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yards of aluminum processing waste sludge and underlying soil from the settling basin
and sludge pit contaminated with less than 500 mg/kg of PCBs followed by offsite
treatment and disposal or reuse; backfilling and revegetating excavated areas; and
implementing institutional controls including site access and deed restrictions. The
estimated capital cost for this remedial action is $4,161,066 with no associated 0&M
costs.



. DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND IOCATION

Alsco Anacorda Site
Gnadenhutten, Chio

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND FURFOSE

This decision document presents the United States Enviramental Protection
Agency’s (U.S. EPA’s) selected remedial action for the source material
operable unit at the Alsco Anaconda site located in Gnadenhutten, Chio.
This decision doaument was developed in accordance with the Camprehensive
Enviramental Response, Campensation, and Liability Act (CERCIA), as

amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and the

© National Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on information ard

doaments contained in the administrative record for this site. The

. attached index identifies the items that comprise the administrative record:

"upcnwhld'xtheselectlmoftheranedmlactlonlsbased
'mestateofmloca'mrsonmeselectedranedy

-Ich:alorﬂmtenedxeleassofhazaxdmssubstancsfmthassme if
mtaddrssedbymplmntmgthemsponseactlmselectadmﬂnsReoord

" of Decision (ROD) , may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to

~ public health, welfare, or the envirorment.
- DESCRIPTTON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

v_.'Ituscperabl‘e'm:Lt:Lsthefm of two cperable units planned for the site.
"This action addresses the source material consisting of contaminated sludge
. and soil. The secand plamned activity will address contaminated ground and
. surface water. This action proposed for the source material will
.cantribute to.the overall strategy for the site as it will remove and treat
~ the principal direct dantact threat to humans, eliminate the threat of
"releaseofcomzmmatedmtenaltoﬂmeriver,andwulmlorger

'memajormtsoftheselectedranedyincltﬁe

- Eba:avatlm of appmamately 50 aubic yards of slmge caontaminated with

- greater than 500 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) of polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and transportation off site for treatment to a
facility permitted to incinerate PCB waste; and

.- Ebmvation of approximately 8,820 cubic yards of remaining sludge amd
urnderlying soil, which includs sludge contaminated with less than 500
mykg of FCBs, tolevelsmeet::gdeancloamerequmttsfor

treatment and disposal at an off-site facility in campliance with the
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CERCIA off-site policy (approved facility) or a reclamation/reuse
facility.

- Backfill selected areas, and recontour and vegetate any excavated or
cleared areas; maintain the present security fence; and notice of the
remedial action recorded with the property deed.

STATUTCORY DETERMINATTONS

The selected remedy for the source material operable unit is protective of
human health and the envirorment, camplies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative (or rescurce recovery) technologies to the
maximm extent practicable ard satisfies the statutory preference for
remedies that employ treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a
principal element.

Because this remedy does not address contaminated ground water, hazardous
substances are remaining on-site. Consequently, U.S. EPA will review the
remedy, no less than once every five years after cammencement of the
remedial action, to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the enviromment. The necessity of _
contimuing the five-year review will also be evaluated after the selection
of the remedial action for the ground and surface water operable unit.

Valdas V. Adamkus Regional//Administrator
U.s. Envirbrmental Protection Agency, Region V




1
1.0 SITE NAME, IOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

The 4.8 acre Alsco Anacaonda site is located approximately forty-nine miles
south of Akron, Chio within the Gnadenhutten village limits. Gnadenhutten,
a cammunity of about 1,320 residents,- is located-within Clay Township in
Tuscarawas County, along the flood plain of the Tuscarawas River. The
Alsco Anacarda site is bounded by the Penn—Central Railrvad right-of-way,
the Alsco marufacturing building and parking lot, Anacorda Drive (County
Road 39), ard the Tuscarawas River an the northwest, northeast, southeast,
and southwest respectively. This approximately 4.8-acre area, including
the settling basin (consisting of the northern and southern impoundments)),
sludge pit, a former swamp area, and adjacent land up to the river
constitute the Alsco Anaconda National Priorities List (NPL) site. See
site map (Figure 1).

Both land and water resources are used by individuals and local industries.
Natural resource development activities include farming, mining of coal,
clay, sard ard gravel, ard drilling of oil and gas wells. The Tuscarawas
River is used for recreation as well as for industrial and agnalltural
water supplies.

Subsurface materials in the Tuscarawas River valley consist of
unconsolidated fluvial silt and samd deposits, along with glacial artwash
sands silts, and gravels. This valley fill overlies relatively flat-lying

bedrock, nnstlyshalea:ﬁsarﬁstcnewlﬂ'xmmrbedsof
limestone and coal, generally occurring greater than 160 feet below the
site surface. The surficial deposits of sand and gravel and bedrock
formations of shale, limestone, and coal are mined locally as econamic
resources. Within a two- mile radius of the site, there are several sard
ard gravel pits in the valley with clay and coal stz'lpm.rm in the valley
sides.

The unconsolidated alluvial valley deposits form extensive aquifers which
are the principal water supplies for mmicipalities in the valley.
Groundwater flqvmthevalleylsgenerallysaxﬂmuvard The
Gnadenhutten municipal well field is located approximately 4,000 feet
northeast of the Alsco Anacaorda site. Several wells, :m:lud.mg the
mmicipal, residential, and plant wells are located wlthm a 1.5 mile:
radius of the site (Figure 2). .

2.0 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

The Alsco Anaconda plant has mamufactured alumimm products since 1948 when
it was established by Harvard Industries. The plant was acquired by the
Anacorda Campany in August 1971. The Anacanda Campany was acquired by the
ARCO Chemical Campany, a division of the Atlantic Richfield Company (ARDO),
in Jamiary 1977. In December 1986, ARMO sold the plant to Horsehead
Industries; however, AR retained ownership of the portions of the plant
used for sludge disposal. 'n'us48-acreamacastiuxtsmemsco
Anacanda site.
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Prior to 1965, neutralized process wastewater was discharged directly to
the Tuscarawas River. The settlement basin was campleted in 1965 at the
request of the State of Chio Department of Health. During the period from
1965 to 1978, the unlined settling basin and sludge pit were used for the
_disposal of wastewater and wastewater treatment sludge. This sludge is a
process waste which is included in the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) list of hazardous wastes (FO19) because the sludge contains
chramium and cyanides. As a result of effluent overflow fram the basin and
plant wastewater discharge, sludge is also located in the wooded area
adjacent to the settlement basin (cammonly referred to as the “swanmp"
because standing water collected as a result of the wastewater discharges).
The total sludge volume at the site is approximately 8,850 cubic yards.

Since 1978, no solid wastes have been placed in the settlement basin or
sludge pit; wastewater treatment sludges have been mechanically dewatered
at the plant and shipped to an off-site facility for disposal. However,
the treated wastewater discharge route included the impoundments until
Octcber 1980, when the effluent discharge was rerouted around the
impoundments to the swamp area, which drained to the river. In Octaber
1986, the autflow from the wastewater treatment plant was rerouted away
fzmtheswanpdu'ectlytoape.rmlttedcutfall at the river to dry the
swamp area. No standing water was present in the former swamp area within
‘ane month of the diversion of the cutfall. The treated process wastewater
hasbeendlsduargedtothemsmxawasmverﬂmaghaNPDESpermltted ‘
autfall since 1972.

- Based on reports filed by ARCO, U.S. EPA conducted a preliminary assessment

of the site in 1983. Because of concern about potential contamination of
water resources fram sludge leachate, the site was proposed for inclusion
an the NPL of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites eligible for clearmp under
the Camprehensive Envirammental Response, Campensation, and Liability Act
(CERCIA) of 1980 as amerded by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) in Octcber 1984. The site was formally placed on the NPL in
June 1986. . .

In November of 1984, ARCD retained Internatiocnal Technologies to perform a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). In March 1985, RI
activities began at the site. An Administrative Order by Consent was
issued in Jamary 1987 between U.S. EPA, Chio EPA (OEPA), and ARCO for

. conducting the RI/FS.

The RI was caducted at the site fram March 1985 to Jamuary 1989. During
the study, samples of sludge, underlying soil, grourd water, and Tuscarawas
Rlversedmem:swereoollectedatandnearﬂ:esne. An investigation was
also conducted to determine if drums containing waste were buried at the

. site. Enouwgh information was abtained to stidy clearmup altermatives for

the contaminated sludge ard soil at the site. A Focused Feasibility stidy
(FFS) developed for the source control operable unit, presenting an array
of altermatives to addness the contaminated sludge and soil, was campleted
inJ\me1989.
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The U.S. EPA is the lead agency responsible for managing the investigation
being conducted by AROO of the Alsco Anaconda site. OEPA is the support

agency for the site cleamup.

Pursuant to its authority under Section 122(e) of CERCIA, U.S. EPA sent a
special notice letter to AR an June 26, 1989, notifying them of their
potential liability and responsibility in conducting the design and
implementation of the U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative for the Alsco
Anaconda site. As a result of this notice letter, AR informed U.S. EPA
that Harvard Industries may also be a potentially responsible party (PRP)
as a former owner and operator. Pursuant to its authority under Section
122(e) (2) (C), U.S. EPA notified Harvard Industries of their potential
liability as an additional PRP and invited them to enter imto negotiations
with U.S. EPA and ARO.

3.0 COMMINITY PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES

The U.S. EPA has conducted cammunity relations activities throughout the
RI/FFS to provide interested citizens and officials information about

progress at the site.

The U.S. EPA distributed summary fact sheets providing background

information on the Alsco Anaconda site and the administrative order between
U.S. EPA, OEPA, and ARCO in February 1987. A public cament period for the .
order was held from February 4, 1987 through March 5, 1987.

The RI and FFS reports and Proposed Plan for the Alsco Anaconda site were
released to the public in June 1989. These documents were made available
to the public in both the administrative record and an information
repository maintained at the U.S. EPA offices in Region V and at the
Gnadenhutten Public Library. Summary fact sheets describing the results of
the RI were distributed in May 1989. A fact sheet about the FFS ard
ProposedPlanwasreleasede\me 1989.

The mt.l.ce of ava:.lab:.lity of site related documents and amnocuncement of a
public cament period and public meeting was published in the Dover-New
Philadelphia Times-Reporter on June 26, 1989 and July 7, 1989. A public
cament pericd was held from June 26, 1989 to July 25, 1989. A public
meeting was held in Gnadenhutten on July 11, 1989. At this meeting,
representatives fram the U.S. EPA and CEPA answered questions abaout
problems at the site and the remedial alternatives under consideration. A
respanse to the caments received during the camment period is included in
the Responsiveness Summary, which is Appendix A of this Record of Decision
(ROD). This decision doament presents the selected remedial action for
the Alsco Anacorda site, in Gnadenhutten, Ghio, chosen in accordance with
CERCIA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the National
Caontingency Plan (NCP). The decision for this site is based on the
administrative record. An index of the Alsoo Anacarda administrative
record is attached as Apperdix B.



40 SCDHZANDIDIEOFOPEI&E[EUNIT

'Itus RDD represents the first of two planned activities (opemble unlts) at
the site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.68(c), the remedial action has i
been ‘divided into two operable units: source material and ground and
surface water. This ROD addresSes the source material consisting of
contaminated: sludge ard soil. The second planned activity will address
cantaminated ground and surface water. The response action proposed for

the source material will contribute to the overall strategy for the site as =

it will remove the principal threat to human health and the envirorment due
to possible mg&stlon or dermal camtact with the sludge or soil, eliminate
the threat of. release of contaminated material to the river, ani eliminate
contam.mam: mgratlon to the grourd water.

5.0 SI']ECBARACIERISI‘ICS

The RT wascorducted fram March 1985 to Jamuary 1989 to determine the
nature and extent of cantamination and to gather enough data to evaluate
clearup alternatives for the site. Analyses for the EPA Hazardous
SubstarxcaLxst (HSL) ccmpan'ﬂswereccniuctedmead\env1mmentalnedla
Samples of sludge, urderlying soil, ground water, and river sediments were
collected’ at and near the site.

Tuscarawas RJ.Ver flocd estimates by the Army Corp of Engineers indicate So0-
year and 100-year flood elevations of 825 and 827 feet MSL, respectively.
Source areas such as the settling basin and former swamp area have
elevations from 823 to 839 feet and 823 to 834 feet MSL, respectively,
indicating the majority of the site in located within the 100-year flood
plain, and a good portion of it is within the 50-year flood plain.

5.1 Slud;eaniSon

The settlmg basm ard sludge pit cambined occcupy approximately four-tenths
of an acre. The depth of the sludge in the unlined excavations is
apprmumatelyelghtfeetmthesettln'gbasmandsevenfeetmthesludge
pit. The estimated total volume of sludge in these areas is 5,570 cubic
yards In addition, nearly 1.2 acres of the swamp area adjacent to the
are covered by sludge, with an average thickness of about 1.7
feet. The estimated volume of sludge in the swamp is 3,280 cubic yards.
The sludge consists primarily of alumirmm oxyhydrcnudas calcium carbonate,
calcium sulfate, and lesser amounts of various other inorganic and organic

canstituents. 'nace campanent cancentrations vary deperding on activities, '

processes, ar sources that differed over time and space. In addition to
chramium and cyanide, thesludgewasfanﬂtocartamseveraloﬂ:er
potentially hazardous or toxic substances, including arsenic, cadmium,
fluoride, mercury, and nitrate. In addition to these contaminants,
volatile organic campounds M)mdetectedprmaruyinthesarmern
impoundment and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were detected in the -
former swamp area cnly. Same of the contaminants have seeped into the soil
beneath the sludge, but there are fewer chemicals in the soil and they are
in the soil at -much lower levels. See summary Tables 1 and 2 for
concentrat.lmsdetecbedmsl\xigeardsou.
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‘Qurrent estimates indicate that appmx:.mately 50 cubic yards of swanp

. 'slhidge are contaminated with PCBs in excess of 500 milligrams per kilogram
‘(mg/kg) , with a sampled high concentration of 3000 my/kg. Samples taken
-under the swamp sludge indicate PCB soil contamination of less than 25

mg/kg See Figures 3 ard 4.
A90foottrend1wasdugacmssaportlmofthepmpertytodetemmeif
drtmscontamngwastewerehmmdﬁm'e Nodnmsweredlsocve.redatthe
‘s:.te. '
52 qu:nluater

Unconsohdated sand and gravel deposits underlie the site, serving as
-.aquifers that are the primary sources of both public and pnvate drinking

watermthearea There are no wells between the site and the river.

" 'Under a ground water drinking use scenario, sample results indicate -
chrumum, cyanide, fluoride, nitrate, selenium, and tetrachloroethylene in
-the upper forty feet of the aquifer are at levels of public health concern.
mnerxtly,ﬂmelsmhbwnuseofthlscaxtammtedmter \

'Ihe extent of the grournd water contamination remains unclear. Questions
" which remain about grournd water contamination include: the horizontal and

- vertical extent of contaminated ground water, the discharge points of the
cont:am:matedgmmdwater (i.e., does all the grourd water discharge to the

‘Tuscarawas River or does a portion flow beneath the river), and the
actual/potent:.al exposure routes (i.e., the upgradient mamufacturing
“plant’s pumping well, downgradient drinking water wells). These wﬂmowns
w:.llbethefoc.zs ofsubsequentuwest.xgatmn (Fhase II RI). :

BasedmgmnﬂwaterHSLsanplmgmnts fram April 1985tochembe.r

1 1986, cyanides were detected at a maximm of 700 micrograms per kilogram
- (ua/kg), whereas the lifetime health advisory is 200 ug/kgy; chromium was
: detectedatamx.lnmoflcmug/kg whereas the Maximm Contaminant Level
(MCL) is SO ug/ky, but proposed to increase to 100 ug/kg; fluoride was

- detected at a maximm of 8,700 ug/kg, whereas the MCL is 4,000 uwg/kg; :
'selerumnwasdetectedatamax;mmofuug/}gvmereasthe}ﬂ.ls10ug/kg,w
. but proposed to change to 50 ug/kg; nitrate was detected at a maximm of
- 2100 ug/kg, whereas the MCL is 1000 ug/kg; and tetrachlorcethylene was

detected at a maximm of 9.7 ug/kg, whereas the proposed MCL is 5 ug/kg.

5.3 Sediments

Sediment samples (near site, upstream, and downstream) were taken off-site
in the Tuscarawas River to determine the levels of FCBs and chromium (known
site specific contaminants) in the sediments of the river. Although
analymsofﬂnssanplin;suggeststhemnaybems;teinpactupaqthe
ambient river sediment quality, further investigation is antic1pated as
part of the Fhase II RI.
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Anskassssnerrtofpotentlalrlskstohmanhealthorﬂmeerwunmentlf
no action is taken to clean up the site was developed for the Alsco
Anaconda site. The risk assessment examined whether existing or future
contact with the source material contaminants poses unacceptable risks.
’merlskassssnentforgmn'ﬂwaterwulbegeneratedaftermasen
investigative work is campleted. The risk assessment was developed in

. accordance with U.S. EPA procedures, as outlined in the Superfund Public
Health Evaluation Marumal (SPHEM; U.S. EPA 1986). Conclusions of the
assessment were that an unacceptable risk to humans does exist due to PCBs
in the swamp sludge and arsenic in the settling basin sludge if there is
repeatedmtactmﬂ:ﬂmesl\ﬁgemﬂmeareasoveralongperlodcftme

6.1 mrrtmurmtam

The constituents: ofcm'xoe.rnvz.adlrectcontact (ug&stlonarﬂdermal
pathways) with corrt:am:mated sludge and soil were those metals present .above
backgmmd all inorganic constituents of toncologlcal concern, PCBs, and
all organic constituents detected above detection limits. See Tables 1 and '
2 forcormammntsofpctentlalomwernardooncentratlausofdmmalsm
which the risk assessment was based .

6.2 Exposure Assessment

AttheAlscoAnacondas:.te the.rearefmrpotent:.alwaystocmem
cartactmﬂicorrtammnts through the air, ground water, the river, and
site sludge ard soil. - Contact with airborne cantaminants does not = -

represent a potential pathway of concern. Contaminants are present in.

sludge which has a relatively high water content and are covered with the
vegetatlcn. 'meorganlccmstlmentsareprsentinlevelsmtexpectedto'
_rvasult in volat:.llzata.m to air, and particulate dispersion is unllkely..

ccntam.nantswerefo.:rdmgmmdwatersanplabeneaﬂiﬁxesme._m» :
Preliminary investigation indicates contaminants entering the river’s water
and sediments through the ground water are diluted to very low levels. The
potential risks to public health and the envirament posed by contaminated
gmnﬂwaterorsedamentsarﬂthe:rmpactmﬁ:enverwﬂlbeenmnedmw
ﬂ'xenextphaseofuwestlgatlm. -

Du'ectcontactwlth site sludgelsapotemnalexposm'epatlmy. Exposure
may result from dermal absorption of contaminants and ingestion of
-cmtammatedsludgs At the time the risk assessment was developed, the
site was unfenced, and trespasser exposure was feasible. Thus, it was
possible that childre.n playing at the site or workers fram the adjacent
plant going on the site might be exposed to contaminants in the sludge.
Alﬂnx;hthefencehasreducedaccassfrunoertamrwts access to the
51tev1athenverst111ex.1.sts ‘ -
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- The assumptions iné&e for the purpose of the risk assessment included:

- Pecpleu:uldbeexposedtoareasvherethehighestlevelsof
' contamination were found. For PCB exposure, an upper bound and
average ‘concentration were used in the- risk calculations;

- Sludge J.ng&stlonlsarwteofexposuretoallca'xtammantsof
. concern. Dermalabsorptlonlsalsocorxslderedasamrteof
exposure for PCBs and organic noncarcinogens;

- U-,lO_O'vpezceht absorption is assumed,

-’,"-f'_.mlldi:enA‘ax'eexposedonedayperweekoveraseVen-yearperlo'd'
R Worke.rsa.reexposedonedayperweekoveraforty—yearworkmg
life, and_

- ._.:'- : Sludge mgested in a day is estimated to be 100 mllllgrans

‘Iheﬁe ccrse.rvat.we asszmptlons fashion the risk assssment to be blased
toward health protectlon.

6.3 'Ib:ac:.tymxt

Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA’s @mmogeruc
Assessment Group for estimating excess lifetime cancer nsks associated
with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals.: CPFs, which. are
expressed in units of milligrams per kilogram per day (nq/)a;—day) y
miltiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg—day,
" to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk
associated with exposure at that intake level. The term "“upper bound"
reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated frum the. CFF. :
" Use of this approach makes underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly
unlikely. Cancer potency factors are derived fram the results of human
epidemiological studies or chronic animal bicassays to which ammal—to—

: -‘hunan extrapolaticn and tmcertalnty factors have been applled.

Referen:edoses (RFDs) havebeendevelcpedbyEPAforudl@ungthe
‘potential for adverse health effects frum the exposure to chemicals
exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are also expressed in

- mg/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure levels for humans,
including sensitive individuals. Estimated intakes of chemicals from
awmmerrtalmedia(e.q.,theammtofadmcali:gstaiﬂm
contaminated drinking water) can be campared to RfD. RfDs are derived from
human epidemiological studies or animal studies to which uncertainty

. factors have been appiied (e.g., to account for the use if animal data to
predict effects on humans). ﬁusewnertaintyfactozshelpm'ethattm
Rflbwnlnottmderastmatethepotentmlforadversemmmogenlc
effects to occur. : .

The CPFs ard RfDs fofﬂwcontaminantsofcanematﬂxehlscokxaocrﬁa
site are listed in the risk calculation tables (Tables 1 and 2).



Sumaxy of Rlsk Characte.nzatlm
Excass 11fetnne cancer - r:.sks are determ.med by nultlplymg the intake level
with the cancer potency factor. These risks are probabllltms that are
genemlly exprssed in scientific notation (e.g.; 1 x 10'6) .An excess
lifetime cancer risk of: 1 x 10~% indicates, as a plausible .upper bound, an
1rd1v1dualhasacnemonemlllmd'zameofdevelopmgcamerasaresult

of site-related exposure to a carcinogen: over a 70—year lz.fetme under the
specific exposure condlt:l.ons at the szte : , , o

Potential concern for ramrc:.nogenlc effects of a smgle contam.nant in a
s:.nglemednmlseaq:ressedastheﬂazaxdlrdex(HI) (orﬂmeratloofthe
estimated intake derived fram the contaminant concentration in'a given
mednnntothecorrtam.nant'sreferenoedose) Byadd.lngthem:sforall
contaminants within'a medium-or across all media:which a given population
mayreasonablybeexposed atotaloramlatlveHIcanbegenerated This
HI provides a useful referenoe point for gauging the potentlal significance
of miltiple contaminant exposures within a single medium or across media.
‘Ac.zmlat.weHIoflessthanauelsccrslderedanacceptablensktopxbhc\
health. Ifthelﬂmltsmavaluegreaterthancne,caupamdsmthe
mixture are segregated by c:nt:.czl effect and separate Hls- are- denved for
each effect. _ N

Formostcmtammants thelevelofr:.sktopubhchealthwsbelwme
safetystandardsusedbyUs.-EPA. The adverse potential risks associated
with the Alsco Anaccnda 51te sllxlgearﬂsollarehsted below' -

- Tmspassmgplantwrkerscmldbeea@osedtoaxsemcmthe
settling basin sludge that cauld yleld an excess’ llfetame cancer
nskof116x10 R .

- Trespassmgdnldrena:ﬂplantmﬁcexscmldbeexposedtopcasm-~
theswanpsludgemaworstczsesce:armthatcaxldyleldan o
emsleetmecarcernskofsnxlo an:llzexlo‘2

respectively. -

Finally, port.i.cns of the site are located an the 'I\zscnrams Rwer flocd
plain. Therefore, in the event of a major flood, contaminated sludge and
soil could migrate from the site, posn'gmdetexmmednskstothe
envirorment and public health.

'meduoDepart:nentof Nat:nalReswroesD:.v:.s:.m of NatnralAreasand L
Preserves, Nab.tralHentagergramvasoatacteddurmgtheRt in order to -
address cancerns for sensitive biota or habitats.  The Heritage Program had °
mzeoorﬂsformreorerﬁangeredspemeswlthmam-mueradiusofthe-. :
Alsco plant site, ard was unaware of any unique ecological sites in the
vicinity of the study area. ‘]herearememstugorprcposedstatenamre
pzser.vesorscenlcnve::sinmscamwasmmty . _ .

Pcmalorttueatenedreleasesofhazardwssubstamsfrunthismte if B
not .addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may
A.presertanmnentm'dsubstarrtlalemargermenttoptmlmhealﬂm welfare,
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'ormeawunmentthmjghdernalomtactaﬁmg&stlmoftheoontmumted
sluigeandsollardmgratlon of&metothegmxrdards.xrface water.

7.0 meFAImIVPS

Basedmexposnepatmaysarﬂmoeptorsofccrnemanﬂﬂmespeclflcareas
of existing or potential contamination, medium-specific remedial action
~‘,goals were established for the Alsco Anaconda site. The dcbjective of
ranedlalactlmlstopreventexposuretocamam:antsme:msof
established standards, a cumilative HI value of greater than one for
critical effect, and,/or a total excass cancer r:.sk of greater than 1 x 10"6
mthefollwmgmedla S b ,

e sIudge and soil,
- surface water,
' ﬁ .- a.u‘

Direct ocntact exposure of trspassexs to s:Lte sludge ard soil (s:.te
workers and children); and ground water ingestion exposire to an-site
gmnﬁwaterhavebeenldennﬁedasﬂumxtaofexpos&mofcornemat
the site. Remedial Action Goals for the sludge ‘and soil include preventmg
these matenals fram contributing to further grourd water contamination in
emassofthegranﬁwaterRenedlalActlmGoals The potential for
ingestion exposure to ground water cmtammatmn mgrating off the 51te
wlllbeevaluatedmthemaseIIRI. ,

An array of alte.mativ«s for addrassmg source matenal cmtaminatmn at
theAlsooAnaccrdas:.tewasdevelcped This ROD will not address ground or.
surface water contamination. The remedial alternatives selected were
evaluatedbasedmﬂmelrablhtytobepmtectlveofmmnhealthaxﬁﬂ\e
envirament, attain campliance with Federal and State envirormental S
regulations, ‘be: cost-effective, and use permanent solutions and alternative -
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximm :
extent practicable. . 'meranedlalaltematlves caszdered for this 51teare
bnefly dnscnbed below. ' : _

U.S. EPA is required to evaluate a "No Action" altermative. This
alternative will result in minimal changes to the exdsting site .
envirament. I-Iouever,itdoesincludemstallatimofaseamityfenceto
limit human exposure via direct contact with the waste. "Also, this :
alternative irnvolves use mstrict.wns to cantrol future use of the site.

T!usaltematwewﬂlmtsatisfytberemedmlactimqoalsforthesxte.
_Health risks posed by direct contact with contaminated sludge and soil
wauld be greater than 1 x 1076, Also, thethreatofareleasetothenver
arﬂﬁn'thercmtnmumtogrumdwabercmtammatimaremtaddrssed
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The estimated capital cost of this remedy is estimated to be $39,000, with
no annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs. The estimated time to
_inplement this remedy is approximately 3 months.

Institutional controls and the security fence will be part of each remedy
which proposes leaving contaminated waste on site (Altermatives 2, S, 6,
and 9)

During J.nplementatlon of any of the follwmg altermatives, if grourd or
surface water is extracted to accammodate the excavation of sludge ard
contaminated soil, ‘it will be handled to meet all Federal and State rules.

Altermative 2 — Oonsolidate/Cap Impoundments, Cap Sludge Pit; Incinerate
Hot Swamp Material, Shurry Wall/Cap Swamp; Flood Berm; Treat/Monitar Ground
Water ' :

This alternative is primarily a contairment option. The major campcnents
of this alternative include excavating settling basin wastes and
‘redepositing ‘waste in same general area of contamination in a lined
impoundment, capping it as well as the sludge pit; thekx:rtswanpmatenal
(approximately 50 cubic yards of swamp sludge contaminated with PCBs in

. excess of 500 my/kg) is excavated and transported off-site to a facility

pe.rmttedtomlnexatel’csmste therenammgsaamparealsm;ped an

approximately 25-foot deep hanging slurry wall is constructed around the
entire swamp area, extraction wells are installed to maintain hydraulic
separatlmbeweenswanpwastearxitheg:unﬁwater graund water quality
is monitored; amd a berm (10 feet high and 700 feet long) is installed
along the Tuscarawas River for flood protection.

FO19 sludge is a RCRA-regulated waste. However, placement of the waste is
not ocaurring in this alternative, so Land Disposal Restrictions (ILIR) are
not applicable. Liner and caps used on site will meet RCRA Subtitle C

- requlatory criterion. RCRA surface impoundment (40 CFR 264.228) closure
”4-regulatlons are relevant and a;prcpnate.

At the: cmpletlm of the ranedlal action, amd all remaining alternatives
evaluated (Altermatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9), health risks posed by direct
'ccntactwiﬂ)sltxlgearﬂson\mldbebelwaamlatlve}uvalueofone
for: critical effect for noncarcinogens and below 1 X 1076 cammlative excess
_cancer risks for carcinogens. Meeting this target clearup level would
'~pmtectaga1rstacposmebyduectcmtactarﬁngstim,asdetemmedby
_ the risk assessment. The estimated capital cost of this campanent of the
ra:edy is $3,717,480, with anrmal OSM costs estimated to be $487,000. The
;_Qstimatedtjmetoinplenentﬂusrenedyaxﬂmaetcleamngoalsis
approximately s£ix to nine months.

Alternative 3 = Off-site Treatment/Disposal Sludge Pit and Tmpourdments;

Off—s:l.te Incineration of Hot Material; Off-site Trea i of-
. 'B)isaltarnatlve consists of the following camponents: hot swamp material
is' excavated and transported off site to a facility permitted to incinerate
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PCB waste; the F019 sludge and underlying soil remaining in the swamp
(approximately 3,250 cubic yards contaminated with PCBs) and in the sludge
pit, northern and southern impoundments (apprmumately 5,570 cubic yards)
are excavated to levels meeting clean closure requlranerrts of 40 CFR
254.228 and QAC 3745-66-11 for treatment and disposal or reclamation/reuse
at an off-site facility; and the excavated sludge pit and impoundments are
backfilled with clean borrow (approximately 5,600 cubic yards). Clean
closure levels require excavation to a depth such that the remaining soils
have pollutants at concentrations below a cumulative HI value of one for
critical effect for noncarcn'rogem.c pollutants and 1 x 107%® cumilative

' excess cancer risk for carcinogenic pollutants. The indicator chemicals
and their concentrations necessary to meet these clean closure levels for
carcinogens and noncarcinogens will be established during Remedial

- Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA).

The off-site facility used for treatment and disposal of the sludge and
- s0il will be in campliance with the CERCIA off-site policy (approved
- facility) or reclamation/reuse facility. Placement of a RCRA-regulated
. waste is ocourring; therefore, IIR are applicable. RCRA surface
-~ impoundment (40 CFR 264. 228) closure regulations are relevant and

. appropriate.

A-Meetugﬂmefargetcleam:plevelsvmldpmtectagaustexpo&rebyduect
contact and ingestion, as determined by the risk assessment. The estimated

' . capital cost of this component of the remedy is $4,161,066, with no anrual

. O&M costs. The estimated time to implement this remedy and meet clearmp
goals.lsapprmumatelyfmrtosmmrrths

E Alternatlve 4 - Off-=site i Sl Pit amd :

Off-site Incineration F019 Sludge in Swamp

'mi'salternative_ is similar to Alternative 3, with the exception of all of
the F019 sludge in the swamp cantaminated with PCBs (approximately 3,300
‘cubic yards) is excavated an:l transported off-site to a facility lloe:sed
: for mcmtlon of PCBs

f'me estunated capltalcostfortlusalte.mat:.ve is $7,467 616, with no
_anrmal O&M costs.: ’meestmatedt.metomplenentthlsrenedyardmeet
'deammqoaJszsapprmnmatelyfaxrtosumnms

- On—sz.te Treat Sl it and :
Of { —51te tion of Hot Material; Off-site Treat i of
: Slu i 2 i

The swamp material is handled as described in Alternative 3. The sludge
pit amd impoundments wastes are managed as follows: the sludge pit and
'setﬂngbasinsltﬁqearﬂmﬁerlymgsollame:cavatedtolevelsmetu'q
. clean closure requirements, pre-treated, then stabilized/solidified; an on—
'siteé landfill is constructed in the general area of the existing sludge pit
for the disposal of these wastes; and ground water quality is monitored.
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The excavated sludge pit and impoundment wastes are treated on-site for
cyanides (by oxidation) and metals (by lime-based
stablllzatlon/sohdlflcatlon) to levels which will meet F019 treatment

requirements of LR prior to disposal.

A landfill meeting RCRA requirements for disposal of hazardous materials
willbeconstnlctedm—siteooazpyquanamaerwpassuqthelardeastof
ard including the sludge pit. The landfill will be capped using a RCRA-
type multilayer cap which meets RCRA Subtitle C closure requirements. A
graurdwater monitoring program will be implemented to meet the substantive
requirements for ground water monitoring and corrective action under RCRA
40 CFR 264, Subpart F - Ground water Protection.

The design proposed for the on—site landfill used in this alternative, ard
in Alternatives 6 and 9, must meet OEPA siting regulations for a hazardous
[QAC 3745-54-18 (B) (1-2)] or solid waste landfill [QAC 3745-27-06 (I) (4-
6)]. As presently proposed it does not meet these regulations.

Meeting the target cleamp levels would protect against exposure by direct
cantact and ingestion, as determined by the risk assessment. The estimated:
capital cost of this camponent of the remedy is $5,064,046, with anrual oM
costs estimated to be $120,750. The estimated time to implement this
remedy and meet cleamup goals is approximately six to nine months.

Altermative 6 = On—site Trea i1l S Pit amd :

Off-site Incineration FO19 Sludge jin Swamp; Monitor Grourd Water

This alternative manages the sludge pit and impoundments waste material and
groudwater monitoring as described in Alternative S. The swamp material
is managed as described in Alternative 4. o '

Meeting the target cleamp levels would protect against exposure by direct
cantact and ingestion, as determined by the risk assessment. The estimated
capital cost of this camponent of the remedy is $7,003,322 with annual O&M
costs estimated to be $120,750. The estimated time to implement this

ranedyarﬂneetcleampgoalsmapprmdmatelysixtoni:emrths.

Alternati - te i11 sl Pit amd :
Off-site Incineration of Hot Swamp Material, On—site Treatwent/Tandfill
Remaining 019 Sludge in Swamp; Monitor Ground Water

This altermative is similar to Altermative 5, except for the remediation of
swamp materials. On-site disposal of the sludge pit and impoundment
materials (approximately 5,570 cubic yards) amd off-site incineration of
hot swanmp materials (amrmmnately 50 cubic yards) are described in
Altermative 5. Remaining F019 sludge in the swamp (approximately 3,250
cubic yards) willbetreatedsimilartosl\ﬁgepita:dinpanﬂnentwasbe :
and will be disposed of within the on—-site RCRA landfill but in a separate
cell.



13

The estimated capital cost of this altermative is $2,765,256, with annual
O&M costs estimated to be $126,500. The estimated time to implement this
remedy and meet cleamup goals is approximately nine to twelve months.

8.0 SUMMARY OF THE OCOMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The following nine criteria were used by the U.S. EPA to evaluate
alternatives developed for the Alsco Anaconda site in the FFS report. The
remedial alternative selected for the site must represent the best balance
among the evaluation criteria.

- Owerall protection of human health and the envirament addresses
whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection by eliminating,
reducing, or controlling exposures to unacceptable risks posed by
hazardous substances.

- Campliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all
of the Federal and State envirommental and public health '
regulations. This criteria also considers advisories or other
guidelines pertaining to site specific cases.

- Iag-tenneffectivmardpemmreferstdtheabilityofa
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
envirommerit over time once clearup goals have been met.

- Reduction of taxicity, mobility, or volume is the ant1c1pated
performance of the treatment technologies a remedy may e;ploy.

- Shart-temm effectiveness assesses the impacts to the local
camumity, envirorment, and workers during the constiruction and
implementation of the altermative.

- Implementability is the technical ard administrative feasibility
of a remedy,.including the availability of materials and services
needed to implement a particular optian.

-~ Oost includes estimated capital and operation ard maintenance
costs, and net present worth costs.

- State acceptance imdicates whether, based on its review of the
RI, FFS, and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has
no camnent an the preferred altermative at the present time.
- Camnmity acceptance indicates whether the public concurs with
the remedy presented in the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan.

8 ov of ealth and

All of the alternatives, except Alternative 1 (no action) provide adequate
protection of human health and the envirament from exposure to
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contaminated source material. Risk due to direct contact is reduced to
less than established standards, ammlative excess cancer risk levels less
than 1 x 10~6, and less than a cumlative HI value of one for critical
effect for noncarcinogens. Alternative 1 is eliminated fram consideration
for selection.

Alternative 2 addresses risk by removing high-level PCB sludges and
contaimment of remaining swamp, impoundment and sludge pit areas. The
flood berm inhibits the release of cantaminants to the river. Pumping
ground water inside the slurry wall amd ensuring a separation between the
waste and grourd water will minimize potential for waste migration to the
ground water. The remaining alternmatives all cambine camplete scurce
removal ard treatment to reduce impacts to human health and the
envirament, but differ in disposing of material on~ or off-site.

Risk due to contaminated grourd water is not addressed here, but the
overall site remedy will provide adequate protection of human health and
the enviromment for each exposure pathway. All alternatives, except
Altermative 1, reduce risk due to further contaminated ground water by
reducing further contribution to ground water contamination. Altermatives
3 and 4 accanplish this to the greatest degree by removing all solid
contamination from the site. Altermatives 2, 5, 6, and 9 reduce risk to
varying degrees with cambinations of an-site and o_ff-sit‘e disposal of
contaminated socurce material. The final site remedy for the grournd water
operablemutwﬂlbese.lectedatalaterdateandwﬂl address the
currently contaminated ground water.

8.2 Compliance with ARARS

The remedial actions selected for the source material operable unit will
meet ARARs for those activities. Since the graund water operable unit is a
part of the site, the future actians proposed for it must also meet ARARS
so that the total of all remedial actians taken at the site will attain
ARARS.

landfill citing regulations for the State of Ghio for both hazardous [QAC
3745-54-18 (B) (1-2)] and solid waste [QAC 3745-27-06 (I) (4-6) and
3745-27-11] apply at this site for alternatives 5, 6, amrd 9. The design
proposed for the on-site landfill will not meet OEPA srt.mg regulations for
a hazardous ar solid waste landfill.

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) PCB Disposal regulations 40 CFR 761.60
will be met by incineration of waste contaminated with PCBs greater than
500 mg/kg at a TSC-regulated incinerator for all alternatives except
Alternative 1. Waste contaminated with PCBs in concentratians between S0
ardSOOm;ﬂgcznbelarddisposedinadmimlwastelarﬂfillthatmets
- TSCA (PCBs only) and/or RCRA (PCBsaniKRAhazardwswaste) requirements.
Any waste taken to a off-facility must be in compliance with the CERCIA
off-site policy (approved facility)

RCRA 1and Disposal Restrictions will be applicable to Alternatives 3, 4, 5,
6, and 9 and will be met by providing appropriate treatment for the FO019
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waste prior to disposal. RCRA surface impoundment (40 CFR 264.228) closure
regulations are relevant and appropriate to the sludge pit/impoundment and
swamp area respectively. The landfill closure requirements (40 CFR
264.310) would be applicable to any an—site land disposal unit constructed
in Alternatives 5, 6, and 9. All alternatives, except Alternative 1, meet
these ARARS.

8.3 Iong-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives 3 amd 4 afford the highest degree of lang-term effectiveness
and permanence utilizing off-site treatment (incineraticn) of PCB-
contaminated sludge and off-site disposal to manage residue from
incineration, and off-site treatment and disposal of F019 sludge and soil.
Altermatives 5, 6, and 9 offer a moderate degree of lang term effectiveness
and permanence. An an-site lined ard capped landfill is a reliable
technology given proper construction, but maintenance associated with a
landfill over time can be high. The flood berm proposed in Altermatives 2,
5, 6, and 9 would have high maintenance requirements due to erosion fram
the river ard unstable fourdation soil. Alternative 2 provides the least .
degree of long-temm effectiveness and permanence as urntreated waste '
material is left on-site and capped. Although a properly constructed cap
can be reliable, maintenance associated with it (including a potential need
for replacement) can be high. The sultabulty of these control measures
are questicnable in a flood plain setting.

8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume

All alternatives (except no action) treat a principal threat posed by the
site source material by incinerating sludge contaminated with at least 500
my/kg PCB. Alternatives 4 ard 6 provide the most treatment, and therefore,
the greatest reduction in toxicity, through removal and incineration of all
F019 sludge cantaminated with PCB concentrations above 25 mg/kg. The
volume of waste would not be substantially reduced because anly organic
canstituents are destroyed, and the volume of organics in the sludge is
minimal. Altermatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9.all use a canbination of axidation
(to destroy cyam.de) ard stabulzatlcn,/sohdlflcatlm to reduce the
mobility of inorganic contaminants. Altermative 2 does not pretreat F019
waste providing the least reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume.

8.5 Short-Term Effectjveness

Alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 9 take the langest time to implement as
canstruction activities (i.e., berm, cap, landfill) are executed as part of
the remedies. All altermatives (except no action) call for excesation and
material handling and the potential for releasing waste materials into the
atmosphere. Altemativezpzwentsthegreatstrisktomsarﬂthe
envirament due to particulate emission during construction activities.
Alternatives 3 and 4 include off-site transport of all contaminated
materials on site, and therefore, the cammmity is subject to more short-
term risks than in other alternatives. Precautionary measures will include
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protection frcxnd.xrect contact of contaminated sludge and soil to workers,
and dust suppression. The mple.mermatlm period until cleamup goals are
achieved for all alternatlvs is similar.

- 8.6 gglmrtablllf_:y

Alternatives 3 and 4 would be the smplest to implement, both techm.cally
and admmlstratlvely However, there is same uncertainty of availability
of facilities to pretmat and landfill or reclaim/reuse F019 sludge ard
soil. Alternative.2 is the most difficult to implement, requiring fairly
camplicated constructlm activities (berm, slurry wall, cap, and landfill).
Furthermore, swamp waste wauld be disturbed during these activities.
Alternatives 5, 6, and 9 are camplex because of the on—-site fixation of the
wastemate.rlalsarﬁtbemstallatmnofanon—slte landfill. Any of the
an-site dJ.sposal remedies will face administrative opposition by OEPA due
to flood plam s:.tmg concerns

87&31:

Alternat:.v&s lncorpozatmg on—site construction as part of the remedy (2,
5, 6, and 9) havehlghercperatlonardmamtenancecostsassocmtedmth

‘these structures. Because of operation and maintenance requirements,
Alternative 2 has the highest total present worth cost. Off-site
incineration capital costs are high for Alternatives 4 and 6 because they
utilize this technology for treatment, making these two alternatives the
most expensive after Altermative 2. Alternative 3 provides a similar level
of protection as Alternative 4, but is less costly because it provides for
less Jmme.ratlm treatment.

8.8 statemg tai
- The State of Oluo does not support any altermatives which include on-site

. disposal or closure of waste material (2, 5, 6, and 9) as part of the

remedy. The State contends Alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 9 do not provide
adequate protection of human health and the envirarment because there is a
potentlalforreleaseofcmtammntsuhenwastematerlalislmtedma

flocdplain,

The State believas Alternative 4 is more protective than Altermative 3
because all the PCB contaminated swamp sludge will be incinerated before
landfilling (if landfilling, as opposed to reclamation/reuse is the
selected disposal option). The State has indicated that although it
prefers incineration as the form of treatment for the PCB contaminated
waste, considering all factors, it will accept Alternmative 3. The State
would also accept Alternative 4.

8.9 Commmity Acceptance .

The U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative was presented at the start of the
public camment period through distrilartion of a fact sheet. The notice of
availability of site related documents and announcement of a public ccmment
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pe.nod and public meeting was published in the Dover-New Philadelphia

. ' Times-Reporter on June 26, 1989 and July 7, 1989. A formal public meeting
'-_.washe.ldtodlscqssthe roposedplanme'\ade:ﬂmtten duoonJulyll

",1989

: o:mnents received indicated residents and local officials are supportive of_‘-'
the U.S. EPA’s preferred alternative. Public camments on the proposed plan
areaddmssedmﬂ\e}?&sponswm&mmary attadxedtomlsdoannent o

9.0 mmmm

Alternatlve 3 addresses all public health and e:wn.mmental threats posed
by contaminated source material at the site. This alternative represents
the best balance among the evaluation criteria and satisfies the statutory
_ requ.l.ranants of protectiveness, campliance with ARARs, cost—effect:.verms,
- and utJ.l:Lzatmn of permanent solutions and treatment to the maximm extent

o practlcable.

Allofﬂaemmmstemﬂ)esmﬂuernandmrthemmpunﬁmntsandsludge .
pit: (approximately 5,570 cubic yards) will be excavated and hauled to an
off-sxte facility in campliance with the Section 121(d) (3) of CERCILA, 42,
U.s.c. 9621(d) (3) and the CERCIA Off-site Policy or a reclamatmryreuse
fac:.llty . Clean up levels for the F019 waste sludge and underlying soil
will meet the remedial action goals. All sludge and urderlying soil are
ranovedtoadepﬂuﬂaatpreventsﬂaemgestlmordlmctcmtactofwaste
having a anmlatlve HI value of cne for critical effect for noncarcinogens
orhav:.nglxlo cmmlative excess cancer risk fram carcinogens, and
prevents cantribution to further ground water contamination to in excess of
Maximm Contaminant Levels (MCIs). Prior to disposal, treatment standards
for the F019 waste, as required by the RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions,
will be met by the accepting off-site approved facility. The topical
depressicn left by the excavation of the sludge pit and northern and
southern impoundments will be backfilled with clean borrow (approximately
5600axb1cya:cds) and recontoured in a mammer which camplies with QAC
3745-66-11 and ensures contaminated ground water does not contact the
surface.

Hotsuamp material (approximately 50 cubic yards contaminated with PCBs
~greater than 500 my/kg) will be excavated, drummed, transparted and

. incinerated off-site at a facility which is approved to incinerate such
materials.

Remaining F019 sludge and underlying soil in the swamp (approximately 3,250
cubic yards contaminated with less than 500 mg/kg of FCBs) will be
excavated to clean up levels (discussed above) and hauled to an approved
landfill or reclamation/reuse facility. These materials will be pretreated
as required at the disposal facility. Because of possible instability of
the swamp, roadways may be installed ard used for swamp excavation. The
swamp area will be regraded and seeded to pramcte revegetation of the area.

All excavated sludge ard soil will be packaged and transported off-site in
campliance with 40 C.F.R. 262 and 263 and 49 C.F.R. 170-189 107.1 and
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1711.500. The excavation and packaging shall be campleted in such a manner
that particulate matter or other pollutants are not emitted to the air in
exossofthelevelsallwedbyMCFR 50, Section 12 of the Clean Air

Act (42°U:S.C..7412), ard Rule 08(B) of Chapter 3745-17 of the Chio
Admmlstmtlve Code (QAC-3745-17-08(b)) and QAC 3745-57-01. Any equipment
used for excavating, samph.ng or handling contaminated sludge and soil
shall.be: decontammated m accordance with 40 C.F.R. 264.114 (QAC 3745-66-
14). g

Anyclearngofthewoodedareatothemstofﬂmeswanpforthemrposeof
corstnzctlngaccssroadsskullrntocwrw1ﬂunf1ftyfeetofﬂxeeastern
shore of the Tuscarawas River; shall minimize the amount of clearing and
ersurethatthecleazedareamremnxedtoltspreuazscordltlonafter
allrequu'edrenedlalactlonsarecmpleted

If groad or surface water is. extracted to accamodate the excavation of . -
sludge and underlying soil, it must be sampled to determine whether there
areanyhazardaxscmstlb.mts. Based on the results of this sampling, -
extracted graund water will be transported, discharged, and/ord.lsposedm,‘
was way which meets all Federal and State rules. '

Nbetuxgﬂaetargetcleamxplevelsmﬂdprntectaganstexposumbyduect*
contact and ingestion, as determined by the risk assessment. The estimated
capital cost of this camponent of the remedy is $4,161, 066, with no anmual -
O&M costs. Table 3 illustrates a detailed cost summary for this remedy.
'mest;matedtmetomplemanttmsrenedyandmeetcleamxpgoalsm
approxmatelyfcnrtosxxmonths

Sanedang&snaybemadetoﬂusranedyasar&mltofranedmdslgnam
construction processes. Such changes, in general, reflect modlflcatlms

msult.:.n; frun the ergmeer:.ng d&slgn process.

10.0 STATUTORY mmamcns '

Under its legal authorities, EPA’s primary responsibility at Superfurd
sites is to undertake remedial actions that achieve adequate protection of
human health and the enviroment. In addition, Section 121 of CERCIA :
establishes several cther statutory requirements and preferences. These
specify that when camplete, the selected remedial action for this site must
camply with applicable or relevant and appropriate envirommental standards -
established under Federal and State envirormental laws unless a stat:xtory
waiver is justified. The selected remedy must be cost-effective and
utilize permanent solutions and altermative treatment technologies to the
maximm extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for
remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce
the mobility, toxicity, or volume of hazardous wastes as their principal
element. The following sectlasdlsa:ssm'ttheselectadraxedymeets

these statutoxyreqm.ranents
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A'D:eselectedMEdemtectshmaanalthardﬂxeenvumntfma@osure
"to contaminated source material. All contaminated sludge and soil is
removed fram the site, reducing the risk due to direct cantact to less than
- establlshedstandards camilative excess cancer risk levels less than

- 1.x10°° , and less than a amulative HI value of one for critical effect
formrx:arcinqgers.‘Riskduetocontaminatedgrandors.xrfacewateris
-not addressed here, ut the overall site remedy will provide adequate
protection of human health and the enwvirorment for each exposure pathway.
Removal of contaminated source material will prevent these materials fraom -
contributing to furtheér ground or surface water contamination. There are -
‘no short-term threats associated with the selected remedy that cannot be
readJ.lycczrtmlled.

10.2 gghanoe wlt'h b_pnhczble or Relevant and A_ths

“me se.lecbed source materlal remedy will camply with all appllcable or.
relevant arnd appropriate chemical-, action-, and 1ocat10n—spec1f1c
requirements (ARARS). 'meARAFSareprasentedbelow.

- Max;mnnOontammntIevelsmCLs)prcmﬂ.gatedmﬂertheSafe-
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) will not be achieved with this source
material operable unit, but the overall site remedy will achieve
MCIs.” This remedy will facilitate ultimate achievement of the
Msbyrennvmcontamumatmnwhldlcmtrmtoﬂmegroxd
'wate.r ccncentzatlcms be:.ng above MCIs.

- -_Iteaunerrtand/ordlsposalofPCBcartamnatedwastecmpliesmth _—
: the'm)ucSubstarx:ecorrt:mlAct].SUsc.2601and40cm76160,

| - Chio Revised Code (ORC) 6111.042 regulations reqm.nn; canpllance
‘w1th national effluentstaxﬂardswlllbemet _ ‘

- Chio Administrative Code (GAC) 3745-17-08(B) addresses
' ' ‘restrictions of fuglt.we dust emission and will be met.

=  The remedy will camply with CERCIA Section 121(d) (3) and the
: - CERCIA Off-site Policy for wast:e transported off-szte ‘

Actiar—spemﬁcm

- Surfacempanrhnentclos:rereqmrazents (40CFR264 228) will be
met. RCRA Iard Disposal Restrictions (IIR) under 40 CFR 268 apply
beczuseplacenentlsooan'rmgardwillbemt

- Dmvatedsluigasarﬂsoilswﬂlbepad:agedaxﬂt:arsportedoff—
site in compliance with 40 CFR 262 and 263 and 49 CFR 170-189,
. 107.1 and 1711.500. . -
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- 'Ihe excavation and packaglng will be campleted in a manner that
particulate matter or other pollutants are not emitted to theair
in excess of 1evelsalla.aedby40CE‘R50 ‘Section 12 of the Clean
Air Act, and Rule 08(B) of Cha.pter 3745-17 of the QAC 3745-17-
08(b), QAC 3745-57-01, and work is in campliance wlth 3745-1- -
05 (2) and (B), 3745—31—05(A) (3) and QRC 3767. ,

- The excavated sludge pit and- settlmg basm wlll backf:.lled W:Lth
cleanborrwarxireconta:redmamannerw}udnccmphsmthmc
3745-66~11 and any. access roads constructed and revegetated m
campliance w1th 33 CFR 322. .

- Any equlpuent used for excavatug samphng, or handlmg '
contaminated souroe ‘material shall be deca1tam1mted in acconiame

with 40 CFR 264. 114 (QAC 3745—66-14)
- Use rastnct:l.ons 40 CER 264 116 and 264. 117
In:ztlcn—spec:.flc ARAIS

- The remedy will ccxnply wn:h Executive Orde.r 11988 Floodplams
Management and QAC 3745-54-18 locatlons standards T

10.3 Cost-e.ffectlverms

'meselectedremedylscost-effectlvebemuse 1thasbeendete.rmnedto
provide overall effectiveness proportional to its cost, the net present .
worth value being $4,161,066. This alternative attains the same reduction
in current risks frund:rectccntactmthsamcemate.nalsasl\ltenmatlvs
2, 5, 6, and 9, requires no 0&M expenditures, and therefore, is the least
expensive. Altemative 4 has similar benefits as the preferred ===
alternative, but the additicnal cost (apprmamately $3.3 mlllm) in
achieving a greater reduction in the tcoucn:y of the orgam.c contammants
outweigh the expected beneflts.

10.4 UtlllzatlmofpennanentSolutnmsardAlten\atlveTreatmmt o
Technologies (or Resource Recovery Technologies) to the Maximm Extent

Practicable

IheU.S.EPAhasdeteminedtheselectedranedyrepmentsthemaJdmm .
extent to which permanent solutions and treatment ter:hmlogls (or resource -
recovery technologies) can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
saurce control operable unit at the Alsco Anaconda site. This remedy
provides the best balance of tradeoffs in terms of lang-term e.ffective.mss '
and permanence, reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through.
treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, also - '
cors:.de.ring the statutory preference for treatment.as a pn.rx:ipal elanent
ard corsidenrx; State and ccmmm.ty accq:tance :

'meselectedmnedyiscasmterm“thpzogramexpectatiasmathmhly
toxic and mobile wastes are a priority for treatment. The most taxic swamp
sltﬁgewtammtedmmpcasmemsofmm/)qmmtedoff—



site. While the selected remedy may not offer as hJ.gh a degree of long-term
. effectiveness and permanence as alternatives which call for incinerating
all the PCB contaminated swamp sludge, it will 51gmf1cantly reduce the
uherenthazaxdsposedbyﬂueswrcematenalﬂnghmdatlmtodsstroy
cyanide ard stablllzata.on/solldlflcatlon of the metals:and PCBs such that
the residual material that remains to be managed at an off-site disposal
facultycanbeccntmnedmthahmhdegreeofcertalntyoverthe long
term. Sux:etheranalm.rx;naterlalwulbebamdup, the impact on human
health and the enviroment would be minimal if the contairment system were
to fail. . Additionally, if all the PCB contaminated swamp F019. sludge was
mmated theashwculdstxllhavet:obehardledarﬂtreatedamordlng

Recyclmg the F019 sludge may be reas:.ble and w111 be mplanented if
practicable. : .. . . .

'meselectedremedydoeﬁsausfythestaumoryprefmforapenanent
solution because:all contaminated sludge and soil are. renoved fram the site
and treated. Nowastem.llbeleftmthesue.} _

10.5 Preferane fqr'rreatxnrrtasapnm@ Elenart -

All oftheomtammatedsl\xigeardsouamtreabedorrecycledm
Alternative 3. - The Swamp sludge highly contaminated .with PCBs is
incinerated. . The remaining sludge and soil may transported off-site to a
reclamatlon/reuse facility. If recycling is not feasible, prior to :
disposal, treatment standards for the F019 waste remaining .on the site in
former swamp-area, the settling basin, and sludge required by the RCRA LIR
are met through oxidation, and stabilization/solidification.  Therefore,
the sta'a.xtoxy preference for remedls that enploy treat:ne:rt as.a principal
element ls satJ.st.ed.

11.0 WIM'IQIOFSIQI[FI@NI‘M

The Pmposed Plan for the Alsco Anaccnda s:Lte was released for publlc
cament in June 1989. The Proposed Plan identified Alternmative 3,
excavation and off-site incineration of swamp sludge highly ccrrtammated
with PCBs, excavation of settling basin, sludge pit, and remaining swamp
sludge and soil and transportation off-site for treatment and disposal or .
reclamation/reuse, and backfilling the excavated settling basin and sludge
pit with clean material, as the preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all .
written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment pericd.
Upon review of these cammen*ts, it was determined that no significant
chan;&stotheranedy as it was originally 1dent.1f1ed1nﬁ1e1>roposed

Plan, were necessary.
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CONST I TUENT

TMORGAKIC

. Cadmium
Chromium (total)
Chromium

(hexavalent)
Cyanide (total)
wercury

ORCANIC

Yolatiles

Ethylbenzene

2-nexanone (butyl sethyl ketone)
Tetrachloroethylene

Toluene

Xylenes, Total

cid/8sse-Neutral Extractables

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
gi-n-Sutylphthalete
nthene -
arone
phthalene
Phenanthrene
Pyrene

TABLE 1

RISK CHNARACTERIZATION FOR WOMCARCINOGENS 1N SLUDGE AND $SOLL

MAXISUM COMCENMTRATION
18 SLUDGE OR SOIL
(wg/kg)

6.8
17,000
13

5,000
18

110

43
0.28
5.3
410

2.9
0.8
0.51

200
0.38
0.66

4permsl contsct to {norgenic contaminants not calculated.

bopuen, 19860

’

REFERENCE
oose?
(wg/kg/day)

2.9 x 10°
1.0 x 100
$.0x 10°3

2.0 x 1072

3.0 x 1074¢

107!
10-2:
10°2
107!
10°2

n o m omomm

1072
1°~Zd
\0"'
107"
10° e
107"
1071
Nezerd Index
Totel

M M MR MR N

.‘lclcreﬂcc dose, er Acceptable Intske for Cheonic Exposure (AIC), for methyl ethyl ketone used.

dgeterence dose for 8is (2-ethyl hexyl) phthslste used.

. ®sased on the unverified reference dose for Waphthalens. Integrated Risk Information

Systes (1R1$) Office of Neslth oﬁd Environmentsal Assessment, U.S. Environmentsl Protection

Agency, 1984,

CMILD ADULT
RAZARD ¥AZAZO WAZAZD RAZARD
1¥DEX 1NDEX 1¥DEX 1§ 134
DERMAL INGESTION DERNAL INGEST 10N
. 1.3 x 1073 - e 2.72 x 1073
- 9.69 x 10°¢ . 1.97 ¢ 1073
- 1.48 x 1074 . 3.02 x 107¢
- 1.4 x 1072 - 2.90 x 1072
- 3.43 x 1073 . 6.96 x 1073
3.00 x 10°¢  6.27 x 1075 6.1% x 10°% 1.28 x 10°%
2.34 x 1074 4.9 x 1073 4.77 x 10°¢ 9.98 x 1075
5.82x 10 7o x 107 77 x10% 1621100
4.82x 10°% 1.0t x 10°% . 9.81 x 1076 2.05 x 107
122102 2sax10d U 2.28x102 476 x 1073
3.95 x 107> 8,26 x 107¢ 8.05 x 1975 1.68 x 1075
1.09x 1075 2202107 222210  4.ssx 1078
3.8 x 1077 727 x 1078 7.08 x 1077 1.48 1 1077
2.8 x 1075 4.56 x 107¢ 4.48 x 10°° 9.28 x 1078
1.36 x 1004 2,85 x 1075 2.77 x 10°¢ s.8x 1075
2.59 x 1077 s.1x 1078 s.27 x 1077 1.10 x 1077
4,50 x 107 9.0 x 308 2,16 z 10°7 1,91 x 127
0.0344 0.0460



TABLE 2

RISK CHARACTERIZATION FOR CARCINOGENS IN S[UbGE AND SOIL

RAXIMUN CARCINOGENIC
CONCENTRATION POiEUCV
e IN SLUDGE OR SOIL FACTOR® CHI
'CONSTITUENT (»g/kg) (mg/kg/day)” 1
INORGANIC
Arsenic 57 1.75 5.68
PCBs 3,000 7.70 7.63
go.af 7.70 2.06
_ ORGANIC
" Bis(2-ethyl hexyl) 2.9 8.40 x 10°3¢ 8.02
phthatate »
N-Nitrosodiphenyl- 0.67 - S 34,92 x 10'}d 1.09
amine o S '
Tetrachtoroethylene ~ 0.28 - 5.10 x 1072 4.7

BspHEN, 1986

btlfetlme Cancer Risk (CR) = (Estimated Daily Intake [mg/kg/day])
(Carcinogenic Potency Factor [mg/kg/dayl"). Estimated Daily Intake
calculated for dermal and Ingestion routes for all conteminants except
srsenic. Ingestion route only calculated for arsenic.

C[oxlcologlc‘roflle for Di(2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate, December 1987.

' .

LIFETINE
CANCER .
risk®

(CR)

Lo

=x x

TOTAL
LIFETINE
CANCER RISK®
ADULTY CHILD ADULT
1.16 x 1078
1.55 x 1072
4.18 x 10°%
1.63 x 10°8
2.21 x 1079
9.61 x 10°°
7.63 x 1073 1.55 x 1072

dy.s. EPA Health Assessment Document for Epichlorohydrin,
1983, U.S. EPA 600/8/83-032A.

€Jotal Lifetime Cancer Risk calculated using maximum
contaminant concentration only.

f?he average concentration calculated without using the
meximum concentration of 3000 mg/kg.



TABLE 3

ALTERNATIVE 3
CAPITAL COST

ITEM:[‘- UNIT COST TOTAL COST

NO. DESCRIB;;QF:;fi ' UNIT QUANTITY (s) S

1 Excavation, Impoundment . - cY 5,570 15 83,550
2 Bofrow/Backfill/Compact;'Iépéundmenc cY 5,570 14 77,980
3  Off-Site Landfill, Impoundment cY 5,570 285 1,587,450
4  Excavation, Swamp . . cY 3,300 25 82,500
S Incineration, Hot Swamp A:,ﬂrf:::

(Includes Exc. /Handl.mg) cY 50 1,200 60,000
6 off-Site Landflll Hedzum Suamp cY 650 820 533,000
7 Off-Slte Landfill, Low Swamp cY 2,600 285 741,000
8 Seeding, Site SN sY 8,900 0.60 5,340
9  Pence e FT 2,000 15 30,000
10 Engineering @ 15 percent Items lto9 PERCENT 15 480,123 480,123
11 Contlngency @ 15 percent Icems 1 to 9  PERCENT 15 480,123 - 480,123

TOTAL 4,161,066
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A. OVERVIEW , _ ‘
The U.S. mvmrnnentalprotectlonAqerty (U.S. EPA) has gathered information

on the nature ard extent of contamination, evaluated remedial measures for
source materials’ (contaminated sludge and soil), and recammended remedial

- . actions for the source control cpe.rable'm'ut at the Alsco Anacorda site.

- Public participation in Superfund projects is required in the National 0il
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). Coments received
fram the public are considered in the selection for the site. This document
smarlz&smecammsrecelvedregardmmepmposedsmmewmmlmnedy
a:ﬁdmxbeshowtheyweremrporated mtothedec:.smnmak.mgprws

During the public camment pe.rlod the U.S, EPA presented seven alternatives
to address contaminated sludge and soil at the site. The U.S. EPA
recamended Alternative 3, excavation and off-site incineration of swamp
sludge highly contaminated with PCBs, excavation of settling basin, sludge
pit, ard remaining swamp sludge arnd soJ.l and transportation off-site for
treatment and disposal or reclamation/reuse, and backfilling the excavated
settling basin and sludge pit with clean material, as the preferred
alternative. The public caments received were generally supportive of U.S.
EPA’s recammendation.

The cammumnity relations r&pons:.verms summary has the follcwmg sections:
- Backgrcund an Ommn'uty Involvement and Concerns.

- Summary of ccmments Recelved durmg mbllc Cameent Period and Agency

- Remainin; Concerns.
B. BACKGROUND ON OOMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CUNCERNS.
According to county officials during comamity interviews, citizens have
accepted the Alsco plant as an integral part of the Gnadenhutten commmity.
While residents closely follow news about the Alsco plant, county officials
report they have received anly infrequent inquiries and camplaints about
angoing operations at the Alsco plant and the adjacent Superfurd site.
Several of the individuals interviewed for the preparation of the cammmity
relatmrsplansuggestedﬂmereasmsofewcmplaintsarel@edisbe@use
the Alsco plant is a major revermue source for Gnadenhutten’s tax base and
residents fear the plant would move if cammmity attitides were unsupportive

of the plant cperations. Wnttenorvoalocrnernabwtthem.scolmacoxﬂa
site has been extremely limited to date.

The U.S. EPA distributed smm:y fact sheets Aprw:.dmg badc;run'ﬂ information
on the Alsco Anacarda site and the administrative order between U.S. EPA,
Cchio EPA, and AR in February 1987. The Remedial Investigation (RI) and
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Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) reports and Proposed Plan for the Alsco
Anaconda site were released to the public in June 1989. These documents were
made available to the public in both the administrative record and an
information repository maintained at the U.S. EPA offices in Region V ard at
the Gnadenhutten Public Library. Summary fact sheets describing the results
oftheRIwered.Lstnh.ltedealeBQ. A fact sheet about the FFS ard
Pmposed Plan was released in.June 1989.

The notice’ of avallablllty of site related doauments and announcement of a.
public cament period and public meeting was published in the local
newspaper. -In July, residents attended a public meeting held in
Gnadenhutten.. At this meeting, representatives fram the U.S. EPA and OEPA
answered questions about problems at the site and the remedial altenxatlves
under consideration.

C. memmmcmmoo

This raspms:.verms summazy addrsses oral ard written camnents received by

the U.S. EPA concerning the RI, FFS, and Proposed Plan fortheAlscoAnacorxia
- site. The camment period was held from June 26, 1989 to July 25, 1989. A
public meeting was held July 11, 1989 in Q'xademmtten to allow the public an -
cpportunity to present oral and written camments.

Public Coments Received and U S. EPA Responses

1. Mrcuarlesmllercamemedhedldmthavethetedmmle:q:ertlse
: tojudgeorcamentmthealtematlvsprsented and would have to
go with the trained professicnal’s opinion for the site clearmp. He
eoq:rssedmterastmmplanentugthebst most econamical way of
hardling pollutlon at the site.

Us. EPArsponse u.s. EPAlsalsomteresbedinmplanentugﬂ:e
_bestranedyforﬂ'xesme. Several factars are taken into :
cansideration when selecting a cleamip alternative, such as pmtect.lon
"of human health and the envirorment; effectiveness; reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or volume; implementability; campliance with
federal, state, and local envirommental laws and regulations; cost;
and acceptance by the cammmnity and the State. Alternative 3 provides
the best balance among these criteria.

2. - Mr. Ted Martin recammended Alternative 3 or 4 be executed at the site.
. He indicated Alternmative 4 may be more complete, more material is
treated through incineration, but Alternative 3 would probably be
'idealasfarasmywasocznenred

u.s. EPA’sRasponse As mentioned in the response above, the U.S. EPA
uses nine balancing criteria in selecting the best cleamup remedy for
‘a site. U.S. EPA does recognize that Alternative 4 will yield a
greater reduction of toxicity than Alternmative 3, but believes
Alternative 3 provides the best balance amcrg the criteria by using a
different, less expensive, form.of treatment.
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Mrs Dorot:hy Shull qustloned the quallty of the drinking water J.n her

.. neighborhood, ‘a group of hames with private wells located -
--appm)u.mately three quarters of a mile southwest of the site across
"the.river. She also J.ndJ.cated .a desire to have the Tuscarawas River" o
‘cleaned up, expr%smg concern: t.hat dmexmcals have caused the rlver -to.

- have a terrible. oolcr ,

U.S. EPA’s Response: Moregrumiwaterarﬂnversed:mentworkls
going to take place in the next phase of investigation. A
detemmatlcnwulbemadelfcatammatedgrunﬂwaterwdarneaththe
site is discharging campletely to the river, or if same portion of ‘the
gzumdwaterlsttaveluqbeneaththenvertamrdsthemllsm"-'_'~- .
question. The quality of the ground water atthee:qaoamepomtswlllfg
then be evaluated. No residential well sampling is planned at this: -
time, asthedatasugg&stcamamnantsfrmtheAlscosmehavemt
readwdmldenu.alwells. DR }

This action pertains cnly to ﬂ'xe 4 8—acme Alsco Anaccnda SJ.te formerly':’_
used for sludge disposal, and not the ongoing operations of the Alsco " -, -

plant. meplantlsmrrentlypemlttedtodlsdxargewastewate_rto -l
the Tuscarawas River. U.S. EPA will investigate and evaluate the

lmpactoftheformersludgedzsposalareamﬂwenveraxﬂgzmﬂ/“' 4

water, taJm:gactlmlfnec&ssaxytopmtectmmanhealﬂxardthe‘u

OluoEPAOamnentsReoeJ.vedandUS EPAMA

1.

Chio EPA believes Alte.mat:we 4 is more protective than Alte.rnat:.ve 3 o
because all ofthePCBcontammteds«ampsludgewxllbelmumerated
before landfilling (if landflllmg, as opposed to reclamation/reuse,.
is the selected disposal option). - While Altermative 4 does not
significantly reduce the volume of the waste as cmpa.ned to
Alternative 3, it does provide the greatst redxx:t:.m in txnumty by
destruction of the PCB mabenal :

u.s. EPA'sRspa‘se US. EPAcmterdsAltemat:.veBisnustas
protective of human health and the envirament as Alternative 4 .o
because both alternatives will achieve the same remedial action goals
of preventing exposure to contaminants in excess of established _
standards, mfermnedos&sforramrcﬁwgers and/orbotalacnss
carnernskoflxlo

u.s. EPAdosmzethatAltematxve4w1llyieldagmater
reduction in toxicity than Altermative:3, but believes Altermative 3
provides the best balance among the criteria used for evaluation. '
U.S. EPA would not take exception to ancther party, a potentially

~ respansible party (PRP), for example, taking an additional expense to °

perform the incineration treatment described in Altemative 4 as lcng
as it is approved by U.S. EPA. : )
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' Alternatlve '3 would be “improved by 1m1nerat1rg the swamp ‘sludge

containing PCBs over 25 part'_s per million (ppm) (apprmumate.ly 1200
cubic yards). PCB levels in the sludge appear to drop off
51gm.f1<2ntly after: 25 ppm' (i.e. the sludge contaminated with PCBs in
excess of 25 pom is in a well defined area, with adjacent levels

drcppmg off rapldly to less than S ppn)

u.s. EPA’sRsporse US. EPAagreesthat Alternatlve3vm1dbe
mprovedbyux:nmeramagtheswampsludgecatammgoverZSpgm
}bwever,Us.EPAdoasmtagreeAlten\atJ.vesshouldbednargedto
requ:.resudulmnmtlmglvenﬂmepermltcost the related waste
hardling issues associated with incineratian of 1,200 cubic ya.rds of
material, andthemaxgmal benefit of additional incineratien. .
Altenntlve3alreadyreqummover25mnaretobee:mvated
and removed from-the site. If PCBs are present in the F019.
cantaminated sludge and soil, they may be treated prior to further
dlsposalsmcethef’owsludgearﬂsoumstmeetthemurﬂban
treatment requirements. . 'If the PCBs are segregated fram cother treated
sludgeandsollthentheymstbehandledarﬂdispcsedcorsmtentwlth
the identified applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements’
(ARARS) . 'meARARsaredeslgnedtoensureanyfurmertreaunent
storageord.lsposalofthePCBsocansmamannermdupmtects
public health amd the envirorment. Finally, it should be noted that
OEPAasapartytotheRI/HSademstntlveorderhada51gruf1cant
role in the development of the FFS. The altermatives for the site
were developed with input and approval fram the CEPA. : Alternative 3
was develcped in a way that previcusly met both agencies approval.
Given OEPA’s past participation and approval, U.S. EPA believes OEPA
hasmtadequatelydemonstratedtheneedtod\angemmmatlvel«

ItisdnoEPA’sprelimmarydetermnatlmthattheswanpareaisa
wetland area as defined in the U.S. Department of the Interior’s
"Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the U.S." 1In
addition to the remedial action goals presented in the FFS, the
classification of the swamp area must be determined. Basedupmthls
determmaticn,pmtectlvecleamplevelsformasardmmwasbemst
be developed.. If aquatic and food-chain based levels cannot be -
developed, tlmthecleamplevelsstmldmaetbadc;mmﬂcmdltlms

US.EPA'sRspcnse Basedmﬂ)einfomtimsuhmttedbyOEPA US'
EPA disagrees the area caomonly referred to as the "swamp" is a -
wetland area. . The document CEPA refers to does not classify this area
asawetlandaniisnotacurrentsmmetobeusedinawetland '
determination. To determine wiiether an area is a wetland the
appmpriatesamareﬂ:edefinitimofawetlarﬁcarbainadinm
CFR 230.3 ard the Federal Interagency Camittee for Wetland '
Delineation, 1989, "Federal Mamal for Identification and Delineatlm
of Jurisdictional Wetlands." Bcﬂamnequirethefollwirgthree
elements to be present before an area can be considered a -
jurisdictional wetland: 1) hydrophytic vegetation that is daninant
in the area; 2) hydric soils; and 3) wetland hydrology (i.e.,.

_.presence of water for a week or more during the growing season). OEPA -
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* has not submitted any information demonstrating that the "swaﬁp" area
" satisfies all three of these criteria. The information U.S. EPA has

indicates the area does not have the necessary wetland hydrology nor

- - soil characteristics. The area has been predaminantly dry since the
" wastewater discharges were directed away from the area in 1986.

Furthermore, U.S. EPA is not aware of the presence of water in the

‘area for a week or more during the growing season.

_ Even if the “swamp" was considered a wetland there is no support for
" requiring a more 'protectlve" cleamp level for this operable unit
_ remedial action. There is no State or Federal rule which specifies
. the degree of cleamp as a concentration level that must be attained.

Section 121(d) of CERCIA does require a degree of clearup which

prctectsmmnhealﬂuaxﬂthe enviroment. The Summary of Site Risks

Section of the Record of Decision (ROD) for this operable unit

.-indicates the PCBs and F019 contaminated sludge and soil will be

. excavated and removed to a depth which protects human health and the
" enviromment. In particular, the primary contaminant pathways, dermal
. contact and ingestion, will be eliminated by nancving the sludge ard

i . contaminated soil to a c_lgpth which ensures carcinogenic levels of
pollutants below 1 x 107° caumilative excess cancer risk amd

. .. noncarcinogenic pollutants below a caumilative HI value of ane for
‘. critical effect.  The carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic levels are
' -based on epldemlologlcnl and animal studies. If additional studies

. 'warrant a more stringent cleamup stantard, it will be evaluated.

"+ Furthermore, contact with:contaminated ground water will not occur
- because it is not anticipated that the excavated area will intersect

the ground water table, and the area will be recontoured and

. vegetated after excavation. The risks to uman health and the

envirament associated with the contaminated ground water will be

E assssedaspartofthe?hasengmnﬂandsurfacewaberm/ﬂs

The Plan shc:uld specify clean—up cntenaw:.llmtexceeda

- 1x10 o.mxlatlvee:msmmernsk level for carcinogens, and will

mte:a:eedahazarduﬂexofcreformungers

US.EPA'sRsponse 'nuerposedPlanst'atsmpageathespemﬁc
cleampp goals for the Alsco Anacanda site: risk due to direct cantact
is reduced to less than established standards, amulative excess

cancer risk levels.less than 1 x 1079, and less than reference doses

for nancarcinogens. 'meclearnxpgoalforrammungensinthemo
wasdxan;gdtobelssthanaamxlat;velﬂvalueofaxeforchcal

. effect.

l-brmrcinogexs anysirgledmmalwiﬂlanaqaos:relevelgreater
- than the reference level will cause the hazard index to exxeed unity.

For multiple chemical ‘exposures, the hazard index may exceed one even
if no single chemical exceeds its acceptable level. The assumption of
additivity reflected in calculating a single hazard index for all

- nencarcinogens .is most properly applied to campounds that induce the
. same effect by the same mechanism. Consequently, applying this
'v.~'eqtntimtoamixtureofcmpomdsmte@ected to induce the same
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type of effects could overestimate the potential for effects. If the
hazard index results in a value greater than one, the compounds in the
mixture will be segregated by critical effect, and separate hazard
indices for each effect will be derived. The total hazard irdices
calculated for the Alsco Anacorda site are well below unity. If the
hazard index for an effect exceeds unity, the cleamp action will, if
appropriate, remove hazardous substances to the reduce the hazard
index to less than ane.

Coments R_eceived.and U.S. EPA

1.

D.

Atlantic Ridlifield Company (ARQD) supports U.S. EPA’s recammended
cleamip remedy (Alternative 3) for the.following reasons: it is
protective, effective and permanent, not difficult to implement, uses
treatment technologies, and wauld remove waste materials from the 100-
year flood plaJ.n

U.S. EPA’s Response: U.S. EPA adamledgestmssu;port
mnmw;cxnm

Issu&sarﬂcamnsra;seddunrgﬂmepgbhcmeet:ngaba&rmedlalactmn
activities 1mlude the following: .

vmatlfbuneddnmscmtamnqwasteweredlscwereddunrgrenedlal
actlcn" : .

U.S. EPA has :uwatlgated the possibility of buried drums at the site

during RI activities, and no drums were discovered. A gecphysical

technique for sensing buried wastes will probably be used at the site
before excavation begins to confirm the presence or absence of buried
drums. If drums containing waste are discovered, they will be handled
mawaywtudlmeetsthesnecleamngoalsandallstateandfederal

~rules. ,
.' : Wlll the waste mate.nals be transported off-site safely?

u.s. EPAw:Llla-smethemtenal J.smvedoff-s:l.teinawaywmduls
safe to workers and the commmnity with a minimal impact on the ‘
cammnity. - Trucks will be covered and prepared to prevent leaking,

or'waste ‘will be contained in drums at the site and then transported-
. off-site. A site specific health and safety plan will be developed

- and implemented. Transportation off-site must also camply with U. s.
_EPA'sardUS.Deparuwrtof'rransportatim'shazardmswaste '
. aarsportatlm regulatians.
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