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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the renmedial action for the Butler Mne Tunnel Site ("Site") in the Cty of
Pittston, Pennsylvania. The renedial action was chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA'), as anmended by

t he Superfund Amendrments and Reaut horization Act of 1986 ("SARA'"), 42 U S.C 88 9601 et seq.; and to the
extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan ("NCP'), 40 C F. R
Part 300. This decision docunent explains the factual and | egal basis for relecting the renedy for this
Site. The information supporting this remedial action decision is contained in the adm nistrative record for
this Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision ("ROD'), may present an inmnent and substantia
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This renmedy addresses the possible future rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Butler Tunnel. There
were two prior rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, one in 1979 and another in 1985. The renedy
includes institutional controls and preparations for a remedi al response to address the threat posed by the
conditions at the Site. The remedy uses an Administrative Center to a) nonitor rainfall, b) nonitor flow
rate at the Tunnel discharge |location, c) neasure water levels in nmonitoring boreholes and d) collect water
sanpl es for chemcal analysis to attenpt to predict when a discharge of hazardous substances may occur. The
Adm ni strative Center woul d be responsible for notifying the U S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") and
t he Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection ("PADEP') when a potential for a flushout exists and
when a flushout occurs. A flushout is defined as a sudden di scharge of oi

contam nated wi th hazardous substances fromthe mne workings into the Susquehanna R ver.

This remedy al so includes preparation for future renedial response by constructing access roads and anchors
along the river's edge and pre-purchasi ng contai nment and absorbent boons necessary for any such renedia
response. These materials will be stored near the site to allow for the quickest possible

response. The renedy includes design and inplenmentation of two future response actions to cleanup future
di scharges. Response personnel woul d use the absorbent boons and anchor themalong the river's edge to
coll ect any oil discharge containing hazardous substances.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renmedial action and is cost
ef fective.

This renmedy prepares for the potential release of contam nants into the Susquehanna R ver. However, because
renoval and treatnent of the hazardous substances which pose a threat at the site was not found to be
practicable, this renmedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal elenent. No
di stinct pool or pocket of the contam nated oil wastes was found that could be punped out and renmoved. The
oil that is present has adhered to the rocks and gravel located in the coll apsed ni ne workings beneath the
ground surface

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above heal t h-based | evels, a review
under Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 89621(c) will be conducted within five years after the initiation
of the remedy to ensure that the selected renedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and



t he environnent.

<I M5 SRC 0396224>

Thomas C. Vol taggi o, Director Dat e
Hazar dous Waste Managemnent Divi sion
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RECCRD OF DEC SI ON
BUTLER M NE TUNNEL SI TE

DECI SI ON SUMVARY
I.  SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON
S| TE DESCRI PTI ON

The Butler Mne Tunnel Site ("Site") is located in Luzerne County, in northeastern Pennsylvania. The
tunnel discharge point is located on the east bank of the Susquehanna River, approxi mately 350 feet north of
the Fort Jenkins Bridge in the Gty of Pittston, Pennsylvania. A Site location map is provided
in Figure 1.

The Butler Tunnel ("Tunnel") was constructed prior to the 1930s as a drainage tunnel for underground
coal mles via a series of interconnecting drainage ditches. Flow fromthe Tunnel discharges directly into
the Susquehanna River. It was designed to drain only that portion of the Butler Mne workings which were
situated above an el evation of 595 feet above sea |evel. However, mning occurred in nunerous seans to
el evations as | ow as 300 and 400 feet above sea level. The Tunnel drains an approximate five-square nile
area of underground m ne caverns and waterways. The Tunnel still continues to drain the mne
workings. It routinely discharges water containing contaninants of acid mne drai nage conposed of sulfate,
iron, and magnesiuminto the Susquehanna R ver. During mning operations, boreholes were drilled into the
mnes to serve as air vents for the mnes. Many individuals and conmpani es used the bore holes to di spose of
various wastes, including, residential and comercial wastes containi ng hazardous substances and waste oil.
One such borehole was in Pittston at a gas station and auto repair shop called the H-Way Auto Service
Station ("HWAS'), located over two mles fromthe Tunnel discharge point. This borehole is known as the HWAS
borehole. The waste oil accunulated in the underground mne workings. It is believed that any sudden infl ux
of substantial anounts of water (such as heavy rain) will cause the accunul ated
substances to be flushed out and di scharged fromthe Tunnel.

The mi gration of contaminants fromthis Site begins with a rainfall event over the surface area of the
entire mne workings including Pittston, Dupont and nei ghboring comrunities. The water fromthe rainfall
enters the mne by noving through open boreholes and fromthe natural seepage of rainfall through the earth.
As the water fills the underground m ne workings, the water elevation rises within the nines with the oil
waste floating on the surface of the water. The flushout occurs when the oil spills into the interconnecting
under ground drai nage ditches and then to the Butler Tunnel's discharge |ocation along the banks of the
Susquehanna River. Water in the nine workings is not used as a drinking water source for the area.

There are no known endangered species or critical habitats within the imrediate vicinity of the Site.
Il. SITE H STORY

In late 1977, an oil recycling and reclanati on conpany contracted with the owner of the H ghway Auto
Service Station for the disposal of oil waste into the HWAS borehole on the service station property. It is
estimated that several mllion gallons of waste were disposed of into this borehole. In July 1979, this
di sposal was di scontinued because of a Pennsylvania State Police investigation.

At the end of July 1979, Pennsylvania authorities were notified of a strong odor emanating fromthe
Butler Tunnel outfall on the banks of the Susquehanna. Upon arriving at the scene, authorities discovered a
35-mle long oil sick on the Susquehanna River originating at the Butler Tunnel outfall. Both the US.

Envi ronnental Protection Agency ("EPA') and the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Resources (now known
as the Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnental Protection or "PADEP'), responded and perforned an energency
removal under the authority of 8311 of the Oean Water Act ("CWA'). Section 311 of the CWA authorizes the

cl eanup of any oil discharge into a navigable water. After further investigation by EPA, PADEP and ot her
authorities, the source of the substances was traced to the borehole at the H ghway Auto Service Station.
Testing of the wastes found in the borehole matched the waste in the outfall. To provi de concl usive proof, a
dye was placed in the HMS borehole. The sane dye was subsequently observed in the outfall discharge.

After this spill was cleaned up, EPA installed an energency nonitoring device at the outfall of the
But | er Tunnel. The Butler Energency Response Program ("BERP') was designed to nonitor the continuing
di scharge of water fromthe Tunnel and trigger an alarmif hazardous substances were di scharged. PADEP
was charged with the operation and mai ntenance of the BERP system After several years without a toxic
di scharge, the systemwas abandoned. Followi ng the 1979 spill, the Butler Tunnel Site was eval uated and
proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List ("NPL"). However, EPA nade the determination that no
remedi al activities were needed and the Site was renoved fromthe proposed |ist.

<I MG SRC 0396224A>



I n Septenber 1985, another sudden di scharge fromthe Butler Tunnel occurred follow ng heavy rains and
floodi ng associated with Hurricane @ oria, which swept through the area. Upon arriving at the scene, PADEP
found a 50-mle oil slick in the Susquehanna River enmanating fromthe Butler outfall. EPA was
notified and, with the assistance of PADEP, began cleanup activities under § 311 of the dean Water Act.

Thi s response becane an energency renoval under 8§ 104 of CERCLA when chem cal anal ysis confirmed the presence
of Bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate and di chl orobenzene, which are federally regul ated hazardous

subst ances. EPA renoved and di sposed of 161, 000 pouunds of oil/chem cal -soaked debris and soil fromthe
site. After further testing and investigation, EPA determ ned that the 1985 di scharge was linked to the
illegal dunping that caused the 1979 discharge. EPA spent over $735,000.00 on the 1985 renmpval action. On
May 20, 1986, the Butler Tunnel site was once again proposed for inclusion on the NPL and was finally listed
on July 1, 1987.

After both the 1979 and 1985 di scharges, hydrogeol ogi ¢ studies were performed by EPA. These studies
concluded that a | ow probability of a future discharge exists under nornal day to day conditions but another
di scharge may occur anytine a large stormhits the area.

111, ENFORCEMENT H STORY

On Decenber 27, 1985, EPA sent information request letters to the Potentially Responsible Parties
("PRPs") associated with the haulers that sent waste to the Butler Tunnel Site. In May of 1986 EPA sent
notice letters to twenty-five partie inviting themto undertake the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
("RI/FS"). Mbst of these parties were conmpani es whose wastes were picked up by Russell Mhler. Seventeen of
these parties agreed to performthe R /FS pursuant to a Consent Agreenent and Order dated March 30, 1987.

The Butler Mne Tunnel Site Phase | Renedial Investigation Report, Phase Il Renedial |nvestigation Report,
and the Feasibility Study Report are the products of the Consent Order. The responsible parties hired
Gannett Fleming, Inc. to conduct the investigations and to prepare these reports. These studies are included
in the Administrative Record for this Site.

On Novenber 24, 1989 the United Stated filed a conplaint against twenty defendants, all generators of
hazar dous substances sent to the Site, to recover EPA' s past response costs associated with the 1985 spill.
A Consent Decree was filed, concurrently with the conplaint, in which 17 settling defendant agreed to pay
$600, 00 towards EPA's past costs and the Departnent of Defense agreed to pay $28,500 towards past costs. The
Decree was entered on January 17, 1990, over the non-settlors objections.

On June 8, 1990, two of the three non-settling defendants (NEAPCO, Inc. and Chem cal Managenent, Inc.)
entered into a second Consent Decree with the United States, agreeing to pay $200, 000 towards EPA s past
costs, which the district court approved in July 25, 1990.

The United States then noved for summary judgment agai nst Al can, the remaining defendant, to coll ect
the bal ance of the renoval costs (which total ed approxi mately $350,000). The district court granted the
United States' notion on May 8, 1991, holding that Alcan was jointly and severally liable for the renoval
costs because Alcan's waste contained identifiable |evels of hazardous substances and was present at the site
fromwhich there was a release. Alcan filed an appeal with the United States Court of Appeals for the Third
Crcuit on June 5, 1991. The district court's opinion was vacated and the case was remanded for further
proceedings. (See Section IV below for a discussion of the appeal.) The United States filed a sumary
judgrment nmotion in the district court and on June 8, 1995, District Judge Thomas |. Vanaskie of the United
States District Court for the Mddle District of Pennsylvania entered a judgment in favor of the United
States in the anmount of $471,790.18. U S. v. A can Al umnum Corporation. (CN  3:89-cv-01657, United States
District Court, Mddle Dstrict of Pennsylvania, June 28, 1995).

I'V.  H GHLI GATS OF COVWLUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The RI/FS Report and the Proposed Plan for the Butler Mne Tunnel Site were released to the public for
comrent on July 19, 1994 in accordance with Sections 113 (k) (2) (B) , 117 (a), and 121(f) (1) (G of CERCLA,
42 U S.C. 88 9613(k)(2)(B) 9617(a), 9621(f) (1)(Q. These docunents were nade available to the public in
both the adm nistrative record and in an information repository maintained at the Luzerne County Court House
Emer gency Managenent Center |ocated on North R ver Street in WIkes-Barre, Pennsylvania. The notice of
availability for the docunents and the public nmeeting was published in the Wl kes Barre Tines
Leader .

A public comment period on the docunments was held fromJuly 19, 1994 through Septenber 22, 1994. |In
addition, a public meeting was held on Septenber 20, 1994. At this nmeeting, representatives fromthe EPA and
PADEP were present and answered questions about the Site and the renedial alternatives under
consideration. A Fact Sheet containing Site related information was distributed at the Public Meeting.

EPA' s response to all comrents on the Proposed Plan and rel ated docunents received during the conment period
is included in the Responsiveness Summary in this ROD. A copy of the transcript of the public
neeting has been placed in the admnistrative record file and informati on repository.



V. SCCPE AND ROLE OF REMEDY

This renedial action will address the principal threat posed by conditions at the Butler Tunnel Site,
that is, the potential for another discharge of the oily hydrocarbon naterials containing hazardous
subst ances which remains in the underground mne workings. This remedial action will prepare for such a
rel ease by establishing a nonitoring systemto predict such rel ease, by planning for response action, and by
providing materials to expedite the response action. This is the only ROD planned for the Site

The concentrations of sonme of the hazardous substances previously detected in the 1985 fl ushout exceed
the acceptable levels for both human health and continuous aquatic |life as allowed by the Pennsylvania Water
Qual ity Standards.

VI.  SUMVARY OF SITE | NVESTI GATI ONS AND WASTE VOLUMES

The Remedial Investigation ("RI") attenpted to re-construct the operations of the oil recycling
contractor and the dispatching tanker trailers carrying waste materials to the HWAS borehole. Based on
reports fromdifferent refinery facilities and records, it is estimated that between 1,500,00 to 2,700, 000
gallons of liquid wastes were disposed into the mne workings. The R report further estimates the oi

content of the liquid to be between 330,000 to 490,000 gallons. 1In reviewing the two oil discharge events
from 1979 and 1985, PADEP and EPA have estimated that between 276,000 and 400, 000 gal | ons were di scharged
during these events. Therefore, there still could be 50,000 to 90,000 gallons of oil contained in the mne
wor ki ngs.

A.  Hazardous Substances

In 1985 the analysis of the oily hydrocarbon di scharge fromthe Tunnel reveal ed hazardous substances
whi ch triggered CERCLA expenses to address the discharge. The hazardous substances are listed in Table 1.

The oily waste containing these hazardous substances nmoved through the mne workings into the Tunne
and di scharged into the Susquehanna River. The Renedial Investigation also shows that some hazardous
substances and oily waste still remain in the mne workings and present a potential risk if another flushout
shoul d occur. Therefore, EPA has evaluated two di scharge conditions, a flushout condition and a day to day
condition, to describe the nature and extent of releases that could occur at the outfall of
the Tunnel. Table 2 shows the two conditions and the concentrations of the contaninants of concern that were
reported during: 1) the 1985 flushout of the oily liquid wastes, and 2) the day to day concentrati ons as
reported in the R.

Table 1: 1985 Rel eases of Hazardous Substances

Benzene Di met hyl phthal ate

Bi s (2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate D -n-octyl phthatate

4- Br onophenyl zphenyl et her Et hyl benzene

Carbon Tetrachl ori de Met hyl ene chl ori de

Chl orof orm Napht hal ene

Cyani de Pheno

Di chl or obenzene(s) Tol uene

Di et hyl phthal ate Tri chl or oet hyl ene
Xyl ene(s)

B. Hydrogeol ogi c I nvestigation

As part of the R, a geologic study and borehol e nonitoring and sanpling were conducted to identify the
mai n contam nant nigration pathway and the extent to which hazardous substances remain in the nm ne workings.
The R al so assessed the affects of precipitation on the nonitoring and sanpling conducted in the nine
workings to determine if rainfall did effect the concentration in the analytical results.

EPA hydr ogeol ogi ¢ studi es conducted in 1981 and 1987 denonstrated that contam nants injected into the
HWAS bor ehol e m grated downward through the Red Ash mine workings and into the Bottom Red Ash workings. The
contam nants followed the structure contours of the Bottom Red Ash mi ne workings, entered an underground
east-west drai nage ditch and then reached the tunnel discharge |ocation on the eastern side of the
Susquehanna. During the investigation additional boreholes were drilled, some existing borehol es were
reopened, and the monitoring, sanpling and anal ytic programwas conducted. One of the goals was to
deternmine if any accurul ati on of contam nants was present underground

Using 14 different boreholes, the Rl detected sone of the hazardous substances detected in the 1985
release in 10 of the boreholes. The hi ghest concentrations were found in the HWAS borehole. The frequency
of detection and the concentrations decreased as the borehole | ocations followed the main contam nant



m grati on pathway al ong the Bottom Red Ash workings toward the east-west drainage ditch.

The second part of the hydrogeol ogic investigation attenpted to correlate rainfall events with an
increase in water flowinto the east-west drainage ditch and ultinmately to the tunnel discharge location. In
general each storm produced a different rainfall amount and occurred over a different time duration. The
size of a stormis assessed by conparing return periods. A storms return period is the average nunber of
years with in which the stormis rainfall amount will be equal ed or exceeded.

As an exanple, the Septenber 1985 storm caused by Hurricane Joria had a return period of 55 years and
can be described as a "55 year stornf. It is estimated that flow fromthe Tunnel exceeded 42 nillion gallons
per day during that rainfall event. During the Rl three storms did exceed the 1 year stormlevel, and these
storns did increase the volunme of water exiting the tunnel. Therefore, the R concludes that neasurenent of
stormrainfall can be used to predict the actual flow fromthe Tunnel.

C. Surface Water and Sedinent |nvestigation

Surface water sanples were collected at three different |ocations on the eastern side of the
Susquehanna River. The first |ocation was north of the tunnel discharge |ocation. The second was | ocated at
the Bridge just south of the discharge location and the third was | ocated at the next bridge further
south. The surface water analytical results did not show detectabl e concentrations of the hazardous
substances at any of the three | ocations.

Sedi nent sanpl es were al so coll ected and anal yzed fromthe sane three | ocations. Three of the
hazar dous substances were detected, but they did not exceed sedinment quality criteria based on PADEP Water
Quality Criteria for the protection of fresh water aquatic life. Generally volatile, sem-volatile and
petrol eum conpounds were detected in sedinments at higher levels at the bridge just south of the tunnel
di scharge. These detections could be attributed to the previous di scharge incidents.

D. Biota Investigation

A nmacro invertebrate investigation was conducted as part of the RI and sanples were coll ected near the
three | ocations where surface water and sedi ment sanples were taken. Generally, the macro invertebrate
community inproves as the distance fromthe Lackawanna River and the Susquehanna Ri ver confluence increases.
Total nunber of specinens was snallest at a |location north of the Tunnel and greatest at the second bridge
south of the tunnel. There were no changes directly attributable to the Butler Tunnel discharges on a day to
day basis. The Lackawanna River quality is the factor that probably explains the results of the river biota
st udy.

Table 2: Contam nant Concentration in Flushout Events

Cheni cal 1985 Fl ushout Day to Day
Maxi mum Report Tunnel Maxi mum Tunnel
Concentration (ug/l) Concentration (ug/l)

Benzene 26.8 ND

Carbon Tetrachl ori de 13.6 ND

Chl or of orm 7.0 ND

Et hyl benzene ND 9.0
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 795.0 ND

Tol uene 11.0 4.0
Tri chl or oet hene ND ND

Total Xyl enes ND 59.0
bi s (2ethyl hexyl) phthalate 36.0 8.0
4- Br onophenyl 166. 0 ND

phenyl et her

1, 2- Di chl or obenzene ND ND
1, 3- D chl or obenzene 26.5 ND
1, 4- D chl or obenzene ND ND
Di et hyl phthal ate 5.0 ND
Di et hyl phthal ate 5.0 ND
D -n-octyl phthal ate 5.0 ND
Napht hal ene ND ND
Phenol ND ND
Cyani de 1.0 ND

(o) NA 100.0



ND = Non Det ect NA = Not Anal yzed

VII. SUWRARY OF SITE R SKS

The risk eval uati on conducted under CERCLA to describe the risk posed by the Butler Mne Tunnel Site was
based on the presence of hazardous substances that were found in the oily hydrocarbon di scharge that occurred
in 1985 and the same hazardous substances detected in the water discharged by the tunnel on a day to day
basi s

Table 2 indicates two conditions and respective concentrations of the contam nants of concern that were
reported during 1) the 1985 flushout of the oily liquid wastes and 2) the day to day concentrations as
reported in the Remedial Investigation

As part of the RI/FS, am analysis was conducted to estimate human heal th and environmental problens that
could result at the Site. This analysis is referred to as a R sk Assessnent ("RA"). The RAis used to
eval uate the need for renedial action. It also helps in deternmining the levels to which site related
contami nants have to be treated to ensure the protection of human health and the environnment. The RA for the
Site characterizes the current and potential threats to human health and the environment based on reasonabl e
maxi num exposures ( RVEs ) to contanminants if no remedial action were taken. The RAis used to evaluate the
need for remedial action. It also helps in determning the levels to which site related contani nants have to
be treated to ensure the protection of human health and the environment. The RA exam ned bot h
car ci nogeni ¢ and non-carcinogenic risk at the Site for several exposure pathways that are the possible ways
that people or aquatic life could cone into contact with the hazardous substances. The human health risk
assessnent is based on the assunption that exposure to Site related contam nants can occur only if a conplete
exposure pathway exists.

The exposure pat hways are based on recreational use when people could be in the river at the discharge
I ocation and include the follow ng possibilities:

1. Accidental swallow ng of surface water

2. Accidental swallow ng of river sedinent;

3. Accidental swallow ng of the oily hydrocarbon materia
while in the river;

4. Breathing in volatile compounds fromthe oily
hydrocarbon material while in the river

5. Skin contact with surface water;

6. Skin contact with the oily hydrocarbon nateri al

7. Eating fish fromthe river.

The National Contingency Plan ("NCP') establishes acceptable |evels of carcinogenic risk for Superfund
sites between 1 in 10,000 and 1 in 1,000,000 additional cancer cases Expressed as a scientific notation this
translates to an acceptable risk range between 10-4 and 10-6. In addition to carcinogenic risk, chemca
contami nants that are ingested (eaten), inhaled (breathed), or dermally absorbed (skin contact), may present
a non-carcinogenic health risk to humans. This kind of risk is expressed as a
Hazard Index ("H"). An H exceeding one (1) is considered an unacceptabl e risk

Table 3 shows the risk to human health from vari ous exposure pat hways for the contam nant
concentrations detected in the day-to-day conditions and for a flushout condition. The calculation
indicates that the risks fromthe day-to-day discharge and froma flushout discharge for the hazardous
substances are within an acceptable risk range. This is based on the fact that the day-to-day water has only
a few of the hazardous substances and those are at | ow concentrations. The nmain factor for the cal cul ation
of the flushout exposure is that the tinme of the exposure would be very short before an exposed person woul d
get out of the river

The risk to the environnent and aquatic life were evaluated a part of the RI/FS. Wen eval uating
protection of the environnent and aquatic life, the RI/FS recognizes that day-to-day Tunnel discharge does
not show | arge anounts of the oily hydrocarbon material. However if another discharge or fl ushout
shoul d occur, there would be a danagi ng effect on both river bank vegetation and aquatic life in the river
The risk to the aquatic life is the potential for chronic toxicity which could include a decrease in nunber
of organi snms, a decrease in reproductivity and in their nmobility and viability.

Tabl e 4 shows a conparison of the chem cals of concern for the flushout scenario to PADEFP' s VWater
Quality Standards. It should be noted that several concentrations exceed the continuous aquatic life

criterion and the long termhuman health criteria.

In addition to the ecological risks identified with the hazardous substances contained in the oily



hydrocarbon material, a potential risk for human exposure resulting froma rel ease such as the 1985 fl ushout
is al so possible.

Fuel oils are a conplex mxture of aliphatic and aromatic hydrocarbons whose exposure potentials are
based on the fate of the individual conponents in the mxture. The nore volatile conponents such as the | ow
nol ecul ar wei ght al kanes will evaporate and enter the atnosphere. The higher nol ecul ar weight aliphatic
conponents have very |l ow water solubility and will remain in soil or in the water where they may be adsorbed
to particulate organic natter in water or soil and, in water, will settle to the sediment. At the Butler
Tunnel Site, the flushout of the oily hydrocarbon naterial also presents a risk for public
wat er intakes |ocated on the Susquehanna River.

In conclusion, actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i mpl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmminent and substantial endangernent
to public health, welfare, or the environnent.



TABLE 3 - SUMVARY OF | NCREMENTAL BASELI NE RI SK
ASSESSMENT RESULTS
I ncremental Carcinogenic

I ncremental Hazard | ndex Ri sk
Exposure Concentration 70- Kg 35-F 70-K 35- Kg
Condi ti on Medi a Exposur e Pat hway Level Adul t Child Adul t Child
Day-t o- day Wt er - Phase Acci dental ingestion of Maxi mum <0. 001 <0. 001 4.9 x 10-12 2.8 x 10-12
surface water Aver age <0. 001 <0. 001 4.1 x 10-13 2.3 x 10-13
Dermal contact with Maxi mum 0. 007 0. 019 7.8 x 10-7 2.7 x 10-7
surface water Aver age <0. 001 <0. 001 6.6 x 10-8 2.3 x 10-8
Acci dental ingestion of Maxi mum <0. 001 <0. 001 4.9 x 10-10 2.8 x 10-10
sedi nent Aver age NC NC NC NC
I ngestion of fish Maxi mum <0. 001 NC 3.4 x 10-8 NC
Aver age <0. 001 NC 2.9 x 10-9 NC
Total (all pathways) Maxi mum 0. 007 0. 019 8.1 x 10-7 2.7x 10-7
FI ushout Wat er - Phase Acci dental ingestion of FI ushout <0. 001 <0. 001 1.7x 10-11 1.2x 10-11
surface water
Dermal contact with Fl ushout 0. 003 0.010 2.7x 10-7 1.1 x 10-7
surface water
Acci dental ingestion of FI ushout NC NC NC NC
sedi ment
I ngestion of fish FI ushout <0. 001 NC 7.1 x 10-9 NC
I nhal ati on of volatile at Fl ushout <0. 001 <0. 001 1.9 x 10-7 2.2 x 10-7
Tunnel outlet(1)
Total (all pathways) FI ushout 0. 003 0. 010 2.8 x 10-7 1.1 x 10-7
Hydr ocar bon Acci dental ingestion of FI ushout <0. 001 <0. 001 3.0 x 10-6 2.0 x 10-9
Material Phase a sheen(2)
Dermal contact with a Fl ushout 0. 005 0.015 5.7 x 10-7 2.3 x 10-7
sheen(2)
I nhal ation of volatile Fl ushout <0. 001 <0. 001 6.6 x 10-11 6.7 x 10-11
froma sheen(3)
Total (all pathways) Fl ushout 0. 005 0.015 5.7 x 10-7 2.3 x 10-7
Water and Total for Possible Fl ushout 0. 008 0. 025 8.5 x 10-7 3.4 x 10-7

Hydr ocar bon Fl ushout Condi tions
Mat eri al Phases (all pat hways) (4)

Notes: A Hazard Index greater than 1.0 or a carcinogenic risk value above the range of 1 x 104 to 1 x 0.4 identifies a potential |evel of concern.
Exposure was assunmed to occur at the 15-minute travel time |ocation downriver of the Tunnel.

NC -- Not Calculated. Risk values are not cal cul ated because concentration data or exposure variables are not avail able,
(1) Based on 1985 sanpling results at the Tunnel outlet.

(2) Exposure concentrations consider |oss of volatile conpounds.

(3) Based on nodeling results for volatilization and a wi nd speed of 10.8 nph.

(4) Sum of wat er-phase and sheen val ues for flushout conditions.



Tabl e 4: 1985 Fl ushout Contam nant Concentration and Pennsyl vania Water Quality Standards

Chemi cal 1985 Fl ushout Human Heal t h Cont i nuous
Maxi num Report Criteria Aquatic Life Criteria
Tunnel
Concentration (ug/l) (ug/l)
(ug/l)

Benzene 26.8 1 128
Carbon Tetrachl ori de 13.6 .3 556
Chl orof orm 7.0 6 389
Et hyl benzene ND 3000 580
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 795.0 5 2368
Tol uene 11.0 7000 330
Tri chol or et hene ND 3 450
Total Xyl enes ND 300 211
bi s (2-Ethyl hexyl) 36.0 2 909
pht hal at e
4- Br onophenyl et her 166. 0 N A 54
1, 3-Di chl or obenzene 26.5 400 (total DCB) 69
Di et hyl phthal ate 5.0 20, 000 800
Di et hyl phthal ate 5.0 313, 000 495
D -n-octyl phthal ate 5.0 N A N A
Napht hal ene ND 10 43
Phenol ND 300 20
Cyani de (free) 1.0 700 5

ND = Non Detect NA = Not Analyzed / Insufficient Data to Develop Criteria
(1) PA Departnent of Environmental Protection. PA Water Quality Standards. PA Code Title 25, Chapter 16.
Water Quality Toxi cs Management Strategy - Statenent of Policy as anended January 19, 1991.



VITT. SUWARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The Feasibility Study ("FS') contains all the renedial alternatives considered for the Butler M ne Tunnel
Site. This section describes the alternatives detailed in the FS.

Table 5: Renedial Aternatives Exam ned

Alternative 1 No Action

Alternative 2 I nstitutional

Alternative 3 Institutional/Renedi al Response
Alternative 4 Institutional/Milti-Port Qutfall
Al ternative 5 Sur face Recl anati on

A Aternative 1 - No Action

Eval uation of a No Action Alternative is required by the NCP. This alternative does not include any
remedial action. It is expected that flushouts will continue to occur in the future during periods of
intense rainfalls and that this alternative would fail to protect against the flushouts. The flushouts
present a potential risk to human health and the environnent.

B. Alternative 2 - Institutional

In this alternative, an Adninistrative Center could be established in order to perform ongoi ng
assessnents of rainfall amounts and forecasts for nore rainfall. The Center will be maintained for ten years
after its establishment. The Center would al so nmonitor the volune of water flowi ng fromthe Tunne
opening and nmonitor the water levels in the nmnes and the boreholes. The Center woul d eval uate the potenti al
for a flushout to occur and woul d advi se PADEP when necessary. The Administrative Center woul d consist of an
office and storage facility. The Center would not have to be permanently staffed, but would have a
desi gnat ed i ndi vi dual who woul d assess the weather conditions daily and woul d be responsible or the
noni toring of the Tunnel discharge. The FS proposes that the Center woul d be operated for a period of 10
years, which is the basis for the cost estimate.

Because of the extrenely short lead tine available to nobilize cleanup activities, it is critical to be
able to anticipate the conditions under which a flushout may occur. Therefore, |ong-range precipitation
forecasting woul d be used along with continuous nonitoring at the Site. Long-range weather forecasts (three
to five days) may be obtained for the Pittston area on a continuing basis froma weather forecasting service.
This information would alert the Center to the potential for a significant rainfall event. The Site
hydr ogeol ogi ¢ nonitoring systemwoul d consist of a continuously recording precipitation
gauge |inked by computer and tel ephone to the Center. It would be programmed to alert the Center when a
predetermned rainfall rate or precipitation volune is recorded. The precipitati on gauge would be | ocated
within the surface boundary of the Butler Mne. It would collect and record precipitation in the area
overlying the nain contaninant mgration pathway.

The Center woul d al so conduct hydraulic nonitoring of Tunnel flow. The Tunnel flow nonitoring system
woul d consi st of a continuously recording flow netering systemlinked by nodemto the Center. The nonitoring
system woul d be designed to operate over a predeterm ned range of possible river and Tunnel flow conditions,
and woul d be programmed to alert the Center at a predetermned flow rate.

Based on nonitoring data, the Center would use a hydraulic nodel to estimate Tunnel flow rates from
forecasted and ongoing precipitation events. |If projected peak flow rates exceed a predeterm ned critical
level, the Center would evaluate this projection, along with other available information and data to
deternmine if a potential flushout alert should be put in place. This would trigger Tunnel discharge chem cal
moni toring, borehole water |evel nonitoring, and water quality sanpling. The Institutional Alternative's
prelimnary cost estimates are listed in Table 6.



Table 6: ALTERNATIVE 2 COST SUMVARY

ALTERNATI VE 2 COSTS*

Capital Costs $ 450, 000
Annual Cperation & Miintenance (O& Costs $ 150, 000
Present-Wrth Cost $ 1,300,000
Total Proj ect $ 1,750,000

* ALL Costs are Estinated
C. Aternative 3 - Institutional/Renedial Response

The Institutional/Renedial Response alternative conbines the institutional response actions described in
Alternative 2 with a renedial response effort. |f a flushout were to occur, the discharge of hydrocarbon
materials woul d be a concern. This alternative, therefore, supplements Aternative 2 by including design and
i mpl enentation of two future response actions to clean up future discharges. The flushout renediation costs
included in this alternative would be sufficient to pay for containment of
hydrocarbon materials on the river and collection of materials that may accunul ate al ong the shoreline
downstream of the Tunnel outlet.

If a flushout were to occur, the WIlkes Barre Regional office of PADEP would initiate the containnent and
cleanup of the oil spill on the river. |f the PADEP energency response crew requires assistance it would
notify EPA for additional energency response personnel. The cleanup efforts would include the use of
cont ai nnent and absorbent booms. The contai nment boomis a floatable, fence-like barrier and the absorbent
boons are used within the contai nment boomto soak up the floating oily nateri al

In preparation for a flushout, |and-based, permanent anchors woul d be constructed upstream and downstream
of the discharge location by the Center. This would nake it easier to deploy and secure the boons. In the
event high river currents or w nds cause the contai nnent boomto close on itself, the anchors would be
enpl oyed to attenpt to reduce drift.

Booms, skimmers, clean-up materials and support equi prment, including a boat, would be purchased by the
Center. In addition, a response preparedness plan would be devel oped for storage and upkeep of the boons and
equi pnent. The plan woul d cover response and depl oyment procedures; access to utilities; practice
depl oynent exercises; and the handling, transportati on and di sposal of hydrocarbon material renoved from
within the boom systemand fromalong the shoreline. 1In this alternative, the anchors woul d be constructed
as part of the renedy. The boons woul d be pre-purchased and stored near the site. These response neasures
will help to expedite the PADEP and EPA contai nment and cl eanup efforts. As noted above the fl ushout
remedi ation costs are also included in this alternative

This alternative includes two other tasks as part of the capital costs. The six exploratory borehol es
outside the main contam nant migration pathways woul d be permanently closed. The Center would take on
addi tional responsibilities to inplenent a public information program about the risks of inproper disposal
of househol d hazardous wastes. This programwould attenpt to informcitizens in the area regarding the
potential harnful environnental effects of inproper waste disposal. Since nany borehol es of various sizes
are | ocated throughout the areas surrounding the Site, it is possible that sone househol d wastes, such as
used notor oil, could be disposed into the mne pool. Additional contam nants could therefore continue to
reach the Susquehanna River. This programwould be directed toward residents in the entire WIlkes-Barre
Scranton area

The Institutional/Renedi al Response cost estimates include costs for Alternative 2 and the costs for
construction of the anchors, purchase of boom materials and a fund for flushout renediation

Table 7: ALTERNATI VE 3 COST SUWARY:

Capital Costs $ 800, 000
Annual Qperation & Maintenance. (C&\ Costs $ 170, 000
Present -Wort h Cost $ 1, 500, 000

Fl ushout Renedi ation $ 1, 400, 000



Total Project $ 3,700,000
* All Costs are Estimated
D. Aternative 4 - Institutional/Milti-Port CQutfall

This alternative conbines the institutional response actions of Alternative 2 with a nulti-port outfall
technol ogy. A large pipe would be constructed to take water fromthe Tunnel discharge |ocation to the bottom
of the river. The outfall pipe enbedded in the river would di sperse Tunnel flow via ports to achieve
imediate mixing with up to 50 percent of the river flow The nulti-port outfall systemwould be conprised
of a transition chanber and a 300 foot long outfall pipe with ports enbedded in the river. The multi-port
outfall would not reduce the mass or concentration of contam nants in the Tunnel discharge. It would reduce
the concentrations of water-phase constituents in the river by diluting themw th the river flow Cperation
and nai ntenance woul d be required for the transition chanber, outfall pipe, and the ports. As with
Alternative 2, PADEP would be advised if the potential for a flushout exists, and, if
necessary, would issue river-use advisories and inpl enent other response actions.

The Institutional /Milti-Port CQutfall alternative cost estimates include costs for Alternative 2 in
addition to the costs of constructing and installing the outfall pipe. The costs for Alternative 4 are
listed bel ow

Table 8: Aternative 4 Cost Summary

ALTERNATI VE 4 COSTS*

Capital Costs $ 1, 850, 000
Annual Qperation & Mintenance (&\ Costs $ 160, 000
Present-Wrth Cost $ 1, 500, 000
Fl ushout Renedi ati on $ 1, 400, 000
Total Project $ 3, 250, 000

* All Costs are Estimated

E. Aternative 5 - Surface Recl amation

This alternative is intended to stop the rainfall water fromentering the mne pool beneath the surface
of the entire Butler Mne Tunnel workings. The surface area would consist of 10 to 15 acres in the Pittston
Area. Surface areas would be regraded to reduce the volune of rainfall that enters the mgration pathway,
thereby reducing the probability of a flushout.

Since the area is currently devel oped by residents and busi nesses, the anount of regrading and
recl anmation needed for this alternative is limted. The remaining undevel oped area is insufficient to
accommodat e for the necessary regrading project. It is estimated that only a 45 to 50 percent reduction of
the volune of water entering the mne pool in the mgration pathway can be achieved. This alternative does
not include the institutional response actions described in Alternative 2 and does not include the cost of
obt ai ni ng access to the | and.

Table 9: Alternative 5 Cost Summary

ALTERNTI VE 5 COSTS*

Capital Costs $ 2,250,000
Annual Qperation & Mintenance (& Costs $ 25, 000
Present-Wrth Cost $ 2,000, 000
Tot al Proj ect $ 2,450, 000

* All Costs are Estinated



I X,  SUMVARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

This section conpares the various remedial alternatives. Table 10 al so has a conparison of the
alternatives

EPA eval uates each remedial alternative against the nine criteria specified in the National Contingency
Plan ("NCP'). The alternative selected nmust first satisfy the threshold criteria. Next the primary bal anci ng
criteria are used to weigh the tradeoffs or advantages and di sadvantages of each of the
alternatives. Finally, after public comrent has been obtained the nodifying criteria are consi dered.

Below is a summary of the nine criteria used to evaluate renedial alternatives.
Threshold Criteria:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: Wether the renedy provi des adequate protection and
how ri sks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced or controlled through treatnment, engineering
controls, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with ARARs:

Whet her or not a renedy will neet all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements ("ARARs") of
Federal and State environmental statutes and/or whether there are grounds for invoking a waiver. Wether or
not the renmedy conplies with advisories, criteria and/or guidance that rmay be rel evant.

Primary Balancing Oriteria

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per nanence:
The ability of the renedy to afford long term effective and permanent protection to human health and the
environnent along with the degree of certainty that the alternative will prove successful.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune: The extent to which the alternative will reduce the toxicity,
mobi lity, or volune of the contam nants causing the site risks.

Short Term Ef f ecti veness:
The time until protection is achieved and the short termrisk or inpact to the comunity, on-site workers and
the environnment that nay be posed during the construction and inplementation of the alternative.

I npl enentability:
The technical and administrative feasibility of a renmedy, including the availability of naterials and
services needed to inplenent that remedy.

Cost :
Includes estinmated capital, operation and nmai ntenance ("O&M'), and net present worth costs.

Mdifying Criteria

St at e Accept ance:
Whet her the State concurs w th, opposes, or has no comrent on the Sel ected Renedial Aternative.

Communi ty Accept ance:
Whet her the public agrees with the Sel ected Renedial Aternative.

A, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

A primary requirement of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"
is that the selected renedial action be protective of human health, welfare and the environnent. A renedy is
protective if it elimnates, reduces, or controls current and potential risks posed through

each exposure pathway to acceptable | evels through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional

controls.

Alternative 1, No Action, has no provisions to nonitor the flow fromthe tunnel or even try to predict if
a di scharge would occur. Any response would be initiated by |ocal residents who would initially notify
proper authorities. The No Action alternative does not include treatnent or controls, provides no reduction
inrisk, provides no nonitoring for the prediction of a flushout which could take hours to detect when the
hazar dous substances may enter the Susquehanna River. The No Action Alternative is not protective of human
health and the environnent, and it will not be considered further

Alternative 2, Institutional, has provisions to nonitor the rainfall in the Pittston Area, nonitor the



volume of the flow at the discharge location and in the mne workings. This alternative provides for the
prediction of conditions that would indicate a possible mne discharge, and the notification of response
personnel .

Alternative 3, Institutional/Renedi al Response conbines the protectiveness of Alternative 2 with the
ability to provide the response personnel w th the equi pnent and access needed to contain a discharge as
qui ckly as possible. This alternative provides the greatest protection because it mnimzes the inpact
by pl anning for a PADEP/ EPA response action and it decreases the tinme it would take to initiate the
contai nnent of a flushout.

Alternative 4, Institutional/Milti-Port Qutfall conbines the nmonitoring involved with Alternative 2 with
a mechanismto disperse the oily hydrocarbon naterial and dilute the concentrati on of hazardous substances
associated with the discharge. However the dispersion of the discharge woul d have a negative inpact on the
ability of PADEP/EPA to respond and contain the flushout materials.

Alternative 5, Surface Reclamation, should decrease the nunber of pathways that the rainfall could use to
enter the mne workings. Alternative 5 does not include the nonitoring of Alternative 2 and does not provide
for materials and the planned response of Alternative 3.

B. Conpliance with ARARS

Each renedial action alterative evaluated in the FS or in this ROD addresses a response to a rel ease O
contam nants fromthe Butler Tunnel to prevent the flow of contam nants downstreamin the Susquehanna River.
As such, we cannot rely on this renedy to achieve the requirenents of the State General Water Quality
Criterion of 25 9A Code § 93.6 relating to inpacts of oil on aquatic life, and thus, invoke the waiver to
this ARAR based on technical infeasibility. Al alternatives will have the ability to conply with Aquatic
Water Criterion "AWX' levels for toxic substances of concern at the Site. See 25 PA Code Chapter 16, Table
1 and Table 4 of this ROD.

In the event of a flushout, hydrocarbon material will be discharged to the river, however, the boons
described in Alternative 3, if deployed in a timely manner, will reduce the mgration of hydrocarbon nmateri al
di scharged fromthe Tunnel. Depending on the quantity of hydrocarbon material and river
turbul ence, the multi-port outfall described in Alternative 4 may, or may not, achieve this objective.

Alternatives 2,3,4 and 5 would conply with the pertinent |ocation- and action-specific ARARs indicated
in Section XI.B.2 and XI.B.3, respectively, of this ROD.

C. Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per manence

None of the alternatives examned in the FS or this ROD renove all of the oily hydrocarbon materi al
fromthe mne workings or provide a pernmanent solution that would prevent the flushouts. Long term
effectiveness is based on the ability for PADEP/EPA to respond to any discharge events at the site.

Wiile Alternative 2 provides for the nonitoring to predict the potential for a discharge event, it does
not provide for long termeffectiveness to mtigate such an occurrence.

Alternative 3 attenpts to provide |long termeffectiveness by depl oyment of boons during river
condi tions which could create a flushout. The boom systemw || reduce the mgration of hydrocarbon nateri al
di scharged fromthe Tunnel during a flushout and thereby provide greater protection of water quality and
downst ream ri ver banks.

The effectiveness of Alternative 4 is |argely dependent upon the quantity of hydrocarbon nateri al
di scharged during a flushout and turbul ence of the river.

Alternative 5 is anticipated to be approxi mately 50% effective over the long termat reducing the
inflow of surface water into the nain contam nant mgration pathway, and hence reduce the probability of a
flushout. To the extent that nunicipal stormwater drainage is discharged to the abandoned m ne wor ki ngs,
the effectiveness of this Alternative will be lessened. In conjunction with Alternative 5, an environnental
noni toring programnay have to be adopted to identify and elimnate source infiltration.

D. Reduction of Mbility, Toxicity or Vol unme

None of the alternatives evaluated in the FS or this ROD would result in a permanent reduction in the
mobi lity, toxicity or volune of the hazardous substances or hydrocarbon material discharged to the river.
However, the continual drainage of water through the mne workings will reduce the toxicity and vol une of
contam nants over tine.



Alternative 2 does not provide for a response action and does not reduce the nobility, toxicity or
vol ume of the contam nation discharged

In Alternative 3, boons, if deployed in a timely manner, could reduce the downriver migration of
hydrocarbon material discharged fromthe Tunnel during a flushout. Effectiveness, however, would be
dependent on the ability to achieve tinmely depl oyment during weather and river conditions that woul d nake
depl oynent difficult.

If a flushout were to occur, Alternative 4, nulti-port outfall, would have no effect on the quantity of
constituents or hydrocarbon material discharged into the river but concentrations of the hazardous substances
woul d be diluted by dispersion in the river

Alternative 5 Surface Reclanation, has the potential to reduce the amount of water discharged in a
flushout and the probability of a flushout, but does not result in a permanent reduction in the nobility,
toxicity or volume of hazardous substances or hydrocarbon material discharged to the river.

E. Short-Term Effectiveness

Construction of the physical facilities conprising the various alternatives is not anticipated to have
any pernmanent adverse affect on the community, workers or the environment.

Certain tenporary and linited community and environnmental concerns (e.g., fugitive dirt and aquatic
habi tat di sturbance) may be realized with Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. In addition, in the case of Alternative
3, health and safety concerns for the renedial contractor's personnel, caused by the extrene weather and
hazardous river conditions anticipated at the tine of a flushout, would need to be addressed in the renedia
contractor's health and safety plan

The time required to plan and inplement adm nistrative and institutional controls and design and
construct physical facilities is estimated to range fromone and one-half to two years for Alternatives 2, 3
and 4.

Alternative 5 would require EPA to execute a |arge nunber of agreements with the various property
owners who are located on estinmated 10 to 15 acres needed for regrading. Depending on the difficulties
encountered in negotiating agreenents with property owners, this time mght take up to four to five years.

Alternative 5 has the | east short termeffectiveness because of the disruption to the area while the
regradi ng woul d be occurring. The other alternatives have basical ly equival ent short termeffectiveness.

F. lInplenentability
| npl enent ation considers the tine required to design and construct each of the alternatives.

I npl ementation of the administrative and institutional controls, and design and construction of the
physical facilities conprising the alternatives are considered feasible. Based on available infornmation, no
maj or technical problens are anticipated with engineering-designs or construction, achieving conpliance with
regul atory requirements, or obtaining permts. The services and materials necessary for constructions for
Alternatives 3 and 4 are avail abl e.

For Alternative 3 in the event of a flushout, the ability to deploy boons in a tinely manner nmay be
difficult. As previously noted, severe weather and hazardous river conditions anticipated at the tine of a
flushout can be expected to cause significant concern for the safety of workers charged with the
responsi bility for deploying boons.

The inmplementability of Alternative 4 is nore difficult than for Alternative 3.

A potential nmajor hindrance to the inplenentation of Alternative 5 will be obtaining of rights-of-way,
and | and-use rights and restrictions necessary for design activities, construction of the surface reclanmation
projects ard the protection of the projects when conpleted. Legal and | and-use
rights and restriction costs may be very high, and the attenpted resolution of these matters very
tine-consuming. there is no assurance that agreenents can be successfully negotiated at a reasonabl e cost.

If such is the case, inplenentation nay not be achievable without the intervention of the federal governnent.

G  Cost
Eval uati on of cost for each alternative includes calculation of the capital costs, O&M costs, and the

net present worth. Capital costs consist of direct itens such as labor, materials, equipnent, and services.
Operation and Mai ntenance costs or annual costs, are the post-construction costs necessary to



mai ntain the remedial action. O8&Mcosts include such itens as operating | abor, maintenance, auxiliary
materials, and energy. The present worth is based on both the capital and O&%M costs, and provi des the neans
of conparing the cost of different alternatives.

The total project cost are estinmated as fol |l ows:

Alternative 1 - $ 0
Alternative 2 - $1, 750, 000
Alternative 3 - $3, 700, 000
Alternative 4 - $3, 250, 000
Alternative 5 - $2, 450, 000

The ultimate capital cost for Alternative 5 could substantially increase due to the costs of
rights-of-way and | and-use rights and restrictions.

Included in the project costs above are the operating and nai ntenance costs. For all practical
purposes, the annual operating and nai ntenance cost estimates for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are equal
($150,000 to $170,000). In addition to the annual operating and nai ntenance cost estimte of $170, 000,
Al ternative 3 includes an additional $1,400,000 fund for renediati on expenses in the event of a flushout.

H  State Acceptance

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has concurred with the sel ected renedy, but has stated its objection
to EPA not including the Pennsyl vania Land Recycling and Environmental Renedi ation Standards Act, the Act of
May 19, 1995, P.L.4, No. 1995-2, 35 P.S. 86026.101 et seq. ("Act 2") as an ARAR in this
ROD.

I. Comunity Acceptance

The Proposed Plan for the Butler Tunnel Site were released for public comment on July 19, 1994. The
Proposed Plan identified Alternative 3 (Institutional/Renedial Response) as EPA's preferred alternative. EPA
reviewed all witten and oral comments subnitted during the public comment period. The comments fromthe
public did not seemsupportive of the Preferred Alternative identified in EPA's Proposed Pl an. EPA
determ ned that no significant changes be made to the renedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed
Pl an.

After application of the Nne Criteria, and consideration of public conmment, EPA's preferred
alternative presented in the Proposed Plan was selected by EPA to be the selected renedy at the Site. EPA
believes that the selected remedy represents the best bal ance of the renedial alternatives with respect to
the nine criteria, and it best satisfies the statutory requirenents of CERCLA, and Superfund gui dance.

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. The selected renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment or resource
recovery technol ogi es, to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es
that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. |Inplenmentation of
the selected remedy will not involve extensive construction, excavation, or other
remedi al action neasures that woul d pose any appreci able short-termrisks to the public or to the workers
during construction or inplenentation.

X, EPA'S SELECTED REMEDY: DESCRI PTI ON AND PERFORVANCE
STANDARD( S) FOR EACH COVPONENT OF THE REMEDY

A, General Description

EPA has reviewed the various alternatives presented in the FS for the Site and has selected Alternative
3, Institutional/Remedi al Response, as the selected renedy. The selected remedy calls for the establishnent
of an Adm nistrative Center to: a) nonitor rainfall, b) nonitor flowrate at the Tunnel discharge |ocation,
c) nmeasure water levels in nonitoring boreholes, and d) collect water sanples for chemical analysis so as to
enabl e one to predict when a flushout nmay occur. The Administrative Center would be naintained for ten years
fromits establishnent. The Adm nistrative Center woul d be responsible
for notifying PADEP when a potential for a flushout exists, as well as notifying PADEP when a fl ushout
occurs.

The sel ected remedy al so includes preparation for future cleanup activities by constructing access
roads, placing anchors along the river's edge, and pre-purchasing contai nnent and absorbent boons necessary
for the cleanup. The selected renmedy includes an additional cost of $1.4 mllion to pay for the



inpl enentation of the cleanup of future discharges. The estinated costs are based on two cleanup efforts
Conparable to the 1985 flushout event. Costs could increase if nore flushout events occur, or the vol une of
flushout naterials exceeds the previous rel eases.

B. Administrative Center

An Administrative Center will be established for a ten year period in order to perform ongoi ng
assessnents of rainfall amounts and forecasts for nore rainfall. The Center would al so nonitor the vol ume of
water flowing fromthe Tunnel opening and nonitor the water levels in the mnes and the boreholes. The
Center would evaluate the potential for a flushout to occur and woul d advi se PADEP when necessary. The
Adm ni strative Center would consist of an office and storage facility. The Center would not have to be
permanent |y staffed, but woul d have a designated individual who woul d assess the weather conditions daily and
woul d be responsible for the nonitoring of the Tunnel discharge. The Center would be operated for a period
of 10 years, which is the basis for the cost estimte.

Because of the extrenely short lead tine needed to nobilize cleanup activities, it is critical to be
able to anticipate the conditions under which a flushout may occur. Therefore, |ong-range precipitation
forecasting woul d be used along with continuous nonitoring at the Site. Long-range weather forecasts
(three to five days) would be obtained for the Pittston area on a continuous basis froma weather forecasting
service. This information would alert the Center to the potential for a significant rainfall event. The
Site hydrogeol ogi ¢ monitoring systemwoul d consist of a continuously recording precipitation
gauge |inked by computer and tel ephone to the Center. It would be programmed to alert the Center when a
predetermned rainfall rate or precipitation volume is recorded. The precipitati on gauge would be | ocated
within the surface boundary of the Butler M ne



Criteria
Overall Protection of

Human Heal th and the
Envi ronnent

Conpliance with Al TARs

Long- Term

Ef fectiveness and

Per manence

Reduction of Mbility,

Toxicity or Vol unme
Through Treat nment

Short-Term
Ef fectiveness

I mpl ementability

Cost (Esti mated)
St ate Accpetence

Communi ty Acceptance

Alternative 1

No Prediction nethods
used

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

See Text Section XI.B.

DEP/ EPA wi || respond as
needed

No reduction

No prediction methods
used

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide

protection

Not applicable

None

Tabl e 10- Anal ysis of Renedial
Alternative 2
Admini strative Center will
try to predict and wll

noni t or

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

See Text Section XlI.B.

DEP/ EPA wi || respond as
needed

Monitoring will provide
qui cker response and
reduce nobility

No reduction in toxicity or
vol une

Admini strative Center will
try to predict and will
noni t or

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

No probl enms antici pated

$1, 750, 000
No

No

Al ternatives

Alternative 3
Admi ni strative Center will
try to predict and will

nmoni t or

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

See Text Section XI.B.

DEP/ EPA wi || respond as
needed

Monitoring will provide
qui cker response and
reduce mobility

No reduction in toxicity or
vol une

Boons can be depl oyed
faster

No problens anticipated

$3, 700, 000
Yes

No

Alternative 4

Admi ni strative Center wll
try to predict and will
noni t or

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

See Text Section XlI.B.

DEP/ EPA wi || respond as
needed

Monitoring will provide
qui cker response and
reduce nobility

No reduction in toxicity or
vol une

Admini strative Center will
try to predict and will
noni t or

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

Large quanity of

di scharge to be disposed
within the river will make
boom depl oynent nore

difficult
$3, 250, 000
No

No

Al ternative 5

No Prediction nethods
used

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide
protection

See Text Section XI.B

DEP/ EPA wi || respond as
needed

Reduction of water
entering mne pool may
reduce vol une

No reduction in toxicity or
vol une

No prediction methods
used

DEP/ EPA wi | | provide

protection

Surface regrading of

limted areas will not

ensure decrease of

possibility of flush out
$2, 450, 000

No

No



It would collect and record precipitation in the areas overlying the main contam nant mgrati on pathway.

The Center woul d al so conduct hydraulic monitoring of Tunnel discharge. The Tunnel flow nmonitoring
system woul d consi st of a continuously recording flow netering systemlinked by nodemto the Center. The
nmoni tori ng system woul d be designed to operate over a predeterm ned range of possible river and Tunnel flow
condi tions, and would be programed to alert the Center at a predetermined flow rate.

Based on nonitoring data, the Center would use a hydraulic nodel to estimate Tunnel flow rates from
forecasted and ongoing precipitation events. |If projected peak flow rates exceed a predetermned critica
level, the Center would evaluate this projection, along with other available infornation and data to
determine if a potential flushout alert should be out in place. The issuance of such a alert would trigger
Tunnel discharge nonitoring, borehole water |evel nonitoring, and chemcal analysis in the mnes and at the
di scharge location. Chenical analysis for the Contaninants of Concern will be done in accordance with the
appropriate nmethods of analysis are set forth at 40 CFR Part 141.24(f) (16) (v) (Series 524.2 for organics).
The Quantitation Limts (Qs) for each nethod are specified in the Superfund Anal ytical Methods for Low
Concentration Water for Organic Anal ysis" 8/ 94 -Q.C02.

The administrative center will alert PADEP, EPA, the National Response Center, Departnent of Interior
Pennsyl vani a Fi sh and Boat Commi ssion and Pennsyl vani a Gane Conmi ssi on when nonitoring and water anal ysis
indicate that the rel ease may be imm nent.

C. Renedial Response

Two types of boons, nanely containment and absorbent, would be utilized, as appropriate, in the event
of a flushout. The containment boomwould be a floatable, fence-like barrier with a bottomdraft designed to
reduce river velocity within the enclosure thus helping to contain floating hydrocarbon material. Absorbent
boons woul d be depl oyed within the containnent boom enclosure to absorb the floating hydrocarbon nateri al
The contai nnent boom woul d be depl oyed by the renedial contractor once the Center issues a potential flushout
alert. Absorbent boons woul d be depl oyed when Tunnel discharge chem ca
nmoni toring, or visual observation, confirmed the presence of petrol eum hydrocarbon in the Tunnel discharge.

Hydr ocarbon material discharged fromthe Tunnel to the river prior to boom depl oyment, or hydraulically
swept out of the boom system would adsorb to debris, vegetation and soil along the river shoreline
downstream fromthe Tunnel outlet. The renoval of this material would al so be undertaken by the renedi al
contractor. This material would be disposed according to the CERCLA O f-site D sposal Policy.

Land- based upstream and downstream permanent anchors woul d be provided to assist with the depl oyment
and securing of the boons. Two pile cap anchors, each with an inbedded structural steel columm contai ning
eyel ets, woul d be constructed along the river shoreline; one approxi mately 200 feet upstream and the
second approximately 100 feet downstream of the Tunnel outlet.

The Center would purchase all the material to respond to a flushout. This material would include boons
and support equipnent, including a boat. In addition, a response preparedness plan woul d be prepared
covering, anong other things, storage and upkeep of the boons and equi pnent; response and depl oynent
procedures; access to utilities; practice deploynment exercises; and the handling, transportation and di sposal
of hydrocarbon naterial renoved fromw thin the boom system and from al ong the shoreline. Since weather
(wind, visibility) and river (current, roughness, floating debris) conditions at the tinme of a possible
flushout woul d be adverse, the plan would also set forth safety guidelines to be considered prior to
di spatching workers onto the river to deploy or nmaintain boons. The facilities and
equi prent for the renedial response woul d be subject to EPA approval and nuch net EPA specifications for
responding to an oil spill

D. Engineering and Site Preparation Requirenents

Engi neering design activities, and the preparation of construction draw ngs and specificati ons woul d
have to be undertaken prior to construction of physical facilities.

Two pile cap anchors, each with an i nbedded structural steel colum containing eyelets, would be
constructed along the river shoreline; one approxi mately 200 feet upstream and the second approxi mately 100
feet downstream of the Tunnel outlet. These anchors would be used by the renedial contractor to deploy and
secure the boons. |In addition, it will be necessary to clear and maintain a boat |aunching area and access
road. The access road will extend fromthe nearest road to the river

In preparation for a flushout, facilities would be provided at the Site for the tenporary storage of
boons and support equi pnent, personal protective equi pnent, and hydrocarbon material renoved fromthe boom
system Provisions would al so be made for worker and equi pnent decontam nati on and/or off-site disposal of
cont am nat ed equi pment, apparel, and decontami nation residues. Since linmted land area is available in the



vicinity of the Tunnel outlet, the staging area for the tenporary storage of hydrocarbon naterial renoved
fromthe boom system woul d be designed to accommodate its rapid removal to an appropriate of f-
site disposal site.

The transport of hydrocarbon material, decontam nation residues and contam nated debris renoved from
the water by the boom systemfor off-site disposal would be required in the event of a flushout.
Arrangenments woul d be made for the collection, transport and off-site disposal of the hydrocarbon material
t oget her wi th contam nant-coated equi prent, cleanup supplies and shoreline debris.

Material contained within the boomsystemduring a flushout, along w th contam nant-coated equi pnent,
cl ean-up supplies and shoreline debris, would be disposed of off-site at an appropriate
facility taking into consideration the quantity and conposition of such materi al

E. Comunity Rel ations

Anot her task of the selected renedy would be the preparati on of an community information programto be
presented to |l ocal mnunicipal officials and residents. The programwoul d, anong ot her things, be designed to
di scourage the continued use of boreholes for waste di sposal

F. Borehole O osure

Si x of the borehol es used during the Rl at the site would be closed in accordance with the procedures
described in PA Code Title 25 of the Pennsyl vania, Chapter 88

G Five-Year Reviews

Five Year reviews shall be conducted after the remedy is inplemented to assure that the renedy
continues to protect human health and the environnent.

H  Worker Safety

During all Site work, Qccupational Safety and Health Administration ("OSHA") standards set forth at 29
C F.R Parts 1910, 1926 and 1904 governi ng worker safety during hazardous waste operations, shall be conplied
with.

|. Deed Restrictions

Deed restrictions shall be devel oped and subnitted to EPA for approval. Once approved, these deed
restrictions shall be placed in the deed to the Site by filing said restrictions with the Recorder of Deeds
of the appropriate County.

The deed restrictions shall prohibit the excavation or disturbance of the Site, for as long as
contam nati ons renmai ns above perfornance standards.

The deed restrictions shall be valid and binding in the Township and the Commonweal th in which the Site
is located. The continuing need for these restrictions shall be re-evaluated during the Five-year Site
revi ews whi ch are conducted under CERCLA Section 121(c), 42 U . S.C Section 9621(c).

J. Operation and Mi ntenance

An operational and mai ntenance (O&\ plan for the selected renmedy shall be required. The perfornmance
of the Adnministrative Center's functions shall be carefully nonitored or a regul ar
basis and the system may be nodified, as warranted by the perfornmance data collected during operation
Sanmpl es of river water near the tunnel discharge point shall be collected periodically to ensure that
contanminants contained in the day-to-day tunnel discharge are not significantly increasing.

Xl . STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

CERCLA directs EPA to select renedial actions that are protective of human health and the environnent.
Section 121 of CERCLA also requires that the selected renedial action conply with ARARs, be cost effective,
and utilize pernmanent treatnent technol ogies to the naxi mum extent practicable. The follow ng sections
di scuss how the selected remedy for the Butler Mne Tunnel Site neets these statutory requirenents.

A, Protection of Human Health and Environnent

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environnent. The Admi nistrative Center will
provi de conti nuous oversight of the potential for any rel ease of hazardous substances fromthe tunnel. By



nonitoring the rainfall, the volune of water exiting the tunnel and nonitoring the water |evel

as well as the potential for oil flowin the mne workings, the Center will be able to predict if a rel ease
is likely to occur. In the event of a likely release, the selected renedy provides the materials for

coll ection of hazardous substances di scharges. Boonms and absorbent materials will be stored at the site for
i mredi at e access for agency response. The selected renedy protects human health and the environment from
contami nated tunnel discharge while providing an acceptable |evel of risk

No distinct pool or pocket of the contaminated oil wastes was found that could be punped out and
renoved fromthe Tunnel.

The oil that is present is adhering to the rocks and gravel located in the collapsed m ne workings
beneath the ground surface.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site, and the potential exists for
the substances to be present above heal th-based |l evels, a revieww || be conducted within five years after
commrencenent of remedial action to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of hunan
heal th and the environment.

B. Conpliance Wth And Attai nment of Applicable of Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents ("ARARsS")

Section 121(d) (2)(A) (i) and (ii) of CERCLA requires that renedial actions shall meet all federal and state
environnental requirenments that are applicable or rel evant and appropriate.

ARARs fall into three categories, depending on the manner by which they are applied to a site. The
characterizati on of an ARAR may not be unique, as sone ARARs are conbinations of the followi ng three
cat egori es:

Contami nant-Specific: Health- or risk-based nunerical values or methodol ogi es that establish clean-up |evels
or discharge limts for particular contaninants. Exanples of contam nant-specific ARARs include Safe

Drinki ng Water Act Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels and the O ean Water Act ("CWA') Water Quality Criteria
("AWX'). Contaninant-specific ARARs would be utilized in assessing the concentrations of hazardous
substances in any discharge to the Susquehanna R ver

Location-Specific: Restrictions based on the concentration of hazardous substances or the conduct of
activities at specific locations. These may limt or preclude certain renedial actions or nay apply to
portions of a site. Exanples of |ocation-specific ARARs include Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
("RCRA") location and fl oodpl ai n nanagenent requirements. To the extent renedial alternatives include
construction within or along the shoreline of waterways, the requirenments of |ocation-specific ARARsS nust be
met .

Action-Specific: Technology or activity-based controls or restrictions on activities related to the
nmanagenent of hazardous waste. To the extent renedial alternatives include the handling and di sposal of
solid wastes (including hazardous and residual wastes), or stormwater-related construction activities, the
requi renents of action-specific ARARs must be net.

1. Contam nant- Specific ARARs:

a. Water Quality Criteria. Title 25 Chapter 93 of the Pennsylvania Code sets forth water quality
standards. These standards are based upon water uses that are to be protected. The AWX are considered by
the state in its regulation of discharges. Relative to toxic substances, Chapter 93 references Chapter 16
under Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code. Section 16.51 provides in-streamwater concentrations for toxic
substances that are to be used in the devel opnent of effluent limts. State AMX woul d be applicable to any
remedial alternative that affects surface water quality. State AWXC for hazardous substances of concern at
the Site are presented in Table 4 of this ROD. To the extent the state has not established
nureri cal AWQXC, federal non-enforceable water quality guidelines established by EPA under the provisions of
Section 304 of the CWA nmay be rel evant and appropriate. Please see page 21 of this ROD for a discussion of a
wai ver for reasons of technical inpracticability for inpacts-of oil on aquatic life 25 PA Code 8§ 93. 6.

b. Wastewater Treatnent Regulations. Under Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 95 |lists general
requirenents for wastewater treatnent. For discharges to waters affected by abandoned m ne drai nage, Section
95.5 states that industrial waste shall achieve as treatment, Best Conventional Poll utant

Control Technol ogy or Best Avail able Technol ogy Econonical ly Achi evable, as appropriate, to prevent pollution
in downstream wat ers.

2. Location-Specific ARARs

a. Dedging and Filling. Regulations inplenenting Section 404 of the dean Water Act, 33 U S. C § 1344,



codified at 40 CFR Part 230, set forth requirenents related to the discharge of dredged or fill materials
into waters of the United States, including wetlands. To the extent renedial action includes construction of
I and based anchors within or along the shoreline of waterways, the requirenments of 40 CFR Part 230 nay be
appl i cabl e.

b. Dam Safety Waterway Managenment. Title 25 Chapter 105 of the Pennsyl vani a Code governs the construction
and nai nt enance of dans, encroachnents, and water obstructions |ocated in, along, across or projecting into
regul ated waters, including wetlands. To the extent renedial action includes construction within or along the
shoreline of regul ated waterways, the requirenments of Chapter 105 nay be applicabl e.

c. Flood Plain Managenent. Title 25 PA Code Chapter 106 sets forth permtting requirements relating to
certain obstruction located in floodplains. To the extent that the remedial action involves "obstruction" in
a floodplain as defined in Chapte 106, the substantive permt requirenments of that Chapter nay be
appl i cabl e.

d. Fish and WIdlife Conservation. The Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act, 16 U S.C. 661-666c, addresses
the conservation and enhancenent of fish and wildlife resources. The Act requires consultation with the Fish
and Wldlife Service when water-resource or |and-use devel opment or inprovenent projects are
pl anned. The provisions of the Act are applicable since the renedial action includes construction along the
shores of waterways, nodification to streamflows, or |and reclamation

e. Endangered Species Protection. The Endangered Species Act, 16 U S.C 8§ 1536(a) (2)and 1537 a. (a),
require the Fish and Wldlife Service to determine if a water-resource or |and-use plan rmay adversely affect
an endangered specie(s). To the extent that remedial activities include construction along the shores of
wat erways or |and reclamati on, such activities would have to be planned and i npl enented in accordance with
the provisions of this Act.

f. Abandoned Borehole Closure. Title 25 Chapter 88 of the Pennsyl vania Code requires that exploration
hol es, other drill or boreholes, wells or other exposed openi ngs be seal ed, backfilled, or otherw se nmanaged.
The provisions of Chapter 88 would have to be considered with the inplenentati on of the sel ected renedy.

g. Pennsylvania Storm Water Management Act of 1978 ("Act 167"). Section 13 of this Act requires that any
person engaged in the alteration/devel opment of |and which may affect stormwater runoff characteristics,
i npl enent control measures consistent with the provisions of applicable existing county storm water
nmanagenent plans. Conpliance with an existing county stormwater nanagerment plan will have to be consi dered
shoul d renedial activities alter the land in such a way as to affect stormwater runoff.

3. Action-Specific ARARs

The PADEP has identified the Pennsylvania Land Recycling and Environnental Renediation Standards Act, the Act
of May 19, 1995, P.L.4, No. 1995-2, 35 P.S. 86026.101 et seq. ("Act 11") as an ARAR for this renedy. EPA has
determ ned that Act Il does not, on the facts and circunstances of this renedy, inpose any

requirenents nore stringent than the federal standard

a. GCeneration and Storage of Hazardous Materials. |f hazardous wastes are generated during renedi a
activities, requirements relating to the generation of hazardous waste set forth in Title 25 Pennsyl vani a
Code, Chapters 260-270 and/or 40 CFR Parts 260 and 270, as appropriate, nust be net. |f hazardous
wast e from equi prent decontanination or debris, etc., are stored on-site pending off-site disposal, al
applicable storage requirenents in Title 25 Pennsyl vani a Code Chapters 260-270 and/or 40 CFR Part 262.34 or
264 and/or 268 nust be net.

b. Minicipal Waste Managenent. Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, Chapters 271 to 285, regulate the
managenment of rmnunicipal waste. |If renedial activities generate wastes, these requirenents will be applicable
to on-site activities

c. Special Water Pollution Regulations. Title 25 Chapter 101. of the Pennsylvania Code requires PADEP
notification of an accident or incident involving any toxic substance that woul d endanger downstream wat er
users, or result in a danger of pollution or damage to property. |If renedial response activities
are necessary, the requirenents of Chapter 101 woul d be applicabl e.

d. National Pollutant D scharge Elimnation System ("NPDES"'). Title 25, Chapter 92 of the Pennsyl vani a
Code sets forth discharge criteria that include effluent |limtations, standards of performance, toxic
effluent standards and prohibitions for pollutants discharged to waters of the state. To the extent a
remedi al response to a flushout creates a point source discharge of pollutants, NPDES discharge limts are
appl i cabl e, however because of the potential volume of tunnel flushout conpliance with an effl uent
limtations established by the NPDES requirenent is technically inpracticable froman engi neering
perspective. EPA is waiving this ARAR in accordance with CERCLA § 121(d) (4) (O.



e. G Pollution Prevention. Procedures and nethods to prevent the discharge of oil from
non-transportati on-rel ated on-shore facilities into navigable waters are established under 40 CFR 112. The
requirenents for the devel opment and inplenmentation of a Spill Prevention Control and Counterneasure
Plan to minimze the potential for oil discharges to navigable waters nust be met for renedial response
acti ons.

f. Residual Waste Regul ations. Requirenents pertaining to the generation, handling and managenent of
residual wastes are set forth under Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, Chapters 287 to 299. These
regul ati ons govern residual waste processing, disposal, transportation, collection and storage. |f renedia
activities generate residual wastes, these requirements are applicable

g. Fugitive Enmissions Control. Title 25, Chapter 123 of the Pennsyl vani a Code regul ates standards for
cont am nant emni ssions, including those fromopen burning and denolition activities. Construction activities
generating fugitive air em ssions would have to be conducted in accordance with the applicable provisions of
this regul ation

h. Borehole Oosure. Title 25 of the Pennsylvani a Code, Chapter 88, describes procedures applicable to
closure of the six boreholes used during the Rl at the Site.

i. FErosion Control. Title 25, Chapter 102, of the Pennsylvania Code, requires that those undertaking
earth-noving activities which create accel erated erosion or a danger of accel erated erosion, inplenment
certain soil erosion control and conservati on neasures. Chapter 102 sets forth the specific erosion and
sedi nentati on neasures required to mnimze accel erated erosion and sedi mentation. This provision will have
to be considered should renedial activities either accelerate or create a danger of acceleration of soi
er osi on

j. StormWater Discharge. Stormwater discharge permt requirenents for construction activity that would
include clearing, grading or excavation of five or nore acres are set forth in 40.CF. R § 122.26. To the
extent that such construction is undertaken, these requirements nay be applicable or relevant and
appropri ate.

C. Cost Effectiveness

The selected renmedy is cost-effective in providing overall protection in proportion to cost, and neets all
other requirenents of CERCLA. The NCP, at 40 C F. R Section 300.430(f) (ii) (D), requires that EPA eval uate
cost-effectiveness by conparing all the alternatives which nmeet the threshold criteria - overall protection
of human health and the environment and conpliance with ARARs - against three additional balancing criteria:

I ong-term ef f ecti veness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol une through treatnent; and
short-termeffectiveness. The selected renedy neets these criteria and provides for overall effectiveness in
proportion to its cost. The estinmated present worth cost for the selected renmedy is: $3, 700, 000

The cost effectiveness of the selected renedy is provided by the ongoing nonitoring which has the capability
for round the clock supervision of the tunnel discharge, but is |ess expensive by

devel oping a programto provide predictability for when a discharge nmay occur and by providing naterials and
easy access to the tunnel discharge location. The selected renedy al so includes provisions for costs
associated with two additions flushouts which secures the ability for a renedi al response when needed

D. UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent
(or Resource Recovery) Techno!ogies to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent sol utions and
treatment bal ance anong the other evaluation criteria. O those alternatives evaluated that are protective
of human health and the environment and neet ARARs, the sel ected renmedy provides the best bal ance of
tradeoffs in terns of |ong-termand short-termeffectiveness and permanence, cost, inplenmentability,
reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatment, State and community acceptance, and preference
for treatnent as a principal elenent.

The sel ected renmedy will reduce contam nant |levels in surface water and reduce the risks associated with
direct contact and ingestion of the flushout to the naxi mum extent practicable, as well as provide |long-term
ef fectiveness

E. Preference for Treatnment as a Principal El enent
The sel ected remedy does not satisfy CERCLA's statutory preference for treatnment as a principal elenent. The

sel ected renedy addresses the primary threat of future ingestion and direct contact of contam nants through
rel ease potential preparedness



XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Butler Mne Tunnel Site was released for public comment on July 19, 1994. The
Proposed Plan identified Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. EPA reviewed all witten and oral
comrents submtted during the public comrent period. It was determ ned that no significant changes be nade
to the remedy as it was originally identified in the Proposed Pl an.

XI11. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
OVERVI EW

On July 19, 1994, EPA published a Proposed Rermedial Action Plan ("Proposed Plan") setting forth its preferred
alternative for the Butler Mne Tunnel Superfund Site located in the Gty of Pittston, Luzerne County

Pennsyl vani a, and announced the public comrent period for such Proposed Plan. EPA held a public meeting on
the Proposed Plan on Septenber 20, 1994. At this neeting, representatives fromthe EPA and PADEP answered
questions about the Site and the renedial alternatives under consideration. A Fact Sheet containing
Site-related informati on was distributed at the public neeting. Those in attendance at the neeting included
local area residents, State and local officials, representatives from EPA, PADEP, and the PRPs.

In addition, EPA established a site information repository at the Luzerne County Court House Energency
Management Center |ocated on North River Street, WIkes-Barre, Pennsylvania. The repository contains the
Adm ni strative Record for the Site, which includes the RI/FS report, the Proposed Plan, and other relevant
docunents. Additionally, a copy of the Adm nistrative Record is maintained at EPA Region IIIl's

Adm ni strative Record Readi ng Room 841 Chestnut Building, Philadel phia, Pennsylvania.

EPA screened five possible renedial alternatives fear cleaning up the contamination associated with the Site.
During the selection process, and prior to reaching the final decision regarding the sel ected renmedy, EPA
gave consideration to nine key evaluation criteria while carefully considering State and Conmunity acceptance
of the renedy. EPA selected Alternative 3 as the selected renedy for the Site. Aternative 3 satisfies es
the key criteria for renedy selection and mnimzes the need for long-termtreatnent and nanagenent.

COMMENTERS NMAJCOR | SSUES AND CONCERNS AND EPA' S RESPONSES

A. Concerns and |ssues Raised During the Septenber 20, 1994
Publ i c Meeting:

1. Public Meeting Comment #1:

a. Summary of Senator Raphael Miusto's Comments to EPA
During The Septenber 20, 1994 Public Meeting:

Senat or Musto was di sappoi nted by what he considered to be the |ack of neaningful alternatives for the
cleanup of the Butler Tunnel Site. Instead of conpletely renoving the contam nated Site, the Senator noted
that the contamnation wil remain on-site and that the Butler Mne Tunnel will continue to be a

community burden, potentially dangerous to the residents' health and our natural resources.

Senator Miusto al so noted that while the Proposed Plan states that where is a "l ow probability" of a future
di scharge, it al so acknow edges that a flush-out can occur "any time a large stormhits the area." He
further noted that, according to the Plan, the contam nants renain in the Site so there is still a potential
risk and that in the case of another flush-out, "there would be a damaging effect." He further stated that,
by the EPA's own admi ssion, a problemexists and that the possibilities instill fear in the citizens of
Geater Pittston.

The Senator also noted the threat to the river, stating that our rivers nust be conserved for future
generations, and that such natural resources are not disposal systenms for any kind of waste, especially not
toxic material.

b. Qher Comments Made During the Septenber 28, 1994
Public Meeting Wth Regard To The Ri sks Associ at ed
Wth The Proposed Al ternative

The comments continued to enphasize that the possibility of a future discharge is very real; that any funds
expended at the Butler Tunnel should provide for the cleanup of an existing problem not pay for the cleaning
up of a future spill; under the current alternative, we are waiting for an acci dent to happen;

and that we should take nore precautions to prevent a future discharge.

EPA Response to Comment #1:



No distinct pool or pocket of the contam nated oil wastes was found that could be punped out and renoved
The oil that is present is adhering to the rocks and gravel |ocated in the collapsed m ne worki ngs beneath
the ground surface. Therefore, excavation and renoval is not technically feasible because the only way to
excavate and renove the rocks and gravel in the mne workings would be to conpletely disrupt the current
residential and comrercial use of the surface property. EPA would not select a renedy which would so
dramatical ly disrupt the lives of these property owners.

2. Public Meeting Comment #2 by Unidentified Gtizen

A nenber of the audience wanted to know whet her EPA has a position on | andowners who own | and above this
underground site and what are the rights of the landowners in this situation. Specifically, this comenter
asked about property owners who have cooperated with EPA to allow boreholes to be drilled on their

I and and when EPA will cl ose the borehol es.

EPA Response to Comment #2

The sel ected remedy does not provide for excavating any individual's property to find a pool of waste oil

In terns of the existing boreholes, the renedial alternative selected here will require closure of borehol es
installed in the remedial investigation if they are not needed for future nonitoring. EPA

woul d, however, have to namintain at |east some borehole |ocations to inplement the nonitoring program for
wat er | evel neasurenent and possible sanpling for water in the mne workings to deternine if any of the oi
is rising up to the point where a discharge coul d occur

The remedial action will be designed to enable property owners to have full use of their property. If a
particul ar borehole is necessary to nonitor the mne workings and it will interfere with the owner's use of
the property, EPAwill evaluate if it can be relocated

3. Public Meeting Comment #3:

Congr essman Kanj or ski suggested that the Butler Mne Tunnel and the m ne workings are w despread throughout
the Wl kes Barre Regi on and perhaps sonme of the contam nants nmay have reached other outfall |ocations of acid
m ne drainage. This pronpted some discussion of a second operable unit to sanple at a |l ocation near the
Woning Valley Sanitary Authority.

EPA Response to Comment #3:

Based on a review of the conpl ex subsurface geol ogy and extensive m ne workings between these widely
separated areas EPA feels that it is unlikely that contam nants fromthe HWAS borehol e can trave
approximately ten mles to the Sanitation Authority. However, EPA will conduct further investigation on seeps
located in the areas adjacent the Wom ng Valley Sanitary Authority. The purpose will be to determne if any
of the organic chemcals identified as hazardous substances for Butler Tunnel are present

at the Woning Valley Sanitary Authority | ocation

B. Coments Subnitted on Behal f of Respondents to the Administrative Oder:
Summary of General Commrents

The Respondents were concerned that portions of EPA s description of the conditions at the Site are not
entirely correct and that the description of the remaining risks potentially posed by the Site are
exaggerated. Additionally, they claimthat EPA s explanation of the role of the conpanies that funded the
studi es has caused confusion. The PRPs also note that the waste oil that went into the Butler Tunnel was

pl aced there by an i ndependent |icensed oil recycling conpany; it was not placed there by any of the
conpani es that signed the Administrative Order or that funded Gannett Fleming's study of the Site. Finally,
the PRPs note that a nunber of clarifications are needed with respect to the tables acconpanyi ng EPA' s
Proposed Renedi al Action Plan

Detai |l ed Comments And Responses
1. Comment on Page 2 of the Proposed Pl an
According to the Respondents:
Paragraph 5, third and fourth lines, refer to a "flush
out” as a sudden di scharge of the oily hydrocarbon
materi al s whi ch have been di sposed of "into the mne

pool." The phrase "into the mne pool" reflects a nunber
of m sunderstandings. The m sunderstandings carry forward



into other portions of the report as well.

First, the waste was not disposed of "into the mne pool"
but rather into a borehole |located at the site of the H -
Way Auto Service (HWAS) facility just off Route 81, near
Pittston. Second, the R did not identify any "pool" or
"nmot her | ode" of contam nation. Rather, it disclosed | ow
| evel s of potential contam nation in a nunber of abandoned
m ne workings, including in the rubble and debris in the
abandoned Stark, Red Ash, and Bottom Red Ash nine
wor ki ngs, and in a nunber of other |ocations.

The Respondents suggest that the phrase "mine pool" be del eted and the phrase "m ne workings" should be
substi t ut ed.

EPA Response to Comment on Page 2 of the Proposed Pl an
This ROD reflects the comment and now refers to the waste oil as part of the m ne workings
2. Conment on Page 4 of Proposed Pl an:

According to the Respondents, the Site Description needs to be rewitten to better conformto the evi dence
devel oped during the Rl and they proposed substitute | anguage

EPA Response to Comment on Page 4 of the Proposed Plan :
EPA has adopted the Respondents' |anguage in the ROD.

3. Comment on Page 5 of the Proposed Plan
According to the Respondents:

even though it is certainly true that there is at best a
"l ow probability" of a future discharge, it is not
"obvious" but in fact uncertain whether another discharge
can occur at all. The remedial investigation shows that
at |least a 25-year stormand possibly nore than a 50-year
stormwoul d be necessary even to set up the hydraulic
potential for another flushout. |In addition, sufficient
oily wastes would, at the same tine, have to still be
present in the mines in order to create even the
possibility of a significant discharge into the
Susquehanna. In view of the discharges that have already
occurred, the natural attenuation over tine, and the
absence of any | ocated concentrations of oily wastes, the
conbi nation of the hydraulic conditions and the necessary
concentrations, certainly describes a "|ow probability"
event .

EPA Response to Comment on Page 5 of the Proposed Pl an

The ROD nmintains that a discharge could occur any tine a large stormhits the area and that the nmonitoring
nmust be perforned.

4. Comment on Page 5 of the Proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:

the Proposed Plan does not correctly state the sequence of
events and confuses the "conpani es who were responsibl e
for the illegal dunping" (i.e., the oil recycling and

recl amati on conpani es operated by Russell Mhler) with the
PRPs that signed the Adm nistrative Order and funded the
RI/FS. They provided a rewitten paragraph and an
attachnent of a chronol ogy of significant events.

EPA Response to Comment on Page 5 of the Proposed Pl an



Comments on the enforcenent history of the Proposed Pl an have been addressed in the ROD.
5. Comment on Page 6 of the Proposed Plan
According to the Respondents:

the paragraph referring to "a potential risk" if another
flushout should occur is not supported by the risk
assessnent contained in the FS. They suggested revised

| anguage stating that there woul d be no unacceptabl e risks
to human health associated with these constituents.

EPA Response Comment on Page 6 of the Proposed Pl an:

EPA still maintains that sone constituents can pose an unacceptable risk to human heal th and the environnent
if concentrations in the discharge are equal to or higher than the concentrations neasured in the 1985
flushout.

6. Comment on Page 7 of the Proposed Plan
According to the Respondents:

t he headi ng of Column Two on Table 2 should be changed to
"1985 Fl ushout Maxi mum Tunnel Concentration (ug/L)". The
headi ng of Col um Three shoul d be changed to "Maxi mum Day
to Day Tunnel Concentration (ug/L)" to reflect that these
are not expected daily nmaxi muns, but instead the highest
day-t o-day readi ngs obtai ned throughout the study.

EPA Response to Conment on Page 7 of the Proposed Pl an

Table 2 reflects that the maxi numconcentrations of a flushout have been identified as the 1985 flushout and
that the day-to-day maxi mum concentrati ons are al so reported.

7. Comment on Page 8 of the Proposed Plan
According to the Respondents:

the Proposed Plan incorrectly states that is another

di scharge or flushout should occur, there would be a
damagi ng effect on both river bank vegetation and aquatic
life inthe river. They contend that any danage i s not
supported by the Feasibility Study or by this experience of
past discharges at the site.

EPA Response to Conmment on Page 8 of the Proposed Pl an

The suggested changes about the detrinental effect of any oily discharge on the river bank vegetation and the
aquatic life have not been incorporated. Even though the exposure of aquatic life to any such discharge is
likely to be short-term the damage would still occur. The renedial action required by this ROD wll

m ni m ze any such damage.

8. Comment on Page 8 of the Proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:

the language referring to Table 4 is potentially

m sl eading. Specifically, sentence states that: "[I]t
shoul d be noted that several concentrations exceed the
continuous aquatic life criterion and the hunman heal th
criteria." Since these criteria are based on chronic
exposures, Respondents note that the analysis in Table 4
is an extrenely conservative one

EPA Response to Comment on Page 8 of the Proposed Pl an



EPA recogni zes that the statenent reflects EPA's conservative position on the potential risks that could
occur.

9. Comment on Page 10 of the Proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:

the heading of colum two in Table 4 should be changed to
"1985 Fl ushout Reported Tunnel Concentration (ug/L)".

They al so suggested that a footnote should be added to Table 4 indicating that the potential risks are
over st at ed.

EPA Response to Conment on Page 10 of the Proposed Pl an:
The suggestion for a heading to Table 4 is accepted, but the footnote was not because the text of the risk
assessnent di scusses the transient or brief tenporary exposure that could occur during a flushout and the
risk calculations included sonme dilution by the mxing in the river.
10. Comment on Page 12 of the Proposed Pl an:

According to the Respondents:

the description of Alternative 3 which states that the

PADEP of fice would initiate contam nation and cl eanup of

the oil spill in the River is not necessarily correct.

EPA Response to Comment on Page 12 of the Proposed Pl an:

PADEP' s W kes Barre Regi on has an energency response capability and it is fully expected that PADEP wi |l be
the first agency to respond.

11. Comment on Page 13 of the proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:
the summary of costs for Alternative 3 should contain a
line at the bottomshowing the "Total Project Costs" as
$3, 700, 000.
EPA Response to Comment on Page 13 of the Proposed Pl an:
Thi s has been corrected.
12. Comment on Page 14 of Proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:
in the description of Alternative 5, the references to the
costs not included in the esti mate should note that |and-
use costs were not included in the estinate.
EPA Response to Comment on Page 14 of Proposed Pl an:
The costs for land-use in Alternative 5 have been included in the text of this ROD.
13. Comment on Page 15 of the Proposed Pl an:
According to the Respondents:
the table showi ng the Anal ysis of Remedial Alternatives,
contains a typographical error. The phrase "on toxicity"
should be "in toxicity." They also noted a other

typogr aphi cal error under the colum for "Alterative 5."

EPA Response to Comment on Page 15 of the Proposed Pl an:



Bot h have been corrected.
C. Comments submitted by Federal and State Agencies
1. Comments Subnitted by Department of Interior:

A comrent raised by the Departnent of Interior in their review of the ROD concerns the requirenent that the
Adm nsitrative Center nonitor the potential for a flushout for only a period of ten years. Several
questioned why the RCD would not require a thirty-year period.

EPA Response to Department of Interior Comrent:

There are no regul ati ons or gui dance under CERCLA concerning the operation and nai ntenance period for a site
of this unique nature.

The initial flushout occurred in 1979. This ROD will have been signed in 1996 and the design phase of the
Superfund process will occur next. It is anticipated that the Admnistrative Center will be in place by 1998
and that the ten-year period will continue until 2008. This will result in thirty-three years of

nonitoring for this Site.

In addition, the nost recent stormand rainfall event in early 1996 did not produce the flushout discharge
and the necessary response that woul d have been provided for under this ROD. This Site will also require a
five-year review for site conditions and there remains a possibility that EPA could extend the operation

of the Admi nistrative Center, if necessary.

2. Comment raised by PADEP:
When reviewing the draft ROD, PADEP noted that, "[h]istorically, PADEP has not been successful in trying to
predict the likelihood of a release. It should be noted that this type of nonitoring may or nmay not prove
useful in predicting a rel ease.”

EPA Response to PADEP Comment :

EPA agrees with PADEP, but believes that this ROD reflects a realistic approach to provide sone type of
predictive ability and to provi de response capability for Federal and State agencies.



<I MG SRC 0396224B> Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Protection
Envi ronnental d eanup Program
Hazardous Sites C eanup Section
Nort heast Regi onal Ofice
2 Public Square
W I kes-Barre, PA 18711-0790
(717) 826-2549

July 2, 1996

M. W Mchael MCade
Regi onal Admi ni strator
USEPA Region I11

841 Chestnut Buil di ng
Phi | del phia, PA 19107

Re: Record of Decision Concurrence Letter
Butler Mne Tunnel NPL Site
Gty of Pittston, Luzerne County

Dear M. MCade:
The Record of Decision (ROD) received on May 31, 1996, for tbc Butler Mne Tunnel

Superfund Site located in the city of Pittston, Luzerne County, has been revi ewed by the
Depart nment .

The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1. The establishnment of an Adnministrative Center to a) nonitor rainfall, b) nonitor
flow rate at the Tunnel discharge |location, c¢) neasure water levels is in nonitoring
borehol es, and d) collect water sanples for chem cal analysis to attenpt to predict
when a charge of hazardous substances nmay occur.

2. The preparation for Future renedial responses by constructing access roads and
anchors along the river's edge, and prepurchasi ng contai nment and absor bent
boormrs necessary for any potential renedial response.

3. The design and inplenentati on of two future response actions to clean up future
di schar ges.

4., The preparation of a Community Information Programto be presented to |ocal
muni ci pal officials and residents.

5. The closing of six (6) of the borehol es used during the Renedial |nvestigation.
6. Deed restrictions to prohibit excavation or disturbance of the site.

An Equal Qpportunity/Affirmative Acti on Enpl oyer http://ww. dep. st at e. pa. us Printed on
Recyl ed Paper <I MG SRC 0396224C>



M. W Mchael MCade July 2, 1996
| hereby concur with the EPA's proposed remedy with the follow ng conditions and stipul ations:

A.  The Department vail be given the opportunity to review and comrent on
docunents and concure with decisions related to the design and inplenmentation of
the remedial action. This would include the preparation of the Response
Prepar edness Pl an, engineering design activities, and construction
drawi ngs and specifications.

B. EPA will ensure that the Department is provided an opportunity to fully participate
in any negotiations with responsible parties.

C. The Departnent will reserve our right and responsibility to take independent
enforcenent actions pursuant to state |aw.

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

E. The Department is taking the opportunity to assert that the Land Recycling and
Envi ronnent al Renedi ati on Standards Act, the Act of May 19, 1995, P.L. 4, No.
1995-2, 35 P.S. 8 6026.101 et. seq., is an ARAR for this site.

Al t hough the Maxi mum Aquatic Life Criteria values were not included in Table 4 (page 13) in
the POD, they are a conponent of Pennsylvania's Water Quality Standard and therefore, are
ARAR s for this site.

Thank you for the opportunity to concur with this EPA Record of Decision. |If you have any
questions regarding this natter, please do not hesitate to contact mne.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 0396224D>
W1 1iam MDonnel |
Regi onal Director



