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DECLARATI ON FCR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

C&D Recycling Site
Foster Township, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the final selected renedial action for the C& Recycling Site (Site)
in Foster Township, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania, chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA or Superfund), 42 U S C
SS 9601 et. seq., as amended, and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances

Pol  ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R Part 300.

Thi s deci si on docunment explains the factual and | egal bases for selecting the renedial action for the Site
and is based on the Adnministrative Record for the Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a (Commonweal th) has participated in the devel opnent of renedial alternatives
and has provi ded comments on the Proposed Plan in accordance with the NCP, 40 C F.R S 300.515(e).

The Commonweal th has not indicated that it concurs with the U S. Environnental Protection Agency's (EPA)
selected renedial alternative as set forth in this Record of Decision.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. S
9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, as discussed in Section VI
("Summary of Site Risks") of this ROD, if not addressed by inplenenting the response actions selected in this
Record of Decision, may present an inmmnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the
envi ronnent .

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The sel ected remedy addresses contam nated ash, soil, sedinent, buildings and structures. The selected
remedy incl udes decontam nation and/or denolition of contam nated buildings and structures; stabilization of
contami nated soil, ash, and sedinment, as needed; and, disposal of the stabilized and/ordecontam nated
material into an off-Site landfill. However, if within 180 days of the issuance of this ROD, EPA receives
information that indicates that an onSite contai nment cell can be designed and | ocated to conply with the
substantive requi rements of Pennsylvania's residual waste managenment regul ati ons, provide a renedi al
alternative equally or nore protective of human health and the environnent, and be cost effective, the
stabilized and decontaninated naterial may be di sposed on-Site.

The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:
1 - Confirmation, e.g., via sanpling, of the areal limts of soil and sedinent with | ead contaninati on above
500 parts per nmillion (ppm) (including soil beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963 as

wel | as pavenment and sedinent in M|l Hopper Creek and wetl ands);

2 - Conduct of a Phase 1B archeol ogi cal survey in areas possessing high or noderate archeol ogical sensitivity
potentially inpacted by the Renedial Action;

3 - Renobval and off-Site disposal and/or recycling of casing and wre;



4 - Excavation of all soil with | ead contam nati on above 500 ppmresulting fromSite operations (excluding
soi | beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963, or pavenent, which shall otherw se be
nmai ntained to prevent migration of contam nation fromthe Site)

5 - Excavation of sediment fromthe banks of MI| Hopper Pond with |lead | evels greater than 500 ppm and
excavation of the top two feet of sediment (or an amount sufficient to secure a new substrate) fromthe pond
bottomto ensure that pond water quality is not inpacted

6 - Renoval of sedinment within MII Hopper Oreek contaminated with | ead above 500 ppm

7 - Renoval and sanpling of all sedinent |ocated within the stormmater sewer systemlocated at the Site and
eval uation of the systemis integrity (including drainage ditches) to determ ne the potential for rel eases of
hazar dous substances fromthe Site into the soil and ground water and any necessary response actions;

8 - Excavation of all ash |ocated at the Site
9 - Post excavation/renoval sanpling to confirmthat ash, soil, and sedinent cleanup |evels are net;

10 - On-Site stabilization of the contam nated soil and sedi nent, excavated and renoved as descri bed above,
to remove any characteristic of hazardous waste

11 - On-Site stabilization of the contam nated ash, excavated as described above to renove any characteristic
of hazardous waste;

12 - Of-Site disposal of stabilized soil, sedinent, and ash into a non-hazardous (RCRA Subtitle D) waste
di sposal facility;

13 - Decontamination of Site buildings with | ead | evel s above 500 ppm including disnmantling of
non-structural components and renoval of equi prent and debris which may inhibit decontanination to required
level s, or denolition of buildings that can not be cl eaned to 500 ppm | ead;

14 - Dismantling of the old furnace (and other structures, as necessary, which inhibit soil or sedi ment
renedi ati on and which shall not be naintained, as necessary, to prevent migration of contam nants fromthe
Site);

15 - Of-Site disposal of material generated fromdismantling of Site buildings into a non-hazardous
(Subtitle D) waste disposal facility (or decontam nation and recycling of dismantled material);

16 - Performance of biota toxicity tests on renaining soil/sediment to ensure that renediated soil (i.e.,
soil with lead | evels no higher than 500 ppn) does not pose a threat to the environment (procedures to be
determ ned during renedial design);

17 - Site grading, revegetation, and related work, to ensure that Site topography and drai nageways adequately
convey water fromthe Site and that soil excavation does not result in |low lying areas

18 - Air nonitoring during on-Site activity and inplenmentation of dust control or other necessary abatenent
actions to prevent mgration of contam nants to the surroundi ng community during the Remedial Action

19 - Abandoni ng well's which serve no useful |ong-term purpose
20 - Periodic nonitoring of ground water and surface water; and

21 - If the soil beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963, or pavenent is greater than 500
ppm and t hese structures are not denolished institutional controls, e.g., deed restrictions to prevent
residential use potentially affecting the protectiveness of the remedy, and to ensure that Site contaninants
whi ch may remai n beneat h buil di ngs and pavenent are known.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

This action is protective of human health and the environment and conplies with Federal and State

requi renents applicable or relevant and appropriate to this action. |In addition, this action is
cost-effective. It enploys permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum
extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy may result in |levels of hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants renaini ng
on-Site above levels that allow for unlimted use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted in



accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA 42 U S. C S 9621(c) and the NCP 40 CF.R S 300.430(f)(4)(ii)
within 5 years after commencenent of the Renmedial Action to ensure that the renedy continues to provide
adequat e protection of human health and the environment.
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I. Site Name, Location, and Description

The C&D Recycling Site (C& Site or Site) is located along Brickyard Road i n Foster Township, Luzerne County,
Pennsyl vania (see Figure 1). The extent of soil contaninated with lead at the Site is depicted on Figure 2

The Site is located primarily on three parcels of land (Tax Parcels 11, 11A and 11B), totaling approxi mately
110 acres (see Figure 1 and Figure 3), once owned by the Lurgan Corporation. Prior to and apparently during
owner ship by the Lurgan Corporation, portions of Parcels 11 and 11B were operated as a dairy farmby the
Sheanan famly. Lurgan Corporation began netal reclanation operations on Parcel 11, which totals

approxi mately 45 acres including the small encl osed Parcel 11B, in 1963 although the | and was

not purchased by Lurgan Corporation until 1966. Al Site operations occurred on Parcels 11 or 11B. The area
of soil and sediment contami nation extends onto adjacent properties (see Figure 2).

Parcel 11 is currently owned by C& Recycling, Inc. and contains the majority of the soil contam nated by
Site operations as well as all of the contaninated ash. A small parcel of land (11B), which is also

contam nated, is owned by the estate of Ms. Jane G bson, includes an artesian well, and lies entirely within
Parcel 11. Horizons Unlimted, Inc., ows Parcel 11A which is an undevel oped parcel, but contains the
majority of the sedinment contam nated by Site operations (MI| Hopper Pond is |ocated on Parcel 11A).

From sout hwest to northeast, the elevation of the Site decreases (fromelevation 1680 ft.) to a | ow area
(between el evation 1630 ft. and 1650 ft.) located within an area of shale rock extraction and a small creek
and then increases again (to elevation 1770 ft.) towards a regi onal topographic high point imediately
northeast of the C& Recycling, Inc. property. A small intermttent stream named M || Hopper Creek, begins
in an area of ground water seeps |ocated near the remains of the dairy farmstructures at the Site and fl ows
into an area fromwhi ch rock was excavated (and now acts as a nan nmade pond) |ocated i medi ately south of the
C&D Recycling, Inc. property. An artesian well, located in an area of high ground water table, frequently
overflows into the creek bed. The pond frequently overflows an earthen enbanknent at its southern linit into
M 11 Hopper Creek. The topographic and physical features of the Site are depicted on Figure 4.

The Site includes a farnhouse, barn, mlkhouse, and several outbuildings used when the property was a dairy
farm a main facility building including four furnaces used to burn cable; and a small isolated furnace al so
used to burn cable. The Site's primary features associated with Site operations are depicted in Figure 5

The Site is underlain by shale and sandstone of the Mauch Chunk Formation and a relatively thin |layer of
soil. The ground water exists entirely within the Mauch Chunk Formation. Shallow ground water generally
flows within fractures in a southerly direction towards a |ocal discharge area near MI| Hopper Ceek and
M Il Hopper Pond. The shallow ground-water systemis interconnected, via fractures, with a deeper regi ona
ground-water system Since the aquifer is used for drinking water purposes, it is a Cass Il aquifer
according to EPA's Ground Water O assification system

The area of contam nation includes approximately 26,273 cubic yards (yds[3]) of soil contam nated with |ead,
copper, antinony and/or other contami nants (including |ow levels of polynuclear aromati ¢ hydrocarbons, or
PAHs, e.g., benzo(a)pyrene); several snall piles of ash (approximately 165 yds[3])

resulting fromthe burning of material at the Site contamnated with | ead, copper, and | ow |l evels of dioxins
and furans; approximately 1200 |inear feet of MII| Hopper Creek containing sedinment contamnated with | ead,
copper, and zinc; a 0.5-acre pond (MI| Hopper Pond) with contani nated sedi ment (approximately 1900 yds[3]);
a barn and m | khouse used when the property at the Site was a dairy farm a main facility building including
four furnaces used to burn cable; an underground stormwater sewer system including catch basins, trench
drains, a leach pit (drywell), and associated piping, which contains approxi mately 24 yds[3] of contam nated
sediment; and a snall isolated furnace once used to burn cable. The cal cul ated vol ume of contam nated soi
includes soil with lead | evels greater than 500 ppm as determ ned during the Renedial |nvestigation

The property once owned by Lurgan Corporation (Parcels 11, 11A and 11B) is zoned as a C1 Conservation
District in accordance with "The Foster Township Zoning O di nance of 1986". This zoning classification (C1)
is intended to protect areas which have environnmental |y sensitive characteristics, e.g., nountainous areas,
aqui fer recharge or discharge areas, or |andwhose soils conposition has been classified as hazardous, from

i nappropriate or untinely devel opnent. Prior to 1986 and since 1967, the Lurgan Corporation property was
zoned for agricultural use.

The surrounding land use is agricultural and residential. A large undevel oped, agriculturally-zoned field
exists immedi ately west of the Site. A wooded area which is also zoned agricultural is located i nmediately
north of the Site. Residentially-zoned property, including a densely popul ated "second hone/retirenment"
community is |located northeast of the Site. A large area of undevel oped | and (Parcel 11A) is |ocated south
of the Site. The nearest occupied dwelling is |located approxinmately 1/8 nmile southwest fromthe main
facility building at the Site and approxi mately 275 feet fromthe C& Recycling, Inc. property line (see
Figure 4). (Qccupied residences are also approximately 1/4 mle fromthe Site in every direction, except
south. Abandoned anthracite coal mnes exist approximately 1/2 mle north and south of the



Site (see Figure 1). The Site is only occupied by security guards. The deed for Parcel 11 is restricted to
prevent residential and agricultural use

Il. Site Hstory and Enforcenent Activity

From 1963 to 1978, the Lurgan Corporation operated a netal reclamation facility at the Site. In 1979, the
busi ness was conveyed to C& Recycling, Inc. Both Lurgan Corporation and C& Recycling, Inc. operations
invol ved the reclamati on of nmetals, i.e., copper and/or |lead, fromcable and/or scrap netal transported to
the Site. Available docunentation suggests that |ead was recovered fromcable and wire until the md 1970's
when burning of lead cable at the Site was |limted. Site operations ceased in 1984.

Cabl e burni ng and processing and processing of other naterials at the Site caused extensive contam nation of

the surrounding soil and sediment. |n 1984, sanples of soil and ash collected by Pennsyl vani a Departnent of
Envi ronnent al Resources (PADER) indicated el evated |levels of netals, e.g., lead and copper, in ash and in
soil both near to and distant fromthe furnaces. |In addition, PADER s sanple results indicate that the soi

and ash at the Site is a hazardous waste pursuant to the Resource Conservation

Recovery Act (RCRA) (EPA Hazardous Waste Nurmber D008) and Pennsyl vani a's Hazardous Waste Managenent

regul ations [25 PA Code S 261. 3] since sanples of soil and ash exhibited the characteristic of toxicity [25
PA Code S 261.24].

In 1984, the Northeastern Pennsylvania Vector Control Association conpleted testing of blood |lead levels in
children residing in Foster Township, Pennsylvania. N neteen of 62 children tested had | evels of |ead above
5 mcrograns per deciliter (ug/dL) in blood; 8 of these children had detected | evels equal to or above 10
ug/dL[1]. <Footnote>1 EPA draft policy currently states that Superfund renedi es should protect at |east 95%
of children fromexposure to lead |evels which would result in their blood | ead | evel s exceeding 10

ug/ dL. </ footnote> None of the children suffered from bl ood poi soning. Sufficient informati on does not exi st
to conclude that the children's elevated blood | ead | evels result fromresiding near the C& Recycling Site.
Children exhibiting blood | ead | evel s above 10 ug/dL lived both near to and distant fromthe Site. The study
by the Northeastern Pennsylvania Vector Control Association did not evaluate |ead sources (e.g., paint, soil
or water) and differences in water quality or residence |ocation near other sources of |ead as accounting for
el evated bl ood | ead.

In April 1985, under supervision of the Pennsylvania Departnment of Environnental Resources, C& Recycling
Inc. arranged for the excavation and of fSite disposal of 134,200 pounds of ash and dirt contam nated with
| ead. The | ead-bearing material was directed to a | ead refining/reprocessing center

A Site Inspection (SI) was conducted by EPA in April 1985. The analytical data collected by PADER and EPA in
1984 and 1985 was used to evaluate the relative hazards posed by the C& Recycling Site in the Hazard Ranki ng
System (HRS). The HRS is a procedure through which EPA cal cul ates a score based upon the potential and
observed hazards present at a hazardous waste site. An HRS score of 43.92 was cal cul ated for the C&
Recycling Site in April 1985, based primarily upon the elevated | evels of contam nation in the

soi|l and sedi nent suspended within the shallow dairy farmwell existing at the Site. |If the final HRS score
calculated for a Site exceeds 28.5, the Site is placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) naking it
eligible to receive Superfund nonies for cleanup. |In Septenber 1985, EPA proposed the Site for inclusion on

the NPL. The Site was placed on the NPL on February 21, 1990 [55 Fed. Reg. 6154]. In April 1986, PADER
requested that EPA take the |ead on the Site response action

In 1986, EPA conducted a search for potentially responsible parties for the Site. Several owners and
operators of the Site were identified and two sources (generators) of material sent to the Site were issued
letters noticing themof their potential liability in regards to cleanup of the Site. EPA subsequently
entered into two administrative orders on consent (Consent Oders) with AT&T Nassau Metal s Corporation, the
only potentially responsible party (PRP) cooperating with EPA to: 1) inplenent erosion

controls and security measures to stabilize the Site; and 2) investigate the nature and extent of

contam nation and risks at the Site and to develop alternatives to address the contamnation at the Site

The first Consent O der, effective Septenber 2, 1987, required AT&T Nassau Metal s Corporation, under the
direction and supervision of EPA, to consolidate and cover the piles of ash at the Site (see Figure 5) and
toconstruct sedi mentation and erosion controls to mnimze mgration of soil fromthe Site in surface water
runoff. In addition, fencing was installed and areas of the Site were seeded to prevent exposure to the

hi ghly contam nated soil areas of the Site. AT&T Nassau Metals Corporation, in 1988, renoved the piles of
cabl e casing fromthe Site (see Figure 5) and transported them overseas for recycling. The sedi mentation and
erosion controls and ash pile covers constructed by AT&T Nassau Metal s are inspected

nmont hly by AT&T Nassau Metals and periodically by EPA.  The requirenents of the second Consent Order will be
di scussed in detail at the end of this section and in Section V of the ROD.

EPA' s review of docunents supplied by potentially responsible parties, docunents w thin PADER and EPA Site
files, and information and docunents supplied by the public, indicate that the material processed at the Site



consisted primarily of telephone and simlar cable. The cable typically had a plastic or |ead outer casing
and an inner insulator or sheathing of steel, alumnum paper, or other naterial. M scellaneous tel ephone
scrap, e.g., splice boxes, was also sent to the Site. Processed materials contained pol yvinyl chloride (PVQ)
based upon 1974 sanple results collected by PADER Pl astic sanples collected by PADER in 1984 contai ned no
det ectabl e traces of PVC, but pol yethyl ene and polyester type resins. Certain cable also contained a
"jelly"-1ike substance (e.g., petroleum base, copolyner, and pol yethyl ene) for water-proofing. According to
1979 anal ytical results obtained from AT&T Nassau Metal s Corporation, the processed cabl e contained
detectabl e Il evel s of antinony, iron, lead, nickel, silver, tin, and zinc.

Avai | abl e docunentation and informati on al so indicate that other types of electrical cable, rubber-coated
cabl e, electrical power equipnent parts, mscellaneous netal scrap, batteries, and battery lugs were al so
sent to the Site by other potentially responsible parties.

Typical Site operations involved nechanical renoval of the outerplastic casing and burning of the inner
lining, sheathing or insulation to expose the copper cable in one of five furnaces located at the Site. The
copper was returned to the generator and the plastic casing was stockpiled at the Site. Site docunentation
indicates that the operating tenperature of the furnaces was sufficient to nelt |ead, but not copper, i.e.,
approxi nately 800 degrees Fahrenheit. Thus, |ead was al so recovered and returned to the

generator or shipped to other |ocations. Based upon available records, it appears that |ead-cased cabl e was
no |l onger burned at the Site beginning in the nid 1970s, but sorted and shi pped back to the generator.

El even sanpl es of cable and wire collected at the Site and anal yzed by PADER in 1974 indicate detectabl e
levels of lead only on the sol dered connections of one wire insulator. Sanples of wire collected by PADER in
1984 detected 26% | ead on the "covering” of one type of clustered wire. According to avail able docunentation
and | ocal residents, burning also took place within pits located on the Site. Proposed draw ngs of the
Lurgan Corporation facility indicate that water used in the nmetals processing area of the Site was collected
in atrench drain and directed to a leach pit (drywell) along with stormmater froma truck bay.

A Renedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was initiated at the Site in Septenber 1987 by AT&T
Nassau Metal s Corporation pursuant to the second Consent Order. During the RI/FS, two underground storage
tanks were renoved, decontam nated, and disposed. See Figure 5 for tank locations. A so during the RI/FS,
EPA determ ned that contam nated sedi nent was transported through a pi pe | ocated beneath Brickyard Road to a
field | ocated west of the C& Recycling, Inc. property. The R/FS for the C& Recycling Site was conpl et ed
and the final documents were approved by EPA in March 1992.

EPA continued the search for potentially responsible parties in 1991 and 1992. Notice letters have been sent
to 14 owners or operators of the Site, and generators of material sent to the Site.

I11. Hghlights of Community Participation

EPA has several public participation requirements that are defined in Sections 113(k)(2)(B), 117, and
121(f) (1) (G of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. SS 9613(k)(2)(B), 9617, and 9621(f)(1)(0O.

The docunents which EPA utilized to devel op, evaluate, and select a renedial alternative for the C&D
Recycling Site were sent to the infornation repositories, located at the Foster Township Buil ding and the
Freel andPublic Library, in January 1992. Additional information was sent to these |locations on April 17,
1992. A copy of the Admnistrative Record file is located in EPA's Region |11 offices. The Admnistrative
Record, required by Section 113(k)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. S 9613(k)(1), is a conpilation of documents, which
EPA used to support the selection of a remedy for the C& Recycling Site. The Adm nistrative Record included
the RI/FS Report, the Ri sk Assessnent Report, and the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent that were devel oped for the Site.

A Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("Proposed Plan"), which described EPA's preferred alternative, as well as
other alternatives, for renediati ng contam nated ash, soil, sedinent, structures and buil dings, was rel eased
to the public on April 24, 1992. The Proposed Pl an and Admi nistrative Record were also sent to the
information repository. Al so on May 6, 1992, EPA published a notice of availability of the Proposed Pl an and
Adm ni strative Record in two newspapers of general circulation; Standard Speaker and the Tines Leader.

The public was encouraged to review the Proposed Plan and Adnministrative Record file and to submit comments
on any remedi al alternative and EPA's preferred renedial alternative during a 30-day comrent period from
April 24, 1992 to May 25, 1992. The public was given an additional opportunity to corment on the Proposed
Pl an and Admi nistrative Record file at a public neeting held at the Freeland El enentary School on May 8,
1992. At this neeting, representatives from EPA answered questions and recei ved comment s

about the Site, the renmedial alternatives under consideration, and the proposed renedy. |n response to a
request fromthe public, the public comrent period was extended an additional 30 days to provide nore
opportunity for review of the Site docunments. The public comrent period was then closed on June 25, 1992.

A stenographic report of the public nmeeting was prepared by EPA and will be included in the Adninistrative
Record. A response to the coments received during the 60-day public comrent period as well as the May 8,
1992 public nmeeting is included as part of this ROD in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x A). Conmmunity



concerns with the selected renedy are contained within Section VIIl, (Conparative Analysis of Alternatives),
of this ROD and within the Responsiveness Sunmary.

The index for the Adm nistrative Record, upon which this decision docunent is based, is contained within
Appendi x B. This decision docunent is al so based upon comments contained within the stenographic report of
the public neeting on May 8, 1992 and other comments received by EPA during the entire public coment period,
which are included in the Site file maintained at EPA's offices in Philadel phia and which will be added to
the Adm nistrative Record.

In June 1989, a $50, 000 Technical Assistance Gant (TAG was awarded to the Concerned G tizens of Foster
Townshi p Task Force (CCFTTF). The TAG provides funds to obtain technical advisors to interpret information
relating to the Site and to dissenmnate information to the interested public.

IV. Scope and Rol e of Action

The RI/FS is an investigation and eval uati on process which enables EPA to select a renedy that will be
protective of hunman health and the environnent, that will nmaintain protection over tinme and that wll
mnimze untreated waste [40 C F. R 300.430]. The primary purpose of the Renedial Investigation (R)is to
col l ect data necessary to characterize adequately the Site for the purpose of devel opi ng and eval uati ng
alternatives to effectively renediate Site contam nation [40 C.F.R 300.430(d)]. During the R, sanples of
soil, sediment, ash, air, ground water, and surface water were collected and anal yzed. The anal yti cal
results are discussed in Section V ("Summary of Site Characteristics") of this ROD.

The analytical results fromthe Rl are used to determ ne the nagnitude of risks posed by the contam nants at
the Site in the absence of any renedial action. The baseline risk assessnent (Ri sk Assessnent or RA) is a
process wherein the current and potential threats to hunman health and the environnent posed by exposure to
contaminants at the Site are quantified [40 C F. R 300.430(d)(4)]. The potential risks posed by the Site are
di scussed in Section VI ("Summary of Site R sks") of this ROD.

The baseline risk assessnent results are used by EPA to establish acceptable | evels of exposure for use in
devel oping renedial alternatives in a Feasibility Study (FS). In addition, the quality and characteristics
of the flora and fauna at the Site were evaluated in an Ecol ogi cal Assessnent (EA). EPA strives to select a
renmedial alternative with residual contam nant exposure | evels which do not exceed EPA s acceptable risk
range of 1 excess chance of contracting cancer in 10,000 (1x10[-4]) to 1 excess chance of cancer in 1,000, 000
(1x10[-6]) for known or suspected carcinogens [40 CF.R S 300.430 (e)(2)(i)(A)(2)]. Additionally, EPA
strives to select renedial alternatives which reduce exposure to non-carcinogens such that there is no
adverse effect, i.e., a Hazard Index (H) less than or equal to 1.0.

Atreatability study, which is a test to deternmine the effectiveness of a particular renedial alternative,
was conducted in 1990 to eval uate the effectiveness of stabilization as a renedial technology for the Site.
Based upon the R, RA and EA several renedial alternatives are developed within the FS along with
supporting information to enable EPA to select a renedial alternative which is protective of hunan health and
the environment and which best satisfies the goals and expectations of the Superfund program Section VII
("Alternatives") of this ROD discusses the alternatives evaluated for the C& Recycling Site.

The response action in this ROD addresses a renmedy for contami nated ash, soil, sediment, and buildings at the
Site. Although limted areas of soil with very high |lead levels exist at the Site, the Site contam nants,
considered in whole, are neither highly nobile nor highly toxic at the concentrations present at the Site.
Thus, the contam nated soil and sedi nent and buil dings are considered to be lowlevel threats. Isolated
occurrences of extrenely high levels of lead, e.g., ash, are considered

principal threat wastes due to high toxicity.

The NCP (40 CF.R S 300.430(a)(1)(i)) states that the general goal of the remedy selection process is to
select remedies that: 1) are protective of hunman health and the environnent, 2) naintain protection over
time, and 3) nminimze untreated waste. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. S 9621, includes
general goals for remedial actions at all Superfund sites. The goal s include; achieving a degree of cleanup
whi ch assures protection of human health and the environnent (Section 121(d)(1)), selecting cost

effective renedies (Sections 121(a) and 121(b)(1)), preference for selecting renedial actions in which
treatnment that permanently and significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nobility of contamnants is a
principal elenent (Section 121(b)), and requiring that the selected renmedy conply with or attain the | evel of
any applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of federal or state environmental |aws (Section
121(d) (2) (A)) -

The primary objectives of the renedy for the C& Recycling Site, in addition to those stated above, are to
prevent potential exposure to the contam nated nmedia at the Site, to control and/or prevent the mgration of
contam nation fromthe Site via wind, ground water, and surface water transport, and to reduce residual risk
to acceptabl e | evels.



The Site-specific renedial response objectives, which take into consideration the | evel of contam nation and
the risks posed by the contam nation, are identified in Table 1.

TABLE 1
SI TE SPECI FI C REVEDI AL OBJECTI VES FOR THE C&D SI TE

1. Protection of hunman health and the environnent.

2. Source control and prevention of mgration of contamnation fromthe Site via wind and surface water
transport.

3. Source control of contaminants in soil such that |eaching of contanination to ground water will not occur
in the future.

4. Source control of soil, sedinent, and ash with | ead concentrations greater than 500 ppm such that the
Site no | onger poses an unacceptable risk.

5. Decontaninate Site buildings.
6. Prevent exposure to contam nants.

The remedy selected in this ROD addresses each of these objectives. To the maxi num extent practicable, the
remedy selected is consistent and conpatible with the prior activities conpleted to stabilize or clean up the
Site, e.g., cable casing renoval and sedi nentation and erosion controls. The renedial action for this Site
is not separated into operable units. This is the only response action planned for this Site.

V. Summary of Site Characteristics

The major findings of the Rl and the previous investigations relating to contanination at the Site and
response actions conducted at the Site are discussed in this section of the ROD. This section of the ROD
primarily discusses |ead, copper, zinc, and antinmony contam nation. These four contam nants are Site-rel ated
and are found in the contamnated nedia at the Site. Thus, the tables in this section of the ROD depict the
range of detected concentrations of each of these "selected" contam nants (lead, copper, zinc, and antinony)
for the purpose of conparing contam nation inpacts between various affected nedia. However, the sanples of
contam nated nedia, e.g., soil and sedinent, were analyzed for over 100 organi c and inorganic constituents
and conpounds. The Renedial |nvestigation Report and Adm nistrative Record contain all of this analytical
dat a.

UNDERGROUND STCRACGE TANKS

Two underground fuel storage tanks were decontam nated and renoved fromthe Site in 1988 (see Figure 5). The
soi|l surrounding the tanks was sanpl ed and anal yzed in June 1988. The larger tank (10,000 gallons capacity)
stored fuel for Site operations and the smaller tank (1,000 gallons capacity) apparently stored gasoline for
farmuse. Low concentrations of Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbons (TPH), e.g., 44 and 24 ppm were detected in
the soil excavated from around the 10,000 gallon tank and no TPH were detected in the

ot her excavation. The excavated soil was backfilled into the tank excavations and clean quarry fill was
added to bring the backfill to existing grade. |In response to two separate requests froma |ocal resident
suspecting additional tanks at the Site, two geophysical (nmagnetoneter) surveys were conducted in the area
depicted in Figure 5. No additional tanks were identified.

CABLE CASI NGS

In October 1987, cable casings stockpiled at the Site (see Figure 5) were sanpled prior to their renoval from
the Site. Each of several types of casing found at the Site was anal yzed for RCRA hazardous waste
characteristics via the Extraction Procedure (EP) Toxicity test. Lead and barium|eached fromall cable
casing, but at levels |less than those established for RCRA characteristic of toxicity [25 PA Code S 261. 24].
Low | evel s of cyanide and/or nercury also | eached fromtwo types of cable casings. However, the cable is not
classified as a RCRA hazardous waste. The cabl e casings which were not in contact with contam nated soil
wererenoved fromthe Site in 1988 and shi pped overseas for recycling.

AR

During on-Site activity associated with construction of the Site erosion control systemin 1987, the air was
sanpled to determine if vehicles noving on the Site resulted in elevated contam nant levels. Air was sanpled
again in 1988 during rock coring activity. Selected inorganic analytical data fromthese sanpling events is
presented in TABLE 2. Conplete analytical results are contained within the Renedial Investigation Report and
the Administrative Record. The data indicate that inplenentation of a renedi al



action at the Site may cause el evated | evel s of airborne contamni nants
ASH

Ash, resulting primarily fromthe conbustion of cable conponents in the furnaces at the Site, is located in
several piles at the Site (see Figure 5). According to analytical results, ash sanples contain el evated

| evel s of inorganic constituents, e.g., |lead and copper, low |evels of sem volatile conmpounds, e.g., PAHs,
and very low |l evel s of chlorinated di benzo-p-dioxins (dioxin) and chlorinated di benzo-p-furans (furan).

Anal ytical data fromash sanples collected at the Site are depicted in Table 3. An additional sanple
collected during the Rl indicated that the ash contains 7.5%| ead by wei ght and 4. 6% copper by weight.
<Footnote> [2] ND = Not Detected

Ash sanpl es were al so anal yzed pursuant to the EP Toxicity test or the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) to determine if the ash would exhibit the characteristic of toxicity as defined by 25 PA
Code S 261.24. The results of the EP Toxicity test and TCLP test anal yses are depicted in Table 4 and
indicate that the ash exhibits the characteristic of toxicity since the levels of lead in the extract exceed
5 ng/ L (EPA Hazardous Waste Nunber D008). Conplete analytical results are contained within the Renedi a

I nvestigation Report and the Adninistrative Record.

In July and Novenber 1989, the ash was sanpl ed and anal yzed for dioxin and furan conpounds. The anal ytica
results indicate that the ash contains approximately 1.5 ppb of dioxin and furan neasured as a toxicity
equi val ence factor equivalent to 2,3,7,8 - tetrachloro di benzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). TCDD is

the nost toxic dioxin isomer. The potential toxicity of a mixture of dioxins and furans was eval uated
relative to the equivalent toxicity of TCDD in accordance wi th EPA gui delines (EPA 625/3-89/016).

Sa L

Soil at the Site contains high concentrations of several inorganic constituents, e.g., |ead, copper, zinc
and antinony, and | ow concentrations of semivolatile organic chemcals, e.g., polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) and PAHs. Although the majority of the soil contamnation is located within the upper portion of the
soil colum, i.e., upper 1 to 6 inches of the soil, elevated levels of |lead were identified at deeper |evels,
e.g., 1 foot, in some areas.

Initially, sanples were collected by PADER and/or EPA between 1984 and 1987 in areas suspected of

contami nation by Site operations. In 1988, a 100-foot -interval sanpling grid was established at the Site
and sanpl es were collected at the intersection of grid lines (nodes) in June 1988 as part of the R .
Addi ti onal sanples were collected in areas |ocated beyond the C& Recycling, Inc. property in transects
oriented along the suspected directions of wind-entrained soil nigration. EPA collected split sanples

during the June 1988 soil sanpling activity. After the data was eval uated by EPA additional sanples were
collected in July 1989 to better define the limts of the contanination. Additional sanples were collected in
Cctober 1989 to further define potentially inpacted areas. The najority of the sanples were collected from
the 0-6" interval of soil although sone of the 1989 sanples were collected at depths up to 3 feet into the
soi | col um.

Sanpl es of soil fromresidential gardens near the Site and fromvegetables grown in a garden near the Site
were col |l ected by PADER and/or local residents in 1985. The results do not indicate that the concentrations
of lead in garden vegetables are el evated based upon a conparison to literature values and an eval uation of
the results of lead in the garden soil. Additionally, the levels of Site-related constituents, e.g., |ead
detected in the garden soil did not indicate contam nation fromthe Site

In Novenber 1991, EPA collected soil sanples fromareas near the then-defined limts of the soi

contami nation. These sanples were collected fromthe 0-6" interval of soil and fromthe 0-1" interval of
soil in response to concerns that the Iimt of contanminated soil nost |ikely available for exposure to young
children was not well defined by the 0-6" soil sanpling program Additional 0-1" interval soil sanples were
coll ected fromproperties adjacent to C& Recycling, Inc. in June 1992 in response to

requests from Techni cal Assistance G ant advisors and |local citizens.

The results of sanpling in the uppernost interval of the soil colum, i.e., the 0-1" interval, indicate that
the areal extent of contam nation issomewhat |arger than that defined by sanple results fromthe 0-6"
interval of soil. The Novenber 1991 sanpling results further suggest that a significant proportion of the

contamination is in the 0-1" interval since sanples fromthe 16" interval showed substantially | ower

contam nant |evels. The data support a conclusion that the total volune of soil requiring renediation based
upon consi deration of the results of sanpling in the 0-1" soil interval would not likely be increased froma
vol ume cal cul ati on based upon sanpling results of the upper six inches of soil. The FS assumed excavation of
the top 1 foot of soil

In all, nore than 250 soil sanples and 55 duplicate and/or split soil sanples were collected fromthe Site



during and after the RI. Selected analytical results of the soil sanpling are sumarized in Table 5 and
Table 6. Conplete analytical results are contained within the Rl Report and the Adm nistrative Record file.

Soi|l sanples were al so anal yzed pursuant to the EP Toxicity or the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) test to determine if the metals within the soil would exhibit the characteristic of toxicity [25 PA
Code S 261.24]. The results of the EP Toxicity test and TCLP anal yses indicate that |evels of lead in the

| eachat e exceed regulatory levels of 5 ng/L. Thus, the contam nated soil is a RCRA hazardous waste (EPA

Hazar dous Waste Nunber DO08) because it exhibits the characteristic of toxicity. The |lead analytical results
are depicted in Table 7.

The soil, surface water, sediment, and ash data collected during the RI/FS is generally consistent with data
col l ected during previous investigations. EPA's split sanple data suggest that concentrations of conpounds
and constituents reported in the Rl Report are typical of the Site.

SURFACE WATER

Soil contam nated by Site operations was transported away fromthe operations area behind the main facility
building prinmarily via the action of surface water drainage and wind. Precipitation events over the Site
generated stormmater runoff which ran through drains and over the I and surface and eventually into nearby
surface water bodies (e.g., MI| Hopper Ceek). Stormmater drainage fromthe operations area as well as
overland flow of stormmater runoff carried suspended contam nated soil south towards M|

Hopper Creek fromthe majority of the Site and northwest across Brickyard Road froma small portion of the
northwest corner of the Site. Stornwater fromthe truck |oading area and water used in Site operations were
channeled to a dry well |ocated west of the main facility building. Stormwater in the vicinity of the
process area was channeled to the shale pit via an underground stormwater drai nage system Surface water
draining the majority of the Site (MI| Hopper Creek) was sanpled in 1984 by PADER in 1986 and

1987 by EPA, and in 1988 during the R. Selected surface water inorganic analytical results are depicted in
Tabl e 8.

One organi ¢ conpound, bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate, was detected in surface water. This phthalate, a common
pl asticizer and | aboratory contam nant, was detected in an unfiltered water sanple fromthe outflow of MII
Hopper Pond (estinmated concentration of 7 ppb) and M|l Hopper Creek downstream of the pond at a
concentration below EPA's Contract Required Detection Limt (CRDL) (5 ppb). Surface water was al so anal yzed
for organic conpounds in April 1987. No organi c conpounds were detected.

SEDI MENT

Sedi nent sanples (soil and natural debris w thin drainage channels, streans, and the pond) were collected on
several occasions fromthe Site. M| Hopper Creek originates fromsnall seeps issuing fromthe base of a
soi | bank near the farnhouse on the Site. The seeps contribute a sufficient anount of water to form an
identifiable channel. During the renoval activity at the Site in 1987, rip-rap was placed in the channel to
mni mze erosion of the soil bank and subsequent transport of the eroded naterial downstreamin MI| Hopper
Creek. Prior to placenent of rip-rap, and in 1986 and 1987, the sedinent in the stream channel was sanpl ed by
EPA. |In addition to the water fromthe seeps, water enters MI| Hopper Creek fromthe area of shale
excavation located in the south central portion of the Site. Wter discharges into the shale pit froma pipe
draining the facility operations area near the furnaces behind the main facility building. The sedinent
within this drainage pathway was sanpl ed by PADER in 1984 and by EPA in 1987 prior to installation of erosion
control features in 1987[12]. <Footnote>12 PADER sanpled soil (sedinent) located in the shale pit in

Sept enber 1984. The anal ytical results have been included in the range of contam nation depicted in Table
5.</footnote> The sedinent in MII| Hopper Creek channel, the pond, and in drai nage ditches al ongsi de

Bri ckyard Road were sanpl ed during the Renedial Investigation. Selected inorganic analytical results are
depicted in Table 9. Low concentrations of several organic conpounds,

predonmi nantly phthal ate and pol ynucl ear aronatic hydrocarbon (PAH) conmpounds, were al so detected in the

sedi ment within the pond and creek. A portion of the facility's drainage network discharges into a dry well
or leach pit rather than the shale pit. The drainage systenis network of pipes, catch basins, and pits is
currently clogged with sedinment. Table 10 contains select inorganic anal ytical results of sediment wthin
the leaching pit (these results were subnmitted to EPA in June 1992 during the public

comrent period). Conplete analytical results are contained within the Rl Report and the Adm nistrative
Record.

GROUND WATER

G ound water in the Mauch Chunk Formation is used for drinking water purposes. Thus, the aquifer is

classified as a dass |l aquifer pursuant to "EPA Cuidelines for Gound Water C assification" (Final Draft,
Decenber 1986). Extensive sanpling of ground water near the Site was initiated by PADER in 1984, and EPA in
1985. Sanples of ground water were collected fromnearby residential wells, froma well located within the

C&D Recycling main facility building, fromexisting wells at the Site, and then from



nonitoring wells installed by PADER at the Site (certain wells were later converted to screened nonitoring
wel|'s during the Renedial Investigation).

G ound water nonitoring wells were installed in |locations at which potential releases of hazardous substances
fromthe Site into the ground water could be nmonitored. No ground water imnmpact was indicated by the
anal ytical results of sanpling of these wells

The anal ytical results indicate elevated | evels of inorganic constituents, e.g., |lead and copper, in
residential wells. Some of the levels detected since sanpling was initiated in 1984 exceeded the existing
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL) for lead (50 ppb) (40 CF.R S 141.11) and the treatnent |evel of 15 ppb
applicable to public water suppliers proposed under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U S. C. S 300f et. seq.

as anended. The analytical results do not consistently indicate the presence of contam nation, thereby
suggesting that a "plune" of |ead- or copper-contani nated ground water does not exist. Additionally, both
filtered and unfiltered sanples were collected frommany of the nonitoring wells and

residential wells. Mich higher levels of inorganic constituents typically existed in unfiltered, rather than
filtered, sanples. The levels of inorganic constituents dropped significantly when the water was filtered
suggesting that the majority of the nmetals were suspended or attached to sediment within the ground water and
not dissolved in the ground water

The residential well sanpling results also denmonstrate that a significant amount of |ead and copper is

l eaching fromthe water distribution systemwi thin each residence. Lead and copper |levels in water sanples
coll ected as soon as the tap is opened are significantly higher than | ead and copper |levels in water sanples
collected after the tap was run for 30 seconds. Lead and copper levels were lower still after the tap was
opened for 3 to 5 mnutes. In addition, PADER s sanples of ground water fromnonitoring wells they installed
in 1985 do not suggest the presence of ground water contamnation fromthe Site in residential wells.

In 1985, EPA and PADER col | ected sanples of ground water fromexisting wells apparently used by the dairy
farmpredating Site operations. The results fromthese wells indicated high | evels of contam nation, e.g.
11,600 nicrogranms of |ead per liter ("ug/L") or parts per billion ("ppb") of unfiltered ground water
withdrawn fromthe farmhouse well. However, the wells were not properly sealed. In fact, the well with the
hi ghest | evel of contam nation was flush with the ground surface and did not have a protective cap. Wen

wat er was purged fromthis well the sedinent accunul ated at the bottomof the well was disturbed and
suspended in the water colum. Therefore, the water sanple was extrenely turbid, contained a high I evel of
sedi nent, and woul d not be representative of ground water noving through the aquifer, but nore representative
of sedinent that entered the well fromthe surface

The data collected during the RI/FS is consistent with past information and indicates that the ground water
has not been inpacted by | ead, copper and other contam nants fromthe Site operations. Instead, elevated
level s of |ead and copper in residential wells are nost likely attributed to | eaching of metals fromthe

wat er distribution systens w thin individual residences caused by reaction w th aggressive (corrosive) ground
wat er and anbi ent ground water quality. For exanple, concentrations of |ead and copper are significantly

hi gher in water sanpled fromthe tap prior to purging or letting the water run. EPA has determ ned that there
is no difference in the quality of ground water beneath the Site, adjacent to the Site, and in the region
underl ain by the Mauch Chunk Formation, attributable to Site operations

The ground water is not contamnated as a result of Site operations, reiterating previous determ nations made
by EPA and PADER

G ound water analytical data indicate that contam nants, e.g., |ead, copper, and antinony are not |eaching
fromthe Site into the ground-water systemand residential wells. Gound water analytical data for lead is
summari zed in TABLE 11, TABLES 12A and 12B, and TABLE 13. Conplete analytical results are contained within
the R Report and the Admi nistrative Record. TABLES 11, 12A, 12B, and 13 depict |ead contam nation since it
is the contami nant of prinmary concern at the Site and has caused the nost significant concern for

local residents. EPA has not identified any Site-related ground water contamni nation

The anal ytical results in TABLE 12B indicate that only well MWM5D has el evated | evel s of |ead. Considering
the concentrations of other netals detected in the nonitoring wells, there is no indication of Site-rel ated
ground water contamination. EPA' s analysis of analytical data indicates that netals in the ground water do
not originate fromthe Site. For exanple: 1) sanples fromwells open to deep aquifer intervals tend to have
poorer water quality, 2) sanples fromwells upgradient to the source areas

have concentrations of netals sinilar to those found in downgradient wells, and 3) wells do not have simlar
suites of metals indicative of Site contanination.

I nfrequent detections of organi c compounds, e.g., acetone, nethylene chloride, and bis (2-ethyl hexyl)
phthal ate, in nonitoring well sanples do not indicate that the Site is a source of these conpounds. The
det ect ed organi ¢ conpounds are common | aboratory contam nants and/or were frequently detected in bl ank
sanples (i.e., control sanples used to determne if contaminants are originating fromsources, e.g.



| aboratory, other than the sanpled nedia). Simlar to the inorganic constituents, there was no trend
suggesting that the organi c conpounds originated fromthe Site. Al though the levels of netals in sone wells
are periodically elevated, EPA has not identified the Site as a source of ground water contam nation

During the Renedial Investigation, EPA collected split sanples of soil, sedinent, surface water and ground
wat er sanpl es coll ected on behal f of AT&T Nassau Metals Corporation. The analytical results of EPA split
sanples are simlar to the results of sanples collected during the Rl on behal f of AT&T Nassau Metal s
Corporation. The simlarity between contam nant concentrati ons detected by EPA and by contractors acting on
behal f of AT&T Nassau Metals Corporation, as well as the consistency between data coll ected before, during,
and after the Renedial Investigation, indicates that the Site's contam nation characteristics have been well
defi ned

VI. Summary of Site Risks

An assessnent of the potential risks posed to human heal th and the environment was conpl eted i n accordance
with the NCP [40 C.F.R 300.430(d)]. This section of the ROD discusses the results of the baseline risk
assessnent. The results of the baseline risk assessment are used to determi ne whether remediation is
necessary, to help provide justification for performng the renmedial action and to assist in determ ning what
exposure pathways need to be renediat ed

A HUVAN HEALTH RI SK EVALUATI ON

The potential human health risks posed by a Superfund site if no remedial action is taken are calculated in a
basel i ne ri sk assessnent. A baseline human health risk assessnent for the C& Recycling Site was conpl et ed
in March 1992

In general, a Site poses a potential human health risk if 1) the contam nants at the Site nmay cause cancer or
sone other health effect at existing levels, 2) there is a route or pathway through which a receptor nmay be
exposed, e.g., ingestion of contaninated soil, and 3) there is a receptor which is exposed, e.g., a child
ingesting soil. 1In a baseline human health risk assessnent, the contaninants are eval uated, the exposure
routes are characterized and the receptors are identified

The Site is not currently occupied although a guard occupies the main facility building on a tenporary basis.
Persons potentially at risk include trespassers, recreational users and future residents.

According to Foster Township zoning maps, |land |ocated north and west of the Site is zoned for agricultural
use al though no agricultural activity is ongoing. East and south of the Site is |land zoned for residential
use. Atrailer park (Maple Lane Estates) and a second home/retirement community

(H ckory Hlls and Hickory Hlls Wst) exist northeast of the Site. According to available information, the
trailer park and second home/retirement community are expected to expand. |In fact, Hickory Hlls

West has lots partially devel oped adjacent to the northeast corner of the Site. Forested area exists north,
east, and south of the Site and acts as a buffer between the Site and the nearest residential dwellings. C&
Recycling, Inc. has voluntarily restricted the deed to parcel 11 (see Figure 3) to prevent residential
recreational and agricultural use. Nonethel ess, residential occupation of the Site in the future is possible.

In 1984, the Northeastern Pennsylvania Vector Control Association sanpled blood from62 children in Foster
Townshi p. Apparently only 19 of the 62 sanples were analyzed for blood | ead concentrations. The results
indicate that sonme of the children have el evated bl ood | ead concentrati ons, but a conclusion as to the source
of the | ead was not established. Sone of the children living both near to and distant fromthe Site had

el evated bl ood lead. Blood | ead concentration data submtted by sonme of the local residents was al so
considered by EPA in the assessnment of risk.

The baseline human health risk assessment for the C& Recycling Site evaluated the potential risks posed if
an individual (e.g., recreational user of adjacent land) is actually exposed to Site contanmination in the
absence of any renedial action. |In addition, the potential risks posed by a theoretical future scenario of
residential devel opment on the Site were assessed. Thus, potential risks posed by current and potentia
future uses of the Site were eval uated

In an effort to sinplify the application of the results of the risk assessnent to the devel opnent of renedia
alternatives, the Site was separated into various areas, e.g., inside and outside of the currently fenced
area. This separation by area is reasonable since the current exposure |likely to occur within these various
areas is likely to be different due to access limtations. Nonetheless, future residential use of the Site,
i.e., unrestricted access, in the absence of renedi ati on was evaluated in the assessnent of risk

The potential risks posed by exposure to soil, sedinent, air, surface water, and ground water were eval uated
in the baseline human health risk assessnment. EPA considers organi ¢ conpounds and inorgani c constituents
which: 1) present a potential risk to hunan health and the environnent at the detected concentrations and 2)



originated fromthe Site or likely originated fromthe Site, to be contam nants of potential concern for the
Site. Inorganic constituents and organi ¢ conpounds which were not identified

in at |east 5% of the sanples or are essential nutrients, e.g., calcium were not considered to be

contami nants of potential concern. The contam nants of potential concern for the C& Recycling Site are
listed in TABLE 14. TABLE 14 al so includes inorganic constituents and organi ¢ conpounds which: 1) nay have
been detected in only one ground water sanple or in only one sanpling round and 2) nmay have been detected at
concentrations bel ow EPA's contract required detection limt for that chem cal in accordance with the
Contract Laboratory Program (CLP). Thus, the conprehensive list of inorganic constituents and organic
conmpounds in TABLE 14 may not be indicative of Site contam nation. The contam nants listed in

TABLE 14 and narked by an asterisk (*) may contribute to the human health ri sk posed by exposure to soil
sedinent, air, ground water, or surface water potentially contam nated by Site-rel ated constituents and
conmpounds, but are not related to the Site. These constituents are considered in the overall risk as
background ri sk

I norgani c constituents and organi ¢ conpounds which were detected at concentrations w thin the background
range or were not solely attributable to the Site (sone conpounds, e.g., PAHs, could originate from other
sources), but contribute to unacceptable health risk were evaluated in the risk assessnent. Sone of these
contam nants (e.g., arsenic, beryllium and benzo(a)pyrene) cause a large portion of the potential risk posed
by the Site.

The baseline human health risk assessnment eval uated the potential risk posed by exposure to contam nants
detected at the Site. The baseline human health risk assessment considered several plausible exposure
routes. TABLE 15 lists those contam nants which could result in an excess cancer risk greater than 1x10[ - 6]
or a non-carcinogenic risk with a Hazard Index greater than 1. These contam nants will be addressed in the
remedy selected in this ROD

Since the area contam nated by the el enments and compounds listed in TABLE 15 is greater than the area

contami nated by other inorganic constituents and organic conmpounds resulting fromSite operations (e.qg.
Site-related contam nants |isted in TABLE 14) cleanup of the Site based upon the contamnants listed in TABLE
15 will be protective of human health and the environment. Since |ead has spread the farthest fromthe
source areas, remediation of soil, ash, and sedi ment based upon | ead concentrations alone is protective and
will result in the renoval of all other contam nants above heal t h-based | evel s

Exposure Assessnent

Cancer potency factors (CPFs), also called slope factors, have been devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogenic
Assessment Group for estinating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially

car ci nogeni ¢ (cancercausi ng) chem cals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied
by the estimated chronic daily intake (CDI) of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper
bound estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risk associated with that intake level. The term

"upper bound" reflects the conservative nature of the risks calculated fromthe CPF. It is a statistica
termrelated to the degree of certainty of the data used to calculate the CPF. Use of this approach nakes
underestimati on of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. CPFs are derived fromthe results of human

epi demi ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani mal bi oassays to whi ch hunan-to-ani nal extrapol ati on and uncertainty
factors have been applied. CPFs for the contaninants of concern at the Site, as well as the nodels from
whi ch the CPFs were obtained are referenced in the tables within APPEND X C

EPA represents the toxicity of individual PAHs with no known CPF in terns of a toxicity equival ence factor
(TEF) to the CPF of benzo(a)pyrene. This is a conservative assunption since benzo(a)pyrene is a potent
carcinogen. The TEFs are nultiplied by the CPF of benzo(a)pyrene to yield a |lower, individual CPF. The TEFs
used by EPA in the C& Recycling baseline risk assessnent are identified in TABLE 16.

Potential concern for non-carcinogenic effects of a single contaninant in a single nediumis expressed as the
ratio of the estimated intake derived fromthe contami nant concentration in a given nediumto the
contanminant's reference dose (Rfd). This ratio is referred to as the hazard quotient (HQ. By addition of
the He for all contanminants within a nmediumor across all media to which a given popul ati on may reasonably
be exposed, the Hazard Index (H) can be generated. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the
potential significance of nultiple contam nant exposures within a single nediumor across nedia. APPEND X C
contains information on CPFs and Rfds used in the assessnent of risk at the C& Recycling Site

If contaminants of concern in a conpl eted exposure pathway (individual or nultiple pathway) results in the
exposed individual having 1 to 100 extra chances of contracting cancer in 1,000,000 such chances, EPA
considers the risk to be acceptabl e and does not necessarily reconmend renedial action to address the risk
EPA expresses the acceptable risk range in scientific notation and in accordance with the NCP as foll ows:
1x10[-6] to 1x10[-4] [40 C.F.R 300.430(e)(2)]. EPA reconmends renedi al action to address excess cancer

ri sks greater than 1x10[-4] (100 in 1,000,000). EPA may recommend renedial action to address risks within
the 1x10[-6] to 1x10[-4] excess cancer risk range. EPA recommends renedial action to address non-cancer



risks with a Hazard Index (H') greater than 1.0. EPA considers non-carcinogenic risks with a H |less than
1.0 to be acceptable. The tables within APPENDI X D depict the potential risks posed by exposure to the
contaminants at the Site in each of the nmedia and exposure pathways to which people coul d reasonably be
exposed

Ri sk Characterization

The majority of the Site's potential carcinogenic risk is posed by exposure to PAH, PCB, and dioxin in the
surface soil and/or ash. The nagjority of the non-carcinogenic risk posed by the Site is due to antinony and
copper in the surface soil and/or ash. Lead contributes significantly to the risk posed by the Site and was
eval uated separately in the | ead Uptake Biokinetic Model

Car ci nogeni ¢ risks greater than 1x10[-6] and non-carcinogenic risks with a H greater than 1 are shown in
TABLE 15. The 95% upper confidence limt (UCL) of the mean concentration of the contam nant at the Site
causing the potential risk is also listed in TABLE 15. The 95% UCL of the nean concentrati on of the

contami nant was used to calculate the chronic daily intake of the contaminant and the resultant lifetine risk
pursuant to EPA's Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure Scenario (RVES) guidelines. Using the 95% UCL

of the nean concentration is reasonable since thereis only a 1 in 20 chance that the true nean would be a

hi gher concentration

The only exposure scenarios at the C& Recycling Site which result in potential excess cancer risk greater
than 1x10[-4] ("unacceptable" risk) involve ingestion of ground water. However, the majority of the risk is
due to arsenic and beryl|iumwhich EPA believes are not related to the Site, e.g.,background. In addition
the current risk posed by ingestion of ground water is not due to the C& Recycling Site since EPA believes
Site-related contam nants have not migrated to residential wells through the ground water

system The only exposure scenari o which does not involve ingestion of ground water and which results in a
non-cancer risk with a H greater than 1 involves ingestion of soil under future residential use of the Site.

Several exposure scenarios result in potential excess cancer risk between 1x10[-4] and 1x10[-6] ("acceptable"
risk). However, the majority of these scenarios assune future residential devel opnent of the Site. At |east
three current exposure scenari 0os pose an excess cancer risk greater than 1x10[-6] due to contam nants which
may be related to the Site. Each of these three scenarios involves ingestion of surface soil contam nated
with PAHs, specifically benzo(a)pyrene. Since PAH contamination is the result of the inconplete conbustion
of organic matter and the Site operations involved various burning processes, it is reasonable to assune that
PAHs will be found on the Site. It is also probable that PAH contam nation originated, in part, from other
sources. EPA has recently revised the potency slope for

benzo (a) pyrene, thereby reducing the estimate of risks posed by PAHs by approximately 50% TABLE 15 does
not reflect these reduced risk cal cul ations.

Ingested arsenic is a known human carci nogen which results in an increased incidence of skin cancers. Only a
fraction of the arsenic-induced skin cancers are fatal, although the non-fatal skin cancers renmain of sone
concern. Furthernore, the assunption of a linear relationship between arsenic dose and cancer risk may
overestimate the risk. EPA believes that the uncertainties associated with i ngested inorganic arsenic are
such that risk estinmates could be nodified downwards as nmuch as tenfold relative to risk estimtes associ ated
with other carcinogens. Mst of the exposure scenarios which result in potential noncarcinogenic risk with a
hazard index greater than 1.0 ("unacceptable" risk) involve ingestion of ground water. The risk is due nmainly
to antimony (current off-Site ingestion) and thallium (future on-Site ingestion). As discussed previously,
the Site data do not suggest that Site-related contam nants have migrated to residential wells. Ingestion of
soil by a toddler residing on the Site in the future woul d

result in a hazard index of 2.87

Summati on of the potential risks posed by several pathways over a 30 year time period reasonably estinates
the total potential risk posed by contam nants detected during the RI. The cal cul ati ons suggest that the
current risks posed to off-Site residents and future risks potentially posed to on-Site residents are greater
than 1x10[-4]. The majority of the risk results fromingestion of berylliumin ground water, which EPA
believes is not related to Site operations.

Lead

Al t hough EPA considers lead to be a possible hunman carcinogen, it has not yet devel oped the necessary
factors, e.g., Cancer Potency Factor (CPF), to evaluate risks posed by lead sinilar to other carcinogenic
compounds. Therefore, it is not possible to calculate a cancer risk nunber as is done for other contaninants.
EPA bel i eves, however, that levels of lead equal to or greater than 10 ug/dL of blood may cause adverse
effects on nervous system devel opnent in children. Therefore, the assessnent of potentia

ri sks posed by the C& Recycling Site would be inconplete w thout considering the risk posed by |ead.

Lead cl eanup | evels were eval uated based upon the Lead Uptake Bi okinetic (UBK) Mdel which considers al



probabl e | ead exposure routes and allows EPA to evaluate soil |ead cleanup | evels necessary to protect
children fromadverse affects of lead in the bl oodstream EPA uses the nodel to predict the percentage of
chil dren which coul d have bl ood | ead | evel s above 10ug/dL if exposed to | ead fromvarious sources including
soil. EPA currently endeavors to reduce soil lead | evels such that at |east 95% of the children

exposed to | ead contam nated soil woul d have bl ood | ead | evel s bel ow 10 ug/dL.

Usi ng the cal cul ated maxi mum concentration of lead in air (0.0226 ug/ni3]) and the 95% UCL (UCL[95]) of the

nmean concentration of lead in residential well water (9.29 ug/L) and soil |ocated beyond the C& Recycli ng,
Inc. property line (476.6 ng/kg), blood | ead informati on for exposed children was nodel ed with the Lead UBK
Model .  The nodel | ed output indicates that a m ni mum of 94% of exposed children woul d exhi bit bl ood | ead
level s bel ow 10 ug/dL. A Geonetric Standard Deviation of 1.42 was used in the nodel. This

GSD refl ects exposure to a very snall nunber of children, and was selected on the basis of the limted extent
of off-Site |l ead contam nation. Had | ead contam nati on been nore w despread, a hi gher GSD woul d have been

used. In addition, the nodel assuned a condition wherein indoor dust |ead concentrations are equal to
outdoor soil |ead concentrations. Since the affected land i medi ately adjacent to the Site is not
characterized by active residential use and soil |ead values near the hones are | ess than 476 ppm this

nodel | ed output is an over-estinmate of the el evated bl ood | ead risk posed to children playing on property
adj acent to the Site. Use of the UCL[95] value in the nodel provided a slightly protective estimte of the
average soil |ead concentration.

Usi ng the cal cul ated maxi mum concentration of lead in air (0.0226 ug/ni3]) and the UCL[95] of the nean
concentration of lead in on-Site nonitoring wells (12.72 ug/L) and soil |ocated on the Site (20,207 ng/kg),
bl ood | ead information for exposed children residing at the Site in the future was nodeled with the Lead UBK
Model .  The nodel | ed output indicates that exposed children would exhibit blood | ead | evel s above 10 ug/dL.

The baseline human health risk estimate was conducted using various reasonably conservative assunptions about
the likelihood of exposure, the anpbunt of exposure, and the toxicity of the chemicals. For exanple, the C&
Recycling Site baseline risk assessnent assunmed that the exposed child would i ngest 200 ng/ day of soil with

I evel s of contaminants present at the UCL[95] of the nmean concentration |evel. Additional exposure
assunptions include ingestion by adults of 2 liters of water and 100 ng of soil per day.
EPA bel i eves that incorporation of these assunptions will lead to cal culation of a Reasonabl e Maxi mum

Exposure Scenario (RVES) and a risk value which is unlikely to underestinmate the actual risk.

The excess cancer risk posed by ground water, which is unrelated to the Site, is greater than 10[-4]. The
non-cancer risk posed by ground water is greater than 1.0. The excess cancer risk posed by surface soil
contami nants other than |ead at the C& Recycling Site (including Site-related contamnants) is within EPA s
acceptable risk range. In addition, the H is less than 1 for all, but one, exposure scenarios involving
ingestion of soil or sedinent contaminated by the Site. The only exposure scenario resulting

inaH greater than 1 and involving ingestion of soil or sedinent contanminated by the Site is based upon
future residential |and use.

The Lead Uptake Bi okinetic Mddel and existing EPA policy indicate that soil |lead | evels should be reduced to
provi de protection of human health. Al though ground water is presently not denonstrably inmpacted by

contam nants fromthe C& Recycling Site, renedial action for soil, sedinent, and ash to ensure future
protection of ground water is warranted. In addition, mgration of contam nants fromthe Site has inpacted
surface water bodies near the Site. Thus, renedial action to address the contam nated ash, soil

and sedinment at the Site is justified.

B. ENVI RONMVENTAL EVALUATI ON

An ecol ogi cal assessnent was perfornmed at the Site in 1990. The assessnent included evaluation of the plant
and ani nal species living at or using the Site surroundings. Terrestrial and aquatic animals and plants were
observed and identified. An aquatic benthic survey was performed and species diversity for aquatic and
terrestrial plants and animals was characterized. Surface water and sedi nent sanples were collected and

anal yzed during the Renedial |nvestigation.

Based upon consultation with State and Federal agenci es know edgeabl e about threatened and/ or endangered
species in the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, EPA has determi ned that no threatened and/ or endangered species
are located within or near the C& Recycling Site.

According to PADER, the Sandy Run basin is a Hgh Quality Cold Water Fishery. An evaluation of nigration
pat hways from the contam nant source areas, e.g., furnaces and ash piles, to MI| Hopper O eek suggests that
Site contam nants have inpacted MII Hopper OGreek and the pond which lie within the Sandy Run Basin. The
lack of aquatic vegetation in the pond is likely the result, in part, of the high | evels of sedinment and
contam nants flowing into the pond. Unfiltered water sanples exceeded Pennsylvania Water Quality

Standards for |ead, cadmium beryllium copper, and silver. Filtered water sanples exceeded Water Quality
Standards for |ead.



Wetl and areas were identified at the Site. The wetland areas within the area of contamination are prinmarily
limted to the MII| Hopper Creek channel and the inmredi ate surroundi ngs of the channel. Downstream of the
Site, MIIl Hopper Creek flows through | arger wetland areas.

An archeol ogi cal survey was conducted on the Site in 1991. The Phase 1A survey was conpl eted due to the

exi stence of an abandoned (and ruined) frane farmhouse and its associated structures |located in the center of
the Site. The farmhouse dates to the nmiddle of the 19[th] century. There are no properties listed on the
Nati onal Register of Historic Places within 1 nile of the Site

Al though the buildings on the Site are not historically significant, the area near the headwaters of MII
Hopper Creek nmay have prehistoric archaeol ogi ¢ significance and should be further investigated before

di sturbed by any remedial activity. 1In addition, the area i mediately adjacent to the farnmhouse ruins and
associ ated structures may have historic significance since it nmay provide insight into human occupation in
the area in the 1800's and 1900's.

C. CLEANUWP LEVELS

In addition to the remedi al objectives stated in the Feasibility Study, EPA seeks to elimnate, reduce, or
control risks to human health and the environnent. EPA expects to include both treatnment to mnimze the
threat posed by highly nobile wastes and containnent to control lowlevel threats. Additionally, EPA expects
to mnimze the amount of untreated waste. To achieve the necessary |evel of protection, EPA establishes

remedi ation goals, i.e., cleanup |evels based upon | evels of exposure protective of human health and the
environnent. For known or suspected carci nogens, EPA has established acceptabl e exposure | evels as those
which may result in 1 to 100 extra chances of contracting cancer anong 1, 000,000 such chances, i.e., excess

cancer risk between 1x10[-4] and 1x10[-6].

Based upon the results of the Lead Uptake Biokinetic Mdel and the baseline risk assessment, the
concentrations of contamnants in the soil within the fenced area of the Site would pose a health risk if the
Site were devel oped as residential property. Additionally, the level of lead in soil within

adj acent properties may not provide the necessary |level of protection suitable for active residential use
Finally, the levels of toxic netals in the sedinent may inhibit healthy growth in MII| Hopper Pond.

The Lead UBK Mbdel showed that an average | evel of approximatel y450 ppmlead in the soil on residentia
property (2-acre lot) would not result in blood | ead concentrations exceeding 10 ug/dL in greater than 95% of

t he exposed children. Reducing the average soil lead |evel to approxi mately 300 ppm on individual residential
lots (2-acre lot) would increase the | evel of protection to greater than 99% These nodel runs include
assunptions that indoor dust concentration is equal to outdoor soil |ead concentrations and

ground water and soil |ead concentrations equal the UCL[95] mean concentration of |ead in these nmedi a beyond

C&D Recycling, Inc. property line. A geonetric standard deviation (GSD) of 1.42 was used consistent with the
assunption that the exposure occurs to a single theoretical fanmily on their 2-acre property. Two acres is
consistent with Foster Townshi p zoning requirenents and nearby properties.

Based upon this information and EPA's existing policy on soil lead cleanup |evels [OSVER Directive

#9355. 4-02], EPA proposes a soil cleanup |level of a nmaxinumof 500 ppmlead, i.e., no confirmatory sanple
coll ected shall exceed 500 ppm EPA believes that 500 ppm | ead woul d be protective of human health
(residential exposure) and woul d not inpact the environnent, e.g., leach to the ground water. EPA believes
and expects that a cleanup | evel of 500 ppmwoul d ensure that the average soil |ead | evel renaining on any
two-acre plot would be | ess than approximately 235 ppm including theoretical residential

plots located on the Site. Thus, residual soil lead |evels would be protective

Since property west and north of the C& Recycling Site is zoned for agricultural use, and nmany residents
near the Site grow garden vegetables, the soil |ead cl eanup maxi mum |l evel of 500 ppm was considered in

eval uating possible inpacts to future agricultural activity. Existing information suggests that the soi

cl eanup | evel of 500 ppm (the average | evel expected to be |less than 235 ppmon any 2-acre lot after the

cl eanup) would not result in elevated risk to individuals ingesting vegetables grown in this soil. Lead
contani nation spread the farthest fromthe source areas, e.g., furnaces and ash piles. Thus, the area of

| ead contam nation represents the | argest contam nated area and enconpasses areas of soil and sedi nment
contam nated by other conpounds and constituents, e.g., PAHs, copper, and antinony. The area of renediation
delineated by | ead satisfactorily addresses unacceptable |levels of other Site-related contaminants in the
soil.

Since the evaluation in the ecol ogi cal assessnent of the cause of the poor conditions in the pond was not
concl usive, but includes inpact fromthe Site, EPA assunes that Site contam nants in M|l Hopper Pond

sedi nent have resulted in poor growth of aquatic vegetation. Thus, EPA proposes removal of 2 feet of pond
sedi nent and pl acenent of a protective |layer of rock/soil to support vegetative growh. Renoval of

contam nated pond sedinment will also ensure that this sedinent is not rel eased downstream



Since MII Hopper Creek and portions of MI| Hopper Pond periodically run dry naki ng exposure to contani nated
sedi nent a possibility, EPA proposes that all sedinent available for recreational or future residentia
exposure (i.e., bank of pond and dry stream bed) exceeding 500 ppm | ead be renoved. This |evel should be
equal |y protective of the environnent. Considering Pennsylvania' s Co-Cccurrence database, only |lead |evels
of approxi mately 300 to 500 ppmin the sedinent may cause benthic toxicity in the renedi ated

creek bed. Since the Co-Cccurrence database may not apply to the Site and the majority of the creek to be
remediated is periodically dry, the 500 ppmcleanup |evel is deened to be adequate for environmental
protection. Consideration of the significant stresses likely caused by periodic dryness suggests that |ower
cleanup | evel s nmay not provide inproved habitat for benthic organisns in the creek

Air sanpling and sanpling of decontam nated building surfaces would be inplenmented to ensure that residua
contam nant |evels do not exceed appropriate |evels. Anbient air should not exceed 50 m crograns |ead per
cubic neter (ug/nf3]) and 1000 ug/ni3] copper to protect future occupational inhabitants. Building surfaces
shoul d not exceed soil cleanup |evels to protect human health and the environment.

VII. Aternatives

The Feasibility Study report developed alternatives to neet the renedi al objectives of the Site cleanup
TABLE 17 lists the renedial alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study and provi des information on
estimated costs, including present worth costs which include the cost of operation and maintenance (0% and
estimated inplenentation time for each alternative. TABLE 17 provides estimated cost data for a cleanup |eve
of 1000 ppm as presented in the FS and 500 ppm as preferred by EPA. The docunentation for

the costs can be found in Appendix E. Each alternative considered is also briefly described in this section
of the ROD. Each alternative, except Alternative 1, includes inplenentation of the common actions described
in this section



TABLE 17

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

C&D Recycling Site

ALTERNATI VE 1 - NO FURTHER ACTI ON

1000 ppm 500 ppm
Esti mated Capital Cost
Esti mated Annual &M Cost
Esti mated Present Wirth Cost
Esti mated | npl ementation Tine:

0
70, 500
831, 020 $ 831, 020

$
$
$
N A

ALTERNATI VE 2 - ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS and CONSOLI DATI ON

1000 ppm 500 ppm
Estimated Capital Cost
Esti mated Annual &M Cost
Estinmated Present Worth Cost
Esti mated | npl ementation Tine:

$ 1, 296, 100
$ 82,090

$ 2,263,740
12 nont hs

$ 2,270,531

ALTERNATI VE 3 - SO L/ VECETATI VE COVER

1000 ppm 500 ppm
Estimated Capital Cost
Esti mated Annual &M Cost
Estinmated Present Worth Cost
Esti mated | npl ementati on Tine:

ALTERNATI VE 4 - RCRA COVER
1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost

Esti mated Annual O&M Cost

Esti mated Present Wrth Cost

Estimated | npl ementation Tine:

$ 2,903, 560
$ 33,820

$ 3,302,210
20 nont hs

$ 3,863, 586

$ 3, 465, 460
$ 33,820

$ 3,864,110
22 nont hs

$ 4,830, 138

ALTERNATI VE 5 - STABI LI ZATI ON AND CFF- SI TE DI SPCSAL

1000 ppm 500 ppm
Esti mated Capital Cost
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost
Esti mated Present Wrth Cost
Estimated | npl ementation Tine:

$ 8, 645, 275
$ 25, 390

$ 8,944, 565
18 nont hs

$ 11, 985, 717

ALTERNATI VE 6 - STABI LI ZATI ON AND ON- SI TE DI SPCSAL

1000 ppm 500 ppm
Esti mated Capital Cost
Estimated Annual &M Cost
Esti mated Present Wirth Cost
Estimated | npl ementation Tine:

$ 5, 258, 185
$ 38,020

$ 5, 706, 345
18 nont hs

$ 7,361,185



The remedial alternatives are described in this section of the ROD as they are described in Feasibility Study
and the Proposed Plan for the purpose of consistency (the FS draft was reviewed by the public and the FS
alternatives were described in the Proposed Plan). EPA's nodifications to the alternatives are described as
nodi fi ed comon actions and new conmon actions in this ROD (as well as in the Proposed Plan). Modifications
are al so described in Section Xl ("Explanation of Significant Differences") and in Section I X ("Sel ected
Remedy) of this ROD. Differences between the renedy preferred by EPA in the Proposed Plan and selected in
this ROD are detailed in Section Xl ("Explanation of Significant Differences"”) and in Section | X ("Sel ected
Remedy) of this ROD.

ALTERNATI VE 1 - NO FURTHER ACTI ON

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost : $0
Esti mated Annual O8M Cost : $ 70, 500
Esti mated Present Wrth Cost : $ 831,020 $ 831, 020

Esti mated | npl enentation Tine: N A

The NCP [40 C F.R Section 300.430(e)(6)] requires that EPAconsider a "No Action" or "No Further Action"
alternative for each site. This alternative provides only for continued nai ntenance of the sedi mentation and
erosion control systens, ash pile covers, and fencing. 1In the No Further Action Alternative, the
contanminants in the soil and sedinent at the Site would be left in place. The Site would continue to pose a
potential risk to trespassers and would pose a risk to nearby residents if their land were to be used in a
different manner, e.g., occupation of |and i mediately adjacent to the Site. |In addition, continued
mgration of contam nants in the surface water may further inpact the environnment. Alternative 1 is not
protective of human health and the environnent.

COVMMON ACTI ONS

Alternatives 2 through 6 include several common actions. Common actions which were developed in the FS ("FS
COWDON ACTI ONS'), and described in the Proposed Plan, are al so described bel ow for consistency purposes. EPA
al so consi dered nodifications to the common actions devel oped in the FS ("USEPA MODI FI ED COVWDON ACTI ONS') .
EPA' s nodi fi ed common actions were al so described in the Proposed Plan and are described bel ow EPA al so
consi dered new y devel oped common actions, i.e., not developed within the FS ("USEPA COMMON ACTIONS'). The
new comon actions were described in the Proposed Plan and are described bel ow Each of the common actions
was considered in the conparative eval uation of remedial alternatives and in the devel opnent of the Proposed
Pl an. The estimated costs for Conmon Actions are contained in APPEND X E.

FS COVMMON ACTI ONS
FS COMMON ACTI ON #1) - Excavation and Stabilization of Pond Sedi nent

The top two feet of sedinent within the pond shall be excavated fromthe pond. Since EPA expects that
sedinent will fail the TCLP (sinilar to Site soils), the sedinent shall be stabilized, e.g., with a mxture
of portland cenent and water, to renove any hazardous characteristic and to conply with

Land Di sposal Restrictions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) [40 CF.R Part 268].
According to the results of a Treatability Test conducted in 1990, stabilization is an effective treatnent
technol ogy for the Site contam nants. The pond bottom woul d then be covered w th uncontani nated soil and
crushed stone to support vegetative growh. The stabilized sedinent woul d be di sposed as described in
Alternatives 2 through 6 (Subtitle D waste disposal facility) and may be conbined with other soil

or sedinent. During activity in the pond, MI| Hopper Creek would be diverted around the pond subject to Dam
Saf ety and Waterway Managenent Regul ations [25 PA Code S 105.1 et. seq.]. Additionally, activity in the pond
shall not result in a release of contamnants to MII Hopper Creek in excess of Pennsylvania Anbi ent Vater
Quality Standards [25 PA Code SS 93.1 et. seq.]. The estinmated volunme of sedinment is 1900 yards[3] based
upon a sedinent depth of 2 feet.

FS COMWON ACTI ON #2) - Excavation and Stabilization of Storm Water Sewer System Sedi nent

Al (approximately 24 yards[3]) sedinment within pipes, drains, basins, and pits which constitute the
subsurface stormwater sewer systemshall be renoved, sanpled (via TCLP) to determine if the sedinent
exhibits the RCRA characteristic of toxicity, and stabilized, as necessary, e.g., with a mxture of portland
cement and water to renove any RCRA hazardous characteristic. The stabilized sedinent would be di sposed as
described in Alternatives 2 through 6 (Subtitle D waste disposal facility) and nmay be conbined with other
soil or sedinent on the Site if sanpling denonstrates that the sediment within the stormsewer systemis
conpatible with other soil or sedinent, e.g., suitable for codisposal.

FS COMMON ACTI ON #3) - Decontam nation of Site Buildings
The main facility building, barn, and m | khouse shall be decontam nated. The interior space of the



bui | di ngs, approxi mately 83,000 square feet, shall be vacuurmed to renove contam nated surface material .
Interior snooth surfaces would be wi ped down with danp cloths. Surfaces which cannot be cl eaned by vacuum or
wet cloth shall be encapsulated. Vacuumfilters, water, cloths, and contam nated debris shall be treated, as
necessary, to neet RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (40 C.F.R Part 268) and disposed in a

RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill if determ ned to be a RCRA hazardous Waste. The small furnace
structure shall be dismantled since it is not structurally sound and would interfere with soil renoval. The
di smantl ed material would be disposed as described in Alternatives 2 through 6.

FS COMWON ACTI ON #4) - Renoval of Casing and Wre

The remai ni ng casing cable and wire shall be baled and di sposed off-Site in a non-hazardous facility. |If
feasible, the material shall be cleaned and recycled rather than disposed. The renedial alternatives which
include this common action (i.e., Alternatives 2 through 6) assune, for cost estinating purposes, that the
material shall be disposed into a pernitted off-Site landfill.

FS COMWON ACTI ON #5) - Deed Restriction

A restriction of the deed shall be filed to prohibit residential, agricultural and recreational activity on
any portion of the Site on which hazardous substances above cl eanup | evels shall remain. Available
information indicates that such a deed restriction for Tax Parcel 11 has been fil ed.

USEPA' s MODI FI ED COVMON ACTI ONS
USEPA MODI FI ED COVWMON ACTI ON #1) - Renoval of Pond/ Creek Sedi nent

Al sedinent within the pond with levels of |ead above 500 ppmshall be renoved. A 500 ppmcleanup level is
consistent with the cleanup | evel applied to surface soil and would not adversely affect the pond environnent
since the renaining sedi nent woul d subsequently be covered. At mnimum a maxi numof 2 feet of sedinent
shall be renoved fromthe bottom of the pond regardl ess of the degree of contanination to allow for placenent
of rock/sediment on the pond bottomintended to support new growh of aquatic vegetation. This actionis
necessary to mninize further rel ease of suspended contaninated sedinment fromthe Site and to prevent future
exposure to contam nated sedi ment when the pond is dry. Remedi ation of the pond has the added benefit of
significantly inproving the habitat within the pond.

Additionally, sedinent in the bed of MII Hopper Greek with | ead | evel s above 500 ppm shall be renoved. A
500 ppmcl eanup level is necessary to both nminimze further rel ease of contam nated suspended sedi mrent and
potential risk to individuals ingesting sediment during recreational activity when MI| Hopper Creek runs
dry. Renmedial activities shall not result in mgration of surface water fromthe Site with contam nant
level s in excess of federal or state water quality criteria or standards [25 PA Code SS 93.1 et. seq.,
Pennsyl vania C ean Streans Law 35 P.S. 691.1-691. 1001] [d ean Water Act, Federal Water Quality Criteria, 33
U S.C S 1251] and shall be conpleted in accordance with State requirements regulating activity in streans
[25 PA Code S 105.1 et. seq.]. This nodification affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was
evaluated in regard to the alternative evaluation criteria in the Proposed Plan and this ROD.

USEPA MCDI FI ED COMWON ACTI ON #3) - Decontanination of Site Buil dings

On-Site buildings with dust |ead | evel s above 500 ppm | ead remaining after soil renediation shall be

decont am nat ed by washi ng/ vacuum ng/ seal i ng exposed surfaces. Air monitoring shall be inplenented. After
decontam nation, the dust lead level in any on-Site building shall not exceed the soil |ead cleanup | evel of
500 ppm In addition, non-structural conponents and equi pment within the buildings which would interfere with
proper decontam nation of the buildings shall be renmoved and di sposed or cleaned and recycled in conpliance
with the requirements of 40 CF.R Part 268. The debris, water, cloths, filters, etc. generated during
decontam nati on of the buildings, shall be treated, as necessary, to neet Land D sposal Restrictions (40
C.F.R Part 268) and disposed in a RCRA Subtitle C facility. Building conponents nmay be disposed into a
Subtitle D facility. This nodification affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was eval uated in
regard to the alternative evaluation criteria in the

Proposed Plan and this RCD.

USEPA MODI FI ED COWON ACTI ON #4) - Renoval of Casing and Wre

Remai ni ng cabl e casing and wire shall be either (1) recycled, if feasible, and if the recycling process does
not result in additional debris requiring disposal, or (2) disposed into a non-hazardous (Subtitle D) offSite
wast e di sposal facility. Cable casing and wire which has cone to be |ocated on adjacent properties shall

al so be removed. This nodification affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was eval uated in
regard to the alternative evaluation criteria in the Proposed Plan and this RCD.

USEPA NEW COMMON ACTI ONS



USEPA COVMON ACTI ON #6) - Abandon Wélls

Several wells |located at the Site, e.g., farnhouse well, serve no useful purpose and should be properly

pl ugged and abandoned in order to elinmnate the possibility of these wells acting as a conduit for future
ground water contam nation. Any well not used or considered for practical use as part of a |ong-term ground
wat er nonitoring network should be properly plugged and abandoned i n accordance w th mi ni mum requirements of
25 PA Code 109.602(c) and consistent with PADER s Public Water Supply Manual, Part 11, Section 3.3.5.11. This
new common action affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was evaluated in regard to the
alternative evaluation criteria in the Proposed Plan and this ROD. The expected additional cost is very |ow
and the potential for additional protection is significant.

USEPA COWMON ACTI ON #7) - Stream Monitoring

The flowing water within M1l Hopper Creek and/or pond shall be periodically sanpled to assure that the
remedy is protective of the aquatic environnent. In addition, streambiota shall be periodically inspected to
ensure that no inpact is resulting fromthe renmedy. The additional cost of this comon action is | ow and
necessary to ensure conpliance with regul ations protecting fresh water streans. This new common action
affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was evaluated in regard to the alternative

eval uation criteria in the Proposed Plan and this ROD. The anticipated additional cost is very |low and the
potential for additional protection is significant.

USEPA COVMON ACTI ON #8) - Phase 1B Archeol ogi cal Survey

Prior to any soil excavation, shovel test pits shall be conducted to determine if archaeol ogically
significant artifacts exist at the Site. A Phase 1B Archeol ogi cal survey shall be conducted i n accordance

wi th Pennsyl vani a Bureau of Hi storic Preservation guidelines in areas of noderate or high archaeol ogic or
historic significance potentially inpacted by the Site renediation. This new common action affects each
alternative discussed within the FS and was evaluated in regard to the alternative evaluation criteria in the
Proposed Plan and this ROD. The expected additional cost is noderately | ow and necessary to ensure that
potential cultural resources are not inpacted. This Conmon Action is necessary to conply with the
requirenents of the National H storic Preservation Act (Chapters 106 and 110(f) and 36 C.F.R Part 800) and
Archeol ogi cal and H storic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. S 469a-1).

USEPA COVMON ACTION #9) - Toxicity Testing

After soil excavation and regrading is conpleted, or as early as reasonably practicable, sanples of soil
shall be tested to ensure that remaining concentrations of Site contam nants do not pose a threat to hunman
health and the environment. The test protocol and standards shall be devel oped during the renedial design.
Thi s new common action affects each alternative discussed within the FS and was evaluated in regard to the
alternative evaluation criteria in the Proposed Plan and this ROD. The expected additional cost is
noderately | ow and necessary to ensure that the residual soil contam nant |evels do not inpact human heal th
and the environment.

Each of the remaining renedial alternatives, i.e., Aternative 2 through Alternative 6 is described in this
ROD as they were presented in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan. The common actions referenced in each
alternative and figured into the estimted cost are the common actions devel oped in the FS. However, EPA's
eval uation of the renedial alternatives was performed with consideration for the nodified conmon actions and
new conmon actions descri bed above. Additionally, EPA conparatively eval uated

each renedial alternative with a cleanup |evel of 500 ppmlead as well as 1000 ppmlead. Aternatives 2
through 6 are di scussed bel ow.

ALTERNATI VE 2 - ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS (and CONSCLI DATI ON)

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost : $ 1,296, 100

Esti mated Annual O8M Cost : $ 82,090

Esti mated OM Present Worth Cost: $ 967, 640

Esti mated Present Wirth Cost : $ 2,263,740 $ 2,270,531
Esti mated | npl emrentation Tine : 12 nont hs

In addition to the FS Common Actions described above and the continued mai ntenance described in Alternative
1, Alternative 2 involves consolidating soil with |ead at concentrations exceedi ng 500 ppm and not | ocated on
C&D Recycling, Inc. property, i.e., adjacent residential and agricultural land, and soil above 1000 ppm | ead
located in areas readily accessible to trespassing recreational users into a main area to be encl osed by a
6-foot high chain link fence. Excavated soil would be consolidated within the 1000

ppm | ead i soconcentration line. The existing fence at the Site would be extended to include additional area
generally located east and south of the existing fence. The fence in Alternative 2 would enclose all areas of



soil with | ead exceeding 500 ppmto mninmze acci dental exposure to contam nated soil. The volunme of soil to
be addressed is 3550 cubic yards fromareas |ocated on adjacent property and 650 cubic yards from other areas
for a total volume of 4200 cubic yards (assum ng a conservative depth of renmediation of 1 foot). The
excavated soil would be replaced by soil containing lead |levels at or below the nean soil |ead background

| evel (approxinately 44 ppnj.

Consol idation of soil would conply with the erosion control requirements of the Pennsylvania Erosion Control
regul ations (25 PA Code S 102.1 et. seq.) and would include investigation, e.g., search for archeol ogical
artifacts, in soil near MII Hopper CGreek affected by the renediation.

Additionally, Alternative 2 includes excavation of approxinmately 24 yd[3] of contam nated sedinent fromthe
storm sewer system and 1900 yd[ 3] of sedinent fromthe pond, sanpling storm sewer system sedi nment,
stabilization of the excavated sedi ment, as necessary, to renove any RCRA hazardous waste characteristic and
to conply with the Land Disposal Restrictions [40 C.F.R Part 268], and disposal of all sedinent into a
perm tted non-hazardous waste disposal facility. Of-Site disposal would comply with EPA's Of-Site

Pol i cy (OSVEER 9330.2-07). Non-hazardous waste resulting from buil di ng decontam nati on di sposed in

Pennsyl vani a woul d be disposed into a landfill regulated by residual waste regulations [25 PA Code Chapters
287, 288, and 289].

The treatment, i.e., stabilization, of RCRA characteristic hazardous waste at the Site would conply with the
substantive requi rements of hazardous waste treatment facilities, 25 PA Code Chapter 264. Transportation and
handl i ng of hazardous waste, i.e., soil, sedinent, and ash prior to stabilization,

woul d conply with the substantive hazardous waste handling and transportati on requirenents of 25 PA Code
Chapters 262 and 263.

Alternative 2 includes continued nmai ntenance of the stormwater control system sedinmentation and erosion

controls, fencing, and ash pile covers, i.e., continued inplenmentation of the ongoi ng mai nt enance.

Since soil is to be consolidated within a single unit or Area of Contam nation, placenent, as defined by RCRA
(40 CF.R S 268.1), would not occur. Since this remedial alternative is not generating contam nated soil,

the soil is not classified as a waste. Since placenent of a hazardous waste is not occurring, Land D sposal

Restrictions (LDRs) under RCRA are not Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents ("ARARs") relating
to soil consolidation. Thus, EPA believes the hazardous waste regul ati ons under RCRA and Pennsyl vani a's

hazar dous, nunicipal, or residual waste regul ations are neither applicable nor relevant and appropriate
requirenents for soil consolidation in Alternative 2. Post excavation sanpling, e.g., sanmpling with X-Ray

Fl uorescence (XRF) and confirmatory | aboratory sanpling, would be inplenented to ensure that cleanup |evels
are met.

During the Renedial Action, release of particulate matter (dust) fromthe Site would be nonitored and shall
conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate regulations [Cean Air Act 109, National Anbient Air
Quality Standards, regulations at 40 CF. R Part 50] [25 PA Code SS 123.1 et. seq. and SS 131.1 et. seq.].
EPA estinmates that Alternative 2 could be fully inplemented within 1 year fromthe date field activity is
started. |If all soil above 500 ppmwere consolidated into a fenced area of the Site, the estinmated present
worth cost would increase to 2,270, 531.

ALTERNATI VE 3 - SO L/ VEGETATI VE COVER

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost : $ 2,903, 560

Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost : $ 33, 820

Estimated O&M Present Worth Cost: $ 348, 650

Estimated Present Wrth Cost : $ 3,302, 210 $ 3,863,586
Estimated | npl ementation Tine : 20 nont hs

Alternative 3 includes the elenents of Alternative 2, including conmon actions, and a soil cover to prevent
direct contact with contam nated soil and ash. The soil cover would be at least 3 feet thick and include a

topsoil layer to pronmote growh of a stabilizing vegetative layer. Aternative 3 also includes sonme gradi ng
to establish suitable slopes for cover placenent and consolidation of additional soil |ocated on steep slopes
into areas of the Site with gentler slopes. In addition, soil would be renoved from existing paved areas and

a new pavenent cover enplaced, as needed. The soil cover woul d be placed over all soil with |ead |evels
exceedi ng 1000 ppm The cover would include stormwater control features to

protect the integrity of the cover and mninmize erosion. Alternative 3 includes a ground water nonitoring
program consistent with Pennsylvania's waste managenent regul ations.

Since soil is to be consolidated within a single unit, placenent, as defined by RCRA (40 CF. R S 268.1),
woul d not occur. Since this renedial alternative is not generating contam nated soil, the soil is not



classified as a waste. Since placenent of a waste is not occurring, Land Di sposal Restrictions (LDRs) under
RCRA are not ARARs for soil consolidation activities. Thus, EPA believes the hazardous waste regul ati ons
under RCRA and Pennsyl vani a's hazardous or residual waste regul ations are not applicable or relevant and
appropriate to consolidation and covering of soil in Alternative 3.

The continued mai ntenance of ash pile covers would no | onger be necessary under Alternative 3. Instead, the
soi | /veget ati ve cover woul d be naintai ned.

EPA estimates that Alternative 3 could be fully inplenmented within 20 nonths fromthe date field activity is
started. |If all soil above 500 ppmwere addressed in Alternative 3, the estimated present worth cost woul d
i ncrease to $3, 863, 586.

ALTERNATI VE 4 - RCRA COVER

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost : $ 3, 465, 460

Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost : $ 33, 820

Estimated O&M Present Worth Cost: $ 398, 650

Estimated Present Wirth Cost : $ 3,919, 220 $ 4,830, 138
Estimated | npl ementation Tine : 22 nont hs

Alternative 4 includes all aspects of Alternative 3 although a drainage |ayer and a | ow perneability |iner
shall be installed within the soil cover. The drainage layer will mninize the anount of water infiltrating
t hrough the underlying contam nated soil and the liner further ensures that infiltration into the underlying
soil is mnimzed. The multilayer cap in Alternative 4 conplies with cover requirenents of RCRA [25 PA Code
S 264.310], al though conpliance is neither an applicable nor relevant and appropriate requirenent. Since soil
is to be consolidated within a single unit, placenent, as defined by RCRA, would not occur. Since the

Remedi al Action is not generating contamnated soil, the soil is not classified as a

waste. Since placenent of a hazardous waste does not occur in Alternative 4, the Land Di sposal Restrictions
of RCRA are not applicable [40 CF.R S 268]

The continued mai ntenance of the ash pile covers would no | onger be necessary under Alternative 4. Instead,
the RCRA cover woul d be periodically naintained.

EPA estinmates that Alternative 4 could be fully inplenmented within 22 nonths fromthe date field activity is
started. |If all soil above 500 ppmlead were addressed in Alternative 4, the estimated present worth cost of
the remedy woul d increase to $4, 830, 138.

ALTERNATI VE 5 - STABI LI ZATI ON AND OFF- SI TE DI SPOSAL

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Estimated Capital Cost : $ 8, 645, 275

Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost : $ 25,390

Estimated O&M Present Worth Cost: $ 299, 290

Estimated Present Worth Cost : $ 8, 944, 565 $ 11, 985, 717
Estimated | npl ementation Tine : 18 nont hs

Alternative 5 includes all common actions and el enents described in Alternative 2 including excavation of

soil and sedinent as described in Alternative 2. In addition, Alternative 5 includes excavation of all soil
with | ead above 1000 ppmand all ash located at the Site. Approxinmately 20,565 cubic yards of excavated
soil, sediment and ash would be stabilized, e.g., mxed with portland cement and water, to renove any

hazar dous characteristic and transported offSite to a pernmitted non-hazardous disposal facility. The ash
will either be stabilized and di sposed at a non-hazardous facility, or transported to a hazardous waste
facility for treatment, as needed, and disposal. Wth the addition of stabilizing mxture, over 22,600 cubic
yards of stabilized soil, sedinent and ash would be renoved fromthe Site. A cleanup |evel of 500 ppm
increases the anount of soil, sedinent, and ash to be stabilized to approximately 28,362 cubic yards and the
armount requiring disposal to approximately 31,000 cubic yards. Stabilization

renoves the hazardous characteristic of toxicity fromthe ash, soil, and sedi nment to be disposed and neets
the treatment requirenents of RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions [40 CF.R S 268]. Stabilization would neet the
general handling, treatnent, and transportation requirenents of 25 PA Code Chapters 262, 263 and 264.

The Site woul d be cl osed and nonitored considering nonitoring requirenents of Pennsylvania's residual waste
regul ati ons (25 PA Code S 288.152)

EPA estinmates that Alternative 5 could be fully inplenmented withinl and one half years fromthe date field
activity is started.



If all soil above 500 ppmwere di sposed off-Site, the estinated present worth cost of Alternative 5 will
increase to $11, 985, 717

ALTERNATI VE 6 - STABI LI ZATI ON AND ON- SI TE DI SPOSAL

1000 ppm 500 ppm

Esti mat ed Capital Cost : $ 5, 258, 185

Esti mat ed Annual O8M Cost : $ 38,020

Estimated O8M Present Worth Cost: $ 444,160

Estimated Present Worth Cost : $ 5, 706, 345 $ 7,361, 185
Esti mated | npl ementation Tine : 18 nont hs

Alternative 6 includes all the common actions and excavati on and

stabilization of approximtely 20,565 cubic yards of soil and sediment with | ead above 1000 ppm and ash

di scussed within Alternative 5 with the exceptions di scussed herein. The excavated and stabilized soil and
sedi nent woul d be disposed into a containnent cell constructed on-Site. The Feasibility Study provided an
eval uation of two possible locations; the on-Site depression known as the "shale pit" and the northeast
corner of the Site. Prior to disposal an inpermeable liner systemwoul d be constructed in the base of the
contai nnent cell. After all the material is placed within the containnent cell, including over 22,600 cubic
yards of stabilized soil, sedinent, and ash as well as any non-degradabl e rubble fromdisnmantling of

any on-Site building, a nultilayer cover would be placed on top. According to the Feasibility Study, the
liner and cover woul d be designed in accordance with the RCRA standards [25 PA Code S 264.310] although these
requirenents are neither applicable nor both rel evant and appropriate, since the stabilized material is not
hazardous. The residual waste regul ations of PADER are rel evant and appropriate for disposal. Thus, the on
Site contai nment cell would nmeet siting and desi gn standards of Pennsylvania's residual waste nmanagenent
regul ations (25 PA Code SS 287 and 288). Stabilization renoves the hazardous characteristic of toxicity from
the material to be di sposed and neets the treatnent requirenents of RCRA Land D sposal Restrictions [40
CF.R S 268]. Acleanup |evel of 500 ppmincreases the amount of soil, sediment, and ash to be stabilized
to approxi mately 28,362 cubic yards and the anmount requiring disposal to approxinmately 31,000 cubic yards.

The mai ntenance of ash pile covers under Alternative 6 is no | onger necessary. Miintenance of the on-Site
di sposal cell and associated features is included. The O&M period is cost estimated for 30 years.

EPA estimates that Alternative 6 could be fully inplemented within 1 and one half years fromthe date field

activity is started. |If all soil above 500 ppm were disposed off-Site, the estinmated present worth cost of
Alternative 6 will increase to $7, 361, 345
VI11. Conparative Evaluation of Alternatives

As required in the NCP [40 C.F.R S 300.430(e)(9)(iii)], each of the alternatives is evaluated agai nst nine
remedy evaluation criteria. The conparative evaluation of alternatives enabl es EPA to select the option
whi ch nost appropriately neets the renedial objectives. The nine evaluation criteria are defined as foll ows:

A THRESHOLD CRITERI A [relates to statutory requirenments that each alternative nmust satisfy in order to be
eligible for selection]

1) Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environment: whether each alternative provides adequate
protection of human health and the environnent in the long and short term and descri bes how risks posed

t hrough each exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls,
or institutional controls.

2) Conpliance with ARARs: whether each alternative will meet all of the Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) of Federal and State environmental |aws and/or provides a basis for invoking
a wai ver; whether a renedy conplies with advisories, criteria and gui dance that EPA and PADER have agreed to
fol | ow.

B) PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRITERI A [technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based]

3) Long-termEffectiveness and Pernanence: refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a renedy to
nmaintain reliable protection of human health and the environnment over time, once cl ean-up goals have been
net. This criterion includes consideration of residual risk and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

4) Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent: addresses the statutory preference for

sel ecting renedi al actions that enploy treatnment technol ogies that pernmanently and significantly reduce the

toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances.

5) Short-termEffectiveness: relates to adverse inpacts on hunan health and the environnent that nmay be



posed during the construction and inplenentation period, until clean-up |evels are achieved.

6) Inplementability: the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the availability
of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular renedy.

7) Cost: estinated capital, operation & naintenance (O&V, and net present worth costs.

CO MDD FYING CRITERIA [criteria considered throughout the devel opnent of the preferred alternative and
formal |y assessed after the public comment period which may nodify the preferred alternative]

8) State/Support Agency Acceptance: whether the state concurs with, opposes, or has no coment regarding
the RI/FS and the preferred alternative.

9) Community Acceptance: the public's general response to the alternatives which will be assessed in the
Record of Decision followng a review of the public comments received on the admnistrative record and the
proposed pl an.

Each alternative consi dered was conpared and eval uated agai nst each of the nine evaluation criteria in this
section of the ROD.

EPA' s conparative evaluation of remedial alternatives in the Feasibility Study and this ROD was conpl et ed
with consideration of several nodifications to sone of the common actions described in the Feasibility Study.
EPA' s nodi fied comon actions are described in this section of the ROD

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

Each alternative, except Alternative 1, is protective of human health and the environnent by elimnating,
reducing, or controlling risk through treatnent of soil, sedinment, and ash, engineering controls, and or
institutional controls. Since Alternative 1 does not elimnate, reduce, or control some of the exposure
pathways, it is not protective of human health and the environnent. Therefore, Aternative 1 will no | onger
be considered as a renedial alternative.

Institutional controls, e.g., access restrictions specified in Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, mnimze
direct contact with contam nated nedia posing a potentially unacceptable health risk. Engineering controls
such as consolidation (Alternative 2) reduce the chance for exposure to the contam nated soil, ash, and
sedinent. Inplementation of multiple engineering controls such as a conbinati on of consolidation and on-Site
contai nnent (Al ternatives 3, 4, and 6) or a conbination of consolidation and disposal into an offSite
landfill (Alternative 5), elimnates exposure to contam nated soil, ash, and sedinent. Thus, accidental
ingestion and inhal ation of the contam nated soil, ash, and sedinent is ninimzed or prevented.

Treat nent of contam nated soil, ash, and sedinment (Alternatives 5 and 6), conbined wi th engineering controls
and institutional controls, provides a higher degree of protection since the toxicity and nobility of the
contam nants is significantly reduced. Thus, Aternatives 5 and 6 provide the highest degree of protection
of human heal th and the environnent.

Each alternative provides different degrees of protection of human health. Since the contam nated soil will
not be covered in Alternative 2, Alternative 2 provides the | owest degree of protection of human heal th.
Trespassers will contact the contam nated soil. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide an increased degree of
protection since the contamnated soil will be covered. Alternatives 5 and 6 provide the hi ghest degree of
protection of human health since the toxicity and nobility of the contami nants is reduced. Alternative 5
includes stabilization of the soil and sedinent and transportation of the soil, ash, and sedinent to an
off-Site disposal facility. In Alternative 5 the ash will either be stabilized and di sposed at a

non- hazardous facility, or transported to a hazardous waste facility for treatment, as needed, and di sposal.
Alternative 6 includes stabilization and on-Site disposal of the soil, ash, and sedinent.

Each alternative provides different degrees of protection of the environment. However, off-Site migration of
contami nated particul ate natter suspended in surface water runoff is probable under Alternative 2
(Alternative 2 relies upon mai ntenance of existing silt fencing to prevent off-Site mgration).

Additionally, Alternative 2 nmay not provide sufficient protection of ground water in the future although no

ground water inpact is evident or reasonably foreseeable. Aternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6 significantly reduce

or elimnate potential environmental inpacts by preventing mgration of contam nated material fromthe Site.

EPA Common Actions #6, 7, 8, and 9 al so provide for assurance that the selected remedial alternative will not
result in environnental danmage.

Conpl i ance with ARARs



Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate federal environnental
regul ations.

Long-term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Stabilization significantly reduces the threat posed by the contam nated material by reducing the nmobility of
the contam nants. A treatability study performed in 1990 denonstrated that stabilization effectively reduced
the nobility of the contamnants in the affected nedia.

Stabilization of sedinment is included in Alternatives 2 through 6. Stabilization of sedinment and soil above
500 ppmand ash is included in Alternatives 5 and 6. Alternatives 5 and 6 provide the greatest reduction of
the overall risk posed by residual contam nation since soil, ash, and sedi nent woul d be stabilized.
Stabilization is a proven technol ogy. Although little data exist to denonstrate the effectiveness of
stabilization over decades, existing experience indicates that stabilized material woul d

remai n i mobi | e gi ven proper maintenance.

The reliability of covers and |iners, assum ng proper design, construction and adequate nai ntenance, and the
rel atively honogenous nature of the stabilized waste ensures that Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 are effective over
the long term However, there is no liner in Aliternative 3 and no bottomliner in Alternative 4. An off-Site
di sposal facility (Alternative 5) should have a liner both above and beneath the waste to be as effective as
the on-Site containment cell (Alternative 6), although this is not a |iner

requi renent of all non-hazardous waste landfills. The liners above and beneath the waste in the onSite
containnent cell (Alternative 6) best minimzes infiltration through the contam nated material. Construction
of a proper liner systemis ensured in Alternative 6.

The reliability of Alternative 5 is simlar to Alternative 6provided that the operator of the off-Site

di sposal facility properly maintains the facility, separates wastes by type to ensure that co-disposal of
stabilized soil, sedinent, and ash with waste which nay affect the stabilized naterial does not occur, and
the integrity of the stabilized material is not conpromised prior to final capping of the facility. In
Alternative 6, the disposal cell would contain simlar wastes and would be i medi ately capped. Additionally,
the off-Site landfill utilized in Alternative 5 would need to be constructed in a simlar manner as the
containnent cell in Alternative 6 to be equally or nore effective over the long term

Alternative 2 cannot reliably prevent exposure to contam nated nmaterials. The RCRA cover in Aternative 4 and
soil cover in Alternative 3, in addition to the institutional controls specified in each alternative, would
adequately prevent direct contact with the contam nated material. Since the material would remai n untreated,
conti nued mai ntenance of the these covers is critical to prevent future exposure. The absence of a l|iner
beneath the contam nated naterial in Alternative 4 and the lack of a bottomliner and | ow perneability |ayer
inthe cap in Alternative 3, provide | ess future protection of ground water fromuntreated contam nants than
Alternatives 5 and 6. However, no ground water inpact is evident or reasonably foreseeable.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility and Vol une through Treat nent

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 do not reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of hazardous substances via
treatment, although Alternatives 3 and 4 utilize containment technol ogies to reduce the contami nant nmobility.

The primary contam nants of concern at the Site are netallic el ements which cannot be destroyed. However,
stabilization of the contam nated material effectively inmmobilizes the netals within the stabilized soil
structure thereby reducing the nobility of the contam nants. Stabilization is also an effective neans of
immobi lizing | ow | evel organic contam nation. However, stabilization results in an increase in the volune of
nmaterial to be addressed in any renedial alternative. Stabilization will also reduce the toxicity of the
contami nants as denonstrated by EP Toxicity and TCLP testing. The Stabilization Treatability Study indicates
that this technology is effective at reducing the nobility of the contam nants.

Alternatives 5 and 6 each include stabilization of approxinmately 28,362 cubic yards of contam nated soil,

sedi nent, and ash. Once stabilized, the results of Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure testing
perforned during a treatability study indicate that contam nants of concern do not |each fromthe stabilized
soil at levels of concern. Additional testing during inplenentation of Alternatives 5 and 6 woul d ensure
that contam nants of concern do not |each above regulatory |levels. A though reversible, it is not expected
that conditions pronoting destabilization would occur once the stabilized naterial is disposed, especially in
Alternative 6 where potential co-disposal with potentially harnful waste is easily prevented. Al though sone
elements within the contam nated soil, sedinent, and ash have econom ¢ val ue, e.g., copper and | ead,
recycling of the material is not a feasible alternative.

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Each alternative, except Alternative 1, involves earth noving activity which would result in generation of



dust. Thus, dust control neasures nust be inplenented and air nonitoring nmay need to be perforned to reduce
the chance of off-Site migration of contam nants above anbient air quality standards. Personnel protective
apparatus to prevent exposure via inhalation of contanminants is available and reliable. Aternatives 5 and 6
woul d result in the greatest |levels of potentially contam nated dust generated due to the stabilization
procedure, although off-Site contani nated enissions are not expected with inplementation of reliable dust
abat enent measures.

The only alternative which nmay cause additional short terminpacts during inplenentation is Alternative 5.
Over 2000 trucks of stabilized soil, sedinment, and ash would |l eave the Site and travel to a disposal facility
t hereby increasing the chance of accident and subsequent contact with stabilized material. |In addition, the
| arge nunber of heavy trucks traveling on the highway during inplenmentation of the off-Site disposal
alternative (Alternative 5) would generate a significantly higher level of air pollutants than on-Site

di sposal (Alternative 6).

Each Alternative, except Alternative 1, may result in tenporary inpact to MII Hopper Creek as the creek is
diverted to facilitate renediation of the pond and the creek itself. However, MI| Hopper Creek periodically
dries up, thus significantly reducing potential inpacts to flowi ng stream segnents and m ni m zi ng di sturbance
of aquatic comunities in the creek bed providing activity is scheduled to occur while the Creek is dry.
After renediation of the creek and pond is conplete, a significantly nore inproved substrate will exist to
pronote a heal thier environment in the pond and creek.

I npl erentability

The Stabilization Treatability Study results indicate that this technol ogy woul d be effective and
i npl enentabl e at the C& Recycling Site.

Each alternative is inplementable and utilizes readily available and reliable technol ogies. Stabilization
(Alternatives 5 and 6) requires use of crushing machinery, but can be inplenented without difficulty based
upon the results of the stabilization treatability study. Aternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 include sonme off-Site
actions which would require adm nistrative coordination.

Alternative 5 relies heavily upon admi nistrative coordination to provide a |evel of protection equivalent to
Alternative 6, i.e., coordination is necessary to ensure disposal into a facility with appropriate liners, to
prevent co-di sposal of waste, and to ensure pronpt construction of the protective cap. Aternative 6 includes
construction of a conplex containment cell requiring significant technical design and review prior to

i npl enent ati on.

Of-Site disposal of dioxin-contaninated ash in Alternative 5 nay not be easily inplementable. Currently,
EPA has no know edge of a permttedoperational dioxin treatment facility. Capacity at |ong-termdioxin waste
storage facilities is limted and potentially unavail able. However, EPA believes that the stabilized ash can
be di sposed in a RCRA Subtitle Dfacility.

Cost

Consi dering a soil cleanup | evel of 1000 ppm the costs of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 range froman estinated $
2.2to $ 3.9 nmllion; the estinated cost of Alternative 6 is $ 5.7 mllion; and, the estimated cost of
Alternative 5is $ 8.9 nillion. The estimated capital cost, annual operation and nai ntenance costs and
present worth costs for each alternative are depicted in TABLE 17.

TABLE 17 includes costs based upon a cleanup | evel of 1000 ppmlead in the soil as discussed in the
Feasibility Study. EPA eval uated excavation of all soil contam nated with | ead above 500 ppm Excavation
and di sposition of additional soil results in additional costs. The estinmated additional costs associated
wi th excavation of soil contami nated above 500 ppm | ead are depicted in TABLE 18.

Thus, considering a cleanup |evel of 500 ppm the present worth costs for the Renedial Aternatives are
depicted in TABLE 19 as foll ows:

St at e Accept ance

The Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a Department of Environmental Resources has not indicated whether it concurs
with EPA' s selection of Alternative 5.

Communi ty Accept ance
A public comment period was held fromApril 24, 1992 to June 25, 1992. A public meeting was al so conduct ed

on May 8, 1992. The public expressed a great deal of dissatisfaction with EPA's preference for Alternative
6.



The Concerned G tizens of Foster Township Task Force (CCFTTF) received a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG in
1989. The CCFTTF and the TAG advi sors are opposed to on-Site disposal of stabilized waste, a 500 ppm cl eanup
| evel, and decontam nation of buildings. CCFTTF and the TAG advi sors advocate off-Site disposal, a cl eanup
level less than 200 ppm denolition of on-Site buildings, and conpliance with all Foster Township zoning

ordi nances. CCFTTF, TAG advisors, and comrunity menbers request additional sanpling and nore conprehensive
testing of soil at the Site and neighboring | and. CCFTTF al so requests that the remedy address ground water.

Several local, State, and Federal elected officials have supported the requests of the CCFTTF, TAG advi sors
and | ocal residents.

Based upon the public comrents, EPA believes that the comunity agrees with of f-Site disposal of the
stabilized material as selected in this ROD.

EPA has responded to each of the public comrents in the Responsiveness Summary appended to this ROD ( APPEND X
A). EPA believes that this ROD addresses and includes technically inportant comments relating to the

renmedi al alternatives evaluated in this ROD.

I X.  THE SELECTED REMEDY

EPA recei ved nurmerous comrents during the public comrent period. After consideration of the public coments
and an analysis of all of the proposed renedial alternatives, utilizing the nine criteria listed in 40C. F.R
300.430(e)(9)(iii), EPA has deternmined that Alternative 5 is the nost appropriate renedy for the C&
Recycling Site.

Specifically, the selected remedy for the C& Recycling Site includes:
1 - Confirmation, e.g., via sanpling, of the areal limts of soil and sedinent with | ead contani nati on above
500 parts per nillion (ppm (including soil beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963 as

wel | as pavenment and sedinent in M|l Hopper Creek and wetl ands);

2 - Conduct of a Phase 1B archeol ogi cal survey in areas possessing high ornoderate archeol ogical sensitivity
potentially inpacted by the Renedial Action;

3 - Renoval and off-Site disposal and/or recycling of casing and wre;

4 - Excavation of all soil with |ead contam nation above 500 ppmresulting fromSite operations (excluding
soi | beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963, or pavenent, which shall otherw se be

mai ntai ned to prevent mgration of contam nation fromthe Site);

5 - Excavation of sediment fromthe banks of MI| Hopper Pond with |lead | evels greater than 500 ppm and
excavation of the top two feet of sediment (or an amount sufficient to secure a new substrate) fromthe pond
bottomto ensure that pond water quality is not inpacted.

6 - Renoval of sedinment within MII| Hopper Creek contanminated with | ead above 500 ppm

7 - Renoval and sanpling of all sedinent |located within the stormwater sewer systemlocated at the Site and
eval uation of the system s integrity (including drainage ditches) to determine the potential for rel eases of
hazar dous substances fromthe Site into the soil and ground water and any necessary response actions;

8 - Excavation of all ash located at the Site;

9 - Post excavation/renmoval sanpling to confirmthat ash, soil, and sedinent cleanup | evels are net;

10 - On-Site stabilization of the contam nated soil and sedi nent, excavated and renoved as described above,
to renmove any characteristic of hazardous waste;

11 - On-Site stabilization of the contam nated ash, excavated as described above to renove any characteristic
of hazardous waste;

12 - Of-Site disposal of stabilized soil, sedinent, and ash into a non-hazardous (RCRA Subtitle D) waste
di sposal facility;

13 - Decontamination of Site buildings with |ead | evel s above 500 ppm including disnmantling of
non-structural conponents and renoval of equi pnent and debris which may inhibit decontam nation to required
level s, or denolition of buildings that can not be cleaned to 500 ppm | ead;

14 - Dismantling of the old furnace (and other structures, as necessary, which inhibit soil or sedi nent
remedi ati on and which shall not be naintai ned, as necessary, to prevent nmigration of contam nants fromthe



Site);

15 - Of-Site disposal of material generated fromdismantling of Site buildings into a non-hazardous
(Subtitle D) waste disposal facility (or decontam nation and recycling of dismantled material);

16 - Performance of biota toxicity tests on renaining soil/sediment to ensure that renediated soil (i.e.,
soil with lead | evels no higher than 500 ppn) does not pose a threat to the environment (procedures to be
determ ned during renedial design);

17 - Site grading, revegetation, and related work, to ensure that Site topography and drai nageways adequately
convey water fromthe Site and that soil excavation does not result in |ow lying areas;

18 - Air nonitoring during on-Site activity and inplenmentation of dust control or other necessary abatenent
actions to prevent mgration of contam nants to the surrounding comrunity during the Renedial Action;

19 - Abandoni ng well's which serve no useful |ong-term purpose;
20 - Periodic nonitoring of ground water and surface water; and

21 - If the soil beneath buildings and concrete slabs constructed after 1963, or pavenent is greater than 500
ppm and these structures are not denolished institutional controls, e.g., deed restrictions to prevent
residential use potentially affecting the protectiveness of the remedy, and to ensure that Site contaninants
whi ch may remai n beneat h buil di ngs and pavenent are known.

EPA has selected of f-Site disposal of stabilized soil, sedinment, and ash. Wthin 180 days of issuance of this
ROD, EPA nay nodify its selection of Alternative 5 pending a denonstration that the on-Site contai nment cell
(Alternative 6), can provide an equally or nore protective renedy which is cost effective and conplies with
all ARARs. |f EPA prelininarily determnes that an on-Site renedy is equally or nore protective than the
remedy selected in this ROD and that an on-Site renmedy is cost effective and

complies with all ARARs, EPA will solicit public comment before nmaking a decision to nmodify the remedy.

I ncl udi ng excavation of all soil contamnated with | ead above 500 ppm the estimted present worth cost of
Alternative 5 rises to $11,985,717. Thus, the estinmated present worth cost of EPA's nodification of
Alternative 5, i.e., the selected renmedial alternative, is $11,985, 717 plus costs of addressing debris,
equi pnent in buildings, well abandonnent, stream sanpling, and renoval of cable from adjacent properties
whi ch are common to all alternatives evaluated by EPA. The estinmated costs associated with the sel ected
remedy are detailed i n APPENDI X E.

Per f or mance St andards
Per formance standards applicable to the selected renmedy are:

1. The Phase 1B Archeol ogi cal Survey shall conply with Quidelines on Archaeol ogy and H storic Preservation,
48 Fed. Reg. 44716-42 (Septenber 29, 1983), 36 CF.R Parts 65 and 800.

2. Site activity shall not cause exceedance of Pennsylvania Water Quality Standards in M|l Hopper Creek, 25
PA Code SS 93.3 through 93.8, or exceedance of background water quality in MII Hopper Creek should
background quality exceed Pennsyl vania Water Quality Standards, 25 PA Code SS 93.5 and water quality criteria
for toxic substances of 25 PA Code Chapter 16. However, conpliance with Chapter 16 regul ations will consider
t he anbi ent background water quality of MII Hopper Greek and MI| Hopper Pond.

3. The stabilization process and/or earth noving shall not generate dust exceeding National Anbient Ar
Quality Standards within 100 feet of the Area of Contamination [Cean Air Act 109, National Prinmary and
Secondary Anbient Air Quality Standards for lead, 40 CF. R S 50.12, and particulate matter, 40 CF. R 50.6
and 40 CF.R Part 52 Subpart NN] [Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Act, 25 PA Code SS 123.1 et. seq. and
131.1 et. seq.]. Dust suppression methods, e.g., w nd screens, water spray, or chem cal

agents, shall be utilized to minimze dust. Air nmonitoring shall be perfornmed in accordance with 40 C F.R
Part 50 Appendix G [25 PA Code SS 123.1 et. seq. and 131.1 et. seq.].

4. Excavation and consolidation of the soil, sedinent and ash shall conply with the Pennsyl vani a Erosion
Control Regul ations, 25 PA Code S 102.1 et. seq., Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Act, 25 PA Code SS
123.1 et. seq. and 131.1 et. seq.

5. Diversion of MII| Hopper Creek during inplenmentation of selected renedy shall conply wi th Pennsyl vani a
Dam Saf ety and Waterway Managenment Regul ations, 25 PA Code S 105.1 et. seq. 6. D sposal of hazardous waste
debris generated fromthe decontamni nation, dismantling and/or denolition of Site buildings, the old furnace
and any other structures, shall conply with the Land Di sposal Restriction requirenents of 40 CF. R Part 268.



7. The stabilized soil, sedinent, and ash shall be anal yzed using the Toxic Characteristic Leaching
Procedure. No sanple of |eachate fromtested stabilized naterial shall exceed the levels specified in TABLE
20.

8. (deanup levels for contam nants of concern in soil and sedinent (TABLE 20) shall not be exceeded in any
soil or sedinent sanple, excluding areas not inpacted by the Site, renaining after Sit renedi ation.

Conpl i ance Points

The point of conpliance for soil and sedinent shall be determ ned during the renedial design to consist of a
representative sanpling of the soil and sedinent areas fromwhich contaninated material was renmoved. For
exanple, to ensure that soil lead |l evels do not exceed 500 ppm a representative nunber of sanples will be
coll ected and anal yzed for |ead.

The point of conpliance for building dust shall be determ ned during renedi al design and shall consist of
sanpling fromrepresentative surface area within the renedi ated buil di ngs.

During renedi ati on of sedinent and soil in the vicinity of MI| Hopper Creek and pond, Pennsylvani a Water
Quality Standards shall be maintained in downstream M || Hopper Creek. The point of conpliance shall be in
flowi ng water of MI| Hopper Creek downstreamof the Site.

During stabilization and earth-nmoving activities, the air shall be nonitored. The National Anbient Ar
Quality Standards shall not be exceeded within 100 feet of the Site boundary which shall be the point of air
conpl i ance.

X. Statutory Determ nations

The sel ected renedy which was outlined in Section I X satisfies the remedy selection requirenments of Section
121 of CERCLA (42 U. S.C. Section 9621) and the NCP (40 C.F.R Section 300.430(e)). The renedy provides
protection of human health and the environment, achi eves conpliance with ARARs, utilizes

permanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable, contains treatment as a principal elenent, and is cost
effective.

A. Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment. Engineering, treatment and
institutional controls are utilized to protect public health and the environment. Excavation of soil and
sedinent with | ead | evel s above 500 ppm woul d enconpass the area of soil, sedinment, and ash contam nated with
Site-related constituents and conmpounds at |evels of concern and is the | evel necessary to be protective of
human health and the environnent. Excavation and subsequent treatnent and di sposal of this

material would elimnate potential exposure to the hazardous substances released fromthe Site.

Decont ami nation, dismantling and/or denolition of Site buildings with | ead | evel s above 500 ppm the old
furnace, and other structures, is necessary to protect human health and the environment. The residual |evel
of excess cancer risk is expected to be |l ess than 1x10[-6] and the residual risk resulting fromSite-rel ated
non- car ci nogeni ¢ constituents and conpounds will have a Hazard Index |ess than 1. There

woul d be no long-terminpacts on the environment although short-terminpacts are necessary to effect off-Site
transportati on and di sposal and to inmprove the pond and stream No unacceptabl e cross-nedia i npacts are
expected to occur.

Once renediation is conpleted, the levels of contam nants of concern renmaining in the soil and sedi nment
exposed at the Site, i.e., less than 500 ppmlead, will be belowrisk levels, i.e., 1x10[-6] excess cancer
risk or H equal to 1 or blood |lead I evel of 10 ug/dL. The anount of contami nants in the treated soil,

sedi nent, and ash will not be reduced, but potential exposure is virtually elimnated. Thus, residual risk
at the Site will be acceptable in accordance with the NCP. According to the Lead Upt ake Bi okinetic Mdel,
the levels of lead remaining in the soil and sediment would not result in blood | ead | evels above 10 ug/dL in
exposed children consistent with EPA policy.

B. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) of environnental |aws

It is expected that the selected renedy will conply with all ARARs identified in this ROD. Mjor ARARs and
ot her non-promnul gated advi sories or gui dances issued by federal or state governments that are
t o- be-consi dered ("TBC') i ncl ude:

1) The Pennsylvania Water Quality Standards, 25 PA Code SS 93.1 et. seq. designate the use of MII Hopper
Creek as a Hgh Quality (HQ stream supporting Cold Water Fishes (CW). Several standards relating to this
desi gnation are provided. The standards are relevant and appropriate to the extent that the Site contributes
concentrations of |listed contam nants above anbi ent background | evels.



2) 25 PA Code Chapter 16 establishes limts for concentrations of Site contam nants which nay enter M1
Hopper Creek to the extent that the Site causes the short- or long-termrel ease of |isted contam nants above
anbi ent background | evel s.

3) Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) -requires action to protect fish and wildlife
fromactions nmodifying streans or areas affecting streanms. This statute is relevant and appropriate to MII
Hopper Creek and Pond sedi ment remedi ation.

4) The Cean Water Act, 33 U S.C. S 1344 and 40 C.F.R Part 330, establishes requirenments for discharge of
fill material into MII Hopper Creek and wetl ands.

5) Archaeol ogical and H storic Preservation Act, 16 U S.C. S 469al and 36 CF.R Part 65, provides for
preservation of historical and archaeol ogi cal data that m ght otherwi se be lost as a result of alterations of
the terrain. The National H storical Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. SS 470 et. seq. 36 CF.R Part 800 provides
for the protection of places which may be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NHRP). The Phase 1B Archeol ogical Survey will determine if historic or cultural features at the Site exist
and nay be inpacted by the renedy.

6) Fugitive dust em ssions of |lead and particul ate natter generated during inplenentation of the selected
remedy conply with National Primary and Secondary Anbient Air Quality Standards, 40 CF. R Part 50. These
standards are applicable requirenents. EPA expects that the Renmedial Action will not be a "major" source of
em ssions, i.e., greater than 250 tons/year. Measures shall be taken to prevent fugitive em ssions. The
Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vania inplenents regulation of air quality pursuant to Sections 107

and 110(a)(2) of the Cean Air Act. Fugitive dust em ssions generated during renedial activities will conply
with regulations in the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, 40 CF. R Part 52, Subpart NN

7) Pennsylvania's Air Pollution Control Act, 25 PA Code SS 123.1 et. seq. and 131.1 et. seq., limt fugitive
em ssions fromthe Site and establishes standards for particulate matter and | ead.

8) Treatment, i.e., stabilization of contaninated sedinent, soil, and ash shall conply with the regul ations
in 25 PA Code 264, Subchapters A-E, Subchapter |, and Subchapter J.

9) The diversion of MI| Hopper Creek during inplenentation shall conply with the Pennsyl vani a Bureau of Dam
Saf ety and Waterways EncroachnentsAct of 1978, P.L. 1375, as anended, 32 P.S. 693.1 et. seq. and the
Pennsyl vani a Dam Safety and Waterway Managenment Regul ations, 25 PA Code S 105.1 et. seq.

10) Any storage and/or transportation of hazardous wastes fromthe Site shall be perforned in accordance
with 25 PA Code Chapters 262 and 263.

11) Consolidation or excavation of soil would conply with erosion control requirenments of Pennsylvania's
Erosi on Control Regul ations, 25 PA Code S 102.1 et. seq.

12) To the extent that material nust be excavated or mned to replace soil renoved fromthe Site, the borrow
activity woul d consider the requirenents of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Mning and Recl amation, 25 PA Code S
77.1 et. seq.

13) Potential discharges of water during remedial activity in MII Hopper Oreek and Pond shall conply with
the Pennsylvania's Water Quality Standards, 25 PA Code SS 93.1 et. seq. The selected renmedy shall not inpair
the ability of the streamto maintain or propagate cold water habitat fishes pursuant to 25 PA Code 93.3
through 93.8, considering the anbient background water quality of MI|l Hopper Creek and pond pursuant to 25
PA Code SS 93.5.

14) Potential discharges of water during renedial activity in MII Hopper Oreek and Pond shall conply with
the water quality criteria for toxic substances of 25 PA Code Chapter 16, considering the anbi ent background
water quality of MII Hopper Creek and Pond.

15) The sel ected renmedy shall include ground water nonitoring pursuant to substantive requirenents of 25 PA
Code SS 288. 251 t hrough 288. 258.

16) Any on-Site discharge of water generated fromthe stabilization or decontam nation activities shall
conmply with the substantive requirenents of the Cean Water Act NPDES regulations, 40 CF. R SS

122. 41-122.50, Pennsyl vani a NPDES regul ati ons, 25 PA Code SS 92.31, and the Pennsyl vani a Wast ewat er Treat nment
Regul ations, 25 PA Code SS 93.1-93.9.

17) The Cccupational Health and Safety Act (OSHA), 29 CF. R Parts 1904, 1910, and 1926, provides
occupational safety and health requirenents for workers involved in field construction or operation and
mai nt enance activities.



TBC

1) EPA OSVER Directive #9355.4-02 -- Recommends a soil cleanup of 500 to 1000 ppmfor soil in residential
setting.

2) Executive Order 11593 "Protection of and Enhancenent of the CQultural Environnent" -- Requires that
historic and cultural properties are not substantially altered. The results of the Phase B Archeol ogi cal
Survey will ensure that potentially significant cultural resources are not substantially altered or

dest royed.

3) DA COiteria for Inclusion in the National Register of Hstoric Places (36 CF. R S 60.4) -- The Phase 1B
Archeol ogical Survey will identify if cultural or historic resources at the Site exist and will recomrend
addi tional study, as needed, to determined if these resources are eligible for inclusion on the National

Regi ster of Hi storic Places.

4) Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U S.C 403) -- applies to dredging fromnavi gable waters. Renobval of
contam nated sedinent fromMI| Hopper Creek shall consider the requirenents of the R ver and Harbors Act.

5) Determnations about the effectiveness of soil renediation at the Site will be based on EPA
230/ 02-89- 042, Methods for Evaluating Ceanup Standards, Vol. I: Soils and Soil Media.

6) Section 121(d)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. S 9621(d)(3) and EPA CSVER Directive # 9330.2-07 ("Of-Site
Pol i cy") concerning the off-Site di sposal of hazardous substances from Superfund Sites.

7) Abandoning wells shall be conpleted in accordance with m ni nunrequirenents of 25 PA Code 109. 602(c) and
consistent with PADER s Public Water Supply Manual, Part 11, Section 3.3.5.11.

C. Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective. The estimated present worth cost of the selected remedy is

$11, 985, 717 plus the costs of toxicity testing, well abandonnment, stream nonitoring and Phase 1B

Archeol ogi cal Survey (common to all alternatives except Alternative 1). The elenents in the soil, sedinent,
and ash can not be destroyed. Of-Site disposal does not provide a reduction in risk beyond that provided by
Alternative 5 but rather transfers mninal risk to a new location for an additional cost of approximately $
4.6 mllion. EPA believes that the selected renedy will elinmnate the risks to human health and the
environnent at the Site, therefore the sel ected remedy provides an overall benefit proportionate to its costs
such that it represents a reasonable value for the noney that will be spent.

D. UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Al ternative Treatnment Technol ogies to the Maxi mnum Ext ent
Practicabl e

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent sol utions and
treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost effective manner to control contami nation at the Site.
those alternatives evaluated that are protective of human health and the environnent and neet ARARs, the

sel ected renedy provides the best balance with regard to | ong-termand short-term effectiveness and
permanence, cost, inplenmentability, reduction in toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent, also
considering the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenment and considering State and community
accept ance.

The sel ected renmedy utilizes pernmanent solutions to the nmaxi numextent practicable. The elenents

contam nating the soil, sedinment, and ash can not be destroyed to totally elimnate the potential risk posed.
However, stabilization of the soil, sediment, and ash elimnates the risk associated

with ingestion. Stabilization permanently reduces nobility of the contam nants and the toxicity of the
contam nants as denonstrated by the TCLP testing. The remedy also relies on containment and | ong-term
managenment of the treated naterial.

E. Preference for Treatnment as a Principal El enent

By stabilizing the soil, sedinent, and ash, the selected renmedy satisfies the statutory preference for
treatnent as a principal element. The selected renedy addresses the principal threat posed by the Site
through the use of treatment technol ogies.

XI. Docurentation of Significant Differences

This section of the ROD discusses the changes made to the preferred renedy. In certain instances, this
section sinmply clarifies intended conponents of the preferred remedy described in the Proposed Pl an.



The Proposed Plan, released for public comment on April 24, 1992, identified Alternative 6 as EPA's preferred
alternative. EPA in consultation with PADER decided to select a renedy that requires off-Site disposal of
the stabilized soil, sediment, and ash (Alternative 5) rather than disposal into an on-Site contai nnent cel
(Alternative 6).

During the public conmrent period, EPA was able to evaluate the two nodifying criteria, state and public
acceptance. The comrents reviewed fromthe community in which the Site is |ocated were strongly in favor of

off-Site disposal of the stabilized material. The Commonweal th of Pennsylvania has stated that it cannot
concur with the construction of an on-Site containment cell until nore informati on concerning the design of
the on-Site containment cell is available to ensure conpliance with Pennsylvania's residual waste nanagenent

regul ations, although no current information prevented the |ocation of acontainment cell at the Site. EPA
believes that Alternative 6 (on-Site containment cell), if inplenented in accordance with State ARARs, will
satisfy the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. S 9621.

EPA has selected of f-Site disposal of stabilized soil, sediment, and ash. Wthin 180 days of issuance of this
ROD, the PRPs may submit to EPA information denonstrating that the on-Site containment cell (Alternative 6),
can provide an equally or nore protective renedy which is cost effective and conplies with all ARARs. |If EPA

prelimnarily determnes that an on-Site renedy is equally or nore protective than the renedy selected in
this ROD and that an on-Site remedy is cost effective and conplies with all ARARs,
EPA will solicit public comment before making a decision to nodify the renedy.

Section VIl ("Conparative Analysis of Alternatives") of this ROD presents the full evaluation of al
alternatives based upon the nine criteria identified in the NCP and provides the basis for the selection of
Al ternative 5.

Addi ti onal changes fromthe renedial alternative contained in the Proposed Plan are:

1. Dust control neasures will be required. This ROD specifies a point of conpliance for anbient air quality
st andar ds.

2. Post excavation sanpling nmust confirmthat all Site-related contam nants have been addressed

3. Soil sanpling shall be required under pavenent and buil dings constructed after 1963 (when EPA believes
the Site first operated). The soil need not be excavated if the structures are naintai ned such that
contami nants within these soils do not mgrate fromthe Site and do not beconme avail able for exposure. As
such, re-paving may be required in sonme areas and the deed for Tax Parcel 11 nay be restricted

4. The Phase 1B Archeol ogi cal Survey shall only be conducted in areas of high or noderate archeol ogical or
historical sensitivity potentially inpacted by the renmedy, i.e., areas to be excavated or subject to
excessive traffic.

5. The Proposed Plan incorrectly specified the contam nated soil volune. The volune of contam nated soil to
be addressed is approximately 26,273 yd[3] due to a 500 ppmsoil |ead cleanup level. This volune of soil was
considered in the evaluation of alternatives, but was mistakenly left out of the Site description

6. EPA expects that any structure or debris inhibiting Site renediati on woul d be di smant! ed.

7. Only building surfaces with | ead exceedi ng 500 ppm shall be remedi ated. The buil di ng surfaces shall be
cl eaned such that the renmining concentrati ons of contam nants are consistent with the soil cleanup |evels,
i.e., less than 500 ppm | ead.

8. Two feet of pond sedinment shall be renoved and then a new pond substrate shall be added. The sel ected
remedy does not consider renmoval of all pond sedi ment above 500 ppm since exposure to pond sedi nent beneath
the new pond bottomwi |l be unlikely (i.e., residential exposure is unreasonable).

However, the remedy specifies a cleanup |l evel of 500 ppmfor all sediment avail able for exposure

9. A fence is not necessary at the Site except to lint access to any exposed areas where hazardous
subst ances above the cleanup |levels are | ocated

10. Final Site grading was not included in the FS. Site grading was considered in the Proposed Plan and was
conparatively evaluated in this ROD. Site grading will ensure that stormwater can be properly nanaged at the
Site and that final slopes do not pronmote erosion. Mnor Site specific changes may be nmade to the renedy as
a result of the remedi al design and construction processes.



