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DECLAI&TON FOR THE DECISION DOCUMENT
>.

SITE NAME AND LOCATION
.

United States Department of Energy, Pike County, Ohio
The Peter I&wit Landfill Solid Waste Management Unit

. ..<.,

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remetial action for the Peter Kiewit Landfill site on
the U. S, DOE Reservation in Pike County, Ohio. The U. S. DOE site is being cleaned up under
a Consent Decree between U. S. DOE and the State of Ohio and an Administrative Order signed
.by U. S. DOE and U. S. EPA. Both legal agreements were signed in 1989. This decision has
been developed in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of
1976, the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and IJabfity Act of 1980 as
amended by the Supefind Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SW), with the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), and with the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The documentation for the selection
of a remedial action is part of the administrative record located in the Environmental Information
Center in Waverly, Ohio. The specific documents include but are not limited to the Quadrant I
RCRA Facility Investigation (’RFI),the Peter Kiewit Landfill Corrective Measures Study (CMS),
and the Peter Kiewit Landfill Preferred Plan. The’most current administrative record index is
attached to this Decision Document.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Decision Document, may present a fiture risk to
the environment, and/or human health.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy at the Peter ‘KiewitLandfill will address the principal threats posed by the
site through containment of source materials and treatment of ieachate. The major components
of the selected remedial action include:

● The continuation of the seep collection system currently operating along the east
side of the landfill. This system was installed in November of 1994 and collects
Ieachate migrating from the landfill towards Big Run Creek. The leachate is then
treated at the X-622 treatment plant located on the south central part of the DOE
reservation (within QI).

* The placement of an engineered cap which meets RCRA Subtitle D requirements.
This consists of a recompacted clay cap or equivalent. The cap material will be

iv
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covered with a drainage layer and a vegetative layer at least 30 inches in depth to
prevent frost damage to the cap material. .

0 Institutional controls necessaqy to ensure the integrity of the remedial action. Site
deed restrictions and fencing will be used to restrict access as necessq to prevent
the distu@mce of the capped area.

.%..-

● The installation of a subsutiace vertical btier if necessaxy to prevent the flow of
groundwater into landfilled waste.

● Ground water and surface water/sediients monitoring program to confirm that
the containment and treatment of source materials is sufficiently protective of
human health and the environment

STATUTORY DETE_A~ONS AND REMEDY SELECTION STANDARDS

CERCIA statuto~ requiremenfi: The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant
and appropriate to the remedial actio% and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. However,
because treatment of the principal threats of the Peter Kiewit Landfill was not found to be
practicable, this remedy does not satis& the statutory preference for treatment as a principle
element of the remedy. The wastes that comprise the principal threat from the landfill will be

.%.

contained on-site in accordance with all Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(i&RAR’s).

Because this remedy will result in hazardous subst~ces remaining on-site above health-based
levels, a review will be conducted within five (5) years after construction of the remedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment.

RCRA standards for remedy selection: The selected remedy meets RCRA standards as
follows: The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, controls the
source of releases that may pose a threat to human health and the environmen~ and complies with
applicable standards for management of wastes. Thk remedy will provide long-term
effectiveness, will reduce the mobility of conttinants, and is implementable.

“& /
Jah Carlson
Chie~ DMsion of Emergency
and Remedial Response

.,
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DECISION SUMMARY A
PETER IUEWIT LANDFILL

1*O SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
“... =

The PORTS facility is located nem Piketm OhiO,inthesouthcentral portion of the state (see
Figure 1, USDOEPORTS Site Lo@ion). The plant-site encompmses approximately 1000 acres
of the 4000 acre U.S. DOE resemation. The pfincipal process at the PORTS facility is the
separation of uranium isotopes via gaseous dlffision. The PORTS facility has been operating
since 1954 enriching uranium for use in commercial nuclear reactors and for use by the U.S. Navy
in power reactors in the nuclear navy. Suppofi operations include the feed and withdrawal of
material from the primary process, water treatment for sanitary and cooling purposes,
decontamination of equipment removed from the plant for maintenance or replacement, recovery
of uranium from various waste materials and treatment of sewage wastes and cooling water blow
down. The construction operation and maintenance of this facility requires the use of a wide
range of commercially available chemicals. Continuous operation of this facility since 1954 has
resulted in the generation of inorganic, organic and IOWlevel radioactive waste materials.

2.0 HISTORY OF ENFORCEMENT ACTMTIES

As a result of chemicals used to suppoti the uranium enrichment process, and the presence of
uranium and technetium, waste management units at the site have contaminated soils and
groundwater. In 1986, the State of Ohio filed suit against U. S. DOE resulting in a Consent
Decree (CD) between the State of Ohio and U. S. DOE which became effective in August of
1989. The CD outlines the requirements for handling hazardous waste generated at the site and
for the investigation and clean-up of the site. U. S. EPA and U. S. DOE signed a similar
agreement in September of 1989. This agreement is an administrative order negotiated between
Region V of U. S. EPA and U. S. DOE. Both the Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) and
the CD require that the investigation of the site proceed according to quadrant boundaries
established in the agreements. A schedule is attached to each agreement that outlines when
documents pertaining to the investigation or corrective measures studies are to be submitted to
Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA (hereafter referred to as the “Agencies”). A separate schedule shall be
submitted to the Agencies for cleanup of the individual waste management units.

3.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

A public meeting was held at the Vern Riffe Vocational School on April 18, 1995 to discuss the
preferred plan for the Peter Kiewit Landfill. An information repository is located at U. S. DOE’s
Environmental Information Center located at 505 West Emmit Avenue in Waverly, Ohio. The

,-
..
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public can also review these documents at Ohio EPA’s Southeast District Office or at U. S. EPA’s
Region V office located in Chicago.

Details of the investigation at the Peter Kiewit Landfill can be found in the draft R& Facility
Investigation (RPI) report located at the Information Center. The draft final Cleanup Alternatives
Study/Corrective Measures Study (CAS/CMS) report and the preferred plan were discussed and
presented at the April 18, 1995 public meeting. The public comment period on the proposed
remedy extended from April 11, 1995 to May 17, 1995.

An announcement regarding the public comment period and the availability of the documents
related to the clean-up at the site was published in the Waverly Watchman and in the ~ortsmouth
Times newspapers. No written or verbal requests were received to extend the public comment
period.

The public meeting, held on April 18, 1995 at the Vem Riffe Vocational School, was attended
by approximately 25 members of the public. Representatives from U. S. EP& and Ohio EPA
answered questions regarding the preferred plan, summarized the findings of the RFI, and
accepted statements from members of the public. Comments, includlng formal statements from
four community members, were recorded by a court reporter. A transcript of the meeting is
included in the Administrative Record. A total of two written submittals were received from the
public during the public comment period.

.,.,-,-

Ohio EPA’s responses to comments received during the public comment period are contained in
the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this document. The public participation process
was designed to be consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) and therefore satisfies Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117 of this law. The
decision for the remedial alternative is based on the administrative record. The administrative
record index for the response action is attached to this document in Appendm B.

4.0 - SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION

For purposes of the RFI the PORTS facility has been separated into four quadrants. Each
quadrant roughly corresponds to a distinct groundwater flow cell within the primary water-
bearing unit beneath the site and has been investigated separately. Peter Kiewit Landfill is located
in Quadrant I (QI), and is one of twenty-one Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) in QI
currently undergoing investigation or remediation.

The response action at the Peter K.iewit Landfill is intended to be a long-term action designed to
address contamination and potential contamination caused by waste dkposed at the site. The
remedial action will address the principal threats at the facility contaminated soils, leachate, and
landfilled solid waste through treatment of the Ieachate and containment of wastes in order to

2
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meet ail Applicable orRelevant and Appropriate Requirements (~). Wastes disposed of in
the kmdfill have been identified as the primv risk to groundwater, su~ace water, and sediments.
Consequently, actions to treat an~or contain contaminated soils and w=tes will, in addition to
minimizing concerns associated with direct contict, minimize the potential for contaminants to
infiltrate to the groundwater or leach to surface water. When the selected remedy is completed,
no Iifier remedial action at the site other than groundwater and surface water monitoring and
operation and maintenan~ (O&M) activities =e envisioned. The monitoring will be conducted to
assure that all leachate sources are directed toward tr=tment and to detect any IMure migration
of chemicals to surface water or groundwater. Since h=ardous substances will remain above
health-based levels in the capped area of the site, five-year reviews of the remedial action will be

5.0 SUMMARY OF RCRA FACIJJTY INVESTIGATION

The QI RFI was conducted during 1991 and the initial WI report submitted to Ohio EPA and
U.S. EPA on February 19, 1992. phase ~ of the investigation was conducted between October
1993 to January 1994. The Phase II RFI report was submitted to the Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA on
June 20, 1994.

The Peter Kiewit Landfill is located in the central portion of QI, just west of Big Run Creek
(BRC) and approximately 200 feet east of the XT-847 GCEP construction warehouse (see Figure
2, USDOE-PORTS Site A@D). The Peter WeWit Landfill was used from approximately 1953 until
1968. During pkmt construction, the landfill was used as a salvage yard, bum pit and trash
disposal area. Mler plant construction, the landfill was used as a sanitary landfill. It is probable
that solid wastes now known to be potentially h=ardous were landfilled at this site.

Because a permit was not required at the time of landfill operation, the exact boundaries of the
filled area and the exact nature of all of the wastes disposed at the Peter Kiewit Landfill are not
known (see Figure 3, Approximate Lcu@W Boundaries, for approximate landfill boundaries
based on the current topography of the Peter K.iewit area). An estimate of the western boundary
location cannot be made due to the presence of the XT-847 building. Borings and monitoring
wells west of XT-847 such as the PK-08G and PK-09G wells did not encounter waste during
installation. However, it is possible that the southern half of the XT-847
warehouse was built over a portion of the Peter Kiewit Landfill. Together, the Peter Kiewit
Landfill and the XT-847 building cover approximately 23.5 acres.

During the QI RFI (DOE 1994), several intermittent seeps located near the base of the landfilled
material were discovered along the eastern edge of the landfill. Sampling during and after the RFI
field work has indicated the presence of contaminants in the seep discharge and associated seep
sediments.

3
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,. 5.1 Nature and Extent of Contamination
.)

As done with all four quadrants, the investigation of Quadrant I which includes the Peter Kiewit
Landfill consisted ofPhasc I and Phase U investigations. The Phase I investigation consisted of
the installation of 11 monitoring wells, 2 sediment samples new Big Run Creek and 2 samples of

-fea%hate born the Peter Kiewit Landfill. The leachate samples were analyzed for over 200 volatile
organic chemicals (VOCS) md ~SOmdiological analyses including uranium and Technetium-99,
both previously detected mdioadive materi~s at PORTS. The two sediment sarpples were
analyzed for over 30 VOCS, over 20 metals, radiological an~yses and also for freon and fluoride,
both used on the plant site: The 11 mo~toring wells were imtalled around the Peter Kiewit
Landfill with 9 being drilled in the Gdlia sad ad gravel layer and 2 in the underlying Berea
sandstone. A random soil sample WaStiken from each well and ground water was sampled from
each well for VOCS and radiological.

During the Phase II investigation, eight hand auger soil samples were collected along the east side
of the Peter IGewit Landfill to provide better definition in this area. The results of the Phase I and
Phase II investigations revealed that VOCS and Arockx-1260 (PCB) were detected in sutiace
water fi-omthe seeps located on the east side of the landfill. Gross alpha and gross beta
radioactivity above prelimina~ background levels were also detected in these seep samples. The
sediment samples taken in the area of the seeps showed levels of semi-volatile organic chemicals
(SVOCS) and VOCS.

VOCS were detected in ground water at 4 wells. One well, PK-03B, showed 70 parts per billion
of trichloroethylene (TCE) in one sample but the duplicate was non-detect. This well will be
resampled to resolve this discrepancy. Due to the location of the well and the direction of
groundwater flow, the volatile organ.icsdetected are likely associated with the X-749/X-120
landfill ground water plume located southwest of Peter Kiewit. Migration of volatile organics
from the X-749 area in an easterly direction toward Big Run Creek has been documented from
pti~oundwater sampling.

Soil samples collected along the east side of the landfill revealed low levels of VOCs, SVOCS and
elevated levels of PCBs (Aroclor-1260) in three samples. Sediment samples collected in the seep
drainage disclosed numerous semi-volatile compounds, and low levels of radiological. All
investigation samples are detailed in the revised Draft RFI. An interim action was completed in
late 1994 to re-route the creek away from the landfill and collect and treat Ieachate from seeps
located along the eastern side of the landfill.

4
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6.0 SUMMARY OF RISK ASSESSMENT

The assessment of potential or cument fisks from wastes present at a SW such as the Peter .
Kiewit Landfill is based on guidance provided by the U. S. EPAj in pafiicular the “Risk
Assessment Guidance for Supefind” (RAGS), (’U.S.EPA 1989a) and Guidelines for Exposure
Assessment (U.S. EPL 1992a). These guidance documents are founded on well established
chemical risk assessment principles developed for the regulation of environmental contaminants.
The risk assessment for contaminated sites on the DOE-PORTS site consists of a human health
risk assessment and an ecological risk assessment. The human health risk assessment is
conducted assuming that no institutional controls such as fencing are in place and that residential
use is possible. A fbture residential scenario at a SWMU is considered the reasonable maximum
exposure (RME) for risk assessment purposes. The initial risk assessment conducted for the site
assumes that no fhture Lleanup action is taken and is referred to as the baseline risk assessment
(BRA). The baseliierisk assessment consists of the following steps:

6.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern

Mter data collected during the RCRA facility investigation @FI) is evaluated, those chemicals
that were detected during lab analysis were retained as Chemicals of Concern (COC). Some data
not appropriate for certain exposure pathways was excluded. For example, deep soil data greater
than 10 feet would not be expected to be available for possible ingestion by children or adults and
is only a threat to ground water contamination. Therefore, this data was not included in the
assessment of soil ingestion risks.

6.2 Exposure Assessment

This step involves the evaluation of potential human exposures to site chemicals. There are
basically four separate tasks necessary in the exposure assessment. These steps are: (a)
characterization of the exposure setting; (b) identification of exposure pathways; (c) estimation
of environmental concentrations; and (d) estimation of human intake.

6.2.1 Characterization of the Exposure Setting

This step involves modeling or simulating those exposure scenarios considered possible on the site
both for current use and fiture use. The following scenarios were included in the baseline risk
assessment:

5
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. on-site worker
o off-site worker
. off-site recreational population

‘... -
The on-site worker scenario describm potential =posures to outdoor media at PORTS for a
worker engaged in normal day-to-day activities throughout the quadrant. Because contaminated
areas on the site dld not extend to off-site locations, ~ assessment of current-use, off-site
residential scenarios was not conducted. Current-use off-site residential risk estimates for air
inhalation pathways will be assessed upon completion of the Air RFI work. The recreational
population scen&io was developed to assess potential exposures to su~ace water bodies on the
PORTS reservation and to fish and game eaten by 10=1 recreational anglers and hunters. In
estimating exposure for both current off-site resident and recreational populations, any significant
dmect access to media within the quadrant being evaluated was considered unlikely. Exposures
were assumed to result from contaminants that could potentially migrate off-site.

Future use scenarios were developed consistent with the reasonable maximum exposure
assumption of unrestricted access to the site. Specifically, on-site residential development and an
on-site recreational population were assumed as potential exposure scenarios. For the fiture use
condkions, the following scenarios were developed:

._..

6.2.1.2 Future Use Scenarios

Q On-site resident
a On-site recreational population
● On-site worker
a Off-site resident
● Off-site recreational population.

IrI addition to the on-site worker who is involved in normal day-to-day activities, another
exposure scenario modeled under both current and fiture land use conditions is the excavation
worker. This worker is assumed to be in contact with contaminated media during periodic,
intrusive activities such as construction or landscaping.

6.2.2 Identification of Human Exposure Pathways

The above exposure scenarios were developed to model or simulate possible exposure situations
found at the site. It is also necessary to determine the most likely exposure pathways as well. A

6
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example of an exposure pathway is the ingestion of contaminated groundwater under both
current and fiture site use. The following exposure pathways were evaluated:

●

●

●

●

●

●

Exposure to groundwater via ingestion of drinking water, and dermai
contact and inhalation of volatiles while showering;

Exposure to soil via incidental ingestion and dermal contact,
and via external gamma radiation from radionuclides
present in soil;

Exposure to sediment via incidental ingestion and dermal contacq

Exposure to surface water via incidental ingestion and dermal
. contact;

Exposure to air via inhalation of vapors and particulate;

Exposure to vegetables grown and to beef and milk from cattle
pastured on contaminated land;

Exposure via ingestion of local game contaminated by grazing on land
affected by plant operations;

Exposure via ingestion of fish.

6.2.3 Estimation of Environmental Concentrations

In this step, concentrations of chemicals and radionuclides in various environmental media horn
which exposure may occur are estimated via sampling results and mathematical modefing.

6.2.4 Estimation of Human Intake

This step involves calculating the amount of a substance received by an individual through
exposure to chemicals and radionuclides in the various environmental media. Cheticd intakes
(referred to as chronic daily intakes or CDIS) are typically expressed in terms of the amount of
material in contact with the body for a “certaintime period, and are calculated as a fimction of
chetical concentration in the soil or water, how often the exposure occurs and how long
(exposure frequency), body weight, and the portion of a lifetime that exposure occurs,

7
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The generic equation for calculating the CDI is as follows:

CDI= CxCRxEFxED
BWXAT

where

CDI = Chronic daily intake, mg/kg/day
c= Chemical concentration in soil or water, e.g. mg/kg soil
CR= Contact rate, e.g., kg/soil/day
EF = Exposure frequency, days/year
BW = Body weight, kg
AT = Averaging time; portion of life time over which exposure is

averaged (days).

Variations of this equation are used when calwlating air inhalation and radiological exposures.

6.3 Toxicological Assessment

The toxicologi~l assessment involves the identification of adverse health effects associated with
exposure to a chemical or radionuclide and the relationship between the extent of exposure and
the likelihood and/or severity of adverse effects. The U.S. EI’A has conducted such assessments -.
on many frequently occurring environmental chemicals and radionuclides and has developed
toxicity values based on these assessments for use in risk assessments. Further information
regardkg the toxicological assessment can be found in the draft RFI Reports.

6.4 Risk Characterization

This-step involves calculating estimates of cmcinogenic (cancer causing) and non-carcinogenic
risks from chemicals of concern for different exposure pathways. Cancer risk is defined as the
probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to a potential
carcinogen in addition to the probability of cancer risks from all other causes. As a benchmark in
developing clean-up goals at contaminated sites, an acceptable range of excess lifetime cancer risk
(ELCR) from one in one million (lxlo~) to one in ten thousand (1 x 104) has been established.
The point of departure or program goal for risk remaining after a site is cleaned up is 1X104(i.e. a
one in one million excess lifetime cancer risk, above and beyond risks from other unrelated
causes) and is the risk goal for the U. S. DOE-PORTS site.

The “Hazard Quotient” (I-IQ) is used to determine the severity of non-cancerous hazards posed at
a site.

w).

The HQ is dete~lned by dividing the Chronic daily intake (CDI) by the Reference dose
The reference dose is the amount of material that is determined to cause a toxic effect. If

8
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[ ,1257 the HQ is less than or equal to 1, then the estimated exposure to a.substance represented by the
~ ’258 CDL is-judged to be below the threshold that could result in a toxic effect. An HQ greater than

259 1, indicates that a toxic effect may result. TO assess the cumulative effect of similar noncancerous
,260 substances, the HQ for all of the substances being assessed at a site are added, with the result
261 being the hazard index (HI).

‘.*. -
: 262 6.5 Conclusions

263 The risks estimated for substances evaluated at a solid waste management unit (SWMU) and in
.264 the quadrant are compared to target risk levels and general conclusions regarding the potential
265 risks associated with these substances are discussed in the baseline risk assessment.

~~267
: 268

269
! 270
- 271

~ 2---
.,, 275

276
“ 277

6.6 Peter Kiewit (S- Specific) Risk Assessment

The SW specific risk assessment for the Peter Kiewit Landfill was completed using the above
described principles. By using the SW specific data gathered during the lWI, it is possible to
estimate risks associated with the landfill. The risk estimates for the scenarios assessed at the
Peter Kiewit Landfill are summarized below in Table 1 and are the estimated risks assumin~ no
clean-uD action is taken at the site. Other risk estimates presented in the CAS/CMS report are for
risks to construction workers during implementation of the clean-up alternative and for risk
estimates after clean-up is complete. Table 1 shows that conservative estimates of fhture
residential use of the area around (i.e. next to) the landfill and worker scenarios show
unacceptable risk (i.e. HI> 1 and a cancer risk greater than 104) if no clean-up actions are taken.
The fhture on-site residential scenario is considered to represent the reasonable maximum
exposure (RI@ risk estimate for the Peter Kiewit landfill area.

,.
.‘.
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&
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Summary of Risks Associated with the Peter Klewit Landfill”

:EE

Current Use: On-siteWorker TotalHI= 7X104 Total excesscancerrisk = lxIOS.

FutureUse: On-siteResident” TotalHI= 50 Total excesscancerrisk> lIY
(nextto the Iassdf@ ‘

On-site Recreational Population: Total HI= 9X104 Total excess cancer risk = 2X104

Seep and sediment assessment?

FutureUse: On-siteWorker TotalHI= 20 Total excess cancer risk = 2xIOJ

Excavation Worker Total HI= 30 Total excess cancer risk = 1X104

On-site Worker: Seep and Total HI= 7x1O’ Total excess cancer risk = 1X104

sediment assessment?

1 From the Quadrant I Baseline Risk Assessment, RFI Report, U.S. DOE, 1994

2 Seep and Sediment Assessment: Risks associated with exposure to seep and sediment
only. This scenario assumes the seep collection system is m in operation.

10
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l!29° 6“7Ecological Risk Assessment *.
.: :

291 The purpose of the ecological risk assessment was to estimate the potential and fiture risks of
292 Peter I&wit Landfill contaminants to ecological receptors. The primary source of potential ‘

T~~293 ecological risks was determined to be the seeps located along the eastern side of the landfill. h
294 1994, an interim action was oompleted to re-route Big Run Creek away fkom the landfill and

; 295 collect and treat ieachate from the seeps. Following the completion of the interim actio~
~ 296 potential ecological exposure to landfill wastes has been minimized. The selected remedy will
, 297 appropriately address landfill wastes which have potential to cause fhture ecological harm.

; 298 7,0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

‘ ‘ 300
301
302
303

; 304

305

The CAS/CMS was conducted to identi& and screen technologies and cleanup alternatives for
addressing the Peter Kiewit Landfill. The seep collection system installed on the east side of Big
Run Creek is expected to collect contaminants released from the landfill. Under a true no action
scenario, continued treatment of seeps would not occur, posing continued unacceptable ns~ as
demonstrated in the baseline risk assessment. The “No Further Action” scenario presented below
assumes that the seep collection system will remain in operation.

Four alternatives were evaluated in detail in the CAS/CMS Report. The alternatives were
compared based on the overall effectiveness in addressing the current and future site conditions.
These alternatives were as follows:

:’ 308 ●

309 ●

310
- ‘ 311 0

~.. 312

313 ●

p 314
i.

No Further Action (seep collection system would remain in operation)
Limited Action - Fencing/Signs, Deed Restrictions and Environmental
Monitoring
Capping, Vertical Subsurface Barriers, Deed Restrictions and
Environmental Monitoring
Vertical Subsurface Barriers; Deed Restrictions and Environmental
Monitoring

,, 315 These alternatives are summarized below:

‘- 316 7.1 Alternative #1: No Further Action
..-

; 317 Under this alternative, the seep’collection system (and treatment) would remain in operation but
318 PORTS enrichment plant processes are assumed to be shut down and no additional actions would

~ ;;;
be taken at the landfill. The No Further Action alternative assumes unrestricted access to the
landfill area and no restrictions on land use. There would be no additional active measures taken

“ 321 to reduce the concentration levels or mobility of the contaminants in the seeps.

11
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323 There are no costs associated with this alternative in addition to the seep collection system and its
, 324 operation. The total present worth cost of the seep collection system is $2,995,000.
.,

325 7.2 Alternative #2: Limited Action - FencinglSigns, Deed Restrictions and -----
; 326 Environtnental Monitoring

327 This Limited Action alternative includes installing a security fence around the perimeter of the
: 328 Peter Kiewit Landfill. Signs prohibiting entry would be prominently placed upon the fence. Deed
- 329 restrictions would be applied to this area to restrict digging, drilling, building, or any other activity
~, 330 that can disturb soils, and to prevent installation of drinking water wells in the contaminated area.
j..,:331 Environmental monitoring of the ground water and sufiace water near the area would occur semi-
‘““332 annually. An annual report would be prepared summarizing all field activities and analytical data.

333 Evaluation of the environmental monitoring program would be conducted every five years to
334 determine the need fir remediation antior continued monitoring. In addition, the interim action
335 would be continued for seep collection and treatment.

.

; 336 Since the Limited Action Alternative primarily uses institutional controls such as fencing and no
337 active source treatment, it does not comply with the National Contingency Plan (NCP)

T- 338 requirements (40 CFR 300.430) which state that institutional controls shall not substitute for
L 339 active response measures as the sole remedy unless active response measures are determined not

340 to be practicable. Alternative X2 is retained o~y to provide a remedial option that maybe
.W

‘ 341 selected if other alternatives involving active source treatment prove impracticable.

342 Cost Analvsis-Altemative #2: Fencin4Sims. Deed Restrictions. Environmental Monitoring
. .

~: 343 The total present worth cost for this alternative is $6,052,000.

r 344 7.3 - Alternative #3: Capping, Continuation of Seep Collection System, Deed
‘“’ 345 Restrictions, Environmental Monitoring, and Vertical Subsurface
, 346 Barriers (contingency)

‘- 347 This alternative would be designed to include the relevant components of U.S. EPA’s presumptive
~ 348 remedy guidance for landfills, which specifies containment technologies to isolate the
; 349 contaminated seeps and wastes present in the landfill, and reduce the water source of the seeps.

350 Id3tration would be reduced by the construction of a cap over the landfill which would extend
s- 351 over the previous course of Big Run Creek (the stream channel prior to installation of the seep
~ 352 collection system).
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Knwes~to prevent the flowofgroundwater intothe ladfilled wastes, vertical subsurface
barriers would be installed on the northern and western edges of the landfill (see discussion of
subsurface barriers below). The primary source of seep water is believed to be from infiltration of
rain water horn the landfill surface and not from ground water flowing into the waste. Therefore,
the installation of the vertical subsurface barriers is included in this alternative as a contingency.
Determination of the need for the vertical subsurface barriers would be made during the first five
year review of the remedial action, using criteria developed during the remedial design.

Seep collection and treatment would be accomplished using the seep collection system (SCS).
Two options each for capping and vertical subsurface barriers were considered under this
alternative and are described below. Deed restrictions would be enacted to prevent any activities
that could damage the integrity of the cap.

7.3.1 Capping Options

7.3.1.1 Hazardous Waste Disposal Facilities Final Cover (RCRA Subtitle C
Multimedia Cap).

This option involves constructing a multimedia cap over the landfill per RCRA Subtitle C
requirements (U.S. EPA 1991). The multimedia cap would consist of a low permeability
geomembrane/soil layer, a drainage layer, and a top vegetativekoil layer. In addition, the design
would consist of vents for landfill gas collection and perimeter drains for capturing drainage
through the drainage layer.

It is possible that the landfill material maybe unstable and pose cap implementation problems,
such as settling due to the use of heavy machinery causing differential settlement of the cap. If the
landfill material is determined to be unstable for cap installation, measures for providing a solid
foundation for the cap or other actions for stabilizing the landfill maybe required. The existing
landfill material can be compacted by heavy equipment traffic or by dynamic compaction. A
foundation consisting of a 3-foot layer of stone overlain by a 3-foot layer of below-cap fill is
another possible option for providing stability. The decision of the cap stability requirement and
the measures to be taken for stabilizing the cap would be determined in the detailed design phase.

The cap would be sloped to force the runoff of any precipitation away from the landfill area.
Monitoring would include regular visual inspections to ensure the integrity of the cap and leachate
collection system. Noted defects in the cap will be repaired as needed.

13
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Cost Analvsis-Ahemative #3: Hazardous Waste Ca~ODtion

The total capital cost for this alternative is $17,267,000. Operation and Maintenance costs are
estimated to be, Year 1:$294,000, Years 2-30:$9,925,000, The total present worth cost in
1994 dollars is $21,503,000.

7.3.1.2 Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Final Cover (RCRA Subtitle D
Multimedia Cap)

This option involves constmcting a multimedia cap over the landfill per RCRA Subtitle D
requirements for the final closure of a municipal/sanitary landfill facility (U.S. EPA 1991). This
option would also address the applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements for closure of a
solid waste facility per Ohio regulations. The multimedia cap would consist of a compacted soil
barrier Iayer, a granular drainage layer, and a top vegetative layer. The slope of the cover may
vary from 5 percent to 25 percent or any other slope justified by adequate slope-stability analysis.

The discussion on cap stability requirement is the same as that described for the Subtitle C cap.
The cap would be sloped to force the runoff of any precipitation away from the landfill area.
Monitoring would include regular visual inspections to ensure the integrity of the cap and Ieachate
collection system. Noted defects in the cap will be repaired as needed.

cost Analvsis-Alt. #3: Solid Waste Ca~ Oution

The solid waste cap costs are identical to the above costs with the exception of no added costs for
the synthetic liner material. Therefore, this alternative’s net worth is approximately $20,877,000.

7.3.2 Vertical Subsurface Barrier Options

7.3.2.1 Slurry Walls

Conventional slurry wall technology involves excavation of trenches followed by backfilling with
soil bentonite slurxy. However, recently developed techniques, which use simultaneous soil
mixing and injection of soil-bentonite slurry, can be used for construction of slurry walls. The
principal advantage of these techniques is the minimization of the volume of soil to be excavated.
In this alternative, slurry walls would be constructed on the northern and western edges of the
landfill. This technique utilizes a drill rig with multi-shaft augers and mixing paddles to drill into
the soil. During”the drilling operation a fluid slurry is injected and mixed with the soil to form a
low permeability column. These columns are then overlapped to forma continuous barrier to
ground water flow.
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The slurIYwall would extend from the ground surface into the impetious Sunbury shale layer,
located at a depth of approximately 30 ft. @the landfill area. The slurry wall would divert ground
water around the landfill and is intended to prevent horizontal ground water flow into the waste.
Soils removed during construction of the SIUITYwallwould be tested and disposed according to
these test results.

\

7.3.2.2 Sheet Piling

This option involves driving steel sheets into the ground to form an interconnecting, thi~ low-
permealiliw barrier to ground water movement into the landfill area. The joints of steel sheet
piles would be sealed by a bituminous sealant to fbrther reduce permeability. The sheet piles
would extend from the ground sutiace into the impervious Sunbury shale layer, located at a depth
of approximately 30 II. in the landfill area.

Cost Analvsis-Vertical Subsutiace Barrier O~tions

Costs associated with the Vertical Subsurface Barriers were included in the cost analyses for
Alternative #3. The cost difference between the two subsutiace barrier options is not expected to
substantially affect the total cost of Alternative #3.

7.4 Alternative #4: Vertical Subsurface Barriers, Continuation of Seep
Collection System, Deed Restrictions, and Environmental Monitoring

This alternative would continue to allow precipitation to infiltrate into the landfill to allow for
natural biodegradation of organic contam-inants in the landfill. Some organic compounds such as
PCB’S do not readily biodegrade. Biodegradation could be enhanced by spraying inorganic
nutrients over the landfill surfiace. Leachate from the landfill is collected and either recirculated
for re-infikration into the landfill or treated prior to discharge. This alternative is similar to
Alternative #3 except that landfill capping is not included. Vertical subsurface barriers would be
placed upgradient of the landfill to minimize ground water movement into the landfill and
minimize contamination of ground water moving into and away from the landfill. The options for
vertical subsurface barriers are described in Alternative #3. The seep collection system would be
continued for seep collection and treatment. Deed restrictions would be placed on the landfill
area to prevent access to the landfill and to prevent any activities that may damage the integrity of
the cap.

Cost Analvsis-Alt. #4: Vertical Subsurface Barrier

The total capital cost for this alternative is $4,909,000. O&M costs are estimated to be, Year 1:
$283,000; Years 2-30: $9,876,000; The total present worth cost is $10,420,000.
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446 In selecting the remedial altemativ~ Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA considered the followhw eirzht
447 criteria.

--448
; 449
‘ 450
, .451

~“”455
, ,456

457
~.:,
! .458

459
~? 460

i .461
462

~‘ 463
~

464
“;: 465

~-=466

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

p
467

‘“ 468 6.
:... 469
~- 470

““

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or
not a remedy provides adequate protectio~ and describes how risks are eliminated,
reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, andlor institutional
controls.

Comdiance with all Stat% Federal and local “Izws and regulations addresses
whether or not a remedy will meet all of the relevant, appropriate and applicable
State, Federal, and Local environmental statutes.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time once
clean-up goals have been met.

Reduction of toxicity, mobilitv, or volume is the anticipated petiormance of the
treatment technologies to yield a permanent solution. This includes the ability of
the selected alternative to reduce the toxic characteristics of the chemicals of
concern or remove the quantities of those chemicals to an acceptable risk .=.
concentration or regulatory limit and/or decrease the ability of the contaminants to
migrate through the environment.

Short-term effectiveness involves the period of time needed to achieve protection
and any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that maybe posed
during the construction and implementation period until clean-up goals are
actieved.

Imrdementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of goods and services needed to implement the chosen
solution.

~ includes capital and operation and maintenance costs.

Communi tv acce~tance was assessed in the Responsiveness Summary of this
document. Public comments were received on the RFI report, the CAS/CMS, and
the Preferred Plan.
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The eight criteria are categorized into three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing criteri~
and modifjhg criteria. The first two criteri% overall protection of human health and the
environment and compliance with AMRs, are the threshold criteria that must be satisfied in order
for an alternative to be eligible for selection as the preferred remedial alternative. Criteria three
through seven are the primary balancing criteria that are used to we~gh ~ajor trade-offs among
alternatives. Community acceptance is the modi~~ng criterion that Mtaken into account after
public comment is received on the Preferred Plan. Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA evaluated each
alternative using the above eight criteria. The following discussion summarizes the compliance of
the alternatives with these criteria.

8.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatives #l and ##2do not provide overall protection of human health and the environment
due to the long-term-risks associated with potentiaf formation of additional seeps along the
southern edge of the landfill, and possible exposure to uncovered waste due to eventual erosion of
the current cover material. Alternatives #3 and #4 were determined to provide overall
protectiveness.

Alternative #3 (cap, seep collection, vertical upgradient barrier) is expected to be the most
protective of both human health and the environment because the most effective activities will be
conducted to alleviate infiltration of surface water into the waste, seep water volume, and, if
necessary, migration of groundwater as compared to the other alternatives. In addition to this,
the cap is expected to provide more protection against possible exposure to uncovered waste due
to eventual erosion of the current cover material than will Alternative #4 (no cap, seep collection,
vertical barrier) or Alternative #2 (Seep Collection, Fencing/Signs, Deed Restrictions).
Alternative #l was considered the least protective because a greater probability of additional
seeps and eventual erosion of the current soil cover is anticipated as compared to the other
alternatives. The potential for erosion of the current soil cover is equal for Alternatives #1, #2,
and #4, however, Alternative #4 poses a lesser risk for additional leachate from seeps over
Alternative #l because some reduction in groundwater flow into the landfill is expected with a
vertical barrier.

8.2 Compliance with all State, Federal and Local Laws and Regulations

Selected remedial actions on the U. S. DOE site must comply with applicable Federal, State, and
Local laws and r.egdations. Examples of applicable laws and regulations include, but are not
limited to, the Clean Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the
Clean Water Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Ohio Revised Code (ORC)
6111, ORC 3734, and Ohio Administrative Code 3745. CERCLA Section 121 requires that
remedial actions meet legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other
environmental laws. “Applicable requirements” means those cleanup standards of control, and
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other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteri% or limitations promulgated ,.
under Federal or State law that specifidly address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant,
remedial actio~ location, or other circumstance at a site.

“Relevant &d appropriate” requirements are cleanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive environmental prot=ion rwuirements, criteria or lim.itations promulgated undw --

..% -

Federal or State law tha~ while w legally “applicablen to a hazardous substance, pollutant,
remedial action or circumstance at a site, their use and application is well suited to the situation at
a site. h example of a situation where a law would be relevant and appropriate is the treatment
of waste not lawfi.dlydeemed “h=rdous” but identical to chemicals currently deemed hazardous
under the Resource Consewation and Recovery Act (RCRA). A list of Ohio’s ARAR’s is
provided in Appendix C.

In certain instances, a remedy maybe selected which does not meet an AR&L. Six conditions
have been established under ‘whichan ARAR may be,waived: interim measure, greater risk to
health and the environment, technical impracticability, equivalent standard of petiormance,
inconsistent application of state requirements, and find-balancing. No waiver of an A.IMR has
been sought by U.S. DOE with respect to the Peter Kiewit Landfill.

AMR’s are divided into three different categories:

● Chemical-Specific ARARs -

● Action-Specific ARARs
o Location-Specitic AR4Rs

Chemical-Specific ARARs are health or risk-based numerical values which establish the
acceptable amount or concentration of a chemical that may be found in the environment. An
example of chemical-specific requirements are maximum contaminant levels (MCLS) established
for certain chemicals. All of the alternatives evaluated for the Peter Kiewit LandfiU are expected
to comply with chemical-specific ARARs because discharge levels for treated seep water are
identical in each alternative. Only if operation of the seep collection system is halted (a true “No
Action alternative”) would there be potential violations in discharge limits for treated seep water.

Action-Specific AI&Mls are usually technology or activity based requirements or limitations on
actions taken with respect to hazardous waste. An example of an action-specific requirement
would be the requirement for treatment of hazardous waste to approved standards before it is land
disposed. Alternative #3 complies with action-specific ARARs, however, the remaining
alternatives do not. A “relevant and appropriate” requirement for landfills is the placement of a
cap on the landfill afler it is no longer in operation. Because they do not evaluate placement of a
cap on the Peter Kiewit Landfill, Alternatives #l, X2, and W do not satisfi Action-specific
ARARs. Additionally, the National Contingency Plan states that a preference shall be given to
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6546 alternatives that actively treat waste rather than institutional controls (Alternative #2)., ,.. ..~,.

; ;552
553

Location-Specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hqardous substances
or the conduct of activities solely because they occur in a specific location. A example of
location-specific requirements are laws forbidding the placement of an incinerator near a hospital
or school or the placement of waste in a wetkmd area. All of the alternatives will comply with
these requirements because no waste disposal outside of the landfill is proposed.

According to Section 121 of CERCL& no fderal, state or local permits are required for remedial
actions taken on-site. -.

8.3 Lon~-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative #3 is expected to provide the greatest long-term protectiveness over the other
alternatives because capping the landfill will reduce inilltration of water into the waste and the
additional contingency measure of up-gradient groundwater control would also be expected to
reduce horizontal groundwater flow. An alternative which would remove and treat the landfill
waste would have the greatest level of long-term effectiveness. However, due to the large cost
and risks of addressing unknown landfill waste and the high cost of off-site disposal, such an
alternative was found impracticable and was not considered in the detailed analysis of alternatives.
Alternatives #l, X2 and #4 are anticipated to have a lesser degree of permanence because eventual
failure of the current soil cover which could expose wastes and additional seep generation is more
likely to occur without fkther control of rainwater irdlltration into the waste. Alternative W was
judged to be more protective than Alternative #l and #2 because a vertical barrier to stop the
migration of groundwater will reduce the likelihood of fiture seep generation.

- ~; 567 8.4 Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobilitv, or Volume Throu~h Treatment
.-.

f?
568

. 569.......
570

y? 571
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None of the alternatives reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of landfill wastes through
treatment. No hot spots were located at the Peter Kiewit Landfill; therefore, treatment of hot
spots was not considered. Treatment of the homogeneous waste within the landfill was not found
to be practicable.

8.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives W and #2 do not require soil excavation and are therefore not expected to cause
short-term risk from exposure to landfilled wastes. AJtemative #3 is expected to slightly increase
ecological risks during cap construction due to soil run-off into Big Run Creek. Alternative #4 is
expected to have the greatest short-term risk because unknowns during construction of the
vertical barrier could cause exposures from buried wastes. In the westerly dkection from the
landfill (where the vertical barrier would be installed), the extent of buried waste is not known,
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increasing the possibiky of excavating wastes during construction. Contingency measures to
address these concerns would be addressed during remedial design.

Since the seep collection system is already in place, Alternative #l would be completed
immediately. Alternative #2 could be completed in less than six months; Alternative #4 in
approximately six months; and Alternative #3 in six months to one year.

8.6 ImPlementabili@

All of the alternatives are expected to be technically implementable. Alternatives #3 and #4 would
be expected to present greater difficulties than alternatives #1 and #2 due to the proposed cap
construction (Alt. #3) and potential vertical barrier work (Alt. #4). Alternatives # 1 and #2
would be the easiest to implement because fence construction in alternative #2 is the only
construction activity necessary. No construction activities are planned in alternative #l beyond
the seep collection system which is already in place and operating.

8.7 cost

The “No Further Action” alternative would not require additional costs beyond the installation
costs already expended for the seep collection system and is the least costly alternative. However,
additional costs may be necessary in the fhture for addressing additional seeps or failure of the
current soil cover. Alternative #2 is more costly than alternative #1, followed by alternative /#l “-+?--

and alternative #3, which is estimated to be the most “expensivedue to the greatest amount of
field work. Alternative #4 is substantially less costly than alternative #3 because of the absence
of capping construction costs. Recent experience with construction work at the PORTS plant
has shown that contractor bids for remedial work are often times lower than estimated in the
corrective measures studies.

9.0 - THE SELECTED REMEDY

Ohio EPA selects a modified version of Alternative #3. This alternative continues the
operation of the seep collection system, requires the landfill to be capped with a solid waste type
cap meeting Subtitle D requirements, and stipulates the installation of a subsufiace vertical barrier
if monitoring shows that a barrier is needed to prevent the flow of groundwater into landfilled
waste (see Figure 4, Schemafic ofA/ternaiive 3, for a sketch of alternative components). This
alternative provides the best balance of trade-offs when considering the criteria used to evaluate
remedies presented in the preferred plan and in Section 8.0 above. The Agency also believes that
this remedy will be protective of human health and the environment by containing and where
practicable, treating the waste (leachate sources). This alternative meets A.IL4R’s(see Appendix
C), is cost-effective, and will provide long-term effectiveness.
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The major components of this alternative are:

● Continuation of the seep collection system which is currently in operation on the
east side of the landfill;

.* Q- Capping the landfill to contain wastes and reduce water infiltration with a cap
meeting the requirements of RCW& Subtitle D;

o The use of vertical barriers (slurry wall) as necessary to minimize lateral migration
of contaminants. Future evaluation of the Ieachate volumes flowing to the seep
collection system will determine the need for a verticaJ subsurface ban-ier. The
criteria for deterrnin’mgthe need for the vertical subsurface barrier shall be
developed during the remedial design. Specific details shall be included in all
subsequent design documents.

● Environmental monitoring to ensure that the final remedial action is protective.

The recompacted low permeability cap is the preferred cap design. This cap, commonly referred
to as a solid waste cap, has been used at two other locations on the site and is expected to contain
kmdfilled wastes and minimize the infiltration of rain water into the landfill.

A landfill operated today similar to the Peter Kiewit Landfill would be required to be capped per
solid waste regulations after operations ceased. Although the Peter Kiewit Landfill ceased
operation before these State and Federal laws were enacted, capping the landfill is a relevant and
appropriate requirement and will comply with Federal and State law. Alternative HI (No Further
Action), Alternative #2 @encing and Deed Restrictions), and Alternative W (Vertical Subsurface
Barrier) do not meet Relevant and Appropriate Requirements.

If deemed necessary, the preferred alternative would require the installation of a sluny wall to
prevent the horizontal flow of groundwater into the landfill. However, ‘based on past data
showing ‘that the hli~ord clays have a relatively low horizontal permeability, Ohio EPA believes
that the primaxy source of seep water is from infiltration of rain water from the landfill surface and
not from “Sound water flowing into the waste. The effectiveness of the landfill cap in reducing
seep water volume, and the continued ability of the seep collection system will determine the need
for the installation of a slurry wall. Specific criteria developed during the remedial design will be
examined during the first five year review of the remedy to determine the need for the slurry wall.
If a slurry wall is deemed necessary to reduce lateral migration of contaminants, its placement and
design will consider the existing structures and utilities west of the landfill area.

Excavation and subsequent disposal of the material in the Peter Kiewit Landfill was considered;
however, it was determined that this alternative would not be practicable and would not provide
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~:646 significant advantages inrislc redu@ion overdtemative #3. Asstated above, excavation is likely ‘ -

647 to cause increased exposure risks to wastes during fieldwork and the final disposal location for
648 this waste is undetermined. Containment of the waste in the Peter Kiewit Landfill was considered

~ 649 abetter alternative than attempting to excavate and treat the l~dfilled wastes because of the
: 650 variety of wastes present and the difficulty in adequately treating a mixture of contaminants such

651 as landfill wastes. . *k,-
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Environmental monitoring such as ground water sampling and monitoring of the seep collection
system will be conducted after the landfill is capped to ensure that the selected remedkd action is
effective. The seep dwharges will be collected and treated as long as seep flow is present. The
remedial alternative is expected to significantly reduce or eliminate the seep discharge. Immediate
steps will be taken to mitigate any unacceptable risks from releases detected after remedial actions
have been completed. Additional actions are not anticipated but might be necessary for
unexpected events such as new seeps or previously undetected ground water contamination.

The objective of Alternative #3, the prefemed alternative, is to eliminate the release of
contaminants (i.e. seeps). Other alternatives are less likely to eliminate the seeps; therefore, they
were deemed less effective in reducing the mobility of contaminants (via seep discharge), less
effective in the protection of human health and the environment, and less permanent than
Alternative #3. Capping the landfill is expected to cause no insurmountable problems during
construction. However, as noted above in the dkcussion of implementability, the installation of a
slurry wall or sheet piling, if neede~ may present some construction difficulties. *

10.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

In accordance with the statutory requirements of Section 121 of CERCL~ remedial actions must
be protective of human heidth and the environment, comply with all ARARs established under
federal and state environmental laws, be cost effective, utilize permanent solutions and alternative
technologies or recovexy technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and, to the extent
practicable, use treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or voiume as a principle element. In
addition to the CERCLA statutory mandates, the RCRA standards for remedial actions must be
met. Under RCR& remediid actions must: protect human health and the environment, attain
media cleanup standards set by the implementing agency, control the source of releases, and
comply with any applicable standards for management of wastes.
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Protection of Human Health and the Environment ,.

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment by preventing potential human
and ecological exposure to landfill wastes and seep water. The area will be capped, preventing
infiltration of precipitation into the wastes and reducing seep water volume. The cap will also
provide protection against possible exposure to uncovered waste due to the eventual erosion of
the current cover material. If necessary to fhrther control seep water, a vertical subsurface barrier
will be installed to prevent migration of groundwater into the landfill wastes.

10.2 Coxnpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy will comply with all MARs established under federal and state
environmental laws. ARARs specific to the Peter IGewit Landfill are presented in Appendw C.

10.3 Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been determined to provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs, the net present worth being $20,877,000. Removal and
subsequent on- or off-site disposal was not developed as an alternative, because the high cost,
excessive waste volume, and unknown waste composition made such an alternative impracticable.
Although Alternative #3 is the next to most costly of the four considered alternatives
(construction of a RCIM Subtitle C Multimedia Cap would be more costly, with a present worth
cost of $2 1,503,000), its protectiveness, compliance with ARARs, and long-term effectiveness
make it the most cost-effective.

10.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

Ohio EPA has determined that the selected remedy for the Peter Klewit Landfill represents the
maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a
cost-effective manner. Of those alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and comply with AMRs, this selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs
among the alternatives in terms of iong-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity,
mobility, and volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost, also
considering community acceptance.
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: ~: 704 10.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element
t i.,; J.

705 The selected remedy does not satisfy the statuto~ preference for treatment as a principal element
; 706 of the remedy because treatment of the principal threat of the site was not found to be practicable.:.:.,

, 707 10.6 Source Control ‘G,.%-.

: 708 The selected remedy will effectively control the source of releases by containing the landfill
709 wastes. Source control will be accomplished by the landfill cap, seep collection system, and, if
710 necessary, the installation of a vertical subsurface barrier...

p 711
#-.;
i :

712
“: 713
;. 714

715
~; 716
j:; 717

718
f“’ 719

11.0 J)OCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The prefemed plan for the Peter Kiewit Landfill was released for public comment in April, 1995.
The prefen-ed plan identified a modified version of Alternative #3: continuation of the seep
collection system; capping the landfill to contain wastes and reduce water infiltration; the use of
vetical barriers as necessary to minimize lateral migration of contaminate and environmental
monitoring to ensure that the final remedial action is protective. Ohio EPA and U.S. ‘EPA
reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the comment period. Upon review of
these comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as it was originally
identified in the preferred pla~ were necessary.
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~~ 720 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
~“;721 PETER KIEWIT LANDFILL
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i.o SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD

1.1 Over-view

This responsiveness summary has been prepared to respond to each of the significant comments,
criticisms, and new data submitted in written or oral presentations on the preferred plan for the
Peter Kiewit landfill and is intended to be consistent with Sections 113(k) (2) (B) (iv) and 117(33)
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Lxability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(SARA). This section requires that the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) respond “... to each of the significant comments, criticisms, and new data submitted in
written or oral presentations” on the preferred plan. Numerous comments were made during the
public comment period that do not pertain to the proposed remedial action at the Peter Kiewit
Landfill. These comments were not addressed in this responsiveness summary. Attempts will be
made to address all comments and concerns ~ specific to the Peter Kiewit Landfill by
communicating with the public in fiture public informationaWpdate meetings and during site
visits where Ohio .EPA and/or U. S. EPA representatives are present.

The administrative record index for the DOE site which includes the RCIU4 Facility Investigation
(RFI), the Cleanup Alternatives Study/Corrective Measures Study (CAS/CMS) and the Preferred
Plan is available to the public at the Environmental Information Center located in Waverly, Ohio.
The first drafl of the RFI was submitted to Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA on February 19, 1992. The
CAS/CMS was submitted on June 2, 1994, and a public notice alerting the public of their
opportunity to comment on the preferred plan was placed in the JVaverly Watchman and the
Portsmouth limes on April 11, 1995. The public comment period closed on May 12, 1995. A
public meeting to discuss the preferred plans was held on April 18,1995 at the Vem Rifle
Vocational School near the U. S. DOE plant.

~“ 747 1.2 Summary of Significant Comments..-
&

748 The public comrhents regarding the U. S. DOE site are organized into the following categories:

Ii!“ 749 (1) Summary of comments and Agency responses to citizens regarding the preferred
750 plan;

y’,,,
~.
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(2) Suqpnary of comments from U. S. DOE and Agency responses.
.>

2.0 COMMENTS FROM THE COMMUNITY

1. A commenter expressed concern regarding the short time period Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA
had given betwelm notification of the public meeting and the meeting date on April 18th.

Ohio EPA% Response: The purpose of the meeting was to present the remediation alternatives
being considered to the public and to accept oral comments. Written comment were accepted
throughout the comment period. Holding the meeting earlier in the public comment period, gave
citizens more time to consider the itiormation presented prior to the end of the comment period.
By holding the meeting sooner, rather than later in the comment period, citizens had a greater
opportuni~ to provide comments once the alternatives were presented. The length of the
comment period was consistent with federal and state regulations and no request for a comment
period extension was requested.

2. This same comrnenter also pointed out that U. S. EPA does not have the authority to
regulate radioactive constituents in drinking water and therefore
it was not accurate to say that the preferred remedy complied with all laws
and regulations.

ohio EPA’s Response: The authority of U. S. EPA to regulate radioactive material has some
restrictions and does not apply to all radioactive material. However, many radioactive materials
i%omU. S. DOE facilities and the PORTS site in particular are subject to regulation by Ohio EPA
and/or U. S. EPA, Designated levels for some radioactive materials in the Safe Drinking Water
Act (SDWA) such as gross alph% gross bet% radium and radon do apply to U. S. DOE facilities
and CERCLA”also covers radioactive materials not otherwise exempted by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954. Thus, U. S. EPA and Ohio EPA have authority over certain radioactive materials in
drinl@g water. Public water supplies in the State are required to conduct the above listed
radioactive analyte Iist.

During evaluation of alternatives, a primary criterion is protection of human health and the
environment. Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA evaluate all alternatives to determine their ability to
protect human health. Leaching of radioactive material to groundwater, ingestion exposures to
both soils and waters, dust inhalation and dermal contact are all considered during alternative
evaluation and selection.

3. This commenter also asked what decisions were being made as to the extent of cleanup, if
there is a cleanup goal and if some plant conversion was anticipated (such as a commercial
nuclear waste treatment facility) and also recommended
place for restoration costs.

that a “budget plan” be put in

--
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Ohio EPA’s Response: Thou@out the WI and”CAS/CMS process, Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA
have required that the fisk assessments evaluate unrestricted fim~ use with the reasonable
maximum exposure @lME) being residenti~ use of the property. The one in a million excess
cancer rate level (1 x 104) has been identified as a remediation goal. At this time, fbture
commercial and unrestricted fhture residenti~ use hm=~een evaluated for the PORTS site by Ohio
EPA or U. S. EPA. Clean-up goals will be protective of the fiture use designated for the site. In
regards to budget considerations, all of the alternatives are evaluated with respect to cost but it is—
not considered a primary screening criteria.

4. This commenter ended by requesting that the agencies consider human health more than
cost when determining remedies for waste units.

Ohio EPA% Res~onse: Ohio EPA’agrees with this request. As discussed above, remedial
action decisions place primary emphasis on the protection of human health and the environment.
Cost is always considered, but is done so after remediation goals are established for the protection
of human health and the environment. The remedial alternative that is protective, complies with
ARARs, and is cost-effective is selected. Cost-effectiveness, as stated in the NCP, is determined
by evaluating the overall effectiveness of an alternative and then assessing the cost of the
alternative to ensure that the cost is proportional to the overall effectiveness.

5. Another commenter expressed that the area of the landfill was greater than stated during
the public meeting.. An additional concern noted by this commenter was the bum area that
was in operation at the landfill area. Also mentioned was the disposal of” 85,000 pounds
of metal hydraulic sludge from the X-705”, and also waste oils and solvents.

Ohio EPA% Response: Ohio EPA stated in the public meeting that the acreage of the landfill
was not exactly known and the acreage was estimated by scaling dimensions from maps included
in investigation documents from U. S. DOE. It was not intended to be a precise value and was
used by Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA to provide a description of the landfill. During the
investigation work at the Peter Kiewit landfill, monitoring wells and soil borings were taken
around the perimeter of the known disposal area. This investigation work served to identifj the
approximate area where wastes were placed. Because the approximate dimensions of the landfill
are known, the chosen remedy for the landfill will not be affected if a precise acreage for the
landfill is not available. It is common when addressing old landfills to encounter incomplete
information because accurate records were not usually kept. However, cleanu~ actions will be
desimed to address all known and suspect areas of waste disposal. Environmental monitoring of
groundwater and surface water will be conducted on a routine basis to evaluate the selected
remedy’s effectiveness.

Ohio EPA believes that the commenter was referring to the X-749 landfill and not the Peter
Kiewit landfill when commenting about the sludge from the X-705 building. The X-749 landfill
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~: g~~ did receive 85,000 pounds of hydroxide sludge between August, 1984 and June, ..1985(QI lll?~
: 822 1994). A cap was placed on this landfill and a leachate collection system was installed in 1991.

.,.823
824

, .825
~ 826

- 827

Existing plant engineering drawings indimte that a bum pit was operated at the landfill by the
construction contractor to dispose of construction waste. There are not records that characterize
the material that was burned, nor are there records of the quantities or characterizitio~of wastes ‘
disposed in the Peter IGewit landfill during it’s operation.

3.0 COMMENTS FROM THE U.S. DOE

The U. S. DOE identified the following concerns in the Preferred Plan and presented these
concerns in written correspondence to Ohio EPA and U. S. EPA during the public comment
period.

.

- 831 1. Page 8, Line 14 of the Preferred Plan:

832
~ 833
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U. S. DOE Comment: “Geologic data do not indicate that the Sunbury Shale is absent beneath
the landfill...”

C)hio EPA’s Response: During development of the preferred plan document for public review,
Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA referenced past documents such as the RFI and the CAS/CMS to
assemble itiormation for presentation in the plan. In this specific case, Section 6.1.2.1 of the --”
CAS/CMS document was used in part as a reference for geologic information. Section 6.1.2.1 of
the CAS/CMS discusses the absence of the Sunbury Sha!e in the southeast portion of the landfill
and also where the Sunbuxy and Berea have been eroded in the drainage ravine south of the
landfill. The inference that the Sunbu@ Shale was Iikely absent from the landfill area was drawn
iiom these statements. Ohio EPA agrees that this statement is a generalization and should have
been more specific to the areas specifically identified in the RJ?Iand CA!YCMS. However, this
statement was merely intended to provide a description of the geology in the vicinity of the Peter
Kiewit Landfill and should not be construed as a statement
made with the intention of supporting the Agencies preferred remedy for the Peter Kiewit
Landfill.

2. Page 9, Line 2:

7J. S. DOE Comment: “Construction of the seep collection system is complete and all data
indicate that the system is effective in preventing discharge of contaminants to Big Run Creek.”

Ohio EPA’s Resoonse: Ohio EPA agrees with U. S. DOE’s comment. The Agency’s
evaluation of all of the alternatives assumed that the seep collection was operating and would
continue operating as long as necessary.
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3. Page 27, Lhe 6:

U.S. DOE Comment: “While it is true that Altema~ve #3 has the most extensive construction
activities associated with it, it is not clear that thk alternative is more protective ....”

ohio EPA’s Response: During evaluation of the alternatives for the Peter Kiewit Landfill, the
Agencies ranked each alternative according to it’s petiormance (identi&ng the most effective to
the least effective alternative) in each of the eight criteria. This was done for all eight criteri~
even though some of the difference+ between alternatives maybe small. In the case of “Overall
Protection of Human Health and the Entiroment”, under the current use (i.e. short term), the
differences between the alternatives may be small. However, the Agencies believe
that the dflerences between alternatives are more pronounced when evaluating an alternative’s
ability to be protective over the long term.

4. Page 27, Line 10: ‘

U. S. DOE Comment: “The landfill is covered, vegetated, and maintained to prevent erosion.
There has been Iittle erosion to the cover since 1968, and as pan of the IRM, low spots have been
filled and revegetated to prevent pending of surface water.”

Ohio EPA’s Response: As stated in the previous response, the objective of evaluation was to
rank the alternatives according to their effectiveness for each of the eight criteria. The Agencies
believe that the placement of an engineered solid waste cap or liner material will provide a greater
level of protection than will the current condition at the landfill. While the IRM may have
eliminated the current erosion on the east side of the landfill, erosion over time did occur in the
sloped area adjacent to Big Run Creek, exposing Iandfilled wastes. The likelihood of this re-
occurring in the same location or elsewhere on the site is greater without an engineered cover
over the waste.

5. Page 28, Line 30

U. S. DOE Comment: “As stated in the Preferred Plan, relevant and appropriate requirements
are generally not applicable and should be considered based on the specific site situation ....”

Ohio EPA’s Resnonse: Ohio EPA disagrees with U. S. DOE’s interpretation of the discussion
of ARAR’s in the Preferred Plan. Relevant and appropriate requirements apply to the Peter
Kiewit landfill. The discussion here was not intended to point out that “relevant and appropriate”
requirements are generally not applicable to a cleanup situation as stated in U. S. DOE’s
comment, but rather was intended to outline the difference between an applicable law versus a
relevant and appropriate application of a law or rule to a cleanup situation (e.g. a landfill such as
the Peter Kiewit Landfill that was closed prior to the enactment of Ohio’s closure rules for solid
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waste landfills). The appIicabtity of the closure rule to currently operated solid waste landfills is
not dependent upon the observation of occurrences such as infikration of water, exposed waste,
etc. The intent of capping upon closure is to prevent as much as possible the fiture occurrence of
iniltratio~ erosio~ etc. that eventually could result in migration of wastes and subsequently
higher maintenance costs and necessary corrective measures.
When the analysis results in a determination that a requirement is both relevant and appropriate,
such a requirement must be complied with to the same degree as if it were applicable, unless
waived.

6. Page 29, Line 5

U.S. DOE CommenC “Capping of the landfill is not considered containment nor active
treatment under the National Contingency Plan” ......

Ohio EPA’s Response: The statement regarding the preference for active treatment in the NCP
was added to emphasize this when comparing Alternative #2 to other alternatives and was
intended to be similar to language in the CAS/CMS documents regarding Alternative #2. It was
not the intent of the Agencies to imply that other alternatives for the Peter K.iewitLandfill
provided greater treatment than Alternative #2.

7. Page 29, Line 22
. ,..J

U. S. DOE Comment: “Surveillance, maintenance and scheduled improvements will reduce or
eliminate these concerns”,

Ohio EPA’s Res~onse: Ohio EPA agrees that sumeillance, maintenance and scheduled
improvements will reduce the concerns regarding exposed wastes and additional seep generation.
However, a preference is given to the permanence of an alternative and the minimization of
operation and maintenance. The Agencies believe that the preferred remedy will result in reduced
maintenance costs in the &ture compared to the “no iirther action” alternative, and will meet
ARARs.

8. Page 30, Line 20

U.S. DOE Comment: “Because interim remedial measures have mitigated potential risk to
human health and the environment, it is difficult to justi~ additional large-scale construction and
12 million dollars in costs to implement Alternative #3.”

Ohio EPA’s Res~onse: The response to comment #7 above also applies to this comment. The
permanence of an alternative is expected to result in reduced I%turemaintenance costs and a
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groundwaterh-face water.

U.S. DOE Comment: “A waiver could be obtained for the relevant and appropriate
requirement that is not met. The existing cover prevents direct contact and reduces infiltration.
This requirement should not be viewed as a deciding factor”.

Ohio EPA’s Res~onse: The attainment of ARAR’s was not the only criteria used to identi~ the
preferred alternative. Issues of long term effectiveness and permanence also tikcted the decision
to select Alternative #3 as the prefemd alternative. However, the placement of a cap over the
Peter Kiewit Landfill was determined to be a “relevant and appropriate” requirement based on the
analysis required by Section 300.400 (g) (2) of the NCP. The capping requirement is “relevant
and appropriate” because, (a): the actions or activities regulated by the requirement and the
remedial action contemplated at the CERCLA site are sufilciently similaq and, (b): the
requirement is well suited to the site.

Six conditions have been established under which an A-RAILmaybe waived: Interim Measure;
Greater Risk to Health and the Environment; Technical Impracticability; Equivalent Standard of
Performanc~ Inconsistent Application of State Requirements; and Fund-Balancing. With regard
to the capping of the Peter Kiewit Landfill, only the Equivalent Standard of Performance
condition potentially applies.

According to the preamble of the March 8, 1990 NCP, the criteria for evaluating whether an
alternative method is equivalent to or better than the method required by the ARAR are degree of
protection; level of performance; reliability into the fiture; and time required for results.
Alternatives #l, #2, and ##ldo not meet these criteria because of the uncertainty of the long term
effectiveness of the current cover, the lack of reduction of seep water volume, the essentially
urdiited period of time required to achieve remedial objectives, and the unknown wastes
disposed in the landfill.

10. Page 32, Line 24

U.S. DOE Comment: Installation and operation of the collection system have eliminated the
possibility of contaminants leaving the site. Alternative #3 should be viewed as less, not more
permanent than &ternative #1, #2, and #4; because Alternative #3 requires perpetual operation
and maintenance. Under Alternatives #1, #2, and #4, however, contaminated Ieachate will
eventually cease being generated, significantly reducing operation and maintenance requirements”.

Ohio EPA’s Response: The Agencies disagree that Alternative #3 (capping) should be viewed
as less permanent than alternatives # 1 (no action), #2 (institutional controls) and #4 (vertical
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barrier), and disagrse that these alternatives will have less operation and maintenance compared to
altemative#3. The time fhme under which leachate will cease being generated is not know% but
is expected to be a long period of time because organic industrial wastes were likely disposed in
the Peter Kiewit Landfill and the attenuation of these wastes commonly requires decades or more.
The erosion of the 1~-dfi~ cover material overtime will require at least as much or more routine
maintenance than wll ‘knengineered cap. .

11. U.S. DOE Comment: “TheNo firther Action alternative provides the most efficient and
effective solution to mitigating risks to human health and the environment posed by Peter ISiewit
Landfill. As stated in the prefefied plan “The seep collection system installed west of Big Run
Creek is expected to address much of the estimated risk to humans and to Blg Run Creek by
collecting contaminants released from the landfill”. The seep collection system effectively
eliinates short-term.risk to the environment, therefore, the goal of the remedial alternative
implemented through the CAS/CMS should be to reduce the long-term risk to the environment.
The No Further Action alternative accomplishes this by reducing the toxicity of material in the
landfill over a relatively short period of time (approximately ten years). It is expected that
concentration of contaminants in seep water will eventually be reduced below PQLs allowing the
collection system to cease operation. Implementation of the No Further Action alternative will
require very little additional capital cost and will mitigate the need for perpetual operation and
maintenance costs and large-scale construction at this unit”.

Ohio EPA’s Response: While the seep collection system is expected to effectively capture “=-
contarninants from the landfill, an important issue is the long-term effectiveness of the no-action
alternative. This alternative is expected to require more maintenance in the fiture than
alternatives that reduce irdltration of water into the waste. Because it is not known what
quantities of containerized liquids or other organic waste maybe present in the landfill, the
agencies are not necessarily in agreement that the reduction of contaminants will be accomplished
in approximately ten years as stated in U. S. DOE’s comment. Unexpected fiture releases from
the Iandfili are considered more like~ywith the no-action alternative than with alternative #3,
therefore, Ohio EPA does not agree that the no-action alternative is the most effective
akemative.
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A3?PROXIMATE LAND3?ILLBOUNDARIES
PETER KIEWIT LANDFILL

@ROM PETER KIEWIT LANDFILL DRAFT CAS/CMS REI’ORT,
FIGURE 6.1, PAGE 6-7)



213’7

.-

.

-,___
. .

6-7 .

.......:...... :, .



2137

PORTS PK Ldil
May, 1996

,G%z-. FIGURE 4

SCHEMATIC OF ALTERNATIVE 3
(FROM PETER K3EWIT LANDFILL DRAFT CAS/CMS REI?ORT,

F@URE 6.10, PAGE 6-86)

‘,

.;

..
...-



. ,..
. ,,

.

.

I .
I .

.

,
.

I

,

)1:!
.

i

> 12“ VECE”
.

\-:”.M!L. ‘w

A
TATM LAYER “.... ..... .

‘“ ‘“ : 12“ ORAINACE SAND LAYER
.,.- ..,.. .-z - , ?. .

W!!!%&J‘“”cLAyLAmR‘“;”I

CAP PROFILE
NOT TO SCALE

\ .
\ 1

PETE;
KIEWIT ‘ll$~,%:;o”’i

.\ , ,., --,,, ‘ LANDFiLL ‘ \\

“o CONTINUATION-

.- LANUPILL.
< CAP. .

7.
,\”&=’wGAS VENTS

OF IMP ACTI
.- .,. ,”:

. BIG RUN
CREEK “ .

4-
-m!uL+J~~.. “

I&
. I I , ~oMpAcTEo~NoF,LL :.’

i

!.

SUBGRAOE
/ENVIRONMENTAL . “’.:. ~~

I lALlf Wfim ILlfi

. .

. . .

.,. .
,.. .

ur /

K... .-.._ ------
nkeintf-n

P-GRADIENT= . w u DIRECTION OF
ERTICAL !XIRSURFACE 6ROUNOWATER

DHlxnlcn FLOW
(SLURRYWALL) ,

Mul’il lUIXINb ‘ ,, SECTION” ViEW ‘ ‘,.,,.. NOT ,TO SCALE
,. .

. . .,,.,. .,
. ..,,

,. . .

w

c,. ,. ..-., d
PORTFIG3.OWG FILE NO.7099 ,, ,,. . .

!5/%1 II YIP # 4Aenl Ir?tl Ann #lP
.-

A8 YFfi Lt171tlP -P A,rs Ml&f A ,,_m__., . . . . . . . . . . -- - .- —. —— -rluurrc O.lU QW-ILMH IIU w JWILKIYA IIVL .d, UAl_’FINb, VLK llG#tL SUtiXJHFACE BARRIERS, CONTINUATION OF IMP
ACTION, DEED RESTRICTIONS ANO ENVIRONMENTA: MONITO~.V4G

;:;$$ ,..... , ($$J;
..$@

,, %......



PORTS PK Lcifl
May, 1996

-. ......

APPENDIX B

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

“i,

,,.----



Portsmouth Gaseous WfuslomPlant Environmontai hlanagomcmt Program .

For Interrk. .e Only Peter Klewlt

Ma~ 1, 1996 Page 1 .

AR i)oc.No, Internal 120c. No. Document Title Date Originator Recipient Location

Catalog No. Revkfon Pages From TO Document Type

PORTS AR
Lelter

PORTS AR

Letter

Requlre”mentfor Interim Remediat Plan 10/18/93 USEPA
U.S. DOE - Portsmouth 0H7 890008 %33 2 %oyle

‘Remedial ActIon at the Peter Kiewlt 10i25f93 OEPA
Landtill 1 Rochotte

Interim Measures Plan: Peter Klewlt 11/18/93 USDOE
Landfill . 83 Gillespie

Disapproval of lnterfm Measure; Plan for 1/31/94 ‘USEPA
the Peter Kfewlt Landfill U.S. DOE 14 Boyle
Portsmouth Gaseous OVfusIorr.~lant 01-f7
890008903

,-..

USEPA Required Revlslons to Interfm 3L?194 USDOE
Measures Plan - Request for Extension of 1 ‘Gillespie
Time to Submit ,,

Ohio EPA Comments on the Peler Kiewit ‘ 3/15/94 OEPA

USDOE
Gillesple

1-20-28/00.001
763

,.
USDOE
Gillespie

1-21S-28100.002
875

USEPA, OEPA
Bianchln, Rochotte, Welch

USDOE
Glllesple

PORTS AR
Plan

l-20-28m5.oof ~
800 0

PORTS AR
Disapproval/Comments

1-20-28/81.001
1006

EO023-5885 “
.

PORTS AR

LeUer
USEPA
Averi!l

1.20-2at8too2
1039

l-2Cf-28f81,003
1077

USDOE .

Gillespie

PORTS AR

Commen!s,%Landfill In!erim,Measures Plan 2 Rochotte
. .

EO-23-5950 Revklons to Intetim Measures Plan - Peter 3/28/94
Klewlt Landfiti , ... 2
.$ ,.. .

Approvbl of Revlslon to Interim Measures “ 3130/94
Plan for Peter Kiewit Landfill Department 1
of Energy 0H7 890983

U6DOE
Gillespie

PORTS AR
Letter

1-20-28181,004
1055

USDOE
Averill

PORTS AR
Approval Letter

USEPA

Averill

USDOE
Gillespie

1.20-28/81.005

1161

Revised Interkn Measures Plan. “Peter 4114194
Kiewit Landfill “ 15

PORTS AR
Responses

1-20-20/81.006
1088

USDOE
Glllesple

EO-23-8007 USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

Interfrn Measures Plan for the Peter Klewit 4/15/94
Landfllt at the Portsmouth Gaseous ’118
Diffusion Piant ~ ;

Peter Kiewit (PK) Landfill interim Remedial 5/11/94
MeasureProject. , , . 2

MMES
Glllesple

LISEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

PORT’S AR
iMP

DOE/OtVl 191262&D2
1

t-20-28m5.oo2
1089

.,

USDOE
Gillespie

US Army Corps. Engineers
Adamo

USf.)OE ‘

PORTS AR ,

Letter w

~-2t)-28fO0.003

1167

EO-23-6060

PORTS AR P

Gillespie Comments
u
d

Ohio EPA.Comments on the Peter Klewit 51j3/94
Landtill Interim Remedial Measures Plan 2

OEPA

Rochotte
1-20-28/81.007 ,

1169

Disapproval of the interim Measu;es Pian: 611/94
Peter KiewltLandfill for the Portsmouth 3

USEFIA
Averill

USDOE PORTS AR

Gillespie Disapproval/Comments
1-20-28181.008

1175



Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant Environmental Management Program

For Internal Use Only Peter Kiewit

May 1, 1996 Page 2

AR DOG, No. internal Dot, No. Document Title Date Originator Recipient Location
Catalog No. Revision Pages From To Document Type

1-20-28/004)04

Gaseous Diision Plant (PORTS) 0H7
890008983

6/2/94 US Dept. of the,Army
32 Richmond

Descriptioru Peter Kiewit (PK) Landfill
Interim Remedial Measure Project
Proposal

Interim Measures Plan for the Peter Kiewit
Landfill at the Podsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant Piketon, Ohio

Description Response to USEPA and
OEPA comments on the Peter Kiewit
Landfill Interim Measures Plan

Ohio EPA Approval of the Peter Kiewit
Interim Measures Plan

Approval with Conditions of the Interim
Measures Plain Peter Klewit Landfill for
the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant
(PORTS) 0H7 890008983

Peter Kiewit Landfill Draft Cleanup
Alternatives Study/Corrective Measures
Study Report for the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant

Interim Measures Plan for the Peter Kiewit
Landfill at the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant Piketon, Ohio

Description Response to USEPA and
OEPA Comments on the Peter Kiewit
Landfill Interim Measures Plan

Modeling Results - Draft Addendum to the
Peter IGewit Lendfill Draft Cleanup
Alternatives Study/Corrective Measures
Study Report for the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant Piketon,Ohio

USDOE
Gillespie

PORTS AR
Letter1177

00W0R/11-1262&D3
2

1-20-28/05.003
1200

6/30/94 MMES
120 Gillespie

PORTS AR
IMP

USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

USEPA, OEPA PORTS AR
Responses

1-20.28181.009
1201

ED-23-6171 7JI194 MMES
27 Gillespie Averill, Rochotte, Welch

1-2G28I81,O1O
1223

1-20-28/81,011

1232

7/25/94 OEPA
2 Rochotte

USDOE
Gillespie

PORTS AR
Approval/Comments

7/26/94 USEPA
1 Averill

USDOE PORTS AR
Approval LetterGillespie

1-20-05/15,001
1236

DOE/0Rl12-1295&Dl
o

7/29194 SAIC
283 Gillespie

USEPA,OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

PORTS AR
Report

USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

I-20-28105.003A

1254
DOE/OR/l l-1262&D4
3

8/23/94 MMES
28 Gillespie

PORTS AR
Revised Pages

1-20-28/81,012
1255

EF-21-6268 8t23t94 MMES
5 Gillespie

USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch

PORTS AR

Response

l-v
PORTS AR +

Addendum G.3
<

1-20-05/15.002
1257

8/29/94 SAIC
22 Gillespie

USEPA, OEPA
Averiil, Rochotte, Welch



,,. ... m .“ s : A v“-- y- . . .. . . .. J.-. . . . . . . . ..” .,.,

. . .

# ;. ..’
. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . ..
..-,., .

“L:;,,’ Portsmouth Gaseous Dlffuslon Plant j Environmental Management Program 1,

For hternal Use Only Peter KievAt .,
hla~ 1, 1996 Page 3 .

. .
AR ~OC, No. Internal Dec. No. Document Title Date Originator Recipient Location

Catalog No, Revlskm Pages From To Document Type

1-20-05/81,001
1377

PORTS AR
Comments

USDOE
Gillespie

Descrlptlon: Ohio EPA Commenls on lhe
Peter Kfewil Landfill CAS/CMS Report

10/20194
3

OEPA
Rochotte

USDOE
Gillespie

PORTS AR
NOI

10/26/94
3

‘ OEPA
General NPDES Perml!s

1-20-28/55.001
1383

EF-21-6385 Notice of In!ent Form (NOI) for Stonnwater
General Permit - Department of Energy
(DOE) - Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion
Plant (PORTS) - Peter Kiewlt Landfill
Interim Remedial Measures (IRM) Project

“Peter ~ewit Landfill Draft Cleanup
AttematlvesOTechnical Revfew.Commants
Portsmouth Gaseous DiffuslonPlanL
Plketon, Ohio OH7 890008983

EF-21-6431 Response to OEPA Comments on the
Draft Peter Kiewlt CAS/CMS Report

PORTS AR
Comments

1.20-05/81.002
1387, *

1111/94,
6

USEPA
Averill

USDOE
Glllesple

USEPA, OEPA

Averill, Rocholte

PORTS AR
Responses

11/21/94
.4

USDOE
Gillespie

1-20-05/81.003
1405

EF-21-6446 Complelron of Construction al Peter Klewil 11/30/94 USDOE
.~andfill IRM . 2 Gillesple

PORTS AR
Letter

USEPA, OEpA
Averill, Rochotle, Welch

1-20%?8/00.005
1418

USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rocholte

EF-21-84~6 Responses to USEPA Commen!s 12/5/94 USOOE
Regarding Peter Ktewil Landfill CMS!CAS 11 Gillespie

PORTS AR
Responses

1-20-05/81.004
1420

Report~ ,

PORTS AR
Report

DOE/OR/12-1295&D2 . Peter KlewllLandfillDraft Cleanup “ 2L10/95 SAIC’
Altematlves Study/Corrective Measures 221 Gillespie
Study Report for the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant, I?iketon, Ohio’

,.

.’

USEPA, OEPA
Averill, Rochotte, Welch
.

1-20+5/15.003
1500

PORTS AR
Approval

Ohio EPA Approval of the )(-705/4/6 3122195 OEPA
CAS/CMS and Peter Klewit Landfill 1 Rochotte
CASJCMS Reports

..
Description: Publlc NotIce: Portsmouth 4111/95 OEPA
DOE Public Hearing on Preferred Plan for 1
Peter Klewlt Landfill ‘.

USDOE
Gillesple

1-20-05/81.005
1531
,

1-20-15/73.00’

1558
Publlc PORTS AR

Public Notice

l%e Ohio EPA%”and the U.S. EPA’s 4/13195 OEPA
Preferred Plan for the Peter Klewil Landfiil ~ 72 Rocho!te

~U.S. DOE-PORTS Site

‘PORTS AR
Preferred Pian ~

G
>7

Env, Information Center

Childers

1-20.15/60.001

~ 1548



.$

.,

0

,:.

ii..

t.;.
:,
,\..

“1!!‘.;

.

. .

. .

+

.

;

.

. .

. . . .

. .

.

:!. . . .



PORTS PK Lci.fI
May, 1996

.

.s.

APPENDIX C

LIST OF FEDERAL AND STATE ARARs

~

i:
,.. _.#-,_



~fqy+?J ““, :, ,,, y:;, “ ~~~~ ~~ , .;...;
,.; .:--wq .. . . .. .:.... . ..-..1.

. . ,: ,“”--””. . .. .. . .

~:
I Fderal ARARs and TBCSfor Peter Kiewet Lnndfill nt PORTS

Citation Rcqulremcnt Applicable (A) or Relevant and Rationale
Appropriate (M) or To Be

Considered (’I’D(2)Designation

Chemieals in Drinking Water A soiid waste disposal facility shali not contaminate RA Relevant and appropriate because
(Solid Waste Disposal Facility) an underground drinking water souroebeyond the Peter Kiewet LandfilI eantains

solid waste bandary (outermost perimeter of the
40 cm 257,4

several of the chemicals listed in the
waste). The eonecntration of chemieals shall not regulation.

‘. exeeedbackground levels or listed maximum
contaminant levels (MCLS),whichever is higher,

Classificationof Soiid Waste Solid waste dispsal facilities or practices shall not A No threatened or endangered species
DisposalFacilities and Practices eausc or contribute to the taking of any endangered have been identified at PORTS.

or threatened species of plants, tlsh;-.orwild!ife.
40 CFR 257,3-2 Solid waste disposal facilities or practices shall not

result in the destmction or adverse modification of
the critical habitat of endangered or threatened
sp&es identified in 50 CFR Part 17,

EndangeredSpeciesAct 16 All Federal agencies must ensure that any action A No threatened or endangered species
U.S.C. 1531,et. seq. authorized, fhnded, or carried out by them is not have been identified at PORTS,

likely tojeopardize the continued existeneeof any
Endangeredand Threatened listed species or result in the destruction or adverse
Wiidlifeand Plants 50 CFR modificationof the constituent elements essential to
17.21,17.31, 17.61, 17.71,and the eorumvation of a listed species within a defined
17.94 critical habitat. Additional requirements apply if it is

determined that proposed activityodd adversely
[interagencyCooperation- affect these species or their habitat.
EndangeredSpeoiesAct 50 CFR .
102,01

theological Resotuces No-personmay cxoavate,remove, damage, or A DOE has conducted appropriate
?roteotionAct 16U.S.C, 47099 othem’iseaiter or deface or attempt to exeavate, consultation with the State

rm%ove,damage, or othenvise alter or deface any Historical Preservation Ofllcer
%otectionof Archaeo!ogieal archaeologicalresouree heated on public lands (sHPO).
?esources43 CFR 7.4(a) unless such activity is pursuant to a permit,
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\ Federal ARARs and TECSfor Peter Kiewet Landfill MPORTS

Citation Requirement Applicable (A) or Relevnnt and Rationale
Appropriate @A) or To Be

. Consh!ercd(TBC) Dcdgnation

National tistoric preservation DOE must take into account the effkctof an A DOE has conductedappropriate
Act 16U.S.C. 470C undertaking on Historic Properties and accord the consultationwith the SHPO.

Advisoty Council on Historio Preservation a
Considemtionof Historio reasonable opportunityto eommen~ Histork
Pro&ties 36 CFR Part 800 properties are defined as any prehistoric or historic

.,

district, building, site, structure, or object included
in or eligible for inclusion ~ the National Register
of Historic Places. ‘his term includes artifacts, .
records, and persons released to and looatedwithin
suchpropqties. I%storioproperties that are to bo
substantiallyaltered or demolished must be recorded
fw future uso and refxonce

Archaeologicaland Historio L@& discoverythat a project may eawc the A“. DOGhas and will continue to
PreservationAct 16U.S.C. 469, irreparable loss, destruction, significant scientific consult, as appropriate, with the
470 findin~ prehistorical finding, or loss of historical or ‘ SHPO.

archeologicaldata, DOE must notify the
Department of Interior in writing and provide
appropriate informationconcerning the project.’
DOE must with possible assisttincefrom SHPO,
undertake r~ovory, protection, and preservation of
the data.

Procedurefor Implementing F&raI Agencies conducting certain activities must A DOE must consider and protect
NEPA40 CFR 6.302(a) avoid, to tho extent possl%le,the adverse impacts wetlands associatedwith the area
ExecutiveOrder 11990 associated with the destruction or loss ofwctlands near the Peter Lnndtill,

and to avoid support of new construction in
wetlands when a praoticab!ealternative exists.

Proceduresfor Implementing Fodcral agcnoiosmustevaluate the potential effects A DOE must consider floodplain areas
NEPA40 CFR 6.302(b) of actions they may take in a floodplain to avoid, to located within or affected by the
ExeeutivoOrder11988 tha extent possible, adverse effketswith dirootor Peter Kiewet Landfill remedial

indirect developmentof a floodplain, action.
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; Federal ARARs and TECs for Peter Kiewet Landfill at PORTS

Citation “ Rcqulrcment Applicable (A) or Relevant and ,Rationale
Appropriate @A) or To Be

Considered (.TBC)Designation

DOS Compliancewith DOE shali exerciseleadrmhip and take action in A
Fiocdplaifletiands

DOE must consider floodplain and
regard to flmdplainshvctlands to avoid adverse

EnvironmentalReview
wetland areas located within or

impacts, incorporate floodplain management goals affectedby the Peter Kiewet
Requirements 10 CFR 1022.3(a), and wetiand protedion oonsiderotioninto its
(1)(f), (2), (3), (5), (6), (c), (d),

Landfill remediai action,
planning, regulato~, and deeision -making process,

(e), i022.S(b), (h), and take appropriate steps to make floodplain
1022.1l(a), (b), 0 determinations,

>. . .. .

Preparingand T~nsporting Gcncpii Requirements for transpmting hazardous A
HazardousWaste Off-site

Any residues determined to be a
waste for Mf-sitedisposal require a manifest. Pre- RCRA hazardous waste destined for
transporting requirements include appropriate

\

RCRA
off-sitedisposai are subject to

packaging, iabeiing, marking, and placarding. manifest requirements.

40 CFR 262.20 thrOUfJh .23,.30 “ .
md .33 Subparts B and C

LandDisposal Restrictions Restricted hazardous waste foliow land disposal A’ This requirement is applicable to
restriction re’Wlationsbefore being disposed of on disposai, on-site or off-site, of

RC)U land. .“ restricted RCRA hazardous waste.
,. ,.

!0 CFR 268.40 through .44 “’. ,:
.

SubpafiD

EtestManagement practices BMP programs shail be developed in accordance A The substantive portions of this
Program(BMP) t~ith good engineeringproctioesand (1) be regulationapply to the remediai

documented in Bnarrative form, including necessmy actionto be taken at Peter Kiewet
21eanWater Act piot pirms, drawings, and maps (2) establish specific Landtli.

objectives for the controi of toxic and haznrdous
10CFR 125.104Subpart K pollutants, and (3) establish specificbest

management practices to meet the speeifio
.,

objectives for control of toxio and hazardous
pollutants to the waters of the United States. =- .

.

..

cd
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, Fedeml A&4.Rs and TBCSfor Peter IGewet Landfill at PORTS

Citation Requirement Applicable. (A) or ReIcvant and Rationnlc
Appropriate (M) or To Be

Considered (TEC) Designation

Noise ControlAct, JSSamended Thepublicmust be protected from noises that A Because equipment and vehicles
42 U.S.C. 4901, et seq. jeopardize health and welfare. would be involved in certain aspects

Noise Pollution and Abatement
of the remedial action at Peter
Kiewet Landfill, all substantive

Act 42 US,C, 7641
.

requirements of the act are
applicable.

RCRA CorrectiveActionsunder Federal statutory requirements forRCRA corrective IL%” RCIU correctiveaction provisions
Sections3004(u), 300S(0)(3), actions,
3008(h), and 7003

are relevant and appropriate to
\ CERCLA actions involvingRCRA..-.

sites.

DOE Order 5400.5 DOE orders relating to radiation dose limit, as low TBC Management of any materials at the
as rchonably achievablepolicy, control of residual Peter Kiewet Landfill that are
radioactivematerial, management and control of “ contaminated w“thradioactive
radioactivematerials in liquid discharges, radiation compounds shouId consider tie
protectionof public andtheenvironment,and criteria and guidelinesestablished in
derived concentrationguides for radionuclides this DOE order.

%. umtain criteria and guidelines to be considered for. “,

‘ the management of radioactive materials. , “.

Manag;mcnt of Low Level ~ DOE order relating to the management of low level TBc Management of any materials that
RadioactiveWaste DOE Order radioactivewaste. may be considered low Ievei
5828,2A ,, radioactivewaste should consider‘.

the criteria and guidelines
established in this DOE order.

RCR4 ComectiveAction Proposed regulations for implementing RCRA TBc “ The”proposedSubpart S regulations
ProposedRegulations correctiveactions.. . pertaining to RCRA careotive

actions am to be consideredfor the
40 CFR 264 Subpart S Peter Kiewet Landtill remedial

action.

.
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Fcde&l ARARs and T13CsforPeter KiewetLandtill at PORTS

Citation Requirement Applicable (A) or Relevant and Rationale
Appropriate (RA) or To Be

Considered (1’’BC)Designation

lCRA CorrectiveAction Plan Guidance from EPAon conductingRCRA TBc The RCRA CorrectiveAction Plan
3SWERDireotiveNo. 9902,3- ccrrectivoactions.
!A

guidance is to be considered for the
Peter Kiewet Landfill remedial
action.

.

.

*
\
‘-.>.

,..

. .

. ..

.

.

-..



I AD MINIS.
PERTINENT TITLE OR SUSJECT

f,>.,

1 SE%N

DESCRIPTION
(, :

f’fWRAPH
APPLICATION ‘“ (:[:”’ ..A~A~

OF REt3ULATl13N . OF REGULATION OF REf3UlAT10N
Q

/;:” :, ., ;) ‘~f% I
1601.18.1 03, A LISTOF ENDANGEREDPLANTSPECIES PLANTSPECIESCONSIDEREDENOANGEREGIN OHIO

diwwt htit cm.

Llwtvf Ohh *4 spwlw comldmd mdqmd.1601:31.23. 01, A4!E 11s7OF CNOAN(NSWOANIMAL SPECIES

ANALWICALANO CGUEC770N
PROCEDU7WS

SPCC4FIESANALYT3CA4,METHOOSANO COLLECTIONPROCEDURESFOR
SURFACEWATERDISCHARGES.

PE8TAINSTO SOTH 01SCHAR13ESTO SURFACEWATERSAS A
RESULTOF 7WMEOIATIONANO ANY ON-SWESURFACEWATERS
AFFEOTEOBY StTECONOIT30NS.

ACTtON

CHEMICALPHWAJNSTO BOllt DISCHARGESTO SURFACEWATERSAS A
RESULTOF REMEOIATIONANO ANY ON.SITESURFACEWATERS
AFFECTEOSY SITE CONDITIONS.

3746.144 AJL,C,O,E THE ‘PIVS FREEDOMS*FORSURFACE
WATER

AU SURFACEWATERSOF THE STATE SHALLSE FREEFROM:

A3OSJECTIONAl SUSPENOEOS0110S.
SIFLOATINGOEfMIS,OILANO SCUM.
Cl MATEFOALSTHAT CREATEA NUISANCE.
01 TOXIC, tENiMFULOJi,lETliAL SUBSTANCES,
El NUTRIENTSTtEATCREATENUISANCEGROWTH

CHEMICALA#*c ANTtOEORAOATIONPOUCY FOR
SURFACEWATER

PREVENTSOEfJRADATtONOF SURFACEWATEROUAUW BELoW
OESiGNATEOUSEon EXISTINGWATERou~m. kxIs71NG INSTREAM
USESSHALLBEMAINTAINEDANO PROTECTEO,THE MOST STRIN9ENT
CONTROLSFORTREATMSNTSHALLBEREOUIREDSY TIW OIRECTORTO
SE EMPLOYEOFORALLNEW AND EXIS71N0POINT SOURCEDISCHARGES.
PREVENTSANY DEGRADATIONOF ‘STATE FEESOURCEWATERS”.

REOUIRESTHAT BESTAVAJLMLETECHNOLOGY16ATISE USEOTO
TREATSURFACEWATER01St4ARGES.OWtlPA USESYHIS RULETO
SEFSTANDARDSWHEN tXIST!NG WATEROUAIJIWIS BtSITER
THAN THE DESIGNATE USE.

.

1

3746.1.06 A.B MN(!NOZON6S FORSURFACEWAYER (Al PRESENTSTHE CRJTERIAFORESTABLISHINGNON.TNERMAlMIXING
ZONESFORPOINT SOURCEOISCHAROESiBl PRESENTSTHE CRITEfllA
FORESTASLISHINOTHERMM MIXINO ZONES
FORPOINT SOURCEOISCIIARGES

APPUEOAS A TERM OF 01SCHAR13EPERMITTO INSTALLIPTII.
WOULDPERTAINTO AN MTERNATWE VWICH RESULTEOIN A
POINYSOURCEOISCHARGE.

1746.1.07 c WATEROUAL.t7VCRITERIA t ESTABLISHESWATEROUAUTY CRITCRIAFORPOLLUTANTSWWICH00
NOT HAVE SPECIFICNUMERICALOR NARRATIVECRITERIAlCtENTlflEOIN
TABLES7-! THROUGH7.16 Of THIS RLKE,

PERTAINS70 BOTH OISCHAROESTO SURFACEWATERSAS A

RESULTOF REMEDIALACTION NO ANY SURFACEWATERS
AFFECTEOSY SITI! CONLNTIONS,

CHEMICAL
ACTION

PERTINENTIF ST&AM ORSTREAMSEGMENTIS ON.SITEANO1S
EITHER

AFFECTEDBy SITE COffOWIONSOF IF REMEDYINCLUOESDIRECT
OISCHARGE,USEDSY OWOPATO EST’ASUSHWASTELOAO

ALLOCATIONS. ,.

3746.1.09 WATERUSEOESFORSCIOTORIVER ESTMUSHES WATERUSEOESIONATIONSFOITSTREAMSEGMENTS
WTHIN TH12
SCIOTO RIVEII BASIN, SEEPCOLLECTIONSYSTEMDISCHARGEIS
00V2RNE08Y NPOCSPERMITNO. OKtOOGGO*EO(OUTFAL1
01000000170BI, WMICHHAS THE FOLLDWNGOISCHARGEUMIYATIONS:

ZtNC, TOTAl: MONITOR

FLOWRATE: MONITOR
w. MONITOR s
1,2.YRAN9-OICH1OROETHYLENE:26 MICROGRAMS/L (30 OAYI

08 MtCROORAMS/ L fGAILYl

ACTION
LOCA710N

,.

3746.1647 A PERTAJNSTO tiY SITEWHICH CAUSES.OR MAY REASONASLV

CAUSE,AIRPOLLUTIONNLSSANCES.CONSIOERFORSITESTHAT
WILL UNDERGOEXCAVATION.OEMOLISION,CAPINSTALLATION,
METHANEPRODUCTION,CLEARINOANO GRUBEIING,WATER
TREATMENT,INCINERATIONANOWASTCFUELRECOVERY.

AIRPOLLUTEONNlSSAJ4CESPROHtEtF7E0 DEFINESAIR ?OUUTION NUISANCEAS AS THE EMISSIONOR EsCAPE
INTO 71fEAIR PROMANY SOURCE(SIOF SMOKE,ASHES,OUST,OIRT,
GRIM~ ACIDS, FUMES,oASES, VAPORS, ODORSANO COMBINATIONSOF
YHEA60VE ‘FHATENOANGERHEALTH,SJ” ‘OR WELFME OFTHE
PUBUCOR CAUSEPERSONALINJURV 0/! WY OAMAGE. SUCH
NISSANCgSAREPROHISITEO.

ACTION
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,{ SITE NAME ““’’)LENYY NAME

i

Y
ADMN41S.

L.,,,,,’

cODE PERTINENT’ TITLE OR SUSJECT DESCRIPTION APPLICATION ARAR

SECTION {ARA(3RAPH OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPE

3746.1?432 ,..,.--,” --- . . .-,... % . . . . . . . . . . . -— .-’---- ----, -------- ---- -------- ---------- PERTAINSTO ANY SITETHAT MAY EMIT MEASLJRASLE
au~nncs OFpARmcuLAn MAmEFt ISOTH STACKM21

IWOITIVI!L CONSIOERFORSITESTHAT WELLUNOEROO
EXCAVATION,DEMOLITION,CAPINSTALLATION, CLEARINCANO
uRU5RIN0, INCINERATIONAND WASTE FUELRECOVERY,

PERTAJNSTO StTESIN CEEWAINLOCATIONSTNAT MAY EMIT OR

AJSOWTHE ESCAPEOF PARTICULATE IBOTHSTACKANO
FW3HTVEI, CONSIOEIIFORSITESYNAT W-L UNL7ER120

. EXCAVATION,OEMOUTION,CAPINSTALLATION,CLEARINGANO
(ERUSIEINQ,INCINERATION,

PER7AtNs70 Aw EMiSSIONOF PARTICUTE noM A STACK.
CONSIDERFORINCINERATIONANO FUEL8URMN0.

CHEMICAL

CHEMICAL

LOCATION

CHEMICN

ACTION

CHEMICAL
ACTION

CHEMICAL
ACTION

ACTION

ACTION
CHEMICAl

ACYION

ACTION

ACION

M,c

A-D

AlwA2,0,D

A&c

B,c,o

A#,O,l,J

A&c

B.c

rnnvfivuw; AWJICNI mmuIJm.11 T

sTANoAnDs
C= I AIXJ5MCS W?. GIIVGs! MDAUUS rwl Tu lSJ. mmrtmucu
?ART7CULATES.

.

3746.17~6 PARTFCUEATENON.EJEfJRAOATION

POLICY

DEORADA770NOF AiR OUALITYIN ANY ANA W4EKE#lR OUMITY IS

W1’T2R THAN REOUNIEOBY 3746.17-02 IS PROHIBITED

3746.170 WS7B1.CPMTtCULATX EMlSS10t4

CONTROL
SPECIFIESTNE MLOWASLE OPACITYFORPARTICULATEEMISSIONS:

PROVEOESEXCEPTIONSFORUNCOM!21NE0WATER.
START-UP/SHUTDOVvNOF FIJEL8URNlN0 EQUIPMENT,MALFWCTIONS.

ALLEMISSIONSOF FUOIIVE OUSTSHALLBECONTROLLED.
,...*,

3746.17+8 EMISSIONRESTRICTIONSFORFUGITIVE
OUST

PERTA!NSTO SITESWHICH MAY HAVE WOITIVE EMISSIONS

WON-STACK)OF OUST. CONSIOERFORSITESTHAT WILL
UNOEROOGRAOING,LOADINGOPERATIONS,OEMOUTION,

CLEARINGANO GRU8SIN0 ANO CONSTRUCTION.

PERTA!NSTO ANY SITEWHICH WILL EMIT CAR80N OXIOES,
OZONEOR NON.MEY14AWF4YOROCARBONS,CONSIOERFOR$NTCS
THAT b’WLLUNOEROOWATERTREATMENT,INCINERATIONANO
FUELSURNINOWASTE FUELRECOVERYI

ESTASUSHESSPECIFICAIR OUAUTY STANOAROSFORC~60N.

MONOXIOE,OZONEANO ANONON-METHANEHYDROCARBONS

3746.21.02 AMSIENT AIR OUALIYYST~OARDS ANO
OUtOEUNES

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWNICli WILL EMIT CARSONMONOXIOC

OZONEOR NON-METHANEHYOROCAREIONS.CONSIOERFORFOR
SITESWliERE TREATMENTSYSTEMSWILL RESULTIN AIR
EMISSIONS. ,,

,.
MET7400S OF AMBIENTAR OUAUTY
MEASUREMENT

SPECiF16SMEASUREMENTMFTHOOS70 OEYERMINEAMSIENYAIR

QUALITYFORTHE FOLLOWINOCONSTITUENTS CARSONMONOXIOE,
OZONEANO MON.METNANENYOROCARBONS.

.,,
PERTAINSTO ANY SITEVAilCH VAU EMIT CAREONOXIDES,

CARSONOXIOES,ANOF40N.METHANEHYOROCARSONS,
CONSIOEliFORBiTESTHAT WILLWOERGO WATERTREATMENT,

INCINERATIONANOFUELSURNINOfWASTEFUELRECOVERY),

,., ,,
PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWHICH IS EM17TIN0ORWL1 EMIT

OROANICMATERML. CONSIOERFORsITES THAT WILL UNOERIZO
WATERTREATMENTIAIR STRIPPING},INCINERATIONAND FUEL

SURNINOIWASTEFUELRECOVERYI.

3746.2$+6 NON.OEORAOA~ONPOUCY 1. PROHIBITSSIGNIFICANTANOAVGIOAI!LCDETERIORATIONOF AIR

OUAUYY.

3746.21-07 ORGANICMATERIALSCMISSION
CONTROL:STATIONARYSOURCES

REOUIRESCONYROE,Of EMISSIONSOf ORGANICMATEhlALSFROM
STATIONARYSOURCES.REOUIRESILESTAVAILABLEYECNNOLOOY.

VOC EMISSIONSCONTROk STATIONARY
SOURCES

EMISSIONCONTROLACTIONPROGRAMS

ESTASUStEESLIM1’lATIONSFOREMISSIONSOF VOLATILEOROANIC

COMPOWOS FROM STATIONARYSOURCES.

3746.21.00

3746.26-(M

3746.27*6

,. ..,’. .
.

PERTAINSTO ‘k4Y ‘SITEtilCi4 i$ k41T71NCEOR“MAYEMIT AIR
CONTAMINANTS. .,

REOUIRESPREPARATIONFORAIR POLLUTIONALERTS,WARNINGSANO
EMERWNCIES.

ESTASLISNESMLOWASLE MtS71iOOSOF SOUO WASTE OISPOSA&
SANITARYLANOFILL.INCINERATION,COMPOSTINO. PROHIBITS
MANAGEMENTBY OPENSURNIN12ANO OPENOUMPING.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WHICH SOUOWASTES WILLSE
MANAGEO.PROHIBITSMANAGEMENTSY OPENSURNINGANO
OPENOUMPING., ., ,

AUYNORIZEO.EJMITEO& PROHWTEO
SOLEOWASTE DISPOSAL

w
ACTION w

m

3746.23.06 REWIRED TECHNICM N4FORMATION
FORSANWARYLANDFILLS

SPECIFIESTHE MINIMUM TECHNICALINFORMATIONRE(WIREOOF A
SOL40WASTE PERMITTO INSTALL. lNCLUOEDAREA HYOflOEEEOLOGIC
N4V2SYIOAYIONREPORT,LEACHATEPROOUCYIONANO MIGRATION
lNFORMATtON,SURFACEWATER0K3Ct4ARGEINFORMATION,OESIGN

THIS PARAGRAPHPRESENTSSUBSTANTIVEREQUIREMENTSOF A
SOLIDWASTE PERMITTO INSTML. PERTAINSTO ANY NEW SOLIO
WASTE OISPOSALFACILITYCREATEDON+ITC ANO EXPANSIONS
OF EXISTING’SOLIOWASTELANOFILLS. ALSOPERTAINSTO

-d
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SITE NAME COUNTY NAME
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ADMINIS.

Y

CODE PERTINENT’ TITLE OR SUSJECT DESCRIPTION

SECTION P~M3RAF?l OF REWiATiON
APPLICATION ARAR

OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPS

\ )

3746.27+7

3746.1747”

3746-27+S

S746.Z7.10

II

A#

D,F.fJ,H

..

c,a-H

U,c,o

0,0

&&D,E,MN

3746.27.12 t, J

J746.27.t3 “ C

10CATIOM CRITERIAFOR$OUO WAS7E
ENSPOSALPERMIT

AODITEQNALCRITEEUAFORSANITARY
LANDFILLAPPROVAL

CONSTRUCTEOHSPECIFICATIONSFM
SANITMY LANDFILLS

SANWARYLANOFILL. UROUNOWATER
MONITORING

FINALCLOSUREOF SANITARYLANOFILL

FACILI’F?CS

I

SANITARYLANDFILL. EXPLOSIVEOAS
MONITOFUNO

EXPLOSIVE(EASMONITORNWfOR
SANITARYLANDFILLS

OISTURSANC&SWHEREMAZORSOUO
WASTE FACWAS oPeRATEO

CALCULATIONS,PLANDRAWINGS.

SPECIFIESLOCATIONSIN WHICH SOUOWASTE LANOFILLSARENOT TO
SE S!TEO, INCLUDESFLOODPLAINS,SANDOR GRAVELPtTS,UMESTONE
OR SANOSTONgOUARRIES,ARSASMOVE SOLESOURCEACWIFERS,

WTLANos.ETc.

AOOITIONAA,SITIN4?REtWlflEMTNSWTH RESPECTTO 6EOLOOY,WATER
SUPPLIES,OCCWEO PROPERTIES,PARXIANOSANO MINE SUSSIOENCE

AREAS. 00VERNS EXPANSIONOF EXISTINGSITES

SPECIFISSTHE MINtMUM REOUIREMEWSFORTHE SOILRW.Y LAYERS,
ORANULARORAINAGELAYER 13EOSYNTNETlCS.LEACHATE
MANAGEMENT6YSTEW GAS MONITORINGSYSTEM, E7C. ALSO
ESTASLISHeSCONSTRUCTIONReOUIREMENTSFORFACILITIESTO SE ,
LOCAYEON4 OEOLO(N~Y UNFAVOF4ASLEAREAS+

0ROLN40WATERMONITORINGPROSRAMMUST SE ESTASUSHEOFOR

ALLSANITARYLANOfltL PACILETIES.THE SYSTEM MUST CONSW7OF A
SUFFICIENTNUh48EROF WEUS THAT ARELOCATEOSO THAT SAMPLES
INDICATE50TH UPGAAOISNTtl?ACKGROUNOlANO 00W74GRAOIENT
WATERSAMPLES. THE SYSTEMMUS7 BEDeSIGNEOPERTHEMlfflMiJM
REOUREMENTSSPECIFIEDIN THIS RULE. THE SAMPIJN13ANOANALYSIS

PROCEDURESUSEOMUST COMPLYW7THTHIS RULE.

REWIRES CIOSURe OF A LANOFILLIN A MANNERWHICH MINIMIZESTHE
NEEOFORPOST-CLOSUREMAINTENANCEANO MINIMIZESPOST.CLOSURE

FORMATIONAMORELEASEOF lEAcHATE ANO EXPLOSIVEGASESTO AI%

SOILOROUNOWATEROR SURFACEWATER, SPECIFIESACCEPTMLE CAP
0ESN3NZSOILDARRIERLAYER,GRANULARORAMAOELAYER,SON.ANO
VEGETATIVELAYeR. PROVIOESFORUSEOF COMPARABLEMATERIALS

TO THOSf SPECIFIEOWTN APPROVALOF OIRECTOR.

ES7ASLESHESMEN AH EXPLOSIVEOASMONITOR4N0PLANIS REOUIREO
FORSOL4DWASW IANOFILLS. SPECIFEESTHE MINIMUM INFORMATION

REOUIREQIN SUCH A PLAN, INCLUDINOOETAILEDENOINEERINOPLANS,
SPECWECATIONS,ENFORMATIONON OASGENERATIONPQTEN71A.L
SAA4PLIN0ANO MONITORINGPROCEDURES,EFC. MANOATESWNEN

REPAIR$MUST DEMAOETO AN EXPLOSIVEGAS MONITORING6YSTEM.
7kNSRULEONLY APPUESTO LAOF3USWHICH RECEIWD “PUTReSCISLE*
SOLIDWASTES. ,

IOENTWW2PARAMK7ERSANO SOHEOULEFOREXPLOSIVEOAS

MONtTOR4N0 . ...’.

RE@JliCSTNAY A OETAJLEOPLANeE PROVIOEOTO OESCRISEHOW ANY
PROPOSEOFILLENO,ORAOINO,EXCAVATING,SUILOINO,0RlLUNt2 OR
MININO ON LANOWliERE A HAZARDOUSWASTE FACILITYORSOLIO
WASTE FACILITYWAS OPERATEOW4LL8E ACCOMPUSHEO. THIS
INFORMATIONMUST OEMONSTRATgTHt ‘ PROPOSEOACTIVITIES
ML NOT CREAW!A NUISANCgOR AOVI AFFECTTHEPUSUC
HEALTHOR THg ENVIRONMENT. SPgCIAL,..43 TO CONOUCTSUCH
ACTNATW?MAYBE IMPOSEOBY THe DIRECTORTO PROTeCTTWJ

EXISTINOAREASOF CONTAMINATIONTHAT ARECAFPEOPER
SOUOWASTE RULES. THIS RULEeSTA6USHESTHE MINIMUM
INFORMATIONREOUIREDDURINOWE REMEDIALOESIGNSTA13E.
THIS RULEPREVENTSTHE ESTABLISHMENTOF NEW SOLIOWASTE

LANORLLSANO EXPANSIONSOF EXISTINOSOUOWASTE
LANOflLLSIN CERTAINUNFAVORABLELOCATIONS. ALSOMAY
PROHISIT7HE LEAVINOOFWASTE IN-PLAcEIN CERTAJN
UNFAVORABLELOCAT70NS.

PERTAINSTO NEW SANITARY LANDFILLSFORSOLIOWASTE
OISPOSALANO EXPANSIONSOF EXISTINGFACIUTIES

PERTAINSTO ANY NEW SOUOWASTE OISPOSALFACNJIY
CREATEOON.61TCAND ANY EXPANSIONSTO EXISTINOSOUO
WASTE LANDFILLS.PORTIONS ALSOFERTAINTO AREASOF
CONTAMINATIONTHAT ARECAPPEOPERSOUOWASTE RULES.
MAY SERVCM SITINOCRITERIA.

PERT)JNSTO ANY NW4 SOUOWASTE FACILETYANO ANY
EXPANSIONSOF EXISTINOSOUD WA$Tg UNOFILLS ON-SITE.

ALSOMAY PERTAINTO EXISTINOAREASOF CONTAMINATION
THAT ARECAPPEDIN-PLACEPERTHE SOLIOWASTCfWLES,

.,

. . .
,4 , . . .

SUBSTANTIVEREQUIREMENTSPERTAINTO AMYNEW SOtiO

WASTE LANOFILLSCREATEDON.SITE,ANY EXPAJ4SIONSOF
EXISTINOSOLIDWASTELANDFILLSON-SITEAND ANY EXISTINO

AREASOF CONTAMINATIONTHAT ARgCAPPEOIN%ACE PERTHE
SOUDWASTE RWES. ;’ ,

,.
.. .,. .

PERTAINSTO ANY SITgWHICH HAS MAOORWILLHAVg
PUTRESCISLESOLIDWASTgS PLACEOON-SITeANO WHICH HAS A
FIESIOENCEOR OTHEROCCUPIEOSTRUCTURELOCATEOWITHIN

1000 FEETOF TIW EMPLACEDSOLIDWASTE,

. . .
,: ,,

. . .
.,

PERTAINSTO ANY OISPOSALSITe WHEREEXPLOSIVEfJAS
GENERATIoNANO MIGRATIONMAY Sg A YHREAT.

PERTAtNSTO ANY !NTeAT WHICH HAZARDOUSOR SOLIOWASTE
HAS BEENMANAOED,flTNERINTENTIONALLYOR 0THERV4SE,
00ES NOT PERTAINTO AREASTHAT HAVE HAD ONE.TIMELEAXS
OR SPILLS,

LOCATION

LOCATION
ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION
LOCATION

ACTION
CHEMICAA

ACYION

LOCATION
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SITE NAME ‘OUNTY NAME

r’

ADMINIS. \

COOE PERTINENT TETLE OR SUBJECT
PARAGRAPH

DESCRIPTION

SECTION , OF REWLATION
APPLICATION

1

ARAR

OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPE

\ t )

374S.27.14

374S.27.lt

3746-27.19

3746.27.18

1

374s.71-19

3?46.2?.1S

1746.27.20

J74K.S106

:746-S2+6

A POST-CLOSURECAREOF SANITARY
PUGLICANO THE ENVIRONMENT.
SPECIFIESTHE REOUIREDPOST-CLOSURECAREFORSOUO WASTE

FACILETIM. N4CLUDESCONTiNUIN~ 0PEMT70U OF LEACHAT6ANO
SURFACEWATER MANAGEMENTSYSTEMS,MAINTENANCEOFTHE CAP
SYSTEM ANO 4MOUN0 WATERMONITORING.

SUBSTANTIVEREQUIREMENTSPERTAINTO ANY NEVA,YCREATEO
SOUOWASTELANDFILLSON.SITE, ANY EXPANSIONSOF EXISmNCl
SOUOWASTElM40flLLS ON.SITF,At4DWY EX16TIN0AREASOF
CONTAMINATIONTHAT ARECAPPEOPE13THE SOUOWASTE

RULES.

PERTAJNSTO NEW SOUOWASTE OISPOSALFACILITIESTO SE
CREATED0N4NTE ANO EXISTINGLANOFILLSTNATWILt SE

.EXPANOEODURINIZREMEOIATION.PORTIONSALSOMAY PERTAIN
To ExtsnN6 AREASOF c0t4TAMlNAmoN ~AT WILLSE c~pm
IN-PLACEPERSOLIOWAsT’ERULES. .

ACTION

LANOFILLFACILITIES

SPECIFIESGENERALOperational. REQUIREMENTSFOR SOUOWASTE
LANDFILLS. ENCLUDESRE@JIREMENTSFOR PREPARATIONSFOR

OPERATINOt3UMN0 INCLEMENTWEATH~ MANAGEMENTTO MINIMIZE
NOISE, OUST AND ODORS;VECTORCONTROLI AOEOUATEFIRE
CONTROLEOUlPMEt4Y;NOT CAUSINa A NUISANCEORHEALTHHAZARO

ORWATER POLLUTIOMMINIMIZATION OF 01STUR860 AREA Ct4EMlCAL
CDMPATAW.E7YYESTINO,IF NECESSARY.SPECIPIESTHAT SULK
UOUEOS.HAZARI)OU2 WASTE, PCS* ANO INFECTIOUSWASU MAY NOT
BEACCEPTtE3FOROISPOSAL.

ACTIONE SANITARYLA140FlLLOENERAL

OPERATIONALREQUIREMENTS

RECJUIRES“WE OWNEFUijPERATORTO IMPLEMENTMEASURESTO ATTAIN’
COMPLIANCEWITH REQUIREMENTSOF THESERULEStN THE WENT THAT

TESTINOINoIcATEs THAT A COMPONENTORpORTIONOF THELMOflLL
HAVE NOT SEENCONSTRUCTEDIN ACCORDANCEWITli THOSERULES.

D12t SANITARYLANDFILLOPERATIONS.

CONSTRUCTIONCOMFUANCE
PERTAINSTO ‘NW SOLIOWASTE OISPOSALFACIUTEMTO BE
CREATEOON-SITEANO EXISTINOLANOFILLSTHAT WI-L SE
EXPANOEOOURINOREMEOIATION.ALSOPERTAINSTO
CONSTRUCTIONOF FINALCOVERSYSTEMS.

ACTION

.,

H swmmy L&40FILlipERAi0Ns -
FIN4 COVER

INCLUOESREOLJIREMEN7SFORTHE FINALCAP SYSTEM FORAREASAT
PINALELEVATIONS,

PERTAINSTO NEW SOLIOWASTE OISPOSALFACILITIESTO BE
CREATEOON-SITEAND EXISTINOLANOFIUS THATWILL BE
EXPANOEOOURINOREMEOIATION.PORTIONSALSOMAY PERTAJN
TO EXISTINOAREASOF CONTAMINATIONTHAT WILLSE CAPPEO
IN-PLAcEPERSOUO WASTE RULES.

ACTION

ACTIONPERTAINSTON& sOLIOWASTE OISPOSALFACIUTIES”TOBE

CREATEDON.SITEANO EXISTINOLANOFILLSTHAT WILLBE

EXPANOEOOUEUNCiREMEOIATION.PORTIONSMSO MAY PERTAlN

TO EXISTINOAREASOF CONTAMINATIONTHAT WILLBECAPPEO
IN-PLACEPERSOLIOWASTE RULES.

J SANITARYLANOPiU OPE~TIONS .

SURFACEWATERMOMNT,
SURFACEWATER MUST BECNVERTEOFROMAREASWHEREsouo WASTE
IS 8EIN0, OR HAS SEEN.OEPOSITEO.MSO REOUIRESRUN-ONANO

RUN.OfP TO IM CONTROLLEOTO MINIMIZE lNflLTRAT70NTHROUGHTHE

COVERMATERIALSANO TO MINIMIZE EROSIONOF THE CAP SYSTEM.I

,,
REOUI”RESREPAIROF LEACHATE”OUTSREAKS;COuEcTION AND‘“ ‘
TREATMENTOF LEACNATEON TNE SURFACEOF THE LANOFIUI ANO

ACTIONSTO MINIMIZ& CONTROLOR SL4MINATECONDITIONSCAUSINO
LEACHATEOUTBREAKS. , ,.,

‘, ‘
,,,

SPECIFIESCERTAINOP~llONU AHO LOCATIONSTANOAROSFOR

LANOIWE.SACCEPTINGWASTEAFTERJUNE 1, 1694. ALSOREOUIRES

CLOSUREOF EXISTINOUNITSWHICH 00 NOT MEETTHOSE STMOMOS
SY OCTOSER0, 19917.”

A PERMIT+0 INSTALLEPTllORPLANSMUST OI?MONSTRATESEST
AVAILA6LETECHNOLOGYIBATI ANO SHAU NOT INTERFERWITH OR
PREVENTTt-WAITAINMENT ORMAINTENANCEOF APPUCABLEAMBIENT
AIR OUAUTY STANOAROS. -..

.“.

K SANITARYLAJ40F11LOPERATIONS.

LEACHATEMANAGEMENT
PERTAINSTO Nti SOUO WASTE OISPOSALFACILITIESTO SE
CREATEOON-SITEANO EXISTINOEANOFILLSTIEATWILL SE

EXPAN060 DURINOREMEOIATION.PORTIONSALSOMAY PERTAN4
TO EXISTINOAREASOF CONTAMWATIONTHAT WU SECAPPEO
IN.PLACEPERSOLIDWASTE RULES,

ACTION

SANITARYLANOflLIS . PROHIBITIONS

AND CLOSURE
PERTAINSTO NM sOUO WASTE ENSPOSM FACILITIESTO BE
CREATEOON.SITEANO EXISTIW2LANOFILLSTHAT WILLBE

EXPANOEDOURINOREMEoIATION.PORTIONS

PERTAINSTONY SITE THAT WILL DIS14AROETO ON.SITE
SUIiFACEWATER OR VALLEMIT CONTAMINANTSINTO THE AIR.

ACTION

WATERfAIRPERMITCRITERIAFOR

0EClS10f4SY THE OIRECTOR
ACTION

..
,.

WATEROUAUTY CRITEREAFOR

OECISIONBY TNE OIRECTOR

SPECIFIE9SUBSTANTIVECRITERIAFORSECTION401 WATER 0UAL17V ~. pERT,41NsTO My SITETHAT HAS ORtiLL AFFECTWATERSOF
CRITERIAFOR0REOOlNt3.FILLING,OBSTRUCTION OR ALTERINO THE STATE. ‘
WATERSOF THE STATE.

,.

.,

cd
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AOMINIS.

COOE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUSJECT
PARA13RAPH

DESCRIPTION APPLICATION ARAR

SECTION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPE
.!

L J

ESTAGUSHES.TWSUEKSYMW/EHAZARDOUSWASTI?PERMIT PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWHICHWILLHAVE TREATMENT,STORM3E
OROISPOSALOF HAZAROOt)SWASTE OCCURRINOON.SITE OR

HAs EWSTINOAREASOF HAZARDOUSWASTE CONTAMINATION
ON.SITETHAT WILL BECAPPEDIN-PLACE. THIS. ALONGWITH
OTHERPARAGRAPHSOF THIS RULE,ESTASUSHESTHE MIMIMUM
lNFORM~710NREWIRED DURINGTHEREM801ALDE!NGNSTA06,
PEf4TAlNSTO ANY FACILITY/31TEWHICH WLL HAVE HAZAROOUS ACTION

WASTE DISPOSEDOF ON.SITEORHAS EKISTINGAREASOF
HAZAROOUSWASTE CONTAMINATIONON.31TETHAT WLL BE

,CAPPEOIN.PLACE, THIS, ALONGV/lTH OTHERPARAGRAPHSOf
THIS RULE,ESTMUSHES THE MINIMUM INFORMATIONREOUtREO

DURINOTHE flEMEOIALOESIONSTAOE.

flEOUIFLEMENTSNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO OETERMINEFACIUIV
COMPLIANCE. INcLUDES!NF07U.4ATIONSUCHAS FACILITY
DESCRIPTION,WASTE 0HARAC7EIEIST1CS,EOUIPMENTDESCIEIPTIONS,
CONTNWENCYN FACIUTY LOCATION,70POQRAPHICMAP, ETC.

ESTAOIJSHESTtW SUBSTANTIVEHAZARDOUSWASTELANODISPOSAL
PERMITEVXXJIREMENTSNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO OETERMINE
ADEQUATEPROTECTIONOF THE GROUNDWATER. INCLUOES
lNFoRMA710N SUCi4AS OROUNOWATERMONfTOfUNQDATA+

INFDRMATEONON N4TERCONNECTE0AaUEFERS:PLUME{%OF

CONTAMU4ATION,PLANSANO REPORTSON GROUNDWATER
MONITORINGPRO(MIAM, ETC.

3?46.6044

3746 -S0-44

$746.6044

1

3746.60-44

9746.60.44

B PERMITWPG REOFORALLHAZ WASTE

lANO D4SPFACILETIES

cl ml PERMETJNFCMHAZ WASTE
STORAOEN4CONTAINERS

ESTASLESHESTHC SUBSTANTIVEE4A2AROOUSWASTE PERMIT
REQUIREMENTSNECESSARYFORoHIO EPATO OETERMINEADEOUACY
OP CONTAINERSTORAGE. INCLUOESINFORMATIONSUCHAS
DESCRIPTIONOF CONT~~MENT sYSTEM, OETAJLEOORAWINGS,ETC. ‘
SEEOAC 3745.66.70 THROUGH3746-66.7S FORAL701TIONAL
CONTAJNERRCOLSREMENTS.

PERTAINSTO ANY StTEAT W41CHSYORAOEOf HAZAROOUS ACTION

WASTE ON-SITEWILLOCCURIN CONTAINERS. CONSIOERFOR
WASTESANO CONTAMINATE SOILSTHAT ARESTOREDPRIORTO
TREATMENTOR OISPOSAJ..THIS, ALONOWITH OlliEFE
PARAWW.PF4SOF THIS RULEANOOAC 3746-66.70 THROUGH
9746.66-7S, E$YAEWS14ESTHEMINIMUM INFORMATIONREOLI!REO
OURINOTHE REMEOIALOCWENSTAGE.r

E3TA8USHESSUSSTANTWE14A2AR00us WASTEPERMti
REQUIREMENTSNECESSARYFORoHlO EPATO DETERMINEADECWACY
OF TANK TLWATMENTANO S1ORAGEUNITS. INCLUDESINFORMATION
SUCHAS ASSESSMENTOF STRUCTURALINTE13RITY,OETAILEIIPLWS OF
TANK SYSTEMIS~ OESCFUPTIONOF SECONOARYCONTAINMENT
SYSTEM, ETC. SEEOAC S746-66.~0 YHROUOliS746.S6-00 FOR
AOOITIONALREQUIREMENTS. .

t..
ESTMLISHES $USSTANTIVEMAZAROOUSWASTEPERMIT

REQUIREMENTSNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO OETERMINEADEOUACY
OF SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTSUSEOTO TREATOR STOREHAZARDOUS

WASTE. INCLUDESINFORMATIONSUCHAS WASTECHARACTERISTICS,

OET/JLEDOESIGNPLANSANO RE~RTS, CONTROLOF RUN.ONANO
RUN-OFF,CLOSUREINFORMATION.ETC. SEEOAC 3746-68.20 THROUGH
3746-6S.33 FORAOLNTEONALSURFACEIMPOUNOMSNTREQUIREMENTS.

E6TASUSHESSUSSTANtiVS HAZAROOUSWASTIEPERMIT

BEOUIREMENTSNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO DETERMINEAOEOUACY
OF SURFACgIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTt PILEs,LANOTREATMENTUNITS,

LAJ40FILLS.A-NOUHDEIWROUNOINJECTIONWEUS USEOTO TREAT,,
STOREOR DISPOSEOF HAZAROOUSWASTE. INCLUDESINFORMATION
SUCHAS WASTE CHARACTEPJSTICS.DLTAlLL13OESIONPLANSAND
REPORTS,CONTROLOF RUN-ONAND FIUWOFF,CLOSUREINFORMATION,

‘ ~C. SEEOAC S746-67-01 ADDITIONAL EEEOUIREMENTS,

.
AOD’LPERMITINFW i4AZWiSTE
STORAGEITREATIN TANKS

PERTAJNSTO ANY SITEAT WiilCH STORAt2EORTREATMENTOF ACTION
HAZAROOUSWASTE IN TANKSW4U OCCURON-SITE. THIS.
ALONGWITH OTHERPMAGRAPHS OF THIS RULEANO OAC
S746-66-00 THROUGH3746.66.9S, EsTABLISHESTHE MINIMUM
INFORMATIONREOUNWL7OURINGTHE REMEOIAL0E310N STAOE,

,.. .‘.”
,,,. ., ,., . . ;

PERT’klNSTO SiTE AT WrllCH HAZAROOUSWASTEVAu BE ACTION
STOREOOR TREATEDIN sURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS. THIS, ALONG

WTH OTHERPARAGRAPHSOF THIS RULEANO OAC 3746.66.20
THROUGH3746-68.33, E3TMLISHES THt MINIMUM INFORMATION
REOUIREPOURINt?THE REMEDiAlOESIGNSTAGE.

C4 ADO’LPERMITINPO:HAZWASTE
STOIV7REATIN WASTCPILES L

ADOl PERMITINFO: ENVIRONMENTAL
PERFORMANCESTANOARDS

PERTAINSTO SITEAT VA41CHHAZAROOUSWASTEWILL BEOR ACTION

HAS BEEN STOREO,TREAT’EGOROISPOSEOOF IN SURFACE
IMPOUNDMENTS,WASTEPILES.LANDTREATMENTUNITS,

LANOFN.LSOR UNOESGROUNOiNJECTIONWELLS, TtilS, ALONO
WTH OTHERPARAGRAPHSOF7741SRULEANO OAC 3746.67.01
ESTASIJSHESTHE MINIMUM INFORMATIONREOIJIREDDURINOTHE
REMEOIAL0E61GNSTAGE. .

,, ”..

AOO%PERMITINPO:HAZWASTE3746-60-44 C7 ESTMLISHES SUS3TANTIVE14AZAROOUSWASTEPWEMIT
REQUIREMENTSNECCTSMY FOROMO EPATO OEFERMINEAEMOUACY

OFLANDFILLSUSEDFOROISPOSALOF HAZARDOUSWAST6. INCLUDES
INFORMATIONSUCH ASWASTE CHARA~ ‘TICS, 0E7AILE0 OEWGN
PLANSANO RSPDRTS,CONTROLOF RVI 10 RUN.OFF,CLOSURE

INPORMAYION,ETC.. SEEOAC 3746-67-IJ. , 14ROUGH3746.67.1 S FOR
AOOL.~ONALLANOflLLREOLHREMENTS.

PERTAINSTO SITEAT WWICHHAZAROOUSWASTEWILL BFOR ACTION
HAS LIEENDISPOSEDOF M LANOFILLS.THIS, ALONGW7THOTHtR

PARAGRAPHSOF THIS RULEANOOAC 3746.67+2 THROUOH
&

3746-67.18, ESTASUSHESTHE MINIMUM INFORMATIONREOUIRfi
OURINOTHE REMEDIAL,OESIGNSTAGE. :I

<

OISPGSM IN LANOF7LLS
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SITE NAME COUNTY NAME

r 1

ADMINIS,
kRTINENT

,’

CODE TITLE OR SUOJECT
~ARAC4RAf7i ‘

DESCRIPTION APPLICATION
. 1ARAR

SECTION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION lYPE

874s-60-44

1746-60-68

974641-07

374642.11

3746.63.34

1

3746.S4.13

3746.64.t4

3746-64.16

3146.64.17

3746.64.18

37.46.S4-31 ‘

Ce AOD’LPERMITINFO:HAZ WASTE TRW
IN MISC UNITS

ESTASUSHESSUBSTANTIVEHAZARDOUSWASTEPERMIT

@REQUIREMENTSNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO 0E7ERMN4EADEQUACY
OF MISCELLANEOUSUNITS USEDTO TREATORSTOREHAZARDOUS
WASTE. INCLUDESINFORMATIONSUCH AS WASTE CHARACTERISTICS,
DETAILEDDMION PLANS’ANOREPORTS,CONTROLOF RUN-ONANO
RUN-OFF,CLOSUREINFORMATION,ETC.. SEEOAC 3746-S7-90

THROUON3746-67.S3 FORADDITIONALREOLSREMENTSFOR
MISCELLANEOUSUNITS,

PERTAINSTO FACILITY/SITEAT VVWICHHAZARDOUSWASTEWILL
BESTORED,TREATEOOR OISPOSEDOF IN MISCELLANEOUSUNITS,
THIS, ALONOwITH OTHERPARAGRAPHSOF THIS RULEAND OAC

3746-S7-S0 THROUGH3746-67-S3, ESTASUSHESTHE MINIMUM
INFORMATIONREQUIREDOURINOTHE REMEOIAJ.DESIGNSTAGE.

Ac’noN

{

PERTAINS70 ALLALTERNATIVESTHAT VALLINCORPORATE
TREATMEN?,STORAGEORDISPOSALOF HAZAROOUSWASTE.

E,IJ “ HAZARDOUSWASTE FACEU7YPERMIT
COND4TION8

CSTAEWSWS~ENERM PERMIT‘CONDITIONSAPPUED70 ALL
HA3AROOUSWASTE FACILITIESIN OHIO. INCLUDESCONDITIONSSUCH

AS OPERATIONA140MAINTENANCE,SITE ACCESS,MONITORING;ETC.

EXEMPTSTHE RESIOUESOF HAZAiOOUS WASTES FROMEMPTY
CONTAINERSFROMTi+: HAZARDOUSWASTE REGULATIONS.PROVIDES
6PEcIfIC DEFINITIONSFORTHESERESIDUES.

ACTION

m RCS40UESOF IWZ WASTESIN EMPTY
CONTAINERS

PERTAINSTO ANY ALTERNATIVETHAT INCORPORATESSTORAGE
OF HAZAROOUSWASTE ON-SITEIN CONTAINERS.

ACTION

A-O EVALVA710NOF WASTES . ANY PERSONQENERATINOA WASTE MUST DETERMINEIF THAT WASTE
tS A UAZAROOUSWASTE {EITHERTHROUGHUS71NGOR 8Y
CHARACTERISTICI.

PERTAJNSTO SITESAT WHICH WASTES OF ANY lYPE IBOTH
SOUO AND NA2AROOUSIAM LOCATEO.

CHEMICAL

ACTION
.

,.

PERTAINSTO A SITEWHEREHAZAROOUSWASTEWILL BE
GENERATEOAS A RESULTOF THE REMEDIALACTIVITIES.

CHEMICAl
ACTION

ACCUMULATIONTIME OF HAZARDOUS
WASTE

IDENTIFIESMAXIMUM TIME PERIOOSTHAT A GENERATORMAY

ACCUMULATEA HAZARDOUSWASTE WITHOU7 EWINGCONSIDEREDAN
OPERATOROF A STORAGEfACILITY. ALSOESTABLISHESSTANDAROS
FORMANAGEMENTOF HAZAROOUSWASTESSY 6ENEflATORS.

PRIORTO ANY TREATMENT,STORAOEOROISPOSALOF HAEARDOUS
WASTFS,.A REPRESENTATIVESAMPLf OF THEWASTEMUST BE
CHEMICALLYAND PHYSICALLYANAYZED.

CHEMICALPERhlNS TO tiY SITE Ai WHICH UAZAROOUSIS TO BE
TREATEO,STOREDOR LNSPOSEOOF IOR HAS BEENOISPOSECOFI.

A’ oENERALANAI.YS4SOFHAZAAOOUS

WASTE

L
ko,c SECURITYFORHAZARDOUSWASTE

FACJLITIES
H&us WAS7E FACILITIESMUST SE SECtIREOso THA7
UNAUTHORIZEDAND UNKNOWINGENTRYAREMINIMIZEOOR

PROHISITEO.

HAZARDOUSWASTE FACILITIESMUST SEINSPECTEOREoULARLYTO

OETECTMALFUNCTIONS,OETERIOFIATIONS,OPERATIONALERRORSANO

DISCHARGES.ANY MALFUNCTIONSORDETERIORATIONSOETECTED
SHALLBER~EDIED EXPEDITIOUSLY,

PRESENTSGENERALPRECAUTIONSTO 8Z TAXENTO PREVENT

ACCIDENTALIGNWK)NOR REACTIONOf IONITMIE, REACTIVEOR

INOOMPATISLEWASTES.

RESTWCTSTHE S171NGOF liAZAROOUSWASTE FACIUTIESIN AREASOF

SEESMICACTIWTY OR fLOODPLAINS.

PERTAINSTO ANY StTEAT WHICH HAZAROOUSIS TO SE

TREATED,STORED

ORDISPOSEOOF IOR HAS BFEN01s0SS0 OFI.

ACTION

Ax INSPECTIONREQUIREMENTSFOR
HAZARDOUSWASTCFACILITIES

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT W4ilCH HAZARDOUSIS TO SE

TREATED,STOREDOR DISPOSEOOF IOR HAS BEENDISPOSEDOFL

ACTION

A&c REOFORIGNITA8LKREACTIVEOR

INCDMPATABLE14A3WASTES

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT W41CH POTENTIALLYREACTIVE,

IONITASLEOR “
INCOMPATIBLEWASTES AREPRESENT.

ACTION

LOCATION

A&c LOCATIONSTANDAROSfOR
WZARDOUS WASTE TtSD fACtUTIES

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZAROOUSIS TO SE
TREATED,STOREOOR OISPOSEDOF IOR HAS BEENOISPDSEDOft,

10CATION

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZAROOUSIS TO SE

TREATED,STOREDOR DISPOSEDOF [ORHAS SEENDISPOSEDOFI.

ACTIONOESIGN& OPERATIONOF HAZARDOUS
WASTEFACILITIES

HAZARDOUSWASTE FACILITIESMUST SEOESlaNED,CONSTRUCTED,
MAJNTNNEOAND OPERATEDTO MINIMIZE THE POSSIBILITYOF FIRE,

Ex~O*oN OR UNPLANNEORELEASEOF HAZARDOUSWASTE oR
HAZAROOUSCONSTITUENTSTO YHE AIR, S011 OR SURFACEWATER
WI-KM COULDTHREATENHUMAN HEALTHORTf4EENVIRONMENT.



.— ..,, -.=... .... .{, ..: Vb(j. ,

SITE NAME COUNTY NAME

AD MINIS.
CODE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUBJE~ DESCRIPTION APPLICATION ARAR

P~RAL3RAFiiSECTION , OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPE

3746-64.S$

All HAZAJtDOUSWASTE FACILITIESMUST SE EOUIPPEOWITH
EMERc3EHWEOUIPMEN7,SUCHAS AN ALARMSYSTEM, FIRECONTROL
EOUIPMSNTN40 A TELEPHONEOR RADIO.
ALL14AZAROOUSWASTE FACILETIESMUST TEST AND MUN7AIN
EMERWNOYEQUIPMENTTO ASSUREPROPEROPERATION.

WWENSVERH&AROOUS WAS7E IS BEN40J4ANOLED,AU PERSONNEL
INVGLVEDSHALLHAVEIMMEOIATEACCESSTO AN INTERNALALAFWOR

EMERG6NCYCOMMUNICATION0EVIC7L

ACTIONPERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HhZAROOIJSWASTE IS TO SE
TREATEO,STOREOOR OISPOSEOOF IORHAS 8EENOISPOSEOOFI.

TfST7N0 & MAINTENANCEOF
EWJIPMENT:HAZ WASTE fACfLTIES

3?46.64.a4 ACCESSTO COMMUNICATIONSOR
AiARM SYSTEM:HAZ WMTf FAC

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZAROOLMWASTEIS TO SE
TREATEO,STOREDOR OISPOSEOOF IORHAS 8EENDISPOSEOOFI,

PERTAtNSTO ANY SITE A? WHICH HAZAROOUSWASTEIS708t!
TREATEO,STOREOOR OISPOSEDOF IORHAS EtEENOISPOSEDOf).

ACT70N

ARRANOEMEMTS/At3RKEMENTSV4TH
LOCAl AUTHORITIES

ARRANf3EhiENTSOR AWEEEMENTSW7TNLOCALAUTHORITIES,SUCNAS
POUCE,FIREDEPARTMENTANO EMERGENCYRESPONSETEAMS MUST BE
MAOE. IF LDCALAUTHORITIESWllL NOT COOPERATE,00CVMENYATION

OF THAT NON.COOPERATIONSHOULCBEPROVIDEO.

HAZAROOUSWASTS F’AOIUTIESMUST HAVE A CONTINGENCYPLAN

THAT ADDRESSESANY,UNPLANNEOBELEASCOF MAZAROOUSWASTES
ORHAZAROOUSCONS77@NTSINTO THEAN%SOILORSURFACEWATER:
THIS RULEESTAOUSNESTHE MINIMUM P.EOUIREOINFORMATIONOF
SUCHA PLAN.

COPIESOF WE COE477NIZENCYPLANREEELEIR60BY s74s.si-60 MusT SE
MAN4TAINE0AT THE FACILITYANO SUSMITTEOTO ALL10CAL POUCE
DEPARTMENTS,FIREDEPARTMENTS,HOSPITALSLOCALEMERGENCY
RESPONSETEAMS AND THE OHIO EPA.

THE CONTINGENCYPLANMUST BEAMENOEOIF IT FAILSIN AN
EMERGENCY,THE FACILITYCHANGESONITS 0ESN3N,CONSTRUCTION,
MAENTENANCCOR OPERATIONI,THELIST OF EMERQENCY
COORDINATORScHANGE ORTHE LIST OF EMERGENCYEoUIPMENT.

AT ALLTIMES THERESHOULDSE AT LEASTONE EMPLOYEEEITHERON
THE PREMISESORON CALLTO COORDINATEALLEMERGtNCYREPSONSE
MEASUIWS. . .

3746-64.37 Ax ..

A.?

M

A

A-E

A

‘,

ACTION

3746.64-61 CONTENTOF CONTINCEENCYPLAN;HAZ
WASTE FACILETIES

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZAROOUSWASTEIS TO BE
TREATEO,STOi4E0OR DISPOSEDOF (ORHAS BEENOISPOSEOOFI.

AcnoN

.

ACTION3746.64-63 . COPIESOF CONTINGENCYM
HAZARDOUSWASTE FACEUTIES

PERYAINSTO ANY SITE AT VWEICHE4AZAROOUSWWE IS TO BE
TREATEO,STOREOOR OISPOSEOOF IORHAS BEENOISPOSCOOFI

1

3746.64.64

3746.64.6$

3746-64-S8

374s-64.60

3Y~6.64.8t

2>46.S4.02

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AY WHICH HAZAROOUSWASTEIS TO 8E
TflEATEO,STOREDOROISPOSEOOF {ORHAS SEENOISPOSEOOFI.

AMENOMENTOF CONTINGENCYPIAN;
14AZWASTE FACILITIES

ACTION

EMERGENCYCOOROENATOR: t

HAZAROOUSWASTE FACILITIES
PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WNICH HAZARDOUSWASTEIS 10 SE
TREATED,STOREOOR OISPOSEOOF (ORHAS SEENOISPOSEOOFL

ACTION

EMEROENCYPROCEDURES;HAZARDOUS
WASTE FACILITIES

SPECIFIESTHE PROCEDURESTO SE FOLLOWEOIN THE EVENTOF AN

EMER(iENCY,
PERTAINSTO ANY sITE AT WHICH HAZARDOUSWASTEIS TO OE
TREATEO,STOREOOR OISPOSEOOF iORHAS BEENOISPOSEOOF):,

ACTION

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESWTH 1.ANO.8ASE0HAZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS (SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTEPILES,LANO
TREATMENTUNITS, lANOFILLS1.THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO

LANO.8ASE0A7WASOF
CONTAMINATION.

OROUNOWATERPROTIJCT70N;
APFUCASIU7V

ESTMUSHES CIRCUMSTANCESUNOERWHICH AN OPERATOROF A
EMZAROOUSWASTE FACILITYMUST IMPLSMENTA fEt70UN0WATER
PROTECTIONPROGRAMOR A CORflECTIVEACTIONPROCERAM.

f

PRES&TiTt4C OROUNOWATERMONITORINGANO RESPONSE
PROGRAMSREcWIREOFORHAZAROOUSWASTF LANO-BASEOUNITS.

-..

COMI@tiCC MUST B; AHAINED WITN TNE CONDITIONSSPEClflEOIN
THE PERMfTTO ENSURETHAT HAZAROOUSCONS71UENTS(SEE

374 S.64.SS) DO NOT EXCEEOTHE PROM” ‘ED LIMITS fSEE
3746.64-S41.

LOCATION
ACTION

PERTAINSYO AU SITESWITH LANO.SASEOHAZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS (SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTEPILES,LANO
TREAfMENT UNITS, LANOFILLSI.THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO

LANO-SASEOAREASOF CONTAMINATION.

REOGROUNDWATERPROORAMSFOR
HAZWASTE FACILITIES

ACTION

GROUNDWATERPROTECTION PERTAJNSTO ALLSITESWITH LANO-SASEO‘HAZAROOUSWASTE

UNITS (SURFACEtMPOU140MENTS,WASTEPILES,UND
TREATMENTUNITS, LANOFILLSI.THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO
LANO.8ASC0AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

STANOARO;HAZWASTE FACIUTIES
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CODE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUBJECT DESCRIPTION

i SECTION PARACHWN “ OF fiEWLATION
APPLICATION

OF REGULATION OF REGULATION

ARAR
NPE

3746-s4.04

3746.s4.96

374$-64.$$

3746-64%

3146-64.08

S746.S4.4$

3746.66.0!

3746-66411

AS

A,B

A!8,C

A44

A4

A-J

A.f

kc

CONCENTRATIONLIMITS FORt3ROWL)
WATm 14AZWASTE fAC

POINTOF COMPLIANCEFORGROUND
WATZRIt4AZWASTE FACII,

COMFUANCEPERJODFOROROUNO
WATE% HAZ WASTE FACIL

OENOROUNOWATERMONITORINO
REQUIREMENTS:14AZWASTE FAC

GROUNOWATEROETECTION
MONITORINGPROO;HAZWASTE FAC

OROWE) WATERCOMPLIANCE
MONITOFUNOPROO:HAZWASTE FAC

OROWO WATERCORRECTIVEACTION
pt30aw HAZWASTE FAC

REQU/REST14ATPERMITSPECWYHAMRDOUS CO?4SITIUENTSTO WHICH

THE tZROUNOWATERPROTECTIONSTANOAROOF 3746.S4.92 APPLIES.
HAZAROOUSCONSTITUENTSARECON6TITUENT9IOENTEFIEOIN THE
NPENOIX OF THIS RULETHAT HAVE BEENOSTECTEOIN 4?ROUN0WATER
IN TEWUFPERMOSTACEUIFERUNOERLWNOTHE UNIT(S) ANO ARE
REASONABLYEXPECTEOTO SE IN OR OERIVEOFROMWASTE CONTAINED
N4THE UNmsl.

PRESENTSTHE METHOOOLOOYFOR0ETERMN4EN0CONCENTRATION
LIMITS ANO ALTERNATIVECONCENTRATIONUMIT%

ESTAIILJSHESPOW Of COMPILANCEAT VERTICALSURFACELOCATEO
AT THE NYENUWCMLY 00VWNERADIENTUMIT OF THEWASTE
MAF4AOEMSF4TAREA THAT EXTENOS00WN INTO THE UPPERMOST

AOUtFERUNDERLYINGTHE UNITIS1.

A COMPUANCZ PERIO&kJRINLEL4WICHTHEOROUNOWATER
PROTECTIONSTANOARDSAPPLYWILL BESPECIFIEDIN THE PERMIT.
WILE REOUIRESTHAT THE COMPUANCEPERIOOFORA FACILITY

UNOERQOINOA CORRECTIVEACTION PROORAMWILL EXTENOUNTILIT

CAN SE OEFAONSTRATEOTHAT THE OROUNOWATER PflOTtCTiON
STANDARDOF OAC 3746-64.92 HAS NOT 6EENEXCEEOEOFORA PERIOO

OF THREECONSECUTIVEYEARS.

PRESENTSOENERALOROUNOWATERMONITORINGPROORAM

REQUIREMENTS.INCLUDESNUMEElt LOCAYIONAND DEPTHOF WELLS,
CASINOFEEOUtREMeNTS.SAMPLINOANO ANALYSISPROCEDURES,ETC.

.,

PRESENTSREOUNWMENTSOF OROUNOWATEROETECTIONPRO~RAM,

PRESENTSRKWIREMENTS OF OROUNOWATERCOMPUANCE
MONITORINGPROOFIAM.

.,

PRESENTSTHE E&iflEMENTS OF A GROUNOWATER cORRECTIVE

ACTION PROGRAMTHAT PREV:NTSHAZAAOOUSCONSTITUENTSFROM
, EXCEEDINOTHEIRRESPECTIVECONCENTRATIONUMITS AT THE

COMPLIANCEPOINT BY EITHERREMOVALORTREATMENTOF THESE

HAZAROOUSCONSTITUENTS.
-..

CORRECTEVEACTION FORWASTE REOLSRESAN APPLICANTFORA HAZAROOUSWASTEPERANTTO .
MANA13EMENTUNITS INSTITUTS CORRECTIVEACTION FORAU RSLEASESOFt4AZAROOUS

WASTE OR CONSTITUENTSFROMANY WASTE MANAGEMENTUNIT,

flEMRDLESS OF TNETIME Al VWIIC14WASTEWAS PLACEDIN SUCH
UNIT.

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESWITH LANO.SASEDHAZAFIOOUSWASTE
UNITS ISURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES.LANO
TREATMENTUNITS, LANOflUS1. THIS tNCLWES EXISTINO

LANO.SASEOAREASOf CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESVATN LANO.EASEOJ4AZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS (SURFACEIMPOWOMENTS, WASTE PILES,LANO

.TREATFAENTWITS, LANDFILL$I.THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO
LANO-SASEOAREASOF CONTAMINATION.

PERTAJNSTo ALLSITESww14 LANO.BA6E0 HA2w0us WASTE
UNITS (SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LANO
TREATMENTWITS, LANOFILLSLTHIS INCLWES EXISTINO
LANO.8ASE0AREASOF CON7AAMNAT10N.

PERTAINS70 ALLSITESWITH LAt40-BAsEDHAZAROOUSWASTE

IJNITS{SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LANO
.TREATMENTUNl_fS,LANDFILLS].THIS INCIUOES EXISTINO

LANB8ASED AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ALLSITEStMTH LANO-SASEDHAZAROOUSWASTE

UNITS ISURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LAND

TREATMENTUNITS, LANOFILLSI,THIS INCLUDESEXISTINO
LAND-SASEO@EAS OF CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ML SITESWITN LAN04JASE0 HAZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS tSURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LANO
TREATMENTUNITS, LANDFtLLSlAT W41CMHAZARDOUS

CONSTITUENTSHAVE NOT EEENOETECTEOIN THE GROUNO
WATER,THIS INCLUOESEXISTINOLAND-SASEDAREASOF
CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESWITH MO-8ASED HAZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS ISURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LANO
,TREATMENTUNITS, LANOFILLSIAT wHICH HAZAROOUS
CONSTITUENTSHAVE SEENDETECTEO.THIS INCLUDESEXISTINCl
LANO-8ASE0AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESWITH LANO.BASEOHAZARDOUSWASTE
UNITS ISURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LAND
TREATMENTUNITS, LANDFILLS)AT WHIC14HAZAROOUS

CONSTITUENTSHAVE BEENOETECTEO.THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO

LAND-BASEOAREASOF CONTAMINATION.

PERTAINSTO ML SITESWITH LAND-SASEOHAZARDOUSWASTE
UNITS (SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,LANO

TREATMENTUNITS, LANOFN.LSIAT WHICH HAZAROOUS
CONSTITUENTSHAVE BEENOLTECTEO.THIS INCLUDESEXISTINO
LAN041ASE0AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

CHEMICAL

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION

CHEMICM

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION

CHEMICM

ACTION
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ADMINIS.

CODE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUOJECT DESCRIPTION
P/$RAc3RAPtl

APPLICATION ARAR

SECTION ,, OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION TYPE
!

\

3746-66.\l ..- --. .—.. ------------- . .... .
PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WNICH HAZAROOUSWASTEIS TO SE
TREATEO,STOREDOR OISPOSEOOF (ORHAS SEENTREATED,
STOREOOROISPOSEDOFI.

ACTIONNJ,= 9tNCW LW.K51JIW FWWOKMANC?

sTANDARD:HAZWASTI?FACIL
RECtUNIt9TNAT Al-f.HAZANUOUSWASTE FACIUTIESBECLUSEU IN A

MANNERTHAT MINIMIZESTHE t4EE0FORFURTHERMAINTENANCE.
CONYROE,S,MN41MIZES,ELIMINATESORPAEWNTS POST.CLOSURI?
ESCAPEOF HAZAROOUSWAST5 HAZARDOUSCONSTITUENTS,
lEACHATE CONTAMINATEDFIUN.OFFORHAZAROOUSWASTE
OECOMPOSWONPRODUCTSTO THE 0ROUNE3ORSURFACEWATEROR
T14EATMosPHERE.

3746-66.12 e CONTENTOF CLOSUREPLAN;HAS
WABTEFACILETIES

SUBSTANTIVERECWIREMENT$PERTAINTO ANY SITCAT WHICH
l-tAZAROOUSWASTEIS TO S6 TREATEO,STOREOOR OISPOSEOOF
(ORHASBEENTREATEO,STOREDOR OISPOSEDOFI.

SPECIFIESTtW L4WEMUMINFORMATIONREOUIREONJA CLOSUREPLAN
FOROHIO EPATO OETERMINEYHE AOEOUACYOF THE PLAN.

ACTION

ACTION3746.66.14 OISPOSAU0CCOt4OF EOL31PMENT,
STRUCTIJFIES& SOILS

REOUIRESTHA’7ALLCONTAMINATEDECIUtPMENT,STRUCTURESANO

SOILSBEPROPERLYOISPOSEOOF OROECONTAMINATEO.REMOVALOF

HAZAROOUSWASTESORCONSTETUENT9FROMA UNIT MAY
CONBY4TU’WQENERAmONOF HAZARDOUSWASTES,

SPECIFIESTHE POST-CL&URE CAREREOUIRft.4CNTS,INCLLK31NU

MAINTENANCE,MONITORINGANO POST.Ct.OSUREUSEOF PROPERTY.

PERTAINSTO AMYSITEAT WHICH HAZARDOUSWASTE IS TO BE
TFWATEO,STOREOOROISPOSEOOF (ORHAS BEEMTREATEO.
STOREDOft OISPOSEOOt%

37iS-66.17 PERTAINSTO ALLSITESWITN LAND-BASEDHAZARDOUSWASTE
UNITS ILANOFILLSANO SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILE%
LANOTREATMENTUNITS ANO TANKSTHAT ME= REQUIREMENTS
OF LANOflLLSAFTER
CLOSURELTHIS INCLUOESSXISTINIZLANO-BASEOAREASOF
CONTAMINATION.

. .

ACTIONs POST4XOSUflt CAREAND USE OF
PROPERTV

e POST-CLOSUREPLAJ4 PERT/JNSTO ALLSITESWITH LANO.SASEOHAZAROOUSWASTE
UNITS ELANOFILLSANO SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,

LANOTREATMENTWITS ANOTANKS YH.4TME~ REaUtREMfNTS
OF LANOFILLSAFTERCLOSURE).THIS INCLUOESEXISTINO
LANO-MSEOAREASOf CONTAMINATION.

ACTION3746.66il 8

3746.66.1S

3146.66.?1

3746.66.7z

1746.66.7S

~746.6E.74

1746-66.76

PRESENTSYHEN4FORMATIONNECESSARYFOROHIO EPATO OEYERMINE
THE ADEQUACYOF A POST.CLOSUREPLAN,

.,

..

REOUIRES’THATA RECOROOF THE TYPE,LOCAmOt4ANa OUANYilV OF

HAZAROOUSWASTESDISPOSEDOF IN EACHWtT BESU6MIYTE0 TO

THE10CAL LANDAUTHORITYANOYHf OIFWCTOROF THE OHla EPA,

ALSOREaUIRESTHAT A NOTATIONTO THEOEEOTO THE FACILITY
PROPER7YBEMADEINIXCA71N0 THAT THE LANDWAS USEOTO .
MANME HAZARDOUSWASTESANO THAT CERTAINUSE RESTRICTIONS
MAY APPLYTO YHE PROPERIY.

s NOTICETO LOCALLANDAUTHORITY

J
PERTAINSTO AU SITESWTH LAND4EAsE0HAZARDOUSWASTE
UNITS fLANOFILLSAHO SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS,WASTE PILES,

LANDTREATMENTUNITS AHO TANKS T14ATMEETREQUIREMENTS
OF LANOflLIS AFTERCLOSURE),THIS INCLUOESEXISTINa

LANO.6ASE0AREASOF CONTAMINATlaN.

ACTION

ACTIONPERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZAROOUSWASTEWilt tEE

STOREDIN CONTAINERS,

CONTAINERSHOLENNOHAZAROOUSWA6YE MUST SCMAINTAINEDIN

aOOO CONOETIONINO RUSTOR STRUCTURALOEFECTSI.

HAZAROOUSWASTESPLACEOIN CONTAINERMUST NOT REACTWITH
THE CONTAtN~ MATENA OR UN5R MATWA

COMPATIBtUIY OFWASTEWIYH
CONTAINERS

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WHICH HAZAROOUSWA~E WILL BE
670RE0 IN CONTAINERS.

ACTtON

ACTIONPERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WINCH HAZAROOUSWASTEWILLBE
STOREOIN CONTAINEIES.

MAHAOEMENTOF CONTAINERS CONTAINERSHOLOINOHAZARDOUSWASTEMUST St!CLOSEDtEXCEPT
TO AOO ORREMOVEWASTEI ANO MUST NOT tJEHANOLEOIN A MANNER

7HAT MAY RUPTURETHE CONTNNER ORCAUSEIT TO LEA%

CONYAtNM INSPECTEONS REOIARESAT LEABTWEEXLYINSPECTIONSOF CONTAINERSTORAOE
ARSAS.

PERYAINSTO ANY SITEAY WHlCt4HAZAFIOOUSWASTE WYLLSE
STORIO IN CONTAINERS.

PERTAINSTO it4Y BITEAT Wl+lCti HAZAROOU9WASTEWILL SE
STOREOIN CONTAINERS,

REOUNIESTHAT CONTAJNERSTORAOCAt ‘AVE A CONTAINMENT
SYSTEM ANO BPECIPIESTIW MINIMUM R MENTS OF SUCH A
SYSTEM.

A#,c,r CONTAMERSTORAGEAREA
CONTAENM~NTSYSTEM
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SITE NAME ‘,OUNTY NAME

..,.
ADMINIS.

COOE PERTINENT TTTLEOR SUBJECT
PARAGRAPH

DESCRIPTION APPLICATION

SECTION ;: OF REGULATION
.

OF REGULATION OF REGULATION

Pqo Iu

ARAR
n-l%

374s-s6.70

3746.66.77

3746.66.78

3746.66-s1

3746.66.S4

3746.68.66

S74S-6S-67

1

3746.68-68

3746-6@.60

3746.66-60

3746.6741

3746-67.03

$?.is.6746

3746.67.10

M*C

A-f .

A.8

A.&

A,FI,C

A,8,C

A

Ax

A.O

A4

A,B

M

CONTAJNERRCOUIREMENTSFOR
N3NITABL,EMEACT3V6WASTES

CONTAINERREOUEftEMENTSFOR
INCOMPATIBLEWASTES

COUttiMER CLOSURERC(NXREMENTS

DE6N4Nh OPERATINORECNJIREMENTS
FORWASTEPtLES

MOWTORNJO& INSPECTION0$ WASTE

PILES

WASTE PILEREOUIREMENYSFOR
lGNITASLE/REACTIVEWASTES

WASTE PILEREQUIREMENT’SFOR
lNCOMPATISLgWASTF,S

CLOSURE& POST-CLOSURECAREtOR
WASTEPILES

CONSTRUCTIONINSPECTIONSFOR
WASTEPILES L

SPECIALREQUIREMENTSFOR‘F-

WASTESN4WASTE PILES

ENWRONMENTA.LPERFORMANCE
STANOAROS:LANEJ.SASEOUNITS

lANOFILI,0ES7GNAND OPERATING
REQUIREMENTS

MO)@ToRENQANO INSPECTIONSOF

LANOFILLS

LANOPILLCLOSUREANO POST.CLOSURE
CARE

PRESENTSOENERALPRECAUTIONSTO BE7MEN TO PREVt7tT

ACCIDENTALt@tlTION ORREACTIONOF IGNITABLEOR REACTIVE
WASTESTHA~ WILLBESTORW IN CONTAINERS.

PRESENTSCiENERAfPRECAUTIONSTO BEYAXENWWENDEALINaLWTH
IF4COMPATEBLEWASTES.

SPEOEPWSCLOSUREBEOUIREMENTSFORCONTAINERSANO
CONTAINMENTSYSTEM.

SPECIFIESTHE OESIGNAND OPERATIONREQUIREMENTSFORWASTE

PILES.INCLUOESLINERSYSTEM, LEACHATECOUEC’TIONANOREMOVAL
SYSTSM,WINO DISPERSALPREVENTIONANO lWN-ONfRUN-OFF
CONTROL . .

WASTE PILESMUST BE,MONITOREO0URIN6 CONSTRUCTIONOR ,
INSTALLATIONANO OPEilATION.

PRESENTSGENERALPRECAUTIONSTO SETAXENWHEN 0EA4JNGWITH

PoTENTAILLYIONITASLEOR REACTIVEHAZARDOUSWASTESTHAT ARE
STOREOOR TREATEOIN WASTE PILES.

PRESENTSGENERALPRECAUTIONSTO BETAKENWHEN DEALINGWITH
POTENTAILLYINCOMPATIBLEWASTES THAT ARESTOREDORTREATEO
IN WASTE PILES.

SPECIFIESCLOSUREANO POST-CLOSURECAREflEOUIREMENTSFOR
WASTE PILES.

. .

ALLOWSOHEOEPATHE OPPORTUNITYTO INSPECTWASTE PII.ESOURINO

coNsTRLlcnoN.

PROHIBITSTHE PLACKMENTOF HAZAROOUSWASTESF020, F021, F022,

F02S. F02S ANO F027 IN WASTE PILES,

SPECiFIESLOCATION,OESIGN,CONSTRUCTION,OPERATION,
MAINTENANCEANO CLOSUREREOIJIREMENTSFORLANDFILLS,WASTE

PILES,SURFACEIMPOUNOMEF4TSANO UNOE8GROUN0INJECTION
WELLS,

PRESENTSOESIONAND OPERATINGREOUIRE?dtNTSFORLANDFILLS,
INCLUDESLINER,LEACHATECOUECTION ANO REMOVAL,
RUN-OM?VJWOFFCONTROL ETC.

REOUIRESINSPECTIONOF LANOFILISOURIN(ECONSTRUCTIONOR
INsTALLATIONAND oPERATION. -.

.,

SPECN?E9CLOSUREANO POST-CLOSUREREQUIREMENTSFOR

HAZAROOUSWASTE LANDFILLS.INCLUOESRNALCOVERANO
. . . .. .. . . . . .. .

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WHICH POTENTIALLYREACTIVEOR
IGNITASLEWASTES THAT ARESTOREO,OR ARETO SE STORED,IN
CONTAINERS.

PERTAINSTONY SITEAT WHICH POTENTIALLYINCOMPATIBLE
WASTES ARE

PRESENT.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WIEICHHAZAROOUSWASTE WILL SE
STOREDIN CONTAINERS.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT VWICH HAZARDOUSWASTE WILL 6E
EITHERSTOREOORTREATEOIN WASTE PILES.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT WHICH HAZAROOUSWASTE WILL BE

E17MERSTOREDORTIWATEDIN WASTE PILES.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WWCH POTENTIMLY IGNITASLEOR
REACTIVE HAZAROOUSWASTEWILLBE EITNER6TOFIE0OR

TREATEOIN WASTE PN,ES.

PCRTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WWtCHPOTENTIALLYINCOMPATJSLC
HAZARDOUSWAST’EWILLSE EITHERSTOREOORTREATEOIN
WASTE PILES.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEAT W7NCHHAZARDOUSWASTE WILL BE
EITHERSTOREOORTREATEDIN WASTE PILE%

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WHICH HAZARDOUSWASTE WLL Et

EITHERSTOREOOR TREATEOIN WASTE PILES.

PERTAJNSTO ANY SITEAT WHICH HAZARDOUSF-WASTESWLL
SE EITHERSTOREOORTREATEDIN WASTE PILES.

PERTAINSTO AU SITESTHAT EITHERHAVE ORWLL HAVE AT

LEASTONE OF THE FOLLOWNOUNITS ON=ITR LANOFILLS,

WASTE MlES, SURFACEIMPOUNDMENTS.LANDTREATMENT
FACIUTIESANO UNDERGROUNDINJECTIONWELLS[THIS INCLUDES
EXISTINGLAND-SASEOAREASOF CONTAMINATION}.

ACTION

CHEMICnL

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

CHEMICAL

,
ACT70N
CHtMICAL

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION
CHEMICAL

ACTION

PERTAINSTO ML SITESAT WdlCH A IIAZAROOUSWASTE ACTION

LANOFILLWiLL EITHERSE LOCATEOOFIAN EXISTINOLANOFILL
WILL SE EXPANDEO.THIS RULEALSOPERTAINSTO EXISTIN(3

LAND.8ASE0 AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

PERThNS TO ALL”SITESAT WHICH A HAZAROOUSWASTE ACTION

LANOFILLWILL EITHERSELOCATEDOR AN EXISTtNOLANOFfLL
WILL SE EXPANOEO.THIS RULEPERTAINSTO EXISTING L

LANO.8ASE0AREASOF CONTAMINATION. w

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESAT WHICH A tiAZAROOUSWASTE ACTION

LANDFILLWILL EITHERBELOCATEDOR AN EXISTINGLANOFILL
z

WILL BEEXPANOED. THIS RULEPERTAINSTO EXISTING
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r ADMINIS.
3

COOE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUBJECT
P RAORAPH

DESCRIPTION APPLICATION

SECTION
f

ARAR

OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF RE(3ULATION TYPE

L J

LANDFILLflEOIJIREMENYSFOR
lt?NiTASLE/FIEACTiVEWASTES

LAND.BASEOAREASOF CONTAMINATION.
PERTAINSTO All SITESAT WHICH POTENTIALLYIGNITABLEOR
REACTIVE HAZAROOUSWASTEMAYBE LANOFILLEO.

3?46-67.12

3746-67.1$

3746.67.14

3746-67.16

3746.6?.14

3746.6717
i

3746.E7.\9

3746-69-03

ALI

A+
.

u

A-E

A

&a

A,?l

&B,c

FE,c

As#c’

PROHIBITSTHE OISPOSALOFKINITABLEOR !4EACTIVCWASTE IN A

LANOFIW UNLESSTHEWASTEIS TREATEO,REF4DERE0OR MIXEO SO
THAT THE RESULTANTMATERIALNO LONGERMEETSTHE DEFINITIONOF
IGNITASLEOR ReACTIVEWASTE.

PROHIRITSTHE OISPOSALOFINCOMPATIBLEWASTEIN THE SAME cELL
OF A LANOFILL

THE PLACEMENTOF BULKORNON-CONTAINEFUZEOlIOLEIOHAZAROOUS
WASTE OR HAZARDOUSWASTESCONTAININGFREi?UCJUIOSfWllETHER
OR NOT A6SOFVJANTSHAVEBEENAOOEDIIN ANY LANDFILLIS
PRoEwJITED.

UNLESSTHEY ARCVERY SMALL CONTAINERSMUST EITHERSEAT LEAST
SO% FL%LWHEN PLACEOIN THELANOFILLORCRUSt4EDlSHREOOE0
PRIORTO PLACEMENTIN THCLANOFILL.

:?:

LAS PACKSCONTAENINCHAZAROOUSWASTE MAYBE PLACEOIN A
LANOFIU IF CERTAINREQUIREMENTSAREMFT.

ALLOWSOHIO EPAOPPORTUNITYTO INSPECTLANOFIL1OURINO
coNsTRucnot4.

.,
PROHIBITSTHE FtACEMENTOF HAZARDOUSWASTESF020; F021, F022,

F023, FG2SAND F027 IN LANOFILLS.

ACTION

CHEMICAL

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESAT WHICH POTENTIALLYINCOMPATIBLE

HAZARDOUSWASTE MAY SELANDFILLEO.
LANOFILLRCOUNEEMENTSFOR
INCOMPATIBLEWASTES

ACTION

CHEMICAL
.

LANOFILLREOUIIEEMENTSFOR8ULK & ,PERTAINSTO ALLSITESAT WHICH A LIOUIOHAZAROOUSWASTE
OR HAZAROOUSWASTE CONTAININGFREEUOUIOS ARE

CONBIOEREOFORLANOFILUNC.

ACTION

CDNY#JNERIZEOUOUIO$

LANOFILLREOUJREMENTSFOR PERTAINSTO ALLS!TESAT WHICH A HAZAROOUSWASTE
LANOFIL1W6LLf17HERSCLOCATEOORAN EXESTtN(ELANOFILL
WILL LIEEXPANOEOAHO CONTAINERSARETO 8C OISPOSEOOF IN

THE IANOFILL,

ACTION

CONT#JNERS

D16POSALOF SMML CONTAINERSOF

HASWASTfS S4OVERPACKS

PERTAINSTO ALLSITESAT W-IICH A HAZAROOUSWASTE

LANOFILLW7LLEIYHERBELOCATEOORAN EXISTINOlANOflLL
WILL BEEXPANOEOANO LABPACKSARETO BEPLACEOIN THE

LANOFILL

ACTION

LANOFILLCONSTRUCTIONINSPECTIONS PERTAINSTO ALLSITESAT tWllCH A NAZAROOUSWASTE
LANOFILI,WILL EITHERL4cLOCATEOORAN cxisnf4u LANOFILL
WILL SE EXPNOEO. THIS RULEPERTAINSTO EXISTING

LAND47ASE0AREASOF CONTAMINATION.

ACTION

SPECMLREQUIREMENTSFOR‘F” PERTAIN$TO ML SITESAT VR41CH’A’HAZAROOUSWASTE

LANOFIL1WILL EITHERBELOCATEOORAN EXISTINOLANOFILL
WILL 8E EXPANOEOANO F-WASTESARESEINGCONSIOEREOFOR

LANOFIIUNG. , .

ACTION
CHEMICALWASTESIN LANoFlus

)

,,

PROHIENTS01LU770NOF A RESTRICTEDWASTE ORTHE RESIOUM FROM
TREATMENTOF A RESTRICTEDWASTEAS A SUBSTITUTEFORAOEOUATE
TRgATMENTIN OROERTO lANO DISPOS! HAZMOOUS WASTE. 01LU710N:
OFWATERWAsTEs u7NOT lMPERMis6t8LE01Ll1710NuNLEss A METHOD
HAS EeEN SPECIFIEOAS A TREATMENTSTANOARO,

OILUTIONPFEOHIBITEOAS A SUBSTITUTE
FORTREATMENT

PERTAINSTO ANY ALTERNATIVETHAT INCORPORATESOISPOSAL
0$ UAZAROOUSWASTE ON.61YE. , ,

.“

ACTION

WASTE ANMY61S OF HAZAROOUS

WASTE

GENERATORSNALLTESTTHEWASTE ORTEST AN EXTRACTOF THE
WAB7E ACCORLNNaTO 7)4EFREOUENCYANO TEST METHOOS

OESCRIBEOIN THE IWLES,TO OETERMINEIF THEWAST12IS RESTFUCTEO
FROMLANAODISPOSAL

PERTAINsTO AN ALTERNATIVETHAT INCORPORATESOISPOSAL

OF 14AZAROOUSWASTE ON-SITE,
ACTION

ACTION
CHEMICAL

SPECIALRULESREGAROINIZWASTE
THAT 6XHIB A CHARACTEFUST

PROWBITSLANOENSPOSM OF CE4ARACTERISTICWAWE UNLESSTHE
WASTE COMPUESVATHTHETREATMENTSTANOAROSOP USTEO
WASTES, If THE WASW IS EOTNUSTEOANO EXHIBITSA
CWJ?ACTERES7TC,THE TREATMENYSTANDAROFORTHEUSTEOWASTE
WILL OPERATEIN UEU OF THESTANOAROFORTHE CHARACTERISTIC
WASTE,

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEIN WWCH ON.SftE OISPOSALOF
HAZAiEOOUSWASTEIS AN ALTEtlNATIVE.

,..

PROHlblTSON-SITESTORAGEOF HAZAI WASTESREsTRICTED
FROMLANODISPOSALSEYONOA SPEClt,. . , IME FRAMESTATEOIN THE

RULE,

746.SS-60 PROHIBITIONON STORA4MOF
RESTRICTEDWASTE

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEIN WHICH STORAGEOF HAZAROOUS
WASTE WILLOCCURON SITE TO FACILITATEPROPERRECOVERY,
TREATMENTOROISPOSAL. IN SOMECASESSTORAGEOF
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SITE NAME WNTY NAME

r

AOMINIS, ‘
COOE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUBJECT DESCRIPTION APPLICATION

~ARAGRAPN 1ARAR

SECTION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION OF REGULATION WPE
;

3746.S1.1 !

3746.81.12

374S.S1.16

3746.01.?6

3745.81.27

3746.844

3

3746-0.06

3746.R40

3746.t.07

3746.0q8

3746.049

3746.8.10

M*C

Mac

ME
.

&aic

A-E

Au

A1,8.H

A,EJ),E

A.F

kc

A.C.O1,E.G

&aac

MAKIMUM CONTAMINANTLEVELSFOR
INORGANICCHEMICALS

MAXIMUM CONTAMINANTLEVSLSFOR
OROAMC CHEMICAIS

MAX CONTAMINANTE.EVELSFOR

RADIUM 228,220,0ROSS ALPHAS

MONKORNEOFRIX7UENCYFOR
RAOIOAOTIVITY

ANA~CAL TECHNIQUES

LOCAT10NtS171N0OFNEW & WELLS

CONSTRUCTIONOFNEW GWWELLS

I.. ,

CASINGREQUIREMENTSFORNEW OW

wEus

SURFACEOESIONOF NEW GW WEUS

START-UP& OPERATEONOP GW WELLS

MAINTENANCEk OPERATION0$ GW
WELLS

ABANDONMENTOF TESTHOLES& GW
WELLS

PRESENTSMAXIMUM CONTAMINANTLEvELSFORINORGANIC.

PRESENTSMCLS FOR0R13AHICS.

L

PRESENTSMCLS FORRAOIUM.22E. RAOIUM.228 ANO GROSSALPHA

PARTICLEACTEVITY,

\.... \...
PRESENTSOENERALANMYTICAL TECHNIQUESFORMCLS.

MANDATES THAT OROUNDWATERWELLSBfi

Al LOCATEDANO MAINTAINEDSO AS TO PREVENTCONTAMINANTS
FROM ENTERINGWELL.

S1LOCATEOSO AS TO BEACCESSISIEFORCLEANINOANO
MAINTENANCE.

SPE~FIES MINIMUM CONSTRUCTIONREQUIREMENTSFORNEW GROUND
WATERWELLSIN REGARDSTO CASINOMATERIAL CASINODEPTH,
POTASLEWATER, ANNULM SPACES,USEOF DRIVESHOE,OPENINGSTO

A1.LOWWATER ENTRY,CONTAMINANTENTRY.

ESTABLISHESSPECIFICREQUIREMENTSFORWELLCASINOS,SUCH AS
SUITA6LEMATERIAL,DIAMETERSANO CONOITION.

ESTASLMHESSPECIFICSURFACEOESIONREQUIREMENTS,SUCHAS

HEIGHTA60VE OROUNO,WELLVENTS,WELLPUMPS, ETC.

REQUIREOISINFECIONOF NEWWELI.SANO USEOF POTASLEWATER FOR
PRIMINGPUMPS.

ESTMLESHESSPECIFICMAINTENANCEANOMOOIUCAYION
REQUIREMENTSFORCASINO,PUMP ANOWEUS IN OENERAi.,

FOLLOWINOCOMPLETIONOF USE,WEUS ANOTEST HOLESSHALLSE
COMPLETELYF&LEOW7THOROUTOR SIMILARMATERIALOR SHNL BE

RESTRICTEDWASTES SSYONDONEYSARIS AUOWSO.
PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWHICH HAS CONTAMINATE OROUNOOR
SURFACEWATERTHAT IS EITHER.SEINOUSEO,ORHAS THE
POTENTIALFORUSE,AS A ORINILINOWATERSOURCE,

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWHICH HAS CONTAMINATE OROUNOOR
SURFACEWATERTHAT IS EITHERSEINOUSEO,ORHAS THE
POTENTIN FORUSE,AS A ORINKINGWATERSOURCE.

. PERTAINSTO ANY SiTEVWilCHHAS CONTAMINATE C4ROVN0OR
SURFACEWATERTHAT IS EITNERBEINOUSEO,OR HAS THE

POTENTIALFORUSE,AS A DRINKINGWATERSOURCE.

PERYAINSTO ANY SITEWHICH”HAS CONTAMINATE GROLMOOR
SURFACE
WATERTHAT IS UTHERSEINOUSEO,OR HAS THE POTENTIAl FOR
USE,AS A ORINKINOWATERSOURCE.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEVAEICHHAS CONTAMINATE OROUNDOR

SURFACEWATERTHAT IS aTHER SEINGUSEO,OR HAS THE
POTENTIALFORUSE AS A DRINKINOWATERSOURCE.

PERTAINSTO ALLOROWD WATERWELLSON THE SITE THAT

EITHERWILL BEINSTALLEOOR HAVE SEENINSTNLEO SINCE FEE.
16, 1076, WOULO PERTAINDURINGTHE FSIF NEWWELLSARE
CONSTRUCTEDFORTREATABILITYSTUOIES.

PERTAINSTO AL 0ROUN6 WATERWELLSOU THE SETETHAT
EITHERWILL 8E INSTALIEOORHAVE SEENINSTNLEO SINCEFEB.

16, 107S. WOULOPERTAINDURINOTHE FSIF NEWWELLSARE
CONSTRUCTEDFORTREATASIUIV STUDIES.

,, .,.
PERTAINSTO ALLGROUNDWATERWELLSON THE SITE THAT

EITHERWILL SE INSTALLEOOR HAVE BEENINSTAUEO SINCEFES.
16, 1S76, WOULO PERTAIN0URIN43THE FSIF NEWWELLSARE
CONSTRUCTEDFORTREATASJLITYSTUDIES. ,

PERTAINSTO ALLCIROUNOWATERWELLSON THE SITE THAT
EITHERWILLBEINSTALLEOORMAW BEENINSTAUEO SINCE F[B.

16, 1976. WOULOPERTAINDUfilNOTHE FSIF NEWWELLSARE
CONSTRUCTED,FORTREATASILITYSTEJOIES.

:. ,,
PERTAINSTO ALl OROUNOWATERtWLt.S ON THE SITE THAT
EITHERWILL SE INSTALLEOORHAVE BEENINSTALLEOSINCEFELL
16.1976. WOULDPEIITAINDURINOTHE FS IF NEW WELLSARE
CONSTRUCTEDFORTREATASILITYSTUOIES.

PERTAINSTO ALLGROUNOWATERWELLSON Th,SITE THAT
EITHERWILL SE INSTALLEOOR HAVE SEENlNSTNtEO SINCE FES.
1S, 1s76. WOULO PERTAINDURINOTHE FSIF NN.tiLLS ARE
CONSTRUCTEDFORTREATASILITYSTUDIES.

PERiAINS TO ALLGROUNOWATERWELLSON THE SITE THAT

EITHERWILLBEINSTNLEO ORHAVE BEENINSTALLEOSINCEFEEL

CHEMICAL

CHEMICAL

CHEWCAL

CHEMICAL

CHEMICAL

LOCATION
ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

k
P
cd

ACTION 4
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SITE NAME COUNTY NAME I
\\

3
REVISED

CODE PER~ENT TfTLE OR SU6JECT DESCRIPTION APPLICATION ARAR

SECTION PAj%@RAPH OF REGULATION OF Refutation OF REGULATION TYPE

)

!610.02 - ENDANGEREDPLANTSPECIES PIohibh mmovd of dewuctfon of emkqwsd pkt spwcim laonu pdvma APphs to rsmadhtlondtm whuc ctwmkds may hum cndmwel.d

propu’ty●MwpiiOnd. species. Clwly eatsbli$h Ihst feccptofplsntspades mut b

-, e.mddw.d in rick asommmto. Thls ?ctmw mqufc eornkhfsthn of
wdmwmd SP8CI*SIn !~mtii-tioin that IOVC4VCmwommt w
dbplwwwnt OfIwgc VOIUMOSc.fCWIOCCsoil,

CHEMICAL

ACTION

3704.06

37W.OZ

1734,02

a

3?$4.02

1?$4.03

1734.04.1

1734,06

.734.06

A-1

101

PROWRITSWOLAYIONOF AIR POLLU’RON
CONTRCLRULES

PROHIBITSEMISSfONOF AN AIR CONTAMINANTIN WOLA710NSEC. MAY PERTAINTO ANY SiTEW14EREEMISSfONSOF AN AIR
S704 OR ANY FWLES,PERMIT,oROERORVARIANCEISSUEC CONTAMINANTOCCURSflTHER AS A PRE-EXISTINGCONOITIONOF
PURSUANTTO THAT SECT30NOF THE ORC. .7HE St7EORAS A flEsL3LYOF REMEDIALAC73WTIES.sifotno sE

CONSIOEREOFORVIRTUALLYALLSITES,

PROVfOESALfTHORITYANO CONO1710NSBY WNICH THE OIRECTOR PERTAfNSTO ANY 6fTE AT WHICH SOUO ORHAZMOOUS WASTE
MAY EXEMPTANY PERSONFROMPERMITRNOOR OTHER “ HAS COMETO Eli!10CATEC. CERTAINMTERNAYIVES INCLUDE

E3EWIREMENTSGOVERNINGTHE GENERATION,STORAQCTREATMENT, EXCAVATIONACTIVITIESWWCH MAY UNCOVERSOUO ANOIOR

EXEMPTIONSTO SOLID& HAZ. WASTE T/6A3
REOmREMENYS

ACTION

TRANSPORTOREkSPOSAlOf S0110 OR HAZAROOUSWASTE. HAZARDOUSWASTE. SHOULOTHOSE ACTIVWIESREOUIRETHE
MANAGEMENTOF SOLIOhiAZAROOUSWASTES ON-SITE,AN
EXEMPTIONTO PERMITTINLEANO OTHERRE@JIREMENTSMAY SE
WARRANTEO.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT WlllCH HAZARDOUSOR SOUOWASTE
HAS COMETO SE LOCATEO.cERTAtNALTERNATIVESINCLUDE

EXCAVATIONACYfVITIESWWCH MAY UNCOVCRSOLIDANO/OR
HAZAROOUSWASTE. SHOULOTHOSEACTIVITIES REOUIRETHE
MANAGEMENTOF SOLIO/liAZAROOUSWASTES ON-SfTE,AN

EXEMPT70NTO PERMITTINGA$40O?liER REQUIREMENTSMAYBE
WARRANTEO.

.-

PERTAINSTO ANY SITE AT W?EICHHAZARDOUSWASTEWELLSE
MANACtEOSUCHTHAT AIR EMISSIONSMAY OCCUR. CONSIOER
FORSITESTHAT VALLUNDERGOMOVEMENT OF EARYHOR
lNCINERATfON.

?..,

‘D10(Nt4G-W3iEREHA2 OR SOUOWASTE LOCAYIONM RLUNO, GRADING,EXCAVATING,SUILOINC,DRILLINOOR MINING ON

LANOMERE HAZARDOUSWASTE OR SOUOWASTE FACIUYYWAS
OPERAWJ IS PftOHIBITEOWITHOtJTPRIORAUTHORIZATIONF80M
THE OIRECTOROF YHE OHIO EPA.

FACIU7YWAS LOCATED : ACT30N

AfREMISSIONSFROMHAZAROOUSWASTE
FACIUT3ES

NO HAZAROOUSWASTE FACIUfi SHALLEMIT ANY PARTICULATE
MA7TEfi DUST. FUMES,GAS, MIST, SMOKE,VAPOROR 000RoUS
SUBSTANCETHAT INTERFERSW3THTHE COMFORTABLEENJOYMENT

OF UFE OR PROPERWORIS INJURIOUSTO PUBLICHEALTH,
t

P130tf181TSOPENSURNINOOR OPtN DUMPfNGOF SOUO WASYE OR

TREATEOOR UNTREATEOINFECTIOUSWASTE. ,
PROH3EIWSOFEN03AfPlflL7OR8URNINLT PERTAfNS70 ANY SITEAT WHICH SOLIOWASTE HAS COMETO BE

LOCATEDORWILL8E GENERATEOOURINGA REMEOIALACTION.

ACTION

LOCATION

EXPLOSEVEGAS MONITORfNG REOWRESEXFLOS!VEGAS MONITORINGPLANSFOR’SANITARYA#c,o.a PERTAINSTO AIL SANITARYfANOFILLSEXCEPTFORYHOSETHAT LOCATION

ACTIONLAHOFILLSANO PROVIOESAUTHORRY TO THE DIRECTOROF OHIO EPA DISPOSEOOF NONPUYRESCIBLEWASTES,
TO OROERAN owNsf3 OROpERATOROF A FACILflY TO IMPLEMENT

AN EXPLOSIVEGAS MONITORINGANO REPORTINGPLAN

tfxlellcl

10IS,d,e.h

HAZAROOUSWASTE FACkfJ7YENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT

A HAZARDOU9WA6YE FACIUYYINSTALLATIONANO 0PERATIOF4
PERMITSHALLNOY SE APPROVEDUNLESSIT PROVESTHAT TKE “
FACILITYREPRESENTSTHE MINIMUM AOVERSEENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT, CONSIDERINGTHE STATEOF AVAILABLETECHNOLOGY,THE
NATUREANO ECONOMICSOF VARIOUSALTERNATIVESANO OTHER

PERYINENTCONSIOERAYIONS,

PERTAINSTO ML SITESAT WWCH HAZAROOUSWASTE HAS COME
TO BELOCATEOANO/ORAT WHICH HAZARDOUSWASTEWILLSE
TREAYEO,SYOREOOR OISPOSEOOF, MAY FUNCYIONAS SITiNtl
CRITERIA.

,..

ACTION
b

LOCATION
*

w

-.
lDl,@,d. A HAZAROOM WASTEFACILIN INSTALLATIONANO
OPUEATfONPERMITSHALLNOY BEAFPROVEOLff41ESSIT PROVES

THAT Tfif FAcfL17Y ‘
REPRESENTSllfE MINIMUM RISKOF ALLOF THE FOUOWINI?:

filCONTAMINATfONOF QROUNOANO SURFACEWATERS
nwtns~ rim sxu rvsmus lmati ynFATMwT qynRA~F afI a[SpOSAL

HAZARDOUSWASTE SfTINOCRITERIA PERYAINsTO ALLSITES AT WHICH HAZARDOUSWASTE HAS COME

TO SELOCAYEDANO/ORAT WHICH HAZARDOUSWILL SETREATEO,

s1OREOOR 0WL7SE0 OF, MAY FUNCTfOf4AS-SITINGCFUTERIA,
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SITE NAME COUNTY NAME

WVISED
7

CODE PERTINENT TITLE OR SUSJECT
PARA@APN

DESCRIPTK)N APPLICATION ARAR

\3ECTION OF REGULATION OF RE(3ULATION OF REGULATION WPE

J

767.1$ PROHIEWIONOFINXSANCES

7a?,14 PROHN71710NOf NUISANCES

10$.19 CONSKRVANCiOISTNCTS

111.04 1 ACYS OFPOLW710N PROHIBITED

111.04.2

111.07

RULES REOUNUNOCOMPLIANCEWITH NA710NAL
E$FLUEN7S70S

?.
kc WATERPOLLU710NCONTROLRECWIREMENTS.

OUIY TO COMPLY

MSTNOOS

IWACC1OENTDURINOTRANSPORTATION
llvllMPAC7 ON PUBLICHEALTHAND SAFTEY
(vlAIRPOLLU710N
IvI)SOILCONTAMINATION

(Ol,6,G,h. PROHIBITSTHE FOLLOWINGLOCATIONSFORTREATMENT,
sTORAGGANO DISPOSALOF ACUTEHAZAROOUSWASTE

0! W7HNL 2GGGFEE7OF ANYRESJOENC~SCHOOU HOSPITAL JAIL
on PRlsoti

OilANY NA7URALLYOCCURfllNti WFfLANO
tiillANY PLOOOHAZARDAREA

IIvl WITHIN ANY STA7E PARKORNATIONALPARKOR RECREATION
AREA

PROHIE47SNOXIOUS EXHALATIONSOR SMELLSANb THE
0LISTRVC710f4OF WATERWAYS.

PROHIBITIONA(?AIN>ST7HROV4N0 REFUS?LOIL ORFIL7N INTO IAKES,
STREAMS,ORt3RAlNS.

BOARDOf OIRECTORSOF A CONSERVANCYOISTRICTMAY MAKE AND

ENFORCERULES.ANOflEOULATIONSPERTAININGTO CHANNELS,
OITCHES,PIPES, SEWERS,ETC.

PoLLUTIONOFWATERSOFTHE STATEIS PROHIFI17E0.

ESTASIISHES REGULATIONSREOUIRIN13COMPLIANCEWETHNATIONAL
WLUENT STANOAROS.

PROH181TSFAILURETO COMPLYVATH REOVIREMENTSOf SECTIONS

(I1 11.0170111 11.0S ORANY RULES,PERMITOR ORDERISSUEO
UNOER7NOSE SECTIONS.

pER7AINsTo ANY SITETHAT MAy HAVE NoXlOus sMELLSORMAY AcmON
0WETRUC7WATERWAYS. CHEMICAL

PERTAJNSTO ALLSITESLOCATEOAOJACENTTO LAKES,STREAMS, ACTION

THIS STATUTEPERTAINS70 ANY SITETHAT MAY AFFECTA
CONSTRUCTIONWITHIN A CONSERVANCYDISTFUCY.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWHICH HAS CONTAMINATEDON-SITE
GROWO OR SURFACEWATERORWILL HAVE A OISCHAROETO
DN.SITESURFACEORttROUNOWATER.

PERTAINSTO ANY SITEWWCH WILL HAVE A POINT SOURCE
DISCHARGE.

PERTAJNSTO ANY SITEWICH HAS CONTAANNATEOGROUNO

WATEROR SURFACEWATERORWILL HAVE A OISCHARGETO
ON-SITESURFACEOR GROUNOWATER.

CHEMICAL

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

-.

.
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AOC:
Awd2s:
Bedford:
BEU:
BRA:
13RC:
CD:
CERCLA :

Cihr:
crn2/see:

CMS:
CAS:
Cot:
Cuyahoga:
DO(2C:
ED:
MMEs:
it2:
F:
ftfd:
ft2/d:
fi3/d:
Gallia:
gal/month:
galfyc
Gc:
GCEP:
gpd:

.

:smwk
idyc
IRM:
kg/jm
lbs:
LX:
m=lday:
MCL:
mgfl:./ . _

2137
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May, 1996

List of Acronyms

Administrative Order on Consent
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Bedford Shale
Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment
Baseline Risk Assessment
Big Run Creek
Consent Decree
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and .
Liability Act
Curies per hour
Square centimeters per second
Corrective Measure Study
Corrective Action Study
Chemicals of Concern
Cuyahoga Shale
Description of Current Conditions
Exposure Duration
Martin Marietta Energy Systems
Square Foot
Cubic Foot .,
Feet per Day’
Square Feet per Day
Cubic Feet per Day
Gallia Sand and Gravel
Gallons per month
Gallons per year
Gas chromatography
Gaseous Centrifuge Enrichment Plant
Gallons per Day .
Gallons per m-nute
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
Inches per year
Interim Remedial Measure
Kilograms per Year
Pounds
Little Beaver Creek
Cubic meters per day
Maximum Contaminant Level
Milligrams per Liter



I

I

I

,

mglkg:
mglm3:
mgd:
Minford:
NCP:

ND:
NDD:
NEDD:
NPDES:
o&M:
OEPA.
PAHS:
IWBS:
PCE:
pcill:
PERA

. PK:
PORTS:
ppb:
ppm:
PQL:
QI:
RCI@J
MI:
RIVIE:
ROD:
“sm.
KS:
Sunbu~
Svocs:
SWMW
Tc:
TCE:
Ugfk
Ufykg
U@:
ug/m3:
USDOE
USEPA.
Vocs
---

213’7
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Milligrams per Kilograms *

Milligrams per cubic meter
Million gallons per day
Minford clay and silt
Natiomd Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution .Contingency
Plan
NOt Detected
North Drainage Ditch
North East Drainage Ditch
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Operatim & Maintenance
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Polychloronated Biphenyls
Perchloroethylene
Picocuties per Liter
Prelitina~ Ecolo@cal Risk Assessment
Peter ”KieWit
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffition Plant
parts per billion .,
partsper million
Practical QuantitationLimit
Quadrant I ,
Resource Conservation and Recove~ Act
RC~ Facility investigation
Reasonable Maximum Exposure
Record ofDecision
Supefind Amendments and Reauthotintion Act
Seep CoUeCtionSystem
Sunbury Shale
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
Solid Waste Management Unit
‘Technetium
Trichloroethylene
bficro~ms per hour
Microgms per kilogram
Micro-s per liter
Microyams per cubic meter
United States Department of Energy
United States Environmental Protection Agency

.. .

Volatile organic compounds


