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REXCORD OF DECISICN

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard
Weisenburg Township
Lehigh County, Permmsylvania

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected ramedial action for
the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard in Weisenburg Township, Lehigh
County, Pennsylvania, developed in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Campensation and Liability
Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986, and to the extent practicable, the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part
300. This decision is based on the administrative record file for
the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard. The attached index idemtifies the
items that comprise the Administrative Record upon which the selection
of the remedial action is based.

The Commonwealth of Permsylvania has concurred on the selected
ramedy. A copy of the State’s letter of concurrence is attached.

DESCRIPTI(N OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy described in this Record of Decision is the first of two
operable units planned for the site. This operable unit addresses
the source of the contamination by remediation of the battery
casings and contaminated soils. An estimated 5,000 cubic yards of
soil and 1,000 cubic yards of battery casings require remediation.
Additional remedial actions addressing contaminant migration
pathways (downgradient sediments and ground water) will be
determined in a second operable unit Record of Decision.

The selected remedy includes the following major elements:
- Recyrling of battery casings.
- Excavation of lead contaminated soil, fixation of the
soil, utilizing a cement- or lime-based fixation process

and depositing the fixed material in a landfill that the
State has permitted to accept.



DECLARATION

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
envirormment, attains Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to this remedial action,

and is cost-effective. This remedy satisfies the statutory
preference for remedies that aewploy treatment which reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. Finally,
this remedy utilizes permanent solutions and altermatiwve treatment
to the maximm extent practicable. Because this remedy will not
result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above health-based
levels, the five-year facility review will not apply to this action.

—{'{)Z;e—}_/—jy ;’ tgedey L Laskowslu

Acting Regional Administrator
EPA Region III




Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

I. Si i ription

The location of the Hebelka property (the "Site") is shown on
Figure 1. The property occupies approximately 20 acres within the
headwaters of the Iron Run subdrainage basin. Topographically the
property is positioned on the south side of a low, moderately steep
hill north of Interstate Highway 78 and 0l1d Route 22 (the two
highways are parallel to each other rumning generally east-west)
approximately 9 miles west of Allentown, Permsylvania. The
property is bordered on the south by Old Route 22 and Interstate
Highway 78; on the east by Tercha Road and an agricultural field;
on the north by a second agricultural field; and on the west by a
Township Route T-541 and open, rural land. The general arrangement
of the site is shown on Figure 2.

The Hebelka property has a maximum topographic relief of 100
feet with elevations above mean sea level ranging between 510
and 610 feet. Slopes on the site vary between 6 and 25 percent.
The western half of the site exhibits a relatively uniform slope of
between 7 and 10 percent dowrward fram the northern extreme toward
the west and south. The eastern half of the site consists of a
drainage swale which extends fram the site’s northern extreme
toward the southern border with an average slope of about 6 percent.
The sides of the swale rise toward the east and west with relatively
uniform slopes of about 25 percent.

Overall, relatively few trees grow on the property. Trees that
are present tend to grow along the west or southern border, except
for a few sparse groups of trees scattered over the site. Much of
the site is covered by wild grass and weeds. Only in the relatively
flat (7 percent ard less) north—cemntral area, which also happens to
be near the highest elevations on the site, is the ground surface
essentially bare except for the sparse groups of trees.

The materials stored on the site give evidence of its history
as an autamotive disposal facility. The stored materials include
autamobiles, tires, occasional piles of miscellaneous scrap or
trash, empty storage tanks, and empty drums. The major accumulation
of waste material, though, consists of discarded autamotive batteries
now located in two distinct piles.

Three Momes exist on or immediately adjacent to the Hebelka
property. One hame is located on adjacent property approximately
1,500 feet nortlwest of the nortiwest corner of the Hebelka
property. A second home is located along the site'’s southern
property line and is surrounded by the Hebelka property on three
sides. The third home was owned by Lovie Hebelka. It is located
near the southeastern corner of the Hebelka property. A frame barn
and a frame shed are also located on the Hebelka property near the

southerm boundary.
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II. Site History

The Hebelka Site was purchased in 1958 by Mr. and Mrs. Joseph
Hebelka, now deceased. The property is currently a part of the
estate of Lovie Hebelka. During the period between 1958 and 1979,
the property was used as an autamobile junkyard with periods of
activity involving salvage operations. At some point during the
past 10 to 15 years, two large piles (totaling approximately 1,000
cubic yards) of used battery casings accumlated on the site in
addition to empty storage tanks, empty drums, junk cars, and
miscellaneous scrap metal. The Pernsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources (PADER) reported that operations on the
site ceased on 1979.

On December 15, 1985, the EPA Region III Field Investigation
team (FIT III) visited the site for the purpose of conducting a
Site Inspection (SI). The Site Inspection report revealed the
presence of two battery piles at the site, termed the eastern pile
ard the western pile. The major contaminants identified during the
Site Inspection include lead in soils downgradient fram the battery
piles and chromium in downgradient Iron Run sediments.

The Hebelka Site was proposed for inclusion on the National
Priorities List (NPL) on June 1, 1986. A Remedial Investigation
ard Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was conducted between March 1987 and
March 1989 to examine the nature and extent of contamination and to
identify altematives for remediating the site cornditions. The
RI/FS reports were released to the public on March 1, 1989.

IIT. Commmity Relations History

Although the Hebelka Superfund Site is located in a rural area,
residential properties are within close proximity.

In May 1986, EPA distributed a press release anmnouncing that the
Hebelka site was proposed for the National Priorities List. Onsite
ard telephone interviews were conducted with local residents and
officials in July 1987. No citizens group is associated with the
site, and EPA activities at the site have not been a major concern
to local residents.

As required in the Camprehensive Envirormental Response, Campensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCIA) as amended by the Superfurnd
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), an advertisement
was placed in the local newspaper amnouncing EPA's preferred site
cleanup alternative. The cament period lasted fram February 24,
1989 through March 26, 1989. During the public comment period,
only one camment was received in the form of a letter fram the
attorney for the children of the deceased site owner. The attorney
requested that EPA hold a public meeting. In response to that
request, EPA scheduled a public meeting for Thursday, March 23,
1989 at the Weisenburg Township building.

-4~




The interim Administrative Re .
repositcry at the Weisenburg Township Hall in Lehigh County,
Pennsylvania, on March 1, 1989. The proposed plan was available
for public cament on February 24, 1989.

IV. Scope and Role of Response Action within Site Strateqy

This first operable unit is planned to address soil contamination
and battery casings on the site. Additional sampling will be
done to determine the necessity of a second operable unit to
address possible ground water and sediment contamination. The
remedy of this operable unit is consistent with any future remediation
at the site.

V. Description of Investigative Activities

The Hebelka Site was placed on the National Priority List
on July 1, 1987, based on the findings of the Site Investigation.
A ramedial investigation of the site was initiated on March 3, 1987.
The onsite ramedial investigation field activities included the
collection of samples from contaminant sources, surface and
subsurface soils, ground water, surface water, and sediment, as
well as the performance of aquifer tests (slug tests) and a biota
investigation along Iron Ri. Onsite background contaminant
levels were examined by co..2Cting surface soil, subsurface soil,
and ground water samples. Soil borings and monitoring wells were
installed upgradient from the battery piles. The soil samples
were analyzed for lead, mercury, zinc, acidity, and alkalinity.
Ground water samples included both filtered and unfiltered samples
and were analyzed for Target Analyte List (TAL) inorganics, sulfate,
acidity, and alkalinity. Offsite background contaminants levels
were examined by collecting surface water and sediment samples
from locations upgradient fram the Hebelka surface water discharge
to Iron Run. Surface water samples were unfiltered and were
analyzed for hexavalent chramium and TAL inorganics. Sediment
sample analyses included hexavalent chromium, TAL inorganics,
pesticides, and polycyclic aramatic hydrocarbons (PAHS).

Source contamination was imvestigated by collecting samples
fram the battery pile material; fram soil borings drilled under
ard downgradient from each battery pile; and fram surface soil
samples fram a gri@ pattern around and downgradient fram each
battery pile. The samples taken fram the battery piles included
samples of the residual liquids and the residual solids found
inside the battery casings, all of which were analyzed for lead,
mercury and acidity analysis. Additionally, representative samples
of the overall battery pile material (battery casings along with
residual solids and liquids) were collected for testing using the
Toxicity Characterization Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis for
the purpose of evaluating the hazardous characteristics of the
material as defined by the Resource, Conservation, and Recovery ACt
(RCRA). Soil boring samples were analyzed for lead, mercury, zinc,
acidity, alkalinity, cation exchange capacity (CEC), g, and Eh

on
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(oxidatiqn reduction potential). The resulting data provided
informa}tlor} regarding the depth and horizontal distribution of soil
contamination under and downgradient from each battery pile.

The potential for contaminant migration was addressed by
sampling surface soil along potential migration routes; sampling
ground water in downgradient monitoring wells; sampling surface
water and sediment at locations downgradient from the site;
performing aquifer tests (i.e., estimating the ground water flow
rate and direction); examining the ground water flow rate and
direction; and examining the biota in Iron Run for indications of
adverse effects due to site-related contamination. The field
activities included provisions for the collection of 14 surface
soil samples from selected locations to inmvestigate the presence of
previously unidentified contaminant sources and/or migration routes.
Because these samples served, in part, as a screening function, they
were subjected to a broader array of analyses, including Target
Campourd List (TCL) volatile organics, TAL inorganics, pesticides,
PAHs, CEC (cation exchange capacity), pH, and Eh. Downgradient
surface water and sediment samples were subjected to the same analyses
as the background samples described earlier. .

VI. Site Characteristics

The overburden soil on the site exists almost exclusively at
the lower elevations near the southern border. At the lower
elevations, the overburden thickness encountered in monitoring well
borings varied between 5.5 and 10.5 feet. At the higher
elevations, weathered bedrock was encountered within one foot of
the surface.

The bedrock under the site consists of the Bushkill member of
the Martinsburg Formation. The bedrock is camposed of very broken
to moderately broken silty shale with quartz zones interbedded
throughout. The extent of fracturing tends to decrease with
increasing depth. Bedrock becames increasingly calcareous with
depth, possibly indicating a formation change. The surface of the
bedrock slopes generally toward the southeast.

Ground water at the Hebelka Site flows toward the southwest,
generally parallel to the bedrock surface, through openings and
fractures in the Martinsburg Shale with an average horizontal
hydraunlic gradient of 0.063 feet/foot. The ground water also
exhibits a dowrward vertical hydraulic gradient (0.35 feet/foot
average), which tends to increase toward the southwest and may be
indicative of vertical leakage into the underlying carbonate layer.
Calculations from the slug test data indicate that ground water
is flowing toward the southwest at approximately 212 feet per year.

Battery liquid and residual solid waste samples exhibited high
corcentrations for lead amd acidity. Lead concentrations in the
liquids ranged between 7,320 ug/l (parts per billion) and 1,100,000
ug/1l, and acidity values were as high as 66 mg/1 (as CaC03). Lead
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in the residual solids ranged between 110,000 mg/kKg (parts per
million) and 361,000 mg/kg with acidity values up to 210 mg/l. The
TCLP analyses of representative battery pile materials yielded lead
concentrations fram 22,100 ug/l to 48,600 ug/l. Lead was the only
metal for which the reported TCLP concentration exceeded the Extraction
Procedure (EP) Toxicity criteria for hazardous wastes (40 CFR Section
261.24). Tables 1 and 2 summarize the results of the sampling
data.

The analy315 of tne sanples collected from the onsite drums
did not reveal levels of contaminants that would indicate that the
drums are an additional source of significant contamination.

Background soil boring sample analyses indicate onsite,
background, and surface soil lead concentrations of 133 and 140
mg/kg, compared to an expected average background concentration
range of 2 to 200 mg/kg found in literature (Lindsay, 1979). Surface
soil contamination detected on the site consists primarily of lead
in soil under and near the battery piles. The surface samples (0
to 3 inches) from soil borings and the surface.soil grid samples -
correlated well with respect to detected lead concentrations. The
deeper soil boring samples demonstrated that contamination was at
or below background concentrations at depths greater than 3 feet.
Lead concentrations were highest in surface soil samples collected
from borings located under the battery piles (typical high values:
5,090, 15,000 and 65,100 mg/kg). Above-background surface soil
lead concentrations ranging between 200 ard 3,000 mg/kg are generally
confined to areas within 30 feet of a battery pile perimeter.
Exceptions do occur for an area northwest of the western
battery pile and two isolated locations west of and adjacent to
Tercha road. Figure 3 shows the extent and concentration of lead
contamination in the soil and Table 3 sumarizes the surface soil
data.

Both filtered and unfiltered ground water samples were collected
from onsite monitoring wells. Filtered samples were collected to
examine ground water for its dissolved metals content. Only one of
the 10 filtered samples resulted in a reported metal concentration.
Lead was detected at a concentration of 6.8 ug/1 in that sample.
Unfiltered ground water samples exhibited a range of lead
concentrations from- 13 ug/l1 to 6,250 ug/l1. The highest
concentration ooccurred in the sample taken from the most.
domgrﬁet. mtormg well.

Offsite satpling activities included surface water and sediment
samples fram Iron Run, the umamed tributary discharging fram the
Hebelka property to Iron Run, and the storm water discharge serving
the highway south of Iron Run. The analyses of surface-water
samples indicated little difference in water quality between
upstream and downstream (fram the Hebelka Site) locations.
Additionally, no detectable levels of either lead or hexavalent
chromium were found in the surface water samples. Downstream
sediment samples showed metals concentrations between two and five
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HEBELKA SITE, LEEIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
BATTERY LIQUID SAMPLES

Compound

Unics

Number of
Positive
Detections
from

Minimum
Detected
Concentration

Maximum
Detected
Concentration

Average
Concentration

23 Samples |
Lead I ug/l i ] 7,320 1,100,000 179,470
. 1 202 202 202

Mercury ug/1
Acidity - 4
(Caco3) mg/1 23 34 (1] 9.2
SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
BATTERY SOLIDS SAMPLES
HEBELKA SITE, LEEIGH COUNTx, PENNSYLVANIA
Number of
Positive Minimum Maximum Avecage
Compound Units | Detections Detected Detected
from Concentration | Concentration Concentsation
43 Samples
Lead mg/kg a3 110,000 3é1,000 214,320
Acidity -
(Caco3) 'ngll i 9 210 14
SRR e e RS R e - —
i
U




TABLE

2

COMPARISON OF EP TOXICITY CRITERIA AND TCLP
ANALYTICAL RESULTS

EP Toxicity(l) TCLP Analytical
contaminane | ¢ (X op frn = T
(ug/1) Maximum Minimum
Arsenic 5,000 169 42.9
Barium 100,000 22 14
Cadmium 1,000 ND(2) ND
Chromium 5,000 ND t ND
Lead 5,000 48,600 22,100
Mercury 200 ND ND
Selenium 1,000 3.4 3
Silver 5,000 ND ND

(1) Reference: 40 CPR 261.24, Table 1
(2) ND = Not Detected
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HEBELKA SITE,

TABSLE 3

SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS
SURFACE SOIL GRID SAMPLES (0 TO 3 INCHES DEEP)

LEHIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

Compound

Units | De

Number of
Positive

tections
fzom

Minimum Maximum
Detected Detected
Concentration | Concentration

Average
Concentration

4] Samples

34 Samples)

Lead (Western
Geid, mg/kg 43 23 18,000 1,121
43 Samples)

Lead (Eastern

Grid, mg/kg 34 34 32,000 2,182

1/




times higher than the concentrations detected in upstream sediment
samples. The major downstream contaminant detected was lead at a

concentration of 1,810 mg/Kg. A second sample collected 100 feet

further downstream, however, exhibited a lead concentration of

only 32 mg/kg.
Contaminant Transport and Need for Additional Study

A question regarding potential offsite migration of lead
contaminated ground water remains unanswered. Lead concentrations
in ground water, as determined by unfiltered ground water samples,
was detected at concentrations (6,250 ug/l). This value was due
to the sample containing large amounts of soil particles and the
value does not represent a health concern. This well will be
resampled during the second round of sampling to characterize the
ground water. The following actions will be included in the second
round of sampling and addressed, if necessary, in a second operable
unit Record of Decision:

* Collect a second round of ground water samples,

* Request data regarding treated water from water authorities
using downgradient ground water as a source of supply,

* Tdentify and possibly sample downgradient, domestic,
private wells.

VII. Risk Assessment

Inorganic lead may be absorbed by inhalation or by ingestion.
Absorption by either route contributes in an additive fashion to
the total body burden. Among adults, inhalation is the more
efficient of the two mechanisms. The fraction of inhaled lead
absorbed from the respiratory tract is approximately 40 percent,
while the fraction of ingested lead absorbed from the
gastrointestinal tract is approximately 10 percent. These rates
may be higher in children and are of particular relevance in
assessing exposures in this sensitive subpopulation.

The toxicology of lead has been extensively reviewed.
Alterations in the hematopoetic (blood forming) and central nervous
Systems ‘are the primary toxic effects caused by exposures to lead.
Cognitiwe and behavioral deficits are the focus of mxh current
research en relatively low levels of lead exposure.

The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) has determined that a
blood lead level in children of 25 ug/dl or above indicates excessive
lead absorption and constitutes grounds for medical intervention.
That determination is based on the occurrence of enzymatic
abnormalities in the red blood cells at blood lead levels above 25
ug/dl and by the finding of neurologic dysfunction in children at
blood lead levels between 35 and 50 ug/dl. Further, the CDC
defines childhood lead poisoning at a blood lead level of 25 ug/dl

a 1



in association with an erythrocyte protoporphyrin (EP) level of 35
ug/dl or above (CDC 1985). In its draft toxicological profile for
lead, COC has also cautioned that concentrations greater than 500
to 1000 ppm could lead to elevated blood lead levels in children
inhaling or swallowing dirt. Recent findings of cognitive deficits
associated with lower blood lead concentrations may result in a
review of the adequacy of the existing CDC threshold level.

Exposure scenarios considered for potential contact with
contaminated surface soils include children who may be exposed to
onsite surface soil via dermal contact and accidental ingestion.
Adult dermal exposure may occur through work activities or occasional
contact. To provide a worst-case estimate of health effects, the
maximum concentrations of indicator campounds were employed.

For carcinogens, the estimated dose can be converted to
incremental lifetime cancer risk, which represents the probability
or range of probabilities that a carcinogenic effect will occur.
For known or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels
are generally concentration levels that represent an excess ug:erbound
lifetime cancer risk to an individual of between 10~4 and 10
information on the relationship between dose and response. Carv:lmgenlc
risks of 1074 to 107/ correspond to one additional case of cancer
in 10,000 arnd 10,000,000 receptors exposed, respectively.

To evaluate the potential for noncarcinogenic effects, the estimated
daily dose is campared directly to reference dose. The ratio of the
estimated exposure level t0 an acceptable exposure level provides a
numerical indication of potential for adverse =-“=~~s., To assess the
total potential for noncarcimogenic effects posed, a hazard index can
be calculated. When the hazard index is greater than one, the potential
for adverse noncarcinogenic effects is increased. When a hazard index
is less than or equal to one, no adverse noncarcinogenic effects are

expected.

A sumary of the health and envirommental risks associated
with the Hebelka Site is presented below.

* Accidental ingestiaon of onsite surface soils by children is
likely to pose a potential for noncarcinogenic health effects.
This is evidenced by the calculated worst-case hazard indices of
greatex than one for all areas of the site. These hazard indices
can be attributed to the presence of lead in surface soils.

* Carcinogenic risk estimates associated with accidental ingestion
of contaminated surface soils by children range fram 1.63 x 10~
2.52 x 1072, The highest risk estimates are associated with
exposure to surface soils containing PAHs in the north—central
portion of the site.

* Dermal contact with onsite surface soils by children and adults

poses a minimal potential for noncarcinogenic health effects. The
calculated hazard irdices are less than one; therefore, adverse
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effects associated with dermal exposure to surface soils are not
expected.

* Carcinogenic risk estimates associated with dermal contact of
onsite surface smlg by children and adults range from 1.67 X

10712 £0 1.39 x 10™>. The highest risk estimates are associated
'with exposure to surface soils containing PAHs in the north—central
portion of the site.

* Long-term inhalation of air containing particulate lead at a
distance of 700 meters (the approximate distance to the nearest
receptor hame) fram the battery piles is unlikely to be associated
with adverse health effects.

The environmental risks of the sediment contamination will be
assessed in the second operable unit Record of Decision.

R 33 ACt ] b3 .

The accidental ingestion of lead-contaminated soil and battery
pile material, and the accidental ingestion of, or dermal contact
with PAH contaminated surface soils, are the contaminants and exposure
pathways addressed in the Feasibility Study (FS). The risk posed
by elevated PAH contamination is very limited, having been detected
in only four surface soil samples, each fram visually stained soils
covering only a few square feet. Additionally, all four samples
were collected from sampling points located within the much larger
areas (a total of 14,200 square yards, or 2.9 acres) of elevated
lead-contaminated sous and battery pile materials. The potential
remedial actions developed in the FS, therefore, focus on the
remediation of lead-contaminated soils and battery pile materials.

The ground water data collected during the RI effort was
inconclusive. The standard protocols used for filtering
ground water samples in the field may have resulted in false
negative analytical results for dissolved lead. On the other hand,
the high turbidity in unfiltered ground water sanples, as a result
of insufficiently developed monitoring wells, may have resulted in
artificially high analytical results for total lead. The RI data
currently available does not canclusively demonstrate the need for
ground water remediation. Therefore, potential remedial
alternatives for lead in groundwater are not developed in the FS.
Additional: remedial action addressing cantaminant migration pathways
(downgradient sediments and ground water) will be determined in a
second operable unit Record of Decision.

The potential remedial alternatives are based on leaving a lead
concentration of 560 mg/kg in the soil. The 560 mg/kg level is
based on health risk calculations which consider a safe soil

ingestion scenario.

The volume of contaminated material on the site includes 1,000
cubic yards of battery casings and 6,900 cubic yards of lead-

-14- . - 1%




contaminated soil. Figure 4 shows the approximate area of
contaminated soil. The estimated volume is based on a 3-foot depth
of lead contamination in soil. The RI effort included soil boring
samples from the surface and depth of 3 feet. The analytical data
indicates that, with a single exception, the lead concentrations
detected in the 3-foot sample are below the cleanup concentration
of 560 mg/kg. No data is available to evaluate the lead
concentrations between the ground surface and the 3-foot depth.

VIII. REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EVALUATICN

The Feasibility Study for the Hebelka site screened a number of
alternatives that could potentially achieve the remedial objective
of concern, which is to reduce contaminant levels in onsite soils
to levels that eliminate unacceptable risk to human health and the
enviromment (see Remedial Action Objectives).

All alternatives were evaluated using the following criteria:

* Protection of public health and the environment
Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARS)

Long term effectiveness and permanence

Reduction of waste —rpility, toxicity, and volume
Short term effectiveness

Implementability

Commmity acceptance

State acceptance

Cost -

»

* X X X X ¥ ¥

These criteria were derived from the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) of CERCIA and the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). The
criteria relate directly to factors mandated in Section 121 (b)
(1) (A-G) of SARA. Utilizing these criteria, certain alternatives
were eliminated during the preliminary screening process. The
eliminated alternatives and the primary reasons for their
elimination may be found in the FS. Table 4 presents an outline of
the altermatives that remain after the preliminary screening.
Table 4 also presents the analysis of the remaining alternatives
according to the criteria listed above.

Alternative 1 - No Action

All alternatives considered must be judged against a "No
Action" alternative as required by SARA. This alternative involves
taking no actions at the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard site to remediate
contaminated media. It does, however, include provisions for
installing a fence around the perimeter of contaminated areas, as
well as annual ground water monitoring and site inspection.

Effectiveness

_15_
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TABLE 4

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

HEBELKA SITE,

LEHIGH COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA

Assessasat
FPactess

ALTERBATIVE
Be Actien

ALTARMATIVE 2
Copping

ALYERNATIVE )
Lucavation and Oftsite BCRA
Landtil)ing

ALYERBATIVE &
Bscavation, Fisation, and
0ffsite ®ispesal

ALTERANATIVE 5
Excavatson, Acid Leaching,
and Dispess)

weecs iptisa

1nstal) fence agovad
parinstar of
contaminated sel) and
battesios.

28: Plece 2.5 foo! cap
over coatasiaated soirl and
hattes ies.

JA: Rscavate comtasminated
s0il and Dattasres and ahip
botlh Lo oflsite RCRA
hazacdous waste Cacilaty.

¢A: EBacavate contamisated
s0il and dattusies; (is
contemination with Pestiand
cement o¢ lime based
precess; place tised mstiin
in offetite landfill.

%: Excavate centgainated
soil and Dattesies; acid-
fleach lead contaminsiion
{rem westeos; teLusn claaned
satesials te the eite
gtound sutface; olfsitre
ticatment and dispesal of
piocess residuails.

20: BSame as abeve {or I8: Same as abeve for 43: Ssme ss above for 38: Seme 8s sdeve for
sell. Ship battecies teo seil. Ship batteries to seil. Ship baltecies to seil. Ship bstteries to
recycles. rocycler. recycler. tecyclec.

Shost -Tete
gffect iveness

Sagestien and desmal
centact petential
cont iausse .

Bust petentially gensrated
Sus lag placemsst of clean
cop matecial. Ninisua dust
will be gonssated (ren

in place contamiaated soil
as 8 sosult of censtruction
traflic ducing cep place-
aent. ODust suppressien and
wethed senpiratary ond
detnsl pretection may be
Tequised.

Bust pelentially gensrzated
by excavation of
coataninated material.

Bust suppression and wesher
sespitatlory and Jdetmal
pretection may be sequired.

Minimal communily
discruption trom Yratftac
qenesated by ofilsite
tcanspert ol hazasdeous
satacials.

While there is
possibility of &
teansportatien accident,
Lthe piobadilily is lew; the
chance of » tianspectation
accident piesanting &
threat te pudlic heslith and
(he envisonment is alse
fow.

Bust poltentially generated
by encavatias of
contsainated malosianl,
astetial handling duting
the tinotion precess.

Sust suppression snd werher
tosprtatory and deraal
ptolect ion may be roquited.

Ninimel communily
dissuption frem teaflac
qenasatod by oftsine
tsansport of hasscdous
easterials.

Whiie thase is »
pesaibility of o
tssnspestal ion accident,
the probadility is low; the
chance of o tronspettistion
accideat piosenting a
theeat to public health and
the guvisonmant is alse
low.

Pust peteatially guncrated
by escavatian of
contaminated matessals,
saterials handling duiing
tteatmant, ond the
replacemnnt of aaterial an
the site. Pust suppression
and voihet sesprralasy end
#ecna) protection may ve
soQuited.

Samn as Altecnative )

Sams s Altecmative )
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KREMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

HEBBLAA SITE,

PAGE THO

LENIGN COouwtY,

PENNSYLVANIA

Assessaent
Facters

———— ———
Shest -Yoss

ALTERMATYIVE )
Be Acties

R ——— #

ALYERNATIVE 2
Capplang

ALTERMATIVE )
Encavation and Offsite ACRA
Landtsi)ing

ALTRAMATIVE ¢
Escavet ion, Plsatioa, and
Offelite Bispesal

ALYERMATIVE >
Bucavation, Aci1d Leaching,
and Plesgposal

Potential for cap etosion

Potentia) fos aresien of

Petential for etenion of

Patential for uotlo- o!‘

cont iaves.
~

deocnsl centact of
coatamiasnts.

Supessure peteatial mey
tecur vie cap eission us
unauther i sed eacavation.

Petiodic inspectieon and
aaintensnce tequired. The
aseed ot eventual cap
seplacement is directly
selated Lo the theroughness
ol the i1aspectisa ond
SBIALENANCE Pregras.

contact of cemediated
conlaminants.

Ne poteatial tor tutuie
enposuie te (onvdiated
satscials.

Be periodic iaspectien and
maintanance o¢ rseplacement
1equired.

deroal contact of
contasinanis.

Se petential les futwmre
enpesuie to sonsdisted
astesiale.

%o peiiedic inspection and
aainteasnce of seplacesent
requiced.

gtlect iveness until vagetetive cover capesed conlaminated seil enpesed contaminsted seil enpased contaminated soi)
{coatl laved) duvelops. Brosion contsol dus ing ceastiuctioa, dusing cemstruction. dut ing ceastruction.
BESBUICS ASLEBBAI)y. Berosien contiol msasures Rrosren contsel asvasures Bses108 contial aeasuses
neacessary. sscesvary. aecessasy.
Relimsted coastruction Est imated comttuction Sstimated censttuction Cet imated comnstruction
dutstion: | eeath. dutation: ) month. dusstion: 3 meathe. dusatioa; ) moathe.
long Ters ingestion and dertasl Major seduction in the Eliminates the potential Najor ceduction ia the RBlisinates the potentisl
Ettactivensss [ceatect potestial potential fes ingestion ot for ingestion o1 dermal petential feor ingestion ot toc ingestion us dermal

centact of ctasmedisted scil
and casings

e peteatial fte: tutuse
oupPesues te remedisted sorl
and casings.

%o petiodic iaspection and
asintenance o¢ teplacement
coquired. B
Long-te:m stlectiveness
depands on prepet Licataent
ol vastewsier genesaled by
the lsaching process.
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

NEBELKA SITE,

LEHIGH COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA

LAGE THREE
Assessment
Faclers

Reduction J

Tonicity,
Mebitity, oc¢
Veluae

ALTERMATIVE 1§
Be Actien

ALTERNATIVE 2
Capping

ALTERBATIVE )
Eucaval 1on and Oftsite WCRA
tandfitling

ALTERANATIVE ¢
Eucavel ion, Fination, and
Offeite Disposal

ALTERBATIVE 5
Eacavation, Acid Leaching,
and Disposal

e 1eduction i
tonicity, sebllity s
velume with seapest to
the site and the
contaninsted materials.

We teduclion in tesicity of
contsminatead natecials.
Nebility reduced. Properly
saintained cap wiii
eliminste ingestion and
desaal contact ceutes.
Reduced quantitias of stotm
vates would ceatact
contaminated mstesials
since 8 nojec fcaction of
steim vater vould become
sustace svaolé.

Veluse seduced it Latiery
saleciols are secyclad.

%o seductien in towicity ef
contaminaled matecials.
Mobility redured by
confinement 1n ACRA
tacility. e esposure
paths 1emai1n on the site.

Volumse teduced 1t battery
mstetials acte recycled.

3

o seduction in tesicity of
contaminated astesials.
Mobility reduced. Centine-
ment of centaminated
waterinls in fived matrin
and burial in sanitacy
landlill wil) elisinate
ingestion and dermal
comtact soules. Niaisum
contact wilh storm water.
Syauthetic linass will
assenlieolly wlininate steasn
water istilizsation coatact
with contaninated
materials. Weasly oil
steotm wates wild sua off.

Velume will increase with
the addition of matacisls
f{e.y., Pocliand coamuntl ot
lima) to tis contaminents
Recycling batt os will
ninisnize the velune
inctesse 81 sosuit in o
aodest net decrease.

Ponicity of sell and
battesy sstesial seduced to
scceptable levels.
Tsealmentl precess yensiates
contaninated vastes {o0.9.,
spent acid, siudge)
tequising trestment and
dieposel. TPemicity eof
these vastes depend on
tissimentl precess.

Subility of ensite
contamination essentially
aliminsted. Lead tivm
treated vastevales mey o
may mat be webdile,
depending on f(urm.

Felleving Licatmunt,
conteminated soil oc
casings volume will enise.
Veluae of leed runtaminatled
tesidual matesinl wit}
depend o8 Lhe treotment
piocenses selected.

no

Implonsal -
abiling

Easily inpleonsaled.

Rasily coastiucted.

Casily implemanted.

Escavat ion casily
inpleseated. Pinstiee
precess teaquires
specialized equipasat and
laber. e leo
sveiloble feos (ination
piocess aperation. Beach-
scale tests aveded te
vetily aite-specific
switability of tisstion

Eucavat ion easily
inplemeated. Stiung acids
caquited tot this process.
Process aot coamsicially
preven. Banch scale tests
& mecessity. Pilot scaile
tests advisable. Mecessary
specializsed ashile equip
sast nay set be avairlsble.
Site-specific trealannt
facllity may meed to be
consteucted. Space s
availoble on the sste tor
beth process opeitation ond
disposal of treated
aatecials. Process
sesidual msstesriels seyuire

tesstment snd dispousal
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

HEBELKA SITE,

LEHIGR COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA

PAGE_POUR

{cent inued)

Assasament ALYKNMATIVE §
Pacters e Actien
U
inplonent - ’
ability

ALTERBAYIVE 2
Capplag

ALYERNATIVE )
Rucavation and Oftsite
f.andlitiing

ACKRA

ALTARNATIVE 4
Encavation, Yizatisa, aad
Ofistte Disposal

ALTRUMATIVE 5>
KBscavation, Acid Leaching,
and Bispossl

Datilery encavation and
shipment o & recycler
will be isplemented.

Mdditional semedin) ocrion
ia connection with capped
sstetials vould tequste
disturbing the cap. If
assded, othasr areas of the
site could be subjected to
romudial activities without
distusbing the cap.

Monitotling weuld requise
petiondic visual imspection
ot cap i1nteqrity ane
grounduwster senitecing.
Psobadility of human and
enviteonsental enpasuie and
the attendant rish betueen
inspactions ats minisal.

He cequiatery peisils ate
anticipated tegacding
onsite activities.

A halttlery tucycles would
need eithes a NCRA
Treataeal, Stesage, o¢
Bisposal (THE) permit, er
“sscycles” stotus.

Sazesdous wastes/asteriale
transperted offsite will
sequite asn sts and

liceased hauless pucsuaat

to RCRA.

Same as Allernative 2.

it newded, othe: atess of
the site could be subjected
tu temed:ial) aclivities vilh
no adverse iapact on this
slternative.

%o momitosiny .cyusied.

Seme as Altesnative 2.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Altesnalive 2

uttsite RCRA disposal

lo: tlily must bo permilted.

Same as Altesrmative 2.

Additi1onal sewmadsal action
un Lhe fisud contaminsted
satecials is likely o be
Lise consuaing and
espansive. 1l aveded,
ather a108s ol the site
could be subjecled to
remedial aclivities without
sdveciely impactiang the
dispessd fived satesiale.

Mo woattoring requiced.

Same a8 Alluraslive 2.

sSame as Alternative 2

Same s Altessative 2

Offeite dispoeal facilicy

sest be persitted by Stste.

Seme o3 Altetantive 2.

Semc 43 Alternative 3,

e monitoring tequited.
The conteminant
concentrotion in teeated
aatesral would be verificd
by chemical asaliy3ss priros
to disposal.

Same a8 Altecnative 2.

Seme 88 Alteimative 2

Same a8 Altesnative 2
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

NEBRLXA SITE,

LENIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

Assessasat
Facters

g
tead ia eeil)

Capital
Psesant Werth

{ ag/hg
lead in seil)

|ICapita)
O
Preseat Warth

ALTERMMATIVE )

ALYERNATIVE 2

ALTERMATLYE 3
Encevation and Olfsites ACRA

ALTEAMATYIVE ¢
Cacavation, Pisatiocn, and

ALTRERIATIVE 5
Gucavation, Acid Leaching,

%o Astisa Copping “Lemdtilling Offstte Dispesal and Dispesal
$39,310 $109,332 $4,407,10) $6,804,652 $11,211,%08
2,000 $8,000 $o 0 e
$04,000 $409,008 $4,407,000 $6,884,652 §$11,212,000
e
$356,265 $1,525,432 86,073,436 $11,150,005
6,400 s $0 se
$4%6,000 $3,525,000 96,073,436 $13,15),000
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TABLE 4

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

HEBBLKA SITE,

LEHIGH COUNTY,

PENNSYLVANIA

PAGE 31X

ALTERMATIVE 2

ALTERSATIVE )

ALTERNATIVE ¢

ALYERNATIVE S

s Clean As¢ Act ol 1976

* Peansylvania Ais
Pullut ion Contiod
Begqulations

Nurhes piotection during
tenadiat ion:
e OSNA (29 CPR,
Pasts 1910, 192%)
o PLVS for aichorme
coateminants

Reosion control during
remediation:
e Pusnsylvania Erosion
Coatcel Rsguistions
(PA Cude Title 25,
Chapter 102)

Sattary secycling(dispossl):
o BCAA tequisements
segarding hosacdous

[ 4
e Federal DUT sequls
tiens ceugaiding
hazatdous waste
transpactation.

Basis for actiea-level
concentsations (limits of
somedioted svil):

o AID fter lead in soil.

Same as Allsinetive 2

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alteinstive 2

Same as Allernotive 2

Sema as Altletnative 2

Same as Allesmative 2

Seme as Allernative 2

Sasan as Altetnstive 2

Assassannt ALTERSATIVE 1 . |
Yactess Be Actien Capping Encavation and Otésite BCRA | Encavation, Pination, end Kncavation, Avid Leachiay,
Landislding Offstte Dispess) and Disposal
Cong) lance Fuqit ive dust during Same as Altecnative 2 Seme a8 Allernative 2 Seme as Altecsatlve 2
with ARANe temedistion:

Same a» Altestnative 2

Same as Altesnative 2

Same as Allermetive 2

Same as Allesnative 2
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REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ASSESSHMENT SUMMARY

P

HEBELKA SITE, LEHIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

Assessment
Pacters

ALTERMATIVE |
Be Action

Compl lance
with ARARs
tcunt iaved)

*r*

ALTEABATIVE 2
Capping

ALTERNATIVE )
Excevat ion snd Oftsite RCAA
Landfol)ing

ALTERNATIVE ¢
Rucevatioa, Plsation, and
Ofteite Pispesal

ALTAMMATIVE %
Encovatlion, Acid Lesching,
and Dispesal

MAR waiver is net
fequired.

Refer to text of this
docement for additiomsl
ARARs .

Peanding “lond boa*
ptovisions 16 NCRA, due on
$/8/90, way preclude
disect digpesal of the
coatomi ed se:rl and
cosings without
pretroatasnt. It these
wastes are piecluded, an
AMAR vaives (ot
pretroataapt ) will be
tequiced to laploasat thie
sitecnative oftes 3/8/90.

Refer to text of this
document for additiomnsl
ARARS .

Ssme aAs Altesmative 2

Refer Lo text of this
documest for additiomsl
ARARS .

Same o3 Altecaative 2

Rafer to text of thie
docusent for additiomal
ARARS .

Overatl
Prutect ion 1

Peovides limited contiol
of vish of iogestion and
detasl ceatact.
sesteictions sequized.

Bieh of lagestion and
disect ceatact ceantrolled
by seil cep. Cap integriny
contsolliod by periedic
inspect ioa and asiatenance
as well as deed
cesteictions.

Rish from ensite
contaminat ion glininsted.

Rish ot ingestion and
dicact ceatact contrellied
by coataminante being

Tcontined in fined matsin

and additiensiiy by
tondlill.

coataninstion eliminstred.

State and

The State sad the

Coamunity Commuaity de sot
L__r____“" tance Laccers this allecnptl

fle commeats were received
for this slternstive.

This alternstive Is
|accopublo to the
. (uasunity.

The State and the
Coamunity accept this
slteraative.

We comments were received
tor this slternstive.




This alternative is not considered effective in the short and
long term, as ingestion of lead contained in the soil and casings
remains a viable pathway. Since continued ingestion of lead is
possible, this alternative is not protective of public health and
the environment.

Reduction or Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume:

The no-action alternative does not achieve the statutory
preference for remediations that permanently and significantly
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substance,
lead, found at the site.

Cost:

The present worth cost estimates for this alternative range
between $84,000 and $108,000.

Implamentability:

The annual ground water monitoring and site inspection of the
no-action altermative will be easily implemented.

Campliance with ARARS:

The no-action alternative would not camply with the applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements for a CERCIA cleanup.

State and Commumnity Acceptance: .

The no-action alternative is not acceptable to the State
or the commmity because this alternative would leave contamination
onsite.

Al iwv -

This alternative involves capping the two areas of contaminated
s0il where lead exceeds the cleamup goal of 560 parts per million
with 24 inches of imported soil and 6 inches of topsoil to eliminate
the ingestion and direct contact exposure patlways. The battery
casings will be shipped offsite for recycling. In addition to
eliminating the ingestion and direct contact pathways, the soil cap
will also significantly reduce air emissions, infiltrating
precipitation, and surface runoff fraom the contaminated material.

Short-term Effectiveness:

During the cap placement (and battery casing excavation and
transport), dust may be generated. Fugitive dust control procedures,
e.qg., wetting, may be required. If dust generation is significant
at the site, workers will be required to wear personal protective
equipment during activities where they may be exposed. Exposure of
the nearby cammmity is not anticipated. There is the potential
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for erosion of the capping material until the vegetation program
becomes 2ffective. Erosion control measures will be implemented to
minimize the erosion potential.

It is estimated that cap placament will be completed one month
after the remedial contractor has mobilized at the site.

Long-term Effectiveness:

If the cap is properly placed and maintained, the ingestion and
direct contact pathways will be eliminated in the long term. The
surface water and grourd water pathways are not believed to be of
concern at the site. However, if the cap is disturbed by future
activities at the site, there is the potential for human exposure
to the contaminated soil.

To ensure that the cap remains effective, periodic inspections
(and maintenance, if necessary), will be required. Periodic
maintenance of the cap is expected to be required. Inspections and
maintenance will be the responsibility of the Commonwealth of '
Pennsylvania. Five-year reviews of this remedy, if implemented,
will also be required under section 121(c) of CERCIA. Deed
restrictions will also be required to ensure that the cap is
undisturbed, and is not used ‘or farming and gardening.

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume:

Although this alternative does not include treatment of the
contaminated material, Alternative 2 will reduce the mobility of
the lead contaminant for the direct contact by ingestion, air, surface
runoff, and ground water pathways by reducing infiltration from
precipitation. Since treatment of the waste is not a principal
elament of this alternative, Alternative 2 does not meet the
preference for remedial actions that reduce toxicity, mobility, or
volume expressed in Section 121(b)(1l) of CERCIA.

Implementability:

The techmologies proposed for this alternative are all
demonstrated and cammercially available. Since all of the remediation
will occur onsite, no permits are anticipated to be necessary.

See CERCIA Section 121(e).

A water supply for dust control and cap vegetation will need to
be developed under this alternative.

Cost:

Estimated costs for potential remedial alternatives are
sumarized in Table 4. Present worth cost estimates for Altermative
2 range fram $409,000 to $456,000; the greater cost reflects the
additional cost of disposal of the battery casings if recycling is
impractical because of the unavailability of a vendor. It has been
9 &
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assumed that recycling orf the battery casings will require expenditures
only for excavation and hauling. The cost estimates do not ant icipate
either payments to a recycler for accepting the battery casings or
payments by the recycler in exchange for the casings.

Compliance with ARARS:

The only contaminant-specific ARARS pertinent to the capping
remedial altermative is the NAAQ standard for lead, which is
codified in the Clean Air Act of 1976 and the Pennsylvania Air
Pollution Control Regulations. As stated above, water sprays are
will be be used to control fugitive dust emissions. By this method
the accepted standard is not exceeded.

No location-specific ARARs will be activated by the proposed
ranedial alternative.

Several action-specific ARARs will be applicable or relevant and
appropriate for capping remediation. All onsite workers must meet
the requirements of OSHA under 29 CFR, Parts 1910, 1926, and 1904.
Additionally, worker exposure tO air contaminants must be kept
below allowable concentrations (threshold limit values) set by the
american Conference of Goverrmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH).
Erosion control measures under the Pennsylvania Erosion Control
Regulations, PA Code Title 25, Chapter 102 must be taken to reduce
erosion. .

RCRA capping is not an applicable requirement for wastes
disposed prior to 1980 that are left on site. RCRA capping
standards may be relevant and appropriate requirements that
would not be met be this ca;pingq\ethod. See U.S. EPA. 1986b.
Covers for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites, EPA/540/2-85/

-002. RCRA ground water monitoring, closure and post—closure
requirements are not applicable requirements for wastes disposed
prior to 1980 and left on site, but may be relevant and appropriate
requirements for a land disposal unit. RCRA closure and postclosure
requirements would not be met by this alternative remedy. See

40 CFR Section 265, Subparts F and G; 25 PA Code Sections 75.265(n),
(o).

The contents of the battery casings may exhibit the
characteristic of EP Toxicity (40 CFR Section 261.24) for lead. If
so, any land disposal will be subject to the land disposal
restrictions of RCRA Section 3004(g), 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(qg).
To date, there are no land disposal restrictions applicable to
characteristics wastes such as EP Toxicity lead. The statutory
deadline for pramilgation of such restrictions is May 1990. If
treatment standards are pramulgated prior to offsite disposal, the
disposal of EP Toxic battery casings must meet the treatment standards.

The offsite disposal of battery casings must meet the
CERCIA offsite policy, OSWER Directive No. 9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987,
and CERCIA section 121(d)(3).

DN
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Overall Protection:

Exposure to the battery casings and soil onsite will be
eliminated under this alternative. Therefore, the risks associated
with dermal contact and ingestion will be eliminated. A periodic
inspection and maintenance program as well as ground water monitoring
are necessary to guarantee the continued protectiveness of this
alternative.

State and Comumity Acceptance:

The State requested that the lead-contaminated soil be removed
from the site; therefore, -the State does not concur with this
alternative. The camunity did not camment on this alternative.

This alternative involves excavating the contaminated soil and
transporting it for offsite disposal at a RCRA hazardous waste .
landfill. This alternative will eliminate the ingestion and direct
contact exposure pathways.

The battery casings will be shipped offsite for recycling.
If battery recycling is impractical, then the battery casings will
be disposed of in a RCRA landfill. Alternative 3 will result in no
material remaining onsite that could harm human health or the
environment.

Short-term Effectiveness:

During the casings and soil excavation, dust may be generated.
Fugitive dust control procedures, e.g., wetting, may be required.
If dust generation is significant at the site, workers will be
required to wear personal protective equipment during activities
where they may be exposed. Exposure of the nearby camumity is
not anticipated.

There is the potential for erosion of the disturbed soils that
remain onsite, until the vegetation program becames effective.
Erosion control measures will be implemented to minimize erosion
potan:i}al.

This alternative includes offsite transportation of contaminated
soil and casings. As the site is located in a rural setting and
there is an access to Interstate 78 within 2.3 miles of the site,
minimal community description due to vehicular traffic is
anticipated. The probability of a transportation accident is low.

If a transportation accident were to occur, it is unlikely that a
situation presenting a threat to public health and/or the
enviroment would result, due to the nature of the contaminated
material.

It is estimated that the excavation of the casings and soil
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and their removal will be completed one month after the remedial
contractor has mobilized at the site.

Long-term Effectiveness: \

If all of the hazardous substances posing a threat to human
health and the environment are ramoved from the site, this threat
will be eliminated.

If the battery casings are recycled offsite, both the lead
and plastic associated with the casings will likely be recycled.
At the present time, the market for rubber casing material is soft.
This material could either be used as filler, burned for its BIU
value, incorporated into a rubberized asphalt roadway, or disposed
in a sanitary landfill, once it has been decontaminated by the

recycler.
Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume:

Although this alternative does not include treatment of the
contaminated material (unless recycling is considered treatment),
the alternative will reduce the mobility of the lead contaminants
by placing them in a double-lined and multi-layer capped landfill
with a leachate detection system. Since treatment of the waste is
not a principal element of this alternative, Alternative 3 does not
meet the statutory preference for remedial actions that reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the soil.

Implementability:

~ The technologies proposed for this alternative are all
demonstrated and commercially available. No permits are anticipated
to be required for onsite activities. See CERCIA Section 121(e).
EPA must obtain hazardous waste generator status for the site. The
soil and casings shipments must be manifested and transported by a
licensed hazardous waste transporter in accordance with the requirements
of 25 PA Code Sections 75.262 amd 75.263, and the receiving RCRA
facility must be a permitted facility which satisfies the requirements
of CERCIA Section 121(d)(3) and the CERCIA offsite policy, OSWER
Directive No. 9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987.

A water supply for dust control and disturbed soil vegetation
will need to be developed under this alternative.

Cost:

Estimated costs for potential remedial alternatives are
summarized in Table 4. Present worth cost estimates for Altermative
3 range from $3,525,000 to $4,487,000; the greater cost reflects
the additional cost of disposal of the battery casings if recycling
is impractical. B

(98N
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Compliance with ARARS:

The only contaminant-specific ARARS pertinent to the excavation
and offsite landfilling remedial alternative is the NAAQ standard
for lead, which is codified in the Clean Air Act of 1976 and the
Permsylvania Air Pollution Control Regulations. As stated above,
water sprays are will be used to control fugitive dust emissions;
thus the accepted standard is not exceeded.

No location-specific ARARs will be activated by the proposed
remedial alternative.

Several action-specific ARARS will be applicable or relevant and
appropriate for this remedial alternative. All onsite workers must
meet the requirements of OSHA urder 29 CFR, Parts 1910, 1926, and
1904. Additionally, worker exposure to air contaminants must be
kept below allowable concentrations (TLVs) set by the American
Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH). Erosion
control measures under the Pernnsylvania Erosion Control Regulations,
PA Code Title 25, Chapter 102, must be taken to reduce erosion.

RCRA generator, transport, TSD, and possibly recycling provisions
will become action-specific ARARs for this alternative. See 25
PA Code Sections 75.262, 75.263. All offsite shipments must be
properly manifested, placarded, and transported by a licensed
hazardous waste transporter. The receiving facility(ies) must be a
RCRA interim status or permitted facility which satisfies the
requirements of the CERCIA offsite policy and CERCIA 121(d)(3).
Any soils and debris left onsite must meet clean closure standards
pursuant to 25 PA Code Section 75.265(t).

The contents of the battery casings may exhibit the
characteristic of EP Toxicity (40 CFR Section 261.24) for lead. If
so, any land disposal will be subject to the land disposal
restrictions of RCRA Section 3004(g), 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(qg).

To date, there are no land disposal restrictions applicable to
characteristics wastes such as EP toxic lead. The statutory
deadline for promilgation of such restrictions is May 1990. 1If
treatment standards are pramlgated prior to offsite disposal, the
disposal of EP Toxic battery casings and CERCIA soil and debris
mist meet the treatment standards.

The offsite disposal of battery casings and CERCIA soil and
debris must meet the CERCIA offsite policy, OSWER Directive No.
9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987 and CERCIA section 121(d)(3).

Overall Protection:

Exposure to the battery casings and soil onsite will be
eliminated under this "clean closure" alternative. Therefore, g_he
risks associated with dermal contact and ingestion will be eliminated.




State and Community Acceptance:

The State commented that the lead-contaminated soil should
be removed from the site; therefore, Altermative 3 is acceptable to
the State. The cammumity has not commented on this alternative.

Alternative 4 - Excavation, Fixation, and Offsite Disposal

Alternative 4 is a treatment altermative. This altermative
involves excavating the contaminated material, fixing it with a
Portland cement- or lime-based method, and disposing the waste
matrix in an offsite sanitary landfill. This alternative will
eliminate the ingestion and direct contact exposure pathways. The
battery casings will be excavated and shipped offsite for recycling.

Short-term Effectiveness:

Dust may be generated during the soil excavation, site preparation
and equipment setup, and landfill preparation. Fugitive dust control
procedures, e.g., wetting, may be required. If dust generation is
significant at the site, workers will be required to wear personal
protective equipment during activities where they may be exposed.
Exposure of the nearby coomumnity is not anticipated.

There is the potential :or erosion of the disturbed soils that
remain onsite, until the vegetation program becomes effective.
Erosion control measures will be implemented to minimize erosion
potential.

It is estimated that the casings and soil excavation, fixation,
and waste matrix disposal will be completed within three months
after the remedial contractor has mobilized at the site.

Long-term Effectiveness:

If all of the contaminated material posing a threat to human
health and the enviromment is excavated, fixed, and disposed in a
landfill offsite, this threat should be eliminated.

There are concerns about the long-term durability of the
fixation waste matrix. Lead, sulfate, and clays and silts have all
been reported in the literature as cement-setting retardants.
Difficulties fram these materials should be overcome by adjusting
the cement/waste ratio upward to offset these effects.

If this remedial altermative is selected, bench-scale tests
should be conducted to ensure that the wastes can (1) be fixed
properly despite their large lead, sulfate, and clay and silt
contents, and can (2) withstand acidic and wetting/drying degradation.

The fixation waste matrix will be hauled to an offsite
landfill that the State has permitted to accept this type of
waste. Permitted landfills are constructed with bottom liners
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that inhibit any leachate from entering the envirorment and are
capped with a liner to prevent rainfall infiltration from entering
the landfill. The landfill will provide long term protection from
potential degradation mechanisms, acidic attack, and wetting and
drying.

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume:

Treatment of the contaminated material is a principal element of
this alternative. The lead contaminants’ mobility will be reduced
by placing the contaminants in a cement matrix, followed by
disposal in an offsite permitted municipal landfill. Since treatment
of the waste is a principal element of this alternative, Alternative
4 meets the statutory preferance for remedial actions that reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume.’

Implementability:

The technologies proposed for this alternative are all demonstrated
and cammercially available. However, the proper ratio(s) of waste
to camenting materials and additives has yet to be determined.
Therefore, the long-term reliability of the fixation process has
not been demonstrated. If bench-scale testing is conducted
properly and appropriate safety factors applied (i.e., the
cement /waste ratio is conservatively selected) the cament matrix
should be durable in the long term. .

No permits are anticipated to be required for onsite activities.
See CERCIA Section 121(e). For the recycling of battery casings,
EPA must obtain hazardous waste generator status for the site.
Additionally, the casings shipments must be manifested and transported
by a licensed hazardous waste transporter, in accordance with the
requirements of PA Code Sections 75.262 and 75.263.

A water supply for dust control and the fixation process will
need to be developed under this alternative.

Cost:

Estimated costs for potential remedial alternatives are summarized
in Tabla 4. Present worth cost estimates for Alternative 4 range
fram $6,073,436 to $6,884,652; the greater cost reflects the
additional cost of disposal of the battery casings if recycling is
imiﬂl. * .

Campliance with ARARS:

The only contaminant-specific ARARS pertinent to the excavation
and offsite landfilling remedial altermative is the NAAQ standard
for lead, which is codified in the Clean Air Act of 1976 amd the
Permsylvania Air Pollution Control Regulations. As stated above,
water sprays will be used to control fugitive dust emissions; thus
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the accepted standard is not exceeded.

No location-specific ARARs will be activated by the proposed
ramedial alternative.

Several action-specific ARARs will be applicable or relevant and
appropriate for this remedial alternative. All onsite workers must
meet the requirements of OSHA under 29 CFR, Parts 1910, 1926, and
1904. Additionally, worker exposure .to air contaminants must be
kept below allowable corcentrations (TLVs) set by the American
Conference of Goverrmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH). Erosion
control measures under the Pennsylvania Erosion Control Regulations,
PA Code Title 25, Chapter 102, must be taken to reduce erosion.

The treatment of hazardous wastes in a mobile treatment unit
is subject to the tank requirements of RCRA Subpart J as applicable
and/or relevant and appropriate for design and operation of tanks,
40 CFR Sections 264.111 to 264.114, closure and post—closure care
requirements for tanks under 40 CFR Section 264.197 and 25 PA Code
Section 75.264(r); and RCRA closure and post-Closure requirements
under 40 CFR Section 265 Subpart G and PA Code Section 75.265(0).

The solidification treatment process will result in changing
an EP toxic RCRA characteristic hazardous waste to a noncharacteristic
waste. The treated waste, which is nonhazardous, is not subject to
RCRA land disposal restrictions at the present time and will be
disposed of in a Subtitle D State permitted solid waste landfill.

Characteristic wastes will be restricted from land disposal
without prior treatment as part of the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments, Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). The statutory deadline
to establish treatment standards for CERCIA soil and debris that
includes characteristic waste is May 1990. If the treatment standards
are pramulgated prior to offsite disposal of the treated wastes fram
this site, LDR will be an applicable requirement. The fixation
technology included as part of this alternative represents one of
the best available technologies for metals contaminated soils.

This technology must camply with the LDRs for characteristic wastes
once they are pramilgated by either meeting the treatment standards
or by abtaining a treatability variance.

The offsite disposal of CERCIA soil and debris is subject to
the requirements of the EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response’s (OSWER) Revised Procedures for Implementing Offsite
Response Actions Policy, OSWER Directive No. 9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987,
and CERCIA Section 121(d)(3). EPA should make a determination that
there are no envirormentally significant releases at the Subtitle D
landfill prior to the landfill’s acceptance of the CERCIA nonhazardous
waste.

The contents of the battery casings may exhibit the

characteristic of EP Toxicity (40 CFR Section 261.24) for lead.
I1f so, any land disposal will be subject to the land disposal
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restrictions of RCRA Section 3004(g), 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(q).
To date, there are no land disposal restrictions to applicable to
characteristics wastes such as EP Toxicity lead. The statutory
deadline for promulgation of such restrictions is May 1990. 1If
treatment standards are promulgated prior to offsite disposal, the
disposal of EP Toxic battery casings and CERCIA soil and debris
must meet the treatment standards.

The offsite disposal of battery casings must meet the
CERCIA offsite policy, OSWER Directive No. 9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987
and CERCIA section 121(d)(3).

Action-specific ARARS under RCRA, which are applicable to
offsite transportation of the battery casings for recycling are
RCRA transporter requirements in 25 PA Code Section 75.263 and
75.263.

Any soils and debris left onsite must meet Clean closure
standards pursuant to 25 PA Code Sections 75.265(0) and (t).

Overall Protection:

Exposure to the battery casings and soil onsite will be eliminated
under this altermative. Therefore, the risks associated with dermal
contact and ingestion will be eliminated.

This alternative will seal the waste materials in a cament casing;
and thereby reduce the EP toxicity of the lead in the soil. The
process of fixation will transform the soil from = hazardous to a
solid waste. The material will then be transpo: - offsite and
deposited into a Subtitle D State permitted landfill.

State and Camumnity Acceptance:

The State requested that the lead—contaminated soil be reamoved
from the site; therefore, Alternative 4 is acceptable to the State.
The cammunity has not cammented on this Alternative.

Alternative S5 i8 also a treatment alternative. This alternative
involves excavating the contaminated materials, leaching the lead
contaminants with fluosilicic acid in a mobile treatment unit,
ard retigning the leached ("treated") soil to the site for disposal
on the ground surface.

The fluosilicic acid process involves pretreating the excavated
materials with an ammoniacal solution to convert lead oxides and
sulphate to lead carbonate, acid leaching the lead carbonate with
fluosilicic acid, electroplating the dissolved lead for recycling,
further leaching of the soil with nitric acid to remove metallic
lead, and wastewater treatment of the ammoniacal, fluosilicic acid
bleed, and nitric acid solutions. The soil may have to be neutralized

3¢

-33-



prior to disposal. All wastewater will be hauled offsite for treatment
and disposal.

The alternative, if successful, will provide a "clean closure"
for the site. See 40 CFR Sections 265.111 and 265.258; 25 PA Code
Section 75.265(t). The ingestion and direct contact exposure pathways
will be eliminated. The battery casings will be shipped offsite ~

for recycling.
Short-term Effectiveness:

The short-term effectiveness of this alternative depends on the
treatment and disposal of lead-contaminated waste streams from the
the acid leaching treatment process. The treatmemt and disposal of
the waste streams are included in the remedial alternative as offsite
activities.

Dust may be generated during the battery casings and soil exca-
vation, site preparation and equipment setup, and clean soil disposal.
Fugitive dust control procedures, e.g., wetting, may be required. .
If dust generation is significant at the site, workers will be required
to wear persomnel protective equipment during activities where they
may be exposed. Exposure of the nearby camumity is not anticipated.

It is estimated that the casings and soil excavation, leaching,
and "clean" material disposal will be campleted within three months
after the remedial contractor has mobilized at the site.

Long-term Effectiveness: )
- If all of the contaminated soil and casings posing a threat to

human health and the envirorment is excavated and has its lead content
ramoved by leaching, the threat from this material should be eliminated.
It is currently anticipated that any "hazardous" waste-bearing sludges
generated by the wastewater treatment process will be disposed of off-
site in an appropriate mamner, eliminating any potential future onsite
risk fram this material.

The likelihood that acid leaching will meet the ramedial action
objectives at the site camnot be predicted. Fluosilicic acid leaching
has anly: been canducted at ane site (the United Scrap Lead [USL] site
in Ghio), and only an a bench scale (Phillips, 1988). The soil there
was generally much more cantaminated than the Hebelka soil. Typically,
process recovery efficiencies are higher for more contaminated soils,
so the 99 percent recovery efficiency of bench-scale tests at USL may
not be directly transferable.

The Hebelka soils probably have a higher silt and clay content
than the USL soils. It may prove harder to leach lead from soils with

a high clay content than other soils. This phenamenon was noticed
with ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid (EDTA), and was attributed to
binding strength and steric hindrance.
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The U.S. Bureau of Mines (USBM) reduced the soil lead concentration
to 400 mr3/kg in the bench-scale tests at USL. [JSBM believes the
remaining lead is metallic (from chips off the battery posts ard grids),
and could be ramoved by leaching with a stronger solution of nitric
acid than that used in the bench-scale tests.

Typically, bench-scale testing under laboratory conditions give optimal
contaminant removal efficiencies. The lead removal efficiency in the
field at Hebelka may be much less than that experienced in the lab at
USL, especially if the clays ard silts at Hebelka interfere with the
process.

Another potential problem is that existing mobile equipment may not
be designed to withstand fluosilicic acid. This acid is so strong
that it will dissolve glass. If existing equipment is not suitable
for this process, special equipment may have to be designed and built.

The most contaminated soil sample at Hebelka contained 65,100 mg/kg
lead. To reduce this concentration to 560 mg/kg lead, 99.1 percent
revoval efficiency would be required. The average soil lead
concentration is much lower than the above figure. Of the 48 samples
where lead was positively detected at the site, the average lead
concentration was 1,692 mg/kg. This figure includes samples with
lead concentrations below rre proposed ramedial action levels. If
the average lead concentirac:... of soil to be remediated is 2,000
mg/kg, 72 percent ramoval efficiency would be required to achieve
soils concentrations of 560 mg/kg.

Intuitively, acid leaching with acids other than fluosilicic acid
should be effective on contaminated material with an average lead
content of 2,000 mg/kg. However, no references were identified in
the literature to provide a degree of confidence that the lead
remedial action lewvel can be achieved by acid leaching with any
other acid. Benchscale tests should be performed prior to implementing
and acid leaching remedy at the Hebelka Site.

Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume:

Treatment of the contaminated material is a principal element of
this alternative. The toxicity of the contaminated soil and casings
will be reduced by ramoving the majority of lead fram them prior to
disposat back an site. The removed lead will either be electroplated
for recycling or precipitated for disposal in a secure landfill. .
Thus, the volune of lead-contaminated material will also be substan-
tially reduced. The-toxicity, mobility, and volume of the precipitated
lead will be a function of the precipitation process selected. Since
treatment of the waste is a principal element of this alternative,
Alternative S meets the statutory preference for remedial actions
that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume.

Implementability:.
As presented in this section, there are several unknowns associated
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with the technical feasibility of Altermative 5. It is uncertain
whether mobile equipment presently exists which is capable of handling
the strong acids proposed tor this alternative. If mobile equipment
1s not presently available, process equipment will have to be designed
and built. :

It is unclear whether acid leaching will be able to achieve the remedial
objectives on a commercial scale. At a minimum, bench-scale testing
should be initiated prior to implementing this alternative, if selected.
Technical problems associated with designing an effective acid leaching
system could lead to schedule delays.

Acid leaching technology, especially the use of fluosilicic
acid, has not been developed into a commercial process yet. The
degree to which these processes are developed by the time remediation
is implemented is not predictable.

While acid leaching is used in the mining industry for copper and
uranium recovery, there is little acid leaching for hazardous waste
remediation experience in the United States (EDTA leaching has been
attempted on two site on a pilot scale). Therefore, there may be a
shortage of contractors willing to coampetitively bid on the
remediation contract.

No permits are anticipated to be required for onsite activities.
See CERCIA Section 121(e). For the recycling of the battery casings,
EPA must obtain hazardous waste generator status for the site.
Additionally, the casings shipments must be manifested and transported
by a2 licensed hazardous waste transporter in accordance with 25
PA Code Sections 75.262 and 75.263. A water supply for dust
control, the acid leaching process, and disturbed soil vegetation
will need to be developed under this alternative.

Cost:

Estimated costs for potential remedial alternatives are summarized
in Table 4. Present worth cost estimates for Alternative 5 range
from $11,153,000 to $11,212,000; the greater cost reflects the
additional costs of disposing the battery casings if recycling is
impractical.

Campliance with ARARs:

The only contaminant-specific ARARS pertinent to the excavation and
offsite landfilling remedial altermative is the NAAQ standard for
lead, which is codified in the Clean Air Act of 1976 and the
Permsylvania Air Pollution Control Regulations. As stated above,
water sprays will be used to control fugitive dust emissions, so as
not to exceed the NAAD standard.

No location-specific ARARs will be activated by the proposed remedial
alternative.

5%
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Several action-specifiC ARARS will be applicable or relevant and
appropriate for this remedial altermative. All onsite workers must
meet the requirements of OSHA under 29 CFR, Parts 1910, 1926, and
1904. Additionally, worker exposure to air contaminants must be
Kept below allowable concentrations (TLVs) set by the American
Conference of Governmmental Industrial hygienists (ACGIH). Frosion
control measures under the Pennsylvania Erosion Control Regulations,
PA Code Title 25, Chapter 102, must be taken to reduce erosion.

The treatment of hazardous waste in a mobile treatment unit
is subject to the tank requirements of RCRA Subpart J as applicable
and/or relevant and appropriate for design and operation of tanks,
40 CFR Sections 264.111 to 264.114, closure and post-closure care
requirements for tanks under 40 CFR Section 264.197 ard 25 PA Code
Section 75.264(r), and RCRA closure and post—-closure requireaments,
40 CFR Section 265 Subpart G.

Residues remaining after treatment would be lead precipitates
and acid filtrate. Lead precipitates will be RCRA characteristic
waste (EP Toxicity) and must be disposed of in an offsite RCRA
landfill. RCRA generator and transporter requirements would be
applicable, 25 PA Code Sections 75.262, 75.263. Acid filtrate may
be a hazardous waste and, if hazardous, will require treatment in
a RCRA facility prior to Adi=---3l. Offsite treatment and/or disposal
of lead precipitates and acid riltrate will have to meet RCRA land
disposal restrictions, the RCRA Offsite Policy, OSWER Directive No.
9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987 and CERCIA Section 121(d)(3).

The contents of the battery casings may exhibit the
characteristic of EP Toxicity (40 CFR Section 261.24) for lead. 1If
so, any land disposal will be subject to the land disposal
restrictions of RCRA Section 3004(g), 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(qg).

To date, there are no land disposal restrictions to applicable to
characteristics wastes such as EP Toxicity lead. The statutory
deadline for pramlgation of such restrictions is May 1990. If
treatment standards are promulgated prior to offsite disposal, the
disposal of EP Toxic battery casings must meet the treatment
standards.

The offsite disposal of battery casings must meet the
CERCIA offsite policy, OSWER Directive No. 9834.11, Nov. 13, 1987

and CERCIA section 121(d)(3).

any soils and debris left onsite must meet clean closure
standards pursuant to 40 CFR Section 265.258, 25 PA Code Sections
75.265(0) and 75.265(t).

Overall Protection:

Exposure to the battery casings and soil on site will be eliminated
under this alternative. Therefore, the risks associated with dermal
contact and ingestion will be eliminated. Lead fram the soil and
casings will be dissolved in an acidic solution under this remedy.

5 &
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This dissolved lead will either be electroplated and recycled, or
precipitated and disposed of in a secure landfill. In both cases
the lead will be ramoved from the site, allowing a "clean closure".

State and Camunity Acceptance:

The State and the community have not coammented on this alternative.

S o) iwv i

Alternative 1, No Action, is not protective of human health and
the enviromment. Therefore, it should be eliminated from further
consideration.

Among remaining alternatives, all are expected to be protective.
However, all remaining alternatives are not expected to satisfy the
preference of CERCIA Section 121(b)(1l) for permanent remedies. In
particular, Alternative 2, capping, and the disposal option of
Alternative 3 do not meet SARA’s direction for a permanent reduction
to toxicity, volume, or mobility. In camparison, Alternatives 4
and 5 reduce the toxicity and mobility of the lead. Alternative 4
has a slight disadvantage in that there is a dramatic increase in
volume from the fixation process.

Alternatives 4 and 5 both rate high in long term effectiveness
and permanence, as the lead-contaminated soil is permanently
immobilized or extracted. Similarly, alternative 3, offsite disposal,
is a permanent solution to the extent that the contamination is
placed in a RCRA landfill. The RCRA landfill will keep the soil
dry, protected from acidic moisture, which is a condition that
would leach the lead fram the soil.

All altermatives have acceptable short-term impacts. The main
concerns are dust and erosion. Protective measures can be designed
for the ramediation process to safequard against these potential
problems.

In addition, all alternatives would be designed to meet the
ARARs for the site and the contamination. The soil is a RCRA
Hazardous Waste but proper facilities and teclmology exist to handle
the contamination.

Alternative 2, capping, and Alternative 3, offsite disposal,
are the most implementable as they both use proven excavation and
construction techniques. The process could camence immediately
after designing the remediation and will conclude in approximately
6 to 12 months. In addition, the pool of contractors for this work
is large, which would Create campetitive bids. Altermatives 4 and
S require design studies to identify the specific process for the
site. These studies would be bench- and pilot-scale and would be
conducted for volume and strength of the materials used in each
process. The design studies will cause a delay to the remediation
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of the site and incur additional cost.

Generally, the community has not evpressed a preterence tor .any
particular alternative. Rather, they are concerned that the remedy
be effective and that adverse short-term impacts on human health
during the remediation be prevented.

X. Selected Remeqy

The selected ramedy for the Hebelka Auto Savage Yard is
Alternative 4: Excavation, Fixation, and Offsite Disposal.

The selected ramedy camprises:

Ramoval of the battery casings from the property and
recycling the casings. If recycling is impractical,
the casing will be disposed in a RCRA landfill.

Excavation of lead-contaminated soil, fixation of the
soil, utilizing a cement- or lime-based fixation process,
and depositing the fixation matrix in a Subtitle D State
permitted municipal landfill.

Soil backfill and revegetation.

Alternative 4 achieves the best balance in meeting the evaluation
criteria. For this alternative, a treatment facility will be con-
structed at the site to fix the contaminated soils. A typical
process for treating soils consists’ of mixing the soils with a
cement-like fixative (cement, pozzolan, lime, clay), a reducing
agent, and various proprietary chemicals. The actual additive com-
position and its ratio will be determined by pilot-testing during
the design phase.

As required by Section 121 of CERCIA, Alternative 4 is protective
of human health arnd the envirorment, reduces the volume and toxicity
of contamination, will be designed to attain ARARs, and utilizes
permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies to the
maximm extent practicable. In addition, the selected remedy satisfies
the statutory preference for amploying treatment which significantly
reduces the mobility, toxicity and/or volume of hazardous substances
as a principal element. This alternative is a cost-effective solution
in that it achieves the Remedial Action Objectives and meets the
best balance of evaluation criteria at the least cost.

This alternative achieves a long-term, permanent solution and is
readily implementable. It should be noted that Alternative 5 would
be similarly effective but would be twice as expensive. Alterna-
tives 2 and 3 do not provide the reduction in toxicity, volume
and/or mobility that Alternative 4 does.

The draft Feasibility Study for this site describes Alternative
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4 as including the construction of an onsite landfill for the tinal
disposal of the fixation matrix. The State of Pennsylvania commentad
rnat the fixation matrix should he disposed in a landfill pennitted
to accept such waste. In this Record of Decision, EPA has included
the State’'s comments and has therefore chosen as part of the selected
altermative the offsite disposal of the fixation matrix in a State
Subtitle D permitted landfill.
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* Located in EPA Reglon III office. 3 C

GENERAL GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS *

"Promulgation of Sites from Updates 1-4," Federal Register, dated 6/10/86.

"Proposal of Update 4,” Federal Register, dated 9/18/8S.

Meaorandum to U. S. EPA from Mr. Cene Lucero regarding community relations
at Superfund Enforcement sites, dated 8/28/8S.

Groundvater Contamination and Protection, uadated by Mr. Donald V.
Felic{ano on 8/28/8S.

Memorandum to Toxic Waste Management Division Directors Regions I-X from
Mr. Wil®{am Hedeman and Mr. Gene Lucero re: Policy on Ploodplains and
Wetlands Assessments for CERCLA Actions, 8/6/8S.

Guidance on Remedial Investigations under CERCLA, dated 6/85.

Guidance on Feasidility Studies under CERCLA, dated 6/83.

“Proposal of Update 3, Federal Register, dated 4/10/85.

Memorandum to Mr. Jack McGrav entitled “"Community Relations Activites
at Superfund Sites - Interim Guidance,” dated 1/22/8S.

"Proposal of Update 2,” Federal Register, dated 10/15/84

EPA Groundvater Protection Strategy, dated 9/84.

Memorandum to U.S. EPA from Mr. Williem Heckman, Jr. entitled
“Transuittal at Superfund Removsl Procedures -~ Revision 2, dated 8/20/84.

"Proposal of Update 1,” Federal Register, dacted 9/8/83.

Communit lnlat:oni ia Superfund: A Handdook (interim version), dated
9 o

'Propocnl.o! fitac National Priority List,” Federal Register, dated
12/30"20* . N

“Expanded Bligibilicy List,” Pedersl Resister, dated 7/23/82.
“Iaterim Priorities List,” Pederal Register, dated 10/23/81.

Uncontrolled Hazsardous Waste Site Ranking Systes: A User's Msousl

(umt.d) .

Field Standard Operating Procedures ~ Alr Survcillanei (undaiid).
Field Standard Operating Procedures - Site Safety Plan (undated).
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1)

2)

3)

Report:

prepared by Mr. James A.
Dolan, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources,
6/2‘/85. P. 1"150

Report: gSite Inspection of Hebelka Property, prepared by
NUS Corporation, 11/7/85. P. 16-224. References are listed
on P, 94-95 and 222-223.

Memorandum to Ms, Vickie Province, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Mrinal
K. Biswas, Roy P. Weston, Inc,, re: Hebelka Property ~ Trip
Report, 4/30/87. P. 225-233.

Correspondence and Supporting Documentation

1)

2)

3)

4)

*

Letter to Mr., Joseph Hebelka from Mr, C. P. Gitschier,
Pennsylvania Bureau of Land Protection, re: Notice of
violation, 7/3/78. P. 1-2,

Letter to Mr. George J. Kanuck, Esqg., Worth Law Offices,
from Mr., Carl P. Gitschier, Pennsylvania Bureau of Land

Protection, re: Meeting scheduled for October 4, 1978,

9/25/78. P, 3-3,

Letter to Mrs. Lovie Hebelka from Mr. Michael G. Maiolie re:
Transmittal of the laboratory analysis for the sample taken
on October 20, 1982, 1/5/83. P. 4-5. The laboratory
analysis is attached.

Letter to Mrs, Lovie Hebelka from Mr. Michael G, Maiolie re:

Results of the laboratory analysis for the soil sample taken
adjacent to the pile of battery cases, 3/3/83. P, 6-6.

Administrative Record File available 2/28/89.

Note: Company or organizational affiliation is mentioned only
when it appears in the record.



1 ANN

tially I ble 1 C i

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Letter to Mr. Daniel Dellicker, East Penn Manufacturing
Company, from Mr. Thomas C. Voltaggio, U.S. EPA, re: 104(e)
information request, 12/12/83, P. 1-2,

Letter to Mr, Peter W. Schaul, U.S. EPA, from Mr., Daniel G.
Dellicker, East Penn Manufacturing Company, Inc., re:
Involvement with disposal of waste materials at the Hebelka
property, 12/22/83. P, 3-5. The 104(e) information request
is attached.

Letter to Ms, Patricia Tan, U,S. EPA, from Ms. Rebecca
White, GCA Corporation, re: Identifying additional
potentially responsible parties, 4/17/86. P. 6=7

Letter to Mr. Donald A. Wojton, East Penn Manufacturing
Company, Inc., from Mr, Bruce P, Smith, U.S. EPA, re:
Notice letter, 5/20/86. P. 8~14. A letter regarding East
Penn Manufacturing Company involvement with disposal of
waste materials at the Hebelka property, an envelope, and a
104(e) information request are attached.

Letter to Ms,., Patricia M, Tan, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Wallace
Putkowski, Carbon Service Corp., re: Information in reply
to a letter dated June 18, 1986, 6/25/86. P. 15-19., Aan
envelope, a certified mail receipt, and a 104(e) information
request are attached.

Handwritten letter to Ms. Tan [sic] from Ms. Lovie M.
Hebelka re: Records pertaining to the dumping of
battery casings, 9/19/86. P. 20-34. The following are
attached:

a) an envelope;

b) an information request letter addressed to Ms,
Lovie Hebelka;

c) two certified mail receipts;

d) a notice letter addressed to Ms., Lovie Hebelka;

e) a letter regarding involvement with Reesger's
Landfill;

£f) an envelope;

g) two certified mail receipts;

h) a 104(e) information request letter addressed
to Ms. Lovie Helbelka. ‘



7)

Letter to Mr. Richard Bernhard, Wolff Petroleum Equipment
Service, from Mr. Bruce P, Smith, U.S. EPA, re: 104(e)
information request, (undated). P. 35-48. The following
are attached:

a) a certified mail receipt;

b) an envelope;

c) a letter in response to the 104(e) information
request letter;

d) seven transfer documents.



REME RESPONS
Work Plans
1) Report: gStatement of Work for Soil Borings and Well

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

vania prepared by Mr. George J. Latulippe, NUS Corporation,
6/870 Po 1-610

Report: gtatement of Work for Surveving and Topographic

Bennsylvania prepared by Mr. George J. Latulippe, NUS
COtpOtatiOn' 6/87. P. 62-122.

Report:
prepared

by Mr. George J. Latulippe, NUS Corporation, 7/87. P. 123~
236,

Report: Fipnal Work Plan, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility

Pennsylvania, prepared by Mr. George J. Latulippe, NUS
Corporation, 7/87. P. 237-346. References are listed on P.
346.

Memorandum to Mr. Francis Burns, U.S. EPA, from Ms, Theresa
A, Simpson, U.S. EPA, re: Transmittal of the Quality
Assurance Review for the Hebelka Site Field Operations Plan,
7/13/87. P, 347-366, The Plan is attached.

Memorandum to Mr. Prancis Burns, U.S. EPA, from Ms. Theresa
A, Simpson, U.S. EPA, re: Transmittal of the Quality
Assurance Review for the Hebelka Site Final Field Operations
Plan, 8/12/87. P. 367-385. The Plan is attached.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Reports

1)

2)

Report: Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Volumes I-II,

vania, prepared by Mr. George J. Latulippe, NUS Corporation,
4/88. P. 1-452. References are listed on P, 158-160 and
452. The Laboratory Chemical Analytical Data is presented

in Appendix D.

Report:
prepared by Mr.

George J. Latulippe, NUS Corporation, 6/88. P. 453-646.
References are listed on P, 581-585, The Detailed Analysis
of Alternatives is presented in Section 4.



Hea isk/Enda m A

1) Letter to Mr. Abraham Ferdas, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Stephen D.
Von Allmen, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
re: Transmittal of the draft Preliminary Health Assessment
for the Hebelka Site, 11/8/88, P. 1-10. The draft
Preliminary Assessment is attached,

correspondence and Supporting Documentation

1) Notice of Receipt to Ms. Patricia Tan, U.S. EPA, from Ms,
Barbara J. Gontz, Pennsylvania Department of Environmnetal
Resources, re: . Bazardous Substance Response Trust Fund,
6/10/86. P, 1-3. A letter regarding the proposed Superfund
project to be funded by the U.S. EPA is attached,

2) Memorandum to Mr. Fran Burns, U.S. EPA, from Ms. Kathryn
Davies, U.S. EPA, re: Review of Preliminary Workplan,
5/15/870 Po 4"40 .

3) Memorandum to Mr. Fran Burns, U.S. EPA, from Ms. Kathryn
Davies, U.S. EPA, re: Review of Hebelka Draft Remedial
Investigation/Peasibility Study Workplan, 6/18/87. P. 5-6.

4) Letter to Mr. Richard C. Evans, EBASCO Services Incor-
porated, from Mr. Fran Burns, U.S. EPA, re: Comments on
the Hebelka Draft Work Plan, 6/25/87. P. 7-9,

5) Memorandum to Mr. Fran Burns, U.S. :7A, from Mr., H. Ronald
Preston, U.S. EPA, re: Comments on the Hebelka Draft Work
Plan' 7/6/870 P. 10-100

6) Memorandum to Mr. Francis Burns, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Robert
C. Runowski, U.S. EPA, re: Comments on the Eebelka Draft
Work Plan, 7/9/87. P. 11-13. A Routing and Transmittal
slip is attached.

7) Letter to Mr. Pran Burns, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Charles J.
Kulp, United States Department of the Interior, re:
Compents and questions on the Draft Work Plan for the
Hebelka Site, 7/13/87. P. 14-15.

8) Memorandum to Mr. Pran Burns, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Tim
Sheehan, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources,
res Transmittal of comments on the Draft Work Plan for the
Hebelka Site, 7/20/87. P. 16-20. The comments on the Draft
Work Plan and a Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources receipt are attached.

9) Memorandum to Mr. Francis Burns, U.S. EPA, from Mr. Peter
Stokely, U.S. EPA, re: Hebelka Site Visit, 6/14/88.

Po 21“220
S
6



CONGRESSIONAL CORRESPONDENCE

1)

2)

Letter to Mr. William C, Bucciarelli, Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Environmental Resources, from Representative William
J. Rlingaman, Jr., State of Pennsylvania House of Represen-
tatives, re: Transmittal of a letter concerning the
condition of the junkyard owned by Mr. Joseph Hebelka,
4/14/78. P. 1-2., The letter is attached,

Letter to Mr. Reynold G. Reinert, Weisenberg Township, from
Representative William K. Klinaman Jr., State of Pennsyl-
vania House of Representative, re: Action taken in
connection with the "Highway Beautification Act of

1965," 4/14/78. P. 3-3.



COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
community Relatiops Rlang

1) Report: Reviged Final Communjity Relations Plan, Hebelka

prepared by Ms. Carrie C. Dietzel, EBASCO Services, Inc.,
3/17/88. P. 1-180
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This Responsiveness Summary documents concerns and comments
regarding proposed remedial actions for the Hebelka Auto salvage
Yard Site as the comments and concerns were expressed to the US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by members of the
community surrounding the site. The remarks were presented
during the public comment period, and they addressed EPA'’s draft
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) report and a
Proposed Plan to remediate contamination associated with two
piles of battery casings located on site. In addition to
summarizing public comments, this document also summarizes EPA’s
responses to the comments and concerns expressed.

The Responsiveness Summary is organized as follows:

1.0 Overview

2.0 Summary of Community Involvement

3.0 Summary of Comments and Responses Regarding the
Proposed Plan for Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard Site

4.0 Remaining Concerns

Attachments:

A. List of Community Relations Activities
B. EPA Fact Sheet - Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard

1.0 OVERVIEW

The public comment period for the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard Site
began on February 23, 1989, and extended to March 26, 1989. At
the request of legal counsel for the Hebelka family, and to
facilitate public commenting, EPA held a public meeting at the
Weisenberg Township Municipal Building in Fogelsville,
Pennsylvania on March 23, 1989. Approximately twenty members of
the public attended, and from the general tone of the meeting,
most of these appeared to be members or supporters of the
Hebelka family.

At the meeting, BPA discussed the Superfund process, the
availability of site-related documents, and the purpose and
duration of the public comment period. A technical
presentation, describing the Remedial Investigation (RI) and its
results, wvas also presented. EPA explained that the focus of
the Agency’s Proposed Plan was the battery-casing piles located
onsite and the extremely high levels of lead contamination found
in underlying and adjacent soils. EPA also explained that
additional sampling of offsite surface water and sediment will
be conducted in the near future to determine whether lead
contamination from the site has migrated beyond the site
boundaries.
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The preferred alternative outlined by EPA for addressing the
battery casings and associated lead contamination would involve
removal of the battery casings, excavation of contaminated soil,
fixation of contaminated soil with a cement-like bonding agent,
-and disposal of the stabilized soils at a permitted, offsite
landfill. An attempt would also be made to recycle the battery
casings; however, if this should prove to be impossible, the
casings would be disposed at a permitted hazardous waste
landfill. This alternative would meet federal Superfund
requirements by permanently reducing the volume of contaminated
materials at the site and by decreasing the mobility and
toxicity of the contaminated soils to levels that meet public
health and environmental standards.

2.0 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

In 1986, the Hebelka Auto Salvage Site was proposed for
inclusion on the National Priorities List, and the EPA published
public notices in the most widely read local newspapers to alert
members of the community concerned. Neither EPA nor local
officials recall receiving any inquiries about the site.

Interviews with residents, whose properties adjoin the site,
were conducted by EPA ir. a.d 1987. At that time, varying levels
of site awareness were revealed ranging from no knowledge of the
site to concerned awareness. Most residents stated that they
would like to be apprised of site-related developments and of
the project schedule. No citizens’ groups developed to monitor
site-related activities. Local officials’ concerns, in
mid-1987, focused on the remedial project schedule and the
potential future-use restrictions that may encumber the site
following cleanup activities.

This section summarizes issues and concerns expressed by the
public and EPA’s responses to them. The issues and concerns
raised were considered by EPA in the final decision-making
process associated with the selection of a remedial alternative
to address the onsite battery-casing piles and related
contaminants. All of the comments summarized below vere
presented during the question-and-answer portion of the public
meeting, and more than 70 percent of them were presented either
by individuals with the surname Hebelka or by legal counsel for
the Hebelka family.

Comments and concerns were grouped into the following general
categories:



A.
B.
c.

D.
E.
F.
G.

Cost/Necessity of Proposed Remediation

Extent of Contamination and Pathways of Migration
Pgsslblllty of Contaminant Sources Unrelated to Hebelka
Site

The Proposed Remedial Alternative

Risks Associated with the Site

Liability Associated with the Site

EPA Superfund Program

A. Cost/Necessity of Proposed Remediation

Numerous statements were made by the Hebelkas, their attorney,
and other area residents regarding projected costs associated
with the Superfund remediation of the Hebelka site and the
nearby Reesers Landfill site:

1)

Comment: EPA has spent $1 million on the Reesers site,
located half a mile from the Hebelka site, and
approximately $600,000 on the Hebelka RI/FS.
Implementation of the Proposed Plan at the Hebelka site
is expected to cost an additional $5 million, yet it is
uncertain that the remedial actions will improve
conditions. Several individuals said this was too much
money to spend without a guarantee of benefit and with
no clear determination that contamination is actually
migrating from the battery casings. They questioned
whether it represents responsible use of taxpayers’
money to address problems that are merely "potential”
problenms.

EPA Response: It is not true to say that implementation
of the Proposed Plan for the Hebelka site will not
guarantee benefit. The preferred alternative would
eliminate the battery casings and the lead-contaminated
soil from the site, and consequently, health risks
associated with the site would be reduced. The lead
concentration levels in onsite soils are very high--up
to 60,000 parts per million--and are potentially
dangerous. They cannot be allowed to remain at the site
because, in addition to posing a risk of exposure now,
there is no way of knowing how the site may be used in
the future. There is no way to assure that future users
of the site will not be threatened by lead
contamination, if it is allowed to remain in its present

.location.

EPA will conduct additional surface water, sediment, and
groundwater sampling in the Spring to determine whether
site-related contaminants are migrating from the site,
as suspected. The monies in the Superfund that will be
utilized are the result of a tax on the petrochemical
industry and not on local residents.
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2. Comment: A resident said that $5 million is a lot of
money, and he inquired how the money will be spent and
whether cleanup activities could be performed more
economically by a private company, or by the site
owners, than by the EPA.

EPA Response: The reason implementing the Proposed Plan
will cost so much money is that the Hebelka site is a
hazardous waste site. Workers involved in the
implementation activities require proper protective
clothing and equipment. In addition, only a few
companies are permitted to haul or dispose hazardous
wastes, and in order to secure and maintain their
permits, these companies must meet and sustain specific
federal, state, and local requirements. They must also
perform monitoring and testing procedures and upgrade
their facilities and services, as requirements change
and technology advances. Consequently, the cost of
using services and facilities that can handle hazatdous
wastes is high.

EPA hires private companies to conduct remedial
activities, but the majority of the cleanup cost is for
the handling and stabilization of the lead-contaminated
soil, rather than for removal of the battery casings.
This makes it unlikely that costs can be reduced
significantly.

3. Comment: The Hebelka’s attorney charged that EPA is
acting irresponsibly in making cleanup decisions without
considering the financial burden it may be placing on an
individual responsible party and indicated that he
believed the no-action alternative is intended to
present EPA the option of doing nothing, rather than
sacrificing responsible parties to financial ruin. He
inquired what limitations are placed on remedial costs.

EPA’s Response: There is no authority written into the
laws governing Superfund that says the financial
responsibility of the Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs) must be considered before EPA takes remedial
action. EPA is considering actions for the Hebelka site
because of the high concentrations of lead found in the
soil. Whether or not the site currently poses a public
health risk, it poses an environmental risk, and the
Agency will spend whatever is necessary to clean it up.

B. Extent of cContamination and Pathways of Migration

1. Comment: Two residents inquired if EPA had sampled
sediment upstream of the site and whether the Agency



planned to sample the groundwater used by residents of
Haafsville, a communlty located about a quarter-mile
downgradient of the site.

EPA Response: EPA is not going as far as Haafsville at
this time, but the Agency intends to do additional
sampling downgradlent from the Hebelka property. 1If no
contamination is revealed, there would be no reason to
sample any further. Filtered groundwater samples taken
to date have been clean, and there is no current concern
for the groundwater. '

Upstream samples revealed no significant lead levels in
the sediments.

Comment: The Hebelka family’s attorney asked several
questions regarding whether EPA could show a definite
link between the site and elevated lead levels in
offsite sediments located downstream. He contends that
the lead from the battery casings is immobile, that it
does not leach, and that site-related literature
indicates there is no actual problen.

EPA Response: There is contamination. 1In addition to
onsite soil contamination, EPA found elevated lead
levels in sediments of Iron Run and in an unfiltered
groundwater sample. As there are no other known sources
of lead contamination in the area, the Hebelka site is
most likely the source of the Iron Run sediment
contamination, but a definite.c:c-r.2ction has not yet
been established.

There is definitely a problem associated with the site
or the project would not be continued. The levels of
lead in soils and sediment exceed the action levels
established by the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) and by the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC). EPA must, therefore, take action.

Although the lead found in the soil is primarily located
within 30 to 60 feet of the battery casing piles, EPA
believes additional sampling is required to the west of
the vaste piles. The lead does not appear to have
leached much over time; however, lead is more mobile in
an acidic environment, such as that at the site, and the
potential for lead to migrate is real. EPA believes
that contamination of the Iron Run sediments indicates
that lead from the site has migrated in the past. 1If
so, it could migrate again. 1In addition to leaching,
lead could become airborne in dust, if a dry season
occurred. Then it might be inhaled by humans.
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3.

Comment: A member of the Hebelka family suggested that
EPA is being dishonest in saying that upstream sediments
revealed no significant lead levels. He stated that
contamination cannot be established by degree: medium is
either contaminated or it isn’t.

EPA Response: The question of contamination is a
question of degree. In drinking water, the Federal
guidelines state that water containing more than
50 parts per billion is unsafe.

C. Possibility of contaminant Sources Unrelated to the Hebelka
Site :

1.

Comment: At numerous times during the public meeting,
the guestion was raised, by the Hebelkas and their
attorney, that sediment contamination in the Iron Run
may be related to runoff from nearby Route 22 because
motor vehicle emissions contain lead. The attorney
reminded EPA that lead was also found in an unfiltered
groundwater sample from a well located in an area
adjacent to Route 22.

EPA Response: It is true that motor vehicles enmit
lead. However, EPA believes that the lead levels found
in the sediment and the unfiltered groundwater are too
high to be attributed to highway runoff. Nevertheless,
EPA will conduct additional sampling to determine if
there is a connection between the contaminated media and
highway runoff.

. Comment: The Hebelka family’s attorney questioned EPA

about a groundwater monitoring well located near a
culvert that directs water from an intermittent stream
under the roadway to Iron Run. He suggested that
groundwater test results from the well, which indicated
no evidence of contamination, also suggest that surface
water running from the battery casing piles through the
stream is clean.

EPA Response: The groundwater well does not indicate
the condition of the surface water. What EPA has said
is that sediment downstream of the culvert exhibits
elevated lead levels and that it could only arrive at
that location via the surface water.

Comment: The Hebelka’s attorney and a family member
suggested that if contaminants have migrated from the
battery casing piles, they have done so because of EPA
activities during the RI/FS when a bulldozer was
brought onsite to move some of the casings, and a well
was subsequently installed in the contaminated soils.
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BPA Response: When EPA works on a site, spec1f1c safety
precautions are initiated before any work is performed,
and all equipment is decontaminated before it is removed
from the site.

D. ose e t iv

1. Comment: A resident wanted to know the volume of
contaminated soils that EPA intends to remove from the
site and what will be used for fill. Another resident
wondered if groundwater monitoring would be conducted
after the remedial activities concluded.

EPA Response: EPA plans to excavate approximately 4,000
cubic yards of contaminated soils. Clean fill of a type
similar to the soils removed will be used for backfill.
Groundwater monitoring will continue to ensure that no
lead is present.

2. Commant: A resident wanted to know whether EPA might
consider a "dry stream" as a remedial alternative. The
family attorney asked if the remedial alternative was
final and what would be used to bond the soil.

EPA Response: A 'dary stream" alternative would not
work. A battery company wouldn’t be able to extract
enough lead from the soil to make it a profitable
venture.

EPA has not yet finalized the remedial alternative
selection. The Agency issued a Proposed Plan on
February 24th and is currently conducting a public
comment period. All comments received during that time
will be considered in the decision process.

The remedial alternative proposed by EPA will bond
contaminants in the soil with a cement-like mixture.
The precise proportions of this mixture, soil, and lime
will be determined during treatability studies.

E. Risks Assocjated with the Site

1. Comment: Two residents were interested in human health
risks and the Hebelka’s attorney asked what risk the
site actually poses. One of the residents wondered how
many people might be harmed by the Hebelka site over the
next 100 years, while the other asked what quantity of
contaminated soil would have to be consumed to represent
a significant risk.

O
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EPA Comment: The risk to human health from lead
contamination in its present form at the site is from
direct contact and subsequent ingestion, particularly by
children, and from inhalation of lead-laden dust during

dry periods. Lead is known to cause central nervous
system disorders and is especially hazardous to young
children.

For additional information regarding toxicity and human
health, write or call Dr. Richard Brunker at the EPA
address given on the fact sheet distributed to each of
you.

2. Comment: Several persons suggested that air pollution,
lead water lines in the city supply system, and auto
accidents pose a greater risk to human health than the
Hebelka site. They concluded that it would be wiser to
spend money on these problems than on the Proposed Plan
implementation.

EPA Response: Superfund is not meant to address those
problems. There are other programs that do address
issues such as clean air and lead in drinking water.
Superfund was created by a very significant tax levied
against the petrochemical industries and it is meant to
be used for toxic waste site remediation. It cannot be
used otherwise.

3. Comment: A resident asked if EPA equates Hebelka with
Love Canal, and the Hebelka family attorney suggested
that it is just as likely that, at some point in the
future, developers may disturb the landfill site in
which EPA is proposing to dispose excavated soils, as it
is that those soils may be disturbed if left onsite.

EPA Response: Hebelka is not a Love Canal, but the
premise is the same. Site accessibility is not
necessarily limited to what can be done in this decade.

In the present time, facilities used for hazardous waste
disposal must be licensed to accept hazardous waste and
permitted by the states in which they are located.
Therefore, the city, the county, the state, and the
facility owner and operator all have records of the
facility. These facilities are permanently recorded,
and the information accompanies their deeds.

F. Liabjlities Associjated with the Sjite

1. Comment: Numerous residents expressed concerns regarding
the Hebelka family’s liability associated with the
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site. They stated that it was unfair to hold the family
responsible for the site when the hazards associated
with the disposal of batteries was unknown during the
years when the site was active. Some residents
suggested that EPA should be pursuing the manufacturers
of the batteries. One resident said that battery
manufacturers should be required to recycle old
batteries.

EPA Response: Liability issues are handled by the
Department of Justice (DOJ) and specific negotiations
between DOJ and the responsible parties are
confidential. Superfund does allow EPA to attempt to
recover remedial costs, and site owners can be held
liable. The status of negotiations concerning the
Hebelka family are between their attorney and DOJ and
are unknown to EPA remedial and community relations
personnel.

The Agency has attempted to find out which éoﬁpanies
manufactured the batteries disposed on site, but there
are no records to help to locate those manufacturers.

Responsible Parties (RPs) under Superfund can include
site owners and operators, manufacturers and generators,
and haulers who brought materials to a site. EPA may
pursue any and all of these for cost recovery, but a
link must be established between the site and each RP.
No such links have been found for the Hebelka site.

Comment: Residents asked if the Hebelkas or the local
community would be billed for the site cleanup and if
EPA could take the Hebelkas’ property, if costs exceed
the property value.

EPA Response: The Hebelkas’ liability is not known to
those of us present. It is a DOJ issue, but the local
community will not be held liable. Site remediation
costs far exceed property value, but EPA does not take
title to property. Costs are covered by the Superfund
and those costs not recovered are absorbed by the fund.

Comment: A Hebelka family member asked if EPA has a
current lien against the property and what restriction

"will be placed on the deed after cleanup activities

conclude. He also asked if there will be ongoing
maintenance requirements. The family lawyer asked if
the EPA spokesman would recommend the family join other
litigants, if a lien has been placed against the
property.
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EPA Response: Although the EPA spokesman stated that a
lien is likely, he was unable to state positively if one
exists, He again recommended contacting the DOJ
regarding both the lien and future litigation.

Regarding deed restrictions, there should not be any
because the contaminated soils and the battery casings
will be removed from the site. The site will be
considered clean under Superfund and any maintenance
that may be needed will be the state’s responsibility.

G. The Superfund Process

1.

Comment: Several gquestions were asked about general
liability under the Superfund law. Residents wondered
if a person could be held liable for a hazardous waste
site that existed prior to that person’s acquisition of
the property.

EPA Response: The site owner is always potentially
responsible, but EPA tries to identify and locate as
many RPs as possible.

Comment: A family member inquired how the Hebelka
property was first identified as a possible Superfund
site and whether EPA was intending to address all farm
dump sites under the program. The number of sites under
Superfund investigation was also requested.

EPA Response: The details assoc:.:-ed with listing the
Hebelka site on the NPL were unknown to the EPA
spokesman. He stated, however, that once a site is
brought to EPA attention it must be investigated on its
individual merits. Sites are not compared, and the
total number does not affect the listing of new sites.
Thirty-thousand sites are currently under investigation
for possible NPL inclusion, but they are not all farm
sites. In addition to Superfund, the federal government
operates other programs that address situations which
may affect public health or the environment.

Comment: The Hebelka family’s lawyer inquired what
would happen if additional contamination is found in
Iron Creek after the site is considered to be clean. He
also asked whether EPA is required to weigh the risks
associated with any site against those posed by other
sites.

EPA Response: Superfund would allow EPA to deal with
the contamination at that time, but EPA intends to avoid

10
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the situation by performing an additional round of
sampling to establish whether the presnt contamination
in the creek is, in fact, coming from the Hebelka site
or from the highway.

Superfund does not require that the risks posed by
various sites be compared. Site remediation is based
only on the significance of the risk at the site, and
that is determined according to established criteria.

4.0 REMAINING CONCERND

Members of the Hebelka family stated that they believe EPA has
erred in placing their property on the Superfund list and
charged that the Agency has singled out their property rather
than pursue "real problems." One family member requested that
it be entered into the record that the family intends to
litigate.

11
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ATTACHMENT A

ST OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIV ES

The following act1v1ties were conducted for the Hebelka Auto
Salvage Yard Site:

o]

EPA published notices in local newspapers announcing
proposal of the Hebelka site to the NPL - 1986.

EPA conducted interviews with local residents and officials
to determine the level of public interest and concern -
July 1987.

A Community Relations Plan; based on the community
interviews was developed - August 1987.

A Proposed Plan, discussing the RI/FS And EPA’s preferred
alternative was presented to the public - February 1989.

Public Announcements of the Proposed Plan and a Public
Meeting were published in local newspapers =~ February 1989.

A Public Meeting was held - March 1989.

A Public Comment Period regarding the Proposed Plan was
held - February 1989 to March 1989.

An Official Transcript and a Responsiveness Summary
concerning the Public Meeting were prepared - March 1989.
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ATTACHMENT B

SUPERFUND FACT SHEET



SUPERFUND PROCRAM TACT SHEET

.S. ZPA HIBELXA AUTO SALVAGD 7a=3
‘{ARCH 1989 LEHIGH COUNTY, 2SuuSYLVANTA
Introduction

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has released for
public comment, a draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
for the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard in Weisenburg Township, PA. Based on
these reports, EPA in consultation with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
has recommended the remedial alternative that it believes will work most
effectively at the Hebelka Auto Salvage Yard.

Site Background

The llebelka property occupies approximately 20 acres within the head-
waters on the Iron Run subdrainage basin. Topographically, the property
is positioned on the south site of a low, modeéacely steep hill aorth of
Incerstate Highway 78 and 0ld Route 22 (the two highways parallel each
other running generally east-west) approximately 9 miles west of Allentown,
Pennsylvania. Over the past 10 to 15 years, salvage activities have
resulted in the accumulation of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of
discarded automotive battery casings in addition to automobiles, empty
storage tanks, empty drums, and miscellaneous scrap metal.

Extent of Contamination

Battery liquid and residual solid waste samples exhibited high
conceuntrations for lead and acidity. The battery casings were subjected
to the extraction test of the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA)
and found to leach quantities of lead that exceeded the RCRA threshold
level and, therefore, the casings are classified as hazardous material.

Background soil boring sample analyses indicate onsite, background,
surface soil lead coancentrations of 133 and 140 parts per million (ppm).
Surface soil contamination detected on the site consists primarily of
lead in soil under and near the battery piles. The deeper soil boring
samples demonstrated that contamination was at or below background
concentrations at depths greater than 3 feet. Lead concentrations were
highest im surface soil samples collected from borings located under the
battery piles (typical high values: 5,090, 15,000 and 65,100 ppm.) Above-
background surface-soil lead concentrations ranging between 200 and 3,000
ppm are generally confined to areas within 30 feet of a battery pile

perimeter.

EPA“s risk assessment of the lead contaminated soil for the Hebelka
site determined that the cleanup level for the site should be 560 ppm.
All soil with levels of lead contamination over 560 ppm will be addressed
under this action. This cleanup level corresponds to EPA®3 general policy
of cleanup level of 500 ppm for lead-contaminated soil.

o
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EPA”s Preferred Alternative

Afcer careful consideracion of the proposed cleanup solutions, IPA"s
preferred alternative for addressiag the contaminated soils is alternative
4: Excavation, Fixation, and Off-sicte Disposal of Contaminated Soils ana
Recycling the Battery Casings. alternative 4 would permanently reduce
the mobility and toxicity of the contaminated soils at the sice to levels
which meet public health and environmental standards, while not creating
any hazardous by-products or residues which would have to be disposed of.
At this time, EPA believes that the treatment technology exists to carry

out the preferred alternative.

EPA will attempt to recycle the battery casings and reclaim the
usable material of the casings and their contents. Should EPA subsequently
find that recycling is {mpractical, EPA will, at such time dispose of the
battery casings in a RCRA landfill.

EPA”’s Remaining Alternatives

EPA also considered the following alternatives:

1. No Action = eliminated from consideration because the lead
contamination in the soil needs cleanup.

2. Capping - eliminated from consideration because the lead
contamination would be left on site.

3. Excavation and Offsite RCRA Landfilling - eliminated from
" consideration because the soil would be left untreated.

4. Txcavation, Acid Leaching, and Disposai - :.iminated from
consideration because this technology is unproven.

Community Input

On February 23, 1989 EPA placed an ad in the tHorning Call newspaper
announcing the alternatives for cleanup of the Hebelka Superfund Sice.
Residents are asked to send their written comments to:

Nanci Sinclair (3PAOQ) or Fran Burns (3HW21)
U.S. EPA Region III U.S. EPA Region III
841 Chestnut Street 841 Chestnut Street
Philadelphis, PA 19107 Philadelphia, PA 19107

Comments are being accepted from February 23 - March 26, 1989.



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
Post Offics Box 2083
Harrisburg, Pennsyivania 17120

March 31, 1989
Oeputy Secretary for - '
Environmental Protection A - (717) 787-5028

PENNSYLVANIA

Stephen R. Wassersug, Director

Hazardous Waste Management Division

EPA Region III :

841 Chestnut Building

Philadelphia, PA 19107

Re: Letter 0f Concurrence

Hebelka Auto Salvage, Weisenburg Twp., Lehigh Co.
Record of Decision (ROD)

Dear Nr. Wassersugs

The Record of Decision for the initial operable unit
which addresees the source of the contamination by remediation of
the on-site contaminated soils and battery casings at the Hebelka
Auto Salvage has been reviewed by the Department.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

* Recycling of battery casings. If recyeling of the
battery casings proves impractical, the battery
casings will be disposed at a permitted Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) landfill.

* Bxcavation of lead contaminated soil, .

, fixation of the soil, utiliszsing a cement or line
based fixation process and depositing the fixed
material in a landfill that the state has
pemmitted to accept this material.

I hereby concur with the EPA’s proposed remedy with the

T e

following conditions:

* Thé Department will be given the opportunity to concur
with decisions related to subsequent operable units and
the future Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
to identify the extent of, and future potentisl for,
site related contamination and resaining souxces of
that contamination, and evaluate a riate remedial
alternatives to assure compliance with DER cleanup

_ ARARS and design specific ARARs. )

AR301131
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Stephen R. wa-iorluq, Director -2~ H&téh'31. 1989

. EPA will assure that the Department i{s provided an

opportunity to fully participate in any negotiations
with responsible parties. ¥ ned

* The Department will be given the opportunity to concur
with decisions related to the design of the Remedial
Action, to assure compliance with DER cleanup
ARARS and design specific ARARS. :

* The Department will reserve our right and T
responsibility to take independent enforcement actions
pursuant to state law. ' '

’ This concurrence with the selected remedial action is
not intended to provide any assurances pursuant to SARA
Section 104(c)(3).

Thank you for the opportunity to concur with this BPA
Record of Decision. If you have any questions regarding this
matter please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thd W0l

k ¥. McClellan
Deputy Secretary
Environmental Protection
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