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Uncontrolied Hazardous Waste Sites—
Final Rule Convering Sites Subject to
the Subtitle C Corrective Action
Authorities of the Resource

' Conservation and Recovsry Act

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
AcTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA") is amending the -
National Oil'and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency-Plan (“"NCP"), 40

"CFR part 300, which was promulgated

on July 18; 1982, pursuant to section 105
of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation. and Liability
Act of 1980 ("CERCLA"). CERCLA has
since been amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1886 (“SARA™) and is implemented. -
by Executive Order 12580 (52 FR 2823,

the NCP include a list of national
priorities among the known releases or-

threatened releases of hazardous

substances, pollutants, or contaminants
throughout the United States, and that
the list be revised at least annually. The
National Priorities List (“NPL"), initially
promulgated as Appendix B of the NCP
on September 8, 1983 (48 FR 40858), -
constitutes this list and is being revised
today by the addition of 23 sites. Based
on a review of public comments, EPA
has decided that 13 of these sites, which
are subject to the corrective action
authorities of Subtitle C of the .
Resources Conservation and Recovery
Act (“RCRA"), meet the listing . )
requirements of the NPL. This rule also.
adds 5 RCRA sites on which no
comments were received, and adds 5 no-
comment sites which filed RCRA permit
applications-as a precaution and are not
subject to RCRA corrective-action
authorities. Finally, today’s action

- removes 27 RCRA sites from the

proposed NPL. EPA has reviewed public
comments on the removal of these sites

" and has decided not to place them on
- the NPL because they are subject to the

subtitle C corrective action authorities
of RCRA, and do not, at this time,
appear to come within the categories of
RCRA facilities that EPA considers
appropriate for the NPL. Information
supporting these actions is contained in

* the Superfund Public Docket.

Elsewhere in today’s Federal Register

is another final rule that adds 70 sites,

of this preamble. S

- Cathy Freeman, Region 8, U.S. EPA, 8HS-12,

" Deborah Vaughn-Wright, Region 6, US. EPA, *
i SH-MA,

11 Pederal Pacility sites, to the . .

NPL and drops 4 sites from the proposed

NPL. These two rules result in.a final--- -
NPL of 961 sites, 52 of themin the - .
Federal section; 213 sites are proposed

" to the NPL, 83 of them in the Federal

section. Final and proposed sites now
total 1,194, ~ L
EFFECTIVE DATE: The effective date for
this amendment to the NCP shall be
November 3, 1989. CERCLA section 305
provides for a legislative veto of
regulations promulgated under CERCLA.
Although INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 818,
103 S. Ct. 2764 (1983), cast the validity of
the legislative veto into question, EPA
has transmitted a copy of this regulation
to the Secretary of the Senate and the
Clerk of the House of Representatives. If
any action by Congress calls the
effective date of this regulation into
question, the Agency will publish a
notice of clarification in the Federal
Ragister.

ADDRESSES: Addresses for the
Headquarters and Regional dockets
follow. For further details on what these

.

. dockets contain, see section | of the

Tina Maragousis, Headquarters, US.EPA - : -
CERCLA Docket Offics, Waterside Mall,
401 M Street SW,, Washington, DC 20460,
202/382-3046

Evo Cunha, Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste
Management Records Center, HES-CAN 6,
John F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston,
MA 02203, 617/565-3300

U.S. EPA, Region 2. Document Control
Center, Superfund Docket, 28 Federal
Plaza, 7th Floor, Room 740, New Yark, NY
10278, Latchmin Serrano, 212/264-5540,
Ophelia Brown, 212/264-1154 '

Diane McCreary, Region 3, U.S. EPA Library,
5th Floor, 841 Chestnut Building, 9th &
Chestnut Streets, Philadelphia, PA 19107,
213/587-0580 .

Gayle Alston, Reglon 4, U.S. EPA Library, = -~
Room G-8, 345 Courtland Street NB,: .

- Atlanta, GA 30385, 404/347—4216 .

230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, IL .
50604, 312/886-6214- -

- 1445 Ross Avenue, Mail Code
Dallas, TX 75202-2733, 214/655-6740

Brenda Ward, Region 7, U.S. EPA Library, 728
Minnesota Avenue, Kansas City, KS 86101,
913/236-2828 :

Dolores Eddy, Region 8, U.S. EPA Library, 999
18th Street, Suite 500, Denver, CO 80202~
2405, 303/293-1444

Linda Sunnen, Region 8, U.S. EPA, Library, -
6th Floor, 215 Fremont Street, San
Francisco, CA 94105, 415/974-8082

David Bennett, Region 10, U.S. EPA, 8th Floor,
1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop HW-083,
Seattle, WA 98101, 206/442-2103

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: . -
Henry Stevens, Hazardous Site
Evaluation Division, Office of - -
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L Introduction
Background

In 1980, Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act; 42 U.S.C, sections 9601-0657
(“CERCLA" or the “Act”}, in response to

. . the dangers of uncontrolled or
abandoned hazardous waste sites.
- CERCLA was amended in 1988 by the

Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act {*SARA"), Public
Law No. 99499, Stat. 1613 et seq. T
implement CERCLA, the U.S.

(“EPA” or “the Agency”) promulgated
the revised National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
{*NCP”) 40 CFR Part 300, on July 16,
1962 (47 FR 31180) pursuant to CERCLA
section 105 and Executive Order 12318
{46 FR 42237, August 20, 1981). The NCP,
further revised by EPA on September 186,
19865 (50 FR 37624) and November 20,
1985 (50 FR 47912), sets forth guidelines
and procedures needed to respond
under CERCLA to releases and

- threatened releases of hazardous

substances, pollutants, or contaminaats.

-On December 21, 1988 (53 FR 51394),

EPA proposed revisions to the NC? in
response to SARA.

Section 105(a)(8)(A) of CLA, as
amended by SARA, requires that the
NCP include “criteria for determining
priorities among releases or threatened
releases throughout the United States
for the purpose of taking remedial action

- and, to the extent practicable taking into

account the potential urgency of such
action, for the purpose of taking removal

. action.” Removal action involves
cleanup or other actions that are takg
- in response to releases or threats 3‘

releases on a short-term or tempo

- - basis {CERCLA section 101{23)).
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Remedial action tends t be long-term in’

which are consistent with & permanent
remedy for & release (CERCLA section
101(24)) Criteria for -
priorities for-possible remedial actions
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA are included in the
Hazard Ranking System (*HRS™), which
EPA promulgated as Appendix A of the
NCP (47 FR 31219, July 186, 1982).

On December 23, 1988 {53 FR 51962},
EPA proposed revisions to the HRS in
response to CERCLA section 105(c),
added by SARA. EPA intends to fssue
the revised HRS as soon as possible.
However, until EPA has reviewed public
comments and the proposed revisions
have been put into effect, EPA will
continue to propose and promulgate
sites using the current HRS, in
accordance with CERCLA section
105(c)(1) and Congressional intent, as
explained in 54 FR 13299 (March 31,
1989),

-Based in large part on the HRS

" criterion, and pursuant to section.
105(a)(8)(B) of CERCLA, as amended by

SARA, EPA prepared a list of national
priorities’among the known releases or
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants
througout the United States. The list,
which is Appendix B of the NCP, is the
National Priorities List (*NPL").
CERCLA section 105({a})(8)(B) also
requires that the NPL be revised at least
annually. A site can undergo CLA- |
financed remedial action only after it is
placed on the NPL as provided in the
NCP at 40 CFR 300.66(c){2), and
300.68(a). - o

An original NPL of 408 sites was
promulgated on September 8, 1883 (48
FR 40858). The NPL has been expanded
since then, most recently on March 31,

1989 (54 FR 13296). The Agency has also

published a number of proposed
rulemakings to add sites to the NPL -
most recently a special update of two

- sites.on August 16, 1989 (54 FR 33848).

EPA may delete sites when no further
response is appropriate, as provided in
the NCP at 40 CFR 300.66(c)(7). To date
the Agency has deleted 28 sites from the
NPL, most recently on September 22, -
1989 (54 FR 38994) when the Cecil
Lindsey site, Newport, Arkansas, was

_deleted.

Of the sites in this rule, 30 were
originally proposed in the first four
updates to the NPL,! prior to publication

" 3 Update #1 (48 FR 40674, September 8, 1883),
Update #2 (49 FR 40320, October 15, 1984}, Update
#3 (50 FR 14118, April 10, 1985) and Updats #4 (50
FR 37950, September 18, 1985). -

- one RCRA site

in 1966 of a expanded policy for listing

on the NPL certain categories of sites

{*RCRA") (announced on junas 10, 1886

" (51 FR 21054) and further amended on

June 24, 1988 (33 FR 23978)) (the “NPL/

"~ RCRA policy”). The 39 sites were

identified as possibly subject to the
Subtitle C corrective action authorities
of RCRA, and therefore possibly subject
to the NPL/RCRA policy. Because the
public had not been afforded notice and
opportunity to comment on the .
application of this policy to these sites,

- the Agency reproposed the sites (13 to

be listed, 26 to be dropped) on June 24,
1988 under the amended policy and at
the same time solicited comments on the
proposed actions (53 FR 23978). Nine
RCRA sites proposed in NPL Update &7
(53 FR 23988, June 24, 1988) and one site
proposed in Update #8 (54 FR 19528,
May 5, 1989) are also being added to the
NPL in this final rule; these sites were-
proposed under the NPL/RCRA policy,
but received no comments. In addition,

proposed in Update #7 is
being dropped in this final rule because
of a change in its RCRA status.

. EPA has carefully considered all the
public comments submitted on the 39
previously proposed RCRA sites, both in
response to the original proposal of the
sites, as well as in response to the
application of the NPL/RCRA policy to
the specific sites. The Agency has made
some modifications in this final rule in
response to those comments. In '
addition, the Agency is dropping one
proposed Update #7 site in response to
comments concerning the site’'s RCRA
status. - . .

The Agency has responded to a
number of major comments on the
policy for listing RCRA sites in this
notice.Responses to more site-specific
listing policy issues, as well as
comments on HRS scores, are presented
in the “Support Document for the ..
Revised National Priorities List—Final
Rule Covering Sites Subject to the
Subtitle C Corrective Action Authorities
of the Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act, October, 1989” whickisa

separate document available in the
Headquarters and Regional public
dockets (see Addresses portion of this
notice).

This rule, together with the final rule
appearing elsewhere in today's Federal
Register, results in a final NPL of 981
sites, 52 of them in the Federal section;
213 sites are in proposed status, 63 of
them in the Federal section. Final and
proposed sites now total 1,194.

EPA includes on the NPL sites at -
which there are or have been releases or

threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminan!
The discussion below may refer to
“releases or threatened releases”simp]

,as “releases,” or alternatively, as

“facilities” or “sites.”
Information Available to the Public

The Headquarters and Regional pub!
‘dockets for the NPL (see ADDRESSES
portion of this notice) contain )
documents relating to the scoring and
evaluation of sites in this final rule. Th
dockets are available for viewing “by
appointment only” after the appearanc
of this notice. The hours of operation fc
the Headquarters docket are from 9:00
a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Fride
excluding Federal holidays. Please
contact individual Regional dockets for
hours.

The Headquarters docket contains a
memorandum-to-the-record describing
the RCRA status of the sites, HRS score
sheets for each final site, a
Documentation Record for each Final
site describing the information used to
compute the scores, a list of documents
referenced in the Documentation
Record, comments received, and the
Agency’s response to those comments
(the “Support Document™).

Each Regional docket includes all
information available in the
Headquarters docket for sites in that
Region, as well as the actual reference
documents, which contain the data upo:
which EPA principally relied upon in
calculating or evaluating the HRS score:
for sites in the Region. These reference
documents are available only in the
Regional dockets. They may be viewed
“by appointment only” in the
appropriate Regional docket or
Superfund Branch office. Requests for
copies may be directed to the
appropriate Regional docket or
Superfund Branch. :

An informal written request, rather
than a forma! request, should be the

ordinary procedure for obtaining copies
of any of these documents. ‘

IL Purpose and Implementation of the
NPL .

Purpose

" The primary purpose of the NPL is
stated in the legislative history of
CERCLA (Report of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works, Senate
Report No. 96-848, 96th Cong., 2d Sess.
80 (1980)):

The priority lists serve primarily
informational purposes, identifying for the
States and the public those facilities and sites
or other releases which appear to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of a facility or site
on the list does not in itself ref_lect a judgment
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of the activities-of its owner or operator. it -
does not require those persons to undertake
macdon.mdo?nulipli:bmtytohla
form of remedial actions or enforcement
actions will be necessary in order to do s0,
and these actions will be attended by all
appropriats procedural safeguards. .

The purpose of the NPL, therefore, is
primarily to serve as an informational
and management tool. The initial
identification of a site for the NPL is
intended primarily to guide EPA in
determining which sites warrant further
investigation to assess the nature and
extent of the public bealthand
environmental risks associated with the
site, and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, may
be appropriate. The NPL also serves to
notify the public of sites EPA believes
warrant further investigation.

Federal facility sites are eligible for
the NPL pursuant te the NCP at 40 CFR
300.86(c)(2), and are included on the NPL
even if there are RCRA hazardous waste
management units within the facility
boundaries, consistent with the Federal

"'facilities listing policy (54 FR 10520, .

March 13, 1989). However, section -
111(e)(3) of CERCLA, as amended by "~
SARA, limits the expenditure of - ’
CERCLA monies at Federally-owned
facilities. Federal facility sites are also
subject to the requirements of CERCLA
section 120, added by SARA. '

Implementation

A site can undergo remedial action
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA only after it is placed on
the final NPL as outlined in the NCP at
40 CFR 300.66(c)(2) and 300.68(a). .
However, EPA may take enforcement

- actions under CERCLA against
.responsible parties regardless of

whether the site is on the NPL. The fact
that the Agency may defer the listing of
a site subject to RCRA Subtitle C does

" not preclude the use of CERCLA section

104 to respond to a release or CERCLA
section 106 to‘compel action by multiple-
parties at such a site. EPA also has the

" authority to take removal actions at any

site, whether listed or not, that meets .

the criteria of the NCP at 40 CFR 300.65-

EPA's policy is to pursue cleanup of
NPL sites using the appropriate response
and/or enforcement actions available to
the Agency, including authorities other
than CERCLA (e.g., RCRA]}. Listing a site
will serve as notice to any potentially
responsible party that the Agency may
initiate CERCLA-financed remedial

- action. The Agency will decide on a site-

by-site basis whether to take .
enforcement or other action under .
CERCLA or other statutory authorities,

to proceed directly with CERCLA-
" financed

response actions and seek to -
costs after cleanup, or

recover
to do both. To the extent feasible, once -

sites are on the NPL, EPA will determine

- high-priority candidates for Superfund-
. inanced response action and/or )

enforcement action through both State
and Federal initiatives, These
determinations will take into account
which approach is more likely to most
expeditiously accomplish cleanup of the
site while using CERCLA's limited
resources as efficiently as possible.
Remedial response actions will not

' necessarily be funded in the same order -

as a site's ranking on the NPL—that is,
its HRS score. The information collected
to develop HRS scores is not sufficient
in itself to determine either the extent of
contamination or the appropriate
respanse for a particular site. EPA relies
on further, more detailed investigations
undertaken during the remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) to
address these concerns.

The RI/FS determines the type and
extent of contamination. It also takes -

' into account the amountof . . . .

contaminants int the environment, the . .

. risk to affected populations and the

~ 'environment, the cost to correct -
problems at the site, and the response

actions that have been taken by
potentially responsible parties or others.
Decisions on the type and extent of
action to be taken at these sites are
made in accordance with the criteria
contained in Subpart F of the NCP. After
conducting these additional studies,
EPA may conclude that it is not
desirable to initiate-a CERCLA remedial
action at some sites on the NPL because
of more pressing needs at other sites, or
because a private party cleanup is
already underway pursuant to an
enforcement action. Given the limited
resources available in Superfund, the.
ency must carefully balance the
relative needs for response at the

numerous sites it has studied. Itis also

possible that EPA will conclude after
further analysis that the site does not

‘warrant remedial action.
. - Revisions to the NPL such as today's

rulemeking may move some previously
listed sites to a lower position on the
NPL. However, if EPA has initiated
action such as an RI/FS at a site, it does
not intend to cease such actions to
determine if a subsequently listed site
should have a higher priority for
funding. Rather, the Agency will
continue funding site studies and

~ remedial actions once they have been

initiated, even if higher scoring sites are
later addedtothe NPL. -~ - - o
" RI/FS at Proposed Sites. An RI/FS

can be performed at proposed sites {or

even non-NPL sites) pursuant to the
Agency’s removal authority under - -
CERCLA, as outlined in the NCP a
CFR 300.88(a)(1). Section 101(23) o
CERCLA defines “remove" or “rem
to include “such actions as may be
necessary to monitor, assess and
evaluate the release or threat of release
¢ ¢ *» The definition of “removal” also
includes “action taken under Section
104(b) of this Act * * *,” which
authorizes the Agency to perform
studies, investigations, and other
information-gathering activities.

Although an RI/FS is generally
conducted at a site after the site has
been placed on the NPL, in a number of
circumstances the Agency elects to
conduct an RI/FS at a proposed NPL site
in preparation for a possible CERCLA-
financed remedial action, such as when
the Agency believes that a delay may
create unnecessary risks to human
health or the environment. In addition,
the Agency may conduct an RI/FS to
assist in determining whether to conduct
a removal or enforcement action at a

. gite,

" Facility (Site) Boundaries. The

Agency has received a number of
inquiries concerning whether EPA could
{or would) revise NPL site boundaries.
The issue frequently arises where
landowner seeks to sell an allege
uncontaminated portion of an NPL
The Agency’s position is that it is
neither feasible nor consistent with the
limited purpose of the NPL (as the mere
identification of releases), for the
Agency to describe precise boundaries
of releases.

CERCLA section (a)(8)(B) directs EPA
to list national priorities among the
known “releases or threatened releases”
of hazardous substances. Thus, the

"purpose of the NPL is merely to identify

releases of hazardous substances that
are priorities for further evaluation.
Although a CERCLA *“facility” is
broadly defined to include any area
where a hazardous substance release
*“come to be located” (CERCLA Section
101(9)), the listing process itself is not
intended to define or reflect the
boundaries of such facilities or
releases.® Of course, HRS data upon
which the NPL placement was based .
will, to some extent, describe which
release is at issue; that is, the NPL
release would include all releases
evaluated as part of that HRS analysis

" 8 Although CERCLA section 101(9) sets o
definition of “facility” and not “release,”
terms are often used interchangeability. (

CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B). which defines

as a list of “releases” as well as the highest priority
“facilities.”) (For ease of reference, EPA also uses -

the term “release™ and “facility.”)
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allegedly uncontaminated areas of an
NPL site (or to expand sites to follow the
contamination where it has come to be
located).? Such a process would be time-
consuming, subject to constant re-
verification, and wasteful of resources.
Further, the NPL is only of limited
significance, as it does not assign-
liability to any party. See Report of the
Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works, Senate Rep. No. 86-848,
96th Cong., 2d Sess. 60 {1980), quoted at
48 FR 40659 (September 8, 1983). f a
party contests liability for releases on
discrete parcels of property, it may do
so if and when the Agency brings an
action against that party to recover
costs or to compel a response action at
that property.

EPA regulations do provide that tho

“nature and extent of the threat . =

presentsd by a releass” willbe - .
determined by an RI/FS as more
information is developed on site
contamination (40 CFR 300.88(d}).
However, this inquiry focuses on an
evaluation of the threat posed; it is not a
requirement to define the boundaries of
the release, and in any event is
independent of the NPL listing.
Moreover, it is generally impossible to
discover the full extent of where the

contamination “has come to be located”

prior to completion of all necessay
studies and remedial work at a site;
indeed, the boundaries of the

: contammationcanbeexpectedh

ovaxtime.’nlns.lnmmtme;.u

~ will be impossible to describe the .

boundaries of a release with certainty.
At the same time, however, the
Agency notes that the RI/FS or Record -

" or Decision (ROD) may offer a useful

indication to the public of the areas of
contamination at which the Agency is
considering taking a response action,
based oa information known at that
time. For example, EPA may evaluate
(and list) a release over a 400-acre area,
but the ROD may select a remedy over
100 acres only. This information may be
useful to a landowner seeking to sell the

. other 300 acres, but it would result in no

formal change in the fact that a release

8 The Agency has already discussed its authority
to follow contamination as far as it goes, and then
to consider the release or facility for response
purposes to be the entire area where the hazardous
uubtmmshwmewbeloated.umima

v (Much:ﬂ.lw).

identification of a release that is not
subject to constant re-evaluation is
consistent with the Agency's policy of
not rescorins NPL sites:

EPA recognizes that the NPL process
cannot be perfect, and it is possible that
grrors exist or that new data will alter
previous assumptions. Once the initial
scoring effort is complete, however, the focus
of EPA activity must be on investigating sites
in dstail and determining the appropriate
response, New data or errors can be
considered in that process . . . [T}he NPL
serves as a guide to EPA and does not
determine liability or the need for response.

49 FR 37081 (September 21, 1984).¢

IIL NPL Update Process

phdng:im tthPl.Thl:’m al
tes on princip
mechanism is the spplication of the

- HRS. The HRS serves as a

screening
device to evaluate the relative potential
of uncontrolled hazardous substances to
cause human health or safety problems,
or ecological or environmental damage.
The HRS score is calculated by
estimating risks presented in thres
potential “pathways"” of human or
environmental exposure: ground water,
surface water, and air. Within each
pathway of exposure, the HRS considers
three categories of factors “that are
designed to encompass most aspects of
the likelihood of exposure to a
hazardous substance through a release
and the magnitude or degree of harm
from such exposure™: (1) factors that

‘indicate the presence or likelihood of g -

release to the environment; (2} factors
that indicate the nature and quantity of
the substances presenting the potential
threat; and (3) factors that indicate the
human or environmental “targets”

| potentially at risk from the site. Factors )

within each of these three categories are
assigned a numerical value according to
a set scale. Once numerical values are
computed for each factor, the HRS uses

4 See also City of Stoughton, Wisc. v. U.S.EPA.
858 F. 2d 747, 751 (D.C.Cir. 1988):

Certainly EPA could have permitted further
comment or conducted further testing {on proposed
NPL sites). Either course would have consumed
further assets of the Agency and would have
delayed a determination of the risk priority
associated with the site. Yet* * * “the NPLis -

:l:plyamnshlhtofpﬂoﬁﬂumnbledqﬂddy -

inexpensively to comply with Congress’
mandate for the Agency to take action

straightaway.” Eagle-Picher [Industries v EPAIN,

750 F. 2d (821.] at 932 ((D.C.Clr. 1985]].

,ﬁmludingnonconﬂsnmrelmn ilhchdodonthnm.'l‘holnndm mthcmaﬁcalfomnluthatreﬂecttha
evaluated under the NPL aggregation {and the public) should also note in such  relative importance and

"poncy,mwFRWLSepmbca. .- a case that if further study (orthe - - interrelationships of the various factors

1983)). - " remedial construction itself) reveals that  to arrive at a final site score on a scale
BmuutheAgencydounotfomlly the contamination is located on or has of 0 to 100. The resultant HRS score

define the geographic axtent of releases spread to other areas, the Asency mnay = represents an estimate of the relative
{or sites) at the time of listing, there is those areas as well. “probability and magnitude of harm to
no administrative process to “delist” Thu view of the NPL as an imtial the human population or sensitive

environment from exposure to
hazardous substances as a result of the
contamination of ground water, surface
water, or air” (47 FR 31180, July 16,
1982). Those sites that score 28.50 or
greater on the HRS are eligible for the
NPL.

Under the second mechanism for
adding sites to the NPL, each State may
designate a single site as its top priority,
regardless of the HRS score. This
mechanism is provided by section
105(a)(98(B) of CERCLA, as amended by
SARA, which requires that, to the extent
practicable, the NPL include within the
100 highest priorities, one facility
designated by each State representing
the greatest danger to public health,
welfare, or the environment among
known facilities in the State.

The third mechanism for listing,
included in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.68(b)(4) (50 FR 37624, September 16,
1885), has been used only in rare
instances. It allows certain sites with
HRS scores below 28.50 to be eligible for
the NPL if all of the following occur:

* The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry of the U.S.
Department of Health and Human
Services has issued a health advisory
which recommends dissociation of
individuals from the release.

o EPA determines that the release -
poses a significant threat to public
health, -

.« EPA anticipates that it will be more
cost-effective to use its remedial
authority than to use its removal
authority to respond to the release.

All of the sites in today's final rule -
have been placed on the NPL based on
HRS scores.

States have the primary responsibility
for identifying non-Federal sites,
computing HRS scores, and submitting
candidate sites to the EPA Regional ‘
offices. EPA Regional offices conduct a

- quality control review of the States’

candidate sites, and may assist in
investigating, sampling, monitoring, and
acoring sites. Regional offices may also
consider candidate sites in addition to
those submitted by States. EPA
Headquarters conducts further quality
assurance audits to ensure accuracy and
consistency among the various EPA and
State offices participating in the scoring.
The Agency then proposes the sites that.
meet one of the three criteria for listing
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(and EPA’s listing polldu] and lolidts
public comments on the. Based
on these comments and er review .
- by EPA, the Agency determines final .
HRS scores and places those sites that.
still qualify on the final NPL.

IV. Statutory Requirements and Listing -
Policies

CERCLA restricts EPA’s authority to
respond to certain categories of releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants by expressly excluding
- some substances, such as petroleum,

from the response program. In addition,

CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B) directs
EPA to list priority sites “among” the
known releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105{(a){8)(A)
directs EPA to consider certain
enumerated and “other appropriate™
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion not to use
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases. For example, EPA has chosen
not to list sites that result from -

" contamination associated with faciliﬂee
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory.
Commission {NRC), on the grounds thnt
‘the NRC has the authority and
to clean up releases from those facilities -
{48 FR 40661, September 8, 1983). Where
other authorities exist, placing the site
on the NPL for possible remedial action
under CERCLA may not be appropriate.
Therefore, EPA has chosen not to .
consider certain types of sites for the
NPL even though CERCLA may provide
authority to respond. If, however, the:
Agency later determines that sites not -
listed as a matter of policy are not being'
properly responded to, the Agency may
place them on the

The listing policy of relevance to this
final rule applies to sites subject to the
corrective action authorities of RCRA
Subtitle C.

V. Dcvolopment of the NPLIRCRA -
Policy
Since the first NPL final rnle (48 FR
40658, September 8, 1883) the Agency’s
policy has been to defer listing sites that
could be addressed by the RCRA
Subtitle C corrective action authorities,
even though EPA has the statutory
authority to list all RCRA sites that meet
the NPL eligibility criterion (i.e., a score
of 28.50 or greater under the HRS). Until
1984, RCRA corrective action authorities
were limited to facilities with releases to
ground water from surface
impoundments, waste piles, land
treatment areas, and landfills that
.received RCRA hazardous waste after
July 28, 1982, Sites which met these
criteria were listed only if they were
abandoned or lacked sufficient

(¥

-significant portion of the release came:
- from nonregulated units. :

- status.

momc. thmle C corrective nction
authorities could not be enforced, ora

On November 8, 1984, the Hazardouo
and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA)
were enacted. HWSA greatly expanded

“RCRA Subtitle C corrective action

authorities as follows:

¢ Section 3004(u) requires permits issued

after the enactment of HSWA to include
corrective action for all releases of hazardous
waste or constituents from solid waste )
management units at a treatment, storage, or
disposal fucility seeking a permit.

¢ Section 3004{v} requires corrective action
to be taken beyond the facility boundary
where necessary to protect human health and
the environment uniess the owner/operator
of the facility demonstrates that despite the
owner or operator's best efforts, the owner or
operator was unable to obtain the necessary
permission to undertake such action.

¢ Section 3008(h) authorizes the
Administrator of EPA to issue an order
requiring corrective action or such other
response measures as deemed necessary to
protect humen health or the environment- . .
whenever it is determined that there is or has
been a release of hazardous waste into the
environment from a hdlity with intu!m i

“"Asa result of the broadened Subtitle
C corrective action authorities of
HSWA, the Agency sought comment on
a policy for deferring the listing of non-
Federal sites subject to the Subtitle C
corrective action authorities (50 FR
14117, April 10, 1985). Under the draft
policy, the listing of such sites would be
deferred unless and until thé Agency
determined that RCRA corrective action
was not likely to succeed or occur
promptly due to factors such as:

¢ The inability or unwillingness of the
owner/operator to pay for addressmg

‘the contamination at the site.

¢ Inadequate financial responsxbxlity
guararitees to pay for such costs. .

¢ EPA or State priorities for
addressing RCRA sites.

The intent of the policy was to
maximize the number of site responses
achieved through the RCRA corrective
action authorities, thus preserving the
CERCLA Fund for sites for which no
other authority is available. Federal
facility sites were not considered in the
development of the policy at that time
because the NCP prohibited placing
Federal facility sites on the NPL.

On June 10, 1988 {51 FR 21057), EPA
announced components of a policy for

‘the listing, or the deferral from listing, of

several categories of non-Federal sites
subject to the RCRA Subtitle C

corrective action authorities. Under the
policy, RCRA sites not subjectto -
Subtitle C corrective action authorities

“prior to November 18, 1980 (the e

" would conﬂnu to be placed on the NPL.
. Bxamplea of such sites include:

e Facilities that ceased treating,
stoﬂng. or disposing of hazardous ﬂ‘

date of Phase I of the RCRA -
regulations), and to which the RCRA
corrective action or other authorities of
Subtitle C cannot be applied.

» Sites at which only materials
exempted from the statutory or-

regulatory definition of solid waste or

ous waste were managed.

¢ RCRA hazardous waste handlers to
which RCRA Subtitle C corrective
action authorities do not apply, such as
hazardous waste generators or
transporters not required to have interim
status or a final RCRA permit.

Further, the policy stated that certain
RCRA sites at which Subtitle C
corrective action authorities are

available may also be listed if they meet

the criterion for listing (i.e., an HRS
score of 28.50 or greater) and they fall
within one of the following categories:
¢ Facilities owned by persons who
have demonstrated an inability to

~ finance a cleanup as evidenced by their
. invocation of the bankruptcy laws.

¢ Facilities that have lost
authorization to operate and for whxch
there are additional indications that
owner or operator will be unwillin
undertake corrective action.
Authorization to operate may be lo
when igsuance of a corrective action

‘order under RCRA section 3008(h)

terminates the interim status of a facility
or when the interim status of the facility
is terminated as a result of a permit
denial under RCRA section 3005(0)

" Also, authorization to operate is lost

through operation of RCRA section
3005(e)(2) when an owner or operator of
a land disposal facility did not certify
compliance with applicable ground
water monitoring and financial

. responsibility requirements and submit

a Part B permit application by

" November 8, 1985—also known in

HSWA as the Loss of Interim Status
Provision (LOIS)).

¢ Facilities that have not lost
authorization to operate, but which have
a clear history of unwillingness. These
situations are determined on a case-by-
case basis.

¢ On June 24, 1988 (53 FR 23978) EPA

* amended the June 10, 1988 policy (51 FR

21057) to include four additional
categories of RCRA sites as appropriate
for the NPL. These categories are:

¢ Non- or late filers.

- o Converters.

¢ Protective filers.

¢ Sites holding permits issued before
the enactment of HSWA.
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hﬁnteame]me%l@ﬂnoﬁee.the

‘v'.mcypmpoaedwedd 13 sites to.the
NPL on the basis of ths amended NPL/.

RCRA policy, and to drop 30 sites from -

the proposed NPL because they were
subject to the Subtitle C corrective -
action authorities of RCRA and did not,
at the time, appear to fall into one of the
categories of RCRA facilities that EPA
considers appropriate for listing under
the current policy. In addition, in a
separate Federal Register notice on

the same date (53 FR 23988), the Agency
proposed Update #7, which included a
number of RCRA sites for listing under
the NPL/RCRA policy. Nine of these
sites are being added to the NPL in
today's final rule. Also, on May §, 1989
(54 FR 19526), the Agency proposed
Update #8, which included 10 sites. One
of these sites, a RCRA site, received no
comment and is being added to the NPL
in today’s final rule.

Unwillingness Criteria
As part of the NPL/RCRA polxcy

"announced on June 10, 1986 (51 FR
_21059). EPA explained its policy of

listing RCRA sites-where the ownerl

- ‘unwillingness to taks corrective action."
The policy stated that, as a general .

matter; EPA prefers using available
RCRA enforcement or permitting
authorities to require corrective action
by the owner/operator at RCRA sites
because this belps to conserve CERCLA
resources for sites with no financially
viable owner/operator. However, when
the Agency determines that a RCRA
facility owner/operator is unwilling to
carry out corrective action directed by
EPA or a State pursuant to a RCRA
order or permit, there is little assurance

- that releases will be addressed ina -

timely manner under a RCRA order or

permit. Therefore, such facilities should

e listed in order to make CERCLA
resources available expeditiously.

Under the policy, RCRA facilities will be.

placed on the NPL when owners/
operators are found to be unwilling
based on a gase-by-case determination.
Several RCRA facilities being
finalized in this rule were proposed for
the NPL based upon their HRS scores
and EPA's case-by-case determination
that the owner/operators were unwilling
to take corrective action. For each such
site, the Agency has prepared a lengthy
memorandum to the record,
documenting the actions (or failures to
act) upon which the unwillingness
finding was based. EPA solicited
comment on the listing of these sites
(and on the findings of unwillingness),
and is responding to comment here and .
in the accompanying support document.
EPA believes that the sitesare - -

epproprlehefortheNPLOnAnsuetB.

"1968 (53 FR 30008), EPA added objective

criteria to its. poucy for determining -
cally. a RCRA ~

- unwillingness. Specifi
facility would be placed on the NPL

based on unwillingness when the
owner/operators are not in compliance
with one or more of the follo :

¢ Federal or substantially equivalent
State unilateral administrative order

~ requiring corrective action, after the

facility owner/operator has exhausted
administrative due process rights

o Federal or substantially equivalent
State vnilateral sdministrative order
requiring corrective action, if the facility
owner/operator did not pursue
administrative due process rights within
the specified time period -

. Imtial Federal or State preliminary
injunction or other judicial order
requiring corrective action

¢ Federal or State RCRA permit
condition requiring corrective action
after the facility ownerfoperator has
exhausted admmstrahve due process

m}‘ Pinal Federal or State consent

- decree or administrative order on

consent requiring corrective action, after

_the exhaustion of any dispute reeolntion

However, the Agency explained it
would be both unnecessary and

. inappropriate to go back and reexamine

already proposed sites based on the
revised criteria. First, the revised
criteria had not been announced when
the sites in this rule were evaluated for
unwillingness and proposed for the NPL.
Second, the new critefia do not. -
represent a substantive change, but
rather, an attempt at developing more -
easily applied and understood objective
crtieria. EPA believes that the
determinations of unwillingness made

for the sites in this rule fully satisfy the

Agency’s policy and goals. Third, the
Agency recognized that some lead time
would be necessary for the Regions and
States to apply the new criteria to sites
before submitting them for proposal to
the NPL; specifically, the Regions and
States would be required to issue
corrective action orders at RCRA sites
before determining unwillingness, rather
than evaluating all evidence on a case-
by-case basis. Thus, the Agency decided

‘to apply the new criteria only to sites

proposed after August 9, 1988, so as not
to significantly and unneccessarily
delay promulgation and response action
at already proposed sites.

Amended NPL/RCRA Policy

On June 24, 1988 (53 FR 23978), the
Agency amended its NPL/RCRA policy
by adding four categories of RCRA sites
appropriate for listing.

' (1) Nar- or lats Filers: Pacilities that were

treating storing or disposing of Subtitle C -
hazardous waste after November 19, 1880,
and did not file a Part A RCRA permit .

‘application by that date and have little ot no

history of compliance with RCRA.

The Agency decided to place on the
NPL “non- or late filers” based on the
finding that RCRA treatment, storage or
disposal facilities (“TSDFs") that fail to
file Part A of the RCRA permit
application generally remain outside the
range of cognizance of authorities
responsible for compliance with RCRA,
and generally are without the
institutional mechanisms, such as
ground water monitoring programs,
necessary to assure prompt compliance

. with the standards and goals of the

RCRA program. Therefore, EPA believes
that it is not appropriate to defer to
RCRA for action at these sites, even
though RCRA technically may apply.
However, in cases where non- or late
filer facilities have in fact come within
the RCRA system and demonstrated a
history of compliance with RCRA

" regulations (as may be the case with
. late filers), the Agency may decide to

defer listing and allow RCRA to

" continue to address problems at the site.

(2) Converters: Facilities that at one time
were treating or storing RCRA Subtitle C
hazardous waste but have since converted to
an activity for which interim status is not
required (e.g., generators who store
hazardous waste for 90 days or less). These

- facilities, the withdrawal of whose Part A

application has been acknowledged by EPA
ar the State, are referred to as converters.

Converters at one time treated or
stored Subtitle C hazardous waste and
were required to obtain interim status.
EPA believes that under RCRA section
3008(h) it can compel corrective action
at such sites. However, RCRA's
corrective action program currently
focuses on TSDFs subject to permitting
requirements, and thus EPA has not
routinely reviewed converters under
RCRA Subtitle C. EPA has decided that
the deferral of this category of sites is

_not appropriate, as these sites are not

currently engaged in treatment, storage,
or disposal activities subject to RCRA
permitting and they are not a priority for
prompt corrective action under RCRA.
Instead, the Agency has decided to list
such sites to make full CERCLA -
resources and authorities available, if
necessary. In cases where a converter
has agreed to corrective action under a
RCRA unilateral or consent corrective
action order, the Agency will generally
defer listing and allow RCRA to
continue to address problems at the site.
EPA is currently prioritizing RCRA
facilities for corrective action. If the



41008 rmwufw.um.m/wednesday.mbenm/nuxesmdaegumm

de&ermhnsthatmveﬂu'dm

| : wﬂlfmhefutnnbeaddluadinn

expeditious manner by RCRA -

anthodﬁa.thmitwiﬂmm
listing policy for RCRA converter sites
and may defer oonvertmtoRCRAfw

- corrective action.

(3) Protective Filers: Facimiu thlt have .

' filed RCRA Part A permit applications for

treatment, storage, or disposal of Subtitle C
hazardous waste as a precautionary measure

. only. These facilities may be generators,

transporters, or recyclers of hazardous
wastes, andamnotmbyectt@SubtﬂieC
corrective action guthorities. .

These facilities filed RCRA Part A
permit applications as TSDFs as a
precautionary measure only, and are
generators, transporters, or recyclers of
hazardous wastes. Protective filers are
not subject to Subtitle C corrective
action authorities, and thus, EPA has
decided to place them on the NPL in
order to make full CERCLA resources
and authorities available.

(4) Pre-HSWA Permittees: Facilities with
RCRA permits for the treatment, storage, or
disposal of Subtitle C hazardous wasts that
were issued prior to the enactment of HSWA,
and whoee owner/operator willnot - -

mmmmmmm&uu'
*  permit toinclude corrective action . . -
-requirements. :

For facilities with permm that pre-
date HSWA, the owner/operators are
not required through the permit to
perform corrective action for releases
from solid waste management units, and
the Agency does not have the authority

" to modify such pre-HHSWA permits to

include facility-wide RCRA corrective
action under RCRA section 3004(u) until
the permit is reissued. Because many
pre-HSWA permits are for 10 years,
with the last pre-HSWA permit having

- been issued prior to November 8, 1884, it
. cotﬂdbelmbefmtheAgencyeould

reissue some permits to hclude )
corrective action

requirements.

' 'Therefmthnhgencyhudeddedto

- .list RCRA facilities with pre-HSWA
. permits (that have HRS scores af at

least 28.50, or are otherwise eligible for
listing), so that CERCLA authorities will
be available to more expenditiously
address any releases at such sites. -
However, if the permitted facility - - .
consents to the reissuance of its pre-
HSWA permit to include corrective
action requirements, the Agency will
consider not adding the facility to the
Financial Inability to Pay

On August 9, 1988 (53 FR 30002), EPA

solicited comment on amendments to
the NPL/RCRA policy concerning the

. inability of an owner/operator to pay

for cleanup at @8 RCRA-regulated site.

_RCRA policy to sites proposed for the -

Agencywﬂlmpondtommenuand
annonneeindeusiononthhpohcyh
the foture. - -

V!.Respunutol’ublic(:mu

The Agency received a number of
comments on the June 24, 1988
amendments to the NPL/RCRA policy,
and on the application of those
amendments and the June 10, 1886 NPL/

NPL. Responses to the significant

. comments concerning the general .

application of the amended criteria are-
summarized below. All site-specific
comments are summarized and
responded to in the support document
accompanying this rule, which is
available in the Superfund dockets.

Vl.a. Support for the Policy

A pumber of commenters supported
the policy to drop sites from the NPL

that can be adequately addressed under

the corrective action aunthorities of -

RCRA Subtitle C. One commenter - :
supported EPA's ability to initiate short-

- term emergency actions at RCRA sites. -
Another commenter supported the

planned use of RCRA authority
whenever possible, since the use of
RCRA authorities “avoids the
administrative complexity and
unneeded political burden of NPL
listing.” .

. Inresponse, the Agency notes that its
decision to defer certain sites subject to

the RCRA Subtitle C corrective action - -

authorities is based on the ability of -

those authorities to achieve cleanup at a '

site and to preserve CERCLA resonmes
for use at other sites..

- V&b Oppoution to the Policy

Annmberofeommenumoppooed

‘droppingRCRAnmﬁnmthopropoued

the sites from CERCLA

NPL, transferring
. to RCRA authorities, on the grounds that

Superfund authorities are more -
protective of human health and the
environment than are RCRA authorities.
One commenter stated that Superfund
cleanup standards are more stringent
than RCRA's. The commenter noted that
CERCLA requires permanent treatment
to the maximum extent feasible,
whereas RCRA does not. The
commenter added that the RCRA
program does not include cleanup
guidelines similar to those under
Superfund. Another commenter stated
that CERCLA offers more remedial
options than RCRA.

In response, both statutes require that
remedies employed protect human .

"j ; ‘hoalthand&eenvirunment.ThcAgmcy
. -'eansidenﬂon.bnthumadonoﬁml

ntends for the two programs to provide

_ - similar cleanup solutions for similar
- environmental problems, even if

procedural ts differ.
::e of the Agency’s

primary
ent of the RCRA carrective
action regulations is to achieve -
substantive consistency with the
CERCLA remedial program.

The NPL/RCRA policy is based on
efficient allocation of limited CERCLA
resources. Although CERCLA provides
authority to clean up all sites, including
RCRA sites, using CERCLA in all cases
would be inefficient because RCRA has
authority to conduct certain cleanup
actions. Corrective action provisions are
now required in RCRA permits, which
direct activities at the site, often long
after cleanup actions are completed. By
deferring to RCRA, more sites are
addressed, and the overall goals of both
statutes are advanced.

Two commenters opposed transferring
sites from CEul}am‘eﬁf to RCRA authorities,
maintaining that enforcement oversight
is greater under CERCLA than RCRA.

" In response, EPA believes the RCRA .

prognm assures adequate oversight.
RCRA arders and permits establish

- ovenightonante—by-cite basis. If a

remedial action is extremely compl
the owner/operator is not fully
cooperative, EPA may provide ex:
oversight. In other cases, extensive
oversight is not necessary. In any event,
EPA inspection requirements apply to

all sites under RCRA corrective action
authorities. Under RCRA, States may be
authorized to operate a hazardous waste
program in lieu of the Federal program.
Consequently, in many cases States

‘provide oversight (RCRA section 3006).

One sommenter opposed the policy to

- drop RCRA sites from the NPL because

!!)lncll‘lA was not intended as a cleanup

- Inresponse, the Agency disagrees. As
discussed earlier, HSWA greatly
expanded Subtitle C corrective action
authorities, and EPA believes a
complete cleanup can be achieved under
RCRA. As the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce noted in its
report on HSWA:

Unless all hazardous constituent releases
from solid waste managment units at
permitted facilities are addressed and
cleaned up the Committee is deeply
concerned that many more sites will be
added to the future burdens of the Superfund
program with little prospect for control or
cleanup. The responsibility to control s
releases lies with the facility owner
operator and should not be shifted to
Superfund program, particularly when a
{RCRA] permit has been requested by the




- " ‘Pedersl Register | Vol. 54, No. 181"} Wednésday, October 4,-1989:/ Rules and Regulations 4100’

wmmmmmumn .
.m). Lo - - FN P - .,

Sites are not included on the NPL if
they are subject to the RCRA Subtitle C
corrective action authorities and prompt -
cleanup appears likely. RCRA
authorities may be used by themselves
or in conjunction with CERCLA removal
and enforcement authorities to initiate
corrective action or to continue actions
already begun. For sites being dropped
from the proposed NPL. if a CERCLA
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) or enforcement actions
have been initiated, these actions will-
continue in order to avoid disruption of
site cleanup activities. And, of course,
deferred RCRA sites may later be added
to the NPL if corrective action is not
being taken.

One commenter stated that the
deletion of sites prior to a complete
cleanup sets a bad precedent. The
commenter believes that the removal of
a site from the NPL because it is being
- managed under RCRA could give the

false impression that the sitaisno
- longer a significant threat to public . -
health and the environment. -~ -

In response, the deferral of asiteto . - -
RCRA authorities does not mean that - -
the Agency has determined that cleanup

is complete or that a site no longer poses
a threat to human health and the .
environment. Rather, it means that the -
- Agency has determined that the sites
can be addressed under another
authority, and that, to conserve
CERCLA resources and avoid - :
duplication, listing should not proceed.
Furthermore, the Agency does not '
believe that the deferral of a site to
RCRA authorities jeopardizes any
.cleanup that is underway or planned.

The Agency has requested comment
on deleting certain final RCRA sites
from the NPL in the proposed NCP
revisions (53 FR 51421, December 21,.
1988); even under the proposed - .
approach, sites would only be deferred
where response action was “progressing
adequately” under an enforcement order
or a RCRA permit and where several
other conditions were met. -

Several commenters stated that,
because RCRA does not give EPA the
powers granted by CERCLA, and '
because not all CERCLA authorities are
available at sites not on the NPL,
deferring a site from the NPL may deny
the Agency the full scope of authorities
necessary to compel cleanup by a
responsible party. The commenters were
particularly concerned that CERCLA
cost recovery authorities are not
available at RCRA sites. One - .
commenter added that the lack of joint
and several liability authorities under

RCRA niay obstruct RCRA cleanup at
multiparty sites' where one partyis- -
unwilling,. " : . ¢ -l .
_ In response, the only authority
unavailable at a deferred RCRA facility
is use of the CERCLA Trust Fund for
remedial action. The Agency retains .
ample authorities, under both RCRA and
CERCLA, to ensure expeditious cleanup
at RCRA facilities. CERCLA section 104
removal actions, including Fund-
financed RI/FS’s, can be taken at RCRA
sites to respond promptly to a release,
and cost recovery for such actions
would be available. In addition, where
an “imminent and substantial
endangerment” is posed by a release at
a RCRA facility, the Agency may take
enforcement action under CERCLA
section 1068 and thereby compel action
by multiple parties.

Although- cost recovery and joint and

* several liability provisions are not
available for all RCRA actions,

significant authorities are available
under RCRA. First, enforcement actions
against multiple parties can be brought
under RCRA section 7003 if an imminent
hazard exists. Second, EPAbas. .. -
corrective action authorities under
RCRA section 3008(h) at interim status .
facilities and-under RCRA section 3004
(u) and (v) at permitted facilities. Third,
RCRA section 3013 gives EPA authority
to conduct investigations and studies at
RCRA facilities and require the owner/

operator to reimburse EPA for the costs. -

Althaugh RCRA focuses on owner/
operator liability, the Agency can take
joint RCRA/CERCLA actions where
appropriate (e.g.. surface cleanups under
RCRA, ground water cleanups under
CERCLA section 106), making multiple
party solutions feasible.

Under RCRA Subtitle C authorities,

“Hability focuses on the owner/operator

for cleanup of hazardous waste releases.
However, if the owner/operator is
unwilling or unable to carry out such
action, EPA may decide to place the site
on the NPL to allow Fund-financed .
cleanup. The Agency may then pursue
cost recovery against the owner/
operator and other Potentially
Responsible Parties (PRPs).

Several commenters opposed
transferring sites to RCRA because, they
stated, CERCLA provides for more
public participation. In addition, one
commenter noted that Technical
Assistance Grants {TAGs) and public
hearing requirements available under
Superfund are not available at sites
being dropped from the NPL (53 FR 9741,
March 24, 1988). :

In response, although the process is
somewhat different in the two statutes,
public participation nevertheless plays

_ an important role in reaching cleanup

decisions under both. The commenter is
correct in stating that, under CERCLA
section 117(e)(1), a TAG is not available
if a site is not on or proposed for the
.NPL. However, the RCRA program
provides for significant public
participation opportunities. When
issuing a draft permit (or notice of intent
to deny), the Agency gives public notice
and allows 45 days for written comment.
If interest is expressed, public hearings
must be held. The Agency will also issue
a fact sheet or a statement of basic
about the permitting process that is
taking place. Procedures for modifying
permits at the remedy selection stage,
for example, provide similar
opportunities for public involvement.

Remedy selection through the
permitting process offers public notice
and comment opportunities like those in
the development of a Superfund Record
“of Decision. Public participation
requirements are also included in a
RCRA corrective action order, the
amount depending on the circumstances.
At a minimum, the public has the
opportunity to comrhent on the
corrective measure EPA proposes; EPA
considers and responds to all comments
received on the corrective measure, and
may change the corrective measure in
response to public comment.
Requirements for additional public
involvement, such as public meetings,
may be included in the order based on
public interest.

Vl.c. General Policy Comments/
Suggestions -

Two commenters stated that to obtain
maximum cleanup, EPA should use both
RCRA and CERCLA authorities. The
commenters believe there will be some
instances when one law or the other will
be more effective.

The Agency agrees. In general, the

. NPL/RCRA policy considers which
"authority is likely to most expeditiously

accomplish cleanup, while using the
Fund's limited resources as efficiently as
possible. If a CERCLA section 106
enforcement action requiring cleanup
has been initiated, and a RCRA permit
is to be issued to the facility, the Agency
may choose to continue these actions
under CERCLA. In such cases, the
CERCLA cleanup undertaken by the .
responsible parties would be considered
.in'the RCRA permit proceedings, and

-the Agency would take steps to avoid

inconsistent cleanup actions under
RCRA sections 3004(u) at the affected
portion of the facility.

One commenter argued that the use of
RCRA or CERCLA should not depend
upon the solvency of the owners or

" operators of a site.
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- The Agency disagrees. RCRA Subtitle

C authorities make awner/operators
liable for cleanup of most hazardous
waste releases. The Agency has simply
decided, as a matter of policy, that -

where the owner/operator is unable to ' '

pay for cleanup (e.g., has invoked the.
protection of the bankruptcy laws), the
Agency should list the RCRA-regulated
facility and thereby make Superfund
moneys available for possible remedial
action.

A number of commenters suggested

- the Agency should defer the listing of

RCRA facilities if corrective acticn is
being implemented under other
authorities, or is being pursued -
voluntarily by the owner/operator.
Commenters stated that EPA should
defer the listing of sites being addressed
under CERCLA section 108 enforcement
orders, or sites being addressed under
State authorities (regardless of whether
State programs are RCRA authorized).
One commenter argued that listing
RCRA sites already being addressed by
State agencies owner/

discourages
. operators from cooperating with State -

authorities since EPA may supplant - ..
State enforcement efforts. According
the commenter, for sites with well-
advanced remedial action programs
under State authorities, a shift to
CERCLA would result in a delay and a
duplication of effort. : '

In response, the Agency at present
defers to a limited number of authorities,
including RCRA Subtitle C. In the
proposed revisions to the NCP, the -
Agency has solicited commenton a-
policy to expand deferral to include
deferral to other Federal and State
authorities (53 FR 51415, December 21,
1988); however, that policy is not
currently in effect. The Agency has
committed not to implement any part of
the expanded deferral approach until
the public and Congressional concerns

- have been fully reviewed and analyzed -

and a decision reached on whether or
not to implement such a policy. - .
The Agency does not agree that its
NPL/RCRA policy results in EPA.
supplanting State enforcement efforts.
Before a CERCLA RI/FS is begun at a

site (often after listing), a State or

voluntary action may proceed
unencumbered. Even after an RI/FS is
underway, EPA may allow:a PRP to-go
forward with voluntary or State-ordered
remedial actions, pursuant to CERCLA
section 122(e)(6) (see 54 FR 10520, March
13, 1989). Even if a PRP {s not authorized
to go forward with non-CERCLA
remedial actions, the Agency will
consider the work accomplished: thus,
actions under State law will not have

been wasted. However, if EPA finds that.

necessary, then the nunda_mdso!

.CERCLA section 121 must be met.

of responaibility from one program to
the other (RCRA or CERCLA) may result
in counterproductive changes in. ,
oversight personnel, duplication of
administrative effort, and ultimately,
delays in cleanup of sites. Commenters
expressed particular concern about

pro atic shifts at sitos in the latter .
stages of a remedial effart, at sites
undergnixg an RI/FS, and at gites with
multiple PRPs.

In response, the Agency genesally
prefers to apply RCRA authorities a2
RCRA sites, and has developed the
NPL/RCRA policy to avoid duplication

-and delays. In addition, EPA will emsure

‘that actions undertaken by one program
will be edopied by tive wiber prageam if
programmatic responsibility shifta. Gne
of the Agency's primary dbjzctivesin
the development of the RCRA uurrective
action regulatiews ie to achiewe -
substantive consistency withtthe |

. CERCEX mection 104 oy eotion 165 -

enforcement orders for rexsadlial - p

- gctivitlescan be referenceiiina BORA

permit. Insuch cases, the figency would
take steps to avoid ircemsintent dizsnup
actions uniler RCRA secBos 30630 at

may choose to proceed with

" enforosment action undexr CERCLA

section 708. Even 1f the Agency proceeds
aguiust the owner/aperator lone under
RCRA., ths ownerjoperatar may seek 10

recover couts from other PP yuder

- - CERTILA mmeiftom 107[=}4iR}; of xourse,
. to maintainauch an sction, the azsmerf
. opevasitos wrould hawe to show that the

costs nourred under RCRA wers
Caovntingengy Flan. o _
& mumber of commenters sizted that
placingmew categories of RCRA sites—
such:as canverter sites—on the NPL will

increase the possibility that sites on the
NPL willmnt be addressed
expeditiously. : A .
In:reaponse, after considering the
potentialimpact the NPL/RCRA policy
mayheve, the Agency concluded that
the policy will not significantly impact
the TrustFund or jeopardize the timely
cleanup ofother sites on the NPL. -
Asmoted above, the Agency will -
congider-deferring converter sites if the
new prioritizing initiative under RCRA

" results in their prompt consideration for

RCRA €orrective action. In addition, the
Agency will consider deferring

inﬂmdnﬂnonverter gites that have

" exercise a discretionary power.

agreed to corrective action under a -
RCRA permit or order. Similarly, where
it appears that certain late filers or
HSWA permittee sites will be cle.

up under RCRA, EPA will defer th

sites. Finally, even where RCRA sit
have been placed on the final NPL. the
proposed revisions to the NCP consider
deleting such sites for corrective action
under RCRA in certain prescribed
circumstances (see 53 FR 51421,
December 21, 1988).

Two commenters opposed including
mew categories of RCRA sites in the
NPL/RCRA policy. According to one
commenter, EPA has departed from its

- established policy to place on the NPL

only those RCRA sites where the
owner/operator is unwilling or
financially unable to implement tke
remedy. The commenter argues thut
EPA has improperly expanded the
listing policy to include RCRA sites
where RCRA will produce a cleanup.
‘The commenter suggests making the
categories no more than rebuttable
presumptions for listing. .

EPA ‘with the commenter’s

" suggestion that the- acted '
fmproperly. The NP”I:&?A policy is, as

its name suggests, simply a general
statement of policy, issued to advise the
‘public of how the Agency intends to

Agency is free to decide to change
policy, as it did here, and advise the
public of that change (53 FR 23978, June
24, 1988). Indeed, as with any policy, the
Agency can exercise its discretion as to
whether to apply the policy at all in
specific cases (Davis, Administrative
Law Treatise, section 7:5 (Supp. 1982)).
EPA's June 1988 decision to list—that

" is, not defer from listing—four new

categories of RCRA sites was not
inconsistent with the Agency’s prior
policy on the deferral and listing of

. RCRA sites; rather it was an expansion

of the existing policy. Initially, the
Agency decided to defer listing for sites
already regulated under RCRA, in order
to avoid duplicative actions, maximize
the number of cleanups, and help
preserve the Trust Fund. The Agency

did, however, state that it would list
RCRA sites if expeditious cleanup
appeared to be unlikely under RCRA,
such as when an owner/operator proved

" - to be unwilling or unable to take

corrective action EPA deemed necessary
{51 FR 21057, June 10, 1988)..
Over time, the Agency has developed

. more experience with the RCRA deferral

program and with RCRA cleanups
sites deferred from the NPL. EPA '
determined that prompt corrective

action under RCRA is not likely when a
RCRA owner/operator is unwilling or
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cleaned up expeditiously under RCRA;
the policy does not infer unwillingness
on the part of the owner/operator.
Converters, non- or late filers, and pre-
HSWA permittees, while technically
within RCRA jurisdiction, are not likely
to be addressed promptly by RCRA.
Non-filers generally remain outside the
legal cognizance of RCRA, and therefore
lack the institutional mechanisms
necessary to assure prompt compliance
with the standards and goals of RCRA.
(If a non- or late filer comes within the
RCRA system and demonstrates a
history of compliance with RCRA
regulations, the Agency may decide to
defer listing). Converters, while within
the legal purview of RCRA, are not
routinely reviewed under Subtitie C .

_ because of the ciorent priorities of the - -
RCRA corrective action program. . .
Finally, the Agency does not have the -
authority to modify pre-HSWA permits - -

to include RCRA corrective action under
RCRA section 3004(u) until the permit is
reissued; therefore, it could be 1994
before the Agency-could reissue some
permits to include corrective action.
The Agency agrees with the ,
commenter that RCRA sites may be -
listed under the new criteria even if
there is no expr_ﬁ:: finding of
unwillingness. new categories are
nom of the unwillingness
exception to the NPL/RCRA policy.
Rather, these categories are sitvations
where cleanups are not progressing
expeditiously under RCRA, making it
appropriate to provide the option of
spending CERCLA funds for remedial
action. . . o
The commenter’s suggestion that the
four categories be made no more than.
“rebuttable presumptions” for listing is
largely addressed by the policy. The
Agency has stated that, in general, it
will not defer non- or late filers, ,
although it will consider deferring a site
with a history of RCRA compliance such
that the Agency has confidence that it
will be addressed under RCRA.
Similarly, RCRA sites with pre-HSWA
permits will be deferred if the permittee
agrees to reissuance of the permit, with
corrective action provisions included.
As for converters, EPA will consider
deferring individual converter sites that
have agreed to corrective action under a

RCRA unilateral or consent corrective

listing criterion for sites being addressed
as part of a basin-wide scheme under
CERCLA.

The response, EPA does not intend to
add such a criterion. Under the present
policy, the Agency has mechanisms for
accomplishing comprehensive remedies
at such sites without placing them on
the NPL (not listing a site limits onty the
availability of Fund financing for
remedial action). Area-wide
contamination involving RCRA and
CERCLA units may be addressed under:
(1) an area-wide CERCLA section 108
order or (2) & hybrid of RCRA and
CERCLA authorities, with RCRA
addressing the surface cleanup of RCRA

- units, CERCLA addressing the surface
-cleanup of CERCLA units, and CERCLA
.addressing the cleanup of overlapping

- ground water contamination (with the _-

RCRA owner/operator as a potentially
responsible party). In either case, the
Agency may also choose to do one
comprehensive RI/FS study of the area
under its CERCLA removal authority (54

" - FR 13298, March 31, 1989).

One commenter stated that the
decision on which authority to use
should be made after the site is placed
on the final NPL. According to the
commenter, placement of a site on the
NPL does not bind either EPA or owner/
operators and PRPs to address the site

. under RCRA or CERCLA, and allows

EPA to use enforcement authaorities

"~ RCRA does not have, if necessary. .

In response, it is true that placing a
site on the NPL does not force the

- Agency to use CERCLA authorities, or
CERCLA authorities alone. The Agency -

is free to use CERCLA and/or any other

-authorities that apply to the site in

question. The converse is also true—
EPA can use CERCLA removal and
enforcement authorities at NPL and non-
NPL sites. The NPL serves primarily as a
management tool for the Agency in
setting priorities under CERCLA, -
especially for use of the Trust Pund. The
NPL/RCRA policy is one tool in this
prioritization process; its goal is to
maximize the overall number of site

- cleanups by using RCRA corrective

action authorities where available and
likely to result in espeditious cleanup, -
thus preserving CERCLA resources for

- other sites. The Agency believes that

RCRA owner/operators shounid finance

4100¢

e
unable to pay, s protective filer, a non- - action order, and the Agency will . . cleanups at their facilities. H, however,
or late filer, a converter, or & pre-HSWA, - reconsider its general poticy for listing the owner/operator is unwilling or
permittee. Just as unwillingness isnota  converters if it finds that converters are: unable to finance cleanup, or the facility
requirement for demonstrating inability, = being addressed promptly under RCRA i3 outside the RCRA regulatory system
neither is it a requirement for . (53 FR 23961, June 24, 1988). The Agency  (a non-filer), the Agency has established

. demonstrating non-filer or converter does not have authority to criteria for the listing of these sites.

status. The rationale for listing the new ~ 'RCRA corrective action in the case The commenter stated it would be
categories is to capture all potential protective filers. : poor policy to transfer sites from
types of sites that are unlikely to be One commenter requested adding a CERCLA to RCRA at the end of the

Reagan Administration. The commenter
believes the new Administration should
reassess the policy.

In response, this rule has been
reviewed by and signed by the current
Administration. The NPL/RCRA policy
is being continued, subject to periodic
review, - : :

. V1.d. Non- or Late Filers

.The commenter argued that ihe

_decision to list a non- or late filer should

be based on the facility's history of
compliance with RCRA. The commenter
added that the Agency should 2ssure
that sites that filed a part A permit
application late, or not at all, but that
have subsequently made an effort to
comply with RCRA regulations, will be
deferred from the NPL. According to the

- commenter, potential buyers of non- or

late filer facilities will be inhibited from
buying these facilities (and cleaning
them up) because of the possibility of
listing. :

In response, EPA deliberately stated
that it “will consider” deferring certain
non- or late filers, because the Agency
does not wish to imply that deferral is
automatic. The Agency will consider for
deferral any non- or late filer facility
that has come within the RCRA system
and demonstrated a history of

. compliance with RCRA regulations. The

Agency does not believe that its
determination of the adequacy of a non-
or late filer's effort to comply with

. - RCRA regulations will inhibit a potential

sale. A non- or late filer that complies
with the appropriate RCRA regulations
and actively pursues corrective action
under RCRA (through a permit or order)
will generally be seen as a good

- candidate for deferral.

The commenter stated that non- or
late filing often results from ignorance of
regulatory requirements, and that

. placing a site on the NPL should

therefore be based on willingness, not
history of RCRA compliance. -

In response, non- or late filers are not
subsets of the unwillingness exception
to the RCRA deferral policy. Rather, the
Agency has identified this and two other
‘categories as situations where cleanups

.may not progress expeditiously under
" RCRA, and thus EPA wants the option
- of spending CERCLA furids for remedial

action. The decision to add a non- er
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- the NPL. The Agency does not have
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late filer site to the NPL ﬁgonmlly S

based on the fact that no timely permit -
- application has been made, and thus -

adequate regulatory mechanisms (e.g...
ground water monitoring programs,
compliance.inspections, and closure
requirements) may not be in place to
assure prompt compliancs with the
standards and goals of the RCRA
program. Because of RCRA program
priorities, the Agency may not always

. be able to immediately address a non-

or late filer that is suddenly willing to be
addressed under RCRA authorities. The
Agency believes that in most cases it is
in the best interest of environmental
protection to make CERCLA funds
available at such sites. :

Vl.e. Converters
One commenter supported the

-proposed policy to list converters but

suggested that the policy should include
facilities that submitted part A permit
applications under RCRA and did not
actively pursue part B permits and/or
whose operations no longer demand a -
 permit. The commenter refers to
these sites as “de facto™ converters and
believes they should be treated the same .

as generators. .. - -

In response, converters are facilities
that at one time treated or stored RCRA
subtitle C hazardous waste but have
since converted to generator-only status
(i.e. facilities that now store hazardous
waste for 90 days or less, an activity for
which interim-status is not required).
The sites described by the commenter
will be considered converters only if
there is documentation of conversion
and the Agency agrees that the sites are

. appropriate for the NPL.

The Agency does not believe that
converters should receive the same
treatment as generators with regard to

corrective action authority under RCRA
subtitle C to compel cleanup at :
generator-only facilities, and thus
deferral to RCRA for corrective action
would be inappropriate. By contrast, the
Agency can, under subtitle C, compel
corrective action at converter facilities;
however, because of current priorities in
the RCRA program, the Agency believes
converter facilities should be placed on
the NPL to ensure prompt corrective
action. .

Some of the facilities described by the
commenter may also be protective filers;
that is, they filed a Part A permit
application as a precautionary measure
only and did not pursue a Part B permit.
If a facility did in fact file for interim
status protectively, listing may be
appropriate under this policy.

Several commenters suggested that
the policy for listing coriverters unfairly

penalizes owner/operators that take

environmentally
convert to generators status. The

commentsr stated that the policy would

inhibit owner/operators from reducing
their hazardous waste activities,
because if they converted to generator -
status they might be placed on the NPL
as a converter.

In response, the Agency does not list a
RCRA site solely on the basis of a its
decision to discontinue treatment or
storage activities, A site must receive an
HRS score equal to or higher than the
cutoff score to be placed on the NPL.
The Agency believes it unlikely that, to
avoid listing, a facility owner/operator
would choose to retain treatment or
storage status, which means the site

- remains subject to all RCRA

requirements, including cleanup under
RCRA corrective action authorities. In
addition, it is nlikely and owner/
operator will incur the cost of RCRA

. permitting and/or oversight merely to

avoid listing. Finally, if a converter -
agrees to corrective action under RCRA,

the Agency will generally defer the

listing of such a site. = .
* One commenter opposed the listing of -

converters, arguing that the Agency
should use RCRA section 3008(h)
corrective action authorities at such
facilities. According to the commenter,
the RCRA program should prioritize and
allocate its resources to address any
sites, including converters, that may
need corrective action. :

The Agency believes that under
RCRA section 3008(h) it can compel
corrective action at converter facilities.
Nonetheless, the Agency has decided, as
a matter of policy, to list converters
since EPA has not routinely reviewed

" converters under RCRA subtitle C, and -
- the Agency believes it can ensure :

expeditious remedial action at these
sites if they are placed on the NPL. The
EPA is currently prioritizing RCRA
facilities for corrective action. If the
Agency determines that converter sites
will be addressed in an expeditious
manner by RCRA authorities, then it
will reconsider the policty to list

. converters. .

* Moreover, where a converter has -
agreed to corrective action such as
under a RCRA section 3008(h) order, the
Agency will generally defer listing such
sites and allow RCRA to continue to -
address the contamination problems at
the site.

V1f. Protective Filers

Two commenters agreed with EPA’s
conclusion that the Agency does not

have the authority to compel cleanup of -.

protective filers under RCRA subtitle C

" corrective action authorities. One =~
responsible actions to - .
_ close waste handling activitiesand

commenter suggested RCRA section g
7003 authorities as an alternative
CERCLA authorities when an
and substantial endangerment” exists.
In response, since the beginning of the
NPL, EPA's clear policy has been to ‘
defer the listing of RCRA sites where the
regulatory authorities of RCRA subtitle
C apply. For example, on September 8,
1983 (48 FR 40662), the Agency stated:
“where a site consists of regulated units
of a RCRA facility operating pursuant to
a permit or interim status, it will not be
included on the NPL" (48 FR 40662). The

" Agency explained that the Hazardous

Waste Management Regulations (40
CFR 260-265) give EPA and the states
authority to control sites through a
broad program which includes
monitoring, compliance inspections,
penalties for violations, and
requirements for post-closure plans and
financial responsibility.

The passage of HSWA, in 1984,
expanded RCRA's corrective action

_authorities under subtitle C even further,

and the scope of the RCRA deferral
policy was corespondingly expanded.

- ‘The deferral policy was thus based on a

determination that in most cases,
hazardous waste treatment, storage ‘
disposal facilities would be manag

. . and permitted (or closed) under an

going RCRA regulatory system, and that
in most appropriate cases,

" contamination would be cleaned up.

EPA did not. in its NPL/RCRA policy,
propose to defer sites if a RCRA section
70003 enforcement action could
potentially be taken. Unlike the
provisions of RCRA subtitle C, which set
up an on-going program for the"
management of hazarous wastes,
section 7003 provides authority for the
Agency to take enforcement actions in
extraordinary cases where “the past or

- present handling, storage, treatment,

transportation or disposal of any solid
waste or hazardous waste may present
an imminent or substantial
endangerment to health or the
environment.” Although limited to cases
involving imminent and substantial
endangerment, section 7003 is sweeping
at the same time. It applies to past
RCRA owners as well as present
owner/operators, and it applies to all
facilities that handle “solid”
(nonhazardous) wastes; solid waste
facilities are not required to have RCRA
subtitle C permits or interim status. EPA
has determined that it would not b
appropriate to defer listing RCRA
{and solid waste sites) to section
simply because that section might
provide a means of addressing
contamination problems. Rather, EPA
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subtitls C regulatory program is in place,

VIg. Pre-HSW. A Permittoes

pre-
HSWA permitted facilities be addressed
under RCRA. The commenters stated
that EPA has authority under RCRA
section 3005(c)(3} to modify a permit at
any time to comply with currently .
applicable RCRA regulations, including
corrective action, and under RCRA
section 7003 to require cleanup if an
“imminent and substantial )
endangerment” exists. The commenters
believe that listing pre-HSWA
permittees would circumvent
Congressional intent and burden
Superfund. One commenter added that -
the Agency’s requirement that a facility
with a final RCRA permit “consent” to a
modification of its pre-HSWA permit,
including corrective action requirements
to avoid listing, consitutes an abuse of .

A?cyauthoriéy. e e ){3.),'
‘In response, RCRA section 3005{c)(3):
which states “Nothing in this subsection

shall preclude the Administrator from. . .

reviewing and modifying a permit at any
time during its term,” merely preserved
preexisting authority to modify permits.
However, facility-wide corrective action
at RCRA facilities applies only when the
permit is issued or reissued. Section
3004(u), the facility-wide corrective
action authority, requires such
corrective action only for permits
“issued™ after 1884. Under EPA
regulations, a “modification™ is
significantly different from a permit .
issuance, Modification of a pre-HSWA -
permit does not trigger 3004(u} .
corrective action; the permit mustbe -~ -
reissued to include facility-wide, -
corrective action. - o

Because the Agency lacks authority to
address pre-HSWA permittees through
RCRA section 3004(u) until-permit
reissuance, there is no immediate
mechanism to require corrective action
at pre-HSWA permitted facilities. As
EPA explained on June 24, 1988 (53 FR
23978}, many pre-HSWA permits were
issued for 10 years, and the last pre-
HSWA permit was issued in 1884. Thus,
it could be 1994 before the Agency can
reissue all pre-HSWA permits to include
facility-wide corrective action. The
Agency is proposing that facilities with
pre-HSWA permits be considered for
the NPL in order to assure expeditious

p corrective action at the site. .
. The Agency disagrees that allowing a

pre-HSWA permittee to consent to

"~ modification of its permit rather than to

o Lo e e o
au A 3

permittee to consent to reissuance of its
pre-HSWA permit to inciode 3004(u)

corrective action rather than be placed
b‘ .

- on the NPL gives the opportunity
" clean up under RCRA if the permittes
-chooses to do so. .

VIA. Application Of Unwillingness
Policy

Several commenters asserted that
sites proposed for the NPL based on the
case-by-case unwillingness criteria of
June 10, 1986 (51 FR 21057) should be re-
examined under the revised criteria o
August 9, 1888 {53 FR 30005). :

In response, the Agency specifically
stated that the new criteria should be -
applied prospectively only, and that it
would be unnecessary and
inappropriate to devote CERCLA
resources to an additional review of

unwillingness determinations that were

properly made under a case-by-case

‘determination (53 FR 30007).

Prior to the August 1988 policy, EPA
listed RCRA sites as “unwilling” after a
detailed case-by-case review that

- pequired considerable time and

resources, and generated long support

- documents. To simplify the process and

make it easier to understand, the
Agency laid out objective criteria that
would be simple to apply (53 FR 30005,
August 9, 1988). In doing so, the Agency
was not suggesting that prior
determinations were somehow
insufficient or incorrect; indeed, EPA
believes that its case-by-case -
determinations were appropriate, and
fully in line with the goals of the NPL/
RCRA policy. Rather, the new criteria
reflect an effort to replace the flexible

- and case-specific requirements of the _
* past with more standardized -

documentation requirements in the
future; the substantive goals of the
policy are not changed. Thus, the

- issuance of the new standardized -
criteria for the future did not warranta

reassessment of sites already proposed
for the NPL based on thorough, past
unwillingness determinations. -

The Agency chose to apply the new
criteria prospectively to give EPA ’
Regions and States enough lead time to
understand the new requirements and
prepare appropriate listing packages.
For instance, the Regions or States may
issue a specific RCRA corrective action
order to demonstrate unwillingness even
if other indicators of unwillingness are
available. Applying the new criteria to
already-proposed sites might require
issuing additional orders fruitlessly if
the owner/operator has already shown
unwillingness, and listing would be -
significantly delayed, contrary to
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- - Congressional intent that EPA

expeditiously list sites.

. In‘any event, listing does not mean

that remedial action will be taken: it
only makes the site eligible for Fund-
financed remedial action, should that

. prove necessary. Thus, the significance

of the listing decision is limited. As the
U.8. Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Circuit noted in City of Stoughton,
Wisconsin v. EPA, “the NPL is simply a
rough list of priorities, assembled
quickly and inexpensively to comply
with Congress’ mandate for the Agency
to take action straightaway.” (858 F.2d
747, 751 (D.C. Cir. 1988)). It is both
reasonable and appropriate for EPA to
limit the resources it expends on the
determination of which of its statutues—
RCRA or CERCLA—should have
primary responsibility for securir.g
needed corrective action. :
One commenter suggested that the
unwillingness policy rewards
recalcitrance under RCRA, since if the
owner/operator ignores RCRA
obligations, and the site is placed on the

- NPL, EPA will find PRPs and engage in

cost recovery efforts. The unwilling
owner/operator has fewer transactional
and administrative costs and a smaller

" share of cleanup costs.

In response, the Agency believes it is
not advantageous for owner/operators

‘to ignore their RCRA obligations. If an

owner/operator does not comply with
RCRA regulations, the Agency can
pursue both RCRA and CERCLA
enforcement authorities. RCRA
corrective action orders can contain
penalties of up to $25,000 per day of
noncompliance and can result in a
suspension or revocation of the facility's
permiit or interim status. EPA can also
use CERCLA section 106 authorities and
subsequently recover any cost incurred.
EPA does not believe the policy rewards
recalcitrance; the policy is designed to
provide a framework for most
effectively addressing releases that may
aeffect public health and the

- environment,

One commenter believes that sites
where owner/operators show
unwillingness to cocperate with State-
fssued cleanup orders, actions, or permit
conditions should be listed. -

EPA agrees. The Agency's stated
policy is list RCRA sites where the -
owner/operator has been found to be
unwilling to perform corrective action
The August 9, 1988 (53 FR 30005) policy
statement includes certain objective .
criteria-(for prospective application) for
determining unwillingness by RCRA
owner/operators. The policy generally

. defines unwillingness as noncompliance

with corrective actions directed by a.



. or judicial order, or a consent decree.
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State or Pederal authority pursuant to a
RCRA order or permit, an administrative

&W&%hfl_‘o_ﬂq'pm-

This final rule adds 23 sites to the .
final NPL: a list of these sites is at the -
end of this rule. This rule also drops 27
sites from the proposed NPL (Table 1).
The June 24, 1988 notice addressed 39 of
these sites, which were originally

. proposed in the following NPL updates:

o Updats #1 (48 FR 40674, September 8, 1883)

o Update #2 (49 FR 40320, October 15, 1984)

o Update #3 (50 FR 14115, April 10, 1985)

o Update #4 (50 FR 37950, September 18,
1885) :

The remaining 11 sites were proposed in
NPL Update #7 (53 FR 23988, June 24,
1988) and Update #8 {54 FR 19528, May

5, 1980), based on the NPL/RCRA policy:
Nine of the proposed Update #7 sites .

‘received no comments and are being:

listed; one of the proposed Update #7 "
sites is being dropped because it isno
longer bankrupt and therefore, no longer

- meets the criteria for listing under the.
NPL/RCA policy. One of the Updates #8 -

sites received no comments and is being
listed. EPA has not reached a decision
on four other sites that were proposed to
be dropped from the NPL on June 24,
1988. These sites will remain proposed
for the NPL. They are: :

¢ Fairchild Semiconductor Corp.. (Mountain
View Plant), Mountain View, CA

¢ Chemplex Co., Clinton/Camanche, IA

¢ Findett Corp., St. Charles, MO

¢ Burlington Northern Railroad {(Somers Tie-
Treating Plant), Somers, MT

-revised the HRS scores for 5 sites

. All comments submitted after the

_- close of the comment pcriods-modatéd

with the rules these sites were
considered for this rule. EPA

on its review of comments and
additional information developed by -
EPA and the States (Table 2). None of
the score changes has resulted in scores
below the cut-off of 28.5. Some of the
changes have placed the sites in
different groups of 50 sites. The
Agency’s response to site-specific public
comments and explanations of any
score changes made as a result of such
comments are addressed in the “Support
Document for the Revised National
Priorities List—Final Rule Covering Sites
Subject to the Subtitle C Corrective
Action Authorities of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act,
October, 1989."

TABLE 1.—RCRA SiTES DROPPED FROM PROPOSED NPL

State/Site name Location Date proposed
CA: FMC Corp. (Fresno Plant) Fresno 10/15/84
CA: Howiott-Packart ... - P8I0 All0 10/15/84
CA: IBM Comp, {San Jose Plart) Sen Joss. 10/15/84
CA: Kaiser Stesl Corp. (Foritana Plant) Fortane 06/24/88
" CA: Mariey Cooling Tower Co -| Stockton 10/15/84
CA: Rhone-Poulenc, Inc./Zoscon Corp. East Paio Alto 10/15/84
CA: Signetics, Inc. : Sunnyvale 10/15/84
CA: Southern Pacific Transportation Co Roseville 10/1
CA: Van Waters & Rogers inc San Jose 10
CO: Martin Marietta (Denver Waterton 0
FL: Pratt & Whitney Aircraft/United Technologies Corp West Paim Beach 09
GA: Otin Corp. (Areas 1,2 & 4) Augusta 09/
IA: AY. McDonaid industries, Inc Dubuque 09/18/85
IA: Frit Industries Plamy -Humboidt 04/10/85
1A: John Deere (Dubuque Works) Oubugue 09/18/85
IA: U.S. Co _Mount Vemon 10/15/84
IL: Sheffieid (U.S. Ecology, Inc.) «{ Shettield 10/15/84
IN: Firestone Industrial Products Co Nobiesvilie 09/18/85
KS: National Industrial Environmental Services Furley 10/15/84
MI: Hooker (Montague Plant) Montague... 09/18/85
Mi: Lacks industries, Inc Grand Rapids 10/15/84
NE: Monroe Auto Equipment Co Cozad 09/18/85
NJ: Matlack, Inc Woolwich Township. 09/18/85
OH: General Electric Co. (Coshocton Plant) - 10/15/84
PA: Rohm & Haas Co. Landfill Bristol Township 04/10/85
VA: IBM Cormp. (Manassas Plant Manassas 10/15/84
WYV: Mobey Chemical Corp. (New Martingville Plant) New Martinsville. 10/15/84
- .. TABLE 2.—SITES WITH HRS SCORE CHANGES
State/Site name City/County Proposed Final
CA: Fairchild Semiconductor (South San Jose) San Jose 37.79 44,48
IN: Prestolite Battery Division Vincennes 37.54 40.63
ME: Union Chemical Co., inc. South Hope. 30.78 32.11-
MO: Conservation Chemical Co Kansas City. 2999 29.85
NC: National Starch & Chemical Corp Salisbury 31.94 48.51

VIIL Disposition of all Proposed Sites/
Federal Facility Sites

To date, EPA has proposed nine major

- updates to the NPL, as well as a special

update of two sites. A total of 213 sites
remain proposed (Table 3). At this time,

150 sites and 63 Federal facility sites
continue to be proposed pending
completion of response to comments,
resolution of technical issues, and
various policy issues.

All sites that remain proposed will be
considered for future final rules.
Although EPA has in the past
considered late comments on propo
sites to the extent practicable, it m

- not be able to do so in the future,
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sites in a separate section, appears as
Appendix B to the NCP at the end of the
other final rule appearing in today’s
Federal Register. Sites on the NPL are
arranged according to their HRS scores.
The 23 new sites added to the NPL in
today’s rule have been incorporated into
the NPL in order of their HRS scores,
except where EPA modified the order to
orities designated by '
States, as disc
e. - L e e T e T P
The NPL is presented in groups of 50
sites to emphasize that minor :
differences in HRS scores do not
necessarily represent significantly
different levels of risk. Except for the
first group, the score range within the
groups, as indicated in the list, is less .

than 4 points. EPA considers the sites - -

within a group to have approximately
the same priority for response actions.
For convenience, the sites are
numbered. - '

One site—the Lansdowne Radiation ’_

site in Lansdowne, PA—was placed on

the. NPL because it met the requirements -

of the NCP at section 300.88(b)(4), as
explained in section [I of this rule; it
has an HRS score of less than 28.50, and
appears at the end of the liat.

Each entry on thenew NPLand -
Federal section contains the name of the
facility and the State and city or county
in which it is located. In the past, each
entry was accompanied by one or more
notations reflecting the status of
response and cleanup activities at the
site at the time this list was prepared.
EPA is developing a report summarizing
response activities at NPL sites. In the
interim, information on activities at the
new proposed sites is available upon
request to the appropriate Régional
Office. - . '

X. Regulatory Impact Analysis :

The costs of cleanup actions that may
be taken at sites are not directly

- generally similar to those effects
th‘ 2
3d in section IIl of this"

has determined that this rulemaking is
not a “major” regulation under
Executive Order 12291. EPA has
conducted a preliminary analysis of
economic implications of today’s
amendment to the NCP. EPA believes
that the kinds of economic effects -
associated with this revision are .

identified in the following: the -
regulatory impact analysis (RIA) - -

NCP, the economic analysis prepared -
when amendments to the NCP were

- proposed (50 FR 5882, February 12,

1985), and the economic analysis
prepared for the NCP proposed revisions
of December 21, 1988 (53 FR 51471). The
Agency believes the anticipated - .
economic effects related to adding 23
sites to the NPL can be characterized in
terms of the conclusions of the earlier
RIA and the most recent economic
analysis. This rule was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for

EPA has determined that this '
rulemaking is not a “major” regulation -
under Executive Order 12291 because
inclusion of a site on the NPL does not
itself impose any costs. It does not
establish that EPA will necessarily
undertake remedial action, nor does it
require any section by a private party or
determine its liability for site response -
costs. Costs thatarise out of site
responses result from site-by-site
decisions about what actions to take,
not directly from the act of listing itself.
Nonetheless, it is useful to consider the
costs associated with responding to all
sites included in this rulemaking.

The major events that follow the
proposed listing of a site on the NPL are -
a search for potentially responsible '
parties and a remedial investigation/

-

- ‘ . -

:X" R w : ) - Number of sites/Feceral facility sites
) Update No. W Regeter Ciation T % — )
1 $/8/63; 48 FR 40874, 132711 1/0
2 10/15/84; 49 FR 40320 208/36 1773
3 4/10/85; 50 FR 14115 26/6 o/
4 9/18/8S; 50 FR 37950 38/3 172
s 6/10/88; 51 FR 21099 4372 8/0
6 1/22/87; 52 FR 2482 63/1 13/0
7 6/24/88; 53 FR 23988 215/14 103/5
8 >..{ 5/5/89; 54 FR 18528 10/0 : s/Q
9 7/14/89; 54 FR 29820 . 0/52 , 0/52
ATSOR 8/16/8%; 54 FR 33048 2/0° 2/0
Total .. 735/118 150/63
- IX.Contents of tha NPL. . attributabie to placement on the NPL, as  feasibility study (RI/FS) to determine if
The NPL, with the Federal facility explained below. Therefore, the Agency  remedial actions will be undertaken at z

site. Design and construction of the
selected remedial alternative follow
completion of the RI/FS, and operation
and maintenance (O&M) activities may
continue after construction has been

completed.

EPA initially bears costs associated

-’ .with responsible party searches.

R ible parties may bear some or

~. " all the costs of the RI/FS, remedial
InaJ - . " design and construction, and O&M, or
prepared in 1982 for the revisions to the -

EPA and the States may share costs.
The State cost share for site cleanup

" . activities has been amended by section

104 of SARA. For privately-owned sites,
as well as at publicly-owned but not
publicly-operated sites, EPA will pay for
100% of the costs of the RI/FS and
remedial planning, and 90% of the costs
associated with remedial action. The
State will be responsible for 10% of the
remedial action. For publicly-operated
sites, the State cost share is at least 50%
of all response costs at the site, ~

- including the RI/FS and dial desi
review as requested by Executive Order - e RI/FS and reme esign
12201, _

-. remedial action selected. After the

and construction of the remedial of the .
remedy is built, costs fall into two

. "categories:

* For restoration of ground water and
surface water, EPA will share in startup costs

.according to the criteria in the previous

paragraph for 10 years or until a sufficient .
level of protectiveness is achieved before the
end of 10 years.

* For other cleanups, EPA will share for up
to 1 year the cost of that portion of response
needed to assure that a remedy is operational
and functional. After that, the State assumes

full responsibilities for O&M.

In previous NPL rulemakings, the
Agency estimated the costs associated
with these activities (RI/FS, remedial
design, remedial action, and O&M) on
an average per site and total cost basis.
EPA will continue with this approach,
using the most recent (1988) cost
estimates available; these estimates are -
presented below. However, there is
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wide varlation in costs for individual
sitas, { on the amount, type,
and extend of contamination. -
what portions of the total costs .-
responsible parties will bear, since the
distribution of costs depends on the
extent of voluntary and negotiated
_response and the success of any cost-
recovery actions. .

Average total
Cost category cost per site®
RUFS 1,100,000
Remedial design 750,000
Remedial action. * 13,500,000
Net present vaiue of O8M *.cecenneee 3,770,000
= 1988 U.S. dofiars.
vIncludes State

for the first year and 10% discount rate.
Source: Office of Program Management, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, U.S. EPA
_ Costs to States associated with
today's final rule arise from the required
State cost-share of: (1) 10% of remedial

actions and 10% of first-year O&M costs '

to privately-owned sites and sites which
are -owned but not publicly- .
operated; and (2) at least 0% of the -

remedial planning (RI/FS and remedial -
design), remedial action, and first-year

O&M costs at publicly-operated sites.
States will assume the cost for O&M
after EPA's period for participation.
Using the assumptions developed in the
1982 RIA for the NCP, EPA has assumed
that 90% of the sites added to the NPL in
this rule will be privately-owned and
10% will be State- or locally-operated.
Therefore, using the budget projections
presented above, the cost to States of
undertaking Federal remedial planning -
and actions, but excluding O&M costs,
would be approximately $58 million.

State O&M costs cannot be accurately

determined because EPA, as noted
above, will share O&M costs for up to 10
years for restoration of ground water -
and surface water, and it is not known
how many sites will require this
treatment and for how long. However,
based on past experience, EPA believes
a reasonable estimate is that it will
share startup costs for up to 10 years at
25 percent of sites. Using this estimate,
State O&M costs would be .
approximately $66 million. -

Placing a hazardous waste site on the
final NPL does not itself cause firms
responsible for the site to bear costs.
Nonetheless, a listing may induce firms
to clean up the sites voluntarily, or it
may act as a potential trigger for
subsequent enforcement or cost-
recovery actions. Such actions may

" impose costs on firms, but the decisions

to take such actions are discretionary
and made on a case-by-case basis.
Consequently, precise estimates of these
effects cannot be made. EPA does not
believe that every sita will be cleaned
up by a responsible party. EPA cannot -
project at this time which firms or
industry sectors will bear specific
portions of the response costs, but the
Agency considers: the volume and
nature of the waste at the sites; the
strength of the evidence linking the
wastes at the site to the parties; the
parties’ ability to pay: and other factors
when deciding whether and how to
proceed against the parties.
Economy-wide effects of this
amendment are aggregations of effects
on firms and State and local
governments. Although effects could be
felt by some individual firms and States,
the total impact of this revision on
output, prices, and employment is
lexl:bel::ted to be negligible at the national
eve

“The real benefits associated with
today’s amendment placing additional .
sites on the NPL are increased health

and environmental protection as a result
of increased public awareness of

- potential hazards. In addition to the

potential for more Federally-financed
remedial actions, expansion of the NPL
could accelerate privately-financed,
voluntary cleanup efforts. Listing sites
as national priority targets may also
give States increased support for
funding responses at particular sites.
As a result of the additional CERCLA
remedies, there will be lower exposure.
to high-risk chemicals, and higher-
quality surface water, ground water,
soil, and air. These benefits are
expected to be significant, although -

. difficult to estimate in advance of

completing the RI/FS at these sites.
XL Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
requires EPA to review the impact of
this action on small entities or certify
that the action will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. By small
entities, the Act refers to small
businesses, small government
jurisdictions, and nonprofit
organizations. -

While modifications to the NPL are
considered revisions to the NCP, they .
are not typical regulatory changes since
the revisions do not automatically
impose costs. The placing of sites on the

NPL does not in itself require any action
of any private party, nor does it
determine the liability of any
the cost of cleanup at the site.
no identifiable groups are
whole. As a consequence, it is
predict impacts on any group. Placing a
site on the NPL couid increase the
likelihood that adverse impacts to
responsible parties {in the form of
cleanup costs) will occur, but EPA
cannot identify the potentially affected
business at this time nor estimate the
number of small businesses that might
be affected. - .
The Agency does expect that certain

industries and firms within industries

that have caused a proportionately high
percentage of waste site problems could
be significantly affected by CERCLA
actions. However, EPA does not expect
the impact from the listing of these 23
sites to have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
businesses.

In any case, economic impacts would
only occur through enforcement and
cost-recovery actions, which are taken
at EPA’s discretion on a gite-by-site
basis. EPA considers many factors when

.determining what enforcement actions

to take, including not only the firm's
contribution to the problem, but
firm's ability to pay.

The impacts (from cost recov
small governments and nonprofit
organizations would be determined oz a
similar case-by-case basis.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Air pollution control, Chemicals,
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental
relations, Natural resources, Oil
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Superfund, Waste
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Water supply.

Dated: September 28, 1989.
Jonathsn Z. Cannon,

the

.Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of

Solid Waste & Emergency Response.
PART 300--{ AMENDED]

40 CFR part 300 is amended as
follows:

1. The authority citation for part 300
continues to read as follows: :

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 9605; 42 U.S.C. 9620; 33
US.C. 1321(c)(2); E-O. 11735 (38 FR 21243);
E.O. 12580 (52 FR 2823}

2. Appendix B of part 300 is amended

by the addition of the sites in th

following list. Appendix B is
elsewhere in today’_o Federal ,
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY . - .

40 CFR Part 300
[FRL 3655-8)

Final Rule 10/04/89

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency. - .
AcTion: Final rule. -

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection -

Agency ("EPA") is amending the :
National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (“NCP”), 40

CFR Part 300, which was promulgated

on July 16, 1982, pursuant to section 105
of the Comprehensive Environmental -
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (“CERCLA"). CERCLA has
since been amended by the Superfund

" Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1988 (“SARA") and is implemented
by Executive Order 12580 (52 FR 2923,

January 29, 1987). CERCLA requires that -

the NCP include a list of national
priorities among the known releases or
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants
ughout the United States, and that
e list be revised at least annually. The
’National Priorities List (“NPL"), initially
promulgdted as Appendix B of the NCP

. Conservation and Recovery

- including 11 Federal facility sites. Based -

on a review of public comments on -
these sites, EPA has decided that they
meet the eligibility requirements of the-
NPL and are consistent with the :
Agency’s listing policies. In addition, .

. today's action removes four sites from |

the proposed NPL. Information

—. - .supporting these actions is contained in

the Superfund Public Dockets..

Elsewhere in this Federal Register is .
another final rille that adds 23 sites to
the NPL that meet EPA's eligibility

: requirements and listing policies and-
removes 27 sites from the proposed NPL
_ that do not, at this tinie, appear to come

within the categories of Resource .
Act - .
{"RCRA") facilities-that EPA considers
appropriate for the NPL. . _ -
These two rules result in a final NPL
of 981 sites, 52 of them in the Federal-

" section; 213 sites are proposed to the

NPL, 63 of them in the Federal section.
Final and proposed sites now total 1,194.
EFFECTIVE DATE: The effective date for
this amendment to the NCP shall be
November 3, 1989. CERCLA section 305
provides for a legislative veto of
regulations promulgated under CERCLA.
Although INS v, Chadha 482 U.S. 919,
103 S. Ct. 2764 (1983), cast the validity of
the legislative veto into question, EPA
has transmitted a copy of this regulation

* to the Secretary of the Seriate and the

Clerk of the House of Representatives. If
any action by Congress calls the
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P 257 | NC National Starch & Chemical Corp M&m

[} 278 [ VA Cuipeper Wood Preservers, Inc. Culpeper

7 310 |CA Fairchild Semiconducts (S. San Jose) South San Jose

7 315 | NY Tr-Cities Barrel Co., inc Port Crane

8 388 | A Electro-Coatings, inc Cedar Rapids

9 420 | AZ Motorols., ing. (52nd Street Plant) Phoenix

9 424 | VA Buckinghem County Buckingham

9. 4291 M Frestoiits Battery Division Vincennes

" 001 | it | ada Enseey co- Eant

14 East

14 684 | TX Dbde Ok Processors, inc o rardea

14. e78' | M Kysor industrial Corp Cadillac

14 " 679 | CA - Lorentz Basrel & Drum Co. San Jose

16 760 | ME Union Chemical Co., Inc. South Hope

16 765 | PA Recticon/Allied Steel Corp East Coventry Twp

16, 772 | FL City Industries, Inc Orlando

16 786 | NC Benfield industries, Inc Hazelwood

17 850 | wA American Crossarm & Conduit Co Chehalis

18, 881 [ GA Wiarzone Inc./Chevron Chemical Co Tifton

18 876 | WO Chemical Kansas City
:Smar: e ﬁmedemmNNPL'
Number of New Finel Stex 2. = - .~ " - T S SO

5' (FR Doc. 89-23388 filed 10-3-00) &45 amm] - .. - onSeptember 8, 1883 (48FR 40858}, . effective date of this regulation into
. -OLMNG 0OOR GS00-g0- T " T ... .;Gonstitutes this list and is being revised:.. question, the Agency will publish a
: : -today by.the addition of 70 sites,- .- -~- - notice.of clarification in the Federal

Register.

ADDRESSES: Addresses for the
Headquarters and Regional dockets
follow. For further details on what these
dockets contain, see Section I of the
“Supplementary Information” portion of
this preamble.

Tina Maragousis, Headquarters, U.S.

- EPA CERCLA Docket Office, 0S-~245,

Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460, 202/382-3048

Evo Cunha, Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste

Management Records Center, HES-
CAN 6, ].F. Kennedy Federal Building,
Boston, MA 02203, 617/565-3300

" U.S. EPA, Region 2, Document Control

Center, Superfund Docket, 26 Federal
Plaza, 7th Floor, Room 740, New York,
NY 10278, Latchmin Serrano, 212/264-
5540, Ophelia Brown, 212/264-1154

Diane McCreary, Region 3, U.S. EPA
Library, 5th Floor, 841 Chestnut
Building, 8th & Chestnut Streets,
Philadelphia, PA 19107, 215/597-0580

Gayle Alston, Region 4, U.S. EPA
Library, Room G-8, 345 Courtland

" Street, NE., Atlanta, GA 30365, 404/

3474218 :

_ Cathy Freeman, Region 5, U.S. EPA, 5

- H5-12, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, IL 60604, 312/886-6214
Deborah Vaughn-Wright, Region 6, U.S.
EPA, 1445 Ross Avenue, Mail Code
6H-MA, Dallas, TX 75202-2733, 214/
855-8740° :



' Brenda Ward, Region 7, US. EPA.

" .IIL NPL Update Process

-

e
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Library, 726 Minnesota Avenue,
Kansas City, KS 66101, 913/236-2828

. Dolores Eddy, Region 8, U.S. EPA -

.Library, 999 Street, Suite 500,
Denver, CO 80202-2405, 303/293-1444
Linda Sunnen, Region 9, U.S. EPA
Library, 6th Floor, 215 Fremont Street,
San Francisco, CA 84105, 415/974~

8082 : .
David Bennett, Region 10, U.S. EPA, 9th
Floor, 1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop
HW-093, Seattle, WA 98101, 206/442-
2103 T .
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Robert Myers, Hazardous Site
Evaluation Division, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response
(OS-230), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, SW, Washington,
DC, 20460, or the Superfund Hotline,
Phone (800) 424-8346 (3823000 in the
Washington. DC, metropolitan area).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Tabie of Contents
L Introduction S
IL Purpose and Implementation of the

V. Disposition of Sites in Today’s Final Rule

V1. Disposition of All Proposed Sites/Federal
Facility Sites

VIL Contents of the NPL

VIIL Regulatory kmpact Analysis

DX Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

1. Introduction
Background L

In 1980, Congress enacted the '
Comprehensive Environmental :
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. sections 9801-9657

IV. Statutory Requirements and Lhtlng e

. (“CERCLA" or the “Act™), in response to

the dangers of uncontrolled or -
abandoned hazardous waste sites. -~
CERCLA was amended in 1886 by the
Superfund Amendments and

Reauthorization Act (“SARA™), Public - .

Law No. 99-499, stat. 1613 ef seq. To

. implement CERCLA the Environmental

Protection Agency (“EPA” or “the
Agency”) promulgated the revised
National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (“NCP”"), 40
CFR Part 300, on July 18, 1982 (47 FR
31180) pursuant to CERCLA section 105
and Executive Order 12316 (46 FR 42237,
August 20, 1981). The NCP, further

revised by EPA on September 16, 1985

(50 FR 37624) and November 20, 1885 {50

. FR 47912), sets forth guidelines and

procedures needed to respond under
CERCLA to releases and threatened
releases of hazardous substances,
pollutants, or confaminants. On
December 21, 1988 (53 FR 51394), EPA
proposed revisions to the NCP in
response to SARA. ’

~

""" Soction 105(a}8)A) of CERCLA.

as .
amendsd by SARA, requires that the- - *-
NCP include “criteria for determining
priorities among releases or threatened
releases throughout the United States -
for the purpose of taking remedial action
and, to the extent practicable taking into
account the potential urgency of such
action, for the purpose of taking removal
action.” Removal action involves
cleanup or other actions that are taken
in respanse to releases or threats of
releases on a short-term or temporary.
basis (CERCLA section 101(23)).
Remedial action tends to be long-term in
nature and involves response actions
that are consistent with a permanent
remedy for a release (CERCLA section
101(24)). Criteria for determining
priorities for possible remedial actions
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA are included in the
Hazard Ranking System (“HRS"), which
EPA promulgated as Appendix A of the
NCP {47 FR 31218, July 16, 1882).

On December 23, 1988 (53 FR 51962),
EPA proposed revisions to the HRS in

.. response to CERCLA section 105(c}, -

added by SARA. EPA intends to issue
the revised HRS.as soon as possible.-

' However, until EPA has reviewed public

comment and the proposed revisions
have been put into effect, EPA will
continue to propose and promulgate
gites using the current HRS, in -
accordance with CERCLA section
105(c)(1) and Congressional intent, as

. explained in 54 FR 13299 (March 31,

1989). R
Based in large part on the HRS
criterion, and t to section

105¢a)(8)(B) of CERCLA, as amended by -

SARA, EPA prepared a list of national
priorities among the known releases or
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants
throughout the United States. The list,

- which is Appendix B of the NCP, is the

National Priorities List (“"NPL").
CERCLA section 105{a)(8)(B) also-
requires that the NPL be revised at least
annually. A site can undergo CERCLA-
financed remedial action only after it is
placed on the NPL, as provided in the
NCP at 40 CFR 300.86{c)(2) and 300.68(a).
An original NPL of 406 sites was
promulgated on September 8, 1983 (48
FR 40658). The NPL has since been
expanded, most recently on March 31,
1989 (54 FR 13296). The Agency has also
published a number of proposed *
rulemakings to add sites to the NPL.
most recently a special update of two
sites on August 16, 1989 (54 FR 33846).
EPA may delete sites from the NPL
when no further response is appropriate,
as provided in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.68{c)(7) To date, the Agency has
deleted 28 sites from tha final NPL, most

i "roeenﬂy'on September 22, 1989 (34
- Arkansas, was deleted.

38004), when Cecil Lindsey, N

This rule adds 70 sites, in
Federal facility sites, to the NPL. EPA
has carefully considered public
comments submitted for the sites in
today's final rule and has made some
modifications in response to those
comments. This rule and the additional
final rule published elsewhere in today’s
Federal Register result in a final NPL of
981 sites, 52 of them in the Federal
section; 213 sites are in proposed status.
63 of them in the Federal section. In
addition, 31 sites are being dropped
from the proposed NPL in the two rules.
With these changes, final and proposed
sites now total 1,194.

EPA includes on the NPL sites at
which there are or have been releases or
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants.
The discussion below may refer to
“releases or threatened releases" simply

. as "releases”, “facilities”, or “sites”.
_ Information Available to the Public

The Headquarters and Regional public
dockets for the NPL {see ADDRESSES
portion of this notice) contain
documents relating to the evalu
and scoring of sites in this final he
dockets are available for viewin,
appointment only” after the appearance

_ of this notice. The hours of operation for

the Headquarters docket are from 9:00
a.m. to 4:00 p.m, Monday through Friday
excluding Federal holidays. Please
contact individual Regional dockets for
hours.

The Headquarters docket contains
HRS score sheets for each flnal site; a
Documentation Record for each site
describing the information used to - .
compute the score; pertinent information
for any site affected by special study

" waste or other requirements, or

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act or other listing policies; a list of
documents referenced in the
Documentation Record; comments
received:; and the Agency’'s response to
those comments. The Agency's
responses are contained in the “Support
Document for the Revised National
Priorities List—Final Rule 10/04/89.”
Each Regional docket includes all

- information available in the

Headquarters docket for sites in that
Region, as well as the actual reference

documents, which contain the d
principally relied upon by EPA
calculating or evaluating the es

for sites in that Region. These reference
documents are available only in the
Regional dockets. They may be viewed
“by appointment only” in the
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" copies may be directedtothe .

appropriate Regional docket or
"Superfund Branch. = |

- An informal written request, rathes
than a formal request. should be the
ordinary procedure for obtaining copies
of any of these documents

I1. Purpose and Implementation of the
NPL

Purpose
" ‘The primary purpase of the NPL is
stated in the legislative histary of

CERCLA (Report of the Committee on
Environment and Pablic Works, Senate
Repart No. 96848, 96th Cong., 2d Sess.
60 (1980} =

The priority lists serve primarily
informational purposes, identifving for the
States and the public those {acilities and sites
or other releases which appear to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of a facility or site
on the list does not in itseMf reflect a judgment
of the activities of its owner or operator. it
does not require those persons to undertake
any action, nor does it assiga Bahility to any

govermment action in the

rm of remedial actions or enforcement - -
actions will be necessary in order to-do so,’
and these actions will be attended by all -
appropriate procedurel zafegnards. - g

The purpose of the NPL, therefore, is

primarily to serve as an informational
-and management tool. The initial
identification of a site for the NPL is
intended primarily to guide EPA in

determining which sites warrant further

investigation to assess the nature and
extent of the public health and
environmental risks associated with the
site and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, may
be appropriate. The NPL also serves to
notify the public of sites EPA believes
warrant further investigation. ,

Federal facility sites are eligible for -
the NPL pursuant to the NCP at 40 CFR
300.68{c}(2). However, section 111(e}{3)
of CERCLA, as amended by SARA,
limits the expenditare of CERCLA
monies at F facilities.
Federa} facility sites are also subject to
the requirements of CERCLA section
120, added by SARA. '
Implementation '

A site can undergo remedial action
financed by the Trust Fund establisked
under CERCLA only after it is placed on
the final NPL as outlined in the NCP at
40 CFR 300.68{c}{2) and 300.68(a).
However, EPA may take enforcement
actions under CERCLA or other
applicable statutes agamst responsible

arties regardless of whether the site is

n the NPL, although, as a practical

atter, the focus of EPA’'s enforcement

: acﬁomhasbemandwmemﬁmetpbe

. on NPL sites.

removal actions, EPA has the suthority
to act at any sits, whetber listed or not,
that meets the criteria of the NCP at 40
CFR 300.85-87. :
EPA’s policy is to pursus cleanup of

" NPL sites using the appropriate response

and/or enforcement actions available to-
the Agency, including authorities other
than CERCLA. Listing a site will serve
as notice to any potentially respansible
party that the Agency may initiate
CERCLA-financed remedial action. The
Agency will decide on a site-by-site
basis whether to take enforcement or
other action under CERCLA or other
authorities, proceed directly with
CERCLA-financed response actions and
seek to recaver response costs after
cleanup, ar da both. To the extent
feasible, once sites are on the NPL, EPA
will determine high-priority candidates
for Superfund-financed response action
and/or enforcement action through both
State and Federal initiatives. These
determinations will take into account
which approach is more likely to most

expeditionaly accomplish cleanup of the
- site while using CERCLA's limited

" resources as efficiently as possible.
' necessarily be

¢ actions will not

in the same order
as a site’s ranking on the NPL—that is,
its HRS score. The information collected
to develop HRS scores is not sufficient
in itself to determine either the extent of
contamination or the appropriate
response for a particular site. EPA relies
on further, more detailed studies in the
remedial investigation/feasibility study
(RI/FS) to address these concerns.

The RI/FS determines the nature and
extent of the threat posed by the release
or threatened release. It also takes into

" account the amount of contaminants in
- the enviranment, the risk to affected -
populations and environment, the cost

to correct problems at the site, and the
response actions that have been taken

~ by potentially responsihle parties or

others. Decisions on the type and extent
of action to be taken at these sites are
made in accordance with the criteria
contained in Subpart F of the NCP. Aiter
conducting these additional sindies, .
EPA may conclude thatitisnot
desirable to initiate @ CERCLA remedial
action at some sites on the NPL because
of more pressing needs at other sites, or
because a private party cleanup is
already underway pursuant to an
enforcement action. Given the limited
resources available in the Trust Fund,
the Agency must carefully balance the
relative needs for response at the
numerous sites it bas studied. Itis also
possible that EPA will conclude after
furtber analysis that the site does not .
warrant remedial action. - -

Similarly, in the case of -

' Ravisiomtothcﬁﬂ.nn:hntoday’c
rulemaking may move some previously

- listed sites to a lower position on the

" NPL. However, if EPA has initiated

- action such as an RI/FS at a site, it does
- not intend to cease such ections to

determine if a subsequently listed site
should have a higher priority for
funding. Rather, the Agency will .
continue funding site studies and

_remedial actions once they have been

initiated, even if higher-scoring sites are
later added to the NPL. o :

RI/FS at Proposed Sites. An RIJFS .
can be performed at propased sites (or
even non-NPL sites) pursuant to the
Agency removal autharity under
CERCLA, as outlined in the NCP at 40
CFR 300.68{a)(1). Section 101(23} of
CERCLA defires “remove” or “remcval”
to include “such actions as may te
necessary to moritor, assess and
evaluate the release or threat of release
*,* *" The definition of “removal” ajso
includes “action taken under Section
104(b) of this Act * * *,” which
authorizes the Agency to perform
studies, investigations, and other

. information-gathering activities.

Although an RI/FS is generally

- conducted at a site after the site has

been placed on the NPL. in a number of
circumstances the Agency elects to
conduct RI/FS at a proposed NPL site in
preparation for a possible CERCLA-
financed remedial action, such as when
the Agency believes that a delay may
create unnecesary risks to human health
or the environment. In addition, the-
Agency may conduct an RI/FS to assist
in determining whether to conduct a
removal or enforcement actian at a site.
 Facility (Site) Boundaries. The
Agency has received a number of
inquiries concerning whether EPA could
(or would) revise NPL site boundaries.
The issue frequently arises where a
landowner seeks to sell an allegedly

. uncontaminated portion of an NPL site;

The Agency’s position is that it is

-neither feasible nor consistent with the

limited purpose of the NPL (as the mere
identification of releases), for the
Agency to describe precise boundaries

.of releases.

CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B) directs
EPA to list national priorities among the
known “releases or threatened releases”
of bazardous substances. Thus, the
purpose of the NPL is merely to identify
releases of hazardous substances that
are priorities for further evaluation.
Although a CERCLA *facility” is
broadly defined to include any area

- where a hazardous substance release

has * to be located™ (CERCLA
sectiar-101(8)), the listing process itself

" is not intended to define or reflect the
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. boundaries of such facilitiesor - - - --
- releases.? Of course; HRS dataupon ~ -
which the NPL placement was based

will, to some extent, describe which
release is at issue; that is, the NPL
release would include all releases
evaluated as part of that HRS analysis
(including noncontiguous releases
evaluated under the NPL aggregation
policy. see FR 40663 (September 8,
1983)).

Because the Agency does not formally
define the geographic extent of releases
(or sites) at the time of listing, there is
no administrative process to “delist”
allegedly uncontaminated areas of an
NPL site (or to expand sites to follow the
contamination where it has come to be
located).® Such a process would be time-
consuming, subject to constant re-
verification, and wasteful of resources.
Further, the NPL is only of limited
significance, as it does not assign
liability to any party. See Report of the
Senate Committee on Environment and -
Public Works, Senate Rep. No. 96-848,
96th Cong., 2d Sess. 60 {1980), quoted at
48 FR 40659 (September & 1883} ifa -
party contests liability for reieases on -

. discrete parcels of property, it may do

so if and when the Agency brings an
action against that party to recover _
costs or to compel a response action at
that property.  _

EPA regulations do provide that the
“nature and extent of the threat
presented by a release” willbe -
determined by an RI/FS as more
information is developed on site -
contamination (40 CFR 300.88(d)).
However, this inquiry focuses on an
evaluation of the threat posed; it is not a
requirement to define the boundaries of
the release, and in any eventis -
independent of the NPL listing.
Moreover, it is generally impossible to
discover the full extent of where the
contamination “has come to be located™
prior to completion of all necessary
studies and remedial work at a site;
indeed, the boundaries of the ' _
contamination can be expected to
change over time. Thus, ir most cases, it
will be impossible to describe the
boundaries of a release with certainty.

1 Although CERCLA section 101(9) sets out the
definition of “facility” and not “release.” those
terms are often used interchangeably. (See CERCLA
section 105(a}(8)(B}, which defines the NPL as a list
of “releases” as well as the highest priority
“facilities.”) (For ease of reference. EPA also uses
the term “Site” interchangeably with “release” and
“facility.”) :

3The Agency has already discussed its authority
to follow contamination as far as it goes. and then
to consider the release or facility for response
purpmtoboth-endnamwhmtha-hmrdoul
substances have come to be located. 34 FR 13288

(March 31, 1889). -

- At the same tims, however, the :
Agency notes that the RI/FS or Record .
of Decision (ROD) may offer a useful
indication to the public of the areas of
contamination at which the Agency is
considering taking a response action,
based on information known at that
time. For example, EPA may evaluate -
(and list) a release over a 400-acre area,
but the ROD may select a remedy over
100 acres only. This information may be
useful to a landowner seeking to sell the
other 300 acres, but it would result in no
formal change in the fact that a release
is included on the NPL. The landowner -
(and the public) should also note in such
a case that if further study (or the
remedial construction itself) reveals that
the contamination is located on or has
spread to other areas, the Agency may
address those areas as well.

This view of the NPL as an initial
identification of a release that is not
subject to constant re-evaluation is
consistent with the Agency's policy of
not rescoring NPL sites:

EPA recognizes that the NPL process
cannot be perfect, and it is possible that

. errors or that new data will alter previous .

assumptions. Once the initial scoring effort is
complets, however, the focus of EPA activity
must be on investigating sites in detail and

.determining the appropriate response. New

data or errors can be considered in that
process * * * [Tlhe NPL serves as a guide to
EPA and does not determine liability or the
need for response.

49 FR 37081 (September 21, 1984).3

" ML NPL Update Process

There are three mechanisms for
placing sites on the NPL. The principal
mechanism is the application of the
HRS. The HRS serves as a screening
device to evaluate the relative potential
of uncontrolled hazardous substances.to

- cause human health or safety problems,

or ecological or environmental damage.
The HRS score is calculated by
estimating risks presented in three
potential “pathways” of human or
environmental exposure: ground water,
surface water, and air. Within each
pathway of exposure, the HRS considers
three categories of factors “that are
designed to encompass most aspects of
the likelihood of exposure toa -

-~

. 8See also City of Stoughton, Wisc. v. U.S. EPA,
858 P. 2d 747, 751 (D.C. Cir. 1988):

Certainly EPA could have permitted further
comment or conducted further testing {on proposed -

" NPL sites). Either course would have consumed

further assets of the Agency and would bave
delayed a determination of the risk priority
associated with the site. Yet * * * “the NPL is
simply & rough list of priorities, assembled quickly
and inexpensively to comply with | g
mandate for the to take agtie]
straightaway.” Bagle-Picher [Industries v. EPA] II,
759 F. 2d [821.] at 932 [(D.C. Cir. 1885)). ,

hazardous substance through a release
and the magnitude or degree-of harm
from such exposure: (1) facto
indicate the presencs or like
release to the environment; (2)
that indicate the nature and quantity of
the substances presening the potentisl
threat; and (3) factors that indicate the
human or environmental “targets”
potentially at risk from the site. Factor:
within each of these three categories a
assigned a numerical value according t
a set scale. Once numerical values are
computed for each factor, the HRS use:
mathematical formulas that reflect the
relative importance and
interrelationships of the various factors
to arrive at a final site score on a scale
of 0 to 100. The resultant HRS score
represents an estimate of the relative
“probability and magnitude of harm to
the human population or sensitive
environment from exposure to -
hazardous substances as a result of the
contamination of ground water, surface
water, or air” (47 FR 31180, July 18,
1882). Those sites that score 28.50 or

a

- greater on the HRS are eligible for the
NPL. -

* Under the second mechanism for
adding sites to the NPL, each State ma:
designate a single site as-its top priorit;
regardless of the HRS score.
mechanism is provided by se
105(a)(8)(B) of CERCLA, as b
S which requires that, to the exte:
practicable, the NPL include within the
100 highest priorities, one facility
designated by each State representing
the greatest danger to public health,
welfare, or the environment among
known facilities in the State.

The third mechanism for listing,
included in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.86(b)(4) (50 FR 37624, September 18

"1985), has been used only in rare

instances. It allows certain sites with
HRS scores below 28.50 to be eligible 5

_ the NPL if all of the following occur:

* The Agency for Toxic Substance:
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the
U.S. Department of Health and Human

_Services has issued a health advisory

which recommends dissociation of
individuals from the release.

¢ EPA determines that the release
poses a significant threat to public
health.

o EPA anticipates that it will be mor
cost-effective to use its remedial
authority than to use its removal

- authority to respond to the release.

All of the sites in today’s fin, e
have been placed on the NP! on
their HRS scores.

States have the primary resp
for identifying non-Federal sites,
computing HRS scores, and submitting

1bilit
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Policies

CERCLA restricts EPA’s authority to
respond to certain categories of releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminanta by expressly excluding -
some substances, such as petroleam,
from the response program. In addition,
CERCLA section 105(a)(6)(B) directs
EPA to list pricrity sites “among™ the -
known releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105(a}(8}{A}
directs EPA to consider certain
enumerated and “other appropriate”
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion not to use
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases. For example, EPA has chosen
not to list sites that result from :
contamination associated with facilities
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory '
Commission (NRC), on the grounds that
NRC has the authority and expertise to
clean up releases from those facilities
(48 FR 40681, September 8, 1883). Where.
other authorities exist, placing the site
on the NPL for possible remedial action
under CERCLA may not be appropriate.,
Therefore, EPA has chosen to defer
certain types of sites from the NPL even
though CERCLA may provide autharity
to respond. If, however, the Agency later
determines that sites deferred as a
matter of policy are not being properly
responded to, the Agency may place
them on the NPL. -

The Agency has solicited comment on
a policy to expand deferral to other
Federa! and State autharities (53 FR
51415, December 21, 1888); hawever, that
policy is not currently in effect and has
not been applied to sites in this rule. The

Agency has committed not to implement
'any part of an expanded deferral policy
until public and Congressional concerns

. bave been fully reviewed and analyzed,

categories of non-Federal sites subject
to RCRA Subtitle C corrective action
authorities. Under the policy, sites not
subject to RCRA Subtitle C corrective
action authorities will continue to be
placed on the NPL. Examples of sech
sites include: ' :

« Facilities that ceased treating,

date of Phase I of the Subtitle C
regulations) and to which the RCRA
corrective action or other authorities of
Subtitle C cannot be applied.

* Sites at which only materials

"exempted from the statutory or

regulatory definition of solid waste or
hazardous waste are managed.

* Contamination areas resulting from
the activities of RCRA hazardous waste
handlers to which RCRA Subtitle C
corrective action authorities do not
apply, such as hazardous waste
generators of transporters, which are not
required to have Interim Status or a final
RCRA permit. Lo R

Further. the policy stated that certain
RCRA sites at which Subtitle C
cortective action authorities are
available may also be listed if they meet
the criterion for listing (i.e., an HRS
score of 28.50 or greater) and they fall
within one of the following categories:

* Facilities owned by persons who
have demonstrated an inability to
finance corrective action as evidenced
by their invocation of the bankruptcy
laws. = .

® Facilities that have lost
authorization to operate, and for which
there are additional indications that the
owner or operator will be unwilling to
undertake corrective action. ,

e Sites, analyzed on a case-by-case
basis, whose owners or operators have
a clear history of unwillingness to
undertake corrective action. = .

- candidate sites o0 the EPA Ragional .. -, and a decision reached on whether or " On Angust 9; 1968 (53 FR 50006), EPA
Offices. EPA Regional Offices conduct e not to implement such a policy. -+ - announced a palicy far: B
quality control review of the States’ - - . The listing and statn whether RCRA facilities.are unwilling to
‘candidate sites, and may assistin . - requirements of relevance to this perform corrective actians, and
- investigating, sampling, mouitoring, and  rule cover Rescurce Conservation and - therefore should be proposed to the
.scaring sites. Regional Offices may also.  Recovery Act (RCRA) (U.S.C. 6901~ - NPL. Additionally, on Angust 8, 1968 (53
consider candidate sites in additionte - 6901) sites, Federal facility sites, sites ‘FR 30002}, EPA requested comment on a
those submitted by States. EPA . with “special study wastes,” and draft policy for determining when an
Headquarters conducts further quality waste sites, and are discussed below. owner/operator should be considered
assurance audits to ensure accuracy and These and other listing policies and unable to pay for addressing the
consistency among the various EPA and  statutory requirements have been contamination at 8 RCRA-regulated site;
State offices participating in the scoring.  explained in previous rulemakings, the ‘that draft policy is still under review.
The Agency then proposes the sites that  latest being March 31, 1989 {34 FR On June 24, 1988 (53 FR .23978), EPA
(meetd ggx of lit:;ng three u«::te}rm ?soﬁumb 132986), i ‘ announcemjd :;s intent to list RCRA sites
an 's policies) an Rel, From Resource Conservation in several other categories which the
public comment on the proposal. Based eases . Agency considers appropriate for the
on these comments and further review and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites. NPL. These categories are non- or late
by EPA, the Agency determines final On June 10, 1986 (51 FR 21054), EPA filers, converters, protective filers, and
HRS scores and places those sites that ann a decision on components of  gites holding RCRA permits issued
still qualify on the final NPL. a policy for the listing or the deferral before enactment of the Hlazardous and
IV. Statutory Requirements and Listing from listing on the NPL of several Solid Waste Amendments:(HSWA) cf

1984. Consistent with this policy, 23 sites
in these categories are being placed on
the final NPL in a rule appearing
elsewhere in today's Federal Register.
In this final rule, EPA iadding to the

- NPL four sites that are subject to RCRA

Subtitle C corrective action authorities,

. " These sites are not appropriate f
storing, or disposing of hazardous waste ler the NbT/R e
prior to November 18, 1960 (the effective .

deferral under the NPL/RCRA deferral
policy because either the site owners

are unable to finance coreective action,
as evidenced by their invocation of the

- bankruptcy laws, or the sites are

converters (i.e., their PartA permits

-bave been withdrawn). -

Releases from Federal Faxility Siies

On June 10, 1888 (51 FR21054), the
Agency announced a decitiion on
components of a palicy for the listing or
the deferral from listing on the NPL of
several categories of non-Federal sites

‘subject to the RCRA Subtitle C

corrective action authorities. The policy
was intended to reflect RCRA's
broadened corrective action authorities

-as a result of HSWA. In arnouncing the
. RCRA policy, the Agency.reserved for a

later date the question of whether this or
another policy would be applied to
Federal facility sites that include one or
more RCRA hazardous waste
management units, and thus are subject
to RCRA Subtitle C corrective action
authorities.

The Agency interprets SARA and its
legislative history to indicate that
Congress clearly intendedtthat Federal
facilities be placed on the NPL if they
meet the prescribed eligibiiity criteria
(e-g. an HRS score of 28.560r greater),
even if the Federal facilityiis also

‘subject to the corrective action
-authorities of RCRA Subtitle C. In that

way, cleanup, if appropriate, could be
at those sites under CERCLA.

_The Agency's statement of this policy,
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and the reasons behind it; are fully
discussed at 54 FR 10520 (March 13, - . -

- 1969). Thus, the Juns 10, 1886 RCRA - - -

deferral policy (51 FR 21057) applicable
to private sites is not applicable to. -
Federal facility sites. =~ =~ - .

Federal facility sites are placed in
separate section of the NPL. This rule
adds 11 Federal facility sites to the finel
NPL, bringing the total number of final
Federal facility sites to 52. Currently, 63
Federal facility sites are proposed to the
NPL. :

Releases of Special Stbdx Wastes

Section 105(g) of CERCLA, as
amended by SARA, requires EPA to
consider certain factors before adding
sites involving RCRA “special study
wastes” to the NPL. Section 105(g) '
applies to sites that (1) were notonor -
proposed for the NPL as of October 17,
1988 and (2) contain sufficient quantities
of special study wastes as defined under
RCRA .sections 3001(b)(2) [drilling

fluids}, 3001(b)(3)(A)(ii) [mining wastes], .

and som(b)(s_](A)(m) [cement kiln
dusts}. Before these sites can be added
to the NPL, section 105(g) requires that

the following information be considered: -
¢ The extent to which the HRS score -

¢ Available information as to the
quantity, toxicity, and concentration of
hazardous substances that are '
constituents of any special study waste

" at, or released from, the facility; the-

extent of or potential for release of such
hazardous constituents; the exposure or
potential exposure to human population
and environment; and the degree of-
hazard to human health or the
environment posed by the release of
such hazardous constituents at the
facility.

This final rule includes five sites
containing or potentially containing

~ special study wastes subject to the -

provisions of section 105(g). EPA has

‘placed in the dockets addenda that

evaluate for each site the information
called for in section 105(g}. The addenda
indicate the special study wastes
present a threat to human health and the
environment, and that the sites should
be added to the NPL.

CERCLA section 125, as amended by

SARA, addresses special study wastes

described in RCRA section
3001(b){3)(A)(i) [y ash and related

wum].lNositetinthhmlemmbjet.:t”
" to section 128.. P

‘Releases from Mining Sites

. CERCLA and, therefore, mining w

Rule

sites are eligible for the NPL. This
position was affirmed in 1985 by
United States Court of Appeals for
District of Columbia Circuit (Eagle-
Picher Industries, Inc. v. EPA, 759 F. 2d
822 (D.C. Cir 1985)). -

In addition, Agency policy statements
regarding including mining sites on the
NPL are located at 53 FR 23988, 23993
(June 24, 1988); 54 FR 10512, 10514~18
{March 13, 1989); 54 FR 13296, 13300-01.
13302-03 (March 31, 1988). The Agency
is including three mining sites in today's

- final rule.

V. Disposition of Sites in Today's Final

This final rule promulgates 70 sites
(Table 1} and drops 4 sites from several
proposed rulemakings. These 74 sites
are from the following proposed
updates:

e Update #2 (49 FR 40320, October 15,
1984): 2 sites.

o Update #3 (50 FR 14115, April 10,
1985): 1 site,

o Update #5 (51 FR 21099, June 10,

'1836): 8 sites.

. & Update #8 (52 FR 2492, January 22.
1887): 14 sites. -
¢ Update #7 (53 FR 23988, Jun

JFD Electronics/Channel Master.

for the facility is affected by the The Agency's position is that mining 1988): 47 sites.
presence of the special study waste ator  wastes may be hazardous substances, * Update #8 (54 FR 19526, Ma
released frbm the facility. - pollutants, or contaminants under 1989): 4 sites.
TABLE 1.—NATIONAL PRIORIMES LIST, NEW FINAL SITES (BY RANK), OCTOBER 1989
Voo | Stawe . . Sits Name City/County
Rank '
1 44 | PA Publicker MBMG inc Philadeiphia
2 70 | WA General Boctie(smil Shop) Spokane
s 120 | PA Raymark ' Hatboro
4 164 | 1D . | Kem-McGee Chemical (Soda Springs) Soda Sorings
4 190 [ L . | woodstock Municipal Woodstock
.4 199 | CT -. | Precision Piating Corp Vemon
3 . 214 | MO Wheeling Disposal Service Co. Lt Amazonia
[ 258 | PA Tonol Corp Nesguehoning
] 265 | CT Galiup's Quarry Plainfieid
e 271 {PA Berks Landfil Soring Township
[ 274 | CA Pacific Coast Pipe Lines Filtmore
(] 277 | PA Occidental Chem/Firestone Tire Lower Pottsgrove Township
8. 207 {FL . Agrico Chemical Co Pensacola
7 ‘a8 |vr | Dariing Hit Dump . Lyndon
7 334 | PA River Road Li/waste Mngmnt, Inc Hermitage
7 343 | FL ‘Standard Auto Bumper Corp Hialeah
8 383 | PA AL W. Frani/Mid-County Mustang Exton
8 368 | PA Commodore Semiconductor Group Lower Providence Township
8 368 | IL Lenz Ol Service, inc . Lemont
8 371 | PA Novak Sanitary Landfil South Whitehall T ;
8. TS| N South Jersey Clothing Co Minotola '
) 381 | M. . | Barels, Inc. Lansing
8 400 | VT .. | BF1 Sanitary Landafil (Roddrm - Rockingham
9 434 | PA- | Jacks Croek/Sitkin Smeiting & Ref. Maitiand
10, " 489 | PA AMP, Inc. (Gien Rock Facilty) . Gien Rock
10 470 | NC Oxford
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EPA read all comments received on

these sites, including late comments. In

past rules, EPA responded even to late
comments. However, given the volume
and number of late comments received

and the need to make final decisions on

all currently proposed sites pthhe
date that the rewgec! HRS takes effect,

EPA was not able to respbnd to all late

comments received for sites in this rule.

EPA has responded (in the Support

- Document) to those comments received

no later than October 31, 1988 for all

. sites.included in this final rule which

were proposed in Updates #2, 3, 5, 6,
and 7, and to those comments received

- = .
! ‘_e,u.-. Se - She Name Cly/County
e o - M o . -
10— ] am3|RL | Sydney Mine Siudge Ponds Brandon
10 474 | NM Cimarron Mining Corp ' Carrizozo
10. 489 | MO - | St Louis Airport/HIS/Fut Coatings St Louts County
10 e 497 R Rose Hil Regional Landfi South Kingstown
" ‘ :o;g{ Charnform, Pompano
3§ IR, Sy S inc . ’m”
| | FOU—— 1 516 | SC’ Laxington County Landfill Aree Cayce
| | SOS——— 8519 | UT Utah PowerALight/American Berrel Sait Lake City
| | [FOSNEORUSESOSI— 548 | VA Saunders Supply Co Chuckatuck
12 5§53 1 SC Rochester Property. mivehnRest
12 : . 574 | VT | Tansitor Electronics, Bennington
12 585 | DE Dover Gas Light Co Dover
120 880 | PA North Penn—Ares 2 Hatfield
12 863 | NM Pagano Salvage Los Lunas
13 601 |CA Fresno Municipal Sanitary Landfill Fresno
13 615 CA Jasco Chemicai Corp Mountain View
13 619 | VA Dixie Caverns County Landfill Salem
13 635 | PA Bell Landfit Terry Township
14 662 | Wi Sauk County Landfill Excetsior
14 _ 877 |CT Durham Meadows Durham
14... - 687 | MO Kem-Pest Cape Girardeau
14, 68 | M. . MMTMM . Albion
182 82{1A o.:.nm.n : ‘ . Abbevile
16 . 7621 CA ' | Montrose Chemical Corp ] Torrance -
16. 788 | CA:~-" | Synertek, inc. (Building 1) Sants Clars
18 .. 783 | FL: - | Wingate Road Munic Incinerat Dump Fort Lauderdaie
17 822 | PA' | Eastem Diversified Matais Hometown
1. 840 | NJ Witco Cherical Corp. (Cakland P) Cakiand
18 870 | GA Firestone Tire (Albany Plant) Albany
18 839 [ TN | Mallory Capacitor Co - Waynesboro
19 910 | DE &mmuumms : z Laurel
19..... 827 ( PA CryoChem, inc. Worman
:sneam m eomspomingto of 50 thoIthPL -
are on. .
wamr sm:se groves ,
. NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST, FEDERAL FACILITY SITES, NEW FINAL (BY GRrouP), OCTOBER 1989
NPL Group * State She Name ' City/County
Y WA | Henford 200-Ares (USDOE) Benton County
1 WA Hanford 300-Area Benton County
1 CcOo Rocky Flats Plart (USDOE) Goiden
2 PA Naval Air Develop Center (8 Aress) Warminster Township
2 OH Alr Force Base Dayton
8 WA Hantord 100-Area Benton County
12 WA Hanford 1100-Area (USDOE) Benton County
14 PR - | Naval Security Group Activity. Sabana Seca
15, WA Naval Undersgs Warf Sta (4 Areas) Keyport
18 NC Camp Lejeune Military Reservation Onsiow County
17 MD Aber Prov Ground-Michabisville Lt Aberdeen
« State top priority site. .
'SﬂathmM@bmdwmmwNn

no later than Se;;tember 12, 1989 for
sites in this final rule which were
proposed in Update #8. (EPA had

- previously indicated at the time of

proposal of Update #7 and Update #8

. - that it may no longer be able to consider
. late comments (53 FR 23990, June 24,

1988 and 54 FR 19527, May 5, 1889)). -
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Although EPA has not responded to all

late commaents, it has read all late
comments, and has endeavored to .
respond in the Support Document to
those late comments which bring to the
Agency’s attention a fundamental error
in the scoring of a site. In addition, the
Agency has routinely responded to late
comments that result from EPA
correspondence which provided
commenters with more recent data or
requested that the commenters be more
specific in their comments.

Based on the commente received on
" the proposed sites, as well as
investigation by EPA and the States
(generally in response to comment), EPA
recalculated the HRS scores for
individual sites where appropriate.
Where the public comments or
additional information dropped a score
below 28.50, the site has been removed
from the NPL. EPA did not spend the
additional resources to determine a new
score for dropped sites; once the data -
indicated that a score would fail below
. 28.50, and no new information or _

ceased the ime-consuming process of
evaluating the comments in detail and of
rescoring the site. Rather, EPA has -
simply provided the rationale for its
decision to drop each applicable site.
EPA’s response to site-specific public
comments and explanations of any
score changes made as a result of such
comments are addressed in the “Support
Document for the Revised National
Priorities List—Final Rule 10/04/88."

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) Sites

Four sites are subject to Subtitle C
corrective action authonues. but exther

the site owner has iuvoked the - :
protection of the bankruptcy lan. or the
part A permit has been withdrawn
(converter status). The sites are being
added to the final NPL consistent with
the NPL/RCRA listing policy:

* Firestone Tire and Rubber Co. (Albany
Plant), Albany, GA (converter)

* Lenz Oil Service, Inc., Lemont, IL
(bankruptcy)

¢ AMP, Inc., (Glen Rock Facilxty) Glen
R foact Corpr Nesqueboning, PA

. rp.. 0
(bankruptcy}
Federal Facility Sites

There are 11 Federal facility sites -
being added to the NPL (Table1).
Special Study Waste Sites

Five sites containing or possibly
containing special study wastes are
being added to the NPL in this rule. The

sites and the special study wastes are:

¢ Dover Gas Light Ca., Dover, DE (coal tar)
¢ Kerr-McGee Chemical Corp. {Soda

SprlngoPhnt).SodaSpnnsl.m(mn!ng

tes)
. D.I.Mud.lnc.Abbevﬂle.LA(olldrﬂling .

mud and produced waters .

o Cimarron Mining Cnrp.. Cm'lm NM -
{mining wastes)

* Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelﬁng and
Refining, Inc., Maitland, PA (mining wastes)
Mining Sites

Three noncoal mining sites are being
added to the NPL in this final rule:

- ¢ Kerr-McGee Chemical Corp. (Soda
Spr!nse Plant}, Soda Springs, ID
e Cimarron Mining Corp., Carrizozo, NM
¢ Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelt[ng and
Refining, Inc., Maitland. PA

EPA has examined whether these

xmmng sites nnsht be satisfactorily -

" TABLE 2.-Stres wm4 HRS SOORE CHANGES

"Reclamation (AMLR) Fund under

addressed using State-share monies -
from the Abandoned Mine Land

Surface Mining Control and Recl
Act of 1977 (SMCRA). Cimarron
Corp. operated after the August 7, 1977

- SMCRA enactment date, and therefore

is not eligible for SMCRA AMLR funds.
The Kerr-McGee (Soda Springs Plant)
site is located in Idaho, which does not
have an AMLR program. The other site,
Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelting and
Refining, Inc., was abandoned prior to
the enactment date of SMCRA. Since

‘Pennsylvania has an approved AMLR

program, the site is potentially eligible
for SMCRA funds. However, available
information suggests the site will not be
addressed under SMCRA in the
foreseeable future. Information outlining
the State's posmon on use of AMLR
funds at the site is available in the
docket.

Score Revisions
EPA has revised the HRS scores for 19

. sites based on its review of comments

and additional information developed
by EPA and the States (Table 2). Some-
of the changes have placed the sites in
different groups of 50 sites. For four of
these sites, the public comments agd/or
additional information have res
scores below the cut-off of 28.50.
Accordingly, these four sites are b
dropped from the proposed NPL at this
time.

* GBF Inc. Dump, Antioch, CA

* Pigeon Point Landfill, New Castle, DE

¢ Stauffer Chemical Co. (Chicago Hexghts
Plant), Chicago Heights, IL

* McCarty's Bald Knob Landfill, Mt.
Vemoq. IN

- o HRS Score !
State/She Name ' - Location
. : ' Proposed Final

CA: GBF, inc., Dump Antioch 32.04 .
CA: Montrose Chemical Corp Torrance. 33.85 3210
CT: Barkhamsted-Now Hartford Landfill Barkhamsted 52.00 38.05
DE: Dover Gas Light Co. L Dover... 4224 35.57
DE: Pigeon Point Landfill New Castle 37.93 *
GA: Firestone Tirs & Rubber Co. (Albany Albany. 35.39 30.08
1L Stautter Chemical Co. (Chicago Heights Ptant) Chicago Heights 31.14 .
IN: McCarty's Baid'Knob Landfill g Mt. Vernon 35.39 ¢
MD: Aberdeen Ground (Michaelsville Landfill) Aberdeen 31.45 3109
MO: St. Louis Airport/Hazetwood Interim Storage/Futura Coamgs Co St Louis County 37.79 38.31
MO: Wheeling Dusposa! Service Co. Landfill i 29.85 48.58
NC: Camp Lsjeune Military Reservation Onsiow County 36.84 33.02
NC: JFD Electronics/Channei Master or 39.11 - 39.03
PA: Novak Sanitary Landfill . South Whitehall Twp 42.34 42.31
PA: Publicker industries, Inc Philadeiphia ¢ 6999 59.06
SC: Rochester Property. Traveiers Rost 41,34

VA: Dide Caverns Semary Landfit Salem b 34.12

VA: Saunders Supply Co,. 4 Chuckatuck 5557

VT: Derling +ill 09/ .J Lyndon - 4591

é
E
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*Name Ravigions .. .. -

S e m

" this final rule have been changed in - -

response to information received during
. the comment period. The changes are
intended to reflect more accurately the
location, nature, or potential sources of
contamination at the site: .
¢ Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base,
Onslow County, NC changed to Camp

' Federal Registar / Voi. 54, No. 191 /.'Wednésd‘a

. Hatfleld, PA changed to North Penn—Ares 2 .

'VL Disposition of All Proposed Sites/
Foderal Facility Sites - o
- . To date, EPA bas proposed nine major

- updates to the NPL as well as special

update of two ATSDR sites. Taking into
account this rule and the additional NPL
final rule published elsewhere in today's

Federal facility sites.continue to be
proposed pending completion of- .
response to comment, resolution of
technical issues and resolution of

~ various policy issues (Table 3). All sites

that remain proposed will be considered

- for future final rules. Althiough these

sites remain proposed, the comment
periods have not been extended or
reopened.

The 70 new sites-added to the NPL in
today's rule (Table 1) have been
incorporated into the NPL in order of
their HRS scores except where EPA
modified the order to reflect top -
priorities designated by the States, as
discussed in greater detail in previous
rulemakings, the most recent on March
31, 1989 (54 FR 13296).

The NPL appears at the end of this
final rule and will be codified as part of
Appendix B to the NCP. Sites on the _
NPL are arranged according to their

~ scores on the HRS. The NPL is preserited

in groups of 50 sites to emphasize the
minor differences in HRS scores do not
necessarily represent significantly
different levels of risk. Except for the.
first group, the score range within the
‘groups, as indicated in the list, is less
than 4 points. EPA considers the sites
within a group to have approximately
the same priority for response actions.
For convenience, the sites are
numbered. . .
One site—the Lansdowne Radiation
Site in Lansdowne, PA~—was placed on
the NPL on September 18, 1985 (50 FR
37630) because it met the requirements -
of the NCP at section 300.88(b)(4), as

appears at the end of the list.

explained in section III of this rule; it
‘has an HRS score-less than'28:50,and

This rule adds 11 new sites to the

. Federal facility section-of the-'NPL by

group number.

name of the facility and the State and
city or county in which it is located. In
the past, each entry was accompanied
by one or more notations reflecting the
status of response and cleanup activities-
at the site at the time this list was

- prepared. EPA is developing a report

summarizing response activities at NPL
sites. In the interim, information on
activities at the new final sites is
available upon request to the-
appropriate Regional Office.

VIL Regulatory Impect Analysis
‘The costs of cleanup actions that may
“be taken at sites are not directly e
attributable to placement on the NPL, as
explained below. Therefore, the Agency
has determined that this rulemaking is

" not a “major” regulation under -

Executive Order 12291. EPA has

E conducted a preliminary apalysis of -

economic implications of today's

" amendment to the NCP. EPA believes

that the kinds of economic effects
associated with-this revision are
_generally similar to those effects -
identified in the regulatory impact
analysis (RIA) prepared in 1982 for the
revisions to the NCP pursuant to section
105 of CERCLA and the economic
analysis prepared when amendments to
the NCP were proposed (50 FR 5882,
February 12, 1885). The Agency believes
the antigipated economic effects related
to these 70 sites to the NPL can
be characterized in terms of the

Lejeune Military Reservation Federal Register, 150 sites and 63
TABLE 3.—NPL PROPOSALS
o ' Number of sites/Federal faciity i
Update No. Dete/Feders Register citation o
) . ' . Proposed Remaining proposed
1 5/8/83; 48 FR 40674 1321 1/0
2 10/15/84; 49 FR 43220 208/36 17/3
3 4/10/85; 50 FR 14115 - 26/8 o
4 8/18/85; 50 FR 37950 38/3 172
5 6/10/86; 51 FR 21089 43/2 8/0
6 1/22/87; 52 FR 2492 63/1 13/0
7 6/24/88; 53 FR 23588 215/14 103/5
8 5/5/89; 54 FR 19526 10/0 | 5/0
9 7/14/89; 54 FR 28820 0/52 0/52
ATSDR 8/16/8; 54 FR 33848 - 2/0 20
Totai.. - SRR = 738/116 180/63
: MRS o ‘ e ,.';_‘:4".____ S , L .. - ; e DR " ’ o
VIL Contents of the NPL - -~ .- .. ... Rachamiry on the NPL contains the conclusions of the earlier RIA and the

most recent economic analysis. This rule
was submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget for review as
required by Executive Order 12291.

Costs

EPA has determined that this
rulemaking is not a “major” regulation
under Executive Order 12291 because
inclusion of a site on the NPL does not
itself impose any costs. It does not

. establigh that EPA will necessarily

undertake remedial action, nor does it

. fequire any action by a private party or

determine its liability for site response
costs. Costs that arise out of site
responses result from site-by-site
decisions about what actions to take,
not directly from the act of listing itself.

-Nonetheless, it is useful to consider the

costs associated with responding to all
sites included in this rulemaking.

- The major events that follow the
Proposed listing of a site on the NPL are
a search for potentially responsible
parties and a remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) to determine if
remedial actions will be undertaken at a
site. Design and construction of the
selected remedial alternative follow
completion of the RI/FS, and operation
and maintenance (O&M) activities may
continue after construction has been
completed.

EPA initially bears costs associated
with responsible party searches.
Responsible parties may bear some or
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- all the costs of the RI/FS, remedial

design and construction, and O&M, or -
EPA and the States may share costs. -
The State cost share for site cleamup .
activities has been amended by section
104 of SARA. For privately-owned sites,
as well as-at publicly-owned but not
publicly-operated sites, EPA will pay for
100% of the costs of the RI/FS and
remedial planning, and 90% of the costs
associated with remedial action. The
State will be responsible for 10% of the
remedial action. For publicly—opemted
sites, the State cost share is at least 50%
of all response costs at the site,
mclnding the RI/FS and remedial design
and construction of the remedial action

selected. After the remedy is built, costs -

fall into two categories:

* For restoration of ground water and
surface water, EPA will share in startup costs
according to the criteria in the previous
paragraph for 10 years or until a sufficient
level of protecuvenesa is achieved before the

end of 10 years. *
* For other cleanups, EPA will share for up

to 1 year the cost of that portion of response
needed to assure that a remedy is operational
and functional. After that, the State assumes
full rcsponnbumu for O&M. -

In previous NPL mlemldngs. the -
Agency estimated the costs associated
with these activities (RI/FS, remedial
design, remedial action, and O&M] on
an average per site and total cost basis.
EPA will continue with this approach,
using the most recent (1988) cost
estimates available; these estimates are
presented below. However, there is -
wide variation in costs for individual
sites, depending on the amount, type, .
and extent of contamination. . '
Additionally, EPA is unable to predict
what portions of the total costs -
responsible parties will bear, since the
distribution of costs depends on the
extent of voluntary and negotiated
response and the success of any cost- -
recovery actions. .

. < Aversge total

RIFS 4,100,000
Remedial DeSigN e e 750,000
[T LT J———— R | K Ko ¢ )
Net present value of O&M * ...l 93,770,000

? Assumes cost of O&M over 30 years, $400,000
for the first year and 10% discount rate.

Source: Office of Program Management, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response, U.S. EPA.

Costs to States associated with
today’s final rule arise from the required
State cost-share of: (1) 10% of remedial
actions and 10% of first-year O&M costs
at privately-owned sites and sites which
are publicly-owned but not publicly- -

opemted: and (2) at least 50% of the °
‘remedial planning (RI/FS and remedial .

design), remedial action, and first-year
O&M costs at publicly-operated sites.
States will assume the cost for O&M
after EPA's period of participation. .
Using the assumptions developed in the
1882 RIA for the NCP, EPA has assumed
that 90% of the 59 non-Federal sites
added to the NPL in this rule will be
privately-owned and 10% will be State-

_ or locally-operated. Therefore, using the

budget projections presented above, the
cost to States of undertaking Federal
remedial planning ard actions. but
excluding O&M costs, wouid be
approximately $100 million. State O&M
costs cannot be accurately determined
because EPA, as noted above, will share
O&M costs for up to 10-years for
restoration of ground water and surface
water, and it is not known how many
sites will require this treatment and for
how long. However, based on past
experience, EPA believes a reasonable
estimate is that it will share startup
costs for up to 10 years at 25% of sites.
Using this estimats, Stata Q&M costs
would bs approximately $18¢ milliom.
Placing a hazardous waste #iis on the
final NPL does not itself cause firms -
- responsible for the site to bear costs.
Nonetheless, a listing may induce firms
to clean up the sites voluntarily, or it
may act as a potential trigger for
subsequent enforcement or cost-
recovery actions. Such actions may
impose costs on firms, but the decisions
to take such actions are discretionary
and madeona caae-by-case basis.
Consequently, precise estimates of these
effects cannot be made. EPA does not
believe that every site will be cleaned
up by a responsible party. EPA cannot
project at this time which firms or -
industry sectors will bear specific
portions of the response costs, but the
Agency considers: the volume and - -
nature of the waste at the sites; the”
strength of the evidence linking the
wastes at the site to the parties; the
parties’ ability tb pay: and other factors
when deciding whether and how to
proceed against the parties.
Economy-wide effects of this
amendment to the NCP are aggregations
of effects on firms and State and local
governments. Although effects could be
felt by some individual firms and States,
the total impact of this amendment on
output; prices, and employment is

expected to be negligible at the national
‘level, as was the case in the 1982 RIA. :

Benefits .
The real benefits associated with

today’s amendment placing additional .

gites on the NPL are increased health
and environmental protection as a result

- at EPA’s discretion on a site-by;

of increased public awareness of
potential hazards. In addition to
potential for more Federally-fin
remedial actions, expansion of
could accelerate privately-financed.
voluntary cleanup efforts. Listing sites
as national priority targets may also
give States increased support for
funding responses at particular sites.
As a result of the additional CERCLA
remedies, there will be lower human
exposure to high-risk chemicals, and
higher-quality surface water, ground
water, soil, and air. These benefits are
expected to be significant, although
difficult to estimate in advance of
completing the RI/FS at these sites.

IX. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

‘The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 198
requires EPA to review the impacts of
this action on small entities, or certify
fhat the action will not have a
gignificant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. By small
entities, the Act refers to small

. businesses, small government

jurisdictions, and nonproﬁt

organizations.

While modifications to the NPL are
considered revisions to the NCP, they

are not typical regulatory chang
the revisions do not automatica
e

impose costs. The placing of sit
NPL does not in itself require any action
of any private party, nor does it
determine the liability of any party for
the cost of cleanup at the site. Further,
no identifiable groups are affected as a
whole. As a consequence, it is hard to
predict impacts on any group. Placing a
site on the NPL could increase the
likelihood that adverse impacts to
responsible parties {in the form of
cleanup costs) will occur, but EPA
cannot identify the potentially affected
business at this time nor estimate the
number of small businesses that mxght
be affected.

The Agency does expect that certain
industries and firms within industries
that have caused a proportionately high
percentage of waste site problems could
be significantly affected by CERCLA
actions. However, EPA does not expect
the impacts from the listing of these 59
non-Federal sites to have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small businesses.

In any case, economic impacts would
only occur through enforcement and
cost-recovery actions, which are taken

basis. EPA considers many fac en
determining what enforcement

to take, including not only the firm's .
contribution to the problem, but also the
firm's ability to pay.
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"The impacts (from cost recawry) on. unant and dtsposal. Watar polluﬁon 1..'1113 authority citation for part 300

small governments cﬁ: Bas ed * control, Water supply. - continues to read as follows:
organizations woul erminedona - Damds:pumban.lm :
. Anthority: 42 US.C. 9608; 42 U.5.C. 9620 33
similar case-by-case basis. Robert L Wayland I, - ' US.C.1321(c)(2); E.O. 11735 (38 FR 21243);
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300 Acting Assistant Administrator, o;ﬁca of E.O. 12580 (52 FR 2823).
Air pollution control, Chemicals, - Bolid Wasts mdsmmencymm nse.
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental  pART 300—{AMENDED] APPENDIX B to PART 300

relations, Natural resources, Oil
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping - 40 CFR part 300 is amended as
reqmrements. Superfund Waste follows:

2. Appendix B of Part 300 is revised to
read as set forth below.

APPENDIX B.—NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (8Y RANK); OCTOBER 1989

NPLAak | EPAReg | State | Site Name City/County
Group 1 (HRS Scores 75.60 - 58.54)
1 02 | NJ Lipan Landfil Pitman
2 03 | DE Tybouts Comer Landfill® New Castie County
3 03 | PR Bruin Lagoon . Bruin Borough
4 021 NJ Heien Kramer Landfil} Mantua Township
[ 0t | MA industri-Plex Wobum
8 L021INJ Prico Landfi{® Pleasantville
? 02 | NY Poliution Abatement Services® Oswego
8 o7|IA’ LaBounty Site Charies City
9 ‘03| DE Army Creek Landfill . New Castie County
10. 02N Industries. Oid Bridge Township
1 01 | MA Nysrza Chemical Wasts Dump Ashiand
120 RN . GEMS Lancl Gioucester Township
13 osime Berfin & Famo. Swartz Creek
14 01 [ MA Baird & McGuire Holbrook- :
15 02N Lone Pine Landfifl Freehold Township
16 01 | NH Somersworth Sanitary Landfill Somersworth
| ) A— 05 | MN FMC Corp. (Fridiey Plant) Fridley
18 08 | AR Vertac, inC . Jacksonville
19, 01 | NH Keefe Environmental Services Epping -
20 08 | MT Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area. Sil Bow/Deer Lodge
21 08 | SD Whitewood Creek*® Whitewood
22 06 | TX French, Ltd Crosby
23 05 | Mt Liquid Disposal, Inc Utica
24 01 | NH Sylvestar*® Nashua
25 03 {PA Tysons Dump Upper Merion Township
26. 03 | PA McAdoo * McAdoo Borough
7 08 | T™X Motco, inc* La Marque
28. 05 | OH Arcanum lron & Metal Darke County
29 08 | MT East Helena Site East Helena
30 08 | TX Sikes Disposal Pits Crosby
31 . 04 AL Trisna/Tennessce River Limestone/Morgan
32 09 | GA Stringfollow® - Gien Avon Heights
33 01 | ME McKin Co Gray
34 - 08 | T™X _Crystal Chemical Houston
3s. 02 i NJ Bridgeport Rental & Ol Services. Bridgeport
38 08 | CO Sand Creek industrial. Commerce City
< y JSSo— | 08} TX Geneva industries/Fuhrmann Energy Houston
38 01 | MA W.R. Grace & Co., Inc. (Acton Plant) Acton
- D 05 | MN Reilly Tar (St Louis Park Plant)* St Louis Park
40 . 05 | MN New Brighton/Arden Hills New Brighton
P’} PR 04 | FL Schuyikil Metais Comp. Piant City
42 02| NJ Vineland Chemical Co., inc Vineiand
43 02N B8urnt Fly Bog Martboro Township
44 03 | PA Publicker industries inc Philadelphia
45 02 | NY Qid Bethpage Landhil Oyster Bay
48 02N Corp Newfield Borough
[y JSSU——————. 041 FL Reeves Southsast Gavanizing Corp Tampa
48 03 | MT Anacondz Co. Smelter. Anaconda
4. esereocmemmmnsermsressssd] 10 | WA Westem Processing Co., inc Kent
50 . 05 |W Omega Hils North Landfil Germantown
- Group 2 (HRS Scores 58.41—55.97, except for state top priority sites)

[3 PO | 04 | FL American Crecsote (Pensacola P1t) Pensacola
52. 02N Caidweit Trucking Co Fairfield
53 02 | NY GE Moreau South Glen Falls
54 - 08 | OK Tar Creek (Ottawa County) (Ottawa County)
55 07 | kS County Cherokee County
58. T O5|IN * Seymour
57 05 | OH Troy .
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58 04 | FL | Peak O Co.7Bay Drum Co Tampa
0 ; 02 | NJ Brook Industrial Park Bound Brook
[} EER— 05 | Mt American Anodco, inc. lonia
- T ——— 10 | WA Frontier Hard Chrome, inc. vancouver
63 o5 {wt Janesville Oid Landfilt Janesviile
64 05 | mi Nothemaire Plating Cadillac
65, 04 | SC Kalama Speciality Beaufort
68 04 )SC independent Nail Co ) Beaufort
14 osiwm Janesvile Ash Beds Janesville
-] 04 iR - Davie Landfil Davie
69 05 | OM Miami County incinerator. Troy
70 10 | WA General Electric (Spokane Shop) Spokane
" - 04 { FL Gold Coast Ol Corp . Miami
72 "09 | AZ -~ | Tucson intemational Airport Area Tucson
73 05 |IN Intemational Minerals (E. Ptant) Terre Haute
74 05 |wW1 Wheeler La Praine Township
75 09 |CA Operating Incustries, inc. Lnadff Monterey Park
76 02 | NY Wide Beach Deveiopment. Brant
n” 08 | CA fron Mountain Mina. Reading
78 02 NS Sciemific Chremical Processing Canstaat
79. 05 | Mt Gratiot County Landfill® St Louis
80 ‘ 01|RI Picilio Farm*® Coventry
81 01 | MA New Bedford Site* New Bedford
[ S S— 08 | LA Oid Inger Oil Refinery® Darrow
83 . 05 | OH * Hamiiton
88. 5 08| CO Mershall Landiil® . Bouider County-
7. . ‘ sl Cutboard Marine Comp.* Waukegan -
89. — ‘ ‘01| VT | Pine Strest Canal* Burlington
90 - 08lwy West Virginia Ordnance® Point Pleasant -
91 07 | MO . : | Eiisville Site* Ellisvile
92 "08.| ND "~ | Arsenic Tricxide Site® Southeastern N
83 07 | A Aidex Comp.* Council Blutfs
94 ' oS {w N.W.-Mauthe Co., Inc.* Appieton
95. 04.[TN. North Holtywood * - .
98. 04 | KY AL Tayior (Vailey of Drums)* Brooks
97 - 09 |GU - - | Ordot Landfil® Guam
98 04 [ MS Fk d Site* Flowood
99 08 {UT | Ross Park Siudge Pit* Sait Lake City
100 07 | KS. Arkansas City Dump* Arkansas City
101 08 | CO Caiifornia Guich
102 02 | NJ Orimperio Property Hamitton Township
103 05 { MN Qakdale Oakdale
104 oSt Parsons Caskét Hardware Co. Belvidere
105 05 il A & F Material Reclaiming, Inc Greenup
108 03 |PA- Dougiassvile Disposal Douglassville
10?7 08 | MN Koppers Coke St Paul
108 01 | MA Plymouth Harbor/Cannon Eng. Comp. Plymouth
109 - 10 | 1D Bunker Hill Mining & Metallurg Smelterville
110 - 02 [ NY Hudson PCBs. Hudson River
) ) | JS-S— ‘02| NJ- | Universal Ol Products (Chem Div). East Rutherford
12 . : 09 [CA Asrojet Comp Rancho Cordova
L ] |« J—— 10 | WA Com Bay, South Tacoma Channel Tacoma
114 — ‘ 03.| PA Lanafil Grove City
) | | J——— 08 [UT Portiand Cement (¥iin Dust 2 & 3) Sait.Lake City
L § [ USSR — o1|CTr Old - ;
L | ) QSSSSSSU——— - "0 | NY Syoeset Landfill Oyster Bay
e s 02 { Ny .. | Ciruitron Comp East Farmingdale
) | [ S — . 09| A2 Ningteanith Avanue Landfill Phoenix
120 10 | OR Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
121 10 | WA Midwary Landfil ... Kent .
122 02 | NY ° - | Sinclair Refinery Waellsville
123 04 | AL Mowbray Engineering Co. Greenville
L 1 —— 05 | Ml Landfill Green Oak Township
125 e 04 |FL Miami Drum Services Miami
L 1. . JE—— 02 NJ Reich Farms Pteasant Plains
127 10{ 1D Union Pacific Railroad Co. Pocatelio
128 02| NJ South Brunswick Landfi South Brunswick
129 03| PA Raymark Hatporo
130 04 | AL Ciba-Geigy Corp. (Mcintosh Plant) Mcintosh
131 -04 | FL Kassauf-Kimerting Ba Tampa .
132 as |IL Wauconda Sand & Gravel Wauconda
133 /Oy"Ml Bofors Nobel, iInc. Muskegon
134 Z08 | TX | Baiey Waste Disposal Bridge City
138 . 01| NM Ottati & Goss/Kingston Steel Drum. Kingston
138 0S| Mt ; Daiton Townshp
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137 ! os|m inc IS Muskegon
138 - 08| CA Brown & Bryant, Inc.(Arvin-Plant) Avin -
139 . 03 |VA Co. Newtown
140 . - 0N NL Industries Perdricktown
7 ) S — 05 | MN St. Regis Paper Co. Cass Lake
142 04 | NG Aberdeon Pesticide Dumps Aberdeen
L 7 - O E— 42 m Fa Brothers Landfiil Woodford
144 o ingrrood Mines/Landfill Ringwood h
145 04 | FL Whitehouse Of Pits wnnmeomg
148 04 | GA Hercules 008 Landfié Brunswick
147 02 | WY Joes Saritaton Hyde Park
148 .05 | M Velsicol Chemical (Michigan) St Louis
149 05.1.0H . Deerfieid T
150 02 | NY Love Canal - Niagara Falls
Group 4 (HRS Scores 52.15—40.00)
L |3 OO — 03 Coker's Sanitation Service Lndfis. ; Kent County
152 ceurrecssmssrsssnsossssressassy 05 | MI Rockwell Intemational (Aflegan) Allegan
153 oiimenscsssrsanorsrsssnsisased] 05 | MN Pine Bend Sanitary Landfill Dakota County
154 ..coomereorosmermsancromorsarorne o7 | & Lawrence Todiz Farm Comanche
I 155 1 coeeesssssssvesecssssssossrmin] 05 | IN Fishar-Calo LePorte
: 156 " 04 | FL Pioneer Sand Co Warrington
|7 (S S—— 05 [ MI Springfield Township Bump Davigburg
158 . 03 | PA Hramica Landfift Buffalo Township
L |1 JOO—— 04 | NC Martin-Manetta, Sodyeco, Inc Chariotte
; 160 ‘ 03 | PA Co Heillertown
X 161 .04 | A Zeliwood Ground Water Contamin Zeliwood
162 05 Packaging Corp. of America Fier City
163 o5 |'wt- Landne Muskego
184 10]10 Kerr-McGes Chemical (Soda Springs) Soda Springs
. 185. 02 INY - | Hooker (S Area) Nisgara Faiis
: 168 - O3 |PA - Hamison Township
i 167 - - 08]1CO - | Central City-Ciear Creek -q idaho Springs
! 168 .ccoverermnne 02N Ventron/Veisicol . Wood Ridge Borough
b [} J—— 04| L Taylor Road Landfill . Setfner
170.. o1 |Rl Waesten Sand & Gravel Bumiliviile
171 - 02 | N¥Y Rosen Brothers Scrap Yard/Dump — Cortiand
| ) 7 J - 04 | SC Koppers Co inc (Florence Planf) Florence
173.. 02 | NJ Maywood Chemical Co Maywood/Rochelie Park
174 02N Nascolite Corp Miltville
) ) £ JOUUU————— 05 | OH industrial Excess Landfi Uniontown
‘ 178 08 | OK Criner Criner
1”7 o5 i M Ross Township Dump. Rose Township
178.....__._......‘__._T 0S | MN Waste Disposal Engineering Andover
' 179 .. 1 02 | NY Liberty industrial Finishing Farmi
.180 02| NJ Kin-Buc Landfit Edison Township
| } [PR—— 05 1IN - Wasts, inc., Landfill 4 Michigan City
! 182 : | 05 | OH Bowers Landfill.... Circleviile
183 08 | T™X Brio Refining, inc Friendswood
184 02N Cibe-Geigy Cormp. Toms River
185 os|mM Butterworth #2 Landfil Grand Rapids
! 188 02N American Cynamid Co Bound Brook
| [ 1 S — 03] PA HelLova Landfit North Whitehal! Townshig
188 0N Ewan Property . Shamong Township
189 . 02 | NY Batavia Landfill... — Batavia
190 P 05 |iL Woodstock ipal Landfill Woodstock
L [ ) [SOO W— 05 | MN Boise Cascade/Onan/Medtronics.
192 . 01 |Rt Landfil & Resource Recovery North Smithfield
- 193 O3] PA | Butier Mine Tunnel = Pittston
. 194 o4 FL Northwest 58th Street Landfill Hialeah
195 02N Defiiah Road Egg Harbor Township
198 . 03| PA Mill Creek 4
L §: 7 JOO— 02| NJ Glen Ridge Radium Site Gilen Ri
198. : 02| NJ Montciair/West Orange Radium Site Montciair/W Orange
199 o1|CT Precision Plating Corp Vemon
200 04 | FL Sixty-Second Street Dump Tampa
Group 5 (HRS Scores 49.09 - 48.77)
201 o5 :IMT G&H Landfill 7 Utica
202 01 ; i Bennington
203 04 | NC Celanese (Sheiby Fiber Operations) Sheiby
204. 02N Meota tec/ Frankiin Borough
205 o5 |w Schmatz Dump. . = Harrison
208 05 | Mt Motor inc. . Lansing -
207 08 |CA Southem Caiif Edison (Visafia) Visakis . =~
208 02N Lang Property. 2 ‘ownship
209 08 | TX Stewco, inc. = Waskom
210 021N Sharkey Landfill Parsippany/Troy His
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09 |CA | Seima Tresting Co.
08 | LA Cleve Reber ._
05| Veisicol Chemical (liincis)
07 | MO Wheeiing Disposal Service Co. Lf
05 | Ml Tar Lake.
02 | NY Johnstown City Landfil
04 | NC NC State U (Lot 86, Farm Unit #1)
08 | CO Lowry Landfill
05 | MN MacGillis & Gibbs/Bell Lumber
03 | PA MHunterstown Road.
03 | MD Woodiawn County Landfill
os{w Hechianovich Sanitary Landfill
07| IA Mid-America Tanning Co.
07 | NE Lindsay Co.
02N Combe Fill North Landfil
01 | MA Re-Solve, Inc.........
02N Goose Farm
04 | TN Vetisicol Chem (Hardeman County)
02 | NY York Oil Co.
04 | FL Sapp Battery Salvage
04 | SC Wamchem, inc.
Q2 NJ -] Chemical Leaman Tank Lines, Inc.
Q5 t Wit Master Disposal Service Landfill
07 | KS Doepke Disposal (Holliday) Jonhnson County
02| NJ Florence Land Recontouring Lndfil Florence Township .
01 Rl Davis Liquid Waste Smithfieid
01 | MA tLndfi T h
C 02N King of Prussia Winsiow Township
-0 | VA Chisman Creek.... York County
05 | OH | Nease Chemical... Selem
08| CO Eagie Mine. Mintum/Redcliff
02 NJ | Chemical . . Elizabeth
A 7 041 NC - | Charies Macon Lagoon & Drum Stor. - Cordova -
05 | OH Alfied Chemical & lronton Coke. ironton
" 05 | Mi Verona Well Field Battie Creek .
07 { MO | Lea Chemical i
01{CT Beacon Heights Landfill Beacon Falls
04 | AL Stauffer Chem (Cold Creek Plant) Bucks
05 | MN Burlington Northem (Brainerd) Brainerd/Baxter.
Group 8 (HRS Scores 48.72—44.87)
251 05 | MI -| Torch Lake Houghton County
252 0t | Rt Central Landfil Johnston
253 03 | PA Maivern TCE - Maivem
254 s 02 | NY Facet Enterprises, inc. Elmira
255 corceeemssrrnivsssenss] -03 | OE Delaware Sand & Gravel Landfi New Castie County
256 03 | PA - | Tonolti Comp. : Nesquehoning
257 T 04 | NC National Starch & Chemical Corp. Salisbury
258 03|PA - MW Vailey Township
259 ‘ 03 ] VA C & R Battery Co,, Inc. Chesterfieid County
260 - 04 | TN Murray-Ohio Lawrenceburg
261 _O5|IN Envirochem Corp. Zionsville -
262 05 |IN MIDCO t Gary
- 2683 05 | OH | Ormet Comp. Hannibal
264.. 05 | OH | South Point Plant South Point
265 o1 |CT Gatiup’s Quarnty - Planfieid
268...... 03 | PA Whitmoyer Jackson Township
267 04 | FL Coleman-Evans Wood Preserving Co. Whitehouse
268 ] 02 [ NJ Dayco Corp./LE. Carpenter Co. Wharton Borough
269......... . 03 | PA Shriver's Comer Straban Township
270 oo ceeeesssnsesrsensaine 03 | PA Domey Road Landfil Upper Macungie
T -
an 03 | PA Berks Landfill Spring Township
-1 £ S — 05]IN Northside Sanitary Landfifl, inc. Zionsville
273. . ‘ 05 [ iL interstate Pollution Control, inc. Rocktord
274 09 | CA. Pacific Coast Pipe Lines Fillmore
275 S— 02| NJ Global Sanitary Landfill - Oid Bndge Township
b3 [ JS— 04 | FL Florida Steel Corp. Indiantown
1 g A USOUS— 03 | PA Occidental Chem/Firestone Tire Lower Pottsgrove
T !
278 ..... 03 | VA Cuipeper Wood Preservers, inc. Culpeper
279 ‘ 05 | IL Paget's Pit Rocktord”
280 . ‘ 05 | MN University Minn Rosemount Res Cen Rosemount
-1 ) [FSO— © 05 | MN Froeway Sanitary Landfill Bumsville
282.. : D 05 (W Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill Tomah
283 . 09| AZ Litchfield Airport Area oLk Goodyear/A
284 09 {CA Ficestone Tire (Salinas Plant) . Salinas
285 021 NJ Spence Farm, Pumstead Township
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206 . 08 | AR - Mid-South Wood Products. | Mena
87 04 | M8 Newsom. Brothers/Old Reichhold Columbia
288 09 | CA Atias Asbestos Mine Fresno County
288 09 | CA Coalinga Asbestos Mine i
290 04 | FL Brown Wood Preserving Live Oak
291 ‘ 02 | NY Port Washington Landfit Port Washington
292 - 05 | IN Columbus Oid Municipal Lndfil #1
28 02 | NJ Combe Fill South Landfill Chester Township
204 . 02N JIS Landfil Jamesburg/S. Bmswek
205. 23 I NY Tronic Plating Co., Inc. Farmingdale
296 03 | PA Centre County Kepone State College Boro
297 04 | FL Agrico Chemical Co.
298 03 {OH Fieids Brook Ashtabula
299 gticr Solvents Recovery Service New Eng Southington
300 08 | CO. Woodbury Chemical Commerce City
Group 7 (HRS Scores 44.86-42.53)
02| NJ Waldick Aerospace Devices, inc. Wall Township
01 | MA Hocomonco Pond Westhorough
04 | KY Distier Brickyard West Point -
02 | NY Ramapo Landfil Ramapo
09 | CA Coast Wood Preserving Ukiah
08 | CA South Say Asbesins Area Alviso
02 | NY Mercury Refining, ing. Colonie
04 | FL i Soldesiasy Tarmina! Fort Lauderdale
02 | NY Olean Weil Field Olean
] 00| CA Fairchild Semiconduct (S San joese) South San Jose
. - 05 | MN Jostyn Manutacturing & Supply co. Brookiyn Center
[OSSESS J—— b 03 { PA . | York County Soiid Wasw/Refuse L! " Hopewesil Township
B3 ] 08w Spickier Landfit...... Spencer -
314 e ] 7 081CO 1 Denver Radium Sie Dernver
s . 02 i NY Tr-Cites Barvel Co., Inc. Port Crane
16 e eeecerecnsessonnend 03 {PA Route 940 Drum Dump Pocono Summit
317 ceereeaceemeessnesesssasonsend 04 | FL Tower Chemicai Cu. Clermont
f<} | OIS 01| VT Dariing Hill Dump Lyndon
318 03 | PA C&D Recycling Foster Township
- 320 07 | MO Syntex Facility .... Verona
321 08 | MT Milltown Reservoir Sediments. Militown
322 05 | MN Arrowhead Refinery Co. Hermantown
323 10 | OR Martin-Marietta Aluminum Co. The Dalles
324 08 | CO Uravan Uranium (Union Carbide) Uravan
325 02 | N Pijak Farm. Plumstead Township
326 02N Syncon Resins . South Kearny
327 05 | MN Oak Grove Sanitary Landfill Oak Grove Township
328 09| CA Liquid Goid Oil Corp. Richmond
k< .- T 09 | CA Purity Oil Sales, Inc. Malaga .
k<011 NP, © 01 I NM Tinkham Garage Londonderry
331 4R - Aipha Chemical Corp. Galloway
332 i 02 ¢ NJ . 8og Creek Farm Howetl Township
< << TSI C QT | ME Seco Tannery Waste Pits Saco )
334 03 | PA | River Road L1/Waste Mngmnt, Inc. f -
335 02| PR ' Frontera Creek Rio Abajo
3368 04| R Pickettvilie Roed Landfil - Jacksonville
337 05 | O+ Alsco Ansconda o~ Gnadenhutten
- 338 01 | MA “Iron Horse Park y Billerica
f< < - S g 03 | PA Paimerton Zinc Pile hs Paimerton
L V7, S 1 0O5|IN Neal's Landfll (Bloomington) Bloomington
f< £ ) JNUSISSS— osiwt Kohiar Co. Landfill Kohier
[ 70 2R o4 § AL interstate Lead Co. (ILCO) Leeds .
343. - 04 | FL Standard Auto Bumper Com. Hialean
k< 77 JUOU— 07 | KS Hydro-Flex inc. Topeka
<7 1 J 09 | AZ Hassayampa Landfil Hassayampa
348 08 | LA Guif Coast Vacuum Services Abbeville
347 05 | 1L Tri-County Li/Waste Mgmt Riinois South Elgin
348. - 01 | MA Silresim Chemical Lowell
349.. 01 | MA Wells G&H Wobum
850 ..o rrssmcnsnssnad “01|CT Nutmeg Valiey Road Wolcott
Group 8 (HRS Scores 42.69-41.92
cvessesesen o2 N | Chemsaol, inc. Piscataway
05 (Wt . | Lauer | Sanitary Landfill Menomonee Falls
- 05 | Mi Petoskey Murnicipal Well Fieid Petoskey
. ~, 05 | MN Union.Scrap iron & Metal Co.. Minneapotis
. NJ - Radiation Technology, Inc. - Rockaway Township
% N Fakr Lawn Well Fieid Fair Lawn
05]IN Main Street Well Field Eikhart
" 05 | MN . .. | Lehiller/Mankato Site Lehillier/Mankato
. 10 { WA Lakewood Site Lakewood
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360 3 . G3|PA Inchsstviel Lane. Wiikams Township
. 381 ] 06 [ IN .. | Fort Wayne Reduction Dump. Fort Wayne
382 0siwe Onalasha Municipal Landfill Onalaska
363 o3| PA ALW. Frank/Mid-County Mustang Exton
364 5wt National Presto Industries, inc. Eau Claire
366 02 | NJ Monroe Township Landfilt Monroe Townsnip
388 03 | PA Commodore Semiconductor Group. Lower Providence
. Township
367 oz L NS Rockawsy Borough Well Fieid Rockaway Township
368 [ 3% Laz Qil Service, Inc. Lemont
369 05} IN. Wayne Wasto OF Columbia City
37 . 03 { MO Mid-Allantic Wood Preservers, inc. Harmans
k123 o3 | PA Novak Sanitary Landfié South Whitohatt
. : Township
[ 7, JO—— R .10 |10 . Pacific Hide & Fur Recyciing Co. . Pocateflo
3. 07| IA Des Moines TCE Des Moines
< 7 £ YOO 02 NJ Beachwood/Berkeley Weils Berkiey Township
fc 7 - SO | 02 | NJ South Jersey Clothing Co. Minotoia
376 ceeslirreson smonsronrmmns e -02 j NY Vestal Water Supply Weil -2 Vestal
f< 7 27 OO S——— 02 | PR Vega Alta Putiac Suppiy Wells Vega Alta
). J— e remsssesommmenner] G5 [ i Southeast Rockford Gmnd Wy Con Rockford
kY - JON—— 05 | IN t Galon Myars Dump/Drum Saivage Oscecla
KT+ S 05 | Mi Sturgis Municipal Weits Sturgis
-} O 05} M Barrels, Inc. Lansing
382 . 1 - 05 ) M b County Landfill Lake Elmo
388 ) 08} TX . Odessa Chromium #1 Odessa
384 ' | . . O8}TX  }Odessa Chromium #2 (Andrews Howy) Odessa
385 28 - QP - Inc. Cadar Rapids
308 ; ] .. G7 INE .- { Hestings Ground Wates Contamin.
387 i a0 | AZ - . } inclan Bend Wash Aree. Scottsdale/Tmpe/Phnx
K PRSI - 08§ CA- Sen Gebsiel Vailey (Arse 1),
[c1: 1 O { o0 | CA San Fermnendo Yailey (Area 1} Los Angeles
Fc 1+ | U | 09 | CA San Fermnando Vailey (Area 2) Los Angeles/Glengdale
392 .o | 08 ;| CA San Femando Valiey (Area 3) Giendale :
393 09 |CA TH Agwuo&N\mnonCo Fresno
394 10 | WA Com Bay, Neasr Shore/Tide Flats Piarce County
395 o5 LaSalle Electric Utilities LaSalle
396 .. S| Cross Brothers Pail (Pembroke) Pembroke Townsnm
397 ! 04 | NC Jadco-Hughes Facility Baimont
398 { Q5 | IN Southside Sanitary Landfil Indianapoiis
398 ] 02 [ NJ - | Monitor Devices/ intercircuits Inc. Wall Township
400 ] . OV VT BF Sanitary Landfill (Rockingham) Rockingham
momsmnmm
401 02 | PR Upjohn Fecility.... Barceloneta
402 04 | NC. KoppuaCo. m(uamhpm Morrisvitle
403 09} CA - - Fullerton
404 -63.} PA mﬁoad - Upper Merion Township.
405 - 2|NY mwmwm ek Hicksvitle
406 s - 10 WA - | Colbert Landfill Coldert -
407 08 LA mawm Scotiandville
408 02 | NY - - | Applied Environmental Services Glenwood Landing
409 02} PR Barceioneta Landfil Florida Afuera
3 [ JPS———. | - 91 | NH Tiobets Roed Barington
A1) i eenetrceeeeed] 03 | MD - | Sand, Graveil & Stone Eikton
Y | SE— 03 | PA Deita Quarries/Stotier Landfill Antis/Logan Townships
3 £ NS —— 01 CT Revere Textile Prints Corp Sterting
L 7 WSSO | 05 i Spartan Chemical Co Wyoming
T JU— 021N Roebiing Steel Co Florence
7'} | JSSI—— 04 | GA T.H. Agricul. & Nutri. (Albery) Albary
7 1 U S— 04t TN Amnicola Chattancoga
P} 1 S —— 02 | NJ Vineland State School Vineland -
'Y J— 09 | AZ Motorole, Inc. (52nd Street Plant) Phoenix
421 01 | MA' . | Groveland Groveland
VL. S 02 | NY General Motors (Cent Foundry Div.) Massena
423. - 01 [ NH Mottolo Pig Farm Raymond
424 03 VA i County Landfit... Buckingham
425 04 | SC SCRD{ Dbdana s Cayce
426 05 | M Roto-Fnish Co., Inc. Kalamazoo
- 427 08 | MN Oimsted County Senitary Landfill ©Oronoco
428 " 07 { MO - Quality Plating Sikeston
| 429 05 1IN Prestolite Battery Division Vincennes
430 07 | MO Fulbright Landfil Springfield
431 02N Wiliams Property Swainton
432 0N Renora, Inc Edison Township
433, 04 t NC FCX, Inc. (Washingon Ptant) Washington
434 o3 | PA Jacks Creek/Sitkin Smelting & Ret. Maittand
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' NPLRank - EPA Reg State Site Name Clty/County
438 ’ 08 i NM - | Cleveland Mill Siver City
436 QRN Derzer & Schafer X-Ray Co Bayville
437 02N Hercuies, inc. (Gibbstown Plant) Gibbstown
438 05 |IN - Ninth Averwe Dump - Gary
439 03 | MD Bush Valley Landfill....... Abingdon
440 ... 04 | SC Goiden Strip Septic Tank Service Simpsonville
441 08 | TX Texarkana Wood Preserving Co Texarkans
442 Qe |\ AR Pit Edmondson
443 04 | FL Petroieum Products Corp Pembroke Park
4“4 ‘01 | RS Potarson/Puritan, inc Lincoin/Cumberiand
445 87 [ MO Tivves Baach Site Times Beach
449, o5 | ™ Wash King Laundry Pleasant Planes
- Township
“7 05 | MN Whittaker Corp Minneapolis
448 05w Algoma Municipal Landfil Algoma
449 08 | MN NL industries/T Goiden St. Louis Park
450 08 | CA Westinghouse Elec (Sunnyvale Pit) Sunnyvaie
Group 10 (HRS Scores 39.92-38.10)
451 o |CT Kellogg-Deering Well Field Norwalk
452 03 | PA Boarhead Farms ’ Bridgeton Township
453 01 | MA Cannon Engineering Corp. (CEC) Bridgewater
454 05| M H. Brown Co., Inc . Grand Rapids
485 02 | NY Nepera Chemical Co., inc | Maybrook
458 02 | NY . Niagara County Refuse. Wheatfieid
457 . O41FL | Sherwood Medical industries Deland
488 . O | AL Olin Corp. (Mcintosh Plant) . Mcintosh
450 06 | M Southwest Ottawa County Landilt Park Township
480 . G2 NY Kentucky Avenue Well Fleid Horseheads
481 "02.[NY & Chemicals, iInc. Hempatead
482 08! TX - | Sol Lynn/industrial Transformers Houston
483 02N Dump. . Millington
464 04 | KY Lee’s Lane Landfill Louisville
485 08 | AR Frit Industries Wainut Ridge
488 05 0OH - | Fultz Lanafil Jackson Township
487 04 | NC New Hanover Cnty Airport Bum Pit Wilmington
488 05 | OH Coshocton Frankiin Township
469 703 | PA AMP, Inc. (Glen Rock Facility) Glen Rock
470 04 | NC J ics/Channel Master Oxtord
an 04| TN Asiington Blending & Packaging Adington
472 08 | LA PAB Qi & Chemical Service, Inc. Abbeviile
- 473 04| FL Sydney Mine Skudge Ponds Srandon
474 08 | NM Cimarron Mining Corp Carrizozo
478 0t | Ri Davis (GSR) Landfil Giocest
478 03 | PA Lord-Shope Landfil Girard Township
aT7 10 | WA FMC Corp. (Yakima Pit) Yakima
478 . 05w Northemn Engraving Co Sparta
08 | TX South Cavaicade Street Houston
011 MA PSC Resources. Paimer
05 | M- Forest Wasts Products -Otisville
031 PA "| Drake Chemical. on Lock Haven
01 | NH Keersarge
04 18C Paimetto Wood Preserving.
‘ sl Petarsen Sand & Gravel
F— o8| M Clare Water Supply
03 | PA Havertown PCP
[— 03 | DE New Castie Spill .
07 | MO St Louls Airport/HIS/Fut Costings
08 | MT idaho Pole Co -
03 | DE
os]IN
s/
05| m
05 | M
05 | MN
01 | RI
02N
o5 (1L
04 | KY

Chem Central
Novaco Industries
Windom Dumg : Windom
—evesemsmesssressssmsssssvesnoss Rose Hill Regional Landfit South Kingstown
Jackson Township Landfill Jackson Township
NL Industries/Taracorp Lead Smeit Granite City
Red. Penn Sanitation Co. Landfill P Valley
Group 11 (HRS Scores 38.10—36.73)
501 o5 | Mt K&L Avenue Landfill . Oshtero Township
802 05 | OH TRW, Inc. (Minerva Plant) Minerva
503 10 | WA Kaiser Aluminum Mead W / Mead
504 01jCT Barkhamsted-New Landfil ..., Barkhamsted
505 05 [MN | Perham Arsenic Si - Perham
508 os| M . Charlevoix Municipal Well Charlevox
507 _ 0RIN !
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08 . 02 “m - | Rocky Hit well Rocky Hil Barough
508 ‘ 02N Cinnaminson Ground Water Contamin Coneminson Township
21" P ez [ NY Grewster Wedl Fieid : Putiam County
- L S | g gx \Bf:swuwm&mwu1-1 - Vestal
.3 F SN Ground Water Contamination
13 o4{FL | Chemtorm, inc. ' s oo
] U SO—— 04 | FL Wilson ot Florida, inc. Pompano Beach
[ 1. JU— 04 | NC Bypass 601 Ground Water Contamin Concord
-3 - JUE—— 04 | OC County Landfill Area Cayce
[} ) —— 07 { MO Solid State Clrouith, Ing.
1] S—— | 07 | NE Waverly Ground Water Contarmin W
L] |- — 08 [ UT Utah Power8Light/American Sarrel Sait Lake City
521 10 { WA Hidden Vallgy Lndfl (Thun Fiek) Piarce County
[ J— 10 [ WA Yakima Plating Co. Y,
[V - 05 | MN Nutting Truck & Caster Co. Faribauit
[ 7 S 02 | NJ U.S. Radium Corp Orange
525 0S | Mi Carter incustrials, Inc. Detrowt
526 06} TX Acid pit Highlarcs
s27 03 | PA Resin Disposad Jefferson Borowgh
52B .oreencrarcesssasmsomammmenees] 08 | MT Libby Ground Water Contamination Libby
529 04 | KY Newport Dump Ngwpcn
o 531 01 | NH Savage Municipal Water Supply Mitford
i - J— 05 | MN LaGrand Sanitary Landfitt LaGrand Township
533 . 05 | IN Poer Farm Hancock County
L 7 S B 03 | PA Brown’s- Battery Breaking Six X e
: 538 R 02 | NY instruments, inc. . Deor Park
: 538 - .08t m Hedblum Industies.... . Oscoda
87— ] . 08iTX Creosoting Co. Coreos
538 .. “02 Ny | Byron Barel & Drum Bryron
[ J— T 08 [ wy Baoxter/Union Pacific Tie Treating Laramia
; 77 JUU—— 0Z {NY Anchor Hicksville -
| [ 73 J— o5 | M Waste Management-Mich (Hotland) Holiand
b 842 ... 08 { TX North Cavaicade Street Houston
[-7 7 S — | 01 | NH Dover Municipal Lancfill. Cover
545 02 NY . Ludiow Sand & Gravel Clayville
7T J— 03 | VA Saunders Supply Co Chuckatuck
547 osiw - City Disposal Corp. Landfil Dunn
548 02| NJ Tabarnacie Drum Dump...... Tabernacie Township
. 549 " 07| MO Minker/ Stout/ Romaine Creek imperial
; 8§50 04 | XY Howe Valley Landfilt - : Howe Valley
b -
A Group 12 (HRS Scores 38.72—35.57)
b 551 ooreoeemerermmsaaemeee} 01 [CT ~ [ Yaworski Wasts Lagoon Cantarbury
: 552 03 I wWv Leetown Pesticide Leetown
. 553 1 04 | SC Rochester Property Travelers Rest
L7 J———— . O4|FL | Cabot/Koppers Gainesville
585 : . 02 {NJ T [ Evor Phitlios Leasing Otd Bridge Township
, 558 03| PA Wiiam Oick: Lagoons. - West Cain Township
i 557 05| IN Douglass Road/Uniroysi, inc., Lf i Mishawaka
558 03 | PA Lackawanna Refuse OK Forge Borough
: 558 08 |OK Compass Industries (Avery Drive) Tulsa
it 560 02{NJ Mannheim Avenue Dump Galioway Townghip
L) — OS5 |IN Neal's Dump (Spencer)..... Spencer
582 ‘ 02 | NY Fulton Terminals Fuiton
L7 < YU 08 | LA  _| Dutchtown Treatment Plant Ascension Pasigh
584 03 |PA Waestinghouse Elevstor Co. Plant Gettysburgh
- 565 © 01 [ NH Auburm Road Landfil Londondery
568 03 | wv Fike Inc. . Nitro
567 ‘ 05 | MN General Milis/Henkel Corp. ; Minneapols
L7 S | o4 TN Charcoal Plant Wrigley
589 05 | OH Laskin/Popiar O Co. Jetterson Townahip
570 05 | OH Old Mt Rock Creek
-7 5 [ 07 { KS Johns' Studge Pond Wichita
572 05 [w City Landfil Stoughton
573 09 {CA Del Norte Pesticide Storage. Crescont City
574 o1 {vT Transitor Electronics, inc. Bennington
[y /- P 02 | NJ De Rewal Chemical Co. Kingwood Township
576 ) o3 | PA Middletown Air Fiald Middietown
577 ‘ 02 lNd . | Swope Ot & Chemical Co. Pennsavken
578 ] _ 04 | GA | Monsanto Corp. (Augusta Plant) Augusta
[.72: YO | 01 | NH South Municipal Water Supply Welt
530 ‘ o1 [ ME Landfif Winthrop
7.} [ ——— 0wy Works Disposal Areas Morgantown
7.1 J—— 05 { OH Well Fold Zanesvile
583 1 02 ] NY Well Fieid Village of Suttemn
584 el 02 | NY Endicott Village Well Fieid Vitage ol Encicott

'
]
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NPL Rank EPA Reg State | . : L Site Name Chy/County
588 : ‘ 03 | DE - | Dover Gas Light Co. — Dover
[ . . J— 03 |PA | Aladdin Pisting Scott Township
587 03 | PA North Penn—Asea 1 Souderton
588 03 | PA North Penn—Area 7. North Wales
589 03 | PA North Penn—Asea 6 Lanadale
580 . 03 | PA North Pann--Ares 2 Hatfield
59 ] 03 PA North Penn—Area § Montgomery Township
L] 7 S 04 | FL Harris Corp. (Paim Bay Plant) Paim Bay
593 . ‘ 05 | MN Kummer Sanitary Landfill Bemidii
594 05 | OH Sanitary Landfil Co. (IWD) Dayton
598 05 | wt Eau Claire Municipal Well Fieid Eay Claire .
596 08 | NM Pagano SaNage. Los Lunas
597 07 | MO Valley Park TCE Vatiey Park
598 08 | CA San Femando Vailey (Area 4) Los Angeles
599 09 | CA Monoiithic Memories. Sunnyvaie
600 09 { CA National Semiconductor Comp. e ereeionte voes v Senta Ciara

- Group 13 (HRS Scores 35.57 - 34.60)

601 ..corrremnaa. | 09 | CA Fresno Municipal Sanitary Lngfll Fresno
[0 S — N 09 | CA Newmark Ground Water Contamin San Bemarcino
603 ........ | 04 | GA Powersville Site. Peach County
604 05 | Mi Grand Traverse Overall Supply Co Grettickville

. 605 05 | Mi Metamora Lancifil Metamora
606 .. 05 | MI Whitehali Municipal Wells Whitehail
607 o] 03 | OE Standard Chiorine of Delaware, inc Delaware City
608 .05 | MN South Andover Site Andover
609 02N Diamond Alkali Co Newark
) JE—— .. 05 IN . | Carter Lee Lumber Co Indianapoiis
(1} RO 01 | NH Fletcher's Paint Works & Storage. Miford
[} [ JS S 03 ] VA Avisx Fbers, inc. Front Royel
613 . . 05 | Mi .| Kentwood Lancfil Kentwood
[ 3 7 J—— 05| M Buchanan -

- | | P — 09 | CA Jasco Chemical =, Mountain View
616 . | 02 | NY Katonah Municipal Wetl Town of Bedford
617 09 | CA Teledyne Semiconductor Mountain View
[} 1: JOOOS OO — 02| PR Fibers Public Supply Wells Jobos
1 R —— 03 | VA Dixie Caverns County Landfill Salem
620 1 05 |IN - Marion (Bragg) Dump. Marion
621 05 | OH Pristine, inc. Reading
622 o 05wt Mid-State Disposal, inc. Landfill Cleveland Township
623 04 | TN American Creosote (Jackson Plant) Jackson
824 08 { CO. Broderick Wood Products. Derwer
825 Q2 | NY C & J Disposal Leasing Co. Cump Harmifton
628 05 | OH Buckeye Reciamation St Clairsville
627 02 [ NY | Pretemed Plating Corp Farmingdate
628 08 | TX inc Grand Prairie
629 08 | UT Monticello Rad Contamninated Props Monticelio
630 ‘ 02 I NJ- Woodland Routs 532 Dumgp. = Woodland Township
631 . 0S5 {IN . American Chemical Service, Inc. Gritfith
[~ - JO— | - 01| MA Salem Acres. - Salem
633 ... ‘ 02 | NY | Richardson Hill Road Lncfil/Pond. Sidney Canter
834 01 | VT | Oud Springfield Landfil i
635 03 | PA Bell Landfill Terry Township
636 02 | NY Solvent Savers. j
637 03 | VA U.S. Titanium Piney River
638 o5t Co
[~ - O S— 09 |CA J.H. Baxter & Co Weed
640 " 02| NY Hooker (Hyde Park). Niagara Falis
o) RSN 05 | Mt SCA Indapendent Landfill Muskegon Heights
842 02 | NY Action Anodizing, Plating Polish Copiague
643 08 | CA MGM Brakes Cioverdale
644 08 L LA Bayou Sorrel Site. Bayou Sorrel
845 05 | Mi Dueil & Gardner Landfill Daiton Township
648 10 | WA Mica Landfill Mica -
847 02| NJ Ellis Property Evesham Township
648 - 04 | KY Distier Farm Jefferson County
649 h 09 | CA Waste Disposal, inc. Santa Fe Springs
- 10 | WA Harbor Island (Lead)

’ Group 14 (HRS Scores 34.58 - 33.76)
851 o5|w Lemberger Transport & Recycling Franklin Township
652 ... 05 | OH E.H. Schilling Landfill Hamilton Township
853 05| Ml Clift/Dow Dump Marquetie
654 02:{ NY Clothier Disposal Town of Granby
655 03 | PA Ambier Asbestos Plles Amblas
658 10 | WA Queen City Farms. Mapie Vallgy
657 02| NJ Curcio Scrap Metal, inc Saddle Brook Township
658 031 VA LA Clarke & Son Spotsyivania County
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659 - 08wt Scrap Processing Co. inc ; -d Medford hﬁ'
680 03.{ MD Southern Maryland Wood Treating J Hotlywood
68t .06 | 1L tiada Energy Co : East Cape Girardeau
682 05w Sauk County Landfiil Excelsior
663 08 | NM Homestake Mining Co Milan
664 08 | TX Dide Ol Processors, Inc. Friendswood
665 09 [ CA Beckman Instrumernts (Porterville) Porterville
668 o4 | FL Dubose Oil Products Co Cantonment
867 05 | mi Mason County Landfitt Pere Marquette
T J
668 05 | Ml Rose Center
689 07 ]IA Red Oak City Landfil Red Oak
670 05 | N Lakeiand Disposal Service, Inc. Claypooi
71 02| N Hopkins Farm Ptumstead Township
72 04 | NC Cape Fear Wood Preserving Fayetteville
&73 01 | Rt Stamina Mills, inc North Smithfieid
674 os|wm Landfil, Inc Whitelaw
675 05| IN Reilly Tar (Incianapolis Plant) indianapolis
676 .. 01 | ME Pinette’s Saivage Yard Washbum
[ y g o—— 1 01{CT Qurharm Meadows Durnam
-7/ JO————— 05 | MI Kysor indiustrial Corp Cadillac
679 ‘ 09 i CA Lorenu;BamNDrumm San Jose
! 680 02| NJ Wilson Farm Plumstead Townshi
681 02 | NY Conklin Dumps Conklin P
i 682 03 | PA Old City of York Landfit Seven Valleys
é 683 — 03 | PA Modemn Sanitation o Lower Windsor Township
: €84 08 L Byron Saivage Yard . Byron -
] . B Kessier of Prussia
(14 . Q7.1 MO . | Kem-Pest Laborstories g':.m
88 02N Imperial Oi-Champion Chemicals. Morganville
689 CL0RIN Cosden Chemical Coatings Corp Beverty
- 600 .08 | MN_ " | St Augusta San Lnofi/Engen Dump. St Augusta Township
. 691 021 NJ Myers Property Frankiin Township
as 692 021N Pepe Fieid Boonton
il. 693 04 | KY Tri-City Oisposal Co Shepherdsville
654 . 10 [ WA Northwest Transformer Everson
695 02 | NY | Genzale Plating Co Frankiin Square
698 o5 | M -1 Albion-Sheridan Township Landfill Albion
687 o5 |w . Sheboygan Harbor & River Sheboygan
698 05 | Mi Qssineks Ground Water Contamin. Ossineke
699 03 | wv Foliansbee Site Follansbee
700 03 | PA . Keystone Sanitation Landfill Union township
Group 18 (HRS Scores 33.76-—32.38) -
701 04 | NC. Carolina Transformer Co Fayetteville
702 . 02 ;‘Y . | North Sea Municipal Landfit North Sea
703 03 | PA | Bendix Flight Systems Division Bridgewater Townshi
704 09 | CA | Koppers Co. Inc. (Oroville Plant) = Orovitie P
705 09 {CA. | Lousiana-Pacific Corp Orovitle
706 O3 [VA. H & H Inc., Bum PRoce F
707 05 | Ml South.Macomb Disposal (Lf § & 8A) Macomb Township
708 . 08w U.S. Aviex Howard Township
709 03 | PA Waish Landfill = _..{ Honeybrook Townshrip
710 RN Landfil & Development Co Mount Holty
[ 4 b P S—— RIN Upper Deerfield Township San Lndf Upper Deerfieid
: - - : : Township
4] T ———— 02 | NY Hertel Landfill Plattekili
f 4 1< J S —— 02 | NY Haviland Town of Hyde Park
714 , 02 | NY Maita Rocket Fuel Area Maita
- f 4 [ JSOOUU | 04 | GA Cedartown ipal Landfill Cedartown
716 . o5 | M Kent City Mobile Home Park Kent City
F 4 ) S ———— 05 | MN Adrian Municipal Well Feld Adrian
718 - ‘ 06 | NM AT & SF (Clovis) Clovis
4 1 J—— 07 | KS Stother Field industrial Park Cowiey County
720 . 07 | KS Obee Road Hutchison
{1 R —— 02 | NJ Fried industries East Bruswick Township
722 02 | NY American Thermostat Co. South Cairo
723 08 | ND Minot Landfill Minot
724 04 | TN Dump Lewisburg
725 o5 | MI McGraw Edison Corp Albion
726 02 | NY - | Goldisc Recordings, inc Holbrook
7 02 | NY Isiip Municipal Sanitary Landfill istip
728 04 | KY Calivert City
729 03 | PA Metal Banks Philadelphia
730 o5 | Yeoman Creek Landfill Waukegan
731 - 02 | NY Samey Farm Amenia
732 05 1 Mt Folkertsma Refuse Grand Rapids
733 01 [ MA
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. APPENOX B.—NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (8Y RANK), OCTOBER 1889—Connued

NP Pank. EPA Reg State ~ Sie Name . Qty/County
1 o T —— 03 | OH Van Dale Marietta
735 e o8] MT Montana Pole and- Trealing Butte
736 | . 04 | NC Geigy Chemical Comp (Aberdeen Pit) Aberdeen
737 04 | KY A Calvert City
738 .05 | Ml ic Chemicals, inc Grandville
739. | 02 | NY BioClinical Laboratories, inc Bohemia
740 . ] 02 | NY Voiney Municipal Landfill Town of Voiney
b5 [ 02 | NY FMC Corp. (Dublin Road Landfil) Town of Sheiby
742 o5 |w Tomah Fairgrounds Tomah
743..._....._._,..__._“ 01 | MA Suilivan's Ladge. New Beford
744 . ‘ 04 | KY Smith's Fern Brooks
745 10.| OR Joseph Forest Products. Joseph
748 a2 | PR Juncos Lanafll Juncos
TA7 ceerermrerersesas s 07 | KS . Big River Sand Co Wichita
748 ‘ 05| iN Bennett Stone Quarty i
749 10 { WA . Wyckot! Co./Esgle Harbor Bainbridge Island
750 02 NJ industrial Latex Corp Walfington Borough

Group 18 (HRS Scores 32.37—31.62)
£ — 04 | FL Munisport Landfift North Miami
4T — 08 | LA D.L Mudg, inc. Abbeville
753 ..... 04 1 AL Stautfer Chem {LeMoyne Plant) Axis
754 02 | NJ MAT Delisa Landfill Asbury Park
755 ... 08 | TX Crystal City Airport. Crystal City
756 04 | SC Gaeiger (C& M OB Rantoules
757 o5 iw Moss-American Coq Milwaukee
758 05 (W . | Waste Ressarch & Reclamalion Eau Claire
759 10 | OR Gould, inc Porttand
760 01 | ME Union Chemical Co., inc South Hope
761 02 | NY .Cormen Lend Vi of Narrowsburg
- J—— 00 {CA . | Monwuss Chemicsl = Torrance
763 05 | MN | St Lovie Féver S, 'St. Louis County
784 VR Auta los Cheshicalo, Wi Kalamazoo
765 .. ‘ 03 | PA Recticon/Allied Steel Corp East Coventry Township
(- - J O | 05 [ Wl Hagen Farm Stoughton
767. Z ‘ 04 | SC Carolawn, Inc Fort Lawn
768 ‘ 07 {IA Midwest Manutacturing/North Ferm Keflogg
(- J—— 03 | PA Berks Sand Pit Longswamp Township
770 ! 09| CA ;::yWoodPrmm Turtock
24 J— 03 {PA Landfill Stroudsburg
772 - 04 | FL City industries, inc Ortando
773 05 | Mt Sparta Landfil Sparta Township
774 05| W Acme Solvent Morristown ..
775 01 | NH Hofton Circle Ground Water Contam Londonderry
776 ... 02 NS Pomona Oaks Resident Wells Galloway Township
-m 02 | NY Rowe industries Ground Water Cont Noyack/Sag Harbor
778 03 1PA - Hebetka Auto Seivage Yerd Waisenberg Township
778 0s { R Hippe Road Landfi... Ouvsl County
780 05 | MN Long Prairie Ground Water Contam. Long Prairie
] 05 {MN | Waite Park Welts Waite Park
782 - ‘ 00 | CA . Applied Materieds . Santa Clara
783 | 00 | CA Intel Magnetics. Senta Clara
k¢ NS S— | o8t CA wigi Comp. (Senta Cisra #D) Senta Clara
[ JUO——— | o9 {CA Synertek, Ina. (Building ) Santa Clars
788. 4R Pepper Steat & Aloys, ine Medliey
(-7 AU | 02 { NY Hetiace Perochemicsl Ca, inc Glen Cove
k| JOS— | 0t {%E | O'‘ConnorCo ' Augusta
- YOO, | o5 |wm Oconomowoc Electropiating Co. Inc. Ashippin
¢+ JO— 05| IN Continertal Steei Corp Kokomo
4] [ —— o5 | M - Rasmusserr's Dump Green Oak Township
792 02 | NY Kenmark Textile Corp Farmingdale
193 04| - Wingate Road Munic incinerat Dump Fort Lauderdale
4: L S — 03 | PA Westline Site Waestline
795 . 04 | KY Maxey Flats Nuciear Disposal Hillsboro
796 04 | NC Benfieid industries, inc Hazewood
[4: - R — 05 | M J & L Lanafil Rochester Hills
799 R 02 | NY Ctareront Polychemical Oid Bethpage .
800 o om oo 051 0H Powetl Road Lanafitt Dayton
- Group 17 (HRS Scores 31.60-30.44)

[ 1] — 03 1 PA Croydon TCE Croydon
[+ SO — 04 { SC Mediey Farm Drum Dump Gatfney

— 04 {SC Elmore Waste Disposal Groer

PSS — 07 | 1A Vogel Paint & Wax Co Orange City
[+ JO 05 | MN. Kurt Manufacaring Co Frictley
1 J— 05 | Mt Parsons Chemical Works, Inc Grand Ledge
7. S 031PA -1 Revere Chemical Co
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NPL Rank - EPAReg | State | . : ) Stie Name L -~ : . © - Gyl

808 .08 i fonia City Landt ... lonia

809 08 | TX Koppers Co., Inc. (Texarkana Plant) - Texarkana

[ [ OO ——— 08 | CO . | Lincoin Park Canon City

811 e : 08 [ CO Mountain. Pitkin County

812 05N Waedzeb Enterprises, Inc. Lebanon

[ )} R —— 02| PR GE Wiring Devices Juana Diaz

814 05 | Mi Avenue “E™ Ground Water Contamin, Traverse City

815 ........ ‘ 05 | OH New Lyme Landfill New Lyme

8168 ! L021NJ Woodiand Route 72 Dump Woodland Township

817 ... 021FPR RCA Dei Caribe Barceloneta

818 e 05 | MN Koch Refining Co./N-Ren Corp Pine Bend

[} |- JO— 03 | PA Brodhead Creok:. Stroudsburg

820 oS iwe Fadrowsii Orum Disposal Frankiin

821 10 | OR United Chrome Products, inc Corvaltis

822 03 | PA | Eastem Diversified Metais Hometown

osim Anderson Deveiopment Co Adrian

824 osiwm Hunts Disposal Landfill Caledonia

82s 05 | M Shiawassee River Howell

828 06 | OK Tenth Street Dump/Junkyard Okiahoma City

-3 g— 10 | AK Alaska Battory Enterprises Fairbanks N Star
- Borough

828 03 | PA Tayloe Borough Dump Taylor Borough

829 . R {0E Hatlyy Chemicei Co. New Castie

830 08 { OK Doubie Eagte Refinery Co . Okiahoma City

831 04 | GA Mathis Bros Ut (S Marble Top Rd.) . ] Kensington

832 03 % Hm&HKr:an.lm Kirkwood

833 ) 04 Gallaway - Gallaway

834 05 | OH Big D Campground . Kingsville'

© 838 - 081 AR Midiand Products Ola/Birta

- 898 02 | NY Robimech, Inc./National Pipe Co. Town of Vestal

837 e . 02 |[NY | BEC Trucking . Ze] TOWN of Vestal .

838 e 03| PA Lanof. = Newiin Township

839 i, 4 " 08 OK Fourth Strest Abandoned Okishoma City

840 — TR INS Witco Chemical Corp. (Osidand P). Oakiand

841 05 { Wi Tomsh Armory Tomah

842 03 | DE Wildcat Landfill Dover

843 05 | M Burrows Sanitation Harttord

844 03 |PA Blosenski Landfill waest Cain T

848 0 (VA Rhinehart Tire Fire Dump Frederick Coun

848 03 | DE City PVC Plant Delaware City

847 03 | MD Limestons Road. Cumberiand

848 02 | NY Hooku(F*lozndSt_ru!) Niagara Falls

849 02N Higgine Farm Frankiin Township

850 T 10 | WA American Crossarm & Conduit Co Chehalis

Grouwp 18 (HRS Scores 30.36-29.07)

851 08 | NM United Nuciear Corp. . - - . . Church Rock

852 N 03| PA Reeser's Landfil . Upper Macungie
. oY Township

853 - 03| VA - | Rentoki, inc. (VA Wood Pres. Div.) j

854 08 | AR industrial Waste Control " . Fort Smith

858 09 |CA Celtor Chemical Works ... . —-q HOOpa

858 011 MA “Haverhll Municipal Landfil . 5 Haverhill

857 04 [ AL Perdido Ground Water Contamin " Perdido

858 02 | NY Margthon Battery Corp Cold Springs

859 02 | NY Colesville Municipal Landfil Town of Colesville

860 . O4|FL- Yellow Water Road :

881 04 1 GA Marzone inc./Civavron Chemical Co Tifton

7. PR 05| OM Skinner Landfill West Chester

863 03 |.VA First Pledmont Quarry (Route 719) Pittsylvania County

864 04 | NC nc . . Swannanoa

865 05 | IN MIDCO 1i Gary

866 08]TX - Sherndan Disposal Sendces. Hempstead

867 07 | KS Pester R Co El Dorado

868 ‘03 | MD Kane & Lombard Street Drums Baltimore

869 07 | MO Shenandoah Stables Moscow Mills

870 04 | GA -~ | Firestone Tire (Albany Plant) A

-7 4 [OOSR SO . 07 |1A Shaw Avenue Dump. Charles City

872 ; 03 | PA - Berklay Products Co. Dump Denver

873 10.| WA Silver Mountain Mine Loomis

874 06 | TX Petro-Chemical (Turtle Bayou) Liberty County

875 . : 05 | OH Republic Steel Corp. Quarry Elyria

[ - JO S——— 07 | MO Conservation Chemical Co Kansas City

(Yo 4 . 05 | MN Ritarl Post & Pole Sebeka

878 08 | LA Slidetl

are " 09|CA Intel Corp. (Mountain View Plant). Mountain View

880 09 | CA ‘| Raytheon Corp Mountain View

881 i 05 | MN Agate Lake Scrapyard Fairview Township

ea2 ] -05 M- |:Adam's Plating ;
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= = NPL Rank EPAReg | State suu-m : City/County
883 08 | AR Jacksonville Municipel Landfit Jacksonville
884 08 | AR Rogers Aoad Municipal Landfil Jacksonvile
885 03| VA Saitville Waste Disposal Ponds Saltville
886 04.| SC | Paimetto Recycling, inc Columbia
887 . 01 | MA Shpack Landfill Norton/Attieboro
888 03 | PA Kimberton Site Kimberton Borough
889 04 | TN Maliory Capacitor Co. Waynesboro
890 T 21 I MA Norwood PCBs. Norwood
891 02 | NY Warwick Landfill Warwick
892 02 | NY "1 Sidney Land$i Sidney
893 10 | WA Pasﬂddz::bwm Yakima
864 05|IN Lemon Landfi Bloomingt
896 101D Arrcom (Drexder Enterprises) Rathdrum
897 01 | NH Landfitl North Hampton
898 04 | NC Potter's Septic Tank Service Pits Maco
899 04 | NC ABC One Hour Cleaners Jacksonville
900 03| PA Fischer & Porter Co Warminster
Group 19 (HRS Scores 28.98-28.50, except for health-advisory sites)

Q01 ..ocvressssecsmsnssncsssonsasoress] 03 { PA _ 1 Elzabethiown Landfill Elizabethtown
902 08 | AR Arkwood, Inc Omaha
903 g: ﬁJA ib%oomJunkyarﬂ Sacramento
904 . Polymer Sparta Township
905 05wl Wausau Ground Water Comtamination Wausau
906 02N Municioal Well 4 Dover Township
907 C 02N, Rockawsy Township Waeils. Rockaway
908 QRIN - Pohatcong Valiey Ground Waler Con. Warren County
909 .. 02N Garden State Cleaners - Minotola
0 ~ 03| DE ~ | Suseex County Landfil No. 8.C Laurel
o 08 TWATT Municipel Well #4 Delavan .
92 T07 | MO - North-U Drive Well Contamination " Springfieid
[ ) [« J——— 09| CA San Gabriel Valiey (Ares 3). Alhambra
[ ) 1 YOS — | 09 | CA San Gabriet Vailey (Ares 4) La Puente .
-2 1. JU—— 09| CA Modesto Ground Water Contamin. Modesto
916 10 | WA American Lake Gardens Tacoma
;] | ——— 10 | WA Greenacres Landfill Spokane County
[ ) | JUOSSSeso— 10 | WA Northside Landfill Spokane
[ 11 USSR | 08 | OK Sand Springs Petrochemical Cmpix Sand Springs
920 ‘ 08 | TX Pesses Chemical Co Fort Worth
921 05 | MN East Bethel Demolition Landfill East Bethel Township
822 08| TX Triangle Chemical Co Bridge City
02| NJ PJP Landfill Jersay City
924 03 | PA Craig Farm Drum Parker
928 . 08N Belvidere Municipal Landfill Belvidere
98268 07 | MO Bee Coe Manufacturing Co Malden
:r14 03 {PA inc Worman
928 o 02{NJ Kauffman & Minteer, inc Jobstown
829 03| PA Lansdowne Radiation Site Lansdowne

* = State - oite.

Number of Sites: $29.

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST, FEDERAL SECTION (8Y GROUP), OCTOBER 1989

NPL Groups ' State Sits Name City/County
1 WA Hanford 200-Area (USDOE) = Benton County -
1 WA Hanford 300-Area Benton County
1 co Rocky Flats Plant (USDOE) Golden
1 NM Cal West Metals (USSBA) Lemitar
1 MO Weidon Spring (USDOE/Army) St Charies County
2 N Milan Army Ammunition Plant Milan
2 co Rocky Mountain Arsenal ; Adams County
2 CA McClotian AFB (Ground Water Cont) Sacramento
2 PA Naval Air Develop Center (8 Areas) Warminster Townshp
2 OH Wright-Patterson Air Force Base ; Oayton
4 AL Anniston Army Depot (SE ind Area) Anniston
4 GA | Robins AFB (Lndfil #4/Sludge Lag) Houston County
4 NE c“nmkwmmﬁonm Hall County
4 NJ Navai Air Engineering Center. Lakehurst
4 ur Hill Alr Force Base
s NJ W.R. GmeolWaynolmsw (USOOE) Wayne Township
[} WA Hanford 100-Area (USDOE)... Benton County
[ uTt Ogden Defense Depot Ogden
7 CA Sacramento Depot Sacramento
7 |8 Sangamo/Crab Orchard NWR (USDOI) Carterville
7 ME Brunswick Naval Alr Station Brunswick
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8 CA - | Sharpe Depot
8 oK Tinkes AFB (Soidier Cr/Bidg 3001)
[ ] CA Lawrence Livermore Lab
8 WA WAFB_M‘!WMM
8 L Sevanna Army Depot Activity
10 CA Norton Alr Force Base
L) FO— X o7 } Cazte Air Force Base.
| JOSSS—— T Army Depot (PDO Ares)......
| | PSS ———— Y Fort Dix (Lanafill
L) JORI— Y ¥ § Aabame Army Plamt
12 WA Hanford 1100-Area (USDOE)
12 DE Oover Air Fosce Base
13 L MNW_MWM‘WM
by :R Llﬂaumy' Depot(SE'
14 A - Army Area)
14 NY Griffies Alr Force Ease. .
14 VA Defenss General Supply Center
14 WA Fort Lewis (Landfil No. 5)
1S, MN Twin Cities Air Force (SAR Lncfim : . Minneeacotis
15 WO Leke City Army Plamt (NW Lagoon) Indeperzence
15. WA Navet Undersea Whert Sta (4 Arcas) Keyport
|1 J— S ——— |+ Camp Lejeune Mililary Raservation _ Orsicw County
16 it Joiigt Army Ammu Plant (Mfg Area) Joliet
168 . WA - Fairchild A Force Base (4 Areas) Spokane County
16 ™ Lone Star Army Ammunition Plam Texarkana
17. OR Umatilla Army Depot (Lagoons) ; Hermiston
17 - | MD Aber Prov Ground-Michaeisville Lt o Aberdeen
17 | WA Bangor Ordnance Dieposad . ‘ Bremerton
18 _ : LA - | Louisiena Army Ammunition Plant - — Doyiine
18 CA | Moftett Nevel Alr Station - - Sunnyvale
19. | CA | Mather AFB (ACAW Disposal Sie) - ' Sacramento
1 See o DTy e 'Mn@awmnum' ) -
Number of NPL Federal Facility Sites: 52. '
[FR Doc. 89-23337 Filed 10-3-89: 8:45 am} ) '




