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STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (RCD) presents the selected renedial action for the MN Manufacturing
Site located in Valley Townshi p, Montour County, Pennsylvania (the Site), devel oped in
accordance wi th the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability act

of 1980 as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act, (CERCLA), 42

U S C °°9601 et. seq. and is consistent, to the extent practicable, with the National Q1| and
Hazar dous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This decision is

based upon the contents of the Administrative Record for the MV Manufacturing Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania has concurred with the sel ected renedy. A copy of the
letter of concurrence is attached.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determne, in accordance with Section 106 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. °9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis
Site, as discussed in Section VI (Summary of Site Risks), if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmi nent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The foll owi ng renmedy, as subsequently described, is one of five operable units that conprise a
conprehensive renedy for the Site. Operable Unit 1 (OQJ 1), conpleted in March 1992

addressed carbon waste at the Site. Operable Unit 2 (OJ2) addressed the chopped and shredded
pieces of wire insulation (referred to as "Fluff") resulting fromthe copper reclanation process; it
al so addressed contam nated soils, |agoon water and containerized material on-site. QU2 called
for the use of on-site incineration; the remedy for Q)2 is reevaluated in this ROD. Qperable
Unit 3 (OU3) addresses |ong-term contam nated groundwater inpacts fromthe Site. Q)3 is
currently in design phase. Operable Unit 4 (OU-4) consisted of the design and installation of a
public water supply for certain residences and busi nesses. OQJ 4 was conpl eted in August 1996.
The Rernedial Design (RD) for QU2 included a series of treatability studies which were
conpleted in Novenber 1995. The treatability studies reveal ed that the selected renedy for QU
2 has the potential for adverse inpacts on human health and the environnent. Operable Unit
(QU-5) was undertaken to reevaluate the remedy for the Site contam nants previously addressed
under QU 2. The original selected renedy (QJ2) included the follow ng maj or conponents:

. on-site incineration of Fluff, stabilization of ash, and disposal of ash in an off-site
landfill permitted pursuant to the Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U S.C
°0 6901-6986) ( RCRA) ;

. on-site incineration of inpacted soils for organics renoval, stabilization of metals in ash
where necessary and, disposal of ash in an off-site RCRA landfill;

. on-site treatnent of |agoon water for organics and netals and di scharge in accordance
with Federal National Pollution Discharge Elimnation System (NPDES) and the
Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a requirenents;

. on-site incineration of the contents of tanks and druns, stabilization of the ash, and
di sposal of the ash in an off-site RCRA landfill and;



. covering of the soils under the Fluff once the Fluff has been renoved in accordance with
RCRA Subtitle C requirenents.

The selected remedy in this ROD, referred to as OQJ5, will protect the public fromexposure to
i mpacted soil, Fluff, |lagoon sedinments and water, the contents of tanks and drumns | ocated on-
site. In addition, the selected renedy will provide both short-termand | ong-term protection of
human heal th and the environment.

The el ements of the selected remedy for this anended ROD (QU-5) are:

. Site preparati on which includes tenporary sedinmentation and erosion control and the
clearing of vegetation around the Fluff and | agoon;

. Treat ment/ cont ai nment of contanminants in Fluff, |agoon sedinent, and surface soils
through ex-situ stabilization and backfilling excavated areas with the stabilized material;
. Treat ment of soil containing Non Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLs) utilizing | ow

tenperature thernal desorption;

. Covering the stabilized naterial and any other areas of concern with an EPA and PADEP
approved two-foot soil cover. The cover will be graded and vegetated to prevent pondi ng
and to control erosion.

. Site restoration by renmoving all debris fromthe Site;
. Of-site transport of materials in tanks and drunms at the Site to an appropriate facility;
. Drai ning of |agoon water, treatment of the water in a physical/chem cal treatnent process

(if needed), and discharge of the treated water to an unnaned tributary of Mauses O eek
adj acent to the Site and/or to an industrial process;

. I mpl erent ati on/ enforcenent of institutional controls at the Site (such as deed
restrictions);

. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance (0% activities including Site security through
t he mai nt enance of existing Site fence.

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies wth Federal

and State requirenments that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the Renedi al
Action and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the naxi num extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for
renedies that enploy treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility or vol ure.

The components of the selected remedy, in conjunction with the QJ-1, QJ 3, and QU4
remedi es, represent the maxi numextent to which a permanent solution and treatment
technol ogy can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the Site.

Pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(c), 42 U S.C. °9621(c), the 5-year Site reviews will apply to
the renedi al action, because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renaining on-site at
I evel s that would not allow for unrestricted use of the Site. The 5-year Site reviews will ensure
that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection to human health and the environnent.

<| M5 SRC 98013A>



RECORD CF DECI SI ON

MV MANUFACTURI NG SI TE, QU-5
VALLEY TOANSHI P, MONTOUR COUNTY, PENNSYLVANI A

DECI SI ON SUWRARY
I. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The approxi mately 15-acre MN Manufacturing Superfund Site (the Site) is located in Valley
Townshi p, Montour County, Pennsylvania, 2 mles north of Danville, 700 feet west of State

Route 54, and about E mile south of Interstate 80 (see Figure 1 for the Site |location map). The
Site is located on the Riverside USGS quadrangl e map. The Pennsyl vani a Department of
Transportation (PennDOT) maintains a storage area inmediately north of the Site. Farmn ands

and wooded |l ots are adjacent to the Site to the west and south. Mauses Creek flows in a
southerly direction past the Site on the west side of Route 54.

Mausdal e, a residential area with approximately 24 hones, is |ocated approximately 1/4 nile

sout heast of the Site, and Danville (estinated popul ation 5,200) is located 2 mles south. At the
intersection of Routes 54 and 1-80, there are a nunber of private residences, three notels, three
gas stations, and several restaurants. These properties, as well as a Head Start school |ocated just
north of the PennDOT storage area, have been provided with a public water supply as their

source of potable water. The public water supply was provided as part of the renedial action for
QU-4 for the Site

The Site is surrounded by a fence equipped with a | ocked gate. Facilities |located on the Site
consi st of one large, inactive building which occupi es approxi mately one acre of the property. In
addition, there is a snaller building which occupi es approximately 3,350 square feet to the south
of the main building. The rear portion of the main building is partially collapsed. The renai nder
of the Site consists of open |and, above ground storage tanks, underground storage tanks,

m scel | aneous druns, piles of Fluff, and a | agoon containing surface water

Il. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Site is inactive, in part due to |legal actions by the Pennsylvani a Departnment of

Envi ronmental Protection (PADEP). PADEP records indicate that M. Alan Levin of

Doyl est own, Pennsyl vani a, proprietor of MNManufacturing Corporation, owned the property
fromabout 1966 to 1972. MN Manufacturing engaged i n secondary copper recovery from scrap
wire, using both mechanical and chem cal processes, until it ceased operations. In 1972, MN
Manufacturing filed for protection under Chapter 11 of the United States Bankruptcy Code, and
the Phil adel phia National Bank acquired the property.

War ehouse 81 Inc. acquired the Site in 1976. Subsequently, Warehouse 81 Inc. and Domi no

Sal vage, Inc. fornmed a linmted partnership to recover wire at the Site. Records indicate that the
only activities conducted by the Warehouse 81/ Domi no Sal vage partnershi p were mechani ca

recovery operations. Wile the mechanical processes generated the | argest waste piles of Fluff,
the chem cal process used by MN Manufacturing generated the | argest environnmental inpact

(the carbon waste material and the | agoons, see Figure 2).

The chem cal process used a hot bath to nelt the polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic insulation
away fromthe the scrap copper wire. The high tenperatures deconposed plastic insulation into
carbon, which separated out as a granular black material, and al so enhanced the dissol ution of
lead fromthe plastic insulation and copper fromthe netal wire. The chlorinated sol vent
tetrachl oroet hene (PCE) was then used to remove the residual oil fromthe separated copper
These inorgani c and organi ¢ conpounds have been identified throughout the Site.

The mechani cal process generated the Fluff waste. The Fluff waste consists of fibrous insulation
material mxed with bits of plastic and copper. Phthal ate esters, copper, |ead and chlorinated
solvents are all present in this Fluff waste. The source of the low levels of chlorinated solvents
inthe Fluff is not clear as no solvents were used during the nechanical stripping operations.

A Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) search was conducted for the Site. As a result of this
search, EPA determned that the previous owners and operators of the Site had gone out of



busi ness. EPA notified current owners of the Site, Mchael G Sabia and Mchael G Sabia, Jr.,
doi ng busi ness as Warehouse 81 Linited Partnership, of their potential liability at the Site and
of fered themthe opportunity to conduct the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R /FS),
but they el ected not to participate. EPA conducted the R /FS begi nning in August 1988.

Fol | owi ng the conpletion of the RI/FS, EPA divided response actions at the Site into 5 Operable
Units. OJ 1 addresses the carbon waste that has been left on-site fromthe copper recovery
process. In March 1989, EPA issued a ROD which selected off site incineration for the carbon
waste as the remedy for QJ 1. A Special Notice Letter to conduct the Renmedi al Design and

Renedi al Action (RDYRA) for QU1 was sent to Warehouse 81 on March 6, 1989. Agai n,

War ehouse 81 declined to participate. The excavation and off-site incineration of the carbon
waste were conpleted by EPA in March 1992.

Addi tional PRP investigations in 1992 discovered records that led to the identification of AT&T
Nassau Metal s (Nassau) and Pennsyl vania Power and Light (PP&L) as additional PRPs. A

general notice letter regarding their Potential liability for the Site was sent to Nassua and PP&L
on May 19, 1992.

EPA issued the ROD for QU2 in June 1990, this ROD addressed the Fluff, inpacted soils and

i npacted | agoon water at the Site. In Decenber 1992, Nassau petitioned EPA to reopen the

QU2 ROD. EPA reopened the public comment period and Nassau submitted commtnts to

suppl enent their petition to reopen the ROD in Cctober 1993. In March, 1994 EPA agreed to
consi der alternatives proposed by Nassua provided that Nassua conducted a treatability study
and a Focus Feasibility Study (FFS) to reevaluate the remedial alternatives. Between 1993-
1995, Nassau undertook a series of studies to evaluate an alternate renedy for the Site. These
studies are summarized in Section IV.B of this ROD

On June 30, 1992 EPA issued the ROD for QU3 which addresses groundwater contani nation.

By letter dated Septenber 30, 1992, EPA sent Special Notice to Nassau, PP& and Warehouse

81 and its general partner, Mchael G Sabia, Sr. which inforned those PRPs that the EPA was
willing to enter into a federal consent decree with themto conduct the Renedial

Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RD'RA) contenplated by the QU3 ROD. Nassua and PP&L

responded, but failed to nake an acceptable good faith offer to the Agency in regard to QU 3.
War ehouse 81 and M chael G Sabia, Sr. did not respond to the Special Notice letter. On March
31, 1993, a Unilateral Adm nistrative Order was issued to the each PRP to conduct the RO RA
for QU 3. Nassua and PP&L agreed to conduct the RDYRA for QU 3. During the design phase,

EPA decided to split Q)3 in to two operable units: OJ3 and OM4. QU 3 addresses the | ong-
term groundwat er cl eanup, and OU-4 provides public water to affected residences. The
construction of a public water supply was conpleted in August 1996.

I, HGHLIGHTS G COVWMUIN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Most of the residents who were interviewed in the Danville and Vall ey Townshi p areas said that
they first became aware of the problemat the MV Manufacturing Site in March 1986. At that

tine, EPA discovered |ead contanmination in a well near the Site. EPA noted that discovery in a
news rel ease which was carried in the | ocal papers. EPA al so hosted a public nmeeting on March

11, 1986, to discuss the water situation with residents and officials. Approxi mately 50 people
attended the neeting. EPA supplied bottled water to the users of the well until later sanples
reveal ed safe levels of lead in the well water. The original |levels of |ead have not been observed
since then and the EPA believes that any lead in the original sanple may have been froml ead

sol der in the plunbing. Lead above the action | evels has not been detected in any of the later
sanpl es taken after the water had been run for a fewmnutes to flush the lines (see Q)3 ROD
section Il1). A continuous "Plunme" of |lead could not be identified as enanating fromthe Site to
the residential wells tested. Additionally, as part of the inplenentation of the Q)4 renedy, a
public water supply has been provided to certain |local residents and busi nesses. The exi stence of
these saf eguards contributes to reduci ng concern about the Site on the part of local hotel and
restaurant owners and enpl oyees who conprise a | arge segnent of the |ocal business

comunity. The provision of a public water supply has also nitigated the concern of |ocal
residents associated with utilizing potentially inpacted private wells.

The Proposed Plan for the carbon pile renedial action (OJ1) was placed in the designated
information repository on February 24, 1989. Concurrently, a public coment period, which ran
until March 27, 1989, was announced in a newspaper advertisement. A public neeting was held
on February 28, 1989, to present the Proposed Plan and preferred alternative for renoving the



carbon waste pile. Approximately twenty citizens attended as well as |ocal township and county
officials and the nedia. A ROD for the carbon waste pile was signed on March 30, 1989. EPA
conpl eted the excavation and off-site incineration of the carbon waste in March 1992

On April 16, 1992, EPA rel eased the Focused Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for QU3 for
public conment. EPA placed the Administrative Record in the Docket Roomin EPA Region |11
(Phil adel phia) as well as the Thomas Beaver Library in Danville, PA EPA placed an

advertisenent in three | ocal newspapers announci ng public coment period on the Proposed

Plan that ran fromApril 16, 1992 to May 16, 1992. EPA subsequently extended the public

comment period 30 days. A notice of the extension was advertised in two newspapers on My 29, 1992

EPA held a public meeting on May 7, 1992 at the Montour County Court House to present the
Proposed Plan for OU- 3. Approximately 60 people attended the public neeting. Conments

obt ai ned t hroughout the public comment period, including the public nmeeting, were addressed in
t he Responsi veness Sunmary of the ROD for QU 3. This ROD was subsequently divided in to

two operable units: QU3 (addressing groundwater cleanup) and OJ 4 (addressing provision for
public water supply).

As part of the design and construction activities related to the inplenentation of Q)3 and OQJ

4, particularly the installation of a public water supply, local officials and interested nmenbers of
the public were apprised of the status of QU2 and QU 5. The installation of the waterline has
facilitated the participation and cooper-ation of |ocal officials, residents, Nassau, EPA and

PADEP. A public cerenony was held to initiate waterline construction on Cctober 31, 1995 and
periodic Fact Sheets have been transmitted to | ocal businesses and residents regarding the overal
Site and particularly, the installation of the waterline.

The Renedi al Investigation Report, R sk Assessment Report, Feasibility Study Report and
Proposed Plan for QU2 were placed in the information repository on February 19, 1990. A

public comrent period was announced in newspaper advertisenments on February 24, and 25

1990. A public neeting was held on February 27, 1990, to present the Proposed Pl an and
preferred alternative for renediating on-site wastes and soils. One private citizen attended, as
well as | ocal township and county officials and the media. In Decenber 1992, AT&T Nassau

Metal s Corp. (Nassau) petitioned EPA to reopen the ROD for QU 2. EPA reopened the public
coment period and Nassau submtted comrents to supplenent the petition to reopen the ROD

in Cctober 1993. Between 1993 and 1995, Nassau undertook a series of studies to evaluate an
alternate renedy for the Site. These studies included a Reeval uation of the R sk Assessnment and
a Focused Feasibility Study which were performed and submitted to EPA on May 22, 1995

These docunents supported an alternate renedy for the Site designated as QU 5.

The Focused Feasibility Study Report, Treatability Study Report, Reevaluation of the R sk
Assessnent Report, Proposed Plan and ot her docunents prepared to support the renedial action
for Q)5 were placed in the information repository on August 8, 1997. A public coment
peri od was announced in a newspaper advertisenent on August 11, 1997. A public neeting was
hel d on August 20, 1997 to discuss the proposed renedial action. Approximately 20 peopl e
attended the public nmeeting. Response to public comrent can be found in the Responsiveness
Summary at the end of this docurment.

Based on the aforenentioned community relations activities EPA has net the public

participation requirenents of Sections 113(k)(2)(b)(iv) and 117 of CERCLA.

V. SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

A Site Ceol ogy and Hydrogeol ogy

1. Site Ceol ogy

The Site lies within the Valley and R dge physi ographi c province of the Appal achi an region

The province is dominated by tightly folded nountains that create alternating valleys and ridges.

Wiile valley floors and ridge tops may be flat locally, bedrock generally consists of |ayered
sequences of sedinmentary rock di pping at angles up to 40 degrees. Late Pleistocene glacia

events have covered the bedrock in sone areas with till that ranges in thickness fromzero to 40 feet.



At the Site, 8 to 26 feet of unconsolidated clay, silt, sand, gravel and boul ders overlie a

predonmi nantly shal e and |i mestone bedrock. Bedrock in the region of the Site consists of mainly

silt, shale and |inmestone units of Upper Silurian/Lower Devonian age. In descending order (top

to bottom) the bedrock units are the Tonol oway Fornmation, the WIlls Ceek Formation, and the

Bl oonsburg Formati on. The contact between the Tonol oway Formation and the WIls Creek

Formation is reported to occur in the northern portion of the Site over a transition interval greater
than 200 feet. In the southern portion of the Site, bedrock conprises the Upper and Lower WIIs
Creek Fornmmtions. These units are dominated by alternating beds of |inestone and clastic and

cal careous shal e.

Bedrock underlying the Site is noderately fractured, with prom nent fractures present in the
bedrock at depths less than 100 feet. Fractures occur less frequently wth increasing depth, which
is indicative of decreasing pernmeability with depth. Fractures are generally oriented parallel to
beddi ng and dip to the northwest.

2. Si t e Hydrogeol ogy

In the overburden deposits at the Site, groundwater is generally present at depths ranging from
10 to 20 feet bel ow ground surface. Goundwater flow in the overburden is generally eastward,
toward Mauses Creek.

In the bedrock aquifer, groundwater occurs primarily in secondary porosity structures such as
fractures and beddi ng pl anes. G oundwater flow in the shallow internediate and deep bedrock is
general ly eastward, toward Mauses Creek. Data indicate that the different geol ogic formations
that conpose the bedrock behave as one hydrastratigraphic unit.

G oundwater flow at the Site is naturally constrained to a narrow flow path discharging into
Mauses Creek rather than dispersing over a large area off-site. A ong the southern boundary of
the Site, groundwater flow has a northern conponent, and then flows northeast and east toward
Mauses Creek. G oundwater across the north Site boundary flows to the east, toward the

di scharge point at Mauses Creek. Vertical gradients are generally downward in the overburden
and upward in the deep bedrock, creating a natural hydraulic barrier at depth.

B. Sunmmary of the Previous Investigations and Fi ndings

A nunber of environnental activities have been perforned at the Site by EPA and Nassua in
connection with QU2 and QU-5, including:

. QU2 Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (EPA);
. QU-2 Pre-Design Investigations (performed by Weston for EPA under a contract with
US Arny Corps of Engineers (ACOE));
. QU2 Renedi al Design activities (EPA/ ACCE);
. QU5 Fluff Leachability testing (Nassau); and
. QU5 Suppl emental Site Characterization (Nassau);
. QU-5 Re-Eval uation of R sk Assessnment (Nassau); and
. QU5 Focused Feasibility Study including two suppl enents (Nassau); and
. QU5 Treatability Study (Nassau).
1. Remedi al I nvestigation

EBASCO (and its subcontractor NUS) conducted the Rl for OJ)2 at the Site on behal f of EPA

R field sanpling activities began in May 1988. In addition to the field sanpling and anal yses, a
ri sk assessnment was al so conducted by NUS as part of the RI. The R results were presented in
the Final Renedial Investigation Report dated July 1989; this was subsequently anended as the
Revised Final R Report dated April 1990.

The results of the Rl are summari zed bel ow.

. During the course of the R, a nunber of areas were identified and sanpled to determ ne
whet her they were sources of chem cal constituents detected in the environnent and/or
presented a potential risk to human health. These areas included several piles of Fluff,
ei ghteen (18) drums and barrels at various |ocations throughout the Site, three storage
tanks, a lagoon, and a pile of carbon waste. These areas are shown in Figure 2.
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The primary chenmicals of interest (COs) detected in water at the Site were volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs) (primarily PCE), while bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthal ate (BEHP)

pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs), copper, lead and di-n-octyl phthalate were the prinary
Cas in the Fluff.

The Fl uff contains high | evels of BEHP, di-n-octyl phthalate, copper, antinony and | ead
noderate | evels of PCBs; and |ow | evels of VOCs. The carbon waste contai ned numerous

VQCs at high levels. In light of these findings, the Fluff was determned to be a source of
the BEHP, di-n-octyl phthalate, copper, antinmony and | ead detected in soils, and the
carbon waste was interpreted to be a source of the VOCs in groundwater at the Site

Materials in druns present at the Site were sinilar in conposition to the carbon waste
but the volume of drummed naterial was small in conparison to the total vol ume of
carbon waste. Carbon waste was addressed as a separate operable unit (QU 1) and was
been renoved fromthe Site in a renedial action perforned by EPA

The surface soil sanples collected near the Fluff and carbon waste piles generally
cont ai ned hi gher concentrations of contaninants than soil sanples collected el sewhere at
the Site. Surface soils throughout the Site contained BEHP, PCE, |ead, antinony and
copper. The presence of these constituents is considered to be indicative of on-site
erosion of the Fluff/carbon waste, or of prior bulk novement of the wastes. Soils beneath
the Fl uff/carbon waste piles were not sanpl ed.

Subsurface soil sanples collected in the northern portion of the Site (in the Fluff/carbon
wast e/ | agoon area) contained the same COs. In sone borings, Fluff was reported to
constitute the upper few feet of the sanpled colum. In general, evidence of Fluff

presence in the sanples collected bel ow two feet decreased significantly. One boring,

| ocated near the northwestern coner of the building, apparently penetrated a former

| agoon. El evated concentrations of PCE were reported throughout the soil colum in that area.

Soi|l contam nation from VOCs and inorganic constituents is randomly scattered

t hroughout the southern portion of the Site. In sone areas of the Site, soils containing
el evated concentrations of VOCs were observed only in the lower intervals of the soi
borings, at the water table. In these cases, the presence of VOCs was attributed to
groundwat er transport froma source area, rather than indicating downward nigration of
VOCs fromthe ground surface in the imediate vicinity of the sanpling |ocation

The on-site nonitoring wells downgradi ent of the identified source areas contai ned
el evated concentrations of VOCs. The well cluster closest to the carbon waste pile
di spl ayed the hi ghest VOC concentrations. Wll nonitoring of both the overburden and
t he bedrock units displayed VOC concentrations in this area.

QU2 Feasibility Study

The Feasibility Study for OJ2 was conpleted by NUS on behal f of EPA in Novenber, 1989

The alternatives evaluated by the EPA, as presented in the Feasibility Study, include

No acti on;

On-site disposal of Fluff waste in a RCRA hazardous waste landfill, on-site
physi cal / chem cal treatment of soils with on-site landfill disposal, cap closure over
RCRA uni ts;

Of-site disposal of Fluff waste in a RCRA hazardous waste landfill, on-site
physi cal / chemi cal treatnment of soils with off-site landfill disposal, cap closure over
RCRA uni ts;

On-site incineration, cap closure over RCRA units;

Of-site incineration, cap closure over RCRA units; and



. Of-site incineration of Fluff waste, on-site physical/chemcal treatnment of soils with off-
site landfill disposal, cap closure over RCRA units.

Based on the results of the RI/FS, EPA selected the following remedy for the Site as docunented
in the ROD i ssued June 29, 1990

. on-site incineration of Fluff and stabilization of ash and disposal in an off-site RCRA
landfill;
. on-site incineration of inpacted soils for organics renoval, stabilization of netals where

necessary and, disposal in an off-site RCRA landfill;

. on-site treatnment of |agoon water for organics and netals and di scharge in accordance
with Federal NPDES and the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a requirenents;

. on-site incineration of the contents of tanks and druns and, stabilization of the ash and
disposal in an off-site RCRA landfill and/

. covering of the soils under the Fluff once the Fluff has been renoved in accordance with
RCRA Subtitle C requiremnents

3. QU2 Pre-Design Investigations

Several predesign investigation efforts have been conducted for Q)2 at the Site. These
activities and the results are summarized in the foll owi ng sections.

a. Weston Pre-Design Investigation

West on was contracted by ACCE to conduct predesign activities on behalf of EPA. Predesign
activities included field investigations such as treatability study sanpling, surveying, and
geochem cal and geot echni cal subsurface soil sanpling. In addition, two treatability tests were
conpl eted, including a nuffle furnace test and a rotary kiln sinulator pilot-scale test. Wston
conpleted the following field activities in Cctober, 1991: installation of 19 geochem cal soi
borings and the collection of 50 soil sanples; installation of 13 geotechnical soil borings and the
collection of 14 treatability study sanples; and surveying of surface and subsurface features.

The Weston predesign field investigation was used to provide data on the characteristics of Fluff
and Site soils for nmuffle furnace and pilot-scale rotary kiln studies. Through the predesign

i nvestigations, Wston identified sinmlar constituents in the Fluff, and surface and subsurface
soils at the Site. However, the Fluff contai ned PCE and BEHP concentrati ons which were an

order of nmgnitude | ess than the respective average concentrations of these constituents
identified in the Fluff during the RI. In addition, concentrations of di-n-octyl phthalate and
copper were approximately three tines | ess than the average concentrations of these constituents
identified during the R .

The results of the pilot-scale rotary kiln treatability study detected di oxins and furans in bottom
ash, flue ash, and flue gas sanples. Weston indicated that increased operating tenperatures in

the kiln and secondary conbustion chanber m ght be necessary to prevent the fornul ati on of
dioxins/furans in the bottomand flue ash. In addition, the rotary kiln simulator testing indicated
that the baghouse filter capture efficiencies for particulates and inorganic constituents were

| oner than expected due to the high fraction of snall particles in the waste streans.

b. EPA Pil ot-Scal e I ncineration Testing

EPA and ACCE requested that a pilot-scale test programbe conducted at the EPA s Incineration
Research Facility in Jefferson, Arkansas to support evaluation to the suitability of incineration at
the Site. The objective of the additional pilot-scale testing was to conduct testing on a |arger
scal e, which would be nore representative of the size of incinerator proposed to be used at the
Site, in order to provide flue gas em ssion and ash residue characteristic data. The data fromthis
study confirned the formation of dioxin.

The maj or conclusions of the pilot-scale incineration testing include the follow ng



. kil n-ash di scharge fromthe incineration of both Fluff and soils is dioxin-contan nated
and requi res nanagenent as a di oxi n-contani nated materi al

. flue gas particulate collected as baghouse ash is a cadnium and | ead- cont am nat ed
toxicity characteristic hazardous waste and requi res nmanagenent as a hazardous waste; and

. Di oxi ns were generated during the incineration of Fluff and may pose a human health risk
C Synthetic Precipitation Leachi ng Procedure (SPLP) Testing for Fluff

McLaren/ Hart on behal f of Nassau conducted SPLP testing on the Fluff for Seni-VQOCs

(SVCCs), (particularly BEHP). This was done because during the R concentrations of BEHP in

the Fluff were measured in the percent range. G ven the extrenely high concentrations of BEHP
measured in the Fluff and the relatively high levels of BEHP in plastic when used as plasticizers
it was hypot hesized that BEHP detected in the Site soil is sinply a constituent of the origina

pl astic portion of the cable product contained in the Fluff rather than | eaching of BEHP. The

| eaching test data are presented in the Fluff Leachability Testing Summary Report dated August
1994 submtted to EPA and PADEP.

The findings of the | eaching test indicate that the anount of phthal ate conpounds rel eased to the
environment fromthe plastic portion of the Fluff under Site conditions is likely to be extrenely
low. The Fluff primarily consists of plastic, and the plastic contains high concentrations of
BEHP, and ot her phthal ates. However, under normal site degradati on and weat hering

conditions, as sinmulated in the | eaching test, the phthal ate conpounds do not readily | each from
the Fluff. This testing indicated that the | eaching of SVOCs fromthe Fluff is apparently not
occurring under nornal Site weathering conditions. The groundwater nonitoring results

confirmed this hypothesis. The phthal ate were not found in appreciable anount in the

groundwat er sanples (see table 2 of Q)3 ROD). In conclusion although the phthal ates are

present in percentage range in the Fluff, they do not |each to the groundwater fromthe Fl uff.

4. QU-5 Suppl emrental Site Characterization

McLaren/ Hart conducted a field investigation of the Site on behalf of Nassau to obtain additional
data for the re-evaluation of the remedial alternatives considered in QJ2. The field work was
conpleted in July 1994. The purpose of the supplenmental sanpling and characterization was to
obtain additional data to design treatability studies and reevaluate alternatives. The suppl enenta
characterization also provided nmore recent data on CO and an updated estinate of the Fl uff

volume. Details regarding the Supplenmental Site Characterization work are provided in the

Suppl enental Site Characterizati on Report dated Cctober 1994 submitted to EPA and PADEP

The configuration of one of the Fluff piles had changed between topographi ¢ surveys conducted
in 1986 and 1992. This Fluff pile appeared to have been reworked into two nounds, with sone
material |ocated between the nounds in a relatively level area. However, it did not appear that
there was any mxing of Fluff and the underlying soils prior to the reworking of the pile
McLaren/ Hart estimated the Fluff volume on-site to be approximately 30,000 cubic yards, which
was conparable with the 32,000 cubic yard estimate presented in the Q)2 R report

The Fluff contained simlar VOCs to those identified during the QJ-2 RI. The maxi mum PCE
concentration detected during the Supplenental Site Characterization investigation (146.5

ng/ kg) was al nost an order of magnitude hi gher than the naxi mum PCE concentration detected

inthe Fluff during the RI (18 ng/kg). The average PCE concentration detected was 17.2 ny/ kg

The concentrations of VOCs in the Fluff varied a great deal both vertically and laterally in each
of the Fluff piles. There was no obvious pattern to the distribution of VOCs; either by depth or

| ocation. The source of VOCs in Fluff is unknown.

The Fluff was al so anal yzed for PCBs. Four PCB Aroclors were identified in the Fluff sanples:
Aroclors 1242,1254,1260, and 1268. The concentration of total PCBs in the Fluff sanples
ranged from1.2 to 162 ng/ kg, with an average of approximately 49 ng/kg. The nmaxi nrum PCB
(total) concentration detected during the Supplenental Site Characterization exceeded the
maxi mum concentration detected in the Fluff during the R

The soils beneath and adjacent to the Fluff piles were sanpled and were found to contain
primarily PCE and TCE. The presence of these VOCs was not laterally continuous across the



Fluff pile area.

Subsurface soils in areas of the Site with no visible Fluff were al so sanpled and anal yzed for
VCOCs. The nost frequently detected VOC in these |ocations was PCE, at concentrations
ranging from4 to 180,000 ug/ kg, with an average of approxi mately 11,000 ug/kg.

5. QU-5 Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and FFS Suppl erment
A Focused Feasibility Study was conpl eted by McLaren/ Hart on behal f of Nassau in May, 1995.
The alternatives evaluated, as presented in the Focused Feasibility Study, include:

1. No Action;

2. Sur f ace Cappi ng;

3. Ex-Situ Stabilization/Vapor Phase Carbon Treatnent, Low Tenperature Ther mal
Desorption (LTTD) of NAPLs and a Soil cover;

Soi | Vapor Extraction/Bioventing, Surface Capping;

Soi | Vapor Extraction/Bioventing, Ex-Situ Stabilization, Surface Capping;

LTTD, Surface Capping;

On-Site Incineration, Stabilization and Of-Site D sposal of Ash, Surface Capping;

Of-Site Incineration, Surface Capping.

©ONo G

Alternatives given in bullets 2 to 8 above have common el enents as fol | ows:

. Site preparati on which includes tenporary sedi nentation and erosion control and the
clearing of vegetation around the Fluff and | agoon;

. Of-site transport of materials in tanks and drunms at the Site to an appropriate facility;

. Drai ning of |agoon water, treatment of the water in a physical/chem cal treatnent process
(if needed), and discharge of the treated water to an unnaned tributary of Mauses O eek,
adj acent to the Site and/or to an industrial process;

. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance (O&\) activities, including Site security through
t he mai ntenance of existing Site fence; and

. I npl enent ati on/ enforcenment of institutional controls at the Site (such as deed
restrictions).

The results of the FFS evaluation are sunmarized in Section VII of the ROD.

In June 1996, as part of the Pre-Design Investigation for QJ 3, a GeoProbe Investigati on was
conducted at the Site. The objective of the GeoProbe Investigation was to collect groundwater
quality data in the overburden to evaluate the nature and extent of inpacts frompotential source
ar eas.

Fi el d observations for soil indicated the presence of residual and pool ed non-aqueous phase
liquid (NAPL). Al though these areas of pooled NAPL were primarily identified bel ow the water
table (and therefore, are subject to QU 3), one area i medi ately south of the nain building
NAPL in overburden soils. This area (approxi mately 225 cubic yards (CY)) was identified as
appropriate for inclusion in the OQJ5 renedial action due to finding of NAPL. The presence of
NAPLs in soil poses a principle threat to the groundwater.

The results of the FFS Suppl enent eval uation are summarized in Section VII of the ROD.
6. QU5 Treatability Study Report

A Treatability Study was conducted to evaluate the potential feasibility of ex-situ stabilization of
Fluff and inpacted soils.

The primary objectives of the Treatability Study were as foll ows:

. Identify the appropriate ratio of solidification/stabilization nixing reagents that meet the
anal ytical and physical treatability test objectives;



. Identify key process paranmeters such as mx/cure tinme, critical analytes that may exhibit
limtations during solidification/stabilization handling and procedures

. Provi de data necessary to scope, cost and inplenent full-scale treatment using the
solidification/stabilization technol ogy; and,

. Provi de additional |eaching data on untreated and treated Site materials using the
Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) and using Toxic Chem cal Leaching
Procedure (TCLP)

The results of the treatability study are reported in the Treatability Study Report subnitted to the
EPA in May 1996. The results of this Treatability Study indicate that the use of a 10% Type |
Portland Cenent m x design on a conbined soil and Fluff matrix will provide a physically strong

and relatively inpermeable matrix which would be a viable renedial action for the Site.

V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ONS

The renedial action at this Site has been divided into five operable units; QJ1 (carbon waste
pile renediation), QU2 (on-site incineration of wastes and inpacted soils), OJ 3 (groundwater
renedi ation) QU4 (installation of a public water supply) and OJ5 (re-evaluation of QU2 renedy).
The principal threat to human health and the environnent at the Site addressed in QU5 is from
the direct contact with PCE, BEHP, PCBs, and netals including | ead, antinmony and copper. The
principle threat to groundwater is from presence of NAPLs in soils. The renedy which is the
subject of this RODis being inplenented to protect human health and the environnent by
preventing direct contact with Fluff and inpacted soils and reducing further mgration of
contamnants into the groundwater. In addition the renedy will address the principle threat to the
groundwater. This renedy addresses the following areas: four wire-Fluff waste piles, inpacted
soils, lagoon water and sedinments, soils with NAPLs, drunms and storage tanks. The renmedy is

consi stent with Section 300.430(a)(1) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

VI. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

This section of the ROD summari zes the results of the human health risk assessnent whi ch was
perforned during the RI/FS. The baseline risk assessnment provides the basis for taking a
response action and indicates the exposure pathway(s) that need to be addressed by the renedial
action. It also details the potential risks related to the no-action scenario

A Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent

As part of the conprehensive assessnment of the renedy for QU 2, a human health risk

assessnent was performed during the RI/FS. MacLaren and Hart on behal f of Nassau perforned

a re-evaluation of the risk assessnent. The re-evaluation of the risk assessnent incorporated
certain site-specific exposure and environnental quality data, as well as current chemni cal -
specific toxicity information, scientific approaches, and EPA gui dance. The risk assessment

i ncl uded several tasks for the nmedia of interest at the Site including: 1) identification and
quantification of chem cals which could potentially inpact human health; 2) comparison of these
cheni cal concentrations to background |evels and to risk-based screening concentrations to
determine the COs on-site, 3) identification and quantification of the potentially exposed
popul ations; 4) identification of conplete exposure pathways; 5) derivation of potentia

contam nant intakes for each exposure pathway; and 6) conpari son of predicted chenica

exposures to avail abl e toxicological information, in order to derive estinmates of noncarci nogenic
hazards and carcinogenic risks potentially posed to each popul ati on group

EPA requires a renedial action at a site when the carcinogenic risk level exceeds 1 x 10 -4, or in
other words, when there is a probability of one additional case of cancer in a popul ation of

10, 000 exposed to Site contam nations. The potential for health effects resulting from exposure

t o noncar ci nogeni ¢ conpounds is evaluated by conparing an estimated daily dose presented by

Site conditions to an acceptable level. If this ratio exceeds 1.0, there is a potential for inpact
based on hazards fromthat particul ar conpound. These ratios can be added for exposure to

mul ti pl e contam nants. The sum known as the Hazard Index (H), is not a nathematica

prediction for the severity of toxic effects, but rather a numerical indicator of the transition from
acceptabl e to unacceptable levels. H gher H generally indicates greater adverse health effect.



The concl usions of the R sk Assessnent related to human health and the environnent are
presented bel ow.

Current Land Use - Currently the Site is vacant. Individuals who could currently be exposed to

contamnants at the Site include: trespassers and residential communities downw nd of the Site.
The baseline risk assessment found that Site contaminants currently do not pose an unacceptable
health risk to any of these individuals.

Future Land Use - A Re-Evaluation of Risk (April 1996) was perforned for this Site. Inthis re-
eval uation new toxicity information was i ncorporated into the risk analysis. However, the Site
risk was determned for a potential resident, while in fact, the Site has been classified and zoned
for industrial use only. Therefore, Site risks and cleanup | evels were recal cul ated by EPA using
an industrial worker scenario. The contam nant concentration data used in these anal yses can be
found in the R (July 1989). The analytical data found in the Revised Final Renedi al

I nvestigation Report (1990) nay differ fromthat found in the Supplenental Site
Characterization report. Generally, the contam nants | evels found during the Supplenmental Site
Characterization activities are higher than the levels found during the RI. Table 1 sunmarizes
the potential carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk to future industrial use of the Site and
exposed to the Fluff pile and soil.

Table 1
Summary of Site Risks to Future Industrial Wrkers

Medi a Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk (H)
Fluff Waste 7.8 x 10 -3 87.0
Soi | 6.3 x 10 -5 1.2
Total R sk 7.8 x 10 -3 88.2

B. Renmedi al d eanup Action Levels

It should be noted that seventeen PCBs sanples of Fluff collected during the Rl yielded a PCB
concentration range of 1 to 18 nmg/kg with an average of 9 ng/kg. Six PCBs sanples of Fluff

col l ected during the Supplenmental Site Characterization revealed a PCB concentration range of

1.2 to 162 nmg/ kg with an average of 49 mg/kg. The conbi ned wei ghted average based on the

nunber of sanples collected during the R and Suppl emental Site Characterization is 19 nmg/ kg
which is |l ess than Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) regul ated | evel of 50 ng/kg and,

therefore, TSCA requirenents do not apply. Also, the EPA Ofice of Solid Waste and

Energency Response (OSVER) directive 9355.4-01 states that, for an industrial setting, material
containing PCBs two to three order of nagnitude above site specific action levels constitutes a
"principle threats" and nust be addressed as such. For this Site, this translates into PCBs |evels
above 1000 ng/ kg. The concentration of PCBs found at this Site are an order of nagnitude |ess
than 1000 ng/ kg, and, therefore, there is no "principle threat" at the Site due to PCBs. PCBs
were used as plasticizer in the wire insulation material and they are inbedded in the plastic
matri x of the Fluff. The groundwater does not have detectable |levels of PCBs indicating that

PCBs in the Fluff are not |eaching to the groundwater. Al so, the leachability test on Fluff did not
show any | eachabl e PCBs. The followi ng table gives renedial action |levels based on the future
industrial |and use scenario considering three pathways i.e., dernal, inhalation and ingestion.



Table 2
Remedi al Actions Levels (RALS)

Cont am nant s Soil, Fluff and Lagoon Sedi nments
RALs based on RALs based on RALs based on
Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk Noncar ci nhogeni ¢ EPA Directives
10 -4 10 -6 (H)
BEHP 34, 800 ny/ kg 348 my/ kg - -
PCBs 1 - - - 10 ny/ kg
Lead 2 - - - 1000 ny/ kg
Ant i mony - - 65 g/ kg -
Copper - - 27,684 my/ kg -
di -n-octyl phthal ate - - 1828 ny/ kg -
PCE 375 ng/ kg 3.75 ng/ kg -

1 Recommended cl eanup levels for PCBs are 10 ng/kg for an industrial use (OSVER Directive 83554-01).
2 Recommended screening levels is |evel of 1000 ng/kg for an industrial use (OSWER Directive #
9355. 4- 12)

Based on information collected at the Site and the recomrended cl eanup | evels, estimates of the
vol ure of materials which need to be addressed under OJ5 are as foll ows:

. Lagoon water - 301,000 gall ons

. Tanks and druns - 40 cubic yards

. Fluff waste - 32,000 cubic yards

. Soils and sedinents - 6,895 cubic yards
. Soi | s containing NAPL - 225 cubic yards.

VI1. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The Superfund process requires that the alternatives selected to address a site meet several
criteria. The alternative nmust be protective of human health and the environment and conply
with ARARs. Permanent solutions to environnental problens shoul d be devel oped whenever
possi bl e. The sol utions should al so reduce the volune, toxicity and mobility of the
cont am nant s.

The FFS identified and evaluated a variety of technologies and alternatives to determne if they
wer e capabl e of being protective of human health and the environment and conpl yi ng with ARARs.

Al costs and other considerations specified bel ow are scoping estimates based on best avail able
information. Present-worth is defined as the total cost of inplenenting the remedy including
capital costs, and operation and nai ntenance costs of the renedial action for a period of 30 years

Subsection A, below, discusses a Baseline No Action Alternative. Then, seven other alternatives
are discussed (Subsection B). As certain elenents are common to all seven alternatives, these
common alternatives are discussed first. The alternative originally contenplated in the June 29,
1990 ROD for QU2 is al so eval uated

A Baseline Alternative No Action

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $0
Esti mat ed Annual 0&M Cost : $55, 000
Estinmated Present-Wrth Cost: $845, 460

The No Action alternative is considered in the detailed analysis to provide a baseline agai nst
whi ch the other renedial alternatives can be conpared. This alternative involves taking no
further action at the Site to renove, renediate, or contain the Fluff, inpacted soils or |agoon



wat er associ ated with OJF5.

I npl ementation of this alternative would not achieve renedial action objectives and woul d not
reduce the migration of COs into the groundwater. There are no najor inplementability
considerations associated with this alternative. Since this alternative would result in wastes
remai ning on-site, five year site reviews would be required to nonitor the effectiveness of this
alternative.

The costs associated with this alternative are Site mai ntenance and repair costs.

B. El ements Common to the Remaining Al ternatives
Estimat ed Capital Cost: $166, 802
Esti mated Annual O8M Cost : $55, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost: $1, 012, 262

The following coomon el enents are included in each of the subsequent renedial alternatives
that were eval uated:

. Site preparati on which includes tenporary sedi nmentation and erosion control and the
clearing of vegetation around the Fluff and | agoon;

. Of-site transport of materials in tanks and druns at the Site to an appropriate facility;
. Drai ning of |agoon water, treatnment of the water in a physical/chem cal treatnent process
(i f needed), and discharge of the treated water to an unnaned tributary of Muuses Creek,

adj acent to the Site and/or to an industrial process;

. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance (O%\) activities, including Site security through
t he mai nt enance of existing Site fence; and

. I nmpl enent ati on/ enforcenment of institutional controls at the Site (such as deed restrictions).

B.1 Aternative 1 - Surface Cappi ng

Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $1, 596, 354
Esti mated Annual O8M Cost : $12, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost* $2, 793, 080

* Cost includes conmon el enents

This alternative consists of the consolidation and regradi ng of |agoon sediment, Fluff and surface
soil, and the installation of a surface cap neeting RCRA Subtitle C requirements over the
regraded material. The common el ements previously described woul d al so be inpl ement ed.

For this alternative, the |agoon sedi ment woul d be excavated and consolidated with the Fl uff
piles. The Fluff piles would be regraded and conpacted to forma stable surface with suitable
sl opes, and a RCRA Subtitle C cap would be installed over the Fluff/sedinent/soils. The cap
woul d cover an area of approxinmately 8 acres.

The deed restrictions included in the common el enents would serve to prohibit future use of the
property which mght conprom se the integrity of the cap. Site security measures (also a
comon el erent) woul d be maintained to prevent inadvertent danage to the cap by trespassers.

I npl emrentation of this alternative would result in effectively reducing the infiltration of
precipitation, thus mtigating the potential for the nmigration of COs to the groundwater. In
addition, placenent of the cap would elimnate potential exposure pathways including dernal
contact, runoff, and wi nd di spersion.

B.2 Aternative 2 - Ex-Situ Stabilization/Vapor Phase Carbon Treatnent/Low
Tenperature Thernal Desorption



Estimated Capital Cost: $6, 924, 062

Esti mated Annual O8&M Cost (Years 1-2): $346, 203
Esti mated OM Cost (Years 3-30): $ 12, 000
Estimated Present-Wrth Cost*: $8, 752, 530

* Cost includes common el enents

This alternative involves the treatnent/containment of COs in Fluff, |agoon sedinment, and
surface soils through ex-situ stabilization, followed by Site restorati on and pl acenent of a two-
foot soil cover. The RCRA Subtitle C cap need not to be placed over the backfilled area as the
stabilized waste will provide equival ent perfornmance. Fluff was reported to constitute the upper
few feet of the soil colum underneath the Fluff, this remedy calls for excavating down to two
feet of the soil underneath the Fluff. The common el ements woul d al so be i npl enent ed

Site preparation wuld involve the leveling of the Fluff area and spreading the Fluff to a uniform
depth. Fluff, l|agoon sedinents, and two feet of soils underneath the Fluff woul d be excavated
and stockpiled for subsequent stabilization

The excavation activities would occur inside a tenporary, noveable structure intended to
prevent the introduction of precipitation into the excavation and to control dust and VOC

em ssions. Al material would be stockpiled and treated in a staged treatment area. The
structures woul d be operated under slight negative pressure, and the exhaust air flow would be
routed through a vapor-phase carbon adsorption unit.

Excavati on woul d be performed at a rate necessary to provide a stockpile of materials sufficient
to support three to five days of treatment (approxinmately 750 to 1,250 cubic yards). Based on

the treatability study results, stabilization would be performed by mxing the materials with 10%
Type | Portland Cenent. Following mxing, the resulting slurry would be placed into the
excavation and allowed to cure. Excavation activities would continue on the renaining trenches

Wi thin the excavation structure. Once all materials are treated within the excavation structure,
the structure woul d be noved to the next excavation area.

The excavated areas woul d be backfilled with the stabilized material in a nanner intended to
pronote drainage followi ng curing of the stabilized materials. ITic surface soil inside the current
fenced area will be covered, with a two foot |ayer of soil and vegetated to prevent ponding of
liquids and to minimze erosion. All the surface soils having contaninants | evels above the

RALs in the excavated area will be covered to elimnate the direct contact threat.

The resulting fixed/stabilized solid matrix will minimze the potential migration of COs to
groundwat er; the stabilization process and subsequent soil cover also would prevent direct
contact. The potential for uncontrolled volatile and dust em ssions would be mtigated through
the use of the tenporary structures covering the excavati on and stockpil e/ process areas.

The presence of NAPLs in overburden soils would be treated through the use of |ow tenperature
thermal desorption (LTTD). The area identified contains approxi mately 225CY of soi

containing NAPL. The extent of this area and the total volume of soil treated with LTTD woul d
be subject to change if new di scoveries of NAPLs in soil are nmade during the inplenentation of
the remedi al action

LTTD can effectively remove NAPL fromthe soil by heating the soil under vacuum conditions

to induce volatization. The optinal tenperature and pressure will be determ ned during a pre-
design treatability study. The soils treated by LTTD will be backfilled into the excavations (wth
prior stabilization, if necessary).

B.3 Aternative 3 - Soil Vapor Extraction/Bioventing, Surface Capping

Estimated Capital Cost: $8, 697, 147
Esti mated Annual &M Cost (Years 1-2): $ 175, 000
Esti mated Q&M Cost (Years 3-30): $ 12,000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost* $10, 210, 034

*Cost i ncludes comon el enents



This alternative consists of the installation of an SVE bioventing systemin the targeted soil and
Fluff areas for renediation of volatile and sone sem -volatile COs through vapor extraction

and biol ogi cal treatnment. Lagoon sedi ments woul d be excavated and consolidated with soils and
Fluff in the area of the SVE bioventing system The common el ements woul d al so be inpl enent ed.

Soil and Fluff would be graded to a | evel surface. Extraction/injection wells and the associ at ed
pi ping for the vapor extraction and air/nutrient addition systens would be installed follow ng
grading activities. The area to be addressed by the SVE/ bi oventing system woul d be
approximately 4.5 acres. Assumng a 10 foot radius of influence for soils, the nunber of
extraction wells is estimated to be 90. Therefore, a total of 90 extraction wells are assumed for
this renmedial alternative. The final configuration of the SVE bioventing system woul d be

determ ned during the renedi al design phase. Injection of oxygen into the soils would be

acconpl i shed by closing specific extraction wells to allow for a passive injection system A 10-
m | H gh Density Pol yethyl ene (HDPE) cover would be installed and secured over the area to be
treated to prevent "short-circuiting" of the air flow. Portable blowers wuld be installed, and
of f-gas woul d be passed through vapor-phase activated carbon canisters.

Fol | owi ng conpl eti on of the SVE bi oventing organic constituent treatnent cycle (assuned to be
two years), the synthetic cover and process unit conponents (e.g., wells, piping, etc.) would be
renmoved, and the treated naterials woul d be regraded and conpacted to forma stable surface
with suitable slopes. A RCRA Subtitle C cap would then be installed over the area to prevent
surface water infiltration. The cap woul d cover approximately 8 acres.

Through the conbi nation of the treatnment of organic constituents and the use of surface capping
to address residual COs not treated through the SVE/ bioventing process (i.e. netals), this
alternative would be effective by elimnating the direct contact pathway, as well as mtigating
the potential for migration of COs fromsoils to groundwater. Wth proper routine nai ntenance,
the cap would remain reliable and effective in the |ong-term Excavation/grading activities
woul d i ncrease the short-termpotential for exposure, as well as the potential for exposure, as
well as the potential for migration of COs fromthese areas. These short-term exposures from
CO's could be nmitigated during excavation/grading activities through the inplenmentation of
conventional health and safety techni ques, as well as dust and erosion/runoff controls.

B.4 Aternative 4 - Soil Vapor Extraction/Bioventing, Ex-Situ Stabilization, Surface Capping

Esti mated Capital Cost: $12, 030, 443
Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost (Years 1-2): $ 175,000
Estimated O8M Cost (Years 3-30): $ 12, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost*: $13, 543, 330

*Cost includes common el enents

This alternative represents a conbination of Alternatives 2 and 3. The ex-situ stabilization
technol ogy of Alternative 2 would be enployed fol |l owi ng the conpl etion of the SVE bi oventing
organic constituent treatnent cycle of Alternative 3, in order to address any residual COs. The
RCRA Subtitle C cap need not to be placed over the backfilled area as the stabilized waste wll
provi de equival ent performance. Fluff was reported to constitute the upper few feet of soil
colum underneath the Fluff. This remedy calls for excavating two feet of soil underneath the
Fluff. The common el enents woul d al so be i npl enent ed.

The deed restrictions included in the common el enents would serve to prohibit future use of the
property which mght conprom se the integrity of the cap. Site security measures (also a
comon el erent) woul d be maintained to prevent inadvertent danage to the cap by trespassers.

Through the conbi nation of the treatnment of organic constituents and the use of stabilization and
surface capping to address residual constituents not treated through the SVE bioventing process
(i.e., netals) this alternative would be effective by elimnating the direct contact pathway, as
well as reducing the potential for mgration of COs fromsoils to groundwater. Wth proper
routine naintenance, the cap would renmain reliable and effective in the long-term

Excavation/grading activities for both the SVE bioventing and the ex-situ stabilization el ement
of the alternative would increase the short-termpotential for exposure, as well as the potenti al



for mgration of COs fromthese areas. The potential short-term exposure of COs can be
mtigated during excavation/grading activities through the inplenentati on of conventiona
health and safety techniques, as well as dust and erosion/runoff controls. The tenporary
structures enployed during the stabilization process would al so serve to reduce the short-term
potential for exposure to dust and VCCs.

B.5 Aternative 5 - Low Tenperature Thermal Desorption, Surface Capping

Estimated Capital Cost: $10, 499, 000
Esti nmat ed Annual O8M Cost : $ 12, 000
Esti mat ed Present-Wrth Cost*: $11, 712, 262

*Cost i ncludes comon el enents

The LTTD alternative consists of the excavation of Fluff, |agoon sedinent, and surface soi
treatment of these materials using LTTD, backfilling of the treated nmaterials into the excavated
area, regrading and conpacting the backfilled area, and constructing a RCRA Subtitle C cap

over the backfilled area to prevent surface water infiltration. The common el ements woul d al so
be inpl enent ed.

Targeted materials woul d be excavated and stockpiled in a tenporary structure that woul d

prevent precipitation or inclement weather conditions fromincreasing the material noisture

content or otherw se affecting renedial activities. Excavation of targeted material would be
perforned at a rate necessary to provide a stockpile of materials sufficient to support tree to five
days of treatnent (approximately 750 to 1250 cubic yards). Any precipitation collected in the
excavation treatnent would be routed to the | agoon water treatnent systemand ultinately

di scharged to surface water (discussed as a conmon el enent).

Materials to be treated woul d be noved fromthe tenporary structure and | oaded into the LTTD
treatment unit. The unit would be a continuous systemin which contaninants woul d be

removed fromthe soil through volatilization. Volatilization would be acconplished through
agitation of the soil in the presence of heat and vacuum pressure

Following the LTTD treatnent cycle, the materials would be renoved fromthe treatnent unit
via a conveyor belt systemand placed in a tenporary stockpile for cooling and confirmatory sanpling

Upon verification that treatment objectives have been achieved, the treated materials would be
used as backfill for the excavations. Followi ng the conpletion of the treatnent activities, the
excavat ed/ backfill ed area woul d be graded and conpacted to forma stable surface with suitable

sl opes, and a RCRA Subtitle C cap would be installed over the backfilled area to prevent
infiltration of surface water and to prevent subsequent |eaching of netal and non volatile organic
contamnation . The cap would cover an area of approximately 8 acres. The surface of the cap

woul d be vegetated and mai ntained for a period of 30 years

The deed restrictions included in the conmon el enents would serve to prohibit future use of the
property which nmight conmpromise the integrity of the cap. Site security neasures (also a
comon el erent) woul d be maintained to prevent inadvertent danage to the cap by trespassers.

Through the conbination of the treatnment of organic constituents and the use of surface capping
to address residual constituents not treated through the LTTD process (i.e., netals), this
alternative would be effective by elimnating the direct contact pathway, as well as mtigating
the potential for mgration of COs fromsoils to groundwater. Wth proper routine nai ntenance,
the cap would remain reliable and effective in the |ong-term

Excavation/grading activities for both the LTTD el ement of the alternative as well as the surface
capping el ement of the alternative would increase the short-termpotential for exposure, as well
as the potential for migration of COs fromthese areas. These potential short-term exposures

can be mtigated during excavation/grading activities through the inplenentation of

conventional health and safety techni ques, as well as dust and erosion/runoff controls. The
tenporary structures enployed during the LTTD stockpiling activities would al so serve to

reduce the short-termpotential for exposure from dust and VCCs.

B.6. Aternative 6 - On-site Incineration, Stabilization and Of-site D sposal of Ash,



Sur face Cappi ng

This alternative is the remedy selected in the June 29, 1990 Record of Decision (ROD) for QU 2.

Estimat ed Capital Cost: $35, 556, 000
Estimated Annual O8M Cost (Years 1-2): $175, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost*: $36, 889, 405

*Cost includes common el enents

Based on the Final Feasibility Study (Novenber, 1989), capital costs for on-site incinerationis
$34, 329, 000. However, based on the new vol une cal cul ation, the estimted capital cost of
Alternative 6 is $35, 556, 000.

This renmedy which is defined in the June 29, 1990 ROD for QU-2, consists of the follow ng el ements

. On-site incineration of the Fluff, stabilization of ash and di sposal of stabilized ash in an
off-site RCRA | andfill;

. On-site incineration of the contam nated soils for organics renoval, stabilization of the
netal s where necessary, and disposal in an off-site RCRA landfill;

. On-site treatment of the | agoon water for organics treatnment and netal s renoval and
di scharge in accordance with Federal NPDES and Pennsyl vani a requirenents (discussed
as a common el enent);

. Covering of the soils under the Fluff piles, after the Fluff has been renoved, in
accordance with RCRA Subtitle C closure requirenents.

The common el ements woul d al so be i npl enent ed

A transportable rotary kiln incineration systemwould be used to inplenent this alternative

Fluff would be graded to forma |evel surface, excavated, and stockpiled in a tenporary

structure. Excavation would be perfornmed at a rate necessary to provide a stockpile of materials
sufficient to support three to five days of treatnment. Stormmater collected in the excavation

woul d be routed to the | agoon water treatnent system and di scharged to Mauses Oreek (common el enent).

Fol | owi ng i nci neration, conbined bottomand fly ash would be stabilized on-site as needed using
a cenent-based or other suitable stabilizing agent and placed in a tenporary stockpile for

har deni ng and confirmatory sanpling. Upon verification that the treatment goal s/di sposa

requi renents have been achi eved, the stabilized ash would be | oaded onto trucks for transport to
a permtted off-site hazardous waste disposal facility.

Quench water and other fluids generated during the incineration/stabilization processes would be
collected and treated on-site using a physical/chem cal process, and di scharges to Mauses Creek.

The excavated area woul d be backfilled and graded to pronoted drai nage, and covered with a
RCRA Subtitle C cap to prevent infiltration of surface water.

The deed restrictions included in the conmon el enents would serve to prohibit future use of the
property which mght conpromise the integrity of the cap. Site security neasures (also a
common el enent) woul d be maintained to prevent inadvertent damage to the cap by trespassers.

Through the conbination of the treatment of organic constituents, the use of stabilization and
off-site disposal to address residual constituents not treated through the incineration process, and
the use of surface capping to address any residual constituent concentrations remaining in the
excavated area followed by backfilling, this alternative would be effective in neeting the

renedi al action objectives by elimnating the direct contact pathway, as well as reducing the
potential for mgration of COs fromsoils to groundwater. Wth proper routine naintenance, the

cap would renain reliable and effective in the long-term

Excavation, material handling, and off-site transportation activities would increase the short-term
potential for exposure, as well as the potential for nmigration of COs fromthese areas. These



potential short-term exposures can be mtigated during these activities through the

i mpl enent ati on of conventional health and safety techniques, as well as dust and erosion/runoff
controls. The tenporary structure enployed during the stockpiling activities would al so serve to
reduce the short-termpotential for exposure. Em ssions control on the incineration unit would
serve to reduce the short-termpotential for exposure to constituents rel eased during the

i nci neration process, but there may be an increased risk, based on pilot-scale tests, to on- and
off-site receptors to dioxin and furan emni ssions.

B.7 Aternative 7 - Of-site Incineration, Surface Capping

Estimated Capital Cost: $49, 928, 000
Esti mat ed Annual QO8M Cost : $12, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Cost*: $51, 124, 702

*Cost includes comobn el enents

This alternative involves the incineration of the Fluff, |agoon sedinent, surface and subsurface

soil in an off-site rotary kiln incinerator. This alternative includes the excavation and off-site
transport of Fluff/sedinent/soils to a permtted incineration facility for treatnent and subsequent
di sposal of the resultant ash, the backfilling of the excavated area, and the construction of a

RCRA Subtitle C cap over the backfilled area to prevent infiltration of surface water. The cap
woul d cover approxinmately 8 acres. The conmon el enents woul d al so be inpl ement ed.

The deed restrictions included in the conmon el enents would serve to prohibit future use of the
property which mght conpromise the integrity of the cap. Site security neasures (also a
comon el erent) woul d be nmaintained to prevent inadvertent danage to the cap by trespassers.

Through the conbi nation of the off-site transport and treatnent/di sposal actions, and the use of
surface capping to address any residual constituent concentrations remaining in the excavated
area followi ng backfilling, this alternative would be effective by elimnating the direct contact
pat hway, as well as reducing the potential for mgration of COls fromsoils to the groundwater.
Wth proper routine naintenance, the cap would renain reliable and effective in the long term

Excavati on, material handling, and off-site transportation activities would increase the short-term
potential for exposure, as well as the potential for migration of COs fromthese areas. These can
be mtigated during construction activities through the inplenentation of conventional health

and safety techni ques, as well as dust and erosion/runoff controls.

VI11. COVPARATI VE EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Each of the remedial alternatives summarized in this plan 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 balancing criteria, and
nodi fying criteria. A description of the evaluation criteria is presented bel ow

Threshold Criteria:

1. Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent addresses whether a remedy
provi des adequate protection and describes how risks are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)
addresses whether a renedy will neet all of the applicable, or relevant and appropriate
requi renents of environnmental statutes.

Primary Balancing Criteria:

3. Long-termEffectiveness refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment over tine once cleanup goals are achieved.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treatnent addresses the degree to
which alternatives enploy recycling or treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
vol ume of contam nants.



5. Short-term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and
any adverse inpacts on human heal th and environnment that nmay be posed during the
construction and inpl ementation period until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Inplementability addresses the technical and adninistrative feasibility of a renedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to inplenment a particul ar
opti on.

7. Cost includes estimated capital, operation and mai ntenance costs, and present worth costs.
Modifying Criteria:

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of backup docunents and the
Proposed Plan, the State concurs wth, opposes, or has no comment on the preferred alternative.

9. Community Acceptance includes assessnments of issues and concerns the public may have
regardi ng each alternative based on a review of public comments received on the
Adm ni strative Record and the Proposed Pl an.

The conparison of the renedial alternatives based on these criteria is presented bel ow.
1. COverall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The i npl enentation of the No Action A ternative would not provide protection of hunan health

and the environnent. Exposure to contam nants in the Fluff waste and Site soils would pose a
health threat to individuals who cone in contact with these materials, particularly if exposure
occurs regularly. Because this alternative does no neet this threshold criterion, it will not be
further evaluated under the remaining criteria.

Alternatives 1 - 7 provide overall protection of human heal th and the environment by either
renmovi ng contam nants in the Fluff, soil, and sediment and/or isolating themto prevent direct
contact and the potential for further mgration. Alternative 1 (Miltilayer Cap) prevents direct
contact with contamnants in the Fluff waste, soils, and sedinents and reduces the potential for
contam nant migration by consolidating the naterial and covering it with an inperneabl e cap.

Alternative 2 (Stabilization with Soil Cover) imobilizes contam nants by mixing the Fluff, soil,
and sedinent with cement-like material prior to covering with soil. Stabilization of the Fluff
material and soil reduces both the potential for individuals to cone in direct contact with the
contam nants and the potential for contaminants to migrate to the groundwater. The soil cover
provi des additional protection against direct contact with the stabilized contam nants. The
treatment of the NAPLs provi des additional protection against mgration of contamnants in the
soil to groundwater. Protection fromthe release of VOCs into the environnent during the
stabilization process is achieved through the utilization of a tenporary enclosed structure
capabl e of capturing and treating VOC em ssions. Such em ssions would be treated through a

vapor phase carbon adsorption unit.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 each use a conbination of treatment and an inperneable cap to prevent
direct contact with contamnants in the Fluff, soil and sedinent and to reduce the potential for
contam nant migration to groundwater. Alternatives 3 and 5 renobve organic contam nants in the
Fluff and soil through SVE/ bioventing prior and LTTD, respectively, prior to capping.

Alternative 4 includes the conponents of Alternative 3 and adds stabilization to further
i mobi li ze the inorganic contam nants prior to capping.

Alternatives 6 and 7 al so use a conbination of treatment and an inperneable cap to prevent

direct contact with contam nants and to reduce the potential for contam nant mgration to
groundwat er. These alternatives destroy the organic contamnmi nants through on- or off-site
incineration. Residual contamnation in the ash is stabilized (if necessary) and di sposed off-site.
Therefore, the anpunt of contami nation renmaining on-site and capped is reduced.

2. Conpl i ance with ARARs

Any cl eanup alternative considered by EPA nust conply with all applicable or relevant and



appropriate federal and state environnmental requirenents. Applicable requirenents are those
substantive environnmental standards, requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated under
federal or state law that are legally applicable to the renedial action to be inplenented at the
Site. Relevant and appropriate requirenents, 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. Al the alternatives conply with the foll ow ng ARARs, as appropriate:

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

The Pennsyl vani a Land Recycling Program Regul ations at 25 Pa. Code 250.305 identify soi
renedi al standards which are applicable to the inplementation of the renedy.

Act i on- Speci fi c ARARs

Miul tilayer Cap: The follow ng provisions of the Pennsylvania Residual Waste Managenent

Regul ati ons, 25 Pa. Code Chapter 288, Subchapter C regarding the closure of landfills are

rel evant and appropriate to the covering or capping of the landfilled industrial waste materials in
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4: (1) access to the Site shall be controlled as set forth in 25 Pa. Code
0288.212 (a); (2) the cover shall be constructed in conformance with the requirenents of 25 Pa

Code °288.234; (3) revegetation of the cover shall be established in accordance with the

requi renents of 25 Pa. Code ©288.236, and shall meet the standard for successful revegetation as
set forth in 25 Pa. Code ©288.237; and (4) soil erosion and sedi ment control shall be conducted

in accordance with the requirements of 25 Pa. Code °©288.242. The follow ng provisions of the
Pennsyl vani a Hazardous Waste Regul ati ons, 25 Pa. Code Chapter 264, regarding the

mai nt enance of landfill caps are relevant and appropriate to the nai ntenance of the capped area

of the Site in Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7: (1) closure performance standards shall be achi eved
as set forth in 25 Pa. Code ° 264.111; (2) post closure care and use of the Site shall be carried
out in accordance with the requirenents of 25 Pa. Code ° 264.117; (3) the final cover shall neet
the requirements of 25 Pa. Code °© 264.3 10(1 ); (4) vegetation of the cover shall neet the

requi renents of 25 Pa. Code ° 264.310(4); and (5) the closure shall neet the performance

obj ectives of 25 Pa. Code ° 264.310(5).

Excavati on: The provisions of Pennsylvania' s Erosion and Sedi nentation Control and
Restorati on Regul ations set forth in 25 Pa. Code °° 102.4-24 are applicable to earth-noving
activities associated with the nultilayer cap to be installed in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. In
addi tion, Pennsylvania regulations regarding the Prohibition of Certain Fugitive Em ssions and
Particulate Matter set forth at 25 Pa. Code °° 123.1 and 123.2 are applicable to the dust
suppression controls required to be used in conjunction with these earth-noving activities

Di scharge of Treated Lagoon Water: A conmon el enent under all the alternatives is treating the
water in the |agoons, if necessary, in a physical/chem cal treatnent process and di scharging the
treated water to an unnanmed tributary of Mauses Creek or to an industrial process. The

followi ng substanitive requirements of the National Pollutant D scharge Elinmnation System are
applicable to these discharges: 40 CF.R °° 122.2, 122.4, 122.5, 122.21, 122.26, 122.29, 122.41
122.43-45, 122.47, 122.48, and 25 Pa. Code °° 92.1, 92.3, 92.31, 92.41, 92.51, 92.55, 92.57, and
92.73. The follow ng requirenments of the Pennsylvania Drinking Water standards are rel evant

and appropriate to all discharges to an industrial process: 25 Pa. Code °° 109.201-203. The
following water quality standards are applicable to all discharges (regardl ess of where
discharged): 40 CF. R ©° 131.32 and 25 Pa. Code °° 93.1-9z. The followi ng requirenents for
controlling the discharge of toxic substances are applicable to all discharges (regardl ess of where
di scharged): 25 Pa. Code °° 16.1, 16.24, 16.31-51, 16.101-102

Hazar dous Waste Generation: The alternatives involving on-site treatment (Alternatives 2
through 6) may result in the generation of wastes that woul d be regul ated under current

hazar dous waste regul ati ons. Any hazardous waste generated shall be anal yzed and

characterized according to the requirenments of 25 Pa. Code ° 262.11 and identified pursuant to
the requirenents of 25 Pa. Code ° 262.12. Authorization for shipnment of hazardous waste shal

be obtained pursuant to 25 Pa. Code ° 262.13. Al shipnents of hazardous waste for treatnent at
a separate location on the Site shall be nmanifested according to the requirenments of 25 Pa. Code
00 262.20, 262.22, 262.23, and shall meet all of the packing, placarding and | abeling
requirenents of 25 Pa. Code °° 262.30, 262.33. |f hazardous waste is accunul ated on the Site

it shall be done so in accordance with all of the requirements of 25 Pa. Code ° 262. 34.
Transportation of hazardous waste for treatnment on the Site shall conply with all the



requirenents of 25 Pa. Code Part 263. Hazardous wastes shall be stored in accordance with the
requirenents of 25 Pa. Code Part 264 subparts | and J.

3. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per nanence

Alternative 1 (Miultilayer Cap) will provide an effective renedy in the long term provided that
the cap is properly naintained. Permanence of the renedy is al so dependent on proper

mai nt enance. Al though 30 years of nmintenance has been included for cost-estimating purposes,
mai ntenance will be required for an indefinite period and conponents of the cap could
eventual |y require repl acenent.

Alternative 2 (Stabilization with Soil Cover) provides a greater |evel of |ong-termeffectiveness
and permanence than Alternative 1 because it relies | ess on maintenance. Stabilization of the
Fluff material and soil will immobilize the contam nants and reduce the potential for |eaching
into the groundwater. Additionally, the two-foot soil cover will prevent direct contact with the
stabilized mass. The soil cover over the stabilized nmass is expected to provi de equival ent
performance to a RCRA Subtitle C Cap. Mintenance of the soil cover and institutional controls

to prevent its disturbance would be required to ensure pernanence

Al ternative 3 (SVE/ Bioventing and Cap) and Alternative 5 (LTTD and Cap) will both provide
greater long-termeffectiveness and permanence than the multilayer cap alone (A ternative 1),
but may be less effective than Alternative 2 since neither SVE/ Bioventing or LTTD will

i mobi | i ze the inorganic contam nants. Therefore, Alternatives 3 and 5, like Alternative 1
requires greater reliance on proper naintenance of the cap to achieve |ong-term effectiveness
and per nmanence.

Alternatives 4, 6, and 7 provide the greatest degree of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence.
Al ternative 4 reduces the |evel of organic contami nation to be capped through SVE bi oventing

and i mmobi li zes the inorganic contam nants through stabilization, thus reducing reliance of
proper cap mai ntenance. Alternatives 6 and 7 reduce the level of both organic and inorganic
contam nants to be capped. Organic contam hants are destroyed in the incineration process and

i norgani c contami nants which remain in the ash are stabilized, if necessary, and di sposed off-
site. Use of a nultilayer cap in Alternatives 4, 6, and 7 nay al so provi de sonewhat greater |ong-
termeffectiveness and pernanence that use of a soil cover (Alternative 2)

4. Reduction of the Toxicity, Mbility or Volume of Contam nants Through Treat ment

Alternative 1 does not provide any reduction in the toxicity, mobility or volune of Site
contam nants through treatment. The use of a multilayer cap does, however, reduce the nobility
of contam nants by preventing rain fromnoving through the contam nated naterial and
transporting contam nants to the groundwater.

The use of stabilization in Alternatives 2 and 4 prinarily reduces the nobility of Site

contam nants. This treatnment process nmay, however, increase the volune of material due to the
addition of the curing agents. Wile the nobility of organic contam nants nay increase during
the treatnment process, particularly VOCs, the treatnent area woul d be covered to capture

vol atilized contam nants. In addition, the process of stabilization facilities volatilization of
vol atile organics due to heat generation and m xi ng. Thus alternatives 2 and 4 reduce the
volume of organics in the stabilized waste. The SVE/ bioventing treatnent in Alternatives 3 and
4 reduce the toxicity and volune of Site organic contam nants by encouragi ng bi ol ogi ca
degradation and extraction of volatile organics.

Alternative 5 (and Alternative 2 in the NAPL areas) reduces the toxicity, nmobility and vol ume of
primarily volatile organic contam nants by volatilizing and capturing the contamni nants through
the LTTD process. |norganic contamnants would remain in the treated material and woul d be
capped on-site. Alternatives 6 and 7 reduce the toxicity, nobility and volume of organic

contam nants by destroying them through incineration. However, incineration has the potentia
create and rel ease contam nants through air em ssions which are nore toxic than those entering
the process. Controls neasures nust be properly inplenmented to ensure unacceptabl e rel eases

do not occur. Inorganic contam nants that cannot be destroyed will remain in the ash and nay be
i mobi i zed through stabilization if required prior to landfilling at an off-site facility.

5. Short - Term Ef f ecti veness



Alternative 1 (Miltilayer Cap) provides short-termeffectiveness because it requires mninal
di sturbance of the contam nated material and can be inplenented relatively quickly. Relatively
few controls are needed during construction to ensure safety.

Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 al so provide short-termeffectiveness, but require use of air enission
controls (e.g., tenmporary encl osed structures over excavati on) and nonitoring devices during
excavation to ensure the safety of on-site workers and others in close proximty of the Site
These neasures can be readily inplenented though the required Site health and safety program

Al ternative 3 does not require excavation, but sinilar air em ssion controls and nonitoring
devises are required to ensure that contanminants volatilized through the SVE bi oventing process
are not released fromthe Site. Alternatives 4 and 5 al so require such neasures to volatilized
em ssi ons.

Alternative 6 can provide short-termeffectiveness, but this effectiveness is highly dependent on
proper control neasures. Alternative 6 has the potential to release toxic air emssions (ie.
furans and dioxins) fromthe on-site incinerator based on the results of pilot-scale tests. The
chlorine content of Fluff waste is very high because of the polyvinyl chloride insulation used.
Along with the presence of polyvinyl chloride, the presence of copper as a catal yst makes an

i deal condition for the formation of dioxins during the incineration. Short-term effectiveness of
this alternative depends on proper inplenentation of air enission control devices for the

i ncinerator stacks to nonitor and control these em ssions. Flue gas particulate collected as
baghouse ash is cadm um and | ead- contam nated and woul d requi re managenent as a

hazar dous waste. Proper handling of the kiln ash di scharge and baghouse ash is required to
ensure that these materials do not pose a health threat to on-site workers. Alternative 6 al so

i nvol ves off-site transportation of the incinerator ash, thus requiring additional neasures to
ensure safety.

The short-termeffectiveness of Alternative 7 depends on the use of proper controls during
excavation as described for Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 and on proper precautions during
transportation of the excavated material off-site. These controls can be readily inpl enented
through the required Site health and safety program

6. I npl enentabilily

The technol ogy and materials required to construct the nultilayer cap in Aliternative 1 (also a
conmponent of Alternatives 3 through 7) are readily available, so this alternative can be easily
i mpl emented. The soil cover in Alternative 2 can also be readily constructed

The stabilization process in Alternatives 2 and 4 would not be difficult to inplenment since 10%
Type | Portland Cenment is readily avail able. The SVE/ bioventing processes in Alternatives 3

and 4 have been denonstrated to work effectively at other sites and are commercially avail abl e
technol ogi es. However, performance of SVE/ bioventing is dependent on Site-specific
characteristics of the material being treated (e.g., tenperature, noisture, pH nutrient content)
and the success and duration of treatment is difficult to predict. SVE bioventing is expected to
require a longer time frane to inplenent than stabilization

The LTTD treatment process of Alternatives 2 and 5 has been denobnstrated to be effective for
volatile organics at other sites and is a commercially avail abl e technol ogy. Successfu

i mpl enentation of LTTD is | ess dependent on Site-specific factors than SVE bioventing and can
be readily inplenented. LTTD requires controls to ensure that contami nants volatilized during
the process are not released to the air at unacceptable |evels.

On-site incineration in Alternative 6 is a denonstrated and commercially avail abl e treat ment
technol ogy. However, optimzation of the systemfor the Site-specific characteristics of the
material to be incinerated may be difficult. Incineration nmust conply with stringent RCRA

i ncinerator operating regulations and standards. The close proximty of residences and a schoo
may maeke inplenmentation difficult, and the public has historically opposed on-site incineration

Alternative 7 requires no on-site treatnent and can be readily inplenented. Off-site incineration
facilities are coomercially available to handle the naterials fromthe Site. The equi prent and
materi al s needed to safely excavate and transport the contam nated Fluff, soil, and sedinment are



readily avail abl e.

7. Cost
Table 3 presents a conparative cost summary of the alternatives discussed in this Proposed Pl an.

Table 3
Renmedi al Alternatives Cost Sunmary

Annual O8M Cost

Alternative Capi tal Cost 1-2 Years 3-30 Years Present Wrth
1 $1, 596, 354 $12, 000 $12, 000 $2, 793, 080
2 $6, 924, 062 $346, 203 $12, 000 $8, 752, 530
3 $8, 697, 147 $175, 000 $12, 000 $10, 210, 034
4 $12, 030, 443 $175, 000 $12, 000 $13, 543, 330
5 $10, 499, 000 $12, 000 $12, 000 $11, 712, 262
6 $35, 556, 000 $175, 000 $0 $36, 889, 405
7 $49, 928, 000 $12, 000 $12, 000 $51, 124302

8. Stat e Accept ance

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania has concurred with the selected renedy, Alternative 2.

9. Conmmmuni ty Accept ance

In general, the community has accepted the selected Fluff, soil, the |agoon water and the on-site
tanks & druns renedy for the QU 5. The Responsive Summary, attached, provides a through

revi ew of questions and comments received during the Public Comrent Period including EPA' s

r esponses.

I X. SELECTED REMEDY

A General Description of Sel ected Renedy

The sel ected remedy for QU5 - surface soil, |agoon water and sedi nent, Fluff (chopped and
shredded wire insulation material mxed with bits of plastic and copper), and waste materials
contained in tanks and drums, is Alternative 2 - Ex-Situ Stabilization/Low Tenperature Thernal

Desorption. This alternative involves the foll owi ng conponents:

. Site preparati on which includes tenporary sedi nentati on and erosion control and the
clearing of vegetation around the Fluff and | agoon;

. Treat ment/ cont ai nment of contanminants of interest in Fluff, |agoon sedinent, and surface
soils through ex-situ stabilization and backfilling excavated areas with the stabilized
material ;.

. Treat nent of soil containing Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids utilizing Low Tenperature

Thermal Desorption desorption to reduce tetrachl oroethene (PCE) |evels bel ow the |evel
that constitutes a principle threat;

. Covering the areas on the Site within the fenced area shown in Figure 2 with two-foot of
EPA and PADEP approved soil |ayer and vegetation contour to prevent ponding and to
control erosion;

. Site restoration by renoving all the debris;
. Of-site transport of materials in tanks and druns at the Site to an appropriate facility;
. Excavation and off-site disposal to an appropriate facility of druns, tanks and

contam nated soil due to any |eaking druns and/or tanks.



. Drai ning of |agoon water, treatnment of the water in a physical/chem cal treatnent process
(i f needed), and discharge of the treated water to an unnaned tributary of Muuses Creek,
adjacent to the Site and/or to an industrial process;

. I npl erent ati on/ enf orcenent of institutional controls at the Site, including but not limted
to, deed restrictions;

. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance (0% activities including Site security through
the mai ntenance of existing Site fence

Site preparation shall include the |eveling of the Fluff piles and spreading the stabilized Fluff to a
uni formdepth. Al Fluff, mninumof two feet of |agoon sedinents, and m nimumof two feet

of soils underneath the Fluff piles shall be excavated and stockpiled for subsequent stabilization

The extent of the sedinents and the soils excavation beyond the m ni numshall be determ ned

by field observations for the presence of visible Fluff. The excavation activities shall occur

inside a tenporary, noveable structure intended to prevent the introduction of precipitation into

the excavation and to control dust and volatile organi c conpound (VOC) emissions. Al nateria

shal | be stockpiled and treated in a staged treatnment area. The structures shall be operated under
slight negative pressure, and the exhaust air flow shall be routed through a vapor-phase carbon
adsorption unit to treat VOC em ssions.

Excavati on shall be performed at a rate necessary to provide a stockpile of naterials sufficient to
support three to five days of treatnment (750 to 1,250 cubic yards). Stabilization shall be

perfornmed by mxing the naterials with 10% or greater Type | Portland Cenent. Foll owi ng

m xing, the resulting slurry shall be placed into the excavation and allowed to cure. Excavation
activities shall continue on the remaining trenches within the excavation structure. Once al
materials are treated within the excavation structure, the structure shall be noved to the next area
of excavati on.

The excavated areas shall be backfilled with the stabilized material in a manner intended to
pronote drainage follow ng curing of the stabilized materials. The fenced area shown in Figure

2 shall be covered with a two-foot topsoil |ayer and vegetated to prevent ponding of |iquids and
m ni mze erosion

The presence of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids in overburden soils shall be treated through the use
of Low Tenperature Thernmal Desorption. The extent of this area and the total volune of soi
treated with Low Tenperature Thermal Desorption nay be subject to change based on the

results of the investigation for the presence of Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids in soil to be
conducted during the inplenmentation of the remedial action

Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption can effectively renbve Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids from

the soil by heating the soil under vacuum conditions to induce vol atization. The opti mal
tenperature and pressure shall be determined during a pre-design treatability study. The soils
treated by Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption shall be backfilled into the excavations (with

prior stabilization if the treated soil denonstrates the characteristic of a hazardous waste based
upon the results of a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure test. 40 CF. R °261.24.).

The resulting fixed/stabilized solid matrix mninizes the potential migration of contaninants of
interest to groundwater; the stabilization process and subsequent soil cover also prevent direct
contact. The potential for exposure to volatile and dust em ssions is nmitigated through the use of
the tenporary structures covering the excavati on and stockpil e/ process areas and treatnment of

VQCs t hrough vapor-phase carbon adsorption

The South West area (as shown in the Figure 2) of the Site shall be investigated for any buried
druns and if the drunms are found excavati on of the subsurface soil shall be perforned. If the
druns or tanks are discovered, they shall be excavated and renoved. |f characterization testing

of the drumcontents indicates the presence of listed waste (40 CF. R Part 261, Subpart D or if
the contents exhibit a characteristic of hazardous waste (40 C F. R 261, Subpart C), they shall be
managed in accordance with the federal |and disposal restrictions (40 CF. R Part 268). The

drum debris shall be managed in simlar nmanner. Subsurface soil in the area surrounding the

druns shall be tested for the presence of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids. |f Non-Agueous Phase

Li qui ds are discovered, the Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid containing soils shall be treated, with

Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption as discussed nore fully in subsection B. 10 bel ow.



B. Performance Standards/C eanup Criteria

To reduce the risk to hunman health and the environnent, inpacted surface and subsurface soils,

| agoon water and sediment, Fluff, and waste naterials contained in tanks and drumns, shall be
remedi ated as described in Section | X Description of Selected Renedy. Renediation shall be
perforned for materials which exceed the Renedial Action Levels presented in the table 2, in
accordance with the ARARs; and other criteria listed in Section X, Statutory Determ nations. All
conponents of the selected renedy, Alternative 2, shall be inplenented in accordance with the
per formance standards detailed herein and ARARs; listed in Section X, Statutory Determ nations.

1. Er osi on Control

Erosi on and sedi ment control neasures shall be installed in accordance with the substantive
requi renents of the Commonweal th Pennsyl vania d ean Stream Law and i n accordance with any

related local regulations. Prior to commencenent of excavation or soil disturbance work, an
erosion and sedi nentation control plan shall be devel oped and inpl enented to address control

nmeasures for all activities that potentially transport soil or sedinent. The plan shall be devel oped

and submitted to EPA for acceptance and to PADEP and the |ocal goveriunent for approval.
2. Pilot Testing of Stabilization Process

During the remedi al design phase, field pilot testings of the stabilization process shall be
perforned to obtain optinmal stabilization process paraneters as set forth in
"Solidification/Stabilization and its Application to Waste Material (EPA/530/R-93/012 June 1993)."

3. Stabilization of Fluff and Two Feet of Soil underneath the Fl uff.

The Fluff and soil shall be screened and separated before stabilization to achieve the paraneters
devel oped during the field pilot testings. The proper ratio of Fluff and soil shall be mxed with
appropriate anount of binding material to achieve the standards devel oped during the field pil ot
testings. The stabilized waste shall be checked in accordance with "Stabilization/Solidification
of CERCLA and RCRA Wastes, Physical Tests, Chem cal Testing Procedures, Technol ogy

Screening, and Field Activities (EPA 625/6-89/022 May 1989)." Soil beneath the Fluff piles

shal | be excavated to a mininmumof two feet. The extent of excavation of soil beyond two feet
underneath Fluff piles shall be determ ned by visual observation of Fluff presence. The
stabilized nass shall pass the SPLP | eachability test.

4. Backfilling of the Excavated Areas
The excavated areas shall be backfilled with the stabilized material.
5. Pl acing of Two Feet of Soil Cover within the Fence Area shown in the Figure 2.

a. The two feet of soil cover shall be placed over the entire area of the Site within the
fenced area shown in Figure 2.

b. The soil cover shall be covered with vegetation to control air and water erosion of the soil
and to maintain aesthetic value of the area.

C The soil cover shall protect Site users from being exposed to the soil contam nants either
by the direct contact with contam nated waste/soil or by inhalation/ingestion of soil
and/or Fluff dust.

d. The final soil cover shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the
Pennsyl vani a Resi dual Waste Managenent Regul ations, 25 Pa. Code Chapter 288,
Subchapter C, regarding closure of landfills. Relevant provisions include, but are not
limted to, 288.212 (access control), 288.234 (final cover and gradi ng), 288.236
(revegetation), 288.237 (standards for successful revegetation), and 288.242 (soil erosion
and sedi nentation control).

6. Moni tori ng Program



The groundwat er and surface water nonitoring requirenments for Q)5 are covered under the

QU-3 groundwater nonitoring program Perineter air nonitoring shall be perforned at a

m ni mum of four |ocations at each of the four conpass points at the perineter of the Site for the
contamnants identified in table 2. The fugitive em ssions control actions |evels shall be set
according to Cccupational Safety & Health Act (OSHA) perm ssible exposure |evels (PELs) if

avai | abl e or according to adverse human health effect threshold. Fugitive em ssions shall be
controlled in accordance with applicable Pennsylvania Air Resources Rul es and Regul ati ons.

The nonitoring for VOCs and total dust shall be perfornmed using on-site nmonitors to obtain real
tine readings. A fugitive em ssions control plan shall be devel oped based on the fugitive

em ssions control action levels and submtted to EPA for acceptance and to PADEP for their
review and approval if required by the |aw

7. Storm Wat er Control

A stormwater control plan shall be devel oped to minimze runoff and erosion fromall areas of
soi | /Fluff disturbance associated with Site renmediation activities and to prevent mgrati on of
Fluff off Site. The plan shall be subnmitted to EPA for acceptance. The plan shall be submtted to
PADEP, the local county and the |ocal government for their approval.

8. Surface Water Discharge

Any surface water discharge to Mauses Creek shall conply with substantive requirements of the
Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a National Pollution D scharge Elinination Systemregul ations,

25 Pa. Code Chapter 92. A plan to conply with those requirenents shall be submtted to EPA
and PADEP for review and approval .

9. Use of Treated Water

If the treated water is used for an industrial purpose, it shall meet PADEP drinking water
standards set forth at 25 Pa. Code Subchapter 109.13.

10. Investigation of Presence of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids in the soil

Areas identified as the former carbon pile area, buried |l agoon area and the area adjacent to the
west side of the plant building (see figure 2) shall be sanpled using a geoprobe and checked for
Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids presence using soil water shake test as described in the docunent

EPA/ 600/ R-93/022. A sanpling and anal ysis plan for Non- Aqueous Phase Liquid testing shall

be subnitted to EPA and PADEP for their approval.

11. Thernmal Desorption

The soils with Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids shall be treated with the Low Tenperature Thernal
Desorption to drive off Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids and to achi eve PCE cl eanup | evel s of 375

ng/ kg. The | ow tenperature thernal desorption systemshall have air pollution control neasures
as needed to neet Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania Control and Abatement of Air Pollution

requi renents and specifically shall neet federal and Commonweal th of Pennsylvania air

em ssions standards. Any residual carbon waste generated during the treatnent shall be di sposed
off-site at an approved RCRA Subtitle C facility. If the thernmal treatnment is not successful in
achieving the cleanup levels for PCE, soils wth Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids shall be sent off-
site for the treatnment and di sposal at RCRA Subtitle C approved facility.

12. Investigation of Possible Buried Druns

The South West area (as shown in the figure 2) of the Site shall be investigated for any buried
druns or tanks by using geophysical screening technique. |If evidence of drunms or tanks is

i ndi cat ed, excavation of the subsurface soil shall be perforrmed. If the druns or tanks are

di scovered, they shall be excavated and renoved. If characterization testing of the drum
contents indicates the precence of a listed waste (40 CF. R Part 261, Subpart D) or if the
contents exhibit a characteristic of a hazardous waste (40 C.F.R 261, Subpart C, they shall be
managed in accordance with the federal |and disposal restrictions (40 CF.R Part 268). The
drum debris shall be managed in simlar nmanner. Subsurface soil in the area surrounding the
druns shall be tested for the presence of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids. If Non-Agueous Phase

Li qui ds are di scovered, the Non-Agueous Phase Liquid containing soils shall be treated with



Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption as discussed nore fully in subsection B.10 above
13. Renoval of Above G ound Druns and Above G ound Tanks

If the contents of the above ground druns and above ground tanks are listed wastes (40 C F. R
Part 261, Subpart D), they shall be managed in accordance with the federal |and di sposa
restrictions (40 CF. R Part 268). The drumdebris shall be rmanaged in a simlar manner.

14. Renoval Plans for the Druns and Tanks

A renoval plan shall be submitted to EPA and PADEP for their review and acceptance detailing
the assessnment and renoval of all druns and tanks

15. Renpbval of Non Hazardous Contents and Debris

The Site shall be cleared of all debris and non hazardous waste in accordance with Pennsyl vani a
Muni ci pal Waste Landfill Regul ations, specifically those regulations applicable for construction
debris landfills, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Chapter 277, and those relating to residual waste
managenent, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Chapter 287

16. Institutional Contro

Institution controls, including but not limted to deed restrictions, shall be inplenented to
restrict land and groundwater use at the Site and reduce the potential for human exposure to
contam nation by prohibiting residential devel opnent and any use that woul d decrease the
performance of the soil cover, and/or involve the use of groundwater at the Site.

17. Qperation and Maintenance

The stabilized waste and the soil cover shall be naintained in accordance with the requirenents
set forth in 25 Pa. Code Section 264.111, 264.117, and 264.310(1), (4) and (5).

18. Quality Control Monitoring

Quality control nonitoring shall be perforned to evaluate the stabilized waste and the cover. The
frequency and the nature of quality control nonitoring shall be determ ned during the Renedi al
Desi gn and shall be approved by EPA in consultation with PADEP prior to inplenentation.

X STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedial actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. In addition, 121 (b) of CERCLA, 42 US.C

9621, established several other statutory requirenments and preferences. These requirenents
speci fy that upon conpletion, the selected remedial action for each site must conply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate ("ARARs") environmental standards established under
federal and state environmental |aws unless a statutory waiver is invoked. The sel ected remedy
must al so be cost effective and nust utilize treatnment technol ogies to the nmaxi mum ext ent
practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for renedies that permanently and
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous substances. The foll owi ng
sections discuss how the selected remedy for this Site nmeets these statutory requirenents

A Prot ecti on of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected remedy for Fluff, soil, |lagoon water and sedinents is protective of human health

and the environnent and elimnates the potential for a direct contact with contanmi nants by

pl acing of a vegetated soil cover over the stabilized waste. The renediation will al so mnimze
soil, Fluff and sediment as a continuing sources of inpacts to groundwater, and surface water,
and subsurface soils. In addition, the contam nated groundwater under the Site shall be extracted
and contai ned under the QU 3.

Air nonitoring shall be performed during the excavation phase to nonitor air enissions and to
provide information for control neasures and worker's exposure. Appropriate safety equi prment
shall be worn by Site workers to protect against exposure during the renediation effort. Wth the



addition of long-termnonitoring and institutional controls, this renmedy is protective of hunan
heal th and the environnent.

B. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

The sel ected remedy includes excavation and ex-situ stabilization of soils, sedinent, and Fluff in
exceedance of specified action levels for the Site. The remedy will conply with ARARs and To
Be Considered (TBC) Material detailed in this section

Cheni cal -speci fic ARARs and TBCs:

Pennsyl vania Water Quality Standards, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 93.1-9z which
identify surface water quality standards and protected uses of surface water. This Act is
appl i cabl e to the discharges of |agoon water to Mauses Creek.

Admi ni stration of the Land Recycling Program 25 Pa. Code, Section 250.305 which identifies
soil cleanup levels. This Act is applicable to deternmne the soil renediation standards.

Locati on-specific ARARs and TBGCs

The Fish and Wldlife Coordination Act, 16 USC 661, which provides for consideration of the
i mpacts on wetl ands and protected habitats. The Act is applicable to the treatment of the | agoon
wat er and sedi ment.

The Fish and Wlidlife Inprovenent Act of 1978 and the Fish and Wl dlife Conservation Act of
1980, 16 USC 742a and 16 USC 2901, which provide for consideration of the inpacts on
wet | ands and protected habitats. The Acts are applicable to the treatnent of the | agoon water
and sedi ment.

Pennsyl vani a Dam Saf ety and Encroachnment Act, Act of 1978, 25 Pa. Code, Sections 105 et seq
This Act, and the regul ati ons promul gated thereto, are applicable to any response actions
conducted in or near wetlands areas.

Action specific ARARs:

Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976, 40 CFR Part 761, which pertains to the
regul ati on and enforcenment for testing of commercial chem cal substances entering the
environment. This Act is applicable to PCB testing

Pennsyl vani a Hazardous Waste Regul ati ons, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 262.11-13,

262. 20- 23, 262.30, 262.33, 262.34,264.111, 264.117, 264.310(1), 264.310(4), 264.310(5), as
well as Part 263 and Subparts 264 | and J which are applicable to the on-site hazardous waste
treatment, storage and di sposal alternatives.

Pennsyl vani a Hazardous Waste Activity Rules, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 266. 20- 24,

which pertains to the standards for recycled material used in a manner consistent wth disposal
These rules are applicable to on-site stabilization and di sposal of Fluff waste as well as reuse of
treated water for any industrial purpose.

Pennsyl vani a Muni ci pal Waste Landfill Regul ati ons, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections
277.132-151, 277.217, 277.218, 277.220, 277.234, 277.235 which pertain to the construction of
debris landfills. These rules are relevant and appropriate to on-site stabilization and di sposal of
Fluff waste

Clean Water Act's National Pollution D scharge Elimnation System (NPDES) Regul ations, 40

CFR Sections 122.2, 122.4, 122.5, 122.21, 122.26, 122.29, 122.41, 122.43-45, 122.47, 122.48

whi ch regul ate di scharge of pollutants into navigable waters. These regul ations are applicable to
the di scharge of |agoon water to Mauses Creek.

Pennsyl vania C ean Streans Law, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 16.1, 16.24, 16.31-5 1
16. 101- 102, which provide protection for the protection of streans and water quality control
This Act and regul ations are applicable to the discharge of |agoon water to Mauses Creek.



Pennsyl vani a NPDES Rul es, Pennsyl vania Code Title 25, Sections 92.1, 92.3, 92.31, 92.41

92.51, 92.55, 92.57, and 92.73, which provides regul ati ons whi ch govern point-source

di scharges to Pennsyl vania waters. These rules are applicable to the discharge of |agoon water to
Mauses Creek.

Pennsyl vani a Wast ewat er Treatnent Regul ations, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 95.1-3
95.7, 95.9, outline regulations which govern wastewater treatnent. These regul ations are
applicable to the discharge of |agoon water to Mauses Oreek and industrial reuse of the treated
wat er .

Pennsyl vani a I ndustrial Waste Treatnment Regul ations, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections

97.1, 97.2, 97.14, 97.15, 97.81-83, outline regul ations which provi des requirenents and

standards for the treatnent of industrial waste discharges to surface water. These regul ations are
rel evant and appropriate to the di scharge of |agoon water to Mauses Creek.

Pennsyl vani a Special Water Pollution Control Regul ations, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections
101.1-2, which outlines regulations requiring notification of downstreamusers in the event of a
rel ease of toxic substances. These regul ations are relevant and appropriate to the di scharge of

| agoon water to Mauses Creek.

Pennsyl vani a Safe Drinki ng Water Regul ations, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 109.201 -

203, which provide the required contam nant |evels that nmust be met if water is to be used for
drinking water. These regul ations are relevant and appropriate if the |agoon water is used for an
i ndustrial purpose.

Pennsyl vani a St orm Wat er Managenent Act requires that neasures be taken to contro
stormmat er runoff during alterations or devel opment of land. This Act is applicable to the
excavation and regrading that will take place on the Site

Pennsyl vani a Erosi on Control Regul ati ons, Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Sections 102. 4-24,

whi ch outline requirenents that neasures should be taken to control erosion and sedi nmentation
during renedial activities. These regul ations are applicable to the excavation and regradi ng that
will take place at the Site

Air Resources, Pennsylvania Code, Title 25, Sections 123.1, 123.2 and 127.1 which are

applicable to fugitive dust control and Best Avail able Technol ogy (BAT). These regul ations are
applicable to the air pollution control neasures to be enployed during the excavation and ex-situ
stabilization process as well as the LTTD operation

C Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The NCP requires EPA to eval uate cost-effectiveness after first determining if the alternative
satisfies the threshold criteria: Protection of human health and the environment and conpliance
with ARARS. As indicated above the selected remedy neets the threshold criteria;, therefore the
cost effectiveness of the renmedy is discussed bel ow

The sel ected remedy is considered cost-effective because the total costs are proportional its
overal |l effectiveness. The estimated present-worth cost for the selected remedy, including a
thirty year operation and nai ntenance cost, is $8,752,530. Wiile the No Action Alterative and
Alternative 1 would be less costly to inplenment than the selected alternative (Alternative 2), they
are less protective of human health and the environnent and do not satisfy ARARS in sone

cases. Also, alternative 1 in long termnay not provide as much physical strength as alternative

2 which incorporates stabilization of Fluff waste. The increased conpressive strength provided

by the stabilized Fluff will increase cap performance and |ife. The use of Aternatives 3,4, and 5
woul d potentially provide the sane |evel of protection to human health and the environment as
Alternative 2, however, these alternatives are nore costly and nmore difficult to inplenment than
the selected remedy. Inplenentation of Alternatives 6 and 7 would result in reducing the

potential for leaching of COs to the groundwater through destructive renoval at a nuch higher
cost than Alternative 2,3,4 and 5, but would pose a risk to on- and off- site receptors due to the
potential generation of dioxin contam nated naterial and cadm unilead contam nated baghouse

ash, a characteristic hazardous waste



D. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the
Maxi mum Extent Practicable

EPA has determ ned that the selected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to which

per manent sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized while providing the best bal ance
anmong the other evaluation criteria. O the alternatives that are protective of human health and
the environnent and neet ARARs, EPA has determ ned that the sel ected remedy provides the

best balance in terns of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence, reduction of toxicity, nobility,
or volume, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, cost, state and community acceptance.

The sel ected remedy addressed threats posed by the inpacts at the Site. The renedy is protective
of human heal th and the environnent, nmeets ARARs, and is cost effective.

E. Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent
EPA has determned that the selected renedy represents the nmaxi mumextent to which

per manent sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized while providing the best bal ance
armong the other evaluation criteria.



MN Manuf acturi ng Superfund Site
Val | ey Townshi p, Montour County, Pennsylvania
Responsi veness Summary

This comrunity rel ations responsiveness sunmary is divided into the foll ow ng

sections:
Overvi ew. A summary of EPA's selected renedy for Operable Unit
5 (OQU5) at the Site.
Backgr ound: A brief history of community interest and invol venent during

renedi al activities at the Site.

Conment s and A summary of the comments, questions, issues, and concerns
Responses: recei ved by EPA during the public conmment period and EPA's

responses to those comrents, questions, issues and concerns.

Overvi ew

In order to better address the conplex conditions at the MN Manufacturing Site,
divided the Site into five separate areas called operable units (QUs). Each QU,
described bel ow, represents a different area of concern at the Site.

a1
QU2
QU3
QU4
QU5

carbon waste sl udge;

fluff waste, soils, storage tanks, |agoon water, and sedi nents;
contam nat ed ground water;

public water supply; and

fluff waste, soils, storage tanks, |agoon water, and sedi nents.

EPA conpl eted the cleanup of OJ1 in 1992 and issued a Record of Decision (ROD)

for

EPA

for QU 2, EPA conducted a Focused Feasibility Study 1995, and chose to reeval uate
the renmedy chosen for Q)2 in the ROD for QU 5.

In connection with the renedies considered for OQUJ5, EPA issued a Proposed
Renedi al Action Plan (Proposed Pl an) on August 12, 1997. The Proposed Pl an
outlined several clean-up alternatives including EPA's preferred altenative. EPA s
preferred clean-up alternative includes:

Excavating, stabilizing, and backfilling the fluff waste, |agoon sedi nment,

surface soil;

Treating soils containing visible oil/solvent with | ow tenperature thernal

Di sposi ng of tanks and druns off-site;

QU3 and QU4 in 1993. In addition, after evaluating several clean-up alternatives

and the

desorpti on;

Draining, treating, and discharging | agoon water to a tributary next to the Site;

Covering the backfilled area with two feet of top soil and seeding; and

Limting future use of the area through controls such as deed restrictions.

After considering information received during the public comrent period, EPA
selected this clean-up alternative for OJ5 and presented this in the Record of

Deci si on.

is protective of human health and the environnent, and is cost effective.

Backgr ound

After rel easing the Proposed Pl an,

August 12, 1997, to Septenber 11, 1997. During the public comment period, EPA
accepted witten comrents on the clean-up alternatives and held a public neeting on
August 27, 1997 to present the Proposed Plan for QU5 to the community. The public

EPA hel d a 30-day public coment period from

EPA bel i eves that the selected renedy best nmeets EPA' s evaluation criteria,



nmeeting al so provided an opportunity for comunity nmenbers to have their questions

and comments answered and docurmented in the public neeting transcript. EPA

announced the public nmeeting in the Press Enterprise and the Danville News on

August 12, 1997, and in a fact sheet mailed to the entire site mailing list. During the
meeting, EPA addressed citizen's comments and answered questions on the clean-up
alternatives and future Site work.

Before selecting its preferred alternative as the final clean-up alternative for QU 5,
EPA considered all coments received during the public comment period, as well as
those voiced at the August 27, 1997 public meeting.

Communi ty invol venent and interest in the MVManufacturing Site is extensive.

Al t hough the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Site installed a waterline to
connect residents to the public water supply in 1996, the comunity is still very
concerned about contam nated ground water and the economic inpact of the Site on

the community. In addition, EPA interviewed several community nenbers in My

1997 to gather informati on about current comunity concerns regarding the Site and

its cleanup. EPA will use this infornmation to revise the Coomunity Rel ations Plan for

the Site and to better address the community's needs and concerns.

Comment s and Responses
Comment s Recei ved During the Public Meeting

This section provides a summary of the comments, questions, issues, and concerns
recei ved by EPA during the August 20, 1997 public neeting. The coments and
questions are grouped in the foll owing categori es:

Cl eanup Schedul e

Soil and Fluff Waste O eanup/ Stabilization Process
G ound Water and Lagoon d eanup

Econom c I npacts and Future Site Devel opnent

Techni cal and Potential Responsible Parties Comments

grwNPE

1. deanup Schedul e
A few citizens expressed concern about the planned time table for Site cleanup.

EPA Response: After receiving public comrents, EPA will officially docurment a

cl ean-up decision in a Record of Decision (ROD) for QU 5. The ROD is a fornal
docunent that describes the clean-up plan EPA will use to address contam nation at
the Site. After issuing the ROD, EPA will require that the PRPs prepare a work plan
and i npl enent the clean-up actions. EPA expects the soil stabilization and
construction of a ground water treatnment systemto be conplete by the year 2000.
However, the ground water treatnent systemw || operate for 30 years or until EPA's
cl ean-up standards are achi eved.

A citizen asked if EPAw Il inspect the Site followi ng clean-up activities
to determ ne whether the actions outlined in the ROD are worki ng.

EPA Response: Wen the design planis finalized it will include a quality assurance
plan. The quality assurance plan is a schedule of routine testing and nonitoring that
eval uates the success of the clean-up actions inplenented. EPA will al so conduct
long-termnonitoring during the operation and mai ntenance of the clean-up actions to
ensure that clean-up goals EPA identified in the ROD are achi eved.

2. Soil and Fluff Waste d eanup/ Stabilization Process

. A citizen asked if stabilization is a proven process; if it has been tried with
the same materials found at the Site; and if it was successful.

EPA Response: Stabilization is an established process that involves m xi ng waste
material wth another substance to solidify and i mmobilize the chemicals in the waste.



Once the waste is solidified, water infiltration is reduced significantly reducing the
ability of contamnants to | each out. The stabilization process has been inpl erented
using different kinds of materials with different characteristics, and it has worked very
wel | . Al though the process has not been inplenented with the exact waste naterial

found at the MN Manufacturing Site, fluff and contam nated soil fromthe site have

been successfully stabilized in |lab testing.

The stabilization process is often based on site-specific material. For exanple,

contam nated soil can be stabilized using plain line. The line naturally stabilizes the
soil and prevents chem cals fromnoving through the soil into the ground water.

Cement is being used to stabilize the waste naterial at the MN Manufacturing Site
because the material contains snall pieces of hard copper wire. Studies showed that

the cement nixture has |ow perneability, good strength, and | ongevity which will
stabilize the waste and prevent it from causing further contanination.

. A citizen asked what happens to the stabilized material.

EPA Response: Once the nmaterial is stabilized it will be put back into the ground
and covered by two feet of clean soil.

. A citizen asked if contam nants will travel through the stabilized fluff, and
if so, does that nean that the contaninants are undetectable, or that they
are bel ow EPA st andards.

EPA Response: The stabilized soil and fluff will be inperneable, |ike a rock,
therefore imobilizing the contam nants, However, like a rock, the stabilized nmateri al
may crack if it is exposed to corrosive material. EPA will nonitor the area to neke
sure this doesn't happen.

O the principal contanminants found in the fluff (lead, bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthal ate
(BEHP), di-n-octyl phthal ate and copper) only copper, which is relatively less toxic,
has been detected the ground water in appreciable anmount. Therefore, even prior to
stabilization, the | eaching of the principal toxic conpounds fromthe fluff nmaterial is
not occurring.

. A citizen asked how |l ong the finished product (stabilization) will retain
its quality of inpermeability.

EPA Response: Conbining the contam nated soil and fluff with cement solidifies the
materials into a rock-1ike substance. This substance may crack, but it will still renain
i npernmeable. EPA will continue to nonitor the stabilized materials and perform

routine tests to ensure the clean-up plan's |long-term effectiveness.

. A citizen asked why EPA doesn't transport the stabilized material to a
landfill or some other |ocation.

EPA Response: EPA considered noving the material off-site, however, several
factors nmade it unfeasible:

. Heavy truck traffic involved in transporting the contam nated nmaterials creates the
possibility of spills or accidents;

. The ground water at the site is already contam nated. Therefore, noving the
stabilized nmaterial would not enhance the use of the Site because there will still be
restrictions inposed regarding future devel opnent on the site as a result of the
ground water contam nation; and

. The material would present the sane issues to the comunity where it was noved.

. A citizen asked whether EPA will consider and address the aerosols (air
particles) that night be generated during the soil renmoval and



stabilization process.

EPA Response: The actual stabilization will be done in a portable enclosed structure
on the site. The contanminated soil and fluff will be transported into the encl osed
structure and mxed with the cement inside. The air inside the enclosed structure will
then be treated through a ventilation systembefore it is released to the environment.
The only tine dust will be generated fromthe soil and fluff will be during the
transportation into the enclosed structure. In order to control this dust, the material
will be sprayed with water. In addition, there will be constant real-time air nonitoring
perfornmed during all clean-up actions at the Site. |If elevated | evels of contam nation
are detected in the air, all operations wll cease.

The stabilization process is designed to provide three layers of protection to both
residents and on-site workers. First, the process will be conducted in an encl osed
structure; second, the workers will wear protective clothing inside the structure and the
air comng out of the structure will be cleaned; and third, the air outside the work area
will be constantly nonitored to ensure safe |levels. These procedures will be

i npl enented the entire time the stabilization process is being inplenented.

. A citizen asked how water runoff will be handl ed once the soil and fluff
are stabilized and the area is re-capped.

EPA Response: Prior to designing the actual stabilization plan, engineers wll
consider the annual rainfall and expected runoff for the Site. It is probable that
drai nage pipes will be built on the Site to discharge the runoff into a nearby creek.
The runoff water fromthe Site will not beconme contam nated because it will not pass
through the stabilized contam nation.

. A citizen sunmarized the current plan, noting that the previous plan to
use incineration is no longer an option: EPA will excavate contani nated
soil, conbine the soil with the fluff material, mx both with Portl and

cement, put the m xture under the ground, cover the mixture with soil and
vegetation, and then install a drainage systemso the water flows away
fromthe Site.

EPA Response: EPA agrees that this is an accurate assessnent.
3. Gound Water and Lagoon O eanup
. A citizen asked what will happen to the contam nated water in the |agoon on the Site.

EPA Response: First the water in the lagoon will be analyzed to determne if it is
contamnated. If the water is not contami nated, then it will be legally discharged into
a nearby streamor creek, probably Mauses Oreek or Mahoning Creek. If the water is
contamnated, it will be punped to a water treatment systemwhere it will be cl eaned
to dean Water Act and C ean Streans Law standards and then discharged into a

nearby stream or creek.

. A few citizens asked if there is going to be a water treatnent system
installed at the Site and if the water punped up fromthe ground will go
t hrough sone type of treatnment process before it is discharged into a
streamor creek. And if so, how nany wells have been or will be drilled.

EPA Response: EPA has deternined that the ground water at the Site is

contaminated and that it is likely that a water treatnent systemw ||l be used to treat the
groundwat er and possibly the water in the | agoon. However, a ground water treatment
system has not yet been designed, so no extraction wells have been drilled and the

total nunber of wells needed will not be determned until a systemis designed.

. A citizen asked where the ground water systemw ||l be built.

EPA Response: The exact |ocation of the ground water system cannot be deternined
until the systemis designed; however, the systemw || likely be built in an area of the



site where future devel opnent is restricted. Once the ground water treatnent systemis
built, a fence will be erected around the systemto restrict access.

. A few citizens expressed concern about the amount of water that will be
purmped fromthe ground and how this will affect the wells in the area.

EPA Response: According to a recent study conducted by the PRPs, punp tests

showed that an estinmated volunme of 12 to 20 gallons per mnute can be punped out of
extraction wells w thout adversely affecting other wells in the area. This anounts to
about 25,000 gallons per day. The alternative outlined in the ROD is a concept ual

desi gn based on site investigations and studies. During the Remedi al Design, EPA

wi Il deternine specifications for each clean-up action and nake sure that they do not
adversely inpact the comunity.

Before a ground water treatnment systemis constructed, there are additional tests and
studi es needed to determ ne how the systemis affecting the ground water |evel. These
studies can determine even the slightest drop in the ground water |evel. The wells
outside the area where the punping will be occurring will be nonitored to ensure that
the extraction wells are not adversely affecting the water level in these wells. Also,
the actual ground water systemwill be routinely nonitored.

. A citizen asked if EPA can project how long the ground water remnediation wll

EPA Response: It is hard to predict how |long the ground water renediation will |ast
until the systemis operating. Once the groundwater treatnment systemis operating,
sanpling results will provide data that can be anal yzed to determne the rate at which
the groundwater is being cleaned. This data will also provide an estimte of how | ong
the groundwater systemw ||l need to operate to reach EPA' s clean-up | evels.

It is also hard to predict the Iength of the groundwater cleanup because the sol vents
that are contam nating the groundwater are dense non-aqueous phase |iquids (DNAPL).
DNAPLs are not easy to capture during a punp and treat cleanup because the

DNAPLs enter fractures in the bedrock and are difficult to extract. Once in the
bedrock fractures, the DNAPLs serve as a constant source of continued contam nation.
This makes it hard to predict how | ong groundwater remediation will |ast.

4. Econom c | npact and Future Site Devel opment

. A few citizens expressed concern about the future devel opnent of the site.
One citizen conpared it to a nucl ear waste dunp and conment ed t hat
stabilization seens |ike the cheapest or easiest alternative.

EPA Response: EPA will place restrictions on the property that will limt the future
use of the property. Such restrictions will include fencing the 8-acre area of
stabilization. Because the ground water at the site is contam nated, and the ground
wat er clean up process will be on-going for some tinme. EPA chose this alternative
because it best satisfies EPA s cl eanup standards incl uding:

Threshold Criteria
Overall protection of hunan heal th and the environnent
Conpl i ance with applicable | ans

Bal ancing Criteria

Long-term ef fectiveness and perfornance

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and vol ume through treatnent
Short-term ef fectiveness

Ability to inplenent

Cost

Modi fying Oriteria
St at e accept ance
Communi ty accept ance.

| ast.



. A citizen expressed concern over the econom ¢ inpact caused by the
appearance of the Site, and asked when the building |ocated on the site
wi Il be denolished.

EPA Response: EPA is in the process of issuing an Admnistrative Order to the Site
owner regarding the building. The Admi nistrative Order requires the Site owner to
denol i sh and renove the building. Oice EPA issues the Administrative Order, the
Site owner will have a 60-day period to respond to the Order or negotiate with EPA
EPA expects the building to be denolished by Spring 1998.

Witten Comments Received During the Comment Period

1. It should be clarified that the dioxins and furans [are] formed (and unabl e
to be destroyed) as part of the incineration process, rather than being
contained in the fluff nmaterial that is subject to stabilization.

EPA Response: EPA agrees that detections of the Dioxins and Furans in the pilot
incineration testing were due to fornation of dioxins and furans as by products of the
conmbustion. EPA has nodified texts in the RODin Section |V B3 b on page 12.

2. Conbi ni ng Portland cenent, which contains line, with the el ements of
cooper and lead could lead to precipitation of these nmetals and pronote
| eaching of the netals to the groundwater.

EPA Response: Al kaline conmpounds such as |linme (cal cium oxide) and cenent
(anhydrous calciumsilicate) act as binders and i nmobilize nmany inorgani ¢ conpounds
i ncludi ng | ead and copper. Al kaline conpounds keep pH levels high in the solidified
wast e whi ch prevents |eaching by converting netals into insoluble netal hydroxides.
EPA has identified solidification and stabilization using cement as a Best
Denonstrated Avail abl e Treatnent Technol ogy (BDAT) for metal containing waste.
(EPA/ 530/ R-93/ 012 June 1993.)

The renoval of junk and debris fromthe Site is appropriate but the
responsibility for this activity should be with the Site owner.

EPA Response: The Record of Decision is a decision docunent that is intended to set

forth EPA's chosen renedial action to be inplemented at a site. D scussions of

i ndividual parties' liability is not appropriate in the Record of Decision. The

Superfund statute defines liability for various classes of parties, and EPA will negotiate
with potentially responsible or consider other appropriate enforcenent actions in the
context of its enforcenent process.

The description of preferred alternative includes placement of a cover that
meet s PADEP Resi dual Waste cover requirements. It is Nassau

understandi ng that the stabilized naterial will have two-foot soil cover
pl aced over it that is vegetated to prevent the ponding of |iquids and

m ni mze erosion. Although the estinated area of the two-foot cover is 8
acres, the final configuration of the area subject to soil cover will be
determ ned during the renedi al design phase of the project.

EPA Response: During the prepublic nmeeting with Nassau, the Conmmonweal th of

Pennsyl vani a and | ocal township representatives, it was determ ned that the nost

envi ronnent al | y sound approach would be to extend the soil cover over the entire area

i nside the MW Manufacturing fence to nake certain no area is left exposed which

coul d pose any public health threat. In addition, the full soil cover would maintain the
aesthetics of the land. This position was discussed at the public neeting, and was
depicted in a graphic prepared by Nassau.

5. The total risks presented in the Proposed Plan Table 1 represent EPA s
assessnent of the cumulative risk or hazard indices for chenicals of
concern in fluff material and surface soil based upon the worst case
residential; exposure scenarios presented in Appendi x D of the Re-
Eval uati on of the Ri sk Assessnent dated May 1995. However, the non-



carcinogenic risk estimates of 1.42 (adult plus child) and 4.63 (child) for
exposure to soil is not equal to the total cumulative non-cancer risk, and it
is unclear what this nunber represents. The risk estimates in the Re-

Eval uati on of the Ri sk Assessnent dated May 1995 were representative of
exposure scenarios that were considered to be "reasonabl e exposures" for a
residential receptor rather that a "worst case". Evaluating risks related to
reasonabl e exposure scenarios is considered to be nore appropriate than
estimating the potential risk for a hypothetical resident considering the | ow
potential for future land use to be residential

EPA Response: There are three issues as follows to address in this statenent:

(1) As stated in the Proposed Plan, Table 1 is a representation of the total risk for
Cheni cal s of Concern (COCs) in fluff material and surface soil based on a future
residential |and use scenario. Residential areas exist near the MN Manufacturing Site
therefore, the evaluation of risk to future potential residents was warranted. The total
non-cancer risk for the residential scenario is a summation of the risks associated with
those COCs that possess non-cancer risks in fluff naterial (polychlorinated bi phenyls
(PCBs), antinony, and copper) and in the surface soil (PCBs and copper). It should be
noted that the non-cancer risks identified as "Total Estinmated Hazard" found in
Appendi x D of the Re-Eval uation of R sk Report (1996) are not correct. The "Tota

Esti mat ed Hazard" for surface soil and fluff material as reported in Appendix Dis
actually the risk associated solely with PCBs and copper, respectively.

(2) To address the issue of "reasonable" versus "worst case" exposure scenarios it is
i mportant to understand the definitions of these scenarios as presented in the Re-
Eval uati on of Risk Report and in EPA Quidance. The "reasonabl e" exposure in the
Report corresponds to a "central tendency" estinmate of the risk as defined by EPA
This estimate can be defined as the average risk. The "worst case" exposure in the
Report corresponds to a "reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE)" estimate of the risk

as defined by EPA. The RMVE estimate is defined as the hi ghest exposure that is
reasonably expected to occur at a site [R sk Assessnment Gui dance for Superfund
(RAGS): Human Health Eval uation Manual (Part A)/EPA/ 1989] and, therefore
corresponds to the potential risk to sensitive subgroups or popul ati ons. EPA
recomrends that both the central tendency risk estinmate and the RME risk estinmate be
determ ned for Superfund sites (Quidance on Ri sk Characterization for R sk Managers
and Ri sk Assessors/EPA/ 1992). The RVE exposure scenario is the preferred risk
scenario for the determ nation of human health risk (RAGS/ 1989).

(3) It should be noted that both future residential and future Industrial exposure
scenari os shoul d have been evaluated in Appendi x D of the Re-Evaluation of Ri sk

Report. Unfortunately, the future industrial exposure was not calculated in the Re-

Eval uati on of Risk Report. For this reason, EPA, in the Proposed Pl an, nade a
determination of the potential risk to a future industrial worker exposed to current Site
condi tions

6. The cleanup goals in the Focused Feasibility Study dated May 1995 were
devel oped for those chenicals of concern denonstrating carcinogenic risk
estimated in excess of 10 -6 or non-cancer hazard quotients greater than 1
for future residential exposure. The Proposed Plan states that cl eanup
levels for fluff and surface soil were devel oped for the Site contam nants
(BEHP[ bi s(et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate], PCBs[ pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl s], copper
and antinony) that present unacceptable risk estimates for routine
exposure under an industrial |and use scenario. However, the Proposed
Pl an uses EPA Region |11 risk-based Renmedial Action Levels. Based on a
site-specific industrial use scenario, the only chem cals of concern in
surface soil that would warrant devel opment of risk based cl eanup |evels
are BEHP, and perchl oroehtyl ene (PCE). However, BEHP is not
considered a chem cal of concern since it appears at the Site in an inert
form (plastic) and was found to be immobile in the | eachability studies as
presented in the Fluff Leacability Testing Summary Report dated August 1994.

EPA Response: The COCs in surface soil were deternined by EPA based on the
RMVE scenario for a potential industrial worker as explained in the response to



Statenent 5. The COCs are tetrachl oroethyl ene (PCE), PCBs, BEHP, antinony, and
copper. The cleanup level for PCE was omtted fromthe Proposed Plan. Site-specific
cleanup |l evels for these conpounds will appear in the Record of Decision. BEHP is
considered to be a COC because it was detected in soil inits free form
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