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Record of Decision
Li mest one Road Superfund Site

Part 1 - Declaration
1.0 Site Name, and Location

Li mest one Road Superfund Site
Qperable Unit 2
Cunber | and, Maryl and

2.0 Statenment of Basis and Purpose

This Record of Decision ("ROD') presents the final renedial action selected
for Operable Unit 2 ("OU2") of the Limestone Road Superfund Site ("Site"), |ocated
in Cunberland, Allegany County, Maryland. This renedial action was chosen in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as anended ("CERCLA'), 42 U S.C. 88 9601 et seq., and the
National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP'), 40
C. F.R Part 300. This decision docunent explains the factual and | egal basis for
selecting the remedial action and is based on the Adninistrative Record for this Site.
An index of documents included in the Adm nistrative Record may be found at
Appendi x A of the ROD.

The Maryl and Departrment of the Environment (MDE) was sent a draft of the
ROD on June 5, 1996, and by letter of June 12, 1996, indicated that it had no
comments on the ROD. A revised draft of the ROD was sent to MDE on June 20,
1996, along with a request for concurrence on the ROD. The State has verbally
indicated a willingness to concur, but wishes to see the final version before doing so in witing.

3.0 Assessnment of the Site

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section
106 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. § 9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances fromthis Site, as discussed in Section 6.0 (Summary of Site Risks) of Part
2 of this ROD, if not addressed by inplenmenting the renedial action selected in this
ROD, may present an i mmnent and substantial endangernent to public health,
wel fare, or the environnent.

4.0 Description of the Sel ected Remedy
The selected remedy for the Site consists of the foll ow ng najor conponents:

< Installation of a waterline and ancillary equi pnent (a punping station and fire
hydrants) to service residents in the vicinity of the Site. The waterline will be
of sufficient capacity to neet the needs of both current and reasonably
expected future devel opment of the area; and

< I mpl emrent ati on of deed restrictions on the previously capped areas of the Site
to prevent use of such areas in such a manner as woul d cause di sturbance of the caps;

< I mpl erent ati on of a ground water nanagenent programto prevent
installation of drinking water wells in the vicinity of the Site;

< Continuation of the long termground water, surface water, and sedinment
nmoni toring plans currently being inplenented pursuant to QUL

< Abandonment of existing residential water supply wells.
5.0 Statutory Determi nation

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environnent,
conplies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or rel evant
and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. The renedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to the maxi num extent
practicable for this Site. Wile EPA considered an alternative that enpl oyed
treatnment as a principal elenent in order to reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volume, this



alternative was not considered praticable and was not selected. A five year review
for QR will be included in the Site-wide five year review that has al ready been
triggered by the start of construction of the QUL renedy.

<I M5 SRC 0396226>

Thomas C. Vol taggi o Dat e
Di rector

Hazar dous Waste Managenent Division

Regi on 3

Envi ronment al Protection Agency



Record of Decision
Li mest one Road Superfund Site

Part 2 - Decision Summary
1.0 Site Nane, Location and Description

The Li mestone Road Superfund Site is located in A legany County, Maryl and,
2 1/2 mles southeast of the city of Cunberland (see Figure 1 ). The Site includes
contam nation found on two separate parcels of land: the D ggs Sanitation Conpany
(Diggs) property on the north side of Linmestone Road (approxinately 20 acres), and
the Cunberl and Cerment and Supply Conpany (CC&SC) property on the south side
of Linestone Road (approxi mately 190 acres). The Diggs property is bordered on the
sout hwest by several residences and to the northeast by the forner Cunberland Gty
Dump (Gty Dunp) and undevel oped | and. The CC&SC property is partially
bordered on the north by the Gty Dunp and Li nestone Road, and undevel oped | and
on the renmaining perineter of the property. Currently, 18 residences are within a
half mle of the Site, five are within 100 yards of the Site and one is |ocated on the
Di ggs property. These residences are serviced by individual water supply wells.

2.0 Site History and Enforcement Activities

Paul and George Boch reportedly operated a trash collection and burning
operation on the Diggs property during the 1960's. In the early 1970's Diggs
Sanitation, Inc. (Diggs), a licensed waste haul er, bought the property and then
conducted refuse operations, prinmarily the landfilling of commercial, residential and
denolition waste, until the early 1980's.

The Cunberl and Cement and Supply Conmpany (CC&SC) property, which
had been the site of a commercial |inestone quarrying operati on was purchased by
Charles Steiner in 1962 for the purpose of devel oping the quarry to the north and

east of the Site. The quarry, however, was never devel oped. Instead, ravine areas on
the Site were filled during the md-1970's in order to nake a | evel working area. The
fill reportedly consisted of a wide variety of clean construction and denolition debris

as well as household trash and commercial and industrial refuse. Activities such as
vehicle repair and oil recovery have al so reportedly been conducted on the CC&SC

property.

In April of 1981, Diggs illegally dunped contam nated waste sl udge contai ning
chrom um |ead, and cadm um from Fai rchild Republic Conmpany (now Fairchild
Hol di ng Corp., the successor to Fairchild Industries, Inc., which in turn, is the
successor to Fairchild Republic Conpany) of Hagerstown, Maryland. It was
estimated that 99 tons of that sludge was di sposed of on the CC&SC property and 11
tons on the Diggs property. In June 1981, following an initial investigation by the
Maryl and Departnent of Health and Mental Hygiene, Diggs Sanitation, Inc. and
CC&SC were ordered by the State to clean up their respective properties. The order
was chal | enged by D ggs and CC&SC and reversed; subsequently, new orders were
issued to both parties. This action was stayed when EPA becane the | ead agency for
the site. 1In 1984, a 20,000 gallon tank located in the area of the reported oil
recovery operation and the soil surrounding the tank were successfully renoved under
the supervision of the Maryl and Wast e Managenent Adm nistration and the
Al I egany County Heal th Departnent.

In March 1982, EPA conducted a prelimnminary assessment of the Site which
resulted in the proposal for placenent of the Site on the Superfund Nati onal
Priorities List (NPL). |In Septenber of 1983, EPA included the Site on the NPL.

In 1986, EPA concluded a Renedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study
(FS) for Operable Unit 1 (QUl) at the Site. Based on the findings of these reports,
EPA issued an QU1 ROD on Septenber 30, 1986 to address the inmmediate threats
posed by the exposed waste at the Site. The ROD required cappi ng of contani nated
soil on both properties and fencing the capped areas. The QU ROD also required a
Suppl enental Renedi al Investigation (SRI) and Feasibility Study (SFS) to eval uate
the | ocal ground water systemand adjacent streans. |n February of 1990, EPA and



two potentially responsible parties entered into a Partial Consent Decree to conduct
the work described in the QUL ROD. Construction of the fences and | ow

perrmeability caps for areas on both the D ggs and CC&SC properties began in June
1994 and was conpl eted in Novenber 1994. The suppl enental studies were

conpleted in the fall of 1995

Early findings of the SRl indicated that sone |ocal residential wells contained
el evated levels of netals, including | ead, nanganese, copper, and nickel. To address
this imrediate threat to human health, several Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs)
entered into an Adm nistrative Order on Consent (ACC) in April of 1994 to conduct
regular nonitoring of residential wells and to provide potable water to residents with
el evated | evel s of contamnants in their wells. At this tine, several residents are stil
receiving bottled water due to el evated |l evels of contamnants in their wells.

3.0 Scope and Rol e of Response Action

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the Linestone Road Site are
conplex. Thus, the Site has been divided into "Cperable Units" (QUs) to sinplify
the process of addressing these problens. The first QU, QUL, focused on the
contam nant source areas. These areas were capped and fenced, as required by the
QUL ROD, in 1994. C(Qperable Unit 2 (QU2) addresses the ground water, surface
water, and sedinent in the vicinity of the Site based on the SRI and SFS, which
studi ed the contam nation in these areas and eval uated alternatives to address it
This ROD addresses OR and is the final planned action at the Site

4.0 H ghlights of Conmunity Participation

Pursuant to Section 113(k)(2)(B) of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. 8113(k)(2)(B), the
SRl and SFS reports, the Proposed Plan, and other docunents relating to QU2 were
rel eased to the public for comment on April 15, 1996. These docunents were nade
available to the public in the Adm nistrative Record located in tile EPA Docket Room
in EPA's Region 3 office, and in the Allegany County Library |ocated in Cunmberl| and
Maryl and. The notice of availability of these docunents was published in the
Qunberl and Tinmes-News on April 15 and April 24 1996

A public comment period on the docunments was held fromApril 15 until May
14, 1996. EPA held a public neeting in CQunberland on April 24, 1996 during which
representatives fromboth EPA and the State of Maryl and answered questions
regarding the Site and the Proposed Plan. Responses to the coments received
during the public coment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary of this ROD.

5.0 Summary of Site Characteristics
5.1 Site Ceol ogy

The Site is located in the Valley and R dge physi ographi ¢ province of the
Appal achi an H ghl ands. The area is dominated by steeply dipping slopes and ravines
and northeast/southwest trending ridges. Relief inthe vicinity of the Site is
approximately 1,100 feet, ranging in elevation from590 feet above sea level at the
North Branch of the Potomac River to 1,700 feet above sea level at the crest of Irons
Mountain. The Site itself is located on the western slope of Irons Muntain. The
el evations across the Site range from 660 feet above sea | evel to approximately 900
feet above sea level. The original topography of the Site has been altered by the
landfilling and subsequent capping of the D ggs and CC&SC properties

During the course of the SRI, the extent of the fill materials requiring capping
on both properties was defined. In addition, the geol ogi c and hydrogeol ogic units
were studied. The fill unit consists of a highly variable m xture of brick, glass,

concrete, wood, paper, slag, plastic and fly ash in a silt, sand, gravel and clay nmatrix.
The thickness of the fill unit ranged fromO to 26.4 feet on the CC&SC property and
fromO to 17 feet at the Diggs property. The hydraulic conductivity of the fill
materials was neasured and found to be approxi mately 1x10-7 cm sec, nuch | ower

than m ght be expected for fill material



A 10-foot thick residuunisaprolite unit separates the fill unit fromthe
under | yi ng bedrock. The very low vertical hydraulic conductivity of this unit (less
than 1 x 10'8 cnisec) conbined with its thickness, suggests that the unit acts as an
barrier that linits the novement of fill unit water into the unsaturated portion of the
bedrock. The bedrock unit beneath the Site consists of steeply dipping, fractured
shal es and siltstones. The mgjor structure within the bedrock which inpact ground
water flow are horizontal or nearly horizontal fractures, bedding plane fractures, and
vertical joints oriented in the direction of the dip of the bedding planes. Short- and
| ong-term punpi ng tests have shown that the fractures are interconnected; however,
the degree of interconnectedness varies across the Site. The general direction of
ground water flowin the bedrock unit is in a west-northwest direction, with ground
wat er di scharge occurring in Evitts Creek.

5.2 G ound water

Monitoring wells were installed into the fill units on both the D ggs and
CC&SC properties. Four volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), acetone, benzene
et hyl benzene, and trichl oroethene, were detected at | ow concentrations (less than 15
parts per billion (ppb)) on the Diggs property; none were detected on the CC&SC
property. Wth the exception of nickel, total metals concentrations were generally
hi gher on the Diggs property. The nmaxi mum concentrations reported on either
property are 1.6 ppb for cadmum 18.6 ppb for chromum 20.2 ppb for |ead (which
exceeds the health advisory level for this netal), 227 ppb for manganese, and 90.8
ppb for nickel

Twent y-ei ght bedrock wells were installed and sanpled during the SRI. No
VOCs were detected in the background nonitoring wells or the background
residential well. Trichloroethene was detected in three bedrock nonitoring wells at

concentrations ranging fromO0.5 ppb to 1.2 ppb, |evels which do not pose a threat to
human health. Qher VOCs detected in either bedrock wells or residential wells were
acetone, chl oronethane, 2-butanone, chloroform ethyl benzene, tetrachl oroethane

toluene, and xylene. Al were at concentrations bel ow the appropriate Safe Drinking
Water Act Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level (MCL) or health advisory |evel

Metal s were found in background, onsite, and residential wells. The maxi mum
concentrations of total netals found in background wells were 2.4 ppb cadm um
57.2 ppb chronmium 443 ppb | ead, 1700 ppb nanganese, and 121 ppb nickel. The
| evel s of |ead, manganese and nickel are all above MCLs or health advisory |evels.
Concentrations of total netals exceeded background | evels in nunerous bedrock
monitoring wells; cadmumin three wells, manganese in seven wells, and nickel in five
wells. Total cadm umwas found in one residential well at 137 ppb, total chrom um
was found in 11 residential wells at levels ranging from5 to 9.6 ppb, total |ead was
found in 13 residential wells at levels ranging from1.7 to 34.3 ppb, total nanganese
was found in 20 residential wells at levels ranging from®6.7 to 2,510 ppb, and tota
ni ckel was found in 8 residential wells at |evels ranging from12.3 to 100 ppb.

Concentrations of dissolved netals appear in ground water sanples in the sane
rel ative concentrations as they were detected in the bedrock core sanpl es (nanganese
is the highest, cadmumthe lowest). There is no apparent spatial pattern in the
concentrations of the inorganics as a group; each constituent appears in its highest
concentration in a different nonitoring well. Maximum concentrations of dissolved
cadnmi um | ead, and manganese found in the background wells were 5.3, 1.5, and 525
ppb respectively. Cadm umwas not detected above background | evels in any bedrock
monitoring well or residential well. Chrom umwas detected above background in
four wells, lead in four wells, manganese in 18 wells, and nickel in 13 wells. The
maxi mum concentrations of both total and dissolved netals and the appropriate
action levels are shown in Table 1

The ground water anal yses conducted during the SRl have confirned that
trichl oroethyl ene (TCE) and net hyl ene chloride are not contam nants of concern
(CCCs) at the Site. TCE was detected in only eight of the 52 wells sanpled, all at
| evel s bel ow the MCL. Methyl ene chloride was detected in two residential wells;
however, in both cases, it was also detected in blank sanples as well, which indicates
the chem cal was present as a result of the anal ytical procedure, not actual onsite



cont am nation

The only inorganics which exceeded MCLs in onsite nonitoring wells were

cadm um and nickel. The MCL for nickel (in the dissolved sanples) was exceeded in
four wells. Exceedance of the MCL for cadm um occurred only in a background
monitoring well. Although an MCL has not been established for nanganese, the high

concentrations of this inorganic pose a potential hunman health risk. Concentrations
of manganese appear to be higher in the imediate vicinity of the two landfilled
areas. The presence of organic chem cal conpounds onsite could cause el evated | evels
of manganese in the ground water. The distribution of dissolved manganese in

ground wat er shows no obvious pattern, nost |ikely because of the fractured bedrock
medium Wiile a traditional plune-like distribution is expected in a fractured

medi um the actual distribution is dependent upon the fracture network and the
degree to which the rock behaves as a porous medium Sources of contam nation

other than the Site may be contributing to the el evated | evel s of manganese in sone
residential wells since nunmerous wells with rmuch | ower concentrations are | ocated
between the Site and those wells. However, no other specific sources have been
identified.

Eval uation of tenporal trends shows that the concentrations of all indicators
with the exception of manganese, are generally decreasing or remaining stable. The
concentrati ons of manganese in all wells, inducting background wells, have shown an
i ncrease over tinme.

5.3 Surface Water and Sedi nent

The Site is in the drainage basin of the North Branch of the Potomac River
(North Branch). Surface water drains fromthe Site to unnamed tributary streamns
that flowto the North Branch and Evitts Creek. A spring discharging fromthe base
of the CC&SC property drains to a tributary that flows south/southwest to the North
Branch. A spring al so discharges fromthe base of the Gty Dunp and drains to a
stream whi ch receives runoff fromthe Gty Dunp and the Diggs Property and fl ows
into the unnaned tributary above the confluence of Evitts Creek with the North
Branch. The capping of the contam nated areas of the D ggs and CC&SC properties

has elinm nated the contam nated surface runoff; however, the streans still receive
groundwat er di scharge fromthe bedrock aquifers beneath the Site. In addition, the
streamthat receives runoff fromthe Diggs property still receives runoff fromthe Gty

Dunp. Wiile some of the waste on that site has been capped, it is currently being
used for salvage operations by the property owner.

Sedinent in the two streans which receive surface runoff fromthe Site have
been inpacted by Site activities. The sedinent in the streamon the CC&SC
property exhibits a slightly elevated concentration of chromumat a sanpling |ocation
near the edge of the Site cap. At the Diggs property, all sanpling |ocations may have
been affected by Site conditions. It is difficult, if not inpossible, to determne to
what degree the contaminants originate fromthe Diggs and Gty Dunp properties,
respectively. Site-related metals found in the streaminclude chromum |ead, and
manganese, all contam nants of concern. These netals have al so been found on the
City Dunp property, which has only been partially capped and which is still used as a
sal vage yard. Gound water at the City Dunp has not been studied and nay or nay
not be contamnated. |If it is contam nated, discharge of this water to the creek would
be an additional source of contam nation to the stream

In order to assess the inpact of the Site on surface water the data fromthe
anal yses of the total and dissol ved constituents nust be reviewed in conjunction with
the sediment data. Near the CC&SC property nmanganese was detected above
background in the dissolved anal yses at all |ocations. Manganese was not present
above background in the sedi nent anal yses at these |ocations, however. This suggests
that the source of nanganese in surface water is ground water rather than surface
runoff. (Were the source surface runoff, sedinment |levels would likely be above
background | evels as well.) Cadm um and chromum on he other hand, were
reported on total concentrations but were not detected in any dissolved anal yses,
indicating that surface runoff was the source. Lead and zinc were both reported
above background in total and dissol ved anal yses in the sanple taken nearest the
Site. However, these sanples were collected prior to the capping of this property.

The quality of surface water in the vicinity of the Diggs property is very



simlar. Near the D ggs property nanganese was present above background in the
total and dissolved anal yses of surface water and in the streamsedinents in all

| ocations. Manganese is also present at el evated concentrations n ground water in
this area of the Site. Springs occur at two sanpling |locations, and the presence of
maganese in the surface water sanples in this area nost likely reflects ground water
contribution. Zinc, cadmum and | ead were present above background in tota

anal yses of surface water and in sedi ment anal yses near the Diggs property.
Cadm um was al so present in dissolved anal yses of surface water at one | ocation, and
zinc at two |ocations. Again, these sanples were collected prior to the capping of this
property. Table 2 shows the nmaxi num and average concentrations of netals found in
the surface water and sedinent as conpared to the Biol ogi cal and Techni ca

Assi stance Group (BTAG screening levels. (These are threshold |evels bel ow which
adverse inpacts to biota are not expected to occur.)

5.4 Fate and Transport

The construction of the caps has effectively elinmnated the potential for
mgration of Site-related contam nation via surface water runoff and by air through
either volatilization or by entrai nment of chenicals absorbed onto particulate natter
The caps have also elimnated the infiltration of precipitation into the fill units. This
will reduce the amount of |eachate produced over tinme. Fill unit water |eaking
vertically through the residuumsaprolite unit and into the bedrock aquifer would m x
with the ground water and mgrate in the general direction of ground water flow
(west-northwest). Local residents are currently relying on ground water as a potable
wat er source

6.0 Sutmmary Site Risks

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) was prepared as a part of the SRl prior to
the start of the QUL remedial action (i.e., the capping of the landfilled areas) and
thus did not consider the inpact of these actions on the fate and transport of Site
contam nants. Construction of the caps has effectively elimnated the potential for
future contam nation of the surface water and sedi ment via runoff; thus, these
pathways will not be discussed here

6.1 Data coll ection and eval uati on

Data from anal ysis of ground water, surface water and sedinments reported in
the 1986 Rl and the nore recent SR reports were thoroughly exam ned to eval uate
the chem cals present, their distribution and concentrations at the Site. Based upon
this review, the data did not denonstrate any dear trends. This is exenplified by the
sporadi c nature and variability of positive detections for volatiles and inorganics in
ground water. Therefore, only the SR anal yses of groundwater, surface water and
sedinents were used in this BRA as this data is nore representative of current site
condi tions.

Data validation qualifiers were treated according to EPA gui dance. Rejected
sanples ("R' qualifiers) were not included in the database for the risk assessnent.
Non-detect results ("U' qualifiers) were included only if other results for a given
chemical in a particular nediunfarea indicated the chem cal was present. In these
i nstances, half the reported quantitation linmt was used. Estinmated results, usually
indicated by a "J" qualifier, were included in the evaluation. Duplicate sanples were
averaged and consi dered as one sanpl e.

Based on Region 3 policy, the exposure point concentrations used in the BRA
were cal cul ated based on di ssol ved inorganics data in nonitoring wells and on tota
inorganics in residential wells.

6. 2 Exposure Assessnent

There are three basic steps involved in an exposure assessnment A 1) identifying
the potentially exposed popul ations, both current and future; 2) determning the
pat hways by whi ch these popul ati ons coul d be exposed; and 3) quantifying the
exposure.

The current and probable future land uses of the Site are critical in identifying
current and future potentially exposed popul ations. Based upon current |and use,



current zoning and planning, |ocal populations, and future |and use plans, residentia
devel opnment is the actual or potential land use for property in the vicinity of the Site.
The Site itself is expected to renain undevel oped.

The Site is zoned as a general urban district. Property to he southwest bel ow
(downhill of) the Site is zoned for residential use. Due to erosion problens, the
steeply sl opi ng wooded | and above (uphill of) the Site is a restricted conservation area
where no further devel opnent will be permitted. Property to the west of the Site
sl opes steeply down to Evitts COreek. This area is |ess accessible and would be difficult
to develop as residential lots and is likely to remain undevel oped.

For residents living at or near the Site, the primary pathway for exposure to
Site-related contam nants is through use of ground water. Homes in the vicinity of
the Site obtain drinking water fromthe | ocal groundwater aquifer through private
wells. Due to the rural nature of the area, any new residences would be expected to
use this ground water as well. Gound water can rel ease and transport contam nants
Infiltration of precipitation through the soil can potentially leach Site-rel ated
contam nants to ground water, although at this Site, the caps should greatly reduce
the anmount of precipitation reaching the fill material. There is a current and future
potential exposure to Site-related contami nants in drinking water wells on and
downgradi ent fromthe Site. Exposure could occur by consunption of groundwater,
dernmal contact from household use (i.e. dishwashing, washing cars, |aundry,
bat hi ng/ showeri ng) and inhal ation of volatiles while bathing/showering

Anot her group of individuals who could be potentially exposed to Site-rel ated
contamnants are hikers, hunters and others using the area in the inmrediate vicinity
of the Site for recreational purposes. Evitts Creek is classified as a |IV-P surface water
which is defined as "recreational trout waters and public water supply". This use
designation includes a) holding and supporting adult trout for put-and-take fishing
b) special fishery by periodic stocking and seasonal catching; and c) use as a public
wat er supply. The nain stemof the North Branch Potomac River is classified as a |-P
surface water which is defined as "water contact recreation, protection of aquatic life
and public water supply". This use designation includes a) water contact sports; b)
play and leisure time activities where individuals may conme in direct contact with
surface water; c)fishing; d) the growth and propagation of fish; e) agricultural water
supply; f) industrial water supply; and g) public water supply.

The unnaned tributaries of Evitts Creek and the North Branch of the Potomac
Ri ver receive runoff fromthe Site as well as the City Dunp. Since the construction
of the Site caps was conpl eted, contam nated surface runoff was elim nated; however
the streans still receive ground water discharging frombeneath the Site. Potentia
exposure to any contam nants found in surface water could occur during recreationa
activities by hunters and hikers in unnaned tributaries of Evitts Creek and the North
Branch of the Potomac River. Because of the location of the streamand the nature of
the surrounding terrain, it is highly unlikely that unattended small children would
play in the area or that adults would bring snall children to the area to play.
Exposure routes associated with these pat hways include incidental ingestion and
dernmal contact with surface water by adults and small children hiking or hunting in
the area. The physical conditions of the unnaned tributaries of Evitts Creek and the
North Branch of Potonac R ver are such that they will not provide a suitable habitat
to support a popul ation of sizable gane fish. Therefore, ingestion of fish fromthese
streams is not eval uated.

In order to quantify the potential exposure associated with each exposure
pat hway di scussed above, assunptions were made with respect to the various factors
used in the calculations. Table 3 sunmarizes the values used in the BRA

6.3 Toxicity Assessnent

The purpose of the toxicity assessnent is to wei gh avail abl e evidence regarding
the potential for particular contam nants to cause adverse effects in exposed
i ndividuals. Wiere possible, the assessnment provides a quantitative estinate of the
rel ati onshi p between the extent of exposure to a contami nant and the increased
I'i kel i hood and/or severity of adverse effects.

A toxicity assessnent for contami nants found at a Superfund site is generally
acconplished in tw steps: 1) hazard identification; and 2) dose-response



assessnent. Hazard identification is the process of determ ning whether exposure to

a contam nant can cause an increase in the incidence of a particular adverse health
effect (e.g., cancer or birth defects) and whether the adverse health effect is likely to
occur in humans. It involves characterizing the nature and strength of the evidence

of causation

Dose-response eval uation is the process of quantitatively evaluating the toxicity
information and characterizing the rel ati onship between the dose of the contam nant
admi ni stered or received and the incidence of adverse health effects in the
adm ni stered population. Fromthis quantitative dose-response relationship, toxicity
val ues (e.g., reference doses and slope factors) are derived that can be used to
estinmate the incidence of or potential for adverse effects as a function of human
exposure to the contaminant. These toxicity values are used in the risk
characterization step to estimate the |ikelihood of adverse effects occurring in humans
at different exposure |evels. For the purpose of the BRA contam nants were classified
into two groups: potential carcinogens and noncarci nogens. The risks posed by these
two types of conpounds are assessed differently because noncarci nogens generally
exhibit a threshold dose bel ow whi ch no adverse effects occur, while no such
threshol d has been proven to exist for nost carcinogens. As used here, the term
carci nogen means any chemcal for which there is sufficient evidence that exposure
may result in continuing uncontrolled cell division (cancer) in humans and/or
aninmals. Conversely, the term noncarci nogen means any chem cal for which the
car ci nogeni ¢ evidence is negative or insufficient.

Sl ope factors have been devel oped by EPA s Carci nogeni c Assessnent G oup
for estimating excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially
car ci nogeni ¢ contam nants of concern. Slope factors, which are expressed in units of
(my/ kg-day)-1, are multiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in
my/ kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk
associ ated with exposure at that intake level. The term "upper-bound" reflects the
conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe slope factor. Use of this
approach nmakes underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope
factors are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic
ani mal bi oassays to which aninmal -to-hunman extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors
have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of animal data to predict effects on
humans). Slope factors used in the BRA for contanminants found at the Site are
presented in Table 4.

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA to indicate the potentia
for adverse health effects fromexposure to contami nants of concern exhibiting
noncar ci nogeni c effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of ny/kg-day, are
estimates of lifetinme daily exposure levels for humans, including sensitive individuals.
Estimated intakes of contam nants of concern from human epi deni ol ogi cal studies or
ani mal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied account for the use of
aninmal data to predict effects on humans. Reference doses used in the BRA for
contam nants of concern are presented in Table 4.

6.4 Hunman Health Effects

The contam nants of concern for this Site were determned to be arsenic,
cadmi um copper, nmanganese, nickel, and zinc. The follow ng discussion of the
human health effects of each of these contam nants is summari zed fromthe BRA

Ar seni c

Arsenic is a naturally occurring el enent that can be present in a nunber of
different val ence states and as a constituent of both inorganic and organic
conpounds. It occurs nost often as a sulfide in a variety of conplex mnerals
containing copper, lead, iron, nickel, cobalt, and other netals. Mbst of the arsenica
conpounds are used in the production of agricultural chem cals such as insecticides
her bi ci des, al gi ci des, and growth stinulants for plants and animals. |In certain areas,
concentrations in soil may be el evated because of naturally high levels in ninera
deposits in the area

The fate of arsenic in water depends upon the chenical formof the arsenic and
on interactions with other materials present. Soluble fornms nove with water, and
may be carried | ong distances through rivers. However, arsenic may be adsorbed from



wat er onto sedi nents, especially clays, iron oxides, alum num hydroxides, manganese
conpounds and organic naterial. Bioconcentration of arsenic occurs in aquatic

organi sms, prinmarily in algae and |ower invertebrates. Biomagnification in aquatic

food chai ns does not appear to be significant. There is no evidence that photolysis

and vol atilization are inportant renoval nechani snms of arsenic in the aquatic
environment. Although arsenic ninerals and conmpounds are readily sol uble,

m gration of arsenic through soil is greatly limted due to the strong sorption by clays,
hydr oxi des, and organic natter.

Acute oral poisoning in hunmans may result in gastrointestinal disturbances
(nausea, voniting and diarrhea), henolysis and encephal opathy fol | owi ng very high
doses. In nost cases, effects are seen only after chronic | ow dose exposures, whether
environmental or occupational. These disorders have been linked to exposure to
drinking water containing greater than 50 granms of Arsenic per liter of water. H gher
exposures to inorganic arsenic related to arsenical poisoning or industrial exposures
can al so cause characteristic skin | esions, dark and |light patches, and small corns on
heavily cornified skin such as pal ns and sol es of feet.

Arseni ¢ has been classified by EPA as a G oup A - Human Carcinogen. This is
based on reports of increased cancer incidence frominhalation and drinking water exposures

Cadm um

Cadmumis present generally throughout the environment and in nany
materials. El evated concentrations are generally related to non-ferrous mning and
refining. It is used in steel manufacturing and in pignents for plastics. Cadm um
concentrations in soil are increased by the application of sewage sludge and
phosphate fertilizers. Long-termexposure to excessive cadm um causes adverse
ki dney effects and effects on cal ciumnetabolism An association has been shown
bet ween occupati onal exposure and an increase incidence of |lung and prostate
cancer in workers. Teratogenic effects have been observed in test aninals after very
hi gh doses.

Cadmumis classed as a Bl carcinogen (sone evidence in hunmans and
adequat e evidence in animal studies) only by inhalation.

Copper

Copper occurs naturally as sulfides, oxides and carbonates. Sulfide ores
constitute 75 percent of the total copper production. Approximately half of all
copper production is used in electrical equipnent. Another common use for copper is
in plunbing and heating equi pnment. Copper salts also function as pesticides for
fungi or algae and as herbi ci des.

Copper is an essential element and forns part of several enzynes. The daily
requirenent is about 2 ng for adult humans. The daily intake of copper ranges from
2 to 5 ng/day and cones from common food stuff which contain up to 10 ng/ kg

By inhal ation, copper is a respiratory irritant. GQccupational exposure to copper
dust via inhalation has resulted in nucosal irritation of the nouth, eyes, and nose
anorexi a; nausea; and occasional diarrhea by factory workers. Accidental exposure to
| arge anounts of copper can cause gastrointestinal disturbances including vomting,

di arrhea, nausea, abdoninal pain and netallic taste in the nouth. Copper funes can
cause irritation of the respiratory tract otherwi se known as netal fune fever, a
reversible flu-like response. The drinking water linmits (secondary MCL of 1 ng/L and
MCL of 1.3 ng/L) are based on adverse tastes and potential health risks, respectively.

Manganese

Manganese is widely distributed and found naturally as oxides, carbonates and
silicates. It is used in netallurgy, chenmical nanufacture, tanning, textile bl eaching
and welding rods. It is added as a trace elenent in fertilizers for certain crops.
Manganese is an essential trace element in the diet, but deficiencies have not been
reported. Manganese is neurotoxic at adequate dose |evels; neurol ogi cal disorders are
wel | -docunented via the inhalation route by workers

The general public is primarily exposed to manganese by ingestion of foods and



wat er or inadvertent ingestion of soil. Very little information is available concerning
manganese poi soning by the oral route. Dermal exposure has not been noted as a

concern except in the case of potassium pernanganate whi ch may cause severe

irritation or is corrosive when it contacts skin or nucous nenbrane

N cke

Agricultural soils, world-wide, contain from3 to 1000 ng/kg nickel. N ckel is
found in nany foods and the average daily intake in the U S Ais reported to be from
300 to 500 ng. Less than 10 percent of the ingested inorganic nickel is adsorbed
fromthe digestive tract. N ckel has been shown to be an essential element in the diet
of sone animal species but this has not been proven for the human species. Large
oral doses are tolerated by animals and systemc effects fromoral ingestion are
unlikely. N ckel can cause pulnmonary inflamation and dermal contact has caused
dermatitis in nickel workers

Ni ckel is classified as a known human carci nogen via inhalation (Goup A by
USEPA and the oral RfFD for soluble salts is 0.02 ng/kg/ day.

Zi nc

Zinc concentration in soils varies from10 to 300 ng/kg. Zinc is found in
foods, particularly those high in protein. Zinc is an essential elenent, necessary for
the function of various enzynes. Fifteen ng/day has been recommended as the daily
requirenent for adults by the National Acadeny of Scientists Food and Nutrition
Board. Chronic poisoning fromzinc ingestion has not been described in humans.
Zinc is not a suspected carcinogen.

6.5 Ri sk Characterization

The risk characterization process integrates the toxicity and exposure
assessnents into a quantitative expression of risk. For carcinogens, the exposure
poi nt concentrations and exposure factors discussed earlier are nathematically
conbined to generate a chronic daily intake value that is average over a lifetine (i.e.
70 years). This intake value is then nultiplied by the toxicity value for the
contamnant (i.e., the slope factor) to generate the increnmental probability of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to the
contam nant. These probabilities are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g.
1.0 x 10-6, otherw se expressed as 1E-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1.0 x 10-6
indicates that, as a reasonable maxi numestimate, an individual has a 1 in 1, 000, 000
chance of devel opi ng cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carci nogen over a
70- year lifetine under specific exposure conditions at a site. The generally acceptable
excess cancer risk range, as defined by Section 300.430 (e)(2)(1)(A)(2) of the
National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40
CF.R 8 300.430 (e)(2)(1)(A)(2), is between 1.0 x 10-4 and 1.0 x 10-6

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an
exposure | evel over a specified tinme period (i.e., the chronic daily intake) with the
toxicity of the contaminant for a simlar tinme period (.i.e., the reference dose). The
rati o of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient. A Hazard Index (H) is
generated by addi ng the appropriate hazard quotients for contam nants to which a
gi ven popul ati on nay reasonably be exposed. Any nedia with an H greater than 1.0
has the potential to adversely affect health

Under current residential use scenario it was found that the Site did not pose
an unaccept abl e carci nogenic risk. The carcinogenic risk was between 1x 10-4 and 1x

10-6 in all but one nonitoring well, where it exceeded 1x10-4. The carcinogenic risk
is driven primarily by arsenic; however, the levels of arsenic are bel ow the MCL even
in the well that exceeded the acceptable risk level. Furthernmore, it is not clear that

the arsenic is Site-related. Under this same scenario, it was found that the Hazard
I ndex exceeded 1 for many residential and onsite wells. The el evated Hazard | ndex
values were primarily driven by manganese. The risk posed by the Site indicates that
remedi al action is warranted to address the ground water contam nated by nanganese
and to prevent future exposure. Table 5 shows the naxi mum cal cul ated cancer risks
and hazard indices for both onsite and offsite wells, using both the average
concentrations detected and the maxi mum concentrations detected



El evated levels of lead found in the drinking water of several residences has
al so been of concern. Several exceedances of EPA's action level for lead (15 ppb) have
been detected. The source(s) of the | ead have not been determ ned. Potenti al
sources of lead are both contamination fromthe Site and residential plunbing.

No unacceptable |l evels of risk were associated with the recreational use of the
area in the vicinity of the Site.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnent showed that there are el evated | evel s of
contamnants in adjacent streanms. Prior to the construction of the Site caps, the
streans received runoff fromthe fill areas. These past discharges may have | eft areas
of contam nation in the stream sedi ment that could be a continuing source of
contamnants to the environment. Al so, ground water currently flow ng beneath the
Site still reaches the streans and is a potential continued source of contam nation.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not

addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

7.0 Description of Aternatives

The SFS Report discusses the alternatives evaluated for the Site and provides
supporting information relating to the alternatives presented in this ROD

7.1 Al ternatives Considered

The alternatives considered for the O are as foll ows:

No Action

Home Treatnent Units, Mnitoring, and Institutional Controls

Waterline, Monitoring, and Institutional Controls
Pump and Treat, Waterline, Mnitoring, and Institutional Controls

PwbpE

Alternative 1. No Action

Estimated Capital Costs: $0
Esti mat ed Annual O8M Costs: $0
Esti mated Present-Wrth Costs: $0

The NCP requires that EPA consider a no action alternative for every site to
establish a baseline for conparison to alternatives that do require action. This
alternative assunmes that the measures currently being undertaken as a part of the
QUL InterimRenedial Action called for in the Septenber, 1986 ROD woul d
continue, but no additional actions would be taken. These measures include periodic
i nspection of the landfill caps, ground water nonitoring, and surface water
monitoring. There would be no additional costs associated with the No Action
alternative.

Conmon El ements of Alternatives 2 through 4
The three additional alternatives analyzed contain several common el enents.

These comon el ements are necessary to nonitor and/or prevent unacceptable risks
posed to human health and the environment. These el enents include:

! institutional controls;
! ground water nonitoring; and
! ecol ogi cal nonitoring.

Description and Purpose of each Conmmon El enent

< Institutional controls: The length of time necessary to return the ground water to
natural conditions (if this is possible) cannot be determ ned. Therefore,
institutional controls will be used to prevent the use of contami nated ground
water and installation of additional wells into the contami nated aquifer. These



controls will take the formof deed restrictions and the use of a ground water
nmanagenment zone in the vicinity of the Site. The deed restrictions will also
prevent future use of the land in such a way as to potentially expose the fill material.

< G ound water nonitoring: The ground water nonitoring programcurrently being
inplenented at the Site pursuant to the OU. 1 ROD will continue. This
moni toring programcurrently consists of the collection of sanples fromonsite
and offsite nmonitoring wells on a quarterly basis and will be nodified as
necessary and appropriate based on yearly reviews of the nonitoring data.

< Ecol ogi cal monitoring: The surface water and sedi ment nonitoring program
currently being inplenmented at the Site pursuant to the OQU. 1 ROD will
continue. This nonitoring programcurrently consists of he collection of
sanpl es from streans receiving ground water di scharge and surface water
runof f fromboth the D ggs and CC&SC properties on a quarterly basis. This
program |ike the ground water nonitoring program wll be nodified as
necessary and appropriate based on yearly reviews of the data.

Alternative 2 - Hone Treatment Units plus Common El enents

Estimated Capital Costs: $268, 000

Esti mated Annual OSM Costs: $34, 000
Esti mated Present-Wrth Costs: $608, 000
Tine to Inplenent: Less than one year

In-hore treatnent of residential well water would be provided through the use
of individual units such as ion exchange systens. These hone treatment units would
be installed on the water supply line fromthe well to treat water to be used for
donestic purposes. Any expended resin cartridges would require either onsite
regeneration or disposal. In addition to the ground water monitoring of residential wells would
descri bed under "Common El ements,” quarterly nonitoring of residential wells would
al so be required.

The cost estimate for this alternative assunes that 19 residences woul d need
hone treatnment units. This is a conservative assunption; results fromrecent hone
wel | nonitoring suggest that fewer than half of the residences would in fact need units.

Wth the conpletion of the Site caps required under QUl, it is expected that
I evel s of contanminants will slowy dissipate to background |evels and that ground
wat er could eventually be avail able for beneficial use. Mnitoring of onsite and
offsite wells, including residential wells, will track ground water contam nant |evels for
up to 30 years to ensure that contam nant |evels do not increase.

Alternative 3 - Waterline plus Conmon El enents

Estimated Capital Costs: $683, 000

Esti mated Annual OSM Costs: $19, 000

Esti mated Present-Wrth Costs: $873, 000
Tine to inplenent: Approxi nately one year

A waterline would be installed to provide an alternative water supply to the 19
residents al ong Limestone Road. Specific remedial activities include the installation
of approximately 2,800 feet of 6-inch dianeter watermain, one booster punping
station, five fire hydrants, and 19 house connections, as well as the abandonnent of
19 residential wells. The proposed alignment of the watermain is shown on Figure 2.

Wth the conpletion of the Site caps required under QUl, it is expected that
I evel s of contaminants will slowy dissipate to background | evels and that ground
wat er could eventually be available for beneficial use. Mnitoring of onsite and
offsite wells will track ground water contam nant |levels for up to 30 years to ensure
that contam nant |evels do not increase.

Alternative 4 - Punp and Treat, Waterline, plus Conmon El enents
Esti mat ed Capital Costs: $1, 766, 500

Esti mated Annual O8M Costs: $300, 000
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $4, 766, 500



Tine to Inplenent: One to two years

This alternative includes all of the elenents of Alternative 3, plus the
installation of five to ten groundwater extraction wells around the downgradi ent
perimeter of the Site, performance of limted punping tests on each extraction well,
construction of a punp station above each extraction well |ocation, installation of
buried forcemains to convey extracted ground water to a central on-Site treatnent
facility, construction of a ground water treatment facility, construction of a gravity
main to convey treated ground water fromthe treatnent facility to the drainage swal e
on the Diggs property and any drai nage i nprovenents required to convey the treated
water to Evitts Creek, and | ong-termdi scharge nonitoring. Gound water treatnent
woul d continue until the aquifer has been restored to beneficial use. For cost
estimation purposes, operation and mai nt enance of the systemwas assuned to
continue for thirty years.

Home treatnent units were ruled out as a part of a punp and treat option
because it is likely that the ground water extraction would dry up or severely limt the
production of residential wells.

8.0 Summary of Conparative Analysis of Aternatives

The remedi al action alternatives described above were eval uated using the foll ow ng
criteria, as required under Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP, 40 CF.R §
300. 430(e) (9) (iii):

Threshold Criteria: Statutory requirenents that each alternative nust satisfy in
order to be eligible for selection

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - Evaluation of the ability
of each alternative to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environnent in the long and short-termand of how risks posed through each
exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent,
engi neering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents ( ARARs ) -
Eval uation of the ability of each alternative to attain applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirements under federal environmental |aws and state
environnental or facility siting |aws or provide grounds for invoking a waiver
est abl i shed under CERCLA.

Primary Balancing Oriteria: Technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis of
the alternatives is primarily based

3. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence - Eval uation of expected residual risk and
the ability of each alternative to maintain reliable protect ion of human health
and the environnent over time after cleanup requirenents have been net.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent- Eval uation of the
degree to which an alternative enploys treatnent nethods to reduce the
toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous substances at the Site

5. Short-Term Ef fectiveness. Evaluation of the period of tinme needed for each
alternative to achieve protection and any adverse inpact on human heal th
and the environnent that nay be posed during the construction and
i mpl enent ati on peri od.

6. Inpl emrentability - Evaluation of the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of
each alternative, including the availability of materials and services

7. Cost- Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, requires selection of a cost-
effective renedy that protects human health and the environnent and neets
the other requirements of the statute. Alternatives are conpared using present
worth cost, which includes all capital costs and the operation and nai ntenance
costs incurred over the life of the project. Capital costs include expenditures
necessary to inplenment a renedial action (e.g., construction costs). Al costs
presented are estimates cal cul ated for conparison purposes only.



Modi fying Oriteria: Criteria considered throughout the devel opment of the
preferred renedial alternative and formally assessed after the public coment period
whi ch may nodify the preferred alternative

8. State Acceptance - Assessnent of technical and adm nistrative issues and
concerns that the State nay have regardi ng each alternative.

9. Community Acceptance - Assessnent of issues and concerns the public may have
regardi ng each alternative based on a review of public comrents received on
the Administrative Record and the Proposed Pl an

Alternative 1 (No Action) contains no provisions for preventing exposure to
contamnation and is not protective of human health and the environment. Because
Alternative 1 does not neet this threshold criteria, it will not be eval uated further

8.1 CQverall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Alternative 1 (No Action) contains no provisions for preventing exposure to
contam nation and is not protective of human health and the environnment. Because
Alternative 1 does not meet this threshold criteria, it will not be evaluated further

The common el enents in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include nonitoring and
institutional controls to ensure that the alternatives are protective of human health
and the environnent. |Institutional controls will restrict the potential for use of
contam nated ground water. Gound water nonitoring will track ground water
contam nant |evels and nonitor the effectiveness of the Site clean-up. The ecol ogica
monitoring will ensure that Site-related contam nati on does not pose unacceptable
envi ronnment al risks

In Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, either a waterline or hone treatnent units wl|l
renmove the potential current and future exposure of |ocal residents to Site-related
contam nants. Therefore, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are considered equally protective of
human health. The punp and treat system considered under Alternative 4 would
reduce the anmount of Site-related contam nation reaching both the ground water and
the stream decreasing the threats to both.



8.2 Conpliance with ARARs

The Federal and State requirenents or criteria that a Superfund renedy nust
conply with are called Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs). In this section of the ROD, EPA has identified certain ARARs which the
alternatives nust neet. The ARAR for Alternative 2 follows:

40 CF.R Part 141 Safe Drinking Water Est abl i shes Maxi mum Cont am nant
Act Level s (MCLs) and non-zero

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Goal s
(MCLGs)that would be allowed to
remain in ground water used for
drinking water; applies to water that
has been treated by the hone
treatment units.

40 CF.R Parts St andards for Est abl i shes standards for the
260- 270; Gener ati on, handl i ng of hazardous waste; applies
COVAR 26. 13 Treatnent, Storage or to wastes which may be generated

Di sposal of Hazardous by the home treatment units.

Wast e

In addition, 40 C F.R Part 268 may be applicable if residues generated by the
hone treatnment units are | and disposal restricted wastes.

The ARARs for Alternative 3 are as foll ows:

40 CF.R Part 141 Saf e Drinking Est abl i shes Maxi mum Cont am nant
Wat er Act Level s (MCLs) and non-zero Maximum
Cont am nant Level Goals (MCLGs)t hat
woul d be allowed to remain in ground
wat er used for drinking water; applies to
wat er delivered by the public water supply

I'i ne.
Code of Maryl and Vel | I ncl udes requirements for construction
Regul ati ons Construction and abandonment of wells.
( COVAR)
26. 04. 04

The ARARs for Alternative 4 include those which are pertinent to Alternative
3, plus the follow ng:

16 U.S. C. 661- Fish and Wldlife Coor di nates Federal, State, public,
667e Coordi nati on Act and private organi zations in

protecting fish, wildlife, and their

habi t at s.
40 C F.R Part I dentification and Establishes the criteria for
261 Li sting of Hazardous determining if a solid waste exhibits
COVAR Wast e the characteristics of toxicity,
26.13.02 ignitability, corrosivity, or reactivity

or is alisted waste; applies to waste
generated during the ground water
treat nent process.

40 C F.R Part St andards Applicabl e Establ i shes requirenents for a

262 to Generators of generator who treats, stores or
COVAR Hazar dous Waste di sposes of hazardous waste onsite;
26.13.03 applies to waste generated during the

ground water treatment process.

40 C F.R Part St andards Applicabl e Est abl i shes standards which apply to



263 to Transporters of persons transporting hazardous waste
COMVAR Hazar dous Waste within the State if the transportation
26.13.04 requires a nanifest under COVAR
26.13.03; applies to offsite transport
of waste generated during the ground
wat er treatnment process.

Est abl i shes m ni num St ate standards

40 C.F.R Part St andards for Oaners

264 and Qperators of whi ch define the acceptable

COVAR Hazar dous Waste managenent of hazardous waste;

26.13.05 Treat ment, Storage applies to operation of the ground
and Di sposal Facilities wat er treatment plant.

40 CF. R Part Land D sposal Restrictions on | and di sposal and

268 Restrictions certain storage of |and di sposal
restricted wastes which may be
generated by the treatnent of
contam nat ed ground water.

COVAR Maryl and Wt er Est abl i shes Best Practicable Control

26.08.01 Pol | uti on Control Technol ogy Currently Avail abl e as

Regul at i ons the requirenent for water pollution
control; applies to treatment of

ground water.

COVAR Maryl and Wt er Est abl i shes desi gnated uses of the

26. 08. 02 Qual ity Regul ations waters of the State and sets water
quality criteria based on protection
of these uses; applies to discharge of
treated ground water.

COVAR Maryl and Di schar ge Est abl i shes di scharge limtations for

26. 08. 03 Regul at i ons poi nt source discharges to surface

water; applies to discharge of treated
ground water.

C ean Water Act

Est abl i shes requirements for issuance

33 US.CA of permts for water discharge;

§ 1342 substantive (but not administrative)
Maryl and Di schar ge requirenents apply to discharge of

COVAR Permts treated ground water.

26. 08. 04

8.3 Long-term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The Site caps are expected to reduce the inpacts of Site contam nation to the
ground water, surface water and sediment. The nonitoring provisions of the conmmon
elenments will track any changes in ground water quality over tine. The land use
restrictions will prevent any disturbance of the caps that could reduce their
effectiveness or cause a release of the contaninated fill material beneath them

Alternative 2 (Home Treatnment Units) provides an i medi ate supply of safe
drinking water to those residences that are inpacted by the Site. The reliability and
effectiveness of the hone treatnent units will depend on consistent ground water
moni tori ng and adequat e mai nt enance of the units. This option would require a
greater degree of regular nmonitoring and nai ntenance than the other alternatives to
ensure the continued protection of human heal th.

Alternative 3 (Waterline) provides a pernanent, safe and reliable water supply
to all currently inpacted residences, as well as those that may be inpacted in the
future. This alternative would not require the regular nonitoring of residential wells
or mai ntenance of the treatnent units as would Alternative 2, and thus is a nore
reliable source of safe drinking water.

Alternative 4 (Punmp and Treat, Waterline) would result in the renoval and
treatnment of Site-related contam nated groundwater from beneath the Site, and



therefore, nmay provide greater overall effectiveness than either a Waterline or hone
treatnment units. Furthernore, punping and treating the ground water woul d reduce
the anmount of contamination |eaving the Site and inpacting the stream

8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune through Treat ment

Alternative 4 is the only alternative that has the potential to reduce the vol ume
of contam nated ground water at the Site, as it is the only alternative that includes
active treatment to reduce the contam nant |evels at the source area. However,
because of the fractured bedrock, it would be difficult to inplenent a programthat
woul d effectively capture and treat the contam nated ground water. |In addition, the
caps installed over the contami nated areas during the QU1 InterimRenedial Action
are expected to reduce the levels of contam nated ground water leaving the Site over tine

8.5 Short-term Effectiveness

Because the nonitoring provisions of the common el enents are a continuation
of actions already being taken pursuant to the QUL RCD, no additional construction
or start up period would be necessary. The deed restrictions could be inplenmented in
| ess than one year.

Installation of hone treatnment units (Alternative 2) would be easier and
qui cker than the construction of a waterline or a punp and treat system Wile the
design of a waterline could take sone tinme, the actual construction of the waterline
(Alternatives 3 and 4) would only require a few nonths. In the interim the PRPs are
required, under the terns of the April 1994 ACC, to provide residences with
excessive levels of Site contaminants in their well water with bottled drinking water
until the selected renedial action has been fully inplenented. Thus, the inpacted
residences would not be at risk during the time required to construct any of the
alternatives

The design and construction of the punp and treat systemincluded in
Alternative 4 would likely take up to one year |onger than the design and
construction of the water |ine. Because this construction work woul d take place
onsite, the only additional risk to the comunity would be posed by the increased
traffic in the vicinity of the Site. The risk to workers would occur primarily during
the installation of the extraction wells through potential contact wth contam nated
ground water. The workers could be protected fromany potential hazards through a
properly inmplemented and enforced health and safety plan

8.6 Inmpl emrentability

Because the nonitoring provisions of the common el enents are a continuation
of actions already being taken pursuant to the QU1 ROD, inplenentability is not an
i ssue. Because the Site owners are PRPs, it is expected that they will agree to
i mpl enent deed restrictions on the Site properties.

Under Alternative 2, the use of home-treatnment units is technically feasible, as
the equipnent is readily available. Long-term maintenance of the systens woul d be
required in order to ensure that the units renmain effective. This type of naintenance
may be difficult to inplenent over the assuned 30-year O8M period. Any expended
resin cartridges (or other waste products) fromeach unit would require regeneration
or disposal, possibly as a hazardous waste.

There are no foreseeable inplenentability concerns for Alternative 3. This
alternative enploys standard construction techni ques and denonstrated and reliable
t echnol ogi es.

I mpl emrent ati on of the ground water punp and treat portion of Alternative 4
may not be feasible for a nunber of reasons. Because there is no clearly discernable
contamnant plune, it would be difficult to properly locate the extraction wells. It is
questionabl e whet her an extraction system coul d be desi gned which would effectively
contain or capture Site-related contam nants since their distributionis not clear. In
addition, the punping of water at the Site could nobilize contam nants from ot her
sources, including the Gty Dunp, which is |ocated adjacent to the Site. Al so, neta
sl udge generated during the treatnent process would require tenporary onsite storage
in conpliance with 40 C.F.R Parts 264 and 268 and eventual offsite di sposal



8.7 Cost

The estinmated present worth cost of Alternative 2 (home treatnent units) is
$608, 000. Based on verbal quotations received fromvendors, the capital cost
(equi pnent and installation) would be approxi mately $268,000 for 19 units. It was
assuned that over the next 30 years, one replacerment unit would be required at each
| ocation. O8M costs woul d be approxinately $34,000 annually.

The estinmated present worth cost of Alternative 3 (water line) is $873, 400.
This includes a capital cost $683,000, and O8M costs of approxi mately $19, 000 annual ly.

The estimated present worth cost for Alternative 4 (punp and treat and
waterline) is $4,766,500. The capital cost of $1,766,500 includes the waterline, the
punp and treat system a water treatnent plant, and a discharge line. The annual
&M costs will be approxi mately $300, 000.

8.8 St at e Accept ance

The Maryl and Departnent of the Environment (MDE) was sent a draft of the
ROD on June 5, 1996, and by letter of June 12, 1996, indicated that it had no
conments on the ROD. A revised draft of the ROD was sent to MDE on June 20,
1996, along with a request for concurrence on the ROD. The State has verbally
indicated a willingness to concur, but w shes to see the final version before doing so in
witing.

8.9 Community Acceptance

A public comment period on the Proposed Plan was held fromApril 15 to May
14, 1996 and a public meeting was held to discuss the plan and SR and SRS on
April 24, 1996, as described in Section 3 of this ROD. As shown in the
Responsi veness Sunmary section, the conments received during the neeting were
supportive of EPA's preferred renedy. Letters received fromlocal officials during the
public comrent period were al so supportive of the renedy.

9.0 Selected Remedy and Perfornance Standards

After consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of
the alternatives using the nine criteria, and public coments, EPA has deternined
that Alternative 3, Waterline plus Common El enents, is the nost appropriate renedy
for the Linestone Road Superfund Site. This alternative neets the threshold criteria
of overall protection of human health and the environnent and conpliance with
ARARs, and provi des the best bal ance of long-termeffectiveness and pernanence,
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume of contam nants through treatment, short-
termeffectiveness, inplenentability, and cost.

The sel ected remedy consists of the foll owing maj or conponents:

< Installation of a waterline and ancillary equi pnent (a punping station and fire
hydrants) to service residents in the vicinity of the Site. The waterline will be
of sufficient capacity to neet the needs of both current and reasonably

expected future devel opnent of the area; and

< I npl emrent ati on of deed restrictions on the previously capped areas of the Site
to prevent use of such areas in such a manner as woul d cause di sturbance of the caps;

< I npl erent ati on of a ground water managenment programto prevent
installation of drinking water wells in the vicinity of the Site;

< Continuation of the long termground water, surface water, and sedi nent
nonitoring plans currently being inplenented pursuant to the ROD for QUi;

< Abandonnent of existing residential water supply wells.

The proposed alignment of the waterline is shown in Figure 2.

10.0 Statutory Determ nations



EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to select renedial actions
that are protective of hunan health and the environnent. In addition, Section 121
of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 8§ 9621, establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These requirenents and preferences specify that, when conplete, the
sel ected renmedial action for a site must conply with applicable relevant and
appropriate requirenments established under Federal and State environnmental |aws,
unl ess a statutory waiver is justified. The selected renedy nust al so be cost-effective
and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. The statute al so expresses
a preference for renedies that enploy treatnent as a principal elenent

10.1 Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The selected remedy for the Site will provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment as follows: the institutional controls will prevent the
future use of the landfilled areas such that the integrity of the caps woul d be
conprom sed, thus preventing direct contact with the fill material, and would prevent
the installation of a drinking water well into the fill area; the ground water, surface
wat er and sedi ment nonitoring will track what are expected to be decreasing | evel s of
contamnants in these nedia (due to the site caps); and the waterline will provide safe
drinking water for area residents, elimnating their reliance on ground water for a
dri nki ng water supply.

10.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents

Under Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 8§ 9621(d) and EPA gui dance
renmedi al actions at Superfund sites nust attain legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate Federal and State environnmental standards, requirenents, criteria, and
limtations (collectively referred to as ARARS). Applicable requirenments are those
substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limtations
promul gat ed under Federal or State |aw that specifically address hazardous nmateri al
found at the site, the renedial action to be inplenented at the site, the | ocation of
the site, or other circunstances at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirenents
are those which, while not directly applicable to the site, neverthel ess address
probl ens or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the site that their
use is well suited to that site

The selected remedy will conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents. These ARARs are presented in Section 8.2 (Conpliance with ARARs).

10.3 Cost-Effectiveness

Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D of the NCP, 40 C.F.R 8§ 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D,
requires EPA to eval uate cost-effectiveness by first determning if the alternative
satisfies the threshold criteria: protection of human health and the environnment and
conpliance with ARARs. The effectiveness of the alternative is then determ ned by
eval uating the following three of the five balancing criteria: long-termeffectiveness
and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatnent, and
short-termeffectiveness. EPA has determned that the selected renedy will satisfy
the threshold criteria and nost effectively address the threats presented by
contam nated ground water at the Site. The estinmated present worth costs are
$873,000. The selected renmedy is cost effective because the cost is proportional to
the overall effectiveness as conpared to the other alternatives that were considered

10.4 UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or
Resour ce Recovery) Technol ogies to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mum extent
to which pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies can be utilized
in a cost-effective manner at the Site. The waterline will provide a pernanent source
of safe drinking water to the residents living in the vicinity of the Site. Wile
punpi ng and treatnent of the contami nated ground water was considered, this
alternative was not sel ected because the effectiveness of such a systemis highly
questionabl e due to the nature of the inpacted aquifer (fractured bedrock). A so, the
system coul d possi bly exacerbate the problemby pulling contaninants from anot her
l ocal source (the City Dunp). Finally, the caps installed during the QUL Interim
Renedi al Action are expected to reduce inpact of the Site on the ground water and



surface water over tine.
10.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal E enent

There are no treatment technologies in the selected remedy. As discussed in
Section 10.4, treatment was not considered practicable at this Site due to the nature
of the contaninated nmedia and the expectation that the caps will reduce the Site
impacts to ground water and surface water over tinme. These inpacts will continue to
be nmonitored as a part of this selected renedy.

11.0 Docunentation of Significant Changes

EPA issued the Proposed Renedial Action Plan for QU2 of this Site for public
review and commrent on April 15, 1996, and held a public neeting to discuss the plan
on April 24, 1996. The local comunity, including the local public officials, were
supportive of the then proposed (now sel ected) renedy identified by EPA

EPA received three letters containing cooments during the conment period
Two were fromlocal officials and were again supportive of EPA's plan. The third
letter was from Conest oga- Rovers & Associates (CRA), a firmthat has served as the
prime contractor for the PRPs during the SKI and the interimrenedial action. EPA
agreed with many of the comrents in the letter, which are addressed in the
Responsi veness Summary section of this ROD.

Anong ot her things, CRA commrented on the nonitoring provisions of the
proposed plan. Specifically, EPA s proposed plan called for quarterly nonitoring of
ground water, surface water and sedi ment for both organic and inorganic
contam nants, as well as bioassays. CRA suggested that the extant interim
nmonitoring plan, which currently includes quarterly nonitoring of these same nedia
for inorganics, was adequate to neet the needs of the project since the contaninants
of concern, as identified in the SKI and presented in the ROD, are inorganics. EPA
agrees, and has nodified the sel ected remedy accordingly.

<I M5 SRC 0396226A>
<I M5 SRC 0396226B>



Concentrations of Total

Table 1

MCLs and R sk-Based Concentrations (RBCs)

Met al

Al umi num
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryl |l ium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Si |l ver
Sodi um
Thal i um
Vanadi um

Zi nc

n.d. = not detected

val ues in ug/l

Range, dissol ved

n.d. - 1080
n.d. - 31.6
10.6 - 441
nd. - 0.31
n.d. - 3.3

2870 - 394, 000

n.d.- 27.9
n.d. - 40
nd. - 7.3
n.d. - 45,000
nd. - 10.1
n.d. - 186,000
17.5 - 3050
n.d. - 0.15
n.d. - 180
543 - 35, 200
n.d.- 55

17,100 - 1,800, 000

n.d.- 1.3
nd. - 2.5
n.d. - 332

and Dissolved Metals in Site Munitoring

Range, total
n.d. - 4760
n.d. - 230
n.d. - 934
nd. - 1.7
n.d. - 10.0

3610 - 420, 000

n.d.- 144
n.d.- 152
n.d. - 287

n.d. - 191, 000

n.d. - 504
n.d. - 165,000
6.8 - 37,000
nd. - 0.4
n.d. - 328
n.d.- 32,900

nd. - 6.9

12,000 - 2,390, 000

Wl |'s Conpared to

RBC

11, 000

0. 045

2600

0. 02

18

180
2200

1500

800

37

730

18

2.9

260

11000

50

2,000

100

1300

15

100

50



Table 2
Concentrations of Metals in Site Surface water and
| evel s (Fl oral/ Fauna)

Met al Sur face Water Sur face wat er
Range, dissol ved Range, total

Al umi num n.d. - 20,200 n. a.

Arsenic nd. - 4.4 n.d.

Bari um n.d. - 330 n.d. - 197

Beryl |l ium n.d. - 31 n. a.

Cadm um n.d. - 44 nd. - 1.3

Cal ci um 26,500 - 351, 000 39,900 - 294, 000

Chr om um n.d. - 58 n.d.

Cobal t n.d. - 151 n. a.

Copper n.d. - 50 n.d - 9.1

Hex. Or. n.d. - 0.05 n. a.

Iron n.d. - 39,000 n.d.- 112

Lead n.d. - 86 nd. - 2.9

Magnesi um 4350- 177,000 4790 - 118, 000

Manganese n.d. - 86,200 n.d. - 103

Mer cury n.d. - 40 n. a.

N ckel n.d. - 4000 n.d. - 15.7

Pot assi um n.d. - 224,000 1900 - 207, 000

Sel eni um nd. - 5.2 n. d.

Si |l ver n.d. - 18,000 n. a.

Sodi um n.d. - 1,000, 000 1960 - 516, 000

Thal i um n.d. - 70 n. a.

Vanadi um n. d. n. a.

Zinc n.d. - 15,500 n.d. - 982

n.d. = not detected

n.a. = not anal yzed

Sedi ment conpared to BTAG screening

BTAG Scr eeni ng Sedi ment BTAG
Level Range Screeni ng Level
460/ 200 1600 - 33, 000 -/ -
-1874 n.d. - 38 -/8.200
-/10, 000 84 - 626 -/-
100, 000/5. 3 nd. - 3.8 - -
1.1/0.15 n.d. - 80 676/ -
- - n.d. - 63,000 -/ -
-/210 n.d. - 90 5/ 260, 000
- - n.d. - 160 -/ -
-16.5 n.d. - 136 -/34,000
2/1 n.d. - 0.08 -/<81, 000
-1320 5750. 66, 500 -/ -
-1 13.4 - 220 -1 46, 700
- - n.d. 10,000 - -
-/ - n.d- 178, 000 -/ -
-/ 0 012 n.d. - 0.21 -/ 150
-114.77 nd. - 729 -/ 20, 900
-/ - n.d. - 5000 -/ -
522/ 3 nd. - 1.4 -/ -
1.9/0.0001 nd. - 4.9 -/733
- - n.d. - 10,500 -/ -
-140 n. d. -/ -
.1<10.0 n.d. - 50 -/ -
110/ 110 24 - 31,900 - /150, 00



Tabl e 3 - Exposure Assunptions

G ound water ingestion scenario
Aver age and Maxi mum expect ed exposures

Vari abl e Val ue, Child Val ue, Adul t

Aver age Maxi mum Aver age Maxi mum
Chemi cal Concentration nean maxi num mean maxi mum
Ingestion rate (liters/day) 1 1 2 2
Body wei ght (kil ograns) 15 15 70 70
Exposure frequency (days/year) 350 350 350 350
Exposure duration - carcinogen 10 30* 10 30
(years)
Exposure duration - noncarci hogen 1* 1* 1* 1*
(years)
Averaging tine - carcinogen (years 25550 25550 25550 25550
x days)*
Averagi ng time - noncarci nogen 365 365 365 365

(years x days)*

* These val ues are non-standard for EPA-approved risk assessnents; however, they do not
change the net result of the risk assessnment.

Table 4 - Cancer Potency Slopes and Reference Doses (RfDs) for
Cont am nants of Concern (COCs)

coc Cancer Potency Sl ope Rf D

(no/ kg/ day) -1 (no/ kg- day)
Arseni c 1.5 3.00 x 10-4
Cadm um n.c. 5.00 x 10-4
Copper n.c. 3.70 x 10-2
Manganese n.c. 2.40 x 10-2
N ckel n.c. 2.00 x 10-2
Zi nc n.c. 3.00 x 10-1

n.c. = non-carci nogen



Table 5 - Maxi mum Cancer Ri sk and Hazard | ndices

Cancer Ri sk Hazard | ndex

Onsite wells - average concentration 3.11x10-4 8. 06
Onsite wells - maxi mum concentration 7.94x10- 4 8.48
Ofsite wells - average concentration 2.34x10-5 7.39
Ofsite wells - maxi mum concentration 9. 04x10-5 19.2

Cancer risk is, in all cases, driven by arsenic, which does not exceed the Maxi mum
Cont am nant Level (MCL).

Except for the "offsite wells - naxi num concentration," hazard indices are driven by
manganese; on this case, it is driven by cadm um which exceeds the MCL.



Record of Deci sion
Li mest one Road Superfund Site

Part 3 - Responsiveness Summary

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmary docunents public comrents expressed to EPA on the
Proposed Renedial Action Plan for OR of the Linestone Road Superfund Site and EPA' s
responses to those comments. The information is organized as foll ows:

A Overview
Comment s Recei ved During the Public Meeting
C. Witten Comments Received During the Comment Period

w

A Overvi ew

EPA hel d a public comrent period fromApril 15 through May 4, 1996, to receive
coments fromthe public on the Suppl enental Renedi al Investigation and Suppl ermrent al
Feasibility Study (SPA and SFS) reports and the Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("Proposed
Plan") for QU2 of the Linestone Road Superfund Site. EPA held a public meeting on April
24, 1996 at 7:00 at the District 16 Fire Hall in Cunberland, Maryland. The public neeting
was attended by EPA and Maryl and Departnent of the Environnent (MDE) staff, |ocal
residents, public officials, and representatives and consultants of the Potentially Responsible
Parties (PRPs). The transcript fromthe public neeting is in the Adm nistrative Record for
the Site.

The purpose of the neeting was to present and di scuss the findings of the SRI/SFS
and to apprise the neeting participants of EPA's preferred renedial alterative for QUR.
Comment s received during the nmeeting and witten comrents received throughout the public
coment period are presented below, along with EPA s response.

B. Comrent Received During the Public Meeting

1. A comuni ty nenber asked how EPA woul d select the final alternative to address the
ground water.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA relies on public input during the clean-up process so that the renedy

for each Superfund site neets the needs and concerns of the |local commnity. EPA has, in
the past, reviewed public input and reconmendati ons on a proposed cl ean-up renedy and
changed that renedy to address the community's concerns. EPA will review all of the
coments received fromthe comunity during the public meeting and those submitted in
witing during the public comment period. After review ng these comments, EPA will select a
final alternative and announce this selection in a docurment called a Record of Decision. In
addition, EPA will place a public notice in the Cunberland Tines News to i nformthe
community of the Record of Decision. EPA nay al so produce a brief fact sheet highlighting
the selected remedy and send the fact sheet to each person on the Site mailing list.

2. A communi ty menber asked who will pay for the cost of constructing the proposed
waterline or any of the proposed renedies.

EPA RESPONSE: (Once EPA selects its final alternative, EPA will negotiate with the PRPs to
pay for the costs of the renedy including the construction, maintenance, and initial hook-up
to the existing residences. |If EPA is unsuccessful in comng to an agreement with the PRPs,
then noney fromthe Superfund trust fund nmay be used to pay for the selected renedy. |If
nmoney is used fromthe trust fund, EPA will continue to pursue the PRPs to recover the

nmoney spent on inplenmenting the sel ected renedy.

3. A communi ty menber asked EPA to identify the PRPs at the Site.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA has identified Joseph and Patricia Diggs, Fairchild Industries,

Cunber| and Cenment and Supply Conpany, and Kelly Springfield Tire Conpany as the PRPs

at the Linmestone Road Site. These parties, with the exception of Joseph and Patricia D ggs,
have entered into agreements with EPA to performwork at the Site, including capping and
fencing the landfilled areas, supplying bottled water to |ocal residents, and conducting the
suppl ement al groundwat er and stream st udi es.

4. A comuni ty nenber asked why parties responsible for Site contam nation are
identified by EPA as only potentially responsible.



EPA RESPONSE: The CERCLA statute provides the definition of a PRP. They are
considered to be "potentially responsible" until such time as their liability is established by a
court of |aw

5. A communi ty menber asked how EPA identifies parties responsible for contam nation
and how they are involved in the cl eanup.

EPA RESPONSE: CERCLA § 107 identifies four categories of individuals or organizations

that are responsible parties: current site owners or operators; owners or operators of the site
at the tinme hazardous substances were disposed of at the site; certain persons who arranged

for treatment or disposal of hazardous substances at the site; and certain persons who
transported hazardous substances to the site. EPA attenpts to conpel these parties to
performor pay the costs associated with the cleanup at a site. However some parties are
financially unable to provide support to the cl eanup, so EPA will use noney fromthe

Superfund trust fund, which is established through a tax on the chemnical and petrol eum
industries, to pay for the costs associated with the cleanup.'

6. A comunity nenber asked if EPA's final decision on a selected remedy depends on
the willingness of the PRPs to pay for inplenmenting the renedy.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA' s final decision on a selected remedy does not depend on the

will'ingness of the PRPs to pay for inplenenting the remedy. However, the NCP requires

EPA to consider the cost effectiveness of a proposed remedy. |f the PRPs choose not pay for
the renedy, EPA nmay pay for the renmedy using Superfund trimnoni es and pursue the PRPs
through court action to recover the costs for the remedy. EPA nmay al so i ssue an order to the
PRPs requiring themto inplenent the renedy.

7. A communi ty nenber asked where the proposed waterline would be placed, what size
it would be, and how far it woul d extend.

EPA RESPONSE: The proposed waterline is in the conceptual stages and has yet to be

designed. |If EPA selects the waterline alternative, the location, size, and length will be
addressed during the design stage. Currently, there is an existing water nain | ocated on
Route 51 that could be used to connect a waterline to provide service for the residents in the
Site area.

8. A comruni ty menber asked how long it would take to install the proposed waterline
if Alternative 3 is selected as the remedy.

EPA RESPONSE: Once EPA selects a final remedy, the Agency will attenpt to negotiate

with the PRPs to conduct the work needed to inplenent the selected renedy. This work will

i nclude preparing the designs and specifications and constructing and inpl enenting the

sel ected renedy. EPA estimates that construction will be conpleted in approxinately two years.

9. A community nmenber asked if local residents will be responsible for any of the costs
associated with installing the proposed waterline.

EPA RESPONSE: Local residents and community nenbers will not be responsible for any

of the costs associated with constructing or installing the proposed waterline. EPA wll
negotiate the costs with the PRPs or utilize the Superfund trust nonies o cover the costs of
constructing and installing the proposed waterline. However, residents will be responsible for
paying future bills for water service.

10. A community menber asked if installing a sewage systemis included as part of the
waterline alternatives in the Proposed Pl an.

EPA RESPONSE: A sewage systemis not included in EPA s proposed waterline alternatives
at the Site. Any information on installing a sewage system woul d be handl ed by | ocal
governnent and not EPA.

11. A communi ty nmenber asked about the projected costs for installing the proposed
wat erl i ne.

EPA RESPONSE: The current projected cost of the proposed waterline work, including
constructing, installing, and nonitoring, is $875, 000. 00.



12. A communi ty nmenber asked if the proposed waterline will be | arge enough to service
nore than the 19 houses listed in the Proposed Pl an.

EPA RESPONSE: The size of the proposed waterline will be addressed and determ ned
during the design stage of the project. Areas that are currently inpacted by the Site or nay
be inpacted in the future will be included in the area to be serviced.

13. A comunity nmenber asked if the American Legion property (baseball field) would be
included in the hook-up to the proposed waterline.

EPA RESPONSE: The proposed waterline will be designed to have a capacity to provide
service to the entire Site area, including this property.

14. A community menber asked EPA to explain the deed restrictions on the landfill
properties that are listed under Alternative 3 in the Proposed Pl an.

EPA RESPONSE: The deed restrictions that are listed under Alternative 3 are designed to

prevent sonmeone frominstalling a well through the landfill caps, building a structure on top
of the landfill caps, or using ground water affected by contanination at the Site.
15. A community menber asked if the residential wells will be capped in EPA s

reconmended alternative and if well water can be used to water | awns and wash cars.

EPA RESPONSE: In order to prevent future exposure to contam nated ground water, EPA's

sel ected renedy includes capping the residential wells once the water line is in place.
Therefore, once the renedy is installed, residents would not have access to the well water for
use on their lawns or cars.

16. A communi ty nmenber asked what contami nants are currently in the ground water and
whet her EPA found contamination in Evitts Creek or the Potomac R ver.

EPA RESPONSE: Sanpling results reveal ed el evated | evel s of nickel, manganese, and
cadmumin the ground water. In addition, slightly elevated | evels of |ead were detected,;

however, it is not known if the lead is present as a result of the Site or residential plunbing.

Sanpling results fromEvitts Creek reveal ed el evated | evel s of nickel, nanganese, |ead,
chrom um cadmium and zinc. Because of the size of the Potomac River, any contam nation
mgrating fromthe Site to the Potonac River woul d not be detectabl e because of dilution.
Therefore, EPA did not sanple the water in the Potonac River.

17. A comuni ty menber conmented on the inconsistency of contam nati on showi ng up
intheir wells and asked if EPA will continue to sanple and nonitor the residential
wells for contam nation until the selected renedy is inplenented.

EPA RESPONSE: The PRPs, under the direction of EPA continue to test a number of
residential wells in an effort to nonitor the type and anmount of contamination in the Site
area. The sanpling will continue if necessary until the waterline is in place.

18. A communi ty menber conmented that a | ocal resident was taken off of bottled water
because sanpling showed that contam nants, which were once present in the resident's
well, were no longer detected. The comunity nenber asked what criteria EPA uses

to determ ne whether residences can be taken off the bottled water supply.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA identified certain criteria and heal th-based | evels for contam nation

in the 1994 Adnministrative Order on Consent with the PRPs. Residential wells were sanpl ed
for one year, and if the data indicated that the wells were not, in fact, contam nated, the
resident was taken off bottled water.

19. A community nmenber asked if there are any potential risks associated with currently
using contam nated well water to water |awns or wash cars.

EPA RESPONSE: The risk posed by the contaminants in the ground water is through

direct, long-termingestion. |In addition, the contam nants remain in the water and do not
dissipate into the air. Therefore, the contam nated ground water does not pose any short-
termrisks when used to water |awns or wash cars.

20. A communi ty nmenber conmented that a house is currently under construction near
the Site. The community menber asked if EPA woul d provide bottled water to that



resi dence once it is conpleted or woul d the honeowner need to have a well installed
and sanpled to determine if that well is contam nated.

EPA RESPONSE: EPA can not deternine if the ground water in that area is contam nated
without installing a well. However, if a well is installed at this property and sanpling
indicates that the water is contam nated, bottled water woul d be provided to that residence
pursuant to the ACC.

21. A communi ty nenber asked about the type of waste dunped at the Site and if the
wast e posed an i medi ate danger to the community.

EPA RESPONSE: A majority of the waste at the Site is residential ant industrial debris and
trash. However, sone hazardous wastes, including chromum |ead, and cadm um were

di sposed on both properties of the Site. These contam nants pose a risk to human health and
the environnent through |long-termdirect contact or direct exposure (ingestion). The cap
fencing previously installed will prevent direct contact with the contam nants and the
alternate water supply will prevent direct exposure to the contam nants.

22. A comrunity menber asked if the contaminants at the Site could get into the air and
endanger the |ocal residents who live inmediately near the Site.

EPA RESPONSE: The exposed wastes at the Site have been capped, thereby preventing the
possi bility of the contam nants beconing airborne.

23. A comuni ty nenber asked EPA to explain how they capped the exposed waste and
asked how long the caps will last.

EPA RESPONSE: The cap consists of four layers. The first |ayer above the landfill is a soil
base; the second layer is a synthetic liner; the third layer is a drainage |latter, and the final
layer is a two-foot |layer of soil. The cap prevents water fromcomng in contact with the
wast e and reduces the spreading of contamination off-site. 1In addition, fences were erected
around the capped areas. The cap will be evaluated on a regular basis to ensure that it
maintains its effectiveness. Currently, the PRPs are maintaining the call, sanpling the

ground water every three nonths, and performng inspections of the cap to ensure that there

is no significant erosion. The PRP's activities are closely nonitored by EPA and the State of
Mar yl and.

C Witten Comments Received During the Conment Period

EPA received three letters of comrent during the public comrent period for the
Propose Plan; two were fromlocal officials, and the third was from Conest oga- Rovers and
Associates (CRA), prine contractor to the PRPs.

1. The first letter received was fromthe Al egany County Health Departrment. In
addition to supporting the selected remedy, the Depart mere al so requested that three
coments becone a part of the Site record:

1.) Connection to a newWy constructed public water supply nust be nandated
by regul ation or local code hone rul e ordi nance; and

2.) After connection to the public water supply, all donmestic groundwater
supplies (e.g., wells) formerly serving these residents nust be abandoned and
seal ed in conformance with Code of Maryl and Regul ati ons 26.04.04 - Wl |
Construction; and

3.) Al tap connections to the public supply nust be inspected by the
appropriate County authority. Simlarly, severance of connections from former
groundwat er supplies nmust be inspected to elimnate any possibilities of cross-
cont am nati on.

EPA Response: Al witten comments are included in the Administrative Record for the Site

2. The second letter received was fromthe Al egany County Departnent of Public

Wrks. In addition to supporting the proposed renedy, the County asked that EPA consider
a currently planned water supply project "as the solution to the Limestone Road Site rather
than proceeding to have the PRPs provide the water system"”



EPA Response: EPA will keep the County's willingness and proven ability to provide public
water service in mnd Wen planning the inplenentation of the selected renedy.

3. The final Letter received was from CRA. They, too "agree that USEPA s proposed
remedi al action...is the nost appropriate renedial action of those [presented in the
Proposed Plan] in light of the conditions at the Site. Additional conments are summarized bel ow

A CRA di scusses the change in Reference Dose (RfD) for nanganese between the tine
the SRI and risk assessnent were conpleted and the tine the Proposed Pl an was
prepared, and recomrends the new RfD be used in the preparation of the ROD.

EPA Response: The hazard index val ues presented in the Proposed Plan do reflect the new
RfD, it was used in preparation of the ROD, as well.

B. CRA suggests the Proposed Plan was misleading in that it didn't nmention that the
streans near the Site "also would receive runoff fromother properties which are likely
to contribute contam nants (e.g., the Cty Dunp)."

EPA Response: The Gty Dunp is not a part of the Superfund Site and thus was not

di scussed in detail in either the Proposed Plan or this ROD. EPA agrees that the Gty Dunp
has contributed and may still contribute contamnants to the tributary o Evitts Creek, which
also flows by the Diggs Property.

C CRA suggests that the Proposed Pl an was m sl eadi ng regardi ng the presence of lead in
residential wells, stating that currently, only one residential well has shown an
exceedance of the EPA Action Level.

EPA Response: Wile CRA's statenent is correct regarding recent sanpling, data fromthe
QU1 R/FS show lead in residential wells at levels of up to 134 ppb.

D. CRA discusses in detail the differences between the nonitoring requirenents of the
various alternatives and the associated differences in cost associated with the
requi renent and suggests these differences are not taken into account in the Propose
Plan. For exanple, Alternative 2 would require substantially nore residential well
nonitoring than Alternatives 3 or 4 because under those alternatives, residential wells
woul d be abandoned, thus, the nonitoring costs associated with Alternative 2 would
be hi gher than those associated with Alternatives 3 and 4.

EPA Response: These differences were, in fact, taken into account in the cost estinates
presented in both the Proposed Plan and this ROD.

E. CRA suggests that the groundwater "nonitoring programfor the renedial action
shoul d build upon the existing [InterimNMnitoring Prograni, and not commence
with up to five years of quarterly sanpling as proposed in the Proposed Plan." They
further maintain that there is no need for surface water and sedi ment nonitoring at
the Site because the caps have elimnated the potential for contam nants to mgrate to
the streans via surface runoff.

EPA Response: Upon further consideration, EPA agrees that it is appropriate for the
nmonitoring provisions of this ROD to mrror those currently required under the Interim
Moni toring Program and has altered the provisions of the Proposed Plan accordingly. The
i ssue of continued nmonitoring of the streamw |l be revisited when the current years'
nmonitoring data are revi ewed.

F. CRA states that Alternative 3 "could be inplenented in the shortest tinme frame," and
further suggests that because "(t)he design and installation of waterlines are standard
civil engineering practices...Detailed review of this conponent of the renedi al
action by the USEPA, the Arny Corps of Engineers, or USEPA s oversi ght contractor
woul d not be necessary."

EPA Response: EPA does not agree that Alternative 3 could be inplenented in the shortest
time frame; it would be nore expeditious to provide hone treatnment units to |ocal residents
(as provided for under Alternative 2). However, the estimated time difference for

i mpl enent ati on between those two alternatives is nmonths and residents with el evated | evel s
of contam nants in their wells would continue receiving bottled water during this period. -
EPA does agree, however, that the design and installation of a waterline is a standard civil
engi neering practice and will take a streamined approach to the oversight of this work,



should the PRPs agree to undertake it.

G CRA and the Settlors suggested that EPA include in the ROD | anguage to the effect
that under the punp and treat scheme proposed under Alternative 4, "capture of
contami nants by punping fromthe aquifer would be difficult due to the fractured
nature of the bedrock aquifer. Therefore, Aternative 4 may not be reliable over the
long term"”

EPA Response: EPA generally agrees with this statement. See Section 8.6 of the Decision Summary



* %

LI MESTONE ROAD QU2
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LM *  **
| NDEX CF DOCUMENTS

REMEDI AL ENFORCEMENT PLANNI NG

1. Complaint, In the United States District Court the
District of Maryland, United States of Anmerica,
Plaintiff, v. Fairchild Industries, Inc. and Cunberland
Cerment and Supply Co., Defendant, (undated). P. 200001-200011.

2. Partial Consent Decree, In the United States District
Court for the District of Maryland; Gvil Action No.
R-88-2933; United States of Anerica, et al.,
Plaintiffs; v. Fairchild Industries, Inc. and
Cunber | and Cenent and Supply Co., Defendants,
(undated). P. 200012-200071.

3. Letter to M. Tracy Getz, Wnston & Strawn, from M.
Cynthia Nadol ski, US. EPA re: Interpretation of the
| anguage in the Partial Consent Decree describing the
procedures EPA uses to approve or di sapprove of plans,
reports, or proposals, 1/23/92. P. 200072-200073.

4. Letter to M. Danald [sic] Rose fromM S. Andrew
Sochanski, U S. EPA re: Consent for Access or R ght,
of Entry to M. Rose's property, 1/31/92. P. 200074-200075.

5. Letter to Ms. Viola Piper fromM. S. Andrew
Sochanski, U S. EPA, re: consent for Access or R ght
of Entry to Ms. Piper's property, 1/31/92. P. 200075-200075.

6. Letter to M. Ray Brabson from M. S. Andrew Sochanski,
U S EPA re: Consent for Access or Right of Entry to
M. Brabson's property, 1/31/92 P. 200076-200076.

7. Letter to Ms. Viola Piper fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski,
U S EPA re: The signed Consent for Access or Right
of Entry to Ms. Piper's property, 1/31/92. P. 200077-
200079. The Consent for Access is attached.

Adm ni strative Record File available 3/11/91, updated
3/27/92, 2/2/93, 10/18/93, and 4/11/96.

Further infornmation pertaining Linmestone Road QU2 can be
found in the Admnistrative Record File for Linestone Road QUL.

8. Letter to M. and Ms. Ray Brabson fromM. S Andrew
Sochanski, U.S. EPA, re: The signed Consent for Access
or Rght of Entry to the Brabson's property, 1/31/92.
P.  200080-200082. The Consent for Access is attached.

9. Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Philip M Andrews, Kranobn & Graham re: Cdarification
of requirenents in the Consent Decree not being
fulfilled, 2/18/92. P. 200083-200085.

10. Consent for Access to Property, signed by M. Donald R
Rose, 3/18/92. P. 200086-200088. A site map is attached.

11. Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, fromM.
Philip M Andrews, Kranon & Graham re: Notice of



12.

13.

14.

violation letter sent to Cunberland Cenent and Supply
and Fairchild Industries, Inc., 4/2/92. P. 200089-200090.

Letter to M. Philip M Andrews, Kranon & Graham from
M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U. S. EPA, re: Non-conpliance
with the Consent Decree, 4/24/92. P. 200091-200092.

Letter to M. Philip M Andrews, Kranon & Graham from
M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re: Non-conpliance
with the Consent Decree, 5/5/92. P. 200093-200094.

Letter to Ms. Cynthia Nadolski, U S EPA fromM. B.
M chael Hodge, The Fairchild Corporation, re:

Repl acenent of M. Tracy Getz of Wnston & Strawn as
counsel for Fairchild Industries, Inc., 10/1/92.

P 200095- 200095.

REMEDI AL RESPONSE PLANNI NG

1.

Report: Work Plan for the Suppl enental Renedi al

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study (SR /FS) and Renedi al
Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RDRA) at the Linmestone Road
Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by/ Geraghty and
Mller, Inc., 5/88. P. 300001-300076.

National Priorities List (NPL) Site Certification,
Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Al legheny Co.,
Maryl and, 4/21 to 22/90. P. 300077-300077.

Letter to M. Robert Davis, US. EPA fromM. John P

Wl fin, US. Departrment of the Interior (DA), re:

Site biological characterization, 7/13/90. P. 300078-

300080. A map showi ng additional sanpling locations is attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
John P. WIflin, US DA, re: Presence of endangered
species at the site, 10/4/90. P. 300081-300082.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Janes Burtis, Jr., Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, re: Presence of Federal or state threatened
or endangered plant or wildlife species at the site,
10/ 12/90. P. 300083-300083.

Menorandumto M. Andrew Sochansky [sic], U S EPA

from Bi ol ogi cal Techni cal Assistance Goup (BTAG, re:
Recomrendati ons for Potentially Responsible Parties

(PRPs) to carry out sanpling and anal ysi s suggesti ons,

12/20/90. P. 300084-300085. A letter regarding the

US DA's reviewof the revised Field Sanpling Plan is attached.

Report: Field Sanpling Plan for the SRI/FS at the
Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, Draft

Report, prepared by Geraghty & MIler, Inc., 6/90.
P. 300086-300241. A cover letter is attached.

Report: Quality Assurance Project Plan for the SRI/FS
at the Linmestone Road Site. Cunberland, Maryland, Draft
Report, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 6/90.

P. 300242-300552. (Pages 300251-300258 and 300452-
300468 have been renoved because they contain
confidential information.)

Letter to M. Scott Phillips, Geraghty & Mller, Inc.,
fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U'S. EPA re: Initial
review of the draft Field Sanpling Plan (DFSP) and the
draft Quality Assurance Project Plan (DQAPP) for the



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

SRI/FS, 7/23/90. P. 300553-300584. The follow ng are attached:

a) Figure 3.1, Locations of Sanpling Sites for
the Suppl enental Renedial |nvestigation;

b) coments on the draft Field Sanmpling Plan;
c) coments on the draft Quality Assurance Project Plan;
d) coments on the Quality Assurance Project Plan Review

Report: Field Sanpling Plan for the SRI/FS at the

Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, Revised
Draft Report, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc.,

8/90. P. 300585-300830. A cover letter and responses
to EPA's review of the Field Sanpling Plan are attached.

Report: Revised Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Li mest one Road SRI/FS, Cunberland, Mryland, prepared
by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 8/90. P. 300831-301059.
A cover letter and a summary of responses to the draft
Quality Assurance Project Plan are attached. (Pages
300862- 300869 and 300932- 300969 have been renoved
because they contain confidential information.)

Report: Appendi x B, Laboratory Quality Assurance Pl an,
Li mestone Road RI/FS, prepared by Geraghty & Mller,
Inc., 8/28/90. P. 301060-301177. (Pages 301138-301148
and 301153- 301158 have been-renoved because they
contain confidential information.)

Letter to M. Scott Phillips, Geraghty & Mller, Inc.,
fromM. S Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re: Second
review of the draft Field Sanpling Plan and draft

Qual ity Assurance Project Plan, 10/18/90. P. 301178-
301197. EPA's responses to Geraghty & Mller's
comments and an agenda for review of significant
comrents to the second draft of the Field Sanpling Plan
are attached.

Report: Revised Field Sanpling Plan for the SRI/FS at
the Li mestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, Draft
Report, prepared by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 11/90.

P. 301198-301453. A cover letter and responses to
EPA' s COct ober 1990 comments on the review of the Field
Sanmpling Plan and the Quality Assurance Project Plan
are attached.

Report: Revised Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Li mest one Road SRI/FS, Cunberland, MrylLand, prepared
by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 11/90. P 301454-301783.
(Pages 301471-301478, 301541-301575, 301655-301665, and
301670- 301675 have been renoved because they contain
confidential information.)

Report: Field Sanpling Plan for the SRI/FS at the

Li mestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 7/91. P. 301784-302067. Six
letters and a non-potabl e water chemistry proficiency
test report are attached.

Report: Quality Assurance Project Plan, Linmestone Road
SRI/FS, Cunberl and, Maryl and, prepared by Geraghty &
MIler, Inc., 7/91. P. 302068-302395. (Pages 302085-
302092, 302157-302190, and 302270-302277 have been
renoved because they contain confidential information.)



Letter to M. Bob Byer, Ceraghty & Mller, Inc., from
M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re: Fourth review
of the revised Field Sanpling Plan and Quality
Assurance Project Plan, 9/16/91. P. 302396-302400.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Robert M Byer, Jr., M. John E. d aypool, and M.
Jeffrey P. Sganbat, Ceraghty & MIller, Inc., re:

Revi sed pages of the Field Sanpling Plan and Quality
Assurance Project Plan, 9/30/91. P. 302401-302452.
Responses to EPA' s Septenber 1991 comments on the
review of the Field Sanpling Plan and Quality Assurance
Project Plan and the revised pages of the plans are
attached. (Pages 302436- 302448 have been renoved
because they contain confidential information.)

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, M. Cynthia

Nadol ski, and M. David Healy, US. EPA fromM.
Jeffrey P. Sganbat, Ceraghty & Mller, Inc., re:

Revi sed pages of the Field Sanpling Plan and Quality
Assurance Project Plan, 12/19/91. P. 302453-302492.
The followi ng are attached:

a) a facsimle cover letter;

b) Attachnment 1, Responses to EPA's Novenber 20,
1991 Comments on the Review of the Field
Sanpling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan;
c) the revised pages of the Field Sanpling Pl an;

d) the revised pages of the Quality Assurance
Proj ect Pl an.

Report: Health and Safety Plan for the SRI/FS at the
Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Geraghty & MlIler, Inc., 9/90. P. 302493-302690.

Report: Field Sanpling Plan for the SRI/FS at the
Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 12/91. P. 302691-302925.

Letter to M. Jeffery P. Sganbat, Ceraghty & Mller,
Inc., fromM. S Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:

Revi ew of the draft Field Sanpling,Plan and the Quality
Assurance Project Plan, 1/17/92. P. 302926-302929.
The revi ew conments are attached.

Report: Revised Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Li mest one Road SRI/FS, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared
by Geraghty & Mller, Inc., 2/92. P. 302930-303238.

Letter to M. Tracy M Getz, Wnston & Strawn, and M.
Philip M Andrews, Kranmon & Gaham from M. S Andrew
Sochanski, U.S. EPA, re: Review and acceptance of the
proposed substitute Prime Contractor for site work,
3/11/92. P. 303239-303240.

Letter to Ms. Cynthia Nadolski, US. EPA fromM.
Philip M Andrews, Kranobn & Graham re: Proposed sign
| ocations, 3/17/92. P. 303241-303244. Two site maps
showi ng approxi nate | ocations for signs are attached.

Report: Geophysical Investigation at the Linmestone
Road Site near Cunberland, WMaryland, ( author cited),
4/92 to 6/92. P. 303245-303426.

Letter to M. David Kargbo, U S. EPA from M. Robert



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re: Site

i nspection to review alternate borehol e and nonitoring
wel |l locations, 4/2/92. P. 303427-303429. A site nmap
and a facsimle transmttal sheet are attached.

Report: Summary Report of Short Term Aquifer Testing
Program and Long Term Aqui fer Testing proposal,

Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Conest oga- Rovers & Associates, 5/92. P. 303430-303581.

Report: Geotechnical Testing Report, Linestone Road
Site, CQunberland, Maryland, prepared by Enpire Soils
I nvestigations, Inc., 6/92. P. 303582-303643.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associ ates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U'S. EPA re:
Revi ew comments on the Summary Report of Short Term
Aqui fer Testing Program and Long Term Aquifer Testing

Proposal, 6/8/92. P. 303644-303648. The comments are attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Responses to EPA's comments on the Sunmary Report of
Short Term Aqui fer Testing Programand Long Term
Aqui fer Testing Proposal, 6/8/92. P. 303649-303661.
The responses are attached.

Menorandumto Ms. Carol Dunnigan from Ms. Doreen
Carden, re: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent and
Validation of the surface soil cap area and soil
borings investigation, 8/ 4/92. P. 30662-30703. The
follow ng are attached:

a) Table 1, Analytical Results, Fill Sanple Program
b) Table 2, Analytical Results, Soil Fill Boreholes;

c) Table 3, Summary of Sanple Collection and Anal yti cal

d) Table 4, Qualification of Data due to
Qutlying Internal Standard Area Counts;

e) Table 5, Qualified Sanple Data due to Field
Dupl i cated Di screpancies, Soil Borings;

f) Table 6, Qualification of Data due to
Qutlying Matrix Spi ke Recoveri es;

g) Table 7, Qualified Sanple Data due to Field
Duplicated Discrepancies, Soil Fill.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
Sumrary of EPA' s and Maryl and Departnent of the
Environnent's position on the RI/FS work tasks, 8/6/92.
P.  303704- 303706.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski U. S. EPA from M.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Response to clarify Conestoga-Rovers' understandi ng of
the progress of site work, 8/12/92. P. 303706-303709.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Clarification of issues concerning the Long Term
Aqui fer Testing Program 9/4/92. P. 303710-303712.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
Revi ew comments on the Geotechnical Testing Report, the
Geophysi cal Investigation Report, and the Anal yti cal
Data Quality Assessnment and Validation, 9/11/92.

P. 303713-303716. The comments are attached.

Letter to M. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Proposed changes to the Long Term Aqui fer Testing
Program 9/22/92. P. 303717-303725. Three graphs are attached.

Letter to M. S.A Sochanski, US. EPA fromM. Carol
F. Dunni gan, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Clarification of sanpling results, 10/15/92.

P. 303726-303730. A table of Surface Fill Soil Sanples
and a site map are attached.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
The Long Term Aqui fer Testing Program 10/24/92.

P. 303731-303735.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Installation of additional monitoring wells and
scheduling of field activities for the Suppl enental
Renedi al Investigation, 11/13/92. P. 303736-303740.
Two revised RI/FS schedul es are attached.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associ ates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
Revi ew conments on the Anal ytical Quality Assessnent
and Validation, 11/16/92. P. 303741-303743. The
conments are attached.

Letter to M. Jeffery P. Sganbat, Geraghty & Mller,
Inc., fromM. S Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:

Di scovery of bullet holes in nmonitoring well casings,
7/3/91. P. 303744-303745.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Philip M Andrews, Kranpbn & Graham re: Response to
the letter concerning bullet holes found in nmonitoring
wel | casings, 7/22/91. P. 303746-30374.

Letter to M. Phil Andrews, Kranon & Graham from M.
Cynthia Nadol ski, U S. EPA re: Signs: to be posted at
the site to deter unrestricted access, 9/24/91.

P. 303748-303749.

Report: Renedial Investigation R sk Assessnent Wrk
Pl an, Linestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryl and,
prepared by Dynanac Corporation, 3/31/92. P. 303750-
303787. A cover letter is attached.

Report: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent and
Val i dation, Limestone Road SRI/FS, prepared by
Conest oga- Rovers & Associates, 7/8/92. P. 303788-303866.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Results of fill nmaterial sanpling, 8/ 12/92. P. 303867-303868.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, re:
Acceptance of the schedule for additional nonitoring
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

well installation, 12/14/92. P. 303869-303870.

Report: Suppl emental Renedial |nvestigation, Long-Term
Punmpi ng Test Results and Additional Mnitoring Wll
Proposal, Limestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland,
prepared by Conestoga- Rovers & Associates, 1/29/93.

P. 303871-304193. A cover letter is attached.

Report: Attachnent 1, Supplenental Renedi al

I nvestigation, Long-Term Punping Test Results and
Addi tional Mnitoring Wll| Proposal, Limestone Road
Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by Gonestoga-
Rovers & Associates, 1/29/93. P. 304194-304392.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Request for a neeting to resolve differences concerning
the expansion of activities beyond site limts, 2/1/93.
P. 304393-304401. A letter dated January 21, 1993
regarding the third round surface soil sanpling and six
site maps are attached.

Report: Residential Well Sanpling Proposal, Linestone
Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by Conestoga-
Rovers & Associates, 2/5/93. P. 304402-304432. A
cover letter is attached.

Letter to M. Canille Costa, Dynanac Corporation, from
M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, re: Review of the
revi sed Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessment Wrk Plan, 2/8/93.
P. 304433-304433.

Letter to Director of Public Wrks, Gty of Cunberland,
fromMs. Carol F. Dunnigan, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associ ates, re: Request for permission to discharge to
the city wastewater treatment facility, 2/9/93.

P. 304434-304458. A table of stored ground water
sanmpling results and an anal ytical report of sanpling
results are attached.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA, re:
Revi ew comments on the Long Term Punpi ng Test Results
and Additional Mnitoring Well Proposal and the
Geophysi cal Survey Report, 2/16/93. P. 304459-304474.
The commrents are attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:

Results of the reanalysis of archived fill sanples and

a change to be nade to the analysis nethod for cadm um

2/18/93. P. 304475-304493. The follow ng are attached:

a) Figure 1, Perinmeter Fill Material Analytical

b) a table of Surface Fill Soil Sanpl es;

c) a nenorandum regardi ng the assessnent and
validation of analytical results, dated
February 9, 1993;

d) Table 1, Anal ytical Data, Cadm um Reanal ysis;

e) Table 2, Qualified Data due to Qutlying
Mat ri x Spi ke Recoveries, Cadm um Reanal ysis;

f) Table 3, Qualified Sanple Data due to

Data Sunmary;



58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Qutlying MSA Correl ati on Coeffici
Cadm um Reanal ysi s;

g) Table 4, Field Duplicate Results

ents,

and

Qualified sanple Data, Cadm um Reanal ysis;

h) Table 5, Sanple Data D screpanci es, Cadm

Report: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent

and

um Reanal ysi s.

Val i dation, Linestone Road SRI/FS, Soil Sanples (13),
prepared by Conestoga-RRovers & Associ ates, 3/4/93.

P. 304494-304515.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
ates, re:
Notification of a change in Project, Coordinator for
Conest oga- Rovers & Associates 3/4/93. P. 304516-

Carol F. Dunni gan, Conestoga-Rovers & Associ

304525. The resune of M. Jack J.A. Mchels is attached.

Letter to M. Robert T. Pyle, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U.

S.  EPA

Revi ew conments on the Residential Well Sanpling

proposal, 3/4/93. P. 304526-304533. The conments are attached.

re:

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Andrew P. Kisiel, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:

Specifications for well construction details,

P. 304534-304535.

3/ 5/ 93.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
ates, re:
Response to EPA's and Maryl and Departnent of the

Environnent's comments on the Additional Mnitoring

M chael G Mateyk, Conestoga-Rovers & Associ

Vel Proposal, 3/9/93. P. 304536-304554.
responses are attached.

The

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
ates, re:
Request for an extension to subnmit the renedial Desi

Jack J. A Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers & Associ

Plan, 3/12/93. P. 304555-304555.

Menmorandumto M. Frederick Dreisch from Behrooz

Khoshkhoo, Lockheed Environnental systens &

Technol ogi es Co., re: Total hexaval ent chrom um

determ nations, 3/22/93. P. 304556-304559.

gn

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
ates, re:
Response to EPA's and Maryl and Departnent of the

Environnent's coments on the Residential Well Sanpl
Proposal , 3/24/93. P. 304560-304572. The responses

M chael G Mateyk, Conestoga-Rovers & Associ

are attached.

Menorandumto M. Frederick Dreisch from M.

Co., re: Determination of pHin soil sanples,

P.  304573-304574.

ing

Li nda D.
Vaughan, Lockheed Environmental Systens & Technol ogies

Letter to M. Jack J. A Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associ ates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U.

Acceptance of the request for an extension to subnit
304575-

the Remedi al Design Wrk Plan, 3/31/93. P.

S. EPA

Letter to M. Jack J. A Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associ ates, formM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U.

S. EPA

Acceptance of M. Mchels as the new Project

Coordi nator for Conestoga-Rovers & Associ at es,

3/ 31/ 93.

3/ 26/ 93.

re:

304576.

re:
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

76.

77.

77.

79.

80.

P. 304577-304578.

Report: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent and
Validation Linestone Road SRI/FS, Soil Fill Sanples
(10), prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, 4/93.
P. 304579- 304597.

Letter to M. Jack J. A Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
Revi ew of the Residential Wl Sanpling Proposal and
the Long Term Punpi ng Test Results and Additi onal
Monitoring Well Proposal, 4/7/93. P. 304598-304600.

Letter to M. Jack J. A Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associ ates, fromM. S Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
Desi gn specifications, 4/8/93. P. 304601-304603. A
Renedi al Design Specifications and Plans Distribution
List is attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Jack M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Response to EPA's comrents on the Residential Wll

Sanpl i ng Proposal, 4/13/93. P. 304604-304606. A table
of residential wells sanpled is attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Carol F. Dunnigan, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Request for a sanple key, 4/15/93. P.304607-304607.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Jack M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Residential well sanpling efforts, 4/1593. P. 304608-
304611. Two lists of residential wells to be sanpl ed
are attached.

Report: Trip Report for Enforcenment Sanpling at the

Li mest one Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Dynamac Corporation, 4/16/93. P. 304612-304662. A
cover letter is attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Jack M chels, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Request for perm ssion to discharge ground water,
4/22/93. P. 304663-304669. A stored ground water
anal ysis table and ground water sanpling results are
att ached.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
Request for a neeting to discuss the Long Term
Monitoring Well Proposal, the Additional Nonitoring
Vel |l Installation, and the Residential Wll Sanpling
Proposal , 4/26/93. P. 304670-304671.

Letter to M. Burly Cunninghamfrom M. S Andrew

Sochanski, U S. EPA, re: Request for vehicles and
ot her salvage naterial to be renmoved fromthe Diggs
property, 4/27/93. P. 304672-304673.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
EPA' s contesting of a dispute resolution claimand
information on the residential well sanpling, 4/27/93.
P. 304674-304675.

Report: Limestone Road. Superfund Enforcement Account
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82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

No. TGBO3N663, REO 9300067, prepared by U S. EPA,
4/28/93. P. 304676-304697.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Jack M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Results of the filtered and unfiltered ground and
surface water sanpling, 4/30/93. P. 304698-304699.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associ ates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, US. EPA re:

Deni al of a request to di spose of ground water on-site,
5/4/93. P. 304700-304700.

Report: Analytical Report, Project Number 4550,
prepared by Enesco-Wadsworth/ Al ert Laboratories,
5/12/93. P. 304701-304738.

Report: Renedial Design Plan, Linmestone Road,
Cunber | and, Maryl and, prepared by Conestoga- Rovers &
Associ ates, 5/12/93. P. 304739-304990.

Report: Health and Safety Plan, Interim Renedial
Action, Linmestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland,
prepared by Conestoga-RRovers & Associates, 5/12/93.
P. 304991- 305083.

Report: Operation and Mai ntenance Pl an Li nestone Road
Site, CQunberland, Maryland, prepared by Conestoga-
Rovers & Associates, 5/12/93. P. 305084-305101.

Report: Interim Renedi al Program Project

Speci fications, Linmestone Road Site, Cunberl and,
Maryl and, prepared by Conestoga-RRovers & Associ at es,
5/12/93. P. 305102-305231.

Report: Construction Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Li mestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by

Conest oga- Rovers & Associ ates, 5/12/93. P. 305232-305261.

Report: Evaluation of Total Versus D ssol ved
Constituent Concentrations, Supplenental Renedi al

I nvestigation/ Feasibility Study, Linmestone Road Site,
Cunber | and, Maryl and, prepared by Conestoga- Rovers &
Associ ates, 5/12/93. P. 305262-305382. A cover letter
i s attached.

Report: Trip Report for Enforcenment Sanpling at the
Li mestone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Dynamac Corporation, 5/17/93. P. 305383-305406. A
cover letter is attached.

Report: Evaluation of Total Versus D ssol ved
Constituent Concentrations, Supplenental Renedial

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Linmestone Road Site,
Cunber | and, Maryl and, prepared by Conestoga- Rovers &
Associ ates, 5/28/93. P. 305407-305466. A cover letter
i s attached.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U 'S. EPA re:
Need for collection of additional geophysical data,
6/1/93. P. 305467-305468.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Jack M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Notice that Fairchild Industries will not perform
addi ti onal geophysical data collection, 6/7/93.
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95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

P.  305469- 305469.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
Revi ew of the Total Versus D ssolved Metal s Residenti al
Vel Sanpling, 6/7/93. P. 305470-305471.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Jack M chels, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Additional residential well sanpling, 6/210/93.

P. 305472-305474. The sanpling results are attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Jack M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:

Revi si on of the cappi ng boundaries, 6/16/93.

P. 304575-305481. Surface fill sanpling results are
att ached.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
Revi ew conments on the Renedial Design Plan, the

Proj ect Specifications, the Construction Quality
Assurance Project Plan, the Qperation and Maintenance
Pl an, and the Health and Safety Plan, 6/16/93.

P. 305482-305528. The comments are attached.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates, fromM. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA re:
Revi ew comments on the operation and Mi ntenance Pl an,
6/17/93. P. 305529-305530. The conments are attached

Report: Trip Report for Enforcenment Sanpling at the

Li restone Road Site, Cunberland, Maryland, prepared by
Dynamac Corporation, 6/17/93. P. 305531-305558. A
cover letter is attached.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Philip M Andrews, Kramon & Graham re: Notice that
Cunber | and Cenent and Supply Conmpany will not perform
addi tional work, 6/17/93. P. 305559-305559.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Andrew P. Kisiel, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:

A field audit conducted on May 20, 1993 to verify that
sanpl i ng was being perforned according to the Wrk

Pl an, 6/17/93. P. 305560-305568. A nenorandum dat ed
June 14, 1993 regarding the field audit and a field
audit summary formare attached.

Menorandumto M. Gregg Crystall, U S EPA from M.
Marian Murphy, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Analytical
review of five water sanples, 6/22/93. P. 305569-305584.

Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA fromM.
Steven C. Day, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re: A

| aboratory audit conducted on May 27, 1993 to verify
that anal yses were being perforned according to the
Work Plan, 6/24/93. P. 305585-305664. A nmenorandum
dated June 23, 1993 regarding the laboratory audit, the
Audit Checklist, and Perfornmance Eval uation Results are
att ached.

Special Bulletin A to Regional Response Center, Region
11, US EPA fromM. George English, US EPA re:
Notification of a $50, 000 activation, 7/1/93.

P. 305665- 305667.



105. Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski and Ms. Cynthia
Nadol ski, U S. EPA and M. David Healy, Maryland
Departnent of the Environnent, fromM. Carol F.
Dunni gan, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates re: The April
1993 Analytical Data Quality Assessment and Validation
report, 7/7/93. P. 305668-305687. The report is attached.

106. Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Wayne H Sonntag, U.S. DA, re: The US. Geol ogical
Survey Wrk Plan for povision of technical support,

7/ 7/93 P. 305688-305735. The Wirk Plan and the scope
of Work for Borehol e Geophysi cal Loggi ng and
Interpretation are attached.

107. Menorandumto M. Andy Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Cynthia E. Caporale, U S EPA re: Oganic Data
Validation for Case 20107/ 7571HQ 7/14/93. P. 305736-
305745. The Organic Data Validation for Case
20107/ 7571HQ Appendix A, dossary of Data Qualifiers;
and Appendi x B, Data Summary Forns, are attached.

108. Report: Linestone Road, Superfund Enforcenent Account
No. 3TGBO3N663, REO 9306, prepared by U. S EPA
7/21/93. P. 305746-305752.

109. Letter to M. S. Andrew Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Jack M chels, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re:
Response to comrents on the Renedial Design Pl an,
7/21/93. P. 305753-305808. The response is attached.

110. Facsimle transmttal sheet to M. Andrew Sochanski,
U S. EPA fromJ. Kozel, Dynamac Corporation, re:
Summary tables for residential well sanpling, 7/28/93.
P. 305809-305812. The tables are attached.

111. Report: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent and
Val i dation, Limestone Road SRI/FS, G oundwater
I nvestigation Round |, Surface Water/ Sedi ment
I nvestigation Round |, Residential Wll Sanpling Round
I, prepared by Conestoga-RRovers & Associ ates, 7/28/93.
P. 305813-305880. A cover letter is attached.

112. Report: Analytical Data Quality Assessnent and
Val i dation, Linestone Road SRI/FS, G oundwater
I nvestigation Round |1, Surface Water/ Sedi ment
I nvestigation Round |1, Residential Wll Sanpling Round
I, prepared by Contestoga-Rovers & Associates, 7/28/93.
P. 305881- 305946.

113. Menorandumto M. Andy Sochanski, U S. EPA from M.
Cynthia E. Caporale, U S. EPA re: Inorganic Data
Val i dation for Case SAS 7865C- 03, 8/2/93. P. 305947-
305965. The followi ng are attached:

a) the Inorganic Data Validation for Case SAS
7865C- 03;

b) Table 1, Data Summary Form
c) Table 2, dossary of Data Qualifier Codes;

d) four Special Analytical Service Packing List/
chain of Custody fornms;

e) t hree EPA Sanpl e Shi ppi ng Logs.

114. Menorandumto M. Andy Sochanski, U S. EPA, from M.
Cynthia E. Caporale, U S. EPA re: Inorganic Data



115.

116

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

a)

b)

c)
d)

e)

f)

9)

e)

Report:

the Inorganic Data Validation for Case SAS 7908C 02;

Tabl e 1A, Summary of Qualifiers on Data
Summary After Data Validation;

Tabl e 1B, Codes Used in Comments Col um;
Table 2, dossary of Data Qualifier Codes;

Table 3, Summary of Sanple Locations and
Associ at ed EPA sanpl e Nunbers;

Appendi x A, Results Reported by Laboratory
From | norgani cs (Is);

two Special Analytical Service Packing List/
Chai n of Custody fornms;

two EPA Sanpl e Shi pping Logs.
Phase | Ecol ogi cal Assessment Suppl enent al

Remedi al I nvestigation, prepared by Conestoga-Rovers &
Associ ates, 9/94. P. 305982-306102.

Letter to M. Cerald Hoover, U S. EPA fromM. Jack
M chel s, Conest oga- Rovers & Associ ates, re:

Suppl enental information for the ecol ogi cal risk
assessnent for the site, 1/13/95. P. 306103-306111.

Letter to M. Gerald Hoover, U S. EPA fromM. Jack

M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associ ates, re:

Suppl enental informati on concerning the ecol ogi cal risk
assessnent, 1/16/95. P. 306112-306116.

Letter to M. Cerald Hoover, US. EPA fromM.

Chri stopher Bozzini, CGHRMH 1, re: Comments

concerni ng the suppl emental ecol ogical risk assessnent
information subnmitted by Conestoga- Rovers & Associ at es,

2/ 6/ 95.

P. 306117-306119.

Menor andum M. Ceral d Hoover, U.S. EPA from M.
Robert S. Davis, U 'S EPA re: Biological Technical
Assi stance Goup's (BTAG coments concerning the
suppl enental ecol ogi cal risk assessnent information
submitted by Conestoga- Rovers & Associ ates, 2/6/95.
P. 306120-306122.

Menorandumto M. Gerald Hoover, U S. EPA, fromM.
Robert S. Davis, US. EPA re: Comments concerning the
suppl enment al ecol ogi cal risk assessnent infornation

subm tt

ed by Conestoga-Rovers & Associ ates, 2/10/95.

P. 306123-306125.

Report:

Fi nal Renedi al |nvestigation Report, Volune |

Text and Appendi ces, prepared by Conestoga-Rovers &
Associ ates, 3/95. P. 306126-307152. A transmttal

letter

Report:

i s attached.

Fi nal suppl erental Feasibility Study,

prepared by Conestoga-RRovers & Associ ates, 4/95.
P. 307153- 307359.

U S. EPA Summary of Environnental Ri sk Assessnent,
Li mest one Road Superfund Site, 4/10/95. P. 307360-

307367.

A facsimle transmttal is attached.



124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

Menorandumto M. Gerald Hoover, U S. EPA, fromM.
Robert S. Davis, U S EPA re: Coments concerning the
ecol ogi cal risk assessment, 4/26/95. P. 307368-307369.

Letter to M. CGerald S. Lapsey, U S. EPA fromM. Jack
M chel s, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, re: Sunmary of
the results of the residential well rmnonitoring program
and proposed changes in the program 11/17/095.

P. 307370-307422. A letter providing EPA s conditional
approval to changes in the residential well nonitoring
programa summary of the statistical nethodol ogy used
by Conestoga- Rovers & Associates, and the anal yti cal
results and conparison statistics for the nmonitoring
program are attached.

Report: InterimRenedial Action Qperation and
Mai nt enance and Interi mNMonitoring Program prepared by
Conest oga- Rovers & Associates, 1/96. P. 307423-307587.

Letter to M. Jack Mchels, Conestoga-Rovers &

Associ ates, from M. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA re:

Condi tional approval of the final supplenental

feasibility study for the site, 2/14/96. P. 307588-307589.

Letter to Ms. Lesley Brunker, US. EPA fromM. Rick
Gills, Maryland Departnent of the Environnent (MDE),
re: Approval of the draft proposed plan for the site
and notification that the state has no coments

concerning this docurment, 2/29/96. P. 307590-307590.

Mermorandumto Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA from M.
Robert S. Davis, US. EPA re: BTAGs coments
concerning the draft proposed plan, 3/6/96. P. 307591-307592.

Menorandumto Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA from M.
Roy Snith, U S. EPA re: Comments concerning the
proposed plan, 3/11/96. P. 307593-307593.

Mermorandumto the site file, from M. Lesley Brunker,
re: Revised risk cal cul ations based on changes in the
reference dose for nmanganese, 3/20/96. p. 307594-307594.

Proposed Pl an, Linestone Road OJ2 Site, 4/96.
P. 307595-307611.

Letter to Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA fromDr. Jane
A. Fiscus, Allegheny County Health Departnent, re:
Notification of the Allegheny County Health
Departnent's support of EPA Alternative 3 for the

Li nestone Road Site, 4/26/96. P.

Letter to Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA fromM. Ronald
K. Snyder, Al egheny County Departnent of Public Wrks,
re: Recommendation that Allegheny County, rather than
the PRPs, provide a water supply to the Linestone Road
Site, 5/10/96. P.

Letter to Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA fromM. Jack

M chel s, Constega-Rovers & Associates, re: Transmttal

of coments regardi ng EPA's Proposed Plan for the

Li mestone Road QU2 Site on behal f of the PRPs, 5/13/96. P.

Letter to Ms. Lesley Brunker, U S. EPA fromM. Rick
Gills, Maryland Departnent of the Environnent (MDE),
re: Notification that MDE has no comments regardi ng
the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Linestone
Road O Site, 6/12/96. P.



COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS/ CONGRESS| ONAL CORRESPONDENCE/ | MAGERY

137. U. S. EPA Fact Sheet, Linestone Road Site, 4/93.
P. 500001-500004.

138. Mnutes of a public neeting held on April 24, 1996, in
the District 16 Fire Hall, 1210 North Branch Road,
Cunberl and, Maryland, to discuss the proposed plan for
the Limestone Road Site, 4/24/96. P.



