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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Red Penn Sanitation Company Landfill
Pewee Vadley, Oldham County, Kentucky

STATEMENT OF BASISAND PURPOSE

This document presents the remedid action decision made by the U. S. Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA)
regarding the Red Penn Landfill Site in Oldham County, Kentucky. The decision was made in accordance with
the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and the
Nationd Oil and Hazardous substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), based on the information contained

in the Administrative Record for the Ste.

Kentucky Department of Waste Management (KDWM) is aware of EPA’ s decision not to conduct a CERCLA
funded remedid action at this Site as recorded in this document. In accordance with EPA’s advice, KDWM has
made appropriate arrangements with the responsible partiesto close the landfill as necessary. KDWM has neither

objected to nor concurred with EPA’s final decision on the site.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

Based on the reaults of the Remedid Invedtigation, including the risk assessment, conducted on the Red Penn
Landfill, no CERCLA funded remedid action is necessary at the site to ensure that human hedth and the
environment are protected. The landfill was permitted to process only domestic waste between 1959 and 1989,
but unauthorized industria waste was accepted as well.



Remedid Investigation indicated that the Ste contained hazardous materid s but the levelsof contamination and risk
arebelow EPA’ saction levels. Because the landfill was abandoned without proper closure, EPA advised KDWM
to prevent Ste conditions from deterioration by requiring the responsible parties to close the landfill properly.
KDWM negotiated the landfill closure plan with the parties and gpproved their capping designin October 1999.
The responsible parties began constructing the remedy under Kentucky’ s oversight in June 2000. The project is
scheduled to be completed by the end of September 2000. This Record of Decision document completesEPA’s
action on the site and includes arecommendation to the Commonwedth to redtrict theuse of the Steto activities

that would not compromise the integrity of the landfill cap.
DECLARATION STATEMENT
EPA has determined that no Superfund action is necessary at this Site to ensure the protection of human health and

the environment. The current decison will not result in hazardous substances remaining on-ste above hedth-based

levels. Therefore, no five-year review will be conducted for the Site.

\&\\%M \&, KX QO

Richard D. Green, Director Date

Waste Management Division




1.0 SSTE BACKGROUND

11 SITELOCATION

The Red Penn Landfill Superfund Site is located gpproximately 1.5 miles southeast of Pewee Valey in Oldham
County, Kentucky. As shown in Figure 1, Shelby County lies to the east and southeast of the Site, and Jefferson
County lies to the south and southwest. The property isbounded on the east and southeast by Floyds Fork Creek,
and on the southwest by an un-named creek tributary which runsaong Kentucky State Route 362. Hawley Gibson
Road forms the northwest property line.

1.2 SI'TE DESCRIPTION

The landfill is contained in a rura parcel of land which is gpproximately 151 acres in Size. The portion of the
property permitted and actively used for waste digposa was 85 acres. The remaining 66 acreswereused primarily
as the borrow areafrom which cover soil was obtained during the landfill operations. The Steis currently inactive
and much of the property is overgrown with vines, shrubs and trees. The property is unfenced, but access roads
have barricadeswhich act asbarriersto vehicular traffic. The physicd structuresremaining ongteinclude remnants
of the old guard shack, and the maintenance building. A buried natura gas pipeline passes through the middle of
the ste, west of thelandfill area, trending from northeast to southwest. Texas Gas Company ownsthe pipdineand

maintains its corridor. See Figure 2 for Ste features.

20 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

2.1 SITEHISTORY

The first documented waste disposal activity on this Site occurred in 1954, when a 10-acre portion of the property
was leased to Bert Logsdon and Chris P. Pennington for five years as a dump ground. In the lease, the parties
agreed that the property would be used for the dumping of residential garbage only. Thelease specificaly excluded
dop or carcasses of dead animas. Theinitid permit
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to operate alandfill at the Site was issued by the Oldham County Health Department in 1959, to the Red Penn
Sanitation Company. In 1968, the company obtained asolid waste disposa permit from the Kentucky Department
of Hedlth to use 85 acres of the property asasanitary landfill. Although the permit excluded industrial wastes, Red
Penn Sanitation Company contracted to accept industria rubbish and dudge from the Louisville Scrap Materid
Company for disposd a the Stein 1972,

Subsequently, the Red Penn site was ingpected regularly by the Kentucky Divison of Solid Waste which later
became known as the Divison of Hazardous Materia and Waste Management, and is now caled the Kentucky
Divison of Waste Management (KDWM). KDWM'’ sfilesfor this Ste indicate that violations of state and loca
regulations by the operator were frequent. Between 1972 and 1982, Red Penn Sanitation was cited repeatedly for
improper operationa problems, including creek pollution from overflowing leachate collection ponds, cover soil
deficiencies, and consstently unsatisfactory Site conditions.

In November 1982, KDWM discovered through discussions with Robert Layer, an independent Red Penn
contractor that he had hauled severa thousand drums of waste from the Anaconda Wire and Cable Company in
LaGrange and dumped them in the landfill between 1967 and 1974. These drums allegedly contained waste
enamds, drawing solution from the curing of copper wire, and possibly scrgp varnish. Based on the information
provided by Mr. Layer, KDWM egtimated the number of drums dumped in the landfill to be at least 5400.
Apparently, the drums were unloaded from histruck near the operating cell of the landfill and spread out over the
landfill by the bulldozer operator at the site. Mr. Layer claimed that the drums were never empty. Fifteen drums
were aso taken to his own property where the contents were burned and the drums used as garbage cans. In

addition, approximately 100 drums were taken to aJim Sanders' property on Dawkins Road in Oldham County.

InApril 1987, KDWM discovered through an interview with Mr. Donald Puckett, aformer bulldozer operator a
the landfill, that severd drums containing paint waste and dudge generated by the Ford Motor Company plant in
Jefferson County were dumped in the landfill between 1968 and 1974.



Based on theinformation provided by Mr. Puckett, KDWM estimated the number of drums dumped in the landfill
to be at least 7800. Approximately 100 drums were a so taken to Mr. Puckett’s own property.

2.2 ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

InMarch 1986, John Guelda, apart owner of the Red Penn Sanitation Company who bought half interest in 1979,
notified KDWM that suspected hazardous waste had been found at the site. Upon ingpection, KDWM found
severa drumsand apile of contaminated soil which had been excavated from the borrow area and dumped at the
entrance of thelandfill. Severa drumswere dso found protruding from the excavation area. Two soil samples were
collected from the drum and the pile at the entrance to the site during the ingpection. Limited chemica anaysisof

the samplesreved ed the presence of toluene and xylene a concentrations of 153 and 62.5 milligrams per kilogram

(mg/kg), respectively.

In 1986, KDWM conducted a preliminary assessment of the site and concluded that a site investigation was
gopropriate. The ste investigation was conducted later in the same year. Samples of soil and wastesfromthesite,
surface water and sediment from the Foyds Fork Creek, and groundwater from the site and private wells were
andyzed for the entire list of priority pollutants. In addition, ar sampling and magnetometer surveys were
conducted. Severad pollutants from industria activities were detected in the various samples a significant levels of
concentration particularly, metas, pesticides and volatile organic compounds. No readings above the background
were observed from the magnetometer survey. Therefore, the extent of suspected drum burid could not be
ascertained.

Based on the results of the ste investigation, KDWM filed a Request for Appropriate Action and a Notice of
Violationagainst the Red Penn Sanitation Company in 1986. The company agreed to clean up thedrum excavation
areaand the pile of waste at the landfill entrance. In September and October 1986, approximately 207 cubic yards
of contaminated soil and 85 drums (atotal of about 154 tons



of materia) were removed from the two locations by the Red Penn Sanitation Company under the direction of
EPA’ s Emergency Response contractor. Upon completion of the remova action, KDWM collected and analyzed
random soil samples from the excavation area and determined that further soil remova was necessary at the Site,
Red Penn Sanitation was ordered to conduct the additional remova work but defied the order. The permit to
operate thelandfill expired in December 1986. Although the company ceased operating thefacility, thelandfill was
not properly closed. In April 1987, the Kentucky Natura Resources and Environmenta Protection Cabinet
(KNREPC) issued letters to severd parties, notifying them that they were responsible for disposa of hazardous
substances at the dte. The letters requested voluntary participation by these parties in investigating the site,
proposing aremedid plan, and implementing an acceptable remedid action.

The site was scored by the State in late 1987, and listed as aNationa Priorities Site by EPA in 1989,

based on a score of 38.1 usng the Hazard Ranking System. The high score was driven primarily by the
groundwater and surface water pathways. A mgor source of drinking water inthe areaisthe Laurd agquifer which
isshdlow (21 fegt), is highly permeable due to karst features and is exposed at the landfill. Floyds Fork Creek is
amgor stream which served asthe source of potablewater for gpproximately 250 inmatesand staff at the nearby

women'’s reformatory. The creek aso supports recregtiond fishing in the area.

EPA conducted a search of the entities associated with the dumping of unauthorized waste a the landfill and
identified severd potentialy responsible parties (PRPs) in 1988. Noticeletterswere sent to the partiesin February
1989, to inform them of their potentid liability, request additiona information from them, and to advise them that
EPA was congdering spending public funds to conduct Remedia Investigation/Feasibility Studies (RI/FS) at the
ste. On June 19, 1989, two of the PRPs (Ford Motor Company and Waste Management, Inc.) met with EPA
daff to discuss the possibility of a PRP lead RI/FS. EPA’s conclusion from the discussonswasthat no PRPwas
interested in funding the studies. Therefore, afund-lead RI/FS wasinitiated in |ate 1989.

InJuly 1993, EPA concluded from its RI studies that a Superfund remedia action at the site could not be justified.
However, because the landfill was not properly closed, EPA advised KDWM to



solidt the PRPsto conduct a corrective action at the Site under itsauthority. KDWM acted accordingly. In August
1994, the PRPs submitted a draft scope of work to the Commonwedlth for capping the landfill. After revisingthe
proposa severa times, it wasfindized in May 1998. Following an extensive negatiation, the Commonwedth and
several PRPs entered into an Agreed Order in August 1999, requiring the PRPs to implement  the remedid plan
for the landfill. Pursuant to the provisons of the Agreed Order, the design for Site remediation was prepared by
the responsible parties and approved by KDWM in October 1999. The PRPs began construction of the remedy
in April 2000, under the Commonwedth’s authority and oversight.

3.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION HIGHLIGHTS

The community relaions program for the site began in June 1991, prior to starting the Remedid Investigation (RI)

field work. EPA personnd interviewed the city and county officids, civic leaders, and arearesdents to determine

their concerns and understanding of Ste issues. In addition, the interviews provided a basis for developing a
comprehensive community relations plan for the site. Those interviewed were informed of the Superfund process
and how it would be gpplied a the Red Penn site beginning with the pending Remedid Investigation and Feasibility
Studies (RI/FS). The door to door interviews were held on June 3 and 4, 1991. Thelocd library, South Oldham
Library in Crestwood, was visited during the interview, and established as one of two information repositoriesfor

theste. Theother repository wasthe EPA record center in Atlanta, Georgia. Establishment of the repositorieswas

announced to the public early in the process, and information at both places was updated as necessary.

Severd Fact Sheets were published to inform the public about EPA activitieson thisste. Thefirst one, published
inAugust 1991, reviewed site history and the work being planned for the Site by EPA, particularly the RI/FS. The
second Fact Sheet was written in May 1993, to review EPA’swork progress. An andysis of Site evauation, and
the results of risk assessment were reported in a July 1993 Proposed Plan Fact Sheet which also announced that
EPA could not justify a Superfund Remedia Action a the ste. A second Proposed Plan Fact Sheet was published
in April 2000, to re-state why Superfund cleanup could not be conducted at the site and to inform the public that
the



responsible partieswerein the process of conducting the necessary landfill closure under Kentucky’ sauthority and

upervison.

KDWM aso issued three fact sheets on the site between August 1994 and April 2000. The first fact sheet
informed the public that the Commonwedth of Kentucky would exercise its independent authority to effect a
corrective action at the ste by working directly with the potentially responsible parties. The second issue was
published in November 1999, to discuss the progress of negotiation between the Commonwedth and the
responsble parties. In April 2000, Kentucky’s third fact sheet was published to discuss the remedid action
congtruction which the responsible parties were about to begin a the Ste.

In addition to the fact sheets, EPA and KDWM conducted several meetings between September 1991 and April
2000, to discuss the site with the public. The meetings were attended by federd, state, county, and city officids,
environmenta activists, responsble parties, area resdents and members of the loca news media. Appendix A
includes the transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting held on April 20, 2000.

In summary, public participation in the Red Penn Landfill Ste events was promoted actively by both EPA and
KDWM. In turn, the public indicated a high levd of interest in Ste activities. To encourage the public to review
and understand the technical issues and documentsrel ated to the site, avail ability of the Technicd Assstance Grant

was announced at the beginning of the project. However, no gpplications were received for the grant.

4.0 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL SITE RESOURCE USE

4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS

There are three towns within a4 mile radius of the Red Penn landfill. These are Pewee Vdley, Crestwood, and
Anchorage with a combined population of approximately 4,800 people according to the 1990 census. Pewee
Valey islocated at gpproximately 1.5 miles, northwest of the site and



has a population of approximatey 1,283 people. Crestwood is 2.5 miles north of the Site and has an estimated
population of 1,435 people. Anchorage has a population of 2,082 people and islocated at 3.5 miles southwest of
the Site. Severa residences that are not considered parts of these towns, constituting some 2,200 people, are
estimated to be within four miles of the Site.

4.2 LAND USE

Land around the Steisused primarily for agricultural and resdentid purposes. Agricultura activitiesinclude raising
of crops and livestock. No parks or recreational areas are within a close proximity of the site. The property
containing thelandfill is designated for mix-use by the Oldham County Comprehensive Development Plan published
in 1982. Development of the Red Penn property through year 2000 is planned to include commercid and office
buildings, and medium to high density residences. The surrounding areaiis planned for low dengity residences. The
Floyds Fork Creek which supports an active recreationd fishing isdesignated asaresource protectioniteminthe

plan.

5.0 SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

5.1 PHYSIOGRAPHY

Asshownin Figure 3, Oldham County islocated in the Outer Bluegrass Physiographic Province of Kentucky. The
county congds of gently rolling to hilly terrain with upland eevations ranging from 650 feet above mean sea leve
(md) in the western part, to 900 feet above md in the eastern part. The Ohio River marks the northwest border
of the county. In the western part of the county, wide expanses of gently rolling to nearly flat land are present. In
the eastern part theterrainis dissected by severd streamsand isnoticegbly hilly. A few ridgesare flat-topped, with
the width of the ridges increasing westward in the county. Locd rdief is dight in the county except near FHoyds
Fork Creek, which has carved avalley 150 to 200 feet below the surrounding upland in some aress.
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5.2 TOPOGRAPHY

The topography &t the Site has been dtered sgnificantly due to years of filling and borrowing activities. A review
of the original (pre-development) topographic contours of the area during the RI indicated that a north-south
trending drainage swale dissected the center of the property formerly and provided drainage into the Floyds Fork
Creek. Presently, however, there is at least 50 feet of fill over this drainage swale. As part of the RI, a ground
survey of the site was conducted and aeriad photographs were obtained. The ground survey was conducted to
locate a 100 foot sample grid over the entire 85 acres of the landfill and a200 foot sample grid over the remainder
of the property. The agrid photographs were utilized in conjunction with the ground survey to define current
topography and to produce study base maps.

The crest of thelandfill isapproximately 700 feet above md and gpproximately 100 feet above HoydsFork Creek.
Because the landfill is mound shaped, surface runoff occurs at the site radialy and then proceeds south, east, or
west towards the creeks along the site boundary. See Figure 4. To control the direct discharge of runoff from the
gteinto the creek, a system of berm and catchment basin was constructed by the landfill operators. As shownin
Figure 5, the Steis not within the 100-year flood plain.

5.3 SURFACE HYDROLOGY

The surface waters potentialy affected by the site are Floyds Fork Creek and the creek tributary. The creek
tributary is approximately 10 feet wide where it borders the site and appears to be normally lessthan 1 foot deep
based on observations made during the RI. Thetributary flows southwest into the Floyds Fork Creek. Floyds Fork
Creek isaperennid. It is a southwest flowing fork of the SAt River and is approximately 20 feet wide where it
borders the site. Itsdepth isnormally about 1 to 2 feet deep. However, high water marks of 6 or more feet above
the stream banks were observed during site vidts for this sudy. The Sdat River islocated approximately 12 miles
south of the Ste. It flows

11
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westward into the Ohio River. The U.S. Geologicd Survey (USGS) has a permanent stream gage on Foyds Fork
Creek located approximately four miles upstream from the site and monitors the creek’ srate of flow. A review of
the USGS record indicated that during the dry season, Floyds Fork Creek may dry up or itsflow rate may be too

smdl to measure.

54 SOILS

Soil depth at the Ste variesfrom 0 to 12 feet. The soil type distribution at the Site, according to the Soil Survey of
Oldham County which was conducted in 1975, isshown in Figure 6. It isnoteworthy that the soil type digtribution
depicted by the figure is representative of conditions as they existed prior to 1975. Due to land filling and
borrowing activities Snce then, these conditions may have been dtered. Nevertheless, the map provides agenera
indication of the types of soils present at the Ste.

5.5 GEOLOGY

Oldham County lieswithin the Ohio Geological Region whichismade up of aseriesof bedrock units. The bedrock
series vary greatly in thickness and hydrogeologic characteristics, and rangein agefrom Precambrianto Tertiary.
Two basins, the Appa achian and thelllinois, arethe most conspicuous structurd featuresinthearea. Thesebasins
are separated from each other by the Cincinnati, the Findlay, and the Kankakee arches, and the Nashville dome,
The surface of the basement complex dopes from the arch areastoward the Appaachian and 1llinoisbasins. This
dopeisthekey geologic feature controlling the Strike and dip of the younger bedrock series overlying the basement
complex. These younger units form the bedrock aguifer system. Oldham County lieson the western flank of the
Cincinnati arch. The dip of the younger bedrock west of the Cincinnati arch and south of the Kankakee arch is
generaly toward the low point of the Illinois basement depression. Loca geologic structures in the counties
surrounding the Site can be described as a series of synclines and anticlines, generaly plunging to  the
west-southwest. The axis of the Lyndon Syncline, aloca structurd fegature, traversesthe central section of the Ste.
Strike and dip measurements on the rock units outcropping at the surface indicate that the Steissituated ona very
gentle swale of the syncline. The dip of the

14
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bedrock units is generdly less than 3 degrees, and influences the surface-water flow direction. The formation
underlying the site is made up of fine grained carbonates and shaes. Alluvia deposits are dso found dong Floyds
Fork Creek and its tributaries. These sediments are of Quaternary age flood plain deposits composed principaly
of sands, glts, clays, and gravels. The unconsolidated sediments are commonly 8 to 10 feet in thickness aong
Floyds Fork Creek. Figure 7 is a map of the site showing the locations where two schematic geologic
cross-sections (A-A’ and B-B’) have been constructed. Section A-A’ is an east-west cross-section which is

shown in Figure 8. Section B-B’ is a north-south cross-section depicted in Figure 9.

5.6 HYDROGEOLOGY

The occurrence and movement of ground water in thisregion appear to be controlled by three mgor factors. These
are: (1) the fractures and solution-enlarged openings in the rocks, (2) the western-southwestern dip of the
bedrock units, and (3) the creeks incisng the bedrock aquifers. Generdly, the limestone and dolomite beds
tranamit large quantities of water through openings aong joints and bedding planes enlarged by solutioning. The
shde beds, however, generdly impede the upward and downward movement of water from the adjacent limestone
and dolomite beds due to fewer and smaler fractures. The water bearing potentias of the tratigraphic unitsinthe

area are described below:

The Louisville limestone typicaly yields more than 500 gallons of water per day (gpd) to
wdlsdrilled invalley bottoms or dong streams and broad uplands. At many locations, the
limegtone is highly porous and permeable dong joints and bedding planes. Wdlls
intersecting these openings usudly yidd a sustainable domestic supply of water. Springs
are commonly found in the Louisville limestonejust above the contact with the underlying
Waldrom shale,

TheWaldronshde yiddslittlewater. It tendsto act asan aquitard whichimpedesrecharge
to the underlying Laurd dolomite,

The Laurel dolomite isfine-grained. It crops out in valleys of south-flowing streams such

asthe FHoyds Fork Creek. Karst features, including sinkholes and solution channels are
common in thisunit. The Laurd dolomite typicaly yields 100 to 500

16
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gpd of water to wells located dong streams. The unit, however, does not have sustainable yields of fresh water
whereit is extensvely overlain by the Wadron shde.

The Osgood Formation underlying the Laurd dolomite congsts of dolomitic shae,
mudstone, and dolomite. The units yidd little water to wells and impede recharge to the
underlying limestonesand dolomites. However, it yidds water to small springs and seeps
at locations where the contact between the dolomite and shale is exposed.

The Brassfidd limestone underlying the Osgood Formation also yields water to springs.
Karst festuresarecommonin thisunit, however theformation isgenerdly thin and haslow
capacity. Therefore, itisnot aprincipa drinking water source in the area

The Sdludadolomiteisamember of the Drakes Formation which typicaly yieds between
100 and 500 gpd of water to wellsin valley bottoms such as near the Floyds Fork Creek.
Karst fegtures are common in the upper part of this formation but less common in the

lower part.

In view of the above hydrogeologic characterigtics, three mgor aguifers are potentidly affected by the Red Penn
Landfill. Theseare: the Louisville Limestone Aquifer, the Laurel Dolomite/Upper Osgood Formation Aquifer, and
the Brassfidd Limestone/Sduda Dolomite Aquifer. The first and second aquifers are separated by the Wadron
shale, and the second and third aquifers are separated by the lower Osgood Formation aquitard. Around the Site,
a sgnificant amount of the Louisville limestone and the Wa dron shae has been eroded away, leaving the Laurd
dolomite as the first formation encountered. The base of the Red Penn Iandfill lies on top of the Laurel dolomite,
and leachate springs at the landfill have been observed to accumul ate on top of the Osgood Formation benegath the
Laurel dolomite. Therefore, the aguifers of primary concern at this Ste are the Laurdl and the Sduda.

Generdly, carbonate formations are potentidly host to solution enhanced permesbilities and karst development
whichmay present unpredictable and complicated groundwater flow patternswith varigble transmissvities These
characterigtics were observed at the site. Accordingly, the specia technique of dye tracing was applied to study
the groundwater flow pattern in the area. The following were the findings of the studly.
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A vertical sequence of aquifers and confining layers exids a the gte. The Louisville limestone represents
awaer-table agquifer extending down to thetop of the Wadron shde, whichisan effective confining layer.
These units occur only at the most northern portion of the Ste and are not impacted by the landfill except
by borrow activities.

The aguifers of concern at the Site are the Laurel and Sduda dolomites. While neither isawell-developed
karst aguifer dueto interbedding of shale and dolomite Strata, they are anisotropic carbonate aquifers. The
Laurd isafractured dolomitic aquifer exposed at the land surface over most of the site. It exhibits a high
degree of secondary permesbility due to solution-enlarged joints and bedding-plane partings. While
groundwater storage in the Laurel aquifer may be low, recharge occurring during wet periods travels a
highve ocity (on the order of 500 feet per hour) through discrete conduitsin relatively narrow groundwater
basins. The Osgood shdeseffectively limit downward percolation of groundwater fromthe Laurel aquifer
into the Sdluda aquifer, limiting dissolutiona enlargement of fracturesinthe Sdluda. Therefore, the Saluda
is dgnificantly less permesble than the Laurd. Both aguifers are gently folded by the
west-southwest-plunging Lyndon Syncline, the axis of which bisects the site.

Surface geophysica surveys conducted a the Ste detected no extensive areas of groundwater flow.
However, the data indicated that flow of groundwater away from the landfill is limited to locaized and

discrete zones.

Numerous smdl intermittent springsand severa |eachate sreamsflow from thelandfill areainto the Hoyds
Fork. However, due to structural control of groundwater flow by the west-southwest-plunging Lyndon
Syndine, the greatest discharge occurs through the quarry springs which flow into the creek tributary.
These springs occur primarily in the Laurel dolomite and are perched on the shay Osgood Formation.

Mogt groundwaeter flow from the site discharges through springsinto Foyds Fork and the creek tributary.
These streams are deeply incised and appear to form aloca base level for
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groundwater flow at the site. The dye-tracing investigation provided no evidence of groundwater migrating

off dte except via discharge into these streams.

6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

EPA initiated sampling activities at the Ste in September 1989, primarily to assess current impact on the creeks
epecidly because the nearby correctiond indtitute obtained its drinking water from the Hoyds Fork Creek.
Surfacewater and sediment sampleswere collected and andyzed to determine the need for any emergency action.
Although, toluene and heavy metalswere detected in the samples, no emergency responsewas deemed necessary.
Shortly after this event, Rl began & the site.

6.1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION SUMMARY

Duringthe RI, various studies were conducted to determinethe nature and extent of Site contamination. The studies
included site sampling and laboratory analyses, eva uation of the risks potentidly posed by site contamination to
human hedth and the environment, and determination of dte clean-up options. Detalls of the dtudies are in the

Adminigtrative Record and their results are summarized in the following sections.

6.1.1 Soil Gas Sampling

A passve s0il gas survey was conducted to identify volatile organic compounds in the landfill and to determine
potential source areas and migration pathways. Soil gas samples were collected from 222 grid points on and
around the landfill. Results of the survey indicated presence of chemica compounds commonly found in solvents
and fuel products primarily within the boundaries of the Ste. The results o indicated possible off-ste migration

of the compounds towards the creeks.



6.1.2 Surface Soil Sampling

Fifty-one soil samples were collected from and around the landfill to determine the chemica compounds of
potentia threat to human health dueto direct contact. All sampleswere obtained from within onefoot of the landfill
surface and analyzed for complete target compound list/target andyte list (TCL/TAL). In addition, presence of
cyanide was investigated. Several metds and cyanide were detected in the soil samples a low levels  of
concentration. The most predominant metals were chromium, iron, lead, vanadium, zinc, sodium, potassum,
cacium and magnesium. Isolated occurrences of pesticides, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and toluene were

also reported.

6.1.3 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling

Surface water and sediment samples were collected from five locations along the Floyds Fork Creek, four
locations adong the creek tributary, and three on-site catchment basins. The sampleswere andyzed for TCL/TAL
parameters and cyanide. Chloroform and bromodichloromethane were found in one surface water sample from
the creek tributary and lindane was detected in a surface water sample from the Floyds Fork Creek. Sediments
from the three on-dte catchment basins showed the presence of PAHS. Concentrations of the contaminants found

in the surface water and sediment samples were inggnificant.

6.1.4 Groundwater Evaluation

Groundwater samples were collected from one up-gradient and two down-gradient domestic wells, two on-dte
monitoring wells, and one domestic source spring near the ste. The samples were anadlyzed for chemica
compounds of potential human hedth concern. No contaminants were found at Sgnificant concentrations in the
wells with the exception of the up-gradient sample which showed the presence of lead and cadmium at elevated

leves.

In addition to these samples which were collected by EPA contractors, Kentucky conducted a
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confirmatory monitoring program to characterize seasond fluctuations in contaminant levels. Groundwater was
sampled quarterly over a period of one year between 1996 and 1997, under a cooperative agreement with EPA.
Elevenon-stelocationsincluding two new wells, and one private well were sampled. Contaminantssmilar to those

obtained during previous sampling effortswere obtained at level swithin the rangesfrom previous|laboratory results.

Groundwater flow and contaminant trangport characteristics were evauated using dyetrace anadlysis. The andysis
concluded that the primary aquifers underlying the landfill flow towards and discharge into the adjacent creeks.
Consequently, landfill contaminants transported by the groundwater would be discharged into the creeks.
However, sampling of the creeks indicated low contaminant concentrations. Furthermore, the dye trace study
indicated that a confining layer exists above the degper aquifer (Sauda) which would limit its contamination by the
landfill.

6.1.5 Leachate Sampling

Severa |leachate springs, seeps, and pondswere found on and adjacent to the Site during the RI. Six locations were

chosen and sampled. The samplesindicated the presence of severa organic and inorganic compoundsat varying

concentrations which were determined to congtitute aminima threat to human hedth.

6.2 Summary of Human Health Risk Assessment

Human health risks posed by the Red Penn site were evaluated as part of the RI. The process of evauation

included: (1) identification of chemicals of potential concern at the site, (2) exposure assessment, (3) toxicity

andysis, and (4) risk characterization.

6.2.1 Chemicas of Potential Concern

The RI field and laboratory activities were designed and conducted with proper quality control
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messures to identify the chemica compounds associated with the Site. Upon completing the activities,
goproximatdy sixty-ax different chemicaswere found at the site. A listing of the chemicds is presented
inTable 1. A subset of thelisted chemical swas sdlected asthe contaminants of potential concern (COCS),
by evaluating each chemicad’s toxicity, concentration; and frequency of occurrence. The COCS are
cadmium, chromium, lead, cyanide, benzene, threeisomers of benzene hexachloride (a pha, beta, gamma),
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtha ate, and carbon disulfide. Retionaesfor selecting these chemicalsaresated in Table
1.

6.2.2 Exposure Assessment

An andysis of potential human contact with the chemicals of concern a Red Penn was conducted. Site
physical setting, fate and transport of the COCS, the potentialy exposed populations, and al relevant
exposure pathwayswere considered asdetailed in the RI report. The various quditative factors considered
in the exposure assessment are outlined in the Conceptuad Site Model of Figure 10. Exposure to COCS
was expressed numericaly and designated as Chronic Dally Intake (CDI). Quantitative factors used to
cdculate chronic daily intake for each COC, including reasonable maximum expaosure, contaminant
concentration, frequency, and duration of exposure, were based on worst case scenarios so as to derive
conservative exposure information.

6.2.3 Toxicty Andyss

Toxicity analyss was conducted to evaluate the potentid for cases of cancer and/other adverse human
hedlth problems as aresult of exposure to each COC. The analysiswas based on EPA’ s dopefactorsfor
carcinogenic effects and reference doses (RfDs) for non-carcinogenic effects. Results of the andyss are
shown in Tables2 and 3.

6.2.4 Risk Characterization

By integrating the results of exposure assessment and toxicity andysis, various cancer and non-cancer
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TABLE 1

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants

Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) | Frequency(5) cocC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
ALUMINUM SS 5200 — 14000 1900 — 45000 10,600 41/41
LH NA 430 — 4500 1100 5/6 No Mean concentration less than 2 x background In all media.
SD 11000 1600 — 17000 8000 11/11 No EPA toxicity values available.
SwW 3900 1200 — 4200 1500 5/9
GW NA 280 — 2400 1340 2/2
ANTIMONY SS ND(8.5 — 20) 25-33 2.8 3/41
LH NA ND(30) NA 0/6 No Less than preliminary remediation goal (PRG) for surface soil,
SD ND(30) ND(20 - 30) NA 0/11 (110 mg/kg).
SW ND(30) ND(30 - 60) NA 0/9 Not detected in other media.
GW NA ND(30) NA 0/2
ARSENIC SS 3-12 25-23 12.8 19/41
LH NA 13-34 21 4/6 No Less than 2 x background for surface soil and sediment.
SD 80 3-78 40 10/11 Less than MCL (50) in leachate.
SW ND(30) ND(3 - 30) NA 0/9 Less than PRG for surface soil (274 mg/kg)
GW ND(30) NA NA 0/2
BARIUM SS 36 -120 15-170 72 41/41
LH NA 150 — 440 292 6/6 No Less than MCL (2,000) in leachate.
SD 420 21-440 210 1111 Less than PRGs for surface soil (13,700 mg/kg) and leachate
SW 63 63 — 300 120 6/9 (1,830 ug/L)
GW NA 27 -98 63 2/2
BERYLLIUM SS 0.50-1.0 0.34-1.7 0.72 41/41
LH NA ND(1 -5.0) NA 0/6 No Less than 2 x background in surface soil and sediment.
SD 5.3 0.41-58 27 9/11 Not detected in leachate or surface water.
SW ND(5.0) ND(1 - 5.0) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CADMIUM * SS ND(0.48 — 1.5) ND(0.41 —1.5) NA 0/41
LH NA 9-13 10 3/6 Yes Exceeds MCL (5) in leachate.
SD ND(5.0) 0.85-2.7 1.8 2/11
SwW ND(5.0) 3-6 4 5/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CALCIUM SS 800 — 150000 1000 - 150000 58,300 41/41
LH NA 76000 — 145000 110000 6/6 No Less than 2 x background in all media.
SD 74000 8100 — 140000 75000 10/10 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW 41000 41000 — 72000 56000 9/9
GW NA 48000 — 100000 74000 2/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants

Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) | Frequency(5) CcoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
4,4-DDD (P,P-DDD) SS ND(3.7 — 4.7) 6.4 6.4 1/41
LH NA ND(0.10 — 0.25) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (2,670 ug/kg).
SD ND(32) ND(3.9 — 33) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(0.25) ND(0.10 — 0.25) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.20) NA 0/2
44'-DDT (P,P-DDT) SS 3.9-22 18 18 1/41
LH NA ND(0.10 — 0.25) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (1,880 ug/kg).
SD ND(40) ND(3.9 — 41) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(0.25) ND(10 — 0.25) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.25) NA 0/2
BENZENE * SS ND(11 - 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 35-6.5 5.0 3/6 Yes Exceeds MCL (5) in leachate.
SD ND(31) ND(12 — 65) NA 0/11
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
BENZO(A)ANTHRACENE SS ND(380 — 460) 92 92 1/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (877 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 54 54 111 Less than Effects Range—Low (ER-L) for sediment.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
BENZO(B AND/OR K)- SS ND(380 — 460) 89 89 1/41
FLUORANTHRENE LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (877 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 88 88 1711 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
BHC-ALPHA * SS ND(1.9 —2.4) ND(1.9 — 2.4) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.062 0.062 1/6 Yes Exceeds PRG for leachate (0.00285 ug/L)
SD ND(7.9) ND(2.0 — 8.1) NA 0/11
SW ND(0.10) ND(0.05 - 0.10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.050 — 0.053) NA 0/2
BHC-BETA * SS ND(1.9 — 2.4) ND(1.9 — 2.4) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.12 0.12 1/6 Yes Exceeds PRG for leachate (0.00996 ug/L).
SD ND(16) ND(2.0 — 16) NA 0/11
SW ND(0.10) ND(0.05 - 0.10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.10) NA 0/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)
Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) | Frequency(5) CcoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
CHLOROETHANE SS ND(11- 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 1.2-2.0 1.6 2/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (28,200 ug/L).
SD ND(31) ND(12 - 65) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CHLOROFORM SS ND(11 - 14) ND(11 —14) NA 0/41
LH NA ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/6 No Not detected in surface soil, leachate or sediment.
SD ND(31) ND(12 - 65) NA 0/11 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
SW ND(5.0) 26 26 1/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CHLOROMETHANE SS ND(11 - 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 1.0 1.0 1/6 No Isolated occurrence equal to PRG for leachate (1 ug/L).
SD ND(31) ND(12 - 65) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
S ND(5.0) ND(5. 0- 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CHRYSENE SS ND(380 — 460) 93 93 1/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (8,770 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 45 45 111 Less than ER-L in sediment.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE SS ND(11 — 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.70 0.70 1/6 No Less than MCL (5) in leachate.
SD ND(31) ND(12 — 65) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
cis—1,2-DICHLOROETHENE SS ND(11 - 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.78-0.85 0.82 2/6 No Less than MCL (70) in leachate.
SD ND(31) ND(12 — 65) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
S ND(5.0) ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
DIELDRIN SS ND(3.7 —4.7) 1.7 1.7 1/41
LH NA ND(0.10 - 0.15 NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (40 ug/kg).
SD ND(16) 2.6 2.6 111 Not detected in leachate or surface water.
SW ND(.10) ND(.10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(0.10) NA 0/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)
Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site

Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) Average(4) Frequency(5) COoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
CHROMIUM * SS 7-21 44-56 16 41/41
LH NA 35-65 53 3/6 Yes Exceeds state drinking water quality standard (50) in leachate.
SD 91 55-110 43 11/11
SwW ND(10) 11-31 16 5/9
GW NA 18 18 12
COLBALT SS 48-16 22-19 8.9 41/41
LH NA 55 55 1/6 No Less than 2 x background in all media.
SD 9 3.1-91 57 711 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW ND(10) ND(4 — 30) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
COPPER SS 43-16 2-31 8.9 31/41
LH NA ND(10 - 30) NA 0/6 No Less than 2 x background in all media.
SD 33 2.8-33 16.7 6/11 Less than PRGs for surface soil (10,200 mg/kg) and leachate.
SwW 13 11 11 1/9 (1,350 ug/L)
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
IRON SS 10000 — 25000 8600 — 54000 22,300 41/41
LH NA 1400 — 9000 13200 6/6 No Mean concentration less than 2 x background in all media.
sSD 200000 6000 — 210000 109000 11/11 No EPA toxicity values available..
SW 3800 1050 — 6900 2700 6/9
GW NA 440 — 5200 2820 2/2
LEAD * SS 18-25 1.1-100 19.6 41/41
LH NA 5-9 7 2/6 Yes Exceeds 2 x background in surface soil.
SD 78 4.6-98 39 11/11
SW ND(40) 5 5 1/9
GW NA ND(40) NA 0/2
MAGNESIUM SS 1000 — 58000 1300 - 61000 32,500 41/41
LH NA 56000 — 190000 109000 6/6 No Mean concentration less than 2 x background in all media.
SD 3600 3100 — 63000 20000 11/11 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW 15000 15000 — 74000 29000 9/9
GW NA 43000 — 48000 45500 2/2
MANGANESE SS 560 — 2100 260 — 2900 1,100 41/41
LH NA 340 - 825 550 6/6 No Mean concentration less than 2 x background in all media.
SD 10000 380 —-7100 3200 11/11 Less than PRGs in surface soil (27,400 mg/kg) and leachate.
SW 120 21-320 112 9/9 (3,650 ug/L)
GW NA 21-160 91 2/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)
Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site

Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) Average(4) Frequency(5) COoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
MERCURY SS ND(0.11 —0.15) 0.12-0.23 0.17 3/41
LH NA ND(0.2 -0.3) NA 0/6 No Not detected above background in sediment.
SD 0.06 0.05 0.05 4/11 Less than PRG in surface soil (82.3 mg/kg)
SW ND(0.2) ND(0.2) NA 0/9 Not detected in other media.
GW NA ND(0.2) NA 0/2
MOLYBDENUM SS NA NA NA NA
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/3 No Not analyzed for in surface soil or leachate.
SD ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/4 No evidence to link to the site.
SW ND(10) 11-20 16 4/4
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
NICKEL SS 52 -16 34-36 12 41/41
LH NA 34 - 81 54 3/6 No Less than MCL (100) in leachate.
SD 73 3.1-75 37 1111 Less than PRGs in surface soil (5,490 mg/kg) and leachate,
SW ND(20) 17 - 46 32 2/9 (730 ug/L)
GW NA ND(20) NA 0/2
POTASSIUM SS 480 — 1800 780 — 3800 2100 41/41
LH NA 17000 - 580000 260000 6/6 No Mean concentration less than 2 x background in all media.
SD ND(2000) 450 — 2200 1200 711 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW 5800 5800 — 230000 34000 9/9
GW NA 3800-6100 4950 2/2
SILVER SS ND(0.72 - 1.9) 18 18 1/41
LH NA ND(2 - 10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG in surface soil (823 mg/kg).
SD ND(10) 9.6 9.6 1711 Not detected in leachate or surface water.
SW ND(10) ND(3 - 10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
SODIUM SS ND(50 — 210) 93 -700 177 24/41
LH NA 68000 — 1000000 440000 6/6 No No EPA toxicity values available.
SD ND(1000) 220 - 860 350 711
SW 28000 28000 — 400000 93000 9/9
GW NA 12000 — 25000 18500 2/2
STRONTIUM SS NA NA NA NA
LH NA 160 — 560 290 3/3 No Less than 2 x background in surface water and sediment.
SD 90 76 - 120 90 4/4 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW 72 75-83 80 4/4
GW NA 460 — 1000 730 2/2




TABLE 1 (continued)
Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site

Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) Average(4) Frequency(5) COoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
TIN SS NA NA NA NA
LH NA NA(25) NA 0/6 No Not detected in site leachate, sediment or surface water.
SD 160 ND(25) NA 0/4 Not analyzed for in surface soil.
SW ND(25) ND(25) NA 0/4
GW NA ND(25) NA 0/2
TITANIUM SS NA NA NA NA
LH NA 13-14 14 2/3 No Less than 2 x background in surface water and sediment.
SD 85 95-130 110 4/4 No EPA toxicity values available.
SW 45 19-44 31 4/4
GW NA 10-39 25 2/2
VANADIUM SS 13-37 9.1-82 27 41/41
LH NA ND(10 — 100) NA 0/6 No Less than 2 x background in sediment.
SD 120 12-140 75 9/11 Less than PRG for surface soil (1,920 mg/kg).
SW ND(10) ND(6 — 20) NA 0/9 Not detected in leachate or surface water.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
YTTRIUM SS NA NA NA NA
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/3 No Less than 2 x background in sediment.
SD 45 46 — 62 52 4/4 Not detected in othermedia.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/4
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
ZINC SS 24 -54 11-170 29 30/41
LH NA 14 -120 69 4/6 No Less than 2 x background in sediment.
SD 73 24 -100 64 9/11 Less than PRG for surface soil (54,900 mg/kg).
SW 14 16 — 88 52 2/9 Less than SMCL (5,000) in leachate.
GW NA 28 -36 32 2/2
CYANIDE * SS ND(0.59 — 0.80) 0.54-2.8 1.5 15/41
LH NA 51-69 60 2/6 Yes Exceeds 2 x background in surface soil and surface water.
SD ND(0.24) ND(0.24 — 1.0) NA 0/11
SW ND(4) 350 350 1/9
GW NA ND(4) NA 0/2
4,4DDE (P,P-DDE) SS 3.9-36 23-14 8.2 2/41
LH NA ND(0.10 — 0.25) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (1,880 ug/kg).
SD ND(16) ND(3.9 — 16) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(0.10) ND(0.10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.10) NA 0/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants

Red Penn Site

Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) Frequency(5) CoC Rational for Inclusion or Exclusion
BHC-GAMMA (LINDANE) * SS ND(1.9-2.4) ND(1.9-2.4) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.94 0.94 1/6 | Yes Exceeds PRG for leachate (0.0655 ug/L).
SD ND(7.9) ND(2.0-16) NA 0/11
SW ND(0.10) 0.028 0.028 1/9
GW NA ND(0.050-0.054) NA 0/2
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE * SS ND(380 — 460) ND(380—460) NA 0/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 | Yes Exceeds MCL (6 ug/L) in monitoring well.
SD ND(1600) ND(390-1600) NA 0/11
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GwW NA 46 46 1/2
BROMODICHLOROMETHANE SS ND(11 — 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA ND(5.0 — 10) NA 0/6 No Not detected in surface soil, leachate or sediment.
SD ND(31) ND(12 - 65) NA 0/11 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
SwW ND(5.0) 5 5 1/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
CARBAZOLE SS ND(380 — 460) ND(380 — 460) NA 0/41
LH NA 2 2 1/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (4.26 ug/L).
SD ND(1600) ND(390 — 1600) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
CARBON DISULFIDE * SS ND(11 - 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 1.8-17 9.4 2/6 | Yes Detected in both monitoring wells.
SD ND(77) ND(12 — 160) NA 0/11
SW ND(12) ND(10 — 12) NA 0/9
GW NA 2042 31 2/2
CHLORDANE ALPHA /2 SS ND(1.9-2.4) 6.5 6.5 1/41
LH NA ND(0.05 — 0.62) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (493 ug/kg).
SD ND(98) ND(2.0 — 100) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(0.62) ND(0.05 - 0.62) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.62) NA 0/2
CHLORDANE-GAMMA /2 SS ND(1.9-2.4) 47-51 4.9 2/41
LH NA ND(0.05 — 0.62) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (493 ug/kg).
SD ND(98) ND(2.0 — 100) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(0.62) ND(0.05 - 0.62) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.62) NA 0/2
CHLOROBENZENE SS ND(11 — 14) ND(11 - 14) NA 0/41
LH NA 43-94 6.8 3/6 No Less than MCL (100) inleachate.
SD ND(31) ND(12 - 65) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0 - 10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) | Frequency(5) CcocC Rationale for Inclusion or Exclusion
DIETHYL PHTHALATE SS ND(380-460) 41-46 44 3/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (220,000 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) ND(390-1600) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
DI-N-BUTYLPHTHALATE SS ND(380-460) ND(380-460) NA 0/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Not detected in surface soil, leachate or surface water.
SD ND(1600) 120 120 111 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
ENDRIN SS ND(3.7-4.7) 0.72-2.2 1.5 2/41
LH NA ND(0.10-0.25) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (10,900 ug/kg).
SD ND(32) ND(4.0-34) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(.25) ND(.10-0.25) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(0.20-0.21) NA 0/2
FLUORANTHENE SS ND(380-460) 67 67 1/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (1460 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 92 92 111 Less than ER-L for sediment.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
METHYL BUTYL KETONE SS ND(11-14) ND(11-14) NA 0/41
LH NA 2.2 2.2 1/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (176 ug/L).
SD ND(77) ND(12-160) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(12) ND(10-12) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(12) NA 0/2
METHYL ETHYL KETONE SS ND(11-14) ND(11-14) NA 0/41
LH NA ND(10-50) NA 0/6 No Not detected in surface soil, leachate or surface water.
SD ND(310) 59 59 111 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
SW ND(50) ND(10-50) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(50) NA 0/2
NAPHTHALENE SS ND(380-460) ND(380-460) NA 0/41
LH NA 1.5 1.5 1/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (1460 ug/L).
SD ND(1600) ND(390-1600) NA 0/11 Not detected in other media.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2




TABLE 1 (continued)

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Parameter Media(1) Control(2) Range of Detects(3) | Average(4) | Frequency(5) CcocC Rationale for Inclusion or Exclusion
PCB-1254 (AROCLOR 1254) SS ND(37-47) 48-190 110 2/41
LH NA ND(1.0-2.5) NA 0/6 No Less than EPA remediation goal (1 ppm) for surface soil.
SD ND(190) ND(40-200) NA 0/11 Not detect in other media.
SW ND(1.2) ND(1.0-1.2) NA 0/9
GW NA ND(1.2) NA 0/2
PHENANTHRENE SS ND(380-460) 46-48 47 3/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (8,230,000 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 65 65 111 Not detect in leachate or surface water.
SW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9 Less than ER-L in sediment.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
PYRENE SS ND(380-460) 59 59 1/41
LH NA ND(10) NA 0/6 No Less than PRG for surface soil (8,230,000 ug/kg).
SD ND(1600) 86 86 111 Not detected in leachate or surface water.
SwW ND(10) ND(10) NA 0/9 Less than ER-L in sediment.
GW NA ND(10) NA 0/2
TOLUENE SS ND(11-14) 2-4 3 3/41
LH NA 0.58 0.58 1/6 No Less than PRGs for surface soil (54,900 ug/kg) and leachate, (3,150 ug/L).
SD ND(31) ND(12-65) NA 0/11
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0-10) NA 0/9 Not detected in sediment or surface water.
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
IXYLENE-O SS ND(11-14) ND(11-14) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.57 0.57 1/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (828 ug/L).
SD ND(31) ND(12-65) NA 0/11 Less than MCL (10,000) in leachate.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0-10) NA 0/9 Not detected in other media.
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
XYLENE (M—AND/OR P-) SS ND(11-14) ND(11-14) NA 0/41
LH NA 0.52-1.5 1.1 3/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (828 ug/L).
SD ND(31) ND(12-65) NA 0/11 less than MCL (10,000) in leachate.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0-10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2
XYLENES (TOTAL) SS ND(11-14) ND(11-14) NA 0/41
LH NA 1-2 1.5 1/6 No Less than PRG for leachate (828 ug/L).
SD ND(310) 47 47 2/11 Less than MCL (10,000) in leachate.
SW ND(5.0) ND(5.0-10) NA 0/9 Infrequent, isolated occurrence.
GW NA ND(5.0) NA 0/2




TABLE 1 (continued)

Occurrence and Distribution of Contaminants
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Notes:

1. SS is surface soil. LH is leachate. SD is sediment. SW is surface water. GW is groundwater.

2. Control samples are: surface soil- samples: SS-01, SS-04, SS-05, SS-06, SS-07, SS-08, SS-29, SS-30.
Leachate— not applicable. Sediment-SD-06. Surface water— SW-06. Groundwater — none.

3. Surface soil samples were collected in October 1991. Leachate samples were collected in August and October 1991.
Sediment samples were collected in September, October, and November 1991. Surface water samples were collected in September and October 1991.
Units are: ug/kg for organic soil samples, ug/l for organic water samples (including leachate), mg/kg for inorganic soil samples, and ug/I for inorganic water samples (including leachate).

4. Arithmetic mean of samples with detected contamination “hits”. Surface soil samples SS-02 and SS-03 not included.

5. Detected contamination “hits” per sample location. Duplicate samples were combined, using the higher detected value.

COC Contaminant of Concern

ND( ) Not detected. The number (or range) is the sample quantitation limit (or range of SQLs).

NA Not applicable.

. Contaminant of Concern
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TABLE 2

Cancer Slope Factors, Tumor Sites and EPA Cancer Classifications for Contaminants of Concern

Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

CoC CSF(mg/kg/day)-1 Tumor Sites EPA
Classification
Oral Inhalation Dermal (1) Oral/Dermal Inhalation

CADMIUM NA 6.3E+00 (2) NA NA respiratory tract B1
CHROMIUM VI NA 4.2E+00 (2) NA NA lung A
LEAD NA NA NA NA NA B2
CYANIDE NA NA NA NA NA D
BENZENE 2.9E-02 (2) 2.9E-02 (2) 3.6E-02 hematological changes hematological changes

ALPHA-BHC 6.3E+00 (2) 6.3E+00 (2) 1.3E+01 liver liver B2
BETA-BHC 1.8E+00 (2) 1.8E+00 (2) 3.6E+00 liver NA C
GAMMA-BHC (LINDANE) 1.3E+00 (3) NA 2.6E+00 liver NA B2
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE 1.4E-02 (2) NA 2.8E-02 liver NA B2
CARBON DISULFIDE NA NA NA NA NA D

(1) Derived from administered dose (oral) using a conversion factor of 80% for benzene, 50% for BHC isomers (Region IV guidance, march 23, 1993)

() RIS, 1992
(3) HEAST, 1992

COC Contaminant of Concern
CSF Cancer Slope Factor
NA Not Applicable
EPA Classifications:
A Human Carcinogen
B1 Probable Human Carcinogen
B2 Probably Human Carcinogen
C Possible Human Carcinogen
D Not Classifiable as to Human Carcinogenicity
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TABLE 3

Reference Doses, Target Sites, and Confidence Levels for Contaminants of Concern
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

CcocC RfD(mg/kg/day)-1 Target Sites Uncertainty Factor
Oral Inhalation Dermal (1) Oral/Dermal Inhalation Oral Inhalati Dermal
on
CADMIUM 5.0E-04 (2) NA 1.0E-04 kidney NA 10 High
CHROMIUM VI 5.0E-03 (2) NA 1.0E-03 not defined nasal mucosa atrophy 500 NA High
LEAD NA NA NA CNS, hematological NA NA NA NA
changes
CYANIDE 2.0E-02 (2) NA 4.0E-03 weight loss, thyroid effects. NA 100 NA NA
BENZENE NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
ALPHA-BHC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
BETA-BHC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
GAMMA-BHC (LINDANE) 3.0E-04 (2) NA 1.5E-04 liver, kidney NA 1000 NA High
BIX(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE 2.0E-02 (2) NA 1.0E-02 liver NA 1000 NA High
CARBON DISULFIDE 1.0E-01 (2) 2.9E-03 8.0E-02 fetal toxicity fetal toxicity 100 1000 High

(1) Derived from administered dose (oral) using a conversion factor of 20% for inorganics and 50% for semivolatiles, and 80% for volatiles (EPA guidance, march 23, 1993)
(2) IRIS, 1992

COC Contaminant of Concern
RfD Reference Dose
NA  Not Applicable



riskswere caculated. The process cons dered pertinent exposure pathways and routes in addition to other
factors such as body weight and age of the person at risk, exposure to a single COC, simultaneous
exposuresto saveral COCS, and duration of exposure. Results of the calculationsare summarized in Table

4. A review of the table indicates that estimates of cancer risk are asfollows:

Child Resdent ~ Adult Resdent

Exposure to Leachate 1.3E-6 2.2E-6
Exposure to Soil 1.6E-9 1.7E-9
Exposure to Groundwater 3.5E-6 6.0E-6

By summing the risks for a child and an adult across all pathways, the total cancer risk of 1.3E-5 is
obtained for the Ste. This level of cancer risk is within EPA’s acceptable range of 1.0E-4 to 1.0E-6.

Therefore, no contaminants of concern were identified for the Ste.

AsTable 4 indicates, atotal Hazard Index of 0.98 was obtained for the site by summing theindicesfor a
child and an adult over al exposure routes. The total HI is close to the EPA’s threshold of 1.0 for
unacceptable non-cancer risks. Never-the-less, adverse hedlth effects are not expected for either achild
or an adult resdent since the resdentia scenario and/or consumption of leachate assumed in the
cdculations exaggerated actud exposure conditions. In addition, summing of the hazard indices assumed
that toxic effects from the various exposure pathways would impact the same target organ. Mogt likdly,
however, the organ potentidly affected by the COCS would vary with respect to exposure pathways. As
presented in Table 5, HI ranges from gpproximately 0.1 to 0.5 for the different target organs and does not
sgnify an unacceptable non-cancer risk.

6.3 Summary of Ecological Risk Assessment

A site reconnai ssance was conducted to assess ecologica risks associated with the landfill in 1991. The
amwasto identify dominant species of fauna, flora, ecological receptors, and stressed environments in
the area. In addition, the survey researched the endangered species and their habitats
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TABLE 4

Summary of Site Risk
Red Penn Site

Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Child Resident

Adult Resident

Child and Adult Resident

Exposure to Sail Cancer HI Cancer HI Cancer HI
Oral NA 0.06 NA 0.01 NA 0.07
Inhalation (dust) 1.6E-09 NA 1.7E-09 NA 3.3E-09 NA
Dermal Contact NA 0.01 NA 0.003 NA 0.01
Total Source—Specific Risk 1.6E-09 0.07 1.7E-09 0.01 3.3E-09 0.08
Exposure to Leachate Cancer HI Cancer HI Cancer HI
Oral 2.4E-07 0.18 21E-07 0.04 4.5E-07 0.2
Dermal Contact 1.1E-06 0.03 2.0E-06 0.012 3.1E-06 0.04
Total Source—Specific Risk 1.3E-06 0.21 2.2E-06 0.05 3.5E-06 0.26
Exposure to Groundwater Cancer HI Cancer HI Cancer HI
Oral 3.5E-06 0.4 6.0E-06 0.2 9.5E-06 0.60
Inhalation (VOCs) NA 0.03 NA 0.01 NA 0.04
Total Source—Specific Risk 3.5E-06 0.43 6.0E-06 0.21 9.5E-06 0.64
Total Site Risk 4.8E-06 0.7 8.2E-06 0.3 1.3E-05 0.98 *

HI Hazard Index (noncancer risk)

NA Not Applicable

* See Table 6-39-A



TABLES

Breakdown of Total Site Hazard Index by Target Organ
Red Penn Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

Exposure Route

Hazard Quotient at Target Organ

Total
Kidney Not Defined Liver Weight Loss, Fetal Toxicity Source-Specific
Thyroid Hazard Index
Exposure to Soil
Oral — Child 0.01 0.05 - 00005 - 0.06
Oral — Adult 0.001 0.005 - 0.00006 - 0.01
Inhalation of Dust — Child - - - - - -
Inhalation of Dust — Adult - - - - - —
Dermal Contact — Child 0.001 0.01 - 0 0001 - 001
Dermal Contact — Adult 0.0006 0.002 - 00002 - 0.003
Exposure to Leachate
Oral — Child 0.08 0.04 0.001 0.06 0.0005 0.2
Oral — Adult 0.02 0.01 0.0002 0.01 0.0001 0.04
Dermal — Child 0.01 0.01 0.004 0.01 0.001 0.04
Dermal — Adult 0.006 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.01
Exposure to Groundwater
Oral — Child - 0.2 0.2 - 0.03 0.4
Oral — Adult - 0.1 0.1 - 0.01 0.02
Inhalation (VOCs) — Child - - - - 0.03 0.03
Inhalation (VOCs) — Adult - - - - 0.01 0.01
Total Site Hazard Index
Total
Target Organ—Specific 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.08

Hazard Index

Target Site Notes:

Kidney Toxicity — Cadmium

Not Defined — Chromium VI

Liver Toxicity — Lindane, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthaiate

Weight loss, thyroid effects — Cyanide

Fetal Toxicity — Carbon Disulfide

— Not applicable
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on and near the site. Stressed vegetation was observed in thevicinity of leachate seepsand their flow paths.
No endangered or threatened flora or fauna was observed and no threat to their habitats was evident.

Ecological studies were conducted at the Ste to determine landfill impact on the structure and function of
biologicd communities in the creek. The studies included collection and identification of benthic macro
invertebrate, mussels sampling and metal analysi's, and leachate toxicity testing on bioassay. Four locations
on FHoyds Fork Creek and two locations on the tributary were sampled for benthic macro invertebrates.
The sampling locations are shown on Figure 11 wherethe background test locationislabeled “1”. Samples
were processed in the laboratory where the organisms were identified to the lowest taxonomic level
possible. Results of the speciesidentification did not indicate a Sgnificant  difference in diversity between
the locations sampled. The diversity index calculated ranged from 2.42 to 2.98 which was consdered
normal for the area. However, at test locations #3 and #4, the study observed relatively high numbers of
pollution tolerant species.

Fresh water mussels were collected by hand from gations 1 through 5 (Figure 11), on the Floyds Fork
Creek. for tissue metal analysis. Table 6 presentsthe results and demonstratesthat |lead contamination was
observed in the creek except in the up-gradient sample.

Toxicity analysswas conducted by obtaining leachate from two locations on the site. Two different aquatic
communities (ceriodaphnia dubia and pimephaes pomelos) were immersed in the leachate samples at
various concentrations for ninety-six hours. Test results are presented in Table 7. The study showed that
the populations of both test organisms were reduced considerably even at low |leachate concentrations.

A fish study of the area conducted by the Commonwealth of Kentucky was reviewed during the RI. The
study reported that Floyds Fork Creek supported agood amount of sport fishing. The report identified as
many as eighteen species of fish at various stages of life and dassfied the population as 50% fingerlings,
46% of intermediate Size, and the remaining 4% as harvestable sze population.
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TABLE 6

RESULTS OF TISSUE ANALYSIS OF
FRESHWATER MUSSELS FROM FLOYDS FORK
OLDHAM COUNTY, KENTUCY

8-17-91
Parameter (mg/Kg)
Station Species Age Cd' Cr? Po® Hg* Se®
(Yrs.)
Lampsilis 9
1A <0.5* <1.0* </0.5* <0.05* <0.5*
Anodonta grandis 5
L. siliquoidea 7
1B <0.5* <1.0* <0.5* <0.05* <0.5*
A. grandis 5
L. siliqguoidea 10
2A <0.5* <1.0* 0.7 <0.05* <0.5*
A. grandis 5
L. siliquoidea 7
2B <0.5* <1.0* 14 <0.05* <0.5*
L. siliquoidea
L. siliquoidea
3A <0.5* <1.0* 0.9 0.40 <0.5*
L. siliquoidea 7
L. siliquoidea 7
3B <0.5* <1.0* 0.8 <0.05* <0.5*
A. grandis
A. grandis
4A <0.5* <1.0* 1.1 <0.05* <0.5*
A. grandis 3
L. siliquoidea 5
4B <0.5* <1.0* 35.0 <0.05* <0.05*
A. grandis 4
L. siliquoidea
5A <0.5* <1.0* 11.6 <0.05* <0.5*
L. siliquoidea 5
A. grandis 5
5B <0.5* <1.0* 94 <0.05* <0.5*
Potamilus alata 5
2. Cadmium - EPA method 200.7/9.3
3. Chromium - EPA method 200.7/9.3
4. Lead - EPA method 200.7/239.2
5. Mercury - EPA method 245.5
6. Selenium - EPA method 270.2/4.1.3

* Detection limit

NOTE: A and B represent replicates at the same college station
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TABLE 7

TOXICITY TEST RESULTSOF
SAMPLESCOLLECTED ON AUGUST 7, 1991
RED PENN LANDFILL SITE, PEWEE VALLEY, KENTUCKY

Acute, 96-Hour, Static, Screening Test

Test Organism Sample Description Sample | D/Concentration (%) Survival (%)
Ceriodaphnia dubia Control --- 90
ID 362 6.25 65
12.5 50
25 45
50 60
100 15

FINDING: LCsy = 20% Effluent Concentration

Test Organism Sample Description Sample | D/Concentration (%) Survival (%)
Pimephales promeias Control --- 95
ID 362 6.25 100
12.5 100
25 100
50 100
100 15

FINDING: LCs, = 78% Effluent Concentration




TABLE 7 (continued)

TOXICITY TEST RESULTSOF
SAMPLESCOLLECTED ON AUGUST 7, 1991
RED PENN LANDFILL SITE, PEWEE VALLEY, KENTUCKY

Acute, 96-Hour, Static, Screening Test

Test Organism Sample Description Sample |D/Concentration (%) Survival (%)
Ceriodaphnia dubia Control --- 90
Creek Site 6.25 100
12.5 0
25 0
50 0
100 0

FINDING: LCs, = 9 % Effluent Concentration

Test Organism Sample Description Sample ID/Concentration (%) Survival (%)
Pimephaies promeias Control --- 95
Creek Site 6.25 90
12.5 0
25 0
50 0
100 0

FINDING: LCs, = 8% Effluent Concentration




I ndependent fish tissue studies conducted by KDWM and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Regidiry reldive to the site were aso reviewed. KDWM concluded that there were no clear indications
of adverse Steimpact on their environmenta specimens. Smilarly, ATSDR concluded that consumption

of fish from the cregks near the site should not result in adverse hedth conditions.

The mogt significant adverse ecologica impact observed at this Ste is related to the leachate which
agpparently limited plant growth, and killed test aguatic micro-organisms upon direct contact. However,
leachate outbresks arelocalized and theflow can beredtricted to the Site. Asstated before, astudy of flora
and fauna during the RI concluded that there were no endangered species or habitats in the area.
Therefore, no mgor ecological risks appear to be associated with the landfill.

7.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

Over sixty different contaminants were identified during the laboratory andyses of field detafrom thisste.
Only ten of them were considered as COPCs. Human hedlth and environmenta risks associated with the
COPCswereevauated and found to be within acceptable levels based on EPA criteria. The current and
future populations in the area are not  expected to be affected adversely as a result of exposure to ste
contaminants. Therefore, no Superfund remedid actionis warranted at the Ste. These conclusions were
arived at in 1993, when the Rl was completed. At that time, EPA proposed an additional year of
groundwater monitoring to vaidate Rl results relative to seasond variations. The confirmatory sampling
was accomplished by KDWM in 1997. The results were similar to those obtained during the RI. In
addition, EPA advised KDWM that proper closure of the landfill was necessary to minimize leachate
problems. To address landfill closure, KDWM began negotiations with the responsible parties in 1994.
The negotiationswere concluded in 1999, when the respons ble parties agreed to closethe landfill properly
by ingtaling an approved cap. EPA reviewed the closure plan and concluded that it would adequately
address ste issues if implemented as designed. Essentidly, the work would include landfill regrading,
geosynthetic clay liner ingdlation, re-vegetation, and Ste monitoring. Currently, construction of the landfill
cap isin progress. To protect the cap, EPA recommends to the Commonwesdlth of Kentucky that future
use of the property which
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contains the landfill be redtricted. Activities which may compromise the integrity of the liner should be
prohibited by formd indtitutiona controls.

EPA will continue to review dite information from the Commonwedth or any other entity to ensure that
acceptable human hedth and environmentd sandards are maintained. EPA may initiate further Superfund
work at this ste if additiond information and/or new data revea an unacceptable leve of risk without

re-ranking.

8.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

When the RI was completed in 1993, EPA published a Proposed Plan. The document summarized the
findings of gte studies and risk assessment, indicated that no Superfund remedid action was warranted
a the ste, and scheduled a public meeting for August 5, 1993. A group of locd environmentdids, loca
officdds, and KDWM disagreed with EPA’s“no action” proposal. EPA canceled the public meeting and
engaged in a series of diaogue with the stakeholders. During the meetings, EPA explained the rationales
for the Proposed Plan and that the unlined landfill needed to be properly closed under Kentucky's
authority. KDWM expressed concerns about EPA’s risk assessment methodology in generd. Loca
officids and the environmentalists wanted dl landfill content removed and disposed of elsawhere. Color
and odor of |leachate from the site were of concern in addition to landfill aesthetics. On August 5, 1993,
top leve officids and gaff from the Commonwedth of Kentucky and EPA Region 4 met at the Ste with
personnel fromthe loca news media. At the meeting, EPA re-iterated the RI findings and the Superfund
process, recommended to the Commonwedth towork directly with the PRPsfor resolution of Steissues,
and reiterated the need to close the landfill properly. The Commonwedlth requested EPA to postponethis
ROD pending the results of the confirmatory ste sampling, and the negotiationswith the PRPsto closethe
landfill properly. KDWM began the negotiations with the PRPsin March 1994, and an Agreed Order to
conduct the landfill closure was sgned in late 1999, by the parties.



In April 2000, EPA re-published its Proposed Plan for ano-action ROD and held ajoint public meeting
with KDWM on April 20, 2000. During the meeting, EPA indicated that the landfill. closure would be
conducted by the PRPs under KDWM supervison. KDWM personnd then explained the details of the
planned landfill cap to the meeting attendees. No objections were raised to EPA’s Proposed Plan.
However, severd questionswere posed to KDWM and were addressed appropriately asreported inthe
mesting transcript, Appendix A.

There were no written or verba comments to EPA from the public during the comment period of April 13
toMay 12, 2000. In June, 2000, fiveletterswere received from four local residents and one congressman
(Honorable Ken Lucas). The letters essentialy expressed concerns that capping would not adequately
address Ste issues. The letters and EPA  responses are included in Appendix B. In addition, two locd
newspaper editors contacted EPA by telephone for an explanation of capping as an appropriate solution

to theissues a the Site.
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PROPOSED PLAN PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPT



RED PENN LANDFI LL SI TE
PROPOSED PLAN PUBLI C MEETI NG

HELD ON APRIL 20, 2000

BARBARA J. CRAWFORD
Court Reporter
8503 Wyndstar Pl ace
Loui sville, Kentucky 40242-4520
(502) 339-8212




N~ oo o B~ wWwN

o 00

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

The Proposed Plan Public neeting for the Red Penn
Landfill Site, on Thursday, April 20, 2000 7:00 p.m, at
t he O dham County Community & Convention Center, 1551

North Hi ghway 393, Buckner, O dham County, Kentucky.

MS. BARRETT: We want to wel come you to the neeting
tonight. M nanme is Diane Barrett. | do community
relations for the EPA out of our Atlanta office. So, |I'm
here tonight to make sure that everybody has got
i nformati on and can ask questions regardi ng conmunity
i nvol venment .

The purpose tonight of course is to discuss the
Red Penn Landfill and what actions are going to be taken

at this site.

To start, | want to give you just a little bit
of an overview of the Superfund process. | hope you al
pi cked this up. | don't know how fam liar you are with
t he Superfund process, but this is it in a nutshell, front
and back.

As you see, there's the site discovery phase.
And then, in 1989, the site, Red Penn Landfill, was
pl aced on the National Priorities list, the Superfund
National Priorities List, which nade it eligible for EPA

funding, in the event there was a responsi ble party that
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was not able to pay for cleanup or bankrupt or deceased,
or whatever. So, that fund is there for those kind of
sites.

Then, in 1991 through 1993, EPA began their
remedi al investigation, and feasibility studies started
after that.

And we are at this point now where we're at,
our proposed plan public neeting. And tonight, Fem
Aki ndel e, who is the project manager, M. Akindele here,
wi Il provide you information about the site, a little bit
of history in what the EPA is proposing. Then, M. Rick
Hogan, for the State, will go over what the State's pl ans
are.

This meeting is by law having to be recorded by
a court reporter. So, when the court reporter is taking
your words or our words as we tal k, please nmake sure that
you enunci ate plainly.

And if at any tinme she doesn't understand you,
|'ve asked her to just stop and ask you to repeat it. So,
if you'll just give your name and your question so she can
hear that, we would appreciate it.

And then, this transcript will be made
avai l abl e and placed in the information repository for
this site so that you all can review that.

The record of decision, after the coment
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period, which is a 30-day coment period -- the coment
period runs fromApril the 13th to May the 12th. And if
you desire additional time, we can grant that for you.
But once the comment period is closed, then the
record of decision will be prepared. And this is our
docunent that states what the EPA's action is, what their
deci sion is.
Then, normally after that is done, there's a
remedi al design prepared. In this case, the design has
al ready been prepared as a capping. And then, renedial

action takes place.

So, that, in kind of a nutshell, when you read
through this, that will give you what we're in the process
of doi ng.

At this tinme, I will turn it over to M. Fem

Aki ndel e, and he will go on with the EPA. Thank you very
much for your attention.

MR. AKINDEL: Well, good evening, |adies and
gentlenmen. I'mgoing to sit down, and, if it gets to a
poi nt where you can't understand nme or you don't hear ne,
"1l get up and wal k around or do whatever needs to be
done.

Has everybody got a chance to read the fact
sheet prepared by the EPA? There were two that came out

recently, one fromthe State of Kentucky or Commonweal t h
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of Kentucky, and another one fromthe U S. EPA out of
At |l ant a.

I's there anybody here that is not famliar with
the site? Then, | amnot going to waste your tinme going
over the history and how we cane to where we are.

There are only three points I'd |ike to make
tonight and I"'mgoing to turn it over to Rick after those
three points are made. One is that EPA is responsible to
find sites and clean them if they require cleaning.

Particularly the Superfund group is responsible
for finding and cleaning sites that are abandoned, I|ike
the Red Penn Landfill. We try to do those things, finding
t hem and cl eaning them if cleaning is needed, by
follow ng sone guidelines, and those guidelines are
recorded in the fact sheet that Di ane was tal king about
early on, the Superfund process.

In addition to follow ng the guidelines, we do
the best we can with science and engi neering to study the
sites and clean them as best as we can, whenever cl eaning
is required. At tinmes, cleaning will not be required,
especially by the Superfund group, if the criteria that
the | aw stipul ates are not net.

Wth respect to the Red Penn Landfill, the U S
EPA got involved about twelve years ago and canme out here

and eval uated the site, collected as nmuch i nformati on as
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we coul d, and evaluated the results of |ab analysis.

We concl uded after doing risk assessnent that
the site did not neet the criteria established for
Superfund cl eanup. But that does not nean that the site
does not require sone action.

Consequently we pointed it out to the State
that the landfill needed to be capped. The landfill was
never properly closed after the operation ceased.

Wth the fact that some PRP's were found viable
and the fact that the State was also interested in making
sure that the site protects human health and the
envi ronnent, EPA stood al ong the side of the State while
negoti ations were being made with the PRP's to do the
appropriate things with respect to capping the site.

| think it's been about three nonths or so,
maybe a little nmore than that now, that the State was able
to reach agreenment with the PRP's, and plans are in place
to conpletely take care of the problens at the Red Penn
site.

Consequently, the EPA's plan, which was
actually made after we did the studi es about five years
ago, to do nothing with Superfund noney, is now going to
be published. And that's why we published the proposed
pl an.

Because we did one back in 1993, | believe, and
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it states exactly what |I'm saying now, that we studied the
site, we found some problens, sone chem cals that are not
acceptabl e or conducive to human health and the
envi ronnent .

However, when we eval uated the risks associ ated
with those chem cals, the criteria for cleanup with
Superfund noney were not net. Again, we felt |ike the
site needed some action. Therefore, we asked the State to
directly contact the PRP's and get themto do what is
right.

At this point, like | said earlier on, the
St ate has successfully negotiated a cleanup action for the
site. Therefore, EPA is going to publish the record of
decision to state the activities that we perfornmed at the
site and conclusions that we reached.

At this point, Rick will discuss what the plan
of action is, and I'lIl take questions after his
di scussi on.

MR. HOGAN: |I'm Rick Hogan, with the State Division of
Wast e Managenent. And we net with many, if not all, of
you in Decenber to discuss the plan for this site.

And | realize that it's a little confusing that
EPA is saying that they' re not going to take any action,
yet we are going to take action, but they have their

procedures that they have to foll ow.




N~ oo o B~ wWwN

o 00

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

- 8-

There are criteria which have to be nmet before
they can take an action. Those criteria were not net;
they could not take an acti on.

The State negotiated directly, beginning in
about 1994, with the responsible parties. It has taken
way too long for us reach agreenent, but we have. W
negoti ated a design for the site. W approved the design
for the site.

Construction activities will begin very
shortly. We have a construction contractor, which has
been sel ected. They're Kester Contracting out of
Evansvill e, 1ndiana.

The oversi ght engineering contractor will be
RMT, | ncorporated, out of Mdison, Wsconsin. They also
have representatives here. And then also, of course, the
State of Kentucky will be overseeing the activities.

They're set to begin shortly; they're going to
be nmobilizing in a couple of weeks, bringing in their
equi pmrent. There won't be a lot of traffic that you'l
see; you may not see any traffic in the area, unless
you're there at the right time, mninmumof truck activity.

They' Il be working there all Sunmer. They'l|
be grading the site, clearing a ot of trees over the next
nmonth or two, shaping the site. There won't be a | ot of

earth noved, just generally regrading a few areas to
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prepare a proper bed for the geosynthetic material, which
is going to cap the site. And that material will prevent
rain water fromcomng in and infiltrating into the waste
and | eaching out into the environment, as it has been
doing for the last 20 or 30 years.

This is something we should have done many
years ago. | apol ogize that we have not taken action
earlier; we haven't, but we're going to this Sumrer and
hopefully elimnate this contam nation which is emanating
fromthe site.

That's really all about | have to say. |'I|
wel come any questions that you have about the specifics.

MR. AKINDELE: | just want to make one nore comment

bef ore the questions cone out. Because the site has been
on the NPL, or the National Priorities List, meaning that
it qualified for Superfund activities, neans that EPA w ||
continue to review informati on passed on to EPA, and EPA
will come in any time that human health and the
envi ronnment or human health or the environnment is in
jeopardy. So, let's keep that in m nd.

The fact that EPA says the results of our
eval uati on show that there will he no action at this point
does not nean that we abandoned the site forever. W'l
come back and do what has to be done to make the site safe

for human health and the environment, if additi onal
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information indicates that we need to do anything
different than what action we are taking now.
MR. DON DAVIS: |I'm Don Davis. | |live on Haw ey
G bson Road. How big an area is condemed?

MR. HOGAN: About 50 acres. The actual active

landfill site is about 50 acres. So, that will be the
area which will be capped.

They will also be utilizing another 30 or 40
acres as a borrow area, which will be near to Haw ey

G bson Road. So, you may see sone activity over there.
You probably won't see much going on at the actual
landfill site, but you'll see activity in the borrow area.

MR. DAVIS: Well, there's another area at the north
end of Francis Avenue that was -- that's not part of this,
right?

MR. HOGAN: No. I'mnot famliar with the property
you're speaking of, but I knowit's not part of this

MR. DAVIS: Well, it's about maybe a quarter of a mle
away, and | understood thatthere was an area there that
was part of this Red Penn.

MR. HOGAN: [|I'mfamliar with the Puckett property

MR. DAVIS: No. It used to be the Marshall Auto Dunp,
or sonet hi ng.

MS. YATES: It's Giffith Auto Sal vage.

MR. DAVIS: They had taken some of the material from
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Red Penn to that area.
MR. HOGAN: Yeah, I'msorry, I"'mnot at all famliar
with that site.
MR. DAVIS: WII you look into that?
MR. HOGAN:. Yes, sure. What's the nanme of it again?
MS. YATES: Giffith. It's at the very begi nning of

Richard Giffith's property.

MR. HOGAN: Giffin property?

MS. YATES: Giffith, | think. I-t-h, | believe.

MR. HOGAN: And where? On Francis?

MS. YATES: [It's at the end of Francis Avenue.

MR. HOGAN: Francis Avenue.

MS. PAYNE: Doesn't Francis run into Hawl ey G bson?
MS. YATES: Yes, it does.

HOGAN: I f you'll give nme your nanme and phone
nunmber afterwards, 1'll check on that and give you a call
Yes, sir?

MR. BILL WETTER: |I'mBill Wetter. I'mthe

Envi ronmental Health Director for Jefferson County. Rick,
I"'minterested in continuing ground water nonitoring at
event sites after canping takes place. Any plans to
continue that, and for how | ong?

MR. HOGAN: Yes, our agreenent with the responsible
parties requires that they conduct ground water nonitoring

for a mninmumof five years. At the end of five years, we
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wll evaluate the results to determ ne whet her additional
nmoni t ori ng beyond that tine is necessary.

In addition, we are contracting with USGS to do
a general ground water user study in the area, and that
will be conducted possibly this Sumrer. And if we find
well's or springs which we feel |ike nay be connected to
the site, we'll sanple those areas also. These will be
off-site areas, down-gradient of the landfill. Yes?

MR. MARK JACKIE: M nane is Mark Jackie. | live on
Ash Avenue. |Is there a way for us to see what area within
that 150 acres is going to be capped?

I live directly across the street, on a far
hillside, and, you know, | |ook out and | see rocks. And
| was under the inpression that was sonething el se when |
noved in; | wasn't fromaround this area.

But my concerns are (1) in that area on Ash
Avenue when we have heavy rains, the road is conpletely
fl ooded. To give you an idea, my mail box at one point was
two feet under water.

Now, that water runs across Ash Avenue, up ny
property sonme 20, 30 yards, all the way across to the
bottom of that rock wall. |'ve wal ked that area, not very
much, but |'ve seen sonething com ng out of the ground in
t hat area.

You know, nmy concerns are, when we have heavy
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rains, there's a creek that runs parallel with Ash, |
think it's called Flat Rock Creek, I'mnot sure --

MR. HOGAN: We've called it Ash Creek, | think.

MR. JACKIE: Well, it runs into Floyds Fork --

MR. HOGAN: Yes.

MR. JACKIE: -- three or 400 yards down the road. |
nmean it's just a ness. It's flooded for 300 yards --

MR. HOGAN: | noticed the culverts to perhaps your
next - door nei ghbor were bl ocked with debris today. There
was evi dence of some heavy flow.

MR. JACKIE: ©Ch, it's ridiculous, you know. A

hundred-year flood plain, and | believe it.

MR. HOGAN:. Well, | do have, in answer to your first
guestion, sonme maps over here which will show you the
areas which will be actively renediated. There will be an

erosion control plan to prevent sedinment runoff fromthe
entire area.

As far as controlling the runoff of water, I'm
afraid we're not going to be inproving that, at |east
during the construction.

After construction is conpleted, runoff should
be directed nore toward Floyds Fork rather than across Ash
Avenue. It perhaps would help sone. But |'m not sure
we're going to be able to help your flooding problem

MR. JACKIE: Well, that's not what |I'm asking. | nean
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it's been doing that forever.

MR. HOGAN: Yeah.

MR. JACKIE: But it is a concern of m ne that whatever
is comng out is com ng over.

MR. HOGAN: And there are springs which exit -- that
you're probably referring to, that exit that rock cliff --

MR. JACKIE: Right.

MR. HOGAN: -- there are springs. And those are sone
of the springs we'll be nonitoring, because there has been
sonme contam nation com ng out that way. So, we may in
fact dry those springs up; we hope to.

MR. DAVIS: Has any ground been noved in that area?

MR. HOGAN: No. No, there's been no activity there.

MR. DAVIS: It |ooked like there had been some work
done years ago.

MR. HOGAN: Oh, yes. Oh, certainly, yes. \Wen
there's an active landfill --

MR. DAVIS: | nean since it closed.

MR. HOGAN:. There was one small drum renpoval about
'86, but not since that tine.

MR. JACKIE: Nothing grows on that area that |I'm
speaki ng of.

MR. HOGAN: Right, nearest to Ash Avenue.

MR. JACKIE: Right. And that does concern ne.

There's nothing --
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MR. HOGAN:. Yeah, it's bedrock. And there's no plan
to do anything with that area.

MR. JACKIE: Once the landfill is capped, how nmuch, if
any, maintenance will be required and who will be
responsi bl e for that maintenance.

MR. HOGAN: Well, that site will need to be
mai nt ai ned.

MR. JACKIE: [In what way?

MR. HOGAN: Into the near future. We cannot allow
trees to grow on that site. Trees will penetrate that cap
and create conduits for the flow of water. So, we have to
keep that site nowed.

And by we, | mean the responsible parties, Ford
Mot or Conpany waste managenent will have a contractor out
there to now the site and to repair any erosion, to repair
anyt hing that goes wong for the foreseeable future.

MR. JACKIE: WII the residential waste and litter and
trash be taken care of at the sane tinme? The area |I'm
tal ki ng about is a slope that runs down basically towards
Fl oyds Fork. It's a treed area. | understand at one
point it was used for residential waste.

There are areas there that you can't stay on
your feet, there's so much garbage in there. WIIl that be

MR. HOGAN:. | believe so, yes. I'll show you on the
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map, and | think I know where you're tal king about. Those
areas will all be cleaned up

A lot of trees will be renoved. Some of those
areas are so old, there are trees this big. And
unfortunately we're going to have to renove a whole | ot of
trees, which | hate to do, but that's the only way to get
a cap on those areas. Tinf

MR. TIM FEELEY: [|'m Tim Feeley, from Crestwood. Two
questions. First, since our |ast neeting, which | think
was in Decenber, has there been any further inquiry into
where the barrels are? | renenber we tal ked |ast tine,
and we know there are sone out there but didn't know
exactly where they were.

MR. HOGAN:. No, no further work.

MR. FEELEY: | apologize, | cane a little late, but
did you give a timetable for when work will begin?

MR. HOGAN: Work will begin in the very near future.
In the next couple of weeks, the contractor will be
nmobi li zi ng, bringing their equipment onto the site.
Shortly thereafter, they will begin the earth work, which
will be the majority of the work.

The intent is to have the project finished by
the end of the construction season, Novenber, Decenber.
But, as | said before, | suspect they'll be back out there

next Spring to tidy things up, correct some erosion
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problens. So, | think you will see sone people out there
next Spring.

MR. JOHN Kl ELKOFF: Do you have a plan for what you're
going to plant, what kind of grass, and so forth?

MR. HOGAN:. The specification is what is called the
DOT mixture. It's what the Departnent of Transportation
approves for planting on the properties that they have.

And so, as the construction contractor or
sonmeone pointed out earlier today, if you'll drive down
the road and | ook at the vegetation on the side of the
road, that's basically what will be on the site.

Now, if you have suggestions, |I'mcertainly
open to suggestions for plantings which could enhance the
appearance or value of that property, | would certainly
take that into consideration, and I would hope that the
contractors, the responsible parties, would, too. Yes,
sir?

MR. TERRY GAGEL: On the tree rempval on the stream
side, how far down would you be renoving trees? Wuld you
get down to the flood plain?

MR. HOGAN: No, | don't think so. We're going to get
very close. They've submtted an application to construct
within the flood plain, but they will just barely get into
what is defined as the flood plain. The toe of the

landfill will essentially be that break where the fl ood
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pl ain sort of begins.
MR. GAGEL: And that will be the extent of the cap?
It will come to that point?

MR. HOGAN: Yes. Yes. And you'll see rock riprap al

around the base of that landfill. And that riprap itself
will, | believe, sit slightly in the flood plain. It
won't be right next to the stream but it will be in that

flat area which is defined as the flood plain.

MR. JOHN BLACK: |I'mthe County Judge/ Executive here
in O dham County. What kind of bricks does the |andfill
-- what is opposing -- just as it sits there today and
just in capping, the extent that you' re going to do the
cl eanup, is that just because of the appropriation of
what's allowable to go into that site, or if nore could
have been spent or appropriated, would it have been done

in a different manner, you know, and to what degree

further?
MR. HOGAN: Well, | believe, given the situation
we' re doing what -- the best that technology has to offer,

wi thin reason. You could go in, renove all of the
materials, at a trenendous expense, and |I'mnot sure, in
the long run, you will have created a better environnent
overall.

You can imagine quite an effort would have to

be made. You'd have tens and hundreds and t housands of
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trucks hauling materials away al ong your roads. You woul d
be digging into the materials, exposing waste material s,
whi ch woul d be difficult to contain.

It's just not sonething that's done. To ny
know edge, it's never been done in the United States,
where you dig up a landfill of this nagnitude.

G ven the situation, the best that you can do
is sinply put an inperneable cover on it. It's not a
perfect solution. The site is going to be there a hundred
years from now wi th contam nati on.

| don't really |like the thought of passing
sonething like this down to our children and
grandchil dren. But given the realities, that's about the
best that we can do at this tine.

Perhaps in the future, technologies wll be
di scovered where we can inject mcrobes or chem cals or
sonething into the landfill which will act to renediate it
on its own. But presently, that technology is inits
i nfancy.

MR. GAGEL: There are nonitoring wells on the landfill
now, is that correct?
MR. HOGAN:. There's one nmonitoring well on the

perimeter. There are three |lysineters, which sinply
nmonitor water level within the landfill itself, but only

one nmonitoring well.
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MR. GAGEL: The nonitoring well, will you test that on
an annual basis?

MR. HOGAN. That will be tested on a quarterly basis
for two or three years and then a sem -annual basis for
the next two or three years, at which time we wll
eval uate the data to determ ne future nonitoring
requi renents.

MR. GAGEL: What has been the results of the data up
to now?

MR. HOGAN. We found relatively |ow | evels of various
chem cal conpounds and heavy netals to date. Really the
springs are a better indicator of what's com ng off the
site.

We nmonitor four -- or we will be nmonitoring
four or five different springs, and they are really the
best indicator of what's com ng off the site.

But two of the main contam nants that | recal
are PCB' s and heavy netal |ead were the ones that kind of
stuck out in my mnd.

MR. WAMPLER: Are there any plans for retention basins
or retaining walls to help keep what water flow there
m ght be out of Floyds Fork?

MR. HOGAN: Well, no, no retention basins. An erosion
control plan has been submtted, and | understand perhaps

it's been -- it is going to be approved for silt fences.
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Silt fences will be the primary met hod of
containing erosion. And it will be around, oh, about 75
percent of the site or nore, a continuous fence to catch
sedi ment particles.

But no sedi nent basins are proposed. That
could change. If they're needed, | think they'll be
construct ed.

REPORTER: May | have your nanme, sir?

MR. WAMPLER: Roger Wanpler. |I'msolid waste
coordi nator for O dham County.

MR. HOGAN:. We have individuals here, as | nentioned,
fromthe engineering oversight nmanagenent team RMI and
from Kester Contracting. So, afterward, if you'd like to
speak individually to them | think they'd be glad to talk
to you about specifics.

MR. BLACK: How nmuch is this project going to cost to
cl ean up?

MR. HOGAN: Sonewhere on the order of Three or Four
MIlion Dollars, | think. Any other questions?

MR. SHAWN TAPP: M nane is Shawn Tapp. |Is the State
of Kentucky going to take over the control of the property
or are they going to be kept owned by the Red Penn people,
or whoever owns it?

MR. HOGAN: No, the State doesn't want the property,

federal governnment doesn't want the property. It wll
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remain in the hands of the current owners, which | believe
is Red Penn Sanitation Corporation.

MR. TAPP: 1Is the State planning on putting any kind
of restrictions --

MR. HOGAN: There will be deed restrictions on the use
of the property so that the cap is not in any way
punctured or it remains intact. Yes, there will be deed
restrictions.

MR. JACKIE: | think there's a Texas gas |ine that
runs somewhere through that property, | think two pretty
| arge transmission lines. Is that in any way affected?
Was the contam nated area near those gas lines? And if
so, what happens if they've got to go work on these
transm ssion |lines?

MR. HOGAN: Well, that issue was studied several years
back, and it was concluded that those transm ssion |ines
in no way provide a conduit for the flow of contam nation,
nor would activities along that line affect the landfill
itsel f.

MR. JACKIE: How far is that contam nated area from
t hose gas |lines, approximtely?

MR. HOGAN: The map will give you the specifics, but
it's 50 yards, a hundred yards, | think. There's also, as
many of you may know, a road which is being planned to go

t hrough that area.
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And | just happened to pick up a map show ng

that there are basically three alternatives for that road

through the area. And many of you may already know all of

this, but I got the map recently, and it's not an official

map, but it will show the alignment of those three
options.

None of those options will go through the
landfill. One or two of the options will inpinge upon the

northern end of the property, along Hawl ey G bson Road.
Yes, ma' anf

MS. BARBARA YATES: |'m Barbara Yates. |'mthe one
t hat sent you the Commonweal th technol ogy statenent.

MR. HOGAN: Oh, okay.

MS. YATES: M question is in regards to the silt
fencing and the road. Does the road alignment in any way
| ook like it's going to inpinge upon the silt fencing or
borrow area --

MR. HOGAN:. Well, the silt fence will be a tenporary
measur e.

MS. YATES: |It's tenporary only?

MR. HOGAN: So, | think, by the time the road is
constructed, it will be gone.

MS. YATES: Okay.

MR. ERNIE HARRIS: |Is there going to need to be a gas

col l ection system on this?
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MR. HOGAN: No. We discussed that and evaluated it
and deci ded we woul d not need that for a landfill of this
age.

MS. BARRETT: Are there any other questions before we
adj ourn?

MR. BLACK: How nmany types of personnel or nunbers
will be working in there through the Sumrer?

MR. HOGAN: Sonebody from Kester can answer that
better than I.

MR. NIEHAUS: M nane is Rick Niehaus. 1'll be the
proj ect manager there. We anticipate an initial work
force around 15 workers, doing the initial clearing and
earth novi ng.

Once the liner installer cones on board, he

wi Il have a work force probably of another 12 to 15
workers. So, at a maximum it will be a peak of 30. And
then, once the liner is done, the final finishing, we'l
be back down to 12 to 15 toward Fall

MR. BLACK: WII you have to bring any dirt to the
site or pretty nuch use what's there

MR. NI EHAUS: The current plan is to use what's there
fromthe borrow site adjacent to the landfill, depending
on the geol ogical conditions and the depth of the rock,
the extent of that borrow area. Steps are being

finalized.
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MR. HOGAN:. You'll see very little traffic. You nay
not even know these guys are there.

MR. JACKI E: I will.

MR. HOGAN: You will. | noticed a very fine honme
bei ng constructed across Floyds Fork fromthe site. M.
Jackie, are you famliar with that construction? Does
that fellow know what's going to be going on?

MR. JACKI E: | don't know. He hasn't cone and asked

MR. HOGAN: Roger ?

MR. WAMPLER: W th the test wells you're going to
have, the anal yses that you're going to be doing on the
water in those wells and in those springs, are those going
to be available for us to see?

MR. HOGAN: Yes, and that's a good point. And soneone
suggested at the last public neeting that we set up a
website so that we can provide that information. And we
do intend to post that information on our website as it

becones avail abl e.

That testing will not begin until after the
construction is finished. So, that will be next year
about this time that we'll begin sanpling.

But | will develop information on our website.
I think I gave that address; | hope that was the correct
address. And the information -- there's no information
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t here now regardi ng Red Penn, but there will be.
MR. WAMPLER: While the process is going on, could
Ri chard Benton and nyself -- would we be allowed to
observe fromtinme to time?
MR. HOGAN:. Absol utely, yes.
MR. WAMPLER: Ckay, very good.
MR. HOGAN: Yeah, you could call nme or | can give you
a contact at the site if you want to call them
MR. WAMPLER: Thank you, Ri ck.
MR. JACKIE: 1'd like to have that.
MR. HOGAN:. Sure. Sure. I'Il give you ny card. |
have a card over there on the table. We intend to be over
there, nyself and Eric Liebenhauer, my associate. W
intend to be over there every week or two or nore, as
condi tions warrant.
In addition, RMI will have a person on site al
of the tinme. So, we'll have plenty of oversight, | think.
MR. BLACK: |Is the reason you actually cap a site |ike
this so the rainwater won't go down through the surface
and push the things outward, so they're pretty nuch
contained and let themsit there as they are? Is that the
pur pose of that?
MR. HOGAN: Yes, that's it in a nutshell.
MR. JACKIE: This may be way out there, but it will be

the last thing | ask you. Have there been any studies
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done on any wildlife as far as toxin buildup in deer,
small game, for that matter, cattle that water in that
area? Have there been any tests done on that?

MR. HOGAN. We have not done any. | don't think,
Fem , that EPA did any during its investigation either.

MR. AKINDELE: If | renmenber well, there was fish
st udyi ed.

MR. HOGAN: Okay, yeah.

MR. JACKIE: And they showed no sign of --

MR. HOGAN: They did show sone signs. In fact, again,
" mglad you brought that up, soneone at the |ast neeting
asked if we were going to continue to evaluate the stream
the m croorganisns and the fish in the stream And, yes,
we will do that.

| talked to our experts in the Division of

Water. They suggested that a study of that type would
best be done perhaps a couple of years after the site is
remedi at ed because you woul dn't see the effects
i mmedi ately in the organisnms in the stream But after a
coupl e of years, we should begin to see the effect of
elimnating the source of contam nation.

MR. AKINDELE: There is a short paragraph here in
paper that shows the effects.

MR. BLACK: | want to thank you all for giving us the

opportunity. It's only because we contacted you all to
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have anot her session to see if there were any final
guestions, or anything, so | appreciate the State
and the federal folks for comng in tonight to see if
there were any further questions to be answered or asked.

MR. HOGAN:. [If you like, we can conduct anot her
neeting, perhaps in the Fall, when construction is about
over. We don't have one planned right now, but if there
is interest, give ne a call and we'll have another neeting
at that tine.

MR. DAVIS: Can we have one just for quality control
update on what you did do, maybe after it's finished?

MR. HOGAN: Sure.

MS. BARRETT: Any other questions? Thank you very
much for com ng. Your questions were great, and we
appreciate it. W |ook forward to seeing you again.

Thank you.
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STATE OF KENTUCKY)
( SS:

COUNTY OF OLDHAM )

|, BARBARA J. CRAWORD, a Notary Public within and for
the State of Kentucky at Large, do hereby certify the
foregoing transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting on
the Red Penn Landfill Site was transcribed by ne in the
presence of all who attended the neeting; that the
foregoing is a full, true and correct transcript of the
sai d Meeti ng.

W TNESS MY SI GNATURE THI S 1st day of May, 2000.

My conm ssion expires the 5th day of April, 2002.

BRRBARA J.
Notary Pub
State at Large, Kentucky.
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T @ongress of the Wnited States .

House nf Representatives “:..@EE‘E'%’E?
HWashington, BA 20515 o

Ms. Dianne Barrett
Enviromenta Protection Agency
Region IV

61 Forysth Ave., SW.

Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Dianne;

| have been contacted by severd of my congtituents who are concerned about efforts to
cap the Red Penn toxic waste landfill in Pewee Vadley, Kentucky. My congtituents are worried
that the cap will only postpone the inevitable leskage of toxic waste into the surrounding residentiad
and farmland area. An areawhich includes nearby creeks where children play and animals drink.
They have requested that the EPA investigate thier concerns before continuing with the
implementation of the Ste cover.

I would like to take this opportunity to express my intrest in this Stuation and ask that | be
provided with information upon which to base a reply to my congtituent. Please respond to my
Fort Mitchell Didtrict office.

Best wishes and thank you for your consderation.

-Sincerely,

Ken Lucas
Member of Congress

KL:sb
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Honorable Ken Lucas

Member, United States
House of Representatives

277 Buttermilk Pike

Fort Mitchdll, KY 41017

Dear Congressman Lucas.

Thank you for your letter dated May 12, 2000, regarding the Red Penn Landfill in Pewee
Valley, Kentucky. | am pleased to provide this response to address your congtituents concerns
relative to the on-goling remedid action &t the Site.

The Red Penn Landfill was a permitted household waste disposd facility which operated
from 1954 to 1986, and accepted unauthorized industria waste. The abandoned landfill was
declared afederal Superfund site in 1989, under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). EPA conducted aremedid investigation of the Ste
and concluded in 1993, that the landfill did not pose sufficient human health or environmenta risk
to warrant afedera Superfund cleanup action. Nevertheless, the facility required proper closure.
Consequently, EPA advised the Kentucky Department of Environmenta Protection (KDEP) to
work directly with the responsible parties on closing the landfill properly. In 1994, KDEP began
Site clean-up negotiations with the responsible parties. The negotiations resulted in an agreed order
requiring Ford Motor Company, Waste Management of Kentucky, Red Penn Sanitation
Company, the former owners/operators of the landfill (John Redmon, Guy Redmon and John
Gudda) and the Atlantic Richfield Company to clean the Ste.

The agreed order requires the principa responsble parties to construct an engineered
impermeable protective cap over the entire extent of the landfill. The cap will consst of a
geosynthetic clay liner, adrainage net, and an eighteen inch soil cover with approved vegetation to
control surface water runoff and prevent infiltration of water. It is designed to diminate the
potentid for continued migration of contaminants from the landfill into the environment. Clearing
and grubbing, the initia phases of the congtruction, are currently underway, and the total cap
ingtdlation work is scheduled to be completed by the end of November 2000.

Under the agreed order, the responsible parties will monitor the protective cover in
perpetuity. In addition, they are required to sample surface water and groundwater quarterly to
ensure that the cap effectively prevents offgte migration of contaminants. If the results of these
activities indicate that the implemented remedy is not effective, further remedid action will be
required by the KDEP.



EPA evauated the proposed remedy and concluded that the project as designed includes
aufficient measures to result in an.effective resolution of the environmenta issues a the ste. |
assure you that EPA is interested in mitigating unacceptable human health and environmentd risks
at the Red Penn Landfill. We will continue to review information on the Site to ensure that the
remedy under congtruction is effective. As provided for by the CERCLA, EPA will take an
gppropriate action or require furthertleanup activities at the ste if future conditions so indicate.

If I may be of further assistance, please fed free to contact me or the Office of Externd
Affarsat (404) 562-8327.

Sincerely,

W

John H. Hankinson, Jr.
Regional Administrator

cc: Jeff Pratt w/ incoming letter
KDEP
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June 12, 2000

Environmenta Protection Agency
Region IV
Atlanta, Georgia

Re Redd-Penn Landfill

The Redd-Penn Landfill located in Oldham County near Pewee Valley isatopic that is most
frightening to those of us who live anywhere nearby.

The cancer victimsin the area are becoming so numerous and we fed we have aright to be
concerned.

Please, do whatever you can to help REMOVE these toxic wastes, instead of CAPPING; not
only for us, but for future generations.

R?;: ) Z/C%W
Virﬁ'a H. Chaudoin

P.O. Box 444
Pewee Valley, Ky. 40056
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April 23,2000
PeweeValley, KY

The Environental Protection Agency
Region IV
Atlanta, GA

Dear Editor:

The plan to cap the Red Peon toxic waste, landfill iswoefully inadequate. To even suggest that it will solve the
problem isludicrous. The cap will only postpone the inevitable |eakage of toxic waste into the surrounding
area. Thereisno question that it will eventually happen. The very ideathat we would knowingly leave this
poison catastrophe for our children and possibly their children is unconscionable. | really don't know who
made this deal for the community, but whoever it was should go back to the drawing board and vehemently
insist that the toxic waste be removed from the area and disposed of properly.

Sincerely,

Clayt s, Jr.
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June 12,2000

Environmenta Protection Agency
Region IV
Atlanta, Georgia

Re: Redd-Penn Landfill

Asyou know there are plansto “CAP’ the Redd-Penn Landfill in Oldham County. In view of the
extremely hazardous wagte involved, | fed thiswould be avery big and costly mistake.

| would a ppreciate your investigating this plan THOROUGHLY before giving your gpprova since
the hedlth of so many people, especidly little children, isinvolved.

A thorough CLEAN-UP would be very expensive, but in the longrun would save money as well
aslives.

Respectfully,

Fociiae X Mrarbor
Louise H. Marker

P.O. Box 54

Pewee Valley, Ky. 40056
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June 20, 2000

Subject:  Red Penn Landfill Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

From: Femi Akindde
To:  Ms LouiseH. Marker

P. 0. Box 54

Pewee Vdley, KY 40056
Asthe EPA Remedid Project Manager for Red Penn Landfill Site, a copy of the memo you
recently wrote regarding the landfill cap under congtruction at the Site was forwarded to me. The
attached letter from our Regiond Adminigtrator to Congressman Ken Lucas may be of interest to

you asit addresses concerns smilar to yours.

Asthe letter states, EPA believes that capping the site will address site issues adequately, based
on current information. If new information indicates otherwise, EPA will take appropriate actions.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

/f@//j

F em1/Akmdele

\J
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June 20, 2000

Subject:  Red Penn Landfill Site
Pewee Valley, Kentucky

From: Fermi Akindele
To: MsVirginiaH. Chaudoin

P. O. Box 444

Pewee Vdley, KY 40056
Asthe EPA Remedid Project Manager for Red Penn Landfill Site, a copy of the memo you
recently wrote regarding the landfill cap under congtruction at the Site was forwarded to me. The
attached letter from our Regiond Adminigtrator to Congressman Ken Lucas may be of interest to

you asit addresses concerns smilar to yours.

Asthe letter states, EPA believes that capping the site will address site issues adequately, based
on current information. If new information indicates otherwise, EPA will take appropriate actions.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

/f@//j

F em1/Akmdele

\J
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June 20, 2000

Subject:  Red Penn Landfill Site
Pewee Vdley, Kentucky

From: Femi Akindde

To: Mr. Clayton Stoess, Jr.
Pewee Valey, KY 40056

Asthe EPA Remedid Project Manager for Red Penn Landfill Site, a copy of the memo you
recently wrote regarding the landfill. cap under construction at the Site was forwarded to me. The
attached letter from our Regiona Adminigtrator to Congressman Ken Lucas may be of interest to
you as it addresses concerns smilar to yours.

Asthe letter states, EPA bdievesthat capping the Site will address site issues adequatdly, based
on current information. If new information indicates otherwise, EPA will take appropriate actions.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

/f@//j

F em1/Akmdele

\J





