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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
JACK CREEK/ SI TKIN SMELTI NG & REFINING I NC. SITE

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelting & Refining Inc. Site
Village of Maitland
Mfflin County, Pennysylvania

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renedial action for the Jacks Creek/Sitkin Snelting & Refining
Inc. Site (Site) inthe village of Maitland, Mfflin County, Pennsylvania, devel oped and chosen in accordance
with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended (CERCLA),
42 U S.C. ©°° 9601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution
Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF.R Part 300. This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record file for
this Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennyslvani a, Departnent of Environmental Protection has concurred with the sel ected
rermredy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly delegated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C °
9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, as specified in Section Il
Summary of Site Risks, if not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this Record of

Deci sion (ROD), may present an inmm nent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the
envi ronnent .

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The selected renmedy is a permanent renedy for cleanup of the entire Site. The selected renedy includes the
foll owi ng conponents:

Soils with | ead concentrations above 40,000 parts per nillion (ppn), which are the principal threat wastes,
shal | be excavated and treated at an offsite hazardous waste treatment facility using a chem cal
stabilization process.

Waste pile naterials and soils with | ead concentrations between 1,000 and 40,000 ppm | ead shall be excavated
and then consolidated onsite. Sedinents fromdepositional areas of Jacks Creek exceeding 110 ppmlead in the
imrediate vicinity of the Site shall be renmoved fromthe creek by vacuum dredgi ng, and then consolidated with
the waste piles and contam nated soils.

The consolidated soils, waste materials and sediments shall be covered with a |ayer of crushed |imestone, and
then covered with a multi-Iayer cap.

Al excavated areas shall be covered with clean fill to the original grade and then all of these areas,
except for the scrap yard shall be reveget ated.

The existing onsite wetlands, which in total are approximately one-fifth of an acre in size, will be
recreated in an onsite |location. Fish consunption advisories will be posted al ong portions of Jacks Creek.

Bui I dings that are structurally unsound shall be denoli shed.

Long-termnonitoring of the ground and surface water, as well as the fish and benthos in Jacks Creek, shall
be done as part of the operation and maintai nence of the Site.

Deed restrictions shall also be placed on a portion of the Site to restrict use of the capped area, and to
limt other areas of the Site to industrial activities.

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly delegated authority, | hereby determne that the selected renedy is protective of human
health and environnent, conplies with Federal and State requirenments that legally are applicable or rel evant



and appropriate requirenents (ARAR) to the renedial action, and is cost effective. The renedy satisfies the
statutory preference for renedial actions in which treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune is a
principal elenent. Finally, it is deternined that this remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative

treatment technol ogies to the nmaxi mum extent practicable. See Section 121(b) and (d) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C °
9621(b) and (d).

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above heal t h-based | evels, a review
wi Il be conducted every five years after commencenent of renedial action in accordance with Section 121(C of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. ° 9621(c), to ensure that human health and the environnent continue to be adequately
protected by the renedy.
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON
JACKS CREEK/ SI TKIN SMELTI NG & REFINING I NC. SITE
DECI SI ON SUMVARY

I. SITE NAME, DESCRI PTI ON AND LOCATI ON
A.  Site Nanme and Location

The approxi mately 105-acre Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelting & Refining Inc. Site is |ocated
inthe village of Maitland in a rural farning area of Mfflin County, Pennsylvania as shown on
the Site Location map (Figure 1). The Site lies about five niles east of the Borough of
Lewi stown near the geographical center of the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania and is |ocated at
t he border of Decatur and Derry Townshi ps.

Land use at the Site is conmmercial/industrial and adjacent properties include residential
land use. A total of 13 buildings are present on the Site, many of which are in a dil api dated
condition. The Site contains two separate waste piles, the Ball MII Tailings Pile and the
Aluminum Dross Pile as well as seven | agoons. Several of the onsite buildings also contain
waste or scrap materials. A railroad track runs northeast-southwest through the central portion
of the Site. The Site is centered at 40138 35" latitude and 77128' 34" | ongitude.

B. Site Hstory

The prior owner of the property, Sitkin Snelting Conpany (Sitkin), operated at the Site
from 1958 until 1977, snelting non-ferrous (non-iron) netals. Sitkin's nmain products from
the snelting operation were several types of brass and bronze ingots. These ingots were
produced by heating and refining scrap netal at high tenperatures in onsite furnaces. Brass is
an alloy of primarily copper and zinc, whereas bronze is an alloy of prinarily copper and tin.
Sitkin al so operated a netal recycling operation that included al um num copper, and | ead.
Transformers and | ead batteries were broken onsite and recycled for their |lead content. Sitkin
al so contained a Preciosu Metals Building where precious metals (gold, platinum etc.) were
reclained fromused products. See Figure 2 for the precious Metals Building s |ocation.

Sitkin closed in 1977 when it declared bankruptcy. There has been no snelting or
refining activity onsite since 1977. Joseph Krentzman and Sons, Inc. (Krentzman) currently
operated onsite. Krentzman utilizes about half of the 105-acre Site for a scrap nmetal and
al umi num recycl i ng busi ness enpl oyi ng approxi mately 85 peopl e.

A prelimnary Assessnent was done at the Sited4 in March 1984, and a Site |nvestigation
was perforned in Cctober 1985. The Site was proposed for inclusion on the National
Priorities List (NCP) in June 1988, with final listing in Cotober 1989. A prelimnary
Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) search was conpleted in Decenber 1989, however a
nore extensive PRP search was conpleted in March 1994. Nunerous renoval actions have
taken place on the Jacks Creek Site beginning in 1990.

<| M5 SRC 97078B>
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Several of the renoval actions were designed as interimmeasures to both [imt erosion
of contaminated soils into Jacks Oreek and to restrict site access. FErosion control neasures
i ncluded construction of diking, installation of riprap in runoff channels, and an attenpt to
revegetate floodplain areas with soil-stabilizing grasses in May 1991. To limt the
contam nants reachi ng Jacks Creek, a tenporary cap was installed on the Ball MIIl Tailings
Pile, and several onsite |agoons were partially drained. An eight-foot high chain-1ink fence
was installed around the eastern portion of the Site.

Materials were renoved fromthe Site on several occasions as part of additional
renmoval actions. Druns and other containers of bulk chem cals were over-packed, renoved
fromthe Precious Metals Building, and then disposed of at an offsite treatnent facility. An
investigation and cl eanup of onsite radi oactive tel egraph/tel etype nachine static elimnators
was al so conducted. This equi pment was renmoved from piles of tel egraph machinery, and
shipped offsite to a disposal facility. These renoval actions were conpleted in January 1992.
EPA nobi | i zed again in Decenber 1994 to make extensive repairs to the tenporary cap on the
Ball MII Tailings Pile because it ripped during a thunderstorm containing high winds. In
addi tion, several of the onsite berns, which were installed to control erosion into Jacks Creek,
needed to be enlarged and reinforced.



Bet ween 1990 and 1993, Gannett Flemi ng (Gannett) conducted a Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) under the direction of EPA to identify the types,
quantities, and |ocations of contam nants and al so to devel p ways of addressing the
contami nation problenms. As part of the R, a nunber of sanples, including air, water, soil,
waste and even fish sanples, were collected fromthe different areas of the Site. An inventory
of the Site and its building was done, and a nunmber of drums and a single vat containing soil-
like materials were found in various |ocations across the Site. These druns and the vat were
al so sanpled as part of the Rl in order to determne if any contained high concentrations of
hazar dous subst ances.

In order to evaluate the extent of ground water contam nation, Gannett installed and
sanpl ed nine onsite nonitoring wells in the overburden or shallow aquifer. The depth to
ground water in these shallow wells varied from5 to 31 feet. Gannett also installed and

sanpl ed six onsite nmonitoring wells in the deeper bedrock aquifer. In addition, Gannett

installed four offsite wells, three shallow wells and one bedrock well. Two of these offsite
shallow wells were installed in the Arerican Viscose property. The renaining offsite shallow
well and the only offsite deep well were installed in the FMC Landfill property. Al nineteen

of these nmonitoring wells were sanpled on three separate occasions. A total of six residential
wells in the vicinity of the Site were also sanpled during the RI.

Alimted anount of additional offsite sanpling, such as sanpling the contam nated
sedinents, benthic invertibrates and fish of Jacks Oreek, was al so done during the RI. Fish
sanpling was performed using an el ectroshocker. In general, the stunned fish were identified,
enurer at ed, neasured and rel eased. However, a total of 36 fish were retained for tissue analysis.

A wetl ands identification and delineation was al so conducted as part of the Rl field
work. Two small wetlands areas, of 7,500 square feet and 600 square feet were identified on
the Site. The two wetlands areas conbi ned as enrgent, tenporarily flooded wetl ands.

The Final R report was produced by EPA in August 1993 and the Final FS report was
produced in Novenber 1993. in 1994, a nunber of the PRPs at this Site fornmed a group
call ed the Jacks Creek PRP Goup. They hired Parsons Engi neering Science, Inc. (Parsons) to
exam ne other cleanup alternatives for the Site. After this analysis, Parsons porduced an
Addendum Feasi bility Study in March 1995, which describes a variety of cleanup options at
the Site. the Jacks Creek PRP Group al so contracted Parsons to do nodeling and | eachi ng
studies at the Jacks Creek Site. The field work for this study occurred in July 1995, and the
Model i ng and Leachability Report was submitted to the EPA in Cctober 1995. In April 1996,
EPA sanpl ed four residential wells near the Site to assure that the ground water was still safe
to drink in the nearby private wells.

The Jacks Creek PRP Group subsequently hired Alliance Environnental Services, Inc.
(Alliance) to do additional ground water sanpling of the existing nonitoring wells at this Site.
Al liance did the ground water sanpling in June 1998, and submtted the results in August
1996. The PRP Group then hired Environ International Corporation (Environ) to do
addi ti onal ground water nodeling based on the nost recent round of ground water sanpling.
Environ did this additional ground water nodeling, and submitted its results in Cctober 1996.
Al of these reports are part of the Adm nistrative Record for the Site.

C. Hghlights of Community Participation

In conplying with Sections 113(k) and 117(a) of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. °° 9613(k) and
9617(e), EPA performed the activities set forth in this Section. The R/FS and Proposed Pl an for
the Jacks Creek Site were released to the public in February 1997. The docunents were made
avail able to the public in the local information and Adm nistrative Record repository at the
Mfflin County Library, 123 North Wayne Street, Lew stown, Pennsylvania and at EPA Regi on
Il offices. the notice of availability for these docunents was published in the Lew stown
Sentinel on February 27, 1997. A public comment period was held from February 27, 1997
through March 28, 1997. this comment period was extended until April 28, 1997 based on a
witten request received by EPA

A public meeting was held on March 20, 1997 at the east Derry El enmentary School. At
this meeting, representatives fromEPA and the Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnental
Protecti on (PADEP) answered questions about the Site, and the renedial alternatives under
consi deration. Response to the comments received during this period are included in the
Responsi veness Sunmary, which is Part VIl of the ROD. This decision docurment presents the
sel ected remedi al action for the site chosen in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. This
decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record file for this Site.



D. Site Characteristics

The Site lies within a deep valley in the Appal achian Muntain Section of the Valley and
Ri dge Physi ographic Province. the nmountains forma proninent northeast-sout hwest alignnent
of succesive narrow, steep-sided ridges and valleys. Jacks Creek flows in a southwesterly
direction down the valley neandering closer to the northern ridge. Surface water fromthe Site
drains northward to Jacks Oreek, a tributary of the Juniata River. The creek is approximtely 20
feet wide and 2 to 3 feet deep on average as it passes the Site. A portion of the Site,
approximately 24 acres, lies in the 100-year floodplain of Jacks Creek. Jacks Creek is
classified by the PADEP as having protected water uses for maintenance and/or propagation of
cold water fish and additional flora and fauna which are indigenous to a cold water habitat. Sport
fisherman utilize the streamfor fishing throughout the year, especially downstreamfromthe Site.

Ceol ogic units in the area include both unconsolidated material and bedrock. The
unconsol i dated naterial consists of both soils and underlying saprolite. Saprolite is
unconsol i dated to sem consolidated material resulting fromchem cal weathering of the parent
rock. The subsurface at the Site can be divided into three hydrogeol ogic units: a perched water
table of limted areal extent, an overburden aquifer unit, and a bedrock aquifer unit. The perched
aqui fer lies under and within the Ball MII Tailings Pile. Water fromthis perched unit exhibits
very distinct characteristics.

Ceneral climatic conditions at the Site are characterized by a humd continental climate.
The average annual precipitation at Lew stown, Pennsylvania is 37.86 inches. A nunber of areas
of stressed or dead vegetation are present onsite, and there are al so several areas conpletely
devoi d of vegetation.

E. Nature and extent of Contam nation

Based on the findings of the R, the follow ng areas and/or nedia have been found to be
contaninated on the Site:

. Soi |l s and | agoon sl udges
. Waste piles

. Dr uns/ vat

. Battery casings

. Scrap netal

. Bui | di ngs

. G ound wat er

. Jacks Creek

Soils and Sludges: Site surface soils were found to be contam nated with heavy netals

i ncludi ng anti nony, cadm um copper, |ead, selenium silver and zinc, and organi c contam nants

i ncl udi ng pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl s (PCBs) and di oxins. Subsurface soil sanples, collected
fromdepths of six to 25 feet, showed that concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc are
dramatical ly reduced with depth. Lead |levels as high as 159,000 ppmwere detected in onsite
surface soils and large areas of the Site are consistently above 10,000 ppm Sl udge sanples were
coll ected from | agoons and ponded col | ection areas onsite. Copper, |ead, and zinc were found in
several |agoon sludges at high concentrations. Onsite ponded areas found to contain high
concentrations of heavy netals. The regulatory limt for lead in the Toxic Characteristic
Leachi ng Procedure (TCLP) sanples was exceeded in four out of five |l agoons and for cadm um

in two out of five lagoons. The TCLP is a |aboratory nethod that is used to determ ne the

nmobi ity of both organic and inorganic constituents present in liquid, solid and multi-phase
wastes. In addition, TCLP linits were exceeded for cadnmumin two other sludge sanples.

Waste Piles: The Ball MIIl Tailings Pile is the largest waste pile at the Site containing
approxi mately 140,000 tons of brass dross fines. It contains high |levels of heavy netals
including barium beryllium antinony, cadm um cobalt, copper, |ead, nickel, silver, sodium
and zinc. TCLP extracts fromthe pile show that cadm um and zinc are | eaching above

regul atory levels. The Alum num Dross Pile contauins high |levels of alum num antinony,
cadmi um chrom um copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc. TCLP analysis indicated |ead
exceeded the regultory limt of 5 micrograns per mlliliter (g/m).

Drums/Vat: Drumivat contents are nostly soils, but several drums were found to contain

el evated | evel s of antinony, beryllium lead, silver, zinc, and cyanide. Some drum sanples
exceeded TCLP regulatory limts for cadmumand | ead. Several drunms and the vat were found
to contain sludges which had el evated | evel s of cyani de.



Battery Casings: The former Sitkin battery breaking operation was the source of the battery
casing piles observed on the surface over nuch of the Site. Used |lead-acid batteries were
brought to the Site and cracked open at the battery breaki ng shed where the sulfuric acid was
recovered and the | ead plates inside were renmoved for recovery at the |ead snelter. The
remai ning plastic casings were then crushed, mxed with soil and are still stockpiled in
several onsite areas.

Scrap Metal: Krentznan's active scrap netal operation includes both ferrous and al um num
reclamation, as well other netals and alloys. Various types of scrap netal are brought to
Krentzman by truck or rail. The scrap is then sorted and stockpiled mainly west of the old

smel ter building. Sone of the largest scrap, including railroad tankers and boxcars, is dismantled
with a cutting torch before being stockpiled. Sone of the scrap steel, including |-beans, pipes,
and steel plates are stockpiled just east of the old snelter building

Bui I dings: Building materials sanpled included fugitive dust, porous materials, w pe sanples
and indoor air sanples. Results of analysis of TCLP extracts from porous building naterials
exceeded regulatory limts for |lead and cadm umfor sone sanples. Asbestos was also found in
insulating nmaterials in one building. Heavy netals, PCBs and cyanide were detected in wire
sanpl es from several buil dings

G ound water: Gound waster anal yses perforned for the Jacks Creek Site included anal ysis of

water fromresidential sources, shallow wells, deep wells, and of the perched | eachate from
beneath the Ball MII Tailings Pile. Low concentrations of sone netals were detected in
residential water sanples. Shallow wells had elevated | evels of total netals including alum num
anti nony, arsenic, beryllium chromum cobalt, copper, iron, |ead, nanganese, nickel

vanadi um and zonc. Sone shallow wells also had slightly elevated | evels of dissolved netals

i ncluding cadm um cobalt, copper, iron, |ead, manganese, nickel, and selenium In addition

el evated | evel s of copper, |ead, nanganese, and zinc were found in the dissol ved sanples from

sone deep wells onsite. Very high concentrations of heavy nmetals were found in the perched

| eachate frombeneath the Ball MIIl Tailings Pile. Lead was detected as high as 91,500 g/L in the
total sanples, while the dissolved fraction contained 630 g/L of lead. In the nost recent round of
ground wat er sanpling, which occurred in the Spring of 1996, no contai nnent was detected

above the Maxi mum Contai nnent Level (MCL) in any of the wells sanpled. The MCL is the maxi num
perm ssible level for a contamnant in water which is delivered to any user of a public water system

Jacks Creek: Media analyzed fromJacks Creek included surface water, sedinments, and fish

tissue. Al surface water sanples fromJacks Creek were relatively free of organic and inorganic
contamination. Sedinments collected fromJacks Creek, its tributaries, and flood plains were
found to contain heavy metals, such as copper, |ead and zinc, PCBs, and some pol y-aronatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs). PCBs and pesticides, such as dieldrin were detected in sedinments from
Jacks Creek adjacent to the Site and at nuch | ower concentrations downstream Fish tissue

anal ysis for fish fromJacks Creek showed el evated |l evels of netals both in fish fillets and in
whol e-body sanples. PCB concentrations increased in sanples fromfish collected adjacent to

the Site as conpared to sanples fromfish collected upstream and downstream

I, SUMVARY OF SITE R SKS

Fol | owi ng the Renedi al I|nvestigation, analyses were conducted to estimate the human
heal th and environmental hazards that could result if contami nation at the Site was not
renmedi ated. These anal yses are commonly referred to as a R sk Assessnent and identify existing
and future risks that could occur if conditions at the Site do not change. The objectives of the
Ri sk Assessnment are to define the actual or potential risks to human health and the environment
resulting fromthe presence of contamnation in various nmedia and to provide the basis for
determ ning appropriate remedi al neasures for these media in the Feasibilty Study.

The Ri sk Assessment for the Site is conpl ex because of the variety of contam nants, the
nunber of contaninated nedia, the potential for contam nant mgration, and the nunber and
location of potentially exposed popul ations. The Baseline Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent
(BLRA) eval uated human health risks and the Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (ERA) eval uated
environnental inpacts fromthe Site.

Basel i ne Human Health R sk Assessment: The BLRA assesses the toxicity, or degree
of hazard, posed by contaminants related to the Site and invol ves describing the routes by which
humans coul d come into contact with these substances. The BLRA is conposed of the follow ng four steps:

1. ldentification of Chemcals of Potential Concern
2. Exposure Assessnent



3. Toxicity Evaluation
4, Risk Characterization

The purpose of the first step, identification of chem cals of potential concern, is to
identify the contam nants at the Site to which exposure may occur. The exposure assessment
step identifies exposure routes and popul ati on characteristics for receptors exposed to
contam nants at the Site, or contanminants mgrating fromthe Site. The purpose of the toxicity
eval uation step is to identify which contam nants present at the Site pose a risk to hunman health
and at what |evel such exposure may be harnful. The final step, risk characterization, conbines
the information of the previous three steps to quantitatively and qualitatively evaluate site-
specific risks. Separate calculations are nmade for those substances that can cause cancer
(carcinogenic), and for those that can cause non-carcinogeni c, but adverse, health effects.
For exanple, a conpound coul d have an adverse inpact on liver or kidney function with causing cancer.

In general, a nunber of heavy netals, PCBs, and dioxin are the contam nants of concern
at the Site. Volatile organics and pesticides were also detected in various nedia, however, the
concentrations of these constituents were only slightly el evated above background
concentrations. Based on the results of the Renedial Investigation, the prinmary contam nants
associated with potential human health risk at the Site include

. inorganic el ements (alum num beryllium cadmum chronium copper, |ead, nercury,
ni ckel , selenium silver, and zinc);

. pesticides (al pha and gamma Chl ordane); and

. di oxi ns and PCBs.

Sonme of the contam nants present onsite are greater threat to hunan health than others
Four of the nmost significant contanminants at this Site, in terns of human health inpacts, are
copper, lead, nercury and PCBs. A brief toxicity profile on each of these substances is included bel ow

Copper is a reddi sh-brown nmetal which occurs free or in ores. It is insoluble in water but
soluble in acid. Metallic copper is used as a conductor of electricity and in all gauges of wire for
circuitry, soil, high conductivity tubes, etc. Copper is used in many inportant alloys such as

brass and bronze. Copper is ised in insecticides, fungicides, catalysts, analytical reagents and
paints. Acute exposure to copper salts nmay cause eye and skin irritation. Acute industrial
exposure to copper may occur as a result of fumes generated during wel di ng copper-containing
netals. This type of exposure may cause upper respiratory tract and stormach irritation. Chronic
exposure to copper rarely occurs except in individuals with Wlson's disease. This is a genetic
condi ti on where abnormal anounts of copper are absorbed and stored by the body. Chronic

exposure to copper may result in anem a. Copper is not classifiable as to human

carci nogenicity.

Lead is heavy netal that exists in one of three oxidation states, 0, +2, and +4.
Cccupat i onal exposure to |ead dust and funes can occur during mning, refining, smelting, and
wel ding. Children exhibiting pica (placing of non-food items in the mouth) as well as children
exhi biting nornmal hand-nouth activities exposed to | ead based chips, |ead bearing dusts on
envi ronnental surfaces, or to soils contaminated with | ead may be exposed to | ead hazards that
may result in elevated blood | ead | evels. Sone of these effects, particularly changes in the levels
of certain blood enzynes and in aspects of children's neurobehavioral devel opnent, may occur at
bl ood lead levels so low as to be essentially without a threshold. Devel opnental toxicity having
effects upon growth, 1Q and hearing may occur at blood | ead | evels at or below 10 ug/dL. Lead
has been classified as a Goup B2 probabl e hunan carcinogen. Oal exposure to lead salts
primarily phosphates and acetates, has caused ki dney tunors in |aboratory aninmals.

Mercury is a silver-white, heavy liquid metal that is slightly volatile at anbient
tenperatures. Mercury can occur in the environment in either the organic (usually methyl) or
inorganic (nmetallic) form Mercury conmpounds are used as preservatives, disinfects,
fungi cides, and gernicides. Additionally, mercury is used in the plating, dyeing, textile and

pharnmaceutical industries. |In humans, prenatal exposure to nethyl nercury has been associ ated
with brain danmage. Qher major target organs for organic nercury conpounds in hunans are the
central and peripheral nervous systens and the kidney. |In animals, toxicity effects also occur in the

liver, heart, gonads, pancreas, and gastrointestinal tract. Experinmental studies involving
| aboratory aninals indicate that both organic and inorganic forns of nmercury are toxic to enbryos.

Pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs) are conpl ex mixtures of the products of the
chlorination of biphenyl. The mxtures contain isomers of chlorobiphenyls with different
chlorine content. PCBs may contain other chlorinated m xtures, e.g., chlorinated naphthal enes
and chlorinated di benzofurans. PCBs are stable and nonflammable. They are used chiefly in



insulation for electric cables and wires. PCBs are persistent in the environnent and

bi oaccunul ate in food chains, wth possible adverse effects on aninals and man. Prol onged skin
contact nmay cause the formation of chloracne which is characterized by bl ackheads, fat-

containing cysts and pustules. Irritation of eyes, nose and throat nay al so occur. Systemc toxic
effects are dependent upon the degree of chlorination of the biphenyls. Short and | ong-term
exposure may cause |iver damage. PCBs may cause enbryo toxicity leading to stillbirth. Sone

PCBs are carcinogenic in animals. The EPA has classified PCBs as G oup B2 probabl e human

carci nogens. Oal exposure to PCBs has been shown to cause liver tunors in |laboratory aninals

The purpose of the exposure assessnment is to evaluate the potential for human exposure
to hazardous chemicals present at the Site or mtigating fromthe Site. |In the exposure
assessnent, potentially exposed individuals were identified and the magnitude or degree of
exposure was estimated. The followi ng groups of individuals could be exposed to Site
contanmi nants either currently and/or in the future and were evaluated in the BLRA:

. Current or future scrap yard enpl oyees or nearby residents accidentally eating or
breat hi ng contam nated dusts fromonsite soils, buildings or waste piles;

. Adults or children eating contam nated fish from Jacks Creek;

. Trespassers coning in direct contact with contaninated soils or wastes

I ndi vidual s could potentially be exposed to Site contam nants in various ways. The
exposure routes evaluated in the risk assessnent include

. accidently breathing or eating contam nated dust fromthe onsite soils
. pl aci ng obj ects such as hands contaminated with Site soil and sedinment in the nouth; and
. eating fish fromthe river

Di fferent conbi nations of the above routes of exposure were considered for various
group of individuals that could be exposed to Site contam nants. Table 1 shows the nost
significant risk scenarios and sunmarizes the total risk levels fromall appropriate exposure
routes cal cul ated for each group of individuals. The total risk levels are all marked with an
asterisk (*) because they also include a nunber of |ess significant risk scenarios that are not
listed in Table 1. As Table 1 indicates, a nunber of these groups of individuals could be exposed
to unacceptable health risks if Site contamnation is not addressed and no restrictions are placed
on future use of the Site. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if
not addressed by EPA's selected remedy nmay present a current or potential threat to hunman
health or welfare

The National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP)
establ i shes acceptable | evels of carcingenic risk for Superfund sites ranging fromone excess
cancer case per 10,000 epopl e exposed to one excess cancer case per one million people exposed
This translates to a risk range of between one in 10,000 and one in one mllion additional cancer
cases in an exposed popul ation. Expressed as scientific notation, this risk range is between 1.0E-
04 and 1.0E-06. Renedial action is warranted at a site when the cal cul ated cancer risk |eve
exceeds 1.0E-04. However, since EPA's cleanup goal is generally to reduce the risk to 1.0E-06
or less, EPA also may take action where risk is between 1.0E-04 and 1. 0OE-06

The NCP al so states that sites should not pose a health threat due to a non-carcinogenic
but ot herw se hazardous, chemicals. EPA defines a non-carcinogenic threat by the ratio of the
contam nant concentration that a person may encounter at the Site to the established safe

concentration. |If the ratio, which is called the Hazard Index (H'), exceeds one (1.0), there nay
be concern for the potential non-carcinogenic health effects associated with exposure to that
chemcal. The H identifies the potential for the nost sensitive individuals to be adversely

affected by the non-carcinogenic effects of chemcals. As a rule, the greater the value of the H
above 1.0, the greater the level of concern. This Site certainly presents a non-carcinogenic risk to
human health with nunmerous H's well above the 1.0 threshold froma nunber of different

exposur e routes.



Table 1
Human Health Risks at the Site

G oup of Individuals

Scrap yard enpl oyee ingesting onsite soils

Scrap yard enpl oyee ingesting dust fromthe

smel ter building

Scrap yard enpl oyee ingesting Ball MII
Tailings Pile

Scrap yard enpl oyee havi ng sking contact with

contam nated soils

*Total Risk to Scrap Yard Enpl oyee

I ngesting onsite soils (Child resident)
I ngesting onsite soils (Adult resident)
Eating fish (Child resident)

Eating fish (Adult resident)

Skin contact with soils (Adult resident)
Skin contact with soils (Child resident)
*Total Risk to resident (Adult)

*Total Risk to resident (Child)

Cancer Ri sk Hazard | ndex
2E-03 6.2
5E- 05 12.7
8E- 05 1.4
7E-04 0.03
3E-03 26
5E- 05 0.7
3E-05 0.3
4E- 04 34
9E- 04 14
2E-05 0.01
7E- 05 0.01
9. 5E- 04 19
5. 2E- 04 58



Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent: EPA al so evaluated the ecol ogical risks associated with the
Site. A nunber of nmedia found on the Site pose an environnmental risk based on ecol ogi cal
assessnents performed during the RI. Concentrations of some chem cals including beryllium
cadmi um chromi um copper, |ead, nercury, nickel, selenium silver, zinc, alpha-chlordane,
gamra- chl ordane, and PCBs exceeded rel evant toxicity criteria in the surface water and
sedinents of onsite tributaries or in Jacks Creek. These contam nants are also found in the onsite
soils and/or the waste piles, which may be serving as sources for the contam nation found in the
sedi nents of Jacks Creek. Contaminants at the Site have the potential to migrate offsite in
fugitive dust, ground water, or via surface runoff.

Envi ronnental receptors of the potential hazards posed by the Site include: onsite
terrestrial vegetation, herbivores feeding on onsite vegatation, the aquatic biota (including the
fish) of Jacks Creek, especially in the vicinity of the Site and its onsite tributaries, and transient
wildfire, such as birds, that occasionally use these habitats. Environmental receptors would al so
include resident wildlife, including birds, that would bathe in and drink from contamn nated
ponded water on the Site, ingest contam nated grit, and feed on contam nated earthworns and
vegetation. Hi gh levels of the organic contam nants are having an inpact on the benthic
invetebrates living in the sedinments near the Site. Elevated |evels of these same conpounds in
surface soils are inpacting the terrestrial vegetation throughout the Site. Large areas of the Site
are conpletely devoid of vegetation. in other |ocations, vegetational growth appears stunted,
yel | oned and di seased.

I'11. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The Feasibility Study (FS) discusses a total of seven alternatives evaluated for the Site.
The Addendum Feasibility Study (AFS), which was witten by Parsons for the PRP G oup,
di scusses a total of eleven other cleanup alternatives for the Site. This Record of Decision
includes a "No Action" alternative required by the NCP and five alternatives that are protective
of human health and the environment, achieve state and federal regulatory requirenents, and best
achi eve the cleanup goals for the Site. Three of these alternatives are fromthe FS, and two
othere are fromthe AFS. The FS and the AFS may be found in the Administrative Record for the Site.

Capital costs consist of direct (Construction) and indirect (non-construction and overhead)
costs. Direct costs include expenditures for the equipnent, |abor, and naterials necessary to
install renedial actions. Operations and M ntenance costs are costs resulting fromactivities
conducted at a site after a remedial action to ensure that the cleanup is functioning properly.
Present worth costs are sued to eval uate expenditures that occur over different time periods by
di scounting all future costs to a conmon base year, ususally the current year. Tine to inplenent
is the estimated inplementation tine to construct a renedial action.

Al ternative 1: No Action
Capital Cost: $0
Operation and

Mai nt enance (Q8&\) Cost $0
Present Worth Cost: $0
Tinme to | npl enent: 0

The NCP requires that EPA consider a "No Action" alternative for every Superfund site
to establish a baseline or reference point agai nst which each of the renedial action alternatives
are conpared. In the event that the other identified alternatives do no offer substantial benefits,
the No Action alternative may be considered a feasible approach. This alternative | eaves the Site
undi sturbed and all current and potential future risks would renain.

Alternative 2: Consol i dat ed of Contam nated Material and Cappi ng
Capi tal Cost: $8, 800, 000

O&M Cost : $ 82,000

Total Present Worth Cost: $9, 800, 000

Time | npl erment : 9 to 12 nonths

This alternative is based on Alternative 2-A2 in the AFS and includes the follow ng conponents:

Consol idation: Material in the two wastes piles would be flattened and consolidated with the
following: soils in the flood plainn exceeding 500 ppm | ead; sedinments from Jack Creek
exceedi ng 500 ppmlead; site soils outside the floodplain exceeding 3,000 ppmlead; and the
battery casings remaining onsite. The consolidation area would be located in a portion of the



Site which is already contamnated with site-related contam nants. Buildings in area requiring
excavation or to be capped woul d be denolished and the building debris would al so be
consolidated with the waste pile materials.

Milti-layer Cap: The flattened waste piles and consolidated materials would be first covered

with a two-inch layer of cruched |imestone and then covered with a nulti-layer cap consisting of

a barrier layer, a drainage |ayer and a seeded topsoil layer. The barrier |ayer would be conposed
of a high-density polyethyl ene (HDPE) geonenbrane. A six-inch sand drai nage | ayer woul d be

pl aced on top of the geonenbrane. A one-foot |ayer of protective soils, and six-inches of topsoil
woul d be placed on top of the drainage layer. The topsoil layer would then be seeded in order to
vegetate the entire consolidation area.

Backfilling: Excavated areas would be restored with clean fill to the original grade and then
seeded in order to revegetate all excavated areas except for the scrap yard. Stornwater controls: Stormater
controls would be installed to divert stormmvater away fromthe entire capped area.

Mai nt enance: Long-term mai ntenance of the nmulti-layer cap and the stormmater controls woul d
be conducted to ensure proper functioning of these conponents.

Al ternative 3: Excavation and Ofsite Treatnent and D sposal of Soils Exceeding
40, 000 ppm | ead; Consolidation and Cappi ng of Renaining Mteri al
above 1,000 ppm | ead

Capital Cost: $10, 335, 000
&M Cost $164, 000
Total Present Wrth Cost $12, 500, 000
Time to | npl enent 9 - 12 nont hs

This alternative was devel oped by EPA after conpletion of the FS and the AFS. It
includes the foll owi ng conponents:

Ofsite Treatnent: Soils with | ead concentrati ons above 40,000 ppm which are the principal
threat wastes, woul d be excavated and treated at an offsite hazardous waste treatnment facility
using a chemcal stabilization process. An estimate of the volune of principal threat wastes is
14,500 tons.

Consolidation: Site waste pile materials and soils between 1,000 and 40,000 ppm | ead woul d be
consolidated in the unused portion of the Site in an area already contaninated with site-rel ated
contam nants. This consolidation includes soils located within the onsite | agoons which are
often described as | agoon sludges. Sedinment from depositional areas of Jacks Creek exceeding
110 ppmlead in the imediate vicinity of the Site would be renoved by vacuum dredgi ng and

al so consolidated with the contam nated soils and waste pile naterial. The consolidation pile
woul d be | ocated outside the floodplain area of the Site, and would be on the portion of the Site
that is not currently used.

Milti-layer Cap: The consolidated waste pile naterials, soils, and sediments woul d be covered
with a multi-layer cap as described in Alternative 2 above.

Backfilling & Wetl ands Repl acenent: Excavated areas would be restored with clean fill to the
original grade on the entire Site and the unused portion of the Site would be revegetat ed.

Exi sting onsite wetlands which are destroyed during the excavation activities will be replaced in
an onsite | ocation.

Soil Cover: Onsite areas in the floodplain that are no wooded and have | ead | evel s bel ow 1, 000
ppm | ead woul d al so be covered with 18 inches of clean soil and seeded. The total area of this
soil cover is estimated to be approximately four acres in size.

Bui l dings: Buildings onsite that are structurally unsound woul d be denolished. Debris from
derolition woul d be disposed offsite. The abandoned buil di ngs renmai ning onsite woul d be
secured by installation of doors and | ocks.

Druns/ Vat Disposal: The druns and the vat would be collected and then transported offsite for
proper di sposal .

Institutional Controls: Deed restrictions would be placed on the Site to restrict use of the capped
area, limt use of the other areas of the Site to industrial activities, and prevent use of ground water
fromthe Site.



Fencing: An eight-foot high fence would be constructed on the northern side of the active scrap
yard in order to conpletely fence the Site on all sides.

Stormwater controls: Stromwater controls would be installed to divert stormwater away from
t he capped area.

Moni toring: Long-termnonitoring of ground and surface water, as well as the fish and benthos
in Jacks Creek, would al so be conduct ed.

Fi sh Consunption Advisories: Fish consunption advisories would be posted al ong Jacks Creek near the Site.

Mai nt enance: Long-term mai ntenance of the multi-layer cap, soil cover, stornwater controls,

and fence woul d be conducted to ensure proper functioning of these conmponents.

Fi ve-year Reviews: Because contamnation will remain onsite at concentrations that could pose a
threat to human health and the environment, a review of Site conditions would be require every
five years to ensure that the remedy is adequately protecting human health and the environnent.

Alternative 4: Onsite Chemcal Fixation of Material with over 10,000 ppm | ead;
Consol idation and Capping of Treated and Untreated Material; and
Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $26, 000, 000
O8M Cost : $ 177, 000
Total Present Wirth Cost: $28, 000, 000
Tine to | npl enent: 24 to 28 nonths

This alternative is based upon Alternative 3Ain the AFS with slight nodifications by
EPA. It includes the foll owi ng conponents:

Onsite Treatment: Soils and waste material with | ead concentrations above 10, 000 ppm woul d be
excavated and treated onsite using a chemcal fixation process. The estinated volune of soil and
waste requiring treatnment is approxi mately 240,000 tons.

Consolidation: Treated material would be consolidated with soils fromthe Site with | ead
concentrations between 1,000 and 10,000 ppm Sedi ments from depositional areas of Jacks
Creek exceeding 110 ppmof |ead would al so be consolidated with the treated material .

The remai ning features includingthe multi-layer cap over the consolidated material backfilling
buil dings, institutional controls, fencing, strommvater controls, nmonitoring, fishing advisories,
mai nt enance, and five-year reviews would be the same as those described for Alternative 3.

Alternative 5: Onsite Chemcal Fixation of Material with over 1,000 ppm | ead;
Consol idation and Cappi ng of Treated Material and Sedinent; and
Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $36, 000, 000
Annual O8M Cost : $ 165, 000
Total Present Wrth Cost: $38, 000, 000
Tine to | npl enent: 24 to 30 nonths

This alternative is based on Alternative 4 in the FS and includes the foll ow ng conponents:

Onsite Treatnent: Soils and waste material having | ead concentrations above 1,000 ppm woul d
be excavated and treated onsite using a chemical fixation process. The estimated volume of soils
and waste requiring treatnent is 670,000 tons.

Consol idation: The treated material would be consolidated in the unused portion of the Site and
covered with a soil cover.

The remaining features of this alternative including the deed restrictions, fence construction,
bui I di ng denolition advisories, maintenance, five-year reviews and | ong-term
nonitoring shall be the sane as those described for Alternative 3.

Alternative 6: Onsite Chem cal Fixation of Material with over 1,000 ppm | ead;
Ofsite Disposal of Treated Material and Sedi nent



Capital Cost: $111, 000, 000

Annual O&M Cost : $165, 000
Total Present Worth Cost: $113, 000, 000
Time To | npl enent: 24 to 28 nont hs

This alternative is based on Alternative 5 in the FS and includes the follow ng conmponents:

Onsite Treatnment: Soils and waste material having | ead concentrations above 1,000 ppm woul d
be excavated and treated onsite using a chemcal fixation process. The estimated volunme of soils
and waste requiring treatnent is 670,000 tons.

Ofsite Disposal: The treated material would be disposed offsite at a sold waste/nunicipal landfill.
The remaining features of this alternative including the deed restrictions, fence construction,
bui | di ng denolition, fishing advisories, and long-termnonitoring wul d be the sane as those
described for Aternative 3.
1'V. COVPARATI VE EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Each of the six (6) renedial alternatives sumarized in this ROD has been evaluated with
respect to the nine(9) evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP, 40 C F.R Section 300.430(e)(9).
These nine criteria can be categorized into three groups: threshold criteria, primary bal anci ng

criteria, and nodifying criteria. A description of the evaluation criteria is presented bel ow

Threshold Criteria:

1. Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnmental addresses whether a renedy
provi des adequate protection and describes how risks are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS)
addresses whether a renedy will neet all of the applicable, or relevant and appropriate
requi renents of environmental statutes.

Primary Balancing Oriteri a:

3. Long-term Effecti veness refers to the ability of a remedy to nmaintain reliable protection of
human health and the environnent over time once cleanup goal s are achieved.
4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent addresses the degree to

whi ch alternatives enploy recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or
vol une of contai nnments.

5. Short-term Ef fecti veness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protecti on and
any adverse inpacts on hunan health and the environnent that nmay be posted during the
construction and inpl ementation period until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. I npl ementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to inplement a particular option.
7. Cost includes estimated capital, operation and mai ntenance costs, and present worth costs.

Modi fying Criteri a:

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of backup docunents and the
ROD, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the Selected A ternative.
9. Community Acceptance will be assessed in the Record of Decision follow ng a revi ew of

public comrents received on the Proposed Pl an and supporting docunments included in
the Admi nistrative Record.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

A primary requirenent of CERCLA is that the selected renedial alternative be protective
of human health and the environment. A renedy is protective if it reduces current and potenti al
risks to human health and the environment to acceptable levels. Alternative 1 (No Action) would
not effectively reduce the risk to human health and the environnent at the Site. This alternative
woul d no adequately reduce exposure to contai nnent present at the Site and would not control
m gration of containnments fromthe Site. Both current and potential future users of the Site
woul d be expected to unacceptable human health risks as indicated previously in Table 1 of this
ROD. In addition, adverse ecological inpacts would continue unabated at the Site. Because this
alternative does not neet the threshold criteria of protection of hunman health and the



environnent, it will not be considered further in this analysis.

The remaining alternatives are all protective of hunman health and the environnent.
alternative 2 reduces the potential for exposure to Site contam nants by consolidating and
capping the contam nated naterial. alternatives 3-5 also reduce the potential for exposure by
consol idating and capping the contami nation. These alternatives also require that varying
amounts of contami nation be treated prior to capping which further reduces the potential for
exposure. Alternative 3 uses treatnent in an efficient manner by limting treatment to the
principal threat soils. Aternative 6 reduces the potential for exposure by treating and renoving
all the contami nated material fromthe Site

2. Conpliance with Acceptance or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) 1
Any cl eanup alternative considered by EPA nust conply with all applicable or rel evant

1 Under Section 121(d) of CERCLA 42 U S . C. ©° 9621 (d), and EPA gui dance, renedi al actions at
CERCLA sites nust attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and promnul gated state
environnental standards, requirenments, criteria and limtations which are collectively referred to as
"ARARs", unl ess such ARARs are wai ved under Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C ° 9621(d)(4).
and appropriate federal and state environmental requirenments. Applicable requirenents are those
substantive environmental standards, requirenments, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under
federal or state lawthat are legally applicable to the renedial action to be inplenmented at the
Site. Relevant and appropriate requirenments while not being directly applicable, address
probl ens or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the Site that their use is well-
suited to the particular site. Aternative 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 would conply with the foll ow ng
ARARs as appropriate:

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

G ound Water: Under the inplenmenting regul ations of the Federal Safe Drinking Water
Act, 40 C.F.R °° 141.61 and 141.62, standards for acceptable concentrations of contanmi nants in
drinking water, called Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs), are established for public water
supplies. The long-termnonitoring programfor alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 incl udes
nonitoring private drinking water wells that could be potentially inpacted by mgration of
contam nated ground water fromthe Site

Soi |/ Sedi nent: The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania has identified Act 2 as an ARAR
and regul ations issued pursuant to this Act establish a cleanup level of 1,000 ppmlead for this Site

Surface Water: Water quality standards, pronul gated pursuant to the Pennsylvania O ean
Streans Law, have been established for acceptable concentrations of contamnants in State
waters and are set forth in 25 pa. Code Chapter 93.1, 93.2, 93.3, 93.4, 93.7, 93.8a. the
surface water regulations in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 250.406(c) established the standards for
environnental renedi ati ons in Pennsylvania. the |long-term nonitoring program for
Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 include nonitoring of surface water at the Site, including
nmoni toring Jacks Creek, to ensure that surface water is not adversely inpacted by mgration of
contam nants fromthe Site.

Action- Speci fic ARARs

Mil tilayer Cap and Sting Requirenents: 25 Pa. Code Chapter 264 regarding the closure
of landfills are relevant and appropriate to the covering or capping of the landfilled industria
waste materials in Aliternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5. Relevant provisions include 25 Pa. Code °°
264.11(a), 264.117(e), 264.302(a)(6) and 264.310(1), (4), (5 and (6)(l), (v), and (vi). The
requirenents of 25 Pa. Code 269.22, 23, 25, and 42 are relevant and appropriate with respect to
the siting of the consolidation area.

Liner: 25 Pa. Code ° 264.302(a)(1)-(5), to the extent that it concerns requirenents for
liners, has been identified as a relevant and appropriate regul ation. However, these requirenents
are being wai ved pursuant to the equivel ent standard of perfornance waiver set forth in Section
121(d) (4) (D) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C ° 121(d)(4)(D). The installation of the |imestone bl anket
beneath the cap and the existence of Site-specific conditions, such as the existence of a sub-
surface clay layer and the depth of the ground water, provide an equival ent standard of
performance with respect to the liner requirenents.

Excavation: Erosion control set forth in 25 Pa. Code Sections 102.1-5, 102.11-13
102. 21-24, are applicable to earth-noving activities associated with the nulti-layer cap to be



installed in Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5. Stormwater nanagenent nmeasures in 32 p.S. Sections

680. 11 and 680. 13 are applicable to eath-nmoving activities during the rendiation. In addtion

dust suppression is required under 25 Pa. Code Sections 123.1 and 123.2 for these earth-noving
activities.

Hazardous Waste Ceneration: Alternatives 3,4,5 and 6 may result in the generation of
wastes that woul d be regul ated under current hazardous wste regul ations. Any hazardous waste
generated nust be handl ed consistent with the requirenents of 25 Pa. Code Part 262.10-13
262.20, 262.22, 262.23, 262.30, 262.33, 262.34, 262.40-43, 262.46. Wth respect to transporting
of hazardous wastes, it nust be done consistent with 25 Pa. Code Part 263.10, 263.11, 263.13,
and 263.20-22. Also with respect to storage of generated hazardous wastes under Alternatives 4
and 5, 25 Pa. Code °° 264.171-178, 264.179(3), and 264.190-199 are rel evant and appropri ate.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treat ment

Section 121(b) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C ° 9621(b), establishes a preference for renedial
actions which include treatnent that pernmanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, nobility,
or volune of contam nants. Alternatives 2 does not reduce the toxicity, mobility or vol une
through treatnent. Aternative 3 entails "hot spot" treatment of highly contaninated waste
through offsite stabilization, so a reduction in toxicity, nobility and volume of the onsite
contami nants would occur. Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 treat |arger volumes of waste and
contani nated soils and, therefore, achieve increasing reductions in the toxicity and mobility of
Site contam nants. The chem cal fixation process slightly increases the volume of a waste during
the treatnment process. Therefore, both Alternative 4 and 5 would increas the volune of waste onsite.

4. Inplenmentability

This criterion is associated with inplenenting the cleanup technol ogi es associated with
each alternative, including the ability and tinme necessary to obtain required permts and
approvals, the availability of services and naterials, and the reliability and effectiveness of
nmonitoring. The installation of a multi-layer cap in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 utilizes well-
known construction methods. Necessary services and materials are readily avail abl e.

The chem cal fixation technology used in Aliternatives 4, 5 and 6 is nore conplicated to
impl enent than the nmulti-layer cap alone. Additional sanpling and bench scal e | aboratory
treatability studies would be performed during the remedial design to deternine the type and
amount of reagent required to adequately stablize the waste material. Because the wastes were
deposited at various tinmes over many years, and because of their different characteristics.
chem cal fixation may require the use of a variety of binding naterials specific to each type of waste

Excavation of the highly contam nated waste described in Alternative 3 is a
straightforward process. As with the other alternatives, additional sanpling and waste
characterization will be necessary to determine the |ocation of concentrated wastes to be
excavated and the appropriate landfill(s) for disposal. Because of the volunme of waste involved
transportation costs could increase if appropriate landfill facilities with capacity for the waste can
only be located at a significantly distance fromthe Site

5. Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 could pose an increased short-termhealth risk to onsite
construction workers and/or trespassers during earth-noving activities to construct the nulti-
layer cap. These activities have the potential to release inorganic contam nants that nmay be
present in the soil or waste material. Aternative 4, 5 and 6 have potential for sonewhat higher
short-termhealth risks because the onsite chenical fixation process requires nixing
contanmi nated waste with the binding agents and a greater rel ease of contami nants could occur.

In all cases, however, these short-termrisks would be ninimzed using standard safety measures.

6. Long-term Effectiveness and Per nanence

Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 provide a pernanent and effective long-termremnmedy by
requiring regular and continui ng nai ntenance of the nulti-layer cap. The construction of the
i nperneabl e cap would elinmnate the risk associated with the direct contact with contam nants at
the Site and woul d reduce nmobility of ground water contam nants. The stormmater controls
shoul d reduce the armount of erosion of site-related contam nants into Jacks Creek. The degree of
long-term effectiveness and pernmanence increases with Alternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6. Under
Alternative 3, the nost highly contam nated soils would be renmoved fromthe Site and woul d not
be capped onsite. By imobilizing the conatm nants through treatnent, Aternatives 4 and 5



rely less on continued naintenance of the nmulti-layer cap to achieve |ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence. Sinilarly, Aternative 6 conpletely renoves the soils and wastes fromthe Site,
thereby elimnating the possibly of any future risks at the Site fromthese wastes and further
increasing the long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence. The |ong-term nonitoring program

woul d eval uate the ongoi ng ef fectiveness and pernanence of all of the alternatives.

7. Cost

Eval uation of costs of each alternative generally includes the calculation of direct and
indirect capital costs gand the &M costs, both calculated on a present worth basis. The tota
present worth cost of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 has been cal cul ated for conparative purposes
and is presented in Table 2 below. Direct capital costs include costs of construction, equipnent
bui | di ng and services, and waste disposal. Indirect capital costs include engineering expenses
start-up and shutdown, and contingency all owances. O8M costs include |abor and nateri al
chem cal s, energy, and fuel; adm nistrative costs and purchased services; nonitoring costs; costs
for periodic site review (every five years); and insurance, taxes, and |license costs. For cost
estinmation purposes, a period of 30 years has been used for &M In reality, naintenance of a
mul ti-layer cap would be expected to continue indefinately. The actual cost for each alternative
is expected to be in a range from50 percent (50% highere than the costs estimated to 30 percent
(30% lowere than the costs estimated. Using these ranges, a $10 nmillion cost estimate for an
entire cleanup in a ROD could vary from$ 7-15 mllion by the time the cleanup is actually conpl eted



Table 2
Esti mated Cost of Alternatives

Al ternative Total Present Wrth Cost
2 $9, 800, 000
3 $12, 500, 000
4 $28, 000, 000
5 $38, 000, 000
6 $113, 000, 000

8. State Acceptance

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a has concurred with this ROD. PADEP has reviewed all the supporting
docunents and provi ded support to EPA throughout the entire Superfund process at this Site.

9. Community Acceptance

Communi ty acceptance of the preferred alternative is discussed in Section VIl, the
Responsi veness Summary Section of this ROD. In general, the community is supportive of
EPA' s selected renedy, and would like to see it inplemented as soon as practicable.

V. DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELCTED REMEDY

Based on the conparison of the nine evaluation criteria for each of the alternatives in
this Proposed Plan, EPA's preferred alternative is Alternative 3: Excavation and Offsite
Di sposal of Material with over 40,000 ppm | ead; Consolidation and Cappi ng of Remai ni ng
Mat erial above 1,000 ppmlead. Soils with |ead concentrations above 40,000 ppm which are
the principal threat wastes, will be excavated and treated at an offsite hazardous waste
treatment facility using a chemcal stabilization process. Site waste pile naterials and soils
havi ng | ead concentrations between 1,000 and 40,000 wi ||l be consolidated in the unused
portion of the Site. Sedinent fromdepositional areas of Jacks Creek in the imrediate vicinity
of the Site exceeding 110 ppmlead will be renoved by vacuum dredgi ng and al so consol i dat ed
with the contam nated soils and waste pile materials. The consolidation area will be covered
with multi-Ilayer cap.

Excavated areas will be restored with clean fill to the original grade and revegetat ed.
Exi sting wetlands that are destroyed during the excavation will be replaced with onsite
wet| ands areas of equivalent size. Onsite areas in the floodplain that are not wooded and have
lead | evels bel ow 1,000 ppmlead will also be covered with 18 inches of clean soil and seeded
Bui | dings onsite that are structurally unsound will be denolished. Denmplition debris will be
di sposed offsite. The abandoned buil dings remaining onsite will be properly secured with
l ocks and doors. Onsite drums will be transported offsite for disposal. An eight-foot fence
will be constructed on the northern side of the active scrap yard. Stormwater controls wll be
installed to divert stormwater fromthe capped area. Deed restrictions will be placed on a
portion of the Site to restrict use of the capped area. Fish consunption advisories will be
posted al ong Jacks Creek near the Site. Long-termnonitoring of ground and surface water,
as well as the fish and benthos in Jacks Creek, will also be conducted. Long-term
mai nt enance of the multi-layer cap, soil cover, stromwater controls, and fence will also be
conducted to ensure proper functioning of the constructed remedy.

Alternative 3 nmeets the threshold criteria of overall protection to human health and the
environnent and conpliance with ARARs. In considering the balancing criteria, EPA
believes Alternative 3 can be readily inplenented, achieves |ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence at a reasonable cost, ninimzes the short-terminpacts, and effectively reduces the
toxicity, mobility and volunme of Site contam nants through both engi neering controls and
treatment. Alternative 3 is the nost effective of all the alternatives considered in the ROD.

Performance Standards for the Sel ected Remedy

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the
alternatives using the nine criteria, and public coments, EPA has determined that Alternative 3



is the nost appropriate renedy for this Site. Each of the conponents of the selected renmedy and
the required performance standard(s) for that conmponent are |isted bel ow

A Milti-layer Cap Performance Standards
The nmulti-layer cap shall achieve the follow ng

1. The multi-layer cap shall cover the entire consolidation area that is created fromthe rel ocation
of the waste piles, contam nated soils and sedi nents. The exact size and | ocation of the
consol idation area shall be determ ned during the Renmedial Design

2. The multi-layer cap shall be designed to adequately protect Site users, including scrap yard
enpl oyees, from being exposed to site contaninants that pose an unacceptable risk to human health.

3. The multi-layer cap shall be designed to have a perneability of 10-7 cnisec or less in order
tomnimze infiltration of water through the waste and soils and into the ground water

4. The multi-layer cap shall be designed, constructed and maintained in accordance with the
rel evant provision of 25 Pa. Code °° 264.117(a), 264.117(e), 264.302(a)(6) and 264.310(1),
(4), (5) and (6)(1), (v), and (vi).

5. the multi-layer shall be designed and constructed to function w th nini mum mai nt enance, to
mnimze water and air erosion of the cover into surface water, and to accommbdated settling so
that the integrity of the cover is maintained

6. A two-inch layer of crushed |inestone shall be placed over the entire consolidation area, prior-
to the placenent of the nulti-Ilayer cap

7. The multi-layer cap shall consist of the follow ng conponents: a barrier |ayer consisting of a
HDPE geonenbrane, a six-inch sand drai nage | ayer, a one-foot |ayer of protective soils, and a
si x-inch layer of topsoil.

8. The multi-layer cap and the backfilled areas of the Site shall be revegetated and the vegetation
nmai ntained in such a way as to provide habitat for indigenous and mgratory terrestrial resources

to the maxi num extent practicable. Portions of the existing scrap yard which are excavated shal

be backfilled but not revegetated. The exact type of seed used in revegetating the excavated

areas shall be determ ned during Renedial Design.

B. Soil Excavation Perfornmance Standards
1. Al soils that exceed the terrestrial cleanup |level of 1,000 ppmlead shall be
perforned during the Renedial Design to deternmine the full extent of contami nation. Sanpling
and Analysis shall also be perfonmed after excavati on has been conpleted to confirmthat

cleanup levels set forth in the perfornance standards have been achi eved

2. The excavation in the active scrap yard shall be performed in a manner which disrupts the
ongoi ng scrap yard activities as little as possible.

C. Transportation and Ofsite D sposal of H ghly-Contamninated Soils

1. Transportation of hazardous wastes fromthe Site shall be perforned in accordance with
25 Pa. Code Part 263.10, 263.11, 263.13, and 263. 20-22

2. \Wastes shall be disposed of in accordance with all the applicable statutes and regul ati ons
including, but not limted to, regulations governing offsite disposal found at 40 C F. R ©° 300. 440.

D. StormWater Control System

1. The stormwater control systemshall be designed and constructed in order to prevent storm
water frominfiltrating the nulti-layer cap the the greatest practicable.

E. Fish Consunption Advisories

1. Warning signs shall be posted al ong Jacks Creek to warn potential fisherman agai nst eating
fish. These signs shall be properly naintained as long as the fish in Jacks Creek are found to
have | evel s of contam nants that can cause adverse human health effects. The exact wording

of these signs shall be agreed upon during the Renedi al Design by PADEP and EPA



F. Building Denolition, Decontam nation and Di sposal
1. Onsite buildings which are structurally unsound as to be a physical hazard to renediation
wor kers shall be denolished as part of this conponent of the cleanup. The decision to demolish
or secure the onsite buildings shall be rmade during the Remedi al Design.

2. The denolition debris shall be steam cl eaned and properly disposed offsite in a municipal landfill.

3. Buildings renaining onsite shall be secured with doors and | ocks in an appropriate manner to
prevent entry by trespassers.

G Collection and D sposal of Druns/Vat
1. The drums and the vat shall be collected and transported to an appropriate facility for disposal.
H. ~ Vacuum Dredgi ng of the Jacks Creek Sedinents
1. Sediments from depositional areas of Jacks Creek in the immediate vicinity of the Site and
containing | ead of 110 ppmor greater shall be vacuum dredged and then placed in the onsite
consol idation area. The exact |ocation and extent of the vacuum dredgi ng shall be determ ned

duri ng Remedi al Desi gn.

I. Soil Cover in Non-Forested Areas within the 100-year Fl oodpl ain

1. In the non-forested fl oodpl ain areas which are bel ow 1000 ppm a total of 18 inches of soil
shall be placed on to the existing surface. This soil cover includes 12 inches of protective soils,
and then 6 inches of topsoil. These areas, which are estinmated to be a total of 4 acres in size,

shall then be graded and seeded. The exact size and | ocation of these areas will be determ ned
during Renedi al Design.

J. Monitoring of Surface Water, G ound Water, Sedinents and Biota

1. Long-termnonitoring of the ground water, and surface water of Jacks Creek shall occur once
every six nonths after the renmedy has been conpleted. These sanples shall be eval uated by
conparison to the Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) for site-rel ated contam nants.

2. Long-termnonitoring of the fish, benthos, and sedinments of Jacks Creek shall al so occur
once every six nonths after the renedy has been conpl et ed.

K. Backfilling Excavated Areas

1. A excavated areas outside of the scrap yard will be backfilled with clean soil to the original
grade. The top four inches of the fill shall be topsoil in order to support the revegetation of all
excavat ed areas.

L. Wetlands Repl acenent

1. Al wetlands areas that are destroyed during the excavation of contam nated soils shall be
repl aced by the creation of onsite wetlands in accordance with 25 Pa. Code Part 105.20a. The
exact size and location of these wetlands areas shall be determi ned during the Renedial Design.

M Qperation and Mi ntenance

1. The multi-layer cap, the fence, and the fishing advisory signs shall be properly naintained
during the operation and nai ntenance phase of the cl eanup process.

N. Institutional Controls

1. The fence shall be a chain-link fence, eight feet in height, and shall be installed on the north
side of the scrap yard in order to limted site access to the greatest extent practicable. The fence
shall be installed in a manner that allows access to the railroad track that is located in this portion
of the site.

2. Deed restrictions shall be devel oped and submitted 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 Mfflin County, PA



3. The deed restrictions shall prohibit excavation or disturbance of any portion of the multi-layer cap

4. The deed restictions shall prohibit the installation of new onsite wells for use for donestic
pur poses, including drinking water

5. The deed restrictions shall be designed to allow for beneficial use of the property, providing
that the beneficial use would not pose a risk to human health or the environnment. The deed
restrictions would prohibit the building of residential construction on the Site

6. The deed restrictions shall be valid and binding in the Townshi ps, County and the
Commonweal th in which the Site is located. The continued need for these restrictions shall be
re-evaluated during the five-year revi ews which are conducted under CERCLA Section 121(c),

42 U S.C. ° 9621(c).

VI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to inplenent renedial actions that
are protected of human health and the environnent. Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C ©°
9621, also establishes several other statutory requirenents and preferences. The sel ected renedy
nust be cost effective and utilize a permanent solution to the naxi mum extent practicable. The
sel ected renedial action must conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents set forth by State and Federal environmental statutes and regul ations, unless a
wai ver is justified. Finally, CERCLA sets forth a statutory preference for renedial actions that
permanently reduce the toxicity, nobility, and volune of the site-related wastes. The follow ng
sections discuss how the selected renedy neets the statutory requirenents and preferences set
forth in Section 121 of CERCLA.

Protecti on of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The risk assessment identified future exposure to contam nated ground water as the nost
significant exposure pathway in terms of its potential inpact on human health. The risk
assessnent al so showed that the site has a relatively high volune (85,000 tons) of lowtoxicity
waste. The renedial neasures included in the preferred renedy shall inpede further mgration
of waste or contamnated soils fromthe landfill. The selected remedy woul d al so protect hunman
health by elimnating direct contact with the site soils through access restrictions and pl acement
of a multilayer cap system The selected renedy al so protects the environnent by reducing
contami nant nigration into the unnaned stream Additionally, inplenentation of this
alternative is not expected to result in any adverse short-termrisks or cross-nedia inpacts

Cl eanup Level s

A nunber of different cleanup | evel s have been developed for this Site. Lead is a
ubi qui tous contami nant at the Site, and therefore it was sued as the indicator conmpound for the
other Site contaminants. The cleanup level for lead in the sedinents of Jacks Creek, an
environnental | y-sensitive area, is 110 ppm This cleanup level in the sedinments is derived from
a 1990 study by EER Long and L.G Mrgan entitled "The Potential for Biological Effects of
Sedi nent s- sorbed Contami nants Tested in the National Status and Trends Progranmf. In the
terrestrial portion of the Site, the level at which soils will be consolidated is 1,000 ppmlead. This
is an industrial site so the upper portion of the 500-1000 ppmrange for lead in soils was used at
this Site. A cleanup goal of 1000 ppmlead is al so approximately the midpoint of the protective
range of 750 to 1750 ppmlead fromEPA s adult |ead nodel. This adult |ead nodel was
published in Decenber 1996, and is entitled "Recommendations of the Technical Review
Workgroup for Lead for an InterimApproach to Assessing R sks Associated with Adult
Exposures to Lead in Soil". |In addition, the commnweal th of Pennsyl vania has identified the
Pennsyl vani a Land Recycling Act as an ARAR and regul ations issued pursuant to this Act
establish a cl eanup of 1000 ppmlead for this Site.

The level requiring treatnment in the Preferred Alternative is 40,000 ppmlead, which is
two orders of nagnitude above 400 ppmlead, the residential screening |level. The residentia
screening level is a level which allows for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure. At this Site,
soil s containing 40,000 ppmlead or greater are considered principal threat wastes requiring treatnent.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
The selected remedial action will conply with all ARARs. The ARARs specific to the

sel ected renedy are presented bel ow. Except where specifically noted, the site-specific
limtations to the following ARARs will be identified in the renedial design phase.



Chenmi cal - Speci fi c ARARS

G ound Water: Under the inplenmenting regul ations of the federal Safe Drinking Water
Act, 40 CF. R °° 141.61, and 141.62, standards for acceptabl e concentrations of contaninants in
drinking water, called Maxi mum Contam nant Levals (MCLs), are established for public water
supplies. The long-termmonitoring programfor Aternative 3, includes nonitoring private
drinking water wells that could be potentially inpacted by mgration of contam nated ground
water fromthe Site.

Soi | / Sedi nents:  The Commonweal th of Pennsylvania has identified Act 2 as an ARAR
and regul ations issued pursuant to this Act establish a cleanup | evel of 1000 ppm | ead

Surface Water: Water quality standards, promul gated pursuant to the Pennsylvania d ean
Streans Law, have been established for acceptable concentrations of contam nants in State
waters and are set forth in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 93.1, 93.2, 93.3, 94.4, 93.6, 93.7, and 93.8a. The
surface water regulations in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 250.406(C) established the standards for
environnental renedi ations in Pennsylvania. The long-termnonitoring programfor Alternative
3 includes nonitoring of surface water at the Site, including nonitoring Jacks Creek, to ensure
that surface water is not adversely inpacted by migration of contaminants fromthe Site

Acti on- Speci fi c ARARs

Mil ti-Layer Cap and Siting Requirnments: 25 Pa. Code Chapter 264 regarding the closure
of landfills are relevant and appropriate to the covering or capping of the landfilled industria
waste materials in Alternatives 3. Relevant provisions include 25 Pa. Code °° 264.117(a),
264.117(e), 264.302(a)(6) and 264.310(1), (4), (5) and (6)(l), (v), and (vi). The requirenents of
25 Pa. Code 269.22, 23, 25, and 42 are relevant and appropriate with respect to the siting of the
consol i dation area.

Liner: 25 Pa. Code ° 264.302(a)(1)-(5), to the extent that it concerns requirements for
liners, has been identified as a relevant and appropriate regul ation. However, these requirenents
are being wai ved pursuant to the equival ent standard of perfornmance waiver set forth in Section
121(d)(4) (D) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. ° 121(d)(4)(D. The installation of the |inestone bl anket
beneath the cap and the existence of Site-Specific conditions such as the existence of a sub-
surface clay layer and the depth of the ground water, provide an equival ant standard of
performance with respect to the liner requirenents.

Waste Piles/Landfill: Alternative 3 requires the novement and consolidation of onsite
waste piles and contam nated soils. 25 Pa. Code ° 264.251(a)(f)(g) and (n) are rel evant and
appropriate to this aspect of the renmediation. A so 25 Pa. Code ° 264.301 (4-9), (14) and (15)
are relevant and appropriate with respect to the design of the landfill.

Excavation: Erosion control neasures set forth in 25 Pa. Code Sections 102.1-5, 102.11-
13, 102.21-24, are applicable to earth noving activities associated with the multi-layer cap to be
installed in Alternative 3. Stormwater nanagement neasures in 32 P.S. Sections 680.11 and
680. 13 are applicable to earth-noving activities during the rendiation. In addition, dust
suppression is required under 25 Pa. Code Sections 123.1 and 123.2 for these earthmoving
activities.

Hazar dous Waste CGeneration: Alternative 3 may result in the generation of wastes that
woul d be regul ated under current hazardous waste regul ations. Any hazardous waste generated
nust be handl ed consistent with the requirements of 25 Pa. Code ° 261.10-13, 262.20, 262.22
262.23, 262.30, 262.33, 262.34, 262.40-43, 262.46. Wth respect to transporting of hazardous
wastes, it nmust be done consistent with 25 Pa. Code ° 263.10, 263.11, 263.13, and 263. 20- 22
Al so with respect to storage of generated hazardous wastes under A ternative 3, 25 Pa. Code °°
264.171-178, 264.179(3), and 264.190-199 are rel evant and appropriate

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs
Wt | ands Repl acenent (25 Pa. Code 105.17, 105.20a, 105.46 and 105.46(a). This
regulation is applicable to the replacenent of wetlands areas destroyed during the excavation of

contam nat ed soils.

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent (25 Pa Code 106.1, 106.2, 106.23, and 106.32). This regulation
is applicable to the fl oodpl ai n management during onsite construction activities.

Siting (25 Pa Code 269.1, 269.22, 269.23, 269.42) These regulations are applicable with



respect to the siting of the landfill on an appropriate portion of the Site property.
To Be Consi dered

1. Pennsylvania's Lands Recycling Technical Minual - This docunent can be hel pful in
under st andi ng the standards established for environmental remnediations conducted in
Pennsyl vani a.

2. Soil FErosion and Sedinentation Control Mnual - This docunent can be used to
interpret the regul ati ons regardi ng erosion and sedi mentati on control during construction
activities.

3. Design Criteria for Wtlands Repl acement, Division of R ver and Wtl ands
Conservation, P.O Box 8761, Harrisburg, PA 17105-8671. These criteria can be useful in
desi gning a wetl ands repl acenent project.

Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective because it has been determ ned to be the best
bal ance between cost and protection of human health, welfare and the environment. The sel ected
remedy has excellent short-term effectiveness proportional to its cost. The estimated capital cost
for this alternative is $10,335,000 with a net present worth cost including 30 years of operation
and mai nt enance of $12,500,000. Table 3, on the next page, list the capital costs for each
conponent of the selected remedy. The selected renmedy provides a |l evel of protection of human
heal th conparable to that provided by the other renmedies, but at a significantly reduced cost.
Al t hough other renedies may be nore effective in the long-term the site-related risks do not
justify the additional capital expenditure.

Uilization of Permanent Solutions to the Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e
The EPA has determ ned that the sel ected remedy represents the maxi mumextent to

whi ch pernmanent treatment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost effecti vew manner for the site.
O those alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnent and conply with



Conponent s of the Sel ected Renedy Capital Cost (%)
Alternative 3

1. Deed Restrictions 1, 000
2. Fence Construction 67, 000
3. Disposal of Drums/vats 35, 000
4. Denolition/Securing Buildings 422,000
5. Mnitoring ground & surface water 10, 000
6. Posting fish consunption advisories 10, 000
7. Excavation/offsite disposal of soils>40,000 ppmlead 2,500, 000
8. Consolidation of soils, wastes & sedinents 1, 300, 000
9. Milti-layer capping of consolidation pile 2, 500, 000
10. Capping fl oodpl ain soil s<1,000 ppm | ead 220, 000
11. Backfilling excavated areas & wetlands repl acenent 3,270, 000
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST 10, 335, 000

ARARs, the EPA has determned that the selected renedy provides the best balance in terns of
short-termeffectiveness; inplementability; cost; reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volume; and
| ong-term effectiveness.

The sel ected remedy does no offer as high a degree of |ong-termeffectiveness as the
offsite disposal of all wastes, however; it will significantly reduce the risks to human health
posed by the site soils. EPA has determned that the use of nore costly treatnment technol ogi es at
the site are not justifiable. Because all the renedial alternatives, with the exception of
Alternatives 1, offer a conparable |evel of protection of human health and the environment, the
EPA has selected Alternative 3, which can be inplenmented quickly; will have little or no adverse
effects on the surrounding comrunity; and will cost considerably |ess than the other alternatives

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

The statutory preference for rendial alternatives that enploy treatnent as the principal
el ement has been net by the treatnent of principal threat waste at an offsite treatnent facility.
Al t hough several of the other remedies, such as Alternative 5, enploy even nore treatnent of
waste, the EPA has determned that Alternative 3, can be inplenmented nore quickly and cost
effectively than the other alternatives while still providing an adequate |evel of protection to
human health and the environnent.

Docunent ation of Significant Changes

The preferred alternative originally identified in the Proposed Plan is also the alternative
selected in ROD. There have been no significant changes nmade to the selected renedy in the
time period between the issuance of the Proposed Plan on February 27, 1997 and the signing of
the ROD approxi mately six months later. However, a ninor change to the sel ected renedy was
made. The onsite wetl ands areas, which are approxi mately one-fifth of an acre in size, will be
recreated onsite as part of the selected renedy. This conmponent of the selected renedy was not
part of the preferred alternative in the Proposed Pl an
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This community relations responsiveness sunmary is divided into the fol owi ng sections:

Overvi ew A summary of the EPA's sel ected proposed renmedy for the
Site.
Backgr ound: A brief history of coommunity interest and concerns raised

during renedial planning at the Site.

Comrent s and Responses: A summary of the commentors' nmjor issues and concerns and
EPA' s responses to those issues and concerns. Commrentors may include | ocal homeowners,
busi nesses, the nunicipality, and potentially responsible parties (PRPs).

OVERVI EW

EPA conpl eted two studies in August 1993 and November 1993. The first study,
called a Renedial Investigation (RI), identified the types and anounts of contam nation at
the Site. The second study, called a Feasibility Study (FS), further evaluated the
information in the R and outlined possible cleanup nethods. As a result of the R
activities, EPA discovered heavy netals, including antinony, cadmum |ead, and nercury,
in the soils, waste piles, ground water, surface water, and sedinent at the Site.

To address the contanination at the Site, EPA issued the Proposed Renedial Action
Pl an (Proposed Plan) on February 27, 1997. The Proposed Plan outlined the cleanup
alternatives described in the FS Report and discussed in detail EPA s preferred cl eanup
alternative. Before issuing the Proposed Pl an, EPA conpared the proposed cl eanup
nmethods to a series of evaluation criteria. These criteria serve as cleanup standards for all
Superfund sites. EPA's preferred nethod is the best conbination of the evaluation criteria |isted bel ow

Threshold criteria
. Overall protection of human health and the environnent
. Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs)

Bal ancing criteria

. Long-term ef fecti veness and performance

. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent
. Short-term ef fectiveness

. Ability to inplenent

. Cost

Modi fying criteria
. St at e accept ance
. Communi ty acceptance

After considering state and community acceptance of the preferred alternative, EPA
officially docunented its selected alternative in the Record of Decision. EPA s selected
alternative staisfies the criteria for remedy slection and neets all the cleanup objectives for
the Site. As outlined in this Record of Decision, EPA's selected alternative - Excavation
and O fsite Treatment and Disposal of Soils Exceeding 40,000 Parts Per MIlion (ppm
Lead; Consolidation and Capping of Remaining Materials Above 1,000 ppm Lead - includes
the foll owi ng neasures to address the contanmination at the Site:

1. Excavation, transportation, and offist treatment of soils with | ead
concentrati ons above 40,000 ppm

2. Consolidation of soils and waste piles with | ead concentrati ons between
1,000 and 40,000 ppm

3. Vacuumdredging to renove sedinent with | ead concentrati ons exceedi ng

110 ppm from Jacks Creek, and onsite consolidation.

Pl acemrent of a multi-layer cap on the consolidated area.

Restore excavated areas with clean soil and revegetate.

Restore onsite wetl ands areas.

Denol i sh the dil api dated onsite buil dings.

Ofsite disposal of druns/vat.

N gA



9. Place deed restrictions on a portion of the Site.

10 Construct an eight-foot high fence on the unfenced portion of the scrap yard.
11. Install stromwater controls.

12. Conduct long-term nonitoring of ground and surface water.

13. Post fish consunption advisories.

14. Conduct |ong-term operation and nai ntenance after cleanup is conpl eted.

BACKGROUND

To announce the availability of and obtain public on the Proposed Pl an, EPA
hel d a public coment period from February 27, 1997, to March 29, 1997. On March 20,
1997, EPA held a public nmeeting to provide citizens with information about the Site and the
proposed cl eanup nethods. The public meetings al so provided an opportunity for citizens to
ask questions about or comment on the Site and the proposed cl eanup nmethods. EPA
announced the public coment period and public nmeeting in a newspaper display
advertisenment placed in the February 27, 1997, edition of the Lewi stown Sentinel. EPA also
announced the public coment period and neeting in a four-page fact sheet, sent to those
parties on EPA's site mailing list. The fact sheet al so sunmari zed the Proposed Renedial Action Plan.

Community interest in the Site has been relatively |ow throughout its entire history.
Enpl oyees to Krentzman are concerned about their jobs, and want Krentzman to remain in
business in its present |ocation. There are however fishermen in the community who are
concerned about the contamination of the fish in Jacks Creek.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES: SUMVARY OF COMMENTCORS MAJCR | SSUES AND CONCERNS AND EPA RESPONSES

This section provides a summary of the commentors' najor issues and
concerns and EPA responses to the issues and concerns. The coments on the
proposed renedy were received at the public meeting on March 20, 1997, or by
mai | during the public comrent period.

Concerns and questions presented in this section are placed into the follow ng five
categori es:

A Coment s received fromthe public.

B. Comment s of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart on behal f of the Jacks Creek PRP G oup.

C. Comments of Eckert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellott on behalf of the Jacks Creek De Mnims Parti es.
D. Conments of McNees, Willace & Nurick on behalf of Joe Krentzman & Son, Inc.

E. Comrent s of the Pennsyl vania Departnent of Environmental Protection.

The questions, comrents, and responses are summarized bel ow

A Comment s received fromthe public

Comment s received at the March 20,1997, public nmeeting, or by nmil, are grouped
into the foll owing seven categori es:

Ext ensi on of the Public Comment Period,
Heal th Monitoring,

Soi | Contam nati on,

Treatment and Di sposal of Soils,

G ound Water Contam nati on,

Fi shing Advi sories, and

PRPs.

Nogoh,wbdE

1. Ext enstion of the Public Conmrent Period

(a.) The PRP group requested, in witing, an extension of the public comrent
period for an additional thirty days.

EPA Response: EPA granted this request and extended the public coment period
fromMarch 29, 1997 to April 28, 1997.



2. Heal th Monitoring

(a.) A citizen asked whether there is any health nonitoring and health and safety
training of current and former enpl oyees who worked at the Site.

EPA Response: There has been no health monitoring of forner enpl oyees.

Present enpl oyees do attend a nonthly safety neeting which focuses on preventing
injuries during scrap yard operations. Enployees do not wear face nmasks or
respirators, and coul d be exposed to hazardous substances in airborne dusts while
working in the scrap yard.

3. Soi | Cont ani nati on
(a.) A citizen asked about the safe | evel of |ead concentrations at the Site.

EPA Response: Wiat EPA considers to be safe levels of |ead contam nation vary
dependi ng on where the | ead concentrations are |located on the Site and the

cl oseness of the nearby residences. EPA cleans up residential areas to a nore
stringent level than industrial areas. The cleanup level for the Site is 1,000 ppm
| ead, except for the sediments of Jacks Creek. Any soils with a lead | evel above
1,000 ppmwi || be consolidated and pl aced beneath a multi-Ilayer cap. The

Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vania has identified the Pennsylvania Land and

Recycling Act as an ARAR and regul ations issued pursuant to this Act also

establish a cleanup level of 1,000 ppmlead for this Site. The soils with lead |evels
above 40,000 ppmlead, which are the principal threat wastes at this Site, will be
excavated and then treated at an offsite location. The cleanup level in the Jacks
Creek sedinents in 110 ppm which is based on the potential inpact of |ead on the
creek environnent.

(b.) A citizen asked whether Site soils contamnated with PCBs will be cleaned.

EPA Response: Soils or sedinents contamnated with PCBs will be consolidated

along with the rest of the contam nated soils and sedinents at the Site. Lead is used
as an indicator conpound in deternmining the levels of cleanup for all the

contaminants in the soil because lead is the nbost w despread contam nant on the

Site. PCBs were detected at elevated levels in only a few discrete onsite areas.

4. Treat ment and Di sposal of Contaninate Soils

(a.) A citizen asked whether EPA is considering chemical fixation as an
alternative for treating the contam nated soils.

EPA Response: This process is included in a nunber of the cleanup alternatives in

the Proposed Plan and the ROD. The process of chenical fixation m xes

contam nated materials with other substances to ensure that the contam nation stays

in the soils and will not leach to the surroundi ng environment. Chemical fixationis

a feasible way to treat the waste onsite and this option is included in the onsite

treatnment alternatives, Alternatives 4, 5 and 6. Chemcal fixation will be used at an

offsite location to treat the highly-contamnated soils in EPA's selected alternative (Alternative 3).

(b.) A citizen asked how EPA will treat soils contami nated with chemicals other than |ead.

EPA Response: The onsite soils are contam nated with a nunber of different

contam nants. Lead is the conpound which is being used as the indicator

compound of site contamination. Soils or waste piles which contain |lead | evels of
1000 ppmor greater will be consolidated and capped but not treated offsite. The

hi ghl y-contam nated soils, containing | ead | evel s of 40,000 ppmor greater, will be
excavated and treated offsite. The chem cal fixation process is not specific to |ead
and is effective on a nunber of netals present in onsite soils. This process will be
perforned at an offsite treatnent facility as part of the EPA' s sel ected renedy.

(c.) A citizen inquired as to the |ocation of the treatnent and di sposal site for the
soils with | ead concentrations above 40,000 ppm

EPA Response: Gannett Flening, EPA' s contractor who performed the R /FS,
asked d ean Harbors, Inc., an environnental conpany specializing in rendiation,
to develop a realistic cost estinate for offsite transportation and di sposal of the soils



with | ead concentrations above 40,000 ppm Cean Harbors cal culated the unit cost

of $140 per ton for transportation, treatnent and di sposal of the soils without

sel ecting a specific disposal |ocation for the waste. There are several potentia
treatnment and disposal facilities relatively close to the Site, and the actual disposa
of the onsite wastes is still a nunber of years in the future

(d.) A citizen asked why an offsite facility would be a better place to deposit the
cont am nat ed soils.

EPA Response: O fsite facilities are permanently existing disposal facilities where

contanmi nated soils may be treated, stabilized, and placed into a lined storage area.

Transporting and di sposing wastes offsite is generally faster, |ess expensive and

nore effective than constructing, testing and then utilizing a newy-built onsite treatment facility.

(e.) A citizen asked whether EPA could treat the contam nated waste onsite

EPA Response: EPA considered onsite treatnent of contami nated soils as one of

the alternatives in the Proposed plan. It is possible to treat the waste onsite but it
woul d be nore difficult than treating it offsite. EPA deternmined that only the

heavi | y- cont ami nated waste should be treated offsite. O fsite treatment is nore cost
effective than onsite treatment.

(f.) The same citizen asked whet her EPA has considered reclaimng the materi al
fromthe contam nated soils.

EPA Response: EPA considered reclaimng or recycling the metals fromthe

contami nated soils and waste piles as part of the FS. The netal levels in the

contam nated materials at the Site are not high enough to make this process feasible

or economcally viable. The levels of zinc, cadm umand other netals in the waste

pil es woul d have to be nuch higher in order for recycling to be a feasible treatnent alternative

5. G ound Water Contam nation
(a.) a resident inquired about the effects of the Site on ground water the area

EPA Response: As part of the renedial investigation activities, EPA placed
nunmerous nonitoring wells onsite to study the ground water in both the shall ow and
the deep aquifer. Sanples fromthe nmonitoring wells show the | evels of

contam nants in the ground water beneath the Site to be bel ow t he maxi mum

contami nant |evels (MCLs). The MCLs, which are described in 40 CF. R °°

141. 61 and 141.62, are the maxi mum perm ssible level of a contaminant in water
which is delivered to any user of a public water system The ground water beneath
the Site does contain some contam nants, but the levels are not high enough to
presently be a threat to human health

6. Fi shing Advi sories

(a.) a citizen inquired about the possibility of fish contamnated with
PCBs downstreamfromthe Site and asked why EPA is not posting fishing
advi sories along the entire Iength of Jacks Oreek. The citizen commented that
because the contam nated fish near the Site could mgrate, advisories should be
posted all the way to the Juniata River

EPA Response: The Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnental Protection

(PADEP) is in agreement with EPA that fish consunption advisories shoul d be

posted on Jacks Creek in the vicinity of the Site. This will be done as one
conponent of the selected remedy. PADEP al so agrees that the signs should be

taken down after the fish are no longer a threat to human health if eaten. The fish
downstreamfromthe Site were not found to be contam nated i n sanpling done

during the RI. Therefored the fish consunption advisories will only be posted in the
imrediate vicinity of the Site, and only until the fish are no longer found to
cont am nated during periodic sanpling

7. PRPs

(a.) A citizen asked whether soneone is a PRP if they owned property on or
around the Site, but never contributed to the contam nation of the Site. The citizen



used the railroad track running through the Site as an exanpl e.

EPA Response: Under the Conprehensive Environnental Response,

Conmpensation and Liability Act, as amended, (CERCLA), all present owners of site
property at the time of disposal are PRPs. Oaners of nearby or adjacent properties
are not PRPs.

(b.) A citizen inquired about the nunber of PRPs for the Site, and asked how
many are still in business.
EPA Response: EPA believes that approximately 300 PRPs for the Site are still in

busi ness. The PRPs are distinguished into different groups depending on their |evel
of invol verrent and how nmuch waste they sent to the Site. These groups are the
owner of the Site, de maxinus parties, and de minims parties. The Site also has a
| arge nunber of PRPs who contributed waste to the Site but are no longer in

busi ness.

(c.) A citizen asked if EPA has attributed a percentage of responsibility to each
of the PRPs and whether this infornmation is available to the public.

EPA Response: EPA examined all of the Site's former records and performnmed
volumetric analysis to estinmate the anount and types of waste for which each of the
PRPs is responsible. This information is available to the public in the

Adm nistrative Record File at the Mfflin County Library. The Adm nistrative
Record File is an official collection of reports, correspondence, and ot her
docunents that reflect EPA's process of selecting the cleanup plan for the Site.
Residents also may wite the Freedomof Infornmation Oficer for this infornation,

or Garth Connor, the EPA's Renedial Project Manager for the Site.

(d.) A citizen asked how Krentzman's operations at the Site will be affected
during the cl eanup process, and whether Krentzman will be restricted from using
the cl eaned portions of the Site in the future.

EPA Response: The cleanup at the Site will be planned so that Krentzman's

operation will affected as little as possible. Krentznman's business will not be

closed during any part of the cleanup. However, Krentznan's enpl oyees nmay be
restricted fromaccessing certain portions of the property during critical parts of the
cl eanup process. After the cleanup is conpleted, deed restrictions will be placed on
the property which will restrict certain actions, such as the drilling of drinking water
well's, fromoccurring onsite.

B. Conmments of Kirkpatrick & Lockhart LLP on behal f of the Jacks Creek PRP G oup

In a 21-page docunent dated April 24, 1997, Kirkpatrick & Lockhart LLP
(Kirkpatrick) comented on the Proposed Plan on behal f of the Jacks Creek PRP
G oup. The docunent included the follow ng twel ve categories of specific |egal
and techni cal conments regardi ng the Proposed Pl an:

1. Site Description,

2. Nat ure and Extent of Contamination Description |Issues,
3. Description of R sks,

4. Identification of "Principal Threat" Material,

5. Appropriate Renmedy for Hi gher-Concentration Lead Soils,
6. Consol i dation and Cappi ng of Piles and Contani nated Soil s,
7. Consol i dati on Action Level for Lead,

8. Remedi ati on of Fl oodpl ain Soil s,

9. Sedi nent Renoval from Jacks Cr eek,

10. Managenent of Building Denolition Materials,

11. Cost Estinates, and

12. ARAR | ssues.

The specific legal and technical comrents are sunmarized on the follow ng pages.
1. Site Description

(a.) Kirkpatrick requested that it noted that the Site is currently zoned for industrial
use and hosts an active and ongoi ng recycling operation. Inmediately to the west of the Site



are the American Viscose and FMC Landfill properties. Both the Anerican Viscose and

FMC properties are significant potential sources of concern to Jacks Creek and the

surroundi ng environment. As the challenges of the Site are addressed, joint efforts nust be
made throughout the area to provide the full |level of hoped-for benefit to Jacks Creek.

EPA Response: The adjoining properties contain hazardous substances which potentially
coul d inpact hunman health and the environment. EPA and PADEP staff will nonitor the
condition of the adjoining properties to ensure that hazardous substances are not being
rel ease to the Site or the surrounding environment fromthese of fsite sources.

(b.) Ki rkpatrick understands that the present Krentznan operations go beyond the "netal
scrap yard and al um numrecycling" activities named on page 2 of the Proposed Plan. 1In the
desi gn of ongoing nmonitoring and review programnms, any issues arising fromactive

operations should not be confused with the performance of the remedy being applied to the
probl ens created by Sitkin's former operations.

EPA Response: EPA understands that there is an active scrap yard onsite which potentially
coul d have an inpact on hunman health and the environnent in the future. EPA is also

hopeful that the scrap yard will still be in business on a portion of the Site even after the
cl eanup has been conpleted. After the cleanup is conpleted, there will be a nunber of
restrictions placed on the property deed which will prevent the onsite business from
engaging in activities which would be potentially harnful to the constructed remedy, or its
operation and nai nt enance.

2. Nat ure and Extent of Contami nation Description |ssues

(a.) The Proposed Plan lists several classes of chemcals in describing organic
contam nation at the Site. The Proposed Plan shoul d disclose that these findings are limted
to certain areas on the Site which have relatively |ow | evels of the contaninants.

EPA Response: There are organi c substances at the Site, such as PCBs, which are

significant onsite contamnants. The PCBs found in fish tissue potentially could inpact

human health. However, it is true that inorganics, such as heavy netals are the nost
significant contamnants at the Site and that lead is the nost wi despread of these contam nants.

(b.) The Proposed Pl an contains inconsistencies regarding the condition of the waters.
Page 8 of the Proposed Plan states "All surface water sanples from Jacks Creek were
relatively free of organic and inorganic contam nations." However, page 7, sentence 1,
inplies the surface waters are contam nated. The data shows that the surface waters are not
affected by contam nation fromthe Site.

EPA Response: Al though sone of the sedinments and a nunber of the fish of Jacks Creek

were found to be contam nated, the actual surface waters in Jacks Creek generally were free
of site contanmination. The water in Jacks Creek flows fairly rapidly downstream
Contaminants present in this water woul d general ly be dispersed and diluted by the natural
flushing action of the creek. Site contam nants were found to be present in several snaller,
sl ower-nmoving tributaries of Jacks Creek running across the Site.

(c.) The Proposed Paln describes the Site's ground water as contam nated, but both the
remedi al investigation study and the nost recent sanpling indicate that the aquifer is not
affectd by concentrati ons of contam nants above safe drinking water |evels. The Proposed
Pl an's discussion of contam nants found in private wells nmay nislead readers into believing
that such constituents came fromthe Site. The data indicates that water beneath the Site
does not flow toward area private wells. Relatively low |lead concentrations previously
found in sone private wells in the area were apparently associated with | ead | eaching from
househol d pl unbi ng.

EPA Response: The ground water at the Site has been sanpled four tines in recent years.
Al t hough several wells were found to contain contam nants above a Maxi mum Cont am nant
Level (MCL) in a particular round of sanpling, no well has had sanpl es consistently above
an MCL for any contaminant. |In the nost recent sanpling, no contanminant in any of the
wells was found to be above MCLs. The contamination in the soils and waste piles are
significantly nore of a threat to human health and the environment than the contam nation
in the ground water.

(d.) The sanpling data shows that there is no significant ground water contam nation on
or around the Site. None of the ground water sanples collected by the PRPs in the | atest



round of sanpling contained | ead above the detection limts. The nbst abundant

contam nants of concern in the Ball MII Tailing Pile and Alumi numDross Pile were found

in ground water, in either the shallow or deep wells above the established detection limts.
The sanpling indicated that there is a vertically upward flow of ground water wi thin the
saturation zone, inhibiting the vertical nigration of those | ow concentrations of netals
detected in sone of the shallowwells at the site. Another study showed that follow ng
inmplenentation of a multi-layer cap remedy, |ead concentrations in ground water

i mredi atel y beneath the affected contam nated areas woul d be negligible. The node

predicts that regardl ess of source concentrations, |lead fromthe source areas woul d not reach
the saturated zone within the 100-year tine period follow ng i nplenentation of a cap renedy.

EPA Response: The selected renedy calls for continuous nonitoring of the ground water

The ground water contanmination at the Site currently does not warrant treatment of any Kkind.
Future nonitoring of the ground and surface water near the Site will ensure that the
contanmination | evels are not increasing to dangerous |evels.

(e.) The ecol ogi cal risk assessnent in the Proposed Plan describes the soil on the Site as

I acki ng vegetation or showi ng stunted vegetati on. Because much of the area of the Site is
currently being used and will likely continue to be utilized as an active scrap yard, the focus
shoul d be on preventing the on-going generation of sediment from contam nated areas from
entering the floodplain or Jacks O eek.

EPA Response: Surface runoff is a serious source of contam nation to the sedi ments of

Jacks Creek. The lack of begetation on certain portions of the Site increases the anpbunt of
surface runoff reach Jacks Creek and its sedinments. A large portion of the Site, including
the entire consolidation area will be revegetated after the cleanup is conpleted. This action
shoul d greatly reduce the amount of surface runoff reach Jacks Creek.

3. Description of R sks

(a.) Pages 9 and 10 of the Proposed Pl an describe the results of the baseline risk
assessnent, which indicats that lead is a primary contam nant associated with the derived
risk. Lead was not evaluated quantitatively in the risk assessnent.

EPA Response: Lead does not have a threshold value so it cannot be included in the Hazard

Index calculation with other netals in the non-carinogenic portion of a R sk Assessnent at

any site. Lead also does not have a slope factor so it can't be included in the carcinogenic
risk calculation at any Site. Hoever, the recently-devel oped adult |ead nodel for industrial
sites was used for this Site, as described in the Proposed Plan, so the potential inpacts of |ead
were evaluated for this Site.

(b.) The description of chemicals and pathways and the derived cancer risks and hazard

i ndex val ues provided in the Proposed Plan are msleading. Data collected indicates that
PCBs and pesticides are not widespread at the Site. These contaninants were found el evated
only in very isolated areas of the Site

EPA Response: Al though the organic conpounds are |ocalized and are not w despread,

several of the contami nants are significant in certain aspects of the risk assessnent. For
exanple, PCBs are a significant contamnant in fish tissue. The Hazard Index is 14 for
adults, well above the 1.0 threshold | evel, for people consuming the fish in Jacks Oreek on a
regul ar basis. PCBs are a significant contamnant at this Site

4. Identification of "Principal Threat" Mteria

(a.) The justification for calling soils at the Site with concentrations of 40,000 ppm of |ead
a "principal threat"” is not well supported in the Proposed Plan. The only explanation offered
by EPA is a statenment on page 11 of the Proposed Plan that the 40,000 ppm | ead treat nment

level is "exactly two orders of magnitude above the 400 ppmresidential screening level."

EPA Response: As stated in the Preanble to the NCP "EPA expects that treatment will be

the preferred neans by which to address the principal threat wastes posed by a site wherever
practicable. Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic
or highly nmobile that generally cannot be reliably contained or would present a significant
risk to human health or the environnent should exposure occur."” Soils containing 40,000
ppm | ead or greater have significant concentrations of highly toxic materials. The
justification for the 40,000 ppmlead treatnment level is that it is exactly two orders of
nmagni t ude above the residential screening |evel of 400 ppmlead. The residential screening



level is a level which would allow for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure. Therefore the
screeni ng | evel nunber is the correct nunber to use in developing a principal threat nunber.

(b.) The arbitrary reference to residential action levels is not a basis for defining principal
threat material. The Site is clearly an industrial site, with expectations of future industria
use. The risk against which the "principal threat" nust be measured is the risk posed under

the existing and anticipated site use scenario

EPA Response: The portion of the NCP that discusses principal threat refers to high
concentrations of toxic conpounds (e.g., several orders of magnitude above | evels that allow
for unrestricted use and unlinited exposure). The principal threat |evel should not be

cal cul ated as two orders of magnitude above an industrial use setting because that is a
restricted use that would not allow for unlinited exposure.

(c.) EPA gui dance enphasi zes the nobility of "principal threat” material. The lead in
soil and onsite pile materials has not |eached to any significant degree. The |ead
contam nated soils can be readily contained in a consolidation/cappi ng renedy w thout
further treatment

EPA Response: Mbbility is one of several concepts to be considered in the principal threat
gui dance. Hi gh concentrations of highly toxic materials is another description used for
principal threat wastes. Concentrations as high as 16% | ead were found at the Site. This
| evel of contanmination is too high to adequately protect human health and the environment
utilizing consolidati on and capping w thout any treatnent.

(d.) The base line risk assessment at the Site shows risk ranges for nbst exposure
scenari os and pat hways of 10 -4. Notably, those risk analyzed result from contani nants ot her
than | ead.

EPA Response: Lead is ubiquitous at this Site and is therefore used an an indicator of site
contamination. There are many other contami nants at the Site which also contribute to the

risk at the Site. Because |lead was used as the indicator conpound does not mean that it is the
only contam nant onsite that EPA feels is thretening human health or the environnent.

Lead does not have a threshold level, as safe exposure level, so it can not be included in the
calcul ation of a Hazard Index. The Hazard Index is a ratio, the contaninant concentration

that a person can be exposed to at a site divided by the safe exposure level for that sane
contam nant. A conpound without any safe exposure | evel would not have a denom nator in

the ratio, so there can't be a Hazard | ndex for that conpound

5. Appropriate Remedy for H gher-Concentration Lead Soils

(a.) Potential risks posed by soils containing el evated concentrati ons of |ead can be
addressed effectively through an onsite cappi ng renedy.

EPA Response: The vast majority of soils can be effectively addressed though an onsite
cappi ng remedy. However, EPA feels that there are principal threat wastes onsite which
shoul d be excavated and then treated onsite.

(b.) There will be no real reduction in risk provided by transporting certain soils to an
offsite treatnent facility and the Proposed Plan fails to provide any evidence that the
mar gi nal benefit of such treatment justifies the acconpanying costs and risks. The renmedy in
Alternative 2 is fully protective. EPA' s own plan indicates that both Alternative 2 and 3
neet the National Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria

EPA Response: The NCP creates an obligation to remove or treat principal threat wastes
By renoving the principal threat wastes, the entire renedy is nore protective because the
worst of the onsite contam nation has been renoved fromthe Site

(c.) The Proposed Plan fails to recognize the risks of transporting the contam nated

materials for offsite treatnent and disposal. Based on EPA's estinmate of 14,000 tons of |ead-
contam nated soil, 725 truckloads of naterials would have to be transported through the
community to the offsite facility. Based on distances to the two nearest offsite facilities and
publ i shed hi ghway accident risk statistics, an estimated 1.0 - 1.4 accidents likely will result,
with esimated casualties of between 0.23 and 0.34. The PRPs estimate the volune of soil to

be much higher than EPA's estimate, increasing the |ikelihood of accidents.

EPA Response: Gannett Flenming did a very conservative estimate, including a | arge safety



factor, of the amount of soil onsite containing 40,000 ppmlead or greater. The anount of

solid which will actually be transported offsite during the Renedial Action is nost likely |ess

than that conservative estimate. This neans that there will be fewer truckloads of soil and

the odds of an acci dent happening are rmuch [ ower than the above calculation. The risk to

human health of nmoving this relatively small anount of soil is very | ow and shoul d not be exaggerated

(d.) Consi dering the added risk and EPA's estinate of at least $2.7 mllion in additiona
costs, the PRPs question whether there are any margi nal benefits to excavating and taking the
contam nated soils offsite. The PRPs estinate the cost to be an additional $8-10 mllion

EPA Response: Getting the worst of the contamination offsite is a cost effective renedy.
EPA estimated that cost to be approxi mately $2,500,000 which assumes that there are

approxi mately 14,500 tons of soils containing 40,000 ppmlead or greater. |If this is an
overestimate of the highly-contam nated soils onsite, then the cost of that conponent of the
remedy would actual ly be | ower than the EPA estimate.

(e.) The PRPs have concerns regarding the possibility of becom ng involved in another
Superfund or waste site in the future. |If the PRPs performthe renedy, they do not want to
becone "arrangers" for treatment or disposal at another facility that may have a nmixture of
exi sting or future problemns.

EPA Response: The highly-contam nated soils, which are being treated and di sposed of

offsite, are the only principal threat wastes onsite. These principal threat wastes need to be
taken offsite in order to make the renedy protective of human health and the environnent.

The offsite treatnent and disposal in a permtted hazardous waste treatnent facility should

all eviate the concern regarding the possibility of involvenent at a future waste site

(f.) The basis for EPA's estinmate of the volune of "principal threat" material is notably
sparse. The Proposed Plan assunes a vol une of 14,500 tons of such material and the vol une
estimate becomes the basis of the subsequent cost eval uation (and presumably the basis of the
decision that this approach is feasible and potentially cost-effective). However, EPA has
very limted sanpling data on which to base any volume estimates. Only six sanples from

the remedial investigation and feasibility study activities showed concentrations of |ead
greater than 40,000 ppm |If EPA's estinmates of these volunes are not accurate, the cost,
risks, and feasibility considerations for this "treatnent" elenent will be greatly altered.

EPA Response: Gannett Flenming did a very conservative estinate for EPA of the anmount of
principal threat waste onsite. The amount of highly-contam nated soils onsite could easily be
closer to 5000 tons than 14,500 tons. The price is a real price froman environnenta

servi ces conpany for what they would actually charge to do that conponent of the remedy.

(9) EPA has not eval uated whether the commercial hazardous waste treatnent facilities

in Pennsyl vania can take the material involved. Restrictions placed on the incom ng

materials to these facilities may prevent the acceptance of contaninated soils containing a
conbi nation of constituents. Thus, there is no assurance that offsite treatnment is a feasible
option in this situation.

EPA Response: This is not true. The cost estinmate was for commercial waste treatnent
facilities accepting the waste fromthe Site in Pennsyl vani a.

(h.) The Proposed Pl an does not indicate how one woul d determne the area of materials
with | ead concentrations greater than 40,000 ppm Wat sanpling (on what grid, frequency,
and test methods) will be required before and during the waste pile and soil excavation
process?

EPA Response: The exact paraneters of the sanpling methodol ogy will be determ ned
during the Renedial Design portion of the renedial process.

(r.) Are the costs of sanmpling to find and classify material with | ead concentrati ons
greater than 40,000 ppmincluded in EPA s cost anal ysis?

EPA Response: Yes. The cost estimates main conponents are the excavation, transport and

di sposal of the wastes. However, the cost estimate al so includes a 20% additi onal cost, a
total of $408,560, for contingencies and oversight. The soil sanpling required woul d be a
relatively mnor contingency because much of the soil classification has already been done as
aresult of the soil sanpling during the RI. Sonme additional sanpling would be required to
insure that cleanup goals are being net, but it would also be a relatively small cost.



(j.) Are those costs, and the tinme delays consuned in efforts to identify this material
justified by the mininal benefits to be gai ned?

EPA Response: Since the worst of the waste is being treated offsite, the entire renedy
becones nore protective of human health and the environnent.

(k.) EPA' s assunption that certain sanpling and anal ytical techniques will be used
(specifically XRF) should be stated in the Proposed Pl an, since the nethods used for

outlining the "hot spot" areas may affect significantly the final cost and i nplenentation tine
of the selected renedy.

EPA Response: At this tinme, EPAis not certain which techniques will be used. This
decision will be made during the Renedial Design. XRF was sued by EPA s renova

programat this Site and it work fairly well in defining an extent of contam nation on the
eastern end of the Site.

6. Consol idation and Capping of Pile Material and Contami nated Soils

(a.) The proposed form of cap described in the Proposed Plan appears to be a cap with

a single barrier layer. The PRPs enphasize that the consolidation of all onsite materials
under a "conposite" cap, using a conbination of two barrier |ayers, appears to be the nost
protective and cost-effective approach for this site. If, and only if, EPA deternines that al
materials can stay onsite without treatnent, the PRPs woul d support upgrading the cap to a
conposi te design.

EPA Response: The installation of a second barrier layer is not cost effective on a
consol idation area of this size

7. Consol i dation Action Level for Lead

(a.) Alternative 3 reconmends an action |level of 1,000 ppm of |ead concentrations in

upl and soils. EPA does not provide a reference for the cited 500-1, 000 pmrange, but

appears to be relying on early EPA guidance (OSVER Directive #9355. 4-02, Sept enber

1989). This 1989 gui dance recommended a soil cleanup |evel of 500-1,000 ppm for

protection of human health at residential CERCLA sites. EPA appears to be extrapolating
residential cleanup levels to an industrial site. As stated in the cited gui dance docunent, the
gui dance is based on a recommendation of the Centers for D sease Control which focuses on
protecting children in residential settings. The Proposed Plan's attenpt to borrow an

outdated range, intended for assessing chil dhood exposures to | ead, and apply it to an adult
popul ation in an industrial setting is inproper and unsupportabl e.

EPA Response: |n past years, EPA had utilized the recormended cl eanup | evel for |ead

(Pb) of 500-1,000 ppmand had traditionally used the high end of 1,000 ppm as the cl eanup
level for Pb for industrial |land use. While the new EPA gui dance (Revised Interim Soi

Lead Cui dance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities, OSWER

Directive #9355.4-12) recomends a screening level for Pb in residential soil of 400 ppm
the use of 1,000 ppmas the cleanup level for the Site (an industrial property) represents a
protective level as indicated by the Adult Pb Mddel devel oped by the TRW (EPA, 1996).

By focusing on fetal protection for a pregnant enpl oyee, the new Adult Pb Mddel can be

used to calculate an industrial cleanup level. The protective range devel oped fromthis
nodel is between 750 ppmand 1,750 ppm with a nidpoint of approximately 1,250 ppm
This supports the use of 1,000 pmas a soil Pb cleanup level at the Site. In addition, the

Commonweal th of Pennsylvania has identified the Pennsylvania Land Recycling Act as an
ARAR, and regul ations issued pursuant to this Act establish a | ead cleanup | evel of 1,000
ppmfor this Site.

(b.) The Proposed Plan cites an interimmodel recently produced for assessing adult
exposures to | ead which was used by the Techni cal Review Wrkshop (TRW for |ead

Borrowing fromthis report, the Proposed Plan states that the cl eanup goal of 1,000 ppmis
"approxi mately the m dpoint of the protective range" (750 to 1,750 ppm). Wthout a

t horough eval uation of the assunptions used in the exanple presented by the TRW or any
indication that those assunptions are applicable to this Site, the happenstance of the cleanup
goal being approximately the m dpoint of the "protective range" is not adequate justification
for its adoption at this Site

EPA Response: The Administrative Record describes the exact cal cul ati ons EPA used at
this Site to calculate a lead (Pb) cleanup level utilizing the nodel devel oped by the



Techni cal Revi ew Workgroup. A deteailed discussion the TRWs Adult Pb Mdel is

presented in the Decenber 1996 report entitled, " Reconmendations of the Technica
Revi ew Workgroup for Lead for an InterimApproach to Assessing R sks Asssociated with
Adult Exposures to Lead in Soil," (EPA, 1996). A copy of this report is enclosed for your

reference. The report describes the basic algorithms that are used in the nethodol ogy and
provides a set of default paraneter values that can be used in cases where high quality data
are not available to support site-specific estimtes. The rational e supporting each paraneter
default is provided in the Appendi x of the report.

(c.) The TRW's exanpl e nodel output of 1,750 ppmwas devel oped based on a defaul t

| ead absorption factor of 12 percent. |If alternative absorption factors in the range of eight
percent, cited in the literature, are used, the nmodel output would change from1, 750 ppmto
2,600 ppm The formof |ead present is not very soluble and is unlikely to be as bioavail abl e
as suggested by a 12 percent absorption factor

EPA Response: The use of a soil lead (Pb) absorption factor of 12 percent is consistent

with the Adult Pb nethodol ogy (EPA, 1996; pp. Al5-Al19) devel oped by the TRW (see

EPA Response to Item 7b). This default value is based on a weight of evidence

determ nation fromthe best avail able experinental estimtes of the bioavailability of
soluble Pb in adult hunmans, and the relative bioavailability of soil Pb conpared to soluble
Pb. EPA recogni zes the sensitivity of the cleanup level to the absorption factor used in the
Adult Pb Mdel. Indeed, the nodel was designed to accommodate the use of high-quality
site-specific data to define this and other paraneter values (EPA, 1996; pp. A-19). 1In the
absence of persuasive evidence to adjust the bioavailability factor on a site-specific basis,
the TRWrecommends a default estinmate of 12 percent. Use of the Adult Pb nethodol ogy
results in a cleanup |level of Pb at the m dpoint of approximately 1,000 ppm The m dpoi nt

is justifiable and preferred over the nore conservative estimate of 750 ppmor the |ess
conservative estimate of 1,750 ppm

(d.) On behal f of the PRPs, ENVIRON applied the sane nodel used by the TRWin

the report "Risk Evaluation of Areas Qutside of Proposed Cap and Devel opnent of Action
Level for Lead" to develop the cleanup level of 2,500 ppm The menorandum provi ded to

the PRPs fromEPA criticizing ENVIRON s report is not well founded. Wiile the

ENVI ROn eval uati on uses a different absorption factor than the TRWdefault of 12 percent,
EPA did not offer any technical discussion or justification as to why an assuned 12 percent
absorption factor is appropriate.

EPA Response: The use of a soil |ead absorption factor of 12 percent is consistent with the
Adult Pb net hodol ogy (EPA, 1996, pp. Al5-Al19) devel oped by the TRW As discussed in

EPA responses to 7b and 7c above, default values are indicated in the absence of high-
quality site-specific data.

e.) Use of an absorption factor in the range of 8 to 12 percent results in the

ENVI RON- cal cul ated cl eanup levels in the range of 1,700 ppmto 2,500 ppm These are

both substantially higher than the 1,000 ppmvalue arbitrarily reflected in the Proposed Pl an
The PRPs believe that the selected action | evel should be in the range of 2,000 ppm

EPA Response: The PRPs incorrectly applied the Adult Lead (Pb) Mdel devel oped by the

TRW (EPA, 1996). There were errors in the algorithmused for the calculation of the

cleanup | evel. Many exposure paraneters were changed, which resulted in a cleanup | eve

for Pb of 2,500 ppm The nost significant exposure paraneter that was changed is the soi

Pb absorption factor (see EPA responses to 7b-7d, above). |f the nathematical errors are
corrected and the appropriate absorption factor is used (12 percent, not 8 percent), the PRP's
nodel predicts a cleanup level for Pb of 1,444 ppm which is within the range recomended

by the TRWof 750 to 1,750 ppm

8. Remedi ati on of Fl oodplain Soils

(a.) Excavating soils in the wooded areas nay be difficult and m ght cause greater

di sturbance of natural resources than the benefits to be derived fromsuch effort. [If, during
design, it is found that there are areas on the "margin" of the 1,000 ppm|evel, the PRPs
question whether the benefit provided by renoving this soil would be worth the

acconpanyi ng di sturbance of the woods, with the increase in erosion potential

EPA Response: EPA generally agrees with this analysis. 1In the nmain woded area on the
Site, lead levels are well bel ow 1000 ppmlead. This area, in the northeast corner of the
Site, will be left undisturbed. However, there are other areas onsite with | ead | evel s wel



above 1000 ppmlead that are wooded to sone extent. These areas will be excavated, and
t hen reveget at ed.

(b.) The PRPs request that the four acre area with |l ess than 1,000 ppm contam nati on
that is contenplated for covering, be specifically identified nowwth a map to be included
in the Record of Decision.

EPA Response: The exact size and location of this non-forested floodplain area will be
determ ned during Renedial Design. However, it should be pointed out that only about 24

of the 105 acres onsite is located in the floodplain. The covered area has to be non-forested
floodplain area with I ead | evel s bel ow 1000 ppm | ead.

(c.) The Proposed Plan raises a concern with respect to whether the suggested met hod

of placing additional soils in the floodplain will conply with ARARs. Such an alteration of
the floodpl ain cross-section and profile would presumably be governed by the Pennsyl vani a

Fl oopl ai n Managenent Act and associ ated i npl enenting ordi naces, which restrict

pl acenent of fill in floodplain area where the effect would be to restrict flood flow or raise
floo water elevations

EPA Response: The relatively snall area of floodplain soils which will be covered with
ei ghteen-inches of fill nmaterial as part of the remedy at this Site would not have a significant
inmpact on either flood flows or flood water elevations

(d.) The pl acenent of additional soil in the floodplain raises a concern regardi ng the
potential for furture erosion and naintenance. |t appears that the area is subject to periodic
serious flooding with high velocity flows. Under these circunstances, it nay be very

difficult to maintain a consistent 18 inch fill cover over native soils, particularly in areas
nearest the stream

EPA Response: The fill material in these areas will be conpacted, graded and revegetated
as part of the selected renedy. These revegetated areas should be resistant to erosion, and
not require rmuch mai ntenance in future years.

9. Sedi nrent Renoval from Jacks O eek

a.) The Group requests that the sedinent areas requiring renoval be identified in the
Record of Decision

EPA Response: Sedinents above 110 ppmlead that are in depositional areas in close
proxinmty to the Site will require renoval. The exact |ocations and anmounts will be
determ ned during the Renedi al Design

10. Managenent of Building Denolition Mterials

(a.) The Proposed Plan should allow the option for debris generated fromthe denolition

of onsite buildings, including the Precious Metal Building and certain other affected
structures, to be consolidated with the contam nated soil and pile materials placed under the
cap. There is sonme probability that sonme or all of the materials in question will be

contam nated and woul d not be accepted for disposal at a typical denolition/construction
landfill w thout expensive "decontam nation."

EPA Response: The sel ected renedy includes offsite disposal of the building debris. This
debris will not be placed in the consolidation area because of engineering concerns.

11. Cost Estinates

(a.) According to an Cctober 30, 1996, nenorandum from Gannett Flemng, Inc. to

EPA, the vol une of soils exceeding the 40,000 ng/kg total lead limt was estinated at

approxi mately 2 acres, or 14,500 tons. Parsons believes the volune fo soils exceeding the
40,000 ng/ kg action level to be approximately 24,800 tons of soil, an affected area of 3.55
acres. It has been Parsons' experience at a variety of sites that |ead contam nation in soils
tends to be very "spott" in occurrence and relatively cursory sanpling will typically yield

an initial nunmber of "hot spots" which underestimate the exi stence of other "hot spots" in

the general area. Depending on the |level of investigative scrutiny applied to these areas, the
amount of soil found to exceed a given action limt could be significantly higher than EPA s
initial estinates.



EPA Response: Gannett Flenming added a | arge safety factor in calculating the anmount of

hi ghl y-contam nated soils. having a |arge safety factor in the cal cul ati ons neans that
Gannett Flenming may have over-estimated the anount of soils having 40,000 ppm | ead or
greater. The anount of these soils is probably |ess than the 14,500 tons Gannett Fl ening
estimated, and therefore the cost of that conponent is probably an overestimate of cost of
t hat conponent of the renedy.

(b.) Gannett Flenming has estinmated a cost of $2.5 nillion for excavation and di sposa

based on a unit cost of $140 per ton - a value which allegedly is based on an informal quote
fromd ean Harbors. The specifics are not included in Gannett Flemng's submttal to EPA
and it is difficult to ascertain the assunptions used in this estimate. Al so, the cost of
treatment does not seemto be included in the Gannett Flem ng cost estimate. The PRPs are
concerned that managenent of this material could cost nore than the $2.5 million estinated.

EPA Response: The estimate from C ean Harbors was not an informal quote, it was a rea

price for performng the transportation, treatnent and di sposal of the highly-contam nated
soils at the time it was given. It was also a price for the actual soils onsite, and the site's
contam nants were described to dean Harbors. Gbviously, the price could be different by

the time of the actual cleanup several years fromnow |In several years, there could be a
tremendous excess of landfill space, and the price for disposal could drop substantially. On
the other hand, a nunber of landfills could close in the next few years and the demand for
landfill space and thus the price for disposal could rise. The price could also stay the sane
in the next few years, which would nean the price would still be the sane at the tine of the
actual cleanup. It is all conjecture at this point as to whether the price will go up, go down
or stay the sane. The price fromddean Harbors is based on a total waste vol une of 14, 500

tons which was estimated by Gannett Flem ng and includes a significant safety factor

(c.) The cost of sanpling and classifying lead | evels on the Site does not appear to be
included in EPA's cost estimate.

EPA Response: Mbst of the contamintated soils are already classified as a result of the
extensive soil sanpling conducted by Gannett Flemng during the RI. The sanpling
required during the cl eanup woul d be sanpling to insure that soil cleanup goals are being
net. This is relatively mnor, inexpensive and is 10% contingency and oversi ght expense
included in the cost of this conmponent of sel ected renedy.

(d.) In reviewing Gannett Flening's estimated costs for Alternatives 2 and 3, Parsons

found a nunber of arithmetic errors and a few questionabl e assunptions in the eval uation of
cappi ng costs. For exanple, Gannett Flem ng appears not to have included any "expansion”

or "fluffing" factor with respect to those soils that are to be excavated and consol i dat ed.
Gannett Flem ng al so appears to have assunmed use of a snaller capping area with a higher

total elevation conpared to the configuration used by Parson. EPA should closely revi ew
these cal cul ations before including any final estinmated cost figures in the Record of Decision

EPA Response: Gannett Flem ng anticipated that the consolidation pile would be
conpacted with a bull dozer which or minimze or even elimnate the need for a fluffing or
expansion factor. The expansion of the consolidated soils would be mninal under these conditions.

(e.) In the cost estimates reflected in the Proposed Plan, Gannett Flem ng did not appear

to allocate any costs for site preparation, such as erosion control, utility relocation, work
pl ans, bonds, and many other itens. Parsons' previously submtted cost estinates allocated
approximately $0.8 mllion for site preparation

EPA Response: Cearing and grubbing which is part of site preparation are allocated as

cost items in developing a total cost for the cleanup. Erosion control is also included as a
separate cost item Preparation of work plans is also included, but is considered to be part of
the engi neering costs of the selected renedy. Bonds and utility relocation are easily covered
by the contingency costs which are included in the costs of the sel ected renedy.

(f.) The cost estinate for Alternative 2 of the Proposed Plan does not specify the

renmoval of druns fromthe site, deed and access restrictions, or provisions for 5-year
reviews. For Alternative 3, the Proposed Plan's estimates only allocate $1,000 for deed and
access restrictions and budgets no costs for 5-year reviews. Parsons has included these
items within its revised cost estinate

EPA Response: Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are nore thoroughly described in the
Record of Decision than they were in the Proposed Plan. The m nor conponents, such as



deed restrictions, of all these alternatives are nore clearly delineated in the Record of Decision

(9.) For buil ding denolition and disposal, the Parsons and Gannett Fl ening cost

estimates are simlar with the exception of the Precious Metals and Snelter Buil dings
Gannett Flem ng has used an estimate that is nuch |ower than the unit cost estimate used for
other buildings. The net effect is that the Parsons estimate for this itemis $0.3 mllion
hi gher than the Gannett Fl ening estinate.

EPA Response: The unit cost of denolition and disposal was the sane for all the buildings
onsite. Gannett Flem ng used Means Cost Estimate Cuide in order to calculate these costs
on a cost per cubic foot basis

(h.) The cost estinmates prepared by Parsons' in the Addendum Feasibility Study

utilized 1995 costs. |In updating these estinmates, Parsons has added a yearly inflation rate of
3 percent to adjust costs for general industry tasks, such as fence construction, trailer rental
etc. In addition, a one percent yearly inflation rate was used to adjust line itemcosts

typically associated with the environnental renediation industry, such as renedial work
requiring 40-hour trained personnel, engineering consulting activities, etc.

EPA Response: The costs described above are relatively ninor, and are easily covered by
the engi neering costs which is added to nmany of the conponents of the sel ected renedy.

(r.) The costs estimated for capping are dependent on the size of the area to be capped
Gannett Flem ng assuned the capped area would be 22 acres in size. The Parsons estinmates
were based on two scenarios - 26 acres and 36 acres. This bal ance between the acreage for
consolidating and capping is an inportant design issue

EPA Response: EPA used Gannett Flening's cost estimates in the Proposed Plan and the
ROD. The exact size and |locationi of the consolidation area will be determ ned during the
Remedi al Desi gn

(j.) The $1 mllion Operation & Miintenance (O&\) cost value for Aternative 2, as
shown on page 12 of the Proposed Plan is incorrect. The $1 million figure is a 30-year
present worth rather than an annual present worth

EPA Response: $82,000 is the correct ambunt for one year, which is a total of $1 million

for a 30-year period. The Proposed Plan contained the 30-year figure, the ROD lists
Alternative 2, and all the other alternatives with the one-year O & Mcost. Both figures are
correct, but are for different tine periods.

(k.) It appears that the Proposed Plan's Q&M cost estinmates used for the various

scenari os are not consistent in their assunptions. The Gannett Flem ng cost estinmates for
annual O8M costs on Alternatives 3-6 assunme that ground water, surface water, creek

sedi nent, and creek biota would be nmonitored every six nmonths, resulting in an annual cost

of $150,000. The earlier Parson's cost estimates (and the Plan's estimate for Alternative 2)
assune ground water would be nmonitored annually and the other nedia would be nonitored

only once during the initial sanpling, resulting in a nuch | ower annual cost.

EPA Response: Twice a year is the appropriate frequency of sanpling for this Site during
O& M The nonitoring of biota will have to continue indefinitely in order to determ ne
when to take the fishing advisories signs down, and also to ensure that the renedy continues
to protective of the nearby environment.

(r.) Conti ngenci es, design, and oversight costs estimated by Gannett Flening tend to be
between 5 and 10 percent |ower than what is typically experienced at Superfund sites and
what was utilized by Parsons.

EPA Response: Gannett Fleming did the cost estinmates properly, and in accordance with
standard engi neering practices. There is not set rule for adding an exact percentage to a cost
figure as a contingency cost. This decision is a best professional judgement decision, and
therefore can vary in different circunstances. Gannett Flening added contingency costs of
from5-10% and EPA agrees with their decision. Parsons tended to focus on worst-case
scenarios rather than actual expected costs of the various conponents of the renedy.

(m) Parson's cost estinmates, based on conservative assunptions, indicate significantly
hi gher costs for both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. Notably, the cost of Alternative 3 is
between $8 to $10 mllion nore than Alternative 2, with a substantial contingency



dependent upon the the volume and cost of nmaterial requiring treatnent.

EPA Response: Gannett Flening's cost estimates are sound and are as accurate as possible

at this stage of the renmedial process. It is inportant to realize that, at this stage of the
cl eanup process, neither Parson's nor Gannett Flem ng cost estinate can have a high degree

of accuracy in predicting actual costs of any conponent of the remedy in future years. For
exanmpl e, in making an estinmate of the cost of any conponent of the renedy, such as the

mul ti-layer cap, there are so many unknown variables. W don't know the year the cl eanup
will take place, the nunber of conpanies interested in bidding on the work, or even the

exact anount of cap materials needed for the consolidation pile. Sone of the conponents of
the selected remedy will cost less than what is estimated in the ROD, and sone of the
conmponents will cost nmore than what is estinmated in the ROD.

(n.) The final Plan must reflect realistic cost estimates, which take into full account the
conti ngenci es of the proposed work. All anticipated costs nust be included in such
estimates, with a consistent and conplete recognition of contingencies, in order to provide a
basis for a reasoned conparison between alternatives.

EPA Response: The cost estinates in this ROD are realistic. EPA feels that the costs are as
accurate as possible at this stage of the renedial process. |In general, the actual costs of any
cleanup in future years nay vary greatly fromthe cost estimates in the ROD. As stated in

the Proposed Plan and the ROD, the actual cost for each alternative is expected to be in a
range from 50% hi gher than the costs estimated to 30% | ower than the costs estimated.

12. ARAR | ssues

(a.) The Proposed Pl an suggests that certain state hazardous waste facility citing
requirenents, contained in 25 Pa. Code °°269.22 23, 25, and 42 are ARARs regarding

siting of the consolidation area. The Goup subnits that these siting criteria are not legally
applicable in this situation. The Pennsylvania siting criteria are applicable to siting of new
facilities. In this case, the remediation involves consolidation and cappi ng of existing
materials on the Site prior to adoption of the Pennsylvania facility siting criteria. However
the group woul d agree that the consolidation area should be placed out of the 100-year

fl oodpl ai n and shoul d avoi d wetl ands.

EPA Response: These regulation are ARARs in this ROD. The consolidation area nust be

out of the floodplain, and should be on the abandoned portion of the Site so as not to
interfere with scrap yard operations. Even if these regulations are not applicable, they could
be rel evant and appropri ate.

(b.) The group supports the decision that liner requirenents are either not applicable or
shoul d be waived in this situation

EPA Response: EPA believes these regulations are an ARAR but the regul ations are being
wai ved in this instance

(c.) No mention is made in the Proposed Plan of the fact that the proposed excavation

and offsite treatnment and di sposal of certain materials called for under Alternative 3 would

be subject to Federal |and ban regulations and the Plan contains no anal ysis of the inpact of
those standards on the cost and inplenentability of this option. |In this regard, concern nust
be expressed regardi ng the i npact of the Universal Treatment Standards on soils which nmay
contain a mx of constituents, including not only lead and certain other netals, but also sone
ot her chem cals, such as organics. Unfortunately, virtually none of the authorized

commer ci al hazardous waste treatnment facilities in Pennsylvania pernmitted to treat inorganic
material s have the capability of handling those materials if they contain nore than de

mnims concentrations of organics.

EPA Response: Gannett Fleming fully described the constituents and contam nation |evels
of the waste at the Site in obtaining the price for transportation, treatnent and di sposal
Cl ean Harbors devel oped a price for that particul ar waste

B. Comment s of Eckert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellott on behal f of the Jacks Creek
De Mnims Parties

In a one page letter dated April 28, 1997, Eckert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellott
commrent ed on behal f of the Jacks Oreek De Mnims Settlement Participation Agreenent
Parties. The De Mnims Parties join in and support the "Jacks Creek PRP G oup



Comment s on Proposed Renedial Action Plan Jacks Creek Superfund Site," dated April 24, 1997
C Comrents of McNees, Wallace & Nurick on behal f of Joe Krentzman & Son, Inc

In a three page letter dated March 27, 1997, McNees, Willace & Nurick comented on
behal f of the owner of the Site property, Joe Krentzman & Son, Inc. (Krentzman).

(1.) The remedy shoul d be designed in such a way that it mnimzes to the fullest extent
possi bl e the disruption of Krentznman's ongoing operations at the Site. No remedy shoul d be
selected which interferes with Krentsman's ability to continue operating at the Site. Myving
operations conpletely off the Site woul d destroy Krentnman as an ongoi ng concern

EPA Response: EPA agrees and feels the remedy can and shoul d be inplenmented with as
little inpact as possible to the onsite business.

(2.) If Krentzman is forced into bankruptcy as a result of the clean-up process, there
will be a server disruption to the local community. Dozens of enpl oyees depend upon
Krentzman for their livelihood. Krentzman also provides a needed and environnental |y
sound service to the community by recycling scrap naterials that woul d otherw se take up
val uabl e di sposal resources and cause the depletion of scarce natural resources

Krent zman's operations are not threatening the environnent or nei ghbors and shoul d be
allowed to continue in an isolated rural setting, away from popul ati on centers

EPA Response: EPA agrees and al so believes that Krentzman can renain in business
onsite during and after the onsite cleanup

3.) The Proposed Plan states that certain site soils and waste piles will be consolidated on
the "unused portion of the Site." The plan does not specify where a cap will be placed on
the consolidated materials, nor how the placenment of the cap will linit Krentznan's operations

EPA Response: The exact size and | ocation of the consolidated area must be
outside of the floodplain areas and on the portion of the property not currently used

(4.) The Proposed Pl an di scusses backfilling excavated areas to "original grade" w thout
defining that term and refers to "revegetation,”" which may be inappropriate for
some or all areas of an industrial facility.

EPA Response: The scrap yard will not be revegetated, although, nuch of the area will be
remedi ated and then backfilled with clean soil

(5.) There is no discussion of how Krentznman's operations will be restricted, if at all, on
areas where clean soils will be placed

EPA Response: Krentzman's operations will not restricted on backfilled areas. There
will be restrictions in the consolidation area after the nulti-layer cap is in place.

(6.) The Proposed Pl an references the denolition of onsite buildings, but Krentzman
uses several buildings at the facility for its ongoing operations. These buildings are an
integral part of Krentzman's operations and cannot be denolished, at |east wi thout replacenent.

EPA Response: Onsite buildings will be denolished, however, none of the buildings which
Krentman currently uses will be denoli shed.

(7.) The Proposed Plan notes that an eight-foot high fence will be constructed on the
northern side of the active scrap yard. Such a fence nust be placed so as to not interfere
with scrap yard operations, such as the unloading of railroad cars, which is performed in the
general vicinity.

EPA Response: The fence will be built so that it does not interfere with railroad operations
During the Renedial Design portion of the cleanup process, all of these factors will be taken
into consideration in designing the fence

(8.) The pl an references stormmater controls related to capped areas but does not discuss
how t hose controls would be integrated i nto ongoi ng operational controls.

EPA Response: There will be only one capped area onsite after the cleanup. This area wll
be | ocated on the unused portion of the Site and will not interfere with the onsite business.



The stormmater controls also will be | ocated on the unused portion of the Site and will not
interfere with the ongoi ng business. The purpose of the stormwater controls is to keep
stormwater fromgetting on to the consolidated area.

D. Comrent s of the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection

In a three page letter dated April 25, 1997, the Pennsylvani a Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection commented on the Proposed Plan for the Site. The Departnent
remarked that their coments on the draft Proposed Plan for the Site, as stated in a letter
dated February 25, 1997, have not been incorporated into the final Proposed Plan. Concerns
presented in this section were placed into the foll owi ng categories:

1. Comrents Specific to Alternative 3
2. Acti on- Speci fic ARARs
1. Commrents Specific to Alternative 3

(a.) A description of cap materials needs to be given for the Milti-layer Cap Section.
For a hazardous waste landfill, 25 PA Code, Chapter 263, Appendix E, Table 3 lists the
M ni mum Li ner Design and Performance Standards which nmust be included as an ARAR

EPA Response: A description of the different |ayers of the cap is included in the ROD on
page 14. The cap is a multi-layer cap consisting of a nunber of different layers. First the
waste will be covered with a two-inch |ayer of crushed lineston. The barrier |ayer, which

is a layer of high-density polyethylene (HDPE), is placed down, then is covered with a six-
inch sand drainage layer. This is covered with 12 inches of protective soils, and six inches
of topsoil.

(b.) Wiat is to be done with the wooded areas where soil levels of |ead may be greater than 1,000 ppn?

EPA Response: The large forested area on the northern side of the Site is well bel ow 1000
ppmlead, and will be left alone. However, there are several snaller woooded areas on other
portions of the Site which do contain | ead above 1,000 ppm These areas woul d be

excavat ed, consolidated with the other nmaterials, an capped. Al onsite soils with | ead
concentrations above 1,000 ppm and bel ow 40, 000 ppm woul d be consolidated in this

manner. O ean soils then would be placed and seeded in these areas.

(c.) It can be inferred that wetlands which occur in the floodplain also will be covered
with 18 inches of clean soil, elimnating much of the wetlands area. It is the Departnent's
position that, if necessary, the wetland areas be excavated and restored with clean soil to the
original grade and revegetated. Additional wetlands can be created as an aid in soil and
erosion control .

EPA Response: There are two snall wetland areas |ocated onsite which conbined are |ess

than 0.20 acres. Both of these areas contain | ead above 1000 ppm These areas will be
excavated, covered with clean soil and recreated as part of the selected renmedy. Al though
there are other floodplain areas which will be covered with 18 inches of topsoil, these other
floodpl ain areas are not wetl ands.

(d.) Bui l dings on the Site that are contam nated cannot sinply be disposed offsite unless
the debris is characterized and, based on the characterization, is sent to a hazardous waste or
residual waste landfill. Wastes generated fromthe cleaning of the buildings should be
characterized, handl ed appropriately, and sent to an appropriate facility.

EPA Response: During the actual cleanup, the building debris will be handled in exactly
this manner as part of the selected renedy.

(e.) There is no section in Alternative 3 that summarizes activities regarding ground
water. On page 8 of the proposed plan, a perched | eachate area is |listed beneath the Ball
MIIl Tailings Pile. This paragraph also states that this water is very contanminated with
heavy nmetals. Since contanmination is present and this |eachate will be disturbed during
earth noving activities, ground water disturbance and contai nment must be addressed.

EPA Response: Al though the ground water is not being treated in the selected renedy, the
ground water is being nonitored. The water within the Ball MII Tailings Pile will be
contained when the pile is in the process of being consolidated.



(f.) EPA shoul d provide a figure showi ng the proposed | ocation of the capped area.

EPA Response: The exact size and |ocation of the consolidation area will be determ ned
during the Renedial Design. Figures and drawi ngs showi ng the proposed | oacati on and ot her
details of the consolidation area will be included in the Rermedi al Design docunents.

(9.) Jacks Creek and the ara adjacent to the creek's floodplain are under the
jurisdiction of the Departnent's Bureau of Dans, Waterways and Wetland Section. ARARs

from 25 PA Code, Chapter 105, nust be net. Chapter 105.13 pertains to the process of
obtaining a pernmt for activities involving a floodplain. Al though a pernit is not required
the basic requirenments of such nust be fulfilled. Additional ARARs pertaining to areas

adj acent to the Creek include 25 PA Code, Chapter 105.17 and 105. 18 (wetl and regul ati ons)
and 25 PA Code, Chapters 105.261 and 105.271 (design criteria for modification of fills,

| evees, floodwalls, and streanbank retaining devices).

EPA Response: Relevant portions of Chapter 105 are included in the ARARs section of this
Record of Decision. Existing wetlands will be recreated as part of the sel ected renedy.

(h.) The protection of properties and waters including aquatic life also is an ARAR for this
site. The Fish and Boat Code Act of Cctober 16, 1980, P.L. 996, as anended, and 30 PA
Code Sections 2502 and 1504 must be included as an ARAR

EPA Response: EPA does not recognize this regulation as an ARAR
2. Action- Speci fic ARARs

(a.) The control of stormwater runoff during actions that disturb | and, such as grading
or excavating, must nmeet construction criteria consistent with the county watershed
managenent plan and the Storm Water Management Act, Act of October 4, 1978, P.L. 864,

No. 167, as anended, 32 P.S. Sections 680.1-680. 17.

EPA Response: Relevant portions of this regulation are included in the ARARs section of the ROD.

(b.) Post cl osure care and use of property are addressed under 25 PA Code, Chapter
264.117. This is an ARAR for the capped area. As the renedy calls for a hazardous waste
landfill, 25 PA Code, Chapter 264.310, which also pertains to closure, is an ARAR
Specifically, 264.310 subsection (6)(iv) requires maintaining and nmonitoring the ground
wat er nonitoring systemand conplying with all other applicable requirements of
Subchapter F (relating to ground water nonitoring).

EPA Response: Relevant provisions of both 264.117 and 264.310 are included in the
ARARs portion of this ROD on page 18.

(c.) The Department continues to assert the Pennsylvania Land Recycling Act as an
ARAR, including the standards set forth in the Pennsylvania Land Recycling Techni cal
Manual , Appendi x B.

EPA Response: Provisions of regulations issued pursuant to the Pennsylvania Land
Recycling Act have been identified as ARARs by EPA where deened necessary.



<I M5 SRC 97987D>
Pennsyl vani a Department of Environnmental Protection
One Ararat Boul evard
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9333
Sept enber 29, 1997

717-540-5012
Sout hcentral Regional Ofice FAX 717- 657- 4446

M. Abraham Ferdas, Acting Director 3HWO0
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Division

US EPA, Region |11

841 Chestnut Street

Phi | adel phia, PA 19107-4431

Re: Record of Decision (ROD)
Jack's Creek Superfund Site
Decatur and Derry Townshi ps
Mfflin County, PA

Dear M. Ferdas:

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Jack's Creek Superfund Site, Decatur and Derry
Townshi ps, Mfflin county, was received Septenber 25, 1997, with an additional anendnent received
Sept enber 29, 1997. It has been reviwed by the Departnent of Environnental Protection (DEP).

The selected renedy for this site consists of the foll ow ng maj or conponents:

Soils with | ead concentrations above 40,000 parts per million (ppm
which are the principal threat wastes, shall be excavated and treated at an off-site
hazardous waste treatment facility using a chemi cal stabilization process.

Soils and waste pile materials with | ead concentrati ons between 1,000 and
40, 000 ppm |l ead shall be excavated and then consolidated on-site. Sedinents from
depositional areas of Jack's Creek exceeding 110 ppmlead in the i nmedi ate
vicinity of the Site shall be renoved fromthe creek by vacuum dredgi ng, and then
consolidated with the waste piles and contani nated soils.

The consolidated soils, waste materials and sedi nents shall be covered with
a layer of crushed |imestone, and then covered with a nulti-layer cap.

Al excavated areas shall be covered with clean fill to the original grade and
then revegetated. Al of the areas, except for the scrap yard shall be revegetat ed.

The existing on-site wetlands, which conbined are approximately 1/5 of an
acre in size, will be recreated in an on-site | ocation.



M. Abraham Ferdas, Acting Director 3HWO  -2- Sept enber 29, 1997
Bui | di ngs that are structurally unsound shall be denvolished.
Long-termnonitoring of the ground and surface water, as well as the fish

and benthos in Jack's Creek, shall be done as part of the operation and

mai nt enance of the Site.

Deed restrictions would al so be placed on a portion of the Site to restrict
use of the capped area, and to limt other areas of the Site to industrial activities.

DEP herby concurs with EPA s proposed remedy with the followi ng conditions:

. EPA wi || assure that DEP is provided an opportunity to fully participate in any
negoti ations with responsible parties.

. DEP will be given the opportunity to review and comment on docunents and
concur with decisions related to the design and inplenentati on of the renedi al
action, to assure conpl aince with Pennsylvania's Applicable or Rel evant and
Appropri ate Requirenents (ARARs).

. DEP' s posture is that its design standards are ARARs pursuant to SARA
Section 121, and we will reserve our right to enforce those design standards.

. DEP reserves its right and responsibility to take i ndependent enforcenent actions
pursuant to state |aw

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

. Public comment and the issurance of an Explanation of Significant Differences
(ESD) nust occur before any nodification of the RCD.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this EPA Record of Decision. |f you have any
questions regarding this natter, please contact ne at 717-541-7969.

<I MG SRC 97087E)

Karen Bassett
Acting Regional Director



