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information obtained during the baseline risk assessment, EPA has determined that there is

no exposure scenario which poses a risk above 10~4 level; and therefore, there are no
contaminants of concern affecting this site.

The selected remedial action for this site is no further action, since the site no longer
poses a threat to human health or the environment. There are no present worth or O&M
costs associated with this no action remedy.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS:

Not applicable.
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RECORD OF DECISION
BRIDGE PORTION OF THEE OHIO RIVER PARK SITE

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Bridge Portion of the Ohio River Park Site
Operable Unit Two

Neville Island

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents a determination that no remedial
action will be taken for the soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Ohio River Park Superfund Site in Allegheny
County, Pennsylvania. The entire Ohio River Park Superfund Site
of approximately 32-acres shall hereinafter be referred to as the
"Site"; the approximately one-acre portion of the Site (as
described in Section I of this Record of Decision) that is the
subject of this Record of Decision shall hereinafter be referred
to as the "Bridge Portion of the Site.® The "No Action®
determination was developed in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,
as amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 at s8g., and to the extent
practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.P.R. Part 300. This decision
document explains the factual and legal basis for the
determination that no remedial action will be taken for the soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site. The information
supporting this "No Action" decision is contained in the :

- Administrative Record for the Site.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental
Resources (PADER) agrees with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) choice of a "No Action” decision for
the Bridge Portion of the Site, but has not concurred with the
Record of Decision (ROD), as written, because of fundamental
differences with the EPA interpretation of the NCP and CERCLA.

DESCRIPTION OF TEE ¥O ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The selected alternative for the Bridge Portion of the Site is
"No Action® with respect to the soil contamination. As specified

in Section VI, Summary of Site Risk, there are no site-related



risks that warrant a remedial action of any kind with respect to
- 8s0il contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site.

Ground water contamination will be evaluated separately and
addressed in the Remedial Investigation Report for the Site.

DECLARATION STATEMENT

No remedial action is necessary with respect to soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site to ensure
protection of human health and the environment. Although no
remedial action will be taken to remediate the contamination of
soil in the Bridge Portion of the Site, ground water quality on
the Bridge Portion of the Site will be included in the Remedial
Investigation of the Site to ensure that human health and the
environment continue to be adequately protected.

MM . ~ _— 43-3/-7‘3'

Stanley L. Laskowski . » Date
//g‘ﬁcting Regional Adninistrator
Region III



RECORD OF DECISION
BRIDGE PORTION OF THE OHIO RIVER PARK SITE

DECISIO

I. SITR NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Site consists of approximately 32 acres on the western
end of Neville Island, which is located in the Ohio River,
roughly 10 miles downstream from Pittsburgh,. Pennsylvania (Figure
1). The Site is accessible from the Town of Coraopolis via the
Coraopolis Bridge (a/k/a the Neville Island Bridge) linking
Neville Island with the south bank of the Back Channel of the -
.Ohio River. The Coraopolis Bridge is closed when the taemperature
drops below 32° F for more than 8 hours, which usually takes .
place from December through March. When the Coraopolis Bridge is
closed, vehicular traffic must use the I-79 Bridge and the
Sewickley Bridge located several miles away. Allegheny County
intends to build a new bridge to replace the existing Coraopolis
Bridge. The new abutments and approach roadway on Neville Island
for the proposed new replacement bridge will be located on the
southeast corner of the Site. .

EPA has divided the Site into two components called Operable
Units. Operable Unit One (OU-1) consists of the entire Site,
other than soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site.
Operable Unit Two (OU-2) consists of soil contamination in the
Bridge Portion .of the Site.

The Bridge Portion of the Site is the area wvhich will be.
affected by construction of the new abutments and approach
roadway for the proposed nev bridge. It consists of an
approximately one-acre, grass-covered meadow which changes into a
band of shrubs and trees along the Ohio River Back Channel. The
Bridge Portion of the Site is bounded on the north and west sides
by Grand Avenue, on the south side by the Ohio River Back
Channel, and on the east side by a chain link fence (Figure 2).
There are two commercial buildings located to the east. .

Land use on Neville Island is generally industrial and/or
commercial. The western portion of the island includes the Site;
the middle section of the island, between the Site and the I-79
Highway, is mostly residential and commercial; the east end of
the island is heavily industrialized. Most of the 930 Neville
Island residents live in the area between tho COraopolis Bridge



and the I-79 Highway. The nearest residence is located
approximately 450 feet from the Site. According to the 1990
census, the population of the surrounding communities located
within an approximately 4-mile radius of the Site is 18,05
people. :

There are no wetlands on the Bridge Portion of the Site.
The 100-year flood elevation in the vicinity of the Coraopolis
Bridge is 717.5 feet, which is 11 feet above the ordinary high
water elevation of 706.5 feet. The Bridge Portion of the Site is
located almost completely within the 100-year floodplain but
above the ordinary high water elevation. There are no streams,
rivers, lakes or other water resources on the Bridge Portion of
the Site. In addition, no wildlife refuges, state forests, or
state game lands are located on the Bridge Portion of the Site.
The only threatened or endangered species recorded as occurring
in the vicinity of the Site is the smooth softshell turtle. The
record, hovever, dates back to before the turn of the century and
recent river turtle surveys have failed to verify the presence of
- the smooth. softshell turtle in Pennsylvania.

An Historic Structures survey was conducted to identify any
buildings within the Bridge Portion of the Site which could be
eligible for the National Register. The survey concluded that,
except for the Coraopolis Bridge itself, there are no properties
located in the Bridge Portion of the Site that are eligible for
the National Register. - . . _

II.

The. predominant land use in the Bridge Portion of the Site
was agricultural until 1929.° In 1929, Pittsburgh Coke and
Chemical Company (PC&C), located on the eastern end of Neville
Island, produced coke and pig iron. One year later, PC&C opened
its cement operations.. . Available information does not indicate
that PC&C disposed of any waste in the Bridge Portion of the.
Site; however, PC&C disposed of coke oven by-products and cement
by-products in areas of the Site other than the Bridge Portion of
the Site. A gas station facility appears on the aerial photos of
the Bridge Portion of the Site taken from 1936 to 1938. It was
demolished to allow the construction .of Navy barracks in 1943 on
the Bridge Portion of the Site. 1In December 1970, the Navy
barracks were demolished and removed. Between 1949 and 19SS,
PC&C’s Agricultural Chemicals Division manufactured pesticides.
PC&C disposed of pesticides and industrial wastes in trenches in
areas of the Site other than the Bridge Portion of the Site.

Even though none of the 54 trenches, identified by aerial
photographs, was located in the Bridge Portion of the Site, some
of the waste may have contaminated the Bridge Portion of the '
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Site. PC&C operations ceased in 1965-66.

: In 1977, Neville Land Cotpany donated the land comprising
the site to Allegheny County. Allegheny County began
construction of a park on the Site in 1977. During the course of
the work, approximately 13,000 cubic yards of various wastes were
excavated at the Site, and some of these materials were reburied
at the Site. Available data, as presented in Figure 3, identify
disposal trench locations only in areas of the Site other than
the Bridge Portion of the Site; however, some of the excavated
material may have been spread on the ground surface and
contaminated the Bridge Portion of the Site. When Allegheny
County determined in 1979 that hazardous wastes were present at
the Site, the County halted construction of the park and returned
the land comprising the Site to Neville Land Company.

RESPONSE ACTIONS

EPA completed a Preliminary Assessment of the Site in
January 1979. Following further assessments performed in 1980
and additional related studies, EPA proposed the Site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund
sites on October 16, 1989. EPA placed the Site on the NPL on
August 30, 1990. In October 1991, EPA and Neville Land Company,
the owner of the Site, entered into an Administrative Order by
Consent. Neville Land Company agreed in the Order to conduct a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, with EPA and PADER
oversight, of the entire Site in accordance with CERCLA. In
response to comments from Allegheny County, EPA carved out the
investigation of soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the
Site as 0U-2, in order to expedite the investigation of the area
and help resolve issues related to the Coraopolis Bridge
replacement project. EPA and Allegheny County entered into an.
Administrative Order by Consent on February 2, 1992 requiring
Allegheny County to perform a Focused Remedial Investigation
(Focused RI) of soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the
Site. The field work was completed in April 1992. Allegheny
County submitted the results of this investigation to EPA as the
Focused RI Report. EPA approved the Focused RI Report on
November 30, 1992. Pollowing this study, EPA completed the site-
specific Pocused Baseline Risk Assessment (BLRA).

IIX. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

In accordance with Sections 113(k) (2) (B), 117(a), and
121(f) (1) (G) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613 (k) (2) (B), 9617(a), and
9621(f) (1) (G), EPA issued a Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(Proposed Plan) on January 15, 1993 to present the prefaerred
remedial alternative for addressing the soil contamination in the
Bridge Portion of the Site. EPA prepared the Proposed Plan to
facilitate public participation in the decision-making process
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regarding remediation of the soils in the Bridge Portion of the
Site. EPA made the Proposed Plan, Focused RI Report, BLRA, and
other site-related documents available to the public by placing
copies in the Administrative Record file. Copies of the
Administrative Record file are located in the information
repositories at the following locations:

Coraopolis Memorial Library
State and School Streets
Coraopolis, PA 15108

(412) 264 3505

U.S. EPA - Region III
Administrative Record Coordinator
Docket Roonm

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 597-3037

An announcement of a public meeting, a comment period, and
the availability of the Administrative Record file was published
in the "Allegheny Times"” and the "Coraopolis Record®™ on January
15, 1993.

EPA held a public comment period from January 15, 1993 to -
February 15, 1993. A public meeting was held on January 25, 1993
to present information, accept oral and written comments, and
answer questions from the public regarding the Bridge Portion of

- the Site and the "No Action" Preferred Alternative. A transcript

of the meeting was maintained in accordance with Section

117(a) (2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617(a)(2). Responses to both
the oral and written comments received during the public comment
period are included in the attached Responsiveness Summary. This
decision document presents the selected remedial action for the
soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site chosen in
accordance with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP.

- All documents considered or relied upon in reaching the
remedy selection decisions contained in this Record of Decision
(ROD) are included in the Administrative Record for the Bridge
Portion of the Site and can be reviewed at the information
repositories. ' o

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

. EPA’s goal for the Focused RI was to determine the nature
and extent of soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the
Site, to identify risks posed by the soil contamination in the

‘Bridge Portion of the Site, and to develop remedial alternatives

to address those risks. There were no principal threats

identified with respect to the soil contamination in the Bridge
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Portion of the Site. Principal threats are those source
materials which are considered to be highly toxic or mobile,
generally cannot be contained, or would present a significant
risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur.

EPA divided the Site into two operable units. OU=-1 consists
of the entire Site, other than soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site. This ROD addresses OU-2, which consists of
soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site. This ROD
does not address groundwater contamination, which will be
addressed by the OU-1 investigation.

V. PREVIOUS SITE INVESTIGATIONS

Four consulting firms have conducted investigations of the Site
since the cessation of waste disposal activities in the mid-
1960s. A summary of the work performed and sample results is
presented below: }

e Pittsburgh Testing Laboratery

The Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory conducted a study from 1972-73
which provided general information on physical parameters of
soils at the Site.

e Richardson, Gordon, and Associates, Inc. (RGA)

RGA conducted two field programs in 1977. The first program
resulted in a map of the Site showing conditions prior to
construction of the park by Allegheny County. The second progran
included digging 69 test pits and collecting soil and waste
samples for physical and chemical analyses. .During. this -
investigation, numeraus. disposal trenches were discovered in the
central portion of the Site. No disposal trenches were found in
the Bridge Portion af the:Site. Pigure_3.shows- the locations of
the disposal trenches as determined by RGA and’other studies.

o. Pred C. Eart and Associates, Ino. (ran)

FCHA conducted a survey in 1979 which included tho collection and
analysis of 28 waste samples from the surface or near surface of
the Site to evaluate any threat to the general public. No
samples were collected from the Bridge Portion of the Site.

e Environmental Research and Technology, Inc. (ERT) :
ERT performed a study of the Site from 1979 to 1982. It was
followed by a long-term monitoring program. ERT conducted
geophysical surveys of the Site in May 1989 to determine the
location of any curied debris. In 1990, ERT collected 458 soil
and waste samples. Six sample locations were in the Bridge .

" Portion of the Site. At one of these locations, the

concentration of toluene was 8,000 parts per billion (ppb) in the
first sample and 70 ppb in the second sample. The concentration
of benzene at this location was 5,000 ppb and the concentration
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of 2,4-D butyl ester (2,4-D) was 5.2 ppb. A sample from a
different location indicated concentrations of toluene at 70 ppm
and 2,4-D at 1.2 ppb. The above concentrations of soil:
contaminants are below EPA’S oral Reference Doses (RfDs) for
these chemicals. A RfD of a contaminant is the average daily

. 1lifetime dose believed to be without adverse effects in human
populations. :

A. IOPOGRAPHIC SETTING

Neville Island is a detached portion of a river terrace
deposited by an ancestral Ohio River. With the exception of the
immediate shoreline, western portions of the Site were excavated
and filled with soil, slag, foundry sand, and municipal and
industrial waste. These dumping activities caused the highest
elevation of the Site to rise 10 to 27 feet above the 1948 level
of the river banks. The southern two-thirds of the Bridge '
Portion of the Site is a flat area previously occupied by Navy
. barracks. The highest level elevation on the Bridge Portion of
the Site occurs at the existing Coraopolis Bridge abutment.

There is a drainage swale between the existing Coraopolis Bridge
abutment and the location selected for the new replacement bridge
abutment. In the area of the Bridge Portion of the Site that is
adjacent to the river, a steep slope exists where elevations
abruptly change 20 feet. There is no evidence that the
topographic setting of the Bridge Portion of the Site was
artificially constructed in the same way as it was for the rest
of the Site. Moreover, no trenches with f£ill material were found
in the Bridge Portion of the Site.

B. HYDROGEOLOGICAL SETTING

The geology beneath the Bridge Portion of the Site is
composed of approximately 60 feet of alluvium consisting of fine
sand, silt, clay, coarse sand, and gravel. The river bottom is
comprised of a less permeable silt underlain by coarse alluvium
and is approximately 13 to 28 feet thick. The bedrock under the
Bridge Portion of the Site is composed of micaceocus fine
- sandstone and dark-gray shale (argilite).

The depth to ground water is approximately 20 to 25 feet
below the ground surface. The saturated thickness of the ,
alluvial aquifer beneath Neville Island is approximately 35 to 40
feet. The geometry of the water table surface is dominated by an
elongated ground water mound. As a result, a ground water divide
has developed that bisects the island. Therefore, groundwater
flows radially from the central portion of the mound toward the .
Bridge Portion of the Site and to the Back Channel of the Ohio
River. The groundwater flow gradient beneath the Bridge Portion



of. the Site is 0.002 ft/ft.

Due to the surface topography and lack of drainage, the
predominant recharge pathways for the surficial aquifer beneath
the Bridge Portion of the Site are recharge from the Back Channel.
of the Ohio River and precipitation. No water supply receptors
adjacent to the Bridge Portion of the Site were identified.

There are three public water supplies in the vicinity of Neville
Island: Coraopolis, Moon Township, and Sewickley. Contaminants
identified at the Bridge Portion of the Site were not detected in
the public water supplies.

Surface water runoff is conducted across the flat southern
portion of the Bridge Portion of the Site in a southerly
direction by sheet flows which discharge into the Back Channel of
the Ohio River. Stormwater runoff from Grand Avenue is captured
byia 1i-inch sewer which discharges into the Back Channel of the
Ohio River.

C. NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

Allegheny County retained HDR Engineering, Inc. to conduct
the Focused RI pursuant to the Administrative Order by Consent
entered into by EPA and Allegheny County. The primary objective
of the Focused RI was to complete the characterization of soils
in the Bridge Portion of the Site that could potentially be
disturbed or exposed during construction of the approach roadway
and abutments for the new bridge. The Focused RI included: a
buried drums investigation, a geophysical survey, and soil
sampling and analysis. Some sections of the Focused RI Report,
especially the geophysical survey, incorporated the results of
the survey performed by ERT in 1989 and 1990.

BURIED DEBRIS

In May 1989, ERT conducted geophysical surveys of the Site
to determine the location of any buried debris. An area of
magnetic disturbance was identified for further investigation.
Aerial photographs taken from 1936 to 1973 were then reviewed.
No evidence of disposal activity wvas found in the Bridge Portion
of the Site. In order to continue exploration for possible
buried metal drums, .ERT conducted a penetrating radar survey at
the Bridge Portion of the Site, followed by hand auger borings,
an organic vapor screening, and exploratory trench excavations.
The survey did not indicate any buried materials at the Bridge
Portion of the Site. :

8OIL GONTAMINATION
e gurficial Soil Samples
. To charactcfizé.thc surface soil contamination and
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determine thc background levels, HDR performed two series of
sample collections in August 1991 and April 1992 during the
Focused RI. A total of 27 surficial soil borings were taken from
eight locations in the Bridge Portion of the Site, specifically,
in the areas where the abutments and approach roadway for the new
. bridge will be located. The locations were chosen in areas where
workers involved in moving earth during construction of the new
bridge and its approach roadway could potentially be exposed to
soil contaminants. Background samples were collected from a
location on the Duquesne Power and Light Company property located
across the Back Channel from Neville Island and near the
Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railrocad yard. This background locatlon
presented. area usage conditions (industrial and residential) '
similar to those on Neville Island and was located outside of the
possible influence of dumping activities which had been conducted
on the island. A map showing the soil sampling locations is
presented as Figure 4. Surficial samples were collected from the
upper 1.5 feet of the soil in the proposed location for the new
bridge approach roadway and the upper 3.0 feet of the soil in the’
proposed location for the new bridge abutments. Four samples
were analyzed for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Semi-
Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs), and substances included on
the Target Compound List (TCL); one round of samples was analyzed
for Herbicides/Pesticides and Dioxin; and two samples were
analyzed for Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedures (TCLPs).

o Surficisl Soil Analvysis Results and Discussion

The surficial soil sample laboratory results revealed the
possible presence of four VOCs in the goil in the Bridge Portion
of the Site. For the purposes of this document, only the maximum
detected concentration is presented. The detected VOCs were:
methylene chloride, 13 ppb; acetone, 6000 ppb; 2-butanone (MEK),
7 ppb; and carbon disulfide, 13 ppb. Because the concentratlons
of methylene chloride and acetone were similar to the
concentrations presented in the field blank sample, these
compounds are regarded as non-detected. The other two VOCs,
2-butanone and carbon disulfide, are typical laboratory chemicals
and their presence in low concentrations in the samples is
considered to be laboratory contamination and is not an . ‘
i?dication of soil contamination in the Bridge Portion ot the
Site.

SVOCs and thcir maximum concentrations detected at the
Bridge Portion of the Site are: phenanthrene, 760 ppb; di-n-
butyl phthalate, 1200 ppb; fluoranthene, 930 ppb; pyrene, 760
Ppb; benzof[a]anthracene, 760 ppb; chrysene, 500 ppb;
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, 240 ppb; benzo{b]fluoranthene, 480
PPP; and benzo{ajpyrene, 430 ppb. These concentrations of SVOCs
indicate a pattern in which minor amounts of several polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) compounds occur at all locations where
surface soils vere sampled. The concentraticns of SVOCs in the
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surficial soil samples were within the limits of normal
laboratory contamination or non-detected concentrations. The
total SVOC concentrations found in the surface soils in the
Bridge Portion of the Site ranged from 100 to 5,370 ppb; the
concentration of SVOCs in the background sample was 72,240 ppb.
Thus, the SVOC contamination in the surface soils in the Bridge
Portion of the Site was typical for soils in urban industrialized
settings and did not indicate a site-specific pattern. o

The inorganic compounds found in the surface soils which are
considered contaminants of potential concern are: arsenic, 8
- parts per million (ppm); cadmium, 8.7 ppm; chromium, 22.1 ppm;
cobalt, 15.2 ppm; lead, 301 ppm; mercury, 0.30 ppm; nickel, 22.6
ppm; and cyanide, 7.1 ppm. Apart from the inorganics specified
above, the majority of detected inorganic compounds are naturally .
occurring rock and soil forming elements: aluminum, calcium,
iron, magnesium, manganese, and sodium. The concentrations of
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) metals (arsenic,
barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and selenium) and
cyanide represented the same order of magnitude as background
samples collected from the Duquesne Power and Light Company ,
property near the Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railrocad yard located
across the Back Channel. There are several possible explanations
for the presence of RCRA metals and cyanide in the soil in the
Bridge Portion of the Site; however, the most probable sources of
these contaminants are combustion of leaded gasolines and stack
emissions from blast furnaces, smelters and coking ovens.

Analysis of the surficial soil samples for polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and pesticides indicates the presence of trace
amounts of PCBs: aroclor 1254, 78 ppb; and aroclor 1242, 79 ppb;
and traces of chlordane and two chlorinated herbicides: 2,4-D
and 2,4,5-TP (silvex). PCBs are common contaminants in-
electrical and hydraulic equipment:. The action level for PCBs
for Superfund remediation ranges from 1 to 25 ppm. Chlorinated
pesticides were present in quantities below the detection limit.

The background surface soil samples obtained from the .
Duquesne Power and Light Company property located acrose the Back
" Channel from the Site generally contained higher levels of soil

. contaminants than those found in the Bridge Portion of the Site.
The higher levels in the background surface soil samples can be
explained by the proximity of the location of the background
samples to the Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad yard, where
fueling spills, dust suppression and other industrial-like
activities can increase soil contamination. The soil in the
Bridge Portion of the Site, on the other hand, has not been
directly exposed to industrial use for more than thirty years.

o Intermediate Depth Soi) Samples
Two sets of intermediate dépth soil samples vere collected
11



-from a depth of 3.0 to 9.0 feet below grade at two of the

proposed new bridge abutment locations. The samples were
initially screened with portable trace gas analyzers (OVA).
Since the jinstruments showed no response, only one sat of SVOC
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) was collected. :

* Intermediate Depth Soil Analyvsis and Discussion

The laboratory analysis of the intermediate depth soil
samples showed traces of phenanthrene, 78 ppb; and pyrene, 82
ppb. These are products of combustion, typically found in soils
of urban industrialized settings. The trace levels in the

intermediate depth soil samples are below the action levels for
these contaminants for Superfund remediation.

* Subsurface Soil Samples

Subsurface soil samples were collected from a depth of 10.5
to 13.5 feet below grade. They were collected from the nine
boring locations to evaluate the soil at the proposed new bridge
abutment area where the maximum depth of the excavation is
anticipated to be 13.0 feet below grade and also from the deep
soils in the area proposed for the new approach roadway. This.
contamination could (1) serve as a contaminant source; (2)

migrate into the ground water; or (3) be exposed during any type

of bridge or road construction. Sample locations were the same
as those selected for the surface soil samples. A total of 29
samples collected from nine locations have been analyzed: nine
samples for VOCs and SVOCs; ten sanmples for Contract Laboratory
Program (CLP) Target Analyte List (TAL) inorganics and cyanide;
and ten samples for CLP pesticides, PCBs, TPH, chlorinated
herbicides, organophosphorus pesticides, and dioxins.

e Subsurface Soil Analysis Results and Piscussion

‘Subsurface soil contaminants and their maximum
concentrations which were detected in the Bridge Portion of the
Site and are considered contaminants of potential concern are:
di-n-butyl phthalate, 870 ppb; arsenic, 7.7 ppa; chromium, 13.9
ppm; cobalt, 15.2 ppm; lead, 96.0 ppm, manganese, 1050 ppm;
mercury, 0.14 ppm; nickel, 19.7 ppm; cyanide, 0.97 ppa; PCBs

Aroclor 1254, 16 ppb; alpha chlordane, 13 ppb; gamma chlordane,
8.7 ppb; and petroleun hydrocarbons, 210 pp=m.

Di-n-butyl phthlate is a cozmon laboratory céntaninant{ the
other contaminants are below Reference Doses (RfDs).

VIZ. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
Based on the Focused RI, EPA performed a Focused Baseline
Risk Assessment (BLRA) to quantify human health risks associated
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with contaminated soil in the Bridge Portion of the Site. The
specific purpose of the BLRA was to determine whether the
chemicals of potential concern associated with surface and
subsurface soil in the Bridge Portion of the Site pose a current
or future risk to human health.

Potential risks to human health were identified by
calculating the risk level for carcinoqenio chemicals and the
hazard index (HI) for noncarcinogenic chemicals. Potential
carcinogenic risk is identified by the risk level (e.g9.,, a 1.0E-
06 risk level indicates one additional chance in 1,000,000 that
an individual will develop cancer). Remedial action is generally
warranted at a site when the calculated carcinogenic risk level
exceeds 1.0E-04. The HI identifies the potential for the most
sensitive individuals to be adversely affected by the
noncarcinogenic chemicals. If the HI exceeds one (1.0), there
may be concern for potential noncarcinogenic effects. As a rule,
the greater the value of the hazard index above 1.0, the greater
the level of concern. ,

Because it is expected that excavation and construction will
occur in the Bridge Portion of the Site, chemicals of potential
concern were selected for soil, regardless of whether
contaminants were found in surface or subsurface soil layers.
Possible leaching and transport from contaminated subsurface
soils to ground water was not assessed. The OU-1 Remedial
Investigation of the entire Site will include an investigation of
ground water at the Site, including ground water in the Bridge
Portion of the Site.

Of the chemicals detected in the soil in the Bridge Portion

.. of the Site, chemicals of potential concern, as specified in

Table 1 and Table 2, were selected based on the tollowing
considerations: :

1. frequency of detection (Table 1. and Table 2),
2. relative percent contribution to total risk;
3. toxicity to humans;

4. role as a human nutrient; and

S. background concentration.

In general, contaninants that wvere contidently dstected in
at least one sample and contributed 1 percent or more to the
total risk wvere selected as contaminants of potential concern and
evaluated in the BLRA. Exceptions were made when a reported
chenmical was found to have a low order of toxicity to humans, was
an essential dietary nutrient or was detected at levels similar
to ambient background concentrations; such chemicals were not
selected as contaminants of potential concern.
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Rotentially exposed populations

For purposes of the BLRA, it was assumed that the potential
future land use of the Bridge Portion of the Site may be
occupational, commercial or residential. It should be noted,
however, that in the near future, it is expected that an abutment
and an approach roadway for the proposed new bridge will occupy
the Bridge Portion of the site.

While many potentially exposed populations can exist at a
site, only those populations that may be significantly exposed
were evaluated (Table 3). Under the current land-use scenario,
exposure of young trespassers was assessed. For future potential
land-use, exposure to residents, long-term workers, and short-
term wvorkers was evaluated. It should be noted that (1) the
residential and long-term occupational exposure scenarios are not
expected to occur in the Bridge Portion of the Site, and (2) the
short-ternm occupational exposure scenario is thought to be _
representative of that which may be incurred by construction -
workers involved in construction of the new bridge..

The primary routes of exposure at the Bridge Portion of the
Site involve inhalation and ingestion of surface and subsurface
soils. The dermal route of exposure is considered to represent a
negligible risk, as compared to other pathways; therefore, it was
not assessed. With regard to a contact rate, a total exposure
was assumed, j.e,, contact with contaminated soil via the .
ingestion and inhalation routes wére evaluated concurrently and
presented as a single factor. Exposure estimates and toxicity
criteria for the contaminants of potential concern were combined
to estimate potential carcinogenic risks and noncarcinogenic
effects for the exposure pathway and routes identified for the
Bridge Portion of the Site. These estimates characterize the
potential human health impacts associated with the soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site, and are .
summarized in Tables 4 through 7. Soil is the only exposure
pathway of concern for OU-2. Because the exposure was evaluated
as one unit (ingestion plus inhalation), risks across exposure

_routes vere combined, thereby providing total risk estimates.

Risk characterisation
A. Potential Risks to Trespassers
The contaminants of concern include the following Probable

4Hnnan Carcinogens: benzo{a]lpyrene equivalents and beryllium

detected in surface and subsurface soil. The total carcinogenic
risk to trespassers posed by soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site is 2.71E-06 (Table 4). This is equivalent to
approximately 3 additional cancers per 1 million exposed
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individuals. This calculated risk level is within the acceptable
risk range for carcinogens of 1.0E~06 to 1.0E-04.

Potential noncarcinogenxc hazards to trespassers who come
into direct contact with contaminated soil in the Bridge Portion
of the Site are presented in Table 4. The estimated Hazard
Index, which indicates the likelihood of a noncancer threat, is
less than unity (1) for trespassers; therefore, noncarcinogenic
effects are not expected to occur.

B. Potential Risks to Future Residents

The contaminants of concern include the following Probable
Human Carcinogens: . benzo{a]pyrene equivalents and beryllium
detected in surface and subsurface soil. The total carcinogenic
risk posed by soil contamination to potential future residents of
the Bridge Portion of the Site is 4.83E-05 (Table S). This is
equivalent to approximately 48 additional cancers per 1 million
exposed individuals. This calculated risk level is within the
acceptable risk range for carcinogens of 1.0E-06 to 1.0E-04.

Potential noncarcinogenic hazards to potential future
residents who come into direct contact with contaminated soil in
the Bridge Portion of the Site are presented in Table 5. The
estimated Hazard Index, which indicates the likelihood of a
noncancer threat, is less than unity (1) for potential future
residents; therefore, noncarcinogenic effects are not expected to
occur.

C. Potential Risks to Long-term Workers

The contaminants of concern include the following Probable
Human Carcinogens: benzo{a)pyrene equivalents and beryllium
detected in surface and subsurface soil. The total carcinogenic
risk to potential future long-term workers posed by soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site is 4.04E-05
(Table 6). This is egquivalent to approximately 40 additional
cancers per 1 million exposed individuals. This calculated risk
level is within the acceptable risk range for carcinogens of
1.0E-06 to 1.0E-04.

Potential noncarcinogenic hazards to potential future long-
term workers vho come into direct contact with contaminated soil
in the Bridge Portion of the Site are presented in Table 6. The
estimated Hazard Index, which indicates the likelihood of a
noncancer threat, is less than unity (1) for long-term workers;
therefore, noncarcinogenic effects are not expected to occur.

D. Potential Risks o Short-term Workers

This exposure represents that which construction workers
associated with the construction of the abutment and an approach
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roadway - for the proposed new bridge are expected to encounter.

The contaminants of concern include the following Probable

‘Human Carcinogens: benzo(a]pyrene equivalents and beryllium

detected in surface and subsurface soil. The total carcinogenic
risk to potential future short-term workers posed by soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site is 2.77E-07.
This is equivalent to approximately 0.3 additional cancers per 1
million exposed individuals. This calculated risk is less than
EPA’S acceptable risk range for carcinogens of 1.0E-06 to 1.0E-
04. .

Potential noncarcinogenic hazards to potential future short-
term workers who come into direct contact with contaminated soil
at the Bridge Portion of the Sits are presented in Table 7. The
estimated Hazard Index, which indicates the likelihood of a
noncancer threat, is less than unity (1) for short-term workers;
therefore, noncarcinogenic effects are not expected to occur.

IR YN

- EPA has selected the "No Action" Alternative for soil

contamination in the Bridge Portién of the Site. Under the "No
Action® Alternative, EPA will not undertake any type of remedial
action with respect to the soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site since there are no site-related risks to
human health and the environment associated with.such soil
contamination which would warrant EPA to implement a remedial
action. 1In light of EPA’s decision not to select a remedial
action, the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 9621, including the provisions of Section 121(d) (2) concerning
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), are
not triggered; that section applies only in those cases where a
remedial action is selected.

EPA created OU-2 in order to expedite the. investigation of
soil contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site and
conpletion of the related Focused Baseline Rigsk Assessment,
thereby providing information relevant to the proposed
construction of a nev bridge to replace the existing Coraopolis
Bridge. The risk of exposure to the contaminants of concern was
assessed for potentially exposed populations: young trespassers,
future residents, long-time workers and short-time workers. It
is expected that, after the nevw bridge abutments and the new
approach roadway are constructed, there will be no reason to
employ workers in the Bridge Portion of the Site and there will
not be enough space in the Bridge Portion of the Site between the
new approach roadway and the Back Channel for future residential
development. Also, trespassers’ exposure is very sporadic and
time-limited; therefore, it may be overestimated in the BLRA by
using "typical" exposure criteria. Even using the very
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congervative BLRA approach, the risk level for each of the
theoretically exposed populations is still within EPA‘s

acceptable risk range for carcinogens of 1.0E-06 to 1.0E-04. The
only population that will definitely be exposed to the soil
contaminants in the Bridge Portion of the Site are short-term
workers involved in construction of the new bridge. Their
exposure is significantly less than a 1.0E-06 risk level.

Based on the BLRA, there is no exposure scenario which poses
an increased cancer risk above a 1.0E-04 risk level. This is the
level of increased cancer risk which EPA considers to be
unacceptable and would therefore warrant some type of remediation
to lower or eliminate the risk posed. In addition, based on the
BLRA, there is no exposure scenario which indicates increased
noncarcinogenic effects. EPA has selected the "No Action"
Alternative with respect to so0il contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site. Contamination of media other than soil in
the Bridge Portion of the Site, including contamination of ground
water at the entire Site (including in the Bridge Portion of the
Site), will be addressed during the Remedial Investiqation/
Feasibility Study of the entire Site.

IX.

The Proposed Plan for the soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site was released for public comment on January
15, 1993. The Proposed Plan identified "No Action" as the EPA
preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all written and oral
comments submitted during the public comment period. A summary

of the comments received during the public comment period is
- included in the Responsiveness Summary section of this Record of
Decision. Based on the review of these comments, it was
determined that no significant changes to the preferred
alternative, as it was originally identified in the Proposed
Plan, were necessary. ' o L

17



RECORD OF DECISION
BRIDGE PORTION OF THE OHIO RIVER PARK SITE

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

EPA established a public comment period from January 15,
1993 to February 15, 1993, on the Focused RI, BLRA, the Proposed
Remedial Action Plan (which describes the "No Action" Preferred
Alternative), and other site-related information for the Bridge
Portion of the Ohio River Park Site, Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania. The Focused RI and other site-related documents
used by EPA to select the "No Action” Preferred Alternative are
included in the Administrative Record file and have been
available to the public since the beginning of the public comment
period. A public meeting was held on January 25, 1993 and
approximately 40 people were in attendance. 1In addition, EPA
received one written statement and two written comments during
‘the public comment period.

The purpose of this Respongsiveness Summary is to summarize
significant comments, criticisms and new data received during the
‘public meeting or in writing, and to provid. EPA’Ss responses to
the comments.

This community relations Responsivenass Sunnary'is divided
into the following sections:

Section I. Qverview: A discussion of :a public's_
response to the "No Action~ ilternative.

Section II. PBacgkaround of community Involvement and concerns:

. A discussion of the history of community interest
‘and concerns raised during remedial planning
activities at the Bridge Portion of the Site.

Section IIX. wmmmmmmg_

summary ct-comments and responsos categotized by
topics.

Section I. QOverview

' Comments received from the public suggcst that area _
residents support the "No Action® Alternative. The residents
consider the approval of this alternative as a necessary
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condition to startinq the construction of the new bridge that
will replace the existing Coraopolis Bridge. Their main concerns
wera: to shorten the formal procedures, to be assured that the
decision will be final, and to be informed of the results of the
RI at the Site. The residents also wanted some assurance that
the contaminants found during the RI of the entire Site will be
cleaned up. They also wanted to know whether PADER shares EPA’s
position on the "No Action"™ Alternative.

Section II. Backqground of Community Involvement and Concerns

Since PFebruary 1988, when restrictions were imposed on using
the Coraopolis Bridge in winter, the Neville Island residents
have been very active with respect to replacement of the bridge.
A group of residenta established the "Coraopolis-Neville Island
Bridge Committee,"” which has held bimonthly meetings and
published newsletters and public announcements concerning
replacement of the bridge. The meetings were attended by
interested residents and representatives of PADER, Allegheny -
County, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, EPA, and
other public officials. The public was continually updated by
the Allegheny County Department of Engineering and Construction
on the status of the bridge replacement project. The primary
goal of Neville Island residents has been to provide a
replacement bridge as soon as possible.

Section III. mmwmmm
: X ;

Except as specifically noted, the following questions and
comments were raised at the public meeting held on January 25,
1993. .

1. The schedule for the next action

A question was asked at the public meeting about the length
of time needed to start the construction of the new bridge
that vill replace the Coraocpolis Bridge.

An EPA representative at the public meeting explained that
the Agency must follow the procedures required under CERCLA
for issuance of a formal decision on the Proposed Plan.
CERCLA requires a 30 day public comment period following the -
issuance of the Proposed Plan. EPA explained that any
comments submitted during the public comment period will be
incorporated in the Responsiveness Summary which is a part
of the final decision document. EPA stated that the Agency
hoped to issue a final decision on the Proposed Plan 30 to
60 days from thc ‘date of the Public Meeting.
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Schedule and budgeting for the construction of the new
bridge that will replace the Coracpelis Bridqge
A question was asked at the public meeting about the

schedule, funds, and the position on the priority list for
the new bridge construction project. .

Since the question related to the bridge construction
project and not to Operable Unit Two, EPA referred the
question to a representative of Allegheny County at the
public meeting. The representative of Allegheny County
stated that funding was currently available for the new
bridge construction project.

-~
Someone at-tho public meeting asked why, if soil
contamination in the Bridge Portion of the Site does not

have to be cleaned up, it will take 60 days to start the
bridge construction project. .

An EPA representative explained that EPA cannot issue a
final decision on the preferred alternative described in the
Proposed Plan until the 30 day public comment period is ‘

. over. In addition, EPA must address any comments received

during the public comment period and at the public meting in
a Responsiveness Summary which will be part of EPA’s final
decision document. EPA must prepare the final decision
document on remediation of soil contamination in the Bridge
Portion of the Site, and coordinate with the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, which must review the decision. EPA estimated
that it would issue its formal decision approximately 30 to
60 days from the date of the public meeting.

Einal decision

-Someone at the pubiié neeting asked who makes the final

decision on the "No Action" Preferred Alternativc for the
Bridge Portion of thc sito.

The dccilion will be made by the EPA Region IXX R.qional
Administrator in Philadelphia.

mmmmmm

A citizen of Neville Island asked whether EPA had a
representative in Pittsburgh who could handle matters
relating to the Bridge Portion of the Site, instead of

having the EPA office in Philadelphia making the decisions
relating to the Bridge Portion of the Site.

An EPA representative explained that the Agency has ten
| 20



regional offices nationwide and its headgquarters in
wWashington, D.C. The EPA regional office that handles
matters in Pennsylvania is located in Philadelphia. It
would be too difficult for EPA to manage offices in every
¢ommunity; however, the EPA office in Philadelphia works
closely with PADER, which has an office in Pittsburgh. 1In
addition, the EPA Remedial Project Manager from the
Philadelphia office has visited the Site often and worked -
closely with the community. .

The effect of the Remedial Investigation of the Site on the
ohie River

Someone at the public meeting asked whether the remedial
investigation of the Site has any effect on the quality of
water in the Ohio River.

" An EPA representative explained that the remedial

investigation currently being conducted on the entire Site,
which is called 0U-1, is being conducted to evaluate the
type and location of any contamination on the entire Site. -
The final answer to this question will be possible when the
Remedial Investigation Report for OU-1, which will contain
the results of the remedial:investigation, is approved by
EPA. EPA expects to have the results of the remedial )
investigation of the enxirc Site hy thc end of 1993.

Following EPA'. rcsponsn to Qucation #6, the same person
asked whether; by thé end  of 1993, EPA will be able to tell
residents wvhether the remainder of the Site is clean enough
so that the sieo can bc openod.as a park.
EPA will be abl. to answar this. qnestion after the- temedial
investigation, incluling th. Risx Assassnent, of.thn entire ..
Site (0U-1) is conpletod. TR ]

. ar Lo - . - ~ ‘.. .-.'- ] E.!
A resident of Neville Island at the public meeting asked -
whether EPA knew that Mr. Hillman made a statement to the

_newspapers that his company will take care of the drums and

contamination that are at the Sites.

An EPA rcprescntative answered that the Agency is avare of
Mr. Hillman’s statement to the newspapers. Neville Land
Company is currently conducting a remedial investigation of
the entire Site. - After the remedial investigation and
feasibility study are completed, EPA expects to negotiate
with the company concorning the clean-up of the entire Site.
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11.

12.

\ ’ L] - L]
Preferred Alternative '
A resident of Neville Island asked about the role of PADER
and the position of PADER on the "No Action" Preferred

.Alternqtive.

A PADER representative explained that the role of the
Commonwealth is to provide EPA with technical assistance on
the Superfund project and "input so that the project can
move smoothly."” The PADER representative stated that PADER
"agree(s] with EPA’s -- on their No Action Proposal. . .".
The PADER representative also stated that there are "a few
more stringent State requirements, but the State won’t stop
the bridge replacement project."™

. The decision-making process

A resident of Neville Island asked whether PADER’S
regulations supersede EPA’s requlations and whether the
project can be delayed by additional decision-making.

An EPA representative responded that EPA administers the
Superfund Program and will issue the Record of Decision; -
however, EPA works with the Commonwealth and will be seeking
PADER’Ss concurrence on this document. EPA will seek PADER’S
concurrence by the end of the public comment period.

Statement on behalf of Allegheny county

At the end of the public meeting, Mr. Higginbotham, the
representative of Allegheny County, presented, on behalf of
Allegheny County, a written statement expressing
appreciation to EPA for "the expeditious manner in which
(EPA). . .carried out this investigation. . .". Mr. .
‘Higginbotham stated that Allegheny County supports a No-
Action Record of Decision and its timely promulgation so
that construction of the new bridge may proceed. He also
stated that replacement of the Coraopolis Bridge will :
continue to be the highest priority bridge project for the
.Allegheny County Department of Engineering and Construction
until they are able to issue a notice to proceed for
construction.

No response required from EPA.
coracpolis-Neville Island Bridge Committee Letter
The Committee sent a letter to EPA requesting “a speédy

review of the E.P.A. documents pertinent to the final
approval of the bridge site.® .
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EPA responded in writing to the letter, and stated that the .
work on the Record of Decision for the Bridge Portion of the -
Site has been proceeding in accordance with the approved
schedule. .

PADER sent EPA a letter expressing concern over the Record
of Decision, and stated that although PADER "agrees with the
EPA’S choice of a "No Action®” decision for this site," PADER -
"cannot concur with the Record of Decision, as written,
because of fundamental differences with the EPA
interpretation of the NCP and CERCLA."™ PADER believes the
National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP) requires that "the risk range level point of
departure for remedial analysis is 1 x 10B-6." EPA
disagrees with PADER’s analysis of this requirement as set
forth in the NCP. Section 300.430(e) (i) (A) (2) of the NCP,
40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e) (i) (A)(2), clearly states that "(f]or
known or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels
are generally concentration levels that represent an excess
upper bound lifetime cancerrrisk to an individual of between
10* and 10¢...". The-risic level for the Bridge Portion of
the Site is, in its worst scenario, 4.83 x 10E-5 and,
therefore, within the acceptable risk range.

PADER’s second concern is EPA‘s failure to provide an
analysis in the ROD of applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements ¢(ARARs). EPA has selected a "No
Action" alternative with regard to soil contamination in the
Bridge Portion of the Site which it finds to be protective

" of human health and the environment. In light of EPA's

decision not to select a remedial action, the requirements
of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, including the
provisions of Section 121(d) (2) concerning ARARs, are not
triggered; that section applies only in those cases where a
remedial action is selected. As a result, the subject of
ARARs need not be addressed in the OU-2 ROD.
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Mr. Romuald A. Roman, CIH
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA, Region III

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

RE: Record of Decision (ROD)
Non-Concurrence .
Coraopolis Bridge Replacement Project
0hi:1$1v$r P:;} Site
Neville Town
Allegheny Couni?'““?"=='
Dear Mr. Roman: '

The Record of Decision received by this office on March 5, 1993 for the
Coraopolis Bridge Replacement Project at Ohio River Park in Neville Township,
Allegheny County has been reviewed by the Department. '

Although the Department agrees with the EPA's choice of a “No Action”
decision for this site, we cannot concur with the Record of Decision, as
written, because of fundamental differences with the EPA interpretation of the
NCP and CERCLA. - T

The EPA has used 1 x 10E-4 as the acceptable risk range in this Record
of Decision, contrary to the language of the NCP Sections 300.430 (e) and (f),
which require that the risk range level point of departure for remedial analysis
be 1 x 10E-6. Section 300.430 ?:) further states: “overall protection of human
health and the environmental and complfance with ARARS (unless a specific ARAR
is waived) are threshold requirements that each alternative must meet in order
to be eligible for selection.” Based upon this language, it is the
Commonwealth's position that in this circumstance EPA must use ! x 10€-6 as the
initial protectiveness goal and EPA must Justify, in writing, why a 1 x 10E-4
final remediation goal 1s appropriate for the bridge portion of the Ohio River
Park Site. Note that three exposure scenarios applicable to this site -
trespassers, potential future residents, and potential long-term workers - have
cancer risks above 1 x 10E-6.

The EPA has failed to provide an ARAR analysis. The Pennsylvania's
ARAR of Groundwater Protection Criterfa for Virgin Fuel Contaminated Soil should
be considered. As indicated in the Focused Remedial Investigation Report, the
soils at the bridge portion of the Ohio River Park Site were contaminated with
petroleum hydrocarbons at levels up to 1,500 ppm. The no action alternative in
this Proposed Plan fails to meet Pennsylvania's ARAR of Groundwater Protection
. Criteria for Virgin Fuel Contaminated Soil. As stated above, the NCP requires

An Equal Oppontunity/Affirmative Action Employer : Recycled Paper 3



U.S. EPA, ‘Region 111 a2 March 15, 1993

that for an alternative to be selected, it must meet two threshold requirements,
one of which requires compliance with ARARs. In the event EPA determines that

waiver of an ARAR is appropriate, it must publish such findings together with an
explanation and appropriate documentation pursuant to CERCLA Section 121 (d)(4).

The Pennsylvania non-concurrence with this Record of Decision does not -
waive the following rights of the Department which we hereby reserve and
request:

The Department reserves i1ts rights and responsibilities to take
independent enforcement actions pursuant to state and federal law.
Under Pennsylvania law, persens responsible for pollution or soil and
groundwater contamination have a legal duty to abate all pollution on
the site notwithstanding the EPA's decision to take no action under
CERCLA. Pennsylvania specifically reserves its right to take
enforcement action against any responsible person to remediate any
contamination on the site.

The Department alsa reserves {ts right to require responsible persons
to comply with ARARS under CERCLA, consistent with the legal
requirements of 40 CFR 300.430 and CERCLA $121.

EPA will assure that the Department s provided an opportunity to fully
participate in any negotiations with the responsible parties and we
request that EPA provide us with an opportunity to do so.

We request that the comments contained in this letter be made part of
the Administrative Record for the Coraopolis Bridge Replacement Project.
Further, we expect that the final ROD will reflect that the Commonwealth does
not concur with EPA's selected remedy. .

If you have any questions regarding this non-concurrence letter, please
do not hesitate to call me. .

Sincerely, .

e W e

Richard H. Baehr
Sol1d Waste Specialist

RHB:jc

_cc: Region
Chron
Central

be: J. Haluszczak
J. Shack
R. Baehr
E. Stokan
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SUARY OF ORGANMIC CHEMICALS DETECTED v SOIL

CORAQPOL IS BRIDGE PROJCY

Arithastic [ 1T ] Seckground
waber of Sogroee of [ Standerd t Volue Concentration 33 uct frequency of ¢ atien

ConTARINANY Semples fresdn (o) Veriance Sevistion. " tell) (ugirg) (ug/hyg) Setection (va/ig)
Corbon Plsulfide 0.0 20.99 3.0 3.9 L8 ;] .n .00 . 172} 7.00
Naghthalons 17.00 14%.00 380.82 %20 9.9 [ 8;] 410.00 395.08 (7414 640.00
3-Nethyl deghthatons v.% “w.n 308.02 1.0 "w.a .09 410.08 393.08 oy 940.00
Aconapthylony ”.6 %.00 0.2 142.28 1.9 1.5 410.00 .00 o 1400.00
Aconapihons 17.08 .00 300.82 1a.28 .93 (8. 410.00 ”3.00 [ 214 1300.00
0 Inenzeluren 17.00 %.00 300.82 3. "9 .5 410.00 93.00 (A1 430.00
flusrene 1r.00 4.00 38.82 143.28 ".g LS 410.00 ».0 oy 029.00
Phonenthrene 1.0 “w.0 343.02 30263.99 .0 . 760.00 433.99 o 9300.00
Anthrecens 12.00 .90 m.n 409¢.3 8.0 1.8 410.00 4oL.97 ww 2000.00
Carbotole .00 %.00 308. 142.2¢ "w.” [ ;) 410.00 303.08 [ 7314 770.00
94 -n-Butylphtholste 17.00 .00 $01.18 10061.6% nr.e (8, ] 1200.00 635.01 137414 $60.00
¢ tuoranthere ’ - 17.08 1.0 400.39 e u .64 .9 930.00 .02 (14 14000.00
Pyrone 17.00 9.0 344.99 HIN. 0 4.8 "n 760.00 434.9% (7114 8%00.00
Sensele)Anthracens 17.00 16.00 344.3% 7723.39 or.08 [ 8] 470.00 403.65 (Y114 $300.00
Chrysone 17.00 1.00 2.0 T7162.04 04,63 [ 8, ] $00.00 407.90 (Y114 $000.00
Bisd2-Cthylnenyl )Phehalate 17.00 16.00 300.66 - 13906.98 w.n "n £10.00 306,24 [ 7iL4 1300.00
Benio(b)I Luosanthene 17.00 16.00 348.63 nme.L . TN 480.00 [ K1} (Y1) $200.00
Bengo(t ) {uorenthens 17,00 16.00 170.20 ,7633.02 .3 .73 $50.00 407.38 [Yil4 $200.00
Genzo(s)Pyrens 17.00 16.90 b I8 7000.97 .14 (5. 430.00 .42 wu $200.00
tndena(l,2,3-cdiPyrens 17.00 16.00 3. - 983.13 .43 [, ) 410.00 .0 uu 3600,
Oibent(e,M)Anthrecens 17.00 16.00 0.8 142.28 nea .18 410.00 3.8 (71} 1500.00
Beniotg,h, 1)Peryiene V7.00 16.00 304,40 943, 8n.n .5 410.00 } L W) ww 1300.00
‘PCe Arochtor 3234 15.00 1%.00 3.4 220.2¢ 15.14 .0 78.00 0.2 L 72} ) 2.00
PCO Arochior 9242 15.00 14.00 15.97 235.56 .54 .2 .00 30.3% wis 22.00
Alphe Chiordens 15.00 16.00 I[N .6 .40 0. 13.00 Ln "ws 21.00
Comme Chiordens 15,00 14.00 .9 3.0 .99 .7 [ B, ] .42 1 711 21.00
2,40 4,00 3.00 A [} [ ] [ ] (" NA we 120.00
2,8,3 10(Sitven) 4.00 3.0 ] L] [ ] [ ) - NA | 713 17.00

for stetisticel purposes, olt non-detected snaiytes ere glven o congentrotion valus equal 1o ene-hall the sample detestion (lalt.
Slovated bachground cmmlviﬂm of ssverst chemicote ore thought to be stributable to Induetrisl sowrces In the visinity of the site.




ane 2

SUNMARY OF JHORGANIC CHEMICALS OEIECIED IN SOIL
CORADPOL (S OR1OGE PROJEC)

(121 ]
Arithmetic Realmm © Sachground
haber of Oogroes of Roen S Volue Concontration [ Y7 <% frequency of Concentretion
CON I ANINANT Sesples Preoten (og/tg) Vorlance 1 (eg/kg) (og/ke) Oetection
aAreenic 1.0 20.00 .13 2.9 .n .n 8.70 .38 s
Sorlum .00 20.00 06,09 17204.38 iR .0 1.00 204.40 22
Seryllivm ’ 31.08 20.00 1.43 .0 1.4 .n 3.4 e W
Codnlun 21.00 20.00 1.4 3.0 1.9 . .70 3.18 >t
Chromlum 31,00 20.00 1"w.. 1. 3.9 .73 .10 X 15.40 M
Cobel ¢ . 231.00 0.0 "nee 3.0 1.4 .n 15.20 wn W
Copper 31,00 0.0 w.n “.0 .0 .n .90 .76 birz1]
Leod 3.0 n.0 u.n : 4390.93 .2 |8/} 301.00 78.4¢ 22
Nercury . 31.00 20.00 (B]] 9.00 .07 .0 0.3 0.1 o2
wighel ' n.00 0.0 16.07 3.9 3.0 .n 3.0 wn 2
Setoniun 31.00 0.0 .30 9.2¢ [ X0 (K¢ ) .00 0.33 2
voredium 0.0 0.0 .54 . 1.1 3.8 "N 23.00 20.91 N
e 31.00 20.00 103.93 19342.00 162,60 .1 $23.00 162.49 b4721]
Cyenide 0.0 20.00 L. 0._ 3,80 "N 02.20 2.39 [[724]
snes S08E00essONRRONS

» tor stetisticol purposes, all non-detected enslytes e olven 8 soncontration value equel to ene-half the seaple detest len |iais.
("] Elovated bechground concontrations of several chonicals are thought to be atriduteble to Instrisl ssurces In the visinley of the site.



TARLE 3

EXPOSURE PARNETERS
CORACPOL IS SRIDGE PROJECT

Residerit

Long-Tern Yorker

Short-Tera Yorkere®®

*The sverage body wmaight of a child, from 9 yesrs old to 18 yesrs old, was
used. )

**The sversge body weight of & persen, frnlmoldtesqmold.u.

used.

***This exposure scerario is thought to be representative of the propossd

Paramster Vatue
Contact Rate 300 mg/day
Coarwersion factor 18-06 kg/ug
Exposure Frequency 50 deys/yeer
Exposure Durstion 10 yesrs
Sody Veight® ’ S0 kg
Aversging Tias

carcinogens 25550 deys

noncarcinogens 3650 deys
Cantact Rste 300 mg/day
Corwergion Fector 18-06 kg/ag
Exposurs Frequency 350 days/yesr
Exposure Duration 30 years
Sody Usight®*® 50 kg
Aversging Ties .

carcinogens 25550 deys

noncarci{nogens 10950 deys
Contact Rate S00 mg/dey
Corwersion fector 18-06 kg/mg
Exposure F 250 days/yesr
Exposure Duration 25 yeers
Sody Weight 7 kg
Aversging Time :

carcinogens 3550 days

noncarcinogens NS days
Contact Rate 1000 ag/dey
Corwersion Factor 1E-06 kg/ag
Exposure Frequancy 10 hours/dey
- . 6 days/wesk
Corversion Fector 1 week/168 hours
Exposure Durationfreee &0 days
Sody Veight .10 kg
Aversging Tias

carcinogars 25550 deys

noncarcinogens 60 deys

-]

dbridge construction project.

**2°The expected maximm d.r.ﬂm of worker contact with potentislly

contaminated soils during the proposed bridge construction project was

provided by DR Enginesering.
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ABLE ¢

POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC RISKS AND NONCARCINOGENIC THREATS TO TRESPASSERS

CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC
93% UCL _INYAKE INVAKE CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC THREAT .
_|conTANINANT (ng/ke) (ng/ke/dey) (mg/kg/day) RISk (MAZARD QUOTIENT)

Senzo(e)Anthracens 0.40 4.748-08 3.52%¢-07 4.19€-08 NA
Senso(d)Fluoranthens 0.40 &.76£-08 3.33¢-07 3.56€-08 HA
Benzo(k)Fiuoranthens 0.41 4.708-08 3.356-07 1.35£-08 NA
Senzo(e)Pyrens 0.40 4.676-08 3.2m-07 2.0%5¢-07 uA
indeno(9,2,3-cd)Pyrene . 0.39 £.636-08 3.248+07 7.87¢-08 NA
0ibenz(a,N)Anthracens - 0.3 4.62¢-08 3.24¢-07 3.13¢-07 A
Seryllium 97 2.315-07 1.62£-06 1.948-06 3.24€-04

CUMILATIVE: 2.7ME-06 3.24E-04

The Cancer Potency factors and RIDs used to celculate carcinogenic riske end noncarcinogenic threste cen be found {n Tebie 3.

vhen avallable, (nhatation toxicity criterie were apptied to risk calculations, since inhalation represente the primery route of

exposure at this site.

PANS were evaluated in terms of benzo(e)pyrene equivalents.

NA = .ot Appliceble




POTENTIAL CARCINOOENIC RISKS AND NOMCARCINOGENIC THREATS 1O FUTURE ON-SITE RESIDENTS
CORADPOLIS BRIDEE PROJCT

CARCINQOENIC NONCARCINOGENIC o
5% uctL uvAKE nTAKE CARCINOGENIC HONCARCINOGENIC THREAT

CONANSNANE (ogske) (ng/hg/day) (ng/kg/day) eI (MAZARD QUOTIENT)

Senzo{a)Anthracens 0.40 8.43¢-07 1.97%-06 T.486-07 NA

Sen2o(b)fluoranthene 0.40 8.402-07 1.97¢-06 6.34¢-07 NA

Senz0(k )F luoranthens 0.41 8.51¢-07 1.99€-06 2.7TR-00 A

Senzo(a)Pyrens 0.40 8.30¢-07 1.948-06 $.07¢-00 NA

Indenc(1,2,3-cd)Pyrens 0.39 8.24¢-07 1.92¢-06 1.408-08 A

Dibent(a,h)Anthracens 0.%9 8.2%¢-07 ) 1.92¢-06 - 9.57-08 A
|seryvitim 1.9 4.126-06 9.61€-06 3.408-0% 1.92¢-03
CUMRATIVE: 4.036-05 1.92¢-03

The Cancer Potency Factors end BIDs used S0 calculste corcinogenic risks snd noncercinogenic thrests cen be found in Tsble 3.

then avallable, inhalation tonicity criterie were appiied to risk celculations, since inhalation represents the primery route of
exgosure at this site.

PAls were evaluated in terms of benzo(a)pyrene equivatents.

®A = Not Applicable



g 6

POTENTIAL CARCIMOGENIC RISKS AND NONCARCINOGENIC THREATS TO LONG-TERM WORKERS

CORACPOL IS BRIDGE PROJECT

CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC :

‘ 3% ucL INTAKE INTAKE CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC THAEAT
CONTANENANT . tog/kg) (vg/hg/diy) (nluld-v) RIS mmo QUOTIENT)
Senta(e)Anthracens 0.40 7.08¢-07 1.97-06 6.26¢-07 w7
Senzo(b)F luoranthene 0.40 7.08¢-07 1.986-06 $.30¢-07 WA
Senzo(k )F luoranthene 0.49 7.926-07 1.99€-06 2.3%-07 A
Senzo(8)Pyrens 0.40 6.94E-07 1.94E-08 4.24¢-06 NA
indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 0.39 6.09-07 1.936-06 1.17€-06 - NA
Dibenz{a,h)Anthracene 0.39 6.80£-07 1.93€-06 4.668-06 NA
feryltim 1.97 3.44€-06 9.64€-06 2.69-05 1.93€-03
20808355805 CSEEREASRSESREENESEN

CUMRATIVE: 4.048-03 1.93£-03

The Cancer Potency Factors and R€0s used to calculate carcinogenic risks end noncercinogenic threats cen be found In Table 3.

Vhen ovalubu. lmolnim tonicity criteria were nwlld to risk cuwloﬂm. since inhalation represents the primery route of

enposure at this site.

PANS were evalusted In terms of banzo(e)pyrene equivalents.

NA = Not Applicebie
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‘TaLE 7

POTENTIAL CARCINODGENIC RISKS AND NONCARCINOGENIC THREATS 1O SHORT-TERM WORKERS

CORAOPOLIS BRIDGE PROECT

CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC
S 5% UCL INVAKE INTAKE CARCINOGENIC NONCARCINOGENIC THREA}

CONTANSNANT . (eg/hkg) _ (mg/kg/day) (mg/kg/dey) RISK (HAZARD QUOTIENT)
Senzo({a)Anthracene 0.40 4.04E-09 2.08¢-06 4.206-09 NA
Senzo(b)Fluoranthene . 0.40 4.05¢-09 2.07¢-06 3.43¢-09 NA
Senzo(k)F luoranthens 0.4 4.80¢-00 2.00¢-06 1.59€-09 HA
Senzo(a)Pyrens. 0.40 4.768-09 2.03-06 2.908-08 MA
indeno($,2,3°cd)Pyrene . 0.39. 4.738-09 2.018-06 0.04E-09 NA
0 ibenzte,h)Anthracens 0.39 4.7%-09 2.016-06 3.19¢-08 NA
Seryliium 1.97 2.36¢-08 1.01¢-05 1.906-07 2.016-03
CUMMLATIVE: 2.77E-07 2.016-03

the Concer Potency Factors and RIDs used to calculate carcinogenic riskes and marchulc thrests can be found In Teble 3.

when available, inhalation toxicity criterias wers applied to risk cnlculniml, since inhalstion represents the primery route of

- enposure at this site.

PANS were evaluated in terms of benzo(s)pyrene equivalents.

HA = Not Applicable




