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Executive Summary

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1V has conducted a five-year
review (FYR) of the remedial actions implemented at the Cedartown Municipal Landfill
Superfund Site in Polk County, Georgia. Technical support for the review was provided by the
U.S. Army Corps ot Engineers (USACE), Savannah District. This review was conducted from
March 2011 through June 2011. This report documents the results of that review. This is the
third FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Superfund Site. The first FYR was completed
on 28 September 2001. The second FYR was completed on 28 September 2006. The trigger for
this third FYR corresponds to EPA concurrence signature date ot the second FYR Report, 28
September 2006. The FYR is required by Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) because the remedial action, upon completion, left
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure. .

All remedies have been constructed for the site. The site was deleted from the National Priorities
List (NPL) on 10 March 1999. Since that time the landfill cover has not been inspected.
Ground-water monitoring at the site has not occurred since September 2006.

Based on documents, data, and Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARAR)
reviews; interviews; and site inspection, the remedy is generally functioning as intended by the
Record of Decision (ROD), as amended. ARARs for groundwater were evaluated and no
changes were identified that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

The only issue identified during the FYR is the current wooded state of the landtill cover. The
landfill cover should be restored and should subsequently be properly maintained and inspected

regularly.

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environment because there is no
evidence ot exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the
condition of the landfill cover needs to be addressed.




Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name: Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site

EPA ID: GAD980495402

Region: IV | State: GA | City/County: Cedartown, Polk County

" SITE STATUS

NPL status: Deleted from NPL

Remediation status (under construction, operating, complete): Complete

Multiple OUs*: No  Construction completion date: 8/16/1996

Has site been put into reuse? No

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency (EPA, State, Tribe Federal agency): US EPA

Author name: Kevin Haborak and Frank Burwell

Author affiliation: US Army Corps of

Author title: Technical Managers Engineers, Savannah District

Review period: 03/01/2011 to 09/28/2011

Date(s) of site inspection: 04/21/2011

Type of Review: Statutory

Review Number: 3 (Third)

Triggering action event: Second Five-Year Review

Trigger action date (from CERCLIS): 09/28/2006

Due date: 9/28/2011

* “QU” refers to operable unit.

vi




Five —Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.
Issues:
1) Current wooded state ot the landfill cover.
Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

1) The landtill cover should be restored and should subsequently be properly maintained and
inspected regularly. : '

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environment because there
is no evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-
term, the condition of thé landtill cover needs to be addressed.

Other Comments:

None
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1 Introduction

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to determine whether the remedy at a site is
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of
reviews are documented in FYR reports. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during
the review, if any, and provide recommendations to address them.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for this FYR
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) §121(c), and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP). CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial
action no less often than each five-years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure
that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being
implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgment of the President that action
is appropriate at such site in accordance with Section 9604 (CERCLA §104) or Section 9606
(CERCLA §106) the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report
to the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such
reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.

The EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, as stated in 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) §300.430(£)(4)(ii): '

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five-years after
the initiation of the selected remedial action.

This is the third FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Superfund Site. The first FYR was
completed on 28 September 2001 and the second FYR was completed on 28 September 2006.
The trigger for this third FYR corresponds to EPA concurrence signature date of the second FYR
Report, 28 September 2006. The third FYR was initiated in March 2011 and is considered
complete as of the date of approval on the signature page. This statutory FYR is required by
CERCLA because the remedial action, upon completion, will leave hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure. All remedies have been constructed for the site. The site was deleted from the NPL
on 10 March 1999. Since that time, there has been no maintenance performed on the landfill
cover nor has the landfill cover been inspected. Ground-water monitoring at the site has not
occurred since September 2006.



2 Site Chronology

Table 1 lists the chronology of events for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Superfund Site.

Table 1. Chronology of Site Events

Event Start Date Completion Date
Discovery 04/18/1985
|| Preliminary Assessment 04/18/1985
NPL RP Search 03/26/1987
Site Inspection 05/15/1987
HRS Package 10/13/1987
Proposal to NPL 06/24/1988
Final Listing on NPL 03/31/1989
Administrative Order on Consent 03/30/1990
RI/FS Negotiations 12/14/1989 03/30/1990
Removal Assessment 09/11/1991 09/11/1991
Record of Decision 11/02/1993
PRP RI/FS 03/30/1990 11/02/1993
Administrative Records 04/29/1993 11/29/1993
RD/RA Negotiations 03/28/1994 03/28/1994
Unilateral Administrative Order 05/12/1994
PRP RD 05/23/1994 11/04/1994
Administrative Order on Consent 09/29/1995
Explanation of Significant Differences 06/03/1996
Preliminary Close-Out Report Prepared 08/16/1996
Record of Decision Amendment 05/12/1998
PRP Remedial Action 11/04/1994 02/25/1999
Deletion from NPL 11/23/1998 03/10/1999
First FYR 06/12/2001 09/28/2001
Second FYR 04/01/2006 09/28/2006
Groundwater Sampling Event 07/20/2006 07/21/2006

[\®)



3 Background

3.1 Physical Characteristics

The 94-acre Cedartown Municipal Landfill site is located on the outskirts of the City of
Cedartown, Polk County, GA, approximately 62 miles NW of Atlanta. A depiction of the site
layout is included as Figure 1. The site encompasses a former iron ore mine, which subsequently
was used as a municipal landfill. The site is on the western edge of Cedartown and is bordered
to the east by Tenth Street, the south by Prior Station Road (Route 100), and the north and west
by undeveloped or agricultural land. Property to the east of the site consists of an industrial
complex, while land to the north, south, and west is a mixture of residential, agricultural, and
undeveloped land.

The site is wooded and has wooded areas along the north, south and west. Approximately 10-
acres between the eastern and western halves of the Site were not used for landfill operations.
The crown of the Site is 872 feet above mean sea level and gently slopes on all sides with the
exception of portions of the western perimeter which are relatively steep. An unnamed seasonal
stream and pond exist approximately 700 feet west of Tenth Street. In the past, minor areas of
erosion have been noted in the central, northwest and eastern portions of the site. No exposed
refuse was noted in any of the eroded areas.

Groundwater flow beneath the site generally flows to the northeast. A copy of the most recent
potentiometric map is included as Figure 2.

The source of drinking water for the City of Cedartown is Cedar Spring. The surveyed elevation
for Cedar Spring is higher than the elevation of groundwater on the site, therefore cedar spring is
upgradient of the site.

The site is completely fenced and access to the site is further limited due to the dense vegetation
along the northern, southern, and western boundaries of the site.

3.2 Land and Resource Use — Past, Present, and Future

The site was originally developed in the 1880°s as an iron ore strip mine. Mining operations at
the site continued off and on until the 1900’s. At that time the land was leased and then acquired
by the city of Cedartown to be used as a landfill. The site was permitted from the Georgia
Environmental Protection Division to operate as a sanitary landfill.

The majority of the site is currently wooded land. The City of Cedartown does have a metal
structure on the eastern edge of the site that is used for equipment storage and maintenance. The
current use for the parcels surrounding the site to the north, south, and east is industrial. The
area to the west is agricultural land with a residential neighborhood further to the west. The
anticipated land use for the site and the surrounding area is for the parcels to remain industrial,
agricultural, and residential for the foreseeable future.




3.3 History of Contamination

During operation as a landfill, the open pits from the mining operations were used for waste
disposal. These pits contained native clay and, in some cases, had been partially backfilled with
clay stockpiled from mining operations. The site primarily received municipal solid waste;
although, it did receive some industrial waste including: industrial waste sludge, animal and
vegetable fats and oils, liquid dye wastes, latex paint, and plant trash. Once wastes were placed
in the pits, the pits were covered and graded. The landfill was closed in 1979 with a layer of clay
varying in thickness from 1 to 12 feet and a vegetative cover '

Records as to the sequence of development of the landfill are not available, however, an
interpretation of aerial photographs of the Site completed by the USEPA Environmental
Monitoring Systems Laboratory suggested an outline of the development of the Site. According
to this interpretation of the aerial photographs, development of the Site proceeded as follows:

e 1960 - approximately 4 acres of fill material existed on the eastern section of the Site
with three areas of debris located north and east of the fill area;

e 1966 - approximately 19 acres of fill material existed and landfilling activities were
concentrated in the northern section of the Site;

e 1972 - approximately 63 acres of fill material existed and landfilling activities were
proceeding in a southerly direction along the western perimeter of the Site;

e 1980 - approximately 90 acres of fill material existed and the area was graded and
partially revegetated; and _

e 1985 - no expansion of landfilling activities was observed and fill areas had been
revegetated.

3.4 Initial Response

The site was proposed for the NPL in 1988 and finalized in March 1989. The Cedartown
Municipal Landfill Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Committee completed the RI/FS in 1993
pursuant to EPA Administrative Order of Consent in 1990.

The selected remedial alternative in the Feasibility Study (FS) addressed contaminated ground
water and leachate. The remedial alternative included cover maintenance, institutional controls,
and monitored natural attenuation.

3.5 Basis for Taking Action

The baseline risk assessment conducted as part of the Remedial Investigation (RI) identified the
following contaminants of concern (COCs) in ground water: Manganese, Beryllium, Cadmium,
Chromium, and Lead. Pathways of exposure included ingestion of ground water and exposure to
surface waters. The baseline risk assessment determined that the soil and soil/waste at the site
did not present an unacceptable risk at the site. Therefore no Contaminants of Concern (COCs)
were retained for soil and soil/waste.



4 Remedial Actions

4.1 Remedy Selection

4.1.1 1993 Record of Decision

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the site was issued on 2 November 1993. The Remedial
Action Objectives stated in the ROD for the site were:

Overall protection of human health and the environment;

compliance with applicable and/or relevant Federal or State public health or
environmental standards;

long-term effectiveness and permanence;

reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances or contaminants;
short-term effectiveness or the impacts a remedy might have on the community,
workers, or the environment during the course of implementation;
implementability, that is, the administrative or technical capacity to carry out the
alternative;

cost-effectiveness considering costs for construction, operation, and maintenance of
the alternative over the life of the project, including additional costs should it fail;
acceptance by the State; and,

acceptance by the Community.

The selected Remedial Action (RA) at this site includes: maintaining the cover and seep controls,
deed restrictions and land use restrictions, surface-water monitoring; natural attenuation, ground-
water monitoring, and a two year review. If continued monitoring indicated that natural
attenuation is not effective, a contingency Remedial Action to extract and treat the ground water
with a "to be determined" technology would be implemented with off-site discharge. The total
O&M costs were estimated at a present worth cost of $615,000 during remedy selection or an
O&M duration of 30 years.

Major components of the selected remedy, as stipulated in the Record of Decision, include:

Cover maintenance and seep controls;

Institutional controls, such as record notices and deed, zoning, and land-use
restrictions;

Groundwater monitoring program to ensure natural attenuation processes would be
effective and that contaminants would not migrate;

A two year review during which EPA would determine whether groundwater
performance standards continue to be appropriate and if natural attenuation processes
are effective. EPA shall consider and at EPA's sole discretion implement an active
ground water contingency remedial action if groundwater performance standards
continue to be appropriate and natural attenuation processes are not effective;



» Contingency remedial action to include ground-water extraction, on-site treatment,
and discharge under National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to
nearby surface water or Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW); and,

= Continued ground-water monitoring upon attainment of the performance standards at
sampling intervals to be approved by EPA until EPA approves a five year review
concluding that the alternative has achieved continued attainment of the performance
standards and remains protective of human health and the environment.

4.1.2 1996 Explanation of Significant Difference

In June 1996 the EPA published an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) Superfund Fact
Sheet for the Cedartown Landfill. The scope of the ESD involved changing the performance
standard for manganese. The performance standard was changed from 175 micrograms per liter
(ug/l) to 840 ug/L based on changes in the reference dose.

4.1.3 1998 Record of Decision Amendment

Based upon the Administrative Record, the requirements ot the CERCLA and the NCP, the
detailed analysis of alternatives, and consideration of public and state comments; the EPA
selected an amended remedy for this site. The ROD Amendment was signed on 12 May 1998,
The selected cleanup alternative to reduce COC concentrations to levels protective of human
health and the environment posed by contamination found at the Cedartown site involved
implementation of institutional controls to restrict ground-water use in the areas where
performance standards are exceeded, and performing maintenance of the landtill cover. Ground-
water monitoring would not be continued since existing data had demonstrated that
contamination was not migrating away trom the site. Specifically, the ROD Amendment stated:

Groundwater monitoring for two and one half vears has demonstrated that
groundwater contamination levels for all contaminants of concern, except
manganese, are below performance standards. Groundwater concentrations of
manganese have remained stable in the wells which are contaminated.
Manganese contamination has not moved to more distant wells. In addition, EPA
analysis of groundwater data demonstrates that manganese contamination in the
wells exceeding the groundwater performance standard does not appear to be
related to landfill impacts.

The ROD Amendment also removed the contingency action of pump and treat. Although the
AROD removed the requirement for groundwater monitoring, the AROD Declaration stated that .
a groundwater sampling event would be done as part of the first FYR, as part ot the FYR
protectiveness determination (this sampling event was conducted as part of the Second FYR in

2006). The estimated cost of implementing the amended ROD was $5,000 at the time of the
amendment.

Major components of the'amended remedy, include:




= Maintenance of the landfill cover;

= Institutional controls to restrict ground-water use beneath and immediately
surrounding the site; and

= Removal of the requirement tor groundwater monitoring and the pump and treat
contingency, while requiring a groundwater sampling event as part of the first FYR.

4.1.4 1999 NPL Deletion

The Site Close Out Report was submitted in September 1998. The report stated:

This site meets all the site completion requirements as specified in OSWER
Directive 9320.2-3C, Procedures for Completion and Deletion of National
Priorities List Sites and Update. Specifically, contirmation sampling verifies that
the site has achieved the ROD cleanup objective, that groundwater use is
restricted in areas where groundwater performance standards are exceeded by
institutional controls. In addition, landfill cover maintenance and seep controls are
continuing. All remedial actions specified in the ROD, as amended, have been
implemented. :

The EPA published a Notice of Intent to Delete the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site
from the NPL on November 23, 1998 in the Federal Register (63 FR 64668- 64669). The
closing date for comments on the Notice ot Intent to Delete was December 23,1998. No
comments were received by the EPA and the Notice of Deletion of Cedartown Municipal
Landfill Superfund Site from the National Priorities List was published on January 15,
1999.

4.2 Remedy Implementation and Description

. Landfill cover and seep inspections were conducted semi-annually for the duration of the
RA program (November 1994 — February 1998). They have not been conducted since
even though the requirement to perform maintenance was not lifted when the site was
deleted from the NPL.

. Monitoring data collected quarterly during the RA (January 1995 — September 1997)
revealed that the only COC consistently detected in some of the perimeter monitoring
wells was manganese. Analysis of the ground-water data revealed three perimeter
monitoring wells have a significantly higher concentration of manganese than the mean
manganese concentration from interior monitoring-wells. This indicated the manganese
detected was naturally occurring. This historic ground-water data may be viewed in
Appendix A of this document.

. Based on the results of ground-water monitoring, the ROD was amended (May ]998) to
remove the requirements for ground-water monitoring and the pump and treat
contingency, while requiring a groundwater sampling event as part ot the first FYR.




. Deed restrictions have been placed in effect as stipulated by the amended Record of
Decision (May 1998).

. The first FYR for this Site was completed in September 2001, while the groundwater
sampling event required by the amended ROD’s Declaration was conducted in 2006.
This document is the third of the FYRs to be prepared for the site. Thus, these conditions
of the ROD and amended ROD have been fulfilled.

4.3 Systems Operation & Maintenance

The landfill cover has not been maintained nor has it been inspected since 1999. The operation
or maintenance activities performed include annual mowing of some of the access trails. When a
site is deleted from the NPL, the EPA determines that no further response action is necessary.
However, O&M activities associated with containment remedies are not considered to be
response actions. :

The monitoring well network consisted of thirteen groundwater wells. The most recent
groundwater monitoring event was conducted in 2006 as a part of the second FYR. Perimeter -
wells OW-1, CL-03-WP, and interior wells CL-05-WP, and CL-06-WP were found to be
damaged and could not be sampled during the July 2006 sampling event. Since the monitoring
wells no longer serve a useful purpose and no future use is planned, the wells should be )
abandoned in accordance with GAEPD regulations.

4.4 Costs and Effort

The current Operation & Maintenance (O&M) cost associated with site are minimal (<$500), as
the only O&M performed is the annual mowing of a few trails. This effort takes one person
approximately two to four hours to complete.



S Progress Since Last Review

5.1 Protectiveness Statement From the Second FYR

The protectiveness statement from the Second FYR reads as follows:

The remedy is considered protective in the short-term, because
there is no evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy
to remain protective in the long-term, the landfill cover must be
inspected semi-annually and maintained by the City of Cedartown.

5.2 Overall Progress

The second FYR determined the protectiveness of the remedy for the site to be protective of
human health and the environment in the short term. The report recommended that the landfill
cover be inspected and maintained on a semi-annual basis.

No cover maintenance or bi-annual inspections have been performed (they have not been
performed since the site was taken off the NPL).




6 Five-Year Review Process

The purpose of a FYR is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health
‘and the environment. A FYR does not reconsider decisions made during the selection of the
remedy, but evaluates the implementation and performance of the selected remedy.

6.1 Administrative Components

The USACE initiated the Five-Year Review upon notification from the EPA in March 2011.

The USACE review team included members from the HTRW section, located in Savannah,
Georgia, with expertise in environmental engineering and hydrogeology. Mr. Brian Farrier, EPA
- site Remedial Project Manager (RPM), coordinated the EPA Region 4 staff who participated in
the Five-Year Review. '

This is the third Five-Year Review for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill site. The schedule for
the review extends through September 28, 2011. The components of the review included:

Community notification;

Document Review;

Data Review;

Site Inspection;

Local Interviews; and

FYR Report Development and Review.

6.2 Community Involvement

The Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site has had little public involvement or interest since the site
was deleted from the NPL. When completed, the FYR Report will be placed in the Cedartown
Public Library, information repository for the project. A public notice has been placed in the
Cedartown Standard announcing its availability for review and comment. A copy of the Public
Notice is included as Appendix B.

A survey of the nearest residential neighborhood was performed during the site visit. This
development lies approximately 1000 feet the west of the site, with farmland and wooded areas
lying between the site and the development. The neighborhood is only partially developed and
contains approximately 20-30 houses, many of the houses appear to be vacant. Only one
resident was encountered during the survey of the neighborhood, Mr. Joeseph Chupp. (His
comments about the site are in Section 6.6.)
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6.3 Document Review

Electronic copies of all site documents were provided by the EPA RPM. The project files were
reviewed from April 1- 28. Documents that were reviewed were related to site investigations,

feasibility studies, remedial design, the RODs, construction reports, operation and maintenance
plans and monitoring data. The primary documents used in conducting the review are included

in Table 2.

Table 2. Documents Revnewed

ocuments and lnformatlon Source '

“ Summary of Contents Relevant to
_Five-Year Review

“The Causes and Effects of Water Pollution in Cedartown GA ” B1lly
Grant, Environmental Science, 1971.

Documentatlon of contamination
discharge

“Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Statement of Work, March
1990~

Scope of work done to provide basis
for remedial action

“Administrative Order by Consent for RI/FS — Cedartown Municipal
Landfill”

Order by EPA to undertake work

“Remedial Investigation Report” Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates

Results of Remedial Investigation,
basis for remedial action

“Feasibility Study Report” Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates

Provides evaluation of risk,
investigation results, and background
information

“Record of Decision” EPA

Summary of alternatives, toxicity
assessment, & threshold criteria

Letter from Conestoga-Rovers Associates to Jay Bassett, USEPA
concerning Baseline Risk Assessment

Comments concerning the Baseline
Risk Assessment

“Model Unilateral Administrative Order for RD/RA” Prepared by
USEPA

Institutional controls

“Remedial Design / Remedial Action Work Plan” prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates.

Institutional controls, contingent
remedy implementation,

“USEPA Superfund Fact Sheet — Explanation of Significant
Difterences”

Explaining change in manganese
performance standard for groundwater

“Two-Year Evaluation Report” Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers &
Associates

Proposal to remove site from NPL,
Manganese performance standard

“Amended Record of Decision Summary of Remedial Alternative
Selection, Cedartown Municipal Landfill” Prepared by EPA Region V.

Institutional Controls, Site maps,
proposed changes in remedy

“Superfund Final Close Out Report” Prepared by EPA Region IV

Notice declaring that all work stated in
the ROD had been constructed.

“Deletion Docket Site-Specific Index”

Shows timeline of project reports and
shows deletion from NPL

“First Five Year Review Report for Cedartown Municipal Landfill.”
Prepared by USACE

Provided the first statutory review of
the site and identified issues to be
addressed.

“Second Five Year Review Report for Cedartown Municipal Landfill”
Prepared by USACE

Provided the second statutory review of
the site and identified issues to be
addressed.

Aerial Photo Site Analysis Prepared by USEPA

Historical photo analysis

“Site Summary

“Cedartown Municipal Landfill” EPA
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6.4 Data Review

No data has been collected since the 2006 FYR. The data collected during the Remedial Action
and presented in the Two-Year Evaluation report and the data from the 2006 FYR were
reviewed. Ten rounds of ground-water monitoring occurred between January 1995 and
September 1997 with an additional round in 2006. Appendix A provides a summary of the
historical data. A description of sample results for the contaminants of concern follows.

Beryllium: For all of the RA monitoring events, concentrations ot beryllium in both interior and
perimeter monitoring wells were below the reported detection limit.

Cadmium: For all of the RA monitoring events, concentrations of cadmium in both interior and
perimeter monitoring wells were below the reported detection limit.

- Chromium: Chromium was detected several times in two interior monitoring wells, CL-06-WP
and CL-07-WP and once in a perimeter monitoring well, OW-1, during the RA sampling. In
2006 chromium was detected in monitoring well CL-07-WP at a concentration of 130 ug/L.
Chromium was not detected in any of the perimeter monitoring wells.

Lead: Lead was detected in each of the interior monitoring wells at least once during RA
monitoring. Concentration range from 3.0 ug/L to 26.8 ug/L. None of the perimeter monitoring
wells contained lead during any of the RA sampling events.

Manganese: In November 1995, the performance standard for manganese was changed by the
EPA from 175 ug/L to 840 ug/L; thus, the regulatory limit for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill
site was also changed. Manganese was consistently detected in perimeter monitoring wells
during Remedial Action monitoring. In 2006 manganese was detected in monitoring well OW-3
at a concentration of 1,430 ug/L and in background monitoring well OW-6B at a concentration
of 967 ug/L. The sampling data indicates monitoring well OW-3 historically contains
manganese at higher concentrations than the landfill internal wells, CL-05-WP and CL-06-WP.
The 1999 ROD Amendment stated that EPA analysis of groundwater data demonstrated that
manganese contamination in the wells exceeding the groundwater performance standard does not
appear to be related to landfill impacts.

6.5 Site Inspection

On April 21, 2011, Kevin Haborak and Frank Burwell (USACE) met with Brian Farrier (EPA
Region 1V) and Heather Clark (Georgia Department of Natural Resources [DNR] Environmental
Protection Division [EPD]) to inspect the site. Mr. Joe Watts, Maintenance Supervisor for the
City of Cedartown, showed the group around the landfill. Mr. Watts has been associated with
the site for 22 years. Most of the areas inspected had been allowed to revert back to wooded
plots (the exceptions being the select trails around the landfill). These conditions can be seen in
some of the photos attached to this report. Inspection of the landfill cover for deficiencies such
as cracks or depressions was limited due to the reforestation of the landfill cover. Mr. Watts
stated that typically maintenance activities include annual cutting of vegetation along the access
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trails. In areas that were more visible for inspections, the landfill cover appeared to be in good

condition. Most of the monitoring wells could not be located due to the dense vegetation at the
site. There were no indications of any other problems at the site. The Site Inspection Checklist
is included as Appendix C. Site Photographs are included in Appendix D.

6.6 Interviews

On April 21, 2011, interviews with Joe Watts of the City of Cedartown, Brian Farrier of EPA
Region 1V, and Heather Clark of EPD were conducted at the site in Cedartown, GA by Kevin
Haborak and Frank Burwell of USACE. The interviews were conducted in the form of a
meeting with the above attendees participating in a group discussion of the site prior to
performing the site walk-through. The documentation of those present at the meeting and a
summary of the concerns of each individual is presented in Appendix E.

The group discussion began by asking Mr. Farrier and Mrs. Clark if they had any concerns about
the current state of the site. Mr. Farrier stated that the landfill cover maintenance had not been
performed since the site was deleted from the NPL and that a determination would need to be
made if that was in acceptable condition. Mrs. Heather Clark indicated that she was concerned
that landfill cover maintenance had not been performed and that the preferred course of action
was to require the landfill landfill cover to be cleared and maintained as it was during the
implementation of the remedy.

During the discussion with Mr. Watts, he stated that he had been involved with the site for 22
years. He indicated that they have had trouble with trespassers in the past. The trespassers came
onto the site to either hunt illegally or to steal items from the equipment shed. The City of
Cedartown addressed the issue by further limiting site access with additional fencing in areas that
had inadequate site access controls and by enlisting the help of the DNR Conservation Rangers
(more commonly known as Game Wardens) to police for illegal hunting. They have not had
trouble with trespassers since they have instituted the additional protections.

- Mr. Watts also indicated routine maintenance performed at.the landfill site consists of the annual

mowing of select site access trails. A larger clearing was pertormed in 2006 to allow for easy
access to the site monitoring wells during the sampling event that was performed concurrent with
the second FYR, but these areas are not included in the annual maintenance program. No other
maintenance or inspections have been performed since the site was deleted from the NPL.

Subsequent to the site visit, a follow-up interview was conducted with Brian Farrier and Heather
Clark via email. The purpose of the follow-up interviews was to determine if any additional
concerns about the site arose as a result of the site inspection and the interview with Mr. Watts.
Mrs. Clark responded in a letter dated September 20, 2011, Mr. Farrier responded via email. The
documentation ot the replies to the questions is presented in Appendix E.

On April 21, 2011, an interview with local resident Joeseph Chupp was conducted at his
residence on Montanna Drive in Cedartown, GA. Mr. Chupp stated that he had no knowledge of
the existence of the landfill. He further stated that he was connected to the county water supply
and that he had no concerns about the site.

13




7 Technical Assessment

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

‘The ROD indicates that the purpose of the remedy was to provide protection by performing "
groundwater monitoring, surface water monitoring, and inspections and maintenance on the
landfill cover while the remedy was being implemented; and to provide for long term
protectiveness through deed restrictions that would limit access to affected groundwater. A
copy of the deed restrictions is presented in Appendix F. The ROD amendment removed the
requirement of groundwater and surface water sampling.

The documents, data, ARAR reviews, interviews, and site inspection indicate the remedy is
generally functioning as intended by the decision documents. Deed restrictions have been put in
place to provide long term protectiveness from exposure to groundwater and the property is
fenced and access to the site is limited to authorized personnel to prevent exposure to
groundwater seeps. Protectiveness was maintained during the implementation of the remedy
through semi-annual inspections and maintenance on the landfill cover. The performance
standards were met and the remedy was considered complete in 1998. The original requirements
for semi-annual inspections and maintenance of the landfill cover, as specified in the amended
ROD, were not removed when the site was deleted from the NPL. The landfill cover should be
restored and inspected regularly as dictated by the decision documents. Visual inspections
during the FYRs will continue to be impeded without the landfill cover being cleared and routine
‘maintenance/inspections performed.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels _and remedial action
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

The exposure pathways, toxicity values, risk assessment methods, and standards identified in the
ROD, subsequent ESD and ROD amendment were reviewed to identify changes that may affect
the protectiveness of the remedy. :

No new exposure pathways were identified that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy.
The initial risk assessment did not consider the vapor intrusion pathway. Vapor intrusion occurs
when gases or vapors from chemicals in soil or groundwater migrate into occupied buildings.
Until recently, this transport pathway was not routinely considered in RCRA or CERCLA
investigations. Vapor intrusion is now a standard consideration during these investigations. This
pathway was not considered in the final baseline risk assessment. Exposure via the vapor
intrusion pathway does not affect the current protectiveness of the remedy since the COCs are
metals (i.e., a complete exposure pathway does not exist).

A comparison of the toxicity data used in the decision documents to current toxicity data is
included as Appendix G. Note that many toxicity values have changed. An increase in the
Cancer Slope Factor (CSF) will produce an increase in risk for the same on-site concentration.
Conversely, a decrease in the noncarcinogenic reference dose (RfD) will produce an increased
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hazard quotient for the same on-site concentration. Both would cause a decrease in a calculated
remedial goal. '

Performance standards were established for manganese, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, and
lead in groundwater. Only the standard for manganese was based on calculations of acceptable
risk levels. The RfD for manganese increased in 1995. The remedial goal was increased in the
1996 ESD to account for the change in the RfD. This increase in the remedial goal does not
affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No additional information has been identified that would call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy. The land use in the immediate vicinity of the site is primarily industrial and
agricultural and is expected to remain that way for the foreseeable future.

Technical Assessment Summary

Based on documents, data, and ARAR reviews; interviews; and site inspection, the remedy is
generally functioning as intended by the ROD, as amended. ARARs for groundwater were
evaluated and no changes were identified that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The
current wooded state of the landfill cover could cause the landfill cover to deteriorate and affect
the long term protectiveness of the remedy.
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8 Issues

Issues for the Cedartown Landfill site are presented in Table 3. This table summarizes some of

the concerns raised in the previous sections. Corresponding recommendations and follow-up

actions are discussed in Section 9. A yes answer to whether the issue atfects future
protectiveness does not mean that the remedy is not currently functioning as intended; rather, it
implies that if the tssue is not addressed, then at some point the remedy may no longer function

as intended.

Table 3 Issues

Currently Affects

Affects Future

Protectiveness Protectiveness
Issue (Y/N) (Y/N)
1) Current wooded state of the landfill cover.
N Y
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9 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Recommendations and follow-up actions for the items discussed in Section 8 are presented in
Table 4. A yes answer to whether the recommendation affects future protectiveness does not
mean that the remedy is not currently functioning as intended; rather, it implies that if the issue is
not addressed then at some point the remedy may no longer function as intended.

Table 4 Recommendations

Recommendation/ Party Oversight | Milestone Affects Protectiveness
Issue | Follow-Up Actions Responsible | Agency Date Current? | Future?
1 | The landfill cover
should be restored Cedartown _ .
| and should Municipal EPA December N Y
| : subsequently be Landfill 30,2011
| properly maintained PRP
and inspected Committee
regularly.

17




10 Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environment because there is no
evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the
condition of the landfill cover needs to be addressed.
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11 Next Review

The next FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site is required to be completed within five
years of the approval date of this review.
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Monitoring Well OW-2

Appendix A
Historic Ground-Water Data

10/24/1996

2/12/1997  9/9/1997

Analyte 1/6/1995  4/27/1995  7/20/1995  10/23/1995 1/3/1996  4/24/1996  7/10/1996 7/26/2006
Beryllium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.0056  <0.005 -<0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.01
Cadmium <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005° <0.0056  <0.005 < 0.001
Chromium <0.01 <0:.01 < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01  <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 - <0.01 < 0.01 <0.02

Lead < 0.005 < 0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 0.0171J - 0.000547
Manganese 0.587 0.527 1.17 0.285 0.468 0.305 0.782 0.682 0.1 1.26 0.0456
Monitoring Well OW-3 . _

Analyte 1/10/1995  4/26/199 7/22/1995  10/26/1995 1/4/1996  4/23/1996  7/11/1996  10/24/1996  2/18/1997 9/10/1997 - 7/26/2006 -
Beryllium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005  <0.005 <.0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.01
Cadmium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.001
Chromium < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.02

Lead =~ <0.003 <0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 0.000805
Manganese 0.114 4.89 1.16 499 . 4.48 4.92 - 53 4.52 4.83 4.64 1.43
Monitoring Well OW-4 . ' _

Analyte 1/6/1995  4/25/1995  7/19/1995  10/25/1995 1/2/1996 4/24/1996  7/9/1996  10/23/1996 2/10/1997  9/9/1997  7/26/2006
Beryllium <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.01
Cadmium <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.001
Chromium <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 <0.01. <0.02

Lead < 0.005 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 <0.003 < 0.001
Manganese 2.29 5.06 2.38 5.74 3.84 5.12 3.33 1.93 7.66 2.1 0.384



Historic Ground-Water Data

Appendix A

Monitoring Well OW-5 . . '

Analyte 1/6/1995  4/25/1995  7/20/1995 10/25/1995 1/4/1996 4/22/1996 7/10/1996 10/23/1996  2/9/1997  9/9/1997  7/26/2006
Beryllium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.01
Cadmium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.001

Chromium <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.02
Lead <0.005  <0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 <0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.001
Manganese  0.0108 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 "< 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.00555
Monitoring Well CL-07-WP
Analyte 5/2/1995  4/24/1996  7/26/2006
Beryllium <0.0056 - <0.005 <0.010
Cadmium < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00125
Chromium 0.23 0.398 0.13
Lead 0.0268 0.0113 0.0049
"~ Manganese 0.81 0.274 0.254
" Monitoring Well OW-7R : _ : .
Analyte 1/23/1995 4/28/1995  7/19/1995 10/24/1995 1/3/1996 4/24/1996 7/10/1996 10/24/1996 2/10/1997 9/10/1997  7/26/2006
. Beryllium < 0.005 < 0.005 < .0.005 <0.005 . <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.01
Cadmium < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00111
Chromium 0.0101 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.02
Lead 0.011 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 <0.003 <0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 "< 0.003 < 0.003 0.00219
Manganese 0.491 0.202 0.232 0.227 0.252 0.252 0.225 0.191 0.167 0.202 0.0638
Monitoring Well OW-6B
Analyte 1/5/1995  4/25/1995  7/23/1995 10/26/1995 1/3/1996 4/24/1996 7/11/1996 10/28/1996 2/11/1997 9/10/1997  7/26/2006
Beryllium <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.01
Cadmium < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 " <0.005 <0.001
Chromium <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01062 <0.01 <0.01 <0.02
Lead < 0.005 0.005 < 0.003 < 0.003 0.0042 0.0036 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.003 < 0.001
Manganese  0.0451 0.0836 0.091 0.0967 0.152 0.07 0.124 0.296 0.0715 0.231 0.967



. . . TABLES3 . Page10f3
GROUNDWATER METALS RESULTS FOR PERIMETER MONITORING WELLS l

REMEDIAL ACTION GROUNDWATER MONITORING
CEDARTOWN MUNICIPAL LANDFILL SITE

CEDARTOWN, GEORGIA

Location: ) OW-1 : .
Sample ID: W-342-JOS--  W-3482-JOs- GW-3482-JOS- . W-3482405- GW-3482-]05- GW-3452-]0S- GW-3482-]0S- GW-3482-]OS-

011095-09 051095-028 072095-05 102495-0¢ 010396-10 042396-05 072696-01 102596-10
Date Sampled: 111095 Sness 7120195 1024195 1/3196 2319 712609 1025/96
Pauntters Units
Beryllium mg/L NDY{0.005) ND(0.0050) NDY{0.0050) NDX{0.0050) NDX0.0050) ND(0.0050) NIX0.0050) NDX(0.0050)
Cadmium mg/L NDY{0.005) ND{0.0050) ND(0.0050) ND{0.0050) ND{0.0050) ND{0.0050) NIX0.0050) NDY{0.0050)
Chromium mg/L ND{0.01) ND(0.0100) NDX0.0100) ND(0.0100) ND{0.0100) ND{(0.0100) aotd NDY{0.0100)
Lead mg/L ND{0.003) ND(0.0030) ND(0.0030) NDY{0.0030) ND{0.0030) ND{0.0030) NDX0.0030) NIX0.0030)
Manganese mg/L 283 315 - 305 32% 349 e 00164 249
Location: . OW-2
Sample ID: W-3482-JOS-  GW-3482-JOS-  GW-3482-JOS-  GW-3452-JOS-  GW-3481-JOS- GW-3482-JOS GW-3451-J0S GW-482-JOS  GW-3481-]OS-

010595-01 042795025 072095-06 102395-02 010396-09 042396-06(MS/MSD) 071096-06 071096-07 . 102496-06
Date Sampled: USI95 427195 7120/95 10123595 1/3/96 Y209 710496 7110/96 1012419

) Dup)

Parametem Units
Berylium mg/L  ND(0.005) . ND(0.0050) NIX0.005) NID{0.0050) ND{0.0050) ND{0.0050) NDY{0.0050) NDY{0.0050) ND{(0.0050)
Cadmium mg/L ND{0.005) ND{0.0050) NDY(0.005) NIX{0.0050) ND{0.0050) ND{(0.0050) NDX(0.0050) ND{0.0050) NID(0.0050)
Chromium mg/L ND{(0.01) ND{0.0100) ND(0.0%) ND{0.0100) NID{0.0100) - ND(0.0100) ND(0.0100) ND{(0.0100) ND{0.0100)
Lead T mg/L ND{0.005) ND{(0.0030) ND(0.003) NIX0.0030) ND{0.0030) NDY(0.0030) NDX{0.0030) NDY(0.0030) NDX0.0030)
Manganese mg/L 0.587 0527 117 0285 0.468 0.305 ar7s o782 0682

ND - Not detected at the reporting limit stated in parentheses.
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APPENDIX C

SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST




Response Actrons areer _ progress, O&M act1v1t1es may be referred to as system operatrons since
‘thesé sites 4te riot considered to be in the' ©&M phase while being temediated uridef the Superfund
-program. :

"F'i"__v;e-'Yfe'a\r -R'eyi'e'w-i_s___ite-';i_nS‘pe.ctiOh Checklist (Template)

(Workmg document for srte 1nspect10n Informatlon may be completed by ha.nd and attached to the -

1. SITE INFORMATION

_ .-Slte name; CeJc« l-o Wi L BRIDETLL .Diit"c-.ofinspé'c'ﬁon" Z/ Apv ‘\ - 201}
| tocition-ana: Regron E PA 'E.."Mj'___ EPA'ID: an ﬁ804‘l 5-407—-

Agency, oﬂ'ice, oF company- leadmg the five-year ‘Weather/temperature: _ ) _
review:: “S N’w\\‘ Cprps ogr EAginet s - wkr"" [ MW Ay 715 8o =

Mouitored natural attenuation

and treatment
: Surface_ witer collectlou a.nd tmatment _
Other
Attachiments:  lnspettion team rosterattached ~ ° Sife maplzittac'hed;_

1. lNTERVIEWS (Check all that. apply)

.. O&M site ‘manager’ _ Toc Waths.

| i Name.
Intervrewed (EtSiey at ¢ ofﬁce ‘by. phone Phone no..
Problems, suggestrons 'Report attached

2. O&Mstaff . . - .

Name. Tie T 7 Date
lntemewed at site at office” by phone Phone no.. :
Problems suggesnons Report anached

D-7



'OSWER No. 9355:7:03B-P:

) State and Tnbal ofﬁces emergency

13 Local. regulatory authormes and response: agencres"(r-_e;

Contict_Heat

- Name = Title Date:  Phoneno.
Problems ‘suggestions;. Reportattached . :

Agency _
Contact

Naiie — e .. Daw -Phone no.. .
Problems suggestrons ‘Report attached” _ :

Agency,__
Contact

- Nare T T T Tide T .Date. . Phorie fio..
Problems suggestrons. Report-attachied '

Agenicy,
Contact.

L Name T . Title . Date . Phoneno:.
Problems; suggestions;. Reportattached ' ' -

. 2-; ' Other mtervrews (optlonal) Report attached.

xesevh Ckum - /5% mem.. &.—

fe gwbs T S\mﬁ%orv\ wes-\- Su\aa.v\smv\ wk.r,k i

&&_;.) '”ww b e ol landblL

D



GSHERNo. 9335.7-038:P

1i; ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED: (Checkal that appl5):

-Remarks

O&M Documents; . N o
0&M manual © Readily avaijable. Uptordate, - QUAY
As-bullt drawmgs Readily-available® Upto dite: N/A.
Mamtenance logs: Readily available; Up to date: N/A.
'Rema.rks . ' .'
2. .Slte-Speﬂﬁc Health and- Safety Plan . Readlly avzulable /A,
Connngency plan/emergency response plan Readily available N/A.
Remarks -
3 O&M and OSHA’ Trammg Records ‘Readily available Up to'date; ':
‘Remarks. . . ' T
4 . Pcrmits and Semce Agreements
Air dxscharge permit ﬁReadxly avaxlable :
Effluent discharge. Readily available:
Waste dlsposal POTW Readily available:
Other permits: ‘Readily: avallable .
. R_em.ar.lss :
|5 GasGeneration Records; "Readily available Uptodite (CNVA):
6 Settiement: Monument Records: ' Readily ayailable -Up_-tb-’_déie . '-
Remarks _ : ) . )
1. Groundwater Monitonng Records _ Readlly ‘available o Ub’ltajidaté. W
Re al'ks- P\m\'or. ny  Cepo ’*S tons 2006 9‘0'\’4\“‘0) -
8  Leachate ExtractionRecords’ Réadilyavailable - Uptodate: - <N,
Remarks_ : B ' il
9. Dlschargc Compllance Reécords: : _
JAIL Readily available: ‘Up to date
Water: (et’ﬂucnt) ‘Readily.available ~Upio date
._Remarks -
10:  Daily Access/Secarity. Liogs Readily available ~ Uptodate . '
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V. O&M COSTS |

1., .O&M: Organization: _ .
State inzhouse: Contractor for State:
PRPin-house Contiactorfor PRP
Federal Facility inzhouse- Contractor for Federal Facility o
other_Codartowrn  Couwnky ‘Operates o Qanﬁl\ ¢
Nﬂ'\"f\*ﬁ\'.ﬁ_{ dicess Coads. S~ - sike ' _

O* M b k>

2. O&MCostRecords .
aavsslable

Readily availablé, Up 6 daté:
Funding mchanisii/agfegitienit in place -
Original OXM costestiiniate_____  Bréakdowi attachied

Total annual costby year for review period-if available

From___. . . To ' Breakdown attached
" Date- ' Date = Total'cost ) : ,

From ... . To L Breakdown attached
Date . Date, Total.cost: o a

Fom . . To . . _ - Breakdown attached;
Date, Dite . Total cost: ' '

From To A -
Date. Date’ Total cost: R _

From .. .. .To — . Breakdown attached
Date: . Date Total.cost.

Breakdown attactied:

3, Unanticipated or.Unusually High O&M_Costs During Review Period.
Describe costs'and reasons: S

V: ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  Applicsbie.  N/A

A. Fencing.

1. Fencing damaged, Locatibnféhown'on-siig,ﬁmﬁ Gatessecired . N/A
Remarks. Fenoe IN. 15, __v"_f\ﬂ.i,'ec). Qlong. -Gowne  pachs. 2L 4"~c

W perine

B. Other Access Restrictions:

1. Signs and-other security measures ocation shown ori sitemep (NI
Remarks__ . , B

B:10
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€. Tnstitational Conrols-(IC3);

1. - Implementation and enforcement )
_ Site conditions. 1mply ICs:tiot. proper]y 1mplemented
Site. conditions 1mp1y ICs:xiot. bemg fully enforced:

Type of momtonng (e: &, self-repomng, drive’ by)

Yes QO NA.
Yes g N/A

Frequency,,

_Rcsponsxble party/agency

Contact

Reportmg is up-to-date
Reports-are, venﬁed by-the lead: agency

Specxﬁc requlrcments in: deed or.decision: documents have beenr met-

Violations have been reported

Name _ © Titler

Date: Phone no.

Yes No (UB
Yes No

(¥ No NA

Yes. - N/A-

Other problcms or suggestlons Report attached

2. Adequacy (1Cs are adequaidy “ICs are inadequate; ‘N/A,

‘ D.: General

1. Vandahsm/trespassmg ;_Lopaﬁgn--‘s__bp_Wn;on-‘-__s'_it_e;m_'ap, No vandallsm evndent
Remarks MNie vandalisun 3 App et e, _mevys "H«»e:“ Daqdm w \
_ 0'\ Sk \aws. . acerced _ : e

2. ‘Land use.changes on site: ‘.@ ™.
Remarks C e ‘ o

13. Land use’ changes offsite

Remarks

' V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A-Réads: ‘Applicable NIA

' L ' Roads damaged
Rema.rks

N/A




OSWER No, §3557:078-P

'B: Other Site Conditions:

+ hns btev\

Remarks__Peoples used ‘toi hurk _sncaite

alh in Pan ?a,-\— Mantenance. hos heke _é‘h,, Ao Q.M.;

_Gecess Lo e 5:4-'. Meciss' {ralds aie

cleared omce.

pes yeavT,

VIIL. LANDFILL.COVERS - Applicable-

: N/A

A, Lanafill Suifacé

1

.Settlement (Low spots) Locat:on shown on srte map-._
-Areal extent De'pth
j_Rema.rks ' '

—@tilemﬁntznét_._evigi%-

. Cracks - ~ Location:shown-on site:map,

Lengths ‘Widths; . Depths_
‘Remarks : . :

Cracking:not evident>

‘Erosion ~ Location show.on site: map:

Arealextent. . - . Depth
Remarks: c

Holes: ' Locahon showii'on sité iriap-

' Areal extent . Depl.h

lRemarks

Vegetatlve Cover

‘Lrees/Shrubs (indicate size and; loc

Remarks.

ations on a dtagras

] . Cover properly esmbhshed _ N'o-sfg‘g’isbf stress

L VDAL eoner \nas \occo.w. o pire eresl- with 15-"23_‘/‘

Alternauve Cover [(armored rock, concrete, etc. ) .

Remarks

‘Bill‘g'_e"é-’- : Locatlon siowii o §ifé ‘mép-

Aréal’extent. _ Helght
‘Remarks. T

(Bulges notevident )

D:12
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8. Wet Areas/Water Damage /et : f_eas/water damage not evnden e
Wetareas : cation shown:e i et
Pondmg Locatlon shown on sntc map’_ Areal ,extent';:
Sgops o 'Locatlon shown on'sitemap:  .Areal extent
‘Soft subgrade .LOCﬂt‘lOﬂ shown on site map. Areal extent .
‘Remarks..
9. ‘Slope:Instability- ‘Slides Location showr on site map (" No:evidehice:of slope instability
: -Aredl extent TN —
. Remarks
B. Benches Apphcable
j‘(Honzontally constructed-miounds of earth. placed across.d steep-landfill'side slope to mterrupt the. slope
‘in ‘order to slow:down the; velocity: of surface runoffiand- intefcept. and convey the-runoffto-a. lmed .
.channel )
1 .:_F._lo_ws _.Bypas_s;'Bench: 'Lb‘c‘atibn-shown on'. slte:'iiiap'; ‘N/A ¢¢r-'di<5y-.
-Remarks; : ——
2., ‘Betich Breached Location shown ofy site.map’
. ‘Remaiks; '
3. Bénch Overtopped _ Location shown on site:map
Remrks: '

C Letdown Channels Applxcable
~(Channel lined with erosion, contro !

¥ "pmp, grout bags, or gablons thatdescend down:theisteep
$idé s1ope:of the & covérand w1ll allow thie runoff water collected by the benches to ‘move. off of the

_landﬁll cover; wuhout creatmg erosion gullles )

|8 :Settlement L_oc_;ahon shown ‘on site map-
Areal’éxtent. L _ Depth Lo
Remiarks;
' 2 Mht'éﬁhl'ljegraqiﬁon Location'shownon sitemap ¢ No; evtdenceOfdegradano i >
Matetial type. _ Arealextent. . o )
) ;Remarks i
3. Erosion. : : 'Lpg:atio‘n shown'on site'map
-Areal extent; . Depth.
Remarks S




- OSWER No..9355.7:038-P°

: [ oy EE . .
4. Undercuttmg Location shown.on site map: ‘No.evidence of undercutting =
Areal extent: : ‘Depth i =~ ’ "
Remiarks’
5 Obstructlons ‘Type - L :
_ Locauon shown on sxte map; S - Areal’extent,
._S_nze _ h
Remarks
6. hxcesswe Vegetatlve Growth . Type Roe  torresh

nce:of excessive growth:
Vegetatlon in: channels does not obstruct ﬂow
Loction shown on- site map; . Area.l extent’

Remarks. Lsuu)‘;d\ G0t \hcus ‘Dt:.om«, 'P”\Q,..;"‘p_.('_'{_S"‘F

'D. Cover Penctratmns Apﬁligat;ie:' " N/A,

1. Gas: Vents' S A(I:n;'.e . Ppassive
Properly secured/locked Furictioning; Routinely sampled Good. condmon
Ev1dence of leakage:at penetratlon ~Needs: Mamtenance
.!R ATKS:
2 Gas Momfonng Piobes .
: Properly secufed/locked. Functnonmg Routmely sampled ' Gopd condmon
Evndence of- leakage 4t petietration’ Needs Mamtenance . -;.-
_ '_Rema.rks .
3 .:Momtormg Wells (within surface aiea oflandﬁll) :
S ' Good ‘condition
enaityy. "N/A.
g homd-—- Xk, _Owe _ M\\ “hod . brokin.
o ,cmrda. 1;«) Well '_e_'qﬁai'f\',o;-'oj__"s- Vary @ Ay sides
‘4. Léachaté Extraction Wells -
' Propeily-secured/locked Functioning Routmely sampled Good condition
Evidence of:leakage-at penétration : Needs Mamtenance A
Remarks. _ _ - . .
5. Settlement Monuménts ‘Locaied  ~ Routinely surveyed: —CN/A )

Remarks

D:14.




 OSWER No. 9355.7-03B:P

E. Gas Collection and Treatment.

Applicable

1. Gas Treatment Facilitiés
Flanng
"Good condmon
Remarks_.

"Thex:nial.desu'uc(ibn E
_ Needs Maintenasice

‘Coliéction for feuse

2. Gas Collectlon ‘Wells, Mahifolds: and Piping

Good condition
Remarks,

Needs Maintenance

3: Gs: Momtonng F acmnes (e.g, gas momtonng of adjacent homes or, bunldmgs)

~Good condition-
Remarks i

“Needs. Mainténance

F. Cover Drainagé Layer

Applicable

b o OutletPlpes lnspected
Remarks

Functioning

N/A

|20 Outlet Rock Inspected
~ Remarks. =

- Funitioning

N/A

{c. .hgtgnlibn/'!S:bdi'mei.ltatfon;:Pond's

Applicabie

] 1 h Siltatioti‘Aréal éxtent
iSiltatior not'evideént
Remar_k_s

CN/A .

CNUA

2. Erosion:
:Erosion-ngt: ievident

Areal cxtent

Depthi

. Remar_k§

3. outéeworks
Pamsres

Functiohisg

NA

.4, Dam
"Reémarks

Fidioniag

N/A

D:'IS
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H Retalmng Walls _ ~ Applicable’ T NA

-l.

Dcformatlons ' Location. shicwironisite midp -

‘Deformation not-evideiit:

Horizontal displacément: _° . Veitical.displacernent

Rotational. displacement,
Remarks

Degradation: Location'showiy o site tiiap

Rémarks

Degradation not evident

- Perimeter Ditclies/Off-Site Discharge.

- Applicable:

Siltation ~ Location shown'on'site'map ~ Siltation ot evident

Arcalextent: . Depth.
Remarks

'Vegetahve Growth. Location-shown onsite map

Vegetatxon does not impede:flow

(Areal'extent: . . . -Type
.Remarks :

ErOSion : :Loc.ati'()'l‘.l.:_s.]'lpw'ng;dn‘site map
“"Remarks_ S P

‘Erosion not evident,

) Dlscharge Structurc . Functioning ~ 'N/A

Remarks

VL 'VERT-ICAL BARRIER-‘WALLS.‘ o

 Applicable:

_Séttlemient. Location $hown-on sxte map- -
© .Areal éxtént___ : Depth
Remarkss -

‘Settlemeiit not evident

: Performancc MomtonngType of monitoring,

' ‘Head differential

Performarice riot momtored

Fréquency _ (s Eviderice of breaching

Remarks’

D-16
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iX.. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES - .Appllcable

A, Groundwater Extracnon Wells, Puinps,, and Plpelmes o Appllcable
1 Pumps, Wellhcad Plumbmg, and Eleetncal . o o
‘Good coiidition . Alli requnred wells properly-operating  Needs: Maintenance  N/A.
Remarks, . '
2. Extractton System Plpelmes, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other: Appurtenanees
: Good condmon . Needs. Maintenance. )
Remaxks
3. ' -Spare Parts and, Eqmpment o o _ o
Readlly avaxlable : Good- condmon Requires upgrade; - Needs tobeprovided
Remarks . ' . -
, B Surface Water Colleetlon Structures, Pumps, and. Plpelmes , gAppliciiblé_'
_ .. -Colleet]on Structures, Pumps, and Electncal
. Good ¢ondition Needs Maintenarice:
- Remarks'
2. 'Surfaec “Water’ Collechon System Plpelmes, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenanccs
. :Good condition . Neéds:Mairitenance
‘Réniarks;
3. "-Spare l’arts and Equlpment ' L ' o
‘Readi y—-avallable Good-condition Requires.upgrade.  Needs:to be provided
Rémarks® _ . . e .

D:17
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C.'TreatmentSystern  Applicable CC N/A ).

1. . Treatment Trmn (Check ‘components-that apply) o L
: ) : .Oil/water: separation ‘Bioremediation.
Carbon adsorbers o :

:Addmve (e.g., chelatlon agent ﬂocculent)
‘Others. '
Good_condmon Needs Maintenance.
iSamplmg ports. properly marked and functional
.:Samplmg/mamtenance log ¢ 1splayed and, up o date
Equipment properly i identified

. "Quantrty of groundwater treated-annually

‘Quantity of surface water treated'ann ually
Remarks
2, .'Electncal Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functronal)
Good condmon
Remarks_.. :
3. . 3=Tanks Vaults Storage Vessels N ) ) o
 N/A Good-condition. Proper secondary ¢ontainimeént ~ Needs'Mdintenance.
;Remarks S L ' _ L :
4. Drscharge Structure -and, Appurtenances o
NA& Goodicondition. Needs Maiitteriancs;
Remarks x . ,
55, "JTreatment Burldmg(s) _ S
Good: condmon (esp roof and doorways) . Needs:iepair
Chemlcals and equipment properly stored. : ' '
‘Remarks. e e .
.. _-'Momtonng Wells (pu.mp and: trwtment remedy)
Properly secured/locked Functlonmg _ Routinely:sampled Goodicondition
Al requlred wells-located. Needs Meaintéfianice - N/A:
'.'-Rem._ar.ks :

D. MomtoringData Gh] Nomhv..,\( aadq is. & Years. jé'\g,

. l., Momtonng Data _
Is routmely submltted on'time . ‘Is'of acceptable quality
2. Momtonng data suggests::

Groundwater plume is: eﬂ'ectwely coniained  Contarninant coricéntrations. dre-declining.

D-18
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D.. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Momtormg Wells. (natural attenuanon remedy) _ .
"Properly secured/locked }-uncnomng Routinely’ sa.mpled ‘Good conditjon’
Al required wells located: ‘Needs Maintenanice: -
Remarks '

:X: OTHER REMEDIES.

If there are’ medles applied-at the ‘site which are not covered-above; attach an mspectlon sheet descnb_mg
the: physncal nature and condition of any facility:associated. with the’ remedy An example would be-sonl
vapor ‘extraction; :

XI.. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

Al lmplemcntanon of the Remedy

Descnbe.’lssues -and. observanon.s relatmg to’ whether the remedy is eﬂ‘ectwe and' functlorung as-
desxgned Begm wnh a bnef statement: of what the remedy is:to accomphsh (i.e., to:contain: contammant
_ze.mﬁltratlon and gas’ emission, etc.):

! 'cnc;c \\d was ch._) a.nb couuc) fo: 'prewv\- expishre:
] I&E . CD\'\\GJ\'\'SkﬂC NMO_JV l's -c“nchm.M J (1 l\dﬂ) .
&LQMW *K-L _uing, Qg_f_j\- etowineg  Gn Top Cnl; damage:
P @ o B QandSNT awd alw  Ge expmes
T T TS Tt

B.  Adequacy. 6'f-‘b8£'M

.'Descnbe -issues and obsewatlons rélated to'the. 1mplementat10n and. scope of O&M procedures JIn
: pa.mcula: “disciss their relatlonshxp to the carrent arid long-term protectiveness:of: the: ‘reffiedy’

| | GU-G‘FS 4'(‘“"

clearing -

D:19
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Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems.

Descn'be issues and observatlons such as: unexpected changes in: the ¢ost or; scope of O&M ora hxgh
frequency of unscheduled ‘repairs; that .suggest that the protectiveness. of the remedy-may be -
¢ompromised.in the future,

_ ; IH‘(, 'bfv&eu‘-\vu\cis «f
Gty -J;M i grewiés  ea }u foadin” caeac. ?ﬂ..
Pine. Gorrgdy  @ald breaZk  up Hu  inbearily oC Yo Gk

GO . iRy __a\Vow:  Lir expeswer  to T-\-s A'é'_'_O_-\k.«\\'-_s-,.

~ Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportusiities for optimization:in monitoring tasks or the:operatiori of the femedy.

D-20
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SITE PHOTOS



Mature pine trees growing on the cap.

Interior fence with mature trees growing on the cap in the distance.




Mature pine trees growing on the cap.

Interior fence with mature trees growing on the cap in the distance.




Maintained trail.

Vegetation growing on the cap.




Vegetation growing on the cap.

Mature trees and vegetation growing on the cap.




Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail.

Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail.




Mature trees growing on the cap.




Mature trees growing on the cap.




Damaged well.




Damaged well.




Damaged well.

Damaged well.




Maintained well.




Bare spot on cleared trail.




Mature trees growing on the cap.




Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail.



Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail.




Monitoring well.




Monitoring well.
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Interview Form for Cedartown Municipal Landfill
Five-Year Review

Site Name: ___Cedartown Municipal Landfill  EPA ID No.: GAD980495402
Interviewer Name: Frank Burwell Affiliation: Corps of Engineers
Subject’s Name: Brian Farrier Affiliation: EPA Region IV

Subject’s Contact Information: Farrier.Brian@epa.gov

Time: 15:00 Date: May 31, 2011

Type of Interview: _e-Mail

Location of Interview: N/A

EPA RPM

1. What is your overall impression of the project?

N/A

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
This site has had minimal effects on the surréunding community.

3. Are you aware of any commumty concern regarding the site or its operation and
administration?

No.
4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Yes.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestlons or recommendations regardmg the site's
management or operatlon‘?

- EPA would like the City to consider clearing the trees on the landfill cap
so that routine maintenance and visual inspections of the cap can be
performed regularly. Although clearing activities would involve
construction activities that could potentially affect the integrity of the
cap, a major storm event would affect the cap even more adversely if the
trees are uprooted.



1.

Georgia Department of Na'tural Resources

2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr SE, Suite 1154, Atlanta, Georgia 30334-9000
. Mark Williams, Commissioner

Environmental Protection Division

F. Allen Barnes, Director

Land Protection Branch

Mark Smith, Branch Chief

Phone 404/656-7802 FAX: 404/651-9425

Cedartown Municipal Landfill
Third Five-Year Review
Georgia EPD Survey Response

What is your overall impression of the proj.ect?

It appears that the site remedial design was appropriate. However, there has been a lack of adherence
to the requirements of the decision document (1998 ROD Amendment) for the site, as the landfill
cover has neither been maintained nor inspected since the site was removed from the National-
Priorities List (NPL) in 1999. In addition, the requirement for groundwater sampling in support of
each Five Year Review (FYR) was not adequately fulfilled during the first FYR, nor was
groundwater sampling performed as part of the Third FYR. The performance of these requirements is
the responsibility of the PRP (Cedartown Municipal Landfill Group) under the Unilateral
Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action dated March 22, 1994, The first and :
second Five-Year Reviews (FYRs) for CML indicated that the landfill cover had neither been
maintained nor inspected, yet these issues have not been addressed as of the third FYR. The ROD
Amendment should be enforced to ensure protection of human health and the environment.

What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?

We are not aware of effec'ts on the surrounding community.

Are you aware of any community concern regarding the site or itsl operation and administration?
No.

Do you feel well iﬁformed about the site's activities and progress?

In terms of the availability of information regardirig the site, yes.

Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomrnendatlons regarding the site's management or
operation?

We concur with EPA’s recommendation that the landfill cap be restored and inspected and
maintained on a regular basis. We recommend that this be done on a semiannual basis. In addition,
we concur with the abandonment of the damaged wells listed in Section 4.3 of the FYR and all wells
found in the interior of the landfill (wells that penetrate through waste and into the underlying
bedrock), as these wells could provide a preferential pathway for any remaining leachate within the
landfill to enter the bedrock beneath the site. We recommend that these wells be abandoned in
accordance with the Georgia Water Well Standards Act and the US EPA Field Branches Quahty
System and Technical Procedures (FBQSTP)
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CEDARTOWN. GEORGIA
CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE
CITY OF CEDARTOWN

1, EMILY C. SHAW, AS CITY CLERK AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS FOR THE
CITY OF CEDARTOWN, HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ATTACHED ORDINANCE IS A
TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF ORDINANCE NO. 14. 1996, 2ONINC. AS
CONTAINED ON FILE IN THE CITY CLERKS OFFICE OF THE CITY OF
CEDARTOWN. | o

' THIS THE 6th DAY OF DECEMBER. 1996.

SIGNED: - Srnltdy ;;kzn—ng” -
CITY CLERK




ORDINANCE No. [4% ., 1996

AN ORDINANCE BY THE CITY COMMISBION
OF TRE CITX OF CEDARTOWN, GEORGIA

WHEREAS, there is a need to change the districts within
the zoning code of the City of Cedartown, as contained in appendix
*"B* gntitled “zoﬁing', As to article four (IV) thereof; and

WHEREAS, recently the City of Cedartown has deiermined it
necessary to acquire certain property to be annexed to the City éf
Cedartown, which said property was foimerly used for the disposal
of municipal solid waste in the city and was the former site of the
"Cedartown Landfill™; and

WHEREAB, the Commission desires to restrict the zoning
within the uses of this property, and must therefore create another
zoning classification within the city concerning this épecial use;
and | |

WEEREAS, in the future there may be certain additional
special use zoning classifications for the uses hereinafter defined -
or similar problems which may result in amendments of the zoning. .
ordinance of the City of Cedartown is such special circumstances;
aﬁd

WHEREAS, there is a need by this ordinance to adopt
certain provisions to authorize these changes in this ordinance;

. Now, Thorcioro, be it ordained by the City Comm;ssion of
the City of Cedartown, and is hereby ordained and established by
éaid authority as follows: . | i

Baction 1:

This ordinance shall be first read and reviewed by the l
Commisgsion at its September, 1996 meeting. A public notice
concerning these proposed changes in the zoning code of the City of i
Cedartown shall, after the ordinance has been reviewed, be
published in the Cedartown Standard. Said notice is atﬁached here ]
;6 exhibit "A" and made apart hereof by reference. Public comments
'shall be obtained before final approval of these amendments, at a
public hearing to be called and held at the regular October meeting
of the City Commission of the City of Cedartown, to be held on

Monday, October 14, 1996 at seven o’‘clock in the evening.




' The Code of the City of Cedartown as contained in

|
,-'
}nappenﬂix *B* thereof, in article four shall stand amended by adding
ﬁto‘section 4.1 thereof entitled "Division into. Districts" the
Iitollowing' two new additional districts or desiénations to be
| detined as tollows:
I: "SU-1 special use (restricted) district
. SU=-2 (Special Use Classification)"

; Bection 3:

i The Code of the City of Cedartown shall #tand further
‘pamenaed as to Appendix "B" article seven (VII) entitled fﬁse
!gnequirements'by Distriét“, by adding thereto a new section to be
: designated as section 7.10. Said section shall read as follows:
:! . "Sec.7.10. Special Use (Restricted) district"

+Within a special use (Restricted) district, the following uses
'shall be permitted: .

7.20.1. The planting of permanent vegetation, ground
cover, timber'or any other vegetation to
prevent érosion, sedimentation or to prevent soil
disturbance in the designated district.

7.316.2. The property in this classification has previously
been declared to potentially be a threit to human
health and the envirdhment; or could be potentially
such a threat, based upon either federal regulations,

; stﬁte procedures and\or local decisions of the zoning
and planning commission of the City of Cedartown. As
such, no improvements which would allow human
occupation of the property, no ground water
collection facilities, ponds, lakes; nor any wells
(drinking water, commgrcial use wells, raw water or
any other_type wells)' shall be permitted in this

district.

tio :

The Code of the City of Cedartown shall stand further

ilamended by creating a neu.article eight (VIII) to Appendix "B"-



I

kZOninq which shall be entitled “Article VIIl-Special  Use

"classification District". This new article shall read as follows:

:EARTIQLI VIII (8). BPECIAL UBE DISTRICT _
a) A "Special Use District™ shall be defined as a

digstrict which creates , adjacent to abutting

Residential, Commercial, or Industrial zones, a
certain new classification of property based upon a
rspecial Use" of said.property, or special
étipulations concerning the use of the property;
since the property because of its unique character,
location or use does not fit within the general'usq
requirements by districts, as contained in article
VII hereof. This use classification is based upon
either special conditions for the use of the
property, certain restrictions that will be applied
to the use, or other similar circumstances so that
the property theréafter_uill be designﬁted with the
Special Use. As an example, An "R-1" use could have
a further classification of "SU" Appended to it iﬁ
that the residential single family dwellings to be
built upon the property shall be based Upon lots with
either additional set back requirements as those
contained in the subdivisions regulations, square
footage use restriction, or other similar restrictions
that may be placed by the developer of the property;
or Special Uses placed upon the property by the the
city in connection with any review and approval

of zoning of the property.

b) Tﬁe use to be permitted by this designatioh_either as
a special district under this arﬁicle, or as a
designation within any other Residential, Cémmercial
or Industrial District, shall consider the following
uses and matters affecting the property:

1) The use and zoning of éurrounding property;
2) The need for a special buffer, special
/

circumstances with regard to the zoning



O

5)

§)

classification, for other special use
requirement of the property based upon
location, terrain, size, topography or

gimilar criteria;

The overall zoning development plan of the
City of Cedartown as it relates to the
geographical district within one square

mile radius of the location of the

property;

Environmental conditions, uses, concerns

for similar reguirements;

The submitted development plan, or proposed
building plan of the property.

Other criteria as may be established by the
planning commission or building inspector of the
City of Cedartown in a review of any requested

zoning.

Section 5:

All laws or parts of laws in conflict herewith are

specifically repealed. 1In the event any portion of this ordinance

should be declared unconstitutional or otherwise unenforceful, all

remaining portions thereof shall continue in full force and effect.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the City Commission of the City

thereof, duly

none voting "No“.

s

. of Cedartown on the 14th day of October, 1996, at a regular meeting

called and held, all Commissioners voting "Aye",

APPROVED: '
By: Ja;ijZ;;:;zf//<

CHAIRMAN, CEDARTOWN CITY
COMMISSION ’

SECRETARY, CEDARTOWN CITY

COMMISSION



MOTICE OF ZONING AMENDMENT=CITY OF CEDARTOWN

Notice is hereby given that an ordinance has been intreducec

* at the September, 1996 meeting of the Cedartown City Commission

which, if adopted would make some changes in the zoning code of the

city. The first change would be to create a special restricted use

. classification for property, so that property which may be

environmentally hazardous, subject to environmental investigations,

? or otherwise in need of special restrictions could be so classified

pursuant to the zoning ordinances of Cedartown.
The Ordinénce also would create a "Special Use Classification"

which could be added to the existing zoning restrictions of the

'_city.of Cedartown, or create a4 Special Use District for property

based upon the property’s unique topography, uses to be maﬁe of the
property, the need to; zoning buffers, or similar matters.

The effect of this ordinance is to create two new zoning
clasgifications which will be used in the future in making
decisions concerning zoning within the City of Cedartown. A copy
of the proposéd ordinance amendments is on file in the ocffice of
the Cierk at' City Hall. The document is avaiiable for public
inspection during normal business hours.

A Public Hearing, concerning this proposed zoning ordinance

amendment shall be conducted at the October regular meeting of the

City Commission of the City of Cedartown, to be held on October 14,
1996 at seven o‘clock (7:00) in the evening.

This _& day of September, 1996.

Emily C. Shaw, City Clerk
City of Cedartown
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APPENDIX G

TOXICITY REVIEW



nce Standards

Table G1 - Changes in Performa

1993 ROD 2006 Federal B 2011 o
GroundWater Remedy Performance Performance Performance P
Contaminant Standards R Standards 20(06 Ifd;:L Standards oA ?:: :_;‘ St [
(ug/L) (ua/L) = (ua/l)

Man ga nese** 175/ 840 EPA 840 50* 840 50" No
Beryllium 4 SDWA MCL 4 4 4 4 No
Cadmium 5 SDWA MCL 5 5 & 5 No

Chromium 100 SDWA MCL 100 100 100 100 No
Lead 15 EPA Action Level 15 15 15 15 No
Notes:

*= 50 ppb is a secondary MCL.

** = The Risk Based Concentration (RBC) for Manganese was changed as the result of a revision to the established Reference
Dose. In November 1995, EPA changed the Performance Standard for Manganese for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill to 840
ppb. 175 ppb was the original performance standard contained in the ROD dated 1993.

*** = Change is relative to the standards stated in the ROD, as amended.
SDWA MCL = Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Level.
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Table G2 - Changes in Toxicity Factors

D RS

1,2-DCA 9.10E-02 NVA 9.10E-02 i 2.00E-02 P
JINORGANICS

Arsenic 1.75E+00 3.00E-04 15 i 3.00E-04 i

Barium NVA 7.00E-02 NVA 2.00E-01 i
ﬁm 4.30E+00 5.00E-03 NVA 2.00E-03 i
[Cadmium NVA 1.00E-03 NVA 1.00E-03 i

Manganese NVA 5.00E-03 NVA 1.40E-01 i

Nickel NVA 2.00E-02 NVA 2.00E-02 i

Vanadium NVA 3.00E-01 NVA 9.00E-03 i

Zinc NVA 2.00E-02 NVA 3.00E-01 i

ROD = 1993 ROD; Toxicity values from IRIS, 1992 unless otherwise noted

2011 = 2011 Toxicity values identified and selected in accordance with the recommended hierarchy provided in OSWER Directive 9285.7-53.
Vaules shown in bold indicate where toxicity values have changed since ROD

Key : CSF=Cancer Slope Factor RfD,=Reference Dose

i=IRIS p=PPRTV c=California EPA n=NCEA h=HEAST

Regional screening levels no longer use route to route extrapolation

i* = Iris value for vanadium pentoxide

NVA = No toxicity factor available





