or the environment. Therefore, the selected alter-

native and monitoring program is substantively equivalent to the recommended
alternative.






