Chapter 3
Remedial Progress

The Ageng’s progress durig FY95illustrated  which consists of the discoweor identification of a
its continuig commitment to acceleragnand potential site, th@reliminaly assessment of the site,
conpleting cleanys at Sperfund sites.The Agengy  and the site ingxtion (SI). During the Sl, the site is
or PRPs started more than 110 remedial actionssaluated for possible listig on the NPL.If a site is
(RAs) to construct remedies, and queted listed on the NPL after the S, the Trust Fund can be
construction activities toplace 68 sites in the usedto finance cleanpactivities at the site under the
construction corpletion catgory. To date under the remedial authority of CERCLA.
Superfundprogram, the Agng/ hasplaced a total of
346 National Priorities List (NPL) sites in the The remedialprocess to cleanpuNPL sites is
construction cormletion catgory. This chater comprised of the followig activities:
describes the remedigrogress durig the year.
Specifically, this chaterprovides information on: « The remedial investgation/feasibiliy study
(RI/FS) to determine theype and extent of
* FY95 progress in remediatqiNPL sites; contaminationand to evaluate and devel@
remedial cleanp alternatives;
* Remedies selected dugiirY95;
e The record of decision (ROD) to identithe
* FY95 results of fiveyear reviews under remeq selected, based on the results of the
CERCLA Section 121(c) at sites where  RI/FS and public comment on the cleapu
contamination remained after the initiation of the  alternatives;

RA;
¢ The remedial degh (RD) to develp theplans
* FY95 efforts to develp and use innovative and specifications rquired to construct the
treatment technotpes, includig an evaluation selected remeqd

of newly develged and achievablgermanent
treatment technotges, as rquired byCERCLA  « The remedial action (RA) to iplement the
Section 301(h)(1)(D); and selectedremed;, from the start thragh the
conpletion of construction of the remgdand
» Other programs to improve remedial efforts at

sites. ¢ Operation and maintenance (O&M) to ensure the
effectiveness and/or irgety of the remey.
3.1 Remedial Process O&M occurs after iplementation of a rggnse
action.

The remediaprocess comlements the removal
process (see Cp&gr 2) ly addressig more
complicated, lomg-term evaluation and nesnse for
hazardous waste sites on the NPLhe remedial
process ipreceded P the site evaluatioprocess,

A Remedial Prect Managr (RPM) oversees all
remedial activities and related enforcement activities.
Regional coordinators at EPA Heqularters assist
RPMs ly reviewirg remedial and enforcement
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activities and B answerilg technical andpolicy  delete releases gnafter evaluation of the entire site,

guestions. but the deletion of an entire site does not
communicate the successful caletion ofportions
3.2 Fiscal Year 1995 Remedial of those sites.EPA expectspartial deletions will

help promote the economic redevptoent of
Superfund sites wher@otential investors nyabe
reluctant to undertake economic acijvit a site
listed on the NPL. Partial deletions will be
considered when a site meets the standards
established in the NCP and both EPA and the state
concur.

Progress

The Ageng/’s progress durig the fiscalyear in
initiating RAs and corpleting construction activities
to classiy sites as construction cghations indicates
its continuirg commitment to accelerate the clepnu
of NPL sites. By the end of FY95, work had
occurred at over 9percent of the 1,374 NPL sites. EPA also produced a draftguidance on

In addition, 88 sites were removed from the NPL. ) : o
conductirg removal reponses at site where radiation

Exhibit 3.2-1 illustrates the status of the work at NP X :
sites, showig sites ly the most advanced g of LTZZ?MS arpresent. (OSWER Directive #9200.5-

activity acconplished. The following sections of this

chapter highlght prayress made at the sites dgrin
Fyzgg,_ gmiont Py v 3.2.1 Construction Completions

During FY95, EPA develped aplan to modiy Resmwnding to the recommendations of the 1991

the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollutiod0-P&  Stud/ and the 1993  Serfund
Contingeny Plan (NCP) to allow for theartial Administrative Inprovements Task Force, the
deletion of an NPL site. EPA has been able to Ageny has worked to accelerate and goete

Exhibit 3.2-1
Work Has Occurred at 95 Percent of the National Priorities List Sites
472

Proposed NPL Sites 52
Final NPL Sites 1,232

Subtotal 1,284 346
Deleted -- Referred to
Another Authority 2
Deleted NPL Sites 88

Total* 1,374 213
*Includes 162 Federal Facilities 169
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Source: CERCLIS. October 20, 1995.
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Exhibit 3.2-2
Remedial Accomplishments Under the Superfund Program FY95 Remedial
for Fiscal Year 1980 Through Fiscal Year 1995 Accomplishments
1 [ ]
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Remedial Actions
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Source: CERCLIS. October 20, 1995.

cleanyp at NPL sites. The Agengy conpleted percent) financed Yo EPA and 20 (67percent)
construction activities at 68 sites dgirFY95, financedby PRPs. For conparison, in FY94 the
bringing the total number of sites in the constructionAgengy or PRPs started negf0 RI/FSs, includig
conpletion catgory to 346. This exceeded the nearly 40 (60percent) financedypEPA and more
FY95 taget of 330. More than 80percentof the  than 30 (4(Qpercent) financedybPRPs.
construction cormletions have been achieved in the

past four years. RD Starts: The Ageng or PRPs started 84 RDs
during FY95, includirg 24 (29percent) financedyp
3.2.2 New Remedial Activities EPA and 60 (7Jercent) financedyoPRPs. For

conparison, in FY94 the geny or PRPs started

As shown in Exhibit 3.2-2, the geny or  a@pproximatey 110 RDs, includig neary 30 (25
potentially reponsibleparties (PRPs) had undertaken percent) financed yo EPA and more than 80 (75
approximatey 1,681 RI/FSs1,314 RDs, and 960 Percent) financedyoPRPs.

RAs since the inqaion of the Sperfund prgram
through the end of the FY95. RA Starts: The Ageng or PRPs started more

than 110 RAs durip FY95. EPA was financig 18

The remedial activities started duirFY95 (16 percent) and PRPs were finangimore than 92
reflect the Ayeng’s continued ephasis on (84percent).For conparison, in FY94, the geng
acce|eratig the pace of C|earml and fOCUSig or PRPs started more than 120 RAs, inCIgdin
resources on RAs. New remedial activities aPproximatel 30 (20percent) financedypEPA and
undertaken durig the fiscalyear include: more than 90 (80 percent) financed®RPs.

RI/FS Starts: The Agengy or PRPs started
neary 30 RI/FSs durig FY95, includig 10 (33
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Exhibit 3.2-3
Projects in Progress at National Priorities List Sites
by Lead for Fiscal Year 1994 and Fiscal Year 1995

RI/FS RDs RAs
FY94 FY95 FY94 FY95 FY94 FY95

Fund-Financed — State-Lead 19 15 26 18 28 37
Fund-Financed —Federal-Lead' 155 1356 1056 89 96 100
Fund-Financed —EPA Performs Work at Site? 10 9 4 4 2 2
PRP-Financed and PRP-Lead 176 179 237 218 215 241
Mixed Funding—Monies from Fund and PRPs 1 3 2 1 7 4
PRP-Financed —State Order and EPA Oversight?® 26 23 15 12 24 26
State Enforcement 2 2 2 1 0 0
Federal Facility 484 470 56 70 75 106
Total 873 836 447 413 447 516
! Includes remedial program-lead projects and enforcement program-lead projects.

Projects at which EPA employees, rather than contractors, perform the site cleanup work.
3 Projects where site cleanup work is financed and performed by the PRPs under state order, with EPA

oversight.

Sources: Progress Toward Implementing Superfund: FY94 (Appendices A and B) and FY95 (Appendices A
and B).

3.2.3 Status of Remedial and Enforcement schedule. Theseprojects include 434 on schedule,
Activities in Progress 30 ahead of schedule, 238 started dytime fiscal
year, 127 that had naoreviously published

At the end of FY95, 1,765 RI/FS, RA, and RD conpletion schedule, and 529 that were behind
projects were inprogress at 854 sites. For Schedule. Exhibit 3.2-3 corpares the number of
conparison, at the end of FY94, 1,767 RI/FS, RA,Projects inprogress at NPL sites at the end of FY94
and RD projects were inprogress at 867 sites. With the number iprogress at the end of FY95y b
Prgects inprogress at the end of FY95 included €ad.

1,352 RI/FS and RAprgects and 413 Rprgjects. _

As required ty CERCLA Sections 301(h)(1)(B),(C), 'PRPS were conductm20 of the RI/FS _and RA
and (F), a listig of the RI/FS and RArgjects in projects inprogress at the end of FY95, includin
progress at the end of FY95psovided in Appendix ]._79 Rl/FSS and 241 RAs.Of these 420 PRP-
A, along with a prected comletion schedule for financedprojects, over 6@ercent were on schedule,
eachpraject. A listing of all RDs in prgress at the ahead of schedule, started dgrthe fiscalyear, or

end of FY95 igrovided in Appendix B. had no previouslypublished corpletion schedule,
and less than 4@ercent were behind schedule.

Of the 1,352 RI/FS and Rerojects inprogress ~ Prdects include 97 on schedule, 7 ahead of schedule,
at the end of FY95, over 6Percent were on 103 started durip the fiscalyear, 52 that had no
schedule, ahead of schedule, started dutie fiscal ~ Previouslypublished completion schedule, and 161
year, or had ngreviously published comletion that were behind schedule.
schedule, and less than 4@rcent were behind
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3.2.4 Remedy Selection

The Ageny signed 187 RODs in FY95,
including 52 new and amended RODs for

Pragrams, and otherprograms. The FY95
acconplishments of thesprograms are detailed in
the sections below.

PRP-financed sites, 53 RODs for Fund-financed.3.1 Superfund Innovative Technology

sites, 82 RODs for federal facilitsites. For
comparison, in FY94 159 RODs were gsied,

including 58 new and amended RODs for PRP-

Evaluation (SITE) Program

The SITEprogram was established more than

financed sites, 43 RODs for Fund-financed sites, 6@ine years go to encourge the develpment and

RODs for federal facilit sites. The ROD documents
the results of all studieperformed on the site,
identifies each remedial alternative that trgeAy
considered, and explains the basis for selgdtie
remedy The ROD is gined after the RI/FS is
completed and theublic has had thepmortunityto

implementation of innovative treatment techrgis
for hazardous waste site remediati@evelgment

of this prgram was in direct r@ense to the
legislative mandate under the 1986 pScfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).
SITE is thepioneerprogram in testig and evaluatig

comment on the remedial alternatives that aregoeininnovative treatment technajies.

considered to clearpuhe site.

The Ageng selected a varigtof remedies in
FY95 RODs, based on a careful ams# of
characteristics ugue to each site and tipeoximity
of each site temle and sensitive environments
(wetlands and endgered wildlife are exaples of
environmental resources that are taken
consideration when evaluagnemedies).Congress,
with the enactment of SARA, indicated that EPA
shouldgive preference t@ermanent remedies, such
as treatment, rather than tgonaryremedies, such as
containment.

A conplete list of the 187 RODsged during
FY95 is provided in Appendix C. To fulfill the
statutory reguirement of CERCLA Section
301(h)(1)(A) to provide an abstract of each
feasibility stud/ (i.e., ROD), the National
Technolay Information Services (NTIS) camovide
requested RODs. Appendix Cprovides detailed
information on how to make these ROQjuests.

3.3 Remedy Improvement Programs

In addition to selectigp remedies in the RODs,
EPA undertakes numeroysograms to facilitate
remeq implementation and to encogethe use of
innovative technolgies at NPL sites that are better,
faster,
technolgies. These include the $erfund
Innovative Technolgy Evaluation (SITEprogram,
the Syerfund Technical Assistance Brams, the
Technolgy Transfer and Integeng Coordination

Exhibit 3.3-1 diplays three of the four
conponents of thgrogram with the number of FY95
acconplishments. Under the fourth coponent,
Technolgy Transfer, more than 467,000 SITE
documents were distributed to indystconsultirg
firms, and state and federaemcies.

into

Exhibit 3.3-1
FY95 SITE Program Accomplishments

FY95 Cumulative
Projects Projects
Demonstration Program 11 82
Emerging Technology
Program 11 53

Characterization and

Monitoring Program 7 31

To fulfill the statutoy requirement of CERCLA
Section 301(h)(1)(D) tgrovide an evaluation of
newly develped feasible and achievalgermanent
treatment technofges, a summargf eachproject is
provided inThe Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation Program Annual Report to Congress, FY
1995(EPA/540/R-97/500), December 1995.

3.3.2 Superfund Technical Assistance
Programs

and more cost-effective than available

Swoerfund prgects reguire broad technical
knowledge and epgertise. To provide multi-
disciplinary expertise and technical pport for
Swoerfund cleanps, the Agyeny sponsors the
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Technical Spport Centers (TSCs) and the RREL aso sponsors the STARProgram, which
Ground-Water, Egineering, and Federal Facilities provides intensive, lagtterm, site-pecific technical
Forums. The goals of these technical assistanceand engineerirg sypport toprovide better, faster, and
programs are to increase thpegd andquality of  more cost-effective remediation atggufund sites
Swoerfund cleanps, reduce cleampucosts, address with difficult engineering problems or sites of
technical issues encountered in site clparaad  nationalsignificance. Sites admitted into the START
provide R@ional Syerfund staff with direct access program are nominatedytEPA’s Regional offices.
to the technical eertise and resources of the
Ageng/’s researchers. Ground-Water, Engineering, and Federal
Facility Forums
Technical Support Centers and Superfund
Technical Assistance Response Team The Ground-Water, Engineering, and Federal
Facility Forums are gtonal volunteers who share a
In FY95, the Ayeny fundedfive TSCsatfive  common concern of, and commitment to, EPA
ORD laboratoriesORD also ponsored the START consistency in the type andjuality of information
program. Thepurpose of the TSCs and the START needs for hazardous site remediatidihey discuss
program is to provide site-pecific technical technicaland policy issues in montll conference
assistance in the areas of releasgarse,site calls and meet once or twiceyear (usuaif jointly
characterization, human health risk assessmenuith other federal agencies) to discuss technical
ecolaical assessment, radigical evaluation, issues representatives of the ORD TSCs and
ground-water remediation, and gineering. The  Headjuarters’program offices.
TSCs and STARTprogram are invaluable to the
Ageng/’s Siperfund effort, fulfilling a critical niche TheForumsheldtwo joint annual meetis, one
in develping and deliverig the best gxertise inJanuary in Las Ve@as, and the second in Boston in
available in spport of faster, better, and more June.The latter was attendeg kalmost 100 federal
cost-effective cleams. The TSCs funded in FY95 remediatiorprofessionals.Some of the activities in
are listed below. Annual fundirg totaled $2.4 which the Forums participated in FY95 include:
million. initiation and review of five technical isspepers;
review of EPA and Air Force Remedial
* Monitoring and Site Characterization TSC.  Despn/Remedial Action handbooks; devetoent
ORD-Environmental Monitorig Systems and participation in Federal Facility Remediation
Laboratoy — Las V@as, Nevada training; planning and g@plication of the Soil Vpor
Extraction Thermal Desption Field Exyeriences
e Health Risk Assessment and Toxicology TSC project; andparticipation in the DoDsonsored
ORD-Environmental Health and Criteria Office Bioremediation of Eglosives Workshp.
— Cincinnati, Ohio

3.3.3 Technology Transfer and Interagency

» Ecological Assessment TSC ORD- Coordination Programs
Environmental Monitorig Systems Laboratgr
— Cincinnati, Ohio TIO, as goroducer of technolgical information,

is widely recaynized as a leader in the techrmplo
* Ground-Water  Characterization ~ and  ijnnovation arenaSince its creation in 1990, TIO has
Remediation TSC ORD-R.S.  Kerr jdentified, catalged, and disseminated information
Environmental Research Laborator Ada, to users related to techngipdemonstration and use,

Oklahoma markets procurement, and pport services.

» Engineering and Treatment TSC ORD-Risk TIO also has braght federal gencies,
Reduction Egineering Laboratgr (RREL) —  academics, and the private sectogether to
Cincinnati, Ohio demonstrate and evaluate techgods, and to

remove inpediments to their use. TIO has
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established a national centerpmmotethe useof  forth, for the first time, a set of standard data
innovative technolgies to clean @ contaminated elements that federabancies gree to collect on
groundwater. The following sections detail FY95 full-scale use of cleanyp technolgies. The
technolgy transfer and integeng information  Roundtablealso published a fact sheeEederal
sharing efforts, includigp forums and conferences, Remediation Technologies Roundtable: 5 Years of
demonstrations and evaluations of innovativeCooperationand an pdate ofFederal Publications
technolaies, reference materials, and tragnend on  Alternative and Innovative  Treatment
continuirg education pportunities. Technologies for Corrective Action and Site
Remediation, Fifth Edition.
Innovative Technology Forums and
Conferences Marketplace Conferences The purpose of
these conferences is to ghiight business
To encourge collaborative efforts across EPA, opportunities and markets for vendors and
other federal gencies, academics, and thevate develgers of innovative treatment techngies.
sector, EPA ponsored forums, conferences, and arhe conferences bigrtogether tg-level state, EPA,
center for exchaging information on innovative DoD, DOE, and Dgartment of Commerce officials
technolgies. The Agengy also participated in  with business executives from techrgjdirms. In
international information exchges. FY95 TIO held two conferences, one in Denver in
November 1994 and the second in Atlanta iry Jul
Ground-Water Remediation Technologies 1995. Several hundred attendees came to both
Analysis Center (GWRTAC): In FY95 TIO events.
established this center thgilu a threerear
coqperative greement to enhance information International Efforts : TIO participated in the
exchamge between groundwater technoffy @ NATO-CCMS Pilot Stug, a joint effort with 13
develpers and users yb improving the county participants to excha@e information on
understanding and use of innovatiy@und-water innovative technolgies to clean pisites. On behalf
technolgjies; sypportinga broad rage of audiences of the stug, TIO published an Interim Status pat
needing access to techngjo information; and document to make results available on a more yimel
serving as the focgdoint for information transfer basis.
between develmers and usersGWRTAC activities
include monitorig the state of devehment of Efforts to Demonstrate and Evaluate
groundwater remediation techngles, compiling Innovative Treatment Technologies
current data; angting data to identif trends and to
provide technolgy summaries; and distributing the To encourge increased use of innovative
information in hard-cpy and electronic form world- treatment technolpes, TIO inproved the
wide. GWRTAC is qerated i the National documentation of cost anperformance data for
Environmental Technolies Applications Center, in  innovative treatment techngies, described under
association with the Univergitof Pittsbugh’'s the FRTR, above. TIO also egaged in two

Environmental Egineering Prgram. collaborative efforts amangovernment gencies,
research @anizations, and thprivate technolgy
Federal Remediation Technologies user industy to jointly develg, implement, and

Roundtable: Through this forum, TIOprovides an evaluate innovative technaies.

information exchage network for federalgencies

that are conductmapplied research and devgping The Clean Sites Public-Private Partnership
innovative remediation techyies. In FY95, the ledby Clean Sites, Inc., a ngmofit public interest
Roundtableoublished 37 emediation case sidiesh  and researchorganization, under a cgperative
four volumes (Bioremediation; Ground Water; Soilagreement with TIO. The technolgies in this
Vapor Extraction; and Thermal Degaion, Soil program are generaly past the research and
Washirg and In Situ Vitrification) and guide to develpment stge. In FY95 six technolgy
documentig cost andoerformance. The latter set evaluation partnershp prgects were underwa
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McClellan Air Force Base, California; Pinellas DOE sites. The 7th Edition waspublished in September
Plant, Florida; Mound DOE Faciif Ohio; 1995, and tracks almost 300 innovative techggplo
Massachusetts Militgr Reservation/Otis  Air  projects. A supplemental database contaigisite-
National Guard Base, Massachusetts; basa specific data on each innovatiyegect isplanned
Prgect (DOE); and Naval Air Station, North Island, for FY96.
California.
Tech TrendandGround Water Currentare two
Technolgjies evaluated under thRemedial newsletters distributedybTlIO. These newsletters
Technologies Development ForRTDF) are in are published quarterly and are distributed to
earlier research and devploent stges. In FY95, interestedsubscribersjncluding federal and state
there were four action teams dealinvith segparate project mangers, consultig ergineers, academics,
remediation areas: Lasgna™ partnerstp, and technolgy users.In FY95, TIOpublished three
Permeable Barriers Action Team, INERT Soil-issuesof TechTrendsand four issues oGround
Metals Action Team, and the BioremediationWater Currents
Consortium.
Abiotic Groundwater Remediation Technologies
Reference Materials Reportsare six mini-reports issued in FY95 on the
latest emaging technolgies for dense nogaeous
To encourge use of innovative techngjies, the  phase lguids (DNAPLS) and metals igroundwater.
Ageng provides and maintains a vageif reference The rgorts addrespermeable treatment walls,
materials on the techna®s. Examples include surfactant flushig, electrokinetics, cosolvents,
electronic sources of information on innovativethermal enhancements, anddhaulic/pneumatic
treatment technologies, hardpgopublications, and fracturirg.
traveling information booths.
Resource Guideare annotated biblgyaphies
Electronic Information published ly TIO for gecific technolgies. One
resourceguide was complete in FY95:The Soil
The Ageng currently sponsors a varigt of  Vapor Extraction (SVE) Enhancement Technology
electronic sources of information on innovativeResource Guide.
treatment technolgies. In August 1995, TIO
introduced VISITT version 4.0 with 325 Traveling Information Booths
technolagies from 204 vendors and the alilib
download the database from the CLU-IN bulletin  TIO also ponsored several travetjinformation
board and America On-Line as ay# reduce booths that were sent to hazardous waste remediation
printing and distribution costs.CLU-IN served conferences and other megsmround the countr
7,000 users thigear. The second version of BFSS, These diplays were mgor outlets for dissemination
which contains sitepecific data on the bencpilot  of EPA materials and database information on
and full scale use of bioremediation, was releaged bhinnovative remediation techngges. In FY95, the
ORD. booth traveled to over 20 venues inclglistate
meetings and technical conferences.
Publications
Training and Continuing Education
TIO also has deveped severgbublications that
provide information on new developments and In FY95, the Agyeny sponsored efforts to
applications of innovative treatment techrgikes: develp training resources and materials on
technolaies and site remediation.
The Innovative Treatment Technologiésinual
Status Report provides technical bagkound The CERCLA Education Center (CEC)
information and information on the selection and uséoperated lg TIO) providesjob-related trainig to the
of innovative treatment techngies at Sperfund  Suwperfund workforce nationwide. Since its
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establishment in 1991, the CEC has trained close t@views are conductedevey five years until the
2,500 participants (63percent EPA, 27percent remedial action is coplete and achieves clegnu
states, and 10apcent other federabancies).More  levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
than 800 students have had direcpmssibility for  exposure. Additionally, at least ongolicy review is
assessment, removal, or remedial activities a&obnducted for pre-SARA sites where pon
contaminated sitedn FY95, the CEC offered gt  attainment of the ROD cleapuevels, the remedial
courses in North Carolina angpeneda Western action will not allow for unlimited use and
center (at existip facilities at the National unrestrictecexposure.
Enforcement Trainig Institute in Denver) that
offered five courses. The CECgave a pecial “Policy” reviews were announced in Office of
innovative technolgy worksh@ at the rquestof  Solid Waste and Emgeny Reponse (OSWER)
New Ergland Waste Margement Officials with Directive 9355.7-02May 23, 1991 Structure and
over 70 attendees. Components of Five-Year Reviewsuidelines for
the conduct of fiverear reviews were further
OSWER, in coperation with the American articulatedin two supplemental directives in 1994
Association of Environmental [§meerscontinued and 1995. The determination of whether a site
work on mongraphs that detailecific innovative requires a statutgr or policy five-year review is
technol@ies. These mongrgphs provide generaly made based on informatiprovided in the
information to consultig ergineers and other ROD.
potential users about the use of state-of-the-art

technolgy. Eight monayraphs have beenyblished FY95 was the fifthyear in which sites were
in FY95. eligible for fiveyear review. Headjuarters data
indicated that a total of 27 siteqquéred five-year
3.4 Report on Facilities Subject to reviews in FY95. A total of 37 fiveyear reviews
Review Under CERCLA Section were conpleted in FY95, as illustrated in Exhibit

3.4-1. Thirteen of the 37 reviews were duepinor
fiscalyears. Nineteen reviews were cqhated ear,
. di h . and were due in later fiscgbars. Headjuarters data
di Certﬁun rr]eme dles, SL;)C as Cont"’"nmenfnitially swygested that one review was nogueed.
rc?)r::;rﬁﬁéﬁtsox r:rzna;inogﬁ iﬁeshfanpeu:]'g?:;ssé O; However, the Rgion identified this site, New Castle
yheo ) Steel, as muiring a review and submitted t.
threat to human health or the environment. inng e
CERCLA Section 121(c), as amendegl BARA, Of the 37 sites that were reviewed dgrify 95,

requires that ay post-SARA remedial action that 22 required statutoy reviews and 15 iired policy

results In any haza_rd'ous shubsFancge)il,utqnts, ((j)r reviews. EPA determined that the remedies continue
::ontammanf';s remamgm?;t t eh5|t_e_ e _reV|e¥ve ‘?]t to protect human health and the environment at 32 of
east evey five years after the initiation of SUCN o 37 gjtes Ongoing remedies are included anpn

Lemleglal gctrllon.Su_ch reviews assure that gumanthose considereprotective. For the remainig five
ealth and the environment are lggprotected sites, the review port either did not make a

Ephe se:fcted remgdlal act|o][1 h@émpleTented. determination onprotectiveness or stated that
ese fiveyear reviews are referred to as "statytor o o gjes do not curregitbrotect human health and

reviews. Section 12.1(0) r(qaui.rg_s the @e_ncy to the environmentThe five sites are addressed below:
report to Comgress a list of facilities for which such

review is rguired, the results of all such reviews
and ary actions taken as a result.

121(c)

1) The Charles Gege Reclamation Landfill port

noted that further angdis is reuired for some

. . remedial actions at the sit&@he rgoort further noted
As a'matter OPOI'Cy’ EPA also conducts a five- that the five-year review did not determine whether

year review for sites where hazardous substance&e current risk falls within an aqatable rage, and

pollutants, and contaminants will not remain on Site[hat chaning regulatory standards and chginé site

upon cor_rpletion of the re_me)d but where.the conditions mg necessitate arpgrade to the remgd
remed will take lorger than fiveyears. Thesepolicy
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2) The TRW Minerva ngort stated that the onsite
disposal cell @apears to be meetyrihe olpectives of
the Consent greement, but that thgroundwater
pump-and-treat pstem rguires modifications to
provide adguateprotection.

3) The Waite Park Water $ply report
recommended further evaluation of the effectiveness
of the groundwaterpunp-and-treat ystem, and
modifications if found inadequate.

4) No fiveyear review was oplired at the New
Castle Steel site, because a no action ROD was
signed in 1988, in which no remgdvas selected
under CERCLA section 121However, the rgort
reviewed the “Recommendations Outside thep8co

of the ROD” that were aginally detailed in the
ROD. These recommendations included closure
requirements to be enforceq the state.The reoort
documented a chge in proected land use to
residential, and stated that EPA has concerns over
the potential eyosure of waste materials to
construction workers and future resident®ther
issues discussed includpdtential toxic conditions

in the eastern digsal area and the observation of
black residue in the eastern and westerpasial
areas.The rgort recommended limitonthe use of
shallow groundwater ¥ residential develgments,
sanpling subsurface soilgrior to ary residential or
industrial develpment, and closure in accordance
with state rgulations.

5) The West Viginia Ordnance Works pert stated
that the remed is not at this timeprotective of
human health and the environmefihe remeg will
beprotective once necesgaactions are taken, but at
the time of the ngort the remedy wagidged not
protective because @Foblems includig erosion of
roads and qa areas, ovgrowth, and drainge
problems. In addition, samling will be done to
determine if the gas are effective and if
contamination is migraton
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Exhibit 3.4-1
Sites at Which Five-Year Reviews, Required Under CERCLA
Section 121(c), Were Conducted During Fiscal Year 1995

| Region | State Site Name Review Date Type
1 MA [Cannon Engineering Corp. ' 6/29/95 Statutory
1 MA [Charles-George Reclamation Trust LF 2 9/7/95 Statutory
3 PA Douglassville Disposal 3 1/10/95 Statutory
3 PA |Lackawanna Refuse 2 9/28/95 Policy
3 PA McAdoo Associates 2 12/28/94 Policy
3 DE [New Castle Steel * 3/20/95 Policy
3 WV |West Virginia Ordnance * 1/30/95 Statutory
3 PA  |Whitmoyer Laboratory (OU3) 2 3/31/95 Statutory
4 TN |American Creosote Works (Jackson Plant) * 1/25/95 Statutory
4 FL Brown Wood Preserving 2 3/30/95 Policy
4 FL Gold Coast Qil Corp. * 1/25/95 Statutory
4 AL Perdido Groundwater Contamination Site 2 5/16/95 Policy
4 SC |SCRDI Dixiana 2 9/29/95 Policy
5 IL Belvidere Municipal Landfill #1 ' 6/27/95 Statutory
5 MN [NL Industries/Taracorp/Golden Auto 2 3/15/95 Policy
5 Mi Northernaire Plating Company 2 9/28/95 Statutory
5 Ml Southwest Ottawa County Landfill 2 9/25/95 Policy
5 MN |St. Regis Paper Company 2 4/6/95 Policy
5 OH |TRW Inc. (Minerva Plant) 2 7/10/95 Policy
5 MN  |Waite Park Water Supply 3 3/30/95 Statutory
5 MN  [Windom Municipal Dump 2 2/9/95 Statutory
6 X Bio-Ecology Systems, Inc. 2 12/5/94 Policy
6 TX [Crystal City Airport ' 3/7/95 Statutory
6 TX |French Limited 3 1/9/95 Statutory
7 KS |Cherokee County 2 9/28/95 Statutory
7 1A John Deere (Dubuque Works) 2 9/22/95 Statutory
7 1A Lawrence Todtz Farm 2 9/25/95 Statutory
8 MT [Anaconda Co. Smelter 3 11/23/94 Statutory
8 CO |Broderick Wood Products (Amendment) 2 3/23/95 Statutory
8 MT |Libby Groundwater 3 1/27/95 Statutory
8 CO |Sand Creek Industrial ' 9/28/95 Statutory
9 CA |Applied Materials 2 4/28/95 Policy
9 CA |Fairchild Semiconductor (South San Jose Plant) 2 3/13/95 Policy
9 CA [Firestone Tire (Salinas Plant) 2 11/16/94 Policy
9 CA |Intersil Inc./Siemens Components 2 9/28/95 Policy
9 CA |Operating Industries Inc. Landfill #2 3 6/21/95 Statutory
10 OR [Martin-Marietta Aluminum Co. * 12/28/94 Statutory

1) Due in FY95; 2) Early -- due after FY95; 3) Late -- due prior to FY95; 4) Review not previously required.

Source: Five-Year Review Program Implementation and Management System
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