
FIFTH FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT 
FOR 

CHEM-DYNE SUPERFUND SITE 
BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO 

Prepared by 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 

Chicago, Illinois 

9/9/2021

X
Douglas Ballotti, Director

Superfund & Emergency Management Division

Signed by: DOUGLAS BALLOTTI

968880



2 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS .................................................................. 4 

I. INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 5 
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM ................................................................... 9 

II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY ............................................................................ 10 
Basis for Taking Action ........................................................................................... 10 
Response Actions ................................................................................................... 11 
Status of Implementation ........................................................................................ 13 
Institutional Controls ............................................................................................... 16 
Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance .................................................... 20 

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW ............................................................... 23 

IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS ............................................................................ 24 
Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews ...................................... 24 
Data Review ............................................................................................................. 24 
Site Inspection ......................................................................................................... 24 

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT.................................................................................... 31 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision 
documents? ............................................................................................................. 31 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and 
remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still 
valid? ........................................................................................................................ 31 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into 
question the protectiveness of the remedy? ........................................................ 32 

VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS ............................................................................. 33 

VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT ........................................................................ 35 

VIII. NEXT REVIEW ...................................................................................................... 35 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A – Reference List 
Appendix B – Site Maps  
Appendix C – Chem-Dyne Site Cap Design 
Appendix D – Monitored Natural Attenuation Request and Approvals
Appendix E – Monitored Natural Attenuation Pilot Study Results 
Appendix F – Notice to Public   



3 

 

TABLES 
 
Table 1. Summary of Major COCs at the Site  
Table 2. Chem-Dyne Site Performance & Cleanup Goals 
Table 3. Chem-Dyne Site Parcels (On-Site) 
Table 4. Chem-Dyne Site Parcels (Off-Site) 
Table 5. Summary of Planned and/or Implemented ICs 
Table 6. Wells Scheduled to Be Decommissioned  
Table 7. Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2015 FYR  
Table 8. Status of Recommendations from the 2015 FYR  
 
FIGURES 
 
Figure 1. Chem-Dyne Site Aerial View 
Figure 2. Chem-Dyne Site Plat of Survey 
Figure 3. Chem-Dyne Trust Parcels with Exceedances 
Figure 4. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - June 1984 
Figure 5. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - June 2015 
Figure 6. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - 2019  
Figure 7. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - 2020  
  



4 

 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS 
 
 
ARAR  Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement 
BGS  Below Ground Surface 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act 
CIC Community Involvement Coordinator 
COC Contaminant of Concern 
DCE Dichloroethylene 
EPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
FYR  Five-Year Review 
IC  Institutional Control 
ICIAP  Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan 
LTS  Long-term Stewardship 
MNA  Monitored Natural Attenuation 
MCL  Maximum Contaminant Level 
µg/L  Microgram per Liter 
NCP   National Contingency Plan 
NPDES         National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Ohio EPA Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
OU  Operable Unit 
O&M   Operation and Maintenance 
PCBs   Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
PPB  Parts per Billion 
PRP  Potentially Responsible Party 
RI  Remedial Investigation 
RAOs   Remedial Action Objectives 
RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  
ROD  Record of Decision 
RPM  Remedial Project Manager 
Site  Chem-Dyne Superfund Site 
SVE  Soil Vapor Extraction 
TCE  Trichloroethylene 
UECA  Uniform Environmental Covenants Act 
UU/UE Unlimited Use and Unrestricted Exposure 
VOC  Volatile Organic Compounds  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and 
performance of a remedy in order to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be 
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions 
of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In addition, FYR reports 
identify issues found during the reviews, if any, and document recommendations to 
address them. 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the National Contingency Plan (40 CFR 
Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)) and considering EPA policy.   
 
This is the fifth FYR for the Chem-Dyne Superfund Site (“Site”). The triggering action for 
this policy review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared 
because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above 
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).  
 
The Site consists of one (1) operable unit (OU), which encompasses the entire Site and 
is addressed in this FYR. Sitewide OU1 addresses the contaminated soil and 
groundwater remedies for the Site.  
 
The Chem-Dyne Superfund Site FYR was led by Lolita Hill, Remedial Project Manager 
(RPM) for EPA. Chuck Mellon, project manager for the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency (Ohio EPA), also participated in the review. The review began on October 31, 
2019.  The potentially responsible parties (PRPs) were notified of the initiation of the FYR.  
 
Site Background 
 
Physical Characteristics & Land Use 
 
The Site is located at 500 Joe Nuxhall Boulevard in Hamilton, Ohio, east of the Great 
Miami River. The Site is 21 acres - bordered to the north by the Ford Hydraulic Canal, 
which flows westerly into the Great Miami River. Immediately west of the Site lie industrial 
properties, including the City of Hamilton Municipal Power Plant, Anchor Metals (formerly 
Ransohoff) and a CSX rail corridor.  Softball fields are immediately east of the Site, and 
residential properties are to the east and south of the Site. Refer to Figures 1 and 2 below. 
Additional Site maps are provided in Appendix B. 
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Figure 1. Chem-Dyne Site Aerial View 
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Figure 2. Chem-Dyne Site Plat of Survey

 

 
Ford Motor Company operated a factory at the Site which ceased operations in the late 
1950s. Later, between 1974 and 1979, the Chem-Dyne Corporation used the Site for the 
processing and storage of chemical wastes. During this time, the Site accepted an 
estimated 112,000 drums of waste from approximately 200 generators. Materials handled 
included pesticides, chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents (benzene), waste oils, 
plastics and resins, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), acids and caustics, metal and 
cyanide sludges, and laboratory wastes. Over 30,000 drums and 300,000 gallons of bulk 
materials were on-Site when operations ended in 1980. Other wastes were "stored" in 
drums and tanks, including at least one old leaking railroad tank car, in buildings and 
outside on the ground. These operations resulted in the uncontrolled releases of 
hazardous materials such as volatile organic compounds (VOCs) into the soils and 
groundwater. 
 
The Site was proposed for inclusion on the EPA National Priorities List (NPL) on October 
21, 1981 and finalized on September 8, 1983. 
 
Current land uses surrounding the Site are industrial, residential, and recreational.  Public 
softball fields are located adjacent to the Site. The Site is completely encircled by security 
fencing, which restricts access. A secured entrance is located at the northeast corner of 
the property with access along Joe Nuxhall Boulevard. 
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EPA was notified that Butler County intended to sell several parcels that are part of the 
Chem-Dyne Site in a forfeited land sale on July 2, 2021.  EPA was subsequently notified 
that the auditor had postponed the sale for 90 days.   
 
Prior to the proposed sale, the City of Hamilton met with Ohio EPA on July 25, 2017 
regarding possible redevelopment of the Site. EPA and Ohio EPA met with the City of 
Hamilton to discuss the redevelopment efforts on April 22, 2020. The City of Hamilton 
representatives identified six potential reuse options for the Site at that time.  However, 
since the property will be auctioned by the County, it is not certain the City will be the 
eventual redeveloper of the Site.  Therefore, the actual future use for this property is 
unknown.  
 
Geology and Hydrology 
 
Topography in the Site vicinity is relatively flat. Average depth to water is approximately 
25 feet below ground surface (bgs). Groundwater flow beneath the Site is westerly (from 
east to west) beneath the Site with a change in direction to a southerly flow with the course 
of the Great Miami River. The 1984 remedial investigation (RI), (CH2M HILL, Inc., 1984), 
concluded that groundwater flow velocities ranged from 0.5 to 1.5 feet per day. 
Groundwater flow is heavily influenced by the stage of the Great Miami River and 
localized pumping. Because of the residential and industrial uses surrounding the Site, 
active drinking water and industrial pumping wells, including the Hamilton North well field 
and the Hamilton Power Plant wells, exist near the Site. According to the RI, groundwater 
flow is being influenced by the Champion Paper Company wells on the west side of the 
river, and that portion of the plume could migrate westward and downward beneath the 
river. It appears, therefore, that contaminants from the plume could be taken in by a 
number of industrial production wells located within a 1-mile radius of the Site, presenting 
potential near-term exposures due to volatilization of contaminants within these industrial 
facilities from the use of contaminated water. The City of Hamilton’s north well field is 
upgradient from the Site while the City of Hamilton’s south well is located downgradient 
from the Site. The City's south well field is located east of the river and would be in the 
path of the southerly component of plume migration, resulting in potential long-term 
exposures due to contamination of the drinking water supply. 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name:  Chem-Dyne   

EPA ID:  OHD074727793  

Region: 5 State: OH City/County:   City of Hamilton/ Butler County 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status: Final  

Multiple OUs? No Has the site achieved construction completion? Yes 

REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA 
  

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): L. Hill 

Author affiliation:  RPM, EPA Region 5 

Review period: 10/31/2019 – 3/19/2021 

Date of site inspection: Not performed due to Covid-19 work travel restrictions 

Type of review: Policy 

Review number: 5 

Triggering action date: 9/21/2015 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/21/2020 
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 
Basis for Taking Action 
 

Operations of Chem-Dyne resulted in uncontrolled releases of hazardous materials into 
the environment. Site investigations determined that facility operations had contaminated 
the soil beneath the Site and groundwater, both within the shallow and intermediate 
horizons of the underlying aquifer. Further, the 1984 RI identified extensive VOC 
unsaturated soil contamination, and structures and utilities on-Site were found to be 
contaminated with a variety of materials, including VOCs and PCBs. The RI also defined 
a groundwater plume comprised predominantly of chlorinated ethenes and chlorinated 
ethanes, that was found to emanate from the Site.  As a result, the major primary 
contaminants of concern (COCs) for the Site were determined to be inorganics and VOCs 
in soil and VOCs in groundwater. See Table 1 below identifying major COCs for the Site 
by media.   

 
The 1984 Feasibility Study contained an Endangerment Assessment (CH2M HILL, Inc., 
1984). The assessment concluded that direct contact with soil contaminants by human 
receptors presented an unacceptable risk and that groundwater contamination presented 
an unacceptable risk for potable use by private well users. It also concluded that 
continued migration of the groundwater plume could present an unacceptable risk to 
downgradient water supplies and therefore to residential receptors as well. 
 
Additionally, the contaminants from the plume could be taken in by a number of industrial 
production wells located within a 1-mile radius of the Site, presenting potential near-term 
exposures due to volatilization of contaminants within these industrial facilities from the 
use of contaminated water.  
 

  
Table 1. Summary of Major COCs at the Site  

 MEDIA CONTAMINANTS 

 Soil VOCs Inorganics Pesticides 

  Benzene Antimony Dieldrin 

  Toluene Arsenic Chlordane 

  Chlorobenzene Arsenic Endrin 

  Hexachlorobenzene Barium Endosulfan Sulfate 

  1,1-Dichloroethane Beryllium 4, 4’-DDE 

  1,1,1-Trichloroethanes Chromium Heptachlor Epoxide 

  1,1,2-Trichloroethanes Copper  

  Trans-Dichloroethene Iron   

  Tetrachloroethene Lead   

  Trichloroethene Manganese   

  Vinyl Chloride Mercury    
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Table 1. Summary of Major COCs at the Site  

 MEDIA CONTAMINANTS 

 Soil VOCs Inorganics Pesticides 

  Methylene Chloride Nickel  

  Ethylbenzene Silver  

   Tin  

   Zinc   

     

 Groundwater VOCs   

  Benzene   

  Bromomethane   

  Bromodichloromethane   

  Chlorobenzene   

  1,2-Dichlorobenzene   

  1,3-Dichlorobenzene   

  1,4-Dichlorobenzene   

  1,1-Dichloroethane   

  1,2-Dichloroethane   

  1,1-Dichloroethene   

  1,2-Dichloropropane   

  Dibromochloromethane   

  Ethylbenzene   

  Methylene chloride   

  1,1,2,2-
Tetrachloroethane 

  

  Tetrachloroethene   

  Toluene   

  trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene 

  

  trans-1,3-
Dichloropropene 

  

  1,1,1-Trichloroethane   

  1,1,2-Trichloroethane   

  Trichloroethene   

  Vinyl Chloride   

 
Response Actions 
 
Initial Response 
 
Most of the materials left on Site in 1980 were removed under the supervision of a state 
court appointed receiver between 1980 and 1981. Subsequent waste removal actions 
began in 1982. The remaining wastes were removed during a surface cleanup under EPA 



12 

 

removal authority in 1983. (See: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1985. Record of 
Decision Chem-Dyne, July 5, pages 3-4 for more information regarding these early 
actions.) 
 
Decision Document 
 
The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site was signed on July 5, 1985 (EPA, 1985). The 
major remedial action objectives (RAOs) for the Site from the ROD are as described 
below: 
 

• Prevent the further migration of and to remove and treat the 
groundwater contamination plume emanating from the Site; and 

 

• To prevent contact with or migration of contaminated soils at the Site. 
 

The remedy selected to meet these objectives included the following components: 
 

• Demolition of all Site buildings; 

• Removal of “hot spot” soil; 

• Installation of a composite cap in accordance with the Resource Conservation 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and consisting of natural and synthetic materials to isolate 
the remaining soil contamination and effectively prevent its migration 
to the groundwater system; 

• Installation of a groundwater extraction/re-injection system with treatment of the 
contaminated groundwater; air emissions from the treatment system shall be 
treated by carbon adsorption; 

• Local institutional controls (ICs) restricting aquifer uses in areas where 
groundwater quality exceeds background conditions will be established by the 
State of Ohio; and 

• Long-term groundwater monitoring of wells for VOCs and other contaminant 
compounds to monitor the effectiveness of the system operation and remediation. 

 

Table 2. Chem-Dyne Site Performance & Cleanup Goals 

 

 Location/Media Cleanup Goals  

 Groundwater at the Site 
(within the defined 100 parts per 
billion (ppb) total VOC plume 
boundary) 
 
 
Groundwater at the Site 
(within the defined 100 ppb total 
VOC plume boundary) 

The concentration in each 
monitoring and extraction well 
shall not exceed a concentration 
of 100 ppb total priority pollutant 
VOCs. 
 
The concentration of total priority 
pollutant VOCs is effectively 
constant in each monitoring and 
extraction well. 
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Table 2. Chem-Dyne Site Performance & Cleanup Goals 

 Soil Excavation and off-Site disposal 
of contaminated soils and 
installation of RCRA cap 

 

    

 

The ROD also stated that operation of the groundwater extraction/re-injection system may 
be terminated after 10 years and an alternative concentration limit demonstration may be 
made if both of the following performance goals identified in Table 2 above, governing 
groundwater at the Site and within the 100-ppb total VOC plume boundary, are met. If 
after 20 years of operation of the groundwater extraction/re-injection system, both 
performance goals are still not met, a determination will be made as to whether further 
operation and modification of the system would be cost effective. If it is agreed that further 
operation would not be cost-effective and an alternative concentration limit demonstration 
may be made, the system may be terminated. 
 
Status of Implementation 
 
The Remedial Action Plan (Conestoga-Rovers & Associates Limited, May 1985) was 
developed for the Site following negotiations with the PRPs and was incorporated as part 
of the Consent Decree between EPA, Ohio EPA, and 173 PRPs (EPA, 1985). The 
Consent Decree was lodged in U.S. District Court, for the Southeastern District of Ohio, 
Western Division on October 9, 1985. Under the Consent Decree, the PRPs agreed to 
form the Trust, for the purpose of overseeing implementation of the requirements of the 
Consent Decree. The Consent Decree is administered jointly by EPA and Ohio EPA.   
 
Contaminated soil was removed and disposed at an approved off-Site facility in the spring 

of 1985. A total of eight buildings were demolished at the Site. A perimeter utility cutoff 

trench was excavated around the Site, and all intercepted utilities were sealed. A storm 

sewer system for draining the capped Site was installed. The cap construction consisted 

of an impermeable cap and a vegetative cover. Specifically, the cap consisted of a 24-

inch layer of clay soil; a permeable sand zone; a synthetic liner; and a sand loam, and 

topsoil root zone for the vegetative cover. Refer to Appendix C for details of the cap 

design.  

 
Groundwater monitoring wells were installed to further define the boundaries of the 
migrating groundwater plume. Groundwater remediation activities began in February 
1987 with completion of a groundwater extraction/re-injection system. A total of 25 
extraction wells and 8 injection wells were installed. After several modifications, the Trust 
proposed that the groundwater extraction system be considered fully operational on 
January 1, 1988.  
 
The ex-situ groundwater treatment system consisted of an air stripper. Approximately 
10,000 feet of piping were installed to connect water pumped from extraction wells to the 
air stripper. Off-gas from the air stripper was directed to three activated carbon beds for 
treatment. Treated water was either injected into the aquifer to flush VOCs from 
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subsurface soils or discharged to the Ford Hydraulic Canal in accordance with the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by Ohio EPA. 
From 1989 to 1992, the Site experienced occasional exceedances of the NPDES permit 
limits for 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane and 1,2-transdichloroethylene.  The discharge permit 
limit was modified in October 1992 and exceedances were no longer observed. 
 
In November 1998, Ohio EPA issued a letter to the Trust indicating that emissions from 
the air stripper were considered minimal, thereby discontinuing air monitoring of the air 
stripper effluent.  
 
Groundwater System Performance Modifications 
 
The Consent Decree allowed for modifications to the groundwater system that would 
improve system performance as provided in the Consent Decree. Therefore, the Trust 
and the Agencies agreed to numerous changes to improve the performance of the 
groundwater system.  Among other things, pumping rate modifications were made to the 
groundwater system in 2004, and the system was modified to include a Soil Vapor 
Extraction (SVE) system in 2008/2009 (with enhancements in 2011). The SVE system 
consisted of a South SVE system and a North SVE system. 
 
In October 2007, the Trust conducted residual VOC investigations (vertical aquifer 
sampling and soil gas sampling) in the northern portion of the Site, and in the adjacent, 
down-gradient Hamilton Power Plant property to the west. (Refer to the VOC Residuals 
Investigation Summary Report, Hull & Associates, February 2008 and the Third Five-Year 
Review Report for Chem-Dyne Superfund Site, EPA, September 2010 for more details).  
Soil gas concentrations beneath the Site cap were orders of magnitude higher than off-
Site soil gas concentrations, indicating the presence of an on-Site source.  
 
As a result of the October 2007 vertical aquifer sampling and soil gas sampling, the Trust 
expanded the Site treatment system and installed a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system in 
the northern portion of the Site in November 2008. This northern SVE system (consisted 
of SVE-1 thru SVE-8) was successful in removing 955 pounds of VOCs from the 
unsaturated zone by the end of March 2009. (The Northern SVE system was enhanced 
to include wells SVE-33 thru SVE-38 in 2011). The Trust expanded the Site 
characterization efforts, and subsequently installed two more SVE systems in the 
southern portion of the Site in late September 2009.  The Southern SVE wells are divided 
into 2 zones – Zone A (SVE-9 thru SVE-21) and Zone B (SVE-22 thru SVE-32).  Within 
five months, the two southern systems removed a total of 165.32 pounds of VOCs. The 
combined mass removal from all three SVE systems for year 2009 was 1,361 pounds 
compared to mass removal of 103 pounds of VOCs from the groundwater extraction/re-
injection system alone.  
   
On October 2, 2009, the Trust applied for an NPDES permit modification to discontinue 
treating the groundwater extracted from the extraction/re-injection system via the air 
stripper and discharge it directly to the canal. Ohio EPA approved this modification on 
November 25, 2009 stating that the groundwater influent to the air stripper had been in 



15 

 

compliance with both the daily maximum and monthly average permit limitations since 
November 2008. The Trust agreed to properly maintain the air stripper for future treatment 
if compliance sampling indicated treatment was warranted. EPA granted approval of this 
modification in an email, in March 2010 (EPA, 2010), and the stripper was subsequently 
deactivated on April 12, 2010. 
 
With the air stripper deactivated, the remedial system no longer generated hazardous 
waste, and RCRA compliance evaluations were no longer required by Ohio EPA. The last 
RCRA compliance evaluation occurred on June 7, 2005, and Ohio EPA found the Site in 
compliance with the terms of a RCRA permit to operate as a generator of RCRA-regulated 
off-Site shipments of waste produced from the air stripper. 
 
In May 2010, Ohio EPA and EPA approved the Trust’s proposal to deactivate the SVE 
influent carbon treatment vessels (EPA, May 2010).  As SVE data indicated, air emissions 
have never exceeded the 10 pounds per day de minimis limit.  Declining VOC mass 
removal trends continued for the northern SVE system and both the Zone A and B 
southern SVE systems. 
 
The groundwater treatment system at the Site operated for 27 years (1988 to 2015) with 
approved system optimizations and enhancements. Most monitoring and extraction wells 
have achieved the termination criteria (noted in Table 2 of the Response Actions Section) 
while a few wells have not.  MW-15 has the highest documented total VOC level 
throughout the Site. Both Agencies and the Trust recognize that additional investigations 
may be needed to reduce the concentrations in this well. As well, both Agencies and the 
Trust recognize that it may not be possible to reach the termination criteria for each 
monitoring well and each extraction well without a significant monetary investment for this 
aged system. The Trust would then be subject to the requirements of Section V, 
Paragraph B.2.10 of the Consent Decree, which specifies that concentrations of total 
priority pollutant VOCs within the Site and the plume boundary must be maintained 
effectively at or below the levels reached at the termination of the extraction system for a 
period of five years after termination.  
 
In the 2011 and 2012 Annual Reports (Hull & Associates, Inc., May 2012, 2013), the Trust 
included recommendations to suspend pumping from shallow extraction wells SE-11 and 
SE-12 since monitoring data demonstrated that the South Plume complied with the Site 
termination criterion. A formal request, dated July 30, 2014, was submitted to the 
Agencies petitioning them to allow the Trust to terminate groundwater pumping 
operations in the South Plume area, as well as to suspend Site-wide SVE operations 
since removal recoveries were approaching asymptotic conditions (reached its removal 
limit with the current system), (Hull & Associates, Inc., July 2014).  EPA only approved 
the termination of the South Plume SVE system on October 23, 2014 and requested that 
the Trust continue to operate the North Plume SVE system to remove mass from the 
North Plume area. The operation of SE-11 and SE-12 were suspended on November 3, 
2014. The North Plume SVE system continued to operate. The Trust also submitted a 
Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) work plan proposal to the Agencies which permitted 
the suspension of all groundwater extraction and SVE wells at the Site for the next 2 years 
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(Chem-Dyne Trust, 2015). This proposal was approved in 2015.  The Site will continue to 
operate under the MNA Pilot scenario until EPA amends the ROD, which is projected to 
happen in 2022.  
 
Institutional Controls 
 
ICs for groundwater use restrictions are required in the 1985 ROD and Consent Decree. 

Section VII, Paragraph E of the Consent Decree states that “the State agrees to use its 

statutory and regulatory authority to prohibit the installation of wells into contaminated 

groundwater at or near the Chem-Dyne Site with the area marked on Appendix 5, or as it 

may be enlarged or reduced by Ohio EPA following consultation with U.S. EPA.” This 

stipulation is consistent with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-9-04, which regulates 

the location of new wells and does not allow installation of wells in areas where 

contamination may be drawn into the well. 

In order to comply with Ohio EPA’s obligations under the Consent Decree, Ohio EPA sent 

letters in the spring of 2002 to the owners of the major industrial and municipal ground 

water pumping wells near the Site. The letters informed them of the State of Ohio’s 

obligation to use its authority to prohibit pumping which could adversely affect the 

groundwater extraction system at the Site. These letters were sent to the City of Hamilton, 

International Paper Co. (owner of the former Beckett Paper Co.), and Smart Paper Co. 

(formerly Champion Paper Co.). 

In November of 2002, the City of Hamilton informed Ohio EPA of its intention to install 
two new production wells, north of the Chem-Dyne Site, approximately 1,500 feet south 
of the North Well field. The purpose of the wells was to provide coolant water to the 
Hamilton power plant. Upon learning of the proposal, Ohio EPA facilitated communication 
between the city and the Trust for the purpose of identifying means of assuring the 
groundwater extraction system at the Site would not be adversely affected. The City of 
Hamilton indicated that their current wellhead protection model was not refined enough 
to evaluate potential pumping effect on the Chem-Dyne groundwater contaminant plume 
and extraction network. Later, all parties agreed that a network of groundwater monitoring 
wells, located along the Ford Hydraulic Canal, would be helpful in evaluating hydraulic 
containment at Chem-Dyne, should the proposal for the new production wells move 
forward. In November 2003, the Ohio EPA, Division of Drinking and Ground Waters, met 
with the City of Hamilton to review their proposal for three monitoring wells along the Ford 
Hydraulic Canal. This year, the Chem-Dyne Trust contacted the City of Hamilton 
regarding the status of the monitoring wells and production wells (Chem-Dyne Trust, 
September 2021). The Chem-Dyne Trust was informed by the City of Hamilton that three 
well clusters, comprised of two wells each, were installed in about 2003 and were sampled 
until 2015. With respect to the production wells, 3 production wells were installed between 
2005 and 2006.  The production wells began operation in 2007 and operated roughly 7 
years until about 2014. The production wells are generally kept in an idle status, but the 
City of Hamilton runs them periodically to keep the pumps workable for preventive 
maintenance. 
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The Trust agreed to work with the Agencies in the development of an Institutional Controls 
and Implementation Assurance Plan (ICIAP). After an initial meeting with EPA on June 6, 
2016, the Trust developed and submitted a draft of the ICIAP on August 23, 2016. Several 
communications between EPA and the Trust led to two additional drafts of the ICIAP.   

However, this ICIAP was not finalized by the Trust nor was it approved by EPA. The Trust 
plans to finalize and EPA to approve the ICIAP by the end of 2022. 
 
In addition, the Trust prepared and submitted the information needed to prepare Ohio 

Uniform Environmental Covenants Act (UECA) restrictions for the Site. Such information 

included Site parcel numbers, size, owners, and updated contaminant concentrations on 

the parcels. This information is provided in Table 3 and Table 4 below. 

 

Table 3. Chem-Dyne Site Parcels (On-Site) 

Parcel Identification 
Number 

Property Owner Parcel Size 
(acres) 

Total VOC 
Priority Pollutant 

Concentration 
Range (ppb) 

P6431013000006 Chem-Dyne Corporation     0.034 8 to 27 

P6431013000007 Chem-Dyne Corporation     3.035 2 to 9 

P6431013000008 Chem-Dyne Corporation     1.034 3 to 32 

P6431013000012 State of Ohio (06-01-2016)     2.573 5 to 29 

P6431013000009 State of Ohio (06-01-2016)     7.421 8 to 14 

P6431013000011 State of Ohio (06-01-2016)     9.204 11 to 19 

  Total    23.301  

 

Table 4. Chem-Dyne Site Parcels (Off-Site) 

Parcel Identification 
Number 

Property Owner Parcel Size 
(acres) 

Total Priority 
Pollutant 

Concentration 
Range (ppb) 

P6431013000001 Kornylak Corporation 0.407 2 to 12 

P6431013000019 Seilkop R. E. Holdings, LLC 3.565 2 to 20 

P6431005000012 City of Hamilton 7.176 5 to 12 

P6431004000031 City of Hamilton  0.567 20 to 27 

P6431004000032 City of Hamilton  0.567 8 to 1300 

P6431004000033 City of Hamilton  2.029 2 to 170 

P6431004000029 Miami Conservancy District 0.097 5 to 140 

  Total  14.408  

 
The approximate IC boundaries for the Site are shown in Figure 3 below. Detailed 
boundaries of on-Site and off-Site parcels are provided in Appendix B. Further, Table 5 
below shows a summary of the planned or implemented ICs for the Site. 
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Table 5: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented ICs 

 

 
Current Compliance:  Even though the planned UECA Environmental Covenant ICs have 
not been implemented yet, there are currently no known uses of the Site which would be 
considered inconsistent with the objectives to be achieved by the ICs. No actions have 
been taken at the Site that would be inconsistent with or potentially damaging to the 
implemented remedy based on the annual reports prepared by the Trust. 
  

Long-Term Stewardship (LTS):  Since compliance with ICs is necessary to assure the 
protectiveness of the remedy, planning for long-term stewardship is important to help 
ensure that the ICs are maintained, monitored, and enforced. LTS involves assuring 
effective procedures are in place to properly maintain and monitor ICs for the Site. The 
LTS Plan is a component of the ICIAP. The plan identifies the entities responsible for 
implementation, verification, and long-term stewardship of the ICs at the Site. The Trust 
plans to finalize and EPA to approve the ICIAP by the end of 2022. 
 
IC Follow up Actions Needed:  

Media, engineered 
controls, and 

areas that do not 
support UU/UE 

based on current 
conditions 

ICs 
Needed 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel(s) 

IC 
Objective 

Title of IC Instrument 
Implemented and 
Date (or planned) 

On-Site 
groundwater 

 

Yes Yes Area defined 
as the Site. 
See Site 
Map Figure 3 
(within the 
dashed lines) 
above and 
Appendix B. 

Prohibit use 
of 
groundwater 
at the Site 

Ohio Administrative 
Code (OAC) 3745-9-
04; 
 
UECA Environmental 
Covenant (planned) 
 

Off-Site 
groundwater 

 

Yes Yes Area defined 
as Off-Site. 
See Site 
Map Figure 3 
(outside the 
dashed lines) 
above and 
Appendix B. 

Prohibit use 
of 
groundwater 
off-Site 

Ohio Administrative 
Code (OAC) 3745-9-
04 
 
UECA Environmental 
Covenant (planned) 
 

Chem Dyne Site 
Property 

Yes No Area defined 
as the Site. 
See Site 
Map Figure 3 
above and 
Appendix B. 
 

Prohibit 
residential 
use 
and prevent 
damage to 
remedy 
components 

UECA Environmental 
Covenant (planned) 
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The required ICs in the form of Environmental Covenants will be prepared by the Trust 
and provided to the Agencies for review. EPA expects the Environmental Covenants to 
be signed and recorded by the end of 2022. In addition, EPA expects the ICIAP with the 
LTS Plan to be completed by the end of 2022. A decision document including ICs as part 
of the Site remedy is expected to be completed by the end of 2022. 
 
Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance (O&M) 
 
Post remedial action system operations and O&M included groundwater monitoring at the 
Site and annual reporting. After decades of groundwater monitoring, active groundwater 
and soil remediation, including the groundwater extraction/re-injection and SVE systems, 
were suspended as part of the MNA Pilot Study in June 2015. The groundwater extraction 
and SVE system infrastructure remained in place in case the systems required 
reactivation during the 2015 MNA Pilot Study. The MNA Pilot Study continued through 
this FYR period. 
 
The MNA Pilot Study consisted of quarterly sampling of wells for a two-year period in 
which MNA parameters (dissolved oxygen, oxidation-reduction potential, iron, methane, 
ethane, ethene, and total organic carbon) were evaluated to assist in determining whether 
natural attenuation was occurring at the Site.  Annual progress reports were submitted at 
the end of each year which included, among other things, plume stability analysis, trend 
analysis, and recommendations. After the two-period of operating the MNA Pilot Study, 
the Agencies permitted the Chem-Trust to continue to operate the Site remedy under the 
MNA scenario and collect MNA data. 
 
In preparation for the continuation of MNA operations at the Site, the Trust submitted a 
revised Sampling and Contingency Plan on October 28, 2019 and a new Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) on May 27, 2020. It has also submitted a request to 
decommission certain monitoring wells and piezometers on October 28, 2019. Finally, it 
has requested approval to decommission the idle surface treatment facilities. 
  
During this review period the Chem-Dyne Site QAPP (Environmental Standards, Inc., 
2020) was updated and approved by EPA on November 17, 2020. 
 
In an October 2019 conference, EPA stated that there are several wells that no longer 
serve their original, intended purpose e.g., delineating the original extent of the plume. 
The Trust recommended decommissioning the unused wells to close the unnecessary 
pathways to the subsurface. Both Agencies agreed to decommissioning certain wells at 
the Site and requested that the PRPs submit data for the wells recommended for 
decommissioning. EPA formally approved the decommissioning of these wells, 
in a memorandum (dated March 27, 2020) and in a follow-up email (dated May 19, 
2021). The wells scheduled to be decommissioned are listed in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Wells Scheduled To Be Decommissioned 

 Monitoring 
Wells 

Piezometers Extraction 
Wells 

Re-
Injection 

Wells 

Soil Vapor 
Extraction 

Wells 

 

 G-3 P1a SE-2 SI-1 SVE-1  

 G-4 P1b SE-5 SI-2 SVE-2  

 G-5 P1c SE-8 SI-3 SVE-3  

 G-6 P1I SE-9 SI-4 SVE-4  

 G-9 P1S SE-10 SI-5 SVE-5  

 G-10 P2a SE-11 SI-6 SVE-6  

 G-12 P2b SE-12 SI-7 SVE-7  

 G-13 P2c SE-13 SI-8 SVE-8  

 G-14 P2I SE-15 SI-9 SVE-9  

 G-16 P2S SE-16  SVE-10  

 G-17 P3a SE-17  SVE-11  

 G-21 P3b SE-18  SVE-12  

 G-22 P3c IE-1  SVE-13  

 G-24 P3I IE-2  SVE-14  

 MW-1 P3S IE-3  SVE-15  

 MW-11 P4a IE-4  SVE-16  

 MW-14 P4b IE-5  SVE-17  

 MW-16 P4c IE-6  SVE-18  

 MW-19 P4I IE-7  SVE-19  

 MW-2 P4S IE-8  SVE-20  

 MW-3 P5a   SVE-21  

 MW-4 P5b   SVE-22  

 MW-6 P5c   SVE-23  

 MW-7 P5I   SVE-24  

 MW-8 P5S   SVE-25  

 MW-9 P6a   SVE-26  

 MW-20 P6b   SVE-27  

 MW-21 P6c   SVE-28  

 MW-22 P6I   SVE-29  

 MW-26 P6S   SVE-30  

 MW-28 SVEPZ-1D   SVE-31  

 MW-30 SVEPZ-1S   SVE-32  

 MW-33 SVEPZ-2D   SVE-33  

 MW-35 SVEPZ-2S   SVE-34  

 MW-36 SVEPZ-3D   SVE-35  

 MW-37 SVEPZ-3S   SVE-36  

 MW-38    SVE-37  

 MW-39    SVE-38  

 MW-40      

 MW-41      

 MW-42      
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III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW 
  

This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last FYR 
as well as the recommendations from the last FYR and the current status of those 
recommendations. 
 
Table 7. Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2015 FYR 
OU # Protectiveness 

Determinations 
Protectiveness Statement 

OU1 & 
Sitewide 

Short-term Protective The remedy at the Chem-Dyne Superfund Site currently 
protects human health and the environment because it was 
constructed in accordance with the requirements of the 
1985 ROD. The groundwater treatment system, the SVE 
systems, and other remedy components such as the cap 
function as intended by the ROD. Exposure pathways that 
could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled by 
preventing exposure to, or the ingestion of, contaminated 
groundwater. However, in order for the remedy to be 
protective in the long term, the following actions need to be 
taken: ICs need to be implemented; an ICIAP needs to be 
developed; LTS procedures need to be developed and 
implemented via an LTS Plan or amendment to the O&M 
Plan; and the remedy decision document needs to be 
modified to incorporate ICs as a component of the remedy.  

   

  

Table 8. Status of Recommendations from the 2015 FYR 

OU Issue Recommendation Current 
Status 

Current 
Implementation  
Status 
Description 

Completion 
Date (if 
applicable) 

OU1/  
Sitewide 

ICs are not fully   
implemented  
at the Site. 

Implement ICs at 
the Site. 

On-going Site reuse is being 
considered and 
appropriate UECA 
environmental 
covenants will be 
drafted. EPA 
expects to have 
them signed and 
recorded by the 
end of December 
2022. 

N/A 
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IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews 
 
A public notice was published in the Hamilton Journal News, a local newspaper, on May 
15, 2020, stating that EPA was undertaking a FYR and inviting the public to submit any 
comments to EPA. No comments were received from the public. The results of the review 
and the report will be made available at the Site information repository located at 500 Joe 
Nuxhall Boulevard in Hamilton, Ohio 45011.  Additional information about the Site can be 
obtained from the EPA website at www.epa.gov/superfund/chemdyne. 
 
Interviews 
 
Due to COVID-19, in-person interviews were not conducted during the review period by 
the Agencies. 

OU1/  
Sitewide
  

ICs requirements  
need to be  
evaluated.  
 

Develop an ICIAP On-going  The Trust 
completed an IC 
Study with EPA 
and drafted an 
ICIAP for the Site. 
The ICIAP needs 
to be revised and 
finalized before it 
is approved by 
EPA, which is 
expected by the 
end of 2022. 

N/A 

OU1/  
Sitewide
  

LTS procedures  
are needed.  
 

Develop an LTS 
Plan or amend the 
O&M Plan to 
incorporate LTS 
procedures. 

Addressed 
in next FYR  

The LTS Plan is 
part of the ICIAP, 
which is expected 
to be completed 
by the end of 
2022.   

N/A 

OU1/  
Sitewide
  

Remedy decision 
document needs 
to be updated to  
incorporate ICs 
as a component 
of the remedy.  

Modify remedy 
decision document 
to incorporate ICs. 

On-going A decision 
document to 
amend the remedy 
to incorporate ICs 
(such as use 
restrictions/UECA 
environmental 
covenants) is 
being drafted. EPA 
expects to sign the 
decision document 
by the end of 
2022. 

 
N/A 

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/chemdyne
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Data Review 
 
This FYR consisted of a review of relevant documents including monitoring data and 
applicable groundwater cleanup standards, including monthly operating reports (Chem-
Dyne Trust, 2021), and annual reports (EarthCon Consultants, Inc., 2016). 
 
During this review period, the Site operated under the MNA Pilot workplan. The PRPs 
collected MNA parameters to document the occurrence of natural attenuation at the Site 
and the performance of the remedy. Plume maps were created for the Site, which 
provided plume characteristics and concentrations for VOCs. Groundwater monitoring 
was performed for the shallow and intermediate zones, and degradation products were 
analyzed from June 2015 through April 2020. Figure 4 illustrates the Site plume during 
1984 and can be compared to the Site plumes in June 2015 and September 2019 in 
Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively. Figure 7 shows the Site plume in June 2020. 
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Figure 4. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - June 1984 
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Figure 5. Shallow Zone Total 

VOCs - June 2015 
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Figure 6. Shallow Zone 

Total VOCs - 2019 
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Figure 7. Shallow Zone Total VOCs - June 2020 

 
At the start of the MNA Pilot study in June 2015, the VOCs plume in the intermediate 
zone covered 0.003 acres of the Site and the average plume concentration was 
approximately 109 µg/L. From 2017 to 2019, the intermediate zone plume area 
diminished further, and the average plume concentration was less than 100 µg/L.  
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A summary of 2019 analytical sampling results is included in Appendix E, Site Monitoring 
Data and Trend Analysis Data. The sampling results indicated that natural attenuation is 
occurring at the Site at all wells. However, three wells, all located on the Power Plant 
property, continue to experience elevated levels of contaminants above the 100 µg/L total 
priority pollutant cleanup criteria. These wells are MW-15, SE-3 and SE-6, with MW-15 
having the highest concentration of total VOCs, as shown on Figures 4 through 7 above. 
In a conference call with the Agencies on October 16, 2019, the Trust presented a 
correlation that showed that a negative correlation exists between contaminant 
concentration and groundwater gradient in the area of MW-15, showing that the 
contamination at MW-15 is in the groundwater and not from the vadose zone. 
 
On February 2, 2020, the Trust submitted to the Agencies the 2019 Annual Report/MNA 
Progress Report, Chem Dyne Superfund Site, Hamilton, Ohio. The report was reviewed 
by EPA’s Center for Environmental Solutions and Emergency Response Technical 
Support Coordination Division in Ada, Oklahoma.  Dr. Randall Ross, Dr. Daniel Pope 
(CSS) and Dr. Milovan Beljin (subcontractor to CSS) provided groundwater technical 
support for this review (see Appendix D). 
 
EPA’s Comments to the 2019 Annual Report/MNA Progress Report 
 

1. Overall, concentrations appear to be declining such that the 100 ppb total VOCs 
goal has been met in most sampling locations at the Site. Mechanisms of natural 
attenuation (e.g., biological degradation, dispersion and dilution) appear to be 
operating to decrease contaminant concentrations. 

  
2. The primary exception is the area around MW-15, where concentrations suggest the 

presence of some potential source material near the well.  However, concentrations 
of dissolved contaminants are decreasing at MW-15, and this trend is expected to 
continue, indicating that natural attenuation appears to be usefully active even at 
this well. 

 
3. The Trust's time projections for meeting Site goals appear to be reasonable, though 

of course with relatively high uncertainty common to such projections. Therefore, the 
current MNA remedy should continue, with appropriate performance monitoring and 
a contingency plan should conditions at the Site change significantly. 

  
4. Remedy performance monitoring should continue until Site contaminant 

concentration goals are met at every sampling location, and for an agreed upon 
time afterwards to ensure completion of the remedy. 

 
5. A contingency remedy should be developed for use if MNA does not achieve Site 

remedial goals. The contingency remedy can be triggered by exceedance of an 
agreed upon timeframe, increases in contaminant concentrations in select wells 
(e.g., MW-15), or by contaminant appearance in sentinel wells. To date, sentinel 
wells have not shown any indication that contaminants are moving toward 
receptors at concentrations above the Site goals. 
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Site Inspection 
 
Due to the COVID-19 work travel restrictions, the FYR Site inspection could not be 
completed by the Agencies. The Trust employs an individual who oversees the Site daily 
and ensures that there are no issues at the Site. During 2020, there were no reported 
events at the Site that were inconsistent with or potentially damaging to the implemented 
remedy. EPA will conduct a Site inspection once it is feasible to do so and complete the 
Inspection Checklist to include in the Site files.  
 
V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
Yes. The review of documents, ARARs, risk assumptions, and the results of groundwater 
sampling results indicate that the remedy is functioning as intended by the ROD. It should 
be noted though that the remedy decision document needs to be amended to include 
MNA as the final groundwater remedy for the Site as well as include ICs as part of the 
Site remedy. EPA expects to sign the decision document by the end of 2022. With the 
placement of the landfill cap, prior operation of the groundwater treatment system, and 
the implementation of the MNA pilot program, the remedy has achieved most of the 
RAOs. There has been a decline in VOC concentrations on the South area of the Site 
due to the addition of the SVE systems. All the wells in the South Plume area have 
reached the Site cleanup goals. Many of the North Plume area wells have reached the 
Site cleanup goals. Specifically, monitoring well MW-15 has not reached the cleanup goal. 
Overall, contaminant concentrations in monitoring and extraction wells on the North area 
of the Site are showing decreasing trends. There are no issues with the cap or Site 
security based on observations made by the Chem-Dyne Trust personnel who works at 
the Site 4 to 5 days per week. 
 
ICs are needed to ensure the long-term protectiveness of the remedy. State governmental 
ICs are in place for helping ensure groundwater use restrictions, and the Site is 
completely encompassed by security fencing to restrict access. There are currently no 
known uses of the Site which would be considered inconsistent with the goals to be 
achieved by the ICs. The PRPs have evaluated the ICs and identified the appropriate 
additional ICs that need to be implemented. UECA environmental covenants will be 
drafted, and EPA expects to have them signed and recorded by the end of December 
2022. A draft ICIAP has been prepared and is expected to be finalized and approved by 
the end of 2022. A LTS Plan will be included in the ICIAP.  
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and 
remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still 
valid? 
 

Yes. There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site or that would 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy.  
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Changes in Standards and Things To Be Considered 
  
There have been no changes in the ARARs nor have there been new standards affecting 
the protectiveness of the remedy during this review period. Most of the cleanup goals 
cited in the ROD have been met at the Site.  
 
Changes in Exposure Pathways, Toxicity, and Other Contaminant Characteristics 
 
The exposure assumptions used to develop the Human Health Risk Assessment included 
both current exposures and potential future exposures. There have been no changes in 
the toxicity factors for the contaminants of concern that were used in the baseline risk 
assessment. These assumptions are considered conservative and reasonable in 
evaluating risk and developing risk based cleanup levels. Change is not warranted from 
these assumptions or the cleanup levels developed from them. There has been no 
change to the standardized risk assessment methodology that could affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. There has been no change in the physical Site conditions 
that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
Although there are VOCs as contaminants of concern at the Site, no further evaluation of 
vapor intrusion is warranted at the Site at this time because monitoring wells off-Site in 
the residential areas did not exhibit concentrations of contaminants of concern. 
 
 

QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question 
the protectiveness of the remedy? 
 
No. There is no additional information that could call into question the protectiveness of 
the remedy. There are no impacts from natural disasters that would call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy. Currently, there are no Site issues related to climate 
change impacts not apparent during the remedy selection, remedy implementation, or 
O&M that would interfere with the protectiveness of the remedy.  
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VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Issues/Recommendations 

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 

None. 

 

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Other 

Issue:  Remedy decision document needs to be amended to 
include MNA as the final groundwater remedy for the Site. 

Recommendation:  Modify the decision document to include MNA 
as the groundwater remedy. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 12/31/2022 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue: Remedy decision document needs to be updated to 
incorporate ICs as a component of the remedy.  

Recommendation: Modify remedy decision document to 
incorporate ICs.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 12/31/2022 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Other 

Issue:  Interim SVE system enhancements (and air stripper 
termination) need to be formally documented in the ROD/files. 

Recommendation:  Formally document interim SVE system 
enhancements (and air stripper termination) in the decision 
document or Site files.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 12/31/2022 
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OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue:  ICs requirements need to be evaluated.  

Recommendation:  Develop an ICIAP.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes PRP EPA 12/31/2022 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue:   ICs are not fully implemented. 

Recommendation:  Implement ICs at the Site.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes PRP EPA 12/31/2022 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue:   LTS procedures are needed. 

Recommendation:  Complete the LTS Plan as part of the ICIAP. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes PRP EPA 12/31/2022 

 

OU(s): OU1 
(Sitewide) 

Issue Category: Other 

Issue:  Due to COVID-19 work travel restrictions, a FYR Site 
inspection was not conducted at the Site. 

Recommendation:  EPA will conduct a FYR Site inspection once 
COVID-19 work travel restrictions are removed and will complete 
the Inspection Checklist to include in Site files. 

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Party 

Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA EPA 4/30/2022 
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VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 
 

OU1 and Sitewide Protectiveness Statement 

Protectiveness 

Determination: 

Short-Term Protective 

 
 

Protectiveness Statement: 
 
The remedy at the Chem-Dyne Superfund Site currently protects human health and the 
environment. The groundwater treatment system was shut down but the SVE system 
enhancements, the installation of a cap, and MNA assisted in the remedy functioning 
as intended by the ROD.  Exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks 
are being controlled by preventing exposure to, or the ingestion of, contaminated 
groundwater.  However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the 
following actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness:  
 

• Modify the decision document to include MNA as the groundwater remedy. 

• Modify remedy decision document to incorporate ICs. 

• Formally document interim SVE system enhancements (and air stripper 
termination) in the decision document or Site files. 

• Develop an ICIAP. 

• Implement ICs at the Site. 

• Complete the LTS Plan as part of the ICIAP. 

• EPA will conduct a FYR Site inspection once COVID-19 work travel restrictions 
are removed and will complete the Inspection Checklist to include in Site files.  

 

VIII.  NEXT REVIEW 
 
The next FYR report for the Chem Dyne Superfund Site is required five years from the 
completion date of this review. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

CHEM-DYNE SITE CAP DESIGN 
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2 
 

Cap Construction 

The site was covered with a cap consisting of the following composite construction:  24 

inches of clay soil (with a maximum coefficient of permeability of 10-7 cm/sec); a 

permeable sand zone; a synthetic liner; and a sand, loam, and topsoil root zone for 

vegetative cover. The cap was graded to promote run-off and to minimize soil losses due 

to erosion. 

Monitoring and long-term maintenance of the cap are essential to proper remediation.  

Detailed monitoring, maintenance and contingency provisions are contained in the 

Consent Decree. 
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 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
CENTER for ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS and EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

TECHNICAL SUPPORT COORDINATION DIVISION 

P.O. Box 1198 Ada, OK  74820 
      

        March 27, 2020 
                                                                                                

     OFFICE OF 

                                                      RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

SUBJECT: 2019 Annual Report/MNA Progress Report, Chem Dyne Superfund Site, 

Hamilton, Ohio (20-RO5-02)  

 

FROM: Randall R. Ross, Director 

  Groundwater Technical Support Center 

 

TO:   Lolita Hill, Remedial Project Manager 

  EPA Region V 

 

Per your request for continued technical support, the 2019 Annual Report/MNA Progress Report, 

Chem Dyne Superfund Site, Hamilton, Ohio, was reviewed by Drs. Daniel Pope (CSS), Milovan 

Beljin (subcontractor to CSS) and me.  The following comments are provided for your 

consideration.  If you have any questions or would like to discuss these matters further, please 

contact me at your convenience (580-436-8611). 

 

Comments 

 

1. Overall, concentrations appear to be declining such that the 100 ppb total VOCs goal has 

been met in most sampling locations at the site. Mechanisms of natural attenuation (e.g., 

biological degradation, dispersion and dilution) appear to be operating to decrease 

contaminant concentrations.  

2.  The primary exception is the area around MW-15, where concentrations suggest the 

presence of some potential source material near the well.  However, concentrations of 

dissolved contaminants are decreasing at MW-15, and this trend is expected to continue, 

indicating that natural attenuation appears to be usefully active even at this well. 
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3. The Trust's time projections for meeting site goals appear to be reasonable, though of course 

with relatively high uncertainty common to such projections.  Therefore, the current MNA 

remedy should continue, with appropriate performance monitoring and a contingency plan 

should conditions at the site change significantly.  

4. Remedy performance monitoring should continue until site contaminant concentration goals 

are met at every sampling location, and for an agreed upon time afterwards to ensure 

completion of the remedy. 

5. A contingency remedy should be developed for use if MNA does not achieve site remedial 

goals.  The contingency remedy can be triggered by exceedance of an agreed upon 

timeframe, increases in contaminant concentrations in select wells (e.g., MW-15), or by 

contaminant appearance in sentinel wells.  To date, sentinel wells have not shown any 

indication that contaminants are moving toward receptors at concentrations above the site 

goals. 

 

cc:   Charles Maurice, Region 5 

 Conor Neal, Region 5 

 Zachary Sasnow, Region 5 

 David Wilson, Region 5      

 David Bartenfelder, HQ      

 Linda Fiedler, HQ 
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