Record of Decision Summary
New Jersey Zinc/ Mobil Chemical Site
South Ditch Interim Sediments Action

DePue, Illinois

|. SiteLocation and Description

The New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemical site (CERCLIS ID Number: ILD 062 340 641) is
located in the village of DePue, Bureau County, Illinois. The historic manufacturing Ste condsts
of gpproximately 950 acres within the corporate limits of the Village of DePue (“the Village’)
and condtitutes roughly one-hdf of the village land mass. Ddinegtion of the extent of
contamination from the facility will be completed as the Remedid Investigations (“RIS’) proceed
and may include over four square miles (2560 acres) within and surrounding the Village. All the
privady- and municpaly-owned properties within the Village, over 100 acres of land owned
by the Illinois Department of Natura Resources (“Illinois DNR”), dl of DePue Lake (reported
by 1llinois DNR to be in excess of 685 surface acres) and additiond privately-owned properties
outside the corporate limits of the village will likdly be included in the ddinestion Sudiesto
establish the extent of contamination.

[I. SiteHistory and Enforcement Activities

The gte has been the location of primary zinc smdting, sulfuric acid manufacturing, paint pigment
production, ammonium phosphate fertilizer manufacturing, refining and recovery of secondary
metds from zinc ore (i.e., cadmium), secondary zinc smelting and zinc dust production. The Ste
was originaly developed in 1905 as a primary zinc smelter by the Minera Point Zinc Company
and was operated continuoudly in various capacities until 1989. Between 1905 and 1989,
portions of the Site were owned and operated by the New Jersey Zinc Company, the Mobil Ol
Corporation, Gulf & Western Industries, Horsehead Industries and the Zinc Corporation of
America. Through various corporate mergers and acquisitions, responsibility for the site has
fdlen to Viacom Internationa Incorporated, ExxonMobil Corporation and Horsehead
Industries. These three companies have formed an entity known as “ The DePue Group,” which
collectively represents the potentialy respongble parties (“PRPS’) for the Site.

Through enforcement of the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act, the lllinois Environmenta
Protection Agency (“Illinois EPA”) and the United States Environmenta Protection Agency
(“U.S. EPA") have had extendve involvement at the Ste. Many violations of both state and
federd environmenta regulations were investigated by both agencies. The violations and
resulting investigations are beyond the scope of this document and are not enumerated herein.

In 1987, the U.S. EPA evauated the Site under the guiddines of the Comprehensive
Environmenta Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (“CERCLA”
or “ Superfund”) and determined that the Ste did not quaify for placement on the Nationa
Priorities Ligt (“NPL"). However, the placement criteriawere modified by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (“SARA”). 1n 1992, the lllinois EPA
reevaluated the site for NPL placement under the new criteria. The Site was subsequently



proposed for inclusion on the NPL on April 1, 1997 and the listing was finalized on June 9,
1999.

In 1992, the New Jersey Zinc site was the subject of an Expanded Site Investigation conducted
by thelllinois EPA. The main areas of contamination discovered at the Ste were: awagte pile
containing in excess of one million tons of primary zinc smelter dag; severd wadte piles of paint
pigment production waste estimated to contain in excess of 200,000 tons of materid; the plant
property containing the historic processing aress; and various impacted off-site properties.
Based on the resullts of the investigation, an Interim Consent Order (ICO) between the State of
lllinois and the DePue Group was negotiated. This CO was entered in the Circuit Court for the
Thirteenth Judicid Circuit Bureau County, I1linois on November 6, 1995. The ICO requires
immedi ate response actions such as enhanced Site security, dust control and ar monitoring, and
control and treatment of certain groundwater and surface water releases. The ICO aso
requires severd Remedid Investigation and Feasibility Studies (“RI/FS’), design of dl remedies,
and the implementation of sdected remedies (i.e.. the phosphogypsum® waste pile [which
exceeds 160 acreq], closure of the smal vanadium pentoxide disposa area, and completion of
the selected remedy for the South Ditch unnaturd sediments) The ICO does not contain a
commitment for ultimete Ste-wide remedid action, but instead, envisons a subsequent order to
drivefind dtewide activities.

Specific to this Record of Decison (ROD), the ICO requires an RI/FS and a Remedia Design
and Remedid Action (“RD/RA”) of the dte area known as the South Ditch (* South Ditch
Operable Unit 1" or “OU 17).

An additiona substantive requirement of the ICO was for the DePue Group to take measures to
reduce or preclude discharges of metals-contaminated groundwater to surface waters of the
date. At thetime of entry of the ICO, the South Ditch received discharges of contaminated
groundwater and surface water from the Site. These discharges resulted in unnaturd sedimernt,
with high concentrations of heavy metals being deposited in the South Ditch.  After the entry of
the 1CO, the DePue Group congtructed an Interim Water Trestment Plant to collect and trest
the sources of the metds-contaminated sediment. Operation of the Interim Water Treatment
Pant will preclude future deposition of metas-contaminated sediment and has subgtantialy
reduced the potentia for discharges of contaminated groundwaeter to surface water.

This Interim Action ROD describes the action that will address the mobile sediments contained
in the South Ditch and is based on the RI/FS results and a DePue Group contractor proposal.
This action is not considered to be the find action in the area surrounding the South Ditch, but is
rather the sequedtration of potentialy mobile, contaminated materid in the lllinois River flood
plan.

1 Cacium sulfate produced from the manufacture of phosphoric acid fertilizer. Phosphogypsum
is generated from the reaction (acid converson) of cacium phosphate by sulfuric acid. The
resultant reaction products are calcium sulfate and phosphoric acid.



[11. Community Participation

The Draft RI/FS Report, the Proposed Plan for the New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemica Site
South Ditch Interim Sediments Action and other associated documents were made available to
the public in September 2002. The documents are located in the Administrative Record file and
information reposgitory at the lllinois EPA’s Bureau of Land divison filein Springfield, IL and &
the Selby Township Library, 101 Depot Street, DePue, IL. The notice of the availability of
these documents was published in the LaSalle News Tribune on September 6, the 13 and the
20, 2002, and the Bureau County Republican on September 1, 2002. An extension of the
public comment period was requested and the comment period was extended to December 20,
2002. A public hearing was aso held on October 9, 2002, to present the Proposed Planto a
broader community audience. At the hearing, representatives of the Illinois EPA answered
guestions about the remedid dternatives and the Preferred Option presented in the Proposed
Man. Thelllinois EPA’s responses to the comments received during this period areincluded in
the Responsveness Summary, which isa part of this ROD.

V. Scope and Role of Operable Unit or Response Action
Because of the complexity of the environmenta issues and wadte units & this Ste, the lllinois
EPA has organized the site into five (5) operable units (OUs):

- OU 1. South Ditch Contaminated Sediments.

- OU 2. The Phosphogypsum Stack (the large waste pile north of State Route 29).
- OU 3. The Plant Site.

- OU 4: Off-dte Soils.

- OU 5: DePue Lake Sediments and the Flood Plain.

The identification numbers associated with these operable units do not imply any particular
priority of action or scheduling. Closure of OU 2 wasiinitiated prior to entry of the ICO and
has progressed without interruption since then. OU 3 isthe subject of ongoing RI activity and
the release of the Phase | Plant Site RI report is expected in the fall of 2003. Planning for RI
activities on OU 5 is underway and the Work Plans for the RI of OU 4 are expected in the late
spring of 2004.

The subject of the interim remedia action described in thisROD is OU 1, which addresses
metds- contaminated sediments. The sediments have been identified as a principle threat waste
in the South Ditch because of their acute toxicity to aguatic fauna, the ease with which they
could be mobilized, and the inability to rdiably contain these sedimentsin their current location.
The sediments exceed the U.S. EPA’ s acceptable risk range for soil ingestion and dust
inhalation for both child trespassers and onSite constructions workers and therefore pose a
current and potentia risk to human health. The sediments aso present a subgtantia potential
ecological risk, based on the near 100 percent mortdity of surrogate test organisms within four
days of exposure to the sediments. This interim response action for the sediments addresses the
principle threats by removing the sediments from the South Ditch and placing themin an
environmentally secure unit on the plant Site. The remedy described in this ROD is consistent



with the probable remedies for other portions of the site, including OU 5 (discussed below), and
will not interfere with those remedies.

This ROD acknowledges that OU 1 is surrounded in its southern two thirds by OU 5 and the
northern one third by OU 3. This recognition is the primary reason that thisis an interim action.
Theinterim action described in this ROD will be protective of human hedth and the environment
asit rdaesto remova and management of highly mobile principa threat waste to a secure
location. The RI/FSsfor OU 3 and OU 5 will provide datato sdlected and design afind
remedy of OU 1. The remedies ultimately sdlected and implemented for OU 3 and OU 5 will
encompass the area of OU 1 and will additionally complete remedid efforts directed at OU1.

V. Site Characteristics

The South Ditch is fully within the annud flood plain of DePue Lake and flooding is controlled
by the water level of the lllinois River. The northern 120 to 150 feet of the ditch isincised into
fill conggting of placed soil and dag materid. The remainder of the ditch traverses marshy
lowlands adjacent to DePue Lake. In some aress, this “mud flat” is heavily vegetated with
wetland tree pecies and marsh plants. In many other aress, it is denude of vegetation. Historic
aerid photo andysis and observations of the ditch indicate the lower reaches of the ditch are a
classc delta and the South DOtchis a meandering stream within that ddta. The South Ditch
empties directly into DePue Lake via a culvert approximately 1600 feet below the origin of the
ditch.

Two elongated lagoons previoudy used for cooling water discharge from the plant Ste are
located adjacent to the west Sde of the South Ditch. These lagoons are gpproximately 550
long and are dug into an eevated fill area approximatdly 10 feet above the flood plain. The
lagoons are separated from the South Ditch by approximately 50 to 100 feet of lowland. An
area known as the “muni-dump” borders the eastern side of the extreme northern end of the
ditch. The name implies municipd involvement in the operation of this area of fill, however,
thereislittle to no information in support of that conclusion. There are some anecdotal
indications that local residents used the area for random dumping, but the predominance of
materid found thus far in the area gppears to be primary zinc smelter dag, spent refractory and
demoalition debris from the plant Ste.

The RI/FS for OU 1 was conducted between 1995 and 1997. The RI indicated that 7,900
cubic yards of unnatural sediment exist within the study ares, varying in depth from 2.6 to 6.8
feet and from 12 feet to greater than 45 feet in width. The boundaries of the Rl study area and
the location of the unnaturd sediment are shown on Attachment A of this ROD. In addition to
this quantity determination, chemica and screening risk assessment data was collected, an
assessment of water table interactions was conducted, and general observations were made on
the loca ecology. The data gathered in the RI dong with a comparison to the Ontario and
British Columbia Provincid Sediment Guiddinesis summarized in Teble 1.



Tablel
Summary of Metals Analysis of Sediments

Ontario &
South Ditch South Ditch Turner Lake British Frequency
Minimum Maximum (Background) | Columbia | that South
M etal Concentration | Concentration Average Provincial Ditch
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) Concentration | Guidelines | Sediments
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) Exceeded
Sediment
-EL SEL | Guid€dlines
*
Arsenic 7.8 82 81| 6 33| 13713 (LEL)
Beryllium ND 2.8 0.2 NA NA NA
Cadmium 324 910 52| 0.6 10 13/13
(LEL),
13/13 (SEL)
Chromium ND 78.2 404 26 110 NA
Cobalt 8.1 70.2 10| 50 NA | 913 (LEL)
Copper 144 97,700 412 16 110 13/13
(LEL),
13/13 (SEL)
Lead 125 3,440 487 31 250 13/13
(LEL),
12/13 (SEL)
M anganes 433 3,130 572 460 | 1,100 13/13
e (LEL),
13/13 (SEL)
Mercury ND 4.6 ND|[ 02| 2C[|1213(LEL)
/13
(SEL)
Nickel 116 69.4 374| 16 75 | 13713 (LEL)
Selenium ND 4.6 0.65 5 NA NA
Silver ND 144 ND| 0.t NA | 13/13 (LEL)
Vanadium 5 38 26.5| NA NA NA
Zinc 3,840 204,000 240( 120 820 13/13
(LEL),
13/13 (SEL)

ND - Not Detected NA - Not Applicable or Not Available LEL - Lowest Effect Level SEL - Severe Effect Level

* The comparison against the Provincial Sediment Guidelines was only done for samplesin the top six inches of the

sediment column.

Other more general findings of the Rl include:

The unnatura sediment contains eevated concentrations of metals, compared to
background samples collected a Turner Lake. The andytica results are summarized in
Table 1 a the end of this section.




Groundwater in portions of the South Ditch is upwdling, resulting in groundwater
discharges to the stream.

Theunnatural sediment is acutely toxic to specific test organiams.
Beaver inhabit the area of the South Ditch.

Sport and forage fish, great blue herons, egrets and various other waterfowl including
wood ducks, malard ducks and Canada geese inhabit DePue Lake, which receives
discharges from the South Ditch.

Vegetation in some of the areas of the South Ditch is sparse (i.e., stressed or non
exigent).

V1. Current and Potential Future Site and Resour ce Uses

The South Ditch is fully within the 100 year flood plain and most of the arealis within the annud
flood plain of DePue Lake, with water levels controlled by those in the lllinois River. This area
of the Ste can reasonably be expected to remain a wetland setting.  Any future land use will

likely be determined more by the physica geographic setting than by residua contamination.

Any resdud contamination remaining after this interim action will be assessed during the OU 5
component of the RI. If necessary, remedid dternatives will be proposed in subsequent
Feasbility Studies and will be selected through the Proposed Plan and ROD process.

VIl. Summary of Site Risks

A traditiona Basdline Risk Assessment (BRA) was not conducted as part of the South Ditch RI
process. The BRA was deferred to the OU 5 RI. Thisdeferrd will insure that any fina remedy
selected for the South Ditch OU 1 is congstent with the more global 1ake arearemedy(s). A
Quaditative Human Hedlth Risk Assessment (Screening Risk Assessment or SRA) and a
Screening Ecologicd Risk Assessment were conducted as part of the South Ditch RI. The
SRA provides a conservative estimate of what risk the site posesif no action were taken. It
provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that
need to be addressed by the remedid action. This section of the ROD summarizes the results
of the screening risk assessment for thisste.

Asthe South Ditch OU1 is fully within the 100-year flood plain, future resdentia land use was
not considered a reasonable possibility. Therefore, the residentiad land use scenario was not
consdered in the SRA. Indusgtrid land use was aso not considered a reasonable possibility.
Two dternatives that were considered reasonably likely to occur (prior to sdection of find
remedies for the entire area) were the child trespasser scenario and the construction worker
scenario.

The child trespasser scenario was devel oped to evauate the risk associated with exposure from
inhdation and ingestion of South Ditch sediments by a child who issix to 12 years old and uses
the areafour hours per day, 50 days per year. More specific information and detail on the



assumptions made for this SRA are contained in the South Ditch Focused Remedid
Investigation Report.

The congtruction worker scenario made no adjustments from the assumptions utilized by the
Illinois EPA in developing the Tiered Approach to Cleanup Objectives (TACO). The TACO
document and the process of evaluating the child trespasser scenario are consstent with U.S.
EPA Risk Assessment Guidance. Based on the results of the RI, the SRA determined that the
contaminants of concern for the child trespasser scenario were arsenic, copper and lead. The
contaminants of concern for the congtruction worker scenario were arsenic, cadmium, copper,
lead and zinc.

U.S. EPA Risk Assessment guidance considers two types of risk: cancer risk and non-cancer
risk. The likelihood of any kind of cancer resulting from a Superfund siteis generaly expressed
asaprobability. For example, a1 in 1,000,000 increased chance” (expressed as 1 x 10°). In
other words, for every 1,000,000 people that are exposed to the site contaminants, one
additional cancer case may occur. This cancer case would be in addition to the number of
cancer cases normally expected in apopulation of 1,000,000.

The U.S. EPA considers risks between 1 x 10° and 1x10™ (between 1 in amillion and 1inten
thousand) to be within the acceptable risk range. The lllinois EPA considers arisk of 1x10° a
god and evauates risks greater than 1x10°on a Site-by-site basis. In the child trespasser
scenario a the South Ditch, only arsenic exceeds the cancer risk level of 1x10°, presenting a
potentia risk of 1.49x10°.

For non-cancer hedth effects, the U.S. EPA caculaiesa®hazard index” (HI). Thisindex isa
comparison of the concentration present at the Site and the concentration below which non
cancer hedlth effects are no longer expected. For example, the highest arsenic concentration at
the ste is 82 parts per million. The concentration for arsenic below which no hedth effect
would be expected for a construction worker is 61 parts per million. The hazard index is
cdculated by dividing 82 by 61, which equas 1.34. Using this comparison, any contaminant at
the site with a hazard index greeter than one is of some concern.

For non-cancer risk in the child trespasser scenario, copper exceeded the hazard index of 1.
For non-cancer risk calculationsin the construction worker scenario, arsenic, cadmium, copper
and zinc exceeded the hazard index of 1. The hazard index data for both the child trespasser
and congtruction worker scenarios are summarized in Table 2 below.



Table2
Hazard Index Summary

Maximum South Concentration
Ditch Concentration Where HI=1
mg/kg Ingestion Pathway Derived
mg/kg Hazard Index
Compound
Construction Worker Scenario
Arsenic 82 61 1.34
Cadmium 910 200 455
Copper 97,700 8,200 11.9
Zinc 204,000 61,000 334
Child Trespasser Scenario
Copper 97,700 47,000 2.1

Lead concentrations exceeded the 400 mg/kg Soil Remediation Objectivesfor adl land use
scenariosin lllinois EPA’s Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives (TACO) (35 1AC
Part 724) by afactor of 8.6. (3,440 mg/kg). While TACO isonly a To Be Considered
regulation and not an Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR) for this Site
the value for lead used in TACO paralelsthe U.SEPA Soil Screening Leve of 400 mg/kg tota
lead.

A screening ecological risk assessment was performed as part of the Focused South Ditch RI
Report. The assessment used a quditative gpproach through a combination of direct testing and
review of avallable literature. The Focused South Ditch Rl summarizes available information on
the effects of metals on ecologica receptors such as mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians,
fish, invertebrates and plants. It aso reports the results of direct benthic organism surrogate
testing. The South Ditch sediment metals concentrations were aso compared to the Ontario
and British Columbia Provincid Guiddines for aguatic sediment qudity (Ontario Sediment
Guiddines). These guiddines are widdly accepted for ecologicd evauations.

According to the RI, beaver frequent the South Ditch area and a number of sport and forage
fish, piscivorous (fish esting) birds and waterfowl inhabit DePue Lake, which receives the South
Ditch discharge. Thelakeis dso asgnificant recregtiond resource for the village of DePue.
Indications of raccoon, muskrat and deer have been observed in the area of the South Ditch.
This evidence included raccoon tracks and open mussel shells (likely from raccoon feeding),



deer tracksin the mud flats adjacent to the South Ditch and visud sightings of muskreat in a pond
adjacent to the South Ditch. Great blue heron, greet egrets, bad eagles and white pelicans have
aso been seen feeding in DePue Lake near the entry point of the South Ditch. An unidentified
species of gar has been observed near the northern-most extent of the South Ditch.

In addition to the comparison of South Ditch sediments againg published sediment quality
guiddines, direct testing of the survivability of surrogate benthic organisms was conducted.
Midge larvae (Chironomus tentans) and scud (Hyalella azteca) were selected asthe
surrogetes, because they live in the benthic environment (the top few inches of lake sediment).
Midge larvae and scud, or very similar species, would be expected to occur in DePue Lake
sediments and they are readily available for testing.

The results of the benthic organism surrogate testing indicated a 100 percent mortdity rate
within four days of scud being exposed to South Ditch sediments from al eight sample locations.
One hundred percent mortality within four days was dso reported for midge exposed to
samples from seven of the eight locations. The eighth location showed an 85 percent mortdity
rate after four days for midge. These results indicate acute toxicity of South Ditch sediment to
the surrogate test organisms and a distinct possibility thet the sediment represents a significant
threat to benthic organisms likely to inhabit the area of the South Ditch. Numerous fish pecies,
greet blue herons, egrets and certain other waterfowl rely on these benthic organisms as food
sources. |n addition, some waterfowl, (e.g., mdlard ducks) are dabblers, and could ingest the
contaminated sediments.

Based on therisks identified in the quditative human hedth risk assessment and the screening
ecologica risk assessment, the interim response action sdected in thisROD is necessary to
protect public hedth or wefare or the environment from actud or threatened rel eases of
hazardous substances into the environment.

VIIl. Remedial Action Objectives

Remedia action objectives provide the foundation upon which remediation aterndtives are
developed. Remedid action objectives should reflect the U.S. EPA’s remedy selection
expectations, as presented in CERCLA and the Nationd Contingency Plan (“NCP’).
CERCLA edtablishes a preference for remedid actions that permanently and significantly reduce
the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants [42U.S.C.
89621(b)]. Furthermore, CERCLA dates that the U.S. EPA shdl select aremedid action that
is protective of human hedth and the environment, that is cos effective and that utilizes
permanent solutions and aternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable [42 U.S.C. §89621(b)]. The NCP provides that where
practicable, the U.S. EPA expects to treat principle threats, employ engineering controls (e.g.
containment) for low-leve threats or where treatment is impracticable, use ingtitutional controls
to supplement engineering controls, consder using innovative technology and restore usable
groundwater to beneficial uses wherever practicable [40 C.F.R. 8300.430(8)(1)(iii))] The
remedia action objectives should reflect the reasonably anticipated or intended future use of the
land. As the physical geographic setting of the south ditch prohibits resdential development of



the Ste, and consdering the physical nature and setting of the Site, remediation to protect future
gte congtruction workers and child trespassers, dong with mitigation of ecologica exposure to
the south ditch sediments are appropriate.

The following Remedid Action Objectives were established in the draft Focused FS for the
South Ditch OU 1 Interim Action:

Mitigate the potentia for flood water and water discharges to the South Ditchto
mohilize the unnatura sediment;

Mitigate the potential acute exposure risk [SIC] to sensitive ecological and human
receptors via contact with the unnatura sediment;

Mitigate the potentia for the on-site trespasser; and

Be compatible with future ste-wide remedies.

The proposed action does not contain specific chemica targets, but rather proposes to remove
the unnaturd sediment identified during the focused South Ditch RI and shown on Attachment A
to thisROD. While the unnatural sediment is visually discernable from native materid avisud
standard is not believed appropriate due to the physica and color changes expected as aresult
of disturbance during the dredging action. It is understood that additiona quantities of amilar,
less mohile, unnaturd sediment likely exist immediately adjacent to the OU 1 (the south ditch)
boundaries. The areas outside the boundaries of OU 1 will be addressed in the RI/FS and
remedy selection process for OU 5 (DePue Lake).

I X. Description of Alternatives

The draft Feasibility Study (“FS’) and subsequent documents presented four primary remedia
action dternatives with three sub-aternatives for detailed review. The four primary dternatives
evauated included: 1) No Action (Naturad Recovery) with Monitoring; 2) Enhanced Natura
Recovery; 3) an Above Grade Cap; and 4) Removal of the Unnatural Sediment with three sub-
dterndives. Alternative #4 included Remova with Direct Reuse of the sediment, Remova of
the Sediment with On-Site Consolidation, and Remova of the Sediment with Off- Site Disposd.
The FS dso evaluated a sub-agueous capping scenario with three sub-dternatives related to
water management after cap placement.

The four primary remedid action dternatives and three sub- dternatives carried through full
evaudion were:

Alternative 1: No Action (Natural Recovery) with Monitoring
Alternative 2: Enhanced Natural Recovery with Influent Surface Water Diversion
Alternative 3: Above-Grade Cap

Alternative 4. Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Sub-Alter natives
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Alternative 4A: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Direct Use
Alternative 4B: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with On-Site Consolidation

Alternative 4C: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Off-Site Disposal

Common Elements: All the remedia dternatives incude common dements of short- and long-
term monitoring. The short-term monitoring would include hedlth and safety monitoring to
ensure that ste workers are not exposed to undue or unexpected risk and quality control
monitoring to confirm the attainment of relevant performance criteria. Long-term monitoring
would verify that the remedy performs as expected over time and would alow timely
maintenance of physica components of the dternatives. All long-term monitoring referenced in
this document assumes a 30-year monitoring period, as did the draft South Ditch focused FS.
The DePue Group included amonitoring provison in the “No Action” aterndtive, dthough
monitoring is generdly not consdered in this dternative. The lllinois EPA and the U.S. EPA do
not oppose the monitoring provision.

All dternatives except Alternative 1, No Action (Naturd Recovery), include the common
elements of inditutiona controls and certain surface-water control measures. Theindtitutiond
controls would include warning signs and limited fencing. Additiond ingtitutiona controls, such
as deed redtrictions, are not necessary on a short-term basis, but may be appropriate in the long
term. Sdlection and implementation of long-term indtitutiona controlsis deferred, pending
sdection of find remediesfor the entire Ste. Long-term inditutional controls must be
compatible with Ste-wide remedies. Alternatives 4B and 4C included stabilization of unnatura
sediments.

Alternative 1. No Action (Natural Recovery)

Thisis the basgline condition required by the NCP for comparison purposes, and it assumes
that no direct remediad measures would be implemented at the site. This dternative relies solely
on unaided natura recovery (natural siltation) of the study area, but as developed by the DePue
Group and discussed above, does include both short- and long-term monitoring of the study
area.

Estimated Capitol Cost: $0

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $21,665
Estimated Present Net Worth: $429,000
Edtimated Months to Construct: O

Edtimated Time for Natural Recover: 30 years

The cogt in thisand al following Alternatives are taken from the 1997 draft Focused FS and no
attempt to adjust for inflation has been made.
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Alternative 2: Enhanced Natural Recovery with Influent Surface Water Diversion

This dternative would involve congtruction of a series of check dams across the study area, with
surface-water control festures to retain the unnatural sediment within the study areaand increase
the naturd deposition of St over the sudy area. Additiondly, Alternative 2 would include the
common eements of monitoring and ingtitutiona controls.

Estimated Capitol Cost: $608,000

Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $28,662

Estimated Present Net Worth: $1,176,000
Egtimated Months to Congtruct: < 6 months
Edtimated Time for Natura Recover: 5to 15 years

Alternative 3: Above-Grade Cap

This dternative would redirect surface water flows to a new drainage way to replace the South
Ditch in-gtu (in-place) abilization of the unnatura sediment. A solid waste landfill style above-
grade cap would be congtructed over the stabilized unnatural sediment along the current path of
the South Ditch. Additiondly, Alternative 3 would include the common eements of monitoring
and indtitutiona controls,

Estimated Capitol Cost: $946,000
Estimated Annua O& M Cost: $22,330
Estimated Present Net Worth: $1,387,000
Estimated Months to Congtruct: < 6 months

Alternative 4: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Sub-Alter natives

Each sub-dternative under the Remova of Unnaturd Sediment has the common eements of
short-term surface water diversion, short-term spring water diverson, remova of the unnatura
sediment (viamechanica and / or hydraulic dredging) and dewatering of the removed sediment.
The primary differences between sub-aternatives 4A, 4B and 4C are the dispositions of the
unnatural sediment following remova and dewatering.

Each sub-dteraive in Alternative 4 would comply with the requirements of Section 404 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known asthe “Clean Water Act” or CWA) viaU.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit 38 (Cleanup of Hazardous and Toxic Waste), 35
[llinois Adminigtrative Code 304, and Section 401 of the CWA.. Through the testing
procedures outlined in Section 401 of the CWA, specific sediment and water management
techniques and materias will be sdected to comply with Best Management Practices, thus
minimizing any potentiad non-compliance with Section 401.

The exiging and operating Interim Water Treatment Plant (IWTP) will be utilized to the
maximum extent practica (to the limit of available capacity) to further reduce any non
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compliance potential. Current IWTP discharges are consstent with al applicable sate and
federd regulations.

Alternative 4A: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Direct Use

Following failure to show progress on resolution of differences on the South Ditch Focused FS,
this dternative became unavailable because of awithdrawa of interest by the potential user (a
loca high zinc and copper micro-nutrient fertilizer manufacturer).

Alternative 4B: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with On-Site Consolidation

This dternative involves the common & ements discussed above with congtruction of a
Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) to contain the physicaly- and chemicdly-
gabilized unnatural sediment. This CAMU would be constructed congstent with 35 1llinois
Adminigrative Code 724. The unnatural sediment would be held in the on-site CAMU,
pending selection of fina remedies for the plant Ste. The CAMU would be congtructed over an
area of contaminated soil and ground water, utilizing a recompacted clay layer, a high-dengty
polyethylene (HDPE) or Smilar liner and an aggregate drainage layer as aliner under the
gtabilized sediment. The ICU would be covered with a recompacted clay layer over the
stabilized sediment, with the clay cover layer desgned to shed water away from the interior of
the CAMU. Thisclay cover layer would be monitored to insure maintenance of protectiveness.
Any water collected in the aggregate drainage layer would be periodicdly transferred to the
exigting Interim Water Treatment Plant for treatment.

Estimated Capitol Cost: $1,677,000
Estimated Annua O& M Cost: $11,000
Estimated Present Net Worth: $1,895,000
Estimated Months to Construct: <6 months

Alternative 4C: Removal of Unnatural Sediment with Off-Site Disposal

This dterndive utilizes the common eements discussed above axd would ship the stabilized
unnatura sediment off-site for disposal a a permitted, compliant, non-hazardous waste landfill.
Estimated Capitol Cost: $2,404,000
Egtimated Annud O&M Cogt: $0
Estimated Present Net Worth: $2,402,000
Edtimated Months to Congtruct: < 6 months
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X. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

Nine criteriaare used to evaluate remediation dternatives, individualy and againgt each other, to
sdect aremedy. The nine evauation criteriaare: (1) overdl protection of human hedth and the
environment; (2) compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARYS); (3) long-term effectiveness and permanence; (4) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume of contaminants through treatment; (5) short-term effectiveness; (6) implementability;
(7) cost; (8) state/support agency acceptance; and (9) community acceptance [40 C.F.R.
8300.430(e)(9)(iii)]. This section of the ROD profiles the rdative performance of each
dternative againg the nine criteria and compares the dternative to the other options under
congderation. The nine evauation criteria are discussed below. A “Detailed Andysis of
Alternatives' is contained in the draft FS.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment determines whether an
dternative diminates, reduces, or controls threats to public health and the environment through
ingtitutional controls, engineering controls, or treatment. Alternatives #1 and #2 are not
protective of human hedth and the environment; Alternative #2 was not considered further asa
result. Alternative #1 was carried forward only in congderation of guidance and policy to
document the baseline condition and the impacts of no action. Alternative #3 effectively
eliminates the short-term human hedlth risks posed by the South Ditch Sediment and
subgtantialy reduces the environmenta risk. Alternative #3 does not fully mitigete the flood
migration of the sediments and istherefore is not protective. Alternaive #3 is not carried any
further through this andlysis. Alternative #4 (with it's sub-aternatives) is protective of human
hedth and the environment and fully satisfies the remedid action objectives.

2. Compliance with ARARS evauates whether the dternative meets federd and Sate
environmenta statutes, regulations and other requirements that pertain to the site or whether a
walver isjudtified. Alternative #3 does not meet state and federd ARARS rdlating to
condruction of waste disposd unitsin the flood plain and dlowing monitoring of the
effectiveness of the containment, nor does this dterndtive judtify invocation of an ARAR waiver,
therefore it is not carried forward through further detailed analysis. Alternative #4-A does not
currently comply with ARARs and the interest by the potentid (aformer locd fertilizer
manufacturer) user was withdrawn prior to presentation of the Proposed Plan. Alternative #4-
A istherefore not carried forward in further andysisin this ROD.

Alternatives #4-B and #4-C can comply with ARARS or, through the required treatability
studies, may produce data that could substantiate for use as part of a Technica Impracticability
walver, pursuant to section 121(d)4(C) of CERCLA if such were to become available, or
vaidate the use of other optiond avenues of adminidrative relief.

Alternative #4-B with adminigrative relief from ARARSs is considered a contingent remedy to

Alternative #4-B with full ARAR compliance. The potentia need for ARAR rdlief, the
adminigrative encumbrances currently being encountered by the Illinois EPA in ng
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ARAR waiver authority, and various aternative mechanisms to access ARAR rdief were topics
discussed in the public presentation of the Proposed Plan, and are a reasonable outgrowth of
the overadl remedy sdected in this ROD, an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) will be
completed if Alternative #4-B with adminigrative rdief from ARARsisimplemented. No
further public comment, hearings, etc will be necessary.

A lig of the ARARs identified for the selected remedy islocated in Section X111 of this
document. And dternatives #1, #2 and #3 are dropped from further discusson due to their
failure to meet the threshold criteria of Protectiveness and ARAR compliance.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Per manence considers the ability of an dternaive to
maintain protection of human heglth and the environment over time. At this Ste the concerns of
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence relate to the aggressive, highly erosive setting
presented by changing weter levels, wave action, flooding and other forces within the dynamic
area of the annud flood plain of DePue Lake and the Illinois River.

Alternatives #4-B and #4-C remove the highly mobile unnatural South Ditch sediment from the
environment and fully meset the criteria of Long-term Effectiveness. The on-Steinterim
containment cell in Alternative 4-B is not proposed to be a permanent stand-aone unit, but for
the purposes of this Interim Action meets the criteriaof Permanence. Alternative #4-C, which
utilizes off-gite disposal, meets the criterion of Permanence.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminantsthrough Treatment
evauates an aternative s use of trestment to reduce the harmful effects of principa
contaminants, their ability to move in the environment and the amount of contamination present.

Alternatives #4-B and #4-C both offer subgtantid reduction in Mobility and Volume through
remova of the unnatura sediment from the South Ditch with dewatering, and with the use of
appropriate admixtures to dry and stabilize the unnatural sediment, can reduce Toxicity.

5. Short-term Effectiveness congders the length of time needed to implement an dternative
and the risk the dlternative poses to workers, residents and the environment during
implementation. All of the aternatives carried forward through the threshold criteria of Overdl
Protection of Human Hedlth and the Environment and Compliance with ARARS meet the
criteriaof Short-term Effectiveness equaly well, except Alternative #1 which is carried forward
asamatter of comparison. Alternatives #4-B, and #4-C can each be completed in lessthan 6
months of actud congruction time.

6. Implementability consders the technicd and adminigrative feasbility of implementing the
dternative such as relive availability of goods and services. Alternatives#4-B and #4-C are
readily implementable, and can be congtructed using standard construction techniques and
materials. However, congtruction of each is wegther dependent and must be undertaken during
the summer construction season. Alternative #4-B would require construction of support
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gructuresin thefdl of the year preceding the actua remova of sediments from the South Ditch
to utilize the full summer season for dredging activity.

Some question exist regarding the ability of Alternatives #4-B and #4-C to comply with ARARS
and this may affect the implementability of either of these dternatives. The ARAR compliance
and implementability issue cannot be assessed until a series of treatability studies are completed.
These treatability studies are expected to be completed with in 90 days following execution of
this ROD.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance cos, as well as present
worth cost. Present worth cost isthe total cost of an dternative over time. The costs presented
here and in the tables were extracted from the 1997 draft Focused Feasibility Study. No
attempt has been made to adjust the cogts for inflation or the impacts of changes in regulations.
Cost estimates are expected to be accurate within arange of +50 to -30 percent.

Summary Table of Alternative Cost and Time to Complete

, Alternative | Alternative | Alternaive

Alternative # 41 B #C
Estimated Capitol Cost: $O| $1,677,000| $2,404,000
Egtimated Annua O&M Cost: $21,665 $11,000 $0
Estimated Present Net Worth: $429,000 | $1,895,000| $2,402,000
Egtimated Time to Congtruct: Oyears| <6months| <6 months
Edimated Time to fully implement 30years| <6months| <6 months
remedy

A summary of capitol and operation and maintenance cost for each dternative is presented in
the Summary Table of Alternative Cost and Timeto Complete located at the end of this
section of the ROD.

8. State/Support Agency Acceptance consders whether the U.S.EPA agrees with the State
analyses and the recommendations of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan. The U.S. EPA has
reviewed this ROD and supports the Preferred Remedia Alternative.

9. Community Acceptance consders whether the locd community agrees with the state’ s
analyses and preferred dternative. Comments received on the Proposed Plan are an important
indicator of community acceptance. The Proposed Plan, presented in aforma public hearing,
indicated that Alternative #4B was the option preferred by the lllinois EPA and the U.S. EPA.

The Board of Trustees of the Village of DePue and the Bureau County Board submitted
comments in the form of Board Resolutions. These two resol utions supported Alternative #4C
and expressed opposition to Alternative #4B. Neither of the resolutions indicated why the
Boards supported Alternative #4C and opposed the Illinois EPA’s preferred dternative
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(Alternative #4B). Response to the Board Resolutions is contained in Response to Comment
#1 in the Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD.

A number of comments indicated concerns about the potential for contaminant releases during
implementation of the remedy. Thelllinois EPA can generdly summarize the concerns as issues
covered during work plan development and remedy implementation oversght. These
comments are also addressed in the Responsiveness Summary.

One member of the DePue group (ViaCom) submitted a series of comments about ARAR
waivers, the lllinois EPA’ s ingbility to issue those waivers and the presumed degree of difficulty
in implementing the project without those waivers. All of these comments are addressed in the
attached Responsiveness Summary.

The Illinois Dept. of Natural Resources expressed their support for the proposed interim action.
The remaining comments were related to remedy implementation and while they have some
impact on design and condtruction, they do not impact remedy selection.

Xl. Principle Threat Waste

The unnatura sediments meet the definition of a Principle threat waste because the are highly
toxic and easlly mobilized and will be removed from the South Ditch OU 1 as part of the interim
remedia action sdlected in thisROD. Those Principle Threat wastes will be dewatered,
chemicdly and physicaly stabilized and transferred to an environmentaly secure containment
cell, pending incorporation into afina remedy for one or more waste units exigting on Ste and
containing dgnificantly larger volumes of chemicadly smilar maerid.

Xl11. Selected Remedy

Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy:

The sdected Interim Action remedy for the New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemical ste, South Ditch
Operable Unit 1, is Alternative # 4B Removal of Unnatural Sediment with On-Site
Consolidation, as generdly discussed in Section IX. This is the Preferred Alternative
presented in the Proposed Plan. The sdection of this interim action is based on full
condderation of the public comments received on the Proposed Plan.

The sdected dternative provides the best baance of trade-offs (with respect to the baancing
and modifying criteria) for the following ressons.

The sdlected dterndtive is protective and can be conducted in such a way as to comply with
ARARs.

Long Term Effectiveness, while a consderation, is not a mandatory component in selection of

an Interim Action Remedy. However, Long Term Effectivenessis plausible with this dterndtive,
because the principle threat will have been removed from the dynamic Lake DePue environment
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and contained in atemporary, but secure on-Ste containment unit. Ultimately, the unnatura
sediment will be managed in concert with much larger quantities of chemicaly smilar materidsin
afind remedy for one or more of the on-site operable units. Long Term Effectiveness must be
consdered in the selection of any potentid find remedy.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mohility, or Volume Through Treatment will be accomplished by
removing the unnatura sediment from the current highly mohbile setting and dewatering the
removed sediment. The dewatered sediment would then be physicaly sabilized and receive
some additiona chemicd fixation, through the addition of the same sabilizing agents; Chemica
fixation is not a requirement of this ROD but only an ancillary benefit of mos physca
dabilization agents. Full chemica gtahilization will be a consgderation for the find remedy of the
unnaturd sediments and other on-ste waste. The volume of unnatura sediments my not be
reduced substantidly, however, this cannot be fully assessed until completion of treatability
Sudies.

Reductions in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Trestiment are not a driving congderation
during the sdection process of an Interim Action. This issue can be deferred until sdection of
the find remedy, and to some extent, this will be done in thiscase. By maintaining the materia
in a discrete storage unit with much larger quantities of chemicaly smilar materid, the unnatural
sediment remains a candidate for technologies such as metds recovery. This dternaive and
other resource-recovery dternatives may prove vigble during the remedy sdlection process for
other units such asthe primary zinc smdlter dag pile.

Short Term Effectiveness is provided by the remova of the materid from the flood plain setting
and trandferring it to a secure unit. The dredging action will remove the materiad from the flood
plain and the Lake DePue system, preventing any future ecological exposure. Placement of the
unnaturd sediment in a secure unit will Ao redtrict access to that materid and isolate it from the
child trespasser.  During the actud interim remedia action, the potentid for exposure of
congtruction workers to the unnatural sediment will increase; however, thet exposure can be
managed by rigorous attention to the required hedth and safety plan and by following good
construction practices.

Implementability of the Sdected Alternative can be achieved. Until the treatability sudies
discussed below have been completed, the degree of difficulty associated with implementability
cannot be fully assessed. The PRPs chalenge the implementability of the dternative without
ARAR waivers. Thischalengeis premature and primarily related to their second chalenge of
cost effectiveness addressed below. The lllinois EPA remains convinced that Alternative #4B
can beimplemented. The only question is the degree of trestment necessary for decant water
prior to return to the South Ditch work area. The degree of treatment drives the cost of
trestment and impacts the duration of field activity associated with the dredging and dewatering
efforts. The lllinois EPA will use its best efforts to acquire ARAR waiver authority and to
exercise that authority if warranted to insure implementability and expedite the project. If, due
to issues of technica impracticability as verified by treatability sudies, the implementability of the
selected remedy is jeopardized, the Illinois EPA further commits to reopen this ROD for
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selection of another of the dternatives, proposa of anew remedy entirely, or any other action
which will facilitate remediation of the South Ditch unnaturd sediments. If this ROD is reopened
in this fashion an Explanation of Significant Difference, ROD amendmert, or other appropriate
adminigrative document will be completed and the community participation requirements of the
NCP will be met.

Asan dterndive to obtaining awaiver of the ARARS, the PRPs can gpply to the lllinois
Pollution Control Board (PCP) for an adjusted standard for those concentration limitsit can
judtify to the PCB warrant such relief. The Illinois EPA does not presently support nor object
to such rdlief, as the PRPs have not made such a proposa and supplied supporting information
for such relief. The PRPswould need to provide such judtification as required under al
applicable PCB regulations, as well asjudtification provided by treatability studies and other
research in order to support such arequest.

Cost of the Sdlected Alternative is reasonable, consdering the substantia risk reduction that will
be achieved s0 long as water treetment requirements remain with in the limits of technica
practicdity.

U.S. EPA Acceptance of the Sdlected Alternative has been acquired.

Community Acceptance of Alternative #4B was the subject of many comments. The Illinois
EPA proposed Alternative #4B as the suggested dternative to the remedy. Severd
commenters suggested Alternative #4C as their preference, however, there was no specific
rationae for their support of the off-gte disposa aternative (#4C) over the on-Ste consolidation
proposa (#4B). As discussed in the attached Responsveness Summary, the addition of the
South Ditch unnaturd sediments to the existing on-Site waste is expected to produce no more
than a 0.4 to 1.0 percent increase in materia remaining on-site after dl remedies are completed.
A second group of comments discussed ARAR waiver issues, these are addressed to a limited
extent earlier in this section in the discusson of Implementability and further in the
respongveness summary atached. The remaining public comments were primarily focused on
issues of implementation and are generdly vaid congderations for design of the remedy and
Illinois EPA’s oversight d the project. A full summary of public comments and the Illinois
EPA’ s responses are contained in the Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD.

Description of the Selected Remedy:

Based on the rationde presented above, Alternative #4B is the Sdlected Remedy for the South
Ditch Unnaturd Sediments Operable Unit 1 Interim Action at the New Jersey Zinc/Mobil
Chemicd dte. Alternative #4B consgts of the following mgor remedy components:

1) Treatability Studies

Prior to the design of the Unnatural Sediments Interim Action, a series of treatability studies
will be necessary to determine the following:
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Appropriate admixtures and dosage rates to achieve adequate contaminant removal
from discharge water streams.

Retention (settling) time required in decant basins.

Asessment of physicd trestment enhancements likely to assst in to meeting
discharge criteria (i.e. high volume sand filtration).

Rilot evaluations of mechanicd techniques for high solids sediment removal.
Physicd stabilization and chemicd fixation agents, mixing rates and curing times
required prior to placement of sediment in the Interim Containment Cell.

Silt fence materia sdection, placement and maintenance frequency.

Cogt andysis of the various dterndtives that produce favorable results.

The implementation of the Tresatability Studies will be consstent with work plans, quality
assurance/quality control documentation and schedules to be reviewed and approved by the
lllinois EPA.

2) Design of Interim Unnatural Sediments Action

It is likely that the design of this Interim Action will proceed in two digtinct design phases.
Phase 1 will cover design of the settling basins (decant ponds) and the interim containment
cdl. Phase 2 will detall the mechanics of the hydrauic dredging of unnatural sediments,
meaterid handling, placement of the stabilized unnatural sediment into the interim containment
cdl and the capping of the interim containment cell. This bifurcated design is required so that
congtruction of the settling basins and the interim containment cdll can be completed in the fall
and early winter of 2003 and dredging of the sediment can begin as soon as weether dlows
in the early summer of 2004. By congtructing the support structures in the fal of 2003, the
project will be less impacted by an inordinately wet spring in 2004, if such were to occur.
Certain components of the interim action design documents discussed below may be
accomplished in the form of Work Plans, if so chosen by the implementing bodies.  This
option will facilitate more rapid remedy implementation, if the responsible parties propose a
“design and build” contractor, as opposed to separate design and congtruction firms.

Phase 1 - Design of the settling basins (decant ponds) will incorporate the results of the
trestability studies to insure the size of the ponds will be adequate to alow the required
retention time and achieve appropriate solids remova. The desgn must dso make
provisons for the incorporation of gppropriate admixtures required to achieve adequate
remova of dissolved and dow settling contaminants from the decant water return flow. Itis
presumed that physicad and chemica sabilization agents will be mechanically added to the
unnatural sediment prior to remova of that meteria from the settling lagoons. The design of
the basns must alow for incorporation of those admixtures without degrading the
containment component of the basins. In addition, the minimum design standards stipulated
in the ARARS must be met by the basin designs.

The results of the gabilization admixture sdection component of the trestability studies will

dlow the bulk volume of unnatural sediment to be estimated after it has been dewatered and
the stabilization and fixation materids have been added. This bulk volume will be applied to
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the design of the interim containment cell to insure adequate, but not excessve, cdl szeis
prepared. Additiondly, the design of the interim containment cell will comply with the
recently promulgated Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) regulations as they
relate to minimum design standards in addition to dl other indicated ARARS.

The interim containment cell will be congructed over contaminated soil in an area of
preexisting groundwater contamination. The bottom and sidewalls of the cdl will generdly
consst of a graded layer of low-permesbility soil, a synthetic impermesble liner and an
aggregate drainage layer under the stabilized unnaturd sediments. The dope of the bottom
and the aggregate drainage layer will be inddled so that leachate within the interim
containment cell can be extracted without disrupting the cell and in a manner that will
maintain the saturated thickness at |ess than 30 centimeters (dightly lessthan 12 inches). Itis
currently anticipated that the interim containment cdl will be congtructed near the northwest
corner of the primary zinc smdter dag pile. The desgn and placement of the containment
cdl must consder the results of the draft Phase | Soil and Groundwater Remedid
Investigation Report to insure the cdl will be compatible with future investigative and
remedia efforts at the Ste, consistent with the requirements of the Interim Consent Order.

Phase 2 — The design of the mechanica/hydraulic dredging, materia handling, materid
placement in the interim containment cell and capping of the cell can deferred until late 2003
or early 2004. Theremedid design will be based on the results of the It fence materid
selection and management component of the treatability study and will obligate the
implementing contractor to set gppropriate St fence materid at specified maximum
separation distances. The design will also establish cleaning, maintenance, and replacement
frequencies for the st fences. The minimum liquid retention times determined in the
treatability sudies will dictate the gppropriate Size of the settling basin(s) in the design. The
minimum retention times will aso determine the maximum flow rates of hydraulic dredge
materid transferred to the settling basins and the maximum number of cubic yards of
mechanically dredged materid that can be managed during a given time period.  If high
solids mechanicd dredging is a sgnificant component of the implementation plan the design
will s&t minimum and / or maximum standards (as appropriate) for types of equipment, fall
back of material to the dredge work area, equipment loading rates (pounds per square inch)
on areas surrounding the South Ditch, and materid handling techniques to be utilized to
transfer dredge spail to the stabilization area. Additiondly al other gpplicable criteria
contained in the Remedid Design / Remediad Action guidance will be addressed.

The sdection of specific admixtures (e.g., kiln dugt, fly ash, proprietary drying agents and
meta s fixation compounds), mixing rates and curing times will be determined in the
treatability studies. The remedia design will produce the most expeditious mixing
procedures and will suggest appropriate end point measurements.

Theinterim action design documents will provide direction on the acceptable mechanical and

hydraulic dredging techniques to be employed during implementetion, as well asthe
appropriate dredging sequence to be employed. The mechanisms to be used for the transfer
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of unnaturd sediment materid from the working dredge cdlls to the settling basins and the
transfer rates of unnatural sediment to the settling basinswill beincluded. The design
documents will dso project return water flow volumes and provide generdized information
on mechanisms to remove stabilized sediment from the settling basins and to transfer the
stabilized sediment from the sattling basins to the interim containment cdll. Techniques of
placing stabilized unnaturd sediment in the interim containment cell and procedures and
materias to be used to comply with the minimum standards gpplicable to the interim
containment cdl will aso be contained in the design documents.

A separate materid handling component of the design documents will address the location
and congruction of al access and haul roads required to implement the interim action. This
component of the design must dso present mechanisms to achieve compliance with dl
nuisance dust regulations and procedures to otherwise limit or preclude airborne emissons
from all work areas of the project. Currently approved Dust Control documents contain a
“No Visble Dugt” sandard and will be rigoroudy enforced by the Illinois EPA at the South
Ditch work areaand dl associated materid handling locations.

Thefina segment of the physical congtruction design documents will define the congtruction
of the interim containment cdll cgp. The design of this cap must comply with the CAMU
regulations and al other indicated ARARS, aswdll asthe load bearing limits of the sabilized
unnatural sediments and the physical setting chosen for location of the cdll. Generdly, this
cap must contain a synthetic impermegble over-liner, aclay cover layer and a vegetative or
other erosion-protective layer. The types of materids, their minimum thicknesses and
permesbilities must comply with the CAMU regulations and guidance, and dl other ARARS.

A monitoring and maintenance plan for the interim containment cell must be included in the
design documents described above. The monitoring and maintenance plan must address
measurement of |eachate thickness within the interim containment cell, remova and
treastment of that |eachate when levels exceed the stipulated level, inspection and
maintenance of the cap and a groundweater monitoring plan that is specific to the interim
containment cdll.

3) Implementation of Alter native 4B — Removal of the Unnatural Sedimentswith On-
Site Consolidation

Immediately following execution of this ROD, the PRPswill be directed to initiate the
Treatability Studies described above. When the treatability studies have been completed to
the satisfaction of the lllinois EPA, the PRPswill proceed with the Phase 1 components of
the Interim Action Design. Asthiswork is being conducted under the authorities of the
exiging ICO, no delays to negotiate legd ingruments are anticipated. This Interim Action is
generaly consistent with aMay 1998 proposal presented by the PRPs except in areas
where that proposa ignored or failed to comply with ARARs. The PRPs have expressed
concern over the implementability of the remedy absent ARAR waivers but have thus far
produced no data to support their position. Comment submitted by the PRPs relative to the
Proposed Plan indicate an intention to invoke dispute resolution if this ROD goes forward
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absent ARAR waiver provisions, however those comments are groundless absent data to
support their position. The data required to adequately support the PRPs potentia
invocation of dispute resolution will be provided viathe treatability studies required by this
ROD. If following the required treatability studies the technical impracticability of the
Alternative #4-B is gpparent and ARAR waiver authority or another avenue of adminigtrative
relief from ARARS does not exist (the contingent remedy Alternative #4-B with
adminigrative relief from ARARS), dispute resolution will not be required because, the
[llinois EPA commits by this ROD to revidit the issue of remedy sdection in it’s entirety.

The current conceptud schedule for implementing this interim action anticipates completion
of the design and initiation of the infrastructure congtruction in late September or early
October of 2003. This scheduleis driven by the need to complete construction of the
settling basins and the interim containment cdll prior to the seasondly norma dry period from
June through September 2004. The June to September time frame is the only redlistic period
for sediment dredging activity. Therefore, the settling basins and interim containment cell
should be nearly complete before the winter of 2003, so that they will be available for use
early in the following summer (from June through September 2004). The settling basins and
the interim containment cdll will be congiructed congstent with the design documents. By
following the conceptua schedule outlined above, the congtruction of the basins and cdll will
not be delayed by an inordinately wet, spring construction season

In the early summer of 2004, the unnatural sediments removal portion of the interim action
will begin with the placement of st fences, dewatering structures (ditches, dikes and well
points) and storm weter diverson structures. All activities associated with thisinterim action
will beincluded in work plans thet will have been previoudy approved by the lllinois EPA.
As previoudy noted, this activity is dependent upon weether conditions and is not expected
to begin until the Illinois River and Lake DePue are a (or near) normad pool eevations. Itis
expected that the actud dredging of unnatural sediments will proceed until completion,
except for the time period that the American Power Boat Association (APBA) Nationa
Championship races are held on DePue Lake.  In recognition of the importance of these
races to the community, and the interference the dredging activity will have on those races,
the following prohibition isincluded in this ROD: No congruction-related activity except
maintenance and/or repair of st fences, water diversion structures, and dewatering
structures will occur greater than 1000 feet south of the origins of the South Ditch from 7:00
AM, duly 23 through 7:00 PM on August 2, 2004. Between July 23 and August 2, 2004
the APBA will control accessto DePue Lake and dl remedid activity will adhere to that
associations lake access requirements.  Other activities deemed critical by the PRPs or the
[llinois EPA to protect human hedth or the environment may be authorized by the Illinois
EPA project manager after consultation with gppropriste APBA officids.

The actud sequence and mechanics of dredging, transfer of materid from the South Ditch to
the sattling basins, dewatering, stabilizing and transferring to the interim containment cdll are,
asyet, undetermined. All activities associated with thisinterim action will beincluded in
work plansthat will be reviewed and approved by the Illinois EPA prior to implementation.

23



When practicd, approved work planswill be placed in the public repository prior to
initigtion of an activity, to facilitate public awareness. The work plans will not be the subject
of public comment and will be provided only for public information and awareness. This
public availability is deemed appropriate because of the limited viewing access to the work
area and the generd public’ sinterest in this project.

After the interim containment cell is capped, it will be seeded with gppropriate vegetation to
limit wind and water eroson and to assist in the overal ste water balance. This seeding may
not occur until the spring of 2005, depending on the completion of the covering in 2004.
When the cover soil layer isin place, the unit-specific, groundwater-monitoring plan will be
implemented. Groundwater monitoring around the containment cell will continue until the
South Ditch unnaturd sediment isincorporated into afina remedy at the Site.

It should be noted that the selected remedy may change somewhat as aresult of the
treatability studies, remedid design and construction processes. Changes to the selected
remedy described in the ROD will be documented using a technical memorandum in the
Adminigrative Record, an Explanation of Significant Difference or aROD amendment, as

appropriate.

Summary of the Estimated Remedy Cost:

The capitol cost for he sdected remedy is estimated to be $1,677,000. Operation and
maintenance costs for Year 1 are estimated to be $11,000 (projected in the FS to be required
for 33years), and total present worth costs are estimated to be $1,895,000. Cost details for
the selected Interim Remedy (and the other aternatives considered) are located in Section X. of
this ROD in the Table entitled “ Summary Table of Alternative Cost and Timeto Complete” All
costs presented in this ROD and in the Proposed Plan were taken from the draft 1997
Feasibility Study and no attempt has been made to adjust them for inflation.

Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy:
This Interim Action will result in the remova of a primary threat waste to a secure, Sable
location. The unnaturd sediment has demongrated a high potentid to cause sgnificant
ecologica injury and the potentid to cause adverse human hedlth affects. Also, the unnaturdl
sediment isin a highly mobile location and can very easly migrate away from the South Ditch
and spread the potentia health and ecologicd impactsto alarger areaof DePue Lake. Asa
result of this Interim Action, the primary threat waste will be stabilized and placed in a secure
containment facility with sgnificantly improved access limitations,

Cleanup L evels: No specific chemica concentration action limits are established in this ROD.
The Interim Action described herein will remove the approximately 7,900 cubic yards of
unnatural sediment identified by the 1996 Focused South Ditch Remedid Investigation as shown
on Attachment A to thisROD. The boundaries of OU#1 are included within the limits of OU#5
(DePue Lake) and chemica specific action limitswill be established in one or more RODs
covering OU#5.

24



X111, Statutory Deter minations

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the Nationd Contingency Plan: the lead agency must select remedies
that are protective of human hedlth and the environment, comply with gpplicable or rdevant and
gppropriate requirements (unless a satutory waiver is judtified), are cost-effective, and utilize permanent
solutions and aternative trestment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes as a principa
element and is biased againgt off-site disposd of untreated wastes. The following sections discuss how
the Selected Remedy meets these Statutory requirements

Protection of Human Health and the Environment:

The Interim Action sdected in this ROD will adequately protect human hedth and the environment until
the completion of the selected remedies for the entire South East area of the Ste. Exposure levelswill
be reduced to U. S. EPA’s generdly acceptable risk range of 104 to 1075 for card nogenic risk and
below the hazard index of 1 for non-carcinogens. The implementation of the selected remedy in the
ROD will not pose unacceptable short-term risk or cross-mediaimpacts. This Interim Action will dso
subgtantialy mitigate the current ecologica risks presented by the South Ditch unnatura sediment.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (“ ARARS’):
The sdlected remedy for the unnatural sediment from the South Ditch has a reasonable potentia to
comply with dl the ARARs identified for the dternative. If, following completion of the required
trestability sudies, compliance with ARARS is demondtrated to be either technically impracticable or
impossible; the lllinois EPA (if authorized) will consider appropriate action to seek waiver or other
adminigrative relief from the encumbering ARARS.

Chemical, L ocation, and Action-Specific ARARs include the following:

-Federd Water Pollution Control Act Section 404

Illinois Adminigtrative Code part 304 (35 1AC, 304)

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers Nationwide Permit #38

-Clean Water Act FWQC (40 CFR Part 403).

-Federd Water Pollution Control Act Section 401

-Clean Water Act Nationa Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES’) Permit Program
(40 CFR 122)

-Dewatering basin construction and operation (351AC 309.202 and 309.203).
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-Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) requirements (35 IAC 724 Subpart S)
-Closure and Post-Closure requirements (35 IAC 724)

llinois Fugitive Dust Standards (35 IAC 212.301)

1llinois Sound Emission Standards and Limitations (351AC 900 & 901)

1llinois Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and
Disposa Fecilities (351AC 724, 725)

Illinois Dept. Of Public Hedlth, Illinois Water Well Congtruction Code (Section 920) asrelated
to monitoring well congtruction and closure

Other Criteria, Advisories, or GuidanceTo Be Considered (“*TBCs’) for This
Remedial Action:

Illinois Tiered Approach to Clean-up Objectives (351AC 742)

In implementing the Selected Remedy, the Illinois EPA, and U.S. EPA have agreed to consider a
number of non-binding criteriathat are TBCs. These include the guidance on designing RCRA caps,
Draft RCRA Guidance Document, Landfill Design, Liner Systems and Find Cover, issued June 1982.
The guidance on designing RCRA caps includes specifications to be followed in congtructing and
maintaining aRCRA cap.

Cost-Effectiveness:

Thelllinois EPA consders the selected remedy to be cost- effective and areasonable vaue for the
money to be expended. In making this determination, the following definition was used: “A remedy
shdl be cogt-€ffective if its codts are proportiond to its overdl effectiveness.” (NCP
§300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)). The“overdl effectiveness’ of the dternatives that satisfied the threshold criteria
(i.e.,, were both protective of human health and the environment and ARAR-compliant) was assessed
agang three of the five baancing criteriain combination (long-term effectiveness and permanence;
reduction in toxicity, mohility, and volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness). Overdl
effectiveness of the dternatives was then compared to costs to determine cost-effectiveness. The
relationship of the overdl effectiveness of the selected remedid dternative was determined to be
proportiona to its costs and therefore represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent.

The one cavedat that must be stated relative to cost effectiveness of this remedy relates to the Technica
Impracticability issue discussed above. Following completion of the treatability studies required by this
ROD the issue of cogt effectiveness must be revisited as a component of the assessment of the
Technicd Impracticability of the remedy.
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The estimated total present worth cost of the selected remedy (Alternative #4B) is $1,895, 000.
Alternative #4C is $507,000 more expensive, achieves no additiona short-term risk reduction, and
negates any potentid for future metas recovery from the unnatural sediment. Therefore, the selected
remedy is codt-effective.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alter native Treatment (or Resour ce Recovery)
Technologiesto the Maximum Extent Practicable (“MEP”):

Asan Interim Action, the selected remedy is not required to meet the permanence and dternative
treatment technologies criteria. The selected remedy does, however, provide permanence, compared
to the No Action and In-Situ Containment Alternatives. The find remedy(s) for the unnaturdl sediments
and for the South Area of the Ste are both expected to meet the criteria of permanence. Furthermore,
the selected remedy, through stabilization, corntains a sgnificant trestment component and will (viaon
dte containment in a discrete unit) preserve the Resource Recovery potentid of this high concentration
metal-bearing wadte, if such becomes cogt effective prior to implementation of the final remedy.

The lllinois EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a practicable manner a the ste. Of
those dternatives that are protective of human hedth and the environment and that comply with ARARS,
the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs (in terms of the five balancing criteria), while
a0 congdering the satutory preference for trestment as a principa eement, the bias againg off-gte
treatment and disposa and acceptance of the remedy by the U.S. EPA and the community.

Preferencefor Treatment asa Principal Element:

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principa dement ismet. Removd
from the dynamic South Ditch aong stabilization will achieve areduction in toxicity and mobility of the
meta's contamination in the unnatural sediment. As an Interim Action, full and active trestment is not
currently warranted. When the fina remedy for the unnatural sediments of OU 1 and remedies for OUs
3 and 5 are selected, a more thorough effort to comply with the statutory preference for remedies that
employ trestment as aprincipa eement will be required.

X1V. Documentation of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan was released for public comment in October 2002. The Plan identified Alternative
#4-B, the interim action of remova of the unnatura sediment with on-site consolidation as the Preferred
Alternative for remediation. Extensive discussion of the ARAR waiver issue occurred during the formd
public hearing presentation of the Proposed Plan and the fact that Alternative #4-B with adminidrative
relief from ARARS was a contingent remedy.

After conddering the nine criteria of remedy sdlection guidance and with the support of the U.S. EPA,
the lllinois EPA has chosen the preferred dternative #4B, with dternative #4B with adminidrative relief
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from ARARs maintained as a contingent remedy, as the Interim Action Remedy for the South Ditch
Unnatural Sediments OU 1. Therefore, no significant change has been made to the proposed plan.
Further information on this selection and the consideration of public comment is summarized in the

Responsiveness Summary attached to this ROD and is available in the Adminigrative Record file for the
gte.
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