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Basis and Purpose f
This decision document represents the selected remedial action
for the Adams Plating Company (the site) , in Lansing, Michigan,
which was chosen in accordance with the ComprehensiveEnvironmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA) , as amended by the Superfund Amendments andReauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) .
This decision is based on the Administrative Record for the site.

Assessment of the Site
Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) , ms^y present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare,or the environment.

Description of Remedy
The selected remedy is the final remedy for the site. The remedy
addresses the threats posed by contaminated soils at the site.

The major components of the selected remedy include:
• Excavation of contaminated soils and off-site disposal

in a Michigan Act 641/RCRA Subtitle D landfill.
• Collection and treatment of water from

excavation/dewatering activities.
• Replacement of the excavated soil with clean fill and

installation of vertical barriers to reduce the
potential for recontamination of clean fill.



• Land use restrictions including deed restrictions oninstallation of wells and excavation of contaminated
soils if necessary.

• Groundwater monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness ofthe soil remediation and to monitor for continuing
sources.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State environmentalrequirements that are legally applicable or relevant andappropriate to the remedial action, and is cost effective. Thisremedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatmenttechnologies to the maximum extent practicable. This remedy maynot satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principle
element of the remedy since soils will only be treated ifdetermined to be characteristic hazardous waste. Treatment ofexcavated soils may be required if it is determined they areRCRA, or Michigan Act 64, characteristic hazardous wastes. U .S .EPA determined excavation and off-site disposal of contaminatedsoils is a cost effective remedy which will be protective of
human health and the environment and which will meet legallyapplicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State
environmental requirements.
Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remainingon-site, a review will be conducted within five years aftercommencement of the remedial action to ensure that the remedycontinues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment.

-.^(,-Valdas V. Adamtyis j DateRegional Administrator
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September 29, 1993

Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus, R-19JAdministrator, Region 5U.S . Environmental Protection Agency77 West Jackson BoulevardChicago, Illinois 60604-3590
Dear Mr. Adamkus:
The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), on behalf of the State ofMichigan, has reviewed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Adams PlatingCompany Superfund site, Ingham County, Michigan, which we received onSeptember 23, 1993. We are pleased to inform you that we concur with theremedy outlined in the ROD for this site.
The major components of the final site remedy as specified in the ROD include:
* Excavation of contaminated soils to eliminate site-specific health risksand off-site disposal of the soils In a Michigan Act 641/RCRA Subtitle Dlandfill.
* Replacement of the excavated soil with clean fill and installation ofvertical barriers to reduce the potential for recontamlnation of the cleanfill from remaining sources.
* Collection and treatment of groundwater from construction/dewateringactivities.
* Land-use restrictions which prohibit installation of wells and precludedirect contact exposure to contaminated soils remaining on site.
* Groundwater monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the soilremediation and to check for continued migration from remaining sources.
The MDNR also concurs with the analysis of the legally applicable or relevantand appropriate requirements (ARARs) that are contained in the StatutoryDeterminations section of the RX. However, additional ARARs will need to beconsidered during Implementation of the remedial action and Include theMichigan Water Resources Commission Act, 1929 PA 245, as amended, and theMineral Well Act, 1969 PA 315. Other applicable state regulations Include theMichigan Occupational Safety and Health Act, 1974 PA 154, and the MichiganVehicle Code (MCLA 257.722) . The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)has informed staff of the MDNR that even though these regulations are notspecifically listed in the ROD, if they are an ARAR, they will be compiledwith during implementation of the remedial action.
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Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus -2- Septenber 29, 1993

If you have any questions regarding this site, please contact Ms. Sally Beebe,Superfund Section, Environmental Response Divis ion, at 517-373-41 10, or youmay contact me.
Sincere!

cc: Hr^.Jaaas.Mayka, ERAMr. Steve Padovani, ERAMr. Alan J. Howard, MONRMr. Wil l iam Bradford, MDNRMr. Scott Cornelius, MDNRMs. Sally Beebe, MDNR

Russell J. HardingDeputy Director517-373-7917
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RECORD OF DECISION
ADAMS PLATING COMPANY SITE

I. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
The Adams Plating Company Site (the Site) is located at 521Rosemary Street in Lansing Township, Ingham County, Michigan. TheSite is approximately 1-acre in size and is located in the easthalf of the northwest quarter of the northeast quarter of Section18, Township 4 North, Range 2 West. Figure 1 depicts the locationof the Site. Within the neighborhood, the Site boundaries areRosemary Street to the east, Grace Street to the west,
approximately 100 feet south of Genesee Street which is to thesouth and Saginaw Street to the north.
The Site is physiographically located in the south-central part of
Michigan's Lower Peninsula. The Site lies at approximately 850
feet above mean sea level (MSL) . The topography of the area isflat or gently rolling as a result of glacial and post-glacial
erosional processes. The Site is located on ground moraine andtill plain approximately one-half mile north of the LansingMoraine. Regionally, the Site lies near the center of a 1-mileradius bend of the Grand River. The river lies about 1 mile north,1 . 25 miles south and 2 miles east of the Site. The slope between
the Site and the river is less than one percent in all directions.
No perennial surface water bodies or wetlands are present on ornear the Site. The nearest water body is a small pond located
approximately 3 , 0 0 0 feet southwest of the Site. Surface water
drainage is northeast, east and southeast, following the generaltopography of the Site and surrounding area.

Population
The population density is approximately 1 ,800 people per squaremile around the Site. The area surrounding the Site ischaracterized by a densely-populated mix of commercial, industrial
and residential properties. Large commercial and public properties
within a half-mile radius of the Site include automobile plant
operations, a cemetery, several schools, three local parks, a golf
course and a hospital. The block on which the Site is locatedcontains numerous private residences and several small service
businesses, such as a warehouse company (William E. Walter
Mechanical Contractor) and a fire extinguisher recharging company(De Lau Fire and Safety Company). The nearest private dwelling is
within 25 feet of the Site. Directly across the street from the
Site and to the east lies the General Motors Oldsmobile Productionand Assembly Plant #2.
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Plating Operations
The Adams Plating Site (the Site) is an active electroplating
operation. The plating building at the Site consists of a one-story building that houses the office, plating process lines andwastewater pretreatment system. Figure 2 shows the Site layout
and features surrounding the plating building. The office andmetal polishing area are located along the north wall of theplating building. The wastewater pretreatment system is located
near the east wall.
Outside the building, a gravel parking area is situated to theeast. Another gravel parking area is located behind the buildingto the west. Two 1,000-gallon underground wastewater holding tanksare located near the southwest corner of the b g. A gr dwater collection system exists just north of the  house at 
Grace Street. Ground water in this area is collec by perfora
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipes. Ground water drains by gravity in
these pipes from west to east to another PVC pipe that runs north
and drains t  concrete sump located in the backyard of a house
located at  Rosemary Street. Ground water collected in the
concrete sum  pumped northward into the underground wastewater
holding tanks before disposal through the pretreatment system.
After pretreatment, the water is discharged to the sanitary sewer.
Another ground water collection system exists near the northwest
corner of the plating building. A partially buried drum referred
to as the "green water" drum is located near the northwest corner
of the building. Slotted PVC drain pipes connect to this drum from
all directions. The exact location and configuration of the PVC
drain pipe is unknown. However, based on conversations with the
owner, it appears that two or three short sections of PVC pipe
extend westward in the vicinity of the green water drum. The
purpose of this system is apparently to collect ground water near
the northwest portion of the plating building. The ground water inthe drum is also routed through the wastewater pretreatment systemand discharged to the sanitary sewer.
The nature of the activities and operations and the chemicals used
in the electroplating process have changed from time to time. In
the recent past, the plating shop has primarily been involved in
chrome, nickel, copper and occasionally tin electroplating and
anodizing. Currently, chromium, brass, nickel and copper
electroplating are all performed. The electroplating process
consists of three basic steps:
1. Pretreatment includes the removal of dirt and oil from thesurface of the piece to be plated and preparation of the piece

for electroplating. Typical pretreatment solutions includealkaline cleaners and acids.





2. Electroplating involves the application of metal to the piece.A direct current is passed between an anode and the metal part(the cathode) , resulting in the deposit of metal ions onto the
piece.

3. Post-Treatment consists of rinsing, converting, and drying theelectroplated pieces. The rinse water is used to remove filmthat is left on the surface of the piece.
The spent plating baths are subject to electroplating categoricalpretreatment standards for facilities discharging less than 10 ,000
gallons per day (gpd). The pretreatment system is designed for a2 8 , 8 0 0 gpd effluent and discharges to the City of Lansing POTW.The pretreatment system is designed to treat for chromium, tin,copper, zinc, nickel and cyanide. The pretreatment system was notdesigned to treat for organic compounds. The most current estimate
of flow through the pretreatment system was 4 ,5 12 gpd.
Approximately 978 gpd ( . 6 8 gpm) was estimated to be from the groundwater collection systems. The pretreatment system generatesapproximately one and one-half 55-gallon drums of pretreatmentsolids per month. Due to the generation of these solids, Adams
Plating Company has provided notification that it is a small
quantity generator for RCRA-listed waste resulting from wastewater
treatment sludges from electroplating operations (waste code F006) .Limited information is available on how wastes were managed in thepast and how these management practices led to contaminant releasesat the Site. The contamination at the Site is believed to haveoriginated as a result of the electroplating process. It is not
clear from which step in the electroplating process the
contamination originated. In addition, no information indicatesRCRA listed wastes were released along with the waste stream fromthe electroplating process.
In conjunction with the electroplating process, degreasing ofpieces to be electroplated is also conducted. Although thepretreatment step is designed to clean pieces before plating, thepieces also may require an initial cleaning in order to improve theefficiency of the pretreatment process and prolong the life of thesolutions. Over the years, a number of volatile organic compounds(VOC) have been used in the degreasing process, although no usedsolvents are listed on the RCRA hazardous waste notification form,such as acetone, methylene chloride, carbon tetrachloride, and1,1,1-trichloroethane ( 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA) . The owner had reportedlystopped using 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA 3 years ago; however, containers of spentl , l , l -TCA were still located on Site during the last Site visit onJuly 26, 1992. Approximately 4 gallons per year of acetone arecurrently used at the facility for degreasing operations.Currently, solvent wastes are not produced because they are spentin the process or reused. No information is available on howsolvent wastes or rinse water were managed in the past.



Area Water Use
All residents and businesses in the vicinity of the Site receivetheir water from the municipal system, which serves the Lansingarea. Municipal water is supplied by the Lansing Township WaterDistrict wells or by the City of Lansing Board of Water and Lightwells. Municipal wells are installed within the bedrock aquifer(Saginaw Formation) and are typically at least 300 to 400 feet
deep. The Lansing Township Well No. 4 is the water supply wellclosest to the Site and is located approximately 1 ,200 feetnorthwest of the Site. Records indicate that no private wellsexist in the area of the Site. Surficial deposits of sand andgravel are used for private wells in isolated residential areas of
Lansing Township, but not within a 2-mile radius of the Site. All
private wells screened in the surficial deposits are located beyond
the Grand River.

Geology/Hydrogeology
There are two shallow saturated sand units approximately 0.5 to 9feet thick which are located approximately 10 and 20 below groundsurface (bgs) . These sand units are continuous under the Site, butappear to pinch out to the west of the Site. The upper sand unitexhibits unconfined to semi-confined characteristics, and the lowersand unit exhibits confined aquifer characteristics. A third sand
unit is located approximately 30 feet bgs, but this sand unit isnot water bearing and is referred to as the "dry" sand unit. Siltsand clays are consistently located between and interbedded with thesand units. Bedrock was encountered at approximately 70 feet bgs.The bedrock encountered was the very upper portion of the sandstonein the Saginaw Formation. The top of this formation was
encountered in all deep borings, but ground water at this level wasnot observed.
A vertical hydraulic connection between the upper and lower
saturated sand units was not observed by direct measurements.
However, the presence of contaminants in the lower saturated sandunit indicated that leaky confining conditions or preferentiallyinduced flow paths may be present. The saturated sand units arenot hydraulically connected to the bedrock aquifer at the Site
because of the thick clay deposits, up to 50 feet thick, betweenthe sand units and the bedrock. The presence of the "dry" sandunit between the saturated sand units and bedrock also indicates
the existence of a hydraplic barrier that separates the two in the
vicinity of the Site.
The depth to ground water in both saturated sand units ranges from4 to 18 feet bgs. Ground water in the upper sand unit flows away
from the highest elevation near the southwest corner of the APCbuilding in a semi-radial pattern to south, southeast, east,northeast and north. Groundwater flow in the lower saturated sand
unit is to the northeast and northwest. The average ground water



flow velocity in the upper sand unit ranges from 0 . 0 2 5 to 0 . 134feet per day (ft/day). The average ground water flow velocity in
the lower sand unit ranges from 0 .0 12 to 0 . 8 9 ft/day.
Based on a computer model, the potential ground water yield fromthe saturated zones in the immediate vicinity of the Site is
insufficient to reasonably support the installation and use ofprivate wells. Based on this predicted yield, neither the upper or
lower sand units will likely be used in the future for domestic
water supply wells in the immediate vicinity of the Site.Therefore, contamination at the Site is primarily a source control
problem.
II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
Before 1965, the APC building was occupied by a dry cleaningestablishment, Verrakleen, which was owned and operated by Norris
and Irene Williams. A dry cleaning fluid known as StoddardSolvent, which consists of a mineral spirit that containschlorinated hydrocarbons, paraffins, and aromatic hydrocarbons, wasreportedly stored in a 500-gallon underground storage tank (UST) atthe site, but the tank was removed in the mid-1950s because of
leakage. The former location of the tank is not known; however,
based on results of soil analyses conducted in 1981, the tank may
have been located immediately south of the existing APC building.
In 1964, the property was transferred to James and Sheila Adams,and they began to operate the plant as an electroplating business.
In 1984, ownership was transferred to the current owner, SteveAdams, their son.
Before 1971 , wastewater was discharged to a clay tile drain system.The wastewater apparently was discharged near the green water drum
located near the northwest corner of the building (see Figure 2).From the green water drum area, water flowed south through theold clay tile drain. Near the  house, the tile drain turnedeast and connected to the nicipal sewer system along
Rosemary Street. In 1971, APC rtedly was connected directly to
the municipal sewer east of the building beneath Rosemary Street.Wastewater apparently flowed from the green water drum area throughthe clay tile drain, which runs east to west just north of the APCbuilding (see Figure 2).
In the early 1980s, pretreatment of wastewater began. Wastewaterwas, then stored before treatment in a plank-covered, partiallyburied, metal dipping tank immediately south of the APC building.This 800-gallon tank was removed on an unknown date because ofleakage. Wastewater, primarily from the PVC collection system, isnow held in two 1,000-gal lon holding tanks beneath a concrete slabat the southwest corner of the APC building. Collected wastewateris pumped through an on-site pretreatment system before beingdischarged to the municipal sewer.
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Before 1980, APC was cited several times for violations of citycodes regulating the discharge of untreated wastes to the municipalsewer.
In late July 1980, the owner of the property 50 ft south of thesite, hired a backhoe operator to remove a tree from his propertyin preparation for placing the foundation slab for a new warehouse.An old tile drain was broken as the tree was uprooted. The oldtile drai as not repaired and the hole was backfilled. that mon reen water began to enter the basement of the house at  Grace Street through a drain being used to disc esanitary tewater. The green water flow into the base
recurred during periods of heavy rainfall in the autumn and winter
of 1980 . The green water flow rate reached a maximum of 500gallons per day (gpd) in February 1981 . Initially, the water was
pumped out of the basement and discharge a small fruit and
vegetable garden immediately south of the  house.
ICHD inspected the  basement and collected samples of the
green water for ana  The analyses indicated 130 to 150 partsper million (ppm) of total chromium in the water. At the
suggestion of ICHD, James Adams arranged to pump the water from the
basement and transfer it by tank truck to the undergroundwastewater holding tanks at the APC building for pretreatment.
In the following months, the ICHD and the Michigan Department ofNatural Resources (MDNR) implemented a limited boring and hand-auger program to investigate the site a On March 2 and 3,1981, James Adams excavated a hole in the  backyard to exposethe tile drain. James Adams had the til in e d in order
to plug it to prevent wastewater from ent the ment.
James Adams then installed a collection and pumpin  thetrench. He plugged the end of the tile drain near the houseand periodically pumped the water out of the trench i tank
truck. Samples of this liquid were found to p to 160 ppm
total chromium. It was suggested to Mr.  any liquidpumped from his basement in the future be pu tly into the
collection device in the trench.
ICHD subsurface investigations indicated that plating waste hadmigrated through a sand lens to some extent and was not confinedentirely to the tile drain system. ICHD therefore urged JamesAdams to install a subsurface interceptor and collector system
between the AP uilding (the suspected source area) and thebas.ement of the  house. In October 1982, Adams alled a
subsurface collec  drain immediately north of the  house.The collection system was designed to collect seepage f oth thebroken tile drain and the contaminated sand lens. The collection
system drained by avity to a 20-cubic-foot (ft3) concrete sump in
the backyard at  Rosemary Street about 30 ft south of the APCbuilding. From  point the wastewater was pumped directly to
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the two 1,000-gallon concrete wastewater holding tanks. This
collection system is still in operation.
While the collection system appears to ce the concentration andvolume of contamination reaching the  house, local and state
agencies continued to express co  over the extent of
contamination and the integrity of the wastewater holding tanksystem. In response to this concern, U .S . EPA conducted a detailedsite review and filed an inspection report in October 1986 . The
Site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) in June
1988 . The Site received a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score of
3 5 . 5 7 .
On April 14, 1988 , SAIC inspected the APC site to determine itscompliance with U .S . EPA Categorical Standards and the City ofLansing Industrial Pretreatment Program. The inspection wasconducted for U .S . EPA, and representatives of MDNR and the City ofLansing attended. The report prepared by SAIC included several
recommendations to bring APC's activities into compliance with therequirements of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit.
In March 1989, the APC site was placed on the National PrioritiesList. The U .S . EPA conducted the RI in two phases. Phase I of the
RI began in August 1989 .
The Phase I RI included ambient air monitoring, a trenchinvestigation, a soil investigation (surface and subsurface),
monitoring well installation, a groundwater investigation(including groundwater sampling, preliminary groundwater flow
determination, and hydraulic conductivity tests), a surface waterinvestigation, and a basement investigation. Phase I RI fieldactivities were conducted from August to September 1989 .
After the Phase I RI field investigation, the Technical AssistanceTeam (TAT), a contractor to U.S . EPA's Emergency Response Section,was tasked by U .S . EPA to conduct an assessment of the residential
area near the APC site. On November 28, 1989, TAT collected fourbasement water samples and one soil sample from nearby residences.The analytical results were forwarded to the Agency for ToxicSubstances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) for evaluation of potentialor existing health threats. Based on this evaluation, U .S . EPAdetermined that no emergency removal action was required.
In March 1991, U .S . EPA began work on Phase II of the RI and theFS. Phase II RI field activities were conducted from March to July1992. The Phase II RI included a contaminant source investigationconsisting of shallow soil, soil gas, and groundwater sampling, and
a geologic and hydrogeologic investigation consisting of shallowand deep soil borings, temporary piezometer installation,
monitoring well installation, groundwater sampling, slug tests, and
water level measurements.
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The RI was published in March 1993 and included a Baseline Risk
Assessment. The FS was completed in July 1993 and provided to the
public for review and comment on August 19, 1993. The FS contained
ten remedial alternatives.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
A community relations plan was developed in 1989 and again in 1991to address community concerns and to plan an information strategyfor the Site. U .S . EPA has held four public meetings to keep thepublic informed about the activities at the Site and the MDNRgenerated a series of Progress Reports for the Site to assist U .S .
EPA with community relations. The meetings occurred on thefollowing dates:

• May 18, 1989 - information meeting to discuss the plannedinvestigation;
• May 27, 1992 - information meeting to discuss phase I RIfindings;
• April 21, 1993 - briefing on recently completed RI Report;
• September 8, 1993 - briefing on proposed plan.

U .S . EPA has also sent out fact sheets at various times during theRI/FS process.
As part of its community relations program, U .S . EPA has maintainedtwo information repositories in Lansing, Michigan at the LansingPublic Library, 401 South Capitol and the Lansing Township Hall,3209 West Michigan. Documents and reports regarding the Siteprepared by U .S . EPA and the MDNR are contained in theserepositories.
U .S . EPA notified the local community, by way of the Proposed Plan,of the recommendation of a remedial alternative for the Site. To
encourage public participation in the selection of a remedialalternative, U .S . EPA scheduled a public comment period from August
19 through September 17, 1993 . On September 8, 1993, U .S . EPA helda public meeting to discuss the recommended remedial alternativeand the other alternatives identified and evaluated in the FS. Atranscript of the meeting is included as part of the Administrative
Record for the Site. U .S . EPA's responses to comments receivedduring this public meeting and to written comments received duringthe public comment period are included in the ResponsivenessSummary which is attached to this ROD.
Advertisements were placed in the Lansing State Journal concerningthe public meetings and the comment period.
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The public participation requirements of CERCLA Sections 113 (k) (2)(B) (i-v) and 117 were met in the remedy selection process.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION
U .S . EPA identified contaminated surface and subsurface soils asposing potential risks to human health. Potential exposure routesinclude ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation of contaminatedsoils at the Site by residents, trespassers, and construction
workers. Soils contributing to risk ("hot spots") that areaccessible to human contact around buildings on the Site representa principal threat. Remediation of contaminated soils underbuildings is not necessary because building foundations act as a
cap and significantly reduce potential exposure routes to
contaminated soils.
U .S . EPA developed remedial objectives to address these risks,
namely prevent human ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation ofcontaminated soils contributing to unacceptable risk at the Site.The remedial objectives are based on the data obtained during theRI. The main component of this remedial action includes excavationof contaminated soils around buildings at the Site which contributeto Site specific risk, disposal of the excavated soils in an offSite landfill and ground water monitoring to monitor the migrationof residual contamination from the Site in the direction of thepublic water supply wells.

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS
In March of 1993, an RI Report was completed for the Site. The
purpose of the RI was to determine the nature and extent ofcontamination and potential exposure pathways from surface soils,subsurface soils, ground water, surface water and basement water.Samples, referred to as "sediment samples" in the RI, werecollected from a concrete sump and green water drum associated withthe PVC pipe collection system and old tile drain system (seeFigure 2) . For simplicity, these samples are grouped into thecategory of surface soil samples throughout this ROD. Trenchexcavations, where soil samples were collected, were conducted todetermine the location and condition of the old clay tile drainnetwork suspected of being used for disposal of contaminated wastewater. For simplicity, trench soil samples are grouped into thecategory of subsurface soil samples throughout this ROD. Surfacewater samples were collected from man-made ground water collectionsystems and standing puddles rather than from natural surface waterbodies. The RI report should be consulted for a more thoroughdescription of the Site characterization.
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Metal Contamination

Metals are the most significant contaminant at the Site in terms offrequency of detection and highest concentrations in all media
sampled. Metals selected in the RI to delineate the spacialdistribution of contamination include chromium, copper, nickel andzinc. Selection of these metals was based on the history of theAdams Plating Facility operations and their consistently elevatedlevels (above background) throughout the Site. The following arethe maximum concentrations of target metals in various media at the
Site: (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (ug/1) (ug/1) (ug/1)

Surface Subsurface Ground Surface Basement
Soil Soil Water Water Water

Chromium 6 ,976 1 , 180 2 9 , 8 0 0 2 1 ,500 7 , 9 6 0
Copper 372 1 ,8 10 220 1 , 560 25
Nickel 229 880 852 387 74
Zinc 358 1050 872 567 93
The old tile drain system and the soils and ground water directlyaround it appear to be the areas most affected by inorganiccontamination at the Site. Inorganic contaminant concentrations
tend to decrease with distance radially from the old tile drain
system. In general, the highest concentrations of inorganiccontamination were also detected in soil and water samplesrelatively close to the old tile drain system. Chromium appears to
be the most widespread. The concentrations are frequently elevatedabove background ( 1 1 .4 mg/kg) and commonly at concentrations above
other inorganics associated with the plating process. The highest
chromium concentrations for the Site overall were detected in soil
samples from the concrete sump (6 ,2 14 mg/kg) and green water drum( 6 , 9 7 6 mg/kg) associated with the PVC pipe collection system and
old tile drain system. In addition, the highest concentration ofchromium in surface water (2 1 , 500 ug/1) was detected in a sample
collected from the green water drum. The highest chromium
concentrations in subsurface soils ( 1 , 180 mg/kg) and ground water( 2 9 , 8 0 0 ug/1) were detected in samples collected relatively closeto the "T" connection in the old tile drain system near the southwest corner of the Adams Plating building. Elevated concentrations
of inorganics also detected in subsurface soil samples include lead
at 244 mg/kg, mercury at 2.1 mg/kg, and cyanide at 128 mg/kg.
Relatively high chromium concentrations were detected in water
samples collected from two basements just southeast ( 3 , 6 10 ug
and s hwest ( 7 , 9 6 0 ug/1) of the Adams Plating building (house 
and  on Figure 2) . Again, the house closest to the old e
drain stem showed higher chromium, as well as copper (25 ug/1),
nickel (74 ug/1) and zinc (93 ug/1), concentrations.
Two forms of chromium are present at the Site: trivalent chromium
(Cr" 1"3) and hexavalent chromium (Cr +6) . Many chromium plating
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operations, including the Adams Plating Company, use hexavalentchromium baths. Hexavalent chromium was analyzed for in groundwater samples at the Site. However, the analytical methods foranalyzing hexavalent chromium do not provide reliable quantitativeresults. At the Adams Plating Site, for example, hexavalentchromium was detected in three monitoring wells. However, in onewell the hexavalent chromium concentration was greater than the
total chromium concentration. Although the analytical method for
analyzing hexavalent chromium does not provide reliablequantitative results, it does confirm the presence of hexavalent
chromium at the Site.

Organic Contamination
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were detected in all mediasampled. VOCs detected in soils include 1 , 1-DCA (2 to 5 , 3 0 0ug/kg), 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA ( 0 . 7 to 5 ,300ug/ k g ) , chloromethane ( 2 , 7 0 0 to
4 , 2 0 0 ug/kg), 2-butanone (3 to 4 , 2 0 0 ug/kg), methyl ethyl ketone(MEK) ( 4 , 2 0 0 ug/kg), ethylbenzene (8 to 1 , 200 ug/kg), bromomethane( 2 , 5 2 0 jig/kg) , acetone (2 to 850 ug/kg), toluene (2 to 610 ug/kg),
methylene chloride (3 to 26 ug/kg), 1 , 1 -DCE (4 to 20 ug/kg),
chloroethane (4 to 8 ug/kg), 2-hexanone (480 ug/kg) carbontetrachloride (65 ug/kg), carbon disulfide (12 ug/kg), and
trichloroethene (TCE) (2 ug/kg). Methylene chloride, acetone, and1 , 1 , 1 -TCA are three degreasing agents known to have been used atAPC.
VOCs in ground water include 1 , 1-DCE; 1 , 1-DCA; 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA; andtoluene each in the range of 1 to 3 , 8 0 0 ug/1. The highest
concentration of all the VOCs was that of 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA at 3 , 8 0 0 ug/1,
1 , 1 -DCA at 840 ug/1 and 1 , 1-DCE at 30 ug/1. Other VOCs such as
chloroethane, 1 ,2-DCA and 1 , 1 ,2-TCA were detected in low
concentrations. Semi-VOC concentrations were generally low andranged from 1 to 7 ug/1.

Distribution of Contaminants
The areal extent of inorganic and organic contamination at the Siteis consistent, namely contamination was detected primarily aroundthe old tile drain system, between the APC building and thewarehouse just south of the APC building and just to the south ofthe warehouse. Contamination generally decreases in concentrationwith distance from these areas. The areal extent of contaminationin ground water is also roughly defined by the same area as thesoil contamination. However, the areal distribution of groundwater contamination extends approximately 50 to 100 feet farther tothe north, south, east and west than the area of soilcontamination. For example, elevated ground water concentrationsof chromium were detected in monitoring wells at the north, south,east and west edges of the Site, with the highest concentration of
chromium ( 3 , 8 5 0 ug/1) being at the south edge. Concentrations of
chromium in soil samples at these same locations were approximately
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the same as background levels. Concentrations of inorganic andorganic contamination detected in wells around the perimeter of theSite were generally just above MCLs, but orders of magnitude lessthan wells located on-Site.
Vertically, the organic and inorganic contaminant distributionindicates that contaminants have migrated to the upper and lowersand units (10 to 20 feet bgs) and that these sand units are thepreferred pathways of contaminant transport. Concentrations oforganic and inorganic contaminants in ground water and soilgenerally decrease dramatically from the upper to the lower sandunit. Although both organic and inorganic contaminants are present
in the sand units, organic contaminants, not inorganic contaminantsare more frequently detected in the till units.
The upper 10 feet of soil, which includes the upper sand layer, isgenerally considered to contain the majority of Site related
contamination. Below 10 feet, concentrations of contaminants werelow and the frequency of detection of contaminants was limited.For example, chromium was detected an order of magnitude (lOx)above background ( 1 1 .4 mg/kg) at only three locations. These
values are 189 mg/kg, 148 mg/kg and 112 mg/kg and are located next
to one another along the southern wall of the Adams Platingbuilding. Total VOCs ranged in concentration from 2 to 1 1 ,760ug/kg in thirty-five soil samples below 10 feet. However, totalVOCs above 1 mg/kg were detected at only one location near the
northwest corner of the Adams Plating building (12 mg/kg). Total
VOCs above 100 ug/kg were detected in nine samples from areasprimarily close the perimeter of the Adams Plating building and
warehouse. The following summarizes maximum contaminant
concentrations below 10 feet:

Maximum Contaminant Concentrations (mg/kg)
in Soils Below 10 Feet

TOTAL VOCS TOTAL SVOCs TOTAL METALS CHROMIUM
Maximum
Concentration 12 .02 224 189
Frequency
of Detection 9' 1 3" 3"'

- Greater than 100 ug/kg
- Greater than 100 mg/kg. Includes chromium, copper, nickel

and zinc.
= lOx above chromium background (1 1 .4 mg/kg)
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Contaminant Sources

Based on the areal and vertical distribution of contaminants insoil and groundwater at the APC site, VOCs and inorganic analytesrelated to the electroplating operations most likely originatedfrom the APC building and its associated former cla drains,most notably the clay tile drain that runs south to  houseand turns east toward Rosemary Street, and the clay t in thatruns east toward Rosemary Street adjacent to the nor of theAPC building. Other probable source areas include the green water
drum area near the northwest corner of the APC building and the
area beneath the warehouse where the tile drain was broken in 1980 .
Present operations at the APC facility and the two 1,000-gal lonwastewater holding tanks may also be sources of contamination.VOCs and SVOCs may have also originated from the dry cleaning UST
containing Stoddard Solvent, which consisted of a mineral spiritthat contains chlorinated hydrocarbons, paraffins, and aromatichydrocarbons. Other VOCs and SVOCs detected in this area may berelated to storage and disposal of fuel oil and coal used in the
past for heating purposes.

Contaminated Soil Areas and Volumes
Two different soil areas and volumes were estimated for soils
requiring remediation. One estimate included only thosecontaminated soils that contribute to Site-specific health risksassociated with inhalation, dermal contact and ingestion ofcontaminated soils (Site-specific risk approach) and assumes thatSite related contaminated soils do not have the potential toadversely affect any ground water drinking source. The second
estimate includes all Site related contaminated soils which havethe potential to affect any ground water ( i . e . , ground waterprotection).
The estimate of volume for the Site-specific risk approach is 4 , 7 0 0cubic yards (yd3) . The target area under this approach is shaded
in Figure 3. This estimate includes only soils around the existingon-Site structures that contain contaminants exceeding Site-specific acceptable risk levels of IxlO"6 for carcinogenic risk and
a hazard index ratio of 1 for noncarcinogenic risks. The maximumdepth for potential exposure is considered to be 10 ft bgs based onwhat is determined to be a reasonable scenario in the risk
assessment. The average depth for the Site, however, is consideredto be 6.3 ft bgs based on the distribution of contaminants in soil.The area is estimated to be 2 0 , 0 0 0 ft2 with the average estimated
depth of 6.3 ft bgs yielding an estimated volume of 4 , 7 0 0 yd3 ofsoil requiring remediation.
The volume estimate for the ground water protection scenario isapproximately 3 7 , 5 0 0 yd3. The target area under this approach is
shaded in Figure 4. This estimate involves remediating
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Figure 4 Area for RemediationAlternative 10 - Michigan Type BAdams Plating
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all contaminated soils that have the potential to adversely affectany ground water. Soil areas were determined to have the potentialto adversely affect ground water if contaminant concentrations insoils exceed Michigan Act 307 Type B cleanup levels which werederived using a standard exposure scenario. Soils under theexisting on-Site structures, which are assumed to be contaminated,
were included in this estimate. Vertically, at each RI boringlocation, the sample from the greatest depth exceeding Type Blevels was used as a base depth. All base depths were addedtogether and averaged to estimate an average depth of contaminationfor the Site. Under this scenario, contaminated soils include anestimated area of 9 0 , 7 2 0 ft2 with an average estimated depth of 1 1 .5
ft bgs yielding a volume of approximately 37 ,500 yd3 of soilrequiring remediation.
These volumetric estimates are derived from two approaches foraddressing soil contamination at the Site. The State requested thatU.S . EPA evaluate a groundwater protection approach using MichiganAct 307 Type B cleanup levels. In addition, U .S . EPA evaluated a
Site-specific risk approach. U.S . EPA considers the Site-specificcleanup approach preferable to the ground water protection approachfor three primary reasons: 1) it is not necessary to remediatesoil to Type B groundwater protection standards because nogroundwater ingestion exposure pathway exists and there is little
or minimal potential for the bedrock aquifer to be impacted bySite-specific contamination, 2) cleaning the Site up to Type Bground water protection levels would require remediating a largevolume of soils that U.S . EPA has determined currently do not pose
a health hazard, and 3) the ground water protection approach wouldrequire the demolishing of buildings which are acting as caps
limiting exposure to contaminated soils.

Hazardous Waste Classification of Soils
The Site contaminated soils have not been classified as RCRA listedor characteristic hazardous wastes, or hazardous wastes under
Michigan's Act 64, to date. However, a portion of the contaminated
soils at the Site have the potential to be characteristic for
metals.
No conclusive proof to support the classification of contaminated
soils at the Site as RCRA listed hazardous waste exists. While theAPC is a small quantity generator of RCRA-listed waste (wastewatertreatment sludges from electroplating operations, waste code F006 ) ,no information is available concerning how these wastes were
managed or suggesting the F006 waste is the source of thecontamination at the Site.
The RI defines the APC's wastewater as rinse water from theelectroplating operations that was discharged into a preexisting
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drain tile system that apparently leaked. Despite its high
chromium concentration, rinse water from electroplating operations
is not a listed waste. It is possible other electroplating wastes
such as plating baths ( F007 ) and residual sludges from plating
baths ( F 0 0 8 ) may have been improperly disposed of at the Site, but
no information is available concerning the management of these
types of wastes and nothing suggests that RCRA listed wastes were
released along with the rinse water.
The RI also states that acetone, methylene chloride, carbon
tetrachloride and 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA were used as degreasing solvents at
this Site although no used solvents are listed on the RCRA
hazardous waste notification form. The presence of these
constituents is not conclusive proof that listed solvents were
improperly disposed of at the Site. It is not anticipated that the
limits for volatile organic characteristic waste will be exceeded
because most of the volatile constituents in the solvents used at
the Site are not identified characteristic parameters under the
Toxicity Characteristic Rule.
Neither the EP Toxicity or the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) analysis were performed on samples of Site soils.
Because of this, it is uncertain whether contaminated soils at the
Site can be classified as RCRA characteristic hazardous waste, or
hazardous wastes under Michigan's Act 64. The contaminated soils
in the tile drain system at the Site may contain chromium at
concentrations high enough to be classified as hazardous waste
based on the RCRA characteristic of toxicity for metals.
Therefore, soils shall be tested under the TCLP for metals as part
of any intrusive remediation approaches.
Soils at the Site are not likely to be characteristic for VOCs. In
addition to acetone; methylene chloride; and 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA; other VOCs
detected in the subsurface soils at the Site include up to 1 , 2 0 0
/xg/kg of ethylbenzene; up to 2 , 5 2 0 /xg/kg of bromomethane; and
4 , 0 0 0 ^g/kg or more of 1 , 1 -DCA, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) ,
chloromethane, and 1 , 1 , 2 -TCA . Of these VOCs, only MEK is a
characteristic parameter, and the highest concentration of MEK
detected in on-Site soils ( 4 , 2 0 0 /xg/kg) is not likely to exceed the
regulatory threshold. If the soils are not characteristic wastes
because of the VOCs, then treatment of Site contaminated soils for
VOCs will not be necessary prior to disposal in a solid waste
(Subtitle D) landfill.

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
In order to characterize the current and potential threats to human
health and the environment that may be posed by the contaminants at
the Site, a Baseline Risk Assessment (RA) was prepared according to
U . S . EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) : Volumes
1 and 2 - Environmental Evaluation Manual.
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Chemicals of Potential Concern

In order to calculate risks to human health and the environment
posed by the Adams Plating Company Site, chemicals of potential
concern were identified. Chemicals of potential concern are
defined as chemicals that are potentially site-related and whose
data are of sufficient quality for use in the quantitative risk
assessment. Chemicals of potential concern were identified based
on sampling of surface soil, subsurface soil and water in
basements. The Site history, analytical methods, quantitation
limits, data qualifiers, concentrations in blanks and background
concentrations were evaluated as described in RAGS. A summary of
chemicals of potential concern based on this evaluation is
presented in Table I. This is the same as Table 1-2 of the
Baseline Risk Assessment.
The chemical database was further organized by grouping the data
according to medium-specific exposure areas and identifying medium-
specific background samples. The data for each exposure area were
then evaluated according to the following four primary criteria:
(1) identification of exposure areas and identifying background
sample locations, (2) comparison with background levels,
(3) frequency of detection, and (4) essential human nutrient value.
Based on the methods and criteria discussed above, chemicals of
potential concern were identified. These chemicals generally
include the following:

Chemicals positively identified in at least one sample in
a given medium and chemicals with certain identities but
uncertain concentrations
Chemicals detected at concentrations above their
concentrations in blank samples
Chemicals detected at concentrations above their
naturally occurring concentrations

Exposure Assessment
The exposure assessment identifies potential receptors and complete
exposure pathways, and estimates chemical intakes for potentially
exposed populations.
Potentially exposed populations include on-Site residents, on-site
trespassers, and construction workers. Subpopulations of
particular concern are limited primarily to children who may
trespass on Site or children, elderly individuals, or pregnant
women who may be exposed to contaminants that migrate off Site.



TABLE 1

CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN AT THE APC SITE

MEDIA

VOC
1,1,2-TCA
ACETONE
CHLOROETHANE
1,1 -DC A
1,2-DCA
1,2-DCE
1,2-DCE (Total)
1 ,2-DICHLOROPROPANE
ETHYLBENZENE
METHYLENE CHLORIDE
TOLUENE
1,1,1-TCA
TCE
EYLENES (Total)

SOIL

—
X
X
X
—
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

GROUND
WATER

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
—
—
—
X
X
X
X

SVOC
ANTHRACENE
BENZO(a)ANTHRACENE
BENZO(a)PYRENE
BENZO(b)FLUORATHENE
BENZO(k)FLUORATHENE
BENZO(g,h,i)PERYLENE
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE
CHRYSENE
DI-n-BUTYL PHTHALATE
DI-n-OCTYL PHTHALATE
FLUORATHENE
FLUORENE
INDENO(l,2,3-c,d)PYRENE
2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE
NAPHTHALENE

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

—
—
-
—
—
—

X
—
—

—
_

_
_

_

X



TABLE 1 (Continued)

CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN AT THE APC SITE

Notes:

MEDIA

PHENANTHRENE
PYRENE

SOIL

X
X

GROUND
WATER

—
-

INORGANIC COMPOUND
ANTIMONY
ARSENIC
BARIUM
BERYLLIUM
CADMIUM
CHROMIUM (HI AND VI)
COBALT
COPPER
MANGANESE
MERCURY
NICKEL
SILVER
VANADIUM
ZINC

X
X
_
-
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
—
X

—
X
—
X
-
X
X
—
X
—
X
—
X
-

— = Chemical is not of potential concern in this media

X = Chemical is of potential concern in this media
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Potential receptors may be exposed to contaminants in soils,
groundwater, and homegrown fruits and vegetables. Soil exposure
include direct ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of soil
particulate. Exposure to groundwater is assumed to take place when
groundwater floods area basements during periods of heavy rain.
Exposures include dermal contact and inhalation of VOCs released
from the groundwater. Ingestion of groundwater was not evaluated
because all residents and businesses in the vicinity of the Site
receive their water from the municipal system, and the potential
ground water yield from the saturated zones in the immediate
vicinity of the Site is insufficient to reasonably support the
installation and use of private wells. A maximum depth of 10 feet
bgs was assumed for exposure to subsurface soils. A depth of 10
feet bgs was assumed to be a reasonable estimate of the depth to
which soils would be excavated during construction activities. It
was assumed that 10% of the total chromium present in samples
consisted of chromium VI in order to evaluate risk from chromium VI
because no reliable analytical methods for measuring chromium VI
were available. Finally, potential receptors may be exposed
through ingestion of contaminants in homegrown fruits and
vegetables.
For each exposure pathway evaluated, carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic health risks were characterized for the reasonable
maximum exposure scenario. In general, the standard and default
exposure assumptions recommended by U . S . EPA guidance were used, as
well as conservative estimates and best professional judgement. In
general, exposure is averaged over a 70-year lifetime for cancer
risk estimates, exposure duration for noncarcinogenic effects is
assumed to be 30 years, contact rates for exposure to chemicals in
soils are 200 mg soil/day for children and 100 mg/day for adults
for the ingestion route, the daily contact rate for exposure to
chemicals in air is 20 m3/day for adults and 22 m3/day for children,
and the average body weight for an adult, a child 1- to 6-years
old, and a child 7- to 15-years old is 70 kg, 15 kg and 37 kg
respectively. In addition, the methods and assumptions used in the
exposure assessment are presented in Section 7.2 of the RI report.
Estimated exposure intakes are presented in Appendix H-5 of the RI
report.

ToxJ.cd.ty Assessment
Available toxicity factors of carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic
chemicals of potential concern are discussed and presented in
Section 7.3 of the RI report. The chemicals of potential concern
selected for the RA for the Site have a wide range of carcinogenic
and noncarcinogenic effects associated with them. The reference
dose (RfD) values and slope factors (SF) were key dose-response
variables used in the quantitative RA. The RfD, expressed in units
of milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg/day) , for a specific
chemical is an estimated daily intake rate that appears to pose no
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risk over a lifetime of exposure. The RfD value is used to assess
noncarcinogenic effects. The SF, expressed in units of (mg/kg/day)"
', provides a conservative estimate of the probability of cancer
development from a lifetime of exposure to a particular level of a
potential carcinogen. Brief toxicity summaries of the chemicals of
potential concern that may present the greatest carcinogenic risks
and are present at the highest concentrations at the Site are
presented in Section 7.3 of the RI report. These chemicals include
arsenic; carcinogenic PAHs; chromium; copper; 1 , 1 -DCA; 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA;
and zinc. Risks from exposure to chemicals of potential concern
without RfDs and SFs are not quantified in the RA. Instead, they
are discussed in the RA qualitatively.
Toxicological profiles for all chemicals of potential concern are
presented in Appendix H-3 of the RI report.

Risk Characterization
Because media at the Site were divided into exposure areas, several
possible methods exist for combining medium-specific data toevaluate overall Site risk.
Exposure pathways for chemicals of potential concern associated
with each pathway were evaluated quantitatively to estimate the
risks associated with human exposure to chemicals of potential
concern at the Site. As a part of this assessment, risks from
noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects were estimated separately
because they are thought to operate under different mechanisms of
action and are not necessarily comparable. The noncarcinogenic and
carcinogenic risks were estimated in terms of hazard index (HI) and
excess lifetime cancer risk (ELCR) values, respectively.
The HI for noncarcinogenic risks is the ratio of an exposure level
to an RfD. The ELCR for carcinogenic risks is obtained by
multiplying the estimated exposure level by the SF. An HI of 1.0
or less is considered acceptable as the RfD represents a "an
acceptable" exposure level. An ELCR of I E -06 is considered as the
point of departure for determining acceptable risks.
The possibility of exposure to multiple chemicals of potential
concern was considered in the RA because such exposure is possible
in various exposure scenarios. Under such a situation, chemicals
of potential concern may affect a receptor in an additive,
synergistic, or antagonistic manner. Additive impact of exposure
to ̂ multiple chemicals of potential concern was assumed in the RA.
His and ELCRs for individual chemicals of potential concern in an
exposure area were summed to produce total His and ELCRs associated
with exposure to all chemicals of potential concern in that
scenario. Summaries of noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic risks by
medium and route of exposure in terms of reasonable maximum
exposure (RME) are presented in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.
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Based on total estimated exposures and current toxicityinformation, total carcinogenic risk levels to exposed populations
from chemicals of potential concern at the Adams Plating Company
Site range from 3x10^ to SxlCT4. These risk levels exceed the less
stringent end of the target risk range (1x10"*) . These exceedances
are primarily caused by resident, trespasser and construction
worker inhalation of arsenic and chromium VI in subsurface soils
during construction digging. The spacial distribution of the
exceedance area is shown in Figure 5 as Area 1. Unacceptable riskwas generally not associated with Area 2 in Figure 5. The onlynoncarcinogenic risks (HI) that exceed 1 are those related to
residential ingestion of surface soil (child risk of 4 . 6 ) anddermal contact with surface soil (child risk of 4.6 and adult risk
of 2 . 7 ) . Again, these risks are within Area 1 of Figure 5. These
risks from exposure to surface soil primarily result from the
presence of antimony, chromium III, and chromium VI. Carcinogenic
exposure from ingestion of homegrown fruits and vegetables ranges
from 3 E - 0 6 to IE-05. These risks primarily result from the
presence of PAHs.
In Area 2 of Figure 5, a carcinogenic exposure from ingestion ofhomegrown fruit from a pear tree is 3 E - 0 6 . However, this risk was
based on uptake models from the agricultural industry and not on
actual sample data from the fruit. U . S . EPA may evaluate the need
for the chemical analysis of pears from the tree and its fateduring the remedial design.
Based on sampling results and the Risk Assessment, U .S . EPA
determined risks associated with the contaminated water in the
basements were outside of the risk range; and therefore, not ofconcern.

Ecological RA
Currently, no data indicates that biological receptors areexperiencing adverse effects from on-Site contaminants. On-Sitevegetation may be uptaking and accumulating contaminants; however,no vegetative stress was observed on Site. Likewise, terrestrialspecies and birds may be exposed to contaminants through dermalcontact with soils, ingestion of contaminated vegetation, or
ingestion of soil indirectly. However, the Site is located in a
developed residential and industrial area. No threatened,endangered, or sensitive environments were identified at or seen
near the Site. Based on available information, it was assumed that
chemicals of potential concern at the Site pose minimal risks tothe environment in the Site area.



TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC RISK

BY MEDIUM AND EXPOSURE ROUTE

MEDIUM

Surface
Soil

Subsurface
Soil

Grmmdwater

ROUTE

Ingestion
Dermal
Contact
Ingestion
Dermal
Contact

Inhalation
Ingestion
of Produce
Dermal
Contact
Inhalation

RESIDENT
CHILD

4.6E+00

5.7E+00
NA

NA
3.8E-01

2.9E-01

5.8E-03
1.7E-04

ADULT

5.0E-01

3.3E+00
NA

NA
7.4E-02

1.6E-01

9.8E-04
1.4E-05

TRESPASSER
CHILD

2.7E-02

2.3E-02
NA

NA
1.9E-02

1.3E-02

NA
NA

ADULT
1.4E-02

1.8E-01
NA

NA
9.2E-03

1. IE-02

NA
NA

CONSTRUCTION
WORKER

NA

NA
6.4E-03

1.5E-02
1.9E-01

NA

NA
NA

TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF CARCINOGENIC RISK
BY MEDIUM AND EXPOSURE ROUTE

MEDIUM

Surface
Soil

Subsurface
Soil .

Ground water

ROUTE

Ingestion
Dermal
Contact
Ingestion
Dermal
Contact
Inhalation
Ingestion
of Produce
Dermal
Contact
Inhalation

RESIDENT
CHILD

4E-11

5E-11
NA

NA
3E-04

3E-06

IE-07
4E-08

ADULT

2E-11

IE-10
NA

NA
2E-04

8E-06

9E-08
4E-08

TOTAL

6E-11

2E-10
NA

NA
5E-04

IE-05

2E-07
8E-08

TRESPASSER
CHILD

3E-11

3E-12
NA

NA
IE-05

2E-07

NA
NA

ADULT

4E-13

5E-12
NA

NA
2E-05

3E-07

NA
NA

TOTAL

7E-13

8E-12
NA

NA
3E-05

5E-07

NA
NA

CONSTRUCTION
WORKER

NA

NA
IE-08

3E-08
2E-05

NA

NA
NA

NOTES: NA = Not Applicable because receptor not expected to be exposed to medium
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VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
Ten alternative remedial options for protecting human health and
the environment from contamination associated with soilcontamination at the Site were developed and evaluated for the
Adams Plating Company Site. These alternatives are presented in
more detail in the Feasibility Study document which is available in
the information repositories and the Administrative Record file for
the Site.
All the Alternatives involving an action, with the exception of
Alternative 10, were developed to remediate contaminated soils that
contribute to Site-specific risk identified in the RA. Alternative
10 involves remediating contaminated soils to assure that
contaminants in soils do not pose a threat of aquifer contamination
(cleanup to achieve Act 307 Type B ground water protection
standards) . With the exception of Alternatives 1, 2 and 9, the
Alternatives involve excavation, capping or a combination of
excavation and capping of contaminated soils. For Alternatives
that include excavation, the differences between them result fromthe amount of material to be excavated and whether the contaminated
soils will need to be treated in-situ or off-Site to meet RCRA land
disposal restrictions prior to disposal in a Subtitle D landfill.For Alternatives that include capping, the differences are in the
cap design. Alternative 9 primarily involves in situ stabilizationand solidification of contaminated soils with the resulting
material being left in place. Alternative 1: No Action and
Alternative 2: institutional controls and monitoring are the othertwo approaches considered. Institutional controls and ground
water monitoring are also included in Alternatives 3 through 9.
All remedial alternatives are described in more detail below. The
ten alternatives are as follows:

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 2: Institutional Controls
Alternative 3: Soil Cover
Alternative 4: Multilayer Cap
Alternative 5: Soil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal
Alternative 6: Soil Cover and Soil Excavation with Off-

Site Disposal
Alternative 7: Multilayer Cap and Soil Excavation with

Off-Site Disposal
Alternative 8: In Situ Fixation and Stabilization andSoil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal
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Alternative 9: Partial Soil Excavation with Off -Site

Disposal and In Situ Stabilization and
Solidification with Soil Cover

Alternative 10: Relocation of Residences and Businesses,
Demolition of Buildings, and Soil
Excavation with Off -Site Disposal

The costs presented for each alternative include capital costs
(such as equipment, labor and other construction expenses to put
the remedy in place) and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs
(such as monitoring the ground water or maintaining the cap) .
These costs are then presented as a net present worth. This is a
method of economic calculation that estimates the total amount of
money which would need to be invested today, assuming a 30 year
project life, in order to cover initial construction costs as well
as future maintenance costs.
A summary of the major Federal and State Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) which apply to the Site is
provided in the Statutory Determinations Section of this ROD.
Additional information concerning ARARs also is provided in the FS
and the Proposed Plan previously issued. The two major ARARs for
the Alternatives are: Michigan Act 307 and RCRA.
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Alternative 1: No Action
Superfund regulations contained in the National Contingency Plan
(NCP) require that a "no action" alternative be considered at every
site. This alternative serves as the baseline to which all other
alternatives can be compared. Under this remedial alternative, no
active remedial action or institutional action would be taken
regarding the Site.

Time frame: Not Applicable
Capital Costs: $0
O & M Costs: $ 0
Net Present Worth: $0

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Alternative 2: Institutional Controls
The primary objectives of institutional controls such as land use
(deed) restrictions, access restrictions (fencing) , and groundwater
monitoring are to (1) prevent human exposure to on-Site chemicals
by preventing intrusive type of activities such as digging or
installing residential wells and (2) monitor groundwater qualityfor contamination.
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This alternative may involve the following components utilizing
State or local authorities to the degree they are appropriate:

Restricting soil excavation in deeds for areas warranting
remediation
Restricting installation of residential water wells in deeds
for areas warranting remediation
Constructing permanent fences to prevent access to the
contaminated areas
Monitoring groundwater to characterize contaminant migration
from soil to groundwater and to assess continued sources

Alternatives 3 through 9 may also include institutional controls.
Institutional controls for Alternatives 3 through 9 are slightly
modified as follows and would be used to the degree necessary:

Restricting soil excavation in deeds for areas to be
remediated
Restricting installation of residential water wells in deeds
for areas to be remediated and for some off-site residential
areas
Constructing temporary fencing around areas during remediation
Monitoring groundwater to evaluate the effectiveness of soil
remediation

Timeframe for remedial action: 
Capital Costs: 
0 & M Costs (Annual): 
0 & M (30 yrs at 1 0 % ) :
Net Present Worth: 

Alternative 3: Soil Cover
This alternative involves placing a soil cover over the
contaminated soil area to prevent human contact with the
contaminated soil (see area shaded in Figure 3) . In backyard
areas, the noncompacted soil cover would consist of 8 inches of
clean fill overlain by 4 inches of topsoil. The topsoil would be
reseeded with a mixture of grasses to limit wind and water erosion
and to increase the transpiration of water from underlying soils.
In the gravel parking area, new gravel would be placed over the
soil cover. The soil and gravel in the parking area would be
slightly compacted and would become more compacted as the parking
area is used over time.
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Timeframe for remedial action: 3- ks
Capital Costs: $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): 
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : 
Net Present Worth: 

Alternative 4: Multilayer Cap
This alternative involves constructing a multilayer cap over the
contaminated soil areas (see shaded area in Figure 3). A
multilayer cap consists of a single barrier layer in combination
with other layers to secure the barrier layer or promote drainage.
The barrier layer for a multilayer cap can consist of any number of
different types of materials. An impermeable prefabricated clay
liner composed of sodium bentonite clay with an extremely low
hydraulic conductivity (2 x 10"10 centimeter per second) would be
installed first. A 10-inch-thick concrete cap would be constructed
on top of the prefabricated clay liner to minimize the infiltration
of precipitation in the contaminated soil at the Site. In this
case, the prefabricated clay liner would act as a backup for the
concrete cap in case the cap is damaged. A temporary fence would
be constructed during remedial activities and would be taken down
upon completion of these activities.
This Alternative, and Alternative 3, assumes that contaminated
soils at the Site are not classified as RCRA or Michigan Act 64
hazardous waste. Soils at the Site may be classified as RCRA
characteristic hazardous waste during design (see Summary of Site
Characteristics Section of this ROD) . If soils are classified as
RCRA hazardous waste, the described cap would not meet RCRA
requirements. The construction of a RCRA cap at the Site would be
extremely difficult to implement because of the Site ' s physical
setting and its close proximity to residential areas. Therefore,
a RCRA cap was not retained for further consideration as a remedial
alternative.

Timeframe for remedial action: 6-8 weeks
Capital Costs : $
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: 
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Alternative 5: Soil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal

Under this alternative, approximately 4700 yd3 of contaminated
soils contributing to Site specific risk would be excavated from
the Site and disposed of in an off-Site solid waste (Subtitle D)
landfill. Excavation and disposal would include old clay tiles,
the PVC collection system which includes the 2 - 1 , 0 0 0 gallon
underground tanks, and concrete sumps.
The estimated area requiring remediation is shaded in Figure 3.
The area shaded in Figure 3 is the area estimated to contain the
Site related contamination in soils above background based on the
RI and all soils responsible for Site-specific carcinogenic risks
greater than IxlO"6 or a hazard index ratio of 1.0 for exposure
from ingestion, dermal contact or inhalation based on the RA. It
is expected that the soil would be excavated to about 10 feet bgs
in the area where the clay tile is located and only excavated to
about 3 ft bgs along the edges of the area to be remediated. The
excavated portion of the Site would be backfilled with clean soil,
reseeded in the residential areas and covered by gravel in the
parking area.
Vertical barrier walls would be installed along the west and south
walls of the APC building and along the west and north walls of the
warehouse to protect the clean backfilled soil from
recontamination.
The excavated soil would be disposed of in a solid waste (Subtitle
D) landfill, but may require treatment prior to disposal. Soils
would be tested using the TCLP for metals prior to disposal. TCLP
results would be used to determine if excavated soils are RCRA, or
Michigan Act 64, characteristic hazardous wastes because of the
metals in the soils. Soils which are found to be RCRA, or Michigan
Act 64, characteristic hazardous wastes are subject to RCRA and
would be treated before disposal in the Subtitle D landfill. If
treatment for the characteristic wastes is necessary, the soils
would be treated using fixation and stabilization methods to a
level below LDR requirements such that the material no longer
exhibits the characteristic which caused it to be a RCRA, or
Michigan Act 64, hazardous waste.
Water collected during the excavation procedure would be
containerized, tested, and treated off-Site before disposal. Off -
Site treatment and disposal would be conducted at an NPDES
permitted treatment facility in the Lansing area. The volume of
water estimated to be encountered during excavation is about
1 0 , 0 0 0 gallons.
Material handling equipment would be used to diminish air dispersal
of particulate matter and volatilization of organics when
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excavating contaminated soils. Dust suppressants and air
monitoring may also be used during excavation.
A temporary fence would be constructed and will be in place during
the time remediation activities are conducted and would be taken
down upon completion of these activities.

Timeframe for remedial action: s
Capital Costs : $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 1 0% ) : $ 
Net Present Worth: $ 

Alternative 6: Soil Cover and Soil Excavation with Off-Site
Disposal

This alternative is a combination of Alternatives 3 and 5 and would
involve placing a soil cover over less contaminated portions of the
area shaded in Figure 3 and excavation of about 2 , 0 0 0 yd3 of
contaminated soil in the other areas. The depth of excavation is
estimated to range from 3 to 10 feet bgs. The contaminated soils
south of the APC building would be excavated and would include old
clay tiles, the PVC collection system which includes the 2 - 1 0 0 0
gallon underground tanks and concrete sumps. The excavated area
would be backfilled with clean soil and reseeded. The soil cover
would be placed over the parking area and along the east and west
sides of the area requiring remediation. A vertical barrier,
described in Alternative 5, would be installed along the west and
south walls of the APC building and along the west and north walls
of the warehouse to protect clean fill from recontamination.
Disposal of excavated materials would be addressed in the same way
as described in Alternative 5. Water, and particulate and organic
volatilization emissions resulting from excavation activities would
also be addressed in the same way as described in Alternative 5.
The water volume produced during excavation is estimated to be
approximately 1 0 , 0 0 0 gallons.
A temporary fence would be constructed and will be in place during
the time remediation activities are conducted and would be taken
down upon completion of these activities.

Timeframe for remedial action: 6-8 weeks
Capital Costs: $
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: $ 
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Alternative 7: Multilayer Cap and Soil Excavation with Off-Site

Disposal
This alternative is similar to Alternative 6, but would involve a
multilayer cap, as described in Alternative 4, instead of a soil
cover over portions of the residential area and the gravel parking
area. Under Alternative 7, about 2 , 7 0 0 yd3 of soil would be
excavated, which is slightly more than Alternative 6.
Disposal of excavated materials would be addressed in the same way
as described in Alternative 5. Water, and particulate and organic
volatilization emissions resulting from excavation activities would
also be addressed in the same way as described in Alternative 5.
The water volume produced during excavation is estimated to be
approximately 1 0 , 0 0 0 gallons.
A temporary fence would be constructed and will be in place during
the time remediation activities are conducted and would be taken
down upon completion of these activities.

Timeframe for remedial action: 6
Capital Costs: $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): $ 
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: $ 

Alternative 8: In Situ Fixation and Stabilization and Soil
Excavation with Off-Site Disposal

As indicated in Alternative 5, soils which are RCRA characteristic
wastes will be treated to meet land disposal restrictions prior to
disposal. Alternative 8 was developed to evaluate the option of
treating the soils on-Site prior to excavation and disposal.
Under Alternative 8, in situ fixation and stabilization would be
performed on contaminated soils shaded in Figure 3 before
excavation of the contaminated soils. After mixing, treated
contaminated soils would be excavated and transported to an off-
Site solid waste (Subtitle D) landfill for disposal. Approximately
6 , 0 0 0 yd3 of treated soil would be excavated under this alternative.
Old clay tiles, the PVC collection system which includes the 2 - 1 0 0 0
gallon underground tanks, and concrete sumps would be excavated and
disposed of along with the contaminated soil. A vertical barrier,
described in Alternative 5, would be installed along the west and
south walls of the APC building and along the west and north walls
of the warehouse. The excavated area would be backfilled with
clean soil, reseeded, or covered by gravel.
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Volatilization of organics, air dispersal of dust particles and
groundwater collection procedures during the excavation would be
handled as described in Alternative 5. The ground water volume
produced during excavation is estimated to be approximately 1 0 , 0 0 0
gallons.
A temporary fence would be constructed and will be in place during
the time remediation activities are conducted and would be taken
down upon completion of these activities.

Timeframe for remedial action: 10 - 15 weeks
Capital Costs: $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: $ 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Alternative 9: Partial Soil Excavation with Off-Site Disposal and

In Situ Stabilization and Solidification with Soil
Cover

This alternative uses partial excavation (to 3 ft bgs) of
approximately 2 , 2 0 0 yd3 of soils with off-Site treatment (if
necessary) and disposal in a solid waste (Subtitle D) landfill
followed by in-situ stabilization and solidification of the
remaining contaminated soils down to 10 feet bgs in the area shaded
in Figure 3. The top 3 feet of soil would be excavated to allow
enough room for the backfilling of clean soil. Old clay tiles, the
PVC collection system which includes the 2 - 1 0 0 0 gallon underground
tanks, and concrete sumps would be excavated and disposed of along
with the soil.
After excavation, soils to be stabilized and solidified would be
replaced using injectors or tillers that simultaneously inject and
mix stabilization reagents with the soils. After solidification,sample cores of the stabilized material would be collected for TCLP
analysis to determine the success of the treatment process.
Monitoring the stabilization and solidification process may be
required for 5 years based on vendor specifications. One or 2 feet
of soil cover would be placed over the solidified area to prevent
surface erosion and to restore the area. The soil cover would be
reseeded or covered by gravel as previously described inAlternative 5.
Volatilization of organics, air dispersal of dust particles and
groundwater collection procedures during the excavation would be
handled as described in Alternative 5. The ground water volume
produced during excavation is estimated to be approximately 1 0 , 0 0 0gallons.
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A temporary fence would be constructed and will be in place during
the time remediation activities are conducted and would be taken
down upon completion of these activities.

Timeframe for remedial action: 10- 15 weeks
Capital Costs: $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: $ 

Alternative 10: Relocation of Residences and Businesses, Demolition
of Buildings, and Soil Excavation with Off-Site
Disposal

Under Alternative 10, contaminated soils that have the potential to
adversely affect any ground water would be excavated, treated, if
necessary, and disposed of in an off-Site solid waste (Subtitle D)
landfill. The estimate of this area is shaded in Figure 4. About
3 7 , 5 0 0 yd3 of soil would be excavated from the entire area down to
an approximate depth of 10 feet. The excavation and disposal
procedures would be similar to the procedure described in the
discussion for Alternative 5.
Ten residences and three businesses in this area would be relocated
and all buildings would be demolished. The procedure for building
demolition would be typical construction demolition. The only
precaution taken would be to separate aboveground components such
as walls and roofs from below ground components such as basements,
footings, and floor slabs. The below ground components would be
steam cleaned and aboveground and below ground components would
both be disposed of in a construction debris (MDNR-Type III)
landfill.
All utility lines, fences, trees, and shrubs in the area would beremoved. All old clay tiles, the PVC collection system which
includes the 2 - 1 0 0 0 gallon underground tanks, and concrete sumpswould be excavated and disposed of along with the contaminated
soil.
Volatilization of organics, air dispersal of dust particles and
water collection procedures during the excavation would be handled
as described in Alternative 5. The volume of water estimated to be
encountered during excavation is about 5 0 , 0 0 0 gallons.
Excavation, treatment, and off-Site disposal for this alternativeis preferred over in situ treatment of soils for several reasons.
First, in situ treatment would require more equipment, staging, and
curing time. Second, in situ solidification would essentially turn
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the entire area into a solidified mass that would not be suitable
for the residential environment.

Timeframe for remedial action: 12 -28 weeks
(includes relocation

and remediation)
Capital Costs: $ 
0 & M Costs (Annual): $
0 & M (30 yrs at 10% ) : $
Net Present Worth: $

VIII. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES: THE NINE
CRITERIA

In accordance with the NCP, the relative performance of each
alternative is evaluated using the nine criteria [Section
3 0 0 . 4 3 0 ( e ) (9) (i i i)] as a basis for comparison. An alternativeproviding the "best balance" of tradeoffs with respect to the nine
criteria results from this evaluation.
Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: determines
whether an alternative eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to
human health and the environment.
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) : evaluates whether the alternative meets federal and state
environmental laws pertaining to the site.
Balancing Criteria
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence; considers the ability of
an alternative to protect human health and the environment overtime.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment:
evaluates an alternative's use of treatment to reduce the harmful
nature of contaminants, their ability to move in the environment,
and the amount of contamination present.
Short-Term Effectiveness: considers the length of time needed to
implement an alternative and the risks it poses for workers,
residents and the environment during implementation.
Implementability: considers the technical and administrativefeasibility of implementing an alternative.
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Cost: evaluates estimated capital and operation and maintenance(O&M) costs, as well as present-worth costs.
Modifying Criteria
State Acceptance: considers whether the state agrees with U . S .
EPA's analysis and recommendations as presented in the RI/FS and
the Proposed Plan.
Community Acceptance: considers the public's response to the
alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and the FS. Specific
responses to public comments are contained in the Responsiveness
Summary attached to this ROD.
EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES AGAINST THE NINE CRITERIA
The following analysis evaluates the ten alternatives under each of
the nine evaluation criteria.
1) Overall protection of human health and the environment. All
Alternatives, with the exception of Alternatives 1 and 2, would be
expected to provide protection of human health and the environment
by reducing or eliminating exposure pathways. Alternatives 5, 8
and 10 would be expected to provide overall protection of human
health and the environment through reduction in the accessibility
and mobility of the contaminants through excavation and/or
treatment. Alternatives 3, 4, 6, 7, and 9 would be expected to
provided overall protection of - human health and the environment
through reduction in the accessibility and mobility of the
contaminants through various combinations of excavation, treatment
and/or cap placement.
2) Compliance with ARARs: With the exception of Alternatives 1
and 2, all alternatives would meet ARARs, unless it is determined
that the contaminated soils are RCRA, or Michigan Act 64,
characteristic hazardous wastes. RCRA LDR treatment requirements
may be applicable under Alternatives 3 through 10 if it is
determined that contaminated soils are RCRA, or Michigan Act 64,
characteristic hazardous wastes. Soils will be tested to see if
this is the case. If so, and placement is involved in the
Alternative, they will be treated to comply with RCRA Subtitle C
and Michigan Act 64 requirements. If the soils are RCRA
characteristic hazardous wastes, then Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 would
not meet RCRA or Michigan Act 64 requirements and a waiver would be
required to implement these remedies. Michigan's Act 307 is a
comprehensive law and regulation which applies to the Site.
Alternatives 3 through 9 meet the Site-specific requirements in Act
3 0 7 . Alternative 10 meets specific cleanup standards for the
protection of ground water presented in Act 3 0 7 . A further
explanation of Michigan Act 307 and the other ARARs, including
RCRA, for this Site can be found in the Statutory Determinations
Section, the FS and the Proposed Plan.
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3) Long-term effectiveness and permanence: Alternatives 5, 8 and
10 would be effective in the long-term. The Site contamination is
located in a mixed residential and industrial neighborhood.
Because residents live directly next to the contaminated soils, the
potential is high for human contact with the contamination.
Alternatives 5, 8 and 10 would reduce the amount of contamination
on-Site via transportation off-Site to a secure landfill. Although
the volume of contamination from the Site would not be reduced, the
contamination in the soils would be effectively isolated from the
environment and human contact by the secure off-Site landfill.
Those soils which are determined to be RCRA, or Michigan Act 64,
characteristic hazardous wastes would be treated prior to disposal
as well to further limit their mobility and toxicity. In addition,
even though Alternatives 5 and 8 would not remove soils assumed to
be contaminated from under buildings located in the area affected
by Site contamination, the contaminated soils under the buildings
at the Site are effectively isolated from the environment and human
contact by the buildings' foundations. Installation of vertical
barriers would protect the clean backfilled soils from potential
recontamination from any potentially contaminated soils under the
buildings. If any of the buildings within the target area of
contamination shown in Figure 3 are abandoned or demolished in the
future, options for remediation of contaminated soils under the
building (s) would be evaluated by U . S . EPA during a five year
review of the Site. The long-term effectiveness of these
alternatives would be a function of the long-term integrity of the
off-Site landfill. The long-term integrity of an off-Site
permitted secure landfill is expected to be greater than other
containment options evaluated in this ROD.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do nothing to prevent exposure to soil
contamination or mobility of the contaminants. Alternatives 3 and
4 offer some degree of long-term effectiveness by covering the
problem with soil, but covers require perpetual maintenance.
Overtime, the natural weathering process, as well as everyday
residential and industrial activities may affect the integrity of
the cover. Degradation of the covers' integrity may be accelerated
if administrative controls, such as restrictions on digging, are
not obeyed or become invalid. If the effectiveness of the cover
fails, exposure to contaminated soils once again becomes a
potential health concern. If the cover alternative fails, a new
cover would need to be constructed or another remediation option
evaluated. In either case, this would be disruptive to local
residents and businesses, create another potential Short-Term
health risk, and cost additional money.
Alternatives 6 and 7 offer better long-term effectiveness than
Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 because they require the elimination of
some contaminated soils through excavation, similar to Alternative
5, 8 and 10. However, the same problems as indicated above would
be encountered for the capped portions of the contaminated soils.
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Alternative 9 would be effective over the long-term because the
potential for inhalation of contaminated soils is reduced by
treatment and covering. However, the permanence of the integrity
of soils treated in-situ has not been determined.
4) Reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment;
For all alternatives, no treatment process is used to address soil
contamination unless it is determined that they are RCRA
characteristic hazardous wastes. There is no reduction in
toxicity, mobility or volume through a treatment process for
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. Varying degrees of treatment may
apply to Alternatives 5 through 10 which would minimize the
toxicity and mobility, but not volume, if it is determined that the
contaminated soils are RCRA, or Michigan Act 64, characteristichazardous wastes.
5) Short-term effectiveness: For Alternatives 5 through 10, there
could be dust emissions during excavation activities to which
workers and the surrounding community could be exposed. To address
this threat, dust control measures would be implemented during
excavation activities and workers would wear protective clothing to
reduce the risks associated with remediation. There would also be
a higher than usual volume of construction traffic because of the
transport of materials either to or from the Site.
Alternatives 3 through 7 would take the least amount of time to
implement ( 3 - 8 weeks). Alternatives 8 and 9 would take slightly
more time to implement than Alternatives 3 through 7 ( 10- 15 weeks) .
Alternative 10 would require a significantly greater amount of time
than all other alternatives ( 1 2 - 2 8 months).
6) Implementability: All the alternatives are technically
feasible in theory because the technology exists for the various
remedy components including excavation, capping and in-situ
solidification. In practice, Alternative 5 is fully implementable.
Alternatives relying on a cap (Alternatives 3, 4, 6 and 7) for the
primary remediation technology assume that contaminated soils at
the Site are not classified as RCRA, or Michigan Act 64, hazardous
waste. Soils at the Site may be classified as RCRA, or Michigan
Act 64, characteristic hazardous waste (see Summary of Site
Characteristics Section of this ROD) . If soils are classified as
hazardous waste, and the soils are not treated to render them non-
hazardous, the cap design would need to follow RCRA and Michigan
Act 64 specifications. The construction of such a cap at the Site
would be extremely difficult to implement because of the Site ' s
physical setting and close proximity to residential areas.
Alternatives 8 and 9 would be extremely difficult to implement
because the work would require large support areas to operate on-Site equipment. On-Site equipment is also large and the equipment
would require relatively accessible and open areas. Areas
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requiring remediation at the Site have limited accessibility and
open space due to the close proximity of businesses and residential
housing.
Administratively, Alternative 10 would be difficult to implement
because it requires relocation of ten residences and three
businesses and complete demolition of the buildings on Site. The
area targeted for cleanup under Alternative 10 is based on State of
Michigan standard cleanup levels which protect groundwater. U . S .
EPA has determined that no groundwater drinking water pathway
exists and the potential is extremely low for any off-site
groundwater drinking sources to be affected by soil contamination
at the site.
7) Cost: The capital costs, operation and maintenance costs and
net present worth of each remedial alternative are listed after
each alternative description above. Cost-effectiveness is
discussed in the Statutory Determinations section below. In
general, Alternative 1 is the cheapest $0, Alternatives 2 through
4 ranged from $ 3 2 5 , 0 0 0 to $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 , Alternatives 5 through 9 ranged
from $ 1 . 2 million to $ 1 . 9 million and Alternative 10 was the most
expensive at $ 7 . 7 million. The cost for Alternative 5 ( $ 1 . 8
million) was approximately in the mid range of these cost values.
8) State Acceptance: The State of Michigan concurs with the
selected remedy for this Site.
9) Community Acceptance: Community acceptance is assessed in the
attached Responsiveness Summary. The Responsiveness Summary
provides a thorough review of the public comments received on the
Proposed Plan, and the Agency's responses to those comments. Since
issuance of the Proposed Plan for public comment, the general
public views on the selected remedy ranged from appreciation to
concern over leaving some contamination behind, the restrictions of
institutional controls and depressed real estate values of homes in
the area. In general, however, the public agrees that the action
should be taken.
IX. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, as amended
by SARA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of alternatives and public
comments, U . S . EPA has selected Alternative 5, as the remedial
action for the Adams Plating Company Site. Given the available
information, the Agency believes that this alternative is
protective of human health and the environment, complies with
ARARs, provides the best balance of trade-offs under the nine
criteria and also represents a cost-effective solution.
Alternative 5 involves the excavation and off-Site disposal of an
estimated 4 , 7 0 0 yd3 of contaminated soils which exceed chemical
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specific levels from around the buildings on-Site. The chemical
levels are described below, but, in general after completion of the
remedial action the concentrations in soils will attain, for each
contaminant, a Site-specific risk of IxlO"6 carcinogenic risk or a
hazard index ratio of 1.0 or less for exposure due to ingestion,
dermal contact or inhalation, as calculated in the RA or
background, whichever is higher.
Excavated portions of the Site will be backfilled with clean soil.
The installation of vertical barrier walls around building
foundations that will be in direct contact with clean backfilled
soil will protect the clean backfilled soils from potential
recontamination, assuming that a continuing source of contamination
exists beneath these buildings. Institutional controls limiting
digging and restricting installation of water wells around the Site
may be implemented.
A ground water monitoring program will be established to monitor
the migration of contamination from the site in the direction of
the public water supply.
The estim ital costs are  and the net present

 . Estimated Op  Maintenance costs are
 a

Rationale for Selection
Alternative 5, will provide a permanent, long-term solution which
is protective of human health and the environment, is fully
implementable and is cost effective. The contaminated soils
removed from the Site will be placed in a secure landfill, where
the potential for migration of the contaminants into the air is
significantly reduced and the ability for direct contact with
contaminants is reduced to acceptable levels. The other
alternatives were not protective or not fully implementable and/or
were not as effective over the long-term.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 can be implemented relatively
easily and quickly. However, these alternatives leave at least a
portion of the contaminated soil untreated and in-place and
therefore do not fully provide for long-term effectiveness.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do nothing to prevent exposure to soil
contamination or mobility of the contaminants. Alternatives 3 and
4 offer protection by covering the contamination with soil or
cement, but covers require perpetual maintenance to maintain their
integrity. Inadequate maintenance and industrial and residential
activities over such a cap at the Site could compromise its
integrity. This would possibly result in cap reconstruction orevaluation of another option sometime in the future. This would be
disruptive to local residents and businesses, create another
potential Short-Term health risk, and cost additional money.
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Alternatives 6 and 7 eliminate some contaminated soils by
excavation. However, the same problems as indicated above would be
encountered for the capped portions of the contaminated soils.
Alternative 8 and 9 would be protective of human health and the
environment because they reduce the potential for inhalation of
contaminated soils, assuming soils are determined to require
treatment. However, these alternatives would be extremely
difficult to implement because the work would require large support
areas to operate on-site equipment. In addition, for Alternative
9, the long-term effectiveness and permanence of a remedy involving
soils treated in-situ has not been determined.
Alternative 10 would provide a permanent, long-term solution which
is protective of human health and the environment. However, use of
groundwater protection standards (Type B) was determined to not be
appropriate for the Site for two primary reasons: 1) it is not
necessary to remediate soil to Type B groundwater protection
standards because no groundwater ingestion exposure pathway exists
and because there is little or no potential for the bedrock aquifer
to be impacted by Site-specific contamination and 2) cleaning the
Site up to Type B ground water protection levels would require
remediating a large volume of soils- that pose a relatively limited
health hazard. The buildings overlying contaminated soil act as a
cap eliminating potential exposure routes to contaminated soil.
The lack of exposure routes to soil contaminants under buildings is
a Site-specific characteristic that makes the Site-specific
approach appropriate in this case. In addition, Alternative 10
would be difficult to implement because it requires relocation of
ten residences, three businesses and complete demolition of the
buildings at a cost considerably more than Alternative 5 ( $ 7 . 7
million for Alternative 10 versus $ 1 . 8 million for Alternative 5).

Performance Standards
The estimated area requiring remediation is shaded in Figure 6.
The areas targeted for remediation contain Site related
contamination in soils significantly above background and, based on
the RA, are the areas contributing to unacceptable health risks atthe Site.
Contaminated soils will be excavated vertically down to a maximum
depth of 10 feet bgs, or to analyte specific levels (cleanup
levels), whichever is encountered first based upon the average soil
background level plus three times the standard deviation. Ten feet
was determined in the RA to be the maximum exposure depth and is
determined to be a reasonable exposure assumption. Therefore,
contamination below 10 feet, as described in Section V of this ROD,
will not be excavated. Horizontally, excavation limits will be
based on analyte specific levels. The following are the
anticipated analyte specific cleanup levels.
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ANALYTE_____ CLEANUP STANDARD

Chromium (total) 2 6 . 1 mg/kg
Arsenic 6.7 mg/kg

These two analytes were chosen for two primary reasons: 1) based on
the RI, they accurately represent the distribution of contamination
at the Site, and 2) based on the RA, the majority of risk is driven
by these two analytes. If chromium and arsenic cleanup levels are
met through the remedial action described in Alternative 5, Site
specific risk will be eliminated.
The cleanup levels for chromium and arsenic were based on the
average soil background levels (chromium - 1 1 .4 mg/kg, arsenic -
1.9 mg/kg) plus three times the standard deviation (chromium - 4 . 9 ,
arsenic - 1 . 6 ) , as presented in the RI. Background averages were
limited to four samples. Therefore, additional background samples
may be required during design in order to establish a more
meaningful statistical average. In addition, based on data from
the RI, Figure 6 shows concentrations of chromium and arsenic in
subsurface soil samples collected outside the target cleanup area.
Anomalous areas above the analyte specific cleanup levels, such as
shown on the south edge of the warehouse, will require confirmatory
sampling for arsenic and chromium at a minimum during design.
Results of the confirmatory sampling will be used to evaluate and
determine the necessity for excavating these areas and
verify/establish excavation depths. Confirmatory soil sampling
will also include qualitative analyses for hexavalent chromium to
provide assurance that soils posing an unacceptable risk due to
chromium are excavated and removed.
All old clay tiles, the PVC collection system, the 2 - 1 0 0 0 gallon
underground storage tanks connected to the PVC collection system
and concrete sumps in the target remediation area will be excavated
and osed of along with the contaminated soil. Also, the garage
at  Grace Street may need to be demolished so that the soil
ben  it can be excavated. Demolition and reconstruction of the
garage may be more cost effective than excavating around the garage
and stabilizing its foundation. A temporary fence will be
constructed and will be in place during the time remediation
activities are conducted and will be taken down upon completion ofthese activities.
Soils assumed to be contaminated under buildings located in the
area affected will not be removed because the contaminated soils
under the buildings at the Site are effectively isolated from the
environment and human contact by the buildings' foundations and
will be isolated from clean backfill by vertical barrier walls.
However, if any of the buildings within the target area of
contamination shown in Figure 6 are abandoned or demolished in the
future, or the remedy in general is no longer protective, options
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for remediation of contaminated soils under the building(s) would
be evaluated by U .S . EPA during a five year review of the Site.
Five year reviews will also include an evaluation of the
effectiveness of deed restrictions, if needed, with an update on
the business status of the Adams Plating Company, if still in
operation.
Contaminated materials from the Site will be disposed of in a solid
waste (Subtitle D) landfill. However, soils requiring remediation
shall be tested using the TCLP for metals. Soils which are
determined to be RCRA, or Michigan Act 64, characteristic hazardous
wastes are subject to RCRA and/or Michigan Act 64 and will be
treated before land disposal. If treatment is necessary, the soils
will be treated using fixation and stabilization methods to a level
below LDR requirements such that the material no longer exhibits
the characteristic which caused it to be a RCRA, or Michigan Act
64, hazardous waste. Characteristic hazardous waste that has been
treated to meet the treatment standard is no longer considered
hazardous after the characteristic is eliminated. The waste cantherefore be disposed of in a solid waste (Subtitle D) landfill.
Water collected during the excavation procedure will be
containerized, tested, and treated off-Site before disposal. The
volume of water estimated to be encountered during excavation is
about 1 0 , 0 0 0 gallons.
Excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil and vertical
barrier walls will be installed at least along the west and south
walls of the APC building and along the west and north walls of the
warehouse. Backfilled material along with vertical barrier(s) will
at least be capable of reducing the possibility of recontamination
of the fill area. In addition, backfill material should limit
downward migration of precipitation in order to reduce the
potential for mobilization of residual contaminants that may be
left below excavation depths. The type and hydraulic conductivity
of backfill material and vertical barrier(s) will be established
during design.
Ground water contamination was detected at this Site in exceedance
of Michigan's Type B cleanup criteria. However, since the ground
water was not found in useable quantities or quality and a
connection to a drinking water aquifer was not established at the
Site, it is not appropriate to remediate the ground water. To
assess potential contaminant migration in what ground water is
present at the Site, a ground water monitoring program will be
established to monitor the migration of contamination from the Site
in the direction of the public water supply wells. If U .S . EPA
determines that contamination from the Site poses an unacceptable
threat to the bedrock aquifer, or that the remedy is no longer
protective of human health and the environment, additional
alternatives will be evaluated. Ground water will be monitored
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for a period of 30 years, unless the trend in contaminant
concentrations indicates that this specified length of time is not
required.
Material handling equipment will be used to diminish air dispersal
of particulate materials and volatilization of organics when
excavating contaminated soils. Dust suppressants and air
monitoring may also be used during excavation.

X. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
The selected remedy must satisfy the requirements of Section 121
( a - e ) of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, to:

a. Protect human health and the environment;
b. Comply with ARARs;
c. Be cost effective;d. Use permanent solutions and alternative treatment or

resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable; ande. Satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal
element or provide an explanation as to why this
preference is not satisfied.

The implementation of Alternative 5 at the Adams Plating Company
Site satisfies the requirements of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, as
detailed below:

a. Protection of Human Health and the Environment
This selected remedy provides for the protection of human
health and the environment.
Implementation of the selected remedial alternative will
reduce and control potential risks to human health and the
environment posed by exposure to site contaminants by
excavating waste materials, soils above human health-based
criteria and containing this material in an off-site landfill.
The risk will be reduced to a risk level less than IxlO"6 for
carcinogens and a Hazard Index for non-carcinogens of one.

b. Compliance with ARARs
The selected remedy will comply with all Federal and/or State,
where more stringent, ARARs. The following ARARs will beattained.
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1. Chemical-specific ARARs
Chemical-specific ARARs regulate the release to the
environment of specific substances having certain chemical
characteristics. Chemical-specific ARARs typically determine
the extent of clean-up at a site. By removal of the source
and continued monitoring, U . S . EPA believes that all chemical-
specific Federal and State ARARs will be met.
Federal ARARs
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act -- Land Disposal
Restrictions (LDR) regulations (40 CFR 268) and waste
characterization requirements (40 CFR 261 ) are applicable
requirements for the contaminated soils if these are
determined to be RCRA characteristic hazardous wastes. The
Site contaminated soils have not presently been classified as
RCRA listed or characteristic hazardous wastes. However, a
portion of the contaminated soils at the Site have thepotential to be characteristic for metals. The classification
of RCRA listed and characteristic hazardous waste as related
to the Site is discussed below.
No conclusive proof to support the classification of
contaminated soils at the Site as RCRA listed hazardous waste
exists. While the APC is a small quantity generator of RCRA-
listed waste (wastewater treatment sludges from electroplating
operations, waste code F 0 0 6 ) , no information is available
concerning how these wastes were managed or suggesting the
F006 waste is the source of the contamination at the Site.
The RI defines the APC' s wastewater as rinse water from the
electroplating operations that was discharged into a
preexisting drain tile system that apparently leaked. Despite
its high chromium concentration, rinse water from
electroplating operations is not a listed waste. It is
possible other electroplating wastes such as plating baths( F007 ) and residual sludges from plating baths ( F008 ) may have
been improperly disposed of at the Site, but no information is
available concerning the management of these types of wastes
and nothing suggests that RCRA listed wastes were released
along with the rinse water.
The RI also states that acetone, methylene chloride, carbon
tetrachloride and 1 , 1 , 1 -TCA were used as degreasing solventsat this Site although no used solvents are listed on the RCRA
hazardous waste notification form. The presence of these
constituents is not conclusive proof that listed solvents were
improperly disposed of at the Site. It is not anticipated
that the limits for volatile organic characteristic waste will
be exceeded because most of the volatile constituents in the
solvents used at the Site are not identified characteristic
parameters under the Toxicity Characteristic Rule.
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Neither the EP Toxicity or the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis were performed on samples
of Site soils. Because of this, it is uncertain whether
contaminated soils at the Site can be classified as RCRA
characteristic hazardous waste. The contaminated soils in the
tile drain system at the Site may contain chromium at
concentrations high enough to be classified as hazardous waste
based on the RCRA characteristic of toxicity for metals.
Therefore, soils shall be tested under the TCLP for metals
prior to all intrusive remediation approaches. Soils which
are characteristic hazardous wastes are subject to RCRA ARARs
and will be treated before land disposal. For most
characteristic waste with concentration-based treatment levels
(such as the wastes at the APC site) , the LDR treatment
standards are set at the characteristic level that defines the
waste as hazardous. For example, the TCLP treatment level for
chromium is 5.0 milligram per liter (mg/L) . Chromium-
contaminated soils removed from the ground must be treated to
the level at which the TCLP analysis is less than 5.0 mg/L
before they can be land disposed. Characteristic hazardous
waste that has been treated to meet the treatment standards is
no longer considered hazardous after the characteristic is
eliminated. The waste can therefore be disposed of in a solid
waste (Subtitle D) landfill.
Soils at the Site are not likely to be characteristic for
VOCs. In addition to acetone; methylene chloride; and 1 , 1 , 1 -
TCA; other VOCs detected in the subsurface soils at the Site
include up to 1 , 2 0 0 M9/k9 °f ethylbenzene; up to 2 , 5 2 0 M9/k9of bromomethane; and 4 , 0 0 0 //g/kg or more of 1 , 1 -DCA, methyl
ethyl ketone (MEK) and chloromethane. Of these VOCs, only MEK
is a characteristic parameter, and the highest concentration
of MEK detected in on-Site soils ( 4 , 2 0 0 jtg/kg) is not likely
to exceed the regulatory threshold. If the soils are not
characteristic wastes because of the VOCs, then treatment of
Site contaminated soils for VOCs will not be necessary prior
to disposal in a solid waste (Subtitle D) landfill. If so,
then they will be needed to be treated first to eliminate the
characteristic which made them a RCRA hazardous waste.
State ARARs
Michigan Act 307 -- The State of Michigan has identified the
Michigan Environmental Response Act (referred to as "MERA",
"the ACT" or "Act 3 0 7 " ) and its implementing rules as ARARs
for this Site. U .S . EPA finds that only Rules 7 0 5 ( 2 ) and ( 3 ) ,
707 - 715, 7 1 7 ( 2 ) , 7 19 ( 1 ) and 723 qualify as ARARs in
compliance with Section 12 1 ( d ) ( 2 ) of CERCLA. These rules
provide for the selection of a remedy which attains a degree
of cleanup which conforms to one or more of three levels of
cleanup - Type A, B or C. A Type A cleanup generally achieves
cleanup to background or non-detect levels ( R 2 9 9 . 5 7 0 7 ) ; a Type
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B level meets specific cleanup levels in all media ( R 2 9 9 . 5 7 0 9 -
5715 and 5723 ) and a Type C cleanup is based on a site
specific risk assessment [ R299 .57 17 ( 2 ) ] and 5719 ( 1 ) ] .
U .S . EPA's selected remedy will attain soil cleanup standards
adopted on a Site-specific basis for this Site in compliance
with Act 307 and its implementing rules in accordance with the
Type C cleanup requirements[R299.5717(2) and 5 7 1 9 ( 1 ) ] . It
should be noted that the Site-specific cleanup standards meet
the Type A requirements (background) for particular
contaminants.
U . S . EPA does not consider the other provisions of Act 307 and
its implementing rules identified by the State as ARARs
because they are either procedural, not more stringent or do
not establish cleanup standards. Additionally, U . S . EPA
believes that even if certain of these provisions wereconsidered ARARs [e .g . the considerations listed in Section
2 9 9 . 5 7 1 7 ( 3 ) ] , the remedial actions and cleanup standards
selected for this Site are in compliance with these State-identified ARARs since they have been selected in accordance
with CERCLA and the NCP.
Michigan Air Pollution Act 348 -- The selected remedy
involves excavation and construction activities which may
release contaminants or particulate into the air. This act is
relevant and appropriate. This act is also referenced in Act
307 under a Type B (R299 .5715 ) for air quality. Measures will
be taken to ensure that these requirements are complied with
during the excavation activities.

2. Location-Specific ARARs
Location-specific ARARs are those requirements that relate to
the geographical position of a site. For example, federal and
state ARARs exist for sites where remedial activities would
impact wetlands, floodplains, critical habitats, wilderness
areas, fault zones, or areas of historic or significant
cultural artifacts. The nearest wetland is located about 1.5
miles southwest of the Site. Therefore, anticipated
remediation activities at the Site will not impact this
wetland and potential ARARs related to wetlands (Executive
Order 1 1990 - Protection of Wetlands, and Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act) are not applicable or relevant and
appropriate. Potential ARARs relating to the impact or
management of floodplains (Executive Order 1 1988 - Floodplain
Management, 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 209 -
Navigation and Navigable Waters; and Sections 1008 and 4004 of
RCRA - RCRA Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste
Disposal Facilities) are not ARARs as the Site is not locatedin a floodplain. None of the above-mentioned potential
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location-specific ARARs are applicable or relevant and
appropriate to this Site.

3. Action-specific ARARs
Action-specific ARARs are requirements that define acceptable
treatment and disposal procedures for hazardous substances.

Federal ARARs
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act -- Soils may be
characteristically hazardous under RCRA. Soils which are RCRA
characteristic hazardous wastes will be treated until the
characteristic is eliminated. Characteristic hazardous waste
that has been treated to meet the treatment standards is no
longer defined as hazardous. Soils by definition or once
treated will not be or will no longer be considered hazardous
and will be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill. The
chosen remedy will comply with these requirements.
State ARARS
Michigan Hazardous Waste Management Act (Act 64 of 1979 , as
amended) - - T o the degree, RCRA applies, Act 64 will apply as
Michigan Act 64 parallels the requirements of RCRA. Act 641
which relates to solid waste landfills is an ARAR in any
event. The chosen remedy will comply with both of these
requirements.

c. Cost-effectiveness
A cost-effective remedy is one for which the cost is
proportional to the remedy's overall effectiveness.
The selected remedy, Alternative 5, affords the highest degree
of overall effectiveness when compared to Alternatives 1
through 10. Alternative 5 costs considerably less than
Alternative 10 ( $ 7 . 7 million for Alternative 10 versus $ 1 . 8
million for Alternative 5) while providing effective
protection of human health and the environment.

d. ' Use of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum
Extent Practicable
U .S . EPA believes the selected remedy represents the maximum
extent to which permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies can be used in a cost-effective manner for the
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Adams Plating Company Site. Of the alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environment and comply with
ARARs, U . S . EPA has determined that the selected remedy
provides the best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility
or volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, cost and State and community acceptance.
Therefore, the selected remedy represents the maximum extent
to which permanent solutions and treatment can be practicably
used. The contamination in the soils can reliably be
controlled over time at a secure landfill. Treatment may be
required if soils are found to exhibit RCRA, or Michigan Act
64, hazardous waste characteristic properties.

e. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element
Treatment options were evaluated for contaminated soils and
were found to not be cost-effective or easily implementable
based on Site-specific factors. Containment of treated
contaminated materials, as well as contaminated materials not
requiring treatment, in a secure landfill is considered a safe
and reliable option when coupled with institutional controls
and monitoring, particularly when the cost of other
alternatives are factored in. Excavated materials will be
treated if they are determined to be RCRA, or Michigan Act 64,
characteristic hazardous wastes prior to disposal in the
landfill. If the excavated material is not found to require
treatment, this alternative will not meet the preference for
treatment as a principal element.

XI. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
The Proposed Plan for the Adams Plating Site was released for
public comment in August 1993 . The Proposed Plan identified
Alternative 5, soil excavation and off-site disposal, as the
recommended alternative. U . S . EPA has reviewed all written
and verbal comments submitted during the public comment
period. Upon review of these comments, it was determined that
no significant changes to the remedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.
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XIII. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

This responsiveness Summary has been prepared to meet the
requirements of Section 113 (k) (2) (B) (iv) and 117 (b) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act of 1980 , as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (CERCLA), which requires the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U .S . EPA) to respond " . . . t o
each of the significant comments, criticisms and new data submittedin written or oral presentations" on a proposed plan for remedial
action. The Responsiveness Summary addresses concerns expressed by
the public, potentially responsible parties (PRPs) and governmental
bodies in written and oral comments received by U . S . EPA and the
State regarding the proposed remedy for the Adams Plating Company
Site .

Overview
1. The Proposed Plan

The Remedial Investigation (RI) and Baseline Risk Assessment (RA)
were finalized in March of 1993. The Feasibility Study (FS) for
public review was completed in July 1993 and contained ten remedial
alternatives.
The Proposed Plan for remedial action included removal and disposal
of contaminated soils that contribute to Site-specific health risks
in an off-Site landfill.

2. Public Comment Period
A public comment period on the proposed plan and FS for this Site
was held from August 19, 1993 to September 17, 1993 . In addition,
a public meeting was held on September 8, 1993 . At this meeting,
representatives from U .S . EPA and the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) answered questions about problems at the
Site and the remedial alternatives under consideration. Comments
from the public meeting were also accepted at the meeting.
COMMENTS FROM THE COMMUNITY
During the comment period, U .S . EPA received oral and written
comments from members of the community and the MDNR. These
comments are presented below along with U . S . EPA's response. The
actual comment letters and public meeting transcript with oral
comments are provided in the administrative record.

Comment (oral);
"The only comment I would like to make is, I think I'm pleased
with the way [ U . S . ] EPA is doing it this time. I'm glad to
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see you're doing remediation of the soils, which originally it
would be Type C cleanup. So I'm really pleased that they went
ahead and reevaluated it and are going to go in with
alternative five."
Response;
U .S . EPA acknowledges and appreciates the comment.
Comment (oral);
" I 'm not involved, but since nobody has spoken up on behalf of
the property owner, I think the question needs to be addressed
as far as the value of that property, the impact it's going to
have on the residents that are out there that weren't related
to the facility that caused the incidence. So, if there are
going to be deed restrictions placed on that property, then I
think there needs to be some type of adjustment to the
residents."
Response;
U .S . EPA appreciates that residents in the Site area may be
concerned with the impact site contamination has had on
property values in the Site area. It is U .S . EPA's intent to
minimize disruption to residential property owners to the
greatest degree possible. Some disruption, however, will
result from implementation of the remedy. Concerning
institutional controls, such as fences and deed restrictions,
U . S . EPA may need to use them to ensure the remedy is
protective of human health and the environment. They will
only be used to the degree necessary and U .S . EPA and the
State will attempt to minimize their impact on surrounding
residential property owners. It should be noted that once the
remedy has been implemented a major source of concern at the
Site will have been removed and property values may reflect
this change in situation in the future.
Comment (written);
"Our opinion of the proposed clean up plan #5, is that [ i t ] is
inadequate, in that it would only clean up less than a quarter
of what we feel is the contaminated site. Below are our
points of concern in this matter.
[point 1] We still accumulate green water in our basement
after a heavy rain. We were informed by the DNR that our
basement contains high levels of contamination and to avoid
using the basement. [point 2] We are concerned that
contaminants are being tracked from the basement and dirty
driveway into the living space of our home and thus increasing
the risk to our health. We are also concerned about the value
of our real estate, being that we are now unable to sell at a



57
fair market value, through no fault of our own, but due to
Adams' practices. Pertaining to Proposal #5, [point 3] it
concerns us that the dust from the contaminated soil during
the process, would enter our home and would contribute to more
contamination which has been proven to be dangerous to human
health. We don't feel safe as a homeowner to live so near
Adams and feel very few people would want to live near Adams
to raise a family."
Response;
U .S . EPA disagrees that Alternative 5 is inadequate. Under
Alternative 5, all the contaminated soil that contributes to
Site-specific health risks will be removed, taken off-Site and
placed in a secure landfill. Any residual contamination
anticipated to be left at the Site does not contribute to
unacceptable health risks.
Concerning point 1, green water in the basement: Based on
sampling results and the Risk Assessment, U . S . EPA determined
risks associated with the contaminated water in the basements
were not a human health concern. In addition, U . S . EPA
anticipates once the remedy is implemented a significant
reduction in the amounts of green water flowing into the
basements will occur. U .S . EPA and MDNR have included
monitoring as part of this remedy to keep informed of any
future problems concerning contamination elated to the Site in
and around homes.
Concerning point 2, real estate values: The selected remedy
will remove contaminated soils which contribute to human
health and environmental risks at the Site. This shouldimprove the physical aspects and public perception of the area
and improve the value of property to the degree Site
contamination has influenced property values in the area.
Concerning point 3, dust emissions from the remediation
process under Alternative 5: Dust suppressants and air
monitoring will be conducted in accordance with Michigan Air
Pollution laws. These activities are meant to eliminate any
health risks associated with dust which is released into the
air during implementation of Alternative 5.
Comment (written);
"What is going to happen to my basement. Who do I go after
for all damages if I did decide to do so. When dirt is taken
out, will it hurt the foundation at the back of my house? I
know no matter what, if you put restrictions on property, no
one will buy my house anyway and I can't help feeling this
whole mess [was responsible for] my husbands death [and] maybe
my mother in law as well."
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Response;
U .S . EPA appreciates concerns regarding damages which
residential property owners may have received as a result of
contamination connected with this Site, but the purpose of the
Record of Decision is to determine what action needs to betaken to address the contamination and not assign
responsibility for that contamination. As has been stated
earlier, it is U . S . EPA and MDNR's intent to minimize
disruption to residential property owners at the Site to the
degree possible while ensuring human health and the
environment is protected. Restrictions on residential
property use will be kept to a minimum. Again, it should be
noted to the degree property values have been depressed
because of Site contamination, the situation may improve once
the remedy has been implemented.
Comment (written);
[point 1] "Alternative #5 does not call for the excavation of'contaminated soil from under Adams' building(s) (nor houses
located near Adams). If these 'hot spots' are not taken care
of (especially under Adams), there will be further
contamination from these spots to the clean soil that will be
brought in."
[point 2] "Please address who will pay for the clean up, who
will pay if/when ADDITIONAL clean up is needed in the future
and the allotted dollar amount ( $ 1 , 8 0 0 , 0 0 0 ) has been exceeded.
I object if the State and/or EPA pay for clean up and do not
go after Adams for cost recovery. This informs Adams (and
other businesses) that they could be the cause of
contamination but not be held accountable for their actions
nor have to pay clean up costs. Adams should not be allowed
to continue to operate unless they pay the clean up costs. If
Adams is forced to pay clean up costs and they declare
bankruptcy, so be it, at least then they wouldn't be able to
operate at this location. EPA should be more concerned about
the environment and public health than about damaging their
public image or being criticized for 'shutting down another
business'"
[point 3] "Adams should provide some type of compensation to
homeowners living in the immediate vicinity to Adams. Through
no fault of their own, the homeowner's property value has
decreased. If homeowners want to sell their property and they
CAN find a buyer, their property wouldn't draw sufficient
dollar amount due to the fact they live by Adams, a Superfund
contaminated s i te ."
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[point 4] "There is concern regarding breathing the air while
excavation is being done and after the work is done. Please
address how the air will be kept safe to breath while
excavation is taking place."

Response:
Concerning point 1, contamination under the buildings:
Consideration was given to excavating soils from underneath
the Adams Plating Company building, but for the reasons set
forth in the ROD this alternative was deemed to be
inappropriate. More particularly, U . S . EPA believes that any
contamination under the buildings does not currently pose a
health concern because the buildings' foundation prevent
exposure to the contaminated soils. Under the selected
remedy, clean backfilled soil will be protected against
contamination under the buildings as described in the selected
remedy section of this ROD. Vertical barriers will be put in
place to eliminate migration of contaminants from under the
building. The ROD also provides for monitoring of the
conditions at the Site. A formal process, the five review
process, is in place to regularly reexamine if additional work
at the Site is necessary. Further action will be considered
if circumstances warrant it.
Concerning point 2, payment for clean up and objection to use
of U . S . EPA/State money: U .S . EPA appreciates the support for
an enforcement preference. However, as stated earlier, the
purpose of the ROD is to determine what action needs to betaken to address the contamination and not assign
responsibility for that contamination or detail enforcement
actions. U .S . EPA is still evaluating its enforcement options
for this Site. U .S . EPA's main priority is to address the
threats present to human health and the environment at this
Site as quickly as possible. U .S . EPA intends on using the
enforcement approach which will most effectively accomplishthis goal.
Concerning point 3 - compensation for homeowners: As stated
earlier, once the remedy has been implemented a major source
of concern at the Site will have been removed and property
values may reflect this change in situation in the future.
Concerning any cause of action a property owner may have
against Adams Plating Company, it is that property owner's
decision as to whether or not to pursue any action it may have
against the Company.
Concerning point 4 - air emissions during excavation: As
stated earlier, dust suppressants and air monitoring will be
conducted in accordance with Michigan Air Pollution laws.
These activities are meant to eliminate any health risks
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associated with dust which is released into the air during
implementation of Alternative 5.
Comment (written - MDNR) ;
"Conceptually, we support the recommended remedy, as stated inthe Proposed Plan, that includes groundwater monitoring for
this site. However, Rule 2 9 9 . 5 7 0 5 ( 6 ) of the Michigan
Environmental Response Act (MERA) , 1982 PA 3 0 7 , as amended, is
not consistent with such a remedy. Although we have proposed
legislation which would allow us to waive this rule in
circumstances such as exist at this site, the amendment has
not yet been enacted. Thus, we believe that [ U . S . ] EPA must
waive this rule to implement the proposed remedy, and we would
not object to the waiver."
Response;
U .S . EPA disagrees with the applicability of Rule 2 9 9 . 5 7 0 5 ( 6 )
to this remedy. As Stated in the ROD, U .S . EPA finds that
only Rules 7 0 5 ( 2 ) and ( 3 ) , 7 0 7 - 7 1 5 ( 2 ) , 719 (1) and 723 qualify
as ARARs in compliance with Section 121 (d) (2) of CERCLA.
However, even assuming Rule 2 9 9 . 5 7 0 5 ( 6 ) were an ARAR, it is
U .S . EPA's position that this rule applies only to "remedialactions which address the remediation of an aquifer. " The
selected remedy involves excavation and off -site disposal of
contaminated soils and not remediation of an aquifer. Because
U.S . EPA believes this rule is not an ARAR for this remedy, a
waiver of this rule is not required.

(written ~
"It is imperative that an appropriate monitoring well network
be designed and installed to adequately assess migration of
the contamination with an emphasis on assuring protection of
the bedrock aquifer. "
Response ;
U . S . EPA agrees on the necessity of a ground water monitoring
program which includes a monitoring well network capable
assessing contaminant migration towards public water supply
wells. The specifications of the monitoring well network will
have to be addressed during design. However, general
language in the "Selected Remedy" section of this ROD has been
included to address this concern. This language is as
follows: " . . . a ground water monitoring program will be
established to monitor the migration of contamination from theSite in the direction of the public water supply wells. If
U .S . EPA determines that contamination from the Site possess
an unacceptable threat to the bedrock aquifer, or that the
remedy is no longer protective of human health and the
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environment, additional alternatives will be evaluated.
Ground water will be monitored for a period of 30 years,
unless the trend in contaminant concentrations indicates that
this specified length of time is not required."
Comment (written - MDNR):
"How will the deed restrictions be implemented on those
affected property owners that are non-PRP landowners?"
Response;
As has been stated earlier, it is U . S . EPA and MDNR's intent
to minimize restrictions on residential property owners'
property. The selected remedy will remove the bulk of
contaminated soils from the Site. Some restrictions may be
required to eliminate potential threats which contaminants
left on Site may pose. The extent of these restrictions will
be addressed once soil excavation is completed. It should be
noted that some interim restrictions, such as fences, will
necessary during the course of implementation of the remedy.
Comment (written - MDNR);
"Is the [ U . S . ] EPA prepared to address potentially
contaminated soils under the buildings if property abandonment
occurs or reconstruction activities are proposed? If
conditions at the site change, there is a possibility that
area residents or construction workers will be impacted by
exposed contaminated soils. Specifically, how will this be
addressed?"
Response;
U .S . EPA appreciates this comment and understands that some
contaminated soils will remain on Site after completion of the
selected remedy. CERCLA and the NCP provides that every
remedy which results in contamination being left on Site shall
be subject to a review every five years to assure the remedy
is still protective of human health and the environment. The
five year review process will be utilized at this Site to
ensure the remedy is still protective. In addition, the
selected remedy calls for continuing monitoring of the Site.
If conditions change such that the selected remedy is no
longer protective, U . S . EPA is prepared to consider additional
actions to address the changed circumstances.
Comment (written - MDNR);
"The MDNR supports the remedy in concept. It is imperative
that the vertical barriers proposed for the south and west
sides of Adams Plating, and along the north and west walls of
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the warehouse, are part of the remedy. This component of the
remedy was not mentioned in the Proposed Plan, however, Steve
Padovani, the [ U . S . ] EPA RPM, confirmed during the public
meeting held on September 8, 1993 that it is in fact part of
the proposed remedy. It is also important that the backfill
material have a hydraulic conductivity of 10 -7 cm/sec or less,
as Steve Padovani stated in the MDNR briefing on this site
held September 9."
Response;
U . S . EPA acknowledges comment. Concerning the backfilled
material, the U .S . EPA believes that the specific hydraulic
conductivity of the backfill material is a design
specification and will not be addressed in the ROD. However,
a performance standard is added to the ROD as follows:
"Excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil and
vertical barrier walls will be .installed at least along the
west and south walls of the APC building and along the west
and north walls of the warehouse. Backfilled material along
with vertical barrier(s) will at least be capable of reducing
the possibility of recontamination of the fill area. In
addition, backfill material should limit downward migration ofprecipitation in order to reduce the potential for
mobilization of residual contaminants that may be left below
excavation depths. The types and hydraulic conductivities of
backfill material and vertical barrier(s) will be established
during design."
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Supertund Sites '

National Prior i t i e s Listino
Slater, H., Lansinq Broundwater Investigation
To«nship

4 0 3 / 1 5 / 7 8 Newe l l . T . . NDNR File

5 0 1 / 1 9 / 6 1 Ceru . R . , Ingnai
County Hea l th
Department

o 0 1 /2 1 /8 1 Ceru, R. , ingnai
County Health
Departient

' 0 1/22/8 1 Ceru, R. , Inghai
County Health
Departient

8 0 1 / 2 6 / 8 1 Newel l . T. , HDNR

<? 02/05/8 1 Kraf t . J . , HDNR

10 0 2 / 1 7 / 8 1 Newel l , T . , HDNR

14 01/ 12/83 Drucker, D. , HDNR

15 06/00/84 HDNR

Fi l e

File

File

Adais, D., Adais
Plating Coipany
File
Spangler, J . .
Lansing Hastwater
TreatMnt Plant

11 02/26/81 Hurphy, B., NDNR File
12 03/13/81 Kraft , J., HDNR File

13 Q3/ 18/8 1 Kraft, J., HDNR Nenell, T., HDNR

Adais Plating
Company
File

Faci l i ty Inspection Report for Adais Plat i ng
Coipany

I n ter-Off i ce Heioranoui re: the Chroie liaste-
Hater in Baseient

Inter-Office Heiorandu : the Chroie Waste-
Water in Basetent of  N. Brace

Heiorandui re: the Health Departient s
Involveient in Situation on January 14, 1981

Letter re: Probleis at the Adais Plat ing
Coipany (Unsigned)
Pollution Investigation Report

Letter re: Plating Masteiiater in the Heyer
Residence (Unsigned)

Suiiary of February 24. 1981 Heeting
Facility Inspection Report for Beneral Hotors
Corporation
Heiorandui re: Recotiendations for Further
Action by flr. Adais
HDNR's Inspection, with Attachwnts

Industrial Surveil lance Report, January
June 1984

17



DOCI DATE AUTHOR

la 0 6 / 1 3 / 8 5 Haight. J . . flDNR

17 O o/30/35 NDNR

RECIP IENT

Adams, S . . Adams
P la t i n g Coioany
Fi l e

13 10/ 1 1 /86 Pottschafer . N . . U . S . EPA
1DNR

19 1 2 / 2 9 / 8 6 U . S . EPA Fi le

20 ( '4/03/87 Beck , H. , Inghai Adais. S . . Adais
County Health Pla t i ng Coioany
Department

21 05/ 18/87 U .S . EPA Fi le
22 03/09/87 Vahovick . L. . NDNR Adais, S. . Adais

Plat ing Coipany
23 05/00/38 Science Applications HDNR

International
Corporation

24 08/30/86 6ade, H., U .S . EPA Adais Plating
Coipany

25 09/09/88 Constantelos, B . , Adaikus. V . , U . S .
U .S . EPA EPA

26 1 2 / 2 1 / 8 8 Reith, 3 . , U .S . EPA Fi le

27 04/00/89 Donohue 4 Associate- U .S . EPA
s . Inc.

28 05/00/89 Donohue I Associate- U .S . EPA
s, Inc.

29 05/00/89 U .S . EPA
30 08/29/89 Kebb. K.

Public
U .S . EPA

31 09/05/89 Hultin, H., Inghai Residents
County Health
Department

T ITLE/DESCR IPT ION PAGES

Letter re: the Status of the Broundwater 1
Recovery Systei

Industrial Survei l lance Report , January 1
1-June 30. 1985
Site Inspection Report 17

HRS Scor ing Just if icat ion and Documentation
Letter Listing Iteis re: the Apri l 2, 1987
Inspection and the PIP Plan

HRS Scoring Package 31
HDNR inspection Conducted on September 4, 24
1987, »ith Attachments
Industrial Inspection 23

Section 122 (a) Letter Indicating That U .S . 1
EPA Nil l Not Invoke the Settlement Procedures
Due to Adais Plat ing Company's Lack of
Necessary Resources to Conduct the R I/FS
(Uns igned)
Action Memorandum: Authorization to Proceed 3
With a RI/FS and Community Relations
Summary of Community Relations Meetings Huh 5
U .S . EPA, Region V and ICF Technology, Inc.
Final Work Plan for RI/FS

Final Community Relations P lan , R I/FS

139

39

Superfund Fact Sheet 8
Monitoring Wel l Instal lation Report 7
Garden Soil Saiple Analyses, mth Attachments 11



DOCI DATE HljTHOR RECIPIENT T ITLE/DESCR IPT ION ?H6E5

32 0 1 / 2 9 / 9 0 Narnicio. R. . EBASCO Cestanc. f t . . U . S . E B A S C O ' s Review and Comments on the site 5
Environmental EPA Assessment

33 02/00/90 Det r i c k . C . . U . S . EPA Si t e Ana lys i s 10
Bionet ics Corporat i-
on

34 02/07/90 Hooney. k . and Heaton, D. . U .S . EPA Site Assessment 19
Doyle, E. , Roy F.
Keston. I n c .

35 03/ '30/ '0 Beebe, S. , NDNR Cestar ic , R. , U . S . MDNR ' s Comments on the Scoping Document 4
EPA

36 06/22/90 Beebe. S. , HDNR Cestar ic , R. , U .S . NDNR' s Comments on the Phase I I Scoping 3
EPA Proposal

37 07/06/90 Beebe. S. , HDNR Cestar ic . R. . U .S . NDNR' s Comments on the Phase I RI Report 5
EPA

38 05/00/90 5E6 Engineers I Adams Plating day Baseline Monitoring Report 30
Consultants , Inc. Company

39 10/25/90 NDNR Verif icat ion of Soil Remediation. Draft 12
40 01/00/91 SE6 Engineers i Adams Plating November Baseline Monitoring Report 26

Consultants , Inc. Company
41 09/20/9 1 Nastrolonardo, R. . Drr, Deborah, U.S . RI/F5 Final Phase I I Work Plan 119

PRC EPA
42 04/27/92 NDPH and ATSDR U .S . EPA Preliminary Health Assessment, Interim 17
43 06/29/92 Vahovick, L.. NDNR Adams, S.. Adams RCRA/Act 64 Inspection Report 29

Plating Company
44 07/27/92 Beebe, S.. NDNR Padovani, S., U .S . Letter Discussing Issues of Concern Regarding 3

EPA the Adams Plat ing Site
45 09/02/92 We, L. and Traub, U.S . EPA Michigan Act 307 and the Superfund Process 17

J. , U .S . EPA
46 09/10/92 Padovani, S., U .S . Beebe, S., HOUR U .S . EPA' s Rationale for Additional Sampling 3

EPA
47 09/16/92 Beebe. S., HDNR Padovani, S., U .S . Letter re: the Establishment of Background 3

EPA Levels



DOCI SATE AUTHOR SECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PASES

48 09/22/72 Beebe. S. . (1DNR Fadovani . S. . U . S . HOUR 'S Response to the September 10. 1992 2
ERA Letter re: Addit ional Saiolinq

49 10/09/92 Ak i n , E . , U . S . EFA U . S . EPA Background Informat ion for Chromium Topic . 10
RATS 1 0 / 1 4 / 9 2

50 10/23/92 Fadovan i . S. . U . S . Beebe. S. . HDNR U . S . EPA ' s Response to HDNR s September 22. 1
EFA 1992 Letter

51 12/04/92 Hastro lonaroo. R. , Padovan i . S . . U .S . Aquifer Yie ld Est imation 52
?RC EPA

52 0 1 / 0 4 / 9 3 Meiman, J . , U . S . Padovan i . S. . U . S . RCRA s Review of the Draft RI for ARARs 2
EPA EPA

53 0 1/08/93 loran, E. . J .S . EPA Padovan i , S. , U . S . TSS ' s Review of the Risk Assessment 1
EPA

54 02/05/93 Eeebe. S. . RDNR Padovani . 5. . U .S . NDNR's Comments on the Draft Remedial 15
EPA Investigation Report and Risk Assessment

Dated December 1992
55 03/29/93 Nastrolonardo. R. . U . S . EPA Final Remedial Investigation Report. Volume I 405

PRC
56 03/29/93 llastrolonardo. R., U .S . EPA Final Remedial Investigation Report, Volume 809

FRC II
57 04/30/93 Seebe. S., NDNR Padovani, S., U .S . RDNR's Response to Potential Broundwater 3

EPA Yie ld and Human Health Risks Associated With
GroundNater Issues

58 0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3 Beebe, S. , HDNR Rucke l , 0., Mil l iam Analytical R ts for Hater Samples 4
E. Halter, Inc. Collected at  North Rosemary Street

59 06/24/93 Ueiman, J. . U . S . Padovani, S. , U . S . RCRA' s Review of the Draft FS for ARARs 2
EPA EPA

60 07/02/93 Beebe, S. , U . S . EPA Padovani, S. , U . S . NDNR' s Comments on the Draf t Feasibility 26
EPA Study Report, Nith Attachments

61 07/16/93 Howard, A., NDNR HDNR Environmental NERA Operational Memorandum IB, Revision 2 15
Response Division Type B Criteria Rules 299.5709, 299 . 57 1 1 ( 2 ) .
Staff 299 .57 1 1 ( 5 ) and 299 .57 13

62 07/30/93 Nastrolonardo, R.. U .S . EPA Feasibility Study Report, Final 224
PRC



U.S . EPA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
ADAMS PLATING SITE
LANSING. MICHIGAN

UPDATE #1
09/09/93

'A 'E AUTHOR RECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES
:==: ::==:= sssssssss sssasssssssssssss sssss

)3/00/'3 u . s . EFn 'ubh: Fact Sheet: 'EPA Prooosed Cieanuo Pian for 10
the Adais Plat ing Faci l i ty*

>)6/i6r?3 nastroionaraa. r,., Pjdovani. 5., U.S. Revision to Statistics for inorganic Anaiyte: 4
PRC E :A Detected in Soil Samples Froi Area 2



U.S. EPA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
UPDATE #2

ADAMS PLATING SITE
LANSING, MICHIGAN

09/23/93

DOCI DATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT

U .S . EPfl07/03/91 Clay , D . , 4
ludNiszeifski, R.,
U.S . EPA

2 09/06/93 Neiicoier, Lathrop k U .S . EPA
Associates

TITLE/DESCRIPTION

Letter re: Policy Towards Owners of
Residential Property at Superfund Sites with
OSHER Directive 19834.6 attached
Transcript of the September 8, 1993 Public
Meeting re: the Proposed Plan (pages 9-
10 currently unavailable)

PAGES
sssss

09/14/93 Bradford, H., HDNR Nayka, J.. U .S . EPA HDNR Couents re: Draft Record of Decision
4 09/14/93 Sribi, L. t P.,

Citizens

7 09/16/93 Beebe, 5., HDNR

U.S. EPA

5 09/ 14/93 leyer, N., Citizen U .S . EPA
6 09/14/93 Grib i , T. , Citizen U . S . EPA

LeVeque, L. , U.S.
EPA

Public Cowents on Proposed Plan

Public Couents on Proposed Plan
Public Couents on Proposed Plan
State Coaients on Proposed Plan

39

11
1

1
1
2
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