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DECLARATION FOR THE A. L. TAYLOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

A. L. Taylor
Brooks, Bullitt County, Kentucky

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This document presents the current conditions at the Site and makes recommendations regarding
Operation and Maintenance activities for future reviews. Section 121(e) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, requires that if a
remedial action is taken that results In any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remaining at a site, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shall review such remedial action no
less than every five years after initiation of such remedial action to assure that human health and the
environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The Site was delisted from the National Priorities List in May 1996. Information on monitoring data
evaluated indicates that the Site continues to be protective of human health and the environment. The
EPA Region 4, and the Commonwealth of Kentucky will continue to monitor performance to ensure that
the Site remains protective; the cap is maintained in good condition, the Site is not developed, and the
groundwater is not used for private or industrial purposes. The next review should be completed by

March 2008.
M %(M Date: ﬁéﬁi’[ﬁ 3

Winston A. Smith, Direttgy
Waste Managemant Divigion
U.S. EPA, Region 4
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Executive Summary

The third Five-Year Review of the A.L. Taylor Superfund Site in Built County, Kentucky was completed
in March 2003. The results of the Five-Year Review indicate that the remedy implemented at the Site
should continue to be protective of human health and the environment. Overall, the landfill cap remedial
actions were functioning as designed, and for the most part were operated and maintained in an
appropriate manner. A few issues that do not immediately impact the protectiveness of the remedy
were noted.

The protection of human health and the environment by the remedial actions at the Site is discussed
below. Both the Health and Safety Plan and the Operation and Maintenance Plan are in place,
sufficiently control risks, and are properly implemented.

The remedy at A. L. Taylor is protective of human health and the environment. The remedy at the Site
currently protects human health and the environment because it eliminates the exposure pathways
relative to surface soils, surface water and groundwater in the short term.

The landfill cap is effective at containing contaminants through preventing infiltration of storm water and
preventing direct contact or exposure of landfill waste by humans and fauna. The landfill cap prevents
further migration of hazardous substances offsite to Wilson Creek, the Ohio River, and the groundwater
aquifer beneath the landfill.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

Site name: A. L. Taylor | EPA ID: KYD980500961
Region: 04 | State: Kentucky City/County: Bullitt

LTRA (highlight): Y N Construction completion date: 03/1989
Fund/PRP Lead: PRP | NFL status: Delisted in 05/1996

Lead agency: EPA, Region 4

Who conducted the review (EPA Region, state, Federal agencies or contractor): U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

Dates review conducted: From: 12/01/2002 To: 03/14/2003 | Date(s) of site visit: 01/23/2003 and 02/25/2003
Whether first or successive review: Third Review

Circle: Statutory Policy | Due date: 03/2003
Trigger for this review (name and date): Five years from the last review.
Recycling reuse redevelopment site (highlight): Y N

Issues:

Issues identified are listed in Section 7 of this Report.
Recommendations:

Recommendations are listed in Section 8 of this Report.
Protectiveness Statement:

All elements of the remedy selected in the Record of Decision for the A. L. Taylor have been put in
place, are functioning properly, and remain protective of human health and the environment.

Other Comments:

The issues noted during this review are not of immediate threats to the protectiveness of the remedy.
Once these items are investigated and addressed, protectiveness, operation, and site safety will

continue be assured.
Yis
M %fo“'f Date: 5é¢‘é 3

Winstbn A. Smith, Diredtgt,
Waste Managemeni Divigion
.S, EPA, Region 4
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SECTION1 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

11 GENERAL

During December 2002 to March 2003, the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District (USACE),
on behalf of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 (EPA), conducted a Five-Year
Review of the remedy implemented at the A. L. Taylor Superfund Site (herein referred to as the Site)
located in Brooks, Bullitt County, Kentucky. This report documents the results of that review. The
purpose of Five-Year Reviews is to determine whether the remedial action at a site remains protective
of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are
documented in Five-Year Review reports. In addition, any issues identified during the review are
presented, along with recommendations to address them.

1.2  AUTHORITY

This review is required by statute. Section 121 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and Section 300.430 (f) (4) (ii) of the National Oil and Hazardous
Substance Contingency Plan (NCP), require that periodic reviews be conducted, at least every five
years, for sites where hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at a site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure following the completion of all remedial actions.

1.3 PURPOSE

This is the third Five-Year Review for the She. The trigger for this statutory review is the passage of five
years since the last review. All elements of the remedy for the Site have been completed; the only
on-going actions at the Site are operations and maintenance activities intended to maintain the integrity
of the remedy, and long-term monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy. This report
presents the information collected during the review by USAGE for the EPA. The review was intended
to confirm that the remedial actions and associated performance standards in the ROD have been
achieved and that the current conditions remain protective of human health and environment. This is
accomplished by 1) technical review of existing documents and data and standards; 2) site
reconnaissance to evaluate the remediation as specified in the ROD; 3) evaluation of site-specific
factors (i.e., scope of O&M, frequency of sampling and inspections, and monitoring parameters) to
assess if the remedy implemented remains operational, functional, and protective; and 4) Five-Year
Review report preparation, Resource Applications, Inc., (RAI) submitted the first review in June 1992
and Roy F. Weston, Inc. submitted the second review in November 1997.

14 LOCAL REPOSITORY

This review will be placed in the Site flies at the local repository for the Site: Ridgeway Memorial
Library, 127 N. Walnut Street, Shepherdsville, Kentucky 41165.
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SECTION 2 SITE CHRONOLOGY

The chronology of the major actions at the Site is summarized as follows:

ACTION
ACTION COMPLETION
DISCOVERY 1975
VOLUNTARY CLEANUP BY PRP 1980
SITE INSPECTION BY EPA 1981
EPA CLEANUP ACTION 1981
RIFS 1982
FINAL LISTING ON NPL 9/1983
RECORD OF DECISION 6/1986
REMEDIAL ACTION COMMENCED 4/1987
REMEDIAL ACTION COMPLETED 3/1989
FIRST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT 6/1992
DELETION FROM NPL 6/1996
SECOND FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT 11/1997

SECTION 3 BACKGROUND
3.1 GENERAL

The Site was added to the National Priorities List (NFL) in September 1983. Following a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study by the EPA, the EPA Regional Administrator signed a Record of
Decision (ROD) in June 1986. The remedial actions implemented by the EPA commenced in April
1987, and concluded in March 1989. A description of the remedial actions is presented in Section 3.4 of
this document. Subsequent to completion of the remedial action, operation and maintenance activities
as required in the ROD were initiated at the Site and included groundwater sampling.

3.2 LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Site, sometimes referred to as “The Valley of the Drums”, is a 23-acre site located in Bullit County,
Kentucky, near the community of Brooks at an approximate latitude of 38°04'55”, longitude of 85°42'56"
(Figure 1.1 LOCATION MAP). The Site is approximately 1.3 miles west of interstate 65 and 1.7 miles
northwest of Brooks, Kentucky, off of State Highway 1020. The Site is bordered to the north and west
by woods and to the south and east by several private rural residences and a golf course (The
Crossings).

The portions of the Site, which have not been impacted by the construction of the remedial facilities,
approximately 17 acres, remain in woodlands and pasture. A security fence, for protection of the
remedial facilities, encloses approximately 6 acres of the site.
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The A. L Taylor Site is located in the Salt River drainage basin. Wilson Creek, which runs along the
eastern edge of the Site, is a small tributary originating from a spring (or relic farm pond) south of the
Site. The creek initially flows northward, joining the Southern Ditch approximately 4 miles downstream
of the Site, and then flows approximately 2.5 miles into Pond Creek, which flows for approximately 14
miles before it drains into the Salt River just above the Salt River’s confluence with the Ohio River.

The normal stream flow of Wilson Creek is low and subject to fluctuation from seasonal storm and
snowmelt water contribution. The low flow of the creek combined with the high flow in the Ohio River
gives a dilution factor of greater than 1,000,000 to 1 for any drinking water intake on the Ohio River
downstream of the Salt River (Feasibility Study, 1982).

The A. L Taylor site is in the Knobs physiographic region, which is a series of erosional remnants
formed of Mississippian and Pennsylvanian rocks overlying Silurian and Devonian rocks. The
Mississippian rocks are limestones and siltstones with some shale beds, while the Pennsylvanian rocks
are sandy limestones and sandstones, which form the cap rocks in the Knobs.

The Knobs province is on the western edge of the Jessamine Dome, a structural dome, which lies
along the aids of the Cincinnati Arch. Regional dip of the formations in the vicinity of the Site, is gentle
at 2 to 4 degrees to the southwest. The New Providence Shale, the New Albany Shale, the Louisville
Limestone, and the Waldron Shale underlie the Site, in descending stratigraphic order The New
Providence Shale begins as shallow as 3 feet and is weathered to a depth of 12 to 13 feet. Joints and
fractures in the New Providence Shale are numerous and are 2 to 5 feet long. It is not known at this
time how open the fractures are, how continuous they are, or if there is significant intersecting of
openings.

Groundwater at the Site occurs in two aquifers: a shallow unconfined residual soil aquifer and a deeper
confined consolidated rock aquifer. The shallow aquifer varies in thickness from approximately 3 to 25
feet. Water levels from hand-augured wells in this aquifer range from 2.4 to 6.4 feet below land surface.
Based or topography, shallow bedrock, and water levels in wells, the direction of groundwater flow in
the shallow aquifer is from the hills southeasterly toward the valley of Wilson Creek.

Shales, which comprise the uppermost geologic formations in the Site area, are relatively impermeable
and thus retard the downward movement of water. In the Knobs area, the small number of sinkholes
and low-yielding springs Indicate that the subsurface drainage system is poorly developed.

The deep aquifer occurs in the limestones under the confining shale formations. The Louisville
Limestone of Silurian age, along with the Jeffersonville and Sellersburg Limestones, form a single
confined aquifer of secondary importance that yields most of the water pumped from consolidated rocks
in this area of the state. Water is contained in and moves along interconnected fractures and solution
channels.

Locally, little use is made of the shallow or deep aquifers, and no nearby wells that penetrate the deep
aquifer are known to be in use. The five homes located closest to the Site get their drinking water from
cisterns, and other nearby residences and businesses are on cisterns or are connected to a municipal
drinking water supply. An adjacent landowner had drilled a well, but it was never used because of its
low yield. This well was sampled during the Remedial
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Investigation and found to contain concentrations of iron and manganese that were approximately 30
and 3 times the National Drinking Water Standards, respectively.

Vertical groundwater flow direction has not been defined; flow is related to the interconnection of
fractures or joints within the rocks and the hydraulic gradient. Although movement of groundwater from
the shallow aquifer to the deep aquifer cannot be precluded, it is unlikely.

The groundwater aquifers beneath the A.L. Taylor Site offer limited potability due to several factors.
First, naturally occurring high levels of Iron and manganese have an adverse effect on the aesthetic
quality of the water. Second, low yield makes it difficult to obtain a good supply.

3.3 SITEHISTORY

The Kentucky Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet (KDNREPC)
first identified the A.L Taylor Site as a waste disposal site in 1967. The paint and coating industries in
the Louisville area were the primary waste generators using the Site. The surface features of the Site
were significantly disturbed, as Mr. Taylor had excavated pits and emptied the contents of
waste-containing drums into them prior to recycling the drums. Mr. Taylor also disposed of solvent
wastes in the drums by burning the wastes in the open pits. After KDNREPC stopped Mr. Taylor from
burning solvents, soil from the nearby hillsides was used to cover the pits. Thousands of drums were
stored on the ground surface, especially during the later years of operation. During the Remedial
Investigation, four or five cells of buried wastes containing chemical liquids, sludges and crushed drums
were identified.

KDNREPC first became involved with the Site in 1967 after receiving reports of a fire that had been
burning for approximately one week. The State noted that Mr. A.L. Taylor at this location with proper
permitting could operate an approved sanitary landfill. Mr. Taylor did not apply for a sanitary landfill
permit, but continued receiving and disposing of waste on the Site, under the business name of the A.L
Taylor Drum Cleaning Service, until November 1977. KDNREPC first documented releases of
hazardous substances from the Site in 1975 and pursued legal actions against Mr. Taylor until his
death in late 1977.

In January 1979, at the request of KDNREPC, EPA responded to releases of oil and hazardous
substances at the A.L. Taylor Site. Under the authority of Section 311 of the Clean Water Act, the EPA
Emergency Response Branch prevented further releases of pollutants into Wilson Creek by
constructing interceptor trenches, constructing a temporary water treatment system, securing leaking
drums, and segregating and organizing drums on site. The EPA operated and maintained the carbon
treatment system on site until December 1979, when the KDNREPC assumed responsibility for the
system.

The EPA'’s final count of drums located on the Site after the 1979 emergency response action was
17,051 drums, of which 11,629 were empty. In 1980, KDNREPC contacted five principal Responsible
Parties who identified and removed approximately 20 percent of the drummed waste remaining on the
surface. The five generators contacted included: Ford Motor Co.; Reliance Universal. Inc.; Louisville
Varnish Co.; George W. Whitesides Co.; and Kurfee’s Coating, Inc. following this removal, an estimated
4,200 drums remained.

In 1981, an EPA inspection revealed deteriorated and leaking drums, which were again discharging
pollutants into Wilson Creek. EPA, responding under the emergency provisions of CERCLA, upgraded
the existing treatment system and moved the remaining 4,200 drums from the Site for recycling or
disposal. The Site was then regraded to promote positive drainage
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towards Wilson Creek, thus reducing the amount of ponded water and minimizing surface erosion.
These measures eliminated the drummed waste from the surface, but left contaminated soils and
buried drums on site.

Analytical data was collected during several site actions, including the two immediate removals and the
remedial investigation. Hazardous substances detected on-site included the following classes of
compounds: heavy metals, ketones, phthalates, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), chlorinated alkanes
and alkenes, aromatics, chlorinated aromatics, and polynuclear aromatics. In all, approximately 140
compounds were identified. The chemicals found most often and in the highest concentrations were:

xylene methyl ethyl ketone methylene chloride acetone
acetone vinyl chloride enthracene

toluene fluoranthene alkyl benzene

phthalates dichloroethylene aliphatic acids

PCBs were detected in low concentrations and several metals, including barium, zinc, copper,
strontium, magnesium, and chromium, were detected in concentrations exceeding background levels.

The highest concentrations of organic contaminants detected on-site, other than from drum samples,
were from liquid samples collected in the test pits. Some of the same compounds were detected in
water samples from borings located down gradient of the test pits. It is significant to note that some
water samples from the borings were collected immediately down gradient of the disposal cells, yet the
analyses showed relatively low concentrations of contaminants when compared to the pit samples.

Ecology and Environment, Inc. completed a Feasibility Study in 1982. The Record of Decision (ROD),
which was finalized by EPA in June 1986, identified groundwater and surface water (Wilson Creek) as
potential routes of exposure to hazardous substances.

In April 1987, remedial measures commenced by Haztech, Inc. included the installation of a clay cap, a
perimeter drainage system, monitoring wells, and a security fence. Water from a surface impoundment
was discharged into Wilson Creek at this time. Also, a groundwater-monitoring schedule was
implemented by Ebasco Services, inc. to include quarterly sampling at the Site.

In the fall of 1988, reseeding and regrading of the cap was found to be necessary due to erosion
problems. In March 1989, all remedial construction was completed.

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) activities were performed by Ebasco Services, Inc., and included
groundwater sampling over five quarters from September 1988, through February 1990. Resource
Applications, Inc. (RAI) performed a Five-Year Review site visit in December 1991, with follow-up visits
in January 1992, and March 1992. The Commonwealth of Kentucky has received funds from the cost
recovery settlement with the PRPs for 29 years of routine operations and maintenance (O&M).

The Site was ranked 96 on the National Priorities List (NPL) in Group 2, sites with a Hazardous
Ranking Score between 58.41 and 57.80. The Site was deleted from the National Priorities List in June
1996 (see Appendix A, reference 3). EPA and the Commonwealth of Kentucky determined that all
appropriate Fund-financed responses under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, had been
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implemented and that no further cleanup was appropriate. Moreover, EPA and the Commonwealth of
Kentucky determined that response actions conducted at the Site to date had been protective of public
health, welfare, and the environment. This deletion does not, however, preclude future action under
Superfund.

3.4 BASIS FOR TAKING ACTION

The Kentucky Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection (KDNREP) first
documented releases of hazardous substances in 1975. The EPA inspected the Site in 1981 and
discovered approximately 4,000 deteriorating and leaking drums that were discharging pollutants into a
nearby tributary of the Ohio River. Approximately 100 people lived in a residential area located within
1-mile of the Site. The ground water, surface water, and soil were polluted with heavy metals, volatile
organic compounds (VOCSs) such as ketones, plastics such as phthalates, and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) from spills and deteriorating waste drums. Accidental ingestion of and direct contact
with the contaminated ground water, soil and surface water presented possible health threats.

3.5 REMEDIAL OBJECTIVES

The remedial alternatives evaluated at the A.L. Taylor Site were source control measures. The
migration of hazardous substances from their original disposal area is minimal and the remedial
alternatives considered were to control off-site migration of contaminants. The objectives of the
remedial action were broad enough to address all mutes of release, but focused on those areas with
the greatest potential for having adverse effects on public health and the environment. The remedy also
took into account cost-effectiveness considerations. Based on these criteria, the following remedial
action objectives were developed:

1. Provide on-site containment for the buried waste and contaminated soil.
2. Protect the public health and welfare and the environment.

3. Protect recreational users and biota of downstream surface waters (Wilson Creek) from
leachate and contaminated runoff, i.e. prevent migration of contaminants off-site.

4. Restore the Site by regrading and revegetation.
5. Protect local populations from direct contact with contaminated soils and surface water.
6. Preclude access to the Site by the general public.

3.6 DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS

As stated in the ROO, since the active contaminant migration pathway at the Site was by surface water
runoff, the selected remedy included:
1) Removal of ponded water from the Site.
2) Securing pond sediments, sludge and materials from low-lying areas beneath the
cap.
3) Installing final cap cover for containment of the waste materials.
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4) Constructing a surface water drainage diversion to route surface water around the
cap area and accommodate a 25-year/24 hour storm.

5) Implementing a performance-monitoring program on Wilson Creek (the only potential
receptor of chemical migration) to evaluate the effectiveness of the clay cap in
mitigating surface chemical migration.

6) Monitoring groundwater quality accomplished by eight (8) newly installed nested
wells placed along the creek valley at four locations, to monitor both the shallow and
the deeper groundwaters. In addition, these wells would provide an early warning of
any contaminant movement toward Wilson Creek via groundwater.

7) Following the completion of the remedial construction, the Site was secured with the
installation of a six-foot high chain Zink fence with appropriate gates.

8) The Site will be subject to a regular inspection and maintenance program following
completion of remedial construction for a period of 30 years.

9) The cover consisted of a 30-inch layer of clay to attain a permeability of 1 x 10"
cm/sec. followed by an 18-inch layer of material with permeability between 107 and
10®° cm/sec, A 6-inch layer of topsoil was pieced as final cover and vegetated with
cover plants having root systems that would stabilize the topsoil and loam against
erosion without penetrating the clay material of the cap.

In April 1987, EPA commenced the remedial action which included installing a clay cap, a perimeter
drainage system, monitoring wells, and a security fence. In the fall of 1988, reseeding and regrading of
the cap were necessary due to erosion problems. In March 1989, all remedial construction was
completed. EPA performed operation and maintenance (O&M) activities from September 1988 through
February 1990. Since then, the Commonwealth of Kentucky has been conducting the O&M including
ground water monitoring, and cap maintenance. The O&M currently costs approximately one thousand
five hundred dollars ($1,500) per month. This is pallid from funds received as a cost recovery
settlement with the Responsible Parties for the Site. The balance of the funds is approximately $1.2
million at this time.

3.7 PREVIOUS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW ACTIVITIES

3.7.1 First Five-Year Review (June 1992)

As part of the first Five-Year Review conducted by Resource Applications, Inc. (RAI) for the EPA, site
sampling was performed on surface water, groundwater, and sediment, to determine whether or not the
remedial action continued to be protective of human health and the environment.

The analytical data were compared with Federal and State Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS) and the results of previous sampling events that occurred from September
1988 to February 1990. These sample results and evaluations were discussed in the Five-Year Review
report.

Based on the findings of the review, RAI determined that the remedial actions performed at the Site
remained protective of human health and the environment. However, the presence of inorganics in the
groundwater, and PCBs In the sediments in Wilson Creek warranted further sampling. RAI's
conclusions and recommendations were as follows:
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Site Maintenance and Corrective Manual

Several tests should be performed far the sediments in Wilson Creek, including a rapid bioassessment, a
Total Organic Carbon test, and possible toxological testing required by the results of the rapid bioassessment.

Necessary sampling should be performed on the groundwater beneath the Site to confirm that the aquifers
are classified as Class Il (undrinkable).

Groundwater, surface water, and sediment should be sampled at previously sampled locations, and at
proposed locations, on a quarterly basis to ensure that levels of contamination in the aquifers are not
changing over time. Soil samples should be taken quarterly at the locations shown in Figure 3.1 until a
determination of the source of the PCB contamination is made.

Continued maintenance of the Site should be performed, such as mowing the grass on the cap to within four
inches to help storm water to run off the cap, thus preventing Infiltration into the buried waste.

Repair of several minor erosion areas on the cap should be performed to prevent the growth of these areas
into major erosion areas. The presence of major erosion on the cap could threaten the integrity of the cap.

Vegetation growing in the riprap in the perimeter drainage channel was minor, however, excessive growth can
inhibit the capacity of the channel. It was suggested that the vegetation be removed using an EPA-approved
herbicide.

It was recommended that the excessive vegetation around the security fence in the area east of ALT-04 be
controlled, using an EPA-approved herbicide, to prevent any possible damage to the fence.

Repairs to the Site security fence should include blocking off the gaps underneath the fence to discourage
entry into the Site by email animals and possibly small children. The rear gate had some minor damage, and
should be repaired.

The area outside of the rear gate was eroded and stayed muddy even in periods of dry weather. This area
should be regraded and stabilized with gravel to allow easy access to ALT-01.

Potholes on the access road between the upper gate and the front gate should be filled in and stabilized with
gravel to prevent fill from washing out.

An accurate recent topographic map of the Site was unavailable for this review. It was suggested that a new
topographic map be prepared to accurately show the locations or the wells, and other important site features,
to show any settlement of the clay cap, and to satisfy the conditions in the Operations and Maintenance Plan.

Groundwater/Surface Water/Sediment Sampling

Levels of contamination in the groundwater were significantly reduced since initiation of remediation.
Contamination by organic compounds in the surface waters of Wilson Creek was minimal.

The levels of PCBs in the creek sediment exceeded EPA’s Sediment Screening Value [Effects
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Range-Median (ER-M)] Additional testing, including a rapid bioassessment, should be performed on the
creek sediments. It was noted that the PCBs might have been attributable to other sources.

Additional sampling and analyses of the surface water and sediment were recommended to determine
the extent of PCB contamination and any effects on aquatic life.

RAI determined that the selected remedy at the Site remained protective of human health and the
environment, and was effective. The remedy also complied with all Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Regulations (ARARS) and that the initiation of the above recommendations would ensure the
continued protectiveness and effectiveness The report recommended that the next review be conducted
after the collection of at least two more quarters of sampling, and after obtaining the results of the tests
mentioned above. It was also suggested that a public meeting be held to inform the public of the present
and future status of the Site.

3.7.2 Second Five-Year Review (June 1997)

As part of the second Five-Year Review conducted by Roy F. Weston, Inc (Weston) for the EPA, a
review of sampling and analytical data gathered by KDNRFPC on surface water, groundwater, and
sediment was conducted to determine whether or not the remedial action continued to be protective of
human health and the environment.

Weston compared the analytical data with Federal and State Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARSs) and the results of sampling events conducted between the fourth quarter of
1993 and the fourth quarter of 1996. These analytical results and evaluations were discussed In the
Five-Year Review report.

Based on the findings in the review, Weston determined that the remedial action performed at the Site
remained protective of human health and the environment. The day cap appeared to be preventing
infiltration of water into the waste and leaching of hazardous materials. The report’s conclusions and
recommendations were summarized in Weston’s Statement of Remedy Protectiveness as follows.

“Analytical data of groundwater and surface water samples Indicate that contamination is present in
groundwater beneath the landfill and immediately adjacent to the Site in surface water. However, levels of
contamination are greater by only one order of magnitude or less than regulatory levels established by
MCLs, HHC, or FWAL criteria. Based on this information, the remedial actions performed at the Site are,
overall, effective at protection of human health and the environment. More sampling and testing data for
Wilson Creek must be obtained to determine the extent of PCB contamination. In addition, groundwater
sampling should be continued on an annual basis.

The clay cap at the Site appears to be preventing water from entering into the buried waste and causing
significant contamination to groundwater and surface water. During the 1962 Feasibility Study, levels of
organic contaminants in groundwater were within the 1,000 pg/L range. During the 1992 Five-Year
Review, groundwater sampling detected very low levels of organic contaminants. Prior to this Five-Year
Review organic contaminants have also been detected at very low levels. Based on this information, the
clay cap appears to be preventing Infiltration of water into the waste below and leaching of hazardous
constituents.”

3.8 PROGRESS and O&M ACTIVITIES SINCE LAST REVIEW

The following is a summary of actual and planned operation and maintenance activities (O&M)
conducted by the Commonwealth of Kentucky at the A.L. Taylor Superfund Site since the last
Five-Year Review to insure the integrity of the remedy.
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1998 Actual Activities:

Field observations were made in January, March, May, June, July, August, September and
November.

Mowing and weeding tasks were performed twice.

Sediment/soil sampling was conducted in May to determine possible sources of PCBs.
Two problem areas were corrected in September: filling and reseeding depressions on the
upper terrace, around two power poles, and near well ALT-04; and rip-rapping an eroded
area under the fence near the upper gate and cleaning and rip-rapping the ditch along the
entrance road.

Annual sampling of groundwater monitoring wells and surface water was completed in
October. Results showed low levels of chlorinated compounds in wells ALT-04 and 09, and
detection of Aroclor 1254 in well ALT-04 and surface water sampling point SW-01.

Year 1998 Statement of Condition: Overall, the Site remained in excellent physical condition
at the end of 1998. Environmentally, the only concern was the continued presence of low levels
of PCBs in sediments and surface water adjacent to the Site.

1999 Planned Activities:

Continue periodic field observations

Continue periodic mowing activities

Continue site maintenance as necessary

Expand PCB investigation to precisely define downstream extent of stream contamination
Complete a topographic survey (last surveyed 12/94)

1999 Actual Activities:

Field observations were made in January, March, April, June, July, August, September and
November.

A private contractor performed mowing and weeding tasks.

Sediment sampling was conducted In May along Wilson Creek to determine the
downstream extent of PCB contamination. The results showed that PCBs on the order of 1.0
mg/kg (ppm) were measured in sediments to a distance of approximately 1200 to 1500 feet
downstream from the Site.

Annual sampling of monitoring wells and surface water was completed in October. Results
showed low levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in wells ALT-03, ALT-04, and
ALT-09. No detection of PCBs occurred in any of the monitoring wells. A single downstream
surface water sample was taken. The analysis showed no evidence of contamination.

A professional surveyor was contracted to conduct the 5-year topographic survey.

Year 1999 Statement of Condition: Overall, the Site remained in excellent physical condition
at the end of 1999. Environmentally, the only concern was the continued presence of low levels
of PCBs in Wilson Creek sediments.

2000 Planned Activities:

Continue periodic field observations.

10
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Continue periodic mowing activities.

Perform site maintenance as necessary

Complete the topographic survey.

Conduct annual surface and groundwater sampling.

2000 Actual Activities:

Field observations were made in January, March, April, May, June, July, August, September
and November.
A private contractor performed mowing and weeding tasks.
The 5-year topographic survey was completed.
Annual sampling of monitoring wells and surface water was conducted in October.
Results showed little evidence of contamination.

Year 2000 Statement of Condition: Overall, the Site remained in excellent physical condition
at the end of 2000. Environmentally, the only concern was the presence of low levels of PCBs in
Wilson Creek sediments, as noted in previous reports.

2001 Planned Activities:
Continue periodic field observations
Continue periodic mowing activities
Perform site maintenance as necessary
Conduct annual surface and groundwater sampling

2001 Actual Activities:

Field observations were made In March, May, July, and November. Nothing unusual was
noted.

A private contractor performed mowing and weeding tasks.

The annual sampling of monitoring wells was conducted in November. Ten of the 12 wells
showed no evidence of contamination. Wells ALT-03 and ALT-09 had low levels of several
organic compounds. ALT-03 had detectable levels of Aroclor 1254 at 0.46 parts per billion
(ppb). It was noted that in recent years ALT-03 had become filled with mud and appeared to be
compromised internally. When collected, the sample was noted to be highly turbid and may not
have been representative of groundwater conditions.

Year 2001 Statement of Condition: Overall, the Site remained in excellent physical condition.
The primary environmental concern continued to be the presence of low levels of PCBs in
Wilson Creek sediments, as noted in previous reports.

2002 Planned Activities:

Continue periodic field observations

Continue periodic mowing activities

Perform site maintenance as necessary

Conduct annual surface and groundwater sampling

2002 Actual Activities:

Field observations were made in January, March, June, July, September, November, and
December. Nothing unusual was noted.

11
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A private contractor performed mowing and weeding tasks.
Annual sampling of monitoring wells was conducted.

Year 2002 Statement of Condition: Overall, the Site remained in excellent physical condition.
The primary environmental concern continues to be the presence of low levels of PCBs in
Wilson Creek sediments as has been noted in previous reports.

2003 Planned Activities:

Continue periodic field observations

Continue periodic mowing activities

Perform site maintenance as necessary

Conduct annual surface and groundwater sampling
2003 Actual Activities:

Sediment samples were taken in Wilson Creek on January 8, 2003. Laboratory results
reported 2.70 mg/Kg Aroclor 1254 from sample point SD-5 (Figure 6) and 1.27 mg/Kg Arochlor
1254 from sample point SD-9 (Figure 6).

SECTION 4 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

The Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District for the EPA, conducted the Five-Year Review for the
Site. The US EPA Region 4 Remediation Project Manager (RPM) for the Site is Mr. Femi Akindele. The
following team members from the Corps of Engineers assisted in the review:

Al Scalzo, P.E., Environmental Engineer
Richard Kennard, Project Geologist
Sandra Frye, Regulatory Specialist

The Five-Year Review consisted of the following activities: a review of relevant documents (see
APPENDIX A), interviews with the EPA RPM and the Kentucky Environmental Project Manager, and
site inspections. Initiation of the remedial action review was announced in the local newspaper (Pioneer
News). Notice of completion of the Five-Year Review Report will be placed in the local newspaper and
a fact sheet of the report results made available to local and state contacts. The report will be made
available in the Information repository (Ridgeway Memorial Library, Shepherdsville, KY).

SECTION 5 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW FINDINGS
51 INTERVIEWS
The following individuals were contacted by letter and phone as part of the Five-Year Review:
1. The Honorable Kenneth Rigdon, Bullitt County Judge Executive
2. Kenneth Logsdon, Superfund Branch, Kentucky Division of Water Management (letter)

3. Mr. Femi Akindele, USEPA Region 4 Remedial Project Manager

The Honorable Kenneth Rigdon, Bullitt County Judge Executive, Shepherdsville, KY was initially
contacted in January 2003 and notified that the Five-Year Review was being conducted. Mr. Rigdon
and other County officials or stakeholders were asked to clarify or expand on the following various
points of the Remedial Action for the A. L. Taylor Superfund Site:

12
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What is your impression of the project? (general sentiment)

What effect have site operations had on the surrounding community?

Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or its operation and
administration? If so, please give details.

Are you aware of any events, Incidents, or activities at the Site such as vandalism,
trespassing, or emergency responses from local authorities? If so, please give details.
Do you feel well informed about the Site’s activities and progress?

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the Site’s
management or operation?

Do you have any knowledge of changes in State laws and regulations and present and
prospective land uses and restrictions or any water quality, hazardous waste, or
environmental health issues that may impact protectiveness to human health and the
environment?

Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the Site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the
responses.

Are you aware of any shortcomings in current site operations? Please elaborate, noting
which inadequacies, if any; currently prevent the remedy from being protective.

Bullitt County Judge/Executive Kenneth Rigdon was sent correspondence regarding the
Superfund Five-Year Review for A. L. Taylor Superfund Site at Brooks, Kentucky in Bullitt
County. Judge Rigdon stated; “| have not received any complaints or concerns from the
community regarding the site or its operation, vandalism, or any adverse effects it has had on
our community.”

Mr. Logsdon: Kentucky Division of Waste Management (KDW M), Project Manager of the
Environmental Compliance Division. Mr. Logsdon was initially contacted In December 2002 and notified
that the Five Year Review was being conducted. Mr. Logsdon described the current status of the Site,
and O&M Issues including permits and long-term monitoring. During the course of the review, Mr.
Logsdon participated in an interview to clarify or expand on the following various points of the Remedial
Action:

What is your impression of the project? (general sentiment).

I have been working with the Site since | started with State Superfund in 1999. In general, the
Site seems to be in good shape based on the design parameters for the selected remedy
(clearly It would be preferable to remove all wastes from the Site Instead of managing
wastes). DEP’s main concern is the presence of PCB’s in the small stream near the Site. This
was noted as early as 1997. There is not enough data available to determine if the PCB’s
have always been present or if they are increasing.

Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting
activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the Site? If so, please give purpose and results.

DEP typically visits the Site on a monthly or bimonthly basis to inspect the cap, ditches, and
the fence to make sure that no problems exist. In the past, some shallow depressions have
been noted in the cap. The contractor promptly repaired these, Groundwater samples are
taken yearly. DEP provides an annual report to the EPA,
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which summarizes these site inspections. Since | began working on the Site, no problems or
changes have been noted. Because of a gap between contracts, the Site became overgrown
in spring of 2002, however this situation has been corrected.

Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the Site requiring a
response by your office? If so, please give details of the events and results of the responses.

No complaints or other problems with this site have been reported.

Do you feel well informed about the Site’s activities and progress?

This particular site has a minimal amount of activity; to my knowledge no other entities
besides DEP and the Corps are working on this site. If they are, than | am not well informed.

Are you aware of any shortcomings in current site operations; noting which inadequacies, if any,
currently prevent the remedy from being protective.

As long as the cap remains in good shape and the fence is maintained, there would seem to
be little problem with the Site itself. However, PCB levels in the stream sediment are above
risk-based levels and present a threat to human health and the environment. This problem
will have to be addressed. If this problem continues to worsen, other measures may be
needed for the Site itself.

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the Site’s
management or operation?

| believe that based on sample data the only actions necessary on the Site itself are
maintenance of the cap and fence and occasional monitoring. However, further investigation
and probable remediation of the nearby stream will be required.

Do you have groundwater and surface water sampling and analytical data for the 1997 through
2002 timeframe that reveals whether or not the remedy remains protective of human health and
the environment? If so, can you make the Information available for Inclusion in the final report?

We should have data from 1997 to 2001; sampling for 2002 was delayed due to weather
conditions. | can provide copies of the available data, although I still recommend that ACE
personnel come to the DEP 141e room to view the tiles in person.

Mr. Femi Akindele, EPA Region IV Remedial Project Manager. Mr. Akindele was contacted in
December 2002 during the initial planning phase for this Five-Year Review; dialogue took place prior to
the Site visit, and was followed by additional discussion during preparation of the report. Mr. Akindele
provided background information on the A. L. Taylor Superfund Site, a history of site activities, and a
list of potential contacts having knowledge of site activities. Mr. Akindele also provided documentation
that is maintained in Region IV’s Atlanta offices as part of the Deletion Docket and CERCLA
Administrative Record for the Site.
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5.2 SITE VISITS/INSPECTIONS

The Third Five-Year Review site inspections for the Site were held on January 24, 2003 and on
February 25, 2003. The Site visits began with a meeting at the Site, which included an overview of the
review process, regulatory Issues, operational status, and interview with Mr. Ken Logsdon, Kentucky
Division of Waste Management (KDWM), Superfund Branch, Project Manager who is responsible for
on-site operation and maintenance and sampling and analysis. The list of EPA, State and USACE
personnel who participated in the meetings is provided as APPENDIX B to this report. Weather for each
site visit was very cold (18°F) but sunny. Ground was frozen and snow covered (3-4-inches).

During the Site visit held on January 24, 2003, the following features were inspected or observed: the
landfill cap and surface drainage system, monitoring wells, and general site conditions. In general, the
landfill cap was found to be operating and functioning properly. A summary of the inspection findings is
presented below. Refer to APPENDIX C for the Site inspection checklists that detail the inspection
findings.

A second site visit was held on February 25, 2003 under similar weather and ground conditions as on
January 24, 2003. Kenneth Logsdon, KDWM pointed out conditions of the cap, surface drainage
system, security, and monitoring points for the benefit of attendees. General results of sampling of
groundwater, surface water, and sediments were a topic of discussion, especially the continued
detection of PCBs in two monitoring wells and in the sediments in Wilson Creek. Attendees appeared to
be impressed with the overall excellent condition and appearance of the Site.

SECTION 6 ASSESSMENT

6,1 SITE CONDITIONS

The following section provides a summary of the field inspection of the surface/cover conditions,
groundwater monitoring well conditions, and surface water drainage system. The results of the Site
inspection are summarized on the checklist in APPENDIX C. Photographs of the landfill features on the
date of the inspection are provided in APPENDIX D.

6.1.1 Initial Approach and Institutional Controls

The main road leading to the Site is South Park Road (S.R. 1020). Access to the Site is by way of Letts
Road, which passes a golf course (The Crossings) to an unmarked entrance drive to the landfill. The
compacted gravel access road to the front gate of the landfill (Appendix D, Photo #37) is in generally
good condition except for a small potential washout area which had formed in the east side ditch of the
entrance road due to recent construction on adjacent property. KDNREPC representative, Ken
Logsdon, had also noted this during earlier routine maintenance activity reports, and corrective action
was expected to occur soon. An “upper gate” close to Letts Road was described in previous reports but
has since been removed. There is no sign at the beginning of the Site entrance road identifying the
superfund site. Also, there is no “No Trespassing” warning sign posted at the entrance and no other
warning signs were observed on the perimeter fence. There was no evidence of trespass or vandalism
at the time of the inspection.

The front area and the front gate of the landfill are depicted in Photograph 1. USACE noted that the
area appears to be well maintained. The 6 ft. chain-link fence with three-barb wire top
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surrounding the landfill is in excellent condition. The front and rear gates are securely locked with
padlocks. In addition to KDNREP, Louisville Gas & Electric (LGE) has access through both front and
rear gates since their power lines traverse the Site. Proceeding along the access road through the Site,
USACE observed that the road is in excellent condition and the rear gate is locked and in good
condition (Photo #20).

6.1.2 Cap and Ground Cover

During the Site walkover, USACE observed the condition of the clay cap and ground cover. The
objective was to examine the landfill grounds for any irregularities in the cover. Photographs 4, 6-7,
10-12, and 16-18 present various views of the condition of the Site. The ground cover on all terraces is
a mixture of various grasses and the vegetation appeared to be well established through the snow
cover. There was no apparent evidence of bare spots on any terrace and no woody growth of any
consequence. The riprap slopes and toe of each terrace showed no signs of vegetation. Mr. Logsdon
stated that spraying of herbicides on the riprap is routinely performed in an effort to discourage plant
growth.

In general, the clay cap was found to be in good condition and did not have any erosional scars or
washouts and gaps. There was no visible evidence of depressions or settlement of the cap. Although
the ground was frozen and snow covered, there was no evidence of wet areas, ponding, seeps, or soft
subgrade at the time of the Site visit. Mr. Logsdon stated that if such deficiencies are discovered during
the regular O&M inspections corrective action is taken. Three areas of same concern noted in the last
review have been corrected or determined not to compromse the cap. The first was within Terrace 1,
along the eastern edge and within the center of this edge, where a 5-foot wide by 10-foot long
depression of as much as 6 inches had formed. The second area was damage to the landfill cap along
the eastern edge of Terrace 4, adjacent to monitoring well ALT-03. The damage consisted of two
potholes approximately 2 feet long by 1.5 feet wide and a few other areas. The potholes were
apparently the result of a large vehicle operating on the landfill by the contractor responsible for
spraying herbicides along the riprap zones of the landfill. In addition to these areas of concern, the area
surrounding a concrete cap adjacent to one of the power poles located on site was found to be without
grass and showed signs of ponded water. The cement cap had also been undercut by soil erosion,
which could allow surface water to penetrate the clay landfill cap. Each of these areas of concern has
been repaired.

The current inspection showed signs of wheel marks on some of the terraces and along some sections
of riprap. Mr. Logsdon stated that these minor ruts are the result of vehicles operating on the landfill
during herbicide treatment and mowing operations. Some of these tire marks are visible in Photos 4, 9,
and 10. There are several concrete power poles located along the access road traversing the landfill
(Photos 20, 34), but because of the winter conditions, no determination could be made as to whether or
not surface water penetrates the cap or erosion occurs at the base of these poles.

The cap was observed to be in good condition. The vegetative cover appeared to be thorough and
relatively abundant under the snow cover. There were no areas with sparse, or stressed vegetation. Mr.
Logsdon indicated that whenever vegetative distressed or eroded sections of the cap need repair when
they exceed several inches in depth or several square feet in areal extent, the repairs are made by
backfilling with equivalent cap material and reseeding with equivalent seed mix, mulching and watering.
Repairs are usually pursued on an as-needed basis but usually in the spring or fall to facilitate the
necessary revegetation. Mr. Logsdon indicated that the first mowing of the season usually occurs as
soon as the landfill surface can

16



Third Five-Year Review Report
A. L. Taylor, Brooks, KY
March 2003

support mowing equipment.
6.1.3 Riprap Lining

Riprap lining has been placed on the slope and at the toe of each of the terraces and within the
perimeter drainage ditches surrounding most of the Site. Drainage ditches were deemed not necessary
during design and, therefore, not extended along the east and northeast perimeter of the Site. The
terrace and drainage ditches were essentially free of vegetation, debris, and erosion (Photos 3, 5, 13,
40). The terrace and ditch side slopes appear to be completely functional. Except for a few areas of
small brush growth (Photos 27,29,35), the riprap at the toe of each terrace and in the perimeter ditches
within the Site appear to be very well maintained. Riprap slope protection was also placed on the
hillside beyond the north fence to prevent soil erosion entering the perimeter ditch (Photo 8). According
to Mr. Logsdon, riprap is sprayed semi-annually to prevent plant growth. During the Site inspection, no
erosion or extreme wear of the riprap or damage to the liner was observed.

6.1.4 Groundwater Monitoring Well Conditions

Most of the groundwater monitoring wells were examined during the field review and were found to be
in good condition. Appendix F displays monitoring well construction details and notes taken on the
general condition of the monitoring well structures during the Site review. Also, refer to Photos in
Appendix D. Many of the monitoring well protective casings in and around the Site appear to be
structurally sound. At all wells, the protective casings were removed and replaced with stainless steel,
locking protective casings in August 1997. Monitoring well ALT- 04 was still mislabeled ALT-03. All
monitoring wells were locked and locks were operational. The concrete pads and protective bafflers
surrounding each well, where required, are all in good condition. However, none of the groundwater
monitoring wells has identification signs that can be seen from a distance.

6.2 SUMMARY OF ON-SITE INTERVIEWS

The Five-Year Review process recommends that key individuals involved with the Site be contacted for
interviews. The interview process is intended to ascertain any new applicable information regarding the
selected remedy, site history, and other site-specific issues.

In addition to the Section 5.1 interviews, the USACE met on January 24, 2003 with Mr. Ken Logsdon,
KDNREPC to discuss the Site. Mr. Logsdon has been involved with the Site over the past three years.
Mr. Logsdon stated that the State has taken responsibility regarding the facility and takes pro-active
steps toward maintaining and monitoring all aspects of the facility. He added that the State has had
monitoring aspects of the Site reduced to annual sampling principally because of the lack of
contaminants in the various media. Mr. Logsdon stated that the Site has improved vastly since the
remedy was commissioned. According to him previous problems with minor erosion of the cap have
been taken care of, locations where pending of water occurred frequently were reduced, brush and
small plants and trees were removed from the riprap in the perimeter drainage galleries and at the
terrace slopes, and in general, a serious attitude toward maintenance of the landfill continues by the
State. On the question of landfill maintenance and monitoring, Mr. Logsdon restated that landfill
maintenance should be continued on an as-needed basis and, depending upon the past five years of
sample analytical results, the monitoring should continue as an annual activity.
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In addition to the Section 5.1 interviews, the USACE and Mr. Logsdon met on February 25, 2003 with
Mr. Femi Akindele, Sr. Project Manager, USEPA at the Site to observe current site conditions, obtain
overall impression of the project, advise on any shortcomings in current site operations; noting which
inadequacies, if any, currently prevent the remedy from being protective. Mr. Akindele stated that his
overall Impression of the project is that the remedy implemented at the site is achieving the intended
goals. Kentucky's periodic O &M reports he receives and reviews continue to indicate that the site is
stable. Site inspections do not indicate any disrepair in grading and vegetation that would have an
adverse effect on the landfill cap. Sediment sampling data in the past had indicated the presence of
PCBs In approximately 1500 feet of Wilson Creek while the monitoring wells did not show the
compound. The State sampled the site in 2002 and is awaiting the laboratory results. Mr. Akindele
emphasized that if the compound occurs in the new samples at an appreciable level, then a focused
study of its source and effect on human health or the environment would be appropriate and should be
recommended.

6.3  APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARABS) REVIEW

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA incorporates into the law the CERCLA Compliance Policy, which
specifies that Superfund remedial actions must meet any Federal standards, requirements, criteria, or
limitations that are determined to be legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARS). Also included is the provision that State ARARs must be met if they are more stringent than
Federal requirements.

6.3.1 Changes in Standards and To-Be-Considered (TBC) Criteria

The June 1986 ROD did not identify any specific ARARs for the Site. Rather, in the “Compliance with
Other Environmental Laws” section on page 12, the ROD stated that the State and/or Federal agencies
responsible for Clean Water Act and RCRA regulation had no objections to the selected alternative.
The ROD also stated that there were no impacts to air and therefore the remedy complied with the
Clean Air Act and that no proposed actions required Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) compliance.
The ROD contained no other mention of ARARs.

In addition, the June 1986 ROD did not establish specific chemicals of concern (COCs) nor any action
levels associated with those COCs. The ROD did state that the following organic chemicals were
detected the most frequently and at the highest concentrations:

Xylene

Methylene Chloride
Phthalates
Toluene

Alkyl Benzene
Dichloroethylene
Methyl Ethyl Ketone
Acetone
Anthracene
Fluoranthene

Vinyl Chloride
Aliphatic Acids
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In addition, the ROD indicated that the following contaminants were detected above background:

Poly Chlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Strontium

Barium

Zinc

Copper

Magnesium

Chromium

While no specific Clean Water Act requirements were identified as ARARs in the ROD, the potential
discharge of site contaminants to the Salt River Drainage Basin may impact the protectiveness of the
remedy associated with a potential for degradation of surface water. The State of Kentucky is fully
authorized to implement surface water quality requirements of the Clean Water Act. Kentucky
regulation Title 401, Chapter 5, Regulation 026 (401 KAR 5:026) designates the Salt River Drainage
Basin in Build County with the following uses:

Warm Water Aquatic habitat
Primary Contact Recreational
Secondary Contact Recreational

Therefore, any discharges of site contaminants to surface water from the Site should not cause total
stream concentrations to exceed those numeric standards specified in 401 KAR 5:031, Section 4 for
warm water aquatic habitat or those for recreational waters listed in 401 KAR 5:031 Section 6. [Note:
These numeric standards are not intended as specific discharge limits, but rather the “overall” ambient
concentration for each regulated pollutant that is not to be exceeded within the drainage basin.]

As the groundwater does not provide adequate quality or quantity of water to be considered a drinking
water source, Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) were not identified in the
ROD as ARARs nor are they evaluated in this Five-Year Review.

6.3.2 Comparison of Surface Water Data to Kentucky Ambient Water Quality Criteria

In order to compare site contaminant concentrations in surface water against Kentucky standards, it
was necessary to determine the hardness (in mg/L CaCQO,) of the surface water in Wilson Creek. Using
guidance from the USC3S Water-Supply Paper 2254, third edition, the determination of water hardness
in Wilson Creek was done using the sum of the milli-equivalents (meq) of total Calcium and Magnesium
multiplied by 50. The average hardness calculated for Wilson Creek was 110. A comparison was made
between regulatory levels of chemicals of concern and surface water data. Only one exceedance
occurred for Aroclor 1254 in the 1898 sampling data. Overall results of the comparison indicate that the
Site is having no adverse impact to adjacent surface water, Table 1 shows results of the comparison.

19



Third Five-Year Review Report
A. L. Taylor, Brooks, KY
March 2003

Table 1: Comparison of Surface Water Data to Kentucky Ambient Water Quality Criteria

Kentucky Surface Water
Water Quality Standards’ Sampling Results?

Pollutant Acute Chronic 1998 1999 2000
Xylene NR® NR ND* ND ND
Methylene Chloride NR NR ND ND ND
Toluene NR NR ND ND ND

Alkyl Benzene NR NR 0.000092 ND ND
Dichloroethylene NR NR ND ND ND
Methyl Ethyl Ketone NR NR ND ND ND

Acetone NR NR 0.00556° 0.0110° 0.00892°

Anthracene NR NR ND ND ND
Fluoranthene NR NR ND ND ND
Vinyl Chloride NR NR ND ND ND
PCBs NR 0.0000014 0.000092 ND” ND”
Strontium NR NR 0.257 0.510 0.149
Barium NR NR 0.045 0.058 0.031

Zinc 0.130 0.130 0.007 ND ND
Copper 0.0153 0.0101 0.001 0.004 0.002
Magnesium NR NR 14.5 55.3 15.6
Chromium 1.95 0.0932 ND 0.001 0.001

1 — KY standards provided are for Recreational and Warm Water Aquatic Habitat waters and are given in units of
mg/L. Exceedances are indicated in bold

2 — Sampling data is given in units of mg/L and represent the highest detected level for the sampling year.

3 — NR = no regulatory value

4 — ND = Non Detect

5 — Acetone values were “J” flagged as estimated values and/or as “B” flagged for being present in blanks.

6 — 1999 and 2000 PCB data was all ND, however, the detection limits were above the water quality criteria
standards.

7 — Chromium is assumed to be Chromium Ill Kentucky Water Quality Standards

6.3.3 Kentucky Water Quality Standards
Following are the KY standards used in evaluating site Impact to surface water:

401 KAR 5:031, Section 6 - Recreational Waters:

(1) Primary contact recreation water. The following criteria shall apply to waters designated as primary
contact recreation use:

(a) Fecal conform content shall not exceed 200 colonies per 100 ml as a monthly geometric mean
based on not less than five (5) samples per month; nor exceed 400 colonies per 100 ml in twenty (20)
percent or more of all samples taken during the month. These limits shall be applicable during the
recreation season of May 1 through October 31. Fecal coliform criteria listed in subsection (2)(a) of this
section shall apply during the remainder of the year.

(b) pH shall be between six and zero-tenths (6.0) to nine and zero-tenths (9.0) and shall not change
more than one and zero-tenths (1.0) pH unit within this range over a period of twenty-four (24) hours.

(2) Secondary contact recreation water. The following criteria shell apply to waters designated for
secondary contact recreation use during the entire year:

(a) Fecal coliform content shall not exceed 1000 colonies per 100 ml as a monthly geometric mean
based on not less than flee (5) samples per month: nor exceed 2000 colonies per 100 ml in twenty (20)
percent or more of all samples taken during the month.
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(b) pH shall be between six and zero-tenths (6.0) to nine and zero-tenths (9.0) and shall not change
more than one and zero-tenths (1.0) pH unit within this range over a period of twenty-four(24) hours.

401 KAR 5:026, Section 4 - Warm Water Aquatic Habitat:

(1) Warm water aquatic habitat. The following parameters and associated criteria shall apply for the
protection of productive warm water aquatic communities, fowl, animal wildlife, arborous growth and
agricultural and industrial uses:
(a) Natural alkalinity as CaCO3 shall not be reduced by more than twenty-five (25) percent. If
natural alkalinity is below twenty (20) mg/L CaCOg, there shall not be a reduction below the natural level.
Alkalinity shall not be reduced or increased to a degree that may adversely affect the aquatic community.
(b) pH shall not be less than six and zero-tenths (6.0) nor more than nine and zero-tenths (9.0) and
shall not fluctuate more than one and zero-tenths (1.0) pH unit over a period of twenty-four (24) hours.
(c) Flow shall not be altered to a degree that will adversely affect the aquatic community.
(d) Temperature shall not exceed thirty-one and seven-tenths (31.7) degrees Celsius (eighty-nine
(89) degrees Fahrenheit).
(e) Dissolved oxygen.
1. Dissolved oxygen shall be maintained at a minimum concentration of five and zero-tenths (5.0)
mg/L daily average; the instantaneous minimum shall not be less than four and zero-tenths (4.0) mg/L.
2. The dissolved oxygen concentration shall be measured at mid-depth in waters having a total
depth of ten (10) feet or less and at representative depths in other waters.
(f) Solids.
1. Total dissolved solids. Total dissolved solids shall not be changed to the extent that the
indigenous aquatic community is adversely affected.
2. Total suspended solids. Total suspended solids shall not be changed to the extent that the
indigenous aquatic community is adversely affected.
3. Settleable solids. The addition of settleable solids that may alter the stream bottom so as to
adversely affect productive aquatic communities is prohibited.
(g) Ammonia. The concentration of the en-ionized form shall not be greater than 0.05 mg/L at any
time In-stream after mixing. Un-ionized ammonia shall be determined from values for total ammonia-N, in
mg/L, pH and temperature, by means of the following equation:

Y = 1,2 (Total ammonia—N) / (1 + 10[pKa - pH])
Where: Y = un-ionized ammonia (mg/L)

pK(a) = 0.0902 + [2730 / 273.2 + T¢
and: Tc = temperature, degrees Celsius.

(h) Toxics.

1. The allowable in-stream concentration of toxic substances, or whole effluents containing toxic
substances, which are non-cumulative or non-persistent with a halflife of less than ninety-six (96) hours
shall not exceed:

a. One-tenth (0.1) of the ninety-six (96) hour median lethal concentration (LC50) of
representative indigenous or indicator aquatic organisms; or

b. A chronic toxicity unit of 1.00 utilizing the twenty-five (25) percent inhibition concentration,
or LC25.

2. The allowable in-stream concentration of toxic substances, or whole effluents, containing toxic
substances, which are bioaccumulative or persistent, including pesticides, when not specified elsewhere
in this section, shall not exceed:

a. 0.01 of the ninety-six (96) hour median lethal concentration (LC50) of representative
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indigenous or indicator aquatic organisms; or
b. A chronic toxicity unit of 1.00 utilizing the LC25.

3. In the absence of acute criteria for substances listed in Table 2 or for other substances known
to be toxic but not listed in this regulation, or for whole effluents which are acutely toxic, the allowable
in-stream concentration shall rot exceed the LC(1) or one-third (1/3) LC50 concentration derived from
toxicity tests an representative indigenous or indicator aquatic organisms or exceed three-tenths (0.3)
acute toxicity units.

4. If specific application factors have been determined for a toxic substance or whole effluent
such as an acute to chronic ratio or water effect ratio, they may be used Instead of the one-tenth (0.1)
and 0.01 factors listed in this subsection upon approval by the cabinet.

5. Allowable in-stream concentrations for specific substances are listed in Table 2. These
concentrations are based on protecting aquatic life from acute and chronic toxicity and shall not be
exceeded.

6.4 DATA REVIEW

As required In the ROD, groundwater, surface water, and sediment have been sampled and analyzed
annually between 1998 and this current Five-Year Review. The following sections present a brief
review of each media sampled and reported in annual reports to EPA. The data was reviewed for
possible exceedances of State and Federal standards and to determine if patterns or trends of
exceedances within certain media exist. Tables 1 and 3 summarize the annual data and exceedances
for the annual data from 1998 through 2000. Table 3 also compares the historical exceedances in
certain monitoring wells since 1995.

6.4.1 Groundwater
October 1998

Results showed low levels of chlorinated compounds in wells ALT-04 and ALT-09 and detection of
Aroclor 1254 in well ALT-04.

No exceedances of TBC criteria were detected for inorganic chemicals.
1999

Results showed low levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCS) In wells ALT-03, ALT-04, and
ALT-09. There were no detections of PCBs in any of the groundwater monitoring wells.

2000

Results of the annual sampling of monitoring wells conducted in October 2000 showed little
evidence of contamination.

2001

Results of annual sampling of monitoring wells conducted in November 2001 showed no evidence
of contamination above chronic criteria in 10 of the 12 wells. Wells ALT-03 and ALT-09 showed low
levels of several organic compounds. ALT-03 had detectable levels of Aroclor 1254 at 0.46 parts per
billion (ppb). It was noted that well ALT-03 had become flied with mud and appeared to be
compromised internally. The sample was turbid and determined to not be representative of
groundwater conditions.
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Table 2: 401 KAR 5:026, Section 4— Warm Water Aquatic Habitat Allowable In-stream

Concentrations

Substance | Acute Criteria"’ | Chronic Criteria™’
Metals

Arsenic 50

Arsenic (Ill) 340 150

Cadmium e[1.126(In Hard*) — 3.687] e[0.7652(In Hard)-2.715]

Chromium (I11) €[0.8190(In Hard) + 3726] €[0.8190(In Hard) + 0.685]

Chromium (VI) 16 11

Cooper €[0.9422(In Hard) — 1.700] e[.8545(In Hard) - 1.702]

Iron 4.0 (mg/L) 1.0 (mg/L) ¥

Lead e[1.273(In Hard) — 1.460] e[1.273(In Hard) — 4.705]

Mercury 1.7 0.91

Nickel €[0.8460(In Hard) + 2.255] €[0.8460(In Hard) + 0.0584]

Selenium 20 5

Silver e[1.72(In Hard) — 6.52]

Zinc e[0.8473(In Hard) + 0.884] e[0.8473(In Hard) + 0.884]
Organics

Aldrin 3.0

Chlordane 24 0.0043

Cloropyrifos 0.083 0.041

4,4-DDT 1.1 0.001

Dieldrin 0.24 0.056

alpha-Edosulfan 0.22 0.056

beta-Edosulfan 0.22 0.056

Endrin 0.086 0.036

Guthlon 0.01

Heptachlor 0.52 0.0038

Heptachlor epoxide 0.52 0.0038

Lindane or gamma BHC 0.95

Melathion 0.01

Mirex 0.001

Methoxichlor 0.030

Parathion 0.065 0.013

Penthaclorophenol

e[1.005(pH) — 4.830]

Phthalate esters

e[1.005(pH) — 5.134
3

PCBs 0.0014
Toxaphane 0.73 0.0002
Others
Chloride 1200 mg/L 600 mg/L
Chlorine, total residual 19 11
Cyanide, free 22 5.21
Hydrogen sulfide 2
(Undissociated)

(1) Values in micrograms per liter, pg/l, unless otherwise noted.
(2) Metal criteria, for purposes of this regulation, are total recoverable metals to be measured in an unfiltered sample, unless it can be

demonstrated to the satisfaction of the cabinet that a more appropriate analytical technique is available which provides a measurement of
that potion of the metal present which causes toxicity to aquatic life.
(3) The chronic criterion for iron shall not exceed three and fivetenths (3.5) mg/L if aquatic life has not been shown to be adversely affected
*In Hard = log normal of Hardness as mg/L CaCOs.
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2002

Annual sampling of monitoring wells, surface water, and sediment normally conducted in the fall
(October/November) was delayed due to wet weather preventing vehicle access to the wells. Sampling
was deferred and completed in the second week of January 2003; however, laboratory results have not
been reported to KDNREPC as of the date of this report.

6.4.2 Surface Water
1998
Detection of Aroclor 1254 in surface water monitoring point SW-01.

1999
Results of a single downstream surface water sample showed no detections of chemicals.

2000

Results of the annual sampling of surface water conducted in October 2000 showed little evidence
of contamination. SW-01 showed an exceedance of the MCL for bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate.

2001

Results of the annual sampling of surface water conducted in 2001 showed little evidence of
contamination.

2002

Annual sampling of surface water normally conducted in the fall (October/November) was delayed
due to wet weather preventing vehicle access to the sample points. Sampling was deferred and
completed in the second week of January 2003; however, laboratory results have not been reported to
KDNREPC as of the date of this report.
6.4.3 Sediment
1998

Results showed no detections of PCBs in any ditch swale or pond sediment.

1999

Results of sediment sampling, conducted in May 1999 along Wilson Creek show that PCBs on the
order of 1.0 mg/Kg are contained within sediments to a distance of approximately 1200 to 1600 feet
downstream from the Site.

2000

No sediment sampling reported.
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2001

No sediment sampling reported.

2002

Annual sampling of sediment conducted in the fall (October/November) was delayed due to wet
weather preventing vehicle access to the sample points. Sampling was deferred and completed in the
second week of January 2003; however, laboratory results have not been reported to KDNREPC as of
tie date of this Five-Year report.

2003

Sediment samples taken in Wilson Creek on January 8, 2003, reported 2.70 mg/Kg Aroclor 1254
from sample point SD-05 and 1.27 mg/Kg Aroclor 1254 from sample point SD-09.

6.4.4 Summary of Sampling Results

Groundwater. Based on a review of the analytical data contained within Tables 1 and 3, groundwater
collected from monitoring wells ALT-12, -01, -02, -05, -06, -08, and -11 have had consistent
exceedances of MCLs. Within samples for these wells, the concentrations of bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate has been consistently, and inexplicably, increasing since 1995. Monitoring well ALT-04
showed isolated exceedances of the MCL for bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate in 1999 and Aroclor 1254 in
2000.

Surface Water. Surface water samples collected downstream from the landfill in Wilson Creek have
shown detections of PCBs Aroclor 1254 and 1260 during 1998 and 2000 but no exceedances of MCLs
except one exceedance of Aroclor 1254 in SW-01 in 2000.

Sediment. During the 1998 sampling, no PCBs were detected in sediment samples taken from sample
points SD-06 (pond), SD-07 (north swale), SWD-08 (north ditch), SD-09 (south swale), SD-10 (pond
outlet), or SD-11 (Wilson Creek downstream). During the 1999 sampling, Aroclor 1254 was detected in
sediment samples taken from sample points 01, and 03 through 08. Aroclor was also detected at
sampling points 02, 07, and 08 (Figure 6). Sediment samples taken in Wilson Creek on January 8,
2003, as part of the 2002 data collection effort, reported 2.70 mg/Kg Aroclor 1254 from sample point 05
and 1.27 mg/Kg Aroclor 1254 from sample point 49 (Figure 6).

The remedial action objective of preventing direct contact or ingestion of contaminated soils and
groundwater continues to be met by the intact cap. Monitoring wells Alt-03, -09, and -10 show no or
decreased concentrations of contaminants at the compliance monitoring points during the 1998-2001
sampling events. Seven wells show consistent exceedances of at least one chemical MCL
[bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate].
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Table 3: Table of Exceedances of Federal Guidelines 1998-2000
Sample Date Constituent Concentration MCL
Number Collected Matrix Exceeded (mg/L) (mg/L) Qualifier
ALT-10 10/13/98 GW Bis (2- 0.00857 0.006 J, L
ethylexyl)
phtalate
Field Blank 08/19/1999 Water 1,2-Dichloro 0.00632 0.006 L
propane
ALT-01 10/21/1999 GW Nickel 0.108 0.14 L
ALT-04 10/21/1999 GW Bis (2- 0.0105 0.006 L
ethylexyl)
phtalate
ALT-06 10/21/1999 GW Bis (2- 0.00651 0.006 J, L
ethylexyl)
phtalate
ALT-07 10/21/1999 GW Nickel 0.589 0.14 L
ALT-12 10/21/1999 GW Bis (2- 0.0112 0.006 L
11/21/1996 ethylexyl) 0.0013
05/26/1995 phtalate 0.005
ALT-01 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.00811 0.005 B, L
05/26/1995 ethylexyl) 0.042
11/04/1994 phtalate 0.005
ALT-02 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.00690 0.006 B, L
05/26/1995 ethylexyl) 0.015
phtalate
ALT-05 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.0163 0.006 B, L
11/21/1996 ethylexyl) 0.009
05/26/1995 phtalate 0.009
ALT-06 10/04/200 GW Bis (2- 0.0143 0.006 B, L
11/21/1996 ethylexyl) 0.009
06/01/1995 phtalate 0.006
ALT-07 10/04/2000 GW Nickel 0.243 0.14 B, L
ALT-07 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.00667 0.006 B, L
ethylexyl)
phtalate
ALT-08 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.0153 0.006 B, L
11/21/1996 ethylexyl) 0.019
05/26/1995 phtalate 0.043
ALT-11 10/04/2000 GW Bis (2- 0.00889 0.006 B, L
11/21/1996 ethylexyl) 0.008
phtalate
SW-01 10/04/2000 SW Bis (2- 0.0163 0.006 B, L
ethylexyl)
phtalate
ALT-04 10/12/2000 GW Aroclor 1254 0.00103 0.005 L

GW = Groundwater
SW = Surface Water

B = Analyte Found in Field Blank
J = Estimated Value
L = Exceeds Drinking Water MCL
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The Record of Decision for the Site requires a ban on the installation of domestic wells or use of
groundwater for any purpose and continued monitoring of groundwater and surface water. These
requirements continue to be maintained. Monitoring results Indicate the levels for the chemicals
sampled, with the exception of PCBs and possibly bis (2-ethyihexyl) phthalate, are being met at this
time.

As stated above, action levels were not established for surface water. Therefore, TBC Kentucky
Surface Water Standards, January 1992, were used to evaluate surface water data for potential
exceedances. Samples were collected front: (1) upstream of the Site (SW-03); (2) midstream, below
the discharge overflow of the pond (SW-02); and (3) in Wilson Creek near compliance monitoring well
ALT-12 (SW-01) at the NE corner of the landfill. Table 1 summarizes the annual data for 1995 through
2000. The only compound exceeded at the Wilson Creek location, SW-01, was bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate

SECTION 7 ISSUES

Several issues were identified during this Five-Year Review as noted below. None of these issues is
sufficient to render the remedy at the Site ineffective as long as corrective action is taken in the future
to avoid deterioration of current conditions.

7.1 SURFACE/COVER

1. Minor weeds, brush and saplings are growing in the riprap drainage ditch at several locations
around the Site.

2. Minor tire tracks on the cap west of Access Road between entrance gate and Terrace 1
probably due to mowing equipment.

3. A small washout area has formed in the east side ditch of the entrance road due to recent
construction on adjacent property.

7.2 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

1. In the recent past, monitoring well ALT-03 has become filled with mud and appears to be
compromised internally. Samples taken have been turbid and determined to not be
representative of groundwater conditions.

2. Most wells are unmarked and cannot be identified from a distance. Any wells that are improperly
or incorrectly marked should be corrected.

3. An unmarked locked riser pipe or well casing was discovered in the NE quadrant of the property
between the security fence and drainage ditch and in the vicinity of monitoring well ALT-10.
Condition is unknown. The State indicated this was not a monitoring well and suggested this
well should be investigated and abandoned in accordance with KDEP 401 KAR 6:310, Water
Well Construction Practices and Standards.

7.3 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS
1. There is no project sign identifying the A. L Taylor as a Superfund site at the Entrance Road.

2. There are no warning signs on gates or security fence.

27



Third Five-Year Review Report
A. L. Taylor, Brooks, KY
March 2003

SECTION 8 RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 SURFACE/COVER

Maintenance of the cover should continue as currently scheduled. The grass cover should be mowed at
least twice per year. Areas of erosion or stressed vegetation should be filled with appropriate cover
materials, graded to drain, and reseeded to prevent further erosion. The perimeter of terraces and
riprap drainage ditches should be kept free of vegetation to prevent possible damage to the structural
Integrity of the clay cover. Herbicide spraying should be continued on a semi-annual basis. Areas of
standing or ponded water should be filled with appropriate cover material, regraded to drain, and
reseeded to prevent possible infiltration through the clay cover and for mosquito control. Inspection of
the Site should be performed at least once quarterly to ensure that the entrance and rear gates are
secure, that there are no areas of erosion, seepage, or other types of damage on the cap, that all
perimeter ditches and the culverts are free of debris, and that groundwater monitoring wells and the
security fence around the Site are intact. All activities should he performed in accordance with the A. L.
Taylor Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), November 13, 1989 until the EPA makes a
decision that the Site is considered “clean-closed”.

8.2 GROUNDWATER AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING

1. Surface water samples collected from Wilson Creek indicate PCBs are present in levels above
TBC criteria. Based upon this information, USAGE recommends that surface water sampling be
continued at the Site in accordance with the O&M Plan on an annual basis.

2. In addition, since the Site is a landfill with known PCB and other organic contamination and is
located upstream of a designated recreational water and warm water habitat, it is recommended
that surface water sampling include continued analysis of organic compounds.

3. If PCBs and/or bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate occur in subsequent media sampling at an
appreciable level, then a focused study of its source and effect on human health and the
environment would be appropriate and is recommended.

4. Consideration should be given to discontinuing groundwater monitoring in certain monitoring
wells, which have had a history of non-detections or non-exceedances of Federal and State
standards.

8.3 GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS

1. Well ALT-03 is a critical down-gradient sampling point known to have become fouled
Examination of the well section (Figure 5) indicates that the top of the well sand pack is less
than 6-inches above the top of the well screen. For standard construction of wells it Is preferred
to have at least 2 feet of sand pack above the well screen to prevent the bentonite seal from
impacting the screen. Based on the depth of the well, there is
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sufficient room for 2 feet of sand pack and then the seal. The well has become fouled with silt
and thus the well laboratory results could be in question. It is recommended that the well be
surged and purged to remove the silt and the well re-developed and re-sampled. A replacement
well may be necessary if ALT-03 cannot be re-developed.

2. ltis recommended that all wells be appropriately marked on the outside for easy identification
from a distance.

3. The unidentified pipe riser or well discovered in the NE quadrant of the property between the
security fence and drainage ditch in the vicinity of monitoring well ALT-10 should be
investigated. If it is a well, then it is recommended to be abandoned in accordance with KDEP
401 KAR 6:310, Water Well Construction Practices and Standards in order to prevent a
potential pathway of water around the well casing and into the cap.

8.4 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

1. Consider installing a cable or chain stretched between two embedded posts across the
Entrance Road to prevent unauthorized entry to the Site.

2. Consider installing a permanent project sign at the beginning of the Entrance Road to identify
the Site.

3. Consider adding warning signs on gates and on perimeter security fence.

SECTION 9 STATEMENT OF PROTECTIVENESS

Based upon a review of analytical data for the groundwater, surface water, and sediment samples and
site visits, the remedial action taken at the Site has been effective in protecting human health and the
environment As long as the cap remains in good condition, the Site is kept free of development, no
penetrations through the cap are made, and groundwater is not used for private or industrial purposes,
the remedial action should remain effective. The remedy at the Site currently protects human health
and the environment because the 13-acre landfill cap prevents Infiltration and subsequent migration of
contaminated groundwater off-site. Also, institutional controls have been implemented to prevent
disturbance of the cap, and development of die property.

Mowing and cap maintenance activities are ongoing and are adequate. There is no evidence of
cracking, sliding, settlement, or ponding of the cap.

There is no evidence of any human or ecological exposure from hazardous materials. Therefore, the
remedy is considered protective in the short-term. However, in order for the remedy to remain
protective in the long-term, institutional controls, monitoring and maintenance should be kept in place
until terminated by the EPA.

SECTION 10 NEXT REVIEW

Due to the presence of buried waste and to ensure that the Site continues to be protective of human
health and the environment, another review should be conducted by March 2008.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Note: Throughout this report, text has been extracted, summarized, and/or edited from the following A. L. Taylor Super-Fund Site

documents:

1. Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit-1(OU - 1) dated March 27, 1987.
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r0486009.pdf

2. NPL Site Narrative for A. L. Taylor: http://www.epa.gov/region4/waste/npl/nplky/altayrky.htm

3. Notice of deletion - A. L. Taylor Superfund Site, Brooks, Kentucky from the National Priorities List (May 6, 1996).
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/d960517.htm.

4. ROD Abstract: http://cfpub.epa.gov/superroads/rodinfo_cfm?mRod=04020721986ROD009

5. Final A. L. Taylor Site Operation and Maintenance Plan, May 1988, Revised November 13, 1989

6. Annual and Quarterly O&M Reports, FY1996/1997/1998/1999/2000/2001 and 2002, for OU-1.

7 (First) Five-Year Review Final Report, A. L. Taylor, Resource Applications, Inc., June 1992.

8. (Second) Five-Year Review Final Report, A. L. Taylor, Roy F. Weston, Inc., November 1997

AL Taylor.wpd



APPENDIX B

5-Year Review Site Visits
Dates: January 24, 2003 (1), February 25, 2003 (2)
Location: A. L. Taylor Site, Brooks, KY

ATTENDEES

Name/Title/Dates Organization Address Phone Fax E-mail
Femi Akindele, US EPA 61 Forsythe St. SW | 404 562- 404 562-8788 | akindele.femi@epa.gov
Sr. Project Atlanta, GA 30303 | 8809
Manager (2)
Kenneth Logsdon, KY Department for | 14 Reilly Road 502 564- 502-564- kenneth.logsdon@mail.state.ky.us
Geologist (1)(2) Environmental Frankfort, KY 6716, Ext. 5096
Protection, 40801-1190 356

Al Scalzo, P.E., USAGE Louisville P.O. Box 59 502 315- 502-315- albert.m.scalzo@LRL02.usace.army.mil
Environmental Louisville, KY 6309 6309
Engineer (1)(2) 40201-0059
Richard Kennard, USAGE Louisville P.O. Box 59 502 315- 502-315- richard.a.kennard@LRLO2.usace.army.mil
Geologist (1)(2) Louisville, KY 6323 6309

40201-0059
Nat Peters, Civil USAGE Louisville P.O. Box 59 502 315- 502-315- Nathanial.peters.lI@LRL02.usace.army.mil
Engineer (2) Louisville, KY 6323 6309

40201-0059




APPENDIX C

Site Inspection Checklists
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Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFOGRMATION

Site name: A- L_ . 'T—"av['tar" Dafe of inspection: \laml.)aﬁ.l 2,4'? ZMB
Location and Regfon: -B"Dpks 3 K\('l ?ﬁgfﬂﬁ"’( EPA II: K—Y ‘IE::S’:DQ'Q,I

Ageney, office, gr compgny leadipg the {ive-year, . ather/temperature:
review: (,{SM s 2 (s | -0 wﬁ LQMCEIA 20°F
teteoly) 47 ST over

Renmedy E;ﬂudes: {Check all that epply)

m}andﬂ!l cover/containment O Monitered natural attenustion
ceess controls O Groundwater containmient
Institutional controls O Vertical barrier walls

O] Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment

O Other

Attachments: m’f;spestinn team roster attached Jﬂ’gi’tc map attached

I INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. D&M site manager M!'“, K&V\ L'E-q-tiﬂ"'\ _C‘I"'_,._'ﬁaT% {5 { E '2-‘-{1@3

Name " Date
Inferviewed OWat site O at office OO by phone  Phone no.
Problems, suggestions; O Report aftached

2. O&M stalfl

Name Title Date

Interviewed O at site O atoffice O by phone  Phone no.
Problemns, suggestions; 00 Report attached

L} Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police department, office of public healh ar environmental health, zoning office, recorder of

deeds, or other city and county offices, efe.) Fill in all that apply.
o Mgt Syprrtud Br
- Kmim.k-., Resooges 4%@ ﬂv W
gtg;ntacyt M ! qgm ﬁ 532- g‘f Qj-”:"
T:tle Date Phone no.

Problems; suggcstmns, EI Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone ne.
Problems; sugpestions; O Report attached

Site Inspection Checklists - 1



Agency

Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; O Report attached
Agency .
Contact ) _
Narme Title Pate Phane no,

Problems; suggestions; O Report attached

Qther inferviews (optional) O Report aftached.

III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check al! that apply)

0 &M Documents

O 0&M manual O Readily available OUptodate ONA
O As-built drawings D Readily available OUptodate DNA
O Maintenance logs [ Readily available O Up to date O N/A
Remarks :

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available [T Upto date 0 N/A
O Confingency plan/ernergenty tesponse plan. [ Readily available OUpfadate  OWA
Remarks

0&M and OSHA Treining Records O Readily available O Uptodate O NfA
Rermnarks

Permits and Service Agreements

O Afr discharge permit 0O Readily available OUptodate CIN/A
O Effluent discharge T Readily available OUptodate O N/A

Site Inspection Checklists - 2



B Waste disposal, POTW O] Readily available O Up to date O Nia
O Other penmits ) [ Readily available O Up to date O N/A
Remarks

5 Gas Generation Records O Readily available OUptodate DON/A
Remarks

g. Settlement Monument Records O Readily available O Up to date O N/A
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records [J Readily available O Up to date B N/A
Remarks

g Leachate Extraction Records DO Readily avaiiable OUpiodate [IN/A
Remarks

9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air O Readily available AUptodate ON/A
O Water (effluent) O Readily available OUpfodate [CIN/A
Remarks

10. Daily Access/Security Logs [ Readily available OUpiodate ON/A
Remarks

V. O&M COSTS

1. 0&M Organization
O State in-house O Contracior for State
O PRP in-house O Coutractor for PRP
[ Federal Facility in-house [ Contragtor for Federal Facility
O Gther

2. O&M Cost Records

0 Readily available [ Up to date
O Funding mechanism/agresment in place
Qriginal O&M cost estimate O Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

[ Breakdown ettached

From Ta
Date Daie Total cost

From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Tatal cost

From Ta _ 0O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

Site Inspection Checklists - 3



From To O Breakdown attached

Dats Date Total cost
From To O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
3 Unantitipated or Unuseally High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe casts and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [0 Applicable OO N/A

A. Fencing o
1. Fencing damaged O Location shown on sita map méates secured O N/A
Remarks

B. Other Accese Restrictions

1, Signs and other security measures O Location shown an site map O N/A

Remarks gl.:z 5 ilgﬂﬂ&ﬂ-— asb gyl tmpe. ,
] ' S T

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Imementation and enforcement E/
Site condifions imply ICs not properly implememted O Yes A NiA
Sire conditions imply 1Cs not being fully enforced O Yes o ONA
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) S-C-L-F - \"&FJN "]"t"l'lr‘\,‘

Froquency___I{\ sl

Responsible party/agency N BV :

Comset_MP, Logadon T TSOL=Shf-b Ve
MName Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date 13?4 es ONo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency OYes ONe DONA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents bave beenmet O Yes O No %A
Vialations have been reported OYes ONo fA
Other problems or suggestions: O Report attached

r_i

2. Adequacy \ Cs are adequate O Iz are inadequate ON/A '
Remarks = } Ao TM-{IM w&fﬁmj
' ALY A :
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I}, General

1. Vandalism/(respassing [ Location shewn on sife map l]'{m vandalism svident
Renarks

2. Land use changes on site !?ﬁa‘:ﬁ. \
Remartks

3, Land use changes ofl s[tem
Remarks

- ¥1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads m‘ﬁpplicahle ON/A,

1. Roads damaged [?ﬁﬁ:a ion shown on §ite map {J Roads adequate O na
Remarks o™ a - fa) [
roo.c éﬂ-’iﬁ ‘ﬁsu%& o, wasﬁou*l"- —

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

¥1I. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable [ N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Seftlement (Low spots) O Location shown on site map E'Jéeltl:leme.m not evident
Areatextemt Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks [ Location shown on site map E‘é;:;king not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion [ Location shown on sits rmap E’éﬂ-sinn not evident
Areal extent Depth
Ramarks

4, Holes ' O Location shown on site map G’goles not evident

Site Inspection Checklists- 5



Arcal exteni Depth

Remarks

Vegetative Caver O Crass E’éuvm properly established E’ﬁu signs of stress
O Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram)

Remarks

Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, efc.) I?ﬁ

Remarks

Eulpes O Locatien shown on site map E’gulge.s not evident
Acreal extent Height

Remarks

Wet Areas/Waier Damage E?ﬁfet areasfwater damage not evident

[ Wet areas 'O Lecation shown on site map Areal extent

O Ponding J Location shown oty site map Areal extent

O Seeps C Location shown on site map Areal extent

O Soft subgrade O Locatien shown en site map Areal exient
Remarks

Slope Instabltity O Slides O Location shawn on sits map m evidence of slope instability

Araal extent
Remarks

B. Benches U Applicable B’ﬁm

(Hoerizonfally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope fo interrupt the slope
in order 1o slow down the velacity of surface runaff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined

channel.)

Flows Bypass Bench [J Location shown on site map B{\UA or ckay
Remarks

Bench Breached O Lacation shown on sife map B{L’A or okay
Remarks

Bench Overtopped [J Location shown on site map B'KUA or okay
Remarks _

C. Letdown Channels O Applicable wﬁx

{Channe! lined with erosian control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill

cover without creating erasion gullies.)
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z

1. Settlernent O Location shown on site map @ No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Material Degradation [ Location shown on site map E&u evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks
3. Erosion O Location shown on sife map D’éo evidence of etosicn
Areal extent _ Depth
Remarks
4, Undercutfing O Location shown on site mep Ei‘gu evidence of undercutting
Areal extent : Drepth
Remarks
5. Obstructions  Type G"ﬁo obstructions
O Logation shown on site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks
L) Excessive Vegelative Growth Type
ggo evidence of excessive growth
egetation in channels daes nat ohstruct flow
0J Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations [ Applicable r.#{}m

1.~  GasVents O Active O Passive
O Properly secured/Incked O Functioning [ Raoutinely sampled O Good eondition
ggvide.nce of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance
7y '
Remarks
2. Gas Monitoring Probes
A Properly secured/locked O Functioning [0 Reutinely sampled g‘?zod condition
[0 BEvidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance fA
Remarks
3 Monitorlag Wells (within surface area of landfill}
O Properly secureddocked O Functioning O Routinely sampled g’gdod condition
O Evidence of leakage at pengiration 0 Needs Maintenance A
Remarks
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4. Leachate Extraction Wells
A Propeily secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled [é]'good condition
O Evidence of leakage at penetration O Needs Maintenance IA
Remarks )
5. Settlecnent Monuments O Located O Routinely sutveyed E{JIA
Remarks

.
E. Gas Colleetion end Treatment D Applicable Eﬁm

L Gas Treatment Facilities
O Flaring O Thermal destruction B Collection for reuse
O Good condition O Meeds Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
1 Gas Monitoring Facilities (£.g., gas monitoring of adjacgnt homes or buildings)
O Good conditien O Needs Maintenance & ﬁa’A
Remarks .
F. Cover Drainage Layer O Applicasle E&!A
1. Qutlet Pipes [nspected O Fungtioning ﬂm
Rernarks
2, Ouilet Rock Inspected O Functioning I]’ﬁm
Remarks
(3. Detention/Sedlmentation Pands B(Appl:‘cab]e O N/A
1. i.il)(tlon Areal extent _ Depth O N/A
Biltation not evident
Remarks
2. gyﬁun Areal extent Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Worlks [B'functioning O N/A
Remarks

Site Inspection Checklists - 8



/

4, Dam DYFunctioning O N/A
Remarks
H. Retaining Walls 0 Applicable E’QA
1. Deformatinns O Location shown on site map O Deformation not evident
Horizontal dispiacement — Vertical displacement _
Rotational displacermnent
Remarks
2. Degradation O Location shown on site map A Degradation not evident
Remarks '
L Perimeter Ditches/Off-Slte Discharge [!(Applicablc O N/A
1. Siltafion D{ocaﬁon shown on site map [?élfation not evident
Areal extent _ Depth
Remarks
2, \E—';g{tative Growth O Location shown onsitemap [ N/A
Vepetation does not l;‘n,'mede flow
Areal extent Mjiﬂﬂ Type.
Remarks
3 Erosion O Location ehown on site map ﬂ’ﬂosion not evident
Areglextent 0000 Depth
Remarks
4, Digcharge Structore E‘éunctiuning ON/A
Remerks

VIIl. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS [ Applicable ﬂéﬁA

1. Settlement O Location shown an site map O Setflement not evident

Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoting
O Performance not manifored
Frequency, O Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarks

r

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES [ Applicable E’ﬁfﬁ
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4

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable  OFN/A
1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
O Goed condition O All required wells properly aperating ) Needs Maintenance 0 N/A
Remarks
2 Extractlon System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
. O Good condition O Needs Mainfenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
O Readily available O Good condition 13 Requires upgrade (] Needs to be provided
Rermarks

r 4

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Fipelines O Applicable lﬂ,NfA

i, Callection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
O Good conditien T Needs Maintenance
Remarks _—
2 Surface Water Collection System Plpelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurfenances
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
O Readily available [0 Good condition O Requires upgrade I Needs to be provided
Remarks -
C. Treaimeni Sysiem O Applicable @{I{A
1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
O Metals rernoval O Oilfwater separation O Bieremediation
O Air stripping {0 Carbon adsorbers
O Filters ,
O Additive {e.g-, chelation agent, flocculent) L
O Others
O Good condition O Needs Maintenance
0O Sampling ports properly marked and functional
O Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date
O Equipment properly identified
7 Quantity of groundwater treated anmually
O Quantity of surface watet treated annually
Remarks
2, Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
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E'N/A O Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks L

£ "é,lﬁ(s, Vaulls, Storage Vessels
N/A O Good condition O Proper secondary containment T Needs Maintenance

Remarks

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
(A O Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks _ L
5. Treatment Bullding (s} _

O N/A O Good condition {esp. roof and doorways) O Neads repair

O Chernicals 2nd equipment properly stored

Remarks
6, Menitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

O Properly securedilocked O Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition

O All required wells located O Needs Maintenance O NA

Remarks .

D. Monilering Data

E/Monitorligrgﬂata

Is routinely submitted on time E’ﬁof acceptable quality

e
IB/Iécm’itoring data suggests:
Gr

oundwater plume is effectively contained O Contaminant concentrations are
declining
D. Monitored Natural Attenuation
1. Monitoring Wells {natural attenuation remedy)
O Properly secured/locked O Functioning O Routinely sampled o ﬁood condition
3 All required wells located & Needs Maintenance JA

Remarks } _

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered gbove, attach an inspection gheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facilify associated with the remedy. An example would be seil

vapor extraction,

XI. OVERALL DBSERVATIONS

Implementation of the Remedy

Drescribe fssues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
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Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.s., to comtain cantaminant phume,

minimize infiltration gnd gas emission, efe.).
%;nmm f';mm:d’a wast £ contimmnald sol

. _preclvde acoets 4o g% ﬂ %f{ ﬁughc.- .
] Y v £
w . }
70 7

Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discusa their relatmnsth to the current and 1c—ng -term profectiveness of the remedy,

o & R\ TV 7

F m o . , g ’
‘:..: . ? | N
ﬁ““; NELS G ‘.' , L o i.s , M
0 L IMOGE ‘ \ 1CA et Y
4P Viprey) d v

r%ﬁsw‘r’b’ i! % At Chkehas gedl pyipn: .
¢S it Wipn 1 ud mmﬁmﬁ\ .ﬁ%«%; Wilgmor,

Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Detcribe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of OdM or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromized in the future, '

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportuntties for optimization in moniforing tasks or the operation of the remedy,
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APPENDIX D

Photographs
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Photo #1 Front gateto A.L.Taylor Site. NW view. Gate is locked and in good
condition. Note absence of any signage.

Photo #2 NE view of monitoring well ALT-05 and culvert headwall near front
gate, Riprap ditch drains to Wilson Creek.



Photo #3 View of rip-rap lined drainage ditch near front gate.

Photo #4 NE View of Terrace 4 of landfill cap.



Photo #5 NW view of well maintained rip-rap lined drainage ditch along SW fence
line. Note absence of any warning signage on perimeter fence.

Photo #6 NE view of Terrace 3 of landfill cap



Photo #7 SE view of Terraces 1 (foreground), 3 and 4 of landfill cap.

Photo #8 NW view of monitoring well ALT -07 beyond northern landfill perimeter
Fence.



Photo #9 SW view of Terrace 1.

Photo #10 SE view of Terrace 1 showing tire tracks from mowing operations.
Entrance gate isleft of power pole in center of photo.



Photo #11 SW view of Terrace 1

Photo #12 SE view of Terrace 2. Some minor woody growth in right foreground.



SW view of rip-rap lined drainage ditch along NW fence line. Well

Photo #13

ALT-07 beyond fence.

NB view from rear gate of rip-rap lined drainage ditch along north

Photo #14

perimeter fence. Ditch collects surface runoff from cap and discharges to Wilson Creeks



Photo #15 NE view of rip-rap lined drainage ditch along northern fence line and rear
gate.

Photo #16 SE view of Terraces 3 and 4.



Photo #17 SE view of Terraces 3 and 4 and gravel Access Road.

Photo #18 SE view of Terraces 3 and 4.



Photo #19 Monitoring well ALT -0l located up-gradient of landfill and NW of rear
gate. All wells are locked, protected, have concrete uses but are typically
unmarked for identification.

Photo #20 Southerly view of rear gate and Access Road traversing the cap, Louisville
Gas & Electric power poles on west edge of Access Road.
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Photo #21 NE view of rip-rap lined drainage ditch and culvert headwall along
northern fence line from rear gate.

Photo #22 SW view of monitoring well ALT-10 located NE of perimeter fence line.
Well is protected but unmarked.
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Photo #23 South view of monitoring well ALT-02 and NE corner of Terrace 4.

Photo #24 NE view of Wilson Creek Arealooking downstream of Landfill Cap



Monitoring Well ALT -09 inside eastern perimeter fence line

Photo #25

03 inside eastern fence line. This

Down-gradient monitoring well ALT
well has become fouled with silt.

Photo #26
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Photo 27 View of Landfill NE corner showing Terrace #4 (left), monitoring well
ALT-02 (center), and ALT-08 (right) inside perimeter fence.

Photo #28 Monitoring well ALT -12 outside eastern fence line near Wilson Creek.
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Photo #29 Monitoring well ALT -04 inside SE corner of fence line.

Photo #30 SW view at outfall of Pond SE of perimeter fence. Approximate location
of surface water (SW-02) and sediment (SD-02) sampling pointsin Wilson Creek.
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Photo #31 Outfall pipe at Pond SE of perimeter fence discharging to Wilson Creek..

Photo #32 Pond SE of perimeter fence
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Photo #33 NW view of Terraces 3 and 4.

Photo #34 NW view of Terrace 1 (background) and Terrace 4 (foreground).
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Photo #35 Northerly view of Terrace 3 and Terrace 4.

Photo #36 SE view of Pond SE of fence line and landfill cap.
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Photo #37 Entrance Road leading to front gate of A. L. Taylor Site. Arrow indicates
location of ditch blocked with sediment, which could wash out entrance
road.

Photo #38 Monitoring well ALT -06 near southern corner of fence line - typical
Installation.
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Photo #39 Monitoring Well ALT -06 near southern corner of fence line. Arrow points
to approximate location of background surface water (SW-03) and sediment (SD-03)
sampling pointsimmediately upstream of Pond.

Photo #40 NE view of Terrace 4.
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O&M Field Operations Report Form
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NEPORT fF FIELD GRSERYATION
&, L. TAYLOR SITE, BEO8KE, EFNTUCKY

coservation Xeport No: _ o emeews Date of Obeprvetlen: . f_ ./ ___

timy hrrivnd Dnaiing Tiwe Dapurted Slver e

e o e e

Flald Prruanbalt P ———————_ L P P PPt

. g B e o o

~

WEE

gectign Az fepyofl/Graed Laver
. gbhaarvyyd  Comment ks,

-
-
-
E ]
x
o

e o

1, HWimsr settiement of éower
2, Major pettlement cof cover

‘1., Evidence uf aroslan, sweles crazkes, ete.
¢, Evidancs of leachits wewpugs

T, Inedegusts growth af grass cavaer

#. Papded wetar® &n SOVl

7. Grubt height mraates than & {nched

s P T e

e

o ey B e

o

-

OOoascocs
[ o o [ [ [ [ om |
o} o T ot

Wot -

fecciemn B! Perimeter Qrafnege Gicrh Syntanm
Obme-vred gomment No.

=
o

Yag"

0 PR

1

1. 3loughing, #rsslon or vegatation Bnm
ditch nlds slapas ] .

2. VYepetgtian graveh Ia dizch channal

T. ronded weter, impairment of flag,
cedimentation In ditch

k. Blorkage of culvertt

] R

Kat
Obrervaed commant Ko

g &=
[ a 4a

-

gection £t Monftorimg Walls

-
»
L]
L]
= .
=

1. Walir lLockeq K| a a re—————
2. Guard posts miesinag or damaged 0 g i —————n
3. Pragsctive casing nigsing or damaped a 1] g S p———
4. Cengreta padé demaged or srecked 0 d il e ——
5. Possible surfecs water faflleratien .-
thto wrils ‘q - -4 | —mm—————
geznion B  Sevurity Feniw net .
Yaus® We Absarved Comment Ko.
1. Hales in fenca : O ] o] B
2, Srruzzerel problems with fenee or gste J g O e —————
3, fOuta uniocked n a o ——————
i, droken or mlesing lack d n 8] _,_;_______
Wee

Spctlan Ex Terrace §loper

. : Tegt L1 Ubswrred Eonnant ko,

1. Tress or bushes gresing In zone I 0 0 r—————

2z, sloughfng ar wrosien ef slrpes 1 a n e ———

fection F; -hoowas RETd Kot

LT #o absarved Comment Feo.

I, Pot htles, #rosfoh of #dge ot road | ) g [,

—
¥ “1f yar, #asign 1 copment no. fa the [agD column aps rae prge 2 for Inetructiens,

S{gneture of Sbaervers s —mm e —————— TuLd:
E : Fage %

ESERT : _ )




REFSET OF FIELD OBSERVATION
Au Lo T#TLO! $1TE, MROOKS, KENTUCKY

Cbaerwatfon Ruport He: ___________ Bate of obsarvationt __ o/ feeonn

a—— ——

Instructisn: [f any item [4 chacked yes, provide detsfly ef thw problen wnd
salncerance raconmandations below and indicaté the lacation
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Table 5-1 Schedul e for Frequency of Facility Observations
Operations and Maintenance Plan for the A L. Taylor Site, Bullitt County, Kentucky

0EC

TEARS & - 30

'i TEARS 1 - 5

; FACILETT GRSEAVATION DESCAPIION  Jak FEN  mAk - &P MAT BN XL NG %F T v
]

'i__vm'iusrm Lowar 13.1) ] X N x X X X F
| Terrace Hopee (3.1} x X x x X X K

|l: Parimeter Draloage Ditch (3 2 4 . . K 4 X L] x

k Honitor Weils £3.3) x X X ¥ 4 K x

; Securlty Fince (3.4) X ¥ x ¥ X x x X
| Accazs Roms (3.5 % p 3 X . X 3 X X x
! Soil pM =rd Butrient Tesr 3.1-4) {Ax Needed)

l Topearshic Survey (31,10 Arvwnlly docing faewes 1, 1, 5

‘.

Source: ESE, 1988.

Notes: (3.x) refers to appropriate section of the facility's Operations and Mi ntenance Pl an

Seme an yoars 1 - ¥

m“!‘-‘l_ f -

*

Wy

Samy v yeury 1
Ly, u yeare 1 -
Jamg s yeors 1 -
Suty pp yeara 1 - 5
Sag um yeurs 4 - 5

Ay curlnd Tears 10,
13, ¥, 75, = Jo

— A T




Table 8.2,

C-DYEALTAYLOR. L/ALT-V52 .1
03/19/88

tan

!mnlyt:l.ul Pl.rmltt:l wad Apprwed EFs LaboTarory Prntnuols

for Grouhdwater sud Surface Water Saxples
A.L. Taylor Zire, Operacicta and Maintenance Plan

Paramatar Covarage

_uuummml

t:lnroc:hnm

1,1,1-trichlorasthans

1,1-dizhlorgethans - - Vinyl chloride
ltl-dichlarnethylam Xylane

Toluens Trichlarcathylena
Ethylbanzene Tarrachiorosthylans
Barnrens 1,2-rrans-dichloroathylens

AAa1zEau::l1_1nﬂ;askﬁ,nxslﬁig_szmnnunﬁti

Naphthalens Phenanthreme
Phthalatas Pantachlorephanal
Anthracene _ Thenal
Flusranthens Igapherons
-3,3'- chhlurabemidine Acenaphthens
Fluszane ~ Pyrsme
Hexzchlarobanzens
EGR_Compounds®

PCB-1242

FCR-1248

“PER-LANG )

PCR-1%60

lanelysis by EPa Method 424,
2An11ysis by EPA Method 625,

3pnalysis by EPA Method 5WE4G-3020, &NB.

5-3
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