ADEQ

A R K A N S8 A S
Department of Environmental Quality

February 2, 2016

Paul Stoddard, Vice President
EnSafe, Inc.

5724 Summer Trees Drive
Memphis, TN 38134

RE: Draft Scope of Work - Feasibility Study — Investigation and Cost of Options
Professional Services Contract #ADEQ005998
Solid Waste Landfill Post-Closure Trust Fund
DAMCO Inc. — Waste Tire Processing Facility Permit
Adjacent Tire Dam — Alternative End Use Project
Permit Number: 0022-SWTP; AFIN: 03-00208
Document Number: 68829

Dear Mr. Stoddard:

The Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) currently holds a professional services
contract (Contract #ADEQO005998) with EnSafe, Inc. for the execution of environmental assessments,
and corrective action design and construction oversight related to closed landfills and tire processing
facilities and disposal sites within the State of Arkansas. The ADEQ - Office of Land Resources (OLR)
has identified the facilities referenced above for corrective action feasibility study work, The site is
located at 831 CR 784, Mountain Home, AR 72623, Section 33, Township 21 North Range 13 West,
Baxter County, Arkansas. The facility previously operated a permitted waste tire processing operation
which included primarily baling whole tires in preparation for use of the bales within the adjacent tire
dam alternate end use project. Other associated activities have occurred over the years of operation
including the acceptance of whole truck tire or oversized or implement tires which may also be stored
on-site. Reeent reports indicate the tire processing facility currently has stored roughly 10,000 bales of
whole tires and an undetermined amount of loose and oversized tires. These tires and remaining
equipment must be re-used or disposed properly to achieve proper and environmentally sound closure of
the permitted facility. From visual inspection, it appears the adjacent tire dam was possibly constructed
according to the original drawings then additional downstream extensions were added to the original
dam configured in successive downstream benches and a final downstream face placed at roughly 2:1
(horizontal: vertical) slope. Much of the current tire dam lacks soil cover with tire bales exposed,
vegetated and unfinished according to the plans for cover. The existing site conditions are such that
corrective actions are necessary at the site and funding for correcting each of these areas is now
available through the Post Closure Trust Fund (PCTF) after recent statutory revisions.

As indicated from Department inspection reports, the facility is not closed properly and presents various
threats in the current condition such as vector attractants in the form of insect breeding or animal
burrowing, stability concerns, and substantial fire hazards. Due to the complexity of the cost of clean-up
options, it has been determined that a corrective action feasibility evaluation should be accomplished. A
feasibility study is needed to identify the different potential corrective action remedies for the site and
analyze, in part, the effectiveness, implementability, and relative cost associated with each remedy. The



feasibility study will help determine the best overall remedial approach to all of the current site
conditions.

As outlined in Attachment #4 of Contract #ADEQ005998, ADEQ has developed a site specific Drafl
Scope of Work (DSOW), included herein, and hereby issues this DSOW to the professional services
consultant. In accordance with the Contract, the consultant will refine and detail the DSOW with project
estimated costs and specific task items similar to those applicable corrective action tasks listed in the
Request for Qualification (RFQ) issued in April 2010 as part of the contract solicitation, and similar (o
the draft corrective measures study scope of work presented in the 1994 RCRA Corrective Action Plan
referenced later in this letter. The refined DSOW will be submitted as the Scope of Work (SOW), and
will be reviewed by ADEQ-OLR. After an agreement is reached on the SOW (including the estimated
cost of the feasibility work), the consultant shall draft a site specific Feagibility Study Work Plan
including task details of the feasibility work and a work schedule.

Draft Scope of Work (DSOW)

Feasibility Study of Corrective Action Remedy: The professional service consultant is tasked to
perform a feasibility study (IS) of alternate closure, clean-up and corrective action options related to the
environmental conditions at the DAMCO site. The FS work shall identify alternative corrective actions
to-abate the negative environmental impacts and evaluate those alternatives to determine the best
approach to remedy the environmental conditions at the site. The study shall provide cost estimates of
alternatives with to be used by the Department in evaluating the next steps of design and planning the
clean-up and closure of the tire processing facility and adjacent tire bale dam. As indicated in the RFP
(April 2010), the feasibility work should follow applicable portions of the referenced USEPA "Region 6
Corrective Action Design Strategy - Guide for Pilot Projects”, November 2000. Since the RFP
solicitation that guidance has been superseded by USEPA document entitled, "Region 6 - Corrective
Action Strategy (CAS)", November 2008. This document can be accessed on the USEPA, Region 6
webpage under RCRA Corrective Action. A useful fact sheet entitled, "I'inal Remedy Selection tor
Results Based RCRA Corrective Action”, USEPA, March 2000 provides an overview of the CAS
remedy selection process as it relates 1o the feasibility work. This fact sheet is enclosed herein. Also,
the USEPA document entitled "RCRA Corrective Action Plan”, USEPA: May 1994 (OSWER Directive
9902.3-2A) provides details of conducting feasibility studies, also known as corre¢tive measures studies,
This document, which provides a comprehensive step-by-step outline for performing corrective
measures studies, can be accessed on the main USEPA webpage and searching for RCRA Corrective
Action Plan 1994. In addition to the applicable federal standards and criteria to be reviewed during the
remedy/corrective action selection, Arkansas' promulgated regulations (e.g., Reg. 2, Reg. 14, Reg. 22,
¢te...) shall be applicable. Arkansas also has the "Ground Water Remediation Level Intenim Policy and
Technical Guidance", attached herein, that is applicable to the Post Closure [rust Fund work.
Discrepancies among the above referenced guidance and regulations will be resolved and clarified in the
Post Closure Feasibility Study Work Plan

ADEQ-OLR looks forward to receiving the DSOW no later than February 12, 2016, If you have any
guestions regarding this correspondence please contact Bryan Leamons at (501) 682-0¢01 or
leamons(aadeq.state.ar.us.




Sincerely,

ammie J. Hynu
Assistant Director
Waste Programs; Office of Land Resources

Enclosures: Final Remedy Selection for Results Based RCRA Corrective Action - Fact Sheet #3
Ground Water Remediation Level Interim Policy and Technical Guidance

cc: OLR: Rich, Leamons, Sadler, Speake, and S. McWilliams
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How can this fact sheet'" help you?

if vou are involved with RCRA Correctve Action as an EPA or State regulator. member of the
public, or representative of a facility. this fact sheet can help yvou understand.
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What are the primary differences between a final and interim remedy?

nterim Remedies Final Remedies
v ikl moamnres Sl comivel, mitmire of slinate M + Fopl mewdis e orentle emeaers: ceatpeiae ol HEEE be

T Yea e aeed s apviramistons THIETREY Lo syl (Binr ey ] ki s i:ve’«“ffa“:sm;za Ll s s

e SRR SpRR B giﬁm&;}'t@j Fponl v & Pt sk notoelle socdoendl s e pomes pus e S
B ey Sy el
w: Idpacing S o T iebine e Aoes S0t enk v Do ater s fool ety oriudins lenw em whiiriee 1

Saciimy e vompdemt ol of Del coms v anton oo RO, vt T e Bciln v v ot comeion et Tor
« T mawEne ol . e Bne e e e ik par of e Doy el by e D) semady

wih el B sl

B 'Ri Cortdctve Achon Workshop oo Bowlls Bosedd Progeet Muvagemnd
Faee Shoet Mo, 4, Final Rowmedy Soloction for Revalts-Baved RCRA Corvective Avtion , Page 1



Stakeholders should keep in mind that, curently, the two miost important short-term goals of the
RURA Comrective Action progran are to achieve two “environtental indicators.” These two
indicators focus on ensuring that humans are not exposed to unacceptable levels of contamination,
and that contaminated groundwater does not continue to migrate above levels of concern beyond
its current furthest three-dimensional extent  As warranted, facilities should implerment infeam
measures where necessary to achieve thess indicalors as soon as possible.  For more informabion
on environmiental indicators; refer fo http: vy epa aoviepaasver/osw ceanup MnBindicators

What should final RCRA Corrective Action remedies accomplish?

EPA belisves thet Tnal emedies selected for RURE Corrsotive Adtion facilibes shouid achisve the
following three performance standards:

1. Protect human health and the environment based on reasonably anticipated land use(s),
both now and in the future,

Protecting human heaith and the environment is the general mandate from the RCRA
statute; therefore, it is approprate to include thes goal as the first performance standard for
il RCRA Comeclive Acton remedies. This standard slse serves o ensure remedies
mciude protective aoialies {e.g. providng sn allemative dinking water supplyi that would
not necessanly be needed to achieve the other teo standards.

P

Achieve media clegoup objectives appropnate o the assumplions regading current and
reasonably anticipated land usels] and cument and potential beneficial uses of watar
resources, The cleanup objectves should address media cleanup levels (chemical
concentrations ) points of compliance {where cleanup lovels shouwld be achaeved) and
remediation time frames (Bime o implement the remedy and achieve cleanup levels at the
poid of complanoel,

Note that for human health, EPA's geal remaing to reduce the threat from carcnogenic
contanunants such that. for any medium. the excess risk of cancer fo an individual exposed
over @ lifetime generally falls within a range from one in fen thousand to one in one muflion
{Le:, 1107 to %107 . Note aiso that EPA prefers cleanup levels at the more protective
enc of this rigk range, however, cleanup levels determined on a site-specific basie that
represent snywhers within the range couldd be acceptable. For toxicants associated with
adverse effects other than cancer, groundwater deanup levels should be established at
concentraions o wheh human populations. ncluding sens e subgroups, cosld be
sxposed on o dally bass without appreciable risk of negative effect durng 3 blstime. Such
levels are gensrally interpreted as equal fo or below a Hazerd index of one.

a3

Remadiate the sources of releases o 3510 elinvnate or reduce further releases of
hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents that may pose 5 threat to human heaith and
the environment, and using treatment to address principa! threat wastes® unless alternative
approaches are approved by the oversesng regulator. In this context, "sources’ includes
both the location of the onginal release as well as locations where significant mass of
contaminasts may have migrated. Note that while EPA expects facidies to use treatment
technologies o address rincips weals, we 3 so sxpect that coniainment techaologes os
well s mstitutional controls can be used to address wastes that pose relatively low long-
term thwents

RCRA Corvertive Action Wovkbiop i Resely-Based Progect Managoment
Fact Sheet Ne. 3, Fowal Rowedy Selection for Resuliv-Baved RURA Covvective Action , Pogi 7



You could think of the final Final Remedy Performance Standards

remedy performance standards

as a threshold that needs to be Alternatives (as few as appropriate)

crossed or a filter or screen _

(Figure 1) that needs to be - : ’
passed through prior to = & e e
considering an option further. . " ‘

For example, remedial % PERFORMANCE STANDARDS — Do alternatives:
a’:tematives B an:h C, as shown in GZ) 1. protect human health and the environment?
the adjacent graphic, do not . : ——

noed 1o be considerad further 2. attain media cleanup objectives?
because it was obvious to - 3. control sources of release?
decision-makers that they were {treatment of principal threats)

not capable of achieving the : — ,

three final remedy performance A D E
standards.

What other tools should
| use to determine the best remedy for a particular situation?

When one or more alternatives appear to be capable of achieving the three final remedy
performance standards (e.g., Alternatives A, D and E in the above graphic), EPA recommends that
decision-makers use the seven attributes (called Balancing/Evaluation Criteria) listed below to
help identify the “best” option.

1.

[N

w

Long-Term Effectiveness: Decision-makers should evaluate remedies based on the long-
term reliability and effectiveness they afford, along with the degree of certainty that they will
remain protective of human health and the environment. Additional considerations include
the magnitude of risks that will remain at a site from untreated hazardous wastes, and
hazardous wastes and hazardous constituents, and treatment residuals; and the reliability
of any containment systems and institutional controls. A remedial option should include a
description of the approaches facilities will be used to assess long-term performance and
effectiveness.

Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Reduction: Decision-makers should evaluate remedies
based on the degree to which they employ treatment, including treatment of principal
threats, that reduces the toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous wastes and hazardous
constituents, considering, as appropriate: the treatment processes to be used and the
amount of hazardous waste and hazardous constituents that will be treated; the degree to
which treatment is irreversible; and the types of treatment residuals that will be produced

Short-term Effectiveness: Decision-makers should evaluate remedies based on the short-
term effectiveness and short-term risks that remedies pose, along with the amount of time it

will take for remedy design, construction, and implementation.

Implementability: Decision-makers should evaluate remedies based on the ease or
difficulty of remedy implementation, considering as appropriate: the technical feasibility of
constructing, operating, and monitoring the remedy; the administrative feasibility of
coordinating with and obtaining necessary approvals and permits from other agencies; and
the availability of services and materials, including capacity and location of needed
treatment, storage, and disposal services.

RCRA Correcnve Action Workshop on Results-Based Project Management
Fact Sheet No. 3, Final Remedy Selection for Results-Based RCRA Corrective Action , Page 3
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Cost Decision-makers should svaluate remedies based on capital and operation and
maintenance costs, and the net present value of the capital and operation and mantenance
costs,

£, Community cceptance: Decision-makers should evaluale remedies based on the degres
o which they are acoeptableto the mleresied communily,

7 State Acceptance. Decision-makers should evaluate remedies should be evaluated based
orvine degres Wowhich they are asccepiable 1o the Siate w which the subjectfaciity s
iwcated. This i particularly important where EPA. not the State, selects the remedy.

Figures 2 and 3 provide two graphical ways ta Hustrate and communicate how the decision maker
may use the balancing/evaluation eritera o dently the "best” alternative. Figure 2 could be used
when more thap one alifemaiive s capable of acheving the performance slandards, 1e, the
gitermative that ranks highest under the greatest number of critena will stand out as a supenor
solution relative to the others. Figure 3 could be used when you are evaluating just one alternative
that was shown to meet the performance standards, L2, 2 remedy could be selected based on
whether 1owas found toobe "aoceplable” under each of the evauation critera.

Figure 2:
Tool for Comparative Analysis of Multiple Alternatives
Long-Term Short-Term Cost State
Effectiveness Elfectivepess Acceplance
Pt Bast Best Bt
3
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RCRA Corvective Aotion Worlshop on Rewlis-Based Froject Management
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Figure 3
Approach for Analyzing Single Alternative

Long- Term Short-Term Cost State
Eftectiveness Effectiveness Acceptance
Acceptable Acceplable Acceptable Acceptable
A Toxicity, Mobilty, A A Community 4

Volume ——  Implementability | Acceptance
Reduction ) P
Acceptatie Acceptable Acceptable

Al 7 A i

v 4y . v

Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

‘ v v
Unacceptabie Unacceptable Unacoeplable

nother tool that may help decision-makers identify acceptable remedies is the list of EPA

expectations for final remedies at RCRA Corrective Action sites (see March 1999 Corrective Action

Workshop Fact Sheet #2 at www. ). Although remedial expectations are
not binding requirements, they can be very helpful during remedy selection because they reflect
EPA's collective experience in using the remedy performance standards and evaluation/balancing

criteria. They also outline the expectations the lead Agency reviewer will likely apply to a proposed
remedial alternative. Remedies that are designed to fulfill these expectations typically will achieve

the three final remedy performance standards and perform well with regard to the

balancing/evaluation criteria. One of those expectations pertaining to contaminated groundwater is

provided below.

Expectation for Final Remedy Addressing Contaminated Groundwater
at RCRA Corrective Action Facilities

EPA expects to return usable groundwaters to their maximum beneficial uses wherever
practicable, within a time frame that is reasonable given the particular circumstances of
the site. When restoration of the groundwater is not practicable, EPA expects to prevent
or minimize further migration of the plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated
groundwater and evaluate further risk reduction. EPA also expects to contral or
eliminate surface and subsurface sources of groundwater contamination.

RCRA Correcive Action Workshop on Results-Based Project Management
Fact Sheet No. 3, Final Remedy Selection for Results-Based RCRA Correcnve Acnon , Page 3



How thorough of an assessment should you conduct when evaluating
one or more remedial options?

There are several general rules of thumb that may help you answer this question. First EPA
believes that decision-makers should talior the evaluation of remedial altematives based on site-
specific circumstances. For example, excavation of a relatively small amount of contaminated
media followed by off-site treatment and disposal at a permitted facility would not typically warrar
a detailed evaluation. Second, EFA expects ownerfoperators 1o evaluate only appropriate,
implementable approaches, consistent with expected future land uses. For example, we would i
typically expect an evaluation of an oplion involving excavation, meineration and off-site disposall
an entire 100-acre landfill.  Third, decision-makers should only evaluate the numiber of altemativ
necessary o demonsirate the preferred remedy is capable of achieving the three final remedy
performance standards and that W was acceplable with respect to the balancingfevaluation critern
EPA believes that there will be a significant number of faciities where evaluaton of muitiple
alternatives is not necessary because a single approach is found to be acceptable. For example:
at a facity where the owner/operator proposes to excavate all the contaminated soil for off-site
recyciing, treatment or disposal, it may not be necessary lo evaiuate other alternatives. Similarly:
where there are straightforward remedial solutions {e.g., where standard engineering solutions
have proven effective in similar situations | or where presumiptive remedies

weww Bpaooysuperiund rescurcesipiesump | can be applied, it may not be necessary to evauat
more than one alternative. However, when only one alternative 18 proposed, the decision maker
typeally would make one of the following three decisions:

i1y the alternabive is acceptable and will be proposed as the preferred final remedy in the
Statement of Basis {or equivalent);

{2 the sltemative could be acceplatle with-mod Boations o
{3 otheralternatives should be presented to aliow for 3 comparison and seiection of the best
opticn.

Do | have to develop a formal report {typically referred to as a Corrective

Measures Study or CMS) to document the evaluation of remedial
alternatives?

EPA believes that facilities should document ther evaluation of remedial altermatives; however, ti
detail and format of that documentation could vary considerably depending on the site-specific
situation. For example, a detaled ‘etier could be sufficient to document 2 proposal involving sma
scale excavation and off-site reatmentidisposal. A complex site, however, nvolving a large-scai
cleanup would likely warrant a more extensive explanation of a preferred approach along with a
comparison to other plausible options. Regardiess of the format, EPA beleves that the
documentation should include an explanation of how the remedy will {1] achieve the three final
remedy performance standards, and (2) how well the remedy performs with regard to the
balancing/evaluation criteria.

RORA Covvocnee Actios Warkshop on Resnlte-Boved Fropecs Mavagement
Fagt Sheet No. 3, Fipol Reweedy Sélecton for Resulty-Based RORA Corpective Action , Page &



What are my responsibilities in evaluating and selecting final RCRA
Corrective Action remedies?

Owner or Operator of a Facility

Your primary responsibility is to protect human health and the environment from contamination at
your facility. EPA believes you should begin very early in Corrective Action to think about options
to address environmental problems at your facility. For example, you should consider remedial
options prior to and during site investigations to help focus resources on data needed to justify a
recommended remedy. You should identify (and submit to the overseeing regulator) one or more
remedial options that you believe are capable of achieving the final remedy performance
standards, and recommend the best remedy (in your opinion) based on the balancing/evaluation
critena. You should implement the remedy selected by the overseeing agency and monitor
performance to ensure that it is functioning as intended. And, very importantly, you should keep
interested members of the public well informed of all Corrective Action activities taking place at
your facility. EPA strongly believes that the public will more likely accept a facility's remedy
recommendation if they have been invalved early and throughout Corrective Action.

Lead Overseeing Regulator

Your primary responsibility is to serve the public by selecting a final remedy that you believe is
capable of meeting the three final remedy performance standards. This responsibility starts with
you encouraging the facility owner/operator to fulfill their responsibilities (discussed previously).
You should keep in mind that there are a varety of ways to provide that encouragement For
example, requirements to investigate facilities and evaluate remedies are typically included in
permits or enforcement orders. However, another option that has been successful at many
facilities is simply “asking” the facility owner/operator to conduct and document certain Corrective
Action related activities. Of course, you or the facility owner/operator should document, in writing,
oral agreements to make sure decision-makers have the same understanding of work to be
accomplished, major milestones, public involvement, and level of regulatory oversight. This
strategy of mformally asking the facility to perform work is most applicable to data collection and
evaluations conducted prior to final remedy selection and implementation. Furthermore, such
informal agreements typically would work only where there is a willing and motivated facility
owner/operator with a good compliance record. For example, there may be many facilities that
would like to complete Corrective Action for all or part of the facility to allow redevelopment; such
facilities may be anxious to perform work and would rather not wait for an enforcement order or
permit to initiate site investigations and evaluations of remedial alternatives. EPA believes the final
remedy itself should be captured more formally in a permit or order. Certainly, many situations
warrant a more enforceable agreement, but less formal agreements, where possible, have
significantly reduced administrative burdens and time. Lastly, when you are relying on less formal
approaches, you should make it clear to the facility owner/operator that you reserve the nght to use
more formal and enforceable approaches if necessary.

Other responsibilities associated with a final RCRA Corrective Action remedy include: conducting a
review (as needed) of the facility's evaluation of remedial alternatives; determining whether the
facility's remedy recommendation is acceptable with regard to the performance standards and
remedy balancing/evaluation criteria; wnting a “statement of basis” or equivalent that seeks public
input on the rationale for a proposed final remedy; communicating to the public about the final
decision in a “final decision/response to comments document” or equivalent; and, ensuring that
the facility owner/operator is implementing the final remedy and documents that it is working as

RCRA Correcnve Acrion Workshop on Results-Based Project Management
Fact Sheet No. 3, Final Remedy Selecrion for Results-Based RCRA Corrective Acnon , Page ~




mdended. Some examples of key elements to include in the statement of basis and response 1o
comments document are provided below and are presented in more detail in {Directive 98026,
Aprit 28, 19915

EPA encourages regulators to recognize that they have a range of oplions for reviewing a facility's
evaueston of renedial gllermatives. Forexampie, some regulstors do pol require the submission of
reguiatory approval of & Correctve Measures Study or equivalent, rather, they focus on defining
clear cleanup objectives and methods to monior performance, and gve significant fattude to the
facility cemer/operator to identily a remedy that the facility believes can achieve the performance
standarde. Yet in olber situations, regulators hove been very aclive panicipapis providing a
detaled revew of o formal evalustion of repedial allemalives submitted by the focility.

Reconunended Elemonts
for the Statenient ol Bk

Introduction

v facility name and location
V' purpose of dorument

v importance of public mput
Proposed Remedy

v describe proposed remedy
Facility Backaround

¥ sie history
v summary of anestigations
v summary of mtenim agtion
Environmental Problem

v describe contaminated media

v facility risks

v describe significant uncertainties
Summary of Alternativeis) and
Proposed Remedy

v performance standards

v balancing/evaluation criteria
Public Participation

v histary of public input

v upcoming public meetings

v location of file record

Recommended Elements for
Final Decision Response to Comments

Intraduction

v facility name

v purpose of document

Selected Remedy

v describe selected remedy with respect
to performance standards and
badancie evaluation srieria

¥ describe remaining significant
uncertaintieos and how they will be
managed

¢ describe performance menitoring

Public Participation

v describe public participation actvities

Public Comments and Agenry Responses

7 deseribe comments recetved from the
public. other regulatory agencies,
local officials, and the owner/operator
of the facility

v provide Agency s responses ta vach of
the comuments teceived, including
chanzes to the remedy based on the
comments

Futire Actions

v describe approximate schedule for
significant activities

Provide declaration signed by a

designated Agency official

ROCRA Covrrectres Action Workshop on Results-Based Progect Managoment
Farr Shest No. 3, Frnol Remedy Seloction for Resnlis-Bosved RCRA Corvective dedow ; Page §



nterested Member of the Public

Your role-as an interested member of the public iz wially wnportant in regard W final remedies ot
RORA Corrective Action facilies for two pomary reasons, First, it is you and the environment that
wous ve i that the remedy should protect. SBecond, s described above, "communlly acceptanes”
s one of the balancmglevaluation crtena that s used to ientify the best final Temedy fora
particular siluaton. Therefore, vou should become involvad! Une of the best ways o begome
involved is 1o conlact the faciity ownedoperator and the oversesing regulator and ask them to
sponsos regular mestngs with represeniatives from the comimuraty. EPA has found that the
relationships fostered in such meelings often leads o remedies that ars aoceptable to the partes
iolved, this is especially tiue whan the mestings ars held early-and offerr dunng the earliest
stages of mvestigations and throughout the cieanup of the Tacility

Where do | get more information?
For more information about the RCRA Corrective Action program and the Results-Based Site

Management Workshop, vistt the Comreclive Action vemet home page 3t
Pt wess s oovienaoswe T harwastelta Belabo.

Enl Wotes:

1. This docurserd piovides guidance o EPA and Ziates on how bes W inglement RORA Corective
Brmon. alsn proviles guidones o the pabic and e reoulated comrrun by o Do BEPR intends o
erertise e distiredion In inwietining e fenulaiions. The Gocomen does nod, however, subsbiiie
for EPATs reguigtions, noris regulabon el Thus, # canpol imocst legalhe-binding reguitements
on ERA, Btgtes or the mouiated copwumity, ardd moy ot apoly o parlicuier siualion bosed upon
the circumstances. EPA may change bl guidsnce In e Bulure 85 Sioropriate

& EEL papects o use eaiiment W address the pringipal fveals posed by o sile whenever praciicable
st oosh-elfecive. Contamination ol represents Drnciost ety oo wihnich Treiment 5 s ey
b mroregriate incluces cordamingtion e B tighly oo, oy mobie, or canmet De relaily
sordained. and that woulc oresent o significant risk to uman hegllh and he spvironment siouid
ERDOSIE QLo
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TO: HWD Staff ~

FROM: Mike Bates, HWWD Chief A58

DATE: duly 15, 2008

SUBIECT:  Cieonng W gver Henpedintion Level Interim Poliovand Techuical Guidanee

The Dirsctor spproved the shove rvforsnoed donuments on duly 12, 2005, The
documents are sliached forvolr review and uee.

Atotof people, nihis Didsionand others worked o the allort o dewiop these
dlopurmients from deallig b tedlew and cormments On varlous dialls. Your effors are to
b appiautad,

Some ol the corpepts and prosedures audessed inthese documands will be "new™ o
some Divisions within the Depetlment and since this sets the Department on 8 common
Dusk reowdino it ealer chen ) e Lleeelty s pelaniiebiBd @ oo ey
ayaiiaion perss Bedivning Auoust 2005 The atliched Nemo sels ol cartlin Hlams
that sl of 1he Divisions mmplementing e interim Polioy [ Gudance will nesd to
acoumuiste over the next vaar

o have any questions about this nesy Inlenm Polioy & Guidance, please el me
by s

attachrmenis
Direcior's approval
ntarim Polloy on Ground Waler Remediation Leveis
Technica) Guidence on Developrment of Grouno Waler Remediation Lovels



Ty Mareay O, Devine, Diredior .

FROM: Ellen Carpenter, Legal Division Chiefr &
DATE: July 12, 2005

SUBJECT: Groowmd Water Remediation Level Intertmn Poliey and Technioal Gaklanee

The Polley Heview Committer (PROY have reviewed the tvo docwments referenced sbove
anddattached o this meme, The PRO resommends adoption of these dovniments o an
Boterio bushoowithos reguest that the Bledin Divisions implemeniing tee docoments vallegt
certain nfovmation (entilied beluw) o order toevalome the Interim Policy over the poext
viadr, Each Medin Division will collect thiv lnformation overthe twelve (12 mionths,
beginning Angpst 1, 2005, nnd then sobmit o summiary of the information (0 the
Chavrperson of the Peliey Review Commitice,

W fend that the Interim Policy and associated Techuloal Guidamee will provide the mesng
to establizh more colgistont grovnd wakter romediation lovels atross the Divisions aud
exipbish strong defensible cefiorin in the event the repedintion leveld dre challenped.

Evaluation Information
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ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
INTERIM POLICY
GROUND WATER REMEDIATION LEVELS

il s AN

Background

The-Divisions. responsible for oversight of ground waler ramadialion adiivities within the
Department should use consistent methods’ for establishing ground water remedialion
ievels regardless of the misdia Division Baving principal responsitility forthe astion

Palicy (INTERIM)

-

This polioy shell aoply o ground waler remedistion condueted under the urisdiclion of
ADEQ, The goul shall be to protect,_enbonee. and restore grownd water gonditions to the
el beneficial wse to the extendt techmically and economigally Jeosible while
serintoaining covalitions that are protective of huean health and the protronment,

Until fingd reguiations ae promudgated by e Arkanses Pollution Condrol ang Ecclogy
Comeiasion that are specific to the establishment of ground water remaedistion levels, such
fevels will e established on g cssedbycase basis, The iechnical guldance for
“Development of Ground Water Remediation Levels”, allsthed herete, shall be utilized
as the mplementation ool to quids the developmeant of ground water levels In a consistent
il

The leveds o goals for groursh water remediation shall De sstablished Rllowing:
1. Plume characierzation,
2. Defernination of source control measures / best managamant practices
i beamploved, and
3. BEvaluation of sk bo humgn health and the envirgnment
Consiterstion will be. given-io e curent and ressonably articipaled future land use
{ground waler usage).

A propossd she remedialion plan (nclutng growrd water levals £ gogls) shall be made
aygiiable for a thivly (803 day public revisw and comment perdod.  The proposed site
remedistion pan may be eorporaied as part of 2 permit decsion, enforcement agreaement,
or gimiar document. The condent of the proposed remediation plan shall include the resulls
af the siis Invesiipation, ingluding the ground waler plume charsclerzation, deniification
and summary of source condrel measwres, and the basis for the estabiishment of the
proposed groosnd walar remediabion levels. o addiion & the public nolics typlcally required
{oublication i the newspaper o lrgest sirculgiion in he dounty) for permilling Yeoisions
plirsuan 1o APCAED Reg. Mo. &, & good faith effort shall be made 1o provids g direct notice
to all land owners and tenanls thel own or leass propérty that i3 impacted by the
grondhwester contamination plume.

Divigions will reaui® et the darty responsible for the grmbmd water contamingtion bearths
respansibiity angd osts of sl tvestigeson, remedial Teasibilily sthudhes, public partivipation,
sod remadial implemaniation when such pariies can be dentiied,

e Apread.

Biradior
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P
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Smdronmeantal Cusliy

TECHNICAL GUIDANCE

DEVELOPMENT OF
GROUND WATER REMEDIATION LEVELS

. Statement of ?urpﬁse

PILICAERY

ATTEC il

ol the adiros

. Definitions

Best Manssement Practites (BMPy
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Hew o

Uevelopment of Ground Water Remadiation Lavels

o Maximum Benelieial Grouad Water Use ~ The waomnum {or highest) benehioial gonnd
water, within the range of reasonably sxpucted uses.

o Maximam Contaminant Levels (MCOLs) - Pederally pronmlzated and enftrceshle siandards
that et forth the maximm permissible level of 2 contaminant oo water which deliversd 1 any

ey ol bl weter sysiern

0

Mavimum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) — Nop-anforcesble pablic health goaly whuch
eatablinh the mpomum level of & contaninast in x}nn}s:;sw water at which oo Buown o
s 1.111,& aiverse Buman bealth efferr wonld soonr, snd wihivh sl

E:HL m}E

g Tor an adeguete marem

Tk

Poiot of Complianes - Toe point or'bonndary ot whoeh groamd water shotd be'marutorna! far
cuatity mnd where grovns! Waldr remediniion levels gre'to be gilieved. The vertioal wfass,

sxtendine dowrward o othe wppermost souifer, located horzostally snd, iwdm!! 1::41 by down
gradient of thecoptampant souree. {¥ots: Multple pomits of wmgzlmnu iy b psta
when responding o complexr-or exlenstye ground walsr contananabion evenls, B0 W

term protegtion gosly or intorin Inegsures ars noorporated inte o remediation ;’:L,im.}

we Remedistion Oriteria — Allsile speaile response ohpelives inchuiding details of remefistion,

e sl gleannp levels, insdtutdonal comirols, engineering condrols, modace water discharge
s, o water cleanap Jevels, ete,

i Sowres Control - Any rerpedial setion, interim o measure, o mstitpbions! control desimed o
prevent, slumingly, oy conin the migrstion of pollation fom s bl point of disposal o
entry e the enviroarnent.

Process

13 The goal for the use of this suidance shall be o protect, aihohes, ond restor grony ol
vater conditions to the maximum beneficial use o the extent techodeally and economivally fem
while muinteiaine comditions that sre protective of human health dnd the snvireoment. R
podicy of AVEG that wntil Snalrepulalions ares promudeated by the Arkansas Polhition Comtrel and
Eoology Dopmiasion St are specifio toothe epubiishment of groond watsy u..i anmre wiandands, the

clesmup lovelpor wonls will boooslshlnhed on g sy -Gie bagls W cinent e, TS this
el thie process g0t Jorth below shall bomihized e ADED:

;
Ea:‘

tay Plume charvacierization
he grosndwater poliviion (oontaminstion ) phumne shell be flly charoisrised as o
b Theewten of contmination,
2. Fheconiaminstion sowte g,
i

v

g
g

sronvined wier flow dhection,

vl whiley i:'i‘:&mii{:'m

Cironund] waloy v t:im it

b Mydvopenlnpic 5 g ot smpasted, and

7. Hudrolopw copnestivice bebwenn umits,

(i Sowree Control Messures / Best Maparement Pradtices

R




Develnpment of Grourns Waeter Bemadiation Ls

o Biolooesl methods {ov copbinations they
; et of the sonree, The

i the eune “eti when seject

aerf} inuet be

ot o
?{u F

el memazement practicss must be ynplemeniad

swon moniioting to detemmne the slisctiveness of

ol

fist

with ;:m;m e

e ARy

{¢y Ground Water {lesnup Strategy
Thee sronnd watep remedhiation leveleghall be estabhishiad following
I Plume chamcisnyation,
2 Daerermoimation of source conrol moasurss HiPe i be
*122!!15%;&; il
Evalustion of ngk o honen health andthe enviroiment,
Comsderatioe will be grven 1 the cumrent and ressonably :.im&':.:ll::’i;ili:t.f ftevre fand vgs
{rnchuding ground Wi

B

i

Gt

The party woplemw e resoonse o grounsd water conlimindien Svent shall
propare B proposed v rerpediation plen for ,:T&UEE‘i? vevigw. Followving determmation
of techeical adequacy by ADED, a pmmmz}h site vexpediation plan (ncluding
remidiation Gotera 10 by apnlied 1 the shall e made available for public review
and commerent. Tonlent of the propo it ;ﬂ ary sk melude
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sy reasonably anticipaisd Bubwre ronnd water vse.  Other fhciors

Davelopmant of Grournd Water Remediafion Levels

thit vhust be considersd
when developing site-sproifie sroimd witer remadiation opiterdy nehude:

5

¥ Background Gronpd Waler Quality — the gueiny of the grotnd water I
mronindty to the slie thet v unaffeciad by the relesse.

#  Mazimam Benclicial Ground Water e vwailnm te mnge of rossonsbly
expecied yees, the maxoum (or nghest) beneBoial erowsd waler use warrants
the most siringent pround walsr cleanm lovels.

#  Coround Witer Use Designation — use designation 4y established by the
Aokarsas Seil snd Water Consermitioeny Computiains and Dorthe APCEED,

¥ Avtual Grownd Water Tlse = uwselyy of wround waler hoing simploved i the
frepedinte vicintty of the glipor study ares.

#  Magimum Conoopinste Levels (MOCLs) 7 Manbom. Coentaminate Level
Goals (MOULGs)

#o vonnd Water Discharee to Surfave Witer
> Best Manscement Practices
¥ Techniesl Feasibiily - achicvoment of the propessd clesnop levels / soals

I sedisable from an r:‘nwm,fzzsrsff g enhive,

# Homes Health snd Davivepmental Risk - soma andpotential relative visk o
Pman health s seosvstony based on exposure petlveavis) and constindens
weailabie for axposms,

#  Pointof Compliance

K} Acceptable Risk Range
iy inmanw doss not reguire the wse of & spectfic dsk ssssswoent misthodology.

#,

Fhoweirar; anv risk assessment approach that e utthmed el

Heniifviie Congtonents of Conaanm 0allsy,

Bstablish the toxick o of esl Coll

Hdeptify snd mvalose ol pnmmmi and acroal BExposure Pathwavs
4, Blentify sl potentsal and sctmsd Beeoplors (homen bealth apd
srolopivalt and

Bwulosie the pobatiel and achud oo o Cotl sxposures on
sath rhieplin.

lad Bl e

L

Bemetiaron levels for pioiection of homian Yealih should s otipang vepulatory stands
» ainnhuw water stpndards when sl argavailable sed necesary o et d Surrent
bty m*mipaw Pafpre e weater e I poinsioatedd standards prned utilived
b remmediation

stpbdig secenishin e deesnet besed remadintion eriierg

criteria, o risk menosseny il e ocondpored o whilined o

5
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Developrment of Groungt Water Remedistion

AT R anopl Bl

s taaces ‘m,il}t-,i armd

T%tc‘:-rrmiim i

SR i A

g

=

¥

i
a Hlwgualto orbek

Bermedmtion Tevels
thaat reprelent an sttiofpoal "“«i& =
HO or T ghonls e
ST st ek g mi G

Ty
i
T

LEE LDED B

k
it

soroes of fibe

ks oy e
diog et edtablel wrovsgd wy tevely

T
reviewed by ih:

"xf}i

st overseeing

wr denermineg Wrsmedy
svironment.  The ppvww

solection

weater olegnup

b
RERDY

s mibe o Peogesot MName

I el Deseription Grelnding Jatttaded lor
o

e ol Coneern

5

Inter- / Intra

i%}r' boman
sv upper bound hietins o
ey welehition

oriarinants thal are ;:v:'g'«;;:za ta o halow Mo

rpetdugical prote
) arn:ﬂ;nmcm abive afeeoing
<Em el i y
Hons (6,0, nator Nv weourring suhatances 1
wa{ or #I a3 5

fesded o beltey dofine (he potept

v pronnd vt vemedingon (e man

v L (50 YOETE frivi the date of e rmmf 'mp' STEralion,
erremrid
sl

levels rompin protective of lueom
dovtment the

fmed on

il b

lepppniiyy ““""F"‘ e

tior

tak 4o

mEnkin oo

b, potcancer gk shall be b

R i
Loy, for sbtes with mulipke i-x*r;r*‘lmim!ia b5,

ctbon will b

é
Si
g
5

G BRE Ghove

%“‘.#1(;1}_ £y

The pursoieof thes

slabug of LG ey

11:‘1‘-"' iy f
%

§
Y

FETTIETILT

datz bage ig sxteblishad w

s cotpdinates

-Agency Coordination




Development of Ground Water Remediation Levels

Y

Arkansas Soil and Water Commission — Ground water use designation, non-
point source issues.

Arkansas Department of Health — Human-health exposures.

ADEQ Water Division — Water quality, discharge criteria.

ADEQ Hazardous Waste Division — Hazardous substance / hazardous waste
issues, risk assessment / risk management assistance.

ADEQ Regulated Storage Tank Division — Petroleum only ground water
contamination issues.

» ADEQ Environmental Preservation Division — Review of all environmental
projects (including remedy decisions).

Y'Y Y
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Approved:

Director

Date:
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